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KRYPTOK  COMPANY,   Appt, 

V. 

STEAD  LENS  COMPANY. 
(Ill  C.  C.  A  495,  190  Fed.  767.) 

Prellmliuury  Injanction  —  discretion. 

1.  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  in- 
junction rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court,  not  in  its  arbitrary,  whimsical  will, 
but  in  its  sound  judicial  discretion,  in- 
formed and  guided  by  the  established  prin- 
oiples,  rules,  and  practice  of  equity  juris- 
prudence; and  where  the  court  nas  not  de- 

Headnotes  by  Sanbobn,  Circuit  Judge. 


parted  from  them,  its  injunctional  orders 
may  not  be  reversed  without  clear  proof  of 
an  abuse  of  its  discretion. 

Injunction  —  protection  of  rights. 

2.  One  may  not  be  enjoined  from  protect- 
ing and  enforcing  his  rights  by  lawful 
means,  unless .  his  acts  to  that  eHect  are 
done  or  threatened  unnecessarily,  not  really 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  rights, 
but  maliciously,  to  vex,  annoy,  and  injure 
another. 

Same  —  defense  —  disproportionate  In- 
Jury. 

3.  It  is  a  good  defense  to  an  application 
for  an  injunction  that  the  wrong  and  in- 
jury likely  to  be  inflicted  upon  the  opponent 
of  the  application  by  its  ijisue  will  probably 
be  greater  than  that  which  the  applicant 
is  likely  to  suffer  from  its  denial. 


Xote,  —  Doctrine  of  comparative  injury 
in  suit  to  enjoin  infringement  of 
patent, 

L  Where    injunction    sought    to    restrain 

other  infringement  suits,  1. 
II.  Where  injunction  sought  to  restrain  in- 
fringement, 
a.  On  application  for  preliminary  in- 
junction. 

1.  In  general,  3. 

2.  As  affected  by  the  merits. 

(a)  Clearness  or  doubt  as  to 

validity  of  patent  or 
fact  of  infringement, 
3. 

(b)  Doubt   as   to   miscella- 

neous facts,  6. 

3.  Effect  of  laches  of  complain- 

ant or  plaintiff,  7. 

4.  When     equities     favor     com- 

plainant or  plaintiff,  7. 

5.  When   equities   favor   defend- 

ant. 

(a)  Where  plaintiff  ip  busi- 

ness of  licensing  in- 
vention, 8. 

(b)  Where      defendant      is 

mere  user  of  article, 
9. 

6.  Public  convenience,   12. 

7.  Where  patent  soon  to  expire, 

14. 
no  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


II.  a. — continued. 

b.  Suspension   of  injunction  on'  ap- 

peal, 14. 

c.  Final  injunction,  15* 

/.  Where  injunction  sought  to  restrain 
other  infringement  suits. 

It  will  be  noted  that  Krtftok  Co.  y. 
Stead  Lens  Co.  involved  the  question  of 
a  comparison  of  injuries  as  affecting  the 
discretion  of  the  court  in  issuing  an  in- 
junction wherein  a  manufacturer,  the  de- 
fendant in  one  infringing  suit,  sought  to 
restrain  the  commencement  or  prosecution 
of  suits  against  his  customers,  involving 
a  similar  infringement.  It  is  the  purpose 
of  this  note,  however,  to  cover  not  only 
cases  of  this  character,  but  also  ordinary 
suits  to  restrain  infringement;  since  the 
same  principles  apply  in  both  classes  of 
cases  so  far  as  concerns  the  comparison 
by  the  court  of  the  injuries  and  benefits  to 
the  parties  therefrom. 

It  is  well  established  that  in  a  proper 
case  the  court  may  enjoin  a  multiplicity 
of  suits  against  users  of  an  alleged  in- 
fringing article  where  a  suit  is  also  pend- 
ing against  the  manufacturer,  to  enjoin 
the  manufacture  of  the  alleged  infringing 
article  and  to  recover  profits  and  damages 
on  account  of  the  manufacture  and  sale 
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Patent  •*  Infringement  «  snlt  against 
users. 

4.  The  oAvner  of  a  patent  cannot  recover 
in  a  suit  against  a  manufacturer  of  an  in- 
fringing article  m^hich  the  latter  sells  to  re- 
tailers all  the  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled 
in  suits  against  the  latter,  and  a  suit  or 
a  decree  for  an  injunction,  gains,  profits, 
and  damages  against  the  manufacturer  is 
no  bar  to  suits  for  infringement  against 
those  who  purchase  from  him  and  use  or 
sell  the  infringing  article. 

Injunction  —  against  suits. 

5.  The  owner  of  patents  sued  a  manu- 
facturer for  infringement  on  June  11,  1909, 
closed  its  evidence  in  chief  on  April  19, 
1910,  threatened  to  bring  suits  against  four 
retailers  who  purchased  the  infringing  arti- 
cle from  the  defendant  in  October,  1910, 
brought  one  such  suit  in  November,  1910, 


notified  the  manufacturer's  customers  that 
the  article  they  bought  of  it  infringed,  and 
threatened  to  sue  them  if  they  did  not  stop 
selling  the  article. 

Held,  these  facts  furnished  no  just 
ground  to  enjoin  the  owner  of  the  patent 
from  prosecuting  the  suit  against  tne  re 
tailer  he  had  already  commenced,  or  from 
commencing  others  of  like  character. 

(October  16,   1911.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for   the  Western  District  of  Missouri,  en- 
joining   it   from   bringing   other   suits   for 
infringement  of  patents.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


thereof.  Commercial  Acetylene  Co.  v. 
Avery  Portable  Lighting  Co.  87  C.  C.  A. 
206,  159  Fed.  936. 

Thus,  on  the  theory  that  public  policy 
requires  that  the  question  of  infringement 
of  manufactured  goods  be  tried  in  an  action 
between  the  patentee  and  the  manufacturer 
of  the  alleged  infringing  goods,  rather  than 
between  the  former  and  the  purchaser  of 
the  goods  from  the  latter,  thereby  flooding 
the  court  with  suits  of  the  latter  character, 
a  preliminary  injunction  has  been  held 
proper  to  restrain  the  patentee  from  bring- 
ing different  suits  against  the  users  of  the 
alleged  infringing  goods,  although  the  issu- 
ance of  the  injunction  might  result  in  in- 
convenience or  injury  to  the  patentee.  Ide 
V.  Ball  Engine  Co.  31   Fed.  901. 

So,  in  an  aggravated  case  of  threatened 
irreparable  injury  to  defendant's  business, 
or  if  there  is  evidence  of  malice  and  op- 
pression or  bad  faith  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  court  may  enjoin  temporarily 
the  commencement  of  new  suits  against 
the  users  of  the  alleged  infrinp^ing  article 
until  after  the  trial  of  the  case  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  who  is  the 
manufacturer  of  the  article.  Kelley  v.Ypsi- 
lanti  Dress-Stay  Mfg.  Co.  10  L.R.A.  686, 
44  Fed.  19. 

And  where  the  result  of  bringing  many 
suits  for  infringements  af^ainst  the  manu- 
facturer's customers  would  be  the  impair- 
ment or  destruction  of  the  former's  rights 
as  the  successful  party  to  a  suit  by  the 
patentee  against  him  personally,  involv- 
ing a  similar  infringement,  such  infringe- 
ment suits  will  be  restrained.  Kessler  v. 
Eldred,  206  U.  S.  285,  51  L.  ed.  1005,  27 
Sup.  Ct  Rep.  611. 

So,  where  a  manufacturer,  by  a  stipu- 
lation on  the  record  of  a  suit  against  one 
of  his  customers,  to  restrain  the  use  or 
sale  of  an  article  manufactured  by  him, 
on  the  ground  that  it  was  an  infringement, 
is  admitted  to  defend  the  suit,  and  a  result 
is  reached  favorable  to  him,  he  may  rely 
upon  the  judgment  therein  to  obtain  an 
injunction  restraining  the  prosecution  of 
similar  suits  against  other  customers,  the 
probable  damage  to  ^i™  from  a  ipuJtiplicity 
ay  L.R.A.(N.S.)  ^ 


of  suits  against  his  customers  being  suffi- 
cient to  authorize  the  injunction.  Marshall 
V.  Bryant  Electric  Co,  107  C.  C.  A.  599, 
185  Fed.  499,  writ  of  certiorari  denied  in 
220  U.  S.  622,  56  L.  ed.  613,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  724. 

And  National  Cash  Register  Co.  v.  Bos- 
ton Cash  Indicator  &  Recorder  Co.  41  Fed. 
51,  asserts  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity, 
by  a  petition  in  the  main  suit  against  a 
manufacturer,  to  restrain  the  complainant 
from  bringing  further  suits  against  the 
purchasers  or  users  of  the  patented  article, 
and  holds  that  such  injunction  should  be 
granted  where  numerous  suits  brought  by 
the  complainant  against  the  customers  of 
the  defendant  are  vexatious  and  oppressive. 

The  showing  of  injury  must  be  very 
strong  to  induce  the  court,  by  a  preliminary 
injunction,  to  restrain  a  patentee  from 
bringing  suits  against  the  users  of  the 
alleged  infringing  articles,  although  a  suit 
is  also  pending  against  the  manufacturer 
thereof,  since  the  loss  to  complainant  is 
apt  to  be  different,  by  reason  of  the  delay 
in  the  trial  of  the  suit  against  the  manufac- 
turer, and  the  operation  of  local  statutes 
of  limitation  upon  his  rights  against  the 
users,  and  also  because  the  right  of  the 
complainant  to  claim  an  accounting  and 
reparation  from  the  users  generally  dates 
from  the  commencement  of  his  suit.  Com- 
puting Scale  Co.  v.  National  Computing 
Scale  Co.  79  Fed.  962. 

It  has  been  asserted,  however,  that  the 
proper  practice  in  such  cases  is  to  secure 
a  postponement  of  the  suits  against  the 
user  until  after  a  trial  of  the  case  against 
the  manufacturer;  and  this  may  generally 
be  done  upon  motion  addressed  to  the  £Ourt 
wherein  each  particular  suit  is  pending. 
Ibid. 

To  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits  the 
court  may,  in  a  proper  case,  and  on  a 
proper  showing,  restrain  the  prosecution  of 
suits  between  the  patentee  and  the  mere 
user  of  the  patented  machine,  to  be  sus- 
pended to  await  the  result  of  the  suit  be- 
tween the  patentee  and  the  principal  in- 
frinsrer,  from  whom  the  user  purchased  the 
particular    machine,     A    preliminary    in- 
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KBYPTOK  CO.  V.  STEAD  LENS  CO. 


Ar^ed  before  Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge, 
and  Marshall  and  William  H.  Mungcr,  Dis- 
trict Judges. 

Messrs.  John  H.  Atwood  and  Edward 
D.  Ellison,  for  appellant: 

It  is  only  when  more  suits  than  one  are 
instituted  with  a  view  of  annoying,  harass- 
ing, or  oppressing  a  litigant,  either  by  put- 
ting him  to  unnecessary  expense  or  by  at- 
tempting to  terrorize  his  customers,  that 
such  a  situation  arises  that  the  chance]  lor 
can  lawfully  exercise  his  injunctive  power. 

New  York  Filter  Co.  v.  Schwarzwaldcr, 
58  Fed.  579;  Commercial  Acetylene  Co.  ▼. 
Avery  Portable  Lighting  Co.  152  Fed.  645, 
87  C.  C.  A.  206,  159  Fed.  935;  Dittgen  v. 
Racine  Paper  Goods  Co.  164  Fed.  85  T  Ameri- 


can School  Furniture  Go.  v.  J.  M.  Sander 
Co.  106  Fed.  731. 

The  discretion  which  is  vested  in  a  chan- 
cellor does  not  authorize  him  to  grant  a 
preliminary  injunction  in  any  and  all  kinds 
of  cases,  with  or  without  a  reasonable  show- 
ing. 

Logansport  v.  Uhl,  90  Ind.  539,  50  Am. 
Rep.  109;  Baxter  v.  Chicago  Bd.  of  Trade, 
83  111.  149;  Brown  v.  Newall,  2  Myl.  &  C. 
568,  6  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  348,  1  Jur,  422; 
Lowenfeld  v.  Curtis,  72  Fed.  105;  Russell  v. 
Farley,  105  U.  S.  433,  26  L.  ed.  1060. 

Messrs.  Wash  Adams  and  Tlieoph.  Ij. 
Cams,  for  appellee: 

The  law  protects  manufacturers  from  as- 
saults upon  customers  by  a  rival  owning 
even   an   adjudicated   patent,   pending   the 


junction  will  not,  however,  be  granted, in 
such  cases.  Kelley  v.  Ypsilanti  Dress-Stay 
Mfg.  Co.  supra. 

II,  Where  injunction  aougJU  to  restrain 

infringement, 

a*  On  application  for  preliminary  in- 

junction. 

1,  In  general, 

xn  acting  on  applications  for  temporary 
injunctions  to  restrain  the  infringement  of 
letters  patent,  there  is  much  latitude  for 
discretion.  The  application  may  be  granted 
or  refused  ninconditionally,  or  terms  may 
be  imposed  on  either  of  the  parties  as  con- 
ditions for  making  or  refusing  the  order. 
And  the  state  of  the  litigation,  where  the 
plaintiff's  title  is  denied,  the  nature  of  the 
improvement,  the  character  and  extent  of 
the  infringement  complained  of,  and  the 
comparative  inconvenience  which  will  be 
occasioned  to  the  respective  parties  by  al- 
lowing or  denying  the  motion,  must  all  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  it  should 
be  allowed  or  refused ;  and  if  at  all,  whether 
absolutely  or  upon  some  and  what  con- 
ditions." Forbush  v.  Bradford,  1  Fisher, 
Pat.  Cas.  317,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,930. 

In  Westinghousc  Air-Hrake  Co.  v.  Car- 
penter, 32  Fed.  484,  Jiulje  Brewer  remarked 
that  on  an  application  for  a  preliminary 
injunction  a  court  considers  always  the 
relative  situation  of  the  parties  and  the 
injury  or  benefit  which  may  result  to  them 
either  from  granting  or  refusing  the  in- 
junction. 

The  duty  of  the  court  to  consider  the 
convenience  of  the  parties  in  granting  a 
preliminary  injunction,  or  in  suspending 
the  operation  of  an  injunction  pending  an 
appeal,  is  also  asserted  in  Barnard  v.  Gib- 
son, 7  How.  650,  12  L.  ed.  857,  holding, 
however,  that  the  question  as  to  the  action 
of  the  court  in  that  regard  cannot  properly 
be  raised  on  appeal.  In  replying  to  the 
contention  that  the  decree  enjoining  the 
defendants  from  the  use  of  their  machines 
destroys  their  value  and  plac^9  them  in  a 
39  I^BJt(N.S.) 


remediless  condition,  and  that  many  thous- 
ands of  dollars  have  been  invested  in  the 
machinery  which,  by  such  procedure,  be- 
comes useless,  the  court  said:  "The  hard- 
ship stated  is  an  unanswerable  objection  to 
the  operation  of  the  injunction  until  all  the 
matters  shall  be  finally  adjusted.  If  the  in- 
junction has  been  inadvertently  granted  the 
circuit  court  has  power  to  suspend  it  or  set 
it  aside,  until  the  report  of  the  master  shall 
be  sanctioned.  And  unless  the  defendants 
below  are  in  dovbtful  circumstances  and 
cannot  give  bond  to  respond  in  damages  for 
the  use  of  the  machines,  should  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  be  finally  established,  we 
suppose  that  the  injunction  will  be  sus- 
pended. Such  is  a  correct  course  of  prac- 
tice, as  indicated  by  the  decisions  of  this 
court,  and  that  is  a  rule  of  decision  for  the 
circuit  court." 

It  is  sufficient  to  induce  the  court  to  re- 
fuse to  grant  a  preliminary  injunction  if 
it  appears  that  there  would  be  at  least 
as  much  probability  of  its  doing  irre- 
parable mischief  as  preventing  it.  North 
V.  Kershaw,  4  Blatchf.  70,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
10,311. 

2.  As   affected   hy   the   merits, 

(a)  Clearness  or  doubt  as  to  validity 
of  patent  or  fact  of  infringement. 

An  application  for  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  infringement  of  a  pat- 
ent imposes  upon  the  applicant  the  burden 
of  establishing  the  validity  of  his  patent, 
which  generally  reouires  proof  either  of 
favorable  dec '3 ions  tnereon  by  the  court  in 
which  the  application  was  presented,  al- 
though in  some  other  case,  or  by  some 
other  court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction.  He 
must  also  clearly  show  the  actual  fact  of  * 
infringement  by  the  defendant,  and  also 
usually  show  that  on  a  comparison  by  the 
court  of  the  advantages  and  disadvantages 
resulting  to  the  parties  and  to  the  pub- 
lic from  issuing  the  injunction,  the  equities 
are  with  him.  Columbia  Wire  Co.  v.  Free- 
man Wire  Co.  71  Fed.  302. 

A  pourt  is  more  apt  to  balauoe  ponvei^* 
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farther  juridical  determination  of  its  valid- 
ity. 

Commercial  Acetylene  Co.  v.  Avery  Port- 
able Lighting  Co.  162  Fed.  642,  87  C.  C.  A. 
206,  159  Fed.  935;  Goodyear  Fire  &  Rubber 
Co.  V.  Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Co.  164  Fed. 
871;  Kessler  v.  Eldred,  206  U.  S.  285,  61 
L.  ed.  1065,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  611;  Dittgen 
V.  Racine  Paper  Goods  Co.  164  Fed.  89; 
Rubber  Tire  Wheel  Co.  v.  Goodyear  Tire 
&  Rubber  Co.  106  C.  C.  A.  318,  183  Fed. 
078. 

An  appellate  court  will  not  interfere  with 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  a  chancellor 
in  refusing  to  dissolve  an  injunction,  either 
absolutely  or  upon  condition  of  giving  secur- 
ity, unless  there  is  manifest  error  in  the 
conclusion  reached  by  him. 


Ritter  v.  Ulman,  24  C.  C.  A.  71,  42  U. 
S.  App.  263,  78  Fed.  222;  Bradshaw  v. 
Miners'  Bank,  23  C.  C.  A.  678,  46  U.  S. 
App.  663,  77  Fed.  932. 

The  order  of  injunction  will  not  be  re- 
versed unless  it  appears  that  the  legal  dis- 
cretion of  the  lower  court  was  improvi- 
dently  exercised. 

Thompson  v.  Nelson,  18  C.  C.  A.  137,  37 
U.  S.  App.  478,  71  Fed.  339;  Southern  P. 
Co.  V.  Earl,  27  C.  C.  A.  185,  48  U.  S.  App. 
716,  82  Fed.  690;  Rahley  v.  Columbia  Phon- 
ograph Co.  58  C.  C.  A.  639,  122  Fed.  625. 

Sanborn,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

On  June  11,  1909,  Kryptok  Company,  a 
corporation,   exhibited  a  bill   in  the   court 


iences  and  compare  injuries  to  the  parties 
in  exercising  its  discretion  in  grantin?  or 
refusing  a  preliminary  injunction  wliere 
the  validit}^  of  the  complainant's  patent 
or  claim  of  infringement  is  not  entirely  free 
from  doubt.  Morris  v.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  3 
Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833; 
Howe  V.  Morton,  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  586, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,769;  North  v.  Kershaw,  4 
Blatchf.  70,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,311;  Parker 
V.  Sears,  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  93,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  10,748. 

Hence,  where  the  right  of  the  complain- 
ant under  its  patent,  and  the  violation 
thereof  by  the  defendant,  are  not  clear, 
plain,  and  manifest,  and  by  granting  an, in- 
junction there  would  be  a  greater  proba- 
bility of  producing  incalculable,  mischief 
than  there  would  be  of  preventing  it,  neith- 
er an  absolute  nor  conditional  injunction 
ought  to  be  granted.  Day  v.  Candee,  3 
Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  9,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,676. 

And  in  such  a  case  a  preliminary  in- 
junction will  not  issue  if  the  result  there- 
from will  be  to  put  in  jeopardy  the  defend- 
ant's business,  where  the  complainant  can 
be  compensated  in  damages  and  the  de- 
fendant is  financially  responsible.  George 
Ertel  Co.  v.  Stahl,  13  C.  C.  A.  29,  24  U.  S. 
App.  563,  65  Fed.  517;  Standard  Elevator 
Co.  v.  Crane  Elevator  Co.  6  C.  C.  A.  100,  9 
U.  S.  App.  556,  66  Fed.  718. 

Nor  where  the  patent  has  never  been  ad- 
judicated and  proof  of  public  acquiescenco 
is  inadequate,  and  there  is  a  contnvorsy 
upon  the  claim  of  infringement,  and  the 
defendants  have  been  for  years  in  a  busi- 
ness which  will  be  seriously  injured  by  the 
injunction,  and  there  is  no  proof  that 
they  are  not  pecuniarily  responsible. 
Johnson  v.  Aldrich,  40  Fed.  675. 

— ^where  clear. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  rule  has  been 
asserted  that  where  the  validity  ff  the 
patent  is  fully  established  and  the  infringe- 
ment is  clear,  the  owner  has  the  right  to 
protection  by  injunction,  although  it  may 
cause  great  injury  to  the  infringer.  Potter 
V.  Fuller,  2  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas,  251,  Fed.  Cas. ' 
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No.  11,327;  Potter  v.  Whitney,  1  Low.  Dec. 
87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,341. 

In  the  cases  applying  the  rule,  however, 
there  has  generally  appeared  some  fact  or 
circumstances  disentitling  the  defendant  to 
invoke  the  equitable  consideration  of  the 
court. 

Thus  where  the  validity  of  a  patent  and 
the  infringing  character  of  the  articles 
complained  of  are  conclusively  established 
against  the  defendant  by  the  decision  of 
the  court  of  appeals  of  another  district,  and 
no  certiorari  to  the  Supreme  Court  having 
been  allowed,  the  decision  is  by  the  court 
of  last  resort,  a  preliminary  injunction  will 
be  issued  restraining  the  defendant  from 
using  in  his  business  infringing  articles 
which  he  bought  from  the  manufacturer, 
who  was  the  defendant  in  the  suit  men- 
tioned. Under  such  circumstances  the  fact 
that  it  may  take  time  and  trouble  to  lo- 
cate and  remove  the  infringing  articles 
is  no  defense  to  the  application  for  in- 
junction, since  that  is  a  risk  the  user  of  the 
infringing  article  always  takes.  The  de- 
fendant, however,  being  a  municipality,  and 
public  convenience  requiring  that  the  re- 
moval shall  be  by  instalments,  the  injunc- 
tion will  be  so  framed.  National  Meter  Co. 
V.  Poughkeepsie,  75  Fed.  405,  affirmed  in  32 
C.  C.  A.  463,  45  U.  S.  App.  761,  89  Fed. 
1014. 

If  the  validity  of  a  patent  and  the  fact 
of  infringement  are  clear,  it  is  no  objec- 
tion to  the  issuance  of  a  preliminary  in- 
junction that  the  defendant,  relying  upon 
the  opinion  of  experts  that  the  article  he 
manufactures  is  ncl  an  infringement,  has 
expended  large  sums  of  money  in  preparing 
to  make  use  of  the  infringing  machinery. 
Norton  v.  Eagle  Automatic  Can  Co.  57  Fed. 
029. 

That  great  haidship  will  be  imposed  upon 
the  defendants  if  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion be  issued  against  them  is  not  a  valid 
reason  for  not  issuing  the  same,  where  the 
validity  of  the  patent  and  the  fact  of  in- 
fringement are  clear  and  many  of  the  de- 
fendants were  officers  in  another  company 
which  some  time  previously  was  adjudged 
ffuilty  of  the  same  infringement,  such  offi- 
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below  at  Kansas  City,  in  the  state  of  Mis- 
souri, against  Stead  Lens  Company,  an- 
other corporation,  for  infringement  of  let- 
ters patent  Nos.  637,444  and  876,933,  on 
improvements  in  bifocal  lenses,  and  prayed 
for  an  injunction  and  an  accounting  of  gains 
and  profits  and  for  damages.  On  Septem- 
ber 9,  1909,  the  Stead  Company  answered, 
and  denied  the  validity  of  the  patents  and 
its  all^i^d  infringement  of  them.  On  April 
19,  1910,  Kryptok  Company  closed  its  evi- 
dence in  chief,  and  any  delay  thereafter  in 
the  proceedings  in  the  case  seems  to  have 
been  attributable  to  the  Stead  Company. 
That  company  was  a  manufacturer  of  bi- 
focal lenses  alleged  to  infringe  the  patents, 
and  Haussman  &  Company,  a  corporation 
of  Pennsylvania,  was  one  of  their  customers, 


that  bought  the  lenses  of  the  Stead  Company 
at  wholesale  and  sold  them  at  retail.  In 
November,  1910,  about  seventeen  months 
after  it  instituted  its  suit  against  the  Stead 
Company,  and  about  seven  months  after  it 
closed  its  evidence  in  chief  in  that  suit, 
Kryptok  Company  brought  a  suit,  in  Phila- 
delphia, against  Haussman  &  Company,  for 
infringement  of  the  patents.  Thereupon  the 
Stead  Company  filed  a  petition  and  affi- 
davits in  the  suit  in  Kansas  City,  and 
prayed  that  the  Kryptok  Company  be  en- 
joined from  prosecuting  its  suit  against 
Haussman  &  Company,  and  from  beginning 
any  other  suits  against  others  who  wore 
purchasing  bifocal  lenses  of  the  Stead  Com- 
pany; and  upon  this  petition,  these  affi- 
davits and  counter  affidavits  presented  by 


cers  thereafter  entering  upon  the.  present 
enterprise.  United  Indurated  Fibre  Co.  v. 
Whippany  Mfg.  Co.  83  Fed.  485,  reversed 
in  30  C.  C.  A.  615,  67  U.  S.  App.  270,  87 
Fed.  215,  on  the  ground  that  the  complain- 
ant's case  was  not  clear,  and  it  did  not  ap- 
pear that  the  decisions  relied  upon  con- 
strued the  patent  in  accordance  with  the 
present  claims  of  the  complainant,  and 
broad  enough  to  cover  defendants'  process. 

Where  the  defendant  stands  fair  before 
the  court,  it  is  generally  held  not  to  be  a 
matter  of  course  to  issue  a  preliminary  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  use  of  an  alleged 
infringing  article,  although  a  prima  facie 
showing  is  made  of  the  right  of  the  patentee 
to  the  thing  patented,  and  of  the  violation 
thereof  by  the  defendant,  but  it  must  also 
appear,  if  the  injunction  is  not  issued,  that 
complainants  will  be  irreparably  injured, 
and  that  no  subsequent  decree  of  the  court 
can  sufficiently  ascertain  and  make  good 
their  damages;  especially  where  the  result 
of  the  injunction  would  be  greatly  to  in- 
jure the  defendant  or  the  public. 

Thus,  even  if  the  court  regards  the  com- 
plainant's claim  both  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  patent  and  infringement  to  be  well  es- 
tablished, a  cosaparison  of  advantages  and 
injuries  resulting  to  the  parties  from  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  will  nevertheless  be 
made,  and  may  result  in  the  denial  of  the 
injunction.  Morris  v.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  3 
Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833. 

And  even  when  complainant's  title  is 
clear,  if  there  are  peculiar  circumstances 
showing  that  the  defendant's  interests 
would  be  very  injuriously  affected  by  the 
issuance  of  an  interlocutory  injunction, 
while  the  interests  of  the  complainant  would 
not  lie  so  affected  by  refusing  it,  the  court, 
in  its  discretion,  may  refuse  it.  (Injunc- 
tion to  restrain  manufacture  and  sale  of 
machine.)  Potter  v.  Whitney,  1  Low.  Dec. 
87,  3  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  77,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,341. 

— as  to  validity  of  patent. 

As  to  the  effect  of  fully  establishing  the 
validity  of  a  patent  upon  the  right  to  a 
preliminary  injunction  to  restrain  its  in- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


fringement,  the  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Morse 
V.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  supra:  "In  granting  or 
refusing  a  preliminary  injunction,  the  court 
will  carefully  consider  the  situation  of  the 
parties.  Its  important  office  is  to  preserve 
the  rights  of  the  patentee  pending  the  liti- 
gation of  his  title.  If  the  title  has  already 
been  fully  established,  or  is  otherwise  so 
clear  that  no  reasonable  doubt  of  its  valid- 
ity remains,  a  court  of  equity  would,  in 
many  cases,  grant  such  an  injunction,  as  it 
would  a  final  injunction,  notwithstanding 
the  injury  which  might  result  to  the  de- 
fendant. But  where  there  is  no  danger  of 
loss  to  the  plaintiff,  and  great  loss  will  re- 
sult to  the  defendant,  the  case  must  be  sub- 
stantially free  from  doubt  to  require  such 
action." 

In  granting  an  interim  injunction,  the 
court  will  cautiously  consider  the  degree  of 
convenience  and  inconvenience  to  the  parties 
therefrom,  and  according  to  the  doubt 
which  may  exist  in  the  mind  of  the  court 
upon  the  facts,  and  according  to  the  degree 
of  inconvenience  to  the  parties,  the  court 
will  be  guided.  Birdson  v.  McAlpine,  8 
Beav.  229. 

And  where  a  reasonable  question  is  raised 
as  to  the  validity  of  a  patent,  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  to  restrain  an  alleged  in- 
fringement thereof  will  not  issue,  where  the 
issuance  thereof  will  work  great  injury  to 
the  defendant,  without  corresponding  bene- 
fit to  the  complainant,  and  the  complain- 
ant can  be  adequately  protected  without  it. 
Swift  V.  Jenks,  19  Fed.  641  (proceedings  by 
one  manufacturer  against  another,  to  re- 
strain the  manufacture  of  an  alleged  in- 
fringing article). 

Nor  where  the  decisions  affecting  the 
validity  of  the  patent  leave  the  matter  in 
some  doubt,  and  a  preliminary  injunction 
would  result  in  breaking  up  an  extensive 
business  established  by  the  defendants,  and 
the  complainant  has  established  a  license 
fee  for  the  use  of  the  invention,  so  that, 
if  a  final  decree  is  in  its  favor,  it  will 
have  a  remedy  by  way  of  royalty.  East- 
ern Paper  Bag  Co.  v.  Nixon,  35  Fed.  752. 

Nor  where  the  validity  of  the  patent  is 
in  substantial  controversy,  and  the  issuance 
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Kryptok  Company,  the  court  below  entered 
an  order  whereby  it  enjoined  Kryptok  Com- 
pany from  proceeding  farther  with  its  suit 
against  Haussman  &  Company,  and  from 
commencing  any  suits  for  infringement  of 
its  patents  against  any  of  the  purchasers 
of  bifocal  lenses  of  Stead  Company  until 
the  final  decree  should  be  rendered  in  the 
suit  of  the  Kryptok  Company  against  the 
Stead  Company.  From  this  order  the  Kryp- 
tok Company  has  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  grant  of  a  preliminary  injunction 
rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court, 
not  in  its  arbitrary,  whimsical  will,  but 
in  its  sound  judicial  discretion,  informed 
and  guided  by  the  established  principles, 
rules,  and  practice  of  equity  jurisprudence; 
and  where  the  court  has  not  departed  from 


them,  its  injunctional  orders  may  not  be 
reversed  without  clear  proof  of  an  abuse  of 
its  discretion. 

Established  principles  of  equity  juris- 
prudence are  (1)  that  one  may  not  be 
enjoined  from  doing  lawful  acts  to  protect 
and  enforce  his  rights  of  property  or  of 
person,  unless  his  acts  to  that  effect  are 
clearly  shown  to  be  done  unnecessarily,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  preserving  and  enforcing 
his  rights,  but  maliciously,  to  vex,  annoy, 
and  injure  another;  and  (2)  that  where  the 
injury  to  the  applicant  if  the  preliminary 
injunction  is  refused  will  probably  be  great- 
er than  the  injury  to  the  opponent  if  it 
is  granted,  it  should  be  issued;  while  if 
the  contrary  is  the  probable  result,  the 
application  for  it  should  be  denied.     Rus- 


of  the  injunction  would  result  in  great  in- 
jury to  the  defendant,  who  is  financially 
able  to  respond  to  any  claim  against  him. 
Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Union  Match  Co. 
129  Fed.  602. 

But  a  patentee  who  has  established  the 
validity  of  his  patent  against  the  manu- 
facturer of  an  infringing  article  will  not 
be  compelled  to  litigate  the  same  question 
over  again  against  scores  or  hundreds  of 
users,  or  denied  the  only  relief  which  can 
secure  him  the  fruits  o{  his  invention  dur- 
ing its  lifetime,  merely  because  the  injunc- 
tion prayed  for  is  in  form  pendente  lite, 
even  though  the  issuance  thereof  will  re- 
sult in  personal  inconvenience  to  the  de- 
fendant, as  well  as  inconvenience  to  the 
public  at  large.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake 
Co.  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  86  Fed.  132. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  issue 
against  the  manufacturer  of  an  article  al- 
leged to  infringe  a  patent,  although  the 
latter  is  of  doubtful  validity,  the  public, 
however,  having  acquisced  in  the  patent 
for  a  long  period,  and  its  validity  having 
been  sustained  in  different  proceedings  at 
law,  although  in  granting  the  injunction 
the  risk  is  run  of  doing  considerable  dam- 
age to  defendant  by  his  work  being  stopped 
for  a  long  period,  where,  on  the  other  hand, 
the  refusal  of  an  injunction  might  occasion 
injury  to  the  plaintiff  to  an  indefinite  ex- 
tent, it  appearing  that  the  injunction  had 
been  withheld  on  defendant's  promise  to 
give  a  bond  to  account  to  the  plaintiff  for 
all  damages  occasioned  by  the  infringement, 
should  the  final  decision  be  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant  has  failed 
to  give  this  bond,  and  the  fact  of  his  sol- 
vency is  not  clear.  Newall  v.  Wilson,  2 
DeG.  M.  &  G.  282. 


— ^as  to  fact  of  infringement. 

If  the  question  of  infringement  is  not 
cl«ar,  and  a  pieliminary  injunction  will 
greatly  interfere  with  the  business  of  the 
defendant,  whose  financial  responsibility  is 
unquestioned,  no  preliminary  injunction 
will  issue.  Williams  v.  McNeely,  56  Fed. 
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266;  Rogers  Typographic  Co.  v.  Mergen- 
thaler  Linotype  Co.  58  Fed.  693. 

Or  where  there  is  a  question  as  to  the 
infringement,  ai\d  the  defendant  is  finan- 
cially responsible,  and  the  extent  of  the  in- 
jury to  the  complainant  will  be  the  dep- 
rivating  of  his  royalty  or  license  fee,  and 
this  without  reference  to  the  effect  of  the 
injunction  upon  the  defendant.  Overweight 
Counterbalance  Elevator  Co.  v.  Cahill  &  H. 
Elevator  Co.  86  Fed.  338;  Scoville  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Patent  Button  Co.  99  Fed.  743. 

Nor  where  the  fact  of  infringement  is  in 
controversy,  and  there  would  be  no  serious, 
irreparable  damage  to  complainant  prior 
to  the  trial  of  the  case  on  the  merits,  pro- 
viding the  defendant  gives  security  to  an- 
swer to  the  complainant  for  all  damages 
from  the  infringement.  Motion  Picture 
Patents  Co.  v.  New  York  Motion  Picture 
Co.  174  Fed.  61. 

Although,  for  the  purposes  of  an  appli- 
cation for  a  preliminary  injunction,  the 
validity  of  a  patent  alleged  to  be  infringed 
may  be  unquestioned,  and  it  may  receive  a 
broad  construction,  nevertheless,  where  the 
defendant  denies  the  infringement,  and  the 
fact  of  infringement  is  not  clear,  and  it 
further  appears  that  the  patent  will  soon 
expire,  the  issuance  of  the  injunction  will 
be  denied,  where  it  would  result  in  great 
loss  to  the  defendant.  American  Sulphite 
Pulp  Co.  V.  Great  Northern  Paper  Co.  169 
Fed.  167. 

(b)  Doubt  as  to  tniscellaneoua  facts. 

When  the  court  has  serious  doubts  as  to 
the  validity  of  contested  claims,  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  will  not  issue  where  the  re- 
sult would  be  a  serious  interference  with 
the  business  of  one  manufacturer  in  order 
to  strengthen  the  business  of  another. 
Welsbach  Light  Co.  v.  Benedict  &  B.  Mfg. 
Co.  82  Fed.  747. 

In  Schalkenbach  v.  National  Ventilate 
ing  Co.  129  App.  Div.  389.  113  N.  Y.  Supp. 
352,  a  preliminary  injunction  the  purpose 
of  which  was  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
manufacturing  in  violation  of  the  terms 
of  a  license  waa  denied  where  the  fact  of 
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sell  T.  Farley,  105  U.  S.  433,  438,  26  L.  ed. 
10«0,  1061 ;  Shubert  v.  Woodward,  92  C.  C. 
A.  509,  622,  167  Fed.  47,  60;  Blount  v. 
Soci^t4  Anonyme,  3  C.  C.  A.  455,  4oS,  6 
U.  S.  App.  335,  53  Fed.  08,  101. 

The  Stead  Company,  by  its  petition, 
based  its  application  for  this  injunction 
upon  two  grounds:  upon  the  proposition  of 
law  that  in  this  suit  against  it  Kryptok 
Company  could  procure  all  tlie  relief  it  was 
entitled  to  obtain  for  the  infringement  of 
its  patents  by  the  Stead  Company  and  by 
Haussman  &  Company  and  the  other  cus- 
tomers of  Stead  Company  who  bought  the 
infringing  article  of  it  at  wholesale  and 
sold  it  at  retail,  and  upon  the  averment  of 
the  fact  that  the  Kryptok  Company  had 
brought  the  suit  against  Haussman  k  Com- 


pany and  threatened  to  bring  like  suits 
against  three  other  customers  of  the  Stead 
Company,  and  had  notified  and  were  notify- 
ing its  customers  that  they  were  infringing 
its  patents,  and  had  threatened  and  were 
threatening  its  customers  with  like  suits 
for  infringement,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
protecting  and  enforcing  its  rights  under 
its  patents,  but  for  the  sole  purpose  of  vex- 
ing and  annoying  the  Stead  Company, 
which  was  morally  bound  to  defend  the 
suits  against  its  customers,  and  of  mali- 
ciously injuring  its  business.  The  proposi- 
tion of  law  which  the  Stead  Company  relied 
upon  was  an  error  of  law.  There  was  no 
denial  that  the  patents  were  issued,  and 
from  their  issue  the  legal  presumption  arose 
that  they  were  va|id.     While  infringement 


the  violation  was  not  clear,  and  the  defend- 
ant would  sustain  far  greater  damage  by  the 
issuance  of  the  injunction  than  would  the 
plaintiff  by  its  denial. 

To  protect  an  unadjudicated  patent  where 
th«  defense  involves  such  a  pure  question 
of  fact  as  whether  the  complainant  was  the 
individual  inventing  the  device,  a  tempo- 
rary injunction  will  not  issue  where  the  re- 
sult would  be  severe  loss  to  defendant  if 
his  position  should  be  substantiated,  and 
the  interval  before  final  hearing  need  not 
be  sufficiently  long  to  occasion  the  com- 
plainant any  substantial  loss.  Meyers  v. 
Skinner,  170  Fed.  860. 

Nor  where  the  outcome  of  the  proceed- 
ing to  enjoin  the  infringement  will  ulti- 
mately turn  upon  a  defense  as  to  which  the 
preliminary  proofs  are  very  conflicting,  and 
the  defendant  is  a  mere  user  of  the  alleged 
infringing  article,  and  no  special  injury  to 
complainant  from  such  use  is  alleged  or 
shown.  Jefferson  Electric  Light,  Heat,  & 
P.  Co.  ▼.  Westinghouse  Electric  &  Mfg.  Co. 
67  C.  C.  A.  189,  134  Fed.  392  (a  prelimin- 
ary injunction  was  granted  in  this  case  on 
final  hearing,  135  Fed.  365,  affirmed  in 
71  C.  C.  A.  481,  139  Fed.  385). 

8.  Effect  of  lachea  of  complainant  or 

plaintiff. 

Laches  and  tacit,  not  to  say  express,  ac- 

S^uiescence  in  the  use  of  a  patent  by  the  de- 
endant,  estops  the  plaintiff  from  equitably 
demanding  a  preliminary  injunction  to  re- 
strain further  .  infringement.  Keyes  v. 
Eureka  Consol.  Mfg.  Co.  45  Fed.  199,  af- 
firmed in  158  U.  S.  150,  39  L.  ed.  929,  15 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  772. 

The  plaintiff,  by  standing  by  for  many 
years  without  complaint  or  demand  for 
compensation,  furnishes  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  continuance  of  the  use  of  his  in- 
vention for  a  few  weeks,  or  even  mouths, 
longer,  if  paid  for  in  the  end,  will  not  be  an 
injury  of  such  an  irreparable  nature  as  to 
require  the  issuance  of  a  preliminary  in- 
junction, especially  where  the  issuance  of 
the  injunction  would  suddenly  stop  large 
mills  and  manufactorirs,  causing  great  and 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


irreparable  injury  not'  only  to  the  defend- 
ants, but  to  the  public  at  large,  without 
any  corresponding  benefit  to  the  plaintiff, 
whose  interest  it  is  that  the  defendants 
should  use  his  invention  if  they  pay  him 
for  it.  Parker  v.  Sears,  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas. 
93,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,748.  , 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  not  be 
granted  to  restrain  the  use  of  alleged  in- 
fringing machines  where  such  use  has  been 
acquiesced  in  for  over  nine  years,  during 
which  the  defendant  has  built  up  a  ,large 
industry,  and  where  he  is  financially  sol- 
vent and  responsible  for  any  judgment 
against  him.  Keyes  v.  Pueblo  Smelting  & 
Ref.  Co.  31  Fed.  560. 

Where  the  defendant  has  invested  large 
sums  in  its  business  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  complainants,  and  the  latter  have  been 
guilty  of  inexcusable  laches  in  asserting 
and  maintaining  their  rights,  if  the  de- 
fendant is  amply  responsible,  and  will  suffer 
greater  injury  from  the  issuance  of  the  in- 
junction than  will  the  complainants  from 
its  refusal,  a  preliminary  injunction  will 
be  refused,  even  though  it  is  conceded  that 
the  defendant  has  not  succeeded  in  casting 
serious  doubts  upon  the  validity  of  the 
complainants'  patent.  Hurlburt  v.  Carter, 
39  Fed.  802. 

4.  When  equities  favor  complainant  or 

plaintiff. 

Where  the  validity  of  a  patent  has  been 
sustained  in  different  courts,  and  the  fact 
of  infringement  is  clettr,  a  preliminary  in- 
junction will  not  be  withheld  on  the  grounds 
that  the  infringement  complained  of  is  so 
small  (being  against  a  mere  user  of  articles 
valued  at  $22)  that  it  does  not  seriously 
imperil  the  complainant's  business,  where 
the  effect  of  the  injunction  will  not  serious- 
ly imperil  defendant's  business.  Carter  & 
Co.  V.  Wollschlaeger,  63  Fed.  573. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  be  granted 
to  restrain  a  manufacturer  from  manu- 
facturing and  selling  an  article  alleged  to 
infringe  a  patent  of  the  complainants, 
where  much  more  injury  would  or  might 
result  to  the  complainants  from  a  refusal 
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waB  denied,  the  legal  right  to  sue  and  to 
prosecute  suits  for  infringement  to  a  hear- 
ing must  be  admitted  in  the  consideration 
of  this  injunction,  because  thus  only  could 
that  issue  ever  be  tried  or  determined. 
Kryptok  Company  therefore  had  the  legal 
right  to  sue  Haussman  &  Company  and 
every  other  purchaser  and  retailer  from 
Stead  Company  of  the  infringing  lenses, 
and  if  it  proved  their  infringement,  it  had 
the  right  to  an  injunction  forbidding  each 
of  them  from  selling  or  using  any  of  the 
lenses,  and  to  a  recovery  of  the  gains  and 
profits  each  of  them  had  made  by  pur- 
chasing and  belling  them,  and  to  the  dam- 
ages it  had  sustained  by  their  infringement. 
It  is  always  difficult  to  prove  the  gains 
and  profits  an   infringer  obtains,   and  the 


damages  suffered  by  the  owner  of  a  patent 
from  the  sales  of  the  infringing  article  are 
equally  difficult  to  prove,  so  that  the  most 
valuable  relief  to  which  he  is  entitled  in 
equity  is  the  injunction  against  further 
infringement.  Such  an  injunction  against 
the  retailers  Kryptok  Company  could  not 
secure  in  its  suit  against  Stead  Company. 
It  might  in  that  suit  recover  the  gains 
and  profits  Stead  Company  had  acquired 
by  its  manufacture  and  sale  to  its  cus- 
tomers of  the  infringing  lenses,  and  the 
damage  Stead  Company  had  inflicted  there- 
by, but  it  could  not  in  that  suit  recover 
the  gains  and  profits  the  purchasers  from 
the  Stead  Company  had  made,  nor  the  dam- 
ages their  infringement  had  inflicted.  The 
owner  of  a  patent  cannot  recover,  in  a  suit 


of  the  injunction  than  to  the  defendants  by 
granting  it,  it  appearing  that  the  defendants 
have  very  little  invested  in  their  business, 
and  no  substantial  damages  would  be  apt 
to  accrue  to  them,  while,  if  they  were  to 
go  on  with  the  business  as  competitors, 
they  might  seriously  injure  the  complain- 
ant's *  business,  and  in  the  end,  perhaps, 
not  be  able  to  respond  in  damages,  and  there 
might  also  be  a  class  of  damages  for  which 
complainants  could  not  be  entirely  com- 
pensated, they  being  manufacturers.  Irwin 
v.  Dane,  2  Biss.  442,  4  Fisher,  Pat,  Cas. 
369,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,081. 

If  the  validity  of  a  patent  has  been  estab- 
lished in  different  actions,  and  the  fact  of 
the  infringement  is  clear,  a  preliminary  in- 
junction will  issue  where  the  issuance  there- 
of will  be  attended  with  but  slight  loss  to 
the  defendant,  a  manufacturer  of  the  al- 
leged infringing  article,  while  the  denial 
thereof  will  be  productive  of  great  loss 
to  the  complainant,  a  manufacturer  of  the 
invention.  Hat  Sweat  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.  32  Fed.  401. 

A  manufacturer  will  be  restrained  by  a 
preliminary  injunction  from  using  in  his 
manufacturing  business  alleged  infringing 
machines,  where  he  has  not  yet  commenced 
the  use  of  the  machines,  while,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  complainant  has  been  using  his 
invention  for  a  long  period  of  time,  and 
has  built  up  a  large  trade  in  the  product 
of  such  invention.  Columbia  Wire  Co.  v. 
Freeman  Wire  Co.  71  Fed.  302. 

So,  where  the  complainants  are  the  own- 
ers of  the  patents  alleged  to  be  infringed, 
and  are  manufacturing  under  them,  and 
have  been  engaged  in  such  manufacture  for 
some  time,  and  the  defendant  entered  upon 
the  manufacture  of  the  competing  article 
just  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit, 
and  nas  invested  very  little  money  in  it, 
and  acquired  no  reputation  for  his  manu- 
facture in  that  line,  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion will  issue,  it  being  apparent  that 
much  more  injury  would  or  might  result  to 
the  complainants  from  a  refusal  of  an  in- 
junction than  to  the  defendant  by  granting 
it.     Irwin  v.  Dane,  supra. 

And  where  the  defendant's  business  is  a 
3U  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


new  one,  while  the  complainants'  is  old 
and  well  established,  there  is  generally  less 
hardship  in  enjoining  the  former's  business 
until  a  hearing  upon  the  merits,  than  in 
permitting  the  infringement  to  continue  to 
the  injury  of  the  complainants.  Plimpton 
v.  Spiller,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  286,  35  L.  T. 
N.  S.  656,  25  Week.  Rep.  152. 

Where  the  complainant  is  the  manufac- 
turer of  an  invention  and  the  defendant  is 
engaged  in  selling  the  infringing  article, 
a  preliminary  injunction  will  issue,  since, 
under  such  circumstances,  it  is  manifest 
that  a  refusal  thereof  would  work  great 
and  perhaps  irreparable  injury  to  com- 
plainant's business,  while  it  is  not  easy  to 
perceive  how  the  defendant,  being  a  mer- 
chant, and  not  a  manufacturer,  can  be  ma- 
terially injured  by  being  required  to  dis- 
continue his  sales  until  the  question  of  in- 
fringement is  finally  determined.  Covei*t 
V.  Curtis,  25  Fed.  43. 


5.  When  equUiea  favor  defendant. 


(a)   Where  plaintiff  in  husinesa  of 
licensing  invention. 

Generally,  where  the  defendant  docs  not 
make  or  vend  the  alleged  infringing  nial 
chine,  but  only  uses  it,  so  that  the  injury 
to  the  plaintiff  is  merely  the  loss  of  royalty, 
and  not  damage  from  a  constantly  increas- 
ing competition,  an  injunction  will  not  issue 
if  the  loss  or  inconvenience  to  the  defendant 
will  be  great.  Forbush  v.  Bradford,  1 
Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  317,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,930; 
Morris  v.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  3  Fislier,  Pat. 
Cas.  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833  (burring  ma- 
chine) ;  Neilson  v.  Thompson,  Webster,  Pat. 
Cas.  278. 

Where  the  nature  of  a  machine  alleged 
to  infringe  a  patent  is  such,  and  it  is  in- 
tended to  be  put  to  such  a  use,  that  the 
use  thereof  will  not  be  injurious  to  the 
complainant,  and  he  can  be  fully  compen- 
sated for  any  injury  from  the  infringement, 
since  the  injury,  if  any,  will  be  merely 
the  value  of  the  royalty,  a  preliminary  in- 
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against  a  manufacturer  of  an  infringing 
article  which  he  aelU  to  retailers,  the  full 
relief  to  which  he  is  entitled  in  suits 
against  the  retailers,  and  a  decree  for  an 
injunction  and  damages  against  a  manu- 
facturer is  no  bar  to  suits  against  those  who 
purchase  from  the  manufacturer  and  use  or 
sell  to  others.  Birdsell  v.  Shaliol,  112  U. 
S.  485,  488,  28  L.  ed.  768,  769,  5  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  244.  The  proposition  of  law,  there- 
fore, on  which  the  petition  for  this  injunc- 
tion is  based,  must  fall. 

The  evidence  fairly  established  these 
facts:  Kryptok  Company,  in  October,  1910, 
more  than  eleven  months  after  it  sued 
Stead  Company,  and  more  than  five  months 
after  it  closed  its  evidence  in  chief,  noti- 
fied Stead  Company  that  it  would  sue  four 


of  the  purchasers  from  it  if  it  did  not  stop 
its  alleged  infringement,  and  in  November, 
1910,  it  sued  one  of  them.  But  it  had  the 
legal  right  to  sue  them,  and  to  endeavor  by 
such  suits  to  obtain  an  injunction  to  stop 
their  alleged  continuing  trespass  upon  its 
rights.  It  notified  many  of  the  customers 
of  the  Stead  Company  that  the  lenses  they 
were  buying  of  that  company  were  infringe- 
ments of  its  patents,  and  that  if  they  did 
not  cease  dealing  in  them  it  would  sue  them 
for  infringement.  But  there  was  danger 
that  if,  knowing  of  their  infringement,  it 
failed  to  give  these  notices,  i^  might  there- 
by lose  its  right  to  recover  the  gains  and 
profits  they  made  anterior  to  the  filing  of 
its  bills  against  them.  Layton  Pure  Food 
Co.   V.   Church   &   D.   Co.   32   L.R.A.(N.S.) 


junction  will  be  denied.  (Machine  used  in 
dredging  operations. )  Morris  v.  Shelbourne, 
8  Blatchf.  266,  4  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  377,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  9,836. 

So,  where  the  complainant  is  not  a  user  of 
the  patented  article,  but  seeks  to  benefit 
under  the  patent  bv  licensing  the  use  there- 
of by  others,  and  the  parties  are  wide  apart 
in  their  views  as  to  the  proper  amount  of 
royalty  to  be  paid,  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion against  the  continued  use  of  articles 
then%in  use  will  not  be  issued,  although  the 
acquirement  and  use  of  similar  articles 
will  be  restrained.  Campbell  Printing  Press 
&  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  47  Fed. 
C63. 

And  even  though  the  court  has  serious 
doubts  BB  to  the  good  faith  of  the  de- 
fendant, if  the  complainant  does  not  use 
his  patent  as  a  monopoly,  but  grants  li- 
censes to  others  to  use  it,  and  there  is  some 
doubt  on  the  question  of  prior  use,  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  will  be  withheld,  pro- 
viding the  defendant  gives  security  to  an- 
swer for  any  judgment  for  damages  re- 
covered against  him.  Greenwood  v.  Bracher, 
5  Bann.  £  Ard.  302,  1  Fed.  856. 

It  has  been  asserted  that  while  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  grants  licenses  at  a  fixed 
sum,  and  that  the  defendant  is  not  the 
maker  and  vendor,  but  only  uses  the  ma- 
chine, is  of  itself  a  circumstance  to  be  taken 
into  account  by  the  court  in  exercising  its 
discretion  in  ordering  a  preliminary  in- 
junction, nevertheless  that  is  not  a  suffi- 
cient reason  to  refuse  the  writ,  except  in 
combination  with  other  circumstances,  either 
of  doubt  as  to  title  or  of  hardship  in  the 
operation  of  the  injunction.  Howe  v. 
Newton,  2  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  531,  Fed.  Cas. 
Ko.  6,771. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  issue  re- 
straining the  use  of  a  patent  by  a  licensee, 
fraudulently  procured,  or  by  anyone  holding 
nnder  such  licensee,  taking  with  notice  of 
the  charge  of  fraud,  and  such  relief  will  be 
Riven  without  reference  to  the  injury  there- 
by caused  the  defendant.  Consolidated 
Fruit-Jar  Co.  v.  Whitney,  1  Bann.  &  Ard. 
356,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,132. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


(b)  Where  defendant  is  mere  user  of 

article. 

An  important  circumstance  to  be  con- 
sidered in  determining  whether,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  its  discretion,  an  injunction  should 
be  granted  restraining  the  use  of  an  al- 
leged infringing  machine,  is  the  fact  that 
defendant  does  not  make  or  sell  it,  but 
only  uses  it  in  his  business;  since  in  such 
case  injury  to  the  complainant  from  the  in- 
fringement is  generally  the  mere  loss  of 
royalty  rather  than  any  damage  from  a 
constantly  increasing  competition.  Morris 
V.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  3  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  67, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833. 

In  Sanders  v.  Logan,  2  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas, 
167,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,295,  equity  jurisdic- 
tion was  denied  where  a  bill  praying  for 
an  injunction  and  accounting  was  based  on 
the  use  of  machines  containing  parts  al- 
leged to  infringe  complainant's  invention, 
and  the  only  injury  to  complainant's  right 
was  not  in  using  his  invention,  since  it 
was  for  his  interest  that  the  invention 
should  be  used,  but  the  injury  was  rather 
in  the  failure  to  pay  the  license  charge  for 
the  use  of  it.  The  court  said  that  as  a 
remedy,  an  injunction  should  be  adminis- 
tered only  for  prevention  or  protection,  and 
where  it  is  not  necessary  for  these  pur- 
poses, it  is  merely  vindictive,  injuring  one 
party  without  benefit  to  the  other,  and 
added:  "There  are  many  cases  of  patents 
where  it  is  the  only  efficient  remedy  to 
protect  the  patentee,  and  prevent  continuing 
trespasses  on  his  rights.  But  there  are  oth- 
ers in  which  it  answers  neither  purpose,  and 
is  only  used  for  extortion  or  vengeance.  A 
chancellor  who  would  issue  an  injunction 
to  stop  a  mill  or  manufactory,  locomotive 
or  steam  engine,  because  in  their  construc- 
tion some  patented  device  or  machine  has 
been  used,  would  act  with  more  than  doubt- 
ful discretion.  Stopping  the  mill  or  steam 
engine  might  inflict  irreparable  injury,  but 
could  not  benefit  the  inventor.  The  com- 
pensation to  him  for  this  trespass  on  his 
rights  is  the  price  of  a  license.  The  wrong 
done  him  is  not  the  use  of  his  invention. 
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274,  104  C.  a  A.  475,  481,  182  Fed.  35,  41, 
and  cases  there  cited. 

The  result  is  that  all  the  acts  of  Kryptok 
Company  were  justified  by  the  law,  were 
well  calculated  to  and  tended  to  preserve 
and  enforce  its  legal  rights  under  its  pat- 
ents, and  these  acts  fail  to  convince  that 
they  were  not  done  for  that  purpose,  or 
that  they  were  done  unnecessarily  and  ma- 
liciously, for  the  sole  purpose  of  annoying 
and  vexing  Stead  Company  and  injuryig 
their  business. 

Finally,  it  is  a  good  defense  to  an  appli- 
cation for  a  preliminary  injunction  that  the 
wrong  and  injury  likely  to  be  inflicted  up- 
on the  opponents  of  the  application  by  its 
issue  are  greater  than  those  which  the  ap- 
plicant is  likely  to  suffer  from  its  denial. 


The  only  loss  which  Stead  .Company  would 
probably  have  sustained  by  the  prosecution 
of  the  suit  against  Haussman  &  Company 
and  the  commencement  of  the  threatened 
suits  against  three  of  its  other  customers, 
if  the  injunction  had  been  denied,  would 
have  been  the  cost  of  defending  those  suits, 
which  cost,  it  alleges,  it  was  morally,  but 
not  legally,  bound  to  pay.  The  loss  which 
Kryptok  Company  will  probably  sustain 
from  the  issue  and  continuance  of  the  in- 
junction, if  its  bills  are  well  founded,  will 
be  the  postponement  of  its  injunction 
against  the  infringement  by  these  customers 
of  its  patents  for  several  years,  and  the 
loss  of  those  gains  and  profits  made  by 
those  customers  which  it  is  unable  eventu- 
ally  to   prove.     The   evidence   is   not  con- 


but  the  nonpayment  of  a  given  sum  of  mon- 
ey. To  issue  an  injunction  in  such  a  case, 
where  neither  prevention  nor  protection  is 
sought  or  required,  but  only  compensation, 
would  be  an  abuse  of  power.  An  injunction 
is  not  to  be  used  as  an  execution  or  for  ex- 
tortion." 

Considering  this  point  in  Parker  v.  Sears, 
1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  93,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,- 
748,  the  court  said:  "The  issuing  of  ap 
interlocutory  injunction  is  always  a  matter 
of  discretion  with  the  court,  and  depends 
on  tho  peculiar  circumstances  of  each  case. 
To  suspend  the  operation  of  a  single  mill 
or  manufactory,  but  for  a  week  or  two,  be- 
cause some  wheel,  bucket,  or  other  small 
portion  of  its  machinery  may  chance  to  in- 
fringe some  dormant  patent,  would  be  a 
doubtful  exercise  of  discretion,  where  the 
benefits  to  result  from  it  to  the  complain- 
ant are  so  comparatively  trifling,  and  his 
loss,  if  any,  so  perfectly  capable  of  com- 
pensation. How  much  more  so  when  we  are 
called  upon  to  stop  the  operations  of  one 
hundred." 

On  the  same  point  in  Neilson  v.  Thomp- 
son, Webster,  Pat.  Cas.  278,  Lord  Cotten- 
ham  said  that  stopping  the  works  under 
such  circumstances  is  just  Inverting  the 
purpose  for  which  an  injunction  is  used, 
since  an  injunction  is  used  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  mischief,  and  this  would  be 
using  the  injunction  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  mischief,  because  the  plaintiff  can- 
not possibly  be  injured. 

Where  the  alleged  infringement  is  in  the 
use  of  an  article  in  connection  with  other 
machinery  in  the  defendant's  business,  nnd 
hence  the  onlv  damasre  to  the  nlaintifr. 
should  he  establish  the  infringement,  is  llie 
loss  of  his  royalty,  while  to  enjoin  the  op- 
eration of  the  machinery  would  be  to  cause 
great  loss  to  the  defendant,  a  prolimhiary 
injunction  will  not  issue.  Consolidated  Roil- 
er-Mill  Co.  v.  Richmond  City  Mill- Works, 
40  Fed.  474. 

Nor  where  the  alleged  infringing  article 
is  but  a  part  of  a  large  machine  upon 
which  the  daily  newspaper  of  the  defendant 
is  printed,  and  a  change  of  this  part  of  it,. 
.  though  possible,  is  difficult,  and  might  em- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


barrass  his  usual  course  of  business  and 
.cause  him  much  expense,  and  would  be  of 
no  especial  advantage  to  the  plaintiffs, 
since  they  do  not  use  printing  machines, 
but  make  and  sell  them  in  the  market,  and 
hence,  whatever  they  are  entitled  to  in  the 
way  of  damage  amountfs  in  effect  to  a  roy- 
alty. Hoe  V,  Boston  Daily  Advertiser  Corp. 
14  Fed.  914. 

Nor  where  the  defendant  is  not  engaged 
in  manufacturing  and  selling  the  alleged  in- 
fringing article,  and  hence  does  not  inter- 
fere with  the  business  of  complainants  by 
competition  or  otherwise,  and  docs  not  in- 
jure their  business  or  impair  the  present 
value  of  profits  which  they  derive  from 
their  monopoly,  but  he  has  merely  a  single 
machine  connected  with  and  used  for  light- 
ing his  private  residence,  and  it  would  be 
a  great  inconvenience  to  him  and  of  no 
legitimate  advantage  to  complainants  to 
compel  him  to  discontinue  such  use.  Gil- 
bert &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Bussing,  12  Blatchf. 
426,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  5,416. 

Nor  when  the  use  is  of  but  one  machine 
and  the  defendant  is  neither  forestalling 
the  market,  competing  with  the  complain- 
ants, nor  multiplying  suits  for  infringe- 
ment in  event  the  claim  of  infringement  is 
established,  and  the  use  of  the  machine  in 
his  business  is  of  great  importance  thereto, 
and  the  effect  of  an  injunction  would  be  to 
close  up  suddenly  the  defendant's  business, 
thereby  causing  him  great  damage  as  well 
as  being  productive  of  great  expense  and 
inconvenience  to  third  parties,  and  the 
complainants  have  none  of  the  machines  on 
hand,  and  neither  manufacture  nor  use 
any  of  them,  and  hence  their  only  injury, 
if  injured,  is  the  deprivation  of  the  value 
of  the  license  to  use  the  machine.  Hock- 
holzer  v.  Eager,  2  Sawv.  361,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
6,556. 

Nor  where  the  defendants  are  pecuniarily 
responsible,  and  are  not  manufacturers  of 
the  alleged  infringing  article,  but  are  sim- 
ply using  it  in  their  business.  Nilsson  v. 
Jefferson,  78  Fed.  306. 

Nor  when  the  u^e  is  of  machinery  in  a 

large  manufacturing  plant,  the  enjoining  of 

'  which    would   produce   great   mischief,    for 
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vincing  that  the  probable  Iobb  of  the  Stead 
Company  from  the  denial  ia  greater  than 
that  of  the  Kryptok  Company  from  the 
granting  of  the  injunction. 

Xo  case  has  been  cited  that  sustains  an 
injunction  of  the  character  here  in  question 
under  a  similar  state  of  facts.  In  Com- 
mercial Acetylene  Co.  v.  Avery  Portable 
Lighting  Co.  (C.  C.)  152  Fed.'  642,  upon 
which  counsel  for  the  Stead  Company  seem 
to  rely,  the  suit  against  the  manufacturer 
was  instituted  on  July  24,  1006,  and  within 
three  montlis  the  complainant  had  brought 
ten  suits  against  purchasers  from  the  de- 
fendant,  and  threatened  more.  Perhaps 
those  facts  indicated  a  purpose  unnecessar- 
ily and  maliciously  to  annoy  the  defendant 
and  injure  its  business.     But,  e^en  so,  the 


court  granted  an  injunction  against  tho 
comnaencement  of  more  such  suits  only,  and 
refused  to  enjoin  the  prosecution  of  the  ten 
that  had  already  been  commenced.  There 
is  a  wide  difference  between  a  case  in  which 
ten  suits  against  customers  of  the  defend- 
ant are  brought  within  three  months  after 
the  bill  against  a  manufacturer  is  filed, 
and  probably  before  the  complainant  has 
made  his  prima  facie  case,  and  one  in  which 
no  such  suit  is  instituted  until  seventeen 
months  after  the  bill  is  filed,  and  more 
than  six  months  after  the  complainant  has 
closed  its  case  in  chief. 

Because  the  proposition  of  law  upon 
which  Stead  Company  founded  its  petition 
for  the  injunction  was  an  error,  because  the 
evidence  in  the  petition  and  affidavits  fail 


which,  if  the  suit  should  terminate  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  there  would  be  no  remedy, 
where,  on  the  otlicr  hand,  there  is  no  doubt 
of  their  pecuniary  ability  to  pay  any  dam- 
ages awarded  against  them  by  reason  of 
such  use.  Essex  Hosiery  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Dorr 
Mfg.   Co.   Fed.   Cas.   No.  4,533. 

So,  a  preliminary  injunction  will  not 
issue  although  the  validity  of  the  patent 
and  the  fact  of  the  infringement  are  fully 
established  in  another  suit  to  which  the  de- 
fendant is  not  a  party,  where  the  defend- 
ant is  using  a  large  number  of  machines  in 
its  manufacturing  business,  the  use  of  which 
is  necessary  to  enable  it  to  fill  large  orders 
booked  for  the  future,  and  the  complainant 
is  unable  at  once  to  furnish  to  the  defend- 
ant machines  of  its  own  manufacture,  since, 
under  such  circumstances,  the  enforcement 
of  the  complainant's  naked  right  to  an  in- 
junction is  not  necessary  to  enable  it  to 
recover  the  profits  and  damages  to  which 
it  is  entitled  as  against  the  defendant,  and 
to  award  the  injunction  would  result  in 
throwing  out  of  employment  a  great  num- 
ber of  persons,  thereby  causing  much  suf- 
fering and  distress,  and  would  bring  to  a 
stop  a  useful  industry,  prevent  the  per- 
formance of  contracts,  and  cause  a  disar- 
rangement of  business  beyond  that  which 
is  under  the  direct  control  of  the  defendant. 
Huntington  Dry-Pulverizer  Co.  v.  Alpha 
Portland  Cement  Co.  91  Fed.  534.  In  this 
case  the  complainant  suggested  as  a  meas- 
ure of  relief  that  it  would  build  for  de- 
fendant enough  machines  of  the  complain- 
ant's device  to  take  the  place  of  the  in- 
fringing machines  then  used  by  the  de- 
fendant, and  offered  to  consent  that  the  in- 
junction order  operate  against  the  infrin- 
ging machines  only  when  it  should  furnish 
machines  of  its  own  device,  capable  of  do- 
ing the  work  then  being  performed  by  those 
in  use,  and  that,  as  the  work  of  each  in- 
fringing machine  was  provided  for  by  its 
patented  device,  such  supplanted  machine 
should  fall  within  the  scope  of  the  order, 
and  its  further  use  be  discontinued.  The 
court,  however,  did  not  give  relief  along 
this  line,  merely  remarking  that  the  esti- 
mated cost  of  the  machines  was  a  very  large 
3d  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


sum  of  money,  and  it  did  not  appear  within 
what  time  they  could  be  built  and  when 
ready  for  use,  nor  whether  they  could  ad- 
vantageously be  erected  upon  the  defend- 
ant's premises. 

Where  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  ascer- 
taining the  loss  to  complainants  oy  the  use 
by  the  defendant  of  cars  claimed  to  infringe 
complainants'  patent,  and  to  restrain  the 
use  thereof  pendente  lite  would  unnecessa- 
rily deprive  the  defendant  of  the  large  capi- 
tal invested  in  the  building  of  the  cars 
before  the  question  of  infringement  is  adju- 
dicated, and  the  defendant  is  solvent,  no 
preliminary  injunction  will  issue.  Pullman 
V.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Ca  4  Hughes,  236,  5 
Fed.  72. 

Nor  where  the  effect  of  the  injunction 
.would  be  suddenly  to  stop  mining  operations 
in  all  the  mines  of  a  district,  causing  great, 
if  not  irreparable,  injury  to  the  defendants 
and  to  the  public,  and  where  the  complain- 
ants' right  to  the  invention  may  be  fully 
recognized  and  all  injury  to  them  fully 
compensated  by  damages.  Whitcomb  v. 
Girard  Coal  Co.  47  Fed.  318. 

Where  grave  doubts  arise  as  to  what  the 
final  decree  on  the  merits  of  a  proceeding 
to  enjoin  an  infringement  will  be,  the  sum- 
mary powers  of  the  court  to  grant  an  in- 
junction pendente  lite  will  not  be  exercised 
where,  after  due  regard  to  the  Injuries  and 
advantages  resulting  therefrom,  it  appears 
that  the  injury  to  the  complainant  is  slight, 
since  the  articles  whose  manufacture  com- 
plainant seeks  to  restrain  are  quite  gener- 
ally manufactured  by  other  parties  and  are 
on  the  open  market  for  sale,  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  granting  of  a  temporary  in- 
junction would  result  in  great  loss  to  de- 
fendant, a  large  manufacturer  of  the  article. 
Johns-Pratt  Co.  v.  Sachs  Co.  155  Fed.  129. 

A  preliminary  injunction,  however,  will 
be  granted  even  as  against  the  user  of  an 
alleged  infringing  machine,  where  the  re- 
fusal of  it  would  be  to  jeopardize  complain- 
ant's market.  Bresnahan  v.  Tripp  Giant 
Leveller  Co.  43  C.  C.  A.  48,  102  Fed.  899. 

And  it  has  been  asserted  that  there  are 
no  reasons  which  disentitle  a  complainant 
to  th^  remedy  of  .a  preliminary  injunction 
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to  show  that  Kryptok  Company's  notices  to 
the  customers  of  Stead  Company  of  their 
infringement  and  of  coming  suits  were 
given,  that  they  commenced  the  suit  against 
[laussman  &  Company,  or  that  their  threats 
to  sue  three  other  customers  of  Stead  Com- 
pany were  made,  unnecessarily  and  mali- 
ciously, for  the  sole  purpose  of  vexing  and 


annoying  Stead  Company  and  injuring  their 
business,  and  because  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  injury  to  Stead  Company  by  refus- 
ing the  injunction  would  probably  be  great- 
er than  to  the  Kryptok  Company  by  grant- 
ing it,  the  order  below  must  be  reversed* 
And  it  is  so  ordered. 


against  the  infringement  of  his  patent  by  a 
defendant  who  is  a  user  of  the  infringing 
article,  when  the  facts  are  such  that  he 
would  be  entitled  to  it  if  the  defendant  were 
a  manufacturer  or  a  seller.  Other  language 
of  the  court,  however,  indicates  an  excei)tion 
in  the  one  case  that  would  not  exist  in  the 
other,  since  it  is  further  stated  that  when- 
ever it  is  manifest  to  the  court  that,  upon 
the  case  made,  an  injunction  will  be  granted 
at  final  hearing  to  the  complainant,  one 
should  be  awarded  to  him  preliminarily, 
in  the  absence  of  facts  presenting  special 
equitable  considerations  to  induce  the  court, 
in  the  exercise  of  judicial  discretion,  to 
withhold  it.  The  court,  however,  held  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  circumstance  that 
defendant  was  merely  a  user  of  the  patented 
invention,  or  that  the  complainant  derived 
his  profit  exclusively  from  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  the  patented  article,  to  warrant 
the  court  in  refusing  an  injunction.  Ailing- 
ton  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Booth,  24  C.  C.  A.  278, 
45  U.  S.  App.  627,  78  Fed.  878. 

The  eiTect  of  a  prior  adjudication  of  the 
validity  of  the  same  patent  where  the  de- 
fendant is  a  mere  user  of  the  article  is  em- 
phasized in  Campbell  Printing-Press  Co.  v. 
Prieth,  77  Fed.  976,  holding  that  where  the 
infringing  machine  has  been  installed  and  in 
operation  but  a  few  days  prior  to  the  filing 
of  the  bill,  and  the  old  machine  previously 
used  is  still  in  defendants'  possession,  and 
at  slight  expense  is  capable  of  being  put 
in  condition  to  do  their  work,  so  that,  if 
given  a  few  days'  time,  thev  will  be  able  to 
conduct  their  business  as  cheaply  and  expe- 
ditiously as  before  the  infringing  machine 
was  installed,  the  loss  or  hardship  to  them 
is  not  sufficient  to  induce  the  court  to  deny 
a  preliminary  injunction,  where  the  validity 
of  the  patent  and  the  fact  of  infringement 
have  been  clearly  established  in  another 
court  of  concurrent  jurisdiction,  since  on 
appeal  this  case  was  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  the  decision  referred  to  and  relied 
upon  as  establishing  the  validity  of  the 
patent  had  been  reversed  on  appeal.  25 
C.  C.  A.  624,  39  U.  S.  App.  691,  80  Fed.  539. 
See  supra,  2,  a,  as  to  effect  of  clearness  or 
doubt  as  to  validity  of  paibent  or  fact  of 
infringement. 

6.  Public  convenience. 

Where  the  benefit  to  the  complainant 
from  enjoining  the  use  pendente  lite  of  the 
alleged  infringing  article  is  doubtful,  and 
the  injury  which  will  thereby  be  occasioned 
the  public  and  the  defendant  is  certain, 
the  injunction  will  not  issue. 

Thus,  where  the  complainant  introduced 
into  public  use  a  certain  jatyle  of  lamp  for 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


public  lighting,  and  the  use  of  the  same  by 
a  company  engaged  in  lighting  the  streets 
of  a  large  city  is  of  importance  to  the 
public,  and  enjoining  the  use  thereof  would 
result  in  great  injury,  both  to  the  defendant 
and  the  public,  and  would  be  without  direct 
benefit  to  the  complainant,  which  is  in- 
solvent, while  the  defendant  is  solvent,  a 
preliminary  injunction  will  not  issue. 
Southwestern  Brush  Electric  Light  &  P.  Co. 
v.  Louisiana  Electric  Light  Co.  45  Fed.  893. 

Nor  where  the  alleged  infringer  is  a 
common  carrier,  and  the  alleged  infringe- 
ment is  the  use  of  an  article  in  connection 
with  that  business,  the  restraining  of 
which  would  not  be  of  legitimate  benefit  to 
complainant,  while  it  might  result  in  great 
loss  to  the  defendant,  and  make  travel 
by  the  public  more  unsafe.  Root  v.  Mt. 
Adams  &  E.  P.  Inclined  R.  Co.  40  Fed.  760. 

Nor  where  the  defendants  and  the  public 
to  be  benefited  by  certain  harbor  improve- 
ments then  under  way  will  probably  sustain 
heavy  loss  and  be  subjected  to  inconven- 
ience by  being  prevented  from  using  a 
dredge  alleged  to  consist  in  part  of  ma- 
chinery which  infringes  complainants'  pat- 
ent, and  where,  if  the  dredge  is  found  not 
to  be  an  infringement,  the  defendants  and 
the  public  will  have  suffered  deprivation 
of  legal  rights  for  which  they  will  have  no 
adequate  remedy,  and,  on  the  other  hand, 
if  the  complainants  finally  prevail,  the  ex- 
act amount  necessary  to  compensate  them 
for  the  infringement  can  be  computed  and 
recovered  in  an  action  for  damages.  Bow- 
ers Dredging  Co.  v.  New  York  Dredging  Co. 
77  Fed.  980. 

Nor  to  restrain  a  city  from  entering  in- 
to a  contract  for  paving  a  street  with  al- 
leged infringing  paving  material,  where  by 
BO  doing  the  loss  to  the  city  will  be  consid- 
erable, while,  without  the  injunction,  all 
the  alleged  rights  of  the  complainant  may 
be  secured  if  he  establishes  the  same.  Gui- 
det  V.  Palmer,  10  Blatchf.  217,  6  Fisher, 
Pat.  Cas.  82,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,859. 

Nor  where  the  alleged  infringing  ma- 
chine is  used  for  a  public  purpose,  to 
keep  the  roads  of  a  large  cemetery  in  re- 
pair, and  the  plaintiff's  profits  arise  from 
licensing  the  use  of  the  machine,  for  which 
a  fixed  royalty  is  charged,  the  amount  of 
which  the  defendant  ofiera  to  pay  into  court, 
to  abide  the  result  of  the  suit.  Blake  v. 
Greenwood  Cemetery,  14  Blatchf.  342,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,497. 

Nor  where  it  is  admitted  that  the  de- 
fendant is  financially  responsible,  and  is 
under  contract  to  furnish  alleged  infrin- 
ging articles  to  the  government  within  a 
limited  time,  for  use  in  time  of  war,  and 
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there  is  immediate  and  impending  danger. 
American  Ordnance  Co.  v.  Driggs-Seabury 
Co.  87  Fed.  947. 

Where  the  defendants,  in  the  use  of  ma- 
chinery alleged  to  contain  infringing  parts, 
have  gradually  created  and  developed  an 
extensive  market  for  the  product  of  such 
machines,  to  the  extent  that  if  their  workb 
were  stopped  the  market  could  not  be  sup- 
plied and  serious  inconvenience  would  re- 
sult, and  they  have  also  invested  large 
capital  in  the  business,  employing  a  great 
number  of  workmen,  many  of  whom  would 
be  temporarily  cut  adrift  if  an  injunction 
were  granted,  and  it  is  difficult  to  sefi  how 
the  defendants  could  remove  the  alleged  in- 
fringing apparatus  without  substantially 
dismantling  and  reorganizing  their  works, 
a  preliminary  injunction  will  be  refused. 
New  York  Grape  Su^r  Co.  v.  American 
Grape  Sugar  Co.  20  Blatchf.  386,  10  Fed. 
837. 

It  has,  however,  been  held  that  the  fact 
that  th«re  is  an  enormous  demand  by  the 
public  for  the  infringing  articles,  and  the 
complainant  is  unable  entirely  to  meet  this 
demand,  which  would  result  in  great  in- 
convenience to  the  public,  furnishes  no  legal 
excuse  for  a  wholesale  infringement  of  the 
invention,  nor  a  valid  objection  to  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  restraining  the  same. 
Commercial  Acetylene  Co.  v.  Autolux  Co. 
181  Fed.  387. 

The  fact  that  cars  equipped  with  an  al- 
h\c^d  infringing  article  are  in  actual  use, 
and  to  enjoin  the  use  of  the  article  upon 
such  cars  will  result  in  inconvenience  to 
the  public,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  deny* 
ing  a  preliminary  injunction,  where  the  cir- 
cumstances call  for  the  issuance  thereof, 
although  that  fact  is  a  ground  for  the  modi- 
fication of  the  injunction  as  to  the  time  of 
its  operation,  in  order  that  the  defendant 
may  be  able  to  substitute  noninfringing  ma- 
terial. Thomson-Houston  Electric  Co.  v. 
I'nion  R.  Co.  78  Fed.  365. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  where  the 
validity  of  a  patent  and  the  fact  of  the  in- 
fringement have  been  decided  by  the  court 
in  a  case  similar  to  the  one  then  presented, 
the  consideration  of  either  public  or  private 
convenience  will  have  little  weight  on  the 
right  of  complainant  to  a  preliminary  in- 
junction. Sickels  v.  Tileston,  4  Blatchf.  109, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,837  (injunction  to  prevent 
use  of  Attachment  to  machinery  on  steam- 
bontl. 

'^ftciTtiat  where  the  validity  of  a  patent 
has  been  repeatedly  sustained  in  different 
actioDB,  and  the  ifact  of  infringement  is 
clear,  the  complainant,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  ia  entitled  to  a  provisional  in- 
junction, although  great  injury  may 
thereby  be  occasioned  to  the  infringer  and 
also  to  the  public.  But  the  order  for 
the  injunction  will  be  conditional,  con- 
ditioned upon  the  failure  of  the  defend- 
ant to  pay  a  reasonable  license  fee  for 
the  use  of  the  invention  during  the  unex- 
pired term,  to  be  ascertained  by  a  refer- 
'^nce  to  a  master.  Such  relief  will  be  given 
although  the  defendants  are  common  car- 
:i»  L.R.A.(N.S.} 


riers  of  persons  and  also  carriers  of  the 
nuiils  of  the  United  States,  and  their  busi- 
ness is  large  and  extensive,  and  is  carried 
on  by  means  of  connection  with  other  rail- 
roads, and  the  issuance  of  the  injunction 
might  result  in  a  prolonged  interruption 
of  their  business,  and  would  do  great  and 
irreparable  injury  to  them,  and  cause  great 
detriment  and  inconvenience  to  the  public, 
and  the  removal  of  the  infringing  device 
would  endanger  the  safety  of  passengers. 
Hodge  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  6  Blatchf. 
165,   Fed.  Cas.   No.   6,660. 

And  although  the  defendant  is  a  common 
carrier,  nevertheless,  if  the  validity  of  the 
patent  is  practically  conceded,  and  it  is 
apparently  easy  for  the  defendant  to  sub- 
stitute other  articles  equally  as  efficient  as 
the  infringing  devices,  a  preliminary  in- 
junction will  be  granted;  in  such  form,  how- 
ever, as  to  allow  the  change  to  be  made  with- 
out undue  inconvenience  to  the  traveling 
public.  Campbell  Printing-Press  &.  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  47  Fed.  663. 

So,  where  the  defendant,  although  a  com- 
mon carrier,  has  known  for  a  long  period 
of  time  that  it  was  using  an  infringing  valve 
on  many  of  its  cars,  and  has  preferred  to 
run  the  risk  of  an  injunction  rather  than 
to  displace  its  present  equipment,  no  equi- 
ties are  disclosed  requiring  the  court  to 
withhold  a  preliminary  injunction,  although 
the  issuance  thereof  may  resuH  in  hardship 
and  inconvenience  to  the  defendant  and  the 
public.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake  Co.  v. 
Great  Northern  R.  Co.  31  C.  C.  A.  525,  59 
U.  S.  App.  692,  88  Fed.  258. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  be  granted 
to  restrain  a  common  carrier  from  purchas- 
ing and  using  an  alleged  infringing  article 
(vulcanized  rubber  car  springs),  except 
those  then  in  use,  where  a  prima  facie 
showing  of  infringement  is  made  out,  and 
no  ground  for  refusal  can  be  founded  upon 
any  claim  of  inconvenience  to  the  public 
or  to  the  parties.  Goodvear  v.  Central  R. 
Co.  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  626,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
5,563. 

Although,  by  the  issuance  of  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction,  great  loss  will  result  to  the 
defendant,  and  the  public  will  be  incon- 
venienced thereby,  nevertheless,  such  in- 
junction will  issue  where  the  court,  in  an- 
other case  involving  the  same  patent,  after 
full  consideration,  and  upon  substantially 
similar  evidence  to  that  now  presented,  sus- 
tained the  validity  of  the  patent  and  the 
fact  of  infringement,  it  appearing  that  the 
operation  of  the  injunction  has  already 
been  suspended  for  nearly  a  year,  thereby 
affording  to  the  defendant  abundant  oppor- 
tunity to  make  such  changes  in  its  machin- 
ery as  to  avoid  further  infringement.  Lan- 
von  Zinc  Co.  v.  Brown,  53  C.  C.  A.  354,  115 
Fed.  150. 

It  is  assorted  in  Warren  Bros.  Co.  v. 
Montgomery,  172  Fed.  414,  that  neither  a 
city  nor  the  defendants  are  in  a  position  to 
set  up  public  inconvenience  from  the  stop- 
page of  work  which  has  not  yet  been  begun, 
where  the  contract  was  made  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  claims  of  complainant  and 
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that  an  injunction  would  probably  be 
sought;  the  court,  however,  held  that  sub- 
stantial justice  would  be  done  by  withhold- 
ing a  preliminary  injunction  as  to  the  par- 
ticular contract  on  condition  that  the  de- 
fendants execute  a  bond,  conditioned  to  pay 
all  costs  and  damages  ordered  against  them. 

Where  no  question  is  made  of  the  fact  of 
infringement,  but  the  issuance  of  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  is  objected  to  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  is  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion, and  is  using  the  infringing  device  in 
a  public  building,  no  equity  is  thereby  raised 
in  favor  of  the  corporation  against  the 
issuance  of  a  preliminary  injunction,  it  also 
appearing  that  the  device  was  installed  with 
knowledge  of  the  claim  of  infringement,  and 
a  bond  was  taken  to  hold  the  municipality 
harmless  in  damage  by  reason  thereof,  and 
other  fixtures  may  be  substituted  for  the 
infringing  fixtures  with  very  little  delay. 
And  this  is  true  although  the  amount  of 
the  royalty  on  the  infringing  fixtures  is  not 
large,  and  the  time  durmg  which  the 
injunction  will  operate  will  be  short.  Pel- 
zer  V.  Binghamton,  37  C.  C.  A.  288,  95  Fed. 
823. 

On  a  petition  for  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion to  enjoin  the  use  of  an  alleged  infrin- 
ging filtering  process,  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant is  a  public  servant,  engaged  in  sup- 
plying a  city  .with  water,  is  no  ground  for 
refusing  an  injunction,  where  it  was  eRg<?r 
for  the  injunction  bill  to  be  brought,  and 
stated  its  desire  that  an  application  for  a 
preliminary  injunction  be  made,  in  order 
that  the  matter  might  be  disposed  of  speed- 
ily. New  York  Filter  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Niagara 
Falls  Waterworks  Co.  26  C.  C.  A.  252,  51 
U.  S.  App.  355,  80  Fed.  024. 

7.  Where  patent  soon  to  expire. 

Another  ground  on  which  an  injunction 
will  be  refused  is  that  the  patent  will  soon 
expire,  and  the  defendant  is  using  the  al- 
leged infringing  machine  in  connection  with 
other  machinery  which  it  will  require  con- 
siderable time  for  him  to  change,  and  by 
the  time  the  change  is  completed  the  patent 
will  have  expired.  Morris  v.  Ix)well  Mfg. 
Co.  3  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
9.833;  Parker  v.  Sears,  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas. 
03.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10.748;  Potter  v.  Whitney, 
1  Low.  Dec.  87,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,341. 

Although  the  validity  of  a  patent  is  fully 
established  and  the  fact  of  infringement  is 
clear,  nevertheless  the  court  will  not  grant 
a  preliminary  injunction  where  the  patent 
will  expire  in  four  days,  even  though  the 
bill  was  filed  some  time  prior.  National 
Cash-Register  Co.  v.  Navy  Cash-Register  Co. 
90  Fed.  565. 

In  such  cases,  the  court  may  refuse  to 
isstie  a  preliminary  injunction,  but  may 
require  the  defendants  to  give  bonds  to 
keep  an  account  and  pay  all  profits  from 
the  infringement  or  loss  to  the  complainaiit. 
it  appearing  that  all  the  legitimate  rig'its 
of  the  complainant  will  be  thereby  protect- 
ed. Howe  v.  Morton,  1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas. 
686,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,769. 
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The  fact  that  the  patent  will  soon  expire, 
however,  is  not  in  all  eases  conclusive 
against  the  right  to  injunction;  there  may 
be  circumstances  in  the  conduct  of  the  in- 
fringer which  will  induce  the  court  to  in- 
terfere at  the  very  latest  period  to  stop  a 
fraudulent  or  even  wilful  use  of  a  patent 
right.  Morris  v.  Lowell  Mfg.  Co.  3  Fisher, 
Pat.  Cas.  67,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,833. 

As,  where  the  patent  is  for  a  machine  to 
make  some  article  of  manufacture  or  mer- 
chandise in  a  cheaper  method  than  was  be- 
fore known,  and  wnere  the  source  of  profit 
to  the  patentee  arises  from  his  monopoly 
of  the  article,  he  having  no  competitors  in 
the  market,  the  damages  to  the  patentee 
by  the  piracy  of  his  invention  might  be  very 
great,  and  the  court  would  issue  an  in- 
junction on  a  plain  case  in  the  last  month 
or  week  of  the  patent's  life,  or  even  after  the 
time  limited  for  its  expiration,  to  restrain 
a  sale  of  the  machines  or  articles  pirati- 
cally manufactured  in  violation  of  the  pat- 
ent while  it  was  in  force.  Parker  v.  Sears, 
1  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  93,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,- 
748. 

And  the  fact  that  a  patent  will  soon  ex- 
pire does  not  authorize  the  refusal  of  an 
injunction  pendente  lite,  where  its  validity 
has  been  adjudicated  by  an  appellate  court, 
and  it  appears  that  the  expired  patents  are 
improvements  on  an  unexpired  generic  pat- 
ent. Electric  Storage  Battery  Co.  v.  Buffalo 
Electric  Carriage  Co.  117  Fed.  314. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  be  granted 
restraining  an  infringement  by  a  person 
who  has  not  yet  commenced  to  put  on  the 
market  the  alleged  infringing  goods,  al- 
though there  are  but  a  few  months  before 
the  expiration  of  the  patent.  Westinghousc 
Air-Brake   Co.   v.   Carpenter,   32   Fed.    484. 

b.  Stispension  of  injunction  on  appeal. 

On  appeal  the  court  may  suspend  the 
operation  of  a  preliminary  injunction  where 
the  interruption  of  defendant's  business 
thereby  may  be  attended  with  serious  conse- 
quences and  the  time  the  patent  is  to 
run  is  limited.  As  a  condition  to  such  sus- 
pension, however,  defendant  will  be  re- 
quired to  give  a  bond  to  satisfy  all  dam- 
ages caused  by  the  infringement.  Inter- 
urbe^n  R.  &  Terminal  Co.  v.  Westinghousc 
Electric  &  Mfg.  Co.  108  C.  C.  A.  298,  186 
Fed.  166. 

And  althoughi  a  patent  has  been  sustained 
in  an  action  at  law,  if  a  bill  of  exceptions 
has  been  taken,  a  court  of  equity  will  deny 
a  motion  for  a  preliminary  injunction, 
where  the  defendants  are  manufacturers,  and 
use  the  invention  in  connection  with  other 
machinery  in  their  manufacturing  business, 
but  do  not  manufacture  the  invention  itself, 
while  the  complainants  manufacture  the  in- 
vention, but  do  not  use  it  other  than  to 
sell  it,  and  hence  the  particular  infringe- 
ment does  not  deprive  the  latter  of  their 
monopoly,  but  only  of  what  they  would  be 
entitled  to  receive  for  the  article  or  a  license 
to  use  it,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  de- 
fendants cannot  be  restrained  from  using 
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the  invention  without  being  at  the  same 
time  deprived  of  the  use  of  the  entire  ma- 
chinery used  in  connection  therewith,  and 
hence  the  practical  effect  of  the  injunction 
would  be  to  stop  the  defendants'  machines, 
thereby  depriving  the  latter  of  the  use  of 
a  large  amount  of  capital  invested  in  the 
business,  and  would  also  throw  out  of  em- 
ployment a  large  niunber  of  operators  of  the 
machine.  Forbush  v.  Bradford,  1  Fisher, 
Pat.  Cas.  317,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  4,930. 

Although  the  defendant  offers  to  give  a 
bond  for  damages  should  the  result  of  a 
contemplated  appeal  be  adverse  to  him,  an 
injunction  after  decree  will  not  be  suspend- 
ed even  though  the  defendant  claims  the  in- 
junction will  prevent  him  from  carrying  out 
enormous  contracts  then  on  hand,  thereby 
destroying  their  connection,  to  his  irrepar- 
able damage,  where,  however,  it  appears 
that  he  can  buy  the  articles  in  the  open 
market,  and  thus  fulfil  his  contracts. 
Flower  v.  Lloyd,  36  L.  T.  N.  ^    \44. 

o.  Final   injunctic. 

A  distinction  is  made  in  Brown  v.  Deere, 
2  McCrarjr,  422,  6  Fed.-  487,  between  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  and  a  final  injunction; 
as  to  the  rights  of  the  parties  with  refer- 
ence to  the  issuance  thereof  to  restrain  in- 
fringements, the  former  is  regarded  as  a 
matter  of  discretion,  while  the  latter  is  re- 
garded more  as  a  matter  of  strict  right. 

In  this  case,  after  a  hearing  upon  the 
merits  and  a  favorable  decree  for  the  com- 
plainant, the  court  refused  to  suspend  an 
injunction  although  it  appeared  that  be- 
fore the  hearing  the  defendants  had  entered 
into  a  large  number  of  contracts  to  furnish 
their  machines  to  agriculturists,  and  there 
was  not  adequate  time  for  them  to  recon- 
struct same,  so  as  to  avoid  the  infringe- 
ment, without  disappointing  their  customers 
and  fastening  large  damages  upon  them- 
selves for  nonfulfilment  of  their  contracts. 
The  court,  while  admitting  that  the  plain- 
tiff seemingly  put  very  little  value  on  his 
patent  until  the  defendants  and  their  as- 
sociates introduced  and  popularized  same, 
nevertheless  held  that  plaintiff's  rights  ex- 
isted and  must  be  protected,  even  to  the 
extent  of  restraining  the  manufacture  of  the 
infringing  article,  although  such  injunc- 
tion would  result  in  great  loss  to  the  defend- 
ants as  well  as  to  the  people  contracting 
with  them,  since  the  plaintiff  conceded  that 
it  would  be  impossible  for  them  fully  to 
supply  the  trade. 

That  an  injunction  after  a  hearing  on 
the  merits,  if  the  decision  is  favorable  to 
the  complainants,  is  a  matter  of  right, 
is  also  the  theory  adopted  by  the  court  in 
Consolidated  Roller  Mill  Co.  v.  Coombs,  39 
Fed.  803.  On  this  point  it  is  said:  ''After 
an  adjudication  upon  the  merits,  the  case 
becomes  somewhat  complicated  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  and  statutes 
which  secure  to  the  inventor  'the  exclusive 
right  to  his  discovery.*  If  this  right  be  'ex- 
clusive,' it  is  difficult  to  see  how  the  court 
can  limit  or  impair  i^  by  requiring  the  pat- 
39  L.RJl.(N.S.; 


entee  to  accept  anything  less  than  the  com- 
plete monopoly  which  tlie  law  awards  him. 
While  he  may  not  be  a  manufacturer  him- 
self, and  may  derive  his  sole  profit  from  li- 
censing others  to  use  his  device,  still,  such 
licenses  are  entirely  voluntary  upon  his 
part,  are  completely  within  his  own  control, 
and  the  courts  have,  strictly  speaking,  no 
power  to  demand  of  him  that  he  shall  license 
the  defendant  to  use  his  machine,  as  they 
are  enabled  to  do  indirectly  by  refusing  an 
injunction  upon  requiring  a  bond  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  license  or  such  damages  as 
he  may  have  suffered  by  defendant's  use 
of  his  machines.  If  this,  then,  were  a  final 
decree,  we  should  have  no  hesitation  in  de- 
nying this  motion  to  stay  the  injunction, 
unless  immediate  notice  were  given  of  an 
appeal,  when  the  provisions  of  the  ninety- 
third  rule  would  attach,  and  the  staying 
of  an  injunction  would  become  a  matter  of 
discretion,  to  be  determined  by  the  facts  of 
each  particular  case." 

However,  in  Dorsey  Harvester  Revolving 
Rake  Co.  v.  Marsh,  6  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  387, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,014,  after  a  hearing  on  the 
merits  and  giving  the  complainant  a  decree 
for  an  accounting  and  an  injunction,  the 
court  said  that  the  injunction  ought  to  be 
so  framed  as  not  to  subject  the  defendants 
to  any  avoidable  loss  or  injury,  and  to 
this  end  provided  that  no  injunction  should 
issue  until  a  further  order  of  the  court 
if  the  defendants,  within  a  stipulated  time, 
filed  a  bond  securing  to  the  complainant  the 
profits  and  damages  which,  on  the  account- 
ing, they  may  ultimately  be  decreed  to  pay. 
In  this  case  the  complainant  was  not  a 
manufacturer  of  the  invention,  and  hence 
would  be  adequately  protected  by  the  pay- 
ment of  a  just  compensation  for  the  use 
thereof;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  de- 
fendants had  an  extensive  establishment  and 
a  large  capital  invested  in  it,  and  a  sudden 
stoppage  of  the  business  would  be  disas- 
trous to  them  without  benefit  to  the  com- 
plainant. 

And  the  court  will  arrange  the  terms  of 
the  injunction  so  as  to  accomplish  the  re- 
sult intended  with  the  least  disturbance  to 
the  business  of  the  defendant  (a  railwav 
company),  where  the  business  is  one  con- 
cerning the  public.  Westinghouse  Air  Brake 
Co,  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  86  Fed.  132. 

In  other  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that,  al- 
though the  proof  of  the  infringement,  as 
well  as  the  validity  of  the  patent,  is  satis- 
factory, a  final  injunction  will  not  be  grant- 
ed where  the  allowance  thereof  will  cause 
much  greater  injury  to  defendant  than  bene- 
fit to  the  complainant,  and  in  such  case  the 
decree  will  be  only  for  an  accounting.  Mc- 
Crary  v.  Pennsylvania  Canal  Co.  6  Fed. 
367.  The  facts  in  this  case  are  not  very 
fully  set  forth.  It,  however,  appears  that 
the  invention  involved  was  an  improvement 
in  coupling  and  steering  canal  boats,  but 
it  does  not  appear  whether  the  defendant 
was  a  manufacturer  or  a  mere  user  of  the 
article   found   to  infringe. 

And  a  final  injunction  will  not  be  granted 
where  the  infringement  relates  to  the  minor 
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part  of  a  large  machine,  the  use  of  which  is 
essential  to  the  defendant,  while  probably 
the  complainant  would  not  materially  suffer 
by  the  continuance  of  the  use  of  the  device 
for  the  short  time  remaining  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  patent,  providing  the  defend- 
ant gives  securitv  that  he  will  account  to 
the  complainant  for  the  infringement,  either 
by  way  of  damages  or  royalty.  Draper 
Go.  V.  American  Loom  Co.  88  C.  C.  A.  588, 
161  Fed.  728. 

Nor  where  the  patent  alleged  to  be  in- 
fringed will  expire  in  about  two  months, 
and  the  defendant  is  a  railroad  company, 
using  in  its  business  many  hundreds  of  the 
patented  articles,  scattered  over  2,000  miles 
of  track,  and  hence  but  few  of  the  devices 
could  be  removed  before  the  expiration  of 
the  patent  if  a  reasonable  time  be  given  for 
the  removal  thereof  in  instalments,  as  is 
usual  in  such  cases.  Vermilya  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  89  Fed.  96. 

Nor  where  the  effect  of  the  injunction 
would  be  to  restrain  the  use  by  a  city  of 
an  invention  necessary  for  daily  use  in  the 
prevention  of  fires,  and  the  complainants' 
rights  may  be  otherwise  protected.  Bliss 
V.  Brooklyn,  4  Fisher,  Pat.  Cas.  596,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,544. 

Nor  where  the  injunction  will  interfere 
with  the  use  of  wooden  pavements  con- 
structed in  a  city  in  infringement  of  com- 
plainant's rights,  and  will  only  operate  in- 
juriously upon  the  public,  without  benefit- 
ing the  complainant,  but  the  complainant 
will  be  limited  to  relief  by  way  of  profits 
and  damages,  Ballard  y.  Pittsburg,  12 
Fed.  783.  A.  G.  S. 
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HERBERT  BROWN  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err, 

V. 

R.  B.  MARTIN  et  al. 

(137  Ga.  338,  73  6.  E.  496.) 

Tenue  —  life    estate  —  forfeiture     for 
waste. 

1.  An  action  under  Civil  Code  1910, 
§  3666,  by  a  remainderman  against  a  life 
tenant,  to  have  the  estate  of  the  latter  de- 
clared forfeited  and  the  remainderman  put 
in  possession,  because  of  waste  committed 
by  the  tenant,  is  a  suit  "respecting  titles  to 
land,"  and  the  venue  thereof  is  the  county 
in  which  the  land  involved  i^s  located. 

Headnotes  by  Hill,  J. 


Pleading  —  demurrers  —  safliclency. 

2.  None  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  'Were 
well  taken,  and  the  court  erred  in  dismiss- 
ing the  petition. 

(January  9,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Cal- 
houn County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
declare  a  forfeiture  of  a  life  estate  and  to 
acquire  possession  of  the  property  because 
of  alleged  waste  committed.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Hill,  J.: 

Herbert  Brown  and  others,  as  remain- 
dermen under  a  certain  deed,  brought  an 
action  against  Mrs.  Madden  and  R.  B. 
Martin,  to  declare  a  forfeiture  of  the  life 
estate  conveyed  by  the  deed,  and  to  acquire 
possession  of  the  property  because  of  al- 
leged waste  committed.  By  the  terms  of 
the  deed  the  property  was  conveyed  to  Mrs. 
Madden  for  life,  for  the  comfortable  main- 
tenance of  herself  and  children,  and  at  her 
death  to  go  to  the  children  in  fee  simple. 
The  plaintiffs  are  the  children  just  referred 
to.  The  original  petition  made  substan- 
tially the  following  averments:  On  June 
16,  1008,  a  decree  was  taken  subjecting  the 
interest  of  Mrs.  Madden  in  the  property 
named  in  the  deed  to  a  certain  indebted- 
ness, under  which  decree  her  life  estate 
was  sold  at  public  outcry,  and  was  bought 
in  by  her;  but,  she  failing  to  comply  with 
her  bid,  under  the  terms  of  the  decree  "title 
to  the  said  property  went  to  various  cred- 
itors, subject  to  a  fixed  charge  for  the 
maintenance  of  petitioners."  The  defend- 
ant Martin  was  one  of  the  creditors,  and 
went  into  possession  of  the  land,  holding 
the  life  interest  only  as  held  by  Mrs.  Mad- 
den, and  subject  to  the  liabilities  imposed 
by  law  on  her,  aiid  entitled  to  only  such 
rights  as  she  had.  The  land  is  located  in 
Calhoun  county.  Mrs.  Madden  is  a  resi- 
dent of  that  county,  and  Martin  is  a  resi- 
dent of  Randolph  county.  Various  acts  of 
waste  have  been  committed  by  Martin,  and 
allowed  by  him  to  be  committed  by  others, 
consisting  of  working  the  timber  for  tur- 
pentine purposes,  cutting,  selling,  and  de- 
stroying valuable  timber  in  large  quanti- 
ties. Mrs.  Madden,  the  life  tenant,  fails 
and  neglects  to  prevent  these  acts  of  waste, 
and  both  defendants  have  been  guilty  of 
such  acts  "as  to  forfeit  her  or  his  interest 


Note.  —  No  case  other  than  Bkown  v. 
Martin  has  been  found  which  passes  upon 
the  question  wliether  a  suit  to  oust  a  life 
tenant  for  waste  is  one  respecting  title  to 
land,  which  must  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  llic  land  is  located. 

In  fact  the  remedy  of  forfeiture  against 
a  life  tenant  is  in  force  in  but  few  of  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


states  (16  Cyc.  640),  and  appears  to  be  lit- 
tle used  at  the  present  time 

As  to  jurisdiction  of  actions  at  law  for 
breach  of  contract  or  for  tort  concerning 
real  property  in  another  state  or  country, 
see  Smith  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  26  L.R.A' 
(N.S.)  928,  and  Hodges  v.  Hunter  Co.  34 
L.R.A.(NS.)  994,  and  the  notes  thereto. 
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ID  said  land^  and  cause  said  estate  to  vest 
absolutely  in  fee  simple  in  petitioners/' 
and  tbey  elect  to  claim  immediate  posses- 
sion. The  prayers  of  the  petition  are  that 
the  life  estate  be  declared  to  be  forfeited; 
that  Mrs.  Madden  and  Martin,  holding  un- 
der her,  be  decreed  to  have  forfeited  their 
interest  in  said  estate;  and  that  plaintiffs 
recover  the  land,  with  the  title,  possession, 
and  right  of  possession  vested  in  them  free 
of  condition,  together  with  the  rental  value 
of  the  land  since  the  filing  of  the  suit. 

An  amendment  to  the  petition  was  al- 
lowed, in  which  it  was  alleged  Mrs.  Mad- 
den leased  to  one  Sealy  about  75  acres  of 
the  land  for  the  purpose  of  working  turpen- 
tine thereon,  and  Sealy  extracted  the  tur- 
pentine from  the  trees  and  carried  it  away, 
and  cut  timber  and  converted  it  into  barrel 
staves,  and  used  large  quantities  of  timber 
for  making  turpentine,  which  "act  was  done 
by  Mrs.  Madden,  with  the  knowledge  and 
assistance,  in  the  year  1906,  of  R.  B.  Mar- 
tin." Mrs.  Madden  and  Martin  conspired 
and  confederated,  while  she  was  life  ten* 
ant,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  real  estate, 
and  in  furtherance  of  that  intention  Martin 
leased  the  land  and  sold  said  timber  for 
Mrs.  Madden.  "Said  Madden  permitted  said 
Martin  to  waste  said  real  estate,  by  neg- 
lecting to  care  for  same,  and  neglecting  to 
prevent  the  cutting  of  same.  Said  Madden 
has  committed  voluntary  waste,  and  in  a 
manner  evidencing  entire  disregard  of  the 
rights  of  the  next  taker,  by  cutting  said 
timber,  allowing  it  to  die  and  fall  upon  tl)e 
ground  and  rot.  Said  Martin  had  full 
knowledge  of  this  fact,  and  knew  that  said 
waste  was  permissive  and  voluntary,  and 
cook  title  to  said  land  under  a  decree,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  facts  that  said  Mad- 
den had  committed  said  acts."  Martin  has 
continued  the  acts  of  waste,  and  his  title 
was  taken  subject  to  full  knowledge  that 
Mrs.  Madden  had  forfeited  her  entire  life 
estate. 

A  demurrer  was  filed  by  Martin,  setting 
up  the  following  grounds:  "(1)  Because 
no  cause  of  action,  either  legal  or  equitable, 
is  set  forth  in  the  petition.  (2)  Because 
no  such  acts  are  alleged  in  the  petition  as 
will  justify  the  court  in  decreeing  a  forfei- 
ture as  prayed.  (3)  Because  no  copy  of  the 
decree  under  which  it  is  alleged  defendant 
holds  title  is  attached  to  the  petition,  nor 
docs  it  appear  with  sufficient  fullness  under 
what  title  the  defendant  claims.  (4)  Be- 
cause the  land  referred  to  in  paragraph  1 
of  the  petition  is  not  described  with  suf- 
ficient fullness  or  definiteness.  (5)  Because 
the  petition  shows  that  the  superior  court 
of  Calhoun  county  has  no  jurisdiction  of 
this  defendant." 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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The  court  rendered  judgment  as  follows: 
The  plaintiffs  having  amended  their  peti- 
tion, and  said  amendment  having  been  al- 
lowed, and  the  within  and  foregoing  de- 
murrers having  been  renewed  to  said  peti- 
tion as  amended,  it  is,  after  argument,  or- 
dered that  said  demurrers  be  sustained,  and 
the  petition  as  amended  dismissed,  both 
parties  by  agreement  treating  the  decree 
referred  to  in  the  petition  as  being  a  part 
of  and  attached  to  the  petition."  To  this 
judgment  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  of 
exceptions. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Edwards,  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror: 

Cases  respecting  titles  to  land  shall  be 
tried  in  the  county  wherein  the  land  lies. 

Kehr  v.  Floyd,  132  Ga.  626,  64  S.  E. 
073;  Wall  v.  Mercer,  119  Ga.  346,  46  S. 
E.  420;  Baker  v.  Davis,  127  Ga.  652,  57 
S.  E.  62;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Grizzle,  124 
Ga.  735,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  191,  53  S.  E. 
244;  Mashburn  v.  Dannenberg  Co.  117  Ga. 
568,  44  S.  E.  97. 

Messrs.  Hawes  A  Pottle  for  defendants 
in  error. 

Hill,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  first  and  second 
grounds  of  the  demurrer.  Acts  of  waste 
on  the  part  of  the  life  tenant,  of  the  char- 
acter alleged  in  the  petition,  would  give 
the  remaindermen  the  right  to  bring  an  ac- 
tion to  declare  a  forfeiture  of  the  estate 
of  the  life  tenant,  as  provided  for  in  the 
Civil  Code  1910,  §  3066.  In  view  of  the  re- 
cital of  the  court,  in  his  order  quoted  in 
the  statement  of  facts,  that  by  agreement 
both  parties  treated  the  decree  referred  to  in 
the  petition  as  though  it  were  a  part  there- 
of, the  third  ground  of  demurrer  will  be  con- 
sidered as  having  been  waived.  It  might 
be  here  remarked,  however,  that  this  deci- 
sion, in  its  entirety,  is  made  without  ref- 
erence to  the  decree,  as  it  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  actually  attached  to  the  peti- 
tion, and  was  not  brought  to  this  court. 
This  statement  is  made  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  plaintiffs  may  have  been  parties  to 
the  decree  and  bound  thereby,  and  it  may 
have  contained  provisions  which  would  af- 
fect their  rights  with  respect  to  the  pres- 
ent litigation.  There  is  no  merit  in  the 
fourth  ground  of  demurrer.  Paragraph  1 
of  the  petition  gives  the  numbers  of  the  land 
lots  involved,  and  this  description,  taken 
in  connection  with  the  allegation  elsewhere 
in  the  petition  that  the  property  is  sit- 
uated in  Calhoun  county,  sufiiciently  identi- 
fies the  land  referred  to,  or  can  be  made 
to  do  so  when  aided  by  parol  testimony. 

This  brings  us  to  the  fifth  and  last  ground 
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of  the  demurrer,  by  which  the  defendant 
Martin  challenges  the  jurisdiction  of  Cal- 
houn superior  court  with  respect  to  him. 
Counsel  in  their  briefs  largely  deal  with  the 
'  case  on  the  theory  that  it  is  an  equitable 
proceeding,  and  should  be  located  in  the 
county  of  his  residence,  because  he  is  the 
defendant  against  whom  substantial  relief 
is  prayed;  however,  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  does  insist  that  the  suit  is 
one  respecting  title  to  land,  and  therefore 
properly  brought  in  Calhoun  county,  where 
the  land  in  controversy  is  situated.  In  or- 
der to  determine  the  Venue  of  the  suit,  it  is 
important  to  classify  the  action.  While  the 
petition  does  not  in  terms  so  state,  the  suit 
evidently  is  brought  under  the  statute  of 
this  state  providing  for  a  forfeiture  in  be- 
half of  the  remainderman  against  the  life 
tenant,  in  the  event  the  latter  wastes  the 
estate,  which  statute  is  hereinafter  copied. 
Originally  at  common  law  an  action  of 
waste  was  maintainable  only  against  the 
holder  of  the  legal  estate,  or  a  guardian  in 
chivalry,  or  tenant  in  dower  or  by  the  cur- 
tesy, on  the  theory  that,  this  class  of  es- 
tates being  creatures  of  the  law,  the  law 
would  protect  the  inheritance  of  the  heir 
by  affording  him  a  remedy  for  waste  com- 
mitted. No  action  could  be  maintained 
against  the  holder  of  an  estate  for  life  or 
for  years,  since  they  were  created  by 
the  demise  or  lease  of  the  owner,  and  it  was 
deemed  that  his  failure,  when  granting  the 
estate,  to  provide  against  waste  by  the  ten- 
ant, constituted  an  act  of  neglect  on  his 
part,  the  consequences  of  which  he  would  be 
left  to  suffer.  2  Bl.  Com.  283.  The  statute 
of  Marlbridge  (52  Hen.  III.  chap.  23)  ex- 
tended the  common-law  liability,  so  as  to 
make  it  apply  to  tenants  of  the  last-named 
class,  and  to  make  them  liable  for  full 
damages  resulting  from  waste;  and  the 
statute  of  Gloucester  (6  Edw.  I.  chap.  5) 
gave  a  more  stringent  remedy  in  such  cases 
by  a  writ  of  waste,  under  which  the  ten- 
ant was  liable  to  forfeiture  of  the  thing 
wasted  and  treble  damages.  2  Bl.  Com. 
283,  284;  1  Reeves,  Real  Prop.  §  558;  Roby 
V.  Newton,  121  Ga.  679,  68  L.R.A.  601, 
49  S.  E.  694.  In  Parker  v.  Chambliss,  12 
Ga.  235,  it  was  held:  "In  this  state,  a 
tenant  in  dower  is  liable  for  waste  com- 
mitted on  the  estate,  but  she  does  not 
thereby  forfeit  her  estate,  and  treble  dam- 
fi^es,  as  provided  by  the  statute  of  Glouces- 
ter. The  remedy  against  her  is  by  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case,  in  the  nature  of  waste, 
to  recover  the  actual  damage  done  to  the 
estate;  or  by  an  injunction  to  restrain  her 
from  committing  waste,  when  necessarv,  on 
a  proper  case  made.''  In  the  opinion  Judge 
Warner,  after  pointing  out  that  we  had 
adopted  the  common  and  statute  law  of 
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England  only  where  "properly  adapted  to 
the  circumstances  of  the  inhabitants  of  this 
state,"  and  quoting  Chancellor  Kent  to  the 
effect  that  the  writ  of  waste  had  gone  out 
of  use,  and  special  action  on  the  case  in  the 
nature  of  waste  had  superseded  the  com- 
mon-law remedy,  on  page  238,  said:  "We 
therefore  adopt  and  recognize  the  princi- 
ples of  the  common  law,  including  the  stat- 
ute of  Gloucester,  so  far  as  the  same  make 
the  tenant  in  dower  liable  for  waste  com- 
mitted, but  reject  the  harsh  and  penal 
remedy  provided  by  that  statute."  This  de- 
cision was  made  in  1852. 

Code  of  1863,  §  2235  (which  is  identical 
in  language  with  §  3666  of  the  Code  of 
1910),  contained  the  following  provisions: 
"The  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  the  full 
use  and  enjoyment  of  the  property,  so  that 
in  such  use  he  exercises  the  ordinary  care 
of  a  prudent  man  for  its  preservation  and 
protection,  and  commits  no  acts  tending  to 
the  permanent  injury  of  the  person  entitled 
in  remainder  or  reversion.  For  the  want 
of  such  care,  and  the  wilful  commission  of 
such  acts,  he  forfeits  his  interest  to  the  re- 
mainderman, if  he  elects  to  claim  immediate 
possession."  In  Dickinson  v.  Jones,  36  Ga. 
97,  a  case  of  injunction  to  restrain  threat- 
ened waste,  it  was  assumed  that  the  statute 
of  Gloucester  was  of  full  force  in  Georgia; 
but  in  Woodward  y.  Gates,  38  Ga.  205,  212, 
it  was  pointed  out  that  the  apparent  hold- 
ing in  the  Dickinson  Case  was  ohiter,  no 
question  of  forfeiture  being  there  involved; 
and  the  true  rule  in  Woodward  y.  Gates 
was  declared  to  be  that  the  effect  of  the 
adoption  of  the  Code  of  1863  was  that  (page 
213),  "in  case  of  waste,  the  tenant  for  life 
shall  forfeit  his  interest  to  the  remainder- 
man, if  he  elects  to  take  immediate  posses- 
sion. But  the  rule  of  the  statute  of  Glou- 
cester as  to  treble  damages  is  not  still 
adopted."  And  this  decision  was  construed 
and  followed  in  Belt  v.  Simkins,  113  Ga. 
894,  39  S.  E.  430.  It  appears,  therefore, 
that  the  present  statute  (Civil  Code  1910, 
§  3666),  quoted  supra,  is  declaratory,  and 
at  the  same  time  restrictive,  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  that  the  right  of  action  there- 
under is  purely  an  action  at  law.  What 
was  the  nature  of  this  action  at  common 
law?  Blackstone  says:  "This  action  of 
waste  is  a  mixed  action;  partly  real,  so  far 
as  it  recovers  land,  and  partly  personal,  so 
far  as  it  recovers  damages."  3  Bl.  Com. 
228.  It  would  seem,  therefore,  that,  our 
statute  having  eliminated  the  treble  dam- 
ages feature,  and  retained  only  the  forfei- 
ture provided  for  by  the  common  law,  an  ac- 
tion brought  under  such  statute  would  be 
a  real  action. 

The   suit   in    the   present   case   is   based 
purely  on  this  statute.    It  is  in  no  sense  an 
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equitable  action,  and  no  equitable  features 
are  involved.  The  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion, simplified,  are  to  the  effect  that  the 
life  tenant  has  been  guilty  of  acts  of  waste, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
thereby  rendered  his  estate  subject  to  the 
forfeiture,  and  that  the  remaindermen  elect 
to  have  such  forfeiture  declared,  and  to 
take  immediate  possession  of  the  estate. 
The  prayers  all  seek  relief  within  the 
bounds  of  the  statute;  that  is,  that  the  in- 
terest of  the  life  tenant  be  declared  to  be 
forfeited  and  tlie  plaintiffs  be  put  in  pos- 
session of  the  land.  True,  there  is  an  ad- 
ditional prayer  that  the  defendants  be  re- 
quired to  account  for  the  rental  value  of  the 
premises  since  the  filing  of  the  suit;  but 
this  is  merely  a  prayer  for  incidental  relief 
with  respect  to  a  right  which  will  accrue 
to  the  plaintiffs  pending  the  action,  pro- 
vided they  succeed  in  maintaining  their 
claim  of  forfeiture,  which,  if  declared, 
would  relate  back  at  least  to  the  filing  of 
the  suit.  There  is  also  a  prayer  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  plaintiffs  recover  the  prem- 
ises free  of  any  charge  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  life  tenant,  or  anyone  holding  under 
her.  The  property  was  conveyed  to  the  life 
tenant  for  life,  for  the  comfortable  mainte- 
nance of  herself  and  children.  The  children 
are  the  remaindermen,  and  are  the  plain- 
tiffs in  this  case.  The  right  of  the  life  ten- 
ant to  maintenance  from  the  property  is  in- 
cidental to  and  a  part  of  her  life  estate,  and 
would  cease  with  the  loss  of  that  estate,  in 
the  event  a  forfeiture  thereof  be  declared. 
Neither  of  the  prayers  just  mentioned  seeks 
any  relief  other  than  is  incidental  to  an  ac- 
tion under  the  statute.  The  suit  being  one 
in  which  no  equity  is  invoked,  but  purely 
a  real  action  under  a  statute  having  its 
origin  in  the  common  law,  its  venue  is  not 
affected  by  the  constitutional  provision  that 
equity  cases  shall  be  tried  in  the  county  of 
the  residence  of  a  defendant  against  whom 
substantial  relief  is  prayed.  (It  might  here 
be  remarked  that  no  equity  jurisdiction 
can  attach  with  respect  to  legal  waste,  ex- 
cept for  purposes  of  injunction.  6  Pom. 
Kq.  Jur.  §  491.)  ''Real  actions  at  conunon 
law  were  those  by  which  all  disputes  con- 
cerning corporeal  hereditaments  were  de- 
cided." Will's  Gould,  PI.  6.  They  extended 
to  actions  claiming  title  to  rents,  commons, 
and  the  like,  in  fee  simple,  fee  tail,  or  for 
life,  as  well'  as  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
the  land  itself.  3  Bl.  Com.  117.  •  Such  ac- 
tions were  local  in  character.  3  Bl.  Com. 
294.  But  with  us  the  venue  of  suits  is 
now  controlled  by  constitutional  and  stat- 
utory provisions.  In  addition  to  the  con- 
stitutional provision  regarding  equity  cases 
above  referred  to,  the  Constitution  further 
declares  that  "cases  respecting  titles  to 
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land  shall  be  tried  in  the  county  where  the 
land  lies,"  and,  with  exceptions  as  to  speci- 
fied actions  not  material  here  to  mention, 
"that  all  other  civil  cases  shall  be  tried 
in  the  county  where  the  defendant  resides." 
This  suit  was  brought  in  Calhoun  county, 
in  which  the  land  involved  is  located.  The 
demurrers  were  filed  by  the  defendant  Mar- 
tin, who  did  not  reside  in  that  county;  and 
unless  the  suit  was  one  "respecting  titles  to 
land,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision  referred  to  above,  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  over  Martin. 

Was  it  such  a  suit?  Numerous  adjudica- 
tions have  been  made  with  respect  to  what 
did  or  did  not  constitute  an  action  respect- 
ing titles  to  land;  but  an  examination  of 
all  the  cases  we  have  been  able  to  find 
discloses  that  those  held  not  to  be  of  this 
nature  are,  in  the  main,  reducible  as  fol- 
lows: (a)  Those  in  which  the  action 
sounded  in  trespass,  and  the  object  was  the 
recovery  of  damages,  or  proceedings  were 
for  the  purpose  of  injunction  to  prevent 
trespass,  or  an  attempt  was  made  to  fas- 
ten a  lieu  on  property, — actions  in  which 
the  question  of  title  was  only  incidentally 
involved  to  the  extent  of  showing  a  right 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  his 
action.  Examples  of  this  class  are  Os- 
mond V.  Flournoy,  34  6a.  510;  Powell  v. 
Cheshire,  70  Ga.  357,  48  Am.  Rep.  572; 
Beckwith  v.  McBride,  70  Ga.  642;  and 
Wheatley  v.  Blalock,  82  Ga.  406,  9  S.  E. 
168.  (b)  Those  in  which  the  legal  title 
was  out  of  the  plaintiff,  and  it  was  sought 
to  cancel  a  deed,  or  to  obtain  specific  per- 
formance, or  in  some  other  way  invoke  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  in  order  to  estab- 
lish the  plaintiff's  legal  title.  The  follow- 
ing cases  fall  within  this  class:  Smith  v. 
Bryan,  34  Ga.  53;  Bivins  v.  Bivins,  37  Ga. 
346;  Taylor  v.  Cloud,  40  Ga.  288;  Mc- 
Arthur  v.  Matthewson,  67  Ga.  134;  Lowe 
V.  Mann,  74  Ga.  387;  Saffold  v.  Scottish 
American  Mortg.  Co.  98  Ga.  785,  27  S.  E. 
208;  Fulgham  v.  Pate,  77  Ga.  454;  Clay- 
ton V.  Stetson,  101  Ga.  634,  28  S.  E.  983; 
Ellis  V.  Farmer,  119  Ga.  238,  46  S.  E. 
105;  and  Martin  v.  Gaissert,  134  Ga.  34, 
67  S.  E.  536. 

The  line  of  cases  just  cited  are  the  proge- 
ny of  Smith  V.  Bryan,  34  Ga.  53,  in  which 
the  ruling  was  that  "a  bill  in  equity  to 
set  aside  and  cancel  a  deed,  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  is  not  a  case  respecting  title  to 
land,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  provision 
of  the  Constitution  fixing  the  venue  in  such 
cases.  In  that  case  (34  Ga.  62,  63)  the 
court  used  this  language:  "What,  in  in- 
tendment of  the  Constitution,  are  'cases  re- 
specting titles  to  land?'  We  understand 
them  to  be  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  as- 
serts hi^  fitle  ^  %h^  Ifin^  in  question,  aii^ 
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depends  for  a  recovery  upon  his  mainte- 
nance of  it,  or  to  supply  a  link  in  the 
chain  wanting  by  reason  of  accident  or  oth- 
er cause.  In  order  to  determine  whether 
or  not  a  plaintiff  at  law  or  a  complainant 
in  equity,  who  selects  his  forum  upon  this 
clause  of  the  Constitution,  has  made  a  case 
of  jurisdiction  for  the  selected  court,  it  is 
necessary  to  examine  carefully  his  allega- 
tions. What,  then,  is  the  gravamen  in  this 
case?  Is  it  that,  at  the  time  of  filing  this 
bill,  the  complainant  had  title  to  the  lands, 
and  that  the  defendant  held  possession,  or 
committed  waste,  or  did  any  other  act  re- 
specting them,  without  his  consent,  and  in 
derogation  of  his  title?  Not  at  all.  .  .  . 
His  case  is  not  that  the  title  never  legally 
passed  from  him,  nor  that  it  has  legally 
returned  to  him.  His  prayer  is  not  that 
his  title,  under  existing  circumstances, 
may  be  adjudged  good  and  valid,  but  that, 
by  reason  of  certain  facts  dehors  the  title, 
the  contract  which  devested  him  of  it  may 
be  annulled,  and  it  restored.  The  case, 
then,  does  not  respect  title  to  lands,  but  is 
respecting  a  contract  in  relation  to  them, 
and  certain  fraudulent  practices,  which,  it 
is  alleged,  vitiate  that  contract.''  And  in 
Clayton  v.  Stetson,  101  Ga.  634,  638,  28 
S.  E.  983,  984,  it  was  said:  "If  the  plain- 
tiff, without  resorting  to  the  powers  of  the 
superior  court  as  a  court  of  equity,  and 
without  invoking  equitable  relief,  can,  upon 
her  legal  title,  recover,  the  suit  is  well 
brought  in  the  county  where  the  land  lies; 
but  if,  in  order  to  vest  herself  with  a  legal 
title  upon  which  she  can  recover  at  law,  it 
becomes  necessary  at  first  to  assert  an 
equity  as  against  the  person  invested  with 
the  legal  title,  then  we  conclude  that  the 
action  should  have  been  brought  in  the 
county  wherein  the  defendant  resided." 

In  the  present  case,  proof  of  the  con- 
veyance to  them  by  deed  of  the  remainder 
interest  (giving  to  them  the  right  of  ulti- 
mate enjoyment),  and  proof  of  acts  of 
waste  on  the  part  of  the  life  tenant  such 
as  to  create  a  forfeiture  of  the  interme- 
diate estate,  within  the  intendment  of  the 
Civil  Code,  §  3666,  quoted  supra,  is  suffi- 
cient to  show  in  the  plaintiffs  a  legal  title, 
and  make  out  a  prima  facie  case  for  recov- 
ery. We  are' satisfied  that  where  the  plain- 
tiff, as  in  this  case,  confines  himself  to 
the  remedy  afforded  him  by  the  statute, 
he  is  seeking  only  to  maintain  a  title  de- 
volving upon  him  by  law,  as  against  the 
defendant's  possession  and  claim  of  title 
under  deed,  and  the  suit  is  one  "respecting 
titles  to  land,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution.  The  very  gist  of  the  action 
is:  Whose  legal  title  is  superior  with  re- 
spect to  the  right  of  possession  in  prccsenti^ 
— the  defendant,  claiming  the  life  estate 
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under  deed,  or  the  plaintiff,  claiming  it  un- 
der forfeiture  by  virtue  of  the  statute?  Th« 
object  of  the  action  is  to  gain  possession, 
and  the  right  to  possession  is  determined 
by  an  adjudication  as  to  which  has  the  su- 
perior legal  title.  We  think  the  case  we 
are  considering  measures  up  to  the  criterion 
laid  down  in  Clayton  v.  Stetson,  quoted  su- 
pra, by  which  to  determine  when  the  action 
is  one  respecting  titles  to  land,  and  that 
the  venue  of  the  suit,  as  brought,  is  in  Cal- 
houn county. 

None  of  the  grounds  of  demurrer  were 
well  taken,  and  the  court  committed  error 
in  sustaining  them  and  dismissing  the  pe- 
tition. 

Judgment  reversed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 

CLEVELAND,  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO, 
&  ST.  LOUIS  RAU.WAY  COMPANY, 
Appt., 

V. 

PAUL  0.  TAUER. 

'(—  Ind.  — ,  96  N.  E.  758.) 

Fire  —  interference  with  apparatus  — 
liability. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  permits  a 
train  to  stand  on  a  street  crossing  in  viola- 
tion of  .statute  is  liable  for  injury  done  to 
private  property  through  the  inability  of 
the  city  fire  apparatus  to  reach  it  because 
of  such  obstruction. 

Pleading  —  complaint  —  proximate 
cause  —  loss  by  lire. 

2.  A  complaint,  to  hold  a  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  injury  to  private  property 
by  fire  because  of  its  unlawful  obstruction 
of  a  highway  crossing  to  the  delay  of  the 
fire  apparatus,  is  not  demurrable  for  fail- 
ure to  show  that  the  wrong  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  loss,  if  the  facts  alleged 
do  not  show  as  a  necessary  inferenc3  that 
such  was  not  the  fact. 

Same  —  contributory  negligence  —  neg- 
ativing:. 

3.  A  complaint,  to  hold  a  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  injury  to  property  by  fire 

Note.  —  Duty  of  railroad  or  street  rail- 
waff  company  to  avoid  interference 
with  extinguishment  of  fire, 

m 

This  question  is  covered  in  notes  in  12 
LR.A.(N.S.)  382,  and  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1110.  Aside  from  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Taueb,  the  only  subsequent 
case  found  in  point  is  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Now  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  196  N.  Y.  .554, 
90  N.  E.  1164,  which  affirms  122  App.  Div. 
113,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  696,  cited  in  note  in 
20    L.R,A,(N,S.)    1110. 
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because  of  its  wrongful  obstruction  of  a 
highway  crossing  so  as  to  delay  the  iire 
apparatus,  is  insufficient  if  it  does  not 
show  freedom  from  negligence  on  the  part 
of  comf^Iainant,  bringing  about  the  tire, 
contributing  to  its  spread,  or  in  removing 
goods,  for  which  purposes  a  general  alle- 
gation that  the  loss  was  the  proximate  re- 
sult of  defendant's   acts  is  not  sufficient. 

(December  12,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Boone  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injury  to  property 
by  fire,  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  an 
unlawful  obstruction  of  the  highway  by  de- 
fendant, to  the  delay  of  the  fire  apparatus. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  L.  J.  Hackney,  F.  L.  Little- 
ton, 8.  M.  Ralston,  and  Bert  Winters 
for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Shelby  &  Worley  -  and  Wy- 
mond  J.  Beckett  for  appellee. 

CoZy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  appeal  is  an  action  for  damages  to 
personal  property  occasioned  by  fire  which 
originated  on  the  appellee's  premises,  with- 
in the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of  Leban^ 
on.  The  damages  were  alleged  to  have  been 
aggravated  by  the  negligence  of  appellant 
in  delaying  the  city  firemen  in  charge  of 
the  fire  apparatus  on  the  way  to  the  scene 
of  the  fire,  by  obstructing,  with  one  of  its 
freight  trains,  a  street  along  which  they 
had  to  pass  with  it.  From  a  verdict  and 
judgment  in  favor  of  appellee  for  $2,500, 
this  appeal  is  taken. 

Appellant  first  relies  on  the  action  of  the 
trial  court  in  overruling  its  demurrer  to 
the  complaint. 

The  first  objection  to  the  complaint  Is 
that  its  allegations  do  not  serve  to  show 
that  the  obstruction  of  the  street  leading' 
to  the  scene  of  the  fire  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  any  of  appellee's  damages;  that 
it  appears  from  the  facts  alleged  that  the 
connection  between  the  obstruction  of  the 
crossing  by  appellant's  train  and  the  fire  is 
too  remote  to  give  rise  to  a  cause  of  action 
for  any  part  of  the  damage  wrought  by 
the  fire.  After  alleging  the  status  of  the 
appellant  as  the  owner  and  operator  of  the 
railroad,  and  its  location  in  the  city  of 
Lebanon,  the  fact  of  appellee's  ownership 
of  the  greenhouse  and  stock  of  flowers  and 
plants,  and  its  location  in  the  city  witli 
reference  to  the  railroad  of  appellant,  and 
the  building  in  which  the  city  firemen  and 
apparatus  were  stationed,  between  which 
fire  house  and  appellee's  greenhouse  the 
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tracks  of  appellant  intervened,  the  proper 
equipment  of  the  city's  fire  department 
with  apparatus  and  men,  and  the  existence 
of  an  adequate  water  system  with  hydrants 
located  conveniently  to  the  greenhouse,  and 
the  necessity  for  the  firemen  to  proceed  to 
the  fire  on  the  street  in  question  on  the  day 
of  the  occurrences  complained  of,  the  com- 
plaint further  alleged  that,  at  ahout  the 
hour  of  7  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  day 
in  question,  a  fire  broke  out  in  the  boiler 
room  connected  with  the  greenhouse,  and 
an  alarm  of  fire  was  immediately  sent  to 
the  fire  department.  It  averred  that  the 
fire  department  at  once  responded,  and  pro- 
ceeded to  the  fire  by  the  nearest  and  most 
practicable  route,  which  lay  along  the  street 
obstructed;  that  when  the  firemen  and  ap- 
paratus reached  the  appellant's  track,  they 
found  the  street  closed  by  appellant's 
freight  train  standing  across  it;  the  train 
being  composed  of  an  engine  and  twenty- 
five  cars,  the  engine  being  about  40  feet 
west  of  the  street  crossing,  and  the  train 
extending  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  east 
thereof.  It  alleged  that  the  firemen  noti- 
fied appellant's  employees  in  charge  o^  tlie 
train  of  the  fire,  and  that  they  demtendcd 
that  the  obstruction  be  removed,  so  that 
they  could  proceed;  that  they  saw,  or  in 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  could  have 
seen,  that  the  train  prevented  the  firemen 
from  continuing  their  run  to  the  fire;  and 
that  they  knew,  or  could  have  known,  that 
the  quickest  way  to  clear  the  crossing  was 
to  back  the  train  east  of  the  crossing, 
which,  it  was  alleged,  could  have  been  done 
in  less  than  two  minutes,  or  they  could 
have  uncoupled  the  train  and  cleared  the 
crossing  in  about  the  same  time;  but  that, 
with  full  knowledge  of  all  of  the  conditions, 
they  carelessly  and  negligently  refused  to 
so  open  the  crossing,  but  that  they  unlaw- 
fully and  carelessly  and  negligently  ob- 
structed the  street  with  the  train  for  more 
than  ten  minutes,  and  then  proceeded  with 
the  long  train  westward ly  across  the  street. 
It  is  alleged  that,  had  the  firemen  not 
been  stopped  by  the  obstructed  crossing, 
they  could  and  would  have  saved  the  green- 
house from  destruction;  that  before  they 
finally  reached  the  greenhouse  the  fire  had 
spread  from  the  boiler  room  to  the  green- 
house, which  contained  the  plaintiff's  flow- 
ers and  plants,  and  killed  them,  to  the  dam- 
age of  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $3,000. 
The  complaint  concluded  with  the  allega- 
tion ''that  all  of  said  damages  and  destruc- 
tion of  said  greenhouse  and  contents  was 
the  direct  and  proximate  result  of  the  care- 
lessness and  negligence  of  said  defendant, 
as  herein  averred,"  and  a  demand  for  judg- 
ment. 

The   complaint   shows   a   violation    of    § 
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2071,  Burns's  Anno.  Stat.  1908,  which  makes 
it  a  misdemeanor  for  a  conductor  or  other 
person  in  charge  of  a  railroad  freight  train 
to  permit  or  sufTer  the  same  to  remain 
standing  across  any  public  highway,  street, 
alley,  or  farm  crossing,  or  who,  whenever 
it  becomes  necessary  to  stop  such  train 
across  any  public  highway,  street,  alley,  or 
farm  crossing,  neglects  to  leave  a  space 
60  feet  across  such  highway,  street,  alley, 
or  farm  crossing.  See  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Wynant  (1884)  100  Ind. 
160;  Pittsburgh,  C,  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kitley  (1888)  118  Ind.  152,  20  N.  E.  727; 
State  V.  Malone  (1893)  8  Ind.  App.  8,  35 
N.  E.  198;  Becker  v.  SUte  (1904)  33  Ind. 
App.  261,  71  N.  E.  188. 

The  violation  of  a  statutory  duty  is  neg- 
ligence per  8e,  and  when  injury  and  dam- 
age flow  directly  therefrom  as  a  natural 
and  probable  result  of  the  wrongful  act,  un- 
affected by  the  contributory  negligence  of 
the  injured  party,  a  liability  is  incurred 
by  the  wrongdoer.  29  C^c.  436;  1  Thomp. 
Neg.  §  10;  3  Elliott,  Railroads,  S§  1^55, 
1206;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Hensil  (1880) 
70  Ind.  569,  36  Am.  Rep.  188;  Indiana, 
B.  A,  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Bamhart  (1888)  116 
Ind.  399,  16  N.  E.  121;  Pittsburgh,  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Kitley  (1888)  118  Ind. 
362,  20  N.  E.  727;  Baltimore  &  O.  S.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Young  (1896)  146  Ind.  374,  45 
N.  E.  479;  Nickey  v.  Steuder  (1904)  164 
Ind.  191,  73  N.  E.  117;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C. 
A,  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Terrell,  —  Ind.  — ,  — 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   — ,  95  N.  E.  1109. 

Of  course,  the  violation  of  the  statutory 
duty  must  produce  or  help  to  produce  the 
injury;  the  injury  or  damage  must  flow 
from  the  wrong.  While  consequential  dam- 
ages which  may  be  recovered  are  such  as 
might  reasonably  be  anticipated  by  the  per- 
petrator of  the  wrongful  act,  and  must  be 
the  natural  and  probable  effect  of  the 
wrongful  act,  yet  it  is  not  essential  to  a 
recovery  against  the  wrongdoer  that  he 
should  have  foreseen  the  identical  injury 
to  the  particular  person.  If  the  act  has  a 
tendency  to  injure  someone,  and  finally 
does  so,  the  wrongful  act  is  a  proximate 
cause.  1  Sutherland,  Damages,  3d  ed.  §  25 ; 
1  Thomp.  Neg.  §  69;  Davis  v.  Mercer  Lum- 
ber Co.  (1904)  164  Ind.  413,  73  N.  E.  899; 
Hohenstein-Hartmetz  Furniture  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews (1910)  46  Ind.  App.  616,  92  N.  E. 
196;  King  v.  Inland  Steel  Co.  —  Ind.  — , 
96  N.  E.  337. 

The  purpose  of  the  statute  was  to  keep 
open  the  ordinary  ways  of  communication 
of  the  people  in  going  about  their  affairs, 
where  such  ways  are  crossed  by  railroads. 
Great  quickness  in  responding  to  fire 
alarms,  it  is  well  known,  is  constantly 
sought  in  fire-fighting  organizations.  Speed 
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in  getting  to  the  scene  of  the  fire,  as  well 
as  in  throwing  the  quenching  element  on 
the  fiames,  is  a  test  of  efficiency.  So  we 
know  that  the  loss  of  a  few  minutes'  time 
often  means  much  in  checking  or  control- 
ling fires  and  saving  property.  In  this  case 
we  know  from  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint that  the  firemen  got  to  the  burning 
property  of  appellee,  and  that  some  loss 
occurred  which  would  not  have,  if  the  fire- 
men had  not  been  delayed  by  what  appears 
from  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  to 
liave  been  the  unlawful  act  of  appellant 'I 
employees.  Whatever  that  loss  was  which 
the  earlier  arrival  of  the  firemen,  unde- 
terred by  the  unlawful  or  negligent  obstruc- 
tion of  the  street  crossing,  would  have  pre- 
vented, the  appellant  is  liable  for,  in  the 
absence  of  contributory  negligence  on  the 
part  of  appellee,  for  such  loss  would  be  di- 
rectly attributable  to  appellant's  wrongful 
act. 

Appellant's  employees  were  bound  to 
know  that  the  obstruction  of  the  street 
crossing  by  their  train  might  work  incon- 
venience, delay,  or  positive  harm  and  dam- 
age to  someone  in  some  matter  connected 
with  the  proper  use  of  the  highway  ao  ob- 
structed; and  the  complaint  adds  to  this 
that  they  actually  knew  that  a  fire  was 
raging  beyond  the  tracks  of  the  railroad, 
and  that  the  firemen  were  on  their  way  to 
the  fire  on  the  obstructed  street,  and  were 
demanding  that  the  obstruction  be  removed, 
so  that  they  might  proceed.  That  some  dam- 
age— ^that  which  the  firemen  and  the  means 
at  their  command  for  stopping  and  control- 
ling the  fire  would  have  been  able  to  pre- 
vent, if  undelayed  by  the  obstructing  train 
— ^would  occur  the  employees  of  appellant 
must  have  known.  That  damage  wouta 
be  the  proximate  result  of  the  obstruction, 
and  appellee  was  entitled  to  have  deter- 
mined, as  a  question  of  fact,  to  what  ex- 
tent the  obstruction  of  the  crossing  prox- 
imately caused  him  injury.  The  facta  al- 
leged do  not  show,  as  a  necessary  inference, 
and  therefore  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the 
obstruction  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of 
damage  to  appellee. 

In  the  case  of  Metallic  Compression 
Casting  Co.  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  (1872) 
109  Mass.  277,  12  Am.  Rep.  689,  it  ap- 
peared that,  to  obtain  the  only  available 
supply  of  water  to  throw  upon  a  burning 
building,  a  line  of  hose  was  laid  across  a 
railroad  track,  and  a  train  was  run  over 
it  and  severed  it,  while  the  water  was  being 
applied  to  the  fire.  In  any  action  by  the 
owner  of  the  building  against  the  railroad 
company  to  recover  consequential  damages, 
it  was  contended,  as  in  this  case,  that  no 
direct  or  immediate  injury  was  occasioned 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  act  of  the  defend- 
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ant,  but  that  the  injury  was  occasioned  by 
the  fire  directly,  and  by  the  defendant  but 
remotely.  In  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court,  holding  the  railroad  company  liable, 
it  was  said:  "The  law  regards  practical 
distinctions,  rather  than  those  which  are 
merely  theoretical;  and  practically,  when  a 
man  cuts  off  the  hose  through  which  fire- 
men are  throwing  a  stream  upon  a  burn- 
ing building,  and  thereupon  the  building  is 
consumed  for  want  of  water  to  extinguish 
it,  his  act  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  direct 
and  efficient  cause  of  the  injury." 

In  a  later  case,  that  of  Kiernan  v.  Metro- 
politan Constr.  Co.  (1898)  170  Mass.  378, 
49  N.  E.  648,  the  same  court  held  that  a 
liability  was  incurred  by  a  construction 
company  doing  public  work  in  the  streets, 
which  had  taken  possession  of  the  only 
available  fire  hydrant  in  the  vicinity  of  a 
fire,  and  whose  employees  objected  to  and 
for  a  time  prevented  the  use  of  the  hydrant 
by  firemen  called  to  extinguish  the  fire. 

In  the  case  of  Little  Rock  Traction  & 
Electric  Co.  v.  McCaskill  (1905)  75  Ark. 
133,  70  L.R.A.  680,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  48, 
S6  S.  W.  997,  a  street  car  ran  over  and  cut 
the  hose  through  which  firemen  were  throw- 
ing a  stream  of  water  upon  a  burning 
building,  whereupon  furniture  contained 
therein,  which  otherwise  could  have  been 
saved,  was  consumed  for  want  of  water  to 
extinguish  the  fire;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  act  of  cutting  the  hose  was  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss 
of  a  part  of  the  furniture. 

The  case  of  Houren  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  236  m.  620,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1110,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  86  N.  E.  611, 
is  very  much  like  the  one  under  considera- 
tion. In  that  case  it  appears  that  a  train 
obstructed  a  street  crossing  in  violation  of 
a  statute,  and  firemen  and  fire-fighting  ap- 
paratus were  thereby  delayed  in  reaching  a 
fire.  It  was  held  that  the  violation  of  the 
statute  was  negligence  per  ae,  and  that 
such  negligence  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
damages  to  appellant  by  the  spread  of  the 
fire  to  his  house.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  it  is  said:  "It  seems  clear  to  us 
that  if  a  prudent  man  of  experience  had  re- 
flected upon  the  probable  consequences  of 
entirely  closing  up  this  street  in  a  great 
city,  he  would  have  foreseen,  first,  that  to 
close  the  street  would  obstruct  and  delay 
public  travel  thereon;  second,  that  among 
the  travel  liable  to  be  so  obstructed  and 
delayed  would  be  the  passage  of  teams,  en- 
gines, and  other  appliances  of  the  fire  de- 
partment; third  that  of  the  travel  ol 
the  fire  department  was  so  obstructed 
and  delayed,  any  fire  which  the  men 
of  that  department  were  seeking  to 
reach  would  be  more  extensive,  and  do 
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greater  damage,  than  if  the  obstruc- 
tion and  delay  had  not  taken  place." 
See  also  Gilson  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal 
Co.  (1892)  66  Vt.  213,  26  Atl.  70, 
36  Am.  St.  Rep.  802,  note,  p.  827;  Couch 
V.  Steel  (1854)  3  £1.  A,  Bl.  402,  2  C.  L.  R. 
940,  23  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  121,  18  Jur.  615,  2 
Week*  Rep.  170;  Atkinson  v.  Newcastle  & 
G.  Waterworks  Co.  (1871)  L.  R.  6  Exch. 
404;  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  &  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  (1007)  122  App.  Div.  113,  106 
N.  Y.  Supp.  696;  Shelbyville  Water  &  Light 
Co.  V.  McDade  (1906)  122  Ky.  639,  92  S. 
W.  508;  Byrd  v.  English  (1903),  64  L.R.A. 
94,  and  note  (117  Ga.  191,  43  S.  E.  419); 
White  v.  Colorado  C.  R.  Co.  5  Dill.  428, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,543;  Crissey  &  F.  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Denver  &.  R.  G.  R.  Co.  17  Colo.  App. 
275,  68  Pac.  670;  note  to  American  Sheet 
&  Tin  Plate  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R. 
Co.  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  382;  Coy  v.  Indianapo- 
lis Gas  Co.  (1896)  146  Ind.  655,  36  L.R.A. 
535,  46  N.  £.  17;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  §  2306; 
1  Ray,  Negligence  of  Imposed  Duties,  p. 
107. 

The  case  of  Mott  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co. 
(1863)  1  Robt.  585,  which  is  cited  and  re- 
lied on  by  counsel  for  appellant,  is  much 
like  the  cases  which  we  have  referred  to  at 
length.  It  was  before  three  justices  of  the 
superior  court  of  New  York  city,  and  a  ma- 
jority of  these  decided  that  damages  caused 
by  the  spreading  of  a  fire  in  consequence  ol 
the  defendant  negligently  running  over  and 
cutting  hose  through  which  water  was  being 
thrown  on  the  fire,  whereby  the  only  supply 
of  water  available  was  cut  off,  were  too  re- 
mote to  sustain  an  action.  The  majority 
opinion  is  much  weakened  as  authority  by 
the  clear  opinion  of  the  dissenting  justice, 
and  it  seems  wholly  destroyed  by  the  later 
contrary  decision  of  the  appellate  division 
of  the  New  York  supreme  court,  in  the  case 
of  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R. 
R.  Co.  122  App.  Div.  113,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
696. 

The  case  of  Lebanon,  L.  &  L.  Teleph.  Co. 
V.  Lanham  Lumber  Co.  (1909)  131  Ky.  718, 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  115,  115  S.  W.  824,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  1066,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  negligent  failure  of  the  defendant  to 
give  telephone  connection  with  the  fire  de- 
partment for  a  call  to  extinguish  a  fire  in 
plaintiff's  buildings  for  a  time  that  ren- 
dered the  efforts  of  the  firemen,  who  after- 
wards arrived,  fruitless,  was  too  speculative 
and  remote  to  authorize  a  recoverv,  and 
upon  which  reliance  is  placed  by  appellant, 
is  easily  distinguishable  from  this  and  the 
cases  above  referred  to,  which  are  therein 
considered  and  conceded  to  have  been  well 
decided. 

The  case  before  us  may  be  near  the  verge 
of  liability,  but  it  is  not  outside;  for  ther« 
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is  here  an  act  done  which  is  unlawful,  and 
from  which  some  damage  directly  flowed  to 
appellee. 

It  is  next  contended  by  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant that  the  complaint  is  bad  for  a  fail- 
ure to  negative  contributory  negligence  on 
appellee's  part.  The  act  of  1899  (§  362 
Burns's  1906)  did  not  change  the  rule  which 
has  long  prevailed  in  this  state,  that  in  ac- 
tions to  recover  damages  to  property 
wrought  by  negligence  of  another,  the  plain- 
tiff must  allege  his  freedom  from  contribu- 
tory negligence,  either  by  direct  averment, 
or  by  facts  from  which  the  inference  that 
he  was  free  from  contributory  negligence 
must  be  drawn.  There  is  in  the  complaint 
no  direct  averment  that  the  appellee  was 
free  from  contributory  negligence,  and  the 
facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  do  not  com- 
pel any  inference  that  the  appellee  was  free 
either  from  any  negligence  which  might 
have  brought  about  the  fire,  or  contributed 
to  the  spread  of  it  after  it  was  started,  or 
that  he  could  not  have  saved  goods  by  re- 
moval. All  of  the  facts  alleged  may  have 
been  true,  and  yet  the  appellee  may  have 
been  guilty  of  contributory  negligence. 

But  the  general  averment  "that  all  of 
said  damages  and  destruction  of  said  green- 
house and  contents  was  the  direct  and  prox- 
imate result  of  the  carelessness  and  negli- 
gence of  said  defendant,  as  herein  averred," 
is  relied  on  by  counsel  for  appellee  as  be- 
ing sufficient  to  rescue  the  pleading  from 
the  objection  that  it  does  not  negative  ap- 
pellee's contributory  negligence.  A  similar 
allegation  to  this  is  frequently  found  in 
complaints  for  negligence,  and  its  office  is 
to  aid  the  allegations  as  to  negligence  of  the 
defendant  as  a  proximate  cause  of  the  dam- 
age sustained.  It  has  no  real  significance, 
as  a  part  of  the  complaint,  as  to  any  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

Both  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  appel- 
lant, which  was  effective  in  producing  the 
damage  to  appellee,  and  freedom  from  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  appellee,  which  con- 
tributed thereto,  were,  under  the  rules  of 
pleading  in  force  in  this  state,  necessary  to 
be  shown  to  make  the  complaint  good  as 
the  statement  of  a  cause  of  action.  The 
general  averment  in  the  complaint  just 
quoted  must  be  taken  to  be  the  pleader's 
conclusion  from  the  facts  specifically  al- 
leged. The  facts  specifically  alleged  war- 
rant the  conclusion  that  appellant's  negli- 
gence was  potent  in  causing  appellee's  dam- 
age, but  they  do  not  necessarily  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  appellee  was  free  from 
negligence  which  contributed  thereto;  and 
therefore  the  latter  conclusion  cannot  be 
said  to  be  involved  in  this  general  aver- 
ment. Wahl  V.  Shoulders  (1895)  14  Ind. 
App.  665,  43  N.  E.  458;  Louisville,  N.  A. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


&  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Schmidt  (1885)  106  Ind.  73, 
5  N.  E.  684;  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Johnson  (1884)  96  Ind.  40;  Wabash, 
St.  L.  &.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnson  (1884)  96 
Ind.  44,  46;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Gallentine, 
77  Ind.  322;  Cincinnati,  L.  &  A.  Electric 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Klump  (1905)  37  Ind. 
App.  660,  77  N.  E.  869;  Potter  v.  Ft. 
Wayne  &  W.  V.  Traction  Co.  (1909)  43 
Ind.  App.  427,  87  N.  E.  694;  Indianapolis 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson  (1901)  157  Ind. 
232,  61  N.  E.  397;  Logansport  v.  Kihm 
(1902)   159  Ind.  68,  71,  64  N.  E.  596. 

It  seems  that  the  cause  was  submitted  to 
the  jury  on  the  theory  that  the  complaint 
was  good  without  an  allegation  of  freedom 
from  contributory  negligeno;;  that  the  rule 
in  force  since  the  act  of  3899,  placing  the 
burden  of  proving  contributory  negligence 
on  the  defendant  in  actions  for  personal  in- 
juries, applied  as  well  to  actions  for  inju- 
ries to  property,  for  the  court  charged  the 
jury  in  instruction  No.  8,  that,  "if  you 
shall  find  from  a  preponderance  of  all  of 
the  evidence  in  the  case  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  any  act  of  negligence  that 
proximately  contributed  to  or  caused  the 
damage  sued  for,  the  plaintiff  cannot  re- 
cover." The  complaint  is  bad  as  against  a 
demurrer,  because  it  does  not  negative  con- 
tributory negligence,  and  the  giving  of  this 
instruction  was  error.  Other  questions 
raised  are  not  likely  to  arise  in  another 
trial. 

The  cause  is  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
the  lower  court  to  sustain  the  appellant's 
demurrer  to  the  complaint,  and  for  further 
proceedings  not  inconsistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 


IOWA  SUPREMS  COURT. 

HORACE  LAVALLEUR  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

J.  H.  HAHN. 

(152  Iowa,  649,  132  N.  W.  877.;     - 

Statute  of  frauds  ~  parol  evidence  to 
show  fraud  in  contract. 

In  an  action. to  recover  from  an  agent  to 
purchase  real  estate,  the  secret  profit  which 
he  made  by  falsely  representing  that  he  was 
compelled  to  pay  for  the  property  the  price 
paid  him,  parol  evidence  is  admissible  on 
the  ground  of  fraud,  to  show  that  he  had, 

Note.  —  No  other  case  has  been  found  in« 
volvinjr  the  precise  question  as  to  the  ad- 
missibility of  parol  evidence  to  show  that 
the  purported  vendor  in  a  written  contract 
for  the  sale  of  property  was  in  reality  an 
asfent  of  the  other  party,  employed  to  pur- 
chase the  property. 

It  has  been  said  that  "there  is  perhaps 
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in  fact,  been  acting  as  agent,  and  promised 
to  purchase  as  cheaply  as  possible,  although 
the  positive  written  contract  to  pay  him  a 
certain  sum  for  the  property  as  vendor  is 
thereby  contradicted. 

(October  20,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Jasper  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  profit  alleged  to  have  been  se- 
cured through  fraud  and  deceit  in  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Beemer,  J. : 

Action  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  sc- 
•cured  by  defendant  from  plaintiffs  through 
fraud  and  deceit.  Defendant's  defense  was 
a  general  denial.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
testimony,  the  trial  court  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  defendant,  and  plaintiffs  appeal. 

Messrs.  Mowry  Sk  Cross  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  Tripp  A  Tripp  and  E.  J.  Sal- 
mon for  appellee. 

DeemoTy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiffs  are  residents  of  Jasper  coun- 
ty, Iowa,  and  defendant  is  a  resident  of 
the  same  county,  and  in  the  year  1907  was 
engaged  in  the  real  estate  business  at  the 
town  of  Colfax.  One  L.  £.  Zachary,  at 
that  time  a  resident  of  Colorado  living  at 
the  city  of  Pueblo,  owned  320  acres  of 
land  in  Jasper  county,  Iowa,  which  plain- 
tiffs were  desirous  of  purchasing,  and  they 
employed  defendant  to  purchase  the  same 
for  them  from  Zachary.  Defendant  was  in 
partnership  with  one  Stouffer,  and  it  seems 
that  on  the  21st  day  of  September,  1907, 
this  partnership,  in  the  name  of  Hahn  & 
Stouffer,  entered  into  a  written  contract 
with  Zachary  and  wife  for  the  purchase  of 
the  320  acres  of  land  at  the  agreed  price 
of  $24,000.   This  contract  was  entered  into 


pursuant  to  correspondence  had  between 
Zachary  and  defendant  during  the  latter 
part  of  Augiist  and  the  Ist  of  September 
of  the  year  1907.  At  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, defendant  represented  to  Zachary 
that  he  was  buying  the  land  for  other  par- 
ties who  lived  in  Kansas,  but  that  for  con- 
venience the  land  was  to  be  conveyed  to 
him.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract,  Zach- 
ary was  to  deed  the  land  before  March  10, 
1908,  but,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the  deed  was 
made  by  Zaphary  and  wife  to  J.  H.  Hahn 
and  H.  G.  Stouffer  on  October  3,  1907,  al- 
though not  delivered  perhaps  until  a  later 
date,  and  recorded  March  30,  1908.  Defend- 
ant stated  at  the  time  the  deed  was  made 
that  he  was  buying  the  land  for  someone 
else;  that  the  conveyance  should  run  to  him 
and  his  partner,  and  that  they  would  con- 
vey the  land  to  the  purchaser.  The  testi- 
mony shows  that  on  the  19th  day  of  Sep- 
tember, 1907,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  called 
upon  defendant  at  his  office,  in  Colfax,  to 
ascertain  whether  he  (defendant)  could  buy 
the  land  for  the  plaintiffs.  After  some  ne- 
gotiations, defendant  undertook  to  purchase 
the  land,  and  the  following  is  some  of  the 
testimony  with  reference  to  this  agreement: 
"I  said  to  him  [Mr.  Hahn],  'You  go  and 
buy  that  land  as  cheap  as  you  can,  and 
make  as  good  terms  as  you  can,'  but  that 
we  would  pay  $80  an  acre,  but  that  he 
should  buy  it  as  cheap  as  he  could,  and 
make  the  terms  as  good  as  he  could  make 
them;  and  he  said,  'All  right,  I  will  do 
it;  I  will  go  out  and  see  Mr.  Zachary;  I 
will  make  the  terms  as  good  for  you  boys 
as  I  can.'  He  said,  *I  want  to  get  away  to- 
day; this  is  Friday,  and  I  want  to  get  back 
Sunday.'  He  said,  'You  get  your  draft  for 
a  thousand  dollars  at  once.'  There  was 
nothing  said  about  a  contract  up  to  that 
time.  After  I  got  the  $1,000  draft,  it  was 
along  late  in  the  evening,  along  about  G 
o'clock,  and  after  he  had  receipted  for  the 
$1,000  he  said,  'Boys,  I  ought  to  have  a 


no  rule  of  law  which  is  more  flexible  or  sub- 
ject to  a  greater  number  of  exceptions  than 
the  rule  which,  in  actions  at  law,  excludes 
parol  evidence  offered  to  vary  or  explain 
written  documents."  And  "it  may  be  stated, 
generally,  .  .  .  that  the  courts  have  en- 
deavored to  adapt  their  rulings,  either  way, 
to  the  obvious  demands  of  abstract  justice 
in  each  particular  case."     17  Cyc.  638 

So,  where  an  agent  to  purchase  property 
has  been  guilty  of  fraud  or  duress  toward 
his  principal;  or  where,  even  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  some  contemporaneous  parol  agree- 
ment has  been  the  inducing  cause  of  a  writ- 
ten contract  for  the  purchase  of  property, 
executed  and  delivered  by  an  intending  pur- 
chaser to  one  who  was,  in  fact,  his  agent, 
employed  to  purchase  the  property  from  a 
third  person;  or  where  a  written  instru- 
ment, m  form  an  absolute  contract  for  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


purchase  of  property,  has  been  so  executed 
and  delivered,  with  a  parol  agreement  that 
it  is  to  become  binding  only  upon  some  con- 
tingency, or  that  it  is  not,  in  fact,  to  be 
effective  as  a  binding  contract  between  the 
parties  at  all;  or  in  any  other  possible  case 
falling  within  one  of  the  general  exceptions 
to  the  parol  evidence  rule,  especially  where 
justice  requires  that  the  fact  be  shown, — 
it  would  seem  that  parol  evidence  would  be 
admissible  to  show  that  the  purported  vend- 
or in  the  written  contract  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  property  was  in  reality  an  agent 
of  the  other  party  for  the  purchase  thereof. 
Various  aspects  of  the  general  subject  of 
admissibility  of  parol  evidence  as  affecting 
written  contracts  are  treated  in  the  notes 
referred  to  in  the  Index  to  Notes,  under  the 
title,  "Evidence — parol  and  extrinsic  evi- 
dence as  to  writing."  A.  C.  W. 
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contract  for  this  farm.'  I  said,  'All  right.* 
Then  we  made  the  contract.  After  the  con- 
tract was  made,  he  said,  'Boys,  if  I  do  not 
buy  this  for  $80  an  acre,  you  will  not  hold 
me  to  the  contract  ?*  I  said,  'Certainly  not,* 
and  replied,  'If  you  can  buy  it  for  less,  you 
will  buy  it  for  less?'  He  said,  'Certainly.' 
That  statement  was  made  after  the  writ- 
ten contract  was  made.  Exhibit  B,  Robin- 
son, is  the  contract  that  wa&  executed  at 
that  time.  Mr.  Hahn  went  to  Pueblo,  Colo- 
rado. I  saw  him  start.  We  had  a  con- 
versation with  him  after  he  returned  from 
Colorado  in  regard  to  this  matter,  in  Col- 
fax, on  the  following  Monday,  the  22d  or 
23d.  I  said  to  him,  'What  do  you  want  of 
me?'  and  he  said  he  had  bought  it.  I 
ask  him  how,  and  he  said  at  $80  an  acre; 
that  he  had  stayed  there  until  2  o'clock  at 
night,  and  that  was  the  best  he  could  do. 
He  further  said  that  there  would  have  to 
be  a  change  made  in  the  contract;  that  he 
would  have  to  pay  a  thousand  dollars  more 
down,  and  that  the  rate  of  interest  would 
be  raised;  that  if  we  would  make  it  an  all 
cash  payment  before  a  certain  time,  we 
would  be  allowed  $300  off.  Another  con- 
tract was  drawn  at  that  time.  Mr.  Hahn 
drew  it.  Exhibit  C.  Robinson,  is  the  con- 
tract that  was  drawn  and  signed  on  the 
23d  day  of  September,  1907,  by  myself 
and  Mr.  Hahn.  I  believed  at  that  time  the 
statements  made  to  me  by  Mr.  Hahn,  to  the 
effect  that  he  had  been  obliged  to  pay  $80 
an  acre  for  the  land,  and  relied  on  them;  if 
I  had  known  his  statements  to  be  false,  and 
had  known  that  he  had  agreed  to  pay  only 
$75  an  acre  for  the  land,  I  would  not  have 
entered  into  the  second  contract.  Deeds 
were  afterwards  made  for  the  land.  The 
consideration  paid  for  the  land  was  $26,- 
600,  or  $80  an  acre.  The  money  was  paid 
as  follows:  $2,000  to  Hahn;  $1,000  for 
possession  paid  to  Cross  and  myself;  $2,880 
for  two  notes  (they  were  the  rent  notes 
that  we  bad  given  to  Mr.  Zachary,  and  he 
had  sold  them  to  the  Valley  National  Bank 
of  Des  Moines,  Iowa) ;  $530  to  Meredith  & 
Son ;  there  was  $3,300  and  some  odd  dollarK 
that  was  adjusted  through  Hahn;  then 
there  was  $13,500  Allfree  mortgage  on  this 
land,  and  that  brought  it  down  to  $3,300 
and  some  odd  dollars;  I  do  not  remember 
just  how  much.  We  (Ed  Cross  and  my- 
self) had  the  place  rented,  and  had  given 
our  notes  for  three  years.  I  had  put  some- 
thing like  $376  of  improvements  on  the 
place,  and  Ed  Cross  had  put  something 
like  $200  worth  of  improvements  on  the 
farm,  and,  of  course,  we  could  not  let  the 
place  go  for  nothing.  The  $1,000  was  paid 
to  cover  these  improvements.  The  $530 
paid  to  Meredith  &.  Son  was  for  a  mortgage 
on  the  place.  The  $13,500  to  Allfree  was  a 
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mortgage  we  put  on  the  place;  that  was  so 
we  could  pay  cash  for  the  place,  and  we 
put  a  mortgage  of  $13,500.  The  money  we 
received  on  that  mortgage  was  paid  to 
Mr.  Hahn,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact  he  re- 
ceived that  money.  There  was  $105  of 
taxes  paid,  and  a  mortgage  of  $2,732.64  to 
the  Security  Loan  &  Trust  Company  of 
Des  Moines,  Iowa.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
we  paid  $25,600  for  the  premises,  less 
$1,000  allowed  us  for  possession.  Exhibit 
D.  Robinson,  is  in  the  handwriting  of  Mr. 
Hahn,  and  it  represents  the  settlement  for 
the  farm  between  Mr.  Hahn,  L.  L.  LavaJ- 
leur,  and  myself.  I  did  not  know  at  the 
time  of  the  settlement  for  the  farm  that 
Hahn  had  purchased  the  farm  for  less 
than  $80  an  acre.  He  had  told  me  that  he 
paid  $80  an  acre.  The  first  that  I  had 
learned  that  he  had  purchased  the  land  for 
less  than  $80  was  probably  along  in  April, 
1908.  I  suspicioned  there  was  something 
wrong  when  we  were  making  settlement.  I 
could  not  get  anything  out  of  Hahn.  The 
date  of  the  settlement  and  the  date  of  the 
memorandum  was,  I  think,  March  9,  1908." 

Another  witness  by  the  name  of  Cross 
testified  as  follows:  "I  was  with  Horace 
Lavalleur  at  the  office  of  J.  H.  Hahn,  in 
Colfax,  on  the  19th  day  of  September.  1907, 
and  heard  some  of  the  conversation  between 
Lavalleur  and  Hahn  at  that  time,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  land  in  controversy.  .  .  . 
Mr.  Hahn  said  that  he  would  go  out  and 
buy  the  land  as  cheap  as  he  could.  He  said 
he  would  go  out  that  evening,  and  wanted 
a  thousand  dollars  to  take  with  him  to 
make  the  purchase.  He  said,  'I  will  go 
out  and  work  in  your  interest  [Horace  and 
L.  L.  Lavalleur's],  and  I  will  buy  the  land 
as  cheap  as  I  can,  and  make  as  good  terms 
as  I  can.'  He  said,  'Of  course,  I  will  buy 
it  in  Mr.  Stouffer's  and  my  name,  so  Mr 
Zachary  won't  know  I  am  getting  the  land 
for  you,  as  he  might  not  allow  the  $1,000 
for  giving  possession.'  Exhibit  B,  Robin- 
son, was  signed  by  the  parties  at  that  time. 
When  that  was  signed,  Mr.  Hahn  sai(!, 
'Now,  if  I  do  not  buy  the  land  for  you  boys, 
you  will  not  hold  me  to  this  contract?* 
and  they  said,  'Ortainly  not;'  that  they 
would  not  do  that.  Nothing  that  I  re- 
member was  said  by  Mr.  Hahn  that  he 
would  not  hold  Lavalleur  to  the  contract 
in  case  he  could  buv  the  land  for  less  than 
$80  an  acre.  This  took  place  after  the  con- 
tract was  signed  The  statement  of  Mr, 
Hahn  that  he  would  buy  the  land  as  cheap- 
ly as  possible  took  place  at  the  same  time 
as  the  other  conversation.  It  was  at  the 
time  they  gave  him  the  $1,000  draft,  the 
same  dav." 

The    other    plaintiff  .testified:      "I    was 
present  in  his  office,  in  Colfax^  Iowa,  on  the 
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19th  day  of  September,  1907,  and  took  part 
in  the  conversation.  .  .  .  Mr.  Halin 
said,  'I  will  go  out  and  try  to  buy  this 
land  for  you  boys  as  cheap  as*  I  can.  If 
I  cannot  buy  the  farm  for  less  than  $80 
an  acre,  then  you  will  give  $80?'  We  said 
that  was  all  right,  and  we  went  over  to  the 
bank  to  get  a  draft  for  $1,000.  He  said, 
'Boys,  I  will  go  out  and  work  in  your  in- 
terests, and  buy  the  land  for  you  as  cheap 
as  I  can ;  if  I  can  buy  the  land  for  less  than 
$80,  I  will  do  it;  but  if  I  cannot,  I  will 
give  $80.'  We  said  that  was  all  right,  and 
for  him  to  buy  it  as  cheap  as  he  could,  and 
be  said  he  would  do  it.  This  conversation 
was  after  the  signing  of  the  contract  (Ex- 
hibit B,  Robinson).  Of  course,  it  had  been 
talked  before  the  contract  was  signed,  and 
afterwards,  too.  Hahn  said,  'Boys,  I  will 
go  out  and  work  in  your  interests;  if  I 
cannot  get  the  land  for  $80  an  acre,  you 
will  not  hold  me  to  this?'  and  we  told  him, 
'No.'  Mr.  Hahn  said  that  he  was  going  to 
see  L.  E.  Zachary,  in  Colorado,  about  the 
purchase  of  the  land.  I  saw  Mr.  Hahn 
after  he  returned  from  Colorado,  at  my 
residence  in  Ira,  Iowa.  Horace  Lavalleur 
was  with  him.  They  drove  into  my  place. 
*  I  was  out  in  the  field  somewhere,  and  they 
called  me,  and  I  went  where  they  were. 
Hahn  said,  'Well,  I  got  the  farm.'  I  said, 
'Did  you?'  and  he  said,  'I  got  it  all  right, 
but  I  have  got  to  have  a  little  more  money.' 
I  asked  him  how  much,  and  he  said  he 
would  have  to  have  another  $1,000.  We 
talked  awhile,  and  he  read  over  another 
contract.  I  supposed  it  would  be  all  right, 
and  we  went  to  Ira  and  got  a  thousand 
dollars  at  the  bank,  and  my  brother  and 
I  signed  the  other  contract,  and  they  went 
home.  He  said  that  he  had  to  pay  $80  an 
acre  for  the  land;  that  he  worked  there 
until  2  o'clock  at  night  with  Zachary  and 
his  wife,  before  he  could  get  them  to  sign  a 
contract.  He  said  that  he  had  worked  and 
done  everything  he  coulii,  but  he  could  not 
get  them  to  sign  a  contract  for  less  than 
$80.  He  said  that  Zachary  had  to  have 
more  money;  that  he  needed  some  more 
money  right  at  present,  and  that  we  could 
not  have  thirty  days,  but  would  have  to 
have  it  in  a  shorter  time,  and  that  we 
would  have  to  pay  6  per  cent  interest,  when 
it  should  have  been  5^.  I  was  not  present 
when  the  settlement  was  made,  only  the 
$2,000  payment.  The  other  settlement  was 
made  by  my  brother.  They  could  not  get 
the  papers  straightened  out,  and  some  of 
it  is  not  yet  settled.  The  title  to  the  farm 
is  not  yet  cleared  up.  Conveyances  of  the 
land  were  made  to  Horace  Lavalleur  and 
myself.  The  consideration  paid  for  the 
land  was  $25,600,  at  the  rate  of  $80  an 
acre.  At  the  time  Mr.  Hahn  and  Horace 
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Lavalleur  called  at  my  place,  in  Ira,  after 
the  return  of  Hahn  from  Colorado,  I  did 
not  know  how  much  he  had  agreed  to  pay 
Mr.  Zachary  for  the  place.  Nothing  more 
than  what  he  said.  He  said  he  had  to  give 
$80  an  acre.  I  believed  and  relied  upon  his 
statements.  If  I  had  known  his  state- 
ments to  be  false,  and,  as  a  matter  of 
fact,  he  had  agreed  to  pay  but  $75  an  acre, 
I  would  not  have  entered  into  the  second 
contract." 

In  addition  to  the  testimony  first  quoted, 
Horace  Lavalleur  testified  as  follows: 
"The  defendant,  J.  H.  Hahn,  received  $170 
as  compensation  for  acting  as  our  agent  in 
the  purchase  of  the  Zachary  land.  He  fig- 
ured it  out.  Do  not  know  that  I  can  ex- 
plain how  he  figured  it  out,  but  he  set 
down  the  figures  showing  how  it  was  done. 
We  were  to  get  $300  off  if  we  made  it  a 
cash  payment,  and  $170  of  that  was  not 
allowed.  He  said  he  was  out  there  and 
made  those  trips,  and  that  he  was  entitled 
to  $170.  He  said  he  had  to  pay  his  fare 
both  ways  and  his  expenses.  He  said  he 
was  keeping  out  the  $170  to  pay  his  bills. 
Mr.  Stoaffer  was  not  present  when  this 
talk  was  had  in  regard  to  this  matter  be- 
tween Mr.  Hahn  and  myself.  I  had  a  talk 
with  Mr.  Stouffer  about  buying  the  farm. 
Mr.  Stouffer  was  out  there  at  the  time. 
He  was  not  present  when  the  contracts 
were  made.  Mr.  Stouffer  is  the  first  man 
I  spoke  to  about  the  sale  of  the  land.  The 
settlement  I  finally  made  was  not  made 
until  after  Mr.  Hahn  returned  from  Pueblo. 
I  think  he  went  out  there  (Pueblo)  on  the 
2l8t  day  of  September,  and  I  think  this 
settlement  was  made  on  the  0th  day  of 
March,  afterwards.  It  was  at  the  final 
settlement,  on  the  0th  day  of  March  of  the 
year  following,  that  I  had  the  talk  with 
Mr.  Hahn  about  the  $170.  I  asked  Mr. 
Hahn  what  was  going  to  him.  He  com- 
menced to  figure  up.  I  wrote  him  a  check 
when  he  was  done  figuring  it  up  for  what 
it  amounted  to.  I  gave  him  a  check  for 
$3,351.50.  That  is  just  the  amoimt  that 
Exhibit  D  shows." 

So  far  as  material,  the  first  contract 
referred  to  by  these  witnesses,  of  dato 
September  19,  1907,  reads  as  follows: 
"This  agreement  made  and  entered  into 
this  19th  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1907,  by 
and  between  J.  H.  Hahn,  party  of  the  first 
part,  and  Horace  and  L.  L.  Lavalleur,  par- 
ties of  the  second  part,  witnesseth:  That 
the  party  of  the  first  part  has  this  day 
bargained  and  sold  to  the  party  of  the 
second  part  the  320  acres  of  land  known 
as  the  L.  E.  Zachary  farm,  being  now  oc- 
cupied by  Horace  Lavalleur  and  E.  A. 
Cross  and  described  more  particularly  as 
follows:     [here  follows  description  of  land]. 
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for  the  consideration  of  twenty- tive  thous- 
and six  hundred  and  00-100  dollars  (25,- 
600)  upon  the  following  terms  and  con- 
ditions: Ten  hundred  and  00-100  dollars 
(1,000)  cash,  the  receipt  of  which  is  here- 
by acknowledged.  Ten  hundred  and  00-100 
dollars  <  1,000)  October  1,  1907.  Eighty 
hundred  and  00-100  dollars  (8,000)  on  or 
before  March  10,  1908.  Ten  hundred  and 
00-100  dollars  being  the  amount  expended 
for  improvement  and  surrender  of  posses- 
sion of  said  place  on  March  1,  1908,  and 
which  amount  is  to  be  credited  as  part  of 
the  purchase  price  of  said  land.  The  said 
improvements  to  remain  upon  the  said 
place,  and  the  parties  of  the  second  part 
agree  to  pay  the  two  notes  of  $1,440  each, 
making  $2,880,  which  are  due  January  1, 
1909,  and  January  1,  1910,  being  the  rent 
notes  of  the  said  place  for  the  seasons  of 
1908  and  1909,  and  which  are  now  sold  to 
the  Valley  National  Bank  of  Des  Moines, 
Iowa,  the  same  to  be  credited  as  part  of 
the  above  purchase  price  of  said  place. 
The  parties  of  the  second  part  further 
agree  to  pay  the  mortgages  of  $2,500  and 
$500  now  upon  the  said  place,  the  same  to 
be  deducted  from  the.  purchase  price  as 
above,  and  to  execute  in  favor  of  L.  E. 
Zachary  real  estate  mortgage  and  notes  for 
the  sum  of  eighty-seven  hundred  twenty 
and  00-100  dollars  (8,720),  dated  on  March 
1,  1908,  on  or  before  eight  (8)  years,  and 
bearing  5^  per  cent  interest,  payable  an- 
nually. It  is  further  agreed  by  the  party 
of  the  first  part  that  he  will  execute  a  war- 
ranty deed  and  deliver  a  good  abstract  of 
title,  pay  the  interest  on  the  $3,000  loans 
now  upon  the  said  place  up  to  March  1, 
1908,  and  the  taxes  on  the  said  place  for 
the  year  1907;  and  it  is  further  agreed  by 
the  party  of  the  first  part  that  he  will 
execute  the  said  warranty  deed  and  deliver 
the  said  good  abstract  of  title  to  the  Cit- 
izens' State  Bank  of  Colfax,  Iowa,  not  later 
than  January  1,  1908  (unless  called  for 
sooner  by  the  parties  of  the  second  part), 
to  be  held  by  them  for  the  fulfilment  of  this 
contract.  It  is  further  agreed  by  the  par- 
ties of  the  second  part  if  it  is  possible  for 
them  to  arrange  matters  to  lift  the  said 
mortgages  of  $3,000  now  against  the  said 
place,  and  to  make  a  loan  sufficient  to 
pay  the  said  amount  together  with  the  sum 
of  $8,720  (which  sum  was  to  be  in  a 
mortgage  to  L.  E.  Zachary),  that  they  will 
execute  the  new  loan  and  will  pay  cash  in 
lieu  of  the  mortgage  to  the  said  L.  E.  Zach- 
ary, less  any  expense  he  may  be  to  in  mak- 
ing the  said  change."  (Duly  signed  by  the 
parties. ) 

The  material  parts  of  the  second  or  sub- 
stituted contract  referred  to  read:  "111 is 
agreement  made  in  duplicate  this  23d  day  of 
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September,  a.  d.  1007,  by  and  between  J.  H. 
Hahn,  party  of  the  first  part,  and  Horace 
and  L.  L.  Lavalleur,  parties  of  the  second 
part,  witnesseth:  That  the  party  of  the 
first  part  has  this  day  bargained  and  sold 
to  the  parties  of  the  second  part  the  320 
acres  of  land  known  as  the  L.  E.  Zachary 
farm,  being  now  occupied  by  E.  A.  Cross 
and  Horace  Lavalleur,  and  more  particu- 
larly described  as  follows:  [here  follows 
description],  for  the  consideration  of 
twenty-five  thousand  six  hundred  and 
00-100  dollars  (25,600),  upon  the  follow- 
ing terms  and  conditions:  Twenty  hun- 
dred and  00-100  dollars  (2,000),  the  re- 
ceipt of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged. 
Ninety  hundred  and  00-100  dollars  (9,000) 
on  or  before  March  5,  1908.  Ten  hundred 
and  00-100  dollars  (1,000),  being  the 
amount  expended  for  improvements  and 
surrender  of  possession  of  said  place  by 
Cross  &.  Lavalleur  by  March  1,  1908,  and 
which  amount  is  to  be  credited  as  part  of 
the  purchase  price  of  said  land.  The  said 
improvements  to  remain  upon  the  said 
place,  and  the  parties  of  the  second  part 
assume  and  agree  to  pay  the  two  rent  notes 
of  $1,440  each,  making  $2,880,  which  are 
due  January  1,  1909,  and  January  1,  1910, 
being  the  rent  notes  for  the  said  place  for 
the  seasons  of  1908  and  1909,  and  which  are 
now  sold  to  the  Valley  National  Bank  of 
Des  Moines,  Iowa,  the  same  to  be  credited  as 
part  of  the  above  purchase  price  of  the  said 
place.  The  parties  of  the  second  part  fur- 
ther agree  to  pay  the  mortgages  of  $2,500 
and  $500  now  upon  the  said  place,  the  same 
to  be  deducted  from  the  purchase  price  as 
above,  and  to  execute  a  mortgage  back  upon 
the  said  place  for  five  years  at  six  (6)  per 
cent  interest,  to  be  for  the  balance  due  of 
$7,720.  It  is  further  agreed  by  the  party 
of  the  first  part  that  he  will  execute  a 
warranty  deed  and  furnish  a  good  abstract 
of  title,  and  deliver  the  same  to  the  Cit- 
izens' State  Bank  of  Colfax,  Iowa,  not  later 
than  January  1,  1908,  or  sooner  if  called 
upon  to  do  so  by  the  parties  of  the  second 
part,  if  they  are  ready  to  close  deal  before 
that  date.  Pay  the  interest  on  the  loans 
of  $3,000  now  upon  the  place  up  to  March 
1,  1908,  and  the  taxes  for  the  year  1907; 
the  said  delivery  to  the  Citizens'  State 
Bank  being  for  the  purpose  of  getting  the 
papers  in  readiness  to  get  the  deal  closed 
up  as  soon  as  possible.  It  is  further  agreed 
by  the  party  of  the  first  part  that  if  the 
deal  can  be  closed  up  and  all  cash  paid  (in 
lieu  of  the  mortgage  that  was  to  be  exe- 
cuted, together  with  the  cash  payments  as 
per  contract),  that  the  party  of  the  first 
part  will  allow  a  discount  of  $300  for  the 
same,  together  with  the  expense  the  parties 
of  the  second  part  may  be  to  in  canceling 


1911. 


LAVALLEUR  v.  HAHN. 


29 


mortgages  now  against  the  said  place.  It 
is  further  agreed  by  the  parties  of  the  sec- 
ond part  that  if  it  is  possible  for  them  to 
arrange  matters  to  lift  the  said  mortgages, 
amounting  to  $3,000  in  all,  against  the  said 
place,  and  to  make  a  loan  suflicient  to  pay 
the  said  amount  together  with  the  sum  of 
$7,720  (which  sum  was  to  be  a  mortgage), 
that  they  will  execute  a  new  loan  and  will 
pay  cash  in  lieu  of  the  mortgage  which  was 
to  be  executed  "  ( Duly  signed  by  parties. ) 
The  statement  upon  wbich  the  settlement 
was  made  is  in  the  following  words  and  fig- 
ures: 

Cash     $2,000  00 

Possession     < 1,000  00 

Rent  Notes 2,880  00 

Security   Mtg 2,732  64 

Meredith     630  00 

Taxes      105  80 


$25,600  00 
9,248  50 

$16,351  50 
13,000  00 


$9,248  50 


With  commission  of  $130 
to  come  out  of  $13,000 
loan. 


$3,351  50  '    - 

The  defendant,  although  a  witness  on 
his  own  behalf,  did  not  in  any  way  deny 
the  testimony  which  we  have  set  out,  but 
planted  himself  squarely  upon  the  contracts 
just  quoted,  claiming  that  all  the  testi- 
mony introduced  by  plaintiffs  was  inad- 
missible, because  it  tended  to  vary  and 
contradict  the  written  contracts  between 
the  parties.  The  sole  question  in  the  case 
is  the  admissibility  of  the  testimony  quoted, 
under  the  issues  tendered  by  the  pleadings. 
The  action  is  to  recover  damages  from  the 
defendant  on  the  theory  that  he  was  plain- 
tiflTs'  agent  for  the  purchase  of  the  farm, 
and  that  as  such  he  was  bound  to  the  exer- 
cise of  absolute  good  faith  in  the  matter. 
It  is  charged  that  he  did  not  carry  out  his 
duties  as  agent,  but,  on  the  contrary,  sought 
to  profit  himself  by  the  transaction,  and 
was  guilty  of  actual  fraud  and  deceit.  De- 
fendant's claim,  as  we  understand  it,  is 
that,  as  the  written  contracts  show  he  was 
not  an  agent,  but  a  vendor  of  the  land, 
plaintiffs  cannot  show  by  parol  evidence 
that  he  stood  in  any  other  relation  to  them. 
He  especially  relies  upon  the  so-called  parol 
evidence  rule,  and,  if  it  be  found  that  the 
rule  does  not  apply  to  the  issues  as  ten- 
dered by  the  pleadings,  then  the  trial  court 
was  in  error  in  excluding  the  testimony 
and  in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant. The  general  rule  is  that  parol  evi- 
dcDoe  is  inadmissible  to  contradict,  vary, 
add  to,  or  subtract  from  the  terms  of  a 
"0  L.RJl,(N,S.) 


valid  written  agreement  in  an  action  be- 
tween the  parties  thereto  or  their  privies. 
Elliott,  £v.  §  568.  But  to  this  rule  there 
are  many  exceptions,  among  them  the  fol- 
lowing : 

(1)  "It  may  always  be  shown  that  the 
document  in  question  never  had  any  legal 
existence.  On  this  ground  rests  the  very 
important  exception  that  duress  or  fraud 
in  the  inception  of  the  contract  may  be 
proved,  although  accompanied  by  the  most 
solemn  formalities.  Such  proof  does  not 
recognize  the  contract  as  ever  existing  as 
a  valid  agreement,  and  is  received,  from 
the  necessity  of  the  case,  to  show  that 
that  which  appears  to  be  a  contract  is  not 
and  never  was  a  contract.  .  .  .  For 
the  purpose  of  proving  the  fraud,  verbal 
statements  which  are  material  and  fraudu- 
lent, although  made  before  or  at  the  same 
time  with  the  written  agreement,  may  be 
proved.  In  such  case  the  rule  that  prior 
negotiations  are  merged  in  the  written 
agreement  does  not  apply.  No  rule  is  bet- 
ter settled  than  this.  Where  fraud  is  al- 
leged, a  very  broad  range  is  given  to  the 
testimony.  ...  In  such  cases  any  se- 
cret agreement  or  trust  may  be  shonvn  by 
them,  although  directly  contradicting  the 
face  of  the  conveyances.  The  consideration 
may  be  inquired  into,  the  purpose  and  ob- 
ject of  mortgages  or  assignments  may  be 
shown,  and  generally  the  entire  transac- 
tion may  be  investigated.  Again,  in  ac- 
tions upon  a  written  contract,  brought  by 
one  of  the  contracting  parties  against  the 
other,  the  rule  under  discussion  is  con- 
stantly invoked;  and  parties  are  allowed 
to  prove  fraudulent  representations  or  con- 
duct which  formed  an  inducement  to  the 
contract."     Jones,  Ev.  Pocket  ed.  §  435. 

(2)  "It  is  a  principle,  to  which  we  shall 
frequently  have  occasion  to  allude,  that, 
'in  order  to  exclude  oral  evidence  of  a  con- 
tract, it  must  be  first  established  that  there 
is  a  subsisting  written  contract  between 
the  parties;  and,  where  the  immediate  is- 
sue is  whether  there  is  or  was  a  writing 
covering  the  contract,  it  is  not  competent 
to  exclude  oral  testimony  bearing  on  that 
issue  upon  an  assumption  of  such  writing. 
To  do  so  is  to  beg  the  question.'"  Jones, 
Ev.  Pocket  ed.  §  434;  Brewster  v.  Reel,  74 
Iowa,  506,  38  N.  W.  381;  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
§  284.  This  exception  has  been  shortly 
stated  as  follows:  Parol  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  show  that  an  apparent  contract 
never  had  a  legal  existence.,  Browne,  Parol 
Ev.  §  33.  As  illustrating  the  application 
of  the  exception,  see  cases  cited  under  this 
section. 

(3)  "Parol  evidence  is  competent  to  show 
that  a  writing  in  form  a  complete  contract, 
and  delivered,  was  not  to  become  binding 
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until  the  performance  of  some  condition 
resting  in  parol."  Browne,  Parol  Ev.  §  32, 
This  exception  is  very  similar  to  the  sec- 
ond one  just  quoted,  and  the  manner  of  its 
application  is  shown  in  the  cases  cited  by 
Mr.  Browne  under  the  section  quoted. 

(4)  "It  has  long  been  the  settled  rule 
that  in  courts  exercising  equitable  juris- 
diction, it  is  admissible  to  prove  by  parol 
til  at  instruments  in  writing  apparently 
transferring  the  absolute  title  are  in  fact 
only  given  as  security."  Jones,  Ev.  Pocket 
ed.  §  446.  "Although  evidence  to  show 
that  an  instrument  absolute  in  form  is  not 
such  in  fact  is  most  frequently  used  to 
show  that  an  apparent  deed  is  a  mortgage, 
it  is  not  limited  to  this  class  of  cases. 
The  rule  that  deeds  and  other  instruments 
absolute  in  terms  can  be  thus  transformed 
into  instruments  for  the  security  of  money 
is  purely  an  equitable  doctrine;  and  it  has 
sometimes  been  held  that  in  actions  at 
law  evidence  for  this  purpose  is  not  ad- 
missible. But  in  some  states  such  evidence 
has  been  held  proper  in  legal  actions,  as 
well  as  in  those  of  an  equitable  nature; 
and,  as  the  differences  between  legal  and 
equitable  procedure  become  less  marked, 
there  will  doubtless  be  a  tendency  toward 
the  adoption  of  the  same  rule  of  evidence 
both  in  legal  and  in  equitable  proceedings." 
Jones,  Ev.  Pocket  ed.  §  448. 

The  exceptions  are  well  sustained  by  au- 
thority, and  we  have  heretofore  recognized 
them  in  many  cases.  See  Hinsdale  v.  Mc- 
Cune,  136  Iowa,  683,  113  N.  W.  478;  Sut- 
ton V.  Griebel,  118  Iowa,  78,  91  N.  W.  825; 
McCaskey  Register  Co.  v.  Hall,  140  Iowa, 
87,  in  N.  W.  1124;  Cavanagh  v.  Iowa 
Beer  Co.  136  Iowa,  236,  113  N.  W.  856; 
McNight  V.  Parsons,  136  Iowa,  390,  22 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  718,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  265, 
113  N.  W.  858,  16  Ann.  Cas.  665;  Oak- 
land Cemetery  Asso.  v.  Lakins,  126  Iowa, 
121,  101  N.  W.  778,  3  Ann.  Cas.  559;  Bone- 
well  V.  Jacobson,  130  Iowa,  170,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  436,  106  N.  W.  614;  Morrison  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Bryson,  129  Iowa,  645,  103  N.  W. 
1016,  106  N.  W.  153;  Providence  Jewelry 
Co.  V.  Fessler,  145  Iowa,  74,  123  N.  W. 
957;  Rohrabacher  v.  Ware,  37  Iowa,  85; 
Walker  v.  Camp,  63  Iowa,  627,  19  N.  W. 
802;  Sutton  V.  Weber,  127  Iowa,  361,  101 
N.  W  775;  Fisher  v.  Lee,  94  Iowa,  611, 
63  N.  W   442. 

The  exception  which  permits  the  intro- 
duction of  parol  evidence  where  fraud  is 
alleged  has  been  thus  formulated:  "It  has 
been  held  tbat,  where  the  execution  of  a 
written  inBCrument  has  been  induced  by  an 
oral  stipulation  or  agreement  made  at  the 
time,  on  the  faith  of  which  the  party  ex- 
ecuted the  writing,  and  without  which  he 
would  not  have  executed  it,  but  such  agree- 
:?9  t.,R,A,(NA) 


ment  or  stipulation  is  omitted  from  the 
writing,  even  if  its  omission  is  not  due  to 
fraud  or  mistake,  evidence  of  the  oral 
agreement  or  stipulation  may  be  given,  al- 
though it  may  have  the  effect  of  varying 
the  contract  or  obligation  evidenced  by  the 
writing,  where  there  has  been  an  attempt 
to  make  a  fraudulent  use  of  the  instrument 
in  violation  of  such  promise  or  agreement, 
or  where  the  circumstances  would  make  the 
use  of  the  writing  for  any  purpose  incon- 
sistent with  such  agreement  dishonest  or 
fraudulent.  This  rule  is  put  upon  the 
ground  that  the  attempt  by  one  party 
afterward  to  take  advantage  of  the  omis- 
sion of  such  terms  from  the  contract  is  a 
fraud  upon  the  other  party,  who  was  in- 
duced to  execute  it  upon  the  faith  of  such 
promise;  and  hence  he  will  be  permitted  to 
show  by  parol  evidence  the  truth  of  the 
matter."  See  17  Cyc.  693,  694,  citing  many 
cases. 

Going  now  to  the  substantive  law  of  the 
case,  it  is  apparent,  if  the  testimony  be- 
fore quoted  is  to  be  believed,  that  defend- 
ant was  plaintiffs'  agent  to  purchase  the 
land  at  the  lowest  price  he  could  for  the 
benefit  of  his  principals,  the  plaintiffs  here- 
in; that  he  did  make  such  purcliase  (that 
is,  bought  the  land  for  $75  per  acre),  but 
that  he  concealed  that  fact  from  plaintiffs, 
and  represented  that  he  had  had  to  pay 
$80  therefor;  that  he  settled  with  plaintiffs 
on  that  basis,  and  conveyed  them  the  land 
which  he  had  purchased  in  the  pame  of  his. 
firm,  although  for  the  plaijitiffs,  and  re- 
ceived their  money  on  the  theory  that  he 
had  paid  $80  per  acre  for  it.  This  under 
our  holdings  constituted  a  fraud  upon 
them,  and  they  are  entitled  to  recover  the 
profits  made  by  defendant  in  the  transac- 
tion. Merrill  v.  Sax,  141  Iowa,  394,  118 
N.  W.  434;  Morey  v.  Laird,  108  Iowa,  670, 
77  N.  W.  835;  Green  v.  Peeso,  92  Iowa, 
261,  60  N.  W.  531 ;  Rorebeck  v.  Van  Eaton, 
90  Iowa,  82,  57  N.  W.  694;  Schneider  v. 
Schneider,  125  Iowa,  1,  98  N.  W.  150; 
Leasure  v.  Boie,  142  Iowa,  284,  120  N.  W. 
643. 

Now,  if  to  the  parol  evidence  rule  there 
be  an  exception  in  the  case  of  fraud,  then 
clearly  it  was  competent  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  show  that,  instead  of  purchasing  the 
land  from  the  defendant,  Hahn,  as  the  writ- 
ten contracts  show,  he  (Hahn)  was  acting 
as  their  agent  for  the  purchase  of  the 
lands,  and  that  the  contracts  were  never 
intended  to  be  binding,  or  the  complete  evi- 
dence of  the  transaction,  but  were  being 
used  fraudulently  by  the  defendant  to  escape 
a  duty  owing  by  him  under  the  law.  Where 
fraud  is  charged,  the  court  looks  behind 
all  forms,  and  at  the  substance  of  the  trans- 
action, and  in  QUQh  ^f^ses  P9  pne  c^n  shield 
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himself  under  the  parol  evidence  rule.  We 
think  the  testimony  was  admissible  under 
at  least  two  exceptions  to  the  parol  evi- 
dence rule.  The  conclusion  finds  abundant 
support  in  Bonewell  v.  Jacobson,  130  Iowa, 
170,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  436,  106  N.  W.  614; 
Rorebeck  v.  Van  Eaton,  90  Iowa,  82,  57 
N.  W.  694;  Sutton  v.  Griebel,  118  Iowa, 
78,  91  N.  W.  825;  McCormick  Harvesting 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Morlan,  121  Iowa,  451,  96 
X.  W.  976;  Esterly  v.  Eppelsheimer,  73 
Iowa,  260,  34  N.  W.  846;  Dowagiac  Mfg. 
Co.  T.  Gibson,  73  Iowa,  526,  5  Am.  St.  Bep. 
697,  35  N.  W.  603. 

In  Humbert  v.  Larson,  99  Iowa,  275,  68 
N.  W.  703,  we  said:  "Appellant  further 
argues  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing  cer- 
tain evidence,  over  his  objections;  tending 
to  contradict  the  written  bill  of  sale.  The 
record  shows  that  the  court  below  did  ad- 
mit evidence  to  prove  the  representations 
and  statements  made  by  plaintiff  as  an  in- 
ducement to  the  sale.  Under  the  issues  in 
the  case,  this  evidence  was  properly  re- 
ceived. The  defendants  did  not  rely  upon 
their  bill  of  sale.  Their  defense  was  in- 
dependent of  it,  and  was  based  upon  fraud. 
It  is  elementary  that  the  rule  excluding 
evidence  contradictory  of  a  written  instru- 
ment .does  not  apply  when  fraud  is  the 
gravamen  of  the  action  or  gist  of  the  de- 
fense. It  is  clear  that  there  was  no  error 
here." 

In  Stanhope  v.  Swafford,  80  Iowa,  45,  45 
N.  W.  403,  the  court  said :  "It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  action  is  to  recover  foi 
false  representations  inducing  plaintiff  to 
make  the  trade.  Now,  if  it  be  assumed 
that  all  the  terms  of  the  contract  are  em- 
bodied in  the  writing,  and  the  false  repre- 
sentations are  not  expressed  therein,  plain- 
tiff mav  recover  thereon,  for  the  reason 
that  the  action  Is  not  upon  the  contract, 
but  for  false  representations, — a  cause  of 
action  other  and  independent  of  the  con- 
tract. If  one  should  be  inveigled  or  in- 
duced by  false  representations  to  enter  into 
contract  of  a  sale  of  property,  he  could 
maintain  his  action  on  the  false  representa- 
tions, and  would  not  be  required  to  sue  on 
the  contract  of  sale,  in  order  to  recover  his 
damages  therefor."  See  also  Nixon  v.  Car- 
bon, 38  Iowa,  338 ;  Mann  v.  Taylor,  78  Iowa, 
365,  43  N.  W.  220;  Rohrabacher  v.  Ware, 
37   Iowa,  85. 

JN^one  of  the  cases  cited  or  relied  upon  b> 
appellee  seem  to  be  in  point.  Counsel  for 
appellee  throughout  the  discussion  seem 
to  overlook  the  fact  that  fraud  is  th^  grava- 
men of  plaintiffs'  action,  and  that  in  such 
cases  the  parol  evidence  rule  does  not  ob- 
tain. 

For  the  reasons  pointed  out,  the  judg- 
ment must  be,  and  it  is,  reversed. 
39  LJUL(N,S.) 
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PANY. 

(80  Kan.  161,  102  Pac.  50.) 

Right  to  Jury  —  settling  title  to  land. 

1.  In  an  action  commenced  for  the  pur- 
pose of  settling  disputed  questions  of  title 
to  real  estate,  and  to  recover  the  possession 
thereof,  either  'party  is  entitled  to  a  jury 
as  matter  of  right,  regardless  of  the  form 
in  which  the  action  may  be  brought. 

Same  ^  equitable  action. 

2.  While  a  person  was  in  the  actual,  ex- 
clusive, and  peaceable  possession  of  real 
estate,  claiming  to  be  the  owner  thereof, 
another  person  claiming  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  coal  and  mineral  in  such  land,  and 
to  have  a  right  to  use  the  surface  for  min- 
ing purposes,  attempted  to  enter  thereon 
for  such  purpose,  but  was  forcibly  prevent- 
ed by  the  person  in  possession,  who  denied 
such  claimed  ownership  of  the  coal.  The 
person  out  of  possession  then  commenced 
a  suit  to  obtain  a  perpetual  injunction  to 
restrain  the  person  in  possession  from  in- 
terfering with  the  mining  and  removal  of 
the  coal.  In  that  suit  the  defendant  was, 
upon  demand,  denied  a  trial  by  jury.  Held 
error. 

(May  8,  1909.) 

Headnotes  by  Gbaves,  J. 

Note.  ~  Right  to  preliminary  injtinction 
which  would  hAMve  effect  of  transfer' 
ring  possesaitm  of  property  from  dS' 
fendant  to  plaintiff. 

General  rule. 

Cases  involving  the  right  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  of  property,  and  a  pre- 
liminary injunction  restraining  interfer- 
ence with  the  receiver's  possession  of  the 
property,  are  not  included  herein.  Neither 
are  cases  included  wherein  the  question  is 
considered  as  to  the  right  by  permanent  in- 
junction to  require  one  party  to  the  suit 
to  surrender  possession  of  the  property  to 
another;  nor  are  cases  included  which  pass 
upon  the  power  of  a  court  to  make  effectual 
prior  orders  or  executions,  by  a  mandatory 
injunction  requiring  the  surrender  of  the 
possession  of  property  in  accordance  with 
the  previous  order  or  execution. 

In  general,  the  function  of  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  is  to  afford  preventive  re- 
lief and  preserve  the  status  quo  until  the 
rights  of  the  contending  parties  may  lie 
judicial!  V  investigated  and  determined. 
Ordinarily,  it  cannot  be  used  to  take  the 
possession  of  the  property  from  one  party 
to  a  suit  and  transfer  it  to  another,  where 
the  title  or  right  of  possession  is  in  dis- 
pute. There  are  some  exceptions  to  this 
rule,  which   will   be  hereafter  referred  tg. 
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ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Cher- 
okee County  to  review  a  judgment  per- 
manently enjoining  defendants  from  inter- 
fering with  the  mining  and  removing  coal 
from  certain  lands.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Graves,  J.: 

This  suit  was  commenced  by  the  J.  R. 
Crowe  Coal  &  Mining  Company  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Cherokee  county,  to  obtain 
a  perpetual  injunction  against  Lillie  and 
Ed.  Atkinson.  The  defendants  insisted  that 
the  remedy  souglit  by  the'  plaintiff  could 
be  obtained  only  in  an  action  of  ejectment. 
They  therefore  demurred  to  the  plaintiff's 
petition,  the  demurrer  being  overruled,  they 
filed  an  answer,  and  demanded  a  jury, 
which  was  refused,  and  the  case  was  then 


tried  to  the  court  upon  the  facts.  A  per- 
manent injunction  was  allowed,  from  which 
judgment  of  the  court  the  defendants  pros- 
ecute error.  To  avoid  the  production  of  the 
entire  petition,  which  is  of  great  length, 
the  material  facts  will  be  stated:  The  dis- 
pute arose  over  the  ownership  of  real* es- 
tate. It  is  conceded  that  the  Kansas  City, 
Ft.  Scott,  &  Gulf  Railroad  Company  was 
the  former  owner  of  the  land  in  controver- 
sy, and  each  party  claims  title  from  this 
source.  The  plaintiff  claims  that  the  rail- 
road company  sold  the  land  to  Jeremiah 
Hogan,  reserving  to  itself  the  coal  and  min- 
eral therein,  together  with  the  right  to  use 
the  surface  for  the  purposes  of  exploring 
for  such  coal  and  mineral,  and  for  mining 
and  removing  the  same  from  the  land,  and 


The  general  rule  as  stated  finds  support  in 
the  following  cases: 

U.  S. — Lacassagne  v.  Chapuis,  144  U.  S. 
119,  36  L.  ed.  368,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  659; 
Black  V.  Jackson,  177  U.  S.  349,  44  L.  ed. 
801,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648;  Potts  v.  Hollen, 
177  U.  8.  385,  44  L.  ed.  808,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  654. 

Ala. — Yellow  Pine  Export  Co.  v.  Suther- 
land-Innis  Co.  141  Ala.  664,  37  So.  922. 

Conn. — Roy  v.  Moore,  —  Conn.  — ,  82 
Atl.  233. 

Del.— Tatem  v.  Gilpin,  1  Del.  Ch.  13. 

Ga. — Beacham  v.  Wrightsville  &  T.  R. 
Co.  125  Ga.  362,  54  S.  E.  157;  Vaughn  v. 
Yawn,  103  Ga.  557,  29  S.  E.  759;  Harris  v. 
Pounds,  64  Ga./121. 

111. — Lowenthal  v.  New  Music  Hall  Co. 
100  111.  App.  274. 

Iowa. — Hall  v.  Henninger.  146  Iowa,  230, 
139  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  121  N.  W.  6;  Doige 
V.  Bruce,  141  Iowa,  210,  119  N.  W.  624; 
Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  R,  Co.  116  Iowa,  681,  88  N.  W. 
1082. 

Mich. — State  Road  Bridge  Co.  v.  Sagi- 
naw Circuit  Judge,  143  Mich.  337,  106  N. 
W.  394;  Hall  v.  Wayne  Circuit  Judge,  111 
Mich.  395,  69  N.  W.  643;  Toledo,  A.  A.  & 
M.  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.  61 
Mich.  9,  27  N.  W.  715. 

N.  D.—Dickson  v.  Dows,  11  N.  D.  404, 
92  N.  W.  797. 

Okla. — Brown  v.  Donnelly,  10  Okla.  296, 
91  Pac.  859;  Laughlin  v.  Fariss,  7  Okla.  1, 
50  Pac.  254. 

Pa.— Stout  V.  Williams,  203  Pa.  161,  62 
Atl.  169;  Fredericks  v.  Huber,  180  Pa.  572, 
37  Ati.  90;  Audenried  v.  Philadelphia  &  R. 
R.  Co.  68  Pa.  370,  8  Am.  Rep.  195;  Farm- 
ers' R.  Co.  V.  Reno,  O.  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  63 
Pa.  224. 

S.  D. — Catholicon  Hot  Springs  Co.  v.  Fer- 
guson, 7  S.  D.  503,  64  N.  W.  539. 

Vt.— Cheever  v.  Rutland  &  B.  R.  Co.  39 
Vt.  653. 

Eng. — Black  Point  Syndicate  v.  Eastern 
Concessions,  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  658. 

And  an  injunction  will  not  issue  to  take 
the  possession  of  personalty  from  one  party 
claiming  a  right  thereto,  and  put  the  same 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


into  possession  of  another.  Yellow  Pine  Ex- 
port Co.  v.  Sutherland-Innis  Co.  141  Ala. 
664,  37  So.  922. 

Equity  has  no  power  in  a  summary  man- 
ner to  dispossess  a  claimant  of  property 
which  undisputedly  had  for  a  long  time 
been  in  his  rightful  possession.  McCombs 
V.  Merryhew,  40  Mich.  725. 

A  "court  of  chancery  has  no  more  power 
than  any  other  to  condemn  a  man  unheard, 
and  to  dispossess  him  of  property  prima 
facie  his,  and  hand  over  its  enjoyment  to 
another  on  an  ex  parte  claim  to  it."  Per 
Cooley,  Judge,  in  Arnold  v.  Bright,  41  Mich. 
207,  2  N.  W.  16. 

— ^violation  of  injunction  as  contempt. 

And  since  an  injunction  or  order  devest- 
ing possession  or  rights  on  a  preliminary 
inquiry  is  illegal  and  void,  no  one  need  re- 
spect the  same,  and  a  violation  thereof  does 
not  constitute  contempt  of  court.  Tawas 
&  B.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Circuit  Judge,  44  Mich. 
479,  7  N.  W.  65 ;  Calvert  v.  SUte,  34  Neb. 
616,  52  N.  W.  687;  State  ex  rel.  Reynolds 
V.  Graves,  66  Neb.  17,  92  N.  W.  144. 

A  person  in  the  actual  possession  of  land 
at  the  time  an  injunction  is  issued,  en- 
joining him  from  in  any  way  interfering 
or  meddling  with  the  possession  of  the 
complainant,  and  from  entering  upon  the 
premises,  cannot  be  punished  for  contempt 
of  court  for  thereafter  retaining  his  pos- 
session even  by  the  exercise  of  force,  since 
the  court  is  without  power  by  preliminary 
ew  parte  order  to  turn  even  a  w^ronsfdoer 
out  of  possession  of  property.  People  ex 
rel.  Messier  v.  Simonson,  10  Mich.  335. 

— injunction   as   violative    of   guaranty    of 

trial  by  jury. 

Such  an  order  depriving,  as  it  does,  a 
person  in  possession  of  property  under  a 
claim  of  right  thereto  of  the  possession 
thereof"  on  an  ex  parte  hearing,  violates  the 
constitutional  guaranty  against  taking 
property  except  by  due  process  of  law  on 
a  judgment  of  the  peers  of  the  person  af- 
fected. Bodwell  V.  Crawford,  26  Kan.  292, 
I  40  Am.  Rep.  306. 
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that  Hogan  had  no  other  or  further  right 
or  title  in  said  land.  It  la  further  claimed 
that  the  only  right  in  the  premises  pos- 
sessed by  the  defendants,  is  the  right  ol 
Hogan,  which  was  obtained  by  a  sheriff's 
deed  issued  upon  the  sale  of  the  land,  in 
proceedings  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given 
by  Hogan.  The  plaintiff  claims  to  have 
succeeded  to  the  rights  of  the  railroad  com- 
pand  under  its  reservation  in  the  deed  to 
Hogan,  by  a  lease  from  it  granting  the  right 
to  enter  upon  the  land,  and  mine  and  remove 
coal  and  mineral  therefrom.  The  defend- 
ants deny  that  the  deed  to  Hogan  contained 
any  reservation,  but  insist  that  he  ac- 
quired the  entire  estate  in  the  land  from 
the  railroad  company,  and  that  they  suc- 
ceeded to  such  estate  through  the  sheriff's 


deed.  At  the  time  this  suit  was  com- 
menced, and  for  about  two  years  prior 
thereto,  the  defendants  were  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  land  in  controversy,  claim- 
ing the  entire  estate  therein  and  title 
thereto.  Before  this  suit  was  commenced, 
the  plaintiff  attempted  to  enter  upon  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  mining  coal  under 
its  lease.  The  defendants,  by  force,  denied 
it  that  privilege,  and  have  ever  since,  by 
force,  excluded  it  from  the  premises.  This 
suit  was  commenced  to  enjoin  such  inter- 
ference. The  original  deed  to  Hogan  is 
lost,  and  the  record  thereof  is  mutilated 
so  as  to  render  its  contents  uncertain. 
The  plaintiff  has  never  been  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  land,  or  asserted  its 
'  rights  as  lessee. 


Such  an  injunction  is  a  clear  invasion  of 
the  constitutional  right  to  a  trial  by  jury 
by  due  process  of  law,  before  a  person  shall 
be  deprived  of  his  property.  Crossland  v. 
CroBsfand,  63  W.  Va.  108,  44  S.  E.  424. 

— ^form  of  injunction  as  affecting  question. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  not  issue 
where  the  effect  of  it  is  to  put  the  plain- 
tiff in  possession  of  the  disputed  premises, 
althougn  in  form  it  is  preventive,  merely 
being  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  inter- 
fering with  the  plaintiff  in  taking  posses- 
sion. Lowenthal  v.  New  Music  Hall  Co. 
100  111.  App.  274. 

A  person  out  of  possession  of  land  cannot 
regain  possession  by  means  of  an  inter- 
locutory injunction  restraining  those  in 
possession  from  interfering  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff  or  from  molesting 
him  on  the  land,  and  this  is  true  although 
he  claims  to  have  been  ousted  from  posses- 
sion by  a  suit  in  the  state  court  which  acted 
in  the  matter  wfthout  jurisdiction.  Lacas- 
sagne  v.  Chapuis,  144  U.  S.  119,  36  L.  ed. 
368,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  659. 

Equity  will  not  by  preliminary  injunction 
restrain  the  interference  with  complainant's 
possession  of  land  where  the  effect  would 
be  to  reinstate  him  in  possession,  where  the 
right  of  possession  is  disputed  and  depends 
upon  the  construction  of  a  contract  Akrill 
T.  Selden,  1  Barb.  316. 

Nor  will  it  evict  a  person  from  the  actual 
possession  of  land  the  title  to  which  is  in 
dispute,  although  in  form  the  order  merely 
restrains  him  from  further  interfering  with 
the  land  or  the  house  and  crops  thereon. 
Vaughn  v.  Yawn,  103  Ga.  567,  29  S.  E. 
759;  Beacham  v.  Wrightsville  &  T.  R.  Co. 
125  Ga.  362,  64  S.  E.  157. 

Cases  illustrating  general  rule — contesting 

factions. 

A  preliminary  injunction  should  not  is- 
sue in  favor  of  contending  church  factions, 
the  result  of  which  would  be  to.  take  the 
church  property  from  possession  of  one 
faction  and  turn  it  over  to  the  other. 
Fredericks  v.  Hubcr,  190  P»,  572.  37  Atl.  90. 
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Nor  will  it  issue  for  the  purpose  of  oust- 
ing from  possession  the  trustees  appointed 
by  the  court,  and  place  in  control  trustees 
appointed  by  an  organization  owning  the 
property.     Harris  v.   Pounds,  64  Ga.   121. 

In  a  contest  between  different  societies 
for  the  possession  of  a  room  or  hall  whereiu 
their  meetings  are  held,  equity  will  not  by 
preliminary  injunction  deprive  an  innocent 
third  party  of  the  actual,  and  the  defend- 
ants of  the  constructive,  possession  of  the 
room  or  hall.  Stout  v.  Williams,  203  Pa. 
161,  52  Atl.  169. 

— contesting  railroad   companies. 

Where  there  is  a  bona  fide  dispute  as  to 
the  title  to  a  strip  of  ground  occupied  by 
a  side  track,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  by 
preliminary  injunction  require  a  railroad 
company  in  possession  of  tne  strip  of  land 
to  surrender  it  to  another  company  assert- 
ing title  and  right  of  possession  thereto. 
Wilkinson  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  13 
Montg.  Co.  L.  Kep.  93. 

Equity  is  without  power  to  restrain  a 
railroad  company  in  possession  of  land  from 
interfering  with  the  act  of  another  com- 
pany in  constructing  upon  such  land  an- 
other railway.  Calvert  y.  State,  34  !Neb. 
616,  62  N.  W.  687. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  not  issue 
in  behalf  of  a  railroad  company  out  of 
possession  of  land,  but  claiming  title  and 
the  right,  of  possession,  restraining  another 
company  in  possession  from  enjoying  the 
use  thereof,  or  interfering  with  its  use  by 
the  plaintiff.  Fanners'  R.  Co.^  v.  Reno,  O. 
C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  53  Pa.  224. 

Nor  in  favor  of  one  illegally  claiming 
title  and  right  of  possession  to  land,  as 
against  another  company  in  bona  fide  pos- 
session under  claim  of  title.  Minneapolis 
&  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  116  Iowa,  681,  88  N.  W.  1082. 

Nor  to  restrain  a  railroad  company  from 
interfering  with  the  intended  execution  of 
a  crossing  under  their  track  by  virtue  of 
a  right  alleged  to  have  been  secured  by  con- 
demnation proceedings.    Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N. 
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Messrs.  William  F.  Sapp,  Andrew  S. 
Wilson,  and  Francis  M.  Brady  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 

Messrs.  A.  U.  Skidmore  and  S.  li. 
Walker  for  defendant  in  error. 

Graves,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff  freely  admits  that  the  de- 
fendants own  the  land  in  controversy,  sub- 
ject only  to  its  rights  as  lessee  to  mine 
and  remove  coal  and  mineral  therefrom. 
It  merely  claims  an  easement  in  the  sur- 
face, such  as  will  enable  it  to  exercise  fully 
its  rights  as  lessee,  and  does  not  wish  to 
disturb  the  defendants  in  the  enjoyment  of 
the  possession  and  use  of  the  surface  fur- 
ther than   is  reasonably  necessary  to   the 


enjoyment  of  its  own  rights  under  its  lease. 
It  therefore  insists  that  ejectment  is  neither 
an  adequate  nor  an  appropriate  remedy 
under  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  that  in- 
junction is  both  appropriate  and  adequate, 
and  the  only  proper  remedy.  The  defend- 
ants urge  that  the  coal  which  the  plain- 
tiff claims  to  own  is  a  part  of  the  land 
which  they  occupy,  and  of  which  they  have 
exclusive,  actual,  peaceable  possession, 
peaceable  even  against  the  plaintiff;  that 
they  claim  to  be  the  owners  of  the  entire 
estate  in  the  land,  including  the  coal  and 
mineral,  and  the  only  contention  between 
them  and  the  plaintiff  is  as  to  the  ownership 
of  the  coal;  that  an  injunction  would  de- 
prive them  of  their  title  to,  and  possession 
of,  the  coal,  as  completely  and  effectually 


Mich.  9,  27  N.  W.  716. 

Nor  to  prevent  a  railroad  company  in 
possession  of  certain  track  under  a  claim 
of  right  thereto,  from  using  the  same  ex- 
cept on  specific  conditions.  Tawas  &  B. 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Circuit  Judge,  44  Mich.  479, 
7  N.  W.  66. 

Where  the  right  of  possession  of  a  rail- 
load  track  is  in  dispute,  and  neither  party 
is  in  actual  possession,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  to  aid  either  in  obtain- 
ing the  actual  control.  St.  Louis,  K.  C  & 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Dewees,  23  Fed.  691. 

— ^miscellaneous. 

A  preliminary  injunction  will  not  issue  to 
restrain  a  person  holding  land  under  a 
contract  of  purchase  claimed  to  have  been 
forfeited,  from  planting  or  sowing  crops 
thereon,  or  from  interfering  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  by  the  vendor,  where 
the  purchaser  is  in  the  actual  possession. 
Dickson  v.  Dows,  11  N.  D.  404,  92  N.  W. 
797. 

Equity   will    not   by   a    preliminary    in- 

} 'unction  restrain  a  person  in  possession  of 
and  under  claim  of  title  thereto,  from  re- 
moving or  attempting  to  remove  crops  then 
on  the  land,  or  from  disposing  of  the  same, 
or  in  any  manner  interfering  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  property  by  tlie  complainant, 
who  also  claims  title  thereto.  State  ex  rel. 
Reynolds  v.  Graves,  66  Neb.  17,  92  N.  W. 
144. 

As  an  incident  to  a  suit  to  foreclose  his 
mortgage,  a  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  an 
injunction  transferring  the  possession  of 
the  mortgaged  land  to  him  from  the  mort- 
gagor. Cheever  v.  Rutland  &  B.  R.  Co.  39 
Vt.  663. 

Pending  quo  warranto  proceedings  to  test 
the  right  of  a  corporation  to  maintain  its 
franchise  and  privilege  of  collecting  tolls, 
the  court  has  no  power  to  issue  an  order 
restraining  the  company  from  collecting 
tolls  or  further  exercising  any  rights  under 
its  franchise.  State  Road  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Saginaw  Circuit  Judge,  143  Mich.  337,  106 
N.  W.  394. 

It  is  error  to  i&@U^  9i  preliminary  m- 
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junction  requiring  a  defendant  in  posses- 
sion of  property  claimed  by  the  administra- 
tor of  the  decedent,  to  surrender  possession 
thereof  to  the  administrator,  where  the  de- 
fendant himself  asserts  title  to  the  prop- 
erty. Crossland  v.  Crossland,  63  W.  Va. 
108,  44  S.  E.  424. 

But  trustees  appointed  by  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  of  a  bank  are 
entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity  as 
against  the  directors  of  a  bank  to  have  che 
trust  established,  and  by  preliminary  in- 
junction to  prevent  the  directors  from  in- 
terfering,with  the  trustees  in  obtaining  pos- 
session of  the  assets  of  the  bank,  although 
such  Gssets  are  then  in  the  possession  of 
the  director,  and  the  effect  of  the  injunc- 
tion is  to  transfer  the  possession  of  th<^ 
estate  and  the  assets  of  the  bank  from  tins 
directors  to  the  trustees.  Ex  parte  Con- 
way, 4  Ark.  302.  This  case  recognizes  the 
general  rule  that  equity  will  not  by  pre- 
liminary injunction  transfer  the  possession 
of  property  from  one  party  to  the  suit  to 
the  other,  but  holds  that  the  rule  does  not 
apply  wherQ  the  purpose  is  to  enforce  a 
trust  like  the  one  mentioned. 

Contest  between  entrymen  under  homestead 

laws. 

The  general  rule  that  a  person  out  of 
possession  of  land  cannot  by  a  preliminary 
injunction  be  restored  to  possession  does 
not  apply  where  the  person  in  possession  is 
a  mere  trespasser,  although  claiming  as  an 
cntryuian,  where  the  plaintiff's  right  in  the 
property  is  that  of  a  prior  entryman.  In 
cases  of  this  character  an  injunction  will  is- 
sue (Sproat  V.  Darling,  2  Okla.  24,  36  Pac. 
682,  886 ;  Procter  v.  Stuart,  4  Okla.  679,  46 
Pac.  601 ;  Glover  v.  Swartz,  8  Okla.  642,  68 
Pac.  943 ) ;  or  where  the  person  in  possession 
is  retaining  possession  after  his  claim  as 
entryman  has  been  decided  adversely  to  him 
by  the  land  office.  (Barnes  .v.  Newton,  5 
Okla.  428,  48  Pac.  190,  49  Pac.  1074;  Cal- 
houn V.  McCornack,  7  Okla.  347,  64  Pac. 
493;  Barnett  v.  Ruyle,  9  Okla.  635,  60  Pac. 
243.) 

But  the  United  States  Supreme  Court, 
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as  could  be  done  by  an  action  of  ejectment, 
and  therefore  they  are  entitled  to  have 
the  ieaue  tried  by  a  jury  as  matter  of 
right. 

Attention  has  been  called  to  §  5  of 
the  Bill  of  Rights,  which  reads,  "The  right 
of  trial  by  jury  shall  be  inviolate."  At- 
tention has  also  been  called  to  §  4713, 
Gen.  Stat.  1901,  which  reads:  ".  .  . 
Issues  of  fact  arising  in  actions  for  the 
recovery  of  money,  or  of  specific  real  or 
personal  property,  shall  be  tried  by  a  jury, 
unless  a  jury  trial  is  waived,  or  a  refer- 
ence be  ordered,  as  hereinafter  provided." 
It  is  everywhere  held  that  this  constitu- 
tional provision  preserves  whatever  rights 
of  trial  by  jury  existed  at  common  law 
when  the>  provision  was  adopted.     We  are 


inclined  to  agree  with  the  view  of  the  de- 
fendants. It  is  apparent  that  the  real  con- 
tention of  the  parties  involves  the  owner- 
ship of  the  coal  in  question.  If  the  plaintiff 
has  an  easement  in  the  surface  of  the 
land,  it  is  because  of,  and  incident  to,  its 
ownership  of  the  coal.  Before  a  court  can 
enjoin  the  defendants  from  interfering  with 
the  plaintiff  in  the  use  of  the  surface  of  the 
land  for  the  purpose  of  mining  coal,  it 
must  determine  that  the  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  the  coal.  The  defendants  being 
in  the  actual  possession  of  the  coal  as 
nearly  as  such  possession  is  possible,  the 
granting  of  such  an  injunction  would  be 
the  same,  in  effect,  as  a  judgment  in  eject- 
ment, as  it  would  determine  both  the  title 
and  possession  of  the  real  estate  in  contro- 


reversing  an  Oklahoma  case,  holds  that  an 
entryman  out  of  possession,  although  hav- 
ing a  decision  by  tne  land  office  in  his  favor, 
is  not  entitled  to  a  preliminary  injunction 
in  effect  giving  to  him  the  pos&ehsion  of 
the  land  as  against  the  adverse  claimant 
thereof  then  in  possession,  since  he  hps.  a 
complete  remedy  by  an  action  of  forcible 
deiainer.  Black  y.  Jackson,  177  U.  S.  349, 
44  L.  ed.  801,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  648.  The 
quebtion  of  the  right  of  possession  is  a  prop- 
er matter  for  a  jury  trial.  Potts  v.  HoIIen, 
177  U.  S.  365,  44  L.  ed.  808,  20  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  654,  reversing  6  Okla.  696,  52  Pac. 
917. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  preliminary 
injunction  will  not  issue  to  adjust  posses- 
sory rights  under  the  homestead  laws  to  a 
tract  of  land,  after  the  equitable  title  has 
passed  from  the  United  States  and  be- 
came vested  in  the  individual,  unless  in  a 
C4se  which  presents  some  recognized  special 
ground  therefor;  and  it  is  not  sufficient 
that  one  party  claims  that  he  is  the  owner 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  of  the 
land,  and  that  the  other  party  unlawfully 
and  without  any  right  holds  and  retains 
possession.  Laughlin  v.  Fariss,  7  Okla.  1, 
50  Pac  254. 

And  the  general  rule  is  asserted  that  a 
court  of  equity  is  without  authority  by 
preliminary  injunction  to  dispossess  one 
bona  fide  claimant  of  the  land  under  the 
homestead  laws,  and  turn  the  land  over  to 
another  claimant.  Brown  v.  Donnelly,  10 
Okla.  296,  91  Pac.  859. 

As  between  adverse  claimants  to  land  un- 
der the  homestead  laws,  each  of  whom  are 
in  possession  of  different  parcels  of  the 
same  tract,  equity  will  not  interfere  with 
the  possession  of  either  by  a  preliminary 
injunction  restraining  the  one  from  inter- 
fering with  the  possession  by  the  other  of 
the  whole.  Littlefield  t.  Todd,  3  Okla.  1, 
42  Pae.  10. 

When   suit  between   landlord   and    tenant. 

By  the  weight  of  authority,  the  fact  that 
there  exists  between  the  parties  to  a  suit 
the  reUtion  of  landlord  and  tenant  affords 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


no  ground  for  equitable  interference  by  in- 
junction, where  the  effect  will  be  to  trans- 
fer the  premises  under  lease  from  the  one 
party  to  the  other.  Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that  equity  has  no  power  upon  a  bill  to 
set  aside  a  lease  of  land  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  procured  through  fraud,  by  pre- 
liminary injunction,  to  turn  the  lessee  out 
of  possession  of  the  land,  and  give  the  same 
to  the  lessor.  Arnold  ▼.  Bright,  41  Mich. 
207,  2  N.  W.  16.  And  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  by  preliminary  injunction  deprive 
a  tenant  in  possession  of  land,  of  the  right 
secured  to  him  by  statute,  of  a  notice  to 
quit,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  proceed- 
ings to  oust  him  from  the  possession.  Hall 
v.  Henninger,  145  Iowa,  230,  139  Am.  St. 
Rep.  412,  121  N.  W.  6.  Nor  restore  to  a 
landlord  the  possession  of  premises,  the 
right  to  which  is  denied  by  the  tenant. 
Hubbard  v.  Mobray,  20  Md.  165.  Neither 
will  it  interfere  in  behalf  of  the  owner  of 
land  against  a  person  claiming  as  tenant 
under  a  lease  with  the  owner's  agent,  whose 
authority  the  owner  denies.  Bodwell  v. 
Crawford.  26  Kan.  292,  40  Am.  Rep.  300. 
Nor  in  favor  of  a  landlord  as  against  the 
assignee  of  his  tenant,  although  the  land- 
lord asserts  the  assignment  is  in  violation 
of  the  lease  and  hence  a  forfeiture  of  all 
rights  thereunder.  Doige  v.  Bruce,  141 
Iowa,  210,  119  N.  W.  624. 

In  Pokegama  Sugar-Pine  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Klamath  River  Lumber  &  Improv.  Co.  86 
Fed.  628,  however^  a  preliminary  injunc- 
tion mandatory  in  form  was  issued  requir- 
ing a  landlord  to  surrender  to  the  tenant 
the  possession  of  the  leased  premises,  which 
the  landlord  had  forcibly  and  unlawfully 
obtained.  In  this  case  the  possession  had 
continued  for  a  period  of  two  or  three  weeks 
at  the  time  the  application  for  the  injunc- 
tion was  made,  but,  notwithstanding  this 
fact,  the  relief  was  given,  on  the  theories, 
first,  that  the  nature  of  defendant's  posses- 
sion, together  with  his  relation  of  landlord, 
was  such  as  to  require  equitable  interfer- 
ence in  behalf  of  the  tenant,  and,  second, 
that  the  case  came  within  the  rule  that  the 
defendant's  possession  was  but  an  interrup- 
tion of  the  prior  possesBioQ  of  the  com- 
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versy.  The  plaintiff  has  never  been  in  the 
possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  so-called 
easement,  and  its  right  tliereto  is  now  be- 
ing asserted  for  the  first  time.  It  may  be 
conceded  that  injunction  is  a  proper  and 
ordinary  remedy  for  the  protection  of  own- 
ers in  the  enjoyment  of  their  rights  in  real 
estate,  but  here  this  remedy  is  invoked  for 
a  very  different  purpose.  Its  object  is  not 
to  protect  a  right  which  the  plaintiff  has 
in  real  estate,  but  its  purpose  is  to  obtain 
thereby  a  title  to  real  estate  from  others, 
who  are  already  in  possession  and  claim- 
ing to  be  the  owners  thereof.  It  is  true, 
as  has  been  suggested,  that  courts  of  equity 
often  examine  into  questions  of  title  not 
for  the  mere   purpose   of   determining   the 


question  of  ownership  between  the  parties, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  administering  equi- 
table relief  concerning  the  use  or  occupancy 
of  the  land.  Upon  this  point  Chancellor 
Kent,  in  the  case  of  Abbott  v.  Allen,  2 
Johns.  Cb.  619,  7  Am.  Dec.  654,  said: 
''This  court  may  perhaps  try  title  to  land 
when  it  arises  incidentally;  but  it  is  un- 
derstood not  to  be  within  its  province  when 
the  case  depends  on  a  single  legal  title,  and 
is  brought  up  directly  by  the  bill.  Tlie 
power  is  only  to  be  exercised  in  difficult 
and  complicated  cases  affording  peculiar 
grounds  for  equitable  interference."  In  24 
Cyc.  109,  it  is  said:  "While  courts  of 
equity  have  jurisdiction  to  protect  and  en- 
force equitable  titles,  and  may  in  certain 


plainant,  and  hence  the  complainant  might 
be  restored  to  possession  without  first  es- 
tablishing his  title  or  right  to  possession. 
The  form  of  the  injunction  was  negative, 
and  restrained  the  defendant  from  inter- 
fering with  complainant's  control  of  the 
property.  And  see  as  to  proceedings  for 
contempt  for  violation  of  an  injunction  is- 
sued as  above  stated,  86  Fed.  538.  And 
see  also  same  case  on  final  hearing,  96  Fed. 
34,  reaffirming  the  jurisdiction  of  equity 
under  such  circumstances  to  interpose  by 
way  of  an  injunction. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  equity  will  not, 
at  the  instance  of  a  lessee  of  mining  prop- 
erty, restrain  the  lessor  from  taking  or 
keeping  possession  of  the  property,  where 
he  is  m  fact  in  possession,  although  such 
possession  was  forcibly  taken,  and  had  been 
continued  but  a  few  days  at  the  time  of  the 
application  for  a  preliminary  injunction. 
Black  Point  Syndicate  v.  Eastern  Conces- 
sions, 79  L.  T.  N.  S.  658. 

Lowenthal  v.  New  Music  Hall  Co.  100 
111.  App.  274,  also,  holds  that  where  a  land- 
lord has.  forcibly  repossessed  himself  of  a 
leased  property,  and  placed  in  possession 
another  tenant,  the  original  tenant  is  not 
entitled  to  a  preliminary  injunction  in  ef- 
fect restoring  him  to  possession. 

Character  of  possession. 

In  People  ex  rel.  Massler  v.  Simonson,  10 
Mich.  335,  it  is  asserted  that  a  court  of 
equity  is  without  power  by  preliminary  ex 
parte  order,  to  turn  even  a  wrongdoer  out 
of  possession  of  land. 

Hence,  although  a  person  is  forcibly 
ousted  from  the  possession  of  land,  he  is 
not  entitled  to  a  preliminary  injunction  re- 
storing .  such  .possci^sion,  where  the  other 
party  for  some  days  has  been  in  the  exclu- 
sive possession.  Catholicon  Hot  Springs 
Co.  V.  Ferguson,  7  S.  D.  603,  64  N.  W.  539. 
In  reaching  this  conclusion  in  the  foregoing 
case,  it  is  said  that  the  allegations  in  the 
complaint  that  the  defendants,  without 
right  or  title,  by  fraud  and  stealth,  entered 
into  possession,  ousted  and  ejected  the  com- 
plainant therefrom,  and  ever  since  have 
withheld  by  force  and  violence,  and  still 
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withhold  in  like  manner,  the  premises,  came 
very  far  short  of  stating  facts  entitling  the 
plaintiff  to  an  injunction,  and  the  court 
adds:  "The  facts  so  alleged,  in  connection 
with  the  other  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, constitute  a  good  cause  of  action  at 
law  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of 
the  premises  from  the  defendant,  but  they 
show  no  right  in  the  plaintiff  to  equitable 
relief  by  way  of  injunction." 

And  although  the  plaintiff  has  been  in- 
terfered with  and  deprived  of  the  use  of  a 
shaft  or  well  by  the  defendants,  who  have 
forcibly  taken  possession  thereof,  the  for- 
mer is  not  entitled  to  an  injunction  re- 
straining the  latter  from  further  interfer- 
ing with  his  use  of  the  well,  the  injunction 
being  in  effect  a  writ  of  restitution.  San 
Antonio  Water  Co.  ▼.  Bodenhamer,  133  Cal. 
248,  65  Pac.  471. 

See  also  Laughlin  v.  Farias,  7  Okla.  1, 
50  Pac.  254,  and  Lowenthal  v.  New  Music 
Hall  Co.  100  111.  App.  274,  supra. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  equity  would 
not  by  preliminary  injunction  oust  a  water 
company  from  the  possession  of  the  tow- 
path  of  a  canal  company,  although  posses- 
sion was  forcibly  taken,  and  the  rule  is 
stated  that  the  mere  taking  possession  of 
lands,  and  holding  them  vi  et  annia,  would 
not  form  the  basis  for  arresting  the  com- 
mission of  the  w*rongful  act,  although  it  is 
recognized  that  equity  will  protect  an  ease- 
ment from  violation  if  the  existence  of  the 
easement  and  its  character  and  extent  are 
plain.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  New  York 
&  N.  J.  Water  Co.  76  N.  J.  Eq.  504,  74  AtL 
970. 

Where  a  person  has  taken  forcible  posses- 
sion of  property,  and  commences  legal  pro- 
ceedings to  have  a  void  contract  relating 
thereto  avoided,  the  defendant  in  the  pro- 
ceeding is  not  entitled  to  equitable  aid  to 
have  restored  to  .-him  the  possession  of  the 
property  pending  the  proceedings,  especial- 
ly where  such  possession  would  he  of  no  real 
advantage  to  him ;  and  this  is  true  alMiough 
plaintiff  in  obtaining  possession  ousted  de- 
fendant. Central  Branch  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  1  McCrary,  551,  3 
Fed.  417. 

In   Bome   jurisdictions   an    exception   ii 
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cases  try  suits  to  quiet  title  or  remove 
cloud  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury, 
questions  as  to  the  legal  title  to  land  are 
of  right  triable  by  jury,  and  this  right 
caiinot  be  abrogated  by  statute,  or  avoided 
by  bringing  an  action  which  is,  in  effect, 
an  action  of  ejectment  in  the  form  of  a 
suit  in  eqaity." 

The  rule  that  actions  for  the  trial  of 
title  to  real  estate  shall  be  tried  to  a 
jury  lias  always  been  favored,  and  with 
practical  unanimity  has  been  upheld  by  the 
courts.  The  difficulty  encountered  in  the 
enforcement  of  this  rule  consists  chiefly 
in  determining  whether  or  not  the  action 
under  consideration  comes  within  the  rule. 
The  test  upon  this  question  which  has  been 


generally  followed  is  that,  where  the  real 
object  of  the  action,  whatever  its  form,  ap- 
pears to  be  to  settle  a  disputed  question 
of  title,  then  either  party  may  demand  a 
jury  as  matter  of  riglit.  If,  on  the  other 
hand,  the  purpose  is  to  obtain  proper  equi- 
table relief,  then  the  chancellor  may  ad- 
minister it,  even  though  it  involves  an  ex- 
amination of  title.  In  the  case  of  Martin 
v.  Martin,  118  Ind.  228,  20  N.  E.  763,  it 
was  said:  "It  is  not  every  cause  of  ac- 
tion which  the  pleader  styles  an  action  of 
ejectment  or  to  quiet  title,  that  entitles 
the  parties  to  a  trial  by  jury;  nor  will  the 
prayer  for  relief  have  any  controlling  in- 
fluence in  determining  whether  or  not  a 
jury  may  be  called.     The  court  will   look 


made  to  the  general  rule,  of  cases  where  the 
defendant  obtained  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises through  force  and  without  any  appar- 
ent right,  and  his  possession  had  continued 
for  a  comparatively  short  period  of  time. 
Such  possession  is  regarded  merely  as  an 
interruption  of  the  complainant's  posses- 
sion, and  as  not  such  a  possession  as  en- 
titled the  defendant  to  insist  that  the  com- 
plainant be  relegated  to  his  remedy  at  law 
before  being  restored  to  possession.  This 
doctrine  was  applied  in  Pokegama  Sugar- 
Pine  Lumber  Co.  v.  Klamath  Kiver  Lumber 
&  Improv.  Co.  86  Fed.  528,  an  action  by  a 
tenant  for  injunction  to  be  restored  to  the 
possession  of  the  leased  premises,  from 
which  he  had  been  wrongfully  ousted  by  the 
landlord. 

And  in  Jeff  Chaison  Townsite  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Faddin,  W.  &  K.  Land  Co.  66  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  611,  121  S.  W.  716,  where  an  injunc- 
tion was  ffranted  restraining  the  defendants 
from  furtner  interfering  with  the  complain- 
ant's possession  of  a  canal  running  through 
defendants'  property,  and  requiring  them  to 
remove  all  obstructions  placed  by  them 
upon  the  canal,  it  was  issued  on  the  theory 
that,  the  complainant  having  opened  a  canal 
through  the  land  in  question,  witli  the  con- 
sent or  acquiescence  of  the  then  owners, 
and  having  been  in  the  quiet  and  undis- 
turbed use  and  enjoyment  of  the  easement 
for  some  period  of  time  when  the  defendants 
forcibly  took  posssession  of  the  same,  and 
fenced  the  land  including  the  canal,  hence 
the  effect  of  the  injunction  was  merely  to 
restore  the  possession  thus  forcibly  invaded, 
and  preserve  the  status  until  the  question 
of  plaintiff's  right  is  determined;  and  the 
rule  is  here  asserted  that,  in  determining 
whether  or  not  to  issue  a  preliminary  in- 
junction, the  effect  of  which  will  be  to  take 
possession  of  property  from  one  person  and 
^ive  it  to  another,  a  court  will  look  not  only 
to  the  fact  that  the  defendant  is  in  posses- 
sion of  the  property,  but  will  also  consider 
the  nature  of  his  possession  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  he  acquired  it. 

In  Hadfield  v.  Bartlett,  66  Wis.  634,  29 
X.  W.  639,  the  granting  of  a  preliminary 
in  function  was  said  to  be  within  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  trial  court,  although  it 
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run  against  a  person  in  possession  of  land 
and  buildings  thereon,  and  enjoined  such 
person  from  taking  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises or  certain  of  the  buildings,  which  had 
formerly  been  in  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
holding  under  a  contract  of  purchase  from 
the  vendor  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff 
having  been  forcibly  ousted  from  his  pos- 
session after  he  had  commenced  a  suit  for 
the  specific  performance  of  his  contract  of 
purchase.  The  question  here  under  con- 
sideration was  not  alluded  to  by  the  court 
in  reaching  its  conclusion,  and  it  apparent^ 
ly  regarded  the  injunction  as  in  effect  pre- 
serving the  property  in  the  condition  in 
which  it  was  in  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  suit  for  specific  perform- 
ance. The  purpose  of  the  injunction  suit 
was  not  only  in  effect  to  have  restored  to 
the  plaintiff  the  possession  of  the  property, 
but  also  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  suits 
at  law  brought  against  nim  by  the  defend- 
ant for  trespass,  the  trespass  being  based 
on  acts  of  plaintiff  in  his  attempts  to  re- 
gain possession  of  the  property,  and  in  ad- 
dition to  enjoin  the  defendant  from  taking 
possession  of  the  property.  The  further 
prosecution  of  these  trespass  suits  was  also 
enjoined  until  the  final  determination  of 
the  suit  for  specific  performance. 

Sproat  V.  Durland,  2  Okla.  24,  36  Pac. 
682,  886,  has  frequently  been  cited  as  sup- 
porting the  doctrine  that  the  court,  in  de- 
termining the  right  to  a  preliminary  in- 
junction transferring  the  possession  of 
property  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff, will  consider  the  manner  in  which  the 
defendant  obtained  the  possession,  as  well 
as  the  period  of  time  he  has  held  it,  and 
if  he  is  a  mere  trespasser,  and  his  posses- 
sion amounts  merely  to  an  interruption  of 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  will  issue  restoring  pos- 
session to  the  plaintiff.  The  case,  however, 
does  not  give  full  support  to  this  theory; 
indeed  it  is  doubtful  if  it  gives  any  sup- 
port to  the  doctrine,  since  the  right  to  an 
injunction  is  confined  to  cases  where  the 
plaintiff  is  an  entryman  of  land  under  the 
homestead  laws,  and  hence,  according  to 
the  laws  of  Oklahoma,  has  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  A.  G.  S. 
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to  the  substantial  averments  of  the  com- 
plaint or  cross  complaint,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  from  the  facts  so  averred  deter- 
mine whether  the  action  is  one  of  equitable 
or  common-law  jurisdiction,  and,  if  the 
former,  refuse  a  trial  by  jury."  In  the 
case  of  Spencer  v.  Robbins,  106  Ind.  680, 
6  N.  E.  726,  it  was  said:  "Where  the  pur- 
pose of  the  action  is  primarily  to  establish 
an  equitable  right  to  land,  and  acquire  a 
legal  title  through  such  right  by  the  de- 
cree of  a  court,  as  by  the  specific  enforce- 
ment of  an  agreement,  the  reformation  of 
a  deed,  or  the  establishment  of  a  trust, 
etc.,  the  case  is  of  equitable  cognizance." 
In  the  case  of  Angus  y.  Craven,  132  Cal. 
691,  64  Pac.  1091,  it  was  said:  "Courts, 
however,  in  guarding  the  constitutional 
rights  to  a  jury  trial,  have  repeatedly  held 
that,  where  the  suit  should  have  been,  and 
in  substance  is,  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  land,  the  right  of  a 
defendant  to  a  jury  cannot  be  defeated  by 
the  mere  device  of  bringing  the  action  in 
an  equitable  form.  And  so  it  has  been  held 
that  the  right  to  a  jury  is  not  defeated 
where,  at  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
the  defendant,  and  not  the  plaintiff,  was  in 
the  actual  possession  of  the  premises  in- 
volved; and  it  has  also  been  held  that 
where  the  defendant  had  been  for  a  long 
time  in  the  actual  possession,  and  the  plain- 
tiff had  ousted  him,  the  plaintiff,  by  first 
bringing  his  action  to  quiet  title,  could 
not,  by  such  inversion  of  parties,  avoid  the 
defendant's  right  to  a  jury,  but  that  the 
action  should  be  treated  as  substantially 
an  action  to  recover  possession."  See  also 
Newman  v.  Duane,  89  Cal.  597,  27  Pac.  66. 
For  other  cases  on  this  subject  generally, 
see  3  Ann.  Cas.  245-250,  where  they  are 
collected  in  a  note. 

The  petition  in  this  case  is  full  and  com- 
plete in  its  statement  of  fact.  It  is  not 
difficult  to  ascertain  from  it  what  the  plain- 
tiff wants.  It  wants  the  coal.  Its  right 
to  take  the  coal  depends  upon  ownership. 
The  ownership  is  strenuously  denied;  in- 
deed the  denial  is  asserted  by  force  and 
arms.  The  defendants  are  in  the  actual 
possession  of  the  land,  and  claim  to  have 
full  title  thereto.  They  are  in  a  position 
to  protect  the  coal  by  preventing  the  plain- 
tiff from  removing  it.  The  important  ques- 
tion, as  it  seems  to  us,  is,  Who  owns  the 
coal?  If  this  question  is  answered,  then 
the  whole  controversy  will  be  settled;  but 
nothing  can  be  settled  until  it  is  answered. 
The  coal  is  specific  real  property  as  much 
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as  the  surface.  Together  they  constitute 
the  entire  estate  in  the  land.  The  plain- 
tiff wants  to  try  out  the  question  of  title 
to  the  coal  without  a  jury,  and  then  titke 
possession  of  it  under  the  protection  of  an 
injunction,  which  will  prevent  the  opposi- 
tion of  the  defendants.  This  avoids  the 
real  merits  of  the  controversy.  It  gives 
undue  prominence  to  the  question  of  wheth- 
er or  not  the  plaintiff  has  an  easement  un- 
der which  it  may  mine  coal,  and  treats  the 
ownership  of  the  coal  as  a  minor  and  com- 
paratively unimportant  inquiry.  By  such 
a  proceeding  the  defendants  are  deprived  of 
a  right  given  to  them  both  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  statute.  This  cannot  be 
sustained. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  re- 
versed, with  direction  to  proceed  in  accord- 
ance   with    the    views    herein    expressed. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  filed) 
Graves,  J.,  oh  June  12,  1909,  handed  down 
the  following  additional  opinion: 

A  petition  for  rehearing  has  been  filed 
in  this  case,  wherein  it  is  urged  that  the 
opinion  herein  does  not  contain  an  order 
dissolving  the  temporary  injunction  grant- 
ed by  the  probate  judge  when  the  action 
was  commenced.  It  is  also  suggested  that 
because  of  this  omission  the  plaintiff  is 
continuing  to  operate  the  coal  mines  upon 
the  premises  in  controversy,  to  the  great 
loss  and  injury  of  the  defendants.  It  is 
further  stated  that  the  plaintiff  is  acting 
in  this  respect  under  the  assumption  that 
the  temporary  order  furnishes  complete 
protection  for  such  conduct. 

It  was  the  view  of  the  court  when'  the 
opinion  was  formulated  that  the  order 
therein  made  would  vacate  and  set  aside 
all  the  injunction  orders  which  had  been 
made  in  the  action,  and  the  intention  was 
that  it  should  have  that  effect.  The  final 
decree  contains  the  following  language: 
"It  is  therefore  by  the  court  considered, 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the 
temporary  injunction  heretofore  issued  here- 
in be,  and  it  is  hereby  made,  permanent  and 
perpetual,  that  is  to  say,"  etc.,  indicating 
an  intention  to  adopt  and  make  the  tem- 
porary order  a  part  of  the  final  judgment. 
If  the  temporary  injunction  continued  to 
be  operative  until  the  final  decree  was  en- 
tered, then  it  became  a  part  of  such  decree, 
and  was  annulled  by  the  order  of  reversal. 
No  further  order,  therefore,  seems  to  be 
necessary. 

With  this  explanation,  the  petition  is 
denied. 
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PHILADELPHIA  TRUST,  SAFE  DEPOS- 
IT, &  INSURANCE  COMPANY  et  al. 

V. 

IRENE  C.  ALLISON,  Exrx.,  etc.,  of  Wil- 
liam C.  Allison,  Deceased. 

(108  Me.  326,  80  Atl.  833.) 

Incompetent  person  ^  consent  to  sale 
of  real  estate. 

1.  One  under  guardianship  as  an  habitual 
drunkard  is  not  capable  of  giving  his  valid 
consent  to  the  conveyance  of  property 
which  has  been  placed  in  trust  for  him, 
and  'which  may  be  conveyed  by  the  trus- 
tees with  his  consent. 

Consent  by   guardian   —   authority   of 
court. 

2.  A  court  having  jurisdiction  to  appoint 
a  guardian  for  an  habitual  drunkard  may, 
if  it  also  has  full  equity  powers,  author- 
ize the  guardian  to  consent  to  the  con- 
veyance of  real  estate  situated  in  another 
state,  and  which  has  been  placed  in  trust 
for  the  ward  prior  to  his  becoming  incom- 
petent,  with   authority   in   the   trustee   to 


convey    it   with   the    consent   of   the   bene- 
ficiary. 

(August  3,  1911.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Hancock  County  for  the  determi- 
nation of  the  Law  Court  of  a  bill  in  equity 
praying  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
agreement  of  the  defendant's  testator  to 
purchase  and  take  a  conveyance  of  certain 
real  estate.     Decree  for  plaintiffs. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Symonds,  Snow,  Cook,  A 
Hutchinson   for   plaintiffs. 

Messrs.  E.  B.  Mears  and  Deasy  A  Ly- 
nam  for  defendant. 

Savage,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Bill  in  equity  praying  for  the  specific 
performance  of  the  agreement  of  William 
C.  Allison  to  purchase  and  take  a  convey- 
ance of  certain  real  estate  situated  in  Bar 
Harbor,  in  this  state.  The  case  is  reported 
to  the  law  court  on  bill,  answer,  and  proofs 
for  its  determination  and  final  judgment. 


Note,  ^  Power  of  court  or  guardian  of 
ineom/petent  or  habitual  drunkard  to 
consent  to  conveyance  hy  trustee  nn^ 
der  a  trust  requiring  consent  hy  ceS' 
tut  que  trust. 

The  decision  in  Philadelphia  Trust,  S. 
D.  &  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allison,  holding  that  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  to  appoint  a 
guardian  for  an  habitual  drunkard  may,  if 
it  also  has  full  equity  powers,  authorize 
the  guardian  to  consent  to  the  conveyance 
of  certain  real  estate,  situated  in  another 
state,  which  had  been  placed  in  trust  for 
the  ward  prior  to  his  becoming  incompetent, 
with  authority  in  the  trustee  to  convey  it 
with  the  consent  of  the  beneficiary,  appears 
to  be  a  pioneer. 

Where  it  is  provided  that  the  trust  prop- 
erty may  be  sold  with  the  consent  of  the 
ceaiuia  que  trust,  it  is  held  where  the 
cestui  que  trust  is  competent  to  give  con- 
tent, that  it  must  be  obtained  before  a 
valid  transfer  of  the  property  can  be  made. 
Thus,  where  a  provision  to  this  effect  exist- 
ed in  O'Connor  v.  Waldo,  83  Hun,  489,  31 
X.  Y.  Supp.  1105,  the  court  said:  "It 
seems  to  be  apparent,  upon  a  consideration 
of  this  trust  deed,  that  the  trustee  had  no 
power  to  make  any  conveyance  of  this  trust 
property  except  upon  the  consent  of  his 
cestuis  que  trustent.  In  the  case  at  bar  it 
is  not  claimed  that  any  such  consent  was 
obtained.  All  that  the  record  discloses  is 
a  simple  assignment  executed  by  the 
trustee.  The  rule  has  been  too  well  es- 
tablished to  need  the  citation  of  author- 
:tjes  here  that  a  trustee  has  no  general 
power  of  disposition  of  a  trust  estnte,  but 
most  derive  such  power  from  the  instru- 
ment creating  the  trust;  or,  in  special 
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circumstances,  it  has  been  held  that  such 
power  might  be  implied.  But  where  there 
is  a  designation  of  the  method  in  which  the 
trust  estate  is  to  be  sold,  if  at  all,  there 
can  be  no  question  but  that  the  trustee 
cannot  convey  any  title  except  in  th^  man- 
ner provided  for  by  the  trust  deed.  The 
provision  in  the  deed  necessarily  excludes 
all  other  powers." 

Where,  as  in  Philadelphia  Trust,  S.  D. 
&.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Allison,  the  cestui  que 
trust  was  sui  juris  at  the  time  the  trust 
was  created,  but  became  incompetent  there- 
after, a  situation  arises  which  the  creator 
of  the  trust  did  not  anticipate;  and  it 
would  seem  proper  in  such  a  case  that  the 
court  should  have  power  to  authorize  the 
guardian  to  consent  to  a  conveyance  of  the 
property  in  behalf  of  the  cestui  que  trust. 
It  would  seem  that  the  result  might  be  dif- 
ferent in  a  case  where  the  trust  was  created 
after  the  cestui  que  trust  was  under  a  dis- 
ability, should  such  a  case  arise. 

Under  an  act  passed  in  Pennsylvania  in 
3853,  the  orphans'  court  was  authorized  to 
decree  a  sale  where  property  was  held  in 
trust,  and  one  or  more  persons  required  to 
consent  to  its  conveyance  unreasonably 
withheld  their  consent,  and  it  has  been 
held  under  this  act  that  an  objection  by 
the  owners  of  a*  one-sixth  interest  to  the 
making  of  an  improvement  lease  of  the 
trust  property  which  was  advantafj^eous 
was  unreasonable,  and  that  a  decree  should 
be  made.  Freeman's  Estate,  181  Pa.  405, 
69  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  37  Atl.  693. 

As  to  who  may  elect  against  will  in  be- 
half of  insane  widow,  see  notes  to  Andrews 
V.  I^assett,  17  L.R  A.  297,  and  Hardy  v. 
Richards,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1210.    J.  T.  W. 
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The  present  defendant  is  the  executrix  of 
the  will  of  William  C.  Allison. 

Omitting  unimportant  allegations,  the 
bill  shows,  and  it  is  admitted  or  proved, 
that  on  November  3,  1905,  William  C.  Alli- 
son, of  Philadelphia,  in  accordance  with  a 
previous  written  agreement  between  him- 
self and  his  wife,  Lenore  M.  Allison,  dated 
October  24,  1905,  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  Philadelphia  Trust,  Safe  Deposit,  & 
Insurance  Company  a  deed  of  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  Lenore  M.  Allison,  for  life,  with 
remainder  over  to  such  person  or  persons 
as  Mrs.  Allison  should  appoint  by  will  or 
other  written  instrument,  or,  in  default 
of  such  appointment,  to  her  next  of  kin. 
In  that  trust  deed  it  was  stipulated  -that 
the  trustee  should  have  full  power  "to  sell 
in  fee  simple  or  otherwise  the  real  estate 
thereafter  to  be  conveyed  to  it,  under  and 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
agreement  of  October  24,  1905,"  and  rein- 
vest the  proceeds,  but  it  was  "provided  that 
the  said  cottage  at  Bar  Harbor,  Maine, 
should  be  subject  to  sale  or  rent  by  the 
said  trustee  only  with  the  consent  of  the 
said  Lenore  M.  Allison,  and  should  be  sold 
or  rented  by  said  trustee  at  any  time  upon 
her  request,  and  for  a  price  or  sum  accept- 
able to  her."  The  agreement  of  October 
24,  1905,  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Allison, 
contained  a  similar  stipulation.  The  "cot- 
tage at  Bar  Harbor"  is  the  subject  of  the 
present  controversy. 

It  appears  that  afterwards,  on  December 
9,  1905,  and  in  accordance  with  their  previ- 
ous agreement  of  October  24,  1905,  referred 
to  in  the  trust  deed,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Allison 
conveyed  the  Bar  Harbor  property  to  the 
plaintiff  trust  company  in  trust,  for  the 
purposes  and  uses  set  forth  in  the  deed  of 
trust,  for  the  benefit  of  Mrs.  Allison,  for 
life,  with  remainder  over,  as  already  stated. 

It  appears  that  Mrs.  Allison  was  di- 
vorced from  her  husband  in  1907.  It  also 
appears  that  afterwards,  in  the  same  year, 
by  virtue  of  proceedings  instituted  in  the 
court  of  common  pleas  for  the  county  of 
Philadelphia,  in  which  county  Mrs.  Allison 
resided,  she  was  "duly  declared"  by  that 
court  to  be  an  habitual  drunkard,  and  the 
court  appointed  George  F.  Pettinos  a  com- 
mittee of  her  person  and  estate.  Mr.  Pet- 
tinos joins  in  this  bill  as  a  party  plain- 
tiff. 

Afterwards,  on  May  27,  1909,  the  plain- 
tiff trust  company,  as  trustee,  and  Mr. 
Pettinos,  as  committee  of  the  person  and 
estate  of  Mrs.  Allison,  entered,  into  a  writ- 
ten agreement  with  the  defendant's  testator 
for  the  sale  and  conveyance  to  him  by  the 
trust  company,  with  the  consent  of  the 
committee,  of  the  Bar  Harbor  property. 
The  agreement  contained  the  stipulation 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


that  "the  title  is  to  be  good  and  market- 
able." 

Subsequently,  on  petition  of  Mr.  Pet- 
tinos, the  committee,  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Philadelphia,  which  had  appointed 
him,  made  an  order  approving  the  sale,  and 
authorizing  Mr.  Pettinos,  as  committee, 
"to  formally  consent  thereto  on  behalf  of 
the  said  Lenore  M.  Allison,  and  to  join 
therein."  Mrs.  Allison  joined  in  the  prayer 
of  the  petition,  and  consented,  so  far  as 
she  had  legal  capacity  to  do  so,  to  the 
making  of  the  order.  Under  this  order, 
Mr.  Pettinos,  as  committee,  and  for  and  in 
behalf  of  Mrs.  Allison,  formally  consented 
to  the  sale  and  conveyance,  as  a  compliance 
with  the  provisions  relating  to  the  consent 
of  Mrs.  Allison,  contained  in  the  agree- 
ment of  October  24,  1^05,  and  in  the  trust 
deed. 

A  deed  executed  by  the  trust  company 
and  consented  to  by  Mr.  Pettinos,  as  com- 
mittee, was  seasonably'  tendered  to  the  de- 
fendant's testator,  who  refused  to  accept  it 
and  pay  according  to  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment. And  this  bill  is  brought  to  compel 
specific  performance  of  his  agreement  to 
purchase. 

The  defense  relied  upon  may  be  stated  in 
these  words: 

(1)  That,  as  appears  by  the  bill  and  ex- 
hibits, the  title  tendered  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  the  defendant  was  not  good  and  market- 
able, as  required  by  the  contract  set  forth. 

(2)  That  the  Philadelphia  Trust,  Safe 
Deposit,  &  Insurance  Company,  trustee, 
was  authorized  to  make  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  bill  only  with  the 
consent  of  Lenore  M.  Allison,  and  that,  it 
is  not  shown  that  Lenore  M.  Allison  has 
consented  to  the  sale  of  the  described  prem- 
ises. 

(3)  That  the  personal  consent  of  Lenore 
M.  Allison  is  necessary,  and  that  no  other 
person  can  be  authorized  by  any  court  to 
exercise  this  consent  for  her. 

(4)  That  the  giving  of  such  consent  is  a 
necessary  step  in  the  transfer  of  title  to 
land  in  Maine,  and  that,  if  any  person  can 
be  authorized  to  consent  in  behalf  of  Mrs. 
Allison,  such  authority  must  come  from 
the  courts  of  Maine,  which  have  exclusive 
jurisdiction   over   the   subject-matter. 

The  pivotal  question  is  whether  Mrs.  Al- 
lison's committee  could,  under  the  decree 
of  the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Phila- 
delphia, give  consent  to  the  sale,  with  the 
same  effect  as  if  it  had  been  given  by  Mrs. 
Allison  personally,  when  not  under  guard- 
ianship. The  fact  that  Mrs.  Allison  per- 
sonally gave  her  consent  to  the  decree  may 
he  disregarded,  for  it  is  practically  con- 
ceded, and  such  is  the  law,  that,  while 
Mrs.  Allison  is  under  guardianship  as  an 


mi. 


prntADKLtBlA  tftUBX  B.  t>.  L  1KB.  CO.  V.  ALLISON. 


41 


habitual  drunkard,  she  is  incapable  of  giv- 
iog  consent,  the  same  as  if  she  had  been 
adjudged  insane.  She  is  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  be  incapable  of  conducting  her  af- 
fairs. She  cannot  transact  any  business. 
She  cannot  make  a  valid  deed  or  bond. 
Siie  cannot  waive  the  notice  of  protest  on 
a  bill.  She  cannot  waive  the  provisions  of 
her  husband's  will,  and  elect .  to  take 
dower.  She  cannot  do  anything  which  in- 
volves the  exercise  of  discrimination  and 
judgment.  Cockrill  t.  Cockrill,  79  Fed. 
143;   L'Amoureux  v.  Crosby,  2  Paige,  422, 

22  Am.  Dec.  655;  Imhoff  v.  Witmer,  31  Pa. 
244;  Wadsworth  v.  Sharpsteen,  8  N.  Y. 
388,  59  Am.  Dec.  499;  Penhallow  v.  Kimball, 
61  N.  H.  596;  Ashby  v.  Palmer,  1  Meriv. 
296,  15  Revised  Rep.  116,  7  £ng.  Rul.  Cas. 
38;    Re  Wharton,  5  De.  G.  M.  &  G.   33, 

23  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  522,  18  Jur.  289,  22  L.  J. 
N.  S.  298,  2  Week.  Rep.  248.  So  here  the 
right  to  consent  implies  the  right  not  to 
consent.  The  exercise  of  the  right  is  an 
election,  and  involves  the  exercise  of  judg- 
ment, to  do  which  Mrs.  Allison  is  incapable. 

So,  too,  we  may  dismiss  the  question 
whether  the  committee,  irrespective  of  the 
decree  of  the  court,  had  authority  to  consent 
for  Mrs.  Allison.  The  right  to  consent  was 
personal  to  her.  She  might  exercise  it  or 
not,  according  to  her  fancy  or  her  judgment. 
No  one  else  could  exercise  it  for  her,  in  the 
absence  of  statute^  authority,  except  under 
the  decree  of  a  court  having  jurisdiction  to 
authorize  its  exercise.  Penhallow  v.  Kim- 
ball, 61  N.  H.  596;  Heavenridge  v.  Nelson, 
56  Ind.  90;  Merrill  v.  Emery,  10  Pick. 
507;  Sherman  v.  Newton,  6  Gray,  307; 
Kennedy  T.  Johnston,  65  Pa.  451,  3  Am. 
Rep.  650;  Griswold  v.  Butler,  3  Conn.  227; 
Pinkerton  t.  Sargent,  102  Mass.  568.  We 
know  of  no  case  where  the  facts  are  like 
those  in  the  case  at  bar.  But  the  cases  we 
have  cited,  all  involving  the  right  of  per- 
sonal election,  are  so  closely  analogous  in 
principle  to  this  one  that  they  may  be  re- 
garded as  authorities  on  the  question.  And. 
too,  this  case  must  be  distinguished  from 
the  class  of  cases,  some  of  which  are  cited 
by  the  plaintiff,  in  which  it  is  held  that  a 
guardian  may  avoid  or  confirm  the  deed  or 
other  contract  of  his  own  ward,  or  may  in- 
dorse a  note  payable  to  him,  or  may  take 
an  appeal  for  him,  or  may  do  many  other 
things  which  are  proper  for  the  collection 
or  conservation  of  the  estate  which  has 
been  committed  to  his  management  and 
control.  These  matters  relate  to  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  estate,  and  do  not  in- 
volve the  exercise  of  a  right  of  personal 
election  given  to  the  ward  by  statute  or 
contract.  In  this  case  Mr.  Pettinos,  the 
committee,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
management  or  control  of  the  trust  estate. 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


It  remains  to  inquire  as  to  the  effect  of 
the  decree  of  the  court  in  Philadelphia. 
It  is  not  disputed  that  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  of  Philadelphia  had  jurisdiction 
to  appoint  a  committee  or  guardian  of  Mrs. 
Allison.  And  it  is  clearly  shown  by  the 
Constitution  and  statutes  of  Pennsylvania, 
which  are  made  a  part  of  the  record,  that 
that  court  did  have  such  jurisdiction.  The 
extent  of  the  power  of  that  court  under  the 
Constitution  and  statutes  is  stated  in  Ken- 
nedy v.  Jolinston,  65  Pa.  451,  3  Am.  Rep. 
650,  as  follows:  '*In  this  state  the  fifth 
article  of  the  Constitution,  §  6,  confers  on 
the  court  of  common  pleas  the  power  of  a 
court  of  chancery,  so  far  as  relates  {inter 
alia)  to  the  persons  and  estates  of  those 
who  are  non  compos  mentis.  The  act  of 
13th  June,  1836,  relating  to  lunatics  and 
habitual  drunkards,  Phamph*  L.  592,  was 
passed  to  carry  out  this  provision  of  the 
Constitution."  And  again,  in  McGinnis  v. 
Com.  74  Pa.  245,  [Tarr's  Estate,  10  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  577]:  "Under  our  statutes,  an 
habitual  drunkard  is  classed  with  a  luna- 
tic, and  all  such  are  special  subjects  in  re- 
lation to  whom  the  courts  of  common  pleas 
are  expressly  invested  with  the  jurisdic- 
tion and  powers  of  a  court  of  chancery. 
In  effect,  the  lunatic  is  the  ward  of  the 
court,  and  his  estate  is  in  custodia  legis" 
Thus  it  is  seen  that  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Philadelphia  not  only  has  juris- 
diction over  the  persons  and  estates  of 
lunatics  and  habitual  drunkards,  such  as 
is  commonly  exercised  by  probate  courts  in 
this  state,  but  also,  in  the  exercise  of  this 
jurisdiction,  it  possesses  broad  chancery 
powers.  It  is  a  court  of  equity  as  to  mat- 
ters within  its  jurisdiction.  Such  is  the 
effect  of  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
Pennsylvania,  as  interpreted  by  the  highest 
court  in  that  state. 

So  the  question  now  is,  Can  a  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  person  and  estate 
of  a  lunatic  or  drunkard,  and  being  also 
possessed  of  chancery  powers,  authorize  the 
committee  or  guardian  to  consent  to  a  con- 
veyance by  the  trustee,  when  the  ward  is 
no  longer  competent  to  consent?  We  think 
it  can.  It  is  true,  as  we  have  already 
said,  that  the  right  to  consent  was  per- 
sonal to  Mrs.  Allison.  So  long  as  she  was 
sui  juris,  no  one  else  could  exercise  it  for 
her.  But  suppose  the  title  to  the  property 
had  been  in  her  instead  of  in  the  trustee, 
the  right  to  convey  it  would  have  been  per- 
sonal to  her.  The  one  right  was  no  more 
personal  than  the  other.  It  is  not  doubted 
that  the  court,  after  she  was  adjudged  in- 
competent, might  authorize,  or  even  in  some 
cases  order,  her  committee  to  convey  her 
estate.  If  it  is  competent  for  a  court  of 
equity  to  authorize  or  order  a  sale  when 
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the  title  is  in  her,  why  may  it  not  author- 
ize her  committee  to  consent  to  a  sale  for 
her,  if  consent  is  a  necessary  prerequisite, 
wlien  the  title  is  in  a  trustee  for  her  bene< 
fit?  We  perceive  no  valid  distinction.  In 
each  case,  it  is  in  reality  the  court  acting 
for  the  ward,  doing  what  she  can  no  longer 
do,  consenting  when  she  can  no  longer  con- 
sent. 

The  underlying  reason  for  the  existence 
of  such  a  power  is,  we  think,  because  the 
good  of  the  ward  requires  it.  It  seems  to 
us  to  be  a  proper  chancery  power.  It  may 
be  indispensable  for  the  protection  or  con- 
servation of  the  ward's  interests.  And  it 
must  be  assumed  that  it  will  not  be  exer- 
cised except  it  be  for  the  advantage  of  the 
ward. 

Nq  case  precisely  in  point  has  been  cited 
by  counsel,  nor  have  we  found  any.  But 
there  are  cases  which  in  principle  are  close- 
ly analogous.  The  right  to  elect  between 
a  testamentary  provision  and  dower  is  per- 
sonal to  the  widow.  If  she  dies,  it  cannot 
be  exercised  by  her  heirs.  Sherman  v. 
Newton,  6  Gray,  307.  If  she  is  insane,  her 
guardian,  as  such,  cannot  exercise  it.  Pink- 
erton  v.  Sargent,  ]02  Mass.  568.  Never- 
theless, the  almost  unbroken  current  of 
authority  is  that,  where  the  person  entitled 
or  bound  to  elect  is  a  lunatic,  the  court 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  matter  will 
make  the  election  in  her  behalf.  I  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §  610;  State  ex  rel.  Martin  v. 
Ueland,  30  Minn.  277,  15  N.  W.  245;  Wash- 
burn V.  Van  Steenwyck,  32  Minn.  336,  20 
N.  W.  324;  Van  Steenwyck  v.  Washburn, 
59  Wis.  483,  48  Am.  Rep.  532,  17  N.  W. 
289;  Penhallow  v.  Kimball,  61  N.  H.  596; 
Kennedy  v.  Johnston,  65  Pa.  451,  3  Am. 
Rep.  650.  So,  in  Wilder  v.  Pigott,  L.  R. 
22  Ch.  Div.  263,  52  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  141, 
48  L.  T.  N.  S.  112,  31  Week.  Rep.  377,  it 
was  held  that  the  court  could  confirm  a 
marriage  settlement  for  an  insane  wife, 
though  the  right  to  confirm  was  personal 
to  her# 

We  conclude  that  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Philadelphia  had  the  power  to  au- 
thorize Mrs.  Allison's  committee  to  consent 
to  the  conveyance  in  her  behalf. 

The  defendant  contends  next  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  Philadelphia  court  could  not 
have  any  effect,  no  matter  what  authority 
or  jurisdiction  may  have  been  conferred 
upon  that  court  by  statute  in  Pennsylvania, 
because  the  land  to  be  affected  lay  not  in 
Pennsylvania,  but  in  Maine,  and  because 
questions  involving  titles  to  land  in  a  state 
are  exclusively  cognizable  by  the  courts  ot 
that  state. 

It  is  true,  as  claimed,  that  the  laws  of 
the  state  in  which  land  is  situated  control 
exclusively  ita  descent,  devise,  alienation, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  transfer,  and  the  effect  and  construc- 
tion of  instruments  intended  to  convey  it, 
and  that  the  disposition  of  immovable  prop- 
erty, in  whatever  manner,  is  exclusively 
subject  to  the  government  within  whose 
jurisdiction  the  property  is  situated.  Unit- 
ed States  V.  Fox,  94  U.  S.  315,  24  L.  ed. 
192;  Hutchinson  Invest.  Co.  v.  Caldwell, 
152  U.  S.  65,  38  L.  ed.  356,  14  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  504.  It  is  true,  also,  that  while  a 
court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  owner 
of  land  in  another  state  may  compel  him 
to  transfer,  by  proceedings  in  personam, 
it  cannot  empower  its  master,  or  commit- 
tee, guardian,  administrator,  or  other  of- 
ficer to  transfer  the  land.  And  the  deed 
of  the  officer  of  the  court  of  land  outside 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  ineffectual. 
Watts  V.  Waddle,  6  Pet.  389,  8  L.  ed.  437 ; 
Watkins  v.  Holman,  16  Pet.  25,  10  L.  ed. 
873;  Hotchkiss  v.  Middlekauf,  96  Va.  649, 
43  L.R.A.  806,  32  S.  E.  30;  Davis  v.  Head- 
ley,  22  N.  J.   Eq.   115. 

But  this  is  a  different  case.  The  Phila- 
delphia court  i^-  not  undertaking  to  trans- 
fer the  title  to  land  in  this  state,  nor  to 
make  any  decree  which  affecfSB  the  title,  or 
the  mode  of  its  conveyance.  The  trust  com- 
pany has  the  title  in  fee.  It  wishes  to  con- 
vey it,  but  its  power  to  do  so  is  limited, 
not  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  but  by  the 
terms  of  the  trust  deed.  The  court  creates 
neither  the  power  nor  the  limitation.  The 
giving  consent  does  not  transfer  the  title. 
It  merely  affects  the  exercise  of  the  power. 
It  removes  an  obstacle  to  the  exercise  of 
the  power.  The  court  did  not  attempt  to 
act  upon  the  land,  but  upon  one  of  the  par- 
ties. It  did  not  assume  jurisdiction  over 
lands  in  Maine.  It  merely  exercised  juris- 
diction to  do  what  its  ward.  If  sane,  might 
have  done.  It  consented  that  the  trustee, 
having  title,  might  convey  it.  See  Wash- 
burn y.  Van  Steenwyk,  32  Minn.  336,  20 
N.  W.  324.  If  a  court  with  appropriate 
jurisdiction  over  the  parties  may  compel  a 
transfer  of  land  in  another  state  by  in 
personam  proceedings,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
why  it  may  not  permit  a  transfer,  which 
is  this  case,  by  similar  proceedings.  And 
we  are  unable  to  perceive  how  the  decree  of 
the  Philadelphia  court,  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  parties,  was  in  any  sense  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  this 
state  over  the  land. 

The  court  are  of  opinion  accordingly  that 
the  deed  tendered  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Wil- 
liam C.  Allison,  as  set  forth  in  the  bill, 
conformed  to  the  agreement  of  sale  of  May 
27,  1909,  which  we  have  referred  to,  and 
conveyed  a  good  and  marketable  title  to 
the  real  estate  described  in  the  agreement, 
subject,   of   course,   to  encumbrances  men- 
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tioncd  therein,  and  that  specific  perform-    rendered,    and    the    board   may    audit   and 

aiice  should  be  decreed  as  prayed  for.  I  allow  such  claim,  and  draw  orders  in  pay- 

Bill    susUined,   with   costs.     Decree   for    ™«"*  thereof.     Such  orders  are  valid,  and 


specific    performance,   to   be   entered   by   a 
single  justice. 


MINNESOTA   SUPREME  COURT. 

STATE  OF  MINNESOTA  EX  REL.  WIL^ 
LIAM  MORRIS,  Appt., 

V. 

BERT  CLARK,  Town  Treasurer,  Respt. 
(116  Minn.  600,  134  N.  W.  129.) 

Mandamus  ^  payment  of  town  orders. 

1.  Mandamus  is  a  proper  remedy  to  com- 
pel the  treasurer  of  a  town  to  pay  valid 
orders  issued  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
and  the  validity  of  such  orders  may  be  de- 
termined in  such  proceeding. 

Mnnicipal  corporation  —  contract  for 
labor  ^  absence  of  bond  —  allowance 
of  claim. 

2.  Conceding  that  a  contract  made  with 
a  town  is  invalid  for  the  failure  to  give 
the  bond  provided  by  Rev.  Laws  1005. 
§  4535,  after  the  contract  has  been  fully 
performed,  and  tlie  work  has  been  approved 
and  accepted  by  the  town  board,  the  con- 
tractor has  a  valid  claim  against  the  town 
for   the   reasonable   value  of   the   services 

Headnotes  by   Buitn,  J. 


the  trea8u):«r  is  not  justified  in  refusing 
to  pay  the  same  on  the  ground  that  no 
bond  was  given. 

(January  19,  1012.) 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Hubbard  Coun- 
ty in  respondent's  favor  in  a  mandamus 
proceeding  brought  to  compel  respondent, 
as  town  treasurer,  to  pay  to  relator  two 
several  orders  or  warrants  issued  to  him 
by  the  board  of  supervisors  in  part  pay- 
ment for  work  and  services  performed  un- 
der a  contract  with  the  town  board.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Spooner,  liaybourn,  &  liucas 
for  appellant. 

Mr.  G.  W.  Campbell  for  respondent. 

Bnnn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  mandamus  proceeding,  brought 
to  compel  the  respondent,  as  treasurer  of 
the  town  of  Rockwood,  in  Hubbard  coun- 
ty, to  pay  to  the  relator  two  several  or- 
ders or  warrants  issued  to  him  by  the 
board  of  supervisors,  of  the  town,  in  part 


NotC'—IAahUity  of  fnunlctpatity  upon 
implied  contract  for  labor  performed 
or  aervicea  accepted  hy  it. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  a  note  in 
27  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1125. 

As  to  the  general  question  of  the  lia- 
bility of  a  municipality  or  other  public 
corporation  on  an  implied  contract,  see 
note  in  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1117,  and  note 
appended  to  Perry  Water,  Light,  &  Ice 
Co.  V.  Perry,  post,  72. 

The  general  rule  has  been  stated  that 
counties  are  governmental  agencies  of  the 
state,  and  hence  are  chargeable  with  and 
liable  only  for  those  claims  or  demands 
which  the  law  imposes  upon  them  or  em- 
powers them  to  contract,  and  no  officer 
can  charge  the  county  with  the  payment  of 
any  claim  due  him,  however  meritorious,  or 
whatever  benefit  the  county  may  derive 
therefrom,  unless  expressly  or  by  neces- 
sary implication  authorized  by  law.  Mo- 
bile County  V.  State,  —  Ala.  — ,  64  So.  995. 

But  where  general  authority  exists  in 
a  county  to  make  a  contract  for  services 
*  to  be  performed  in  the  preparation  of  the 
delinquent  tax  record,  the  reasonable  value 
of  services  rendered  in  this  regard  may  be 
recovered,  although  the  county  cannot  be 
held  upon  the  express  contract.  Stringer 
T.  Franklin  County,  —  Tex.  Civ,  App.  — , 

123  S.  w.  lies. 

And  a  county  may  be  liable  on  an  implied 
contract  for  labor  or  material  furnished 
39  L.Rji.(Ni?.) 


of  benefit  to  and  officially  accepted  by  it,  1 
where   the   subject-matter  of   the   contract  I 
was   within   the   range   of   the   contractual  j 
powers  of  the  county.    Montgomery  County 
V.  Pruett,  —  Ala.  — ,  67  So.  823. 

A  recovery  cannot  be  had  on  an  implied 
contract  for  services  rendered  a  city  in 
paving  streets  under  a  written  agreement 
invalid  because  it  did  not  comply  with  the 
charter  provisions  designed  to  secure  com- 
petition in  such  contracts,  although  the 
work  described  in  the  contract  is  completed 
and  has  been  accepted  by  the  city.  Cawker 
V.  Central  Bitulithic  Paving  Co.  140  Wis. 
25,  121  N.  W.  888.  ^ 

But  where  a  municipalitv  has  creneral  au- 
thority in  that  regard,  although  no  writ- 
ten contract  exists  between  the  parties,  if 
the  proper  official  directs  a  person  to  pro-; 
ceed  with  certain  work,  and  permits  him' 
to  continue  for  some  time  before  notifyin.qf 
him  to  quit,  the  municipality  is  liable  to 
him  for  the  reasonable  value  of  the  serv- 
ices thus  performed.  Stivers  v.  Cherry valo, 
86  Kan.  270,  120  Pac.  361. 

So.  a  school  district  is  liable  for  the  ren-  ) 
sonable  value  of  services  performed   in  its 
behalf  by  an  officer  of  the  district,  the  con- 
tract, for  this  reason,  being  invalid.     Smith  • 
V.  Dandridge,  98  Ark.  38,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  '' 
129,    135   S.   W.   800;    and   see  note   in    34^ 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    329.  as  to  the  liability  of  a 
municipality  on  implied  contract  for  bene- 
fits received  under  an  express  contract,  in- 
valid   because    of    interest    therein    by    an 
officer  of  the  municipality.         A.  G.  S. 
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payment  for  work  done  under  a  contract 
made  by  relator  with  the  board  for  grub- 
bing, clearing,  and  preparing  for  grading 
certain  public  roads  in  the  town.  Respond- 
ent answered,  setting  up  a  large  number  of 
defenses,  including  fraud  and  failure  to 
complete  the  work,  and,  further,  that  the 
relator  failed  to  give  the  bond  required  by 
§  4535,  Rev.  Laws  1905.  The  trial  court 
found  in  substance  that  the  warrants  were 
presented  to  respondent  as  treasurer  of 
the  town,  and  payment  thereof  refused; 
that  relator,  at  the  time  the  warrants  were 
issued,  had  fully  performed  his  contract, 
and  that  the  supervisors  of  the  town  had 
duly  approved  and  accepted  the  services; 
that  at  the  time  the  orders  were  presented 
there  was  sufficient  money  in  the  hands  of 
respondent  belonging  to  the  road  and 
bridge  fund  to  pay  the  same;  that  none  of 
the  defenses  set  up  in  the  answer  were 
proven,  except  that  no  bond  was  ever  given 
by  relator,  or  filed  with  or  approved  by  the 
treasurer  of  the  town,  as  required  by  the 
provisions  of  §§  4535  and  4536,  Rev.  Laws 
1905.  The  court  held  that  the  failure  to 
give  this  bond  rendered  the  contract  void, 
and  that  the  treasurer,  therefore,  legally  re- 
fused payment  of  the  orders.  Judgment  in 
favor  of  respondent  was  entered,  and  re- 
lator  appealed. 

1.  Respondent  contends  that  mandamus  is 
not  the  proper  remedy.  But,  if  the  or- 
ders were  valid,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  re- 
spondent to  pay  them.  The  matter  did  not 
involve  the  judgment  or  discretion  of  the 
treasurer,  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule 
that  mandamus  lies  only  to  compel  the  per- 
formance of  ministerial  duties.  We  hold 
that  there  was  no  speedy  and  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law,  and  that  mandamus  was  the 
proper  remedy  to  compel  the  performance 
by  respondent  of  an  act  which  the  law  en- 
joined as  a  duty  resulting  from  his  office. 
State  ex  rel.  Minneapolis  Tribune  Co.  v. 
Ames,  31  Minn.  440,  18  N.  W.  277;  State 
ex  rel.  Young  v.  Holgate,  107  Minn.  73, 
119  N.  W.  792.  Nor  does  it  affect  this  ques- 
tion that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  treasurer 
to  refuse  payment  of  warrants  when  he 
had  knowledge  of  facts  which  made  them 
illegal.  Such  duty  did  not  make  the  pay- 
ment of  legal  warrants  other  than  a  minis- 
terial duty.  The  question  of  tlieir  legality 
could  be,  as  it  in  fact  was,  tried  out  in 
the  mandamus  proceeding,  just  as  fully 
as  in  an  action  against  the  town  on  the 
warrants  or  on  a  quantum  valehat, 

2.  Was  the  filing  and  approval  of  the 
bond  required  by  statute  absolutely  essen- 
tial to  a  recovery  in  this  proceeding?  That 
is,  was  the  action  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors in  issuing  to  relator  the  warrants 
or  orders  referred  to  void,  because  the  bond 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


was  not  given,  notwithstanding  the  con- 
tract has  been  fully  completed  anr^  the  work 
accepted?  Section  4535,  Rev.  Laws  1905, 
provides  that  no  contract  with  a  municipal 
corporation,  for  the  doing  of  any  public 
work,  shall  be  valid  for  any  purpose,  un- 
less the  contractor  shall  give  a  bond  to 
the  municipal  corporation  for  the  use  of 
the  obligee  and  all  persons  doing  work  or 
furnishing  materials  or  machinery  under 
the  contract,  conditioned  to  save  the  obligee 
harmless  from  all  claims  that  may  accrue 
on  account  of  the  doing  of  the  work  speci- 
fied. Section  4536,  as  amended  by  Laws 
1907,  chap.  379,  p.  535  (Rev.  Laws  Supp. 
1909,  §  4536),  provides  that  the  bond  shall 
be  approved  by  and  filed  with  the  treas- 
urer of  the  obligee,  and  that,  if  such  bond 
be  not  taken,  the  corporation  or  body  for 
which  the  work  is  done  under  the  contract 
shall  be  liable  to  all  persons  furnishing 
labor  or  material  to  the  contractor  for  any 
loss  resulting  to  them  from  the  failure  to 
take  the  bond. 

As  said  in  Wilcox  Lumber  Co.  ▼.  School 
Dist.  No.  268,  103  Minn.  43,  114  N.  W. 
262,  the  purpose  of  this  statute  was  the 
protection  of  laborers  and  materialmen  per- 
forming labor  or  furnishing  materials  for 
the  execution  of  a  public  work  to  which  the 
mechanics'  lien  statute  does  not  apply. 
The  bond  stands  as  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  obligations  incurred  by  the  con- 
tractor. If  he  fails,  and  is  unable  to  pay 
such  obligations,  the  corporation  becomes 
liable  for  losses  sustained  by  such  failure 
and  inability  of  the  contractor  to  pay  the 
debts  incurred  by  him.  The  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  contract  shall  not  be  valid 
for  any  purpose  if  the  bond  is  not  given 
and  approved.  But  conceding  that  the  con- 
tract is  void,  and  that  it  cannot  be  vali- 
dated or  vitalized,  nevertheless  it  is  clear 
that  relator,  on  full  performance  of  his 
work  and  the  acceptance  thereof  by  the 
town,  had  a  moral  and  legal  claim  against 
the  town  for  the  reasonable  value  of  his 
labor  and  the  materials  furnished.  This 
is  practically  conceded  by  respondent,  and 
is  clear! V  correct  under  numerous  decisions 
of  this  court.  The  supervisors  of  the  town 
recognized  this  claim,  and  issued  the  or- 
ders in  question  in  part  payment  thereof. 
They  must  be  presumed  to  have  known  that 
relator  had  not  given  the  bond,  as  it  was 
their  duty  to  see  that  the  bond  was  given j 
so  as  to  protect  the  town  from  liability. 
They  have  charge  of  all  the  affairs  of  the 
town  not  by  law  committed  to  other  officers. 
Rev.  Laws  1905,  §  651.  But  they  knew 
that  relator  had  completed  the  work  he 
airrred  to  do,  that  his  services  had  been 
duly  approved  and  accepted,  and  that  the 
town   was   morally    and   legally   liable   for 
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such  •ervices.  We  perceive  no  statutory 
prohibition  against  the  issuance  of  orders 
to  pay  such  a  claim,  notwithstanding  that 
the  contract  under  which  the  work  was 
done  may  have  been  invalid.  The  question 
liere  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the  orders  is- 
sued to  relator,  and  their  validity  depends 
not  on  the  validity  of  the  contract,  but  on 
the  validity  of  relator's  claim  in  payment 
of  which  the  orders  were  issued. 

The  invalidity  of  the  contract,  if  it  was 
invalid,  was  not  because  of  fraud,  or  for 
any  reasons  that  would  defeat  recovery  of 
a  claim  for  part  performance.  There  was 
simply  the  failure  to  give  security  for  the 
benefit  of  laborers  and  materialmen, — an 
omission  that  may  have  rendered  the  con- 
tract invalid,  but  which  could  not  and  did 
not  affect  the  right  of  the  contractor  to  re- 
ceive payment  for  his  services  after  they 
were  rendered  and  accepted.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  supervisors  to  audit  and  allow 
proper  accounts  and  claims  against  the 
town,  and  to  draw  orders  on  the  treasurer 
in  payment  of  such  accounts  and  claims 
when  allowed.  They  audited  and  allowed 
relator's  claim,  and  drew  the  orders  in  ques- 
tion in  part  payment  thereof.  It  was  a 
legal  and  valid  claim  for  services  actually 
rendered  and  accepted,  and  we  hold  that 
the  orders  issued  to  relator  were  valid,  even 
though  the  contract  may  have  been  invalid. 
There  being  funds  in  his  hands  applicable 
to  their  payment,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
treasurer  to  pay  the  orders.  It  is  imma- 
terial whether  this  conclusion  be  based  up- 
on the  doctrine  that  a  contract  that  is 
ultra  vires,  but  which  has  been  fully  per- 
formed by  both  parties,  is  no  longer  assail- 
able by  either,  or  upon  the  rule  that  one 
who  renders  services  that  are  accepted  by 
the  corporation  can  recover  on  a  -quantum 
meruit.  Either  rule  leads  to  the  same  re- 
sult,— the  conclusion  that  the  orders  were 
valid.  The  following  authorities  support 
the  conclusions  here  reached:  Schmidt  v. 
Steams  County,  34  Minn.  112,  24  N.  W. 
358;  Andrews  v.  School  Dist.  No.  4,  37 
Minn.  96,  33  N.  W.  217;  Swenson  v.  Bird 
Island,  93  Minn.  336,  101  N.  W.  495;  Cur- 
rie  V.  School  Dist.  No.  26,  35  Minn.  163,  27 
N.  W.  922;  Wilcox  Lumber  Co.  v.  School 
Dist.  No.  268,  103  Minn.  43,  114  N.  W. 
262;  Bell  v.  Kirkland,  102  Minn.  213,  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  793,  120  Am.  St.  Rep.  621, 
113  N.  W.  271;  Moore  v.  Ramsey  County, 
104  Minn.  32,  116  N.  W.  760. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  reversed, 
with  directions  to  the  trial  court  to  amend 
its  conclusions  of  law  in  accordance  with 
this  opinion,  and  to  grant  the  writ  as 
praved  for  in  the  petition. 
3»  L.R.A.IK.S.) 


N3BW  HAMPSHIRE  SVPREMB        , 
I  COURT.  ' 

WILLIAM  R.  DALEY 

V. 

A.  CROSBY  KENNETT. 
(75  N.  H.  636,  78  Atl.  123.) 

Jnry  —  trover  —  complicated  action. 

In  trover  by  the  holder  of  a  chattel  mort- 
gage to  recover  possession  of  the  chattels 
from  one  denying  his  title  because  of  subse- 
quent conveyances,  the  court  cannot  deny 
defendant  a  jury  trial  because  the  matters 
are  so  complicated  and  involved  that  they 
cannot  be  clearly  understood  by  a  jury, 
where  no  accounting,  marshaling,  or  other 
equitable  relief  is  necessary. 

(November  1,  1910.) 

Note,  —  Denial  of  jury  trial  simply  ^e- 
cause  matters  in  issue  are  oompU- 
cated. 

I.  Introductory,  46. 

IL  Compulsory  reference  of  actions  at  law 
involving  accounts,  46. 

III.  Equitable    cognizance   of    accounts    as 

complicated. 
<    a.  In  general,  49. 
b.  English  cases,  50. 
e.  American  cases. 

1.  In  general,  62. 

2.  D  o  c  t  r  i  n  e   that  complexity 

alone  suflScient,  63. 
8.  D  o  c  t  r  i  n  e   tlint   complexity 

alone   insufficient,  66. 
4.  Indecisive  or  doubtful  cases, 

57. 
d.  Danger  of  unlimited  jurisdiction, 
68. 

IV.  Miscellaneous,  68, 

I.  Introdtictory, 

The  correctness  of  the  decision  in  Dalet 

V.  Kennett,  that  a  case  could  not  be  with- 
drawn from  the  jury  because  it  was  "so 
complicated,  and  involved  so  many  detaiU, 
that  the  jury  could  not  clearly  comprehend 
it,"  admits  of  no  question. 

The  complication  of  facts  has  never  been 
a  reason  for  withdrawing  issues  from  a 
jury,  except  in  matters  of  account. 

Where  civil  cases  involving  matters  of  ac- 
count have  been  held  triable  without  a  jury, 
in  jurisdictions  where  the  Constitution  pre- 
serves the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  civil 
cases,  it  has  been  in  general  on  the  ground 
that  the  case  was  one  in  which  a  jury  trial 
was  not  a  matter  of  right  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
state,  the  constitutional  provisions  uphold- 
ing the  right  of  trial  by  jury  usually  being 
construed  to  mean  that  it  was  the  right  as 
thfen- exercised  which  was  intended. 

This  would  exclude  from  such  right  in 
general  (1)  cases  st  law  involving  ac- 
counts where  a  compulsory  reference  was 
allowable  at  the  time  of  the  Adoption  of  tht 
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EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Carroll  Coun- 
ty denying  him  a  jury  trial  in  an  action 
for  the  conversion  of  certain  machinery 
and  appliances.     Sustained. 

This  is  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
certain  machinery  and  appliances  upon 
which  mortgages  were  held  by  both  plain- 
tiff and  defendant.  Defendant  holds  also 
a  vendors'  lien*  and  bill  of  sale.  There  was 
a  trial  by  the  court,  which  rendered  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff.  Before  bringing  suit, 
the  amount  due  upon  the  vendors'  lien 
held  by  defendant  was  tendered  by  plain- 
tiff and  the  property  demanded,  which  the 
defendant  refused  to  deliver,  claiming  title 
under  his  mortgage  and  bill  of  sale.     De- 


fendant excepted  to  the  denial  of  a  jury 
trial. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W.  D.  H.  Mill,  for  defendant: 

A  jury  trial  may  be  demanded  in  all 
ordinary  actions  at  law  where  issues  of 
fact  arise  upon  the  pleadings,  and  where 
the  action  is  to  recover  money,  and  equi- 
table relief  is  not  asked  or  necessary. 

24   Cyc.   105,   106. 

Actions  of  tort  are  triable  by  jury. 

24  Cyc.  108. 

An  action  of  replevin  and  the  issues  grow- 
ing out  of  the  same  are  triable  by  jury. 

O'Loughlin  v.  Bird,  128  Mass.  600. 

So  of  trover. 

Powers  V.  Raymond,  137  Mass.  484;  East 


Constitution,  and  (2)  matters  of  account 
cognizable  in  equity. 

It  is  the  purpose  of  this  note  to  confine 
the  discussion  of  the  subject  to  the  ques- 
tion of  complexity  or  complication  of  ac- 
counts as  a  reason  for  dispensing  with  a 
jury.  Cases  relating  to  the  appointment 
of  an  auditor  whose  report  is  to  be  used  at 
a  jury  trial  are  excluded. 

For  cases  on  the  constitutional  right  to 
trial  by  jury,  see  the  note  to  Grand  Rapids 
&  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Sparrow,  1  L.R.A.  480. 

For  compulsory  reference  as  a  denial  of 
the  constitutional  right  to  trial  by  jury, 
see  the  note  to  Steck  v.  Colorado  Fuel  & 
Iron  Co.  25  L.R.A.  67. 

//.  Compulsory  reference  of  actions  at 
law  involving  accounts. 

As  heretofore  stated,  the  usual  test  of  the 
constitutionality  of  a  statute  allowing  com- 
pulsory references  in  actions  at  law  involv- 
ing an  account  is  whether  a  jury  was  re- 
quired in  cases  involving  such  an  account 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  state. 

It  will  be  observed  that  it  has  been  held 
in  jurisdictions  where  the  act  permitting 
compulsory  references  was  passed  under  the 
territorial  government  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  later-born  state, 
preserving  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  will 
not  be  <?on8trued  to  give  such  right*  where 
such  statute  had  denied  it.  This  produces 
a  curious  result.  While  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States,  preserving  the  right 
of  trial  by  jury,  does  not  apply  to  the 
states,  it  is  generally  held  that  in  the 
United  States  courts,  under  the  United 
States  Constitution,  the  mere  fact  that  the 
trial  will  require  the  examination  of  a  long 
account  on  either  side  will  not  justify  a 
compulsory  reference  (though  that  be  the 
law  of  the  forum).  (See  infra,  "Federal 
courts.")  Yet  it  was  held  in  Wisconsin 
when  it  was  still  a  territory  (see  infra) 
that  such  a  statute  was  not  contrary  to  tlie 
ronstitution  of  the  United  States,  and  since 
liecoming  a  state,  its  decisions  have  been 
based  on  the  ground  that  the  right  of  trial 
by  jury  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the 
\yj  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Constitution  did  not  exist  in  cases  covered 
by  such  statute.  The  same  question  is  in- 
volved in  the  North  Dakota  and  Oregon 
cases,  infra. 

Statute  preceding  Constitution. 

At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  New 
York  Constitution  in  1777,  there  was  in 
force  a  statute  allowing  a  compulsory  refer- 
ence in  a  case  where  the  trial  would  require 
the  examination  of  a  long  account,  either 
on  one  side  or  the  other.  Steck  v.  Colorado 
Fuel  &  Iron  Co.  142  N.  Y.  236,  25  L.R.A. 
67,  37  N.  E.  1  (per  Earl,  J.),  where,  how- 
ever, it  was  held  that  the  case  could  not 
be  sent  to  a  referee,  as  it  was  not  within 
the  statute  in  force  at  the  adoption  of  the 
(.Constitution. 

So,  in  Lee  v.  Tillotson,  24  Wend.  337,  35 
Am.  Dec.  624,  it  was  said  that  references  as 
broad  as  that  in  the  case  then  pending, 
which  was  a  case  obviously  requiring  the 
examination  of  a  long  account,  were  sanc- 
tioned by  statute  and  sanctioned  by  the 
court  long  before  the  adoption  of  the  state 
Constitution,  but  in  that  case  the  reference 
was  by  consent. 

In  Smith  v.  Kunert,  17  N.  D.  120.  115 
N.  W.  76,  it  was  held  that  as,  at  the  time 
of  the  adoption  of  the  North  Dakota  Con- 
stitution, there  was  in  force  a  territorial 
statute  authorizing  a  compulsory  reference 
in  actions  the  trial  of  which  involved  the 
examination  of  a  long  account  on  either 
side,  such  compulsory  references  were  not 
against  the  constitutional  provision  that 
"the  right  to  trial  by  jury  shall  be  secured 
to  all  and  remain  inviolate."  Cited  in 
Dreveskracht  v.  First  State  Bank,  16  N. 
D.  555,  113  N.  W.  1032. 

Similarly,  in  Tribou  v.  Strowbridge,  7 
Or.  156,  where  a  statute  of  the  territory 
of  Oregon  permitting  a  compulsory  refer- 
ence where  the  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  re- 
quired an  examination  of  a  long  account 
on  either  side  was  in  force  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Oregon  Constitution, 
providing  that  in  civil  cases  the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate,  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  did  not  abridge  the 
right  of  trial  by  jury  as  it  existed  at  the 
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KiDgston  T.  Towle,  48  N.  H.  57,  2  Am. 
Rep.  174,  97  Am.  Dec.  575. 

And  of  trespass. 

Wooster  v.  Plymouth,  62  N.  H.  194;  3 
Bl.  Com.  152;  Copp  v.  Hennlker,  55  N.  H. 
185,  20  Am.  Rep.  194. 

Messrs.  William  R.  Daley  and  IJeslic 
P.  Snow,  for  plaintiff: 

Neither  party  is  entitled,  "as  a  matter 
of  right,"  to  a  jury  trial  in  a  case  which 
is  so  complicated. 

Sargent  v.  Putnam,  58  N.  H.  182;  Davis 
▼.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231;  Low  v.  Independent 
Christian  Soc.  67  N.  H.  488,  32  Atl.  762; 
Copp  V.  Henniker,  56  N.  H.  179,  20  Am. 
Rep.  194;  Perkins  v.  Scott,  57  N.  H.  56; 
Bellows  ▼.  Bellows,  58  N.  H.  60. 


Pcaslce,  J,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  trial  of  this  case  involved  a  ques- 
tion of  what  property  was  covered  by  the 
descriptions  in  the  plaintiff's  mortgages, 
and  a  large  number  of  items  of  damage. 
It  was  taken  from  the  jury  and  tried  by 
the  court,  because  the  presiding  justice 
found  it  was  ''so  complicated,  and  in- 
volved so  many  details,  that  the  jury 
could  not  clearly  understand  and  compre- 
hend it."  To  this  procedure  the  defend- 
ant excepted.  The  finding  of  fact  involved 
in  the  ruling  is  conclusive  here.  Low  ▼. 
Independent  Christian  Soc.  67  N.  H.  488, 
32  Atl.  762;  Dole  v.  Pike,  64  N.  H.  22, 
S.Atl.  743.    The  question  presented  by  the 


time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Oregon  Consti- 
tution. And  this  decision  was  followed  in 
McDonald  v.  American  Mortg.  Co.  17  Or. 
026,  21  Pac.  883;  Trummer  v.  Konrad,  32 
Or.  64,  61  Pac.  447;  Salem  Traction  Co.  v. 
Anson,  41  Or.  662,  67  Pac.  1015,  69  Pac. 
675. 

In  Hall  T.  Armstrong,  65  Vt.  421,  20 
L.R.A.  366,  26  Atl.  592,  it  was  held  that 
whereas,  under  the  Vermont  statute  in  force 
at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  its  Constitu- 
tion, the  parties  in  an  action  of  "book  ac- 
count were  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury, 
they  were  not  entitled  to  a  trial  by  jury 
in  such  an  action  after  the  adoption  of  the 
Constitution. 

In  Norton  t.  Rooker,  1  Jinney  (Wis.) 
195,  it  was  held  in  the  territory  of  Wiscon- 
sin that  the  statute  of  the  territory  au- 
thorizing a  reference  to  three  referees  in 
cases  which  might  require  the  examination 
of  a  long  account  on  either  side  was  not 
contrary  to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

In  Mead  v.  Walker,  17  Wis.  189,  it  was 
held  that  as  before  the  adoption  of  the 
Wisconsin  Constitution,  compulsory  refer- 
ences were  allowed  in  all  actions  involving 
the  examination  of  a  long  account,  a  statute 
permitting  them  would  not  conflict  with  the 
constitutional  provision  that  "the  right  of 
trial  by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate,"  but 
that,  under  the  terms  of  the  statute  in  force 
when  the  action  arose,  the  consent  of  both 
parties  was  necessary. 

In  Dane  County  v.  Dunning,  20  Wis.  210, 
after  the  statute  had  been  changed  so  as  to 
eliminate  the  consent  of  the  parties,  it  was 
held  that  a  compulsory  reference  in  case  6t 
a  long  account  was  allowable.  This  case 
was  approved  in  Cairns  v.  O'Bleneas, 
40  Wm.  469,  and  in  Monitor  Iron  Works 
Co.  v.  Ketchum,  47  Wis.  177,  2  N.  W. 
80,  and  has  continued  to  be  cited  in  Wis- 
consin. See  Brillion  Lumber  Co.  v.  Bar- 
nard, 131  Wis.  284,  111  N.  W.  483. 

—Missouri. 

In  Edwardson  v.  Garnhart,  56  Mo.  81, 
the  court  said:  "It  is  contended  that  the 
Constitution  provi()f9  %hf^^  the  right  of  trial 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


by  jury  shall  forever  remain  inviolate,  and 
that  this  action  bein^  an  action  at  law,  the 
defendant  had  the  right  to  have  the  ques- 
tion of  fact  involved  therein  tried  by  a  jury; 
that  if  our  statute  providing  for  the  refer- 
ence of  cases  is  to  be  construed  to  include 
actions  at  law,  the  statute  itself  would  be 
unconstitutional  and  void.  Our  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  court  in  which  a  cause  is 
pending  may,  on  the  application  of  either 
party,  direct  a  reference  where  the  trial  of 
an  issue  of  fact  shall  require  the  examina- 
tion of  a  long  account  on  either  side,  etc. 
Wagner,  Stat.  1041,  §  18.  This  statute  has 
been  in  force  in  this  state  for  at  least  thirty 
years, — ^twenty  years  before  the  adoption  of 
our  present  Constitution  [of  1865].  It  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  the  provision  of 
the  Constitution  relied  on  was  intended  to 
ichange  the  law  as  it  then  existed  and  had 
been  practised  on  in  the  state  for  a  quar- 
ter of  a  century;  the  object  of  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution  must  have  been  to  pre- 
serve the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  as  it  then 
existed  and  had  been  practised  in  the  state, 
and  not  to  establish  a  new  rule  of  practice 
on  that  subject." 

This  authority  was  followed  in  cases 
arising  under  the  Constitution  of  1875. 
Cr^ve  Cfpur  Lake  Ice  Co.  v.  Tamm,  138  Mo. 
385,  39  S.  W.  791 ;  Wentzville  Tobacco  Co. 
V.  Walker,  123  Mo.  662,  27  S.  W.  639; 
Tinsley  v.  Kemery,  170  Mo.  310,  70  S.  W, 
691. 

But  it  had  already  been  held  in  Missouri 
that  a  similar  statute  was  valid,  though 
passed  subsequent  to  the  adoption  of  the 
first  Constitution  of  the  state.  Shepard  v. 
Bank  of  State,  15  Mo.  143,  where  the  cus- 
tomer of  a  bank,  having  brought  an  action 
for  an  alleged  balance,  the  court  re- 
ferred the  case  to  a  referee,  and  said,  upon 
affirming  the  report:  "The  petition  claims 
that  there  is  no  account  to  be  settled,  but 
a  single  issue  of  payment  to  be  proved. 
This  payment,  however,  is  founded  on  a 
long  list  of  items,  extending  through  sev- 
eral years,  and  requires  as  much  care  and 
knowledge  of  keeping  and  makinsr  entries  in 
books  as  is  necessary  in  keeping  accounts 
between  merchants  and  others.  Nor  do  wh 
consider  the  statute,  thus  authorizing  the 
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exception,  theretore,  ia  whether,  in  a  ease 
like  this,  the  defendant  can  claim  a  jury 
trial  as  of  right,  even  when  the  matters 
to  be  tried  are  so  complicated  and  involved 
that  they  cannot  be  clearly  understood  by 
the  jury.  The  logical  answer  to  this  iso- 
lated inquiry  is  not  necessarily  the  legal 
one.  The  people  having  reserved  to  them- 
selves the  right  of  jury  trial,  except  "in 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  other- 
wise used  and  practised"  (Bill  of  Rights, 
art.  20),  the  scope  of  the  exception  is 
shown  "by  common-law  principles  and  by 
history."  Wooster  v.  Plymouth,  62  N.  H. 
193,   203. 

What  was  the  practice  in  cases  of  this 
class  in  17847  With  some  exceptions  which 
do    not    bear    upon    the    present    contro- 


versy, the  right  to  trial  by  jury  in  suits  at 
law  was  absolute.  The  books  will  be 
searched  in  vain  for  a  precedent  for  taking 
a  common-law  action  from  the  jury  upon 
the  ground  that  the  particular  case  was 
beyond  their  comprehension.  And  so  the 
practice  continued  to  be  in  England.  The 
situation  is  thus  described  as  late  as  1 847 : 
"The  facts  of  the  case^  as  stated  by  mV 
noble  and  learned  friend  on  the  Woolsack, 
very  clearly  show  that  it  would  be  mere 
mockery  to  bring  such  an  action  before  a 
jury.  What  would  be  done  if  such  an  ac- 
tion were  brought  at  nisi  prius?  I  know 
that  within  five  minutes  from  the  opening 
'of  the  case  by  the  leading  counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  the  judge  would  say:  'If  we  sit 
here   for   a   fortnight   we   cannot  try   this 


court  to  appoint  referees,  unconstitutional, 
as  trenching  upon  the  trial  by  jury.  It 
has  even  been  tne  practice  of  the  courts,  in 
somewhat  kindred  cases,  to  appoint  auditors 
or  referees  to  settle  accounts;  nor  has  the 
power  ever  been  seriously  disputed  before. 
Without  going  into  a  labored  defense  of 
this  power  of  the  court,  under  the  present 
statute,  to  appoint  referees,  in  cases  like 
the  one  before  us,  we  will  state  it  as  our 
opinion  that  this  power  is  vested  in  our 
courts,  and  that  it  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  our  Constitution,  in 
trenching  upon  the  right  of  trial  by  jury. 
Its  practice  often  tends  to  the  elucidation 
of  accounts  and  transactions  between  man 
and  man,  and  mainly  contributes  to  the 
ends  of  truth  and  justice.  We  are  not  will- 
ing, therefore,  to  put  a  stop  to  its  exer- 
cise by  throwing  out  doubts  of  its  constitu- 
tionality. This  settles  the  case,  so  far  as 
regards  the  errors  in  respect  to  referees  and 
trial  by  jury.  We  rule  these  points  against 
the  petitioner." 

Statute  succeeding  Constitution. 

In  Grim  v.  Norris,  19  Cal.  140,  79  Am. 
Dec.  206,  it  was  held  that  the  California 
statute  as  to  the  referring  of  a  long  ac- 
count should  be  construed  as  applying  only 
to  equity  causes;  and  that  in  an  action 
at  law  the  court  had  no  power  of  reference 
in  an  action  or  matter  containing  a  long 
account,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties, 
— that  it  would  be  contrary  to  the  Consti- 
tution. 

In  St.  Paul  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Gardner, 
19  Minn.  132,  Gfil.  99.  18  Am.  Rep.  334,  the 
court  said:  "The  Gen.  Stat.  (chap.  66, 
§  228)  provides  that  when  the  parties  to  a 
civil  action,  or  a  proceeding  of  a  civil  na- 
ture, do  not  consent,  the  court  may,  upon 
the  application  of  either,  or  of  its  own  mo- 
tion, direct  a  reference  when  the  trial  of 
an  issue  of  fact  requires  the  examination  of 
a  long  account  on  either  side.  .  .  .This 
is  a  case  at  law,  strictly  and  properly  so 
called,  in  contradistinction  to  a  case  in 
equity,  or  a  special  proceeding.  It  is  un- 
deniable that  the  statute  above  cited,  in 
.19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


terms,  authorizes  a  compulsory  reference  in 
actions  at  law.  Gen  Stat.  chap.  66,  §  1. 
It  is  equally  clear,  in  our  judgment,  that 
in  so  far  as  it  does,  it  conflicts  with  the 
constitutional  provision  (art.  1,  §  4)  that 
'the  right  of  trial  by  jury  shall  remain  in- 
violate, and  shall  extend  to  all  cases  at 
law,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in  con- 
troversy.* "  The  court  distinguishes  tho 
New  York  rule  inasmuch  as,  at  the  time  of 
the  adoption  of  the  Minnesota  Constitution, 
the  law  of  the  United  States  was  the  law 
of  the  territory. 

So,  in  Nordeen  v.  Buck,  79  Minn.  352,  82 
N.  W.  644,  the  court  said:  "We  have  no 
doubt  the  trial  court  was  right  in  refusing 
to  withdraw  the  cause  from  the  jury.  The 
action  was  somewhat  complicated,  with 
quite  a  number  of  disputed  claims  for  labor 
and  material,  all  issues  of  fact  to  be  deter- 
mined, although  none  of  them  matters  of  an 
equitable  character,  but  purely  of  such  a 
nature  as  would,  under  the  common-law 
practice,  have  been  submitted  to  a  jury." 

Federal  courts. 

Where  the  question  arises  in  the  United 
States  courts,  it  is  the  provision  of  the 
United  States  Constitution  which  controls 
in  such  cases,  irrespective  of  the  law  of  the 
forum. 

In  Howe  Mach.  Co.  v.  Edwards,  15 
Blatchf.  402,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,784,  it  was 
held  that  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  had  no  right  to  order  a  reference 
without  the  consent  of  one  of  the  parties, 
under  the  New  York  statute  providing  that 
the  court  may,  on  the  application  of  either 
party,  without  the  consent  of  the  other 
direct  a  trial  of  the  issues  of  fact  by  a  ref- 
eree, where  the  trial  will  require  an  exami- 
nation of  a  long  account  on  either  side,  and 
will  not  require  the  decision  of  difficult 
questions  of  law. 

The  same  was  held  as  to  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  with  reference  to  a 
similar  earlier  New  York  statute  United 
States  V.  Ratbbonc,  2  Paine,  578,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,121. 

In  Sulzer  y.  Watson,  39  Fed.  414,  it  was 
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tort  of  case,  and  therefore  it  is  indispensa- 
bly necessary  for  the  sake  of  justice — not 
to  save  us  from  the  trouble  of  trying  the 
ease,  which  we  are  perfectly  willing  to 
take,  but  for  the  sake  of  justice — ^that  there 
should  be  a  reference  to  an  arbitrator,  who 
will  take  accounts  between  the  parties.' 
My  lords,  in  ninety-nine  cases  out  of  a 
hundred  that  recommendation  would  at 
once  be  acceded  to.  Sometimes  there  is  a 
wrong-headed  client  who  is  fool  enough 
to  resist  such  a  recommendation,  and  to 
whom,  according  to  a  well-known  saying 
we  have  in  Westminster  Hall,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  use  'strong  language'  to  induce  him 
to  listen  to  the  recommendation  of  my 
lord,  the  judge."  Taflf  Vale  R.  Co.  v.  Nix- 
on, 1  H.X.  Cas.  Ill,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  406. 


But  if  the  obdurate  litigant  still  persisted 
in  liis  course,  the  judge  could  go  no  fur- 
ther. "I  may  remind  your  lordships  that 
the  inadequacy  of  a  jury  to  try  such  a 
case  was  felt  so  strongly  by  the  common- 
law  commissioners  appointed  some  years 
ago,  that  to  meet  the  case  of  an  obstinate 
party  who  stood  out  against  the  recom- 
mendation of «  reference  they  recommended 
that  an  act  of  Parliament  should  be  passed, 
giving  the  judge  power  to  force  a  refer- 
ence, and  such  a  bill  was  brought  in,  but 
it  was  opposed  by  high  authority"  and 
failed  of  enactment.  Ibid.  In  this  state  of 
the  law,  and  with  the  distinction  between 
law  and  equity  strictly  and  technically  ob- 
served, it  is  manifestly  useless  to  search 
for  precedents  in  the  common-law  reports. 


held  that  a  Vermont  action  of  book  account, 
being  an  action  at  law,  though  not  in  any 
form  known  to  the  common  law,  could  not 
be  tried  in  the  usual  manner  in  the  United 
States  circuit  court,  as  that  would  deprive 
the  parties  of  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  re- 
quired by  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
an  auditor  could  not  be  appointed  therefor 
in  such  action. 

In  Davis  v.  St.  Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  25 
Fed.  786,  the  court  considered  that  the 
local  statute  (of  Kansas)  was  to  be  dis- 
regarded if  it  did  not  extend  to  references 
such  as  the  one  in  question,  and  the  court 
there  ordered  a  reference  (in  a  case  which 
seemed  to  be  simply  a  claim  against  a  rail- 
way company  for  many  overcharges)  on 
the  ground  of  necessity.  The  court  took  the 
view  that  such  references  were  allowable  at 
common  law, — an  idea  which  might  have 
been  corrected  by  the  reading  of  Lord 
Campbeirs  opinion  in  Taff  Vale  R.  Co.  v. 
Kixon.  quoted  in  Dalet  v.  Kennett. 

While  this  note  does  not  include  the  sub- 
ject of  what  is  an  "account"  under  such 
statutes,  the  reader  is  reminded  that  the  ex- 
pression does  not  embrace  every  aggrega- 
tion of  items  of  damage. 

Ill,  Equitable  cognizance  of  accounts 
as  complicated. 

a.  In  general. 

In  general,  in  matters  cognizable  in 
equity,  there  is  no  right  to  a  jury  trial. 

While  the  contrary  was  held  at  one  -time 
in  New  Hampshire  (Marston  v.  Brackett,  fl 
N.  H.  346,  and  Hoitt  v.  Burleigh,  18  N.  H. 
389 ) ,  these  decisions  have  since  been  ovor- 
Tuled  (Bellows  v.  Bellows,  58  N.  H.  60; 
Davis  V.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231 ;  State  ex  rel. 
Rhodes  v.  Saunders,  66  N.  H.  39,  18  L.R.A. 
646,  25  Atl.  588). 

It  was  held,  however,  in  Lamaster  v.  Sco- 
field,  5  Neb.  ]48,  that  some  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  equity  had  been  lost  by  the  statu- 
tory creation  of  a  remedy  at  law  where  for- 
merly there  was  none  save  in  equity.  In 
that  case  the  court  said,  in  ruling  that  a 
reference  in  an  action  at  law  was  wrong- 
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fully  ordered,  under  the  statute  permitting 
it  in  case  of  mutual  accounts  or  where  the 
account  is  on  one  side  only,  and  it  is  neces- 
sary that  the  party  on  the  other  side  be 
examined  as  a  witness  to  prove  the  account: 
"Under  the  Code,  discovery  has  ceased  to 
be  one  of  the  objects  sought  in  a  court  of 
equity;  jurisdiction,  therefore,  in  cases  in- 
volving the  examination  of  mutual  accounts, 
cannot  be  maintained  on  that  ground.  The 
parties  to  the  suit  may  be  examined  as 
witnesses  in  the  case;  and  a  court  of  law 
has  authority,  equal  to  that  possessed  by  a 
court  of  equity,  to  compel  the  production 
of  books,  vouchers,  or  other  documentary 
evidence.  The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of 
equity  is  therefore  restricted  to  those  cases 
which  have  their  origin  in  intimate  or  con- 
fidential relations  of  the  parties,  and  does 
not  extend  to  ordinary  actions  involving 
mutual  accounts  between  creditor  and  debt- 
or. In  all  such  cases  either  party  has  a 
right  to  demand  a  jury;  and  a  court  can- 
not refer  such  a  cause  except  by  consent  of 
the  parties.  This  right  is  guaranteed  by 
the  Constitution,  and  its  application  should 
not  be  restricted  bv  the  courts." 

And  something  of  the  same  nature  is  sug- 
gested in  the  opinion  of  Finch,  J.,  in  Mar- 
vin V.  Brooks,  infra,  subd.  III.  c,  4. 

This  note  is  here  concerned  with  the  ques- 
tion whether  equity  has  cognizance  of  a 
matter  of  account  simply  on  account  of  its 
complications  or  complexity;  that  is  to  say, 
where  the  account  is  only  on  one  side,  and 
no  discovery  is  required,  and  there  is  no 
fiduciary  relation  or  other  matter  of  equi- 
table cognizance. 

It  is  frequently  difficult  to  separate  the 
cases;  often  the  court  does  not  state  wheth- 
er, in  its  opinion,  the  accounts  are  "mutual" 
or  not,  and  thus  the  grounds  of  its  decision 
are  uncertain;  particularly  as  the  cases  as 
reported  often  do  not  show  what  the  ac- 
counts were.  A  refusal  of  jurisdiction  on 
the  ground  of  IKck  of  complexity  may  mean 
that  the  court  is  simply  holding  that  there 
should  be  complexity  even  in  cases  of 
mutualitv  of  accounts. 

In  England  it  was  laid  down  by  Lord 
Kldon  as  late  as  Dinwiddle  v.  Bailey,  6  Ves. 
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The  power  now   invoked  was  unknown  to 
the  common  law. 

"But  these  courts  [of  law]  possess  no 
authority  to  stop  the  progress  of  such 
suits  for  the  purpose  of  subjecting  the  mat- 
ter in  dispute  to  the  investigation  of  a 
more  convenient  tribunal.  Unless  the  par- 
ties voluntarily  adopt  an  arrangement  for 
that  purpose,  the  case  proceeds  to  trial 
with  a  certainty  in  many  instances  that  it 
will  not  be  tried.  A  reference  is  proposed 
by  the  judge  and  is  recommended  by  the 
counsel;  but  the  parties,  having  made  ex- 
pensive preparation  for  the  trial,  are  un- 
willing to  forego  the  right  of  an  immediate 
decision,  and,  as  the  judge  has  no  power  to 
enforce  compliance  with  his  proposal,  the 
cause  is  suffered  to  go  on  till  it  becomes 


at  length  manifest  that  no  satisfactory  ver- 
dict can  be  given  by  the  jury,  and  a  con- 
sent to  arbitration  is  extorted  rather  than 
given."  Second  Report  to  His  Majesty  by 
the  C!ommiss loners  Appointed  to  Inquire 
into  the  Practice  and  Procedure  of  the  Su- 
perior Courts  of  Law  (1830),  p. -26. 

In  equity,  however,  there  was  no  jury 
trial  as  of  right  (State  ex  rel.  Rhodes  v. 
Saunders,  66  N.  ]^.  39,  18  L.R.A.  646,  26 
Atl.  588),  and  in  matters  involving  ac- 
counts the  jury  trial  was  avoided  by  pro- 
ceeding on  the  chancery  side  of  the  court. 
"It  is  not  improbable  that  originally,  in 
cases  of  account  which  might  be  cognizable 
at  law,  courts  of  equity  interfered  upon 
the  special  ground  of  accident,  mistake, 
or  fraud.    If  so,  the  ground  was 'very  soon 


Jr.  141,  that  there  must  be  mutual  de- 
mands. 

And  the  very  broad  terms  in  which  Kent, 
Gh.  J.,  in  Ludlow  v.  Simond,  2  Cai.  Cas. 
1,  2  Am.  Dec.  291,  and  in  Post  v.  Kimberly, 
9  Johns.  470,  referred  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  equity  in  matters  of  account  must  be 
read  with  the  same  judge's  judgment  as 
chancellor  in  Porter  v.  Spencer,  2  Johns. 
Ch.  169,  where  he  said,  in  granting  a  ne 
exeat:  "In  the  present  case  I  have  some 
doubts  whether  the  bill  states  a  matter 
of  account  on  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  can  attach.  To  sustain  a  bill  for  an 
account  there  must  be  mutual  demands,  and 
not  merely  payments  by  way  of  set-off.  A 
single  mlitter  cannot  be  the  subject  of  an 
account.  There  must  be  a  series  of  trans- 
actions on  one  side,  and  of  payments  on 
the  other.  Dinwiddie  v.  Bailey,  6  Ves.  Jr. 
136,  and  Wells  v.  Cooper,  there  cited.  I 
place  my  interference  on  the  necessity  of 
the  case.  From  the  facts  charged  and 
sworn  to,  it  appears  to  me  that  the  remedy 
in  the  suit  pending  at  law  would  be  abso- 
lutely defeated  without  the  interposition  of 
this  court." 

That  complexity  alone  will  not  give  juris- 
diction was  also  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Story  in  his  Equity  Jurisprudence,  where  he 
says,  §§  468,  459:  "Courts  of  equity  will 
also  entertain  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  ac- 
count not  only  when  there  are  mutual  ac- 
counts, but  also  when  the  accounts  to  be 
examined  are  on  one  side  only,  and  a  dis- 
covery is  wanted  in  aid  of  the  account  and 
is  obtained.  But  in  such  a  case,  if  no  dis- 
covery is  asked  or  required  by  the  frame 
of  the  bill,  the.  jurisdiction  will  not  be  main- 
tainable. ...  So  that,  on  the  whole, 
it  may  be  laid  down  as  a  general  doctrine 
that  in  matters  of  account  growing  out  of 
privity  of  contract,  courts  of  equity  have 
a  general  jurisdiction  where  there  are 
mutual  accounts  (and  a  fortiori  where  these 
accounts  are  complicated ), 'and  also  where 
the  accounts  are  on  one  side,  but  a  discov- 
ery is  sought  and  is  material  to  the  relief. 
And  on  the  other  hand,  where  the  accounts 
are  all -on  one  side  and  no  discovery  is 
nought  or  required,  and  also  where  there 
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is  a  single  matter  on  the  side  of  the  plain- 
tiff seeking  relief,  and  mere  set-offs  on  the 
other  side,  and  no  discovery  is  sought  or 
required, — in  all  such  cases  courts  of  equity 
will  decline  taking  jurisdiction  of  the 
cause." 

Notwithstanding  the  clearness  of  this 
statement,  in  many  of  the  American  caseH 
Story's  Equity  Jurisprudence  la  given  as 
authority  to  the  contrary. 

"b,  Engli8h  oaaes. 

The  later  English  cases  hold  complexity 
or  complication  a  sufficient  ground  of  juris- 
diction. Such  was  the  view  of  Lord  Redes- 
dale  in  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch.  &  Lef. 
305,  which  was  approved  in  Kennington  v. 
Houghton,  2  Younge  &  C.  Ch.  Cas.  620. 

And  in  Taff  Vale  R.  Co.  v.  Nixon,  1  H. 
L.  Cas.  Ill,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  406,  Cotten- 
ham,  L.  Ch.,  said:  "Now  I  think  the  rule 
is  very  well  laid  down  by  Lord  Redesdale  ill 
the  case  of  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  in  which 
he  says  ( 1  Sch.  &  Lef.  309 )  :  'The  ground 
on  which  I  think  that  this  is  a  proper  case 
for  equity  is,  that  the  account  has  become 
so  complicated  that  a  court  of  law  would 
be  incompetent  to  examine  it,  upon  a  trial 
at  nisi  prius,  with  all  necessary  accuracy, 
and  it  could  appear  only  from  the  result  of 
the  account  that  the  rent  was  not  due.  This 
is  a  principle  on  which  courts  of  equity 
constantly  act,  by  taking  cognizance  of 
matters  which,  though  cognizable  at  law, 
are  yet  so  involved  with  a  complex  account 
that  it  cannot  properly  be  taken  at  law,  and 
until  the  result  of  the  account,  the  justice 
of  the  case  cannot  appear.  Matter  of  ac- 
count may  indeed  be  made  the  subject  of 
an  action;  but  an  account  of  this  sort  is 
not  a  proper  subject  for  this  mode  of  pro- 
ceeding. The  old  mode  of  proceeding  upon 
the  writ  of  account  shows  it.  The  only 
judgment  was  that  the  party  "should  ac- 
count," and  then  the  account  was  taken  by 
the  auditor.  The  court  never  went  into  it.*  " 
In  the  same  case  Lord  Campbell  said:  "1 
proceed  upon  this  ground,  that  here  is  a 
complicated  account  and  could  not  by  pos- 
sibility be  taken  by  a  jury."     And  after 
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enlarged,  and  embraced  mixed  cases  not 
governed  by  these  matters.  The  courts 
soon  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the 
true  principle  upon  which  they  should  en- 
tertain suits  for  an  account  in  matters- 
cognizable  at  law  was  that  either  a  court 
of  law  could  not  give  any  remedy  at  all, 
or  not  80  complete  a  remedy  as  courts  of 
equity.  And  the  moment  this  principle  was 
adopted  in  its  just  extent,  the  concurrent 
jurisdiction  became  almost  universal,  and 
reached  almost  instantaneously  its  present 
boundaries."  1  Story,  Eq.  ■  Jur.  §  452; 
Davis  V.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231. 

This  jurisdiction  was  limited  to  causes 
involving  some  sort  of  an  account,  as  that 
term  is  popularly  understood.  It  could  be 
invoked  only  in  cases  founded  on  contracts. 


or  implied  trusts,  or  when  a  remedy  at 
law  was  lacking.  It  may  be  that  it  could 
with  consistency  have  been  extended  gener- 
ally to  cases  arising  ew  delicto,  but  this 
was  not  done.  While,  as  Judge  Story  sug- 
gests, it  is  "difficult  to  trace  out  a  distinct 
line  where  the  legal  remedy  ends  and  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  begins"  (1  Story, 
Eq.  Jur.  §  460),  it  quite  plainly  appears 
that  when  there  was  an  action  for  trover, 
equity  would  not  interfere  unless  there  was 
some  special  ground  of  jurisdiction.  Bacon, 
Abr.  Acompt.  In  1745,  a  bill  was  brought 
against  a  former  tenant  for  an  accounting 
for  timber  cut.  from  the  freehold  during 
the  tenancy.  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke 
said:  "This  is  the  most  extraordinary 
bill  that  ever  was  brought  in  this  court, 


making  the  statement  quoted  in  Dalet  v. 
Kennett,  he  continued:  "But,  my  Lords, 
it  is  quite  clear  that  trial  by  jury  never 
was  meant  for  such  a  case,  and  it  is  wholly 
incapable  of  doing  justice  in  such  a  case. 
Although  a  demand  may  resolve  itself  into 
a  legal  demand,  still  if  there  is  such  a  com- 
plication of  accounts  that  it  is  not  a  fit  case 
for  a  trial  at  law,  then,  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  by  that  most  eminent  judge, 
Lord  Redesdale,  a  bill  in  equity  is  the  rem- 
edy." 

So,  in  Foley  v.  Hill,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  28, 
which  was  a  case  between  a  customer  and 
a  banker,  and  the  accounts  were  very  simple 
and  probably  not  mutual.  Lord  Campbell 
said,  in  concurring  in  the  view  that  the 
case  was  not  one  for  equity:  "The  time 
when  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  attaches  is 
when,  at  law,  there  is  not  a  satisfactory 
remedy,  or  when,  from  the  complexity  of 
the  accounts,  it  is  not  a  fit  case  to  be  re- 
ferred to  a  jury.  I  most  heartily  concur  in 
the  ease  of  Ta£f  Vale  R.  Co.  v.  Nixon,  supra, 
in  its,  I  think,  most  salutary  doctrine,  that 
where  there  are  complex  accounts,  it  is  a 
much  better  thing,  thouc^h  all  rests  upon  a 
legal  demand,  to  file  a  bill,  and  at  once  to 
go  to  the  master's  ofl^ce,  and  have  the  ac- 
counts taken  there,  than  to  bring  an  action 
at  law,  and  have  that  investigation  before 
a  jury,  for  which  a  jury  is  clearly  inade- 
quate." 

And  this  view  of  the  jurisdiction  was 
maintained  in  Carlisle  v.  Wilson,  1.3  Ves. 
.Ir.  276;  Cooke  v.  Bctham,  4  Jur.  067;  and 
in  nill  V.  South  Staffordshire  R.  Co.  12  L. 
T.  N.  S.  63,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  192. 

But  the  doctrine  of  the  O'Connor  and 
-Taff  Vale  Cases  was  adopted  with  reluc- 
tance. 

In  Phillips  V.  Phillips,  9  Hare,  471,  the 
court  said:  "I  have  no  doubt  that  this  bill 
cannot  be  maintained.  I  take  the  rule  to 
be  that  a  bill  of  this  nature  will  only  lie 
where  it  relates  to  that  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  a  mutual  account;  and  I  understand 
a  mutual  account  to  mean,  nor  merely  where 
one  of  two  parties  has  received  money  and 
paid  it  on  account  of  the  other,  but  where 
each  of  two  parties  has  received  and  paid 
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on  the  other's  account.  I  take  the  reason 
of  that  distinction  to  be  that,  in  the  case 
of  proceedings  at  law,  where  each  of  two 
parties  has  received  and  paid  on  account 
of  the  other,  what  would  be  to  be  recovered 
would  be  the  balance  of  the  two  accounts; 
and  the  party  plaintiff  would  be  required 
to  prove,  not  merely  that  the  other  party 
had  received  money  on  his  account,  but  also 
to  enter  into  evidence  of  his  own  receipts 
and  payments, — a  position  of  the  case 
which,  to  say  the  least,  would  be  difficult 
to  be  dealt  with  at  law.  Where  one  party 
has  merely  received  and  paid  moneys  on 
account  of  the  other,  it  becomes  a  simple 
case.  The  party  plaintiff  has  to  prove  that 
the  moneys  have  been  received,  and  the 
other  party  has  to  prove  his  payments.  The 
question  is  only  as  to  the  receipts  on  one 
side  and  the  payments  on  the  other,  and  it 
is  a  mere  question  of  set-off;  but  it  is 
otherwise  where  each  party  has  received 
and  paid.  Mr.  Baggallay  says,  and  says 
truly,  that  there  are  cases  of  the  first  de- 
scription which  may  still  come  to  a  court 
of  equity.  '  It  is  true  that  a  case  of  mere 
receipts  and  payments  may  become  so  com- 
plicated, as  Lord  Cottenham  said  in  the 
case  of  the. Taff  Vale  R.  Co.,  that  the  ac- 
count cannot  be  taken  at  law,  and  may  be- 
come properly  the  subject  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity.  But  where  the 
account  is  on  one  side  only,  I  think  a  strong 
case  must  be  shown  before  this  court  will 
exercise  its  jurisdiction." 

In  North-Eastern  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  2 
Phill.  Ch.  768,  T^ord  Chancellor  Cottenham, 
in  denying  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  ac- 
tion at  law,  said:  "I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  is  not  a  proper  case  for  an  injunction. 
It  is  applied  for  upon  the  ground  that,  un- 
der the  circumstances  disclosed  in  the  plead- 
ings, justice  cannot  be  done,  or  not  so  ef- 
fectually done,  by  a  trial  of  the  action,  as 
bv  an  account  taken  before  the  master 
That  may  be;  but  it  does  not  of  necessity 
follow  that  the  trial  of  the  action  ought  to 
be  restrained.  The  observations  of  two 
noble  Lords  in  the  House  of  Lords,  in  the 
case  of  Taff  Vale  R.  Co.  v.  Nixon,  supra, 
have  been  referred  to  ims  expressing  opinions 
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and  I  hope  never  to  see  one  of  the  like  na- 
ture again.  .  .  .  Waste  is  a  loss  for 
which  there  is  a  proper  remedy  by  action. 
In  a  court  of  law  the  party  is  not  neces- 
sitated to  bring  an  action  of  waste,  but 
he  may  bring  trover.  Those  are  the  reme- 
dies, and  therefore  there  is  no  ground  of 
equity  to  come  into  this  court."  Jesus  Col- 
lege V.  Bloom,  1  Ambl.  54.  To  the  same 
efTect  are  later  English  cases.  Pulteney 
V.  Warren,  8  Ves.  Jr.  73,  89;  Gent  v.  Har- 
rison, 5  Jur.  N.  S.  1285,  Johns.  V.  C. 
(Eng.)  517,  29  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  68,  1  L.  T. 
N.  S.  128,  8  Week.  Rep.  57;  1  Maddock, 
Ch.  Pr.  119. 

Historically,  if  not  logically,  there  was 
ground  for  this  distinction.  When  the  cum- 
brous action  of  account  came  into  use   in 


courts  of  law,  the  mathematical  features  of 
the  case  went  to  an  auditor,  while  the  ordi- 
nary issues'  of  fact  were  separated  out  and 
tried  by  jury.  "The  old  mode  of  proceed- 
ing upon  the  writ  of  account  shows  it. 
The  only  judgment  was  that  the  party 
'should  account,'  and  then  the  account  was 
taken  by  the  auditor;  the. court  never  went 
into  it."  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  305;  Carlisle  v.  Wilson,  13  Ves.  Jr. 
276.  As  accounts  (in  the  technical  sense) 
had  never  been  tried  by  jury,  there  was  no 
fundamental  >  objection  to  the  assuuiptioD 
of  jurisdiction  in  equity. 

This  was  the  state  of  the  law  in  1784. 
At  common  law  and  in  ordinary  actions, 
the  right  to  a  jury  trial  was  absolute.  In 
equity  there  was  jurisdiction  in  matters  of 


that  accounts  ought  to  be  decreed  in  all 
cases  in  which  references  would  be  pressed 
at  nisi  pruis;  I  apprehend  that  those  ob- 
servations were  not  intended  to  intimate 
any  such  rule  or  opinion,  but  were  intended 
only  to  exemplify  the  great  difficulty  in 
dealing  with  such  cases  at  law.  But,  be 
that  as  it  may,  I  cannot  accept  any  such 
ground  or  measure  for  exercising  the  equi- 
table jurisdiction  of  this  court  in  matters 
of  account.  It  ha6  rules  and  principles  of 
its  own,  although  the  practical  difficulty 
experienced  in  proceeding  at  law  does 
form  an  important  consideration  in  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  of  this  court.  The 
jurisdiction  in  matters  of  account  is  not 
exercised,  as  it  is  in  many  other  cases,  to 
prevent  injustice  which  would  arise  from 
the  exercise  of  a  purely  legal  right,  or  to 
enforce  justice  in  cases  in  which  courts  of 
law  cannot  afford  it;  but  the  jurisdiction  is 
concurrent  with  that  of  the  courts  of  law, 
and  is  adopted  because,  in  certain  cases,  it 
lias  better  means  of  ascertaining  the  rights 
of  parties.  It  is  therefore  impossible  with 
precision  to  lay  down  rules  or  establish 
definitions  as  to  the  cases  in  which  it  may 
be  proper  for  this  court  to  exercise  this 
jurisdiction.  The  infinitely  varied  transac- 
tions of  mankind  would  be  found  contin- 
ually to  baffle  such  rules,  and  to  escape 
from  such  definitions.  It  is  therefore  neces- 
sary for  this  court  to  reserve  to  itself  a  large 
discretion,  in  the  exercise  of  which  due  re- 
gard must  be  had.  not  only  to  the  nature  of 
the  case,  but  to  the  conduct  of  the  parties. 
In  the  present  case,  both  concur  in  satis- 
fying me  that  .the  trial  of  the  action  at 
law  ought  not  to  be  stayed;  it  is  not  a 
case  of  mutual  accounts,  the  only  items  on 
the  one  side  being  certain  payments  by  the 
company  to  the  plaintifTs  at  law  which  are 
not  in  dispute." 

In  Padwick  v.  Hurst,  18  Beav.  576,  23 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  657,  18  Jur.  763,  2  Week. 
Rep.  501,  the  jurisdiction  was  refused  where 
the  accounts  were  not  mutual,  but  the  court 
seemed  to  consider  that  great  complication 
would  be  a  good  ground  for  retaining  the 
case  in  equity. 

So,  in  Smith  v.  Leveaux,  2  De  G,  J.  ^  S. 
39  I,.R,^,(N,S.) 


1,  9  Jur.  N.  S.  1140,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  313.  :i 
New  Reports,  18,  .33  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  HIT, 
12  Week.  Rep.  31,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  410.  tW 
jurisdiction  was  denied  where  the  acta 
were  not  mutual  and  there  was  no  compli- 
cation. 

And  in  Bliss  v.  Smith,  34  Beav.  508.  a 
building  contract,  Romilly,  M.  R.,  said: 
"Courts  of  equity  infcjrfere  in  two  cases; 
one,  where  there  is  collusive  dealing  and 
concert  between  the  employer  and  tlie  per- 
son whom  he  has  appointed  architect,  over- 
seer, or  agent,  for  the  purpose  of  injuring 
the  contractor  or  defeating  his  claim;  then 
equity  will  interfere  to  prevent  it.  'J'ho 
other  instance  in  which  this  court  will 
interfere  is  a  matter  of  discretion,  when 
there  are  very  long  and  complicated  mutual 
accounts,  which  cannot  be  conveniently 
taken  at  law.  Where  neither  of  these  cir- 
cumstances occur,  the  case  is  simply  one  for 
the  determination  of  a  court  of  law." 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  Dabbs  v.  Nugent, 
11  Jur.  N.  S.  943,  13  L.  T.  N.  S.  396,  14 
Week.  Rep.  94,  the  court  criticizes  the  TafT 
Vale  Case  (as  holding  equity  better  than 
law)  for  the  reason  that  in  the  final  result 
of  tiiat  case  it  afforded  no  relief. 

€•  American  caseSm 

1,  In  general. 

In  the  American  cases  there  has  been  % 
drift  in  the  direction  of  admitting  the  ju- 
risdiction of  equity  in  cases  of  accoimts 
upon  the  ground  of  complexity  atone;  and 
the  later  writers  in  general  seem  to  take 
this  view,  while  the  earlier  writers,  such  as 
Story  and  Willard,  are  to  the  contrary. 

In  Fowle  v.  Lawrason,  5  Pet.  405.  8  L.  ed. 
204  Marshall,  Ch.  J.,  perhaps  intended  to 
admit  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  upon  the 
ground  of  complexity  alone  where  he  said: 
"In  all  cases  in  which  an  action  of  account 
would  be  the  proper  remedy  at  law,  and  in 
all  cases  where  a  trustee  is  a  party,  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  is  un- 
doubted. It  is  the  appropriate  tribimal. 
But  in  transactions  not  of  this  peculiar 
character,  great  complexity  ought  to  exi9t 
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accounts  if  it  appearea  tnat  the  case  could 
Dot  be  intelligently  tried  by  jury.  But 
there  was  no  such  equitable  jurisdiction 
in  actions  sounding  in  tort,  where  the  sole 
eomplaint  was  that  the  defendant  had  con- 
verted chattels,  and  damages  alone  were 
asked  as  a  remedy.  Logical  or  i1  logical » 
this  was  the  line  of  demarcation.  This 
was  the  use  and  practice  which  the  people 
made  the  constitutional  measure  of  their 
rights.  This  measure  is  not  varied  by 
modern  methods  of  procedure,  wherein 
forms  of  action  are  treated  as  largely  im- 
material. Its  application  is  not  abolish- 
ed by  the  rule  that  the  same  suit  may  be  at 
once  an  action  at  law  and  a  bill  in  equity. 
Tasker  v.  Lord,  64  N.  H.  279,  8  Atl.  823. 
"Constitutional  construction    .    •    •    is  not 


to  be  dealt  with  like  unimportant  forms  of 
procedure,  or  English  rules  of  law  that  are 
not  adapted  to  the  situation  and  circum- 
stances of  this  country.  On  questions  con- 
cerning the  foundations  of  society,  where  a 
system  of  government  has  lasted  more  than 
a  century,  the  ancient  landmarks  cannot  be 
removed  by  judicial  decisions."  Unreport- 
ed opinion  by  Doe,  Ch.  J.  "The  formal 
distinctions  in  the  pleadings  and  modes  of 
procedure  are  abolished;  but  the  essential 
distinction  between  law  and  equity  is  not 
changed.  The  relief  which  the  law  affords 
must  still  be  administered  through  the  in- 
tervention of  a  jury,  unless  a  jury  be 
waived."  Basey  v.  Gallagher,  20  Wall.  670, 
680,  22  L.  ed.  452,  453;  State  ex  rel.  Rhodes 
V.  Sanders,  66  N.  H.  39,  18  L.R.A.  646,  77, 


in  the  accounts,  or  some  difficulty  at  law 
should  interpose,  some  discovery  should 
be  required,  in  order  to  induce  a  court  of 
chancery  to  exercise  jurisdiction." 

And  such  may  have  been  the  meaning  of 
Harlan,  J.,  where  he  says  in  Kirby  v.  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  120  U.  S.  130,  30  L. 
ed  569,  7  Sup  Ct.  Rep.  430  (though  the 
point  was  not  indispensable  to  the  de- 
cision): **The  complicated  nature  of  the 
accounts  between  the  parties  constitutes 
itself  a  sufficient  ground  for  going  into 
equity/ 


tf 


2.  Doctrine  that  compleoHty  alone  suf- 
ficient. 

The  view  that  complexity  of  accounts 
alone  is  sufficient  to  sustain  equity  jurisdic- 
tion was  taken  in  Fenno  v.  Primrose,  116 
Fed.  49;  McMullen  Lumber  Co.  v.  Strother, 
69  C.  C.  A.  433,  136  Fed.  295;  Balfour  v. 
8an  Joaquin  Valley  Bank,  156  Fed.  500; 
London  Guarantee  &  Acci.  Co.  v.  Bell 
Teleph.  Co.  171  Fed.  278;  Gleason  &  B. 
Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hoffman,  168  111.  25,  48  N.  E. 
143;  Crown  Coal  &  Tow  Co.  v.  Thomas, 
infra;  O'Connor  v.  Henderson  Bridge  Co. 
95  Ky.  633,  27  S.  W.  251,  983;  Sallee  v. 
Eades,  21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  109,  50  S.  W.  1102; 
HL^gett  v.  Foster,  114  Mich.  688,  68  Am. 
St.  Rep.  504,  72  N.  W.  1000;  Sargent  v. 
Putnam,  58  N.  H.  182  (possibly  obiter)  ; 
Davis  V.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231  {obiter)  :  Low 
V.  Independent  Christian  Society,  67  N.  H. 
488,  32  Atl.  762;  Dalet  v.  K  ennett 
(obiter);  MeCulla  v.  Beadleston,  17  R.  L 
20,  20  Atl.  11  {obiter)  ;  Kerr  v.  Camden  S. 
B.  Co.  Cheves,  Eq.  189;  Devereaux  v.  Mc- 
Crady,  46  S.  C.  133,  24  S.  E.  77  (probably 
obit^)  ;  Lifidley  v.  McGlauffin,  57  Wash. 
581.  107  Pac.  355. 

The  same  view  was  apparently  taken  in 
Bowen  v.  Johnson,  12  Ga.  9;  Printup  v. 
Mitchell,  17  Ga.  558,  63  Am.  Dec.  258; 
Covinfrton  v.  Limerick,  19  Kv.  L.  Rep.  330, 
40  S.  W  254;  Fair  v.  Stickney  Farm  Co.  35 
Minn.  380,  29  N.  W.  49;  Sevmour  v.  Long 
Dock  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  396;*  Ely  v.  Crane, 
37  X.  J.  Eq.  157  (reversed  on  other  grounds 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


in  37  N.  J.  Eq.  564)  ;  State  ex  rel.  Klutts 
V.  AIcKenzie,  6  N.  C.  102.  See  also  Wilson 
V.  Granger,  134  Ga..  680,  68  S.  E.  514, 
where,  however,  there  may  have  been  mutu- 
al accounts. 

In  Fenno  v.  Primrose,  116  Fed.  49,  the 
court  said:  "The  only  ground  on  which 
jurisdiction  is  asserted  is  the  complicated 
nature  of  the  accounts,  rendering  it,  as  we 
have  shown,  impracticable  to  take  tliera  by 
the  ordinary  common-law  proceedings.  In 
Mr.  Bigelow's  note  to  the  section  in  Story's 
Equity  Jurisprudence  to  which  we  have  re- 
ferred, he  states  three  grounds  of  equity 
jurisdiction,  among  which  is  where  dealings 
are  so  complicated  that  they  cannot  be 
properly  adjusted  in  a  court  of  law.  That 
under  such  circumstances  the  chancellor  has 
jurisdiction  is  apparently  thoroughly  set- 
tled in  England,  and,  as  is  well  known,  the 
Federal  courts  act  on  the  rules  and  princi- 
ples which  have  long  been  recognized  by 
the  English  equity  courts,  notwithstand- 
ing the  general  enactment  in  the  statutes  of 
the  United  States,  barring  the  exercise  of 
equitable  jurisdiction  where  there  is  ample 
remedy  at  law." 

In  McMullen  Lumber  Co.  v.  Strother,  69 
C.  C.  A.  433,  136  Fed.  295,  where  there 
were  other  matters  of  equitable  cognizance, 
the  court  said:  "The  verv  condition  on 
which  a  court  of  equity  takes  jurisdiction 
for  the  adjustment  of  mutual  accounts  is 
the  presence  of  the  fact  of  their  intricacy 
and  complications.  It  should  therefore 
logically  follow,  where  the  intricacy  and 
complication  exist,  the  mere  singleness  of 
the  accounting  should  not  be  controlling. 
.  .  .  Moreover,  the  want  of  mutuality  can 
present  no  barrier  where  a  discovery  lies 
and  relief  is  asked  thereon.  .  .  .  Nor 
should  it  present  any  obstacle  to  a  resort  to 
equity  where,  from  the  peculiarly  compli- 
cated transactions,  a  trial  to  a  jury  at  law 
would,  in  all  reasonable  probability,  fall 
far  short  of  the  remedial  adequacy  of  a 
proceeding  in  equity.  While  judges  of 
state  courts  have  expressed  reluctance  to 
entertain  equity  jurisdiction  in  such  con- 
ditions of  an  accounting,  it  will  generally 
be  found  that  they  parry  the  force  of  the 
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25  Atl.  588.  The  fact  that  the  present  suit 
is  called  an  action  in  trover  is  not  deter- 
minative of  the  issue  presented  by  the  ex- 
ception. The  nature  of  the  case  and  of 
the  relief  sought  must  be  looked  to  for  the 
settlement  of  the  constitutional  question. 
If  this  were  in  effect  a  suit  for  an  ac- 
counting, the  authorities  cited  by  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  applicable  and  his  claim  well 
founded.  But  it  is  not  such  a  suit.  The 
vendors'  lien  held  by  the  defendant  is  not 
of  importance  in  the  litigation.  The 
amount  due  upon  it  is  unquestioned,  and 
the  defendant  refused  to  accept  it  because 
he  denied  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  prop- 
erty and  claimed  to  hold  the  same  under 
conveyances  other  than  the  lien  memoran- 
dum.   The  case  is  the  ordinary  one  of  the 


holder  of  a  chattel  mortgage  whose  title 
is  denied  by  one  in  possession  under  subse- 
quent conveyances.  With  this  case  in  hand, 
the  plaintiff  chose  his  remedy.  If  he  might 
have  proceeded  in  chancery  for  an  equi- 
table adjustment  of  conflicting  claims,  he 
did  not  do  so,  but  elected  to  treat  the  con- 
duct of  the  defendant  as  a  conversion  and 
to  bring  suit  in  trover.  Having  sought  to 
avail  himself  of  this  remedy,  he  cannot  now 
complain  of  the  consequences  which  follow. 
The  law  applicable  to  the  case  is  the  same 
as  it  would  be  if  a  single  chattel  owned 
by  the  plaintiff  had  been  converted  by  the 
defendant.  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  an  accounting  involved  in  this  contro- 
versy. -The  mere  fact  that  the  chattels  are 
numerous  does  not  make  such  a  case.    Un- 


argument  of  the  practical  unfitness  of  the 
average  jury  to  deal  with  such  matters  by 
recourse  to  the  provision  of  the  state  Code, 
which,  in  an  action  at  law,  authorizes  the 
court,  in  its  discretion,  to  send  the  matter 
to  a  referee." 

In  Alabama,  while  in  Avery  v.  Ware,  68 
Ala.  475,  the  court  said  that  equity  will  not 
take  jurisdiction  when  the  accounts  are  all 
on  one  side,  the  court  seems  now  to  be 
in  favor  of  the  equity  jurisdiction  from  its 
opinion  in  Beggs  v.  Edison  Electric  Il- 
luminating Co.  96  Ala.  295,  38  Am.  St. 
Rep.  94,  11  So.  381,  where,  while  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  to  a  bill  on  the  ground  that 
the  complaint  did  not  show  the  complica- 
tion of  accounts  with  sufficient  particular- 
ity, it  was  nevertheless  said:  "Where  the 
acounts  are  mutual  and  founded  in  priv- 
ity, the  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  undoubted. 
But  where  the  accounts  to  be  examined  and 
stated  are  on  one  side  only,  the  allegations 
of  the  bill  must  show  the  existence  of  cer- 
tain conditions  which  are  prerequisite  to 
the  exercise  of  equitable  jurisdiction.  There 
must  either  be  so  great  a  complication  in 
the  matters  of  account  that  a  common-law 
court  is  unable  to  ferret  them  out,  or  there 
must  be  the  allegations  of  such  facts  as 
show  the  necessity  for  a  discovery,  and  this 
discovery  must  be  prayed  for." 

In  Arkansas,  while  the  cases  are  obscure, 
they  are  probably  to  be  understood  as  favor- 
ing the  complexity  of  accounts  as  sufficient 
ground  for  equity  jurisdiction. 

In  Trapnall  v.  Hill,  31  Ark.  345,  the 
court,  in  sustaining  the  jurisdiction  of  eq- 
uity in  a  case  where  it  would  seem  that  the 
account  was  only  on  one  side,  said:  "In 
the  case  of  Post  v.  Kimberly,  9  Johns.  493, 
it  was  held  that,  even  admitting  that  the 
remedy  was  complete  at  law,  that  in  mat- 
ters of  account,  chancery  courts  exercised  a 
very  broad  jurisdiction;  their  course  of 
proceeding  was  considered  peculiarly  well 
calculated  for  the  settlement  of  accounts, 
if  they  are  In  any  degree  long  and  compli- 
cated. ...  It  is  well  to  bear  in  mind 
that  a  single  transaction  will  not  amount 
to  an  account;  the  items  must  be  mutual, 
the  account  a  running  one,  or  present  some 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


complications  to  distinguish  it  from  a  debt 
on  one  side,  and  a  set-off  on  the  other." 

In  State  v.  Churchill,  48  Ark.  426,  3  S. 
W.  352,  880,  the  court  said  that  the  treas- 
urer of  a  state,  keeping  her  accounts  against 
him  and  his  own  against  her,  may  be  said 
to  have  kept  "mutual  accounts,"  because 
there  were  upon  his  books  almost  innumer- 
able items  of  debt  and  credit,  many  of  which 
were  matters  of  contention  and  dispute  be- 
tween himself  and  the  state,  and  that  "it 
is  safe  to  say  that  in  all  cases  where  'mu- 
tuality of  accounts'  is  claimed  to  be  the 
basis  of  equity  jurisdiction,  'mutuality'  is 
only  an  essential  element  in  this, — that  it 
indicates  intricacy  and  complication." 

In  Charlesworth  v.  Whitlow,  74  Ark.  277, 
85  S.  W.  423,  where  the  jurisdiction  was 
possibly  sustainable  by  reason  of  the  trans- 
actions being  complicated  by  the  acts  and 
interests  of  a  third  person,  the  court,  in 
sustaining  equity  jurisdiction,  cites  the 
Trapnall  and  Churchill  Cases,  but  does  not 
state  the  particular  grounds  of  its  decision. 

In  Printup  v.  Mitchell,  17  Ga.  558,  63 
Am.  Dec.  258,  the  court,  in*  dismissing  a 
bill  to  enjoin  an  action  at  law,  said,  among 
other  things:  "Again,  it  is  contended  that 
the  bill  should  not  be  dismissed,  as  it  will 
serve  to  adjust  the  unsettled  accounts  be- 
tween the  parties.  To  make  this  ground 
tenable,  it  should  further  appear  that  the 
accounts  cannot,  owing  to  their  complexity 
or  some  other  special  cause,  be  arranged  in 
a  court  of  law.  Nothing  of  this  sort  is 
pretended." 

In  Crown  Coal  &  Tow  Co.  v.  Thomas,  177 
111.  534,  52  N.  E.  1042,  the  court  said: 
"Where  the  state  of  accounts  between  the 
parties  is  complicated  and  intricate,  where 
the  state  of  accounts  between  the  parties 
is  involved  with  third  parties,  where  to  do 
justice  requires  the  employment  of  meth- 
ods of  investigation  peculiar  to  courts  of 
equity,  and  where  it  would  be  very  difficult 
for  a  jury  to  unravel  the  numerous  transac- 
tions, are  conditions  usually  held  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  give  a  court  of  equity  jurisdic- 
tion. The  jurisdiction  in  equity  does  not, 
in  such  cases,  depend  upon  the  absence 
of  a  remedy  at  law,  but  upon  its  adequacy 
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termyer  t.  Beinhauer,  105  N.  Y.  521,  11 
N.  E.  847;  Johnson  v.  Atlantic  Ave.  R.  Co. 
139  N.  Y.  449,  34  N.  E.  925.  "Mere  in- 
convenience is  not  a  reason  for  refusing  a 
jury  trial  in  cases  where  the  right  is  guar- 
anteed by  the  Constitution."  Davis  t. 
Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231,  239. 

The  encumbrances  are  not  interwoven. 
There  is  no  occasion  to  marshal  assets  or 
make  an  equitable  application  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  chattels.  The  plaintiff's  two 
mortgages  are  admittedly  prior  to  the  de- 
fendant's mortgage  and  bill  of  sale.  The 
issue  is  not  of  priority,  but  of  title  and 
value.  In  such  a  case  the  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  a  jury  trial.  "In  all  actions  for 
injury  to  property,  the  trial  by  j\iry  in- 
cluded the  assessment  of  the  plaintifTs  dam- 


ages, when  the  verdict  was  for  him.  This 
we  regard  as  an  essential  part  of  the  trial 
by  jury  intended  to  be  secured  by  the  Con- 
stitution." East  Kingston  v.  Towle,  48 
N,  H.  67,  64,  97  Am.  Dec.  575,  2  Am.  Rep. 
174. 

The  suit  is  not  one  to  redeem  or  fore- 
close. The  plaintiff  seeks  to  defeat  the  de- 
fendant's mortgage  by  showing  a  superior 
title.  There  is  no  suggestion  in  the  case 
that  he  desires  to  redeem.  Nor  does  he 
seek  a  foreclosure  of  his  own  mortgage  by 
this  proceeding.  His  sole  claim  here  is  to 
recover  damages  for  a  wrongful  withhold- 
ing of  the  mortgaged  chattels. 

The  plaintiff  errs  in  his  assumption  that 
the  claim  he  asserts  is  an  equitable  one. 
He  stands  upon  a  strict  legal  right.    It  is 


or  practicability,  and  upon  the  discretion  of 
the  court."  Approved  in  Billboard  Pub. 
Co.  V.  McCarahan,  151  111.  App.  227. 

In  New  Hampshire  it  is  seen  in  Dalet 
V.  Kenxett,  that  the  court  is  committed  to 
the  doctrine  that  complexity  alone  is  suffi- 
cient, as  it  says:  "In  equity  there  was  ju- 
1  isdiction  in  matters  of  accounts  if  it  ap- 
I  eared  that  the  case  could  not  be  intelli- 
g-jntly  tried  by  jury." 

In  Davis  v.  Dyer,  62  N.  H.  231,  where  tlic 
court  stated  that  the  accounts  were  both 
mutual  and  complicated,  it  was  said:  "The 
leading  ground  on  which  the  defendants 
claim  the  privilege  of  a  jury  trial  for  the 
purpose  of  chanffing  the  auditor's  report  is 
tiie  right  of  trial  by  jury,  given  by  the 
(  onstitution.  Art.  20  of  the  Bill  of  Rights 
provides  'that  in  all  controversies  concern- 
ing property,  and  in  all  suits  between  two 
or  more  persons,  except  in  cases  in  which 
it  has  been  heretofore  otherwise  used  and 
practised,  the  parties  have  a  right  to  trial 
by  jury,  and  this  method  shall  be  held 
sacred.'  .  .  .  Cases  involving  the  inves- 
tigation of  accounts,  particularly  where  the 
accounts  are  mutual  or  complicated,  are 
within  the  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
1  Story,  £q.  Jur.  §§  441,  442,  442a,  and 
notes.  Although  such  cases  are  made  the 
subjects  of  suits  at  law,  in  t)ie  trial  equi- 
table principles  are  applied,  and  equity  ju- 
risdiction is  not  lost.  Wells  v.  Pierce,  27 
N.  H.  511.  It  is  the  inconvenience  and  diffi* 
culty  of  properly  and  accurately  adjusting 
and  settling  accounts  of  a  complex  nature  in 
suits  at  law  that  have  brought  them  with- 
in the  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court.  .  .  . 
And  the  subject-matter  of  this  suit  requir- 
ing an  investigation  of  accounts,  both  mu- 
tual and  complicated,  to  which  must  be  ap- 
plied equitable  principles,  and  lying  within 
the  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  de- 
fendants have  no  absolute  right  to  such  a 
jury  trial  as  is  'guaranteed  by  the  Bill  of 
Righta.  ...  It  was  found  that  the  case 
was  too  complicated  to  be  intelligently  un- 
derstood by  a  jury,  and  for  this  reason  the 
defendants  were  not  entitled  to  any  form  of 
jury  trial.  Mere  inconvenience  is  not  a  rea- 
son for  refusing  a  jury  trial  in  cases  where 
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the  right  is  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution. 
Copp  V.  Henniker,  65  N.  H.  206,  20  Am. 
Rep.  194.  When,  as  in  this  case,  there  is 
no  right  of  trial  under  the  Constitution,  and 
the  fact  exists,  not  of  inconvenience,  length 
of  time,  and  increased  expense  of  trial,  but 
of  the  intrinsic  impracticability  of  bring- 
ing the  case  to  the  intelligent  comprehen- 
sion of  a  jury,  a  trial  would  be  a  mockery 
of  justice,  and  could  not  reasonably  be  in- 
sisted upon.  It  would  not  be  claimed  that 
a  trial  could  be  conducted  in  the  presence 
of  a  musical  concert  or  of  a  theatrical  per- 
formance. The  confusion  arising  from  dis- 
turbing sounds  and  motions  could  be  avoid- 
ed by  adjournment  to  another  time  and 
place.  But  a  confusion  arising  from  com- 
plications too  intricate  and  difficult  for  the 
intelligence  of  jurymen  to  unfold  cannot  be 
controlled  by  time  and  place,  nor  avoided 
by  postponement  or  change  of  location  of 
the  trial." 

In  Lindley  v.  McGlauflin,  57  Wash.  581, 
107  Pac.  355,  where  the  court  stated  that 
there  was  in  the  case  a  fiduciary  relation, 
but  that  that  was  not  necessary  to  give 
equity  jurisdiction  over  accountings,  it  was 
also  said:  "In  this  state  it  is  espcfcially 
provided  by  statute  (Rem.  A  Bal.  Code, 
§  370)  that  a  compulsory  order  of  refer- 
ence may  be  made  when  the  trial  of  an  issue 
of  fact  shall  require  the  examination  of  a 
long  account  on  either  side;  this,  on  the 
principle,  of  course,  that  the  proceeding  was 
formerly  cognizable  in  chancery,  and  not 
subject  to  trial  as  an  action  at  law.  .  .  . 
If  the  action  involves  a  long  and  compli- 
cated account,  as  it  did  in  this  instance,  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  try  it  in  that  man- 
ner which  will  do  justice  between  the  par- 
ties, regardless  of  the  character  of  the  legal 
relationship  between  them." 

And  in  Poultry  Producers*  Union  v.  Wil- 
liams, 58  Wash.  64,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  1041, 
107  Pac.  1040,  the  court  said:  "We  have 
only  recently  held  that,  where  a  case  in- 
volves the  examination  of  a  long  or  compli- 
cated account,  the  case  may  be  sent  to  a 
referee  to  return  the  facts.  Under  the  stat- 
ute, it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  with  tl*o 
trial  judge.    Lindley  v.  McGlauflin,  supra." 
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true  that  he  demanded  a  delivery  of  the 
chattels  in  order  that  he  might  foreclose 
his  mortgages  upon  them;  but  the  demand, 
whether  complied  with  or  not,  was  no  part 
of  a  foreclosure.  He  was  entitled  to  the 
demanded  possession  whether  his  purpose 
was  at  once  to  commence  a  foreclosure,  or 
merely  to  hold  the  property.  Leach  v.  Kim- 
hall,  34  N.  H.  668.    He  had  a  right  to  the 


possession  by  virtue  of  the  title  he  held. 
That  right  did  not  depend  upon  some  ac- 
tion which  he  purposed  to  undertake  after 
he  obtained  possession.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, tiie  defendant  was  entitled  to 
a  trial  by  jury. 

Exception  sustained* 

• 

All  concur. 


3.  Doctrine  that  complexity  alone  in- 

sufficient, 

I 

But  in  some  of  the  American  cases  it  is 
held  that  mere  complexity  of  accounts  is  not 
a  sufficient  ground  of  equity  jurisdiction. 

In  Norwich  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Storey,  17 
Conn.  364,  the  court  said,  in  dismissing  a 
bill:  *'It  is  a  provision  of  our  statute,  as 
well  as  a  rule  of  equity,  tliat  courts  oi 
equity  shall  take  cognizance  of  those  mat- 
ters only  in  which  adequate  relief  cannot 
be  had  in  the  ordinary  course  of  law.  Have 
the  plaintiffs,  then,  adequate  remedy  at 
law?  If  so,  they  cannot  have  the  interfer- 
ence of  a  court  of  chancery.  .  .  .  It  is 
said  the  accounts  are  numerous  and  compli- 
cated. That  circumstance  alone  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  oust  a  court  of  law  of  its  juris- 
diction." 

In  Field  v.  Brown,  146  Ind.  293,  45  N. 
E.  464,  the  court  said:  "It  has  never,  in 
this  state,  been  deemed  a  cause  for  equi- 
table relief  that  one  may  set  forth  an  ac- 
count of  numerous  items.  As  early  as  Cum- 
mins V.  White,  4  Blackf.  356,  it  was  held 
that  'equity  has  no  jurisdiction  over  ac- 
counts, however  numerous  and  important 
the  charges,  where  there  is  no  mutuality 
of  dealing,  and  discovery  is  not  required; 
but  law  has.'  That  there  should  appear 
affirmatively  some  cause  for  equitable  relief, 
independently  of  the  presentation  of  numer- 
ous items  of  account,  before  the  equity  side 
of  the  court  will  be  opened  to  entertain  the 
question,  is  manifest." 

This  is,  perhaps,  more  clear  than  the 
opinion  in  Cummins  v.  White,  supra,  where 
the  court  said:  "It  is  certain  that  over 
multifarious  and  complicated  mutual  deal- 
ings, a  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction,  and 
that  it  has  none  over  accounts  consisting 
of  but  one  item  on  a  side;  while  the  power- 
of  the  law  court  embraces  both  extremes. 
So,  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  over  accounts, 
however  numerous  and  important  the 
charges,  where  there  is  no  mutuality  of 
dealing,  and  discovery  is  not  required;  but 
law  has.  At  what  point  between  single 
mutual  items,  and  dealings  swelled  to  great 
complexity,  the  right  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  take  cognizance  of  the  matter  begins  or 
ends,  has  not  been  denoted  with  certainty, 
and,  from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  can 
never  be  very  clearly  deffned.  As  we  recede 
from  the  two  extremes  and  approach  the 
line  of  commencing  or  terminating  juris- 
diction, much  must  necessarilv  be  left  to 
the  discretion  of  the  chancellor;  he  must  de- 
cide each  case  upon  its  own  peculiar  fea- 
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tures.  It  may,  however,  be  safely  stated, 
that  in  matters  of  account  w^ich  ai% 
mutual  and  complicated,  or  wliere  a  dis- 
covery is  required,  or  a  multiplicity  of 
suits  will  be  avoided,  or  the  remedy  at  law 
is  not  full  and  adequate,  or  fraud,  accident, 
or  mistake  is  connected  with  the  subject, 
equity  has  jurisdiction;  on  the  contrary, 
where  none  of  tliese  characteristics  are  pres- 
ent, the  mutual  dealings  of  parties  result 
in  causes  of  action  or  matters  of  set-off,  or 
other  defense,  cognizable  only  at  law." 

In  Iowa,  where  the  statute  authorizes 
compulsory  references  in  actions  requiring 
the  examination  of  mutual  accounts,  or 
when  the  account  is  on  one  side  only,  and 
it  appears  that  "it  is  necessary  that  the 
party  on  the  other  side  should  be  examined 
as  a  witness  to  prove  the  account," — it  is 
held  that  compulsory  references  are  lim- 
ited to  cases  oi  equitable  cognizance.  Mc- 
Martin  v.  Bingham,  27  Iowa,  234,  1  Am. 
Rep.  265;  Grant  v.  Bulles,  69  Iowa,  525, 
29  N.  W.  439;  Tufts  v.  Norris,  115  Iowa, 
250,  88  N.  W.  367;  Frick  v.  Kabaker,  110 
Iowa,  494,  90  N.  W.  498;  Faville  v.  Lloyd, 
140  Iowa,  501,  118  N.  W.  871. 

In  McMartin  v.  Bingham,  27  Iowa,  234, 
1  Am.  Rep.  265,  the  court,  in  reversing  a 
judgment  denying  the  right  to  a  jury  trial 
under  the  Iowa  statute,  said:  "Courts  of 
equity  have  a  general  jurisdiction  where 
there  are  mutual  accounts,  and  also  where 
the  accounts  are  on  one  side,  but  a  discov- 
ery is  sought  and  is  material  to  the  re- 
lief. But  where  the  accounts  are  all  on 
one  side,  or  wliere'  there  is^  a  sin<r1e  mat- 
ter on  the  one  side  and  mere  set-offs  on  the 
other,  and  no  discovery  is  sought  or  re- 
quired, courts^  of  equity  have  not  jurisdic- 
tion. .  .  .  *  In  this  case  there  are  four- 
teen items  under  eight  different  dates,  and 
two  credits.  The  account  is  all  on  one  side, 
and  no  discovery  sought.  The  defenses  are 
denial,  payment,  and  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. This  would  not  afford  a  basis  for 
an  action  of  account  at  the  common  law, 
nor  for  a  bill  in  equity  under  the  former 
chancery  practice.  The  defendant  has  a 
right  to  a  jury  trial,  of  which  he  cannot  be 
deprived  without  his  consent."  Followed  in 
Grant  v.  Bulles,  69  Iowa,  525,  29  N.  W. 
439. 

And  in  Galusha  v.  Wendt,  114  Iowa, 
597,  87  N.  W.  512,  the  coifrt  said:  "Mere 
intricacy  of  the  calculations  necessary  to 
the  determination  of  the  amount  of  plain- 
tiffs recovery  will  not  justify  the  trial  court 
in  treating  the  case  as  one  of  equitable 
cognizance.  Grant  v.  Bulles  and  McMartin 
v.  Bingham,  supra." 
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In  view  of  these  authorities,  anything  to 
the  contrary  in  Blair  Town  Lot  &  Land  Co. 
V.  Walker,  50  Iowa,  376,  and  Burt  v.  Har- 
rah,  65  Iowa,  643,  22  N.  W.  910,  may  be 
disregarded. 

So,  in  Pennsylvania  it  is  held  that  where 
the  accounts  are  on  one  side  and  no  discov- 
ery is  sought,  equity  will  decline  to  take 
jurisdiction  without  other  equitable  reasons 
for  it.  Gloninger  v.  Hazard,  42  Pa.  380; 
Passyunk  Bldg.  Asso.'s  Appeal,  83  Pa.  441 ; 
Grubb's  Appeal,  90  Pa.  228;  Pittsburgh  &  C. 
R.  Go's  Appeal,  99  Pa.  177;  Paton  v.  Clark, 
156  Pa.  49,  27  Atl.  J16;  Graham  v.  Cum- 
mihgB,  208  Pa.  616,  57  Atl.  943;  Holland 
V.  H&Ilahan,  211  Pa.  223,  60  Atl.  735  (where 
discovery  was  merely  incidental). 

The  same  has  been  held  in  Tennessee 
(Pearl  v.  Nashville,  10  Yerg.  179);  and 
in  West  Virginia  (Grafton  v.  Reed,  26  W. 
Va.  437.) 

In  Lafever  v.  Billmyer,  6  W.  Va.  33,  the 
court,  after  referring  to  the  authorities, 
says:  *'It  seems  to  me  that  the  views,  thus 
given  at  length,  of  such  eminent  jurists, 
cannot  be  ignored,  and  that  they  conclusive- 
ly settle  the  doctrine  that  courts  of  equity 
have  jurisdiction  of  matters  of  account  (1) 
where  there  are  mutual  demands,  and  a 
fortiori  when  complicated;  (2)  where  the 
accounts  are  on  one  side  and  a  discovery 
is  sought  that  is  material  to  the  relief; 
and  (3)  equity,  having  taken  jurisdiction 
for  discovery,  will,  to  avoid  multiplicity  of 
suits,  administer  suitable  relief.  The  rea- 
son for  the  doctrine  is  not  that  the  law 
affords  no  remedy,  but  that  it  is  more  com- 
plete and  adequate  in  equity.  By  virtue  of 
this  general  jurisdiction,  and  as  incident  to 
accounts,  courts  of  equity  take  a  concur- 
rent cognizance,  among  many  other  things, 
not  only  of  the  administration  of  personal 
assets,  and  distribution  of  the  residue,  but 
also  of  the  conduct  of  executors  and  admin* 
istrators.  3  Bl.  Com.  437,  cited  in  1  Story, 
£q.  Jur.  §  453.  But  it  is  equally  as  well 
settled  that  courts  of  equity  decline  juris- 
diction in  matters  of  accounts  (1)  where 
the  demands  are  all  on  one  side,  and  no 
discovery  is  claimed  or  necessary;  (2) 
where  on  one  side  there  are  demands,  and 
on  the  other  mere  payments  or  set-offs,  and 
no  discovery  is  sought  or  required.  The 
reason  is,  that  the  peculiar  remedial  proc- 
ess or  functions  of  a  court  of  equity  are 
not  necessary  in  such  cases  (1  Story,  Eq. 
Jut.  §  450),  there  being  an  ample  remedy 
at  law."  The  reader  will  see  that  the  court 
in  this  ease  has  read  Story's  Eq.  Jur.  cor- 
rectly, in  distinction  from  the  misreading 
of  it  shown  in  several  cases  where  it  is 
cited  on  this  subject. 

In  Smith  v.  Marks,  2  Rand.  (Va.)  449, 
it  was  held  that  to  give  equity  jurisdic- 
tion in  matters  of  account,  there  must  be 
mutual  demands,  citing  Kent,  Chancellor, 
in  Porter  v.  Spencer,  2  Johns.  Ch.  169. 

But  it  is  possible  that  the  court  meant 
to  go  further  in  Coffman  v.  Sangston,  21 
Gratt.  263,  where  it  said:  "The  jurisdic- 
tion of  courts  of  equity  in  matters  of  ae- 
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count  involving  the  transactions  and  deal- 
ings of  trustees  and  agents  is  now  well  es- 
tablished. Not  that  the  bare  relation  of 
principal  and  agent  justifies  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  court  in  every  case;  but  wher- 
ever it  appears  that  a  discovery  is  neces- 
sary, or  there  are  mutual  accounts  between 
the  parties,  or  the  remedy  at  law  is  not 
plain,  simple,  and  free  from  difficulty,  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  attaches." 

4,  Indecisive  or  doubtful  cases. 

In  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Polk,  1  Del. 
Ch.  167,  where  the  account  seems  to  have 
been  only  on  one  side,  the  chancellor  said: 
"Is  this  such  a  case  that  the  parties  should 
be  decreed  to  account?  Upon  that  point  I 
have  no  doubt.  These  transactions  are  so 
complicated,  so  long  and  intricate,  that  it 
is  impossible  for  a  .jur^  to  examine  them 
with  accuracy.  They  will  require  time,  as- 
siduous attention,  and  minute  investiga- 
tion, and  are  involved  in  so  much  confusion 
and  difficulty  that  no  other  tribunal,  by 
reason  of  the  forms  of  proceeding  of  the 
courts  of  law,  can  afford  the  plaintiff  a 
remedy."  His  decree,  however,  was  reversed 
on  page  176,  on  tlie  ground  that,  as  the  de- 
fendants had  been  absolved  by  the  laches 
of  the  complainant,  there  was  no  necessity 
for  an  accounting. 

In  Kansas,  where  compulsory  references 
under  the  statute  have  been  several  times 
sustained  on  the  ground  that  there  were 
mutual  accounts  (Williams  v.  Elliott,  17 
Kan.  523 ;  Galbraith  v.  McCormick,  23  Kan. 
706;  Smith  v.  Scully,  66  Kan.  139,  71  Pac. 
249),  it  was  held,  in  Weakley  v.  Cherry 
Twp.  62  Kan.  867,  63  Pac.  433,  that  an  ac- 
tion by  a  township  against  its  treasurer 
and  his  bondsmen  was  properly  referred, 
the  court  giving  no  reason  but  that  of 
voluminous  book  accounts. 

In  W^att  V.  Conger,  13  Smedes  &  M.  412, 
when  the  account  seems  to  have  been  only 
on  one  side,  the  court  said:  "Equity  has 
concurrent  jurisdiction  with  courts  of  law, 
in  reference  to  numerous  and  complicated 
matters  of  account.  The  fact  that  there 
may  be  a  remedy  at  law  less  convenient,  and 
less  subservient  to  the  ends  of  justice,  does 
not  deprive  tlie  court  of  chancery  of  its 
right  to  interpose.  In  matters  of  account 
extending  over  a  variety  of  fransactions, 
the  remedy  in  equity  is  deemed  more  ample 
and  complete,  and  tends  to  prevent  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits.    1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  439." 

In  New  York,  we  have  the  statement 
above  referred  to  of  Chancellor  Kent  in 
Porter  v.  Spencer,  supra,  that  there  must 
be  mutual  demands. 

Whether  any  different  view  was  intended 
by  Finch,  J.  in  his  opinion  in  Marvin  v. 
Brooks,  94  N.  Y.  71,  seems  not  clear.  He 
there  said,  in  sustaining  the  jurisdiction 
where  there  was  the  fiduciary  relation  of  a 
quasi  trustee:  "The  basis  and  extent  of 
the  equitable  jurisdiction  over  matters  of 
account  appears  to  have  been  seldom  con- 
sidered in  our  courts,  but  often  discussed 
in  the  English  authorities.     We  have  been 
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referred  to  many  of  these,  but  they  seem 
to  U8  not  harmonious,  and  occasionally  dif* 
ficult  to  reconcile.  .  .  .  The  best  con- 
sidered review  of  the  authorities  puts  the 
equitable  jurisdiction  upon  three  grounds, 
viz.:  The  complicated  character  of  the  ac- 
counts; the  need  of  a  discovery;  and  the 
existence  of  a  fiduciary  or  trust  relation. 
1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  459,  and  note  5.  The 
necessity  for  a  resort  to  equity  for  the  first 
two  reasons  is  now  very  slight,  if  it  can  be 
said  to  exist  at  all,  since  a  court  of  law 
can  send  to  a  referee  a  long  account,  too 
complicated  for  the  handling  of  a  jury,  and 
furnishes  by  an  examination  of  tlie  adverse 
party  before  trial,  and  the  production  and 
deposit  of  books  and  papers,  almost  as  com- 
plete a  means  of  discovery  >as  could  be  fur- 
nished by  a  court  of  equity.  But  the  juris- 
diction of  the  latter  court  over  trusts  and 
those  fiduciary  relations  which  partake  of 
that  character  remains,  and  in  such  eases 
the  right  to  an  accounting  seems  well  es- 
tablished. But  the  existence  of  a  bare  agen- 
cy is  not  sufficient." 

In  Uhlman  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  109 
N.  Y.  421,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  17  N.  E.  363, 
the  court,  while  not  deciding  that  complex- 
ity alone  would  give  jurisdiction,  stated 
that  considering  the  fact  as  stated  by 
Finch,  J.,  in  Marvin  v.  Brooks,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  now  all  the  facilities  for  ex- 
amining a  complicated  account  at  law  that 
he  would  have  in  equity,  in  case  of  oppres- 
sion or  great  inconvenience  to  the  defend- 
ant, equity  would  not  take  jurisdiction. 

d.  Danger  of  unlitnited  jurisdiction. 

There  being  no  logical  difi'erence  between 
jurisdiction  of  mutual  accounts  and  of 
those  on  one  side,  it  is  an  easy  thing  to 
make  a  general  broad  principle  that  equi-' 
ty  will  take  cognizance  of  ail  accounts  of 
every  kind  which  are  complicated.  Those. 
English  cases  in  which  reluctance  is  shown 
to  follow  a  broad  rule  in  the  matter  indi- 
cate the  doubts  and  difficulties  felt  by 
judges  especially  experienced  in  chancery 
courts,  lest  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff-at- 
law  are  to  be  summarily  cut  off  by  the  in- 
terposition of  equity  in  all  sorts  of  common- 
law  cases.  It  would  seem  that  a  jurisdic- 
tion in  equity  over  all  complicated  accounts 
can  only  be  safely  intrusted  to  judges  whose 
great  experience  will  enable  them  to  exer- 
cise a  wise  discretion  in  refusing  to  take 
cognizance  ip  equity  of  matters  which 
ought  to  be  determined  at  law. 

IV,  Miscellaneotis, 

In  Huston  t.  Wadsworth,  5  Colo.  213, 
virhere  there  was  no  provision  in  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  state  as  to  the  trial  by 
jury  in  civil  cases,  it  was  held  that  there 
was  nothing  unlawful  in  a  statute  permit- 
ting a  compulsory  reference  of  a  case  re- 
quiring the  examination  of  a  long  account 
on  either  side,  as  there  was  no  constitu- 
tional provision  against  it. 

In  McMillan  v.  Wiley,  45  Fla.  487,  3a 
So.  993,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  author- 
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izing  the  court  of  chancery  to  enjoin  tres- 
passes on  timber  land  and  to  award  an  ac- 
count for  damages,  so  far  as  such  statute 
concerned  the  "awarding  an  account  for 
damages  for  a  mere  trespass  cognizable  at 
law,  and  in  respect  to  which  the  court  of 
equity  had  no  jurisdiction  independent  of 
statute,  it  impairs  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law  and  secured  by  the  Constitution." 

Where  the  statute  provided  for  compul- 
sory references  in  cases  where  the  trial 
of  an  issue  of  fact  requires  the  examination 
of  mutual  accounts,  or  when  the  account  is 
on  one  side  only,  and  it  shall  be  made  'to 
appear  that  it  is  necessary  that  the  party 
on  the  other  side  shall  be  examined  as  a 
witness  to  prove  the  account,  it  was  held 
that  these  two  matters  were,  in  any  event, 
cognizable  in  equity,  and  therefore  the  par- 
ties were  not  entitled  as  a  matter  of  right 
to  a  trial  by  jury.  Van  Trees  v.  Territory, 
7  Okla.  353,  64  Pac.  495;  Grant  County 
V.  McKinley,  8  Okla.  128,  56  Pac.  1044; 
Brewer  v.  Asher,  8  Okla.  231,  56  Pac.  714. 

So,  in  Mills  v.  Miller,  3  Neb.  87,  the 
court,  after  quoting  a  similar  statute,  said, 
in  approving  a  reference  in  partition  to  take 
the  account:  "A  purely  legal  action  cannot 
be  referred  except  by  consent  of  parties, 
as  neither  party  can  be  deprived  of  the 
right  to  a  trial  by  a  jury  in  such  cases; 
and  in  actions  involving  an  account  be- 
tween the  parties,  it  is  only  in  cases  of  a 
purely  equitable  nature  that  a  reference  can 
be  ordered  without  consent  of  the  parties." 

In  Johnson  v.  Wallace,  7  Ohio,  pt.  2,  p. 
62,  where  no  statute  is  referred  to,  the 
court,  in  holding  that  there  was  no  power 
to  order  a  compulsory  reference  in  an  ac- 
tion of  assumpsit,  although  the  account 
involved  was  very  long  on  both  sides,  said 
that  the  difficulty  might  be  avoided  by  a 
resort  to  a  court  of  equity.  B.  B.  B. 
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TERRITORY  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

V. 

JOSE    REFUGIO   LUCERO,    Appt. 
(16  N.  M.  662,  120  Pac  304.) 

Evidence  — -  criminal   law  —  flight  — 
presumption  of  guilt. 

No  presumption  of  guilt  arises  from 
flight  after  the  commission  of  a  crime. 

(December  19,  19ll.) 

Note.  —  Flight    as    creating    presump' 
tion  of   guilt. 

This  note  is  confined  strictly  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  flight  creates  a  presumption 
of  guilt,  and  does  not  include  cases  n^ereiy 
bearing  on  the  question  whether  flight  is 
admissible  as  a  circumstance  tending  to 
prove  guilt,  unless  there  is  a  discussion  of 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Taos  County, 
convicting  him  of  murder  in  the  second  de- 
gree.   Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  B.  Renehan,  for  appellant: 

Flight  does  not  create  a  presumption  ot 
gnilt. 

SUrr  ▼.  United  States,  164  U.  S.  627,  41 
L.  ed.  677,  17  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  223;  Alberty 
▼.  United  SUtes,  152  U.  S.  499,  40  L.  ed. 
1051,  16  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  864;  Hickory  T. 
United  SUtes,  160  U.  S.  408,  40  L.  ed.  474, 
16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  327;  United  States  t. 
Greene,   146   Fed.   803;    State  v.   Poe,   123 


Iowa,  118,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  307,  98  N.  W. 
587. 

People  ▼.  Wong  Ah  Ngow,  54  Cal.  151, 
35  Am.  Rep.  69;  State  v.  Arthur,  23  Iowa, 
430;  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1265;  12 
Cyc.  395;    Sheffield  v.  State,  43  Tex.  378. 

Mr.  Frank  W.  Clancy,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, for  the  Territory: 

Flight  raises  the  presumption  of  guilt. 

State  y.  Seymour,  94  Iowa,  699,  63  N. 
W.  661;  State  v.  Williams,  64  Mo.  170; 
State  y.  Brooks,  92  Mo.  542,  6  S.  W.  257, 
330;  State  y.  Jackson,  95  Mo.  623,  8  S.  W. 
749;  State  y.  Walker,  98  Mo.  95,  9  S.  W. 
646,  11  S.  W.  1133;   State  y.  Potter,  108 


or  at  least  decision  on,  the  question  whether 
it  creates  a  presumption  of  guilt;  though 
it  should  be  stated  that  the  courts  some- 
times fail  to  observe  the  distinction. 

An  Jnnocent  person,  though  coiAcious  of 
his  innocence,  may  fear  the  effect  of  an  un- 
fortunate combination  of  circumstances,  or 
of  an  unfounded  popular  prejudice  against 
him;  consciousness  of  guilt,  and  fear  ol 
deserved  punishment,  are  not  the  only  mo- 
tives that  will  lead  a  person  to  attempt  to 
escape.  Accordingly,  such  attempts  are 
not  infrequently  made  by  the  innocent  as 
well  as  by  the  guilty. 

Though  the  weight  of  reason  may  be  with 
this  view,  yet  there  is  a  conflict  of  opin* 
ion,  and  there  are  jurisdictions  that  still 
follow  the  ancient  rule.  And  then,  also, 
there  are  courts  that  distinguish  between 
"flight  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  guilt," 
and  as  "presumptive  evidence  of  guilt." 
But  it  would  seem  that  such  a  distinction 
is  too  fine  for  the  average  jury,  and  that 
the  better  rule  is,  that  flight  is  a  circum- 
stance from  which,  taken  into  consideration 
with  the  other  evidence  in  the  case,  a  jury 
may  or  may  not  infer  guilt,  as  the  case 
may  be. 

The  flight  or  concealment  of  the  accused 
raises  no  presumption  of  law  that  he  is 
guilty,  but  it  is  a  fact  which  may  be  con- 
sidered by  the  jury,  and  from  which  they 
may  draw  an  inference,  in  connection  with 
other  circumstances,  and  in  the  absence  of 
an  explanation  of  the  reasons  or  motives 
which  prompted  it,  that  he  is  guilty;  and 
evidence  of  flight  or  concealment  is  admis- 
sible, whether  the  other  evidence  of  guilt 
be  diVect  or  circumstantial.     12  Cyc.  396. 

That  flight  does  not  raise  a  legal  pre- 
sumption of  guilt  has  been  held  in  United 
States  y.  Greene,  146  Fed.  803;  Hickory 
y.  United  States,  160  U.  S.  408,  40  L.  ed. 
474,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  327;  People  v.  Wong 
Ah  Ngow,  54  Cal.  151,  35  Am.  Hep.  69; 
Smith  y.  State,  106  Ga.  673,  71  Am.  St.  Kep. 
286,  32  S.  E.  851,  11  Am.  Crim.  Kep.  474; 
Bamett  v.  State,  136  Ga.  65,  70  S.  E.  868; 
Fox  y.  People,  95  111.  71 ;  State  v.  Arthur, 
23  Iowa,  430;  State  v.  Williams,  118  Iowa; 
494,  92  N.  W.  652,  14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  570; 
State  y.  Poe,  123  Iowa,  118,  101  Am.  St. 
Rep.  307,  9P  K.  W.  587;  Madison  v.  Com. 
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13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  313,  17  S.  W.  164;  State 
V.  Moncla,  39  La.  Ann.  871,  2  So.  814; 
State  V.  Ah  Kung,  17  Nev.  361,  30  Pac. 
995 ;  State  v..  Osborne,  54  Or.  289,  103  Pac. 
02,  20  Ann.  Cas.  627. 

And  so,  flight  or  concealment  of  one  ac- 
cused of  manslaughter  is  not  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  his  guilt.  Way  bright  v.  State,  56 
Ind.  122. 

But  in  Wooldridge  y.  State,  49  Fla.  137, 
38  1^0.  3,  in  the  prosecution  of  a  school  of- 
ficer for  forgery,  it  was  said  that  defend- 
ant's own  testimony  that  he  guessed  "the 
reason  he  assumed  (a  fictitious  name)  was 
to  prevent  anyone  from  locating  him"  war- 
ranted the  inference  that  he  fled  for  the 
purpose  of  concealment,  knowing  that  his 
books  were  being  examined. 

Presumption  of  guilt  from  flight  applies 
<fnly  where  the  crime  has  been  secret,  and 
the  connection  of  accused  with  it  is  to  be 
established  by  circumstantial  evidence;  and 
so,  where  a  killing  has  taken  place  in  a 
public  fight,  in  the  presence  of  witnesses, 
when  there  is  no  dispute  as  to  who  did  the 
act,  but  the  only  question  is  whether  the 
circumstances  establish  self-defense  pr  a 
mitigation  of  the  crime  to  the  grade  of 
manslaughter,  the  flight  will  have  no  weight 
as  a  presumption  of  guilt.  State  v.  Mel- 
ton, 37  La.  Ann.  77.  And  this  principle  and 
deduction  were  approved  in  State  v.  Mid- 
dleton,  104  La.  233,  28  So.  914. 

In  Alberty  v.  United  States,  162  U.  S. 
499,  40  L.  ed.  1051,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  864. 
an  instruction  that  "flight  is  a  silent  ad- 
mission by  the  defendant  that  he  is  unwill- 
ing or  unable  to  face  the  case  against  him. 
It  is,  in  some  sense,  feeble  or  strong,  as 
the  case  may  be,  a  confession,"  was  held 
erroneous,  as  laying  to  much  stress  upon 
the  fact  of  flight,  and  allowing  the  jury  to 
infer  that  this  fact  alone  is  sufficient  to 
create  a  presumption  of  guilt.  The  court 
said:  "Innocent  men  sometimes  hesitate 
to  confront  a  jury,  not  necessarily  because 
they  fear  that  the  jury  will  not  protect 
them,  but  because  they  do  not  wish  their 
names  to  appear  in  connection  with  crimi- 
nal acts,  are  humiliated  at  being  obliged  to 
incur  the  popular  odium  of  an  arrest  and 
trial,  or  because  they  do  not  wish  to  be  put 
to  the  annoyance  or  expense  of  defending 
themselves." 
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Mo.   424,  22   S.   W.  80;    S^a.te   v.  Milligan,  [ 
170  Mo.  215,  70  S.  VV.  473;  State  v.  Hott- 
man,  196  Mo.  110,  94  S.  W.  237. 

Roberts,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant,  Josd  Hefugio  Lueero,  was 
convicted  in  the  district  court  of  Taos  coun- 
ty, of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  and 
was  sentenced  to  serve  a  term  of  not  less 
than  twenty-five  nor  more  than  thirty  years 
in  the  New  Mexico  Penitentiary.  Appeal 
was  prayed  and  granted  to  this  court. 

Seven  grounds  of  error  have  been  urged 
by  the  appellant,  but,  as  we  are  compelled 
to  reverse  the  case,  because  of  an  erroneous 
instruction    given    the    jury   by   the    lower 


court,  we  shall  discuss  only  the  questions 
essential  to  the  consideration  of  the  erro- 
neous instruction. 

By  instruction  16,  the  court  charged  the 
jury  as  follows:  "You  are  instructed  that 
flight  raises  the  presumption  of  guilt,  and 
if  the  jury  believe  and  find  from  the  evi- 
dence that  after  the  shooting  of  the  de- 
ceased by  the  defendant,  if  you  find  that 
he  did  shoot  him,  that  the  defendant  fled 
from  the  territory  and  tried  to  avoid  ar- 
rest, then  the  jury  may  take  this  fact  into 
consideration  in  determining  his  guilt  or 
innocence;  that  is,  if  you  believe  that  at 
the  time  he  knew  that  he  had  shot  and 
killed  the  deceased  if  you  find  that  he  did 
so    shoot    and    kill    him."      The    objection 


And  an  identical  instruction  was  held 
erroneous  in  Starr  v.  United  States,  164  U. 
S.  627,  41  L.  ed.  677,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
223. 

In  State  v.  Baptiste,  105  La.  663,  37  So. 
147,  it  was  said  that  the  following  charge, 
while  not  incorrect,  should  have  been  more 
full,  as  the  acts  from  which  criminality  is 
sought  to  be  deduced  were  committed  open- 
ly: '*Tlie  legal  presumption  from  flight  is 
against  the  prisoner,  but  is  not  suflVcient  of 
itself  to  authorize  a  conviction,  and  it  lies 
upon  the  defendant  to  explain  or  rebut  it." 
Ihe  court  said  it  "should  have  explained 
that  the  fact  of  accused  having  fled,  if 
proven,  was  merely  a  fact  in  the  case,  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  in 
connection  with  all  the  other  facts  in  the 
case  in  determining  the  probabilities  for  or 
ngninst  the  guilt  of  the  accused." 

And  in  State  v.  Swindall,  —  La.  — ,  50 
So.  702,  a  prosecution  for  incest,  a  charge 
that  flight  was  to  be  considered  a  conscious- 
ness of  guilt  was  held  objectionable,  citing 
StatQ  v.  Baptiste. 

An  instruction  that  flight  is  a  circum- 
stance which,  prima  facie,  is  indicative  of 
guilt,  was  upheld  in  State  v.  Matheson, 
130  Iowa,  440,  134  Am.  St.  Rep.  427,  103 
N.  W.  337,  8  Ann.  Cas.  430;  State  v.  Ral- 
ston, 139  Iowa,  44,  136  N.  W.  1058;  and 
in  State  v.  Leonard,  135  Iowa,  371,  112  N. 
VV.  784;  State  v.  Richards,  126  Iowa,  497, 
302  N.  W.  430,  it  was  said  that  such  an 
instruction  was  not  erroneous  as  in  efl'cct 
telling  the  jury  that  it  was  presumptive 
evidence  of  guilt. 

And  so,  an  instruction  that  "if  you  find 
from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant,  upon 
being  informed  that  he  w^as  suspected  of 
taking  the  life  'of  .  .  .  [deceased],  fled 
to  avoid  arrest,  and  remained  away,  going 
under  an  assumed  name,  such  fact  is  a  cir- 
cumstance which,  prima  facie,  is  indicative 
of  guilt,  was  held  proper  in  State  v.  Sey- 
mour, 94  Iowa,  699,  63  N.  W.  661,  as  there 
was  evidence  in  the  case  to  establish  the 
facts  upon  which  it  was  predicated. 

But  an  instruction  in  a  trial  of  assault 
with  a  deadly  weapon,  that  the  fact  that 
defendant  "saw  fit  to  flee  from  the  state 
makes  a  prima  facie  case  which  indicates 
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guilt  on  his  part,"  was  held  to  constitute 
reversible  error.  State  v.  Papa,  32  R.  I. 
453,  80  Atl.  32. 

In  People  v.  Davis,  14  Gal.  App.  117,  111 
Pac.  268,  the  court  had  granted  an  instruc- 
tion that  flight  "is  not  strong  presumptive 
evidence  of  guilt,  as  no  such  presumption 
could  arise  from  such  fact  as  a  matter  of 
law."  To  this  instruction  the  court  added: 
"But  the  flight  of  a  person  immediately 
after  the  commission  of  an  ofl'ense  with 
which  he  is  charged  is  a  circumstance  to 
be  weighed  by  the  jury  as  tending  in  some 
degree  to  prove  a  consciousness  of  guilt;" 
and  it  was  said  that  though  such  added  in- 
struction is  justly  subject  to  criticism,  it 
is  not  suflicient  cause  for  reversal. 

And  in  People  v.  Giancoli,  74  Cal.  642, 
16  Pac.  510,  an  instruction  that  "the  flight 
of  a  person  suspected  or  charged  with  a 
crime  is  a  circumstance  to  be  weighed  by 
the  jury  as  tending  in  some  degree  to  prove 
a  consciousness  of  guilt"  was  held  proper; 
and  an  instruction  in  effect  that  a  flight  is 
by  no  means  an  inference  of  guilt,  that 
many  men  are  naturally  of  weak  nerve  and 
timid,  and  under  certain  circumstances  the 
innocent  person  might  seek  safety  in  fliofht, 
was  properly  refused,  as  apparently  drawn 
rather  as  an  argument  in  defendant's  favor 
than  as  a  statement  of  the  law  upon  the 
matter  in  hand. 

As  was  said,  there  are  jurisdictions  that 
still  follow  the  ancient  rule;  and  so  tliat 
flight  raises  a  presumption  of  guilt  was 
held  in' Lewis  v.  State,  96  Ala.  6,  38  Am. 
St.  Rep.  75,  11  So.  259:  State  v.  Williams, 
54  Mo.  170;  State  v.  King,  78  Mo.  555; 
State  V.  Barham,  82  Mo.  67;  State  v.  Gee, 
85  Mo.  647;  State  v.  Griffin,  87  Mo.  608; 
State  V.  Brooks,  92  Mo.  542,  6  S.  W.  257, 
330;  State  v.  Walker.  98  Mo.  95,  9  S.  W. 
646,  11  S.  W.  1333;  State  v.  Moore,  101 
Mo.  336,  34  S.  W.  182;  State  v.  Potter, 
308  Mo.  424,  22  S.  W.  89;  State  v.  Hunt, 
141  Mo.  626,  43  S.  W.  389;  State  v.  Adlcr, 
146  Mo.  18,  47  S.  W.  794;  State  v.  Gar- 
rison, 147  Mo.  548,  49  S.  W.  508;  State  ▼. 
McLaughlin,  149  Mo.  19,  50  S.  W.  315; 
State  V.  Knowles,  185  Mo.  141,  83  S.  W. 
1083:  State  v.  Jaergers,  73  N.  J.  L.  281.  108 
Am.   St.  Rep.  746,  58   Atl.  101    (dictum); 
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urged  against  this  instruction  is  tbat  flight 
does  not  raise  fL  presumption  of  guilt,  and 
by  the  instruction  tlie  jury  may  have  rea- 
sonably understood  that  they  could  convict 
on  proof  of  flight  alone,  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  fied 
from  the  vicinity  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, having  knowledge  that  he  was  likely 
to  be  arrested  for  the  crime,  or  charged 
with  its  commission,  or  suspected  of  guilt 
in  connection  therewith,  may  be  shown  as 
a  circumstance  tending  to  indicate  guilt, 
and  may  be  considered  by  the  jury,  with 
other  circumstances  tending  to  connect  the 
defendant  with  the  commission  of  the  crime, 
to  authorize  the  inference  of  the  guilt  of 
defendant,  the  corpus  delicti  being  proven. 


There  is  general  assent  to  this  proposition 
among  the  authorities,  and  it  is  well  settled 
that  evidence  of  flight  is  admissible.  1 
Bishop,  New  Crim.  Proc.  §  1250;  Abbott, 
Trial  Brief,  458.  There  is  a  broad  distinc- 
tion, however,  between  an  "inference"  and 
a  "presumption,''  and  this  distinction  is 
clearly  pointed  out  in  the  case  of  Cogdell 
V.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  132  N.  C.  852, 
44  S.  E.  618,  where  the  court  says:  "An 
inference'  is  nothing  more  than  a  permis- 
sible deduction  from  the  evidence,  while  a 
'presumption'  is  compulsory,  and  cannot  be 
disregarded  by  the  jury." 

The  only  cases  which  we  have  been  able 
to  find,  approving  instructions  to  the  jury 
that  flight  raises  the  presumption  of  guilt, 


State  V.  Kent  (State  v.  Pancoast)  5  N.  D. 
616,  35  L.R.A.  518,  67  N.  W.  1052. 

But  flight  from  a  mob  raises  no  presump- 
tion of  guilt.  People  v.  Easton,  148  Cal.  50, 
82  Pac.  840;  State  v.  Ma  Foo,  110  Mo.  7, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  414,  19  S.  W.  222. 

And  though  the  rule  in  Missouri  seems 
to  be  that  flight   raises  a  presumption   of 

fuilt,  it  was  held  in  State  v.  Evans,  138 
To.  116,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  540,  39  S.  W. 
462,  that  the  mere  fact  that  defendant  was 
arrested  in  another  state  was  not  sufficient 
of  itself  to  be  the  basis  of  an  instruction 
that  flight  raises  a  presumption  of  guilt. 

And  also  that  tne  mere  fact  that  de- 
fendant fled  from  the  place  where  the 
homicide  was  committed,  immediately 
thereafter,  and  went  home,  not  more  than 
one-half  mile  distant,  did  not  authorize 
such  an  instruction.  State  v.  Hopper,  142 
Mo.  478,  44  S.  W.  272. 

Nor  does  every  going  away  from  the  place 
of  a  homicide  raise  a  presumption  of  guilt; 
an  instruction  should  be  so  framed  as  to 
include  all  circumstances,  that  accused  may 
have  the  benefit  of  such  explanatory  facts. 
State  V.  Fairlamb,  121  Mo.  137,  25  S.  W. 
895. 

Escape  from  custody  and  from  a  pend- 
inpr  indictment  raises  a  conclusive  presump- 
tion of  guilt.  Howgate  t.  United  States, 
7  App.  D.  C.  217. 

A  strong  presumption  of  guilt  arises 
whenever  one  accused  of  an  ofi'ense  attempts 
to  escape  or  evade  justiee.  Ben av ides  v. 
State,  31  Tex.  679. 

But  in  Sheffield  v.  State,  43  Tex.  378, 
a  charge  that  flight  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 
presumption  of  guilt  is  held  to  be  objection- 
able. 

And  in  Huey  v.  State,  7  Ga.  App.  398,  66 
S.  E.  1023,  in  a  trial  under  an  indictment 
for  assault  with  intent  to  commit  rape,  it 
was  said  that  flight  may  be  a  slight  cir- 
cumstance t(>nding  to  show  conscious  guilt 
of  some  offense,  but  it  is  not  sufficient 
proof  of  the  particular  crime  charged. 

Flight  of  one  accused  of  crime  is  strong 
evidence  of  guilt,  but  not  conclusive.  State 
V.  Sevmour.  7  Idaho.  257.  61   Pac.  1033. 

But  in  State  v.  Baird,  13  Idaho,  29,  88  j 
Pac.  233,  it  was  said  that  it  would  not  be  ' 
3y  LJLA.(N.S.) 


presumed  that  defendant  fled  from  a  con- 
sciousness of  guilt,  where  a  reasonable  de- 
duction and  inference  from  the  fact  of 
flight  is  that  he  was  alarmed  by  the  re- 
marks of  the  judge,  and,  on  consultation 
with  his  attorney,  believed  that  he  would 
not  be  given  time  to  prepare  his  defense, 
and  was  afraid  that  he  would  be  convicted 
because  of  not  having  time  to  present  his 
defense. 

Flight  of  one  accused  of  crime  raises  a 
presumption  of  guilt,  though  it  is  not  con- 
clusive; and  the  application  of  this  rule 
is  not  affected  by  tne  fact  that  accused  is  a 
slave,  and  is  subject  to  the  orders  of  his 
master.  State  v.  Nat,  51  N.  C.  (6  Jones, 
L.)   114. 

And  in  McCann  v.  State,  13  Smedes  &  M. 
471,  where  defendant,  after  the  discovery 
of  the  murder,  had  fled  before  he  was  ac- 
cused, the  court  said  that  a  consciousness 
of  innocence  would  have  led  him  to  abide 
the  issue  and  see  whether  time  would  not 
disclose  the  real  perpetrator. 
'  In  Murrell  v.  State,  46  Ala.  89,  7  Am. 
Rep.  592,  on  the  question  of  tlie  admissi- 
bility on  the  second  trial,  of  evidence  of  es- 
cape from  custody  during  a  former  trial  of 
one  accused  of  murder,  the  court  said :  "The 
escape  was  an  attempt  to  flee,  and  it  had 
reference  to  the  cnarge  in  this  case. 
Flight  in  a  criminal  prosecution  is  one  of 
the  most  common  grounds  for  the  presump- 
tion of  guilt;  and  when  the  flight  is  con- 
nected with  the  offense  charged,  and  for 
which  the  accused  is  on  trial,  it.  is  an  act 
which  indicates  fear,  and  this  fear  points 
to  guilt."       ' 

But  in  Elmore  v.  State,  98  Ala.  12,  13 
So.  427,  it  was  said  that,  of  itself,  evidence 
of  a  breaking  out  and  escape  from  jail  of 
one  under  an  indietment  for  larceny  would 
not  warrant  conviction  of  that  crime. 

And  flight,  to  raise  a  presumption  of 
guilt,  must  be  actual,  not  inferential  or  con- 
structive,— flight  from  the  crime  and  its 
surroundings,  to  avoid  arrest  and  prosecu- 
tion, and  not  a  mere  absence  from  particu- 
lar places;  for  a  designing  officer  might 
select  only  those  places  to  visit  where  he 
knew  accused  mi^ht  not  be.  Com.  v.  Ro- 
land, 8  Phila.  606.  J.  H.  B. 
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are  those  in  MisBouri.  Such  an  instruc* 
tion  is  sanctioned  by  the  following,  among 
many  cases,  in  that  state:  State  v.  Walk- 
er, 98  Mo.  95,  9  S.  W.  646,  11  S.  W.  1133; 
State  V.  MaFoo,  110  Mo.  7,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 
414,  19  S.  W.  222;  State  v.  Hunt,  141  Mo. 
626,  43  S.  W.  389.  The  supreme  court  of 
Iowa,  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Poe,  123  Iowa, 
118,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  307,  98  N.  W.  687, 
in  a  well-considered  case  in  which  all  the 
authorities  are  reviewed,  in  speaking  of  the 
Missouri  rule,  says:  "The  rule  in  Missouri 
seems  to  be  peculiar,  and  we  are  not  inclined 
to  follow  it." 

In  the  case  of  State  ▼.  Poe,  supra,  the 
lower  court  gave  to  the  -jury  this  instruc- 
tion: "It  is  claimed  by  the  state  that  the 
defendants  Decker  and  Poe  at  once  fled,  and 
endeavored  to  escape  arrest  by  such  flight. 
If  you  find  said  defendants  at  once,  after 
the  alleged  offense,  fled  to  Missouri,  and  en- 
deavored to  avoid  arrest  and  prosecution  by 
such  flight,  such  fact  would  be  presumptive 
evidence  of  guilt;  and  if  such  fact  is  unex- 
plained, the  jury  would  be  justified  in  con- 
sidering such  flight  as  evidence  of  guilt." 
In  speaking  of  this  instruction,  the  court 
says:  "On  principle  and  authority,  the  in- 
struction as  to  the  presumption  to  be  drawn 
from  proof  of  flight  is  erroneous,  and  should 
not  be  sustained,  unless  it  is  so  far  sanc- 
tioned in  the  cases  in  our  own  state  that 
we  are  precluded  from  following  the  die 
tates  of  reason,  as  illustrated  by  the  weight 
of  authority."  After  reviewing  the  various 
decisions  of  the  Iowa  court,  the  instruction 
was  disapproved,  and  the  cause  reversed. 

In  Hickory  v.  United  States,  160  U.  S. 
408,  40  L.  ed.  474,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  327, 
the  subject  is  fully  considered,  and  an  tn- 
struct  ion  is  condemned  which  is  character- 
ized as  "tantamount  to  saying  to  the  jury 
that  flight  created  a  legal  presumption  of 
guilt  so  strong  and  so  conclusive  that  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  jury  to  act  on  it  as  an  axio- 
matic truth;"  and  the  court  continues  as 
follows:  "On  this  subject,  also,  it  is  true, 
the  charge  thus  given  was  apparently  after- 
wards qualified  by  the  statement  that  the 
jury  had  a  right  to  take  the  fact  of  flight 
into  consideration,  but  these  ^ords  did  not 
correct  the  illegal  charge  already  given.  In- 
deed, taking  the  instruction  that  flight  cre- 
ated a  legal  presumption  of  guilt,  with  the 
qualifying  words  subsequently  used,  they 
were  both  equivalent  to  saying  to  the  jury 
that  they  were,  in  considering  the  facts,  to 
give  them  the  weight  which,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  the  couH  declared  they  were  entitled 
to  have;  that  is,  as  creating  a  legal  pre- 
sumption so  well  settled  as  to  amount,  vir- 
tually, to  a  conclusive  proof  of  guilt." 

In  Alberty  v.  United  States,  162  U.  S.  499, 
40  L.  ed.  1051,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  864,  the 
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court  approves  what  was  said  in  the  case 
from  which  we  have  just  'quoted,  and  with 
reference  to  a  similar  charge  says:  "The 
criticism  to  be  made  upon  this  charge  is 
that  it  lays  too  much  stress  upon  the  fact 
of  flight,  and  allows  the  jury  to  infer  that 
this  fact  alone  is  sufficient  to  create  a  pre- 
sumption of  guilt.  It  certainly  would  not 
be  contended,  as  a  universal  rule,  that  the 
fact  that  a  person  who  chanced  to  be  pres- 
ent on  the  scene  of  a  murder,  shortly  there- 
after left  the  city  would,  in  the  absence  of 
other  testimony,  be  sufficient  in  itself  to 
justify  his  conviction  of  the  murder."  See 
also  Starr  v.  United  States,  164  U.  S.  627, 
41  L.  ed.  577,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  223. 

It  follows  that  the  court  erred  in  giving 
the  instruction  above  referred  to,  and  a  new 
trial  must  be  ordered. 

This  cause  is  therefore  reversed* 
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W.  W.  PRESNELL  et  al. 

and 

B.  F.  LOVELL,  Appt 

(167  N.  C.  290,  72  S.  E.  085.) 

Bills  and  notes  —  extension  by  attor- 
ney for  collection  ^  effect  on  surety. 

A  slight  indulgence  by  an  nttornov 
charged  with  the  collection  of  a  note  to  the 
maker,  not  authorized  or  ratified  by  tne 
holder,  will  not  release  the  sureties  on  tlie 
instrument,  if  no  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  note  is  thereby  lost  or  impaired. 

(November  27,  1911.) 

Note.  —  Extension  of  time  by  attorney 
'  08  discharging  surety. 

Two  questions  arise  in  connection  with 
the  discharge  of  a  surety  on  account  of  an 
extension  of  time  by  an  attorney;  the  one, 
whether  an  attorney,  by  virtue  of  his  em- 
ployment, has  authority  to  enter  into  a 
contract  extending  the  time  for  the  per- 
formance of  an  obligation  in  favor  nf  h\n 
client;  the  other,  whether  the  contract 
entered  into  is  a  valid  contract  for  such 
extension  of  time.  If  either  of  these  ques- 
tions is  answered  in  the  negative,  the  sure- 
ty is  not  discharged.  It  is  assumed  that 
the  attorney  has  no  express  authority  to 
enter  into  such  a  contract. 

In  Roberts  v.  Smith,  3  La.  Ann.  205,  an 
attorney  in  whose  hands  a  note  had  been 
placed  for  collection  was  held  to  be  without 
power  to  give  an  extension  of  time  by  an 
agreement  made  out  of  court  with  the  prin- 
cipal   obligor,    when    the    immediate    legal 
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VPPEAL  hj  defendant  Lovell  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
Watauga  County,  in  plaintiff's  favor,  in  an 
action  on  a  note.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

No  appearance  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Edmund  Jones  for  defendant. 

Walker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

There  is  hut  one  question  in  this  case. 
On  November  5,  1906,  G.  W.  Presnell  made 
his  note  to  W.  O.  Hall  for  $135.96,  payable 
May  1,  1907,  and  indorsed  by  W.  W.  Pres- 
nell and  E.  F.  Lovell  as  sureties.  This 
note  was  deposited  by  Hall  with  the  Bank 
of  Blowing  Rock  as  collateral  security  for 
a  debt  he  owed  the  bank.  Presnell,  at  the 
request  of  Lovell,  gave  a  mortgage  to  Hall 
for  $120.70  on  a  pair  of  horses  to  secure 
the  debt  and  indemnify  his  sureties,  and  it 
was  duly  registered.  The  note  and  mort- 
gage were  placed  in  the  hands  of  an  attorney 
for  collection,  and  he  immediately  pressed 
the  defendants  for  payment.  Lovell  re- 
<{uested  the  attorney  to  take  immediate 
steps  to  secure  possession  of  the  horses,  for 
the  purpose  of  selling  them,  we  assume, 
under  the  power  contained  in  the  mortgage, 
and  gave  him  $5  to  pay  his  expenses.  The 
attorney  demanded  the  horses  of  Presnell, 
the  debtor,  who  asked  indulfi^cnce  for  sev- 
eral days,  so  that  he  might  dispose  of  the 
horses  and  pay  the  debt,  which  was  granted, 
and  Presnell  paid  the  attorney  $5  for  his  ex< 
penses.  The  attorney  afterwards  sold  the 
horses,  but  did  not  realize  enough  to  pay  the 
debt,  and  meanwhile  Presnell  left  the  state. 
W.  G.  Hall  had  no  knowledge  of  the  trans- 
actions between  the  attorney  and  the  bank, 
and,  of  course,  did  not  authorize  the  ex- 
tension of  time,  nor  did  the  bank.  It  was 
simply  a  slight  accommodation  given  by  the 
attorney  to  Presnell  on  his  own  responsibili- 
ty, and  without  any  express  authority  for 


any  ratiflcatioti  afterwards  of  his  act.  It 
does  not  appear  whether  or  not  Presnell  was 
solvent  at  the  ^me  the  attorney  granted  the 
slight  indulgence  to  him,  and  has  remained 
so  to  this  time,  nor  does  it  appear  distinct- 
ly that  the  attorney  extended  the  time  for 
paying  the  debt,  but  it  rather  appears  that 
the  short  extension  was  restricted  to  the 
time  of  seizing  and  selling  the  horses  under 
the  mortgage.  Upon  the  facts  admitted  by 
the  parties,  the  court  rendered  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  Lovell 
appealed. 

We  think  the  decision  of  the  court  be- 
low was  right.  It  is  not  clear  to  us  how 
the  appellant  was  injured  by  the  transaction 
of  which  he  complains,  but  assuming  that 
it  was  such  an  extension  of  the  time  for 
paying  the  note  as  would  have  discharged 
him,  as  surety,  if  it  had  been  given  by  the 
plaintiff,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
attorney  had  no  express  or  implied  author- 
ity to  bind  his  client,  the  bank,  or  Hall, 
the  payee,  by  the  agreement.  He  was  re- 
tained to  collect  the  debt,  and  not  to  re- 
lease it  or  any  party  liable  to  Hall  or  the 
bank  for  its  pa3rment;  and  anyone  deal- 
ing with  him  was  fixed  in  law  with  notice 
of  this  lack  of  authority.  As  said  in  Bank 
of  Morganton  v.  Hay,  143  N.  C.  326,  55  S.  E. 
811:  "There  is  a  general  rule  that,  when 
one  deals  with  an  agent,  it  behooves  him  to 
ascertain  correctly  the  scope  and  extent  of 
his  authority  to  contract  for  and  in  behalf 
of  his  alleged  principal,  for,  under  liny 
other  rule,  it  is  said  every  principal  would 
be  at  the  mercy  of  his  agent,  however  care- 
fully he  might  limit  his  authority.  The 
power  of  an  agent  is  not  unlimited  unless 
in  some  way  it  either  expressly  or  impliedly 
appears  to  be  so;  and  the  person  who  pro- 
poses to  contract  with  him  as  agent  for 
his  principal  should  first  inform  himself 
where  his  authority  stops  or  how  far  his 
commission  goes  before  he  closes  the  bar 


consequences  of  such  extension  would  be  a 
release  of  the  sureties  from  all  liability  on 
their  obligation. 

So,  in  Varnum  v.  Bellamy,  4  McLean,  87, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  J  6,886,  an  attorney  was  held 
to  have  no  authority  to  make  an  agreement 
with  a  debtor  on  a  note  sent  him  for  col- 
lection, to  accept  accounts  to  apply  in  pay- 
ment of  the  note,  and  to  withhold  suit 
thereon.  It  was  further  held  in  this  case 
that  there  was  no  binding  agreement  for 
the  extension  of  time. 

In  Givens  v.  Briscoe,  3  J.  J.  Marsh.  529, 
an  attorney  at  law  was  held  not  to  have 
authority,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  to  extend 
the  time  for  levying  an  execution,  so  as  to 
release  the  sureties  of  the  execution  debtor. 
A  similar  holding  appears  in  Savings  Inst. 
V.  Chinn,  7  Bush.  539,  where  an  attorney 
ordered  the  return  of  an  execution. 
39  L.R.A,(N.8.) 


In  Union  Bank  v.  Govan',  10  Smcdes  &  M. 
333,  where  an  attorney  had  directed  the 
sheriff  to  stay  an  execution,  the  sureties 
were  held  not  released,  because  no  binding 
agreement  had  been  entered  into. 

Likewise,  in  Jerauld  v.  Trippet,  62  Ind. 
122,  where  the  attorney  had  ordered  the 
sheriff  not  to  levy  an  execution,  the  sure- 
ties were  held  not  discharged,  because  there 
was  no  agreement,  but  a  mere  indulgence, 
as  to  the  time  for  issuing  the  execution. 

In  Phillips  V.  Rounds,  33  Me.  357,  a  case 
not  precisely  in  point,  an  attorney  retained 
to  manage  a  proceeding  to  procure  a  dis- 
closure of  a  debtor  on  execution  was  held 
to  have  authority  to  apply  for  a  contin- 
uance of  the  same,  although  the  effect  was 
to  release  a  surety  on  the  debtor's  relief 
bond,  l)ecause  of  its  extension  beyond  the 
time  prescribed  in  such  bond.        W.  A.  E. 
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gain  with  him.  Briggs  v.  North  Carolina 
Home  Ins.  Co.  88  N.  C.  141;  Ferguson  v. 
Davis  &  R.  Mfg.  Co.  118  N.  C.  946,  24  S.  E. 
710."  No  one  could  reasonably  suppose 
that  it  was  within  the  scope  of  an  attor- 
ney's authority  to  release  a  debt  or  any 
party  to  a  note,  or  to  do  anything  which 
would  have  that  effect,  when  his  commission 
extended  only  to  the  collection  of  the  debt. 
It  is  stated  in  the  books  that  an  attorney 
has  no  implied  authority  to  work  any  dis- 
charge of  a  debtor,  but  upon  actual  pay- 
ment of  the  full  amount  of  the  debt,  and 
that  in  money.  He  cannot  release  sureties 
or  indorsers,  nor  enter  a  retraxit,  when  it 
18  a  final  bar  (Lambert  v.  Sandford,  2 
Blackf.  337,  18  Am.  Dec.  149),  nor  release 
a  witness  (Wood  v.  Hopkins,  3  N.  J.  L. 
689;  Campbell  v.  Kincaid,  3  T.  B.  Mon. 
68),  nor  a  party  in  interest  (Weigel's  Suc- 
cession, 18  La.  Ann.  49).  It  is  a  general 
rule  that  an  attorney,  who  is  in  many 
respects  considered  as  a  mere  agent,  cannot 
waive  any  of  the  substantial  rights  of  his 
client  without  the  latter 's  consent,  and  in 
such  p.  case  he  is  not  barred  thereby  without 
ratification,  or  something  which  amounts  to 
an  estoppel,  to  deny  his  attorney's  au- 
thority. These  principles  will  be  found  to 
be  sustained  by  the  following  authorities: 
Weeks,  Attorneys  at  Law,  §  219,  and  cases 
cited  in  the  notes;  Savings  Inst.  v.  Chinn, 
7  Bush.  539;  Ireland  v.  Todd,  36  Me.  149; 
Givens  v.  Briscoe,  3  J.  J.  Marsh,  529; 
Union  Bank  v.  Govan,  10  Smedes  &  M.  333, 
and  cases  cited:  Tankersley  v.  Anderson,  4 
Desauss.  Eq.  44 ;  Terhune  v.  Colton,  10  N.  J. 
Eq.  21. 

It  was  directly  held  in  Roberts  v.  Smith, 
3  La.  Ann.  205,  that  an  attorney  at  law  in 
whose  hands  a  note  has  been  placed  for 
collection  has  no  power  by  an  agreement 
made  out  of  court,  without  authority  of 
his  client,  to  give  an  extension  of  time  to 
the  principal  obligor,  which  would  have  the 
legal  effect,  if  the  act  were  valid,  to  relievo 
or  discharge  a  surety  on  the  note.  Of  like 
effect  is  Varnum  v.  Bellamy,  4  McLean,  87, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,880.  In  Savings  Inst.  v. 
Chinn,  7  Bush,  539,  it  was  held  to  be  well 
settled  that  an  attorney  at  law  employed 
to  collect  a  debt  has  not  authority  to  re- 
lease the  sureties  upon  his  client's  claim, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  nor  to  do  any 
act  with  reference  thereto,  prejudicial  to 
his  interest.  "No  implied  power  [of  an 
attorney]  exists,  under  a  general  retainer, 
to  grant  additional  time  to  a  client's  debt- 
or" (4  Cyc.  945),  nor  has  an  attorney  the 
implied  power  to  release  his  client's  claim ; 
and  where  there  is  security  for  the  demand, 
he  cannot  surrender  it  to  his  client's  detri- 
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ment,  nor  has  he  implied  authority  to  re- 
lease sureties  on  an  obligation  to  his  client. 
4  Cyc.  949,  and  the  numerous  cases  cited. 
In  Kellogg  v.  Gilbert,  10  Johns.  220,  6 
Am.  Dec.  335,  the  sheriff,  upon  the  request 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  permitted  the 
defendant  in  custody  on  a  ca.  sa.  to  go  at 
large  for  the  purpose  of  securing  money 
with  which  to  pay  the  debt.  It  was  held 
that  the  attorney  Irnd  no  authority  to  order 
the  release  of  the  defendant  without  the 
plaintiff's  consent  or  a  previous  satisfac- 
tion of  the  debt,  and  that  the  sheriff  was 
therefore  liable  for  an  escape.  See  «also 
Lewis  v.  Gamage,  1  Pick.  347,  and  cases 
cited;  Simon  ton  v.  Barrell,  21  Wend.  362; 
Jackson  ex  dem.  M'Crea  v.  Bartlett,  8 
Johns.  361.  Justice  Patteson  said,  in  Sav- 
ory V.  Chapman,  11  Ad.  &  El.  829:  "It  is 
clear  that  the  attorney  <y)uld  not,  of  his 
own  authority,  without  payment,  discharge 
the  defendant  out  of  custody  as  a  matter 
of  indulgence;  nor,  indeed,  is  it  contended 
that  he  could.  Either  the  money  must 
have  been  actually  paid,  or  the  plaintiff 
[himself]  must  have  chosen  to  show  favor; 
that  would  be  his  act.  The  plea  does  not 
allege  either  faet.  It  is  true  that,  if  the 
attorney  has  power  to  receive  the  money, 
he  may,  having  received  it,  order  a  dis- 
charge; but  then,  in  pleading  the  discharge, 
it  should  be  shown  that  the  money  was 
paid.  So,  if  the  plaintiff  chose  to  dispense 
with  the  further  detention,  it  should  have 
been  alleged  that  he  authorized  the  attor- 
ney to  discharge."  And  Justice  Coleridge, 
in  the  same  case,  said:  The  party  "is 
bound  to  know  the  legal  qualifications  of 
persons  filling  certain  employments.  The 
question,  therefore,  turns  on  the  authority  of 
the  attorney;  and  there  is  nothing  here  to 
show  that  he  bad  any,  either  in  his  general 
character,  or  with  reference  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  suit.  He  could,  as  it  appears 
here,  be  only  an  agent  de  facto;  and  there 
is  nothing  shown  to  make  him  one  for  the 
present  purpose."  It  seems,  therefore,  to 
be  the  generally  accepted  doctrine  that  an 
attorney  charged  with  the  collection  of  a 
debt  has  no  power  in  virtue  of  his  general 
authority  to  do  any  act  which  will  either 
release  his  client's  debtor,  or  his  surety,  or 
substantially  jeopardize  his  interests  in  any 
way. 

The  cases  cited  by  the  learned  counsel  of 
the  appellant  are  not  in  point.  There  the 
question  was  as  to  the  authority  of  an  at- 
torney in  the  actual  conduct  of  a  suit  in 
court,  whether  in  prosecution  or  defense,  and 
in  matters  of  practice  and  procedure,  as  in 
Beck  V.  Bellamy,  93  N.  C.  129,  the  case 
cited    by    appellant's    counsel.     Chief    Jus- 
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tice  Smith  thus  refers  to  the  subject:  'The 
eonduct  of  the  case  by  caveators'  counsel 
would,  in  the  absence  of  connivance,  be  bind- 
ing upon  their  clients,  and  it  would  be  a 
dangerous  innovation  in  judicial  proceedings 
to  hold  otherwise.  In  the  words  of  Nash, 
J.,  in  reference  to  the  authority  of  counsel 
retained  in  a  case:  'By  his  acts  and  agree- 
ment made  in  the. management  of  the  cause 
the  plaintiff  was  bound.'  Greenlee  ▼.  Mc- 
Dowell, 39  N.  C.  (4  Ired.  Eq.)  486.  Not  less 
explicit  is  the  language  of  Merrimon,  J.,  in 
Branch  ▼.  Walker,  92  N.  C.  89,  where  he 
says  of  an  attorney  that,  'as  soon  as  he  is 
duly  retained  in  an  action  or  proceeding,  he 
has,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  authority  to 
manage  and  control  the  conduct  of  the  ac- 
tion, on  the  part  of  his  client,  during  its 
progress,  and  subject  to  the  supervision  of 
the  court,'  etc.  'As  between  the  client  and 
opposite  party,  the  former  is  bound  by  every 
act  which  the  attorney  does  in  the  regular 
course  of  practice,  and  without  fraud  or 
collusion,  however  injudicious  the  act  may 
be.'  Weeks,  Attorneys  at  Law,  §  222,  and 
cases  cited."  We  add  Pierce  v.  Perkins,  17 
K.  C.  (2  Dev.  Eq.)  260.  But  this  is  far 
from  saying  that  he  can  release  a  debt  or 
any  part  of  it,  or  relinquish  substantial  or 
important  rights,  without  the  consent  of  his 
client.  An  attorney  cannot  compromise  his 
client's  case  without  special  authority  to 
do  so  (Moye  ▼.  Cogdell,  69  N.  G.  93),  and, 
this  being  so,  how  can  he  release  it,  or 
any  part  of  it?  "A  power  to  collect,"  says 
this  court,  "does  not  authorize  an  assign- 
ment or  any  disposition  other  than  full 
payment."  Bradford  ▼.  Williams,  91  N.  G. 
7. 

Nor  do  we  •  think  the  cat^  of  Kesler  v. 
Linker,  82  N.  G.  456,  cited  also  by  counsel, 
is  pertinent  to  this  case.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  look  after 
the  security  and  see  that  it  was  applied  to 
the  debt.  On  the  contrary,  he  did  not  know 
that  the  mortgage  or  lien  on  the  horses  had 
been  taken,  nor  does  it  appear  that  the  at- 
torney, whether  he  had  authority  or  not  to 
act  in  that  behalf  for  his  client,  made  any 
agreement  which  bound  the  plaintiff  to  ac- 
tive diligence  for  the  preservation  of  the 
security.^  Nor  does  it  appear  that  the  se- 
curity or  any  part  thereof  has  been  lost 
or  impaired.  The  horses  were  seized,  sold, 
and  the  proceeds  applied  to  the  debt.  What 
more  could  the  surety  ask  to  be  done? 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  defendant  Lov- 
ell,  as  surety  to  the  note,  was  not  discharged 
bv  anything  done  by  the  attorney,  nor  did 
the  latter  intend  to  release  Wvu 

Ko  error.  '  /  '  • 
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Appt. 

t—  Wis.  — ,  135  N.  W.  606.) 

Carrier  ^  closed  street  car  in  motion  — 
attempt  to  board  ^  negligence. 

One  is  negligent  as  matter  of  law  in  at- 
tempting to  board  a  street  car  when  the 
vestibule  doors  are  closed  and  it  is  in  mo- 
tion, so  that  all  that  he  can  do  is  to  stand 
on  the  step  and  maintain  his  position  by 
clinging  toythe  handrholds. 

(April  3,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Brown  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Barnes,  J.: 

Plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  sustained  while  at- 
tempting to  board  one  of  defendant's  in- 
terurban  cars  in  the  city  of  Green  Bay. 
The  complaint  alleged  that  the  car  in  ques- 
tion was  proceeding  in  a  northerly  direc- 
tion on  Webster  avenue,  after  having 
stopped  at  the  corner  of  Porlier  street  and 
Webster  avenue;  that  plaintiff  approached 
the  car  from  the  south,  and  at  the  same 
time  signaled  to  the  motorman  to  indicate 
that  he  desired  to  get  on;  that  the  car  pro- 
ceeded very  slowly  up  to  the  point  where 
plaintiff  met  it,  and,  as  he  was  about  to 
board  the  front  end,  started  with  a  jerk, 
materially  increasing  its  speed,  and  plain- 
tiff was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  rolled 
against  the  trucks  of  the  car.  The  answer 
put  in  issue  the  material  allegations  of  the 
complaint.  By  its  answers  to  questions 
submitted  on  a  special  verdict,  the  jury 
found  that  plaintiff  was  injured  by  falling 
from  one  of  defendant's  cars  while  attempt- 
ing to  get  on;  that  his  fall  was  caused  by 
the  car  being  jerked  forward  by  a  sudden 
increase  of  speed  after  plaintiff  had  gotten 
hold  of  the  hand  rails  and  had  his  foot  on 
the  lower  step;  that  the  motorman  was 
negligent  in  so  increasing  the  speed  of  the 
car;   that  a  man  of  ordinary   intelligence 

Note.  —  As  to  negligence  of  passenger  in 
getting  on  or  off  moving  street  car,  see 
notes  to  .Tagger  v.  People's  Street  R.  Co.  38 
L.R.A.  786.  and  Fosnes  v.  Duluth  Street  R. 
Co.  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270.  For  a  similar 
question  with  respect  to  railroad  trains,  see 
note  to  Hovlman  v.  Kanawhft  t  Mi  R«  C9« 
22  L.R.A,(N.8.^   741, 
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and  prudence  in  the  motorman's  position 
should  reasonably  have  foreseen  that  sud- 
denly increasing  the  speed  of  the  car  would 
cause  some  injury  to  the  plaintiff;  that  no 
want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  contributed  proximately  to  his  in- 
jury; and  that  plaintiff  was  damaged  in 
the  sum*  of  $569.  On  such  verdict  judgment 
was  entered.     Defendant  appeals. 

Messrs.  Greene,  Falrchild,  North,  & 
Parker,  for  appellant: 

No  negligence  proximately  causing  plain- 
tiff's injury  Avas  shown. 

Bukowski  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  k 
Light  Co.  142  Wis.  617,  125  N.  W.  912; 
Wickert  v.  Wisconsin  C.  R.  Co.  142  Wis. 
375,  125  N.  W.  943,  20  Ann.  Cas.  452; 
Bachrach  v.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  35 
App.  Div.  633,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  958;  Woo 
Dan  V.  Seattle  Electric  R.  Co.  5  Wash.  466, 
32  Pac.  103;  Cook  v.  Rice  Lake  Mill  & 
Power  Co.  146  Wis.  535,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1225,  130  N.  W.  935,  132  N.  W.  346;  Chi- 
cago City  R.  Co.  V,  Morse,  197  111.  327,  04 
N.  E.  304;  Barry  v.  Union  Traction  Co. 
194  Pa.  576,  45  Atl.  321;  Nell  is,  Street 
Railroad  Acci.  Law,  100;  Paulson  v.  Brook- 
lyn City  R.  Co.  13  Misc.  387.  34  N.  Y. 
Supp.  244;  Weber  v.  New  Orleans  k  C. 
R.  Co.  104  La.  367,  28  So.  892;  36  Cyc. 
1485,  1486. 

Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence per  86. 

Nellis,  Street  Railroad  Acci.  Law,  203; 
Baltimore  Traction  Co.  v.  State,  78  Md.  409, 
28  Atl.  397 ;  Fosnes  v.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co. 
140  Wis.  455,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270,  122 
N.  W.  1054;  Paulson  v.  Brooklyn  City  R. 
Co.  13  Misc.  387,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  244; 
.Taylor  v.  South  Covington  &  C.  Street  R. 
Co.  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  355,  20  S.  W.  275;  36 
Cyc.  1486. 

Messrs.  Minahan  A  MInalian,  for  re- 
spondent : 

If  a  motorman,  seeing  a  man  about  to 
board  the  car,  suddenly  accelerates  the 
speed,  the  jury  may  well  draw  from  such 
facts  the  inference  of  negligence. 

Otto  v.  Milwaukee  Northern  R.  Co.  148 
Wis.  54,  134  N.  W.  157;  Curtis  v.  Detroit 
&  M.  R.  Co.  27  Wis.  158;  Lucas  v.  Mil- 
waukee &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  33  Wis.  41,  14 
Am.  Rep.  735;  Woodward  v.  West  Sid« 
Street  R,  Co.  71  Wis.  025,  38  N.  W.  347; 
Dehsoy  v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light 
R.  Co.  110  Wis.  412,  85  N.  W.  973;  Meyer 
v.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  116 
Wis.  336,  93  N.  W.  6;  Masterson  v.  Cross- 
town  Street  R.  Co.  201  N.  Y.  499,  94  N.  E. 
1086;    3  Thomp.   Neg.   886. 

A  strong  active  man  thirty-five  years  of 
age,  unencumbered  with 'parcels  and  lijnrht- 
Iv  attired,  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
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negligence,  as  a  matter  of  law,  in  boarding 
a  street  car  moving  but  2  to  4  miles  per 
hour. 

Citizens'  Street  R.  Co.  ▼.  Spahr,  7  Ind. 
App.  23,  33  N.  E.  446;  Fosnes  v.  Duluth 
Street  R.  Co.  140  Wis.  455,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
270,  122  N.  W.  1054;  Hemmingway  v.  Chi 
cago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  72  Wis.  42,  7 
Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  37  N.  W.  804;  Eppendorl 
V.  Brooklyn  City  &  Nl  R.  Co.  69  N.  Y. 
105,  25  Am.  Rep.  171;  Sahlgaard  v.  St. 
Paul  City  R.  Co.  48  Minn.  232,  51  N.  W. 
Ill;   3  Thomp.  Neg.  886,  887;   6  Cyc.  664. 

Barnes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  following  facts  are  undisputed:  The 
car  was  in  motion  when  plaintiff  attempt- 
ed to  board  it.  It  had  stopped  at  a  usual 
stopping  place,  and  had  just  started.  The 
signals  which  the  plaintiff  made  to  the 
motorman  were  made  before  the  car  started. 
It  was  evident  to  the  plaintiff  that  the  mo- 
torman either  did  not  see  the  signals  or 
that  he  did  not  intend  to  pay  any  atten- 
tion to  them.  The  attempt  to  board  the 
car  was  made  when  it  was  being  speeded 
up.  The  front  vestibule  door  of  the  car 
was  closed,  so  that  plaiAtiff  was  notified 
to  stay  out,  rather  than  invited  to  come 
in.  It  was  not  only  closed,  but  was  locked 
by  means  of  the  trapdoor  being  down,  al- 
though the  plaintiff  did  not  know  this  fact. 
Still  he  had  as  much  right  to  assume  that 
it  was  locked  as  he  did  to  assume  that  it 
was  unlocked.  The  bottom  of  the  door 
came  close  to  the  top  of  the  platform. 
When  the  door  was  closed,  it  was  nearly, 
if  not  quite,  flush  with  the  step  leading  to 
the  platform.  Or,  stated  in  another  way, 
the  outer  edge  of  the  step  was  almost  on 
a  line  drawn  perpendicularly  from  the  door 
to  the  step.  There  was  a  foothold  on  the 
step,  but  plaintiff  could  retain  his  position 
thereon  only  by  banging  to  the  hand-holds, 
and  he  could  not  open  the  door,  if  it  were 
unlocked,  except  by  using  one  of  his  hands. 
Under  these  facts,  we  conclude  that  plain- 
tiff was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
as  a  matter  of  law.  Champane  v.  La  Crosse 
City  R.  Co.  121  Wis.  554,  99  N.  W. 
334;  Fosnes  v.  Duluth  Street  R.  Co.  140 
Wis.  455,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  270,  122  N.  W. 
1054;  Paulson  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  13 
Misc.  387,  34  N.  Y.  Supp.  244;  Phillips 
V.  Rensselaer  A  S.  R.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  177. 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  consider  any  other  errors  that 
are  assigned.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
gross  negligence  to  go  to  the  jury.  The 
evidence  of  ordinary  negligence  was.  to  say 
the  least,  slight.  It  may  be  that  the  acci- 
dent would  have  happened  if  the  vestibule 
door  had  been  open;  but  it  would  not  have 
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happened  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  negligent- 
ly attempted  to  board  tli^  car.  It  follows 
that  the  court  should  have  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with 
directioDB  to  dismiss  the  complaint. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 
(Dept.  No.   1.) 

DAVID  M.  HOFFMAN  and  Wife 

V. 

6E0KGE  L.  DICKSON  et  al. 

(65  Wash.  656,  118  Pac.  737.) 

Covenant  ^  to  warrant  and  defend  ^ 
liability    for    costs. 

1.  A  grantor  is  not,  under  his  covenant 
to  warrant  and  defend  title  against  all 
lawful  claims,  liable  for  costs  of  a  success- 
ful defense  against  an  attempt  by  a  stran- 
ger to  establish  a  lien  on  the  property. 

I>anuige8  —  covenant  against  encun- 
brances  —  set-off  of  benefits. 

2.  A  grantor  is  not,  in  a  suit  for  breach 
of  covenant  against  encumbrances,  because 
of  the  enforcement  against  the  property  of 
a  lien  for  a  share  of  the  cost  of  a  party 
wall  between  the  proper f  conveyed  and 
that  adjoining  it,  entitleu  to  set  off  the 
value  to  the  property  of  the  easement 
rights  acquired  by  the  grantee  in  the  ad- 
joining property  because  of  the  party-wall 
agreement. 

(November  9,  1911.) 


("^ROSS  APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of 
J  the  Superior  Court  for  Pierce  County, 
entered  upon  findings  in  favor  of  plaintiffs 
upon  one  cause  of  action,  and  dismissing 
another  cause  of  action  after  a  trial  on  the 
merits  before  the  court,  without  a  jury,  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
an  alleged  breach  of  a  covenant  of  warran- 
ty; plaintiffs  appealing  from  so  much  of 
the  judgment  as  sustained  the  demurrer  to 
and  dismissed  their  first  cause  of  action; 
defendants  appealing  from,  so  much  as  sus- 
tained the  demurrer  to  and  dismissed  their 
affirmative  defense.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Theo  D.  Powell,  for  plaintiffs: 

The  Hawkes  agreement  constituted  a  lien 
on  the  property. 

Olson  V.  Title  Trust  Co.  58  Wash.  602,  109 
Pac.  49;  Re  Clifford,  37  Wash.  463,  107 
Am.  St.  Rep.  819,  79  Pac.  1001;  Seattle  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  21  Wash.  Dec.  69; 
Smith  V.  Auld,  31  Kan.  262,  1  Pac.  626. 

The  covenantee  can  recover  from  his  cove- 
nantor for  reasonable  counsel  fees  and  ex- 
penses incurred  in  defending  the  action. 

Potwin  V.  Blasher,  9  Wash.  460,  37  Pac. 
710;  Taylor  v.  Holter,  1  Mont.  688,  3  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  322;  Staats  v.  Ten  Eyck,  3  Caines, 
111,  2  Am.  Dec.  254;  Dalton  v.  Bowker,  8 
Nev.  190;  Hoffman  v.  Bosch,  18  Nev.  360, 
4  Pac.  703;  Bevan  v.  Muir,  53  Wash.  59, 
32  L.R,A.(N.S.)  588,  101  Pac.  485. 

Messrs.  Johnston,  McMenamin,  & 
Swindells  for  defendants. 


yote,  ^  Liability  of  covenantor  in  con^ 
vcyance  of  real  property  for  expenses 
of  successful  defense, 

Hoffman  ▼.  Dickson  seems  to  be  in 
accord  with  the  weight  of  opinion  that 
the  covenantee  who  has  successfully  de- 
fended against  a  claim  of  adverse  title  can- 
not recover  from  the  covenantor  the  costs 
and  expenses  of  such  defense. 

And  to  the  same  effect  were  Rittmaater 
V.  Kichner,  14  Colo.  App.  361,  60  Pac.  189 
(covenants  of  title  and  to  defend  against 
claims),  and  Gleason  v.  Smith,  41  Vt.  293 
(covenant  to  defend  against  claims). 

And  in  Smith  v.  Parsons,  33  W.  Va.  644, 
11  S.  E.  68,  it  was  held  that  the  sale  of 
land  with  a  covenant  of  general  warranty 
did  not  bind  the  warrantor  to  stand  good 
for  expenses  in  the  defense  of  assaults  by 
inferior  title,  and  so  recovery  for  costs  ex- 

S ended  by  the   covenantee   in   a   suocP8«iful 
efense  of  a  suit  by  an   adverse  claimant 
was  denied. 

So,  in  Thorne  v.  Clark,  112  Iowa,  548, 
84  Am.  St.  Rep.  356,  84  N.  W.  701  (cove- 
nant to  defend  title),  where,  in  an  action 
to  quiet  title,  a  claim  of  title  was  inter- 
posed by  heirs  of  the  widow  of  the  gjrantor, 
in  whom,  so  far  as  the  records  disclosed, 
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her  dower  interest  vested,  it  was  held  that 
the  warrantor  was  not  responsible  for  the 
costs  and  expenses  of  a  successful  defense 
against  such  claim,  as  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty docs  not  run  against  appearances, 
but  only  against  substantial  defects. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Lynch,  25  S.  C.  193 
(covenant  to  defcid  title),  where,  after  a 
mortgagor  had,  upon  advice  of  counsel,  de- 
termined not  to  defend  against  claims  of  a 
third  person,  a  mortgagee,  with  consent 
of  court,  defended  against  such  claims,  and 
succeeded  in  defeating  them,  it  was  held 
that  the  fees  paid  to  the  attorney  by  the 
mortgagee  for  defending  the  title  could  not 
be  recovered  from  the  mortgagor,  and  this 
though  a  benefit  had  accrued  to  the  mort- 
gagor. 

But  where  the  vendor  gave  to  the  vendee 
a  boud  conditioned  to  indemnify  the  vendee 
against  any  claim  or  encumbrance  affecting 
the  premises  conveyed,  and  to  defend  such 
estate  "against  any  person  claiming  any 
estate  or  interest  in  law  or  equity  to  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof,  and  to  pay  all 
costs,  charges,  or  expenses  necessary  to 
defend  the  said  premises  against  any  such 
claims,"  it  was  held  that  the  amount  paid 
for  counsel  fees  and  other  necessary  ex- 
penses of  defending  an  unsuccessful  eject* 
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Parker,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiffs  seek  recovery  of  damages 
from  the  defendants  for  alleged  breach  of  a 
covenant  of  warranty  contained  in  a  deed 
of  conveyance  from  the  defendants  to  the 
plaintiffs  for  lots  21  and  22,  in  block  1104, 
of  New  Tacoma,  Washington  territory,  now 
a  part  of  the  city  of  Tacoma.  Tlie  grounds 
upon  which  relief  is  sought  are  set  forth 
in  the  plaintiffs'  complaint  in  two  separate 
causes  of  action.  The  first  relates  to  the 
title  to  lot  21,  and  the  second  relates  to  the 
title  to  lot  22.  The  questions  here  present- 
ed arise  upon  the  rulings  of  the  trial  court 
in  sustaining  the  defendants'  demurrer  to 
the  plaintiffs'  first  cause  of  action,  and  the 
sustaining  of  the  plaintiffs'  demurrer  to  the 
defendants'  affirmative  defense  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' second  cause  of  action.  The  parties 
stood  upon  these  pleadings  and  declined  to 
plead  further.  The  trial  court  thereupon 
dismissed  the  plaintiffs'  first  cause  of  action, 
and  also  dismissed  the  defendants'  affirma- 
tive defense,  and  proceded  to  the  trial  of 
the  plaintiffs'  second  cause  of  action  upon 
issues  raised  only  by  the  denials  made  by 
the  defendants.  Findings  and  judgment  fol- 
lowed in  favor  of  plaintiffs  upon  their  sec- 
ond cause  of  action.  The  plaintiffs  have  ap- 
pealed from  the  rulings  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  and  dismissing  their  first  cause 
of  action.  The  defendants  have  appealed 
from  the  rulings  sustaining  the  demurrer  to 
and  dismissing  their  affirmative  defense. 
Vie  will  notice  these  appeals  in  this  order. 

The   facts   stated  in   the   plaintiffs'   first 


cause  of  action  which  are  necessary  for  us  to 
notice  are,  in  l^ubstance,  as  follows:  In 
April,  1906,  the  plaintiffs  commenced  an  ac- 
tion in  the  superior  court  for  Pierce  county 
against  the  defendants,  for  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract,  wherein  they  agreed  to 
convey  to  the  plaintiffs  lots  21  and  22*,  in 
consideration  of  $75,000.  In  that  action  the 
plaintiffs  prayed,  among  other  things,  that 
a  just  deduction  from  the  purchase  price  be 
made  on  account  of  an  encumbrance  against 
lot  21^  which  they  alleged  was  created  by  a 
certain  party-wall  agreement,  and  one  of  the 
questions  at  issue  in  that  action  was  wheth- 
er or  not  that  agreement  constituted  a  lien 
upon  lot  21  to  secure  the  payment  of  one 
half  the  cost  of  the  party  wall  constructed 
in  pursuance  thereof  upon  the  line  between 
lots  21  and  20,  to  the  north  thereof.  The  de- 
fendants appeared  in  that  action,  and  a  trial 
thereof  resulted  in  findings  and  judgment, 
determining  that  that  agreement  constituted 
a  lien  upon  lot  21,  as  contended  by  the 
plaintiffs,  which  judgment,  however,  denied 
the  deduction  prayed  for,  though  it  decreed 
specific  conveyance  of  the  property.  There- 
after both  the  plaintiffs  and  the  defendants 
appealed  from  that  judgment  to  this  court 
(47  Wash.  431,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  907,  92 
Pac  272,  93  Pac.  523,  15  Ann.  Cas.  173), 
where  it  was  determined  that  the  party- 
wall  agreement  constituted  a  lien  upon  lot 
21  for  one  half  the  cost  of  the  wall,  but 
that  said  encumbrance  could  not  then  be 
removed,  and  affirmed  the  judgment  of  the 
superior  court.  By  that  judgment,  the  de- 
fendants were  required  to  specifically  per- 


ment  could  be  recovered  (Robinson  v.  Bake- 
well,  25  Pa.  424)  ;  the  court  pointing  out 
that  the  condition  in  the  bond  differed  to 
a  marked  degree  from  the  covenant  of  war- 
ranty in  the  deed. 

In  Meservey  v.  Snell,  94  Iowa,  222,  68 
Am.  St.  Rep.  391,  62  N.  W.  767,  the  facts 
were  that  land,  title  to  which  was  derived 
from  the  United  States,  was  conveyed  to 
another  by  deed  containing  a  covenant  to 
warrant  and  defend  said  premises  against 
the  lawful  claims  of  all  persons  whom- 
soever ;  such  *  grantee  thereafter,  by  war- 
ranty deed,  conveyed  the  same  land  to  an- 
other; subsequently  the  entry  acquired  by 
the  first  grantor  was  illegally  set  aside  and 
the  muniments  of  title  were  issued  to  a 
third  person  by  the  United  States  Land 
Office,  and  such  outstanding  title  was  pur- 
chased by  such  second  grantee .  to  prevent 
ejectment,  who  then  commenced  an  action 
against  his  grantor,  to  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  warranty  to  him,  which  action 
such  grantor  successfully  defended  by  es- 
tablishing that  the  first  grantor's  entry 
had  been  wrongfully  canceled;  and  it  wa.s 
held  that  such  first  grantee  could  recover 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  defending  such 
action.  The  court  w4;  ''We  are  of 
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the  opinion  that  they  should  be  allowed 
in  this  case.  They  were  a,bsolutely  neces- 
sary to  protect  the  real  against  the  appar- 
ent title.  They  were  made  necessary  by  a 
defect  in  the  legal  title  which  the  defend- 
ant had  warranted.  Unless  they  are  recov- 
erable, the  warranty  of  the  grantee  is  of 
no  practical  value  in  such  a  case  as  this." 
And  the  court  further  said  that  this  case 
is  peculiar  and  distinguishable  from  most 
others  by  the  fact  that  the  general  govern- 
ment, the  source  from  which  the  title 
emanate,  with  power  in  the  first  instance 
to  determine  its  grantees,  had  apparently 
set  aside  all  acts  and  proceedings  by  which 
the  first  title  was  created,  and  had  issued 
muniments  of  title  to  anotlier  grantee. 
Though  that  may  be  true,  it  seems  to  be 
rather  a  harsh  rule  to  require  an  original 
grantor  to  pay  the  costs  of  defending 
against  an  illegal  claim,  even  though  re- 
sulting from  the  acts  of  the  government, 
instead  of  a  private  individual. 

This  note  is  confined  strictly  to  actions 
to  recover  upon  a  covenant  contained  in 
conveyances  of  land;  and  so,  cases  involv- 
ing a  breach  of  covenant  contained  in  sales 
of  personalty  have  been  excluded. 

J.    H.   B. 
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form  their  agreetnent,  and  to  convey  the 
property  to  the  plaintiffs  by  deed  containing 
general  covenants  of  warranty.  Thereafter, 
in  January,  lOOS,  the  defendants,  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  consideration  of  $75,000,  con- 
veyed to  the  plaintifTs  the  property,  cove- 
nanting as  follows:  "That  they  are  the 
owners  in  fee  simple  of  said  premises,  and 
that  they  are  free  from  all  encumbrances, 
and  that  they  will  warrant  and  defend  the 
title  thereto  against  all  lawful  claims  what- 
soever.'* Tlie  party  wall  having  been  con- 
structed some  time  previous  to  the  making 
of  the  aorreement  to  convey  and  the  convey- 
ance made  in  pursuance  thereof,  thereafter, 
in  October,  1908,  the  one  half  of  the  cost  of 
t^e  wall  secured  to  be  paid  to  one  Hawkes, 
the  owner  of  lot  20,  and  the  party  to  said 
agreement  who  constructed  the  wall,  became 
due  and  payable  under  the  terms  of  that 
aerreen^nt.  Thereafter,  in  October,  1908, 
Tlawkes  commenced,  in  the  superior  court 
for  Pierce  county,  against  the  plaintifTs,  a 
^uit  to  foreclose  his  lien  on  lot  21  for  one 
1  alf  tho  cost  of  the  wall.  Thereupon  the 
plaintifTs  notified  the  defendants  of  the 
prndrney  of  that  action,  and  requested  them 
to  defend  the  same,  which  defendants  neg- 
lected and  refused  to  do.  The  plaintiffs  em- 
ployed counsel  and  defended  the  action, 
and  upon  trial  in  the  superior  court  judg- 
rront  of  foreclosure  was  rendered,  subject- 
'•lar  lot  21  and  the  plaintiffs'  interest  there- 
in to  the  lien  created  by  the  party-wall 
aj^Toement  for  one  half  the  cost  of  the  wall, 
n mounting  to  $1,630.66,  and  interest,  and 
8a  le  thereof  was  decreed  accordingly.  The 
f»1nintifTs  thereupon  appealed  from  that 
niilprment  to  this  court  (56  Wash.  120,  24 
T..R.A.(N.S.)  10.38,  105  Pac.  156),  and  upon 
lioaring  thereof  this  court  in  all  respects 
reversed  that  judgment.  These  plaintiffs 
necessarily  paid  out  in  the  defense  of  that 
action  in  the  superior  court,  and  in  prose- 
cuting the  appeal  therefrom  in  this  court, 
for  attorneys'  fees  and  other  necessary  ex- 
penses, the  sum  of  $524.99,  for  which  they 
prav  judgment  against  the  defendants. 

No  claim  is  made  that  the  plaintiffs  paid 
out  any  sum  to  extinguish  the  lien.  Indeed, 
the  facts  pleaded  show  that  the  litigation 
in  which  they  incurred  this  expense  finally 
resulted  in  their  favor,  and  adjudicated  their 
title  to  be  superior  to  and  free  from  the 
lien  of  the  party- wall  agreement.  Whether 
their  title  was  so  freed  from  this  lien  be- 
cause of  want  of  notice  thereof  to  them  or 
some  grantee  under  mesne  conveyance  from 
ITawkes.  or  was  so  freed  from  the  lien  be- 
cause of  discharge  thereof  before  the  com- 
m*»ncement  of  this  action  by  someone  other 
tl-an  the  plaintiffs,  does  not  appear  by  the 
facts  stated  in  their  first  cause  of  action. 
This,  however,  we  think  is  not  material, 
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since  the  application  of  some  well-settled 
principles  of  law  will  show  that  it  is  enough 
to  defeat  the  plaintiffs'  recovery  in  this  case 
to  know  that  their  title  was  superior  to  and 
not  encumbered  by  the  lien  of  the  party- 
wall  agreement  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  and  that  tliey  incurred 
no  expense  in  removing  such  lien.  The  facts 
alleged  clearly  show  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
here  attempting  to  recover  upon  the  cove- 
nant of  warranty,  alleging  damages  consist- 
ing only  of  expenses  incurred  in  success- 
fully defending  an  unlawful  claim  made 
against  their  title  to  lot  21.  Counsel  for  the 
plaintiffs  has  called  our  attention  to  several 
decisions  in  support  of  the  general  rule  that 
expenses  incurred  by  a  grantee  under  cove- 
nants of  warranty,  in  the  defense  of  an  ac- 
tion assailing  his  title,  are  an  element  of 
damage  recoverable  against  the  grantor,  as 
well  as  damage  resulting  from  loss  or  im- 
pairment of  title.  Such  was  the  holding  of 
this  court  in  Potwin  v.  Blasher,  9  Wash. 
460,  37  Pac.  710.  That  decision,  however,  as 
well  as  all  others  relied  upon  by  counsel  for 
the  plaintiffs,  involved  encumbrances  or 
titles  superior  to  that  of  the  grantor,  which 
actually  impaired  the  title  of  the  grantee. 
We  have  seen  that  the  defendants  onlv 
agreed  to  warrant  and  defend  the  title 
"against  all  lawful  claims."  We  have  also 
seen  that  the  claim  of  lien  made  against  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  suit  in  which  they  incurred 
these  expenses  was  not  a  lawful  claim 
against  the  plaintiffs'  title.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  rule  seems  to  be  well  set- 
tled that  no  recovery  can  be  had  against  the 
grantor  upon  his  covenant  of  warranty.  In- 
deed, it  seems  inconceivable  that  the  unsuc- 
cessful assertion  of  an  unlawful  claim 
should  constitute  a  breach  of  a  covenant  of 
warranty  to  defend  against  lawful  claims. 
We  find,  in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Parsons,  33 
W.  Va.  644,  11  S.  E.  68,  remarks  of  the 
court  peculiarly  applicable  to  this  state  of 
facts,  as  follows:  "It  is  true  that  Smith, 
in  his  sale  to  Parsons,  stipulated  for  a 
conveyance  with  general  warranty,  but  the 
ejectment  resulted  in  favor  of  the  title  sold 
by  Smith,  and  showed  that  it  was  the  para- 
mount title.  A  covenant  of  general  war- 
ranty is  not  broken  until  there  is  an  evic- 
tion under  a  paramount  title,  or  what  is 
equivalent.  Rex  v.  Creel,  22  W.  Va.  373; 
2  Minor,  Inst.  643;  2  Lomax,  Dig.  355;  2 
Rob.  New  Pr.  87;  2  Sutherland,  Damages, 
279;  Rawle,  Covenants,  §§  127,  131;  Yancey 
V.  Lewis,  4  Hen.  &  M.  390.  Why,  then, 
should  Smith  pay  costs  expended  in  defend- 
ing this  action?  He  sold  a  good  and  valid 
title  as  shown  by  the  result  of  the  action 
of  ejectment,  and  did  no  wrong  in  so  doing, 
and  by  no  reasonable  view  can  it  be  claimed 
that  he  was  to  stand  good  for  expenses  in 
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defense  of  assaults  by  inferior  title.  He  did 
not  warrant  that  no  one  should  ever  sue 
Parsons  for  the  land,  or  in  any  manner  bind 
himself  to  refund  expenses  incurred  in  de- 
fending the  land  against  anyone  who  might 
think  he  had  a  valid  claim  to  the  land,  and 
bring  a  suit  for  it.  Had  Parsons  lost  the 
land,  then  Smith,  upon  his  covenant,  would 
have  been  bound  for  the  land  lost,  and  costs 
expended  in  an  unsuccessful  defense  of  the 
title.  Threlkeld  v.  Fitzhugh,  2  Leigh,  451 ; 
2  Sutherland,  Damages,  302;  Rawle,  Cove- 
nants, §  107.  But  the  covenantee  is  clearly 
not  entitled  to  demand  of  the  covenantor  ex- 
penses in  defending  a  suit  which  sustains 
the  title  as  valid,  for  the  covenant  does  not 
•bind  for  any  outlays  necessitated  by  the 
simple  existence  or  assertion  of  an  adverse 
claim.  The  covenant  does  not  protect 
against  any  but  lawful  claims,  which  nega- 
tive the  title  that  the  deed  purports  to  con- 
vey." See  also  Norton  v.  Schmucker,  83 
Tex.  212,  18  S.  W.  720;  West  v.  Masson, 
67  Cal.  J69,  7  Pac.  452;  Rittmaster  v.  Rich- 
ner,  14  Colo.  App.  301,  60  Pac.  189.  No  de- 
cisions have  come  to  our  attention  holding 
contrary  to  this  view,  and  we  think  there 
are  none  such. 

Counsel  for  appellants  insist  that  the 
question  of  the  party-wall  agreement  being  a 
lien  upon  lot  21  was  settled  adversely  to  the 
defendants  in  the  specific  performance  suit, 
and  thereby  became  res  judicata,  estopping 
the  defendants  to  now  assert  to  the  con- 
trary. Conceding,  for  argument's  sake,  that 
the  facts  pleaded  in  the  plaintiffs'  first  cause 
of  action  show  an  established  lien  upon  lot 
21  by  the  judgment  in  the  specific  perform- 
ance suit,  as  against  the  defendants,  it  by 
no  means  follows  that  such  lien  existed  or 
continued  to  exist  as  against  the  plaintiffs, 
or  that  the  title  they  acquired  from  the  de- 
fendants was  not  freed  from  the  lien  before 
the  commencement  of  this  action.  That  was 
the  real  question  at  issue,  and  determined 
finally  in  the  plaintiffs'  favor,  in  the  suit  in 
which  they  incurred  the  expense  which  they 
now  seek  to  recover  from  the  defendants 
upon  their  covenant  of  warranty.  The  ques- 
tion here  concerning  us  is  not  the  bald  ques- 
tion of  what  kind  of  title  the  defendants 
possessed,  or  as  to  what  extent  it  was  bur- 
dened with  liens.  But  the  question  now  is. 
What  kind  of  title  did  the  plaintiffs  ac- 
quire? Was  it  a  good"  title?  Was  it  free 
from  this  lien?  It  is  easy  to  see  how  lot  21 
might  be  subject  to  the  lien  as  against  the 
defendants  or  others  holding  mesne  con- 
vevances  from  Hawkes,  who  was  the  owner 
entering  into  the  party-wall  agreement,  and 
still  be  free  from  any  such  lien  that  could 
in  the  least  impair  the  title  acquired  by  the 
plaintiffs.  And,  since  it  has  been  finally 
adjudicated  that  this  lien,  did  not  exist  as 
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against  the  plaintiffs'  title,  and  did  not  in 
the  least  impair  the  plaintiffs'  title,  it  be- 
comes quite  immaterial  as  to  what  extent 
the  title  of  the  defendants  and  prior  owners 
may  have  been  burdened  by  such  lien.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  stated  in 
the  plaintiffs'  first  cause  of  action  do  not 
entitle  them  to  any  relief  as  against  the 
defendants.  It  follows  that  the  sustaining 
of  the  demurrer  to  that  cause  of  action  was 
not  error,  and,  since  they  elected  to  stand 
thereon  and  not  plead  further,  the  order  of 
dismissal  was  proper.  That  order  is  there- 
fore affirmed. 

The  facts  alleged  in  the  plaintiffs'  sec- 
ond cause  of  action  need  only  be  noticed 
sufficiently  to  render  easily  understood  the 
defendants'  affirmative  defense  thereto,  since 
it  is  only  the  demurrer  to  that  defense  which 
is  here  involved.  The  allegations  of  this 
cause  of  action  are  of  the  same  na^ire  as 
the  first  cause  of  action,  except  they  relate 
to  the  covenant  of  warranty  of  title  to  lot 
22,  contained  in  the  same  conveyance;  to  a 
party-wall  agreement  of  the  same'  nature, 
made  by  a  prior  owner  of  lot  22  with  the 
owner  of  lot  23^  adjoining  upon  the  south, 
and  a  wall  constructed  upon  the  line  of  the 
lots  in  pursuance  thereof;  and  to  a  judg- 
ment of  foreclosure,  by  which  the  plaintiffs 
were  compelled  to  pay  the  lien  upon  lot  22 
created  by  that  agreement  for  one  half  the 
cost  of  the  wall.  The  following  allegations 
of  the  defendants'  affirmative  defense  will 
sufficiently  show  its  nature:  "That  the  said 
party  walls  were  so  constructed  that  they 
could  be  used  as  the  side  walls  of  a  building 
to  be  erected  upon  the  said  lots,  and  plain- 
tiffs purchased  said  lots  with  the  intention 
of  building,  and  did  build,  on  said  lots,  a 
four-story  brick  building,  and  made  use  of 
the  party  wall  situated,  upon  lot  twenty-one 
(21)  to  the  full  height  of  the  four  stories 
thereof,  without  constructing  any  additional 
wall  or  support  in  connection  therewith,  and 
made  use  of  the  wall  standing  in  part  upon 
lot  twenty-two  (22)  the  full  height  of  three 
stories,  without  making  any  additional  wall 
or  support  thereto,  and  erected  on  the  top 
thereof  a  fourth  story  at  an  expense  to 
them  of  $160.  That  these  party  walls,  as 
they  stood  at  the  time  of  the  said  purchase 
and  conveyance  as  aforesaid,  were  erections 
of  a  permanent  nature,  having,  by  the  terms 
of  the  agreements  under  which  they  were 
constructed,  mutual  easements  of  support 
obligatory  upon  the  owners  of  the  adjoining 
lots  on  which  they  stood,  and  were  of  such 
a  nature  and  character  that  they  could  not 
be  removed  from  said  lots  by  the  defend- 
ants herein;  said  easements  running  with 
the  land.  That  the  plaintiffs,  by  the  con- 
struction of  the  said  four-story  building  and 
their  use  of  the  said  walls  in  which  to  in- 
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sert  the  joists  of  said  building,  voluntarily 
accepted  the  benefits  of,  and  bound  them- 
selves to  the  burdens  imposed  by,  the  domi- 
nant and  servient  easements  created  by  the 
said  party-wall  agreements,  and  the  said 
benefits  and  burdens  so  imposed  were  mu- 
tually beneficial  to  the  respective  owners  of 
said  lands;  the  burdens  being  offset  by  the 
benefits  conferred.  That,  should  it  be  found 
by  this  court  that  the  plaintiffs  have  paid 
the  amount  of  the  judgment  mentioned  and 
referred  to  in  the  plaintiffs'  alleged  second 
cause  of  action,  and  the  costs  connected 
therewith,  and  should  the  court  further  find 
that  the  plaintiffs  have  paid  the  amount 
of  the  judgment  as  set  forth  in  paragraph 
19  of  their  alleged  cause  of  action,  and  the 
amount  of  attorney  and  counsel  fees  and 
other  charges  and  expenses,  as  set  forth  in 
paragraph  20,  and  that  the  same  constitute 
a  reasonable  charge  against  these  answering 
defendants,  defendants  say  that  the  exist- 
ence of  the  said  party  walls  and  the  exist- 
ence of  the  said  party-wall  agreements, 
taken  as  a  whole,  and  the  rights  accruing 
to  plaintiffs  thereunder,  conferred  upon  the 
plaintiffs  benefits  greatly  in  excess  of  the 
payment  which  they  have  been  compelled  to 
make  by  reason  of  the  allegations  contained 
in  their  amended  complaint  herein,  and  that, 
notwithstanding  the  said  payments  so 
made  by  them  (if  the  court  should  so  find), 
there  has  not  been  any  depreciation  in  value 
of  the  lands  so  purchased  by  the  plaintiffs 
by  reason  of  the  said  encumbrance,  or  by 
reason  of  the  said  alleged  breach  of  cove- 
nant. That,  by  the  existence  of  the  said 
party  walls  and  their  right  to  make  use 
of  the  same  in  the  construction  of  their 
said  four-story  building  upon  the  said  lots 
in  question,  of  the  size  and  character  re- 
quired by  the  building  ordinances  of  the  city 
of  Tacoma  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
struction of  said  building,  and  the  other  ben- 
efits conferred  by  the  dominant  servitudes 
vested  in  them  by  the  said  party-wall  agree- 
menta,  the  plaintiffs  were  enabled  to  save, 
and  did  save,  a  large  amount  of  money, 
greatly  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  money 
which  they  allege  they  had  paid  out  by  rea- 
son of  the  things  set  forth  in  their  amended 
complaint  herein,  and  which  may  be  more 
specifically  set  forth  as  follows,  to  wit. 
.  .  .  "  This  is  the  substance  of  the  de- 
fense which  the  defendants  were  precluded 
from  making  by  the  sustaining  of  the 
plaintiffs'  demurrer  thereto. 

This  branch  of  the  controversy  has  to  do 
only  with  the  question  of  the  measure  of 
damages.  The  contention  of  counsel  for  the 
defendants  is  that  they  are  entitled  to  have 
offset  against  that  part  of  plaintiffs'  damage 
consisting  of  the  payment  they  were  com- 
pelled to  make  to  free  lot  22  from  the  lien 
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the  benefits  resulting  to  the  plaintiffs  by  rea- 
son  of  the  easement  acquired  by  them  in  lot 
23  for  the  support  of  the  wall.  This  conten- 
tion is  rested  upon  the  theory  that  when  the 
breach  of  a  covenant  uf  warranty  consists 
of  an  encumbrance  in  the  nature  of  an  ease- 
ment, which  impairs  the  grantee's  title  to 
the  premises,  and  cannot  be  removed  by  him 
as  a  matter  of  right  by  the  payment  of 
money,  his  damages  will  be  measured  by 
the  diminished  value  of  the  premises  there- 
by occasioned;  and  tliat,  if  the  easement  be 
of  such  nature  that  the  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises acquired  some  benefit  therefrom  as  own- 
er of  the  premises,  although  it  may  also  im- 
pair his  title,  then  that  the  value  of  such 
benefit,  whatever  it  may  be,  is  to  be  offset 
against  the  diminished  value  of  the  prem- 
ises, resulting  from  the  existence  of  the 
easement  encumbrance,  considered  only  as 
impairing  his  title  to  the  premises.  It  is 
argued  that  the  party  wall  constructed  as 
here  shown  results  in  mutual  concurrent 
easements  in  favor  of  the  owner  of  each  lot; 
that  while  the  plaintiffs'  lot  is  encumbered 
by  this  easement,  there  is  indissolubly  con- 
nected with  such  encumbrance  a  like  ease- 
ment upon  the  other  lot  for  the  support  of 
the  wall,  resulting  in  a  benefit  which  must 
be  considered  and  allowed  to  the  extent  of 
its  actual  value  as  a  set-off  in  measuring  the 
damage  resulting  to  the  plaintiffs'  lot  by  rea- 
son of  the  easement  encumbrance  upon  it. 
It  is  not  argued  that  the  court  can  say,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  one  equally  balances  the 
other,  so  as  to  result  in  nominal  damages 
only  to  the  plaintiffs;  but  that  each  shall  be 
valued  independently  of  the  other,  and  the 
plaintiffs'  damages  diminished  accordingly. 
In  support  of  this  view,  our  attention  is  di- 
rected to  the  folowing  authorities:  8  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  179;  Wetherbee 
V.  Bennett,  2  Allen,  428;  Bronson  v.  Coffin, 
108  Mass.  175,  11  Am.  Rep.  335;  Rich- 
mond V.  Ames,  164  Mass.  467,  41  N.  E.  671; 
Mitchell  V.  Stanley,  44  Conn.  312;  Hubbard 
V.  Norton,  10  Conn.  422.  None  of  these  cited 
cases  involved  mutual  easements  for  support 
of  a  party  wall;  nor  do  they  involve  a  lien 
arising  out  of  a  party-wall  agreement,  se- 
curing the  payment  of  part  of  the  cost  of 
the  wall.  While  their  logic  may  lend  sup- 
port to  the  theory  of  counsel  for  defendants, 
if  we  should  view  the  measure  of  damages 
entirely  independent  of  the  lien  for  the  pay- 
ment of  one  half  the  costs  of  the  wall,  we 
do  not  think  it  follows  that  the  lien  is  so 
connected  with  the  easements  that  it  cannot 
be  considered  apart  from  the  mutual  bur- 
dens and  benefits  flowing  from  each  of  the 
owners  to  the  other  solely  by  reason  of  the 
mutual  easements. 

The  only  authority  relied  upon  by  counsel 
for  the  plaintiffs  as  being  directly  in  point 
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is  Mackey  ▼.  Harmon,  34  Minn.  168,  24  N. 
W.  702.  It  may  be  conceded  that  that  deci- 
sion lends  support  to  counsers  contention. 
The  party-wall  agreement  there  involved 
seems  to  have  been  substantially  the  same 
as  the  one  before  us,  except  that  one  half  the 
cost  of  the  wall  was  not  secured  by  a  lien 
upon  the  lot,  as  in  this  case;  but  the  use  of 
the  wall  could  be  had  only  upon  payment  of 
one  half  the  cost  thereof.  In  that  case  the 
trial  court  held  that  the  easements  being 
mutually  beneficial  and  compensating  to  the 
respective  owners,  no  such  encumbrance  was 
thereby  created  as  would  constitute  a  breach 
of  the  covenant  against  encumbrance.  Upon 
appeal,  the  supreme  court  held  that  the 
easement  upon  the  plaintiffs'  lot  did  consti- 
tute an  encumbrance  amounting  to  a  breach 
of  the  covenant,  and  granted  a  new  trial  for 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  plaintiffs' 
damages.  Touching  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages, the  court  said  only  the  following: 
"This  brings  us  to  the  question  of  damages. 
The  encumbrance  in  this  case,  that  is  to  say, 
the  servitude  to  which  plaintiffs'  land  is 
subjected,  has  not  been  removed,  and  it  is 
not  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiffs  to  force  its 
removal,  as  it  would  be  if  the  encumbrance 
were  a  matured  mortgage.  Only  by  the  con- 
sent of  Hurlburt  or  his  successors  in  inter- 
est can  the  servitude  be  purchased  in,  or 
in  any  way  discharged.  This  case  is,  then, 
one  in  which  the  necessary  measure  of  dam- 
ages is  compensation  for  the  depreciation  in 
value  of  plaintiffs'  land,  occasioned  by  the 
encumbrance.  Fagan  v.  Cadmus,  46  N.  J.  L. 
441.  The  agreement  between  Hurlburt  and 
Harmon  is  to  be  read  as  a  whole.  So  read, 
while  it  confers  upon  Hurlburt's  land  an 
easement  in  plaintiffs'  land,  it  in  the  same 
breath  confers  upon  plaintiffs'  land  a  like 
and  equal  easement  in  Hurlburt's  land.  As 
respects  actual  damages,  the  plaintiffs  are 
therefore  entitled  to  such  sum  as  will  com- 
pensate them  for  the  depreciation  in  the 
value  of  their  land,  occasioned  by  the  agree- 
ment as  a  whole.  The  question  is.  When 
Harmon  executed  the  deed  to  Mackey,  how 
much  less  was  plaintiffs'  lot  worth  with 
the  mutual  easements  or  servitudes  created 
by  the  agreement  as  a  whole,  than  it  would 
have  been  without  them  ?  The  plaintiffs  are, 
of  course,  entitled  to  nominal  damages,  at 
least,  for  the  formal  breach  of  the  covenant 
against  encumbrances." 

Limiting  these  observations  of  that  learn- 
ed court  as  applicable  only  to  the  mutual 
easements  in  the  respective  lots  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  wall,  apart  from  the  obligation 
to  pay  one  half  the  cost  thereof  from  one 
lot  owner  to  the  other,  we  would  have  but 
little  trouble  in  adopting  this  view  of  the 
law.  But  when  we'  come  to  consider  the  ob- 
ligation of  one  lot  owner  to  pay  to  the  other 
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one  half  of  the  cost  of  the  wall  upon  mak- 
ing use  thereof,  whether  such  obligation  be 
secured  by  the  right  to  withhold  the  use  of 
the  wall  until  paid  for,  as  in  that  case,  or 
by  a  lien  upon  the  lot,  as  in  this  case,  we 
are  constrained  to  entertain  a  different  view. 
We  cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that  such 
an  obligation  becomes  an  encumbrance  upon 
the  lot  of  such  a  nature  that  it  is  to  be  con- 
sidered entirely  apart  from  the  mutual  ease- 
ment rights  of  the  respective  lot  owner ;  that 
is,  it  is  in  effect  a  separate  encumbrance,  to 
be  discharged  only  by  the  payment  of  money. 
We  think  this  is  particularly  true  in  this 
case,  since  the  easement  rights  of  the* parties 
did  not  depend  upon  the  payment  of  one  half 
the  cost  of  the  wall;  such  payment  being 
secured  by  a  lien  upon  the  lot,  which  was 
actually  foreclosed  as  such.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  defendants  were  not  en- 
titled to  have  the  value  of  the  party-wall 
easement  rights  acquired  by  the  plaintiffs 
in  lot  23  offset  against  the  amount  they  were 
compelled  to  pay  in  the  removal  of  this 
lien  encumbrance,  though  they  may  have 
been  entitled  to  have  the  value  of  such  ease- 
ment rights  offset  against  the  damage  caused 
by  the  easement  encumbrance  upon  their 
lot,  which  breached  the  defendants'  covenant 
of  warranty.  It  follows  that  the  demurrer 
to  the  defendants'  affirmative  defense  was 
properly  sustained  by  the  trial  court.  Other 
matters  discussed  by  counsel  need  not  be 
noticed  by  us,  since  they  would  in  no  event 
change  the  result. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed.    Neither  party 
will  recover  costs  in  this  court. 

Diint>ary  Ch.  J.,  and  Mount,  FuIIerton, 
and  Gose,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  fo^  rehearing  denied. 
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PERRY  WATER,  LIGHT,  &  ICE  COM- 
PANY, Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

CITY  OF  PERRY. 

(20  Okla.  593,  120  Pac.  582.) 

Municipal  corporation  —  indebtedness 
—  limitation. 

1.  Section  538  of  the  Statutes  of  Okla- 

Headnotes  by  Williams,    J. 

yote,  ^  LiahiUty  of  municipality  or 
other  pUbHo  corporation  on  implied 
contract. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  a  note  in 
27    L.R.A.(N.S.)    1117. 
As  to  the  liability  of  a  municipality  on 


191L 


PERRY  WATER,  L.  k  1.  CO.  v.  PERRY. 


73 


homa  Territory  of  1S93  (Gomp.  Laws  :1900, 
§  647)  limits  the  power  of  a  city  council 
to  contract  for  personalty  at  one  purchase 
in  excess  of  the  sum  of  $500. 

(a)  A  contract  for  one  purchase  of  items 
of  personalty  aggregating  a  sum  in  ex- 
cess of  $500,  without  first  being  authorized 
by  a  majority  vote  of  the  qualified  electors 
resident  of  said  city,  is  void. 

Appeal  —  chaniping  position  —  right. 

2.  Where  the  aggregate  value  of  such  per- 
sonalty received  and  accepted  by  the  ofli- 
cers  of  a  municipality  under  one  trans- 
action or  purchase,  or  received  with  the 
consent  of  the  owner  of  such  personalty, 
and  applied  to  its  use,  exceeds  the  sum  of 
$500,  the  authority  not  being  first  had  by 
the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the  electors 
resident  of  such  municipality,  no  liability 
therefor  is  created  against  such  municipal- 
ity. 

<a)  The  case  having  b^en  tried  in  the 
lower  court  upon  the  theory  that  the  ques- 


tion as  to  the  want  of  power  of  the  mu- 
nicipality to  make  such  contract  was  prop- 
erly  raised,  plaintiff  in  error  will  not  be 
permitted  in  this  court  to  procure  a  re- 
ver;>al  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not,  when 
there  is  no  contention  that  such  authority 
by  an  approval  of  a  majority  of  the  elect- 
ors was  first  had. 

m 

(November  14,  1911.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Noble 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  de- 
fendant's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  contract  price  of  certain  mer- 
chandise.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Harris  &  Nowlin,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  show  and  re- 
cover upon  a  quantum   meruitf   regardless 


an  implied  contract  for  labor  performed  or 
services  accepted  by  it,  see  note  in  27 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1125,  and  also  note  appended 
to  State  ex  rel.  Morris  v.  Clark,  ante,  43. 

It  is  well  settled  that  a  municipality 
may  be  liable  upon  an  implied  contract, 
as  where  services  are  performed  or  material 
furnished  at  the  request  of  proper  officers, 
although  no  express  contract  was  ever  en- 
tered into,  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract being  within  the  authority  of  such 
officers  (Stivers  v.  Cherrvvale,  86  Kan. 
270,  120  Pac.  361),  and  a*  county  mav  be 
liable  on  an  implied  contract,  althougn  no 
contract  can  be  implied  against  it  unless  it 
is  one  which  the  county  is  by  law' Empowered 
to  make;  hence,  general  assumpsit  lies 
against  a  county  within  the  range  of  its 
contractual  powers,  just  as  it  does  against 
an  individual.  Montgomery  County  v. 
Pniett,  —  Ala.  — ,  67  So.  823.  And  where 
a  board  of  trustees  of  a  city  have  the  power 
to  provide  for  such  current  expenses  as 
those  for  coal  to  be  used  in  operation  of 
waterworks  owned  and  operated  by  a  mu- 
nicipality, coal  furnished  under  a  contract 
with  the  trustees  mav  be  recovered  for  al- 
though no  provision  has  been  made  by  the 
council  for  the  payment  thereof  (Martin- 
Strelau  Co.  v.  Dubuque,  149  Iowa,  1,  127 
N.  W.  1013);  and  this  is  true  although 
there  were  irregularities  in  the  making  of 
the  contract  (I^ird  Norton  Yards  v.  Roch- 
ester, —  Minn.  — ,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  134 
N.  W.  644).  So,  a  city  may  be  liable  upon 
an  implied  contract  for  property  obtained 
under  a  contract  void  because  not  entered 
into  as  required  by  statute,  if  the  city  ob- 
tains and  uses  the  property,  and  receives 
the  avails  and  collects  the  value  of  it  from 
property  owners  by  means  of  an  assess- 
ment. Mixer  v.  Adam,  66  Misc.  238,  121 
N.  Y.  Supp.  31.  And  the  value  of  material 
received  under  a  contract  with  the  officers 
of  a  school  district,  irregular  merely  be- 
ca'Jse  the  officers,  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  contract,  were  not  in  session  as 
a  board,  may  nevertheless  be  recovered,  al- 
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though  the  contract  itself  is  not  enforce- 
able. Watkins  v.  School  Dist.  No.  104,  85 
Kan.  760,  118  Pac.  1069.  But  in  North  v. 
Huron  County,  30  Ohio  C.  C.  145,  10  Ohio 
C.  C.  N.  S.  462,  it  is  held  that  no  implied 
contract  arises  for  the  value  of  labor  and 
material  furnished  in  piking  a  highway  un- 
der a  contract  with  county  commissioners, 
invalid  because  no  record  has  been  made  of 
the  commissioners'  meeting,  and  no  auditors' 
certificate  filed  or  recorded,  as  required  by 
law. 

The  late  cases  are  conflicting  as  to  wheth- 
er a  city  may  be  held  upon  an  implied  con- 
tract for  the  benefits  received  under  a  con- 
tract invalid  for  failure  to  comply  with 
statutory  requirements  designed  to  secure 
competition  in  bidding.  It  has  been  held  I 
that  where  a  city  has  general  power  to  re-  ) 
pair  its  streets,  it  is  liable  on  an  implied 
contract  for  the  hire  of  an  asphalt  plant 
used  in  making  such  repairs,  although  in 
making  the  contract  for  hiring  the  plant 
the  municipality  did  not  comply  strictly 
with  the  provisions  of  the  city  charter 
by  Advertising  for  bids  and  contracting  for 
the  work  with  the  lowest  bidder,  it  being 
impossible  for  the  city,  at  the  time  the  re- 
pairs were  made,  strictly  to  comply  in  these 
respects  with  the  requirements  of  the  stat- 
ute. Nebraska  Bitulithic  Co.  v.  Omaha,  84 
Neb.  375,  121  N.  W.  443.  And  see  also  Des*^ 
Moines  v.  Welsbach  Street  Lighting  Co. 
110  C.  C.  A.  540,  188  Fed.  906,  holding  that 
a  contract  for  street  lighting  which  is  with- 
in the  scope  of  the  power  of  the  city  to 
make,  but  is  irregular  because  entered  into 
in  an  irregular  manner  (without  advertis- 
ing for  bids,  as  required  by  statute),  when 
fully  executed  by  one  party,  and  the  city 
has  received  and  accepted  the  full  benefit  of 
the  contract,  and  cannot  restore  what  it  has 
received,  is  enforceable,  since  the  city  is  es- 
topped to  assert  the  irregular  execution, 
and  otherwise  the  ends  of  justice  would  be 
defeated. 

But  in  most  jurisdictions  where  the  dele- 
gation of  power  to  a  municipality  or  other 
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of  a  failure  to  show  an  express   contract 
binding  upon  the  city. 

El  Keno  Electric  Light  &  Tele  ph.  Co.  ▼. 
Jennison,  5  Okla.  773,  50  Pac.  144;  Remy 
V.  Olds,  88  Cal.  -537,  2G  Pac.  365 ;  Central 
Bitulithie  Paving  Co.  v.  Mt.  Clemens,  143 
Mich. '259,  106  N.  W.  888;  Lincoln  Land 
Co.  V.  Grant,  57  Neb-  70,  77  N.  W.  349. 

Defendant,  having  admitted  the  receipt 
of  the  property  for  the  value  of  wliich  plain- 
tiff sued  to  recover,  and  having  pleaded 
payment  for  such  property  by  the  perform- 
ance of  an  alleged  contract  concerning 
same,  admitted  plaintiff's  cause  of  action, 
and  placed  the  burden  of  proof  upon  itself. 

Mohr  V.  Barnes,  4  Colo.  350;  Ma  tossy  v. 
Frosh,  9  Tex.  610;  Doolittle  v.  Gavagan, 
74  Mich.  11,  41  N.  W.  840;  Liesemer  v. 
Burg,  106  Mich.  124,  63  N.  W.  999. 

Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  reeover  from  the 
defendant  upon  a  quantum  meruit  the  value 
of  plaintiff's  property  taken  and  appro- 
priated by  defendant  to  its  own  use  and 
benefit. 

Allsman  v.  Oklahoma  City,  21  Okla.  142, 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  611,  95  Pac.  468,  17  Ann. 
Cas.  184;  Lawson  v.  Lawson,  16  Gratt.  230, 
80  Am.  Dec.  702;  San  Francisco  Gas  Co. 
v.  San  Francisco,  9  Cal.  463;  Lime  Rock 
Bank  v.  Plimpton,  17  Pick.  159,  28  Am. 
Dec.  286;  Argenti  v.  San  Francisco,  16  Cal. 
273;  Lincoln  Land  Co.  v.  Grant,  57  Neb. 
70,  77  N.  W.  349;  Central  Bitulithic  Pav- 
ing Co.  v.  Mt.  Clemens,  143  Mich.  259,  106 
N.  W.  888;  Higgins  v.  San  Diego,  118  Cal. 
624,  45  Pac.  824,  60  Pac.  670. 


Mr.  li.  L.  Cowley  also  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  A.  N.  Whiteside  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  as  plaintiff,  in- 
stituted its  action  in  the  lower  court, 
against  the  defendant  in  error,  as  defend- 
ant, declaring  in  its  petition  in  part  as 
follows :  "That  on  and  prior  to  the  1st  day 
of  July,  1903,  the  said  defendant  was  the 
owner  of  a  waterworks  system  in  said  city. 
That  on  the  said  Ist  day  of  July,  1903,  for 
the  purpose  of  conducting  and  supplying 
said  waterworks  system  with  coal  for  fuel, 
oil,  etc.,  the  said  city  purchased  of  this 
plaintiff  a  large  amount  of  merchandise. 
That  at  said  time  the  said  city  was  the 
owner  and  operator  of  a  light  system  for 
the  purpose  of  furnishing  light  for  the  use 
of  said  city  and  its  inhabitants.  That  on 
the  said  1st  day  of  July,  1903,  the  said  city 
purchased  of  this  plaintiff  a  large  amount 
of  merchandise,  such  as  carbons,  lamps, 
coal,  oil,  repairs,  and  supplies.  That  at  the 
time  of  the  purchase  of  said  articles  it  was 
agreed  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  that 
the  same  should  be  listed,  and  a  complete 
inventory  made  thereof,  and  the  said  goods 
inspected  and  delivered  to  said  city,  all  of 
which  was  done  by  the  agents  of  plaintiff 
and  defendant.  That  a  true  and  exact  ac- 
count and  inventory  of  all  the  said  property 
and  merchandise  so  purchased  by  defendant 


public  corporation  to  contract  contains  pro-  J 
visions  as  to  the  manner  of  the  exercise  of 
this  power,  which  especially  are  designed  to 
secure  competition  in  bidding,  any  contract 
must  follow  the  essential  requirements  of 
the  statute,  otherwise  no  liability  on  the 
contract  exists  against  the  municipality,  nor 
can  it  be  held  on  an  implied  contract  for 
benefits  received  thereunder.  Thus,  a  con- 
.tractor,  after  having  entered  into  a  con- 
tract in  writing  with  the  city,  invalid  be- 
cause failing  to  comply  with  charter  pro- 
visions designed  to  secure  competition,  after 
completing  the  work  described  in  the  con- 
tract (paving  certain  streets),  and  after 
the  acceptance  of  such  work  by  the  city, 
cannot  recover  upon  an  implied  assumpsit 
the  reasonable  value  of  the  work  done  and 
materials  place*!  in  the  street.  Cawker  v. 
Central  Bitulithic  Paving  Co.  140  Wis.  25, 
121  N.  W.  888. 

Or  where  by  statute  certain  contracts  of 
municipalities  are  forbidden,  a  contract  en- 
tered into  to  evade  these  provisions  of  the 
statute,  although  for  the  purpose  of  light- 
ing the  streets  of  the  city,  creates  against 
the  city  no  express  or  implied  obligation 
to  pav  for  any  benefits  received  thereunder. 
Edison  Electric  Co.  v.  Pasadena,  10^  C. 
C.  A.  401,  178  Fed.  426. 
(39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


So,  where  the  city  is  authorized  to  con- 
tract only  in  writing,  stating  the  con- 
sideration, and  contracts  otherwise  entered 
into  are  declared  void,  a  city  is  not  liable 
for  the  value  of  goods  received  as  extras  to 
a  written  contract,  although  pursuant  to 
an  oral  agreement,  or  without  any  contract. 
W.  W.  Cook  &  Son  v.  Cameron,  144  Mo. 
App'.  137,  128  S.  W.  269. 

And  a  claim  against  a  county  is  invalid 
where  based  upon  the  right  to  recover  for 
material  furnished  under  a  contract  in- 
valid because  in  amount  in  excess  of  the 
power  of  the  county  to  contract.  Garrison 
v^  Perkins.  137  Ga.  744,  74  S.  E.  541. 
Neither  may  money  be  recovered  from  the 
lounty  where  borrowed  to  pay  for  material 
thus  purchased.    Ibid. 

Neither  is  there  resting  upon  a  munici- 
pality any  implied  obligation  to  pay  for 
benelits  received  under  a  contract  with 
some  officer  of  the  municipality  not  au- 
thorized to  make  the  contract  in  question, 
Bartlett  v.  Lowell,  201  Mass.  151,  87  N.  E. 
105  (gravel  furnished  to  repair  streets)  ; 
Floyd  Countv  v.  Owego  Bridge  Co.  143  Ky. 
693,  137  S.  W.  237  (construction  of  bridges 
for  county).  A.  G.  S. 
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from  plaintiff,  and  delivered  in  accordance 
with  the  agreement  and  arrangement  be- 
twt^n  plaintiff  and  defendant,  showing  the 
description  of  each  item  and  the  price  which 
the  said  defendant  was  to  pay  therefor,  and 
utiich  was  the  reasonable  and  actual  value 
thereof  at  said  time  and  place,  is  hereto 
alMched,  marked  'Exhibit  A,'  and  made  a 
part  hereof.  Plaintiff  further  says  that 
said  contract,  agreement,  and  arrangement 
was  verbal,  and  not  in  writing,  but  that 
the  same  was  fully  executed,  and  the  prop- 
erty mentioned  and  described  in  said  Ex- 
hibit A  was  then  and  there  delivered  by 
plaintiff  to  defendant,  and  the  said  defend- 
ant has  used  and  consumed,  and  ever  since 
retained  and  appropriated,  said  property  to 
its  exclusive  use  and  benefit.  Plaintiff  fur- 
ther says  that  said  defendant  has  often  been 
rcMpiested  to  pay  for  said  property,  but  that 
said  payment  has  not  been  made,  and  de- 
fendant has  positively  refused  and  neglect- 
ed to  pay  for  the  same,  after  a  proper 
and  fnrnial  bill  and  demands  had  been  pre- 
sented tu  said  city  and  the  officers  thereof. 
That  no  part  of  said  claim  or  demand  has 
been  paid.  Wherefore  plaintiff  prays 
judgment  against  said  defendant  for  the 
amount  of  said  indebtedness  in  the  sum  of 
1906.21,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
Ist  day  of  July,  1003,  at  the  rate  of  7  per 
cent  per  annum,  for  the  costs  of  this 
action,  and  all  other  proper  relief.''  On 
November  28,  1906,  the  defendant  demurred 
to  the  petition,  which  was  overruled,  and 
exceptions  saved.  On  December  11,  1906, 
the  defendant  answered  by  general  denial, 
and,  further,  by  averring  that  "all  articles 
received  of  plaintiff  and  mentioned  in  plain- 
tiff's petition  were  purchased  by  said  city 
from  said  plaintiff  under  and  by  virtue  of 
a  written  contract  executed  by  plaintiff 
and  defendant,  bearing  date  of  June  27, 
1903,''  and  that  same  had  been  paid  for.  On 
September  6,  1908,  plaintiff  filed  its  reply, 
denying  each  and  every  allegation  of  said 
answer,  except  admitting  the  execution  of 
the  written  contract,  but  averred  "that  said 
contract  was  for  the  purchase. and  sale  of 
the  electric  light,  ice,  and  power  plant 
therein  referred  to,  and  with  the  exceptions 
therein  specified,  and  was  not  intended  to 
include  or  cover  the  property  and  items  set 
forth  in  the  plaintiff's  petition,  such  as 
supplies,  coal,  etc.,  not  in  use,  or  never 
having  been  in  use,  in  connection  with  said 
light,  water,  and  power  plant,  and  at  the 
time  of  executing  and  entering  into  the 
said  written  contract  this  plaintiff  fully 
understood  and  believed  that  said  written 
contract  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  arti- 
cles," etc.  On  October  12,  190S.  the  plain- 
tiff filed  a  motion  for  judgment  on  the 
pleadings,  which  was  denied.  A  jury  be- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ing  waived,  said  cause  was  tried  to  the 
court.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  intro- 
duction of  any  evidence  under  the  petition, 
for  the  reason  that  the  same  failed  to  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, which  was  overruled  and  exceptions 
saved.  After  the  evidence  was  introduced 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
interposed  a  demurrer  to  the  same,  in  part, 
in  hceo  verba:  *The  city  further  demurs, 
for  the  reason  that  the  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff  shows  that  the  goods  purchased 
were  personal  property,  and  the  contract 
price  was  more  than  $500,  and  fails  to 
show  that  it  was  ever  submitted  to  a  vote 
of  the  people  of  the  city  of  Perry."  The 
record  then  further  recites: 

Thereupon  counsel  for  the  respective  par- 
ties argued  the  said  demurrer  to  the  coiirt. 

Mr.  Harris:  The  plaintiff  now,  pending 
the  consideration  of  the  demurrer  to  the 
evidence,  offers  to  remit  all  with  the  ex- 
ception of  $500  of  the  amount  claimed,  and 
demands  judgment  for  $500  and  costs. 

Mr.  Johnson:  That  don't  help  him  as  a 
matter  of  law. 

Mr.  Harris:  With  interest  from  the  date 
of  the  taking  of  the  property. 

Mr.  Whiteside:  If  any  of  it  is  void,  it  is 
all  void. 

The  court:    Yes;  I  think  so. 

Thereupon  counsel  for  the  respective  par- 
ties continued  to  argue  the  said  demurrer. 

The  court:     Demurrer  sustained. 

Mr. .  Harris :     Exception. 

The  court:  Do  you  desire  to  stand  on  the 
demurrer.    Judge   Harris,   and    take   time? 

Mr.  Harris:  I  think  I  better  file  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial.  I  will  prepare  it 
right  away. 

The  undisputed  evidence  in  this  record 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  shows 
that  all  of  this  property  was  received  un- 
der a  verbal  contract  by  one  purchase, 
and  that  not  only  the  value,  but  also  the 
agreed  price,  exceeded  $500. 

Section  2  (538),  art.'l,  chap.  14,  Statutes 
of  Oklahoma  Territory  1893,  provides: 
"All  cities  governed  by  the  provisions  of 
this  act  shall  be  bodies  corporate  and  pol- 
itic, and  shall  have  power  to  sue  and  be 
sued,  to  purchase  and  hold  real  and  per- 
sonal property  for  the  use  of  the  city, 
to  sell  and  convey  any  real  or  persona! 
property  owned  by  the  city,  and  make  such 
order  respecting  the  same  as  may  be  con- 
ducive to  the  best  interests  of  the  city, 
to  make  all  contracts  and  do  all  other 
acts  in  relation  to  the  property  and  affairs 
of  the  city,  necessary  to  the  good  gov- 
ernment of  the  city,  and  to  the  exercise 
of  its  corporate  and  administrative  powers, 
to    have    and    use    a   corporate    seal,    and 
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alter  the  same  at  pleasure,  and  to  execute 
such  other  and  further  powers  as  are,  or 
may  be,  conferred  by  law;  Provided,  how- 
ever, that  no  real  estate  shall  be  bought 
or  sold,  nor  shall  any  personal  property, 
where  the  value  of  the  personal  property, 
contracted  for  at  one  purchase,  exceeds 
$500,  until  the  purchase  or  sale  be  author- 
ized by  a  majority  vote  of  the  electors, 
resident  of  the  city  or  viUage."  This 
section  was  construed  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Oklahoma  territory  in  Fire  Extinguish- 
er Mfg.  Co.  V.  Perry,  8  Okla.  429,  58  Pac. 
635,  wherein  it  was  held  that  it  limited 
the  purchase  of  fire  apparatus  to  $500;  that 
a  contract  made  for  the  purchase  of  ap- 
paratus in  excess  of  $500  is  void,  and  no 
recovery  can  be  had  thereon. 

It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error  that  the  question  of  such  contract 
being  void  by  virtue  of  said  section,  re- 
quiring all  purchases  of  personal  property 
in  excess  of  $500  to  be  approved  first  by 
the  electors  of  such  municipality,  was  not 
raised  in  the  lower  6ourt,  but  from  the 
foregoing  excerpt  it  would  seem  that  the 
court  below,  as  well  as  the  parties  thereto, 
treated  this  question  as  properly  raised. 
Such  being  the  case,  the  plaintiff  in  error 
will  not  be  permitted  to  change  front  in 
this  court,  and  insist  that  such  question 
Avas  neither  properly  raised  nor  properly 
before  the  trial  court.  Harris  v.  First  Nat. 
Tank,  21  Okla.  189,  95  Pac.  781;  Queen 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Cotney,  25  Okla.  125,  105  Pac. 
G51;  Wattenbarger  v.  Hall,  26  Okla.  815, 
110  Pac.  911;  Gann  v.  Ball,  26  Okla.  26, 
110  Pac.  1067;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Key,  28  Okla.  769,  115  Pac.  875. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  in  their 
brief  say:  "Counsel  doubtless  had  in 
mind,  at  the  time  of  interposing  this  de- 
murrer, the  case  of  Fire  Extinguisher  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Perry,  supra,  and,  if  the  plaintiff's 
claim  in  this  case  was  founded  and  proven 
solely  upon  the  theory  that  the  city  was 
liable  upon  an  express  contract  for  the 
contract  price  of  the  property  purchased, 
the  statutory  limitation  upon  the  authority 
of  the  council  to  contract  for  personal 
property  in  excess  of  $500  -without  first 
submitting  the  question  to  a  vote  of  the 
people  of  the  city  might  be  a  material 
question  in  this  cDse."  Counsel  thus  as- 
sume, at  least,  if  not  concede,  that  the 
question  was  properly  raised  in  the  lower 
court.  He  pleads  that  the  property  was  de- 
livered to  the  city  under  a  verbal  contract. 
The  evidence  that  he  offers  to  sustain  his 
petition  tends  to  sustain  that  allegation. 
He  seeks,  however,  in  the  face  of  his  peti- 
tion, to  waive  the  express  verbal  contract 
and  recover  under  quantum  meruit,  which 
is  an  action  in  assumpsit,  or  upon  an 
implied  contract. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Not  only  in  the  record,  but  also  in  the 
briefs,  it  appears  to  be  conceded  that  the 
question  as  to  the  purchase  of  said  person- 
alty was  not  submitted  to  the  electors  of 
said  municipality  for  their  approval.  Such 
being  the  case,  if  such  contract  for  said 
reason  was  void,  and  no  recovery  could  be 
had,  either  on  said  contract  or  in  quantum 
meruit,  which  is  an  action  in  assumpsit, 
this  court  would  do  a  useless  thing  by 
reversing  this  case  and  remanding  it  for 
another  trial.  For  the  defendant,  after 
the  cause  was  remai.ded,  would  certainly 
be  permitted  to  amend  its  pleadings  and 
set  up  that  said  property  was  delivered 
either  under  an  express  or  implied  verbal 
contract,  in  violation  of  §  538,  supra,  and 
that  therefore  no  recovery  could  be  had  in 
quantum^  meruit.  Under  such  conceded 
facts,  this  court  should  pass  on  the  Ques- 
tion on  the  theory  that  it  was  properly 
raised  before  the  trial  court.  Kuchler  v. 
Weaver,  23  Okla.  420,  100  Pac.  915,  18 
Ann.  Cas.  462.  The  only  objection  made 
as  to  the  want  of  authority  not  being  plead- 
ed in  the  answer  was  as  to  the  mayor  and 
certain  aldermen  not  being  authorized  by 
the  council  to  make  the  contract  of  pur- 
chase. 

In  Fire  Extinguisher  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Perry. 
8  Okla.  429,  58  Pac.  635,  paragraph  3  of 
the  syllabus  is  as  follows:  "Where  a  city 
council  purchases  fire  apparatus  at  one  pur- 
chase, and  agrees  to  pay  the  sum  of  $1,100 
therefor,  no  election  having  been  held  to 
authorize  such  purchase,  the  contract  is 
void,  and  the  city  council  cannot  validate 
such  illegal  contract  by  splitting  the  sum 
into  three  parts  of  less  than  $500  each,  and 
executing  warrants  therefor,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  warrants  so  executed  may  be  de- 
feated by  the  city."  At  page  433  of  8 
Okla.  the  court  said:  "Section  538  is  in- 
tended to  limit  the  power  of  the  city  coun- 
cil in  the  purchase  of  personal  property 
at  one  time  to  sums  of  $500  and  less,  un- 
less such  purchase  shall  be  authorized  by 
a  majority  vote  of  the  electors  resident 
of  the  city.  If  the  council  deem  it  advisable 
to  make  a  purchase  of  personal  property  , 
the  value  of  which  is  in  excess  of  $500,  it 
becomes  their  duty  to  submit  the  question 
as  to  whether  such  purchase  shall  be  made 
to  a  vote  of  the  resident  voters  of  the  city, 
and  the  power  to  make  such  purchase 
can  only  be  exercised  when  a  majority  vote 
of  the  electors  voting  on  such  proposition 
has  authorized  the  council  to  make  it." 

This  language  applies  equally  to  a  claim 
under  quantum  meruit.  In  Salt  Creek  Twp. 
V.  King  Iron  Bridge  &  Mfg.  Co.  61  Kan. 
520,  33  Pac.  303,  Justice  Horton,  in  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  said:  "Upon  the  facts 
disclosed  in  the  record,  and  the  provisions 
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of  the  statute  authorizing,  under  certain 
circumstances,  township  officers  to  build 
and  pay  for  bridges,  we  think  the  bridge 
and  manufacturing  company  cannot  recover. 
It  seems  to  be  conceded  that  the  company 
cannot  recover  upon  its  contract.  The 
only  claim  made  is  that  the  township  is 
estopped,  and  should  be  required  to  pay 
the  reasonable  value  of  the  bridge.  At 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract, 
and  also  at  the  time  the  bridge  was  con- 
structed, the  public  records  of  Salt  Creek 
township  showed  that  its  officers  had  no 
pouer  or  authority  to  make  any  contract 
for  the  bridge  or  to  issue  any  bonds.  The 
proposition  submitted  to  the  people  for 
the  building  of  a  bridge  did  not  receive 
three  fifths  of  their  votes.  It  therefor? 
was  defeated.  The  statutory  limitation  of 
indebtedness  in  the  township,  as  prescribed 
in  paragraph  413,  was  also  an  inhibition 
against  the  making  of  the  contract.  The 
township  board,  and,  possibly,  the  bridge 
and  manufacturing  company,  mistook  the 
law.  In  any  event,  the  township  officials 
acted  in  direct  conflict  with  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  prescribing  their  duties  and 
limiting  their  powers.  The  records  of  the 
tdwnship  were  public,  open  to  all,  and  the 
bridge  and  manufacturing  company  was 
not,  and  could  not  have  (een,  misled.  The 
bridge  was  constructed  upon  a  public  high- 
way within  the  township,  but  used  by  the 
people  generally.  It  is  a  well-settled  rule 
tUat  township  or  other  municipal  officers 
cannot  do  by  indirection  that  which  they 
might  not  do  directly.  State  ex  rel.  Reed  v. 
Marion  County,  21  Kan.  419.  If  township 
otliccrs  may  disregard  all  of  the  statutory 
provisions  concerning  the  construction  of 
and  payment  for  bridges,  and  create  a  lia- 
liiiity  against  the  people  of  a  township  by 
accepting  bridges  or  other  work  without 
any  power  so  to  do,  and  thereby  make  the 
township  liable,  then  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  defining  how  bridges  should  be 
built  and  paid  for  have  no  force  whatever. 
Under  such  a  rule,  the  township  officers 
may  at  any  time  build  and  accept  bridgss 
and  create  liabilities  against  the  people 
of  the  township  without  a  vote  and  with- 
out limit.  As  the  contract  between  the 
township  officers  and  the  bridge  and  manu- 
facturing company  is  void  under  the  stat- 
ute, we  do  not  think  the  other  facts  dis- 
closed show  the  township  is  estopped  from 
asserting  the  want  of  power  on  the  part  of 
the  township  officers,  or  from  defending 
against  any  liability  for  the  bridge.  There 
is  no  innocent  holder  of  bonds  in  this  case, 
and,  in  fact,  no  innocent  parties.  The  town- 
ship officers,  as  well  as  the  bridge  and 
manufacturing  company,  are  presumed  to 
know  the  law.  The  statute  clearly  declares 
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the  conditions  upon  which  a  municipal 
township  may  obtain  bridges;  but  if  tho 
provisions  of  the  statute  are  overlooked,  or 
voluntarily  cast  aside  by  the  parties,  with 
full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  no  estoppel 
of  any  kind  can  be  created.  There  is  a 
seeming  hardship  in  refusing  to  pay  for  the 
bridge  after  the  money  of  the  company  has 
completed  it,  and  it  is  in  use  upon  a  regular 
laid-out  public  highway.  But  the  want 
of  legal  authority  to  contract  was  known, 
or  ought  to  have  been  known,  by  the 
company  before  it  expended  any  of  its  mon- 
ey. Therefore  it  is  at  fault.  Those  deal- 
ing with  a  township  must  see  to  it  that  its 
officers  have  power  to  act.  In  this  case 
nothing  was  concealed,  and  all  the  facts 
appear  upon  the  public  records.  A  town- 
ship or  other  municipality  can  only  act 
by  the  mode  prescribed  by  law.  Any  other 
rule  leaves  the  taxpayer  at  the  mercy  of 
the  officers  of  the  township  and  contractor, 
and  would  render  all  statutory  provisions 
of  limitation  of  power  nugatory.  Lewis  v. 
Bourbon  County,  12  Kan.  186;  15  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1124;  Daly  v.  San  Francis- 
co, 72  Cal.  154,  13  Pac.  321;  Buchanan  v. 
Litchfield,  102  U.  S.  278,  26  L.  ed.  138; 
Niewbery  v.  Fox  (1887)  37  Minn.  141,  5 
Am.  St.  Rep.  830,  33  N.  W.  333;  Reichard 
V.  Warren  County,  31  Iowa,  381;  Brady  v. 
New  York,  2  Bosw,  187;  Law  v.  People, 
87  111.  385." 

In  Allsman  y.  Oklahoma  City,  21  Okla. 
142,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  511,  95  Pac.  468,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  184,  the  plaintiff  sued  for  the 
recovery  of  the  unearned  portion  of  cer- 
tain money  paid  to  the  city  for  a  liquor 
license,  which  had  failed  on  account  of 
the  repeal  of  the  statute  under  which  it  was 
issued.  In  that  case  there  was  no  ques- 
tion of  the  municipality  acting  beyond  its 
authority,  or  in  express  violation  of  a  statu- 
tory or  constitutional  prohibition. 

In  Oklahoma  City  v.  T.  M.  Richardson 
Lumber  Co.  3  Okla.  5,  39  Pac.  386,  no 
question  of  the  want  of  authority  of  the 
municipality  to  purchase  said  lumber  was 
involved.  The  provisional  government  for 
the  regulation  and  management  of  the  af- 
fairs of  the  cities  and  towns  of  the  terri- 
tory of  Oklahoma  which  were  established 
prior  to  the  act  of  Congress  approved  May 
2,  1890  (act  May  2,  1890,  chap.  182,  26 
Stat,  at  L.  81),  being  merely  voluntary  as- 
sociations of  the  people  living  in  such  city, 
purchased  lumber  from  the  Jones-Richard- 
son Lumber  Company.  The  lumber  was  ap- 
plied to  constructing  sidewalks  upon  the 
streets,  and  for  other  public  improvements 
for  the  city.  The  unpaid  account  for  the 
lumber  was  assigned  for  value  to  the  de- 
fendant in  error,'  the  T.  M.  Richardson 
Lumber  Company.    Afterwards  the  plaintiff 
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in  error,  the  city  of  Oklahoma  City,  was 
legally  incorporated,  and,  coming  into  pos- 
session of  said  streets,  used  said  lumber.  It 
had  authority  then  to  purchase  said  lumber 
without  any  reference  to  the  voters.  The 
court  properly  held  it  was  liable  in  quantum 
meruit  or  assumpsit;  there  being  no  statute 
prohibiting  such  purchase. 

In  Doyle  v.  School  Dist.  No.  38,  —  Okla. 
— ,  118  Pac.  386,  by  Robertson,  Commission- 
er, it  was  held  that  where  the  majority  of 
the  members  of  a  board  of  a  school  dis- 
trict employed  a  law  firm  to  defend  the 
board  in  a  suit  brought  against  it,  at  an 
agreed  fee  of  $75,  though  the  board  may 
have  failed  to  meet  in  an  official  capacity 
and  authorize  such  employment,  yet,  if  the 
service  was  actually  rendered,  and  the  con- 
tract became  an  executed  one,  and  was  of 
the  reasonable  value  claimed,  to  wit,  .$75, 
and  the  school  district  received  the  benefit 
therefrom,  the  board  was  estopped  from 
pleading  the  irregularity  of  said  employ- 
ment. This  holding  is  in  line  with  Alls- 
man  V.  Oklahoma  City,  and  Oklahoma  City 
v.  T.  M.  Richardson  Lumber  Co.  supra. 
The  school  board  had  the  authority  to  make 
the  contract  of  employment  without  the 
approval  of  the  electors  of  said  district 
or  any  other  independent  agency.  The 
vice  complained  of  went  to  the  want  of  ac- 
tion of  the  school  board  as  to  what  it  was 
empowered  to  do,  and  did  not  consist  of  a 
violation  of  any  statute  or  constitutional 
provision  placing  a  limitation  upon  its  pow- 
ers. 

In  State  v.  Pullman,  23  Wash.  683,  83 
Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  63  Pac.  265,  Chief  Jus- 
tice Dunbar,  in  speaking  for  the  court,  said : 
"It  is  claimed,  however,  by  the  appellant, 
that,  having  received  the  benefits  of  the  con- 
tract which  the  city  entered  into,  it  ought  to 
bo  estopped  froni  denying  its  validity;  also, 
that  it  had  ratified  the  contract  by  receiving 
the  benefits.  It  is  well  established  that  the 
power  to  ratify  is  coextensive  only  with  the 
power  to  contract,  and  that  an  act  whicli 
was  illegal  for  want  of  authority  on  the 
part  of  the  contracting  powers  cannot  be 
ratified.  There  has  been  a  conflict  of  opin- 
ion on  same  branches  of  this  question, 
but  an  investigation  of  the  authorities  will 
show,  we  think,  that  where  courts  have 
estopped  municipalities  from  interposing  the 
plea  of  ultra  vires,  and  from  escaping  the 
responsibility  of  their  acts,  it  has  been 
where  there  has  been  a  defect  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contracts,  as  in  the  issuance 
of  bonds,  etc.,  and  not  where  there  has  been 
an  absolute  want  of  power  on  the  part  of 
the  municipality  to  contract.  The  most  of 
the  cases  cited  by  the  appellant,  as  we  in- 
dicated before,  were  cases  of  private  corpo- 
rations. The  appellant  cites  Hitchcock  v. 
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Galveston,  96  U.  S.  349,  24  L.  ed.  661,  in 
support  of  this  contention.     This  is  a  case 
which  falls  within  the  rule  announced  above, 
and  the  city  was  proceeding  within  its  pow- 
ers, but  in  an  irregular  manner.    In  speak- 
ing of  the  claim  that  the  city  had  exceeded 
its  power,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  its  opinion,  says:     'Another  ob- 
jection to  the  validity  of  the  contract  urged 
by  the  city  is  founded  upon  a  provision  of 
the  charter  that  the  council  shall  not  borrow 
for    general    purposes    more   than    $50,000; 
and  it  is  said  the  contract,  if  valid,  creates 
a  liability  of  the  city  exceeding  that  sum. 
This,  however,  does  not  appear  in  the  con- 
tract itself,  and  this,  perhaps,  is  a  sufficient 
answer  to  the  objection.    But  the  limitation 
is  upon  the  power  to  borrow  money,  and  to 
borrow  it  for  general  purposes.     It  implies 
that  there  may  be   lawful   purposes  which 
are  not  general  in  the  sense  in  which  that 
word  is  used  in  the  charter.     An  examina- 
tion  of  the  whole  instrument,   and   of  the 
numerous  and  large  powers  conferred  upon 
the  council,  as  well  as  duties  imposed,  makes 
it  evident  that  the  provision  could  not  have 
been   intended  to  prohibit  incurring  an  in- 
debtedness exceeding  the  sum  named.     It  is 
in  no  sense  a  limitation  of  the  debt  of  the 
city.*    There  are  some  remarks  in  this  opin- 
ion that  give  cok)r  to  the  contention  of  the 
appellant;   but  that  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the    United   States   did    not    intend   to   lay 
down  the  rule  that,  when  a  city  exccodcd 
its  powers  in  a  contract  made  by  the  au- 
thorities, the  plea  of  ultra  vires  could  not 
be  successfully  interposed,  is  made  evident 
by  a  subsequent  case  from  the  same  court, 
viz.,  Salt  Lake  City  v.  Hollister,  118  U.  S. 
256,  30  L.  ed.   176,   6  Sup.   Ct.  Rep.   1055. 
wherein  is  pointed  out  the  distinction   be- 
tween actions  arising  on  contracts  made  by 
a  corporation  in  excess  of  its  corporate  pow- 
ers, and  actions  against  corporations  for  in- 
juries caused  by  tortious  acts  done  by  its 
agents  in  the  course  of  its  business,  and  of 
their  employment  in  excess  of  its  powers. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  the  city  could 
not  escape  taxes  due  on  its  property,  wheth- 
er acquired  legally  or  illegally:   and  could 
not  make  its  want  of  legal  authority  to  en- 
gage in  a  particular  transaction  or  business 
a  shelter  from  the  taxation  imposed  by  the 
government  on  such  business.     And  in  an- 
swer to  the  contention  of  appellant  in  thaf 
respect  the  court  said:     *It  remains  to  be 
observed. that  the  question  of  the  liability  of 
corporations  on  contracts  which  the  law  does 
not  authorize  them  to  make,  and  which  are 
wholly  beyond  the  scope  of  their  powers,  is 
governed  by  a  difTerent  principle.     Here  the 
party  dealing  with  the  corporation  is  under 
no  obligation  to  enter  into  the  contract.    Ko 
force  or  restraint  or  fraud  is  practised  on 
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him.  The  powers  of  these  corporations  are 
matters  of  public  law,  open  to  his  examina- 
tion, and  be  may  and  must  judge  for  himself 
BM  to  the  power  of  the  corporation  to  bind 
itself  by  the  proposed  agreement.  It  is  to 
this  class  of  cases  that  most  of  the  authori- 
ties cited  by  appellants  belong, — cases  where 
corporations  have  been  sued  on  contracts 
which  they  have  successfully  resisted  be- 
cause they  were  ultra  vires,'  It  is  true  that 
the  court,  continuing,  says:  *But  even  in 
this  class  of  cases  the  courts  have  gone  a 
long  way  to  enable  parties  who  had  parted 
with  property  or  money  on  the  faith  of 
such  contracts  to  obtain  justice  by  recovery 
of  the  property  or  the  money  specifically, 
or  as  money  had  and  received  to  plain- 
tiff's use,' — citing  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey 
R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  71,  25  L.  ed.  960;  Louis- 
iana V.  Wood,  102  U.  8.  294,  26  L.  ed.  163; 
Chapman  v.  Douglas  County,  107  U.  S.  348, 
27  L.  ed.  378,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  62.  But  an 
examination  of  those  cases  shows  that  the 
general  rule  announced  by  the  court  above 
had  not  been  impinged  upon. 

**The  law  is  announced  by  Mr.  Dillon  in 
his  work  on  Municipal  Corporations,  4th  ed. 
vol.  1,  §  457,  in  a  manner  so  concise  and  ex- 
plicit that  we  cannot  do  better  than  to 
give  it  room  in  this  opinion.  It  is  as  fol- 
lows: The  general  principle  of  law  is  set- 
tled beyond  controversy  that  the  agents, 
offioers,  or  even  city  council  of  a  municipal 
corporation  cannot  bind  the  corporation  by 
any  contract  which  is  beyond  the  scope  of 
its  powers,  or  entirely  foreign  to  the  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation,  or  which  (not  be- 
ing legislatively  authorized)  is  against  pub- 
lic policy.  This  doctrine  grows  out  of  the 
nature  of  such  institutions,  and  rests  upon 
reasonable  and  solid  grounds.  Tlie  inhabit- 
ants are  the  corporators.  The  officers  are 
but  the  public  agents  of  the  corporation. 
The  duties  and  powers  of  the  officers  or 
public  agents  of  the  corporation  are  pre- 
scribed by  statute  or  charter,  which  all  per- 
sons not  only  mi&y  know,  but  are  bound  to 
know.  The  opposite  doctrine  would  be 
fraught  with  such  danger,  and  accompanied 
with  such  abuse,  that  it  would  soon  end  in 
the  ruin  of  municipalities,  or  be  legisla- 
tively overthrown.  These  considerations 
vindicate  both  the  reasonableness  and  neces- 
sity of  the  rule  that  the  corporation  is 
bound  only  when  its  agents  or  officers,  by 
whom  it  can  alone  act,  if  it  acts  at  all, 
keep  within  the  limits  of  the  chartered  au- 
thority of  the  corporation.  The  history  of 
the  workings  of  municipal  bodies  has  dem- 
onstrated the  salutary  nature  of  this  prin- 
ciple, and  that  it  is  the  part  of  true  wisdom 
to  keep  the  corporate  wings  clipped  down  to 
the  lawful  standard.  It  results  from  tins 
doctrine  that  contracts  not  au^l;pjrized  by  the 
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charter  or  by  other  legislative  act — ^that  is, 
not  within  the  scope  of  the  powers  of  the 
corporation  under  any  circumstances — are 
void,  and  in  actions  thereon  the  corporation 
may  successfully  interpose  the  plea  of  ultra 
vires,  setting  up  as  a  defense  its  own  want 
of  power  under  its  charter  or  constituent 
statute  to  enter  into  the  contract,' — citing 
authorities  too  numerous  to  reproduce.  And 
if  anything  were  wanting  to  elucidate  the 
wisdom  of  the  text  announced,  or  to  show 
the  pernicious  results  of  tolerating  the  prac- 
tice indulged  in  by  municipal  authorities  to 
exceed  their  legal  powers,  the  history  of  the 
cities  of  the  Pacific  coast  furnishes  the  in- 
stance, where,  under  the  stimulus  of  rivalry 
in  the  growth  of  cities,  obligations  have 
'been  incurred  which  have  bankrupted  the 
cities  and  impoverished  the  inhabitants  by 
excessive  taxation  rendered  necessary  to 
meet  such  obligations. 

"In  Brady  v.  New  York,  16  How.  Pr.  432, 
it  was  held  that,  where  the  contract  under 
which  work  was  done  was  void  because 
entered  into  in  violation  of  the  charter,  the 
contractor  could  not  recover  for  the  work  in 
any  form,  neither  under  the  contract  nor  as 
upon  a  quantum  mei'uit;  and  that  the  sub- 
sequent ratification  of  the  contract  by  the 
common  council,  whether  before  or  after 
the  work  was  done,  did  not  make  it  bind- 
ing on  the  corporation.  It  was  further 
held  that,  where  the  officers  of  a  corpora- 
tion do  an  act  in  excess  of  the  corporate 
power,  the  corporation  is  not  bound,  and 
when  the  statute  under  which  the  corpo- 
ration acts  restricts  its  action  to  a  par- 
tfcular  mode,  none  of  the  agents  through 
whom  the  corporation  acts  can  bind  it  in 
any  other  than  the  mode  prescribed.  This 
is  a  very  instructive  and  well-cotisidered 
case.  In  Baltimore  v.  Reynolds,  20  Md.  1, 
83  Am.  Dec.  635^  it  was  held  that  a  person 
dealing  with  agents  who  act  under  a  special 
or  express  authority,  whether  written  or 
verbal,  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  know  what 
the  power  of  the  agent  is,  and  to  understand 
its  legal  effect;  and,  if  the  agent  exceeds 
the  boundary  of  his  legal  powers,  the  act, 
as  far  as  it  concerns  the  principal,  is  void. 
The  authorities  are  collated  and  distin- 
guished in  this  case,  and  in  answer  to  the 
plea  of  hardship  the  court  quotes  from  Lee 
V.  Munroe,  7  Cranch,  370,  3  L.  ed.  374, 
where  it  is  said:  'It  is  better  that  an  in- 
dividual should  now  and  then  suffer  by 
such  mistakes  than  to  introduce  a  rule 
against  an  abuse  of  which,  by  improper  col- 
lusions, it  would  be  very  difficult  for  the 
public  to  protect  itself.'  In  fact,  the  rule 
is  so  universal  that  it  seems  unnecettsary 
to  cite  further  authority. 

"But  we  are  not  without  precedent  in  our 
own   decisions.     In   Arnott  v.   Spokane,   G 
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Wash.  442,  33  Pac.  1063,  it  wag  held,  in 
common  with  universal  authority,  that, 
wherever  a  person  enters  into  a  contract 
with  an  agent  of  a  municipal  corporation, 
he  must,  at  his  peril,  ascertain  the  extent 
of  such  agent's  authority;  and,  if  he  fails 
to  do  so,  he  alone  must  suffer  the  conse- 
quences. It  was  also  said:  'The  power 
to  ratify  a  particular  contract  presupposes 
the  power  to  make  it  in  the  first  instance; 
and,  if  it  is  such  that  it  would  not  be  made 
originally  except  in  a  certain  prescribed 
mode,  where  that  mode  is  disregarded  the 
power  to  ratify  does  not  exist.  A  contract 
which  is  invalid  because  not  authorized  by 
.  law  cannot  be  made  valid  and  binding  re- 
troactively by  any  subsequent  action  of  the 
corporate  body,  and  a  Iiat)ility  be  thereby 
fastened  upon  the  corporation,* — citing  Zott- 
man  v.  San  Francisco,  20  Cal.  97,  81  Am. 
Dec.  96;  Nicolson  Pav.  Co.  v.  Painter,  35 
Cal.  704;  McPherson  v.  Foster,  43  Iowa, 
48,  22  Am.  Rep.  215;  Bryan  v.  Page,  51 
Tex.  532,  32  Am.  Rep.  637.  In  Chehalis 
County  v.  Hutcheson,  21  Wash.  82,  75  Am. 
St.  Rep.  818,  57  Pac.  341, — a  case  where 
a  great  hardship  was  worked  upon  the  ap- 
pellant by  the  application  of  this  rule, 
where  the  appellant  was  a  school  superin- 
tendent for  Chehalis  county,  and  had  visited 
schools  under  a  statute  which  allowed  a 
certain  compensation  therefor,  but  which 
statute  was  afterwards  pronounced  uncon- 
stitutional by  this  court,  it  was  held  that 
the  county  would  not  be  estopped  from  dis- 
puting the  validity  of  the  warrants  which 
had  been  issued  in  payment  of  such  claims, 
for  the  reason  that  the  contract  would  be 
void  ah  initio  by  virtue  of  the  original  lack 
of  authority  upon  the  part  of  the  commis- 
sioners. The  court  announced  as  the  reason 
of  the  rule  which  governs  the  decision  in 
this  case  that  the  acts  of  the  officers  were 
unauthorized  and  void,  and  that  one  dealing 
with  them  was  bound  to  take  notice  of 
the  extent  of  their  powers, — citing  2  Her- 
man, Estoppel,  p.  1365,  to  the  effect  that 
'the  true  principle  in  such  case  is  well  settled 
that  one  cannot  do  indirectly  what  cannot 
be  done  directly;  and,  where  there  is  no 
power  or  authority  vested  by  law  in  officers 
or  agents,  no  void  act  of  theirs  can  be  cured 
by  aid  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  Where 
there  is  power,  and  it  is  irregularly  exer- 
cised, or  there  are  defects  and  omissions  in 
exercising  the  authority  conferred  by  law, 
the  doctrine  of  equitable  estoppel  may  well 
by  applied  by  courts.*  In  the  case  at  bar 
there  was  no  power  on  the  part  of  the  mu- 
nicipality to  enter  into  this  contract.  The 
power  was  conferred  upon  the  voters.  The 
city  had  authority  only  to  put  tlie  machin- 
ery in  motion  which  would  elicit  and  deter- 
mine the  will  of  the  voters.  The  discretion 
r)ii  L.iiJL(^.IS.) 


and  authority  were  conferred  upon  the  vot- 
ers, and  not  upon  the  officers  of  the  city." 
The  questioiT  involved  in  State  v.  Pull- 
man, 23  Wash.  683,  83  Am.  St  Rep.  836, 
63  Pac.  265,  was,  the  municipality  being 
prohibited  from  contracting  for  the  exten- 
sion of  its  water  systetai  without  the  ap- 
proval of  its  citizens,  whether  quantum 
meruit  or  assumpsit  would  lie  on  account 
of  the  benefits  received.  This  case  is  in 
point,  and  sustains  the  judgment  of  the 
lower  court.  In  Wiegel  v.  Pulaski  County, 
61  Ark.  74,  32  S.  W.  116,  it  is  said:  "Can 
the  county  court  authorize  the  letting  of  a 
contract  to  construct  a  turnpike  road,  with- 
out an  appropriation  first  made  therefor? 
The  statute  itself  answers  this  question  in 
the  negative  in  §  1279,  Sandels  &  Hill's  Dig., 
which  provides  that  'no  county  court  or 
agent  'of  any  county  shall  hereafter  make 
any  contract  on  behalf  of  the  county  unless 
an  appropriation  has  been  previously  made 
therefor,  and  is  wholly  or  in  part  unex- 
pended.' This  is  the  act  of  March  19,  1879. 
Construing  this  act,  this  court  held  in  the 
case  of  Fones  Bros.  Hardware  Co.  v.  Erb,  64 
Ark.  645,  13  L.R.A.  353,  17  S.  W.  7,  that 
the  county  court  could  not  make  a  contract 
for  the  building  of  a  bridge  across  the  Ar- 
kansas river  at  the  city  of  Little  Rock  with- 
out an  appropriation  having  been  first  made 
therefor.  In  this  case  the  court  said:  'It 
is  the  policy  of  the  act  to  require  the  con- 
curring judgment  of  the  levying  court  and 
of  the  county  judge  that  a  bridge  should 
be  built,  before  a  contract  for  building  it 
can  be  made.  When  the  levying  court  makes 
an  appropriation  to  pay  for  one,  that  sig- 
nifies its  favorable  judgment,  and  the  coun- 
ty judge  may  afterwards  signify  his  by  let- 
ting the  contract.  .  .  .  While  we  think 
that  a  contract  cannot  be  made  before  there 
is  an  appropriation  for  it,  we  do  not  think 
that,  when  an  appropriation  has  been  made, 
the  contract  will  be  limited  to  the  amount 
appropriated.  When  the  levying  court  ap- 
propriates any  sum  for  the  work,  that  sig- 
nifies their  judgment  that  the  work  should 
be  done,  and  the  county  judge  may  then 
proceed  to  contract  for  it  without  further 
consulting  them;  the  only  limitation  upon 
his  power  being  found  in  other  directions.' 
We  hold  upon  this  statute  and  the  author- 
ity of  this  case  that  without  some  appro- 
priation made  therefor  by  the  quorum  or 
levying  court,  the  county  judge  has  no  power 
to  let  a  contract  to  construct  a  turnpike, 
road.  Though  he  has  jurisdiction  to  let 
such  a  contract,  he  must  do  so,  if  at  all, 
within  the  limitations  imposed  by  law  upon 
the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction.  Other- 
wise there  would  be  no  restraint  upon  the 
extent  of  his  power  to  contract,  based  upon 
the  fact,  simply,  (hat  he  is  invested  with 
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jurisdiction  to  make  the  contract.  Such 
unlimited  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction  to 
make  such  contracts  might  involve  the  coun- 
ty in  hopeless  bankruptcy;  and  the  limita- 
tion is  but  a  wholesome  safeguard  against 
the  abuse  of  the  power  to  make  contracts 
binding  the  county.  While  the  county  court 
is  invested  with  jurisdiction  of  roads  and 
highways,  to  have  them  'laid  out,  opened, 
and  repaired,'  by  §  28,  art.  7,  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  by  §  1173  of  Sandels  & 
Hill's  Digest,  conferring  upon  the  county 
court  exclusive  original  jurisdiction  in  'all 
matters  relating  to  county  taxes,  in  all  mat- 
ters relating  to  roads,'  etc.,  and  by  §  6746 
of  Sandels  ft  Hill's  Digest,  still  the  extent 
and  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  are  limited 
and  controlled  by  law.  The  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant contends  that  the  validity  of  the 
contract  with  the  county  is  res  judicata, 
because  the  work  under  it  was  accepted  and 
approved  by  the  county,  and  allowances 
were  made  the  contractor  upon  the  work. 
But  we  think  otherwise.  There  was  no  ju- 
risdiction, without  an  appropriation  first 
made,  to  make  the  contract  upon  the  part 
of  the  county,  and  without  such  an  appro- 
priation it  was  void,  and  no  adjudication 
oould  make  it  valid.  If  there  was  no  power 
to  make  the  contract,  it  was  not,  and  could 
not  be,  ratified  by  the  county's*  acceptance 
of  the  work  done  under  it.  ...  If 
this  were  not  true,  the  county  court  would 
be  above  the  Jaw,  and  could  make  contracts 
without  the  authority  of  law,  and  then  rati- 
fy them,  and  bind  the  county,  and  thus  the 
law  would  be  set  at  defiance.  'It  is  a  well- 
settled  rule  of  construction  of  grants  by 
the  legislature  to  corporations,  whether  pub- 
lie  or  private,  that  only  such  powers  and 
rights  can  be  exercised  under  them  as  are 
clearly  comprehended  within  the  words  of 
the  act,  or  derived  therefrom  by  necessary 
implication.'  .  .  .  There  is  not  only  no 
express  or  implied  power  in  the  county 
court  to  make  such  a  contract  without  an 
appropriation  first  made  for  the  work  to 
be  done,  but,  as  we  have  seen,  there  is  a 
positive  inhibition  against  it  in  the  statute 
quoted  above." 

In  Moss  V.  Sugar  Ridge  Twp.  —  Ind. 
App.  — ,  67  N.  E.  460,  it  was  held  that 
"a  municipal  corporation  does  not  become 
liable  for  a  debt  by  substituting  the  fiction 
of  an  implied  contract  for  an  express  con- 
tract, void  for  noncompliance  with  the  terms 
of  a  statute  not  penal."  See  also  Berka 
V.  Woodward,  125  Cal.  119,  46  L.R.A.  420, 
73  Am.  St  Rep.  31,  67  Pac.  777 ;  Ohio  Life 
Ins.  ft  T,  Co.  ▼.  Merchants'  Ins.  ft  T.  Co. 
11  Humph.  1,  53  Am.  Dec.  742;  Superior 
Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  School  Dist.  No.  63,  28  Okla. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


293,  37  L.RJL.(N.S.)    1054,  114  Pac.  828; 
Bass  V.  Smith,  12  Okla.  485,  71  Pac.  628. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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OKIiAHOMA    SUPREMB    COURT. 

GEORGE  COGGESHALL,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

THOMAS  W.  CONNER. 
(—  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  559.) 

OIHoer  —  compenaatton  by  Indlvldnal. 

A  public  officer  cannot  recover  compensa- 
tion from  third  persons  for  the  perform- 
ance of  acts  within  the  scope  of  his  official 
duty,  even  though  the  acts  were  performed 
at  their  request,  or  thoupli  they  may  have 
expressly  promised  to  pay  him. 

This  rule  applies  to  an  attorney  acting 
as  special  prosecutor  for  the  state,  the  regu- 
lar county  attorney  being  disqualified,  by 
appointment  by  order  of  tiie  district  court. 

(January  9,  1912.) 

IpRROR  to  the  County  Court  for  Kiowa 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
a  fee  for  legal  services.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  £.  W.  Mcintosh,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

Plaintiff  was,  at  all  times  during  which 
he  rendered  services  in  the  prosecution  of 
John  C.  StanfiU,  county  attorney,  either 
by  election  or  appointment,  and  therefore 
had  no  legal  right  to  contract  for  or  accept 
fees  or  pay  from  individuals  for-  services 
rendered  during  the  time  he  was  such  coun- 
ty attorney,  either  by  election  or  appoint- 
ment. 

Mahaffey  y.  Territory,  11  Okla.  220,  66 
Pac.  342. 

Mr.  W.  A.  Phelps  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Headnote  by  Williams,  J. 

Note,  —  Right   of  prosecuting   attorney 
to  compensation  from  individual. 

This  note  does  not  include  cases  as  to 
the  authority  of  a  county  or  other  political 
unit  to  employ  an  assistant  or  special 
prosecuting  attorney,  and  his  resultant 
right  to  compensation. 

The  case  of  Cogoeshall  v.  Conner  is  de- 
cided upon  the  broad,  general  principle  that 
underlies  this  whole  question,  and  upon 
which  most  cases  of  this  kind  rest,  name- 
ly, that  a  special  prosecuting  attorney,  be- 
ing a  public  officer  whose  salary  or  compen- 
sation is  fixed  by  law,  and  is  payable  out 
of  tfate  public  treasury,  cannot  recover  com- 
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JAIH,, 


JViUiankBf  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  proceeding  in  error  is  to  review  the 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
in  error,  as  plaintiff,  against  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  as  defendant,  in  the  county  court 
of  Kiowa  county,  in  an  action  for  the  re- 
covery of  a  fee  in  the  sum  of  $125  for  the 
prosecution  of  John  C.  Staniill,  charged 
with  arson.  Plaintiff's  claim  was  resisted 
on  the  grounds  (1)  that  the  defendant  had 
neither  expressly  nor  impliedly  employed 
plaintiff,  and  (2)  such  services  in  such 
prosecution  were  perfprmed  by  said  plain- 
tiff whilst  he  was  the  duly  elected  and 
qualified  county  attorney  of  Kiowa  county, 
territory  of  Oklahoma,  and  (3)  after  he 
went  out  of  office  as  such  officer,  the  serv- 
ices were  performed  by  him  under  special 
appointment  by  the  district  court  of  the 
state  for  said  county. 

*  The  defendant  requested  the  following  in- 
struction: "You  are  instructed  that  if  you 
find  that  the  plaintiff  did  the  services 
claimed  while  he  was  acting  in  the  capacity 
of  county  attorney,  either  by  election  or  by 
appointment  by  the  district  court,  then 
you  should  find  for  the  defendant."  This 
instruction  was  refused  and  exceptions 
saved.  We  think  that  in  this  the  court 
erred.  A  person  who  accepts  an  office  to 
wiiich  no  compensation  is  attached  is  pre- 
sumed to  undertake  to  serve  gratuitously 
(Worthara  v.  Grayson  County  Ct.  33  Bush, 
53),  and  cannot  recover  anything  from  the 


pensation  from  a  private  individual  for 
the  performance  of  acts  within  the  scope 
of  his  official  duty,  even  though  the  acts 
are  performed  at  the  request  of  such  in- 
dividual, or  even  under  an  express  promise 
by  him  to  pay  therefor. 

Where  attorneys  were  employed  by  set- 
tlers to  test  title*  to  certain  land,  and  suits 
were  brought  by  permission  in  the  name  of 
the  United  States  to  vacate  certain  patents 
to  the  land,  and  later  the  settlers,  having 
paid  only  a  small  amount  for  the  services, 
abrogated  the  agreement  on  the  ground 
that  if  the  suits  were  successful,  the  land 
would  revort  to  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  the  United  States  ought  to  pay 
the  expense,  but  such  payment  was  re- 
fused on  the  part  of  the  government,  in  an 
action  to  compel  payment  it  was  held  that 
a  promise  to  pay  for  such  services  can  be 
implied  only  when  they  are  rendered  under 
such  circumstances  as  authorize  the  party 
performing  them  to  entertain  a  reasonable 
expectation  of  their  payment  by  the  party 
benefited,  and  that  that  was  not  true  of 
this  cnse.  Coleman  v.  United  States,  152 
U.  S.  96,  38  L.  ed.  368,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
473. 

A  county  attorney  may  not  recover  upon 
a  contract  with  a  superint'^ndent  of  schools 
for  prosecuting  a  civil  action  in  which  the 
county  is  interested,  for  it  is  his  duty  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


state  or  county,  upon  the  ground  of  an  im- 
plied contract  to  pay  what  the  service  was 
reasonably  worth.  White  v.  Levant,  78  Me. 
668,  7  Atl.  539;  Talbot  y.  East  Machias,  70 
Me.  416;  Sikes  v.  Hatfield,  13  Gray,  347; 
Walker  v.  Cook,  129  Mass.  578;  Greer 
County  V.  Watson,  7  Okla.  174,  64  Pac. 
441.  This  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the 
state  or  county.  Greer  County  v.  Watson, 
supra;  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  1892,  §  449; 
Cole  V.  White  County,  32  Ark.  45;  Worthara 
V.  Grayson  County  Ct.  13  Bush,  53.  Whore 
services  are  to  be  performed  by  officers  for 
private  parties,  as,  for  instance,  where  a 
clerk  files  papers  at  the  instance  of  private 
litigants,  this  presumption  does  not  ob- 
tain. Bohart  v.  Anderson,  24  Okla.  82, 
103  Pac.  742,  20  Ann.  Cas.  142;  Throop, 
Pub.  Off.  1892,  §  449. 

A  public  officer  whose  salary  or  compensa- 
tion is  fixed  by  law,  and  is  payable  by,  or 
made  a  charge  against,  the  public,  cannot 
recover  compensation  from  third  persons 
for  the  performance  of  acts  within  the  scope 
of  his  official  duty,  even  though  the  acts 
were  performed  at  their  request,  or  though 
they  may  have  expressly  promised  to  pay 
him.  Hatch  v.  Mann,  15  Wend.  44;  Brophy 
V.  Marble,  118  Mass.  548;-  Evans  v.  Trenton, 
24  N.  J.  L.  764;  Pool  v.  Boston,  5  Cush. 
219;  Ne\«  Haven  ft  N.  Co.  v.  Hayden, 
117  Mass.  433;  Andrews  v.  United  States, 
2  Story,  202,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  381;  Converse 
V.  United  States,  21  How.  463,  36  L.  ed.  192. 

It  was  an  offense  at  (ommon  law  for  a 


prosecute  such  action  without  compensation 
in  addition  to  his  regular  salary,  but  he 
may  recover  for  such  services  rendered  after 
his  term  of  office  as  county  attorney  has 
expired.  Money  v.  Beard,  136  Ky.  219,  124 
S.  W.  282. 

Where  a  watchman,  while  performing  his 
duties  as  such,  discovered  one  setting  fire 
to  a  building,  and,  instead  of  reporting  the 
case  to  the  authorities,  chose  to  prosecute 
it  himself,  and  thereby  obtained  a  convic- 
tion, it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  the  reward  offered  by  the  city  for  such 
conviction,  for  he  could  not,  by  prosecuting 
the  case  himself,  subject  the  city  to  a  lia- 
bility to  which  it  would  not  have  been  sub- 
ject had  he  given  notice  to  some  city  offi- 
cer, as  he  naturally  should  have  done. 
Pool  V.  Boston,  6  Cush.  219. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  public  officer  to 
claim  reward  for  arrest  generally,  s^  note 
to  Somerset  Bank  v.  Edmund,  11  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    1170. 

Although  a  prosecuting  attorney  is  not 
bound  to  prosecute  criminal  actions  in  a 
magistrate's  court,  he  may  do  so  voluntari- 
ly, and  the  fact  that  a  citizen  requests  him 
to  do  so,  and  he  complies,  will  not  raise 
an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  such 
citizen  to  compensate  him  for  such  services. 
Cincinnati,  S.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lee,  37  Ohio 
St.  479. 
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member  pf  a  municipality  to  refuse  to  take 
upon  himself  an  office  in  such  corporation 
to  which  he  had  been  appointed.  Rex  v. 
Bower,  2  Dowl.  &  R.  842,  1  Barn.  &  C.  585, 
1  L.  J.  K.  B.  110;  Rex  ▼.  Lone,  2  Strange, 
920;  Rex  V.  Jones,  2  Strange,  1146;  Throop, 
Pub.  Off.  .1892,  §  167. 

If  the  defendant  in  error  rendered  any 
services  in  this  prosecution  between  the 
lUth  day  of  November,  1907,  the  date  on 
which  his  term  of  office  as  county  attor- 
ney of  Kiowa  county,  Oklahoma  territory, 
terminated,  and  the  8th  day  of  January, 
li>08,  the  date  on  which  he  was  appointed, 
by  order  of  the  district  court,  to  prosecute 
said  case,  he  would  be  entitled  to  recover  a 
reasonable  value  therefor,  provided  the 
plaintiiT  in  error  requested  him  to  continue 
such  prosecution;  for,  if  he  made  such  re- 
quest, and  the  services  were  rendered,  the 
law  would  imply  a  contract  to  pay  a  rea- 
sonable compensation  therefor. 

It  is  against  public  policy  for  a  public 
officer  to  be  allowed  private  compensation 
for  the  performance  of  any  duty  as  a  pub- 
lic officer.  The  very  n^oment  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  appointed  by  the  district  court  as 
a  special  prosecuting  officer  to  prosecute 
this  case,  for  the  purposes  of  that  case  he 
then  and  there  became  a  public  officer,  and 
for  any  service  rendered  in  that  appoint- 
ment he  would  not  be  entitled  to  recover  as 
against  a  private  individual.  As  to  whether 
there  is  a  provision  of  law  for  him  to  be 


compensated  out  of  the  public  treasury, 
that  is  not  essential  here  to  be  determined. 
It  may  be  that  there  is  no  provision  of  law 
for  such  compensation  out  of  the  public 
treasury,  but  it  is  certainly  against  sound 
public  policy  to  permit  an  attorney  to  be 
appointed  as  a  special  prosecutor  when  the 
regular  county  attorney  is  disqualified,  and 
to  receive  private  compensation  for  such 
services. 

When  the  state  seeks  to  bring  one  of  its 
citizens  to  the  bar  of  justice,  and  a  special 
prosecutor  is  appointed,  his  sense  of  duty 
should  be  impelled  only  by  that  of  a  public 
prosecutor  receiving  only  the  compensation 
or  emoluments,  if  any,  from  the  sovereignty 
or  subdivision  thereof.  It  would  he  a  dan- 
gerous policy  for  private  parties  to  employ 
and  pay  private  counsel,  and  then  have  them 
commissioned  by  the  state  as  special  pub- 
lic prosecutors,  and  thus,  in  the  name  of 
the  state,  frequently  be  empowered  to  wreak 
vengeance  at  the  instance  of  private  parties. 
When  a  private  prosecutor  is  employed  by 
private  parties,  and  he  assists  in  the  prose- 
cution without  any  appointment  by  the 
court,  he  is  subject  to  the  guidance  and  con- 
trol of  the  regular  prosecuting  attorney, 
and  does  not  come  within  this  restriction. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  lower 
court  is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  grant  a  new  trial  and 
proceed  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


In  the  case  of  State  v.  Kent,  4  N.  D.  577, 
27  L.R.A.  686,  62  N.  W.  631,  in  discussing 
the  right  of  interested  private  parties  tu 
employ  counsel  to  assist  the  public  prose- 
cutor, when  such  public  prosecutor  and  the 
trial  judge  deem  such  a  course  proper,  it 
is  said  by  the  court  that  the  state's  attor- 
ney is  not  allowed  to  receive  any  fee  or 
reward  from  or  on  behalf  of  any  private 
prosecutor  or  other  individual,  for  serv- 
ices in  any  prosecution  or  business  to  which 
it  is  his  official  duty  to  attend. 

Under  the  Oregon  statutes  of  1898,  the 
state  is  deemed  a  party  defendant  in  any 
suit  for  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
contract,  and  in  the  fourth  judicial  district, 
which  comprises  Multonomah  coimty,  the 
«'istrict  attorney  is  allowed  a  fee  for  de- 
fending the  same  on  behalf  of  the  city,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  required  to  deposit  such  fee 
with  the  clerk  of  the  court  before  the  com- 
plaint is  filed.  State  ex  rel.  Fitzgerald  v. 
Moore.  37  Or.  636,  62  Pac.  26. 

But  under  the  act  of  1899,  placing  dis- 
trict attorneys  on  a  salary,  and  cutting  off 
all  fees  and  other  compensation,  in  all 
judicial  districts  other  than  the  fourth, 
the  district  attorney  fee  in  divorce  cases 
need  not  be  paid.  Howard  v.  Clatsop  Coun- 
ty. 41  Or.  149,  68  Pac.  425. 

It  seems,  however,  in  contrast  with  the 
general  rule,  that  where  a  town  has  a  spe- 
3V  l-.R.A.^N.8.) 


cial  interest  in  the  prosecution  of  offenders' 
beyond  that  of  the  general  public,  as,  for 
example,  where  a  town  receives  all  fines 
imposed  for  offenses  committed  within  its 
limits,  it  may  assign  its  attorney  to  assist 
the  state's  attorney  in  such  prosecutions, 
and  pay  him  therefor.  In  this  case,  al- 
though the  precise  .question  did  not  arise, 
it  seems  clearly  implied  that  such  an  at- 
torney would  have  a  right  to  claim  such 
compensation.  People  v.  Warren,  14  111. 
App.  296. 

So,  a  county  prosecuting  attorney  may  re- 
cover reasonable  compensation  for  services 
rendered  a  school  district  at  its  own  re- 
quest, in  defending  an  action  brought 
against  it,  where  there  is  no  agreement  that 
he  is  to  render  the  services  as  county  at- 
torney, or  without  charge,  and  where  such 
services  are  not  required  of  county  attor- 
nevs  by  statute.  Bates  v.  School  Dist.  No. 
10,  45  Wash.  498,  88  Pac.  944. 

As  to  right  of  public  to  fees  unlawfully 
collected  by  an  officer,  including  a  United 
States  attorney,  see  note  to  State  ex  rel. 
McXary  v.  Dunbar,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1015. 

As  to  recovery  back  of  fees  exacted  by 
public  officer  for  performing  act  for  which 
he  was  not  entitled  to  demand  compensa- 
tion, see  note  to  Trower  v.  San  Francisco, 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    183.  H,  C-  Sh 
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UNITED   STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT 
OF  APPEALS,  FIRST  CIRCUIT. 

ALLIS-CHALMERS    COMPANY,   Implead- 
ed, etc.,  Appt., 

V. 

CENTRAL  TRUST   COMPANY  OF  NEW 

YORK. 


CLARA  E.  MULLEN  et  al.,  Exrs.,  etc.,  of 
James   B.   Mullen,   Deceased,  Impleaded, 
]    etc.,  Appts., 

▼. 

SAME. 
(Ill  C.  C.  A.  428,  190  Fed.  700.) 

Mechanics*  lien  —  owner  —  mortgagee 
out  of  possession. 

1.  A  mortgagee  out  of  possession  is  not 
an  "owner"  within  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute permitting  a  mechanics*  lien  for  lum- 
ber and  materials  furnished  by  consent  of 
the  owner,  so  as  to  charge  his  interest  with 
a  lien  in  case  he  knowingly  permits  ma- 
terials to  be  furnished  without  protest. 


Estoppel  —  mortgagee  —  consent  to  Im- 
provement of  property  ^  Hens. 

2.  That  funds  for  the  improvement  of 
property  were  raised  by  mortgage  thereon 
does  not  estop  the  mor^agees  from  assert- 
ing a  priority  of  Jiien  over  persons  claiming 
liens  for  lumber  and  materials  supplied 
for  the  improvement. 

Lien  —  equitable  right  —  lumber  and 
materials. 

3.  One  who  furnishes  material  or  per- 
forms labor  for  improving  property  which 
he  knows  to  be  subject  to  a  recorded  mort- 
gage has  no  equity  to  have  his  claims  made 
superior  to  that  of  the  mortgagee  which 
will  justify  a  court  of  equity  in  displacing 
vested  liens  or  broadening  the  language  of 
mechanics*  lien  statutes  by  construction, 
80  as  to  afford  a  priority. 

Mortgage    ^    priority    —    advance    of 
money. 

4.  That  the  money  had  not  actually  been 
paid  on  bonds  secured  by  mortgage  on  real 
estate  before  wOrk  was  done  on  the  prop- 
erty which  would  support  a  mechanics*  lien 
does  not  postpone  the  mortgage  to  the  lien 


Note.  ^  Mortgagee  €is  owner  toithin  me- 
chanics* Hen  laws. 

The  question  of  priority  as  between  a 
mortgage  and  a  mechanics*  lien  is  not  with- 
in the  scope  of  this  note,  except  so  far  as 
it  turns  upon  the  question  whether  tlie 
mortgagee  is  an  "owner"  within  the  terms 
of  a  mechanics'  lien  statute. 

The  mortgagee  is  an  owner  neither  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  statute  giving  a  lien 
for  labor  and  materials  furnished  at  the 
instance  of  the  owner,  nor  within  the  spirit 
of  the  rule  that  one  of  two  joint  tenants 
or  cotenants  may  make  proper  and  rea- 
sonable repairs  on  buildings  on  an  estate 
in  which  they  have  a  community  interest, 
and  be  entitled  to  contribution  from  the 
other.  Reid  v.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  1  Sneed, 
262;  followed,  at  least  as  to  the  result,  in 
Pride  v.  Viles,  3  Sneed,  125. 

Mortgagees  of  a  leasehold  estate  in  min- 
ing property  are  not  owners  of  the  leasehold, 
before  the  mortgagor  in  possession  has  de- 
faulted; and  therefore  their  interest  can- 
not be  subjected  to  a  mechanics*  lien  for 
work  contracted  for  by  the  mortgagor  with- 
out their  consent  and  before  default. 
Broman  v.  Young,  35  Hun,  173. 

A  mortgagee  is  but  a  creditor  holding  a 
lien  under  the  piortgagc;  and  he  can  in  no 
sense  be  held  to  occupy  the  position  of  an 
owner,  so  as  to  subject  his  interest  to  a 
mechanics*  lien  for  improvements  contract- 
ed for  by  the  mortgagor;  nor  is  his 
position  any  different  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  originally  he,  as  owner,  conveyed 
by  a  warranty  deed  to  another,  who  mort- 
gaged it  back,  and  the  parties  entered  into 
a  written  agreement  reciting  the  convey- 
ance and  the  mortgage,  and  that  the  lat- 
ter was  made  in  contemplation  of  the 
erection  of  improvements  by  the  mortgagor, 
and  of  an  advance  of  money  by  the  mort- 
39  li.R.A,(N,SO 


gagee  to  the  mortgagor,  in  consideration 
of  the  mortgage  and  the  price  of  the  land, 
and  providing  that,  upon  default  by  the 
mortgagor,  the  mortgagee  might  complete 
the  building  at  the  other's  expense,  and 
have  the  amount  so  expended  secured  by  the 
mortgage;  and  that  any  liens  claimed  on 
the  property  might  be  settled  by  the  mort- 
gagee, who  might  charge  the  sum  so  paid 
as  advances  under  the  mortgage.  Ettridge 
V.  Bassett,  136  Mass.  314. 

A  mortgagee  has  neither  jus  in  re  nor 
jus  ad  rem,  but  a  mere  right  to  have  his 
debts  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  property;  it  is  a  right  which 
will  pass  by  simple  assignment,  but  will  in  no 
case  pass  by  a  conveyance  of  the  land  alone. 
The  mortgagee's  interest,  therefore,  is  not 
within  the  meaning  of  a  provision  of  the 
mcclianics'  lien  law  that  every  improve- 
ment constructed  upon  lands  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  owners  or  the  person  hav- 
ing or  claiming  any  interest  therein  shall 
be  held  to  have  been  constructed  at  the  in- 
stance of  him  or  them;  and  that  the  in- 
terest owned  or  claimed  shall  be  subject 
to  any  lien  given  by  the  statute,  unless 
such  owner  or  person  having  or  claiming 
any  interest  shall,  after  he*obtains  knowl- 
edge of  the  making  of  the  improvement, 
give  notice  that  he  will  not  be  responsible 
for  the  same;  and  this  is  especially  true  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  another  section  of  the 
statute  deals  specifically  with  the  respec- 
tive rights  of  mortgagees  and  mechanics' 
lienors.  Williams  v.  Santa  Clara  Min. 
Asso.  66  Cal.  193,  5  Pac.  85.  This  case, 
was  followed  in  Capital  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Ryan,  34  Or.  73,  64  Pac.  1093,  which  also 
holds  that  a  mortgagee  does  not  come  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  provision  of  the  me- 
chanics* lien  law,  that  the  interest  of  "the 
owner  or  the  person  having  or  claiming  any 
interest"  in  the  property  shall  be  subject  to 
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claimeats,  if,  prior  to  the  origin  of  the  al- 
leged lien,  binding  agreements  had  been 
made  to  improve  the  property  in  consid- 
eration of  a  transfer  of  the  bonds,  and  to 
pay  the  contractor  cash  for  his  interest 
in  them. 

liien  ^  snticontractor  —  priority  over 
mortgage. 

5.  The  lien  rights  of  a  subcontractor  do 
not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  principal  contract,  so  as  to  give 
him  a  priority  over  a  mortgage  upon  the 
property,  executed  to  secure  £)nds  delivered 
to  the  principal  contractor  to  pay  for  work 
to  be  done  by  him  after  the  date  of  the 
principal  contract,  where  no  work  was 
done  under  the  subcontract  until  after  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  had  become  per- 
fected. 

(September  22,  1911.) 

APPEALS  by  defendants  from  decrees  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  the  District  of  Maine,  denying  priority 


of  their  claims  for  mechanics'  liens  upon 
certain  mortgaged  property.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Colt,  Circuit  Judge,  and 
Aldrich  and  Brown,  District  Judges. 

Messrs.  Benjamin  Thompson  and 
Martin  &  Cook  for  appellant  AUis-Chal- 
mers  Company. 

Messrs.  Moor  field  Storey,  Robert  G. 
Dodge,  and  Joseph  F.  Gonid,  for  appel- 
lants Mullen  et  al. 

The  mortgagee  is  an  owner. 

Morse  v.  Dole,  73  Me.  361;  Shaw  v. 
Young,  87  Me.  276,  32  Atl.  897;  Howard 
V.  Houghton,  64  Me.  445;  Oilman  v.  Wills, 
66  Me.  273;  Anderson  v.  Bobbins,  82  Me. 
422,  8  L.R.A.  668,  19  Atl.  910;  Brastow  v, 
Barrett,  82  Me.  466,  19  Atl.  916. 

The  Mullen  lien  attached  to  the  property 
before  any  bonds  were  certified  and  issued, 
and  therefore  takes  precedence  of  the  mort- 
gage. 

Farnham  ▼.  Richardson,  91  Me.  659,  40 
Atl.  553;  Peninsular  Iron  Co.  v.  Eells,  16  C. 


the  lien  unless  he  shall  give  notice  that  he 
will  not  be  responsible  for  the  same. 

So,  in  Tompkins  v.  Norton,  25  N.  J.  £q. 
284,  it  was  held  that  a  subsequent  mort- 
gagee was  not  an  owner  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  provision  of  the  mechanics'  lien 
law  requiring  notice  of  lien  to  be  given  to 
the  owner;  and  the  court  disapproved  lan- 
fTuage  stated  to  have  a  contrary  import,  in 
Edwards  v.  Derrickson,  28  N.  J.  L.  39,  af- 
firmed in  29  N.  J.  L.  468,  80  Am.  Dec.  220, 
and  declared  that  for  many  years  the  prac- 
tice had  been  in  New  Jersey  not  to  require 
notice  to  be  given  to  encumbrancers,  al- 
though the  precise  question  as  to  whether 
a  mortgagee  was  an  owner  had  never  been 
raised. 

And  it  was  held  in  Howard  v.  Robinson, 
5  Gush.  119,  that  where  the  owner  of  land 
subject  to  a  mechanics'  lien  mortgaged  it, 
but  was  allowed  to  remain  in  possession, 
the  mortgagee  was  not  embraced  within  the 
meaning  of  a  provision  of  the  statute  that 
the  court  shall  order  notice  of  the  filing 
of  the  petition  to  enforce  the  lien  to  be 
given  to  "the  owner  of  the  land,"  and  es- 
pecially where  other  sections  of  the  stat- 
ute show  that  the  word  "owner"  is  used 
to  designate  the  primary  debtor;  that  is, 
the  party  who  procures  the  work  to  be 
done.  And  it  was  further  held  that  a  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  that  if  the  person  in- 
debted in  any  duch  contract  should  die  or 
convey  away  his  estate  before  the  com- 
mencement of  a  suit  on  the  contract,  the 
suit  might  be  commenced  against  his  heirs 
or  whoever  should  hold  the  estate  which  he 
had  in  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  mak- 
ing; of  the  contract,  did  not  describe  a  sub- 
sequent mortgagee,  the  court  saying  that 
although,  as  between  the  mortgagor  and 
the  mortgagee,  the  instrument  is  a  trans- 
mission of  the  fee  which  gives  the  mort- 
gagee a  remedy  in  the  form  of  a  real  ac- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tion  and  constitutes  a  legal  seisin,  yet,  for 
most  other  purposes,  a  mortgage  before 
the  entry  of  the  mortgagee  was  but  a  pledge, 
leaving  the  mortgagor  for  most  purposes 
the  owner. 

So,  the  cestui  que  trust  named  in  a  deed 
of  land  is  not  the  owner  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  mechanics'  lien  law,  prescribing 
necessary  parties  in  actions  to  enforce  such 
liens.  Cornell  t.  Conine-Eaton  Lumber  Co. 
9  Colo.  App.  226,  47  Pac.  912. 

In  Kerrigan  ▼.  Fielding,  47  App.  Div. 
246,  62  N.  Y.  Supp.  116,  where  it  appeared 
that  an  owner  of  land  conveyed  it  by  a 
deed  absolute  in  form,  but  intended  merely 
as  security  for  debts  owed  to  the  grantee, 
the  question  arose  as  to  whether  a  notice 
of  lien  by  one  subsequently  engaged  by  the 
grantor  to  make  improvements  was  suffi- 
cient when  given  to  the  grantor,  or  whether 
it  should  also  have  ^n  given  to  the 
grantee;  and  the  court  held  that  i^e  grant- 
or was  the  owner  of  the  property  at  the 
time  of  the  contract  for  improvements,  and 
that  the  notice  of  lien  to  him  was  sufficient. 

As  to  mechanics*  liens  on  landlord's  in- 
terest for  the  labor  or  materials  furnished 
a  tenant  for  the  building  or  improvement 
removable  bv  the  tenant,  see  the  note  in 
6  L.R.A.(N.S.)   485. 

As  to  the  power  of  a  lessee  or  vendee  to 
subject  the  owner's  interest  to  mechanics' 
liens,  see  the  note  in  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)   601. 

As  to  whether  requiring  another  to  make 
improvements  upon  land  at  his  own  expense 
is  a  consent  by  the  owner  which  will  sub- 
ject his  interest  to  a  lien,  see  the  note  in 
11  L.R.A.(N.S.)  764. 

As  to  the  extent  of  land  to  which  a  me- 
chanics' lien  will  attach  see  the  note  in  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    831. 

As  to  mechanics'  liens  on  buildings  dis- 
tinct from  the  land,  see  the  note  in  62 
L.R.A.  369.  L.  A.  W. 
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C.  A.  189,  32  U.  S.  App.  348,  68  Fed. 
24;  Reynolds  v.  Manhattan  Trust  Co.  27 
C.  C.  a'  620,  55  U.  S.  App.  96,  83  Fed.  693 ; 
Farmers'  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Canada  ft  St. 
L.  R,  Co.  127  Ind.  265,  11  L.R.A.  740,  20 
N.  E.  784;  Hewson-Herzog  Supply  Co.  v. 
Cook,  52  Tvfinn.  634,  64  N.  W.  751;  Wade 
V.  Donau  Brewing  Co.  10  Wash.  284,  38 
Pac.  1009;  Lord  ▼.  Yonkers  Fuel  Oas  Co. 
99  N.  Y.  547,  2  N.  E.  909;  Germania  Trust 
to.  V.  San  Francisco,  128  Cal.  689,  61  Pac. 
178;  International  Trust  Co.  v.  Davis  &. 
F.  Mfg.  Co.  70  N.  H.  118,  46  Atl.  1054; 
Ladue  v.  Detroit  &  M.  R.  Co.  13  Mich.  380, 
87  Am.  Dec.  750;  Jewett  v.  Barnard,  6 
Me.  381;  Copelaud  t.  Weld,  8  Me.  411; 
Carr  v.  Dole,  17  Me.  358;  Russell  v.  Wood- 
ward, 10  Pick.  408;  Hudson  v.  J.  P.  Parker 
Mach.  Co.  173  Mass.  242,  53  N.  E.  867; 
Re  Clark  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  173  Fed.  058; 
Peacock,  H.  &  W.  Co.  v.  Thaggard,  128 
Fed.  1005,  64  C.  C.  A.  490,  129  Fed.  1005. 

The  mortgagee  consented  to  the  furnish- 
ing of  labor  and  materials  by  Mullen. 

Norton  v.  Clark,  85  Me.  357,  27  Atl. 
252;  Claflin  t.  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  4 
Hughes,  12,  8  Fed.  133;  Pierce  t.  Emery, 
32  N.  H.  522;  Fidelity  Ins.  T.  &  S.  D.  Co. 
V.  Shenandoah  Valley  R.  Co.  32  W.  Va.  244, 
9  S.  E.  180;  Miller  v.  Rutland  ft  W.  R.  Co. 
36  Vt.  452;  Kneeland  v.  Luce,  141  U.  S. 
401,  35  L.  ed.  830,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  32. 

The  interest  of  the  mortgagee  became 
subject  once  and  for  all  to  the  Mullen  lien, 
and  no  subsequent  transfer  of  the  bonds 
could  affect  in  any  way  the  question  of 
priority. 

Kenicott  v.  Wayne  County,  16  Wall.  452, 
21  L.  ed.  319;  Gale  v.  Blaikie,  126  Mass. 
274;  D.  L.  Billings  Co.  v.  Brand,  187 
Mass.  417,  73  N.  E.  637;  Jones,  Liens,  2d 
ed.  §  1542;  Vattier  v.  Hinde,  7  Pet,  252, 
271,  8  L.  ed.  676,  682;  Schafer  v.  Reilly, 
50  N.  Y.  61;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  4th  ed.  § 
834b. 

Mesrs.  Arthur  H.  Van  Brunt,  Joline, 
Jjarkln,  &  Rathbone,  and  Llbby,  Robin- 
son, &  Ives  for  appellee. 

Brown,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

The  appellants  allege  error  in  a  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  to  the  effect  that  a  mort- 
gage, dated  July  1,  1905,  given  by  the  Bod- 
well  Water  Power  Company  to  the  Cen- 
tral Trust  Company  of  New  York,  to 
seciire  an  issue  of  $1,000,000  of  bonds,  con- 
stitutes a  first  lie^  on  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty; and  that  liens  for  labor  and  materials 
claimed  by  the  Allis-Chalmers  Company, 
and  by  James  B.  Mullen's  executors,  re- 
spectively, are  subject  to  the  superior  lien 
of  the  mortgage. 

In  order  that  a  lien  may  attach  for  labor 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  materials  under  chapter  93,  §  29,  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  Maine,  they  must  be  fur- 
nished "by  virtue  of  a  contract  with,  or 
by  consent  of,   the   owner." 

The  appellants  contend  that  a  mortgagee 
not  in  possession  is  an  "owner"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  thiat  consent 
may  be  inferred  from  knowledge  thioit  the 
work  is  being  done,  coupled  with  the  failure 
to  give  a  written  notice  that  the  owner 
will  not  be  responsible  therefor,  as  pro- 
vided in  §  30  of  chapter  93. 

Upon  these  propositions  the  circuit  court 
found  against  the  appellants,  and  this  is 
assigned  as  error. 

The  circuit  court  was  of  the  opinion  that 
"a  mortgagee  out  of  possession  was  not 
in  equity,  and  in  the  state  of  Maine,  in  law, 
'owner'  of  the  property.  The  statute  does 
not  apply  to  him  by  its  terms  in  using  the 
word  'owner.*  There  is  no  just  reason  why 
it  should  be  extended  by  construction  to 
apply  to  him;  and  the  supreme  judicial 
court  of  Maine  has  never  held  directly  that 
it  does  apply  to  him.  If  he  takes  possession 
of  the  property,  receives  its  income,  and 
directs  its  management,  then,  of  course,  he 
becomes  an  'owner'  both  in  equity  and  at  the 
common  law  of  Maine.  Until  he  does  all 
that,  he  holds  in  fact  only  a  lien,  as  he 
would  in  name  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  New  York  and  the  laws  of  other  states. 
For  all  practical  purposes,  he  is  no  more 
than  the  holder  of  a  lien." 

See  Atwood  v.  ^loose  Head  Paper  &  Pulp 
Co.  85  Me.  379,  27  Atl.  259. 

The  chief  reliance  of  the  appellants  is 
Morse  v.  Dole,  73  Me.  351.  A  careful  ex- 
amination of  this  case  shows  that  it  does 
not  decide,  either  directly  or  by  implication, 
that  a  mortgagee  is  an  "owner"  under  the 
statute.  The  expression  quoted  from  the 
opinion — "At  least  the  knowledge  of  tlie 
mortgagee  must  in  some  way  appear  before 
the  written  notice  mentioned  in  Rev.  Stat, 
chap.  91^  §  28  (amended  1876,  chap.  140), 
can  be  required  from  him  in  order  to  pre- 
vent a  later  claim  from  taking  precedence  of 
the  mortgage" — is  by  no  means  a  clear  ref- 
erence to  a  mortgagee  as  an  owner.  On 
the  contrary,  the  words  "at  least"  indicate 
an  intention  to  reserve  the  question  of  how 
much  more  than  mere  knowledge  of  a 
mortgagee  must  be  shown. 

In  Morse  v.  Dole  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  mortgagee  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  rendering  of  services  or  delivery  of 
materials.  The  court  held  that,  without 
knowledge,  consent  could  not  be  implied. 
This  rendered  unnecessary  any  considera- 
tion of  the  question  now  before  us. 

It  is  urged  "the  court  clearly  proceeds 
upon  the  assumption  that  a  mortgagee 
might  subject  his  interest  to  a  mechanics' 
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lien  if  he  consents  to  the  furnishing  of  the 
labor  or  materials."  If  there  is  such  an  as- 
sumption, it  has  not  the  force  of  a  decision 
of  the  state  court  which  this  court  should 
regard  as  establishing  the  law  of  Maine. 
It  is  an  assumption  for  the  purposes  of  a 
particular  case  only;  it  is  not  a  decision 
of  the  court  upon  ipe  point  involved,  and  it 
is  not  even  a  safe  indication  that  it  was 
the  view  of  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  the 
opinion  that  the  law  of  Maine  was  estab- 
lished as  to  this  point. 

Another  expression  is  called  to  our  at- 
tention: "The  lien  can  hold  against  such 
a  mortgagee  only  in  cases  where  he  has 
become  a  party  to  the  delivery  of  the  mate- 
rials, or  to  the  work  done,  by  consent, 
tacitly  or  expressly  given." 

This  is  by  no  means  definite.  It  may 
be  that  a  mortgagee  who  has  become  a  party 
to  the  contract  between  owner  and  mechanic, 
or  a  guarantor  thereof,  or  who  has  induced 
the  mechanic  or  materialman  to  go  on  with 
the  work,  should  be  held  to  subject  his  own 
interest  as  mortgagee  to  a  lien.  This  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  decide.  The  expres- 
sion last  quoted  is^  after  all,  but  dictum 
which  indicates  that  under  conditions  in- 
definitely described  as  becoming  "a  party 
to  the  delivery  of  the  materials,  or  to  the 
work  done,"  the  statute  might  give  a  lien 
on  the  estate  of  a  prior  mortgagee  out  of 
possession. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  appellants 
I  ave  failed  to  establish  the  proposition  that, 
under  Morse  v.  Dole,  or  any  other  decision 
of  the  Maine  court,  it  has  been  settled  as 
the  law  of  Maine  that  a  mortgagee  out  of 
I^ofeSfssion  is  an  "owner"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  The  examination  of 
the  history  of  §  29,  in  connection  with 
Morse  v.  Dole,  73  Me.  351,  353,  tends  rather 
to  the  contrary  conclusion.  This  question, 
therefore,  must  be  considered  as  an  open 
question,  not  concluded  by  the  decisions  of 
the  Maine  court,  and  not  even  discussed 
upon  its  merits  in  the  Maine  decisions.  The 
brief  of  neither  of  the  appellants  suggests 
that  their  construction  of  the  Maine  statute 
is  supported  by  other  authority  than  the 
inconclusive  Maine  cases. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  brief  for  the 
Central  Trust  Company  cites  a  number  of 
cases  to  support  its  contention  that,  upon 
a  proper  construction  of  the  words  "con- 
sent of  an  owner,"  they  are  inapplicable  to 
a  mortgagee  out  of  possession.  Howard  v. 
Robinson,  5  Cush.  110;  Ettridge  v.  Bas- 
pett.  136  Mass.  314;  Tompkins  v.  Horton, 
25  N.  J.  Eq.  284;  Cox  v.  Broderick.  4  E. 
D.  Smith,  721 ;  Phillips,  Mechanics*  Liens, 
6^  67,  68:  Otley  v.  Haviland,  36  Miss.  19; 
Reid  ▼.  Bank  of  Tennessee,  1  Sneed,  262; 
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McDowell  Y.  Rockwood,  182  Mass.  150,  65 
N.  £.  65;  Lummus,  Law  of  Liens,  §  200. 

Upon  the  brief  of  the  Allis-Chalmers  Com- 
pany are  cited  the  following  Maine  deci- 
sions touching  the  meaning  of  the  expres- 
sion "by  virtue  of  a  contract  with,  or  by 
consent  of,  the  owner:"  Norton  v.  Clark, 
85  Me.  357,  27  Atl.  252;  Shaw  v.  Young, 
87  Me.  271,  32  Atl.  897;  Farnham  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 91  Me.  559,  40  Atl.  553;  Baker  v. 
VValdron,  92  Me,  17,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  483, 
42  Atl.  225;  York  v.  Mathis,  103  Me.  67,  68 
Atl.'  746.  These  decisions  show  that  the 
words  "by  consent  of  the  owner"  have  given 
rise  to  much  doubt  and  to  much  difficulty 
in  their  application,  but  do  not  support  the 
proposition  that  a  mortgagee  out  of  posses- 
sion is  an  owner. 

While  the  expression  would  doubtless 
cover  implied  or  quasi  contracts  between 
mechanic  and  owner,  yet,  from  the  opinion 
in  York  v.  Mathis,  103  Me.  67,  76,  68  Atl. 
746,  quoting  Huntley  v.  Holt,  58  Conn. 
445,  9  L.R.A.  111,  20  Atl.  469,  it  would 
appear  that  "by  consent  of  the  owner" 
means  something  different  from  an  agree- 
ment with  the  owner,  not  requiring  such 
meeting  of  minds  as  would  be  essential  to 
the  making  of  a  contract,  but  enough  of  a 
meeting  of  their  minds  to  make  it  fairly  ap- 
parent that  they  intended  the  same  thing 
in  the  same  sense. 

It  is  said  "that  the  conduct  of  the 
owner,  viewed  in  the  light  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, should  justify  an  expectation 
of  a  lien." 

In  Shaw  v.  Young,  87  Me.  271,  32  Atl. 
897,  it  is  said :  "It  seems  to  be  assumed  by 
the  legislature  that  the  owner  of  real 
estate  will  be  vigilant  in  caring  for  it, 
either  in  person  or  by  agents;  that  if  he 
leaves  it  in  the  possession  of  agents  or 
tenants,  knowing  that  repairs  are  necessary 
to  be  made  from  time  to  time,  and  makes 
no  provision  for  them,  but  leaves  them  to 
be  made  by  agents  or  tenants,  and  gives 
no  notice  of  dissent,  his  consent  may  be 
inferred  so  far  as  the  lien  claimants  are 
concerned." 

This  reason  seems  entirely  lacking  in  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  mortgagee  out  of  posses- 
sion. The  mere  knowledge  of  a  mortgagee 
that  a  mortgagor  is  improving  the  property, 
as  he  has  a  right  to  do,  makes  him  in  no 
sense  a  party  to  the  delivery  of  the  mate- 
rials or  the  work  done  (Morse  v.  Dole)  ;  and 
there  can  be  no  just  assumption  that,  like 
the  ordinary  owner,  a  mortgagee  out  of 
possession  will  be  vigilant  in  caring  for 
it,  either  in  person  or  by  agents.  Shaw  v. 
Young.  See  also  Hanson  v.  News  Pub.  Co. 
97  Me.  99,  63  Atl.  990. 

The  cases  of  Shaw  v.  Young  and  Hanson 
V.  News  Pub,  Co.  supra,  are  very  suggestive 
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as  to  the  meaning  which  the  court  attached 
to  the  word  "owner/'  as  implying  at  least 
a  relation  of  immediate  control  substan- 
tially different  from  the  relation  of  a  mort- 
gagee, who  is  concerned  only  with  the  se- 
curity of  the  money  lent  upon  the  faith  of 
the  mortgage,  and  of  his  interest.  To  place 
upon  the  ordinary  mortgagee  a  duty  to 
acquire  knowledge  of  the  dealings  of  the 
mortgagor  with  the  property,  or  the  duty 
of  warning  laborers  and  materialmen  that 
the  mortgagee  insists  upon  bis  rights  under 
his  mortgage,  would  be  an  innovation  of 
doubtful  wisdom.  The  record  of  a  mort^ 
gage  is  the  most  practical  means  of  notice 
of  the  mortgagee's  intent  to  insist  upon  his 
security.  To  charge  him  with  consent  be- 
cause he  fails  to  give  personal  notice  in 
writing,  in  addition  to  the  notice  afforded 
by  record  of  his  mortgage,  is  to  unsettle 
the  rights  of  mortgagees. 

While  statutes  giving  liens  to  laborers 
and  to  those  who  furnish  materials  are  to 
be  1  liberally  construed,  yet,  in  the  absence 
of  a  clear  expression  of  the  legislature, 
the  courts  should  not  adopt,  by  a  con- 
struction of  doubtful  language,  a  rule  that 
would  unsettle  the  rights  of  mortgagees,  or 
impair  their  security.  We  concur  in  the 
view  of  the  learned  circuit  judge  that  there 
is  no  just  reason  why  the  statute  should  be 
extended  by  construction  to  a  mortgagee  out 
of  possession.  One  who  contracts  with  the 
owner  of  land  to  furnish  labor  and  ma- 
terials, or  one  who,  with  his  consent,  fur- 
nishes materials,  is  assiuned  to  know,  if  a 
mortgage  is  recorded,  that  the  consent  of 
the  mortgagor  as  owner  can  give  a  lien 
only  to  the  extent  of  the  mortgagor's  in- 
terest. Morse  v.  Dole.  He  has  no  rea- 
sonable ground  for  an  expectation  or  belief  i 
that  a  mortgagee  who  has  advanced  money 
upon  the  security  of  the  land  or  on  the 
improvements  to  be  made  thereon  is  will- 
ing to  forego  this  security,  even  \1  the 
money  is  advanced  for  the  purpose  of  plac- 
ing improvements  upon  the  land. 

Nor  are  the  terms  of  the  statute  mislead- 
ing. In  ordinary  usage  the  term  "owner" 
is  never  applied  to  an  ordinary  mortgagee 
out  of  possession,  and  would  not  be  so  un- 
derstood. 

These  appellants  had  no  contract  with 
the  owner,  and  were  well  advised  by  the 
statute  that  their  right  to  a  lien  was  de- 
pendent, not  upon  express  contract,  but 
upon  consent,  of  the  owner. 

Apparently  the  framers  of  the  statute 
did  not  contemplate  the  impairment  of  the 
ordinary  relation  of  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagee. The  fact  that  the  bonds  were  issued 
for  the  purpose  of  raising  funds  to  im- 
prove the  mortga«?ed  property  does  not 
create  an  equitable  estoppel  against  the 
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mortgagee  and  bondholders  to  prevent  them 
from  claiming  that  their  mortgage  gives 
a  prior  lien.  Dunham  v.  Cincinnati,  P.  & 
C.  R.  Co.  1  Wall.  264,  17  L.  ed.  684; 
Thompson  v.  White  Water  Valley  R.  Co. 
132  U.  S.  69,  33  L.  ed.  266,  10  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  29;  Porter  v.  Pittsburg  Bessemer 
Steel  Co.  120  U.  S.  649,  30  L.  ed.  830,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1206;  ToleAo,  D.  &  B.  R.  Co. 
V.  Hamilton,  134  U.  S.  296,  33  L.  ed.  905, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  906;  Jones,  Liens,  §  1468. 

Whoever  undertakes  construction  work 
upon  property  subject  to  a  recorded  mprt- 
gage  must  be  assumed  to  have  relied  upon 
the  personal  responsibility  of  the  other 
party  to  the  contract,  and  upon  such  liens 
as  the  statute  grants  in  definite  terms,  and 
not  upon  the  expectation  of  displacing  the 
priority  of  mortgage  liens.  The  argument 
that  there  is  some  sort  of  superior  equity 
in  claims  for  work  and  materials  over  liens 
for  money  previously  advanced  upon  mort- 
gage is  without  merit,  and  the  chancellor 
cannot  apply  such  a  principle  either  to  dis- 
place vested  liens  or  to  broaden  a  lien 
statute  by  a  construction  which  disregards 
absolutely  the  rights  in  a  mortgage  se- 
curity. Kneeland  v.  American  Loan  Co. 
136  U.  S.  89,  97  et  seq.,  34  L.  ed.  379, 
383,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  960. 

The  next  contention  is  that  though  the 
mortgage  was  recorded  upon  July  24,  1905, 
it  was  of  no  effect  until  the  bonds  were 
certified  and  issued,  and  that  by  reason 
of  delay  between  the  recording  of  the  mort- 
gage and  the  issue  of  bonds  the  Mullen  -lien 
attached  prior  to  the  lien  of  the  mortgage. 
Before  the  record  of  the  mortgage,  how- 
ever, the  Bodwell  Water  Company  and  the 
Milford  Construction  Company  had,  by  con- 
tract of  July  19th,  entered  into  a  con- 
struction contract  which  provided  inter  alia 
for  payment  to  the  Milford  Company  of 
$700,000  of  the  mortgage  bond^.  On  the 
same  date,  July  19th,  the  Milford  Company 
accepted  the  offer  of  Farson,  Leach,  ft  Com- 
pany to  purchase  the  $700,000  of  mort- 
gage bonds  at  90  per  cent  and  interest. 
On  July  28th  the  Milford  Company  voted 
to  forward  to  the  complainant  for  certifi- 
cation $600,000  of  these  bonds,  at  which 
time  it  had  received  from  the  Bodwell  Com- 
pany the  entire  mass  of  $700,000  of  bonds. 

In  other  words,  the  Bodwell  Company,  be- 
fore any  rights .  accrued  to  Mullen,  had  de- 
livered $700,000  of  bonds  to  the  Milford 
Company  in  pursuance  of  the  contract  of 
July  19th. 

The  Mullen  claimants  attach  great  weight 
to  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals for  the  eighth  circuit  in  Reynolds  v. 
Manhattan  Trust  Co.  27  C.  C.  A.  620,  56 
U.  S.  App.  96,  83  Fed.  693,  wherein  it  was 
held  that  a  recorded  railroad  mortgage  was 
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not  superior  to  mechanics'  liens  that  at- 
tached before  any  bonds  were  issued  or  any 
mortgage  debt  was  created. 

This  case,  however,  does  not  afford  us 
assistance  in  deciding  whether,  upon  the 
facts  above  set  forth,  a  mortgage  debt  was 
created  to  which  the  security  of  the  mort- 
gage attached  at  once.  For  the  purposes 
of  the  present  case,  we  need  not  consider 
the  correctness  of  this  decision,  for  it  is 
limited  to  a  state  of  facts  where  no  bonds 
had  been  sold  and  no  debt  created,  and 
docs  not  discuss  the  question  now  before 
us.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  record 
of  the  mortgage  was  notice  to  Mullen  of 
all  the  substantial  equities  between  the 
mortgagor  and  the  construction  company. 

We  agree  with  the  learned  circuit  judge 
that,  though  lacking  in  formalities,  the 
sale  of  the  bonds  was  complete.  As  the 
Bodwell  Company  had  parted  with  all  in- 
terest in  the  entire  issue  of  bonds,  the 
trustee  held  the  mortgage  title,  not  as  agent 
of  the  Bodwell  Company,  which  by  the  sale 
had  lost  all  right  of  revocation  which  would 
destroy  the  subject-matter  of  the  contract, 
but  as  trustee  for  the  security  of  the  bonds. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  decision  of  the 
circuit  court  that  the  mortgage  lien  at- 
tached prior  to  the  earliest  date  at  which  it 
is  claimed  the  Mullen  lien  took  effect. 

The  deed  of  trust  securing  the  payment 
of  the  bonds  was  an  incident,  and  accessory 
to  them.  The  transfer  of  the  bonds  carried 
with  it  to  the  transferees  the  benefit  of  the 
security.  New  Orleans  Canal  &.  Bkg.  Co. 
V.  Montgomery,  95  U.  S.  16,  18,  24  L.  ed. 
346,  347. 

It  is  contended  that  Farson,  Leach,  & 
Company  are  not  bona  fide  purchasers  be- 
cause they  did  not  make  payment  before 
the  Mullen  contract  was  made.  It  is  urged 
that  tfate  fact  that  they  had  agreed  to 
purchase  is  immaterial  and  does  not  give 
priority.  Dresser  t.  Missouri  &  I.  R. 
Constr.  Co.  93  U.  S.  92,  23  L.  ed.  815; 
Lytle  T.  Lansing,  147  U.  S.  59,  37  L.  ed. 
78,  13  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  254,  are  cited.  In 
the  first  of  these  cases  there  was  notice 
of  fraud,  which  made  it  the  duty  of  the 
purchaser  to  withhold  further  payment.  In 
the  second  case  the  bonds  were  void,  and 
notice  given  the  purchaser  before  payment 
and  while  he  might  have  repudiated  the 
purchase. 

But  these  cases  are  not  in  point.  There 
was  no  invalidity  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract  and  no  fraud.  Neither  was 
there  any  right  in  the  Milford  Construction 
Company  or  in  Farson,  Leach,  &  Company 
to  repudiate   their  contracts. 

At  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  bonds 
there  was,  of  course,  knowledge  that  con- 
struction work  would  be  performed;  but 
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this  affords  no  reason  why  a  contract  for 
a  first  lien  on  all  the  mortgage  property 
should  not  be  upheld.  Here  is  no  element 
of  fraud,  nor  is  there  any  element  of  in- 
equity in  the  fact  that  the  bondholders 
sought  a  lien  that  should  precede  all  possi* 
ble  future  liens.  A  valid  obligation  arose 
to  pay  for  the  bonds,  and  the  subsequent 
fact  that  Mullen  entered  into  a  subcontract 
and  began  work  alforded  no  ground  for 
repudiating  this  obligation. 

The  claim  of  the  Allis-Chalmers  Com- 
pany to  priority  rests  upon  its  attempt  to 
date  its  lien,  not  from  the  time  it  entered 
into  its  first  contract  with  the  Milford  Con- 
struction Company,  August  16,  1905,  but 
from  the  date  of  the  main  contract  between 
the  Bodwell  Water  Power  Company  and 
the  Milford  Construction  Company.  It  is 
urged  that  a  lien  claim  relates  back  to  the 
day  when  each  contract  for  labor  and  ma- 
terials was  made,  even  though  delivery  of 
materials  or  performance  of  work  is  later. 
See  Morse  v.  Dole,  73  Me.  351;  Farnham 
V.  Richardson,  91  Me.  559,  40  Atl.  553. 

Whether  the  doctrine  of  these  cases  is 
here  applicable  is  very  doubtful.  The 
Allis-Chalmers  Company  and  Mullen  had 
no  contract  with  the  owner,  but  subcon- 
tracts with  the  construction  company. 
They  must  stand  upon  the  provision  which 
gives  a  lien  for  labor  or  materials  fur- 
nished by  consent  of  the  owner.  As  pointed 
out  in  Norton  v.  Clark,  85  Me.  357,  27  Atl. 
252,  this  is  ''alternative"  to  a  contract  with 
the  owner. 

If,  as  is  urged,  consent  is  to  be  inferred 
from  knowledge  that  the  work  is  being 
done,  coupled  with  a  failure  to  give  the 
notice  provided  for  in  §  30,  there  is  diffi- 
culty in  carrying  the  date  of  the  lien  back 
to  an  earlier  time  than  the  beginning  of 
work  under  the  subcontract,  unless,  per- 
haps, it  can  be  proved  that  express  consent 
of  the  owner  preceded  and  induced  the  mak- 
ing of  a  subcontract, — a  point  which  we  need 
not  decide,  for  we  may  assume,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case  only,  that  the  right  to  a 
lien  arose  contemporaneously  with  the  in- 
curring of  a  obligation  to  furnish  labor  or 
materials. 

The  Allis-Chalmers  Company  incurred 
no  such  obligation  until  after  the  mortgage 
had  completely  attached,  and  all  questions 
as  to  the  formalities  of  the  bond  issue  had 
disappeared. 

That  the  original  construction  contract 
may  be  regarded  as  evidence  of  the  consent 
of  the  Bodwell  Water  Power  Company  is 
established  by  Norton  v.  Clark,  85  Me.  357, 
27  Atl.  252.  But  this  decision  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  subcontractor  is  not  entitled 
to  his  lien  merely  by  substitution  to  the 
rights  of  the  principal  contractor,  but  that 
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it  arises  from  the  performance  of  the  work 
as  a  direct  right  under  the  statute, — a  right 
which  overrides  a  provision  in  the  main 
contract  that  no  lien  should  exist. 

This  seems  inconsistent  with  the  reason- 
ing of  the  court  in  Glass  v.  Freeburg,  50 
Minn.  386,  16  L.R.A.  335,  62  N.  W.  900, 
relied  upon  by  the  Allis-Chalmers  Company. 
In  Massachusetts  the  vords  of  a  statute, 
"the  contract  under  which  the  lien  is 
claimed,"  were  held  to  mean  the  contract 
of  the  party  claiming  the  lien,  and  not  the 
contract  of  a  prior  contractor  for  whom 
the  claimant  is  working.  Savoy  v.  Dudley, 
168  Mass.  638,  47  N.  E.  424;  Batchelder  v. 
Hutchinson,  161  Mass.  462,  37  N.  E.  452; 
Bowen  v.  Phinfley,  162  Mass.  593,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  391,  39  N.  E.  283;  Friedman  v. 
Hampden  County,  204  Mass.  494,  604,  90 
N.  E.  851.  Neither  can  the  words  of  the 
statute,  "by  virtue  of  a  contract  with  the 
owner,"  be  so  liberally  interpreted  as  to 
cover  everything  done  by  virtue  of  sub- 
contracts made  with  the  builder  or  material- 
man who  has  the  main  contract  with  the 
owner.  Were  the  reasoning  of  Glass  v. 
Freeburg  applied  to  this  case,  there  would 
be  a  complete  defense  in  the  fact  that  the 
Milford  Company  had  been  paid  in  full. 
The  doctrine  of  subrogation  to  the  rights 
of  an  original  contractor  .would  not  avail 
the  claimant.  Norton  v.  Clark  goes  only 
so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  original  contract 
may  be  evidence  of  consent. 

If  we  apply  the  analogy  of  implied  con- 
tracts or  agreements,  as  was  suggested  in 
York  V.  Mathias,  103  Me.  67,  68,  68  Atl. 
746,  the  earliest  date  for  a  lien  is  the  date 
of  action  upon  the  owner's  consent.  We  are 
of  the  opinion  that  both  of  these  appellants 
entered  into  their  subcontracts  with  notice 
of  a  recorded  mortgage,  which  was  a  valid 
security  for  a  debt  existing  before  the  date 
of  the  earliest  subcontract.  In  point  of 
time,  the  mortgage  has  priority  over  the 
liens  claimed  by  these  appellants.  We  are 
further  of  the  opinion  that,  according  to 
the  natural  and  just  interpretation  of  the 
Maine  lien  statute,  it  does  not  cut  under 
the  rights  of  a  mortgagee  out  of  possession, 
and  that  the  construction  of  the  statute 
for  which  the  appellants  contend  is  strained 
and  unnatural. 

The  adoption  of  a  construction  which 
makes  a  mortgagee  out '  of  possession  an 
"owner,**  and  also  subjects  him  to  indefinite 
rules  as  to  "consent  of  the  owner,'*  would 
ignore  the  substantial  difference  in  the 
relation  to  the  property  of  mortgagor  in 
possession  and  mortgagee  out  of  possession, 
and  tend  to  unsettle. the  law  as  to  the 
rights  of  mortgagees.  We  find  nothing  in 
the  Maine  decisions  which  supports  the 
contention  that  such  a  result  would  be 
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equitable.     We  agree  with  the  conclusion  of 
the  circuit  court. 

The  decree  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  af- 
firmed, and  the  appellee  recovers  its  costs 
of  appeal. 
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W.  A.  FISHER  and  Wife,  Appts.. 

V. 

ENRIQUE  VILLAMIL  et  aL 

(—  Fla.  — ,  66  So.  569.) 

Mortgage  —  mistake  —  reformation  aft- 
er foreclosure. 

1.  Where  the  owner  of  two  lots  of  land 
intended  to  execute  a  mortgage  upon  a  cer- 
tain lot,  but  described  therein  a  different 
lot,  after  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and 
a  sale  of  the  prop3rty  described  therein,  a 
court  of  equity  may  cancel  the  master's  deed 
to  the  property  actually  mortgaged,  sold, 
and  conveyed,  and  reform  the  mortgage, 
upon  sufficient  showing,  so  as  to  embrace 
the  land  intended  to  be  mortgaged. 

Same  —  rights  of  purchaser. 

2.  When  a'  mortgage  misdescribes  the 
property  intended  to  be  mortgaged,  the  mis- 
take may  be  corrected  by  a  proper  proceed- 
ing before  judicial  foreclosure;  but  if  the 
mistake  has  been  carried  into  a  bill  filed 
for  the  purpose  of  foreclosure  of  such  mort- 
gage, into  the  decree  ordering  foreclosure, 
i^to  the  advertisement,  and  into  the  deed, 
the  purchaser  at  such  foreclosure  sale  can- 
not maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  correct  the 
description  of  the  land  as  contained  in  the 
mortgage,  in  the  decree,  and  in  the  deed. 

(October  17,  1911.) 

Headnotes  by  Pabkhill,  J. 

Note. '-^  Reformation  of  mortgage  after 

foreclosure. 

The  weight  of  authority  appears  to  be 
with  FiSHEB  V.  ViLLAMiL,  in  holding  that 
where  a  mistake  in  a  mortgage  has  been 
carried  through  proceedings  for  foreclosure 
and  sale,  the  proper  method  of  relief  is  to 
reform  the  mortgage  and  permit  it  to  be 
foreclosed  as  reformed,  instead  of  reform- 
ing the  judicial  proceedings  and  the  deod 
received  under  the  foreclosure  proceedings. 

Reformation  of  judicial  proceedings. 

Some  of  the  cases  merely  deny  tlie  right 
to  correct  the  mistake  in  the  mortgage  and 
subsequent  proceedings  on  foreclosure,  with- 
out giving  or  pointing  out  any  other  relief. 

Thus,  in  Hial  v.  Oambrel,  126  Ala.  151, 
28  So.  1,  it  was  held  that  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure was  final  after  the  term,  and  that 
the  mortgagee,  who  purchased  the  land  at 
the  foreclosure,  could  not  have  the  sale  set 
aside  and  the  purchase  money  returned  to 
him,  although  the  mortgage  was  so  erroue* 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the    Circuit    Court    for    Hillsborough 
i  ounty  in  complainants'  favor  in  a  suit  to 
reform  a  mortgage.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Wall  &  McKay  and  H.  P.  Baya 
for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Dozler  A.  De  Vane  and  H.  8. 
Hampton  for  appellees. 

Parkhlll,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellees  filed  their  bill  in  equity, 
alleging  that  the  defendants,  Fisher  and 
wife,  desiring  to  obtain  a  loan  of  $1,100 
from  complainants,  at  request  of  defend- 
ants, the  complainants  went  with  W.  A. 
Fisher  to  what  he  alleged  to  be  his  dwelling 


house  and  improvements,  and  Fisher  pointed 
out  and  ran  the  lines  of  the  property  which 
he  alleged  belonged  to  him,  and  which  he 
desired  to  oiXov  as  security  for  said  loan; 
that  the  property  so  pointed  out  were  lots 
1  to  8  and  lot  13  of  block  1  of  East  Ne- 
braska Heights  subdivision  of  S.  W.  \  of  S. 
E.  i  of  N.  W.  i  of  section  7,  Tp.  29  S.  R. 
19  E.;  that,  the  defendants  having  title 
deeds  to  said  property,  complainants  re- 
quested them  to  execute  a  mortgage  show- 
ing the  correct  description  of  the  property; 
that  a  mortgage  was  executed,  the  land  be- 
ing described  therein  as  all  of  block  1  of 
Benjamin's  third  subdivision,  as  per  plat 
recorded  in  Plat  Book  No.  2,  p.  21,  records 
of  Hillsborough  county,  Florida;  that  the 
said   mortgage   was   duly   executed   by   de- 


onsly  drawn  as  to  cover  the  land  of  the 
mortgagee,  instead  of  that  of  the  mort- 
gagor. 

And  the  reason  upon  which  this  class  of 
cn<^>s  is  based  is  well  stated  in  Stephenson 
V.  Harris,  131  Ala.  470,  31  So.  445.  where 
it  was  held  that  while  a  mistake  in  the  de- 
scription in  a  mortgage  may  be  corrected 
before  foreclosure,  nevertheless,  after  the 
mistake  has  been  carried  through  fore- 
closure proceedings,  it  cannot,  after  the 
term,  be  corrected  in  the  mortgage,  in  the 
decree,  in  the  sale  and  deed  made  by  the 
register,  and  in  the  register's  report  ox  sale, 
as  to  do  so  ''would  result  in  giving  to  com- 
plainant a  title  by  decree,  to  land  that  was 
not  described  in  the  bill  to  foreclose,  not 
decreed  to  be  sold,  and  not  advertised  and 
sold,  nor.  conveyed  by  the  register  to  him 
under  the  foreclosure  decree." 

And  in  Stewart  v.  Wilson,  141  Ala.  406, 
109  Am.  St.  Rep.  33,  37  So.  550,  it  was  held 
that  no  additional  reason  for  allowing  the 
description  in  the  mortgage  and  foreclosure 

f proceedings  to  be  corrected  so  as  to  include 
and  omitted  was  afforded  by  the  fact  that 
the  register  had  included  the  disputed  lands 
in  his  sale,  as  his  power  to  sell  was  bounded 
by  the  decree. 

In  Miller  v.*  Kolb,  47  Ind.  220,  it  was  held 
that  the  description  in  a  mortgage  and  sub- 
sequent proceedings  on  foreclosure  could  not 
be  corrected  after  judicial  foreclosure  and 
■ale,  though  the  sheriff  in  making  the  sale 
pointed  out  the  land  actually  intended  to  be 
sold. 

In  Angle  y.  Speer,  60  Ind.  488,  the  cor- 
rection of  a  mistake  in  a  mortgage  after 
foreclosure  was  denied  to  a  purchaser  under 
the  foreclosure,  as  against  persons  claiming 
by  intermediate  deed  and  mortgage  by  the 
same  mortgagor. 

And  in  Runnels  y.  Kaylor,  95  Ind.  503, 
reformation  was  denied  to  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser under  the  foreclosure  decree,  though 
the  mistake  in  the  mortgage  was  discov- 
ered, and  reformation  asked  and  granted, 
at  the  time  of  foreclosure,  but,  through  error 
of  the  clerk,  the  correction  was  not  shown, 
and  the  erroneous  description  was  carried 
into  the  decree. 
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In  some  cases,  however,  no  objection  is 
found  to  correcting  a  mistake  which  has 
been  made  in  a  mortgage  and  carried 
through  foreclosure  proceedings. 

Thus,  in  Quivey  v.  Baker,  37  Cal.  465^  it 
was  held  that  a  mistake  made  in  a  mort- 
gage as  to  the  description  of  the  land,  and 
carried  through  foreclosure  into  the  sheriff's 
deed,  would  be  corrected  all  the  way 
through  by  a  court  of  equity,  the  court  say- 
ing in  answer  to  the  contention  that  such 
correction  could  not  be  made:  "We  have 
been  referred  to  no  authorities  in  support 
of  this  proposition,  and,  on  principles  of 
reason  and  justice,  we  do  not  perceive  wliy 
a  court  of  equity  may  not  reform  mistakes 
in  .judgments  or  decrees,  in  like  manner  as 
in  written  instruments.  But  it  is  said 
there  was  no  mistake,  either  in  the  decree 
or  sheriff's  deed,  which  followed  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  mortgage,  and  could  not  have 
done  otherwise;  and,  consequently,  there  is 
no  mistake  to  reform  in  either  of  them.  As 
well  might  it  be  claimed  that  if  there  be  a 
mistake  in  the  first  of  a  series  of  convey- 
ances, which  was  carried  out  through  all 
the  subsequent  conveyances,  that  the  court 
could  only  correct  the. mistake  in  the  first 
deed;  and  that,  in  fact,  there  was  no  mis- 
take in  the  subsequent  deeds,  which  were 
correctly  copied  from  the  first,  as  they  were 
intended  to  be.  But  a  court  of  equity  does 
not  administer  justice  on  these  narrow 
principles.  It  will  not  only  go  back  to  the 
original  error  and  reform  it,  but  will  ad- 
minister complete  justice,  by  correcting  all 
subsequent  mistakes  which  grew  out  of,  and 
were  superinduced  by,  the  first." 

And  in  Busey  v.  Moraga,  130  Cal.  586,  02 
Pac.  1081,  Quivey  v.  Baker,  is  followed,  and 
the  court  says  that  it  will,  after  having 
reformed  the  mortgage  and  proceedings 
down  to  the  sale,  direct  a  new  notice  and 
sale  if  justice  requires  it. 

In  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Wentworth,  28 
Kan.  183,  in  sustaining  the  right,  where 
the  rights  of  innocent  third  parties  have 
not  intervened,  to  correct  an  erroneous  de- 
scription after  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage 
containing  it,  the  court,  in  answering  the 
objection   that  this   would   be  overturninjK 


FLORIDA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Oct., 


fendants  on  December  7,  1007,  the  consid- 
eration was  paid  to  tiiem,  the  mortgage  was 
duly  recorded  in  Mortgage  Book  0,  p.  225, 
records  of  said  county;  that,  in  addition  to 
pointing  out  the  said  land,  the  defendants 
showed  complainants  the  improvements 
thereon,  consisting  of  a  dwelling  house,  a 
barn,  several  outhouses,  fruit  trees,  and  as- 
signed to  complainants  as  additional  secur- 
ity as  insurance  policy  on  said  dwelling 
house;  that  thereafter,  at  maturity  of  the 
mortgage,  the  complainants  demanded  pay- 
ment thereof,  but  payment  was  not  made, 
and  the  mortgage  was  foreclosed,  the  prop- 
erty described  therein  was  sold  under  a  de- 
cree of  foreclosure  as  block  1  of  Benjamin'^s 
third  subdivision,  and  the  complainants 
bought  the  said  property  at  the  foreclosure 


sale  for  $800;  that  said  defendants  did  not 
bid  on  same  at  said  sale;  that  thereafter  a 
deficiency  decree  was  entered  against  defend- 
ants; that  said  Fisher  thereupon  complained 
to  complainants  that  they  were  taking  his 
home,  that  was  worth  the  amount  of  the 
mortgage,  whereupon  complainants  volun- 
tarily agreed  with  Fisher  and  canceled  the 
deficiency  decree  upon  payment  by  Fisher 
of  $325;  that  defendant  Fisher  led  com- 
plainants to  believe  the  mortgage  they  ac- 
cepted embraced  the  lots  pointed  out  by 
him,  and  which  were  lots  1  to  8  and  lot  13 
of  East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivision,  and, 
relying  upon  the  knowledge  and  good  faith 
of  the  said  defendants,  complainants  be- 
lieved the  land  pointed  out  to  them  and 
intended  to  be  mortgaged  was  all  of  block 


a  judgment,  saye:  "But  a  distinction  must 
be  recognized  between  the  mere  correction 
of  a  mistake  and  the  setting  aside  of  a  judg- 
ment. Where  it  appears  that  a  distinct 
quevtion  has  been  presented  to  the  consid- 
eration of  a  court,  its  ruling  had  thereon, 
and  that  ruling  passed  into  judorment,  it 
is  one  thing  for  a  party  to  apply  thereafter 
to  have  that  judgment  set  aside,  and  a  dif- 
ferent ruling  made  by  the  court  upon  that 
question;  but  it  is  an  entirely  different 
thing  when  a  party  avers  that  by  some 
mistake  the  judgment  which  was  entered 
does  not  in  fact  express  the  intention  of  the 
court  in  respect  to  its  adjudication  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties,  or  that  by  mistake  a 
matter  has  been  by  the  language  of  the  de- 
cree apparently  adjudicated  by  the  court, 
to  which  its  attention  was  not  called,  and 
upon  which  it  did  not  intend  to  make  any 
ruling." 

In  Parker  v.  Starr,  21  Neb.  680,  33  N. 
W.  424,  although  a  mistake  in  description 
of  mortgaged  property  was  carried  all 
through  foreclosure  and  sale,  a  purchaser 
was  held  to  be  entitled  to  reformation,  es- 
pecially as  it  appeared  that  the  property 
intended  to  be  mortgaged  was  that  actually 
appraised  and  sold,  and  that  the  purchaser 
had  entered  into  possession. 

This  apparently  was  the  rule  in  Florida 
until  the  cases  of  Greeley  v.  De  Cottes,  24 
Fla.  475,  5  So.  230  (where  a  mortgage  con- 
taining an  error  in  description,  together 
with  all  subsequent  proceedings,  was  cor- 
rected after  foreclosure  and  purchase  there- 
under by  the  mortgagee,  and  numerous  sub- 
sequent conveyances),  and  Peck  v.  Osteen, 
37  Fla.  427,  20  So.  540  (where  land  not 
belonging  to  the  mortgagor  was  included, 
and  land  intended  to  be  included  was 
omitted,  and  the  mistake  running  through 
foreclosure  proceedings  was  corrected),  were 
overruled  by  Fisher  v.  Villamil. 

In  German  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Grim,  32  Ind. 
240,  2  Am.  Rep.  341,  a  complaint  to  correct 
a  mistake  made  in  the  description  of  land 
and  the  name  of  the  prrantee.  and  carried 
into  a  mortgage  and  through  foreclosure 
proceedings,  was  sustained.  This  case  ap- 
pears to  have  been  in  effect  overruled  by 
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Miller  v.  Kolb,  supra,  although  it  is  not 
mentioned  in  that  case. 

Reformation  and  new  foreclosure. 

The  affirmative  relief  granted  by  the 
court  in  Fisher  v.  Villamil,  of  reforma- 
tion of  the  mortgage  and  foreclosure  there- 
of as  reformed,  is  that  adopted  by  a  ma- 
jority of  the  cases. 

Thus,  in  Horner  v.  Bramwell,  23  Colo. 
238,  47  Pac.  462,  where  a  trust  deed  in- 
tended to  cover  400  acres  belonging  to  the 
grantor,  by  mistake  omitted  80  acres,  and 
included  another  80  acres  not  owned  by  him, 
and  the  mistake  was  not  discovered  until 
after  sale  by  the  trustee,  it  was  held  tiiat 
the  court  should  have  made  a  decree  setting 
aside  the  sale,  reforming  the  trust  deed,  and 
directing  the  trustee  to  proceed  to  sell  un- 
der the  deed  as  reformed. 

In  Conyers  v.  Mericles,  76  Ind.  443,  the 
earlier  Indiana  cases  set  out  above,  refusing 
to  reform  foreclosure  proceedings,  are  dis- 
tinguished, and  it  is  held  that  under  simi- 
lar circumstances,  while  the  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings could  not  be  corrected,  the  mort- 
gage involved  could  be  corrected  and  fore- 
closed under  a  bill  drawn  for  that  purpose, 
the  court  saying,  in  speaking  of  the  earlier 
cases:  "No  one  of  these  cases  was  an  ac- 
tion to  reform  and  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
nor  was  such  question  raised  or  decided. 
Fach  was  an  action  to  recover  the  land 
through  such  proceedings,  and  to  make  them 
available,  it  was  sought  to  correct  the  mis- 
takes. The  appellant  does  not  seek  to  re- 
cover the  property,  nor  to  correct  the  mis- 
take in  such  foreclosure  proceedings;  but, 
ignoring  such  proceedings,  he  seeks  to  re- 
form and  foreclose  his  mortgage.  This  he 
may  do  unless  its  previous  foreclosure  pre- 
vents him.  Such  foreclosure  was  by  the 
erroneous  description — was,  in  fact,  upon  a 
different  parcel  of  land,  one  that  was  not, 
in  fact,  mortgaged,  nor  intended  to  be 
mortgnjrcd, — and  was  therefore  a  mere  nul- 
lity. The  mortjrago,  as  reformed,  is  a  dif- 
ferent instrument,  embraces  a. different  par- 
cel of  land,  and  one  against  which  no  fore- 
closure  has   been    had.     The   judgment   of 
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1  of  Benjamin's  third  subdivision,  at  the 
time  complainants  accepted  the  mortgage 
and  made  the  loan;  that  after  the  cancela- 
tion of  the  deficiency  decree,  it  was  discov- 
ered that  the  mortgage  did  not  embrace  the 
lots  pointed  out  by  defendants  as  intended 
to  be  mortgaged,  but  embraced  a  different 
tract  of  land;  that  defendants  knew  at  the 
time  they  pointed  out  said  land  that  its 
correct  description  thereof  was  not  block  1 
of  Benjamin's  third  subdivision,  and  they 
knew  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage,  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  and 
the  cancelation  of  the  deficiency  decree, 
that  such  was  not  the  correct  description, 
and  they  fraudulently  concealed  the  same 
for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  complainants ; 
that  said  W.  A.  Fisher  is  now  the  owner  of 


lots  1  to  8  and  lot  13  of  East  Nebraska 
Heights  subdivision,  and  said  property  is 
clear  of  encumbrance;  that  complainants 
tender  to  defendants  a  proper  deed  of  con- 
veyance of  said  block  1  of  Benjamin's  third 
subdivision,  and  allege  that  defendants 
should  be  required  to  convey  to  complain- 
ants the  last-described  lots  in  block  1  of 
East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivision;  that 
the  lots  actually  mortgaged  are  worth  about 
$300,  for  which  complainants  have  paid 
$1,350,  and  the  lots  intended  to  be  mort- 
gaged are  worth  about  the  sum  complain- 
ants have  paid;  that  defendant  Fisher  has 
no  property  ouj;  of  which  a  judgment  for 
the  value  of  the  land  sought  hereby  could 
be  satisfied. 

The  bill  prayed  the  court  to  order  and  de- 


foreclosure  upon  the  land  described  did  not 
adjudge  that  the  land '  in  dispute  was  not 
mortgaged  by  such  instrument,  and  omitted 
therefrom  by  mistake,  and  therefore  'the 
question  of  description'  is  not  res  judicata ^ 
nor  does  such  judgment  form  any  obstacle 
to  the  reformation  and  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage." 

And  in  Jones  v.  Sweet,  77  Ind.  187,  which 
was  a  suit  to  reform  a  mortgage  as  to  an 
erroneous  description  and  date,  and  to  fore- 
close it  as  reformed,  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  erroneous  piortgage  had  been 
foreclosed  was  no  bar  to  the  suit. 

Sanders  v.  Farrell,  83  Ind.  28,  follows 
Conyers  v.  Mericles,  and  holds  that  the 
erroneous  mortgage  was  not  so  merged  in 
the  former  decree  of  foreclosure  as  to  forbid 
its  reformation  and  foreclosure  in  this  suit. 

These  cases  are  followed  by  Burkam  v. 
Burk,  96  Ind.  270;  and  see  also  McCasland 
T.  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Co.  108  Ind.  130,  9  N.  £. 
119. 

In  Armstrong  v.  Short,  95  Ind.  326,  it  is 
Iield  that  the  remedy  adopted  in  Conyers  v. 
Mericles  applies  only  when  the  mistake  was 
one  of  fact  merely,  and  not  if  the  descrip- 
tion was  as  intended,  but  insufficient  in  law. 

And  in  Ray  v.  Ferrell,  127  Ind.  670,  27 
X.  £.  159,  the  right  to  reform  and  foreclose 
a  mortgage  was  again  recognised,  but  it  was 
further  held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  land  ac- 
tually covered  by  the  erroneous  description 
was  sold  under  the  foreclosure  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  judgment,  the  mortgage  was 
extinguished  and  there  was  nothing  to  re- 
form. 

In  Carrigg  v.  Mechanics'  Bank,  136  Iowa, 
261,  111  N.  W.  329,  it  is  held  that  if  it  be 
necessary  to  correct  a  mortgage  to  make  a 
sheriiTs  deed  given  on  foreclosure  cover  land 
omitted  from  the  mortgage  by  mistake,  then 
there  must  be  another  foreclosure  and  sale. 

In  Davepport  v.  Sovil,  6  Ohio  St.  459, 
where,  by  mistake,  a  total  misdescription 
of  the  property  intended  to  be  mortgaged 
was  carried  through  foreclosure  and  sale, 
it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  was  entitled 
to  have  the  mortgage  reformed  and  fore- 
closed as  reformed. 

In  Harks  v.  Taylor,  23  UUh,  470,  66  Pac. 
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203,  a  former  decree,  reported  in  23  Utah, 
152,  63  Pac.  897,  in  which  reformation  of 
an  erroneous  description  was  corrected  in 
the  mortgage  and  all  subsequent  proceed- 
ings, was  modified  so  as  to  require  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage  as  reformed,  be- 
cause, while  plaintiff,  who  bid  in  the  prop- 
erty, believed  that  the  property  described 
was  that  actually  intended  to  be  mortgaged^ 
it  did  not  appear  that  others  might  not 
have  bid  higher  had  the  description  been 
correct. 

Other  remediea. 

In  Waldron  ▼.  Letson,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  126, 
where,  through  error  in  the  description  in 
a  mortgage,  the  purchaser  on  foreclosure 
did  not  receive  conveyance  of  all  the  land 
supposed  to  be  included  in  the  mortgage, 
although  he  paid  the  full  price  and  was  put 
into  possession  of  the  whole,  relief  was 
granted  by  restraining  the  mortgagor's 
devisee  from  proceeding  at  law,  and  requir- 
ing him  to  release  his  title  in  the  premises 
to  complainant. 

But  in  Schwickerath  v.  Cooksey,  63  Mo. 
75,  a  petition  by  a  purchaser  under  fore- 
closure, to  have  the  title  to  property  er- 
roneously omitted  from  the  mortgage,  de- 
vested out  of  defenclants  and  vested  in  him- 
self, was  denied. 

Foreclosure  under  power  of  sale. 

Where  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  con- 
taining an  error  was  under  a  power  of  sale, 
the  objection  to  correction  of  the  mortgage 
and  deed  because  of  an  intervening  judicial 
foreclosure  does  not  apply,  and  in  Lester  v. 
Johnston,  137  Ala.  194,  33  So.  880,  and 
Greer  v.  Watson,  170  Ala.  334,  64  So.  487, 
reformation  of  the  description  contained  in 
a  mortgage  and  deed  given  in  foreclosure 
under  power  of  sale  was  permitted. 

But  in  Haley  v.  Bagley,  37  Mo.  363,  ref- 
ormation of  a  mistake  in  the  description 
contained  in  a  mortgage  was  denied  to  a 
purchaser  at  a  sale  under  a  power  con- 
tained in  the  mortgage,  on  the  ground  that 
he  bought  at  his  peril. 
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cree  the  land  intended  to  be  included  in  the 
mortgage  to  be  lots  1  to  8  and  lot  13  of 
block  1  of  East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivi- 
sion,  and  defendants  to  convey  to  complain- 
ants the  said  land  upon  execution  by  com- 
plainants of  a  deed  conveying  all  of  block 
1  of  Benjamin's  subdivision,  and,  in  event 
defendants  fail  so  to  do,,  the  complainants 
be  decreed  to  hold  all  right,  title,  interest, 
and  claim  of  said  defendants  to  said  land. 
There  was  a  prayer  also  for  general  relief. 

The  defendants  filed  an  answer. 

Testimony  was  taken  and  a  final  decree 
was  entered  as  follows: 

''The  above-entitled  eause  coming  on  this 
day  for  hearing  upon  the  pleadings  and  the 
master *s  report,  and  the  court  having  heard 
argument  of  counsel,  and  considered  the 
record  and  the  testimony,  and  being  ad- 
vised that  it  has  jurisdiction  of  the  parties 
and  of  the  subject-matter  of  this  cause, 
and  the  court  being  of  opinion  that  whether 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  defendants  at 
the  time  the  mortgage  mentioned  in  the 
bill  of  complaint  was  made,  to  include  in 
said  mortgage  the  property  wHich  the  com- 
plainants claim  should  have  been  included 
therein, to  wit:  Lots  one  (1)  to  eight  (8) 
and  lot  thirteen  (13)  of  block  one  (1)  of 
East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivision  of  the 
east  half  of  the  southwest  quarter  of  the 
southeast  quarter  of  the  northwest  quarter 
of  section  seven  (7),  in  township  twenty- 
nine  (29)  south,  range  nineteen  (19)  east, 
or  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the  said 
defendants  at  the  time  the  said  mortgage 
was  made,  to  give  to  the  complainants  a 
mortgage  upon  the  property  actually  de- 
scribed in  the  said  mortgage,-  and  mislead 
and  deceive  the  complainants  into  accepting 
the  mortgage  upon  the  property  last  men- 
tioned, under  the  belief  that  they  were  ob- 
taining a  mortgage  upon  the  property  here- 
inabove particularly  described,  or  whether 
it  was  the  intention  of  all  the  parties  that 
said  mortgage  should,  describe  the  lands 
hereinabove  particularly  described,  but  was 
made  to  describe  other  lands  through  mu- 
tual mistake,  makes  no  difTerence  in  a  court 
of  equity,  for  the  reason  that  the  defendant 


W.  A.  Fisher  should  not  be  permitted  in 
this  court  to  take  advantage  of  his  own 
wrong. 

"It  is  thereupon,  upon  consideration 
thereof,  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  defendants,  within  five  days  from  the 
date  hereof,  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the 
complainants  the  amount  of  the  decree  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  of  complaint,  with  attor- 
neys' fees  and  costs  therein  mentioned,  and 
with  interest  upon  the  total  of  said  sums, 
less  the  sum  of  three  hundred  and  twenty- 
five  ($325)  dollars  paid  by  the  defendant 
W.  A.  Fisher  to  the  complainants,  as  alleged 
in  the  bill  of  complaint;  and  that  upon 
failure  to  make  the  said  payment  within 
the  time  fixed  as  aforesaid,  the  said  W.  A. 
Fisher  and  L.  M.  Fisher,  his  wife,  and  all 
persons  claiming  by,  through,  or  under 
them  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of 
this  suit,  are  hereby  barred  and  forever 
foreclosed  of  all  right,  title,  and  equity 
of  redemption  or  interest  whatsoever  in 
and  to  the  lands  hereinabove  particularly 
described. 

"It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed that  in  the  event  the  said  defendants 
fail  to  pay  to  the  complainants  the  amount 
of  money  adjudged  to  them  in  the  precedin<^ 
paragraph,  within  the  time  aforesaid,  tlio 
final  decree  of  foreclosure  in  the  cause  men- 
tioned in  the  bill  of  complaint,  wherein 
E.  Villamil  and  J.  B.  Jackson  were  complain- 
ants, and  W.  A.  Fisher  and  L.  M.  Fisher, 
his  wife,  were  defendants,  as  recorded  in 
Book  13,  page  294,  minutes  of  this  court, 
be  corrected  and  reformed,  and  the  master's 
deed,  made  and  executed  on  the  3d  day  of 
November,  a.  d.  1908,  by  W.  T.  Martin, 
master,  to  the  complainants  in  this  cause, 
and  recorded  in  Deed  Book  302,  page  7,  rec- 
ords of  Hillsborough  county,  IHorida,  and  the 
mortgage  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint 
herein  made  by  the  defendants  to  the  com- 
plainants, and  as  recorded  in  the  records 
of  Hillsborough  county,  Florida,  in  Mort- 
gage Book  19,  page  225,  and  all  proceed- 
ings in  said  foreclosure  suit  above  described, 
be  and  they  are  hereby  reformed  and  cor- 
rected as  to  the  description  of  the  property 


Efl'ect  of  reformation  on  right  to  redeem. 

In  Blodgett  v.  Hob^rt,  18  Vt.  414,  a  mort- 
gage, which  omitted  paH  of  the  property  in- 
tended to  be  described  was  reformed  after 
foreclosure  and  sale,  and  the  mortgagor  was 
given  an  opportunity  to  redeem  the  whole 
premises,  the  court  saying  that  it  would 
not  do  to  create  a  mortgage  and  foreclose 
the  equity  of  redemption  at  one  and  the 
same  time. 

In  Provost  v.  Rebman,  21  Iowa.  419,  the 
court  rcongnizes  a  '•ight  on  the  part  of  a 
mortgatjec  to  have  a  mortgage  reformed 
after  foreclosure,  so  as  to  supply  an  omiQ- 
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sion  in  the  description,  and  that  such  ref- 
ormation might  revive  the  mortgagor's 
right  to  redeem. 

But  McKissick  v.  Mill  Owners'  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Co.  50  Iowa,  116,  holds  that  the  cor- 
rection of  a  misdescription  in  a  mortgage 
after  foreclosure  does  not  revive  the  right 
to  redeem,  distinguishing  Provost  v.  Reb- 
man, on  the  ground  that,"  in  the  latter, 
property  not  actually  described  in  the  mort- 
gage was  inserted  by  the  reformation,  while, 
in  the  present  case,  the  property  was  in- 
cluded, but  erroneously  described. 

R.  L.  S« 
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mentioned  therein  as  the  mortgaged  prcni- 
i«e8,  as  that  the  same  shall  read  as  follows: 
Lots  one  (1)  to  eight (8)  and  lot  thirteen 
c]3)  of  block  one  (1)  of  East  Nebraska 
Heights  subdivision  of  the  east  half  of  the 
southwest  quarter  of  the  southeast  quarter 
of  tlie  northwest  quarter  of  section  seven 
(7),  township  twenty-nine  (20)  south, 
range  nineten   (19)  east. 

'*It  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed that  within  five  (5)  days  from  this 
d&te,  the  complainants  do  make,  execute, 
and  deliver  to  the  defendants  a  deed  con- 
reying  the  interest  of  said  complainants 
to  said  defendants  in  the  following  lands 
situate  in  Hillsborough  county,  Florida,  to 
wit:  Block  one  (1)  of  Benjamin's  third 
subdivision,  according  to  the  plat  thereof 
as  recorded  in  the  public  records  of  Hills- 
borough county,  Florida;  and  upon  the  fail- 
ure of  said  complainants  to  make,  execute, 
and  deliver  the  said  deed,  then  and  in  that 
event  this  decree  shall  operate  as  a  convey- 
ance of  said  real  estate  from  the  com- 
plainants to  the  defendants,  and  that  the 
said  complainants  and  all  persons  claiming 
by,  through,  or  under  them  subsequent  to  the 
commencement  of  this  suit,  be  and  they 
hereby  are  forever  barred  and  foreclosed 
of  all  right,  title,  and  interest  whatsoever 
in  and  to  the  said  last-mentioned  lands." 

Assuming  that  the  testimony  in  this  cause 
would  authorize  a  reformation  of  the  mort- 
gsg^  given  by  the  defendants  to  the  com- 
plainants, on  the  ground  of  mistake  or 
fraud,  we  think  the  chancellor  erred  in  de- 
creeing a  reformation  of  the  decree  of  fore- 
closure and  the  deed  executed  by  the  master 
in  pursuance  of  the  foreclosure  proceed- 
ings, and  in  decreeing  that  the  defendants 
pay  the  amount  stated  in  the  decree,  and 
that,  upon  failure  so  to  do,  the  defendants 
be  debarred  and  forever  foreclosed  of  all 
right  and  title  and  equity  of  redemption  in 
and  to  certain  described  lots  of  land  in 
East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivision,  which 
land  was  not  included  in  the  mortgage  fore- 
closed, and  had  not  been  ordered  to  be  sold, 
and  was  not  in  fact  sold  or  conveyed  to  the 
complainants. 

As  the  court  very  clearly  pointed  out  in 
Marks  v.  Taylor,  23  Utah,  470,  65  Pac.  203, 
the  decree  of  the  chancellor,  if  aflirmed  by 
this  court,  would  invest  the  complainants 
with  the  title  to  property  which  was  neither 
ordered  to  be  sold,  advertised,  or  offered  for 
sale,  or  sold  by  the  master  to  them.  It  may 
be  true  that  the  complainants  thought  the 
property  intended  to  be  mortgaged  was  the 
property  offered  for  sale,  and  evidently  bid 
3{«  L.BJL(N.S.) 


in  the  property  with  that  understanding; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  other  bidders,  if 
any  other  were  present  at  the  sale,  had  the 
■same  understanding.  The  property  intended 
to  be  mortgaged  was  not  offered  for  sale, 
but  another,  and  a  much  less  valuable, 
parcel  of  land  covered  by  the  mortgage,  was 
offered  for  sale  and  sold.  If  the  more  valua- 
ble property  intended  to  be  mortgaged  had 
been  offered  for  sale  by  the  master,  it  is 
not  improbable  that  a  higher  bid  than  the 
complainants'  bid  would  have  been  made  by 
some  other  person^  But,  be  that  as  it  may, 
the  people  of  this  state  have  declared  in 
their  Constitution  that  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  property  without  due  process 
of  law.  Even  though  the  defendants  may 
have  intended  to  mortgage  the  land  in  East 
Nebraska  Heights  subdivision,  the  giving 
of  a  mortgage  does  not  vest  the  legal  estate 
in  the  mortgagee.  A  mortgage  cannot  be 
a  present  conveyance  of  the  legal  title; 
however,  it  may  become  so  by  breach  of  con- 
ditions and  the  action  of  the  courts.  The 
title  is  transferred,  as  we  said  in  Mc^Iahon 
V.  Russell,  17  Fla.  608,  in  pursuance  of 
the  contract  embraced  in  the  mortgage,  by 
a  judicial  sale  decreed  for  the  enforcement 
of  the  specific  lien.  Also  see  Louisville  &f 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Wang,  61  Fla.  200,  65  So.  73. 
The  mortgagor  remains,  until  a  sale,  seised 
in  fee.  There  has  never  been  a  decree  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  lien  on  the  property 
in  East  Nebraska  Heights  subdivision,  nor 
a  judicial  sale  thereof. 

Undoubtedly  the  mortgage,  upon  suffi- 
cient showing,  may  be  reformed  so  as  to 
embrace  the  land  in  East  Nebraska  Heights 
subdivision,  instead  of  the  land  in  Benja- 
min's third  subdivision,  and  the  mortgage 
as  reformed  may  be  foreclosed.  The  mas- 
ter's deed  to  the  property  that  was  actually 
embraced  in  the  mortgage  and  sold  and  con- 
veyed to  the  complainants  may  be  canceled. 
Thus,  the  parties  will  be  placed  in  the  posi- 
tion they  should  occupy,  it  the  facts  and  the 
law  justify.  But,  where  the  incorrect  de- 
scription of  the  lands  intended  to  be  em- 
braced in  the  mortgage,  or,  in  other  wordj*, 
the  wrong  land,  has  been  carried  into  the 
mortgage,  the  decree,  notice  of  sale,  and 
master's  deed,  such  proceedings  may  not  be 
•corrected,  as  is  attempted  to  be  done  here. 

The  question  involved  here  has  been  con- 
sidered by  the  courts  many  times.  In  a 
note  by  Mr.  Freeman,  in  Stewart  v.  Wilson, 
100  Am.  St.  Rep.  33,  text  36,  he  says  the 
cases  are  in  hopeless  conflict  on  this  ques- 
tion. "Perhaps  the  bettor  rule,"  says  Mr. 
Freeman^  "is  that  maintained  by  the  cases 
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which  decide  that  such  conveyances  cannot 
be  reformed  in  equity.  .  .  .  The  major 
ity  of  the  cases  maintain  that  when  a  mort- 
gage misdescribes  the  property  intended  to 
be  mortgaged,  the  mistake  may  be  corrected 
by  a  proper  proceeding  before  judicial  fore- 
closure; but  if  the  mistake  has  been  carried 
into  a  bill  filed  for  the  purpose  of  foreclos- 
ing such  mortgage,  into  the  decree  order- 
ing foreclosure,  into  the  advertisementi  and 
into  the  deed,  the  purchaser  at  such  fore- 
closure sale  cannot  maintain  a  bill  in  equity 
to  correct  the  description  of  the  land  as 
contained  in  the  mortgage,  in  the  decree, 
and  in  the  deed.  Stephenson  v.  Harris,  131 
Ala.  470,  31  So.  445;  Rogers  v.  Abbott,  37 
Ind.  138;  Miller  v.  Kolb,  47  Ind.  220;  Angle 
V.  Speer,  66  Ind.  488;  Gonyers  v.  Mericles, 
76  Ind.  443;  Davenport  v.  Sovil,  6  Ohio  St 
459." 

In  Stephenson  v.  Harris,  131  Ala.  470,  31 
So.  445,  the  court  said:  "In  the  case  in 
hand,  if  the  relief  prayed  were  granted,  it 
would  result  in  giving  to  complainant  a  ti- 
tle by  decree  to  land  that  was  not  described 
in  the  bill  to  foreclose,  not  decreed  to  be 
sold,  and  not  advertised  and  sold,  nor  con- 
veyed by  the  register  to  him  under  the  fore- 
^closure  decree.  That  part  of  it  which  was 
sold  under  the  decree  was,  no  doubt,  well- 
sold,  and  may  have  been  of  comparatively 
small  value  to  that  not  sold,  and  which 
complainant  now  proposes  to  take  under  a 
decree  to  be  herein  rendered.  To  do  this, 
amendment  and  reformation  from  the  be- 
ginning of  the  case  under  which  the  decree 
of  foreclosure  waa  entered  would  have  to 
be  made,  in  the  bill,  mortgage,  decree,  sale, 
conveyance,  and  confirmation  of  the  decree. 
The  judicial  sale  cuts  this  all  off  from  the 
power  of   the  court  to   deal  with   in   this 
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case. 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  decisions 
by  this  court  in  Greeley  v.  De  Cottes,  24 
Fla.  475,  6  So.  239,  and  Peck  v.  Osteen,  37 
Fla.  427,  20  So.-  549.  We  think  these  cases 
differ  in  the  facts  from  the  instant  case; 
but,  if  the  rule  there  announced  differs  from 
the  views  we  express  here,  we  do  not  ap- 
prove it  As  the  decree  must  be  reversed, 
and  we  do  not  know  what  facts  may  develop, 
or  what  questions  may  present  themselves  in 
the  proceedings  to  reform  the  mortgage,  we 
will  content  ourselves  with  what  we  have 
said. 

The  decree  is  reversed. 

Taylor  and  Hocker,  JJ.,  concur. 

Whitfield,  Gh.  J.,  and  Shacklpford  and 
Cockrell,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 
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(129  La.  647,  66  So.  603.) 

Perjury  —  unnecessary  oath. 

To  falsely  make  oath  before  a  notary 
public  in  order  to  obtain  a  saloon  license 
18  not  perjury,  when  the  law  governing 
the  issuance  of  such  licenses  does  not  re- 
quire such  an  oath.  An  oath  must  be  ad- 
ministered in  accordance  with  the  law  be- 
fore perjury  can  be  charged. 

(November   13,   1911.); 

Headnote  by  BftEAUX,  Ch.  J. 

Note,  ^- Per  jury :  false  swearing  where 
no  oath,  or  the  particular  one  admin' 
iatered,  was  not  required,  as  perjury* 

This  note  does  not  cover  cases  where  there 
was  merely  an  irregularity  in  administering 
the  oath,  such,  for  example,  as  People  v. 
Parent,  139  Cal.  600,  73  Pac.  423,  holding 
that  the  omission  of  the  words  "so  help  you 
God"  constituted  no  defense  to  a  prosecution 
for  perjury,  nor  cases  in  which  the  de- 
fense set  up  was  that  the  particular  officer 
who  administered  the  oath  was  not  em- 
powered to  do  so.  (As  to  sufficiency  of 
averment  in  indictment  as  to  jurisdiction 
or  authority  to  administer  oath,  see  note 
in  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  142.) 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  perjury  cannot 
be  predicated  of  an  oath  which  is  not  re- 
quired by  law.  United  States  v.  Dupont, 
176  Fed.  823;  Foreman  v.  Union  A  A.  Co. 
83  Hun,  386,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  947;  State  ▼. 
VVyatt,  3  N.  C.  (2  Hayw.)  66;  People  ▼. 
Fox,  25  Mich.  492. 

In  the  last  case  the  information  char- 
ging perjury  did  not  show  that  the  affi- 
davit alleged  to  be  false  was  made  for  any 
authorized  purpose.  The  court  said:  "Per- 
jury is  committed  *when  a  lawful  oath  is 
administered  by  any  that  hath  authority, 
to  any  person  in  any  judicial  proceeding, 
who  swearcth  absolutely  and  falsely  in  any 
matter  material  to  the  issue  or  cause  in 
question.*  3  Co.  Inst.  164;  4  Bl.  Com.  137. 
There  must  be  an  oath  authorized  by  law, 
an  issue  or  cause  to  which  facts  were  ma- 
terial, and  a  false  statement  regarding 
such  facts  upon  such  issue,  or  in  such  cause. 
Such  would  be  the  case  at  the  common  law; 
and  if  it  be  claimed  that  this  is  statutory 
perjury,  the  information  is  not  aided,  for, 
by  the  statute,  it  must  appear  that  the 
oath  is  one  required  or  authorized  by  law 
(Comp  Laws,  1867,  §  6821);  and  this  will 
not  appear  unless  the  purpose  for  which  the 
affidavit  was  made  is  shown.  Perjury, 
therefore,  is  not  well  assigned,  whether  it 
be  at  the  common  law  or  by  statute." 

The  general  rule  that  perjury  cannot  be 
predicated  of  an  oath  not  required  by  law 
was  applied  in  the  following  cases  in  which 
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APPEAL  by  the  State  from  an  order  of 
the  Judicial  District  Court  for  the  Par- 
ish of  Acadia,  quashing  an  indictment  char- 
ging defendant  with  perjury.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  G.  A.  Gondran,  with  Mr.  Walter 
Galon,  Attorney  General,  and  Mr.  John 
J.  Robira,  for  the  State. 

Messrs.  Story  &  Pagh,  for  appellee: 

An  oath  lawfully  taken  is  the  essentia) 
thing  to  be  charged  in  an  indictment  for 
perjury,  and  in  case  perjury  is  assigned  on 
a  nonjudicial  oath,  it  is  insufficient  to 
maintain  a  prosecution,  if  the  person  who 
administered  the  oath  was  not  legally  au- 
thorized to  administer  that  particular  oath. 

State  V.  Theriot,  50  La.  Ann.  1187,  24 
So.  179;  State  v.  Dreifus,  38  La.  Ann.  877; 


State  y.  Wymberly,  40  La.  Ann.  460,  4  So. 
161;  2  Wharton,  Crim.  Law,  9th  ed.  §  1269. 

Breaux,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  indictment  charged  the  defendant 
with  having  appeared  on  the  16th  day  of 
December,  1910,  before  a  notary  public,  and 
taken  the  oath  to  answer  the  following 
question : 

"Q.  Have  you  ever  been  charged  with  vio- 
lating any  of  the  laws  of  the  state  or  mu- 
nicipality?" 

To  which  he  answered: 

**No." 

It  was  further  charged  in  the  indictment 
that  twice  before  the  date  he  took  the  oath 
he  had  been  tried  and  sentenced  in  the  par- 


it  was  held  that  perjury  could  not  be  based 
upon: 

— an  oath  verifying  a  bill  in  equity  which 
was  not  required  to  be  verified  by  oath. 
People  V.  Gaige,  26  Mich.  30;  Silver  v. 
State,  17  Ohio,  365; 

— an  oath  by  an  officer  of  a  corporation 
to  an  answer  filed  by  the  corporation  to  a 
bill  in  equity,  where  the  answer  was  not 
required  to  be  sworn  to.  Beecher  v.  Ander- 
son, 45  Mich.  543,  8  N.  W.  539 ; 

— an  oath  to  exceptions  to  the  sufficiency 
of  bail  in  error  which  were  not  required  to 
be  sworn  to.     Linn  v.  Com.  96  Pa.  285; 

— a  voluntary  affidavit  made  at  the  re- 
quest of  fire  insurance  adjusters,  as  to  the 
correctness  of  the  books  of  the  insured  and 
the  amount  of  stock  on  hand  at  the  time  of 
the  fire.  Metzger  v.  Manchester  Fire  Assur. 
Co.  102  Mich.  334,  63  N.  W.  660; 

— an  unauthorized  oath  as  to  competency 
of  applicants  for  marriage  licenses.  Com. 
y.  Williamson,  4  Gratt.  554;  State  v.  Ther- 
iot, 50  La.  Ann.  1187,  24  So.  179; 

— an  affidavit  of  an  applicant  for  natu- 
ralization, relative  to  his  previous  residence, 
as  to  which  the  act  expressly  excluded  his 
oath.     State  v.  Hclle,  2  Hill,  L.  2i)0; 

— an  affidavit  of  one  making  application 
to  commute  his  homestead  entrv  to  a  cash 
entry,  referring  to  his  residence,  and  con- 
taining statements  not  required  or  author- 
ized to  be  made.  United  States  v.  Howard, 
37  Fed.  666; 

— an  oath  by  a  pre-emptionist  which  did 
not  contain  what  was  required  by  statute, 
but  contained  matter  not  required  to  be 
sworn  to.  United  States  v.  Bedgood,  40 
Fed.  54; 

— an  oath  to  proof  for  obtaining  the  fish- 
ing bounty,  which  was  not  required  to  be 
made  under  oath.  United  States  v.  Nichol- 
son, 3  Woods,  215,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,877; 

— an  unauthorized  affidavit  made  to  an 
account,  to  prepare  it  for  a  set-ofT  or  a  trial. 
Waggoner  v.  Richmond,  Wright  (Ohio)  173. 

— an  unauthorized  oath  by  a  person  con- 
cerning the  qualifications  of  a  voter.  Com. 
▼.  Polluck.  6  Pa.  Dist.  R.  559; 

— a  voluntary  oath  Xq  a  protest  taken  be* 
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fore  a  notary  public  as  part  pi  the  proofs 
in  a  case  of  marine  loss.  People  v.  Travis, 
4  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  213; 

— a  voluntary  affidavit  concerning  a 
wager,  made  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
before  whom  no  cause  was  pending.  Shaf- 
fer V.  Kintzer,  1  Binn.  37,  2  Am.  Dec.  488; 

— a  voluntary  oath  taken  in  a  matter  ver- 
bally submitted  to  arbitrators.  Mahan  v. 
Berry,  5  Mo.  21; 

— ^a  memorandum  of  a  surety's  property, 
made  under  his  justification  and  affidavit. 
Klug  V.  McPhee,  16  Colo.  App.  39,  63  Pac. 
709; 

— ^an  oath  to  an  account,  authorized  un- 
der an  act  permitting  a  party  to  prove  his 
own  accounts  by  oath  or  affirmation,  where 
the  account  did  not  show  that  it  was  made 
within  a  specified  time  after  the  first  arti- 
cle charged,  as  required  by  the  act.  War- 
ner V.  Fowler,  8  Md.  25. 

And  where  a  statute  requires  an  affidavit 
of  one  becoming  a  qualified  elector  after 
the  completion  of  registration  to  state  the 
facts  showing  his  qualification  and  dis- 
qualification, perjury  cannot  be  assigned  on 
an  affidavit  which  fails  to  state  the  facts, 
but  states  merelv  that  he  was  not,  at  the 
time  of  registration,  a  oualified  elector,  but 
became  such  subsequently.  State  v.  Lloyd, 
77  Wis.  630,  46  N.  W.  898. 

And  under  the  statutes  regulating  the 
crime  of  perjury  and  false  swearing,  it  is 
generally  held  that  an  offense  cannot  be 
predicated  upon  an  oath  not  required  or 
authorized  by  law. 

Thus,  under  a  statute  making  it  punish- 
able as  perjury  wilfully  to  swear  or  affirm 
falsely  in  regard  to  any  material  matter 
respecting  which  such  oath  or  affirmation 
"is  authorized  or  required,"  one  who  swears 
falsely  to  a  bond  and  oath  as  to  the  valuo 
of  his  property,  to  induce  the  county  treas- 
urer to  deposit  in  a  certain  bank,  cannot  be 
convicted  of  perjury,  where  no  such  bond  or 
oath  is  authorized  or  required  by  law.  Col- 
lins V.  SUte,  33  Fla.  446,  15  So.  220.  The 
court  said:  '*One  of  the  vital  essentials 
of  the  crime,  to  be  alleged  and  made  out 
under  this  section  of  the  statute,  is,  that 
the  oath  charged  to  have  be«n  Mw^J  taK^n 
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ish  of  Caddo  for  selling  liquor  without  a 
license.  The  indictment  charged  that  the 
oath  taken  was  "corrupt  perjury.'*  (We 
use  the  words  of  the  indictment.) 

The  record  in  the  case  before  us  for  de- 
cision discloses  that  the  defendant  addressed 
a  petition  to  the  mayor  and  board  of  alder- 
men of  the  city  of  Crowley,  applying  for  a 
permit  to  conduct  a  barroom  within  the 
limits  of  that  city,  and  the  oath  in  question 
was  taken  in  connection  with  the  applica- 
tion for  the  permit,  and  in  support  of  the 
petition. 

A  petition  is  required  by  act  176,  §  8,  of 
1908,  known   as   the   "Gay-Shattuck   law." 


The  defendant  filed  a  motion  to  quash  the 
indictment.  The  motion  was  sustained  by 
the  district  court,  and  .the  .  indictment 
quashed.  The  state  appealed,  to  the  end  of 
having  the  indictment  declared  legal  and 
the  case  reinstated  for  prosecution. 

The  license  required  of  retail  liquor  deal- 
ers may  be  obtained  without  the  necessity 
of  such  a  broad  and  sweeping  oath  as  that 
required  of  defendant  to  obtain  a  permit. 

Section  8  of  the  act  reads:  "This  peti- 
tion must  be  accompanied  by  the  affidavit 
of  two  reputable  citizens  of  this  state, 
domiciled  at  the  place  where  such  applicant 
desires  to  locate  his  establishment,  vouch- 


must  be  such  an  oath  as  Is  authorized  or 
required  by  law  to  be  taken  under  the  cir- 
cumstances by  which  it  is  surrounded  when 
taken.  The  indictment  here,  though  it  al- 
leges that  tlie  oath  it  charges  to  have  been 
falsely  taken  was  authorized  and  required 
by  law  to  be  taken,  shows  upon  its  face, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  such  oath  was  not  in 
fact  either  authorized  or  required  by  any 
law  to  be  taken  for  the  purposes  and  under 
the  circumstances  set  forth  in  the  indict- 
ment." 

In  Territory  v.  Weller,  2  N.  M.  470,  where 
the  statute  punished  as  perjury  false  swear- 
ing in  cases  where  an  oath  was  required, 
the  lower  court  held  that  an  oath  was  not 
required  of  sureties  on  appeal,  and  that 
therefore  perjury  could  not  be  predicated 
upon  such  an  oath;  but,  on  appeal,  the  case 
was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  an  oath 
was  required  of  such  sureties. 

It  is  not  false  swearing  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  punishing  falke  swearing 
in  matters  as  to  which  an  oath  is  required 
by  the  laws  of  the  United  States  for  one 
who  has  served  as  a  witness  to  make  a  false 
oath  as  to  the  distance  traveled  by  him, 
where  no  such  oath  was  required  by  law. 
United  States  v.  Babcock,  4  McLean,  113, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,488. 

And  where  the  statute  regulating  appli- 
cations for  patents  does  not  require  the 
applicant  to  swear  that  he  is  the  "sole" 
inventor,  and  the  statute  punishes  as  per- 
jury false  swearing  in  matters  as  to  which 
the  laws  of  the  TJnited  States  require  an 
oath,  one  who  makes  a  false  oath  that  he 
is  the  "sole"  inventor  cannot  be  convicted 
of  perjury,  although  a  departmental  order 
authorized  such  an  oath.  Patterson  v. 
United  States,  104  C.  C.  A.  434,  181  Fed. 
970. 

So,  where  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
(lid  not  require  an  affidavit  as  to  the  non- 
mineral  character  of  the  land  upon  which  a 
homestead  was  taken,  it  was  held  that  one 
making  a  false  oath  as  to  such  fact  could 
not  be  convicted  of  perjury  under  a  stat- 
ute punishing  as  perjury  the  taking  of  false 
oaths  in  cases  where  the  law  authorized  an 
oath  to  be  administered,  although,  by  a  de- 
partmental regulation,  such  oath  was  re- 
quired. United  States  y.  Maid,  116  Fed. 
660. 
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And  in  United  States  v.  Lamson,  165  Fed. 
80,  it  was  held  that  perjury  could  not  be. 
predicated  under  such  statute  upon  an  oath 
by  a  dealer  in  oleomargarin  as  to  names 
of  customers,  goods  sold,  etc.,  since  such  an 
oath  was  not  required  by  the  laws  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  any  regulation  having 
the  force  of  law. 

And  under  a  statute  punishing  as  perjury 
false  swearing  in  proceedings  where  an  oath 
is  required  by  law,  or  in  which  an  oath 
may  lawfully  be  administered,  an  oath  to 
an  application  for  a  loan,  taken  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  which  it  not  required 
by  law,  cannot  be  made  the  basis  of  a  charge 
of  perjury  State  v.  McCarthy,  41  Minn. 
69,  42  N.  W.  599. 

And  where  an  act  provided  that  to  make 
a  case  of  perjury  the  oath  or  affidavit  must 
be  made  or  taken  under  or  by  virtue  of  the 
law  relating  to  the  naturalization  of  aliens, 
perjury  cannot  be  based  upon  an  oath  as 
to  the  applicant's  residence,  which  is  not 
required  by  such  law.  United  States  v. 
Grottkau,  30   Fed.   672. 

And  under  a  statute  providing  that  a 
person  is  guilty  of  perjury  who  testifies 
falsely  upon  an  oath  legally  administered 
in  any  proceeding  before  a  public  officer,  or 
on  an  oath  prescribed  by  any  law  of  the 
state,  one  is  not  guilty  of  perjury  if  he 
swears  falsely  as  to  the  parents'  consent 
to  a  marriage,  where  no  such  oath  was  au- 
thorized by  the  statute.  State  v.  Carpenter, 
164  Mo.  588,  66  S.  W.  255. 

And  such  a  case  is  not  within  the  pro- 
visions of  another  statute  providing  that 
one  who  wilfully  makes  "any  false  certifi- 
cate, affidavit,  or  statement  of  any  nature, 
for  any  purpose,"  before  any  officer  author- 
ized to  administer  oaths;  shall  be  guilty  of 
a  misdemeanor,  since  such  statute  only  cov- 
ers instruments  in  writing.     Ibid. 

And  a  voluntary  oath  falsely  made  for 
the  purpose  of  influencing  a  stockholder  in 
the  payment  of  a  gambling  wager  is  not 
punishable  under  a  statute  applying  to  cor- 
rupt oaths  "for  any  purpose,"  since  such 
an  oath  is  neither  authorized  nor  required 
by  law,  but  is  one  made  in  furtherance  of  an 
illegal  transaction.  State  v.  Miller,  44  Mo. 
App.  159. 

So,  where  a  statute  provides  that  one  who 
takes  a  lawful  oath  or  affirmation  in  any 
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ing  for  the  truth  of  all  the  allegations 
contained  in  applicant's  petition,  as  herein 
specified." 

Xo  law  prescribes  the  taking  of  such  an 
oath.  It  follows  there  was  no  perjury. 
SUte  ▼.  Wymberly,  40  La.  Ann.  460,  4  So. 
161.  Perjury  is  the  crime  expressly 
charged.  No  power  is  granted  to  any  officer 
to  administer  such  an  oath.  Whatever  may 
be  the  oath  required  of  the  applicants  for 
permits,  they  do  not  include  the  oath  that 
one  has  not  violated  any  law  of  the  state 
or  of  a  municipality.  In  order  to  hold  that 
the  lawmaker  intended  that  such  an  oath 
should  be  taken,  the  intention  must  clearly 


appear.  The  oath  must  be  administered  in 
accordance  with  the  law  in  order  that  per- 
jury may  be  charged.  Rev.  Stat.  §  857. 
One  may  violate  a  municipal  ordinance,  and 
yet  not  be  guilty.  He  may  even  violate 
some  public  statutes,  without  thereby  com- 
mitting a  felony  or  a  misdemeanor  which 
disqualifies  him  from  opening  a  liquor  sa- 
loon. Such  is  the  conclusion  at  which  we 
have  arrived. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  question  was 
properly  decided  below. 

For  reasons  assigned,  it  is  ordered,  ad- 
judged, and  decreed  that  the  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  is  affirmed. 


matter  in  which,  by  law,  an  oath  or  affirm- 
ation may  be  required,  shall  be  guilty  of 
perjury  if  he  wilfully  swears  falsely,  one 
who  makes  an  affidavit  such  as  required 
where  a  prosecution  for  bastardy  is  com- 
menced is  not  guilty  of  perjury  where  it  is 
not  required  unless  such  proceeding  is  com- 
menced, and  it  does  not  appear  that  such 
a  proceeding  was  instituted.  Smith  v. 
State,  125  Ind.  440,  25  N.  £.  598. 

And  where  a  statute  provides  that  "if 
an^  person  of  whom  an  oath  shall  be  re- 
quired by  law  shall  wilfully  swear  falsely 
in  regard  to  any  matter  or  thing  respecting 
which  such  oath  is  authorized  or  required, 
such  person  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  per- 
jury," perjury  cannot  be  predicated  upon 
Bwprn  statements  of  one  subpcenaed  to 
appear  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  before 
whom  no  complaint  had  been  made  concern- 
ing the  offense  to  which  they  related.  Peo- 
ple V.  Titmus,  102  Mich.  318,  60  N.  W.  693. 

And  where  it  .does  not  appear  from  the 
indictment  that  the  sale  of  whisky  was  a 
public  offense,  one  cannot  be  legally  sworn 
to  testify  concerning  a  supposed  sale,  and 
cannot  therefore  be  convicted  under  a  stat- 
ute punishing  false  swearing  in  a  matter 
in  which  one  can  be  legally  sworn,  or  on 
which  he  is  required  to  be  sworn.  Kerfoot 
V.  Com.  89  Ky.  174,  12  8.  W.  189. 

But  in  Com.  v.  Turner,  98  Ky.  526,  33 
S  W.  88,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary under  the  latter  provision  that  the 
subject  on  which  the  witness  swears  falsely 
should  be  one  on  which  he  could  legally  be 
sworn,  but  that  it  was. sufficient  that  he 
was  required  to  be  sworn;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  the  witness  was  required 
to  testify  as  to  matters  which  might  in- 
criminate him  would  not  exempt  him  from 
punishment  for  false  swearing.  The  court 
said:  "The  penalty  attaches  to  false  swear- 
ing, on  any  subject  'on  which  he  is  required 
to  be  sworn,'  and  there  is  no  denial  that 
the  witness  was,  in  this  case,  required  by 
the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  judgment, 
to  be  sworn.  Nor  does  this  mean  simply 
on  a  subject  on  which  he  is  required  by 
law,  or  legally  required,  to  be  sworn.  The 
sentence  immediately  preceding  this  pro- 
vides expressly  for  those  cases  *in  which  he 
ean  legally  be  sworn,'  and  the  fact  that  it 
te  immediately  followed  by  this  other  sen- 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.> 


tence,  in  the  disjunctive,  'or  on  which  he 
is  required  to  be  sworn,'  shows  clearly,  as 
we  think,  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  the 
lawmakers  to  provide  for  two  different  and 
distinct  states  of  case.  One  of  these  re- 
lates to  subjects  only  'in  which  he  can 
legally  be  sworn,'  while  the  other  relates 
to  those  'on  which  he  may  be  required  to 
be  sworn.'  To  give  any  effect  whatever  to 
this  latter  clause  it  must  be  construed  to 
cover  a  class  of  cases  not  embraced  by  the 
former  clause,  and  this,  in  our  opinion,  is 
the  true  construction. 

"In  this  case  appellee  was  'required  to 
be  sworn'  by  the  court  in  which  he  was 
testifying  as  a  witness,  and,  having  recog- 
nized the  authority  of  the  court  to  require 
it,  and  having  sworn  on  this  subject,  he 
was  liable  to  the  penalty  prescribed  by  the 
statute  if  he  swore  falsely." 

And  where  a  statute  provides  that  "every 
person  who  shall  wilfully,  corruptly,  and 
falsely,  before  any  officer  authorized  to  ad- 
minister oaths,  under  oath  or  affirmation, 
voluntarily  make  any  false  certificate,  affi- 
davit, or  statement  of  any  nature,  for  any 
purpose,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor," one  may  be  convicted  for  mak- 
ing a  voluntary  false  affidavit  before  an 
authorized  officer,  for  use  at  an  investiga- 
tion, stating  that  a  certain  person  had  at- 
tempted to  persuade  him  to  be  corruptly 
influenced  in  respect  to  a  public  office.  State 
v.  Boland,  12  Mo.  App.  74. 

And  where  a  stetute  punishes  as  per- 
jury false  statements  to  which  an  oath  is 
required  by  law,  and  punishes  as  false 
swearing  the  making  of  false  statemente 
under  a  voluntery  oath  legally  adminis- 
tered, one  may  be  convicted  of  false  swear- 
ing for  taking  a  false  oath  as  to  the  age 
of  an  applicant  for  a  marriage  license,  al- 
though such  an  oath  is  not  required  by  law. 
Davidson  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  372,  3  S. 
W.  662. 

And  under  such  stattite  a  statement  made 
under  oath  after  the  accused  had  waived 
examination  may  form  a  basis  for  a  prose- 
cution for  false  swearing,  but  not  for  per- 
jury, where  only  a  voluntary  unsworn 
stetement  is  authorized.  Biard  v.  State, 
54  Tex,  Crim.  Rep.  440,  113  S.  W.  276. 

J.  T.  W, 
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V. 

G.  £.  JA^ilSON,  Sheriff,  et  al.,  Appts. 

(—  Iowa,  — ,  134  N.  W.  683.) 

Evidence  ^  burden  of  proof  —  altera- 
tion of  Instruments.  - 

.  1.  One '  seeking  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a 
deed  because  of  an  alleged  alteration  has  the 
burden  of  showing  that  it  was  made  after 
delivery. 

Same  —  copy  of  sigrnatnre  —  effect. 

2.  That  an  impression  of  the  name  of  the 
grantee  indorsed  on  the  back  of  a  deed,  from 
which  an  initial  had  been  erased,  which  was 
accidentally  made  upon  a  blank  space  on 
the  paper,  by  exposure  to  the  weather,  soon 


after  the  deed  was  delivered,  shows  the 
initial  to  be  missing,  is  strong  corroborative 
evidence  that  the  erasure  was  made  before 
delivery. 

(February  13,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  District  Court  for  Van  Buren  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  a  suit  to  set  aside 
a  sheriff's  sale,  and  to  enjoin  the  issuance 
of  the  sheriff's  deed  thereunder  to  certain 
real  estate.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Evans,  J.: 

Suit  in  equity  against  a  sheriff  and  an  ex- 
ecution plaintiff  to  set  aside  a  sheriff's  sale, 
and  to  enjoin  the  issuance  of  the  sheriff's 
deed  thereunder  to  certain  real  estate.    The 


Note. ^^Presumption  as  to  time  of  ol- 
teration  in  unritten  instrutnerU  and  its 
effect  on  burden  of  proof. 

I.  Introduction    and    general    principles, 
100. 
n.  Alteration  apparent  on  face  of  instru- 
ment. 

a.  General  rules  and  their  ordinary 

application. 

1.  Presumption    in   favor  of   in- 

strument,  103. 

2.  Presumption    against    instru- 

ment, 107. 

3.  No  presumption,  112. 

b.  Special  circumstances  and  cases. 

1.  Suspicious  alteration,  113. 

2.  Act  of  public  officer,  114. 

.  3.  Alteration    immaterial   to   is- 
sue, 115. 
III.  Alteration  not  apparent  on  face  of  in- 
strument, 115. 

/.  Introduction  and  general  principles. 

This  note  does  not  include  cases  of  alter- 
ations in  wills;  the  burden  of  explaining 
erasures  or  alterations  appearing  on  the 
face  of  a  will  being  discussed  in  the  note 
to  Scott  V.  Thrall,  17  L,R.A.(N.S.)   184. 

And  see  discussion  of  question  of  pre- 
sumption as  to  alteration  of  typewritten 
instrument  made  in  duplicate,  in  note  to 
Rtromberg-Carlson  Teleph.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bar- 
ber,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)    6^0. 

This  note  does  not  go  into  the  question 
as  to  what  constitutes  a  material  altera- 
tion, nor  as  to  the  effect  upon  the  instru- 
ment of  such  an  alteration  when  proved. 

There  are  several  different  rules  entirely 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  as  will  ap- 
pear below.  These  opposing  rules  are  in 
part  grounded  upon  broad  principles  of 
reason,  and  in  so  far  as  that  is  true,  the 
conflict  is  real  and  natural,  but  it  seems 
that  in  many  cases  the  conflict  is  more  ap- 
parent than  real,  because  of  different  in- 
terpretations of  terms  and  different  as- 
sumptions underlying  the  decisions. 

Thus,  as  will  be  seen,  the  courts  general- 
ly agree  that  a  "suspicious"  alteration 
39  I.,R.A.{N.S.) 


casts  the  burden  of  explanation  upon  the 
holder  of  the  instrument  or  the  one  claim- 
ing under  it,  but  they  do  not  agree  as  to 
what  a  suspicious  alteration  is,  some  courts 
going  upon  the  theory  that  every  apparent 
alteration  is  calculated  to  arouse  suspicion, 
and  others  requiring  peculiar  circumstances 
of  suspicion  patent  upon  the  face  of  the 
instrument;  and  this  requirement  leads  off 
into  a  maze  of  ramifications  incapable  of 
classification.  See  McCormick  v.  Fitz- 
morris,  39  Mo.  24. 

In  McKenzie  v.  Barrett,  43  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  451,  98  S.  W.  229,  it  was  said  that  the 
rule  that  if  no  suspicion  is  aroused  by  the 
alteration,  the  presumption  will  be  that  it 
was  made  prior  to  or  contemporary  with 
the  execution  of  the  instrument,  modifies 
the  general  rule  that  an  alteration  apparent 
upon  the  face  of  an  instrument  must  be 
explained  by  the  party  offering  the  same 
in  evidence. 

Again,  some  confusion  arises  from  the 
fact  that  in  speaking  of  a  "presumption," 
some  courts  mean  a  presumption  of  law  and 
others  mean  a  presumption  of  fact,  and  they 
do  not  always  make  clear  which  is  meant. 
When  the  presumption  is  one  of  law,  that 
the  alteration  was  subsequent  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  instrument,  it  is  held  that  the 
party  producing  the  paper  must  explain 
the  apparent  alteration  before  it  can  be 
given  to  the  jury,  the  court  assuming  to 
decide  upon  inspection  of  the  instrument, 
that  it  is  prima  facie  invalid.  Other  au- 
thorities, not  admitting  such  a  presump- 
tion of  law,  have  held  that  the  instrument 
should  be  given  in  evidence  to  the  jury  for 
their  inspection,  leaving  both  parties  to 
offer  such  evidence  as  they  may  think 
proper  touching  the  alteration;  and  these 
authorities  are  again  divided  upon  the 
question  whether  it  is  prima  facie  valid  or 
void,  that  is,  whether  the  presumption  of 
fact  is  that  the  alteraton  was  made  before 
or  after  execution,  and  consequently  putting 
the  burden  of  proof,  at  least  in  the  sense 
of  going  forward  with  the  evidence,  some- 
times upon  one  party  and  sometimes  ii]>on 
the  other,  to  convince  the  jury  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence. 
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plaintiff  alleged  that  she  was  the  owner  of 
such  real  estate,  whereas  it  was  levied  upon 
by  the  sheriff  as  the  property  of  her  hus- 
band under  an  execution  against  him.  There 
was  a  decree  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de* 
fendants  appeal. 

Messrs.  Walker  &  McBeth  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Robert  Sloan,  H.  B.  Sloan,  and 
J.  C.  Calhoun,  for  appellee: 

An  alteration  apparent  on  the  face  of 
the  writing  raises  no  presumption  that  it 
was  made  after  delivery  and  without  au- 
thority, and  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon 
the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  alterations 
were  made  after  delivery  and  without  au- 
thority. 


Hagan  y.  Merchants^  &  B.  Ins.  Co.  81 
Iowa,  32],  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  493,  46  N.  W. 
1114;  McGee  v.  Allison,  94  Iowa,  527,  63 
N.  W.  322;  Gibbs  v.  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank, 
123  Iowa,  736,  99  N.  W.  703. 

Evans,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  controversy  in  this  case  turns  upon 
a  question  of  fact.  Was  the  plaint ifl  the 
owner  of  the  real  estate  in  question,  or 
was  her  husband  the  owner  thereof? 

One  or  the  other  of  them  acquired  the 
title  by  warranty  deed  from  one  John  Mil- 
ler, on  November  24,  1903.  This  deed  was 
lost  before  it  was  recorded,  and  was  not 
found  until  after  the  beginning  of  this  ac- 
tion.   It  was  found  before  the  trial,  and  was 


Rut.  perhaps,  the  greatest  confusion  arises 
from  the  loose  or  careless  use  of  the  term 
'*burden  of  proof."  While  certain  presump- 
tions of  fact  may  arise  during  the  trial  of 
a  case,  these  presumptions  do  not  ordinarily 
change  the  burden  of  proof  in  the  sense  of 
the  necessity  of  establishing  the  point  by 
a  preponderance  of  evidence.  It  still  re- 
mains as  in  the  beginning,  upon  him  who 
has  the  affirmative  of  the  issue.  The  burden 
of  proof  in  this  sense  does  not  change,  but 
the  weight  of  evidence  may,  according  to 
the  nature  and  strength  of  the  proofs  offered 
on  the  trial,  assisted  by  the  presumptions 
arising  therefrom. 

To  illustrate:  If  the  court  takes  the  view 
that  the  presumption  is  that  the  alteration 
was  made  before  delivery  of  the  instru- 
ment, it  is  apt  to  add,  as  if  it  were  a  mere 
corollary  or  complementary  proposition, 
that  the  burden  of  proving  that  it  was  made 
after  delivery  rests  on  the  other  party. 
Strictly,  however,  the  burden  of  proof,  at 
least  in  the  sense  of  the  necessity  of  prov- 
ing the  point  by  a  preponderance  of  evi- 
dence, as  distinguished  from  the  burden 
of  proof  in  the  sense  of  the  necessity  of  go- 
ing forward  with  the  evidence,  rests  upon 
tl:e  party  having  the  affirmative  of  the 
i«3ue,  and  is  not  shifted  by  the  indulgence 
of  a  presumption  in  his  favor,  although  it 
may  relieve  him  in  the  first  instance  of  the 
iiec-essity  of  producing  evidence  to  sustain 
his  point.  For  another  phase  of  the  dis- 
tinction between  presumption  and  burden 
of  proof,  see  note  in  16  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  527, 
on  relation  of  doctrine  of  rt%  ipsa  loquitur 
to  burden  of  proof. 

Before  proceeding  to  a  discussion  of  the 
rule^  and  the  generally  recognized  excep- 
ti4»ns,  note  will  here  be  made  of  several  dis- 
tinctions suggf^sted  in  various  cases  as  af- 
fecting the  rules,  but  not  generally  accepted 
or  followed.  It  has  been  thought  that  the 
presumption  or  burden  of  proof  might  be 
affected  by  the  question  whether  the  alter- 
ation is  beneficial  to  the  maker  of  the  in- 
(ttrument  or  otherwise;  whether  it  is  in  the 
same  ink  and  handwritin?  or  diflerent: 
whether  it  is  noted  in  the  attestation  clause 
or  at  the  foot  of  the  instrument  or  not; 
:Vj  l.BA.(N.S.) 


whether  it  is  simply  the  correction  of  an 
apparent  mistake,  or  an  actual  change  in 
the  context;  whether  it  is  plainly  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
parties  as  shown  by  the  rest  of  the  instru- 
ment or  not;  whether  it  is  an  interlineation, 
an  erasure,  or  the  filling  in  of  a  blank; 
whether  the  alteration  is  in  printed  or  in 
written  words;  whether  it  is  in  the  body 
of  the  instrument  or  in  the  acknowledg- 
ment, indorsement,  or  some  other  attached 
writing;  whether,  if  allowed  to  stand  as  a 
fraudulent  alteration,  it  would  absolutely 
avoid  the  instrument  or  not;  and  whether 
it  is  in  an  ancient  document  (over  thirty 
years  old)  or  in  one  not  so  old.  No  one  of 
these  suggestions  has  been  followed  as  a 
basis  for  any  general  rule,  but  they  have 
evidently  a^cted  the  result  in  -individual 
cases,  and  will  be  noted  in  connection  with 
those  cases. 

Thus,  it  is  said  that  where  the  alteration 
is  of  such  a  character  as  to  defeat  entirely 
the  operation  of  the  instrument  for  any 
purpose,  as  in  the  case  of  an  erasure  of  the 
signature  and  seal  to  a  deed,  so  that,  ad- 
mitting all  to  be  true  that  appears  upon 
the  instrument  when  produced,  it  will  be 
void  in  law,  it  should  be  explained  in  the 
first  instance  before  it  should  be  permitted 
to  go  to  the  jury.  In  other  cases  the  instru- 
ment should  be  given  in  evidence,  and  should 
go  to  the  jury  upon  the  ordinary  proof  of 
its  execution,  although  an  alteration  may 
appear  in  it,  leaving  the  parties  to  such 
explanatory  evidence  as  they  may  choose 
to  offer.     Stoner  v.  Ellis,  6  Ind.  152. 

And  in  Smith  v.  McGowan,  3  Barb.  404, 
the  court  makes  the  following  observations: 
'There  is  no  principle  of  the  common  law 
which  requires  a  deed  to  be  written  through- 
out with  the  same  colored  ink.  The  fact 
that  ink  of  different  colors  is  used  mav  or 
may  not  afford  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  al- 
teration of  an  instrument.  It  may  often 
he  an  important  item  of  evidence  on  that 
question.  And  it  may  be  consistent  with  the 
utmost  honesty.  There  is  nothing  in  the 
fact,  considered  in  itself,  which  will  require 
the  court  to  exclude  the  instrument  for  that 
reason,  as  matter  of  law.    .    .    •    There  is 


102 


IOWA  StJl>J[lfiMfi  COtJtlT. 


Pea,, 


introduced  in  evidence.  Such  deed  on  its 
face  runs  to  tlie  plaintiff  as  grantee.  Such 
deed,  however,  shows  upon  its  face  that 
since  it  was  first  written  there  was  a  change 
or  erasure  of  the  first  initial  in  the  name  of 
the  grantee.  The  plaintiff's  name  is  "Mary 
A.  Tharp."  Her  husband's  name  is  "W.  M. 
Tharp."  The  name  of  the  grantee  appearing 
in  the  deed  is  "M.  Tharp."  The  contention 
of  the  defendants  is  that  the  name  as  origi- 
nally written  was  "W.  M.  Tharp,"  and  that 
it  waa  altered  after  delivery  by  the  erasure 
of  the  "W."  The  contention  of  the  plaintiff 
is  that  the  name  of  the  grantee  was  orig- 


inally written  in  the  deed  as  "M.  M.  Tharp" 
(this  was  the  name  of  a  former  wife  of  the 
plaintiff's  husband) ;  that,  upon  discovery 
of  the  mistake,  the  first  initial  was  elimi- 
nated by  erasure  by  the  grantor,  Miller,  be- 
fore delivery.  Miller  died  before  the  trial. 
That  an  erasure  of  an  initial  was  made  in 
the  deed  after  it  was  written  is  apparent 
upon  its  face,  and  is  not  disputed  by  either 
side. 

The  crucial  question  is,  Was  the  erasure 
made  before  delivery  or  after?  The  burden 
was  upon  the  defendants  to  prove  that  the 
apparent  alteration  was  made  after  delivery. 


no  law  requiring  a  deed  to  be  free  from  in- 
terlineations, blots,  or  erasures,  though  it  is 
conceded  that  such  blemishes  may  cast  sus- 
picion on  the  instrument.  ...  In  early 
times,  when  few,  and  perhaps  none,  of  the 
jurors  could  read  or  write,  and  when  deeds 
were  drawn  only  by  men  of  a  particular 
profession,  and  when  the  rules  of  pleading 
required  the  actual  production  of  the  deed, 
corresponding  in  all  respects  with  the  pro- 
fert,  there  was  some  propriety  in  the  strict^ 
ness  contended  for.  But  that  extremely 
rigorous  rule  is  not  adapted  to  modem 
times.  .  •  ,  The  rules  of  evidence  should 
conform  themselves  to  the  customs  and 
wants  of  society.  It  is  this  plastic  princi- 
ple which  modifies  or  dispenses  with  a  rule 
where  the  reason  for  the  rule  requires  it^ 
that  imparts  to  the  common  law  its  high- 
est value.  A  large  proportion  of  deeds  are 
drawn  by  the  parties  or  their  neighbors, 
who  are  not  professional  men;  and  if  the 
doctrine  of  Pigot's  Case,  11  Coke,  26,  and 
the   Touchstone,   should   be   rigorously   ap- 

filied  to  every  erasure,  interlineation,  or  ob- 
iteration,  titles,  would  be  disturbed  to  an 
incalculable  amount.  This  would  certain- 
ly be  the  case,  if  we  are  to  presume  that 
every  alteration  or  erasure  was  fraudulent- 
ly made  after  the  execution  of  the  deed" 

So,  in  Jordan  v.  Stewart,  23  Pa.  244, 
the  court  remarks:  "When  we  look  at  a 
written  instrument  containing  an  inter- 
lineation or  erasure  without  reference  to 
contested  rights,  the  natural  and  fair  pre- 
sumption doubtless  is  that  the  alteration 
was  made  before  signature,  because  if 
altered  after  execution,  it  would  be  forgery, 
which  is  never  to  be  presumed.  Instru- 
ments of  writing  executed  with  the  solemni- 
ties appointed  by  law  are,  like  the  men  who 
made  them,  to  be  presumed  innocent,  until 
some  circumstance  is  shown  to  beget  a 
counter  presumption.  But  when  a  contest 
occurs,  and  the  instrument  is  offered  in  evi- 
dence, the  question  at  once  arises  whether 
the  alteration  is  beneficial  to  the  party 
offering  it;  if  it  be  not,  as  in  the  instance 
of  a  bond  or  note  altered  to  a  less  sum,  the 
prima  facie  presumption  is  unchanged;  if  it 
be,  .  .  .  we  do  not  presume  a  forgery, 
but  we  hold  the  party  offering  it  in  evi- 
dence, and  seeking  advantage  from  it, 
bound  to  explain  the  alteration  to  the  satis- 
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faction  of  a  jury.  The  initiative  and  the 
burden  of  proof  are  thrown  on  him.  If  the 
interlineation  or  erasure  have  been  noted 
in  the  attestation  clause  as  having  been 
made  before  signature,  this  is  sufficient; 
or  if  the  similarity  of  ink  and  handwriting, 
or  the  conduct  of  the  parties,  or  otlier  facts 
proved,  shall  persuade  a  jury  that  it  was 
so  made,  the  instrument  is  relieved  from 
suspicion,  and  the  party  offering  it  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefits  of  it.  So  long  as  any 
ground  of  suspicion  is  apparent  on  the 
face  of  the  instrument,  the  law  presumes 
nothing,  but  leaves  the  question  as  to  the 
time  when  it  was  done,  to  be  ultimately 
found  by  the  jury  upon  proofs  to  be  adduced 
by  him  who  offers  it  in  evidence." 

"Many  authorities,  however,  while  ad- 
mitting that  the  general  rule  is  that  the 
law  presumes  that  an  alteration  in  an . 
instruikient  is  a  legitimate  part  of  it,  until 
the  contrary  appears,  hold  that  this  rule 
does  not  extend  to  negotiable  securities. 
.  .  .  The  reasons  usually  assigned  for 
applying  to  negotiable  paper  a  rule  differ- 
ent from  that  applied  to  other  instruments 
are,  substantially  and  briefly,  two:  First. 
As  notes  and  bills  are  intended  for  negoti- 
ation, and  as  payees  would  not  receive  them 
when  clogged  with  impediments  to  their 
circulation,  there  is  a  presumption  that 
such  an  instrument  starts  fair  and  un- 
tarnished, which  stands  until  it  is  repelled. 
Second.  That,  without  such  a  presumption 
to  sustain  him,  the  maker  would  be  de- 
fenseless, as  he  cannot  be  expected  to  ac- 
count for  what  happened  after  the  paper 
left  his  hands.  The  first  of  these  reasons, 
it  seems  to  us,  rather  begs  the  question; 
and  whatever  force  it  might  have  possessed 
in  times  when  the  use  of  so-called  negoti- 
able instruments  was  confined  to  strictly 
commercial  paper,  it  can  have  but  little 
weight  now,  when  such  instruments  are 
taken  and  given  by  all  classes  of  people,  in 
the  most  informal  manner,  as  mere  evi- 
dences of  indebtedness,  and  without  refer- 
ence to  their  subsequent  negotiation.  .  .  . 
The  second  reason  might  have  had  much 
force  when  parties  were  not  competent  wit- 
nesses, but  very  little  now,  when  they  may 
testify  in  their  own  behalf.  No  one  can 
better  known  than  the  maker  what  con- 
dition an  instrument  was   in  when  it  left 
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Such  fact  being  proved,  the  burden  of  ex- 
planation would  then  fall  upon  the  plaintiiT. 
An  eraaure  or  alteration  apparent  upon  the 
face  of  the  instniment  raises  no  presump- 
tion that  it  was  made  after  delivery. 
Hagan  y.  Merchants'  &  B.  Ins.  Co.  81  Iowa, 

321,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  493,  40  N.  W.  1114; 
McGee  ▼.  Allison,  94  Iowa,  527,  63  N.  W. 

322.  The  contention  of  the  appellant  at  this 
point  is  that  the  only  burden  upon  him  is 
to  show  that  an  alteration  was  in  fact  made, 
and  that  the  burden  is  then  cast  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  such  alteration  was 
made  before  delivery,  or  otherwise  to  ex- 


his  .hands."  Wilson  v.  Hayes,  40  Minn. 
531,  4  L.R.A.  196,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  754. 
42  N.  W.  467. 

Not  only  is  there  a  conflict  as  between 
jurisdictions,  but  often  there  is  an  ap- 
parent conflict  between  cases  in  the  same 
jurisdiction.  This  can  usually  be  ex- 
plained, however,  by  reference  to  the  above 
remarks  as  to  interpretation  of  terms  and 
suggested  distinctions.  In  all  these  cases 
it  is  important  to  keep  in  mind  which 
party  sets  up  the  alteration  as  a  defense, 
or  which  party  claims  under  it. 

With  regard  to  an'  alteration  apparent 
on  the  face  of  an  instrument,  three  general 
rules  have  grown  up:  First,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  it  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  made  before  ex- 
ecution or  delivery;  second,  that,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  such 
an  alteration  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  made  aftor  execution  or  delivery;  and, 
third,  that  an  alteration  raises  no  pre- 
sumption either  way,  but  the  question  as 
to  when  it  was  made  must  be  left  for  the 
jury  to  determine.  The  cases  generally 
agree,  however,  in  holding  that  when  the 
instrument  is  the  act  of  a  public  officer,  or 
when  the  alteration  is  absolutely  imma- 
terial to  the  issue,  such  an  alteration  will 
be  presumed  to  have  been  made  before  exe- 
cution, and  that  when  it  is  of  such  a  char- 
acter as  to  brand  the  instrument  with 
marks  of  suspicion,  it  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  made  after  execution.  In  the 
ease  of  alterations  alleged  to  have  been 
made  after  the  execution  of  the  instrument, 
but  not  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument, the  burden  is  upon  the  party  al- 
leging such  alterations,  to  prove  them. 

ti.  AUeration  apparent  on  face  of  <n- 

atrument. 

a.  Oeneral   rules    and    their    ordinary 

application. 

1,  Prteumption  in  favor  of  instrument. 

In  a  large  number  of  jurisdictions,  the 
rule  is  laid-  down  that,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  and  in  the  absence 
of  all  suspicious  circumstances,  an  alter- 
ation apparent  on  the  face  of  an  instru- 
ment will  be  presumed  to  ha>'e  been  made 
2y  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


plain  or  excuse.  There  are  some  jurisdic- 
tions where  this  rule  is  maintained.  Jor- 
dan v.  Stuart,  23  Pa.  244.  Appellant  cites 
the  following  cases  in  support  of  his  con- 
tention: Robinson  v.  Reed,  46  Iowa,  220; 
Smith  V.  Eals,  81  Iowa,  235,  25  Am.  St. 
Rep.  480,  46  N.  W.  1110;  Conger  v.  Crabtree, 
88  Iowa,  536,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  249,  55  N. 
W.  335;  Shroeder  v.  Webster,  88  Iowa, 
627,  55  N.  W.  569;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Zeims,  93  Iowa,  140,  61  N.  W.  483;  Maguire 
V.  Eichmeier,  109  Iowa,  301,  80  N.  W.  395; 
Rambousek  v.  Supreme  Council,  M.  T.  119 
Iowa,  263,  93  N.  W.  277.    None  of  these 

before  the  execution  of  the  instrument. 
This  presumption  favors  the  validity  of  the 
instrument,  and  naturally  makes  it  in- 
cumbent upon  the  party  alleging  that  the 
alteration  was  made  subsequent  to  execu- 
tion, to  produce  evidence  to  that  effect, 
though,  even  then,  as  above  suggested,  the 
burden  of  proof  in  the  strict  sense  will 
not  change.  Under  this  rule,  the  instru- 
ment will  be  admitted  in  evidence  without 
any  prior  explanation  upon  the  part  of  the 
one  offering  it,  but  if  tlie  other  party  sets 
up  the  alteration  as  a  defense,  the  party 
relying  upon  the  altered  instrument  must, 
notwithstanding  the  original  presumption 
in  his.  favor,  prove  his  case  before  the 
jury  by  a  preponderance  of  evidence. 

'The  rule  that  the  alteration  raises  a 
presumption  against  the  instrument  cannot 
be  indulged  without  conflicting  with  the 
general  proposition  that  fraud  is  never  pre- 
sumed, and  with  another  general  proposi- 
tion that  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
party  who  pleads  an  affirmative  defense. 
If  it  is  put  in  issue  by  the  pleadings,  it  is 
a  fact  m  the  case  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury,  subject  to  the  same  rule  of  presump- 
tion as  any  other  fact  to  be  proven  in  the 
case."  Wolferman  v.  Bell,  6  Wash.  84,  36 
Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  32  Pac.  1017. 

An  alteration  before  execution  does  not 
affect  validity,  but  if  after  and  without 
consent  of  the  maker,  it  constitutes  a 
crime,  and  the  law  never  presumes  a  crime 
in  the'absence  of  proof.  The  only  presump- 
tion the  law  indulges  in  such  cases  is  in 
favor  of  the  honesty  and  good  faith  of 
what  appears  to  have  been  done.  Franklin 
V.  Baker,  48  Ohio  St.  296,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
647,  27  N.  E.  550. 

Especially  should  this  rule  control  where 
a  very  large  percentage  of  the  deeds  are 
never  seen  by  a  lawyer  until  some  question 
of  title  is  raised,  where  they  are  writ- 
ten often  bv  men  who  know  little  or  noth- 
ing of  legal  rules,  who  are  not  expert  pen- 
men, and  the  materials  used  frequently  not 
of  the  best.  A  rule  should  be  adopted 
tending  to  preserve  and  su stein  titles  ac- 
quired by  such  deeds.  Wicker  v.  Jones,  — 
N.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E.  801. 

"It  is  obvious  that  the  rule  of  proof  in 
regard  to  an  alteration  at  common  law, 
and  under  the  English  stamp  act.  need  not 
necessarily  be  the  same.     The  object  of  the 
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cases  sustain  appellant's  contrintion  in  this 
respect.  Some  of  them  are  cases  wherein 
the  alleged  alteration  was  shown  to  have 
been  made  after  delivery,  and  where  the 
burden  of  explanation  was  thereby  thrown 
upon  the  party  offering  the  instrument. 
But  none  of  them  dispense  with  the  neces- 
sity that  it  be  made  to  appear  that  the 
alleged  alteration  was  made  after  delivery 
before  any  presumption  of  fraud  can  arise 
therefrom. 

An  erasure  or  interlineation  appearing 
upon  the  face  of  an  instrument  is  not  an  al- 
teration in  a  legal  sense,  unless  made  after 
delivery.  This  discrimination,  however,  is 
not  always  observed  in  the  use  of  such 
terms,  and  the  word  "alteration"  is  often 
used  in  the  books  as  synonymous  with  the 


word  "erasure"  or  "interlineation."  If  there 
is  any  inconsistency  in  the  language  of  our 
cases  at  this  point,  it  will  be  found  to  arise 
from  the  double  sense  in  which  the  word 
"alteration"  is  sometimes  used. 

Turning  now  to  the  question  of  fact, 
the  evidence  is  very  conflicting.  If  the  in- 
strument itself  had  not  been  produced  in 
evidence,  the  testimony  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendants would  be  quite  persuasive.  The 
widow  of  Miller  and  the  notary  public  both 
testified  that  W.  M.  Tharp  was  the  grantee 
in  the  deed  as  originally  drawn.  Miller 
himself  took  the  deed  when  it  was  drawn. 
The  only  direct  evidence  of  its  actual  con- 
dition at  the  time  he  delivered  it  is  that  of 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband.  They  testify 
that  it  is  in  the  same  condition  now  that  it 


common-law  rule  of  proof  would  be  to  pro- 
tect one  party  from  the  fraud  of  the  other; 
that  of  the  statute  rule,  to  protect  the 
revenue  from  the  fraud  of  all  the  parties. 
.  .  .  .  One  rule  of  evidence  might,  per- 
haps, be  necessary  to  protect  the  interests 
of  the  government,  while  another  might  be 
nnite  suflRcient  for  the  preservation  of  those 
of  the  parties.  And  for  the  detection  of 
fraud  upon  the  revenue,  and  to  prevent  its 
recurrence, .  a  more  stringent  rule  of  proof 
may  be  required  in  England,  by  consider- 
ations of  public  policy,  than  justice  to 
the  parties  would  otherwise  demand.  .  .  . 
I  think  this  rule  is  demanded  by  the  actual 
conditioh  of  the  business  transactions  of 
this  country,  and  especially  of  this  state, — 
where  a  great  portion  of  the  contracts  mad« 
are  drawn  by  the  parties  to  them,  and 
without  great  care  in  regard  to  interline- 
ations and  alterations.  To  establish  an  in- 
variable rule,  such  as  is  claimed  in  behalf 
of  the  defendant,  that  the  party  producing 
the  paper  should  in  all  cases  be  bound  to 
explain  any  alteration  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, would,  I  apprehend,  do  injustice  in 
a  very  great  majority  of  the  instances  in 
which  it  should  be  applied.  Such  a  rule 
might  be  tolerated, — might  perhaps  be  bene- 
ficially adopted, — in  a  highly  commercial 
country  like  that  of  Great  Britain,  in  re- 
gard to  negotiable  paper,  which  is  generally 
written  by  men  trained  to  clerical  accuracy, 
and  is  upon  stamped  paper,  the  very  cost  of 
which  would  induce  special  care  in  the 
drawing  of  it;  but  I  am  persuaded  its  appli- 
cation here  could  not  be  otherwise  than 
injurious.  It  is  not  often  that  an  altera- 
tion can  be  accounted  for  by  extraneous 
evidence;  and  to  hold  that,  in  all  cases, 
'iuch  evidence  mifst  be  given,  without  re- 
gard to  any  suspicious  appearance  of  the 
alteration,  would,  I  think,  in  many  in- 
stances, be  doinpf  such  manifest  injustice 
as  to  shock  the  common  sense  of  most  men." 
Beaman  v.  Russell,  20  Vt.  205,  49  Am.  Dec, 
775. 

"The  doctrine  that  the  presumption  of 
law  is  that  the  alteration  was  made  after 
delivery,  and  that  the  burden  is  on  the 
holder  in  the  first  instance  to  explain  it, 
oj  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


seems  to  us  to  be  unsound  as  well  as  harsh. 
Presumptions  of  law^  if  indulged  in,  should 
be  in  favor  of  innocence  rather  than  guilt. 
.  .  .  Now,  it  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  at  the  present  day  every 
man  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  his  own  lawyer, 
and  that  laymen  frequently  draw  their  own 
contracts,  without  much  regard  to  form,  in 
which  eriisures  and  interlineations  are  the 
rule  rather  than  the  exception.  Indeed,  the 
same  thing  is  unfortunately  true  of  many 
instruments  which  come  from  the  hands  of 
lawyers.  It  is  also  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  printed  blanks  are  now  in 
general  use  for  almost  all  kinds  of  con- 
tracts, and  that  it  is  the  common  practice, 
even  with  many  lawyers,  in  case  the  blan^< 
does  not  conform  to  the  actual  agreement 
of  the  parties,  to  erase  and  interline,  witli- 
out  making  any  notation  that  this  was 
done  before  execution.  Whatever  might fcavu 
been  the  fact  formerly,  when  but  few  m^ii 
could  write,  and  when  contracts  wrre  usual- 
ly drawn  by  skilled  conveyancers  or  scriven- 
ers, with  great  care,  and  wholly  in  th^ir 
own  proper  handwriting,  the  rule  under 
consideration  is  wholly  unsuited  to  the 
business  habits  or  usages  of  this  country 
at  the  present  day.  The  mere  existence 
of  an  interlineation  or  erasure  in  an  instru- 
ment would  not  naturally  or  ordinarily  pro- 
duce an  inference  in  the  minds  of  men  that 
it  had  been  fraudulently  altered  after  exe- 
cution. Indeed,  unless  the  alteration  was 
of  such  a  suspicious  character  as  to  fur- 
nish intrinsic  evidence  to  the  contrary,  we 
think  the  natural  inference  would  be  that 
it  was  a  legitimate  part  of  the  instru- 
ment, and  was  made  at  or  before  its  exe- 
cution." Wilson  V.  Hayes,  40  Minn.  531, 
4  L.R.A.  196,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  42  N.  W. 
467. 

This  rule,  that  an  alteration  apparent  on 
the  face  of  an  instrument  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  made  before  execution,  is  sup- 
ported by  the  following  cases: 

U.  S.— Malarin  v.  United  States,  1  Wall. 
282,  17  L.  ed.  594  (grant  of  land);  Little 
v.  Herndon,  10  Wall.  26,  19  L.  ed.  878 
(patent  to  land);  Hanrick  v.  Patrick,  119 
U.  S.   166,  30  L.  ed.  396,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
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was  at  the  time  of  the  delivery,  and  that  the 
erasure  was  explained  by  Miller.  The  case 
tuma  upon  the  truth  or  falsehood  of  this 
testimony  as  to  the  actual  condition  of  the 
deed  at  the  time  of  delivery.  The  circum- 
stances are  such  that  this  testimony  should 
be  scrutinized  carefully  in  the  light  of  the 
whole  record,  and  we  have  subjected  it  to 
that  process.  It  is  not  necessarily  incon- 
sistent with  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Miller 
and  of  the  notary  public.  Good  reasons  are 
also  shown  why  the  deed  should  have  been 
made  to  Mrs.  Tharp  rather  than  to  her  hus- 
band. The  husband  had  formerly  owned 
this  property.  He  had  originally  purchased 
it  in  1001  subject  to  a  mortgage.  The  mort- 
gage was  held  by  Miller.  Miller  foreclosed 
the  mortgage,  and  sold  the  property  at  exe- 


cution sale,  and  took  a  sheriff *s  deed  there- 
for in  September,  1903.  Tharp  was  then  in 
failing  circumstances,  and  was  owing  his 
wife  several  hundred  dollars  for  money  re- 
ceived from  her  about  the  time  of  their 
marriage.  Miller  agreed  to  convey  the 
property  for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  plus 
expenses.  This  amount  was  received  from 
Tharp  by  certain  notes,  under  an  arrange- 
ment between  him  and  his  wife  that  it  was 
to  apply  upon  the  indebtedness  to  her. 
After  the' property  was  acquired,  however, 
it  was  included  by  Tharp  in  his  return  to 
the  assessor,  and  it  was  assessed  to  him. 
He  also  rented  it  and  collected  the  rent  in 
his  own  name.  We  will  not  stop  now  to 
deal  with  the  explanation  given  of  this 
circumstance.  The  explanation  g^ven  is  not 


147  (deed);  Cox  v.  Palmer,  1  McCrary, 
431,  3  Fed.  16  (mortgage;  alteration  in 
same  handwriting  as  instrument  and  only 
making  clear  the  evident  intent  of  the 
parties )  ;  Rosenberg  v.  Jett,  72.  Fed.  90 
(acknowledgment  to  mortgage) ;  but  see 
II.  a,  2. 

Fla,--Stewart  v.  Preston,  1  Fla.  11,  44 
Am.  Dec.  621  (mortgage) ;  Harris  v.  Bank 
of  Jacksonville,  22  Fla.  501,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
201,  1  So.  140  (draft,  acceptor  bringing 
action  to  have  it  canceled  on  ground  of 
alteration ) ;  Kendrick  v.  Latham,  25  Fla. 
819.  6  So.  871  (d<^ed) ;  Orlando  v.  Gooding, 
34  Fla.  244,  15  So.  770  (bond;  alteration 
in  same  ink  and  handwriting  and  consist- 
ent with  rest  of  instrument) ;  Gross  v. 
Aby,  55  Fla.  311,  45  So.  820  (deed). 

Ga.— Tedlie  v.  Dill,  2  Ga.  128  (note; 
case  decided  under  judicial  act  of  1799,  pro- 
viding that  where  defendant  in  suit  on  note 
does  not  deny  on  oath  in  his  answer,  plain- 
tiff, suing  on  it  as  altered,  need  not  ex- 
plain) ;  Printup  V.  Mitchell.  17  Ga.  558, 
63  Am.  Dec.  258  (receipt) ;  Vickery  v.  Ben- 
son, 26  Ga.  682  (certificate  to  deed;  alter- 
ation in  same  ink  and  handwriting)  ; 
Thrasher  v.  Anderson,  45  Ga.  538  (re- 
ceipt) ;  Banks  v.  Lee,  73  Ga.  25  (deed) ; 
Thompson  v.  Gowen,  79  Ga.  70,  3  S.  E.  910 
(bond) ;  Westmoreland  v.  Westmoreland, 
92  Ga.  233,  17  S.  £.  1033  (deed;  alteration 
serving  to  render  instrument  consistent 
with  itself  according  to  its  import  in  the 
main  body) :  Collins  v.  Boring,  96  Ga.  360, 
23  S.  E.  401  (deed,  registered,  being  ad- 
missible under  the  Code  without  further 
proof)  ;  McConnell  Bros.  v.  Slappey,  134 
Ga.  95,  67  S.  E.  440  (deed)  ;  but  in  Wheat 
▼.  Artiold,  36  Ga.  479,  it  was  held  that  the 
party  offering  an  altered  note  must  ex- 
plain the  alteration;  and  in  Hill  v.  Nisbet, 
58  Ga.  586,  it  was  held  that  under  the  Code 
the  burden  was  on  the  party  claiming  under 
an  altered  deed  to  explain  the  alteration; 
and  in  Planters'  &  M.  Bank  v.  Erwin,  31 
Ga.  371,  where  a  bank  director's  minute 
book  was  altered  in  different  handwriting, 
it  was  said  that  the  law  presumes  nothing, 
hut  that  the  question  was  for  the  jury. 
So,  in  Winkles  v.  Guenther,  98  Ga.  472,  25 
r,0  L.n.A.(N.8.) 


S.  £.  527,  in  the  case  of  an  altered  note 
where  the  defendant  filed  a  sworn  statement 
alleging  the  alteration,  it  was  held  that 
the  burden  was  on  the  holder  to  show  when 
the  alteration  was  made,  but  that  the  jury 
should  decide;  and  the  same  rule  was  ap- 
plied in  Hill  V.  Cole  Bros.  Lightning  Rod 
Co.  7  Ga.  App.  64,  66  S.  £.  280,  in  the  case 
of  an  altered  contract. 

Ind. — S toner  v.  Ellis,  6  Ind.  152  (deed) ; 
Cochran  v.  Nebeker,  48  Ind.  459  (note); 
Fudge  V.  Marquell,  164  Ind.  447,  72  N.  E. 
565,  73  N.  E.  895  (note);  Runnion  v. 
Crane,  4  Blackf.  466  (being  the  case  of  an 
altered  note,  where  -the  defendant  admitted 
the  execution  of  the  note  by  defaulting,  and 
upon  an  inquiry  to  assess  damages,  it  was- 
held  that  the  jury  might  consider  the  note 
as  altered,  although  the  alteration  was  not 
explained ) . 

Kan. — Neil  v.  J.  I.  Case  &  Co.  25  Kan. 
510,  37  Am.  Rep.  259  (note:  the  court  say- 
ing that  in  the  last  instance  the  question 
of  the  time  of  the  alteration  was  for  the 
jury);  but  in  State  v.  Roberts,  37  Kan. 
437,  15  Pac.  593,  where  there  was  a  partial 
erasure  upon  a  recognizance,  and  the  plain- 
tiff sued  on  it  as  if  altered,  in  which  case 
only  it  would  be  valid,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff  must  prove  that  the  alteration  was 
made  prior  to  execution. 

Ky. — James  v.  Holdam.  142  Kv.  450,  134 
S.  W.  435  (deed)  ;  Pike  County  v.  Sowards, 
—  Ky.  — ,  143  S.  W,  745  (title  bond)  ;  Gun- 
kel  V.  Seiberth,  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  455,  85 
S.  W.  733   (deed). 

Md.— Wickes  v.  Caulk,  6  Harr.  &  J.  36 
(deed;  names  of  attesting  witnesses  erased, 
attesting  witnesses  not  being  necessary  to 
the  validity  of  the  instrument). 

Mich. — ^Aiunroe  v.  Eastman,  31  Mich,  283 
(deed)  ;  Sirrine  v.  Briggs,  31  Mich.  443 
(chattel  mortgage)  ;  Newland  v.  First  Bap- 
tist Church  Soc.  137  Mich.  336,  100  N.  W. 
612    (deed)  ;   but  see  IL  a,  2. 

Mo. — Matthews  v.  Coalter,  9  Mo.  705 
(contract)  ;  Finney  v.  Turner,  10  Mo.  208 
(note;  indorsement  erased)  ;  Wliitmer  v. 
Frye,  10  Mo.  348  (sealed  instrument) ; 
Luhbering  v.  Kohlbroohcr.  22  Mo.  596 
(note);    Burnett  v.  McCluey,   78   Mo.   676 
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altogether  plausible,  but  it  is  by  no  means 
impossible. 

The  most  important  corroborating  fact  in 
our  judgment  is  the  appearance  of  the  deed 
itself.  This  deed  was  undoubtedly  lost 
shortly  after  its  delivery.  There  was  no 
motive  for  its  concealment  at  that  time. 
Nor  is  it  apparent  that  there  was  any  press- 
ing motive  at  that  time  for  a  fraudulent 
alteration  of  the  deed.  There  was  nothing 
to  prevent. a  conveyance  by  the  husband  to 
the  wife.  The  question  naturally  arisen  in 
the  mind  whether  this  alteration  was  recent- 
ly made  and  after  this  controversy  had 
come  into  view.  The  judgment  against 
Tharp  upon  which  the  execution  sale  was 
made  was  entered  in  1007.  The  sheriff's 
sale  was  had  in  April,  1909.     And  on  the 


day  of  the  sale  plaintiff  caused  notice  of 
her  ownership  to  be  served  upon  the  de- 
fendants. In  August  of  the  same  year  she 
brought  this  action.  Some  months  later 
her  deed  was  found  under  circumstances 
free  from  suspicion.  It  was  found  acciden- 
tally in  the  folds  of  the  "carpet  seat"  of 
an  old  rocking  chair  which  had  been  exposed 
to  the  weather.  With  this  deed  when  so 
found  was  another  instrument,  and  both 
were  folded  together  "double."  Tliey  were 
weather-stained.  The  trial  court  found  that 
the  appearance  of  the  instrument  was  quite 
conclusive  that  the  erasure  was  made  long 
ago,  and  could  not  have  been  made  after 
its  exposure  to  the  weather  and  after  its 
discovery.  It  appears,  also,  that  the  deed 
was  folded  in  the  usual  way,  and  that  the 


(note) ;  Paramore  v.  Lindsey,  63  Mo.  63 
(erasure  in  a  deed);  Holton  v.  Kemp,  81 
Mo.  661  (deed);  Stillwell  v.  Patton,  108 
Mo.  352,  18  S.  W.  1075  (note)  ;  Kilpat- 
rick  v.  Wiley,  197  Mo.  123,  95  S.  W.  213 
(erasures  and  interlineations  in  a  con- 
tract) ;  Noah  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  69  Mo. 
App.  332  (fire  insurance  policy) ;  Paul  v. 
Leeper,  98  Mo.  App.  616,  72  S.  W.  715 
(interlineation  in  a  note,  same  ink  and 
handwriting,  alteration  being  in  favor  of 
the  maker  and  against  the  interest  of  the 
holder) ;  but  in  State  ex  rel.  Jackson  County 
v.  Chick,  146  Mo.  645,  48  S.  W.  829,  in  the 
case  of  an  altered  bond,  the  defense  being 
non  est  factum,  it  was  said  that  the  burden 
is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the  alter- 
ation was  made  before  execution,  that  the 
position  of  the  parties  should  not  be  changed 
by  indulging  in  presumptions.  And  the  same 
rule  was  applied  in  Powell  v.  Banks,  146 
Mo.  620,  48  S.  W.  664,  a  case  of  an  altera- 
tion in  a  deed  of  trust,  in  different  ink  and 
different  handwriting.  And  in  Hays  v.  Bay- 
liss,  82  Mo.  209,  a  case  of  partnership  books, 
it  was  said  that  when  one  member  of  a 
partnership  has  full  control  of  its  books, 
their  presentation  to  the  court  upon  a  settle- 
ment of  its  affairs,  in  a  mutilated,  torn, 
erased,  and  scratched  condition,  will  war- 
rant every  inference  favorable  to  the  other 
member. 

Neb.— Hodge  v.  Scott,  1  Neb.  (Unof.) 
619,  95  N.  W.  837  (note  and  mortgage)  ; 
Bank  of  Cass  County  v.  Morrison,  17  Neb. 
341,  52  Am.  Rep.  417',  22  N.  W.  782  (erasure 
of  printed  matter  in  a  note,  with  no  inter- 
lineation, the  court  addin&r  that  it  it  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jurv)  ;  Goodin  v.  Plugge,  47 
Neb.  284,  66  N.  W.  407  (note;  also  left  to 
jury);  Colby  v.  Foxworthy,  80  Neb.  239, 
114  N.  W,  174,  rehearing  denied  in  80  Neb. 
244,  115  N.  W.  1076  (bond)  ;  Barbar  v. 
Stromberg-Carlson  Teleph.  Mfg.  Co.  81  Neb. 
517,  18  L:R.A.(N.S.)  680.  129  Am.  St.  Rep. 
703,  116  N.  W.  157  (alteration  in  ribbon 
copy  of  contract)  ;  Dorsev  v.  Conrad,  49 
Neb.  443,  68  N.  W.  645  (deed).  This  case 
overrules  Johnson  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  28 
Neb.  792,  45  N.  W.  161.  which  required  ex- 
planation from  one  offering  a  note  altered 
nil  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


in  the  date  of  its  indorsement,  that  being 
in  issue;  and  also  overrules  Courcamp  v. 
Weber,  39  Neb.  633,  58  N.  W.  187,  which 
required  an  explanation  from  the  holder  of 
an  altered  note. 

N.  C— Pullen  v.  Shaw,  14  N.  C.  (3  Dev. 
L.)  238  (bond  altered  in  handwriting  of 
obligee  and  prejudicial  to  him ) ;  Norfleet 
V.  Edwards,  52  N.  C.  (7  Jones,  L.)  455 
(note  with  the  scroll  containing  the  word 
"seal"  scratched  out,  thereby  changing  the 
character  of  the  instrument  from  a  deed  to 
a  note,  the  court  holding  that  it  should  be 
presumed  that  the  alteration  was  made  for 
the  very  purpose  of  determining  and  fixing 
its  character,  that  is,  before  execution,  and 
adding  that  where  the  interest  of  the 
parties  is  in  accordance  with  their  manifest 
intent,  the  maxim,  Omnia  prcssumuntur  rite 
acta,  must  prevail)  ;  Wicker  v.  Jones,  — 
N.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E.  801  (deed  changed  to,  a 
note  by  erasing  the  seal,  as  in  the  preceding 
case ) . 

N.  D. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Laughlin,  4 
N.  D.  391,  61  N.  W.  473  (erasure  in  a 
note)  ;  Cass  County  v.  American  Exch. 
State  Bank,  9  N.  D.  263,  83  N.  W.  12 
(erasure  in  signatures  to  bond)  ;  Riley  v. 
Riley,  9  N.  D.  580,  84  N.  W.  347  (fleed). 

Ohio. — Huntington  v.  Finch,  3  Ohio  St. 
445  (erasure  in  bill  of  exchange  and  war- 
rant of  attorney  to  confess  judgment)  ; 
Franklin  v.  Baker,  48  Ohio  St.  296,  29  Am. 
St.  Rep.  547,  27  N.  B.  550  (note)  ;  New- 
man V.  King,  54  Ohio  St.  273,  35  L.R.A. 
471,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  705,  43  N.  E.  683 
(note)  ;  Dempsey  v.  Moran,  9  Ohio  Dec. 
Reprint,  212   (check). 

Okla. — Richardson  v.  Fellner,  9  Okla. 
513,  60  Pac.  270   (note). 

S.  D.— Moddie  v.  Breiland,.  9  S.  D.  506, 
70  N.  W.  637  (note) ;  Foley- Wadsworth 
Implement  Co.  v.  Solomon,  9  S.  D.  511,  70 
N.  W.  639  (contract)  ;  Landauer  v.  Sioux 
Falls  Improv.  Co.  10  S.  D.  205,  72  N.  W. 
467  (alteration  in  guaranty  on  back  of 
note) ;  National  Bank  v.  Feeney,  12  S.  ^. 
156.  46  L.R.A.  732,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  59\ 
80  N.  W.  186  (writing  on  margin  of  note. 
Tliis  was  the  opinion  on  second  rehearing) ; 
Ernst?r  v.  Christianson,  24  S.  D.  103,  123 
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naTn«  of  jyrantor  and  prrantoe  were  **briefed" 
in  the  usual  form  on  the  hack  of  the  folded 
d<^.  When  the  deed  was  lost,  it  was 
a<;ain  folded  '^double,"  so  that  the  upper 
end.  where  the  "briefing"  was,  rested 
against  the  blank  space  at  the  lower  end. 
The  names  of  grantor  and  grantee,  which 
were  briefed  upon  the  upper  end,  were 
thereby  impressed  or  "copied"  upon  the 
blank  space  below.  This  impression  or 
"copy"  shows  the  name  "M.  Tharp."  The 
present  appearance  of  the  deed,  as  described 
by  the  trial  court  in  a  written  opinion  filed, 
is  as  follows:  "The  first  initial  letter 
whether  *W.'  or  *M.*  was  erased  in  the  body 
of  the  deed  and  in  the  briefing  on  the  back, 
shortly  after  its  execution.  The  erasure 
was  done  by  someone  who  knew  how  to  do 


this  kind  of  work,  and  so  perfectly  done 
that  it  is  now  impossible  to  tell  from  the 
deed  itself  what  the  first  initial  really  was. 
Tharp  and  wife  both  testify  that  the  deed 
is  now  just  as  it  was  when  it  came  into 
their  hands.  There  is  no  evidence  rebut- 
ting this.  The  deed  seems  to  have  been 
folded  and  laid  away.  The  briefing  on  the 
back  has  been  copied  on  the  bottom  of  the 
back  where  it  was  folded  against  the  top, 
with  the  first  initial  missing.  This  is  a 
circumstance  tending  to  corroborate  Tharp 
and  his  wife  that  the  deed  is  now  as  when 
received  by  them.  It  is  evident  from  the 
deed  itself  that  there  is  no  recent  change  in 
it,  and  not  a  change  made  for  the  purpose 
of  this  suit.''  The  foregoing  statement  of 
the  trial  court  is  not  challenged,  nor  is  the 


X.  W.  711  (deed,  especially  where  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  one  claiming  under  it  received 
it  from  the  maker  in  its  altered  condition). 

Tex. — Thon-.pson  v.  Thompson,  12  Tex. 
327  (interlineation  in  deed,  noted  in  ates- 
tation  clause)  ;  Rodriguez  v.  Haynes,  76 
Tex.  225,  1.3  S.  W.  296  (mortsracre)  ;  Haus- 
ton  v.  Jordan  82  Tex.  352,  18  S.  W.  702 
(change  in  deed  to  correct  error);  Howell 
v.  Hanrick,  88  Tex.  383,  29  S.  W.  762, 
motion  for  reargument  on  certain  other 
points  granted  in  88  Tex.  398,  30  S.  W. 
856,  but  no  record  of  the  reargument,  mo- 
tion for  rehearing  overrule  in  88  Tex.  403, 
31  S.  W.  611  (alteration  in  protocol  of 
title,  noted  at  foot  of  paper) ;  Parshall 
v.  Clark,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  77  S.  W. 
437  (appeal  bond) ;  McKenzie  v.  Barrett, 
43  Tex.  Civ.  App.  451,  98  S.  W.  229  (con- 
tract and  building  contractor's  bond) ;  but 
see  II.  a,  2. 

Vt.-— Beaman  v.  Russell,  20  Vt.  205,  49 
Am.  Dec.  775  (n«te). 

Wash.— Wolf erman  v.  Bell,  6  Wash.  84, 
36  Am.  St.  Rep.  126,  32  Pac.  1017  (alter- 
ation in  note  with  difi'erent  pen  and  ink 
from  certain  signatures,  but  same  as  others, 
no  fraud  shown,  presumption  that  the  alter- 
ation was  made  when  the  last-named  signa- 
tures were  afiixed) ;  Yakima  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Knipe,  6  Wash.  348,  33  Pac.  834  (note)  ; 
Fairhaven  v.  Cowgill,  8  Wash.  686,  36  Pac. 
1093  (bond)  ;  Kleeb  v.  Bard,  12  Wash.  140, 
40  Pac.  733  (bond)  ;  Blewett  v.  Bash,  22 
Wash.  636.  61  Pac.  770  (guaranty)  ;  Slv- 
field  V.  Willard,  43  Wash.  1 79.  86  Pac.  392 
(chattel  mortgage).  But  this  presumption 
gives  way  to  positive  proof  to  the  contrary. 
8tockand  v.  Hall,  54  Wash.  106,  102  Pac. 
1037  (tax  deed). 

Eng. — ^The  ancient  doctrine  of  the  English 
common  law  was  that  an  interlineation  in 
a  deed,  if  nothing  appear  to  the  contrary, 
would  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  at 
the  time  it  was  executed.  Trowel  v.  Castle, 
I  Keble.  21,  and  this  case  is  cited  as  law 
in  12  Vin.  Abr.  68,  and  in  Fitzgerald  v. 
Fauconberge,  Fitzg.  207. 

Of  ancient  time,  if  the  deed  appeared  to 
be  rased  or  interlined  in  places  material, 
the  judges  adiudged,  upon  their  view,  the 
M»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


deed  to  be  void;  but,  of  latter  time,  the 
judfires  have  left  that  to  the  jurors  to  try 
whether  the  rasing  or  interlining  was  be- 
fore the  delivery.     Co.  Litt.  225  b. 

In  a  note  in  Hargrave  &  Butler's  ed.  of 
Coke's  Littleton,  it  is  said:  "  'Tis  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  interlining,  if  the  contrary 
is  not  proved,  was  made  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing the  deed." 

This  rule  is  followed  in  Doe  ex  dem. 
Tatum  V.  Catomore,  16  Q.  B.  745,  20  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  S.  364^  being  the  case  of  an  altered 
deed. 

But  in  London  B.  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Fair- 
clough,  2  Mann.  &  G.  .674,  3  Scott,  N.  R. 
68,  2  Railw.  Cas.  644,  10  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
133,  the  case  of  an  altered  deed,  it  was  held 
that  the  one  claiming  under  it  must  ac- 
count for  the  alteration.    See  also  IT,  a,  2. 

Ont. — Graystock  v.  Barnhart,  26  Ont. 
App.  Rep.  645   (mortgage). 

2,  Presumption  Ugainat  instruinent. 

Another  rule,  also  supported  by  many  au- 
thorities and  directly  opposed  to  the  one 
stated  above,  is  to  the  effect  that,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  an  alter- 
ation apparent  upon  the  face  of  an  instru- 
ment will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made 
after  the  execution  of  the  instrument.  This 
presumption  lies  against  the  validity  of 
the  instrument,  and  requires  explanatory 
evidence  from  the  party  producing  the  same 
or  claiming  under  it,  before  it  will  be  al- 
lowed to  go  to  the  jury.  However,  in  the 
jurisdictions  that  follow  this  rule,  it  is  gen- 
erally held  that  after  the  instrument  is  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  the  actual  determina- 
tion as  to  when  the  alteration  was  made  is 
a  question  for  the  jury  upon  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case. 

In  Walters  v.  Short,  10  111.  252,  it  was 
said:  "Written  instruments  are  supposed 
to  be  the  repositories  of  the  intentions  of 
the  parties,  but  they  would  surely  be  very 
unsafe  repositories  of  such  intentions,  if  the 
party  having  possession  of  the  instrument 
was  at  liberty  to  alter  it  at  pleasure,  and 
1^en  call  upon  the  other  party  to  show  that 
the  alteration  was  made  after  its  execution, 
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original  deed  presented  to  our  view.  We 
deem  the  circumstance  of  great  importance 
as  strongly  corroborative  of  the  direct  testi- 
mony of  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband.  In 
the  light  of  this  circumstance,  we  think  the 
testimony  of  the  plaintiff  and  her  husband 
should  be  accepted,  to  the  effect  that  the 
erasure  in  question  was  made  before  deliv- 


ery. Such  fact  being  found,  it  controls 
the  case,  regardless  of  the  subsequent  con- 
duct of  the  plaintiff's  husband  in  collecting 
the  rent  in  his  own  name.  .This  was  the 
conclusion   reached   by   the   trial   court. 

The  decree  entered  below  must  therefore 
be  affirmed. 


or  else  be  bound  by  its  contents.  Admitting 
that  a  note  has  been  altered  after  its  exe- 
cution, how  is  the  maker  to  show  that  fact? 
The  note  has,  of  course,  been  in  possession 
of  the  payee, — is  often  in  his  handwriting, 
and  it  will  be  a  mere  accident  if  the  maker 
can  procure  evidence  to  show  how  the  note 
was  written.  Which  is  the  more  reason- 
able, to  require  the  ho]der  of  an  instrument 
which  has  been  altered  to  explain  the  alter- 
ation, or  to  require  that  he  who  executed  it, 
and  never  saw  it  afterwards,  should  show 
that  the  alteration  had  been  made  since  its 
execution?  It  is  easy  for  a  party  taking 
an  instrument  that  has  been  interlined  or 
altered,  to  have  the  interlineation  or  alter- 
ation noted  in  the  attestation  clause,  so  as 
to  show  its  existence  at  the  time  of  execu- 
tion, while  it  is  very  difficult  for  a  party 
who  has  been  out  of  possession  of  the  in- 
strument to  prove  that  the  interlineation 
was  made  after  he  signed  it." 

And  in  Hodge  v.  Gilman,  20  HI.  437,  it  is 
said  that  ''this  presumption  arises  from 
business  convenience,  the  security  of  parties, 
and  the  necessities  of  the  case.  The  law 
must  presume  either  that  it  was  made  be- 
fore or  after  it  was  executed;  and  if  the 
former,  no  man  would  ever  be  safe  in  sign- 
ing any  paper,  no  matter  how  fairly  drafted, 
for  the  holder,  having  it  in  his  possession 
and  control,  could  interline  it  at  pleasure, 
and  then  call  upon  the  maker  to  show  that 
the  alterations  were  ipade  after  its  exe- 
cution, which,  if  the  alterations  were  made 
by  the  same  hand  that  wrote  the  body  of 
the  instrument,  it  would,  in  most  cases,  be 
impossible  for  him  to  do.  ...  It  is 
true  that  the  complainant  in  this  case 
must  take  the  affirmative,  to  show  that  the 
instrument  has  been  altered  since  he  signed 
it.  .  .  .  That,  we  say,  as  matter  of  law, 
is  done  by  showing  to  the  court  that  the 
instrument  has  been  interlined  in  a  ma- 
terial part,  which  changes  the  onus,  and 
imposes  the  duty  upon  the  other  side,  to 
show  that  the  alteration  was  in  fact  made 
before  it  was  executed." 

It  is  probable  that  many  of  these  alter- 
ations were  actually  considered  suspicious 
bv  the  courts,  and  that  the  application  of 
the  rule  was  determined  bv  that  fact.  But 
the  cases  where  the  decision  was  placed 
specifically  upon  the  ground  of  the  suspi- 
cious circumstances  are  collected  under 
II.  b. 

This  rule,  that  an  alteration  apparent  on 
the  face  of  an  instrument  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  made  after  the  execution  of 
the  instrument,  was  adopted  in  the  follow- 
ing cases: 

U.  S. — Abh'^  V.  Rood,  6  McLean,  100,  Fed. 
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Cas.  No.  6  (erasure  of  signature  upon 
notes);  Barnsdall  v.  Bolev,  119  Fed.  191 
(lease);  The  Richard  Vaux,  20  Fed.  054 
(shipping  articles;  presumption  indulged 
in  order  to  protect  the  rights  of  illiterate 
seamen)  :  but  see  II.  a,  1. 

Ala. — White  v.  Hass,  32  Ala.  430,  70  Am. 
Dec.  548  (note)  ;  Wisdom  v.  Reeves,  110  Ala. 
418,  18  So.  13  (deed)  ;  Gulf  Red  Cedar  Co. 
V.  Crenshaw,  169  Ala.  606,  53  So.  812  (alter- 
ation made  in  a  deed  after  recordation,  and 
presumed  to  have  been  made  after  delivery, 
the  court  placing  the  burden  of  proof  upon 
the  one  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  alter- 
ation, to  show  that  the  registration  was 
so  conditional  as  not  to  amount  to  a  de- 
livery) ;  but  the  opposite  presumption  was 
indulged  in  Sharpe  v.  Orme,  61  Ala.  263 
(alterations  in  a  deed  merely  curing  an  im- 
perfect description  of  land,  and  in  accord 
with  all  the  purposes  and  objects  of  tlie 
conveyance,  and  in  the  same  handwritini» 
as  the  body  of  the  instrument)  ;  also  in 
Lewis  V.  Watson,  98  Ala.  479,  22  L.R.A. 
297,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  82,  13  So.  570  (inter- 
lineation in  a  deed  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  grantor,  as  was  also  the  body  of  the 
instrument,  and  manifestly  in  accord*  with 
the  purposes  and  objects  of  the  instru- 
ment) ;  also  in  Alabama  State  Land  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  104  Ala.  570,  53  Am.  St.  Rep. 
80,  16  So.  440  (alterations  in  a  deed  fully 
explained  by  the  context)  ;  also  in  Ward  v. 
Cheney,  117  Ala.  238,  22  5o.  996  (altera- 
tion in  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  made  in  the  same  handwriting 
as  the  body  of  the  instrument)  ;  and  in 
Hart  V.  Sharpton,  124  Ala.  638,  27  So.  450 
(alteration  in  a  note  and  mortgage,  not 
beneficial  to  the  party  claiming  under  them, 
and  self-explanatory)  ;  but  see  II.  a.  3. 

Ark. — Chism  v.  Toomer,  27  Ark.  108 
(note,  holding  that  a  plea  by  the  maker 
setting  up  the  defense  of  alteration  throws 
the  burden  upon  the  holder  to  show  that  the 
alteration  was  made  before  delivery  or  by 
consent,  the  court  remarking,  however,  that 
in  general  the  presumption  is  that  bills  and 
notes  start  fair  and  untarnished,  and  that 
this  presumption  stands  until  repelled)  : 
Decker  v.  Laws,  74  Ark.  286,  85  S.  W.  425 
(check;  defense  payment  in  full,  plaintiff 
denving  that  words  "in  full  payment"  were 
in  the  check  when  signed;  the  court  saying 
that  the  burden  on  the  whole  case  remained 
with  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the  burden  was 
on  the  defendant,  who  produced  and  relied 
upon  the  instrument,  to  show  that  the  words 
were  in  when  plaintiff  indorsed)  :  Smith  v. 
Weatherford.  92  Ark.  6,  121  S.  W.  943 
(check  introduced  for  same  purpose  as  one 
in  preceding  case,  and  same  ruling) ;   but 
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in  Gist  V.  Gans,  30  Ark.  285,  a  case  of  an 
altered  note,  it  was  held  that  the  burden 
was  on  the  defendant,  setting  up  the  alter- 
ation as  a  defense,  to  show  that  it  wu!« 
made  after  execution :  and  in  Klein  v. 
German  Nat.  Bank,  69  Ark.  140,  86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  183,  61  S.  W.  572,  a  case  of  an 
altered  note,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
presumption  of  law,  but  that  it  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury. 

Cal.— Galland  v.  Jackman,  26  Cal.  79,  85 
Am.  Dec.  172  (deed) ;  Roberts  v.  Unger, 
30  Cal.  676  (deed)  ;  Sedgwick  v.  Sedgwick, 
56  Cal.  213  (note;  the  court  stating  that 
under  the  California  Code  the  party  pro- 
ducing a  written  instrument  as  genuine, 
whicli  appears  to  have  been  altered  after 
execution,  must  account  for  the  alteration, 
or  he  cannot  give  it  in  evidence)  ;  Miller  v. 
Luco,  80  Cal.  257,  22  Pac.  195  (tax  deed) ; 
Mnnuel  v.  Flynn,  5  Cal.  App.  319,  90  Pac. 
403  (contract) ;  but  in  Corcoran  v.  Doll,  32 
Cal.  82,  a  case  of  an  altered  note,  the  alter- 
ation not  appearing  to  have  been  made  after 
executk>n,  it  was  held  that  it  should  be 
presumed  to  have  been  made  before. 

Del. — Herdman  v.  Bratten,  2  Harr.  (Del.) 
396  (replevin  bond)  ;  Warren  v.  Layton,  3 
Harr.  (Del.)  404  (note);  but  in  Curry  v. 
May,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  173,  where  a  contract 
under  seal  had  been  altered  in  handwriting 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  was  unexplained,  and 
where  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  had  a 
copy,  but  refused  to  produce  it,  a  iionsuit 
was  refused;  and  in  Welsh  v.  Coull)orn,  3 
Houst.  (Del.)  647,  it  is  said  that  if  noth- 
ing appears  to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  an  alteration  in  a  receipt  was 
made  at  the  time  of  its  execution.  And 
this  nilp  is  quoted  and  approved  in  Hollis 
V.  Vandergrift,  6  Houst.  (Del.)   521. 

Hawaii. — Kahai  v.  Kamai,  8  Haw.  694 
(deed). 

Idaho. — ^Mulkey  v.  Long,  5  Idaho,  213,  47 
Pac.  949  (note,  a  decision  apparently  con- 
trolled by  a  statute  providing  that  a  party 
offrring  an  altered  instrument  must  ex- 
plain). 

Til.— Gillett  V.  Sweat,  1  111.  476  (note); 
Walters  v.  Short,  10  111.  252  (note); 
HcHlpc  V.  Gilman,  20  111.  437  (power  of  at- 
torney attached  to  a  note,  alteration  to 
the  ]}alpable  detriment  of  the  maker,  and 
manifestly  to  the  advantage  of  the  holder, 
inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  note, 
and  harsh  and  unjust) ;  Montag  v.  Linn,  23 
HI.  551  (deed);  Pvle  v.  Oustatt,  92  111. 
209  (deed);  McAllister  v.  Avery,  17  111. 
App.  568  (interlineation  in  note  in  same 
ink  and  handwriting)  ;  Sisson  v.  Pearson, 
44  m.  App.  81  (bond)  ;  but  the  opposite 
presumption  way  indulged  in  Hodge  v.  Gil- 
man,  supra,  where  a  power  of  attorney  at- 
tached to  a  note  had  been  altered  to  make 
it  correspond  with  the  terms  of  the  note  to 
which  it  was  attached,  and  to  which  it  re- 
ferred (this  was  a  second  alteration,  dis- 
tinrt  from  the  one  referred  to  above) ;  and 
in  Rii.rspII  v.  Peyton.  4  111.  App.  473,  where 
a  declaration  of  trust  had  been  altered  in 
same  ink  and  handwriting  as  the  body  of 
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the  instrument,  which  was  over  forty  years 
old.     But  see  II.  a,  3. 

La. — It  is  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  that 
an  alteration  apparent  upon  the  face  of  an 
instrument  is  presumed  to  be  false,  but  it 
is  not  a  presumption  juris  et  de  jure;  it 
may  yield  to  contrary  proof.  McMicken  v. 
Beauchamp,  2  La.  290  (alteration  in  accept- 
ance to  bill  of  exchange  in  different  ink)  ; 
Wheadon  v.  Turregano,  112  La.  931,  36  So. 
808  (a  case  of  a  lease  where  plaintiff's  copy 
showed  erasure,  defendant's  did  not,  and 
the  burden  was  placed  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
show  that  alteration  was  made  before  sign- 
ing or  with  the  other's  consent)  ;  Pipes  v. 
Hardesty,  9  La.  Ann.  152,  61  Am.  Dec. 
202  (interlineation  in  deed  in  same  ink  and 
handwriting). 

Mich.— Sheldon  v.  Hawes,  15  Mich.  519 
(interlineation  in  note  in  different  ink  and 
peculiar  in  appearance)  ;  Eherenkrook  v. 
Webber,  100  Mich.  314,  58  N.  W.  665,  60 
N.  W.  761  (certificate  of  deposit)  ;  but  in 
Comstock  v.  Smith,  26  Mich.  306,  a  case  of 
an  altered  deed,  a  somewhat  different  rule 
was  laid  down,  where  it  was  held  that  the 
party  claiming  under  the  instrument  hos 
the  burden  of  proof  on  the  whole  case,  to 
establish  the  genuineness  of  the  writing  by  a 
preponderance  of  evidence,  and  that  there- 
fore there  cannot  be  any  presumption  of 
law  that  the  alleged  alteration  is  seasonably 
made,  for  that  would  make  out  a  prima 
facie  case  for  the  plaintiff  without  the  aid 
of  any  evidence  whatever,  and  would  shift 
the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  defendant; 
and  the  court  concludes  that  there  is  no 
presumption  of  law,  but  that  it  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  jury.  And  the  same 
rule  is  laid  down  in  Willett  v.  Shepard,  34 
Mich.  106,  which  was  a  case  of  an  altered 
note.     See  II.  a,  1. 

N.  H.— Hills  v.  Barnes,  11  N.  H.  395 
(note:  the  court  saying  this  rule  is  neces- 
sary lor  the  security  of  the  maker,  who 
must  otherwise  take  evidence  of  the  ap- 
pearance of  the  note  when  it  is  delivered, 
in  order  to  protect  himself  again!«t  alter- 
ations subsequontlv  made  without  his  priv- 
ity) ;  Humphreys  v.  Guillow,  13  N.  H.  385, 
38  Am.  Dec.  499  (note) ;  Dow  v.  Jewell,  18 
N.  H.  340,  45  Am.  Dec.  371  (deed) ;  Burn- 
ham  v.  Aver,  35  N.  H.  351  (mortgage)  ; 
Cole  v.  Hills.  44  N.  H.  227  (alteration  in 
note  to  correct  a  mistake,  the  court  saying 
that  this  presumption  is  one  of  fact  to  be 
exercised  by  the  jury,  and  not  one  of  Inw 
to  be  applied  by  the^  court,  so  that  the  in- 
strument is  admissible  without  explana- 
tion; and  if  no  evidence  is  given  it  all,  the 
presumption  will  be  that  the  alteration  was 
made  after  execution,  but  that  the  whole 
question  was  for  the  jury). 

N.  Y. — In  New  York,  the  party  claiming 
under  an  altered  instrument  must  explain, 
or  the  alteration  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  made  after  execution.  Taylor  v. 
Crowinshield,  5  N.  Y.  Leg.  Ohs.  209  (mort- 
gage) ;  Herrick  v.  Malin,  22  Wend.  388 
(deed,  dictum);  Ridgeley  v.  Johnson,  11 
Barb.  627  (deed,  although  it  be  over  thirty 
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years  old) ;  Gowdey  v.  Robbing,  .')  App.  Div. 
353,  3  N.  Y.  Anno.  Gas.  231,  38  N.  Y.  Supp. 
280  (note);  Re  Pinkerton,  49  Misc.  303,  99 
N.  Y.  Supp.  492  (note)  ;  Brinn  v.  Cohen, 
107  N.  Y.  Supp.  37  (receipt)  ;  Kelly  v.  In- 
demnity  F.  Ins.  Co.  38  N.  Y.  322  (book  of 
account,  held  inadmissible  without  explana- 
tion of  alteration,  if  objected  tu)  ;  Jackson 
ex  dem.  Collier  v.  Jacoby,  9  Cow.  125  (alter- 
ation in  deed  not  noted  upon  the  instru- 
ment and  made  in  darker  ink,  the  court  say- 
ing that  it  is  perhaps  sufficient  to  call  for 
explanation ) . 

But  after  the  explanation  is  given,  the 
whole  question  is  for  the  jury.  Pringle 
V.  Chambers,  1  Abb.  Pr.  58  (contract)  ; 
Acker  v.  Ledyard,  8  Barb.  514  (lease)  ; 
Pease  v.  Barnett,  27  Hun,  378  (bond) ;  in 
Rankin  v.  Blackwell,  2  Johns.  Cas.  198, 
it  was  said  that  the  alteration  in  a  note 
alone,  unsupported  by  other  evidence,  was 
not  competent  as  a  defense,  but  if  there  be 
other  evidence  of  fraud  or  forgery,  the  alter- 
ation would  be  a  strong  corporating  cir- 
sumstancc,  if  not  decisive  proof. 

But  in  Maybee  v.  Sniffen,  2  E.  D.  Smith, 
1,  a  case  of  an  altered  release,  it  was  held 
that  no  presumption  should  be  indulged, 
but  that  the  question  was  for  the  jury;  and 
in  Hughes's  Estate,  18  N.  Y.  S.  R.  '395,  3 
N.  Y.  Supp.  201,  a  case  of  an  erasure  in  a 
voucher,  it  was  held  that  it  should  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  made  before  filing  with 
the  account,  when  the  evidence  was  conflict- 
ing and  left  a  reasonable  doubt  as  to  when 
it  was  made;  and  in  Rosenbloom  v.  Finch, 
37  Misc.  818,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  902,  where  an 
assignment  of  a  claim  had  been  altered  by 
simply  interlining  the  name  of  the  assignee, 
which  had  been  inadvertently  omitted,  it 
was  held  that  there  was  no  burden  on  the 
party  ofl'ering  it  to  show  that  it  had  been 
made  before  execution;  in  Jefferson  Bank  v. 
Frankenstein,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  1104,  where 
notes  had  been  altered,  and  where  £he  de- 
fendants, who  were  indorsers,  alleged  that 
the  alteration  was  made  by  the  maker  after 
indorsement,  but  where  the  facts  showed 
that  the  maker  had  had  no  opportunity  to 
do  so,  the  presumption  was  indulged  that 
the  alteration  was  made  before  indorse- 
ment; in  Barker  v.  Stroppel,  124  N.  Y. 
Supp.  80.?,  where  a  lessor  asked  cancelation 
of  an  alleged  alteration  in  a  lease  in  ap- 
parently different  ink,  it  was  held  that  the 
burden  was  on  him  to  show  that  it  had 
been  made  after  execution. 

Or. — Under  the  Oregon  Code,  a  party 
offering  a  written  instrument  in  evidence, 
which  bears  an  alteration  in  a  material  part 
apparent  upon  its  face,  must  explain  such 
alteration.  Dolph  v.  Barney,  5  Or.  191 
(record  of  deed,  especially  where  party 
offers  it  to  contradict  a  certified  copy)  ; 
Simpkins  v.  Windsor,  21  Or.  382,  28  Pac. 
72  (alteration  in  deed  in  same  handwrit- 
ing, but  different  ink)  :  Niclcum  v.  Gaston, 
28  Oi.  322,  42  Pac.  130  (tax  receipt;  but 
explanation  may  be  made  even  after  it  is 
admitted  in  evidence,  over  the  objection  of 
the  other  party)  ;  Galloway  v.  Bartholomew, 
44  Or.  75,  74  Pac.  467  (note). 
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Pa. — Barrington    v.    Bank    of    Washing- 
ton,  14  Scrg.  &  R.  405    (bond,   burden  on 
holder,  but  question  for  jury) ;  Heffelfinger 
V.  Shutz,   16  Serg.  &  R.  44    (alteration  in 
deed  in  different  handwriting,  the  question 
being  for  the  jury;   this  presumption  may 
be  removed  by  very  slight  circumstances,  as, 
for  example,  if  the  alteration  is  against  the 
interest  of  the  one  offering  the  instrument, 
and  in  such  a  case  this  presumption  will  be 
replaced  by  another  and  stronger  one,  that 
the    alteration    was   made    at   the   time   of 
execution);  Churchman  v.  Smith,  6  Whart. 
146,   36   Am.   Dec.   211    (book  of  entries)  ; 
Morris  v.  Venderen,  1  Dall,  64,  1  L.  ed.  38 
(holding  that  an  interlineation  in  a  deed 
will  be  presumed  to  have  been  made  after 
execution,  unless  x)therwi8e  proved)  ;  but  in 
Jordan  v.   Stewart,  23   Pa.  244,  it  is  said 
that  this  is  n.  harsh  rule,  and  that  it  has 
not   been   followed;    but   that  now   it   is   a 
question    for   the   jury   on   all   the   circum- 
stances of  the  case;  Simpson  v.  Stackhouse, 
9  Pa.  186,  49  Am.  Dec.  564    (note)  ;   Ken- 
nedy V.  Lancaster  County  Bank,  18  Pa.  347 
(note) ;  Clark  v.  Eckstein,  22  Pa.  507,  62 
Am.  Dec.  307   (alteration  in  note,  the  court 
saying  that   if  no  explanation  is  given,  it 
should    not    go    to    the    jury) ;    Jordan    v. 
Stewart,  23   Pa.  244    (interlineation   in   a 
deed,  but  not  shown  in  the  record,  resem- 
bling in  handwriting  and  ink  the  body  of 
the    instrument;    the    court    holding    it    a 
question  for  the  jury  as  to  when  made) ; 
Heffner   v.    Wenri'ch,    32   Pa.    423    (note)  ; 
Robinson  v.  Myers,  67  Pa.  9   (deed,  burden 
placed  on  the  holder,  but  no  presumption  of 
law,    leaving    the    question    to    the    jury); 
BurgA^'in  v.  Bishop,  91  Pa.  336  (lease,  alter- 
ation not  noted  in  attestation  clause;  same 
ruling  as   in  preceding  case)  ;    Nagle's   Es- 
tate, 134  Pa.  31,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  19 
Atl.  434    (alteration  in  check  in  handwrit- 
ing of  payee)  ;  Hartley  v.  Corboy,  150  Pa. 
23,  24  Atl.  295    (note)  :  Nesbitt  v.  Turner, 
155  Pa.  429,  26  Atl.  750    (bond)  ;   Mcllale 
V.  McDonnell,  175  Pa.  632,  34  Atl.  966   (as- 
signment of  life  insurance  policy) ;   Cornog 
V.  Wilson,  231  Pa.  281,  80  Atl.' 174    (note, 
the    court    saying    that    the    rule    is    more 
stringent  when  applied  to  commercial  paper, 
where  there  is  no  presumption  of  innocence, 
than  when  applied  to  other  written  instru- 
ments) ;   Winters  v.  Mowrer,  1  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  47    (note,  alteration  in  same  handwrit- 
ing and  ink,  burden  on  holder,  but  question 
for    the    jury) ;    Gettysburg   Nat.    Bank    v. 
Gage,  4  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  606  (note,  alteration 
in   same    handwriting   and    ink,    not    inter- 
lined, but  in  blank  spaces,  and  not  crowded; 
the  court  holding  the  presumption  weak,  and 
a  question  for  the  jury)  ;•  Potter's  Estate, 
16   Pa.   Super.   Ct.  576    (note)  ;    Sunday  v. 
Dietrich,    16    Pa.    Super.   Ct.    640    (note)  ; 
Carbondale    School   Dist.   v.   Tuttle,   2   Pa. 
Dist.  R.  33  (contract,  burden  on  holder,  but 
question  for  the  jury)  ;   Todd  v.  Lederach, 
4    Pa.    Dist.    R.    173    (note)  ;    Mechling    v. 
TTartzell,    4    Pennyp.    500    (judgment   note, 
alteration  in  different  ink) ;  Van  Dusen  v. 
Thomas,  10  W.  N.  C.  190   (note,  burden  on 
holder,  but  question  for  jury). 
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But  in  Paine  v.  Edsell,  19  Pa.  178,  where 
a  note  was  disfigured  by  a  blot  on  which 
one  of  the  figures  was  made,  this  was  held 
not  to  be  such  an  alteration  as  to  require 
explanation;  and  in  Zimmerman  v.  Camp, 
155  Pa.  152,  25  Atl.  108G,  where  a  deed  was 
interlined  in  same  handwriting  and  ink,  and 
the  alteration  was  prejudicial  to  the  holder, 
its  admission  without  explanation  was  held 
not  reversible  error. 

8.  C. — Horry  Dist.  v,  Hanion,  1  Nott  & 
M'C.  554  (bond,  question  for  jury) ;  Porter 
V.  Doby,  2  Rich.  Eq.  49  (sealed  note,  with 
the  seal  carefully  cut  out,  leaving  a  mere 
filament  by  which  it  was  attached,  and 
found  among  the  papers  of  the  payee  after 
his  death) ;  Vaughan  v.  Fowler,  14  S.  C. 
355,  37  Am.  Rep.  731  (note) ;  Kennedy  v. 
Moore,  17  S.  C.  464  (note). 

But  in  the  absence  of  all  other  evidence, 
the  appearance  of  the  alteration  may  itself 
be  explanatory ;  in  other  words,  the  internal 
evidence  offered  by  the  instrument  itself 
may  show  that  the  alteration  preceded  the 
execution,  as  where  the  name  in  the  prefa- 
tory statement  has  been  erased  and  another 
written  in  to  correspond  with  the  name 
given  in  the  body  of  the  bond.  Wicker  v. 
Pope,  12  Rich.  L.  387,  75  Am.  Dec.  732. 

And  in  Burton  v.  Pressly,  Cheves,  Eq.  1, 
this  rule  was  applied  in  a  case  where  a 
mortgage  had  its  blank  for  the  date  filled 
in  with  the  same  ink  as  the  affidavit,  biit 
different  from  the  body  of  the  instrument; 
this  was  presumed  to  have  been  done  at  the 
time  of  the  execution.  So,  also,  with  an 
alteration  ^n  the  affidavit  referring  to  inter- 
lineations in  the  bod^  of  the  mortgage,  and 
also  with  the  interlineations  in  the  mort- 
gage in  the  same  ink  and  handwriting  as 
the  body,  and  corresponding  with  the  pro- 
visions of  a  cop^. 

Tex. — Jacoby  v.  Brigman,  —  Tex.  — ,  7 
S.  W.  366  (deed  of  trust) ;  Park  v.  Glover, 
23  Tex.  469  (alteration  in  assignment  of 
bond  in  difl'erent  ink)  ;  Dewees  v.  Bluntzer, 
70  Tex.  406,  7  S.  W.  820  (contract) ;  Kalt- 
ever  v.  Mitchell,  102  Tex.  390,  132  Am. 
St.  Rep.  889,  117  S.  W.  792,  afiirming  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  110  S.  W.  462  (deed  of 
trust) ;  Bullock  v.  Sprowls,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  64  S.  W.  657,  affirmed  in  93  Tex. 
188,  47  L.R.A.  326,  77  Am.  St.  .Rep.  849,  54 
S.  W.  661,  but  this  point  not  discussed 
(deed) ;  Matson  v.  Jarvis,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  133  S.  W.  941  (contract)  ;  Davis  v. 
State,  5  Tex.  App.  48  (bond);  Riser  v. 
SUte,  13  Tex.  App.  201  (bail  bond)  ;  Heath 
T.  State,  14  Tex.  App.  213  (bail  bond) ; 
Collins  V.  State,  16  Tex.  App.  274  (bail 
bond) ;  but  see  IT.  a,  1. 

Va. — Priest  v.  Whitacre,  78  Va.  151  (con- 
tract; under  this  rule,  that  the  party  offer- 
ing the  instrument  must  explain,  when  the 
instrument  is  produced  by  plaintiff's  wit- 
nesses upon  demand  of  the  defendant,  and 
tlie  plaintiff  does  not  claim  under  it,  the 
plaintiff  need  not  explain)  ;  Elgin  v.  Hall, 
82  Va.  680  (receipt):  Hodnett  v.  Pace, 
84  Va.  873,  6  S.  E.  217  (bond)  ;  Slater  v. 
Moore,  86  Va.  26,  9  S.  E.  419  (check,  the 
court  sayinsr  that  every  such  alteration 
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renders  the  instrument  suspicious.  See  II. 
b.)  ;  Consumers*  Ice  Co.  v.  Jennings,  100 
Va.  719,  42  S.  E.  879  (contract,  party  offer- 
ing must  establish  his  case  before  the  jury 
by  preponderance  of  evidence)  ;  Ramsey  v. 
Mc(5ue,  21  Gratt.  349  (bond,  the  court  say- 
ing there  is  no  presumption  of  law  that  the 
alteration  was  made  after  execution,  but 
that  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury). 

W.  Va.— -Piercy  v.  Piercy,  5  W.  Va.  199 
(bond)  ;  but  an  altered  note  may  go  to  the 
jury  without  explanation  on  the  question 
as  to  whether  there  was  a  mutilation  or  not, 
which  is  for  them  to  decide.  Conner  v. 
Fleshman,  4  W.  Va.  693. 

Wis. — Low  V.  Merrill,  1  Pinney  (Wis.) 
340  (note) ;  but  in  Maldaner  v.  Smith, 
102  Wis.  30,  78  N.  W.  140,' where  a  note 
had  been  altered  in  the  same  handwriting 
and  ink,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  pre- 
sumption that  the  alteration  was  made 
after  execution,  but  that  the  opposite  pre- 
sumption would  control  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary. 

Eng. — This,  it  would  seem,  was  the  earlier 
rule  at  common  law  in  England  as  to  deeds 
and  similar  instruments;  but  its  inconven- 
ience was  such  as  to  cause  it  to  be  aban- 
doned as  early  as  the  time  of  Lord  Coke. 
Franklin  v.  Baker,  48  Ohio  St.  296,  29  Am. 
St.  Rep.  547,  27  N.  E.  650  and  cases  cited. 
See  II.  a,  1. 

In  England,  this  rule  has  been  adopted 
as  to  commercial  paper,  but  this  resulte 
from  the  provisions  of  their  stamp  act. 
This  act  provides  that  bills  and  notes  must 
be  stamped  before  they  can  be  used  as  evi- 
dence, and  that  if  a  bill  is  altered  after  it 
issues,  no  matter  by  whom,  it  becomes  an- 
other bill  and  requires  a  new  stamp  *  in 
order  to  make  it  evidence.  Accordingly, 
when  a  negotiable  instrument  is  offered  in 
evidence  in  which  an  alteration  appears, 
the  court  will  pronounce  it  void  per  ae  as 
a  fraud  upon  the  revenue,  unless  it  is  twice 
stamped  or  unless  the  party  offering  it  will 
show  that  the  alteration  was  made  before 
it  was  complete.  The  court,  in  Franklin 
V.  Baker,  supra,  remarks  that  decisions' 
based  upon  such  considerations,  not  appli- 
cable to  our  country,  are  entitled  to  no 
weight  as  authority  in  our  courts;  nor  are 
decisions  from  those  of  our  courts  wliich 
have  simply  followed  the  English  decisions 
as  precedents. 

This  rule  therefore  applies  in  England 
to  bills  and  notes.      Johnson  v.  Marlborough, 

2  Starkie,  313;  Henman  v.  Dickinson,  5 
Ring.  183,  2  Moore  &  P.  289,  7  L.  J.  C. 
P.  68,  30  Revised  Rep.  605;  Taylor  v. 
Moseley,  6  Car.  &  P.  272  (jury  must  say 
whether  made  before  or  after  acceptance)  ; 
Desbrow  v.  Weatherley,  6  Car.  &  P.  758, 
1  Moodv  &  R.  438;  Knisiht  v.  Clements,  8 
Ad.  &  El.  216,  3  Nev.  &  P.  375,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  144,  1  W.  W.  &  H.  280,  2  Jur.  395 : 
Clifford  V.  Parker,  2  Mann.  &  G.  909,  3 
Scott,  N.  R.  233,  10  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  227. 

In  Cariss  v.  Tattersall,  2  Mann.  &  G.  890, 

3  Scott,  N.  R.  257.  10  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  187, 
it  is  said  that,  although  the  party  seeking 
to  enforce  a  bill  or  note  must  explain  any 
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alteration  apparent  6n  the  face  of  the  in- 
strument, the  evidence  may  warrant  the  in- 
ference that  the  alteration  was  made  with 
the  consent  of  the  other  party.  But  see  II. 
a^  1. 

8»  No  premifnption, 

A  third  rule  now  being  adopted  in  many 
jurisdictions  is  that  an  alteration  apparent 
upon  the  face  of  an  instrument,  in  the 
absence  of  all  other  evidence,  and  not  sus- 
picious in  its  character,  raises  no  presump- 
tion as  to  the  time  when  it  was  made.  At 
first  sight  this  would  seem  to  be  merely  a 
compromise  between  the  other  two  rules, 
adopted  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  support- 
ing either  one  as  against  the  other,  l»it 
upon  cxaminittion  it  is  seen  to  be  grounded 
upon  reasoning  cogent  and  convincing,  and 
perhaps  is  the  most  consistent  rule  of  the 
three.  One  difficulty  found  in  the  cases 
which  follow  this  third  rule  is  that  in 
many  of  them  it  is  said  that  such  an  alter- 
ation is  in  itself  suspicious,  and  requires 
explanation  by  the  party  offering  it.  This 
makes  explanation  necessary  after  the  in- 
strument is  in  evidence,  and  weakens  the 
force  and  effect  of  the  rule,  rendering  such 
cases  almost  indistinguishable  from  many 
cited  under  the  second  rule  above. 

Thus,  in  Dodge  v.  Haskell,  69  Me.  429, 
it  is  said  the  holder  of  an  altered  instru- 
ment has  the  burden  of  proof ;  but  the  paper 
itself,  unaided  by  other  evidence,  may  satis- 
fy the  jury  or  it  may  not.  All  depends 
upon  circumstances.  Whether  the  instru- 
ment presents  indications  of  fraud  or  not 
is  a  question  of  fact.  It  cannot  be  a  ques- 
tion of  law  to  decide  whether  a  note  is 
signed  in  two  inks  or  one,  or  in  two  hand- 
writings or  one,  or  why  so  written.  It  is 
said  that  an  alteration  prima  facie  indi- 
cates fraud,  but  it  is  sure  that  it  does  not 
in  all  cases.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said 
that  fraud  is  not  to  be  presumed,  but  it 
would  be  extreme  to  say  that  the  instru- 
ment might  not  be  so  altered  as  to  show 
upon  its  face  the  grossest  attempt  at  for- 
gery. Therefore,  >vTiat  alteration,  or  degree 
or  kind  of  alteration,  may  exist  without  be- 
ins;  suspicious  enough  to  demand  explan- 
ation, is  for  the  jury  to  settle.  There  is  no 
presumption  of  law  either  way.  There  can 
be  no  difficulty  practically  in  the  rule  as 
as  here  stated.  It  will  rarely  happen  that 
a  case  is  to  be  tried  without  evidence 
aliunde  the  note,  and  it  cannot  be  a  matter 
of  much  consequence  which  side  proceeds 
first. 

This  rule  is  well  supported  by  reason  and 
authoritv,  and  is  in  harmonv  with  the  rule 
that  the  law  does  not  presume  guilt.  To 
presume  against  the  writing,  or  that  the 
alteration  was  before  delivering,  is  to  in- 
dulge in  presumptions  without  evidence  to 
support  them.  If  either  of  two  opposite 
presumptions  are  equally  inferable  from  an 
established  fact,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
fact  tends  to  prove  either.  Hairan  v.  Mer- 
chants* &  B.  Ins.  Co.  81  Iowa,  321,  25  Am. 
St.  Rep.  493,  46  N.  W.  1114. 

But  in  dealing  with  this  question  as  on« 
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of  fact  for  the  jury,  the  court  generally-  re- 
quires that  the  alteration  shall  be  ex- 
plained by  the  party  claiming  the  benefit 
of  the  paper.  Reed  v.  Kemp,  16  111.  44.5; 
Catlin  Coal  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  180  III.  398,  72 
Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  64  N.  E.  214. 

This  rule  finds  support  in  the  following 
cases: 

Ala. — Davis  v.  Carlisle,  6  Ala.  707 
(note) ;  Tyree  v.  Rives,  57  Ala.  173  (note) ; 
R.  D.  Burnett  Cigar  Co.  v.  Art  Wall  Paper 
Co.  164  Ala.  547,  51  So.  263  (contract) ; 
but  see  II.  a,  2. 

Conn. — Bailey  v.  Taylor,  11  Conn.  531, 
29  Am.  Dec.  321  (note) ;  Hayden  v.  Good- 
now,  39  Conn.  164  (bill  of  exchange). 

D.  C. — Portsmouth  Sav.  Bank  v.  Wilson, 
5  App.  D.  C.  8  (note)  ;  but  where  an  alter- 
ation in  a  deed  was  in  different  handwrit- 
ing and  ink,  explanation  was  required. 
Peugh  v.  Mitehell,  3  App.  D.  C.  321. 

111.— Reed  v.  Kemp,  16  III.  445  (bond)  ; 
Milliken  y.  Marlin,  66  111.  13  (power  of  at- 
torney) ;  Catlin  Coal  Co.  v.  Llovd,  180  111. 
398,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  54  "^N.  E.  214 
(deed)  ;  DeLong  v.  JSoucie,  45  III.  App.  234 
( note )  ;  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  v.  Young, 
123  111.  App.  628  (receipt);  but  see  IL  a, 
2. 

Iowa. — ^I^arlan  v.  Berry,  4  G.  Greene,  212 
(note)  ;  Jones  v.  Ireland,  4  Iowa,  63  (alter- 
ation in  note  in  different  ink  and  handwrit- 
ing, but  no  interlineation  or  erasure) ;  Ault 
V.  Fleming,  7  Iowa,  143;  Wilson  v.  Harris, 
35  Iowa,  507;  Hagan  v.-  Merchants'  &  B. 
Ins.  Co.  81  Iowa,  321,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  493, 
46  N.  W.  1114  (fire  insurance  policy) ; 
Tharp  v.  Jamison   (deed). 

Accordingly,  in  this  jurisdiction  the  party 
alleging  an  alteration  in  an  instrument 
since  execution  must  prove  it.  Van  Horn  v. 
Bell,  11  Iowa,  465,  79  Am.  Dec.  506  (mort- 
gage) ;  Odell  V.  Gallup,  62  Iowa,  253,  17 
X.  W.  502  (note) ;  Shroeder  v.  Webster, 
88  Iowa,  627,  55  N.  W.  569  (note)  ;  McGec 
V.  Allison,  94  Iowa,  527,  63  N.  W.  322 
(deed,  alteration  in  different  colored  ink) ; 
Tharp  v.  Jamison  (deed). 

But  in  two  Iowa  cases,  it  was  held  that 
the  burden  of  explaining  such  alteration 
was  upon  the  party  offering  the  instrument 
in  evidence.  Maguire  v.  Eichmeier,  109 
Iowa,  301,  80  N.  W.  395  (note)  ;  Rambousek 
V.  Supreme  Council,  M.  T.  119  Iowa,  263,  93 
N.  W.  277  (receipt). 

Me. — Gooch  v.  Bryant,  13  Me.  386 
(note);  Crabtree  v.  Clark,  20  Me.  337 
(note,  part  of  writing  in  one  hand  and  part 
in  another) ;  Belfast  Nat.  Bank  v.  Harr- 
man,  68  Me.  522  (note)  ;  Dodge  v.  Haskell, 
09  Me.  429  (note) ;  Crosswell  v.  Ijabro'>, 
81  Me.  44,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  238,  16  Atl. 
331   (note). 

Mass. — Ely  ▼.  Ely.  6  Gray,  439  (morf. 
ffagc^;  Simpson  v.  Davis,  119  Mass.  200, 
20  Am.  Rep.  324  (bill  of  exchange);  JSew- 
man  v.  Wall  nee,  121  Mass.  323  (note). 

Minn. — Wilson   v.  Haves,   40   Minn.  531, 

4  L.R.A.   196,   1'^  Am.  St.  Rep.   754.  42  N. 

W.  4C7  (note,  alteration  in  different  coloi*ed 

ink.) 

Miss. — III  Mississippi,  the  whole  question 
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of  alteration  ia  for  the  jury,  but  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  evidence  which  will  satisfy 
their  minds,  the  presumption '  of  fact  will 
be  that  the  alteration  was  after  execution. 
Wilson  T.  Henderson,  9  Smedes  k  M.  375, 
48  Am.  Dec.  716  (note;  but  such  a  pre- 
sumption must  be  very  much  weakened,  if 
not  destroved,  when  the  alteration  operates 
prejudicially  to  the  holder) ;  Commercial 
&  R.  Bank  v.  Lum,  7  How.  (Miss.)  414 
(note);  Croft  v.  White,  36  Miss.  456 
(note). 

But  this  presumption  of  fact  aeainst  the 
instrument  will  not  arise  when  the  altera- 
tion is  only  an  interlineation  in  a  contract 
in  different  ink  and  handwriting,  and  only 
a  repetition  of  another  phrase  in  the  body 
of  the  instrument  not  interlined  (Ellison 
V.  Mobile  k  O.  R.  Co.  36  Miss.  572) ;  nor 
when  the  same  situation  arises  in  respect 
to  a  deed  (Gordon  v.  Sizer,  39  Miss.  805). 
And  in  Jackson  v.  Day,  80  Miss.  800,  a  case 
of  an  altered  note,,  it  was  said  that  the 
burden  was  on  the  party  asserting  a  sub- 
sequent alteration,  to  prove  it. 

N.  J. — Sayre  v.  Reynolds,  5  N.  J.  L. 
737  (note,  no  presumption  of  forgery,  es- 
pecially where  the  debtor  has  made  several 
payments  upon  it) ;  Cumberland  Bank  v. 
Hall,  6  N.  J.  L.  215  (note) ;  Den  ex  dem. 
Farlee  v.  Farlee,  21  N.  J.  L.  279  (deed); 
holder  need  not  explain  where  the  alteration 
is  against  his  interest,  and,  if  no  evidence 
to  the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  made  at  or  before  execution) ;  Hunt 
v.  Gray,  35  N.  J.  L.  227,  10  Am.  Rep.  232 
(note) ;  Hoey  v.  Jarman,  39  N.  J.  £.  523 
(deed). 

5.  Speeidl  drcumstaneeM  and  oaaea, 

1,  Suspicious  alteration. 

Although,  as  shown  above,  the  eourts 
are  in  direct  conflict  as  to  the  general  rules, 
diverging  upon  three  lines  (II.  a,  1,  2,  and 
3) ;  yet,  starting,  as  they  do,  with  these  op- 
posing presumptions  in  the  abstract  sense, 
when  applying  the  rules  to  certain  concrete 
situations,  they  all  arrive  at  the  same  con- 
clusion. Thus,  they  all  agree  that  a  sus- 
picious alteration  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  made  after  the  execution  of  the  instru- 
ment. 

In  jurisdictions  committed  in  general  to 
the  presumption  against  the  instrument  (II. 
a,  2),  the  result  in  the  class  of  cases  now 
under  consideration  may  be  referred  to  the 
application  of  the  general  rule;  but  in  juris- 
dictions committed  in  general  to  the  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  the  instrument  (II. 
a,  1),  or  in  jurisdictions  which  in  general 
indulge  no  presumption  (II.  a,  3),  the  re- 
sult in  these  cases  is  to  be  attributed  to  an 
exception  to  the  general  rule. 

In  general,  whenever  an  instrument  labors 
under  suspicion  from  an  apparent  altera- 
tion, in  the  legal  sense  of  that  term,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  alteration  was  made 
subsequent  to  execution,  and  the  party 
claiming  under  or  offering  the  instrument 
in  evidence  is  required  to  explain  and  re- 
30  LR^rNJ3.) 
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move  such  suspicion  and  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption. Under  this  rule  the  explanation 
is  sometimes  required  before  the  instrument 
is  admitted  in  evidence,  but  often  it  will  be 
admitted,  and  the  explanation  will  be  re- 
ceived before  the  jury.     See  also  II.  a,  2. 

In  Cox  V.  Palmer,  1  McCrary,  431,  3  Fed. 
16,  after  stating  that  he  thinks  the  conflict 
in  authority  upon  this  point  is  apparent 
only,  and  not  real,  McCrary,  Ch.  J.,  goes  on 
to  state  the  one  rule  that  in  his  opinion 
governs  in  all  these  cases,  as  follows:  "If 
the  interlineation  is  in  itself  suspicious, 
as,  if  it  appears  to  be  contrary  to  the  prob- 
able meaning  of  the  instrument  as  it  stood 
before  the  insertion  of  the  interlined  words; 
or  if  it  is  in  a  handwriting  different  from 
the  body  of  the  instrument  or  appears  to 
have  been  written  with  different  ink, — ^in  all 
such  cases,  if  the  court  considers  the  inter- 
lineation suspicious  on  its  face,  the  pre- 
sumption will  be  that  it  was  an  unautnor- 
ized  alteration  after  execution.  On  the 
other  hand,  if  the  interlineation  appears  in 
the  same  handwriting  with  the  original  in- 
strument, and  bears  no  evidence  on  its  face 
of  having  been  made  subsequent  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  instrument,  and  especially  if 
it  only  makes  clear  what  was  the  eviaent 
intention  of  the  parties,  the  law  will  pre- 
sume that  it  was  made  in  good  faith,  and 
before  execution.'' 

"In  addition  to  these  two  leading  and  op- 
posing views,  different  courts  have  adopted 
certain  intermediate  or  compromise  rules, 
none  of  which  need  be  here  referred  to,  ex- 
cept one,  seemingly  adopted  by  some  very 
eminent  courts,  to  wit,  that  tne  alteration 
raises  a  presumption  against  the  instru- 
ment when  it  is  suspicious;  otherwise,  not. 
But  this  furnishes  no  definite  rule  by  which 
to  determine  when  the  burden  is  upon  the 
holder  to  explain  the  alteration,  and  when 
it  is  not.  Who  is  to  determine,  and  hj  what 
tost,  whether  the  alteration  is  suspicious? 
And  if  held  suspicious,  when  must  it  be 
explained, — ^before  or  after  it  is  admitted 
in  evidence  T  Evidence  as  to  when,  by  whom, 
and  with  what  intent  an  alteration  was 
made,  may  be  one  or  both  of  two  kinds,— ^ 
extrinsic  or  intrinsic;  the  latter  being  that 
furnished  by  the  inspection  of  the  instru- 
ment iteelf,*such  as  ite  appearance,  the  na- 
ture of  the  alteration,  ete.  These  things, 
considered  in  connection  with  the  relation 
of  the  parties  to  the  instrument,  may  often 
constitute  important  evidence.  And  it  seems 
to  us  that  the  rule  just  referred  to  amounts 
to  nothing  more  than  saying  that  in  some 
cases  this  intrinsic  evidence  may  tend  to 
prove  that  the  alteration  was  made  after 
delivery,  and  therefore  throw  the  prepon- 
derance on  that  side,  unless  the  holder  of 
the  instrument  produces  extrinsic  rebutting 
evidence.  Thus  construed,  we  would  find 
no  special  fault  with  the  rule.  But  it  is  in- 
correct to  call  this  a  presumption  of  law; 
it  is  simply  an  inference  of  fact  drawn 
from  evidence  in  the  case."  Wilson  v. 
Haves,  40  Minn.  531,  4  L.R.A.  196,  12  Am. 
St.'Rep.  754,  42  N.  W.  467. 

The  following  cases  apply  this  rule: 
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U.  S.— Smith  V.  United  States,  2  Wall. 
219,  17  L.  ed.  788  (official  iiond);  Cox  v. 
Palmer <<  supra  (mortorage)  ;  Ros;er8  v.  Page, 
72  C.  C.  A.  164,  140  Fed.  596  (note,  altera- 
tion in  different  ink  and  other  suspicious 
circumstances). 

Ala. — Fontaine  7,  Gunter,  31  Ala.  258 
(bill)  ;  Hill  v.  Nelms,  86  Ala.  442,  5  So. 
796  (mortgage)  j  Glover  v.  Gentry,  104  Ala. 
222,  16  So.  38  (note) ;  Alabama  State  Land 
Co.  V.  Thompson,  104  Ala.  670,  53  Am.  St. 
Rep.  80,  16  So.  440  (deed,  alteration  with 
different  pen  in  different  manner,  and  appar- 
ently after  blanks  filled  out)  ;  Hart  v. 
Sharpton,  124  Ala.  638,  27  So.  450  (altera- 
tion in  note  and  mortgage  obviously  bene- 
ficial to  party  offering  instrument)  ;  Bur- 
gess V.  Blake,  128  Ala.  105,  86  Am.  St  Rep. 
78,  28  So.  963   (deed). 

D.  C— OfTenstein  ▼.  Bryan,  20  App.  D.  C. 

1  (note) ;  Towles  v.  Tanner,  21  App.  D. 
C.  530    (note). 

111.— Catlin  Coal  Co.  v.  Lloyd,  180  111. 
398,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  64  N.  E.  214 
(deed) ;  Landt  v.  McCullough,  206  111.  214, 
69  N.  E.  107,  reversing  103  111.  App.  668 
(lease). 

Kan. — Neil  v.  J.  I.  Case  &  Co.  26  Kan. 
610,  37  Am.  Rep.  259   (note). 

Ky.— Elbert  v.  McClelland,  8  Bush,  577 
(note). 

La. — Union  Bank  v.  Brewer,  2  La.  Ann. 
835  (note) ;  Messi  v.  Frechede,  113  La.  679, 
37  So.  600  (interlineation  in  deed,  note 
in  corner  explaining  that  it  was  done  before 
signing,    all    in    the   same    handwriting). 

Mass. — Wilde  v.  Armsby,  6  Cush.  314  (in- 
terlineation in  written  guaranty  ii)  different 
ink). 

Mo.— Smith  v.  Ferry,  69  Mo.  142  (altera- 
tion in  indorsement  upon  note)  ;  Kelly  v. 
Thuey,  143  Mo.  422,  45  S.  W.  300  (inter- 
lineation in  contract  in  different  ink  and 
handwriting)  ;  Grimes  v.  Whitesides,  65 
Mo.  App.  1  (interlineation  in  deed  in  pencil 
and  different  handwriting)  ;  Burton  v.  Amer- 
ican Guarantee  Fund  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  96 
Mo.  App.  204,  70  S.  W.  172,  s.  c.  on  former 
appeal,  88  Mo.  App.  392  (spoliation  of  fire 
insurance  policy)  ;  Kalbach  v.  Mathis,  104 
Mo.  App.  300,  78  S.  W.  684  (tax  deed)  ; 
Cox  v.  Mignery,  126  Mo.  App.  669,  105  S. 
W.  675  (interlineation  in  city  council  min- 
ute book,  which  would  destroy  validity  of 
legislative  act). 

N.  Y. — Jackson  ex  dem.  Gibbs  v.  Osborn, 

2  Wend.  555,  20  Am.  Dec.  649  (deed)  ;  Til- 
lou  v.  Clinton  A  E.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  7  Barb. 
5G4  (written  consent  of  insurance  company 
to  change  in  application,  especially  where 
alteration  unexplained  would  absolutely 
avoid  the  instrument)  ;  O'Donnell  v,  Har- 
mon, 3  Dalv,  424    (lease). 

Ohio.— Marshall  v.  Wilhite,  4  Ohio  C.  C. 
203,  2  Ohio  C.  D.  500  (note,  erasure,  and 
additional  words  in  same  handwriting  and 
ink  as  rest  of  written  material). 

Pa.— Hill  V.  Cooley,  46  Pa.  259  (note). 

Tenn. — Riseden  v.  Ha.rison,  —  Tenn.  — , 
42  S.  W.  884   (deed). 

Tex.— Collins  v.  Ball,  82  Tex.  269,  27 
Am.  St.  Rep.  877,  17  S.  W.  614  (Interlinea- 
ni)  L.R.A.(N.S.i 


tion    in    administrator's    deed    in    different 
ink). 

Wis.— Page  v.  Danaher,  43  Wis.  221 
(note,  printed  words  stricken  out  with  dif- 
ferent ink) ;  Bradley  v.  Dells  Lumber  Co. 
105  Wis.  245,  81  N.  W.  394  (alteration  in 
receipt  in  difl'erent  handwriting). 

In  several  such  cases  it  is  said  that  the 
law  presumes  nothing,  but  leaves  the  whole 
question  for  the  jury,  before  whom  the  ex- 
planation must  be  given.  Welch  v.  Coul- 
born,  3  Houst.  (Del.)  647  (receipt);  Hollis 
V.  Vandergrift,  5  Houst.  (Del.)  521  (note) ; 
Wilson  V.  Hotchkiss,  81  Mich.  172,  45  N.  W. 
838  (alteration  in  note  in  different  ink  and 
handwriting) ;  Sweitzer  v.  Allen  Bkg.  Co. 
76  Mo.  App.  1  (erasure  with  ink  and  pencil 
in  certificates  of  deposit)  ;  German- American 
Bank  v.  Mannin;;,  133  Mo.  App.  294,  113 
S.  W.  251  (tax  bill,  alteration  in  different 
handwriting)  ;  Smith  v.  McGowan,  3  Barb. 
404  (assignment  of  lease,  alteration  in  dif- 
ferent ink  and  written  upon  an  erasure ) ; 
Farnsworth  v.  Sharp,  4  Sneed,  55  (note). 

But  in  Putnam  v.  Clark,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  338, 
in  case  of  an  altered  assignment  of  mort- 
gage, it  was  said  that  plaintiff,  producing 
the  instrument,  and  asserting  subsequent  al- 
teration, and  asking  its  cancelation,  must 
prove  his  charges;  he  cannot  rest  his  case 
upon  a  technical  presumption  arising  from 
circumstances   of   suspicion. 

And  in  Rollins  v.  Humphrey,  98  Wis.  66, 
73  N.  W.  331,  where  the  name  of  one  surety 
out  of  ninety -five  had  been  erased  from  a 
bond  which  was  approved  by  the  county 
judge,  the  alteration  was  held  to  be  not  so 
suspicious  as  to  require  explanation. 

2»  Act  of  public  officer* 

Practically  all  the  cases,  whatever  the 
general  rule  as  to  presumptions  to  which 
the  court  is  co'mmitted,  agree  that  an  al- 
teration in  an  instrument,  which  is  the  act 
of  a  public  officer,  will  be  presumed  to 
have  been  made  before  execution, — at  least 
if  it  has  since  been  in  his  custody,  or  the 
alteration  is  in  his  hand.  A  public  officer 
is  presumed  to  act  lawfully  and  do  his  duty, 
and  he  usually  has  no  personal  interest  in 
the  transaction. 

This  rule  was  applied  in  the  following 
cases : 

Ga. —  Clayton  v.  May,  68  Ga.  27  (obliter- 
ation in  bill  of  exceptions;  certified  copy 
reserved  by  clerk  of  court  showed  obliter- 
ated parties  left  out;  presumed  that  oblit- 
eration was  made  by  judge  himself  before 
filing)  ;  Smith  v.  Wrightaville  &  T.  R.  Co. 
83  Ga.  671,  10  S.  E.  361  (bill  of  excep- 
tions; alterations  presumed  to  be  made  be- 
fore signing  by  judge) ;  Bedgood  v.  Mc- 
Lain,  89  Ga.  793,  15  S.  E.  670  (deed;  alter- 
ation in  same  handwriting  and  ink,  by  an 
official);  Collins  v.  Boring,  96  Ga.  360,  23 
S.  E.  401   (tax  execution,  official  entry). 

Idaho. — Dangel  v.  Levy,  1  Idaho,  722 
(alteration  in  injunction  bond  presumed 
to  have  been  made  before  bond  was  submit- 
ted to  judi^e  for  his  approval,  and  before 
it  was  filed  in  the  case). 
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Ind.~Frencb  v.  State,  12  Ind.  670,  74 
Am.  Dec.  229  (interlineation  in  indict- 
ment ) . 

Iowa. — Warren  v.  Chickasaw  County,  13 
Iowa,  588  (county  warrant). 

Kan. — First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Franklin,  20 
Kan.  264   (erasure  in  order  of  sale). 

Ky.— Welch  v.  Chandler,  13  B.  Mon.  420 
(interlineation  in  certificate  of  acknowledg- 
ment of  deed  in  county  clerk's  record  book, 
in  different  handwriting,  record  made  by 
deputy,  interlineation  by  clerk  himself;  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  made  before  deed  first 
delivered  out  of  his  office). 

I-a, — State  v.  Boisseau,  1  Rob.  (La.)  388 

I  interlineation    in   bail   bond   in   same   ink 

and  handwriting,  on  printed  form,  because 

of  lack  of  space  upon  the  lines  for  all  the 

writing). 

Me. — Boothby  v.  Stanley,  34  Me.  ,515 
(alteration  in  officer's  return  in  same  ink 
and  handwriting). 

Mass.— Wilbur  v.  Wilbur,  13  Met.  405 
(levy  of  execution). 

Mich. — ^Hommel  v.  Devinney,  39  Mich.  522 
(interlineation  in  public  record  of  deed)  ; 
Brand  v.  Johnrowe,  60  Mich.  210,  26  N.  W. 
88.3    (appeal  bond). 

Mo. — NfcCormick  v.  Fitzmorris,  39  Mo. 
?4  (sheriff's  deed) ;  Holladay-Klotz  Land 
.  Lumber  Co.  v.  J.  T.  Moss  Tie  Co.  87  Mo. 
App.  167  (sheriff's  deed). 

N.  J. — North  River  Meadow  Co.  v.  Christ 
Church,  22  N.  J.  L.  424,  53  Am.  Dec.  258 
(assessment). 

N.  Y. — People  ex  rel.  Stone  v.  Minck,  21 
N.  Y.  539  (original  statement  of  return  of 
votes  made  bv  proper  officials) ;  Lazier  v. 
Westcott,  26  N.  Y.  146,  82  Am.  Dec.  404 
(exemplification  of  the  record  of  a  judge 
of  a  foreign  court,  verified  by  initials  of 
clerk);  Devoy  v.  New  York,  35  Barb.  264 
{certified  copy  of  oath  of  office,  never  in 
custody  of  party  executing  it). 

X.  C— Sloan  v.  Stanly,  33  N.  C.  (11 
Ired.  L.)    627    (officer's  return  of  levy). 

Or. — Crossen  v.  Oliver,  37  Or.  514,  61 
Pac.   885    (sheriff's  return). 

Pa.— Stevens  v.  Martin,  18  Pa.  101  (in- 
terlineation in  patent  to  land) ;  Xander  v. 
Cora.  102  Pa.  434  (erasure  in  guard i'an's 
bond). 

S.  D. — ^Northwestern  Mortg.  Trust  Co,  v. 
I^vtzow,  23  S.  D.  562,  122  N.  W.  600  (tax 
deed ) . 

Tex. — Miller  v.  Alexander,  13  Tex.  497, 
65  Am.  Dec.  73  (alteration  in  sheriff's  deed 
in  different  ink) ;  Peveler  v.  Peveler,  54  Tex. 
53    (bond). 

Wash. — Baylis  v.  Kerrick,  64  Wash.  410, 
116  Pac.  1082  (deed  executed  by  a  county 
treasurer,  erasure  apparent,  none  on  official 
record,  and  no  fraud  suggested). 

8.  Alteration  itntnaterial  to  issue. 

In  a  few  cases,  where  the  alteration  was 
shown  to  be  absolutely  immaterial  to  the 
question  at  issue,  the  instrument  has  been 
admitted  in  evidence  without  any  explana- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  one  offering  it. 
Fletcher  v.  Cavalier,  4  La.  267  (copy  of 
39  L.R.A,(N,S,)  '^ 


baptismal  register) ;  Hatch  v.  Hatch,  9 
Mass.  307,  6  Am.  Dec.  67  (alteration  in 
deed  to  correct  a  name)  ;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Mack,  35  Or.  122,  57  Pac.  326  (alteration 
in  indorsement  on  note,  but  not  material  in 
suit  by  indorsee  against  maker,  who  ad- 
mitted its  execution)  ;  Miller  v.  Reed,  27 
Pa.  244,  67  Am.  Dec.  459  (alteration  in 
note  in  same  handwriting  and  ink)  ;  Park- 
er's Estate,  19  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  606  (interlinea- 
tion in  acknowledgment  of  copy  of  lease)  ; 
Frey  v.  Wessner,  1  Woodw.  Dec.  145  (altera- 
tion in  note  in  different  handwriting,  but 
not  affecting  rights  of  parties,  who  were 
indorser  and  indorsee)  ;  Bashaw  v.  Wallace, 
101  Va.  733,  45  S.  E.  290  (bond) ;  Williams 
V.  Starr,  5  Wis.  534  (erasure  in  note  of 
printed  words  to  make  room  for  other 
words,  self-explanatory)  ;  Sibley  v.  Fisher, 
7  Ad.  &  El.  444,  2  Nev.  &  P.  430,  W.  W.  & 
D.  711,  7  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  2,  1  Jur.  866 
(alteration  in  bill  of  exchange,  but  its  exe- 
cution admitted,  the  only  issue  being  on 
the  indorsement) ;  Falmouth  v  Roberts,  9 
Mees.  &  W.  469,  1  Dowl.  N.  S.  633,  11  L. 
J.  Exch.  N.  S.  180  (contract). 

///.  Alteration  not  apparent  on  face  of 

instrument. 

In  the  case  of  an  alleged  alteration  which 
is  not  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment, the  burden  is  on  the  party  alleging 
it,  to  prove  it.  The  presumption  is  that, 
if  there  has  been  any  alteration,  it  was 
made  before  execution. 

U.  S. — ^United  States  v.  Linn,  1  How. 
104,  11  L.  ed.  64  (bond);  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Liewer,  109  C.  C.  A.  70,  187  Fed.  16 
(note). 

Ala. — Barclift  v.  Treece,  77  Ala.  628 
(promissory  note  under  seal) ;  Montgomery 
V.  Cross thwait,  90  Ala.  553,  12  L.R.A.  140, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  832,  8  So.  498  (note); 
Bouldin  v.  Barclay,  121  Ala.  427,  25  So. 
827   (note). 

Colo.— Houston  v.  Plato,  3  Colo.  402  (bill 
of  sale). 

111.— Dewey  v.  Merritt,  106  111.  App.  156 
(note). 

Ind. — Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  v.  Brim, 
111  Ind.  281,  12  N.  E.  315  (fire  insurance 
policy). 

Iowa. — Potter  v.  Kennelly,  81  Iowa,  96, 
46  N.  W.  856  (mortgage) ;  Re  Brown,  92 
Iowa,  379,  60  N.  W.  659    (check). 

Kan. — J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Peterson,  51  Kan.  713,  33  Pac.  470   (note). 

Kv.— Thacker  v.  Booth,  9  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
745,''6  S.  W.  460  (note)  ;  Marion  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Russell,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  332    (note). 

La. — Oakey  v.  Hennen,  18  La.  435  (note). 

Me. — ^Pullen  v.  Hutchinson,  25  Me.  249 
(note) ;  Buck  v.  Appleton,  14  Me.  284 
(note). 

Mo. — Hatch  v.  Bayless,  —  Mo.  — ,  146  S. 
W.  839   (contract). 

Neb.— McClintock  v.  State  Bank.  62  Neb. 
130,  71  N.  W.  978  (note)  ;  Anderson  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  88  Neb.  430,  129 
N.  W.  1008  (written  order  for  cars  in  car- 
rier's ord^r  ^opk). 
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Pa.— Feig  v.  Meyers,  102  Pa.  10  (deed) ; 
Gettysburg  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gage,  4  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  505    (note). 

S.  D.---Co8grove  v.  Fanebust,  10  S.  D. 
213,  72  N.  W.  469   (note). 

Tenn. — Douglass  v.  Brandon,  6  Baxt.  58 

(note) ;    Brown    v.    Phelon,    2    Swan,    020 

(bill  single) ;  Bumpass  v.  Timms,  3  Sneed, 

459   (note) ;  Smith  v.  Parker,  —  Tenn.  — , 

49  S.  W.  285    (deed). 

Tex.— Wells  v.  Moore,  16  Tex.  521 
(bond) ;  Muckleroy  v.  Bethany,  27  Tex. 
551  (note)  ;  First  Nat.  Bank  t.  Pritchard, 
2  .Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson)  130 
(note). 

Wis.— Gorden  v.  Robertson,  48  Wis.  493, 
4  N.  W.  579  (note) ;  Maxwell  v.  Hartmsn, 
60  Wis.  660,  8  N.  W.  103  (mortgage). 

In  Agawam  Bank  v.  Sears,  4  Gray,  95, 
where  alteration  in  a  note  was  not  appar- 
ent except  upon  close  inspection,  the  instruc. 
tion  to  the  jury  that  plaintiff  need  not  show 
that  the  alteration  was  made  before  sign- 
ing by  the  defendant  was  said  to  be  suffi- 
ciently favorable,  at  least  to  the  plaintiff. 

In  Ohio  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gill  Bros.  85  Neb. 
718,  124  N.  W.  152,  where  the  alteration 
in  a  note  was  not  apparent,  and  the  defend- 
ant alleged  that  a  portion  was  erased  when 
executed,  but  had  been  reincorporated  since 
execution,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
must  show  that  the  words  were  actually 
therein  at  the  time  of  execution,  and  had 
not  then  been  marked  out.         H.  C.  Sh. 


BCASSAGHU8ETTS    SUPREME    JITBI- 
CIAIi  COURT. 

BAR  ASSOCIATION  OF  THE  CITY  OF 

BOSTON 

V. 

PETER  J.  CASEY. 

(211  Mass.  187,  97  N.  E.  761.)' 

Judge  ~  qnaliflcation  —  disbarment 
proceedings  ~  membership  in  bar 
association. 

That  a  judge  is  an  honorary  member  of 
a  bar  association  does  not  disqualify  him 


to  sit  in  proceedings  instituted  by  the  as- 
sociation lor  the  disbarment  of  an  attor- 
ney. 

'(February  29,  1912.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  respondent  to  rulings 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  made  during  the  trial  of  a  pro- 
ceeding for  his  disbarment  which  resulted 
in  an  order  of  disbarment.    Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  S.  Richardson  and  P.  J. 
Casey  for  respondent. 

Messrs.  A.  D.  Hill  and  A.  6.  Grant,  for 
petitioner : 

Membership  in  the  bar  association  did 
not  disqualify  the  judges  from  acting  on 
this   petition. 

£x  parte  State  Bar  Asso.  92  Ala.  113, 
12  L.R.A.  134,  8  So.  708;  Bowman's  Case, 
67  Mo.  146. 

The  interest  which  disqualifies  a  judge 
cannot  be  a  mere  possible,  contingent  in- 
terest in  the  general  subject  to  which  the 
matter  relates;  it  must  be  certain  and  de- 
monstrable,— a  relation  by  which  the  judge 
would  gain  or  lose  something  by  the  re- 
sult  of   the  'proceedings. 

Northampton  v.  Smith,  11  Met.  390; 
Com.  V.  Ryan,  5  Mass.  90;  Com.  v.  Emery, 
11  Cush.  406;  Pearce  v.  Atwood^  13  Masb. 
324. 

Hammond,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  was  a  petition  filed  in  the  superior 
court  by  the  Bar  Association  of  the  City 
of  Boston  for  the  disbarment  of  the  re- 
spondent for  alleged  misconduct  therein  set 
forth.  In  response  to  an  order  of  notice, 
the  respondent  appeared  and  filed  an  an- 
swer. There  was  a  hearing  on  the  merits, 
and  on  April  9,  1906,  an  order  of  disbar- 
ment was  entered.  The  respondent  ap- 
pealed, and  at  his  request  the  case  was 
reported  to  this  court  for  the  determina- 


Note.  ^~  Membership  in  bar  txssociation 
08  disqualification  of  judge  to  pre- 
side at  disbarment  proceedings  in- 
stituted  by  association, 

A  search  has  disclosed  but  two  cases  previ- 
ous to  Bab  Asso.  v.  Caset,  where  the  ques- 
tion of  the  disqualification  of  a  judge  by 
reason  of  his  membership  in  a  bar  associa- 
tion, to  preside  at  disbarment  proceedings 
instituted  by  such  association,  has  been  de- 
cided. Both  of  these  decisions  are  in  ac- 
cord with  the  result  reached  in  Bab  Asso. 
V.  Casey,  to  the  effect  that  such  member- 
ship does  not  constitute  a  disqualification. 

Thus,  in  Ex  parte  State  Bar  Asso.  92  Ala. 
113,  12  L.R.A.  134,  8  So.  768,  it  was  held 
that  the  membership  of  a  judge  in  a  state 
bar  association  did  not  disqualifv  him  to 
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hear  a  proceeding  brought  by  it  for  the  dis- 
barment of  an  attorney,  although  the  asso- 
ciation might  be  liable  for  the  costs  if  de- 
feated. The  court  said:  "This  corporation 
is  not  a  commercial  or  financial  concern. 
It  is  not  capitalized;  its  members  are  not 
stockholders.  Its  purposes  are  social,  ethi- 
cal, and  public,  and  not  pecuniary  or  pri- 
vate. Its  scheme  involves  no  element  of 
gain  or  loss  pecuniarily  to  its  member- 
ship. It  is  supported  by  fixed  annual 
dues  exacted  from  its  members,  and  these 
would  neither  be  increased  nor  dimin- 
ished by  anv  possible  result  of  this  liti- 
gation. It  has  authority  to  acquire  and 
hold  property  within  certain  limits  of  value. 
Wliether  it  has  acquired  any  property  does 
not  appear  from  the  return,  and  if  the  re- 
spondent seeks  any  advantage  by  reason  of 
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tion  of  the  question  whether,  under  the 
findings  of  fact  made  by  the  judge,  "the 
order  of  disbarment  was  justified  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law."  After  full  argument  in  this 
court  the  order  of  disbarment  was  affirmed. 
J96  Mass.  100,  81  N.  E.  802.  Thereupon 
the  respondent  filed  in  the  superior  court 
a  motion  to  vacate  the  order  of  disbar- 
ment and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and  after- 
wards a  motion  for  a  new  trial  and  sev- 
eral other  motions  whieh  were  heard  and 
determined  adversely  to  the  respondent; 
and  upon  appeals,  seven  in  number,  the 
respondent  again  brought  the  case  to  this 
court,  where,  after  due  hearing,  the  or- 
ders appealed  from  were  all  affirmed  and 
it  was  ordered  that  judgment  be  entered 
in  the  superior  court  in  accordance  with 
the  order  of  disbarment  of  April  9,  1906. 
204  Mass.  331,  90  K.  E.  584. .  After  the  is- 
sue of  the  rescript  and  before  final  judg- 
ment in  the  superior  court,  the  respondent 
filed  there  a  motion  to  set  aside  all  or- 
ders, decisions,  and  findings  theretofore 
made  in  that  court,  and  also  a  motion  in 
arrest  of  judgment. 

At  the  hearing  on  these  motions  it  ap- 
peared that  Mr.  Justice  Fessenden,  who  is- 
sued the  original  order  to  show  cause,  Mr. 
Justice  Fox,  who  heard  the  cause  on  the 
merits  and  made  the  finding  thereon  and 
the  order  of  disbarment  of  April  9,  1906, 
and  Mr.  Justice  Pierce,  who  made  a  cer- 
tain order  as  to  the  disbarment,  were  re- 
spectively, at  the  times  in  which  they  thus 
acted,  honorary  members  of  the  Bar  Asso- 
ciation of  the  City  of  Boston,  in  whose 
name  the  petition  was  filed.  The  respond- 
ent  in   substance  asked  the  court  to   rule 


that  these  several  judges,  being  such  mem- 
bers, were  thereby  disqualified  to  sit  in 
the  case.  The  court  refused  so  to  rule, 
and  ruled  that  upon  all  the  evidence 
neither  of  these  judges  "was  disqualified  to 
act  and  find  as  .  .  .  [hej  did  find,  by 
reason  of  interest  or  otherwise.''  The  re- 
spondent also  asked  for  a  ruling  "that  all 
the  orders  and  findings  in  the  proceedings 
in  the  said  petition  are  null  and  void." 
This  also  the  court  refused  to  give,  and 
denied  the  motion.  To  these  refusals  to 
rule  and  to  the  ruling  actually  made  the 
respondent  excepted.  It  is  doubtful  wheth- 
er this  last  request,  fairly  construed,  is 
intended  to  cover  any  other  ground  for  the 
nullity  of  the  acts  of  the  court  except  that 
arising  from  the  alleged  disqualification 
of  the  judges.  The  respondent's  brief,  how- 
ever, touches  upon  some  other  reasons  why 
the  acts  are  null  and  void;  but  even  if  he 
relies  upon  any  such  other  reasons,  they 
raise  only  such  questions  as  have  been  here- 
tofore determined  in  this  case,  or  such  as 
are  no  longer  open  to  him  at  this  stage. 
The  only  question  open  to  him  now  is 
whether  the  judges,  being  honorary  mem- 
bers of  the  incorporated  bar  association, 
were  thereby  disqualified  to  act. 

It  is  urged  by  the  prosecution  that  even 
this  is  not  now  open  to  him;  that,  not- 
withstanding his  affidavit  that  he  was  ig- 
norant of  the  relation  until  after  the  last 
rescript  from  this  court,  he  has  not  shown 
due  diligence  in  ascertaining  the  facts 
about  the  association  and  the  relation  of 
the  judges  to  it.  But  we  are  not  inclined  to 
decide  the  case  upon  so  narrow  a  ground, 
even  if  it  were  possible  to  do  so.    The  ques- 


ita  ownership  of  property,  his  interest  in 
which  as  a  member  would  be  alTected  by 
any  judgment  that  might  be  rendered  in 
this  cause,  it  was  upon  him  to  return  the 
fact.  But  conceding  that  we  must  assume 
that  the  association  did  own  property  to 
the  limits  of  its  power  in  that  respect,  and 
conceding,  further,  that  the  interest  of  mem- 
bers in  that  property  was  such  that,  upon 
the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  each 
member  would  be  entitled  to  a  distributive 
share  of  it, — a  proposition  unsupported  by 
authority, — still  this  interest  would  be  en- 
tirely too  remote  and  speculative  to  dis- 
qualify the  member  from  sitting  as  judge  or 
juror  in  a  case  to  which  the  corporation  is 
a  party.  The  interest  which  will  disqualify 
must  be  a  pecuniary  one,  or  one  affecting 
the  individual  rights' of  the  judge.  The  fact 
that  dues  which  he  pays  to  tlie  association 
may  have  to  be  appropriated  to  the  satis- 
faction of  a  judgment  for  costs  cannot  con- 
stitute such  interest,  since  the  dues  are 
paid  for  that  purpose,  amonj?  others,  wheth- 
er in  contemplation  of  such  judgment  or 
not,  and  the  amount  of  his  liability  in  that 
respect  is  not  affected  by  the  rendition  of 
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a  judgment  for  costs  against  the  associa- 
tion. Moreover,  'the  liability  of  pecuniary 
gain  or  relief  to  the  judge  must  occur  upon 
the  event  of  the  suit,  not  result  remotely,  in 
the  future,  from  the  general  operation  of 
law  upon  the  status  fixed  by  the  decision.' 
12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  45  et  seq.  The 
'diminution  of  a  member's  distributive  share 
in  the  corporate  property,  depending  upon 
a  dissolution  which  may  never  occur,  or 
never  during  his  life  or  membership,  or  re- 
lief from  such  result,  is  certainly  entirely 
too  remote  to  be  considered  in  any  sense  as 
occurring  *upon  the  event  of  the  suit.'  It  is, 
on  the  contrary,  if  possible  at  all,  a  result 
of  the  remote  future,  'from  the  general 
operation  of  law  on  the  status  fixed  by  the 
decision.' " 

And  in  Bowman's  Case,  67  Mo.  146,  it 
was  held  that  the  fact  that  a  judge  was  an 
honorary  member  of  the  bar  association  of 
St.  Louis  did  not  disqualify  him  from  sit- 
ting at  a  trial  of  a  case  of  disbarment  in- 
stituted by  a  committee  of  such  association, 
since  he  had  not  a  particle  of  pecuniary  in- 
terest involved.  J.  T.  W. 
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tion  is  likely  to  arise  in  the  future,  and  for 
the  information  and  guidance  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  courts  who  may  be  ealled  to  act 
in  similar  cases,  it  is  better  that  it  should 
be  squarely  met,  duly  considered,  and  final- 
ly settled. 

There  is  substantially  no  dispute  about 
the  material  facts.  The  association  ^was 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  this  com- 
monwealth. Stat.  1886,  chap.  22.  This 
statute  ( §  1 )  provides  that  the  members  of 
the  Bar  Association  of  the  City  of  Boston, 
heretofore  an  unincorporated  association, 
and  all  persons  who  shall  hereafter  be  as- 
sociated with  them,  shall  be  a  body  corpo- 
rate under  the  same  name,  "for  the  pur- 
pose of  promoting  social  intercourse  among 
the  members  of  the  bar,  of  insuring  con- 
formity to  a  high  standard  of  professional 
duty,  and  of  making  the  practice  of  the  law 
efiicient  in  the  administration  of  justice;" 
that  (§2)  for  attaining  the  objects  and 
carrying  into  effect  the  purposes  of  the 
corporation,  it  may  acquire,  receive,  and 
hold  real  and  personal  estate,  including  a 
suitable  building,  library,  and  furniture,  not 
exceeding  $500,000  in  value;  that  (§3)  it 
may  adopt  a  constitution,  by-laws,  and  rules 
for  the  admission,  government,  suspension, 
and  expulsion  of  its  members,  the  collec- 
tion of  fees,  the  election  of  officers,  and  de- 
fining their  duties,  and  for  the  management 
of  the  affairs  of' the  corporation;  and  that 
(§  4)  all  interest  of  any  member  shall 
terminate  and  vest  in  the  corporation  upon 
his  ceasing  to  be  a  member  "by  death,  res- 
ignation, expulsion,  or  otherwise." 

By  the  con»titution  it  appears  (article 
3)  that  every  member  must  be  an  attor- 
ney. The  •  constitution  further  provides 
(article  4)  for  the  appointment  of  various 
officers  and  committees,  among  which  is  a 
committee  on  grievances,  and  defines  their 
respective  duties;  also  that  (article  6) 
there  shall  be  an  admission  fee  and  an  an- 
nual fee.  The  method  of  dealing  with  a 
person  accused  of  professional  misconduct, 
whether  or  not  he  be  a  member  of  the  asso- 
ciation, is  set  out  partly  in  the  constitution 
and  partly  in  the  by-laws.  So  far  as  ma- 
terial to  this  case  it  is  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: The  complaint  is  not  laid  before  thn 
association,  but  is  referred  to  the  committee 
on  grievances,  consisting  of  seven  members, 
who,  after  such  hearing  as  they  deem  ex- 
pedient, shall  report  the  facts  and  their 
recommendations  to  the  council,  a  larger 
committee  consisting  of  at  least  twenty-one 
regular  members,  including  the  president, 
vice  president,  treasurer,  and  secretary,  and 
shall  thereupon  institute  such  proceedings 
against  offenders  as  the  council  may  order. 
The  committee  on  grievances  shall  keep  a 
record  of  their  proceedings,  which  shall  not 
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be  shown  to  any  person  not  a  member  of  the 
association,  "except  that  any  member  of 
the  bar  not  a  member  of  the  association 
shall  be  entitled  to  an  examination  of  any 
proceedings  of  the  committee  affecting  him." 
All  meetings  of  the  committee  on  grievances 
and  of  the  association  shall  be  private,  and 
the  cost  of  all  proceedings  before  this  com- 
mittee shall  be  paid  by  the  treasurer  of  the 
corporation,  on  the  order  of  the  chairman 
of  the  committee.  By-law  No.  3.  The  com- 
mittee shall  institute  and  carry  on  such 
proceedings  against  offenders,  whether  or 
not  members  of  the  association,  and  to  such 
extent  as  the  council  or  the  association  may 
order,  and  shall  employ  suitable  counsel 
or  agents  for  that  purpose,  the  cost  of  such 
proceedings  to  be  paid  as  in  the  case  of  the 
cost  of  hearings  before  the  committee  on 
grievances.    Const,  art.  4,  §  7,  pt.  3. 

One  of  the  purposes  of  the  incorporation 
was  "to  insure  conformity  to  a  high  stand- 
ard of  professional  duty,"  and  one  of  the 
methods  adopted  to  this  end  is  a  systematic 
course  of  procedure  for  the  detection  and 
disbarment  of  unw^orthy  attorneys,  whether 
members  of  the  association  or  not.  With- 
out stopping  to  dwell  upon  the  features  of 
this  system,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  in 
devising  and  pursuing  it  the  association  is 
engaged  in  a  praiseworthy  work,  and  that 
the  system  seems  well  calculated  as  well  to 
protect  the  reputation  of  the  person  against 
whom  an  unjust  complaint  is  made,  as  to 
detect  and  expose  the  person  justly  accused. 

The  association  has  a  large  library  and 
commodious  rooms.  Among  its  active  mem- 
bers are  many  of  the  prominent  members  of 
the  bar  in  this  vicinity.  There  are  no 
shares  of  stock  and  no  pecuniary  profits: 
The  relation  of  honorary  members  is  thus 
set  forth  in  article  3  of  the  constitution  : 
"Any  member  of  the  association  who  may 
become  a  judge  or  justice  of  any  court  of 
record,  and  all  other  members  of  the  su- 
preme judicial  and  superior  courts,  shall 
'  be,  while  they  shall  hold  such  office,  honor- 
ary members  of  the  association,  and  shall 
be  entitled  to  all  its  privileges,  except  that 
of  voting,  and  shall  be  exempt  from  pay- 
ment of  dues."  Such  is  the  association  and 
such  is  its  method  of  procedure  on  charges 
of  unprofessional  conduct.  Such  also  is 
the  relation  which  the  honorary  members 
sustain  to  it. 

The  petition  in  this  case  was  filed  in  the 
name  of  this  association.  The  heading  is 
as  follows:  "Bar  Association  of  the  City 
of  Boston  v.  Peter  J.  Casey.  Petition  for 
Disbarment."  It  alleges  that  the  respond- 
ent was  duly  admitted  to  the  bar,  that  he 
has  been  guilty  of  gross  misconduct,  giv- 
ing a  detailed  account  of  the  same,  and 
ends  with  the  prayer  "that  the  said  Casey 
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he  removed  from  the  office  of  attorney  at 
law  in  this  commonwealth,  or  that  the 
court  may  make  such  further  order  in  the 
premises  as  it  shall  deem  expedient  in  the 
interests  of  the  public  welfare;''  and  it  is 
signed  "Bar  Association  of  the  City  of  Bos- 
ton, by  *'  its  attorneys.  It  was  the  petition 
of  the  association,  and  there  is  no  dispute 
that  it  was  drawn  up  and  filed  under  its 
authority. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  respondent 
contends  that  every  honorary  member  of 
this  association  was  disqualified  to  act  in 
this  case.  In  support  of  that  contention  he 
says  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  parties 
are  two,  the  association  on  one  side  and  he 
on  the  other;  that  every  member  of  the  as- 
sociation, whether  regular  or  honorary,  is 
therefore  interested  in  the  result,  and  is  in 
substance  a  plaintiff,  and  that  no  man  can 
be  both  judge  and  party  in  the  same  case. 

It  may  be  at  once  conceded  that  if  the 
respondent's  premises  were  correct,  his  con- 
clusion would  be  the  natural  logical  se- 
<iuence.  But  the  premises  are  not  correct, 
'i  hey  are  based  upon  aii  entire  misconcep- 
tion of  the  nature  of  the  proceeding.  Thi& 
is  not  a  proceeding  betwen  two  parties 
where  the  court  is  asked  to  adjudicate  con- 
llicting  claims  as  to  some  right,  corporeal 
or  incorporeal,  and  where  a  decision  favor- 
able to  one  party  is  necessarily  to  that  ex- 
tent unfavorable  to  the  other.  It  is  rattier 
in  the  nature  of  an  inquest  or  inquiry  as 
to  the  eonduct  of  the  respondent.  In  the  re- 
sult of  this  inquiry  the  association  has  no 
interest.  It  can  gain  nothing,  nor  can  it 
lose  anything,  whatever  may  be  the  result. 
It  simply  calls  the  attention  of  the  court  to 
the  alleged  misconduct  of  an  attorney,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  redress  of  any 
grievance  suffered  by  itself,  but  only  that 
the  court,  if  so  disposed,  may  inquire  into 
the  charge  and  act  accordingly.  Such  this 
petition  plainly  is  upon  its  face.  It  sets 
forth  no  wrong  done  to  it;  it  asks  for  no  re- 
lief. The  prayer  at  the  end  of  the  petition 
does  not  ask  for  such  a  decree  as  justice^ 
and  equity  may  require  as  between  the  as- 
sociation and  respondent,  but  in  substance 
fur  such  an  order  as  the  court  shall  "deem 
expedient  in  the  interests  of  the  public  wel- 
fare." 

And  such  is  the  proceeding  in  reality.  An 
attorney  at  law  is  not  merely  a  member  of 
a  profession  practising  for  personal  gain, 
nor  is  he  on  the  other  hand  a  public  officer. 
He  is  an  officer  of  the  court.  Ex  parte  Gar- 
land, 4  Wall.  333,  18  L.  ed.  3G6;  Splane's 
Petition,  123  Pa.  527,  640,  16  Atl.  481.  The 
court,  by  reason  of  the  necessary  and  inher- 
ent power  vested  in  it  to  control  the  con- 
duct of  its  own  affairs,  and  to  maintain  its 
own  dignity,  has  a  summary  jurisdiction  to 
deal  with  the  alleged  misconduct  of  an  at- 
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torney.  A  proceeding  for  disbarment  is 
simply  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  over  an 
offices,  an  inquiry  into  his  conduct,  not  for 
the  purpose  of  granting  redress  to  a  client 
of  other  person  for  wrong  done,  but  only 
for  the  maintenanee  of  the  purity  and  dig- 
nity of  the  court  by  removing  an  unfit 
officer.  As  stated  by  Andrews,  Ch.  J.,  in 
Fairfield  County  Bar  v.  Taylor,  60  Conn.  11, 
15,  13  'L.R.A.  767,  22  Atl.  441,  442:  "[The 
proceedings  are]  an  investigation  by  the 
court  into  the  conduct  of  one  of  its  own 
officers,  not  the  trial  of  an  action  or  suit." 
In  that  case  a  petition  or  complaint  was 
filed  by  a  committee  of  the  Fairfield  county 
bar,  and  the  following  lahguage  was  used  by 
Andrews,  Ch.  J.:  **Neither  the  whole  bar 
of  Fairfield  county  nor  its  committee  were 
parties  to  an  action  in  any  proper  sense. 
They  were  not  prosecuting  any  matter  of 
their  own.  They  were  not  plaintiffs.  They 
were  performing  their  sworn  duty  to  the 
court  by  bringing  to  its  knowledge  the  mis- 
doings of  one  of  its  agents."  This  is  an  ac- 
curate statement  of  the  relation  sustained 
to  this  case  by  the  petitioner.  It  has  no  con- 
trol over  the  proceedings,  nor  any  rights  as 
to  them,  not  even  to  an  order  of  notice.  The 
question  whether  any  action  shall  be  taken 
on  the  petition,  and,  if  so,  what,  is  entire- 
ly within  the  discretion  of  the  court.  From 
the  moment  of  the  filing  of  the  petition, 
the  petitioner  in  law  dropped  completely 
out  of  the  case,  and  the  matter  was  entirely 
in  the  hands  of  the  court  to  make  the  in- 
quest on  its  own  account,  and  to  such  extent 
as  it  saw  fit.  And  Mr.  Hill  in  his  subse- 
quent acts,  either  in  the  preparation  of  the 
evidence,  in  putting  it  in  at  the  hearing, 
or  in  addressing  the  court,  was  in  law  not 
acting  for  and  in  behalf  of  the  association, 
but  as  an  officer  of  the  court,  by  the  au- 
thority expressly  or  impliedly  conferred  by 
it  upon  him.  And  that  is  so  although  the 
formal  order  authorizing  Mr.  Hill  "to  prose- 
cute the  inquiry  and  proceedings  in  rela- 
tion to  said  petition,  such  authorization  to 
take  effect  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  the 
petition,"  was  not  entered  upon  the  record 
until  February  25,  1907.  The  expenses  of 
the  hearing  were  payable  out  of  the  county 
treasury  (Rev.  Laws,  chap.  165,  §  44;  Bor- 
rage  v.  Bristol  County,  210  Mass.  299,  96 
N.  E.  719),  and  they  were  so  paid. 

"Usually  .  .  .  [proceedings  for  disbar- 
ment] are  commenced  by  rule  to  show  cause 
or  by  an  attachment  or  summons  to  answer ; 
but  these  are  issued  on  motion  or  bare  sug- 
gestion to  the  court,  or  even  on  the  knowl- 
edge which  the  court  may  acquire  of  the 
doings  of  an  attorney  by  their  own  observa- 
tion. No  formal  or  technical  description  of 
the  act  complained  of  is  deemed  requisite 
to  the  validity  of  such  a  proceeding.  Sonic- 
times  the^  ar^  founded  on  affidavit  of  the 
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facts  to  which  the  attorney  is  summoned  to 
answer,  in  other  cases  by  an  order  to  show 
cause  why  he  should  not  be  stricken,  from 
the  roll;  and  when  the  court  judicially  know 
of  the  misconduct  of  an  attorney,  they  will, 
of  their  own  motion,  order  an  inquiry  to  be 
made  by  a  master  without  issuing  any  pro- 
cess whatever,  and,  on  the  coming  in  of  his 
report,  will  cause  his  name  to  be  stricken 
from  the  roll."  Bigelow,  Ch.  J.,  in  Re  Ran- 
dall, 11  Allen,  473,  479,  citing  Bacon,  Abr. 
Attachment, '  A,  Attorney,  H,  and  cases 
therein  cited;  Rex  v.  Southerton,  6  East, 
143,  2  Smith,  305,  8  Revised  Rep.  428;  Re 
Elsam,  3  Barn.  &  C.  597,  5  Dowl.  &  R.  389, 
3  L.  J.  K.  B.  75.  See  also  Ex  parte  Wall, 
107  U.  8.  265,  27  L.  ed.  552,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
569;  Ex  parte  Steinman,  95  Pa.  220,  40  Am. 
Rep.  637 ;  Randall  v.  Brigham,  7  Wall.  523, 
19  L.  ed.  285. 

The  nature  of  the  present  proceeding  is 
not  affected  by  the  fact  that  through  all 
its  stages  it  has  been  entitled  "Bar  Asso- 
ciation of  the  City  of  Boston  v.  Casey." 
This  is  a  mere  matter  of  designation  com- 
mon in  such  a  case  in  this  commonwealth. 
See  Cowley  v.  O'Connell,  174  Mass.  253,  53 
N.  E.  1001,  54  N.  E.  568;  Bar  Asso.  v.  Green- 
hood,  168  Mass.  169,  46  N.  E.  568;  Boston 
Bar  Asso.  v.  Hale,  197  Mass.  423,  83  N.  E. 
885;  Bar  Asso.  y.  Scott,  209  Mass.  200,  95 
N.  E.  402.  In  other  jurisdictions  a  case 
for  disbarment  may  be  entitled  either  Ex 
parte  or  In  re  or  In  the  Matter  of, — fol- 
lowed by  the  name  of  the  accused.  And  such 
a  title  seems  preferable  as  indicating  more 
accurately  the  real  nature  of  the  proceeding. 

We  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  several 
justices  of  the  superior  court,  whose  right 
to  sit  has  been  challenged  by  the  respondent, 
of  their  own  motion,  upon  information  giv- 
ing .  them  reasonable  cause  to  believe  that 
the  respondent  had  been  guilty  of  profes- 
sional misconduct,  could  have  conducted  an 
inquiry  into  the  matter  either  through  a 
master  or  in  open  court,  and  that  it  is 
immaterial  upon  the  question  of  their 
qualification  that  the  information  came  by 
the  petition,  or  from  whatever  way  it 
reached  them. 

Exceptions  overruled.       « 

Orders  affirmed. 
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V. 

CITY  OF  BOSTON. 

(211  Mass.  171,  97  N.  E.  1100.) 

Damages  —  personal  injury  —  interest. 
Interest  cannot  be  allowed  as  damages  for 
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a  pertonal  injury,  even  as  compensation  for 
delay  in  settlement. 

(February  29,  1912.) 

1  EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of 
-i  the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  a  defect  in  a 
highway.     Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Fowler,  Bauer,  &  Kenney,  for 
plaintiff: 

The  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  the 
jury  to  consider  the  delay  as  affecting  the 
amount  of  damages.  The  question  is  not 
whether  interest  should  be  allowed,  or 
whether  the  jury  must  give  damages  for  de- 
lay, but  merely  whether  the  jury  have  a 
right  to  consider  the  delay,  if  in  their  judg- 
ment the  circumstances  call  for  it. 

Frazer  v.  Bigelow  Carpet  Co.  141  Mass. 
126,  4  N.  E.  620;  Ainsworth  v.  Lakin,  180 
Mass.  397,  57  L.R.A.  132,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
314,  62  N.  E.  746;  Atwood  v.  Boston  For- 
warding &  Transfer  Ca  185  Mass.  557,  71 
N.  E.  72 ;  Peabody  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
R.  Co.  187  Mass.  489,  73  N.  E.  649;  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  v.  Robinson,  180  U.  S.  92, 
108,  45  L.  ed.  440,  448,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
283;  Washington  A  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Hickey,  12 
App.  D.  C.  269;  Larsen  v.  Home  Teleph. 
Co.  164  Mich.  324,  129  N.  W.  894;  Zipper- 
lein  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  8  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  587;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
v.  Wallace,  91  Tenn.  35,  14  L.R.A.  548,  17 
S.  W.  882;  Smith  v.  East  Mauch  Chunk,  3 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  496;  Central  R.  Co.  v.  Sears, 
66  Ga.  502 ;  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Young, 
81  Ga.  397,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  320,  7  S.  E. 
1)12;  Walrath  v.  Redfield,  18  N.  Y.  467; 
Duryee  v.  New  York,  96  N.  Y.  477. 

Inasmuch  as  the  jury  was  not  allowed  to 
exercise  its  discretion  in  reference  to  the 
matter  of  delay,  the  plaintiff  should  be 
given  a  new  trial  on  the  question  of  her 
damages  only. 

Morrison  v.  Richardson,  194  Mass.  370, 
80  N.  E.  468;  Thomson  v.  Pentecost,  203 
Mass.  605,  02  N.  E.  1021;  Opinion  of  Jus- 
tices, 207  Mass.  606,  94  N.  E.  846. 

Mr.  George  A.  Flynn,  for  defendant: 

Interest  cannot  be  allowed  as  damages  in 
personal  injury  cases. 

Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Young,  81  Ga.  397, 
12  Am.  St.  Rep.  320,  7  S.  E.  912;  Ratteree 
V.  Chapman,  79  Ga.  574,  4  S.  E.  684;  Texas 
&  N.  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Carr,  91  Tex.  332,  43  S.  W. 
18;  Lester  v.  Highland  Boy  Gold  Min.  Co. 

Note. —The  general  subject  of 'the  right 
to  interest  on  unliquidated  damages  is 
treated  in  the  note  to  Fell  v.  Union  P.  R. 
Co.  28  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  1,  and  see  later  case. 
New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Roper,  36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   952. 
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27  Utah,  470,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  988,  76  Pac. 
341,  1  Ann.  Cas.  761 ;  Missouri  &  K.  Telepli. 
Co.  V.  Vandervort,  71  Kan.  101,  79  Pac. 
1068,  6  Ann.  Cas.  30;  Green  v.  Garcia,  3 
La.  Ann.  702;  Damhorst  v.  Missouri  P.  R. 
Co.  32  Mo.  App.  350;  Pittsburgh  Southern 
R.  Co.  y.  Taylor,  104  Pa.  306,  49  Am.  Rep. 
580. 

In  addition  to  any  general  rule  refusing 
a  plaintiff  the  right  to  collect  damages  for 
delay  in  personal  injury  cases,  the  right  of 
recovery  is  limited  by  the  statute  to  bodily 
injuries,  and  this  has  been  construed  to  pre- 
vent recovery  for  loss  of  consortium  and  for 
medical  expenses. 

Harwood  v.  Lowell,  4  Cush.  310;  Nestor 
▼.  Fall  River,  MS  Mass.  265,  67  N.  E.  248. 

RnsiTff  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries 
received  by  the  plaintiff  while  a  traveler, 
Irom  a  defect  in  a  highway.  The  only  ques- 
tion to  be  decided  is  whether  in  such  an  ac- 
tion the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  instruc- 
tion to  the  effect  that  in  ascertaining  dam- 
ages the  jury  have  a  right  to  add  to  the 
fair  compensation  interest  by  reason  of  de- 
lay. The  plaintiff  relies  on  Frazer  v.  Bige- 
low  Carpet  Co.  141  Mass.  126,  4  N.  £.  620, 
where  it  was  held  that  in  an  action  for  in- 
jury to  property  "the  jury, 'in  their  discre- 
tion, and  as  incident  to  determining  the 
amount  of  the  original  loss,  may  consider 
the  delay  caused  by  the  defendant."  This 
case  has  been  followed  in  other  cases  of 
tortious  injury  to  property.  Ainsworth  v. 
Lakin,  180  Mass.  397,  57  L.R.A.  132,  91 
Am.  St.  Rep.  314,  62  N.  E.  746;  Atwood  v. 
Boston  Forwarding  &  Transfer  Co.  185 
Mass.  557,  71  N.  E.  72;  and  Peabody  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  187  Mass.  489,  493, 
73  N.  E.  649.  The  rule  in  substance  adopt- 
ed in  these  cases  is  that,  while  interest  is 
not  allowed  as  matter  of  right,  the  time  for 
which  the  plaintiff  has  been  kept  out  of  the 
use  of  his  property,  or  the  damage  occa- 
sioned by  the  wrong  of  the  defendant,  may 
be  considered,  and  an  amount  not  exceeding 
the  legal  rate  of  interest  may  be  included 
therefor  in  the  verdict  if  necessary  in  order 
to  give  adequate  compensation.  This  prin- 
ciple is  applicable  to  cases  where  there  has 
been  a  definite  injury  to  specific  property. 
The  reason  is  that  stated  by  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  in  Parks  v.  Boston,  15  Pick.  198,  in 
laying  down  the  rule  for  the  computation  of 
interest  where  property  is  taken  by  eminent 
domain.  The  injury  occurs  and  is  finished 
in  its  results  on  a  particular  day,  and  can 
then  best  be  ascertained,  and  exact  justice 
would  be  done  by  a  contemporaneous  de- 
termination of  the  loss.  An  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries  is  essentially  different  in  its 
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nature.  The  damages  are  not  complete  and 
ended  on  the  day  of  the  accident,  but  con- 
tinue for  a  greater  or  less  period  thereafter. 
The  extent  and  magnitude  of  the  injury  are 
not  infrequently  unappreciated  and  incap- 
able of  reasonable  ascertainment  on  the  day 
it  is  received.  Its  degree  of  permanence  is 
often  deceptive  at  the  first,  and  commonly 
the  determination  of  conditions  requi'^iite  for 
recovery  is  materially  assisted  by  the  per- 
spective of  time.  The  most  helpful  aids  in 
learning  the  nature  and  degree  of  actual 
injury  may  be  events  occurring  after  the 
event  complained  of. 

There  is  no  fixed  standard  by  which  the 
compensation  to  be  awarded  can  be  meas- 
ured. Its  general  rules  have  been  stated 
many  times.  The  sum  of  money  fixed  upon 
must  be  such  as  fairly  compensates  the  in- 
jured person  for  the  loss  of  time,  the  phys- 
ical pain,  and  the  mental  suffering,  both 
that  undergone  in  the  past  and  likely  to 
occur  in  the  future,  and  also  money  reason- 
ably expended  and  to  be  expended  in  assua- 
ging pain  and  in  restoration  to  health.  Ele- 
ments that  are  past  and  also  those  which 
are  to  come  must  be  considered.  Most  of 
them  are  not  capable  of  mathematical  com- 
putation. They  can  be  settled  only  by  the 
sound  judgment  and  conscience  of  the  tri- 
bunal by  which  they  are  assessed,  and  they 
are  peculiarly  within  its  province.  The 
damages  are  to  be  determined,  moreover,  as 
of  the  day  of  the  trial.  It  is  apparent  that 
interest,  or  considerations  akin  to  interest, 
have  no  place  in  an  inquiry  of  this  sort.  In- 
terest is  compensation  for  the  use  of  money 
which  is  due.  But  the  money  which  the 
wrongdoer  is  required  by  law  to  pay'  for  the 
future  suffering,  expense,  or  loss  of  time  of 
one  whom  he  has  injured,  is  not  due  until 
judgment  is  made  up.  It  is  not  a  debt,  and 
does  not  become  a  definite  obligation  until 
a  verdict  or  finding  has  been  finally  entered. 
It  is  composed  to  divers  elements,  together 
making  up  a  gross  sum,  many  of  which  may 
not  have  sprung  into  being  on  the  day  when 
the  tort  was  committed,  although  directly 
traceable  to  it  as  a  cause.  If  interest  were 
properly  chargeable  on  that  which  has  al- 
ready accrued,  discount  should  be  allowed 
upon  that  which  relates  to  the  future.  Such 
a  method  of  computing  damages  would  be 
wholly  impracticable.  The  amount  of  dam- 
ages recoverable  in  actions  of  this  sort  as 
^vell  as  those  under  certain  branches  of  the 
employers'  liability  act  and  under  penal 
statutes  for  causing  death,  is  limited  to 
definite  amounts.  Plainly  no  interest  can 
be  allowed  in  instance^  of  maximum  injury. 

It  has  been  the  practice  in  this  common- 
wealth not  to  extend  the  rule  of  Frazer  v. 
Bi|rel6w  Carpet  Co.  supra,  to  cases  of  this 
sort.     Although  the  custom  has  been  firmly 
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established  and  continuous  not  to  allow  en- 
hancement of  damages  by  reason  of  delay, 
and  personal  injury  actions  have  been  very 
numerous  for  many  years,  the  question  has 
never  been  presented  before  for  considera- 
tion. The  grounds  against  such  an  exten- 
sion of  allowance  of  interest  appear  conclu- 
sive. This  view  is  supported  by  the  great 
weight  of  authority  in  other  jurisdictions. 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wallace,  91  Tenn. 
35,  14  L.R.A.  648,  17  S.  W.  882;  Burrows 
V.  Lownsdale,  66  C.  C.  A.  650,  133  Fed.  250; 
Jacobson  v.  United  States  Gypsum  Co.  150 
Iowa,  330,  130  N.  W.  122-125;  Arkansas 
&  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Stroude,  82  Ark.  117-127, 
100  S.  W.  760;  Fell  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  32 
Utah,  101-111,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1,  88  Pac. 
1003-1006;  13  Ann.  Cas.  1137;  Ratteree  v. 
Chapman,  79  Ga.  674-581,  4  S.  E.  684;  Sar- 
gent V.  Hampden,  38  Me.  581 ;  Western  & 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Young,  81  Ga.  397,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  320,  7  S.  E.  912 ;  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  Vandervort,  71  Kan.  101,  79  Pac. 
1068,  6  Ann.  Cas.  30;  Pittsburgh  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Taylor,  104  Pa.  306,  49  Am.  Rep. 
580;  Texas  &  N.  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Carr,  91  Tex. 
332,  43  S.  W.  18;  Bommarius  v.  New  Or- 
leans R.  &  Light  Co.  123  La.  616,  49  So. 
213.  See  also  Tilghman  v.  Proctor,  126  U. 
S.  161,  31  L.  ed.  672,  8  Sup.  Ct.  R^p.  894; 
Shafer  Fruit  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  v.  E.  M. 
Upton  Cold  Storage  Co.  133  App.  Div.  796, 
118  N.  Y.  Supp.  8. 
Exceptions  overruled. 
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AND  APPEAIiS. 

JOSEPH  TAYLOR 
v. 

NEW   YORK   &   LONG   BRANCH   RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err. 

(80  N.  J.  L.  282,  78  Atl.  169.) 

Railroad  ^  policeman  ^  duties. 

1.  The  duties  of  a  railway  policeman  ap- 
pointed  on   the   application   of   a   railroad 

Headnotes  by  Pitney,  Ch.  J. 


company,  and  commissioned  by  the  govern- 
or, pursuant  to  the  "Act  Concerning  Car- 
riers" (P.  L.  1904,  p.  322,  §  4),  are  con- 
fined to  criminal  cases. 

Same  —  liability  for  acts. 

2.  If  railway  policemen  appointed  and 
commissioned  under  the  act  (P.  L.  ]904,  p. 
322,  §  4)  are  employed  in  matters  aside 
from  their  duties  under  the  statute,  the  em- 
ployer may  be  held  answerable  for  what 
they  do,  the  same  as  in  other  cases  of 
agency. 

(November  14,  1910.) 

ERROR  to  the  Monmouth  County  Circuit 
J  '  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a' 
judgment  in  favor  of  plainnn  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  alleged  false 
imprisonment.      Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  S.  Applegate  &  Son,  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

The  handcuffing  of  Taylor  did  not  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action. 

3  Cyc.  896;  Newell,  Malicious  Prosecu- 
tion, pp.  72,  73. 

In  assisting  an  officer  executing  a  war- 
rant, civil  or  criminal,  a  third  party  is  pro- 
tected. 

Newell,    Malicious    Prosecution,    2d    ed. 
85,  192;  19  Cyc.  341;  12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  770;   Geary  ▼.  Stevenson,  169. 
Mass.  23,  47  N.  E.  508. 

The  servant  of  the  master  cannot  bind 
the  master  to  respond  in  damages  to  the 
plaintiff,  unless  it  be  shown  that  the  act 
which  the  servant  did,  which  caused  the 
injuryj  was  an  act  which  was  expressly,  or 
by  necessary  implication,  within  the  line  of 
his  duty  under  his  employment. 

Holler  V.  Ross,  68  N.  J.  L.  324,  59  L.R.A. 
943,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  646,  53  Atl.  472; 
31  Cyc.  1584,  1586,  and  notes;  Tolchester 
Beach  Improv.  Co.  v.  Steinmeier,  72  Md. 
313,  8  L.R.A.  846,  20  Atl.  188;  Mulligan 
V.  New  York  &  R.  B.  R.  Co.  129  N.  Y. 
506,  14  L.R.A.  791,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  539, 
29  N.  E.  952;  Milton  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
193  Mo.  46,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  282,  91  S.  W. 
949. 


Note,  —  Liahility  of  private  person  or 
corporation  for  arts  of  special  police 
officer  appointed  hy  public  authority. 

This  note  is  supplementary  to  the  notes 
appended  to  McKain  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R. 
Co.  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  289,  and  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  30  L.R.A.  (N.S.)   481. 

The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be  that 
a  corporation  is  liable  for  a  wrongful  as- 
sault or  unlawful  arrest  made,  or  caused  to 
be  made,  by  a  detective  or  peace  ofTicer  em- 
ployed by  it  in  the  course  of  its  business  as 
a  watchman  or  detective,  although  he  has 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


been  given  police  powers  by  the  public  au- 
thorities, at  the  request  of  his  employer. 
Southwestern  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Reit- 
zer,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  135  S.  W.  237. 

A  corporation  has  been  held  liable  for  an 
assault  and  false  imprisonment  made  by  it8 
servant  employed  as  a  watchman,  who  had 
been  appointed  by  the  proper  authority  as 
a  deputy  sheriff  of  the  county.  Southwest- 
ern Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Reitzer,  supra, 
wherein  the  decision  rests  on  the  fact  that 
the  wrongful  acts  of  the  servant  were  clear- 
ly done  in  his  capacity  as  watchman,  and 
not  in  his  official  capacity. 
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Mr.  Aaron  E.  Johnston,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

If  the  plaintiff  was  arrested  under  either 
of  the  executions  produced,  it  was  an  illegal 
arrest. 

Melville  y.  Brown,  15  Mass.  82;  Bonesteel 
T.  Bonfstoel,  28  Wis.  249;  Kerr  v.  Mount, 
28  N.  Y.  659;  Gold  v.  Bissell,  1  Wend.  210; 
Deyo  V.  Van  Valkenburgh,  6  Hill,  242; 
Xewell,  Malicious  Prosecution,  pp.  185,  213; 
Farmer  v.  Crosby,  43  Minn.  459,  45  N.  W. 
866;  Chapman  v.  Dyett,  11  Wend.  31,  26 
Am.  Dec.  598;  Butterfield  v.  Cooper,  6  Cow. 
608;  Hallock  v.  Dominy,  69  N.^.  241. 

If  the  officer  took  plaintiff  to  Long  Branch 
tinder  this  warrant  without  any  request  on 
bis  part,  instead  of  to  Freehold,  where  the 
writ  commanded  him  to  be  taken,  he  did 


it  without  any  authority,  and  it  is  false 
imprisonment. 

Archbold,  Crim.  Laws,  254,  255;  Fran- 
cisco V.  State,  24  N.  J.  L.  30;  Tidey  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.  71  N.  J.  L.  677,  60  Atl.  954. 

The  special  officer  who  assisted  at  the  ar- 
rest was  the  agent  of  the  defendant. 

Rhinesmith  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  76  N.  J.  L. 
783,  72  Atl.  35;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Strube,  111  Md.  119,  73  Atl.  697;  Newell, 
Malicious  Prosecution,  pp.  217,  222,  ^^  98, 
101. 

Pitney,  C,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  of  tort  for  false 
imprisonment,  wherein  the  verdict  and 
judgment  went   in   favor  of   the   plaintiff. 


And  in  Brewster  v.  Interborough  Rapid 
Transit  Co.  68  Misc.  348,  123  N.  Y.  Supp. 
992,  where  the  defendant  selected  the  em- 
ployee, caused  him  to  be  designated  "special 
oflicer,''  paid  his  salary,  assigned  him  to 
Mork,  and  required  him  to  do  that  which  it 
was  under  a  duty  to  perform,  it  was  held 
that  it  was  liable  for  an  assault  which  the 
officer  made  upon  one  of  the  defendant's 
passengers.  It  was  said:  "It  would  be 
preposterous  to  hold  that,  because  the  de- 
fendant caused  its  employee  to  be  desig- 
nated as  a  'special  officer,*'  it  was  thereby 
relieved  of  responsibility  for  his  acts.  If, 
by  virtue  of  his  designation  as  a  special 
officer,  Kellerman  became  a  public  official, 
his  duty  to  the  public  was  thereby  in- 
creased, "but  the  defendant  was  not  relieved 
from  the  same  responsibility  for  his  acts 
that  it  would  be  under  for  the  acts  of  any 
other  of  its  employees.  It  would,  indeed,  be 
an  anomaly  if  the  fact  that  the  public 
power  had  been  used  to  designate  the  em- 
ployee of  the  defendant  a  public  officer 
should  relieve  the  defendant  of  responsibil- 
ity for  the  acts  which  its  employee  performs 
in  attempting  to  discharrge  his  duties  to  it." 

So,  where  a  special  officer  of  the  defend- 
ant corporation,  emploved  to  preserve  or- 
der on  the  station  platform,  at  the  instiga- 
tion of  a  private  citizen,  arrested  a  passen- 
ger, it  was  held  that  he  was  acting  in  the 
regular  course  of  his  duty  in  making  the 
arrest,  and  that  the  defendant  was  liable. 
Parke  v.  Fellman,  145  App.  Div.  836,  130 
N.  Y.  Supp.  361,  wherein  the  court  said: 
"The  fact  that  he  was  also  commissioned  as 
a  police  officer,  if  such  be  the  fact,  does  not 
relieve  his  employers  for  his  unlawful  acts 
committed  in  the  course  of  his  duty." 

In  Hedge  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  — 
Mo.  App.  — ,  145  S.  W.  115,  where  an  em- 
ployee of  the  railroad  company,  who  was 
paid  by  it  and  charged  with  certain  police 
duty  about  the  depot,  was  also  a  special 
municipal  policeman,  but  received  no  pay 
from  the  city,  and  performed  no  services 
anywhere  except  at  the  station,  assaulted  a 
person  who  had  come  to  the  station  for  the 
purpose  of  purchasing  a  ticket,  it  was  held 
that  the  railroad  company  was  liable  for 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


what  the  employee  did,  and  could  not  es- 
cape on  the  principle  that  his  act  was  that 
of  a  special  policeman,  instead  of  an  em- 
ployee. 

In  Schultz  V.  United  States  Fidelity  ft 
G.  Co.  201  N.  Y.  230,  94  N.  E.  601,  affirm- 
ing 134  App.  Div.  260,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  977, 
there  are  dicta  to  the  effect  that  a  special 
police  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  arrest  per- 
sons committing  crimes  renders  himself 
amenable  to  an  action  if,  in  the  performance 
of  that  duty,  he  makes  an  unjustifiable  or 
false  arrest,  acting  maliciously,  and  that 
his  employer  will  be  liable  also  if  the  of- 
ficer's acts  are  within  the  scope  of  his  in- 
structions. 

But  in  Philadelphia,  B.  k  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Stumpo,  112  Md.  571,  77  Atl.  266,  where  the 
policeman  appointed  under  a  statute  at  the 
instance  of  a  corporation,  "for  the  preserva- 
tion of  peace  and  good  order  on  the  premises 
of  the  said  company,"  made  the  arrest  of  a 
discharged  employee  on  a  public  street  of  a 
town,  not  on  the  premises  of  the  company, 
and  for  an  act  of  which  the  corporation 
could  not  complain,  it  was  held  that  the  lat- 
ter was  not  liable  for  the  employee's  act, 
since  it  was  beyond  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment. 

And  where  the  plaintiff,  in  Bum  an  v. 
Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  —  Mich.  — ,  134  N.  W. 
972,  while  wending  his  way  towards  the  de- 
fendant's station,  became  involved  in  an 
altercation  with  a  municipal  police  officer, 
and  the  latter  summoned  the  station  night 
watchman  of  the  railroad,  who  was  also  a 
dulv  appointed  police  officer  and  constable 
without  pay  from  the  city,  to  assist  him  in 
making  the  arrest,  and  the  latter  responded 
as  a  police  officer,  it  was  held  that  the  rail- 
road company  was  not  liable,  since  its 
watchman,  for  the  nonce,  was  acting  out- 
side the  scope  of  his  employment. 

Likewise,  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Morrow,  88  Ark.  583,  115  S.  W.  173, 
where  the  town  marshal  and  his  deputy 
were  not  employed  by  the  railroad  company, 
but  were  given  a  pass  over  the  railroad 
merely  to  encourage  them  to  discharj^e  their 
official  duties  with  reference  to  the  com- 
pany's property,  it  was  held  that  the  com- 


124 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


Nov., 


The  Bole  ground  relied  upon  for  reversal  is 
the  refusal  by  the  trial  judge  of  a  motion 
made  at  the  close  of  the  evidence,  that  a  ver- 
dict be  directed  in  favor  of  the  defendant. 
The  proofs  tended  to  show  that  in  July, 
1907,  the  railroad  company  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  Taylor  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  the  county  of  Monmouth,  sitting  in 
the  small  cause  court,  in  an  action  of  tort, 
for  $1  damages  and  $4.11  costs,  and  that  on 
July  9,  1908,  a  writ  of  execution  was  issued 
thereon  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
Taylor,  the  writ  commanding  the  officer,  for 
want  of  sufficient  goods  and  chattels,  to  take 
the  body  of  Taylor  and  convey  him  to  the 
county  jail.  This  writ  was  placed  in  the 
hands  of  one  Wilson,  a  constable,  for  execu- 
tion, and  by  virtue  thereof  he  took  Taylor 
into  custody  at  the  Asbury  Park  station  of 
the  railroad  company,  being  assisted  in  so 
doing  by  one  Lankinau.  Handcuffs  were 
put  upon  the  prisoner's  wrists,  but  were  re- 
moved shortly  afterwards ;  and  subsequently 
he  was  taken  by  the  constable  to  the  office  of 
the  superintendent  of  the  railroad  company 
at  Long  Branch,  about  7  miles  from  As- 
bury Park.  There  by  order  of  the  superin- 
tendent, he  was  set  at  liberty.  The  plain- 
tiff's contentions  were  that  the  judgment 
upon  which  the  execution  was  issued  had 
been  already  satisfied,  so  that  the  execution 
was  invalid;  that,  assuming  the  execution 
was  valid,  the  use  of  handcuffs  amounted  to 
unreasonable  and  excessive  force;  that  the 
arrest  was  warranted  only  by  want  of  suf- 
ficient goods  and  chattels  out  of  which  to 


make  the  judgment  debt,  and  that  Taylor 
owned  and  was  in  visible  possession  of  per* 
sonal  property  more  than  sufficient  for  this 
purpose;  and  that  without  authority  the 
constable  took  Taylor  to  Long  Branch,  con- 
trary to  the  direction  of  the  writ  of  execu- 
tion, which  required  him  to  be  taken  to  the 
county  jail.  Without  spending  time  upon 
the  other  points,  we  think  the  taking  of 
Taylor  to  Long  Branch  was  clearly  in  excess 
of  the  warrant  of  the  writ.  But  the  rail- 
road company  was  responsible  for  this  only 
on  the  ground  that  Lankinau  participated 
in  it,  and  tlfkt  Lankinau  was  in  this  behalf 
an  agent  of  the  defendant,  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority. 

It  is  argued  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
there  was  no  evidence  that  Lankinau  direct^ 
ed  or  in  any  way  instigated  Wilson  to  take 
Taylor  to  Long  Branch.  This  contention  is 
clearly  untenalile;  there  being  testimony 
from  which  the  jury  might  reasonably  infer 
that  Lankinau  fully  co-operated  with  Wilson 
in  the  arrest,  and  assented  to,  if  he  did  not 
suggest,  the  taking  of  Taylor  to  Long 
Branch;  Lankinau's  agency  for  the  railroad 
company  in  the  matter  was  not  so  clearly 
demonstrated,  but  we  think  there  was  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  require  the  submission  of 
the  question  to  the  jury. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  Lank- 
inau was  a  "state  detective," — a  "state  of- 
ficer." It  did  not  clearly  appear,  but  seems 
to  have  been  tacitly  conceded,  that  he  was  a 
railway  policeman  appointed  on  the  applica- 
tion of  the  railroad  company,  and  commis- 


pany  was  not  liable  for  their  unauthorized 
act  of  ejecting  a  trespasser  from  a  train 
and  assaulting  him.  The  court  was  also  of 
the  opinion  that,  even  if  the  parties  were 
to  be  specially  compensated  for  special  at- 
tention to  those  things  which  would  come 
in  the  line  of  the  officers'  duties  as  marshals, 
it  would  not  constitute  them  agents  of  the 
railroad  company. 

So,  in  Chicago,  R.  L  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Nel- 
son, 87  Ark.  524,  113  S.  W.  44,  a  railroad 
company  was  held  not  liable  for  an  arrest 
ordered  by  its  gate  keeper,  and  made  by  an 
ordinary  municipal  policeman  stationed  at 
its  depot  to  arrest  offenders  and  protect  life 
and  property,  and  who  was  entirely  un- 
der the  control  of  the  municipality,  al- 
thou(;h  the  railroad  company  paid  half  of 
his  salary. 

A  railway  corporation  in  Massachusetts 
cannot  escape  liability  for  the  false  im- 
prisonment of  a  passenger  by  its  employees, 
even  if  they  act  as  special  police  officers, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  1898, 
§  282,  which  authorizes  their  appointment, 
because  §  2  of  the  statute  makes  the  cor- 
poration liable  for  their  official  misconduct 
to  the  same  extent  as  for  their  torts  when 
acting  as  their  employees.  Ilorcan  v.  Bos- 
ton Kiev.  R  Co.  208' Mass.  287,  94  N.  E. 
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386.  But  in  this  case,  since  the  person  ar- 
rested had  voluntarily  complied  with  an- 
other statute  (Stat.  1905,  chap.  384,  §  2) 
in  securing  his  release,  which  statute  ex- 
pressly provided  "that  if  the  person  arrested 
is  released  at  his  request,  the  officer  who 
took  him  into  custody  shall  not  be  liable 
for  an  illegal  arrest  or  imprisonment,"  the 
corporation  was  held  not  to  be  liable  either, 
on  the  principle  that,  the  tort  being  joint, 
the  discharge  of  one  of  the  wrongdoers  dis- 
charged them  all. 

It  has  been  held  to  be  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury  whether,  when  the  special  po- 
liceman performed  the  acts,  he  was  acting 
in  his  capacity  as  servant  or  as  public  of- 
ficer. Hirst  V.  Fitchburg  &  L.  Street  R. 
Co.  196  Mass.  353,  82  N.  E.  10,  wherein  a 
police  officer  employed  at  a  skating  rink  as 
a  ticket  collector,  with  orders,  to  maintain 
order  at  the  rink,  injured  one  while  seeking 
to  quell  a  disturbance  caused  by  the  latter. 

But  where  it  is  so  apparent  that  the  per- 
son does  not  act  in  his  capacity  aa  special 
police  officer  to  the  company,  as  in  Phila- 
dolpliia,  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Stumpo,  supra, 
the  court  will  decide  the  question  as  a  mat- 
ter oT  law.  And  to  the  same  effect,  see 
South  weF  tern  Portland  Cement  Co.  v.  Reit- 
zer,  supra.  E.  M.  S. 
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Bioned  by  the  goyernor,  pursuant  to  P.  L. 
1904,  p.  322,  §  4.  ABBuming,  however,  that 
he  had  such  a  commission,  and  by  virtue  of 
the  statute  possessed  the  powers  of  a  police- 
man and  of  a  constable  in  criminal  cases, 
there  was  still  abundant  evidence  that  he 
was  employed  by  the  company  in  the  per- 
formance of  duties  aside  from  those  of  a 
railway  policeman.  The  evidence  was  to  the 
effect  that  he  was  regularly  employed  by  the 
company,  with  the  duty  of  seeing  that  order 
was  preserved  about  its  railroad  stations, 
included  in  which  was  the  duty  of  seeing 
that  the  hackmen  kept  their  proper  places. 
The  plaintiff  for  ten  years  or  more  had  been 
engaged  in  driving  hacks  during  the  summer 
seasons  at  Asbury  Park.  Repeated  suits 
were  brought  against  him  by  the  railroad 
company  in  the  justice  courts  during  the 
summer  of  1907.  The  records  of  four  such 
actions  were  introduced  in  evidence,  one  of 
which  resulted  in  the  judgment  upon  which 
the  body  execution  was  issued.  Lankinau 
figured  as  a  witness  for  the  company  in  each 
of  those  cases,  and  it  was  Lankinau  who, 
in  the  month  of  July,  1908,  made  the  neces- 
sary affidavit  to  show  that  Taylor  was  not  a 
freeholder,  in  order  that  the  justice  might 
issue  a  body  execution  against  him.  Lank- 
inau was  not  only  present  when  Taylor  was 
arrested,  but,  according  to  one  view  of  the 
evidence,  he  may  be  deemed  to  have  acted 
as  a  volunteer  in  the  arrest,  in  the  sense 
that  he  was  not  requested  by  the  constable 
to  lend  assistance.  And  it  was  Lankinau 
who  produced  the  handcuffs,  which,  as  the 
jury  might  believe,  ivere  not  needed,  except 
for  their  intimidating  effect.  '  From  this  and 
other  evidence  the  jury  might  well  infer 
that  a  somewhat  systematic  campaign  was 
being  conducted  by  the  railroad  company  in 
the  effort  to  secure  observance  by  the  hack- 
men  at  the  Asbury  Park  station,  of  the  com- 
pany's regulations  respecting  the  mode  in 
which  they  should  ply  their  trade;  that 
Lankinau  was  especially  charged  by  the 
company  with  the  conduct  of  this  cam- 
paign; and  that  the  arrest  of  Taylor  was 
only  one  step  in  its  prosecution.  The 
duties  of  a  railroad  policeman  under  the 
act  of  1904  (P.  L.  1904,  p.  322,  §  4)  are 
confined  to  criminal  cases.  In  his  official 
capacity  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  arrests 
under  civil  process. 

The  case  of  Tucker  v.  Erie  R.  Ck>.  69  N. 
J.  L.  19,  64  Atl.  657,  cited  by  plaintiff  in 
error,  was  quite  different  from  the  present. 
There  the  plaintiffs  were  arrested  upon  a 
criminal  charge,  although  without  warranty 
39  LJLA.(N.S.) 


and  all  that  was  done  by  the  railway  police- 
men about  the  arrest  and  subsequent  prose- 
cution was  done  in  the  line  of  their  duty, 
under  the  governor's  commission.  The  deci- 
sion was  that  for  their  misconduct  in  arrest- 
ing and  prosecuting  the  plaintiffs,  the  rail- 
road company  was  not  responsible,  on  the 
ground  that,  although  the  policemen  were 
appointed  upon  the  application  of  the  com- 
pany, they  were  responsible  for  the  proper 
discharge  of  their  official  duties,  not  to  the 
company,  but  to  the  state.  But  the  opinion 
of  the  chief  justice  who  spoke  for  the  su- 
preme court  distinctly  recognizes  that  if  the 
prosecution  of  the  plaintiffs  had  been  in- 
stigated by  the  company,  or  its  officers  or 
employees,  or  if  what  the  railway  policemen 
did  had  been  done  by  them  as  agents  of 
the  company,  and  not  solely  as  police  offi- 
cers, the  company  would  have  been  legally 
responsible. 

In  our  opinion,  if  railway  policemen  ap- 
pointed and  commissioned  under  the  act  of 
1904  are  employed  by  the  railroad  company, 
or  any  other  corporation  or  person,  in  mat- 
ters aside  from  their  duties  under  the  stat- 
ute, the  principal  may  be  held  answerable 
for  what  they  do,  the  same  as  in  other  cases 
of  agency.  Their  commissions  as  railway 
policemen  cannot  be  made  a  cloak  to  shield 
the  c(»npany  from  responsibility  for  what 
may  be  done  by  such  agents  under  the  em- 
ployment of  the  company,  aside  from  the 
strict  and  proper  performance  of  their  du- 
ties as  officers  under  the  act. 

There  being  evidence  justifying  the  in- 
ference that  in  what  Lankinau  did  about  the 
plaintiff's  arrest^  he  was  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority  as  agent  for  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  the  evidence  justify- 
ing the  further  inference  that  he  participat- 
ed in  the  act  of  the  constable  in  taking  the 
plaintiff  to  Long  Branch,  in  excess  of  the 
warrant  of  the  writ  of  execution,  it  was 
proper  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question  of 
defendant's  liability  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  motion  for  the  direction  of  a  verdict  in 
defendant's  favor  was  properly  refused. 

The  judgment  under  review  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

For  affirmance — ^The  Ohancellor,  Chief 
Justice,  Garrison,  Swayze,  Trenchard, 
Parker,  Bergen,  Voorhees,  Mintum, 
Bogert,  Vredenbnrgh,  Troom,  Dill, 
Ck>ngdon,  JJ. 

For  reversal — ^None. 
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OKI/AHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 

CHICAGO,   ROCK   ISLAND,   &   PACIFIC 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plflf.  in  Err., 

V. 

F.  L.  ARMSTRONG. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  952.) 

Carrier  —  exclusion    of   persons    from 
stations. 

1.  A  railway  company  has  the  right  to 
exclude  from  its  depots  and  warerooms  per- 
sons who  come  there  in  an  intoxicated  con- 
dition, and  who  are  turbulent  and  trouble- 
some and  disturb  and  interfere  with  the 
agents  and  employees  of  the  company  in  the 
discharge  of  their  work,  and  may  also  ex- 
clude therefrom  those  who  are  reported  to 
be  dishonest,  and  on  account  of  whose  past 
presence  in  and  about  its  depots  and  ware- 
rooms  freight  had  been  removed  without 
the  company's  consent,  and  for  which  it 
was  compelled  to  pay  the  consignee  the 
value  thereof. 

Headnotes  by  Sharp,  C. 


Case  ^  exclusion  of  drayman  from  sta- 
tion —  dishonesty  ^  defense. 

2.  In  an  action  for  damages  on  account 
of  the  issuance  of  a  letter  notifying  local 
shippers  that  a  railway  company  will  re- 
fuse to  allow  plaintiff  to  haul  or  handle  any 
more  freight  from  its  depot,  and  to  secure 
another  drayman,  it  is  error  to  strike  from 
the  answer  allegations  charging  that  it  was 
necessary,  in  the  course  of  his  business,  for 
the  plaintiff  so  excluded  to  go  about  its 
platform  and  premises  unattended  by  its 
agents,  and  to  handle  and  have  access  to 
goods  other  than  those  for  which  he  had  or- 
ders; that,  while  plaintiff  was  acting  aa 
drayman,  merchandise  had  been  taken  from 
its  depot  without  its  knowledge  or  consent, 
and  for  which  it  ha4  been  compelled  to  pay 
consignee;  that  said  plaintiff  was  frequent- 
ly at  its  depot  in  an  intoxicated  condition, 
was  contentions,  turbulent,  troublesome, 
and  disagreeable,  disturbed  and  interfered 
with  its  agents  and  employees  in  the  dis- 
charge of  their  work;  had  been  arrested 
and  convicted  of  drunkenness  a  number  of 
times;   had  been  arrested  on  the  charge  of 


Note.  —  Right    to    exclude    undesirahle 
hacldnen,  draymen,  etc.,  from  depot. 

As  to  the  right  to  discriminate  between 
hackmen  and  other  solicitors  of  patronage 
at  depots,  wharves,  etc.,  see  note  to  Oregon 
Short  Line  R.  Co.  y.  Davidson,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    777. 

No  case  besides  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Armstbono  deemfs  to  have  passed  directly 
upon  the  question  whether  or  not  a  rail- 
road company  may  exclude  undesirable 
hackmen  or  draymen  from  its  depot  where 
such  a  hackman  or  dravman  has  a  contract 
with  a  patron  of  the  railroad  company  to 
transport  either  himself  or  his  goods  to  or 
from  its  depot.  But  the  principles  upon 
which  the  decision  in  that  case  is  based 
have  been  recognized  by  the  courts  in  numer- 
ous instances,  as  is  shown  by  the  illustra- 
tive oases  hereinafter  set  out.  . 

As  regards  the  soliciting  of  business  at 
railroad  stations,  however,  in  those  juris- 
dictions which  adhere  to  the  rule  that  the 
company  may  lawfully  exclude  some  hack- 
men  or  other  solicitors  of  patronage  from 
entering  its  grounds  or  station  to  ply  their 
vocation  while  it  gives  to  others  the  ex- 
clusive privilege  of  doing  so  (for  cases  so 
holding  see  note  above  referred  to) ,  the  rail- 
road company  could  exclude  undesirable 
hackmen,  etc.,  from  soliciting  business  upon 
its  grounds,  by  granting  the  exclusive  privi- 
lege to  another,  without  reference  to  the 
element  of  undesirability;  but  of  course, 
under  this  rule,  undesirable  hackmen,  etc., 
could  not  be  prevented  from  delivering 
goods  or  passengers  at  the  depot.  Under  the 
contrary  rule  (ifor  cases  applying  the  rule 
see  note  above  referred  to)  which  prohibits 
discrimination  between  competing  hackmen, 
etc.,  however,  reliance  for  grounds  of  ex- 
clusion would  necessarily  have  to  be  placed 
upon  the  fact  that  the  particular  solicitor 
of  patronage  sought  to  be  excluded  was  un- 
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desirable  because  of  misconduct  on  his  part. 

But  misconduct,  if  sufficiently  gross, 
would  seem  to  warrant  exclusion  in  all 
cases;  the  only  room  for  difference  being 
as  to  what  would  constitute  misconduct  suf- 
ficient to  warrant  exclusion.  As  before 
stated,  this  principle  has  been  recognized 
in  numerous  cases,  the  following  being  set 
out  as  illustrative: 

Thus,  in  Com.  v.  Power,  7  Met.  696,  41 
Am.  Dec.  465,  where,  following  continued 
annoyance  to  passengers  resulting  from  ex- 
cessive solicitation  of  patronage,  notice  had 
been  sent  to  the  local  innkeepers  that  they 
would  thereafter  be  excluded  from  the  de- 
pot platform,  the  court,  in  an  action  for 
forcibly  ejecting  an  innkeeper  who  had  ig- 
nored the  notice,  said  that  the  jury  should 
have  been  instructed:  "That  the  opening 
of  depots  and  platforms  for  the  sale  of 
tickets,  for  the  assembling  of  persons  going 
to  take  passage,  or  landing  from  the  cars, 
amounts  in  law  to  a  license  to  all  persons, 
prima  facie,  to  enter  the  depot,  and  that 
such  entry  is  not  a  trespass;  but  that  it 
is  a  license  conditional,  subject  to  reason- 
able and  useful  regulations;  and,  on  non- 
compliance with  such  regulations,  the  li- 
cense is  revocable,  and  may  be-  revoked 
either  as  to  an  individual,  or  as  to  a  class 
of  individuals,  by  actual  or  constructive 
notice  to  that  effect.  That  if  the  platform, 
as  part  of  the  depot,  is  appropriated  to  and 
connected  with  the  entrance  of  passengers 
into  the  cars,  and  the  exit  of  passengers 
from  the  cars,  and  for  the  accommodation 
of  their  baggage,  and  if  the  soliciting  of 
passengers  to  take  lodgings  in  particular 
public  houses,  by  the  keepers  of  them  or 
their  servants,  is  a  purpose  not  directly 
connected  with  the  carriage  of  passengers 
by  the  railroad,  on  their  entrance  into  or 
exit  from  cars;  that  if,  when  urged  with 
earnestness  and  importunity,  it  is  an  an- 
noyance of  passengers,  and  interruption  to 
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theft;  and  all  of  which  facts  were  at  the 
time  known  to  defendant's  agents  and  em- 
ployees at  its  local  station,  where  plaintiff 
had  been  engaged  in  carrying  on  his  drayage 
business, — such  allegations,  if  proved,  being 
a  justification  of  the  company's  act,  such  as 
will  bar  a  recovery. 

(November  14,  1911.) 

FpRROR  to  the  County  Court  for  Texas 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tirt's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  alleged  wrongful  interference 
with    plaintiff's   business.      Reversed. 

Statement  by  Sharp,  C: 

Plaintiff's  petition  charged  that  on  and 
prior  to  April  27,  1908,  he  was  engaged  in 
conducting  for  hire  a  general  drayage  busi- 
ness in  the  town  of  Guymon,  Oklahoma; 
that  as  such  drayman  he  hauled  freight  and 
express  to  and  from  the  depot  of  defendant 
company  for  his  customers  upon  their  or- 


der, and  that  the  services  by  him  rendered 
were  satisfactory;  that  on  April  27,  1908, 
defendant,  acting  through  its  agent  and  em- 
ployee, D.  P.  Bissell,  with  malicious  intent 
to  injure  and  deprive  plaintiff  of  his  usual 
means  of  livelihood,  and  to  injure  him  in 
his  business,  and  to  boycott  him,  notified 
plaintiff's  customers  in  writing  that  defend- 
ant company  would  no  longer  allow  plain- 
tiff to  haul  or  handle  any  more  freight  or 
express;  that  the  order  was  as  follows: 

Guymon,  Oklahoma,  April  27,  1908. 
All  concerned:  We  are  advised  by  our 
special  agents  to  refuse  to  allow  Drayman 
Armstrong  to  haul  or  to  handle  any  more 
freight  or  express.  You  will  please  secure 
another  drayman. 

[Signed]   D.  P.  Bissell,  Agent. 

That  in  the  serving  of  said  notices,  de- 
fendant company  acted  wilfully,  maliciously, 
and  without  justification,  and  for  the  pur- 


their  proper  business  of  taking  or  leav- 
ing their  seats  in  the  cars,  and  pro- 
curing or  directing  the  disposition  of  their 
baggage,  or  if  the  presence  of  such  per- 
sons for  such  a  purpose  is  a  hindrance 
and  interruption  to  the  officers  and  serv- 
ants of  the  corporation,  in  the  performance 
of  their  respective  and  proper  duties  to  the 
corporation,  as  passenger  carriers, — then 
the  prohibition  of  such  persons  from  enter- 
ing upon  the  platform  is  a  reasonable  and 
proper  regulation,  and  a  person  who,  after 
actual  or  constructive  notice  of  such  regu- 
lation, violates  or  attempts  to  violate  it, 
thereby  loses  his  license  to  enter  the  depot; 
that  such  license  as  to  him  may  be  revoked ; 
and  if,  upon  notice  to  quit  the  depot,  he 
refuses  so  to  do,  he  may  be  removed  there- 
from by  the  [depot]  superintendent  and 
the  persons  employed  by  him;  and  if  they 
use  no  more  force  than  is  necessary  for 
that  purpose,  such  use  of  force  is  not  an 
assault  and  battery,  but  is  justifiable.  That 
aa  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case, 
if  the  superintendent  had  issued  a  circu- 
lar, giving  notice  to  all  innkeepers  and 
landlords  that  he  had  prohibited  them  from 
entering  the  depot  to  solicit  persons  to  go 
to  their  respective  houses  as  guests,  and  if 
this  notice  came  to  Hall  [the  offending  inn- 
keeper], and  he  afterwards,  and  after  spe- 
cial notice  to  him  personally,  had  attempted 
to  violate  this  prohibition,  and  solicit 
passengers;  .  .  .  and  if  Power  [the  de- 
pot superintendent]  believed  that  his  [the 
offending  innkeeper]  intention  was  to  vio- 
late a  subsisting  reasonable  regulation, — 
then  he  r.ud  his  assistants  were  justified  in 
forcibly  removing  him  from  the  depot." 

And  an  analogous  case  which  directly 
supports  the  principles  applied  in  Chicago, 
R.  I.  k  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Abmstroxg  is  that  of 
Markham  v.  Brown,  8  N.  H.  623,  31  Am. 
Dee.  209,  wherein,  in  holding  that  an  inn- 
keeper cannot  exclude  one  stagecoach  driver 
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and  admit  his  rival  to  solicit  business  from 
the  inn,  if  such  driver  came  at  a  suitable 
time,  in  a  proper  manner,  demeaned  him- 
self peaceably,  and  was  doing  no  injury  to 
the  innkeeper,  the  court  said:  "But  the 
jury  should  have  been  instructed  that  the 
defendant  might  forfeit  this  right  by  his 
misconduct,  so  that  the  plaintiff  might  re- 
quire him  to  depart,  and  expel  him;  and  if, 
by  reason  of  several  instances  of  miscon- 
duct, it  appeared  to  be  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  his  guests  or  of  himself,  the 
plaintiff  might  prohibit  the  defendant  from 
entering  again,  until  the  ground  of  appre- 
hension was  removed.  Thus,  if  affrays  or 
quarrels  were  caused  through  his  fault,  or 
he  was  noisy,  disturbing  the  guests  in  the 
house, — interfered  with  its  due  regulation, 
intruded  into  the  private  rooms,  remained 
longer  than  was  necessary,  after  being  re- 
quested to  depart,  or  otherwise  abused  his 
right,  as  by  improper  importunity  to  guests 
to  induce  them  to  take  passage  with  him, — 
the  plaintiff  would  have  a  right  to  reform 
that,  and,  if  necessary,  to  forbid  the  de-: 
fendant  to  enter,  and  treat  him  as  a  tres- 
passer  if   he   disregarded  the   prohibition." 

So,  in  Kalamazoo  Hack  k  Bus  Co.  v. 
Sootsma,  84  Mich.  194,  10  L.R.A.  819,  22 
Am.  St.  Rep.  693,  47  N.  W.  667,  the  court 
said  that  no  doubt  a  hackman  wrongfully 
creating  disorder  or  disturbance  upon  the 
depot  grounds,  or  by  frauding  or  deceiving 
passengers,  could  be  lawfully  ejected  there- 
from, and,  persisting  in  such  conduct,  be 
forever  debarred  therefrom  by  the  rail- 
road company. 

And  in  McConnell  v.  Pedigo,  12  Ky.  L, 
Rep.  750,  it  was  said  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany has  no  right  to  discriminate  between 
solicitors  of  patronage  at  its  station  where 
the  discrimination  is  not  necessary  to  the 
successful  prosecution  of  its  legitimate  busi- 
ness. G.  J,   C< 
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pose  of  injuring  and  depriving  plaintiff  of 
his  business,  and  that  the  acts  done  did  in- 
jure and  deprive  plaintiff  of  his  business, 
on  which  he  at  the  time  depended  for  a 
livelihood  for  himself  and  family;  that  de- 
fendant continued  to  refuse  to  deliver 
freight  or  express  to  plaintiff,  notwithstand- 
ing the  written  orders  held  by  said  plain- 
tiff therefor. 

The  amended  answer  of  defendant  com- 
pany contains  10  paragraphs.  The  first  is 
a  general  denial;  the  second  and  third 
charge  in  substance  that  defendant  company 
was  at  the  time  a  common  carrier  and  main- 
tained at  Guymon  a  depot  for  storing  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  and  other  property  re- 
ceived by  freight  or  for  shipment,  and  that 
there  was  at  all  times  contained  in  said  de- 
pot a  large  amount  of  freight  belonging  to 
its  patrons,  which  it  held  in  its  custody  as 
a  common  carrier  or  as  warehouseman ;  that 
the  freight  by  it  received,  whether  for  ship- 
ment from  or  delivery  at  Guymon,  was  un- 
loaded on  the  platform,  and  there  remained 
until  the  same  could  be  stored  in  its  ware- 
rooms.  Paragraph  9  contains  a  specific  de- 
nial of  any  malice  toward  plaintiff,  in  the 
issuance  of  said  notices;  says  that  the  same 
was  done  for  the  protection  of  defendant's 
property  in  its  charge  and  under  its  control, 
and  for  which  it  was  responsible.  Para- 
graph 10  charges  that  if  defendant  has  sus- 
tained any  loss  of  patronage,  that  it  was 
due  to  his  own  conduct  and  habits,  and  not 
by  reason  of  any  act  or  fault  of  defendant 
company,  its  agents  or  employees. 

Paragraphs  5,  6,  7,  and  8,  in  substance, 
charge  that  the  property  of  plaintiff's  pa- 
trons was  intermingled  upon  the  platform 
with  the  property  of  other  shippers,  and 
that,  while  acting  as  drayman,  it  was  nec- 
essary for  plaintiff  to  go  upon  defendant's 
platform  and  premises  unattended  by  de- 
fendant's employees,  and  to  handle  and  have 
access  to  the  goods,  other  than  those  for 
which  he  had  orders;  that  at  various  times, 
while  plaintiff  had  been  acting  as  dray- 
man, packages  and  boxes  of  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  had  been  taken  from  de- 
fendant's depot  without  its  knowledge  or 
consent,  and  that  defendant  had  been  com- 
pelled to  pay  to  the  consignees  thereof  the 
value  of  such  goods  by  reason  of  their  loss; 
that  plaintiff  had  frequently  been  to  its  de- 
pot in  an  intoxicated  condition,  and  was  tur- 
bulent, troublesome,  contentious,  and  dis- 
agreeable, and  disturbed  and  interfered  with 
its  agents  and  employees  in  the  discharge  of 
their  work ;  that  he  had  been  arrested,  tried, 
and  convicted  of  drunkenness  a  number  of 
times  in  Guymon  during  the  times  men- 
tioned in  the  amended  petition;  that  the 
agents  and  employees  of  defendant  com- 
pany had  been  informed  that  plaintiff  was 
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of  bad  reputation,  reported  to  be  dishonest, 
untruthful,  and  unreliable,  and  that  plain- 
tiff had  sold  and  given  away  packages  and 
boxes  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise 
from  his  dray,  which  he  had  removed  frofn 
the  depot  of  defendant  company  at  Guymon 
without  its  consent,  and  that  the  agents 
and  employees  of  defendant  company  be- 
lieved said  charges  and  reports  were  true, 
and  that  plaintiff  was  unworthy  of  confi- 
dence, and  that  such  a  person  should  not 
be  permitted  to  have  access  to  its  ware- 
rooms;  and  that  a  short  time  prior  to  the 
acts  complained  of  in  plaintiff's  petition 
plaintiff  had  been  arrested  in  the  town  of 
Guymon  on  the  charge  of  stealing  money, 
and  that  defendant's  agents  and  employees 
at  Guymon  knew  of  such  charge  and  report, 
and  that  from  all  the  charges  concerning 
said  plaintiff,  known  to  the  agents  and  em- 
ployees of  defendant  company  at  the  time, 
it  was  believed  that  such  plaintiff  was  un- 
trustworthy and  not  a  suitable  and  safe 
person  to  permit  to  have  access  in  and 
around  its  depot  and  warehouse,  such  as  was 
usually  accorded  to  draymen  at  said  depot. 
Plaintiff  thereupon  filed  a  motion  to  strike 
from  the  answer  paragraphs  4,  6,  6,  7,  8,  9, 
and  10,  because  it  was  charged  that  the 
same  did  not  constitute  a  defense  to  the 
plaintiff's  amended  petition.  This  motion 
was  sustained  in  part,  the  court  striking 
from  the  Answer  paragraphs  5  to  8,  inclu- 
sive, which  action  of  the  court,  among 
others,  is  assigned  in  this  court  as  error. 

Messrs.  M.  A.  Low,  C.  O.  Blake,  E.  E. 
Blake,  and  H.  B.  Ijow,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

Plaintiff  had  no  absolute  right  to  go 
upon  the  premises  to  carry  on  his  voca- 
tion, and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  protect  its  patrons  from  his  misconduct, 
for  a  failure  of  which  the  defendant  would 
be  liable   in   damages. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  3d  ed.  §  989;  Donovan 
V.  Pennsylvania  Co.  199  U.  S.  284,  50  L.  ed. 
198,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  91;  Exton  v.  Central 
R.  Co.  63  N.  J.  L.  356,  56  L.R.A.  508,  46 
Atl.  1099. 

Messrs.  Wylle  &  Edens  for  defendant 
in  error. 

Sharp,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion : 
It  is  indispensable  to  the  successful  car- 
rying on  of  the  business  of  a  railway  com- 
pany that  passenger  and  freight  depots  be 
maintained  at  stations  along  its  line.  In 
Oklahoma  this  is  made  mandatory  by  § 
26,  art.  9,  of  the  Constitution,  which  pro- 
vides: "It  shall  be  the  dutv  of  each  and 
every  railway  company,  subject  to  the  pro- 
visions herein,  to  provide  and  maintain  ad- 
equate, comfortable,  and  clean  depots  and 
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depot  buildings,  at  its  several  stations,  for 
the  accommodation  of  passengers,  and  said 
depot  buildings  shall  be  kept  well  lighted 
and  warmed  for  the  comfort  and  accommo- 
dation of  the  traveling  public;  and  all  suclt 
roads  shall  keep  and  maintain  adequate  and 
suitable  freight  depots  and  buildings  for 
the  receiving,  handling,  storing,  and  deliver- 
ing of  all  freight  handled  by  such  roads." 
The  liability  of  a  railway  company  for 
freight  under  its  charge  and  in  its  custody 
varies  from  insurance  to  reasonable  care, 
depending  upon  whether  the  relationship  ex- 
isting is  that  of  carrier  or  warehouseman; 
but,  in  either  event,  there  exists  on  the  part 
of  the  carrier  a  duty  and  attendant  liabil- 
ity, dependent  upon  the  facts  and  the  law 
applicable  thereto. 

There    being    imposed    upon    the    carrier 
the  legal  duty  to  provide  and  maintain  a 
-suitable  freight  depot  and  building  for  the 
receiving,  handling,  storing,  and  delivery  of 
all   freight  received   and  forwarded  by   it, 
for   the  accommodation   of   its   patrons,   as 
well  as  for  its  own  benefit,  there  is  implied- 
ly conferred  upon  it,  as  a  necessary  incident 
of  its  business,  the  right  to  exercise  over  its 
depots  and  station  grounds  such  reasonable 
control  and  supervision  as  is  necessary  in 
the  discharge  of  its  duty  to  the  public,  and 
for  the  convenience,  comfort,  and  safety  of 
its  patrons,  as  well  as  for  its  own  protec- 
tion.    Donovan  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  199  U. 
S.  284,  50  L.  ed.  198,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  01. 
That  a  railway  company,  both  as  the  owner 
of  the  depot  and  station  grounds  connected 
with  the  road  and  as  a  carrier  of  freight, 
has  authority  to  make  reasonable  and  suit- 
able regulations  in  regard  to  those  making 
use   of    its   property,   and   so    long   as   the 
same  remain  reasonable  and  not  in  violation 
of  some   law  or  some  regulation  made   in 
pursuance  .thereof,  we  think  cannot  be  de- 
nied«     Such  regulations  may  depend  largely 
upon  local  conditions.     In  order  to  be  able 
to  perform  these  imposed  duties,  it  is  requi- 
site that  the  right  to  make  reasonable  rules 
and  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  its  busi- 
ness be  given.     In  the  proper  discharge  of 
its  business,  it  is  not  simply  empowered,  but 
is  bound,  to  exercise  proper  control  over  its 
property,  and  the  property  of  others  intrust- 
ed to  its  care.    This  power,  which  must  be 
conceded,    must    of    necessity    be    exercised 
through  its  officers,  agents,  and  employees, 
which  is  the  only  mode  by  which  a  corpo- 
ration  can  exercise   its   powers.     While   it 
may  be  said  that  by  opening  the  doors  to  its 
depots,  the   company  gives  ah   implied   li- 
cense to  any  and  all  persons  to  enter,  it  may 
be  answered  that  by  so  doing,  it  prima  facie 
gives  an  implied  license,  but  such  license  is 
revocable  in  its  nature,  and,  if  actually  re- 
voked and  due  notice  given  to  an  individual 
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or  class  of  individuals,  and  they  still  per- 
sist in  entering  without  a  license,  the  owner 
has  the  right  to  exclude  them  by  force,  if 
necessary.  Com.  v.  Power,  7  Met.  602,  41 
Am.  Dec.  465;  Harris  v.  Stevens,  31  Vt  79, 
73  Am.  Dec.  341. 

In  Summitt  v.  State,  8  Lea,  413,  41  Am. 
Rep.  637,  it  is  said  in  the  syllabus:  "A 
railroad  company  may  make  and  enforce  by 
its  agents  reasonable  and  necessary  rules 
for  the  transaction  of  its  business,  and  for 
the  proper  and  orderly  management  of  its 
depot  and  other  buildings  open  to  the  pub- 
lic. These  rules,  however,  must  be  reason- 
able, and  such  as  do  not  unnecessarily  in- 
fringe upon  the  rights  of  the  public  and 
others  having  or  carrying  on  business  in 
connection  with  railroad  traffic  and  travel." 

In  Com.  V.  Power,  supra,  it  was  said  by 
Shaw,  Ch.  J.:  "That  if  Power  had  been 
placed  in  ci'  ige  of  the  depot  by  the  corpo- 
ration, as  superintendent,  he  had  all  the 
authority  of  Jie  corporation,  both  as  own- 
ers and  occupiers  of  real  estate,  and  also 
as  carriers  of  passengers,  incident  to  the 
duty  of  control  and  management.  That  this 
power  and  authority  of  the  corporation  ex- 
tended to  the  reasonable  regulation  of  the 
conduct  of  all  persons  using  the  railroad, 
or  having  occasion  to  resort  to  the  depots, 
for  any  purpose.  ...  Or  if  the  pres- 
ence of  such  persons,  for  such  a  purpose,  is 
a  hindrance  and  interruption  to  the  officers 
and  servants  of  the  corporation,  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  respective  and  proper  du- 
ties to  the  corporation,  as  passenger  car- 
riers, then  the  prohibition  of  such  persons 
from  entering  upon  the  platform  is  a  rea- 
sonable and  proper  regulation,  and  a  person 
who,  after  actual  or  constructive  notice  of 
such  regulation,  violates  or  attempts  to  vio- 
late it,  thereby  loses  his  license  to  enter  the 
depot;  that  such  license  as  to  him  may  be 
revoked." 

In  Thurston  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  4  Dill. 
321,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,019,  it  was  claimed 
that  the  plaintiff,  who  had  purchased  a 
ticket  for  transportation,  was  a  notorious 
gambler  and  was  then  engaged  in  traveling 
on  its  road  for  the  purpose  of  plying  his 
calling.  The  court  said:  "It  would  not  be 
obliged  to  carry  one  whose  ostensible  busi- 
ness might  be  to  injure  the  line;  one  flee- 
ing from  justice;  one  going  upon  the  train 
to  assault  a  passenger,  commit  larceny 
or  robbery,  or  for  interfering  with  the  prop- 
er regulations  of  the  company,  or  for  gam- 
bling in  any  form,  or  committing  any  crime. 
.  .  .  As  gambling  is  a  crime  under  the- 
state  laws,  it  is  not  even  necessary  for  the 
company  to  have  a  rule  against  it.  •  .  • 
Whether  the  plaintiff  was  going  upon  the 
train  for  gambling  purposes,  or  whether, 
from   his    previous    course^    the    defendant 
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might  reasonably  infer  that  such  was  his  I 
purpose,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury." 
6  Cyc.   550.  | 

Such  regulations  as  will  enable  a  railway 
corporation  to  execute  its  difficult  and  re- 
sponsible duties,  insure  the  comfort  of  its 
passengers,  and  protect  itself  from  wrong 
and  imposition,  it  has  an  undoubted  right 
to  prescribe,  provided  always  that  such  reg- 
ulations are  reasonable  and  just.  Hutchin- 
son, Carr.  §§  989,  1078.  In  its  passenger 
service,  it  has  the  right  to  require  that  all 
passengers  shall  preserve  order;  that  they 
shall  be  seated,  and  not  stand  up  in  the  pas- 
sageways or  upon  the  car  platforms,  and 
that  they  shall  abstain  from  any  act  which 
tends  to  impede  or  interrupt  the  conductors 
and  other  employees  in  the  transaction  of 
their  necessary  business.  Reasonable  regu- 
lations may  not  only  be  prescribed,  but  en- 
forced by  such  reasonable  means  as  tlie  com- 
pany may  have  at  its  command;  for,  with- 
out some  use  of  power  to  give  them  effect, 
such  regulations  would  be  of  little  value. 
Hibbard  v.  New  York  &  E.  R.  Co.  16  N.  Y. 
458.  The  same  rule  should  be  applied  with 
like  force  to  those  having  business  with  the 
carrier  concerning  freight,  and  who  may 
have  a  right  to  enter  the  depots  or  station 
grounds  of  the  company.  Certainly,  it 
would  not  be  said  that  a  railway  company, 
having  the  admitted  right  to  evict  from  its 
train  or  station  grounds  those  violating  its 
reasonable  rules  and  regulations,  and  with 
whom  it  may  be  at  the  time  under  contract 
for  transportation,  cannot  exercise  a  simi- 
lar authority,  on  proper  occasions  and  under 
justifiable  circumstances,  over  one  to  whom 
it  does  not  directly  have  any  contract  rela- 
tion, but  who  is  acting  independently  of  the 
company,  either  as  a  contractor,  or  for  hire 
in  serving  its  local  patrons.  Undoubtedly 
the  authority  exists  to  exercise  the  same 
reasonable  control  over  its  warerooms  and 
depots  and  freight  in  its  charge,  whether 
indoors  or  upon  its  platforms,  as  it  has 
over  its  equipment  used  in  its  passenger 
service. 

In  Decker  v.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
3  Okla.  663,  41  Pac.  610,  it  is  said:  "There 
is  no  doctrine  of  corporation  law  better 
settled  than  the  right  of  a  railroad  corpo- 
ration to  prescribe  reasonable  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  government  and  use  of 
its  property.  The  only  restriction  undci 
the  law  is  that  the  rules  must  be  reason- 
able." 

That  a  railwaj'  company  has  the  right  to 
exercise  reasonable  control  over  those  using 
for  the  time  being  its  property  must  follow 
as  a  neccsnary  incident  to  the  right  of  prop- 
erty. It  is  not  I>ound  to  admit  to  its  depots 
and  station  grounds  those  who  refuse  to 
obey  the  company's  reasonable  rules  and 
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regulations,  or  who  are  guilty  of  gross  and 
vulgar  habits  or  conduct,  or  who  make  a 
disturbance,  or  are  turbulent  and  trouble- 
some, or  those  under  the  influence  of  liquor, 
who  interfere  with  the  agents  and  employees 
of  the  company  in  the  discharge  of  their 
work,  or  whose  reputation  for  honesty  is 
bad,  and  which  facts  are  known  to  the 
agents  and  employees  at  the  time;  and)  a 
fortiori,  whose  characters  are  unequivocal- 
ly bad ;  nor  is  it  bound  to  admit  to  its  prem- 
ises those  whose  presence  would  interfere 
with  the  interest  or  patronage  of  the  pro- 
prietors, so  as  to  make  the  business  less 
lucrative  to  them.  Jencks  v.  Coleman,  2 
Sumn.  221,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,258.  In  this 
case.  Story,  J.,  said :  "I  think  that  the  pro- 
prietors had  a  right  to  inquire  into  such 
intent  and  motives,  and  to  act  upon  the 
reasonable  presumptions  which  arose  in  re- 
gard to  them.  Suppose  a  known  or  sus- 
pected thief  were  to  come  on  board.  Would 
they  not  have  a  right  to  refuse  him  a  pas- 
sage? Might  they  not  justly  act  upon  the 
presumption  that  his  object  was  unlawful? 
Suppose  a  person  were  to  come  on  board 
who  was  habitually  drunk  and  gross  in  his 
behavior,  and  obscene  in  his  language,  so 
as  to  be  a  public  annoyance.  Might  not  the 
proprietors  refuse  to  allow  him  a  passage? 
I  think  they  might,  upon  the  just  presump- 
tion of  what  his  conduct  would  be." 

It  was  said  by  the  court  in  Harris  v.  Ste- 
vens, supra,  speaking  of  an  implied  license 
to  enter  the  station  house  of  the  railway 
company:  **The  existence  of  this  right  in 
the  corporation  would  seem  to  be  indispen- 
sable to  the  comfort  of  passengers  in  get- 
ting to  and  from  the  cars,  and  in  transact- 
ing that  business  with  the  agents  of  the 
company  which  is  necessarily  done  at  the 
stations,  and  also  to  the  protection  of  the 
property  intrusted  to  its  care,- for  ^he  safety 
of  which  it  is  held  to  the  strictest  account- 
ability." 

It  is  not  necessary  that  those  in  charge 
of  the  property  of  a  railway  company  be 
compelled  to  wait  until  some  covert  act. 
theft,  or  other  ofTense  be  committed,  that 
they  may  act  to  prevent  the  occurrence  or 
recurrence  of  such  act  or  offense.  It  is 
quite  important  and  essential  that  it  have 
authority  to  prevent,  as  the  power  to  stop 
or  repress  the  commission  of  wrongful  acts, 
Vinton  v.  Middlesex  R.  Co.  11  Allen,  304, 
87  Am.  Dec.  714;  Exton  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
63  N.  J.  L.  356,  56  L.R.A.  508,  46  Atl.  1099; 
New  Orleans,  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Burke, 
53  Miss.  200,  24  Am.  Rep.  689 ;  Pittsburgh, 
Ft.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hinds,  53  Pa.  512, 
91  Am.  Dec.  224. 

The  objections  may,  be  made  that  the  ex- 
ercise of  such  power  is  liable  to  abuse  and 
may  become  the  instrument  of  oppressioai^ 
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but  the  same  is  true  of  many  other  salutary 
rules  of  law.  The  safeguard  against  any 
unjust  or  unauthorized  use  of  the  power  is 
to  be  found  in  the  consideration  that  it  can 
never  be  properly  exercised  except  in  cases 
where  it  can  be  satisfactorily  proved  that 
the  condition  or  conduct,  past  or  present,  of 
a  person,  was  such  as  to  render  it  reason- 
ably certain  that,  if  permitted,  he  would 
a^ain  continue  his  former  course  of  conduct. 

Such  being  the  case,  it  was  error  In  the 
trial  court  to  strike  from  defendant's  an- 
&wer  those  paragraphs  thereof  which  set  up 
specifically  and  generally  the  alleged  bad 
character  of  plaintiff.  These  were  issues 
that  defendant  had  the  right  to  have  tried 
out.  If  true,  they  would  justify  the  de- 
fendant in  the  action  of  its  agent  in  send- 
ing out  the  letters  complained  of;  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  if,  upon  the  trial,  it  should 
be  found  that  the  charges  so  stricken  out 
were  in  fact  untrue,  it  would  go  to  show 
that  defendant,  through  its  agent,  acted 
without  proper  justification  in  the  premises. 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  we  think 
also  it  was  error  for  the  court  to  give  the 
fifteenth  instruction,  as  follows:  '*You  are 
further  instructed  that  plaintiff  had  a  right 
to  receive  freight,  express,  and  baggage  at 
the  depot  of  the  defendant  so  long  as  x  his 
customers,  the  consignees  of  such  goods, 
were  willing  for  him  to  haul  it;  and  the 
fact  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  thief  or  a 
drunkard  would  not  in  law  justify  the  de- 
fendant in  refusing  him  that  right."  While 
one  known  to  be  a  thief  or  a  drunkard  has 
the  right  to  engage  in  honest  employment,  it 
does  not  follow,  as  in  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, that  such  a  person,  by  reason  of 
such  employment,  has  the  absolute  and  un- 
qualified right  to  go  unattended  upon  and 
about  the  premises  of  one  not  his  employer, 
disturbing  and  interfering  with  the  agents 
and  employees  of  such  third  party,  while  in 
the  discharge  of  their  work. 

Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  in  this 
cause  are  admonished  agamst'the  use  of  ar- 
^ment  such  as  made  during  the  trial  be- 
low. While,  in  the  heat  of  argument,  at- 
torneys often  say  things  they  do  not  intend, 
still  the  language  used  in  this  case  is  of 
nich  extreme  nature  that  it  is  hard  for  us 
to  believe  that  the  same  was  not  said  with 
the  intent  to  influence  the  action  of  the 
jury,  by  appealing  to  that  bias  and  preju- 
dice which  80  often  exists  in  such  cases. 

Because  of  the  action  of  the  court  in 
striking  paragraphs  5,  6,  7,  and  8  from  the 
defendant's  amended  answer,  and  in  giving 
instruction  Xo.  15,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


cause   remanded,  with  instructions  to  pro- 
ceed in  accordance  with  this  opinion.  ^ 

Pep  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 
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NETTIE  M.  HOLYFIELD 

V. 

V  J.  W.  HARRINGTON  et  al. 

and 
G.  A.  PERKINS  et  al.,  Appts. 

(84  Kan.  760,  115  Pac.  546.) 

Note  —  alteration  —  ratification. 

1.  A  material  alteration  in  a  promissory 
note  may  be  ratified  by  any  person  affected 
by  it,  so  as  to  bind  him  as  fully  as  though 
he  had  authorized  it  in  the  finA  instance. 
Same  —  necessity  of  consideration.  ' 

2.  A  new  consideration  is  not  necessary 
to  support  the  contract  of  ratification.  Sec- 
tion 5377  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909, 
§  131  of  the  negotiable  instruments  act 
(Laws  1905,  chap.  310),  which  provides 
that  ^'where  a  negotiable  instrument  is  ma- 
terially altered  without  the  assent  of  all 
parties  liable  thereon,  it  is  avoided,  except 
as  against  a  party  who  has  himself  made, 
authorized,    or    assented    to   the   alteration 
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Notc^NecesHiU)  of  considevatton  to 
sustain  ratification  of  unauthorized 
alteration. 

This  note  does  not  include  the  ratifica- 
tion of  unauthorized  signatures,  nor  the 
improper  filling  of  blanks.  Cases  resting 
upon  estoppel  are  not  included,  nor  those 
involving  forgery.  For  the  subject  of  rati- 
fication of  forged  instruments,  see  the  note 
to  Shine w  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   1006. 

No  attempt  is  made  to  include  cases 
where  it  might  be  inferentially  argued  that 
there  was  no  consideration. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  is  in  ac- 
cord with  the  decision  in  Holyfield  v.  Har- 
rington, that  a  ratification  of  an  altera- 
tion in  an  instrument  docs  not  require  a 
consideration.  Montgomery  v.  Crossthwait, 
00  Ala.  653,  12  L.R.A.  140,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
832,  8  So.  498;  Dickson  Bros.  v.  Bamberger, 
107  Ala.  293,  18  So.  290;  Payne  v.  Long, 
121  Ala.  385,  25  So.  780;  Jackson  v.  John- 
son, 67  Ga.  167;  Goodspeed  v.  Cutler,  75 
111.  634;  Scott  v.  Bibo,  48  111.  App.  657; 
Owens  V.  Tague,  3  Ind.  App.  245,  29 
X.  E.  784;  Emerson  v.  Opp,  9  Ind  App. 
581,  34  N.  E.  840,  37  N.  E.  24;  Pelton  v. 
Prescott,  13  Iowa,  567 ;  Stewart  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  40  Mich.  348;  Jannev,  S.  &  Co. 
V.  Goehringer,  52  Minn.  428,  54  N.  W.  481; 
King  V.  Hunt,  13  Mo.  97;  Evans  v. 
Foreman,  GO  Mo.  449;  State  v.  Pax- 
ton  65  Neb.  110,  90  N.  W.  983;  Humnh- 
revs  v.  Guillow,  13  N.  H.  385,  38  Am,  D«. 
409;  Camden  Bank  v.  Hall,  14  N.  J.  L. 
533;    Stringfellow  v.  Petty,   14   N.  M.   14, 
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and  subsequent  indorsers/'  is  construed  to 
mean  that  any  one  of  the  parties  to  such 
an  instrument  may  assent  to  a  material 
alteration,  so  as  to  make  himself  liable 
thereon,  without  any  new  consideration, 
upon  the  principle  that  he  who  may  author- 
ize in  the  beginning  may  ratify  in  the  end. 

Same  —  indorsement  of  assent. 

3.  At  the  request  of  the  payee,  the  maker 
of  a  promissory  note  after  it  had  been  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  altered  the  time  of  pay- 
ment from  three  years  to  one  year.  Two 
of  the  sureties  on  the  note  afterwards  in- 
dorsed in  writing  upon  the  back  of  the  in- 
strument their  agreement  to  the  change  of 
time.  Held,  that  they  ratified  the  change, 
and  made  themselves  liable  upon  the  note 
without  any  new  consideration. 

(May  6,  1911.)' 


APPEAL  by  defendants  Perkins  et  al. 
from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
for  Wyandotte  County  in  plaintiff's  favor 
in  an  action  on  a  promissory  note.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  F.  Getty  and  David  F. 
Carson,  for  appellants: 

The  note  sued  on  was  materially  altered 
for  appellee's  benefit,  and  thereby  became 
void  as  to  sureties. 

2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  236, 
237;  McCormick  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Lauber,  7  Kan.  App.  730,  62  Pac.  577; 
Fraker  v.  Cullum,  21  Kan.  555;  Wood  v. 
Steele,  6  Wall.  80,  18  L.  ed.  725;  Tiede- 
man.  Com.  Paper,  §  394;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Payne,   19  Ky.   L.   Rep.   839,  42  S.   W. 


89  Pac.  258;  National  State  Bank  v.  Rising, 
4  Hun,  793;  Jacobs  v.  Gilreath,  45  S.  C. 
46,  22  S.  E.  757 ;  Matson  v.  Jarvis,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  133  S.  W.  941;  Kilkelly  v. 
Martin,  34  Wis.  631  (possibly  obiter). 

In  Henry  v.  Heeb,  114  Ind.  275,  6  Am. 
St.  Rep.  013,  16  N.  E.  606,  where  there  was 
a  consideration,  the  court  said:  "Where, 
however,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  act 
ratified  is  of  an  ambiguous  character,  and 
may  as  well  be  attributed  to  a  mistaken 
assumption  of  authority  as  to  a  purpose  to 
commit  a  crime,  public  policy  does  not  for- 
bid the  adoption  or  ratification  of  the  act; 
nor  can  it  be  said  to  be  without  considera- 
tion, especially  where,  as  in  the  present 
case,  indemnity  has  been  accepted." 

In  Pelton  v.  Prescott,  13  Iowa,  607,  the 
court  said:  "Suppose  the  alteration  is 
made  to  correct  a  mistake  (Chitty,  Bills, 
207),  no  new  consideration  is  necessary  to 
support  the  assent  afterward  given.  And 
for  anything  that  appears,  these  changes 
were  made  between  the  payee  and  the  prin- 
cipal to  correct  a  mistake,  all  of  which  was 
subsequently  ratified  and  concurred  in  by 
the  surety-" 

Grimstead  v.  Briggs,  4  Iowa,  559,  fre- 
quently cited  in  this  connection,  rests  par- 
ticularly upon  estoppel. 

In  Janney,  S.  &  Co.  v.  Goehringer,  52 
Minn.  428,  54  N.  W.  481  (a  case  not  strict- 
ly within  the  scope  of  this  note  as  it  con- 
cerned the  filling  of  a  blank),  where  it  was 
claimed  that  a  lease  was  erroneously  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  as  it  appeared  that 
when  it  was  executed  by  the  lessor  it  had 
a  blank  which  was  afterwards  filled  up,  the 
court  w^as  not  sure  that  there  were  not  suf- 
ficient circumstances  for  the  inference  that 
the  lessor  authorized  the  blank  to  be  filled 
as  was  done,  but,  nevertheless,  said  that 
there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  show  a  sub- 
sequent recognition  of  and  acquiescence  in 
the  lease  as  thus  completed,  on  the  part  of 
the  lessor  and  her  successor,  who  was  the 
defendant  in  the  suit. 

In  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gay,  63  Mo.  33, 
21  Am.  Rep.  430,  w^hich  was  also  a  case 
without  the  scope  of  this  note,  as  it  related 
to  an  instrument  not  signed  in  the  first 
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place  by  the  defendant,  the  court  said:  "No 
independent  consideration  is  required  in 
the  case  of.  an  accommodation  indorser, 
surety,  etc.,  in  the  first  instance,  and  it  is 
difficult  to  see  why  anything  more  should 
be  required  on  subsequent  sanction  than  on 
original  assent." 

In  State  v.  Paxton,  65  Neb.  110,  90  N. 
W.  983,  the  court  said :  "A  material  al- 
teration already  made  may  be  ratified  and 
adopted  subsequently,  and  in  that  case  the 
instrument  as  altered  will  be  binding.  2 
Brandt,  Suretyship  &  Guaranty,  §  384.  It 
has  been  held  that  such  ratification  and 
adoption  of  the  altered  instrument  is,  in 
substance  and  effect,  a  new  agreement,  and 
requires  a  new  consideration.  Warren  v. 
Fant,  79  Ky.  1;  Wilson  v.  Hayes,  40  Minn. 
531,  4  L.R.A.  196,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  754.  42 
N.  W.  407.  The  weight  of  authority,  how- 
ever, seems  to  sustain  the  position  that  uo 
new  consideration  is  required.  Pelton  v. 
Prescott,  13  Iowa,  567;  Montgomery  v. 
Crossthwait,  90  Ala.  553,  12  L.R.A.  140, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  832,  8  So.  498;  2  Brandt. 
Suretyship  &  Guaranty,  §  384.  A  recogni- 
tion of  the  validity  of  the  instrument,  with 
knowledge  of  the  alteration,  will  suffice. 
Stewart  v.  Fisrt  Nat.  Bank,  40  Mich.  348; 
Jackson  v.  Johnson,  67  Ga.  167.  .  .  . 
We  think  it  is  no  less  clear  that  sureties 
upon  an  official  bond  which  has  been  deliv- 
ered, but  not  yet  approved,  who  desire  to 
have  the  bond>  approved,  and  the  principal 
retained  in  his  ofiice,  may,  to  that  end, 
ratify  and  adopt  generally  all  alterations 
which  may  be  required  for  the  purpose." 

In  Humphreys  v.  Guillow,  13  N.  H.  385, 
38  Am.  Dec.  499,  the  court,  in  holding  that, 
where  one  of  the  makers  of  a  promissory 
note  spoke  of  its  alteration,  and  thereupon 
gave  security  for  the  payment  of  it,  and 
when  he  was  asked  to  pay  it,  stated  that  it 
had  been  altered  and  he  was  not  bound  to 
pay  it,  but  that  it  was  justly  due,  and  he 
would  pay  it,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a 
sufficient  ratification.  The  court  said: 
"The  facts  proved  were  certainly  such  as 
to  justify  the  inference  by  the  jury  that  the 
defendants,  when  the  alteration  was  brought 
to  their  knowledge,  assented  to  it.     If  so, 
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736;  Fanners'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Thomas,  79 
llun,  595,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  837;  Branimm 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Pickard,  33  Ind.  App.  484, 
71  N.  E.  676;  Hamilton  v.  Wood,  70  Ind. 
306;  Moore  v.  Hinshaw,  23  Ind.  App.  2U7. 
77  Am.  St.  Rep.  434,  55  N.  E.  236;  Kelly 
V.  Thuey,  143  Mo.  422,  45  S.  W.  300;  Powell 
T.  Banks,  146  Mo.  620,  48  S.  W.  664 ;  Horn 
V.  Newton  City  Bank,  32  Kan.  638,  4  Pac. 
1022;  Richardson  v.  Fellner,  9  Okla.  513, 
60  Pac,  270;  Davis  v.  Eppler,  38  Kan.  629, 
16  Pac.  793. 

The  sureties,  by  the  alteration,  were  re- 
leased, and  the  indorsement  on  the  reverse 
side  of  the  note  by  appellants  was  a  new 
contract,  was  obtained  without  any  con- 
sideration, and  is  unenforceable. 

First   Nat.    Bank    y.    Currie,    147    Mich. 


72,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  138  Am.  St.  Rep. 
537,  110  N.  W.  499,  11  Ann.  Cas.  241; 
Mulkey  v.  Long,  5  Idaho,  213,  47  Pac. 
949;  KilkcUy  v.  Martin,  34  Wis.  620; 
Knoxville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  51  Iowa, 
204,  33  Am.  Rep.  129,  1  N.  W.  491;  27 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  530;  Minnesota 
Security  Bank  v.  Bell,  32  Minn.  409,  21 
N.  W.  470;  Turle  v.  Sargent,  63  Minn. 
211,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  475,  65  N.  W.  349; 
Brown  v.  Johnson  Bros.  327  Ala.  292,  51 
L.R.A.  403,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  134,  28  So.' 
579;  Merrimack  River  Sav.  Bank  v.  Curry, 
4  Kan.  App.  125,  46  Pac.  204;  2  Cyc. 
216h;  Diehl  v.  Davis,  75  Kan.  38,  88  Pac. 
532,  12  Ann.  Cas.  548;  Renville  County  v. 
Gray,  61  Minn.  242,  63  N.  W.  635;  Berry- 
man  V.  Manker,  56  Iowa,  350,  9  N.  W.  103; 


then  the  maxim,  Omnia  ratihahitio  retro 
trahitur,  et  mandato  CBquiparatur,  will  ap- 
ply, and  the  ratification  must  be  held  to  be 
in  its  effects  equivalent  to  an  original  au- 
thority. If,  as  before  suggested,  an  assent 
to  an  alteration  be  in  substance  an  author- 
ity to  make  a  new  instrument,  it  will  bind 
the  parties,  for  the  debt  was  not  discharged 
by  tne  alteration." 
'  In  Jacobs  v.  Gilreath,  45  S.  C.  46,  22  S. 
E.  767,  where  the  question  was  as  to  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  as  to  an  alleged 
alteration  in  a  note,  the  court  said:  *'If, 
as  the  jury  were  correctly  told,  a  payment 
had  been  made  upon  the  note  within  the 
statutory  period,  that  would  imply  a  new 
promise  to  pay  the  amount  mentioned  in 
the  note,  according  to  its  terms;  and  if 
those  terms  were  afterwards  altered  by  the 
consent  or  with  the  acquiescence  of  the  de- 
fendant, we  are  unable  to  understand  how 
that  could  impair  the  validity  of  her  previ- 
ous promise  to  pay  the  amount  specified 
in  the  note.  If  she,  in  fact,  acquiesced  in 
the  change  of  the  terms  of  the  note,  her 
previous  promise  to  pay  the  amount  speci- 
fied in  the  note  according  to  its  original 
terms  must  necessarily  be  regarded  as  a 
promise  to  pay  according  to  the  terms  as 
changed  by  her  acquiescence." 

In  Matson  v.  Jarvis,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
—,  133  S.  W.  941,  it  was  held  "that  a  party 
to  an  instrument  may  ratify  or  consent  to 
tn  alteration  of  it  after  it  has  been  made, 
without  u  new  consideration  therefor. 
Grimstead  v.  Briggs,  4  Iowa,  559;  King  v 
Hunt,  13  Mo.  97;  Pelton  v.  Prescott,  33 
Iowa,  567.  And  a  subsequent  ratification 
of  the  alteration  will  be  equivalent  to  an 
original  authority  to  make  it.  Humphreys 
v.  Guillow,  supra." 

This  decision  does  not,  however,  refer  to 
Wilson  y.  Skaggs,  10  Tex.  298,  a  case  which 
should  be  noted  here,  though  strictly  with- 
out the  scope  of  this  note,  where  it  was 
held  that  the  jury  was  correctly  charged 
that,  if  the  defendant  authorized  anyone  to 
sign  his  name  to  the  note  in  the  first  place, 
he  was  liable,  and  that,  if  he  did  not  so 
Authorize  it,  the  action  could  not  be  brought 
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simply  on  a  bare  promise  to  pay  such  a 
note  signed  without  authority. 

In  Kilkelly  v.  Martin,  34  Wis.  531,  the 
court  said  (though  it  seems  that  the  point 
was  not  necessarv  to  the  decision) :  "The 
rule  is  well  settled  that  an  alteration  of  an 
instrument  not  under  seal,  by  one  party, 
with  the  assent  of  the  other,  will  not  render 
void  the  instrument;  and  if  this  be  so,  then 
his  assent  given  after  the  alteration  was 
made,  and  where  knowledge  of  it  was 
brought  to  him,  ought  to  have  the  same  ef- 
fect, and  be  in  all  respects  equivalent  to 
such  assent  previously  given,  or  to  an  origi- 
nal authority  granted,  according  to  the 
maxim,  Omnis  ratihahitio  retro  trahitur  et 
mandato  cequiparatur.  And  upon  this  ques- 
tion, we  find  no  disagreement  among  the  au- 
thorities. Humphreys  v.  Guillow,  33  N. 
H.  385,  38  Am.  Dec.  499;  Perring  v.  Hone, 
4  Bing  28,  12  J.  B.  Moore,  135,  2  Car.  & 
P.  401 ;  Kennedy  v.  Lancaster  Countv  Bank, 
38  Pa.  347;  King  v.  Bush,  36  111.  142;  Col- 
lins V.  Makepeace,  13  Ind,  448." 

Reference  mav  be  here  made  to  Canon  t. 
Grigsby,  116  111.  151,  56  Am.  Rep.  769,  5 
N.  E.  362,  in  which  case  it  was  held  that, 
where  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  which 
has,  on  his  behalf,  been  delivered  in  pur- 
chase of  property,  and  he  receives  the  prop- 
erty with  notice  that  there  has  been  a 
change  in  the  rate  of  interest  in  the  promis- 
sory note  since  he  signed  it,  and  makes  no 
offer  to  rescind  the  contract,  nor  to  return 
the  property,  this  is  evidence  of  a  ratifica- 
tion of  the  change. 

It  mav  be  noted  that  in  Wester  v.  Bailey, 
118  N.  C.  193,  24  S.  E.  9,  where  a  blank  for 
the  name  of  the  payee  was  left  in  a  note 
under  seal,  which  was  filled  in  before  de- 
livery by  one  maker,  the  other  maker  being 
absent,  but  assenting  to  it  after  delivery, 
the  court  said:  *The  only  ground  pre- 
sented by  defendant  Bailey  (Harper  did 
not  appeal)  is  that  it  was  without  consid- 
eration,— a  nudum  pactum.  But  this  de- 
fense cannot  benefit  the  defendant,  because, 
when  he  acknowledged  it,  it  became  his 
bond,  being  under  seal,  and  needed  no  con- 
sideration to  support  it.     The  law  conclu- 
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Hubbard  t.  Ogden,  22  Kan.  363;  Fillmore 
County  V.  Greenleaf,  80  Minn.  242,  83  N. 
VV.  157. 

Messrs.  Daniel  J.  3faher  and  Jacob  S. 
Oetwiler,  for  appellee: 

The  act  of  appellants  in  signing  the  state- 
ment on  the  back  of  the  note  as  appears 
therefrom,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  same, 
was  a  ratification  of  the  act  of  Harrington, 
their  principal,  in  making  the  change  in 
said  note,  and  no  consideration  was  neces- 
sary to  be  paid  by  appellee  to  appellants 
to  fix  their  liability  on  said  note. 

2  Cyc.  172,  173;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  205,  259;  Holland  v.  Griffith, 
13  Neb.  472,  14  N.  W.  387;  Winslow  v. 
Jones,  ,88  Ala.  496,  7  So.  262;  Boston  y. 
Benson,  12  Gush.  63;  Tucker  ▼.  Alle.n,  16 
Kan.  312;  Montgomery  y.  Crossthwait,  90 
Ala.  553,  12  L.R.A.  140,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
832,  8  So.  498;  Commercial  Bank  v.  War- 
ren, 15  N.  Y.  577;  Pelton  v.  Prescott,  13 
Iowa,  567;  King  v.  Hunt,  13  Mo.  97;  Prouty 
V.  Wilson,  123  Mass.  297;  Stewart  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  40  Mich.  348;  First  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Gay,  63  Mo.  39,  21  Am.  Rep.  430;  Need- 
ham  v.  Matthewson,  81  Kan.  340,  26  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  274,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  105 
Pac.  436,  19  Ann.  Cas.  146;  Stiles  v.  Steele, 
37  Kan.  652,  15  Pac.  561. 

Porter,  J.i  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Nettie  M.  Holyfield  loaned  to.  J.  W.  Har. 
rington  $1,000,  and  took  his  note  for  that 
amount  dated  December  12,  1907,  due  three 
years  after  date,  signed  by  J.  W.  Harring- 
ton, with  Mattie  Harrington,  G.  A.  Perkins, 
and  John  A.  Stark  as  sureties.  Two  weeks 
afterward  Nettie  M.  Holyfield  went  to  the 
home  of  Harrington,  and  informed  him 
that  the  time  of  payment  was  longer  than 


she  desired,  and  Harrington  altered  the  note 
by  scratching  out  the  words  "three  years," 
and  writing  in  the  words  "one  year."  The 
note,  as  changed,  reads  as  follows: 

$1,000.  December  12,  1907. 

One  year 

7hfee  yeckTS  after  date  we  promise  to  pay 
to  the  order  of  Mrs.  Nettie  M.  Holyfield, 

one  thousand  dollars,  at  

Value  received,  with  7  per  cent  from  date 
until  paid.     Interest  payable  annually. 

No Due  Dec.  12,  1910. 

J.  W.  Harrington. 
Mattie     Harrington. 
G.  A.  Perkins. 
Jno.  A.  Stark. 

A  day  or  two  afterwards  Nettie  M.  Holy- 
field  took  the  note  in  its  changed  condition 
to  two  of  the  sureties,  Perkins  and  Stark, 
and  asked  them  to  consent  to  the  note  as 
altered.  Thereupon  they  signed  on  the  back 
of  the  note  the  following  memorandum: 

We  agree  to  and  accept  change  of  time 
fro^  three  years  to  one  year. 

G.  A.  Perkins. 
Jno.  A.  Stark. 

In  an  action  brought  on  the  note  as  al- 
tered '  Nettie  M.  Holyfield  recovered  judg- 
ment, from  which  the  sureties  Perkins  and 
Stark  appeal. 

The  change  in  the  time  of  payment  was 
a  material  alteration.  Negotiable  instru- 
ments act  (Laws  1905,  chap.  310)  §  132, 
Gen.  Stat.  1909,  §  5378.  The  contention  of 
the  appellants  is  that  there  was  no  con. 
sideration  for  their  agreement  to  be  further 
bound  by  the  note ;  that  the  material  altera- 
tion in  the  original  note  released  them, 
and  that  a  new  consideration  was  neces- 


sively  presumes  that  it  was  made  upon  good 
and  sufficient  consideration.'" 

Doctrine  that  consideration  is  necessary. 

In  a  few  cases  the  view  has  been  taken 
that  a  consideration  is  necessary  to  a  ratifi- 
cation. 

In  Mulkey  v.  Long,  5  Idaho,  213,  47  Pac. 
949,  it  was  held  that  where  a  surety  upon 
a  promissory  note,  after  learning  of  an  al- 
teration therein,  promises  to  pay  it,  such 
promise  is  of  no  avail  being  without  con- 
sideration. 

In  Warren  v.  Fant,  79  Ky.  1,  the  court 
said,  in  the  case  of  an  alteration  after  de- 
livery, in  a  promissory  note  on  which  it 
was  sought  to  charge  the  surety  upon,  his 
subsequent  promise  to  pay  it:  "Tnat  the 
words  in  the  margin  were  written  after  the 
obligation  was  delivered  being  admitted, 
and  the  jury  having  found  that  Warren 
promised  to  pay  the  debt  after  he  was  in- 
formed that  the  addition  had  been  made,  the 
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question  for  decision  is  whether  such  prom- 
ise renders  him  liable  on  the  obligation,  as 
if  the  addition  had  been  made  before  he 
signed,  or  afterward  with  his  consent.  He 
was  merely  a  surety,  and  we  think  it  clear 
that  no  subsequent  ratification  of  the  ad- 
dition, or  promise  to  pay  the  debt,  can  bind 
him,  unless  made  upon  some  new  considera- 
tion. That  he  was  not  bound  during  the 
time  that  elapsed  between '  the  making  of 
the  alteration  and  the  ratification  or  prom- 
ise, all  will  concede.  ThA  alteration  re- 
leased him,  and  thereafter,  before  he  rati- 
fied it  or  promised  to  pay  the  debt,  he  was 
no  more  bound  than  if  he  had  never  signed 
the  obligation  at  all." 

In  Westloh  v.  Brown,  43  U.  C.  Q.  B.  402, 
the  court  was  of  the  opinion  that  no  subse- 
quent promise  to  pay  a  note  which  was  void 
by  reason  of  an  unauthorized  alteration 
could  be  a  ratification;  but  in  that  case  it 
was  not  shown  that  the  defendant,  when 
promising  to  pay  the  note,  had  actual 
knowledge  of  the  alteration.  B.  B.  B. 
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eary  to  support  tlie  new  agreement.  A 
material  alteration  in  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment made  without  the  consent  of  a  party 
will  discharge  him.  Horn  v.  Newton  City 
Bank,  32  Kan.  518,  4  Pac.  1022;  Bank  of 
Uerington  v.  Wangerin>  65  Kan.  423,  59 
L.R.A.  717,  70  Pac.  330.  But  a  party 
who  consents  to  such  alteration  or  au- 
thorizes it  to  be  made  will  be  bound  by  the 
instrument  (Neg.  Inst.  Act,  §  131;  Gen. 
Stat.  1909,  §  5377),  and  it  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed that  such  alteration  may  be  ratified 
by  the  person  affected  by  it,  so  as  to  bind 
him  as  fully  as  though  he  had  authorized 
it  in  the  first  instance.  Stewart  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  40  2^1  ich.  348;  Goodspeed  ▼. 
Cutler,  75  III.  634;  First  Nat.  Bank  V. 
Gay,  63  Mo.  33,  21  Am.  Rep.  430.  "It  is 
quite  obvious  that,  where  all  the  parties 
to  a  bill  or  note  expressly  agree  to  a  change 
in  any  of  its  terms,  they  cannot  complain 
of  such  change  as  an  alteration.  They  have 
as  much  right  to  change  as  to  make  a  con- 
tract. And  where  all  do  not  consent,  those 
consenting  are  bound,  while  the  rest  are 
discharged.  Consent  may  be  given  before 
the  change  is  made,  or  it  may  be  given 
afterward  by  ratification.  It  may  be  ex- 
press, or  it  may  be  implied  from  custom, 
or  from  the  acts  of  the  parties."  2  Ban. 
Neg.  Inst.  5th  ed.  §  1401.  See  also  3  Ran- 
dolph, Com.  Paper,  2d  ed.  §  1766;  Tiede- 
man.  Com.  Paper,  §  396.  The  ratification 
of  such  an  alteration  will  he  implied  where 
the  facts  are  such  as  to  warrant  the  im- 
plication. Weed  V.  Carpenter,  10  Wend. 
403;  Bell  y.  Mahin,  69  Iowa,  408,  29  N. 
W.  331. 

It  is  not  necessary  in  the  present  case 
to  resort  to  implication,  because  the  ap- 
pellants indorsed  upon  the  instrument  it- 
self their  written  consent  to  the  alteration. 
The  real  question  here  is  whether  a  new 
consideration  is  necessary  to  support  the 
contract  of  ratification.  On  this  there  is  a 
slight  conflict,  but  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority is  against  the  necessity  for  a  new 
consideration.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  no  in- 
dependent consideration  is  required  in  the 
case  of  an  ordinary  surety  or  accommoda- 
tion indorser,  and  there  is  no  sound  reason 
for  requiring  one  in  the  case  of  ratification, 
where,  by  some  act  of  the  holder,  the  surety 
has  been  released.  The  following  cases  are 
frequently  cited  as  holding  that  a  new 
consideration  is  necessary:  Warren  v.  Fant, 
79  Ky.  1;  Mulkey  v.  Long,  5  Idaho,  213, 
47  Pac.  949;  Wilson  v.  Hayes,  40  Minn. 
531,  4  L.R.A.  196,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  754, 
42  N.  W.  467.  In  the  latter  case  the  altera- 
tion was  fraudulent  and  amounted  to  a 
forgery  by  the  holder,  and  in  the  opinion 
it  is  said  that  no  case  has  been  found 
"where  it  has  been  held  that  a  forged  in- 
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strument  can  be  ratified  so  as  to  give  the 
forger  himself  a  right  of  action  upon  it." 
In  the  opinion  it  is  further  said:  "If  the 
alteration  was  not  fraudulent,  so  that  it 
did  not  destroy  the  instrument,  or  at  least 
did  not  extinguish  the  debt,  we  can  see 
how  a  subsequent  assent  to  it  would  create 
a  liability  on  the  instrument  as  altered. 
Parties  can  alter  their  contract  by  mutual 
consent,  and  this  requires  no  new  considera. 
tion,  for  it  is  merely  the  substitution  of  a 
new  contract  for  the  old  one,  and  this  is 
of  itself  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the 
new.  And  what  a  party  may  assent  to 
when  done,  he  may  assent  to  afterwards,  so 
as  to  bind  himself,  if  there  be  a  considera- 
tion to  support  it."  It  is  apparent,  there- 
fore, that  the  case  is  in  accord  with  the 
weight  of  authority  upon  the  precise  ques- 
tion involved  here.  Among  numerous  cases 
holding  that  no  new  consideration  is  neces- 
sary are  the  following:  Goodspeed  v.  Cut- 
ler, 75  111.  634;  Pelton  v.  Prescott,  13  Iowa, 
567;  Stewart  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  40  Mich. 
348;  Wester  v.  Bailey,  118  N.  C.  193,  24 
S.  £.  9;  Montgomery  v.  Crossthwait,  90 
Ala.  553,  12  L.R.A.  140,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
832,  8  So.  498;  Payne  v.  Long,  121  Ala. 
385,  25  So.  780;  Kilkelly  v.  Martin,  34 
Wis.  526;   National  State  Bank  v.  Rising, 

4  Hun,  793;  Prouty  v.  Wilson,  123  Mass. 
297;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gay,  63  Mo.  33, 
39,  21  Am.  Rep.  430.  In  the  latter  case 
the  Missouri  court  used  this  language: 
"Th6re  have  been  many  refinements  adopted 
about  this  doctrine  of  ratification,  refine- 
ments which  savor  more  of  subtlety  than 
of  sound  judgment.  With  some  exceptions 
not  necessary  to  be  adverted  to  here,  the 
general  proposition  is,  however,  undoubtedly 
correct,  that  he  who  may  authorize  in  the 
beginning  may  ratify  in  the  end.  .  .  . 
And  there  is  therefore  no  force  in  the  point 
urged  on  our  attention  that  there  would 
have  to  be  a  new  consideration  in  order  to 
attach  validity  to  a  confirmatory  act." 
Under  the  title  "Alterations  of  Instru- 
ments" the  editor  of  Cyc,  after  citing  the 
few  cases  supra  to  the  contrary,  says: 
"But  the  better  rule  seems  to  be  that  any 
one  of  the  parties  to  an  instrument  who 
may  have  become  discharged  because  of 
an  alteration  therein  may  ratify  the  un- 
authorized act,  so  as  to  make  himself  liable 
without  any  new  consideration,  upon  the 
principle  that  he  who  may  authorize  in  the 
beginning  may  ratify  in  the  end."  2  Cyc. 
172.  See  also  .same  title  in  2  Am.  &  FiUg. 
Enc.  Law,  259,  and  3  Enc.  L.  &  P.  449. 
And  to  the  same  effect  is  State  v.  Paxton, 

05  Neb.  110,  131,  90  N.  W.  983,  where  the 
altered   instrument  was  an  official  bond. 

Moreover,  the  question  seems  to  be  con- 
trolled by  §  5377   of  the  General  Statutes 
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of  1009,  the  .  negotiable  instruments  act, 
§  131,  which  expressly  provides  for  the 
ratification  of  altered  instruments.  It 
reads:  ** Where  a  negotiable  instrument  is 
materially  altered  without  the  assent  of 
all  parties  liable  thereon,  it  is  avoided, 
except  as  against  a  party  who  has  himself 
made,  authorized,  or  assented  to  the  altera- 
tion and  subsequent  indorsers;  but  when 
an  instrument  lias  been  materially  altered, 
and  is  in  the  hands  of  a  holder  in  due 
course,  not  a  party  to  the  alteration,  he 
may  enforce  payment  thereof  according  to 
its  original  tenor."  No  mention  is  made 
of  any  new  consideration  being  required  in 
order  to  bind  the  assenting  party,  but  the 
construction  we  give  to  the  language  is 
that  DO  independent  consideration  is  neces- 
sary to  bind  any  party  to  the  instrument, 
surety  or  otherwise,  who  has  himself  made, 
authorized,  or  assented  to  a  material  al- 
teration. 

The  contention  is  made  that  the  court 
erred  in  directing  a  verdict,  and  that  ap- 
pellants were  entitled  to  submit  to  the 
jury  the  question  whether  they  signed  the 
memorandum  with  knowledge  of  all  the 
facts,  and  particularly  whether  the  appellee 
concealed  from  them  that  one  of  their 
cosureties,  Mattie  Harrington,  bad  been  re- 
leased. 

The  rule  is  that  whether  the  alteration 
is  material  is  a  question  of  law  for  the 
court,  and  whether  it  was  made  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties  is  usually  a  question 
of  facL  for  the  jury.  Tiedeman,  Com. 
Paper,  §  306,  and  cases  cited.  Here  the 
ratification  was  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
appellants,  and  its  effect  was  a  question 
of  law  for  the  court  the  same  as  any  other 
part  of  the  instrument.  Besides,  both  of 
the  appellants  testified  thaj^  they  signed 
the  memorandum,  intending  thereby  to  give 
their  consent  to  the  alteration,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  misrepresentations, 
and  neither  of  the  appellants  claimed  that 
any  had  been  made.  There  was  no  con- 
troverted question  of  fact  to  submit  to  the 
jury,  and  the  court  rightly  directed  a 
verdict. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


NORTH  carotjTna  supreaix: 

COURT. 

STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

V. 

J.  J.  DAVIS,  Appt. 

(167  N.  C.  648,  73  S.  E.  130.) 

Usury  —  household  security  ^  classifi- 
cation —  misdemeanor. 

1.  A  statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor  to 
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take  usury  on  loans  secured  by  household 
or  kitchen  furniture  is  not  invalid  as  tend- 
ing to  deprive  persons  lending  on  such  se- 
curity of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
since  such  articles  furnish  a  proper  basis 
for  classification  in  dealing  with  usurious 
loans. 

Same  — shrinkage  on  sale  — effect. 

2.  That  the  security  did  not  in  fact  sell 
for  the  amount  of  the  loan  does  not  purge 
the  usury  in  a  transaction  by  which  for  a 
loan  of  $10  only  $8.25  of  which  was  ad- 
vanced, a  note  is  executed  for  $10.75  pay- 
able in  thirty  days,  and  secured  on  prop- 
erty worth  $25. 

(December  20,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Forsyth 
county,  convicting  him  of  taking  unlawful 
interest.     Aflirmed. 

Statement  by  Hoke,  J.: 

There  was  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
state  tending  to  show  that  on  or  about 
October  24,  1910,  John  Wolff,  desiring  to 
borrow  $10,  applied  to  one  A.  R.  Bridgers, 
who  was  lending  money  for  defendant;  that 
the  said  Bridgers,  with  the  knowledge,  as- 
sent, and  direction  of  defendant,  advanced 
to  said  Wolff  $8.25,  taking  his  note  to  him- 
self as  attorney  for  defendant  in  the  sum 
of  $10.75,  payable  in  thirty  days,  and  to 
secure  same  took  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the 
hou.sehold  and  kitchen  furniture  of  said 
Wolff;  that  the  property  included  in  the 
mortgage  had  originally  cost  about  $75,  and 
was  worth  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was 
executed  about  $25;  that  Wolff  paid  on  the 
debt  $3.50,  and,  default  having  been  made, 
tlie  property  was  seized  under  claim  and 
delivery  and  sold  at  public  auction  for 
$10.45.  "The  auctioneer  cost  $1,  coats 
claim  and  delivery,  $3  or  $4,  credit  on 
mortgage  about  $4,  and,  after  applying  pro- 
ceeds as  indicated,  there  was  balance 
claimed  by  defendant  of  about  $2.50." 
There  was  evidence  on  part  of  defendant 
tending  to  show  that  there  were  claims  in- 
cluded in  the  mortgage  other  than  the 
money  loaned,  and  that  the  usurious  feat- 
ures of  the  transaction  were  without  the 
knowledge  or  approval  of  the  defendant. 
On  a  charge  correctly  stating  the  law  as 
declared  in  the  statute  there  was  verdict, 
"Guilty."  Judgment,  and  defendant  ex- 
cepted and  appealed. 

Mr.  li.  M.  Swink  for  appellant. 

Note.  ^  As  to  the  constitutionality  of 
statutory  discrimination  as  to  interest 
rates,  see  notes  to  Re  Sohncke,  2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  813,  and  State  v.  Sherman,  27 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  898. 
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Messrs.  T.  W.  Bickett,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  George  ti.  Jones,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,  for  the  State. 

Hoke,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  statute  law  of  the  state  more  direct- 
ly relevant  to  the  question  presented  (Re- 
visal  1908,  §  3712a),  among  other  things, 
makes  provision  as  follows:  "If  any  per- 
son, firm,  or  corporation  who  shall  or  may 
han  money  in  any  manner  whatsoever  by 
note,  chattel  mortgage,  conditional  sale,  or 
otherwise,  upon  any  article  or  articles  of 
household  or  kitchen  furniture,  shall  take, 
receive,  reserve,  or  charge  a  greater  rate  of 
interest  than  six  per  cent,  either  before  or 
after  the  interest  may  accrue  .  .  .  shall 
be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,"  etc.  Under  a 
charge  which  correctly  states  the  provisions 
of  the  statute,  the  jury  have  found  that 
usurious  interest  has  been  charged  by  de- 
fendant; that  the  obligation  was  secured 
by  a  mortgage  on  the  household  and  kitchen 
furniture  of  the  debtor.  Tliere  is  ample 
evidence  to  justify  the  verdict,  and  the  con- 
viction must  be  upheld  if  the  statute  itself 
it  a  valid  law.  It  is  insisted  for  the  de- 
fendant that  the  statute  is  in  contravention 
of  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Federal  Con- 
stitution, in  that  it  "unlawfully  divides 
money  lenders  into  two  classes,  those  lend- 
ing on  household  and  kitchen  furniture  and 
on  other  kinds  of  property,  and  unlawfully 
discriminates  against  borrowers,  putting 
borrowers  having  only  one  class  of  property, 
to  wit,  household  and  kitchen  furniture, 
into  a  class  different  from  the  borrower 
having  other  kinds  of  property  to  offer;" 
but  the  position  cannot,  in  our  opinion,  be 
maintained.  The  power  of  the  legislature 
to  make  the  taking  of  usury  under  certain 
conditions  a  criminal  ofTonse  is  well  recog- 
nized (Ex  parte  Berger,  193  Mo.  IG,  3 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  630,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  472,  90 
S.  W.  759,  5  Ann.  Cas.  383 ;  State  v.  Wick- 
enhoefer,  6  Penn.  [Del.]  120,  64  Atl.  273) ; 
and  the  right  of  classification,  in  the  en- 
forcement of  reasonable  and  proper  police 
reffulations  on  this  and  other  subjects,  is 
referred,  very  largely,  to  legislative  discre- 
tion. 

In  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daggs,  172  U.  S. 
502,  43  L.  ed.  654,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  282, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
the  court  having,  with  us,  the  final  word 
on  this  subject,  referred  to  this  right  of 
classification  as  follows:  "It  is  not  neces- 
sary to  state  the  reasoning  upon  which 
classification  by  legislation  is  based  or  justi- 
fied. This  court  has  had  many  occasions 
to  do  so,  and  only  lately  reviewed  the  sub- 
ject in  Magoun  v.  Illinois  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup. 
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Ct.  Rep.  694.     We  said  in  that  case  that 
'the  state  may  distinguish,  select,  and  clas- 
sify objects  of  legislation,  and  necessarily 
the  power  must  have  a  wide  range  of  dis- 
cretion.'    And  this  because  of  the  function 
of  legislation  and  the  purposes  to  which  it 
is  addressed.     Classification  for  such  pur- 
poses is  not  invalid  because  not  depending 
on     scientific     or    marked     differences     in 
things  or  persons  or  in  tlieir  relations.     It 
suffices   if   it  is   practical,   and   is  not   re- 
viewable   unless    palpably    arbitrary," — the 
limitation  being  that  the  "classification  has 
been  made    .    .     .    upon   some  reasonable 
grounds, — some    difl'erence    which    bears    a 
just  and  proper  relation  to  the  attempted 
classification, — and  is  not  a  mere  arbitrary 
selection."    Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Ellis, 
165  U.  S.  151,  41  L.  ed.  667,  17  Sup,  Ct. 
Rep.    265;    Morris-Scarboro-Moffitt    Co.    v. 
Southern  Exp.  Co.  140  N.  C.  170,  15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  083,  59  S.  E.  667,  and  numerous  and 
repeated  decisions  of  that  court  are  in  af- 
firmance and  illustration  of  this  principle. 
Fifth  Ave.  Coach  Co.  v.  New  York,  221  U. 
S.  467,  55  L.  ed.  815,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  709; 
Lindsley  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co.  220 
U.  S.  61,  55  L.  ed.  369,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
337;   Engel  v.  O'Malley,  219  U.  S.  128,  55 
L.  ed.  128,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  190;   Assaria 
State  Bank  v.  Dolley,  219  U.  S.  121,  55  L. 
ed.  123,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  189;  McLean  v. 
Arkansas,  211  U.  S.  540,  53  L.  ed.  315,  29 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  206;  Heath  &  M.  :Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Worst,  207  U.  S.  338,  62  L.  ed.  236,  28  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  114;  New  York  ex  rel.  Lieberman 
v.  Van  De  Carr,  199  U.  S.  552,  50  L.  ed. 
305,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.   144;    Soon  Hing  v. 
Crowley,  113  U.  S.  704,  28  L.  ed.  1145,  5 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730.    In  Fifth  Ave.  Coach  Co. 
V.  New  York,  221  U.  S.  467,  65  L.  ed.  815, 
31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  709,  it  was  held:     "Classi- 
fication based  on  reasonable  distinctions  is 
not  an  unconstitutional  denial  of  equal  pro- 
tection of  the  laws;    and  so  held  that  an 
ordinance  of  the   city  of  New  Y'ork,   pro- 
hibiting  advertising  vehicles   in   a  certain 
street,  is  not  unconstitutional   as  denying 
equal  protection  to  a  transportation  com- 
pany operating  stages  on  such  street,  either 
because   signs  of  the  owners  may  be  dis- 
played on  business  wagons,  or  because  an- 
other transportation  company  may  display 
advertising  signs  on  its  structure.     There 
is  a  purpose  to  be  achieved,  as  well  as  a  dis- 
tinction, which  justifies  the  classification." 
In  Lindsley  v.  Natural  Carbonic  Gas  Co. 
the    court    said:      "The    equal    protection 
clause  of  the  14th  Amendment  admits  of  a 
wide  exercise  of  discretion,  and  only  avoids 
classification  which  is  purely  arbitrary,  be- 
ing without  reasonable  basis.     Nor  does  a 
classification  having  some  reasonable  basis 
offend  because  not  made  with  mathematical 
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nicety,  Or  resulting  in  some  inequality " 
And  in  Engel  v.  O'Mallcy,  219  U.  S.  128, 
55  L.  ed.  128,  31  Sup.  Ct,  Rep.  190,  it  is 
said,  approving  the  same  statement  in 
Heath  &  M.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Worst,  207  U.  S. 
338,  62  L.  ed.  236,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  114: 
That  'legislation  which  regulates  business 
may  well  make  distinctions  depend  upon  the 
degree  of  evil,  .  .  .  and  although,  when 
size  is  not  an  index,  a  law  may  not  dis- 
criminate between  the  great  and  the  small, 
proper  regulations  based  thereon,  when  size 
is  an  index  of  the  evil  to  be  prevented,  do 
not  oflfend  the  equal  protection  clause  of 
the  14th  Amendment."  In  McLean  v.  Ar- 
kansas, 211  U.  S.  640,  53  L.  ed.  315,  29  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  206,  a  regulation  establishing  a 
diU'erent  method  of  mining  coal,  by  which 
the  w.ages  of  laborers  were  to  l)e  ascertained, 
between  mines  when  less  than  ten  miners 
were  employed  and  those  having  a  larger 
number,  was  upheld.  And  on  this  very  sub- 
ject of  usury  and  in  Berger's  Case,  303  Mo. 
J6,  3  L.R..V.(N.S.)  530,  112  Am.  St  Rep. 
472,  90  S.  W.  750,  5  Ann.  Cns.  383,  differ- 
ing penal  provisions  were  upheld  in  case 
of  ordinary  usury  and  when  the  charge  was 
greater  than  2  per  cent  per  month.  And 
in  Wickenhoefer's  Case,  6  Penn.  (Del.)  120, 
64  Atl.  273,  between  loans  not  exceeding 
$100  and  loans  of  that  sum  or  greater.  If 
these  various  classifications  have  been  sus- 
tained by  our  highest  court,  assurodly  u 
law  designed  and  intended  to  protect  and 
maintain  the  home  of  the  citizen  should  be 
upheld.  If  the  schools  of  thought  which 
tend  to  corrupt  and  undermine — if  the 
forces  which  make  for  disorder  and  anarchy 
— should  ever  be  able  to  combine  and  so  far 
increase  as  to  threaten  our  social  fabric,  it 
is  the  home,  the  influences  that  hallow  and . 
emanate  from  it,  which  will  arise  and  be 
potent  to  save.  Referring  to  this  subject 
as  a  proper  basis  for  classification,  our  at- 
torney general  in  his  argument  before  us 
has  well  said:  "Prior  to  the  adoption  of 
tlie  present  Constitution,  household  and 
kitchen  furniture  to  the  value  of  t$200  was 
exempt  from  execution.  The  lawmaking 
power  of  this  state  has  always  realized  that 
the  loss  of  those  articles  necessary  for  com- 
fortable and  decent  living  entails  great  suf- 
fering upon  women  and  children,  frequently 
resulting  in  the  breaking  up  of  a  home, 
and  in  the  creation  of  conditions  which  are 
a  menace  to  the  public  health  and  to  the 
public  prosperity.  The  statute  under  con- 
sideration is  a  logical  and  lawful  extension 
of  the  protection  which  it  has  always  been 
the  policy  of  the  law  to  afTord  this  peculiar 
class  of  property.  The  general  assembly 
knew  that  the  man  who  mortgages  his 
houseliold  goods  does  so  because  he  has  noth- 
ing else  to  mortgage.  He  is  the  poor  man,  * 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  illiterate  man,  and  his  poverty  and 
his  ignorance  make  him  the  easy  prey  of 
the  usurer.  The  general  assembly  also  knew 
that  in  some  of  the  cities  of  the  state  there 
were  springing  up  a  class  of  men  who  were 
selling  money,  like  furniture,  on  the  in- 
stalment plan.  It  was  to  save  the  things 
necessary  to  the  existence  of  a  home  from 
the  grasp  of  such  men  that  the  act  of.  1907 
was  passed.  We  submit  that  the  statute 
tends  to  preserve  the  domestic  peace,  to  pro- 
mote the  family  health  and  prosperity,  and 
is  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power  of 
the  state.  It  is  not  class  legislation.  It 
operates  alike  on  all  who  take  mortgages 
on  household  and  kitchen  furniture.  It 
regulates  a  business,  and  does  not  create  a 
class." 

It  was  further  contended  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  property  on  its  sale  had  not  repaid 
the  actual  amount  of  the  loan,  no  usury 
had  been  received,  and  therefore  no  viola- 
tion of  the  statute  had  been  established, — 
citing  Rushing  v.  Bivens,  132  N.  C.  273,  43 
S.  E.  798.  That  was  an  action  by  the  debtor 
to  recover  a  penalty  allowed  by  the  statute 
of  "twice  the  amount  of  usury  paid;"  and 
the  court  held,  in  effect,  that,  to  justify  a 
recovery,  it  must  be  made  to  appear  that 
usurious  interest  had  been  paid  in  money 
or  money's  worth,  and  a  note  of  the  debtor, 
given  therefor,  did  not  amount  to  such  pay- 
ment. The  case  does  not  apply  here,  when 
the  statute  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  to  take, 
receive,  reserve,  or  charge  a  greater  rate 
than  0  per  cent.  The  evidence  of  the  state 
tends  to  establish  that  "for  a  loan  of  $10 
a  note  of  $16.75  was  taken,  secured  by  a 
mortgage  on  household  and  kitchen  furni- 
ture, worth  at  least  $25,"  which  would  con- 
stitute a  usurious  transaction  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  (5  Am  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  886),  citing  Merchants'  Exch. 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Commercial  Warehouse  Co. 
49  N.  Y.  635 ;  and,  in  any  event,  it  appears, 
further,  that  on -a  loan  of  $10  for  thirty 
days,  $1.75  was  reserved  at  the  time  the 
money  was  supplied.  There  is  no  error,  and 
the  judgment  must  be  aflirmed. 

No  error. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 

ADOLPH  KANNEBERG  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

EVANGELICAL   CREED   CONGREGA- 
TION, Respt. 

(146  Wis.  610,  131  N.  W.  353.) 
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religious  corporation  who  in  good  faith  have 
attempted  to  make  a  use  of  the  property 
which  the  minority  allege  to  be  a  diversion 
from  the  trust  for  which  it  was  acquired 
may  bind  the  corporation  for  counsel  fees 
in  defending  their  position  against  the  at- 
tack of  the  minority,  although  the  minority 
are  successful  and  the  contemplated  diver- 
sion is  enjoined. 

(Winslow,  Cb.  J.,  and  Timlin,  J.,  dissent.) 

(May  2,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee 
County  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  a  balance  on  account 
for  services  rendered  defendant  as  attor- 
neys and  counselors  at  law,  and  for  ex- 
ponses.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Marshall,  J.: 

Action  on  contract  to  recover  compensa- 
tion  for  services  rendered  defendant. 

The  complaint  was  in  the  usual  form. 
The  amount  claimed  was  $3,809.25  as  a 
balance  on  account  for  services  as  attor- 
neys and  counselors  at  law  and  expens^es. 
Defendant  pleaded  as  follows,  in  effect: 
The  services  were  rendered  individual  mem- 
bers of  the  corporation  in  an  action  brought 
by  other  members,  to  prevent  the  former 
from,  as  alleged,  diverting  defendant's 
property  from  the  legitimate  purposes  of 
the  corporation.  The  action  of  the  church 
congregation  in  employing,  or  attempting 
to  employ,  plaintiffs,  was  had  on  Sunday 
when  less  than  a  majority  of  the  member- 
ship was  present.  Defendants  in^such  ac- 
tion wrongfully  and  in  bad  faith  defended, 
and  in  so  doing  employed  plaintiffs  to  that 
end,  and  to  create  such  corporate  liabili- 
ties as  would  deprive  the  adverse  meml)ers 
of  the  corporation  of  any  benefit  from  the 
litigation  in  case  of  their  being,  in  form, 
successful.  It  was  judicially  determined 
that  the  conduct  complained  of  in  such  ac- 
tion was  wholly  illegal  and  void.  The  serv- 
ices were  in  fact  rendered  to  trustees  of 
defendant  as  individuals,  to  sustain  them 
in  usurpations  proceedings. 

Tlie  trial  was  without  a  jury,  resulting 


Note.  —  A  careful  search  for  additional 
authority  confirms  the  statement  that  Kan- 
.xEBEBo  V.  Evangelical  Creed  Congreoa- 
TiON  is,  apparently,  one  of  first  impression 
upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  trus- 
tees and  majority  members  of  a  religious 
corporation  to  bind  the  corporation  for 
counsel  fees  which  they,  in  good  faith,  in- 
cur, in  defending  unsuccessfully  an  action 
brought  by  the  minority  shareholders. 

Nor  has  any  case  been  discovered  involv- 
ing the  question,  generally,  of  liability  for 
the  expenses  of  litigation  between  rival  fac- 
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in  a  dcci^iion,  so  far  as  need  be  stated  here, 
to  this  effect: 

(1)  The  action  in  which  the  services  for 
which  compensation  is  claimed  were  ren- 
dered involved  property  of  defendant,  and 
it  was  determined  that  the  defendants 
therein  were  attempting  to  divert  such 
property  to  a  denominational  use,  incon- 
sistent with  the  trust  for  which  it  was  ac- 
quired by  the  congregation  and  held  by  the 
trustees. 

(2)  Such  action  was  necessary  to  pre- 
vent such  trustees  from  wrongfully  chan- 
ging the  corporate  name  and  the  faith  which 
it  represented,  taught,  and  for  which  it 
was  maintained  by  the  congregation,  so 
such  corporation  would  stand  for  a  ma- 
terially different  faith  than  that  for  which 
it  was  organized. 

(3)  Plaintiffs  in  such  action  were  suc- 
cessful, it  being  held  that  the  conduct  of 
defendants  therein  was  wholly  without  au- 
tliority. 

(4)  The  minister  and  a  majority  of  the 
congregation  supported  such  defendants, 
and  bv  a  majority  vote  authorized,  so  far 
as  that  could  be  done,  the  defending  trus- 
tees to  employ  plaintiffs  herein,  which  they 
did.  Pursuant  thereto  the  services  in 
question  were  rendered  and  the  disputed 
expenses   incurred. 

(5)  The  reasonable  value  of  such  serv- 
ices, including  the  expenses,  less  payments 
made,  is  $2,548.79. 

(6)  Plaintiffs  really  served  the  trustees, 
and  such  members  of  the  congregation  as 
participated  in  the  wrongful  course  afore- 
said, as  individuals,  not  the  corporation, 
though  the  employment  was  ostensibly  in 
the  latter 's  behalf. 

(7)  Neither  the  congregation  nor  its 
trustees  possessed  power  to  employ  attor- 
neys to  aid  in  furthering  an  attempt  to  di- 
vert its  property  from  the  legitimate  use 
thereof. 

(8)  To  allow  judgment  in  plaintiffs' 
favor  would  partially  accomplish,  by  in- 
direction, that  which  was  held  could  not 
legally  be  done. 

(9)  The  litigation  grew  out  of  an  honest 
difference   of  opinion   between   the   control- 


tions  in  a  religious  society.  Upon  this  lat- 
ter point,  however,  there  are  cases  arising 
within  private  corporations,  some  of  which 
are  cited  in  the  dissenting  opinion  of  the 
Kannebero  Case.  No  reason  is  perceived 
why  the  principles  there  applied  are  not 
applicable   to    religious    corporations. 

For  notes  on  various  other  points  involv- 
ing religious  corporations,  attention  is 
called  to  the  notes  mentioned  under  the  title 
"Religious  Societies,"  in  the  Index  to  Notes 
to  this  series. 
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ling  membership  of  the  church  corpora- 
tion and  the  minority,  with  reference  to 
the  construction  of  the  corporate  constitu- 
tion, and  persistence  of  the  majority  in 
carrying  out  4heir  ideas  without  first  ob- 
taining judicial  or  other  authoritative  con- 
struction; thus  rendering  it  necessary  for 
the  minority  to  seek  judicial  assistance  to 
prevent  usurpation.  The  resulting  litiga- 
tion was  not  a  friendly  contest,  but  was 
resisted  by  the  majority  with  determina- 
tion to  prevail  over  the  minority. 

Upon  such  facts  the  court  decided  as 
matter  of  law  that  plaintiffs  had  no  legiti- 
mate claim  against  the  corporation  for 
services  and  expenses.  Judgment  was 
therefore  rendered  dismissing  the  cause, 
with  costs. 

Mr.  Frank  H.  Hannaford,  for  appel- 
lants : 

A  church  corporation  having  capacity 
to  sue  and  be  sued  necessarily  has  the 
right  to  employ  attorneys. 

3  Thomp.  Corp.  (2d  ed.)  1079;  Lowe  v. 
Ring,  115  Wis.  581,  92  N.  W.  238. 

The  fact  that  the  legal  services  were 
rendered  in  the  furtherance  of  an  ultra 
vires  act  is  no  defense  to  the  corporation. 

Pixley  V.  Western  P.  R.  Co.  33  Cal.  183, 
91  Am.  Dec.  623;  National  Bank  v.  Earl, 
2  Okla.  617,  39  Pac.  391;  Kelly  v.  Ning 
Yung  3enev.  Asso.  2  Cal.  App.  460,  84 
Pac.  321 ;  McElroy  v.  Minnesota  Percheron 
Horse  Co.  96  Wis.  317,  71  N.  W.  652; 
Interior  Woodwork  Co.  v.  Prasser,  108 
Wis.  557,  84  N.  W.  833. 

Messrs.  Boden  &  Beusclier,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  trustees  cannot  claim  reimbursement 
for  any  expenses  except  those  incurred  in 
preserving  the  property,  or  in  foreclosing, 
unless  the  additional  expense  is  authorized 
by  the  court. 

Cook,  Corp.  1908,  ed.  t  879,  pp.  3156, 
3100,  3161;  Cowdrey  v.  Galveston,  H.  & 
H.  R.  Co.  93  U.  S.  352,  23  L.  ed.  950; 
Pickering  v.  Stephenson,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  322, 
41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  493,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  608, 
20  Week.  Rep.  654;  Wickersham  v.  Critten- 
den, 106  Cal.  329,  39  Pac.  603;  Alexander 
V.  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  113  Ga.  193, 
64  L.R.A.  306,  38  S.  E.  772. 

Marshall,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  question  presented  for  decision  is 
this:  If  a  corporation — ^by  a  majority  of 
its  members  acting  at  a  time  and  in  a 
manner  which  would  be  binding  in  a  mat- 
ter within  its  corporate  power — in  good 
faith  decides  a  subject  in  controversy,  and 
a  minority  of  members,  acting  in  like  good 
faith,  resort  to  judicial  proceedings  against 
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the  oflleers  and  the  corporation  to  prevent 
such  determination  from  being  effectuated, 
upon  the  ground  of  its  being  a  threatened 
usurpation,  and  the  majority,  in  good  faith 
believing  in  the  integrity  of  their  position, 
take  corporate  action,  valid  in  form,  by 
which  the  organization  assumes  the  de- 
fense, authorizing  such  officers  to  employ 
attorneys  to  appear  accordingly  and  con- 
duct such  defense,  and  the  litigation  goes 
on,  both  sides  acting  in  good  faith,  to  a 
final  determination  in  favor  of  the  minor- 
ity, have  the  attorneys  so  employed  by  the 
corporation  any  valid  claim  against  it? 

The  trial  court  answered  the  question  in 
the  negative,  the  idea  being,  seemingly, 
that  if  one  takes  employment  from  a  cor- 
poration in  respect  to  any  matter, — in 
good  faith  thought  by  its  dominant  mem- 
bership and  executive  officers,  charged  with 
the  duty  of  carrying  on  its  affairs',  to  be 
within  the  scope  of  the  corporate  author- 
ity,— yet  he  runs  the  chance  of  being  de- 
nied compensation  for  his  labor,  if  the  dis- 
putable matter  in  respect  to  such  author- 
ity be  decided  in  the  negative.  If  there  be 
such  a  rule,  applicable  so  broadly  as  the 
trial  court  supposed,  there  is  a  serious 
peril  in  working  for  corporate  organiza- 
tions which,  we  may  safely  say,  is  not  ap- 
preciated by  the  great  mass  of  mankind 
who  are  interested  in  or  serve  such  arti- 
ficial entities. 

There  are  some  principles  to  be  taken 
into  account  in  deciding  the  question  pre- 
sented which  are  plain,  simple,  and  so  fa- 
miliar that  discussion  of  them  and  sup- 
port thereof  by  reference  to  authorities  are 
unnecessary.  They  need  only  be  briefly 
mentioned. 

The  rule  is  common  that  a  corporation 
has  no  power  except  such  as  is  expressly  or 
impliedly  given  by  the  charter;  that  for 
any  act  outside  the  scope  thereof,  though 
ultra  vireSf  the  state  only  can  interfere, 
or  some  party  actually  injuriously  affected 
without  his  own  fau]t;  and  no  one  can  in- 
terfere to  the  prejudice  of  a  person  who 
has  performed,  in  good  faith,  a  contract 
with  the  corporation,  in  respect  to  such 
contract,  unless  it  is  contrary  to  public 
policy  or  prohibited  by  statute.  A  corpo- 
ration has,  inherently,  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, the  right,  within  the  scope  of  its 
powers,  to  be  governed  by  its  dominant 
membership  or  representatives,  and,  in 
case  of  necessity,  to  defend  against  judi- 
cial interference  in  respect  to  the  matter, 
and  also  authority  to  incur  all  the  reason- 
able expense  to  that  end,  such  as  that  for 
counsel  and  other  ordinary  expenses  of 
litigation. 

What  is  within  the  scope  of  corporate 
power  is  ordinarily  an  administrative  quea- 
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tion,  determinable,  primarily,  by  the  gov- 
erning authority  of  the  organization.  If 
such  authority  reaches  a  wrong  conclu- 
sion, so  far  as  concerns  contractual  mat- 
ters affecting  third  persons  acting  in  good 
faith  and  reasonably,  the  corporation  is 
bound  within  the  limitations  aforesaid. 

Whenever  the  right  of  a  corporation,  or 
its  duty  constituted  representatives,  to  do 
A  particular  thing  proposed  to  be  done,  is 
challenged  by  an  opposing  minority  of  its 
members  or  representatives,  acting  reason- 
ably and  honestly,  such  majority  and  of- 
ficers have  the  moral  and  legal  right  to 
stand  by  their  judgment  in  the  matter,  and 
it  is  their  duty  to  the  corporation  to  do  so 
if  they  reasonably  and  in  good  faith  sup- 
pose the  interests  of  the  organization  re- 
quire it,  and  if  that  brings  upon  the  cor- 
poration and  its  governing  officers,  or  the 
major  portion  of  them,  an  efficient  chal- 
lenge to  defend  in  court,  it  is  their  right 
and  duty  to  respond  to  tlie  attack.  Such 
defense  is  unavoidable  unless  the  domi- 
nating membership  and  representatives, 
whenever  their  authoritv  may  be  challenged 
by   the   minority,   submit  to   the   latter. 

Can  there  be  any  fair  controversy  about 
the  foregoing?  It  must  follow  that  when 
the  corporation  and  its  officers  were  at- 
tacked by  the  action  in  which  the  serv- 
ices in  question  were  rendered  the  right 
to  defend  existed,  and  the  duty  also,  since 
it  seems  there  was  a  fair  difference  of 
opinion,  and  defendants  in  such  action 
firmly  believed  in  the  right  of  their  posi- 
tion. The  right  to  defend,  as  indicated, 
included  the  right  to  employ  attorneys  to 
conduct  the  defense.  The  right  to  employ 
counsel  necessarily  carried  with  it  the  duty 
to  pay  counsel  for  their  services,  regard- 
less of  the  outcome  of  the  litigation.  Such 
right,  all  acting  in  good  faith,  quite  plain- 
ly did  not  depend  upon  who  was  right  in 
the   controversy. 

How  can  it  be  said  that  whether  the  cor- 
poration and  its  officers  were  right  or 
wrong  rules  the  question  of  whether  the 
services  appellants  in  good  faith  rendered 
must  be  paid  for  or  not?  In  any  event, 
under  the  circumstances,  the  acts  of  usur- 
pation perpetrated  or  threatened  did  not 
include  the  contract  with  counsel.  There 
was  no  usurpation  about  that.  It  is  the 
undoubted  right  of  a  corporation  and  of  its 
managing  officers,  acting  in  good  faith,  to 
employ  counsel  by  whom  to  respond  to  a 
challenge  to  judicial  combat.  That  right 
gives  character  to  the  claim  of  appellants, 
not  the  result  of  the  litigation.  That 
seems  to  be  so  obvious  on  principle,  it  is 
not  to  be  wondered  at  that  counsel  have 
not  been  able  to  cite  instances  to  the  court 
where  the  subject  has  been  directly  in- 
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volved  and  decided.  The  indications  are 
that  the  logic  of  such  situations  furnishes 
little  or  no  room  for  controversy,  and  there- 
fore no  one  has  ventured  to  raise  the  ques- 
tion presented  now  and  persist  to  a  deter- 
mination of  it  in  a  court  of  last  resort. 

We  do  not  overlook  the  fact  that  the 
trial  court  found  the  plaintiffs'  services 
were  rendered  in  fact  for  the  trustees  of 
the  corporation  as  individuals.  That  was 
a  mere  conclusion  supposed  to  follow  nec- 
essarily, from  the  ultra  vires  nature  of  the 
acts  sought  to  be  prevented  or  corrected. 
The  record  plainly  shows  that  the  corpora- 
tion, through  its  trustees,  and  by  express 
authority  of  its  members,,  employed  appel- 
lants; that  the  contract  of  employment 
was  fully  executed  on  their  part  to  their 
damage  in  the  amount  they  claim,  in  case 
they  cannot  recover,  and  to  the  benefit  of 
the  corporation  in  the  sense  that  it  re- 
ceived the  services  rendered  and  needed  un- 
der the  circumstances.  Whether  it  was 
pecuniarily  enriched  or  not  is  beside  the 
case.  Moreover,  the  managing  officers  of 
a  corporation  have  a  right,  as  before  indi- 
cated, to  employ  counsel  to  stand  for  it 
when  challenged  in  court  without  any  spe- 
cial authorization.     4  Thomp.  Corp.  4866. 

From  the  last  foregoing  it  seems  plain- 
tiffs are  entitled  to  recover,  as  counsel  con- 
tend, even  if  the  contract  of  employment 
be  ultra  vires.  There  was  no  bad  faith 
at  any  point.  The  contract  was  fully  exe- 
cuted, respondent  receiving  the  services  as 
stated.  In  such  circumstances  a'  corpora- 
tion cannot  successfuly  plead  ultra  vires 
to  avoid  performance  on  its  part.  John  V. 
Farwell  Co.  v.  Wolf  (John  V.  Farwell  Co. 
V.  Josephson)  96  Wis.  10,  37  L.R.A.  138, 
65  Am.  St,  Rep.  22,  70  N.  W.  289,  71  N. 
W.  109;  McElroy  v.  Minnesota  Percheron 
Horse  Co.  96  Wis.  317,  71  N.  W.  662; 
Security  Nat.  Bank  v.  St.  Croix  Power 
Co.  117  Wis.  211,  94  N.  W.  74;  Eastman 
V.  Parkinson,  133  Wis.  375,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   921,  113  N.  W.  649. 

The  doctrine  as  found  in  the  above  and 
many  other  decisions  in  this  and  other 
courts  is  thus  stated  in  Eastman  v.  Park- 
inson, 133  Wis.  375,  381,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
921,   113   N.   W.   649,  651,   652: 

"An  ultra  vires  contract,  one  not  within 
the  scope  of  the  corporate  authority  to 
make  under  any  circumstances,  which  is 
no  longer  executory,  and  is  not  tainted  by 
fraud,  or  clearly  prohibited  by  statute,  or 
condemned  by  sound  public  policy,  cannot 
be  impeached  by  the  corporation  or  any- 
one representing  it." 

The  court  in  this  case,  as  we  have  seen, 
acquitted  plaintiffs  of  everything  in  the  na- 
ture of  bad  faith.  There  is  no  express 
statute  prohibiting  a  corporation  from  em- 


142 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Mat, 


ploying  attorneys  to  conduct  its  defense, 
or  the  defense  of  its  oflScere,  in  the  pursuit 
of  what  is  honestly  deemed  to  be  within 
the  corporate  authority,  nor  any  rule  of 
sound  public  policy  condemning  such  em- 
ployment. 

We  are  at  a  loss  to  see  why  the  facts  of 
this  case,  as  found  by  the  trial  court,  do 
not  fall  clearly  within  the  doctrine  stated. 
It  is  based  on  equitable  estoppel.  The  idea 
is  that,  as  between  the  aggregate  stock- 
holders of  a  corporation,  and  a  person  .un- 
der contract  with  the  organization,  acting 
by  its  officers,  regularly  chosen  and  held 
out  to  the  world  as  having  authority  to 
represent  it,  the  stockholders,  through  the 
corporation,  should  lose  rather  than  such 
person.  The  thought  should  not  be  in- 
dulged in  that  such  equitable  rule  is  based 
on  the  circumstances  of  the  corporation  he- 
ing  enriched  at  the  expense  of  the  person 
dealing  with  it  in  good  faith.  It  is  the 
loss  which  such  person  would  otherwise 
suffer  which  renders  the  rule  active.  It 
applies  to  prevent  such  loss  even  though 
the  services  to  the  corporation  prove  to 
have  been  to  its  disadvantage.  As  stated 
in  6  Thompson,  Corporations,  at  §  6017: 

"The  principle,  properly  understood  and 
applied,  extends  to  every  case  where  the 
consideration  of  the  contract  has  passed  to 
the  corporation  from  the  other  contracting 
party,  which  consideration  may,  on  well  un- 
derstood principles,  consist  either  of  a  bene- 
fit to  the  corporation  or  of  a  prejudice  or 
disadvantage  to  the  other  contracting  par- 
ty. It  is  therefore  not  strictly  necessary 
to  the  proper  application  of  the  principle 
that  the  corporation  has  received  a  bene- 
fit from  the  contract,  but  it  is  sufficient 
that  the  other  party  has  acted  on  the  faith 
of  it  to  his  disadvantage." 

That  doctrine  is  new  comparatively,  but 
it  has  been  so  generally  adopted  as  to  be 
properly  considered  a  part  of  the  common 
law  of  this  country.  The  doctrine  of  ultra 
vires  J  as  formerly  applied  to  corporate 
transactions,  proved,  in  time  to  be  unadapt- 
able to  the  new  conditions  created  by  the 
widely  adopted  method  of  doing  almost 
all  kinds  of  business  by  uniting  a  few  or 
a  large  number  of  individuals  into  a  single 
artificial  person.  Under  present  condi- 
tions, the  ancient  doctrine  of  ultra  vires, 
and  application  thereof  to  transaction  be- 
tween corporations  and  those  with  which 
they  deal,  would  be  productive  of  incal- 
culable injustice. 

It  may  be  that  the  modern  doctrine  is 
productive  of  injustice  now  and  then,  but  I 
courts  cannot  recognize  one  class  or  partic- 
ular corporation  to  be  subject  to  it  and 
others  not.  It  applies  to  religious  corpo- 
ri^tions  in  their  business  transactions,  the 
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same  as  to  banking  or  manufacturing  cor- 
porations. There  is  no  difference.  It  also 
applies  the  same  when  the  corporation  is 
small  and  the  amount  involved  is  large^ 
as  where  the  corporation  is  so  large  and 
the  amount  involved  so  small  that  the  en- 
forcement of  the  contract  would  have  no 
appreciable  pecuniary  efl'ect  upon  the  organ- 
ization. Absolute  equality  before  the  law 
applies  to  corporations  the  same  as  individ- 
uals. 

True,  this  case  seems  to  be  one  of  great 
liardship, — the  taking  of  a  balance  to  make 
over  $3,000,  from  a  small  corporation,  a 
religious  body,  probably  having  very  lit- 
tle, if  any,  property,  except  that  used  in 
the  religious  services  of  the  congregation; 
moreover,  being  a  moderate  collection  of 
individuals,  we  may  well  suppose  only  in 
moderate  circumstances,  as  a  rule;  but 
that  is  a  misfortune  which  the  courts  can- 
not take  notice  of  for  the  purpose  of 
turning  a  well-settled  rule  of  law  aside  or 
make  a  new  one.  Cases  of  great  hardship 
too  often  tend  to  influence  the  bending  of 
legal  principles  to  satisfy  the  facts  of  a 
particular  situation  so  as  to  effect  a  sup- 
posed just  result,  giving  judicial  adminis- 
tration the  cast  of  mere  arbitration.  \We 
cannot  escape  the  conclusion  that  the  ap- 
pellants have  a  legal  right  to  recover  for 
their  services,  leaving  the  corporation  to 
deal  with  its  officers  if  they  committed 
any  remediable  wrong  to  it. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  judgment  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiffs for  the  balance  of  their  account  as 
found  by  the  trial  court,  with  interest  and 
costs. 

Winslow,  Ch.  J.,  dissents. 

Timlin,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  acquiesced  in  the  decisions  Marien  t. 
Evangelical  Creed  Congregation,  132  Wis. 
050,  113  N.  W.  66,  and  Id.,  140  Wis.  31, 
121  N.  W.  604,  deferring  largely  to  the 
judgment  of  my  associates. upon  the  ques- 
tions of  creed  with  which  I  was  quite  un- 
familiar. In  those  cases  it  was  decided 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  right,  and  that  the 
other  faction,  which  included  the  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  congregation,  who 
therefore  had  control  of  the  corporate  of- 
fices and  the  church  property,  were  in 
the  wrong,  and  engaged  in  attempting  to 
divert  the  church  property  from  the  uses 
for  which  it  had  been  acquired  to  the  in- 
consistent and  antagonistic  uses  of  an  Evan- 
gelical Lutheran  church.  I  think  we  should 
stand  by  those  decisions. 

From  this  viewpoint,  the  question  here 
presented  is:  Can  this  majority,  frustrated 
by  these  decisions  in  their  attempt  to  do 
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an  act  ultra  vires  the  corporation,  never- 
tlielcBB  charge  the  corporate  property  with 
the  fees  of  their  lawyers,  earned  in  attempt- 
insr  to  justify  and  uphold  these  ultra  vires 
acta?  Can  they  do  so  by  employing  these 
lawyera  for  and  in  the  name  of  the  cor- 
poration? A  kindred  question  was  exam- 
ined apparently  with  thoroughness  in  Mc- 
Court  V.  Singers-Bigger,  76  C.  C.  A.  73, 
145  Fed.  103,  7  Ann.  Cas.  287.  There  cer- 
tain shareholders  prosecuted  for  the  cor- 
poration, to  recover  from  defendants,  funds 
of  the  corporation,  and  prevailed.  They 
asked  for  an  allowance,  and  got  it,  upon 
the  authority  of  Internal  Improv.  Fund 
V.  Greenough,  105  U.  S.  527,  26  L.  ed. 
1157.  In  the  case  cited  from  the  Federal 
Reporter,  the  court  said:  "The  same  rea- 
sons which  justify  An  allowance  out  of 
the  fund  in  favor  of  complainant  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  restoring  it  require  us 
to  approve  of  the  disallowance  of  such 
items  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  .  .  . 
No  authorities  are  cited  by  counsel  or  found 
by  us  sustaining  defendants'  claim,  and  we 
certainly  shall  not  be  the  first  to  reward 
obstructionists  out  of  a  restored  fund  in 
proceedings  necessarily  and  vigorously 
prosecuted  to  regain  that  fund." 

Even  if  a  majority  of  the  stockholders  in 
a  stock  corporation  consent  to  ratify  an  il- 
legal use  of  its  funds,  their  assent  would 
not     bind     a     dissenting     minority.       Von 
Arnim  v.  American  Tube  Works,  188  Mass. 
515,   74  N.  E.  680.     Directors  and  officers 
are  personally  liable  for   ultra  vires  acts. 
2  Cook,  Corp.  6th  ed.  §  682.    When  the  ma- 
jority enters   into   litigation  with   the  mi- 
nority,  costs   are   not   to   be    paid    by   the 
majority  out  of  the  corporate  funds.    Pick- 
ering v.  Stephenson,  L.  R.  14  Eq.  322,  41 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  493,  26  L.  T.  N.   S.  608, 
20  Week.  Rep.  654.     See  also  Wickersham 
V.  Crittenden,   106   Cal.  327,   39   Pac.  602. 
I    think    it   conflicts    with    these    cases    to 
hold    that   the   majority   of   members   who 
have   charge   of   the   corporate   assets   and 
affairs   may  bind   the   corporation,   by   the 
employment  of  attorneys  to  act  in  the  cor- 
porate name,  to  uphold  the  wrongful  acts 
of  such  majority.     It   is  not  a  corporate 
purpose.     The   result  of  deciding  the  doc- 
trinal point  in  favor  of  one  faction  and  per- 
mitting the  other  and  heretical  faction  to 
charge    the    corporation    with    the    fees    of 
its  attorneys  in  effect  gives  the   property, 
n\'er    which    the    factions    are    contending, 
to  the  lawyers.     This  is  a  sort  of  equity  I 
do  not  understand.     I   think   the   decision 
of  this   case   is   opposed   to   principle   and 
without  precedent.    I  do  not  think  the  law 
cited    with    reference    to    ultra    vires    con- 
tracts and  the   disability  of  the   corpora- 
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tion   to   repudiate  the  same  has  any  rele- 
vancy to  the  questions  here  presented. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  October  3, 
1911. 


ILLINOIS    SUPREME    COURT. 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

V. 

WILLIAM  CONNORS  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err. 

(253  111.  266,  97  N.  E.  643.) 

Assault  «  Intent  to  kill  —  alternative 
*lntent. 

1.  One  is  guilty  of  assault  with  intent 
to  kill  who  points  a  loaded  revolver  at  an- 
other to  compel  him  to  do  a  specified  act 
which  the  assailant  has  no  right  to  demand, 
under  threat  to  kill  him  if  he  does  not  com- 
ply with  the  demand,  althougli  death  may 
be  avoided  by  sueh  compliance. 

Evidence  —  assault  —  prior  threats  — 
identity  of  parties. 

2.  Upon  a  prosecution  for  assault  with 
intent  to  kill  evidence  is  admissible  that 
some  days  before  the  assault,  threats  had 
been  made  to  the  victim,  if  there  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  persons 
making  tlie  threats  were  in  the  party  which 
committed  the  assault. 

Same  —  alibi  —  sufflclency. 

3.  An  alibi  sought  to  be  established  by 
one  accused  of  crime  on  April  20,  by  show- 
ing that  he  had  been  taken  ill  about  the 
middle  of  March  and  could  not  leave  the 
house  until  after  April  20,  may  be  rejected 
where  he  is  shown  to  have  voted  at  elec- 
tions on  April  4  and  U,  and  subsequently, 
on  cross-examination,  fixed  the  time  of  his 
illness  as  beginning  in  December. 

(February  23,  1012.) 

Note,  —  Fording  one  to  do  an  act  under 
threat  to  kill  as  an  assault  with  in- 
tent  to  Hill, 

The  few  cases  disclosed  are  in  accord  with 
the  decision  in  State  v.  Connobs,  in  hold- 
ing that  one  who  forces  another  to  do  an 
act  under  a  threat  to  kill  is  guilty  of  an 
assault  with  intent  to  kill  or  murder. 

Thus,  in  Thompson  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  448,  36  S.  W.  265,  where  two  prisoners 
attempted  to  escape  from  jail,  and  one 
rushed  upon  an  ofificer  and  slashed  him  with 
a  razor,  and  the  other  seized  the  officer's 
pistol,  which  fell  upon  the  floor,  and  point- 
ed it  at  the  latter,  and  compelled  him  to  gc 
into  a  cell,  it  was  held  that  a  conTiction 
for  assault  with  intent  to  murder  was  prop- 
er. The  court  said:  "The  parties  acted 
together  in  the  assault.  They  made  no 
attempt  to  injure  the  jailer  after  he  went 
into  the  cell,  but  locked  him  in.  There 
could  be  no  question  that  the  appellant  and 
his  codefendant.  Hardy,  in  making  the  as- 
sault on  the  jailer,  intended  to  make  their 
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ERROR  to  the  Criminal  Court  for  Cook 
County  to  review  a  judgment  convict- 
ing defendants  of  assault  with  intent  to 
kill.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Daniel  L.  Cruice,  A.  S.  Lang- 
llle,  O.  J.  O.  Wray  and  Charles  E. 
£rbstein  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

Messrs.  Johii  E.  Northrup  and  Robert 
E.  Crowe,  with  Messrs.  W.  H.  Stead,  At- 
torney General,  and  John  E.  W.  Way- 
man,  for  the  People: 

Pointing  a  loaded  revolver  at  another  in 
a  threatening  manner,  without  justification, 
constitutes  an  assault. 

2  Bishop,  Grim.  Law,  §§  23,  26,  31,  34;  4 
Hawk,  P.  C.  Curwood's  ed.  p.  110,  §  1;  Bry- 
ant v.  State,  5  Wyo.  376,  40  Pac.  518;  State 
V.  Wilson,  126  Mo.  App.  307,  103  S.  W.  110; 
Ryan  v.  Territory,  12  Ariz.  208,  100  Pac. 
770;  Com.  V.  Burk,  8  Phila.  612;  Hardy  v. 
State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  400,  37  S.  W. 
434 ;  Thompson  v.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
448,  36  S.  W.  265;  State  v.  Dooley,  121  Mo. 
691,  26  S.  W.  668;  State  v.  Epperson,  27 
Mo.  255;  1  McClain,  Crim.  Law,  §  232; 
United  States  v.  Meyers,  1  Cranch,  C.  C. 
310,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,845;  United  States 
V.  Richardson,  6  Cranch,  C.  C.  348,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,155;  State  v.  Morgan,  25 
N.    C.     (3    Ired.    L.)     186,    38    Am.    Dec. 


714;  State  v.  Church,  63  N.  C.  15; 
Keefe  v.  State,  19  Ark.  190;  State  v. 
Cherry,  33  N.  C.  (11  Ired.  L.)  475;  Cato  v. 
State,  4  Tex.  App.  87;  Johnson  v.  State,  7 
Tex.  App.  210;  State  v.  Home,  92  N.  C. 
805,  53  Am.  Rep.  442;  Bell  v.  State,  29  Tex. 
492;  Hardy  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
400,  37  S.  W.  434. 

Vlckers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiffs  in  error,  William  Connors,  Peter 
Gentleman,  Arthur  O'Connor,  and  Edward 
Storgaard,  were  jointly  indicted,  together 
with  Walter  Stevens  and  Joseph  Kane,  at 
the  June  term  of  the  criminal  court  of  Cook 
county,  for  an  unlawful  assault  upon  Mor- 
gan H.  Bell.  In  the  first  count  of  the  in- 
dictment the  plaintiffs  in  error  and  others 
were  charged  with  making  a  felonious  as- 
sault upon  Morgan  H.  Bell  with  a  certain 
revolver,  to  then  and  there  unlawfully,  wil- 
fully, and  with  malice  aforethought  kill 
and  murder  the  said  Morgan  H.  Bell.  There 
were  six  other  counts  in  the  indictment; 
but  since  the  verdict  found  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror guilty  in  manner  and  form  as  charged 
in  the  first  count  of  the  indictment,  it  will 
not  be  necessary  to  refer  to  the  other  counts. 
At  the  August  term  of  said  court,  Connors, 
Gentleman,  O'Connor,  and  Storgaard  were 


escape.  They  did  not  intend  to  kill  him 
if  they  could  make  their  escape  without 
takine  his  life,  but  th'ey  did  intend  to  kill 
him  if  they  had  to  do  so  in  order  to  make 
their  escape.  They  had  no  lawful  right  to 
resist  the  jailer,  or  to  use  force  upon  him 
in  order  to  make  their  escape;  and  if,  at 
any  time"  during  the  struggle,  they  enter- 
tained the  intent  to  kill  him  in  order  to 
effect  that  escape,  and  they  used  means 
calculated  to  accomplish  that  purpose,  then 
appellant  is  guilty  of  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  murder.  Undoubtedly,  when  Ras 
Hardy,  the  codefcndant  of  the  appellant, 
was  cutting  and  slashing  the  jailer  about 
the  neck  with  the  razor,  he  had  the  intent 
and  purpose  to  take  his  life,  in  order  to 
overpower  him  and  effect  his  escape.  Ap- 
pellant was  a  party  to  this  assault,  and 
participated  in  this  purpose,  and  was  as 
much  guilty  of  an  assault  with  intent  to 
murder  as  the  said  Ras  Hardy.  Moreover, 
there  can  be  no  question  of  the  intent  to 
kill  the  said  McAfee,  when  he  drew  the 
pistol  on  him  and  commanded  him  to  go  in- 
to the  cell,  if  the  said  McAfee  had  refused 
to  do  so.  The  defendant  had  no  right  to 
makQ  this  demand  of  the  said  McAfee,  and 
if  he  had  refused  to  comply,  and  had  shot 
him,  and  killed  him,  he  would  have  been 
guilty  of  murder;  and  as  he  intended  to 
kill,  or  make  him  comply  with  the  unlawful 
command,  he  was  guilty  of  an  assault  with 
intpnt  to  murder."  And  to  the  same  effect 
is  Hardy  v.  State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  400, 
37  S.  W.  434. 
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And  one  is  guilty  of  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  kill  where  he  draws  a  revolver  when 
committing  a  burglary,  and  points  it  at 
another,  with  the  warning  that  if  he  moves 
he  will  be  shot.    Com.  v.  Burk,  8  Phila.  612. 

And  in  Keesier  v.  State,  154  Ind.  242, 
56  N.  E.  232,  it  was  held  that  a  verdict  of 
guilty  of  assault  with  intent  to  conunit  vol- 
untary manslaughter  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed where  there  was  evidence  that  the 
defendant,  who  was  driving  a  light  sleigh, 
met  the  prosecuting  witness,  who  was  driv- 
ing a  sled  loaded  with  logs,  at  a  narrow 
point  in  the  road,  and  called  to  him  to  give 
the  road,  and  upon  his  replying  that  he 
would  as  soon  as  the  sled  in  front  started, 
the  defendant  jumped  from  his  sleigh  and 
ran  towards  the  witness,  saying,  "You  give 
the  road  ...  I  will  kill  you;"  and,  as 
the  witness  ran,  fired  at  him. 

In  State  v.  Epperson,  27  Mo.  255,  where 
the  defendant  was  indicted  for  an  assault 
with  intent  to  kill  for  having  threatened  to 
kill  an  officer  who  was  attempting  to  make 
a  levy,  if  he  went  to  the  door  of  defend- 
ant's house,  the  point  discussed  was  wheth- 
er he  held  his  gun  in  a  sufficiently  threaten- 
ing position  to  constitute  an  assault.  The 
defendant  was  held  guilty,  but  it  is  not 
clear  whether  he  was  held  guilty  of  a  sim- 
ple assault  or  an  assault  with  intent  to 
kill. 

See  also  Hairston  v.  State,  54  Miss.  689, 
28  Am.  Rep.  392,  3  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  6,  set 
out  by  the  court  in  State  v.  Connors. 

J.  T.  W. 
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found  guilty  by  a  jury  of  assault  to  mur- 
der, and  after  overruling  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment  they  were 
sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  peniten- 
tiary upon  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  Stevens 
and  Kane  were  granted  a  change  of  venue, 
and  were  not  put  upon  trial  with  plaintiffs 
in  error.  The  alleged  errors  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  law  to  the  undisputed  facts 
are  relied  on  by  all  of  plaintiffs  in  error  for 
a  reversal.  Plaintiff  in  error  Arthur  O'Con- 
nor contends  that  the  verdict  as  to  him  is 
contrary  to  the  clear  weight  and  preponder- 
ance of  the  evidence,  and  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  should  have  been  sustained  as  to 
him  for  that  reason. 

The  facts  out  of  which  the  legal  questions 
arise,  which  all  of  plaintiffs  in  error  con- 
tend were  erroneously  decided  against  them, 
are,  in  substance,  as  follows:  It  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  on  and  before  April 
20,  1911,  in  the  city  of  Chicago,  there  were 
two  rival  labor  unions  of  steam  fitters  and 
associated  employments.  One  of  these  or- 
ganizations was  known  as  the  International 
Association  of  Steam  Fitters.  The  other 
organization  was  known  as  the  United  As- 
sociation of  Plumbers,  Gas  Fitters,  Steam 
Fitters,  and  Steam  Fitters*  Helpers.  For 
convenience  the  United  Association  of 
Plumbers,  Gas  Fitters,  Steam  Fitters,  and 
Steam  Fitters*  Helpers  will  hereafter  be  re- 
ferred to  as  the  ''United  Association,"  and 
the  International  Association  of  Steam  Fit- 
ters will  be  referred  to  as  the  "Interna- 
tional Association.**  On  April  20,  1911,  a 
large  two-story  building  was  being  erected 
for  the  use  of  the  Hygienic  Ice  Company, 
facing  west  on  South  Park  avenue,  which 
runs  north  and  south.  Just  north  of  Park 
arenue,  running  east  and  west,  is  Twenty- 
Sixth  street,  which  is  occupied,  in  part,  by 
the  tracks  of  the  Illinois  Central  Railroad 
Company.  The  building  being  constructed 
had  two  stories,  or  two  floors.  On  the  lower 
floor  there  was  a  large  room  about  Go  by 
150  feet,  and  a  boiler  room  and  an  engine 
room,  from  which  a  stairway  led  to  tiie 
second  floor.  The  second  or  upper  floor  of 
the  building  was  substantially  one  large 
room.  At  the  time  of  the  occurrences  out  of 
which  this  prosecution  grows  the  walls  ot 
the  building  were  up,  floors  laid,  and  the 
doors  and  some  of  the  windows  were  in 
place.  On  April  20,  3011,  there  were  at 
work  upon  the  two  floors  of  this  building 
about  30  steam  fitters  and  steam  fitters* 
helpers,  who  were  engaged  in  installing 
steam  pipes  on  the  two  floors  of  this  build- 
ing. There  were  also  a  few  other  workmen 
of  other  trades  employed  at  the  time  on  the 
building,  making  a  total  of  some  40  work- 
men who  were  employed  in  completing  the 
bnilding.  The  steam  fitters  employed  upon 
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this  building  at  the  time  in  question  were 
members  of  the  International  Association. 
Joseph  Kane,  who  is  jointly  indicted  with 
plaintiffs  in  error,  had  been  a  member  of  the 
International  Association  for  many  years; 
but  on  April  18th,  two  days  before  the  al- 
leged assault  was  committed,  he  had  left  the 
International  Association  and  become  a 
member  of  the  United  Association,  and  at 
once  became  a  business  agent  for  the  United 
Association,  acting  jointly  in  that  capacity 
with  Maurice  (or  Moss)  Enright,  who  had 
been  a  business  agent  of  the  United  Asso- 
eiation  for  some  time  previous.  The  head- 
quarters of  the  United  Association  were  in 
the  Bush  Temple  Building,  and  a  man  by 
the  name  of  Burke  was  the  secretary  of  the 
general  association  of  the  United  Associa- 
tion. The  evidence  shows  that  the  United 
Association  was  seeking  to  absorb  the  mem- 
bership of  the  International  Association, 
and  that  for  this  purpose  Burke,  as  secre- 
tary, had  seid  out  a  communication  to  all  of 
the  steam  fitters,  advising  them  to  desert  the 
International  Association  (which  is  also 
called  the  old  association)  and  join  the  new 
one,  known  as  the  "United  Association.*' 
It  is  a  fair  and  reasonable  Inference  from 
the  proven  facts  that  the  '^business  agency*' 
of  the  United  Association  to  which  Kane 
was  appointed  immediately  upon  his  deser- 
tion of  the  International  Association  was 
given  him,  in  part,  as  a  reward  for  his  de- 
sertion of  the  International  and  going  over 
to  the  United  Association,  and  with  the  ex- 
pectation that  his  former  connection  with 
the  International  Association  and  acquaint- 
ance among  the  membership  of  that  organi- 
zation would  make  him  a  useful  man  in 
proselyting  members  from  the  International 
Association.  About  10  o'clock  in  the  fore- 
noon of  April  20,  1911,  three  or  four  men, 
led  by  Joseph  Kane,  appeared  on  the  lower 
floor  of  the  Hygienic  Ice  plant.  Kane  spoke 
to  some  of  his  old  associates,  and  informed 
them  that  he  was  now  the  business  agent  of 
the  United  Association.  Kane  and  his  as- 
sociates remained  in  the  building  a  minute 
or  two,  and  then  either  went  to  the  outer 
door  or  stepped  out  of  the  door  and  in  a  few 
seconds  reappeared  on  the  lower  floor  with 
some  15  or  20  other  men.  There  is  no  dis- 
pute as  to  the  presence  of  all  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error  on  this  occasion,  except  as  to 
.\rthur  O'Connor.  The  evidence  shows  that 
a  large  portion  of  the  men  who  appeared  in 
this  building  were  armed  with  pistols. 
Their  purpose  in  going  there  armed  with  re- 
volvers is  made  manifest  by  what  was  done 
and  said.  Pistols  were  displayed,  and  the 
members  of  the  International  Association 
were  commanded  to  take  off  their  overalls, 
cease  work,  and  go*  down  and  obtain  card? 
of  membership  in   the  United  Association. 
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and  then  return  to  their  work.  The  men 
who  were  working  on  the  lower  floor  went 
upstairs,  where  they  were  followed  by  the 
attacking  party.  When  the  men  were  all 
gotten  together  on  the  upper  floor,  they 
were  lined  up  by  the  command  of  Kane  and 
his  associates,  and  then  commanded  to  take 
off  their  overalls  and  go  4own  and  get  cards 
from  the  United  Association.  Naturally,  in 
the  excitement  consequent  upon  a  sudden  at- 
tack of  this  character,  the  witnesses,  hon- 
estly,  no  doubt,  differ  in  describing  the  oc- 
currences that  took  place.  There  is,  how- 
ever, a  general  agreement  among  the  wit- 
nesses that  the  plaintiffs  in  error  and  their 
associates,  through  threats  of  violence  and 
by  the  presentation  of  drawn  revolvers, 
sought  to  compel  the  members  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  to  cease  work,  take  off 
their  overalls,  and .  go  down  and  join  the 
United  Association,  threatening  that,  unless 
this  demand  was  complied  with,  they  would 
shoot  or  kill  the  members  of  the  Interna- 
tional Association.  Morgan  H.  Bell,  upon 
whom  the  alleged  assault  to  murder  was 
committed,  at  the  time  of  the  attack  was  at 
work  on  the  lower  floor.  The  evidence  shows 
that  some  one  of  the  attacking  party,  ap- 
proaching Bell  and  Lefevre,  said,  "Get  that 

big  son  of  a  b ."     The  men  walked  up 

to  Bell,  and  plaintiff  in  error  Storgaard 
pulled  a  revolver  partly  out  of  his  pocket, 
presented  the  point  at  Bell,  and  told  him  to 
take  off  his  overalls,  or  "they  would  bore  a 
hole  through  him."  Bell  succeeded  in  getting 
away  at  that  time  and  went  uptairs,  fol- 
lo^d  by  two  of  his  pursuers.  Bell  gives 
the  following  account  of  what  occurred  after 
he  got  upstairs:  ''There  was  some  of  them 
got  me  there,  and  put  their  guns  up  to  me. 
One  of  them  held  two  guns  at  my  stomach, 
and  another  one  at  my  head,  and  told  me, 
if  I  didn't  quit  my  fooling  and  get  out  of 
there,  they  would  fill  me  full  of  holes." 
Plaintiff  in  error  Connors  is  identified  as 
one  of  the  men  who  held  a  pistol  on  Bell, 
accompanied  by  the  threat  above  stated. 
This  witness  states  that  the  revolvers  were 
held  against  him  until  he  began  to  remove 
his  overalls.  Plaintiff  in  error  Gentleman 
is  also  identified  as  one  of  the  men  who 
made  the  attack  upon  Bell.  The  evidence 
shows  that  similar  attacks  were  made  upon 
other  workmen,  who  were  commanded  to 
take  off  their  overalls  under  pain  of  being 
shot,  and  to  go  down  to  Burke,  and  get  a 
permit  to  work.  Two  of  plaintiffs  in  error, 
O'Connor  and  Connors,  are  shown  to  have 
made  a  similar  attack  upon  one  Lettkcr, 
conunanding  him  to  take  off  his  overalls, 
and  threatening  that,  if  he  did  not  do  so, 
to  bore  a  hole  through  him.  Lettker  com- 
plied with  the  request,  as  did  also  Bell  and 
others,  to  the  extent  of  t^Wl^g  off  their 
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overalls.  Lettker  says  in  his  testimony: 
"I  took  the  gentlemen  at  their  word.  You 
know  they  said  they  were  going  to  bore  a 
hole  through  me,  and  I  didn't  want  to  be 
riddled  or  killed,  and  I  took  the  man's 
word."  This  witness  identifies  Kane,  O'Con- 
nor, Connors,  Gentleman,  and  Storgaard  as 
being  present  and  participating  in  the  as- 
sault. Pistols  were  also  drawn  upon  Ka^ 
pritzki,  and  he  was  commanded  as  were  the 
others,  and  to  him  it  was  said,  "If  you 
look  for  trouble,  I  shoot  youf  like  a  dog;" 
and,  again,  "If  you  don't  go  right  away,  you 
will  get  killed."  A  police  station  was  only 
a  block  away.  Some  of  the  workmen  had 
apparently  escaped  unnoticed  and  notified 
the  police,  and  about  the  time  that  Ka- 
pritzki  was  being  assaulted  there  was  a 
cry  of  "Jiggers!"  and  "Coppers  1"  and  at 
that  moment  a  number  of  policemen  ap- 
peared upon  the  scene.  When  the  police  ar- 
rived, the  attacking  party  mad&  a  hasty 
exit  in  all  directions.  Some  of  them  ran 
down  the  Illinois  Central  tracks,  som^ 
across  the  coal  yards,  and  some  in  other 
directions.  As  he  ran,  plaintiff  in  error 
Gentleman  was  seen .  to  throw  a  revolver 
away,  and  another,  who  went  down  the  Illi- 
nois Central  tracks,  put  his  revolver  by  the 
fence,  where  it  was  afterwards  picked  up 
by  a  watchman  and  taken  to  the  police  sta- 
tion. All  of  the  attacking  party  succeeded 
in  making  good  their  escape  except  plaintiff 
in  error  Storgaard,  who  was  arrested  by 
the  police  on  the  lower  floor,  and  a  loaded 
revolver  taken  from  him.  The  presence  and 
participation  of  Storgaard  and  Gentleman 
in  this  affair  is  not  denied.  Connors  testi- 
fied that  he  was  not  present,  but  he  is  not 
corroborated  in  any  substantial  particular, 
and  the  testimony  is  amply  sufficient  to  jus- 
tify a  finding  that  he  was  present.  Arthur 
O'Connor  also  denied  that  he  was  present, 
claiming  that  he  was  confined  to  his  home 
at  the  time  by  illness.  There  is  some  evi- 
dence tending  to  corroborate  O'Connor's  tes- 
timony, which  will  be  considered  hereafter. 
Plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  the  trial 
court  erred  iu  giving  instruction  No.  0  on 
behalf  of  the  prosecution.  That  instruction 
is  as  follows:  "The  court  instructs  you  as 
to  the  intent  to  kill  alleged  in  the  indict- 
ment that  though  you  must  find  that  there 
was  a  specific  intent  to  kill  the  prosecuting 
witness,  Morgan  H.  Bell,  still,  if  you  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  bevond  a  reason- 
able  doubt  that  the  intention  of  the  defend- 
ants was  only  in  the  alternative — that  is,  if 
the  defendants,  or  any  of  them,  acting  for 
and  with  the  others,  then  and  there  pointed 
a  revolver  at  he  said  Bell  with  the  inten- 
tion of  compelling  him  to  take  off  his  over- 
alls and  quit  work,  or  to  kill  him  if  he  did 
not, — ^and  if  that  specific  intent  waa  formed 
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in  the  minds  of  the  defendants,  and  t)ie 
shooting  of  the  said  Bell  with  intent  to  kill 
was  only  prevented  hy  the  happening  of  the 
altematiye, — ^that  is,  the  compliance  of  the 
said  Bell  with  the  demand  that  he  take  off 
his  overalls  and  quit  work, — ^then  the  re- 
quirement of  the  law  as  to  the  specific  in- 
tent is  met."  The  plaintiffs  in  error  earn- 
estly contend  that  pointing  a  loaded  revol- 
ver at  another  within  shooting  distance  and 
threatening  to  shoot  unless  some  demand 
made  by  the  assaulting  party  is  complied 
with  cannot  be  held  to  be  a  felonious  as* 
sault  with  intent  to  kill  and  murder,  for  the 
reason  that  the  intent  is  in  the  alternative 
and  is  coupled  with  a  condition,  and  for  that 
reason  is  not  a  specific  intent  to  kill,  which 
is  necessary  to  sustain  a  conviction  for  an 
assault  with  an  intent  to  murder. 

All  the  authorities  agree  upon  the  gen- 
eral proposition  that  in  a  prosecution  for 
aa  assault  with  intent  to  murder,  or  with 
intent  to  commit  some  other  felony,  the 
specific  intent  charged  is  the  gist  of  the  of- 
fense, and  must  be  proven  as  chart^ed  in  the 
indictment.  Crosby  v.  People,  137  111.  325, 
27  N.  E.  49;  Friederich  v.  People,  147  111. 
310,  35  N.  E.  472.  Upon  this  and  like  au- 
thorities where  the  general  rule  is  stated, 
plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that  the  intent 
to  commit  the  crime  charged  must  be  abso- 
lute and  unconditional;  and  that  if  a  dan- 
gerous weapon  is  presented  in  a  threatening 
manner,  accompanied  with  a  domand  upon 
the  asaulted  party  and  a  threat  to  destroy 
his  life  unless  such  demand  is  complied 
with,  the  offense  cannot  be  an  assault  to 
murder.  It  is  argued  that  the  condition 
which  accompanies  the  threat  negatives  the 
existence  of  that  positive  and  specific  intent 
which,  under  the  law,  is  a  necessary  ele- 
ment in  the  offense  chargf'd. 

No  case  decided  by  this  coiirt  is  cited  by 
either  party,  and  we  are  not  aware  that 
any  such  case  exists  that  is  conclusive  of 
the  precise  question  which  is  raised  here. 
In  support  of  the  view  that  an  assault  with 
a  loaded  revolver  and  a  threat  to  shoot  un- 
less the  party  assaulted  complies  with  a  de- 
mand is  not  an  assault  with  an  intent  to 
murder,  plaintiffs  in  error  rely  with  great 
confidence  upon  the  case  of  Hairston  v. 
State.  54  Miss.  680,  28  Am.  Rep. '392,  3 
Am.  Grim.  Rep.  6.  In  that  case  Hairston, 
in  company  with  others,  attempted  to  re- 
move the  personal  effects  of  a  laborer  from 
the  plantation  of  his  employer,  Richards, 
to  whom  said  laborer  was  indebted  on  ac- 
count of  advances  of  money  or  provisions 
made  to  said  laborer.  Hairston  was  in  the 
act  of  hauling  away  the  hotisehold  furni- 
ture when  Richards  attempted  to  stop  thp 
wagon,  and  took  hold  of  Hair.ston's  mules, 
laving  that  he  could  not  move  the  house- 
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hold  goods  until  his  debt  was  settled. 
Thereupon  Hairston  drew  a  pistol  and 
pointed  it  at  Richards  and  said,  **I  came 
here  to  move  Charles  Johnson,  and  by  God 
I  am  going  to  do  it,  and  I  will  shoot  any 
God  damned  man  who  attempts  to  stop  my 
mules,"  at  the  same  time  urging  his  mules 
forward  as  he  spoke.'  His  manner  was 
threatening  and  angry,  and  his  voice  loud 
and  boisterous.  Other  persons  who  were 
accompanying  Hairston,  some  of  whom  were 
armed  with  guns,  pressed  around  Richards, 
as  if  they  intended  to  aid  Hairston  if  neces- 
sary. Richards  was  deterred  by  the  appar- 
ent danger,  and  released  the  mules  and  the 
wagon  moved  on.  Under  the  above  facts 
Hairston  was  convicted  of  an  assault  with 
an  intent  to  murder  Richards.  The  convic- 
tion was  reversed  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Mississippi.  The  reasoning  of  the  court  in 
that  case  is  as  follows:  Richards  was  in 
the  act  of  committing  a  trespass  upon  Hair- 
ston's  property  by  laying  his  hands  upon 
the  mules,  and  forcibly  stopping  Hairston 
upon  the  public  highway.  Hairston  had  a 
right  to  protect  his  property  from  such  un- 
lawful trespass,  using  no  more  force  than 
was  necessary.  His  threat  to  shoot' was  con- 
ditioned upon  a  demand  which  he  had  a 
right  to  make.  In  disposing  of  the  case 
the  supreme  court  of  Mississippi  uses  the 
following  language:  ''Here  there  was  only 
a  conditional  offer  to  shoot,  based  upon  a 
demand  which  the  party  had  a  right  to 
make.  While  the  law  will  not  excuse  the 
assault  actually  committed  in  leveling  the 
pistol  within  shooting  distance,  it  cannot, 
from  this  fact  alone,  infer  an  intent  to  mur- 
der. The  intent  must  be  actual,  not  con- 
ditional, and  especially  not  conditioned 
upon  noncompliance  with  a  proper  demand." 
A  careful  analysis  of  that  case  will  show 
that  the  court  laid  special  stress  on  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  threat  to  shoot  was 
coupled  with  a  demand  which  the  prisoner 
had  a  lawful  right  to  make^ 

State  V.  Taylor,  70  Vt.  1,  42  L.R.A.  673, 
67  Am.  St.  Rep.  648,  39  Atl.  447;  Botsch 
V.  State,  43  Neb.  601,  61  N.  W.  730;  Peo- 
ple V.  Mize,  80  Cal.  41,  22  Pac.  80;  and 
Chrisman  v.  State,  54  Ark.  283,  26  Am.  St. 
Rep.  44,  15  S.  W.  889,  are  also  cited  and 
relied  on  by  plaintiffs  in  error  in  support 
of  the  position  assumed  by  them  upon  the 
question  under  consideration.  None  of 
those  cases,  however,  are  similar  in  their 
facts  to  the  case  at  bar.  They  are  all  cascB 
supporting  the  general  proposition  that  a 
conviction  for  an  assault  witli  intent  to  mur- 
der cannot  be-  sustained  without  proof  of  the 
specific  intent  to  take  life  charged  in  the 
indictment.  The  rule  stated  in  those  case« 
is  well  established  and  has  been  frequently 
announced   by   this   court.     The   Hairston 
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Case,  above  referred  to,  seems  to  be  the 
only  decision  that  lends  any  support  to  the 
position  contendw*  for  by  plaintiffs  in  error, 
and  that  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from 
the  case  at  bar.  We  think  that  the  position 
of  plaintiffs  in  error  may  be  satisfactorily 
answered  without  repudiating  the  author- 
ity of  the  Mississipp  case  cited,  and  with- 
out in  any  way  departing  from  the  general 
and  well-established  principles  laid  down  in 
the  other  cases  relied  upon.  Unlawfully 
pointing  a  loaded  revolver  at  another  with- 
in shooting  distance,  in  a  threatening  man* 
ner,  undoubtedly,  under  all  of  the  authori- 
ties, constitutes  an  assault.  The  character 
of  the  assault,  whether  felonious  or  other- 
wise, depends  upon  the  intent  of  the  person 
charged. 

If  an  assault  be  made  with  a  loaded  re: 
volver  with  an  intent  to  kill  and  murder 
the  party  assailed,  and  the  assailant  is  pre- 
vented from  carrying  out  his  felonious  pur- 
pose by  the  intervention  of  some  fact  not 
of  the  assailant's  own  will,  the  offense  is 
complete,  regardless  of  whether  the  weapon 
is  discharged  or  not.  Hardy  v.  State,  36 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  400,  37  S.  W.  434;  Thomp- 
son V.  State,  37  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  448,  36  S. 
W.  265;  State  v.  Dooley,  121  Mo.  691,  26 
S.  W.  558.  The  foregoing  propositions  are 
so  well  established  that  we  do  not  deem  it 
necessary  to  elaborate  them.  In  the  case  at 
bar  the  evidence  shows  that  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror, or  some  of  them,  pointed  revolvers  at 
the  prosecuting  witness  and  threatened  to 
shoot  him  unless  he  quit  work,  took  off  his 
overalls,  and  procured  a  card  from  the 
United  Association.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  demand  made  upon  the  prosecuting  wit- 
ness and  others  at  work  upon  the  building 
was  one  which  plaintiffs  in  error  had  no 
lawful  right  to  make.  They  might  prop- 
erly in  a  peaceful  manner  solicit  persons  to 
unite  with  their  association,  but  they  could 
not  lawfully  use  force,  violence,  or  intimi- 
dation to  accomplish  such  purpose.  The  de- 
mand with  which  the  members  of  the  Inter- 
national Association  were  required  to  com- 
ply under  pain  of  being  shot  by  plaintiffs 
in  error  and  their  associates  was  unlawful, 
and  plaintiffs  in  error  had  no  right  to  ex- 
pect that  it  would  be  complied  with.  The 
distinction  between  the  case  at  bar  and  the 
Hairston  Case  is  that  in  the  latter  the  con- 
dition upon  which  the  threat  to  shoot  was 
made  was  lawful,  while  in  the  case  at  bar 
the  demand  was  unlawful. 

In  McClain's  Criminal  Law,  §  232,  the 
rule  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar  is  thus 
stated:  "If  the  threatened  injury,  coupled 
with  present  ability  to  inflict  it,  is  condi- 
tioned on  the  party  assailed  refusing  to  do 
something  which  the  assailant  has  no  right 
to  require  him  to  do,  it  will  constitute  an 
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assault,  even  though  the  conditions  are  com- 
plied with  and  therefore  no  violence  is 
used.''  The  quotation  above  made  is  sup- 
ported by  Thompson  y.  State,  supra;  State 
V.  Morgan,  25  K.  C.  (3  Ired.  L.)  186,  38 
Am.  Dec.  714;  State  v.  Dooley,  and  Hardy 
V.  State,  supra;  State  v.  Church,  63  N.  C. 
15;  and  numerous  other  authorities. 

In  State  v.  Morgan,  above  cited,  the  facts 
were  as  follows:  Morgan  was  charged  with 
an  assault  upon  a  man  by  the  name  of  Can- 
trell.  The  assault  grew  out  of  a  quarrel  for 
the  possession  of  a  gun  whieh  Cantrell  had. 
Morgan  demanded  the  gun  and  Contrell  re- 
fused to  give  it  up,  whereupon  Morgan 
stepped  up  within  reach  of  him,  held  up  an 
ax  in  a  position  to  strike,  and  said:  ''Give 
up  the  gun,  or  I  will  split  you  down."  Can- 
trell did  not  at  the  time  give  up  the  gun, 
but  proposed  some  arrangement,  upon  which 
Morgan  laid  the  ax  down.  The  matter  wad 
arranged  and  Cantrell  gave  up  the  gun. 
The  jury  found  that  Morgan,  at  the  time 
he  went  up  to  Cantrell  and  raised  the  ax 
within  reach  of  him,  intended  to  strike  un- 
less Cantrell  gave  up  the  gun,  but  did  not 
intend  to  strike  if  Cantrell  gave  it  up.  In 
the  course  of  the  opinion  Gaston,  J.,  used 
the  following  language:  "The  present  case 
is  one  of  a  very  different  character.  The 
act  was  not  only  apparently  a  most  danger- 
ous assault,  but  accompanied  with  a  present 
purpose  to  do  great  bodily  harm,  and  the 
only  declaration  by  which  its  character  is 
attempted  to  be  changed'  is  that  the  assail- 
ant was  not  determined  to  execute  his  sav- 
age purpose  unconditionally  and  without  a 
moment's  delay.  He  had  commenced  the  at- 
tack and  raijsed  the  deadly  weapon  and  was 
in  the  attitude  to  strike,  but  suspended  the 
blow  to  afford  the  object  of  his  vengeance 
an  opportunity  to  buy  his  safety  by  com- 
pliance with  the  defendant's  terms.  To  hold 
that  such  an  act,  under  such  circumstances, 
was  not  an  offer  of  violence, — ^not  an  at- 
tempt to  commit  violence, — ^would  be,  we 
think,  to  outrage  principle  and  manifest  an 
utter  want  of  that  solicitude  for  the  preser- 
vation of  peace  which  characterizes  our  law 
and  which  should  animate  its  administra- 
tors. To  every  purpose,  both  in  fact  and 
in  law,  the  attack  on  the  prosecutor  was  be- 
gun, and  in  the  pause  which  intervened  be- 
fore its  consummation,  most  happily  for 
both  parties,  an  arrangement  was  made 
which  prevented  the  probably  fatal  result. 
But  this  pause,  though  intentional  and  an- 
nounced when  the  attack  began,  does  not 
prevent  that  attack  from  being  an  offer  or 
attempt  to  strike.  If  a  ruffian  were  to  lever 
liis  rifle  at  a  traveler  and  announce  to  him 
that  he  might  have  fifteen  minutes  to  make 
his  peac^  with  his  God,  and  the  unfortunate 
man  should  save  his  life  by  prayers,  by  re- 
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monstrance,  by  money,  or  by  any  other 
meanB  before  the  expiration  of  that  time, 
could  it  be  pretended  that  there  had  been 
no  attempt  nor  offer  to  hurt  him  because 
the  intent  was  not  to  kill  instantaneously, 
and  therefore '  did  not  accompany  the  act? 
Will  it  be  doubted  if  a  bully  should  present 
his  pistol  at  a  citizen  and  order  him,  under 
pain  of  death,  not  to  walk  on  the  same  side 
of  the  street  with  him,  whether  there  was 
an  offer  of  violence  because  the  purpose  to 
kill  was  not  absolute,  but  conditional,  mere- 
ly 7  Wherever  the  act  is  done  in  part  execu- 
tion of  a  purpose  of  violence,  whether  that 
purpose  be  absolute  or  provisional,  makes 
no  difference  as  respects  the  question  wheth- 
er the  act  be  an  assault." 

The  ease  of  Thompson  v.  State,  supra, 
was  as  follows:  Two  prisoners  by  the 
names  of  Hardy  and  Thompson  made  an  at- 
tack upon  their  jailer  for  the  purpose  of 
escaping,  one  using  a  razor  and  the  other 
a  revolver.  The  revolver  was  pointed  at  the 
jailer  and  he  was  commanded  to  go  into  the 
celL  The  revolver  was  not  discharged.  In 
passing  on  that  ease  the  supreme  court  of 
Texas  said:  "Moreover,  there  can  be  no 
question  of  the  intent  to  kill  the  said  Mc- 
Afee [the  jailer]  when  he  drew  the  pistol 
on  him  and  commanded  him  to  go  into  the 
cell,  if  the  said  McAfee  had  refused  to  do 
so.  The  defendant  had  no  right  to  make 
this  demand  of  the  said  McAfee,  and,  if  he 
had  refused  to  comply,  and  had  shot  him 
and  killed  him,  he  would  have  been  guilty 
of  murder;  and,  as  he  intended  to  kill  or 
make  him  comply  with  the  unlawful  com- 
mand, be  was  guilty  of  an  assault  with  in- 
tent to  murder."  The  case  of  Hardy  v. 
State,  supra,  was  presented  to  the  supreme 
court  of  Texas  under  a  similar  state  of 
facts  and  the  same  ruling  was  made  as  in 
the  Thompson  Case. 

The  rule  to  be  deduced  from  these  cases  is 
correctly  stated  in  the  quotation  above 
made  from  McClain's  Criminal  Law.  An 
assault  to  murder,  under  this  rule,  may  be 
complete  where  it  is  shown  that  the  assail- 
ant, with  the  present  ability  to  destroy  life 
or  do  great  bodily  harm,  draws  a  dangerous 
weapon  on  another  and  threatens  to  kill 
him  unless  the  party  assailed  complies  im- 
mediately with  some  unlawful  condition  or 
demand.  The  law  will  not  tolerate  excessive 
violence  or  intimidation  for  the  purpose  of 
enforcing  or  defending  one's  legal  rights, 
and  when  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of 
carrying  out  an  unlawful  enterprise  it  be- 
comes criminal;  and  where  there  is  an  at- 
tempt, coupled  with  the  present  ability  to 
commit  a  felony,  and  the  assailant  suspends 
the  execution  of  his  purpose  merely  to  give 
his  victim  a  chance  to  comply  with  an  un- 
lawful demand,  the  offense  is  complete,  even 
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though  the  commision  of  the  felony  is  avert- 
ed by  the  submission  of  the  assailed  party 
to  the  unlawful  demands  made  upon  him. 

In  the  commission  of  every  crime  there 
must  be  a  union  or  joint  operation  of  act 
and  intention  or  criminal  negligence.  The 
act  committed  is  ordinarily  susceptible  of 
direct  proof  by  facts  which  are  discernible 
by  the  natural  senses.  The  intent  or  pur- 
pose exists  only  in  the  mind  of  the  accused, 
and,  like  malice,  or  any  feeling,  emotion,  or 
mental  status,  is  manifested  by  external 
circumstances  capable  of  proof. 

By  whatever  means  it  is  ascertained,  the 
intent  must  be  direct  and  specific  to  com- 
mit the  precise  offense  charged.  Thus,  if  an 
assault  is  charged  with  an  intent  to  commit 
one  felony,  proof  of  an  assault  to  conmiit 
another  and  different  offense  will  not  sus- 
tain the  charge.  Is  an  intent  to  commit  an 
offense  which  is  coupled  with  an  unlawful 
■condition  or  demand,  such  as  plaintiffs  in 
error  made  upon  the  prosecuting  witness,  a 
direct  and  specific  intent  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  rule  of  law  on  that  subject?  We 
think  it  must  be  so  held.  To  hold  other- 
wise would  be  to  permit  one  guilty  of  vio- 
lating the  peace  of  society  and  the  security 
of  persons  and  property  guaranteed  to 
everyone,  to  profit  by  his  unlawful  conduct. 
The  law  will  not  tolerate  and  encourage 
threats  of  violence  and  death  to  enforce  un- 
lawful demands  made  upon  helpless  and  de- 
fenseless persons  by  counting  such  acts  of 
the  perpetrator  as  righteousness  when  he  is 
arraigned  at  the  bar  of  the  court  where  jus- 
tice is  administered  and  crime  punished. 
In  such  case  the  unlawful  character  of  the 
demand  eliminates  it  from  consideration, 
and  the  act  will  be  judged  in  its  naked  crim- 
inality, stripped  of  any  benefit  or  palliation 
based  upon  the  unlawful  demand  or  condi- 
tion. If  an  attempt  is  made  to  commit  an 
assault,  and  a  threat  is  conditioned  upon 
the  party  assailed  performing  some  act 
which  is  known  to  be  a  physical  impossibil- 
ity, such  a  condition  cannot  possibly  de- 
stroy or  in  any  way  modify  the  criminal 
character  of  the  act.  In  such  case  the  as- 
sailant, knowing  the  impossibility  of  com- 
pliance with  his  demand,  will  be  held  to 
have  a  specific,  intent  to  inflict  the  threat- 
ened harm.  An  impossible  condition  is  no 
condition.  So  of  an  unlawful  condition. 
No  one  has  a  right  to  expect  or  presume  that 
anyone  will  submit  to  an  illegal  demand 
made  upon  him;  and  where,  as  in  the  case 
at  bar,  a  violent  assault  with  dangerous  and 
deadly  weapons  is  made  upon  a  person  in 
the  peace  of  the  people,  and  a  threat  tc 
destroy  life  is  made  unless  the  victim  com- 
plies with  some  unlawful  demand,  in  deter- 
mining the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  ac- 
cused the  case  must  be  determined  precisely 
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as  though  the  unlawful  demand  did  not  ex- 
ist. Instruction  No.  9  stated  a  correct  prin- 
ciple of  law,  and  there  was  no  error  in  giv- 
ing it  to  the  jury. 

Some  complaint  is  made  by  plaintiffs  in 
error  of  the  rulings  of  the  court  as  to  other 
instructions,  which  we  have  considered,  but 
find  nothing  in  connection  -With  these  rul- 
ings of  sufficient  importance  to  require  dis- 
cussion. 

Plaintiffs  in  error  complain  of  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  in  admitting  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  three  or  four  days  before 
the  difficulty  four  men  came  to  the  Hygienic 
Ice  plant,  and  the  prosecuting  witness  .was 
permitted  to  detail  his  conversation  with 
these  parties.  The  conversation  was,  in  sub- 
stance, as  follows:  The  four  men  in  question 
came  up  to  where  the  prosecuting  witness 
was  working  and  asked  him  what  he  was 
doing  there,  to  which  h*e  replied,  "I  am 
working."  They  asked,  "What  kind  of  a 
card  have  you  got?"  and  the  witness  replied, 
"I  have  got  an  International  Steam 'Fitters' 
card  from  Local  No.  2."  Tlie  witness  was 
then  asked  by  some  of  the  party  whether  all 
of  the  men  on  that  job  had  cards,  and  said 
that  they  had.  One  of  the  men  said.  "That 
is  all  right,  pal,  we  will  get  you  afterward," 
— and  they  went  away.  The  objection  to 
this  testimony  is  based  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  four  men  who  visited  the  plant  at 
that  time  were  not  shown  to  be  among  those 
who  were  present  at  the  time  of  the  diffi- 
culty. The  evidence  is  not  very  clear  as  to 
the  identity  of  the  men  that  were  there  on 
the  first  occasion,  but  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  the  four  men  who  came  to  the 
ice  plant  on  the  first  occasion  were  also 
there  at  the  time  of  the  difficulty.  The 
prosecuting  witness  was  asked  whether  he 
had  seen  "any  of  those  men  at  the  building 
before,"  to  which  he  answered :  "Yes ;  I  saw 
— there  was  four  of  them  came  two  days  be- 
fore on  the  18th  of  April.  I  don't  know 
their  names,  but  I  would  know  their  faces 
if  I  saw  them."  He  was  then  asked  whether 
he  saw  the  same  men  on  the  20th  that  were 
there  on  the  first  occasion,  to  which  he  re- 
plied :  '*Yes;  I  saw  that  little  dark  electrician 
there,  with  Kane."  We  think  it  was  en- 
tirely proper  to  show  that  anyone  who  was 
present  on  the  day  of  the  difficulty  had 
visited  the  plant  previously,  and  also  to 
show  what  such  person  did  or  said.  Wheth- 
er the  persons  referred  to  by  the  witness  as 
being  present  on  the  first  occasion  were  in 
the  party  on  April  20th  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury.  The  evidence  fairly  tend- 
ed to  show  that  the  men  with  whom  witness 
had  the  conversation  were  in  the  party  on 
the  day  of  the  difficulty.  There  was  no 
error  in  the  admission  of  this  testimony. 

Plaintiff  in  error  O'Connor  interposes  for 
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himself  the  defense  of  an  alibi.  He  testi- 
fied in  his  own  behalf  that  he  was  not  pres- 
ent at  the  time  of  the  difficulty,  and  that 
he  was  at  that  time  confined  to  his  home 
with  rheumatism,  lliirteen  witnesses  were 
called  and  testified  in  support  of  the  alibi. 
Of  these  witnesses  only  three,  Herbert 
O'Connor  (a  brother),  Mrs.  Herbert  O'Con- 
nor, and  Sam  Craill,  testified  to  having  seen 
O'Connor  at  home  in  bed  at  or  near  the 
hour  of  the  commission  of  the  offense  at  the 
Hygienic  Ice  plant.  The  witnesses  in  sup- 
port of  the  alibi  testified  that  O'Connor  was 
taken  suddenly  and  severely  ill  with  rheu- 
matism about  the  middle  of  March,  and 
that  he  was  unable  to  leave  the  house  from 
that  time  until  a  few  days  after  the  20th  of 
April.  Some  of  these  witnesses  testified 
that  O'Connor  was  dangerously  ill  in  the 
early  part  of  April,  and  some  of  them  stated 
that  he  was  so  ill  that  he  could  not  move 
himself  in  bed  and  had  to  be  assisted  to  do 
so.  To  meet  this  evidence  the  state  pro- 
duced as  witnesses  judges  of  the  election  in 
O'Connor's  precinct,  who  testified  that 
O'Connor  voted  at  the  city  election  on  April 
4th  and  again  at  the  judicial  primary  on 
April  11th,  and  that  he  appeared  to  be  well 
and  healthy.  O'Connor  was  recalled  to  the 
stand,  and  in  his  second  examination  he  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  voted  on  the  two  occa- 
sions testified  to  by  the  election  officials. 
An  affidavit  which  he  had  made  in  support 
of  an  application  for  bail  was  also  intro- 
duced, wherein  O'Connor  swore  that  he  was 
taken  ill  with  articular  rheumatism  in  De- 
cember, 1910,  and  was  compelled  to  stay 
in  bed,  under  the  care  of  Dr.  Griffith,  for  a 
period  of  about  six  weeks.  This  testimony, 
when  taken  in  connection  with  the  evidence 
tending  to  identify  O'Connor  as  one  of  the 
party  that  visited  the  ice  plant  on  the  20tli 
of  April,  is  sufficient  to  justify  the  jury  in 
rejecting  the  evidence  as  to  the  alibi.  It 
was  at  least  a  controverted  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury  to  determine.  The  verdict  of 
the  jury  upon  this  question  is  not  so  con- 
trary to  the  evidence  as  to  warrant  us  in 
disturbing  the  verdict. 

We  find  no  error  in  this  record  requiring 
a  reversal  of  the  judgment  below.  It  is 
therefore  affirmed. 
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URIAH  S.  FRY,  Appt., 

V. 

L.  E.  AUSMAN  et  al.,  Respts. 

(—  S.  D.  — ,  135  N.  W.  708.) 

Mortsraffe  —  assumption  by  grantee  — 
liability  to  mortgagee. 

An  assumption  of  an  agreement  to  pay 
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a  mortgage,  in  a  deed  from  a  grantor  who 
waa  not  personally  liable  on  the  instrument, 
imposes  no  liability  on  the  grantee  in  favor 
of  the  mortgagee,  where  there  is  nothing 
to  show  an  intention  to  benefit  him  by  the 
contract,  which  is  necessary  under  the  stat- 
ute to  enable  him  to  sue  upon  it. 

(April  2,  1912.) 

A  PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
J\  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jerauld  County 
in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  deficiency  arising  on  a  fore- 
closure sale  of  a  mortgage.     Affirmed. 

M.  S.  Lattin  and  wife  on  August  26,  1907, 
executed  and  delivered  a  mortgage  contain- 
ing a  power  of  sale,  to  M.  E.  Silvius,  upon 
certain  land  in  Kittson  county,  Minnesota, 
which  mortgage  was  to  secure  the  pajrment 
of  $5,000  and  interest.  The  following  June 
said  M.  E.  Silvius,  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, assigned  in  writing  to  appellant  the 
mortgage.  In  March  the  said  Lattin  and 
wife  granted  and  conveyed  the  premises  by 
warranty  deed  to  N.  L.  Silvius,  containing 
the  following  clause:  'The  same  are  free 
from  all  encumbrances  except  a  first  mort- 
gage of  $5,000."  A  warranty  deed  to  the' 
premises  was  delivered  by  N.  L,  Silvius  and 
her  husband  to  the  respondents,  containing 
the  following  clause:  "The  same  are  free 
from  alt  encumbrances  except  a  first  mort- 
gage of  $5,000  and  interest  from  April 
26,  J  908,  at  6  per  cent,  which  second  party 
agrees  to  assume."  The  mortgage  was  fore- 
closed, and,  there  not  being  proceeds  enough 
to  satisfy  it,  this  action  was  brought. 

Messrs.  Gleim  &  Hatch  and  Brown  St 
Mossman,  for  appellant: 

Where  one  person,  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, engages  with  another  to  do  some 
act  for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person,  the 
latter,  who  would  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the 
act,  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  the  engagement. 

Pom.  Code  Remedies,  §  139. 

An  exception  to  the  rule  that  privity  of  I 
contract  is  necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  ! 
an   action   is  where,  under  a  contract  be-  * 


tween  two  persons,  assets  have  come  Into  the 
promisor's  hands  or  under  his  control,  which 
in  equity  belong  to  a  third  person. 

Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Grand  Lodge,  F.  ft 
A.  M.  98  U.  S.  123,  25  L.  ed.  75. 

The  right  of  the  appellant  rests  on  the 
equity  of  the  transaction,  and  the  legal 
right  founded  on  the  theory  of  a  provision 
made  for  the  benefit  of  a  creditor,  and  the 
fact  that  the  grantor  has  th^  right  to  con- 
tract with  his  purchaser  as  to  whom,  when, 
and  how  the  consideration  for  the  land 
should  be  paid. 

Merriman  v.  Moore,  90  Pa.  78;  Bay  v. 
Williams,  112  111.  91,  54  Am.  Rep.  209,  1 
N.  E.  340;  Enos  v.  Sanger,  96  Wis.  150,  37 
L.R.A.  862,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  38,  70  N.  W. 
1069;  Marble  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mesarvey,  104 
Iowa,  285,  70  N.  W.  198. 

Whether  or  not  the  grantor  was  liable 
is  immaterial,  as  the  purchase  price  of  the 
lands  is  the  consideration  moving  between 
the  purchasers  and  the  grantor. 

Hare  v.  Murphy,  45  Neb.  809,  29  L.R.A. 
851,  64  N.  W.  211;  Marble  Sav.  Bank  v. 
Mesarvey,  101  Iowa,  285,  70  N.  W.  198;  Mc- 
Kay V.  Ward,  20  Uteh,  149,  46  L.R.A.  623, 
57  Pac.  1024;  Enos  v.  Sanger,  «6  Wis.  154, 
37  L.R.A.  864,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  38,  70  N. 
W.  1070;  Dean  v.  Walker,  107  111.  540,  47 
Am.  Rep.  487;  Merriman  v.  Moore,  90  Pa. 
78;  Bay  v.  Williams,  112  111.  91,  54  Am. 
Rep.  209,  1  N.  E.  340;  Crone  v.  Stinde,  156 
Mo.  262,  55  S.  W.  863,  56  S.  W.  907; 
Hicks  V.  Hamilton,  144  Mo.  495,  66  Am.  St. 
Rep.  431,  46  S.  W.  432;  Cobb  v.  Fishel,  15 
Colo.  App.  384,  62  Pac.  625;  Starbird  ▼. 
Cranston,  24  Colo.  20,  48  Pac.  652;  Brewer 
V.  Maurer,  38  Ohio  St.  543,  43  Am.  Rep. 
436 ;  Little  v.  Thoman,  4  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint, 
513;  Harts  v.  Emery,  184  111.  566,  56  N.  E. 
865;  Harberg  v.  Arnold,  78  Mo.  App.  237; 
McGregor  v.  Eastern  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  5 
Neb.  (Unof.)  563,  99  N.  W.  509;  1  Jones, 
Mortg.  5th  ed.  760;  3  Pom.  Tq,  Jur.  §  1207; 
1  Beach,  196. 

Messrs.  Preston,  Wagner,  St  Tym,  for 
respondents : 

There  must  be  a  privity  of  contract  be- 


Note, '-^  Right  of  mortgagee  to  enforce 
purchaser* s  promise  to  pay  the  mort- 
gage where  the  grantee  or  promisee 
«MM  not  himself  liable. 

The  early  cases  upon  this  question  are 
covered  in  the  note  to  Kramer  v.  Gardner, 
22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  492.  A  search  has  dis- 
closed but  two  cases  in  which  the  point  has 
been  passed  upon  since  the  writing  of  that 
note. 

In  Jenkins  v.  Bishop,  136  App.  Div.  104, 
120  N.  Y.  Snpp.  825,  it  was  held  that  a 
purchaser  of  land  subject  to  a  mortgage  did 
not  become  liable  for  any  deficiency  which 
might  arise  on  the  sale  of  the  property,  not- 
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withstanding  his  agreement  to  pay  the 
mortgage  contained  in  the  deed  to  him, 
where  his  grantors  were  not  personally  lia- 
ble for  the  mortgage  debt. 

And  in  Wood  v.  Johnson,  —  Minn.  — , 
135  N.  W.  746,  it  was  held  to  be  the  law  in 
Minnesota  that  where  the  mortgagor  is  not 
personally  liable  for  a  mortgage  debt,  the 
fact  that  his  grantee  agrees  with  him  to  as- 
sume and  pay  the  outstanding  mortgage  in- 
debtedness does  not  create  a  right  of  action 
against  the  grantee  in  the  mortgagee.  In 
that  case,  however,  the  mortgagor  was  held 
to  be  liable,  and  his  grantee,  who  had  as- 
sumed the  niortgage  debt,  was  therefore 
held  liable.  '  J.  T.  W.     . 
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tween  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in  order 
to  render  the  defendant  liable  to  an  action 
by  the  plaintiff  on  the  contract. 

Mellen  v.  Whipple,  1  Gray,  317;  Crowell 
V.  Hospital  of  Saint  Barnabas,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
050;  Chung  Kee  v.  Davidson,  73  Cal.  522, 
16  Pac.  100. 

The  liability  of  a  grantee  who  assumes 
the  payment  of  a  mortgage  on  land  con- 
veyed to  him  depends  upon  the  personal  lia- 
bility of  his  Immediate  grantor.  If  the 
grantor  is  not  so  liable,  the  mortgagee  (or 
his  assignee)  cannot  claim  any  deficiency 
from  such  grantee. 

New  England  Trust  Co.  v.  Nash.  5  Kan. 
App.  739,  40  Pac.  987;  Morris  v.  Mix,  4 
Kan.  App.  654,  46  Pac.  58;  Brown  v.  Still- 
man,  43  Minn.  126,  45  N.  W.  2;  Nelson  v. 
Rogers,  47  Minn.  103,  49  N.  W.  626;  Jeffer- 
son V.  Asch,  53  Minn.  440,  25  L.R.A.  257,  30 
Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  55  N.  W.  604;  Kramer  v. 
Gardner,  104  Minn.  370,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
492,  116  N.  W.  925;  Eakin  v.  Schultz,  61  N. 
J.  Eq.  156,  47  Atl.  274;  Williams  v.  Van 
Geison,  76  App.  Div.  592,  79  N.  Y.  Supp. 
95;  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso.  v.  Croft, 
34  Or.  106,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  568,  65  Pac. 
439;  Clement  v.  Willett,  105  Minn.  267,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)'  1094,  127  Am.  St.  Rep.  662, 
117  N.  W.  491,  15  Ann.  Cas.  1053;  Trotter 
V.  Hughes,  12  N.  Y.  75,  62  Am.  Dec.  137. 

Whiting,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  sole  question  presented  by  this  ap- 
peal is  whether  one  holding  a  note  secured 
by  a  mortgage  upon  real  estate  can  re- 
cover upon  such  note  against  a  party  oth- 
er that  the  mortgagor,  where  such  party 
had  taken  a  deed  to  said  mortgaged  premis- 
es, and  in  such  deed  had  assumed  such  mort- 
gage indebtedness,  the  grantor  in  such  deed 
being  in  no  manner  bound  to  pay  such  mort- 
gage indebtedness,  and  there  being  no  evi- 
dence, other  than  such  deed,  to  show  an  in- 
tent on  the  part  of  the  grantor  and  grantee 
in  such  deed  to  contract  for  the  benefit  of 
the  owner  of  the  note  and  mortgage.  Thi, 
trial  court  held  there  could  be  no  recovery. 

Respondent  contends  that,  disregarding 
the  other  question  involved  herein,  appel- 
lant cannot  recover  because  of  a  lack  of 
privity  of  contract  between  appellant  and 
respondent.  It  is  true  that,  under  what  is 
known  as  the  English  rule,  and  which  is  fol- 
lowed in  several  of  the  states,  appellant 
would  not  be  the  proper  party  plaintiff,  and 
it  would  be  necessary  #hat  the  action  be 
brought  in  the  name  of  the  grantor  in  the 
deed;  but  there  early  arose  in  this  country 
what  is  known  as  the  American  rule,  allow- 
ing the  real  party  in  interest  to  sue  in  his 
own  name  upon  a  contract  made  for  his 
benefit.  The  so-called  "Code"  states  havo 
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many  or  all  adopted,  many  by  statutory  en- 
actment, the  American  rule.  This  state 
adopted  such  rule  by  §  1193,  Civil  Code, 
which  reads:  "A  contract  made  expressly 
for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may  be  en- 
forced by  him  at  any  time  before  the  parties 
thereto  rescind  it." 

Respondent  further  urges  that  this  court 
has  decided  the  other  question  involved  here- 
in, in  the  case  of  Fish  &  H.  Co.  v.  New 
England  Homestake  Co.  27  S.  D.  — ,  130  N. 
W.  841.  It  is  true  that  we  indorsed  there- 
in the  rule  laid  down  in  Jefferson  v.  Asch, 
53  Minn.  460,  25  L.R.A.  257,  39  Am.  St  Rep. 
618,  55  N.  W.  604,  to  wit:  "Without  un- 
dertaking to  lay  down  a  general  rule  defin- 
ing when  a  stranger  to  a  promise  between 
others  may  sue  to  enforce  it,  we  are  pre- 
pared to  say  that  where  there  is  nothing  but 
the  promise,  no  consideration  from  such 
stranger,  and  no  duty  or  obligation  to  him 
on  the  part  of  the  promisee,  he  cannot  sue 
upon  it."  An  examination  of  the  contract 
involved  in  the  Fish  &  H.  Co.  Case  reveals 
the  fact  that  such  contract  was  one  solely 
between  Godfrey  and  his  co-owners  for  God- 
frey's benefit,  and  in  no  manner  contained 
any  promise  or  covenant  in  favor  of  third 
parties,  and  was  therefore  not  ^'expressly 
for  the  benefit  of  a  third  person." 

Under  all  the  authorities,  such  a  contract 
gives  to  third  parties  no  right  of  action. 
The  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin  holds  ex- 
actly contrary  to  the  above  Minnesota  deci- 
sion; yet  the  Wisconsin  court,  in  a  caae  in- 
volving a  question  similar  to  that  arising 
upon  the  contract  in  the  Fish  &  H.  Co.  Case, 
sustains  this  court  in  its  holding  as  to 
effect  of  such  contract.  Electric  Appliance 
Co.  V.  United  States  Fidelity  &  G.  Co.  110 
Wis.  434,  53  L.R.A.  609,  85  N.  W.  648.  An- 
other opinion  along  the  same  line,  the  rea- 
soning in  which  shows  that  this  court  was 
clearly  right  in  its  holding  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  contract  in  the  Fish  &  H.  Co.  Case, 
regardless  of  the  exact  question  involved  in 
the  case  at  bar,  is  that  of  Pari  in  v.  Hall,  2 
N.  D.  473,  52  N.  W.  405.  See  also  Thomas 
Mfg.  Co.  V.  Prather,  65  Ark.  27,  44  S.  W. 
218.  It  is  thus  seen  that  the  precise  question 
now  before  us  was  not  necessarily  involved 
in  the  Fish  &  H.  Co.  Case,  and  we  therefore 
approach  the  discussion  of  it  as  though  we 
had  made  no  reference  to  it  in  our  opinion 
in  such  case. 

Pomeroy,  at  §  1207  of  the  third  edition 
of  h^s  work  on  Equity  Jurisprudence,  notes 
that  the  courts  holding  that  there  can  be 
no  liability  upon  the  part  of  the  grantee, 
where  there  was  none  on  the  part  of  the 
grantor,  also  hold  that  the  liability,  when 
any  does  exist,  results  only  from  an  appli- 
cation of  the  doctrine  of  subrogation,  and 
that,  unless  there  was  a  liability,  or  obliga- 
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tion  on  the  part  of  the  grantor  80  that,  as 
between  the  grantor  and  grantee,  the  gran- 
tee became  the  principal  debtor  and  the 
grantor  but  a  surety,  there  would  be  noth- 
ing upon  which  the  creditor  could  base  a 
right  of  subrogation.  Pomeroy  also  notes 
that  the  courts  holding  the  grantee  liable 
where  the  grantor  was  not  liable  base  the 
right  of  recovery  solely  upon  the  contract, 
taking  the  position  that,  where  a  contract 
is  made  for  the  benefit  of  one  not  a  party 
thereto,  he  may  treat  the  promise  as  though 
made  to  himself,  and  may  sue  in  his  own 
name  thereon. 

The  Federal  Supreme  Court  has  adopted 
the  subrogation  theory  of  liability  as  ap- 
pears by  the  following  from  the  case  of 
Keller  v.  Ashford,  133  U.  S.  610,  33  L.  ed. 
667,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  494:  "The  doctrine 
of  the  right  of  a  creditor  to  the  benefit  of 
all  securities  given  by  the  principal  to  the 
surety  for  the  payment  of  the  debt  does  not 
rest  upon  any  liability  of  the  principal  to 
the  creditor,  or  upon  any  peculiar  relation 
of  the  surety  towards  the  creditor,  but  upon 
the  ground  that  the  surety,  being  the  credit- 
or's debtor,  and  in  fact  occupying  the  rela- 
tion of  surety  to  another  person,  has  re- 
ceived from  that  person  an  obligation  or  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  the  debt,  which  a 
court  of  equity  will  therefore  compel  to  be 
applied  to  that  purpose  at  the  suit  of  the 
creditor.  Where  the  person  ultimately  held 
liable  is  himself  a  debtor  to  the  creditor,  the 
relief  awarded  has  no  reference  to  that  fact, 
but  is  grounded  wholly  on  the  right  of  the 
creditor  to  avail  himself  of  the  right  of  the 
surety  against  the  principal.  If  the  person 
who  is  admitted  to  be  the  creditor's  debtor 
stands  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  security 
in  the  relation  of  surety  to  the  person  from 
whom  he  receives  it,  it  is  quite  immaterial 
whether  that  person  is  or  ever  has  been  a 
debtor  of  the  principal  creditor,  or  whether 
the  relation  of  suretyship  or  the  indemnity 
to  the  surety  existed,  or  was  known  to  the 
creditor,  when  the  debt  was  contracted.  In 
short,  if  one  person  agrees  with  another  to 
be  primarily  liable  for  a  debt  due  from  that 
other  to  a  third  person,  so  that,  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  agreement,  the  first  is  the 
principal  and  the  second  the  surety,  the 
creditor  of  such  surety  is  entitled  in  equity 
to  be  substituted  in  his  place  for  the  pur- 
pose of  compelling  such  principal  to  pay  the 
debt." 

For  a  general  discussion  of  this  question, 
and  a  review  of  the  numerous  authorities 
bearing  upon  the  different  phases  thereof, 
we  refer  to  the  very  exhaustive  notes,  pages 
176  to  207  of  71  Am.  St.  Rep.  These  notes 
call  particular  attention  to  the  two  elements 
required  under  the  New  York  decisions  in 
order  that  there  may  be  a  recovery:  (1) 
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There  must  be  an  intent  to  benefit  the  third 
party;  and  (2)  the  promisee  must  owe  some 
obligation  to  the  third  party.  It  is  very  ap- 
parent that  the  decisions  from  those  states 
which  have  adopted  the  English  rule,  above 
referred  to,  are  of  no  authoritative  value 
upon  the  question  before  us.  Among  these 
states  seem  to  be  Georgia,  Massachusetts, 
Michigan,  New  Hampshire,  North  Carolina, 
Vermont,  Virginia,  and  Wyoming.  We  there- 
fore cite  eases  from  those  states  only  which 
recognize  the  American  rule,  allowing  suit 
by  real  party  in  interest. 

Among  the  authorities  supporting  the 
New  York  rule,  and  denying  a  right  of  re- 
covery under  the  facts  in  this  case,  are  the 
following:  King  v.  Whitely,  10  Paige,  405; 
Vrooman  v.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  280,  25  Am. 
Rep.  195;  Wilbur  v.  Warren,  104  N.  Y. 
192,  10  N.  E.  263;  Durnherr  v.  Rau,  135  N. 
Y.  219,  32  N.  E.  49;  Jefferson  v.  Asch,  supra; 
Kramer  v.  Gardner,  104  Minn.  370,  22 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  492,  116  N.  W.  925;  Clement 
V.  Willett,  105  Minn.  267,  17  L.R.A.(N.8.) 
1094, 1^7  Am.  St.  Rep.  562,  117  N.  W.  491, 
15  Ann.  Cas.  1053;  Morris  v.  Mix,  4  Kan. 
App.  654,  46  Pac.  58;  New  England  Trust 
Co.  V.  Nash,  5  Kan.  App.  739,  46  Pac.  987; 
Crone  v.  Stinde,  156  Mo.  262,  55  S.  W.  863, 
56  S.  W.  907 ;  Young  Men's  Christian  Asso- 
ciation V.  Croft,  34  Or.  106,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  568,  55  Pac.  439;  Eakin  v.  Schultz, 
61  N.  J.  Eq.  156,  47  Atl.  274;  Ward  v.  De 
Oca,  120  Cal.  102,  52  Pac.  130.  Supporting 
the  other  rule  we  find :  Dean  v.  Walker,  107 
111.  640,  47  Am.  Rep.  474;  Harts  v.  Emery, 
184  111.  560,  56  N.  E.  865 ;  Birke  v.  Abbott, 
103  Ind.  1,  53  Am.  Rep.  474,  1  N.  E.  486; 
Marble  Sav.  Bank  v.  Mesarvey,  101  Iowa, 
285,  70  N.  W.  199;  McGregor  v.  Eastern 
Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  5  Neb.  (Unof.)  563,  99  N. 
W.  509;  Hare  v.  Murphy,  45  Neb.  809,  29 
L.R.A.  851,  64  N.  W.  211;  Merriman  v. 
Moore,  90  Pa.  78;  Brewer  v.  Maurer,  38 
Ohio  St.  543,  43  Am.  Rep.  436;  McKay  v. 
Ward,  20  Utah,  149,  46  L.R.A.  623,  57  Pac. 
1024;  Enos  v.  Sanger,  96  Wis.  150,  37 
L.R.A.  864,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  38,  70  N.  W. 
1069;  Tweeddale  v.  Tweeddale,  i' c  Vvis.  617, 
61  L.R.A.  509,  96  Am.  St.  R»p.  1003,  93  N. 
W.  440;  Fanning  v.  Murphy,  126  Wis.  538, 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  666,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  946, 
105  N.  W.  1056,  5  Ann.  Cas.  435. 

We  would  call  particular  attention  to  the 
Utah  case,  owing  to  the  very  exhaustive  dis- 
senting opinion  found  therein.  There  are 
many  other  authorities  which  in  principle 
support  one  or  the  other  of  the  two  theories 
mentioned  herein,  but  we  have  confined  our 
citations  to  those  where  the  facts  passed  up- 
on were  the  same  as  here,  namely,  where 
the  grantee  in  a  deed  had  assumed  a  mort- 
gase  debt  for  which  his  grantor  was  not 
liable. 
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While  we  think  it  must  be  conceded  that, 
in  case  the  second  element  required  under 
the  New  York  decisions  does  exist,  it  may, 
from  that  fact,  be  presumed  that  the  first 
element  is  also  present,  and  therefore  the 
party  for  whose  benefit  the  contract  is  made 
be  entitled,  under  the  subrogation  theory, 
to  recover  of  the  party  who  has  rendered 
himself  the  principal  debtor;  yet  it  seems 
equally  clear  to  us  that,  whenever  two  par- 
ties enter  into  an  agreement  that  appears 
to  have  been  made  expressly  for  the  benefit 
of  a  third  party,  and  such  agreement  has  a 
good  and  sufficient  consideration,  the  agree- 
ment itself  creates  all  the  privity  there  need 
be  betiyeen  the  person  for  whose  benefit  the 
agreement  was  entered  into,  and  the  party 
assuming  the  obligation,  and  an  action  at 
law  should  lie  regardless  of  whether  there 
was  any  obligation  existing  between  the 
other  party  to  the  agreement  and  the  third 
party.  But>  before  the  third  party  can 
adopt  the  agreement  entered  into  and  re- 
cover thereon,  he  must  show  clearly  that  it 
was  entered  into  with  the  intent  cfi  ttke  part 
of  the  parties  thereto  that  such  third  party 
should  be  benefited  thereby.  This  intent 
might,  in  a  given  case,  sufficiently  appear 
from  the  contract  itself,  but  it  must  fre- 
quently be  shown  by  other  proof.  While  the 
cases  sustaining  a  recovery  have  few,  if  any 
of  them,  expressly  recognized  the  necessity 
of  the  existence  of  the  first  element  (the  in- 
tent to  benefit  the  third  party),  yet  an  ex- 
amination of  the  decisions  will  reveal  the 
fact  that  such  element  was  clearly  estab- 
lished in  nearly  all  such  cases. 

We  concur  heartily  in  the  following  words 
of  Chief  Justice  Bartch,  of  Utah,  in  his 
dissenting  opinion  in  McKay  v.  Ward :  ''My 
conclusion  is  that  the  rule  which  exempts  a 
grantee  who  has  merely  in  a  deed  of  con- 
veyance assumed  and  agreed  to  pay  the 
mortgage,  in  case  his  immediate  grantor  is 
not  personally  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  from  liability  to  the  mort- 
gagee or  owner  of  the  mortgage,  is  not  only 
founded  in  reason  and  principle,  but  is  sus- 
tained by  an  overwhelming  weight  of  au- 
thority. 1  do  not  intend  to  hold,  however, 
that  the  grantee  of  mortgaged  premises, 
whose  grantor  is  under  no  personal  obliga- 
tion to  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  cannot  ren- 
der himself  liable  to  the  mortgagee  for  a 
deficiency  judgment  upon  foreclosure  and 
sale,  by  accepting  a  deed  containing  an  as- 
sumption clause,  with  knowledge  of  such 
contents,  and  which  clause  contains  apt 
words  showing  that  the  grantor  intended  to 
bestow  a  benefit  upon  the  mortgagee.  The 
rule  cannot  be  thus  extended;  for  doubtless 
a  grantor  may  direct  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  price  as  he  chooses,  and  may,  if  he 
so  wishes,  contract  with  a  grantee  that  the 
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latter  will  pay  a  certain  sum  to  a  stranger, 
or  a  mortgagee,  or  any  person  upon  whom 
the  grantor  chooses  to  confer  a  benefit,  and 
in  such  cases  the  beneficiary  may  enforce  the 
contract.  Where,  however,  as  in  the  case 
at  bar,  the  grantor  is  not  personally  liable, 
the  assumption  clause  ought  to  be  construed 
as  a  mere  indemnity  to  the  grantor,  unless 
there  is  something  to  show  a  different  in- 
tention by  the  contracting  parties.  In  this 
case  there  appears  to  be  nothing  which  in- 
dicates any  other  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  grantor,  than  that  of  indemnity  to  him- 
self. There  are  no  words  in  the  deed,  nor 
any  evidence  of  facts  or  circumstances, 
which  indicate  that  the  grantor  had  any 
interest  in  protecting  the  mortgagee,  to 
whom  he  was  under  no  personal  obligation. 
Doubtless,  in  general,  the  greatest  interest 
a  grantor  has  is  in  effecting  a  sale  of  the 
premises,  and  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  he 
would  hazard  the  chances  of  such  a  sale 
by  insisting  on  that  which  would  not  bene- 
fit him.  The  circumstances  of  this  case  dis- 
close no  intention  to  benefit  the  mortgagee, 
and  therefore  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  de- 
ficiency judgment  against  the  promisor,  the 
assumption  in  the  deed  being  intended  mere- 
ly to  indemnify  the  promisee.  If  the  in- 
tention of  the  contracting  parties  had  been 
otherwise,  the  respondent  could  easily  have 
shown  it  by  placing  the  vendor,  McDonald, 
upon  the  stand,  and  interrogating  him  upon 
the  subject.  This  he  failed,  to  do,  although, 
under  the  great  weight  of  authority,  the 
burden  was  upon  him  to  show  that  the  con- 
tract was  intended  for  his  benefit,  or  that 
the  vendor  was  under  some  legal  obligation 
to  him  respecting  the  debt.  The  respondent 
not  having  done  this,  why  should  the  ap- 
pellate court  assume  that  as  a  fact  of  which 
there  is  no  proof?**. 

We  think  also  that  the  very  terms  of  our 
statute  detemiine  this  question  in  favor  of 
respondent.  Recovery  can  only  be  had  in 
case  the  contract  was  "made  expressly  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person."  The  state 
of  California  has  identically  the  same  stat- 
ute, and  in  Chung  Kee  v.  Davidson,  73  Cal. 
522,  15  Pac.  100,  the  supreme  court  of  that 
state  said:  "It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
parties  for  whose  benefit  the  contract  has 
been  made  should  be  named  in  the  contract. 
It  must  appear,  however,  by  the  direct  terms 
of  the  contract,  that  it  was  made  for  the 
benefit  of  such  parties.  It  cannot  be  im- 
plied from  the  fact  that  the  contract  would, 
if  carried  out  between  the  parties  to  it,  op- 
erate incidentally  to  their  benefit^  See 
also  Biddel  v.  Brizzolara,  64  Cal.  354..  30 
Pac.  609. 

From  both  reason  and  authority  we  con- 
clude that,  inasmuch  as'  the  provision  in 
the  deed  before  us  merely  provided  that  the 
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grantee  aasumed  the  mortgage  debt,  and 
there  being  no  other  evidence  of  the  intent 
of  the  parties  to  such  deed,  we  should  con- 
strue such  provision  as  a  mere  agreement 
or  contract  to  indemnify  the  grantor,  and 
therefore  insufficient  as  the  basis  of  an  ac- 
tion founded  upon  the  doctrine  of  subroga- 
tion,—  there  being  no  obligation  on  part  of 
grantor  to  the  third  person, — and  also  in- 
sufficient^  as  the  basis  of  an  action  under 
§  1193,  Civil  Code,  it  not  appearing  that  the 
said  agreement  or  contract  was  entered  into 
"expressly  for  the  benefit  of  a  (the)  third 
person." 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  af- 
firmed. 


UililNOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 

CITY  OF  PAXTON 

V. 

J.  E.  FITZSIMMONS,  Appt. 
(253  ni.  366,  97  N.  E.  675.) 

Tax  on  dogs  —  nnlformity. 

A  dog  tax  need  not  be  uniform  according 
to  the  value,  when  assessed  by  a  municipal- 
ity under  charter  authority  to  regulate 
dogs  and  impose  a  tax  on  them,  since  it  is 


not  a  property  tax,  but  is  assessed  under  the 
police  power  for  purposes  of  regulation. 

(February  23,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ford  County  in 
plaintiffs  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re* 
cover  a  penalty  for  the  alleged  violation  of 
a  city  ordinance  imposing  a  tax  on  dogs. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  C.  E.  Beach,  for  appellant: 

The  law  recognizes  the  right  of  prop- 
erty in  dogs,  and  the  dog  owned,  possessed, 
harbored,  and  kept  within  the  city  of  Pax- 
ton  by  defendant,  was  his  property. 

Brent  v.  Kimball,  60  III.  211,  14  Am. 
Rep.  35;  Polar  Wave  Ice  &  Fuel  Co.  v. 
Alton  Branch  of  Illinois  Humane  Soc.  165 
111.  App.  310;  Washington  v.  Meigs,  1  Mac- 
Arth.  53,  20  Am.  Rep.  578;  Harrington  v. 
Miles,  11  Kan.  480,  15  Am.  Rep.  356;  Par- 
ker V.  Mise,  27  Ala.  480,  62  Am.  Dec.  776; 
Woolf  V.  Chalker,  31  Conn.  321,  81  Am.  Dec. 
175;  Wheatley  v.  Harris,  4  Sneed,  468,  70 
Am.  Dec.  258;  Dodson  v.  Mock,  20  N,  C. 
282  (4  Dev.  &  B.  L.  146)  ;  Perry  v.  Phipps, 
32  N.  C.  (10  Ired.  L.)  259,  51  Am.  Dec.  387. 

laxation  as  to  every  species  of  property 
must  be  equal  and  according  to  value. 


Note,'^€jharacter  of  dog  tax. 

As  to  the  constitutionality  of  a  tax  on 
dogs  for  the  benefit  of  sheep  owners,  see 
McGlone  v.  Womack,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  855, 
and  note. 

A  per  capita  tax  on  dogs  is  almost  uni- 
formly held  to  be  a  police  regulation,  rather 
than  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power.  Re 
Ackerman,  6  Cal.  App.  5,  91  Pac.  429; 
Griggs  V.  Macon,  103  Ga.  602,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.  134,  30  6.  £.  561 ;  Fincher  v.  Collum, 
2  Ga.  App.  740,  59  S.  E.  22;  State  v.  Sharp, 
369  Ind.  128,  81  N.  E.  1150;  Com.  v.  Mark- 
ham,  7  Bush,  486;  Mowery  v.  Salisbury,  82 
N.  C.  175;  Litchville  v.  Hanson,  —  N.  D. 
— ,  124  N.  W.  1119;  Carter  v.  Dow,  16  Wis. 
299;  Tenney  v.  Lenz,  16  Wis.  566. 

Such  a  tax  or  license  fee  is  therefore  not 
subject  to  statutory  or  constitutional  pro- 
visions applying  to  the  levy  of  taxes,  where 
no  provision  is  made  for  its  enforcement 
except  by  prohibiting  the  keeping  of  a  dog 
until  the  amount  is  paid.  Fox  v.  Mohawk 
&  H.  R.  Humane  Soc.  20  Misc.  461,  46  N.  Y. 
8upp.  232.  On  appeal,  166  N.  Y.  617,  61 
L.R.A.  681,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  767,  69  N.  E. 
353,  this  case  was  reversed,  and  the  stat- 
ute involved  held  unconstitutional,  on  the 
ground  that  a  provision  for  use  by  defend- 
ant of  the  fees  paid  thereunder  was  an  ap- 
propriation of  public  mOnev  to  private 
uses,  and  because  it  allowed  humane  socie- 
ties to  harbor  dogs  without  paying  the  li- 
cense required  of  every  other  citizen. 

Such  a  license,  being  for  the  purpose 
of  regulation  rather  than  revenue,  need  not 
39  L.RJIl.(N.8.) 


be  uniform  and  equal.  State  ex  rel.  Curtis 
V.  Topcka,  36  Kan.  76,  59  Am.  Rep.  529, 
12  Pac.  310,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  479;  Kidd 
V.  Reynolds,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  366,  60  S.  W. 
600.  ' 

Nor  is  it  required  that  it  be  levied  ac- 
cording to  value.  Carthage  v.  Rhodes,  101 
Mo.  175,  9  L.R.A.  352,  14  S.  W.  181;  Ex 
parte  Cooper,  3  Tex.  App.  480,  30  Am.  Rep. 
152. 

In  Washington  v.  Lynch,  5  Cranch.  C.  C. 
498,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,231,  it  being  contend- 
ed that  the  city  had  no  power  to  tax 
dogs  because  they  were  not  property,  it 
was  held  that  such  tax  or  license  could 
be  levied  under  the  power  to  prevent  nui- 
sances. 

And  in  Gibson  v.  Harrison,  69  Ark.  386, 
54  L.R.A.  268,  63  S.  W.  999,  a  tax  on  dogs 
was  held  to  be  merely  a  police  regulation, 
although  described  in  the  agreed  statement 
of  facts  as  a  tax,  this  being  a  mere  opinien 
not  binding  on  the  court. 

However,  in  Com.  v.  Bean,  Thafike/,  Crim. 
Cas.  85,  it  is  held  that  a  city  has  no  right 
to  impose  a  license  fee  upon  owners  of  dogs, 
as  such  would  be  a  tax,  and  in  violation  of 
a  constitutional  provision  that  no  tax  shall 
be  imposed  without  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture. 

And  in  Washington  v.  Meigs,  1  MacArth. 
53,  29  Am.  Rep.  578,  it  is  held  that,  while  a 
dog  is  property  subject  to  taxation,  the 
owner  cannot  be  required  to  pay  a  license 
fee  for  keeping  it,  under  penalty  of  fine  or 
imprisonment  for  failure  to  do  so. 

R.  li.  S* 


166 


ILLINOIS  SUPREME  COURT. 


People  V.  Bradley,  39  111.   130;   Rich  v. 
Chicago,  59  111.  286. 
Mr.  S.  liudlow  for  appellee. 

Farmer,  J.,  delivered  the  opmion  of  the 
court : 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  brought  in 
the  circuit  court  of  Ford  county,  to  re- 
cover a  penalty  for  the  alleged  violation  of 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  Paxton.  The 
ordinance  set  out  in  the  declaration  re- 
quired the  owners  and  keepers  of  dogs  td 
pay  to  the  city  marshal  "a  tax  or  fee  of 
$2  for  each  male  dog  and  $5  for  each 
female  dog."  The  ordinance  also  required 
the  owner  or  keeper  of  the  dog  to  register 
it  at  the  office  of  the  city  marshal,  and  pre- 
scribed a  penalty  of  not  less  than  $3  nor 
more  than  $10  for  its  violation.  The  decla- 
ration, after  setting  out  the  ordinance, 
charged  the  defendant  was  the  owner  or 
keeper  of  a  female  dog  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  city  of  Paxton,  and  that  he  had 
not  paid  to  the  marshal  the  tax  or  fee  re- 
quired, nor  caused  the  dog  to  be  registered 
in  the  office  of  the  city  marshal,  whereby  an 
action  had  accrued,  etc.  A  demurrer  to  the 
declaration,  setting  out  as  special  causes  the 
unconstitutionality  of  the  ordinance,  was 
overruled.  The  defendant  elected  to  stand 
by  his  demurrer  and  refused  to  plead.  It 
was  stipulated  that  the  defendant  was  the 
owner  of  the  dog,  as  alleged;  that  he  had 
not  paid  the  tax  or  fee  an  said  dog;  that  the 
ordinance  set  out  in  the  declaration  had 
been  duly  passed,  signed  by  the  mayor,  and 
published.  The  court  ^  rendered  judgment 
against  the  defendant,  and  assessed  the 
plaintiff's  damages  at  $5.  Defendant  prayed 
an  appeal,  and  on  the  certificate  of  the  court 
that  the  validity  of  a  municipal  ordinance 
was  involved,  and  that  the  public  interest 
required  the  appeal  to  be  prosecuted  direct 
to  the  supreme  court,  the  appeal  was 
brought  direct  to  this  court. 

The  principal  argument  made  against  the 
validity  of  the  ordinance  is  that  a  dog  is 
property,  and  that  the  ordinance  is  in  viola- 
tion of  §  1  of  article  9  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, which  provides  for  raising  revenue  by 
levying  a  tax  by  valuation,  so  that  every 
person  "shall  pay  a  tax  in  proportion  to  the 
value  of  his,  her,  or  its  property;"  also  in 
violation  of  §§  9  and  10  of  said  article  9 
of  the  Constitution,  which  require  that  tax- 
es levied  by  the  corporate  authorities  shall 
be  uniform  in  respect  to  persons  and  proper- 

ty. 

Clause  80,  §  1,  art.  6,  of  the  cities  and 
villages  act  (Kurd's  Rev.  Stat.  1909,  chap. 
24,  §  62 ) ,  confers  power  upon  the  city  coun- 
cil in  cities,  and  the  president  and  board  of 
trustees  in  villages,  "to  regulate,  restrain, 
and  prohibit  the  running  at  large  of  horses, 
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cattle,  swine,  sheep,  goats,  geese,  and  dogs, 
and  to  impose  a  tax  on  dogs."  It  is  true, 
dogs  are  regarded,  in  law,  as  property,  but 
they  stand  on  a  different  basis  from  other 
domestic  animals,  and  have  always  been 
subject  to  control  and  regulation  by  the 
exercise  of  the  police  power.  Statutes  and 
ordinances  imposing  a  tax  or  license  on 
dogs  have  been  almost  uniformly  held  to  be 
within  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and 
not  governed  by  constitutional  provisionB 
relating  to  taxietion  for  revenue.  Ordinan- 
ces prohibiting  dogs  from  running  at  large, 
and  authorizing  the  killing  of  any  dog  found 
running  at  large  in  violation  of  an  ordi- 
nance, have  been  sustained  as  a  valid  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power,  and  not  violative  of 
any  constitutional  provision.  The  object  of 
statutes  and  ordinances  for  the  imposition 
of  a  tax  or  license  on  dogs  is  regulation, 
and  not  revenue. 

In  Carthage  v.  Rhodes,  101  Mo.  175,  9 
L.R.A.  352,  14  S.  W.  181,  the  court  passed 
upon  the  validity  of  an  ordinance  requir- 
ing the  licensing  of  dogs  and  cats,  and  pro- 
viding for  their  being  impounded  or 
destroyed  if  found  running  at  large.  The  va- 
lidity of  the  ordinance  was  sustained.  The 
court  said:  "Taxation  may  be  for  the  pur- 
pose of  raising  revenue,  or  for  the  purpose 
of  regulation.  Where  for  the  purpose  of 
regulation,  it  is  an  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state.  They  are  both  distinct, 
coexistent  powers  in  the  state,  and  either 
or  both  may  be  exercised  through  a  munici- 
pal corporation.  In  this  case  by  the  terms 
of  the  charter,  both  powers  are  granted  to 
the  city  of  Carthage  as  to  the  dogs  of  that 
city.  The  dog  license  tax  required  by  its 
ordinance  is  easily  referable  to  the  exerciae 
of  the  police  power." 

In  Van  Horn  v.  People,  46  Mich.  183,  41 
Am.  Rep.  159,  9  N.  W.  246,  the  constitution- 
ality of  a  statute  imposing  a  tax  on  dogs 
was  before  the  court.  It  was  claimed  the 
statute  violated  the  constitutional  provi- 
sion for  uniformitv  and  the  taxation  of 
property  according  to  its  value.  The  court 
held  the  statute  was  not  an  emanation  from 
the  taxing  power  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution;  that  it  was  not  fof  revenue, 
but  was  a  species  of  legislation  pertaining 
to  the  police  power  of  the  state. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Curtis  v.  Topeka,  36  Kan. 
76,  59  Am.  Rep.  629,  12  Pac.  310,  7  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  479,  the  court  considered  an  or- 
dinance passed  pursuant  to  power  conferred 
by  act  of  the  legislature,  which  required  the 
registration  of  dogs  and  the  payment  of  a 
tax  of  $2  for  male  and  $5  for  females.  In 
that  case  it  was  contended  the  ordinance 
was  in  conflict  with  tlie  Constitution,  which 
required  taxes  to  be  levied  at  a  uniform 
and  an  equal  rate.    The  court  held  the  ordi* 
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nance  was  valid;  that  the  tax  was  not  for 
the  purpose  of  raising  revenue,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  regulation  and  restriction. 

In  Hoist  ▼.  Roe,  39  Ohio  St.  340,  48  Am. 
Rep.  459,  the  court  construed  the  validity 
of  a  statute  which  required  dogs  over  three 
months  old  to  be  listed  by  the  owner  with- 
out any  valuation;  but  the  owner  might,  if 
he  desired,  fix  a  valuation,  without  swearing 
to  it.  The  statute  further  provided  that,  in 
addition  to  the  tax  on  the  valuation  that 
might  be  fixed  by  the  owner,  an  additional 
tax  of  $1  on  each  dog  should  be  levied  by 
the  auditor.  The  court  held  the  statute 
was  a  valid  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and 
was  not  controlled  by  the  constitutional  pro- 
visions relating  to  taxation  for  revenue. 

In  Sentell  v.  New  Orleans  &  C.  R.  Co. 
166  U.  S.  698,  41  L.  ed.  1169,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  693,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  considered  the  validity  of  a  statute 
of  the  -  state  of  Louisiana  which  declared 
that  dogs  were  personal  property  and  en- 
titled to  the  same  guaranties  of  law  as 
other  personal  property,  provided  they  were 
given  in  by  the  owner  to  the  assessor,  and 
unless  so  listed  with  the  assessor  and  placed 
upon  the  assessment  roll,  no  do^^  was  en- 
titled to  the  protection  of  the  law.  The 
statute  further  provided  that  in  civil  ac- 
tions for  killing  or  injuring  a  dog,  the  own- 
er could  not  recover  beyond  the  value  of  the 
dog  as  fixed  by  himself  in  the  last  assess- 
ment. The  statute  was  held  valid,  and  a 
number  of  cases  are  cited  and  quoted  from 
in  the  opinion.  Among  the  cases  cited  with 
approval  is  Ex  parte  Cooper,  3  Tex.  App. 
489,  30  Am.  Rep.  152.  The  Supreme  Court 
says:  "In  Ex  parte  Cooper,  supra,  it  was 
held  that  dogs  were  not  property  within 
the  tax  clause  of  the  Constitution,  and  that 
a  tax  upon  dogs  was  a  poliee  regulation, 
and  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  police  pow- 
er. The  point  was  made  that  dogs,  being 
property,  should,  under  the  Constitution,  be 
taxed  ad  valorem,  as  other  property  was; 
but  it  was  held  that  the  law  was  not  a  tax 
law  in  its  ordinary  sense,  but  a  police  regu- 
lation." 

In  Qole  V.  Hall,  103  111.  30,  owners  of 
dogs  filed  a  bill  to  enjoin  the  collector  of 
taxes  from  collecting  a  license  fee  of  $1  on 
each  dog  owned  by  them,  which  was  im- 
posed under  the  act  of  1879  (Laws  1879, 
p.  54)  entitled  "An  Act  to  Indemnify  the 
Owners  of  Sheep  in  Cases  of  Damage  Com- 
mitted by  Dogs."  This  tax  is  called  in  the 
act  **a  license  fee."  The  court  held  the  act 
valid  as  an  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and 
that  the  license  fee  was  not  a  tax  within  the 
meaning  of  the  section  of  the  Constitution 
providing  for  the  raising  of  revenue  by  levy- 
ing a  tax  so  that  every  person  shall  pay 
the  tax  in  proportion  to  his  or  her  property. 

Appellant  contends  the  Cole  Case  has  no 
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application  to  the  ordinance  before  us,  be- 
cause it  was  held  in  Wiggins  Ferry  Co.  v. 
East  St.  Louis,  102  III.  560,  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  a  tax  and  a  license,  and 
that  the  constitutional  provision  in  refer- 
ence to  taxation  has  no  application  to  fees 
exacted  for  a  license.  It  is  claimed  the 
exaction  imposed  by  the  ordinance  before 
us  is  not  a  license  fee,  but  is  a  tax.  The 
ordinance  calls  it  "a  tax  or  fee."  But  we 
'think  it  immaterial,  when  imposed  for  regu- 
lation and  restriction  under  the  police  pow- 
%r  of  the  state,  whether  it  is  called  a  li- 
cense, a  fee,  or  a  tax.  This  is  sustained  by 
the  authorities  above  cited. 

Appellant  also  contends  that  there  is  a 
material  difference  between  the  statute  au- 
thorizing a  tax  or  license  fee  against  dogs, 
and  the  ordinance  before  us.  The  difference 
pointed  out  is  that  the  statute  requires  the 
money  collected  from  the  dog  tax  or  license 
fees  to  be  applied  to  the  reimbursement  of 
persons  whose  sheep  have  been  killed  or  in- 
jured by  dogs  running  at  large,  while  the  or- 
dinance makes  no  provision  for  the  applica- 
tion of  the  fund  collected  under  it.  In  Cole 
V.  Hall,  supra,  the  court  held  what  disposi- 
tion was  to  be  made  x)f  the  fund,  when  col- 
lected, could  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
statute,  and  the  same  rule  is  applicable  to 
the  ordinance. 

The  demurrer  was  properly  overruled,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COX7RT. 

ELIZABETH  HARMAN  et  al. 

V. 

BENJAMIN  FISHER  et  al. 

and 

JOHN  KOLP  et  al. 

(90  Neb.  688, 134  N.  W.  246.) 

Trust  —  parol  —  acquiescence. 

1.  An  express  trust  with  respect  to  real 
estate  may  not  be  created  or  declared  by 
parol,  yet  if  a  parent  conveys  a  tract  of 
land  to  her  son  for  the  benefit  of  J.,  the 
grantee,  and  his  brother  B.,  and  for  more 
than  ten  years  subsequently  they  occupy 
the  land  as  tenants  in  common,  B.  tilling 
the  farm  and  making  lasting  and  valuable 

Headnotes  by  Root,  J. 

Note.  —  The  question  of  the  admissibility 
of  parol  evidence  as  to  the  consideration  of 
a  deed  is  discussed  in  notes  to  Velten  v. 
Carmack,  20  L.R.A.  101,  and  Shehy  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 25  L.R.  A.  (N.S.)  1194. 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  parol  evidence 
to  show  the  true  nature  of  the  transaction, 
where  the  recited  consideration  of  the  deed 
is  shown  not  to  have  been  paid,  see  note  to 
Koogle  V.  Cline,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  413. 


158 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Jah., 


improvements  thereon  under  a  claim  of  own- 
ership, and  J.  conceding,  during  that 
period,  that  his  brother  owns  one  half  of 
the  land,  the  heirs  of  J.  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  disturb  B.  in  his  possession  and 
title  to  an  undivided  one  half  of  the  real 
estate,  notwithstanding  there  is  no  writ- 
ten evidence  of  a  trust  or  of  B.'s  title,  and 
none  was  ever  executed. 

Deeds    —    contradicting    consideration 
named  —  oral  evidence. 

2.  In  a  contest  between  heirs  of  the  whole 
blood  and  heirs  of  the  half  blood  of  an  in- 
testate, oral  evidence  is  admissible  to  prove 
that  the  sole  consideration  for  the  deed  from 
his  mother,  whereby  he  was  vested  with  title 
to  the  tract  of  land  in  controversy,  was 
love  and  alfcction,  notwithstanding  the  sole 
recitation  in  the  deed  of  a  consideration  is 
a  substantial,  valuable  consideration. 

(Root,  J.J  dissents  from  proposition  2.) 

(January  24,  1012.) 

(1R0SS  APPEALS  from  a  decree  of  the 
J  District  Court  for  Furnas  County  in 
an  action  brought  to  quiet  title  to  certain 
land  and  for  a  partition  of  said  land ;  plain- 
tiffs appealing  from  so  much  of  the  judg- 
ment as  awarded  them  an  undivided  one- 
eighth  interest  in  the  land  and  from  an  or- 
der refusing  partition;  defendants  Kolp 
et  al.  appealing  from  so  much  as  awarded 
defendant  Benjamin  Fisher  a  three-fourths 
interest.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Perry  Lambe,  &  Butler,  for 
plaintiffs : 

The  conveyance  from  Elizabeth  Fisher  to 
her  son  John  Thomas  Fisher  was  a  gift. 

1  Devlin,  Deeds,  §  11;  Sires  v.  Sires,  43 
S.  C.  266,  21  S.  E.  115;  Ten  Eyck  v.  Wit- 
beck,  135  N.  Y.  40,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  809,  -31 
N.  E.  994;  Turner  v.  Howard,  10  App.  Div. 
555,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  335;  Morris  v.  Ward,  36 
N.  Y.  587;  Peck  v.  Vandenberg,  30  Cal.  11; 
Salmon  v.  Wilson,  41  Cal.  608;  Bradley  v. 
Love,  60  Tex.  472;  Wolf  v.  Wolf,  12  "La. 
Ann.  629;  Lawrence  v.  Lawrence,  105  Pa. 
335. 

There  being  no  consideration  for  the  deed, 
the  burden  of  proof  to  show  that  the  mother 
intended  the  transaction  as  one  of  bargain 
and  sale  is  upon  the  parties  claiming  under 
the  same  as  such. 

Jones  V.  Thomas,  218  Mo.  508,  317  S.  W. 
1177;  McDonnell  v.  McDonnell,  10  Cal. 
App.  63,  101  Pac.  40;  6  Cyc.  335;  Dowie  v. 
Driscoll,  203  111.  480,  68  N.  E.  56;  Snow  v. 
Hazelwood,  85  C.  C.  A.  226,  157  Fed.  898; 
Cowee  V.  Cornell,  75  N.  Y.  91,  31  Am.  Rep. 
428;  Re  Smith,  95  N.  Y.  51 G;  Green  v.  Ro- 
worth,  313  N.  Y.  462,  21  X.  E.  165;  Barn- 
ard V.  Gantz,  140  N.  Y.  249,  35  N,  E.  430; 
Ten  Evck  v.  Witbeck,  135  N.  Y.  40,  31  Am. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


St.  Rep.  809,  31  N.  E.  994;  Davis  v.  Dean, 
66  Wis.  100,  26  N.  W.  737;  Worrall's  Ap- 
peal, 110  Pa.  349,  1  Atl.  380,  765;  Disch  v. 
Timm,  101  Wis.  179,  77  N.  W.  196;  Gibson 
V.  Hammang,  63  Neb.  349,  88  N.  W.  500. 

Mr.  John  Stevens  also  for  plaintiffs. 

Messrs.  J.  J.  Tlionias,  John  F.  Fults, 
W.  B.  Whitney,  and  F.  W.  Byrd  for  de- 
fendants Kolp  et  al. 

Mr.  W.  S.  Morlan  for  defendants  Fisher 
et  al. 

Root,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  in  equity  to  settle  con- 
flicting claims  to  a  quarter  section  of  land 
in  Furnas  county.  The  case  is  here  on  ap- 
peal and  cross  appeals. 

Elizabeth  Fisher,  a  widow,  one  of  the 
pioneers  of  Furnas  county,  acquired  title 
from  the  United  States  to  the  land  in  con- 
troversy. Mrs.  Fisher  was  the  second  wife 
of  her  husband,  and  to  them  were  born 
three  sons  and  two  daughters,  all  of  whom 
attained  maturity.  Of  these  children  Ben- 
jamin, the  oldest,  for  many  years,  was  the 
head  of  the  family.  One  son,  Perley  J.  Fish- 
er, departed  this  life  subsequently  to  his 
mother's  demise,  and  his  heirs  are  parties 
to  this  action.  The  daughters  married,  and 
they  also  are  parties  hereto.  Benjamin,  sub- 
sequently to  his  marriage,  lived  separate 
from  his  mother,  but  in  the  immediate 
neighborhood  of  her  home.  The  other  son, 
John  Thomas  Fisher,  remained  unmarried 
and  departed  this  life  intestate  May  28, 
1908.  Elizabeth  Fisher  departed  this  life 
intestate  September  17,  1895.  There  are 
numerous  other  parties  to  this  action,  all 
of  whom  are  relatives  of  the  half  blood  of 
John  Thomas  Fisher,  or  assignees  of  some 
of  those  relatives.  For  convenience*  sake 
they  will  be  collectively  referred  to  as  "the 
half  bloods."  All  of  these  relatives  arc 
descendants  of  John  Thomas  Fisher's  father 
by  the  first  marriage,  and  in  the  veins  of 
none  of  them  flows  the  blood  of  Elizabeth 
Fisher. 

There  is  evidence  to  prove,  and  this  court 
may  take  judicial  notice  of  the  faot,  that 
droughts,  insect  plagues,  and  almost  univer- 
sal low  prices  for  farm  products,  prevailed 
in  western  Nebraska  during  many  of  the 
years  covered  by  this  inquiry.  The  proof 
also  discloses  that  Benjamin  Fisher  years 
ago  sold  his  homestead,  and  the  proceeds 
were  used  in  part  at  least  for  the  benefit  of 
his  mother's  family.  The  same  sacrifice  was 
made  by  one  of  the  daughters,  and  John 
Thomas  also  brought  to  the  common  fund 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  tract  of  land 
formerly  owned  by  him.  The  close  and  ten- 
der relations  which  the  evidence  discloses 
existed  between  this  widow  and  all  of  her 
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ehildren  continued  to  the  close  of  her  nat- 
ural life.  In  1895,  during  a  period  of  finan- 
cial depression,  the  Fishers  were  in  sore 
need  of  money,  and  for  the  purpose  of  sup- 
plying her  sons  Benjamin  and  John  Thomab 
with  fundi,  Elizabeth  Fisher,  probaMy  at 
the  suggestion  of  Benjamin,  determined  to 
mortgage  her  farm.  She  also  concluded 
that,  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  title  to 
the  homestead  in  those  sons,  she  would  con- 
vey the  farm  to  them.  The  attendance  of  a 
justice  of  the  peace  was  procured,  and,  ac- 
cording to  his  testimony,  he  was  directed  by 
Mrs.  Fisher  to  prepare  a  deed  conveying  the 
farm  to  these  men.  She  said:  '^y  time  is 
short,  and  I  want  this  land  to  remain  with 
the  Fisher  boys," — referring  to  Benjamin 
and  John.  Before  the  deed  was  drawn,  it 
was  mentioned  that  Benjamin's  wife  was 
not  in  condition  to  go  to  Beaver  City,  the 
county  seat,  to  sign  the  mortgage  which  it 
was  proposed  should  be  made,  and  there- 
upon it  was  suggested  by  the  scrivener  or 
by  Benjamin,  that  the  deed  might  be  made 
to  the  unmarried  son,  John  Thomas,  and 
this  was  done.  Subsequently,  the  mortgage 
was  executed  to  secure  the  payment  of  $500. 
The  deed  was  executed  February  28,  1895, 
but  seven  months  before  Mrs.  Fisher  died. 
The  proof  discloses  that  John  Thomas  Fish- 
er was  an  easy-going,  pleasure-loving  man 
of  simple  tastes,  working  at  times  on  the 
farm  and  on  another  quarter  section,  the 
title  whereto  he  acquired  under  the  pre- 
emption laws,  but  devoting  considerable  of 
his  time  to  hunting,  attending  baseball 
gaw.es,  and  occasionally  indulging  in  a  mild 
drinking  bout.  Benjamin  farmed  his  land, 
the  land  in  controversy,  and  John  Thomas's 
pre-emption,  so  that  Benjamin  received  all 
of  the  income  from  these  tracts  of  land.  He 
als^o  paid  the  taxes  thereon,  and  supplied 
John  Thomas  with  whatever  money  he  de- 
sired. With  one  possible  exception,  there 
feema  to  have  been  no  friction  between  the 
brothers,  but  John  Thomas,  relieved  of  all 
responsibility  and  the  necessity  of  earning 
his  bread  in  the  sweat  of  his  face,  was  coii^ 
tent  that  Benjamin  should  farm  the  land, 
pay  the  taxes  and  all  expenses,  receive  the 
proceeds,  and  furnish  his  brother  such  sums 
of  money  as  he  demanded.  The  evidence  is 
uncontradicted  that  John  Thomas  was  well 
supplied  with  money,  and  that  it  was  all 
furnished  by  his  brother  Benjamin.  This 
condition  existed  before  as  well  as  subse- 
quently to  the  execution  of  the  deed  by 
Elizabeth  Fisher. 

The  court  held  that  the  deed  executed  by 
Mrs.  Fisher  was  void  and  conveved  no  title. 
A  deed  from  Mrs.  Bailey,  one  of  Mrs.  Fish- 
er's daughters,  to  Benjamin  Fisher,  was  set 
aside,  and  the  title  to  the  land  was  quieted 
as  follows:  In  Benjamin  Fisher  an  undivid- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ed  three  fourths,  in  the  heirs  of  Perley  Fish- 
er, each,  a  one  thirty-second  part,  collective- 
ly a  one  eighth,  and  in  Mrs.  Baily  an  un- 
divided one  eighth.  Benjamin's  portion  in- 
cludes the  share  his  sister  Mrs.  Kolp  inherit- 
ed, which  she  conveyed  to  him. 

The  writer  of  this  opinion  is  directed  by 
a  majority  of  the  court  to  say  that,  while 
this  court  does  not  adopt  all  of  the  findings 
nor  the  reasoning  of  the  learned  district 
judge,  we  are  of  opinion  that  he  attained  the 
correct  result  for  the  reasons  following :  Wc 
are  inclined  to  the  view  that  the  heirs  can- 
not now  successfully  question  the  validity 
of  the  deed  from  Mrs.  Fisher  to  her  son 
John  Thomas.  At  this  late  date,  it  is  im- 
material whether  there  was  a  consideration 
for  the  deed,  or  whether  it  was  executed  by 
reason  of  Benjamin's  undue  influence.  John 
Thomas  was  in  possession  of  this  land  un- 
der a  claim  of  right  for  more  than  ten  suc- 
cessive years  subsequently  to  the  execution 
of  the  deed  and  to  Mrs.  Fisher's  demise,  be- 
fore he  departed  this  life  and  before  this 
suit  was  commenced.  Therefore  the  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  is  sustained.  Nor 
do  we  think  there  is  any  such  proof  of  re- 
cently acquired  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
duress,  fraud,  or  lack  of  consideration  as 
will  toll  the  statute. 

To  the  contention  made  by  the  plaintiffs 
and  by  the  relatives  of  the  half  blood  that 
the  deed  conveyed  no  estate  to  Benjamin, 
and  that,  since  no  writing  was  signed  by 
Elizabeth  Fisher  or  by  John  Thomas  Fisher, 
no  trust  was  created  or  declared  which  Ben- 
jamin may  avail  himself  of,  and  therefore 
he  has  no  interest  in  the  land  other  than  as 
an  heir  of  John  Thomas,  we  have  to  say: 
If  the  evidence  of  the  justice  of  the  peace 
is  competent,  it  discloses  that  Elizabeth 
Fisher  intended  that  her  sons  Benjamin  and 
John  Thomas  should  own  the  farm  in  equal 
shares,  and  but  for  the  ignorance  of  all  par- 
ties to  the  transaction,  including  the  scriv- 
ener, a  written  instrument  would  have  been 
prepared  and  signed  to  evidence  that  intent. 
However,  the  proof  is  satisfactory  that,  sub- 
sequently to  the  execution  of  the  deed,  Ben- 
jamin's possession  was  under  a  claim  in 
right.  He  made  lasting  and  valuable  im- 
provements on  the  farm,  and  not  only  tilled 
the  soil,  but  assumed  authority  to  place  his 
married  children  in  possession  of  the  land. 
Ordinarily  such  acts  would  reasonably  be 
referable  to  a  claim  of  right,  but  it  is  said 
that,  because  of  the  peculiar  circumstances 
of  this  case,  we  should  not  so  hold.  But  we 
find  declarations  of  John  Thomas  made  at 
different  times  to  within  two  years  of  his 
death,  admitting,  by  inference  or  directly, 
his  brother's  interest  in  the  land.  In  1897, 
but  two  years  after  the  deed  was  executed, 
John  Thomas   requested  a  third   party  to 
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prepare  a  deed  to  convey  all  of  the  title  to 
Benjamin,  saying  that  "he  ought  to  have  it" 
(the  land),  and,  solely  because  the  proposed 
scrivener  desired  to  go  home  to  luncheon 
and  the  subsequent  attraction  of  a  ball 
game,  that  purpose  was  not  consummated. 
John  Thomas  defused  to  sell  part  of  the  land 
because,  as  he  said,  it  was  always  to  re- 
main in  the  Fisher  family.  This  statement 
may  indicate  a  testamentary  intention,  but 
it  sheds  some  light  on  the  controversy. 
Within  two  years  of  John  Thomas's  demise, 
in  discussing  the  location  of  a  ditch  on  the 
farm,  he  said,  in  substance,  that  he  did  not 
know  whether  Benjamin  w^anted  the  ditch 
constructed  along  the  proposed  path,  and 
that  he  and  Benjamin  owned  the  land  to- 
gether. There  is  some  evidence  of  John 
Thomas's  declarations  to  the  contrary,  and 
also  Benjamin's  declarations  evincing  a  dis- 
claimer of  any  interest  in  the  land,  but,  tak- 
ing all  of  the  evidence  together,  we  find 
that,  at  all  times  subsequently  to  the  exe- 
cution of  the  deed  to  John  Thomas,  Ben- 
jamin Fisher  asserted  ownership  to  at  least 
an  undivided  one  half  of  this  land,  and,  in 
reliance  upon  his  belief  and  contention  that 
his  mother  intended  that  he  should  have  an 
interest  in  the  land,  made  lasting  and  valu- 
able improvements  thereon,  and,  with  his 
brother  John,  held  undisputed  possession  of 
the  premises  for  more  than  ten  years  pre- 
ceding the  commencement  of  this  action,  and 
subsequently  to  his  mother's  death ;  and  dur- 
ing all  of  that  time  John  acquiesced  in  that 
claim.  A  tenancy  in  common  may  be  creat- 
ed by  prescription.  Inglis  v.  Webb,  117  Ala. 
387,  23  So.  125.  This  estate  in  Benjamin 
was  not  created  so  much  by  a  disseisin  of 
his  brother  John,  as  by  John's  recognition  of 
his  mother's  trust  and  confidence  in  him 
and  his  respect  for  his  brother's  rights. 
There  was  in  effect  an  execution  by  him  of 
the  trust  reposed  in  him  by  her,  and,  that 
trust  having  been  fully  executed  and  respect- 
ed by  him  for  more  than  ten  successive 
years,  not  only  should  the  ten-year  statute 
of  limitations  (§§  5  and  6  of  the  Code)  bar 
a  recovery,  but  the  case  is  within  the  prin- 
ciple announced  in  Karr  v.  Washburn,  66 
Wis.  303,  14  N.  W.  189,  and  Oberlender  v. 
Butcher,  67  Neb.  410,  93  N.  W.  764. 

This  brings  us  to  the  contention  between 
the  half  bloods  and  the  descendants  of  Eliza- 
beth Fisher,  the  one  faction  contending  for 
an  estate  of  inheritance  because  the  deed 
from  Elizabeth  Fisher  is  one  of  purchase, 
and  the  other  side  asserting  that  the  deed 
is  one  of  gift,  and  hence,  by  the  terms  of 
§  33,  chap.  23,  Comp.  Stat.  1911,  which  pro- 
vides that  an  estate  of  inheritance  which 
vested  in  an  intestate  by  devise  or  gift  from 
some  of  his  aTicestors  shall  descend  from 
him  solely  to  such  of  his  relatives  as  are  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


,  the  blood  of  that  ancestor.  The  line  of  de- 
scent is  confined  to  the  heirs  of  the  full 
blood.  V^^  do  not  think  that  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage  and  the  use  of  the  funds 
acquired  thereby  should  control  the  charac- 
ter ollf  Mrs.  Fisher's  deed.  The  money  was 
secured  for  the  benefit  of  Benjamin  Fisher 
and  John  Thomas  Fisher,  and,  in  effect,  they 
mortgaged  their  land  to  secure  the  payment 
of  their  debt.  Rather  this  controversy  de- 
pends upon  the  right  of  the  heirs  of  the 
full  blood  to  contradict  by  oral  evidence  the 
recital  in  the  deed  from  Elizabeth  Fisher 
that  she  was  paid  $2,000  therefor. 

A  majority  of  the  court  instructed  me 
to  say  that  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to 
prove  the  actual  consideration  for  a  deed, 
even  though  the  effect  may  be  to  convert  the 
instrument  from  one  of  bargain  and  sale 
into  one  of  pure  gift.  Such  proof  has  al- 
ways been  considered  competent  in  other 
actions,  and  a  majority  of  the  court  does 
not  think  sound  sense  should  permit  an  ex- 
ception to  be  made  in  a  case  where  to  do 
so  is  to  compel  the  court  to  hold  contrary 
to  the  fact  and  thereby  render  ineffectual  a 
plain  provision  of  the  statute.  Such  evi- 
dence, although  admissible,  should  not  be 
held  to  prove  the  fact,  unless  it  is  clear  and 
convincing  and  leaves  no  reasonable  doubt 
in  the  mind  concerning  the  consideration 
given  for  the  deed.  The  courts  of  last  re- 
sort are  not  in  harmony  in  cases  like  the 
one  at  bar.  The  following  cases  directly 
sustain  the  majority  of  this  court:  Brad- 
ley V.  Love,  60  Tex.  472;  Rockill  v. 
Spraggs,  9  Ind.  30,  08  Am.  Dec.  607;  Jones 
V.  Jones,  12  Ind.  389;  Kenney  v.  Phillipy, 
91  Ind.  611.  See  also  Sires  v.  Sires,  43 
S.  C.  266,  21  S.  E.  116,  and  Salmon  v.  Wil- 
son, 41  Cal.  595. 

The  writer  of  this  opinion,  while  record- 
ing the  views  of  a  majority  of  the  court, 
personally  holds  to  the  contrary.  That  is 
to  say,  that  while  for  many  purposes  recita- 
tions in  a  deed  may  not,  even  as  between 
the  parties  and  their  privies,  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  facts,  and  the  recitation  of 
consideration  is  frequently  held  to  be  solely 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  fact,  yet  it 
seems  to  me  that  both  upon  reason  and  the 
better  authority,  persons  claiming  under  a 
deed  should  not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or 
mutual  mistake,  be  permitted  to  prove  by 
oral  evidence  that  a  recitation  of  a  substan- 
tial, valuable  consideration,  where  no  other 
consideration  is  referred  to  in  the  deed,  is 
false,  and  prove  by  the  oral  evidence  that 
the  sole  consideration  was  good,  so  as  to 
change  the  quality  of  the  estate  thereby  con- 
veyed. In  such  cases  the  recitation  gives 
quality  to  the  estate  transferred,  and  to 
contradict  it  by  oral  evidence  violates  the 
statute  of  frauda  and  perjuries.     Patter- 
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son  ▼.  Lamson,  45  Ohio  St.  77, 12  N.  £.  531;  |  grantee,  the  property,   upon   the   death  of 


Brown  v.  Whaley,  68  Ohio  St.  654,  65  Am. 
St.  Rep.  793,  49  N.  £.  479;  Groves  v. 
GroTes,  65  Ohio  St.  442,  62  N.  E.  1044. 
Among  the  cases  cited  to  sustain  the  ma- 
jority of  the  court,  Bradley  y.  Love,  supra, 
is  directly  in  point,  but  the  opinion  is  a 
mere  declaration  that  the  law  is  as  stated, 
and  contains  no  convincing  argument  to 
sustain  the  conclusion.  The  later  Indiana 
eases  follow  Rockhill  v.  Spraggs,  9  Ind.  30, 
68  Am.  Dec.  607,  and  it  was  decided  on  the 
authority  of  M'Creia,  v.  Purmort,  16  Wend. 
460,  30  Am.  Dec.  103.  The  New  York  case, 
however,  merely  involved  the  right  of  a 
party  to  a  deed  to  prove  that  the  considera- 
tion therefor  was  a  quantity  of  iron  deliv- 
ered by  the  grantee  to  the  grantor,  rather 
than  a  money  consideration  as  recited  in 
the  deed.  That  case  was  correctly  deter- 
mined, but  does  not  sustain  the  Indiana 
eases,  nor  the  majority  opinion  in  the  in- 
stant case.  In  Salmon  v.  Wilson,  41  Cal. 
595,  in  addition  to  a  recitation  of  a  nominal 
valuable  consideration,  there  was  a  recita- 
tion of  a  good  consideration,  and  it  was 
held  that,  upon  a  consideration  of  the  en- 
tire instrqroent,  the  court  should  construe 
the  deed  to  be  one  of  gift.  In  Carty  v.  Con- 
nolly, 91  Cal.  15,  27  Pac.  599,  that  court 
recognized  the  rule  that,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  oral  evidence  should  not  be  received 
to  contradict  the  recitation  of  considera- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  con- 
veyance according  to  its  terms.  In  the  case 
at  bar  the  testimony  is  convincing  that  the 
sole  consideration  for  the  deed  was  that  of 
love  and  affection,  and  we  conclude,  upon 
a  consideration  of  the  entire  record,  that 
substantial  justice  has  been  done. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  there- 
fore IS  affirmed. 


Sedffwick,  J.,  concurring: 

The  foregoing  opinion  was  prepared  by 
Judge  Root  while  he  was  a  member  of  the 
court,  and  is  now  adopted  as  a  correct  dis- 
position of  the  case.  The  most  serious  con- 
tention in  the  case  is  determined  by  the 
second  paragraph  of  the  syllabus.  The  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  the  consideration  expressed 
in  a  written  instrument  may  be  inquired 
into,  and  that  it  may  be  shown  by  parol 
testimony  to  be  without  consideration,  al- 
though such  consideration  is  recited  in  the 
instrument.  The  adjudicated  cases  are  in 
conflict,  and  each  view  is  supported  by  many 
decisions.  We  think  that  the  better  rea- 
aoned  decisions  hold  that  the  general  rule 
obtaina  in  cases  of  this  kind.  If  there 
was  a  valuable  consideration  for  the  deed, 
the  property  goes,  upon  the  death  of  the 
grantee,  to  his  heirs  in  general.  If  the  deed 
was  in  fact  a  gift  from  an  ancestor  of  the 
80  L.RJL(Nj9.)  11 


the  grantee,  descends  to  those  who  are  "of 
the  blood  of  such  ancestor."  When  the  an- 
cestor makes  a  gift  to  his  descendant  and 
recites  in  the  deed  of  gift  that  a  valuable 
consideration  was  paid  therefor,  this  rec- 
itation on  his  part  may  be  for  the  purpose 
of  controlling  the  line  of  descent  of  the 
property.  We  know,  however,  that  in  prac- 
tice this  recitation  is  often  made  in  deeds 
for  other  and  different  purposes,  or  it  may 
be  carelessly  made  without  any  purpose 
whatever.  If  the  conveyance  is  in  fact  a 
gift,  and  the  ancestor  desires  to  qualify  the 
estate  conveyed,  and  control  the  line  of  de- 
scent, he  can  do  so  by  inserting  in  the  con- 
veyance apt  and  conclusive  words  for  that 
purpose.  If  the  ancestor  desires  to  make 
disposition  of  his  property  that  shall  take 
effect  after  his  death;  or  to  place  limita- 
tions upon  the  title  derived  through  him, 
he  can  accomplish  these  results  through  a 
gift  of  the  property  by  will,  and  the  law 
favors  that  method  of  making  such  posthu- 
mous limitations.  It  is  not  usual  in  prac- 
tice to  qualify  the  estate  conveyed  by  so 
uncertain  a  method  as  recitations  of  con- 
sideration, and  to  adopt  such  methods 
would  lead  to  uncertainties  in  titles  to  real 
estate.  We  think,  therefore,  the  better  rea- 
son is  in  favor  of  the  rule  which  we  have 
adopted. 

Petition   for  rehearing   denied   April   8, 
1912. 


IOWA  SUPREBCE  COURT. 

OERRO  GORDO  COUNTY,  Appt., 

V. 

BOONE  COUNTY. 

(152  Iowa,  692,  133  N.  W.  132.) 

Pauper  —  aid  —  iinl>lied  liability  of 
county. 

1.  A  county  is  under  no  implied  duty  to 
reimburse   another   county  for  expense   in-, 
curred   in   relieving  paupers  who   first  be- 
come in  need  of  aid  within  its  borders. 

Note.  —  Right  to  compensation  f f*9n» 
public  for  relief  furnished  poor  per- 
son,  in  cases  not  provided  for  by  law, 
or  where  there  has  been  no  com,* 
pliance  with  statutory  prerequisites. 

It  is  well  established  in  this  country  by 
the  authorities  that  paupers  are  not  a  pub- 
lic charge  unless  made  so  by  statute  (see 
Saguache  County  v.  Tough,  45  Colo.  395, 
101  Pac.  411 ;  Alton  v.  Madison  Countv, 
21  111.  115;  Fox  V.  Bristol,  45  111.  App.  330; 
Cooled^  V.  Mahaska  County,  24  Iowa,  211; 
Blakesburg  V.  Jefferson,  7  Me.  125;  Augusta 
V.  Chelsea,  47  Me.  367;   Newry  v.  Gilead, 
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Same  —  voluntary  aid  —  liability. 

2.  To  render  a  county  liable  for  aid  fur- 
nished to  a  pauper  it  must  be  supplied  at 
the  instance  of  the  oilicers  designated  by 
statute  to  have  eharge  of  the  relief  of  the 
poor. 

Same  —  casting  pauper  adrift  —  request 
for  aid. 

3.  That  a  county  in  which  a  nonresident 
pauper  was  found  in  need  of  aid  did  not 
perform  its  statutory  duty  to  furnish  it, 
out  furnished  him  with  ^transportation  into 
another  county,  does  not  amount  to  a  re- 
quest to  the  latter  to  furnish  the  aid  at 
its  expense,  so  as  to  render  it  liable  to  re- 
imburse such  other  county  for  expense  in- 
curred in  furnishing  the  relief. 


I 


(November  16,  1911.) 


A  PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
iV.  the  District  Court  for  Story  County  in 
defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  expenses  incurred  in  the  care 
and  medical  treatment  of  a  nonresident 
pauper.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Robert  M.  VVitwer,  J.  C.  Rob- 
inson, and  Fitchpatrick  &  McCall,  for 
appellant: 

Where  the  law  provides  that  a  quasi  or 
municipal  corporation  shall  give  care  and 
treatment  to  a  poor  person  upon  applica- 
tion-, due  request,  in  a  proper  case,  creates 
an  absolute  legal  obligation  on  the  part  of 
such  corporation  for  the  required  relief  and 
care. 

Cincinnati   Twp.   v.   Ogden,   5    Ohio,  23; 


60  Me.  154;  East  Sudbury  v.  Sudbury,  12 
Pick.  1 ;  Com.  V.  Dracut,  8  Gray,  455 ;  Lam- 
son  V.  Newburyport,  14  Allen,  30;  PljTnouth 
V.  Wareham,  126  Mass.  475;  O'Keefe  v. 
Northampton,  145  Mass.  115,  13  N.  E.  382; 
Duval  V.  Laclede  County,  21  Mo.  396;  Hand- 
lin  V.  Morgan  County,  67  Mo.  114;  Gilligan 
V.  Grattan,  63  Neb.  242,  88  N.  W.  477;  Rock 
County  V.  Holt  County,  78  Neb.  616,  111 
N.  W.  366;  Otoe  Countv  v.  Lancaster  Coun- 
ty, 78  Neb.  517,  111  N.  W.  132;  Lander 
County  V.  Humboldt  County,  21  Nev.  415, 
32  Pac.  849;  Mace  v.  Nottingham-West,  1 
N.  H.  62;  Otis  V.  Strafford,  10  N.  H.  352; 
Strafford  County  v.  Rockingham  Countv,  71 
N.  H.  37,  61  Atl.  677;  Buxton  v.  Chester- 
field, 60  N.  H.  357;  People  ex  rel.  Blenheim 
V.  Schoharie  County,  121  N.  Y.  345,  24 
N.  E.  830;  Copple  v.  Davie  Countv,  138 
N.  C.  127,  50  S.  E.  574;  North  Whitehall 
Twp.  V.  South  Whitehall  Twp.  3  Serg.  &  R. 
117;  Caswell  v.  Hazard,  10  R.  L  490;  Ham- 
lin County  V.  Clark  County,  1  S.  D.  131,  45 
N.  W.  329;  Aldrich  v.  Londonderrv,  5  Vt. 
441;  Ives  V.  Wallingford,  8  Vt.  224;  Put- 
ney V.  Dummerston,  13  Vt.  370;  Church- 
ill V.  West  Fairlee,  17  Vt.  447;  Thetford  v. 
Hubbard,  22  Vt.  440;  Chelsea  v.  Washing- 
ton, 48  Vt.  610;  Macoon  v.  Berlin,  49  Vt. 
13;  Morristown  v.  Hardwick,  81  Vt.  31,  69 
Atl.  152;  Patrick  v.  Baldwin,  109  Wis.  342, 
53  L.R.A.  613,  85  N.  W.  274;  Martin  v. 
Fond  du  Lac  County,  127  Wis.  586,  106 
N.  W.  1086)  ;  and  that  the  various  munici- 
pal subdivisions  of  the  state,  as  such,  are 
under  no  natural  or  moral  obligation  to 
provide  relief  for  the  poor,  but  the  duty 
is  of  mere  positive  obligation,  created  and 
charged  upon  them  by  the  statute  by  which 
the  nature  and  extent  of  such  obligation  is 
limited  and  controlled  (Blakesburg  v.  Jef- 
ferson, 7  Me.  125;  Newry  v.  Gilead.  60  Me. 
154;  East  Sudbury  v.  Sudbury,  12  Pick.  1; 
Lamson  v.  Newburyport,  14  Allen,  30;  Mace 
V.  Nottingham- West,  1  N.  H.  52;  People  ex 
rel.  Blenheim  v.  Schoharie  Countv,  121  N. 
Y.  345,  24  N.  E.  830;  North  Whitehall  Twp. 
V,  South  Whitehall  Twp.  3  Serg.  &  R.  117; 
Patrick  v.  Baldwin,  109  Wis.  342,  53  L.R.A. 
013,  85  N.  W.  274). 

In  order  to  render  the  public  liable  for 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


relief  furnished  a  needy  person,  the  case 
must  fall  within,  and  the  liabilit}^  be  creat- 
ed pursuant  to,  and  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  statute  (Cooledge  v.  Mahaska  Coun- 
ty, 24  Iowa,  211;  O'Keefe  v.  Northampton, 
145  Mass.  115,  13  N.  E.  382)  ;  and  however 
equitable  a  claim,  there  can  be  no  recovery 
without  compliance  with  the  statutory  pre- 
requisites (Strafford  County  v.  Rockingham 
County,  71  N.  H.  37,  51  Atl.  677). 

There  are  no  equities  between  towns  in  re- 
spect to  caring  for  and  supporting  paupers, 
but  the  whole  matter  is  purely  and  strict- 
ly statutory ;  and  where  the  statute  Imposes 
no  liability  there  is  none,  and  that  is  the 
end  of  it.  Morristown  v.  Hardwick,  81  Vt. 
31,  69  Atl.  152. 

The  obligations  of  municipalities  in  ref- 
erence to  the  support  of  paupers  result 
from  the  provisions  of  positive  law,  and 
have  none  of  the  elements  of  a  contract, 
express  or  implied.  There  are  no  equitable 
considerations  out  of  which  presumptions 
will  arise  in  favor  of  either  party.  Davis 
V.  Milton  Plantation,  90  Me.  512^  38  Atl. 
539. 

Accordingly,  a  town  is  not  liable  for  med- 
ical aid  and  nursing  given  to  one  of  its  in- 
habitants by  the  town  in  which  he  was 
injured,  where  he  did  not  come  under  the  or- 
dinary definition  of  "pauper."  Kankakee 
County  V.  Manteno,  68  III.  App.  365. 

And  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provision 
a  town  is  not  obliged  to  reimburse  a  county 
for  relief  given  to  a  former  resident,  who, 
before  gaining  a  settlement  in  the  county, 
became  a  poor  person.  Delaware  County  v. 
Delaware,  105  App.  Div.  129,  93  N.  Y.  Supp. 
954. 

Since  the  liability  of  a  town  to  support 
its  poor  is  purely  statutory,  it  is  not  liable 
for  the  support  of  the  pauper  by  another 
town,  where  it  provides  a  place  of  residence 
for  the  pauper  in  his  own  town,  and  offers 
to  remove  him  and  his  effects  to  it.  and 
there  support  him,  and  the  pauper  refuses 
to  go,  and  threatens  to  prosecute  any  per- 
son who  shall  attempt  to  remove  him.  Fox 
V.  Bristol,  45  111.  App.  330. 

A  debt  contracted  bv  a  ladies'  aid  societv 
for  coal  ^iven  by  them  t;p  t.he  poor  const i- 
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Seagraves  ▼.  Alton,  13  111.  366;  La  Salle 
County  V.  Reynolds,  49  111.  189;  Perry 
County  V.  DuQuoin,  99  111.  479;  Barnard 
V.  Sangamon  County,  190  111.  119,  60  N.  E. 
109;  Shreve  v.  Budd,  7  N.  J.  L.  431;  Og- 
den  City  v.  Weber  County,  26  Utah,  129, 
72  Pac.  433;  Lee  County  v.  Gilbert,  70 
Misa.  791,  12  So.  593;  Jenks  Twp.  v.  Shef- 
field Twp.  135  Pa.  400,  19  Atl.  1004. 

One  municipality  may  sue  another  that 
has  wrongfully  removed  a  pauper  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  former,  and  may  sue 
another  for  relief  given  to  a  pauper,  which 
the  latter  was,  by  law,  obliged  or  required 
to  furnish. 

22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1003;  Pitts- 
town  V.  Plattsburgh,  15  Johns.  436;  Shel- 
don V.  Fairfax,  21  Vt.  102;  Tomlinson  v. 


Bentall,  5  Barn.  &  C.  738,  8  Dowl.  &  R. 
493,  5  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  7,  29"  Revised  Rep. 
375;  Plumcreek  Twp.  v.  Elderton,  129  Pa. 
620,  18  Atl.  549;  Taylor  v.  Shenango,  114 
Pa.  394,  6  Atl.  475;  Stone  v.  Glover,  60 
Vt.  651,  15  Atl.  334. 

Messrs.  £.  H.  Addison  and  Harpel  & 
Cederquist,   for  appellee: 

The  duty  of  Boone  county  was  govern- 
mental, quasi  judicial,  and  did  not  extend 
beyond  temporary  relief. 

Armstrong  v.  Tama  County,  34  Iowa, 
312;  Beeks  v.  Dickinson  County,  131  Iowa, 
247,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  831,  108  N.  W.  311,  9 
Ann.  Cas.  812;  Ellison  v.  Harrison  County, 
74  Iowa,  494,  38  N.  W.  372 ;  Sheridan  Coun- 
ty V.  Denebrink,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1234,  note; 
3  Abbott,  Mun.  Corp.  §§  969.  1095,  1096. 


tutes  no  charge  against  the  county,  and  no 
allowance  can  be  made  therefor  out  of  the 
county  funds  without  statutory  permission 
or  authority.  Raybum  v.  Davis,  2  111.  A  pp. 
548. 

The  liability  of  a  town  for  the  support 
of  its  paupers,  being  purely  statutory,  has 
in  it  none  of  the  elements  of  a  contract,  ex- 
press or  implied;  and  therefore  is  not  a 
proper  subject  of  set-off  in  an  action  by  one 
town  against  another  for  such  support.  Au- 
gusta V.  Chelsea,  47  Me.  367. 

As  a  consequence  of  the  doctrine  embodied 
in  the  foregoing  decisions,  it  is  uniformly 
held  that  the  public  cannot  be  held  to  make 
compensation  for  relief  furnished  to  per- 
sons who  have  fallen  into  distress,  except  by 
virtue  of  a  contract  with  the  proper  offi- 
cers, or  in  a  case  specified  by  statute.  See 
State  ex  rel.  Chisholm  v.  Gold,  140  Ind. 
699,  40  N.  E.  55;  Dalton  v.  Hinsdale,  6 
Mass.  601;  Rogers  v.  Newbury,  105  Mass. 
533;  Wilson  v.  Coos  Countv.  72  N.  H.  112, 
54  Atl.  1101;  St.  Luke's  Hospital  Asso.  v. 
Grand  Forks  County,  8  N.  D.  241,  77  N.  W. 
598;  Hamlin  Countv  v.  Clark  Countv,  1 
S.  D.  131,  45  N.  W.  329;  Houghton  v.  Dan- 
ville,  10  Vt.  537;   Putnev  v.  Dummerston, 

13  Vt.  370;  Churchill  v.*^  West  Fair  lee,  17 
Vt.  447;  Thetford  v.  Hubbard,  22  Vt.  440; 
Worcester  v.  Ballard,  38  Vt.  60;  Buck  v. 
Worcester,  48  Vt.  1 ;  Chelsea  v.  Washington, 
48  Vt.  610. 

Accordingly,  a  physician  cannot  recover 
for  any  portion  of  the  medicines  or  medical 
services  which  were  furnished  a  poor  per- 
son prior  to  the  time  of  his  employment  by 
the  township  •  trustees  to  attend  such  per- 
8on.    Mansfield  v.  Sac  County,  60  Iowa,  11, 

14  N.  W.  73. 


Statutory  duty  to  furnish  relief  as  basis  of 
implied  promise  to  compensate. 

Notwithstanding  some  of  the  earlier  de- 
cisions which  apparently  incline  to  the  op- 
posite view,  but  which  need  not  be  noticed 
here,  having  long  since  been  disapproved,  it 
is  now  well  settled  that  the  existence  of  a 
statutory  duty  on  the  part  of  a  county  or 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


town  to  furnish  relief  cannot  'be  regarded 
as  the  basis  of-  an  implied  contract  to  com- 
pensate the  person  who  or  municipality 
which  furnishes  such  relief.  On  this  head 
it  is  said  in  Lam  son  v.  Newbury  port,  14 
Allen,  30:  "The  obligation  of  cities  and 
towns  to  furnish  relief  and  support  to  pau- 
pers is  created  by  statute.  No  moral  auty 
rests  on  them  to  give  aid  to  the  needy  and 
distressed,  and  no  legal  liability  exists  ex- 
cept such  as  is  derived  from  positive  legis- 
lative enactments.  Consequently  no  prom- 
ise or  undertaking  on  their  part  can  be 
implied  to  pay  for  anything  which  may 
have  been  bestowed  on  a  person  standing  in 
need  of  relief,  unless  it  is  shown  to  have 
been  afforded  under  such  circumstances  as 
to  come  within  the  statutory  provisions  by 
which  towns  are  made  liable  for  expenses 
incurred  for  such  a  purpose." 

By  the  established  construction  of  the 
statutes  for  the  aid  of  the  poor,  they  im- 
ply no  promise  by  the  county  to  pay  for 
services  rendered  by  a  physician  or  surgeon, 
even  in  cases  of  emergency,  if  there  has 
been  no  judicial  ascertainment  that  the  per- 
son cared  for  is  a  pauper.  Cantrell  v.  Clark 
County,  47  Ark.  239,  1  S.  W.  200. 

No  person  can  charge  the  county  for  the 
board  of  a  poor  person,  whether  known  to 
be  a  pauper  or  not,  unless  such  person  is 
legally  authorized  to  furnish  the  board  at 
the  county's  expense.  Knox  County  v. 
Jones,  7  Ind.  3. 

A  town  is  not  liable  to  reimburse  an  in- 
habitant of  another  town  for  expenses  in- 
curred by  him  in  such  other  town  for  the 
relief  of  one  of  its  paupers.  Conley  v. 
Woodville,  97  Me.  240,  54  Atl.  400. 

An  individual  undertaking  to  support  a 
pauper  has  no  right  to  compensation  as 
against  the  town  of  the  pauper's  settlement, 
except  as  it  is  given  by  statute.  Mitchell  v. 
Cornville,  12  Mass.  33*3. 

The  fact  that  one  cares  for  a  nerson  who 
is  a  proper  subject  for  public  relief  does  not 
create  in  his  favor  a  legal  demand  against 
the  county.  Reynolds  v.  Alcorn  County,  59 
Miss.  132. 

Towns  are  not  liable  by  the  common  law 
to  support  paupers,  and  no  implied  prom- 
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There  is  no  liability  for  expenditures 
made  on  behalf  of  the  poor,  resident  or  for- 
eign, except  as  provided  by  statute. 

Mansfield  v.  Sac  County,  60  Iowa,  15, 
14  N.  W.  73;  Gawley  v.  Jones  County,  60 
Iowa,  159,  14  N.  W.  236;  Cooledge  v. 
Mahaska  County,  24  Iowa,  213;  Hardin 
County  V.  Wright  County,  67  Iowa,  127, 
24  N.  W.  754;  Winneshiek  County  v.  Alla- 
makee County,  62  Iowa,  558,  17  N.  W,  763; 
Hamilton  County  v.  Meyers,  23  Neb.  718, 
37  N.  W.  625;  Sheridan  County  v.  Dene- 
brink,  15  Wyo.  342,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1235, 
89  Pac.  7;  3  Abbott^  Mun.  Corp.  §  1104; 
Mousseau  v.  Sioux  City,  113  Iowa,  247,  84 
N.  W.  1027;  11  Cyc.  489,  490. 

liadd,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  January,  1908,  William  R.  Wood,  after 
examining  the  timber  on  an  island  in  the 
Des  Moines  river,  near  Eraser,  with  a  view 
of  contracting  to  cut  it,  broke  through  the 


ice  and  wet  his  feet.  Being  unable  to  find 
a  lodging  place,  after  walking  several  miles, 
he  crawled  into  a  straw  stack,  and  remained 
during  the  night.  In  the  morning  both  feet 
were  frozen.  After  walking  two  or  three 
miles,  he  caught  a  ride  into  Boone.  He 
then  had  but  $1.50,  and  after  procuring  a 
lunch  inquired  for  a  physician.  Being  ad- 
vised by  the  chief  of  police  that  the  county 
physician  was  out  of  town,  he  remained  at 
the  police  station  until  the  next  morning, 
and  at  about  11  o'clock  A.  m.  was  examined 
by  the  county  physician,  who  seems  to  have 
properly  dressed  his  feet,  and  said  he 
"would  have  to  get  him  into  a  hospital." 
Upon  his  return  to  the  station,  J.  W.  Keig- 
ley,  a  member  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
to  whom  had  been  assigned  the  duty  of 
looking  after  the  poor  in  that  vicinity.,  con- 
versed with  him  concerning  the  care  of  his 
feet,  and  was  told  by  Wood  that  the  county 
physician  had  said  he  would  get  him  into  a 
hospital.      To    this    the    officer    responded, 


ise  can  arise  against  them  for  such  support. 
Otis  V.  Strafford,  10  N.  H.  352. 

An  action  on  the  case  will  not  lie  against 
overseers  of  the  poor  for  omitting  or  re- 
fusing to  take  the  necessary  measures  to 
provide  for  paupers,  in  favor  of  an  indi- 
vidual who,  from  motives  of  humanity, 
furnishes  them  with  the  sustenance  and  at- 
tention which  their  situation  absolutely  re- 
quires.   Minklaer  v.  Rockfeller,  6  Cow.  276. 

There  is  no  implied  obligation  upon  an 
overseer  or  county  superintendent  of  the 
poor  to  eompensate  a  person  who  has  vol- 
untarily relieved  a  pauper,  and  without  re- 
quest from  the  overseers  of  the  poor.  Smith 
V.  Williams,  13  Misc.  761,  35  N.  Y.  Supp. 
236. 

No  contract  to  pay  for  the  support  of  a 
pauper  can  be  implied  from  the  statutory 
duty  to  provide  for  the  pbor.  Salsbury  v. 
Philadelphia,  44  Pa.  303. 

No  promise  to  pay  for  supplies  furnished 
to  a  pauper  can  be  implied  from  the  exist- 
ence of  a  statutory  duty  to  provide  for  in- 
digent persons,  and  from  the  fact  that  the 
officers  charged  with  such  duty  neglected 
and  refused  to  make  any  provision.  Cas- 
well V.  Hazard,  10  R.  I.  490. 

An  action  will  not  lie  at  common  law 
against  a  town  for  the  support  of  their  pau- 
pers by  any  other  town,  nor  can  it  be  main- 
tained on  the  general  provision  in  the  stat- 
ute declaring  it  to  be  the  duty  of  each 
town  to  support  its  own  paupers,  where  the 
statute  points  out  in  what  particular  cases 
a  town  shall  be  liable  to  any  town  for  their 
support,  and  what  steps  must  be  taken  to 
render  it  liable.  Middlebury  v.  Hubbard- 
ton,  1  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)  205;  Jamaica  v.  Guil- 
ford, 2  D.  Chip.  (Vt.)   103. 

Tlie  obligation  resting  on  a  town  to  pro- 
vide for  the  poor  is  a  statutory  obligation, 
and  no  implied  contract  that  a  town  will 
pay  an  individual  for  affording  assistance 
to  those  who  are  destitute  and  who  are  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


fact  paupers  may  be  inferred  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  obligation,  however  urgent  or 
great  may  be  the  necessities  of  the  case. 
Aldrich  v.  Londonderry,  6  Vt.  441. 

No  obligation  aside  from  that  imposed  by 
statute  rests  upon  towns  to  sustain  their 
own  poor.  The  obligation  is  altogether  a 
matter  of  positive  law,  and  the  right  of  any- 
one to  compel  towns  to  pay  for  the  support 
of  their  poor  is  one  stricti  juriSy  and  can- 
not be  enforced  except  in  accordance  with 
some  statutory  provision.  Hence  an  obli- 
gation or  a  promise  on  the  part  of  a  town 
to  pay  for  the  support  of  its  poor  can  never 
be  implied.     Castleton  v.  Miner,  8  Vt.  209. 

The  general  statutory  provision  that  each 
town  shall  provide  for  its  own  poor  creates 
no  liability  except  in  the  cases  expressly 
specified.    Baldwin  v.  Rupert,  8  Vt.  256. 

There  is  no  consideration  for  a  promise 
on  the  part  of  an  overseer  of  the  poor  to 
pay  for  medical  services  rendered  to  a 
pauper  before  application  to  the  overseer, 
even  though  with  the  expectation  that  the 
town  would  pav  for  them.  Farmer  v.  Salis- 
bury, 77  Vt.  161,  59  Atl.  201. 

WTiere  the  law  imposes  on  a  municipality 
the  duty  of  maintaining  poor  persons,  and 
designates  officers  thereof  to  act  in  its  be- 
half in  the  performance  of  such  a  duty, 
their  mere  neglect  will  not  operate  as  an 
implied  request  to  a  private  party  to  sup- 
ply a  needy  person's  wants,  upon  which  such 
party  can  act,  and  hold  the  municipality 
liable  as  upon  an  implied  contract.  Pat- 
rick V.  Baldwin,  109  Wis.  342,  53  L.R.A. 
613,  85  N.  W.  274. 

Existence   of   emergency  as  basis   for   im- 
plied promise  to  compensate. 

Without  one  exception,  the  cases  seem 
unanimously  to  hold  that  the  existence  of 
an  emergency  rendering  relief  necessary  be- 
fore proper  steps  can  be  taken  to  charge  the 
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*'Did  he  say  that?"  His  feet  were  painful 
throughout  the  day  (Sunday),  and  at 
about  11  o'clock  a.  m.  Monday  the  county 
physician,  in  response  to  a  message,  opened 
one  or  two  blisters  and  dressed  his  feet 
again,  and  upon  ascertaining  he  had  for- 
merly lived  in  Wisconsin,'  inquired  if  he 
wished  to  return  there,  and  said  he  would 
talk  with  the  supervisor  about  it.  At  about 
5  o'clock  in  the  afternoon,  the  chief  of  po- 
lice informed  him,  ''We  are  going  to  send 
you  away  on  the  5:30  train,"  took  him  to 
the  depot,  and  gave  him  a  ticket  to  Nevada, 
the  county  seat  of  Story  county.  Keigley 
paid  the  chief  of  police  the  48  cento  ex- 
pended for  the  ticket,  and  thereafter  was 
reimbursed  by  the  county  on  claim  present- 
ed. Upon  reaching  Nevada,  Wood  obtained 
food,  and  slept  that  night  in  a  livery  stable. 
In  the  morning  the  city  marshal,  after 
building  a  fire,  took  him  to  the  city  hall, 
where  he  was  examined  by  a  local  physician 
and  his  feet  dressed.    In  the  evening,  money 


was  raised  by  the  marshal,  from  which  he 
bought  him  a  ticket  to  Mason  City,  and 
furnished  him  money  to  pay  his  way  to 
Wisconsin.  He  was  put  aboard  the  train, 
and  arrived  at  Mason  City  the  next  morn- 
ing in  a  condition  such  as  to  preclude  pro- 
ceeding farther.  At  the  instance  of  the 
humane  officers  of  that  county,  he  was  taken 
to  a  hospital,  and  accorded  the  considera- 
tion and  given  the  care  and  treatment 
usually  bestowed  in  civilized  communities 
on  the  unfortunate. 

The  story  reads  like  the  parable  of  the 
man  who  was  wounded  and  left  by  the  way- 
side half  dead.  The  priest  and  the  Levite 
passed  by  on  the  other  side;  but  the  good 
Samaritan  "had  compassion  on  him,  .  .  . 
bound  up  his  wounds,  pouring  in  oil  and 
wine,  .  .  .  and  brought  him  to  an  inn, 
and  took  care  of  him." 

It  was  found  necessary  to  amputate  both 
feet,  and  the  expenses  incurred  by  Cerro 
Gordo   county   for  his   treatment,   surgical 


public,  or  the  refusal  of  relief  by  public 
officers,  gives  a  person  furnishing  relief  no 
right  to  compensation  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  provision  for  such  case.  But  see 
Lee  County  v.  Gilbert,  70  Miss.  791,  12  So. 
593.  infra. 

Thus,  a  poor  district  is  not  liable  for 
services  rendered  to  a  person  in  distress 
in  a  case  of  emergency,  where  no  provision 
is  made  therefor  by  statute.  Williams  v. 
Mercer  County,  15  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  525. 

There  is  no  such  duty  incumbent  upon  a 
town  to  furnish  medical  assistance  to  poor 
persons  as  to  render  the  town  liable  for 
assistance  furnished  in  an  emergency  be- 
fore the  overseers  could  be  applied  to. 
French  v.  Benton,  44  N.  H.  28. 

No  action  lies  by  a  physician  against 
overseers  of  the  poor  for  services  in  attend- 
ing upon  a  pauper,  though  upon  the  most 
pressing  necessity,  the  services  not  being 
rendered  at  the  request  of  the  overseers, 
and  they  not  having  promised  to  pay.  Gour- 
lev  V.  Allen,  5  Cow.  644. 

There  is  no  obligation  to  pay  for  medical 
services  furnished  to  a  pauper  unless  fur- 
nished at  the  request  of  the  proper  officials. 
Everts  v.  Adams,  12  Johns.  352. 

A  county  is  under  no  legal  liability  for  a 
physician's  services  to  a  nonresident,  fur- 
nished without  any  direction  from  any 
person  having  authority  to  act.  Hamilton 
County  V.  Meyers,  23  Neb.  718,  37  N.  W. 
623. 

No  county,  nor  any  subdivision  thereof, 
is  liable  for  the  support  of  the  poor,  or 
medical  attendance  bestowed  thereon,  un- 
less the  legislature  has  so  authorized.  GilH- 
eran  v.  Grattan,  63  Neb.  242,  88  N.  W.  477 ; 
Rock  Countv  v.  Holt  County,  78  Neb.  616, 
111  N.  W.  366. 

A  county  is  not  liable  for  care  and  medi- 
cal attendance  upon  an  indigent  transient 
person,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provi- 
sion. Upshur  County  v.  Yeury,  19  Tex.  126. 
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A  county  is  not  liable  for  medical  treat- 
ment given  to  a  poor  person  out  of  hu- 
manity, the  physician  employed  by  the 
county  commissioners  to  attend  upon  the 
poor  of  the  township  having  refused  to  give 
such  person  any  attention  at  all,  the  meth- 
od by  which  support  and  relief  are  to  be 
administered  being  definitely  pointed  out  by 
law.  Morgan  County  v.  Seaton,  122  Ind. 
521,  24  N.  E.  213. 

Since  towns  are  not  liable  by  the  com- 
mon law  to  support  paupers,  no  compensa- 
tion can  be  recovered  for  a  surgical  opera- 
tion performed  on  a  -pauper  without  appli- 
cation to  the  overseers.  Miller  v.  Somerset, 
14  Mass.  396.  Even  where  the  operation  is 
immediately  necessary.  Kittredge  v.  New- 
bury, 14  Mass.  448;  Hull  v.  Oneida  County, 
19  Johns.  259,  10  Am.  Dec.  223. 

But  in  Lee  County  v.  Gilbert,  70  Miss. 
791,  12  So.  593,  it  was  held  that  the  county 
should  be  held  liable  for  the  fees  of  a  sur- 
geon for  services  rendered  in  an  emergency 
to  a  poor  person,  although  no  steps  had 
been  taken  by  any  county  officer  or  other 
person  to  have  such  person  declared  a  pau- 
per and  removed  to  the  poorhouse  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  law. 

In  the  absence  of  statute,  a  town  is  un- 
der no  obligation  to  reimburse  another  town 
by  which  expenses  have  been  incurred  in 
caring  for  a  person  resident  in  the  former 
while  ill  with  a  contagious  disease.  Machi* 
as  V.  Wesley,  99  Me.  17,  58  Atl.  240. 

There  being  no  duty  outside  of  statute 
to  provide  for  the  burial  of  paupers,  a 
pauper's  place  of  residence  is  not  liable  for 
his  burial  expenses.  Davis  v.  Milton  Plan- 
tation, 90  Me.  512,  38  Atl.  539;  Duval  v. 
Laclede  County,  21  Mo.  396;  Handlin  v. 
Morsran  County,  57  Mo.  114;  Morristown 
V.    Hardwick,    81    Vt.    31,    69    Atl.    162. 

As  to  liability  to  pauper  himself,  see 
note  to  Wood  v.  Boone  Countv,  post,  169. 
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operations^  and  subsequent  care  amounted 
to  $713.95.  For  this  amount,  judgment  is 
sought  against  Boone  county,  on  the  theory 
that  it  was  obligated,  upon  discovering  the 
condition  of  this  nonresident  pauper,  and 
having  begun  caring  for  him,  to  furnish 
him  such  care  and  treatment  as  was  essen- 
tial to  restore  him  to  health;  and  that,  in- 
stead of  discharging  such  obligation,  its 
officers,  at  a  cost  of  a  few  cents,  compelled 
him  to  move  on,  and  as  a  consequence  plain- 
tiff was  at  tlie  expense  stated.  Upon  show- 
ing the  facts  as  recited,  verdict  was  di- 
rected for  defendant,  and  subsequently  judg- 
ment entered  thereon. 

The  showing  as  made  was  not  at  all  com- 
plinjentary  to  the  officers  of  Boone  county, 
but,  as  no  evidence  was  introduced  in  its 
behalf,  there  may  be  circumstances  some- 
what extenuating  their  conduct  in  casting 
a  helpless  man,  sorely  in  need  of  medical 
aid,  adrift,  in  order  to  evade  the  expendi- 
ture of  a  few  dollars.  The  statutes  provide 
adequate  relief  for  paupers  applying  for 
succor  having  settlement  in  a  county  of  this 
state,  and  if  this  is  afforded  by  a  county 
other  than  of  the  pauper's  settlement,  re- 
covery may  be  had  of  the  latter.  Code, 
§  2228.  But  the  county  only  becomes  liable 
upon  compliance  with  the  statutes;  that  is, 
the  liability  of  any  county  is  purely  statu- 
tory. Cooledge  v.  Mahaska  County,  24 
Iowa,  211;  Cerro  Gordo  County  v.  Wright 
County,  60  Iowa,  439;  Otis  v.  Strafford,  10 
N.  H.  362;  Mansfield  v.  Sac  County,  60 
Iowa,  11,  14  N.  W.  73;  Gawley  v.  Jones 
County,  60  Iowa,  ]59,  14  N.  W.  236. 

The  care  of  the  poor  was  not  a  municipal 
function  at  the  common  law.  Matters  of 
charity  were  thought  more  appropriate  for 
the  church.  It  was  ordained  by  the  ancient 
kings  that  "the  poor  should  be  sustained  by 
parsons,  rectors  of  the  church,  and  by 
parishioners,  so  that  none  of  them  die  for 
want  of  sustenance."  Later,  and  supposed- 
ly about  the  time  of  Hen.  VIII.,  the  law 
seems  to  have  made  paupers  a  charge  on 
certain  municipalities.  Blackstone,  in  1765, 
said:  "The  law  not  only  regards  life  and 
member  and  protects  every  man  -in  the  en- 
joyment of  them,  but  also  furnishes  him 
with  everything  necessary  for  their  sup- 
port. For  there  is  no  man  so  indigent  or 
wretched,  but  he  may  demand  a  supply  suf- 
ficient for  all  the  necessaries  of  life  from 
the  more  opulent  part  of  the  community, 
by  means  of  the  several  statutes  enacted  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor."  1  Bl.  Com.  10th 
Eng.  ed.  131. 

Undoubtedly,  the  le<;islaturc  is  endowed 
with  power  to  create  liability  on  the  part 
of  the  county  for  the  care  of  the  poor,  and 
to  determine  under  what  circumstances  one 
county  shall  be  liable  to  another.  Fox  v. 
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Kendall,  97  111.  72.  But,  in  the  absence  of 
such  provisions,  the  obligation  to  pay  any 
expenses  incurred,  no  matter  how  meritori- 
ous the  claim,  is  not  to  be  implied,  for  the 
corporation  is  under  neither  a  moral  nor 
legal  obligation  to  care  for  the  poor. 
"Whatever  may  be  the  duty  of  individuals, 
from  religious  or  charitable  considerations, 
it  is  certain  the  public  is  bound  by  no  moral 
obligation  to  support  the  poor  of  the  com- 
munity. That  duty  being  legal  and  of  posi- 
tive  institution  is  to  be  carried  no  farther 
than  the  express  provisions  of  the  poor 
laws."  North  Whitehall  Twp.  v.  South 
Whitehall  Twp.  3  Serg.  &  R.  117. 

The  only  statutory  provision  authorizing 
the  relief  of  the  transient  poor  is  found  in 
§  2226  of  the  Code:  "A  person  coming 
from  another  state,  and  not  having  become 
a  citizen  of,  nor  having  a  settlement  in,  the 
state,  applying  for  relief,  may  be  sent  to 
the  state  whence  he  came,  at  the  expense  of 
the  county,  under  an  order  of  the  district 
court  or  judge;  otherwise,  he  is  to  be  tem- 
porarily relieved  in  the  county  where  he  ap- 
plies." The  manner  of  relief  is  prescribed 
in  §  2230 :  "The  township  trustees  of  each 
township,  subject  to  general  rules  that  may 
be  adopted  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
shall  provide  for  the  relief  of  such  poor  per- 
sons in  their  respective  townships  as  should 
not,  in  their  judgment,  be  sent  to  the  coun- 
ty poorhouse.  But  where  a  city  is  em- 
braced, in  whole  or  in  part,  within  the 
limits  of  any  township,  the  board  of  super- 
visors may  appoint  an  overseer  of  the  poor, 
who  shall  have  within  said  city  or  part 
thereof,  all  the  powers  and  duties  conferred 
by  this  chapter  on  the  township  trustees. 
The  relief  may  be  either  in  the  form  of 
food,  rent,  or  clothing,  fuel  and  lights,  medi- 
cal attendance,  or  in  money,  and  shall  not 
exceed  $2  per  week  for  each  person  for 
whom  relief  is  thus  furnished,  exclusive  of 
medical  attendance."  All  moneys  expended 
are  to  be  paid  out  of  the  county  treasury 
(§  2232,  Code),  and  "when  relief  is  granted 
by  a  county  to  a  poor  person  having  a  set- 
tlement in  another  county"  recovery  may 
be  had  of  the  latter  for  the  reasonable  ex- 
penses so  incurred.  Section  2228,  Code. 
But  reimbursement  for  aid  extended  to  a 
transient  pauper  is  not  directed,  and,  if 
plaintiff  is  entitled  thereto,  this  must  be 
owing  to  an  implied  promise  on  the  part 
of  Boone  county  to  repay  Cerro  Gordo  coun- 
ty. Cases  may  be  found  where  an  individ- 
ual who  has  furnished  the  necessities  of 
life  to  a  pauper,  after  a  municipality  has 
omitted  to  discharge  such  duty,  has  been 
permitted  to  recover  the  value  thereof,  but 
in  most  of  these  this  was  contemplated  by 
the  statute  authorizing  the  relief. 

Our  statutes  direct  by  what  officers  relief 
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shall  be  furnished,  and  there  is  no  ground 
for  charging  the  county,  unless  it  is  sup- 
plied by  these,  or  at  their  instance.  Beet- 
liam  V.  Lincoln,  16  Me.  137;  Hamilton 
(^ounty  V.  Meyers,  23  Neb.  718,  37  N.  W. 
623;  Copple  V.  Davie  County,  138  N.  C. 
127,  60  8.  E.  674;  Cantrell  v.  Clark  County, 
47  Ark.  239,  1  S.  W.  200;  Kittredge  v.  New- 
bury, 14  Mass.  448;  Gourley  v.  Allen,  5 
Cow.  644.  See  note  to  Sheridan  County  v. 
Denebrink,  9  L.RA.(N.S.)  1234;  Patrick  v. 
Baldwin,  109  Wis.  342,  63  L.R.A.  613,  So 
X.  W.  274;  North  Whitehall  Twp.  v.  South 
Whitehall  Twp.  3  Serg.  k  R.  117.  As  well 
»aid  in  Patrick  v.  Baldwin,  supra :  "While 
an  implied  contract  is  sufficient,  as  indi- 
cated, it  must  be  established,  if  one  en- 
deavors to  recover  upon  it,  the  same  as  any 
other  implied  contract.  The  statute  creates 
a  liability  to  relieve  destitute  persons,  but 
not  a  liability  to  individuals  who  may  vol- 
untarily perform  that  service.  It  empow- 
ers appropriate  agents  of  municipalities  to 
make  their  liability  eflFective  by  necessary 
contracts  to  that  end,  and  imposes  upon 
such  agents  the  duty  to  exercise  such  power. 
If  they  refuse  to  do  so,  they  are  doubtless 
amenable  in  some  way  for  such  miscon- 
<duct,  but  the  law  gives  no  private  person 
the  right  to  perfprm  the  duty  of  such  offi- 
cers. Otis  V.  Strafford,  10  N.  H.  352.  Per- 
formance of  that  duty  by  the  person  desig- 
nated by  law  is  absolutely  essential  to 
create  a  binding  obligation  upon  the  mu- 
nicipality to  compensate  one  for  relieving  a 
poor  person,  legally  entitled  to  relief  at  its 
expense.  .  .  .  There  is  no  more  reason 
for  holding  that  a  person  may  aid  a  pauper, 
upon  the  supervisors  of  the  town  in  which 
such  pauper  has  a  legal  settlement  neglect- 
ing their  duty,  and  hold  such  town  liable 
therefor,  than  for  holding  that  one  may  re- 
pair the  highways  of  a  town,  because  its 
supervisors  neglect  their  duty  in  that  re- 
spect, and  recover  of  such  town  therefor. 
The  duty  of  the  municipality  in  both  cases 
is  regulated  by  statute,  and  in  neither  case 
can  it  be  bound  to  a  private  person  for  serv- 
ices rendered,  except  by  contract  made  as 
contemplated  by  law." 

The  cases  holding  to  the  contrary  seem  to 
overlook  the  circumstance  that  the  relief  is 
purely  statutory' $  that  the  duty  to  extend 
relief  i's  expressed  in  general  terms,  leav- 
ing the  occasion,  method,  and  extent  of  re- 
lief to  the  judgment  and  discretion  of  the 
local  officers;  and  therefore,  to  create  a 
binding  pecuniary  obligation,  there  must  be 
:a  contract  to  that  effect,  or  services  must 
have  been  rendered  at  the  request  of  officers 
authorized  to  enter  into  the  agreement. 
See  Seagraves  v.  Alton,  13  111.  300;  Ogden 
<'ity  V.  Weber  County,  26  Utah.  12J),  72  Pac. 
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I  433;  Shreve  v.  Budd,  7  >\  J.  L.  431;  Gin 
cinnati  Twp.  v.  Ogden,  5  Ohio,  23. 

Doubtless  some  provision  for  emergencies 
exacting  quick  action  should  be  made,  but 
that  is  a  matter  for  the  legislature,  and  not 
the  courts.  It  is  not  pretended  that  any- 
thing was  done  for  Wood  at  the  instance  of 
the  officers  of  Boone  county,  so  that  a 
promise  to  pay  is  not  to  be  implied.  Un- 
doubtedly Boone  county  should  have  given 
him  proper  medical  treatment.  Brock  v. 
Jones  County,  145  Iowa,  397,  124  N.  W. 
209;  Taylor  v.  Shenango,  114  Pa.  394,  6  Atl. 
476.  He  there  became  helpless  and  a  fit 
subject  for  relief.  The  duty  to  extend  it 
was  then  immediately  cast  upon  the  defend- 
ant. But  from  its  failure  or  refusal  to  re- 
spond, as  both  the  law  and  the  dictates  of 
humanity  required,  an  obligation  to  pay  an- 
other individual  or  county  is  not  to  be  in- 
ferred. Public  charity  is  bestowed  in  this 
state  as  a  duty,  rather  than  as  a  corporate 
obligation,  and  therefore  the  extent  of  re- 
lief, as  well  as  its  character,  is  left  to  the 
discretion  and  judgment  of  the  officers 
charged  with  the  care  of  the  helpless.  Such 
officers  may  not  delegate  that  duty  to  others 
(Sloan  V.  Webster  County,  61  Iowa,  738,  17 
N.  W.  168) ;  and,  as  seen,  because  of  their 
omission  thereof,  succor  may  not  be  given 
by  another,  not  at  their  instance,  at  the 
public  expense.  That  the  officers  of  Boone 
county  may  have  been  neglectful  of  the  diro 
needs  of  VVood,  who  had  never  before  asked 
alms,  did  not  charge  it  with  the  expense  in- 
curred by  an  individual  or  another  county 
in  giving  him  the  care  and  treatment  his 
condition  required.  Nor  can  the  circum- 
stance that  its  officers  gave  him  a  ticket  to 
Nevada  be  construed  as  a  request  to  Cerro 
Gordo  county  to  furnish  relief. 

By  casting  the  unfortunate  adrift,  they 
avoided  a  manifest  duty;  and,  though  this 
may  have  resulted  in  putting  the  burden 
on  another  county,  it  cannot  be  said  to  have 
been  assumed  at  the  request  of  the  officers 
of  Boone  county.  The  cause  differs  from 
those  relied  on  by  appellant.  In  Pittstown 
V.  Plattsburgh,  16  Johns,  436,  the  defend- 
ants procured  an  order  of  court,  transfer- 
ring a  transient  pauper  to  Pittstown,  and, 
as  a  consequence,  he  was  maintained  by  the 
overseers  thereof.  Subsequently  the  order 
was  quashed,  and  the  court  held  that  re- 
covery could  be  had  against  the  overseers 
procuring  the  order,  on  the  principle  "that 
a  burden  has  unjustly  been  thrown  upon 
Pittstown  by  the  procurement  of  the  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  Plattsburgh;  that,  the 
pauper  having  no  legal  settlement  in  this 
state,  it  was  their  duty  to  have  exonerated 
Pittstown  from  the  burden  they  had  cast  on 
them.'* 

In  Sheldon  v.  Fairfax,  21  Vt.  102,  several 
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towns  joined  in  maintaining  a  poor  farm 
within  the  limits  of  Sheldon;  each  agree- 
ing to  pay  its  share  of  the  expense.  In 
1837,  the  town  of  Fairfax  sent  a  foreign 
pauper  and  family  in  need  of  relief  there, 
and  they,  or  a  part  of  them,  were  cared  for 
at  the  poor  farm  until  the  termination  of 
the  arrangement  in  April,  1846.  The  town 
of  Fairfax  failed  to  remove  them,  and  re- 
fused to  pay  the  expense  of  their  care,  but 
the  court  held  it  liable,  saying:  "The  duty 
of  the  town  of  Fairfax  to  take  the  pauper 
away  when  the  temporary  purpose  for  which 
he  was  sent  was  accomplished  is  necessarily 
implied  from  the  contract  between  the  two 
towns;  and  the  town  of  Sheldon,  having 
suffered  injury  by  the  breach  of  that  duty, 
is  entitled  to  compensation.  I  apprehend 
there  is  no  doubt  but  that,  upon  acknowl- 
edged legal  principles,  the  plaintiff's  claim 
is  well  sustained.  It  rests  on  the  common 
doctrine  that,  when  one  party  sustains  an 
injury  by  the  culpable  misconduct  or  negli- 
gence of  another,  the  party  injured  may  re- 
cover compensation  for  it  by  an  action  on 
the  case."  There  is  nothing  in  the  record 
to  bring  the  case  within  the  principle  recog- 
nized in  either  of  these  decisions.  The  of- 
ficers of  defendant  did  no  more  than  neglect 
and  omit  to  perform  the  statutory  duty  im- 
posed, and,  nothing  having  been  done  by  de- 
fendant at  their  instance  or  request,  the 
court  rightly  held  that  there  could  be  no 
recovery. 
Affirmed. 

Sherwln,  Ch.  J.,  took  no  part. 


IOWA  supreme:  court. 

WILLIAM  B.  WOOD,  Appt., 

V. 

BOONE  COUNTY  et  al. 
(—  Iowa  — ,  133  N.  W.  377.) 

Poor  *  failure  to  relieve  —  liability. 

Neither  a  county  nor  its  overseer  of  poor 
is  liable  for  the  loss  by  a  transient  pauper 
of  bis  feet  because  it  failed  to  give  him 


proper  attention  when  be  came  into  its 
borders  with  frozen  feet,  although  the  stat- 
ute requires  relief  to  be  furnished  under 
such  circumstances,  at  least  if  the  overseer 
did  not  know  that  it  was  dangerous  to  send 
a  pauper  on  his  way,  as  he  was  empowered 
by  statute  to  do,  without  relief. 

(November  20,   1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Story  County  in 
defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  failure  of  defendants 
to  furnish  proper  relief  to  plaintiff.  Af- 
firmed. 

Statement  by  Deemer,  J.: 

Action  at  law  to  recover  damages  due  to 
defendant's  failure  to  furnish  plaintiff,  who 
was  a  transient  poor  person,  proper  relief. 
X>efendant  Keigley  was  a  member  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  defendant  county 
and  overseer  of  the  poor  of  that  county.  At 
the  close  of  plaintiff's  testimony,  the  trial 
court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defendants 
and  plaintiff  appeals. 

Messrs.  Fitchpatrick  &  McCall  and 
Robert  M.  Witwer  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  E.  H.  Addisop  and  Harpel  & 
Cederquist,  for  appellees: 

The  duty  of  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  as 
a  foreign  pauper  is  prescribed  by  statute 
under  the  title  of  the  "Police  Power  of  the 
State,"  and  it  is  governmental,  discretion- 
ary, and  quasi  judicial,  and  does  not  ex- 
tend beyond  the  granting  of  temporary  re- 
lief. 

3  Abbott,  Mun.  Corp.  §§  954-957,  969, 
1095,  1096,  11  Cyc.  498,  499;  Beeks  v.  Dick- 
inson County,  131  Iowa,  245,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  831, 'l08  N.  W.  311,  9  Ann.  Cas. 
812;  McFadden  v.  Jewell,  119  Iowa,  324, 
60  L.R.A.  401,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  321,  93  N. 
W.  302;  6  Thomp.  Neg.  846,  857. 

A  county  is  not  liable  in  damages  for 
negligence  of  its  board  of  supervisors  or 
other  officers,  and,  as  it  must  act  through 
its  agents,  such  agents  are  not  liable  where 
the  principal  is  not. 

Nutt  V.  Mills  County,  61  Iowa,  754,  16 


Note.  *  Liability  to  poor  person  for  faiU 
ure  to  furnish,  or  negligence  in  fur- 
nisMngf  relief. 

There  is  a  dictum  in  Flower  v.  Allen,  6 
Cow.  654,  that  if  the  overseers  of  the  poor 
wholly  neglect  their  duty  in  providing  for 
a  pauper,  he  may,  under  some  circum- 
stances, maintain  an  action  for  the  injury 
sustained  bv  such  neglect. 

In  Merrill  v.  Bassett,  97  Me.  501,  54  Atl. 
1102,  it  was  held  that  tlie  liability  of  one 
employed  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  to  re- 
move a  sick  person  from  one  town  to  an- 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


other,  under  the  pauper  law,  did  not  de- 
pend upon  whether  as  a  matter  of  fact  the 
plaintiff  was  in  a  fit  physical  condition  to 
be  moved,  but  upon  whether,  in  moving  the 
plaintiff,  he  acted  as  a  reasonably  prudent 
and  careful  person  would  under  like  cir- 
cumstances have  done,  by  making  proper 
inquiry  as  to  whether  the  plaintiff  was  in 
a  suitable  physical  condition,  by  selecting 
a  day  affording  proper  weather  conditions, 
and  by  furnishing  the  poor  person  with 
suitable  wearing  apparel  to  protect  her, 
considering  her  condition,  from  the  weath- 
er, and  a  conveyance  to  and  from  the  train 
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N.  W.  536;  Lindley  v.  Polk  County,  84 
Iowa,  308,  60  N.  W.  975;  Dashner  v.  Mills 
County,  88  Iowa,  401,  65  N.  W.  468;  Green 
▼.  Harrison  County,  61  Iowa,  311,  16  N. 
W.  130;  Kincaid  v.  Hardin  County,  53 
Iowa,  430,  36  Am.  Rep.  236,  6  N.  W.  689; 
Packard  v.  Voltz,  94  Iowa,  277,  68  Am.  St. 
Rep.  396,  62  N.  W.  757;  Wenek  v.  Carroll 
County,  140  Iowa,  658,  118  N.  W.  900; 
Ford  V.  Park  Comrs.  148  Iowa,  1,  126  N. 
W,  1031,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  940;  Wilson  v. 
Wapello  County,  129  Iowa,  77,  105  N.  W. 
363,  6  Ann.  Cas.  958. 

Deemer,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  being  no  legal  obligation  at  com- 
mon law  upon  a  county  or  any  of  the  in- 
strumentalities of  government  to  furnish 
relief  to  the  poor,  plaintiff's  action,  if  he 
haa  any,  must  be  bottomed  upon  some  stat- 
ute of  the  state  entitling  him  to  relief. 
Cooledge  v.  Mahaska  County,  24  Iowa,  211. 
His  counsel  think  they  find  such  duty  in 
§§  2225  and  2230  of  the  Code,  reading  as 
follows : 

"A  person  coming  from  another  state, 
and  not  having  become  a  citizen  of,*nor  hav- 
ing a  settlement  in,  the  state,  applying  for 
relief,  may  be  sent  to  the  state  whence  he 
<sime,  at  the  expense  of  the  county,  under 
an  order  of  the  district  court  or  judge; 
otherwise  he  is  to  be  temporarily  relieved 
in  the  county  where  he  applies.''  Code, 
§  2225. 

"The  township  trustees  of  each  township, 
subject  to  general  rules  that  may  be  adopted 
by  the  board  of  supervisors,  shall  provide 
for  the  relief  of  such  poor  persons  in  their 


respective  townships  as  should  not,  in  their 
judgment,  be  sent  to  the  county  poor-house. 
But  where  a  city  is  embraced,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  within  the  limits  of  any  township, 
the  board  of  supervisors  may  appoint  an 
overseer  of  the  poor,  who  shall  have  within 
said  city,  or  part  thereof,  all  the  powers 
and  duties  conferred  by  this  chapter  on  the 
township  trustees.  The  relief  may  be  either 
in  the  form  of  food,  rent,  or  clothing,  fuel 
and  lights,  medical  attendance,  or  in  money, 
and  shall  not  exceed  $2  per  week  for  each 
person  for  whom  relief  is  thus  furnished, 
exclusive  of  medical  attendance.  They  may 
require  any  able-bodied  person  to  labor 
faithfully  on  the  streets  or  highways  at  the 
rate  of  5  cents  per  hour  in  payment  for,  and 
as  a  condition  of,  granting  relief;  said  labor 
shall  be  performed  under  the  direction  of 
the  officers  having  charge  of  working  streets 
and  highways.  When  medical  services  are 
rendered  by  order  of  the  trustees  or  over- 
seers of  the  poor,  no  more  shall  be  charged 
or  paid  therefor  than  is  usually  charged  for 
like  services  in  the  neighborhood  where 
such  services  are  rendered.  No  supervisor, 
trustee,  or  overseer  shall  be  directly  or  in- 
directly interested  in  any  supplies  fur- 
nished the  poor."    Code,  §  2230. 

"The  poor  must  make  application  for  re- 
lief to  the  trustees  of  the  township  where 
they  may  be,  and  if  the  trustees  are  satis- 
fied that  the  applicant  is  in  such  a  state  of 
want  as  requires  relief  at  the  public  ex- 
pense, they  may  afford  such  relief,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  board  of  supervisors, 
as  the  necessities  of  the  person  require,  and 
shall  report  the  case  forthwith  to  the  board 
of  supervisors,  who  may  continue  or  deny 


in  a  careful  and  prudent  manner;  and  that 
he  had  discharged  his  duty  by  inquiring  of 
plaintiff's  attending  physician  as  to  wheth- 
er her  condition  was  such  that  she  might  be 
moved,  and,  receiving  an  affirmative  answer, 
by  selecting  a  day  which  was  an  average 
warm  one  for  the  time  of  year,  and  by  fur- 
nishing such  clothing  as  the  plaintiff  said 
she  needed  to  keep  her  comfortable. 

In  Meier  v.'Paulus,  70  Wis.  165,  35  N. 
W.  301,  an  action  against  the  keeper  of  the 
county  poor  farm,  to  recover  damages  for 
his  neglect  in  not  properly  watching  and 
caring  for  the  plaintiff  while  he  was  in  his 
charge,  being  then  sick  with  pneumonia  and 
temporarily  deranged,  it  was  held  that,  even 
though  the  plaintiff  was  brought  to  the 
poor  farm  without  any  authority  from  the 
proper  officers  of  the  county,  and  though 
the  defendant  was  not  required  by  law  to 
receive  the  plaintiff  into  the  poorhouse,  or 
to  take  care  of  him  there,  yet,  having  re- 
ceived him  into  his  house,  and  having  un- 
dertaken to  take  care  of  him,  he  would 
be  liable  for  neglect  to  give  him  proper 
eare;  and  that  where  there  was  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  he  knew  of  the  na- 
^^  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ture  of  the  plaintiff's  disease,  that  he  was 
not  permanently  insane,  that  the  effects  of 
the  disease  under  which  he  was  laboring 
rendered  him  for  the  time  wholly  incompe- 
tent to  take  care  of  hiitiself,  that  he  knew 
that  in  his  delirium  he  was  inclined  to  leave 
the  house,  that  he  knew  that  he  had  left  the 
house  the  first  night  he  was  in  his  custody, 
and  that  about  2  o'clock  A.  M.  on  the  sec- 
ond night  he  knew  that  the  plaintiff  had 
left  the  house  again  dressed  only  in  his 
shirt  and  pantaloons,  and  with  nothing  but 
stockings  on  his  feet,  that  the  weather  was 
very  cold  and  the  snow  deep,  and  that  the 
probabilities  of  his  being  injured  by  his 
exposure  were  very  great,  that  neverthe- 
less, he  made  no  attempt  to  rescue  him 
from  this  dangerous  situation,  nor  did  he 
request  or  direct  any  person  under  his 
control  to  make  any  attempt  to  rescue  him, 
the  court  could  not  say  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  defendant  had  neglected  his  duty. 
As  to  liability  of  public  for  relief  furnished 
by  others  to  poor  persons,  see  note  to  Cerro 
Gordo  County  v.  Boone  County,  ante,  161. 

E.  S.  O. 
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relief,  as  they  find  cause.  The  board  of 
supervisors  may  examine  into  all  claims,  in- 
cluding claims  for  medical  attendance,  al- 
lowed by  the  township  trustees  for  the  sup- 
port of  the  poor,  and,  if  they  find  the 
amount  allowed  by  said  trustees  to  be  un- 
reasonable, exorbitant,  or  for  any  goods  or 
services  other  than  the  necessaries  of  life, 
they  may  reject  or  diminish  the  claim,  as 
in  their  judgment  would  be  right  and  just; 
and  this  act  shall  apply  to  all  counties  in 
the  state,  whether  there  are  poorhouses 
established  in  the  same  or  not.  This  act 
shall  apply  to  acts  of  overseers  of  poor  in 
cities  as  well  as  to  township  trustees." 
Code,  §  2234. 

In  addition  to  these  sections,  we  quote 
the  following  as  having  8on)e  bearing  upon 
the  case: 

^'Persons  coming  into  the  state,  or  going 
from  one  county  to  another,  who  are  county 
charges,  or  are  likely  to  become  such,  may 
be  prevented  from  acquiring  a  settlement  by 
the  authorities  of  the  county,  township,  or 
city  in  which  such  persons  are  found,  warn- 
ing them  to  depart  therefrom.  After  such 
warning,  such  persons  cannot' acquire  a  set- 
tlement except  by  the  requisite  residence  of 
one  year  without  further  warning."  Code, 
§  2226. 

"Such  warning  shall  be  in  writing,  and 
may  be  served  upon  the  order  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  township,  or  of  the  board  of 
supervisors,  by  any  person ;  and  such  person 
shall  make  a  return  of  his  doings  thereon  to 
the  board  of  supervisors,  which,  if  not  made 
by  a  sworn  officer,  must  be  verified  by  affi- 
davit."   Code,  §  2227. 

"The  trustees  in  each  township,  in  coun- 
ties where  there  is  no  poorhouse,  have 
the  oversight  and  care  of  all  poor  persons 
in  their  township,  and  shall  see  that  they 
receive  proper  care  until  provided  for  by 
the  board  of  supervisors."    Code,  §  2233. 

"All  claims  and  bills  for  the  care  and 
support  of  the  poor  shall  be  certified  to  be 
correct  by  the  proper  trustees,  and  pre- 
sented to  the  board  of  supervisors,  and,  if 
they  are  satisfied  that  they  are  reasonable 
and  proper,  they  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
county  treasury.  In  no  case  shall  a  trus- 
tee, or  either  of  the  trustees,  nor  overseer 
of  the  poor,  draw  an  order  upon  himself,  or 
upon  either  of  the  board,  for  supplies  for 
the  poor,  except  such  trustees  or  overseer 
has  a  contract  to  furnish  such  supplies." 
Code,  §  2235. 

"The  board  of  supervisors  may  make  con- 
tracts with  the  lowest  responsible  bidder  for 
furnishing  any  or  all  supplies,  medical  at- 
tendance or  services  required  for  the  poor, 
for  a  term  not  exceeding  one  year,  or  it 
may  enter  into  a  contract  with  the  low- 
est responsible  bidder,  through  proposals 
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opened  and  examined  at  a  regular  session 
of  the  board,  for  the  support  of  any  or  all 
the  poor  of  the  county  for  one  year  at  a 
time,  and  may  make  all  requisite  orders 
to  that  efi'ect,  and  shall  require  all  such  con- 
tractors to  give  bonds  in  such  sum  as  it 
believes  sufficient  to  secure  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  the  same."    Code,  §  2238. 

**Thc  word  *poor*  and  *poor  person*  as 
used  in  this  chapter  shall  be  construed  to 
mean  those  who  have  no  property,  exempt 
or  otherwise,  and  are  unable,  because  of 
physical  or  mental  disabilities,  to  earn  a' 
living  by  labor;  but  this  section  shall  not 
be  construed  to  forbid  aid  to  needy  persons 
who  have  some  means,  when  the  board  shall 
be  of  opinion  that  the  same  will  be  con- 
ducive to  their  welfare  and  the  best  inter- 
ests of  the  public."    Code,  §  2252. 

Now,  the  charge  in  the  petition  is,  in 
substance,  that  plaintiff  was  a  foreign  pau- 
per; that  he  came  into  defendant  county 
about  January  25,  1908,  with  badly  frozen 
feet,  which  needed  medical  attention;  that 
defendant  Keigley  was  a  member  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  defendant  county, 
and  a  committee  on  and  the  overseer  of  thp 
poor;  that  plaintiff  made  application  to  the 
defendant  through  its  proper  officers  for  re- 
lief, and  that  defendant  undertook  to  fur- 
nish him  some  relief,  but  that,  after  under- 
taking the  same,  it  negligently,  wrongfully, 
and  unlawfully  withheld  adequate  or  proper 
treatment,  and  on  the  27th  day  of  January 
"expelled  plaintiff  from  Boone  county,"  sub- 
jecting him  to  exposure,  and  depriving  him 
of  proper  care  until  he  reached  Cerro  Gordo 
county,  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  where 
he  was  received  and  taken  care  of  by  the 
proper  county  authorities.  He  claims  that, 
by  reason  of  the  negligent  and  wrongful 
conduct  of  the  defendant  county  and  its 
agent  Keigley,  he  lost  both  feet,  and  suf- 
fered great  mental  and  bodily  pain.  The 
testimony  shows  that  plaintiff  arrived  in 
the  city  of  Boone  at  the  time  alleged;  that 
his  feet  were  frozen;  that  he  went  to  the 
police  station  in  Boone,  and  asked  the  chief 
of  police  where  he  could  find  a  doctor.  To 
this  the  chief  responded  that  he  would  see. 
The  mayor  of  the  city  was  also  present,  and, 
after  some  cross-examination  of  plaintiff  by 
these  officials,  plaintiff  said  to  them  that 
he  was  short  of  money  and  needed  a  doctor. 
The  police  officer  told  plaintiff  he  would 
give  him  a  night's  lodging,  and  according- 
ly housed  him  in  the  police  station  during 
the  night.  When  plaintiff  arose  in  the 
morning,  he  made  inquiry  as  to  the  doctor, 
and  the  chief  of  police  said  he  would  see 
about  it.  About  11  a.  m.  plaintiff  was  taken 
to  the  office  of  the  county  physician,  and 
there  examined  and  given  some  treatment. 
The  doctor  then  said  to  him  that  he  would 
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have  to  get  him  into  a  hospital.  After 
plaintiff's  return  to  the  police  station  after 
seeing  the  doctor,  h^  first  met  defendant 
Keigley,  and  he  testified  to  the  following 
conversation  with  him,  Keigley:  *'He  told 
me  that  the  doctor  said  for  me  to  keep  my 
feet  warm.  He  placed  a  chair  for  me  to  put 
my  feet  on  near  the  radiator,  and  I  made 
the  remark  to  Keigley  that  the  doctor  said 
he  would  get  me  in  the  hospital,  ^fr.  Keig- 
ley said,  'Did  he  say  that?'  and  turned,  and 
went  out  of  the  station."  The  doctor  saw 
plaintiff  on  Sunday  morning,  and  on  Mon- 
day morning  he  again  visited  plaintiff,  at 
his,  plaintiff's,  request,  in  company  with  de- 
fendant Keigley  and  the  chief  of  police. 
The  doctor  dressed  plaintiff's  feet  in  the 
presence  of  the  others,  and  remarked  that 
they  were  looking  good.  At  this  time  the 
doctor  asked  plaintiff  where  he  lived,  and 
was  informed  that  he  used  to  live  in  Wis- 
consin. He  was  then  asked  if  he  wanted 
to  go  there,  and,  in  response,  said  that,  if 
be  had  the  means  to  go,  he  would  like  to. 
The  doctor  then  said  he  would  talk  with 
defendant  Keigley  about  it.  On  Monday 
afternoon  the  chief  of  police  came  to  plain- 
tiff, and  said,  "We  are  going  to  send  you 
away  on  the  5:30  train."  Making  no  pro- 
test, he  started  to  walk  to  the  depot,  but 
was  finally  taken  in  a  buggy  by  the  chief 
to  the  railway  depot,  and  given  a  ticket  to 
Nevada,  Story  county,  just  as  the  train 
was  about  to  start.  When  he  arrived  at 
Nevada,  the  following  occurred:  "Tlie  train 
reached  Nevada  about  6  o'clock,  where  I  got 
off.  A  busman  took  me  up  to  a  restaurant. 
I  got  some  supper  there.  After  supper  I 
walked  on  the  street  thinking  to  see  the 
marshal,  and,  not  seeing  him,  I  went  to  a 
livery  barn.  My  feet  were  very  painful  at 
this  time,  and  I  was  more  unwell  than  I 
was  in  the  afternoon.  At  the  livery  barn 
the  proprietor  permitted  me  to  sleep  in  the 
offioe.  The  next  morning  I  saw  Mr.  Corbin, 
the  marshal  .  .  .  the  livery  man  found 
him  for  me.  Mr.  Clinton  said  for  me 
to  stop  there,  and  he  would  go  and  build  a 
fire  at  the  city  hall,  and  that  I  could  then 
go  there  and  lie  down.  About  half  an  hour 
after  that  I  walked  over  to  the  city  hall. 
At  the  city  hall  that  morning,  Tuesday, 
about  9  o'clock,  Dr.  Chamberlain  came  to  see 
me.  My  feet  were  very  painful,  and  I  was 
getting  quite  sick.  The  doctor  dressed  my 
feet!  They  were  quite  dark  at  that  time. 
After  that  visit  I  did  not  walk  any  more. 
My  feet  had  got  so  painful  that  I  could  not. 
I  was  there  until  the  evening  train  went 
East.  Mr.  Corbin  bought  me  a  ticket  to 
Mason  City,  and  gave  me  money  to  go  from 
there  to  Wisconsin,  and  there  was  a  cot  anH 
comforter  brought  in  to  me.  The  train  left 
soon  after  6  o'clock  .  .  .  the  same  num- 
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her  I  came  on  from  Boone."  He  pursued 
his  journey  through  Marshal Itown,  and  was 
taken  off  the  train  at  Mason  City,  and  there 
given  attention  by  the  public  authorities. 

That  plaintiff  lost  his  feet  by  reason  of 
inadequate  and  untimely  treatment  a  jury 
may  well  have  found,  but  the  vital  and 
fundamental  question  in  the  case  is  the  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  county  and  the  mem- 
ber of  the  board  of  supervisors,  who  is  made 
a  joint  defendant. 

In  addition  to  what  has  already  been  set 
out,  the  following  is  the  only  testimony  of 
plaintiff  with  reference  to  defendant  Keig- 
ley's  connection  with  the  matter: 

I  told  Dr.  Ninims  I  used  to  live  in  Wis- 
consin, that  I  had  a  brother  there  that  I 
used  to  make  my  home  with,  but  he  was 
not  living  there. 

Q.  Mr.  Keigley  was  there? 

A.  Mr.  Keigley  and  Mr.  Jones.  Whether 
they  were  in  there  at  the  time  we  had  this 
conversation  I  don't  know. 

Q.  Didn't  you  tell  Dr.  Nimms  that  you 
wanted  to  go  to  your  relation  in  Wisconsin? 

A.  He  asked  me  if  I  wanted  to  go,  and  I 
said :  "If  I  had  the  ifaeans  to  go,  I  would  go." 
I  didn't  tell  him  I  wanted  to  go.  My  first 
talk  with  Mr.  Keigley  was  shortly  after 
seeing  the  doctor  the  first  time.  I  was 
sitting  on  a  chair  near  the  window  by  the 
radiator,  and  he  said,  "The  doctor  says  you 
must  keep  your  feet  warm,"  and  he  got  a 
chair  and  placed  it  there  for  my  feet. 

Q.  He  spoke  to  you  kindly? 

A.  Yes,  that  was  when  I  made  the  remark 
to  him  that  the  doctor  told  me  he  would 
get  me  into  a  hospital,  and  he  remarked, 
"Did  he  say  that?"  and  went  out. 

Q.  W^hat  did  you  say? 

A.  I  said,  "Yes,  sir,"  and  he  went  out.  Mr. 
Keigley  w^as  in  when  the  doctor  was  looking 
at  my  feet  the  next  day.  I  don't  call  to 
mind  that  he  made  any  remark  in  particu- 
.lar.  That  is  the  last  time  I  saw  Mr.  Keig- 
ley. 

However,  the  chief  of  police  said  that 
he  purchased  the  ticket  for  plaintiff  upon 
the  advice  of  Keigley,  and  that  he  was 
reimbursed  for  the  cost  thereof  by  Keigley, 
and  Keigley  presented  his  bill  to  the  board, 
and  it  was  allowed.  It  should  also  be  stat- 
ed in  this  connection  that  there  was  testi- 
mony tending  to  show  that  with  proper 
treatment  at  Boone  plaintiff's  feet  might 
have  been  saved.  Such  is  the  record  in  its 
most  favorable  aspect  for  plaintiff,  and  we 
have  to  inquire  whether  or  not  there  is  any 
legal  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
or  either  of  them.  It  is  argued  that  defend- 
ant Keigley  may  be  liable,  although  the  de- 
fendant county  may  not  be,  for  the  reason 
that  he  was  under  a  personal  duty  of  using 
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due  care, — a  care  commenBurate  with  the  | 
situation  in  which  he  found  the  plaintiff; 
Whatever  the  view  of  other  courts  upon 
this  proposition,  we  are  committed  to  the 
doctrine  that,  under  the  facts  here  disclosed, 
there  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of  Keigley, 
unless  the  county  be  held  responsible.  From 
Packard  v.  Voltz,  94  Iowa,  277,  58  Am.  St. 
Rep.  396,  62  N.  W.  767,  we  quote  as  follows, 
directly  applicable  to  the  facts  disclosed 
by  this  record:  "It  must  certainly  be  an 
anomalous  doctrine  that  would  exempt  the 
corporation  itself  from  liability  for  the  do- 
ing of  a  lawful  act  in  a  negligent  manner, 
upon  the  ground  of  its  compulsory  agency 
in  behalf  of  the  public  welfare,  and  at  the 
same  time  aflSx  liability  upon,  its  agent  for 
precisely  the  same  acts  done  under  express 
authority.  We  think  an  instance  of  such 
liability  is  not  to  be  found.  It  must  be  a 
reason  for  the  rule  of  exemption  on  the  part 
of  a  political  corporation  that  its  agency 
is  a  public  necessity,  and  it  seems  to  us 
that  the  same  law  that  would  give  it  ex- 
emption from  liability  for  negligence  would 
protect  from  liability  the  servant  through 
whom  only  the  corporation  can  discharge  its 
duty  to  the  public."  See  also  Beeks  v. 
Dickinson  County,  131  Iowa,  245,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.8.)  831,  108  N.  W.  311,  9  Ann.  Cas,  812. 

So  that  we  are  brought  at  last  to  the 
controlling  proposition:  Is  a  county  liable 
in  damages  for  failure  to  furnish  adequate 
and  timely  medical  aid  and  assistance  to  a 
foreign  pauper  who  may  transiently  be  with- 
in its  borders?  A  county  is  an  instrumen- 
tality of  government,  and  the  furnishing  of 
aid  to  the  poor  is  a  governmental  function. 
The  necessity  for  and  the  extent  of  such 
relief  is  largely,  if  not  wholly,  a  matter  of 
discretion,  and  is  quasi  judicial  in  charac- 
ter. The  relief  which  may  be  granted  a  for- 
eign pauper  is  temporary  in  character,  and 
such  persons  may  be  prevented  from  acquir- 
ing a  settlement  in  the  county  where  found. 
Before  one  is  entitled  to  relief  under  §  2234 
of  the  Code,  he  must  satisfy  the  overseer 
of  the  poor  within  a  city  that  he  is  in 
such  a  state  of  want  as  requires  relief  at 
public  expense,  and  even  then  this  section 
does  not  require  that  such  relief  be  fur- 
nished. Moreover,  not  only  the  overseer  of 
the  poor  must  be  so  satisfied,  but  the  board 
of  supervisors  are  also  to  look  into  the  mat- 
ter, and  inquire  as  to  the  necessities  of  the 
case. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that,  where  a  gov- 
ernmental duty  rests  upon  a  state  or  any  of 
its  instrumentalities,  there  is  absolute  im- 
munity in  respect  to  all  acts  or  agencies. 
Peeks  V.  Dickinson  County,  supra.  In  this 
case  it  is  said:  "In  so  far  as  a  municipality 
undertakes  the  duty  of  making  and  enfor- 
cing quarantine  regulations  and  other  laws 
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for  the  promotion  of  the  public  health,  it  is 
performing  governmental  functions,  and  its 
officers  are  not  agents  for  whose  action  or 
inaction  it  is  liable,  unless  such  liability  is 
imposed  by  its  charter  or  by  the  laws  of  the 
state  under  which  it  exists.  .  .  .  The 
remaining  question  is  whether  the  members 
of  the  local  board  of  health  are  individually 
liable  for  the  loss  of  the  plaintiff's  crops. 
The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  health 
officers  to  quarantine  against  all  infectious 
or  contagious  diseases  dangerous  to  the 
public,'  and  it  cannot  well  be  questioned 
that  the  defendants  were  acting  within  the 
scope  of  their  duty  as  such  officers,  and 
that  in  establishing  the  quarantine  they 
were  acting  in  a  quasi  judicial  character. 
They  were  vested  with  the  power  to  deter- 
mine whether  an  infectious  or  contagious 
disease  existed  in  the  appellant's  family, 
and,  if  found  to  exist,  their  duty  under  the 
statute  required  them  to  take  proper  steps 
to  prevent  its  spread,  and,  had  they  neglect- 
ed to  do  so,  they  would  have  been  culpable  in 
a  high  degree.  They  were  therefore  acting 
judicially,  and  it  is  the  general  rule  that 
officers  so  acting  are  not  liable  for  injuries 
which  may  result  from  such  acts  performed 
in  the  honest  exercise  of  their  judgment, 
however  erroneous  or  mistaken  the  action 
may  be,  provided  there  be  no  malice  or 
wrong  motive  present."  See  also  McFad- 
den  V.  Jewell,  119  Iowa,  324,  00  L.R.A.  401, 
97  Am.  St.  Rep.  321,  93  N.  W.  302:  As 
supporting  the  same  proposition,  see  Ogg  v. 
Lansing,  35  Iowa,  495,  14  Am.  Rep.  499; 
Kincaid  v.  Hardin  County,  53  Iowa,  431, 
36  Am.  Rep.  236,  5  N.  W.  589;  Calwell  v. 
Boone,  51  Iowa,  687,  33  Am.  Rep.  154,  2 
N.  W.  614;  Saunders  v.  Ft.  Madison,  111 
Iowa,  103,  82  N.  W.  428;  Lahner  v.  Wil- 
liams, 112  loWa,  428,  84  N.  W.  507;  Easter- 
ly V.  Irwin,  99  Iowa,  696,  68  N.  W.  919.  A 
great  number  of  cases  announcing  the  same 
rule  are  to  be  found  in  28  Cyc.  1305,  1306. 
Some  cases  seem  to  make  an  exception  where 
the  county  undertakes  to  furnish  relief, 
and  in  doing  so  negligently  fails  to  use  prop- 
er and  necessary  care.  Such  an  exception 
seems  to  be  made  in  Meier  v.  Paulus,  70 
Wis.  165,  35  N.  W.  301.  But  the  contrary 
rule  was  announced  in  Lexington  v.  Batson, 
118  Ky,  489,  81  S.  W.  264;  Twyman  v. 
Frankfort,  117  Ky.  518,  64  L.R.A.  572,  78 
S.  W.  446,  4  Ann.  Cas.  622;  Richmond  v. 
Long,  17  Gratt.  375,  94  Am.  Dec.  461. 

That  the  Wisconsin  court  did  not  intend 
to  depart  from  the  general  rule  is  manifest 
from  a  consideration  of  a  later  case  nv 
ported  in  92  Wis.  263,  65  N.  W.  1030.  under 
the  title  of  Kuehn  v.  Milwaukee.  Again,  in 
the  Meier  Case,  the  action  was  against  a 
county  poor  master  for  his  personal  neglect, 
and  it  is  clearly  stated  in  the  opinion  that 
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defendant  was  under  no  obligation  to  re- 
oeiye  an  insane  patient,  and  could  not  have 
been  beld  liable  for  failure  to  accept  him 
as  an  inmate  of  a  county  house,  but  that, 
having  received  him,  he  was  under  the  duty 
of  exercising  ordinary  care  for  his  safety. 
The  question  of  liability  for  failure  to  ex- 
ercise a  governmental  function  was*  neither 
discussed  nor  decided.  Conceding  arguendo 
that  the  defendant  Keigley  might  be  per- 
sonally liable  for  failure  to  exercise  due 
care  after  undertaking  to  grant  a  relief,  al- 
though the  county  itself  would  not  be  liable, 
this  liability  must  be  founded  upon  negli- 
gence, and  it  must  be  shown  that  he  under- 
took to  furnish  plaintiff  with  proper  treat- 
ment in  virtue  of  his  ofllce,  and  that  he 
either  wrongfully  or  negligently  failed  to 
perform  the  duty.  There  is  no  showing  that 
defendant  did  anything  more  than  see  the 
plaintiff  when  the  county  physician  was 
treating  him,  and  that  he  had  no  other  part 
in  securing  his  removal  from  the  county 
than  ratifying  what  the  chief  of  police  did 
by  reimbursing  him  the  amount  paid  for  the 
ticket.  It  is  very  doubtful  if  this  amounted 
to  anything  more  than  an  attempt  upon  the 
part  of  defendant  to  get  plaintiff  out  of 
the  county,  to  which  the  plaintiff  consented. 
But  the  greatest  obstacle  to  recovery  is  the 
fact  that  there  is  no  testimony  tending  to 
show  that  defendant  Keigley  knew  it  was 
dangerous  to  life  or  health  to  send  the 
plaintiff  away.  The  doctor  who  had  charge 
of  plaintiff  for  defendant  county  said,  in 
the  presence  of  both  plaintiff  and  Keigley, 
that  his,  plaintiff's,  feet  were  looking  good. 
After  that,  plaintiff  started  to  walk  to  the 
train,  and  was  picked  up  by  the  chief  of 
police  and  carried  there  in  a  buggy.  There 
is  a  lack  of  testimony  showing,  or  tending 
to  show,  that  defendant  Keigley  had  any 
knowledge  or  information  of  any  danger 
involved  in  moving  the  defendant  away  from 
the  county.  The  most  that  can  be  said  is 
that  the  defendant  wanted  to  rid  the  county 
of  the  expense  of  caring  for  plaintiff,  and 
that  he  was  seeking  to  avoid  furnishing  aid. 
Had  it  been  shown,  as  in  the  Wisconsin  case, 
that  defendant  Kei^^ley  knew  of  the  plain- 
tifl^s  condition,  and  that  he  was  likely  to 
suffer  great  injury  if  he  were  not  cared  for, 
there  might,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  rea- 
soning of  the  minority  of  the  courts,  be 
some  ground  of  liability.  But  the  record 
does  not  disclose  such  a  situation.  How- 
ever, we  are  committed  to  the  doctrine  of 
absolute  immunity  in  the  performance  of 
this  governmental  function,  to  both  the 
county  and  its  officials,  and,  if  we  are  to 
adhere  to  this  rule  so  many  times  an- 
nounced, the  other  proposition  need  not  be 
considered. 

We  cannot  close,  however,  without  sug- 
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gesting  that  the  practice  of  shifting  foreign 
paupers  from  one  county  to  another  does 
not  meet  with  our  approval,  and  such  a 
policy,  as  said  in  Mansfield  v.  Sac  County^ 
60  Iowa,  14,  14  N.  W.  73,  is  a  disgrace  to 
our  civilization. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment  must 
be  and  it  is  affirmed. 


MASSACHUSETTS    SUPREBIE    JUDI- 
CIAL COURT. 

GREENFIELD   SAVINGS   BANK,  by  Ar- 
thur B.  Chapin,  Bank  Commissioner, 

V. 

ROBERT  ABERCROMBIE  et  aL 

(211  Mass.  252,  97  N.  E.  897.) 

Savings  banks  —  loss  of  funds  »  per- 
sonal liability  of  trustees. 

1.  Salaried  trustees  of  a  savings  bank  are 
personally  liable  for  loss  of  its  funds  which 
they  lend  in  excess  of  the  statutory  limit 
for  the  security  furnished  if,  by  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  they  ouglit 
to  have  known  that  they  were  exceeding  the 
limit. 

Pleading  —  bill  against  savings-bank 
trustees  —  allegations  of  Interest. 

2.  Allegations  that  loans  were  made  to 
assist  transactions  in  which  defendants  were 
interested,  and  that  they  received  considera- 
tions for  making  them,  are  proper  in  a  bill 
seeking  to  hold  savings-bank  trustees  per- 
sonally liable  for  losses  of  funds  through 
loans  made  by  them. 

Savings  banks  —  loans  —  statutory  re- 
quirements. 

3.  Statutory  requirements  that,  in  lend- 
ing money  by  a  savings  bank,  only  first 
mortgages  shall  be  taken,  after  report  on 
the  value  of  the  propertv,  and  that  all  ap- 
plications for  loans  shall  be  in  writing,  are 
mandatory,  and  trustees  will  be  personally 

Note. '•' Liahility   of  hanic  directors  in 
case  of  had  loans  or  investments. 

The  early  decisions  on  this  subject  are 
collected  in  a  note  appended  to  Bos  worth  v. 
Allen,  55  L.R.A.  751,  covering  the  general 
subject  of  the  liability  of  the  directors  of 
a  corporation. 

As  to  liability  of  bank  directors  for  de- 
fault or  negligence  of  cashier,  see  note  to 
Mason  v.  Moore,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)   597. 

As  to  liability  of  bank  director  for  breach 
of  duty  as  such  when  he  acts  for  himself 
or  for  a  third  person  in  the  transaction, 
seejiote  to  Hicks  v.  Steel,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
279. 

On  the  general  question  as  to  jurisdic- 
tion of  equity  over  suits  by  a  corporation 
or  its  representative  to  hold  the  oirectors 
or  officers  liable  for  the  loHses  of  such  cor- 
poration occasioned  by  the  fraud,  bad  faith. 
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responsible   for  money   lost   through   loans 
made  without  observing  these  requirements. 

game  —  failure  to  observe  by- laws  — 
effect. 

4.  Trustees  of  a  savings  bank  are  person- 
ally liable  for  money  lost  through  loans 
made  without  observing  the  limitations  im- 
posed by  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  the  in- 
stitution.    • 

liimitation  of  actions  *  losses  by  sav- 
ings-bank trustees  —  discovery  by 
bank. 

6.  The  statute  of  limitations  does  not  be- 
gin  to  run  against  liability  of  trustees  of  a 
savings  bank  for  money  lost  through  loans 
made  by  them  in  contravention  of  statute 


and  the  rules  of  the  institution,  until  the 
facts  are  learned  by  the  institution. 

(February  29,  1912.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  for  Fairfield  County  for  the  opin- 
ion of  the  full  bench  of  a  demurrer  to  a  bill 
filed  to  hold  defendants  liable  for  losses  on 
certain  specified  loans  of  the  plaintiff 
bank's  money,  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
defendants  on  certain  described  parcels  of 
real  estate,  in  violation  of  statute  and  the 
rules  of  the  plaintiff  bank.  Demurrer  over- 
ruled. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


or  negligence  'of  such  officers,  see  note  to 
Emerson   v.   Gaither,   8   L.R.A.(X.S.)    738. 

As  shown  in  the  early  note,  bank  direct- 
ors are  bound  to  possess  ordinary  skill  and 
capacity,  and  to  exercise  reasonable  care 
and  diligence  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  them.  To  the  same  effect  is 
Rankin  v.  Cooper,  149  Fed.  1010. 

Some  cases  announce  the  rule  that  a  bank 
director  is  required  to  exercise  such  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  as  a  reasonably  pru- 
dent man  would  exercise  under  like  circum- 
stances (Stone  V.  Rottman,  183  Mo.  573, 
82  S.  W.  76;  Rankin  v.  Cooper,  supra)  ; 
while  other  cases  have  held  that  a  bank 
director  is  required  to  exercise  such  a  de- 
gree of  care,  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
would  exercise  in  his  own  affairs  (Hanna 
V.  Lyon,  179  N.  Y.  107,  71  N.  E.  778; 
Kavanaugh  v.  Commonwealth  Trust  Co.  04 
Misc.  303,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Hanna  v. 
People's  Nat.  Bank,  35  Misc.  517,  71  N.  Y. 
Supp.*1070;  Kavanaugh  v.  Gould,  131  N.  Y. 
Supp.  1069). 

And  it  has  been  said  that  the  degree  of 
care  required  further  depends  upon  the  sub- 
ject to  which  it  is  to  be  applied,  and  each 
case  must  be  determined  in  view  of  all  the 
circumstances;  that  if  nothing  has  come  to 
the  knowledge  to  awaken  suspicion  that 
something  is  going  wrong,  ordinary  atten- 
tion to  the  affairs  of  the  institution  is  suffi- 
cient; but  if ,  on  the  other  hand,  directors 
know,  or,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care, 
should  have  known,  any  facts  which  would 
awaken  suspicion  and  put  a  prudent  man 
on  his  guard,  then  a  degree  of  care  com- 
mensurate with  the  evil  to  be  avoided  is 
required,  and  a  want  of  that  care  makes 
inem  responsible.   Rankin  v.  Cooper,  supra. 

In  Stone  v.  Rottman,  183  Mo.  552,  82  S. 
W.  76,  it  is  pointed  out  that  there  is  a 
marked  difference  between  the  duty  which 
the  directors  of  a  bank  owe  to  the  bank  and 
that  which  they  owe  to  strangers  or  credit- 
ors; that,  aside  from  statutory  liability, 
bank  directors  are  not  liable  to  creditors 
and  depositors  for  mere  nonfeasance,  though 
they  are  liable  to  the  bank  or  to  its  as- 
signee or  received  for  losses  resulting  from 
neglect  of  duty. 

Ihe  national  banking  act,  imposing  cer- 
tain express  duties  and  liabilities,  does  not 
relieve  the  directors  from  the  commoti-law 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


liability  for  failure  diligently  and  honestly 
to  administer  the  affairs  of  the  bank.  Al- 
len V.  Luke,  163  Fed.  1018. 

Liability   for   loss   resulting   from   acts   in 
excess  of  their  power. 

As  pointed  out  in  the  earlier  note 
(pp.  758,  761),  there  is  a  distinction  be- 
tween the  question  as  to  the  liability  of  di- 
rectors for  acts  that  are  in  excess  of  their 
power  and  their  liability  for  acts  and  omis- 
sions with  respect  to  matters  within  their 
authority. 

At  common  law  the  liability  of  bank  di- 
rectors for  resulting  losses,  where  they 
knowingly  exceed  their  autliority,  is  estab- 
lished without  reference  to  the  question 
whetlier  or  not  what  they  did  might  be 
justified  on  the  principle  of  reasonable  care. 

And  the  rule  imposing  liability  for  losses 
from  acts  beyond  their  authority  has  been 
expressly  adopted  by  statute — national 
banking  act  and  statutes  of  various  states. 

Accordingly  it  has  been  held  that  where 
loss  has  resulted  from  excessive  loans  made 
in  violation  of  the  banking  law,  the  only 
inquiry  is  whether  the  loans  were  knowingly 
made  or  assented  to  by  the  directors.  City 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Crow,  27  Okla.  107.  Ill  Pac. 
210,  Ann.  Cas.  1912B,  647. 

Directors  of  a  national  bank  who  engage 
in  or  knowingly  permit  the  funds  of  the 
bank  to  be  used  in  stock  speculations  are 
Habile  for  the  losses  thus  occasioned,  stock 
speculation  being  no  part  of  the  business  of 
a  national  bank.  McKinnon  v.  Morse,  177 
Fed.  576. 

Liability    for    acts    or    omissions    with    re- 
spect to  matters  within  their  authority. 

In  Rankin  v.  Cooper,  149  Fed.  1010,  it  is 
held  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  bank  di- 
rectors, in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  prudence, 
and  as  a  part  of  their  duty  of  general  super- 
vision, to  cause  an  examination  of  the  con- 
dition and  resources  of  the  bank  to  be  made 
with  reasonable  frequency. 

Accordingly  it  was  held  that  the  bank 
directors  were  personally  liable  for  losf;ei> 
that  could  have  been  prevented  by  a  proper 
discharge  by  them  of  their  duties  after  they 
had  been  warned  by  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency  to  eliminate  all  paper  of  a  certain 
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Messrs.  William  H.  Brooks  and  Boyd 
B.  Jones,  for  defendants: 

Mere  negligence  is  not  a  ground  for  mak- 
ing directors  and  persons  holding  siniiiar 
positions  responsible  for  losses  due  to  an 
error  in  judgment,  where  that  judgment  has 
been  honestly  exercised. 

Lyman  v.  Bonney,  118  Mass.  222;  Tur- 
quand  V.  Marshall,  L.  R.  4  Ch.  370,  38  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  639,  20  L.  T.  N.  S.  768,  17  Week. 
Rep.  935;  Overend,  G.  &  Co.  v.  Gibb,  L.  R. 
5  H.  L.  480,  42  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  67;  Grim- 
wade  Y.  Mutual  Soc.  52  L.  T.  N.  S.  400; 
Re  Liverpool  Household  Stores  Asso.  59  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  616,  62  L.  T.  N.  S.  873,  2  Me- 


gone  217;  Re  Faure  Electric  Accumulator 
Co.  L.  R.  40  Ch.  Div.  141,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
48,69  L.T.N.S.918,  37  Week.  Rep.  116,  1 
Megone,  99;  Re  New  Mashonaland  Explora- 
tion Co.  [1892]  3  Ch.  677,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N. 
S.  617,  67  L.  T.  N.  S.  90,  41  Week.  Rep.  75; 
Lagunas  Nitrate  Co.  v.  Lagunas  Syndicate 
[1899]  2  Ch.  392,  68  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  699, 
48  Week.  Rep.  74,  81  L.  T.  N.  S.  334,  15 
Times  L.  R.  436;  Dovey  v.  Cory  [1901]  A. 
C.  477,  70  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  753,  60  Week. 
Rep.  65,  85  L.  T.  N.  S.  257,  17  Times  L.  R. 
732,  8  Manson,  346;  Citizens'  Bldg.  Loan 
&  Sav.  Asso.  V.  Coriell,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  383; 
Spering's  Appeal,  71  Pa.  11,  10  Am.  Rep, 


character  from  the  assets  of  the  bank,  and 
admonished  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
board  to  meet  more  frequently.    Ibid. 

Bank  directors  and  members  of  the  execu- 
tive committee  are  guilty  of  negligence  ren- 
dering them  liable  to  the  bank  for  losses  re- 
sulting from  their  failure  to  require  all 
loans  and  investments  to  be  reported  to 
them  for  approval,  where,  under  the  by- 
laws, as  well  as  the  custom  in  well-regu- 
lated institutions  in  that  vicinity,  it  was 
their  duty  to  do  so.  Kavanaugh  v.  Common- 
wealth Trust  Co.  64  Misc.  303,  118  N.  Y. 
Supp.  758. 

Nor  are  the  directors  not  members  of  the 
executive  committee  excused  from  liabili- 
ty because  they  committed  their  duties  to 
the  executive  committee,  and  relied  upon 
them  to  examine  the  loans  and  collateral, 
where,  by  proper  vigilance,  they  could  have 
acquired  knowledge  and  prevented  the 
wrongdoing  and  the  resulting  losses.     Ibid. 

Bank  directors  who,  as  members  of  the 
discount  and  examining  committees  of  the 
bank,  permit  the  cashier  to  loan  the  funds 
of  the  bank  in  the  shape  of  paying  over 
drafts  of  insolvent  persons,  without  the  ap- 
proval of  the  discount  committee,  and  with- 
out bringing  the  matter  to  the  attention  of 
the  board  of  directors,  are  guilty  of  such 
negligence  as  to  render  them  personally  lia- 
ble to  the  receiver  for  resulting  losses. 
Stone  v.  Rottman,  supra. 

Under  a  statute  imposing  upon  bank  di- 
rectors the  duty  of  managing  the  affairs  of 
the  bank,  and  rendering  them  liable  for  in- 
tentional neglect  or  refusal  to  perform  their 
duties,  the  bank  directors  are  liable  to  cred- 
itors of  the  bank  for  losses  which  resulted 
from  allowing  the  cashier  to  lend  to  one 
person  and  his  various  enterprises,  without 
security,  sums  of  money  largely  in  excess 
of  the  capital  stock  of  the  bank,  and  to 
continue  that  course  of  dealing  for  a  period 
of  several  years,  which  resulted  in  the  in- 
solvency of  the  bank.  Bailcv  v.  O'Neal,  92 
Ark.  327,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  185,  122  S.  W. 
503. 

In  Holmes  v.  McDonald,  226  III.  169,  80 
N.  E.  714,  reversing  128  111.  App.  560,  it 
was  held  that  the  directors  of  an  unincor- 
porated savings  association,  who  were  men 
of  large  business  experiehce  and  standing, 
and  who,  had  they  been  attentive  to  their 
31;  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


duties  as  trustees,  would  have  learned  that 
the  affairs  of  the  association  were  being 
mismanaged,  and  of  the  financial  condition 
of  the  bank  in  which  the  funds  of  the  as- 
sociation were  on  deposit,  were  li&ble  to  the 
depositors  for  losses  due  to  the  insolvency 
of  the  bank,  notwithstanding  the  by-law  of 
the  association  which  exempted  the*trustees 
from  responsibility  for  losses  except  such 
as  resulted  from  their  wilful  misconduct. 
The  court  said:  "In  our  judgment  the  du- 
ties and  responsibilities  of  the  trustees  here- 
in partake  more  of  the  character  of  ordinary 
trustees  than  of  bank  directors  or  of  any 
other  officer  of  an  incorporated  company. 
Whatever  the  responsibility,  it  must  depend, 
as  has  been  stated,  largely  upon  the  sub- 
ject under  consideration,  and  be  determined 
in  view  of  all  the  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  transactions." 

The  president  of  a  bank  is  personally  li- 
able for  losses  sustained  through  his  con- 
duct by  personally  permitting  a  depositor 
to  overdraw  his  account  and  borrow  money 
without  security,  without  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  board  of  directors  and 
advisory  committee,  which  was  daily  on 
hand  to  pass  on  loans  applied  for.  Western 
Bank  v.  Coldewey,  120  Ky.  776,  83  S.  W. 
629. 

But  bank  directors  are  not  guilty  of  neg- 
lect of  duty  making  them  liable  to  stock- 
holders for  a  loss  resulting  from  a  loan 
made  by  the  vice  president  and  general 
manager  surreptitiously  and  without  their 
knowledge,  while  two  of  them  were  out  of 
the  state  on  important  business,  and  the 
other  was  absent  on  account  of  ill  health, 
where,  upon  discovering  the  transaction, 
they  made  all  reasonable  efforts  to  collect 
the  amount  involved.  Warren  v.  Robison, 
25  Utah,  205,  70  Pac.  989. 

In  First  State  Bank  v.  Morton,  146  Ky. 
287,  142  S.  W.  694,  it  was  held  that  an  un- 
salaried president  of  the  bank,  who  was  a 
mere  figurehead  of  the  institution*  and  not 
familiar  with  the  banking  business,  wa<« 
liable  only  for  gross  neglect  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  corporation,  and  was  not  liable 
to  the  bank  for  failure  to  prevent  the  cash- 
ier, who  was  given  the  entire  management 
of  the  bank,  from  making  illegal  and  exces- 
sive loans,  A.  li.  R.     . 
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684;  Dunn  t.  Kyle,  14  Bush,  134;  Jones  t. 
Johnson,  86  Ky.  630,  6  S.  W.  582;  Hedges 
V.  Paquett,  3  Or.  77;  Harvard  College  v. 
Amory,  9  Pick.  446;  Brown  v.  French,  126 
Mass.  410,  28  Am.  Rep.  254. 

The  intention  of  the  legislature  to  hold 
defendants  responsible  for  consequences  not 
the  reasonable  result  of  their  omission  to 
comply  with  its  direction  must  be  clearly 
expressed  by  the  wo^ds  of  the  statute,  in 
the  light  of  the  subject-matter  to  which 
they  are  addressed;  and  words  of  prohibi- 
tion do  not  of  themselves  make  a  statute 
mandatory. 

Eccles  Lumber  Co.  v.  Martin,  31  Utah, 
241,  87  Pac.  713;  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr. 
§§  446,  447;  People  v.  Cook,  14  Barb.  259, 
affirmed  in  8  N.  Y.  67,  69  Am.  Dec.  451; 
Gallup  V.  Smith,  59  Conn.  355,  12  L.R.A. 
353,  22  Atl.  334;  Rex  v.  Loxdale,  1  Burr. 
446 ;  Jones  v.  State,  1  Kan.  273 ;  Holland  v. 
Osgood,  8  Vt.  276;  Spencer's  Appeal,  78 
Conn.  301,  61  Atl.  1010;  People  ex  rel. 
McKune  v.  Weller,  11  Cal.  49,  70  Am.  Dec. 
754;  Gilson  v.  Cambridge  Sav.  Bank,  180 
Mass.  444,,  62  N.  E.  728. 

The  statute  of  limitations  is  a  bar  to 
those  causes  of  action  which  appear  to 
have  accrued  more  than  six  years  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

Coram  v.  Davis,  209  Mass.  229,  95  N.  E. 
298;  Fogg  v.  Price,  145  Mass.  513,  14  N.  E. 
741;  Wilcox  v.  Plummer,  4  Pet.  172,  7  L. 
ed.  821;  Aachen  &  M.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mor- 
ton, 15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  166,  84  C.  C.  A.  366, 
166  Fed.  654,  13  Ann.  Cas.  692;  Betts  v. 
Norris,  21  Me.  314,  38  Am.  Dec.  264;  Link 
V.  MeLeod,  194  Pa.  566,  45  Atl.  340. 

Officers  of  a  corporation  are  not  technical 
trustees,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  is  a 
bar  to  suits  against  them  for  fraud  and  neg- 
ligence. 

Boyd  V.  Mutual  Fire  Asso.  116  Wis.  155, 
16  L.R.A.  918,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  948.  90  N. 
W.  1086,  94  N.  W.  171;  Landis  v.  Saxton, 
105  Mo.  487,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  403,  16  S.  W. 
912;  Wallace  v.  Lincoln  Sav.  Bank,  89  Tenn. 
630,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  625,  15  S.  W.  448; 
Link  V.  McLeod,  194  Pa.  566,  45  Atl.  340; 
Cooper  V.  Hill,  36  C.  C.  A.  402,  94  Fed.  582; 
Mason  v.  Henry,  152  N.  Y.  529,  46  N.  E. 
837;  Spering*s  Appeal,  71  Pa.  11,  10  Am. 
Rep.  684. 

Messrs.  Charles  F.  Ghoate,  Jr.,  Fred- 
erick H.  Nash,  and  Thomas  W.  Streeter, 
for  plaintiff: 

Defendants  are  liable  for  loss  resulting 
from  transactions  in  excess  of  their  powers, 
even  if  it  be  assumed  that  they  acted  in 
good  faith  and  without  negligence. 

Lewin,  Tr.  12th  ed.  p.  1173;  Bolles,  Bkg. 
p.  286;  Perry,  Tr.  6th  ed.  §  460,  p.  74; 
Paine  v.  Barnum,  69  How.  Pr.  303;  Paine 
V.  Irwin,  59  How.  Pr.  316;  Kavanaugh  v. 
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Commonwealth  Trust  Co.  64  Misc.  303,  118 
N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Thompson  v.  Greeley,  107 
Mo.  677,  17  S.  W.  902;  Williams  v.  Riley, 
34  N.  J.  Eq.  399 ;  Cocker  v.  Quayle,  1  Russ. 
&  M.  535;  Fyler  v.  Fyler,  3  Beav.  660,  6 
Jur.  187;  Re  Lands  Allotment  Co.  [1894] 
1  Ch.  616,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  291,  7  Reports, 
115,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  286,  42  Week.  Rep.  404, 
1  Manson,  107,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  614;  Re 
Sharpe  [1892]  1  Ch.  154,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
193,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  806,  40  Week.  Rep.  243 ; 
New  Haven  Trust  Co.  v.  Dolierty,  75  Conn. 
555,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  54  Atl.  209. 

The  defendants  must  show  in  excuse  for 
their  ultra  vires  act  that  they  exercised 
the  same  care  and  prudence  in  considering 
the  loan  that  reasonable  men  would  devote 
to  a  similar  piece  of  business  of  their  own. 

Re  Davis,  183  Mass.  499,  67  N.  E.  604; 
Kavanaugh  v.  Commonwealth  Trust  Co.  64 
Misc.  303,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  758;  Hun  v. 
Cary,  82  N.  Y.  65,  37  Am.  Rep.  646;  3  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  §  1090;  Paine  v.  Barnum,  59  How. 
Pr.  303;  Paine  v.  Irwin,  59  How.  Pr.  316. 

Knowledge  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  defend- 
ants cannot  be  imputed  to  the  complainant 
corporation   prior,   at   least,   to   December, 

1909,  so  as  to  bring  it  within  the  rule  that 
a  cestui  que  trust  must  bring  a  suit  within 
six  years  from  the  time  knowledge  of  the 
trustee's  default  is  brought  home  to  him. 

Brinckerhoff  v.  Roosevelt,  74  C.  C.  A.  498, 
143  Fed.  478;  National  Bank  v.  Wade,  84 
Fed.  10;  Re  Sharpe  [1892]  1  Ch.  154,  61 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  193,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  806,  40 
Week.  Rep.  241;  Re  Lands  Allotment  Co. 
[1894]  1  Ch.  616,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  291,  7 
Reports,  115,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  286,  42  Week. 
Rep.  404,  1  Manson,  107,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
614;  Williams  v.  McKay,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  189, 
53  Am.  Rep.  775;  Williams  v.  Reilly,  41  N. 
J.  Eq.  137,  3  Atl.  692;  Ellis  v.  Ward,  137 
111.  609,  25  N.  E.  530;  Spering's  Appeal,  71 
Pa.  11,  10  Am.  Rep.  684. 

The  defendants  are  not  held  liable  in  their 
official  character  as  a  board,  but  individual- 

ly. 

Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jenkins,  3  Wend. 
130;  Williams  v.  McKay,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  189, 
53  Am.  Rep.  775;  Williams  v.  McDonald,  42 
N.  J.  Eq.  392,  7  Atl.  866. 

Sheldon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  bill  is  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  plaintiff  by  the  bank  commission- 
er, who,  it  is  averred,  has  taken  pos- 
session of  the  business  and  property  of 
the  plaintiff  under  the  provisions  of  Stat. 

1910,  chap.  399,  and  is  now  administering 
its  affairs.  The  defendants  were  five  of  the 
seventeen  members  of  the  plaintiff's  board  of 
trustees,  constituted  its  investment  com- 
mittee, and  two  of  them  were  respectively 
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ita  president  and  vice  ]  resident.  The  bill 
alleges  that  the  defendants,  in  Tiolation  of 
their  duties,  have  committed  many  acts  of 
misconduct  specifically  set  out  in  the  bill, 
and  seeks  to  hold  them  personally  liable  for 
large  losses  on  certain  specified  loans  of  the 
bank's  money,  alleged  to  have  been  made  by 
them  on  certain  described  parcels  of  real 
estate.  It  is  averred  that  in  making  these 
loans  the  defendants  violated  the  statutes 
then  in  force  (Stat.  1894,  chap.  317,  §§  21, 
24),  and  also  the  by-laws  of  the  plaintiff; 
and  the  particulars  of  such  violations  are 
set  out  in  detail.  It  is  charged  that  these 
investments  were  made  contrarv  to  law  and 
in  excess  of  the  authority  of  the  defendants, 
and  that  they  resulted  in  the  loss  to  the 
bank  of  large  sums  of  money.  The  details 
as  to  the  making  of  each  one  of  these  invest- 
ments and  as  to  the  subsequent  dealings  of 
the  defendants  therewith  are  stated  in  the 
bill,  and  the  alleged  wrongful  acts  of  the 
defendants  and  the  losses  resulting  there- 
from are  fully  set  out.  According  to  the 
averments,  each  of  these  loans  was  largely 
in  excess  of  the  value  of  the  security  taken, 
"as  the  defendants  well  knew,  or,  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  a  reasonable  degree  of  care,  and 
prudence,  might  have  known;"  most  of 
them  were  made  without  any  report  or 
certificate  of  two  members  of  the  board  of 
investment  (Stat.  1894,  chap.  317,  §  21, 
el.  1)  :  in  many  instances  no  written  ap- 
plications for  the  loans  were  made  and  re- 
corded, as  required  by  §  24  of  the  same 
act;  and  in  some  instances  money  was  lent 
on  second  mortgages.  It  is  alleged  also 
that  the  rules  (which  are  specified  in  the 
bill)  adopted  by  the  board  of  trustees  were 
not  complied  with  in  the  respects  specified 
in  the  bill.  It  is  alleged  that  these  loans 
were  made  to  or  for  one  Rich  and  one 
Dowlin,  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  them 
in  certain  real-estate  transactions  in  which 
the  defendants  had  an  interest.  Further 
manipulations  of  some  of  these  propi'rtios 
are  averred  to  have  been  made  bv  the  de- 
fendants  by  causing  deeds  of  them  to  be 
given,  and  by  making  foreclosures,  followed 
by  other  deeds,  resulting  in  the  defend- 
ants' taking  for  the  bank  new  and  larger 
mortgages  upon  the  same  properties  which 
had  been  found  to  be  insufficient  security  for 
the  original  and  smaller  loans. 

Each  of  the  defendants  has  demurred  to 
the  bill  on  many  different  grounds.  It 
scarcely  seems  necessary  to  discuss  these 
separately.  It  will  be  enough  to  consider 
the  objections  which  have  been  stated  in 
the  elaborate  argument  made  for  the  de- 
fendants. 

They  contend  in  the  first  place  that  the 
members  of  the  investment  committee  of 
a  savings  bank,  acting  in  good  faith,  are 
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not  liable  for  losses  resulting  from  errors 
of  judgment  attributable  to  mere  negli- 
gence in  making  loans  within  the  scope  of 
their  authority.  They  say  that  the  aver- 
ments of  the  bill  are  not  sufficient  to  show 
that  they  acted  unlawfully  by  taking  loans 
to  an  excessive  amount  upon  property  of 
insufficient  value.  Those  averments  are  in 
substance  that  the  loans  were  largely  in 
excess  of  the  statutory  limit,  ''as  the  de- 
fendants well  knew,  or,  by  the  exercise  of 
a  reasonable  degree  of  care  and  prudence, 
might  have  known."  It  follows,  of  course, 
from  the  recognized  rules  of  equity  plead- 
ing, that  such  an  averment  in  the  alterna- 
tive does  not  charge  actual  knowledge,  but 
simply  that  the  defendants,  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  care  and  prudence,  ought 
to  have  known  the  fact.  This  they  say  is 
not  sufficient;  and  they  rely  upon  a  large 
number  of  familiar  decisions  in  which  it 
has  been  held  that  the  directors  or  man- 
agers of  a  business  corporation  conducted 
for  profit  are  not  to  be  made  responsible 
for  losses  due  to  a  mere  error  of  judgment, 
where  there  has  been  an  honest  exercise  of 
judgment.  It  is  not  necessary  to  refer  to 
these  cases  in  detail.  They  are  almost 
without  exception  statements  or  illustra- 
tions of  the  rule  laid  down  in  Lyman  v. 
Bonney,  118  Mass.  222,  and  Overend,  G.  & 
Co.  v.'Oibb,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  480,  42  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  67.  But  these  and  similar  de- 
cisions are  not  applicable  to  the  case  of  a 
savings  bank  under  the  laws  of  this  com- 
monwealth. As  was  said  in  Gilson  v.  Cam- 
bridge Sav.  Bank,  180  Mass.  444,  440,  62 
N.  E.  728,  we  have  an  "elaborate  statu- 
tory system  for  the  government  and  regula- 
tion of  savings  banks,  which  is  intended  to 
protect  the  interests  of  depositors."  As  to 
these  depositors,  for  the  encouragement  of 
thrift  by  the  allowance  of  interest  upon 
small  savings,  they  approximate  somewhat 
to  the  character  of  eharitable  institutions. 
They  are  designed  to  help  the  poorer  mem- 
bers of  the  community  to  help  themselves 
by  giving  them  an  opportunity  to  make 
their  small  savings  productive,  and  thus 
to  confer  upon  them  a  greater  and  more 
lasting  benefit  than  in  many  cases  can  be 
derived  from  mere  eleemosynary  assistance. 
Accordingly  definite  and  rigid  provieici.fe 
have  been  made  by  our  statutes  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  savings  banks.  Not  to  go 
outside  the  time  here  in  question,  see  Stat. 
1894,  chap.  137,  §§  13  et  seq.  It  is  not 
without  significance  that  in  this  statute, 
as  in  former  and  subsequent  ones,  the  gov- 
erning board  of  officers  is  given  the  name  of 
trustees.  Careful  provisions  are  prescribed 
also  for  the  investment  of  the  deposits 
that  may  be  received;  and  it  is  manifest 
\  upon  the  most  cursory  reading  that  the 
12 
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dominant  purpose   of   the   legislature   has 
been  to  provide  in  this  way  for  the  safety 
of  the  money  intrusted  to  savings  banks, 
and  to  hold  the  officers  intrusted  therewith 
to  a  strict  accountability.    As  was  said  in 
Lewis  V.  Lynn  Inst,  for  Savings,  148  Mass. 
236,  243,  1  L.R.A.  785,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  635, 
19  N.  E.  365,  367:    "The  fundamental  idea 
has  never  been  departed  from,  that  all  the. 
funds  and  investments  of  a  savings  bank 
are    held   exclusively   for   the    benefit   and 
security  of  the  depositors.    This  idea  was, 
and  still  is,  the  comer  stone  of  the  whole 
system.    ...    To   others,  to   third   per- 
sons, the  corporation  can  incur  liabilities, 
in  contract  or  in  tort>  for  which  the  funds 
in  its  hands  will  be  responsible.     But  to 
the  depositors  themselves,  the  undertaking 
of  the  corporation  is  that  it  will  receive 
and  combine  the  deposits,  and  manage  and 
use  them  to  the  best  practical  advantage, 
according  to  the  judgment  of  the  trustees, 
and  give  to  the  depositors  in  just  propor- 
tion among  themselves  the  benefit  of  the 
result    of    such    management."     In    other 
words,  the  savings  bank  and  its  managing 
officers  or  trustees  are  held  to  the  same 
duty  as  ordinary  trustees  of  a  direct  trust. 
See  Re  Newark  Sav.  Inst.  28  N.  J.  Eq.  552. 
For  honest  errors  of  judgment,  while  act- 
ing with  ordinary  skill  and  prudence,  meas- 
ured according  to  the  demands  of  the  du- 
ties or  business  which  they  have  taken  up- 
on themselves,  they  are  not  to  be  held  li- 
able;   but  they   cannot  excuse   themselvcA 
from  the  consequences  of  their  misconduct 
or  of  their  ignorance  or  negligence  by  aver- 
ring that  they  have  failed  merely  to  exercise 
ordinary  skill,  care,  and  vigilance.    And  so 
are  the  decisions  as  to  the  trustees  or  man- 
aging officers  of  savings  banks  in  New  York 
and  New  Jersey,  in  which  such  banks  are 
not  commercial  institutions  having  a  capi- 
tal stock  and  conducted  in  whole  or  in  part 
for  the  gain  of  their  stockholders,  but  oc- 
cupy the  same  position  and  are  intended  to 
serve   the   same   beneficent  purposes   as   is 
the  case  in  this  commonwealth.     It  is  held 
that  the  relation  between  the  managing  offi- 
cers  and   the   depositors,   or   the   bank,   as 
representing  them,  is  that  of  trustees  and 
eestuis  que  trust.     Hun  v.  Gary,  82  N.  Y. 
05,  37  Am.  Rep.  646,  in  which  it  was  held 
alsQ  that  where  loss  has  occurred  from  the 
failure  of  such  a  trustee  to  exercise  ordi- 
nary care  and  judgment,  he  cannot  excuse 
liimself  by  claiming  that  he  did  not  possess 
those  qualities;  for,  by  voluntarily  assum- 
ing the  position,  he  undertook  that  he  did 
possess  and  would  exercise  them.    Williams 
V.  McKay,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  189.  53  Am.  Rep. 
775;  Williams  v.  Reilly,  41  N.  J.  Eq.  137, 
3   Atl.   692;    Dodd  v.  Wilkinson,   42  N.   J. 
Eq.  647,  9  Atl.  685,  affirming  s,  c.  WiJkin- 
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son  V.  Dodd,  40  N.  J.  Eq.  123,  3  Atl.  360. 
And  see  Re  Liverpool  Household  Stores  Asso. 
59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  616,  62  L.  T.  N.  S.  873, 
2  Megone,  217.  As  was  said  in  Beasley, 
Ch.  J.,  in  Williams  v.  McKay,  ubi  supra: 
*'The  equitable  rule  which  is  applicable  to 
persons  holding  official  positions  such  as 
were  held  by  these  defendants  is  not  in 
doubt.  The  duty  belonging  to  such  apposi- 
tion is  a  plain  one, — to  care  for  the  mon- 
eys intrusted  to  them  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided in  the  charter,  and  to  exercise  ordi- 
nary care  and  prudence  in  so  doing.  It  is 
true  that  the  defendants  were  unpaid  serv- 
ants, but  the  duty  of  bringing  to  their  office 
ordinary  skill  and  vigilance  was  none  the 
less  on  that  account,  for  to  this  extent 
there  is  no  distinction  known  to  the  law 
between  a  volunteer  and  a  salaried  agent. 
These  defendants  held  themselves  out  to  the 
public  as  the  managers  of  this  bank,  and 
by  so  doing  they  severally  engaged  to  carry 
it  on  in  the  same  way  that  men  of  common 
prudence  and  skill  conduct  a 'similar  busi- 
ness for  themselves.  This  is  the  measure 
of  the  responsibility  of  officers  of  this 
kind."  This  is  the  same  rule  of  duty  to 
which  other  trustees  have  been  held, — that 
they  must  "exercise  a  sound  judgment  and 
a  reasonable  and  prudent  discretion."  Re 
Davis,  183  Mass.  499,  602,  67  N.  E.  604; 
Ashley  v.  Winkley,  209  Mass.  509,  95  N.  E. 
932 ;  Pine  v.  White,  175  Mass.  585,  590,  50 
N.  E.  967.  The  same  rule  has  been  applied 
to  officers  and  managers  of  other  financial 
institutions,  somewhat  similar  in  character 
to  savings  banks;  and  the  doctrine  is  appli- 
cable a  fortiori  to  the  case  at  bar.  Types 
of  such  decisions  are  New  Haven  Trust  Co. 
V.  Doherty,  75  Conn.  565,  96  Am.  St.  Rep. 
239,  54  Atl.  209,  and  Wallace  v.  Lincoln 
Sav.  Bank,  89  Tenn.  630,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
625,  15  S.  W.  448. 

We  do  not  regard  the  allegation  in  the 
bill  that  the  deifendants  "received  salaries 
and  fees  from  the  complainant  corporation 
for  acting  as  its  officers  and  trustees  and 
members  of  its  finance  committee"  as  be- 
ing in  itself  sufficient  to  hold  them  person- 
ally responsible  for  official  misconduct  and 
breaches  of  duty.  But  the  averment  is  not 
made  for  that  purpose.  This  is  oiie  of 
the  existing  circumstances  in  the  light  of 
which  their  conduct  is  to  be  judged.  It  is 
not  necessary  to  aver  the  amount  of  their 
compensation  or  to  show  its  adequacy.  This 
allegation  does  not  weaken  the  rest  of  the 
bill. 

The  same  things  may  be  said  of  the  aver- 
ment that  the  loans  complained  of,  or  some 
of  them,  were  "made  to  assist  in  the  real- 
estate  transactions  of  said  George  N.  Rich, 
in  which  transactions  said  respondents  were 
intereet?d,"    Thw  aUo  bears  upon  the  char- 
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acter  of  the  defendants'  conduct,  upon  the 
honest  exercise  of  their  judgment,  and  their 
good  faith.  And  the  averments  as  to  the 
personal  dealings  of  some  of  the  defendanu 
with  Dowlin  and  Rich,  and  as  to  the  induce- 
ments, commissions,  and  gifts  given  hy 
Bowlin  and  Rich  to  two  of  the  defendants, 
are  proper  for  the  same  reasons.  We  see 
nothing  here  repugnant  to  the  rest  of  the 
bill.  Assuming  that  it  may  he  singled  out 
for  a  separate  objection,  the  demurrer  to  it 
cannot  be  sustained. 

The  statute  already  referred  to  (Stat. 
1894,  chap.  317,  §§  21,  24)  requires  also 
that  only  first  mortgages  of  real  estate  shall 
be  taken,  and  that  "no  loan  or  mortgage 
shall  be  made  except  upon  the  report  of  not 
less  than  two  members  of  the  board  of  in- 
vestment, who  shall  certify  to  the  value  of 
the  premises  to  be  mortgaged,  according  to 
their  best  judgment,  and  such  report  shall 
be  filed  and  preserved  with  the  records  of 
the  corporation/'  and  that  "all  applications 
for  loans  shall  be  made  in  writing,  through 
the  treasurer  of  the  corporation,  who  shall 
keep  a  record  thereof."  The  bill  avers  thai 
the  defendants  failed  to  comply  with  these 
requirements.  We  have  no  doubt  that  these 
statutes  are  mandatory,  and  not  merely 
directory.  They  are  part  of  a  series  of 
careful  provisions  made  to  secure  the  in- 
terests of  the  depositors  and  to  make  it  cer- 
tain that  the  conduct  of  trustees  in  mak- 
ing loans  upon  mortgages  should  be  not 
only  honest  and  careful,  but  manifestly  so, 
done  with  the  concurrence  of  other  officers, 
and  spread  upon  the  records  of  the  corpora- 
tion. These  are  restrictions  placed  by  the 
legislature  upon  the  power  of  the  defend- 
ants. A  loan  made  without  the  observance 
of  these  requirements  may  be  valid  as  be- 
tween the  bank  and  the  borrower  or  as  to 
third  parties  (Gerrity  v.  Wareham  Sav. 
Bank,  202  Mass.  214,  88  N.  E.  1084) ;  but 
as  between  the  defendants  on  the  one  side 
and  the  bank  and  its  depositors  on  the 
other  side,  their  conduct  in  making  loans  in 
such  a  manner  is  ultra  vires. 

It  ia  a  wrongful  diversion  of  the  funds 
of  the  bank.  And  the  decisions  are  practi- 
cally uniform  that  for  such  a  wrongful  di- 
version, made  in  excess  of  their  authority 
and  in  defiance  of  the  statutory  require- 
ments, they  are  to  be  held  responsible.  The 
decision  in  Crocker  v.  Quayle,  1  Russ.  & 
M.  535,  rests  on  this  ground,  although  there 
it  was  the  directions  of  a  private  trust,  not 
the  requirements  of  a  statute,  that  were  vio- 
lated. So  in  Worcester  City  ^lissionary 
Soc.  V.  Memorial  Church,  186  Mass.  531,  72 
N.  E.  71.  Even  -the  decisions  by  which  the 
directors  of  a  private  business  corporation 
have  been  exempted  from  liability  for  bare 
errors  of  judgment  or  for  mere  ordinary 
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negligence  in  the  exercise  of  their  author- 
ized functions  have  almost  invariably  re- 
fused, when  the  question  has  been  consid- 
ered, to  extend  that  exemption  to  acts 
which  were  ultra  vires  or  in  violation  of 
law.  See,  for  example,  Overend,  G.  &  Co. 
V.  Gibb,  L.  R.  5  H.  L.  480,  487,  42  L.  J.  Ch, 
N.  S.  67;  Turquand  v.  Marshall,  L.  R.  4 
Ch.  376,  386,  38  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  639,  20 
L.  T.  N.  S.  766,  17  Week.  Rep.  935;  Re 
Faure  Electric  Accumulator  Co.  L.  R.  40 
Ch.  Div.  141,  58  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  48,  69  L. 
T.  N.  S.  918,  37  Week.  Rep.  116,  1  Megone, 
99;  Re  New  Mashonaland  Exploration  Co. 
[1892]'  3  Ch.  677,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  617, 
67  L.  T.  N.  S.  90,  41  Week.  Rep.  75;  Mar- 
zetti's  Case,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  206,  28  Week. 
Rep.  541;  Grimwade  v.  Mutual  Soc.  62  L. 
T.  N.  S.  409,  416;  Re  Liverpool  Household 
Stores  Asso.  59  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  616,  62  L.  T. 
N.  S.  873,  2  Megone,  217 ;  Cooper  v.  Hill,  36 
C.  C.  A.  402,  94  Fed.  582;  Citizens'  Bldg. 
Loan  &  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Coriell,  34  N.  J.  Eq. 
383;  Stone  v.  Rottman,  183  Mo.  552,  82  S. 
W.  76.  For  such  a  wrongful  diversion  of 
the  funds  of  the  savings  bank,  followed  by 
and  resulting  in  a  total  or  partial  loss  of 
the  money  thus  wrongfully  withdrawn,  the 
defendants  are  prima  facie  responsible. 
New  Haven  Trust  Co.  v.  Doherty,  75  Conn. 
555,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  54  Atl.  209; 
Paine  v.  Barnum,  59  How.  Pr.  303;  Paine 
V,  Irwin,  59  How.  Pr.  316;  Williams  v. 
Riley,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  398;  Dodd  v.  Wilkinson, 
42  N.  J.  Eq.  647,  9  Atl.  685;  Williams  v. 
McDonald,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  392,  7  Atl.  866; 
Thompson  v.  Greeley,  107  Mo.  577,  17  S.  W. 
902;  National  'Bank  v.  Wade  (C.  C.)  84 
Fed.  10;  Fyler  v.  Fyler,  3  Beav.  550,  6  Jur. 
187;  Re  Sharpe  [1892]  1  Ch.  154,  61  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  193,  65  L.  T.  N.  S.  806,  40  Week. 
Rep.  241;  Re  Lands  Allotment  Co.  [1894] 
1  Ch.  616,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  291,  7  Reports, 
115,  70  L.  T.  N.  S.  286,  42  Week.  Rep.  404, 
1  Manson,  107,  7  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  614. 

The  powers  of  the  defendants  were  like- 
wise, as  between  themselves  and  the  bank 
or  its  depositors,  limited  by  the  terms  of 
it  rules  and  by-laws.  This  comes  under  the 
same  general  doctrine  as  limitations  upon 
a  trustee  by  the  creator  of  a  private  trust, 
wliich  already  have  been  referred  to.  None 
of  these  matters  affords  ground  for  demur- 
rer. As  to  them,  the  averments  of  the  bill 
are  sufficient.  It  was  not  necessary  to  al- 
lege the  amounts  of  the  assessors'  valua- 
tions of  the  different  parcels  of  real  estate 
mortgaged,  or  to  negative  by  anticipation 
any  excuse  or  justification  that  the  defend- 
ants may  be  able  to  set  up  for  their  illegal 
acts. 

But  the  defendants  insist  that  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  is  a  bar  to  any  remedy 
for  most  of  their  wrongful  acts,  because  as 
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to  most  of  them  more  than  six  years  had 
elapsed  after  their  wrongful  diversion  of 
the  plaintiff's  money  before  the  bill  was 
filed.  But  this  contention  overlooks  the 
fact,  which  has  been  sufficiently*  shown,  that 
these  defendants  stood,  as  to  the  bank  and 
its  depositors,  in  the  position  of  trustees 
of  a  direct  trust.  In  such  a  case  the  statute 
of  limitations  does  not  begin  to  run  against 
the  ceatuis  que  trust  until  they  have  learned 
of  the  trustee's  wrongdoing  or  of  his  prac- 
tical repudiation  of  the  trust  and  of  the 
duties  thereby  imposed  upon  him.  Davis 
V.  Coburn,  128  Mass.  377;  Jones  v.  McDer- 
mott,  114  Mass.  400:  Second  Religious  Soc. 
V.  Harriman,  125  Mass.  321;  Potter  v. 
Kimball,  186  Mass.  120,  71  N.  E.  308.  In- 
stances of  the  application  of  the  rule  to 
such  cases  as  the  one  now  before  us  are 
sufficiently  numerous.  Williams  v.  McKay, 
40  N.  J.  Eq.  189,  53  Am.  Rep.  775,  revers- 
ing 8.  c.  Williams  v.  Halliard,  38  N.  J.  Eq. 
373;  Williams  v.  Riley,  34  N.  J.  Eq.  398; 
Ellis  V.  Ward,  137  Ilf.  509,  25  N.  E.  530; 
National  Bank  v.  Wade  (C.  C.)  84  Fed. 
10;  Brinckerhoff  v.  Roosevelt,  74  C.  C.  A. 
498,  143  Fed.  478;  Re  Sharpe  [1892]  1  Ch. 
154,  61  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  193,  65  L.  T.  N.  S. 
806,  40  Week.  Rep.  241.  In  most  of  the 
cases  relied  on  by  the  defendants  the  case 
was  either  governed  directly  by  statute,  as 
in  Re  Lands  Allotment  Co.  fl894]  1  Ch.  616, 
631,  63  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  291,  7  Reports,  115, 
70  L.  T.  N.  S.  286,  42  Week.  Rep.  404,  1 
Manson,  107,  7  Eng.  Rul,  Cas.  614,  and 
Mason  v.  Henry,  152  N.  Y.  529,  46  N.  E. 
837,  or  it  was  held  that  no  direct  trust  re- 
lation existed  between  the  parties.  Such 
cases  need  not  be  considered.  So  far  as 
they  differ  from  our  conclusions  we  have 
not  been  willing  to  follow  them.  Nor  is  it 
now  necessary  to  determine  whctlier  a 
fraudulent  concealment  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  sufficiently  charged  against  the  de- 
fendants. 

We  cannot  say  as  matter  of  law  that 
the  alleged  foreclosures  of  the  mortgages  or 
the  other  dealings  with  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erties, or  any  entries  that  may  have  been 
made  on  the  plaintiff's  books  and  records, 
show  knowledge  in  the  plaintiff  of  the  de- 
fendants* wrongdoings.  See,  as  to  this, 
Wallace  v.  Lincoln  Sav.  Bank,  89  Tenn.  630, 
24  Am.  St.  Rep.  625,  15  S.  W.  448.  The  bill 
expressly  avers  that  the  plaintiff  had  nei- 
ther such  know^ledge  nor  the  means  of  ac- 
quiring it  until  shortly  before  the  bringing 
of  the  bill.  We  find  nothing  in  the  allega- 
tions necessarily  repugnant  to  this  aver- 
ment. 

The  sixteenth  paragraph  of  the  bill  might 
not  of  itself  show  any  indopendent  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendants,  but,  like 
some  other  averments  wliich  have  been  con- 
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sidered,  the  circumstance  alleged  may  throw 
light  upon  some  of  the  misconduct  com- 
plained of.  It  is  proper  to  give  the  de- 
fendants notice  of  the  fact  that  this  is  one 
of  the  matters  relied  on  by  the  plaintiff  in 
determining  the  character  of  their  acts.  It 
is  not  repugnant  to  the  seventh  paragraph 
of  the  bill. 

There  is  no  such  repugnance  or  uncertain- 
ty in  other  parts  of  the  bill  as  to  justify  us 
in  calling  it  bad.  The  grounds  of  demurrer 
which  have  not  been  specifically  dealt  with 
have  all  been  examined;  the  able  argument 
made  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendants  and 
the  supplementary  brief  which  has  been 
filed  have  been  carefully  considered;  and 
we  are  satisfied  that  the  order  must  be: 

Demurrer  overruled.        " 
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SUSIE  STONE  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

HUNTER  TRACT  IMPROVEMENT  COM- 
PANY et  al.,  Appta., 

(—  Wash.  — ,  122  Pac.  370.) 

Damages  —  injunction     ag^alnst     con- 
structing dwelling  —  measure. 

1.  The  damages  for  wrongfully  enjoin- 
ing the  erection  of  a  dwelling  on  a  parcel  of 
real  estate  are  the  reasonable  rental  value 
of  the  property  with  the  building  upon  it, 
during  the  time  its  enjoyment  was  prevent- 
ed by  the  injunction,  where  the  building 
w^ould  have  been  erected  but  for  the  injunc- 
tion, and  was  actually  built  as  soon  as  the 
injunction  was  dissolved. 

Injunction  —  failure  to  move  for  dis- 
solution —  effect  on  damages. 

2.  One  wrongfully  enjoined  from  erecting 
a  dwelling  is  not  precluded  from  recovering 
damages  therefor  because  he  fails  to  move 
to  discharge  the  injunction,  where  the  whole 
controversy  is  over  the  right  to  erect  the 
building  because  defendant  is  of  negro  blood, 
and  the  injunction  is  not  merely  ancillary 
to  or  in  aid  of  the  main  issue. 
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yote,  —  Meatnire  of  damages  for  ii?ronflr- 
ful  injunction  restraining  erection  of 
huilding. 

Although  the  damages  recoverable  for  the 
wrongful  suing  out  of  an  injunction  are 
only  such  as  naturally  and  proximately  re- 
sult therefrom,  and  do  not  include  remote 
or  speculative  damages  (22  Cyc.  1062),  it 
soms  clear,  as  held  in  Stone  v.  Hunter 
Tract  Improv.  Co.,  that,  in  the  case  of  a 
wrongful  injunction  restraining  the  erection 
or  completion  of  a  building,  where  the  build- 
ing would  have  been  erected  or  completed 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  King  County 
in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  wrongful  suing 
out  of  an  injunction  to  restrain  plain- 
tiffs from  erecting  a  dwelling  on  land  which 
had  been  assigned  to  them,  pending  the  ap- 
peal of  an  action  for  the  cancelation  of  the 
Assigmnent.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Chadwick»  J.: 

Defendant  Hunter  Tract  Improvement 
Company  sold  a  lot  in  an  addition  platted 
by  it  to  plaintiffs'  assignor,  and  approved 
the  assignment,  but  afterwards  sued  to 
cancel  the  assignment  on  the  ground  that 
its  approval  was  made  through  mistake 
and  without  knowledge  that  plaintiffs  were 
colored  persons,  and  also  sued  out  an  in- 
junction restraining  plaintiffs  from  build- 
ing a  house  thereon  pending  its  appeal, 
claiming  that  plaintiffs  could  not  build  on 
the  lot  because  they  were  colored  persons. 

Messrs.  Hughes,  McMlcken,  Dovell,  & 
Ramsey,  and  Otto  B.  Rupp,  for  appel- 
lants: 

The  only  damages  which  can  be  recovered 
upon  injunction  bonds  in  actions  are  such 
as  arise  from  the  operation  of  the  in- 
junction itself,  and  not  such  as  are  occa- 


sioned by  the  suit  independent  of  the  in- 
junction. 

2  High,  Inj.  §  1663;  Donahue  v.  John- 
son, 9  Wash.  187,  37  Pac.  322;  White  Pine 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Mtna,.  Indemnity  Co.  42 
W^ash.  569,  85  Pac.  52;  Collins  v.  Huffman, 
48  Wash.  184,  93  Pac.  220;  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Pardue,  123  Tenn.  376,  131  S.  W.  862. 

Messrs.  Andrcnv  R.  Black  and  Ralph 
Simon,  for  respondents: 

Where  a  party  is  deprived  of  the  use  of 
property  wrongfully  by  injunction  or  other- 
wise, he  is  entitled' as  damages  to  the  value 
of  the  use;  and  in  cases  of  property  of 
real  estate,  the  value  of  the  use  would,  of 
course,  be  the  reasonable  rent  of  the  prop- 
erty. 

Spears  v.  Armstrong,  —  Tenn.  — ,  42  S. 
W.  37;  2  Sutherland,  Damages,  70;  1 
Sedgw.  Measure  of  Damages,  §  184. 

Chadwick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  suit  was  brought  by  the  plaintiffs 
to  recover  damages  for  the  wrongful  suing 
out  of  an  injunction  which  was  continued 
pending  an  appeal  to  this  court.  Hunter 
Tract  Improv.  Co.  v.  Stone,  58  Wash.  661, 
109  Pac.  112. 

Under  the  rulings  of  the  trial  judge,  the 
only  question  left  in  the  case  is  whether  a 


but  for  the  injunction,  and  has  been  erected 
or  completed  in  accordance  with  the  original 
plans  since  the  dissolution  of  the  injunc- 
tion, the  reasonable  rental  value  of  the 
property  with  the  proposed  building  upon 
it,  for  such  period  as  its  use  was  prevented 
by  the  injunction,  is  a  natural  and  proxi- 
mate damage,  and  not  remote  or  specula- 
tive. 

So,  the  measure  of  damages  sustained  by 
reason  of  an  injun-ction  against  the  erec- 
tion of  a  building  which  had  actually  been 
eommenced  is  the  rental  value  of  the  pro- 
posed building,  for  such  period  as  the  de- 
fendant was  deprived  of  its  use  by  the 
pendency  of  the  injunction.  Spears  v. 
Armstrong,  —  Tenn.  — ,  42  S.  W.  37. 

And  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
wrongful  suing  out  of  an  order  temporarily 
restraining  the  continuance  of  the  erection 
of  an  addition  to  a  dwelling  house  is  the 
value  of  the  use  of  the  property  for  the 
whole  period  and  season  auring  which  the 
owner  was  deprived  of  it  as  the  direct  re- 
sult of  the  restraining  order,  which  period 
is  not  necessarily  limited  to  the  time  the 
order  was  in  force.  Hutchins  v.  Munn,  209 
U.  S.  246,  52  L.  ed.  776,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
504,  affirming  28  App.  D.  C.  271.  In  this 
case,  it  appeared  that  it  was  the  habit  of 
the  owner  of  the  dwelling  house  involved, 
to  occupy  the  house  during  the  Inte  autumn, 
the  winter,  and  the  early  spring,  which 
was  the  common  season  of  occupancy  of 
houses  of  like  character  in  the  place,  and 
to  live  elsewhere  during  the  remainder  of 
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the  year.  The  proposed  addition  was  be- 
gun about  July  Ist,  and  was  to  have  been 
completed  within  four  months,  and  in  time 
for  occupancy  of  the  house  during  the  com- 
ing season.  The  work  was  wrongfully  en- 
joined on  August  14th,  after  the  house  had 
been  rendered  practically  uninhabitable  by 
the  removal  of  some  of  its  exterior  walls, 
and  the  restraining  order  was  dissolved  on 
November  25th,  after  which  the  addition 
was  not  completed  until  April,  and  could 
not,  at  that  time  of  the  year,  have  been  com- 
pleted, if  reasonable  speed  had  been  used, 
before  March,  after  which  time  the  prop- 
erty could  not  have  been  rented,  and  the  en- 
tire -rental  season  would  have  been  lost. 
It  further  appeared  that,  if  the  owner,  in 
November,  had  found  and  leased  other  prop- 
erty substantially  the  same  in  character, 
and  desired  to  occupy  it  until  her  own  resi- 
dence could  have  been  finished,  she  would 
have  been  compelled  to  pay  the  full  season's 
or  year's  rent,  so  that  the  injury  suffered 
by  her  in  being  deprived  of  her  residence 
was  practically  consummated  before  the  1st 
of  November.  And  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  court  of  appeals  of  the  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia  and  the  United  States 
Supreme  Court  affirmed  a  decree  ratifying 
and  confirming  an  auditor's  report,  ascer- 
taining and  fixing  the  amount  of  damages 
sustained  by  the  owner  at  $6,000,  being 
three  fourths  of  the  annual  rental  value  of 
the  property. 

In  an  action  on  an  injunction  bond,  after 
the   dissolution   of   an  injunction   prohibit- 
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true  measure  of  damages  was  given  to  the 
jury.  Plaintiffs  had  begun  the  erection  of 
a  six-room  dwelling .  house  to  cost  $2,300, 
when  the  work  was  arrested  by  the  lower 
court.  After  the  case  had  been  decided  on 
appeal  and  the  remittitur  sent  down,  plain- 
tiffs erected  a  dwelling  costing  less  money 
than  the  one  contemplated.  The  testimony 
shows  that  the  contractor  threw  up  the  con- 
tract after  a  time  on  account  of  the  delay 
and  Increased  cost  of  wages  and  material. 
Plaintiffs  scrt  up  several  items  of  damage, 
all  of  which  were  denied  by  the  court,  ex- 
cept the  reasonable  rental  value  of  the  prop- 
erty during  the  time  the  case  was  pending. 
The  court  told  the  jury  that  they  might  find 
as  damages  the  rental  value  of  the  property 
if  the  house  had  been  built  from  the  16th 
day  of  May,  1909,  the  time  when  the  build- 
ing was  to  be  completed,  until  the  release  of 
the  restraining  order.  The  plaintiffs'  testi- 
mony is  to  the  effect  that  $40  was  a  reason- 
able rental  value,  while  the  testimony  of  the 
defendant  is  that  $25  is  a  fair  rent.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  $525.  From  a 
judgment  upon  the  verdict,  defendants  hfive 
appealed. 

It  is  contended  that  only  nominal  dam- 
ages should  have  been  allowed,  inasmuch 
as  the  law  will  not  take  care  of  damages 
which  are  remote,  conjectural,  or  specula- 


tive ;  that  no  house  was  on  the  property  dur- 
ing the  time  the  injunctions  were  in  force, 
and  that  the  rental  value  of  a  house  that 
had  not  been  built  was  not  a  pioper  meas- 
ure, it  being  admitted,  or  rather  not  denied, 
that  the  lot  without  the  house  had  no  rental 
value.  Our  first  impression  was  that  this 
theory  had  merit,  but  a  more  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  principle  involved  impels 
us  to  hold  that  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  loss  of  the  use  of 
the  property,  to  be  measured  by  the  rental 
value,  or  what  it  would  have  been  worth  to 
respondents  had  they  been  allowed  to  build 
a  house  according  to  their  original  design. 
The  measure  of  damages  in  a  case  where 
a  person  is  prevented  by  injunction  from 
completing  a  house  cannot  be  defined  with 
any  degree  of  accuracy.  It  may  be  said  to 
be  the  just  application  of  the  rule  of  reason 
to  the  facts  of  a  particular  case;  or,  as 
stated  by  Mr.  High:  "In  determining  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  allowed  upon  the 
dissolution  of  an  injunction  restraining  one 
from  exercising  acts  of  ownership  over  his 
real  property,  the  courts  are  not  governed 
by  arbitrary  rules,  but  proceed  upon  equita- 
ble principles;  the  defendant  being  entitled 
to  such  damages  as  are  the  necessary  and 
proximate  result  of  such  deprivation.''  2 
High,  Inj.  4th  ed.  §  1673;  Sutherland,  Darn- 


ing the  completion  of  the  erection  of  a  cow 
stable,  the  damages  recoverable  are  all  such 
natural  and  proximate  damages  as  have 
been  actually  and  necessarily  or  directly 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  injunction, — in- 
cluding the  injury  done  to  the  plaintiff's 
cows,  the  decrease  caused  in  their  flow  of 
milk,  and  the  extra  care  and  food  required 
by  their  exposure  to  the  weather;  the  loss 
to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  being 
obliged  to  buy  feed  for  his  cows  by  the 
small  quantity;  and  the  difference  between 
the  cost  of  completing  stable  at  the  time 
when  the  building  thereof  was  stopped  by 
the  injunction,  and  the  increased  cost  at 
the  time  when  the  injunction  was  dissolved 
and  the  stable  completed.  Lange  v.  Wagner, 
52  Md.  310,  36  Am.  Rep.  380. 

And  where  a  person  has  commenced  to 
tear  down  a  building  on  his  premises  for 
the  purpose  of  erecting  a  new  building,  the 
damages  recoverable  by  him  on  account  of 
a  temporary  injunction  restraining  him 
from  interfering  with  the  wall  between  his 
own  and  an  adjoining  building,  whereby  the 
completion  of  his  new  building  is  delayed, 
include  the  loss  of  rent  of  the  building,  in- 
creased cost  of  labor  and  materials,  and 
counsel  fees  on  motion  to  dissolve  the  in- 
junction and  on  appeal  from  the  order  of 
dissolution.  Roberts  v.  White,  73  N.  Y. 
375. 

But  in  accord  with  the  rule  that  "the 
only  damages  which*  can  be  recovered  are 
such  as  arise  from  the  operation  of  the  in- 
junction itself,  and  not  such  ajs  are  occa- 
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sioned  by  the  suit  independent  of  the  in- 
junction" (High,  Inj.  §  1663),  only  nominal 
damages,  and  no  rental  at  all  for  the  use  of 
the  proposed  building,  can  be  recovered  on 
the  injunction  bond,  after  dissolution  of  an 
injunction  restraining  the  erection  of  a 
building,  where  the  defendant,  never  having 
heard  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  to  the  lot  un- 
til shortly  before  the  suit  was  brought,  was 
deterred  from  building,  not  by  the  injunc- 
tion, but  by  the  fact  of  the  adverse  claim 
and  by  the  suit  itself,  and  would  not,  after 
he  was  made  aware  of  the  controversy,  have 
biiilt  or  proceeded  further  with  his  building 
operations  until  that  controversy  over  the 
title  was  settled  by  a  decree  of  the  court. 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Pardue,  123  Tenn.  376, 
131  S.  W.  862. 

Nor  can  the  rental  value  of  the  proposed 
building  be  recovered  as  damages  on  the 
injunction  bond,  after  the  dissolution  of  an 
injunction  restraining  the  erection  of  a 
building,  but  only  nominal  damages,  al- 
though the  injunction  itself  was  the  cause 
of  the  failure  to  build  the  proposed  struc^ 
ture,  where  the  building  contemplated  when 
the  injunction  suit  was  begun  was  never 
constructed  at  all,  but  the  project  was  final- 
ly and  permanently  abandoned  after  the  in- 
junction was  dissolved.    Ibid. 

Many  phases  of  the  general  subject  of  loss 
of  profits  as  an  element  of  damages  are  dis- 
cussed in  notes  cited  in  the  Index  to  Notes, 
under  the  title,  Damages;  loss  of  profits. 

A.  C.  W. 
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ages,  3d  ed.  §  527;  Rice  t.  Cook,  92  CaJ. 
144,  28  Pac.  219;  Alexander  ▼.  Colcord,  85 
111.  323;  Hermann  v.  Allen,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  118  S.  W.  794.  Now,  in  this  case> 
although  it  is  contended  on  the  authority  of 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Pardiie,  123  Tenn.  376, 
131  S.  W.  862,  that  damages  cannot  be  re- 
covered for  the  loss  of  rent  for  a  building 
that  was  not  built,  we  nevertheless  believe 
that,  where  the  facts  show  that  the  respond- 
ents were  in  the  act  of  building,  and,  but  for 
the  act  of  the  appellant,  would  have  erected 
a  building  according  to  the  plans  which  had 
been  drawn  for  that  purpose,  and  where  they 
did  actually  build  a  house  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  suit,  and  for  the  uses  contem- 
plated, the  true  measure  of  damages  is  the 
rental  value  of  the  property  with  the  im- 
provements as  designed.  Mr.  High  cites  the 
case  of  Roberts  v.  White,  73  N.  Y.  375,  to 
sustain  the  proposition  that  loss  of  rent  is 
an  item  of  damages  where  a  party  was  re- 
strained from  tearing  down  a  wall  alleged 
to  be  a  party  wall,  intending  to  erect  a  build- 
ing, where  the  result  of  the  injunction  was 
to  interrupt  and  postpone  the  plans  and  pur- 
poses of  the  owner.  The  same  rule  is  an- 
nounced in  Hutch  ins  v.  Munn,  209  U.  S.  246, 
52  L.  ed.  776,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  504.  We  see 
no  difference  in  principle  between  this  case 
and  that  of  Hermann  v.  Allen,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  118  S.  W.  794,  where  the  plaintiff 
in  the  suit  had  been  enjoined  from  remov- 
ing a  store  building  from  a  lot  owned  by 
the  defendant.  It  was  there  contended  that 
interest  on  the  value  of  the  building  was 
the  true  measure  of  damages.  But  this  was 
held  to  be  wholly  inadequate ;  the  defend- 
ant knowing  that  the  building  could  be  rent- 
ed, and  being  charged  with  notice  of  its  rea- 
sonable rental  value.  Rent  was  allowed  al- 
though the  building  was  not  removed,  just 
as  rent  should  be  allowed  in  this  case  al- 
though the  building  was  not  built.  It  seems 
to  be  the  purpose  of  the  law  in  cases  of  this 
kind  to  allow  a  recovery  of  rent  where  the 
testimony  shows  that  it  might  have  been 
earned  but  for  the  injunction.  The  case  of 
Ridpath  v.  Merriam,  22  Wash.  311,  60  Pac. 
1120,  in  effect  holds  that,  if  a  building  can 
be  moved  so  as  to  put  it  to  use  as  such,  the 
rental  value  is  the  measure  of  damages. 
That  measure  was  denied  solely  upon  the 
ground  that  the  building  could  not  be 
moved,  and  had  no  value  to  the  owner  ex- 
cept as  knocked-down  material. 

As  illustrative  of  the  manner  in  which 
courts  should  approach  the  admeasurement 
of  damages  in  this  class  of  cases,  Mr.  Suth- 
erland says :  "In  a  case  in  which  the  party 
suing  out  the  injunction  was  sought  to  be 
charged  with  the  value  of  land  for  pastur- 
age, he  was  allowed  the  cost  of  fencing  it 
for  such  use.  If  the  land  was  unfenced 
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when  the  injunction  issued,  and  was  fit  only 
for  pasture,  and  the  defendant  was  not  in- 
tending to  use  it  for  that  purpose,  or  was 
not  prepared  to  do  so,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
any  compensation.  If  his  intention  was  to 
use  it  and  inclose  it  for  use,  he  was  entitled 
to  the  value  of  the  use,  less  the  expense  of 
inclosing  it.  If  he  had  procured  materials 
to  fence  it,  and  was  prevented  from  doing 
so,  he  was  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for  any 
loss  necessarily  resulting."  2  Sutherland, 
Damages,  3d  ed.  §  527.  Upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple of  equitable  consideration,  one  who  is 
kept  out  of  the  possession  of  his  property  is 
not  restricted  in  a  suit  on  the  injunction 
bond  to  proof  of  the  value  of  the  use,  but 
may  recover  for  loss  of  crops.  Edwards  v. 
Edwards,  31  111.  474;  Fleming  v.  Bailey,  44 
Miss.  132.  In  the  Pardue  Case,  after  the 
injunction  had  been  dissolved,  the  plainl^ilf 
built  a  house  which  was  much  larger  than 
suid  cost  five  times  as  much  as  the  one  orig- 
inally designed,  and  which  was  devoted  to 
different  uses.  We  think  the  court  properly 
refused  to  allow  the  loss  of  rent  as  an  item 
of  damage  in  that  case,  for  the  subsequent 
conduct  of  the  owner  was  in  effect  a  declara- 
tion of  benefit.  The  case  turned  on  the  find- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  abandoned  his 
purpose,  but  the  court  had  in  mind  the  rule 
as  we  find  it  to  be:  "When  the  building  is 
subsequently  erected,  after  the  restraint 
caused  by  the  injunction  has  been  removed, 
the  court  can  then  see  that  contingency  has 
given  place  to  achievement;  but,  when- it  is 
abandoned,  the  doubt  based  upon  the  contin- 
gency that  necessarily  attends  all  uncom- 
pleted projects  is  proven,  justified,  and  con- 
firmed." In  the  consideration  of  this  case 
we  have  found  the  case  of  Bingham  v.  Walla 
Walla,  3  Wash.  Terr.  68,  13  Pac.  408.  It 
is  there  said :  "The  damage  claimed  by  him 
is  for  prospective  profits  which  he  might 
have  received  as  rent  of  the  building  had 
he  been  permitted  to  erect  the  same.  We 
think  this  element  of  damage  too  remote." 
Standing  alone,  this  would  seem  to  negative 
all  that  we  have  said  as  to  the  measure  of 
damage;  but  we  think  that  case  can  be 
clearly  distinguished  under  the  authorities. 
The  title  was  in  real  dispute,  and  in  such 
cases,  if  it  be  shown  that  the  owner  would 
not  have  built  while  the  title  was  in  dis- 
pute, it  has  been  often  held  that  a  recovery 
for  the  loss  of  rent  will  not  be  allowed. 
The  statement  that  such  damages  are  too 
remote  is  too  broad,  and  will  not  be  ap- 
plied unless  the  facts  warrant  it. 

Defendant  invokes  the  rule  that  no  dam- 
ages can  be  recovered  unless  they  are  sus- 
tained because  of  the  injunction;  that  in- 
asmuch as  respondents  did  not  move  to  dis- 
charge the  injunction  in  the  former  case, 
but  were  content  to  try  the  case  on  its  mer- 
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its,  or,  in  other  words,  bide  the  time  until 
the   doubt  as   to  their   title   had   been   re- 

• 

moved,  their  recovery  is  limited  to  nominal 
damages.  Ordinarily  no  recovery  will  be 
allowed  in  such  cases,  but,  strictly  speaking, 
the  former  case  was  not  a  contest  over  title. 
Title  has  never  been  disputed.  Defendant 
was  selling  what  purported  to  be  a  good 
title,  and  plaintiff  was  willing  to  take  the 
title  offered.  The  real  question  was  wheth- 
er plaintiffs  could  use  and  occupy  the  lot, 
being  of  negro  blood.  In  principle  the  for- 
mer action  was  as  if  the  vendor  had  brought 
suit  to  restrain  a  nuisance,  and  a  defendant 
in  such  cases  should  not  be  held  to  the  rule 
invoked  unless  the  injunction  is  ancillary 
to  or  in  aid  of  the  real  issue.  Where  a 
ruling  upon  the  injunction  would  determine 
the  case,  where  that  is  the  whole  contro- 
versy, a  defendant  should  not  be  penalized 
because  he  treats  it  as  in  truth  it  is,  as  the 
essence  of  the  controversy. 

Finding  no  error,  the  judgment  of   the 
lower  court  is  affirmed. 

Dunbar,  Ch.  J.,  and  Parker,  Crow,  and 
Gose,  JJ.,  concur. 
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STAR  GROCER  COMPANY 
v. 

W.  BRADFORD  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err. 

(—  W.  Va,  — ,  74  S.  E.  609.) 

Principal    and    surety  —  bond  —  prln- 
cipurs  nonexecution  ^  effect. 

1.  Sureties  in  a  bond  are  not  released  by 
omission  of  the  principal  to  execute  it,  if 
lie  is  bound  by  law  or  a  collateral  contract, 
recited  in  the  bond,  for  the  performance  of 
tlie  duty  recited  in  the  condition  thereof. 

Bond  ^  incompleteness  —  effect. 

2.  Such  technical  incompleteness  in  the 
bond,  under  such  circumstances,  imposes 
upon  the  obligee  no  duty  of  inquiry  as  to 
whether  it  was  delivered  by  the  sureties  on 
condition  that  the  principal  should  execute 
it,  nor  to  require  nidi  to  do  so,  since  the 
sureties  suffered  no  substantial  prejudice 
from  such  omission. 

Evidence  —  admissions  by  principal  — 
effect  on  sureties. 

3.  Receipts,  statements,  and  other  evi- 
dences of  liability  in  the  handwriting  of  tlu 
principal   are   admissible   evidence    against 

Headnotes  by  Poffenbabgeb,  J. 

Note. —  For    effect   of    delivery    of   bonr 
unsigned  by  principal  oblijzor,  see   note  tf 
School  Dist.  Xo.  80  v.  Lapping,  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   1105. 
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the  sureties,  and  prove  prima  facie  liability 
on  their  part. 

Same  —  relation  of  witness  to  subject- 
matter. 

4.  Relation  of  a  witness  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  his  testimony,  such  as  his  in- 
cumbency of  an  office  in  a  private  corpora- 
tion on  whose  behalf,  as  a  party  to  the  suit, 
he  is  to  testify,  may  be  shown  by  his  oral 
evidence. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

}?  RROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ritchie 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce 
a  liability  on  a  bond  given  by  plaintiff's 
agent  to  secure  faithful  performance  of  his 
contract.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Robinson  &  Prunty,  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error: 

The  bond  was  never  properly  executed, 
and  no  liability  can  attach  on  it. 

Newlin  v.  Beard,  6  W.  Va.  110;  Nash  v. 
Fugate,  32  Gratt.  595,  34  Am.  Rep.  780; 
Solenberger  v.  Gilbert,  86  Va.  789,  11  S. 
E.  789;  Wendlinger  v.  Smith,  75  Va.  317,  40 
Am.  Rep.  727;  2  Minor,  Inst.  4th  ed.  730; 
Pawling  V.  United  States,  4  Cranch,  219,  2 
L.  ed.  601;  Bibb  v.  Reid,  3  Ala.  88;  Smith 
V.  Kirkland,  81  Ala.  345,  1  So.  276;  Wright 
V.  Lang,  00  Ala.  389;  Duncan  v.  United 
States,  7  Pet.  435,  8  L.  ed.  739;  White 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Saxon,  121  Ala.  399,  26 
So.  784;  Warfel  v.  Frantz,  76  Pa.  88;  Fales 
V.  Filley,  2  Mo.  App.  345;  Morton  v.  Har- 
vey, 57  Neb.  304,  77  N.  W.  808;  Middleboro 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Richards,  65  Neb.  682,  76  N. 
W.  528;  Benton  County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Bod- 
dicker,  46  L.R.A.  341,  note;  Ward  v.  Churn, 
18  Gratt.  801,  98  Am.  Dec.  749;  Garvin  v. 
Mobley,  1  Bush,  48;  Cutler  v.  Roberts,  7 
Neb.  4,  29  Am.  Rep.  371;  Stuart  v.  Livesay, 
4  W.  Va.  45;  Kidd  v.  Beckley,  64  W.  Va. 
80,  60  S.  E.  1089. 

Messrs.  Kreps  &  Russell  and  Adams  & 
Cooper  for  defendant  in  error. 

Poffenbarger,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  bond  constituting  the  basis  of  this 
action,  and  given  by  a  traveling  salesman 
to  secure  faithful  performance  of  his  writ- 
ten contract  with  his  principal,  contains,  in 
the  obligatory  clause  thereof ,  the  name  of 
the  salesman,  described  as  principal,  and 
the  condition  recites  his  employment,  his 
luty  to  collect  accounts  for  his  employer, 
and  the  existence  of  an  article  of  agreement 
l)etween  them,  giving  its  date,  but  is  signed 
by  the  two  defendants  herein  only  as  sure- 
ties. Its  obligation  as  to  them  is  denied  on 
two  grounds :  ( 1 )  Its  acceptance  by  the  ob- 
ligee in  an  obviously  incomplete  condition; 
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and  (2)  acceptance  thereof -by  the  obligee 
with  knowledge  of  its  execution  and  de- 
livery upon  condition  that  other  persons, 
who  did  not  do  so,  were  to  execute  it  as 
sureties  along  with  the  defendants  and  the 
principal,  one  0.  J.  Wilson. 

Incompleteness  of  a  bond  on  its  face,  when 
tendered  to  the  obligee,  is  p'.ifficient  to  put 
him  upon  inquiry  as  to  whether  those  whose 
signatures  it  bears  intended  to  be  bound  by 
it  in  such  condition.  This  is  particularly 
and  universally  true  when  the  names  of  per- 
sons, apparently  contemplated  as  additional 
sureties,  appearing  in  the  body  of  the  bond 
or  elEewhcro,  have  not  been  signed  to  it. 
Wendiinj^et  v.  Smith,  75  Va.  309,  40  Am. 
Rep.  727 ;  Nash  v.  Fugate,  32  Gratt.  595, 
34  Am.  Rep.  780;  Ward  v.  Churn,  18  Gratt. 
801,  98  Am.  Dec.  749;  Hicks  v.  Goode,  12 
Leigh,  479,  37  Am.  Dec.  677.  The  apparent 
imperfection  is  suggestive  of  a  delivery  up- 
on condition,  and  imposes  upon  the  obligee 
the  duty  of  inquiry  as  to  whether  there 
was  such  a  qualified  delivery,  omission  of 
which  releases  the  sureties;  and  parol  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  prove  the  condition, 
which  diligent  inquiry  would  have  revealed. 

Nothing  on  the  face  of  this  bond,  however, 
indicates  incompleteness  as  to  the  sureties, 
or  failure  of  any  person  to  sign  as  surety. 
Rut  lack  of  the  signature  of  the  principal 
renders  it  in  a  sense  incomplete,  and  this 
fact  is  relied  upon  as  having  the  same  etTect 
as  incompleteness  in  respect  of  sureties.  As 
to  whether  lack  of  the  signature  of  the  prin- 
cipal raises  the  same  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
obligee,  and  discharges  the  sureties  in  case 
of  omission  thereof,  the  authorities  are  in 
conflict.  In  some  jurisdictions  and  under 
some  circumstances,  the  sureties  are  held 
not  bound.  Wood  v.  Washburn,  2  Pick. 
24;  Ferry  v.  Burchard,  21  Conn.  602;  Bunn 
V.  Jetmore,  70  Mo.  228,  35  Am.  Rep.  425; 
Russell  V.  Annable,  109  Mass.  72,  12  Am. 
Rep.  665 ;  Bryant  v.  Kinyon,  127  Mich.  152. 
53  L.R,A.  801,  86  N.  W.*  531 ;  Bean  ▼.  Par- 
ker, 17  Mass.  691;  People  v.  Hartley,  21 
Cal.  585,  82  Am.  Dec.  758;  Johnston  v.  Kim- 
ball Twp.  39  Mich.  187,  33  Am.  Rep.  372; 
Lyman  v.  Williams,  84  111.  App.  82.  On 
the  contrary,  many  cases  hold  the  bond 
good  and  valid  as  to  the  sureties,  without 
the  signature  of  the  principal,  when  the 
latter  is  bound  by  law  or  his  special  con- 
tract for  the  debt  or  default  for  which  the 
bond  was  given.  State  use  of  The  Treas- 
urer V.  Bowman,  10  Ohio,  445;  Trustees 
of  Schools  V.  Sheib,  119  111.  579,  59  Am. 
Rep.  830,  8  N.  E.  189;  Pima  Count> 
V.  Snyder,  5  Ariz.  45,  44  Pac.  297;  Cockriil 
V.  Davie,  14  Mont.  131,  35  Pac.  958; 
Mitchell  V.  Hydraulic  Bldg.  Stone  Co.  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — -,  129  S.  W.  148;  Wright 
r.  Jones,  65  Tex.  Civ.  App.  616,  120  S. 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


W.  1139;  Williams  v.  Marshall,  42  Barb. 
524;  St.  Louis  Brewing  Asso.  v.  Hayes,  38 
C.  C*  A.  449,  97  Fed.  859.  The  decided 
weight  of  authority  throughout  the  coun- 
try, and  especially  of  the  later  cases,  is 
that  the  sureties  are  bound  by  such  an  in- 
strument, if  the  principal  is  bound  by  law 
or  his  special  contract  for  the  debt  or  de- 
fault for  which  the  sureties  have  obligated 
themselves. 

The  argument  of  inconvenience  or  viola- 
tion of  technical  rules  is  answered  by  the 
court  in  State  use  of  The  Treasurer  v.  Bow- 
man, cited,  as  follows:  '^Great  reliance  is 
placed  upon  the  fact  that,  if  the  instrument 
is  not  executed  by  the  principal,  it  will  af- 
fect the  remedy  over  against  him  by  the 
securities.  There  would  be  great  force  in 
this  argument  if  the  remedy  were  de- 
stroyed; but  it  is  not;  the  force  a^d 
the  extent  of  this  liability  to  them  are  un- 
impaired. Whether  they  could  use  the 
bond,  per  se,  as  evidence  of  his  liability, 
presents  a  question  merely  of  convenience 
in  the  use  of  the  right,  but  does  not  affect 
the  right  itself,  any  more  than  would  the 
loss  or  destruction  of  the  bond.''  That  the 
sureties  can  recover  from  the  principal 
what  they  have  been  compelled  to  pay  on 
account  of  their  suretyship  in  a  bond,  not 
executed  by  the  principal,  is  asserted  in 
Harnsberger  v.  Yancey,  33  Gratt.  527.  This 
being  true,  the  sureties  are  not,  in  any  sub- 
stantial sense,  prejudiced  by  inability  of 
the  obligee  to  sue  the  principal  along  with 
them  on  the  bond.  The  ground  of  their  re- 
lease, in  case  of  the  omission  of  a  surety  to 
sign,  as  contemplated  by  the  parties,  is 
the  injury  resulting  to  those  who  signed, 
in  case  they  were  bound,  because  of  their 
inability  to  exact  contribution  from  the 
omitted  cosurety,  since  he  is  not  bound  at 
all.  This  result  cannot  be  predicated  of 
the  omission  of  the  principal  to  sign,  when 
the  law  or  another  contract  binds  him  as 
firmly  and  fully  as  the  bond  would  have 
bound  him,  had  he  executed  it,  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  sureties  under  the  law  of 
subrogation,  as  well  as  that  of  the  obligee. 
Every  rule  and  exception  is  coextensive 
only  with  the  reason  underlying  it;  and,  as 
there  is  no  substantial  reason  for  discharge 
of  the  sureties  under  such  circumstances, 
they  should  be  held  liable.  The  equitable 
remedies  for  subrogation  and  indemnity  are 
as  fully  available  and  efiicacious  as  if  the 
principal  had  executed  the  bond.  In  no 
substantial  sense,  therefore,  are  the  sureties 
affected  by  the  omission. 

The  record  discloses  no  direct  evidence 
of  notice  to  the  obligee  of  any  agreement 
with  the  two  defendants,  the  obligors  in  the 
bond,  for  additional  sureties.  Tlie  charge 
of  such  notice  stands  upon  the  theory  of 
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agency  on  the  part  of  the  principal  debtor 
to  obtain  the  bond.  Having  sought  eniploy- 
ment  by  the  obligee,  he  had  been  required, 
as  a  condition,  to  give  a  bond  with  two 
sureties,  to  be  approved  by  his  employer. 
He  submitted  the  names  of  the  two  defend- 
ants, but  no  others,  so  far  as  the  evidence 
indicates,  and  they,  after  investigation  as 
to  their  financial  ability,  were  accepted. 
Then  Wilson,  the  principal  debtor,  went 
and  procured  their  signatures  to  the  bond 
as  prepared  by  the  obligee.  He  obtained 
and  gave  this  bond  as  a  condition  of  his 
employment.  Prior  to  that  time,  he  had 
not  been  unconditionally  employed,  nor  per- 
manently employed  at  all.  Obviously, 
therefore,  the  procurement  of  the  bond  was 
primarily  his  business,  and  not  that  of  his 
en^loyer,  and  accordingly  he  must  be  held 
to  have  acted  for  and  on  behalf  of  him- 
self, and  not  of  his  prospective  employer,  in 
the  procurement  of  it.  No  authority  sus- 
taining the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
error  for  the  theory  of  agency,  under  such 
circumstances,  has  been  produced  or  found. 
Newlin  v.  Beard,  6  W.  Va.  110,  invoked  for 
the  purpose,  does  not  do  so.  Before  the 
principal  debtor  in  that  case  was  directed 
to  obtain  sureties  on  the  bond,  it  had  been 
accepted  as  complete,  without  any  sureties 
on  it.  Here  there  had  been  no  such  accept- 
ance. There  the  obligee,  having  completed 
a  contract,  made  the  debtor  his  agent  to  ob- 
tain sureties.  Here  the  principal  acted  for 
himself,  because  no  contract  had  been  com- 
pleted. He  was  making  a  contract  for  his 
own  benefit.  The  facts  here  shown  apply  the 
rule  stated  in  Lyttle  v.  Cozad,  21  W.  Va. 
183,  declaring  the  principal  to  be  the  agent 
of  the  sureties. 

Wilson  defaulted  and  left  the  country. 
His  successor,  as  salesman  for  the  territory 
he  had  traveled,  called  upon  the  customers 
of  his  employer,  and  obtained  from  them 
evidence  of  the  collections  made  by  Wilson 
in  the  form  of  invoices  receipted  by  him 
and  checks  in  payment  of  invoices,  made 
payable  to  his  employer  and  collected  by 
him,  after  his  indorsement  of  his  employ- 
er's name  by  him  as  agent.  These  receipted 
invoices  and  checks  were  admitted  as  evi- 
dence of  liability  on  the  bond.  A  statement 
in  the  handwriting  of  Wilson,  showing  a 
balance  against  him  of  $460.75,  for  which 
he  gave  his  check,  together  with  the  pro- 
tested check,  were  also  introduced  as  evi- 
dence, supplemented  by  proof  of  lack  of 
funds  in  the  bank  on  which  the  check  was 
drawn  to  pay  it.  In  one  instance,  the  cus- 
tomer testified  to  the  payment  of  a  bill 
not  accounted  for  by  Wilson.  In  all  the  in- 
stances in  which  checks  appeared  to  have 
been  given  and  indorsements  made  by  Wil- 
son, his  handwriting  was  proved.  In  addi- 
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tion  to  this  evidence,  the  bookkeeper  of  the 
employer,  with  the  books  in  his  possession 
and  at  liand,  testified  to  the  delivery  and 
shipment  of  all  the  goods,  the  purchase 
money  of  which  was  shown  to  have  been 
collected,  as  aforesaid.  Admissibility  and 
sufficiency  of  this  evidence  are  challenged 
on  account  of  its  alleged  secondary  charac- 
ter. It  is  unnecessary  to  enter'  Upon  an 
inquiry  as  to  the  classificaton  of  evidence 
referred  to  in  the  brief.  The  receipts, 
checks,  and  statement  in  the  handwriting 
of  the  principal  constitute  admissions  by 
him,  made  within  the  period  of  his  employ- 
ment and  in  the  course  thereof,  and  are  ad- 
missible against  the  sureties,  according  to 
all  authority,  and  sufficient,  in  the  absence 
of  any  contradiction  thereof,  to  fix  liability 
upon  them.  "Accounts,  entries,  and  writ- 
ten statements  by  the  principal  are  prima 
facie  evidence  against  his  sureties;  in  some 
states  being  conclusive.''  32  Cyc.  137.  See 
also  Brandt,  Suretyship,  §§  797-800;  1 
Greenl.  £v.  §§  187,  188.  To  the  admission 
in  argument  of  the  admissibility  of  this  evi- 
dence against  Wilson,  if  he  were  a  party, 
we  add  these  authorities,  conclusively  show- 
ing it  to  be  likewise  admissible  against  his 
sureties.  Clearly  admissible,  covering  the 
full  amount  of  the  recovery  and  wholly  un- 
contradicted, it  precludes  any  possible  ver- 
dict other  than  the  one  rendered;  and 
therefore  the  error,  if  any,  in  admitting  the 
testimony  of  the  bookkeeper  as  to  the  de- 
livery of  the  goods,  was  obviously  harmless. 
Hence  there  is  no  occasion  for  inquiry  as  to 
its  admissibility. 

The  testimony  of  McConnaughey,  presi- 
dent of  the  plaintiff  company,  was  objected 
to  for  lack  of  documentary  proof  of  his  po- 
sition as  president.  According  to  well-set- 
tled practice,  his  own  evidence  as  to  that 
was  sufficient  to  establish  it  prima  facie,  be- 
cause the  fact  was  collateral  in  character. 
His  office  in  the  corporation  was  not  in 
issue.  The  sole  purpose  of  proof  of  his  po- 
sition was  to  show  how  or  why  he  had  done 
certain  things  and  possessed  certain  knowl- 
edge. To  establish  such  a  status  for  such 
purpose,  the  highest  and  best  evidence  is  not 
required.  Generally,  it  is  conceded.  In 
qualifying  experts,  physicians  and  lawyers 
are  not  required  to  produce  their  licenses. 
Their  oral  testimony  suffices  everywhere. 

These  conclusions  destroy  the  basis  of  all 
the  numerous  assignments  of  error.  The 
court  properly  refused  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict, and  rendered  judgment  upon  it.  It 
did  not  err  in  holding  the  defendants  liable 
on  the  bond.  There  was  no  error  in  admit- 
ting the  receipts  and  checks  to  establish  the 
liability  and  its  extent.  There  was  no  error 
in  permitting  McConnaughey  to  testify.  If 
there  was  any  error  in  the  admission   of 
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Brohard'B  testimony  as  to  sales  of  goods, 
Wilson's  written  admissions  and  the  testi- 
mony of  a  customer,  all  uncontradicted,  cov- 
ered all  of  that.  Some  of  the  instructions 
asked  for  by  the  defendants  and  refused 
were  in  direct  conflict  with  the  law  as  here 
stated,  and  others  declared  legal  proposi- 
tions having  no  foundation  in  the  evidence. 
It  would  JtJbserve  no  good  purpose  to  quote 
and  analyze  them.  From  what  has  been 
said,  it  is  apparent  that  there  was  no  evi- 
deiH!e  of  any  fraud  in  the  procurement  of 
the  bond.  If  there  was  any  error  in  the 
rulings  upon  objections  to  evidence,  it  was 
harmless  for  the  reasons  herein  stated. 
Practically  all  of  such  objections  were  based 
upon  the  untenable  positions  already  dis- 
posed of. 

Seeing  no  error  in  the  judgment,  we  af- 
firm it. 


KANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 

STATE  OF  KANSAS,  Appt., 

V. 

HARRY  RABINOWITZ  et  al. 
(85  Kan.  841,  118  Pac.  1040.) 

Nuisance  —  common  law. 

1.  At  the  eommon  law  acts  done  in  viola- 
tion of  law,  or  which  are  against  good 
morals,  constitute  public  nuisances. 

IntozicatlnfiT  liquors  —  nuisance  —  In- 
junction. 

2.  The  selling  and  delivering  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  on  the  streets  and  alleys  of  a 
city,  publicly,  repeatedly,  and  persistently, 
is  a  common  nuisance,  which  may  be  en- 
joined by  a  court  of  equity  under  §  265  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (Gen.  Stat. 
1909,  §  6859),  authorizing  the  granting  of 
an  injunction  "in  the  name  of  the  state  to 
enjoin  and  suppress  the  keeping  and  main- 
taining of  a  common  nuisance." 

Injunction  *  matter  constituting  public 
offense  —  nuisance. 

3.  The  fact  that  the  same  acts  may  con- 
stitute a  public  offense  is  no  bar  to  the 
maintenance  of  an  equitable  action  to  en- 
join the  nuisance. 

Same  —  intoxicating  liquor  Indictment 
—  description  of  place. 

4.  In  proceedings  brought  under  the  pro- 

Headnotes  by  Johnbtoit;  Ch.  J. 

Note.  —  For  injunction  at  suit  of  state 
against  public  nuisance  which  is  also  a 
erime,  see  notes  to  State  ex  rel.  Crow  v. 
Cantv,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  747;  State  v.  Ehr- 
lick,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  691;  and  Carrell  v. 
State,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)   325. 

^or  injunction  against  crime  which  is  a 
private  nuisance,  or  which   involves   prop- 
erty rights,  see  note  to  Detroit  Realty  Co. 
v.  Oppenhcim,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  685. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


hibitory  law,  which  provides,  among  other 
things,  that  all  places  where  intoxicating 
liquors  are  sold,  or  given  away,  or  kept  for 
sale  or  delivery  in  violation  of  law,  or 
where  persons  are  permitted  to  resort  for 
the  purpose  of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors 
as  a  beverage,  are  common  nuisances,  which 
may  be  enjoined  and  abated  at  the  instance 
of  the  state,  the  occupation-  and  use  of  a 
street  or  alley  or  other  public  ground  by  the 
defendant  for  the  unlawful  purpose  may  be 
enjoined;  and  an  averment  in  the  petitioa 
for  the  injunction  that  the  defendant  had 
been  using,  and  was  still  continuing  to  use, 
the  streets  and  alleys  of  a  certain  city  for 
the  sale  and  delivery  of  intoxicating  liquors 
in  violation  of  the  law,  is  a  sufficient  de- 
scription of  the  place  within  the  meaning 
of  that  statute. 

(November  11,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  'the  State  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Leavenworth 
County  in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action 
to  enjoin  defendants  from  engaging  in  busi- 
ness in  violation  of  the  prohibitory  laws. 
Reversed. 

Statement  by  Johnston,  Ch.  J.: 

In  the  foregoing  cases  the  attorney  gen- 
eral of  the  state  and  the  county  attorney  of 
Leavenworth  county  filed  petitions  in  be- 
half of  the  state,  the  averments  in  each  be- 
ing substantially  the  same.  In  the  Rabino- 
witz  Case  it  was  alleged: 

"(1)  That  at  the  time  of  the  institution 
of  this  action,  the  above-named  defendants 
were,  and  still  are,  residents  and  citizens 
of  the  city  and  county  of  Leavenworth,  state 
of  Kansas. 

"(2)  That  for  many  months  before  the 
institution  of  this  action,  the  said  defend- 
ants were,  and  still  are,  engaged  in  the  un- 
lawful sale,  barter,  and  delivery  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors  within  the  said  city  and 
county  of  Leavenworth,  state  of  Kansas,  in 
the  form  and  manner  as  hereinafter  alleged 
and  set  forth. 

"(3)  Tliat  for  many  months  before  the 
institution  of  this  action,  the  said  defend- 
ants were,  and  still  are,  maintaining  and 
operating  a  so-called  storeroom  or  ware- 
house, or  a  shift,  device,  or  subterfuge,  at 
a  place  called  Stillings,  in  Platte  county, 
state  of  Missouri,  just  across  the  Missouri 
river,  about  1  mile  east  of  said  city  of 
Leavenworth,  state  of  Kansas,  at  which 
place  the  said  defendants  at  all  of  the  times 
herein  mentioned  have  been,  and  still  are, 
temporarily  unloading  and  storing  intoxi- 
cating liquors  for  the  express  unlawful  pur- 
pose, intent,  and  design  of  thereafter  sell* 
ing,  bartering,  and  delivering  the  same 
wholly  within  said  city  and  county  of 
Leavenworth,  state  of  Kansas,  as  herein 
more  fully  alleged  and  set  forth. 
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"(4)  That  for  many  months  before  the 
filing  of  the  original  petition  in  th'B  action, 
the  said  defendants  have  owned,  main- 
tainedy  used,  and  employed,  and  are  still 
maintaining,  using,  and  employing  upon  all 
the  streets  and  alleys  of  the  city  of  Leaven- 
worth, Kansas,  certain  wagons,  vehicles, 
and  conveyances,  with  horses  or  mules 
hitched  thereto  and  drivers  thereon,  for  the 
express  unlawful  purpose  of  conveying  or 
carrying  said  intoxicating  liquors  across 
said  Missouri  river  from  said  town  of 
Stillings,  Missouri,  to  and  within  said  city 
and  county  of  Leavenworth,  state  of  Kan- 
sas, and  there  selling,  bartering,  and  de- 
livering said  intoxicating  liquors  to  vari- 
ous persons  and  places  whose  names  and 
location  are  now  unknown  to  said  plaintiff, 
with  the  express  purpose,  intent,  and  de- 
sign on  the  part  of  said  defendants  of  un- 
lawfully aiding  and  abetting  many  of  said 
persons,  in  the  violation  of  the  prohibitory 
laws  of  said  state  of  Kansas,  as  herein  more 
fully  alleged  and  set  forth. 

"(5)  That  for  many  months  before  the 
institution  of  this  action,  the  said  defend- 
ants did,  and  do  still,  maintain  and  operate 
a  local  Leavenworth  city  telephone  at  their 
said  so-called  storeroom  or  warehouse,  or 
said  shift,  device,  and  subterfuge,  at  said 
town  of  Stillings,  Missouri,  which  said  tele- 
phone at  all  of  the  times  herein  mentioned 
was,  and  still  is,  directly  connected  with 
residences  and  places  of  business  within 
said  city  and  county  of  Leavenworth,  Kan- 
sas, over  which  said  telephone  the  said  de- 
fendants, their  agents,  and  employees,  have 
at  all  of  the  times  herein  mentioned  and 
still  are  taking  and  receiving  telephone  or- 
ders for  said  intoxicating  liquors  at  said 
so-called  storeroom  or  warehouse,  or  said 
shift,  device,  or  subterfuge,  at  said  town  of 
Stillings,  Missouri,  and  thereafter  selling, 
bartering,  and  delivering  said  intoxicating 
liquors,  so  ordered,  to  said  residences,  per- 
sons, and  places  of  business  wholly  within 
said  city  and  county  of  Leavenworth,  Kan- 
sas, in  violation  of  the  said  prohibitory 
Laws  of  said  state  of  Kansas,  as  herein 
more  fully  alleged  and  set  forth. 

''(6)  And  plaintiff  alleges  that  at  all  of 
the  times  herein  mentioned  it  has  been,  and 
still  is,  the  unlawful  custom,  habit,  or  sys- 
tem of  the  said  defendants,  their  agents, 
and  employees,  to  collect  the  sale  price  of 
said  intoxicating  liquors  so  delivered  upon 
said  telephone  orders,  as  aforesaid,  wholly 
and  entirely  within  said  city  and  county  of 
Leavenworth,  state  of  Kansas,  in  violation 
of  the  prohibitory  laws  of  said  state  of 
Kansas. 

"(7)  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  at  all 
of  the  times  herein  mentioned,  the  said  de- 
fendants have  maintained,  used,  and  em- 
31)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ployed  a  local  Leavenworth  city  telephone 
at  their  residence  at  Second  and  Ottawa 
streets  and  No.  714  Miami  street,  respec- 
tively, in  said  city  of  Leavenworth,  Kan- 
sas, over  which  said  telephone  the  said  de- 
fendants have,  at  all  of  the  times  herein 
mentioned,  received,  and  do  still  receive, 
telephone  orders  for  said  intoxicating  li- 
quors from  residences,  persons,  and  places  of 
business  wholly  within  said  city  and  county 
of  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  and  thereafter  de- 
livered th<;  same  to  said  residences,  persons, 
and  places  of  business  by  means  of  said 
wagons,  vehicles,  and  conveyances  from  said 
so-called  storeroom  or  warehouse,  or  said 
shift,  device,  and  subterfuge,  at  said  town 
of  Stillings,  Missouri,  or  from  said  wagons 
wherever  they  may  be  on  the  streets  and 
alleys  of  said  city  of  Lea/enworth,  Kansas, 
and  thereafter  collect  the  sale  price  of  said 
intoxicating  liquors  wholly  within  said  city 
and  county  of  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  all  in 
violation  of  the  prohibitory  laws  of  said 
state  of  Kansas. 

*<(8)  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  at  all 
of  the  times  herein  mentioned,  the  said  de- 
fendants have  'authorized,  directed,  and  al- 
lowed, and  do  still  authorize,  direct,  and  al- 
low, the  drivers  of  said  wagons,  vehicles, 
and  conveyances,  who  are  in  their  employ, 
and  also  other  agents  and  employees,  whose 
names  are  unknown  to  said  plaintiff,  to  so- 
licit, take,  and  receive  orders  for  said  in- 
toxicating liquors  at  residences,  places  of 
business,  and  of  various  persons  whose 
names  are  unknown  to  plaintiff,  wholly 
within  said  city  and  county  of  Leavenworth, 
Kansas,  and  on  the  streets  and  alleys  oi 
said  city,  and  upon  such  orders  the  said  de- 
fendants have,  at  all  of  the  times  herein 
mentioned,  delivered,  and  are  still  deliver- 
ing, said  intoxicating  liquors  to  said  resi- 
dences, persons,  and  places  of  business  from 
said  so-called  storeroom  or  warehouse,  or 
said  shift,  device,  or  subterfuge,  at  said 
town  of  Stillings,  Missouri,  and  from  said 
wagons  on  the  streets  and  alleys  of  said 
city  of  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  and  there- 
after collecting  the  sale  price  of  said  in- 
toxicating liquors  wholly  within  said  city 
and  county  of  Iicavenworth,  Kansas,  all  in 
violation  of  the  prohibitory  laws  of  said 
state  of  Kansas. 

"(9)  And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that 
at  all  of  the  times  herein  mentioned,  the 
said  defendants  have  kept,  and  do  still 
keep,  said  wagons,  vehicles,  conveyances, 
horses,  mules,  and  drivers  within  said  city 
and  county  of  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  es- 
pecially at  night,  at  places  unknoiKTi  to  said 
plaintiff,  and  that  frequently  the  said  wag- 
ons, vehicles,  or  conveyances  are  kept  loaded 
overnight  with  intoxicating  liquors,  which 
are  delivered  the  next  morning  to  various 
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residences,  personsj  and  places  of  business 
within  said  city  and  county  of  Leavenworth, 
Kansas,  and  the  sale  price  thereafter  col- 
lected wholly  within  said  city  and  county 
of  Leavenworth,  state  of  Kansas,  all  in  vio- 
lation of  the  prohibitory  laws  of  said  state 
of  Kansas. 

"(10)  And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that 
a  very  large  part  or  proportion  of  the  said 
places  and  persons  to  whom  or  which  said 
intoxicating  liquors  are  sold,  bartered,  and 
delivered  ii\  the  manner  herein  alleged,  are 
thereafter  selling,  bartering,  and  delivering 
said  intoxicating  liquors  in  violation  of  the 
prohibitory  laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas; 
that  said  defendants  well  knew  this  to  be  a 
fact;  that  said  defendants,  at  all  of  the 
times  herein  mentioned,  have  been,  and 
still  are,  selling,  bartering,  and  delivering 
said  intoxicating  liquors  to  them,  as  herein 
alleged  and  set  forth,  for  the  express  un- 
lawful purpose,  and  with  the  express  unlaw- 
ful intent  and  design,  of  aiding  and  abet- 
ting them  in  violating  said  prohibitory 
laws  of  said  state  of  Kansas. 

"(11)  And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that 
the  said  defendants  have  adopted,  employed, 
and  used,  and  are  now  adopting,  employing, 
and  using,  the  said  so-called  storeroom  or 
warehouse,  at  said  town  of  Stillings,  Mis- 
souri, and  said  wagons,  vehicles,  conveyan- 
ces, horses,  mules,  drivers,  telephones,  and 
all  other  property  and  means  employed,  as 
herein  alleged,  purely  and  simply  as  devices, 
shifts,  and  subterfuges  to  attempt  to  avoid 
and  violate  the  said  prohibitory  laws  of 
said  state  of  Kansas. 

"(12)  And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that 
said  defendants  have  at  all  of  the  times 
herein  mentioned  pretended,  and  do  still 
pretend,  to  be  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce in  selling,  bartering,  and  delivering 
said  intoxicating  liquors,  as  herein  alleged, 
but  plaintiff  alleges  that  they  have  been 
and  are  conducting  said  unlawful  business, 
as  herein  alleged,  wholly  within  said  state 
of  Kansas,  and  are  not  bona  fide  engaged  in 
any  interstate  commerce  business. 

"(13)  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  at  all 
of  the  times  herein  mentioned,  the  said  de- 
fendants have  received,  and  do  still  receive, 
said  intoxicating  liquors  at  their  said  so- 
called  storeroom  or  warehouse,  or  said  shift, 
device,  or  subterfuge,  at  said  town  of  Still- 
ings, Missouri,  in  original  packa<;es,  and 
that  said  intoxicating  liquors  are  then  tak- 
en out  of  said  original  packages  by  the  said 
defendants,  and  thereafter  sold,  bartered, 
and  delivered  to  said  residences,  persons,  and 
places  of  business  within  said  city  and  coun- 
ty of  Leavenworth,  Kansas,  in  other  than 
their  original  packages,  suitable  for  the  use 
and  convenience  of  said  residences,  per- 
sons,  and  places  of  business  within  said 
?0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


city  and  county   of   Leavenworth,   Kansas. 

"(U)  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  this 
is  an  action  in  which  the  state  of  Kansas 
is  entitled  to  an  injunction,  and  that  un- 
less said  defendants,  their  agents,  and  em- 
ployees are  restrained  and  enjoined  from 
doing  and  performing  the  unlawful  acts 
and  omissions  herein  complained  of,  they 
will  continue  in  the  violation  of  said  pro- 
hibitory laws  of  the  said  state  of  Kansas 
in  the  manner  and  form  herein  alleged  and 
set  forth. 

"(15)  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  a 
reasonable  attorneys'  fee  herein  is  the  sum 
of  $600. 

"Wherefore,  and  because  of  all  the  mat- 
ters and  things  herein  alleged,  said  plaintiff 
prays  and  demands  that  a  temporary  in- 
junction issue  herein  against  said  defend- 
ants, restraining  them  and  their  agents  and 
employees  from  doing  any  of  the  unlawful 
acts  herein  complained  of;  that  they  be 
enjoined  from  conducting  said  unlawful 
business;  that  they  be  enjoined  from  main- 
taining, using,  and  employing  said  wagons, 
vehicles,  and  conveyances,  horses,  mules, 
telephones,  and  any  other  property  in  the 
unlawful  manner  herein  alleged;  that  upon 
the  final  determination  of  this  action,  said 
injunction  may  be  made  permanent;  that 
said  wagons,  vehicles,  conveyances,  horses, 
mules,  telephones,  and  all  other  property 
used  in  said  unlawful  business,  be  declared 
common  nuisances,  and  that  the  same  be 
abated;  that  said  plaintiffs  have  and  re- 
cover its  costs  herein,  including  attorneys' 
fee  of  $500,  and  for  such  other  and  further 
relief  as  said  plaintiff  may  be  entitled  to." 

The  defendants  in  each  case  filed  a  de- 
murrer alleging  that  the  petition  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  which  was  sustained  by  Jthe  court. 
The  state  appeals. 

Messrs.  John  S.  Dawson,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, Lee  Bond,  S.  M.  Brewster,  and  Ar- 
thur M.  Jackson  for  the  State. 

Messrs.  A.  E.  Bempsey  and  F.  P.  Fltz- 
willlam  for  appellees. 

Johnston,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Accepting  the  averments  of  the  petition 
as  facts,  was  the  state  entitled  to  an  in- 
junction under  either  the  general  provision 
of  the  Code  which  authorizes  the  enjoining 
of  a  common  nuisance,  or  the  section  of  the 
prohibitory  liquor  law  which  provides  for 
enjoining  the  maintaining  of  a  place  where 
intoxicating  liquors  are  sold  or  given  away 
in  violation  of  law,  or  where  persons  are 
permitted  to  resort  for  the  purpose  of 
drinking  such  liquors? 

If  the  provision  of  the  prohibitory  law 
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for  enjoining  or  abating  nuisances  was  left 
out  of  consideration,  or  bad  never  been  en- 
acted, there  would  still  be  suflicient  au- 
thority for  enjoining  the  nuisance  in  ques- 
tion. The  Code  specifically  provides  that 
"an  injunction  may  be  granted  in  the  name 
of  the  state  to  enjoin  and  suppress  the 
keeping  and  maintaining  of  a  common  nui- 
sance." Civ.  Code  Proc  §  265  (Gen.  Stat. 
1909,  §  5859).  This  provision  gives  direct 
authority  to  the  state  for  the  injunction 
sought  if  the  acts  and  things  charged 
against  appellees  in  the  petition  constitute 
a  common  nuisance.  At  the  common  law 
acts  done  in  violation  of  the  law,  or  whicli 
are  against  good  morals  or  public  decency, 
and  which  result  in  injury  to  the  public, 
constitute  a  public  nuisance.  1  Wood,  Nui- 
sances, 3d  ed.  §  17;  Joyce,  Nuisances,  §  5; 
6  Current  Law,  828. 

A  nuisance  is  public  if  it  affects  the  com- 
munity at  large,  or  if  it  affects  a  place 
where  the  public  have  a  right  to  and  do  go, 
such  as  a  park,  street,  or  alley,  and  which 
nuisance  necessarily  annoys,  offends,  or  in- 
jures those  who  come  within  the  scope  of  its 
influence.  That  the  illegal  act  is  publicly, 
repeatedly,  and  persistently  committed  in 
the  streets  of  a  city,  thus  offending  and  in- 
juring all  who  use  the  streets,  and  who 
necessarily  come  within  the  range  of  such 
an  influence,  is  an  important  factor  in  de- 
termining whether  it  constitutes  a  common 
or  public  nuisance.  For  instance,  it  has 
been  held  that  "street  walking"  might  be 
stopped,  as  it  was  inhibited  by  the  common 
law  (Braddy  v.  Milledgeville,  74  Ga.  516, 
58  Am.  Rep.  443)  ;  also  that  the  setting  up 
of  a  menagerie  and  circus  in  a  graveyard 
which  had  been  dedicated  to  a  municipality 
was  a  public  nuisance  (Kansas  City  v. 
Lemen,  6  C.  C.  A.  627,  12  U.  S.  App.  040, 
57  Fed.  905);  and  that  the  exhibition  of 
a  stud  horse  on  the  streets  of  a  town 
amounted  to  a  nuisance  (Nolin  v.  Franklin, 
4  Yerg.  163).  The  singing  of  ribald  songs 
in  a  loud  and  boisterous  manner  in  the 
streets  for  ten  minutes  was  held  to  be  a 
nuisance  (State  v.  Toole.  106  N.  C.  736,  11 
S.  E.  168,  8  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  608)  ;  and  the 
same  court  held  that  the  repeated  use  of 
profane  and  blasphemous  language  on  the 
public  streets  in  the  hearing  of  many  per- 
sons passing  and  repassing  was  a  public 
nuisance  (State  v.  Chrisp,  85  N.  C.  528,  39 
An.  Rep.  713).  The  discharge  of  fireworks 
and  of  heavily  charged  explosives  on  the 
public  streets  in  a  densely  populated  part 
of  a  large  city  was  held  to  be  a  public  nui- 
sance. Speir  V.  Brooklyn,  139  N.  Y.  6,  21 
L.R.A.  641,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  664,  34  N.  E. 
727;  Landau  v.  New  York,  180  N.  Y.  48, 
105  Am.  St.  Rep.  709,  72  N.  E.  631.  In  ad- 
dition  to  these  considerations,  it  has  been 
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held  by  our  own  court  that  every  place 
where  'a  public  statute  is  openly,  publicly, 
repeatedly,  continuously,  persistently,  and 
intentionally  violated  is  a  public  nuisance. 
State  ex  rel.  Vance  v.  Crawford,  28  Kan. 
726,  42  Am.  Rep.  182.  In  the  present  case 
it  is  alleged  that  the  offensive  and  injurious 
acts  were  committed  on  the  public  streets 
and  alleys  of  a  large  city,  and  these  acts,  it 
appears,  are  injurious  to  public  morals, 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  state,  and  in 
direct  violation  of  statute.  It  is  further 
shown  that  the  streets  have  been  thus  open- 
ly, persistently,  and  illegally  used  for  a 
period  of  many  months  prior  to  the  bring- 
ing of  this  action.  It  is  clear  that  the 
charge  made  against  appellees  constitutes 
a  common  nuisance  at  the  common  law, 
and  is  one  which  may  properly  be  enjoined 
under  the  general  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  fact  that  the  maintaining  of  a  com- 
mon nuisance  is  made  a  public  offense,  or 
that  special  provision  is  made  for  its  abate- 
ment, is  not  necessarily  a  bar  to  the  en- 
joining of  a  public  nuisance  by  a  court  of 
equity.  While  courts  of  equity  cannot  be 
used  to  punish  crime  or  enforce  the  crimi- 
nal laws,  still,  if  the  acts  done,  and  threat- 
ened to  be  done,  are  such  as  to  bring  them 
within  the  jurisdiction  and  power  of  a  court 
of  equity,  its  arm  is  not  shortened  by  the 
fact  that  the  same  acts  may  be  denounced 
as  a  crime.  The  mere  criminality  of  an  act, 
whether  it  be  a  public  or  private  nuisance, 
will  not  deprive  the  injured  party  of  his 
equitable  remedies,  nor  shelter  the  wrong- 
doer from  the  judgment  of  a  court  of  equity. 
In  State  ex  rel.  Vance  v.  Crawford,  supra, 
it  was  said:  "While  it  is  unquestionably 
true  that  the  keeping  of  the  saloon  in  ques- 
tion is  a  criminal  offense,  and  its  operation 
involves  the  commission  of  many  criminal 
offenses,  yet  we  cannot  think  that  these 
facts  can  possibly  take  away  any  of  the 
jurisdiction  which  courts  of  equity  might 
otherwise  exercise."  Page  735  of  28  Kan. 
The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
held  in  Mugler  v.  Kansas,  123  U.  S.  623, 
672,  673,  31  L.  ed.  205,  214,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  273,  303,  that  "  'in  case  of  public  nui- 
sances, properly  so  called,  an  indictment 
lies  to  abate  them,  and  to  punish  the  of- 
fenders. But  an  information  also  lies  in 
equity,  to  redress  the  grievance  by  way  of 
injunction.'  2  Story's  Eq.  §§  921,  922.  The 
ground  of  this  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  pur- 
presture,  as  well  as  of  public  nuisances,  is 
the  ability  of  courts  of  equity  to  give  a 
more  speedy,  effectual,  and  permanent  rem- 
edy than  can  be  had  at  law.  They  can  not 
only  prevent  nuisances  that  are  threatened, 
and  before  irreparable  mischief  ensues,  but 
arrest  or  abate  those  in  progress,  and,  by 
perpetual  injunction,  protect  the  public 
against  them  in  the  future;  whereas  courts 
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of  law  can  only  reach  existing  nuisancefl, 
leaving  future  fleets  to  be  the  subject  of  new 
prosecutions  or  proceedings.  This  is  a  salu- 
tary jurisdiction,  especially  where  a  nui- 
eance  affects  the  health,  morals,  or  safety 
of  the  community.  Though  not  frequently 
exercised,  the  power  undoubtedly  exists  in 
courts  of  equity  thus  to  protect  the  public 
against  injury." 

The  question  was  before  our  court  in  the 
recent  ease  of  State  ex  rel.  Jackson  v.  Lind- 
say, 85  Kan.  79,  83,  35  L.RA.(N.S.)* 
810,  116  Pac.  207,  208,  where  it  was 
said:  "Courts  of  equity  are  reluctant 
to  use  the  process  of  injunction  where  the 
remedy  by  indictment  or  information  is 
efficacious,  but  will  not  hesitate  where  the 
remedy  is  not  adequate,  and  it  is  necessary 
to  protect  the  rights  of  the  public  or  an 
individual.  A  court  is  not  powerless  to 
prevent  the  doing  of  an  act  merely  because 
it  is  denounced  as  a  public  offense/'  See 
also  Re  Debs,  158  U.  S.  564,  39  L.  ed.  1092, 
15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  900;  State  ex  rel.  Crow 
v.  Canty,  207  Mo.  439,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
747,  123*  Am.  St.  Rep.  393,  105  S.  W.  1078. 
13  Ann.  Cas.  787;  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner,  167 
Mass.  92,  35  L.R.A.  772,  57  Am.  St.  Rep. 
443,  44  N.  E.  1077;  Columbian  Athletic 
Club  V,  State,  143  Ind.  98,  28  L.R.A.  727, 
52  Am.  St.  Rep.  407,  40  N.  E.  914;  North 
American  Ins.  Co.  v.  Yates,  116  111.  App. 
217;  Com.  v.  McGovern,  116  Ky.  212,  66 
L.R.A.  280,  75  S.  W.  261.  It  is  said  that 
the  statutory  remedy  for  the  punishment 
and  abatement  of  common  nuisances  is  ade- 
quate, and  therefore  injunction  is  not  neces- 
sary nor  available.  In  the  first  place,  the 
remedy  by  prosecution  is  only  applicable 
to  existing  nuisances,  and  cannot  reach 
future  illegal  acts  and  nuisances  which  the 
scheme  of  appellees  contemplated.  Accord- 
ing to  the  averments  in  the  petition,  appel- 
lees are  doing  the  illegal  acts  in  many 
places  throughout  the  city  at  the  same  time, 
and  are  moving  up  and  down  the  streets  of 
the  city,  rendering  it  difficult  to  trace  their 
operations,  and  are  conducting  the  busi- 
ness through  so  many  agencies  and  in  such 
devious  ways  that  a  multiplicity  of  prose- 
cutions and  proceedings  would  be  necessary 
under  the  remedies  provided  by  the  pro- 
hibitory law.  The  migratory  character  of 
the  nuisances,  the  number  of  them,  the  per- 
sistence of  appellees  in  their  unlawful  ac- 
tion, and  the  various  subterfuges,  shifts, 
and  devices  employed  by  them  in  commit- 
ting public  nuisances,  show  clearly  enough 
that  criminal  prosecution  would  be  an  in- 
adequate remedy.  It  is  a  well-recosmized 
rule  that  equity  will  take  jurisdiction  to 
prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suifs.  A  court  of 
equity  can  prevent  threatened  nuisances  as 
well  as  restrain  and  abate  existing  ones. 
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It  may  in  a  single  proceeding  put  an  end 
to  thuse  in  progress,  and  perpetually  enjoin 
those  in  contemplation. 

The  ground  of  adequacy  of  legal  reme- 
dies, however,  is  not  a  very  strong  or  im- 
portant consideration  in  cases  like  this, 
where  the  express  right  is  given  to  the  state 
to  enjoin  and  suppress  the  maintaining  of 
common  nuisances.  It  was  said  in  North 
American  Ins.  Co.  v,  Yates,  supra,  that,  "in- 
dependent of  statute,  the  state  may  file  a 
bill  to  enjoin  a  violation  of  its  laws  where 
the  acts  complained  of  are  injurious  to  the 
public.  And  it  is  immaterial  that  such  acts 
are  punishable  under  the  criminal  statute, 
or  that  there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
or  that  the  complainant  has  suffered  no  in- 
jury." Pages  220,  221'  of  116  111.  App.  In 
speaking  of  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  cases  of  this  kind,  it  has  been 
said  that  "this  jurisdiction  is  founded  upon 
the  ability  of  equity  to  prevent  irreparable 
mischief  and  vexatious  litigation,  and  to 
furnish  a  more  complete  remedy  than  can 
be  had  at  law.  The  remedy  by  indictment 
for  a  public  nuisance  is  not  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  precluding  the  remedy  by 
injunction."  21  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
703.  There  are  sufficient  grounds  alleged  for 
invoking  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  enjoin  and  suppress  public  nuisances  un- 
der the  general  provision  of  the  Code,  but 
we  think  that  injunction  will  also  lie  under 
the  provisions  of  the  prohibitory  law.  It 
provides  that  "all  places  where  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  are  manufactured,  sold,  bar- 
tered, or  given  away  in  violation  of  law,  or 
where  persons  are  permitted  to  resort  for 
the  purpose  of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors 
as  a  beverage,  or  where  intoxicating  liquors 
are  kept  for  sale,  barter,  or  delivery  in 
violation  of  the  law,  and  all  intoxicating 
liquors,  bottles,  glasses,  kegs,  pumps,  bars, 
and  other  property  kept  in  and  used'  in 
maintaining  such  a  place,  are  hereby  de- 
clared to  be  common  nuisances."  Gen.  Stat. 
1909,  §  4387.  "The  attorney  general,  coun- 
ty attorney,  or  any  citizen  of  the  county 
where  such  a  nuisance  as  is  defined  in  §  1, 
chapter  232,  Session  Laws  of  1901,  exists 
or  is  kept,  or  is  maintained,  may  maintain 
an  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  to  abate 
and  perpetually  enjoin  the  same,"  etc.  Gen. 
Stat.  1909,  §  4388. 

The  contention  of  appellees  is  that  the 
averments  of  the  petition  of  the  state  do 
not  sufficiently  describe  the  place,  or,  rather, 
do  not  describe  such  a  place  as  is  contem- 
plated by  the  foregoing  statute.  They  al- 
lege, in  effect,  that  appellees  carry  on  their 
unlawful  business  and  create  a  nuisance  on 
the  streets  and  alleys  of  the  city.  II  is 
true,  as  contended,  that  ordinarily  such  un- 
lawful business  is  conducted  and  such  nut- 
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Bances  are  maintained  in  houses,  apart- 
ments, and  rooms,  and  in  proceedings 
brought  under  the  statute  quoted,  it  has 
been  said  that  the  place  should  be  so  de- 
scribed that  those  interested  can  ident'iy 
it.  It  is  necessary  that  the  description 
should  be  so  definite  that  the  parties  can 
understand  the  scope  of  the  judgment,  and 
«o  that  officers  called  on  to  abate  the  nui- 
sance may  be  able  to  identify  it,  and  so 
that  all  can  know  the  extent  of  the  place  to 
which  the  injunction  ordered  applies.  How- 
ever, the  statute  does  not  provide  that  the 
place  must  be  in  a  building  or  inclosure,  nor 
does  it  fix  any  limit  on  the  dimensions  of 
such  a  place.  It  was  held  in  State  v.  Wal- 
ters, 57  Kan.  702,  47  Pac.  839,  that  such 
a  nuisance  might  be  maintained  on  open 
ground,  and  that  two  lots  of  a  certain  block 
in  a  city  was  a  good  description.  In  State 
V.  Dykes,  83  Kan.  250,  252,  111  Pac.  179, 
180,  a  nuisance  proceeding,  the  defendant 
was  enjoined  from  maintaining  a  place  in 
a  certain  county,  and  it  was  held  that  this 
blanket  judgment,  although  broader  than 
the  charge  against  him,  was  not  void.  It 
was.  alleged  and  shown  that  he  sold  beer 
kept  in  a  barrel  in  an  alley,  and  that  part 
of  the  alley  so  occupied  and  used  by  him 
was  held  to  be  a  "place,"  and  the  testimony 
sufficient  to  justify  a  finding  that  he  was 
maintaining  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law.  It  was  said:  "The  want  of 
other  'paraphernalia'  did  not  prevent  the 
spot  occupied  from  being  a  'place'  within 
the  condemnation  of  the  statute,  nor  did 
its  location  in  an  alley  prevent  his  being 
its  'keeper,'  so  long  as  he  used  it  for  his 
own  ends." 

As  the  statute  does  not  prescribe  the 
character  or  extent  of  the  place,  the  attor- 
ney general  or  county  attorney  in  charging 
the  maintaining  of  a  nuisance  may  make 
the  description  of  the  place  as  extended  or 
limited  as  the  facts  and  circumstances  of 
the  case  may  warrant.  It  may  be  in  a 
building  or  in  a  room  in  it,  or  it  may  be  on 
an  open  lot  or  a  block,  or  it  may  be  in  a 
field  or  a  park.  As  we  have  seen,  it  may 
be  in  an  alley,  and  therefore  it  may  be  in 
a  street.  It  was  undoubtedly  the  intention 
of  the  legislature  that  every  place  in  which 
a  nuisance  was  maintained,  wherever  lo- 
cated and  whatever  the  size  or  extent, 
should  be  abated.  Ownership  of  the  ground 
on  which  the  nuisance  is  kept  is  not  es- 
sential to  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  in- 
junction, as  the  Dykes  Case  determined  that 
the  place  might  be  on  public  ground.  If 
the  place  of  the  nuisance  is  public,  the  court 
must  adopt  methods  of  abatement  suitable 
to  the  place  and  the  situation.  There  could, 
of  course,  be  no  lien  obtained  on  the  prem- 
ises, the  place  could  not  be  padlocked  or 
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closed,  neither  could  it  be  removed  nor  de- 
stroyed. A  nuisance  may  be  abated  by  in- 
junction or  by  some  of  the  other  processes 
mentioned.  The  injunction  process  is  pe- 
culiarly applicable  to  the  abatement  of  a 
nuisance  kept  in  streets  and  alleys,  or  in 
any  part  of  the  public  grounds  of  a  city. 
The  fact  that  a  person  moves  back  and  for- 
ward in  the  described  place  in  conducting 
his  unlawful  business  will  not  serve  to  pro- 
tect the  culprit,  nor  deprive  the  court  of  the 
power  to  enjoin  him  from  continuing  the 
nuisance  in  any  part  of  the  place.  An  of- 
fender could  not  get  beyond  the  reach  of  an 
injunction  if  he  took  a  push  cart  loaded 
with  intoxicating  liquors,  and  moved  it 
about  from  one  place  in  a  park  to  another 
while  making  sales;  and  in  a  proceeding 
brought  against  him,  it  would  be  sufficient 
to  charge  that  he  maintained  a  nuisance  in 
the  park.  The  same  would  be  true  if  he 
made  such  use  of  a  house  boat  which  he 
moved  up  and  down  the  river  in  the  center 
of  a  city.  And  it  would  be  clear  that  if  he 
carried  on  his  business  from  a  wagon  which 
he  moved  about  in  the  busiest  section  of  a 
city,  that  so  much  of  the  streets  as  he  used 
might  be  described  as  the  place  of  the  nui- 
sance. If  the  nuisance  is  of  an  ambulatory 
character,  and  the  offender  is  moving  it 
from  point  to  point  over  the  city,  and  is 
thus  illegally  using  to  some  extent  all  the 
streets  and  alleys  of  the  city,  no  reason  ia 
seen  why  such  streets  and  alleys  may  not  be 
described  as  the  place  of  the  nuisance,  nor 
why  the  offender  may  not  be  enjoined  from 
maintaining  a  nuisance  on  any  street  or 
alley  of  the  city.  Blanket  injunctions  cov- 
ering a  wide  scope  of  territory,  when  tlic 
nuisance  extends  over  only  a  small  part  of 
such  territory,  will  not  be  issued,  but  the 
magnitude  of  the  place  and  the  range  of 
the  injunction  must  depend  on  the  methods 
of  the  defendant  and  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  •  In  the  case  of  State  ex  rel. 
Lyon  V.  City  Club,  83  S.  C.  509,  615,  65  S. 
E.  730,  732,  cited  by  appellees  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  an  injunction  cannot 
reach  so  extended  a  place  as  that  described, 
it  was  held  that  a  general  blanket  injunc- 
tion covering  the  whole  of  the  state  was 
not  warranted,  but  it  also  recognized  that 
it  might  be  as  extended  as  the  devices  and 
operations  of  the  defendant  in  conducting 
the  unlawful  business  and  in  keeping  the 
nuisance.  After  deciding  that  there  was 
no  error  in  refusing  an  injunction  restrain- 
ing sales  of  liquor  throughout  the  state,  and 
independently  of  the  place  where  the  nui- 
sance existed,  the  court  said:  "Possibly 
circumstances^may  be  such  as  would  justify 
the  court  in  enlarging  the  sphere  of  its  in- 
junction, as  where  the  court  has  reason  to 
believe  the  offender,  after  injunction,  will 
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shift  his  nuis&noe  to  another  place,  so  as 
to  render  the  injunction  practically  useless. 
The  court  might  prefer  not  to  chase  the  of- 
fender from  place  to  place,  but  might  head 
him  off  by  a  broader  restraining  order."  The 
allegationa  of  appellant  show  such  conduct 
and  circumstances  in  this  case  as  were  fore- 
cast in  the  cited  case,  and  they  afford  good 
grounds  for  enlarging  the  sphere  of  the  in- 
junction to  the  extent  of  the  place  described 
in  the  petition.  The  restraining,  power  of 
the  court  as  given  by  the  statute  is  broad 
enough  to  reach  the  wrongdoer,  whether  he 
is  in  motion  or  stationary  within  the  de- 
scribed place,  and  however  large  the  place 
of  his  operations. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  sales  of  liquor 
taken  from  a  warehouse  in  Missouri  and 
brought  into  Kansas,  where  it  was  sold  and 
delivered  to  purchasers,  cannot  be  enjoined. 
as  it  would  be  an  interference  with  com- 
merce between  the  states.  It  appears  from 
the  petition  that  the  sale  and  delivery  of 
the  liquor  was  made  by  the  appellees  them- 
selves, and  that  the  delivery  was  made  and 
the  sales  consummated  within  the  state. 
The  appellees  were  therefore  punishable  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  state,  and  the  nuisance 
maintained  by  them  in  Kansas  was  subject 
to  the  restraining  power  of  the  district 
court.  Parties  cannot  escape  the  condem- 
nation of  the  law  by  storing  liquors  be- 
yond the  state  line,  and  then  carting  them 
back  into  the  state,  making  periodical  or 
occasional  trips  to  certain  places  where  the 
liquors  are  sold,  and  delivering  them  to 
persons  on  this  side  of  the  state  line.  They 
cannot  peddle  the  liquors  up  and  down  the 
highways  of  the  state  without  subjecting 
themselves  to  the  penalties  of  the  prohibi- 
tory law  and  the  restraining  power  of 
courts  of  equity.  According  to  the  aver- 
menta  of  the  petition,  the  appellees  are  re- 
sorting to  a  number  of  cunningly  devised 
shifts  and  subterfuges,  intended  to  bafSe 
the  officers  and  defeat  the  enforcement  of 
a  law  enacted  for  the  protection  of  public 
morals,  public  health,  and  public  safety. 
Knowing  the  policy  of  the  state  and  the 
prohibition  of  a  traffic  that  is  conceded  to 
be  the  greatest  source  of  vice  and  crime  and 
poverty  and  sorrow,  they  employ  the  tricks 
and  fraudulent  means  enumerated  to  bring 
in  and  sell  the  prohibited  liquors.  They 
flagrantly  undertake  to  thwart  the  policy 
of  the  state,  and  contemptuously  defy  the 
law  and  its  officers ;  but  the  courts  will  look 
thrnu&rh  such  pretenses  and  subterfuges,  and 
hold  tlem  responsible  for  their  real  intent 
and  acts.  Under  the  averments  of  the  peti- 
tion, they  are  to  be  regarded  as  outlaws 
who  are  selling  and  delivering  liquors  and 
creating  common  nuisances  within  the  state. 
and,  if  the  nin nances  are  shown  to  exist  as 
3P  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


alleged,  it  is  the  manifest  duty  of  the  court 
to  perpetually  enjoin  them. 

The  demurrers  should  have  been  overruled 
in  each  of  the  cases.  The  judgment  will 
therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  causes  re- 
manded for  further  proceedings. 
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ROBERT  COLEMAN,  Appt., 

V. 

SALLIE  COLEMAN. 

(147  Ky.  383,  144  S.  W.  L) 

DlToroe  —   restoration  of  property  -— 
transfer  to  defraud  creditors. 

Property  transferred  by  a  man  to  his  wife 
to  deiraud  his  creditors  is  not  within  the 
operation  of  a  statute  providing  that  in 
case  of  divorce  any  property  which  either 
party  may  have  obtained  from  the  other 
during  marriage,  in  consideration  or  by 
reason  thereof,  shall  be  restored  to  the  par- 
ty from  whom  it  was  obtained. 

(March  6,  1912.) 


Xote,  ^  Applicability  of  statutory  pro- 
vision for  restoration  of  property  in 
case  of  divorce,  to  voluntary  gifts  or 
conveyances. 

This  note  is  limited  to  the  bearing  of  the 
statutes  upon  voluntary  gifts  or  conveyan- 
ces, and  does  not  include  cases  upon  the 
restoration  of  property  which  came  to  the 
liusband  by  force  of  the  marriage.  Cases  re- 
lating to  community  property  or  homestead 
rights,  or  "settlements"  under  the  English 
statutes  permitting  the  court  to  vary  set- 
tlements, are  excluded,  as  are  also  cases 
where  the  statute  permits  the  court  in  de- 
creeing a  divorce  to  make  such  division  of 
the  property  as  may  be  equita\)le. 

As  to  right  to  join  prayer  for  return  of 
plaintiff's  property  with  prayer  for  divorce, 
see  the  note  to  Singer  v.  Singer,  29  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  819. 

For  marital  misconduct  of  one  spouse  as 
avoiding  gift  by  other  spouse,  see  note  to 
Thomas  v.  Thomas,  35  L.R,A.(N.S.)   124. 

Voluntary  gifts  and  conveyances  are  not 
affected  by  'statutes  relating  to  property  ob- 
tained "in  consideration  of"  or  "by  reason 
of"  or  '%y  virtue  of"  the  marriage.  Mc- 
Nutt  V.  McNutt,  78  Ark.  346,  95  S.  W.  778: 
Spurlock  V.  -Spurlook,  80  Ark.  37,  96  S.  W. 
753;  Flood  v.  Flood,  5  Bush,  167;  Phillips 
V.  Phillips,  9  Bush,  183;  Chase  v.  Phillips, 
163  Mass.  17,  26  N.  E.  136;  Kinzey  v.  Kin- 
zey,  116  Mo.  496.  20  L.R.A.  222,  22  S.  W. 
497;  Pitts  v.  Sl.criff,  108  Mo.  110,  18  S. 
VV.  1071;  Cockrill  v.  Woodson,  70  Fed.  752; 
Bufe  V.  Bufe,  88  Mo.  App.  627:  Dillon  v, 
Starin,  44  Neb.  881,  63  N.  W.  12;  Thomas 
V.  Thomas,  27  Okla.  784,  .35  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
124,  109  Pac.  826,  113  Pac.  105S. 

In  Flood  V.  Flood,  6  Bush,  167,  where  a 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Harrison  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  tract  of  land  alleged  to  have 
been  paid  for  by  plaintiff  and  conveyed  to 
defendant  during  marriage,  which,  because 
of  dissolution  of  the  marrage,  should  be 
restored  to  plaintiff.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  T.  Simon  and  W.  T.  liaff^- 
ty  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  M.  C.  Swlnford  and  T.  "E. 
King,  for  appellee; 

Property  will  not  be  restored  to  a  grantor 
who  himself  conveyed  it  for  the  fraudulent 
purpose  of  defeating  his  creditors. 

Hill  V.  Scott,  12  Ky.  L.  Rep.  877,  15  S. 
W.  667;  Southwood  v.  South  wood,  30  Ky. 


L.  Rep.  307,  98  S.  W.  304;  Carson  v.  Beliles, 
121  Ky.  294,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1007,  89  S. 
W.  208;  Lankford  v.  Lankford,  —  Ky.  — , 
117  S.  W.  962;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  05  Kv. 
646,  26  S.  W.  392. 

Clay,  C,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  : 

Appellant,  Robert  Coleman,  and  appellee, 
Sallie  Coleman,  were  married  on  March  21, 
1883.  On  December  3,  1904,  in  an  action 
brought  hy  appellee,  they  were  divorced 
by  a  judgment  of  the  Harrison  circuit 
court.  The  judgment,  following  §  425  of 
the  Civil  Code,  provided  as  follows:  "Any 
property  not  disposed  of  at  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  which  either  party  may 
have  obtained,  directly  or  indirectly,  from 


compromise  was  made  of  an  action  for  di- 
vorce, in  which  it  was  agreed  that  there 
should  be  a  perpetual  divorce  from  bed  and 
I)oard,  the  husband  setting  aside  a  consid- 
erable property  in  trust  for  the  use  of  the 
wife  and  her  children  after  her  death,  and 
the  wife  married  again,  whereupon  the  hus- 
band, having  divorced  her  a  vinculo,  brought 
an  action  to  have  the  deed  of  trust  canceled 
and  the  property  returned  to  him.  In  deny- 
ing this  application,  the  court  said:  "Our 
statute  requires  that  all  the  property  re- 
maining in  kind  which  one  party  may  have 
obtained  from  or  through  the  other,  during 
the  marriage,  in  consideration  of  or  by  rea- 
son thereof,  shall  be  refitored  on  granting  a 
divorce.  (2  Stanton,  Rev.  Stat.  21.)  But 
here  she  did  not  get  the  property  in  con- 
sideration of  or  by  reason  of  her  intermar- 
riage with  him,  but  because  they  could  not 
live,  in  the  proper  conjugal  relations,  and 
were  severing  the  same." 

In  Phillips  v,  Phillips,  9  Bush,  183,  where 
the  husband,  in  a  decree  of  divorce  in  his 
favor,  was  granted  land  which  he  had  con- 
veyed after  marriage  to  a  trustee  for  the 
separate  use  of  his  wife  for  her  life,  and 
with  remainder  to  her  children,  the  court, 
in  holding  that  this  decree  was  erroneous, 
said:  "Section  6,  article  3,  chapter  47,  Re- 
vised Statutes,  provides  that  'upon  final 
decree  of  divorce  from  the  bond  of  matri- 
mony, the  parties  shall  be  restored  such 
property  not  disposed  of  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit,  08  either  obtained  from 
or  through  the  other,  before  or  during  the 
marriage,  in  consideration  or  by  reason 
thereof.*  The  462d  section  of  the  Civil 
Code  of  Practice  differs  therefrom  in  this: 
It  limits  the  property  to  be  restored  to 
property  obtained  during  the  marriage.  It 
may  well  be  doubted  whether  it  was  in- 
tended by  the  adoption  of  this  provision  of 
the  Code  to  supersede  the  statute  quoted. 
The  design  seems  to  have  been  to  regulate 
the  mode  of  enforcing  the  right  of  restora- 
tion, and  not  to  establish  or  define  such 
right.  Williams  ▼.  Gooch,  3  Met.  (Ky.) 
486.  But,  however  this  may  be,  the  Code 
makes  no  provision  as  to  property  acquired 
before  marriage,  and  therefore  the  statute 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


remains  in  force  as  to  such  property.  It  is 
apparent  from  the  language  both  of  the 
statutes  and  the  Code,  that  the  mere  fact 
that  property  was  obtained  by  one  of  the 
parties  from  or  through  the  other,  before  or 
during  the  marriage,  does  not  entitle  the 
party  from  or  through  whom  it  was  ob- 
tained to  have  it  restored  upon  final  judjx- 
ment  for  a  divorce.  If  such  had  been  the 
legislative  intention,  the  condition  found  in 
each  of  the  two  sections,  that  it  must  have 
been  obtained  *in  consideration  or  by  rea- 
son of  the  marriage,'  would  have  been  omit- 
ted as  superfluous." 

InMcNuttv.McNutt,  78  Ark.  346,  95  S. 
W.  778,  it  was  held  that  a  husband  obtain- 
ing a  divorce  for  his  wife's  misconduct 
cpuld  not  recover  any  of  the  property,  real 
or  personal,  which  he  had  assigned  and  con- 
veyed to  her  after  marriage,  under  the  Ar- 
kansas statute,  the  court  holding  that,  as 
the  statute  had  been  copied  from  the  Ken- 
tucky Code  of  1854,  where  the  word  "con- 
sideration" in  the  statute  had  been  held  to 
mean  "the  act  of  marriage,  or  some  agree- 
ment or  contract  touching  or  relating  to  the 
act  of  marriage,"  and  the  expression,  "by 
reason  thereof,"  "to  relate  to  such  prop- 
erty as  either  party  may  have  obtained  from 
or  through  the  other  by  operation  of  the 
laws  regulating  the  property  rights  of  hus- 
band and  wife,"  the  statute  could  not  re- 
late to  the  conveyances  in  question.  (The 
court  points  out  that  a  later  change  in  the 
Kentucky  Code,  in'] 876,  was  not  copied 
by  their  legislature.) 

So,  in  Spurlock  v.  Spurlock,  80  Ark.  37, 
96  S.  W.  753,  supra,  where  a  wife  had,  with 
her  own  earnings,  paid  off  a  mortgage  on 
her  husband's  property,  in  case  of  a  divorce, 
for  her  adultery,  it  was  held,  following  the 
McNutt  Case,  that  this  was  not  within  the 
Arkansas  statute.  But  the  court  held  that 
in  equity  the  wife  should  be  subrogated  to. 
the  rights  of  the  mortgagee. 

So,  in  Thomas  v.  Thomas,  27  Okla.  784, 
35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  124,  109  Pac.  825,  113 
Pac.  1058,  supra,  it  was  held  that  a  gift  of 
property  made  during  the  existence  of  mar- 
riage, by  a  husband  to  his  wife,  is  not  such 
"property"  as  is  provided  for  in  §  1856,  Ind. 
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or  through  the  other  during  marriagei  in  f 
consideration  or  by  reason  thereof,  shall  be 
restored  to  the  party  from  whom  it  waa 
obtained."  This  action  was  brought  by  ap- 
pellant against  appellee  to  recover  a  tract 
of  about  35  acres  of  land,  which,  he  alleges, 
was  paid  for  by  him  and  conveyed  to  ap- 
pellee during  their  marriage  and  in  con- 
sideration thereof.  Among  the  defenses  in- 
terposed by  appellee  was  that  the  land  was 
conveyed  to  her  by  appellant,  or  was  caused 
to  be  conveyed  to  her  by  him,  with  the 
fraudulent  intent  to  cheat  his  creditors,  and 
to  prevent  them  from  subjecting  the  land 
to  the  payment  of  their  claims  against  him. 
Proof  was  taken,  and  upon  submission  of 
the  case  the  chancellor  denied  appellant  the 


relief  prayed  for.    From  that  judgment  this 
appeal  is  prosecuted. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  the 
tract  in  controversy  is  a  part  of  a  larger 
tract  which  was  purchased  by  appellant  at 
decretal  sale.  Appellant  was  unable  to  exe- 
cute bond  for  the  purchase  price,  so  he  as- 
signed his  bid  to  W.  T.  Lafferty.  Lafferty 
agreed  that  enough  land  should  be  sold  to 
pay  the  bonds  and  a  reasonable  fee,  and 
that  the  remainder  of  the  land  should  be- 
long to  appellant.  Tlie  land  was  sold,  with 
the  exception  of  the  tract  in  controversy, 
and  there  was  realized  from  the  sale  a  sum 
sufficient  to  pay  the  sale  bonds  and  all  of 
Liaflferty's  fee  except  $65.  The  land  was 
conveyed  to  appellee  by  deed  reserving  to 
Lafferty  a  lien  for  the  balance  of  his  fee. 


Terr.  Anno.  Stat.  (Mansfield's  Dig.  §  2568), 
which  is  similar  to  the  Arkansas  statute. 

A  similar  result  was  reached  in  Chase  v. 
Phillips,  163  Mass.  17,  26  N.  E.  136,  supra. 
In  that  case  a  woman,  having  conveyed  to 
her  husband  through  a  third  party  certain 
personal  property,  brought  a  suit  in  equity 
to  recover  it,  which  was  settled,  she  mak- 
ing a  deed  of  settlement  in  his  favor  to  cer- 
tain trustees.  Later,  the  parties  were  di- 
vorced on  account  of  the  husband's  adultery. 
In  an  action  thereafter,  brought  by  her  to 
set  aside  the  deed  of  settlement,  it  was  held 
that  the  statute  authorizing  the  court,  after 
a  divorce,  to  make  a  decree  restoring  to  the 
wife  "the  whole  or  any  part  of  her  personal 
estate  that  has  come  to  her  husband  by  rea- 
son of  the  marriage,"  did  not  cover  the 
case,  and  that  the  property  which  came  to 
the  husband  under  the  trust  deed  made  by 
his  wife,  in  settlement  of  their  differences, 
did  not  come  to  him  "by  reason  of  the  mar- 
riage," within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
In  Bufe  V.  Bufe,  88  Mo.  App.  627,  it  was 
held  that  the  wife  had  not  forfeited  her 
rights  under  an  antenuptial  agreement,  by 
reason  of  the  statute  providing  that  in  cases 
of  divorce  "the  guilty  party  shall  forfeit 
all  rights  and  claims  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  marriage."  The  court  said :  "The  effect 
of  its  provisions  is,  in  case  of  divorce,  to 
forfeit  all  the  guilty  party's  rights  and 
claims  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  marriage. 
But  the  plaintiff's  demand  against  the  es- 
tate was  acquired  by  the  antenuptial  agree- 
ment, that  is,  by  grant,  and  not  'under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  marriage.'" 
*  Under  this  statute,  in  Cockrill  v.  Woodson, 
70  Fed.  752,  supra,  where  the  plaintiff  at- 
tempted to  convey  real  property  directly  to 
bis  wife,  and  thereafter  tne  parties  were 
divorced  by  the  fault  of  the  husband,  it 
was  held  that,  as  the  operation  of  the  con- 
veyance when  made  was  to  leave  the  legal 
title  in  the  husband,  and  the  equitable  title 
in  the  wife,  he  held  as  trustee  for  her,  and 
that  upon  the  divorce,  under  the  statute, 
his  trusteeship  ceased,  and  she  became  seised 
of  the  fee  of  the  property.  The  court  states 
that  in  this  respect  it  follows  the  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  by  the  Missouri  court, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


referring  especially  to  Pitts  v.  Sheriff,  108 
Mo.  110,  18  S.  W.  1071,  where  the  same 
question  was  similarly  decided. 

But  in  Raney  v.  Raney,  128  Mo.  App.  167, 
106  S.  W.  677,  where  the  wife,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  husband,  had  lent  money  to  his 
relatives,  for  which  promissory  notes  were 
taken  to  the  joint  order  of  her  and  her  hus- 
band, secured  by  deeds  of  trust,  it  was  held 
that  upon  a  divorce  for  his  fault,  she  was 
entitled  to  these  notes  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty, the  court  not  stating  whether  this  was 
decided  under  the  statute  or  merely  as 
equitable  relief. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  upon  the 
dissolution  of  a  marriage,  the  court  may 
make  a  further  decree  restoring  to  the  wife, 
the  whole  or  such  part  as  it  shall  deem  just 
and  reasonable  of  the  personal  estate  that 
shall  have  come  to  the  husband  by  reason  of 
the  marriage,  or  awarding  to  her  the  value 
thereof,  to  be  paid  by  the  husband  in  money^ 
this  provision  immediately  following  a  sec- 
tion providing  that  when  a  decree  of  di- 
vorce shall  be  granted,  the  wife  shall  be 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  her  real  estate 
in  like  manner  as  if  her  husband  were 
dead,  it  was  held  that  these  two  provisions 
"had  reference  to  the  property  rights  of  a 
husband  as  they  existed  at  common  law,  and 
that  their  object  was  to  restore  the  wife  to 
her  property  rights  on  dissolution  of  mar- 
riage, and  prevent  the  husband  from  retain- 
ing the  personal  property  and  possession  of 
the  real  estate  thereafter,"  and  that  the 
statute  did  not  cover  personal  property  in- 
herited by  the  wife  during  the  marriage, 
from  her  father,  and  with  which  she  had 
paid  a  debt  of  her  husband,  as  it  came  to 
the  husband  by  gift  or  loan,  and  not  by  rea- 
son of  the  marriage.  Dillon  v.  Starin,  44 
Neb.  881,  63  N.  W.  12. 

General  provision  for  return  of  property 
owned  at  marriage. 

In  Tyson  v.  Tyson,  54  Md.  35,  where  the 
statute  gave  the  court  power,  upon  granting 
a  divorce,  "to  award  to  the  wife  such  prop- 
erty or  estate  as  she  had  when  married,  or 
the  value  of  the  same,  or  of  such  part  ther^ 
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Appellant's  purpose  in  having  the  land  con- 
veyed to  his  wife  is  shown,  not  only  by  the 
evidence  of  others  acquainted  with  the 
facts,  but  by  the  allegations  of  his  second 
amended  petition  and  his  own  account  of 
the  transaction.  Thus  the  amended  peti- 
tion contains  the  following  averment: 
"That  plaintiff  was  in  debt  to  some  extent 
at  that  time,  and  this  was  done  [the  con- 
veyance of  the  property  to  appellee]  to  give 
him  a  chance  to  pay  his  debts  and  secure  a 
home  for  himself  and  his  children/' 

In  answer  to  the  question,  "State  what 
about  the  contract  with  your  wife?"  appel- 
lant answered  as  follows:   "I  was  boimd  up, 


and  Judge  Lafferty  said  he  thought  he  could 
straighten  it,  and  make  the  deed  over  to 
my  wife,  and  he  said,  'Any  time  you  want 
to  change  it,  you  can  change  it.'  He  said, 
*When  you  get  straightened  up,  we  can 
change  the  deed,'  and  we  went  on  and  wrote 
the  deed."  On  cross-examination,  in  answer 
to  the  question,  "Why  did  you  not  have 
this  deed  made  to  you  by  Judge  Lafferty,  in- 
stead of  to  your  wife  ?"  appellant  answered : 
"I  was  a  little  behind  in  some  indebtedness, 
and  I  knew  there  was  enough  coming  out  of 
my  brother's  estate  to  pay  it,  but  they 
wouldn't  settle  up.  I  owed  Mr.  William 
Webber   $130,   I   think,   and   Mr.   William 


of  as  may  have  been  sold  or  converted  by 
the  husband,  having  regard  to  the  circum- 
stances of  the  husband  at  the  time  of  the 
divorce,  or  such  part  of  any  such  property  as 
the  court  may  deem  reasonable,"  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  had  no  relation  to  an 
absolute  gift  of  personal  property  made  by 
the  wife  to  the  husband  during  the  marriage. 
In  Heed  v.  Reed,  109  Md.  690,  130  Am. 
St.  Rep.  552,  72  Atl.  414,  where  a  woman, 
alleging  that  she  had  been  granted  by  the 
English  court  an  absolute  divorce  from  her 
husband,  asked  for  a  decree  of  the  Maryland 
court  that  real  property  in  Maryland  bought 
with  her  money  during  the  marriage,  and 
which  she  caused  to  be  conveyed  to  her  self 
and  her  husband  "as  tenants  by  entireties,"  | 
be  adjudged  to  be  her  sole  property,  the 
court,  in  holding  that,  without  further  alle- 

fations  and  proof  showing  the  transaction  to 
e  against  her  will,  she  could  not  recover, 
said :  "The  theory  on  which  the  bill  was  filed 
is  that  the  appellant  having  been  divorced 
from  the  appellee,  the  mere  fact  that  the 
property  was  paid  for  out  of  money  belong- 
ing to  the  appellant  is  sufficient  to  author- 
ize a  court  of  equity,  either  under  the  au- 
thority of  art.  16,  §  37,  of  the  Code,  or  in- 
dependently of  that  section,  to  restore  the 
property  to  her.  \Vithout  considerine  or 
determining  whether  said  section,  which 
confers  upon  the  court  granting  the  divorce 
'power  to  award  to  the  wife  such  property 
or  estate  as  she  had  when  married,'  has 
reference  only  to  the  court  decreeing  the 
divorce,  or  whether  courts  of  equity,  apart 
from  the  statute,  have  such  power,  it  is 
clear  from  the  decisions  in  this  state  that, 
where  a  wife  during  coverture  voluntarily, 
and  without  any  fraud  or  undue  influence 
on  the  part  of  the  husband,  conve3rs  her 
property  to  him,  the  effect  of  a  decree  for 
divorce  is  not  to  vest  in  her  an  equitable 
title  to  such  property.  •  .  .  Assuming 
that  the  Code  confers  on  the  court  the  pow- 
er of  awarding  the  wife  all  the  property  she 
had  during  coverture,  as  well  as  that  pos- 
sessed prior  and  at  the  time  of  the  mar- 
riage, tnat  power  must  be  qualified  by  the 
rights  acquired  by  the  husband,  or  others 
through  him,  claiming  with  her  privity  and 
consent."  (The  court  stated  that  the  effect 
of  the  divorce  itself  was  to  change  the  title 
into  a  tenancy  in  common.) 
3[f  L.R.A.(N.'S.) 


General   provision   for   return  of   property 
"derived  from  husband." 

In  Gallagher  v.  Gallagher,  89  Wis.  461, 
61  N.  W.  1104,  it  was  held,  where  property 
was  purchased  in  the  wife's  name,  with 
money  which  was  held  to  be  the  husband's, 
that  such  property  was  "derived  from  the 
husband,"  under  the  statute  which  provid- 
ed: "Upon  judgment  of  divorce  the  court 
may  finally  divide  and  distribute  the  estate, 
both  real  and  personal,  of  the  husband,  and 
so  much  of  the  estate  of  the  wife  as  shall 
have  been  derived  from  the  husband,  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  devest  and  transfer 
the  title  of  any  thereof  accordingly." 

As  illustrating  a  division,  under  this 
statute  of  "the  estate,"  part  of  winch  was 
in  the  wife's  name  and  derived  from  the 
husband,  see  Hoernig  v.  Hoernig,  100  Wis. 
229,  86  N.  W.  346. 

In  Martin  ▼.  Martin,  112  Wis.  314,  87 
N.  W.  232,  88  N.  W.  216,  a  decree  of  divorce 
was  reversed  because  the  court,  in  separat- 
ing the  property,  had  evidently  overlooked 
the  fact  that  a  valuable  piece  of  land  owned 
by  the  wife  had  been  deeded  to  her  by  the 
husband  without  any  consideration  and 
wholly  as  a  gift  or  gratuity. 

And  in  Brenger  ▼.  Brenger,  142  Wis.  26, 
26  L.R,A.(N.S.)  387, 136  Am.  St.  Rep.  1050, 
126  N.  W.  109,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1136,  a  judg- 
ment was  reversed  because  the  court  below 
had  decreed  that  the  wife  pay  the  husband 
a  monthly  sum,  which  would  require  her 
to  resort  to  property  not  derived  from  the 
husband.  The  court,  however,  directed  that, 
in  adjusting  the  matter,  the  property  con- 
veyed by  the  husband  to  the  wife  directly 
should  be  returned  to  the  husband. 

But  where  the  husband's  father  deeded 
property  to  the  wife  on  which  the  husband 
built  a  house,  and  it  appeared  that  the  wife 
had  spent  more  than  the  value  of  the  house 
in  paying  taxes  and  interest  on  mortgages 
on  the  property,  it  was  held  that  this  prop- 
erty was  not  "derived  from  the  husband," 
within  the  terms  of  the  statute.  Frackelton 
V.  Frackelton,  103  Wis.  673,  79 'N.  W.  750. 

Later  Kentucky  statute. 

Subsequently  to  the  Kentucky  cases  cited 
supra,  the  Code  of  Kentucky  was  amended 
to   read:    "Everv   judgment  for   a   divorce 
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Terry  a  note,  and,  let  me  see,  I  owed  an- 
other note  to  somebody.  Bob  Clifford  was 
the  one,  and  they  all  wanted  their  money." 
Judge  Lafferty  testifies  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  eonveyance  to  appellee,  appellant  was 
involvedi  and  the  deed  was  made  to  appel- 
lee, because  it  was  understood  by  all  pres- 
ent that,  if  the  land  was  conveyed  to  ap- 
pellant, his  creditors  would  take  it  for 
their  debts.  James  Coleman,  appellant's 
son  and  witness,  testifies  •  that  he  under- 
stood that  the  land  was  deeded*  to  his  moth- 
er to  prevent  its  being  subjected  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  father's  debts. 

It  would  be  difficult  to  find  a  case  where 


the  intention  of  the  grantor  was  made  clear- 
er. He  and  all  his  witnesses  admit  that 
the  land  was  conveyed  to  appellee  to  pre- 
vent it  from  being  taken  away  from  him  by 
his  creditors.  Counsel  for  appellant  insist, 
however,  that  the  proof  is  not  sufficient  to 
justify  the  conclusion  that  the  conveyance 
was  caused  to  be  made  by  appellant  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  because 
the  whole  transaction  was  a  matter  of  rec- 
ord, and  never  attacked,  which  is  conclusive 
that  the  rights  of  no  creditor  were  affected. 
This  contention  was  made  in  the  cases  of 
Carson  v.  Beliles,  121  Ky.  294,  1  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    1007,  89  S.  W.  208,  and  Lankford 


from  the  bond  of  matrimony  shall  contain 
an  order  restoring  any  property  not  dis- 
posed of  at  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 
tion, which  either  party  may  have  obtained, 
directly  or  indirectly,  from  or  through  the 
other,  during  marriage,  in  consideration  or 
by  reason  thereof;  and  any  property  so  ob- 
tained without  valuable  consideration  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  been  obtained  by  reason 
of  marriage."  (The  rest  of  the  section  is 
as  to  method  of  proceeding,  etc.) 

Under  this  amendment,  voluntary  gifts 
and  conveyances  will  be  restored  upon  di- 
vorce, without  regard  to  the  guilt  of  the 
respective  parties.  Irwin  v.  Irwin,  107  Ky. 
24,  .52  S.  W.  927;  Grow  v.  Grow,  134  Ky. 
816,  135  Am.  St.  Rep.  440,  121  S.  W.  654; 
Thomason  v.  Thomason,  142  Ky.  176,  134 
S.  W.  161;  Hawkins  v.  Northern  Coal  & 
Coke  Co.  145  Ky.  118,  140  S.  W.  48;  Bayer 
V.  Fusche,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep.  832;  Bennett  v. 
Bennett,  39  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1243,  43  S.  W.  247; 
Duvall  V.  Duvall,  —  Ky.  — ,  144  S.  W.  78; 
Maynard  v.  Maynard,  146  Ky.  197,  140  S. 
W.  156. 

The  rule  has  been  applied  by  requiring 
restoration  of: 

— land  conveyed  to  a  wife  through  a  third 
party.  Thomason  v.  Thomason,  142  Ky. 
176,  134  S.  W.  161; 

— real  estate  purchased  with  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  lottery  ticket  bought  by  the  hus- 
band, which  won  $15,000  which  was  deposit- 
ed in  bank  to  the  wife's  credit  and  later  in- 
vested in  real  estate  in  her  name.  Irwin 
V.  Irwin,  107  Ky.  24,  52  S.  W.  927; 

— money  which  the  husband  had  obtained 
from  the  wife,  and  acknowledged  her  claim 
to.  Duvall  V.  Duvall,  —  Ky.  — ,  144  S.  W. 
78; 

— ^a  paid-up  life  insurance  policy  for 
which  the  husband  had  furnished  the  money. 
Bennett  v.  Bennett,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1243,  43 
8.  W.  247. 

Where,  on  sale  of  property  by  reason  of 
failure  of  the  husband  to  make  a  deferred 
payment,  the  wife  bought  it  in,  in  her 
own  name,  and  later,  on  sale  of  a  part  of  it, 
the  amount  she  had  paid  was  repaid  to  her, 
on  a  subsequent  divorce  the  property  was 
decreed  to  the  husband.  Maynard  v.  May- 
nard, 145  Ky.  197,  140  S.  W.  156. 

In  Grow  v.  Grow,  134  Ky.  816,  1.35  Am. 
8t  Rep.  440,  121  S.  W.  654,  where,  after 
3J.  Ii.R.A.(N.S.) 


marriage,  the  parties  lived  on  the  wife's 
farm,  on  divorce  in  her  favor  it  was  held, 
the  husband  having  brought  about  $400  of 
personal  property  to  the  farm,  which  ought 
to  have  increased  to  $500  at  the  time  of  the 
divorce,  that  he  should  receive  the  amount 
of  $500  from  the  stock  and  personalty  on 
hand  when  the  parties  separated.' 

In  Pope  V.  Pope,  —  Ky.  — ,  146  S.  W. 
410,  where  it  was  claimed  by  the  wife  after  * 
a  divorce  that  the  husband,  in  contemplation 
of  an  immediate  separation,  had  given  her 
$500,  and  had  thereafter  forcibly  taken  the 
money  from  her,  it  was  held  that,  under 
the  pleadings,  she  was  not  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  money  back,  the  court  stating  that 
it  did  not  appear  from  the  pleadinpfs  that 
the  money  was  given  to  her  in  settlement 
of  any  of  her  property  rights,  in  which  case 
a  different  question  would  have  been  pre- 
sented. 

But  in  DoUins  v.  Dollins,  26  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
1036,  83  S.  W.  95,  where  upon  a  divorce  it 
appeared  that  the  woman,  against  whom  the 
divorce  was  granted,  had,  when  the  parties 
separated,  a  horse,  a  cow,  some  furniture, 
and  a  note,  upon  her  husband  for  $150,  all 
of  which  she  sold  or  collected  before  the  de- 
cree, and  that  on  her  marriage  she  owned 
real  estate  worth  $150,  afterwards  sold,  and 
that  the  husband  at  the  time  of  the  divorco 
was  worth  not  more  than  $375,  it  was  held 
that  the  court  properly  refused  to  compel 
the  husband  to  restore  to  her  the  property 
which  he  had  obtained  from  her  during  the 
marriage,  evidently  referring  to  the  real 
estate. 

In  Harris  v.  Harris,  31  Ky.  L.  Rep.  930, 
104  S.  W.  387,  where  the  husband  had  in 
his  possession  a  note  of  a  third  party  to  the 
order  of  his  wife,  and  the  evidence  was  that 
this  was  her  own  property,  and  upon  a 
divorce  from  bed  and  board,  the  note 
itself  could  not  be  found,  it  was  ordered 
that  he  should  pay  her  the  amount  of  this 
note.  To  the  objection  that  the  statute  per- 
mitted the  restoration  of  property  only  in 
the  event  of  a  final  divorce,  the  court  stated 
in  effect  that  the  statute  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  note,  as,  at  the  time,  the  wife's 
property  did  not  belong  to  the  husband,  so 
that  there  was  no  question  of  restoration, 
but  simply  of  a  finding  that  the  note  was 
the  absolute  property  of  the  wife. 
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V.  Lankford,  —  Ky.  — ,  117  S.  W.  062, 
and  held  to  be  without  merit.  In  the  for- 
mer case,  the  court  said:  "Suppose,  for  an 
example,  one  conveys  his  property  on  secret 
trust  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his 
creditors,  and  then  should  afterwards  pay 
all  his  debts;  would  the  fact  that  no  credit- 


or was  actually  injured  enable  him  to  re- 
cover from  his  vendee?  Or  suppose  one, 
having  no  creditors,  should  convey  his  prop- 
erty for  the  purpose  of  becoming  indebted, 
and  of  then  defrauding  his  dupes  by  being 
insolvent,  but  should  repent  before  the 
fraud   was  committed;    could  it  be  main- 


— ^where  consideration  is  a  valuable  one. 

Where  the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance is  a  valuable  one  between  the  parties^ 
the  statute  does  not  apply.  See  Dunker  v. 
Schuff,  134  Ky.  192,  119  S.  W.  742. 


— <M)nveyances  in  fraud  of  creditors. 

The  decision  in  Coleman  ▼.  Coij:man, 
that  the  statute  will  not  enable  the  hus- 
band to  recover  property  which  he  caused 
to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife  for  the  purpose  of 
defrauding  his  creditors,  is  supported  by 
Lankford  v.  Lankford,  —  Ky.  — ,  117  S. 
W.  962,  where  the  court  pointed  out  that 
the  statute  relates  only  to  conveyances  made 
by  reason  of  the  marital  relation,  and  there- 
fore does  not  apply  to  those  made  to  de- 
fraud creditors.  The  court  there  said :  "It 
is  the  contention  of  appellant  that  the  house 
and  lot  in  question  were  conveyed  to  his 
wife  ^y  reason  of  their  marital  relation,  and 
that,  a  divorce  having  been  granted  in  this 
action,  appellant  is  entitled,  under  §  228 
of  the  Civil  Code  of  Practice,  to  have  re- 
stored to  him  the  property  so  conveyed. 
The  question  whether  or  not  appellant  is 
entitled  to  restoration  of  his  property  de- 
pends altogether  upon  the  fact  of  whether 
or  not  it  was  conveyed  to  appellee  bv  rea- 
son of  their  marital  relation,  or  whetlier  it 
was  conveyed  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
defeating  his  creditors.  .  .  .  Without 
giving  the  evidence  in  detail,  we  may  say 
that  there  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds  that  the 
conveyance  to  Skidmore,  and  from  Skidmore 
to  appellee,  was  made  to  defeat  appellant's 
creditors.  That  being  the  case,  it  was  not 
obtained  by  appellee  by  reason  of  the  mari- 
tal relation,  but  was  obtained  by  her  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  appellant  thereby 
sought  to  defraud  his  creditors.  If,  as  we 
hold,  it  was  so  conveyed,  then  it  necessarily 
follows  that  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  res 
toration  of  the  property." 
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Gifts  not  "settlements"  under  English  di- 
vorce statutes. 

In  Chalmers  v.  Chalmers,  68  L.  T.  N.  S. 
28,  1  Reports,  504,  where  a  wife  had  as- 
signed certain  property  to  her  husband,  she 
asked,  upon  a  decree  dissolving  the  mar- 
riage, that  the  property  be  reassigned  to 
her  in  place  of  maintenance,  as  thus  vary- 
ing a  post-nuptial  settlement,  or  that  it  be 
reassigned  to  her  as  maintenance,  and  the 
court,  finding  great  difficulty  in  holding 
the  assignment  to  be  a  "settlement,"  did  not 
pass  on  that  question,  but  ordered  that  the 
o9  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


husband  "secure  to  the  petitioner,  as  main- 
tenance, the  value  of  the  property  in  ques- 
tion." 

The  question  was  definitely  decided,  how- 
ever, in  Hubbard  v.  Hubbard,  [1901]  p.  157, 
70  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  34,  84  L.  T.  N.  S.  441, 
where  a  husband  after  marriage  assigned 
a  leasehold  to  a  trustee  who  on  the  same 
day  assigned  the  same  to  the  wife,  the  ob- 
ject being  to  make  a  provision  for  the  wife, 
and  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  a  "set- 
tlement" under  the  English  statute  giving 
the  court  power  to  vary  settlements,  and 
that,  upon  the  nullity  of  the  marriage  being 
declared,  the  court  had  no  power  to  vary 
the  assignment. 

This  case  is  not  referred  to  in  Stedall  v. 
Stedall,  86  L.  T.  N.  S.  124,  50  Week.  Rep. 
320,  18  Times  L.  R.  254,  where  a  tontine 
life  policy  was  payable  in  the  event  of  the 
hvsband's  death  before  the  end  of  the  ton- 
tine, to  his  wife,  if  living,  and  the  court, 
on  a  divorce  by  her  fault,  was  inclined  to 
think  the  policy  was  a  "settlement,"  but 
it  was  held  that  the  wife  should  be  com- 
pelled to  assign  her  interest  for  the  benefit 
of  her  husband  and  children,  under  the  pro- 
vision of  the  statute  of  1857,  that  in  such 
a  case  property  of  the  wife  in  possession  or 
reversion  might  be  so  settled. 


Miscellaneous. 

In  Burkett  ▼.  Burkett,  78  Cal.  310,  3 
L.R.A.  781,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  58,  20  Pac. 
715,  where  a  husband  declared  a  homestead 
on  his  separate  property,  and  later  made  a 
deed  of  it  to  his  wile,  and  they  were  subse- 
quently divorced  without  any  mention  be- 
ing made  of  the  property,  the  court  held 
that  the  efi'ect  of  the  conveyance  was  not 
to  devest  the  property  of  its  character  as 
a  homestead,  but  simply  to  convey  it  to  the 
wife  in  fee  subject  to  the  homestead,  as 
the  California  statute  provided:  "If  a 
homestead  has  been  selected  from  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  either,  it  shall  be  assigned 
to  the  former  owner  of  such  property,  sub- 
ject to  the  power  of  the  court  to  assign  it 
for  a  limited  period  to  the  innocent  party," 
and,  as  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  the  innocent  party  in  the  divorce  suit, 
and  had  made  no  request  to  have  the  prop- 
erty set  off  to  him  for  any  time  in  that 
suit,  that  it  must  be  deemed  to  be  the*prop- 
erty  of  the  wife  in  fee  from  the  decree  in 
the  divorce  suit. 

In  Dean  v.  Richmond,  6  Pick.  461,  where 
the  statutes  regarding  divorce  a  mensa  ct 
thoro  provided  that  the  wife  be  restored  to 
all  her  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments, 
and  that  she  should  have  reasonable  allow- 
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tained  that|  because  he  had  paid  his  credit- 
ors in  the  first  case,  and  never  had  any  in 
the  second,  Le  could  recover  the  property 
so  conveyed  T  We  think  both  these  questions 
should  be  answered  in  the  negative."  And 
in  the  case  of  Lankf ord  v.  Lankford,  supra, 
where  the  husband,  after  divorce,  was  seek- 


ing the  restoration  of  certain  property  on 
the  ground  that  he  conveyed  it  to  his  wife 
in  consideration  of  marriage,  relief  was  de- 
nied because  it  appeared  that  the  convey- 
ance was  made  by  the  husband  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defrauding  his  creditors,  though 
none  of  his  creditors  were  actually  defraud- 


ance  of  alimony  out  of  her  husband's  estate, 
having  regard  to  the  personal  property 
which  she  carried  to  the  husband,  a  wife 
after  her  marriage  joined  her  husband  in 
the  conveyance  of  certain  real  estate  of 
which  she  was  seised  at  the  time  of  the 
marriage.  A  part  of  the  consideration  was 
a  promissory  note,  and  it  was  agreed  at  the 
time  of  the  sale  by  the  husband,  that  the 
wife  should  retain  the  note  as  her  own  prop- 
erty and  should  receive  payment  of  it  to 
her  own  separate  use,  and  she  ever  since  re- 
tained it.  On  a  divorce  from  bed  and  board 
.  the  court  ordered  that  her  real  and  personal 
estate,  which  came  to  the  husband  by  the 
marriage,  should  be  restored  to  the  wife, 
and  she  thereafter  brought  action  upon  the 
promissory  note,  and  it  was  held  that  she 
could  not  recover,  as  the  statutes  in  regard 
to  divorces  a  menso  et  ihoro  did  not  give  the 
court  any  authority  to  restore  to  the  wife 
personal  property. 

In  Myers  v.  Myers,  88  Neb.  656,  130  N. 
W.  254,  where  the  statute  did  not  allow  the 
court  to  make  an  equitable  division  of  real 
estate  in  divorce,  the  appellate  court  was  of 
the  opinion  that  real  estate  bought  with 
money  which  was  the  accumulation  of  the 
joint  industry  and  frugality  of  both  hus- 
band and  wife  ought  to  be  held  to  belong  to 
both  of  them ;  but  it  declined  to  disturb  the 
finding  of  the  trial  court  that  the  property, 
which  seemed  to  be  thus  acquired  and  which 
stood  in  the  wife's  name,  was  really  the 
property  of  the  husband.  And  permanent 
alimony  of  half  its  value  having  been  de- 
creed to  the  wife  l)y  the  trial  court,  this  de- 
cision was  affirmed. 

In  Tolerton  v.  Williard,  30  Ohio  St.  579, 
the  court  evidently  approved  the  pi  an.  of 
giving  a  wife  a  gross  sum  as  "alimony  as 
well  as  repayment"  of  money  received  from 
or  through  her,  secured  on  land  in  which 
such  money  was  invested,  where  the  statute 
provided  that  when  a  divorce  is  granted  by 
reason  of  the  aggression  of  the  husband,  the 
wife  shall  be  restored  to  all  her  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  not  previ- 
ously disposed  of,  and  shall  be  allowed  such 
alimony  "as  the  court  shall  think  reason- 
able, having  due  regard  to  the  property 
which  came  to  him  (the  husband)  by  mar- 
riage;" and  this  alimony  is  to  be  "allowed 
to  her  in  real  or  personal  property,  or  both, 
by  decreeing  to  her  such  sum  of  money,  pay- 
able either  in  gross  or  instalments,  as  the 
court  may  deem  just  and  equitable." 

In  McAllister  v.  McAllister;  10  Heisk.  345, 
where  the  statute  (§  2471  of  the  Code)  pro- 
vided that  a  wife  should  have  the  exclusive 
dominion  and  control  (subject  to  rights  of 
creditors  before  the  decree)  of  land  owned 
by  her  at  the  time  of  a  decree  dissolving 
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the  marriage,  the  court,  in  ordering  a  di- 
vorce from  bed  and  board,  with  a  direction 
that  the  case  should  remain  on  the  docket, 
and  that  if  a  reconciliation  should  not  take 
place  in  a  reasonable  time,  the  chancellor 
should  have  power  to  dissolve  the  marriaee, 
said,  a,s  to  land  conveyed  by  the  wife  to  the 
husband  through  a  third  party:  "Shall  we 
regard  the  land  as  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  assign  to  the  complainant  a 
part  thereof  in  lieu  of  alimony,  or  shall  we 
regard  it  as  complainant's  laud,  and  restore 
it  to  her  in  accordance  with  §  2471  of  the 
Code  ?  We  think  the  latter  course  must  pre- 
vail. Although  the  legal  title  be  vested  in 
defendant,  yet,  in  a  court  of  equity,  as  be- 
t^'een  the  husband  and  wife,  we  must  re- 
gard the  latter  as  the  real  owner.  We  can- 
not sanction  the  means  by  which  he  ob- 
tained the  title.  We  decide  nothing  as  to 
creditors.  The  title  to  the  land  will  be  re- 
stored to  the  complainant.  In  one  event 
the  life  estate  of  the  defendant  may  be  re- 
stored to  him."  But  it  should  be  stated 
that  another  section  of  the  statute  gave  the 
court  power,  in  case  of  a  divorce  from  bed 
and  board,  to  decree  to  the  wife  such  part 
of  the  husband's  real  and  personal  estate 
as  it  thought  proper,  and  that  in  so  doing 
it  might  take  into  consideration  property 
leceived  by  him  from  her,  as  well  as  that 
secured  to  her,  by  marriage  contract  or 
otherwise. 

In  Saunders  v.  Saunders,  144  Mo.  482, 
46  S.  W.  428,  where  the  husband  had  con- 
veyed property  to  his  wife  through  a  third 
party,  the  deed  to  her  being  in  considera- 
tion "of  the  relinquishment  and  release  of 
all  claims  of  dower"  in  and  to  his  personal 
and  real  estate,  and  he  obtained  a  divorce 
on  account  merely  of  her  desertion  of  him, 
and  the  statutes  provided  that  if  the  hus- 
band be  divorced  from  the  wife  for  her  fault 
or  misconduct,  she  should  not  be  endowed, 
and  further  that  in  case  of  an  abandonment 
with  adultery,  the  wife  should  lose  both  her 
jointure  and  dower,  it  was  held  that  the 
conveyance  here  was  in  the  nature  of  joint- 
ure, and  that  the  husband  could  not  have 
the  deeds  canceled. 

There  is  an  obiter  dictum  in  Hinds  v. 
Hinds,  7  Mackey,  85,  that  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  the  court  mi^ht  restore  to  the  wife 
all  the  separate  property  that  she  had  at 
the  date  of  her  marriage,  and  that  she  could 
retain  her  dower,  and  that  the  court  might 
restore  to  her  the  whole  or  any  part  of  her 
separate  property,  however  acquired,  would 
not  authorize  the  court  to  disturb  a  settle- 
ment made  by  the  husband  voUintflrily  upon 
the  wife  before  the  cause  of  the  divorce  ac- 
crued, she  being  the  innocent  partv. 

B.*B.  B. 
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ed.  In  discussing  this  phase  of  the  case, 
the  court  said:  "This  court  has  held  in  a 
long  line  of  decisions  that  property  will 
not  be  restored  to  a  grantor  who  himself 
conveyed  it  for  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
defeating  his  creditors.  The  transaction  is 
one  which  involves  moral  turpitude  in  the 
intention  in  which  it  is  done.  What  actu- 
ally happens  may  be  immaterial.  It  mat- 
ters not  whether  the  creditor  was  actually 
injured  or  not,  if,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
debtor  makes  a  conveyance  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  his  creditors.  lie  who  doth 
fraud  may  not  borrow  the  hand  of  the  chan- 
cellor to  draw  equity  from  a  fountain  his 
own  hath  polluted.  Carson  v.  BelileSi 
supra;  Southwood  v.  Southwood,  30  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  307,  98  S.  W.  304." 
•  It  follows  that,  under  the  foregoing  au- 
thorities and  the  facts  of  this  case,  appel- 
lant is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  land  in 
controversy. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 

STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

V. 

EDWARD  BOWEN  et  al. 

(—  Wis.  — ,  136  N.  W.  494.) 

State  —  bonndary  —  change  of  channel 
ot  stream. 

The  boundary  and  jurisdiction  of  a  state 
which  has  been  along  the  main  channel  of 
a  stream  is  not  changed  by  the  construction 


by  a  railroad  company,  of  a  dam  which 
throws  the  main  channel  to  the  other  side 
of  an  island  for  the  purpose  of  convenience 
in  the  construction  of  a  bridge. 

(April  3,  1912.) 

t>i  ERTIFICATION  by  the  Circuit  Court 
J  for  LaCros^  County  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  a  question  arising  upon  convic- 
tion of  defendants  of  taking  fish  in  viola- 
tion of  law.     Negative  answer  returned. 

Statement  by  Vinje,  J.: 

The  defendants  were  charged  with  a  vio- 
lation of  the  provisions  of  §  4560d,  Stats., 
being  chapter  525  of  the  Laws  of  1909,  in 
this:  That  they  did,  on  the  16th  day  of 
April,  1911,  in  the  county  of  La  Crosse  and 
state  of  Wisconsin,  unlawfully  set,  place, 
and  use  in  an  inland  water  of  this  state,  to 
wit,  in  the  Mississippi  river,  one  certain 
net  which  was  not  then  and  there  a  landing 
net.  The  respective  parties,  by  their  at- 
torneys, stipulated  in  open  court  that  a 
jury  be  waived,  and  that  the  case  be  tried 
and  determined  by  the  court.  The  judge 
found  the  facts  as  follows:  "That  on  the 
day  charged  in  the  complaint  the  defend- 
ants were  fishing  with  a  seine  and  trammel 
net  in  what  is  known  as  the  east  channel 
of  the  Mississippi  river,  and  west  of  the 
thread  of  the  stream  of  said  channel,  and 
at  a  point  opposite  to  the  county  of  La 
Crosse,  Wisconsin,  and  east  of  Minnesota 
island,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  §  4560d 
of  chapter  526,  Laws  of  1909.  That  said 
east   channel    lies   between    the   Wisconsin 


Note.  -»  Change  of  channel  as  change  of 
state  boundary. 

The  rule  laid  down  with  practical  una- 
nimity by  the  courts  is  that,  in  case  of  a 
gradual  shifting  of  the  channel  of  a  stream 
which  constitutes  a  boundary  between 
states,  the  boundary  will  change  with  the 
channel  (Bellefontame  Improv.  Co.  v.  Nied- 
ringhaus,  181  111.  426,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  269, 
55  N.  E.  184;  Buttenuth  v.  St.  Louis  Bridge 
Co.  123  HI.  536,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  545,  17  N. 
E.  439,  dictum)  ;  but  that,  while  a  gradual 
change  in  the  channel  will  have  this  effect, 
a  sudden  change  or  avulsion  will  not  (Ne- 
braska V.  Iowa,  143  U.  S.  359,  36  L.  ed. 
186,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  396;  Missouri  v.  Ne- 
braska, 196  U.  S.  23,  49  L.  ed.  372,  decree, 
197  U.  S.  577,  49  L.  ed.  881,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  580;  DeLoney  v.  State,  88  Ark.  311, 
115  S.  W.  138;  Coulthard  v.  Mcintosh,  143 
Iowa,  389,  122  N.  W.  233;  McBridge  v. 
Steinweden,  72  Kan.  508,  83  Pac.  822;  Fow- 
ler V.  Wood,  73  Kan.  511,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
162,  117  Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  85  Pac.  763; 
Rees  V.  McDaniel,  115  Mb.  146,  21  S.  W. 
913;  Holbrook  v.  Moore,  4  Neb.  437; 
Bouvier  v.  Stricklett,  40  Neb.  792,  59  N.  W. 
660;  Moss  V.  Qibbs,  10  Heisk.  283;  Collins 
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V.  State,  3  Tex.  App.  323,  30  Am.  Rep.  142; 
Rodriguez  v.  Hernandez,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App, 
78,  79  S.  W.  343). 

Thus,  a  change  in  the  channel  of  the 
Mississippi  river  whereby  it  abandoned  20 
miles  of  its  former  channel  in  less  than  two 
davs  was  held  to  leave  the  boundarv  be- 
tween  the  states  of  Arkansas  and  Tennessee 
in  the  center  of  the  old  channel.  State  v. 
Muncie  Pulp  Co.  119  Tenn.  47,  104  S.  W. 
437:  Stocklev  v.  Cissna,  119  Tenn.  135,  104 
S.  W.  792;  Stockley  v.  Cissna,  56  C.  C.  A. 
324.  119  Fed.  812. 

It  follows  as  a  matter  of  course  that  a 
change  in  the  channel  of  a  river  by  arti- 
ficial means  does  not  change  the  boundary. 
State  V.  Young,  46  Vt.  565;  James  v.  State, 
10  Ga.  App.  13,  72  S.  E.  600. 

And  in  Indiana  v.  Kentucky,  136  U.  S. 
479,  34  L.  ed.  329,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1051, 
it  is  held  that  the  filling  up  of  the  channel 
of  the  Ohio  river,  partly  by  natural  and 
partly  by  artificial  causes,  so  that  the  river 
now  runs  on  the  Kentucky  side  of  a  former 
island,  does  not  separate  that  land  from  the 
state  of  Kentucky. 

In  Norton  v.  Whiteside,  188  Fed.  356,  it 
is  held  that  a  boundary  between  sta^s  was 
changed   by  an   artificial   straightening  of 
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main  shore  and  what  is  known,  and  desig- 
nated upon  the  goyernment  maps,  as  Minne- 
sota island.  That,  prior  to  1876,  said  east 
channel  of  the  Mississippi  river  was  the 
one  usually  navigated  by  steamboats,  and 
was  designated  as  the  main  channel  of  the 
Mississippi  river  by  the  surveyors  who  sur- 
veyed La  Crosse  county  in  1854.  That  about 
the  year  1877  the  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  & 
St.  Paul  Railroad  Company  constructed  a 
bridge  from  the  mainland  in  La  Crosse 
county  across  said  east  channel,  and  across 
said  Minnesota  Island,  and  to  the  main 
Alinnesota  shore.  That,  prior  to  the  con- 
struction of  said  bridge,  and  in  1876,  the 
said  Chicago,  Milwaukee,  &  St.  Paul  Rail- 
road Company  constructed  a  dam  across 
said  east  channel  of  the  Mississippi  river 
near  the  head  of  said  Minnesota  island, 
thus  diverting  the  said  main  channel  of  the 
river  from  the  east  side  of  Minnesota 
island  to  the  west  side  thereof,  in  order  to 
avoid  constructing  a  drawbridge  across  said 
east  channel,  and  to  throw  and  divert  the 
channel  of  said  river  through  the  draw- 
bridge constructed  by  it  on  the  west  side  of 
said  Minnesota  island.  That  since  the  con- 
struction of  said  dam  the  main  navigable 
channel  of  the  Mississippi  river  has  been 
to  the  west  of  said  Minnesota  island,  and 


since  said  date  the  said  east  channel  has 
not  been  navigable  for  steamboats.  That 
the  construction  of  said  dam,  diverting  the 
said  channel,  was  with  the  consent  of  the 
War  Department  of  the  government  of  the 
United  States.  That  the  said  Minnesota  is- 
land was  surveyed  by  tlie  government  of  the 
United  States  as  a  part  of  the  state  of 
Minnesota;  and  the  taxes  upon  the  same 
have  been  ever  since  assessed  and  collected 
by  the  authorities  of  the  state  of  Minne- 
sota." As  a  conclusion  of  law,  the  judge 
found  the  defendants  guilty  as  charged  in 
the  complaint;  but,  being  of  the  opinion 
that  a  question  of  law  arose  on  the  trial 
which  was  so  important  as  to  require  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  thereon,  and 
the  defendants  consenting  thereto,  he  re- 
ported the  following  question  for  the  de- 
cision of  this  court"  "Upon  the  foregoing 
findings  of  fact,  has  the  circuit  court  of 
La  Crosse  county  jurisdiction  of  this  prose- 
cution ?" 

Messrs.  James  Thompson,  li.  H.  Ban- 
croft, Attorney  General,  and  Russel 
•Tacksou,  Assistant  Attorney  General,  for 
the  State. 

Mr.  F.  E.  Withrow  for  defendants. 


the  channel,  but  no  cases  are  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  holding,  and  it  appears  to  be  at 
variance  with  all  the  authorities. 

Rober  v.  Michelsen,  82  Neb.  48,  116  N. 
W.  949,  furnishes  a  striking  illustration  of 
the  rules  as  to  the  effect  of  gradual  and 
sudden  changes  in  the  course  of  a  stream 
which  forms  a  state  boundary.  In  that  case 
it  appears  that  the  land  involved  was  situ- 
ated on  the  west  side  of  the  Missouri  river 
in  the  state  of  Nebraska,  but  that  during  a 
period  of  three  years  the  current  gradually 
shifted  so  that  it  became  entirely  sub^ 
merged  and  the  channel  changed  to  the 
westward  of  it.  Thereafter,  the  land  was 
restored  by  accretions  to  the  eastern  bank, 
so  that,  as  v^stored,  the  land,  according  to 
the  rule  as  to  gradual  change,  was  in  the 
state  of  Iowa.  Still  later,  by  a  sudden 
change,  the  channel  was  transferred  to  the 
eastward  of  the  land,  but,  as  a  sudden 
change  does  not  alter  the  boundary,  the  land 
in  question  was  held  to  be  a  part  of  Iowa, 
although  the  river  had  returned  to  substan- 
tially its  original  location  with  reference  to 
such  land. 

Where  there  is  a  sudden  change  in  the 
course  of  a  river,  so  that  the  boundary  re- 
mains the  same,  it  runs  along  the  center  of 
the  main  channel  as  the  river  formerly  ran, 
unless  there  is  an  absence  of  evidence  as  to 
the  location  of  the  main  channel,  in  which 
case  it  will  be  the  center  of  the  old  bed 
located  from  bank  to  bank.  State  v.  Keane, 
84  Mo.  App.  127. 

But  while  a  sudden  change  in  the  course 
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of  a  boundary  river  does  not  change  the 
boundary  between  the  states,  it  does  have 
the  effect  of  limiting  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
states  to  the  actual  boundary  in  the  former 
bed  of  the  stream,  where  formerly  it  was 
concurrent  over  the  whole  stream.  Cooley 
V.  Golden,  52  Mo.  App.  229. 

Whether  the  shifting  of  the  channel  of  a 
stream  is  such  as  will  change  the  boundary 
is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  trial  court  to 
determine.  Plummer  v.  Marshall,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  126  S.  W.  1162. 

But  the  change  in  the  course  of  a  bound- 
ary stream  may  be  considered  to  be  gradual, 
though  it  is  at  times  visible  and  perceptible. 
Denny  v.  Cotton,  3  Tex.  Civ.  App.  634,  22 
S.  W.  122. 

In  Missouri  v.  Kentucky,  11  Wall.  395, 
20  L.  ed.  116,  which  was  a  contest  as  to 
the  jurisdiction  over  an  island  in  the  Mis- 
sissippi river,  the  court  says  that  if  the 
river  changed  its  course  with  reference  to 
the  island  subsequently  to  the  fixing  of  the 
boundary,  the  boundary  ^as  not  changed 
thereby,  but  no  distinction  is  made  between 
gradual  or  sudden  changes. 

And  in  Washington  v.  Oregon,  211  U.  S. 
127,  53  L.  ed.  118,  on  rehearing  214  U.  S. 
205,  53  L.  ed.  969,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  631, 
where  the  boundary  between  Oregon  and 
Washington  was  fixed  at  the  center  of  the 
north  channel,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not 
changed  to  the  south  channel  by  a  gradual 
filling  up  of  the  north  channel  and  its 
abandonment  for  navigation  purposes  in 
favor  of  the  south  channel.  R.  L.  S. 
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Vinje,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  Roberta  v.  Fullerton,  117  Wis.  222, 
66  L.R.A.  953,  93  N.  VV.  1111,  it  was  hehl 
that  the  jurisdiction  of  a  state  for  the 
enforcement  of  its  fish  and  game  laws  is 
coextensive  with  and  limited  by  the  bound- 
aries of  the  state,  even  though  they  consist 
of  the  thread  of  a  navigable  stream  over 
whose  waters  the  adjacent  states  have  con- 
current jurisdiction  for  other  purposes. 
The  answer  to  the  question  reported,  there- 
fore, depends  upon  whether  or  not  the 
boundary  of  the  state  of  Wisconsin  changed 
from  the  thread  of  the  channel  east  of  Min- 
nesota island  to  the  thread  of  the  channel 
west  thereof,  by  reason  cf  the  construction 
of  the  bridge  and  dam  of  the  Chicago,  Mil- 
waukee, &  St.  Paul  Railroad  Company 
about  1877,  which  diverted  the  waters  into 
the  west  channel  to  such  an  extent  that  it 
afterwards  became  the  main  channel,  and 
the  only  one  navigable  by  steamboats. 

The  district  attorney  of  La  Crosse  coun- 
ty relies  upon  the  cases  of  Franzini  v.  Lay- 
lafid,  120  Wis.  72,  97  N.  W.  499,  and  Iowa 
v.  Illinois,  147  U.  S.  1,  37  L.  ed.  55,  13  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  239,  to  sustain  the  contention 
that  the  boundary  changed  with  the  change 
of  channel.  Those  cases  established  the  rule 
that,  within  the  limits  of  the  main  channel, 
the  boundary  follows  the  "mid  channel"  or 
thread  of  the  stream  as  it  changes,  from 
time  to  time,  owing  to  the  gradual  shift- 
ing of  sand  banks,  or  other  causes.  But 
they  do  not  hold  that  the  creation  of  a  new 
and  different  main  channel  shifts  the  bound- 
ary from  the  old  to  the  new.  And  such  is 
not  the  law  For  the  purpose  of  determin- 
ing the  boundary  between  states,  where 
that  is  declared  to  be  the  center  line  or 
thread  or  middle  of  the  main  channel  of  a 
stream  separating  them,  the  conditions  ex- 
isting at  the  time  of  their  creation  govern 
as  to  what  channel  is  meant.  The  then 
main  channel,  except  as  it  may  be  changed 
by  erosion  or  accretion,  will  forever  contain 
within  it  the  declared  boundary  line,  though 
not  necessarily  in  the  same  place  at  all 
times.  Nebraska  v.  Iowa,  143  U.  S.  359,  36 
L.  ed.  186.  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  396;  Missouri 
V.  Nebraska,  196  U.  S.  23,  49  L.  ed.  372,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  155;  Washington  v.  Oregon. 
211  U.  S.  127,  53  L.  ed.  118,  29  Sup.  Ct! 
Rep.  47,  8.  c,  214  U.  S.  205,  53  L.  ed.  969, 
29  Sup  Ct.  Rep.  631;  1  Farnham,  Waters, 
40;   Gould,  Waters,  §   159. 

In  Nebraska  v.  Iowa  and  Mis.**ouri  v.  Ne- 
braska, supra,  it  is  held  that,  where  a 
stream  which  is  the  boundary'  between  two 
states  from   anv  cause  suddenlv   abandons 

■  » 

its  old  bed  and  seeks  a  new  one,  such  change 
in  the  channels  results  in  no  change  in  the 
boundary.  That  remains  in  the  center  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  old  bed  or  channel,  even  though  it  may 
be  dry.  In  each  of  those  cases,  the  change 
was  caused  by  avulsion.  In  the  present 
case,  the  change  was  caused  by  the  con- 
struction of  a  dam.  It  is  obvious  that  any 
change  wrought  in  the  flow  of  the  water  by 
means  of  a  dam  cannot  affect  the  question 
of  state  boundary  any  more  than  can  such 
change  produced  by  avulsion.  It  is  only 
where  the  change  takes  place  by  the  slow 
process  of  erosion  or  accretion  that  a  change 
in  boundary  is  effected.  Missouri  v.  Ne- 
braska, 196  U.  S.  23,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  155, 
49  L.  ed.  372.  States  and  individuals  alike 
are  subject  to  the  losses  and  gains  of  ero- 
sion and  accretion;  but  neither  can  have 
the  boundaries  of  his  domain  changed  by 
avulsion,  or  bv  the  diversion  of  the  water 
effected  by  human  agencies.  New  Orleans 
v.  United  States,  10  Pet.  662,  9  L.  ed.  573. 
Such  being  the  law,  a  negative  answer  to 
the  question  reported  for  decision  is  re- 
quired. It  is  due  to  the  attorney  general 
to  add  that,  for  reasons  stated  in  his  brief, 
he  argues  that  no  change  in  the  state 
boundary  was  effected  by  the  construction 
of  the  dam  and  consequent  diversion  of  the 
water  into  the  western  channel. 
The  question  reported  is  answered:    No. 


liOUISIAXA  SUPREME  COURT. 

GLENN  G.  ROGERS 

V. 

HIRAM  J.  ALLEN  LUMBER  COMPANY, 

Limited,  Appt. 

(129  La.  899,  57  So.  166.) 

Master  and  servant  —  negligence  —  de- 
fective appliances. 

1.  A  mill  hand  operating  a  cut-off  saw 
was  struck  upon  the  arm  by  a  strip  of  wood 
carelessly  thrown  by  another  hand,  who  was 
working  with  another  machine,  with  the  re- 
sult that  his  arm  was  knocked  against  the 
saw  and  his  hand  cut  off;  and  this  court 
finds  that,  save  for  the  blow  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's arm,  there  would  have  been  no  acci- 
dent, and,  even  with  the  blow,  there  would 
probably  have  been  none,  if  the  saw  had 
been   provided   with    its  usual   and   proper 

Headnotes  by  Monroe,  J. 


Xote.  — While  no  other  case  has  been 
found  involving  the  question  whether  the 
amount  of  damages  to  be  awarded  a  plain- 
tiff can  be  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant is  insolvent,  so  that  the  plaintiff 
will  be  able  to  realize  only  a  portion  of  the 
amount  awarded,  it  seems  clear,  as  held  in 
Rogers  v.  Hiram  J.  Allen  Lumber  Co., 
that  the  amount  to  which  the  plaintiff  is 
justly  entitled  cannot  be  increased,  or  a 
(rreater  amount  awarded  or  allowed,  on  the 
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equipment.  Held,  the  mill  owner  wa4S  guilty 
of  negligence  in  employing  a  careless  or  in- 
competent hand  and  in  failing  to  provide 
plaintiff  with  a  reasonably  safe  place  and 
reasonably  safe  appliance  in  and  with  which 
to  do  the  work  to  wiiich  he  was  assigned, 
and  plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  and  did  not  assume  the  risk  of 
defendant's  negligence,  or  of  that  of  its 
careless  or  incompetent  han3,  who  was  not 
plaintiff's  fellow  servant  within  any  rule 
that  has  been  recognized  by  this  court,  since 
he  and  plaintiff  were  not  engaged  in  the 
same  work,  and  plaintiff  had  not  seen 
enough  of  his  carelessness  to  warrant  the 
belief  that  he  realized  the  danger  therefrom 
to  himself. 

Damages  —  loss  of  hand  —  amonnt. 

2.  Where  a  young  man  nineteen  years  of 
age,  who  is  dependent  upon  his  physical 
labor  for  his  livelihood,  loses  his  right  hand 
through  the  negligence  of  his  employer,  this 
court  feels  justified  in  allowing  him  frr,500 
as  damages. 

Same  —  reoelvershlp  —  effect. 

3.  The  amount  to  be  awarded  plaintiff  in 
an  action  for  damages  for  personal  injury 
cannot  be  affected  by  the  suggestion  or  eon- 
sideration  that  the  defendant  company  has 
been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and 
is  paying  but  10  cents  on  the  dollar  to  its 
ereditors. 


(May  8,   1911.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Judicial  District  Court  for  the  Par- 
ish* of  Bienville  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  defendant's  negligence.  Modified  and 
affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Barksdale  St  Barksdale  and 
Hall  &  Jack,  for  appellant: 

In  the  absence  of  proof  of  negligence  in 
the  employment  of  incompetent  and  careless 
servants,  an  employer  is  not  responsible  for 
damage{>  resulting  to  a  servant  from  the 
carelessness  of  a  fellow  servant.  ! 

Satterly  v.  Morgan,   3.5  La.  Ann.   1167;  ' 


Weaver  v.  W.  L.  Goulden  Logging  Co.  116 
La.  470,  40  So.  798. 

Plaintiff,  with  his  experience  in  such  work 
and  being  familiai  with  thp  risks  and  dan- 
ger of  th  position,  voluntarily  and  neces- 
sarily assumed  the  risk  of  injury  through 
the  use  of  the  wooden  lever,  as  he  assumed, 
and  must  be  held  to  have  assumed,  the  risk 
of  unavoidable,  accidents  resulting  from  an 
unforeseen  and  peculiar  combination  of  cir- 
cumstances. 

Brown  v.  J.  A.  Adams  k  Sons'  Co.  120 
La.  119,  44  So.  1005;  Smith  v.  Sellars,  40 
La.  Ann.  527,  4  So.  333;  20  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  109  et  seq.;  Dresser,  Employers' 
Liability,  §§  82,  90;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg. 
2d  ed.  §  36 ;  New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v. 
McEwen  &  Murray,  49  La.  Ann.  1184,  38 
L.R.A.  134^  22  So.  675;  21  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  486;  Meyers  v.  Ruddock  Orleans  Cy- 
press Co.  118  La.  805,  43  So.  448. 

Plaintiff  necessarily  and  voluntarily  as- 
sumed the  risk  of  injury  through  the  care- 
lessness of  this  fellow  servant,  and  cannot 
recover 

12  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  920;  Beach, 
Contrib.  Neg.  §§  354,  371;  Thomp.  Neg. 
§§  4896,  6341,  6429;  26  Cyc.  1306. 

In  comparison  with  previous  awards,  the 
judgment  is  grossly  and  unreasonably  ex- 
cessive. 

Hebert  v.  Kingston  Lumber  Co.  126  La. 
775, 52  So.  1021 ;  Reems  v.  New  Orleans  6. 
N.  R.  Co.  126  La.  511,  52  So.  681;  Williams 
v  W  R.  Pickering  Lumber  Co.  126  La. 
1087,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  52  So.  167,  19 
Ann.  Cas.  1244;  Rossey  v.  Lawrence,  123 
La.  1053,  49  So.  704,  17  Ann.  Cas.  484; 
McBailey  v.  Suberbielle,  120  La.  570,  45  So. 
442;  Lumpkin  v.  Reiser  Mach.  Shops,  120 
La.  597,  45  So.  518;  Carter  v.  Fred  W. 
Dubach  Liunber  Co.  113  La.  239,  36  So.  952; 
Stucke  v.  New  Orleans  R.  Co.  50  La.  Ann. 
172,  23  So.  342:  Budge  v.  Morgan's  L.  k 
T.  R.  k  S.  S.  Co.  108  La.  349,  58  L.R.A. 
333,  32  So.  535;  Lehman  v.  Louisiana  West- 
ern  R.   Co.    37    La.    Ann.   705;    Barnes   v. 


ground  that,  by  reason  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  cannot,  in  any 
event,  realize  the  full  amount  to  which  he 
is  entitled,  but  will  be  obliged  to  accept 
only  a  percentage  of  whatever  amount  is 
awarded  or  allowed.  All  that  a  jury  or 
court  can  properly  do  is  to  determine  and 
award  the  amount  of  damages  to  which  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled,  regardless  of  whether 
ne  will  be  able  to  realize  that  amount  upon 
execution  of  his  judgment,  and  in  case  the 
defendant  is  insolvent,  the  plaintiff  should 
share  in  his  estate  on  the  same  basis  with 
other  creditors. 

It  seems,  however,  under  the  general  rule 
that  evidence  of  the  pecuniary  condition  and 
financial  circumstances  of  a  defendant  is 
80  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


relevant  and  admissible  as  bearing  upon  the 
amount  of  punitive  or  exemplary  damages 
which  Tiay  be  awarded  (13  Cyc.  211),  that, 
in  cases  where  such  damages  are  in  issue, 
evidence  of  the  insolvency  of  the  defendant 
might  be  admissible  to  diminish  the  n mount 
of  the  award  of  such  damages,  though  it 
seems  that  this  general  class  of  evidence  is 
admitted,  not  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
the  defendant's  mere  ability  to  pay,  but 
rather  to  aid  in  determinin<r  what  amount 
will  constitute  a  proper  punitive  award,  un- 
der all  the  circumstances.  And  where  no 
punitive  damages  are  in  issue,  and  only 
compensatory  damages  are  recoverable,  such 
evidence  is  inadmissible  (13  Cyc.  212). 

A.  C»  W. 
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Shreveport  City  R.  Co.  47  La.  Ann.  1218, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  400,  17  So.  782. 

MeasFB.  Richardson  &  Richardson  for 

appellee. 

Provosty,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellee  has  moved  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal on  the  ground  that  no  bond  for  appeal 
has  been  filed     There  is  none  in  the  "ecord. 

Appeal  dismissed. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been 
filed,  Monroe,  J.,  on  January  2,  1912,  hand- 
ed down  the  following  additional  opinion: 

(1)  Plaintiff,  being  a  little  more  than 
nineteen  years  of  age,  had  his  right  hand 
severed  from  his  arm  by  a  cut-off  saw 
which  he  was  operating  whilst  in  defend- 
ant's employ,  and  he  attributes  his  injury 
to  defendant's  negligence,  and  prays  for 
damages.  Defendant  pleads  contributory 
negligence,  assumption  of  risk,  and  fault 
on  the  part  of  a  fellow  servant:  and  it  has 
appealed  from  an  adverse  judgment  for 
$10,000.  The  story  of  the  accident,  as  told 
by  the  witnesses,  is  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: Plaintiff  was  operating  a  cut-off  saw, 
his  position  being  in  front  of,  and  facing, 
the  saw,  to  which  he  fed  the  slab  that  he 
was  cutting  with  his  left  hand,  whilst  he 
pulled  the  saw  towards  him,  and  against 
the  slab,  with  his  right  hand,  by  means  of 
a  lever,  which  was  attached  to  the  frame  to 
which  the  saw  was  fastened  and  which  pro- 
jected through  the  table  or  roller  bed,  upon 
the  right  and  above  the  level  of  the  upper 
edge  of  the  saw.  When  the  slab  was  cut 
through,  he  would  push  the  lever  from  him, 
and  the  saw  would  be  carried  into  a  box 
or  casing,  which  ordinarily  served  as  a 
protection  to  the  operator  and  to  passers- 
by  j  but  it  appears  that  at  the  time  of  the 
acident  an  iron  lever  which  belonged  to  the 
machine,  and  which  was  curved  in  such  a 
way  as  to  furnish  a  convenient  handle 
whereby  the  operator  could  move  the  saw 
backward  and  forward,  and  yet  keep  his 
hand  and  arm  in  a  comparatively  safe  posi- 
tion, had  been  broken,  and  that  there  had 
been  substituted  for  it  a  straight  piece  of 
scantling  (say  2x2  or  2x4),  the  hold  upon 
which  was  less  secure  and  placed  the  hand 
and  arm  of  the  operator  in  a  position  where, 
in  the  event  of  an  accident  such  as  hap- 
pened, they  were  more  likely  to  be  injured. 
The  accident  consisted  of  plaintiff's  being 
struck  upon  his  right  arm  by  a  strip  (of 
wood)  which  a  young  man  by  the  name  of 
Upshur  had  pulled  from  a  near-by  "edger" 
table,  and  which  it  was  his  business  to  throw 
into  a  conveyer  trough  behind  him,  but 
which  he  carelessly  threw  against  plaintiff's 
arm,  knockinsr  it  against  the  saw -just  as 
.^9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


plaintiff  was  in  the  act  of  pulling  the  saw 
forward,  with  the  result  that  plaintiff's 
right  hand  was  cut  off.  Another  unusual 
condition  was  that,  for  the  accommodation 
of  the  substitute  wooden  lever,  the  top  of 
the  box  or  casing  from  which  plaintiff  was 
pulling  the  saw  had  been  knocked  off,  so 
that  the  saw  was  more  exposed  than  it 
would  have  been  if  the  iron  lever  had  been 
in  use. 

It  is  shown  that  Upshur  had  been  em- 
ployed by  defendant  for  three  days  (or 
nights,  as  he  and  plaintiff  were  working  on 
the  night  shifts ) ,  and  that  plaintiff  had  seen 
him  at  work  on  the  night  before  that  upon 
which  the  accident  occurred,  and  had  ob- 
served that  he  handled  the  strips  that  it 
was  his  busines  to  remove  from  the  "edger" 
table  rather  carelessly.  It  is  also  shown 
that  immediately  after  the  accident  defend- 
ant caused  the  iron  lever  to  be  replaced  and 
the  casing  of  the  saw  to  be  repaired. 

Our  conclusions  from  the  whole  testimony 
are  that,  save  for  the  blow  upon  plaintiff's 
arm  from  the  strip  thrown  by  Upshur,  there 
would  have  been  no  accident,  and  that  even 
with  the  blow  there  would  probably  have 
been  none,  if  the  equipment  of  the  saw  had 
been  in  its  usual  and  proper  condition.  We 
find  that  defendant  was  negligent  in  employ- 
ing Upshur  and  in  allowing  the  saw  to  be 
operated  whilst  the  equipment  was  out  of 
repair.  We  fail  to  find  that  Upshur  was 
the  fellow  servant  of  plaintiff  within  any 
rule  that  has  been  recognized  by  this  court, 
since  the  work  that  he  was  doing  had  no 
connection  with  that  which  plaintiff  was  do- 
ing. And  we  fail  to  find  that  plaintiff  was 
guilty  of  any  negligence  that  contributed 
to  the  accident,  or  that  he  assumed  the  risk 
of  Upshur's  negligence,  or  of  the  negligence 
of  defendant  in  failing  to  furnish  him  with 
reasonably  safe  appliances  and  a  reason- 
ably safe  place  with  and  in  which  to  do  the 
work  for  which  he  was  employed. 

We  are  given  to  understand  through  the 
briefs  of  the  counsel  (and  there  is  some 
evidence  to  that  effect  in  other  proceedings 
before  this  court)  that  the  defendant  com- 
pany has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver; that  it  is  paying  10  cents  on  the  dol- 
lar to  its  creditors;  and  that  $1,020  hns 
been  set  aside  to  meet  this  claim, — from 
which  it  is  argued  that  the  judgment  for 
$10,000  in  favor  of  plaintiff  should  be  af- 
firmed, even  though  in  itself  it  should  be 
considered  excessive,  as  he  will,  in  no  event, 
realize  more  than  the  $1,020,  and  will  get 
less  than  that  in  proportion  as  the  amount 
allowed  by  the  district  court  may  be  re- 
duced. The  situation  is  deplorable,  but  we 
cannot  .meet  the  difficultv  in  the  manner 
suggested.  All  that  we  are  authorized  to 
do  in  this  case  is  to  determine  the  amount 
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to  which  plaintiff  is  entitled.  Whether  he 
will  be  able  to  realize  that  amount  upon 
the  execution  of  his  judgment  is  altogether 
another  matter.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
amount  awarded  by  the  district  court  should 
be  reduced,  but  we  think,  in  view  of  the  de- 
crease  within  the  past  few  years  in  the  pur- 
chasing power  of  money,  that  we  are  justi- 
fied in  allowing  in  a  case  of  this  kind  as 
much  aa  $7,500.  Summers  v.  Crescent  City 
R.  Co.  34  La.  Ann.  139,  44  Am.  Rep.  419; 
Peniston  v.  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N.  0.  R.  Co. 
34  La.  Ann.  777,  44  Am.  Rep.  444;  Davis 
V.  Houston  &  S.  R.  Co.  106  La.  81,  30  So. 
250;  Dyer  v.  Rieley,  28  La.  Ann.  6;  Nelson 
V.  Crescent  City  R.  Co.  49  La.  Ann.  491,  21 
So.  635;  Ketchum  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  38 
La.  Ann.  777. 

It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  de- 
creed that  the  amount  awarded  by  the  Dis- 
trict Court  be  reduced  to  $7,500,  and  that, 
as  thus  amended,  the  judgment  appealed 
from  be  affirmed,  the  costs  of  the  appeal  to 
be  paid  by  plaintiff. 


OKIiAHOKA  SUPREBiE  COURT. 

CHICAGO,   ROCK   ISLAND,   &   PACIFIC 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Plff.   in  Err., 

V. 

JAMES  £.  HOLLIDAY. 

(—  OkU.  — ,  120  Pac  927.) 

Pleading   —   mallcloiis    prosecution   — 
sufficiency. 

1.  A  petition,  in  order  to  state  a  cause 
•of  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  must 

Headnotes  by  Robebtbon,  C. 


charge :  First.  That  a  prosecution  was  com- 
menced against  plaintiff.  Second.  That  it 
was  instituted  or  instigated*  by  defendant. 
Third.  That  it  was  malicious.  Fourth. 
That  it  has  been  legally  and  finally  ter- 
minated in  plaintiff's  favor.  Fifth.  That  it 
was  without  probable  cause. 

Mallcloiis   prosecution   —   Insufficiency 
of  affidavit  —  effect. 

2.  It  is  no  defense  in  an  action  for  ma- 
licious prosecution  for  a  wrongful  search 
of  a  dwelling  house,  that  the  affidavit  of 
the  party  by  whom  the  search  warrant  Was 
secured  did  not,  in  law,  authorize  its  issu- 
ance. 

Same  —  liability  of  corporation. 

3.  A  private  corporation,  lilwe  an  individu- 
al, is  liable  for  the  acts  of  its  agent  in  in- 
stituting a  malicious  prosecution,  if  the 
same  were  done  while  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority. 

Same  —  inference  of  malice. 

4.  Malice  may  be  inferred  from  waht  of 
probable  cause.  It  is  an  inference  which 
the  jury  may  or  may  not  draw  from  the 
want  of  proliable  cause. 

Master  —  search  by  seryant  —  liability. 

6.  in  a  case  where  a  station  agent  for  a 
railway  company,  having  the  care,  custody, 
and  supervision  of  the  property  of  his  mas- 
ter at  the  station  where  he  is  located,  in 
furtherance  of  his  master's  business,  while 
in  pursuit  of  property  stolen  from  his  mas- 
ter while  in  possession  of  sudi  agent,  and 
with  a  specific  intent  of  recovering  such 
stolen  property  back  for  his  master,  pro- 
cures tne  issuance  and  service  of  a  search 
warrant,  by  which  the  dwelling  house  of  an 
innocent  person  is  wrongfully  searched,  and 
the  issuance  of  such  search  warrant  having 
been  without  probable  cause,  and  with  mal- 
ice, held,  that  the  agent  was  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority,  and  the  master 
will  be  held  liable  in  damages  for  such 
wrongful  search,  notwithstanding  the  mas- 
ter did  not  directly  authorize  or  afterwards 


Note,   —   M€Uicious     prosecution:     .for 
wrongful  search  of  premises. 

Action  will  lie  for  causing  the  issuance 
of  a  search  warrant  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause.  Gulsby  ▼.  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  167  Ala.  122,  62  So.  393;  l\iell  v.  Wrink, 
0  Blackf.  240;  Olson  v.  Tvete,  46  Minn.  225, 
48  X.  W.  914:  Boeget  v.  Langenberg,  97 
Mo.  .300.  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  322,  11  S.  W. 
223:  Doane  v.  Anderson,  39  N.  Y.  8.  R.  913, 
15  X.  Y.  Supp.  459;  Elsee  v.  Smith,  1  Dowl. 
&  R.  97,  2  Chitty,  304,  24  Revised  Rep.  639; 
Boot  V.  Cooper,  1  T.  R.  535,  3  Esp.  135; 
Willinsky  v.  Anderson,  19  Ont.  L.  Rep.  437 ; 
Young  v.  Nichol.  9  Ont.  Rep.  347. 

But  such  an  action  will  not  lie  where 
there  was  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for 
laving  the  information  for  a  search  war- 
rant. Wyatt  v.  White,  5  Hurlst.  &  N.  871, 
29  L.  J.  Exch.  X.  S.  103.  1  L  T.  X.  8.  517, 
-8  Week.  Rep.  307;  McLean  v.  Gass.  7 
E.  L.  R.  96,  cited  in  2  Can.  Dig.  2308:  Mc- 
NclHs  V.  Gartshore,  2  U.  C.  C.  P.  464;  Lucy 
39  L.R.A.(X.S.) 


V.  Smith,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  518;  Renton  v.  Gal- 
lagher, 19  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  478.  In  com- 
menting on  Wyatt  v.  White,  5  Hurlst.  & 
X.  371,  29  L.  J.  Exch.  X.  S.  193,  1  L.  T. 
X.  8.  517,  8  Week.  Rep.  307,  it  was  said  in 
Young  v.  Xichol,  9  Ont.  Rep.  347:  "It  did 
not  seem  to  be  questioned  that  for  issuing 
such  a  warrant  maliciously  and  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause,  an  action 
would  lie." 

An  action  for  malicious  prosecution  lies 
where  a  search  warrant  is  caused  to  be  is- 
sued and  executed  without  probable  cause 
and  inferentially  through  malice.  Whitsnn 
V.  May,  71  Ind.  269;  Masse  v.  Dominion 
Bridge  Co.  Rap.  -Jud.  Quebec  38  C.  8.  429. 

So,  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
lies  against  one  who  procured  a  search  war- 
rant to  issue  upon  insufficient  information 
(Riley  v.  Johnston,  13  Ga.  260),  or  for 
procuring  a  search  warrant  to  be  issued 
though  the  commission  of  the  crime  was 
not  charped  (Harlan  v.  Jones,  16  Ind.  App. 
398,  45  X.  E.  481 ) . 
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ratify  the  procurement  of  such  iearch  war- 
rant. 

(November  14,  1911.) 

I?  RROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Le 
!i  Flore  County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
plaintiff's  favor  and  an  order  denying  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  alleged 
unreasonable  search  instituted  malicious- 
ly and  without  probable  cause  by  defend- 
ant's agent.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs  C.  O.  Blake,  H.  B.  Ijow,  R.  J. 
Roberts,  and  Day  A  Dnbols,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

An  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
will  not  lie  for  preferring  an  accusation 


before  a  magistrate  charging  plaintiff 
with  a  criminal  offense,  if  he  was  not 
apprehended  and  no  process  was  issued  for 
his  arrest. 

Cooper  V.  Armour,  8  L.R.A.  47,  42  Fed. 
215. 

As  the  defendant  is  a  corporation  and 
can  act  only  through  its  agents,  its  liabil- 
ity must  be  fixed  by  the  agency  created. 

Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Brown. 
67  Kan.  786,  48  Pac.  31;  Laird  v.  Far- 
well,  60  Kan.  513,  57  Pac.  98;  Qovaski 
V.  Downey,  100  Mich.  429,  59  N.  W.  167; 
Baltimore  &  Y.  Turnp.  Road  v.  Green,  86 
Md.  161,  37  Atl.  642;  Pressley  v.  Mobile 
&  G.  R.  Co.  4  Woods,  669,   15  Fed.   199. 

The  prosecution  must  have  been  institu- 
ted without  probable  cause. 


But  where  no  search  is  made  thereiuider, 
one  who  swears  to  a  search  warrant  to  re- 
cover stolen  property  suspected  to  be  con- 
cealed is  not  liable  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion, and.  this  though  want  of  probable 
cause  and  malice  be  shown.  Ton  v.  Stetson, 
43  Wash.  471,  86  Pac.  668,  10  Ann.  Cas.  369. 

In  Flora  v.  Russell,  138  Ind.  153,  37  N.  £. 
593,  judgment  in  an  action  for  malicious 
prosecution  was  affirmed  where  a  search 
warrant  was  issued  upon  an  affidavit  based 
upon  a  mere  suspicion  communicated  to  af- 
fiant, that  one  had  stolen  property  missed 
and  had  secreted  it  in  his  home. 

In  Krehbiel  v.  Henkle,  142  Iowa,  677,  121 
N.  W.  378,  in  holding  that  neither  actual 
arrest  or  seizure,  nor  express  charge  of  lar- 
ceny, is  essential  to  a  right  of  action  for 
maliciously  suing  out  a  search  warrant,  the 
court  said :  "The  essence  of  the  wrong  done 
to  him  [plaintiff]  was  the  unreasonable  in- 
vasion of  his  home,  which  wrong  was  ag- 
gravated by  the  charge  that  stolen  goods 
were  there  secreted, — ^thus,  at  the  very  least, 
casting  upon  him  the  suspicion  of  complic- 
ity in  larceny." 

And  in  Spangler  v.  Booze,  103  Va.  276, 
49  8.  E.  42,  1  Ann.  Cas.  995,  in  holding 
untenable  the  contention  that  in  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  for  causing  a 
search  warrant  to  be  issued,  that  plaintiff 
must  aver  that  he  had  been  tried  before  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  and  been 
fully  acquitted  on  the  merits  of  the  crime 
with  which  he  is  charged,  the  court  said: 
"When  the  stolen  goods  are  not  found  upon 
the  execution  of  a  search  warrant,  that 
prosecution  is  ended.  The  warrant  has 
served  its  purpose  and  falls  to  the  ground. 
It  is,  upon  its  face,  conditioned  upon  the 
goods  alleged  to  have  been  stolen  being 
found.  Not  being  found,  as  in  the  case  at 
bar,  the  prosecution  inaugurated  by  the  de- 
fendant ended,  and  no  further  proceedings 
could  be  had  thereunder." 

Recovery  cannot  be  had  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  without  proof  that 
one,  in  making  a  complaint,  acted  mali- 
ciously and  without  any  reasonable  or  proba- 
ble cause,  where  the  charge  and  nature  of 
the  complaint  is  such  as  does  not  authorize 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


or  justify  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  issuing 
the  search  warrant.  McNellis  v.  Garthouse, 
2  U.  C.  C.  P.  464. 

To  sustain  an  action  for  malicious  prose- 
cution in  procuring  a  search  warrant'  to  be 
issued,  it  is  necessary  to  show  want  of  prob- 
able cause,  malice,  and  that  criminal  pro- 
ceedings had  been  determined  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  or  abandoned.  Ton  v.  Stetson,  43 
Wash.  471,  86  Pac.  668,  10  Ann.  Cas.  369. 

And  in  Willis  v.  Knox,  5  S.  C.  474,  it 
was  held  that  in  an  action  for  maliciously 
and  without  probable  cause  charging  one 
with  larceny,  and  procuring  a  search  war- 
rant to  be  issued,  and  causing  the  room  to 
be  searched  thereunder,  express  malice  and 
actual  damage  must  be  proved. 

But  malice  may  be  inferred  from  want  of 
probable  cause.  Carey  v.  Sheets,  67  Ind. 
375. 

A  corporation  may  be  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion for  malicious  prosecution  where  its 
agent  causes  a  search  warrant  to  be  issued 
without  probable  cause.  Masse  v.  Domin- 
ion Bridge  Co.  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  38  C.  S. 
429;  Flora  v.  Russell,  138  Ind.  153,  37  N.  E. 
693;  Gulsby  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  167 
Ala.  122,  52  So.  392. 

Error  of  magistrate  in  issuing. 

One  who  merely  states  the  facts  of  the 
case  to  a  magistrate,  and  states  them  fair- 
ly, is  not  liable  in  danuiges  for  the  errone- 
ous view  of  the  magistrate  that  he  had  juris- 
diction to  issue  a  search  warrant.  Pring  v. 
Wyatt,  5  Ont.  L.  Rep.  605,  7  Oan.  Crim. 
Cas.  60. 

And  in  Lucy  v.  Smith,  8  U.  C.  Q.  B.  618, 
it  was  said  by  Robinson,  Ch.  J.,  that  one 
who  laid  a  complaint  for  a  search  warrant 
would  not  be  liable  for  any  mistake  by  a 
justice  in  acting  upon  his  information;  but 
Burns,  J.,  in  the  same  case,  said,  in  concur- 
ring in  the  judgment:  "I  desire,  however, 
not  to  be  understood  as  deciding  as  that  the 
action  is  not  sustainable  because  the  de- 
fendant went  to  the  magistrate  rather  as 
asking  his  advice  and  relating  to  him  the 
facts  and  placing  the  matter  upon  his  judg- 
ment, whether  a  warrant  should  issue  or 
not.     ...     If  the  defendant  maliciously 
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Ball  V.  Rawlea,  93  Cal.  222,  27  Am.  St. 
Rep.  174,  28  Pac.  938;  Rogers  v.  Oldd, 
117  Mich.  368,  75  N.  W.  933;  Tavenner 
V.  Morehead,  41  W.  Va.  116,  23  S.  E.  676; 
Erb  V.  German  American  Ins.  Co.  112 
Iowa,  357,  83  N.  W.  1055;  Burton  v.  St. 
Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  33  Minn.  189,  22  N. 
W.  301 ;  Hess  V.  Oregon  German  Baking  Co. 
31  Or.  503,  49  Pac.  805;  Parli  v.  Reed,  30 
Kan.  534,  2  Pac.  635;  Bell  v.  Keepers,  37 
Kan.  64,  14  Pac.  542;  Wheeler  t.  Nesbitt, 
24  How.  644,   16  L.  ed.  765. 

Proof  that  the  defendant  was  acting 
honestly  under  advice  of  counsel  is  a  com- 
plete  defense. 

Ten  Cate  v.  Fansler,  10  Okla.  14,  65 
Pac.  375;  Cooley,  Torts,  183;  Kansas  &  T. 
Coal  Co.  V.  Gallaway,  71  Ark.  351,  74  S. 


W.  526;  Widmeyer  v.  Felton,  96  Fed.  926. 
On  petition  for  rehearing 

To  support  an  action  for  a  malicious 
criminal  prosecution,  the  plaintiff  must 
prove,  in  the  first  place,  the  fact  of  prose- 
cution, and  that  the  defendant  was  him- 
self the  prosecutor,  or  that  he  instigated 
its  commencement,  and  that  it  finally 
terminated  in  acquittal. 

He  must  also  prove  that  the  charge 
preferred  against  him  was  unfounded,  and 
that  it  was  made  without  reasonable  or 
probable  cause,  and  that  the  defendant,  in 
making  or  instigating  it,  was  actuated 
by  malice. 

Wheeler  v.  Nesbitt,  24  How.  544,  16  L. 
ed.  765;  Stewart  v.  Sonneborn,  98  U.  S. 
187,  25  L.  ed.  117;   El  Reno  Gas  &  Elec- 


set  the  magistrate  in  motion,  I  do  not  see 
that  the  want  of  jurisdiction,  and  that  the 
magistrate  erred,  should  excuse  the  defend- 
ant from  the  consequences." 

In  Hope  V.  Evered,  16  Cox,  C.  C.  112,  de- 
fendant laid  an  information  before  the  mag- 
istrate that  she  had  grounds  for  believing 
that  plaintiff  was  detaining  in  her  house 
her  daughter  for  immoral  purposes,  and  on 
this  information  the  magistrate  issued  a 
search  warrant  under  the  crimes  act,  which 
authorized  such  procedure  where  informa- 
tion is  made  on  oath  by  one  who  appears  to 
be  acting  bona  fide  in  the  interest  of  any 
woman  or  girl;  and  in  an  action  for  mali- 
cious prosecution,  it  was  held  that  such  act 
vests  in  the  justice  a  judicial  as  well  as  a 
ministerial  function,  and  that  if  the  jus- 
tice upon  the  bona  fide  information  of  an 
applicant  decides  that  there  are  reasonable 
grounds  for  suspicion,  and  issues  a  search 
warrant,  no  action  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion will  lie  against  applicant  for  having 
given  the  information  to  the  justice.  Lord 
Coleridge,  in  his  opinion,  said:  ''I  do  not, 
however,  for  a  moment  suggest  that  if  a 
person  acts  in  a  false  and  fraudulent  man- 
ner, or  for  purposes  of  malice  or  oppression, 
and  the  magistrate  is  persuaded  that  there 
are  reasonable  grounds  for  granting  a 
search  warrant,  an  action  would  not  lie. 
Rut  if  the  applicant  is  acting  bona  fide,  and 
if  the  matter  is  stated  fully  and  fairly  to 
the  magistrate,  and  he  comes  to  the  con- 
clusion that  there  are  reasonable  grounds 
for  issuing  the  warrant,  then  the  course 
taken  by  the  magistrate  is  a  complete 
answer  to  any  proceedings  of  this  sort." 

And  Hope  v.  Evered  was  followed  in  Lea 
T.  Charrington,  58  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  461,  L, 
R.  23  Q.  B.  Div.  45,  61  L.  T.  N.  S.  222,  16 
Cox,  C.  C.  704,  37  Week.  Rep.  736,  54  J.  P. 
19,  where,  acting  upon  information  supplied 
by  another,  defendant  had  laid  information 
before  a  magistrate  that  he  had  grounds 
for  believing  that  plaintiff  was  detaining 
in  her  house  a  young  girl  for  immoral  pur- 
poses. 

Want  of  probable  cause. 

Evidence  that  no  property  had  been  fe- 
.19  L.KJL(N.S.) 


loniously  taken  by  any  person,  and  lack  of 
any  evidence  whatever  of  facts  or  circum- 
stances justifying  a  charge  that  one  had 
stolen  certain  property,  or  that  such  prop- 
erty was  secreted,  show  that  the  issuance 
of  a  warrant  and  search  was  procured  .by 
malice  and  without  probable  cause.  Kreh- 
biel  V.  Henkle,  142  Iowa,  680,  121  N.  W. 
378. 

And  in  Olson  v.  Tvete,  46  Minn.  225,  48 
N.  W.  914,  it  was  held  that  proof  of  a 
thorough  search  and  the  official  return  to 
the  warrant  that  the  property  was  not 
found,  and  evidence  that  plaintiff  had  for 
a  long  time  borne  a  good  reputation  in  tlie 
community  for  honesty  and  integrity,  made 
a  prima  facie  case  of  want  of  probable 
cause. 

Notorious  bad  character  for  honesty  is 
admissible  in  evidence  to  prove  probable 
cause.  Miller  v.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127,  23  Ani. 
Dec.  693. 

Where  there  is  reasonable  doubt  as  to 
probable  cause,  the  question  shall  be  submit- 
ted to  the  jury.  Gulsby  v.  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  167  Ala.  122,  52  So.  392;  Young  v. 
Nichol,  9  Ont.  Rep.  347;  Pring  v.  Wyatt, 
5  Ont.  L.  Rep.  505,  7  Can.  Crim.  Cas.  60; 
Willinsky  v.  Anderson,  19  Ont.  L.  Rep.  437. 

Advice  of  counsel. 

Advice  of  prosecuting  attorney  will  not 
protect  against  an  action  for  malicious 
prosecution  for  procuring  a  search  warrant 
to  be  issued,  where  facts  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  prosecuting  witness  are  not 
fully  and  fairly  stated  to  such  attorney. 
Flora  V.  Russell,  138  Ind.  153,  37  N.  £. 
593. 

Damages. 

Compensatory  damages  for  misery,  suffer- 
ing, and  humiliation  may  be  recovered  in 
an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  for  the 
wrongful  search  of  premises.  Krehbiel  v. 
Henkle,  —  Iowa  — ,  129  N.  W.  945,  petition 
for  rehearing,  133  N.  W.  115. 

Exemplary  damages  may  be  recovered, 
though  express  malice  or  ill-will  be  not 
shown,  if  the  search  was  wanton  and  reck- 
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trie  Co.  V.  Spurgeon,  —  Okla.  — ,  118 
Pac.  397. 

The  discontinuance  of  the  proceeding, 
the  acquittal  of  the  defendant,  or  even  the 
discharge  by  a  presiding  magistrate,  did 
not  constitute  a  prima  facie  case. 

Bekkeland  v.  Lyons,  96  Tex.  255,  64 
L.K.A,  474,  72  S.  W.  66;  Ton  v.  Stetson,  43 
Wash.  471,  86  Pac.  668,  10  Ann.  Cas.  369; 
Chicago.  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Rhoades,  64 
Kan.  553,  68  Pac.  58;  Atchison,  T.  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  v.  McFarland,  2  Kan.  App.  662, 
43  Pac.  788;  Ward  v.  Metropolitan  L. 
Ins.  Co.  66  Conn.  227,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  80, 
33  Atl.  902;  Globe  Acci.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Gerisch, 
163  111.  626,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  486,  45  N. 
E.  563;  Moore  v.  Renick,  96  Mo.  App.  202, 
68  S.  W.  936;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Porter, 
73  Tex.  304,  11  S.  W.  324;  Cole  v.  Board- 
man,  63  N.  H.  680,  4  Atl.  672;  Terry  v. 
Rodahan,  79  6a.  278,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  420, 
6  S.  E.  38;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wilder,  3  Ind.  Terr.  86,  63  S.  W.  490; 
United  States  v.  Ross,  92  U.  S.  281,  23  L. 
ed.  707;  Manning  v.  John  Hancock  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  100  U.  S.  693,  25  L.  ed.  761; 
9  Enc.  Ev.  880. 

Messrs.  White  A  Hale,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

The  petition  states  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action. 

25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  160; 
Olson  V.  Tvete,  46  Minn.  225,  48  N.  W.  914; 
Miller  v.  Brown,  3  Mo.  127,  23  Am.  Dec. 
693;  Doane  v.  Anderson,  39  N.  Y.  S.  R. 
913,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  459. 

It  is  no  defense  to  this  action  that  the 
affidavit  of  the  party  by  whom  it  was  se- 
cured did  not  in  law  authorize  the  issuance 
of  the  warrant. 

26  Am.  &  Eng.   Enc.   Law,  2d  ed.  160. 
Defendant  was  liable  for  the  acts  of  its 

agent. 

1  Clark  &  S.  Agency,  1097;  Staples  v. 
Schmid,  18  R.  I.  224,  19  L.R.A.  824,  26  Atl. 
193;  Smith  v.  Munch,  66  Minn.  256,  68  N. 


W.  19;  Jackson  v.  American  Telcph.  k 
Teleg.  Co.  139  N.  C.  347,  70  L.R.A.  738,  61 
S.  E.  1016;  Wheeler  &  W.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Boyce,  36  Kan.  360,  69  Am.  Rep.  571,  13 
Pac.  609. 

Robertson,  C,  filed  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

This  case  presents  error  from  the  district 
court  of  Le  Flore  county.    On  February  22, 
i  1909,   the    defendant,    James   E.   Holliday, 
I  who  was  plaintiff  below,  and  who  will  hcre- 
'  after  be  designated  as  plaintiff,  commenced 
an  action  in  the  district  court  of  Le  Flore 
county  against  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  & 
Pacific  Railway   Company,   defendant,  and 
hereinafter  designated  as  such.     The  peti- 
tion, omitting  the  caption,  is  in  words  and 
figures  as  follows: 

"Comes  now  James  E.  Holliday,  the  plain- 
tiff herein,  and  for  cause  of  action  against 
defendant,  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  &  Paciiic 
Railway  Company,  alleges  and  states: 
First.  That  plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  Howe, 
Le  Flore  county,  state  of  Oklahoma,  and 
that  defendant  is  a  foreign  corporation, 
operating  lines  of  railroads  through  and 
across  Le  Flore  county,  Oklahoma,  and  hav- 
ing therein  an  office  for  the  transaction  of 
business,  and  an  agent  of  the  aforesaid  com- 
pany. Second.  That  said  plaintiff,  James 
E.  Holliday,  is  a  true  and  honest  citizen  of 
said  state  and  county,  and  as  sueh  has  al- 
ways behaved  and  conducted  himself,  and 
has  never  been  guilty,  or  until  the  commit- 
ting of  the  grievances  by  the  said  Chicago, 
Rock  Island,  &  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
hereinafter  mentioned,  been  suspected  to 
have  been  guilty,  of  felony  or  of  any  other 
crime;  and  that  before  the  committing  of 
the  several  grievances  by  the  said  Chicago, 
Rock  Island,  &,  Pacific  Railway  Company, 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,*  the  said  plain- 
tiff had  deservedly  obtained  and  acquired 
the  good  opinion  and  credit  of  all  his  neigh- 
bors; yet  the  said  Chicago,  Rock  Island,  & 


less  and  in  disregard  of  plaintiff's  rights. 
Krehbeil  v.  Henkle,  —  Iowa  — ,  129  N.  W. 
125. 

But  in  Gulsby  v.  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co. 
167  Ala.  122,  52  So.  392,  it  was  hold  that  a 
charge  that  the  jury  "are  authorized  to 
award  such  damages  over  and  above  actual 
damages,  as  will  be  punishment  to  defend- 
ant and  serve  as  example  to  him  and  others 
in  the  future,"  was  not  erroneously  refused. 

An  action  can  be. sustained  for  an  injury 
done  to  the  character  by  a  malicious  applica- 
tion, without  probable  cause,  for  a  search 
warrant  on  the  ground  that  goods  had  been 
stolen  and  were  concealed  within  the  per- 
son's inclosure.  IVTillor  v.  Brown,  3  Mo. 
127,23  Am.  Dec.  693.  The  court  said:  "This 
action  is  to  redress  any  damages  the  plain- 
tiff may  have  sustained  either  in  his  repu- 
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tation  by  the  scandal,  in  his  person,  by  im- 
prisonment, or  in  his  property  by  expense 
incurred;  and  it  would  have  well  lain  upon 
the  mere  affidavit  of  the  defendant  if  made 
with  malice  and  without  probable  cause; 
for,  assuredly,  an  application  for  a  search 
warrant  upon  the  ground  that  goods  have 
been  stolen  and  are  concealed  within  the 
person's  inclosure  is  a  sufficient  scandal  to 
the  reputation,  to  sustain  an  action  as  to 
this  ground." 

Twenty-five  hundred  dollars  is  not  ex- 
cessive in  an  action  for  maliciously  causing 
a  search  warrant  to  be  issued,  which  re- 
sulted in  compelling  plaintiff,  a  young 
woman,  to  disrobe  herself  before  a  consta- 
ble and  to  let  him  rummage  with  his  fingers 
in  her  hair.  Doane  v.  Anderspn,  39  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  913,  16  N.  Y.  Supp.  459.        J.  H.  B. 
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Pacifie  Railway  Company,  acting  by  and 
through  its  officers  and  agents,  and  moi*e 
particularly  through  one  J.  M.  Grimes,  well 
knowing  the  premises,  but  contriving  and 
maliciously  intending  to  injure  said  plain- 
tiff in  his  good  name,  fame,  and  credit,  and 
to  bring  him  into  public  scandal,  infamy, 
and  disgrace,  and  to  impoTerish,  oppress, 
and  ruin  him,  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 
day  of  January,  1909,  without  any 
probable  cause  whatever,  charged  him,  the 
said  James  E.  Holliday,  before  J.  M.  Rooney, 
justice  of  the  peace  within  and  for  Howe 
township,  said  county  and  state,  with 
feloniously  stealing  certain  meat  belonging 
to  said  defendant,  and  with  having  said 
stolen  articles  concealed  in  the  house  where 
said  plaintiff  dwelt;  and  that  said  defend- 
ant, Chicago,  Rock  Island,  &  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company,  acting  by  and  through  its 
officers  and  agents,  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause,  procured  said  justice  to 
grant  a  warrant  to  search  the  house  of  plain- 
tiff. Third.  That  said  justice  issued  said 
warrant  accordingly,  and  that  during  the 
absence  of  plaintiff  herein,  and  in  the  pres- 
ence of  plaintiff's  wife  and  small  children, 
plaintiff's  house  was  searched  by  one  George 
Barlow,  constable  of  said  township,  assisted 
by  one  .     Fourth.    That  after  said 

diligent  search  had  been  made,  and  none  of 
the  goods  searched  for  found,  said  George 
Barlow,  constable,  as  aforesaid,  departed 
from  plaintiff's  premises,  and  since  that 
time  neither  defendant,  Chicago,  Rock  Is- 
land, k  Pacific  Railway  Company,  nor  any 
other  person,  has  further  prosecuted  plain- 
tiff, and  has  abandoned  said  prosecution, 
and  in  no  wise  made  reparation  for  injury 
done  plaintiff.  Fifth.  That  by  means  of 
the  premises  plaintiff  has  been  injured  and 
damaged  in  the  sum  of  $1,999.  Wherefore, 
the  premises  considered,  the  plaintiff  prays 
that  he  have  judgment  against  said  defend- 
ant, Chicago,  Rock  Island,  k  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company,  for  said  sum  of  $1,999,  and 
his  reasonable  costs  herein  laid  out  and  ex- 
pended." 

The  defendant  answered  as  follows :  '*  ( 1 ) 
Defendant  denies  each  and  every  material 
allegation  in  said  petition  contained.  (2) 
Defendant,  further  answering,  alleges  that 
the  said  J.  M.  Grimes  had  no  authority  to 
represent  the  defendant  in  matters  and 
things  in  plaintiff's  petition  alleged  to  have 
been  done  by  hint,  and  that  said  defendant 
is  in  no  way  responsible  therefor.  (3)  De- 
fendant further  alleges  that  neither  it,  nor 
any  person  authorized  to  represent  it  in 
that  behalf,  caused  the  process  mentioned 
in  plaintiff's  petition  to  be  issued  or  served. 
Wherefore  defendant  prays  judgment." 

Upon  the  issues  thus  joined,  trial  was 
had,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
M  L.RJL(N.S.)  14 


plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $1,494.50.  Motion 
for  new  trial  ^was  filed,  argued,  and  over- 
ruled, and  judgment  was  entered  for  plain- 
tiff in  the  sum  found  by  the  jury,  and  the 
defendant  brings  this  appeal  to  reverse  said 
judgment,  and  relies  upon  five  assignments 
of  error,  which,  in  their  order,  are  as  fol- 
lows: "First.  The  petition  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Second.  The  court  erred  in  admitting 
the  search  warrant  in  evidence.  Third. 
The  petition  did  not  charge  facts  sufficient 
to  entitle  plaintiff  to  prevail  in  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution.  Fourth.  The 
court  erred  in  overruling  defendant's  mo- 
tion to  direct  a  verdict  in  its  favor.  Fifth. 
The  court  erred  in  overruling  defendant's 
motion  for  new  trial." 

Inasmuch  as  the  first  and  third  assign- 
ments embrace  practically  the  same  propo- 
sitions, they  will  be  treated  together.  The 
first  question  presented  in  the  combined 
first  and  third  assignments  of  error  chal- 
lenges the  sufficiency  of  the  petition.  Was 
the  petition  sufficient  to  charge  malicious 
prosecution?  In  order  to  properly  state  a 
cause  of  action  for  malicious  prosecution, 
the  petition  must  allege,  first,  that  a  prose- 
cution was  commenced  against  the  plaintiff; 
second,  that  it  was  instituted  or  instigated 
by  defendant;  third,  that  it  was  malicious; 
fourth,  that  it  has  been  legally  and  finally 
terminated  in  plaintiff's  favor;  fifth,  that 
it  was  without  probable  cause.  Schrieber. 
V.  Clapp,  13  Okla.  215,  74  Pac.  316;  Jones 
V.  Finch,  84  Va.  204,  4  S.  E.  342;  Newell, 
Malicious  Prosecution,  page  297.  A  care- 
ful examination  of  the  petition  shows  that 
it  contains,  clearly  and  succinctly,  each  and 
every  allegation  required  by  the  rule  as 
above  laid  down  by  our  own  supreme  court, 
and  is  therefore  amply  sufficient  as  against 
the  objections  urged  by  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, and  no  error  was  committed  by  the 
court  in  refusing  to  sustain  defendant's  mo- 
tions. 

The  next  assignment  urged  is  that  "the 
court  erred  in  admitting  the  search  warrant 
in  evidence."  The  only  objection  made  by 
the  defendant  to  the  introduction  of  the 
search  warrant  at  the  trial  was:  "The  de- 
fendant objects  to  the  introduction  of  the 
search  warrant,  for  the  reason  that  there 
was  no  legal  affidavit  filed  upon  which  to 
base  the  search  warrant."  Record,  page  6. 
We  do  not  understand  that  such  an  objec- 
tion can  be  made  in  a  case  like  this. 

In  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  vol.  26, 
p.  150,  it  is  said:  "It  is  no  defense  to  such 
an  action  that  the  affidavit  of  the  party  by 
whom  it  was  secured  did  not,  in  law,  au- 
thorize the  issuance  of  the  warrant." 

"A  party  who  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause  prosecutes  another  upon  a 
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criminal  charge  cannot  .  .  •  avoid  his 
liability  by  showing  that  the  information 
or  indictment  was  defective  or  insufficient, 
either  in  substance  or  form,  as  that  the  com- 
plaint upon  which  the  plaintiff  was  arrested 
did  not,  in  law,  charge  a  criminal  offense." 
Shaul  V.  Brown,  28  Iowa,  37,  4  Am.  Rep. 
161. 

"In  an  action  on  the  case  for  maliciously 
suing  out  an  attachment  against  the  plain- 
tiff, the  defendant  cannot  raise  the  objec- 
tion that  the  affidavit  which  he  made  to 
procure  the  attachment,  and  on  which  the 
writ  was  issued,  was  insufficient  to  autl^or- 
ize  the  issuance  of  an  attachment."  Forrest 
V.  Collier,  20  Ala.  175,  56  Am.  Dec.  190. 

"Procuring  a  search  warrant  to  be  issued 
may  be  made  the  foundation  of  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution,  notwithstanding 
the  affidavit  on  which  such  search  warrant 
was  issued  does  not  charge  a  crime."  Har- 
lan V.  Jones,  16  Ind.  App.  398,  45  N.  E.  481. 

And  in  Cooney  v.  Chase,  81  Mich.  203,  45 
N.  W.  833,  it  was  held  that  the  complaint 
and  warrant  were  admissible,  though  irreg- 
ular in  form. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  defendant  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  for  a  wrongful  search 
of  a  dwelling  house  will  not  be  permitted  to 
show  at  the  trial  that  the  affidavit  or  com- 
plaint upon  which  the  search  warrant  is- 
sued was  defective  or  insufficient.  6ee,  in 
support  of  this  principle,  in  addition  to  the 
foregoing:  Stancliff  v.  Palmeter,  18  Ind. 
321;  McCullough  V.  Rice,  69  Ind.  580; 
Schattgen  v.  Holnback,  149  III.  646,  36  N. 
E.  969;  Matlick  v.  Crump,  62  Mo.  App.  21; 
Dennis  v.  Ryan,  66  N.  Y.  385,  22  Am.  Rep. 
635;  Collins  v.  Love,  7  Blackf.  416.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  no  objection  to  the  form  or  suf> 
ficiency  of  the  search  warrant  was  made, 
and  the  court  did  not  err  in  permitting  it  to 
be  introduced  in  evidence. 

The  introduction  of  the  search  warrant 
shows,  as  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  show,  that 
defendant  charged  that  a  burglary  had  been 
committed  from  a  car  in  which  certain  goods 
and  merchandise  in  custody  of  the  defend- 
ant had  been  taken,  and  that  the  officer  to 
whom  it  was  directed  was  commanded  to 
search  plaintiff's  house,  and  to  arrest  plain- 
tiff if  the  goods  were  found  in  his  possession, 
and  the  return  of  the  officer  on  the  back  of 
the  warrant  showed  the  time  and  manner 
of  its  execution,  together  with  the  result  of 
the  search,  and  the  warrant  and  return 
thereon  were  properly  identified  by  the 
officer  who  served  the  same. 

By  the  introduction  of  the  search  war- 
rant, the  genuineness  of  which  was  not  in 
any  way  disputed,  the  fact  that  a  search  of 
plaintiff's  house  had  been  made  by  the  offi- 
cer, the  authority  upon  which  the  search  was 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


made  together  with  the  resiilt  of  the  search, 
were  made  clear.  What  better  way  of  pro- 
viding these  matters  did  plaintiff  have,  and 
how  was  defendant  prejudiced  thereby?  The 
admission  of  the  search  warrant  in  evidence 
tended  merely  to  establish  certain  facts  al- 
leged in  the  petition.  If  this  had  been  the 
only  evidence  offered  by  plaintiff  in  support 
of  those  allegations,  objection  might  well 
have  .been  made,  and,  no  doubt,  the  ruling 
of  the  court  would  have  been  different.  It 
was  competent  evidence,  and  went  to  the 
jury  for  what  it  was  worth,  together  with 
all  the  other  facts  and  circumstances  appear- 
ing in  evidence  at  the  trial,  and  under  prop- 
er instructions  by  the  court.  The  jury  gave 
it  such  weight  and  credit  as  it  was  entitled 
to,  and  no  error  was  committed  by  the  court 
in  permitting  it  to  be  identified  and  intro- 
duced. 

"To  show  the  institution  of  the  proceed- 
ings complained  of,  the  original  record,  or  a 
duly  certified  copy  thereof,  is  admissible,  and 
is  in  general  the  only  competent  evidence  of 
the  fact,  unless  a  foundation  is  laid  for 
secondary  evidence.  For  this  purpose,  and 
also  to  show  the  defendant's  connection  with 
the  prosecution,  the  affidavit  or  complaint 
on  which  the  warrant  issued  and  the  war- 
rant itself  are  frequently  introduced."  19 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  694. 

"In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
against  the  prosecutor  and  the  justice  be- 
fore whom  the  proceedings  were  instituted, 
the  affidavit  and  warrant  issued  thereon  are 
competent  evidence."  Cooper  v.  Turrentine, 
17  Ala.  13. 

"In  an  action  for  maliciously  prosecuting 
the  plaintiff  for  a  criminal  offense,  the  af- 
fidavit on  which  the  warrant  for  the  arrest 
issued  is  admissible  evidence  for  the  plain- 
tiff, if  it  authorized  the  warrant."  Turpin 
V.  Remy,  3  Blackf.  210. 

"A  charged  B  before  a  justice  with  hav- 
ing committed  perjury  on  a  trial  between 
them  in  a  justice's  court,  upon  which  charge 
a  warrant  issued  against  B,  and  he  was 
thereon  arrested.  For  this  arrest,  B 
brought  an  action  of  malicious  prosecution 
against  A.  Held,  that  the  original  affidavit 
and  warrant  were  admissible  evidence  for 
the  plaintiff."  Conduit  v.  Dicken,  3  Blackf. 
216. 

"In  a  suit  for  malicious  prosecution,  the 
petition  alleged  the  arrest,  etc.,  of  plaintiff 
under  process  issued  upon  affidavit  and  com- 
plaint of  defendant  charging  plaintiff  with 
knowingly  cutting^  and  carrying  away  tim- 
ber from  land  not  his.  .  .  .  Upon  the 
trial,  the  affidavit  was  introduced,  and,  over 
objection,  the  capias  and  bond  in  the  case, 
in  M^hich  plaintiff  was  charged  with  theft. 
Held,  that  there  was  no  variance,  .  .  . 
as 'affecting  the  liability  of  the  party  mak- 
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ing  the  complaint  that  the  proceeding;8  may 
not  have  been  strictly  regular."  Cooper  v. 
Langway,  76  Tex,  121,  13  S.  W.  179. 

Kor  do  we  agree  with  counsel  for  defend- 
ant that  the  introduction  of  the  search  war- 
rant was  for  the  sole  purpose  of  proving 
the  result  -  of  the  criminal  proceedings 
against  plaintiff.  The  rule  announced  in 
Sweeney  v.  Perney,  40  Kan.  102,  19  Pac. 
328,  also  in  Casey  t.  Sevatson,  30  Minn. 
516,  16  N.  W.  407,  correctly  states  the  law, 
but  in  both  cases  cited  the  judgment  of  ac- 
quittal was  urged  and  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintifT  as  a  final  adjudication  of  the  con- 
troversy in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
against  the  defendant.  No  such  contention 
is  made  in  this  case,  but  the  question  of  the 
determination  of  the  prosecution  was  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury,  with  other  questions; 
and,  while  the  evidence  thereon  is  not  as 
strong  and  satisfactory  as  it  might  have 
been  yet  the  jury  was  satisfied,  and,  no  ob- 
jections to  the  instructions  of  the  court  in 
thus  submitting  it  having  been  made,  we 
are  not  disposed  to  disturb  the  finding  of 
the  jury  on  the  subject,  nor  to  criticize  the 
action  of  the  court  in  admitting  the  search 
warrant  in  evidence. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error,  to  our 
mind,  presents  the  only  real  question  in 
this  case,  vie,:  **Did  the  court  err  in  over- 
ruling the  defendant's  motion  to  direct  a 
verdict  in  its  favor?"  Defendant  insists 
that  the  refusal  to  direct  a  verdict  was  er- 
ror, because:  '*(!)  That  no  such  agency 
was  shown  to  exist  between  the  defendant 
and  witness  J.  M.  Grimes  as  to  fix  liability 
upon  the  defendant  for  his  actions.  (2) 
That  it  was  not  shown  that  there  was  a 
want  of  probable  cause.  (3)  That  the  ex- 
istence of  malice  was  not  established  by  the 
evidence.  Let  us  examine  these  groimds  in 
their  order. 

The  testimony  of  the  agent  Grimes,  which 
is  all  the  testimony  in  the  record  bearing 
on  the  question  of  agency,  is  as  follows: 

Direct  examination. 

By  Mr.  White :  Q.    State  your  name. 

A.  J.  M.  Grimes. 

Q.  Where  do  you  live? 

A.  I  live  at  Howe. 

Q.  What  is  your  business? 

A.  Well,  I  am  agent  of  the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P. 
Railroad  Company. 

Q.  Agent  for  the  Chicago,  Rock  Island 
Railway  Company? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  were  agent  of  the  Rock  Island 
Railroad  Company  during  the  month  of  Jan- 
nary  of  this  year,  Mr.  Grimes? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Is  that  your  signature?  (Handing  wit- 
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ness  original  information.  Witness  exam- 
ines aflSdavit.) 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  As  agent  for  the  C.  R.  I.  &  P.  Rail- 
way Company,  what  are  your  duties? 

A.  Well,  I  have  various  duties.  I  don't 
know  as  I  could  tell  you  all  the  duties  I 
do  have. 

Q.  The  station  is  in  your  charge,  is  it? 
A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  goods  of  the  company  are  trans- 
ferred under  your  charge,  and  under  your 
protection  ? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  The  goods  in  transit  in  the  freight 
yards  are  under  your  care  and  supervision? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  In  what  capacity  for  yourself,  or  for 
the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P.  Railway  Company,  did  you 
make  that  affidavit?  (Defendant  objects. 
There  is  no  proof  that  he  was  authorized 
to  make  that  affidavit  by  his  employers,  or 
that  it  came  in  the  scope  of  his  authority.) 

By  the  Court:  You  might  as  well  settle 
that  now. 

By  Mr.  White:  Q.  Whose  goods  were  you 
attempting  to  recover  on  the  26th  day  of 
January?  (Objected  to  as  incompetent,  ir- 
relevant, and  immaterial.) 

By  the  Court:  I  will  let  him  answer  the 
question.  (Objection  overruled.  Defendant 
excepts. ) 

A.  The'  goods  belonged  to  Dawson  and 
Echols,  of  Little  Rock. 

Q.  In  whose  care  and  custody  were  these 
goods  at  the  time  they  were  stolen? 

A.  They  were  in  mine,  I  suppose,  as  agent 
of  the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P.  Railway  Company. 

Q.  They  were  goods  in  transit,  being 
shipped  by  the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P.  Railway  Com- 
pany? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  Now,  then,  for  whom  were  you  at- 
tempting to  recover  the  goods  that  had  been 
stolen  ? 

A.  Well,  do  you  want  me  to  state  the 
case? 

Q.  I  want  you  to  state,  in  other  words, 
were  the  goods  for  your  own  personal  use, 
or  to  be  returned  to  the  Rock  Island  Rail- 
road Company? 

A.  To  be  returned  to  the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P.  R. 
R.  Co. 

Q.  I  want  to  ask  him  now  for  whom  he 
signed  the  original  affidavit  ?  It  is  signed  by 
him  as  agent  of  the  C.  R.  I.  ft  P.  Railway 
Company.  (Defendant  objects  to  that  as 
incompetent,  irrelevant,  and  immaterial, 
for  the  reason  it  is  not  proof  to  show  what 
his  authority  was.) 

By  Mr.  White:  We  can  also  show  that 
he  was  at  that  time  engaged,  as  he  thought, 
in  the  service  of  the  company.  Now  we 
have  shown  that  in  his  official  capacity  as 
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agent  of  the  C.  R.  I.  &  P.  Railway  Company 
he  has  the  property  charged  to  have  been 
stolen  in  his  possession  as  agent;  that  he 
has  charge  of  that  property,  and  it  is  his 
duty  to  protect  that  property. 

By  the  defendant:  He  is  not  charged 
with  that. 

By  the  Court:  He  is  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, and  if  he  hasn't  testified  to  it  already 
he  possibly  would. 

By  Mr.  Day :  Q.  Do  you  say  you  had  the 
meat  at  the  station  T 

A.  In  a  car  out  in  the  yard. 

By  the  Court:  Q.  Was  that  car  registered 
when  it  passed  through  your  station  T  Did 
you  register  it,  or  take  any  list  of  it,  or 
anything  of  the  kind! 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  did  that? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

By  the  Court:  I  think  I  will  let  you  ask 
the  question.      (Defendant  excepts.) 

By  Mr.  White :  Q.  By  whom  and  in  what 
capacity  did  you  sign  that  affidavit? 

A.  Well,  I  signed  it  in  the  capacity  as 
agent,  but  I  had  no  authority  from  my  su- 
perior officers  to  do  it.  I  signed  it  as  agent 
of  the  company.  I  had  no  authority  for 
that. 

Q.  You  had  no  written  authority  to  do  it. 

A.  No,  sir.    I  had  no  written  authority. 

Q.  But,  if  I  understand  your  statement, 
you  did  that  as  agent  of  the  C.  R:  I.  &  P. 
Railway  Company? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  not  for  yourself  ? 

A.  No,  sir;  not  for  myself. 

Cross-examination. 

By  Mr.  Day:  Q.  You  say  you  had  no  au- 
thority whatever  from  your  superior  officers 
to  make  that  affidavit  to  search  for  that 
meat? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  you  have  any  other  kind  of  au- 
thority, written  or  otherwise? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  didn't  have  any  written  au- 
thority of  any  kind,  only  what  I  found. 

Q.  What  was  that? 

A.  The  salt  I  found. 

Q.  You  didn't  understand  my  question, 
Mr.  Grimes.  Did  you  have  any  authority  of 
any  kind?  You  said  you  had  no  written 
authority  from  your  superior  officers.  Did 
you  have  any  authority  of  any  kind  to  in- 
stitute searches  for  the  company? 

A.  No,  sir. 

Q.  Did  that  come  within  the  scope  of 
your  authority? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  don't  think  it  did.  We  have 
circulars  from  the  company  with  informa- 
tion of  that  kind. 

Q.  Does  not  come  within  the  scope  of 
your  authority? 

A.  No;  legal  matters  do  not. 
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Q.  Then  I  understand  you  say  you  had 
no  authority  to  institute  searches,  make 
complaints  against  the  railroad  company? 

A.  I  didn't  have  any  in*  that  case. 

Q.  Have  you  in  any  case,  unless  the  au- 
thority comes  special? 

A.  I  don't  think  I  would  on  an  occasion 
like  that. 

Q.  And  you  were  given  no  authority  to 
do  that? 

A.  No,  sir;  I  wasn't  given  any  authority. 

This  evidence,  if  it  proves  anything,  shows 
that  Grimes  was  the  agent  of  the  defendant 
at  Howe;  that  as  such  agent  the  goods  of 
the  defendant,  transferred  and  in  transit,* 
were  in  his  care,  custody,  and  supervision; 
that  he  was  engaged,  at  the  time  the  search 
warrant  was  issued,  in  the  service  of  the  de- 
fendant; that  the  goods  had  been  stolen 
from  the  company,  and  said  goods,  at  the 
time  they  were  stolen,  were  in  his  care,  cus- 
tody, and  supervision,  and  at  the  time  he 
caused  the  search  warrant  to  be  issued  he 
was  trying  to  locate  and  recover  back  for 
the  defendant  company,  not  for  himself  per- 
sonally, the  goods,  which  it  was  his  duty,  as 
such  agent,  to  care  for  and  protect.  These 
salient  points  are  nowhere  in  the  record  de- 
nied; in  fact,  they  stand  admitted.  Now, 
was  he  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  duties 
when  he  signed  the  affidavit  as  the  agent  of 
the  defendant  company? 

We  are  not  unmindful  of  the  difficulties 
to  be  encountered  in  the  solution  of  this 
question.  There  is  an  amazing  lack  of  uni- 
formity in  the  decisions  of  courts  on  this 
question,  yet,  after  a  critical  examination  of 
the  cases,  we  are  inclined  to  the  view  pre- 
sented by  counsel  for  defendant  in  error  that 
there  is  in  all  the  reported  cases  "a  marked 
distinction,  in  the  liability  of  the  master  for 
the  act  of  his  servant,  between  those  capes 
wherein  the  result  of  the  act  of  the  servant 
was  to  inflict  punishment  upon  the  offender, 
or  to  vindicate  justice,  and  those  cases 
wherein  the  servant  was  attempting  to  pro- 
tect the  master's  property,  which  was  under 
his  care  and  supervision,  or  to  recover  this 
property  back  after  it  had  been  taken."  De- 
fendant in  error's  brief,  page  8. 

"The  later  decisions,  however,  incline  to 
the  rule  making  the  principal  liable  for  acts 
of  the  agent  done  within  the  scope  of  his  em- 
ployment, though  they  be  wanton  or  mali- 
cious." 1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  1156, 
and  the  many  cases  there  cited.  Also:  "It 
seems  to  be  the  better  doctrine  that,  where 
a  prosecution  which  is  maliciously  institut- 
ed by  an  agent  of  a  corporation  is  in  the  line 
of  his  duty,  for  the  purpose  of  benefit  to 
his  principal,  and  not  for  any  object  person- 
al to  himself,  the  corporation  will  be  held 
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responsible/'    1  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc  Law,  2d 
ed.  1157. 

It  has  been  held  in  Missouri  that,  where 
an  express  agent,  charged  with  the  duty  of 
protecting  property  and  collecting  charges 
thereon,  attempts  to  collect  charges  on  prop- 
erty unlawfully  taken  without  payment  of 
the  charges,  and  in  such  attempt,  as  agent, 
mistakenly  institutes  a  criminal  prosecution 
without  probable  cause,  the  principal  will  be 
liable  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution, 
though,  where  the  agent  acts  as  a  citizen, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating  justice, 
the  rule  is  otherwise.  Cameron  v.  Pacific 
Exp.  Co.  48  Mo.  App.  99;  Gillett  v.  Missouri 
Valley  R.  Co.  55  Mo.  315,  17  Am.  Rep.  653. 

"A  private  corporation,  like  an  individual, 
is  liable  for  the  acts  of  its  agents  in  insti- 
tuting a  malicious  prosecution  authorized 
or  ratified  by  the  corporation,  or  within 
the  scope  of  the  authority  conferred."  Farm- 
ers' Mut.  F.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Stewart,  167  Ind. 
544,  79  N.  E.  490;  Cooley,  Torts,  pp.  200- 
206;  10  Cyc  1203,1208,1211,1217;  19  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.691,  692;  Pennsyl- 
vania Co.  V.  Weddle,  100  Ind.  138;  Ameri- 
can Exp.  Co.  V.  Patterson,  73  Ind.  430; 
Markley  v.  Snow,  207  Pa.  447,  64  L.R.A. 
685,56  Atl.  999;  Carter  v.  Howe  Mach.  Co. 
51  Md.  290,  34  Am.  Rep.  311. 

There  is  a  marked  distinction  between  an 
aet  done  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
property  by  preventing  a  felony  or  recover- 
ing it  back,  and  an  act  done  for  the  purpose 
of  punishing  the  offender  for  that  which 
has  already  been  done.  1  Clark  &  S. 
Agency,  p.  1087. 

In  Staples  v.  Schmid,  18  R.  I.  224,  19 
L.RJL  824, 26  Atl.  193,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Rhode  Island,  in  discussing  this 
subject,  says:  "It  remains  to  apply  these 
principles  to  the  case  at  bar.  The  servant 
in  this  case  was  left  with  an  assistant  in 
charge  of  his  master's  store.  His  ordinary 
duties  undoubtedly  were  to  show  goods,  and 
to  sell  them  to  customers.  It  was,  however, 
equally  his  duty  to  protect  his  master's 
property  from  pilfering.  The  acts  com- 
plained of  were  evidently  done  with  that 
intention.  The  arrest  was  for  the  purpose 
of  searching  for  and  recovering  the  master's 
property,  not  with  the  object  of  punishing 
crime  against  the  public.  The  establishment 
was  not  a  railroad  station,  where  the  multi- 
plicity of  employees  confines  each  one  to  a 
narrow  round  of  duties,  where  special  offi- 
cers are  stationed  to  preserve  order  and  de- 
tain criminals;  nor  a  large  dry  goods  em- 
porium, where  detectives  and  watchmen  are 
<'ni ployed  to  guard  against  thieves.  The  serv- 
ant here  was  salesman  and  custodian  in  one. 
Whatever  the  master  might  do  in  the  pro- 
tection of  his  property,  he  expected  his  serv- 
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ant  to  do  in  his  absence.  If  the  servant  had 
seen  the  plaintiff  take  up  and  secrete  the 
package  of  spoons  in  question,  and  had  al- 
lowed her  to  walk  away  with  them  un- 
molested, could  anyone  say  that  he  had  not 
been  derelict  in  his  duty  to  his  master? 
If,  in  the  performance  of  this  duty,  he  mis- 
took the  occasion  for  it,  or  exceeded  his 
powers,  or  employed  an  improper  degfree  of 
compulsion,  the  mistake  and  the  excess 
must  be  answered  for  by  the  master."  And, 
following  the  rule  as  announced,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Minnesota,  in  Smith  v. 
Munch,  66  Minn.  266,  68  N.  W.  19,  says: 
"While  there  is  much  conflict  in  the  deci- 
sions as  to  when  a  master  is  liable  for  the 
intentional  torts  of  his  servant,  yet  the  ten- 
dency of  the  modern  authorities  is  to  ex- 
tend the  liability  of  the  master  in  such 
cases;  and  the  general  rule  may  now  be 
said  to  be  that  a  master  is  responsible  for 
the  torts  of  his  servant  done  with  a  view  to 
the  furtherance  of  the  master's  business,' 
whether  the  same  be  done  negligently  or  wil- 
fully, but  within  the  scope  of  his  agency. 
The  fact  that  the  servant,  in  committing  the 
tort,  may  have  exceeded  his  actual  author- 
ity, or  even  disobeyed  his  express  instruc- 
tions, does  not  alter  the  rule.  We  think 
that  the  facts  of  the  present  case  bring  it 
within  this  rule." 

The  supreme  court  of  North  Carolina,  in 
Jackson  v.  American  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co* 
139  N.  C.  347,  70  L.R.A.  738,  51  S.  E.  1015, 
says:  "In  this  case  the  jury  have  found 
that  the  defendant,  by  its  servant,  caused 
the  plaintiff  to  be  unlawfully  arrested,  for 
the  purpose  of  putting  him  out  of  the  way^ 
so  that  its  agents  and  servants  might  erect 
telephone  and  telegraph  poles  on  his  land. 
If  this  is  not  an  act  done  in  t£e  course  of 
the  employment,  and  in  the  furtherance  of 
the  master's  business,  for  his  benefit  and 
advantage,  it  would  be  hard  to  conceive  of 
one  which  would  come  under  that  class." 

And  a  case  very  much  in  point  is  Wheeler 
&  W.  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Boyce,  reported  in  36 
Kan.  350,  69  Am.  Rep.  571,  13  Pac.  609, 
wherein  the  rule  in  this  class  of  cases  is 
stated  as  follows:  "To  make  the  corpora^ 
tion  responsible,  it  is  not  necessary,  as 
plaintiffs  in  error  contend,  that  the  princi- 
pal should  have  directly  authorized  the  par- 
ticular wrongful  act  of  the  agent,  or  should 
have  subsequently  ratified  it.  Judge  Story, 
in  treating  of  the  liability  of  principals  for 
the  acts  of  their  agents,  says  that  'the  prin- 
cipal is  held  liable  to  third  persons  in  a 
civil  suit  for  the  frauds,  deceits,  conceal- 
ments, misrepresentations,  torts,  negli- 
gences, and  other  malfeasances  or  misfeas- 
ances and  omissions  of  duty  of  his  agent 
in  the  course  of  his  employment,  although 
the  principal  did  not  authorize  or  justify  or 
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participate  in,  or,  indeed,  know  of,  such 
misconduct,  or  even  if  he  forbade  or  disap- 
proved of  them;'  and  to  sustain  this  [case] 
he  cites  numerous  authorities.  'In  all  such 
cases/  he  says,  'the  rule  applies,  respondeat 
superior,  and  it  \b  founded  upon  public 
policy  and  convenience,  for  in  no  other  way 
could  there  be  any  safety  to  third  persons 
in  their  dealings  either  directly  with  the 
rincipal,  or  indirectly  with  him  through 
le  instrumentality  of  agents.'  Story, 
Agency,  452."  See,  also,  Moore  v.  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  26  Okla.  682,  110  Pac. 
1069. 

The  third  ground  of  the  motion  to  direct 
a  verdict  is  "that  the  existence  of  malice 
was  not  established  by  the  evidence."  Mal- 
ice may  be  inferred  from  want  of  probable 
cause.  It  is  an  inference  which  the  jury 
may  or  may  not  draw  from  the  want  of 
probable  cause.  To  be  sure,  there  was  no 
express  malice  shown,  but  plaintiff  was  not 
required  to  prove  express  malice,  in  the 
ordinary  signifl canoe  of  the  term.  To  prove 
malice  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict,  the 
ill-will,  hatred,  or  resentment  of  defendant 
toward  plaintiff  may  be  inferred  by  the 
jury  from  want  of  probable  cause,  or  other 
good  reason.  I'he  question  was  fairly  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  under  proper  instruc- 
tions by  the  court.  By  the  verdict,  the 
jury  found  that  there  was  malice  in  the 
bringing  of  the  criminal  prosecution,  and 
it  is  not  for  us  to  say  that  they  were  mis- 
taken. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  raised  by 
defendant  in  its  brief,  "that  the  court  erred 
in  overruling  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial/'  is,  in  our  opinion,  untenable;  the 
only  serious  contention  of  counsel  seeming 
to  be  that  the  finding  of  the  jury  was  made 
under  the  influence  of  passion  and  preju- 
dice. This  we  do  not  think  is  the  case. 
Plaintiff,  as  shown  by  the  testimony,  was 
an  honesty  law-abiding  citizen;  he  had 
never  been  charged  or  accused  of  a  crime 
before  this;  he  was  by  this  proceeding  sub- 
jected to  great  humiliation  and  disgrace, 
and  his  house  was  put  into  great  disorder 
and  confusion  by  the  unwarranted  search; 
suspicion  among  his  friends  and  neighbors 
was  necessarily  cast  upon  him  by  the 
wrongful  acts  of  defendant;  the  privacy 
of  his  home  was  interfered  with,  and  his 
family  made  to  endure  the  shame  and  dis- 
grace which  always  attend  such  acts.  The 
damages  assessed  doubtless  exceeded  the  in- 
jurj'  done  to  the  goods;  but  the  jury,  a« 
it  has  a  right  to  do,  assessed  the  damages 
with  reference  to  the  feeling  of  plaintiff 
and  the  disturbance  of  his  family.  PlaintifT 
made  out  at  least  a  prima  facie  case,  anri 
the  questions  were  submitted  to  the  jury 
under  proper  instructions  by  the  court,  and 
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no  objections  were  made  in  defendant's  brief 
to  the  same,  and  it  is  presumed,  therefore, 
that  they  were  satisfactory  to  it. 

After  a  careful  investigation  of  the  whole 
record,  we  fail  to  find  error  which  would 
warrant  a  reversal,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  of  Le  Flore  County  should 
therefore  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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C.  W.  MAPES. 

.  {—  Ark.  — .,  144  S.  W.  219.) 

Automobile  —  speeding  past  standing 
street  car  ^  negligence. 

1.  The  driver  of  an  automobile  may  be 
found  to  be  negligent  in  running  his  ma- 
chine at  a  speed  of  10  or  12  miles  an  hour, 
on  the  parallel  track  past  a  street  ear 
which  he  has  overtaken  after  it  has  stepped 
to  discharge  passengers  from  the  front  door, 
without  takine  precautions  to  ascertain  if 
passengers  will  attempt  to  cross  in  fromt  of 
the  car,  where  there  is  a  space  of  60  feet  be- 
tween the  car  and  the  curb  which  the  driver 
might  have  used. 

Highway  —  crossing  past  street  car  « 
lookout  for  veliicles. 

2.  The  jury  must  determine  whether  or 
not  a  passenger  who  alights  from  a  street 
car  is  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  the 
street  in  front  of  a  standing  car  without 
looking  to  see  if  vehicles  are  coming  on  the 
parallel  track  which  may  render  the  cross- 
ing dangerous. 

Husband  and  wife  — liability  for  wife's 
negligence  ^  driving  automobile. 

3.  A  man  riding  with  his  wife  in  her 
automobile,  which  she  is  driving,  is  an- 
swerable for  injuries  negligently  inflicted 
by  her  upon  pedestrians. 

Appeal  —  nonjoinder  of  parties  -~  first 
objection. 

4.  Failure  to  join  a  woman  in  an  action 
to  hold  her  husband  liable  for  injury  in- 
dicted by  her  in  driving  an  automobile  can- 
not be  questioned  for  the  first  time  on  ap- 
peal. 

(February  19,  1912.) 

Note.  ^  As  to  negligence  of  automobile 
driver  in  speeding  past  a  standing  street 
(^ar,  and  as  to  dutv  of  passenger  alighting" 
from  street  car  to  look  tor  automobiles,  see 
note  to  Baker  ▼.  Close,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
487. 

As  to  effect  of  married  women's  acts 
upon  husband's  liability  for  wife's  torts, 
«*pe  notes  to  Kellar  v.  James,  14  L.R.A. 
/N.S.)  1003  and  Jackson  ▼.  Williams,  25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    840. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Garland 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  ISeen  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Greaves  &  Martin,  for  appel- 
lant : 

The  driver  of  an  automobile  has  the  right 
to  assume,  and  act  upon  the  assumption 
that  others  using  the  highway  will  also  ex- 
ercise a  like  caution,  and  will  not  reckless- 
ly expose  themselves  to  danger. 

Thies  V.  Thomas,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  276; 
Millsaps  V.  Brogdon,  97  Ark.  469,  32  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   1177,  134  S.  W.  632. 

Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence and  cannot  recover. 

Burns  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
76  Ark.  12,  88  S.  W.  824;  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
A  S.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Tucka,  95  Ark.  192,  129  S.  W. 
641;  Barker  v.  Savage,  45  N.  Y.  191,  6  Am. 
Rep.  66;  Barker  v.  Pendergast,  32  Ohio  St. 
494,  30  Am.  Rep.  620;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg. 
|§  268,  269;  Sheehan  v.  Edgar,  58  N.  Y. 
631;  Borg  v.  Spokane  Toilet  Supply  -Co. 
60  Wash.  204,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  96  Pac. 
1037;  Dimuria  ▼.  Seattle  Transfer  Co.  50 
Wash.  633,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  471,  97  Pac. 
657. 

The  accident  was  committed  by  the  wife 
without  coercion  on  the  part  of  the  hus- 
band, and  there  was  no  cause  of  action 
against  appellant  unless  his  wife  should 
be  joined  in  the  suit  with  him. 

Kosminsky  v.  Goldberg,  44  Ark.  401; 
Cassin  v.  Delany,  38  N.'Y.  178;  Mahoney 
▼.  Roberts,  86  Ark.  130,  110  S.  W.  225. 

Messrs.  Wallace  &  Graham,  for  appel- 
lee: 

Appellant  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence. 

Gregory  v.  Slaughter,  124  Ky.  345,  8 
L.R.A.(K.S.)  1228,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  402, 
99  S.  W.  247. 

Thies  V.  Thomas,  77  N.  Y.  Supp.  276. 

Appellant  knew  that  this  was  a  point  of 
danger,  and  great  caution  and  care  was  re- 
quired of  him. 

Ahem  v.  Oregon  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  24 
Or.  276,  22  L.R.A.  635,  33  Pac.  403,  35  Pac. 
649;  Porter  County  v.  Dombke,  94  Ind.  75; 
Baltimore  ▼.  Holmes,  39  •  Md.  249 ;  King 
▼.  National  Oil  Co.  81  Mo.  App.  155;  Rob- 
inson v.  Manhattan  Rl  Co.  5  Misc.  209,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  91;  Frankford  &  B.  Turnp. 
Co.  ▼.  Philadelphia  &  T.  R.  Co.  54  Pa.  345, 
93  Am.  Dec.  708;  Pendroy  v.  Great  North- 
em  R.  Co.  17  N.  D.  433,  117  N.  W.  631. 

Plaintiff  was  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence. 

Simeons  ▼.  Lindsay,  6  Penn.  (Del.)  224, 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


65  Atl.  778;  Benoit  v.  Miller,  —  R.  L  — , 
07  Atl.  87. 

Appellant's  wife  operated  the  machine  for 
his  benefit. 

Kosminsky  ▼.  Goldberg,  44  Ark.   401. 

McOullocli,  Ch.  J.-,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Appellee  sued  appellant  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Garland  county  to  recover  damages 
on  account  of  personal  injuries  resulting 
from  alleged  negligence  on  the  part  of  ap- 
pellant in  driving  an  automobile,  or  caus- 
ing it  to  be  driven,  along  Central  avenue 
in  the  city  of  Hot  Springs.  Appellant  and 
his  wife  were  in  the  machine  at  the  time, 
the  latter  driving.  Appellee  alighted  from 
a  street  car,  at  the  front  end  of  it,  which 
was  customary,  and  started  across  the  track 
in  front  of  the  car  to  go  to  the  opposite 
side  of  the  street.  He  hesitated  at  first, 
but  the  motorman  told  him  to  go  ahead, 
and  he  proceeded  to  cross.  As  he  stepped 
beyond  the  end  of  the  car,  the  automobile, 
which  was  running  at  a  speed  of  10  or  12 
miles  per  hour,  struck  him  and  knocked  him 
down.'  He  was  just  stepping  on  the  other 
track,  about  4  feet  from  the  street  car, 
when  the  automobile  struck  him.  It  was 
a  rainy  day,  and  he  had  his  umbrella 
raised  and  was  walking  rapidly.  He  testi- 
fied that  the  street  car  obstructed  the  view 
down  the  street,  and  that  as  he  passed  the 
car  he  looked  down  the  street,  but  did  not 
see  the  automobile  approaching,  and  failed 
to  see  it  until  too  late  to  get  out  of  the 
way.  There  was  a  spaee  of  60  feet  between 
the  street  car  and  the  other  side  of  the 
street.  Appellant  testified  that  he  purchased 
the  machine  and  gave  it  to  his  wife  for  her 
own  use;  that  she  drove  it  herself,  and  that 
he  never  attempted  to  drive  and  knew  noth- 
ing about  handling  a  machine  of  that  kind. 
There  was  testimony  to  the  effect  that  ap- 
pellant paid  the  city  vehicle  license  fee  for 
operating  the  machine.  The  verdict  was  in 
appellee's  favor   for  recovery  of  damages. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  evidence  fails  to 
establish  negligence  on  the  part  of  appel- 
lant, and  that  the  undisputed  evidence 
shows  negligence  on  the  part  of  appellee 
which  bars  recovery.  We  think  that  on 
both  of  those  issues  the  verdict  is  sustained 
by  suflScient  evidence. 

The  machine  was  being  operated  at  a 
rapid  rate  of  speed,  unnecessarily  near  the 
street  car,  though  there  was  abundant  space 
further  out  in  the  street  for  the  machine  to 
pass  along.  It  was  customary  for  passen- 
gers to  alight  from  the  front  end  of  street 
cars,  and  it  was  reasonably  to  be  anticipated 
that  they  might  pass  in  front  of  a  car  going 


216 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


FEBn 


to  the  other  side  of  the  street  The  jury 
was  waranted  in  finding  that  it  constituted 
negligence  for  an  automobile  driver  to  run 
the  machine  at  a  rapid  speed  so  near  a 
street  car  which  had  stopped  for  passengers 
to  alight.  Automobilists  and  the  drivers  of 
other  vehicles  have  the  right  to  share  the 
streets  with  pedestrians;  but  they  must  an- 
ticipate the  presence  of  the  latter,  and  exer- 
cise reasonable  care  to  avoid  injuring  them. 
Care  must  be  exercised  commensurate  with 
the  danger  reasonably  to  be  anticipated. 
Gregory  v.  Slaughter,  124  Ky.  345,  8 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1228,  124  Am.  St.  Rep.  402, 
99  S.  W.  247. 

The  question  of  contributory  negligence 
on  the  part  of  appellee  was  one  for  the 
jury,  and  was  properly  submitted.  It  can- 
not be  held  that  the  failure  of  a  pedestrian 
upon  a  public  street  to  look  up  and  down 
the  street  before  crossing  constitutes,  under 
all  circumstances,  negligence  as  a  matter  of 
law.  There  is  no  statute  or  rule  of  law 
which  raises  a  presumption  of  negligence 
from  the  failure  of  a  pedestrian,  on  a  pub- 
lic street,  not  at  a  railroad  crossing,  to  look. 
The  rule  is  that  a  pedestrian,  having*  equal 
rights  with  others  to  the  use  of  the  streets, 
must  exercise  ordinary  care  for  his  own 
safety,  and  this  is  generally  a  question  for 
the  jury  to  say  whether  such  care  has  been 
exercised.  Millsaps  v.  Brogdon,  97  Ark.  469, 
32  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1177,  134  S.  W.  632. 

It  is  next  insisted  that,  according  to 
the  undisputed  evidence,  appellant  did  not 
own  the  machine  or  control  it,  but  was 
merely  riding  therein  with  his  wife,  who 
was  driving,  and  that  for  that  reason  no  li- 
ability on  his  part  is  established.  It  is  eon- 
tended  in  other  words,  that,  it  being  shown 
afiEirmatively  that  the  wife  was  not  acting 
under  the  compulsion  of  the  husband,  he  is 
not  responsible  for  negligence  on  her  part 
which  caused  the  injury.  In  this  conten- 
tion learned  counsel  are  mistaken  as  to  the 
law  on  the  subject.  At  common  law  the 
husband  was  liable  for  torts  committed  by 
the  wife,  whether  conunitted  in  or  out  of 
his  presence,  or  whether  committed  at  his 
command  or  not.  Such  is  the  law  in  this 
state  now.  Kosminsky  v.  Goldberg,  44  Ark. 
401;  Jackson  v.  Williams,  92  Ark.  486, 
26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  840,  123  S.  W.  761.  The 
only  difference  is  that,  where  the  tortious 
act  is  committed  in  the  immediate  presence 
and  under  the  direct  compulsion  of  the  hus- 
band, the  wife  is  not  liable  and  the  hus- 
band alone  is  liable.  In  other  instances, 
where  the  tort  is  committed  in  the  absence 
of  the  husband,  or,  if  in  his  presence,  with- 
out any  control  or  compulsion  on  his  part, 
the  husband  and  wife  are  jointly  liable  and 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


must  be  joined  in  the  action;  the  liability 
of  the  husband  ceasing  upon  the  dissolution 
of  the  marriage  relation.  Kosminsky  v. 
Goldberg,  supra. 

No  question  was  raised  below  as  to  the 
failure  to  join  the  wife  as  defendant  in  the 
action,  and  that  question  must  be  deemed 
as  waived,  and  cannot  be  raised  here  for  the 
first  time.  Townsley.  ▼.^Yentsch,  98  Ark. 
312,  135  S.  W.  882. 

But  aside  from  the  question  of  the  hus- 
band's common-law  liability  for  torts  of 
the  wife,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  warrant  the  jury 
in  finding  negligence  on  the  part  of  appel- 
lant. The  rule  is  that  where  one  who  rides 
in  a  public  conveyance,  or  merely  upon  the 
invitation  of  some  third  party,  and  exercis- 
es no  control  over  the  driver,  and  is  not 
guilty  of  any  positive  act  of  negligence,  the 
negligence  of  the  driver  cannot  be  imputed 
to  him  so  as  to  render  him  liable  for  in- 
juries to  another  person.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  McFall,  76  Ark.  30,  69  L.R.A.  217, 
86  S  W.  824,  5  Ann.  Cas.  161;  1  Thomp. 
Neg.  602;  Little  v.  Hackett,  116  U.  S.  366, 
29  L.  ed.  662,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  391;  New 
York,  L.  E.  k  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Steinbrenner, 
47  N.  J.  L.  161,  54  Am.  Rep.  126.  This 
rule  cannot,  however,  be  extended  so  as  to 
afford  an  avenue  for  the  husband's  escape 
from  liability  on  account  of  negligent  act  of 
his  wife  or  minor  child  with  whom  he  is 
driving  in  an  automobile  or  other  vehicle> 
He  is  presumed  to  exercise  some  control 
over  them  under  those  circumstances,  at 
least  to  the  extent  of  preventing  an  act  of 
n^ligenoe  which  is  calculated  to  result  in 
injury  to  other  persons,  and  it  is  his  posi- 
tive duty  to  do  so.  In  this  instance  the 
husband  was  sitting  beside  his  wife,  who 
was  driving  the  machine,  and  whatever 
danger  there  was  in  driving  too  near  the 
street  car  was  as  obvious  to  him  as  it  was 
to  her.  He  needed  no  knowledge  or  experi- 
ence in  the  operation  of  the  machine  in  or- 
der to  apprise  him  of  such  a  danger.  To  say 
that  the  husband  was  not  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligent act  of  the  wife  committed  under 
those  circumstances  would  be  to  absolve 
him  entirely  from  any  duty  to  fellow  trav- 
elers. 

The  court  gave  .an  instruction  which  is  in 
conflict  with  some  of  the  views  we  here  ex- 
press; but  as  it  was  in  appellant's  own  fa- 
vor, and  the  verdict,  notwithstanding  that, 
was  against  him,  he  cannot  complain  of  .it. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  verdict 
was  supported  by  the  evidence,  and  it  is  not 
contrary  to  any  rule  of  law  applicable  to 
the  facts  of  the  case. 
I     The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 
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CHICAGO,   ROCK   ISLAND,   &   PACIFIC 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Appt^ 

▼. 

LUCY  PAYNE. 

(—  Ark.  — ,  146  S.  W.  487.) 

Ne^Ugenoe  —  imthway  —  alteration  — 
duty  to  licensee. 

A  railroad  company  in  catting,  for  drain- 
age purposes,  a  ditch  across  a  path  on  its 
right  of  way,  which  has  heen  used  by  the 
public  for  many  years,  is  under  no  obliga- 
tion to  leave  it  safe  for  licensees,  so  as  to 
render  it  liable  for  injury  to  one  who,  in 
attempting  to  use  the  path  in  the  dark, 
falls  to  his  injury  from  a  pile  of  dirt  left 
in  the  path. 

(April  15,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Logan  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  due  to  the  negligent 
construction  of  a  ditch  across  a  pathway 
which  plaintiff  was  attempting  to  use.  Re- 
versed. 

Statement  by  Wood,  J.: 

Appellant,  in  order  to  drain  Its  right  of 
way,  dug  a  ditch  across  a  footpath  on  its 
right  of  way  that  had  been  used  by  the  pub- 
lic   with    appellant's    permission    for    ten 


years.  Appellant  put  piles  of  dirt  in  the 
roadway  6  or  6  feet  wide  and  2  or  3  feet 
high.  The  appellee  on  the  night  of  the  in- 
jury had  walked  to  church  on  the  pathway 
and  had  crossed  over  the  piles  of  dirt,  and 
noticed  same.  On  her  return  she  was  afraid 
of  getting  hurt  at  the  place  where  the  dirt 
was  piled,  so  she  went  down  the  railroad 
track  till  she  got  past  where  she  thought 
the  dirt  was,  but  she  was  mistaken,  and 
went  down  off  the  railroad  track,  on  top 
of  the  dirt,  and  fell  off  the  pile  and  was 
injured.  The  night  was  extremely  dark,  and 
there  were  no  lights  there. 

Appellee  sued  appellant  for  damages  on 
account  of  the  injury,  alleging  that  appel- 
lant was  negligent  in  failing  and  refusing  to 
level  down  the  piles  of  dirt,  and  in  failing 
and  refusing  to  place  lights  or  other  sig- 
nals to  warn  appellee  of  the  danger,  and 
that  appellee's  injury  was  caused  by  such 
negligence.  Appellant  admitted  that  there 
was  a  trail  on  its  right  of  way,  but  denied 
that  it  owed  the  public  any  duty  to  keep  it 
clear  of  dirt.  It  admitted  that  for  some 
considerable  time  there  had  been  piles  of  dirt 
in  the  pathway,  but  denied  that  appellee 
was  unaware  of  it,  and  denied  that  it  owed 
her  any  duty  to  advise  her  of  it.  Appellant 
alleged  that,  if  appellee  was  injured,  her  in- 
jury was  the  result  of  her  own  negligence. 

The  court  gave  the  following  instructions 
on  its  own  motion: 

''If  the  public,  with  the  knowledge  and  ac- 
quiescence of  the  defendant,  used  for  a  long 


Note,  —  Duty  of  owner  of  land  which 
lieenaeee  are  actsustotned  to  orosSf  to 
,        gtiard  against  injuries  in  conaequence 
of  changes  in  the  conditions. 

As  to  duty  to  member  of  public  on  pri- 
vate way  used  by  public  generally,  see  notes 
to  Stevens  v.  Nichols,  16  L.R.A.  459,  and 
Bowler  ▼.  Pacific  Mills,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
976. 

As  to  duty  of  owner  of  premises  to  pro- 
tect licensee  against  hidden  danger,  see  note 
to  Watson  v.  Manitou  k  P.  P.  R.*  Co.  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    916. 

As  to  duty  ip  trespasser  with  respect  to 
excavations  maintained  on  uninclosed  land 
near  highway,  see  notes  to  Lepnick  v.  Gad- 
dis,  26  L.RJI.  686,  and  Johnson  v.  Paducah 
Laundry  Co.  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  733. 

The  earlier  cases  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected in  the  note  appended  to  Habina  v. 
Twin  City  General  Electric  Co.  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1126. 

In  Brinilson  v.  Chicago  k  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
-  144  Wis.  614,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  359,  129  N. 
W.  -664,  it  was  held  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany is  liable  to  a  mere  licensee  who  is  in- 
jured by  falling  into  a  steam  pit  which  it 
maintains  under  a  wooden  pathway  which 
the  public  is  accustomed  to  use,  where  it 
permits  a  hole  to  remain  in  the  covering, 
through  which  users  are  likely  to  fall,  which 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


is  obscured  from  general  observation  by  the 
steam  emerging  through  the  cracks. 

So  a  landowner  who,  without  objection, 
has  permitted  the  public  to  cross  his  lands 
by  a  well-defined  path  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  and  with  knowledge  that  people  were 
accustomed  *  to  travel  over  it  both  by  day 
and  night,  is  liable  for  injury  to  one  who 
after  dark  attempts  to  cross  it  and  falls 
into  an  unguarded  excavation.  Hanson  v. 
Spokane  Valley  Land  &  Water  Co.  58  Wash. 
6,  107  Pac.  863;  Phipps  v.  Oregon  R.  k 
Nav.  Co.  161  Fed.  376. 

But  in  Fox  v.  Wamer-Quinlan  Asphalt 
Co.  204  N.  Y.  240,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  395,  97 
N.  E.  497,  it  was  held  that  the  landowner 
was  under  no  duty  to  guard  an  excavation 
near  the  path,  though  it  rendered  the  way 
unsafe  for  travelers. 

And  in  East  Hill  Cemetery  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son, —  Ind.  App.  — ,  97  N.  E.  1036,  a  right 
of  action  was  denied  for  injuries  sustained 
by  reason  of  the  defective  condition  of  a 
bridge  in  a  cemetery  which  plaintiff  en- 
tered for  the  purpose  of  inspection  and 
pleasure  at  a  time  when  the  rules  of  the 
cemeterv  association  provided  that  the  gates 
should  be  open  for  visitors  to  enter,  on  the 
ground  that  the  cemetery  association  owed 
plaintiff  no  duty  except  to  protect  him 
from  active  negligence.  A.  L.  R. 


«18 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


time  a  road  or  path  along,  across,  and  near 
its  right  of  way,  and  with  the  knowledge, 
permission,  and  acquiescence  of  the  defend- 
ant was  doing  so  at  the  time  of  the  injury 
complained  of,  and  if  the  defendant  caused 
or  allowed  its  servants  to  negligently  deposit 
And  leave  in  such  road  or  path  a  large  pile 
or  large  piles  of  dirt,  so  as  to  make  such 
road  or  path  dangerous  to  persons  using  the 
•same  with  due  care,  then,  if  plaintiflf  was 
traveling  along  said  road  or  path,  and  using 
due  care  for  her  own  safety,  and  was  caused 
to  fall  and  suffer  injury  by  reason  of  such 
pile  or  piles  of  dirt  in  the  road  or  path,  if 
any,  you  should  find  for  the  plaintiff,  other- 
wise you  should  find  for  defendant. 

'The  defendant  is  not  an  insurer  of  the 
aafety  of  persons  traveling  along,  across,  or 
upon  its  right  of  way  and  premises,  and 
^wes  them  no  duty  except  not  to  wilfully  or 
wantonly  injure  them,  unless  such  persons 
are  invited  or  licensed  by  defendant  to  be 
tnere.  In  such  latter  case  it  owes  them  the 
4uty  of  exercising  ordinary  and  reasonable 
xiare  for  their  safety.". 

Also  the  following  prayer  of  appellee: 

"If  the  defendant  permitted  the  public  to 
•use  a  road  or  pathway  along  and  upon  its 
right  of  way  for  a  long  period  of  time  with 
its  knowledge  and  acquiescence,  and  had  not 
revoked  such  license,  then  the  plaintiff, 
while  traveling  such  road  or  pathway, 
would  be  there  upon  the  implied  invitation 
of  the  defendant,  and  it  would  owe  to  her 
ordinary  care  to  prevent  her  from  being  in- 
jured while  traveling  such  road  or  path- 
way." 

The  court  refused  to  instruct  a  verdict  for 
appellant. 

Appellant  duly  reserved  its  exceptions  to 
ihe  rulings  of  the  court,  and  duly  prosecutes 
this  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellee. 

Messrs.  Thomas  S.  Bnzbee  and  George 
B.  Pugh,  for  appellant: 

Even  if  appellee  had  been  a  licensee  by 
invitation,  she  would  not  be  entitled  to  re- 
■cover  if  she  knew  of  the  obstruction. 

St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Forbes,  63 
Ark.  427,  39  S.  W.  63;  Bruker  v.  Covington, 

69  Ind.  33,  36  Am.  Rep.  204. 

The  mere  use  of  the  pathway  on  the  ap- 
pellant's right  of  way  by  the  public,  for 
its  own  convenience  and  benefit,  without  any 
■benefit  to  the  appellant,  even  though  con- 
tinued for  a  long  time,  cannot  be  said  to 
be  by  invitation. 

Plummer  v.  Dill,  156  Mass.  426,  32  Am. 
-St.  Rep.  463,  31  N.  E.  128;  3  Elliott,  Rail- 
roads, §  1249;  Galveston  Oil  Co.  v.  Morton, 

70  Tex.  400,  8  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  7  S.  W. 
756;    Wright  v.   Boston   &  A.   R.   Co.   142 
Mass.  296,  7  N.  E.  866;   St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
.19  UR.A.(N.S.) 


k  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Ferguson,  67  Ark.  16,  18 
L.R.A.  110,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  217,  20  8.  W. 
545 ;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Dooley, 
70  Ark.  389,  67  S.  W.  1012;  1  Thomp.  Neg. 
§  1015. 

Messrs.  Carmlchael,  Brooks,  Sk  Powers 

for  appellee. 

It  is  imlawful  to  make  an  excavation  or 
to  put  a  dangerous  obstruction  of  any  kind 
adjoining  a  public  highway,  and  leave  it  in 
a  condition  to  endanger  the  safety  of  those 
who  are  traveling  thereon,  and  who  them- 
selves are  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 

Beck  ▼.  Carter,  68  N.  Y.  283,  23  Am.  Rep. 
175;  Barnes  v.  Ward,  9  C.  B.  392,  2  Car. 
&  K.  661,  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  195,  14  Jur. 
334;  Hadlev  v.  Tavlor,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  63,  11 
Jur.  N.  S.  979,  13  L.  T.  N.  S.  368,  14  Week. 
Rep.  59;  1  Wood,  Nuisances,  3d  ed.  §  271; 
Strange  ▼.  Bodcaw  Lumber  Co.  79  Ark. 
490,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  92,  96  S.  W.  164; 
Allison  V.  Haney,  — ^  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  62  S. 
W.  933:  Southern  Exp.  Co.  ▼.  Texarkana 
Water  Co.  64  Ark.  131,  15  S.  W.  361;  Pine 
Bluff  Water  &  Light  Co.  v.  Derrisseaux,  56 
Akr.  132,  19  S.  W.  428;  Galveston,  EL  &  8. 
A.  R.  Co.  V.  Schuessler,  56  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
410,  120  S.  W.  1149. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  undisputed  evidence  shows  that  ap- 
pellee was  a  mere  or  bare  licensee.  She  was 
using  the  footpath  upon  appellant's  right 
of  way  for  her  own  convenience,  and  not  for 
any  purpose  connected  with  the  business  of 
appellant,  or  for  the  common  interest  or  mu- 
tual benefit  of  appellant  and  appellee.  Ap- 
pellant did  no  affirmative  act  to  compel  or  , 
induce  appellee  to  use  the  footpath  upon  its 
right  of  way.  It  merely  acquiesced  in  such 
use  by  appellee  and  the  public.  Under  such 
circumstances,  it  cannot  be  said  that  there 
was  any  implied  invitation  upon  the  part  of 
appellant  for  the  use  of  its  right  of  way  by 
appellee.  Appellant  therefore  did  not  have 
to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  make  the  path- 
way safe  for  appellee.  As  appellant  had 
done  nothing  that  could  be  construed  as  an 
invitation  to  appellee  and  the  public  to  use 
its  right  of  way  for  a  footpath,  appellant 
was  not  negligent  because,  in  draining  its 
right  of  way,  it  failed  to  •exercise  ordinary 
care  to  make  and  leave  the  footpath  safe 
for  appellee.  In  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Dooley,  77  Ark.  561,  92  S.  W.  789,  we 
said:  "The  bare  permission  of  the  owner  of 
private  grounds  to  persons  to  enter  upon  his 
premises  does  not  render  him  liable  for  in-  * 
juries  received  by  them  on  account  of  the 
condition  of  the  premises."  In  Arkansas  & 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Sain,  90  Ark.  278,  285,  22 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  910,  119  S.  W.  659,  662,  we 
said:  "To  bare  licensees  railroad  companies 
owe  no  affirmative  duty  of  care,  for  such 
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lieenflees  take  their  license  with  its  con- 
comitant perils."  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  R. 
Co.  y.  Pankhurst,  36  Ark.  371;  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Ferguson,  57  Ark.  16, 
18  L.R.A.  ITO,  38  Am.  St.  Rep.  217,  20  S. 
Vi\  545;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Tomlinson,  69  Ark.  489,  64  S.  W.  347; 
Hobart-Lee  Tie  Co.  y.  Keck,  89  Ark.  122,  116 
S.  W.  183;  Wright  y.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co. 
142  Mass.  296,  7  N.  E.  866;  Plummer  y. 
Dill,  156  Mass.  426,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  463, 
31  X.  £.  128;  3  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1249; 
Galveston  Oil  Co.  y.  Morton,  70  Tex.  400, 
8  Am.  St.  Rep*  611,  7  S.  W.  756.  The  cases 
of  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Dooley,  77 
Ark.  661,  92  S.  W.  789,  supra;  Missouri  k  N. 
A.  R.  Co.  y.  Bratton,  85  Ark.  326,  108  S. 
W.  618,  and  Moody  y.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S. 
R.  Co.  89  Ark.  103,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  76, 
115  S.  W.  400,  relied  upon  by  appellee,  do 
not  support  her  contention. 

As  we  haye  seen,  the  opinion  in  St.  Louis, 
I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Dooley  recognizes  the 
rule  here  announced,  and  in  that  case  the 
judgment  was  sustained  because  there  was 
eyidence  to  warrant  the  finding  that  the 
railway  company  had  invited  the  plaintiff 
to  use  the  defective  steps  that  caused  her 
injury.  The  steps  were  erected  by  the  de- 
fendant for  the  use  and  convenience  of  the 
public,  and  had  been  kept  in  repair  by  it 
to  a  period  ''as  late  as  six  months  before 
the  accident."  In  Missouri  k  N.  A.  R.  Co. 
y.  Bratton,  85  Ark.  326,  108  S.  W.  518, 
Bratton  had  just  debarked  from  the  train 
as  a  passenger,  and  was  ■  going  along  the 
track  where  passengers  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  go  since  the  road  was  built.  The 
roadbed  and  dump  extended  to  a  creek,  and 
%  bridge  over  the  creek  extended  part  of  the 
way  on  the  dump  of  appellant's  road.  In 
that  case  we  said :  "The  jury  tneref  ore  were 
warranted  in  finding  that  Bratton  was  on 
the  track  of  appellant  at  least  by  sufferance. 
if  not  by  implied  invitation,  and  that  be 
was  not  a  trespasser."  The  facts  were  sufii- 
cient  to  warrant  a  finding  that  Bratton 
waa  using  the  track  by  implied  invitation.  In 
the  case  of  Moody  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S. 
R.  Co.  there  was  evidence  tending  to  prove 
^hat  the  defendant  company  had  obstructed 
the  natural  drainage  of  water  from  the 
street,  causing?  it  to  overflow  the  sidewalk, 
which  compelled  footmen  to  use  the  railroad 
as  a  path  for  a  number  of  years.  The  court 
excluded  the  evidence.  In  holding  that  the 
testimony  was  admissible,  we  said  it  would 
tend  "to  show  that  the  public  was  using  the 
railroad  track  as  a  highway  by  at  least  the 
implied  invitation  or  permission  of  appel- 
lee," railway  company.  But  in  that  cape 
the  railway  company  by  its  affirmative  act 
had « compelled  the  public  for  a  number  of 
years  to  abandon  the  sidewalk,  and  to  use 
ri9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


its  roadbed  instead.  In  Missouri  k  N.  A.  R. 
Co.  y.  Bratton  and  Moody  v.  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  supra,  the  plaintiffs  were  in- 
jured while  on  the  railway  track.  Since  the 
passage  of  the  act  of  April  8,  1891,  railway 
companies  owe  to  persons  on  their  tracks, 
whether  there  by  invitation,  or  as  licensees 
or  trespassers,  the  duty  to  exercise  ordinary 
care  to  keep  a  lookout  for  them,  but  it 
does  not  abolish  their  contributory  negli- 
gence. St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v. 
Dingman,  62  Ark.  245,  35  S.  W.  219;  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Leathers,  62  Ark. 
235,  85  S.  W.  216.  The  court,  in  using 
the  particular  language  relied  on  by  ap- 
pellee in  the  above  last  mentioned  cases, 
did  not  have  in  mind,  and  was  not  discuss- 
ing, the  duty  of  railway  companies  to  per- 
sons off  of  their  tracks,  but  was  passing  on 
the  question  of  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiffs were  trespassers,  and  whether  or  not 
their  injuries  were  caused  by  their  own 
nenrii pence.  The  facts  in  the  case  at  bar  are 
entirely   different  from  the  facts   in  those 

The  court  erred  in  its  instructions.  The 
judgQient  is  therefore  reversed,  and  the 
cause  is  dismissed. 
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JOHN  A.  SENNEFF  et  aL,  Apptfc, 

v. 

MARY  L.  HEALY. 

(—  Iowa,  — ,  135  N.  W.  27.) 

Attorney  —  agreement    to    share    con- 
tingent fee  —  effect  of  death. 

The  death  pending  appeal,  of  one  of  sev- 
eral attorneys  who  have  agreed  |to  share  a 
contingent  fee  to  be  earned  by  the  success- 
ful prosecution  of  a  suit,  will  not  deprive 
his  estate  of  his  share  of  the  fee  in  case 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  their  client  is  af- 
firmed, without  allowance  to  the  succes- 
sors for  their  labor  in  the  appellate  court. 

(March  14,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judorment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Webster 
County  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  determine  and  fix  the  amount 
due  to  the  estate  of  Thomas  D.  Healy,  de- 
ceased, out  of  a  contingent  fee  paid  for  at- 
torneys' services  for  the  prosecution  of 
a  suit.    Affirmed. 

Note.  ~  The  general  question  of  a  part- 
ner's right  to  compensation  for  services 
rendered  to  the  partnership  is  covered  in 
the  note  to  Williams  v.  Pedersen,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  399,  cases  relating  to  law  partner- 
ships being  covered  at  pa^es  402,  405. 
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Statement  by  Beemer,  J.: 

This  is  a  controversy  over  the  distribu- 
tion of  attorneys'  fees  growing  out  of  a 
contract  for  a  part  of  the  recovery  in  the 
case  of  Wells  v.  Western  Union  Teleg.  Co. 
which  case  finally  reached  this  court,  and 
was  disposed  of  by  an  opinion  reported  in 
144  Iowa,  605,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1045,  138 
Am.  St.  Rep.  317,  123  N.  W.  371.  The  trial 
court  made  a  division  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  contracts  entered  into  between 
the  attorneys,  and  plaintiffs  appeal. 

Messrs.  Maurice  O'Connor  and  W.  li. 
Bliss  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Healy  &  Healy,   for  appellee: 

A  joint  undertaking,  or  joint  adventure, 
or  joint  enterprise,  is  not,  strictly  speaking, 
a  partnership. 

Hurley  v.  Walton,  63  HI.  260;  Chester  v. 
Dickerson,  54  N.  Y.  1,  13  Am.  Rep.  550; 
Edson  ▼.  Gates,  44  Mich.  253,  6  N.  W.  645. 

The  rules  and  principles  of  the  doctrine 
of  partnership  apply  generally  to  the  re- 
lation of  a  joint  adventure. 

23  Cyc.  453;  Alderton  v.  Williams,  139 
Mich.  296,  102  N.  W.  753 ;  Church  ▼.  Odell, 
100  Minn.  98,  110  N.  W.  346;  Causten  v. 
Barnette,  49  Wash.  659,  96  Pac.  225;  Re 
Kessler,  174  Fed.  906;  Runkle  v.  Burragc, 
202  Mass.  891,  88  N.  £.  573;  Jackson  v. 
Hooper,  76  N.  J.  Eq.  185,  74  Atl.  130;  Berry 
V.  Colborn,  65  W.  Va.  493,  64  S.  E.  636,  17 
Ann.  Cas.  1018;  Botsford  v.  Van  Riper,  — 
Nev.  — ,  110  Pac.  705. 

In  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement, 
the  law  implies  an  equal  division  of  the 
profits  of  a  joint  adventure  or  joint  under- 
taking, without  regard  to  any  inequality  of 
contribution. 

23  Cyc.  459;  Wetmore  ▼.  Crouch,  150 
Mo.  671,  61  S.  W.  738;  Knapp  v.  Hanley, 
108  Mo.  App.  353,  83  S.  W.  1005;  Van 
Tine  v.  Hilands,  131  Fed.  124;  Jones  v. 
Davis,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ;  25  Atl.  370. 

Neither  party  to  a  joint  enterprise  may 
claim  compensation  for  services  rendered 
in  the  furtherance  of  the  enterprise,  unless 
otherwise  so  stipulated. 

Hopkins  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Ruggles,  51  Mich. 
474,  16  N.  W.  862;  Wilson  v.  Anthony,  19 
Ark.  16. 

Plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  an  allow- 
ance for  services  rendered  after  the  death 
of  attorney  Healy. 

Consaul  v.  Cummings,  222  U.  S.  262, 56  L. 
ed.  192,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  83. 

Deemer,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
eourt: 

Plaintiffs  are  attorneys  at  law,  and  at 
the  time  this  controversy  arose  Senncff 
lived  at  Britt,  and  Kelleher  at  Ft.  Dodge. 
Thos.  n.  Healy,  now  deceased,  was  also  a 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


lawyer  living  at  Ft.  Dodge.  Plaintiff  Sen- 
neff  was  employed  by  one  Wells  to  prosecute 
a  suit  against  the  Western  Union  Telegraph 
Company  under  an  arrangement  substan- 
tially as  follows:  "The  said  plaintiff,  John 
A.  Senneff,  undertook  the  prosecution  of  a 
suit  to  be  brought  for  said  A.  Judson  Wells 
against  the  Western  Union  Telegraph  Com- 
pany and  B.  G.  Lyman,  and  undertook  and 
agreed  to  prosecute  the  said  suit  to  a  final 
determination,  and,  together  with  such  at- 
torneys as  he  might  select  to  be  associated 
with  him,  to  render  and  perform  all  services 
required  in  the  trial,  preparation  thereof, 
appeals,  and  all  other  proceedings  in  any 
manner  connected  with  such  suit,  until  the 
final  termination  of  the  litigation.  By 
the  terms  of  the  said  agreement,  the  said 
Senneff  was  to  have  the  right  to  associate 
with  him  such  other  attorneys  as  he  might 
select,  he  informing  the  said  Wells,  through 
his  said  agent,  and  representative,  that  he 
intended  associating  with  him  Thomas  D. 
Healy  and  D.  M.  Kelleher;  and  said  Senneff 
and  Wells  further  so  agreed  in  parol  that 
for  all  services  of  attorneys  they  should  be 
paid  the  equivalent  of  one  third  of  the  net 
amount  finally  recovered  or  collected  in 
said  litigation.  The  said  fee  to  be  so  paid 
to  be  contingent  upon  the  successful  termi- 
nation of  the  suit  and  final,  recovery  and 
collection  of  the  claim  of  said  Wells  for 
which  the  suit  was  to  be  brought."  After 
making  this  contract  with  .Wells,  Senneff, 
through  correspondence  and  in  various  in- 
terviews, arranged  with  Kelleher  and  Healy 
to  assist  in  the  litigation,  with  the  under- 
standing among  all  that  each  should  share 
equally  in  the  contingent  fee  in  the  event 
of  ultimate  recovery. 

The  case  in  which  these  attorneys  were 
employed  had  a  somewhat  remarkable  his- 
tory. The  action  was  first  brought  by 
Schriver  Brothers  and  the  Commercial 
Bank  of  Britt  against  the  telegraph  com- 
pany, in  the  Federal  court  for  the  northern 
district  of  Iowa,  the  law  firm  of  Healy 
Brothers  being  the  sole  attorneys  for  the 
plaintiffs  therein.  Judgment  was  obtained 
in  the  lower  court,  which  was  later  reversed 
by  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals. Some  time  during  the  pendency  of 
this  suit,  Mr.  Kelleher  became  a  partner  in 
the  law  firm  of  Healy  Brothers  and  he  im- 
mediately went  to  work  upon  the  case.  Aft- 
er the  reversal  the  case  was  again  tried  in 
the  Federal  district  court,  resulting  in  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiffs.  Again 
the  case  was  appealed,  and  again  there  was 
a  reversal.  The  firms  of  Healy  Brothers 
and  of  Healy  Brothers  &  Kelleher  did  a 
vast  amount  of  work  upon  the  case,  both 
in  preparation  for  the  trial  nisi  and  upon 
the  appeals.    After  the  second  reversal,  the 
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ease  rested  quietly  for  a  time  and  during 
its  quiescent  stage  the  firm  of  Healy  Broth- 
ers &  Kelleher  dissolved,  Kelleher  retiring. 
About  this  time  Schriver  Brothers  and  tlio 
Commercial  Bank  assigned  their  claim 
against  the  telegraph  company  to  A.  Judson 
Wells,  a  resident  of  the  state  of  New  York, 
preliminary  to  the  institution  of  an  action 
in  the  state  court.  Thereupon  plaintiff 
Senneff  was  employed  by  Wells  to  prosecute 
the  action  in  the  local  courts  under  the 
agreement  hitherto  set  out,  and  Senneff  made 
the  arrangements  with  Kelleher  and  Healy 
as  before  indicated.  Both  Kelleher  and 
Healy  were  very  familiar  with  all  the  propo- 
sitions of  law  •and  fact  involved  in  the  case, 
because  of  their  prior  connection  with  it. 
It  had  been  thoroughly  briefed  for  the  two 
appeals,  and  but  a  single  new  question  re- 
mained open,  as  will  be  observed  from  the 
opinion  disposing  of  the  case  in  this  court. 
The  case  went  to  trial  in  the  district  court 
of  Webster  county,  Iowa,  at  its  January, 
1908,  term,  resulting  in  judgment  for  Wells 
in  the  sum  of  $12,000.  Upon  this  trial  the 
case  was  handled  largely  by  Kelleher  and 
Healy,  because  of  their  familiarity  with 
the  record  and  the  legal  propositions  in- 
volved. Thereafter  the  telegraph  company 
appealed  the*  case  to  this  court,  and  during 
the  pendency  of  the  appeal  Thos.  D.  Healy 
died,  his  death  occurring  in  January  of  the 
year  1909.  Senneff  and  Kelleher  followed 
the  case  to  this  court,  preparing^  an  amend- 
ed abstract,  writing  the  arguments,  and 
making  oral '  arguments  here.  As  will  be 
noticed,  the  appeal  was  unsuccessful,  and 
the  judgment  was  affirmed.  On  July  30, 
1908,  the  attorneys  for  Wells  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  district  court  of  Webster  coun- 
ty a  notice  of  an  attorneys'  lien  in  the  sum 
of  $6,000.  After  the  affirmance  here,  the 
defendant  paid  to  the  clerk  of  the  Webster 
county  district  court  the  sum  of  $13,420.94, 
in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment  against  it. 
The  attorneys'  lien  was  released  by  the  sur- 
viving attorneys,  and  the  entire  fee  with- 
drawn from  the  clerk's  office.  After  the  be- 
ginning of  this  suit,  which  was  to  settle 
the  rights  of  the  respective  attorneys  or 
their  representatives  to  the  fund,  one  third 
of  the  fee  going  to  all,  to  wit,  $1,491.62, 
was  deposited  with  the  clerk  to  await  the 
decision  of  the  case.  Mary  L.  Healy,  the 
executrix  and  sole  beneficiary  under  the 
will  of  Thos.  D.  Healy,  deceased,  was  made 
a  party  defendant,  and  as  such  she  insisted 
that  she  was  entitled  to  the  full  one  third 
of  the  contingent  fee,  pursuant  to  the  ar- 
rangement and  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties, notwithstanding  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, Thos.  D.  Healy,  during  the  pendency 
of  the  appeaL  On  the  other  hand,  plaintiffs 
say  that  she  is  not  entitled  to  the  whole 
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thereof,  but  that  it  should  be  charged  with 
some  offset,  or  be  subject  to  some  diminu- 
tion, because  of  the  work  done  by  them  aft- 
er the  death  of  Healy.  These  are  the  only 
questions  in  the  case. 

Plaintiffs,  who  are  appellants,  insist  upon 
the  following  propositions: 

(1)  "Where  performance  of  contract  for 
service  of  an  attorney  is  interrupted  by  his 
death,  there  can  be  no  recovery  on  the  con- 
tract, or  for  more  than  that  proportion  of 
the  contract  price  which  the  services  ren- 
dered bears  to  the  whole  services  contracted 
for." 

(2)  "Where  a  contingent  fee  contract  is 
made  for  services  of  two  attorneys,  and  one 
dies,  even  though  the  survivor  carries  on 
and  successfully  concludes  the  litigation 
with  other  assistants  that  he  employs,  will 
not  entitle  a  recovery  on  the  original  con- 
tract. Such  contract  terminated  upon  the 
death  of  either  lawyer  whose  services  were 
contracted.'' 

(3)  "There  was  no  partnership  relation 
between  the  plaintiffs  and  Thos.  D.  Healy, 
deceased.  There  was  therefore  no  basis  to 
impute  an  obligation  or  duty  upon  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs  to  perform  the  services  con- 
tracted to  be  rendered  by  Thos.  D.  Healy, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  estate." 

(4)  "The  award  made  to  the  appellee  by 
the  lower  court  was  affirmative  relief  grant- 
ed on  her  claim  to  the  full  fee,  and  was  un- 
warranted by  the  facts." 

The  main  thought  underlying  each  of 
these  propositions  is  that,  as  Healy  died  be- 
fore the  case  was  finally  decided  upon  ap- 
peal to  this  court,  neither  he  nor  his  repre- 
sentative is  entitled  to  the  full  one  third  of 
the  contingent  fee,  but  that  it  should  be 
divided  in  the  light  of  the  services  per- 
formed by  plaintiffs  after  Healy's  death. 
It  is  true,  of  course,  that  these  attorneys 
were  not  a  copartnership;  but  it  is  equally 
clear  that  after  the  recovery  of  the  judg- 
ment in  the  trial  court,  which  was  before 
Healy's  death,  they  were  jointly  interested 
in  that  judgment,  and  each  and  all  desirous 
of  sustaining  it  for  his  own  individual  bene- 
fit. There  was  at  all  times  a  joint  adven- 
ture, which  did  not  amount  to  a  partner- 
ship, but  which  is  governed  in  many  re- 
spects by  the  rules  applicable  to  partner- 
ships. This  thought  is  well  expressed  in 
Jackson  v.  Hooper,  76  N.  J.  Eq.  185,  74 
Atl.  130;  Berry  v.  Colborn,  65  W.  Va.  493, 
64  S.  E.  636,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1018;  Runkle  y. 
Burrage,  202  Mass.  89,  88  N.  E.  677;  Bots- 
ford  v.  Van  Riper,  —  Nev.  — ^,110  Pac.  705. 

What,  then,  tfre  the  respective  rights  of 
the  parties  to  a  joint  adventure  such  as 
this  under  the  facts  disclosed?  Did  the 
death  of  Healy,  after  the  recovery  of  the 
judgment,  operate  to  diminish  the  amount 
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to  which  he  would  have  been  entitled  had 
be  lived  and  presented  the  case  to  this 
court  upon  appeal?  In  other  words,  should 
the  amount  which  his  representative  is  to  re- 
ceive be  diminished  because  the  surviving 
parties  to  the  joint  adventure  went  ahead 
with  the  work,  and  perhaps  did  more  than 
they  would,  had  all  survived  and  followed 
the  case  to  the  end  T  We  have  no  cases  upon 
this  proposition,  nor  have  we  been  able  to 
find  any,  which  are  exactly  in  point.  Under 
our  statutes  joint  tenancies  with  right  of 
survivorship  are  not  favored,  and,  although 
there  may  be  joint  ownership  or  ownership 
in  common  of  personalty,  it  makes  little 
difference  which  we  call  it  in  this  case,  the 
property  does  not  go  to  the  survivors  in 
case  of  the  death  of  one  or  more  of  the  joint 
owners.  Parsons,  in  his  law  of  Partnership, 
states  the  fol lowing?  rules  which  we  regard 
as  applicable  to  the  present  controversy: 
"There  is  not  in  partnership  the  same  sur- 
vivorship as  in  joint  tenancy;  but  there  is 
a  survivorship  which  is  peculiar  to  partner- 
ship. The  death  of  a  partner  invests  the 
surviving  partners  with  the  exclusive  right 
of  possession  and  management  of  the  whole 
partnership  property  and  business;  but  only 
for  the  purpose  of  selling  and  closing  the 
same."  Section  344.  "Until  a  settlement, 
the  representatives  of  the  deceased  cannot 
claim  or  take  any  one  chattel,  or  any  por- 
tion of  the  merchandise.  The  survivors  are, 
from  the  death,  trustees  for  all  concerned 
in  the  partnership,  for  the  representatives 
of  the  deceased,  for  the  creditors  of  the 
firm,  and  for  themselves.  Their  trust  is  to 
wind  up  the  concern  in  the  best  manner  for 
all  interested,  and  therefore  without  un- 
necessary delay;  and  their  powers  are  such 
as  enable  them  most  effectually  to  execute 
that  trust.  Nor  do  we  know  any  difference, 
in  this  respect,  as  to  the  choses  in  posses- 
sion and  those  in  action.  The  surviving 
partners  are  held  strictly  as  trustees;  and 
their  conduct  in  discharging  their  trust  is 
carefully  looked  after  by  courts  of  equity. 
Thus,  like  other  trustees,  they  cannot  sell  the 
property  of  the  firm  and  buy  it  themselves; 
nor,  as  the  converse  of  this,  can  they  buy 
from  themselves  property  for  the  firm. 
Their  trust  being  to  wind  up  the  concern, 
their  powers  are  commensurate  with  the 
trust.  Hence,  they  may  collect,  compro- 
mise, or  otherwise  arrange  all  the  debts  of 
the  firm;  and  their  receipts,  payments,  and 
doings  generally  in  this  behalf  are  valid, 
if  honest  and  within  the  fair  scope  and 
purpose  of  the  trust.  And,  if  there  be  neg- 
ligence, delay,  misconduct,  or  gross  mistake, 
equity  will  interfere,  and  give  the  proper 
relief.  It  is  said  that  the  surviving,  part- 
ners are  trustees  in  part  for  themselves. 
But  while  as  trustees  they  have  all  power 
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and  possession,  they  stand  as  cesiuis  que 
tru3t&nt  on  the  same  footing  as  the  others, 
or,  rather,  must  postpone  themselves  to  the 
creditors  of  the  firm;  and  only  as  to  what 
is  left  after  the  creditors  are  paid  do  they 
come  in  on  equal  terms  with  the  represent- 
atives of  the  deceased,  and  with  each  oth- 
er.   And,  if  there  is  not  enough  to  pay  the 
debts  in  full,  then,  all  being  equally  liable,, 
they  must  do  nothing  to  disturb  or  prevent 
this   equality.''     Section   345,    Parsons   on 
Partnership.  "The  survivors  are  not  bound 
to  continue  the  business  at  all;  and  would 
probably  be  permittted  to  wind  it  up  quite 
abruptly  if  they  chose  not  to  engage  in  new 
transactions  for  the  firm,  or  even  continue 
old  ones,  although  the  new  or  the  old  seemed 
to  promise  a  much  better  winding  up  at  the 
close;     .     .     .    but  if,   by  such  new  busi- 
ness, profit  is  made,  the  survivors  will  be 
bound  to  account  for  this  profit  as  belong- 
ing to  the  firm.     And,  if  no  profit  or  even 
a  loss  is  made,  they  must  be  charged  with 
interest  on   the   funds  they  use,  and  the 
whole  loss  will  be  theirs.     It  seems,  how- 
ever, that,  if  the  survivors  carry  the  busi- 
ness on,  and  make  a  profit  which  is  credit- 
ed to  the  firm,  they  may  be  allowed  some 
compensation  for  their  services,  unless  the 
articles    of    agreement    provide    otherwise. 
And  a  surviving  partner  may  be   allowed 
for  his  time  and  expenses,  under  special  cir- 
cumstances justifying  such  a  claim."    Par- 
sons, Pirtn.  S  346.    In  Ames  v.  Downing,  1 
Bradf.  321,  the  court  said:    "Nor  can  Mr. 
Hicks    charge    commissions    as    surviving 
partner    for    the    collection    of    the    debts. 
His  legal  duty  was  to  collect  the  assets  and 
wind  up  the  business  of  the  firm,  a  duty 
the  law  imposes  upon  him  as  an  incident  to 
the  contract  of  partnership,  and  for  the  per- 
formance of  which  no  remuneration  is  prom- 
ised  or  implied.     Such  a  claim  is  new  to 
me,  and  I  am  not  aware  that  it  is  sup- 
ported by  precedent  or  authority.**    See  al- 
so Beatty  v.  Wray,  19  Pa.  616,  67  Am.  Dec. 
677;  Brown  v.  McFarland,  41  Pa.  129,  ,80 
Am.  Dec.  698.   In  Newell  v.  Humphrey,  37  Vt. 
266,  compensation  was  allowed  a  surviving 
partner  for  closing  up  partly  consummated 
deals;  but  this  was  owing  to  the  peculiar 
facts  of  the  caae.     Shumaker  on  Partner- 
ship states  the  law  in  this  wise:  "The  law 
imposes  upon  the  surviving  partner,  as  an 
incident    to    the    contract    of    partnership, 
the  duty  of  collecting  the  assets  and  wind- 
ing up  the  business  of  the  firm,  and  he  is 
not   entitled   to   compensation   therefor,   in 
the   absence   of    an   express   agreement   to 
that  effect."    Shumaker,  Partn.  p.  286.    He 
cites  in  support  of  this  rule  Ames  v.  Down- 
ing, supra,  and  Young  v.  Scoville,  99  Iowa, 
177,  68  N.  W.  670.    Com.  ex  rel.  Bracken  v. 
Bracken,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  786,  32  S.  W.  609; 
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Coakley  ▼.  Hazelwood,  21  Ky.  L.  Rep.  40. 
49  S.  W.  1067;  Smith  v.  Smith,  51  La.  Anu. 
72,  24  So.  618;  Loom  is  v.  Armstrong,  49 
Mich.  621,  14  N.  W.  505;  Id.,  63  Mich.  355, 
20  N.  W.  867;  Burdick's  Cases,  p.  606.  See 
also  to  same  point,  Denver  v.  Roane,  99 
U.  S.  355,  25  L.  ed.  476;  Comstock  y.  Mc- 
Donald, 126  Mich.  142,  85  N.  W.  679. 

In  the  Young-Scoville  Case,  90  Iowa,  177, 
68  N.  W.  670,  we  said:  "Consequently,  it 
has  in  many  cases  been  held  that  the  rep- 
resentative of  a  deceased  partner  may  have 
the  partnership  settled  and  an  accounting 
had  as  of  a  date  later  than  the  death  of  his 
intestate;  that  to  accomplish  justice  the 
partnership  will  be  treated  as  a  continuing 
one,  and  is  to  be  settled  as  if  there  had  been 
no  dissolution.  Of  necessity  much  depends 
Upon  the  circumstances  of  the  particular 
ease,  and  no  general  rule  can  be  adopted 
which  will  fit  every  controversy  of  the  kind. 
A  court  of  equity  will  undertake  in  this 
kind  of  a  case  to  do  justice  without  refer- 
ence to  any  settled,  fixed,  and  inflexible 
rule.  Parsons,  Partn.  4th  ed.  §  415.  See 
Lindley,  Partn.  Ewell's  ed.  ••  981,  1046, 
Story,  Partn.  §  343;  Taylor  v.  Hutchinson, 
25  Gratt.  544,  18  Am.  Rep.  699;  Phillips  v. 
Reeder,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  99,  11  Mor.  Min.  Rep. 
419;  Robinson  v.  Simmons,  146  Mass.  167, 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  299,  15  N.  E.  558,  and  cases 
therein  cited.  According  to  the  facts  found 
by  the  referee,  the  parties  continued  the 
business  of  the  firm  after  the  death  of  Mrs. 
Laing  just  as  they  had  done  before  her  de- 
mise. No  change  whatever  was  made  by 
reason  of  her  death,  and  it  seems  to  us  en- 
tirely just  and  equitable  to  hold,  under  such 
circumstances,  that  the  affairs  of  the  part- 
nership should  be  closed  as  if  she  had  lived, 
and  were  now  asking  the  dissolution  of  the 
firm,  and  the  settlement  of  its  business. 
Appellant  has  no  right  to  complain  of  this, 
for,  if  he  had  been  so  advised,  he  could  have 
closed  up  the  affairs  of  the  partnership 
immediately  upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Laing. 
As  he  did  not  do  so,  but  elected  to  treat  tlie 
partnership  as  continuing,  he  should  be  held 
to  account  as  if  it  did  in  fact  continue.  An- 
other potent  reason  for  adapting  this  rule 
is  found  in  the  fact  that  the  referee  report- 
ed that  it  was  impossible  to  determine  with 
any  degree  of  accuracy  the  financial  condi- 
tion of  the  firm  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Laing.  We  see  no  error  in  the  rule 
adopted  by  the  referee  as  a  basis  for  the 
accounting.  Again,  it  is  contended  that  the 
referee  and  the  court  were  in  error  in  not 
allowing  Scoville  compensation  for  his  serv- 
ices in  connection  with  the  business  after 
the  death  of  Mrs.  Laing.  It  seems  to  us 
that  this  contention  is  determined  by  thf 
rule  last  above  named.  If  the  partnership. 
for  the  purpose  of  stating  the  account  be- 
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tween  the  parties,  is  to  be  deemed  a  contin- 
uing one,  then  it  is  to  be  treated  as  if  there 
was  in.  fact  no  dissolution  by  death.  If  this 
be  true,  then  neither  James  Laing  nor  Wil- 
liam Scoville  can  claim  anytning  for  their 
services,  as  the  labor  of  one  was  to  offset 
that  of  the  other.  It  is  argued,  however, 
that, .lis  James  Laing  is  not  a  party  to  this 
suit,  he  is  not  bound  by  such  rule,  and  that, 
if  he  may  in  some  subsequent  suit  recover 
for  his  services,  appellant  ought  to  be  al- 
lowed for  his  time  and  labor.  Suflicient  it 
is  to  say  in  answer  to  this  argument  that 
we  do  not  think  the  premises  are  correct. 
James  Laing  and  his  representative  (she 
now  being  dead)  are  clearly  estopped  from 
claiming  anything  for  his  services  rendered 
to  the  firm  after  the  death  of  his  wife. 
There  are  no  facts  found  by  th«>  referee 
from  which  an  agreement  to  compensate  the 
appellant  for  services  performed  can  justly 
or  fairly  be  inferred;  and  without  any 
agreement,  express  or  implied,  there  can  be 
no  allowance  to  either  party  for  labor  and 
services  performed  for  the  partnership. 
Morris  ▼.  Griffin,  83  Iowa,  327,  49  N.  W. 
846;  Levi  v.  Karrick,  13  Iowa,  344;  Board- 
man  v.*  Close,  44  Iowa,  428.  It  is  said, 
however,  that  appellant  was  entitled  to 
compensation  as  surviving  partner  for  clos- 
ing up  the  business.  This  proposition  may 
well  be  doubted.  Starr  v.  Case,  59  Iowa, 
491,  13  N.  W.  645;  Bates,  Partn.  §  772, 
and  authorities  cited.  But,  concede  that  it 
is  correct,  it  is  not  applicable  to  this  case, 
for  the  reason  that  Scoville  did  not  as  sur* 
viving  partner  proceed  to  wind  up  the  busi^ 
ness.  On  the  contrary,  he  continued  it  un,- 
der  an  arrangement  with  James  Laing,  the 
same  is  if  there  had  been  no  dissolution, 
and  there  was  an  implied  understanding,  at 
least,  that  each  should  offset  his  services  as 
against  the  other.  Under  such  circumstanr 
ces,  it  is  clear  that  no  compensation  should 
be  allowed  to  either.  Bates,  Partn.  §  774." 
In  Starr  v.  Case,  cited  in  the  Young  opin- 
ion, we  have  a  case  nearest  in  point  to  any 
to  which  our  attention  has  been  called.  We 
there  said:  "The  plaintiffs  claimed  $80  for 
services  rendered  by  them  in  three  several 
suits  brought  by  them  since  the  death  of 
Sir.  Patterson  for  the  collection  of  claims 
due  the  firm  of  Starr,  Patterson,  &  Harri- 
son. On  motion  of  the  defendants  this  por- 
tion of  the  petition  was  stricken  out.  Of 
this  action  of  the  court  the  plaintiffs  com- 
plain. It  is  conceded  that  the  general  rule 
is  that  surviving  partners  are  not  entitled 
to  compensation  for  settling  the  affairs  of 
the  partnership.  It  is  claimed,  however, 
that  legal  services  rendered  in  the  prosecu- 
tion of  claims  due  the  partnership  consti- 
tute an  exception  to  the  rule.  In  support 
of  this  position,  we  are  referred  to  Van- 
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duzer  ▼.  McMillan,  37  6a.  300.  That  was 
the  case  of  a  mercantile  partnership.  It 
was  held  that  one  of  the  members  of  the 
firm,  who  was  an  attorney,  might  be  enti- 
tled to  compensation  for  services  rendered 
by  himself  in  the  collection  of  claims  due 
the  partnership.  In  that  case  the  render- 
ing of  legal  services  was  entirely  fppeign 
to  the  business  of  the  partnership.  In  this 
case  the  rendering  of  such  services  was  the 
business  for  which  the  copartnership  was 
formed.  We  think  there  is  nothing  in  this 
case  to  make  it  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule." 

The  Denver  Roane  Case,  99  U.  S.  355, 
25  L.  ed.  476,  is  closely  in  point.  The 
other  cases  cited  in  Shumaker  are  more  or 
less  in  point,  and  we  shall  not  review  them. 
We  do  not  say  that  in  no  case  is  a  surviv- 
ing partner  or  owner  of  personal  property 
or  choses  of  action  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  services  rendered.  Much,  of  course, 
depends  upon  the  nature  of  the  enterprise, 
and  of  the  equities  of. the  various  parties. 
But  where  there  is  a  joint  adventure  be- 
tween attorneys,  as  here,  and  the  survivors 
proceed  with  the  case  to  protect  their  mutu- 
al interests,  and  carry  it  through  .to  the 
end,  we  think  the  representative  of  the  de- 
ceased co-owner  or  joint  owner  is  entitled 
to  his  share  of  the  profits  or  proceeds  of 
tlie  joint  enterprise  without  diminution. 
Such  seems  to  be  the  express  holding  in  the 
Starr  Case,  supra.  There  are  no  equities 
here  which  would  justify  the  application  of 
a  different  rule.  In  such  cases  it  would  not 
do  to  ascertain  just  what  services  each  of 
tlie  parties  performed,  and  then  say  that, 
as  one  failed  to  do  all  that  he  should,  either 
by  reason  of  shirking  his  responsibilities  or 
by  reason  of  death,  that  neither  he  nor  his 
representative  should  have  his  full  propor- 
tion of  the  recovery  as  specified  in  the  con- 
tract. Other  considerations  lead  to  the 
same  conclusion;  but  this  opinion  has  al- 
ready grown  so  long  that  we  are  not  justi- 
fied in  amplifying  them. 

For  the  reasons  already  pointed  out,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  order  of  the  trial  court  in 
decreeing  defendant  entitled  to  full  amount 
of  the  deposit  is  correct,  and  it  is  therefore 
affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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R.  T.  STOWE,  Appt., 

V. 

HOUSTON  MORRIS. 
(147  Ky.  386,  144  S.  W.  52.) 

Master   and    servant   —   automobile   ^ 

son  —  liability  of  father. 

A  son  who  has  the  right  to  use  an  auto- 
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mobile  which  his  father  provided  for  the 
comfort  and  pleasure  of  the  family  is  acting 
as  the  servant  of  the  father,  so  as  to  make 
him  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  his  negli- 
gent act  when  he  takes  the  car  without 
special  permission  for  the  entertainment 
of  his  sister  and  her  friends. 

(March  6,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Christian 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries caused  by  the  negligent  operation  of 
an  automobile  by  defendant's  son.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  T.  Edmnnds,  Southall  Sk 
Son,  and  Henry  J.  Stites  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  O.  H.  Bosh  and  W.  T.  Fowler 
for  appellee. 

Winn,  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellee,  Houston  Morris,  a  child 
some  twelve  years  of  age,  in  June,  1910, 
while  riding  a  bicycle,  was  run  down  and 
dragged  by  an  automobile,  the  property  of 
R.  T.  Stowe.  Both  the  child's  legs  were 
broken,  and  other  injuries  were  inflicted  on 
him.  To  recover  damages,  he  brought  his 
action  against  the  ovtuer  of  the  automobile. 
The  jury  brought  in  a  verdict  in  the  child's 
favor  for  $2,000,  and  from  the  judgment 
on  the  verdict  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

It  suffices  to  say  that  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  before  the  jury  to  take  the  case  to 
them  upon  the  question  of  the  negligence  of 
the  driver  of  the  automobile.  No  serious 
complaint  is  made  upon  this  feature  of  the 
case;  nor  is  it  seriously  contended  that  the 
damages  were  excessive,  or  that  there  was 
any  error  in  the  admission  or  rejection  of 
testimony.  There  is  but  one  question  of 
consequence  in  the  record,  and  we  proceed 
directly  to  its  discussion. 

The  car,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  was 
driven  by  Robert  Stowe,  the  eighteen-year- 
old  son  of  the  appellant.  With  him  in  the 
car  were  his  sister,  Miss  Kathleen  Stowe, 
a  Miss  Henry,  who  was  his  first  cousin, 
and  a  couple  of  other  young  ladies,  who 
were  friends  of  his  sister.  Young  Mr.  Stowe 
was  a  deputy  in  the  office  of  his  father,  who 
was  the   county  court  clerk   of  Christian 

Note.  —  The  cases  passing  upon  the  spe- 
cific question  as  to  liability  of  a  father  for 
injuries  infiicted  by  his  automobile  while 
being  used  by  his  child  for  the  latter's 
pleasure  are  gathered  in  the  note  to  Riley 
V.  Roach,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  834,  and  in  the 
earlier  notes  there  referred  to.  Generally, 
to  parent's  liability  for  tort  of  minor  child, 
see  note  to  Broadstreet  v.  Hall,  10  LJLA. 
(N.S.)   933. 
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county;  but  on  the  day  of  the  accident 
young  Stowe  had  been  to  the  office,  and  find- 
ing nothing  to  do,  had  left  without  seeing 
his  father.  Indeed,  he  had  not  seen  him  at 
all  on  that  day,  as  the  young  man  did  not 
arise  for  breakfast.  The  father  gave  him 
no  orders  about  the  use  of  the  car  on  that 
day;  nor  had  anything  passed  between  them 
on  that  day  as  to  the  son's  permission  or 
right  to  use  it.  He  went  for  the  car  of  his 
own  volition,  and  at  his  suggestion  his  sister 
and  the  other  young  ladies  arranged  for 
and  went  on  the  ride  with  him.  The  car 
was  kept  by  the  father  for  the  comfort  and 
pleasure  of  his  family,  including  his  son  and 
daughter.  They  had  the  right  to  use  it  as 
often  as  and  when  they  liked.  The  father 
knew  how  to  run  the  car;  but  the  son  gen- 
erally acted  as  the  driver.  The  son  himself 
testified  that  he  took  his  sister  driving  when 
he  felt  like  it,  and  when  he  did  not  feel  like 
it.  his  father  drove  the  machine;  that  he 
took  her  driving  when  he  wanted  to;  that 
he  took  his  mother  if  she  wanted  to  go; 
and  that  the  machine  was  used  by  the  family 
for  the  pleasure  of  the  family.  The  father 
testified  that  the  young  man  operated  the 
ear  with  his  permission,  and  had  the  au- 
thority and  right  to  use  it  when  he  wanted 
to;  that  his  daughter  had  the  like  right; 
and  that  it  was  used  as  a  family  vehicle. 
This  brief  statement  gives  a  fairly  clear 
understanding  of  the  ownership  of  the  car, 
its  uses,  and  the  relationship  of  the  par- 
ties to  it,  and  of  the  father  and  son  to  each 
other  in  the  use  of  the  car.  This  brings  us 
to  the  question  in  the  case,  i.  e,,  was  the  son, 
under  the  facta  stated  and  at  the  time  of 
the  injury,  a  servant  or  agent  of  the  appel- 
lant? If  he  was,  his  father  is  liable.  If  he 
was  not,  his  father  is  not  liable. 

In  the  first  place,  it  may  be  said  that  a 
considerable  part  of  the  discussion  of  coun- 
sel is  addressed  to  the  idea  that,  even  though 
the  son  was  generally  the  agent  or  servant 
of  the  father  in  the  operation  of  the  car,  the 
father  is  not  liable  under  the  facts  stated 
here,  because  the  son  was  engaged  at  the 
time  in  an  enterprise  of  his  own, — the  seek- 
ing and  giving  of  pleasure  to  himself,  his 
sister,  and  their  friends,  upon  an  excursion 
of  his  own, — in  which  the  father  had  no  in- 
terest, and  which  was  not  in  the  line  or 
scope  of  the  son's  employment.  The  question 
ordinarily  is  a  vital  one  in  cases  of  this 
character;  but  it  is  of  no  consequence  here. 
For  the  only  ground  upon  which  the  father 
can  be  held  answerable  for  this  act  of  his 
son  excludes  the  idea  of  an  Independent 
venture,  under  the  facts  detailed.  That 
ground  is,  as  contended  for  by  the  appellee, 
that  the  machine  was  bought  and  operated 
for  the  pleasure  of  the  family;  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  accident,  the  son  was  engaged 
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in  carrying  out  the  general  purpose  for 
which  the  machine  was  bought  and  kept; 
and  that,  as  he  took  it  out  at  the  time  in 
pursuance  of  general  authority  from  his  fa- 
ther to  take  it  when  he  pleased,  for  the 
pleasure  of  the  family  and  himself  as  a 
member  of  it, — the  purpose  for  which  it  had 
been  bought, — he  was  engaged  in  the  execu- 
tion of  his  father's  business,  i,  e.,  the  sup- 
plying of  recreation  to  the  members  of  the 
father's  family. 

In  order  that  our  statement  may  be  clear, 
we  again  repeat  that  this  is  the  only  basis 
upon  which  it  is  possible  to  predicate  the 
recovery  against  the  father  in  the  case  at 
bar;  for  it  is  established  generally  that  the 
father  is  not  liable  for  the  torts  of  the  son, 
committed  without  his  knowledge  or  author- 
ity, express  or  implied.  Nor  is  it  charged  in 
the  present  case  that  the  father  had  turned 
the  son  loose  with  a  dangerous  agency,  so 
that  the  question  of  whether  that  state  of 
fact,  if  proven,  would  have  rendered  the 
father  liable,  is  not  before  us.  There  is  the 
single  question  stated.  We  find  that  the 
principle  has  been  a  good  deal  discussed  in 
the  different  states  within  the  few  years 
that  motor  vehicles  have  been  in  current 
use.  The  courts  are  not  in  harmony.  The 
question  is  largely  a  new  one  in  Kentucky; 
and  we  have  endeavored  to  arrive  at  a  cor- 
rect answer,  based  upon  precedent  and  upon 
the  general  principles  of  law  which  afi'ect  or 
are  ancillary  to  a  just  exposition  of  the  law. 

The  spirit  of  our  determination,  it  may  be 
remarked,  is  founded  upon  a  Kentucky  case 
which,  though  cited  but  rarely  in  later  Ken- 
tucky cases,  has  been  largely  cited  in  the 
cases  from  other  states,  in  the  text-books, 
and  in  the  general  authority  upon  the  sub- 
ject. The  case  is  that  of  Lashbrook  v.  Pat- 
ten, 1  Duv.  317.  In  this  case  the  appel- 
lant's minor  son,  whilst  driving,  with  his 
father's  approbation,  the  latter's  carriage 
and  team,  conveying  the  son's  two  sisters  to 
a  picnic,  negligently  ran  against  the  car- 
riage of  another.  An  action  was  brought 
against  the  father  for  the  damage.  This 
court  said  that  "the  son  must  be  regarded  as 
in  the  father's  employment,  discharging  a 
duty  usually  performed  by  a  slave,  and 
therefore  must,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit, 
be  regarded  as  his  father's  servant."  The 
opinion  commented  upon  the  fact  that  the 
occupants  of  the  carriage  were  the  members 
of  the  father's  family,  and  that  the  journey 
to  the  picnic,  which,  of  course,  was  purely  in 
the  pursuit  of  pleasure,  was  undertaken 
with  the  father's  approbation.  In  the  case 
at  bar,  the  journey  was  a  journey  in  pur- 
suit of  pleasure,  of  which  at  least  two  mem- 
bers of  the  father's  family  were  the  benefi- 
ciaries. There  had  been,  it  is  true,  no  ex- 
press consent  for  the  particular  journey,  l)ut 
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the  consent  was  broader;  for  it  was  a  con- 
seDt  so  general  as  that  it  embraced  any  time 
and  any  journey  for  which  the  pleasure- 
seeking  young  members  of  the  family  might 
see  fit  to  use  the  car.  In  consonance  with 
the  Kentucky  authority  named,  enlarging 
the  discussion  and  applying  the  same  princi- 
ples to  the  modern  automobile,  instead  of 
the  carriage,  the  case  of  Daily  v.  Maxwell, 
162  Mo.  App.  415,  133  S.  W.  351,  decided 
in  January,  1911,  upon  facts  largely  simi- 
lar to  those  proven  in  the  case  at  bar,  es- 
tablishes the  liability  of  the  father.  It  is 
interesting  to  observe  the  facts  in  that  case 
and  the  conclusions  reached,  as  a  growth 
from  the  Kentucky  case.  Mr.  Maxwell  re- 
lied upon  his  son,  a  boy  of  sixteen,  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  chauffeur  to  the  family. 
At  the  time  of  the  accident  from  which 
arose  that  litigation,  the  son  nad  asked  and 
obtained  the  consent  of  the  elder  Maxwell 
to  take  some  of  his  young  friends — three 
girls  and  a  boy — automobile  riding.  It  was 
the  boy's  party,  and  the  father  had  naught 
to  do  with  it,  except  to  give  his  consent  to 
the  use  of  the  car  for  the  pleasure  of  his 
son  and  his  son's  friends.  The  father's  lia- 
bility was  made  to  turn  upon  the  precise 
question  that  we  have  named  as  the  single 
vital  question  in  this  case.  The  opinion 
first  remarked  the  entire  accord  of  authority 
that  the  owner  of  a  car  cannot  be  held  lia- 
ble in  his  absence,  except  that  it  be  shown 
that  the  person  in  charge  of  the  car  not 
only  was  the  owner's  servant,  but  was  en- 
gaged at  the  time  in  his  business  as  well. 
The  opinion  then  sets  out  the  rule  so  aptly 
that  we  quote  from  it  somewhat  at  length 
as  an  expression  of  the  view  which  we  have 
reached  as  the  proper  view.    It  says: 

"Should  we  regard  the  relationship  be- 
tween the  two  defendants  merely  as  that  of 
owner  and  chauffeur,  master  and  servant, 
the  owner  should  not  be  held  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  the  chauffeur,  since  the  evi- 
dence shows  beyond  question  that  the  latter 
was  using  the  machine  merely  for  his  own 
pleasure.  But  Ernest  [the  son]  was  more 
than  a  mere  chauffeur.  He  was  the  minor 
son  of  the  owner,  and  was  using  the  car  for 
his  own  pleasure,  it  is  true,  but  with  the 
permission  of  his  father,  and  for  one  of  the 
very  uses  for  which  his  father  kept  the  ve- 
hicle. The  evidence  discloses  that  the  ma- 
chine was  devoted  to  the  use  of  the  family 
of  which  Ernest  was  a  member.  It  was  a 
pleasure  vehicle,  and,  when  used  for  the 
pleasure  of  one  of  the  minor  children  of 
the  owner,  how  can  it  be  said  that  it  was 
not  being  used  on  business  of  the  owner? 
It  is  the  practice  of  parents  to  provide  their 
children  healthful  and  innocent  amusements 
and  recreations;  and  certainly  it  is  as  much 
the  business  of  parentage  to  supervise  and 
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^  control  the  pleasures  of  their  children  as  it 
'  is  to  give  them  nurture  and  education.  Had 
Ernest  been  taking  his  mother  for  a  pleas- 
ure ride,  instead  of  taking  some  of  his 
young  friends,  no  one  would  contend  that  he 
was  not  on  his  father's  business ;  or,  had  he 
been  using  the  car  on  an  errand  of  his  own, 
such  as  shopping  for  himself,  or  going  to 
school,  he  would  have  been  on  his  father's 
business,  since  it  was  the  duty  of  his  father 
to  support  and  educate  him.  The  rule  that 
a  father  is  not  liable  for  the  torts  of  his 
minor  child  applies  only  to  cases  where  the 
tort  is  conunitted  without  the  consent  of 
the  parent,  and  without  the  scope  of  any 
duty  he  owes  his  child.  We  conclude  that, 
in  running  the  car  with  the  consent  of  his 
father  and  within  the  scope  of  the  family 
uses,  Ernest  was  the  agent  and  servant  of 
his  father." 

So,  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  father  had  pro- 
vided his  family  with  this  car  as  a  means  of 
recreation  and  amusement;  and  the  son,  in 
the  use  of  the  car  for  that  purpose,  was  not 
performing  an  independent  service  of  his 
own,  but  was  carrying  out  what,  within  the 
spirit  of  the  matter,  was  the  business  of  the 
father. 

The  case  of  Moon  v.  Matthews,  227  Pa. 
488,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  136  Am.  St.  Rep. 
902,  76  Atl.  219,-  is  in  point.  In  that  case 
the  chauffeur,  under  the  direction  of  de- 
fendant's sister,  who  made  her  home  with 
him  as  a  member  of  his  family,  had  taken 
the  car,  and  was  driving  tiis  sister  with 
some  of  her  guests,  entirely  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  owner.  It  was  remarked 
that  the  occupants  of  the  car  were  the  de- 
fendant's friends  and  guests  of  his  sister, 
and  that  the  errand  upon  which  the  car 
was  taken  was  entirely  proper  and  fitting 
in  itself.  The  master  was  held  liable. 
There  is  other  general  authority  to  sustain 
the  same  position;  but  the  quotation  made 
from  Daily  v.  Waxwell  is  so  excellent  an 
exponent  of  our  view  that  we  do  not  en- 
large upon  the  authorities. 

It  is  true  that  there  is  authority  of  a 
most  excellent  character  in  direct  conflict 
with -the  views  which  we  have  set  out.  Nota- 
ble among  the  cases  are  those  of  Doran  v. 
Thomsen,  76  N.  J.  L.  764,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
335,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  677,  71  Atl.  296,  and 
Maher  v.  Benedict,  123  App.  Div.  679,  108 
N.  Y.  Supp.  228;  but  the  conclusion  reached 
by  us  is  sustained  both  by  the  case  of  Lash- 
brook  V.  Patten,  from  this  court,  and  by 
what  we  believe  to  be  the  sounder  argument. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  protract  this  discus- 
sion of  the  law  by  any  general  consideration 
of  the  elementary  principles,  whether  con- 
tractual or  from  custom,  which  create  the 
relation  of  master  and  servant,  nor  to  dis- 
cuss the  general  but  well-settled  liability  of 
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the  master  for  the  servant's  negligence 
whilst  in  the  furtherance  of  the  master's 
business. 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  judgment  of 
the  trial  court  is  affirmed. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OP  APPEAIiS. 

JOHN  J.  RADEL  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

CHRISTINE  BORCHES. 

(147  Ky.  506,  145  S.  W.  155.) 

Carrier  —  funeral  carriages  —  duty  to 
passengers. 

1.  Although  a  contract  for  carriages  for 
a  funeral  is  made  hy  a  member  or  friend 
of  the  family,  and  the  undertaker  knows 
only  in  a  general  way  the  number  and 
names  of  those  who  are  to  be  transported, 
his  contract  duty  of  care  exists  in  favor 
of  each  passenger. 

Master  and  servant  —  undertaker  » 
foneral  carriages  •—  subcontract  — 
liability. 

2.  An  undertaker  who  contracts  to  ftir- 
n*sh  carriages  for  a  funeral  cannot  escape 
liability  to  an  occupant  of  a  carriage  in> 
jured  by  negligence  of  the  driver,  on  the 
ground  that  he  sublet  the  contract  to  an 
independent  contractor,  if  the  employers 
did  not  consent  to  the  subcontract. 

Same  —  driver  leaving  vehicle  —  run- 
nlnfir  away  of  team  —  scope  of  em- 
ployment. 

3.  The  owner  of  a  hired  vehicle  is  not 
relieved  from  liability  for  injury  to  an  oc- 

'  cupant  due  to  the  running  away  of  the 
horses,  by  the  fact  that  the  driver  had 
left  the  team  to  visit  a  saloon,  on  the  the- 
ory that  by  so  doing  he  was  acting  outside 
the  scope  of  his  employment. 

Kvidence  —  statement  of  servant  after 
accident  —  admissibility. 

4.  In  an  action  to  hold  the  owner  of  a 
vehicle  liable  for  injury  to  an  occupant 
through  the  driver's  negligence,  a  state- 
ment by  the  driver  after  the  accident  is 
admissible  in  evidence  to  contradict  state- 
ments made  by  him  as  a  witness. 

Same  ^  physician  -« complaints  of  per- 
sons injured.  . 

6.  Evidence  is  not  admissiblp  in  an  ac- 
tion to  hold  one  liable  in  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  due  to  his  negligence,  to  the 
effect  that  two  months  after  the  accident 
the  injured  person  complained  to  his  phy- 
sician that  he  was  suffering  from  dizziness 
and  sleeplessness. 

Note.  —  The  question  of  who  is  respon- 
sible for  acts  of  a  driver  of  a  hired  vehicle 
is  covered  bv  a  note  to  Ash  v.  Centur\ 
Lumber  Co.  38  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  973,  and  earli- 
er notes  referred  to  therein, 
30  UKAfiN.8.) 


IJivery  —  absence  of  driver  —  running 
away  of  team  —  consent  of  owner  — 
liability. 

6.  An  occupant  of  a  hired  carriage  can- 
not hold  the  owner  liable  for  injury  due  to 
the  running  away  of  the  team  during  the 
absence  of  the  driver,  leaving  the  team  un- 
attended, if  the  driver  acted  at  the  request, 
or  with  the  consent,  of  the  occupant. 

(March   13,    1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Campbell 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Dempsey  &  Neiberdlng,  for 
appellant: 

In  the  ordinary  hiring  from  a  livery 
company  of  a  carriage,  horses,  and  driver, 
the  hirer,  who  exercises  no  control  over 
the  driver  further  than  a  general  direction 
where  to  go,  is  not  the  master  or  superior 
of  the  driver,  so  as  to  render  such  hirer 
liable  in  damages  to  a  third  person  for 
injuries  received  through  the  negligence 
of  such  driver. 

Boniface  v.  Relyea,  36  How.  Pr.  457; 
Nicholson  v.  E.  P.  McGovern  Undertaking 
Co.  41  Colo.  1,  92  Pac.  225;  Frerker  v. 
Nicholson,  41  Colo.  12,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1122,  92  Pac.  224,  14' Ann.  Cas.  730;  Hersh- 
berger  v.  Lynch,  9  Sadler  (Pa.)  91,  11  Atl. 
642;  Jahn  v.  McKnight,  117  Ky.  655,  78  S. 
W.  802;  Little  v.  Hackett,  116  U.  S.  366, 
29  L.  ed.  652,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  391;  Joslin 
v.  Grand  Rapids  Ice  Co.  50  Mich.  516, 
45  Am.  Rep.  54,  15  N.  W.  887;  DriscoU  v. 
Towle,  181  Mass.  416,  63  N.  E.  922;  Guar- 
man  v.  Burnett,  6  Mees.  &  W.  508,  9  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  308,  4  Jur.  969;  Huff  v.  Ford, 
126  Mass.  24,  30  Am.  Rep.  645;  Michael 
V.  Stanton,  3  ITun,  462;  Ames  v.  Jordan, 
71  Me.  450,  36  Am.  Rep.  352;  Crockett  v. 
Calvert,  8  Ind.  127;  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W. 
R.  Co.  v.  Steinbrenner,  47  N.  J.  L.  162, 
54  Am.  Rep.  126;  Fenner  v.  Crips  Bros. 
109  Iowa,  455,  80  N.  W.  526;  Foster  v. 
Wadsworth-Howland  Co.  168  111.  514,  48  N. 
E.  163;  Weyant  v.  New  York  *  H.  R.  Co.  3 
IJuer,  360. 

An  undertaker  is  nothing  more  nor  less 
than  a  livery  man,  and  as  such  is  bound 
onlv  to  furnish  a  careful  driver,  a  safe 
vehicle,  and  horses  of  ordinary  disposition. 

McGregor  v.  Gill,  114  Tenn.  521,  108  Am. 
St  Rep.  919,  86  S.  W.  318;  Payne  v.  Hal- 
stead,  44  111.  A  pp.  97. 

A  master  is  liable  only  for  acts  of  com- 
mission or  omission  done  by  a  servant  in 
the    scope   of   the   regular   employment. 

McCarthy  ▼?  TfmminS}   178  Mass.  378, 
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86  Am.  St.  Rep.  490,  59  N.  E.  1038;  Ather- 
ton  V.  Kansas  City  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  lOG 
Mo.  App.  591,  81  S.  W.  223;  Slater  v.  Ad- 
vance Thresher  Co.  97  Minn.  305,  5  L.R.A. 
(N.  S.)  698,  107  N.  W.  133;  Higgins  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  75,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  637,  50  N.  E.  500. 

Testimony  of  a  physician  called  as  an  ex- 
pert witness  as  to  substantive  conditions, 
where  opinion  is  based  on  acts  and  state- 
ments of  injured  persons,  is  inadmissible. 

Chesapeake  &,  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Wiley,  134 
Ky.  461,  121  S.  W.  402. 

Alleged  admissions  of  a  witness  detail- 
ing circumstances  surrounding  an  accident, 
but  not  forming  part  of  the  res  gesta 
and  made  a  long  time  after  such  accident, 
are  inadmissible  to  contradict  such  wit- 
ness, where  the  alleged  admissions  them- 
selves  would   be   incompetent   as   evidence. 

Parker  v.  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg. 
Co.  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1391,  77  S.  W.  1109. 

Messrs.  Ramsey  Washington  and 
Howard  M.  Benton  for  appellee. 

Winn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  appellant  is  an  undertaking  concern. 
On  October  6,  1910,  it  conducted  the  fu- 
neral of  one  John  Lickert.  The  appellee 
attending  the  funeral.  Upon  the  return 
trip  from  the  cemetery,  the  driver  of  the 
carriage  in  which  appellee  was  riding,  at 
the  direction  of  one  of  the  occupants  of 
the  carriage,  stopped  in  front  of  the 
Heidelburg  Caf4.  The  two  men  occupants 
left  the  carriage  and  went  inside  tlie  caf€. 
The  driver  wrapped  his  lines  about  the 
brake  and  went  in  also.  The  team  ran 
away.  Mrs.  Borches  jumped  or  was 
thrown  from  the  carriage,  and  brought 
her  action  against  the  undertaking  com- 
pany to  recover  for  the  injuries  which  she 
claimed  to  have  received.  She  recovered 
a  judgment  for  $597,  and  the  undertak- 
ing  company   appeals. 

The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  Radel 
Company  had  charge  of  the  funeral;  that 
she  went  to  the  funeral  in  a  carriage 
furnished  by  defendant  for  that  purpose; 
that  the  carriage  was  managed  and  under 
the  control  of  defendant,  its  agents,  and 
employees;  and  that,  by  reason  of  theix 
negligence  in  leaving  the  horses  unfastened 
and  unattended  the  runawav  and  her 
injuries  occurred.  The  answer  did  not  deny 
that  defendant  furnished  the  carriage, 
but  did  deny  that  it  was  under  the  con- 
trol of  the  defendant,  its  agents  or  em- 
ployees, or  that  they  were  guilty  of  any 
negligence,  or  that  the  injury  occurred. 
The  evidence  upon  the  plaintiff's  side  of 
the  facts  about  the  furnishing  of  the 
carriage,  is,  in  substance,  that  plaintiff 
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attended  the  funeral  aa  a  relative  of  the  de- 
cedent; that  she  was  put  into  this  carriage 
by  a  representative  of  the  Radel  Company; 
that  a  burial  association  of  which  de- 
cedent was  a  member  had  furnished, 
through  the  Radel  Company,  three  car- 
riages for  the  funeral;  that  the  decedent's 
sister  ordered  three  extra  carriages  from 
a  representative  of  the  Radel  Company, 
that  it  was  in  one  of  these  extra  carriages 
that  plaintiff  was  at  the  time  of  her  injury: 
that  the  bill  had  been  made  out  by  the 
Radel  Company  against  the  estate  of  the 
decedent  for  the  extra  carriages,  and  been 
paid  by  the  decedent's  sister.  The  evidence 
upon  defendant's  side  upon  this  question  is, 
in  substance,  that  these  carriages  were 
hired  for  the  funeral;  that  they  were  hired 
by  a  representative  of  the  Radel  Company 
from  the  Queen  City  Livery  Company,  an 
independent  concern;  that  the  Radel  Com- 
pany kept  no  carriages;  that  it  had  no 
control  over  the  carriage  driver;  that  the 
livery  company  sent  the  carriages,  under 
orders  from  the  undertaker,  to  the  house, 
thence  to  the  cemetery,  and  thence  back  to 
the  house. 

We  think  it  clear  that,  in  arranging 
for  the  transportation  of  the  decedent's 
relatives  and  family,  the  undertaking 
company  owes  the  same  contract  obliga- 
tion to  each  of  them,  though  it  may  not 
know,  save  in  the  most  general  way,  the 
number  and  names  of  those  who  are  to 
be  transported.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that,  in  the  distressing  sur- 
roundings of  this  nature,  someone  of  the 
family,  or  some  friend  of  the  family,  acts 
for  all;  and  it  is  right  that  the  obliga-  ^ 
tions,  whatever  they  may  be,  assumed  or 
owed  by  the  undertaker,  should  be  held  as 
contract  obligations  owed  to  all.  The  two 
facts  stated  above,  as  appearing  upon  the 
sides,  are  not  in  conflict.  But  the  diver- 
gence of  position  comes  In  that  the  plain- 
tiff insists  that  since  the  carriages  were 
ordered  of  the  undertaking  concern  and 
supplied  by  it,  it,  in  effect,  was  the  livery- 
man, and  is  answerable  to  the  plaintiff 
not  otherwise  than  as  if  the  carriages  had 
been  its  own;  while  the  defendant's  posi- 
tion is  that  the  carriage  was  furnished 
by  an  independent  contractor,  the  livery 
company,  and  that  defendant  is  not  respon- 
sible for  any  negligence  of  the  independent 
concern's  servants  or  agents. 

The  error  in  the  Radel  Company's  con- 
ception of  its  case  lies  in  its  misimder- 
standing  of  the  facts.  Under  the  evidence, 
it  undertook  to  supply  the  carriages. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  in  supplying 
them  it  was  only  to  act  as  agent  in  pro- 
curing them,  or  that  they  were  to  be  sup- 
plied by  another   or   independent  contrac* 
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tor,  or  that  it  waa  so  understood  by  those 
to  whom  the  carriages  were  to  be  supplied. 
Nor  waa  the  injury  suffered  by  anjr  third 
person,  as  against  whom  the  fact  of  the 
independent  service  could  be  shown.  The 
rule  is  clear  beyond  argument  that  one 
who  undertakes  by  contract  to  do  for  an- 
other a  given  thing  cannot  excuse  him- 
self to  the  other  for  a  faulty  performance, 
or  a  failure  to  perform,  by  showing  that 
he  has  engaged  another  to  perform  in  his 
place,  and  that  the  fault  or  failure  is 
that  of  another  or  independent  contractor. 
It  would  be  different,  of  course,  if  it  were 
shown  that  the  substituted  performance, 
the  engaging  of  another  to  perform,  was 
with  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of 
the  one  with  whom  he  undertook  his  con- 
tract obligation.  If  it  were  shown  here,  to 
illustrate,  that  either  the  plaintiff,  or  the 
member  of  the  family  who  engaged  the 
carriages,  knew  that  the  Badel  Company 
would  not  supply  the  carriages,  or  under* 
stood  or  assented  that  they  were  to  be  sup- 
plied by  another,  then  the  plaintiff's  claim 
would  be  against  that  other,  unless  it 
should  be  shown  by  the  evidence,  as  it  was 
not,  that  the  complete  direction,  author- 
ity, and  control  of  the  carriage  and  its 
owner  were  surrendered  for  the  time  being 
to  the  Radel  Company. 

The  state  of  fact  just  supposed,  ».  e., 
that  it  was  understood  in  the  contract 
with  the  Kadel  Company  that  the  car- 
riages were  in  fact  to  be  supplied  by  an- 
other under  a  hiring  by  it,  would  bring  the 
case  within  the  rule  argued  by  appellant, 
that,  in  an  ordinary  hiring  from  a  livery 
company,  the  hirer,  who  exercises  no  con- 
,trol  over  the  driver  further  than  the  right 
to  generally  direct  where  to  go,  is  not  the 
master,  so  as  to  render  him  liable  in  dam- 
ages to  a  third  person  for  injuries  received 
through  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the 
vehicle.  The  appellant's  trouble  in  this 
respect,  as  above  pointed  out,  lies  in  that 
the  plaintiff  was  not  a  "third  person;" 
per  contra,  she  was  a  party  to  the  con- 
tract made  with  the  Radel  Company  where, 
in  so  far  as  the  evidence  upon  the  trial 
disclosed,  that  company  itself  was  to  fur- 
nish the  carriages.  The  notes  to  Frerkcr  v. 
Nicholson,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1122,  illus- 
trate the  distinction.  The  case  to  which 
.the  notes  are  appended  seems  to  us  to  be 
unsound  as  applied  to  the  facts  at  bar,  in 
that  it  treats  the  occupant  of  the  carriage 
as  a  third  person,  and  not  as  one  entering 
into  the  contractual  relation  with  the  in- 
herent contractual  right  to  look  for  reason- 
ably safe  transportation  f^  the  one  who,  so 
far  as  the  record  disclosed,  bore  the  whole 
obligation  to  supply  the  carriage.  The 
case  of  Hershberger  v.  Lynch,  9  Sadler 
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(Pa.)  91,  11  Atl.  642,  cited  by  appellant, 
was  likewise  the  case  of  an  injury  to  one 
driving  his  own  vehicle  a  third  person, 
who  sought  to  recover  from  Hershberger, 
a  livery  stable  keeper,  damages  for  an 
injury  by  the  latter's  carriage  which  was 
temporarily  engaged  in  the  service  of  an- 
other liveryman.  The  court  held  with 
entire  soundness  that  if  the  other  livery- 
man only  had  the  temporary  control  of 
the  vehicle,  with  the  right  to  its  use  and 
route,  and  without  control  over  its  serv- 
ant, the  right  to  discharge  him  and  the 
like,  Hershberger,  and  not  the  other  livery- 
man, would  be  liable.  We  believe  it  would 
have  been  ruled  differently  had  the  injury 
been  to  one  who  had  hired  the  carriage 
from  the  other  liveryman,  and  without  his 
knowledge  had  been  supplied  by  the  other 
liveryman  with  a  carriage  not  his  own. 

The  case  of  Boniface  v.  Relyea,  36  How. 
Pr.  457,  is  much  relied  upon  by  the  appel- 
lant. The  opinion  sustains  his  position, 
save  that  it  is  not  very  clear  that  the  un- 
dertaker himself  agreed  to  furnish  the 
teams.  The  proof  rather  went  to  show 
that*  he  was  to  have  entire  superintend- 
ence of  the  funeral,  and  as  such  among 
other  things,  was  to  see  that  carriages 
were  present.  But  the  fallacy  of  the  argu- 
ment of  the  learned  judge  in  that  case  lies 
in  that  he  eliminates  altogether  the  con- 
tractual relation.  He  says,  by  way  of  illus- 
trating the  unreasonableness  of  the  position, 
that  if  he  were  to  hire  a  hackney  coach 
from  a  public  stand,  and  the  driver  should 
negligently  injure  another,  he,  the  hirer, 
would  be  responsible;  and  it  is  upon  such 
line  of  reasoning  that  he  finds  the  un- 
dertaker there  not  liable.  He  should  have 
extended  his  reasoning  further.  He  should 
have  illustrated  the  real  position  by  put- 
ting himself  in  the  position  of  one  who, 
for  hire,  was  supplying  the  carriage  to  an- 
other; and  then,  had  the  one  he  had 
undertaken  to  carry  by  contract  been 
injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  driver, 
he  would  have  more  aptly  illustrated  the 
facts  obtaining  in  his  case.  The  error 
of  the  writer  is  apparent  by  the  fact  that 
he  rests  his  case  largely  upon  .the  case  of 
Laugher  v.  Pointer,  5  Barn.  &  C.  547,  8 
Dowl.  &  R.  550,  4  L.  J.  K.  B.  309.  Had 
he  noted  th^  distinction  drawn  here  he 
would  have  observed  that  in  that  case  the 
injured  person  was  a  third  party  entirely, 
who  bore  no  contractual  relation  either  to 
the  owner  or  hirer  of  the  vehicle. 

The  case  of  Little  v.  Hacfcett,  116  U.  S. 
366,  29  L.  ed.  652,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  391, 
cited  by  appellant,  is  an  authority  for  no 
other  principle  than  the  one  conceded  here, 
— that  one  who  hires  and  uses  a  public  car- 
riage is  not  responsible  for  the  negligence 
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of  the  driver,  in  the  absence  of  complete 
control  and  dominion  over  him.  It  does 
not  discuss  at  all  the  rights  of  one  who 
contracts  from  another  the  right  to  use 
a  vehicle,  and  his  consequent  right,  if 
injured}  to  recover  against  that  other,  in 
the  absence  of  any  knowledge  or  agree- 
ment that  the  other  supplied  a  vehicle 
not   his   own. 

In  the  case  of  Joslin  v.  Grand  Rapids 
Ice  Co.  50  Mich.  516,  45  Am.  Rep.  54,  15 
N.  W.  887,  cited  by  appellant,  Joslin,  the 
plaintiff,  was  driving  his  own  horse  and 
buggy,  and  was  injured  by  a  collision  with 
a  wagon  driven  by  an  employee  of  the  ice 
company.  The  case  nowhere  touches  the 
question  of  a  contract  right,  but  purely 
turns  upon  the  question  as  to  who  may  be 
responsible  for  injury  to  a  third  and 
disinterested    person. 

The  case  of  Foster  v.  Wadsworth-How- 
land  Co.  168  111.  514,  48  N.  E.  163,  cited 
by  appellant,  is  the  case  of  the  killing  of 
a  child,  a  third  party,  and  is  therefore 
not  applicable  here. 

The  case  of  DriscoU  v.  Towle,  181  Mass. 
416,  63  N.  E.  922,  cited  by  appellant*  was 
the  case  of  a  third  person  injured  by  the 
negligent  driving  of  a  wagon.  The  ques- 
tion was  as  to  whether  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  against  the  owner  of  the  wagon 
and  general  master  of  the  driver,  or 
against  one  to  whom  the  wagon  and  driver 
had  been  sublet.  There  was  no  element  of 
contract  present. 

The  case  of  Jahn  v.  McKnight,  117  Ky. 
655,  78  S.  W.  862,  cited  by  appellant, 
was  one  wherein  Jahn,  a  telegraph  mes- 
senger boy,  while  riding  his  bicycle  on  the 
street,  had  been  struck  and  killed  by  a 
delivery  wagon  drawn  by  a  runaway  horse. 
The  wagon  in  question  was  under  hire  to 
McKnight  &  Company,  by  its  owner,  who 
was  in  the  habit  of  letting  it  out  for  haul- 
ing. In  an  effort  to  recover  against  Mc- 
Knight &  Company,  it  was  held  that  under 
this  state  of  fact  the  driver  of  the  wagon 
was  not  th«  servant  of  McKnight  &  Com- 
pany, and  that  there  was  no  liability  on 
their  part  for  his  negligence. 

And  so  in  all  the  vehicle  cases  to  which 
our  attention  has  been  invited,  or  which 
we  have  examined  upon  our  own  initiative, 
with  the  possible  exception  of  the  Boniface 
Case  and  the  Frerker  Case,  the  injury  was 
done  to  some  third  person,  where  there 
was  an  entire  absence  of  any  duty  owed 
under  contract.  It  may  be  that  at  the 
time  the  arrangements  were  made  for  the 
funeral,  it  was  understood  that  in  fur- 
nishing the  teams  the  Radel  Company 
was  merely  acting  as  the  agent  of  the 
family  in  obtaining  the  teams;  but  we 
must  take  the  record  as  we  find  it.  It  is 
matter  of  common  knowledge  that  under- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


takers  do  supply  carriages  and  teams  of 
their  own.  The  record  brought  up  here 
shows  an  engagement  by  the  Radel  Com- 
pany to  furnish  the  carriages.  The  trial 
court  therefore  properly  'overruled  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  premptory  instruction 
in  this  aspect  of  the  case;  nor  was  there 
any  error  in  so  much  of  the  instruction 
given,  under  the  facts  presented  upon  the 
former  trial,  as  assumed  that  the  driver 
was  the  agent  of  the  Radel  Company. 
If,  upon  the  return  of  the  case  to  the 
trial  court,  any  evidence  should  be  in- 
troduced showing  any  understanding  or 
knowledge  and  acquiescence  upon  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  the  one  who  hired  the 
carriages,  either  that  in  procuring  them 
the  Radel  Company  acted  as  agent  or 
was  to  furnish  the  vehicles  of  another,  the 
court  will  submit  the  question  to  the  jury 
by  an  appropriate  instruction,  relieving 
the  Radel  Company,  in  case  there  was 
such  an  understanding;  and  this  upon 
the  well-established  general  authority  that 
although  a  driver  may  be  ordered  by  those 
who  have  dealt. with  his  master  to  go  to 
this  place  or  that,  to  take  this  or  that 
burden,  to  hurry,  or  take  his  time,  never- 
theless, in  respect  to  the  driver's  conduct 
and  the  control  of  his  horses,  he  remains 
subject  to  no  orders  but  those  of  the  man 
who  pays  him,  and  his  master,  and  not 
the  one  who  has  dealt  with  the  master, 
can    be   held   liable    therefor. 

It  is  argued  by  appellant  that  in  going 
into  the  caf^  or  bar  the  servant  was  upon 
an  independent  service  of  his  own,  and 
that  therefore  there  was  no  obligation 
upon  the  master  for  any  damage*- resulting 
from  it.  The  conclusion  is  false,  because^ 
the  premise  is  false.  The  accident  did 
not  arise  as  the  result  of  anything  done 
by  the  driver  while  absent  from  the  car- 
riage, but  from  his  neglect  in  leaving 
the  carriage. 

Appellant  also  complains  of  the  admis- 
sion of  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses 
who  were  called  by  plaintiff  in  rebuttal, 
and  who  were  permitted  to  testify  as  to 
a  certain  statement  the  driver  of  the  car- 
riage had  made  to  them  about  the  accident. 
The  driver  had  been  introduced  bv  the 
defendant,  and  upon  cross-examination  by 
plaintiff  had  been  asked  whether  he  made, 
such  a  statement,  which  he  denied.  Both 
when  the  question  was  asked  of  him,  and 
when  the  witnesses  were  put  on  to  show 
that  he  had  made  the  statement,  the  court 
properly  limited  the  jury's  consideration 
of  the  testimony  to  its  effect  upon  the 
credibility  of  the  driver's  testimony.  There 
was  therefore  no  error  in  its  admission. 

The  conversation,  of  course,  was  not 
competent  as  substantive  testimony,  since 
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it    occurred    some    three    weeks    after    the 
time  of  the  injury. 

Complaint  is  also  made  of  the  admis- 
sion of  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Shaler  Berry» 
a  witness  introduced  on  behalf  of  plain- 
tiff, wherein  he  testified  that  he  saw  her 
in  December  after  the  accident;  that  she 
exhibited  to  him  a  scar  about  2  ^ches 
long  across  the  top  of  her  head,  which  she 
said  she  had  received  from  being  thrown 
out  of  a  carriage  on  the  pike;  that  she 
was  complaining  that  since  the  accident 
she  had  suffered  from  various  nervous 
manifestations,  dizziness,  lieadache  and 
the  like.  The  witness  further  said  that 
a  physician  could  not  prove  whether  a 
woman  was  sleepless  or  dizzy,  and  that'  he 
had  to  rely  upon  her  statements  for  that. 
It  was  error  to  refuse  this  instruction, 
cident  when  he  saw  her.  The  testimony 
comes  within  the  condemnation  of  like 
testimony  in  Chesapeake  &,  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wiley,  134  Ky.  461,  121  S.  W.  402,  and 
its  admission  was  error. 

There  was  testimony  given  by  defendant 
to  the  effect  that  the  driver  left  the  car- 
riage upon  the  invitation  of  its  occu- 
pants, and  an  instruction  was  asked  and 
refused,  in  substance,  that,  if  the  driver 
left  the  carriage  at  the  invitation  of  its 
occupants,  the  defendant  was  not  liable. 
It  was  error  to  refuse  this  instruction. 
Upon  a  retrial  of  the  case  an  instruction 
will  be  given  in  substance  as  follows: 
'*If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  driver  of  the  carriage  left  at  the  in- 
vitation or  request  of  the  plaintiff,  or  at 
the  request  or  invitation  of  any  of  its  pas-, 
sengers  in  the  presence  of  and  without' 
objection  by  the  plaintiff,  the  law  is  for 
the  defendant,  and  the  jury  will  so  find." 

For  the  reasons  given,  the  judgment 
of  the  trial  court  is  reversed  for  proceed- 
ings consistent  herewith. 
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V. 

CHARLES   A.    STICKNEY,    Respt. 

(116  Minn.  299,  133  N.  W.  866.) 

landlord  and  tenant  »  absence  of  Are 
escape  —  waiTer  of  rent. 

The  owner  of  a  building,  who,  during  the 
term  of  a  lease  thereof,  unlawfully  fails  to 
oquip  such  building  with  fire  escapes,  cnn- 
not  maintain  an  action  upon  such  lease  for 
ront. 

(December  22,  1911.) 

Headnote  bv  Siicpbon,  J. 
•:\)  L.R.A(N.S.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Ramsey  County 
in  defendant's  favor  and  from  an  order  de- 
nying a  motion  for  new  trial  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  rent  claimed  to  be  due 
and  unpaid.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edgerto'n  &  Edgerton,  for  ap- 
pellant : 

It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  legislature 
to  confiscate  the  property  of  the  owner  of  a 
flat  building  or  apartment  for  failure  to 
comply  with  the  law  in  regard  to  fire  es- 
capes, considering,  for  the  sake  of  argu- 
ment, that  the  law  has  been  violated.  Had 
the  legislature  ever  intended  that  such  ad- 
ditional penalty  would  be  incurred,  it  was 
easy  enough  for  it  to  say  so. 

De  Mers  v.  Daniels,  39  Minn.  158,  39  N. 
W.  98;  Toledo  Tie  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Thomas, 
33  W.  Va.  566,  26  Ajp.  St.  Rep.  926,  11  S. 
E.  37;  Columbus  Ins.  Co.  v.  Walsh,  18  Mo. 
229;  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMillen, 
24  Ohio  St.  67 ;  Harris  v.  Runnels,  12  How. 
79,  13  L.  ed.  901. 

Where  the  statute  annexes  a  penalty, 
contracts  made  without  compliance  with 
the  statute  are  nevertheless  valid,  on  the 
ground  that  the  purpose  of  the  statute  was 
not  to  prohibit  business,  but  to  accomplish 
some  collateral  object. 

Larned  v.  Andrews,  106  Mass.  436,  8  Am. 

Note.  —  The  effect  of  fact  that  property  , 
cannot  be  devoted  to  use  intended  without 
alteration  to  conform  to  police  regulations 
is  the  subject  of  a  note  to  Rockwell  v.  Eil- 
er's  Music  House,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)    — . 

As  to  effect  upon  lease  of  property  for 
saloon,  of  passage  of  prohibitory  laws  dur- 
ing term,  see  notes  to  Heart  v.  East  Tennes- 
see Brewing  Co.  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  964; 
O'Byrne  v.  Henley,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  497; 
Hecht  V.  Acme  Coal  Co.  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
773. 

As  to  the  enforcement  of  public  officers, 
of  restrictions  or  conditions  as  to  the  use 
of  leased  premises,  as  constructive  eviction 
of  tenant,  see  note  to  Tavlor  v.  Finnigan, 
2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  973. 

As  to  the  landlord's  breach  of  covenant 
to  repair  or  make  improvements  as  defense 
to   action   for   rent,   see   note  to  Young  v.  ' 
Berman,  34  LR.A.(N.S.)   977. 

And  as  to  the  landlord's  breach  of  cove- 
nant to  repair  or  make  improvements  as  jus- 
tification of  abandonment  of  premises,  see 
note  to  Partridge  v.  Dykins,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    984. 

As  to  the  validity  of  contracts  in  business 
which  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to  transact,  see 
note  to  Levison  v.  Boas,  12  L.R. A. (N.S. ) 
576. 

As  to  effect  of  p'assage  before  expiration 
of  the  time  of  performance  of  contract,  of 
statute  rendering  performance  impossible, 
see  note  to  American  Mercantile  Exch.  v. 
Blunt,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  416. 
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Rep.  346;  Aiken  v.  Blaisdell,  41  Vt.  055; 
Strong  V.  Darling,  9  Ohio,  201;  Pangborn 
T.  Westlake,  36  Iowa,  546;  Rahter  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  92  Pa.  393. 

The  illegality  connected  with  the  lease 
is  not  direct,  but  is  entirely  collateral,  and 
the  contract  upon  which  the  action  is  predi- 
cated is  valid  between  the  parties. 

Wayman  Invest.  Co.  v.  Wessinger,  13  Cal. 
App.  108,  108  Pac.  1022;  Eagle  Roller-Mill 
Co.  V.  Dillman,  67  Minn.  232,  69  N.  W. 
910;  Tolerton  &  S.  Co.  v.  Barck,  84  Minn. 
497,  88  N.  W.  19;  Disbrow  v.  Creamery 
Package  Mfg.  Co.  110  Minn.  245,  125  N. 
W.  116;  Bisbee  v.  McAllen,  39  Minn.  143, 
39  N.  W.  299;  Citizens*  State  Bank  v. 
Bonnes,  83  Minn.  1^  85  N.  W.  718;  Gunnald- 
son  v.  Nyhus,  27  Minn.  440,  8  N.  W.  147 ; 
Hanover  Nat.  Bank  v.  First  Nat.  Bank, 
48  C.  C.  A.  482,  109  Fed.  425. 

The  contract  being  a  valid  one,  the  de- 
fendant cannot  set  up  the  defense  relied 
upon,  in  an  action  to  recover  for  rent  based 
upon  the  valid  i^rittcn  contract. 

Flint  V.  Sweeney,  49  Minn.  609,  52  N.  W. 
136;  Roach  v.  Peterson,  47  Minn.  291,  50 
N.  W.  80;  Boston  Block  Co.  v.  Buffington, 
39  Minn.  385,  40  N.  W.  361;  Wilkinson  v. 
Clauson,  29  Minn.  91,  12  N.  W.  147;  Har- 
pel  V.  Fall,  63  Minn.  520,  65  N.  W.  913; 
Flaherty  v.  Nieman,  125  Iowa,  546,  101  N. 
W.  281;  Cohen  v.  Conrad,  110  Minn.  210, 
124  N.  W.  992. 

Messrs.  Briggs,  Thygeson,  &  Everall, 
for  respondent: 

The  action  is  based  on  a  void  lease. 

Bartlett  v.  Vinor,  Carth.  252,  Skinner, 
322;  IngersoU  v.  Randall,  14  Minn.  400, 
Gil.  304;  Solomon  v.  Dreschler,  4  Minn.  279, 
Gil.  197;  Bisbee  v.  McAllen,  39  Minn.  143, 
39  N.  W.  299;  G.  Heileman  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Peimeisl,  85  Minn.  121,  88  N.  W.  441; 
Thomas  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Knapp,  101  Minn.  438, 
112  N.  W.  989;  Stone  v.  Bevans,  88  Minn. 
127,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  506,  92  N.  W.  520; 
Handy  v.  St.  Paul  Globe  Pub.  Co.  41  Minn. 
188,  4  L.R.A.  466,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  695, 
42  N.  W.  872;  Stolz  v.  Thompson,  44  Minn. 
271,  46  N.  W.  410;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol. 
Rule  DH.  584;  Dillon  v.  Allen,  46  Iowa, 
299,  26  Am.  Rep.  145;  Johnson  v.  Berry, 
20  S.  D.  133,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1159,  104  N. 
W.  1114;  Levinson  v.  Boas,  150  Cal.  185, 
12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  575,  88  Pac.  825,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  661. 

The  appellant,  by  his  failure  to  comply 
with  the  law  and  erect  fire  escapes,  failed 
to  keep  the  premises  in  the  condition  re- 
quired by  his  lease  and  the  law,  and  war- 
ranted the  respondent  in  moving  out  of  the 
premises,  and  relieved  him  from  the  pay- 
ment of  rent  from  the  date  he  moved  out 
until  the  danger  was  removed. 

Tallmon  v.  Murphy,  120  N.  Y.  345,  24  N. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


E.  716;  Edmison  v.  Lowry,  3  S.  D.  77,  17 
L.R.A.  275,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  774,  52  N.  W. 
583;  Waite  v.  O'Neil,  34  L.RA.  550,  22 
C.  C.  A.  248,  47  U.  S.  App.  19,  76  Fed. 
408;  Fire  Department  v.  Williamson,  16 
Abb.  Pr.  199. 

Respondent  had  a  right  to  assume  that 
the  liw  had  been  complied  with,  and  that 
the  premises  were  lawfully  constructed,  and 
that  fire  escapes  and  standpipes  were  in 
position  as  the  law  required.  He  was  not 
bound  to  investigate. 

13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  85;  Willy  v. 
MuUedy,  78  N.  Y.  315,  34  Am.  Rep.  536; 
Abrayan  v.  Manufacturers'  Nat.  Bank,  16 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  750. 

Simpson,  J:,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  ii  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  recover  rent  claimed  to  be  due  from  the 
defendant.  The  plaintiff  leased  to  the  de- 
•  fendant,  by  written  lease,  a  seven-room  flat 
on  the  fourth  floor  of  an  apartment  build- 
ing in  the  city  of  St.  Paul  for  one  year 
from  September  1,  1909.  The  building  is 
four  stories  in  height  above  the  basement, 
and  covers  an  area  of  about  7,500  square 
feet.  There  are  four  flats  on  each  floor, 
making  sixteen  flats  in  all.  Each  flat  ac- 
commodated four  or  more  people,  and  was 
usually  occupied  by  from  two  to  four  people. 
During  the  term  covered  by  the  lease  to 
defendant  there  was  not,  either  within  or 
without  said  building,  or  in  any  way  con- 
nected therewith,  any  noncombustible  lad- 
der or  stairway  or  standpipe.  Defendant, 
with  his  family  of  seven,  occupied  the  leased 
premises  until  the  latter  part  of  February, 
1910,  when  he  moved  and  permanently  va- 
cated them.  He  paid  the  stipulated  rent 
for  the  full  time  of  his  occupancy.  This 
action  is  brought  to  recover  rent  for  the 
remainder  of  the  term.  About  a  month 
before  the  defendant  vacated  the  premises 
he  asked  the  plaintiff  to  put  fire  escapes 
on  the  building,  and  when  he  moved  out 
he  assigned  the  absence  of  fire  escapes  as 
his  reason  for  so  doing. 

The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  without 
a  jury.  The  court  found  to  be  true  the 
facts  already  stated,  and,  in  addition,  that 
the  apartment  building  was  within  class  III, 
as  defined  by  §  2365,  chap.  36,  Rev.  Laws, 
1905,  relating  to  protection  against  fire, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  to  main- 
tain the  tenement  building  in  the  con- 
dition as  to  fire  escapes  required  by  the 
statute,  and  found,  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  in  said  action.  The 
plaintiff  appeals  from  an  order  of  the  court 
denying  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

1.  The  plaintiff  questions  the  suflScieney 
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of  the  ayidence  to  suatain  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court  that  the  apartment  building 
here  inyoWed  is  within  class  III.  of  the 
statute  relating  to  fire  protection.  Section 
2365,  Refv.  Laws,  1905,  defines  buildings  of 
class  III.  as  follows :  "Tenements,  flat  build- 
ings, and  boarding  houses  more  than  two 
stories  high,  acconmiodatiivg  more  than 
twenty  persons,  whether  in  one  family  or 
more."  Other  related  sections  are  as  fol- 
lows: 

"2368.  For  each  5,000  feet  of  area,  or 
fraction  thereof,  covered  by  a  building  in 
class  three,  there  shall  be  provided  one  out- 
side standpipe,  as  described  in  §  2367,  and 
one  noncombustible  ladder  or  stairway  for 
each  twenty  persons,  or  fraction  thereof, 
that  such  building  accommodates  above  the 
first  story." 

"2372.  The  proprietor  and  lessee  of  every 
building  in  any  of  the  classes  hereinbefore 
mentioned  shall  equip  the  same  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed,  and  every  failure  to  do  so 
shall  constitute  a  misdemeanor." 

Penalties  are  prescribed  for  the  commis- 
sion of  misdemeanors  under  the  statute. 
While  the  evidence  does  not  show  the  exact 
number  of  persons  occupying  the  apartment 
building  here  involved  at  any  given  time, 
it  does  appear  that  it  was  built  to  accommo- 
date more  than  sixty  four  persons,  that  dur- 
ing the  term  of  the  defendant's  lease  it  was 
continually  occupied  for  residence  purposes, 
and  that  the  number  of  persons  usually  re- 
siding thereon  was  a  much  greater  number 
than  the  minimum  fixed  by  the  statute. 
The  building  was  divided  by  a  fire  wall  into 
two  parts,  with  eight  fiats  in  each  part. 
It  is  suggested  that  this  division  made  two 
tenements  of  the  building,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  relating  to  fire  protec- 
tion. But,  so  considered,  each  part  accom- 
modated more  than  twen^  persons  and  was 
within  class  III.  of  the  statute.  It  fairly 
appears  from  the  evidence  that  more  than 
twenty  persons  actually  resided  in  the  part 
of  the  building  in  which  the  flat  leased  to 
the  defendant  was  located  during  the  time 
of  defendant's  occupancy. 

2.  A  more  important  point  urged  by  the 
plaintiff  is  that  the  conclusion  reached  by 
the  trial  court  is  not  sustained  by  the  find- 
ings of  fact;  plaintiff's  claim  being  that, 
not  withstanding  the  statute,  the  lease  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  was 
valid,  and  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  judg- 
ment for  the  agreed  rent  thereunder.  Such 
claim  cannot  be  sustained.  At  the  time  of 
the  making  of  the  lease,  and  during  the 
entire  term  covered  thereby,  the  leased 
premises  were  not  in  the  condition  pre- 
scribed by  the  law  of  this  state  relating  to 
fire  protection.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  failure 
to  equip  the  building  in  the  prescribed  man- 
3y  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ner,  committed  a  misdemeanor.  This  ■  vio- 
lation of  the  law  was  a  continuing  one  dur- 
ing the  entire  term  of  the  lease,  and  affected 
directly  and  materially  the  premises  leased. 
The  absence  of  a  fire  escape,  in  the  view  of 
the  law,  made  the  leased  premises  danger- 
ous and  their  occupancy  opposed  to  the 
public  policy  expressed  in  the  law.  The 
permitted  occupancy  of  the  premises  is  the 
sole  consideration  for  the  promise  to  pay 
rent  here  sought  to  be  enforced.  Plaintiffs 
claim  for  rent  cannot  be  separated  from  his 
unlawful  act  in  failing  to  provide  the 
premises  with  the  prescribed  fire  escape. 
The  instant  case  clearly  falls  within  the 
rule  established  in  this  state  in  the  case 
of  IngersoU  v.  Randall,  14  Minn.  400,  Gil. 
304.  In  that  action,  brought  to  recover 
for  plaintiff's  services  in  threshing  for  the 
defendant,  the  defense  was  interposed  that 
on  the  machine  used  by  the  plaintiff  the 
knuckles  and  rods  were  not  covered  as  re- 
quired by  law.  The  court,  in  holding  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  stated:  "The 
statute  before  cited  not  only  makes  it  a 
duty  to  cover  the  knuckles  and  rods,  but 
it  makes  neglect  or  refusal  so  to  do  a  mis- 
demeanor to  which,  a  penalty  is  affixed. 
The  plaintiff,  then,  in  operating  his  thresh- 
ing machine  in  threshing  for  the  defendant 
without  covering  the  knuckles  and  rods,  was 
doing  that  which  is  prohibited  by  law.  The 
threshing,  which  was  the  consideration  of 
the  defendant's  promise,  was  unlawful,  and 
therefore  will  not  support  the  'promise. 
Bensley  v.  Bignold,  6  Barn.  &  Aid.  335; 
Cunard  v.  Hyde,  2  El.  &  El.  I ;  Chitty, 
Contr.  658,  and  note  *h';  Armstrong  v. 
Toler,  11  Wheat.  272,  6  L.  ed.  472,  and  cases 
supra;  Emery  v.  Kempton,  2  Gray,  257." 
The  rule  so  laid  down  has  never  been  de- 
parted from  in  this  state,  and  has  been 
applied  in  numerous  cases:  Bisbee  v.  Mc- 
Allen,  39  Minn.  143,  39  N.  W.  299;  Handy 
V.  St.  Paul  Globe  Pub.  Co.  41  Minn.  188, 
4  L.R.A.  466,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  42  N. 
W.  872;  Stolz  v.  Thompson,  44  Minn.  271, 
46  N.  W.  410;  G.  Heileman  Brewing  Co.  v. 
Peimeisl,  85  Minn.  121,  88  N.  W.  441; 
Thomas  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Knapp,  101  Minn.  432, 
112  N.  W.  989. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
that  chapter  301  of  the  Laws  of  1903  pro- 
vided, as  an  additional  penalty  for  failure 
on  the  part  of  the  owner  of  a  hotel  to  equip 
it  with  required  fire  escapes,  that  no  action 
should  be  maintained  for  board,  lodging,  or 
accommodations  therein,  and  that  by  the 
omission  of  such  provision  in  reference  to 
tenements,  the  legislative  intent  is  shown 
not  to  make  a  failure  to  comply  with  the 
statute  a  defense  to  an  action  for  rent  of 
flats  in  tenement  buildings.  Chapter  301 
of  the  Laws  of  1003  was  amended  by  chap- 
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ter-  343  of  the  General  Laws  of  1905,  and 
the  special  provision  referred  to  concern- 
ing hotels  was  omitted  from  the  amending 
act.  Therefore  the  basis  for  the  construc- 
tion contended  for  by  plaintiiT*s  counsel 
no  longer  exists. 

The  unlawful  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  fail- 
ing to  equip  the  leased  premises  with  a 
lire  escape  taints  'the  entire  consideration 
of  the  promise  he  here  seeks  to  enforce. 
To  permit  a  recovery  upon  such  promise 
would  tend  to  defeat  tlie  purpose  of  the 
statute.  The  statute  is  designed  to  pro- 
tect persons  permanently  or  temporarily  in 
buildings  of  the  enumerated  classes  to  some 
extent  from  the  dangers  incident  to  con- 
flagrations. The  defendant  cannot  be  re- 
quired by  the  plaintiff  to  occupy  or  pay 
rent  for  premises  maintained  in  a  danger- 
ous condition  through  the  plaintiff's  con- 
tinuing unlawful  act. 

Affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


MINNESOTA   SUPREME   COURT. 

OLE  LEAD,  Respt., 

V. 

HERBERT  INCH,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt. 


ERNST  A.   SCHULZE,  Respt., 

V. 

SAME,  Appt. 


HENRY  GAZETT,  Respt., 

V. 

SAME,  Appt. 

(116  Minn.  467,  134  N.  W.  218.) 

Appeal  and  error  —  evidence  —  suffi- 
ciency. 

1.  It  is  held  that  the  evidence  in  these 
several  actions,  which  were  tried  together 
in  the  court  below,  is  sufficient  to  support 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  the  findings  of 
the  trial  court,  and  that  the  record  pre- 
sents no  reversible  error. 

Nuisance  —  barn  —  city. 

2.  A  barn  located  in  a  thickly  settled 
part  of  a  city,  in  which  a  large  number  of 
horses  are  stabled,  though  not  per  se  a  nui- 
sance, may  become  such  by  reason  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  is  managed  and 
conducted. 

Same  —  offensive  odors. 

3.  If  the  owner  thereof  so  manages  the 

Headnotcs  by  Brown,  J. 


same  that  noxious  and  offensive  odors  es- 
cape therefrom,  to  the  detriment,  annoy- 
ance, and  discomfort  of  adjoining  property 
owners,  it  is  a  nuisance,  and  may  be  re- 
strained in  equity. 

Same  —  equity. 

4.  Where  such  a  nuisance  is  continuing 
in  character,  equity  will  interfere  to  pro- 
tect offended  third  persons,  although  the 
owner  thereof  be  solvent  and  able  to  re- 
spond in  damages. 

Same  »  damage  —  estimate. 

5.  In  the  case  of  a  nuisance  like  that  in- 
volved in  this  action,  and  where  the  damage 
to  adjoining  property  owners  cannot  well  be 
measured  from  a  pecuniary  standpoint,  the 
injury  is  irreparable,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  law,  and  equity  will  interpose,  though 
the  pecuniary  damage  be  not  shown  to  be 
great. 

(January  19,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Inch  from  an 
order  of  the  District  Court  for  St. 
Louis  County  denying  a  new  trial  after 
verdict  in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
maintenance  of  a  nuisance  by  defendant 
upon  premises  adjoining  those  of  plaintiffs. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Washburn,  Bailey,  &  Mitch- 
ell, for  appellant: 

Damages  cannot  be  recovered  for  the  law- 
ful use  of  the  defendant's  premises,  even 
though  there  was  some  inconvenience  ac- 
cruing to  the  plaintiff. 

Romer  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  75  Minn. 
211,  74  Am.   St.  Rep.  455,  77   N.  W.  825. 

Where  the  damages  are  but  nominal 
themselves,  an  injunction  should  not  issue. 

Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d.  ed.  §  1350;  Smith  v. 
IngersoU-Sergeant  Rock  Drill  Co.  12  Misc. 
6,  33  N.  y.  Supp.  70. 

In  granting  or  refusing  an  injunction, 
the  court  will  be  guided  to  some  extent  by 
the  relative  convenience  or  inconvenience  to 
the  parties. 

Spelling,  Inj.  2d  ed.  §  417;  2  High,  Inj. 
p.  1231;  Mountain  Copper  Co.  v.  United 
States,  73  C.  C.  A.  621,  142  Fed.  625;  Bal- 
lentine  v.  Webb,  84  Mich.  38,  13  L.R.A. 
321,  47  N.  W.  485;  Richards's  Appeal,  57 
Pa.  105,  98  Am.  Dec.  202;  Madison  v. 
Ducktown  Sulphur,  Copper  &  I.  Co.  113 
Tenn.  331,  83  S.  W.  658;  Wier's  Appeal, 
74  Pa.  230;  Downing  v.  Elliott,  182  Mass. 
28,  64  N.  E.  201;  Riedman  v.  Mt.  Morris 
Electric  Light  Co.  66  App.  Div.  23,  67 
N.  Y.  Supp.  391. 


Note.  —  The  question  whether  a  stable 
for  horses  is  a  nuisance  is  treated  in'  the 
note   to   Oehler   v.    Levy,    17    L.H.A.  (N.S. ) 

1025.     And  see  the  later  case  lempleton  v.  I  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)    730. 
Williams,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    468. 
.-iU  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


As  to  whether  stable  is  within  restrictive 
covenant  in  .conveyance  of  real  estate,  see 
note  to  Riverbank  Improv.  Co.  v.  Bancroft, 
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Messrs.  Fryberger  &  Falton,  for  re- 
spondents : ' 

•An  action  may  be  brought  by  any  person 
whoee  property  is  injuriously  affected,  or 
whose  personal  enjoyment  is  lessened,  by  a 
nuisance,  and  the  nuisance  may  be  enjoined 
or  abated,  as  well  as  damagea  recovered. 

Joyce,  Nuisances,  §  202;  Rapier  v.  London 
Tramways  Ck).  [1893]  2  Ch.  588,  63  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  36,  2  Reports,  448,  69  L.  T.  N.  S. 
301;  Aldrich  T.  Howard,  8  R.  I.  246; 
IJnited  States  v.  Luce,'  141  Fed.  408; 
Robinson  v.  Smith,  25  N.  Y.  S.  R.  647,  7 
y.  Y.  Supp.  38,  affirmed  in  53  Hun.  638. 

Granting  the  injunction  was  not  error. 

Oehler  v.  Levy,  234  111.  595,  17  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1025,  85  N.  E.  271,  14  Ann.  Cas. 
89L 

Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

These  actions  were  brought  to  recover 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  suffered  by 
plaintiffs  in  consequence  of  a  nuisance 
maintained  by  defendant  upon  premises  ad- 
jacent to  those  occupied  and  owned  by 
them.  They  were  consolidated  on  the  call 
of  the  calendar  in  the  court  below  and  tried 
together;  the  Lead  and  Schulze  actions  be- 
ing submitted  to  a  jury,  and  the  Gazett 
action  to  the  court,  save  as  to  the  question 
of  damages.  In  the  two  actions  submitted 
wholly  to  the  jury,  verdicts  were  returned 
for  the  respective  plaintiffs;  in  the  Gazett 
action  a  verdict  assessing  plaintiff's  dam- 
ages at  the  sum  of  $1  was  returned,  and 
the  court  therein  made  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law,  awarding  judgment 
therefor,  and  directing  the  issuance  of 
a  permanent  injunction  restraining  the 
further  maintenance  of  the  nuisance.  The 
action  was  dismissed  as  to  defendant 
Anker.  Defendant  Inch  moved  for  addi- 
tional and  amended  findings  in  the  Gazett 
case,  which  was  denied  in  part  and  granted 
in  part.  Defendant  thereafter  moved  for 
a  new  trial  of  all  the  actions  on  various 
grounds,  and  appealed  from  an  order  deny- 
ing the  same. 

It  is  contended  on  this  appeal  (1)  that 
the  evidence  does  not  justify  the  verdict 
of  the  jury  or  the  findings  of  the  court; 
(2)  that  the  court  erred  in  certain  of  its 
instructions  and  refusals  to  instruct  the 
jury;  (3)  that  incompetent  evidence  was 
,  err^eously  admitted;  and  (4)  that  a  per- 
manent injunction  in  the  Gazett  Case  was 
improperly  granted. 

The  facts  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence 
and  findings  of  the  court  are  substantially 
as  follows:  Defendant  is  a  teamster  employ- 
ing in  the  conduct  of  his  business  a  number 
of  horses  which  he  stables  in  a  barn  owned 
by  him  and  located  upon  the  land  described 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


in  the  complaint,  in  the  city  of  Duluth. 
The  barn  was  originally  built  fifteen  or 
more  years  ago,  and  of  sufficient  capacity 
to  stable  a  limited  number  of  horses.  For 
several  years  prior  to  the  time  defendant 
became  the  owner  of  the  barn,  it  was  not 
in  use  to  any  considerable  extent,  if  at  all, 
and  had  been  practically  abandoned  as  a 
stabling  place  for  horses.  During  this  peri- 
od a  large  number  of  people,  including 
plaintiffs,  purchased  lots  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  barn  and  erected  thereon  dwelling 
houses,  and  the  locality  became  a  thickly 
settled  residence  part  of  the  city  of  Duluth. 
Thereafter,  and  about  five  years  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  these  actions,  de- 
fendant  purchased  the  property  and  com- 
menced stabling  the  horses  used  by  him  in 
his  business  as  teamster,  and  so  continued 
until  some  three  years  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  actions,  when  he  rebuilt  and 
reconstructed  the  barn  and  so  enlarged  its 
capacity  as  to  accommodate  about  thirty 
horses.  About  the  same  time  defendant  ex- 
tended his  business,  and,  in  addition  to 
horses  used  in  his  team  work,  constantly 
kept  a  number  in  the  barn  for  sale.  By 
these  improvements  in  the  barn  it  was  made 
into  a  two-story  structure,  with  room  on 
one  fioor  for  thirteen  and  upon  the  other 
seventeen  horses.  Thereafter  the  court 
found  that  defendant  allowed  the  barn  to  be 
used  and  kept  in  such  a  manner  that  there 
emanated  therefrom  noxious  and  offensive 
odors,  varying  in  intensity  and  offensive- 
ness  from  time  to  time,  and  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  cause  the  atmosphere,  especially 
in  the  summer  time,  to  become  polluted, 
which  reached  the  houses  and  dwellings  of 
plaintiffs,  to  their  annoyance  and  discom- 
fort; that  during  said  time  the  horses  so 
stabled,  during  both  the  night  and  day  time 
stamped,  pawed,  and  made  loud  and  of- 
fensive noises,  to  the  disturbance  of  plain- 
tiffs and  their  families;  that  during  said 
time  defendant  frequently  curried  and 
cleaned  his  said  horses  in  an  alley  adjacent 
to  the  barn,  allowing  large  quantities  of 
hair,  dust,  and  dirt,  to  be  carried  by  the 
wind  to  and  within  the  houses  of  plaintiffs, 
to  their  annoyance  and  discomfort;  that 
defendant  permitted  the  accumulation  of 
manure  to  remain  in  a  wagon  upon  the 
premises,  which  gave  off  additional  offen- 
sive odors;  that  by  reason  of  these  facts 
plaintiffs  were  deprived  of  the  free  and 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  their  property; 
and  that  the  bam  and  the  manner  in  which 
it  was  kept  constituted  a  nuisance.  The 
court  also  found  that  the  management  of 
the  barn  during  the  last  three  years  of 
defendant's  occupancy  thereof  was  entirely 
different    than    when    plaintiffs    purchased 
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their  property  and  erected  their  dwellings 
thereon. 

1.  We  have  examined  the  record  with 
care,  and  find  therein  ample  evidence  to 
justify  the  court  and  jury  in  finding  the 
facts  substantially  as  embodied  in  the  fore- 
going statement.  It  would  serve  no  use- 
ful purpose  to  discuss  the  evidence,  and 
we  leave  this  branch  of  the  case  without 
further  comment.  That  the  facts  justify 
the  conclusion  that  defendant's  barn  and  the 
management  thereof  constitute  a  nuisance 
for  which  he  is  liable  in  damages  to  those 
who  have  suffered  therefrom  is  clear.  The 
case  is  brought  by  the  facts  within  the  pro* 
visions  of  §  4446,  Rev.  Laws,  1905,  which 
are  declaratory  of  the  common  law  upon 
the  subject,  and  entitle  plaintiffs  to  the  re- 
lief demanded. 

2.  The  assignments  of  error  challenging 
certain  portions  of  the  instructions  to  the 
jury,  and  the  refusal  of  certain  requests, 
are  not  sustained.  The  rules  and  principles 
of  law  upon  the  subject  of  both  public  and 
private  nuisances  are  well  settled,  and  a 
general  discussion  thereof  seems  unneces- 
sary. 29  Cyc.  1152  et  seq.;  2  Dunneirs 
Minn.  Dig.  7240,  and  cases  cited.  A  barn 
or  stable  wherein  horses  or  cattle  are  kept 
is  not  a  nuisance  per  se,  although  it  may 
become  a  nuisance  by  reason  of  its  location 
and  the  manner  in  which  it  is  managed 
and  conducted.  Albany  Christian  Church 
V.  Wilborn,  112  Ky.  507,  66  S.  W.  285; 
Joyce,  Nuisances,  §  202.  If  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  conducted  results  in  noxious 
odors,  disagreeable  noises,  to  the  discom- 
fort and  annoyance  of  adjoining  property 
owners,  it  is  a  nuisance  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law,  regardless  of  the  question 
whether  defendant  exercised  due  care  to  so 
manage  the  property  as  to  avoid  results  of 
that  nature.  Joyce,  Nuisances,  §  202; 
Berger  v.  Minneapolis  Gaslight  Co.  60 
Minn.  296,  62  N.  W.  336.  In  other  words, 
where  the  business  casts  off  noxious  and 
unwholesome  odors,  in  fact  annoying  to 
and  impairing  the  comfort  of  adjoining 
property  owners,  it  is  no  defense  to  say 
that  it  was  conducted  in  a  reasonable 
and  proper  manner,  and  that  the  odors 
emanating  therefrom  were  such  as  are 
ordinarily  incident  to  the  business  when 
properly  conducted.  Pcnnoyer  v.  Allen,  56 
Wis.  602,  43  Am.  Rep.  728,  14  N.  W.  609; 
People  V.  Detroit  White  Lead  Works,  82 
Mich.  471,  9  L.R.A.  722,  46  N.  W.  735; 
Aldrich  v.  Howard,  8  R.  I.  246;  Roden- 
hausen  v.  Craven,  141  Pa.  546,  23  Am.  St. 
Rep.  306,  21  Atl.  774;  Bohan  v.  Port  Jervis 
Gaslight  Co.  122  N.  Y.  18,  9  L.R.A.  711, 
25  N.  E.  246. 

There  can  be  no  question  but  that  de- 
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fendant  was  conducting  a  lawful  businesB, 
and  it  was  not  per  se  a  nuisance;  but  the 
evidence  justified  the  conclusion  that  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  conducted  created 
a  nuisance  as  a  matter  of  law.  A  careful 
reading  of  the  charge  of  the  learned  trial 
court  impresses  us  that  the  rules  of  law 
pertinent  to  the  issues  presented  were  clear- 
ly and  fully  stated  to  the  jury.  We  con- 
strue the  charge  as  a  whole,  and  not 
segregated  parts  thereof,  which,  standing 
alone,  might  seem  incomplete  or  incorrect. 
The  evidence  did  not  require  the  submission 
to  the  jury  of  the  question  covered  by  one 
of  defendant's  requests,  to  the  effect  that, 
if  plaintiffs  acquiesced  in  the  improvements 
of  defendant's  barn,  that  fact  should  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  jury  in. 
determining  the  issues  involved.  No  ac- 
quiescence in  the  conduct  of  defendant's 
business,  of  a  character  to  estop  plaintiff, 
was  shown,  and  the  request  was  properly 
refused.  We  find,  therefore,  the  assign- 
ments of  error  challenging  the  instructions 
to  the  jury  not  well  taken. 

3.  Defendant  complains  of  the  admission 
over  his  objection  of  certain  expert  testi- 
mony. This  evidence  related  almost  whol- 
ly to  the  damages  suffered  by  plaintiffs, 
and  in  view  of  the  well-settled  rule  that 
the  admission  of  expert  evidence  rests 
largely  in  the  discretion  of  the  trial  court, 
and  the  further  fact  that  the  damages 
awarded  were  in  no  sense  excessive,  the 
conclusion  must  be  that  no  prejudice  re- 
sulted to  defendant,  conceding,  for  present 
purposes,  that  some  of  the  evidence  so  ob- 
jected to  might  have  been  excluded.  The 
question  to  one  of  plaintiffs'  witnesses, 
seeking  to  elicit  information  as  to  whether 
conditions  had  improved  with  reference  to 
the  management  of  the  barn  since  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  was  objected  to 
as  "immaterial,  and  calling  for  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  witness."  The  objection  did 
not  call  attention  to  the  objection  now 
urged,  namely,  that  the  question  was  in- 
competent, and  there  was  no  reversible  error 
in  overruling  it.  The  answ^er  to  the  ques- 
tion stated  a  fact,  and  not  the  conclusion 
cf  the  witness.  The  other  assignments  in 
reference  to  this  branch  of  the  case  do  not 
require  separate  mention.  We  discover  no 
reversible  error  in  the  admission  or  exclu- 
sion of  the  evidence. 

4.  In  the  Gazett  Case  the  court  ordf  red  ' 
judgment  for  a  permanent  injunction, 
"perpetually  enjoining  the  defendant,  either 
by  himself,  his  servants,  ^agents,  or  any 
of  them,  from  maintaining  or  permitting 
to  be  maintained  on  the  property  of  defend- 
ant, .  .  .  the  barn  and  stable  for 
horses  in  such  numbers  or  in  such  manner 
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as  to  produce  noise  sufficient  habitually  to 
disturb  the  sleep  or  comfort  of  the  occu- 
pants of  the  plaintiff's  house,  ...  or 
from  maintaining  or  permitting  to  be  main- 
tained ...  a  stable  for  horses  in  such 
numbers  as  to  habitually  produce  odors  or 
gases  that  shall  be  offensive  to  the  senses 
of  the  plaintiff  or  his  family  in  said  house 
of  the  plaintiff,  or  to  interfere  with  the 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  plaintiff's  house 
by  himself  and  family/'  and  restraining 
and  enjoining  specific  acts  not  necessary 
here  to  repeat.  The  jury  in  this  case 
awarded  plaintiff  $1  as  damages. 

It  is  contended  by  defendant  that  the 
injunction  was  improperly  granted,  for  the 
reasons  (1)  that  plaintiff  has  suffered  no 
substantial  damage  from  the  maintenance 
of  the  barn;  and  (2)  that  an  injunction 
should  not  issue  in  any  case  where  it  ap- 
pears that  defendant  is  solvent  and  the 
complainant's  injury  may  be  compensated 
by  the  payment  of  damages.  Neither  con- 
tention can  be  sustained.  The  nuisance 
complained  of  is  continuing  in  character, 
and  the  annoyance  and  discomfort  arising 
therefrom  are  in  the  nature  of  things  in- 
capable of  accurate,  or  even  approximately 
accurate,  measurement  in  dollars  and  cents. 
In  such  cases,  the  authorities  say,  whether 
the  damage  be  great  or  small,  the  injury 
is  practically  irreparable,*  and  equity  will 
interfere  to  prevent  its  continuance.  29 
Cyc.  1223;  Wahle  v.  Reinbach,  76  111.  322; 
Bushnell  v.  Robeson,  62  Iowa,  540,  17  N. 
W.  888;  Friedman  v.  Columbia  Works  & 
Malleable  Iron  Co.  99  f  pp.  Div.  504,  91 
N.  Y.  Supp.  129.  For  the  same  reason  the 
financial  responsibility  of  the  defendant  is 
not  controlling.  To  send  the  plaintiff  to 
a  court  of  law  for  redress  by  way  of  dam- 
ages in  such  cases  would  not  only  compel 
him  to  submit  to  the  conditions  surround- 
ing the  nuisance,  but  also  result  in  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits.  For  these  reasons  well 
supported  by  the  authorities,  we  hold  that 
a  proper  case  for  an  injunction  was  pre- 
sented. Though  in  some  respects  the  in- 
junction which  the  court  ordered  issued  is 
quite  general  in  its  commands,  it  is  specific 
in  some  respects,  and  as  a  whole  perhaps  as 
definite  as  the  law  itself  upon  the  subject. 
Oehler  v.  Levy,  234  111.  595,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1025,  85  N.  E.  271,  14  Ann.  Cas. 
891. 

We  find  in  the  record  evidence  reason- 
ably tending  to  support  the  findings  object- 
ed to  by  defendant,  and  there  was  therefore 
no  error  in  the  refusal  of  the  court  below  I 
to  strike  them*  out.  Nor  was  there  error 
in  the  denial  of  defendant's  motion  for  ad- 
ditional findings. 

Order  affirmed. 
:19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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JOHN  ERICKSON,  Respt., 

V. 

GREAT  NORTHERN  RAILWAY  COMPA- 
NY, Appt. 

(117  Minn.  348,  135  N.  W.  1129.) 

Fire   »   interference   with   extinguish- 
ment »  negligence  of  flremen. 

1.  The  firemen  of  a  fire  department  in  a 
city  are  not  the  servants  or  agents  of  the 
person  whose  property  they  attempt  to 
save  from  fire,  so  that  their  negligence  in 
failing  to  take  the  proper  course  in  the  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  fire  avails  one  who,  by 
a  negligent  act,  cut  off  the  water  supply  by 
which  the  fire  was  being  successfully  sub- 
dued, and  thereby  proximately  caused  the 
destruction  of  the  property. . 

Same  —  liability  for  interference. 

2.  Where  a  railway  track  is  laid  across  a 
traveled  public  street  in  a  city,  a  duty  aris- 
es on  the  part  of  the  railway  company  us- 
ing it  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  discover, 
and  avoid  injury  to,  persons  or  property 
rightfully  on  such  crossing,  so  that  where  a 
fire  hose  laid  by  the  fire  department  of  such 
city  across  the  crossing  to  extinguish  a  firo 
is  cut  by  the  railway  running  its  locomotive 
over  it,  thereby   interrupting  the  effort  to 

Headnotes  by  Holt,  J. 


Note,  ^^  Firemen  as  servants  or  agents 
of  otoner  of  burning  property. 

For  cases  on  the  duty  of  steam  railroad 
or  street  railroad  company  to  avoid  inter- 
ference with  extinguishment  of  fires,  see  the 
notes  to  American  Sheet  &  Tin  Plate  Co.  v. 
Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
382,  and  to  Houren  v.  Chicago,  M.  &,  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1110. 

The  holding  in  Erickson  v.  Great  Nortii- 
ERX  R.  Co.,  tliat  firemen  are  not  the  serv- 
ants or  agents  of  the  owner  of  burning  prop- 
er^, would  seem  to  admit  of  no  question. 

In  Mott  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  8  Bosw. 
345,  which  was  similar  in  facts  to  Erick- 
son v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  the  court, 
in  sending  the  case  back  for  a  new  trial 
after  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  said:  "It 
is  quite  clear  that  the  defendants  cannot  be 
made  to  pay  any  damage  which  the  plaintiff 
may  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  firemen.  But  it  does  not  fol- 
low that  if  the  plaintiff's  property  was 
burned  in  consequence  of  the  ne^^Hgent  sev- 
ering of  the  hose  carrying  water  to  his 
buildings  at  the  time  on  fire,  he  cannot  re- 
cover of  the  defendants,  if  the  severing  of 
the  hose  was  the  result  of  the  concurring 
negligence  of  the  defendants'  servants  and 
the  firemen.  If  this  act  was  done  by  the  con- 
curring negligence  of  the  two,  in  such  sense 
that  the  hose  would  not  have  been  cut  if 
either  had  been  free  from  negligence,  then 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover,  unless  it 
be  a  sound  proposition  that  the  damages 
are  too  remote  to  present  a  case  of  liability. 
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extinguish  the  fire  and  causing  destruction 
of  the  property,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the 
owner  thereof,  in  order  to  recover  damages 
for  the  loss,  to  plead  and  prove  wanton  neg- 
ligence of  the  railway  company  in  cutting 
the  hose,  or  prove  that  the  person  operating 
the  locomotive  had  actual  knowledge  of  its 
presence  on  the  crossing.  It  is  sufficient  to 
prove  that  the  failure  of  the  railway  com- 
pany to  use  ordinary  care  caused  the  cut- 
ting of  the  hose,  and  resulted  in  the-  de- 
struction of  the  property. 

(May  3,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order 
of  the  District  Court  for  Clay  County 
denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  or  for 
judgment  non  ohatanie  veredicto  after  ver- 


dict in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  hold  defendant  liable  for  the  loss  by 
fire  of  plaintiil's  building  because  defendant 
cut  the  hose  carrying  water  for  the  ex- 
tinguishment of  the  fire.  Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  M.  li.  Goantryman,  with  Mr.  J. 
D.  Sullivan,  for  appellant: 

Actual  notice  to  the  engineer  in  charge 
of  this  engine  was  necessary,  and  in  the 
absence  of  direct  proof  of  actual  notice, 
facts  and  circumstances  must  at  least  be 
shown  from  which  actual  notice  to  the  en- 
gineer must  be  inferred. 

American  Sheet  &  Tin  Plate  Co.  v.  Pitts- 
burgh &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  12  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
382,  75  C.  C.  A.  47,  143  Fed.  789,  6  Ann. 


In  the  case  supposed,  the  firemen  and  the 
defendants  were  joint  actors  in  the  wrong- 
doing in  such  sense  that,  by  the  concurrence 
of  the  default  of  each,  the  injury  was  pro- 
duced. ...  In  the  present  case,  the 
firemen,  at  the  time  of  the  casualty  com- 
plained of,  owed  a  special  duty  to  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action,  and  were  engaged 
in  performing  it.  .  .  .  The  defendants 
owed  no  other  duty  to  the  present  plaintiff 
than  it  owed  to  every  person  owning  prop- 
erty in  the  city  of  New  York, — to  use 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  not  to  frus- 
trate or  render  ineffectual  means  in  use 
to  extinguish  an  existing  fire,  when  such 
means  consisted  in  part  of  hose  rightly 
laid  across  or  stretched  along  the  track 
of  its  road.  The  ground  on  which  the 
defendants  are  charged  in  such  a  case 
is  that  the  wrong  was  done  by  an  act  in 
the  doing  of  which  it  was  an  actor.  The 
fact  that  others  co-operated  or  concurred 
with  it  in  effecting  the  wrong  does  not 
affect  the  question  or  measure  of  its  lia- 
bility. If  negligence,  in  such  a  case,  can 
be  imputed  to  the  firemen  then  present, 
or  to  any  or  either  of  them,  and  to  only 
a  part  of  them  the  result  is  the  same. 
Whoever  was  guilty  of  and  responsible  for 
the  concurring  negligence,  they  and  the 
defendants  are  the  parties  in  fault;  and 
it  is  by  their  and  the  defendants'  concurring 
negligence  that  the  loss  and  damage  were 
caused.  The  defendants'  liability  is  not 
affected  by  the  consideration  whether  only 
one  or  several  of  the  firemen  are  in  law 
to  be  deemed  guilty  of  the  negligence  in  not 
taking  proper  and  timely  precautions  to 
inform  the  defendants*  servants  of  the 
existence  and  locality  of  the  fire,  and  that 
hose  was  then  lying  on  the  track  to  obtain 
the  supply  of  water  requisite  to  extinguish 
it.  The  difficulty  in  the  case  occasioned 
by  the  charge  is  that  the  jury  may  have 
found  the  defendants  guilty  of  negligence, 
and  yet  have  rendered  a  verdict  against 
the  plaintiff,  because  they  found  the  fire- 
men also  guilty  of  negligence,  and  that 
the  injury  was  caused  by  the  concurring 
neeligence  of  the  firemen  and  of  the  de- 
fendant's servants.  An  instruction  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


render    a   verdict    for    the    defendants,    on 
finding  such  to  be  the  facts,  is  erroneous.'' 

In  Metallic  Compression  Casting  Co.  v. 
Fitchburg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am. 
Rep.  689,  where  some  of  the  firemen  and 
apparatus  were  from  another  town,  the 
opposite  claim  was  made  by  the  defendants, 
to  wit,  that  those  who  laid  the  hose  across 
the  defendants'  track  were  not  the  agents 
or  servants  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  there- 
fore the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  for 
cutting  the  hose, — to  which  the  court  said: 
"Hut  assuming  that  the  hose  was  properly 
laid  across  the  track,  yet  the  defendants 
contend  that  tHe'  plaintiffs  have  no  cause 
of  action,  because  the  hose  was  not  their 
property,  nor  were  the  men  who  had. posses- 
sion of  it  their  servants.  It  is  true  that  the 
hose  was  not  their  property,  and  the  men 
in  charge  of  it  were  not  their  servants. 
Their  services  were  voluntary,  and  if  they 
had  gone  away  and  taken  the  hose  and 
engine  with  them,  the  plaintiffs  would 
have  had  no  legal  claim  against  them. 
But  we  do  not  think  that  these  circum- 
stances are  material.  '  The  men  and  the 
engine  were  in  fact  furnishing  water  to 
the  plaintiffs,  and  were  thereby  extinguish- 
ing the  fire.  They  were  rendering  the 
same  service  to  the  plaintiffs  as  if  they 
were  hired  and  were  using  the  plaintiff's 
hose.  The  defendants  cut  off  the  supply 
of  water,  and  this  was  as  really  an  inter- 
ference with  the  plaintifi^s  possession  as 
if  they  held  the  possession  under  a  deed, 
and  as  if  the  men  were  laboring  under 
a  contract.    The  interference  was  tortious." 

In  the  other  cases  of  hose  cutting  the 
question  does  not  seem  to  have  been  con- 
sidered. 

It  has  been  held,  as  if  a  matter  of  course, 
that  firemen  are  not  within  the  protection  of 
statutes  enacted  for  the  safetv  of  em- 
plovecs.  Hamilton  v.  Minneapolis  Desk 
Mfg.  Co.  78  Minn.  3.  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  350, 
80  N.  W.  693;  Kelly  v.  Henry  Muhs  Co. 
71  N.  J.  L.  358,  59  Atl.  23,  The  same  has 
been  held  as  to  a  member  of  the  fire  insur- 
ance patrol.  Gibson  v.  Leonard,  143  111. 
182,  17  L.R.A.  588,  36  Am,  St.  Rep.  376, 
32  N,  K  182.  B.  B.  B. 
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Caa.  626;  Clark  v.  Grand  Trunk  Western 
R.  Co.  149  Mich,  400,  112  N.  W.  1121,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  669;  Little  Rock  Traction  & 
Electric  Co.  v.  McCaskill,.  75  Ark.  133, 
70  L.R.A.  680,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  48,  86 
S.  W.  997;  Metallic  Compression  Casting 
Co.  Y.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12 
Am.  Rep.  689. 

The  fire  department  of  the  City  of  Moor- 
head  in  attempting  to  extinguish  this  fire 
were  the  agents  and  servants  of  respondent 
and  if  they,  by  their  acts  of  negligence  in 
leaving  this  hose  unprotected  and  un- 
guarded, contributed  to  the  cutting  thereof 
by  appellant's  engine,  then,  upon  elementary 
principles,  respondent  ought  not  to  be  per- 
mitted to  recover. 

Metallic  Compression  Casting  Co.  v. 
Fitchburg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am. 
Rep.  689. 

Messrs.  Christian  G.  Dosland.  and  Bar- 
ker &  Hicks,  for  respondent: 

A  railroad  company  is  liable  for  loss 
caused  by  cutting  hose  laid  to  a  fire. 

American  Sheet  &  Tin  Plate  Co,  v.  Pitts- 
burgh A  L.  E.  R.  Co.  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  382, 
75  C.  C.  A.  47,  143  Fed.  789,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
626;  Metallic  Compression  Casting  Co.  v. 
Fitchburg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am. 
Rep.  «89;  Little  Rock  Traction  &  Electric 
Co.  V.  McCaskill,  75  Ark.  133,  70  L.R.A. 
680,  112  Am.  St.  Rep.  48,  86  S.  W.  997; 
Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R. 
Co.  122  App.  Div.  113,  106  N.  Y.  Supp. 
696. 

It  was  not  essential,  under  the  law,  that 
respondent  should  show  that  direct  notice 
was  given  to  the  servants  of  appellant  in 
charge  of  this  locomotive  that  the  hose  was 
lying  across  the  tracks. 

Rawitzer  v.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  93 
Minn.  84,  100  N.  W.  664;  Eckert  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  104  Minn.  435,  116  N.  W. 
1024;  Galloway  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  56  Minn.  346,  23  L.R.A.  442,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  57  N.  W.  1058;  Jacob- 
son  V.  St.  Paul  &  D.  R.  Co.  41  Minn.  206, 
42  N.  W.  932;  Erickson  v.  St.  Paul  &  D. 
R.  Co.  41  Minn.  600,  5  L.R.A.  780,  43 
N.  W.  332;  Klotz  v.  Winona  &  St  P.  R. 
Co.  68  Minn.  341,  71  N.  W.  257. 

The  negligence  of  the  firemen  will  not 
relieve  the  railroad  from  liability. 

Mott  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  8  Bosw. 
345;  Hill  v.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co. 
112  Minn.  503,  128  N.  W.  831;  Lee  v. 
H.  N.  I^ighton  Co.  113  Minn.  373,  129 
N.  W.  767. 

The  negligence  of  appellant,  and  not  that 
of  the  firemen,  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury. 

29  Cyc.  530,  531;  Fonda  v.  St.  Paul  City 
R.  Co.  71  Minn.  438,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  341, 
74  N.  W.  166. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Uolt,   J.,    delivered   the   opinion    of   the 
court: 

The  right  of  way  of  the  defendant  rail- 
way company,  with  three  tracks  thereon, 
is  located  directly  south  of  and  almost 
parallel  with  First  avenue,  in  the  city  of 
Moor  head,  Minnesota.  This  avenue  runs 
east  and  west.  At  right  angles  thereto  is 
Eighth  street,  running  north  and  south,  be- 
ing the  most  traveled  street  going  in  that 
direction  in  the  city.  Front  street  is  one 
block  south  of  First  avenue.  Prior  to  the 
fire  on  January  2,  1911,  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  Columbia  Hotel,  located  between 
Front  street  and  defendant's  right  of  way. 
The  main  part  was  a  three-story  brick 
building  104  feet  long  on  Front  street  and 
40  feet  wide.  On  the  easterly  side,  and 
projecting  closer  to  Eighth  street  than  the 
main  building,  had  been  added  two  brick- 
veneered  two-story  structures,  so  that  the 
northerly  end  of  these  additions  were  with- 
in 100  feet  of  defendant's  tracks.  A  frame 
structure  15  feet  by  17  feet,  two  stories, 
containing  a  washroom  and  toilets,  was 
built  in  the  angle  formed  by  the  main  build- 
ing and  additions.  Between  it  and  the 
main  building  was  a  6-foot  passageway; 
but  it  was  built  against  the  addition,  with 
doors  opening  into  the  same.  About  7 
o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the  date  men- 
tioned, smoke  was  noticed  in  the  hotel,  and 
shortly  after  a  fire  alarm  was  turned  in. 
It  appears  there  were  only  two  regularly 
employed  men  in  the  fire  department. 
One  of  these  had  charge  of  and  drove  the 
hose  cart.  The  alarm  was  promptly  re- 
sponded to,  the  hose  was  attached  to  a  hy- 
drant at  the  northeast  corner  formed  by 
the  intersection  of  Eighth  and  Front  streets,  • 
and  then  taken  in  through  the  main  en- 
trance of  the  hotel  on  Front  street;  but 
no  fire,  only  smoke,  was  found  there.  The 
hose  cart  was  thereupon  driven  north  on 
Eighth  street,  and  another  hose  attached 
to  a  hydrant  located  north  of  defendant's 
tracks,  at  the  northeast  corner  of  First 
avenue  and  Eighth  street,  and  run  south 
on  the  last-named  street  across  the  tracks, 
then  behind  the  hotel  to  the  frame  build- 
ing mentioned,  containing  the  toilets,  where- 
lin  the  fire  had  in  the  meantime  been  lo- 
'cated.  The  water  was  turned  on,  and  the 
fire  was  being  brought  under  control,  when 
the  defendant  backed  a  locomotive  in  a 
westerly  direction  from  the  depot,  situate 
some  200  feet  east  of  the  east  line  of  Eighth 
street,  over  and  across  the  street  where  the 
hose  was  laid,  and  cut  it.  Before  the  cut 
section  could  be  removed  and  other  hose 
substituted,  ten  to  twenty  minutes  elapsed, 
during  which  time  the  fire  gained  such 
headway  that  not  only  the  frame  structure 
where  it  started  was  destroyed,  but  prac- 
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tically  the  whole  hotel.  Plaintiff  sued,  al- 
leging that  the  defendant  negligently  cut 
the  hose;  that,  had  it  not  so  done,  the  fire 
would  have  been  put  out  with  but  small 
loss;  consequently  the  claim  is  that  defend- 
ant's negligence  was  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  destruction  of  the  hotel.  The  trial 
resulted  in  a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant appeals  from  the  order  denying 
its  alternative  motion  for  judgment  not- 
withstanding the  verdict,  or  for  a  new 
trial. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  at  the  cross- 
ing in  question  defendant  had  safety  gates 
operated  by  a  watchman  from  a  tower  some 
10  feet  high,  located  immediately  north  of 
the  tracks  and  on  the  east  side  of  Eighth 
street.  When  the  hose  was  laid  across 
the  track,  one  of  the  firemen,  who  knew 
that  the  watchman  was  very  deaf,  pointed 
to  the  hose  and  motioned  up  and  down  the 
track.  He  testified  that  the  watchman 
looked  at  him  and  toward  the  smoke  from 
the  fire.  Because  it  did  not  appear  that 
this  watchman  gave  any  notice  to  the 
engineer  in  charge  of  the  locomotive  which 
cut  the  hose,  the  court  instructed  the  jury 
that  any  notice  or  knowledge  the  watch- 
man may  have  had  of  the  situation  was 
immaterial.  Unless  a  recovery  must  be 
based  on  the  wanton  negligence  of  the 
engineer,  we  fail  to  see  why  the  evidence 
was  not  admissible.  The  watchman  was 
tliere  to  guard  against  persons  or  property 
on  the  crossing.  If  he  knew  that  the  hose 
was  on  the  crossing,  and,  from  the  motion 
of  the  fireman  and  the  situation,  knew  that 
trains  were  not  to  pass,  it  would  seem  a 
duty  devolved  on  him  to  act,  and  a  failure 
so  to  do  would  tend  to  show  negligence  of 
defendant.  The  ruling  testifies  to  the  great 
care  taken  by  the  learned  trial  court  in  a 
case  presenting  the  application  of  the  law 
of  negligence  to  a  somewhat  novel  situ- 
ation, and  involving  a  large  amount,  to 
eliminate  everything  which  by  inference 
might  be  claimed  tp  be  unfair  to  the  de- 
fendant. 

Contributory  negligence  was  not  plead- 
ed. It  was  not  assigned  as  a  ground  for  a 
new  trial,  nor  is  an  assignment  of  error  on 
that  basis  made  in  this  court.  But  counsel, 
in  his  oral  argument,  contended,  as  we  un- 
derstood him,  that  it  appeared  from  the 
evidence  received  without  objection  that 
there  was  no  necessity  for  laying  the  hose 
across  the  tracks;  that  after  it  was  there 
the  engineer  was  not  notified  by  the  firemen 
of  its  presence;  that  this  was  negligence 
of  the  firemen,  and  they  were  plaintiff's 
servants  in  the  matter  of  extinguishing 
the  fire;  hence  their  negligence  is  imputable 
to  plaintiff,  and  no  recovery  may  be  had. 
Hill  V.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  112  Minn. 
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503,  128  N.  W.  831;  Mellon  v.  Great 
Northern  R.  Co.  116  Minn.  440,  134  N.  W. 
116.  The  answer  to  the  contention  is  that 
the  court,  at  defendant's  request,  submitted 
the  question  of  apparent  necessity  of  run- 
ning the  hose  across  the  tracks  to  the 
jury,  ruling  that,  if  it  was  not  necessary, 
plaintiff  must  fail;  and,  further,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  plaintiff  is  not  responsible 
for  the  negligence  of  the  fire  department. 
It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  while  a 
fire  department  protects  the  private  prop- 
erty threatened,  it  is  one  of  the  public 
governmental  agencies  of  the  city,  for  whose 
mistakes  or  negligence  in  subduing  a  fire 
the  city  is  not  liable  to  the  individual  in- 
jured thereby.  This  is  placed  on  the  ground 
that  the  department,  in  arresting  fires,  is 
discharging  a  public  governmental  or  police 
duty.  Bryant  v.  St.  Paul,  33  Minn.  289, 
53  Am.  St.  Rep.  31,  23  N.  W.  220;  Grube 
V.  St.  Paul,  34  Minn.  402,  26  N.  W.  228. 
A  fireman  is  not  a  servant  of  the  owner 
of  the  property  he  is  attempting  to  save, 
so  as  to  come  within  the  protection  of 
chapter  7,  p.  99,  Laws  of  1893,  "An  act 
for  the  Protection  of  Employees."  Hamil- 
ton v.  Minneapolis  Desk  Mfg.  Co.  78  Minn. 
3,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  360,  80  N.  W.  693. 

The  citizen  whose  property  is  threatened 
with  destruction  has  absolutely  no  control 
over  the  public  fire  department  fighting 
the  fire.  He  may  not  interfere  by  at- 
tempted directions  or  orders.  Indeed,  his 
property  may  be  destroyed  if,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  head  of  the  department,  it 
becomes  necessary  so  to  do  to  arrest  a  con- 
flagration. Where  there  is  no  authority 
in  an  individual  to  interfere  with  or  direct 
such  a  public  governmental  agency  as  a 
city  fire  department  in  the  discharge  of 
its  duties,  nor  any  responsibility  is  rest- 
ing upon  him  as  a  taxpayer  in  the  city  to 
pay  for  the  negligence  of  such  agency,  it 
follows  that  there  is  no  relation  of  mas- 
ter and  servant,  or  principal  and  agent, 
so  as  to  transfer  the  negligence  of  the  fire 
department  to  the  owner  of  the  property 
being  consumed  by  fire,  making  available 
the  defense  of  contributory  negligence  to 
one  whose  negligence  caused  or  concurred 
in  causing  the  loss.  Mott  v.  Hudson  River 
R.  Co.  8  Bosw.  346.  In  this  view  of  the 
case,  the  court  did  not  err  in  refusing  to 
give  defendants  first  and  third  requests, 
which  were  that  no  recovery  could  be  had, 
if  there  was  no  need  of  running  the  hose 
across  the  tracks. 

Upon  the  oral  argument  counsel  for 
the  defendant  candidly  conceded  that  he 
could  not  attack  the  finding  of  the  jury 
that  the  cutting  of  the  hose  caused  the 
almost  total  destruction  of  the  hotel,  and 
that,  had  it  not  been  cut,  the  fire  would 
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have  been  extinguished  with  but  a  small 
loss.  And  the  record  amply  'sustains  the 
verdict  that  plaintiff's  loss  in  the  amount 
found  proximately  resulted  from  the  fact 
that  defendant  ran  the  locomotive  over  the 
hose. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  decisive  ques- 
tion on  this  appeal,  and  which  is  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury,  at  de- 
fendant's request,  that  '^before  the  jury 
can  find  a  verdict  in  this  case  against  de- 
fendant, they  must  be  satisfied  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  that  defend- 
ant's engineer,  Kilbain,  actually  knew, 
when  he  backed  his  engine  and  tender 
from  the  depot  west  over  the  Eighth  street 
crossing,  of  the  presence  of  this  hose,  in 
time  to  have  avoided  running  over  it,"  and 
instead  charging  them  in  substance  that 
it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  engineer  to  look 
for  hose  stretched  across  the  track,  but, 
if  he  knew  that  a  hose  in  use  to  put  out 
a  fire  was  across  the  track,  it  was  his 
duty  not  to  cut  it  if  he  could  avoid  doing 
so  without  danger  to  himself  or  other  .per- 
sons. If  he  did  not  know  that  it  was  across 
the  track,  but  did  know  that  a  fire  was 
in  progress  in  the  city  near  the  track,  and 
knew  that  the  situation  and  conditions 
were  such  as  to  make  it  reasonable  to  an- 
ticipate that  his  engine  might  interfere 
with  the  work  of  extinguishing  the  fire,  and 
after  such  knowledge  he  failed  to  exercise 
ordinary  care  under  the  circumstances  to 
avoid  cutting  the  hose,  actiona'ble  negli- 
gence might  be  found.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  court  submitted  the  issue  of 
defendant's  negligence  to  the  jury  upon 
quite  as  favorable  theory  as  it  was  entitled 
to. 

The  contention  of  the  defendant  that 
the  rule  of  wanton  negligence  should  have 
been  applied  cannot  be  sustained.  The  de- 
fendant did  not  own  the  ground  where  the 
hose  was.  It  was  a  public  street.  The 
fireman  have  generally  tlie  right  of  way 
in  public  streets  in  going  to  a  fire,  and  in 
stringing  hose  thereon  a  laAK'ful  use  is  made 
of  the  street.  Indeed,  if  a  necessitv  there- 
for  exists,  hose  may  be  laid  on  private 
property  and  across  railway  right  of  way 
to  subdue  fires.  So  that,  as  far  as  defend- 
ant was  concerned,  the  hose  was  on  the 
tracks  by  right,  and  not  by  the  act  of 
either  a  licensee  or  a  trespasser.  The  hose, 
then,  being  where  it  might  lawfully  be  laid, 
and  used  at  a  place  where  defendant  had 
not  the  exclusive  right  to  be,  but  where 
the  public  has  the  right  to  travel,  a  duty 
was  thereby  cast  upon  defendant  to  exer- 
cise ordinary  care  in  its  use  of  the  cross- 
ing. If,  without  fault  of  the  owner,  a 
large  van  had,  in  broad  daylight,  been 
stalled  on  defendant's  tracks  OD  this  cross- 
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ing,  and  this  locomotive,  with  tender,  start- 
ing from  a  standing  position  200  feet  away, 
had  backed  down  upon  the  van,  could  there 
be  any  escape  from  liability?  The  duty  of 
the  defendant,  using  the  crossing,  to  exer- 
cise ordinary  care  to  discover  the  presence 
of  the  obstruction  thereon,  and  avoid  in- 
jury or  collision,  is  the  same  in  the  case 
of  a  van  as  in  the  case  of  fire  hose  strung 
over  it.  The  difficulty  of  discharging  this 
duty  may  vary.  If,  however,  in  a  given 
case,  the  ordinarily  prudent  person,  mind- 
ful of  this  duty  of  care,  would,  under  the 
situation  shown,  discover  the  danger  and 
avoid  collision,  and  the  defendant  in  such 
case  fails  so  to  do,  negligence  is  proven. 
The  defendant's  engineer  was  familiar  with 
the  streets  and  tracks,  and  had  so  been  for 
several  years.  He  had  stayed  at  the  hotel 
overnight,  and  knew  of  the  presence  of 
smoke,  or  the  smell  thereof,  when  he  left 
for  the  depot,  where  the  locomotive  was 
awaiting  him.  He  waited  in  the  depot  some 
ten  minutes  for  orders.  The  fire  whistle 
blew.  He  claims  he  did  not  hear  it.  The 
testimony  is  that  quite  a  volume  of  smoke 
came  from  the  fire  when  he  started  to  back 
the  locomotive;  also  that,  as  he  proceeded, 
he  looked  at  the  smoke.  Volunteer  firemen 
and  others  were  going  to  the  fire,  or  were 
around  there.  Though  his  view  of  the  hotel 
was  at  some  position  of  his  travel  ob- 
structed, he  had  a  clear  view  of  the  rear 
of  the  hotel  for  about  100  feet  before  reach- 
ing the  hose.  It  was  broad  daylight,  and 
•he  could  have  seen  the  hose,  he  admits 
had  he  looked  for  it,  at  a  distance  of  more 
than  200  feet.  He  claims  he  looked  at  the 
crossing.  No  one  was  on  the  front  part 
of  the  tender.  The  fireman  on  the  loco- 
motive was  not  called,  nor  his  absence  from 
the  witness  stand  explained.  These  and 
other  facts  appearing  in  the  evidence  made 
a  case  for  the  jury  upon  th^  question  of 
defendant's  negligence  in  running  over  the 
hose. 

We  are  cited  to  the  case-  of  Clark  ▼. 
Grand  Trunk  Western  R.  Co.  149  Mich. 
400,  112  N.  W.  1121,  12  Ann.  Cas.  659, 
as  supporting  defendant's  contention,  and 
so  it  does;  but  no  substantial  reason  is 
given  for  the  ruling,  and  we  are  not  in- 
clined to  follow  it.  In  the  case  of  Ameri- 
can Sheet  &  Tin  Plate  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
L.  E.  R.  Co.  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  382,  75 
C.  C.  A.  47,  143  Fed.  789,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
620,  relied  on  by  defendant,  it  will  be 
noticed  that  there  was  no  hose  laid  across 
the  track.  The  train  was  stopped  because 
the  fire  department  wished  to  lay  the  hose 
across  defendant's  right  of  way  at  a  place 
abandoned  as  a  street,  but  through  some 
misunderstanding  of  the  engineer,  the  train 

started  up  and  interfered  for  som^  ^feutei 
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with  laying  hose  where  the  fire  could  be 
successfully  extinguished,  and,  furthermore, 
this  language  used  therein  seems  to  sustain 
the  view  we  adopt:  "They  [railroad  com- 
pany] would  have  no  right  to  run  across 
hose  observed,  or  which  ought  to  have 
been  observed,  lying  across  the  tracks  for 
the  purpose  of  extinguishing  a  fire."  The 
case  of  Metallic  Compression  Casting  Co. 
v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  277,  12  Am. 
Rep.  689,  does  not  assist  defendant.  The 
points  for  decision  were  whether  the  hose 
was  lawfully  placed  over  defendant's 
tracks,  and  whether  the  cutting  of  it  by 
defendant  was  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
loss. 

We  discover  no  error  in  the  record,  and 
the  order  appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 

CHARLES  FULLER,  Appt., 

V. 

STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI. 

(—  Miss.  — ,  57  So.  6.) 

Criminal  law  —  power  to  suspend  sen- 
tence. • 

1.  A  court  has  no  inherent  power  to  sus- 
pend the  execution  of  a  sentence  pronounced 
upon  one  convicted  of  crime  for  the  pur- 
pose of  inducing  good  behavior  on  his  part. 


Same  —  asi,scnt  to  avoid  provision  —  ef- 
fect. 

2.  A  convict  who  assets  to  a  void  pro- 
vision in  his  sentence,  that  it  shall  not  be 
executed  during  good  behavior,  cannot  take 
advantage  of  its  invalidity  when  the  sen- 
tence is  souglit  to  be  enforced  against  him, 
nor  of  the  fact  that  the  original  term  of 
sentence  has  elapsed. 

(January  15,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hinds-  County 
imposing  sentence  upon  him  upon  a  con- 
viction of  unlawfully  selling  intoxicating 
liquors,  which  had  been  suspended  during 
good  behavior.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Potter  &  Hindman,  for  appel- 
lant : 

The  conditional  sentence  of  ninety  days 
was  a  nullity. 

Scott  V.  Chichester,  107  Va.  933,  16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  304,  60  S.  E.  95;  Ex  parte 
Clehdenning,  22  Okla.  108,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1041,  97  Pac.  650  J  Re  Strickler,  51  Kan. 
700,  33  Pac.  620;  Sylvester  v.  State,  65 
N.  H.  193,  20  Atl.  954;  Tuttle  v.  Lang,  100 
Me.  123,  60  Atl.  892. 

Messrs.  Burch  &  Strieker,  for  appel- 
lant in  support  of  suggestion  of  error: 

There  is  no  power  to  suspend  execution. 

Re  Webb,  89  Wis.  354,  27  L.R.A.  356,  46 
Am.   St.  .Rep.   846,   62  N.   W.   177,   9   Am. 


iVote.  —  Poif'cr  of  court  to  tmspend  sen^ 
tence  or  stay  execution  of  sentence. 

The  question  of  the  power  of  courts  to 
suspend  sentence  or  stay  execution  of  sen- 
tence is  covered  in  the  note  to  State  v.  Ab- 
bott, 33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  112,  and  the  present 
note  includes  only  the  decisions  which  have 
considered  the  points  since  the  writing  of 
that  note. 

Power  to  suspend   sentence  temporarily. 

In  Phillipfe  V.  State,  —  Ark.  — ,  140  S.  W. 
734,  it  was  held  that  sentence  might  be  pro- 
nounced on  a  plea  of  guilty  at  a  term  sub- 
sequent to  that  at  which  such  plea  was 
entered. 

— indefinitely. 

Relying  upon  the  decision  in  Fuller  v. 
State,  it  was  held  in  Hoggett  v.  State,  — 
Miss.  — ,  57  So.  811,  that  the  court  had  no 
power  indefinitely  to  suspend  the  imposition 
of  sentence  after  a  plea  or  verdict  of  guilty. 

And  in  Spencer  v.  State.  —  Tenn.  — ,  38 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  080,  140  S.  W.  597,  it  was 
held  that  liie  practice  of  suspending  the 
entry  of  judgment  in  criminal  cases  after 
a  verdict  or  a  plea  of  guilty,  during  the 
pleasure  of  the  court,  with  the  consent  of 
the  defendant,  and  subject  to  the  pow^cr  of 
the  court  to  cause  to  be  entered  a  judgment 
on  the  verdict  or  plea  at  a  subsequent  term, 
3«J  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


whenever  the  judge  deemed  the  interests  of 
justice  required  it,  had  never  been  recog- 
nized in  Tennessee. 

In  Gehrmann  v.  Osborne,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ^ 
82  Atl.  424,  it  was  held  that  in  New  Jersey, 
if  a  defendant  has  pleaded  nolo  contendere 
or  guilty  or  has  been  convicted  upon  trial, 
the  court  has  the  power  if  the  defendant 
does  not  object  thereto,  and  therefore  is  as- 
sumed to  assent,  to  refrain  from  pronoun- 
cing a  judgment  or  sentence,  and  may,  at  a 
subsequent  time,  hale  the  defendant  before 
it  and  impose  the  punishment  in  the  same 
manner  that  it  would  have  been  justified 
in  pronouncing  it  upon  the  day  when  the 
case  was  first  ripe  for  sentence.  The  court 
said:  "It  will  be  observed  that  I  have  said 
that  this  rule  is  only  applicable  in  its  full 
force  where  the  defendant  has  not  objected, 
or  will  be  found  to  have  assented,  because 
I  find  no  authorities  as  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  suspend  the  sentencing  in  the  face 
of  an  objection  by  the  defendant.  Since  so 
far  neither  the  counsel  engaged  nor  have  I 
been  able  to  find  any  case  in  New  Jersey 
in  which  the  question  has  been  squarely 
raised  and  decided,  and  since  I  find  the  cus- 
tom to  be  one  of  ancient  origin  and  con- 
stant practice,  it  may  not  be  a  waste  of 
time  to  give  a  brief  consideration  to  the 
propriety  or  impropriety  of  the.  custom. 
The  two  points  of  view  from  which  the 
matter  must  be  considered  are,  of  course, 
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Crim.  Rep.  702;  People  ex  rel.  Boenert  v. 
Barrett,  202  111.  287,  63  L.R.A.  82,  95  Am. 
St.  Rep.  230,  67  N.  E.  23;  Com.  v.  Dowdi- 
can,  115  Masa.  133;  People  v.  Brown,  54 
Mich.  16,  19  N.  W.  571;  Sylvester  v. 
State,  65  K.  H.  193,  20  Atl.  054;  Ex  parte 
Clendenning,  22  Okla.  108,  19  L.R.A.(N.S,) 
1041,  97  Pac.  650;  Gibson  v.  State,  68 
Mies.  241,  8  So.  329;  Re  Strickler,  51  Kan. 
700,  33  Pac.  620;  Re  Bloom,  53  Mich. 
597,  19  N.  W.  200;  State  v.  Murphy,  23 
Nev.  390,  48  Pac.  628;  Tuttle  v.  Lang, 
100  Me.  123,  60  Atl.  893;  Ex  parte  Gordon, 
1  Black,  503,  17  L.  ed.  134;  State  v.  Voss, 
80  Iowa,  467,  8  L.R.A.  767,  45  N.  W.  898; 
Re  Markuson,  5  N.  D.  180,  64  N.  W.  939; 
People  ex  rel.  Boenert  v.  Barrett,  202  111. 
287,   63   L.R.A.   82,   95  Am.   St.   Rep.   230, 


67  N.  E.  23;  Grundel  v.  People,  33  Colo. 
191,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  79  Pac.  1022; 
Re  Flint,  25  Utah,  338,  95  Am.  St.  Rep. 
853,  71  Pac.  531;  State  ex  rel.  Davis  v. 
Hunter,  124  Iowa,  569,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
361,  100  N.  W.  510. 

An  indefinite  suspension  of  sentence  on 
conditions  is,  in  practical  effect,  a  con- 
ditional pardon. 

State  ex  rel.  Davis  v.  Hunter,  124  Iowa, 
569,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  361,  100  N,  W.  510. 

Mr.  James  R.  McDowell,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,   for  the   State: 

The  court  has  power  to  suspend  the  exe- 
cution of  the  sentence. 

1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  Proc.  §  1299,  p. 
799;  Gibson  v.  State,  68  Miss.  241,  8  So. 
329;   Sylvester  v.  State,  65  N.  H.  193,  20 


that  of  the  state  or  public  on  one  hand,  and 
that  of  the  defendant  on  the  other.  Since 
the  measure  of  the  punishment  to  be  inflicted 
in  any  given  case  (excepting  some  few,  of 
which  murder  in  the  first  degree  is  a  con- 
spicuous example)  is  left  entirely  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  it  would  seem  that, 
from  the  public  point  of  view,  it  must  be 
held  that  the  public  rights  are  presumably 
protected  by  whatever  the  judge  in  his  dis- 
cretion does  in  this  respect.  It  is  for  him 
to  determine  whether  the  defendant  shall 
pay  a  tine  within  the  limits  fixed  by  the 
statute,  or  suffer  some  imprisonment  with- 
in limits  similarly  fixed.  And  it  can  well 
be  argued  from  the  standpoint  of  public 
policy  that  it  is  proper  for  the  court,  in 
those  cases  where  it  finds  that  the  public 
interests  will  best  be  served  by  not  present- 
ly imposing  any  sentence,  to  thus  deal 
with  the  subject.  Considerations  of  public 
policy  may  often  properly  induce  a  court 
to  hold  off  inflicting  punishment  for  such  a 
time  as  that  course  seems  discreet  to  the 
court.  The  power  would  seem  to  be  analo- 
gous to  the  immunity  that  courts,  in  their 
discretion,  may  give  an  accomplice,  to  aid 
the  prosecution  (State  v.  Graham,  41  N.  J. 
L.  16,  32  Am.  Rep.  174),  and  is  similarly 
exercised  where  one  equally  guilty  has 
pleaded  guilty,  or  non  vult,  and  has  aided 
the  state  in  tiie  trial  of  the  others  concerned 
in  the  commission  of  the  crime.  From  the 
defendant's  standpoint,  the  only  legitimate 
objection,  it  would  seem  to  me,  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  refraining  from  pres- 
ently inflicting  punishment,  'would  be  the 
undesirability  of  remaining  in  the  indeter- 
minate position  resulting  from  a  suspen- 
sion of  the  pronouncement  of  judgment. 
But  is  not  this  essentially  a  matter  within 
his  own  control?  Undoubtedly  any  convict- 
ed defendant  could  compel  the  proper  court, 
by  mandamus,  to  pronounce  judgment;  and, 
in  my  view,  if  a  court  sought  to  postpone 
the  sentencing,  or  suspend  it,  for  any  pur- 
X>08e  or  anv  period  which  would  be  clearly 
unreasonable,  the  defendant  could  fully  pro- 
tect his  rights  by  objection,  which  would 
undoubtedly,  in  my  view,  result  either  in 
the  trial  court  not  attempting  to  exercise 
:;9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  jurisdiction  in  the  face  of  objection,  or 
in  the  supreme  court  holding  that,  in  the 
face  of  an  objection,  the  trial  court  acted 
improperly  in  unreasonably  delaying  the 
pronouncement  of  judgment,  and  subse- 
quently pronouncing  one.  As  a  general 
principle,  I  should  say  that  either  the  suc- 
cessful or  the  defeated  party  in  any  litigat- 
ed proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  could  move 
for  judgment  at  any  time  when  and  after 
the  matter  was  ripe  for  judgment.  But  if 
the  defendant  acquiesces,  or  does  not  ob- 
ject, it  is  difficult  to  see  how  he  can  be  said 
to  be  injured.  It  is  necessary  to  remember 
that  the  defendant  has  been  convicted;  that 
the  court  has  the  power  to  inflict  the  full 
measure  of  punishment;  that  if  a  defend- 
ant thus  in  peril  of  suffering  the  full  pen- 
alty of  the  law  is  not  visited  with  it,  many 
things  may  happen  favorable  to  him,  while 
nothing  worse  than  his  present  plight  can 
possibly  happen.  If  a  defendant  thus  cir- 
cumstanced sees  fit  not  to  object,  or  to  ac- 
quiesce, I  do  not  see  who  else  is  concerned 
that  can  complain,  nor  how  he  can  legiti- 
mately complain." 


— statutes  regulating  suspension. 

In  State  v.  Mallahan,  65  Wash.  287,  118 
Pac.  42,  under  statutes  whose  provisions  do 
not  appear,  it  was  held  that  the  court  had 
authority  indefinitely  to  suspend  sentence, 
and  later  commit  the  defendant,  where  there 
had  been  a  breach  of  the  condition. 

In  Ex  parte  Giannini,  —  Cal.  App.  — , 
122  Pac.  831,  a  statute  gave  the  court  j)ow- 
er  to  suspend  the  imposing  or  the  execution 
of  sentence,  to  continue  for  such  period  of 
time  not  exceeding  the  maximum  possible 
term  of  such  sentence,  upon  such  terms  and 
conditions  as  it  should  determine,  and  where 
the  defendant  was  convicted  of  a  misde- 
meanor the  possible  maximum  term  of  sen- 
tence for  which  wnfe  six  months,  it  was  held 
competent  to  impose  anv  sentence  less  than 
this,  and,  notwithstanding  such  fixation,  to 
place  the  defendant  upon  probation  for  the 
maximum  term;  and  it  was  further  held 
that  where  a  defendant  is  placed  upon  pro- 
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Atl.  954;  Com.  v.  Dowdican,  115  Mass 
133;  Weber  v.  State,  68  Ohio  St.  616,  41 
L.R.A.  472,  61  N.  E.  116;  State  v.  Crook, 
116  N.  C.  760,  29  L.R.A.  260,  20  S.  E.  513; 
Ex  parte  Lange,  18  Wall.  163,  21  L.  ed. 
872;  State  v.  Hatley,  110  N.  C.  522,  14 
S.  E.  751;  People  v.  Graves,  31  Hun,  382; 
People  ex  rel.  Forsyth  v.  Court  of  Sessions, 
141  N.  Y.  288,  23  L.R.A.  856,  36  N.  E. 
386,  15  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  675. 

Mcl/ain,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
In  the  circuit  court  of  Hinds  county, 
at  the  December  term,  1910,  the  appellant, 
Charles  Fuller,  was  arraigned  upon  an  in- 
dictment charging  him  with  the  unlawful 
sale   of   intoxicating   liquors.    To  this    in- 


dictment he  pleaded  guilty.  The  court 
thereupon  entered  this  judgment:  "It  is 
therefore  considered  by  the  court,  and  so 
ordered  and  adjudged,  that  the  defendant, 
Charles  Fuller,  for  such  his  often se,  for 
which  he  has  pleaded  guilty,  be  fined  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  ($500),  and 
be  confined  in  the  Hinds  county  jail  for 
ninety  (90)  days,  and  to  pay  the  costs  of 
this  prosecution.  It  is  further  ordered 
that  the  jail  sentence  be  suspended  during 
the  good  behavior  of  the  defendant."  Appel- 
lant paid  the  fine  and  costs,  and  was  re- 
leased from  custody.  In  April,  1911,  on 
motion  of  the  district  attorney,  he  was 
brought  before  the  court,  and,  after  hear- 
ing proof,  the  court  decided  that  the  de- 


bat  ion  without  limitation  of  time,   it  ex- 
tends to  such  maximum  term  of  sentence. 

And  a  probation  statute  authorizing  the 
court,  where  the  circumstances  justify  it, 
to  suspend  sentence  and  place  the  defendant 
upon  probation,  and  providing  for  sentence 
if  a  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  probation 
are  broken  within  three  years,  does  not  de- 
prive the  court  of  its  power  indefinitely  to 
suspend  sentence,  where  the  defendant  does 
not  object  and  has  impliedly  or  actually  ac- 
quiesced.    Gehrmann  v.  Osborne,  supra. 

Power  to  stay  execution   of   sentence. 

In  the  absence  of  statute  authorizing  it, 
a  court  cannot,  after  judgment  is  pro- 
nounced, indefinitely  postpone  its  execution, 
since  to  hold  otherwise  would  permit  the 
court  to  usurp  the  pardoning  power.  Ex 
parte  Bugg,  —  Mo.  App-  — ,  145  S.  W.  831. 

And  the  trial  judge  has  no  power  to  grant 
a  stay  of  execution  of  a  sentence  pronounced 
solely  as  a  reformatory  measure  to  secure 
future  good  behavior  on  the  part  of  the  pris- 
oner, and  such  a  stay  is  void,  and  he  has 
the  right  to  cause  a  capias  to  issue  to  take 
the  prisoner  into  custody,  to  the  end  that  he 
may  serve  his  sentence.  Spencer  v.  State, 
—  Tenn.  — ,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  680,  140  S. 
W.  597. 

So  an  order  of  the  court  after  judgment 
suspending  further  punishment,  in  order  to 
allow  the  accused  to  seek  a  change  of  climate 
for  his  health,  is  void,  and  the  release  of  the 
prisoner  thereunder  is  unwarranted.  Ex 
parte  Bugg,  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  145  S.  W.  831. 

And  in  Roberts  v.  Wansley,  137  Ga.  439, 
73  S.  E.  654,  it  was  held  that  a  judge  of  the 
superior  court  has  no  authority, to  suspend 
the  'execution  of  sentence  imposed  by  him 
in  a  criminal  case,  except  as  incidental  to 
a  review  of  the  jud<?ment  under  which  the 
sentence  was  imposed. 

And  in  Daniel  v.  Persons,  137  Ga.  826,  74 
S.  E.  260,  it  was  held  tliat  the  judge  had 
no  power  to  suspend  the  execution  of  a  sen- 
tence imposed  in  a  criminal  case,  except  as 
an  incident  to  a  review  of  the  judgment; 
and  where  there  was  no  exeeption  taken  to  a 
written  sentence  directing  that  the  prison- 
er pay  the  costs  and  be  confined  in  the  chain 
^ang  for  a  certain  time,  a  further  provisioii 
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suspending  the  part  relating  to  the  con- 
finement upox\  the  chain  gang  indefinitely 
during  the  defendant's  good  behavior,  re- 
serving in  the  court  the  right  to  have  such 
sentence  executed  whenever  in  its  discretion 
it  ought  to  be,  was  held  invalid  and  of  no 
force. 

And  in  Roberts  v.  Wansley,  supra,  it  was 
held  that  a  statement  by  a  judge  in  orally 
passing  sentence,  that  the  portion  of  the 
written  sentence  which  imposed  a  term  of  im- 
prisonment was  suspended  on  condition  that 
the  accused  did  not  repeat  the  same  ofi'ense, 
was  inefTectual  to  suspend  that  portion  of 
the  sentence. 

And  in  State  v.  White,  —  Tenn.  — ,  140 
S.  W.  1059,  it  was  held  that  it  was  beyond 
the  power  of  the  trial  court  after  sentence 
to  suspend  a  part  imposing  imprisonment 
until  the  next  term  of  court. 

In  Ex  parte  Bugg,  supra,  it  was  held  that 
under  §  5291,  Stat.  1909,  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion could  not  exceed  ninety  days. 

In  Com.  V.  Drohan,  210  Mass.  446,  97  N. 
E.  89,  it  was  held  that  under  Rev.  Laws, 
chap.  220,  §  3,  providing  for  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion where  there  is  doubt  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  sentence,  the  allowance  of  a  stay  of 
execution  was  discretionary. 

In  Re  Hinson,  156  N.  C.  250,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  352,  72  S.  E.  310,  it  was  held  that 
a  judge  has  power  to  suspend  judgment 
and  afterward  pass  sentence  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  thereof. 

Power  to  enforce  after  stay  of  execution. 

In  Re  Hinson,  supra,  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  a  judge,  after  judgment  of  convic- 
tion, told  the  defendant  that  if  she  would 
leave  the  county  and  not  return,  she  would 
not  be  compelled  to  serve  the  sentence,  and 
directed  the  clerk  to  suspend  the  issuance  of 
capias  for  fifteen  days,  did  not  prevent  her 
imprisonment  where  she  returned  after  the 
elapse  of  the  number  of  months  for  which 
sentence  was  pronounced. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Bugg,  supra,  it  was  held 
that  the  unwarranted  postponement  of  the 
execution  of  sentence  did  not  release  the  con- 
vict from  liability  to  be  retaken  and  re- 
quired to  mjy^  the  remainder  of  his  time. 
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fendant's  behavior  had  not  been  good,  as 
the  proof  showed  he  was  still  selling 
liquor  without  authority  of  law,  and  the 
court  adjudged  that  he  had  violated  the 
condition  upon  which  execution  of  the  sen- 
tence had  been  suspended,  and  he  ordered 
him  committed  to  serve  the  suspended  sen- 
tence of  ninety  days  in  jail.  From  this 
action  of  the  court,  the  appellant  appeals 
to  this  court. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  the 
conditional  sentence  of  ninety  days  imposed 
upon  him,  and  suspended,  was  a  nullity, 
and  that  the  suspension  of  execution  there- 
of upon  condition  was  beyond  the  power  of 
the  judge'.  It  becomes  necessary  for  us 
to  inquire  whether  the  circuit  court,  at  the 
time  the  sentence  was  pronounced  upon 
the  defendant,  had  lost  jurisdiction  of  the 
case  or  the  prisoner,  so  that  it  could  not 
legally  pronounce  sentence  and  order  judg- 
ment in  the  manner  and  form  as  it  did. 
Tn  other  words,  the  precise  question  in- 
volved is  the  power  of  a  court  of  record 
possessing  jurisdiction  in  criminal  cases 
to  suspend  judgment  after  conviction.  We 
think  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  power 
to  suspend  sentence  after  conviction  is  in- 
herent in  courts.  "This  power  belonged 
of  common  right  to  every  tribunal  invested 
with  the  authority  to  award  execution  in 
a  criminal  case."  1  Ghitty,  Grim.  Law,  1st 
cd.  617  and  758. 

We  cannot  conceive  how  the  rights  of 
appellant  are  invaded  or  infringed  upon, 
or  his  interest  in  the  least  prejudiced,  by 
permitting  him  to  escape  for  the  present 
upon  a  partial  judgment,  instead  of  sub- 
jecting him  immediately  to  such  fine  and 
imprisonment  as  his  own  criminal  con- 
duct has  made  him  liable  to  sufTer.  After 
a  most  careful  search  of  the  authorities, 
it  is  clear  to  our  minds  that  the  right  and 
the  power  remained  in  the  circuit  court  to 
pass  the  judgment  above  set  out.  Such 
power  was  properly  exercised  by  the 
learned  circuit  judge  in  this  case,  and  the 
judgment  rendered  thereon  is,  in  our  opin- 
ion, regular  and  binding  upon  the  appel- 
lant. Surely  the  appellant  will  not  be 
permitted  to  say  that  he  deserved  and 
should  have  received  sentence  much  earlier 
than  he  did.  He  did  not  demand  it,  and 
it  is  not  shown  that  any  injury  resulted 
to  him  by  this  delay.  In  a  criminal  case, 
the  power  to  stay  the  execution  in  whole 
or  in  part  is  inherent  in  every  court  hav- 
ing final  jurisdiction  in  such  cases,  un- 
less otherwise  provided  by  statute. 

It  occurs  to  us  the  suspension,  being  in 
favor  of  the  prisoner,  is  for  his  benefit, 
and  beyond  question  is  binding,,  and  that, 
too,  whether  consented  to  by  him  or  not. 
**Tbe  power  to  suspend  sentence  after  con- 
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viction  is,  at  common  law,  inherent  in  a 
court  of  record  possessing  jurisdiction  in 
criminal  cases.  .  .  .  [Suspending]  sen- 
tence in  a  criminal  case,  after  conviction, 
does  not  encroach  upon  the  constitutional 
powers  of  the  executive  to  grant  reprieves 
and  pardons."  People  ex  rel.  Forsyth  v. 
Court  of  Sessions,  141  N.  Y.  288,  23  L.R.A. 
866,  36  N.  E.  386,  15  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  675. 
In  a  well-considered  opinion  in  the  case  of 
Com.  V.  Dowdican,  115  Mass.  133-136,  the 
court  said:  "It  has  long  been  a  common 
practice  in  this  commonwealth,  afteir  a 
verdict  of  guilty  in  a  criminal  case,  when 
the  court  is  satisfied  that,  by  reason  of  ex- 
tenuating circumstances,  or  of  the  pen- 
dency of  a  question  of  law  in  a  like  case 
before  a  higher  court,  or  other  sufficient 
cause,  public  justice  does  not  require  an 
immediate  sentence,  to  order,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  defendant  and  of  the  attorney 
for  the  commonwealth,  and  upon  such  terms 
as  the  court,  in  its  discretion,  may  impose, 
that  the  indictment  be  laid  on  file.  .  .  . 
Such  an  order  is  not  equivalent  to  a  final 
judgment,  or  to  a  nolle  prosequi  or  discon- 
tinuance, by  which  the  case  is  put  out 
of  court,  but  is  a  mere  suspending  of  ac- 
tive proceedings  in  the  case,  which  dis- 
penses with  the  necessity  of  entering  formal 
continuances  upon  the  dockets,  and  leaves 
it  within  the  power  of  the  court  at  any 
time,  upon  the  motion  of  either  party,  to 
bring  the  case  forward  and  pass  any  law- 
ful order  or  judgment  therein." 

Our  own  court  has  said,  speaking  through 
Judge  Campbell,  in  the  case  of  Gibson  v. 
State,  68  Miss.  242,  8  So.  329:  "As  the 
defendant  pleaded  guilty,  and  was  liable  to 
be  immediately  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine 
and  costs,  and  to  be  imprisoned,  and  the 
court,  presumably  with  the  consent  of  the 
defendant,  for  whose  benefit  it  was,  and 
who  did  not  object,  suspended  judgment 
and  postponed  sentence,  except  for  costs, 
no  wrong  was  done  to  him  by  pronouncing 
at  a  future  term  the  sentence  which  might 
have  been  immediately  given,  but  was  thus 
delayed.  It  is  not  the  case  of  a  second 
punishment  of  an  offense.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  costs  were  paid;  but,  if  they 
were,  that  was  the  condition  upon  which 
the  postponement  of  sentence  was  made." 
Mr.  Bishop,  in  his  New  Criminal  Proced- 
ure (vol.  1,  §  1299,  p.  799),  uses  this  lan- 
guage: "Every  court  which  has  the  power 
to  award  an  execution  may  grant  a  suspen- 
sion of  its  oWn  sentences." 

We  invite  special  attention  to  the  case  of 
People  ex  rel.  Forsyth  v.  Court  of  Ses- 
sions, 141  N.  Y.  288,  23  L.R.A.  857, 
858,  36  N.  E.  386,  15  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
675.  The  question  here  involved  is  ably 
and   elaborately    considered    in    this    opin- 
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ion,  and  we  take  great  pleasure  in  quot- 
ing liberally  from  the  same:  "Without 
attempting  to  collate  all  the  authorities  on 
the  subject,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the 
power  to  suspend  sentence  at  common  law 
is  asserted  by  writers  of  acknowledged  au- 
thority on  criminal  jurisprudence,  by  the 
uniform  practice  of  the  courts,  and  numer- 
ous adjudged  cases."  We  cite  the  following 
cases:  Gibson  v.  State,  68  Miss.  241,  8 
So.  329;  State  v.  Crook,  115  N.  C.  700,  20 
L.R.A.  260,  20  S.  E.  513;  State  v.  Whitt, 
117  N.  C.  804,  23  S.  E.  452;  Bird  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, 12  Ohio  L.  J.  101,  102;  2  Hawk. 
P.  C.  chap.  51,  §  8;  1  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc. 
§  1124;  4  Bl.  Com.  chap.  31;  People  v. 
Graves,  31  Hun«  382;  People  v.  Harrington, 
15  Abb.  N.  C.  101;  People  v.  Whipple,  9 
Cow.  715;  Carnal  v.  People,  1  Park.  Crim. 
Rep.  262;  Com.  v.  Dowdican,  115  Mass. 
136;  State  v.  Addy,  43  N.  J.  L.  114,  39  Am. 
Rep.  547;  Weaver  v.  People,  33  Mich.  297, 
1  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  552;  People  v.  Reilly, 
53  Mich.  260,  18  N. 'W.  849;  Com.  v. 
Maloney,  145  Mass.  205,  13  N.  E.  482; 
Sylvester  v.  State,  65  N.  H.  193,  20  Atl. 
954.  We  have  no  statute  authorizing  the 
court  to  suspend  sentence  in  any  criminal 
case.  This  is  not  necessary.  The  power  is 
inherent  in  all  courts. 

It  is  said,  with  some  degree  of  force,  that 
this  exercise  of  power  by  the  court  en- 
croaches upon  the  power  of  the  governor  to 
g^ant  respites  and  pardons,  which  is  exclu- 
sively vested  in  him  under  our  Constitution. 
This  question  has  been  ably  discussed  by  the 
New  York  court  of  appeals,  and  from  that 
opinion  we  make  this  liberal  quotation: 
"The  po^wer  to  suspend  sentence  and  the 
power  to  grant  reprieves  and  pardons,  as  un- 
derstood when  the  Constitution  was  adopted, 
are  totally  distinct  and  different  in  their 
origin  and  nature.  The  former  was  always 
a  part  of  the  judicial  power;  the  latter  was 
always  a  part  of  the  executive  power.  The 
suspension  of  the  sentence  simply  postpones 
the  judgment  of  the  court  temporarily  or 
indefinitely;  but  the  conviction  and  liabil- 
ity following  it,  and  all  civil  disabilities,  re- 
main and  become  operative  when  judgment 
is  rendered.  A  pardon  reaches  both  the 
punishment  prescribed  for  the  ofTense  and 
the  guilt  of  the  offender.  It  releases  the 
punishment,  and  blots  out  of  existence  the 
guilt,  so  that  in  the  eye  of  the  law  the  gf- 
fender  is  as  innocent  as  if  he  had  never  com- 
mitted the  offense.  It  removes  the  penalties 
and  disabilities,  and  restores  him  to  all  his 
civil  rights.  It  makes  him,  as  it  were,  a 
new  man,  and  gives  him  a  new  credit  and 
capacity.  Kx  parte  Garland,  4  Wall.  333, 
18  L.  ed.  366;  United  wStates  v.  Klein,  13 
Wall.  128,  20  L.  ed.  519;  Knote  v.  United 
States,  95  U,  S.  149,  24  L.  ed.  442.  The 
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framers  of  the  Federal  and  state  Constitu- 
tions were  perfectly  familiar  with  the  prin- 
ciples governing  the  power  to  grant  par- 
dons, and  it  was  conferred  by  these 
instruments  upon  the  executive  with  full 
knowledge  of  the  law  upon  the  subject,  and 
the  words  of  the  Constitution  were  used  to 
express  the  authority  formerly  exercised 
by  the  English  Crown,  or  by  its  represen- 
tatives in  the  colonies.  Ex  parte  Wells,  18 
How.  307,  15  L-  ed.  421.  As  this  power 
was  understood,  it  did  not  comprehend  any 
part  of  the  judicial  functions  to  suspend 
sentence,  and  it  was  never  intended  that  the 
authority  to  grant  reprieves  and  pardons 
should  abrogate,  or  in  any  degree  restrict, 
the  exercise  of  the  power  in  regard  to  its 
own  judgments  that  criminal  courts  had  so 
long  maintained.  The  two  powers,  so  dis- 
tinct and  different  in  their  nature  and  char- 
acter, were  still  left  .  .  .  separate  and 
distinct, — ^the  one  to  be  exercised  bv  the 
executive,  and  the  other  by  the  judicial,  de- 
partment. We  therefore  conclude  that  a 
statute  which  in  terms  authorizes  courts 
of  criminal  jurisdiction  to  suspend  sentence 
in  certain  cases  after  conviction — a  power 
inherent  in  such  courts  at  common  law, 
which  was  understood  when  the  Constitu- 
tion was  adopted  to  be  an  ordinary  judicial 
function,  and  which,  ever  since  its  adoption, 
has  been  exercised  by  the  courts — is  a 
valid  exercise  of  legislative  power  under  the 
Constitution.  It  does  not  encroach,  in  any 
just  sense,  upon  the  powers  of  the  execu- 
tive, as  they  have  been  understood  and  prac- 
tised from  the  earliest  times.  The  power 
to  suspend  the  judgment  during  good  be- 
havior, if  understood  as  expressing  a  con- 
dition, upon  the  compliance  with  which  the 
offender  would  be  absolutely  relieved  from 
all  punishment,  and  freed  from  the  power 
of  the  court  to  pass  sentence,  is  open  to 
more  doubt.  The  legislature  cannot  author- 
ize the  courts  to  abdicate  their  own  powers 
and  duties,  or  to  tie  their  own  hands  in 
such  a  way  that,  after  sentence  has  been 
suspended,  they  cannot,  when  deemed  proper 
and  in  the  interest  of  justice,  inflict  the 
proper  punishment  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion.  Nor  can  the  free  and  un- 
trammeled  exercise  of  this  power,  or  the 
right  to  pass  sentence  according  to  the 
discretion  of  the  court,  be  made  dependent 
upon  compliance  with  some  condition  that 
would  require  the  court  to  try  a  question 
of  fact  before  it  could  render  the  judgment 
which  the  law  prescribes.  The  statute  must 
not  be  understood  as  conferring  any  new 
power.  The  court  may  suspend  sentence  as 
before,  but  it  can  do  nothing  to  preclude 
itself  or  its  successor  from  passing  the 
proper  sentence  whenever  such  a  course  ap- 
pears to  be  proper.    This,  we  think,  is  all 
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that  the  statute  intends,  and  that  was  the 
only  eHect  of  the  judgment.  It  is  a  power 
which  the  court  should  possess  in  further- 
ance of  justice,  to  be  used  wisely  and  dis- 
creetly; and  it  is  perhaps  creditable  to 
the  administration  of  justice  in  such  cases 
that,  while  the  power  has  always  existed, 
no  complaint  has  been  heard  of  its  abuse." 
People  ex  rel.  Forsyth  v.  Court  of  Sessions, 
141  N.  Y.  288,  23  L.R.A.  857,  858,  36  N.  E. 
386,  16  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  675. 

After  a  thorough  search  of  the  authori- 
ties bearing  upon  this  case,  we  think  that 
the  same  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Cariam: 

The  above  opinion  is  adopted  as  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  and  for  the  reasons 
therein  indicated  by  the  Commissioner  the 
judgment   is   affirmed. 

A  suggestion  of  error  having  been  pre- 
sented. Smith,  J.,  on  March  11,  1012,  de- 
livered the  following  additional  opinion: 

Appellant  suggests  that  we  have  con- 
fused the  question  of  a  court's  power  to 
suspend  the  imposition  of  a  sentence  with 
the  question  of  its  power  to  suspend  the 
execution  of  a  sentence  after  it  has  Iteen 
imposed.  As  the  first  question  is  not  in- 
volved herein,  we  wnll  pretermit  any  dis- 
cussion thereof,  and  confine  ourselves  to 
the  latter;  that  is,  the  power  of  a  court 
to  suspend  the  execution  of  a  sentence  after 
it  has  been  imposed. 

Power  to  suspend  the  execution  of  its 
sentence  has  not  been  conferred  upon  any 
court  in  this  state  by  our  Constitution  or 
statutes,  and,  consequently,  if  such  power 
exists  at  all,  it  must  be  one  of  the  inherent 
powers  of  courts,  or  be  derived  from  the 
common  law.  The  inherent  powers  of  a 
court  are  such  as  result  from  the  very  na- 
ture of  its  organization,  and  are  essential 
to  its  existence  and  protection,  and  to  the 
due  administration  of  justice.  Watson  v. 
Williams,  36  Miss.  331;  Re  Waugh,  32 
W^ash.  50,  72  Pac.  710;  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  28;  4  Words  &  Phrases,  3605.  It 
cannot  be  said  that  power  to  suspend  the 
execution  of  a  sentence  is  essential  to  tho 
existence  or  protection  of  a  court,  or  that 
it  is  essential  to  the  due  administration  of 
justice;  and  consequently  it  has  no  such 
inherent  power. 

At  common  law,  while  a  judgment  re- 
mained unreversed,  there  were  only  two 
methods  by  which  its  execution  could  be 
stayed  or  prevented:  First,  by  a  reprieve, 
which  merely  delayed  the  execution  of  the 
sentence;  second,  by  a  pardon,  which  oper- 
ated as  an  absolute  bar  to  its  execution. 
The  power  to  pardon  was  never  claimed  or 
exercised  by  the  courts,  and  will  not  be  fur- 
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ther  considered  here.  Reprieves  were  of 
three  kinds :  First,  ex  mandatio  regis; 
second  ex  arbitrio  judicis;  third,  ex  neces- 
sitate legis.  The  first  and  third  kinds  of 
reprieves  have  no  relevancy  here,  and  we 
may  dismiss  them  from  further  considera- 
tion. Reprieves  ex  arbitrio  judicis,  or  dis- 
cretionary reprieves,  were  granted  by  the 
courts  only  in  exceptional  cases,  to  prevent 
abuses  of  their  process,  and  to  prevent  irre- 
parable injustice  from  being  done  to  ilo* 
fendants.  Some  of  the  circumstances  under 
which  this  power  was  exercised  were  as  fol- 
lows: '* Where  the  defendant  pleads  a  par- 
don, which,  though  defective  in  point  of 
form,  sufficiently  manifects  the  intention 
of  the  Crown  to  remit  the  sentence,  where 
it  seems  doubtful  whether  the  offense  is  not 
included  in  some  general  act  of  grace,  or 
whether  it  amounts  to  so  high  a  crime  as 
that  charged  in  the  indictment.  The  judge 
sometimes  also  allows  it  before  judgment, 
or  at  least  intimates  his  intention  to  do  so, 
as  when  he  is  not  satisfied  with  the  ver- 
dict, and  entertains  doubts  as  to  the  pris- 
oner's guilt,  or  when  a  doubt  arises,  if  the 
crime  be  not  within  clergy,  or  when,  from 
some  favorable  circumstances,  he  intends  to 
recommend  the  prisoner  to  mercy."  1  Chitty, 
Crim.  Law,  758;  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  657;  2 
Hale,  P.  C.  412;  Archbold,  Crim.  Pr.  &  PI. 
206;  4  Bl.  Com.  394.  This  right  of  the 
court  did  not  rest  on  any  express  authority 
or  recognized  principle,  but  stood  alone  on 
ancient  usage.    2  Dyer,  205a. 

In  Bishop's  New  Crim.  Proc.  4th  ed.  § 
1299,  it  is  stated  that  "the  law  of  respite 
or  reprieve  appears  to  apply  alone  to  capi- 
tal cases."  In  1  Chitty's  Crim.  Law,  577, 
and  Sterling  v.  Drake,  29  Ohio  St.  457,  23 
Am.  Rep.  762,  the  statement  is  positive 
that  reprieves  were  granted  only  in  capi- 
tal cases.  As  all  of  the  early  cases  which 
have  come  under  our  observation,  upholding 
this  power  of  the  court,  were  cases  wherein 
the  death  penalty  was  imposed,  it  may  be 
that  the  law  relative  thereto  applies  only  to 
capital  cases.  It  is  unnecessary,  however, 
for  us  to  so  hold  here,  for  the  reason  that 
the  power  to  suspend  the  execution  of  a  sen- 
tence was  never  exercised  or  claimed  by 
the  courts  at  common  law,  as  we  have  here- 
tofore stated,  except  when  necessary  to  pre- 
vent an  abuse  of  their  process,  or  to  prevent 
irreparable  injustice  from  being  done  a  de- 
fendant.      • 

It  may  be  also,  as  some  courts  have  held, 
that  the  difference  between  our  present 
criminal  procedure  and  that  of  the  early 
English  courts  is  such  that  it  is  no  longer 
necessary  or  proper  for  the  courts  to  grant 
reprieves;  but  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to 
express  any  opinion  on  this  point,  for  the 
reason    that    the    reprieve    or    suspension 
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granted  in  the  case  at  bar  was  not  for  the 
purpose  of  preventing  an  abuse  of  the 
court's  process,  or  to  prevent  any  injustice 
from  being  done  appellant,  but  simply  that 
it  might  be  held  over  him  in  terrorem-, 
thereby  forcing  him  to  refrain  from  further 
acts  of  lawlessness,  and  to  become  a  more 
law-abiding  citizen.  Since  the  "great  end 
of  punishment  is  not  the  expiation  or  atone- 
ment of  the  offense  committed,  but  the  pre- 
vention of  future  offenses  of  the  same  kind," 
it  may  be  that  courts  ought  to  possess  the 
power  within  certain  limits  to  suspend 
the  execution  of  a  sentence  during  good  be- 
havior; but  the  question  before  us  is  not 
what  power  the  courts  ought  to  have,  but 
what  their  power  in  fact  is.  Among  the 
cases  upholding  the  foregoing  views  are 
Spencer  v.  State,  —  Tenn.  — ,38  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  080,  140  S.  W.  697;  State  v.  Abbott, 
87  S.  C.  466,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  112,  70  S.  E. 
6,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B.  1189;  Re  Webb,  89 
Wis.  354,  27  L.R.A.  356,  46  Am.  St.  Rep. 
846,  62  N.  W.  177,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  702; 
Tanner  v.  Wiggins,  54  Fla.  203,  45  So.  459, 
14  Ann.  Cas.  718. 

We  have  examined  all  the  cases  called  to 
our  attention  which  are  in  real  or  apparent 
conflict  with  the  views  here  expressed,  and 
have  re-examined  those  cited  in  support  of 
our  former  opinion,  and  find  that  all  of 
them  are  either  not  in  point,  or  were  decid- 
ed upon  a  misconception  of  the  inherent 
powers  of  a  court,  or  of  what  the  common 
law  upon  this  point  was.  In  State  v.  Crook, 
115  N.  C.  760,  29  L.R.A.  260,  20  S.  E.  513, 
which  was  a  case  involving  the  power  of 
the  court  to  suspend  the  imposition  of  a 
sentence,  and  not  of  the  execution  thereof, 
the  court,  in  upholding  the  power  of  the 
lower  court  so  to  do,  frankly  stated  that  it 
could  find  no  precedent  to  support  its  de- 
cision. We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  we  erred  in  holding  that  the  lower 
court  had  inherent  power,  or  any  power  at 
all,  to  suspend  the  execution  of  a  sentence 
during  the  good  behavior  of  a  defendant. 

It  does  not  follow  from  this,  however, 
that  appellant  must  now  go  unpunished. 
That  portion  of  the  judgment  which  direct- 
ed ''that  the  jail  sentence  be  suspended 
during  the  good  behavior  of  the  defendant" 
was  void,  and  Mie  defendant  could  have  been 
taken  into  custody  immediately  upon  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment.  Tlie  postpone- 
ment of  his  imprisonment  was  presumably 
with  his  consent,  for  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  at  any  time  requested,  as  he  had  the 
right  to  do,  to  be  taken  into  custody,  and 
consequently  he  cannot  now  object  to  being 
called  upon  to  serve  it.  Concensus  tollit 
errorum.  Gibson  v.  State,  68  Miss.  241 »  8 
So.  329.  It  is  immaterial  that  a  longer 
period  of  time  than  that  for  which  appcl- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


lant  was  sentenced  has  elapsed  since  the 
sentence  was  imposed.  While  at  large  un- 
der this  void  order,  to  which  he  did  not 
object,  appellant  was  in  the  same  situation 
that  he  would  have  been,  had  he  simply 
escaped  from  custody.  In  such  case  the 
sentence  is  not  satisfied  until  it  has  been 
actually  served.  Ex  parte  Bell,  56  Miss. 
282;  1  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  4th  ed.  1384; 
Spencer  v.  State,  —  Tenn.  — ,  38  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  680,  140  S.  W.  597;  State  v.  Abbott, 
87  S.  C.  466,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  112,  70  S.  E. 
6,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B.  1189;  Miller  v.  Evans, 
115  Iowa,  101,  56  L.R.A.  101,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  143,  88  N.  W.  198;  Neal  v.  State, 
104  Ga.  509,  42  L.R.A.  190,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  176,  30  S.  E.  858;  Tanner  v.  Wiggins, 
54  Fla.  203,  45  So.  459,  14  Ann.  Cas.  718. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  cases  cit- 
ed in  opposition  to  this  view,  and  think  they 
were  erroneously  decided.  In  our  former 
opinion  we  held  that  the  exercise  by  the 
courts  of  the  power  to  suspend  the  execu- 
tion of  a  sentence  was  not  in  conflict  with 
[  that  clause  of  our  Constitution  which 
gives  to  the  governor  the  power  "to  grant 
reprieves  and  pardons;"  but,  since  we  have 
ascertained  that  he  court  below  had  no 
power  to  suspend  the  execution  of  appel- 
lant's sentence,  it  now  becomes  unnecessary 
for  us  to  express  any  opinion  upon  this 
point,  and  all  that  was  said  in  our  former 
opinion  relative  thereto  is  hereby  with- 
drawn. 

The  suggestion  of  error  is  overruled. 


MISSOURI   SUPREME   COURT. 

(In  Banc.) 

HORACE  B.   CHURCH,   Jr.,   Appt., 

V. 

HERBERT   S.   IIADLEY  et  al.,   Board   of 
Fund  Commissioners,  Rcspts. 

(—  Mo.  — ,  145  S.  W.  8.) 

Bonds  —  state  —  emergency  —destruc- 
tion of  state  capitol. 

1.  The  burning  of  the  state  capitol  build- 
ing creates  an  emergency  for  the  securing 
of  money  with  which  to  replace  it,  within 
the  provision  of  a  Constitution  authorizing 
the  submission  to  the  voters  of  a  proposition 
to  issue  bonds  in  case  of  unforeseen  emer- 
gencies. 

Note.  —  Payment  of  comntisaiotis  for 
sales  of  bonds  as  violating  req^iire^ 
tnent  that  bonds  shall  not  he  sold  for 
less  than  par, 

Chukch  v.  Hadley  is  in  harmony  with  the 
great  majority  of  the  cases,  which  hold  that 
a  general  authority  to  dispose  of  bonds  at 
not  loss  than  par  carries  with  it  the  implied 
authority  to  employ  reasonable  and  proper 
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Same  —  commission  for  sale  —  validity. 

2.  The  fund  commisaioners  may,  after 
they  have  failed  to  sell  the  bonds  by  their 
own  efforts,  pay  a  commission  to  broker? 
to  dispose  of  them,  under  a  statute  provid- 
ing for  the  issuance  of  a  certain  amount  of 
bonds  to  build  a  state  capitol,  which  shall 
be  sold  for  not  less  than  par,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds, which  are  estimated  by  the  statute  to 
equal  the  aggregate  amount  of  bonds  author- 
ized to  be  issued,  "more  or  less,"  appro- 
priated to  the  construction  of  the  building. 

(Brown,  J.,  dissents  in  part.) 

(March  1,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Cole  County, 
sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  filed  to  en- 
join defendants  from  disposing  of  unsold 
state  bonds  and  from  paying  a  commission 
to  brolcers  to  dispose  of  the  same.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  C.  Irwin  and  Silver  & 
Dnnn,  for  appellant: 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  be  permitted 
to  accomplish  indirectly  what  the  law  will 
not  permit  to  be  done  directly. 

Stowe  V.  Stowe,  140  Mo.  594,  41  S.  W. 
961. 

Mr.  Elliott  W.  Major,  Attorney  General, 
for  respondents. 

Graves,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff,  a  resident  taxpaying  citizen 
of  this  state,  by  his  bill  in  equity,  seeks  to 


enjoin  the  "Board  of  Fund  Commissioners" 
of  the  state,  which  said  board  is  made 
up  of  the  governor,  attorney  general,  state 
auditor,  and  state  treasurer,  (1)  from 
in  any  wise  disposing  of  all  the  unsold  bonds 
directed  by  acts  of  the  general  assembly  to 
be  sold  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  new 
state  capitol  building  and  purchasing  addi- 
tional grounds  therefor,  and  (2)  especially 
enjoining  said  Board  of  Fund  Commission- 
ers, constituted  aforesaid,  from  entering 
into  a  contract  with  Francis  Brother  &  Com- 
pany, or  any  other  person,  persons,  copart- 
nership, or  corporation,  by  which  contract 
the  said  Francis  Brother  &  Company,  or  any 
other  person,  persons,  copartnership,  or 
corporation,  shall  be  allowed  or  paid  any 
commission  for  services  rendered  in  selling 
and  disposing  of  said  bonds.  The  petition 
also  has  a  prayer  for  general   relief. 

The  petition  sets  out  and  pleads  the  two 
several  acts  of  the  general  assembly  of  tliis 
state,  by  which  it  avers  an  attempt  is  made 
to  authorize  the  issuance  and  sale  of  $3,- 
500,000  state  bonds,  due  in  thirteen  years, 
bearing  interest  at  3^  per  cent  for  the  pur- 
poses aforesaid.  The  petition  further  avers 
that  the  legislative  act  received  at  special 
election  called  therefor  more  than  two 
thirds  of  the  votes  cast  at  such  election, 
and  such  result  was  duly  ascertained  and 
proclaimed.  The  legislative  acts  referred 
to  and  set  out  in  the  petition  will  have  to 
be  discussed  in  the  opinion,  and  further 
details  may  well  be  omitted  at 'this  point. 
The  petition  then  thus  proceeds: 

That    the    defendants    hereto,    as    said 


assistance  and  pay  commissions  therefor, 
when  in  the  judgment  of  the  officers  it  is 
necessary  or  expedient  to  do  so.  Manitou 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  37  Colo.  344,  80  Pac.  75 ; 
State  V.  West  Duluth  Land  Co.  75  Minn. 
456,  78  N.  W.  115;  Ft.  Edward  v.  Fish, 
156  N.  Y.  363,  50  N.  E.  973  {ohiier) ;  Arm- 
strong v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y.  315,  53  N. 
BJ.  1110. 

The  reasons  advanced  by  the  courts  for 
arriving  at  this  conclusion  are  fully  set 
out  in  the  opinion  above  reported. 

The  contrary  view  was  taken  in  Scran  ton 
V.  Vail,  6  Luzerne  Leg.  Reg.  237,  a  common 
pleas  decision,  which  held  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance authorizing  officers  to  allow  necessary 
commissions  whenever  required  for  the  con- 
version of  the  bonds  void  where  the  statute 
and  Constitution  prohibited  the  sale  of  the 
bonds  at  less  than  par. 

A  statute  authorizing  the  officers  to  pay 
a  commission  for  the  sale  of  the  bonds  does 
not  authorize  the  allowance  of  that  com- 
mission to  a  purchaser  of  the  bonds.  Whe- 
len's  Appeal,  108  Pa.  162,  1  Atl.  88,  affirm- 
ing Schmertz  v.  Pittsburgh,  17  Phila.  584. 
The  court  said  in  substance  that  the  contract 
to  allow  the  purchaser  the  commission  upon 
the  bonds  purchased  by  him  was  practically 
an  agreement  to  sell  the  bonds  at  loss  than 
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par,  and  was  therefore  without  authority. 
One  of  the  reasons  advanced  by  the  court 
why  a  purchaser  cannot  be  regarded  as  an 
agent  employed  to  make  the  sale  is  because 
his  interests  as  purchaser  would  conflict 
with  his  duty  as  agent.  To  the  same  effect 
is  Franklin  Ave.  German  Sav.  Inst.  v.  Board 
of  Education,  75  Mo.  408  holding,  however, 
that  the  deduction  of  a  commission  could  not 
be  urged  as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  the 
bonds. 

And  in  Hunt  v.  Fawcett,  8  Wash.  396, 
36  Pac.  318,  it  was  held  that  the  allowance 
of  a  commission  to  a  purchaser,  upon  bonds 
sold  at  their  face  value,  was  a  sale  at*le8s 
than  par,  within  the  prohibition  of  the  stat- 
ute, notwithstanding  that  the  county  might 
have  issued  7  instead  of  5  per  cent  bonds, 
and  the  bonds  sold  did  not  cost  the  county 
a  greater  rate  of  interest  than  7  per  cent 
on  the  amount  realized. 

On  the  question  as  to  accrued  interest  as 
part  of  par  value,  within  prohibition  against 
sale  of  bonds  at  less  than  par,  see  note  to 
Smith  V.  State,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  789. 

As  to  issuance  of  corporate  bonds  at  less 
than  par  as  usury,  see  note  to  Stirling  v. 
Gogebic  Lumber  Co.  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1106. 

A.  L.  R. 
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Board  of  Fund  CommissionGrs  aforesaid, 
have  caused  said  bonds,  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned, to  be  printed,  engraved,  prepared, 
and  executed  in  the  form  and  with  the  re- 
citals required  and  provided  for  in  said 
act  of  the  forty-sixth  general  assembly  of 
Missouri,  approved  March  16,  1911,  and 
liereinbefore  set  out  and  referred  to,  and 
have  advertised,  by  public  notice  In  the 
press  of  the  state  and  otherwise,  said  bonds 
for  sale  at  not  less  than  par. 

"That  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  they  bear 
an  annual  rate  of  interest  of  only  3i  per 
centum  a  year,  said  board  has  been  able  to 
dispose  of  only  $280,000  in  amount  of  said 
bonds,  and  the  remainder  thereof,  .aggre- 
gating the  sum  of  three  million  two  hundred 
and  eighteen  thousand  dollars  ($3,218,000), 
said  board  is  unable  to  dispose  of  at  par, 
and  will  be  unable  to  so  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  same  at  par,  except  on  the  payment 
of  a  commission  of  between  4  and  5  per 
centum  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  sales 
of  said  bonds  to  an  agent  or  broker  for  his 
services  in  making  the  sale  or  sales  thereof 
and  in  connection  therewith. 

"That  said  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners 
have  received  from  the  firm  of  Francis 
Brother  &  Company,  brokers  of  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  an  offer  to  take  at 
par  the  entire  amount  of  said  bonds  so  un- 
sold, aggregating  $3,218,000  in  amount,  and 
to  dispose  of  and  to  sell  the  same  to  a 
buyer  or  to  buyers,  provided  said  Board  of 
Fund  Commissioners  will  allow  and  pay 
to  said  Francis  Brother  &  Company,  a  brok- 
er's or  nn  agent's  commission  of  4  ^iyo 
per  centum  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
said  bonds  payable  out  of  the  same. 

"That  plaintiff  concedes  that  said  com- 
mission, if  legal  (which  plaintiff  denies), 
is  a  reasonable  one,  and  probably  the  lowest 
commission  for  which  said  bonds  can  be 
disposed  of. 

"That  the  defendants  hereto,  as  said 
Board  of  Fund  Commissioners,  are  about 
to  and  will  conclude  and  consummate  with 
said  Francis  Brother  &  Company  a  contract 
of  the  character  above  indicated,  that  is, 
to  take  and  dispose  of  said  bonds  at  par, 
said  Francis  Brother  &  Company  to  be  paid 
the  aforesaid  commission  for  their  services 
in  selling  said  bonds  and  in  connection 
therewith,  payable  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  thereof,  unless  said  board  and  the 
members  thereof  shall  be  hindered  and  re- 
strained from  so  doing  by  this  honorable 
court. 

"Your  petitioner  states  that  the  issuance 
and  sale  of  said  bonds  in  the  manner  con- 
templated by  said  Board  of  Fund  Commis- 
sioners, as  hereinbefore  indicated,  will  be 
wrongful,  invalid,  and  illegal. 

"Because  the  Board  of  Fund  Commission- 
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ers  of  this  state  is  without  legal  or  compe- 
tent authority  under  its  constitution  and 
laws,  to  sell  or  to  dispose  of  its  said  bonds, 
aggregating  an  amount  the  sum  of  $3,218,- 
000;  the  power  and  authority  purported  to 
be  conferred"  on  said  board  so  to  do,  being 
inadequate  and  insufficient  in  law,  and  not 
authorized  by  the  Constitution  of  this  state 
or  by  laws  passed  pursuant  thereto  or  in 
conformity  therewith." 

The  prayer  was  as  above  indicated.  In 
the  circuit  court  the  defendants,  constitut- 
ing the  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners,  de- 
murred to  this  petition  in  this  language: 
"Now  come  the  defendants,  Herbert  S.  Had- 
ley,  governor  of  Missouri,  John  P.  Gordon, 
state  auditor,  Elliott  W.  Major,  attorney 
general,  and  James  Cowgill,  state  treasurer, 
constituting  the  Board  of  Fund  Commis- 
sioners of  the  state  of  Missouri,  and  demur 
to  the  petition  filed  by  plaintiff  herein,  and 
assign  as  grounds  of  demurrer  the  follow- 
ing: First.  Said  petition  fails  to  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. Second.  There  is  no  equity  on  the 
face  of  the  bill  filed  by  complainant  here- 
in. Third.  Said  petition  and  the  mat- 
ters and  things  therein,  as  stated  and  set 
forth,  are  not  sufficient  in  law  or  in  equity 
to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  prayed 
for  in  the  petition,  nor  to  authorize  the 
issuance  of  a  restraining  order  or  injunc- 
tion prayed  for  therein.  Fourth.  Because 
the  petition,  upon  its  face,  disclosed  that 
the  said  defendants  are  authorized,  under 
the  laws  and  Constitution  of  the  state,  to 
issue  and  sell  the  bonds  mentioned  in  said 
petition,  and  have  the  right  and  authority 
to  pay  a  reasonable  commission  under  the 
conditions  and  circumstances  stated  in  said 
petition.  Wherefore,  defendants,  for  the 
reasons  herein  stated  and  covered,  pray  that 
the  petition  be  dismissed,  and  that  they  be 
permitted  to  go  hence  without  dfty  and  for 
costs." 

This  demurrer  the  circuit  court  sustained 
and  entered  its  judgment  accordingly. 
From  such  judgment,  the  plaintiff  has  ap- 
pealed, and  the  cause  reaches  this  court  for 
final  determination. 

I.  By  act  approved  March  16,  1911  (Laws 
1911,  p.  416),  the  general  assembly  of  Mis- 
souri, so  far  as  it  could,  authorized  the  is- 
suance and  sale  of  $3,500,000  in  state  bonds, 
and  in  the  same  act  said :  "The  proceeds  of 
said  sale  or  sales  shall  constitute  a  fund  to 
be  designated  as  the  capitol  building  fund, 
and  shall  be  applied  exclusively  to  the  build- 
ing of  a  new  state  capitol  at  the  present 
scat  of  government  of  the  state,  including 
the  furnishing  and  other  equipment  of  said 
building  and  the  purchase  by  the  state  of 
additional  capitol  premises  adjoining  those 
now  owned  by  the  state," 
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Under  the  Constitution,  article  4,  §  44, 
this  act  had  to  be  submitted  to  a  vote  of 
the  people.  Such  act  was  duly  submitted 
by  a  second  act,  approved  March  24,  1911 
(Laws  1911,  p.  250),  and  the  petition  ad- 
mits that  it  was  adopted  by  the  required 
vote.  The  plaintiff  charges,  however,  that 
the  act  of  March  16th,  supra,  wad  not  au- 
thorized by  the  Constitution,  and  that  there- 
fore the  issuance  and  sale  of  any  of  the 
bonds  therein  authorized  would  be  unlawful. 
To  this  contention  we  do  not  consent.  Sec- 
tion 44  of  article  4  of  the  Constitution 
reads:  "The  general  assembly  shall  have 
no  power  to  contract,  or  to  authorize  the 
contracting  of,  any  debt  or  liability  on  be- 
half of  the  state,  or  to  issue  bonds  or  other 
evidences  of  indebtedness  thereof,  except  in 
the  following  cases:  First.  In  renewal  of 
existing  bonds,  when  they  cannot  be  paid 
at  maturity  out  of  the  sinking  fund  or 
other  resources.  Second.  On  the  occurring 
of  an  unforeseen  emergency  or  casual  de- 
ficiency of  the  revenue,  when  the  temporary 
liability  incurred,  upon  the  recommendation 
of  the  governor  first  had,  shall  not  ex- 
ceed the  sum  of  $250,000  for  any  one  year, 
to  be  paid  in  not  more  than  two  years  from 
and  after  its  creation.  Third.  On  the  oc- 
curring of  any  unforeseen  emergency  or 
casual  deficiency  of  the  revenue,  when  the 
temporary  liability  incurred  or  to  be  in- 
curred shall  exceed  the  sum  of  $250,000 
for  any  one  year,  the  general  assembly  may 
submit  an  act  providing  for  the  loan,  or  for 
the  contracting  of  the  liability,  and  contain- 
ing a  provision  for  levying  a  tax  sufficient 
to  pay  the  interest  and  principal  when 
they  become  due  (the  latter  in  not  more 
than  thirteen  years  from  the  date  of  its  cre- 
ation), to  the  qualified  voters  of  the  btate, 
and  when  the  act  so  submitted  shall  have 
been  ratified  by  a  two- thirds  majority,  at 
an  election  held  for  that  purpose,  due  pub- 
lication having  been  made  of  the  provisions 
of  the  act  for  at  least  three  months  before 
such  election,  the  act  thus  ratified  shall  be 
irrepealable,  until  the  debt  thereby  incurred 
shall  be  paid,  principal  and  interest." 

The  act  of  March  16th  is  clearly  author- 
ized by  the  third  exception  in  the  section  of 
the  Constitution,  supra. 

The  act  itself  declares  the  unforeseen 
emergency  to  be  "the  destruction  of  the 
state  capitol  by  fire."  Tlie  liability  in- 
curred exceeded  $250,000.  The  act  provides 
for  a  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  and 
principal  when  they  become  due.  By  the 
act,  the  bonds  do  not  run  longer  than  thir- 
teen years  and  may  be  paid  in  eight  years. 
The  act  is  drawn  in  strict  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  Constitution.  Plain- 
tifT  contends  that  the  power  to  raise  revenue 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Constitution  is 
311  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


a  special  and  limited  Otie,  and  is  to  be 
strictly  construed,  and  that  the  destruction 
of  the  state  capitol  by  fire  did  not  create 
an  emergency  within  the  meaning  of  that 
constitutional  provision.  We  could  concur 
in  the  views  of  plaintiff  to  the  effect  that 
this  provision  of  the  Constitution  must  be 
strictly  construed,  and  yet  upon  other  ques- 
tions be  forced  to  disallow  his  claim.  Giv- 
ing the  Constitution  the  strictest  construc- 
tion, it  cannot  be  said  that  the  burning  of 
the  state  capitol  building,  the  necessary 
funds  required  to  rebuild  the  same,  is  not 
just  such  an  "unforeseen  emergency"  as  the 
Constitution  makers  had  in  mind  when  they 
adopted  that  instrument;  if  not,  then  we 
are  at -a  loss  to  understand  the  term  "un- 
foreseen emergency."  Public  buildings  of 
this  character  are  absolute  requisites,  and 
we  feel  that  the  unforeseen  and  sudden  des- 
truction of  a  state  capitol  building,  and  the 
immediate  demand  for  funds  with  which  to 
replace  the  same,  is  clearly  an  emergency 
such  as  contemplated  by  the  constitutional 
provision,  supra.  This  contention  of  plain- 
tiff is  therefore  overruled. 

2.  The  next  question  urged  presents  more 
difficulties,  but  in  that  we  think  the  plain- 
tiff is  in  error.  The  petition  says  that  the 
Board  of  Fund  Commissioners  has  tried 
to  sell  these  bonds  at  par;  that  they  have 
advertised  them  for  sale  both  in  and  out 
of  the  state;  that  such  board  has  only  been 
able  to  find  buyers  for  a  very  small  portion 
thereof;  that  such  board  is  now  threatening 
to  employ  Francis  Brother  &  Company  to 
assist  them  in  finding  purchasers  who  will 
buy  from  said  board  the  remainder  of  such 
issue  at  the  par  value  thereof,  and  is 
threatening  to  contract  with  said  Francis 
Brother  &  Company  to  pay  them  for  their 
services  in  procuring  purchasers  of  such 
bonds  at  par  a  commission  of  4.21  per  cent 
of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  out  of  such 
proceeds.  The  question  therefore  is.  Can 
a  contract  to  pay  a  commission  for  procur- 
ing purchasers  for  these  bonds  be  made 
by  the  board?  We  think  so.  First,  it  is 
a  conceded  fact  that  the  defendants  have 
tried  to  find  purchasers  and  have  failed. 
This  might  have  been  expected  owing  to  the 
exceedingly  low  rate  of  interest  (3|  per 
cent)  which  the  bonds  bear,  and  owing  to 
the  further  fact  that  the  members  of  buch 
board  are  not  in  position  to  find  purchasers, 
as  would  be  some  established  brokerage 
company,  with  a  clientele  all  over  the  coun- 
try. Such  boards  are  not  usually  in  touch 
with  the  great  mass  of  persons  who  invest 
in  such  securities.  A  large  issue  of  bonds 
of  this  character  might  be  sold  to  the 
clientele  of  any  large  brokerage  firm,  in 
small  quantities  to  each  client.  Such  com- 
panies usually  have  and  can  find  persons 
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among  their  customers  who  could  be  easily 
induced  to  take  one  or  more  of  such  bonds 
even  at  a  low  rate  of  interest,  but  this 
would  require  work.  What  a  brokerage  firm 
could  do  in  this  way,  the  usual  board 
charged  with  the  sale  of  low  rate  bonds 
could  not  do.  Again  we  say  that  the  ques- 
tion is.  Can  this  board,  after  having  tried 
to  perform  the  duties  imposed  upon  it  in 
the  matter  of  selling  these  bonds,  and  after 
having  failed  to  sell  them,  employ  and  pay 
a  broker  or  brokerage  firm  a  stipulated 
reasonable  sum  to  find  and  procure  pur- 
chasers who  will  take  these  bonds  at  their 
face  value? 

The  power  to  make  such  a  contract  must 
be  gathered  from  the  laws  of  th&  state. 
There  is  no  express  provision  of  this  law 
which  authorizes  the  making  of  such  con- 
tract, but  we  think  the  power,  under  the 
admitted  facts  herein,  is  clearly  implied. 

To  get  at  the  legislative  intent  of  the 
powers  of  the  Board  of  Fund  Commission- 
ers, we  must  go  to  all  of  the  law  relating 
to  the  given  subject.  We  have  thus  far 
spoken  of  the  act  of  March  16,  1911,  which 
authorized  the  issuance  and  sale  of  $3,500,- 
000  of  state  bonds,  and  the  act  of  Marcli  24, 
1911,  which  submitted  the  first-named  act 
to  a  vote  of  the  people,  but  on  March  24, 
1911,  there  was  another  act  (Laws  1911, 
p.  108)  approved,  which  created  the  "State 
Capitol  Commission  Board,"  and  provided 
for  its  selection,  organization,  duties,  etc. 

The  act  of  March  16th  provides  that  the 
bonds  shall  not  be  sold  for  "less  than  par,'' 
but  in  the  last  act  mentioned  above,  in 
§10  thereof,  we  have  this  sij^iificant  lan- 
guage: "That  if  the  act  of  the  forty-sixth 
general  assembly,  to  be  submitted  to  the 
voters  of  this  state,  referred  to  in  the  next 
succeeding  section  of  this  act,  shall  be  rati- 
fied by  two  thirds  of  the  legally  qualified 
voters  of  this  state,  voting  at  an  election 
held  for  that  purpose,  and  it  thereby  be- 
comes a  valid  and  binding  law,  and  .the 
bonds  authorized  by  said  act  are  issued  and 
sold  pursuant  thereto,  the  entire  proceeds 
of  the  sale  thereof  shall  be  paid  into  the 
state  capitol  building  fund,  the  (n)  said 
proceeds  {tchich  it  is  estimated  will  aggre- 
gate the  sam  of  three  and  one  half  millions 
of  dollarSf  more  or  less)  shall  be,  and  the 
same  with  all  interest  accruing  thcrofrom 
are,  hereby  appropriated  to  the  construction 
of  the  state  capitol  heretofore  referred  to 
in  this  act,  to  the  purchase  of  additional 
state  capitol  premises  as  contemplatcui  by 
this  act,  and  to  otherwise  carrying  out  its 
purposes  and  provisions,  and  also  the  pur- 
poses and  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  forty- 
sixth  general  assembly  of  this  state,  to  be 
ratified  by  the  voters  of  the  state,  and  re- 
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ferred  to  in  the  next  succeeding  section  6f 
this  act." 

We  have  italicized  the  significant  portion. 
This  portion  gives  the  legislative  construc- 
tion of  what  was  meant  by  a  sale  at  not  less 
than  par.  It  gives  a  legislative  construction 
as  to  what  the  proceeds  of  such  a  sale  might 
be.  It  shows  that  the  general  assembly  had 
in  mind  that,  although  it  had  authorized 
and  decreed  the  sale  of  $3,500,000  at  "not 
less  than  par,"  yet  such  sale  when  made 
might  bring  net  proceeds  of  less  than  $3,- 
500,000.  What  did  the  legislature  mean 
when  it  estimated  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  $3,500,000  bonds  at  not  less  than  par  at 
"more  or  less"  than  "$3,500,000?"  That 
body  knew  that  it  had  conferred  powers 
upon  the  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners  in 
general  terms,  and  that  there  would  be  some 
expenses  attached  to  the  issuance  and  sale 
of  these  bonds,  and  that,  if  the  sale  could 
only  be  efl'ected  at  par,  then  the  net  pro- 
ceeds would  be  less  than  $3,500,000.  It 
also  knew  that,  if  the  said  board  were  for- 
tunate enough  to  sell  the  bonds  for  more 
than  par,  the  proceeds  might  be  above  that 
sum.  If  the  legislature  did  not  have  in 
mind  that  the  expenses  necessary  to  a  sale 
should  be  taken  out  of  the  money,  there  is 
no  sense  in  the  use  of  the  term  "more  or 
less." 

But  in  addition  to  this  the  same  section 
appropriates  this  net  sum  "more  or  less" 
than  $3,500,000  to  the  construction  of  a 
state  capitol,  to  the  purchase  of  additional 
premises  "and  to  otherwise  carry  out  its 
purposes  and  provisions,  and  also  the  pur- 
poses and  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  forty- 
sixth  general  assembly  of  this  state,  to  be 
ratified  by  the  voters  of  the  state,  and  re- 
ferred to  in  the  next  succeeding  section  of 
this  act." 

Tlie  power  granted  in  this  law  is  to  sell 
bonds.  The  limitation  of  the  power  is  that 
the  actual  sale  shall  not  be  less  than  par. 
The  power  of  sale  is  granted  in  general 
terms,  in  so  far  as  the  means  of  sale  is 
concerned.  The  statute  granting  the  power 
docs  not  undertake  to  prescribe  the  means 
and  manner  of  sale. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Clark  v.  Gates,  67  Mo. 
loc.  cit.  143,  Sherwood,  Ch.  J.,  thus  an- 
nounces the  fixed  rule  in  such  cases:  "If 
there  is  one  principle  in  the  law  which  finds 
abundant  and  oft-repeated  recognition,  it  is 
this:  That,  where  an  agent  is  clothed  with 
general  powers,  tlic  moans  and  measures 
necessary  to  elFcctuate  the  powers  granted 
attend  the  grant  of  authority  as  inevitable 
incidents.  Edwards  v.  Thomas,  66  Mo.  468. 
Thus,  an  agent  employed  to  get  a  bill  dis- 
counted may,  unless  expressly  restricted,  in- 
dorse it  in  the  name  of  his  employer;  a 
broker  employed  to  effect  a  policy  of  insur- 
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ance  may  adjust  the  loss  and  do  all  that  is 
requisite  towards  such  adjustment;  an 
agent  employed  to  issue  process  may  receive 
the  debt  and'  costs;  and,  in  general,  an 
agent  has  implied  authority  to  use  those 
means  of  iofUch  the  principal  could  not  hut 
have  foreseen  the  necessity,  and  therefore 
could  not  hut  have  intended  to  authorize 
(Smith,  Mercantile  Law,  175,  17G,  and 
cases  cited) ;  and  the  same  principle  which 
applies  to  private  agents  is  equally  appli- 
cable in  this  regard  to  puhlic  ones," 

The  italics  are  ours.  In  this  case  we  have 
a  command  to  sell  bonds  to  meet  an  emer- 
gency. Quick  action  is  required.  The  whole 
trend  of  the  several  acts  so  shows.  The 
power  is  granted  in  general  terms,  with  but 
one  single  limitation,  i.  e.,  the  actual  sale 
roust  be  at  not  less  than  par.  Before  the 
sale  bonds  must  be  ^printed  at  a  cost,  yet 
there  is  no  specific  authority  to  incur  this 
cost.  There  is  certainly  the  implied  power 
given  this  board  to  make  such  a  contract  as 
an  incident  to  the*  power  of  sale.  Bonds 
cannot  be  sold  without  public  notice,  and 
those  publications  cost,  and  contracts  for 
such  have  to  be  made.  This,  too,  is  a  nec- 
essary incident  to  the  power  conferred  to 
sell.  Nothing  is  said  as  to  the  means  and 
methods  to  be  employed  in  procuring  pur- 
chasers, yet  it  is  clear  that  the  state  (the 
principal  in  this  case)  contemplated  that,  in 
this  emergency,  some  effective  means  should 
lx»  used  to  secure  purchasers  who  would  take 
these  bonds  at  not  less  than  par.  The  de- 
clared emergency  of  the  case  required  speedy 
and  effective  action.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, it  is  clear  that  the  lawmaking 
power  must  have  had  in  mind  that  if  the  or- 
dinary and  usual  methods  of  sale  diligently 
pursued  and  prosecuted,  as  in  this  case,  had 
failed,  then  more  active  and  heroic  measures 
and  means  might  be  required,  and  might 
be  used  by  the  board  to  make  the  sale  to 
meet  the  public  exigency  and  emergency. 
The  legislature  was  confronted  with  an 
emergency,  and  was  enacting  a  law  to  pro- 
vide for  the  same.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, bills  are  hurriedly  drawn,  and  oft- 
times,  in  general  terms,  leaving  incidental 
powers  to  be  implied  from  the  general  and 
specific  powers  jrranted. 

We  do  not  mean  to  say  that  this  act 
would  necessarily  by  implication  authorize 
the  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners  to  resort 
to  extreme  methods  to  sell  in  the  first  in- 
stance, but  what  we  do  mean  is  that  the 
law  imposes  upon  them  a  duty  to  perform  to 
meet  an  emergency;  that  if  such  board  ex- 
hausts the  usual  means  of  exercising  the 
power  (as  has  been  done  in  this  case),  then 
there  is  a  clearly  implied  power  to  make 
such  reasonable  contracts  for  the  securing 
of  purchasers  as  the  judgment  of  such  board 
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dictates,  and  in  such  contracts  to  provide 
for  the  payment  of  a  reasonable  sum  for 
the  aid  given  in  finding  and  procuring  pur- 
chasers willing  to  buy  such  bonds  from  the 
board  at  a  price  not  less  than  par. 

Let  us  take  the  other  side  of  the  question. 
Suppose  the  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners 
had  advertised  for  purchasers.  Suppose 
that  such  board  had  received  bids  for  all  of 
the  issue  at  par.  Suppose  the  judgment  of 
the  said  board,  in  consideration  of  the  condi- 
tion of  the  money  market,  was  such  that 
they  thought,  in  the  exercise  of  their  dis- 
cretion, better  bids  could  be  gotten  if  they 
could  interest  some  large  financial  agent 
with  a  nation-wide  clientele,  and  would,  in 
the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  contract 
with  such  agent  to  pay  him  a  commission 
on  the  bonds  sold  at  the  rate  of  4.21  per 
cent  if  such  agent  would  find  for  such  board 
a  purchaser  or  purchasers  who  would  take 
the  bonds  at  6  per  cent  above  par,  would  it 
be  the  duty  of  such  board  to  employ  these 
means?  We  think  so.  If  it  had  made  such 
a  contract,  would  it  be  beyond  the  spirit  of 
these  several  acts?  We  think  not.  In  botli 
instances  the  board  would  simply  be  exer- 
cising a  power  incidental  to  and  a  part  of 
the  general  power  granted.  If  the  supposed 
contract  would  not  be  void  for  want  of 
power,  the  threatened  contract  cannot  be 
held  void  for  want  of  power,  dealing  with 
statutes  which  breathe  emergency  from  be- 
ginning to  end,  as  we  are  in  this  case. 

Thus  far  we  have  not  discussed  the  case 
law,  but  have  confined  our  suggestions  to 
the  laws  themselves  and  the  rationale  there- 
of. We  take  next  the  case  law  upon  the 
subject. 

3.  We  are  not  without  persuasive  case  law 
upon  this  question.  In  case  of  Ft.  Edward 
V.  Fish,  156  N.  Y.  363,  60  N.  E.  973,  we 
have  a  discussion  of  implied  powers  in  cases 
of  this  kind.  That  case  was  a  suit  to  re- 
cover back  for  the  village  the  sum  of  $1,750 
paid  to  Fish.  Fish  had  bought  of  the  water 
commissioners  of  the  village  $50,000  of 
bonds  of  the  village  at  less  than  par.  The 
commissio/iers,  finding  a  better  purchaser, 
declined  to  deliver.  The  new  purchaser  re- 
fused to  buy  until  Fish's  alleged  claim  was 
cleared  up  so  that  the  title  would  be  un- 
questioned. By  way  of  compromise  the 
commissioners  paid  Fish  the  $1,750,  and 
this  suit  was  to  recover  it  back.  This  is 
but  explanatory,  but  in  the  course  of  the 
opinion  the  question  before  us  was  dis- 
cussed. In  that  case  the  commissioners 
were  authorized  to  sell  such  bonds,  but  not 
to  sell  them  "at  less  than  the  par  value 
thereof."  The  power  to  sell  with  this  limi- 
tation was  in  the  case.  In  this  case  both 
the  power  and  the  limitation  are  as  in  the 
case  at  bar.    The  court  in  the  course  of  its 
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remarks  said:  "What  were  their  implied 
powers?  Having  made  a  contract  tfiat  was 
expressly  prohibited  by  law,  had  they  im- 
plied power  to  get  rid  of  that  contract  by  a 
compromise?  Implied  power  can  be  in- 
ferred only  from  the  general  scope  of  the 
actual  power  and  the  necessity  of  doing 
something  essential  to  the  efficient  exercise 
thereof.  The  actual  power  was  to  borrow 
money  by  issuing  and  selling  bonds  at  not 
less  than  par.  The  express  power  to  issue 
bonds  involved  the  implied  power  to  pay  for 
engraving,  printing,  and  the  like.  The  ex- 
press power  to  sell  bonds  doubtless  carried 
with  it  the  implied  power  to  pay  counsel 
for  an  opinion  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
bonds,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  and  possibly 
to  pay  a  commission  to  brokers  for  selling 
the  bonds.  These  expenses  were  incidental 
to  the  duty  imposed,  and  fairly  come  within 
the  scope  of  the  main  power.  But  from 
what  is  the  power  to  make  the  compromise 
in  question  to  be  implied?  The  contract 
was  void  and  could  not  be  enforced.  There 
was  no  implied  power  to  get  rid  of  it,  for, 
being  void,  it  could  not  stand  alone  in 
court  and  any  effort  to  enforce  it  would 
meet  with  defeat." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  court  holds 
that  from  the  express  power  to  sell  fol- 
lowed these  implied  powers:  (1)  To  con- 
tract for  printing,  engraving,  and  the  like; 
(2)  to  pay  counsel  for  an  opinion  on  the 
bonds;  and  (3).  to  pay  a  commission  to 
brokers  for  selling  the  bonds.  It  will  be 
noticed  that  the  latter  is  not  emphasized 
in  this  opinion  because  it  was  not  involved 
in  that^ase. 

But  we  have  a  later  case  in  which  this 
question  is  involved,  and  which  cites  with 
approval  this  doctrine.  In  this  later  case 
of  Armstrong  v.  Ft.  Edward,  159  N.  Y. 
315,  53  N.  E.  1110,  Parker,  Ch.  J.,  quoted 
with  approval  the  language  we  have  quoted 
above.  In  the  Armstrong  Case  the  plaintiff 
was  suing  for  commission  alleged  to  be  due 
him  for  selling  waterworks  bonds.  The 
same  power  to  sell  existed  as  in  the  Fish 
Case.  In  fact,  the  same  bonds  .were  sold. 
The  water  commissioners  were  charged  with 
the -sale  as  in  the  Fish  Case.  Armstrong 
lost  his  case,  both  in  the  lower  court  and 
in  the  supreme  court,  but  the  judspnent  was 
reversed  by  the  court  of  appeals.  In  the 
course  of  his  opinion.  Chief  Justice  Parker 
said:  "The  contract  that  was  declared  void 
in  the  case  of  Ft.  Edward  v.  Fish,  150  N. 
Y,  363,  60  N.  E.  973,  related  to  a  portion 
of  the  bonds  that  this  plaintiff  claims  to 
have  assisted  in  selling.  While  the  question 
there  presented  is  a  very  different  one  from 
that  involved  in  this  case,  nevertheless  this 
court  did  have  occasion  to  consider  the  im- 
plied powers  of  the  water  commissioners. 
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Said  the  court,  at  page  372:  'The  actual 
power  was  to  borrow  money  by  issuing 
and  selling  bonds  at  not  less  than  par.  The 
express  power  to  issue  bonds  involved  the 
implied  power  to  pay  for  engraving,  print- 
ing, and  the  like.  The  express  power  to  sell 
bonds  doubtless  carried  with  it  the  implied 
power  to  pay  counsef  for  an  opinion  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  bonds,  as  was  done  in 
this  casCj  and  possibly  to  pay  a  commission 
to  brokers  for  selling  the  bonds.  These  ex- 
penses were  incidental  to  the  duty  imposed, 
and  fairly  came  within  the  scope  of  the 
main  power.'  This  last  case  calls  attention 
to  the  rule  by  which  the  authority  of  officers, 
such  as  the  members  of  this  board  of  water 
commissioners,  to  make  contracts,  may  be 
determined.  Where  there  is  an  express 
grant  of  power  to  them,  it  carries  with  it, 
by  necessary  implication,  every  other  pow- 
er needful  and  proper  to  the  execution  of 
the  power  expressly  granted.  The  authority 
to  sell  water  bonds  therefore  carries  icith 
it  the  authority  to  secure  such  reasonable 
and  proper  assistance  as  may  he  requisite 
to  bring  about  an  advantageous  sale  of  the 
bonds.  It  is  suggested  that  the  rule  per- 
mits the  employment  of  brokers  only  to 
sell  the  bonds,  but  it  is  not  so  confined. 
It  was  not  a  broker  that  was  selected  in 
New  York  v.  Sands,  105  N.  Y.  210,  11  N. 
E.  820,  and  it  quite  frequently  happens 
that  men  who  are  not  brokers,  and  never 
have  been,  have  such  relations  that  they  can 
dispose  of  bonds  fully  as  advantageously 
as  brokers.  Those  having  charge  of  the 
selling  of  bonds  have  the  right  to  exercise 
their  discretion  in  selecting  the  agencies 
by  which  they  shall  make  disposition  of 
them,  but  in  the  selection  of  such  agencies 
it  is  their  duty  to  exercise  their  best  judg- 
ment in  the  interest  of  the  public  whom 
they  serve.  The  selection,  therefore,  must 
be  made  In  good  faith  and  with  a  fixed  pur- 
pose to  further  the  interests  of  the  con- 
stituency represented." 

The  italics  are  ours.  In  this  very  case 
(both  cases  refer  to  the  same  village  and 
the  same  bonds),  the  water  commissioners 
were  unable  to  get  par,  and  contracted  to 
sell  the  $50,000  at  less  than  par,  and  there- 
by made  the  void  contract  involved  in  the 
first  suit,  but  by  the  assistance  of  Arm- 
strong actually  sold  their  bonds  (includ- 
ing the  $50,000  contracted  to  Fish  dis- 
cussed in  the  Fish  Case)  for  five  per  cent 
above  par.  It  was  with  reference  to  this 
assistance  from  Armstrong  that  these  re- 
marks were  made.  In  the  Armstrong  Case, 
supra.  Chief  Justice  Parker  also  said: 
"(1)  Did  the  board  of  water  commission- 
ers have  the  power  to  employ  the  plaintiff? 
(2)  Did  the  plaintiff  assist  in  bringing 
about  the  sale?     (3)    If  he  did,  \rere  the 
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services  performed  with  the  understanding 
between  the  board  and  himself  that  lie 
should  be  paid  for  them?  The  answer  to 
the  second  and  third  question  must  be 
found  in  the  testimony,  but  the  authorities 
dispose  of  the  first  question.  New  York 
V.  Sands,  supra,  was  an  action  brought  to 
recover  moneys  paid  to  an  agent  for  selling 
the  bonds  of  the  city  of  New  York,  the 
agent  being  at  the  time  one  of  the  munici- 
pal officers,  namely,  a  commissioner  of 
taxes.  It  was  held  that  the  courts  will 
take  judicial  notice  jof  the  fact  that,  in 
the  sale  of  bonds  and  negotiations  for 
loans  in  behalf  of  states,  municipalities, 
and  governnicnts,  aside  from  their  own 
fiscal  agents,  other  agents  are  employed, 
and  that  the  fact  that  an  agent  so  em- 
ployed was  at  the  time  a  city  officer  did  not 
deprive  him  of  the  right  to  receive  and  re- 
tain the  agreed  compensation.  But  it 
should  be  observed  that,  while  the  agent 
was  a  city  officer,  he  was  in  no  wise  con- 
nected with  the  department  of  government 
charged  with  the  sale  and  disposition  of 
the  bonds.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion, 
Chief  Judge  Ruger  said:  'It  is  a  matter 
of  public  history,  of  which  courts  will  take 
judicial  notice,  that  in  the  sale  of  bonds 
and  negotiations  for  loans  in  behalf  of 
states,  municipalities,  and  governments,  the 
services  of  their  ^wn  fiscal  agents  are  usu- 
ally, if  not  invariably,  supplemented  by 
the  employment  of  bankers,  brokers,  and 
other  financial  agencies  to  aid  in  raising 
moneys  for  public  purposes.  During  the 
late  war,  the  Federal  government  ra'ised 
large  sums  by  the  issue  and  sale  of 
treasury  notes  and  bonds,  which  would 
have  been  practically  difficult,  if  not 
impossible,  but  for  the  assistance  ren- 
dered by  extraneous  financial  agencies 
employed  and  paid  by  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury.'  In  Brownell  v.  Greenwich, 
114  N.  Y.  518,  4  L.RJ^.  685,  22  N. 
E.  24,  the  court  said,  in  speaking  of 
the  action  of  the  commissioners  in  turning 
the  bonds  over  to  another  person  for  sale: 
'It  was  not  necessary  that  merely  executive 
acts  not  involving  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion should  be  done  by  the  commissioners 
personally,  but  such  acts  might  be  done  by 
another  under  their  direction,' — citing  New 
York  V.  Sands,  supra,  'When  a  statute 
commands  an  act  to  be  done,  it  authorizes 
all  that  is  necessary  for  its  performance. 
Hence  the  commissioners  could  lawfully  em- 
ploy Mr.  Andrews  as  a  broker  to  sell  the 
bonds  and  invest  the  proceeds  according 
to  their  instructions.' " 

So  we  say  in  the  case  nt  bar  the  legisla- 
ture no  doubt  anticipated  that  occasion 
might  arise  for  more  heroic  action  than  the 
mere  efi'orts  of  its  own  fund  commissioners, 
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and  therefore  indicated  that  the  actual  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  might  be  decreased  by  -nec- 
essary expenses  which  might  have  to  be  in- 
curred, and  might  be  "less"  than  $3,500,000. 
They  wisely  provided,  however,  that  the  in- 
terest accumulating  upon  this  fund  should 
go  to  and  become  a  part  of  the  fund,  which 
interest  will  much  more  than  offset  the  ex- 
pense of  selling  the  bonds. 

It  has  been  held,  and  we  think  rightful- 
ly, that  although  there  is  an  express  power 
given  to  pay  a  commission  for  the  sale  of 
bonds,  yet  such  power  does  not  authorize 
the  allowance  of  that  commission  to  a  pur- 
chaser of  the  bonds.  Whelen's  Appeal,  108 
Pa.  102,  1  Atl.  88.  This  case,  however, 
does  not  reach  the  question  here.  In  New 
York  V.  Sands,  supra,  we  have  a  full  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  of  emergency  being 
an  element  to  be  considered  in  determining 
the  necessity  of  using  outside  assistance  in 
procuring  the  sale  of  a  large  bond  issue 
(four  times  the  amount  involved  here),  and 
other  bonds  shortly  to  mature  created  the 
emergency  for  quick  action.  The  emergency 
there  was  not  greater  than  the  emergency 
here.  That  court  held,  and  we  think  right- 
fully, that  such  was  properly  an  element  to 
be  considered  in  determining  the  powers  of 
the  state's  sales  agents  in  the  method  and 
means  to  be  adopted  by  them  in  the  sale  of 
such  bonds. 

In  Manitou  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  37  Colo. 
344,  86  Pac.  75,  we  have  another  case  in 
point.  In  that  case  there  was  given  by  the 
statute  a  general  power  to  sell  bonds,  but 
such  bonds  must  "not  be  sold  for  less  than 
their  face  value."  The  case  stated  is  this: 
"Ausjust  4,  1897,  the  town  of  Manitou, 
through  its  board  of  trustees,  agreed  in 
writing  to  pay  M.  A.  Leddy  $1,200  for  his 
services  in  placing  or  selling  at  par  an 
issue  of  its  waterworks  refunding  bonds, 
amounting  to  $40,000.  An  unsuccessful  at- 
tempt to  dispose  of  the  bonds  had  been  pre- 
viously made."  Note  that  the  contract 
called  for  a  sale  at  par,  and  for  such  sale 
at  par  the  agent  should  be  paid  $1,200. 
The  suit  was  a  contest  over  the  lagality  of 
the  warrants  issued  in  payment  of  this  $1,- 
200. 

The  Colorado  court,  after  quoting  from 
the  Fish  Case,  supra,  as  we  have  quoted 
above,  said:  "We  believe  that  the  above 
states  the  law  to  be  applied  to  this  case, 
and  that,  under  the  facts  disclosed  by  this 
record,  the  contract  made  by  the  board  of 
trustees  with  Mr.  Leddy  to  pay  him  a  com- 
mission for  his  services  was  within  the  im- 
plied powers  of  the  municipal  corporation; 
that  the  same  was  not  ultra  vires  or  illegal, 
and  that  the  warrants  issued  in  payment 
of  the  services  rendered  under  the  contract 
were  valid  and  binding  obligations  of  the 
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muTiicipality.  We  are  not  without  support 
in  this  conclusion.  The  supreme  court  of 
Minnesota,  discussing  the  provisions  of  a 
statute  of  that  state  similar  to  the  provi- 
sions of  our  statute  (§  4548b,  supra),  in 
State  V.  West  Duluth  Land  Co.  75  Minn. 
456,  at  page  467,  78  N.  W.  115,  said: 
'Under  the  provisions  of  §  4,  chapter  289, 
supra,  a  sale  of  the  bonds  issued  thereunder 
at  less  than  par  value  was  forbidden.  The 
bonds  now  under  consideration,  $140,000  in 
amount,  were  turned  over  to  a  broker  for 
sale  under  a  written  contract  with  the  board 
of  county  commissioners.  In  this  con- 
tract, it  was  stipulated  that  the  broker 
should  pay  ior  lithographing  and  printing 
the  blank  bonds,  for  legal  advice  and  serv- 
ices, and  all  other  expenses  incident  to  a 
sale,  for  which,  and  as  compensation  in 
full,  he  was  to  receive  the  sum  of  $14,000, 
— 10  per  cent  of  the  face  value  of  the  bonds 
sold.  On  these  facts  we  are  asked  to  hold 
that  there  was  a  plain  violation  of  §  4, 
and  that  the  bonds  are  void.  There  might 
be  cases  where  the  facts  would  very  con- 
clusively show  that  an  agreed  compensation 
of  ten  per  cent  for  the  sale  of  the  bonds  was 
a  palpable  evasion  of  such  a  section,  but  we 
have  no  such  case  before  us.  We  cannot 
Bay,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that,  under  the 
conditions  of  this  contract,  there  was  a  vio- 
lation of  §  4,  which  forbids  a  sale  of  the 
bonds  at  less  than  par."*  The  case  from 
Minnesota  relied  upon  by  that  court  was 
in  point  there,  and  it  is  likewise  in  point 

here. 
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We  are  therefore  of  opinion  (1)  that  the 
whole  issue  of  $3,500,000  bonds  in  this  case 
is  fully  authorized  by  the  Constitution; 
(2)  that  the  legislative  acts  relating  there- 
to are  within  constitutional  bounds;  (3) 
that  the  several  legislative  aet.s  have  been 
fully  complied  with;  (4)  that  the  facts 
of  this  case  show  a  full  and  adequate  effort 
upon  the  part  of  the  Board  of  Fund  Com- 
missioners to  sell  tliese  bonds  without  out- 
side assistanee;  and  (5)  that  under  such 
facts  there  is,  from  the  legislative  acts, 
supra,  a  clearly  implied  power  which  au- 
thorizes such  board  to  enter  into  a  contract 
with  some  financial  agent  to  procure  for 
such  board  a  purchaser  or  purchasers  who 
will  take  such  bonds  at  their  par  value, 
and  in  such  contract  to  agree  to  pay  and 
pay  such  agent,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale,  a  reasonable  commission  for  the  serv- 
ices rendered. 

The  plaintifT  by  his  petition  states  that 
the  commission  mentioned  is  a  reasonable 
commission.  The  demurrer,  of  course,  ad- 
mits that  fact.  Upon  that  question  we  need 
not  pass.  The  real  purpose  of  this  proceed- 
ing is  to  test  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  a  commission  can  be  paid  by  the 
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Board  of  Fund  Commissioners  to  some 
financial  agent  for  procuring  purchasers  for 
these  bonds.  It  was  so  argued  orally  and 
is  so  briefed.  We  hold  that  the  Board  of 
Fund  Commissioners  have  the  right  to  con- 
tract to  pay  a  reasonable  commission  for 
such  services.  Such  board  must  exercise 
its  best  discretion  in  that  matter.  It  is 
the  duty  of  the  board  to  get  as  favorable  % 
contract  as  it  can,  all  things  considered. 
In  such  board  is  lodged  a  limited  discre 
tion  which  must  be  used  in  the  interest 
of  the  state  in  the  dealings  which  it  has 
in  connection  with  {he  subject-matter  em- 
braced in  these  several  legislative  acts. 
Such  discretion  must  be  used  by  the  board 
in  determining  the  reasonableness  of  the 
commission  to  be  paid.  From  all  this,  it 
follows  that  the  judgment,  nisi,  was  right, 
and  it  is  affirmed. 

All  concur,  except  Brown,  J.,  who  con- 
curs in  the  first  paragraph  of  the  opinion, 
but  dissents  to  the  remainder  thereof,  and 
the  result;  liainiu,  J.,  concurs  in  a  separate 
opinion. 

Lainni,  J.,  concurring: 

The  close  question  in  the  case  is  that 
discussed  in  the  second  paragraph  relating 
to  the  right,  to  pay  a  commission  to  expert 
brokers  in  touch  with  barreled-up  money 
seeking  investment.  As  to  the  legality  of 
the  bonds,  decided  by  the  first  paragraph, 
we  all  agree.  There  are  other  questions 
discussed  in  the  second  paragraph  relating 
to  6ther  incidental  outlays,  on  which  there 
is  no  divergence  of  opinion,  but  the  shoe 
pinches,  as  said,  on  the  right  to  pay  a 
broker's  commission  to  aid  in  procuring 
a  par  buyer. 

It  was  argued  that  the  right  to  pay  such 
commission  was  necessarily  implied  in  any 
bond  issue  for  city,  state,  school,-  road, 
drainage,  or  any  other  purpose  for  which 
an  issue  of  bonds  is  provided  by  statutes 
or  charters,  unless  the  payment  of  such 
commission  is  directly  forbidden  by  law. 
That  is,  that  the  officers,  agents,  or  munic- 
ipalities selling  such  bonds  had  the  implied 
power  to  pay  such  commission  in  every  case 
of  a  bond  issue  where  the  power  is  not 
expressly  denied.  That  is  a  dangerous 
doctrine  I  do  not  subscribe  to,  and  the  opin- 
ion of  my  brother  does  not  adopt  that  view 
of  it.  It  may  be  some  of  the  cases  and  au- 
thorities cited,  in  a  broad  way,  sustain 
that  contention,  or  head  that  way,  but 
our  brother's  opinion  stands  on  all  of  the 
facts  of  this  particular  case.  The  salient 
fact  is  a  crying  emergency  in  this  state 
demanding  a  strong  and  quick  remedy.  All 
of  the  acts  in  pari  materia  show  that  such 
emergency  must  be  read  into  thf  legislative 
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pnrpoBe,  and  breathes  in  every  line.  The 
records  of  this  state  are  menaced  by  de- 
itruction  from  fire  unless  safely  housed  in 
suitable  vaults.  To  that  controlling  emer- 
gency may  be  added  other  subsidiary  facta 
and  indications  in  aid  of  the  opinion  got 
at  by  analysis  of  the  terms  of  the  statutes, 
as  shown  by  the  opinion. 

It  was  argued  that  we  should  hold  a 
specific  proposed  contract  with  a  named 
brokerage  firm  at  a  named  figure  would  be 
legal.  But  the  opinion  does  not  hold  that 
the  board  is  authoried  to  make  any  specif- 
ic contract  with  any  specific  broker  at  any 
named  price.  It  holds,  as  I  read  it,  that 
the  board  has  authority  to  make  some  rea- 
sonable contract  with  some  suitable  brokers 
to  assist  in  the  sale  of  the  bonds,  if  such 
assistance  is  necessary,  and  only  then. 
The  Board  of  Fund  Commissioners  is  right- 
ly left  to  judge  of  that  necessity,  as  their 
informed  judgments  acting  under  the 
solemn  sanction  of  their  several  official 
oaths  may  direct.  They  must  assume  and 
carry  the  responsibility  for  the  proper  exer- 
cise of  the  discretion  we  find  is  lodged 
in  them. 

It  was  argued  that,  if  we  sustained  the 
right  of  this  board  to  pay  a  commission, 
hereafter  no  public  bonds  of  any  sort  would 
be  sold  in  this  state  without  paying  a  com- 
mission, and  scandals  would  arise  over  un- 
necessary  losses  suffered  by  the  people. 
But  the  opinion  opens  no  door  for  such 
mischief  to  enter  and  vex  the  people,  for 
its  language  must  be  read  with  the  peculiar 
existing  facts  creating  a  present  emergency 
whereby  a  remedy  became  necessary.  I 
think  the  power  to  pay  a  commission 
springs  only  from  an  emergency  creating 
such  necessity,  and  that  such  necessity  is 
within  the  intendment  of  the  statutes. 

It  was  further  argued  that,  if  we  sus- 
tained the  power  of  this  board  to  pay  a 
commission,  then  the  board  would  at  once 
proceed  to  do  so  on  the  theory  that  the 
facts  exist  at  tlus  immediate  time  requir- 
ing the  board  to  pay  such  commission.  In 
other  words,  the  board,  armed  with  or  in- 
cited by  our  opinion,  would  cease  all  efforts 
on  its  own  part  to  make  a  sale,  and  would 
at  once  contract  to  pay  for  the  aid  of 
brokers  holding  an  "open  seasame"  to 
hoarded  money.  That  it  would  make  no 
further  effort  by  personal  interviews  or  ad- 
vertisements on  individual  efforts  in  the 
east  or  elsewhere  where  bond  investments 
are  sought  and  interest  runs  low. 

But  that  is  an  argument  to  be  addressed 
to  the  board,  and  the  matter  rests  with 
their  judgment  and  their  conscience.  It 
may  safely  rest  there.  The  opinion  does 
not  tell  them  to  stop  all  effort  to  sell  the 
bonds  without  paying  a  commission,  and 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  honorable  officers  charged  with  the 
duty  of  selling  these  bonds  doubtless  will 
exhaust  every  sensible  or  available  means 
of  avoiding  the  payment  of  tL  commission. 
The  presumption  is  they  will  do  their  duty, 
and  pay  none  except 'as  a  last  resort  when 
they  are  at  the  end  of  their  row. 

For  these  reasons,  and  those  stated  by 
my  brother,  I  concur. 

Graves,  Ferrlss,  WoodBon,  and  Ken- 
nlsli,  JJ.,  concur  in  this  concurrence. 


N£W   JERSEY   COURT    OF   ERRORS 
AND  APPEALS. 

ANN  SHUGRUE  et  al. 

V. 

RICHARD  H.  LONG  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err. 

(—  N.  J.  — ,  82  Atl.  905.) 

Wills  —  rnle  in  Shelley's  Case  —  de- 
vise to  heirs. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  devise  in  trust  to 
pay  the  net  income  to  A  for  life,  with  a 
discretionary  power  in  the  trustees  to  use 
part  of  such  income  to  pay  off  a  mortgage 
encumbrance  upon  the  land,  and,  after  the 
death  of  A,  a  devise  in  fee  simple  to  her 
"heirs  at  law/'^held,  that  the  testator  used 
the  words  "heirs  at  law"  to  designate  the 
persons  who  at  the  time  of  A's  death  would 
be  her  heirs  at  law,  and  that  consequently 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  does  not  apply. 

Same  »•  legal  and  equitable  estates. 

2.  Where  the  particular  estate  for  life 
devised  is  equitable  and  the  remainder  in 
fee  is  the  legal  estate,  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case  cannot  operate  to  increase  the  equit- 
able life  estate  into  a  legal  estate  in  fee 
simple. 

Same  —  statutory  provision. 

3.  A  devise  in  the  language  of  the  10th 
section  of  the  statute  of  descents  (2  Comp. 
Stat.  ]910,  p.  1921)  would,  in  the  absence 
of  that  section,  have  invoked  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  Case.  Where,  therefore,  as  in  this 
case,  the  form  of  the  devise  would  not  have 
given  rise  to  the  application  of  that  rule, 
the  10th  section  of  tne  statute  of  descents 
will  also  be  inapplicable. 

(March  4,  1912.) 

17RR0R  to  the  Supreme  Court,  Hudson 
Irf  Circuit,  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
possession  of  certain  real  estate.     Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Head  notes  by  White,  J, 

Note.  —  The  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  is 
treated  at  length  in  the  note  in  29  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  963,  the  particular  question  present- 
ed, when  the  life  estate  is  equitable  and  the 
remainder  in  fee  is  legal,  being  discussed  at 

*  pages  1025  et  seq. 
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Mr.  John  Milton,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

At  common  law  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case 
would  have  applied  to  the  devise  in  ques- 
tion, and  vested  in  Mary  McBride  (the 
first  taker)   an  estate  in  fee  simple. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  320,  note  2; 
Tingier  v.  Chamberlin,  71  Conn.  466,  42 
Atl.  718;  Allen  v.  Craft,  109  Ind.  476, 
68  Am.  Rep.  425,  9  N.  £.  919;  Chamberlain 
V.  Runkle,  28  Ind.  App.  699,  63  N.  E.  486; 
Siceloff  V.  Redman,  26  Ind.  261;  Re  San- 
ders, 4  Paige,  293;  Lane  v.  Lane,  106  Ky. 
630,  50  S.  W.  867;  Kay  v.  Connor,  8 
Humph.  624,  49  Am.  Dec.  690;  Crockett  v. 
Robinson,  46  N.  H.  454;  Rank  v.  Rank, 
120  Pa.  191,  13  Atl.  827;  Riggin  v.  Love, 
72  III.  653 ;  Hennegar  v.  Deadrick,  —  Tenn. 
— ,  64  S.  W.  138;  McCauley  v.  Buckner,  87 
Ky.  191,  8  S.  W.  196;  Johnson  v.  Brasing- 
ton,  166  N.  Y.  181,  60  N.  E.  859;  Re  Ken- 
yon,  17  R.  I.  149,  20  Atl.  294;  Harris  v. 
McLaren,  30  Miss.  671 ;  Den  ex  dera. 
Wortendyk  v.  Wortendyk,  7  N.  J.  L.  379; 
Den  ex  dem.  Doremus  v.  Zabriskie,  15  N. 
J.  L.  404;  State  v.  Engle,  21  N.  J.  L.  360; 
Hand  v.  Marcy,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  60;  Kennedy 
V.  Kennedy,  29  N,  J.  L.  187;  Martling  v. 
Martling,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  771,  39  Atl.  203. 

The  rule  applies  to  equitable  as  well  as 
legal  estates. 

Cushing  V.  Blake,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  697;  Mart- 
ling V.  Martling,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  771,  39  Atl. 
203;  Challis,  Real  Prop.  134;  Re  White  & 
Hindle's  Contract,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  Div.  201, 
47  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  85,  37  L.  T.  N.  S.  574, 
.  26  Week.  Rep.  124;  Warner  v.  Sprigg,  62 
Md.  14. 

The  gift  over  is  void. 

Booker  v.  Tariwater,  138  Ind.  385,  37 
N.  E.  979;  Rivard  v.  Gisenhof,  35  Hun, 
247;  Campbell  v.  Rawdon,  18  N.  Y.  412; 
Clark  V.  Mosely,  1  Rich.  Eq.  396,  44  Am. 
Dec.  229;  3  Greenleaf's  Cruise,  Real  Prop. 
106,  §  37;  2  Jarman,  Wills,  13;  Otis  v. 
Prince,  10  Gray,  582;  Den  ex  dem.  Stith' 
V.  Barnes,  4  N.  C.  (1  Car.  Law  Repos.  484) 
6  Am.  Dec.  547;  Den  ex  dem.  Chessun  v. 
Smith,  4  N.  C.  (2  Car.  Law  Repos.  392); 
Norris  v.  Hensley,  27  Cal.  439. 

Messrs.  Collins  &  Corbln,  for  defend- 
ants in  error: 

Tlie  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  cannot  be  ap- 
plied to  the  language  of  the  will  of  Mat- 
thew Brady,  deceased,  because  if  at  common 
law  it  could  be  so  applied  the  10th  section 
of  the  statute  of  descents  would  now  govern 
the  case. 

Lippincott  v.  Davis,  69  N.  J.  L.  241,  28 
Atl.   587. 

The  statute  cannot  be  applied  to  this 
case,  because  the  rule  would  not  have  been 
applied  at  common  law. 

Keyport  &  M.  P.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Farmers' 
Transp.  Co.  18  N.  J.  Eq.  13;  Lippincott  v. 
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Davis,  69  N.  J.  L.  241,  28  Atl.  587;  Dea 
ex  dem.  Hopper  v.  Demarest,  21  N.  J.  L. 
535  i  Zabriskie  v.  Wood,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  641. 

The  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  cannot  be  ap- 
plied to  the  devise  of  the  premises  in  quea* 
tion,  because  the  words  "heirs  at  law,** 
used  in  the  gift  in  remainder,  are  there 
used  as  words  of  purchase;  and  because 
the  quality  of  the  life  estate  is  different 
from  that  of  the  remainder. 

Martling  v.  Martling,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  771, 
39  Atl.  203;  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
648;  Fearne,  Contingent  Remainders,  52; 
Jones  and  Lord  Say  and  Seal,  1  Eq.  Cas. 
Abr.  383,  C.  4,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  113;  28  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  923. 

On  the  face  of  the  will,  §  10  of  the  stat- 
ute of  descents  does  not  cover  its  terms, 
and  therefore  cannot  apply. 

Zabriskie  v.  Wood,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  541; 
Tinsman  v.  Belvidere-Delaware  R.  Co.  20 
N.  J.  L.  148,  69  Am.  Dec.  565. 

White,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  tried 
in  the  supreme  court  at  the  Hudson  cir- 
cuit  before  Judge  Vail  without  a  jury  upon 
a  stipulated  state  of  facts,  to  recover  pos- 
session of  real  estate  (No.  132  Newark 
avenue)  in  Jersey  City.  The  plaintiffs  are 
the  sister  and. the  children  of  a  deceased 
sister  of  Mary  McBride;  they  being  or  in- 
cluding the  persons  who  were  at  the  time 
of  her  death  her  heirs  at  law.  The  defend- 
ants are  the  devisees  under  the  will  of 
Mary  McBride,  or  those  claiming  under 
such  devisees.  The  question  in  controversy 
is  the  application  or  nonapplication  of  the 
rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  and  arises  under  the 
will  of  Matthew  Brady,  the  father  of  Mary 
McBride,  which  provided  as  follows: 

"Fifth.  I  give,  devise,  and  bequeath  untc 
my  said  executors  and  the  survivors  of 
them  all  my  real  estate  in  trust  upon  the 
following  terms:     .     .     . 

"2d.  To  collect  all  the  rents  and  revenues 
of  the  premises  owned  by  me  and  known 
as  No.  132  Newark  avenue,  in  Jersey  City 
aforesaid,  and  after  payment  of  the  water 
^  rents,  interest  on  the  mortgage,  insurance 
and  repairs,  and  other  proper  charges  and 
expenses  to  apply  the  net  revenues  thereof 
towards  the  support  and  maintenance  of 
my  beloved  daughter  Mary,  the  wife  of 
Hugh  McBride,  during  her  natural  life, 
hereby  giving  to  my  said  executors  the  dis- 
cretion to  save,  out  of  said  revenue  a  part 
thereof  so  as  to  accumulate  a  fund  to 
pay  off  the  one-half  part  of  the  mortgage, 
now  upon  said  premises  and  the  premises 
adjoining,  and  after  the  payment  of  said 
mortgage,  to  pay  over  the  whole  of  said 
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revenue  to  my  said  daughter  Mary,  during 
the  term  of  her  natural  life/' 

(Third  and  Fourth.  Authority  given  to 
collect  rents  of  130  Newark  avenue  and  482 
Grove  street,  forming  no  part  of  the  prem- 
ises in  question.) 

"5th.  After  the  death  of  my  said  daughter 
Mary  McBride,  I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath my  said  lot  of  land  and  premises 
known  as  No.  132  Newark  avenue  in  Jersey 
City,  aforesaid,  unto  the  heirs  at  law  of 
my  said  daughter  Mary  McBride." 

At  the  time  of  the  death  of  Matthew 
Brady,  the  testator,  in  1878,  Mary  McBride 
had  one  son  living,  but  he  died  unmarried 
and  without  issue  in  1907,  three  years  be- 
fore her  death,  which  occurred  in  1910. 

The  plaintiffs  claim  under  K  5  of  the  5th 
section  of  the  will  of  Matthew  Brady  as 
remaindermen  in  fee  after  an  equitable  life 
estate  in  Mary  McBride  under  1[  2  of  the 
same  section;  whereas,'  the  defendants  con- 
tend that,  by  virtue  of  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case,  Mary  McBride  took  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  under  said  two  paragraphs,  and 
consequently  had  the  complete  power  to 
devise  the  property  in  question  in  fee 
simple,  as  she  did,  to  defendants.  Judge 
Vail,  holding  tliat  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case  had  no  application,  decided  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  the  present  writ  is  to 
review  that  decision. 

The  apt  and  technical  words  of  limita- 
tion to  create  an  estate  in  fee  simple  are 
''heirs  forever''  or,  what  means  the  same 
thing,  ''heirs,"  and  consequently  a  devise 
to  "A  and  his  heirs  forever"  or  to  "A  and 
his  heirs"  is  exactly  the  same  in  legal  effect 
as  a  devise  to  "A  in  fee  simple."  If  there- 
fore the  devise  in  one  clause  of  a  will  is 
*to  A  for  life"  (or  other  freehold),  and 
then  in  the  same  or  another  clause  of  the 
same  will  there  is  a  remainder  to  his 
*Tieir8,"  the  latter  is  in  effect  a  direction 
that  at  the  exact  instant  of  time  when  in 
death  the  spark  of  life  shall  pass  from  A's 
body  he  shall  take  an  estate  in  fee  simple 
in  the  same  land,  and  as  a  consequence,  by 
virtue  of  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  the 
law  gives  him  an  estate  in  fee  simple  from 
the  first;  that  is,  from  the  time  of  the 
vesting  in  him  of  the  so-called  life  estate. 
When,  however,  after  the  devise  to  "A  for 
life,"  the  other  provision  of  the  will  is 
that  at  A's  death  the  land  is  devised  in 
fee  simple  directly  from  the  testator,  and 
not  as  descending  from  A,  to  some,  desig- 
nated or  described  persons  other  than  A, 
the  rule  can  have  absolutely  no  applica- 
tion, and  it  is  quite  immaterial  if  in  nam- 
ing such  other  persons  the  testator,  in 
order  to  designate  them,  has  described  them 
as  the  persons  who  at  the  moment  of  A's 
death  were  his  "heirs,"  provided  it  is  ^n- 
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tirely  clear  from  a  reading  of  the  whole 
will  that  the  use  of  the  word  "heirs'-  was 
to  designate  certain  persons  to  take  direct- 
ly from  the  tsetator,  and  not  by  descent 
from  A,  as  contradistinguished  from  that 
inheriting  line  theoretically  springing  and 
descending  from  A  and  extending  through 
all  time  "forever,"  which  is  comprised  in  the 
technical  meaning  of  the  word  "heirs"  and 
whose  only  real  effect  or  existence  is  as  a 
measure  of  the  quantity  of  estate  in  the 
land  in  question  of  which  A  died  seised. 
While,  therefore,  it  is  well  settled  that 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  is  absolutely  and 
peremptorily  controlling  as  "a  rule  of  prop- 
erty," whenever  it  appears  that  the  limi- 
tation over  is  to  the  "heirs,"  taking  as 
such  "heirs,"  of  the  life  tenant,  quite  irre- 
spective of  the  desire  or  direction  of  the 
testator  that  the  first  taker  should  take 
only  a  life  estate  (Lippincott  v.  Davis, 
59  N.  J.  L.  241,  28  Atl.  587),  nevertheless 
if  it  appears  that  the  testator  did  not  use 
the  word  "heirs"  in  this,  its  technical  sense, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  used  it  as  a  mere  de- 
acriptio  peraonaruni  of  the  objects  of  his, 
the  testators,  own  direct  bounty,  the  rule 
has  no  application  whatsoever.  Hargrave, 
Law  Tracts,  574-576;  Fearne,  Contingent 
Remainders,  188.  What  will  indicate  such 
use  by  the  testator  of  the  word  "heirs"  in 
the  latter  and  popular,  as  distinguished 
from  its  technical,  sense,  must  necessarily 
vary  in  different  cases. 

In  Peer  v.  Hennion,  77  N.  J.  L.  693,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  945,  76  Atl.  1084,  the  tes- 
tator, after  devising  certain  lands  to  his 
daughter  Catherine,  provided  as  follows: 
"The  said  lands  heretofore  given  by  me  to 
my  daughter  Catherine  are  given  for  and 
during  her  natural  life;  and  after  her  de- 
cease I  do  give  and  devise  the  said  lands 
to  such  person  or  persons  as  shall  be  her 
heir  or  heirs  of  land  held  by  her  in  fee 
simple."  This  language  was  held  by  this 
court  to  have  been  used  by  the  testator 
to  designate  certain  persons  to  be  ascer- 
tained at  the  time  of  Catherine's  death  as 
objects  of  his  direct  bounty,  and  not  as 
applying  to  Catherine's  entire  line  of  future 
heirs  to  the  end  of  time,  and  consequently 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  was  held  to  have 
no  application.  In  Martling  v.  Martling, 
55N.  J.  Eq.  771,39  Atl.  203,  the  conveyance 
was  in  fee  to  trustees  in  trust  to  permit  the 
life  tenant  to  receive  and  enjoy  the  rents 
and  profits  during  her  natural  life,  free 
from  control  by  her  husband,  and  in  trust 
to  sell  and  convey  in  fee  simple  at  the  direc- 
tion of  said  life  tenant,  substituting  the 
proceeds  in  the  trust  in  place  of  the  land 
so  sold,  and,  upon  the  death  of  the  life  ten- 
ant, in  trust  to  convey  the  unsold  lands  and 
to   turiY   over   t^^e   proceeds   of   th^   lands 
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which  had  been  sold  to  the  appointee  of  the 
life  tenant,  or,  in  default  of  appointment, 
to  "her  heirs  at  law  or  next  of  kin,  as  may 
be."  The  fact  that  the  proceeds  of  a  sale 
of  real  estate  made  during  the  lifetime  of 
the  life  tenant  were  not  to  be  paid  to  her, 
but  were  to  continue  in  the  trust,  and  at 
her  death,  in  the  absence  of  appointment 
by  her,  were  to  be  paid  to  her  "next  of  kin," 
moved  this  court  to  the  view,  as  expressed 
in  the  opinion  by  Justice  Depue,  that,  "con- 
struing this  trust  from  all  the  limitations 
and  provisions  contained  in  it,  it  is  clear 
that  the  terms  'heirs  at  law'  and  'next  of 
kin'  in  providing  for  the  ultimate  desti- 
nation of  the  estate,  although  the  disjunc- 
tive 'or'  intervenes,  should  receive  the  same 
construction  as  to  the  point  of  time  when 
these  two  classes  of  beneficiaries  respective- 
ly are  to  be  ascertained,  and  that  the  words 
'heirs  at  law'  as  well  as  'next  of  kin'  should 
be  construed  to  mean  persons  who  either 
as  heirs  at  law  or  next  of  kin  come  into 
existence  at  Mrs.  Martling's  [the  life  ten- 
ant's] death."  In  this  opinion  the  classic 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Mr.  Hargrave  (Har- 
grave.  Law  Tracts,  576),  and  commended 
by  Mr.  Fearne  (Fearne,  Contingent  Re- 
mainders, 188),  was  cited  with  approval, 
as  follows:  "If  it  shall  be  decided  that 
the  testator  or  donor  did  not  mean,  by 
the  words  of  inheritance  after  the  estate 
for  life,  to  use  such  words  in  their  full 
and  proper  sense,  did  not  mean  to  involve 
the  whole  line  of  heirs  to  the  tenant  for 
life,  and  to  include  the  whole  of  his  in- 
heritable blood,  did  not  mean  to  engraft 
a  succession  on  his  preceding  estate,  and 
to  make  him  the  ancestor  of  terminus  for 
the  heirs;  but,  instead  of  this,  intended  to 
use  the  word  'heirs'  in  a  limited,  restrictive, 
and  untechnical  sense,  intended  to  point 
at  such  individual  person,  as  should  be 
the  heir,  or  heir  of  the  body,  of  the  tenant 
for  life  at  the  moment  of  his  decease,  in- 
tended to  give  a  distinct  estate  of  free- 
hold to  such  single  heir,  and  to  make  his 
or  her  estate  of  freehold  the  groundwork 
for  a  succession  of  heirs,  to  constitute  him 
or  her  the  ancestor  terminus  and«  stock  for 
the  succession  to  take  its  course  from, — 
in  every  one  of  these  cases  the  premises 
are  wanting  upon  which  only  the  rule  in 
Shelley's  Case  interposes  its  authority." 
Another  indication  established  by  text- 
writers  and  decisions  of  a  use  by  a  testator 
of  the  word  "heirs"  as  a  word  of  purchase, 
and  not  as  a  word  of  limitation,  occurs 
where  the  life  estate  is  only  an  equitable 
estate,  and  the  remainder  is  a  legal  estate. 
Thus  where  property  is  devised  under  an 
active  trust  for  the  benefit  of  a  life  tenant, 
and  then  the  legal  estate  is  devised  at 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant  direct  to  his 
3»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


heirs,  the  word  "heirs"  cannot  be  taken  to 
have  been  used  to  indicate  a  succession  of 
inheritance  of  the  legal  estate  from  the 
life  tenant,  because  the  life  tenant  never 
held  the  legal  estate.  Mr.  Fearne  in  his 
work  on  Contingent  Remainders  (page  62) 
states  this  proposition  as  a  rule  as  follows : 
"I  shall  now  proceed  to  observe  that  where 
the  estate  limited  to  the  ancestor  is  merely 
an  equitable  or  trust  estate,  and  that  to 
his  heirs,  etc.,  carries  the  legal  estate,  they 
will  not  incorporate  into  an  estate  of  in- 
heritance in  the  ancestor,  as  (in  general) 
would  have  been  the  case,  if  they  had  been 
both  of  one  quality;  that  is,  both  legal 
or  both  equitable."  Numerous  cases  are 
cited  by  Mr.  Fearne  in  support  of  this  rule, 
the  leading  one  being  Jones  and  Lord  Say 
and  Seal,  1  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  383,  C.  4  which 
he  states  and  comments  on  as  follows: 
"Where  a  testatrix  devised  certain  real 
estate  to  trustees  'and  their  heirs  upon 
trust  and  in  confidence,  in  the  first  place, 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  to  pay 
the  several  legacies,  devises,  and  bequests 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  then  (after  giv- 
ing several  annuities  for  life)  she  appointed 
her  trustees  to  pay  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises  to 
the  proper  hands  of  her  daughter  C.  F.,  or 
as  she  by  any  writing,  etc.,  should  appoint, 
for  and  during  the  term  of  her  natural 
life,  and  after  her  (the  said  daughter's) 
decease  the  trustees  to  stand  seised  of  the 
premises  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  body 
of  her  said  daughter  C.  F.  severally  and  suc- 
cessively as  they  should  happen  to  be  in 
priority  of  birth  and  seniority  of  age,  and 
the  heirs  of  their  respective  bodies  in  tail 
general,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
several  annuities,  and  in  case  of  failure  of 
the  issue  of  the  body  of  her  said  daughter 
C.  F.  then  to  the  use  of  Lady  J.  After 
the  decease  of  the  testatrix,  C.  F.  and  her 
husband  sulTered  a  recovery  of  the  lands, 
and  she  afterwards  died  without  issue. 
Upon  her  decease.  Lady  J.  claimed  the  lands 
under  the  will  by  virtue  of  the  remain- 
der thereby  limited  to  her.  It  was  con- 
tended for  the  plaintiff  (Lady  J.)  that 
C.  F.  'took  only  a  trust  estate  for  life  by 
the  will,  with  a  contingent  remainder  to 
the  heirs  of  her  body  in  tail  general.  That 
the  direction  to  the  trustees  to  pay  the 
residue  of  the  rents,  etc.,  to  the  proper 
hands  of  C.  F.^  who  was  a  married  woman, 
gave  her  a  mere  trust,  and  not  a  use  execut- 
ed by  the  statute.  It  was  a  trust  for  her 
separate  use,  and  to  construe  it  a  use  exe- 
cuted would  be  to  subject  it  to  the  power 
and  control  of  her  husband.  That  the  sub- 
sequent limitation  to  the  heirs  of  her  body 
severally,  etc.,  was  a  use  executed  by  the 
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statute,  and  could  not  be  consolidated  with 
the  precedent  trust  limited  to  C.  F.  for  life, 
so  as  to  create  an  estate  tail  in  her.  That 
the  subsequent  words,  in  case  of  failure 
of  issue  of  the  body  of  C.  F.,  then  to  Lady 
J.,  etc.,  did  not  create  an  estate  tail  in 
C.  F.  by  implication,  nor  enlarge  the  pre- 
cedent estate,  because  no  legal  estate  vested 
in  C.  F.  on  the  other  side,  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  legal  estate  passed  to  the 
trustees  and  their  heirs;  and,  if  it  passed 
in  fee,  then  all  the  subsequent  uses  were 
uses  upon  a  use,  and  consequently  trusts 
not  executed  by  the  statute;  and,  if  the 
estate  given  to  C.  F.  for  life  and  the  subse- 
quent limitation  to  the  heirs  of  her  body 
were  both  trusts,  they  might  be  consoli- 
dated together  and  create  an  equitable  es- 
tate tail,  and  that  in  this  case,  either 
both  the  estates  were  executed  or  neither. 
But  Lord  Chancellor  King  was  of  opin- 
ion that  by  the  words  of  the  will  the  use 
was  executed  in  the  trustees  and  their  heirs 
during  the  life  of  C.  F.,  and  that  she  had 
only  a  trust  in  the  surplus  of  the  rents 
and  profits  during  her  life;  but  that  by  the 
subsequent  words,  viz.,  that  the  trustees 
should  stand  seised  to  the  use  of  the  heirs 
of  the  body  of  C.  F.  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  annuities,  etc.,  the  use  was 
executed  in  the  persons  eiititled  to  take  by 
virtue  thereof,  chargeable  with  the  pay- 
ment of  the  annuities,  and  therefore  there 
being  only  a  trust  estate  in  the  ancestor, 
and  a  use  executed  in  the  heirs  of  her 
body,  those  different  interests  could  not 
unite,  so  as  to  create  an  •  estate  tail  by 
operation  of  law  in  the  ancestor,  and  he 
decreed  accordingly  for  the  plaintiff."  This 
rule  seems  also  to  have  been  passively  ap- 
proved by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  recent  case  of  Vogt  v.  Graff 
(1012)  222  U.  S.  404,  56  L.  ed.  249,  32  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  134,  where  it  is  stated  in  the  sylla- 
bus of  the  case  that  "the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case  does  not  apply  where  the  particular 
estate  is  equitable,  and  the  estate  in  re- 
mainder legal." 

Coming  now  to  the  present  case,  we  find 
that  the  trust  estate  in  favor  of  the  life  ten- 
ant, Mary  McBride,  is  not  only  a  trust  in 
the  trustees  to  collect  and  apply  the  net  in- 
come, after  the  payment  of  water  rents, 
mortgage  interest,  insurance,  and  repairs 
and  other  proper  charges,  towards  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  life  ten- 
ant, but  that  there  is  also  vested  in  the 
trustees  an  absolute  discretion  to  reserve 
a  part  of  said  net  income  for  the  purpose 
of  discharging  a  mortgage  encumbrance 
against  the  property  in  question.  This  dis- 
cretion thus  reposed  in  the  trustees  is  cer- 
tainly quite  inconsistent  with  the  idea  of 
an  absolute  fee  simple  in  the  life  tenant, 
39  L.RJl.(N.S.) 


and  would,  of  course,  be  completely  de- 
stroyed by  the  creation  of  such  an  estate 
in  her.  Then,  when  we  come  to  the  subse- 
quent paragraph  wherein  the  testator,  after 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant,  disposes  of 
the  remainder,  we  find  that  he  does  so  not 
only  in  the  form,  "I  give,  devise,  and  be- 
queath," which  he  would  naturally  use  in 
making  a  direct  devise  to  definite  persons, 
but  he  names  the  objects  of  his  bounty  as 
the  "heirs  at  law"  of  his  said  daughter,  the 
trust  life  tenant,  thus  seeming  to  indicate 
persons  who  at  the  time  of  her  death  would 
be  her  heirs  at  law.  These  expressions 
taken  in  conjunction  with  the  evident  pur- 
pose of  the  testator,  as  indicated  by  the 
previous  paragraph  (No.  2),  wherein  the 
trust  life  estate  with  the  discretion  in  the 
trustees  is  created,  and  also  in  connection 
with  the  fact  that  the  life  tenant  held  only 
an  equitable  estate  out  of  which  her  heirs, 
of  course,  could  not  inherit  from  her  a  fee, 
lead  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  testator 
used  the  words  "heir  at  law"  as  a  desig- 
natio  peraonarum,  and  that  consequently 
the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  cannot  be  ap- 
plied. 

A  suggestion  has  been  made,  in  which 
counsel  both  for  the  plaintiffs  and  for  the 
defendants  appear  heartily  to  agree,  that 
the  10th  section  of  the  statute  of  descents 
(2  Comp.  Stat.  1910,  p.  1921)  has  no  appli- 
cation to  this  case.  With  this  view  we 
are  also  in  accord.  A  devise  in  the  lan- 
guage of  that  section  before  its  enact- 
ment would  clearly  have  invoked  the  rule 
in  Shelley's  Case,  and,  as  the  language  or 
form  of  the  devise  in  the  present  case  is 
not  subject  to  the  application  of  that  rule, 
the  statute  is  necessarily  equally  inap- 
plicable. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


WEST  VIRGINIA  SUPREME   COURT 
OF  APPEALS. 

FRANCES  DENT  GROSS 

V. 

CECIL  GROSS,  Plflf.  in  Err. 

(—  W.  Va.  — ,  73  S.  E.  961.) 

Appeal  and  error  ^  bill  of  exceptions 
—  transcript  of  evidence  —  Identifica- 
tion. 

1.  A  vacation  order  of  a  judge  certifies 
the  presentation  to  him  of  bills  of  excep- 
tion and  a  transcript  of  all  the  evidence, 
and  certifies  that  for  identification  the  bills 
were  numbered  as  bills  of  exception  by  a 
number  to  each,  and  that  the  certificate  of 
evidence  was  marked  "Certificate  of  Evi- 

Headnotes  by  Bbannon,  P. 
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dence/'  and  certifies  that  the  bills  were 
signed,  and  that  the  certificate  of  evidence 
was  also  signed  by  the  judge,  and  the  order 
Bays  that  bills  and  certificates  were  ordered 
to  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  The  bills 
refer  to  the  "Certificate  of  Evidence"  as 
part  of  them.  The  "Certificate  of  Evidence" 
is  part  of  the  record,  and  brings  the  evi- 
dence before  this  court. 

Husband  and  wife  —  alifcnation  of  af- 
fections —  action  by  wife. 

2.  A  wife,  though  the  husband  be  living, 
has  the  right  of  action  in  her  sole  name 
for  wrongful  alienation  of  her  husband's 
afl'ection,  causing  his  separation  from  her. 

Same  —  malice  —  burden  of  proof. 

3.  A  father  is  liable  to  his  son's  wife 
for  alienating  the  affection  of  the  son  from 
liis  wife,  and  causing  him  to  separate  from 
her,  if  the  father  is  moved  by  malice  to- 
wards the  wife  and  without  good  faith  and 
honest  purpose  and  good  motive  for  the 
welfare  of  his  son.  If  his  action  is  with- 
out malice,  and  springs  only  from  what  he 
honestly  believes  to  be  necessary  for  the 
welfare  of  his  son,  he  is  not  liable;  and 
the  presumption  is  that  he  acts  without 
malice  and  with  such  good  motive  until  the 
contrary  appears,  and  the  burden  is  on  the 
wife  to  show  malice  and  absence  of  such 
good  motive. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

}7^  RROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Randolph 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  over- 
ruling motions  for  new  trial  and  for  judg- 
ment for  defendant  non  obstante  veredicto 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
alienation  of  the  affections  of  plaintiff's 
husband.     Afiirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  B.  Maxwell  and  D.  H.  Hill 
Arnold,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

A  parent  in  good  faith  may  advise  his 
child  even  to  the  extent  of  advice  in  mat- 
ters pertaining  to  his  domestic  relations, 
actuated  only  by  good  motives  and  having 
in  mind  the  best  interests  o|  his  child,  and 
the  parent  will  not  be  liable,  even  though 
a  severance  of  the  domestic  relation  may 
result. 

Multer  ▼.  Knibbb,  193  Mass.  556,  9 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  322,  76  N.  E.  762,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  958;   Tucker  v.  Tucker,   74  Miss.  93, 

32  L.R.A.  623,   19  So.  955;   Reed  v.  Reed, 
6    Ind.    App.    317,    51    Am.    St.    Rep.    310, 

33  N.  E.  638;  Taaker  v.  Stanley,  153  Mass. 


Note.  —  As  to  right  of  wife  under  modern 
married  women's  acts  to  sue  for  alienation 
of  the  affections  of  her  husband,  soe  notes 
to  Nolin  V.  Pearson,  4  L.R.A.(K.S.)  643. 
and  Sims  v.  Sims,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)   842. 

As  to  liability  of  parent  for  causing  sep- 
aration of  husband  and  wife,  see  note  to 
Multer  V.  Knibbs,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  322,  and 
see  later  case.  Cochran  v.  Cochran,  24 
L.R.A.(X.S.)  160. 
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148,  10  L.R.A.  468,  26  N.  E.  417;  Hutcheson 
V.  Peck,  5  Johns.  196;  Oakman  v.  Belden, 
94  Me.  280,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  396,  47  AtL 
553;  Holtz  v.  Dick,  42  Ohio  St.  23,  51 
Am.  Rep.  791;  Westlake  v.  Westlake,  34 
Ohio  St.  621,  32  Am.  Rep.  397;  Rice  v. 
Rice,  104  Mich.  371,  62  N.  W.  833;  Glass 
V.  Bennett,  89  Tenn.  478,  14  S.  W.  1086; 
Brown  v.  Brown,  124  N.  C.  19,  70  Am.  St. 
Rep.  574,  32  S.  E.  320;  Bennett  ▼.  Smith, 
21  Barb.  439;  Love  v.  Love,  98  Mo.  App. 
562,  73  S.  W.  255. 

At  common  law  a  married  woman  could 
not  maintain  a  suit  of  this  character,  be- 
cause by  her  marriage  her  identity  was 
completely  merged  in  that  of  her  husband, 
and  a  recovery  would  be  a  recovery  for 
the  husband,  in  his  name;  and  while  this 
is  true,  yet  at  common  law  a  recovery 
might  be  had  in  some  classes  of  cases  in 
the  joint  names  of  the  husband  and  wife, 
where  the  wife  was  the  meritorious  cause 
of  action,  such  as  in  cases  of  assault  and 
battery  committed  upon  the  wife,  yet  the 
recovery,  when  had,  became  and  was  the 
property  of  the  husband  alone. 

Nolin  V.  Pearson,  191  Mass.  283,  4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  643,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  605,  77  N.  E. 
890,  6  Ann.  Cas.  658;  Doe  v.  Roe,  82  Me. 
503,  8  L.R.A.  833,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  499, 
20  Atl.  83;  Morgan  v.  Martin,  92  Me.  100, 
42  Atl.  354;  Hodge  v.  Wetzler,  69  N.  J.  L. 
490,  55  Atl.  49;  Duffies  v.  Duffies,  76  Wis. 
374,  8  L,R.A.  420,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  79,  45 
N.  W.  522;  Lonstorf  v.  Lonstorf,  118  Wis. 
169,  95  N.  W.  961 ;  Lynch  v.  Knight,  9  H. 
L.  Cas.  577,  5  L.  T.  N.  S.  291,  8  Eng.  Rul.  ' 
Cas.  382;  Lellis  v.  Lambert,  24  Ont.  App. 
Rep.  653;  Lawry  v.  Tuckett-Lawry,  2  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  162;  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Prindle, 
82  Va.  122;  Burnett  v.  Burkhead,  21  Ark. 
77,  76  Am.  Dec.  358;  Beisel  v.  Gerlach, 
221  Pa.  232,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  516,  70  Atl. 
721. 

Messrs.  lilnn  &  Byrne  also  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Fred  O.  Bine,  Arthnr  S.  Day- 
ton, and  W.  E.  Baker,  for  defendant  in 
error : 

A  married  woman  may  maintain  an  ac* 
tion  for  alienation  of  her  husband's  affec- 
tions. 

Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo.  61,  37 
Pac.  614;  Foot  v.  Card,  58  Conn.  1,  6 
L.R.A.  829,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  18  Atl. 
1027;  Warren  v.  Warren,  89  Mich.  123, 
14  L.R.A.  545,  50  N.  W.  842;  Lvnch  v. 
Knight,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  577,  5  L.  T.  N.  S. 
291,  8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  382;  Holmes  v. 
Holmes,  133  Ind.  386,  32  N.  E.  932;  Ben- 
nett v.  Bennett,  116  N.  Y.  584,  6  L.R.A. 
553,  23  N.  E.  17  (overruling  Van  Arnam 
V.  Avers,  67  Barb.  544);  Baker  v.  Baker, 
16   Abb.  X.  C.  293;   Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  39 
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Hun,  40;  Bassetfc  v.  Bassett,  20  111.  App. 
543;  Haynea  v.  Nowlin,  129  Ind.  581,  14 
L.ILA.  787,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  213,  20  N.  E. 
389  (overruling  Logan  v.  Logan,  77  Ind. 
568) ;  Wolf  V.  Wolf,  130  Ind.  699,  30  N.  E. 
308;  Reed  v.  Reed,  6  Ind.  App.  317,  51 
Am.  St.  Rep.  310,  33  N.  E.  638;  Breiman 
V.  Paaach,  7  Abb.  N.  C.  249;  Warner  v. 
Miller,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  221;  Churchill  v. 
Lewis,  17  Abb.  N.  C.  220;  Manwarren  v. 
Mason,  79  Hun,  692,  29  N.  Y.  Supp.  915; 
Westlake  v.  Westlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621,  32 
Am.  Rep.  307;  Mehrhoff  v.  MehrhofT,  26 
Fed.  13;  Waldron  v.  Waldron,  45  Fed. 
315;  Clow  V.  Chapman,  125  Mo.  101,  26 
L.R.A.  412,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  468,  28  S.  W. 
328;  Railsback  v.  Railsback,  12  Ind.  App. 
659,  40  N.  E.  276,  1119;  Price  v.  Price, 
01  Iowa,  693,  29  L.R.A.  150,  61  Am.  St. 
Rep.  360,  60  N.  W.  202 ;  Nichols  v.  Nichols, 
134  Mo.  187,  35  S.  W.  577;  Hodgkinson  v. 
Hodgkinson,  43  Neb.  269,  27  L.R.A.  120, 
47  Am.  St.  Rep.  759,  61  N.  W.  577;  Clark 
V.  Harlan,  1  Cin.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  418;  Hum- 
phrey V.  Pope,  122  Cal.  253,  54  Pac.  847; 
Xoxon  y.  Remington,  78  Conn.  296,  61  Atl. 
1)63;  Betser  v.  Betser,  186  111.  537,  52 
L.R.A.  630,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  303,  58  N.  E. 
249;  Nevins  v.  Nevins,  68  Kan.  410,  75 
Pac.  492;  Deitzman  v.  Mullin,  108  Ky.  610, 
50  L.R.A.  808,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  390,  57 
S.  W.  247;  Rath  v.  Rath,  2  Neb.  (Unof.) 
600,  80  N.  W.  612;  Kuhn  v.  Hemmann,  43 
App.  Div.  108,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  341;  King 
V.  Hanson,  13  N.  D.  86,  99  N.  W.  1085; 
Gemerd  v.  Gernerd,  186  Pa.  244,  40  L.R.A. 
349,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  646,  39  Atl.  884; 
Hester  v.  Hester,  88  Tenn.  270,  12  S»  W. 
446;  Knapp  v.  Wing,  72  Vt.  334,  47  Atl. 
1075;  Beach  v.  Brown,  20  Wash.  266,  43 
L.RJL.  114,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  98,  55  Pac. 
46;  Ash  v.  Prunier,  44  C.  C.  A.  675,  105 
Fed.  722;  Tucker  v.  Tucker,  74  Miss.  93, 
32  L.R.A.  623,  19  So.  955;  21  Cyc.  1619; 
William  v.  William,  20  Colo.  51,  37  Pac. 
614;  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  04  Iowa,  598,  63 
N.  W.  341;  Nevins  v.  Nevins,  68  Kan. 
410,  76  Pac.  492;  Rice  v.  Rice,  104  Mich. 
37],  62  N.  W.  S33;  Price  v.  Price,  91  Iowa, 
693,  29  L.R.A.  150,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  360, 
CO  N.  W.  202;  Servis  v.  Servis,  172  N.  Y. 
438,  65  N.  E.  270;  Gregg  v.  Gregg,  37  Ind. 
App.  210,  75  N.  E.  674. 

Assignments  of  error  relating  to  motions 
to  set  aside  judgments,  giving  or  refusing 
to  give  instructions,  refusing  or  permitting 
evidence  to  go  to  the  jury,  cannot  be  con- 
sidered when  the  evidence  is  not  properly 
before  the  court. 

Cummings  v.  Armstrong,   34  W.  Va.   1, 
11   8.   E.   742;    Tracy   v.   Carver   Coal   Co. 
67  W.  Va.  587,   50  S.  E.   825;    Dudley  v. 
Barrett,  58  W.  Va.  235,  52  S.  E.  100;  Parr  i 
V.  Currence,  58  W.  Va.  623,  52  S.  E.  496;  ' 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Coal  &  Coke  R.  Co.  v.  Joyce,  68  W.  Va. 
544,  52  S.  E.  498;  McKendree  v.  Shelton, 
51  W.  Va.  516,  41  S.  E.  909. 

Brannon,  P.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Frances  Dent  Gross  brought  an  action 
of  trespass  on  the  case  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Randolph  county  against  her  father-in- 
law,  Cecil  Gross,  charging  him  with  hav- 
ing alienated  the  affection  of  her'  husband, 
Ivan  Victor  Gross,  and  inducing  him  to 
separate  from  her,  and  she  recovered  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  $12,500,  and 
Cecil  Gross  comes  to  this  court  for  relief. 

It  is  contended  that  no  bill  of  excep- 
tions brings  the  evidence  before  us  so 
that  we  can  review  the  case.  The  order 
of  the  judge  says  that  the  defendant  pre- 
sented fifteen  bills  of  exception  and  also 
a  transcript  of  all  the  evidence,  and  for 
their  identification  numbers  the  bills,  and 
states  that  the  transcript  is  marked  ''Cer- 
tificate of  Evidence,"  and  orders  that  bills 
and  said  "Certificate  of  Evidence"  be  made 
part  of  the  record.  This  certificate  of  evi> 
dence,  so  marked,  is  found  in  the  record, 
and  bills  of  exception,  about  which  as  parts 
of  the  record  no  question  can  be  made, 
refer  to  it  as  "Certificate  of  Evidence." 
Thus  this  evidence  has  a  distinct  earmark 
of  identification  in  the  order  of  the  judge 
and  in  bills  of  exception,  so  that  there  can 
be  no  difficulty  in  finding  it.  The  point 
is  technical  and  unsubstantial,  too  much 
so  to  shut  a  suitor  out  of  court.  State  v. 
Legg,  59  W.  Va.  316,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1162, 
53  S.  E.  546;  Hughes  v.  Frum,  41  W.  Va. 
445,  23  S.  E.  604;  Kay  v.  Glade  Creek  &  R. 
R.  Co.  47  W.  Va.  467,  36  S.  E.  973. 

Does  the  declaration  show  good  cause 
of  action?  As  one  ground  of  demurrer,  it 
is  said  that,  the  declaration  showing  the 
plaintiff  to  be  a  married  woman,  she  can- 
not sue  in  her  own  name.  Here  we  meet 
with  a  question  somewhat  difficult,  more 
so  than  at  first  it  appeared  to  me.  The 
authorities  differ  somewhat.  By  the  com- 
mon law  the  suit  for  a  tort  to  the  wife 
could  not  be  sued  by  her  alone,  by  pre- 
ponderance of  authority.  This  was  on  ac- 
count of  unity  of  husband 'and  wife  placing 
her  under  disability;  but  we  have  a  stat- 
ute saying  that  "a  married  woman  may 
sue  or  be  sued  in  any  court  of  law  or 
c4iancery."  Is  such  a  demand  as  this  aris- 
ing from  tort,  a  mere  claim  for  unliqui- 
dated damages,  a  property  right,  so  as  to 
be  considered  a  separate  estate  of  the  wife? 
If  so,  there  is  no  difficulty  in  saying  that 
she  may  sue  to  enforce  it  under  that  stat- 
ute giving  her  full  capacity  to  sue.  I 
think,  with  some  hesitation,  that  it  is  a 
property  right,  as  held  in  Jaynes  v.  Jayne^ 
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39  Hun,  40.  It  has  been  held  otherwise. 
Gibson  v.  Gibson,  43  Wis.  23,  28  Am.  Rep. 
532.  It  is  true  that  it  does  not  seem  com- 
prehended by  §§  1,  2  and  3  of  chapter  60 
of  Code  1906.  It  is  not  property  acquired 
"by  inheritance  or  by  gift,  grant,  devise,  or 
bequest."  It  is  a  right  to  demand  money. 
It  must  be  in  favor  of  someone.  This  tort 
was  to  the  wife's  injury.  She  is  the  mer- 
itorious cause  of  action.  By  the  common 
law  action  for  tort  injurious  to  the  wife 
must  be  by  husband  and  wife.  The  right 
was  in  the  wife,  but,  owing  to  disability, 
she  could  not  sue  alone.  1  Minor's  Inst. 
387.  It  is  suggested  that  §  13  of  chapter 
CC. specifies  three  cases  where  the  married 
woman  may  be  sued  alone  one  being  where 
the  action  concerns  her  separate  property, 
and  it  is  said  that  this  §  13  limits  the 
right  of  action  under  §  15,  and  must  be  read 
with  it;  but  those  two  sections  have  differ- 
ent functions,  one  giving  the  right  of  ac- 
tion to  the  wife  to  sue  in  her  own  name, 
the  other  gives  right  to  sue  the  wife  with- 
out joining  her  husband, — two  different  pur- 
poses. I  do  not  see  how  §  13  has  anything 
to  do  with  a  suit  by  the  wife,  since  it 
touches  only  suits  against  a  married 
woman,  and  does  not  give  action  in  her 
favor.  We  think  that  §  15  should  be  given 
a  liberal  construction  to  enable  a  married 
woman  to  sue,  and  that  §  3  should  be  liber- 
ally construed  to  make  such  a  demand  sepa- 
rate property.  The  old  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law  laid  down  centuries  gone,  mak- 
ing the  wife  the  inferior,  practically  a 
slave,  have  become  wholly  distasteful  to 
enlightened  public  sentiment,  and  from 
statute  and  refusal  of  many  courts  to  fol- 
low them  have  ''gone  glimmering  through 
the  dream  of  things  that  were,  the  school 
boy's  tale,  the  wonder  of  an  hour."  The 
rule  saying  that  for  a  tort  against  the 
wife  she  could  not  sue  during  wedlock,  but 
could  do  so  after  its  close,  arose  from  the 
old  rule  stated  by  Blackstone  thus:  'The 
inferior  hath  no  kind  of  property  in  the 
company,  care,  or  assistance  of  the  superior, 
as  the  superior  is  held  to  have  in  those  of 
the  inferior,  and  therefore  the  inferior  can 
suffer  no  loss  or  injury."  3  Bl.  Com.  143. 
The  old  rule  made  the  two  persons  a  unit, 
and  sunk  the  individuality  of  the  woman  in 
the  individuality  of  the  man.  Her  prop- 
erty rights  were  sunk  largely.  Therefore 
she  could  not  alone  sue  to  enforce  her  right. 
But  in  our  day,  when  we  look  at  not  mere- 
ly the  letter,  but  the  purpose,  of  acts  giv- 
ing the  wife  separate  estate,  and  right  to 
sue,  and  modern  decisions,  we  conclude 
that  old  rules  have  perished,  that  a  wife 
is  not  the  legal  inferior,  but  the  equal,  of 
the  husband.  Reflect  that  in  sustaining  the 
wife's  capacity  to  sue  we  only  say  that  her 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


incapacity  to  sue  for  a  tort  affecting  her 
was  only  a  disability  to  sue  during  wed- 
lock, and  that  is  removed  by  a  broad  stsrt- 
ute  giving  her  absolute  right  to  sue.  We 
do  not  go  far.  We  do  not  legislate.  The 
legislature  has  plainly  legislated  this  result 
by  fair  construction  of  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  its  acts.  There  are  older  cases  denying 
the  right  of  a  married  woman  to  sue  for 
alienation  of  the  affection  of  her  husband. 
Duffies  V.  Duffies,  76  Wis.  374,  8  L.R.A.  420, 
20  Am.  St.  Rep.  79,  45  N.  W.  522;  and 
Doe  V.  Roe,  82  Me.  503,  8  L.R.A.  833,  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  499,  20  Atl.  83.  But  in  later 
days  since  the  separate  estate  acts  protect- 
ing the  property  of  the  wife,  many  many 
cases  assert  this  right  of  action  in  the  wife. 
Cooley  on  Torts,  475,  says  that  twenty 
states  concede  this  right  of  action  to  the 
wife  in  her  own  name.  For  the  proposi- 
tion that  such  action  lies,  I  cite  Tiffany 
on  Domestic  Relations,  78;  note  in  94  Am. 
Dec.  593;  note  in  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  88; 
Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo.  67,  37  Pac. 
614;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  804;  West- 
lake  V.  Westlake,  34  Ohio  St.  621,  32  Am. 
Rep.  397;  Jaynes  v.  Jaynes,  39  Hun,  40; 
Gernerd  v.  Gernerd,  185  Pa.  233,  39  Atl. 
884,  40  L.R.A.  549,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  646, 
and  note.  I  refer  particularly  to  the  well- 
considered  case  of  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  116 
N.  Y.  584,  6  L.R.A.  553,  23  N.  E.  17.  It 
holds  that  whilst,  before  the  late  statute 
of  New  York  providing  that  "in  an  action 
or  special  proceeding  a  married  woman 
appears,  prosecutes,  or  defends  alone  or 
joined  with  other  parties,  as  if  she  were 
single,"  the  action  had  to  be  in  the  name 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  yet  that  statute 
would  entitle  the  wife  to  an  action  in  her 
own  name  for  the  alienation  of  the  affec- 
tion of  her  husband.  Our  statute  is  to  the 
same  effect  as  the  New  York  statute.  As 
said  above,  if  this  demand  is  separate  prop- 
erty, there  can  be  no  question  that  the  wife 
can  sue  alone;  but,  even  if  we  cannot  re- 
gard it  as  separate  property,  then  I  would 
say  that  §  16,  giving  her  right  to  sue,  even 
if  this  demand  be  not  property,  it  is  an 
actionable  right  springing  from  a  wrong  to 
her,  and  she  has  a  right  to  sue.  That  sec- 
tion alone  vests  in  her  power  to  sue,  and 
thus  abolishes  former  laws  disabling  her 
to  sue  alone  because  of  the  unity  of  hus- 
band and  wife.  This  was  so  held  in  Beach 
V.  Brown,  20  Wash.  266,  43  L.R.A.  114,  72 
Am.  St.  Rep.  98,  55  Pac.  46,  and  Seaver  v. 
Adams,  66  N.  H.  142,  19  Atl.  776,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  597,  and  cases  in  note.  Some  cases 
I  hold  that  without  an  enabling  statute  the 
wife  may  sue  alone.  Foot  v.  Card,  58  Conn. 
1,  6  L.R.A.  829,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  258,  18 
Atl.  1027;  Williams  v.  Williams,  20  Colo. 
57,  37  Pac.  614.     There  is  reason  why  w« 
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should  not  expect  the  husband  to  unite  in 
a  suit  against  his  father.  And  generally 
why  should  not  a  wife  sue  alone  for  such 
a  wrong?  Should  the  old  unjust  rule  of 
the  common  law  still  prevail,  allowing  a 
husband  to  sue  and  pocket  the  proceeds? 
It  is  undoubted  that  a  husband  may  sue 
for  the  seduction  of  his  wife,  and  there 
is  no  reason  why  the  wife  should  not 
have  equal  right  to  sue  for  seduction  of 
her  husband.  The  ground  of  action  is  the 
loss  of  consortion. 

A  second  ground  presented  to  sustain  the 
demurrer  is  that  the  declaration  should 
state  that  Cecil  Gross  is  father  of  Ivan 
Gross,  and  allege  that  the  defendant's  act 
was  not  actuated  by  parental  solicitude 
for  the  welfare  of  the  son,  and  that  it  is 
not  enough  to  charge  malice,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  stranger,  but  the  declaration  must 
also  negative  good  motive  on  the  part  of 
the  father.  We  do  not  see  that  these  points 
are  tenable.  It  is  enough  to  charge  malice. 
This  contention  is  rested  on  the  law  uni- 
versally stated,  that  i^  parent  is  not  liable 
for  causing  his  child  to  separate  from  hus- 
band or  wife,  if  the  counsel  given  the  child 
is  such  as  he  fairly  and  honestly  con- 
sidered to  be  called  for  by  the  life  or 
health  or  welfare  of  his  child.  This  is  a 
favor  shown  to  a  parent,  the  law  realizing 
the  impulse  of  a  father  for  an  unfortunate 
child.  To  justify  recovery,  the  plaintiff 
carries  the  burden  of  showing  malice  and 
of  overcoming  the  presumption  that  he 
acted  under  the  influence  of  natural  affec- 
tion, and  for  what  he  believed  to  be  for 
the  real  good  of  the  child.  He  may  law- 
fully do  so,  if  he  honestly  believes  that  the 
continuance  of  the  marriage  relation  will 
injure  health  or  mind,  or  destroy  peace  of 
mind,  even  though  it  turn  out  that  he  acted 
on  mistaken  premises  or  false  information, 
and  that  the  result  of  his  intervention  has 
been  unfortunate.  The  rule  is  more  liberal 
to  the  parent  than  to  a  stranger.  Multer 
V.  Knibbs,  303  Mass.  656,  0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
322,  79  N.  E.  762,  9  Ann.  Cas.  958.  **In 
every  suit  of  this  character  the  prime  in- 
quiry is,  from  what  motive  did  the  father 
act?  Was  it  malicious,  or  was  it  inspired 
by  proper  parental  regard  for  the  welfare 
and  happiness  of  the  child?*'  Tucker  v. 
Tucker,  74  Miss.  93,  32  L.R.A.  623,  19  So. 
955.  The  act  must  be  shown  to  be  mali- 
cious, "as  all  legal  presumptions,  in  such 
cases,  are  that  the  parent  will  act  only 
for  the  best  interests  of  the  child.*'  Reed 
T.  Reed,  6  Ind.  App.  317,  61  Am.  St.  Rep. 
310,  33  N.  E.  638;  Brown  v.  Brown,  124 
N.  C.  19,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  574,  32  S.  E. 
320.  In  an  early  leading  case  on  this  sub- 
ject (Hutcheson  v.  Peck,  6  Johns.  196), 
the  great  Chancellor  Kent  said:  "If  the 
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defendant  did  not  stand  in  the  relation  of 
father  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  I  should  not, 
perhaps,  be  inclined  to  interfere  with  the 
verdict.  But  that  relationship  gives  the 
case  a  new  and  peculiar  interest.  .  .  . 
A  father's  house  is  always  open  to  his  chil- 
dren, and,  whether  they  be  married  or  un- 
married, it  is  still  to  them  a  refuge  from 
evil,  and  a  consolation  in  distress.  Natural 
affection  establishes  and  (^secrates  this 
asylum,  .  .  .  and,  according  to  Ix)rd 
Coke,  it  is  'nature's  provision  to  assist, 
maintain,  and  console  the  child.'  I  should 
require,  therefore,  more  proof  to  sustain 
the  action  against  the  father  than  against 
a  stranger.  It  ought  to  appear,  either  that 
he  detains  the  wife  against  her  will,  or 
that  he  entices  her  away  from  her  husband 
from  improper  motives.  Bad  or  unworthy 
motives  cannot  be  presumed.  They  ought 
to  be  positively  shown,  or  necessarily  de- 
duced from  the  facts  and  circumstances  de- 
tailed. .  .  .  The  quo  animo  ought,  then, 
in  this  case  to  have  been  made  the  test  of 
inquiry  and  the  rule  of  decision."  Whilst 
such  is  the  law,  I  think  it  sufficient  to 
charge,  as  the  declaration  in  this  case  does, 
that  the  defendant,  "contriving  wilfully, 
knowingly,  wrongfully,  unjustly,  and  mali- 
ciously intending  to  injure,  prejudice,  and 
aggrieve  the  plaintiff"  in  her  enjoyment  of 
the  companionship,  aid,  society,  comfort, 
protection,  and  happiness  derived  from  her 
husband,  did  the  acts. 

There  are  a  great  many  bills  of  excep- 
tions and  assignments  of  error.  We  have 
considerately  gone  over  them.  We  hav^  not 
found  reversible  error  in  evidence  admitted 
or  rejected.  It  is  useless  to  detail  it.  Nor 
have  we  found  error  in  instructions.  As 
we  have  sought  in  this  opinion  to  state 
the  law  applicable  in  such  a  case,  we  shall 
not  incorporate  the  mass  of  instructions, 
as  they  do  but  reflect  the  law  above  stated. 
We  think  the  court  fairly  and  clearly  pre- 
sented the  law  suited  to  the  case,  leaving 
it  to  the  jury  to  pass  on  the  evidence. 
The  court  refused  a  peremptory  instruc- 
tion to  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant, 
and  overruled  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  overruled  a  motion  to  render  judg- 
ment for  defendant  non  obstante  veredicto. 
Thus  we  are  called  upon  to  say  whether 
the  verdict  is  warranted  by  the  evidence. 
Here  we  state  that  this  depends  on  a  large 
volume  of  oral  evidence,  consisting  of  the 
conduct  and  action  of  the  parties,  letters, 
conversation,  a  great  array  of  circum- 
stances, and  conflicting  oral  evidence.  A 
verdict  in  such  circumstance  is  well  nigh 
conclusive.  A  verdict  on  evidence,  not  vio- 
lating law,  approved  by  a  judge,  is  vir- 
tually above  the  touch  of  an  appellate  tribu- 
nal.    On  this  principle,  spoken  by  so  many 
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precedents,  this  court  acts  in  the  present 
case.  The  jury  found  the  action  of  the 
father  malicious  and  without  good  motive. 
We  are  asked  also  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
for  excessive  damages.  Here,  again,  we  are 
confronted  with  that  verdict.  The  law 
gives  a  jury  in  the  matter  of  amount  of 
damages  in  tort  cases,  where  the  damages 
are  indeterminate,  measured  by  no  fixed 
measure  or  rule,  almost  unlimited  discre- 
tion. Unless  we  can  clearly  find  that  bias, 
prejudice,  passion,  or  corruption  animated 
a  jury,  its  estimate  must  stand.  It  is  hard 
to  fix  such  an  imputation.  So,  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  stands  that  bulwark,  the  ver- 
dict, sometimes  the  bulwark  of  justice, 
sometimes  of  error  and  oppression.  Speak- 
ing only  for  myself,  I  doubt  whether  the 
jury  accorded  to  the  defendant  the  favor 
allowed  him  by  law  as  a  parent  in  the  dis- 
tressing circumstances  surrounding  him. 
His  son  had  been  in  a  hospital  from  a  three 
months'  period  of  typhoid  fever.  He  came 
from  it  weak  in  body,  weak  in  mind,  suffer- 
ing from  post  typhoid  insanity.  He  suf- 
fered from  acute  Bright's  disease,  and  from 
orchitis,  an  ailment  of  the  testicle.  He  had 
been  nursed  while  in  the  hospital  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  young  girl.  A  few  days  after 
leaving  the  hospital  they  were  married, 
without  knowledge  of  Ivan's  family.  Con- 
tinuing ailing,  he  went  for  a  few  weeks' 
rest  to  visit  a  brother  in  Indiana.  When 
he  returned,  he  resumed  work,  clerking  at 
his  father's  lumber  plant,  but  unable  to* do 
the  work.  Leaving  his  wife  at  his  father's 
home  in  Randolph  county,  he  went  to 
Pennsylvania  to  visit  sisters  of  a  former 
wife,  who  kept  his  three  children  by  that 
wife;  and  while  there  was  visited  by  his 
father;  and  while  there  he  wrote  his  wife 
that  the  marriage  was  void,  that  she  had 
taken  advantage  of  him  while  weak  in 
body  and  mind,  and  allured  him  into  a 
marriage,  and  notified  her  of  cessation  of 
marriage  relations.  The  father  was  in  far 
off  Oregon  when  this  letter  was  written. 
No  doubt  the  jury  had  the  right  to  say 
that  the  father  assented  to  this  absence, 
or  advised  it.  He  knew  of  the  son's  con- 
dition. Two  physicians,  the  hospital  phy- 
sican  and  one  in  Pennsylvania,  as  well  as 
other  persons,  had  told  the  father  that  con- 
tinuance of  married  relations  would  either 
retard  the  son's  recovery,  or  permanently 
ruin  body  and  mind.  I  doubt  whether  the 
jury  gave  Gross  the  right  of  a  father.  I 
doubt  whether  the  proof  dees  overcome  the 
presumption  of  law  that  a  parent  acts 
under  such  conditions  honestly,  with  good 
faith,  moved  by  parental  love.  I  doubt 
whether  the  evidence  comes  up  to  the  stand- 
ard fixed  by  law.  "The  measure  of  proof 
must  be  exceedingly  high."  Beisel  v.  Ger- 
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lach,  221  Pa.  232,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  516,  70 
Atl.  721.  Speaking  again  for  myself,  it 
seems  to  me  that  the  damages  found  are 
heavy,  almost  confiscatory.  If  the  defend- 
ant had  murderously  slain  the  plaintiff,  her 
father  could  not  have  recovered  beyond 
$10,000.  Under  the  circumstances,  and 
there  are  those  mitigating,  I  would  say 
that  the  verdict  is  heavy.  If  on  the  jury, 
I  would  not  have  found  it;  but  there  it  is. 
We  are  led  to  affirm  the  judgment. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  March  12, 
1912. 


NORTH   CAROLINA   StTPREME 
COURT. 

STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA,  Appt., 

V. 

R.  F.  RICE. 

(158  N.  C.  635,  74  S.  E.  682.) 

Mnnicipal  oorporiitions  —  extraterri- 
torial Jurisdiction  —  form  of  govern- 
ment. . 

1.  Statutory  authority  to  exercise  police 
power  over  territory  outside  their  corporate 
limits  is  applicable  to  municipal  corpora- 
tions which  are  under  commission  form  of 
government  with  initiative,  referendum,  and 
recall. 

Same  —  forbidding  keeping  of  hogs  — 
authority. 

2.  Statutory  authority  to  make  rules  for 
the  preservation  of  health  includes  power  to 
forbid  the  keepine  of  hogs  within  the  terri- 
tory over  which  the  municipal  authority  has 
jurisdiction. 

(Walker  and  Allen,  JJ.,  dissent.) 

(April  10,  1912.) 

Note,  —  Power  of  municipality  to  pro^ 
hibit  keeping  of  live  stock. 

As  to  the  power  of  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  prevent  stock  yards  within  city 
limits,  see  note  to  Colton  v.  South  Dakota 
Central   Land  Co.   28  L.R.A.(N.S.)    122. 

As  to  right  of  municipal  corporation  to 
prohibit  the  keeping,  standing,  or  exhibi- 
tion of  stallions  and  jacks,  see  note  to 
State  V.  lams,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)    736. 

The  question  as  to  consent  of  neighbors 
as  a  condition  of  obtaining  a  license  or 
permit  to  erect  or  conduct  livery  stables, 
etc.,  is  included  in  the  note  on  delegation 
of  power  as  to  licenses,  franchises,  and 
buildings  in  St.  Louis  v.  Russel,  20  L.R.A. 
721. 

A  stable  for  horses  as  a  nuisance  is  the 
subject  of  a  note  to  Oehler  v.  Levi,  ]7  L. 
R.A.(N.S.)    1025. 

And  as  to  dairies  as  a  nuisance,  see 
subdivision  9,  in  the  note  to  Ex  parte 
Lacoy,  38  L.R.A.  640. 

State  v.  Rice,  holding  an  ordinance  pro- 
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APPEAL  by  the  State  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Guilford 
Cwuoty  granting  defendant's  motion,  upon 
a  trial  in  the  Municipal  Court,  to  quash  a 
warrant  for  his  arrest  for  the  violation 
of  a  municipal  ordinance  forbidding  the 
keeping  of  hogs  within  certain  territory. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  T.  W.  Bickett,  Attorney  General, 
and  A.  Way  land  Cooke,  for  the  state: 

It  is  entirely  competent  for  the  legis- 
lature to  confer  power  to  pass  ordinances 
which  will  operate  beyond  the  corporate 
boundaries  of  municipalities,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  suppressing  or  preventing  nuisances 
which  affect  the  inhabitants  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  for  preserving  the  public  health. 


McQuillin,  Mun.  Corp.  1004,  p.  36  §  26; 
28  Cyc.  703;  Gower  v.  Agee,  128  Mo.  App. 
427,  107  S.  W.  909;  Chicago  Packing  & 
ProviEion  Co.  v.  Chicago,  88  111.  221,  30 
Am.  Rep.  545;  Malone  v.  Williams,  118 
Tenn:  420,  121  Am.  St.  Rep.  1002,  103 
S.  W.  798;  State  v.  Hord,  122  N.  C.  1094, 
65  Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  29  S.  E.  952;  Darling- 
ton V.  Ward,  48  S.  C.  570,  38  L.R.A.  326, 
26  S.  E.  906;  Brunson  v.  Youmans,  76  S. 
C.  128,  66  S.  E.  651;  Quincy  v.  Kennard, 
151  Mass.  563,  24  N.  E.  860;  Smith  v.  Col- 
lier, 118  Ga.  306,  45  S.  E.  417;  Ex  parte 
Glass,  49  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  87,  90  S.  W. 
1108;  Skaggs  v.  Martinsville,  140  Ind.  476, 
33  L.R.A.  781,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  39 
N.  E.  241. 


hibiting  in  toto  the  keeping  of  any  hog  in 
the  town  valid  and  reasonable  as  within  the 
statutory  power  conferred  upon  the  town  to 
make  rules  for  the  preservation  of  health, 
is  in  entire  harmony  with  Darlington  v. 
Ward,  38  L.R.A.  332,  where  the  earlier 
cases  dealing  with  the  validity  of  an  or- 
dinance forbidding  the  keeping  of  animals 
within  the  city  limits  are  collected  in  a 
subdivision   of  that   note. 

So,  in  Brunson  v.  Youmans,  76  S.  £.  128, 
56  S.  E.  651,  which  is  set  out  in  State  v. 
Rice,  it  was  said:  "We  are  unable  to  see 
how  the  testimony  which  was  only  designed 
to  show  the  condition  of  other  lots  than  that 
of  defendant  could  be  a  material  circum- 
stance in  determining  whether  the  town 
.  .  .  had  the  power  under  statute  and 
constitutional  law  to  forbid  the  keeping  of 
hogs  within  the  corporate  limits  within  125 
yards  of  a  dwelling  house  in  which  persons 
lived,  and  provide  punishment  therefor. 
^Vhether  such  particular  lots  were  large  or 
small,  low  or  high,  sand  or  clay,  drained  or 
undrained,  wooded  or  clear,  cultivated  or 
uncultivated,  clean  or  unclean,  would  con- 
stitute no  test  of  the  power  of  the  munic- 
ipality to  pass  the  ordinance  in  question.'' 

An  ordinance  of  a  municipal  corporation 
which  declared  that  "no  hogs  shall  be 
permitted  to  remain  within  the  corporate 
limits.  .  .  between  the  1st  of  April  and 
the  Ist  of  October"  is  not,  upon  its  face, 
so  unreasonable  as  that  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  courts  to  declare  it  void. 
Smith  V.  Collier,  118  Ga.  306,  45  S.  E.  417. 

Under  legislative  authority  to  define  and 
abate  nuisances  a  municipal  corporation 
may  forbid  the  keeping  of  hogs  in  a  pen 
within  the  corporate  limits  and  within 
200  feet  of  any  street  or  alley,  and  such 
regulation  will  not  be  declared  to  be  un- 
reasonable by  the  courts.  Miller  v.  Syra- 
cuse, 168  Ind.  230.  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  471, 
120  Am.  St.  Rep.  367,  80  N.  E.  411. 

But  in  Comfort  v.  Kosciusko,  88  Miss. 
811.  41  So.  268,  9  Ann.  Cas.  178,  it  was 
said:  ''Section  2028  of  the  Annotated 
Code  of  1892  empowers  municipalities  to 
suppress  hogpens.  Tt  also  gives  the  power 
to  make  regn>lations  to  secure  the  general 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


health  of  municipalities,  and  to  prevent, 
remove,  and  abate  nuisances.  The  keeping 
of  hogs  in  a  municipality,  or  the  erection 
of  hogpens,  may  or  may  not  be  a  nuisance) 
and  it  is  only  when  they  are  such  that  a 
municipality  has  the  power  to  interpose 
and  suppress  hogpens  or  prevent  the  keep- 
ing of  hogs  in  a  municipality.  An  ordi- 
nance which  provides  generally  that  hogs 
may  not  be  kept  in  a  municipality,  without 
reference  to  whether  they  are  or  are  not  a 
nuisance,  is  too  broad  and  sweeping  in  its 
provisions,  and  cannot  be  upheld.  When 
the  keeping  of  hogs  within  a  municipality 
becomes  a  nuisance,  no  matter  where  they 
may  be  kept  therein,  it  not  only  has  th« 
power,  but  it  is  its  duty,  to  abifte  the  same. 
In  the  case  of  Darlington  v.  Ward,  48  S. 
C.  570,  38  L.R.A.  326,  26  S.  E.  906,  cited 
by  counsel,  we  think  the  court  went  too 
far.  In  truth,  this  case  seems  to  stana 
by  itself  in  the  exent  to  which  it  has  ^one 
in  upholding  municipalities  in  the  right 
to  prohibit  the  keeping  of  hogs  within  its 
borders." 

And  in  Com.  v.  Rawson,  183  Mass.  491, 
67  N.  E.  605,  it  was  held  that  a  town  is 
not  authorized  to  adopt  a  bill  prohibiting 
the  keeping  of  more  than  five  swine, 
exclusive  of  their  offspring  less  than  five 
months  old,  which  will  prohibit  one  from 
conducting  a  swine  business,  so  long  as  his 
premises  are  clean  and  the  premises  con- 
ducted in  the  best  possible  manner. 

Likewise,  in  Phillips  v.  Denver,  19  Colo. 
179,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  230,  34  Pac.  902,  it 
was  held  that  provisions  of  a  charter 
granting  power  to  a  city  to  regulate  lawful 
occupations  and  business  places,  as  well  as 
to  regulate  and  prevent  the  carrying  on  of 
business  dangerous  or  detrimental  to  public 
health,  and  to  declare,  prevent,  or  abate 
nuisances,  conferred  no  authority  upon  a 
city  council  to  pass  an  ordinance  prohibit- 
ing the  location  of  a  livery  stable  "in  any 
block  in  which  a  school  building  is  situated, 
or  in  any  block  opposite  to  a  block  in 
which  a  school  buildins^  is  situated," 
irrespective  of  the  question  whether  th:* 
stable  is  well  constructed,  well  regulated, 
and  well  conducted,  and  without  specifying 
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Messrs.  Sapp  &  Williams,  for  appellee: 

The  commissioners  of  Greensboro  cannot 
declare  that  to  be  a  nuisance  which  is  not 
so  in  fact,  and  they  have  no  right  to  de- 
stroy property  or  interfere  with  individ- 
ual rights  improperly  under  the  pretense 
of  preventing  or  removing  nuisances. 

State  v.  Webber,  107  N.  C.  962,  22  Am. 
St.  Rep.  920,  12  S.  E.  598;  State  v.  Home, 
115  N.  C.  739,  20  S.  E.  443;  State  v.  Ray, 
131  N.  C.  814,  60  L.R.A.  634,  92  Am.  St. 
Rep.  795,  42  S.  E.  960;  Ex  parte  Patter- 
son, 42  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  256,  51  L.R.A.  654, 
58  S.  W.  1011;  State  v.  Taft,  118  N.  C. 
1190,  32  L.R.A.  122,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  768, 
23  S.  E.  970;  State  v.  Whitlock,  149  N.  a 
542,  128  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  63  S.  £.  123,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  765;  Re  Sam  Kee,  31  Fed.  680; 
St.  Louis  V.  Edward  Heitzeberg  Packing  & 
Provision  Co.  141  Mo.  375,  39  L.R.A.  551, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  42  S.  W.  954;  Evans- 
ville  V.  Miller,  146  Ind.  613,  38  L.R.A.  161, 
45  N.  E.  1054;  Ex  parte  O'Leary,  65  Miss. 
80,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  640,  3  So.  144;  State 
V.  Hill,  126  N.  C.  1144,  60  L.R.A.  473,  36 
S.  E.  326. 

A  municipal  corporation  is,  as  a  general 
rule,  restricted  to  its  corporate  limits  in 
the  exercise  of  its  coporate  powers. 

Donable  v.  Harrisonburg  ( Switzer  v.  Har- 


risonburg) 104  Va.  533,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
910,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  1056,  62  S.  E.  174, 
7  Ann.  Cas.  519. 

Clark,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  defendant,  who  lives  outside  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  Greensboro,  was  indicted 
in  muncipal  court  of  the  city  of  Greens- 
boro for  unlawfully  and  wilfully  "keeping 
and  running  hogs  in  a  lot  within  i  of  a 
mile  of  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
Greensboro,"  in  violation  of  the  city  ordin- 
ance, which  is  set  out,  and  which  provides: 
"It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  firm, 
or  corporation  tp  keep  any  hogs  or  pigs 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
Greensboro  or  within  1  of  a  mile  of  said 
limits."  On  appeal  from  the  municipal 
court  the  warrant  was  quashed  and  the 
state  appealed. 

The  general  assembly  provides  in  the 
charter  of  Greensboro  (Private  Laws  1911, 
chap.  2,  §  27)  that  all  ordinances  of  the 
city  of  Greensboro  enacted  "in  the  exercise 
of  police  powers  given  to  it  for  sanitary 
purposes  or  for  the  protection  of  the  prop- 
erty of  the  city,  shall  apply  to  the  terri- 
tory outside  of  said  city  limits,  within  1 
mile  of  same  in  all  directions."    The  legis- 


any  definite  distance  from  school  buildings 
within  which  a  livery  stable  is  prohibited. 
The  court  said:  "The  ordinance  in  ques- 
tion must,  therefore,  be  subjected  to  the 
test  of  reasonableness;  and  the  particular 
provision  under  consideration  cannot  stand, 
in  any  event,  unless  its  adoption  was  a 
reasonable  exercise  of  the  incidental  or 
general  grants  of  power  contained  in  the 
charter.  .  .  .  The  ordinance  in  question 
is  not  directed  against  livery  stables  im- 
properly kept  or  used,  but  against  all 
livery  stables  within  prescribed  limits. 
There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that  there 
was  anything  improper  in  the  construction, 
keeping,  or  use  of  defendant's  stable.  The 
sole  contention  on  the  part  of  the  city, 
therefore,  is  confined  to  the  single  fact, 
that  defendant  had  located  and  conducted 
his  stable  within  the  limits  prohibited 
by  the  ordinance, — ^that  is,  in  a  block 
.  opposite  to  a  block  in  which  a  school  build- 
ing was  situated.  The  ordinance,  however, 
does  not  undertake  to  declare  that  a  livery 
stable  conducted  within  the  interdicted 
limits  shall  be  deemed  a  nuisance  per  se, 
.  .  .  An  ordinance  so  uncertain,  so  in- 
definite, so  unsuitable,  and  unsatisfactory 
to  accomplish  the  desired  object,  cannot  be 
regarded  as  reasonable;  and  so  cannot  be 
upheld  under  the  authority  supposed  to  be 
granted  by  the  city  charter.*' 

Although  in  Caskev  v.  Edwards,  128  Mo. 
App.  237,  107  S.  W.  37,  the  defendant, 
before  the  passage  of  an  ordinance  pro- 
hibiting the  location,  erection,  or  con- 
struction of  a  livery  stable  within  200 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


feet  of  a  residence,  had  maintained  a  stable 
on  land  within  the  prohibited  distance, 
it  was  held  that  she  could  not,  under  the 
pretense  of  repairing  the  old  building, 
erect  a  new  structure  more  than  twice 
the  size  of  the  old  and  covering  more  than 
twice  the  area  of  the  original. 

In  State  v.  Hord,  122  N.  C.  1093,  65 
Am.  St.  Rep.  743,  29  S.  E.  952,  which  is 
set  out  in  State  v.  Rice,  it  was  held  that 
the  ordinance  was  not  void  because  of 
discrimination  in  that  it  did  not  also  pro- 
hibit one  from  keeping  a  hogpen  within 
100  yards  of  his  own  house.  "It  is  an 
anomaly,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Clark,  "that 
the  defendant,  who  has  disobeyed  the  or- 
dinance forbidding  him  to  commit  a  nui- 
sance upon  the  public,  should  be  complain- 
ing that  the  town  did  not  go  further  and 
forbid  him  being  a  nuisance  to  himself.  He 
could  refrain  from  that  without  official 
help." 

And  a  municipality  which  has  voluntarily 
passed  under  the  dominion  of  act  No.  136 
of  1898  cannot,  under  any  general  or  im- 
plied authority,  "suppress"  or  "locate"  at 
pleasure  a  lawful  business  which  is  not 
a  nuisance  per  «e,  where  the  act  confers 
authority,  and  specific  terms,  merely  to 
prescribe  regulations  whereby  the  establish- 
ment in  which  such  business  is  conducted 
shall  be  kept  clean  and  in  good  order. 
Cro^vley  v.  West,  52  La.  Ann.  626,  47  L.R. 
A.  652,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  355,  27  So.  53, 
wherein  it  was  held  that  it  is  incompetent 
for  such  municipality  to  enforce  an  ordin- 
ance, whether  before  or  after  Its  acceptance 
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lature  has  unquestioned  authority  io  confer 
upon  the  town  authorities  jurisdiction,  for 
sanitary  or  police  purposes,  of  territojry  he- 
yond  the  city  limits.  28  Cyc.  704;  20  Am. 
k  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1148,  and  cases  there 
cited.  This  is  sometimes  conferred .  for 
police  protection,  but  oftener  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  public  health.  Power  is  often 
granted  to  the  town  authorities  to  police 
the  watershed  beyond  corporate  limits,  so 
that  the  city  may  have  pure  water;  also 
to  insure  cleanliness,  to  protect  the  sew- 
erage, and  for  many  like  purposes  to  pro- 
tect the  health  of  those  living  within  the 
city.  Among  the  most  notable  cases  are 
Van  Hook  v.  Selma,  70  Ala.  361,  46  Am. 
Rep.  85;  Chicago  Packing  &  Provision  Co. 
V.  Chicago,  88  III.  221,  30  Am.  Rep.  645; 
Emerich  v.  Indianapolis,  118  Ind.  279,  20 
N.  E.  795 ;  Albia  v.  O'Harra,  64  Iowa,  297, 
20  N.  W.  444;  State  ex  rel.  Humphrey  v. 
Franklin,  40  Kan.  410,  19  Pac.  801;  Jor- 
dan V.  Evansville,  163  Ind.  512,  67  L.R.A. 
613,  72  N.  E.  544,  2  Ann.  Cas.  96.  There 
are  many  other  cases  to  like  effect,  and 
none  to  the  contrary.  Among  the  late  cases 
are  Gower  v.  Agee,  128  Mo.  App.  427,  107 
S.  W.  999;  Ex  parte  Glass,  49  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  87,  90  S.  W.  1108.  In  this  last  case 
the  court  sustained  an  ordinance  forbidding 


the  keeping  of  hogs  within  1  mile  of  the 
courthouse.  The  court  held  4hat  this  was 
a  matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  town 
commissioners,  though  it  permitted  hogs 
to  be  kept  at  places  within  town  limits 
beyond  that  distance  from  the  courthouse. 
In  2  Abbott,  Mun.  Corp.  §  562,  it  is  said: 
"It  is,  of  course  within  the  power  of  the 
state  legislature  to  authorize  ...  [a 
town]  to  pass  ordinances  .  .  .  which 
shall  have  a  restricted  effect  beyond  their 
limits."  In  Chicago  Packing  &  Provision 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  88  III.  221,  30  Am.  Rep. 
545,  the  court  said:  "Persons  then  desir- 
ing to  engage  in  particular  avocations  in 
or  near  to  cities  must  submit  to  have  their 
pursuits  limited  and  controlled,  at  least 
so  far  as  the  preservation  of  health  and  to 
a  reasonable  extent  the  comfort  of  the 
people  may  require.  .  .  .  The  lives,  the 
health,  and  the  comfort  of  the  people  are 
the  highest  [claim],  and  demand  the  first 
and  greatest  protection.  .  .  .  They  do 
have  the  right  to  be  protected  against  all 
kinds  of  business  that  endanger  life  and 
health,  and  from  intolerable  nuisances  that 
destroy  their  comfort.  To  acc9mplish  this 
purpose,  the  power  was  conferred  upon 
cities  and  villages  to  regulate  these  estab- 
lishments  for   the  distance   of   1   mile   be- 


of  the  act  of  1898,  the  effect  of  which 
is  to  permit  four  livery  stables  to  be  main- 
tained in  its  business  center,  while  the 
fifth  stable  and  all  others  which  may  be 
hereafter  established  are  to  be  relegated 
and  confined  to  a  designated  locality 
remote  from  such  center.  It  was  said: 
"The  proposition  that  the  defendant  can 
be  thus  discriminated  against,  and  that  his 
four  competitors  in  business  can  be  thus 
secured  the  monopoly,  in  perpetuity,  of  the 
livery-stable  business  in  .  .  .  cannot 
be  seriously  entertained."  And  see  Bill- 
ings V.  Cook,  35  Mont.  95,  119  Am.  St. 
Rep.  845,  85  Pac.  656,  a  very  similar  case, 
to  the  same  effect. 

In  People  v.  Davis,  78  App.  Div.  570, 
79  N.  Y.  Supp.  747,  it  was  held  that  § 
789  of  the  New  York  Sanitary  Code  pro- 
viding that  "no  live  chickens  ...  or 
other  fowls  shall  be  brought  into  or  kept 
in  any  yard  .  .  .  within  the 
built-up  portions  of  the  city  of  New  York, 
without  a  special  permit,  in  writing,  from 
the  department  of  health,  as  subject 
to  the  conditions  thereof,"  is  not  to  be 
invalidated  by  the  fact  that  at  the  time 
of  its  adoption  no  lawful  authority  existed 
in  the  health  department  to  grant  any 
such  permit;  especially  where  it  appears 
that  it  has  been  ratified  and  confirmed 
by  repeated  legislative  enactments.  The 
court  said:  "That  the  health  authorities 
of  the  city  of  New  York  have,  for  a  long 
period  of  time,  exercised  and  regulated 
Dy  ordinance  the  right  of  granting  permits 
of  the  character  now  questioned,  is  prac* 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tically  undisputable.  While  it  is  probable 
that  no  specific  legislative  authority  exists 
for  the  regulation  of  the  keeping  and  kill- 
ing of  poultry  in  the  city  of  New  York  by 
limiting  the  act  to  such  times  and  places 
as  the  health  department  may  see  fit  to 
sanction  by  permit,  the  whole  tenor  and 
scope  of  the  laws  applicable  to  that  city, 
and  the  history  of  the  legislation  upon 
the  general  subject  of  the  public  health, 
clearly  indicate  that  such  is  the  meaning 
and  intent  of  the  law;  and  that  the  power 
has  been  and  is  conferred  upon  the  local 
authorities  of  confining  the  keeping  and 
slaughtering  of  poultry  within  the  thickly 
settled  sections,  to  such  places  as  the 
health  ofiicials,  in  the  exercise  of  their 
judgment  and  discretion,  may  find  to 
be  possessed  of  sanitary  adjuncts  and 
surroundings  consistent  with  a  due  regara 
for  the  public  health  and  cleanliness. 
This  view  results  from  a  consideration 
of  the  more  extended  powers  conferred 
upon  the  department  in  the  city  from 
time  to  time,  the  general  practice  of  issuing 
permits  in  this  and  other  cognate  matters 
which  has  existed  for  a  long  period  with 
the  legislative  sanction,  the  express  recog- 
nition by  the  legislature  of  the  binding 
authority  of  the  ordinances  which  provide 
for  such  permits,  and  the  creation  and 
growth  of  the  Sanitary  Code,  also  provid- 
ing for  such  permits  in  numerous  cases, 
adopted  under  the  legislative  authority, 
and  from  time  to  time  ratified  and  con- 
firmed by  legislative  enactment." 

E.  M.  8. 
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yond  their  corporate  limits,  even  if  that 
should  lap  o^er  and  embrace  a  portion  of 
territory  included  in  the  boundaries  of  an- 
other municipality.  Each,  to  that  extent, 
has  the  right  to  protect  its  inhabitants, 
and  such  establishments,  located  in  such 
territory,  are  subject  to  the  police  power  of 
both  corporate  bodies/'  The  ordinance 
there  sustained  was  for  the  regulation  of 
the  gieat  packing  houses  located  outside  of 
Chicago,  and  which  had  been  licensed  by  a 
neighboring  town. 

The  argument  that  the  town  of  Greens- 
boro is  governed  under  the  commission  form 
of  government  with  "initiative,  referendum, 
and  recall,"  and  therefore  that  its  municipal 
authorities  should  have  no  control  outside 
the  city  limits,  is  wanting  in  application. 
The  question  is  not  how  the  city  authorities 
are  chosen,  but  what  power  the  legislature 
has  conferred  upon  them  over  adjacent  dis- 
tricts beyond  the  city  limits,  in  which  may 
be  set  up  establishments,  business,  or  oth- 
er things  which  would  be  injurious  to  the 
health  of  its  people.  There  is  nothing  in 
our  Constitution  which  restricts  the  legis- 
lature in  the  exercise  of  its  police  power 
from  conferring  upon  the  municipal  author- 
ities of  Greensboro  such  power.  Indeed,  the 
municipal  court  of  Greensboro  is  given  ju- 
risdiction outside  the  city  limits,  and  such 
jurisdiction  has  been  affirmed  at  this  term 
in  State  v.  Brown,  —  N.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E. 
680;  citing  State  v.  Shine,  149  N.  C.  480, 
62  S.  E.  1080;  State  v.  Baskerville,  141 
N.  0.  811,  63  S.  E.  742,  and  divers  other 
cases. 

The  city  therefore  had  the  same  power  to 
pass  this  ordinance  and  make  it  applicable 
to  a  district  within  a  quarter  of  a  mile  out- 
side the  city  limits  as  it  had  to  prohibit 
"keeping  any  hogs  or  pigs  within  the  corpo- 
rate limits.*'  The  question,  therefore,  is 
whether  it  could  pass  such  ordinance  appli- 
cable within  the  city  limits.  In  State  v. 
Hord,  122  N.  C.  1093,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  743, 
29  S.  E.  952,  the  court  held  that  the  town 
authorities  could  forbid  keeping  a  hogpen 
within  the  city  limits.  In  that  case  the 
prohibition  was .  against  keeping  a  hogpen 
within  100  yards  of  the  residence  of  an- 
other, which  was,  of  course,  practically  an 
entire  prohibition.  In  2  Dillon,  Mun.  Corp. 
[§  693]  it  is  said  that  "the  keeping  of  hogs 
and  swine  is  a  generally  recognized  subject 
of  regulation  by  municipal  ordinance."  In 
Darlington  v.  Ward,  48  S.  C.  570,  38  L.R.A. 
326,  26  S.  E.  906,  it  is  said:  "An  ordinance 
cannot  be  held  invalid  because  it  is  unren- 
sonable  when  the  power  to  pass  ordinances 
on  the  subject  is  conferred  by  a  constitu- 
tional statute."  It  is  further  held:  "An 
ordinance  making  it  unlawfulto  keep  any 
hog  within  the  corporate  limits  of  a  town 
31)  X.,R.A,(N.S.) 


cannot  be  held  void."  In  Skaggs  v.  Mar- 
tinsville, 140  Ind.  476,  33  L.R.A.  781,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  209,  39  N.  E.  241,  the  court 
held  that  it  would  not  "inquire  as  to  the 
reasonableness  of  an  ordinance,  when  the 
power  exists  to  pass  it."  The  same  was  held 
in  the  late  case  of  Brunson  v.  Youmans,  76 
S.  C.  128,  56  S.  E.  651,  in  which  the  court 
held  valid  a  town  ordinance  which  made  it 
unlawful  to  keep  any  hogs  within  the  town, 
— citing  Darlington  v.  Ward,  supra.  Ordi- 
nances to  prohibit  hogs  within  a  town  have 
also  been  sustained  in  Quincy  v.  Kennard, 
151  Mass.  563,  24  N.  E.  860;  Smith  v.  Col- 
lier, 118  Ga.  306,  45  S.  E.  417;  Ex  parte 
Glass,  49  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  87,  90  S.  W.  1108. 
Even  if  this  court  were  of  opinion  that 
the  ordinance  is  not  sound  public  policy  and 
might  work  hardship,  we  could  not  declare 
It  invalid.  The  legislature  has  conferred 
jurisdiction  upon  the  town  commissioners 
"to  make  such  rules  and  regulations,  not  in- 
consistent with  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  state,  for  the  preservation  of  the  health 
of  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  as  to  them 
may  seem  right."  Pr.  Laws  1911,  chap.  2, 
§  17.  An  appeal  in  such  case  must  be  to 
the  lawmaking  power.  Red  "C"  Oil  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Board  of  Agriculture,  (1912)  222 
U.  S.  380,  66  L.  ed.  240,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
152.  But,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  are 
some  20,000  people  within  the  limits  of 
the  town  of  Greensboro,  and  they  have  a 
right  to  be  protected  against  such  matters 
as  their  local  legislature  may  deem  unsani- 
tary. If  that  body  is  wrong,  it  will  be  in- 
fluenced by  their  constituents  to  repeal  or 
modify  the  ordinance.  But  the  authority  to 
make  the  ordinance,  and  to  extend  its  lim- 
its, not  to  exceed  1  mile,  beyond  the  city 
boundaries,  has  been  conferred  by  the  leg- 
islature. Of  their  own  volition  the  city  au- 
thorities made  the  ordinance  applicable  only 
to  the  extent  of  one  quarter  of  a  mile  be- 
yond the  city  boundaries.  The  language  of 
the  ordinance  forbids  "keeping  any  hogs  or 
pigs  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city 
of  Greensboro  or  within  i  of  a  mile  of 
said  limits."  The  warrant  charges  that 
the  defendant  "did  unlawfully  and  wilfully 
keep  and  run  hogs  in  a  lot  within  i  of  a 
mile  of  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
Greensboro."  It  therefore  comes  within  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance.  It  does  Qot  appear 
what  size  the  lot  was,  nor  is  it  material. 
The  ordinance  prohibits  "keeping  hogs" 
within  the  limits  named.  In  Darlington 
V.  Ward,  48  S.  C.  570,  38  L.R.A.  326,  26  S. 
E.  906,  there  was  a  single  hog  kept  within  a 
2-acre  lot.  The  court  held  that  the  question 
was  not  whether  the  keeping  of  that  par- 
ticular hog  was  injurious  to  the  health  of 
the  town,  but  whether  the  town  had  author- 
ity to  prohibit  the  "keeping  of  hogs"  wUMil 
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the  limits  preicribed,  and  ^fhetlier  the  de- 
fendant bad  violated  that  ordinance.  The 
court  said  that  the  nature  and  condition  of 
the  preoiiaes  were  immaterial,  and  that  "the 
power  of  the  town  council  to  preserve  the 
public  health  cannot  be  measured  by  the 
size  of  Ward's  lot,"  nor  by  the  cleanly  con- 
dition in  which  he  kept  his  premises.  The 
court  further  said:  "Courts  'cannot  run  a 
race  of  opinions  upon  points  of  right,  rea- 
son, and  expediency  with  the  lawmaking 
power.'  No  act  of  a  legislature  can  be  de- 
clared void  or  unconstitutional,  unless  it 
conflicts  with  some  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution. Nor  can  any  ordinance  of  a  munici- 
pal corporation  within  the  power  conferred 
by  the  legislature,  and  not  in  conflict  with 
the  laws  and  Constitution  of  the  state,  be 
impeached  in  a  court  for  unreasonableness. 
A  critical  examination  of  cases  holding  po- 
lice regulations  void,  because  unreasonable, 
will  disclose  that  the  attempted  police  regu- 
lations violated  some  constitutional  guaran- 
ty. The  right  asserted  by  some  courts  to 
declare  municipal  ordinances  invalid  be- 
cause unreasonable  is  limited  to  ordinances 
passed  under  the  implied  or  incidental  pow- 
ers of  the  municipality."  The  greatest  ad- 
vance of  the  age  probably  is  towards  the 
preservation  of,  the  public  health,  and  in 
measures  for  the  prevention  of  disease.  The 
legislature  conferred  power  upon  the  munic- 
ipal authorities  of  Greensboro  to  adopt  sani- 
tary regulations.  In  passing  this  ordi- 
nance, they  acted  within  this  authority,  and 
doubtless  upon  the  advice  of  the  sanitary 
board.  The  necessity  and  the  beneflt  of 
sanitation  cannot  be  better  shown  than  by 
a  statement  which  recently  appeared  in  a 
government  publication,  that  in  Cuba,  a 
tropical  country,  under  the  impetus  given 
by  United  States  supervision,  tliere  is  an 
expenditure  now  of  46  cents  per  capita  for 
better  sanitation  and  an  annual  mortality 
of  15  per  1,000  of. the  population,  while  'n 
North  Carolina,  in  naturally  a  healthy  cli- 
mate, there  is  an  expenditure  of  only  1 
cent  per  capita  and  a  mortality  of  18.3  per 
1,000  of  population,  or  22  per  cent  greater. 
In  view  of  such  fact  the  courts  will  be  slow 
to  interfere  with  sanitary  regulations  which 
have  been  adopted  by  city  authorities,  pre- 
sumably in  accordance  with  the  wishes  of 
the  most  intelligent  and  advanced  portion 
of  its  population,  even  if  we  possessed  the 
power  to  interfere.  It  is  not  our  province 
to  review  the  action  of  boards  of  sanitation, 
within  the  limits  of  their  powers.  The 
judgment  quashing  the  warrant  is  reversed. 

WailKCP  and  Allen ^  JJ.,  dissenting. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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K.  £.  HANGER  et  al..  Trading  as  Hanger 
Brothers,  Plffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

CHESAPEAKE  k  OHIO  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

(—  w.  Va.  — ,  73  S.  B.  713.) 

Railroad  —  negligence  —  headlights. 

1.  It  is  negligence  per  se  for  a  railroad 
company,  in  the  nighttime,  to  run  an  engine 
backwards  over  its  main  track  witliout  a 
proper  headlight  on  the  tender  sutficient  to 
enable  the  enginemen,  in  the  exercise  of  rea- 
sonable and  ordinary  care,  to  see  ahead  a 
reasonable  distance,  so  as  to  avoid  doing  in- 
jury to  dumb  animals  astray  upon  the  track. 

New  trial  —  railroads  —  negligence  ab- 
sence of  headlight. 

2.  Where  a  railroad  company,  in  so  op- 
erating an  engine  in  the  nighttime,  runs 
over  and  kills  a' horse  astray  upon  its  track, 
and  the  evidence  is  such  that  the  jury  may 
reasonably  infer  that  had  there  been  a  prop- 
er headlight  on  the  tender,  in  front  of  the 
moving  train,  the  enginemen,  in  the  exercise 
of  due  and  reasonable  care,  would  probably 
have  discovered  the  horse  on  the  track  in 
time  to  avoid  injuring  him,  the  question 
of  negligence  is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact 
for  the  jury;  and  the  court  should  not,  for 
want  of  sufficient  evidence  to  support  it, 
set  aside  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  owner  of 
the  horse,  and  award  defendant  a  new  trial. 

:January  23,  1012.) 

I  TERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Fayette 
J  County  to  i*eview  a  judgment  reversing 
a  judgment  of  a  Justice  of  the  Peace  in 
plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  killing  of  plnintiPTs* 
horse  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Osenton  &  Horan,  for  plaintiffs 
in  error: 

It  is  incumbent  upon  a  railroad  company 
to  use  ordinary  care  to  prevent  injuries 
to  animals  that  may  come  upon  the  railroad 

Headnotes  by  Milleb,  J.  ' 

Note,  —  LUibility.  for  UilUng  or  injuring 
live  atocJc  on  tr€u;Jc  l}€cat^se  of  laclc  of 
proper  headlight. 

By  the  great  weight  of  authority  it  is  the 
duty  of  those  in  charge  of  locomotives  to 
keep  a  lookout  for  live  stock  on  or  near 
the  track,  in  order  that  they  may  prevent  in- 
jury thereto.  Harris  v.  Missouri,  K.  A,  T. 
R.  Co.  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  858,  and  note. 

And  the  rule  adopted  by  the  few  cases  which 
have  passed  upon  the  question  as  to  tlie 
liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  the  kill- 
ing of  live  stock  due  to  insuflicient  head- 
light is  thatj  to  free  the  railroad  company 
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track,  and  to  use  ordinary  diligence  to  dis- 
cover animals  on  the  track,  and  to  keep  a 
careful  lookout  for  stock  on  the  track. 

Blaine  v.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  9  W. 
Va.  262;  Baylor  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co. 
9  W.  Va.  270;  Coyle  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R. 
Co.  11  W.  Va.  94;  Hawker  v.  Baltimore  & 
O.  R.  Co.  15  W.  Va.  628,  36  Am.  Rep.  825 ; 
Washington  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  17 
W.  Va.  190;  Layne  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co. 
36  W.  Va.  438,  14  S.  E.  123;  3  Elliott, 
Railroads,  §§  1205,  1206;  Eddy  v.  Evans, 
7  C.  C.  A.  129,  12  U.  S.  App.  697,  58  Fed. 
151;  2  Hutchinson,  Carr.  note  1088,  §  952; 
3  Wood,  Railroads,  pp.  1847-1851;  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Moody,  92  Ala.  280, 
9  So.  238. 

Messrs.  Slmnns,  Snslow,  Fltzpatrick, 
&  Baker,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  authorities  relied  on  by  defendant  in 
error  are  cited  in  the  opinion. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiffs  seek  reversal  of  the  judgment 
below,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  a 
justice,  setting  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
in  their  favor,  for  $175,  and  awarding  de- 
fendant a  new  trial. 

The  action  begun  before  a  justice  was  for 
damages  for  alleged  negligence  of  defendant 
in  killing  plaintiffs'  horse. 

One  of  the  questions  presented  in  the 
court  below,  on  the  evidence,  and  by  in- 
structions to  the  jury  proposed  by  defend- 
ant, and  in  the  petition  filed  in  this  court, 
is  whether  the  alleged  negligence,  if  any, 
in  killing  the  horse,  was  that  of  the  de- 


fendant or  of  tBe  White  Oak  Railway  Com- 
pany, operating  the  engine  and  cars  that 
killed  the  horse. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  railway  track 
where  the  killing  occurred,  the  engine,  and 
at  least  one  of  the  cars,  belonged  to  the  de- 
fendant company,  and  that  the  movement  of 
the  train  over  said  track  was  controlled  by 
the  train  despatcher  of  defendant  company, 
at  Hinton.  There  is  evidence  that  after  the 
horse  wai  killed  servants  of  the  defendant 
company  took  charge  of  its  carcass,  and 
buried  it,  and  that  when  other  animals  had 
been  killed  on  the  same  branch  the  defend- 
ant settled  the  damages.  The  point  does 
not  seem  to  be  relied  on  in  argument  here, 
and  we  think  we  may  properly  regard  it  as 
having  been  abandoned. 

The  main  question  presented  is  whether 
it  is  negligence  per  se  for  a  railroad  com- 
pany, in  the  nighttime,  to  run  an  engine 
backwards  over  its  main  track,  as  was  done 
in  this  case,  without  a  proper  headlight  on 
the  tender,  sufficient  to  enable  the  engine- 
men,  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable  and  ordi- 
nary care,  to  see  ahead  a  reasonable  dis- 
tance, and  to  avoid  doing  injury  to  dumb 
animals  astray  upon  the  track?  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  horse  was  not  killed  at  a 
public  crossing,  and  that  it  was  a  trespasser 
on  the  defendant's  right  of,  way,  and  that 
defendant  owed  it  no  duty  except  to  ob- 
serve ordinary  care  to  not  wantonly  and 
wilfully  run  it  down  and  kill  it.  That  this 
measure  of  duty  is  imposed  by  law  upon  a 
railway  company  with  respect  to  stock 
estray  upon  its  private  right  of  way  is 
fully  established  by  prior  decisions  of  this 


from  liability  on  that  ground,  it  must  main- 
tain headlights  having  sufficient  power  to 
enable  the  engineer  to  see  stock  upon  the 
track  for  a  suflicient  distance  to  enable  him 
to  stop  the.  engine  before  colliding  with  it. 

Thus  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
71  Ala.  487,  a  charge  was  sustained  which 
in  effect  permitted  the  jury  to  find  defend- 
ant negligent  if  it  failed  to  provide  a  head- 
light of  sufficient  power  to  enable  those  in 
charge  of  the  engine  to  see  objects  on  the 
track,  on  a  clear  night,  at  a  distance  within 
which  a  collision  could  be  avoided. 

In  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Moody,  92 
Ala.  279,  9  So.  238,  it  is  held  that  whether 
the  headlight  reflected  its  light  far  enough  to 
enable  the  engineer  to  discover  obstruction 
the  size  of  the  stock  killed,  in  time  to  avoid 
a  collision  therewith,  bein^r  a  material  ques- 
tion, testimony  that  headlights  on  other  en- 
gines, at  other  times,  on  the  same  road, 
showed  objects  at  a  greater  distance  under 
similar  circumstances,  was  admissible  to 
show  either  that  the  headlight  on  that  par- 
ticular engine  was  defective,  or  that  the 
engineer  failed  to  keep  a  proper  lookout. 

in  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  148  Ala. 
35,  41  So.  427,  the  court  says  that  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  well  settled  in  Alabama  that  it 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


is  per  se  negligence,  as  matter  of  law,  for  a 
railroad  company  to  run  its  trains  in  the 
nighttime  with  a  headlight  not  having  suf- 
ficient capacity  to  cast  light  upon  the  track 
so  that  the  engineer  may  see  obstructions  for 
the  distance  within  which  the  train  may  be 
stopped. 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  Western  R.  Co. 
V.  Stone,  145  Ala.  663,  39  So.  723. 

In  Jonesboro,  L.  C.  &  ]£.  R.  Co.  v.  Guest, 
81  Ark.  267,  97  S.  W.  71,  evidence  that  the 
headlight  was  so  dim  that  objects  could  not 
be  seen  more  than  50  yards  ahead  of  the 
engine,  and  that  there  was  every  opportu- 
nity, for  the  engineer  to  have  seen  the  horses 
in  time  to  have  avoided  striking  them  had 
the  headlight  been  in  proper  condition,  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff. 

But  if  the  engine  is  equipped  with  a  prop- 
er headlight  which  becomes  obscured  from 
natural  causes,  such  as  rain,  fog,  or  snow, 
the  company  is  not  obliged  to  cease  running 
its  trains  or  to  run  them  at  the  peril  of  be- 
ing liable  for  the  killing  of  any  live  stock 
because  of  the  obscured  headlight.  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Melton,  2  Lea,  262; 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  supra. 
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court.  J^yne  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  35  W. 
Va.  439,  U  S.  £.  123,  and  the  cases  cited 
and  reviewed  therein. 

This  and  other  cases,  with  no  less  exact- 
ness, we  think,  require  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany and  its  servants  operating  its  trains, 
that  they  use  like  ordinary  care  in  provid- 
ing the  means  of  discoverihg  such  stock- on 
its  track.  Does  this  rule  require  of  a  rail- 
road company  operating  trains  at  night,  to 
equip  its  engines  or  cars  with  reasonably 
sufficient  headlights  and  other  appliances 
necessary  to  avoid  doing  injury  to  trespass- 
ing animals?  It  would  clearly  be  negligence 
giving  a  passenger  injured  thereby  right 
of  action.  But  will  it  give  right  of  action 
to  the  owner  of  animals  killed  by  such 
negligence  T  By  defendant's  instruction 
number  3,  given,  the  court  below,  in  sub- 
stance, told  the  jury  that  the  railway 
company  was  not  negligent  in  not  having  a 
headlight  on  the  engine  which  ran  over  land 
killed  plaintiffs'  horse,  unless  the  killing 
took  place  at  a  public  crossing.  As  it 
was  not  killed  at  a  public  crossing  the 
practical  effect  of  the  instruction,  therefore, 
was  to  tell  the  jury  that  defendant  was  not 
negligent,  and  not  liable.  The  jury  evident- 
ly did  not  regard  the  instruction,  for  they 
found  a  verdict  for  plaintiffs  notwithstand- 
ing the  instruction. 

In  discussing  the  rule  requiring  of  a  rail- 
way company  ordinary  care  and  precaution 
to  discover  animals  on  its  track  and  right 
of  way,  3  Elliott  on  Railroads,  §  1205, 
supported  by  numerous  decisions  cited, 
says:  "It  is  held  to  be  the  duty  of  the 
company  to  use  care  to  equip  its  locomotives 
with  such  headlights  as.  would  render  a 
lookout  effective."  And  in  §  1206  this 
writer  says:  "The  company  is  bound  to 
use  ordinary  care  to  prevent  injuries  to 
animals,  and  where  ordinary  care  requires 
the  use  of  signals  the  company  may  be 
guilty  of  negligence  in  omitting  them  al- 
though they  are  not  required  by  the  stat- 
ute." In  Layne  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  supra, 
it  is  also  held  that  the  servants  of  a  railway 
company  are  "equally  bound  to  adopt  the 
ordinary  precaution  to  discover  danger  as 
to  avoid  its  consequences  after  it  becomes 
known."  Our  case  of  Kirk  v.  Norfolk  & 
W.  R.  Co.  41  W.  Va.  722,  32  L.R.A.  416, 
56  Am.  St.  Rep.  899,  24  S.  B.  639,  says:  "If 
the  servants  of  the  railroad  company  in 
charge  of  a  train,  by  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  can  see  and  save  domestic  animals 
which  have  wandered  on  the  railroad,  it  is 
their  duty  to  do  so;  but  this  duty  must  be 
exercised  consistently  with  the  paramount 
duties  they  owe  to  the  passengers  on  the 
train  under  their  charge."  What  rule  of 
reason  or  policy  then  could  excuse  a  rail- 
way companv,  operating  trains  at  night, 
:iSI  L.R.A.(N'S.)  18 


from  equipping  its  engines  with  proper 
headlights  to  aid  its  servants  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duty  ?  If  it  is  the  duty  of 
its  servants,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  to  see  and  endeavor  to  save  such  ani- 
mals, estray  upon  its  track,  there  must 
certainly  be  a  corresponding  duty  on  the 
part  of  a  railway  company  to  use  ordinary 
pare  in  providing  its  trains  with  sufficient 
headlights  in  aid  thereof.  The  proposition 
seems  so  fundamental  and  self-evident  as 
not  to  require  further  elaboration.  It  is 
sustained  not  only  by  the  authorities  al- 
ready referred  to,  but  by  33  Cyc.  1218,  and 
cases  cited  in  note  57. 

As  opposed  to  this  rule  defendant's  coun- 
sel cite  and  rely  on  Melton  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  R.  Co.  64  W.  Va.  168,  61  S.  E.  39, 
point  2  of  the  syllabus,  saying:  "Signals 
or  lights  or.  watchman  are  not  required  on 
a  backing  train,  elsewhere  than  at  public 
crossings,  to  warn  trespassers  using  the 
track  for  their  own  convenien'ce  as  a  foot- 
path." Does  this  rule,  applicable  to  per- 
sons using  the  track,  affirmed  in  this  and 
in  the  prior  decisions  cited,  apply  also  to 
dumb  animals?  In  Melton  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  R.  Co.  the  fact  is  emphasized  that  it 
was  not  claimed  that  the  trainmen  saw  or 
could  have  seen  Myers,  the  deceased,  be- 
fore hitting  him  with  the  backing  engine. 
In  Huff  V.  Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  48  W. 
Va.  45,  35  S.  E.  866,  the  same  rule  was 
applied  to  a  trespasser  in  the  yards  of  the 
defendant  company.  It  is  there  held  that, 
unless  guilty  of  wanton  or  gross  negli- 
gence, a  railroad  company  cannot  be  held 
liable  in  damages  to  persons  so  trespassing. 
In  the  present  case  the  horse  was  not  in* 
jured  by  a  backing  engine  and  tender,  in  the 
yards  of  the  defendant,  but  outside,  on  the 
main  track,  and  by  an  engine  being  operat- 
ed in  that  way,  in  hauling  a  regular  pas- 
senger train,  and  it  was  a  dumb  animal,  not 
a  live  sentient  person,  of  mature  years,  that 
was  killed.  Our  decisions  hold,  with  respect 
to  dumb  animals,  as  to  helpless,  insane,  or 
infant  persons,  that  a  railroad  company 
owes  a  duty  to  the  owner  to  keep  a  careful 
lookout  ahead  to  discover  them  upon  the 
track  and  to  use  ordinary  care  to  avoid 
injuring  them.  Besides  the  cases  already 
cited,  see  cases  cited  in  11  Cyc.  Dig.  Va. 
&  W.  Va.  Reports,  pp.  586-599. 

With  respect  to  persons  of  mature  years, 
possessed  of  all  their  faculties,  a  railroad 
company  and  its  trainmen  have  the  right  to 
assume,  unless  circumstances  indicate  the 
contrary,  that  they  will  hear  the  approach- 
ing train,  and  get  out  of  the  way  in  time  to 
avoid  injury.  Not  so  with  respect  to  dumb 
animals  and  helpless  persons.  And,  as  we 
have  already  said,  this  duty  must  also  in- 
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elude   the   corresponding   duty   to   provide 
and  keep  in  order  sufficient  headlights. 

Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  a  rail- 
road company,  in  operating  its  trains  in  the 
nighttime  over  its  main  tracks,  owes  a  duty 
to  the  owner  of  domestic  animals  to  provide 
and  keep  installed  and  in  order  sufficient 
headlights  to  enable  its  trainmen,  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  care,  to 
see  them  on  the  track  in  time  to  avoid  in- 
juring them,  and  that  it  is  negligence  to 
omit  this  duty,  for  which  an  action  will 
lie,  if  its  omission  be  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury. 

If  such  be  the  law  the  remaining  ques- 
tion is,  did  the  court  err  in  setting  aside  the 
verdict  and  awarding  defeudant  a  new 
trial?  The  evidence  shows  that  there  was 
a  headlight  on  the  tender  of  the  backing 
engine,  but  that  it  had  been  broken,  was  out 
of  repair,  and  that  in  place  of  having  it  re- 
paired, the  trainmen  were  using  an  ordi- 
nary train  lantern  hung  out  on  the  draw- 
head  of  the  tender.  The  evidence  is  that 
this  lantern  did  not  enable  the  trainmen  to 
see  ahead  for  more  than  from  12  to  15  feet, 
while  with  a  proper  headlight  they  could 
have  seen  about  a  hundred  yards  ahead,  and 
that  the  track  was  straight  for  some  400  or 
500  yards  back  from  where  the  horse  was 
struck,  with  nothing  intervening  except  the 
darkness  of  the  night  to  obstruct  their 
view;  and  that  the  distance  from  the  point 
where  the  horse  apparently  went  upon  the 
track  to  the  place  where  it  was  killed  is 
about  175  feet,  a  bridge  or  culvert  inter- 
vening, showing  evidences  of  the  horse's 
foot  having  'slipped  through  the  ties  on 
the  bridge.  The  trainmen  say  they  were 
looking  ahead,  but  did  not  see  the  horse. 
At  what  rate  the  train  was  traveling  and 
within  what  distauce  it  could  have  been 
stopped  is  not  clearly  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence. Defendant's  counsel  claim  in  their 
brief  that  the  train  was  moving  at  about 
the  rate  of  12  miles  an  hour.  We  know 
from  the  evidence  that  the  train  was  mov- 
ing backwards  on  a  dark  night  with  a  light 
in  front  that  would  not  enable  the  trainmen 
to  see  more  than  12  to  15  feet  ahead,  and 
we  may  safely  conclude  that  they  were  not 
going  at  a  very  great  rate  of  speed. 

On  this  evidence  was  the  court  below  jus- 
tified in  setting  aside  the  verdict?  Defend- 
ant's counsel  rely  on  Toudy  v,  Norfolk  k  W. 
R.  Co.  38  W.  Va.  694,  18  S.  E.  896;  May- 
nard  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  40  W.  Va. 
332,  21  S.  E.  733;  Lovejoy  v.  Chesapeake 
&  O.  R.  Co.  41  W.  Va.  693,  24  S.  E.  599; 
and  Kirk  v.  Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  41  W.  Va. 
722,  32  L.R.A.  416,  56  Am.  St.  Rep.  899, 
24  S.  E.  639,  and  characterize  the  killing 
of  the  horse  in  this  case  as  one  of  inevi- 
fiable  accideift,  for  wl^fch  ^^^eJ  (hoe^  4^c|' 
M  Ii.BJL(NJS.) 


sions,  defendant  cannot  be  held  liable.  They 
say  that  the  horse  was  killed  because  it  was 
a  very  dark,  rainy  night,  and  the  vision 
of  the  trainmen  obscured  thereby,  and  by 
the  fact  that  the  lantern  on  the  tender  did 
not  throw  the  light  far  enough  ahead  to 
enable  them  to  see  the  horse  in  time  to 
av6id  hitting  and  killing  it.  This  proposi- 
tion, as  we  see,  excludes  the  idea  of  negli- 
gence in  failing  to  provide  a  suitable  head- 
light, which  we  hold  to  be  negligence  per 
ae.  Both  engineer  and  fireman  swear  they 
were  looking  ahead  at  the  time  the  horse 
was  evidently  struck  by  their  train,  but 
did  not  see  him,  and  to  that  extent  perform- 
ing their  duty  to  the  owner  of  the  horse. 
Why  did  they  not  see  him  on  a  straight 
track  of  some  400  or  500  yards  in  time  to 
avoid  killing  him?  The  jury  might  justly 
have  inferred  that  it  was  because  of  the 
absence  of  a  sufficient  headlight.  The  ques- 
tion was  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact  pecul- 
iarly within  the  province  of  the  jury,  and 
not  one  for  the  court,  independently  of  the 
jury,  to  decide.  As  was  said  by  Judge 
Snyder  in  Johnson  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R. 
Co.  25  W.  Va.  570,  apropos  to  this  discus- 
sion :  "If  the  engineer  had  discovered  them 
[the  horses]  promptly  as  he  should  and 
would  have  done  had  he  exercised  due  care, 
he  could,  by  blowing  his  whistle  and  stop- 
ping his  train,  have,  perhaps,  prevented 
any  collision  and  saved  the  horses.  This 
was  at  least  a  probability  for  the  consid- 
eration of  the  jury."  So  we  may  say  in 
the  case,  if  the  engine  had  been  provided 
with  a  sufficient  headlight,  the  trainmen, 
who  claim  to  have  been  looking  ahead,  as  it 
was  their  duty  to  do,  consistent  with  their 
paramount  duty  to  the  passengers,  would 
in  all  probability  have  seen  the  horse  of 
the  plaintiff  in  time  to  have  avoided  killing 
him.  At  all  events  the  probability  was  one 
for  the  consideration  of  the  jury,  and  which 
they  evidently  resolved,  as  they  had  the 
right  to  do,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Our  opinion,  therefore,  is  to  reverse  the 
judgment  below,  and  enter  judgment  here 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages as  found  by  the  verdict  of  the  jury, 
with  costs  incurred  here  and  in  the  court 
below,  and  it  will  be  so  ordered. 
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TERESA  TOMBARI 

V. 

JOHN  P.  CONNORS,  Appt. 

(85  Conn.  231,  82  Atl.  640.) 

Master  and  servant  —  druggist  ^  lia« 
billty  for  negligence  of  cleric. 

If  A  4ruggiBt  is  not  re!ieY?4  from  Uakil* 
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itj  for  injuries  caused  07  the  negligence  of 
his  clerk  in  compounding  a  prescription  by 
the  fact  that  the  clerk  is  a  licensed  phar- 
macist. 

Druggist  ^  filling  prescription  ~-  care 
required. 

2.  A  druggist,  in  the  filling  of  prescrip- 
tions, must  exercise  the  highest  practicable 
degree  of  prudence,  thoughtfulness,  and  vigi- 
lance, and  the  most  exact  and  reliable  sale- 
guards,  consistent  with  the  reasonable  con- 
dnct  of  ti&e  business. 

Same  ~  illegible  prescription  ~  care 
required. 

3.  A  druggist  who  reads  the  name  of  a 
drug  called  for  by  an  illegible  Latin  pre- 
scription, as  one  which  he  knows  in  the 
quantity  specified  is  likely  to  do  great  harm, 
is  bound  to  take  reasonable  precautions  to 
ascertain  that  his  reading  is  right, 

(March  7,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for 
Hartford  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  in- 


juries alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  defendant's  clerk.    Afiirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  B.  F.  Gaffney,  for  appellant: 

The  clerk  who  compounded  the  prescrip- 
tion in  quiestion  was  a  competent  druggist 
of  experience  and  good  reputation. 

Smith  V.  Hays,  23  111.  App.  244. 

A  compounding  pharmacist  cannot,  and  is 
not  obliged  to,  know  all  the  different  ail- 
ments for  which  different  prescriptions  are 
compounded;  but  he  is  to  exercise  such 
care  as  would  be  proportionate  to  the 
gravity  of  the  injury  that  would  result  from 
want  of  such  care. 

2  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  691;  Beckwith 
V.  Oatman,  43  Hun,  265. 

If  the  prescription  of  a  physician  is  so 
illegibly  written  that  a  druggist,  notwith- 
standing ordinary  care,  makes  such  a  mis- 
take in  mixing  the  ingredients  as  to  cause 
or  hasten  the  death  of  the  patient  who 
partook  of  it,  the  druggist  is  not  liable  in 
damages. 

McClardy  ▼.  Chandler,  3  Ohio  Dec.  Re- 


Ifote,^Does  the  fact  that  a  drug  clerk 
i»  a  licensed  pharmacist  relieve  his 
employer  from  liability  for  his  negli' 
genoe  or  lack  of  skilU 

The  decision  in  Tohbabi  v.  Connobs,  that 
a  druggist  cannot  escape  liability  for  in- 
juries caused  by  the  negligence  of  his  clerk 
in  compounding  a  prescription,  by  showing 
that  the  clerk  is  a  licensed  pharmacist,  is 
sound,  and  is  supported  by  the  scant  au- 
thor!^ upon  the  point. 

Thus,  in  Burgess  v.  Sims  Drug  Co.  114 
Iowa,  275,  54  L.R.A.  364,  89  Am.  St.  Rep. 
359,  86  N.  W.  307,  it  was  held  that  a  drug- 
gist was  not  relieved  from  liability  for  in- 
juries caused  by  a  prescription  negligently 
put  up,  by  the  fact  that  the  negligence  was 
that  of  a  registered  pharmacist  employed  by 
him,  which  class  alone  was  allowed  by  statute 
to  fill  prescriptions.  The  court  said :  "The 
master  who  undertakes  to  perform  a  service 
is  liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  in 
performing  the  service  undertaken.  This 
proposition  is  too  elementary  to  require  the 
citation  of  authorities.  It  is  true  that  the 
legislature  has  provided,  as  a  police  regula- 
tion for  the  protection  of  the  public,  that 
no  one  who  is  not  a  registered  pharmacist 
shall  fill  prescriptions;  but  when  the  de- 
fendants undertook,  as  a  part  of  their  regu- 
lar business,  that  the  prescription  should 
be  filled,  it  was  wholly  immaterial  to  the 
customer,  so  far  as  defendants'  liability 
was  concerned,  whether  the  prescription  was 
filled  by  one  of  the  defendants  or  by  an  em- 
liloyee.** 

And  in  McCubbin-  v.  Hastings,  27  La. 
Ann.  713,  where  a  drug  clerk  negligently 
made  a  mistake  in  compounding  a  prescrip- 
tion, it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  clerk 
was  a  competent  druggist  did  not  relieve 
his  employer  from  liability  for  his  negli- 
genoe.  The  court  said:  "It  may,  however, 
39  L,RJL(N.S.) 


be  assumed  that  he  was  competent.  The 
defendant's  liability  would  be  none  the  less 
certain.  The  defendant  is  himself  repre- 
sented as  being  a  most  competent  druggist. 
If  he  had  made  the  mistake,  would  his  pro- 
ficiency in  his  calling  shield  him?  Or 
would  It  not  rather  aggravate  the  fault? 
Incompetency  and  carelessness — and  such 
mistakes  arise  from  one  or  the  other  of 
these  causes — result  in  the  same  way. 
Either  or  both  produce  suffering  and  some- 
times death.  And  can  it  be  that  if  a  physi- 
cian should  prescribe  for  his  slightly  ailing 
patient  a  small  quantity  of  calomel  and 
soda,  and  the  druggist  were  to  substitute 
arsenic  for  soda,  that  he  would  shield  him- 
self from  the  consequences  which  might  re- 
sult, by  saying,  if  the  prescription  was  com- 
pounded by  himself,  that  it  was  a  mistake, 
and  if  the  act  of  his  servant,  that  he  could 
not  have  prevented  it?  The  law  does  not 
place  a  community  in  the  position  of  being 
poisoned  by  mistakes,  with  no  one  to  be  held 
responsible  therefor.  If  it  was  the  master 
who  did  the  wrong,  the  master  is  respon- 
sible. If  it  was  his  servant  who  did  it,  he 
is  still  responsible,  for  the  master  is  re- 
sponsible for  the  acts  of  his  servant  when 
done  in  the  course  of  his  usual  employ- 
ment. 

For  a  note  on  master's  liability  as  af- 
fected by  restrictions  upon  freedom  of  selec- 
tion and  superintendence  of  employees,  see 
Farmer  v.  Kearney,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1105. 

As  to  liability  of  master  for  injury  done 
by  servant  to  third  person  in  use  of  danger- 
ous agency  placed  in  his  custody,  see  note  to 
Galveston,  H.  k  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Currie,  10 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  367. 

And  as  to  the  duty  of  druggist  or  apothe- 
cary in  the  sale  or  compounding  of  drugs  or 
medicines,  see  note  to  Tremblay  v.  Kimball, 
29  LJRJi.(N,S.)  900,  J.  T,  W, 
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print,  1;  14  Cyc.  1086;  2  Shearm.  &  Redf. 
Neg.  §  691. 

The  rule  of  liability  applicable  to  a  drug- 
gist is  the  same  as  that  which  governs  the 
liability  of  professional  persons  whose  work 
requires  special  knowledge  or  skill,  and  a 
person  is  not  legally  responsible  for  any  un- 
intentional consequential  injury  resulting 
from  a  lawful  act,  when  tbe  failure  to 
exercise  due  and  proper  care  cannot  bo 
imputed  to  him. 

Allan  V.  State  S.  S.  Co.  132  N.  Y.  95,  15 
L.R.A.  166,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  556,  30  N.  E. 
482;  Brown  v.  Marshall,  47  Mich.  576, 
41  Am.  Rep.  728,  11  N.  W.  392;  Thomas 
V.  Winchester,  6  N.  Y.  397,  57  Am.  Dec. 
455;  Beckwith  v.  Oatman,  43  Hun,  265; 
Losee  v.  Buchanan,  51  N.  Y.  488,  10  Am. 
Rep.  623;  Carpenter  v.  Blake,  75  N.  Y.  12; 
Morris  v.  Piatt,  32  Conn.  75;  Simonds  v. 
Henry,  39  Me.  155,  63  Am.  Dec.  611;  Peters 
V.  Johnson  (Peters  v.  Jackson)  50  W.  Va. 
644,  57  L.R.A.  428,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  909,  41 
S.  E.  190. 

Mr.  W.  F.  Mangan,  for  appellee: 

A  pharmacist  is  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  his  clerk,  even  though  the  clerk  be  a  li- 
censed pharmacist. 

Burgess  v.  Sims  Drug  Co.  114  Iowa,  275, 
54  L.R.A.  364,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  359,  86  N. 
VV.  307;  Hansford  v.  Payne,  11  Bush,  380; 
Quin  V.  Moore,  15  N.  Y.  432, 

Roraback,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  action  is  against  a  druggist  for 
the  negligence  of  a  clerk  employed  by  him 
in  filling  a  prescription.  The  prescription 
as  intended  by  the  doctor  who  wrote  it 
called  for  powders  to  be  taken  three  times 
a  day,  each  one  containing  5  grains  of 
calumba,  with  other  ingredients.  The  drug 
clerk  who  compounded  tlie  prescription  sub- 
stituted calomel  for  columba.  The  defend- 
ant denied  the  negligence  alleged  in  the 
plain  tiff's  complaint,  and  also  based  his  de- 
fense upon  the  allegation  that  his  clerk  was 
a  duly  licensed  pharmacist.  The  court  of 
common  pleas  found  the  issues  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  held  that  the  clerk  should,  by  the 
exercise  of  due  care,  have  read  the  prescrip- 
tion as  calling  for  calumba,  or  at  least  that 
there  was  such  doubt  as  to  the  correct  read* 
ing  as  should  have  led  him  to  inquire  of  the 
doctor,  and  that  there  was  negligence  in 
compounding  the  powders  which  he  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff.  The  substance  of  the 
defendant's  appeal  is  -that  the  court  erred  in 
reaching  the  conclusions  just  stated. 

The  finding  shows  that  in  July,  1910,  the 
defendant,  who  is  a  licensed  pharmacist, 
owned  and  conducted  a  drug  store  in  New 
Britain,  and  that  one  Benjamin  Cutner, 
who  is  also  a  licensed  pharmacist,  was  in 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


his  employ  as  a  clerk.  The  plaintiff  is  liv- 
ing with  her  husband  and  children  in  New 
Britain.  She  is  an  Italian,  and  does  not 
speak  or  understand  the  English  language. 
On  Jxily  23,  1910,  she  was  suffering  from  an 
attack  of  indigestion,  and,  with  a  friend 
who  acted  as  an  interpreter,  went  to  a  doc- 
tor's office  in  New  Britain.  The  doctor  diag- 
nosed the  plaintiff's  complaint  as  indiges- 
tion, and  gave  her  a  prescription,  with  di- 
rections to  have  it  filled  at  some  pharmacy. 
Mrs.  Tombari,  with  her  friend,  went  to  the 
drug  store  of  the  defendant,  and  gave  the 
prescription  to  Cutner,  the  clerk,  to  be 
filled.  The  ingredients  written  in  the  pre- 
scription, as  the  doctor  intended  them  to  be 
read,  are  as  follows:  "Rhei,  Calumba,  Bis- 
muth Sub.,  Sodii  Bicarb,  Zingibar,  Fiat  in 
Chart  XXIV,  One  t.  i.  d."  The  interpre- 
tation as  the  doctor  intended  it  to  be  read 
is  as  follows:  "Rhubarb  one  drachm,  cal- 
umba, subnitrate  of  bismuth,  bicarbonate 
of  sodium,  and  ginger,  each  2  drachms.  To 
be  made  into  ^wenty-four  powders.  One 
three  times  a  day."  The  clerk  read  the  pre- 
scription as  intended,  except  that  he  inter- 
preted the  second  word  to  mean  "calomel," 
instead  of  "calumba;"  and  he  accordingly 
put  up  the  powders,  each  containing  5 
grains  of  calomel.  Calumba  is  a  mild  bit- 
ter tonic,  useful  in  functional  disturbances 
of  the  digestive  organs,  and  is  not  used  fre- 
quently. Calomel  is  chloride  of  mercury, 
and  is  in  frequent  use  in  small  doses  as  a 
purgative  and  stimulant  of  the  liver.  A 
prescription  for  5  grains  of  calomel  to  be 
taken  three  times  a  day,  making  a  total  of 
120  grains,  or  2  drachms,  in  eight  days, 
would  be  unusual,  though  not  unprecedent- 
ed in  some  violent  diseases.  The  quantity 
of  calomel  compounded  by  the  clerk  attract- 
ed his  attention,  and  he  inquired  of  the 
plaintiff  through  her  interpreter  if  she  un- 
derstood the  dose,  and  had  any  special  in- 
structions from  the  doctor.  The  record 
does  not  disclose  that  any  response  was 
given  to  this  inquiry.  The  taking  of  six  of 
these  powders  by  the  plaintiff  as  prepared 
produced  a  very  violent  diarrhea  and  vomit- 
ing, by  which  she  was  rendered  excessively 
weak,  and  also  produced  an  excessive  flow 
of  saliva,  which  continually  filled  and  flowed 
from  her  mouth;  produced  the  unpleasant 
odor  of  mercury;  and  also  produced  great 
pain  in  her  gums,  and  caused  the  temporary 
loosening  of  her  teeth.  Her  lips  and  throat 
became  swollen  and  painful.  She  sent  for 
tlie  doctor,  who  immediately  discovered  th^ 
mistake  that  had  been  made,  and  gave  her 
remedies  to  relieve  her  of  the  effects  of  cal- 
omel. 

It  is  elementary  that  the  master  who 
undertakes  to  perform  a  service  is  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  his  servant  who,  when  in 
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the  scope  of  his  employment,  is  performing 
the  aervii!ea  undertaken.  McKiernan  v.  Leh- 
maier,  85  Conn.  Ill,  81  Atl.  969. 

The  fact  that  Cutner,  the  defendant's 
clerk  who  compounded  the  prescription  in 
question,  "was  a  competent  druggist  of  ex- 
perience," does  not  relieve  the  defendant 
from  a  claim  for  damages  for  injuries  sus- 
tained on  account  of  negligence  of  his  clerk. 
'^The  most  skilful  and  competent  may  be, 
and  human  experience  teaches  us  will  be, 
sometimes  negligent.  Hence  the  fact  that 
one  is  skilful  and  competent  may  prove  that 
he  will  generally  be  more  careful  than  the 
unskilful  and  incompetent;  but  it  has  no 
tendency  to  prove  due  care  on  a  particular 
occasion."  American  Straw  Board  Co.  v. 
Smith,  94  Md.  19,  50  Atl.  414;  Smith  y. 
Middleton,  112  Ky.  588,  56  L.R.A.  484, 
99  Am.  St.  Rep.  308,  66  S.  W.  388;  Bur- 
gess V.  Sims  Drug  Co.  114  Iowa,  275,  54 
L.R.A.  364,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  359,  86  N. 
W.  307. 

The  legal  measure  of  the  duty  of  drug- 
gists towards  their  patrons,  as  in  all  other 
relations  of  life,  is  properly  expressed  by  the 
phrase  "ordinary  care,"  yet  it  must  not  be 
forgotten  that  it  is  "ordinary  care"  with 
reference  to  that  special  and  peculiar  busi- 
ness. In  determining  what  degree  of  pru- 
dence, vigilance,  and  thoughtfulness  will  fill 
the  requirements  of  "ordinary  care"  in  com- 
pounding medicines  and  filling  prescrip- 
tions, it  is  necessary  to  consider  the  poison- 
ous character  of  so  many  of  the  drugs  with 
which  the  apothecary  deals,  and  the  grave 
and  fatal  consequence  which  may  follow 
the  want  of  due  care.  In  such  a  case  ordi- 
nary care  calls  for  a  degree  of  vigilance  and 
prudence  commensurate  with  the  dangers 
involve^.  The  general  customer  ordinarily 
has  no  definite  knowledge  concerning  the 
numerous  medicines  and  poisons  specified 
in  the  United  States  Dispensatory  and 
Pharmacopoeia,  but  must  rely  implicitly  up- 
on the  druggist,  who  holds  himself  out  as 
one  having  the  peculiar  learning  and  skill, 
and  conceptions  of  legal  duty,  necessary  to 
a  safe  and  proper  discharge  of  that  duty. 
Ordinary  care  with  reference  to  the  business 
of  a  druggist  must  therefore  be  held  to 
signify  the  highest  practicable  degree  of 
prudence,  thoughtfulness,  and  vigilance, 
and  the  most  exact  and  reliable  safeguards, 
consistent  with  the  reasonable  conduct  of 
the  business,  in  order  that  human  life  may 
not  constantly  be  exposed  to  the  danger 
flowing  from  the  substitution  of  deadly 
poisons  for  harmless  medicine.  Tremblay 
V.  Kimball,  107  Me.  53,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
noO,  77  Atl.  405.  See  cases  cited  note  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    pp.  900-903. 

Tlie  trial  court  has  found  that  the  de- 
fendant's clerk  was  negligent  in  compound- 
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ing  the  powders  in  question  as  he  did,  and 
then  delivering  them  to  the  plaintiff'.  This 
conclusion  is  a  question  of  fact,  and  must 
stand,  unless  it  is  inconsistent  with  the 
other  subordinate  facts  which  have  been 
set  forth  in  the  finding.  Wolcho  v.  Rosen- 
bluth,  81  Conn.  358,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  571, 
71  Atl.  566;  Metcalf  v.  Central  Vermont 
R.  Co.  78  Conn.  614,  619,  63  Atl.  633.  It 
is  found  that  calumba  was  intended,  and 
that  calomel  was  given.  Calomel  was  fur- 
nished by  mistake.  A  prescription  calling 
for  120  grains  of  calomel  to  be  taken  in 
twenty-four  powders,  one  three  times  a  day, 
is  extraordinary,  and,  if  taken  as  directed, 
was  liable  to  be  attended  with  serious  re- 
sults. Cutner  was  an  experienced  pharma- 
cist, and,  when  he  delivered  the  medicine  as 
he  had  compounded  it,  he  could  have  an- 
ticipated that  an  injury  like  that  which  ac- 
tually occurred  would  naturally  follow.  He 
could  have  seen  from  the  nationality  and 
appearance  of  the  plaintiff  that  she  knew 
nothing  of  the  property  and  uses  of  calomel. 
The  prescription  itself  as  he  read  it  in  con- 
nection with  the  surrounding  circumstances 
excited  his  suspicion  that  calomel  was  not 
intended.  The  record  does  not  disclose  that 
he  then  made  a  reasonable  effort  to  ascer- 
tain whether  he  might  not  be  mistaken. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  prescrip- 
tion was  written  in  Latin,  illegible,  and 
doubtful  as  to  what  drug  was  really  in- 
tended. Assuming  this  to  be  true,  it  did 
not  lessen  the  duty  of  the  clerk  to  be  alert 
to  avoid  a  mistake.  If  there  was  any  rea- 
sonable doubt  as  to  the  identical  thing  or- 
dered, the  defendant's  clerk  should  have 
taken  all  reasonQble  precaution  to  be  cer- 
tain that  he  did  not  sell  one  thing  when 
another  had  been  called  for.  The  trial  court 
has  found  that  such  precaution  was  not 
taken.  There  is  nothing  in  any  of  the  sub- 
ordinate facts  appearing  in  the  record  in- 
consistent with  this  conclusion. 

There  is  no  error. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges  concur. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME]  COURT. 

CUMBERLAND    TELEPHONE    &    TELE- 
•  GRAPH  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI  EX  REL.  S.  S. 
HUDSON,  Attorney  General. 

(—  Miss.  — ,  54  So.  670.) 

Monopoly  -«  combination  between  tele- 
phone companies  —  validity. 

A  contract  by  a  telephone  company  doing 

Note.  —  As  to  validity  of  contracts  be- 
tween telephone  companies  for  exclusive  con- 
nections, see  note  to  Home  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Sarcoxie  Light  &  Teleph.  Co.  ante,  124. 
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only  long-distance  business,  with  a  local 
company  doing  no  long-distance  business,  by 
which  the  former  undertakes  to  furnish  ap- 
paratus to  the  latter,  and  requires  it  not  to 
extend  its  lines  so  as  to  transact  long-dis- 
tance business  or  make  long-distance  con- 
nections with  other  companies  without  the 
consent  of  the  contracting  party,  does  not 
violate  a  statute  making  unlawful  any  com- 
bination or  contract  in  restraint  of  trade, 
or  which  shall  monopolize  or  attempt  to 
monopolize  the  production,  management,  or 
control  of  any  kind  of  business. 

(Smith,  J.,  dissents.) 

(March  20,  I9I1.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Marshall 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  penalties  imposed 
by  statute  for  an  alleged  violation  of  the 
anti-trust  laws.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Harris  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  S.  S.  Hudson,  Attorney  General, 
W.  P.  Shinault,  and  W.  ¥•  SallJvan  for 
the  State. 

Mayes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  proceeding  in  this  case  is  brought 
by  the  attorney  general  under  chapter  145, 
§  5002,  Code  of  1906,  as  amended  by  Laws 
of  1908,  p.  124.  This  suit  was  instituted 
on  the  28th  day  of  September,  1909,  against 
the  Cumberland  Telephone  &  Telegraph 
Company  for  an  alleged  violation  of  the 
anti-trust  laws,  and  the  purpose  of  the  suit 
is  to  recover  the  penalties  imposed  by  § 
6004.  The  trial  court  rendered  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  state  for  the  sum  of  $116,- 
400,  holding  that  the  contract  which  we 
shall  set  out  in  full  a  little  later  constitut- 
ed a  violation  of  the  anti-trust  laws,  from 
which  judgment  this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 
The  minimum  penalty  allowed  to  be  im- 
posed under  the  statute  is  $200  per  day, 
and  the  minimum  penalty  was  imposed  by 
the  trial  judge,  the  time  being  fixed  from 
the  date  of  making  the  contract,  which 
will  hereafter  be  stated,  to  the  date  of 
filing  of  the  bill  as  above  specified,  and 
making  682  days.  The  contract  was  made 
by  the  Cumberland  Telephone  &  Telegraph 
Company  on  the  24th  day  of  February, 
1908,  with  the  Oxford  telephone  system. 
The  Cumberland  Company  is  a  corporation, 
but  the  Oxford  system  is  unincorporated. 

No  testimony  was  taken,  but  the  case  was 
heard  on  the  bill,  answer,  and  exhibits;  and 
the  facts  shown  by  same  are  substantially 
as  follows:  In  the  year  1901  W.  H.  Harvey 
owned  and  operated  a  purely  local  telephone 
system  at  Oxford,  Lafayette  county.  Mis- 
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sissippi,  and  had  no  long-distance  facilities 
or  connections.  The  Cumberland  Telephone 
&  Telegraph  Company  at  that  time  was  not 
doing  business  in  Oxford,  or  in  Lafayette 
county,  but  had  a  long-distanoe  line  extend- 
ing through  the  country  into  many  other 
portions  of  the  state  and  into  many  other 
states.  Harvey  desired  to  obtain  for  his 
subscribers  the  advantage  of  a  connection 
with  a  long-distanoe  line,  and,  with  this 
object  in  view,  solicited  the  Cumberland 
Company  to  allow  a  connection  to  be  made 
between  its  long-distance  lines  and  his  local 
system.  The  arrangement  desired  by  the 
local  system  was  finally  arranged  between 
the  two  on  certain  terms  and  conditions 
expressed  in  a  written  contract  made  be- 
tween them  on  the  23d  day  of  November, 
1901.  The  contract  of  1901  is  not  impor- 
tant in  this  case,  so  its  terms  will  not  be 
set  out.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  system 
continued  to  operate  under  the  above  con- 
tract as  long  as  Harvey  owned  the  local 
system  and  until  some  time  in  1903,  when 
L.  F.  Tool  and  W.  J.  Clark  purchased  the 
local  system  from  Harvey,  and,  after  the 
purchase,  they  continued  to  operate  the  sys- 
tem under  the  same  contract  made  by  Har- 
vey with  the  Cumberland  Company,  until 
the  24th  day  of  February,  1908,  when  the 
Cumberland  Company  and  the  then  owners 
of  the  local  system  made  a  new  contract. 
Since  this  last  contract  is  the  one  which  it 
is  claimed  violated  the  anti-trust  statutes 
of  the  state,  we  set  out  all  of  the  contract 
involved. 

It  is  as  follows,  vie,: 

"Whereas,  the  second  party  (the  Oxford 
Telephone  Company)  is  the  successor  to  the 
rights  and  privileges  created  or  established 
by  reason  of  a  certain  contract  entered  into 
on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1901,  by  and  be- 
tween the  first  party  and  W.  H.  Harvey,  of 
Oxford,  Mississippi,  and  under  which  con- 
tract the  first  party  furnished  to  said  Har- 
vey certain  telephone  apparatus,  which  ap- 
paratus was  turned  over  to  the  second  par- 
ty, and  the  first  party  has,  since  the  trans- 
fer of  said  apparatus  by  Harvey  to  second 
party,  furnished  second  party  certain  tele- 
phonic apparatus;  and 

"Whereas,  the  first  and  second  parties  de- 
sire to  enter  into  a  new  contract  to  cover 
connection  between  the  telephone  exchange 
system  of  second  party  in  Oxford,  Missis- 
sippi, and  the  systems  of  the  first  party : 

"Now,  therefore,  in  consideration  of  one 
($1)  dollar  each  to  the  other  in  hand  paid, 
the  receipt  of  which  is  hereby  acknowledged, 
the  parties  hereto  mutually  covenant  and 
agree  as  follows: 

"  ( 1 )  Except  as  to  amounts  due  from  one 
party  to  the  other  under  the  aforesaid  con- 
tract of  date  November  23d,  1901,  and  ex- 
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oept  as  to  the  responsibility  of  second  party 
to  first  party  for  telephone  apparatus  fur- 
nished it,  the  said  contract  of  date  Novem- 
ber 23d,  1901,  shall  be  and  the  same  is  here- 
by superseded  by  this  contract. 

''(2)  The  second  party  agrees  to  ship  to 
the  first  party  at  Nashville,  Tennessee, 
freight  prepaid,  the  switchboard  furnished 
first  party  under  the  aforesaid  contract  of 
November  23d,  1901,  within  ninety  days 
from  the  date  hereof,  and  to  pay  for  the 
use  of  said  switchboard  at  the  rate  provid- 
ed in  said  contract  until  the  same  shall 
have  been  shipped  to  first  party  as  afore- 
said. 

"(3)  The  first  party  agrees  to  furnish  at 
its  Memphis,  Tennessee,  office  to  the  second 
party  the  standard  form  of  transmitter  and 
the  receiver  used  by  it,  at  the  rate  of  $1  per 
annum,  payable  in  advance  for  each  set  of 
instruments,  consisting  of  one  bi-polar  re- 
ceiver and  one  solid  back  transmitter,  fur- 
nished; and  second  party  agrees  to  pay  for 
the  use  of  such  transmitters  and  receivers 
heretofore  or  hereafter  furnished  at  said 
rate  per. annum  at  the  office  of  first  party, 
in  Nashville,  Tennessee,  from  date  of  this 
oontriMst,  and  second  party  shall  pay  for 
the  use  of  equipment  furnished  prior  to 
the  date  of  this  contract  at  the  rate  pro- 
vided in  the  aforesaid  contract,  dated  No- 
vember 23d,  1901.  Each  and  every  instru- 
ment embraced  in  the  system  of  the  second 
party  shall  be  equipped  with  transmitters 
and  receivers  furnished  by  first  party,  and 
shall  be  used  only  on  the  telephone  em- 
braced in  the  system  of  second  party  in 
Oxford,  Mississippi,  and  vicinity.  Second 
party  agrees  not  to  extend  its  lines  in  such 
manner  as  to  conflict  with  the  business  or 
interest  of  the  first  party  or  its  subscribers, 
and  not  to  make  any  connection,  directly  or 
indirectly,  with  any  other  telephone  lines, 
nor  to  extend  its  lines  outside  of  Lafayette 
county,  Mississippi,  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  first  party.  In  the  event 
transmitters  and  receivers  furnished  here- 
upon become  defective  and  are  returned  to 
the  first  party  at  Memphis,  Tennessee, 
freight  prepaid,  first  party  will  repay  or 
replace  same  without  additional  charge. 

'^(4)  Oxford  shall  be  in  the  future,  as  in 
the  past,  the  connection  point  between  the 
systems  of  the  parties  hereto,  and  the  sec- 
ond party  agrees  to  make  such  connection 
for  direct  communication  between  its  sub- 
scribers and  the  system  of  the  first  party 
as  it  may  be  called  upon  to  make,  it  lieing 
expressly  agreed  and  understood  that  second 
party  shall  be  responsible  to  the  first  party 
for  all  messages  sent  from  stations  em- 
braced in  its  system  to  points  on  the  long- 
distance lines  or  connecting  lines  of  first 
party,  and  that  the  messages  sent  over  the 
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^  lines  or  connecting  lines  of  first  party  shall 
be  subject  to  the  rules,  rates,  and  regula- 
tions of  the  first  party,  and  the  second 
party  shall  receive  a  commission  of  15  per 
cent  on  all  moneys  (except  messepger  fees) 
collected  by  it  for  messages  sent  from  sta- 
tions embraced  in  its  system  to  points  on 
the  long-distance  lines  of  the  first  party; 
but  no  commission  will  be  allowed  second 
party  on  moneys  collected  by  it  for  mes- 
sages sent  over  the  lines  of  any  other  com- 
pany than  first  yfi,Tiy, 

"(5)  In  the  event  the  second  party  shall 
decide  to  cancel  this  contract  before  its  ex- 
piration, or  to  dispose  of  its  property,  or 
the  control  of  stock  of  its  company,  the  first 
party  shall,  in  the  event  second  party  shall 
decide  to  cancel  the  contract  before  its  ex- 
piration, have  the  right  to  purchase  the 
property  of  second  party  by  arbitrtation, 
one  aribitrator  to  be  selected  by  each  party, 
the  two  so  chosen  to  select  the  third  and 
fix  the  price,  and  each  party  shall  be 
bound  by  the  finding  of  such  arbitrators; 
in  the  event  the  second  party  shall  desire  to 
sell  the  property  or  control  of  stock  of  the 
company,  the  first  party  shall  have  the  re- 
fusal of  such  property  or  stock  at  the  same 
price  second  party  may  be  offered  for  the 
same. 

"(6)  A  diagram  of  the  lines  of  the  second 
party  is  hereto  annexed  and  made  a  part 
hereof. 

"(7)  Settlement  for  t611s  shall  be  made 
monthly  for  the  month  next  preceding. 

"(8)  In  case  of  any  failure  of  payment  or 
other  violation  of  any  of  the  terms  of  tliis 
agreement  by  the  second  party,  continued 
for  ten  days  after  notice  or  demand  by  the 
first  party,  or  in  case  the  second  party  shall 
become  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  the  first  par- 
ty may  at  its  option  immediately  terminate 
this  contract  by  written  notice  to  the 
second  party,  or  to  those  in  charge  of  its 
principal  offices. 

"(9)  This  contract  shall  become  effective 
and  be  in  force  for  five  years  from  date 
hereof,  and  thereafter  until  thirty  days 
written  notice  of  intention  to  terminate 
the  same  be  given  by  either  party  to  the 
other." 

The  bill  of  complaint  makes  the  contract 
on  the  24th  day  of  February,  1908,  fully 
set  out  above,  an  exhibit  to  same,  and  as- 
serts that  its  purpose  and  effect  was  to 
shut  out  competition,  and  to  monopolize 
and  control  the  prosecution  and  manage- 
ment of  the  telephone  business.  The  bill 
concluded  with  a  prayer  for  the  recovery 
of  the  penalties  provided  for  in  §  5004  ol 
the  Code  of  1906,  and  also  prayed  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  further  contin- 
uance  of    the   contract.     The    Cumberland 
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Company  filed  a  lengthy  answer  to  the  above 
suit.  We  shall  not  undertake  to  give  it  in 
full,  but  will  state  only  the  material  parts 
of  same.  It  is  stated  in  the  answer  that 
neither  at  the  date  of  the  contract  nor  at 
any  time  since  then  has  the  Cumberland 
Telephone  Company  been  engaged  in  a 
local  telephone  business  in  Oxford  or  in 
the  county  of  Lafayette,  nor  has  the  Ox- 
ford system  then,  now,  or  at  any  other  time 
engaged  in  the  long-distance  business,  nor 
was  it  facilitated  for  same  or  contemplat- 
ing engaging  in  the  long-aistance  business; 
that  the  Oxford  system  was  in  no  sense  a 
competitor,  for  the  two  companies  were  not 
seeking  to  do  the  same  character  of  tele- 
phone business;  that  numerous  contracts  of 
this  character  are  made,  but  the  contracts 
are  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  suppress- 
ing competition,  or  for  the  purpose  of  mon- 
opolizing, or  attempting  to  monopolize,  the 
control  or  management  of  the  telephone 
business  in  the  communities  where  made, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the  tele- 
phone business,  and  giving  communities 
telephone  service  and  facilities  which  they 
could  not  otherwise  obtain;  that  the  provi- 
sions in  the  contract  in  reference  to  extend- 
ing the  lines  of  the  local  systems  and  mak- 
ing connections  with  other  lines  are  solely 
for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Climber- 
land  Company  against  such  extensions  and 
connections  as  would  be  ruinous  to  its  busi- 
ness, and  prevent  its  efficient  service  to  its 
numerous  patrons;  that  the  contracts  sim- 
ply provide  that  the  extensions  and  connec- 
tions made  by  a  local  connecting  line  must 
be  with  the  written  consent  of  it,  the  li- 
censor, in  order  that  the  facilities  furnished 
the  local  company  by  the  Cumberland  Com- 
pany shall  not  be  used  in  a  manner  detri- 
mental to  its  -interests,  and  that  of  its 
numerous  subscribers.  In  other  words,  the 
answer  states  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
proper  conduct  of  its  telephone  business, 
and  the  proper  service  of  its  numerous  sub- 
scribers, and  the  proper  discharge  of  its 
public  duties,  that  the  Cumberland  long- 
distance should  have  some  supervision  in  the 
connections  and  extensions  which  are  made 
by  the  local  companies  with  which  it  con- 
tracts, and  to  which  it  furnishes  apparatus 
and  equipment,  which  otherwise  might 
prove  ruinous  to  the  business  and  very 
detrimental  to  the  public  service.  If  no 
restrictions  were  placed  upon  extensions 
and  connections,  its  lines  might  in  a  short 
time  become  connected  with  and  used  by 
other  lines,  over  which  it  had  no  sort  of 
control,  and  which  are  actual  competitors, 
and  which  would  greatly  interfere  with  the 
Cumberland  Company's  business. 

In  short,  the  answer  states  that  these 
contracts  are  made  with  noncompeting  local 
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telephone  systems;  the  object  of  the  con- 
tract being  to  give  the  local  telephone  sys- 
tems with  which  they  are  made,  and  which 
are  not  in  competition  with  the  Cumberland 
system,  all  the  advantage  offered  by  the 
long-distance  system  of  the  Cumberland 
Company.  In  doing  this  and  yielding  its 
long-distance  system  to  the  patrons  of  tho 
local  phone  system,  the  Cumberland  claims 
the  right  to  protect  itself  from  abuse  by 
requiring  the  local  connecting  system  to  use 
certain  standard  transmitters  and  receiv- 
ers, and  to  patronize  the  Cumberland  system 
alone  in  sending  long-distance  messages,  and 
not  to  extend  its  lines  so  as  to  be  detrimen- 
tal to  the  interest  of  the  Cumberland  Com- 
pany so  long  as  the  contract  lasts,  unless 
the  local  system  obtains  permission  of  the 
Cumberland.  The  facts  further  show,  ac- 
cording to  the  answer,  tlut  there  has  not 
in  fact  been  any  monopoly  or  suppression 
of  competition,  because  no  competition  ever 
existed  or  was  in  contemplation,  nor  does 
the  bill  allege  that  competition  was  desired 
or  intended.  It  is  alleged  in  the  answer 
that  the  sole  purpose  of  this  contract  is  to 
protect  the  Cumberland  Company  in  the 
use  of  its  property,  and  that  the  restric- 
tions placed  on  the  contracts  arc  for  the 
legitimate,  regular,  and  normal  prosecution 
of  the  Cumberland's  business.  It  is  further 
shown  that  the  Cumberland  gives  the  same 
facilities  to  all  local  systems  desiring  them, 
reserving  the  right  to  make  them  exclusive 
when  more  than  one  local  system  is  in 
operation  at  the  same  place,  and  that  a 
copy  of  the  contract  is  on  file  with  the  rail- 
road commission  of  the  state,  and  has  been 
on  file  for  many  years;  that  the  desire  of 
local  systems  to  take  advantage  of  the  facili- 
ties for  long-distance  arrangements  ofTered 
by  the  Cumberland  exceeds  the  ability  of 
the  Cumberland  to  furnish;  and  that  these 
connections  thus  allowed  greatly  benefit  the 
public. 

In  deciding  this  case,  the  distinguished 
chancellor  places  in  the  record  a  written 
opinion.  The  reason  assigned  by  him  for 
holding  this  contract  in  violation  of  the 
anti-trust  statutes  is  put  in  the  following 
language:  "This  case  was  submitted  on 
bill,  answer,  and  exhibits,  without  proof. 
Counsel  for  defendant  urges  that,  the  cause 
being  thus  submitted,  the  state  is  precluded 
from  recovery  on  all  allegations  in  the  bill 
of  complaint  to  which  the  answer  is  re- 
sponsive. This  is  correct  as  to  everything 
specifically  denied,  but  the  defendant  in  its 
answer  admits  entering  into  the  contract, 
the  illegality  of  which  is  the  oruw  of  this 
case.  The  real  question  then  is:  Was  the 
contract  violative  of  the  anti-trust  law?" 
I  We  set  out  the  above  quotation  for  the  pur- 
'  pose  of  showing  that  the  court  below  shut 
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out  all  explanations  made  by  the  answer, 
and  considered  the  case  on  the  contract 
alone,  holding  that  the  contract  on  its  face 
violated  the  anti-trust  laws  of  the  state,  be- 
cause it  so  far  controlled  the  Oxford  Com- 
pany as  to  require  it  to  send  "all  long-dis- 
tance messages  over  the  Cumberland's  line," 
and  because  it  "prohibited  the  Oxford  Com- 
pany from  making  any  connection  with  oth- 
er telephone  companies,*  or  extending  its 
lines,  so  as  to  conflict  with  the  business  or 
interests  of  the  Cumberland  Company,  with- 
out the  written  consent  of  the  latter  com- 
pany," during  the  existence  of  the  contract. 
While  the  trial  court  held  that  the  contract 
was  a  violation  of  the  anti-trust  laws  and 
imposed  a  penalty  on  appellant  on  account 
of  same,  the  court  refused  to  enjoin  tlie  con- 
tinued operation  under  the  contract. 

As  only  one  of  the  contracting  parties 
was  a  corporation  and  the  other  was  an  in- 
dividual, §  5005,  Code  of  1906,  as  amended 
by  the  Laws  of  1910,  p.  222,  which  prohibits 
one  competing  corporation  from  buying  out 
the  stock  of  another  competing  corporation, 
has  no  application,  and  there  was,  therefore, 
no  law  of  this  state  which  prevented  either 
system  from,  in  good  faith,  buying  out  the 
other;  yet  no  law  could  compel  either  to 
allow  a  connection  by  the  other.  Under  the 
contract,  the  local  system  became  fully 
equipped  as  a  local  and  a  long-distance  sys- 
tem, while  the  long-distance  system  inter- 
fered in  no  way  with  the  local  business  of 
the  local  system,  but  received  a  small  rental 
for  transmitters  and  receivers  furnished  un- 
der the  contract,  and  additionally  obtained 
its  subscribers  as  possible  patrons  of  the 
long-distance  facilities.  In  considering  this 
contract,  it  must  be  considered  in  the  light 
of  the  facts  set  up  in  the  answer  as  explana- 
tory thereof,  since  the  questions  here  in- 
volved are  questions  of  both  law  and  fact. 
But,  if  this  were  not  true,  and  we  should 
consider  this  case  on  the  contract  alone 
without  the  explanations  made  by  the  an- 
swer, this  contract  standing  by  itself  would 
eonstitute  no  violation  of  the  anti-trust 
laws  of  the  state,  as  we  think  will  appear 
in  the  reasoning  of  the  court  a  little  later 
on  in  this  opinion.  The  anti-trust  laws  of 
the  state  and  the  United  States  have  been 
so  frequently  before  the  state  and  Federal 
tribunals,  and  every  phase  and  feature  so 
ably  and  exhaustively  discussed,  that  any 
attempt  to  improve  on  these  discussions 
would  be  vain.  One  of  the  ablest  discus- 
sions to  be  found  in  the  books  on  this  sub- 
ject is  the  case  of  Yazoo  k  M.  Valley  R. 
Co.  V.  Searles,  86  Miss.  520,  08  L.R.A.  715, 
37  So.  939,  wherein  Justice  Truly  rendered 
the  opinion  of  the  court.  We  shall  have  oc- 
casion to  refer  still  further  to  tliis  case 
later  on,  as  well  as  many  others  on  the 
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same  subject.  In  considering  this  case,  a 
little  review  of  the  anti- trust  laws  may  help 
us  to  better  understand  their  application 
and  purposes.  Section  5002  of  the  Code 
of  1906,  as  amended  by  the  Laws  of  1908,  p. 
124,  makes  unlawful  as  a  trust  and  combine 
any  "combination,  contract,  understanding, 
or  agreement,  expressed  or  implied,  between 
two  or  more  corporations,  or  firms,  or  as- 
sociations of  persons,  or  between  one  or 
more  of  either  with  one  or  more  of  the 
others,"  to  accomplish  many  purposes  speci- 
fied in  the  act.  In  discussing  this  act  we 
shall  only  set  out  those  clauses  which  are 
involved  in  this  litigation.  The  statute 
makes  unlawful  as  a  trust  and  combine  any 
such  contract,  etc.  (a)  in  restraint  of  trade; 
(k)  or  who  shall  monopolize,  or  attempt 
to  monopolize,  the  production,  control,  or 
sale  of  any  commodity,  or  the  prosecution, 
management,  or  control  of  any  kind,  class, 
or  description  of  business.  If  this  contract 
Is  illegal,  it  falls  under  the  inhibition  of 
one  or  the  other  of  the  above  clauses.  When 
this  statute  was  enacted,  it  introduced  into 
the  law  no  new  definition  of  what  consti- 
tuted a  "restraint  of  trade"  or  "a  monop- 
oly." It  did  not  attempt  to  define  either. 
These  are  questions  to  be  determined  in  the 
light  of  the  facts  of  each  case  and  under 
the  law  relating  to  same  as  it  stood  before 
the  statute  was  passed;  otherwise  there  is 
no  guide  for  the  persons  charged  with  the 
enforcement  to  be  governed  by.  What  does 
the  statute  mean  when  it  prohibits  con- 
tracts "in  restraint  of  trade?"  Does  it 
mean  that  any  contract  which  in  any  way 
restrains  trade  shall  be  illegal?  If  so  broad 
a  meaning  should  be  given  to  the  statute  as 
this,  it  would  involve  a  destruction  and  dis- 
aster to  the  commercial  world  never 
dreamed  of  by  Its  authors,  and  not  compre- 
hended within  the  evil  intended  to  be  recti- 
fied. The  statute  only  intended  to  include 
within  its  provisions  those  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  those  monopolies  and  at- 
tempts to  monopolize  that  were  invalid  as 
against  public  policy  before  the  enactment 
of  the  statute,  and  under  it  such  contracts  in 
relation  thereto  could  not  be  enforced  as  be- 
tween the  parties.  A  contract  in  reasonable 
restraint  of  trade  was  valid  before  the  en- 
actment of  the  statute,  where  its  design  and 
purpose  is  not  to  create  a  monopoly;  and 
such  contract  is  valid  now  where  "it  is  such 
only  as  to  afTord  a  fair  protection  to  the  in- 
terests of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  is 
given,  and  not  so  large  as  to  interfere  with 
the  interests  of  the  public."  Edgar  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Cornie  Stave  Co.  96  Ark.  449,  130 
S.  W.  452;  3  Paige,  Contr.  p.  588;  27 
Cyc.  900,  and  notes;  Oibbs  v.  Consolidated 
Gas  Co.  130  U.  S.  396,  32  L.  ed.  979,  9  Sup. 
Ct.   Rep.  553;    Oregon   Steam   Nav.   Co.  v. 
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Winsor,  20  Wall.  64,  22  L.  ed.  315;  Cincin- 
nati, P.  B.  S.  &  P.  Packet  Co.  v.  Bay,  200 
U.  S.  179,  60  L.  ed.  428,  26  Sup^  Ct.  Rep. 
208 ;  Merriman  v.  Cover,  104  Va.  428,  51  S. 
E.  817. 

While  contracts  in  restraint  of  trade,  mo- 
nopoly contracts,  and  monopolies  were  held 
to  be  illegal  under  the  law  as  it  stood  be- 
fore the  anti-trust  statutes,  such  contracts 
could  be  avoided  and  injurv  done  thereby 
rectified  only  by  the  parties  themselves. 
While  this  was  the  case,  the  evil  continued 
because  those  persons  were  frequently  sat- 
isfied by  the  parties  engaged  in  the  preju- 
dicial and  unlawful  enterprise,  and  the  pub- 
lic at  large  left  to  suffer.  In  order  to  obvi- 
ate these  diflSculties,  anti-trust  laws  have 
been  enacted  enabling  the  state  in  its  sover- 
eign capacity  to  sue  for  and  recover  penal- 
ties in  all  such  cases;  in  addition  to  this, 
giving  any  member  of  the  public  suffering 
injury  or  damage  the  right  to  sue  also.  In 
other  words,  the.  law  as  to  what  it  now 
takes  to  make  a  contract  in  restraint  of 
trade  to  monopolize  or  attempt  to  monopolize 
any  business  remains  the  same,  but  the  par- 
ties who  may  sue  and  the  penalties  have 
been  broadened.  As  to  what  does  nor  does 
not  constitute  a  monopoly  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute  is  not  always  easy  to  de^ 
cide.  The  courts  must  be  left  to  deter- 
mine these  questions  when  they  arise. 
The  question  is  one  of  mixed  law  and 
fact  of  necessity.  To  illustrate,  suppose 
there  are  only  two  grocery  stores  in  a 
town.  Suppose  the  business  of  the  town 
is  so  small  as  that  a  continuance  of 
the  two  means  a  ruination  of  both.  May 
not  the  one  sell  out  to  the  other  for  'the 
protection  of  both?  This  same  illustration 
might  be  used  in  a  countless  number  of  in- 
stances. It  is  plain  to  be  seen  that  it  will 
not  do  to  so  construe  the  statutes  as  that 
one  person  may  not  sell  to  another  when 
the  very  business  life  of  the  seller  depends 
upon  it.  Yet  there  may  be  a  character  of 
business  where  these  same  acts  would  be 
held  to  be  unlawful.  But  our  own  court 
has  expressed  the  thought  in  the  case  of 
Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R,  Co.  v.  Searles,  86 
Miss.  520,  in  part  of  opinion  to  be  found 
on  page  529  in  such  apt  phraseology  that 
we  here  quote  it,  viz,:  "An  analytical 
study  of  this  section  demonstrates  that  it 
was  the  legislative  design  to  prohibit  and 
provide  punishment  for  the  formation  of 
any  criminal  conspiracy  by  which  the  inter- 
est of  the  public  might  be  in  any  manner  in- 
jured or  jeopardized,  whether  such  combi- 
nation was  intended  to  be  in  restraint  of 
trade,  to  limit,  reduce,  or  increase  the  price 
or  the  production  of  any  commodity,  or  to 
hinder  competition  in  the  importation,  man- 
ufacture, transportation,  sale,  or  purchase 
of  any  commodity,  or  to  do  certain  other 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


enumerated  acts  which  would,  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  legislature,  prove  .prejudicial 
to  the  interest  of  the  public  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  of  any  individual.     .     .    .    The 
design  of  the  legislature  was  to  protect  the 
public,  not  to  unlawfully  restrict  the  trans- 
acting of  business  by  either  corporations  or 
individuals.     The  various  kinds   of   legiti- 
mate  business   rendered    necessary  by   the 
multiform  demands  of  public  convenience, 
the  manifold  callings  which  are  an  incident 
of  this   progressive   age,   all   demand   that 
the   individual   right   of   contract  shall  be 
given  full  sway,  conditioned  only  that  the 
rights  of  the  public  and  the  welfare  of  the 
people  and  the  public  policy  of  the  stAte 
shall  be  held  sacred.    Says  Terral,  J.,  in 
Houck  V.  Wright,  77  Miss.  483,  27  So.  617 : 
The  legislature,  by  the   chapter   in  trust 
and  combines,  did  not  intend  to  debar  a 
person   from    conducting   his    own    private 
business  according  to  his   own   judgment.' 
.     .     .     'It  was  not  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
vention  or  the   legislature  to  limit  either 
the  term  used  in  the  Constitution  or  in  the 
statute  by  any  narrow  definition,  but  leave 
it  to  the  courts  to  look  beneath  the  surface, 
and,   from   the   methods   employed   in   the 
conduct     of     his    business,     to     determine 
whether  the  association  or  combination  in 
question,    no    matter    what  'its    particular 
form  should  chance  to  be  or  what  might 
be  its  constituent  elements,  is  taking  ad- 
vantage of  the  public  in  an  unlawful  way. 
Harding  v.  American  Glucose  Co.  182  111. 
651,  64  L.R.A.  73*8,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  189, 
56    N.    E.    577.     In    each    case,    therefore, 
under  these  provisions,  the  nature  of  the 
arrangement  or  combination  is  a  question 
of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  court  from 
the   evidence   before    it   or   from   the   vice 
which  inheres  in  the  contract  itself.'    Mac- 
Ginniss  ▼.  Boston  &  M.  Consol.  Copper  & 
S.   Min.    Co.   29   Mont.   428,    75   Pac.    94; 
Ceballos  ▼.  Munson  S.  S.  Line,  93  App.  Div. 
695,. 87  K.  Y.  Supp.  811,  and  cases  eited. 
Nor   is  the  rule  of  construction-  different 
when  applied  to  the  Federal  an ti- trust  stat- 
ute.    .     .     .     This   act   of   Congress   must 
have    a    reasonable    construction.     It    was 
not  its  purpose  to  prohibit  or  to   render 
illegal  the  ordinary  contracts  or  combina- 
tions   of    manufacturers,    merchants,    and 
traders,  or  the  usual  devices  to  which  they 
resort  to  promote  the  success  of  their  busi- 
ness, to  enhance  their  trade,  and  to  make 
their  occupations  gainful,  so  long  as  those 
combinations  and  devices  do  not  necessarily 
have  a  direct  and  substantial  effect  to  re- 
strict competition  in  commerce  among  the 
states.'     Phillips  v.  lola  Portland  Cement 
Co.  61  C.  C.  A.  19,  125  Fed.  594."     Again 
the  court  says   on   page  528  of  85  Miss.: 
"Section  198,  Constitution  1890,  commands 


1911.       CUMBBtlLAKD  1:£LBPH.  A  tELEO.  CO.  ▼.  &Tat£:  ex  Ikel.  HUDSOK.     283 


the  legislature  to  'enact  laws  to  prevent 
all  trusts,  combinations,  contracts,  and 
agreements  inimical  to  the  public  welfare.' 
It  must  be  observed  at  the  outset  that  not 
all  trusts,  combinations,  contracts,  and 
agreements  were  to  be  prohibited  because 
the  great  lawmakers  who  framed  the  funda- 
mental law  of  this  commonwealth  as  the 
same  is  embodied  in  our  present  Consti- 
tution well  knew  that  such  legislation  would 
be  palpably  intrenching  upon,  if  not  abso- 
lutely violative  of,  the  inherent  rights  of 
the  eitizen,  and  would  be  restrictive  to  an 
unwarranted  degree  of  the  privilege  of  con- 
tract which  every  man  is  entitled  to  enjoy 
under  our  form  of  government.  Tiedeman, 
PoL  Power,  §  244.  No  such  legislation  was 
authorised,  because  no  such  legislation  was 
demanded.  Only  such  trusts,  combinations, 
contracts,  and  agreements  were  to  be  pre- 
vented as  would  be  'inimical  to  the  public 
welfare.' " 

We  have  quoted  largely  from  the  opinion 
in  the  Searles  Case,  because  the  rule  laid 
down  in  that  case  is  narrow  enough  to  ex- 
clude from  its  scope  unlawful  contracts  and 
agreements,  combinations,  and  monopolies 
in  their  true  sense,  and  yet  broad  enough 
to  leave  life  in  all  legitimate  undertakings 
and  enterprises.  If  the  anti-trust  laws 
are  given  a  scope  sufficient  to  throttle  and 
choke  out  lawful  business  transactions,  its 
effect  upon  the  public  would  be  as  detri- 
mental as  the  evils  which  it  is  designed  to 
break  up.  Under  the  law  as  it  stood  be- 
fore the  enactment  of  the  anti-trust  stat- 
utes, courts  were  astute  enough  to  discover 
these  unlawful  enterprises  and  apply  such 
correction  as  the  law  then  gave  power  to 
apply.  As  the  law  now  stands,  differing 
only  in  the  fact  that  some  new  causes  of 
illegality  have  been  added  for  the  avoid- 
ance of  these  unlawful  agreements  and  com- 
binations, penalties  made  more  severe,  and 
the  parties  who  may  sue  made  more  numer- 
ous, the  courts  may  still  be  relied  upon  tc 
discover  and  punish  in  all  proper  cases. 

The  contract  in  this  case  is  simply  this: 
The  Cumberland  Telephone  &  Telegraph 
Company  had  a  long-distance  line  passing 
through  Oxford,  and  Lafayette  county.  It 
was  not  doing  any  business  of  any  kind  in 
the  town  or  in  the  country.  The  Oxford 
telephone  system  wanted  to  obtain  for  its 
patrons  and  itself  the  advantage  of  long- 
distance connections.  The  Oxford  system 
proposed  to  the  Cumberland  to  let  it  con- 
nect, and  in  consideration  of  this  connec- 
tion agreed  to  take  certain  improved  trans- 
mitters and  receivers  and  to  pay  a  small 
rent  therefor,  further  agreeing  that,  so 
long  as  it  retained  this  connection  under 
the  contract,  it  "would  not  extend  its  lines 
so  as  to  conflict  with  the  business  or  in- 
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terests  of  the  Cumberland  Company,  and 
would  not  make  &ny  connection  with  any 
other  telephone  lines ;  and  would  not  extend 
its  lines  outside  of  Lafayette  county,  and 
would  give  its  long-distance  business  ex- 
clusively to  the  Cumberland."  What  was 
unlawful  about  this  agreement  T  What  is 
unreasonable  about  it  in  the  absence  of 
proof  showing  that  it  was  designed  for  the 
purpose  of  stifling  competition  or  creat- 
ing a  monopoly  T  These  two  companies 
were  not  eompetitcnrs.  This  contract  bears 
every  mark  of  a  contract  entered  into  in 
good  faith  and  only  for  the  purpose  of  af- 
fording a  fair  protection  to  the  interests 
of  the  party  in  whose  favor  it  was  made, 
and  not  so  wide  in  its  scope  and  operation 
as  to  interfere  with  the  interests  of  the 
public.  If  the  Cumberland  could  not  thus 
protect  itself,  the  Oxford  system,  having 
obtained  the  right  to  connect,  might  have 
connected  itself  with  othei*  systems,  and 
by  its  contract  and  through  its  exchange 
have  connected  all  the  systems  around  there 
with  the  long-distance  lines  of  the  Ciunber- 
land,  thus  using  the  Cumberland's  line, 
not  only  for  itself,  but  for  other  companies. 
The  contract  promoted  the  efficiency  of  both 
systems,  and  made  both  of  greater  use  to 
the  public  as  well  as  more  valuable  to  the 
owners.  If  the  contention  that  this  con- 
tract is  illegal  is  to  prevail,  the  court  must 
hold  that  while  either  of  these  systems 
could  lawfully  purchase  the  other,  and 
stipulate  that  the  selling  system  would  not 
engage  in  business  for  a  reasonable  period 
of  time  and  within  a  territory  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  pur- 
chasing company,  yet  when  they  do  the 
lesser  thing  of  only  buying  and  selling  the 
right  to  use  the  long  distance  in  connection 
with  the  local  business,  leaving  both  sys- 
tems to  manage  and  control  their  busi- 
ness without  interference  by  the  other,  the 
lesser  contract  is  illegal.  We  shall  not 
undertake  in  this  case  to  lay  down  any 
fixed  rule  by  which  it  may  be  determined 
in  all  cases  what  constitutes  a  monopoly. 
This  question  must  be  left  to  the  facts  of 
each  case,  but  the  fact  must  exist  before 
the  penalties  can  be  imposed.  A  profit- 
able case  upon  this  subject  is  the  case  of 
State  V.  Duluth  Bd.  of  Trade,  107  Minn. 
506,  23  L.RA.(N.8.)  1260,  121  N.  W.  396. 
In  the  authorities  cited  in  this  case  will  be 
found  nearly  every  decision  in  the  United 
States,  both  state  and  Federal,  on  the  sub- 
ject involved  in  this  case.  In  that  case  it 
is  pertinently  said:  "It  does  not  follow 
that  every  contract  or  combination  which  in 
any  degree  tends  to  restrict  competition 
is  illegal.  So  strict  a  rule  would  invali- 
date innumerable  ordinary  business  tran- 
sactions,   which    are    unobjectionable    and 


-284 


\ 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


Jah. 


necessary  that  business  shall  not  complete- 
ly stagnate.  As  said  in  Hopkins  v.  United 
States,  171  U.  S.  578,  692,  600,  43  L.  ed. 
290,  296,  299,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  40:  *The 
contract  condemned  by  the  statute  is  one 
whose  direct  and  immediate  effect  is  a  re- 
straint ...  of  commerce.  .  .  .  The 
act  .  .  .  must  have  a  reasonable  con- 
struction or  else  there  would  be  scarcel]^ 
an  agreement  or  contract  among  business 
men  that  could  not  be  said  to  have,  in- 
directly or  remotely,  some  bearing  upon  in- 
terstate commerce  and  possibly  to  restrain 
it.'  The  anti-trust  statutes  were  never  de- 
signed to  forbid  such  transactions,  and  it 
has  been  universally  held  that  contracts 
and  combinations  which  tend  to  promote 
business,  and  which  only  remotely,  inci- 
dentally, and  indirectly  restrain  compe- 
tition, are  not  forbidden.  If  the  necessary 
effect  of  the  combination  is  to  stifle  or  to 
directly  or  necessarily  restrict  free  compe- 
tition, it  is  under  the  ban  of  the  law, 
whatever  may  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  But  if  *it  promotes  or  but  inci- 
dentally or  indirectly  restricts  competition, 
while  its  main  purpose  and  chief  effect  are 
to  foster  the  trade  and  to  increase  the 
business  of  those  who  make  and  operate 
it,  then  it  is  not  a  contract,  combination, 
or  conspiracy  in  restraint  of  trade  within 
the  true  interpretation  of  this  act,  and  it 
is  not  subject  to  its  denunciation.' " 

The  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Oxford 
system  to  give  its  long-distance  messages 
to  the  Cumberland,  exclusively  for  the  pe- 
riod of  the  contract,  was  not  in  violation 
of  the  law.  It  was  based  upon  a  valuable 
consideration  to  both  systems,  and  was  not 
inimical  to  the  public  interest  in  any  way. 
This  character  of.  contract  is  sustained  by 
numerous  authorities  cited  in  brief  of  coun- 
sel for  appellant.  Central  Transp.  Co.  v. 
Pullman's  Palace  Car.  Co.  139  U.  S.  24,  36 
L.  ed.  55,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  478;  St.  Louis 
Drayage  Co.  ▼.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  (C. 
C.)  5  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  137,  65  Fed.  39; 
Oregon  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  249,  51  Fed.  405;  United  States  v. 
Addyston  Pipe  &  Steel  Co,  46  L.R.A.  134, 
29  C.  C.  A.  141,  54  U.  S.  App.  723,  85 
Fed.  271;  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  West 
Coast  Stores  Co.  198  U.  S.  497  49  L.  ed. 
1140,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  745. 

Reversed  and  dismissed. 

Smith,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  of  the  opinion  that  this  contract, 
and  the  act?  of  the  parties  under  it,  con- 
stitute an  attempt  on  the  part  of  appellant 
to  monopolize  the  lonpf  distance  telephone 
business  in  Oxford  and  its  vicinity  within 
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the  meaning  of  subsection  "k"  chap.  119, 
Laws  of  1908. 

I  doubt  the  validity  of  this  contract  at 
common  law;  but  conceding  that  it  was 
valid  at  common  law,  and  conceding,  a» 
the  fact  is,  that  there  was  no  competition 
between  the  parties  to  this  contract  at  the 
time  it  was  entered  into,  the  result,  in  my 
judgment,  must  be  the  same.  The  effect 
of  this  contract  was  to  remove,  or  to  put 
it  in  the  power  of  appellant  to  remove,  at 
least  one  of  its  possible  competitors,  the 
local  telephone  company,  to  prevent  the 
local  company  from  doing  business  with 
anyone  desiring  to  compete  with  appellant, 
and  to  practically  prohibit  all  of  the  sub- 
scribers of  the  local  company,  as  long  as  ^t 
operated  the  only  exchange  in  the  town  of 
Oxford,  from  using  the  long-distance  tele- 
phone facilities  which  might  be  offered  to 
them  by  any  possible  competitor  of  appel- 
lant. That  the  monopoly  may  not  have 
been  complete  does  not  negative  the  fact 
that  appellant  attempted  to  make  it  so. 
An  attempt  is  simply  an  intent  to  do  a 
thing,  coupled  with  an  act  which  falls  short 
of  the  thing  intended.  That  appellant 
may  have  had  the  right  -to  purchase  the 
exchange  and  equipments  of  the  local  com- ' 
pany,  as  to  which  I  express  no  opinion,* 
is  immaterial.  By  merely  purchasing  the 
exchange  and  equipments,  appellant  would 
not  thereby  have  deprived  anyone  of  the 
right  to  deal  with  other  persons  who  might 
desire  to  compete  with  it.  But  had  it  gone 
further,  and,  after  purchasing  the  exchange, 
required  its  subscribers  to  agree  to  use  only 
its  telephones,  it  would  then  have  monopo- 
lized, or  at  least  attempted  to  monopolize, 
the  telephone  business  in  that  community. 
The  mere  furnishing  of  telephone  facilities 
to  a  community  does  not,  of  course,  con- 
stitute an  attempt  to  monopolize  the  tele- 
phone business;  but  such  an  attempt  is 
committed  when,  in  addition  to  furnishing 
telephone  facilities,  an  attempt  is  made 
to  prevent  the  citizens  of  a  community,  by 
contract  or  otherwise,  from  dealing  with 
possible  competitors  of  the  person  furnish- 
ing such  facilities. 


OKLAHOMA  SUPRE^fE  COURT. 

(Division  No.   2.) 

UNION  TOWNSHIP,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

OAKDALE  TOWNSHIP. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  968.) 

Township  —  division  —  rlj^lit  to  assets. 
1.  Where   part   of   an   existing   township 
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was  detached  by  an  order  of  the  county 
commissioners  in  1004,  and  the  part  so  de- 
tached was  organized  as  a  new  towns!) ip,  no 
provision  being  made  in  tlie  order,  and  no 
statute  existing,  for  the  division  or  appor- 
tionment of  the  assets  of  the  old  township, 
held,  that  the  new  township  cannot  recover 
of  the  old  any  part  of  the  cash  in  the  hands 
of  the  county  treasurer  and  due  the  old 
township  at  the  time  of  division,  or  received 
by  the  treasurer  for  it  after  division,  from 
tax  levies  made  prior  to  the  division. 

Same  ~  rights   and   liabilities  of  old 
township. 

2.  Where  a  new  township  is  created  out 
of  a  part  of  the  territory  of  an  old  one,  un- 
less some  provision  is  made  in  the  act  creat- 
ing the  new,  or  exists  under  the  statute,  re- 
specting the  property  and  existing  liabili- 
ties of  the  old  township,  the  old  township 


retains  the  title  to  all  the  public  property, 
except  such  as  may  be  located  in  the  de- 
tached territory,  and  is  responsible  for  the 
debts  contracted  before  the  division. 

(January  16,  1912.) 

I?RROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Washita 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
taxes  alleged  to  liave  been  appropriated 
and  converted  by  defendant  to  its  own 
use.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  T.  W.  Jones  and  R.  N.  Ijinville 
for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  R.  Brett  and  T.  A.  Edwards, 
for  defendant  in  error : 

The    question    of    the    division    of    taxes 


'Sote,'^1>ivi9ion  of  territory  of  miitt/cl- 
pality,  fotm,  or  county  as  affecting  its 
assets  and  liabilities,  in  absence  of 
statute  on  the  point. 

This  note  is  confined  strictly  to  cases  in- 
volving the  division  of  municipalities,  towns, 
or  counties,  and  therefore  does  not  include 
the  cases  of  annexation,  consolidation,  or 
dissolution.  As  to  the  liability  of  territory 
annexed  to  a  county,  city,  or  other  munici- 
pality, to  pay  the  proportionate  share  of  ex- 
isting debts,  see  the  note  to  Blake  v.  Jacks, 
27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1147.  See  also  White  v. 
Fuller,  38  Vt.  103,  taking  the  view  that  the 
severance  of  territory  from  one  town  and  its 
annexation  to  anoth*er  simply  transfers  the 
right  of  municipal  jurisdiction,  and  that 
therefore  it  does  not  affect  the  propriety 
right  in  lands  whose  legal  title  it  holds  as 
trustee  for  a  use  which  is  perpetual.  And, 
too,  it  is  held  that  a  county  to  which  certain 
territory  is  added  does  not  become  liable  for 
the  debts  of  the  county  from  which  it  was 
taken.  Chickasaw  County  v.  Sumner  Coun- 
ty. 58  Miss.  619.  The  reason  for  the  ex- 
clusion of  cases  of  dissolution  of  towns  is 
found  in  the  distinction  observed  in  Mt. 
Pleasant  v.  Beckwith,  100  U.  S.  514,  25  L. 
ed.  690,  which  recognizes  the  doctrine  of 
Laramie  County  v.  Albany  County,  92  U.  S. 
307,  23  L.  ed.  552,  that  where  a  new  town  is 
formed  from  the  portions  of  an  old  one,  the 
old  corporation  is  responsible  for  all  the 
old  debts,  in  the  absence  of  statute  to  the 
contrary,  but  holds  that  where  a  town  is 
extinguished  by  merger  into  two  others,  the 
latter  succeed  to  all  the  public  property  and 
immunities  of  the  extinguished  municipali- 
ty, and  they  therefore  become  liable  for  all 
the  debts  previously  contracted  by  it. 

And  it  will  also  be  observed  that  this 
note  includes  only  cases  in  which  it  was  as- 
sumed or  decided  that  the  division  and  ijts 
attendant  proceedings  were  legal.  For  a 
case  on  the  liability  of  the  original  coun- 
ty for  debts  of  a  county  defectively  organ- 
ized from  part  of  its  territory,  reference  may 
Ije  had  to  George  D.  Barnard  &  Co.  v.  Polk 
County.  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  791. 

And  it  remains  to  be  noted  that  the  de- 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


cisions  involving  the  division  of  school  dis- 
tricts are  not  herein  treated.  As  to  the  ef- 
fect of  changing  boundaries  of  a  school  dis- 
trict upon  the  right  in  real  property,  see 
the  note  to  Pass  School  Dist.  v.  Hollywood 
City  School  Dist.  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  485. 

It  has  been  frequently  declared  in  gener- 
al terms  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  specific 
statutory  adjustment  of  the  matter,  the  old 
corporation  owns  all  the  public  property 
within  her  new  limits,  and  is  responsible  for 
all  debts  contracted  by  her  before  the  act  of 
separation  was  passed;  and  that  the  new 
subdivision  has  no  claim  to  any  portion  of 
the  public  property  except  what  falls  with- 
in its  boundaries.  The  greatest  number  of 
cases  in  which  this  declaration  is  found  hold 
only  that  the  new  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  any  of  the  old  debts.  Laramie  County 
V.  Albany  County,  92  U.  S.  307,  23  L.  ed.  562, 
affirming  1  Wyo*.  137;  Askew  v.  Hale  Coun- 
ty, 54  Ala.  639,  25  Am.  Rep.  730;  Los 
Angeles  County  v.  Orange  County,  97  Cal. 
329,  32  Pac.  316  { obiter )-,  Johnson  v.  San 
Diego,  109  Cal.  408,  30  L.R.A.  178,  42  Pac. 
249  (obiter) ;  Tulare  County  v.  Kings  Coun- 
ty, 117  Cal.  105,  49  Pac.  8;  Cheyenne  Coun- 
ty V.  Bent  County,  15  Colo.  320," 25  Pac.  508 
(obiter)  ;  Veazie  v.  Howland,  47  Me.  127 
(obiter) ;  South  Portland  v.  Cape  Elizabeth, 
92  Me.  328,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  502,  42  Atl. 
503  (obiter)  ;  State  ex-  rel.  Minnesota  R. 
Constr.  Co.  v.  Lake  City,  26  Minn.  404; 
Lodi  Twp.  V.  Hackensack  Tmprov.  Commis- 
sion, 60  N.  J.  Eq.  220,  46  Atl.  782  (obiter)  ; 
McCuUy  v.  Tracy,  66  N.  J.  L.  489,  49  Atl. 
436;  People  ex  rel.  McKenzie  v.  Ulster 
County,  94  N.  Y.  267  (obiter);  Currituck 
County  V.  Dare  County,  79  N.  C.  565;  Gil- 
liam County  V.  Wasco -County,  14  Or.  525, 
13  Pac.  324;  Depere  v.  Bellevue,  31  Wis. 
120,  11  Am.  Rep.  602;  Schriber  v.  Lang- 
dale,  60  Wis.  616,  29  N.  W.  547,  554:  Re 
Tremont  &  B.  IL  Counties,  8  Wyo.  43,  54 
Pac.  1073,  citing  to  dictum  Laramie  Coun- 
ty V.  Albany  County,  supra. 

The  same  general  declaration  is  to  be 
found  in  some  of  the  cases  denying  the  right 
of  the  new  municipality  to  participate  in 
the  assets.  Washington  Countv  v.  Weld 
County,  12  Colo.  152,  20  Pac.  273  (involv- 
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must  be  determined  upon  equitable  princi- 
ples. 

28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  297;  Towle  y. 
Brown,  110  Ind.  65,  10  N.  E.  626;  Mt. 
Pleasant  v.  Beckwitb,  100  U.  8.  614,  25 
L.  ed.  699;  Zuartman  v.  State,  109  Ind. 
360,  10  N.  E.  94. 

Brewer,  C,  filed  tbe  following  opinion: 
This  is  a  suit  for  money  bad  and  re- 
ceived. On  January  22,  1008,  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  Oakdale'  township,  as  plain- 
tiff below,  filed  its  petition  against  Union 
township,  plaintiff  in  error,  as  defendant 
below,  in  the  district  court  of  Washita 
county.  The  petition  stated  substantially 
the  following  state  of  facts:  That  prior  to 
January  4,  1904,  Union  township  embraced 


all  tbe  territory  in  both  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant townships  at  the  time  5f  suit. 
That  on  January  4,  1904,  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  of  Washita  county 
divided  Union  township,  creating  the  south 
half  thereof  into  Oakdale  township.  That 
at  the  time  of  such  division  and  creation 
of  plaintiff,  there  was  certain  cash  in  the 
hands  of  the  county  treasurer  due  defend- 
ant. That  said  funds  were  derived  from 
taxes  collected  from  persons  on  pjroperty 
situated  in  defendant  township  before  di- 
vision. That  thereafter  the  county  treas- 
urer collected  other  taxes  during  the  year 
1904  imder  the  levy  of  1903  from  said  prop- 
erty, and  paid  them  over  to  defendant. 
That  one  half  of  the  property  from  which 
said  taxes  were  collected  was  situated  in 


ing  right  to  surplus  in  treasury) ;  Cooke  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  12,  12  Colo.  453,  21  Pac. 
496,  719  (school  fund);  Hartford  Bridge 
Co.  V.  East  Hartford,  16  Conn.  149,  affirmed 
in  10  How.  511,  13  L.  ed.  618  (ferry  fran- 
chise) ;  People  ex  rel.  Richberg  v.  School 
Trustees,  86  111.  613  (school  fund) ;  North 
Yarmouth  ▼.  Skill ings,  45  Me.  133,  71  Am. 
Dec.  630  {obiter) ;  School  Comrs.  v.  School 
Comrs.  36  Md.  201  {obiter) ;  Hampshire 
County  V.  Franklin  County,  16  Mass.  76 
{obiter) ;  Clay  County  v.  Chickasaw  Coun- 
ty, 64  Miss.  634,  1  So.  763  (county  and 
school  fund);  Winslow  v.  France,  20  Okla. 
303,  94  Pac.  689  (denying  right  of  new 
county  to  share  of  funds  of  old) ;  Reeves 
County  V.  Pecos  County,  69  Tex.  177,  7  S. 
W.  64  (same).  But,  as  pointed  out  under 
the  next  heading,  this  general  statement  ban 
been  questioned  so  far  as  it  suggests  that 
the  new  subdivision  is  entitled  to  the  pub- 
lic property  which  falls  within  it. 

« 

Assets — generally. 

See  also  infra,  under  the  heading  "Time" 
and  its  subdivisions. 

In  the  light  of  general  principle  referred 
to,  it  is  held  that  a  provision  in  the  act  of 
separation  that  the  town  farm  shall  belong 
to  the  new  town  does  not  transfer  to  it  the 
personal  property  belonging  on  such  farm. 
Frankfort  v.  Winterport,  54  Me.  250. 

And  the  right  of  a  school  district  to  a 
fund  held  in  trust  for  it  continues  after  the 
portion  of  a  town  in  which  the  district  is 
located  is  organized  into  a  new  town.  Grould- 
ing  V.  Peabody,  170  Mass.  483,  49  N.  E.  762. 

It  was  held  in  Wilhite  v.  Mansfield,  23 
Okla.  246,  99  Pac.  1087,  that  where  the  new 
county  is  formed  from  territory  which  em- 
braces a  high  school  building,  it  becomes  the 
property  of  such  county. 

And  it  was  said  in  North  Hempstead  v. 
Hempstead,  2  Wend.  109,  that  upon  the  di- 
vision of  a  town,  each  community  was  en- 
titled to  hold  in  severalty  the  public  prop- 
erty which  fell  within  its  limits,  but  this 
was  obiter  dictum-^  since  it  was  further  held 
in  the  case  that  even  if  one  community  had 
a  right  to  property  in  the  other  after  the 
39  L.IUL(N.S.) 


division,  such  right  had  become  barred  by 
the  lapse  of  time. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  lots  conveyed 
to  a  township  for  the  purposes  of  a  town- 
ship hall  which  has. been  erected  by  money 
raised  by  taxation  on  all  the  property  of  the 
township  passes  to  a  city  of  the  second  class 
when  it  is  formed  from  a  city  of  the  third 
class  which  embraced  such  lots  and  was  a 
part  of  the  township,  at  least  where  the  lots 
were  conveyed  to  the  township  and  "its  suc- 
cessor or  successors,"  and  were  held  in  the 
township's  governmental  rather  than  pro- 
prietary capacity.  Wellington  v.  Welling^ 
ton  Twp.  46  Kan.  213,  26  Pac.  415. 

And  it  is  held  in  Prescott  v.  Lennox,  100 
Tenn.  691,  47  S.  W.  181,  that  each  division 
will  hold  in  severalty  for  public  purposes 
the  public  property  which  falls  within  its 
limits,  in  the  absence  of  legislative  regula- 
tions. This  case  involved  a  dispute  as  to 
the  ownership  of  a  lot,  and  supports  its 
position  by  the  citation  of  cases  which  really 
do  not  decide  the  point.  Some  of  the  cases 
so  cited  are  appended  to  the  statement  of 
the  so-called  general  rule,  which  is  set  out 
at  the  beginning  of  this  note,  and  which 
really  oversteps  the  mark  in  one  particular. 
While  it  clearly  intimates  that  after  the 
division  each  municipality  is  entitled  to  the 
property  that  falls  within  it,  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  cases  (or  most  of  them) 
which  contain  the  intimation  involved  noth- 
ing that  required  a  decision  on  the  point. 
Indeed,  anything  that  may  be  regarded  as 
statements  to  that  effect  are  characterised, 
in  Winona  v.  School  Dist.  No.  82,  40  Minn. 
13,  3  L.R.A.  46,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  687,  41  N. 
W.  639,  as  purely  obiter,  unaccompanied  by 
any  real  discussion  of  the  question  or  cita- 
tion of  autliority.  The  Winona  Case  holds 
that  if  a  part  of  a  municipal  corporation 
is  separated  from  it  by  annexation  to  an- 
other, or  by  its  erection  into  a  new  corpora- 
tion, unless  some  other  provision  is  made  in 
the  act  authorizing  the  separation,  the  old 
corporation  (it  not  having  been  abolished) 
remains  subject  to  all  its  liabilities,  and  re- 
tains all  its  property  including  that  which, 
upon  the  change  of  boundaries,  happens  to 
fall  within  the  limits  of  tbe  other  corpora- 
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plaintiff  township  after  the  division,  and 
therefore  one  half  of  said  taxes  were  the 
property  of  plaintiff.  That  defendant 
township  had  failed  and  refused  to  pay  to 
plaintiff  its  said  one  half  of  taxes  so  col- 
leeted,  and  had  appropriated  and  converted 
them -to  its  own  use. 

Demand  and  filing  of  claim  for  same  with 
defendant  and  refusal  to  pay  are  alleged 
by  plaintiff.  The  defendant  filed  demurrer 
and  answer  to  petition.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled,  and  defendant  excepted.  The 
cause  was  referred  to  a  special  referee. 
Defendant  objected  to  introduction  .of  evi- 
dence. The  referee  found  the  law  and  facts 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  over  exceptions  of  de- 
fendant. The  report  was  confirmed  by  the 
district  eourt,   and  judgment  entered  for 


plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $525.41,  interests 
and  costs. 

Several  alleged  errors  are  assigned  and 
urged  hj  plaintiff  in  error,  but  under  our 
view  of  the  case  a  consideration  of  the  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  will  dispose  of  the 
whole  matter.  The  county  commissioners* 
when  they  made  the  order  creating  plain- 
tiff out  of  territory  theretofore  a  part  of 
defendant,  made  no  attempt,  by  order  or 
otherwise,  to  provide  for  any  apportion- 
ment or  division  of  the  assets  of  defendant 
on  hand,  or  to  be  collected  from  prior 
levies  of  taxes.  No  statute  in  force  when 
this  matter  arose  providing  for  such  di- 
vision or  apportionment  has  been  called  to 
our  attention,  and  we  know  of  none. 

The  question,  then,   is:    Where  part  of 


tion.  In  other  words,  it  is  held  that  the  old 
corporation  retains  all  the  corporate  prop- 
erty regardless  of  situation.  With  respect  to 
the  rights  in  property  where  the  old  corpora- 
tion is  abolished,  the  court  had  this  to  say: 
*'There  is  a  line  of  cases,  often  confound-' 
ed  with,  but  clearly  distinguishable  from, 
that  now  under  consideration,  where  the  old 
corporation  was  entirely  abolished,  and  new 
ones  created  out  of  its  territory.  In  such 
eases  it  is  well  settled  that  the  new  corpo- 
rations are  to  be  jdeemed  the  successors  of 
the  old  one,  and  as  such  liable  for  all  its 
debts,  and  entitled  to  all  its  property.  And 
in  the  absence  of  any  legislative  provision 
on  the  subject,  it  is  held  in  such  cases  that 
each  of  the  new  corporations  will  take  the 
property  which  happens  to  fall  within  its 
limits." 

There  is  some  authority  for  the  position 
taken  in  the  last  case.  Thus,  it  is  Iteid  that, 
in  the  absence  of  statute,  a  township  which 
holds  land  in  trust  for  cemetery  purposes 
continues  to  hold  the  property,  notwith- 
standing the  cemetery  is  embraced  in  a  city 
carved  from  a  part  of  the  township  territory. 
Board  of  Health  v.  East  Saginaw,  45  Mich. 
257,  7  N.  W.  808. 

And  it  was  held  in  an  early  New  Hamp- 
shire case  that  the  title  to  land  granted  to 
a  town  for  pious  uses  remained  its  property, 
notwithstanding  the  formation  of  a  new 
town  from  a  part  of  the  former's  territory, 
so  as  to  include  the  land  within  the  latter. 
Union  Baptist  Soc.  v.  Candia,  2  N.  H.  20. 

So,  too,  it  was  held  that  land  conveyed 
to  a  town  "for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
public,  and  to  be  improved  for  a  public 
common,  and  no  other  purpose/'  remained 
the  property  of  the  town,  notwithstanding 
its  division  so  that  the  disputed  land  was 
included  within  the  limits  if  the  new  town. 
Troy  V.  Haskell,  33  N.  H.  533.  This  case 
was  cited  with  approval  in  South  Hampton 
V.  Fowler,  52  N.  H.  225. 

And  the  Itst  two  cases  were  cited  In 
Greenville  v.  Maoon,  53  N.  H.  616,  as  set- 
tling the  law  in  New  Hampshire,  that  when 
a  town  is  divided  by  the  creation  of  a  new 
corporation,  it  still  retains  all  its  property, 
real  and  per«»oiial,  th^  i\\]^  ^l)f  roto  being  nn* 
3i  LwRJL(N.a) 


affected  by  the  change,  unless  a  different 
provision  is  made  in  the  act  authorizing  the 
separation.  The  question  arose  in  the 
Qreenville  Case  over  the  right  of  the  new 
town  to  share  in  a  school  fund  donated  by 
an  individual. 

...    -  -  — surplus. 

The  Colorado  supreme  court  holds  that 
the  rule  of  nonparticipation  in  the  old  coun- 
ty's assets  is  applicable  to  a  surplus  of  as- 
sets over  liabilities.  Washington  County  v. 
Weld  County,  12  Colo.  162,  20  Pac.  273. 

The  view  has,  however,  been  taken  that 
equitable  principles  should  be  applied  in 
the  apportionment  of  assets  in  the  form  of 
money,  choses  in  action,  or  kindred  proper- 
ty in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  division; 
and  that  the  application  of  such  principles 
requires  an  equitable  adjustment  between 
the  old  and  new  townships  of  unexpended 
funds  at  least,  where  there  are  no  debts  of 
the  old  corporation  to  be  provided  for. 
Towle  V.  Brown,  110  Ind.  65,  10  N.  E.  626, 
followed  in  a  subsequent  action  between 
the  same  parties  in  110  Ind.  599,  10  N.  £. 
628. 

— ^fund   appropriated  to  territory  divided. 

The  new  countv  has  no  ri^ht  to  a  shsre 
Of  a  fund  for  tne  reclamation  of  swamp 
lands,  established  in  the  old  county  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  create  a  trust  fund  only  in 
the  latter,  in  the  absence  of  a  legislative 
distribution  of  the  fund:  and  this,  of 
course,  notwithstanding  the  new  county 
embraces  a  portion  of  the  swamp  lands 
previously  located  in  the  old.  Kings  Coun- 
tv V.  Tulare  County,  119  Cal.  509,  51  Pac. 
866. 

— fund  arising  from  tax  on  property  in 

new  division. 

There  are  cases  which  involve  the  ques- 
tion as  to  which  municipality  has  the  right 
to  collect  taxes  after  the  division,  but  such 
cases  do  not  seem  to  involve  the  question 
whether  the  county  adjudged  entitled  to 
make  the  eoUection  is  entitled  to  the  full 
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an  exist! iij^  townsliip  is  detached,  and 
created  into  a  new  one,  and  no  provision 
is  made  by  statute,  order,  or  otherwise 
for  an  apportionment  of  the  assets  of  the 
old,  is  the  new  one  entitled  to  part  of  such 
assets,  and  can  it  recover  them  in  a  suit 
for  conversion  or  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived? The  defendant  in  error  en  this 
proposition  relies  mainly  on  the  doctrine 
announced  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana 


in  Towle  v.  Brown,  110  Jnd.  65,  509,  10 
N.  £.  626,  628.  This  authority  supporto 
its  contention  fully.  It  also  cites  Mt. 
Pleasant  v.  Bcckwith,  100  U.  S.  514,  25 
L.  ed.  699.  This  case  we  do  not  think  in 
point.  Under  the  decisions  of  this  court, 
the  position  of  defendant  in  error  cannot 
be  sustained.  In  the  case  of  Winslow  v. 
France,  20  Okla.  303,  94  Pac.  689,  Justice 
Williams,  for  the  court,  says:     **It  is  well 


amount  collected.  In  other  words,  it  is  not 
purposed  to  consider  herein  cases  which 
pass  upon  the  matter  of  which  municipal- 
ity shall  collect  the  taxes,  but  do  not  deter- 
mine whether  the  municipality  entitled  to 
collect  does  so  solely  for  its  own  benefit,  or 
wholly  or  partially  for  the  benefit  of  the 
other  municipality.  In  this  connection 
eases  may  be  noted  which  hold  that  prop- 
erty transferred  to  the  new  division  re- 
mains liable  to  the  old  corporation  for  a 
tax  which  became  due  before  the  separa- 
tion (Eskridge  v.  McGruder,  45  Miss. 
294 ) ;  but  in  the  absence  of  statute,  the 
right  of  the  authorities  of  the  old  corpo- 
ration to  sell  property  now  embraced 
within  the  new,  for  such  a  delinquent  tax, 
ceases  upon  the  division  of  the  territory, 
but  the  owner's  property  remaining  within 
the  old  division  may  be  sold  for  the  en- 
tire tax   (Deason  v.  Dixon,  54  Miss.  585). 

The  ri<?lit  of  the  old  county  to  collect 
taxes  previously  levied  by  it  upon  property 
now  located  in  the  new  corporation  is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  they  were  not 
paid  until  the  latter's  formation.  Colusa 
County  V.  Glenn  County,  117  Cal.  434,  49 
Pac.  457,  subsequent  appeal,  124  Cal.  498, 
57  Pac.  477. 

And  the  right  of  a  township  to  liquor 
taxes  within  its  territory  attaciies  at  the 
time  the  taxes  becomes  due,  and  is  there- 
fore not  affected  by  the  subsequent  detach- 
ment of  a  part  of  its  territory  and  its 
annexation  to  another  municipality.  Spring- 
wells  Twp.  V.  Wavne  County,  58  Mich.  240, 
25  N.  W.  329. 

The  new  county  is  not  entitled  to  that 
part  of  a  fund  which  arose  from  a  tax 
levied  during  the  year  of  its  formation  and 
upon  territory  now  within  its  boundaries, 
by  the  parent  county,  which  has  collected 
and  is  holding  it  under  a  statutory  provi- 
sion that  all  taxes  due  the  state  and  coun- 
ty by  persons  residing  in  the  new  county, 
or  upon  property  included  within  limits 
of  the  new  county,  shall  be  payable  to  the 
tax  collector  of  the  county  from  which  such 
territory  was  taken,  and  the  same  shall  be 
enforced  and  collected  by  the  olucers  of  the 
parent  county.  Tift  County  v.  Berrien 
County,  131  Ga.  269,  62  S.  E.  204. 

And  the  new  county  is  not  entitled  to 
any  part  of  a  fund  arising  from  taxes 
collected  between  the  date  of  the  act  au- 
thorizing its  creation  and  the  time  when 
the  organization  was  perfected.  Reeves 
County  V.  Pecos  County,  69  Tex.  177,  7  S. 
W.  64. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  wher^  the 
39  L.Rj^.(N.S.) 


commissioners  for  the  formation  of  the 
county  and  the  division  of  the  assets  and 
liabilities  have  not  apportioned  an  over- 
due tax  previously  levied  by  the  old  coun- 
ty upon  a  railroad,  the  old  county  can- 
not recover  from  the  new  the  proportion 
of  the  tax  paid  to  it  by  the  railroad,  where 
the  payment  was  made  upon  the  basis  of  a 
reassessment  and  apportionment  by  the 
state  board  of  equalization  in  the  ratio  of 
the  milegae  of  the  railroad  in  the  respec- 
tive divisions.  San  Diego  County  v.  Riv- 
erside County,  —  Cal.  — ,  55  Pac,  7.  In 
this  case  it  seems  not  to  have  been  urged 
that  the  board  of  equalization  was  with- 
out power  to  make  the  reassessment.  How- 
ever, in  a  later  California  case  it  was  held 
that  where  the  taxes  were  lawfully  levied 
by  the  old  county  before  the  formation  of 
the  new,  the  former  was  entitled  thereto, 
and  the  state  board  of  equalization  was 
without  power  to  make  a  reassessment  af- 
ter the  formation  of  the  new  county  and 
to  apportion  the  same  between  the  two  di- 
visions; and  that  where  the  tax  was  paid 
by  the  tax  debtor  in  pursuance  of  such  ap- 
portionment, the  amount  paid  the  new 
county  was  recoverable  from  it  by  the  old. 
Colusa  County  v.  Glenn  County,  124  Cal. 
498,  57  Pac.  477.  The  ground  of  the  de- 
cision is  that  the  statute  authorizes  a  re- 
assessment only  where  the  first  assessment 
is  invalid;  and  this  broad  ground  forestalls 
the  making  of  any  distinction  between  the 
two  cases  upon  the  ground  that  in  the  for- 
mer the  legislature  authorized  the  commis- 
sioners to  apportion  the  assets  of  the  old 
county,  whereas  it  made  no  such  provision 
in  the  latter,  but  left  the  case  free  for  the 
application  of  the  general  rule,  which,  it 
may  be  noted,  the  court  did  discuss. 

— right  of  new  corporation  in  assets  when 
made  liable  for  share  of  debts. 

The  rule  that  the  new  corporation  can- 
not participate  in  the  assets  of  the  old  is 
not  affected  by  a  provision  that  the  new 
division  shall  be  liable  for  its  pro  rata 
share  of  the  existing  debts  of  the  old  di- 
vision, whether  such  provision  be  statutory 
(Houston  County  v.  Henry  County,  157 
Ala.  246,  47  So.  710,  subsequent  appeal, 
162  Ala.  488,  50  So.  311),  or  constitution- 
al (Washincrton  County  v.  Weld  County, 
12  Colo.   152.  20   Pac.  273).. 

Indeed,  it  is  held  that  even  where  the 
new  county  is,  under  the  statute  creating 
it,  liable  upon  bonds  previously  issued  by 
the  old  county   for  the  purpose  of  aiding 
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fettled  that  if  a  new  countj  is  created  out 
of  the  territory  of  an  old  county,  or  if 
part  of  its  territory  or  inhabitants  is  an- 
nexed to  another  county,  unless  some  pro- 
vision is  made  in  the  act  respecting  the 
property  and  existing  liabilities  of  the  old 
county,  that  the  old  county  owns  all  the 
public  property  except  such  as  may  be  lo- 
cated within  the  detached  territory,  and  is 
responsible  for  the  debts  contracted  by  it 


before  the  act  of  separation  was  passed. 
Laramie  County  v.  Albany  County,  02  U. 
S.  314,  23  L.  ed.  652;  North  Hempstead 
7.  Hempstead,  2  Wend.  134;  Wade  v.  Rich- 
mond, 18  Gratt.  583;  Higginbotham  t.  Com. 
25  Gratt.  627;  Watson  v.  Pamlico  County, 
82  N.  C.  17;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  123.  If 
a  portion  of  a  territory  is  annexed  to  an- 
other county,  unless  some  provision  is  made 
in  the  act  respecting  the  property  and  exist- 


a  railroad  by  the  purchase  of  its  stock,  it 
is  not  entitled  to  any  portion  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  such  stock.  Dare 
County  V.  Currituck  County,  05  N.  C.  189. 
But  it  is  intimated  in  Houston  County 
▼.  Henry  County,  supra,  that  the  new  cor- 
poration may  lay  claim  to  the  funds  of 
the  old  corporation  which  have  been  spe- 
cially collected  for  or  appropriated  to  the 
meeting  of  a  specific  obligation,  at  least 
where  a  statute  makes  the  new  corporation 
liable  for  its  jmto  rata  share  of  the  existing 
debts. 

Obligations — general  ly. 

See  also  infra,  under  the  heading 
"Time"  and  its  subdivisions. 

The  operation  of  the  general  rule  is  not 
affected  by  a  constitutional  provision  that 
every  county  which  shall  be  created  from 
territory  taken  from  another  shall  be  lia: 
ble  for  a  just  proportion  of  the  existing 
liabilities  of  the  latter,  for  in  such  circum- 
stances it  is  for  the  legislature  to  deter- 
mine what  is  "a  just  proportion"  of  such 
obligations,  or  to  provide  the  machinery 
for  its  determination;  and  until  the  legis- 
lature has  done  this,  the  old  corporation 
cannot  maintain  an  action  a«;(ainRt  the 
new  for  any  part  of  the  debt.  Tulare 
County  y.  Kings  County,  117  Cal.  105,  40 
Pae.   8. 

And  while  it  has  been  held  that  the  op- 
eration of  this  rule  should  not  be  suspend- 
ed in  a  particular  case,  upon  the  ground 
that  it  will  work  a  hardship  upon  a  cor- 
poration which  has  contracted  a  large  in- 
debtedness and  will  have  a  great  amount 
of  taxable  property  withdrawn  from  its 
power  ^of  taxation,  and  given  to  the  new 
corporation  (Laramie  County  v.  Albany 
County,  02  U.  S.  307,  23  L.  ed.  552,  af- 
firming 1  Wyo.  137),  the  application  of, 
the  rule  has  been  denied  in  circumstances 
which  literally  came  within  it,  where  its 
application  would  have  constituted  more  of 
a  mockery  of  justice  than  anything  else. 
For  instance,  it  was  held  in  Brewis  v.  Du- 
hith,  3  McCrary,  210,  0  Fed.  747,  that 
where  the  legislature  carved  a  village  out 
of  the  territory  of  a  city  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  include  within  the  village  sub- 
stantially all  of  the  city's  inhabitants  and 
most  of  its  taxable  property,  and  appor- 
tioned the  indebtedness  of  the  city  between 
it  and  the  village  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
interfere  with  the  rights  of  creditors,  the 
holder  of  bonds  previously  issued  bv  the 
city  to  meet  the  costs  of  improvements  was 
entitled  to  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  en- 
3»  L.R.A.(N.S.)  19 


force  against  the  village  its  proportionate 
share  of  the  indebtedness,  and  that  such 
proportion  should  be  in  ratio  to  the  taxable 
property  set  off  respectively  to  the  city  and 
the  village. 

And  a  tax  is  a  debt  within  the  meaning 
of  the  general  rule,  and  therefofe,  when  a 
county  is  divided,  the  old  county  may  be 
compelled  to  pay  the  whole  of  the  state 
levy  charged  upon  the  county  at  the  time 
the  division  took  place.  Gilliam  County 
V.  Wasco  County,  14  Or.  525,  13  Pac.  324. 

Property  which  was  within  the  corpo- 
rate limits  of  a  city  at  the  time  of  the  is-* 
suance  of  bonds,  but  which  is  now  outside, 
the  corporation  by  reason  of  the  reduction 
of  its  limits,  cannot  be  assessed  for  the 
purpose  of  aiding  in  paving  the  bonds. 
Miller  V.  Pineville,  121  Ky.  211,  80  8.  W. 
261. 

And  it  is  held  that  a  township  remains 
liable  upon  bonds  issued  by  it,  notwith- 
standing that  after  the  issuance  of  the 
bonds  all  but  a  small  portion  of  its  ter- 
ritory became  incorporated  into  a  new 
county  which  was  formed  from  a  portion 
of  the  county  of  which  the  township  was 
formerly  a  part,  and  although  some  new 
territory  was  added  to  the  township  in  the 
course  of  the  change.  Taylor  v.  Pine  Grove 
Twp.  132  Fed.  565,  followed  in  Susong  v. 
Cokesbury  Twp.  132  Fed.  567.  These  cases 
hold  that  neither  the  fact  that  a  portion  of 
the  territory  of  the  township  remained  in 
the  old  county,  nor  the  fact  that  new  ter- 
ritory was  added  to  the  township  which 
was  not  a  part  of  it  at  the  time  the  bonds 
were  issued,  affected  its  liability  thereon. 
A  fortiori^  the  liability  of  a  township  up-^ 
on  such  bonds  is  not  affected  by  the  mere 
fact  that  it  was  wholly  transferred  from  * 
the  old  county  into  a  new  county.  Plant- 
ers' &  Sav.  Bank  v.  Huiett  Twp.  132  Fed. 
627. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  view  has  been 
taken  that  where  the  territory  of  a  town- 
ship is  transferred  to  a  new  county,  the 
township  is  thereby  abolished;  and  there- 
fore, the  subsequent  division  of  such  ter- 
ritory into  two  townships,  one  of  which 
bears  the  name  of  the  original  township, 
does  not  render  them  the  successors  of  the 
original  township,  so  as  to  make  them 
liable  for  its  debts,  at  least  where,  due  to 
the  fact  they  were  contracted  without  a 
vote  of  the  people,  they  did  not  become  a 
lien  upon  the  territory.  Vandriss  v.  Hill, 
58  Kan.  611,  60  Pac.  872.  The  court  stated 
in  this  case  that  the  new  county  was  the 
municipal   successor   of   the   old   township, 


290 


OKLAHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Jan^ 


iog  liftbilitieB  of  the  old  county,  the  terri- 
tory or  inhabitants  detached  from  the  origi- 
nal county  lose  all  claim  to  share  in  the 
property  belonging  to  the  county  from 
which  it  was  taken.  Whilst  it  is  thus  re- 
lieved from  the  indebtedness  resting  upon 
the  latter,  yet  it  incurs  the  liabilities  and 
shares  in  the  property  of  the   county   to 


which  it  is  attached,  and  is  equally  sub- 
ject to  assessment  and  taxation  for  that 
purpose.  Currituck  County  v.  Dare  County, 
79  N.  C.  6C6;  Watson  v.  Pamlico  County, 
82  N.  C.  17;  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co. 
V.  Cuming  County,  31  Neb.  374,  47  N.  W. 
1121;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  123."  The  doc- 
trine  of  the  above  case   has  been   quoted 


but  that,  since  no  liability  for  the  debt 
was  alleged  against  it,  the  matter  of  ita 
liability  need  not  be  adjudicated. 

It  was  held  in  Watson  v.  Pamlico  Coun- 
ty, 82  N.  C.  17,  that,  just  as  territory  de- 
tached from  one  county  and  added  to  an- 
other is  relieved  of  the  liability  for  the  pre- 
existing indebtedness  of  the  county  from 
which  it  ii;  taken,  so  it  must  contribute  to 
the  existing  indebtedness  of  the  county  tp 
which  it  is  attached. 

And  the  organization  of  a  new  township 
severs  its  territory  from  the  school  district 
within  which  it  was  formerly  embraced,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  statute,  the  township  can- 
not be  charged  with  debts  created  for 
school  purposes  which  existed  at  the  time 
of  the  division.  People  ex  rel.  School  Dist. 
No.  1  V.  Ryan,  19  Mich.  203. 

But  where  a  part  of  the  territory*  of  a 
county  is  formed  into  a  new  county  and 
the  boundary  line  between  the  two  bisects 
a  township,  and  each  resulting  township 
bears  the  name  of  the  original  township  in 
its  respective  county,  both  townships  re- 
main liable  for  a  pre-existing  debt  of  the 
old  one.  Plunkett's  Creek  Tvvp.  v.  Craw- 
ford, 27  Pa.  107. 

In  Higginbotham  v.  Com.  25  Gratt.  627, 
it  was  held,  in  respect  of  a  debt  owed  by 
the  state  of  Virginia  at  the  time  of  its 
dismemberment  and  the  formation  of  the 
state  of  W^est  Virginia,  that  each  state 
was,  as  between  herself  and  the  creditor, 
bound  for  the  whole  debt,  but  it  was  in- 
timated that,  as  between  themselves,  the 
states  were  liable  ratably. 

It  is  held  in  Partridge  v.  Dennie,  105 
Minn.  66,  117  N.  W.  234,  that,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  specific  statute  on  the  question, 
the  interested  towns,  through  their  proper 
officers,  may,  as  between  tliemselves,  ad- 
just and  settle  their  respective  rights  and 
liabilities  on  such  terms  as  they  deem  fair 
and  just;  and  that  an  agreement  entered 
into  for  that  purpose  will  be  valid  and 
binding  upon  each  town,  at  least  after  per- 
formance by  one  of  the  towns,  though  possi- 
bly not  as  against  holders  of  the  indebted- 
ness. 

— support  of  pauper. 

A  town  formed  from  a  portion  of  the 
territory  of  a  city  is  not  liable  for  the 
support  of  a  pauper  who  has  no  settle- 
ment in  the  territory  from  which  it  was 
formed;  and  it  cannot  be  charged  there- 
with upon  the  theory  that  it  is  bound  by  a 
contract  made  by  the  city  before  the  town's 
formation,  whereby  the  city  and  another 
municipality  adjusted  a  dispute  in  respect 
of  a  pauper  family,  by  stipulating  that  a 
part  of  the  family  should  be '  deemed  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


have  a  settlement  in  the  city  and  the  other 
part  in  such  municipality.  Veazie  v.  Uow- 
land,  47  Me.  127. 

And  it  was  h^ld  in  an  early  Massachu- 
setts case  that,  upon  the  division  of  a 
town  and  the  formation  of  a  new  town,  a 
pauper  who  had  a  settlement  in  the  for- 
mer, but  was  absent  at  the  time  of  the  di- 
vision, continued  to  have  his  settlement  in 
the  former,  notwithstanding  that  before  his 
absence  he  had  resided  in  the  territory  from 
which  the  new  town  was  formed.  Wind- 
ham v.  Portland,  4  Mass.  384. 

— liability  for  injury  by  defectl^  lifghway 
now  in  new  divisioSg 

The  new  county  cannot  be  heM  respon- 
sible for  injuries  caused  by  a  defective 
highway  received  before  ita  formation, 
merely  because  it  now  includes  the  terri- 
tory in  which  the  highway  it  located. 
Askew  V.  Hale  County,  54  Ala.  639^  25  Am. 
Rep.  730. 

And  a  township  a  part  of  wfiose  terri- 
tory has  been  made  into  a  new  township 
cannot  escape  liability  upon  a  Judgment 
previously  rendered  against  it  for  injuries 
received  upon  a  defective  highway  located 
in  territory  now  within  the  new  township, 
either  upon  the  theory  that,  upon  the  di- 
vision, the  old  township  was  abolished  and 
that  two  new  ones  instead  of  one  were  cre- 
ated, nor  because  the  statute  prescribed  no 
criterion  for  the  apportionment  of  the 
liability  between  the  townships.  Court- 
right  V.  Brooks  Twp.  64  Mich.  182,  19  N. 
W.  946. 

— location  of  improvement  as  affecting  lia- 
bility for  expense. 

While  the  fact  that  a  bridge  for  which 
bonds  were  issued  is  located  in  territory 
which  remained  in  the  old  division  does  not 
affect  the  liability  of  property  in  the  de- 
tached territory  upon  the  honds,  which  be- 
came a  lien  thereon  before,  the  detachment 
(Marion  County  v.  Harvey  County,  26  Kan. 
181 ) ,  the  county  in  which  the  proceedings 
were  taken  and  closed,  for  the  condemna- 
tion of  land  to  construct  a  road,  is  solely 
liable  for  damages  to  the  landowners,  not- 
withstanding the  portion  of  its  territory 
which  concluded  the  road  was  incorporated 
into  another  county  before  the  road  was 
completed  (Jones  v.  Oxford  County,  46 
Me.  419). 

In  this  connection  it  has  been  said  that 
the  fact  that  a  large  portion  of  the  taxable 
property  and  of  the  population  in  the  old 
municipality  has  been  transferred  to  the 
new  one,  and  the  further  fact  that  the  lat- 
ter profits  most  from  the  improvement  for 
which  the  obligations  are  incurred,  const!- 
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with  approval  in  Wilhite  v.  Mansfield,  23 
Okla.  246,  99  Pac.  1087.  To  the  author- 
ities cited  above  may  be  added  as  strictly 
in  point  1  Gooley,  tazn.  3d  ed.  414,  415; 
Comins.  Twp.  v.  Harrisville  Twp.  45  Mich. 
442,  8  N.  W.  44.  From  the  above  authority 
it  appears  that  the  petition  in  this  cause 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.    There- 


fore the  cause  should  be  reversed,  with  in- 
structions to  the  trial  court  to  set  aside 
the  judgment,  sustain  the  demurrer,  and 
dismiss  the  action. 

Per  Ouriam. 

Adopted  in  whole. 


tute  good  reasons  why  the  legislature  ought 
perhaps  to  have  made  some  provision  for 
an  equitable  apportionment  of  the  burden, 
but  that  they  furnish  no  ground  for  any 
equitable  relief  by  the  court,  either  in  fa-, 
vor  of  the  old  municipality  or  its  creditors. 
State  ex  rel.  Minnesota  R.  Constr.  Co.  v. 
Lake  City,  26  Minn.  404. 

The  contention  that  the  new  county 
should  be  responsible  for  a  portion  of  the 
old  debts,  since  some  of  them  were  created 
in  making  improvements  in  a  part  of  what 
had  become  its  territory,  was,  to  all  ap- 
pearances, ignored  in  Laramie  County  v. 
Albany  County,  92  U.  8.  307,  23  L.  ed.  552, 
affirming  1  Wyo.  137. 

And  it  has  been  beld  that  the  liability 
with  which  a  town  became  charged  for  the 
debt  of  another  town  which  was  attached 
to  it  continued  and  was  enforceable  against 
ft,  and  not  against  the  attached  territory, 
notwithstanding  such  territory  was  subse- 
quently detached  and  formed  into  a  town 
which  bore  the  same  name  as  before  its 
previous  attachment.  Shriber  v.  Langlade, 
66  Wis.  616,  29  N.  W.  547,  554. 

It  has  been  further  held  that  an  old 
municipality  which  remains  solely  liable 
upon  bonds  issued  for  the  construction  of 
sewers  retains  title  and  control  of  such 
sewers,  although  they  are  embraced  within 
the  limits  of  the  new  corporation.  Bloom- 
field  Twp.  V.  Olen  Ridge,  55  N.  J.  £q.  505, 
37  Atl.  63. 

See  also  Means  v.  Williamson,  37  Me. 
556,  infra,  under  "Time — date  of  obliga- 
tion.** 

— ^liabilitj   of  territory   exempt  when   de- 
tached. 

The  liability  of  detached  territory  upon 
bonds  isued  before  the  division  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  fact  that  before  the  division 
a  part   of  such   territory  was  exempt   as 

fovernment   land.     State  ex   rel.  Robb   v. 
Liowa  County,  41  Ean.  630,  21  Pac,  601. 

Time — when    organization    deemed    com- 
plete. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  new  township 
does  not  become  a  complete  and  independ- 
ent organisation  until  its  officers  enter  up- 
on the  discharge  of  their  duties;  and  that 
therefore  territory  in  the  new  township  is 
subject  to  taxation  under  a  vote  of  the  old 
township  authorizing  a  tax  to  raise  a  fund 
for  railroad  aid,  before  such  complete  or- 
ganization of  the  new  corporation.  Lamb 
V.  Burlington,  C.  R.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  39  Iowa, 
333. 

And  it  is  said  in  Comins  Twp.  v.  Harris- 
villa  Twp.  45  Mich.  442,  8  N.  W.  44,  that 
a  township  is  not  completely  organized  foi 
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the  assessment,  levy,  and  collection  of  tax- 
es,  until  the  election  of  its  proper  officers, 
and  that,  until  then,  the  township  from 
which  it  is  set  off  may  make  the  levy  and 
collection. 

But  the  commissioners  of  the  parent 
county  cannot  bind  the  new  subdivision 
by  a  tax  levied  after  the  passage  of  the 
act  to  lay  out  the  new  county,  and  for  the 
expense  of  a  public  improvement  thereafter 
to  be  constructed.  Pope  v.  Matthews,  125 
Oa.  341,  54  S.  E.  152;  Yow  v.  Sullivan, 
129  Ga.  187,  58  S.  E.  662. 

— ^when  fund  available. 

The  old  county  retains  a  school  fund  col- 
lected, but  not  accredited  to  the  school  dis- 
trict, before  the  formation  of  the  new  coun- 
ty. Cooke  V.  School  Diet.  No.  12,  12  Colo. 
453,  21  Pac.  496,  719. 

—date  of  obligation. 

The  old  corporation  remains  liable  for  a 
pre-existing  debt,  notwithstanding  it  was 
merged  in  a  judgment  before  the  division. 
McCully  V.  Tracy,  66  N.  J.  L.  489,  49  Atl. 
436. 

And  the  liability  of  a  township  for  the 
expense  of  a  road,  constructed  by  a  duly 
appointed  agent,  whose  appointment  the 
s^Bitute  authorizes  in  case  of  the  township's 
neglect  to  build  the  road,  is  not  affected  oy 
the  fact  that*,  owing  to  such  neglect,  the 
road  was  not  constructed  until  after  the 
formation  of  a  new  township  from  terri- 
tory which  embraced  the  road.  Re  Page, 
37   Me.  553. 

The  making  of  the  contract  for  the  build- 
ing of  a  bridge,  and  not  the  vote  author- 
izing such  contract,  creates  the  liability 
of  the  town,  and  therefore,  where  such  con- 
tract is  not  made  until  after  the  division 
of  the  town,  the  new  town  is  not  liable  for 
any  of  the  expense  of  construction.  West- 
brook  V.  Deering,  63  Me.  231. 

So,  the  new  township  is  not  liable  upon 
railroad  aid  bonds  which,  although  voted 
before  the  division  of  the  old  township,- 
were  authorized  upon  condition  that  the 
railroad  deliver  to  the  township  treasurer 
an  equivalent  in  stock  of  the  company,  and 
such  condition  was  not  complied  with  nor 
the  bonds  issued  until  after  the  formation 
of  the  new  township.  Pierson  Twp.  v. 
Reynolds,  49  Mich.  224,  13  N.  W.  525. 

But  funding  bonds,  although  authorized 
and  issued  after  the  detachment,  are  a  lien 
upon  the  detached  territory,  where  they 
were  issued  in  lieu  of  bonds  which  became 
a  lien  upon  the  entire  county  before  any 
territory  was  detsched.  Marion  County 
V.  Harvey  County,  26  Kan.  181.    L.  A.  W. 
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Ck>rporation  —  compelling:   transfer   of 
stock. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  bank  stock  may  com- 
pel, by  bill  ill  equity,  the  transfer  of  the 
same  on  the  books  of  the  corporation,  or  he 
may  sue  in  conversion  and  damages  for  the 
failure  to  so  transfer. 

Pleading  —  demurrer  —  sufficiency. 

2.  Where  a  general  demurrer  is  filed  to  a 
petition,  if  any  paragraph  states  a  cause 
of  action,  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled. 

Headnotes  by  Rooebtson,  C.  ' 


Pledge  —  statutory  right  —  waiver. 

3.  The  statute  requiring  the  pledgee,  be- 
fore the  sale  of  pledged  property,  to  give 
notice  and  sell  same  at  public  auction,  was 
enacted  for  the  benefit  of  the  pledgeor;  and 
he  may  waive,  by  stipulation,  both  the  no- 
tice and  the  public  sale,  and  in  that  event 
a  private  sale  is  valid. 

Bank  —  loan  —  lien   on    stock  —  prior 
pledge  —  rights. 

4.  McL.  owned  ten  shares,  fully  paid  up, 
in  the  A.  State  Bank.  On  June  24th  he  was 
indebted  to  said  bank  for  borrowed  money 
in  the  sum  of  $2,000.  On  the  same  day  he 
borrowed  $6,265  from  the  F.  State  Bank, 
and  secured  the  same  by  pledging,  among 
other  things,  his  ten  shares  of  s,tock  in  the 
A.  State  Bank.  On  June  25th 'he  paid  in 
full  his  indebtedness  to  said  A.  State  Bank, 
and  from  June  25th  to  July  8th  he  was  not 


Note.  —  Corporation:  priority  as  he- 
tween  lien  of  Corporation  and  pledgee 
or  bona  fide  purchaser  of  corporate 
stoch. 

I.  Scope,  292. 

II.  Priority  as  affected  by  time  of  incur- 
ring indebtedness,  292. 

III.  The  question  of  notice. 

a.  Notice  to  the  pledgee  or  assignee. 

1.  Actual    notice    of    prior    debt 

and  claim  of  lien,  293. 

2.  Where  no  actual  notice. 

(a)  Lien    by   exf^ress    terms 

of  statute,  294. 

(b)  Lien   by  articles  of  as- 

sociation, 294. 

(c)  Lien  by  by-law,  295. 

8.  Notice  of  lien  on-  certificate, 
297. 

b.  Where   corporation   has   notice  of 

the  pledge  or  sale,    298. 

IV.  Eflfect  of  changes  in  statutes,  by-laws, 

etc.,  with  respect  to  liens,  300. 
V.  Statute  of  limitation  barring  debt  to 

corporation,  301. 
VI.  Obligations    matured    or    unmatured, 

301. 
VII.  Miscellaneous,  302. 

/•  Scope, 

This  note  does  not  include  cases  where  the 
indebtedness  to  the  corporation  was  for  the 
stock  itself  or  for  an  assessment  upon  the 
stock.  It  is  limited  to  the  question  of 
priority  of  lien,  and  presupposes  or  assumes 
that  the  corporation  has  a  lien  as  between 
it  and  the  stockholder.  Therefore  the  gen- 
eral question  as  to  what  is  required  to 
create  a  lien  is  excluded  except  in  so  far  as 
the  courts  have  drawn  a  distinction  beti^een 
what  will  create  a  lien  between  the  com- 
pany and  the  stockholder,  and  what  will 
create  a  lien  as  between  the  company  and  a 
pledgee  or  assignee  of  the  certificate  of 
stock.  The  reader  is  reminded  that  the  cor- 
poration has  no  common-law  lien  upon  the 
stock  of  its  stockholders.  (10  Cyc.  580). 
The  question  of  waiver  of  a  lien  is  excluded. 

For  validity  of  pledj^e  or  other  transfer 
of  stock  of  corporation  when  not  made  on 
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books  of  company,  as  against  attachments, 
executions,  or  subsequent  transfers,  see  the 
notes  to  Mapleton  Bank  v.  Standrod,  67 
L.R.A.  656,  and  Everitt  v.  Farmers*  &  M. 
Bank,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  996. 

For  cases  on  restriction  by  by-law  or 
articles  of  association  on  the  "right  to  sell 
shares  of  stock,  see  the  note  in  New  Eng- 
land Trust  Co.  V.  Abbott,  27  L.R.A.  271. 


//.  Priority  as  affected  by  time  of  in- 
curring indebtedness. 

As  will  be  seen,  the  question  of  impor- 
tance is  one  of  notice,  not  one  of  the  time  of 
incurring  the  indebtedness. 

Thus  the  fact  that  the  debt  to  the  cor- 
poration is  incurred  after  a  pledge  or  as- 
signment of  the  stock  to  a  third  party  will 
not  in  itself  prevent  the  priority  of  the  cor- 
poration's lien  in  cases  where  the  pledgee 
or  purchaser  is  presumed  to  take  notice 
that  the  corporation  claims  the  right  to  a 
lien.  Mobile  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cullom,  49 
Ala.  658;  People's  Bank  v.  Exchange  Bank, 
116  Ga.  820,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  144,  43  S.  E. 
269;  Mt.  Holly  Paper  Co.'s  Appeal,  99  Pa. 
513;  Sproul  v.  Standard  Plate  Glass  Co. 
201  Pa.  103,  60  Atl.  1003;  George  H.  Ham- 
mond &  Co.  V.  Hastings,  134  U.  S.  401,  33 
L.  ed.  960,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  727    (obiter). 

The  same  was  held  where  there  was  a 
transfer  on  the  books  in  trust  for  the  cor- 
poration, although  the  certificates  were  not 
produced,  as  they  were  Jield  by  tlie  pledgee 
for  an  earlier  debt.  Piatt  v.  Birmingham 
Axle  Co.  41  Conn.  255. 

While    in    the    foregoing    cases    the    lien 
was    statutory,    no    doubt    the    same    rule 
would  apply  where  the  lien  was  provided  for    . 
by  the  articles  of  incorporation. 

Such  was  evidently  the  theory  of  the 
court  in  Dempster  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Downs,  126 
Iowa,  80.  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  340,  101  N.  W. 
735,  3  Ann.  Cas.  187,  where  possibly  some 
of  the  indebtedness  to  the  company  was 
later  than  the  pledge. 

In  Gibbs  v.  Long  Island  Bank,  83  Hun, 
92,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  406,  affirmed  in  151  N. 
Y.  657.  46  N.  Y.  1147,  where  the  lien  was 
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indebted  to  it  in  any  sum  whatever.  On 
the  latter  date  he  borrowed  $1,500  from  the 
A.  State  Bank.  During  the  time  in  which 
he  was  not  indebted  to  said  bank,  actual 
knowledge  was  given  to  said  bank  of  the 
pledging  of  his  ten  shares  of  stock  to  the 
F.  State  Bank,  yet,  notwithstanding  such 
knowledge,  the  last  loan  of  $1,500  was 
made.  The  contract  of  pledge  stipulated 
that  upon  default  of  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal sum  the  pledgee  might  sell  the  pledged 
stock  without  notice  and  at  private  sale. 
On  November  12th  plaintiff  bought,  at  pri- 
vate sale,  the  said  shares  and  thereafter 
presented  the  same  to  the  A.  State  Bank,  and 
demanded  that  the  certificate  be  canceled 
and  a  new  certificate  be  issued,  and  that 
the  said  shares  be  transferred  on  the  books 
of  such  A.  State  Bank,  which  was  refused 
on  the  grounds  that  McL.,  the  original  own- 


er and  pledgeor,  was  then  indebted  to  said 
A.  State  Bank,  and  that  said  bank  had  a 
statutory  lien  on  said  stock  for  such  in- 
debtedness, and  also  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  by-laws  of  said  A.  State  Bank  pro- 
hibited a  transfer  of  stock  by  its  stock- 
holders who  were  indebted  to  said  bank 
either  as  principal  or  surety.     Held: 

First.  That  the  statutory  lien  which  the 
A.  State  Bank  had  against  such  stock  on 
June  24th  was  discharged  when  the  owner 
of  such  stock,  on  June  25th,  paid  all  his  in- 
debtedness to  said  bank;  and 

Second.  That  after  June  25th  and  up  to 
July  8th,  when  McL.,  the  owner  of  such 
stock,  was  not  indebted  to  said  bank,  he 
had  a  right  to  sell,  assign,  or  transfer  by 
way  of  pledge  the  said  stock,  and  that  the 
same  was  free  from  statutory  lien;  and 

Third.  That  when   said   A.   State   Bank, 


provided  for  by  the  articles  of  association, 
the  original  debt  to  the  company  preceded 
that  to  the  pledgee,  and  was  paid,  but  tlie 
stockholder  was  continuously  indebted  to 
the  company,  which  was  given  priority. 

Within  the  foregoing  rule,  authority  for 
the  lien  is  unnecessary  where  notice  thereof 
is  upon  the  certificates  of  stock  and  there 
is  no  statutory  prohibition  of  such  a  lien. 
See  the  following  cases  cited  infra.  111.  a, 
3:  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  California,  70  Cal. 
325,  5  L.R.A.  233,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  21 
Pac.  852;  Stafford  v.  Produce  Exch.  Bkg. 
Co.  61  Ohio  St.  160,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  371, 
55  N.  E.  162;  State  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Nixon- 
Jones  Printing  Co.  25  Mo.  App.  642. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  bona  fide 
pledgee  or  purchaser  for  value  is  not  pre- 
sumed to  take  notice  of  any  claim  to  the 
right  of  a  lien  on  the  part  of  the  company, 
his  rights  will  be  prior  to  those  of  the  com- 
pany although  it  claims  upon  an  earlier 
debt.  Bank  of  Culloden  v.  Bank  of  Forsyth, 
120  Ga.  676,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  48  S.  E. 
226;  Bank  of  Holly  Springs  v.  Pinson,  58 
Miss.  421,  38  Am.  Rep.  330;  Anglo-Cali- 
fornia Bank  v.  Grangers'  Bank,  63  Cal.  350; 
Driscoll  v.  West  Bradley  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.  50  N. 
Y.  96;  Carroll  v.  MuUanphy  Sav.  Bank,  8 
Mo.  App.  249  (where  the  corporation  proba- 
bly had  no  lien  at  all). 

The  same  has  been  held  where  there  was 
a  failure  of  constructive  notice  that  the 
right  to  a  lien  was  claimed  by  reason  of 
the  certificate  referring  to  the  articles,  in- 
stead of  to  the  by-laws  (Re  McKain,  7  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  241 )  ;  or  because  of  the  failure  of 
statutory  posting  of  by-laws  (Des  Moines 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Warren  Countv  Nat.  Bank,  97 
Iowa,  204.  66  N.  W.  154)';  or  failure  to 
place  by-law  upon  the  certificate,  as  re- 
quired by  resolution  (Brinkerhoff-Farris 
Trust  t  Sav.  Co.  v.  Home  Lumber  Co.  118 
Mo,  447,  24  S.  W.  129). 

As  to  the  effect  of  statutes  on  prior 
pledges,  see  infra,  IV. 

In  Louisiana  the  question  would  seem  to 
be  one  of  time,  not  notice.  Thus  in  Pi  tot 
▼.  Johnson,  33  La.  Ann.  1286,  where  by  the 
charter  (not,  it  seems,  a  legislative  charter) 
stocks  could  not  be  transferred  "while  any 
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matured  indebtedness  to  tlve  association  ex- 
ists on  the  part  of  the  holders,"  the  court 
said  it  had  already  been  decided  "that  a  sale 
or  pledge  of  the  stock  of  an  incorporated 
company  is,  under  article  3158,  complete, 
even  as  to  third  persons,  by  the  delivery  to 
the  vendee  or  pledgee  of  the  certificates  of 
stock;  and  that  notice  to  the  corporation  id 
not  necessary  to  the  perfection  of  the  sale 
or  pledge,  or  to  protect  the  stock  from  sei- 
zure by  the  vendor's  creditors,  or  from  other 
rights  of  third  persons  arising  subsequent- 
ly to  the  sale  or  pledge."  And  the  court 
said  further;  ''It  .  .  .  appears  that,  at 
the  date  of  the  pledge,  the  holder  of  the 
stock  owed  nothing  to  the  corporation.  If 
notice  had  been  necessary  to  the  validity  of 
the  pledge,  and  had  been  given,  it  would 
not  be  pretended  that,  after  such  notice,  in- 
debtedness of  .the  stockholder,  arising  sub- 
sequently, could,  in  any  manner,  operate  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  rights  of  the  pledgee. 
But  since  it  is  held  that,  without  notice,  and 
by  the  mere  delivery  of  the  certificates,  the 
pledge  is  binding  as  to  the  corporation  and 
all  third  persons,  it  logically  follows  that  the 
pledge  fastens  on  the  rights  of  the  pledgeor 
as  they  stood  at  the  moment  of  the  pledge, 
and  cannot  be  affected  by  subsequent  trans- 
actions Ijetween  him  and  the  corporation.  A 
different  question  might  present  itself  if  the 
indebtedness  to  the  company  had  existed  at 
the  date  of  the  pledge." 


///.  The  question  of  notice, 

a.  Notice  to  the  pledgee  or  assignee. 

1.  Actual  notice  of  prior  debt  and  claim 

of  lien. 

It  would  seem  free  from  doubt  that  one 
who  lends  upon,  or  buys,  stock,  knowing 
that  the  stockholder  is  indebted  to  the  cor- 
poration which  claims  a  lien  thereon,  must 
be  postponed  to  the  claims  of  the  corpora- 
tion, unless  there  be  statutory  prohibition 
against  the  corporation  having  a  lien  upon 
its  own  stock. 
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with  knowledge  of  the  pledge,  again  made 
McL.  a  loan,  it  did  so  at  its  peril,  and  that 
it  was  not  entitled  to  a  priority  lien  on 
such  stock  as  against  the  pledgee,  who  had 
received  such  stock  in  hypothecation  when 
there  was  no  indebtedness  to  the  issuing 
bank  at  the  time  when  its  second  credit  was 
extended  to  said  McL.,  and  that  such  subse- 
quent loan  to  said  McL.  by  said  A.  State 
Bank  made  it  statutory  lien  subsequent  and 
secondary  to  that  of  the  pledgee  of  such 
stock;  and 

Fourth.  The  pledgee,  by  virtue  of  the 
stipulation  between  the  parties,  had  a  right 
to  sell  such  pledged  stock  at  private  sale, 
without  notice,  on  November  12th,  and  the 
purchaser  became  the  equitable  owner  and 
entitled  to  the  legal  title  to  said  stock  by 
having  the  same  transferred  on  the  books 
of  the  said  A.  State  Bank;  and 


Fifth.  The  by-laws  of  said  bank  which 
prohibited  the  sale  of  stock  by  a  stockholder 
while  indebted  to  the  bank  was  made  for 
the  benefit  of  the  corporation,  and  its  pro- 
visions do  not  apply  to  bona  fide  purchas- 
ers of  stock  in  good  faith  at  pledgee's  sale, 
especially  when  the  corporation  has  actual 
knowledge  of  the  pledge,  and  such  pledge 
was  made  at  a  time  when  there  was  no 
statutory  lien  on  the  pledged  stock,  and  the 
indebtedness  by  which  the  bank  now  claims 
its  lien  was  created  after  the  stock  was 
pledged* 

(November  14,  1911.) 

t^RROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Carter 
i  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain* 
tiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  compel 


2,  JVhere  no  acttiol  notice, 

(a)  Lien  by  express  terms  of  statute. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  where,  by  ex- 
press terms  of  statute,  a  lien  is  given  to  a 
corporation  upon  the  stock  for  the  stock- 
holder's indebtedness  to  it,  or  where  by  stat- 
ute express  power  is  given  to  the  corpora- 
tion to  refuse  to  transfer  the  stock  of  a 
stockholder  so  indebted,  its  lien  is  prior  to 
the  rights  of  a  pledgee  or  a  bona  nde  pur- 
chaser for  value,  that  is  to  say,  he  must 
take  notice  of  the  statute.  Union  Bank  v. 
Laird,  2  Wheat.  390,  4  L.  ed.  260;  Mobile 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Cullom,  49  Ala.  558;  Piatt 
V.  Birmingham  Axle  Co.  41  Conn.  255; 
Reese  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  14  Md.  271,  74 
Am.  Dec.  536;  Russel  Wheel  &  Foundry  Co. 
V.  Hammond,  S.  &  Co.  130  Mich.  7,  80 
N.  W.  590;  Michigan  Trust  Co.  v.  State 
Bank, -111  Mich.  306,  69  N.  W.  645;  Citi- 
zens' State  Bank  v.  Kalamazoo  County  Bank, 
111  Mich.  313,  69  N.  W.  663;  Schmidt  v. 
Hennepin  'County  Barrel  Co.  35  Minn.  511, 
29  N.  W.  200;  Dorr  v.  Life  Ins.  Clearing  Co. 
71  Minn.  38,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  309,  73  N.  W. 
635;  Moore  v.  Royal  Oak  Lumber  &  Sup- 
ply Co.  —  Mich.  — ,  137  N.  W.  270; 
Rogers  v.  Huntingdon  Bank,  12  Serg.  &  R. 
77;  Sproul  v.  Standard  Plate  Glass  Co. 
201  Pa.  103,  50  Atl.  1003;  Bohmer  v.  City 
Bank,  77  Va.  455:  George  H.  Hammond  & 
Co.  V.  Hastings,  134  U.  S.  401,  33  L.  ed.  960, 
10  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  727   (obiter). 

See  also  as  asserting  the  rule,  Oakland 
County  Sav.  Bank  v.  State  Bank,  113  Mich. 
284,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  71  N.  W.  453, 
where,  however,  it  was  held  that  on  the 
facts  the  corporation  was  estopped  from 
claiming  a  lien. 

In  People's  Bank  v.  Exchange  Bank,  116 
Ga.  820,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  144,  43  S.  E.  269, 
where  there  was  a  statutory  lien  in  favor  of 
the  corporation,  it  was  held  that  it  is  the 
right  of  the  corporation  to  treat  the  stock- 
holder as  the  rightful  and  legal  owner  of 
the  stock,  and  to  deal  with  him  accordingly 
up  to  the  time  that  it  receives  notice  of  the 
equity  of  another  party,  and  that  therefore 
loans  made  bv  a  corporation  to  its  stock- 
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holder  after  his  stock  has  been  pledged,  but 
before  the  corporation  is  aware  of  it,  are 
prior  to  the  rights  of  the  pledgee. 

In  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Iglehart,  6  Gill.  50, 
where  the  legatee  of  a  remainder  interest 
in  certain  stock  in  a  companv,  being  in- 
debted to  the  company,  and  while  the  life 
beneficiary  was  living  assigned  his  interest 
to  a  purchaser  for  value,  it  was  held  that 
the  company's  lien  under  its  statutory  char- 
ter was  prior  to  the  rights  of  such  purchas- 
er. 

In  Sproul  V.  Standard  Plate  Glass  Co. 
201  Pa.  103,  50  Atl.  1003,  where  a  stock- 
holder, after  assigning  his  stock  as  col- 
lateral securitv,  became  indebted  to  the 
company  by  a  defalcation,  and  after  the  de- 
falcation the  company  learned  of  the  transfer 
or  pledge  of  the  stock,  it  was  held  that 
while  a  statute  providing  that  no  certificate 
should  be  transferred  so  lone  as  the  holder 
thereof  was  indebted  to  said  company,  un- 
less the  board  of  directors  should  consent 
thereto,  did  not  give  an  express  lien,  it  did 
give  power  to  negative  the  transfer. 

As  the  theory  of  the  above  rule  is  that 
the  pledgee  or  assignee  of  the  certificate  is 
bound  to  take  notice  of  the  statutory  lien, 
a  fortiori  the  same  result  will  follow  when 
the  statutory  lien  is  asserted  on  the  certifi- 
cate. German  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kentucky  Trust 
Co.  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  361,  40  S.  W.  458. 

See  also  dictum  in  Franklin  Bank  v.  Com- 
mercial Bank,  5  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  339, 
where  the  pledgee,  by  virtue  of  a  statute, 
was  prohibited  from  taking  stocks  as  a 
pledge. 

fb)  Iden  hy  articles  of  association. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  pledgee  was 
required  to  take  notice  of  a  lien  provided 
for  by  the  articles  of  incorporation. 

Thus,  in  Dempster  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Downs, 
126  Iowa,  80,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  340,  101 
N.  W.  736,  3  Ann.  Cas.  187,  where  the  cor- 
poration had  no  notice  of  a  pledge  at  the 
time  its  claims  arose  (some  at  least  of 
which  preceded  the  pledge),  it  was  held  that 
its  lien  provided  for  in  its  publicly  filed  and 
recorded  articles  of  incorporation  was  prior 
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the  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  defendant 
hank  of  certain  shares  of  stock  purchased 
at  pledgee's  sale  and  for  damages.  Af- 
flnned. 

Statemeiit  by  Robertson,  C: 

This  action  was  tried  to  the  court  on 
an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  which  state- 
ment contained  all  the  facts  save  and  ex- 
cept one  question,  as  follows,  to  wit:  "Did 
the  Ardmore  State  Bank  have  notice  at  any 
time  between  the  date  of  June  24,  1908, 
and  July  8,  1908,  that  Richard  R.  McLish 
had  pledged  his  ten  shares  of  stock  repre- 
sented by  certificate  No.  3  to  the  First 
State  Bank?" — which  issue  was  submitted 
to  a  jury  and  was  decided  in  the  affirma- 
tive, and  thus  declared  that  the  Ardmore 


State  Bank  did  have  notice  between  the 
said  dates  that  McLish  had  pledged  his 
ten  shares  of  stock,  represented  by  certifi- 
cate No.  3  of  the  First  State  Bank.  There- 
after the  court  made  its  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law  as  follows: 

Findings  of  Fact  and  Conclusions  of  Law. 

(1)  The  court  finds:  That  the  Ardmore 
State  Bank  is  a  corporation  incorporated 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Oklahoma, 
with  a  capital  stock  of  $25,000  paid  up, 
and  that  the  said  bank  was  authorized  by 
the  state  bank  commission  to  do  business 
on  May  19,  1908,  and  that  it  opened  for 
business  at  Ardmore  on  June  1,  1908. 

(2)  That  Richard  R.  McLish  was  one  of 
the  organizers  of  said  bank,  and  on  June 


to  that  of  the  pledgee,  although  there  was 
no  distinct  statutory  authority  for  the  lien, 
and  the  certificate  did  not  refer  to  the  lien 
or  the  articles,  and  the  pledgee  had  no  actu- 
al notice  of  the  articles  or  of  the  debt  to 
the  corporation. 

Where  the  certificate  refers  to  the  articles 
of  incorporation,  a  pledgee  or  assignee  must 
take  notice  of  their  provisions.  Gibbs  v. 
Long  Island  Bank,  83  Hun,  92,  31  N.  Y. 
Supp.  406,  affirmed  in  151  N.  Y.  657,  46 
N.  E.  1147;  Leggett  v.  Bank  of  Sing  Sing, 
24  N.  Y.  283. 

(c)  Lien  hy  by-7atr. 

Where  the  lien  is  based  on  a  by-law, 
while  there  is  general  agreement  that,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  prohibition,  it  will 
be  good  as  against  the  stockholder,  there 
is  some  difference  of  opinion  in  the  authori- 
ties as  to  its  effect  upon  nledgees  and  bona 
fide  purchasers.  Some  of  the  earlier  cases 
hold  that  such  a  by-law  will  be  authorized 
by  general  words  in  the  statute,  and  there- 
fore will  be  something  of  which  a  pledgee 
or  bona  fide  purchaser  is  presumed  to  have 
notice,  while  the  trend  of  the  modern  cases 
is  to  the  contrary.  Whether  a  by-law  of 
this  character  enacted  under  express  stat- 
utory authority  would  be  a  matter  of  which 
the  present  courts  would  require  a  pledgee 
or  bona  fide  purchaser  to  take  notice  would 
seem  at  least  doubtful. 

Where  by-law  expressly  authorized  by  stat- 

ute. 

In  Planters'  k  M.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Selma 
Sav.  Bank,  63  Ala.  586,  infra,  VII.,  where 
the  court  does  not  refer  to  the  statute  fur- 
ther than  to  say  that  the  corporation's  by- 
law was  "passed  in  the  exercise  of  its  corpo- 
rate powers,"  it  seems  that  the  statute  ex- 
pressly authorized  a  by-law  restricting 
transfers  of  indebted  stockholders;  and  the 
pledgee,  who  apparently  had  no  actual  no- 
tice of  such  by-law,  was  held  bound  by  it. 
There  appears  to  be  no  other  case  where  this 
precise  question  has  been  decided,  although 
there  are  cases  which  seem  to  disclaim  hold* 
ing  that  a  pledgee  or  assignee  would  not 
89  L.ILA.(NJ3.) 


be  deemed  to  have  notice  of  a  restricting 
by-law  expressly  authorized  by  the  statute 
(and  the  question  is  of  course  included  in 
the  cases  cited  infra,  holding  that  such  a 
by-law  authorized  by  generiS  words  in  a 
statute  must  be  taken  notice  of  by  pledgees 
and  purchasers). 

In  Bank  of  Culloden  v.  Bank  of  Forsyth, 
120  Ga.  575,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  48  S.  E. 
226,  where  there  was  no  lien  by  the  charter, 
but  the  statutes  permitted  a  lien  by  by- 
law, as  against  transferees  "with  notice," 
it  was  held  that  as  there  was  no  notice  of 
lien  on  the  certificate  that  the  pledgee  was 
not  re|quired  to  take  notice  of  such  by-law, 
of  which  he  had  no  actual  notice,  and  that 
his  lien  was  prior  to  that  of  the  corporation 
whose  debt  existed  at  the  time  of  the  pledge. 

Lack  of  express  statutory  authority. 

The  reader  will  understand  that  it  is 
not  the  purpose  of  this  note  to  discuss  the 
question  what  statutory  words  will  author- 
ize a  by-law  restricting  transfers  by  a  stock- 
holder indebted  to  the  corporation,  but  only 
the  question  whether  a  pledgee  or  purchaser 
of  the  stock  is  bound  to  Uike  notice  of  a 
by-law  reserving  the  right  to  a  lien  adopted 
under  a  statute  which,  though  not  explicit 
on  the  point,  is  construed  to  authorize  the 
same. 

Some  of  the  earlier  cases  hold  that  gener- 
al statutory  words  are  sufficient  authority 
for  such  a  by-law,  and  that  a  transferee 
must  take  notice  of  it. 

Thus  in  Cunningham  y.  Alabama  L.  Ins. 
&  T.  Co.  4  Ala.  652,  it  was  held  that  such  a 
by-law  was  not  inconsistent  with  the  char- 
ter, which  contained  a  provision  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  stock  "shall  be  assignable  on  the 
books  of  the  corporation,  to  be  kept  at  such 
place  or  places,  and  under  such  regulations, 
as  the  board  of  trustees  shall  establish;" 
and  that  a  purchaser  for  value  without  no- 
tice of  any  encumbrance  was  not  entitled 
to  the  transfer  of  stock,  where  the  note  of 
the  firm  of  the  transferrer  was  held  by  the 
corporation. 

Similarly  in  Pendergast  v.  Bank  of  Stock- 
ton, 2  Sawy.  108,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  10,918,  such 
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4,  190&,  there  was  issued  to  him  certificate 
No.  3,  representing  ten  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  par  value  of  $1,000. 

(3)  That  on  June  13,  1908,  the  Ardmore 
State  Bank  loaned  to  the  said  Richard  R. 
McLish  $2,000,  ivhich  was  paid  on  June 
25,  1908.  That  on  July  8,  1908,  the  Ard- 
more State  Bank  made  a  second  loan  to 
the  said  Richard  R.  McLish  in  the  sum  of 
$1,500,  which  amount  was  due  and  unpaid 
on  November  12,  1908,  at  which  time  the 
plaintiff  herein  purchased  the  stock  issued 
to  the  said  Richard  R.  McLish  by  the  Ard- 
more State  Bank. 

(4)  That  a  meeting  of  the  directors  of 
the  Ardmore  State  Bank  was  held  January 
12,  1909,  at  which  meeting  a  dividend  of 
6    per    cent   was    declared    on    the   capital 


stock  of  said  bank,  and  the  dividend  on 
the  $1,000  stock  standing  in  the  name  of 
Richard  R.  McLish  was  not  paid  to  this 
plaintiff  because  the  books  of  this  bank 
showed  said  stock  to  be  the  property  of 
the  said  McLish. 

(6)  That  a  short  time  subsequent  to 
January  12,  1909,  the  plaintiff  presented 
to  the  president  and  cashier  of  the  bank 
certificate  No.  3,  representing  $1,000  of  the 
capital  stock  of  said  bank  issued  to  Richard 
R.  McLish,  and  requested  and  demanded 
that  said  certificate  be  canceled,  and,  in 
lieu  thereof,  a  new  certificate  be  issued  to 
this  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  his  having  pur- 
chased this  stock  from  the  First  State 
Bank  of  Ardmore  on  November  12th  as 
aforesaid,  and  that  the  officers  of  the  said 


a  by-law  was  held  to  be  authorized  by  a 
statute  providing  that  the  stock  should  be 
transferable  in  such  manner  as  should  be 
prescribed  by  the  by-laws,  and  that  there- 
fore an  assignee  of  stock  certificates  (which 
apparently  did  not  refer  to  the  by-law) 
could  not  have  them  transferred,  where  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  the  assignor  was 
indebted  to  the  company.  The  court,  how- 
ever, did  not  discuss  the  question  of  notice, 
but  simply  that  of  power. 

In  this  connection,  while  there  was  notice 
of  the  by-law  on  the  certificate,  reference 
may  be  made  to  St.  Louis  Perpetual  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Goodfellow,  9  Mo.  149,  holding  such  a 
by-law  authorized  where  by  statutes  the 
stock  was  assignable  and  transferable  ac- 
cording to  such  rules  as  the  board  of  direct- 
ors should  establish,  and  the  company  em- 
powered to  make  and  prescribe  such  by-laws 
and  regulations,  as  to  them  should  seem 
proper,  touching  the  interest  and  business 
of  the  company,  and  that  if  at  the  time 
an  assignee  of  stock  applied  to  have  shares 
transferred,  there  was  an  indebtedness  from 
the  assignor  to  the  company,  the  company 
was  not  bound  to  transfer  the  stock.  But 
the  modern  Missouri  cases  do  not  consider 
general  statutory  words  as  authority  for 
by-laws  of  this  character. 

The  better  opinion  is  against  the  authori- 
ty under  indefinite  statutes  to  pass  by-laws 
restricting  the  transfer  of  stock  by  owners 
indebted  to  the  corporation.  Bank  of  Atchi- 
son County  V.  Durfee,  138  Mo.  431,  40  Am. 
St.  Rep.  396,  24  S.  W.  133;  Driscoll  v.  West 
Bradley  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.  59  N.  Y.  96. 

In  Anglo-California  Bank  v.  Grangers' 
Bank,  63  Cal.  359,  it  was  held  that  such 
by-law  was  inconsistent  with  a  statute 
which  provided :  "Whenever  the  capital  stock 
of  any  corporation  is  divided  into  shares, 
and  certificates  therefor  are  issued,  such 
shares  of  stock  are  personal  property,  and 
may  be  transferred  by  indorsement  by  the 
signature  of  the  proprietor,  or  his  attorney 
or  legal  representative,  and  delivery  of  the 
certificate;  but  such  transfer  is  not  valixl 
except  between  the  parties  thereto,  until  the 
same  is  so  entered  upon  the  books  of  the 
corporation  as  to  show  the  names  of  the 
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parties  by  and  to  whom  transferred,  the 
number  or  designation  of  the  shares,  and 
the  date  of  the  transfer." 

In  Bronson  Electric  Co.  v.  Rheubottom, 
122  Mich.  608,  81  N.  W.  563,  where  the  stat- 
utory provisions  were  very  general,  the 
court  seems  to  have  followed  the  doctrine 
that,  generally  speaking,  a  by-law  creating  a 
lien  would  not  be  binding  upon  an  innocent 
purchaser  for  value,  but  would  be  otherwise 
binding  and  valid;  and  it  held  in  this  case 
that  the  pledgee  having  taken  the  stock  as 
collateral  security  for  an  antecedent  debt, 
and  not  having  definitely  agreed  to  forbear, 
could  not  be  considered  as  a  purchaser  for 
value,  and  therefore  its  claim  was  subor- 
dinate to  that  of  the  company,  which  seems 
in  fact  to  have  arisen  prior  to  the  claim  of 
the  pledgee. 

And  the  modern  cases  hold  that  where 
there  is  no  clear  authority  by  statute  or 
charter  to  make  such  by-law,  the  pledgee 
or  purchaser  without  actual  notice  of  it 
will  be  preferred  to  the  corporation.  Anglo- 
California  Bank  v.  Grangers'  Bank  and 
Bank  of  Atchison  County  v.  Durfee,  supra. 

See  also  to  similar  effect  Brinkerhoff- 
Farris  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Home  Lumber  Co. 
118  Mo.  447,  24  S.  W.  129  (where,  however, 
a  resolution  that  the  unauthorized  by-law 
should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  certifi- 
cate had  not  been  carried  out). 

The  same  was  held  in  Bank  of  Holly 
Springs  v.  Pinson,  5S  Miss.  421,  38  Am.  Rep. 
330,  where  the  charter  provided  that  the 
board  of  directors  might  oy  by-law  provide 
for  the  mode  s^nd  manner  of  transferring  the 
stock;  but  the  case  contained  the  further 
elements  that  notice  of  the  by-law  did  not 
appear  upon  the  certificate  as  the  by-law  re- 
quired, and  the  corporation  received  in  si- 
lence the  notice  given  by  the  pledgee  to  it 
before  advancing  her  money.  And  the  court, 
besides  holding  that  the  pledgee  was  not  re- 
quired to  take  notice  of  the  by-law,  held 
further  that  the  omission  in  the  certificate 
of  the  notice  required  by  tlie  by-law  was  an 
engagement  by  the  corporation  not  to  as- 
sert the  by-law  against  a  person  not  hav- 
ing notice  of  it.  The  court  said:  "It  seems 
to  be  well  recognized  that  a  by-law  has  no 
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bank  refused  to  cancel  said  certificate  and 
issue  new  certificate  to  plaintiff,  because 
they  claimed  to  have  a  lien  on  the  stock 
of  the  said  Richard  R.  McLish  by  virtue 
of  the  fact  that  the  said  McLish  was  in- 
debted to  them,  and,  under  the  statute, 
they  had  a  lien  on  said  stock  for  such 
indebtedness. 

(6)  That  the  said  Richard  R.  McLish 
is  now  indebted  to  the  Ardmore  State  Bank 
in  an  amount  exceeding  the  book  value  and 
the  market  value  or  the  par  value  of  said 
stock. 

(7)  That  the  plaintiff  herein  purchased 
said  certificate  of  stock  from  the  First  State 
Bank  of  Ardmore,  Oklahoma  on  November 
12,  1908,  who  obtained  the  same  from 
Richard  R.  McLish  on  June  24,   1908,  as 


part  security  for  a  loan  made  to  the  said 
McLish  by  the  First  State  Bank,  and  that 
the  First  State  Bank  held  said  stock  until 
sold  to  the  plaintiff  herein  as  pledgee  of 
the  said  McLish. 

(8)  That  the  said  Richard  R.  McLish 
on  the  24th  day  of  June,  1908,  made,  exe- 
cuted, and  delivered  to  the  Ardmore  Loan 
&  Trust  Company  his  promissory  note  for 
the  sum  of  $5,250  to  become  due  and  pay- 
able October  1,  1908,  as  part  collateral  of 
which  he  pledged  the  ten  shares  of  stock 
in  question,  and  that  in  said  note  the  said 
McLish  gave  the  legal  holder  of  said  note 
full  power* and  authority  to  sell  said  ten 
shares  of  stock  of  the  Ardmore  State  Bank, 
or  any  portion  thereof,  at  public  or  private 
sale,  at  the  option  of  the  holder,  on  the 


extracorporate  force,  and  is  only  binding 
on  those  dealing  with  the  corporation  who 
have  notice*  of  it,  or  who  deal  with  it  un- 
der such  circumstances  that  they  are  bound 
to  take  notice  of  it.  A  solution  of  the  ques- 
tion will  be  found  in  the  right  determination 
of  the  categories  in  which  notice  is  in- 
ferred. By-laws  of  private  corporations  are 
not  in  the  nature  of  legislative  enactments, 
so  far  as  third  persons  are  concerned.  They 
are  mere  regulations  of  the  corporation  for 
the  control  and  management  of  its  own  af- 
fairs. They  are  self-imposed  rules,  resulting 
from  an  agreement  or  contract  between  the 
corporation  and  its  members  to  conduct  the 
corporate  business  in  a  particular  way. 
They  are  not  intended  to  interfere  in  the 
least  with  the  rights  and  privileges  of  oth- 
ers who  do  not  subject  themselves  to  their 
influence.  It  may  be  said  with  truth,  there- 
fore, that  no  person  not  a  member  of  the 
corporation  can  be  affected  in  any  of  his 
rights  by  a  corporate  by-law  of  which  he 
has  no  notice.  In  some  instances,  as  we 
have  seen,  if  he  have  no  actual  notice  he 
will  be  held  to  have  constructive  notice." 

In  Just  v.  State  Sav.  Bank,  132  Mich. 
600,  94  N.  W.  200  (referred  to  and  quoted 
from  in  Ardmore  State  Bank  v.  Mason) 
where  the  statutory  lien  covered  only  debts 
due,  but  a  by-law  extended  it  to  debts 
whether  due  or  not,  it  was  held  that  a 
pledgee  without  notice  of  the  by-law  who 
extended  the  time  of  his  claim  when  taking 
the  pledge  was  a  bona  fide  holder  and  en- 
titled to  priority  over  the  company's  unma- 
tured claim,  but  that  the  company  had  a 
subsequent  lien  to  the  pledgee  by  reason  of 
a  special  agreement  and  the  by-law. 

In  New  Orleans  Nat.  Bkg.  Asso.  v.  Wiltz, 
4  Woods,  47,  10  Fed.  330,  it  was  held  that 
the  corporation  to  hold  a  lien  must  show 
its  authority  for  the  restrictive  provisions, 
in  some  statute  or  law  of  the  state;  but  in 
that  case  a  lien  of  the  corporation  would 
have  been  of  no  effect  against  third  persons, 
there  being  no  record  as  required  by  the  lo- 
cal state  law. 

In  Bank  of  Attica  v.  Manufacturers'  &  T. 
Bank,  20  N.  Y.  501, -where  the  statute  de- 
clared that  the  shares  should  be  transfer- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


able  on  the  books  in  such  manner  as  might 
be  agreed  in  the  articles  of  association,  it 
was  held  that  a  restricting  by-law  would 
not  avail  the  corporation  as  against  a  pur- 
chaser of  stock  for .  value  without  notice 
of  the  by-law, — but  the  decision  rested  par- 
ticularly on  the  lack  of  power. 

8,  Notice  of  lien  on  certificate. 

In  the  absence  of  a  statute  prohibiting  a 
lien  to  the  corporation,  a  notice  upon  the 
certificate  that  its  transfer  is  subject  to  the 
payment  of  the  stockholder's  debts  to  the  cor- 
poration will  give  it  a  lien  prior  to  the 
rights  of  pledgees  or  assignees  for  value 
of  the  certificate. 

Thus  in  Jennings  v.  Bank  of  California, 
79  Cal.  323,  6  L.R,A.  233,  12  Am.  St.  Rep. 
145,  21  Pac.  852,  where  the  certificate  pro- 
vided that  the  stock  might  not  be  transferred 
without  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness  "of 
the  person  in  whose  name  the  stock  stands 
on  the  books  of  the  bank,"  though  there 
was  no  by-law  to  this  effect  nor  any  express 
statutory  authority  for  it,  it  was  held  that 
stock  in  a  bank  corporation  having  been 
transferred  for  value,  at  a  time  when  the 
holder  was  largely  indebted  to  the  corpora- 
tion, the  transferee  could  not  object  to  the 
corporation's  lien  for  advances  made  after 
the  transfer,  he  having  given  no  notice  to 
the  bank  of  the  transfer,  but  allowed  the  as- 
signor to  continue  to  draw  the  dividends 
and  to  act  as  owner. 

So,  where  the  certificates  of  stock  stated : 
"Not  transferable  by  any  stockholder  liable 
to  this  company,  as  principal  debtor  or 
otherwise,  without  consent  of  the  board  of 
directors,"  and  the  stockholder  pledged  the 
certificate  for  a  loan,  and  afterwards  became 
indebted  to  the  corporation  which  at  the 
time  had  no  knowledge  of  the  pledge,  it  was 
held  that  the  corporation's  rights  were  prior 
to  those  of  the  pledgee,  although  there  was 
no  statute  or  by-law  authorizing  such  a 
contract.  Stafford  v.  Produce  Exch.  Bkg. 
Co.  61  Ohio  St.  Rep.  160,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
371,  55  N.  E.  162. 

So,  in  Morison-Wentworth  Bank  v.  Ker- 
dolff,  75  Mo.  App.  297,  where  it  was  urged 
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nonperformanoe  of  the  obligation  expressed 
in  said  note,  and  without  advertising  the 
same  and  otherwise  giving  notioe. 

(9)  The  court  further  finds  that  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  Ardmore  State 
Bank  at  the  time  it  made  its  second  loan 
of  $1,600  to  Richard  R.  McLish  on  July  8, 
1908,  had  notice  that  McLish's  stock  was 
pledged  to  the  First  State  Bank,  could  not 
be  agreed  upon  by  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant; the  plaintiff  contending  that  the  Ard- 
*  more  State  Bank  had  notice  and  the  de- 
fendant denying  this.  The  question  of  fact 
was  left  to  a  jury,  who,  after  hearing  the 
testimony  of  the  respective  cashiers  of 
each  bank,  found  that  Harold  Wallace, 
cashier  of  the  Ardmore  State  Bank,  had 
been  notified  by  J.   B.   Boone,   cashier  of 


that  the  by-law  was  invalid  and  contained 
a  statement  that  it  was  agreed  that  the  cor- 
poration shall  have  a  lien,  etc.,  it  was  held 
that  an  assignee  of  a  certificate  must  take 
notice  of  such  a  lien. 

In  view  of  the  claim  which  was  made  that 
the  by-law  was  invalid,  reference  may  be 
here  made  to  State  Sav.  Asso.  v.  Nixon- 
Jones  Printing  Co.  25  Mo.  App.  042,  where 
a  lien  was  claimed  under  a  by-law  passed 
by  the  board  of  directors  composed  of  all 
the  stockholders  of  the  company,  and  this 
by-law  was  in  substance  upon  the  certificate 
of  stock.  It  was  held  that  the  lien  of  the 
corporation  for  a  debt  incurred  after  a 
pledge  of  the  stock,  but  before  the  corpora- 
tion knew  of  the  pledge,  was  prior  to  the 
lien  of  the  pledgee. 

But  a  reference  on  the  certificate  to  the 
articles  of  incorporation  will  be  no  notice 
of  a  by-law.  Thus  in  Re  McKain,  7  Ont. 
L.  Rep.  241,  where  the  certificate  of  stock 
stated  that  the  articles  of  the  company 
were  part  and  parcel  of  the  contract,  and 
were  accepted  as  part  of  the  contract  be- 
tween the  company  and  the  shareholder,  and 
there  was  a  by-law  giving  the  company  a 
lien  on  the  stock  of  a  shareholder  for  any 
indebtedness  to  the  company,  a  shareholder 
owning  two  parcels  of  shares, — ^three  shares 
which  were  fully  paid  and  seven  which  were 
not  fully  paid, — assigned  for  value  the  cer- 
tificate for  the  three  shares,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  assignee  was  not  bound  to  take  no- 
tice of  the  by-laws  of  the  company  and  was 
entitled  to  priority  over  the  company's  claim 
for  the  unpaid  part  of  the  seven  shares. 

Where  other  security  is  taken. 

The  taking  by  the  corporation  of  other 
security  for  the  stockholder's  debt  to  it  was 
held  to  be  no  waiver  of  the  lien  reserved  by 
its  charter,  where  the  certificates  state  that 
the  stock  ''is  subject  to  all  claims  of  the 
companv  against  the  owner."  Kenton  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Bowman,  84  Ky.  430,  1  S.  W.  717. 

The  same  was  held  where  the  statutory 
charter  reserved  a  lien  which  was  asserted 
on  the  certificate.  German  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Kentucky  Trust  Co.  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  361,  40 
au  L.U.A.(N.S.) 


the  First  State  Bank,  that  this  stock  was 
pledged  to  the  First  State  Bank,  and  the 
court  further  finds  that  the  Ardmore  State 
Bank  by  reason  of  this  notice  to  its  cashier 
is  chargeable  with  such  notice. 

(10)  The  court  finds  that  the  original 
indebtedness  of  McLish  to  the  *  defendant 
bank  existing  on  the  24th  day  of  June, 
1908,  was  paid  by  McLish  on  the  25th  day 
of  June,  1908,  by  check  on  the  First  State 
Bank  of  Ardmore,  and  that  McLish  had 
obtained  the  funds  upon  which  this  check 
was  drawn  by  obtaining  a  loan  from  the 
First  State  Bank  for  which  he  gave  a 
mortgage  on  various  and  sundry  chattels, 
and,  in  addition  thereto,  pledged  his  ten 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Ardmore  State  Bank. 


S.  W.  458,  where,  however,  there  was  also  a 
by-law  that  the  lien  could  not  be  waived. 

Failure   to   post   by-law. 

Where  the  certificates  stated  that  they 
were  subject  to  the  by-laws  and  articles  of 
incorporation,  it  was  held  that  a  pledgee 
without  actual  notice  of  a  restricting  by-law 
was  not  bound  by  it,  where  it  had  not  been 
posted  as  required  by  the  statute,  which  pro- 
vided that  "a  copy  of  the  by-laws  of  the  cor- 
poration, with  the  names  of  all  its  officers 
appended  thereto,  must  be  posted  in  the 
principal  place  of  business,  and  be  subject 
to  public  inspection."  Des  Moines  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Warren  County  Bank^  97  Iowa,  204, 
66  N.  W.  154. 

h.  Where  corporation  Kas  notice  of  the 
pledge  or  sale* 

Where  the  corporation's  claim  against  the 
stockholder  arises  after  notice  to  it  of  the 
pledge  or  assignment,  its  lien  is  subordinate 
thereto.  Ardmore  State  Baitk  v.  Mason; 
Hotchkiss  &  U.  Co.  v.  Union  Nat.  Bank, 
15  C.  C.  A.  264,  37  U.  S.  App.  86,  68  Fed. 
76;  Curtice  v.  Crawford  County  Bank,  56 
C.  C.  A.  174,  118  Fed.  390,  modifying  110 
Fed.  830;  Bank  of  America  v.  McNeil,  10 
Bush,  54;  Bank  of  Kentuckv  v.  Bonnie 
Bros.  102  Ky.  343,  43  S.  W.  407;  Conant  v. 
Reed,  1  Ohio  St.  298;  White  River  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Capital  Sav.  Bank  &  T,  Co.  77  Vt. 
123,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  754,  59  Atl.  197; 
Bradford  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Briggs,  3  Times  L.  R. 
170;  Miles  v.  New  Zealand  Alford  Estate 
Co.  53  L.  T.  N.  S.  219,  54  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
1035,  L.  R.  32  Ch.  Div.  266,  34  Week.  Rep. 
669. 

Where  by  the  articles  of  association  the 
company  had  a  lien  for  debts  .of  its  stock- 
holders to  it,  whether  due  or  not,  the  owner 
of  shares  pledged  them  for  an  antecedent 
debt,  to  a  stranger,  who  promptly  notified 
the  company  and  later  paid  instalments  on 
the  shares,  and,  after  giving  the  pledge,  the 
owner  guaranteed  dividends  to  the  company, 
which  was  pressing  him  with  a  claim  that 
he  had  misrepresented  the  value  of  proper- 
ty sold  by  him  to  the  company  on  its  forma* 
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ConcluBions  of  Law. 

The  court  holds  as  the  questions  decisive 
of  the  case,  that  the  "First  State  Bank,  the 
holder  of  the  McLish  note,  had  a  right  to 
offer  for  sale  the  ten  shares  of  McLish  stock 
at  private  sale  under  the  authority  con- 
tained in  the  note,  and  that  I.  R.  Mason 
was  a  hona  fide  purchaser  of  same  for 
value,  and  is  legally  entitled  to  have  said 
shares  transferred  to  him  on  the  books  of 
the  bank. 

The  court  holds  that  the  lien  of  the 
Ardmore  State  Bank,  by  reason  of  McLish's 
first  indebtedness  of  $2,000,  was  removed 
by  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness,  and 
that  in  making  the  second,  loan  of  $1,600 
to  McLish,  by  which  the  defendant  bank 


seeks  to  assert  its  lien,  was  made  by  the 
bank  at  its  peril,  in  view  of  its  knowledge 
of  the  pledging  of  the  stock,  and,  being 
chargeable  with  that  knowledge,  it  virtu- 
ally waived  its  right  to  an  assertion  of 
its  statutory  lien. 

The  court  holds  that  the  provisions  giv- 
ing the  issuing  bank  a  lien  upon  the  stock 
do  not  mean  a  priority  of  lien  as  against 
a  pledgee  who  has  received  the  stock  in 
hypothecation  when  there  is  no  indebtedness 
to  the  issuing  bank  at  the  time  of  the  hy- 
pothecation, and  when  its  credit  was  ex- 
tended to  its  stockholder  at  a  time  when 
his  stock  was  known  to  be  so  hypothecated 
elsewhere.  And  such  subsequent  loan  to  its 
stockholder  by  the  issuing  bank  made  its 
lien  secondary. 


tion,  it  was  held  that  the  pledgee's  right 
was  superior  to  the  right  of  the  company 
on  the  guaranty.  Miles  v.  New  Zealand  Af- 
ford Estate  Co.  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  219,  64  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  1035,  L.  IL  32  Ch.  Div.  266,  34 
Week.  Rep.  669. 

In  Nesmith  v.  Washington  Bank,  6  Pick. 
324,  it  was  held  that  a  corporation  which, 
after  notice  of  the  transfer  of  stock  and  the 
receipt  of  an  instalment  thereon  from  the 
transferee,  lends  money  to  the  original 
stockholder,  cannot  claim  that  its  loan  was 
made  on  the  faith  of  the  stock,  under  a  by- 
law giving  a  lien. 

In  Hotchkiss  k  U.  Co.  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  15  C.  C.  A.  264,  37  U.  8.  App.  86, 
68  Fed.  76,  where,  after  a  pledge  of  stock 
became  known  to  the  corporation,  the  stock- 
holder embezzled  money  of  the  corporation, 
it  was  held  that  the  pledgee's  right  was  su- 
perior to  that  of  the  corporation,  although 
no  copy  of  a  power  of  attorney  authorizing 
the  transfer  had  been  filed  with  the  corpora- 
tion, as  the  statute  required  in  order  to  hold 
such  stock  against  anyone  except  the  pledge- 
or  and  his  personal  representatives ;  and  the 
statute  further  provided  that  the  corpora- 
tion should  at  all  times  have  a  lien  upon 
all  the  stock  owned  by  any  person  therein 
for  all  debts  due  to  it  from  him.  The  ap- 
pellate court,  while  deciding  the  case  upon 
the  question  of  actual  notice  as  equivalent 
to  that  required  by  the  statute,  doubted 
whether  a  debt  by  embezzlement  would  not 
give  a  lien  under  the  statute.  This  last 
question  was  not  raised  by  the  appeal,  but 
the  lower  court,  on  another  branch  of  the 
case,  directly  decided  that  there  was  such 
lien  for  a  debt  by  embezzlement. 

Corporation  may  be  put  on  inquiry. 

In  Bank  of  Kentucky  v.  Bonnie  Bros.  102 
Ky.  343,  43  S.  W.  407,  where  a  stockholder 
in  a  bsAk  owed  money  to  the  bank,  and 
afterwards  obtained  a  loan  from  a  third 
party,  to  which  he  assigned  his  bank  stock 
as  collateral,  and  thereafter  the  bank,  hav- 
ing reason  to  be  put  on  inquiry  as  to  the 
pledge  of  stock,  discounted  otiier  later  paper 
89  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


of  the  stockholder  then  held  by  another  cus- 
tomer of  the  bank,  it  was  held  that  the 
pledgee's  lien,  while  secondary  to  that  of  the 
Dank  on  the  first  loan,  was  prior  to  that  of 
the  bank  on  the  second  loan. 

In  Bank  of  America  v.  McNeil,  10  Bush, 
54,  it  was  held  that  where  at  the  time  of 
making  a  loan,  the  corporation,  while  know- 
ing of  an  original  pledge,  might  not  have 
known  that  the  original  loan  had  been  can- 
celed, a  new  note  beine  given  for  part  there- 
of and  a  repledge  made  of  the  stock,  never- 
theless it  was  put  upon  its  inquiry  by  its 
knowledge  of  the  original  pledge. 

Knowledge  of  equity. 

In  Prince  Invest.  Co.  v.  St.  Paul  ft  S.  C. 
Land  Co.  68  Minn.  121,  70  N.  W.  1079, 
it  was  held  where  a  stockholder  was  bound 
in  equity  to  transfer  his  stock  to  another 
corporation,  and  the  corporation  of  which 
this  was  the  stock  was  aware  that  in  equity 
the  stock  belonged  to  the  other  corporation, 
that  it  was  not  entitled  to  any  lien  up- 
on this  stock  by  reason  of  obligations  of  the 
stockholder  arising  subsequent  to  its  knowl- 
edge of  the  equity  of  the  other  corporation. 

In  St.  Paul  Nat.  Bank  v.  Life  Ins.  Clear- 
ing Co.  71  Minn.  123,  73  N.  W.  713,  where 
a  subscriber  for  certain  shares  of  stock  in 
a  new  corporation  was  at  the  same  time  in- 
debted to  a  baiik  on  notes  secured  by  mort- 
gages, he  represented  to  the  bank  and  to  the 
new  corporation  that  if  the  bank  would  re- 
lease the  mortgages,  he  would  then  mort- 
gage the  same  property  to  the  corporation 
to  secure  his  note  for  his  subscription,  and 
in  thkt  way  obtain  from  the  corporation 
fully  paid  certificates  of  stock,  which  he 
would  lodge  with  the  bank  to  take  the  place 
of  the  relased  mortgages.  This  arrangement 
was  carried  out,  and  the  stockholder  after- 
wards becoming  insolvent,  it  was  held  that 
the  corporation  could  not  assert  as  against 
the  bank,  the  lien  upon  the  stock  of  the 
corporation  (but  the  waiver  or  estoppel  was 
not  by  reason  of  its  taking  other  security). 

Statute. 
In  Birmingham  Trust  ft  Sav.  Co.  v.  Loui- 
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The  court  further  holds  that  the  pro- 
vision in  article  12  of  the  by-laws  of  the 
defendant  bank^  namely,  "no  transfer  of 
stock  of  this  association  shall  be  made 
by  any  stockholder  who  shall  be  liable  to 
this  bank,  either  as  principal  debtor  or 
otherwise,  without  the  consent  of  the  board 
of  directors,  and  certificates  of  stock  shall 
contain,  upon  their  face,  notice  of  this 
provision,"  does  not  affect  the  rights  of 
pledgee  who  receives  the  stock  when  there 
is  no  liability  to  the  issuing  bank,  and 
the  rights  of  pledgee  being  not  affected, 
if  he  received  the  stock  when  there  is  no 
liability  a  subsequent  loan  by  the  issuing 
bank,  before  the  sale  of  the  stock,  cannot 
affect  the  purchaser,  as  the  purchaser  be- 


came subrogated  to   ail  the  rights   of  the 
pledgee. 

The  court  holds  that  the  section  of  the 
state  bank  law  regulating  how  a  pledged 
stock  should  be  sold  when  in  the  hands  of 
a  pledgee  clearly  means  a  public  sale,  but, 
as  the  pledgeor  at  a  time  when  he  w^as  not 
indebted  to  the  issuing  bank  stipulated 
that  the  pledgee  could  sell  said  stock  at 
public  or  private  sale  at  the  option  of 
the  holder  on  the  nonperformance  of  the 
obligations  expressed  in  said  note,  and 
without  advertising  same  or  otherwise  giv- 
ing notice,  it  was  a  waiver  which  the 
pledgeor  had  a  right  to  make,  and  the  stock 
being  sold  at  private  sale,  the  purchaser 
obtained  a  good  title,  and  one  which  the 
issuing   bank   cannot  complain  of  in   view 


siana  Nat.  Bank,  99  Ala.  379,  20  L.R.A.  600, 
13  So.  112,  where  by  the  statute  the  corpo- 
ration had  a  lien  on  the  stock  for  any  debt 
or  liability  incurred  to  it  by  the  sharehold- 
er, before  notice  of  a  transfer  or  of  a  levy 
thereon,  the  court,  in  holding  that  the  cor- 
poration had  no  lien  where  it  had  notice  of 
a  pledge  of  the  stock  at  the  time  it  made  its 
loan,  said:  "The  lien  which  the  corporation 
can  assert  and  enforce  against  a  prior  trans- 
fer of  the  stock,  though  the  transfer  may 
create  only  an  equity,  binds  the  legal  title 
of  the  shareholder,  by  the  very  terms  of  the 
statute.  Like  the  protection  extended  to 
bona  fide  creditors,  or  subsequent  purchas- 
ers, it  is  dependent  on  a  want  of  notice  of 
the  transfer,  if  the  debts  or  liabilities  were 
incurred  by  the  shareholder.  The  lien,  be- 
ing created  by  statute,  is  limited  in  opera- 
tion and  extent  by  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
and  can  arise  and  be  enforced  only  in  the 
event  and  under  the  facts  provided  for  in 
the  statute.  If  there  is  a  levy  on  the  stock, 
or  a  transfer  of  it,  subsequent  to  the  incur- 
ring of  a  debt  or  liability  to  the  corpora- 
tion by  the  shareholder,  the  levy  or  transfer 
is  subordinate  to  the  corporation's  lien.  But 
if  the  debt  or  liability  does  not  precede  the 
levy  or  transfer,  the  lien  is  subordinate,  and 
must  yield,  unless  the  corporation  dealt  with 
the  shareholder  without  knowledge  or  no- 
tice. Having  knowledge  or  notice,  in  fair 
dealing,  the  corporation  could  not  extend 
credit  to  the  shareholder,. relying  upon  the 
lien  to  displace  whatever  of  right  the  levy 
or  transfer  may  have  conferred." 


IV.  Effect  of  changes  in  statutes,   by- 
laws, etc.,  with  respect  to  Hens, 

A  number  of  cases  have  arisen  construing 
changes  in  the  statutes,  by-laws,  or  articles 
of  association  with  respect  to  liens. 

In  Birmingham  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  East 
Lake  Land  Co.  101  Ala.  304,  33  So.  72, 
where  a  stockholder  had  become  indebted  to 
the  corporation  prior  to  the  statute  giving 
the  corporation  a  lien  on  shares  for  debts 
incurred  before  notice  of  a  transfer  or  levy, 
and  after  the  statute  he  transferred  the 
31>  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


stock  as  collateral  security  for  a  debt  owing 
to  a  third  party,  it  was  held  tiiat  the  lien 
of  the  company  was  superior  to  the  lien  of 
the  third  party. 

Where  a  stockholder  became  indebted  to 
the  corporation  at  the  time  that  the  statute 
provided  that  every  such  corporation  should 
haye  a  lien  upon  all  shares  of  stock  for  all 
debts  due  from  the  owners  to  such  corpora- 
tion, and  after  the  repeal  pf  this  clause 
of  the  statute  the  owner  of  the  stock  pledged 
it  to  a  third  party,  it  was  held  that  the 
corporation's  lien  was  superior  to  that  of 
the  pledgee,  there  being  a  general  statute 
preserving  rights  acquired  under  repealed 
statutes;  but  the  court  seemed  to  be  of  the 
opinion  that,  irrespective  of  such  general 
statute,  the  result  would  have  been  the 
same.  H.  W.  Wright  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hixon, 
105  Wis.  153,  80  N.  W.  1110,  1135. 

Where  the  statute  provided  that  no  pledge 
of  stock  not  consummated  by  an  actual 
transfer  to  the  name  of  the  transferee 
should  be  effectual  to  hold  the  stock  against 
any  person  but  the  pledgeor  and  his  execu- 
tors and  administrators  until  a  copy  of  the 
power  of  attorney  for  the  transfer  should 
be  filed  with  the  corporation,  after  a  number 
of  loans  had  been  made  on  the  security  of 
stock  in  a  certain  corporation,  a  statute  was 
passed  which  provided  that  every  corpora- 
tion "shall  at  all  times  have  a  lien  upon 
all  the  stock  owned  by  any  person  therein, 
for  all  debts  due  it  from  him;"  thereafter 
another  loan  was  made  upon  the  security  of 
additional  stock  of  the  corporation,  and  it 
was  held  that  a  subsequent  loan  made  by 
the  corporation  to  the  stockholder  had  pri- 
ority over  all  the  other  loans  made  by  the 
pledgeor  of  which  the  corporation  had  no  no- 
tice. First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hartford  Life  & 
Annuity  Ins.  Co.  45  Conn.  22. 

But  in  People  ex  rel.  Bosqui  v.  Crockett, 
9  Cal.  112,  where  after  the  transfer  of  shares 
for  a  valuable  consideration  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  a  corporation  passed  a  by-law 
that  transfers  would  not  be  made  while 
indebtedness  existed,  such  board  having  pow- 
er, under  the  charter,  to  pass  such  a  by- 
law to  operate  prosppctivply,  it  was  held 
I  that  the  transferee  was  prior  in  right  to  an 


1911. 


ARDMORE  STATE  BANK  v.  MASON. 


301 


of  its  notice  that  the  stock  was  hypothe- 
cated before  it  made  its  loan  of  July  8th, 
and  all  the  resulting  injury  such  notice 
put  upon  it. 

The  court  therefore  holds  that  the  prayer 
of  the  petitioner  should  be  granted,  as  it 
ia  clearly  warranted  by  the  facts  and  plead- 
ings in  the  case. 

S.  H.  Russell, 

District   Judge. 

Thereafter,  in  accordance  with  such  find- 
ings and  conclusions,  the  court'  entered 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  requiring 
defendant  to  transfer  such  stock  on  its 
books  and  to  issue  new  certificate  of  stock 
to  plaintiff  as  of  date  November  12,  1908, 
to  the  end  that  said  plaintiff  might  have 


the  dividends  and  other  benefits  growing 
out  of  said  stock  after  November  8,  1908, 
to  which  judgment  defendant  excepted,  and 
brings  this  appeal  to  reverse  the  same. 

Messrs.  H.  G.  Potterf  and  E.  A.  Walk- 
er, for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Plaintiff's  prayer  that  defendant  be  com- 
pelled to  transfer  the  ten  shares  of  stock 
to  him,  and  accrued  dividends,  and  for  dam- 
ages, is  in  effect  a  suit  in  mandamus,  and 
is  not  the  proper  remedy. 

State  ex  rel.-  Stevenson  v.  Russell,  21 
Okla.  58,  95  Paq.  463;  26  Cyc.  139;  Tanner 
v.  Gregory,  71  Wis.  490,  37  N.  VV.  830; 
10  Cyc.  608,  609;  Kimball  v.  Union  Water 
Co.  44  Cal.  173,  13  Am.  Rep.  157;  Rex  v. 
Bank    of    England,    2    Dougl.    K.    B.    526; 


earlier  debt  of  the  stockholder  to  the  corpo- 
ration. 

In  Philadelphia  S.  S.  Dock  Co.  v.  Heron, 
52  Pa.  280,  where  a  stockholder  died  while 
indebted  to  the  company,  and  after  his  death 
the  company  passed  a  by-law  that  transfers 
should  not  be  made  by  anyone  indebted  to 
the  company,  etc.,  it  was  held  that  his  ad- 
ministratrix, subsequent  assignee  for  value, 
was  entitled  to  have  the  stock  transferred. 

Where  a  debtor  assigned  stock  in  the  de- 
fendant, an  English  corporation,  as  collater- 
al security  to  his  creditor,  and  subsequent- 
ly, being  unable  to  pay  his  debt,  made  his 
conveyan<:e  absolute,  at  the  time  of  the 
pledge  and  for  two  years  thereafter  the 
articles  of  association  of  the  defendant  pro- 
vided, in  the  case  of  shares  not  fully  paid 
up,  that  the  directors  might  refuse  to  regis- 
ter a  transfer  by  a  member  against  whom 
the  company  had  an  unsatisfied  claim,  and 
that  the  company  should  have  a  first  and 
paramount  lien  upon  such  shares,  registered 
in  the  name  of  any  member  for  any  debt  due 
by  him  to  the  company.  Prior  to  any  notice 
of  the  pledge,  the  corporation  amended  its 
articles  of  association  so  as  to  give  it  a 
paramount  lien  against  a  stockholder's 
shares  for  any  indebtedness  from  him  to  the 
company,  whether  the  shares  were  or  were 
not  fully  paid  up,  and  during  the  whole 
time  the  pledgeor  was  indebted  to  the  cor- 
poration in  an  amount  much  exceeding  the 
value  of  the  shares.  It  was  held  that, 
whereas  the  corporation  under  the  English 
law  by  its  amendment  would  secure  a  lien 
upon  the  shares  paramount  to  the  one  which 
the  pledgee  had  obtained  two  years  before, 
the  corporation  had  a  right  prior  to  that 
of  the  pledgee.  Hudson  River  Pulp  &  Paper 
Co.  v.  H.  H.  Warner  &  Co.  39  C.  C.  A.  452, 
99  Fed.  187.  (The  report  of  the  case  seems 
to  take  for  granted  that  the  shares  were 
fully  paid  up.) 

In  Sproul  V.  Standard  Plate  Glass  Co. 
201  Pa.  103,  60  Atl.  1003,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  indebtedness  of  a  stockholder  to 
the  corporation  arose  prior  to  a  repeal  of 
the  statute  giving  the  lien,  that  such  repeal 
would  not  affect  the  lien,  there  being  noth- 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ing  in  the  statute  to  show  that  it  was  in- 
tended to  have  any  retroactive  effect; 

F.  Statute  of  limitation  barring  debt  to 

corporation. 

That  the  statute  of  limitations  has  barred 
an  action  by  the  corporation  on  its  claim 
will  not  release  its  lien  upon  the  stock,  as 
that  statute  in  general  bars  the  remedy,  and 
not  the  debt.  Brent  v.  Bank  of  Washington, 
10  Pet.  596,  9  L.  ed.  547;  Farmers'  Bank  v. 
Iglehart,  6  Gill,  50;  Sproul  v.  Standard 
Plate  Glass  Co.  201  Pa.  103,  60  Atl.  1003; 
Geyer  v.  Western  Ins.  Co.  3  Pittsb.  41  (ac- 
tion between  the  company  and  a  purchaser 
at  execution  sale,  where  there  had  been  an 
execution  attachment  in  which  the  company 
had  been  summoned  as  garnishee). 

VI,  Obligations  matured  or  unmatured. 

While  it  is  not  intended  to  take  up  the 
general  question  of  what  obligations  are  in- 
cluded within  the  expressions  in  statutes 
or  by-laws,  etc.,  of  "debt,"  "due,"  etc.,  refer- 
ence is  here  made  to  cases  where  the  ques- 
tion has  arisen  in  respect  to  priority  of  lien. 

Where  tlie  statute  provided  that  no  stock- 
holder "indebted  to  the  institution"  should 
be  authorized  to  make  a  transfer  or  receive 
a  dividend  until  such  debt  should  have  been 
discharged,  etc.,  it  was  held  that  the  as- 
signees of  stock  were  not  authorized  to 
have  it  transferred  ahead  of  notes  dis- 
counted, but  not  due,  at  the  time  the  trans- 
fer was  asked.  Grant  v.  Mechanics'  Bank, 
15  Serg.  &  R.  140. 

So,  in  St.  Louis  Perpetual  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Goodfellow,  9  Mo.  149,  it  was  held  that  the 
expression  "indebted"  to  the  company  ap- 
plies to  obligations  whether  matured  oV  not, 
but  it  does  not  seem  clear  from  the  report 
that  the  obligations  in  the  case  were  un- 
matured at  the  time  a  transfer  was  demand- 
ed. 

In  Leggett  v.  Bank  of  Sing  Sing,  24  N.  Y. 
283,  it  was  held  that  an  unmatured  obliga- 
tion is  a  debt  "due"  to  the  corporation  with- 
in the  meaning  of  such  expression  in  the 
articles  of  association. 
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Baker  y.  Marshall,  16  Minn.  177,  Gil.  136; 
Dooley  y.  Gladiator  Consol.  Gold  Mines  & 
Mill.  Go.  134  Iowa,  468,  109  N.  W.  864, 
13  Ann.  Gas.  297;  Jennings  y.  Bank  of 
Galifornia,  79  Gal.  323,  6  L.RJ^.  233,  12 
Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  21  Pac.  852;  Vansands 
▼.  Middlesex  Gounty  Bank,  26  Gonn.  144; 
Union  Bank  y.  Laird,  2  Wheat.  393,  4  L.  ed. 
270;  Taylor  v.  Weston,  77  Gal.  634,  20 
Pac.  62;  Bohmer  v.  Gity  Bank,  77  Va.  446. 
Messrs.  Moore  A  Bass  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Robertson,  G.,  filed  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

For  convenience  plaintiff  in  error  will 
hereinafter  be  designated  as  defendant  and 
defendant  in  error  will  be  designated  as 
plaintiff.  Defendant  relies  upon  five  as- 
signments of  error  for  reversal,  to  wit: 

"(l)'The  court  erred  in  overruling  de- 


fendant's motion  to  strike  out  plaintiff's 
prayer  for  relief  in  its  petition,  wherein 
he  prayed  that  defendant  be  compelled  to 
transfer  the  ten  shares  of  stock  to  him, 
and  accrued  dividends  and  for  damages. 

"(2)  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the 
defendant's  general  demurrer  to  the  origi- 
nal petition  of  plaintiff. 

"(3)  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the 
defendant's  demurrer  to  plaintiff's  reply  to 
defendant's  first  amended  answer. 

"(4)  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the 
plaintiff  in  error's  motion  for  judgment  on 
the  pleadings. 

"(6)  The  court  erred  in  overruling  the 
motion  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  for  a  verdict 
after  all  the  evidence  had  been  heard." 

Did  the  court  err  in  refusing  to  strike 
out  the  prayer  of  plaintiff's  petition?  The 
striking  out  of  the  prayer  would  have  had 
the    effect    of    dismissing    the    action,    or 


The  same  was  held  Re  London,  B.  &  S. 
S.  Bkg.  Go.  34  Beav,  332,  where  the  articles 
of  the  company  gave  it  a  lien  upon  a  share- 
holder's shares  "for  all  moneys  due  to  the 
company,  from  him,"  and  provided  that  it 
might  decline  to  register  a  transfer  while 
the  transferrer  was  "indebted"  to  it.  After 
the  banking  company  had  discounted  bills  of 
a  certain  individual  he  became  a  shareholder 
in  the  company,  and  later  he  deposited  the 
shares  as  security  for  an  advance  by  a  third 
party,  who  promptly  notified  the  company. 
At  that  time  his  bills  with  the  company  had 
not  matured,  and  it  was  held  that  the  lien 
of  the  company  was  superior  to  that  of  the 
pledgee. 

But  in  Re  Stockton  Malleable  Iron  Go. 
L.  R.  2  Ch.  Div.  101,  45  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  168, 
where  the  articles  provided  that  the  com- 
pany Should  have  a  lien  "for  any  moneys 
due  to  the  company,"  etc.,  and  that  it  might 
decline  to  register  transfers  of  shares  while 
the  member  was  "indebted"  to  the  company, 
it  was  held  where  there  had  been  a  transfer 
of  the  shares,  and  at  the  time  they  reached 
the  company  it  held  an  unmatured  bill  of 
exchange  accepted  by  the  shareholder,  that 
the  shares  must  be  transferred  to  the  trans- 
feree. Counsel  cited  the  foregoing  case  of 
Re  London,  B.  k  S.  S.  Bkg.  Co.  but  the  court 
did  not  refer  to  it. 

Where  under  the  statute  a  corporation  is 
not  required  to  transfer  any  stock  while 
the  owner  is  liable  to  it  for  any  debt  which 
shall  be  due  and  unpaid,  it  was  held  that 
where  the  pledgee  took  the  pledge  at  the 
time  when  the  obligations  to  the  company 
were  unmatured,  but  did  not  ask  the  com- 
pany to  transfer  the  stock  until  those  obli- 
gations had  matured,  that  the  company  had 
the  priority;  the  court  not  passing  on  the 
question  as  to  what  would  have  been  the 
case  had  the  demand  been  made  before  the 
obligation  had  matured.  Michigan  Trust 
Co.  V.  State  Bank,  111  Mich.  306,  69  N.  W. 
645,  followed  in  Citizens'  State  Bank  v. 
Kalamazoo  County  Bank,  111  Mich.  313,  69 
N.  W.  663. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


In  Reese  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  14  Md. 
271,  74  Am.  Dec.  536,  where  the  statutory 
restriction  upon  transfers  required  the  pay- 
ment of  "all  debts  actually  due  and  pay- 
able to  the  corporation"  by  the  stockholder 
requesting  a  transfer;  and  at  the  time  that 
the  transfer  was  first  demanded  by  the 
pledgee,  certain  debts  had  matured  and  the 
transfer  was  refused  without  their  payment, 
and  after  such  demand  and  refusal  other 
obligations  had  matured  in  favor  of  the 
company, — it  was  held  that  it  would  be  nec- 
essary for  the  pledgee,  in  order  to  obtain 
a  transfer,  to  pay  all  those  obi igationa  which 
had  matured  at  the  time  of  the  transfer. 

In  this  connection  reference  may  be  made 
to  Brent  v.  Bank  of  Washington,  10  Pet. 
596,  9  L.  ed.  647,  where  the  charter  of  a 
bank  provided  that  debts  "actually,  due  and 
payable  to  the  bank  (days  of  grace  for  pay- 
ment being  passed)  by  a  stockholder  must 
be  satisfied"  before  a  transfer  shall  be  made, 
etc.,  and  a  stockholder  died  indebted  to  the 
United  States,  and  also  indebted  to  the  bank 
on  several  notes,  one  of  which  was  unma- 
tured at  the  time  of  his  death,  it  was  held 
that  while  the  bank  had  no  prior  lien  at 
law  upon  this  note,  that  in  equity  such  lien 
would  be  protected. 


VII.  Miscellaneous. 

• 

Where  a  shareholder  transferred  on  the 
books  of  the  company  certain  of  his  shares 
to  a  fictitious  person,  and  afterwards  became 
indebted  to  the  company,  and  still  later  pro- 
cured a  person  of  the  name  of  the  fictitious 
person  to  transfer  the  shares  to  an  assignee, 
to  which  assignee  it  seems  the  original 
shareholder  ha^  been  indebted  before  the 
assignment,  it  was  held  that  the  corpora- 
tion's rights  under  a  statutory  lien  we*re 
superior  to  those  of  the  assignee,  as  it  was 
considered  that  the  shareholder  had  not  at 
any  time  parted  with  his  shares,  except  by 
way  of  the  assignment  to  his  creditor,  who 
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would  have  required  an  amendment  to  the 
petition  asking  for  different  relief.  De- 
fendant insists  that  the  action,  in  effect,  is 
one  of  mandamus,  and,  being  such,  is  not 
a  proper  remedy  in  such  a  case  as  stated 
in  the  petition.  With  this  contention  of 
counsel  we  cannot  agree.  This  action  has 
few  of  the  characteristics  of  mandamus, 
although  the  relief  sought  might  possibly 
lead  one  to  such  an  inference.  A  pur- 
chaser of  bank  stock  has  a  right  to  compel, 
by  bill  in  equity,  the  transfer  of  the  same 
on  the  books  of  the  corporation,  or  he  may 
sue  in  conversion  and  damages  for  the  fail- 
ure to  so  transfer.  Plaintiff  elected  to 
pursue  the  former  course,  and  the  au- 
thorities are  practically  unanimous  in  sup- 
port of  the  rule  above  announced.  "Stated 
generally,  equity  will  compel  a  corpora- 
tion to  register  a  transfer  of  shares  upon 
its  books  and  to  admit  the  transferee  to 


the  rights  of  a  shareholder,  where  he  has 
become  the  purchaser  of  shares,  and  the 
certificate  has  been  regularly  transferred 
and  delivered  to  him  by  the  customary  in- 
dorsement in  blank."  10  Cyc.  605.  Also: 
"Equity  will  under  proper  circumstances 
compel  a  corporation  to  transfer  on  its 
books  shares  of  stock  to  the  owner  of  the 
equitable  title,  and  to  issue  to  him  certifi- 
cates for  the  same."  Ibid.  In  Cushman 
V.  Thayer  Mfg.  Jewelry  Co.  76  N.  Y.  366, 
32  Am.  Rep.  315,  where  the  same  question 
was  involved  as  the  one  under  consider- 
ation, the  court  said:  "The  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  depends 
upon  the  question  whether  an  equitable 
action  will  lie  to  compel  a  transfer  of  stock 
by  a  corporation  to  the  owner  of  the  same, 
or  the  plaintiff  must  seek  a  remedy  by  an 
action  at  law  for  damages.  The  latter  ac- 
tion is  frequently  of  no^vail,  and  does  not 


Was  not  a  bona  fide  purchaser.  Stebbins  v. 
Phoenix  F.  Ins.  Co.  3  Paige,  350. 

In  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Bank  of  New- 
port, 11  C.  C.  A.  484,  27  U.  8.  App.  486,  63 
Fed.  898,  where  the  statute  provided  that 
the  corporation  should  have  a  lien  upon 
all  stocks  for  debts  of  the  stockholder  to  it, 
the  firm  of  A.  &  Co.,  being  stockholders  of 
the  corporation,  sold  its  stock  to  B.  it,  Co., 
indorsing  the  certificate  in  blank,  and  the 
corporation  was  notified  of  the  sale  and 
transfer,  and  made  an  entry  on  its  books 
of  the  same,  but  did  not  issue  a  new  certifi- 
cate. B.  &,  Co.,  later,  after  such  notification, 
and  while  indebted  to  the  corporation,  de- 
livered the  certificate  (indorsed  as  afore- 
said) to  a  stranger  as  collateral  security  for 
advances  made  to  them,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  company  had  a  lien  upon  this 
stock  superior  to  that  of  the  pledgee,  al- 
though a  new  certificate  had  not  been  is- 
sued. 

In  Planters'  ft  M.  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Selma 
Sav.  Bank,  63  Ala.  585,  where  a  firm  own- 
ing stock  in  a  corporation  was  indebted  to 
the  corporation,  one  of  the  partners  retir- 
ing, the  stock  was  turned  over  to  the  suc- 
ceeding firm  or  its  successor  and  the  debt 
to  the  corporation  somewhat  reduced,  but 
the  certificates  were  not  transferred  on  the 
books.  One  of  the  succeeding  firms  delivered 
the  certificates  to  a  third  party  in  exchange 
for  other  collateral.  (Whether  the  collateral 
replaced  had  originally  been  deposited  upon 
a  loan  of  the  original  firm  or  one  of  the 
succeeding  firms  was  not  clear,  but  appar- 
ently it  was  upon  a  loan  of  one  of  the  suc- 
ceeding firms.)  And  it  was  held  that  the 
equitable  lien  or  right  of  the  corporation 
under  an  authorized  by-law  continued 
throughout  and  was  superior  to  that  of  the 
assignee,  who  held  the  stock  as  collateral. 

In  Mt.  Holly  Paper  Co's  Appeal,  99  Pa. 
513,  where  the  president  of  a  corporation 
assigned  certain  shares  of  its  stock  to  se- 
cure advances  to  a  third  party,  and  later 
the  assignor  became  indebted  to  the  corpo- 
ration, it  was  held  that  the  corporation's 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


rights  under  the  statutory  lien  were  prior 
to  those  of  the  pledgee,  and  that  it  was  im- 
material that  the  shares  were  invalid,  as  in 
excess  of  those  which  might  be  lawfully 
issued. 

Where  the  owner  had  pledged  his  stock  in 
a  company  to  secure  an  indebtedness  to  a 
bank  and  for  future  advances  which  were 
made,  and  the  company,  in  order  to  benefit 
one  of  its  officers,  who  had  a  claim  against 
such  owner,  purchased  such  claim,  it  was 
held  that  the  company  could  not  enforce 
against  the  bank  its  statutory  lien;  and  that 
if  such  purchase  was  merelv  to  get  rid  of 
an  insolvent  stockholder,  the  same  result 
would  follow.  White's  Bank  v.  Toledo  F. 
ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  12  Ohio  St.  601. 

Where  an  owner  of  stock  payable  in  five 
instalments,  after  paying  two  of  them,  as- 
signed his  stock  to  the  pluintiff,  who  paid 
the  other  instalments,  and  at  the  time  the 
company  was  notified  of  the  sale,  the  as- 
signor owed  the  company  upon  oertain  notes 
(for  insurance  premiums)  only  one  of  which 
was  then  due,  it  was  held  that  the  company 
was  entitled  to  hold  dividends  accruing  af- 
ter such  notification  of  the  sale  and  up  to 
the  time  the  final  instalment  became  due,  as 
against  the  note  which  was  due  at  the  time 
of  the  notice.  By  the  articles  of  association 
no  transfer  could  be  permitted  to  be  valid 
until  all  the  instalments  were  paid.  Bates 
V.  New  York  Ins.  Co.  3  Johns.  Cas.  238. 

While  without  the  scope  of  this  note,  it 
may  be  noted  that  in  Boyd  v.  Redd,  120  N. 
C.  335,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  792,  27  S.  E.  35, 
where  the  stockholder  in  a  company,  after 
pledging  his  stock  as  collateral  security  for 
a  loan,  executed  notes  to  a  third  party, 
which  were  afterwards  deposited  by  such 
third  party  with  the  company,  as  collateral 
security  for  an  indebtedness  to  it,  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  giving  the  company  a 
lien  upon  stock  for  the  indebtedness  of  a 
stockholder  to  it  would  not  be  construed  to 
give  the  company  a  lien  upon  such  stock  for 
a  debt  contracted  by  the  stockholder  to  a 
third  person*  B.  B.  B. 
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always  afford  complete  and  full  redress. 
It  is  easy  to  see  that  a  party  may  have 
become  the  owner  or  purchaser  of  stock  in 
a  corporation,  which  he  desires  to  hold  as  a 
permanent  investment,  which  may  be  at  the 
time  of  but  little  value, — in  fact  without 
any  market  value,  whatever, — and  its  real 
worth  may  consist  in  the  prospective  rise 
which  the  owner  has  reason  to  anticipate 
will  follow  from  facts  within  his  knowl- 
edge. To  say  that  the  holder  shall  not 
b^  entitled  to  the  stock  because  the  corpora- 
tion without  any  just  reason  refuses  to 
transfer  it,  and  that  he  shall  be  left  to 
pursue  the  remedy  of  an  action  for  dam- 
ages, in  which  he  can  recover  only  a  nomi- 
nal amount,  would  establish  a  rule  which 
must  work  great  injustice  in  many  cases, 
and  confer  a  power  on  corporate  bodies 
which  has  no  sanction  in  the  law.  A  court 
of  equity  will  enfoiye  a  specific  performance 
on  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  real  estate', 
and  compel  the  execution  of  a  deed  by  the 
vendor  to  the  vendee,  although  an  action 
at  law  may  be  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  breach  of  the  contract.  Such  a 
case  bears  a  striking  analogy  to  the  one 
now  presented,  and  the  same  principle  is 
manifestly  applicable  where  the  remedy  at 
law  is  inadequate  to  furnish  the  proper  re- 
lief." See  also  Mechanic's  Bank  v.  Seton, 
1  Pet.  299,  7  L.  ed.  152;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Davenport,  97  U.  S.  309,  24  L.  ed. 
1047 ;  Cecil  Nat.  Bank  v.  Watsontown  Bank, 
105  U.  S.  217,  22  L.  ed.  1039;  Stafford  v. 
Produce  Exch.  Bkg.  Co.  61  Ohio  St.  160, 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  371,  55  N.  E.  162;  Jen- 
nings V.  Bank  of  California,  79  Cal.  323, 
5  L.R.A.  233,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  21 
Pac.  852;  Hotchkiss  &  U.  Co.  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  16  C.  C.  A.  264,  37  U.  S.  App.  86, 
68  Fed.  76;  Just  v.  State  Sav.  Bank,  132 
Mich.  600,  94  N.  W.  200;  Curtice  v.  Craw- 
ford County  Bank,  56  C.  C.  A.  174,  118 
Fed.  390.  The  refusal  of  the  court,  there- 
fore, to  strike  out  the  prayer  of  plaintiff's 
petition,  was  not  error. 

Entertaining  this  view  of  the  case,  it 
therefore  necessarily  follows  that  the  sec- 
ond assignment  of  error  urged  by  the  de- 
fendant is  untenable,  for  without  doubt 
the  petition  in  this  case  in  good  as  against 
a  general  demurrer.  "Where  a  general  de- 
murrer is  filed  to  a  petition,  if  any  para- 
graph states  a  cause  of  action,  the  demurrer 
should  be  overruled."  Hurst  v.  Sawyer,  2 
Okla.  470,  37  Pac.  817;  Guthrie  v.  T.  W. 
Harvey  Lumber  Co.  5  Okla.  774,  50  Pac. 
84;  Hamenkratt  v.  Harail,  10  Okla,  219, 
61  Pac.  1050;  Cockrell  v.  Schmitt,  20  Okla. 
207,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  737,  94  Pac.  521; 
Emmerson  v.  Botkin,  26  Okla.  218,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  786,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  953, 
109  Pac.  531. 
.S9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


I  This  brings  us  to  the  third  assignment 
of  error,  wherein  defendant  complains  of  the 
refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  sustain  its 
demurrer  to  plaintiff's  reply.  Plaintiff  in 
his  reply  alleges  that  he  purchased  the 
stock  in  controversy  from  the  First  State 
Bank  of  Ardmore  at  private  sale,  the  same 
not  having  been  advertised.  Defendant 
contends  that  such  sale  was  void,  and  that 
plaintiff  acquired  no  rights  as  against  de- 
fendant, and  cites  in  support  of  such  con- 
tention §  10,  art.  1,  chapter  6,  Sess.  Laws 
1907-08,  which  reads  as  follows:  "That 
any  bank  may  sell  any  personal  property 
which  may  come  into  its  possession  as 
collateral  security  for  any  debt  or  obliga- 
tion due  it,  upon  posting  a  notice  in  five 
public  places  in  the  county  wherein  the 
property  is  to  be  sold,  at  least  ten  days 
before  the  time  therein  specified  for  such 
sale,  and  which  notice  shall  contain  the 
name  of  the  bank  and  the  name  of  the 
pledgeor,  the  date  of  th?  pledge,  the  nature 
of  the  default,  and  the  amount  claimed  to 
be  due  thereon  at  the  date  of  the  notice;  a 
description  of  the  pledged  property  to  be 
sold  and  the  time  and  place  Of  sale."  Plain- 
tiff alleges  that  the  shares  of  stock  had 
been  pledged  by  McLish  on  June  24,  1908, 
to  the  First  State  Bank  of  Ardmore  to 
secure  a  note  given  it  by  him  in  the  sum 
of  $5,255,  and  that  said  note  contained 
the  following  provision-:  "And  I  do  here- 
by  give  to  the  legal  holder  of  this  note 
full  power  and  authority  to  sell  said  col- 
lateral security  or  any  portion  thereof 
at  public  or  private  sale  at  the  option  of 
the  holder  on  the  nonperformance  of  the 
above  promise,  and  without  advertising  the 
same  or  otherwise  giving  me  notice."  And 
contends  that  the  notice  required  to  be 
given  by  §  10  of  the  statute,  supra,  may  be 
waived  by  the  pledgeor.  And  we  are  of  the 
same  opinion  and  especially,  as  in  this  case, 
where  the  Ardmore  State  Bank  after  June 
24,  1908,  had  actual  notice  of  the  pledge 
by  McLish  to  the  first  State  Bank  of  the 
Stock,  and  McLish  was  not  at  that  time 
indebted  to  the  Ardmore  State  Bank.  At 
common  law  a  pledgee  could  not  sell  with- 
out judicial  process,  unless  reasonable  notice 
to  the  pledgeor  to  redeem,  but  this  common- 
law  rule  can  be  waived  as  to  notice,  and  a 
public  auction  can  be  waived;  and  McLish 
under  the  facts  of  this  case  is  the  only 
person  who  could  l^ke  advantage  of  this 
failure  to  give  notice  or  sell  at  public 
auction,  and  from  the  record  it  clearly 
appears  that  he  specifically  waived  such 
rights,  and  at  a  time,  too,  when  he  was  not 
indebted  to  the  issuing  bank.'  Public  sale 
of  pledged  property  may  be  waived  by 
stipulation  of  the  parties,  and  in  that 
event   a  private  sale  is  valid.    Carson  v. 
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Iowa  City  Gaslight  Co.  80  Iowa,  638,  45 
N.  W.  1068;  Fitzgerald  v.  Blocher,  32 
Ark.  742,  29  Am.  Rep.  3 ;  Hyatt  y.  Argenti, 
3  Cal.  151;  Jeanes's  Appeal,  116  Pa.  573, 
2  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  11  Atl.  862;  31  Cyc. 
874,  and  many  cases  therd  cited.  Had  he 
at  the  time  he  made  the  pledge  of  stock 
been  indebted  to  the  iseruing  bank,  he 
would  have  had  no  right  to,  nor  could  he 
have  waived  such  notice  to  the  detriment 
of  the  issuing  bank,  and  the  lien  created 
by  statute  against  the  stockholder  in  fayor 
of  the  bank  would  have  been  sufficient  to 
protect  the  bank  as  against  the  pledgee. 

This  brings  us  to  the  last  assignment 
of  error,  relied  upon,  viz.:  "The  court  erred 
in  oyerruling  motion  of  defendant  for  a 
verdict  after  all  the  evidence  had  been 
heard.*'  Counsel  for  defendant  insist  that 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  article  12 
of  their  by-laws,  which  have  been  approved 
by  the  state  banking  commission,  McLish 
could  not  transfer  his  stock  to  anyone,  be- 
cause of  the  fact  that  he  was  indebted  to 
the  bank;  but  the  record  discloses  that  from 
June  25  to  July  8,  1908,  McLish  was  in 
no  manner  indebted  to  the  Ardmore  State 
Bank,  he  haying  paid  all  that  he  owed  on 
the  former  date,  and  that  during  this 
time  the  Ardmore  State  Bank  had  actual 
knowledge  that  McLish  had  pledged  his 
stock  to  the  First  State  Bank.  Hence,  if 
the  Ardmore  State  Bank  thereafter,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  stock  having  been 
pledged,  permitted  McLish  to  become  in- 
debted to  it  in  the  sum  of  $1,500,  or  any 
other  sum,  it  did  so  at  its  peril,  because, 
as  found  by  the  jury,  it  knew  the  stock 
owned  by  McLish  had  been  pledged  to  the 
First  State  Bank.  Surely  the  defendant 
could  not  prevent  a  transfer  of  stock  when 
the  owner  of  such  stock  was  not  indebted 
to  the  bank;  and  that  McLish  was  not  in- 
debted to  the  Ardmore  State  Bank  in  any 
sum  between  June  25  and  July  8,  1908,  is 
an  admitted  fact  by  the  bank.  It  does  not 
matter  what  claims  or  liens  the  defendant 
bank  may  have  had  on  the  stock  on  or 
prior  to  June  24,  1908,  because  such  liens, 
if  any  there  were,  had  been  discharged 
by  McLish  by  paying  all  he  owed  the  bank, 
and,  when  he  had  thus  paid  the  bank  all 
he  owed  it,  the  stock  was  clear,  and  the 
bank  had  no  lien  of  any  character  on  it, 
and  McLish  was  its  owner,  and  had  a  per- 
fect right  to  pledge  it  to  the  First  State 
Bank  or  anyone  else  whom  he  might  choose. 
''Where  a  corporation  has  knowledge  of  a 
pledge  of  stock  by  one  of  its  members,  it 
will  not  be  protected  thereafter  in  extend- 
ing credit  to  such  member  in  reliance 
upon  its  lien  on  such  shares."  Helliwell, 
Stock  k  Stockholders,  §  360,  p.  676,  note 
87.  "Where,  by  valid  proyisioni  a  lien  is 
39  L.RJL(N.a)  20 


given  to  the  corporation,  an  assignee  or 
pledgee  of  a  certificate  takes  subject  to  a 
lien  for  a  debt  to  the  corporation  incurred 
by  the  transferrer  subsequent  to  the  as- 
signment or  pledge,  and  before  notice  there- 
of is  given  to  the  corporation,  especially 
where  the  statute  or  charter  provides  that 
no  transfer  shall  be  valid  until  made  on 
the  books  of  the  corporation.  The  corpo- 
ration cannot  assert  a  lien  for  a  debt  con- 
tracted subsequent  to  notice  of  a  pledge 
or  transfer  of  the  shares,  even  though  the 
transfer  is  made  in  violation  of  a  charter 
proviaion  prohibiting  the  transfer  of  shares 
for  a  specified  length  of  time  after  organi- 
zation. Nor  can  the  corporation  assert  a 
lien  for  a  debt  contracted  after  it  has  notice 
that  the  shareholder  has  agreed  to  transfer 
his  shares  and  has  been  paid  therefor."  26 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  Stock  &  Stock- 
holders, p.  872,  and  notes  6,  7,  8,  and  9 
thereunder.  In  Michigan  the  legal  title 
or  general  property  of  shares  of  corporate 
stock  is  in  the  pledgeor.  In  the  case  of 
Just  V.  State  Sav.  Bank,  132  Mich.  600,  at 
page  606,  94  N.  W.  200,  202,  the  court 
says:  "Whatever  may  be  the  English 
rule,  we  think  it  is  settled  that  the  courts 
of  this  county  repudiate  the  idea  that  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  or  pledgee  of  stock 
takes  it  subject  to  claims  that  may  subse- 
quently arise  in  favor  of  the  corporation 
if  it  has  notice  of  his  purchase,  and  that 
notice  of  the  purchaser's  rights  is  sufficient 
to  protect  them,  although  a  demand  for  a 
transfer  of  the  stock  on  the  books  of  the 
corporation  be  not  made."  Prince  Invest. 
Co.  y.  St.  Paul  &  S.  C.  Land  Co.  68  Minn. 
121,  70  N.  W.  1079;  Conant  y.  Reed,  1 
Ohio  St.  298;  Bank  of  America  y.  McNeil, 
10  Bush.  54;  Des  Moines  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
V.  Des  Moines  Nat.  Bank,  97  Iowa,  668, 
66  N.  W.  914;  Hotchkiss  &  U.  Co.  y. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  15  C.  C.  A.  264,  37  U.  S. 
App.  86,  68  Fed.  76;  Cook,  Stockholders 
&,  Corp.  Law,  532,  727.  See  also  Michi- 
gan Trust  Co.  y.  State  Bank,  111  Mich. 
310,  69  N.  W.  645;  Oakland  County  Say. 
Bank  y.  State  Bank,  113  Mich.  284,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  463,  71  N.  W.  453. 

In  Minnesota,  where  the  statute  is 
stronger  and  more  comprehensive  than  our 
own,  the  rule  is:  "This  provision  relating 
to  transfer  on  the  books  of  the  corporation 
is  therefore  solely  for  the  protection  and 
benefit  of  the  corporation,  but  this  pro- 
tection does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  em- 
powering it  to  use  its  statutory  authority 
as  a  weapon  to  deprive  bona  fide  share- 
holders of  their  valuable  roperty  rights 
accruing  prior  to  the  claims  of  the  corpora- 
tion, obtained  by  it  with  notice  of  the 
rights  of  such  shareholders.     Corporations 
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notice  of  the  rights  of  others;  thus,  'if  the 
agents  of  the  corporation  should,  with  no- 
tice of  the  rights  of  the  equitable  owner, 
assist  the  legal  holder  to  transfer  the 
shares  in  violation  of  the  trust,  the  com- 
pany would  be  liable  therefor.'  .  .  . 
Henoe  the  lien  which  a  corporation  has 
upon  the  stock  or  property  of  its  members 
invested  therein,  due  from  them  to  the 
corporation,  is  such  as  it  has  acquired  in 
good  faith.  The  rights  of  the  corporation 
are  not  therefore  superior  and  paramount 
in  all  cases  to  those  of  the  stockholders 
simply  because  of  their  not  registering  or 
transferring  the  sale  of  stock  on  the  books 
of  the  corporation.  .  .  .  Therefore,  that 
as  against  the  land  company,  no  lien  could 
attach  to  the  stock  for  the  indebtedness  of 
Moore  to  the  Prince  Investment  Company, 
holding  the  naked  legal  title  only  with 
notice  of  agreement  to  transfer  the  stock 
and  the  entire  condition  of  the  matter.  If 
the  adjudications  in  other  jurisdictions  are 
at  variance  with  this  rule,  we  do  not  feel 
disposed  to  follow  them,  as  we  think  that 
this  doctrine  is  more  in  harmony  with  the 
general  principles  applicable  to  the  sale  of 
personal  property,  and  where  notice  is  act- 
ually brought  home  to  the  parties  to  be 
affected  by  it."  Prince  Invest.  Co.  v.  St. 
Paul  &  S.  C.  Land  Co.  68  Minn.  121,  70 
N.  W.  1079.  And  this  case  was  cited  and 
approved  in  St.  Paul  Nat.  Bank  v.  Life 
Ins.  Clearing  Co.  71  Minn.  123,  73  N.  W. 
713.  In  Des  Moines  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Dea  Moines  Nat.  Bank,  97  Iowa,  668,  66 
N.  W.  914,  in  discussing  a  similar  statu- 
tory provision,  the  court  says:  "Where  the 
holder  of  stock  assigned  the  same  to  nle- 
fendant  as  collateral,  the  corporation  being 
notified  thereof,  but  no  actual  transfer  was 
made  on  the  corporation  books,  and  after- 
wards the  stock  was  assigned  to  the  corpo- 
ration as  security  for  the  registered  holder's 
indebtedness,  the  corporation,  having  had 
actual  notice  of  the  transfer  to  defendant, 
cannot  maintain  a  superior  claim  to  the 
stock  on  the  ground  that  no  transfer  was 
formally  made  on  the  books  as  required  by 
a  by-law  providing  that  no  transfer  shall 
be  valid  unless  so  made."  In  White  River 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Capital  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co. 
77  Vt.  123,  107  Am.  St.  Rep.  764,  69  Atl. 
197,  a  case  where  the  charter  provided  a 
lien  for  the  indebtedness  of  the  pledgeor, 
and  refused  to  permit  a  transfer  of  stock 
until  such  indebtedness  had  been  paid,  a 
stockholder,  with  notice  to  the  issuing  bank, 
transferred  certain  shares  of  his  stock; 
the  issuing  bank  thereafter  loaned  the 
stockholder  money,  and,  when  the  certificate 
was  presented  for  transfer,  the  bank  re- 
fused to  make  it  upon  its  books  until  the 
indebtedness  way  pfii4f  The  court  held  t^at 
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the  holder  of  a  certificate  of  stock  assigned 
to  him  as  collateral  security  by  indorse- 
ment, with  power  of  attorney  to  make  the 
transfer,  had  the  equitable  interest,  and 
that  the  legal  title  was  in  the  assignor, 
though  the  corporation  and  other  creditors 
were  unaffected  with  notice,  and  the  trans- 
action was  incomplete  until  the  transfer 
was  actually  made  on  the  books  of  the 
corporation,  but  also  held:  ''Although  a 
corporation  charter  provides  that  its  stock 
shall  be  transferred  only  upon  its  books 
and  that  no  transfer  shall  be  valid  until 
the  assignor  shall  have  paid  all  debts  due 
from  him  to  the  corporation,  yet  the  corpo- 
ration cannot  refuse  to  record  a^  transfer 
of  stock  when  it  has  notice  thereof  before 
the  assignor  becomes  indebted  to  it."  The 
same  doctrine  was  upheld  in  Curtice  t. 
Crawford  County  Bank,  66  C,  C.  A.  174,  118 
Fed.  390:  Hotchkiss  &  U.  Co.  v.  Union  Nat. 
Bank,  15  C.  C.  A.  264,  37  U.  S.  App.  86, 
68  Fed.  76;  Merchants'  Nat.  Bank  v.  State 
Nat.  Bank,  10  Wall.  604,  19  U  ed.  1008; 
Birmingham  Trust  &  Sav.  Co.  v.  Louisiana 
Nat.  Bank,  99  Ala.  379,  20  L.R.A.  600, 
13  So.  112.  In  Jones  on  Pledges  and  Col- 
lateral Securities,  §  223,  p.  166,  it  is  said: 
"But  a  corporation  having  notice  that  the 
stockholder  has  pledged  his  stock  by  a 
delivery  of  the  certificate  with  a  power  to 
transfer  the  stock  upon  the  books  of  the 
corporation  cannot  have  a  lien  upon  the 
stock  for  a  credit  afterwards  extended  to 
him  upon  the  faith  of  its  charter  right  to 
a  lien  to  secure  a  stockholder's  indebtedness. 
Such  an  equitable  assignment  of  the  stock 
affects  one  who  has  knowledge  of  it  equally 
as  much  as  if  the  transfer  had  been  made 
upon  the  books.  Notice  to  the  executive 
officer  of  a  corporation,  such  as  the  cashier 
of  a  bank,  engaged  in  the  active  discharge 
of  his  duties,  is  notice  to  the  corporation 
itself  of  such  an  equitable  transfer;  And 
such  officer,  knowing  of  the  pledge  of  the 
stockholder's  certificate  to  secure  a  promis- 
sory note,  is  presumed  to  know  that  it  re- 
mains in  pledge  for  a  renewal  of  the  origi- 
nal note.  Knowledge  of  the  original  trans- 
action should  put  the  officer  upon,  inquiry 
as  to  the  state  of  the  stockholders  shares 
before  the  corporation  gave  him  credit  upon 
the  faith  of  his  having  stock  upon  which 
a  lien  could  attach  in  favor  of  the  corpo- 
ration." In  Bank  of  America  v.  McNeil,  10 
Bush,  54,  the  court,  speaking  through  Mr. 
Justice  Lindsay,  says:  "The  indebtedness 
this  lien  is  intended  to  secure  is  such  as 
may  exist  at  the  time  the  stockholder  at- 
tempts to  dispose  of  his  stock.  It  is  mani- 
fest that  the  lien  cannot  become  effectual 
for  any  purpose  until  the  stockholder  con- 
tracts a  debt  to  the  bank.  Until  this  ia 
done,   hia   powef  to  eeU|  give,   devise,   or 
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incumber  his  stock  is  as  perfect  and  com- 
plete as  is  his  right  so  to  dispose  of  or 
encumber  any  other  personal  property  he 
may  own.  He  cannot  pass  the  complete 
legal  title  to  his  stock  except  by  a  trans- 
fer entered  upon  the  books  of  the  bank, 
nor  can  he  by  any  arrangement,  not  made 
known  to  the  bank,  deprive  it  of  the  right 
to  look  to  his  stock  as  an  ultimate  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  any  indebtedness 
it  may  innocently  permit  him  to  incur;  but 
he  may,  by  bargain  and  sale,  by  gift,  devise, 
or  pledge,  devest  himself  of  title,  and,  when 
he  has  done  so,  and  notice  has  been  given 
to  the  bank,  it  has  no  right  to  extent  credit 
to  him  upon  the  faith  of  his  charter  lien 
upon  his  stock." 

It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  in  view  of  the 
foregoing  authorities,  that  the  only  real 
question  in  this  case  is  one  of  notice.  The 
jury  found  that  the  defendant  had  actual 
notice  that  McLish  had  pledged  his  stock 
to  the  First  State  Bank,  and  that,  too,  at  a 
time  when  he  was  not  indebted  to  the  issu- 
ing bank.  It  is  going  too  far  to  say  that, 
in  view  of  his  knowledge,  the  defendant 
bank  had  yet  a  lien  on  the  stock  superior 
to  that  of  the  pledgee  or  its  assigns.  We 
do  not  think  the  legislature  intended  to 
give  to  banks  such  an  undue  advantage  in 
matters  of  this  kind.  Were  such  a  thing 
necessary  to  protect  the  bank  and  its 
creditors,  such  intent  might  possibly  be 
gathered  from  the  statute,  but  this  is  not 
the  case.  The  statute  relied  upon  was  not 
intended  to  restrict  or  hinder  or  control 
in  any  way  a  sale  of  bank  stock  by  the 
owner,  except  in  cases  where  he  was  in- 
debted to  the  bank  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
In  the  case  at  bar  McLish  was  not  indebted 
to  the  bank  in  any  form  between  the  25th 
of  June  and  the  8th  of  July;  and  any  lien 
which  the  defendant  may  have  had  prior  to 
June  25th  had  been  fully  satisfied  and  dis- 
charged, and  after  said  date,  when  his 
stock  was  clear  from  the  statutory  lien, 
and  McLish  was  not  indebted  to  the  bank, 
he  had  a  right  to  sell,  transfer,  or  encumber 
his  stock  in  any  manner  he  chose.  If  the 
defendant,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  pledg- 
ing of  the  stock,  ignored  the  ordinary  rules 
of  business,  and  permitted  him  to  again 
become  indebted,  thereafter,  and  while  his 
stock  was  pledged,  it  could  not  expect  to 
hold  said  stock  which  was  then  pledged 
to  another,  under  the  statutory  lien. 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention  that 
to  uphold  the  sale  of  stock  to  plain- 
tiff, under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
would  prove  detrimental  to  the  banjcing 
interests  of  the  state.  Banks  have  cer- 
tain well-defined  rights  and  privileges 
but  those  rights  and  privileges  are  no 
more  sacred  than  are  those  ol  individuals, 
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and  certainly  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  enact  laws  more  beneficial 
to  one  class  than  another.  To  sustain  de- 
fendant's contention  would  result  in  pla- 
cing a  premium  on  knavery  and  trickery, 
and  would  open  a  way  whereby  dishonest 
bank  officials  might  prey  on  an  unsuspect- 
ing public.  On  the  other  hand,  banks  pur- 
suing a  careful  and  conservative  business 
will  not  suffer.  Where  a  bank  loans  money, 
especially  to  one  of  its  stockholders,  it 
should  investigate  and  assure  itself  that 
the  security  taken  is  ample.  If  it  fails  to 
do  so,  it  will  not  be  heard  to  complain; 
and  surely  no  fair-minded  person  would 
ask  that  an  innocent  party  be  made  to 
suffer  on  account  of  the  negligence  and 
carelessness  of  the  officials,  who  had  every 
opportunity  of  protecting  their  bank,  and 
especially,  as  in  the  case  at  bar  (where 
the  bank  knew  that  the  stock  had  been 
pledged),  it  could  not  knowingly  make 
other  loans  to  the  original  owner  of  such 
stock  and  expect  to  hold  as  security  there- 
for, under  a  lien  known  to  have  been  dis- 
charged, property  that  had  been  pledged 
to  another. 

We  can  see  no  error  in  the  record,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  District  Court  of 
Garter  county  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Gnriam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 


WEST   VIRGINIA   SUPREMB   COURT 
OF  APPEALS. 

MARY  C.  COUCH 

V. 

SARAH  F.  EASTHAM,  Appt. 

(69  W.  Va.  710,  73  S.  E.  314.) 

Dower  —  estate    limited    upon    death 
without  issue. 

1.  Where  one  is  seised  of  an  estate  in 
land  that  is  limited  only  on  his  dying  with- 
out lawful  children,  the  estate,  being  one 
that  can   pass  to   heirs   if  lawful  children 

Headnotes  by  Robinson,  J. 

■  -  ■  ■  —  * 

Note,  —  Dower  in  conditional  estates. 

The  case  above  reported  appears  to  be 
the  only  one  upon  the  question  whether  a 
widow  is  dowable  of  an  estate  held  by  her 
husband  upon  a  condition  subsequent  de- 
cided since  the  -compilation  of  the  note  to 
Sullivan  v.  Sullivan,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  691, 
in  which  the  decisions  on  the  subject  are 
collected. 

As  to  the  ripht  of  curtesy  in  determin- 
able fees,  see  note  to  Carter  v.  Couch,  20 
L.RX(NJS.)  858.  E.  S.  0, 
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are  born,  is  an  "estate  of  inheritance,"  in 
which  the  widow  is  dowable,  though  it  ex- 
pires by  failure  pf  issue. 

Same  —  conditions  of. 

2.  A  widow  is  dowable  to  the  extent  of 
one  third  of  the  real  estate  whereof  the 
husband,  or  any  one  to  his  use,  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture,  was  seised  of  an  in- 
heritance, such  as  that  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage might  inherit  the  same  as  heir  to  the 
husband,  unless  her  right  to  dower  therein 
has  been  lawfully  barred  or  relinquished. 

Will  —  coDBtr  action  —  meaning     ex- 
pressed. 

3.  A  will  that  is  clear  and  unambiguous 
in  its  terms  must  be  interpreted  by  those 
terms.  The  true  inquiry  is  not  what  the 
testator  meant,  but  what  the  terms  used  by 
him  express. 

(November  14,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Mason  County  in 
plaintiffs  favor  in  a  suit  to  establish  a 
dower  right  in  certain  real  estate.  Af- 
firmed. 

Thd  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Mollohan,  McClintic,  &  Math- 
ews, Rankin  Wiley,  and  Harry  Couch 
£astham  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  J.  S.  Spencer  and  Somerville 
&  Somerville  for  appellee. 

» 

Robinson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

By  this  suit  the  widow  of  Peter  S.  Couch 
prays  that  dower  be  assigned  her  in  the 
lands  devised  to  her  husband  by  the  will 
of  his  father,  Samuel  Couch.  Her  right 
to  dower  therein  is  denied  by  the  defendant, 
Sarah  F.  Eastham.  The  case  presents  a 
single  question:  Is  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  dower? 

The  answer  to  the  question  must  be  de- 
termined by  a  consideration  of  the  follow- 
ing paragraph  in  the  will  of  Samuel  Couch: 
''I  give  and  devise  unto  my  son  Peter  S. 
Couch  the  farm  on  which  I  reside  in  Mason 
County,  West  Virginia,  containing  about 
Nine  Hundred  and  Fifty  Acres,  but  it  be- 
ing my  desire  to  divide  my  property  as 
near  equally  as  may  be  between  my  two 
children  Peter  S.  Couch  and  Sarah  Frances 
Eastham.  I  direct  my  said  son  Peter  S. 
Couch  to  pay  his  sister  Sarah  F.  Eastham 
the  sum  of  Four  Thousand  Dollars  and  I 
hereby  make  the  said  sum  of  Four  Thous- 
and Dollars  a  lien  and  charge  upon  the  real 
estate  afojesaid  devised  to  said  Peter  S. 
Couch,  until  the  same  is  paid  to  said  Sarah 
F.  Eastham  or  her  heirs,  but  in  event  the 
said  Peter  S.  Couch  shall  die  leaving  no 
lawful  children  surviving  him,  but  leaving 
his  wife  Mary  Catharine  Couch  surviving 
him,  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  the  title 
89  l^,ILA.(N.S.) 


to  all  my  real  estate  aforesaid  shall  pass 
to  and  be  vested  in  my  daughter  Sarah 
Frances  Eastham  or  her  children  if  she  be 
not  living  upon  the  payment  by  her  or  her 
said  children  to  said  Mary  Catharine  Couch 
of  the  sum  of 'Four  Thousand  Dollurs,  but 
in  the  event  that  said  Mary  Catharine 
Couch  shall  not  then  be  living,  it  is  my 
will  and  desire  that  said  real  estate  shall 
pass  to  and  vest  in  my  said  daughter,  Sarah 
F.  Eastham,  or  in  case  of  her  death  to  her 
children  without  the  payment  of  anything 
in  consideration  therefor."  A  codicil  to 
the  will  reduced  the  last  named  sum  of 
$4,000  to  $2,000. 

This  same  paragraph  of  the  will  of  Sam- 
uel Couch,  twice  before,  in  the  lifetime  of 
Peter  S.  Couch,  has  been  involved  in  suits 
in  this  court.  Couch  v.  Eastham,  27  W.  Va. 
796,  55  Am.  Rep.  346;  Couch  v.  Eastham, 
29  W.  Va.  784,  3  S.  E.  23.  But,  of  course, 
in  neither  of  those  cases  was  the  character 
of  the  estate  devised  to  Peter  S.  Couch 
viewed  in  relation  to  dower.  Now  that  he 
has  departed  this  life  leaving  no  issue,  and 
Sarah  F.  Eastham  has  paid  to  his  widow 
the  $2,000  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
will  and  the  codicil  thereto,  this  subsequent 
controversy  about  the  right  of  dower  arises. 

The  will  gave  Peter  S.  Couch  a  defeasible 
fee  in  the  land.  He  held  an  estate  in  fee 
simple,  which  would  shift  in  the  event  of 
his  dying  without  lawful  children.  The 
fee  continued  in  him  until  he  died  without 
issue.  If  lawful  children  had  been  born  to 
him,  the  estate  was  one  which  they  could 
have  inherited  as  his  heirs.  Since  the  estate 
of  which  he  was  seised  was  one  that  could 
pass  to  his  heirs,  it  was  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance. It  is  to  estates  of  this  character  that 
dower  attaches.  Code  1906,  chap.  65,  §  1. 
"The  widow  is  dowable  of  all  the  real  estate 
whereof  the  husband,  or  any  one  to  his  use, 
at  any  time  during  the  coverture,  was  seised 
of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  such  as  that  is- 
sue born  of  the  marriage  may,  by  possibility, 
inherit  the  same  as  heir  to  the  husband, 
unless  her  right  to  such  dower  has  been 
lawfully  barred  or  relinquished."  2  Minor, 
Inst.  4th  ed.  147.  Though  the  estate  of 
Peter  S.  Couch  in  the  land  expired  when 
he  died  without  leaving  children,  still  hia 
previous  seisin  of  the  estate  of  inheritance 
therein  during  the  cqyerture  is  a  basis  of 
dower  in  his  widow.  "If  the  consort's  es- 
tate expires  by  the  regular  efflux  of  the 
period  originally  marked  out  for  its  dura- 
tion, leaving  the  previous  seisin  of  the  con- 
sort unimpaired,  dower  (and  curtesy)  ar« 
prolongations  of  the  consort's  estate,  an- 
nexed by  force  of  law."  2  Minor,  Inst. 
4th  ed.  153.  So,  we  must  observe,  Samuel 
Couch  by  his  will  vested  such  a  title  in  his 
son,  gave  him  such  a  seisin  of  the  land. 
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that  dower  in*  the  son's  widow  was  annexed 
thereto,  by  force  of  law,  as  a  prolongation  of 
the  son's  estate.  That  Peter  S.  Couch  held 
a  defeasible  fee,  and  that  his  widow  is  dow« 
able  therein,  unless  her  right' has  been  law- 
fully barred  or  relinquished,  is  clear.  Tom- 
linson  t.  Nickell,  24  W.  Va.  148;  Nickell 
T.  Tomlinson,  27  W.  Va.  697. 

It  is,  however,  insisted  that  Samuel  Couch 
did  not  intend  that  the  widow  of  his  son 
should  take  dower  in  the  land.  What  he 
did  intend  must  be  determined  from  the 
will  itself.  The  will  is  clear  and  unambig- 
uous. We  cannot  change  it  and  thereby 
make  a  new  will.  The  testator  plainly  gave 
his  son  an  estate  in  which  the  widow  of  the 
latter  was  dowable.  This  imports  that  the 
testator  intended  her  to  have  dower,  after 
the  son's  death.  He  must  be  presiuned  to 
have  known  the  legal  consequences  of  his 
will.  Whether  Samuel  Couch  could  have  so 
devised  an  estate  of  inheritance  to  his  son 
by  terms  of  the  will  as  to  cut  off  right  of 
dower  therein,  we  need  not  decide.  The 
will  does  not  undertake  to  cut  off  dower;  it 
does  not  directly  affirm  that  the  son's  widow 
shall  have  no  tlower.  Nor  does  it  say  that 
the  $2,000  to  be  paid  by  Sarah  F.  Eastham 
to  the  son's  widow  shall  be  in  lieu  of  dower. 
We  cannot  assume  or  conjecture  that  the 
testator  meant  that  sum  in  place  of  dower 
when  he  says  nothing  to  that  effect.  The 
plain  import  of  the  will  from  the  terms 
used  is  that  the  widow  of  his  son  may  take 
dower  and  receive  the  $2,000  also.  We 
cannot  hold  that  the  will  means  that  Sarah 
F.  Eastham  is  to  have  the  immediate  pos- 
session of  all  the  land  at  the  death  Of  Peter 
8.  Couch,  for  none  of  the  terms  used  war- 
rant that  meaning.  The  will  does  not  say 
that  the  possession  of  the  land  is  to  pass  to 
Sarah  F.  Eastham  if  Peter  S.  Couch  dies 
without  lawful  children  and  leaves  a  widow. 
It  says  the  "title"- to  the  land  is  "to  pass  to 
and  be  vested  in"  Sarah  F.  Eastham  in  that 
event.  The  use  of  these  words  is  consistent 
with  the  right  of  dower  claimed.  "Title" 
does  not  mean  "possession."  Dower  is  mere 
right  to  possession,  not  title.  In  short, 
Samuel  Couch  gave  to  his  son  an  estate  in 
which  he  must  have  known  that  the  son's 
widow  could  take  dower,  and  used  no  words 
promulgating  an  intention  contrary  to  her 
taking  dower.  Why  he  gave  a  dowable  es- 
tate, and  why  he  also  provided  that  a  sum 
of  money  should  be  paid  to  the  widow,  is  not 
for  us  to  inquire.  It  is  enough  that  we  see 
that  he  did  so  by  the  plain  language  of  his 
will.  It  may  be  that  he  meant  to  return  to 
the  widow  at  least  a  portion  of  the  $4,000 
paid  by  her  husband.  Relative  to  this  same 
will  it  was  held  in  a  former  case:  "In  the 
interpretation  of  a  will,  the  true  inquiry  is, 
not  what  the  testator  meant  to  express, 
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but  what  do  the  words  used  express." 
Couch  V.  Eastham,  29  W.  Va.  784,  3  S.  £. 
23. 

The  decree  is  a  proper  one.     It  will  be 
affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  January  12, 
1912. 


OKLAHOMA  8UPRGMB  COURT. 

ST.   LOUIS   &   SAN   FRANCISCO   RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

L.  O.  ALLEN. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  1090.) 

Carrier  —  shipment  to  consignor's  or- 
der —  shortage  —  suit  by  purchaser. 

Prior  to  the  17th  day  of  October,  1907, 
L.  O.  A.,  of  P.,  ordered  from  W.-M.  Co.  of 
O.,  a  car  of  coal  to  be  shipped  from  H.  to 
F.  On  said  date  said  car,  containing  76,800 
pounds,  was  shipped  bv  W.-M.  Co.  over 
plaintiff  in  error's  line  of  railroad,  to  W.-M. 
Co.,  at  P.  shipper's  order,  '.'Notify  L.  O.  A." 
The  bill  of  lading  so  drawn  and  draft  for 
the  amount  ot  the  invoice,  including  freight, 
were  delivered  for  collection  to  W,  F.'s 
agent  at  P.,  who  was  also  the  agent  of  plain- 
tiff in  error  at  P.  The  car  of  coal  arrived 
at  P.  on  the  28th  day  of  November,  1907. 
After  it  arrived,  and  on  the  same  day,  L. 
0.  A.  paid  the  draft.  L.  O.  A.  completed 
the  unloading  of  the  car  on  November  30, 
1907.  After  having  weighed  the  coal  un- 
loaded from  said  car,  he  found  that  he  had 
received  67,880,  instead  of  76,800,  pounds, 
as  called  for  by  the  bill  of  lading.  A.'s  re- 
ceipt shows  W.-M.  Co.  to  be  both  the  con- 
signor and  the  consignee,  and  states, 
"Notify  L.  O.  A."  There  is  no  contention 
that  W.-M.  Co.  had  assigned  its  right  of 
action  to  A.  Held,  that  A.  was  not  entitled 
to  recover,  as  he  showed  no  title  in  him- 
self prior  to  the  time  he  paid  the  draft 
and  received  the  bill  of  lading, — all  damage 
occurring  prior  to  that  time. 

(January  9,  1912.) 

Headnote  by  Williaks,  J. 

yote.  —  Might  of  one  who  ia  to  he  notU 
fied  of  arrival  of  goods  consigned  to 
another^  to  maintain  action  against 
carrier. 

As  is  well  known,  the  practice  of  "notify- 
ing" a  person  of  the  arrival  of  goods  is  re- 
sorted to  when  a  vendor  consigns  goods  to 
himself  or  to  his  own  order,  and  the  vendee 
is  to  be  notified  of  the  arrival  of  goods,  and 
it  to  receive  them  from  the  carrier  upon 
payment  of  draft  drawn  upon  him,  and  the 
receipt  of  the  bill  of  lading  thereto  attached. 
This  situation,  of  course,  immediately  pre- 
sents the  question  whether  the  title  to  the 
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I?RROR  to  the  County  Court  for  Kay 
2j  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tilTs  favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
the  value  of  coal  alleged  to  have  been  negli- 
gently lost  while  in  defendant's  possession 
as  a  common  carrier.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  F.  Evans,  R.  A.  Kleln- 
schmldt,  and  W.  C.  Mitchell,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

At  the  time  of  the  loss,  the  legal,  title  to 
the  car  of  coal  was  in  the  Wise-Moist  Coal 
Company,  and  it  only  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover. 

4  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1427,  p.  64;  Union 
Stock  Yards  Co.  v.  Westcott,  47  Neb.  300, 
66  N.  W.  422;  Furman  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co. 
106  N.  Y.  579,  13  N.  E.  587 ;  Atlanta  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  106  Fed.  623; 
Hutchinson,  Carr.  3d  ed.  §  187;  1  Mechem, 
Sales,  §  774;  Craven  v.  Ryder,  6  Taunt. 
433,  2  Marsh.  127,  Holt,  100,  16  Revised 
Rep.  644;  Ruck  v.  Hatfield,  6  Barn.  &  Aid. 
632,  24  Revised  Rep.  507;  Wait  v.  Baker, 
2  Exch.  1;  Van  Casteel  v.  Booker,  2  Exch. 
691;  Ellershaw  v.  Magniac,  6  Exch.  670; 
Ward  V.  Taylor,  56  111.  494;  Bellefontaine 
V.  Vessaux,  55  Ohio  St.  323,  45  N.  E.  321 ; 
Willman  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Fussy,  15  Mont. 
511,   48   Am.   St.   Rep.   698,   39   Pac.    738; 


Dows  V.  National  Exch.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  618, 
23  L.  ed.  214;  Secligson  v.  Philbrick,  30 
Fed.  600;  Berger  v.  State,  50  Ark.  20,  6 
S.  W.  15;  Bergeman  v.  Indianapolis  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  104  Mo.  77,  15  S.  W.  992;  Pennsyl- 
vania R,  Co.  V.  Stern,  119  Pa.  24,  4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  626,  12  Ail.  756;  North  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  V.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  123  C  8. 
727,  31  L.  ed.  287,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  266; 
Libby  v.  Ingalls,  124  Mass.  503;  Furman  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  106  N.  Y.  579,  13  N.  E. 
587;  Joslyn  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  61  Vt. 
92;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Northern  R.  Co.  68 
N.  H.  203 ;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cummings, 
89  Tenn.  609,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  618,  18  S.  W. 
115;  Security  Bank  v.  Luttgen,  29  Minn. 
363,  13  N.  W.  151;  First  Nat  Bank  v. 
Crocker,  111  Mass.  163. 

Mr.  James  Q«  Lontlian  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  proceeding  in  error  is  to  review  a 
judgment  wherein  the  defendant  in  error,  as 
plaintiff,  sued  the  plaintiff  in  error,  as  de- 
fendant. 

Prior  to  the  17th  day  of  October,  1907, 
the  plaintiff,  L.  O.  Allen,  of  Peckham,  Okla- 
homa,  ordered   from   the   Wise-Moist  Coal 


goods  passed  upon  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
to  the  carrier,  or  upon  the  payment  of  the 
draft  and  the  receipt  of  the  bill  of  lading, 
or  upon  presentation  of  the  bill  of  lading 
and  delivery  of  the  goods  after  the  payment 
of  the  draft.  In  the  few  cases  which  have 
been  found  to  involve  the  question  in  the 
foregoing  title,  it  is  agreed  that  the  title 
does  not  pass  until  after  the  payment  of 
the  draft,  and  that  therefore  the  vendee  has 
no  right  of  action  for  injury  to  or  loss  of 
the  goods  occurring  before  the  title  passed. 
Where  the  plaintiff's  name  appears  in  the 
bill  of  lading  only  as  the  person  to  be  noti- 
fied of  the  arrival  of  goods  consigned  by  and 
to  another,  the  former  does  not  have  such 
an  interest  therein  as  will  entitle  him  to  re- 
cover for  thfir  loss.  E.  R.  Dalbey  &  Co.  v. 
Mexican  C.  R.  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  105 
S.  W.  1154. 

« 

And  the  payment  of  the  draft  subse- 
quently to  the  loss  of  the  goods  does  not 
operate  to  vest  the  title  in  the  vendee  as  of 
the  date  of  the  loss,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to 
maintain  an  action  against  the  carrier. 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mt.  Vernon  Co.  84 
Ala.  173,  4  So.  350. 

So,  in  Cudahv  Packing  Co.  v.  Dorsey,  26 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  484,  63  S.  W.  548,  in  which 
the  vendor. sent  goods  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
attached  the  bill  of  lading  to  a  draft,  and 
sent  it  to  a  bank  with  instructions  not  to 
deliver  the  bill  of  lading  until  the  payment 
of  the  draft,  the  court  declared  that,  if  the 
carrier  was  instructed  by  the  vendor  not  to 
deliver  the  property  until  it  was  paid  for, 
then  it  did  not  belong  to  the  plaintiff  at 
:{U  L.R.A.{N.S.) 


the  time  of  the  alleged  injury,  and  he  could 
not  maintain  an  action  for  damages  against 
the  carrier. 

And  since  the  title  does  not  pass  to  a 
vendee  to  whom  the  goods  are  not  to  be  de- 
livered until  the  payment  of  the  draft  and 
presentment  of  the  attached  bill  of  lading 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  goods,  be  cannot 
claim  a  right  of  action  for  damages  for  de- 
lay in  the  shipment,  upon  the  theory  that 
the  contract  of  shipment  was  made  for  his 
benefit  by  the  vendor.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Robinson,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  131 
S.  W.  444. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  where  the  bill 
of  lading  of  goods  consigned  to  the  vendor, 
"notify"  the  vendee,  bears  an  indorsement 
by  the  vendor  to  the  vendee,  which  was 
dated  before  the  delay  occurred,  the  as- 
signee is  the  owner  of  the  goods  at  the  time 
of  the  delay,  and  since,  therefore,  he  alone 
sustains  damages  in  consequence  thereof,  he 
has  the  right  to  bring  an  action  against  the 
carrier.  Moore  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  85  8.  C.  19,  67  S.  E.  11. 

Another  point,  although  really  constitut- 
ing but  a  step  in  the  process  oi  reasoning 
by  which  the  time  or  manner  of  passing  of 
title  is  determined,  is  sometimes  made  by 
the  statement  that  when  a  vendor  consigns 
goods  to  himself  or  to  his  own  order,  "noti- 
fy" the  vendee,  the  carrier  becomes  the 
agent  of  the  vendor,  to  consummate  the  sale 
upon  the  delivery  to  the  vendee  of  the  bill 
of  lading  after  payment  of  the  draft. 

Thus,  it  is  held  in  Asheboro  Wheelbar- 
row &  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  149  N. 
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Company,  of  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma,  a 
car  of  Henryetta  lump  coal  to  be  shipped 
from  Henryetta,  Oklahoma,  to  Peckham, 
Oklahoma.  On  said  date,  S.  F.  car  No. 
16,439,  containing  76,800  pounds  of  Henry- 
etta lump  coal  was  shipped  by  the  Wise- 
Moist  Coal  Company  over  defendant's  line 
of  railroad  to  themselves  (Wise-Moist  Coal 
Company),  Peckham,  Oklahoma,  shipper's 
order,  "Notify  L.  O.  Allen;"  and  bill  of 
lading  so  drawn,  and  draft  for  the  amount 
of  the  invoice,  including  freight,  were  de- 
livered for  collection  to  the  Wells  Fargo 
Express  Companys'  agent  at  Peckham,  who 
was  also  the  defendant's  agent  at  Peckham. 
The  car  of  coal  arrived  at  Peckham  on  the 
29th  day  of  November,  1907,  and  after  its 
arrival,  and  on  the  date  therefor,  plaintiff 
paid  the  draft. 

Plaintiff  completed  the  unloading  of  the 
car  on  the  30th  day  of  November,  1907,  and, 
after  having  weighed  the  coal  unloaded 
from  said  car»  found  that  he  had  received 
67,880  pounds,  instead  of  76,800  pounds, 
as  called  for  by  the  billing.  Plaintiff's  re- 
ceipt shows  the  Wise-Moist  Company  to  be 
the  consignor  and  consignee,  and  states: 
•'Notify  L.  O.  Allen." 

In  Elliott  on  Railroads,  vol.  4,  2d  ed.  § 
1427,  p.  64,  it  is  said:     "A  direction  in  a 


bill  of  lading  to  consignor's  order,  to  'noti- 
fy* someone  else,  does  not  warrant  the  car- 
rier in  delivering  the  property  to  the  person 
so  to  be  notified  without  the  production 
of  the  bill  of  lading.  The  use  of  the  term 
'notify'  shows  that  the  party  to  be  notified 
was  not  intended  as  the  consignee,  but  was 
simply  to  be  advised  of  the  arrival  of  the 
goods.  The  fact  that  a  bill'  of  lading  is 
made  out  to  the  consignor's  order  makes 
this  still  plainer.  Indeed,  it  has  been  held 
that  such  a  contract  is  so  plain  and  unam- 
biguous that  a  custom  in  a  certain  city  to 
deliver  property  under  similar  bills  of  lad- 
ing to  the  person  to  be  notified  cannot  be 
shown."  See  also  authorities  cited  in  foot- 
notes 79,  80,  and  81. 

In  1  Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  3d  ed.  § 
187,  at  page  203,  it  is  said:  "It  is  a  com- 
mon practice,  where  the  bill  of  lading  pro- 
vides for  delivery  to  the  consignor's  order, 
and  has  gone  forward  attached  to  a  draft 
on  the  purchaser  or  other  person  by  whom 
payment  is  to  be  made,  to  give  directions 
that  such  person  be  notified  of  the  arrival 
of  the  goods,  in  order  that  he  may  pay 
the  draft  and  procure  the  goods.  Such  a 
direction  to  notify,  however,  does  not  dis- 
pense with  the  production  of  the  bill  of 
lading  as  in  other  cases;  and  if  the  carrier 


C.  261,  62  S.  £.  1091,  that  where  goods  arc 
shipped  to  the  consignor's  order,  the  car- 
rier is  his  agent,  and  the  person  to  be  noti- 
fied is  not  brought  into  any  contract  rela- 
tion with  the  carrier,  and  must  look  to  the 
consignor  for  any  damage  sustained  by  a 
delay.  It  appeared  in  this  case  that  the 
person  to  be  notified  did  not  pay  the  draft 
until  after  the  goods  arrived,  but  this  fact 
■eems  not  to  have  entered  into  a  decision 
of  the  case,  which  is  placed  upon  the  ground 
that  the  vendor  placed  the  goods  in  the 
hands  of  the  carrier  as  his  agent,  to  be  sold 
and  delivered  to  the  person  notified  when 
the  draft  was  paid,  and  that  both  title  and 
possession  remained  in  the  consignor  until 
that  time. 

It  will  be  observed  that  it  is  recognized 
in  St.  Louis  k  S.  *F.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen,  that 
the  vendee  could  have  taken  an  assignment 
of  the  claim  against  the  carrier  for  loss, 
and  then  could  have  brought  suit.  But  it 
seems  not  to  have  been  urged  in  the  few 
cases  discussed  in  this  note,  that  the  send- 
ing of  a  bill  of  lading  attached  to  the  draft 
and  indorsed  to  the  vendee  operates,  upon 
the  payment  of  the  draft,  and  the  presenta- 
tion of  the  bill  of  lading,  and  delivery  of 
the  goods,  not  only  as  a  consummation  of 
the  sale,  but  also  as  an  assignment  of  all 
claims  against  the  carrier  for  loss  or  dam- 
age to  the  property.  Such  a  position,  it  is 
thought,  might  well  be  made,  and  certainly 
it  would  have  the  practical  effect  of  accord- 
ing, in  most  cases,  a  right  of  action  to  the 
person  really  made  to  suffer  by  the  loss  or 
injury.  Of  w»»-8e,  quite  another  question  is 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


raised  when,  as  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mt.  Vernon  Co.  supra,  it  is  contended  that 
the  payment  of  the  draft  operates  to  vest 
title  in  the  vendee  as  of  the  date  of  the  loss. 

There  are  numerous  cases  which  discuss 
the  general  question  of  when  title  passes 
under  a  contract  of  shipment,  and  many  of 
such  cases  involve  contracts  in  which  the 
vendee  appears  in  the  bill  of  lading  only  as 
the  person  to  be  notified.  But  it  will  be 
observed  that  this  note  contains  only  such 
cases  of  this  kind  as  arise  from  an  attempt 
upon  the  part  of  the  person  to  be  notified 
to  sue  the  carrier,  generally,  as  to  the 
effect  of  attaching  a  draft  to  a  bill  of  lading 
to  prevent  title  passing  on  delivery  of  goods 
to  carrier,  see  note  in  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1078. 
The  note  in  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1056,  on  the 
liability  of  a  carrier  for  property  removed 
by  or  delivered  to  one  whom  it  was  directed 
to  notify,  has  to  do,  of  course,  with  whether 
the  carrier  is  liable  for  misdelivery  or  con- 
version when  it  delivers  the  goods  to  the 
person  to  be  notified  without  production  of 
the  bill  of  lading. 

Somewhat  analogous  to  the  question  in- 
dicated by  the  foregoine  title  is  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  right  of  an  agent,  factor, 
broker,  or  commission  merchant  to  whom 
goods  are  consigned  for  sale,  to  maintain  an 
action  against  the  carrier  for  loss  thereof 
or  damage  thereto.  This  question  is  dis- 
cussed in  the  note  in  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)   437. 

Generally,  as  to  the  right  of  a  consignee 
to  maintain  an  action  against  the  carrier, 
see  the  note  in  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  68. 

L.  A.  W. 
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delivers  the  goods  to  the  person  so  to  be 
notified,  without  requiring  him  to  produce 
the  bill  of  lading,  he  will  be  liable  for  any 
loss  thereby  incurred.  The  very  presence 
of  the  word  'notify'  in  such,  a  case,  it  is  said, 
shows  that  the  person  named  is  not  in- 
tended as  the  consignee.  And  although  it 
has  been  the  custom  for  the  carrier  to 
permit  the  person  to  be  notified  to  stop 
the  goods  at  a  point  short  of  their  destina- 
tion, and  there  receive  them,  without  pro- 
ducing the  bill  of  lading,  such  custom,  as 
against  a  bona  fide  transferee  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  will  furnish  the  carrier  with  no  ex- 
cuse for  making  delivery  at  an  intermedi- 
ate point  to  the  person  to  be  notified,  with- 
out requiring  him  to  produce  the  bill  of 
lading."  See  also  authorities  cited  in  foot- 
notes 15,  16,  and  17. 

In  1  Mechem  on  Sales,  §  774,  at  page  648, 
it  is  said:  ''Where  the  seller  takes  a  bill 
of  lading  which  expressly  stipulates  that 
the  goods  are  to  be  delivered,  at  the  point 
of  destination,  to  himself  or  agent,  or  to  his 
order  or  assigns,  there  is  the  clearest  pos- 
sible evidence  upon  the  face  of  the  trans- 
action that,  notwithstanding  such  an  appro- 
priation of  the  goods  as  might  have  been 
sufficient  to  transfer  the  title  to  the  buyer, 
the  seller  has  determined  to  prevent  this 
/esult  by  keeping  the  goods  within  his  own 
control." 

In  Dows  ▼.  National  Exch.  Bank,  01  U. 
S.  618,  23  L.  ed.  214,  it  was  held:  "The 
transmission  of  the  invoices  of  goods  does 
not  pass  the  property  in  goods  without  the 
acceptance  and  payment  of  the  drafts  drawn 
against  them.  An  invoice  is  not  a  bill  of 
sale,  nor  is  it  evidence  of  a  sale«  A  bill  of 
lading,  taken  deliverable  to  the  shipper's 
own  order,  is  inconsistent  with  an  intention 
to  pass  the  ownership  of  the  cargo  to  the 
person  on  whose  account  it  may  have  been 
purchased.  .  .  .  Where  there  is  any 
evidence  to  r^but  the  effect  of  the  bill,  it 
becomes  a  question  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  property  has  passed.  But  where  there 
is  no  such  evidence,  there  is  no  necessity  of 
submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  as  to 
whether  there  was  a  change  of  ownership." 

In  Seeligson  v.  Philbrick  (CO.)  30  Fed. 
600,  it  is  said:  "The  principle  of  law  is 
well  established  that,  where  property  is 
destroyed  by  accident,  the  loss  falls  upon 
the  holder  of  the  legal  title  (Grant  v.  Unit- 
ed States,  7  Wall.  331,  19  L.  ed.  194),  and 
the  question  here  is,  in  whom  was  the  title 
to  the  property  destroyed,  at  the  time  of  its 
destruction?  Had  there  been  a  full  and 
perfected  sale,  which  passed  the  property 
from  the  plaintiffs  to  the  defendant,  so  that 
he  became  bound  to  pay  the  price?  Mr. 
Benjamin,  in  his  treatise  on  Sales  of  Per- 
sonal Property,  has  so  clearly  laid  down 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


what  may  safely  be  accepted  as  the  law 
upon  the  subject,  that  it  is  but  necessary 
to  examine  the  facts  of  the  case  in  ques- 
tion in  the  light  of  his  rules.  The  rules 
that  would  apply  in  this  case  are,  first, 
where  the  goods,  in  pursuance  of  an  order, 
are  delivered  to  a  carrier  to  be  delivered  to 
the  buyer,  the  carrier  is  presumed  to  aet 
as  agent  of  the  buyer,  and  delivery  to  the 
carrier  is  delivery  to  the  buyer;  but  where 
goods  are  delivered  on  board  of  a  vessel 
to  be  carried,  and  a  bill  of  lading  is  taken, 
the  delivery  by  the  vendor  is  not  a  delivery 
to  the  buyer,  but  to  the  captain,  as  bailee 
for  delivery  to  the  person  indicated  by  the 
bill  of  lading.  The  fact  of  making  the  bill 
of  lading  deliverable  to  the  order  of  the 
vendor  is,  when  not  rebutted  by  evidence 
to  the  contrary^  almost  decisive  to  show 
his  intention  to  reserve  the  jus  dUponendi, 
and  to  prevent  the  property  from  passing 
to  the  vendee.  Where  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  the  price  of  goods  is  inclosed  to  the 
buyer  for  acceptance,  together  with  a  bill 
of  lading,  if  he  refuse  acceptance,  he  ac- 
quires no  right  to  the  bill  of  lading,  or  the 
goods  of  which  it  is  the  symbol.  When  the 
vendor  deals  with  a  bill  of  lading  only  to 
secure  the  contract  price,  the  property  vests 
in  the  buyer  upon  payment  thereof.  See 
Benjamin,  Sales,  4th  ed.  §  399,  and  numer- 
ous cases  there  cited.  These  propositions 
of  law  are  accepted  as  established  by  nu- 
merous decisions,  and  the  Supreme  Court 
has  settled  beyond  any  question  what 
should  control  in  this  case." 

In  the  case  of  Willman  Mercantile  Co.  ▼. 
Fussy,  15  Mont.  511,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  698, 
39  Pac.  738,  it  is  said:  "By  the  established 
rules  of  commercial  law,  where  goods  lire 
shipped  at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser  and  by 
his  order,  or  if,  by  other  evidence,  the  in- 
tention of  the  shipper  is  made  apparent  to 
part  with  his  title,  the  carrier  is  held  to  be 
the  agent  of  the  consignee,  and  not  the 
agent  of  the  consignor.  But  if  the  seller 
does  not*  intend  to  part  with  his  title  to 
and  control  over  the  'property  when  he 
makes  the  consignment,  the  authorities  re- 
gard the  carrier  as  the  consignor's  agent, 
and  not  the  consignee's.  To  get  at  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties  to  such  commercial 
transactions,  the  bills  of  lading  are  resort- 
ed to.  If  the  vendor,  when  shipping,  takes 
the  bill  of  lading  in  his  own  name,  this 
fact,  when  not  rebutted  by  evidence  to  the 
contrary,  is  very  strong  proof  of  the  in- 
tention of  the  vendor  to  reserve  title  in 
himself,  and  is  almost  decisive  to  prove  the 
vendor's  intention  to  retain  the  jua  dis- 
ponendi  of  the  property,  and  to  prevent 
the  delivery  of  same  to  the  vendee.  Dows 
V.  National  Exch.  Bank,  91  U.  S.  618,  23 
L.  ed.  214;  Emery  v.  Irving  Nat.  Bank,  26 
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Ohio  St.  360^  18  Am.  Rep.  209;  Seeligson  ▼. 
Philbrick  (C.  C.)  30  Fed.  600;  Chandler 
T.  Sprague,  38  Am.  Dec.  404,  and  note,  5 
Met.  306;  McCormick  v.  Joseph,  77  Ala. 
236;  Forcheimer  y.  Stewart,  66  Iowa,  504, 
64  Am.  Rep.  30,  22  N.  W.  886;  Sohn  ▼. 
Jenris,  101  Ind.  578,  1  N.  E.  73;  Jones  v. 
Brewer,  70  Ala.  646;  Moors  v.  Kidder,  106 
N.  Y.  32,  12  N.  E.  818;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
McAndrewB,  5  Mont.  326,  61  Am.  Rep.  61, 
6  Pac.  870.  The  plaintiff,  the  vendor  in 
this  case,  dealt  with  the  bill  of  lading  with 
the  manifest  purpose  of  securing  the  pay- 
ment for  the  apples;  and  the  defendant,  by 
his  refusal  to  pay  the  draft,  acquired  no 
right  to  the  bill  of  lading,  or  to  the  goods 
which  it  represented.  Benjamin,  Sales, 
567;  Farmers'  ft  M.  Bank  v.  Logan,  74  N. 
Y.  568.  When  the  bill  of  lading  was  taken 
in  the  shipper's  name,  the  presumption  arose 
that  he  intended  to  retain  the  title  in  him- 
self. This  presumption  must  stand  as  con- 
clusive until  it  is  rebutted  by  affirmative 
proof  on  the  plaintiff's  part."  See  also 
Berger  v.  State,  50  Ark.  20,  6  S.  W.  15; 
Libby  ▼.  Ingalls,  124  Mass.  503;  Furman 
V.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  106  N.  Y.  679,  13  N.  E. 
587;  Security  Bank  v.  Luttgen,  20  Minn. 
363,  13  N.  W.  151;  Second  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Cummings,  80  Tenn.  609,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
618,  18  S.  W.  116;  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Northern  R.  Co.  58  N.  H.  203;  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Stern,  119  Pa.  24,  4  Am.  St. 
Rep.  626,  12  Atl.  756;  Bergeman  v.  Indian- 
apolis ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  104  Mo.  77,  15  S. 
W.  002;  Joslyn  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  51 
Vt  02;  Ward  v.  Taylor,  56  HI.  404. 

There  is  no  proof  in  the  record  to  over- 
come or  rebut  this  presumption;  nor  is 
there  any  evidence  to  show  any  loss  after 
the  car  arrived  at  Peckham  after  the  draft 
was  paid.  Had  this  car  of  coal,  between 
the  points  of  Henryetta  and  Peckham,  been 
destroyed  on  account  of  some  act  of  God, 
by  which  the  carrier  would  not  have  been 
liable  for  such  loss,  upon  whom  would  the 
loss  have  then  fallen,  under  the  facts  aB 
Bhown  by  this  record — the  consignor,  the 
Wise-Moist  Coal  Company,  or  the  defendant 
in  error?  Clearly  upon  the  coal  company, 
for  the  title  was  in  them,  and  did  not  vest 
in  the  defendant  in  error  until  the  payment 
of  the  draft  with  bill  of  lading  attached. 
Had  the  title  vested  in  the  defendant  in 
error  when  the  coal  was  delivered  to  the 
railway  company  at  Henryetta,  and  the  bill 
of  lading  been  held  by  the  coal  company  as 
collateral  security,  in  that  event,  had  the 
car  of  coal  been  lost  by  an  act  of  Provi- 
dence or  such  circumstances  as  the  railway 
company  would  not  have  been  liable,  then 
the  loss  i^uld  have  fallen  on  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  and  the  coal  company  would 
have  sued  him  for  the  value  of  the  car. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


There  is  no  attempt  in  this  record  to 
prove  that  it  was  the  understanding  of  the 
parties  that  the  title  to  the  car  of  coal  was 
to  vest  in  the  defendant  in  error  prior  to 
the  payment  of  the  draft  with  the  bill  of 
lading  attached.  The  defendant  in  error 
has  not  attempted  to  bring  this  action  as 
an  assignee  of  the  Wise-Moist  Coal  Com- 
pany, but  on  the  theory  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  coal  alleged  to  have  been  lost 
on  account  of  the  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  at  the  time  of  such  loss. 

Under  this  record,  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
Wise-Moist  Coal  Company  to  deliver  that 
coal  to  the  defendant  in  error.  The  rail- 
way company  was  its  agent  in  making  the 
delivery,  and  the  defendant  in  error  could 
have  maintained  an  action  against  the  coal 
company  for  this  loss,  or  the  coal  company 
could  have  assigned  this  claim  to  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  and  he  could  have  prose- 
cuted the  action,  as  assignee,  against  the 
carrier  for  such  damages. 

The  amount  here  involved  is  not  large, 
and  it  is  with  regret  that  we  have  to  re- 
verse cases  involving  such  a  small  amount; 
but  the  proposition  of  law  involved  in  this 
case  is  plain.  If  the  coal  was  lost  as  alleged 
by  the  defendant  in  error,  the  Wise-Moist 
Coal  Company  was  at  the  time  the  owner  of 
the  same,  and  the  action  for  such  loss  must 
be  brought  in  the  name  of  said  coal  com- 
pany, or  by  its  assignee. 

It  follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  lower 
court  must  be  reversed,  with  instructions  to 
grant  a  new  trial  and  proceed  in  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


BfASSACHUSETTS    SUPREMB    JUDI- 
CIAIi  COURT. 

MARK  BURSTEEN 

V. 

BOSTON    ELEVATED    RAILWAY    COM- 
PANY. 

(211  Mass.  450,  08  N.  E.  27.) 

Carrier  ^  property    lost    from    car  — 
duty  to  permit  passenger  to  alight. 

The  conductor  is  not  bound  to  stop  a  car 
between  stations  in  a  subway  to  permit  a 
passenger  to  alight  to  recover  property  ac- 

Note. ^Carriers:  duty  to  stop  train  or 
oar  for  article  dropped  &y  peMsen* 

ff€T, 

No  authority  has  been  found  on  this 
question  in  addition  to  Bursteen  v.  Bos- 
ton Elev.  R.  Co.  ancf  Henderson  v.  Louis- 
ville k  N.  R.  Co.  123  U.  S.  61,  31  L.  ed.  02. 
8   Sup.   Ct.   Rep.   60,   which   it   cites,   and 
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cidcntly  dropped  from  the  car,  where  to  do 
so  would  involve  risk  of  collision  and  place 
the  passengers  in  peril. 

(April  1,  1912.) 

I)  EPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suf- 
\)  folk  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  for  the  loss  of  a  violin, 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for  defendant. 
Judgment  on  the  verdict. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Ix>ui8  S.  Thierry  and  James 
E.  Kelley,  for  plaintiff: 

The  plaintiff's  violin,  carried  on  a  street 
car,  comes  within  the  designation  of  per- 
sonal baggage. 

Hawkins  v.  Hoffman,  6  Hill,  586,  41 
Am.  Dec.  767;  Jordan  v.  Fall  River  R.  Co. 
5  Cush.  69,  51  Am.  Dec.  44;  Colling  v. 
Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  10  Cush.  506. 

Although  a  railroad  corporation  is  not 
responsible  as  a  common  carrier  for  an 
article  of  personal  baggage  kept  by  a  pas- 
senger exclusively  within  his  own  control,  it 
is  liable  for  the  loss  of  such  an  article  by 
the  negligence  of  the  corporation,  or  its 
agents  or  servants,  and  without  the  fault 
of  the  passenger. 

Kinsley  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  125 
Mass.  54,  28  Am.  Rep.  200 ;  Clark  v.  Burns, 
118  Mass.  276,  19  Am.  Rep.  456;  Whitney 
V.  Pullman's  Palace  Car  Co.  143  Mass.  243, 
9  N.  E.  619;  American  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Bryan, 
83  Pa.  446. 

The  duty  of  a  carrier  to  avoid  injury  to 
or  loss  of  baggage  by  the  stopping  of  its 
conveyance  is  not  as  imperative  as  is  its 
duty  to  avoid,  by  such  means,  an  injury 
to  a  passenger,  but  the  fundamental  prin- 
ciple governing  the  two  cases  is  the  same, 
the  degree  of  imperativeness  varying  with 
the  kind  of  conveyance,  and  the  consequent 
danger  and  inconvenience  incident  to  stop- 
ping on  the  particular  occasion,  as  well 
as  with  the  seriousness  of  the  injury  likely 
to  be  caused  by  not  stopping. 

Cincinnati,  I.  St.  L.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
120  Ind.  409,  6  L.R.A.  241,  16  Am.  St.  Rep, 
334,  22  N.  E.  340;  Chicago  West  Div.  R. 
Co.  v.  Hughes,  69  111.  170;  Jordan  v.  Fall 


River  R.  Co.  6  Cush.  60,  51  Am.  Dec.  44; 
Whitney  v.  Pullman*s  Place  Car  Co.  143 
Mass.  243,  9  N.  E.  619;  First  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Marietta  &  C.  R.  Co.  20  Ohio  St.  259,  6 
Am.   Rep.   655. 

The  jury  would  have  been  warranted  in 
Gnding  that  the  getting  off  the  car  would 
not  have  been  negligent,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  open  to  the  defendant  to  plead,  as 
excuse  of  its  refusal  to  allow  the  plaintiff 
to  alight,  that  it  was  preventing  him  from 
doing,  on  the  impulse  of  the  moment,  a 
reckless  act. 

McDonough  ▼.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  137 
Mass.  210;  Briggs  v.  Union  Street  R.  Co. 
148  Mass.  72,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  518,  19  N. 
E.  19;  Flynn  v.  Connecticut  Valley  Street 
R.  Co.  196  Mass.  687,  82  N.  E.  1085. 

Apart  from  the  foregoing  grounds  of  lia- 
bility, the  jury  could  have  found  that  the 
defendant,  by  not  allowing  the  plaintiff  to 
alight,  was  guilty  of  a  false  imprisonment, 
for  which  it  could  be  held  liable  in  this 
action. 

Pollock,  Torts,  8th  ed.  221;  Harkins  v. 
State,  6  Tex.  App.  452;  Miller  v.  Ashcraft, 
98  Ky.  314,  32  S.  W.  1085;  Lincoln  v.  Shaw, 
17  Mass.  410;  Shattuck  v.  Woods,  1  Pick. 
171;  Com.  v.  Bagley,  7  Pick.  279;  Johnson 
V.  Tompkins,  Baldw.  600,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7.416. 

The  act  was  within  the  scope  of  the  au- 
thority of  the  conductor. 

Rown  V.  Christopher  &  10th  Street  R. 
Co.  34  Hun,  471;  Corbett  v.  23d  Street 
R.  Co.  42  Hun,  587. 

Mr.  Cyras  Brewer,  for  defendant: 

The  conductor  was  under  no  legal  duty 
to  cause  the  car  to  stop  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  therefore  there  can  have  been 
no  breach  of  such  duty  from  which  negli- 
gence can  be  inferred. 

Henderson  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  123 
U.  S.  6],  31  L.  ed.  92,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  60; 
Hull  V.  East  Line  &  R.  River  R.  Co.  66  Tex. 
619,  2  S.  W.  831;  Wells  v.  Alabama  G.  S. 
R.  Co.  67  Miss.  24,  6  So.  737;  Alabama 
G.  S.  R.  Co.  T.  Carmichael,  90  Ala.  19,  9 
L.R.A.  388,  8  So.  87;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Pierce,  47  Mich.  277,  11  N.  W. 


which,  in  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the 
carrier  was  not  bound  in  the  circumstances 
to  stop  its  train,  said:  "She  did  not  in- 
trust her  bag  to  the  exclusive  custody  and 
care  of  the  defendant's  servants,  but  kept 
it  in  her  own  immediate  possession,  with- 
out informing  the  defendant  of  the  value  of 
its  contents,  until  after  it  had  dropped 
from  her  hand  through  the  open  window. 
Even  if  no  negligence  is  to  be  imputed  to 
her  in  attempting  to  shut  the  window  with 
the  bag  in  her  hand,  vet  her  dropping  the 
bag  was  not  the  act  of  the  defendant  or  its 
.iy  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


[  servants,  nor  anything  that  they  were 
bound  to  foresee  or  to  guard  against;  and 
after  it  had  happened,  she  had  no  legal 
right,  for  the  purpose  of  relieving  her  from 
the  consequences  of  an  accident  for  which 
they  were  not  responsible,  to  require  them 
to  stop  the  train." 

As  to  duty  of  sleeping  car  company  as  to 
bagga^xe  or  personal  effects  of  passenger,  see 
the  note  in  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  407. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  passeng^  to  carry 
baggage  or  packages  in  a  street  car,  see  the 
note  in  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  889.        L.  A.  W. 
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157;  White,  Personal  Injuries  on  Railroads, 
§  686;  Wood,  Railway  Law,  §  355. 

In  respect  to  the  personal  baggage  of  the 
plaintiff,  there  was  no  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant. 

Sperry  v.  Consolidated  R.  Co.  79  Conn. 
665,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  907,  118  Am.  St. 
Rep.  169,  65  Atl.  962,  9  Ann.  Cas.  199; 
4  Elliott,  Railroads,  2d  ed.  §  1623;  2  Nellis, 
Street  Railroads,  §§  339,  340;  Kinsley  v. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  125  Mass.  64,  28 
Am.  Rep.  200;  Clark  v.  Burns,  118  Mass. 
275,  19  Am.  Rep.  456;  Tower  v.  Utica  & 
S.  R.  Co.  7  Hill,  47,  42  Am.  Dec.  36;  Talley 
T.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R.  6  C. 
P.  44,  40  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  9,  23 
L.  T.  N.  S.  413,  19  Week.  Rep.  164; 
Bergheim  v.  Great  Eastern  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
3  C.  P.  Diy.  221,  6  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  464; 
Gleason  v.  Goodrich  Transp.  Co.  32  Wis. 
85,  14  Am.  Rep.  716;  American  S.  S.  Co. 
V.  Bryan,  83  Pa.  446;  Weeks  v.  New  York, 
N.  H.  k  H.  R.  Co.  72  N.  Y.  60,  28  Am.  Rep. 
104. 

Sheldon,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  does  not  contend  that  the 
jerk  of  the  car  and  the  resulting  fall  of  his 
violin  were  due  to  any  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant His  claim  is  that  the  conductor 
ought  to  have  stopped  the  car  and  allowed 
the  plaintiff  to  alight  and  at  least  attempt 
to  recover  his  property.  But  this  contention 
cannot  be  maintained. 

The  occurrence  was  in  the  Boston  subway, 
where  it  is  generally  known,  and  we  must 
take  judicial  notice,  that  the  cars  stop  only 
at  fixed  stations,  and  all  cars  are  run  with 
the  expectation  that  there  will  be  no  other 
stops.  In  this  very  case,  another  car  was 
coming  only  about  20  feet  behind  the  car 
in  question.  A  sudden  stop  of  the  forward 
car  would  have  involved  imminent  danger 
of  a  collision,  and  would  have  exposed  both 
the  plaintiff  and  the  other  passengers  in 
each  car  to  the  risk  of  serious  injuries. 
The  established  rule  that  a  railroad  com- 
'  pany  is  not  bound  to  stop  a  train  between 
stations  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  a  pas- 
senger to  search  for  lost  property,  even  of 
great  value,  governs  the  case.  Henderson 
V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  123  U.  S.  61,  31 
L.  ed.  92,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  60.  Here,  as  in 
that  case,  the  property  lost  was  in  the  per- 
sonal custody  of  the  passenger,  and  the  de- 
fendant's tracks  in  the  subway  are  used  in 
the  same  way  as  the  tracks  of  a  steam  rail- 
road upon  the  surface  of  the  earth.  As  in 
that  case,  the  plaintiff  had  no  right  to  re- 
quire the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
lieving him  from  the  consequences  of  an 
accident  for  wliich  it  was  not  responsible, 
to  stop  its  car  ''short  of  a  usual  station,  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  delay  and  inconvenience  of  other  pas- 
sengers and  the  possible  risk  of  collision." 
And  see  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Pierce, 
47  Mich.  277,  11  N.  W.  157;  Wells  v.  Ala- 
bama G.  S.  R.  Co.  67  Miss.  24,  6  So.  737; 
Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Carmichael,  90  Ala. 
19,  24,  9  L.R.A.  388,  8  So.  87. 

The  case  of  Chicago  West  Div.  R.  Co.  v. 
Hughes,  69  111.  170,  has  no  resemblance  in 
its  facts  to  the  case  at  bar. 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  contention  that 
the  defendant  by  not  allowing  the  plaintiff 
to  alight  was  guilty  of  a  false  imprison- 
ment, for  which  it  now  can  be  held.  The 
declaration  states  no  such  cause  of  action, 
and  what  the  conductor  did  was  not  wrong- 
ful. 

Judgment  on  the  verdict. 


■  MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 

JENNIE   FLEMING,   Appt., 

V. 

JOHN  J.  GEMEIN. 
(168  Mich.  641,  134  N.  W.  969.) 

Appeal  —  new  trial  —  refusal  —  error. 

1.  It  is  error  to  deny  a  new  trial  where 
nominal  damages  only  have  been  granted, 
to  a  woman  against  one  who,  after  notice 
to  refrain  from  doing  so;  sold  intoxicating 
liquors  to  her  husband,  which  resulted  in 
his  assaulting  her,  destroying  her  property, 
and  materially  damaging  her  means  of  sup- 
port, and  humiliating  and  disgracing  her. 
Wife  —  competency  ^  civil  damage  ac- 
tion. 

2.  A  woman  is  a  competent  witness  in  an 
action  under  the  civil  damage  act  against 
one  who  sold  intoxicating  liquor  to  her 
husband  after  notice  not  to  do  so,  to  show 
his  acts  and  conduct  towards  her  during 
times  of  intoxication  through  liquor  sold 
him  by  defendant. 

(March  12,  1912.) 


Note.  —  Competency  of  one  spouse  to 
testify  as  to  misconduct  of  other 
spouse  in  a4!tion  against  a  third  per^ 
son. 

The  general  rule  appears  to  be  that  in 
actions  against  third  persons  a  husband  or 
wife  is  competent  to  testify  to  any  rele- 
vant matter  bearing  upon  the  conduct  of 
the  other  spouse,  in  so  far  as  such  knowl- 
edge is  gained  from  general  observation, 
and  not  because  of  the  existence  of  the 
marital  relation. 

Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  that  a  stat- 
ute prohibiting  husband  and  wife  from  tes- 
tifying for  or  against  the  other  without 
his  or  her  consent,  and  prohibiting  either 
from  testifying  during  the  marriage  or 
afterwards,  to  anv  communication  made  by 
one  to  the  other  during  the  marriage,  must 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne  County 
granting  insufficient  relief  and  denying  a 
motion  for  new  trial  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  unlawfully  selling 
intoxicating  liquors  to  plaintiff's  husband. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  Jj.  January,  with  Mr. 
Harry  H.  Wait,  for  appellant: 

The  statute  gives  an  absolute  right  of  ac- 
tion against  those  who  have  caused  or 
contributed  to  the  intoxication  of  plain- 
tiff's husband,  which  results  in  injury;  and 
does  not  predicate  her  right  of  recovery  up- 
on knowledge  upon  their  part  that  he  was 
a  person  in  the  habit  of  becoming  intoxi- 
cated. 

McMahon   t.  Dumas,   96   Mich.   467,   56 


N.  W.  13;  Radley  v.  Seider,  99  Mich.  433, 
58  N.  W.  366;  Re  Miller,  160  Mich.  309, 
125  N.  W.  2;  Rouse  v.  Melsheimer,  82 
Mich.  175,  46  N.  W.  372. 

It  is  the  inherent  power  of  the  court  to 
grant  a  new  trial  if  the  verdict  is  against 
the  weight  or  contrary  to  the  evidence. 

Hintz  V.  Michigan  C.  R.  Co.  132  Mich. 
307,  93  N.  W.  634;  Whipple  v.  Michigan 
C.  R.  Co.  130  Mich.  460,  90  N.  W.  287; 
Radley  v.  Seider,  99  Mich.  431,  58  N.  W. 
366;  Lucker  y.  Liske,  111  Mich.  685,  70 
N.  W.  421. 

Mr.  James  H.  Pound  for  appellee. 

McAlvay,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Plaintiff  sued  defendant,  who  was  en- 
gaged, in  the  city  of  Detroit,  in  the  busi- 


be  construed  to  be  limited  to  communica- 
tions, and  not  to  cover  information  im- 
parted by  act  or  acquired  by  observation, 
and  does  not  disqualify  a  divorced  wife 
from  testifying  as  to  the  husband's  condi- 
tion when  he  was  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  liquor  during  the  time  she  was 
his  wife.  Re  Van  Alstine,  26  Utah,  193, 
72  Pac.  942. 

In  an  action  by  a  wife  upon  a  bond  con- 
ditioned for  the  husband's  faithful  support 
of  his  wife  and  child^  in  which  it  was  shown 
that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  becoming  in- 
toxicated, the  wife  was  permitted  over  ob- 
jection to  testify' as  to  his  intoxicated  con- 
dition. The  court  said:  "The  husband's 
condition  as  to  being  intoxicated,  unless  it 
should  appear  to  have  been  specially  con- 
fided to  the  wife  in  the  absence  of  others, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  in  the  nature  of 
a  confidential  communication.  Especially 
must  this  be  so  when  the  subject  under  in- 
vestigation implies  that  the  condition  and 
conduct  of  the  husband  were  an  imposition 
upon  the  wife."  Stanley  v.  Stanley,  112 
Ind.  143,  13  N.  E.  261. 

And  in  accord  with  Fleming  v.  Gekein 
is  Maloney  v.  Dailey,  67  111.  App.  427, 
which  was  an  action  for  selling  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  to  the  husband,  the  wife  being 
permitted  to  show  the  husband's  conduct 
while  under  the  influence  of  liquor,  though 
no  objection  appears  to  have  been  made. 

In  an  action  by  the  wife  for  selling  in- 
toxicating liquors  to  her  husband,  in  which 
defendants,  for  the  purpose  of  mitic^ating 
the  damages,  showed  that  plaintiff  accom- 
panied her  husband  on  numerous  occasions 
to  places  where  intoxicating  liquors  were 
sold,  and  there  drank  with  him,  she  was 
permitted  to  show  that  her  husband  com- 
nelled  her  to  go.  Hackett  v.  Smelsley,  77 
111.  109. 

Action  for  criminal  conversation. 

The  majority  of  the  cases  hold  that  one 
spouse  is  incompetent  to  show  misconduct 
on  the  part  of  the  other  in  an  action  for 
criminal  conversation.  Cornelius  v.  Ham- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


bay,  150  Pa.  359,  24  Atl.  515;  Sahms  v. 
Brown,  4  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  488,  holding  husband 
incompetent  to  prove  the  wife's  adultery 
with  defendant;  Carter  v.  Hill,  81  Mich. 
275,  45  N.  W.  988,  holding  husband  incom- 
petent to  prove  facts  tending  to  show  adul- 
tery; Knickerbocker  v.  Worthing,  138 
Mich.  224,  101  N.  W.  540,  holding  botii  hus- 
band and  wife  incompetent  to  prove  or  dis- 
prove adultery. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  husband 
is  incompetent  to  testify  to  any  fact  what- 
ever in  support  of  his  action,  by  reason  of 
the  statute  prohibiting  the  parties  ^'to  any 
action  or  proceeding  instituted  in  conse- 
quence of  adultery"  to  testify.  Graves  v. 
Harris,  117  Ga.  817,  45  S.  E.  239. 

Accordingly,  it  was  held  that  the  hus- 
band was  incompetent  to  disprove  the  con- 
tention of  the  defendant  that  he  had  con- 
sented to  and  connived  at  the  adultery  of 
his  wife  with  the  defendant.     Ibid. 

And  even  after  a  divorce  between  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife,  the  husband  is  not 
a  competent  witness  to  testify  to  the  charge 
of  adultery  in  a  suit  brought  against  the 
alleged  paramour  of  the  wife,  as  bein^ 
within  the  statutory  provision  that  "in  any 
action  or  proceeding  instituted  by  the  hus- 
band or  wife  in  consequence  of  adultery," 
the  husband  and  wife  shall  not  be  com- 
petent to  testifv.  Hanselman  v.  Dovel,  102 
Mich.  505,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  557,  60  N.  W.- 
078. 

Note  the  New  York  cases  in  this  sub- 
division, which  hold  that  the  statute  has 
no  application  to  an  action  for  criminal 
conversation,  because  the  wife  is  not  a 
party. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  in  Roesner  ▼. 
Darrah,  65  Kan.  509,  70  Pac.  597,  it  was 
held  that  the  husband  was  a  competent 
witness  in  support  of  the  action,  except  as 
to  transactions  or  communications  had 
with  the  wife. 

And  in  Woods  v.  Gledhill,  56  Hun,  220, 
9  N.  Y.  Supp.  266,  it  was  held  that  the 
husband  was  competent  to  prove  any  fact 
tending  to  establish  the  misconduct  alleged 
as  the  ground  of  the  action,  though  it  might 


1912. 


FLEMING  V.  GEMEIN. 


317 


ness  of  conducting  a  saloon  as  a  retail 
liquor  dealer,  under  the-  statute,  claiming 
damages  for  unlawfully  selling  malt, 
brewed,  spirituous,  and  intoxicating  liquors 
to  her  husband,  who  became  and  was  an 
habitual  drunkard  to  the  knowledge  of 
defendant,  and  after  the  defendant  had 
been  notified  by  her  verbally  and  in  writ- 
ing not  to  sell  to  her  husband,  for  the 
reason  that  he  was  an  habitual  drinker 
and  an  habitual  drunkard.  There  is  no 
question  raised  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
declaration  in  the  case.  The  case  was 
tried  in  the  Wayne  circuit  court,  and  re- 
sulted in  a  verdict  for  6  cents  damages 
for  plaintiff.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial 
was  made  on  the  ground,  among  others, 
that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  weight 


of  the  evidence  and  clearly  inadequate. 
This  motion  was  denied. 

Plaintiff  asks  a  reversal  on  account  of 
error  assigned  upon  the  rulings  and  re- 
marks of  the  court  in  excluding  testimony 
offered  by  plaintiff,  upon  certain  portions 
of  the  charge  to  the  jury,  and  upon  the 
denial  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  It 
will  not  be  necessary  to  consider  all  of 
the  errors  assigned.  Attention  will  be 
given  to  those  of  material  importance. 

The  material  facts  appear  from  this  rec- 
ord to  be  that  plaintiff  was  married  at 
Detroit  in  1895  to  William  Fleming,  a  skil- 
ful and  competent  machinist,  at  that  time 
and  still  in  the  employ  of  the  Railway  Steel 
Spring  Company.  That  he  was  then  earn- 
ing $2.50  a  day,  which  in  a  year  or  two 
was  raised  to  $2.75  a  day,  and  in  Decem- 


have  the  effect  of  implicating  the  wife. 
The  court  said :  "But  as  the  action  was 
not  against  her,  but  against  another  per- 
son, the  evidence  proposed  to  be  elicited 
would  be  against  him  and  him  alone,"  and 
that  the  case  accordingly  was  not  within 
the  prohibition  of  the  statute  which  de- 
clared that  "a  husband  or  a  wife  is  not 
competent  to  testify  against  the  other  upon 
the  trial  of  an  action  or  the  hearing  upon 
the  merits  of  a  special  proceeding  founded 
upon  an  allegation  of  adultery." 

And  for  the  same  reason  it  was  held  in 
Smith  V.  O'Brien,  24  N.  Y.  S.  R.  708,  6  N. 
Y.  Supp.  174,  affirmed  without  opinion  in 
127  N.  Y.  684,  28  N.  E.  256,  that  the  hus- 
band is  competent  to  testify  to  the  act  of 
adultery. 

In  Perry  v.  Love  joy,  49  Mich.  529,  14  N. 
W.  485,  it  was  held  that  a  letter  written 
by  the  wife  to  her  parents,  stating  that  she 
was  **sick"  of  her  "home"  because  of  her 
husband's  cruel  treatment,  was  competent 
evidence  for  the  defendant  in  an  action  for 
enticing  away  the  plaintiff's  wife,  in  so  far 
as  it  revealed  and  illustrated  her  state  of 
mind  and  feeling  toward  her  husband,  as  it 
was  a  part  of  the  res  geatof  and  original 
evidence.  To  the  same  effect  is  McKenzie 
V.  Lautenschlager,  113  Mich.  171,  71  N.  W. 
489. 

Action  for  alienating  affections. 

In  actions  for  alienating  the  affections  of 
the  other  spouse,  the  plaintiff  is  competent 
to  testify  to  the  conduct  of  such  spouse  be- 
fore and  after  the  estrangement,  indicating 
affection  for  plaintiff  and  the  subsequent 
loss  of  it.  Leucht  v.  Leucht,  129  Ky.  700, 
130  Am.  St.  Rep.  486,  112  S.  W.  846;  Sex- 
ton V.  Sexton,  129  Iowa,  487,  2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  708,  105  N.  W.  314. 

In  Sexton  v.  Sexton,  supra,  it  held  that 
this  was  so  notwithstanding  the  statutory 

Provision  that  neither  husband  or  wife  can 
e  examined  as  to  any  communication  made 
by  one  to  the  other  while  married. 

On  the  general  question  as  to  whether 
eommunications  between  husband  and  wife 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tending  to  show  affection  or  want  of  it  are 
privileged,  see  note  appended  to  this  case 
in  2  L.RA.   (N.S.)   708. 

So  it  is  competent  for  the  wife  to  testify 
as  to  her  husband's  unkind  violent  conduct 
toward  her  where  the  defense  is  that  the 
separation  was  caused  by  plaintiff's  mal- 
treatment of  the  wife,  and  not  on  account 
of  the  influence  and  persuasion  of  the  de- 
fendant. Yowell  V.  Vaughn,  85  Mo.  App. 
206. 

Likewise,  in  Millspaugh  y.  Potter,  62 
App.  Div.  521,  71  N.  Y.  Supp.  134,  it  was 
held  that  the  wife  was  competent  to  show 
the  husband's  abusive  language,  unfounded 
charges  of  adultery,  and  unreasonable  repri- 
mand, for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  her 
affections  were  alienated  by  the  plaintiff's 
own  abuse  and  maltreatment,  since  such 
charges  were  not  confidential  communica- 
tions, within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
prohibiting  husband  and  wife  from  disclos- 
ing confidential  communications. 

The  contrary  view,  however,  was  taken 
in  Huot  V.  Wise,  27  Minn.  68,  6  N.  W.  425, 
which  was  controlled  entirely  by  a  con- 
struction of  the  statute,  the  court^  pointing 
out  that  the  statute  did  not  merely  lay 
down  the  rule  disabling  the  husband  and 
wife  from  testifying  for  or  against  each 
other,  but  also  prescribed  the  application 
of  and  defined  the  exception  to  the  rule  of 
disability,  which  excluded  a  resort  to  the 
common  law  to  determine  the  extent  and 
exceptions  to  the  rule. 

And  in  Rose  v.  Mitchell,  21  R.  I.  270,  43 
Atl.  67,  it  was  held  that  the  wife  was  in- 
competent to  show  that  her  husband  put 
her  out  of  his  house,  on  the  theory  that 
such  testimony  would  tend  to  criminate 
the  husband. 

The  husband  is  competent  to  testify  in 
support  of  his  action  for  alienating  the 
wife's  affections,  as  to  her  refusal  to  ac- 
company him  on  various  occasions  upon  be- 
ing invited  to  do  so,  and  afterwards  going 
with  the  defendant.  Rudd  y.  Rounds,  64 
Vt.  432,  26  Atl.  438. 

And  in  Childs  v.  Muckler,  105  Iowa,  279, 
75  N.  W.  100,  the  husband  was  permitted  to 
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ber,  1003,  he  was  appointed  master  me- 
chanic at  $85  a  month.  About  six  months 
after  the  marriage  he  began  to  drink  moder- 
ately, which  continued  for  a  year  or  two, 
when  he  began  to  drink  to  excess,  during 
which  period  he  would  come  home  intoxi- 
cated, and  spent  practically  all  his  earnings 
in  defendant's  saloon.  This  continued  until 
1901,  when  he  was  laid  off  from  his  work 
by  the  master  mechanic.  Defendant  was 
notified  at  that  time  by  the  master  mechanic 
not  to  sell  Fleming  any  more  intoxicating 
liquors.  After  that  Fleming  did  not  drink 
for  about  a  year.     He  began  again  in  1902- 


1903,  and  gradually  grew  worse  until  May, 
1908.  During  this  time  he  spent  all  his 
evenings,  sometimes  until  midnight,  at  de- 
fendant's saloon,  which  was  located  next  to 
the  plant  where  he  worked.  He  came  home 
frequently  intoxicated,  using  vile  language 
towards  his  wife,  and  somietimes  assault- 
ing her  violently  and  smashing  her  furni- 
ture. Prior  to  acquiring  the  habit  of  be- 
coming intoxicated,  and  during  the  period 
when  he  quit  drinking,  Mr.  Fleming  always 
treated  his  wife  with  kindness  and  great 
consideration.  During  that  time  he  turned 
over  to  her  a  large  portion  of  his  earnings. 


testify  that  his  wife  accompanied  the  de- 
fendant on  one  occasion  to  a  particular 
place  when  he  was  ready  and  willing  to 
take  her.  The  objection,  however,  seems  to 
have  been  directed  to  the  materialitv  of  the 
evidence,  rather  than  the  competency  of 
the  husband  to  testify. 


On  indictment  of  paramour. 

The  earlier  cases  held  that,  in  prosecu- 
tions against  one  for  adultery,  the  husband 
or  wife  of  the  one  with  whom  the  offense 
was  alleged  to  have  been  committed  was 
not  a  competent  witness  to  testify  to  the 
commission  of  the  act.  State  v.  Gardner, 
1  Root,  485;  Howard  v.  State,  94  Ga.  587, 
20  S.  E.  420;  State  v.  Welch,  26  Me.  30, 
45  Am.  Dec.  94;  Com.  v.  Sparks,  7  Allen, 
634;  State  v.  Wilson,  31  N.  J.  L.  77;  State 
V.  Jolly,  20  N.  C.  108  (3  Dev.  &  B.  L.  110) 
32  Am'  Dec.  656;  Com.  v.  Gordon,  2  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  569;  Com.  v.  Geary,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
60;  Com.  v.  I.  F.  12  W.  N.  C.  108. 

In  Howard  v.  State,  94  Ga.  587,  20  S. 
E.  426,  this  rule  was  applied,  although  by 
statute  persons  accused  of  adultery  must 
be  severally  indicted,  and  the  acquittal  of 
one  would  not  operate  to  acquit  the  other. 

In  State  v.  Wilson,  31  N.  J.  L.  77,  the 
husband  of  the  woman  with  whom  the  de- 
fendant was  alleged  to  have  committed  the 
offense  was  held  incompetent  to  prove  the 
criminal  act,  though  the  wife  had  been 
previously  tried  and  acquitted  for  the  same 
offense,  and  was  not  to  be  regarded  as  a 
party  to  the  record,  nor  as  interested  in 
the  least  in  the  result  of  the  trial,  as  the 
testimony  of  the  husband  could  not  en- 
danger the  wife. 

In  State  v.  Jolly,  20  N.  C.  108  (3  Dev. 
&  B.  L.  110)  32  Am.  Dec.  656,  the  question 
arose  whether  at  the  common  law  the  di- 
vorced husband  was  a  competent  witness 
to  testify  against  the  paramour  of  the  wife. 
It  was  said  in  the  course  of  the  opinion: 
"It  is  argued  by  the  attorney  general  that 
the  criminal  conduct  testified  to  in  this 
case  was  itself  an  outrageous  violation  of 
the  marriaere  vow, — a  matter  in  respect  to 
which  confidence  was  not  vielded  bv  the 
wife,  nor  could  have  been  asked  by  the  hus- 
band. .  .  .  We  arc  not  satisfied  that 
the  exception  contended  for  is  established 
by  the  reasoning  urged  in  its  support,  Tlie 
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rule  we  deem  a  valuable  one,  and  we  view 
with  apprehension  any  exception  having  ft 
tendency,  more  or  less  direct,  to  promote 
cunning  or  to  generate  distrust  where  the 
best  interests  of  society  require  that  per- 
fect frankness  and  confidence  ought  to  pre- 
vail. If  one  exception  be  sanctioned  be- 
cause, from  the  character  of  the  criminal 
act:  imputed,  the  dissent  of  the  witness 
from  its  commission  must  be  presumed,  oth- 
ers may  follow  where  the  like  presumption 
will  be  entertained,  although  not  perhaps 
with  equal  confidence,  and  there  will  be 
danger  of  our  having  no  rule  capable  of 
general  and  steady  application.'' 

In  State  v.  Gardner,  1  Root,  486,  the 
court  held  the  husband  incompetent  in  a 
prosecution  against  the  paramour  of  the 
wife,  upon  the  ground  that  the  husband 
would  be  incompetent  to  testify  against  the 
wife  in  a  prosecution  against  her.  and  in 
testifying  against  her  paramour,  he  would 
in  effect  be  a  witness  to  the  criminality  of 
his  wife.  It  was  further  urged  that  he 
might  be  interested  in  laying  a  foundation, 
by  his  testimony,  for  a  divorce. 

In  Com.  V.  Sparks,  7  Allen,  534,  it  was 
said  that  such  testimony  ought  not  to  be 
received  in  any  proceeding  or  upon  any 
trial;  that  as  nothing  would  be  more  likely 
to  exasperate  the  parties  and  be  the  means 
of  implacable  discord  and  dissension  be- 
tween them;  that  its  admission  would  be 
a  violation  of  that  principle  of  public  policy 
upon  which  the  general  rule  of  their  ex- 
clusion as  witnesses  against  each  other  is 
founded;  and  State  v.  Welch,  26  Me.  30, 
45  Am.  Dec.  94,  and  State  v.  Gardner,  were 
cited  with  approval. 

So  the  husband  of  the  woman  with  whom 
the  crime  was  alleged  to  have  been  com- 
mitted was  incompetent  to  testify  that  on 
a  former  occasion  he  had  discovered  defend- 
ant concealed  behind  the  door  of  his  wife's 
sleeping  room.  People  v.  Fowler,  104  Mich. 
449,  62  N,  W.  672. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that 
the  husband  or  wife  of  the  one  with  whom 
accused  is  alleged  to  have  committed  the 
offense  is  comi>etent  to  prove  the  act  of 
adulterv.  Campbell  v.  State.  133  Ala.  158, 
32  So.  *635;  Pruett  v.  State,  141  Ala.  69, 
37  So.  343:  State  v.  Bennett,  31  Iowa,  24; 
State  V.  Vol  lander.  57  Minn.  225,  58  N. 
W.  878;  State  v.  Marvin,  35  N.  H.  22: 
State  V.  Wiseman,  130  N.  C.  726,  41  S.  E. 
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with  which  she  paid  all  the  bills  and  home 
expenses.  In  1903,  when  he  was  again 
drinking  hard,  he  spent  practically  all  his 
money  in  defendant's  saloon,  not  furnish- 
ing his  wife  enough  for  support  and  to  pay 
rent,  and  she  was  obliged  to  open  a  mil- 
linery store,  from  the  proceeds  of  which 
she  supported  the  family.  This  continued 
until  1908.  Some  time  in  October,  1906, 
he  once  came  to  the  store  intoxicated,  threw 
her  through  the  store  door,  and  broke  up 
some  of  the  furniture.  On  account  of  this 
violence,  she  became  sick  and  was  unable 
to  do  her  work.     For  three  weeks  she  was 


afraid  to  stay  in  the  store,  and  rented  a 
room  or  stopped  witli  her  neighbors.  She 
notified  defendant  verbally  not  to  sell  her 
husband  liquor,  at  which  time  he  said  it 
was  none  of  her  business  how  her  husband 
spent  his  money.  She  also,  October  6,  1906, 
served  a  written  notice  on  him  forbidding 
him  selling  to  her  husband  intoxicating 
liquors,  for  the  reason  that  he  was  in  the 
habit  of  getting  intoxicated  and  was  an 
habitual  drinker.  Defendant  continued  to 
sell  and  furnish  him  liquors  to  drink  until 
as  late  as  Marcli,  1908.  From  an  account 
furnished  by  defendant  in  a  garnishee  suit 


884;  Heacock  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Grim.  Rep. 
606,  112  Pac.  949;  Morrill  v.  State,  6  Tex, 
App.  447;  Alonzo  v.  State,  15  Tex,  App. 
378,  49  Am.  Rep.  207;  State  v.  Nelson,  39 
Wash.  221,  81  Pac.  721;  State  v.  West,  118 
Wis.  469,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  1002,  96  N.  W. 
521. 

And  in  State  v.  Bridgman,  49  Vt.  202, 
24  Am.  Rep.  124,  it  was  held  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  adultery  that  the  husband  of  the 
woman  with  whom  the  offense  was  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  was  competent  to 
testify  to  circumstances  which  did  not  di- 
rectly criminate  the  wife. 

In  State  v.  Dudley,  7  Wis.  664,  it  was 
held  that  the  husband  was  .competent  to 
prove  his  marriage  with  the  woman  with 
whom  accused  was  alleged  to  have  com- 
mitted the  offense. 

In  State  v.  Vollander,  57  MinU.  226,  68 
N.  W.  878,  it  was  pointed  out  that  the  stat^ 
ute  provided  that  the  prosecution  for  adul- 
tery could  only  be  commenced  on  the  com- 
plaint of  the  husband  or  wife,  and  the 
court  reasoned  that  if  it  be  consistent  with 
public  policy  that  the  injured  party  alone 
may  institute  the  prosecution,  it  cannot  be 
inconsistent  with  it  that  he  or  she  may 
support  it  against  the  paramour  by  testify- 
ing to  the  fact  within  his  or  her  knowledge; 
that  it  would  be  strange  if  the  party  may 
make  complaint,  but  may  not  give  evidence 
in  support  of  it.  To  the  same  effect  is  Mor- 
rill V.  State,  5  Tex.  App.  447. 

And  in  Heacock  v.  State,  4  Okla.  Grim. 
Rep.  606,  112  Pac.  949,  it  was  held  that 
adultery  is  a  personal  offense  against  the 
injured  husband  or  wife,  under  the  statute 
which  provided  that  prosecutions  for  adul- 
tery can  be  commenced  and  carried  on 
against  either  of  the  parties  to  the  crime 
only  by  his  or  her  own  husband  or  wife,  or 
by  the  husband  or  wife  of  the  other  party 
to  the  crime,  and  that  the  husband  of  one 
of  the  parties  was  competent  to  prove  the 
offense  even  though  the  guilty  parties  were 
jointly  indicted  for  the  offense,  where  an- 
other statute  expressly  provides  that  a  hus- 
band or  wife  is  a  competent  witness  against 
the  other  in  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a 
crime  committed  by  one  against  the  other. 


Miscellaneous. 

A  husband  is  a  compels nt  witness  to  the 
,19  L.RA.(N.a)  ^ 


fact  of  his  wife's  adultery,  in  a  controversy 
over  the  distribution  of  the  deceased  wife's 
estate,  between  the  husband  electing  to 
take  against  the  will  and  others  claiming 
under  the  will,  where  his  testimony  does 
not  involve  the  disclosure  of  confidential 
communications  made  by  her  to  him. 
Hayes's  Estate,  23  Pa.  Super.  Gt.  673. 

So  the  husband's  testimony  as  to  the 
wife's  conduct  with  an  adulterer  was  re- 
ceived in  Bigelow  v.  Sickles,  75  Wis.  427, 
44  N.  W.  761,  in  an  action  by  the  wife  for 
malicious  prosecution. 

A  wife  is  competent  to  testify  as  to 
threats  and  violence  of  her  husband  which 
induced  her  to  sign  a  deed  conveying  her 
real  estate,  in  an  action  by  her  to  recover 
the  land,  where  the  husband  was  not  a 
party  to  the  suit.  Vicknair  v.  Trosclair, 
46  La.  Ann.  373,  12  So.  486. 

The  wife  is  competent  to  testify  concern- 
ing her  husband's  condition  and  appearance 
after  an  accident,  in  an  action  by  her  upon 
an  insurance  policy,  as  those  facts  did  not 
come  to  her  knowledge  by  reason  of  the 
marital  relation,  ^tna  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Bethel, 
140  Kv.  609,  131  S.  W.  523. 

And'  in  French  v.  Ware,  65  Vt.  338,  26 
Atl.  1096,  it  was  held  that  a  divorced  wife 
was  competent  to  testify  to  facts  observed 
by  her  during  the  marriage  relation  as  to 
the  former  husband's  abilitv  to  labor,  which 
tended  to  contradict  his  testimony  in  re- 
gard to  the  same  facts,  and  tended  to  dis- 
credit him  as  a  witness  in  his  action  for 
damages  for  assault  and  battery.  After 
pointing  out  that  the  subject  was  not  regu- 
lated by  statute  in  that  jurisdiction,  and 
after  reviewing  a  number  of  cases,  the  court 
said:  "When  the  marriage  is  dissolved  by 
death  or  divorce,  no  reason  exists  why  the 
survivor  should  not  be  competent  to  testify 
as  fully  as  in  a  suit  between  third  parties, 
although  the  testimony  might  bear  against 
the  other  party  to  the  dissolved  marriage. 
From  these  decisions  it  is  fairly  deducible 
that  a  widow  or  divorced  wife  is  competent 
to  testify  to  any  facts  or  acts  occurring 
during  the  msrried  life  which  did  not  come 
to  her  knowledge  in  confidence  growing  out 
of  the  marital  relation,  although  they  may 
tend  to  show  the  husband  had  committed 
a  fraud,  or  to  discredit  him  as  a  witness, 
or  indirectly  to  nhow  that  he  has  been 
guilty  of  a  crime."  A.  L.  R. 
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brought  against  Mr.  Fleming  for  a  claimed 
balance  on  saloon  account  of  $138.20,  it  ap- 
pears that  he  had  sold  and  charged  plain- 
tiff's husband  for  liquors  about  $800.  This 
did  not  include  any  drinks  for  which  cash 
had  been  paid.  It  appears  that  Mr.  Flem- 
ing quit  drinking  in  1908,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  trial  in  December,  1909,  continued 
to  abstain  from  all  intoxicants.  There  is 
practically  no  dispute  in  the  record  as  to 
the  foregoing  facts.  The  only  witness  for 
the  defense  was  defendant,  whose  direct 
examination  was  brief.  He  admitted  sell- 
ing to  Mr.  Fleming  both  before  and  after 
notice.  He  claimed  that  Mr.  Fleming  never 
became  "intoxicated,  and  never  lost  any 
time  for  his  work."  He  admitted  that 
plaintiff  and  her  young  son  used  to  come 
to  his  place  quite  frequently  after  Mr. 
Fleming  to  get  him  to  go  home. 

Of  the  errors  assigned  we  will  first 
consider  the  denial  of  a  new  trial.  From 
this  record  it  is  apparent  that  the  verdict 
of  6  cents  damages  was  contrary  to  the 
great  weight  of  the  evidence,  and  grossly 
inadequate.  The  undisputed  evidence  tend- 
ed to  show  that  defendant  sold  plaintiff's 
husband  intoxicating  liquors  after  being 
notified  that  he  was  an  habitual  drinker, 
and  in  the  habit  of  becoming  intoxicated, 
and  did  become  intoxicated  upon  liquors 
so  sold  to  him  by  defendant;  that  this 
plaintiff  suffered  materially  in  the  matter 
of  her  support;  that  she  suffered  personal 
violence  and  was  made  sick  by  her  hus- 
band's assaults;  that  her  property  was  de- 
stroyed; and  that  she  suffered  damages  to 
her  feelings  in  shame,  humiliation,  and  dis- 
grace, all  by  reason  of  the  conduct  of  her 
husband,  caused  by  the  unlawful  sale  of 
liquors  made  to  him  by  defendant;  and 
there  was  abundant  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  she  was  entitled  to  substantial 
damages  for  such  injuries.  The  court  was 
in  error  in  denying  such  motion. 

Upon  the  offer  of  evidence  by  the  plain- 
tiff relative  to  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff's  husband  when  he  was  intoxi- 
cated at  the  times  referred  to  in  the  state- 
ment of  facts,  the  court  refused  to  allow 
plaintiff  to  testify.  Several  errors  are  as- 
signed upon  such  rulings  and  the  inter- 
jection of  prejudicial  remarks  by  the  court, 
as  follows:  "Q.  Will  you  describe  what 
took  place  on  this  occasion,  how  Mr.  Flem- 
ing acted,  and  what  he  did?"  The  court 
excluded  the  answer  upon  the  ground  that 
it  was  a  privileged  communication,  counsel 
for  defendant  having  made  no  objection  for 
that  reason.  In  a  long  statement  by  the 
court  he  refused  to  change  his  ruling,  be- 
cause "such  testimony  would  tend  to  dis- 
rupt the  family  relation  and  create  {x\^^* 
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minable  litigation."  The  examination  of 
the  witness  proceeded :  "Q.  What  did  he  do 
on  these  occasions?"  Counsel  for  defendant 
made  the  same  objection.  "Q.  Leave  out 
what  he  said  to  you,  what  did  he  do? 
A.  He  struck  me.  The  Court:  You  are  get- 
ting that  in.  It  is  inimical  to  the  family 
harmony."  The  court  sustained  an  objec- 
tion, and  ruled  the  testimony  out.  The 
wife  was  clearly  a  competent  witness  to 
testify  as  to  the  conduct  of  her  husband 
when  intoxicated  from  the  effects  of  liquor 
unlawfully  sold  to  him  by  defendant.  The 
court  was  in  error  in  excluding  such  testi- 
mony. 

We  have  examined  the  other  material 
errors  -assigned,  and,  although  we  think 
that  they  are  meritorious,  we  do  not  con- 
sider it  necessary  to  discuss  them,  for  the 
reason  that  it  would  be  of  no  benefit  to 
the  profession,  and  there  is  no  probability 
that  they  will  recur  upon  a  new  trial. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


UTAH  SUPREMB  COURT. 

STATE  OF  UTAH,  Respt., 
v. 

JOSEPH  GURR,  Appt. 

(—  Utah,  — ,  120  Pac  209.) 

Larceny  —  possession  of  recently  stolen 
property  —  bill  of  sale  — effect. 

The  production  by  otie  found  in  posses- 
sion of  property  recently  stolen,  of  a  signed 
and  witnessed  bill  of  sale  of  the  property 
from  a  stranger,  supported  by  un impeached 
testimony  of  himself  and  the  witnesses  that 
he  purchased  and  paid  for  it,  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  overcome  the  statutory  presump- 
tion of  larceny  arising  from  such  posses- 
sion, so  as  to  authdrize  the  setting  aside  of 
a  conviction  for  lack  of  evidence  to  sup- 
port it. 

(December  27,  1911.) 

Note.  —  Production  of  hill  of  aale  as  re- 
pelling  inference  or  presumption  of 
guilt  from  possession  of  recently 
stol&n  property. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  State  v.  Gubb  it 
was  unsuccessfully  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ant that  a  "reasonable,"  corroborated,  and 
uncontradicted  explanation  of  his  posses- 
sion of  the  stolen  property  destroyed  any 
probative  force  of  such  possession,  and  that 
such  explanation  included  a  bill  of  sale 
from  a  stranger,  supported  by  the  testimony 
of  the  prosecuting  witnesses. 

This  question  as  to  an  unimpeached  bill 
of  sale  does  not  seem  to  have  been  hitherto 
decided. 

In  State  v.  Webb,  18  Utah,  441,  66  Pac. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Uintah  Coun- 
ty convicting  him  of  grand  larceny.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  T.  Pope  and  J.  W.  N. 
Wbitecotton,  for  appellant: 

The  inference  of  defendant's  guilt  grow- 
ing out  of  his  possession  of  the  animals, 
which  are  shown  to  have  been  stolen  from 
one  Teague,  is  completely  overcome  by  the 
testimony  of  himself  and  the  two  witnesses 
who  saw  the  bill  of  sale  given,  and  wit- 
nessed it. 

State  V.  Brown,  36  Utah;  46,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  646,  102  Pac.  641;  McMahon  v. 
People,  120  111.  681,  11  N.  E  883;  Thomp- 
son V.  Hynds,  16  Utah,  389,  49  Pac.  293; 


State  V.  Marquardsen,  7  Idaho,  362,  62  Pac. 
1034,  14  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  493;  State  v.  Sey- 
mour, 7  Idaho,  257,  61  Pac.  1033;  State  v. 
McKinney,  76  Kan.  419,  91  Pac.  1068; 
People  v.  Hart,  10  Utah,  204,  37  Pac.  330. 

Messrs.  A.  R.  Barnes,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  George  C.  Buckle,  for  the  State : 

If  defendant's  explanation  is  unreason- 
able or  improbable  on  the  face  of  it,  it  is 
not  incumbent  upon  the  prosecution,  in  or- 
der to  secure  conviction,  to  assume  the  bur- 
den of  showing  the  falsity  of  the  explana- 
tion. The  question  as  to  the  sufidciency  and 
credibility  of  the  explanation  is  for  the  jury. 

25  Cyc.  138;  State  v.  King,  122  Iowa,  1, 
96  N.  W.  712;  State  v.  Marshall,  105  Iowa, 
38,  74  N.  W.  763;  State  v.  Mandich,  24  Nev. 
336,  64  Pac.   616;   Thomason  v.  State,  — 


169,  where  the  court  declined  to  disturb  a 
conviction  for  larceny  of  cattle,  there  were 
two  bills  of  sale  dated  on  two  successive 
days,  apparently  by  different  makers,  which 
together  covered  all  of  the  cattle  in  ques- 
tion and  some  others;  the  first  bill  was  of- 
fered by  the  state  with  the  consent  of  the 
defendant,  and  the  other  he  offered  himself. 
The  defendant  testified,  that  the  matter  of 
his  purchase  of  the  cattle  was  opened  by  a 
letter  received  by  him  from  a  man  at  I^eam- 
ington  who  he  said  signed  the  first  bill  of 
sale,  and  who  introduced  him  to  the  signer 
of  the  second  bill;  that  the  brother  of  the 
defendant,  who  was  apparently  a  witness 
to  the  first  bill,  was  not  present  at  the  time, 
but  he  afterwards  asked  him  to  sign  it  as 
witness,  and  he  did  so  in  pencil  and  the  de- 
fendant afterwards  traced  the  signature  in 
ink;  that  he  wrote  the  body  of  both  bills 
of  sale  himself;  that  the  difference  in  dates 
was  a  mistake,  for,  while  the  cattle  were 
bought  on  the  two  succeeding  days,  both 
bills  were  executed  on  the  second  day.  The 
staia  gave  testimony  to  the  effect  that  the 
signatures  to  both  bills  were  in  the  same 
handwriting,  and  that  there  was  no  man 
in  the  vicinity  of  Leamington  of  the  name 
signed  to  the  first  bill  of  sale.  This  case  is 
criticized  in  State  v.  Potello,  —  Utah,  — , 
119  Pac.  1023,  as  possibly  holding  that  in 
larceny  the  recent  possession  of  stolen  prop- 
erty ia  itself  suflScient  to  warrant  a  convic- 
tion; but  the  court  there  said":  "While  we 
think  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  the  holding 
in  that  case  on  this  point,  yet  we  think, 
from  the  statement  of  facts  as  disclosed  by 
the  opinion,  that  was  there  some  direct  evi- 
dence of  the  taking.  There  certainly  was 
a  showing  in  that  case  on  the  part  of  the 
state,  of  an  untruthful  explanation  with  re- 
spect to  the  defendant's  possession." 

In  Pitsnogle  v.  Com.  91  Va.  808.  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  867,  22  S.  E.  361,  where  the  facts 
are  not  reported,  the  court  said,  in  holding 
that  under  the  Virginia  statute  proof  of 
embezzlement  would  be  sufficient  to  convict 
upon  a  common-law  indictment  for  larceny: 
**It  is-  contended  that  the  proof  of  embezzle- 
ment  is  insufficient.  It  appears  that  the 
defendant  lent  Edmond  Bolden  $6  for  thirty 
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days,  and  that,  as  security  for  the  loan, 
he .  received  in  pawn  Bolden's  watch.  The 
testimony  of  the  defendant  contradicts  that 
of  the  commonwealth  in  certain  particulars, 
but  the  great  weight  of  evidence  sustains 
the  contention  of  the  commonwealth,  and, 
from  that,  it  appears  that  Bolden  pawned 
his  watch  with  the  defendant,  who  at  the 
time  gave  a  receipt  which  correctly  stated 
the  transaction;  that  he  appropriated  the 
watch  to  his  own  use,  and  by  falsely  and 
fraudulently  substituting  another  and  dif- 
ferent paper  for  the  one  originally  executed, 
he  attempted  to  convert  a  transaction  which 
was  originally  a  loan  into  a  sale,  and  there- 
by vest  the  property  of  the  watch  in  him- 
self. We  cannot  conceive  of  evidence  more 
conclusive  of  his  guilt,  if  the  witnesses  who 
testify  are  worthy  of  belief.  Their  credi- 
bility was  submitted  to  a  jury,  and  the  jury 
having  found  a  verdict  in.  accordance  with 
their  testimony,  it  is  beyond  the  power  of 
the  court  to  disturb  it." 

In  Holley  v.  State,  21  Tex.  App.  166,  17 
S.  W.  169,  the  court,  in  setting  aside  a  con- 
viction for  the  larceny  of  four  head  of  cat- 
tle, simply  stated  that  it  did  not  think  that 
the  conviction  should  stand  on  the  testi- 
mony set  out  in  the  case.  In  that  case  the 
owner  testified  that  the  defendant  showed 
to  him  what  he  claimed  was  a  bill  of  sale 
for  the  cattle,  the  signatures  to  which  were 
unknown  to  the  witness,  and  told  him  that 
lie  had  bought  the  "chance"  in  the  cattle 
from  a  stranger  that  he  met  on  the  train, 
who  pointed  out  generally  the  range  or  part 
of  the  country  ■  where  they  might  be.  He 
said  that  if  they  belonged  to  the  witness, 
he  would  get  them  from  the  person  to  whom 
he  in  turn  had  sold  them,  if  the  witness 
would  put  him  to  no  trouble  in  the  way  of 
getting  witnesses,  etc.,  as  to  his  transaction 
with  the  stranger;  and  he  caused  them  to 
be  so  given  up  to  the  owner.  When  sold 
by  the  defendant  they  were  freshly  branded 
with  the  brand  of  the  defendant.  There  was 
some  evidence  of  good  character,  but  this 
seems  to  have  been  the  only  evidence  on  the 
part  of  the  defense,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  bill  of  sale  was  offered  in  evidence. 

In  Sparks  v.  Oklahoma,  TQ  Ci  C,  Ai  5Wi 
21 
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Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  41  S.  W.  638;  State 
V.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  561;  Van  Straaten  v. 
People,  26  Colo.  184,  66  Pac.  905;  1  Mc- 
Clain,  Crim.  Law,  §  618,  p.  628;  State  v. 
Overson,  30  Utah,  22,  83  Pac.  567,  8  Ann. 
Cas.  794;  State  v.  Webb,  18  Utah,  441,  56 
Pac.  169. 

Frick,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellant  was  charged  with  the  crime 
of  grand  larceny  committed  by  stealing 
fourteen  head  of  cattle,  the  property  of  one 
S.  W.  Teague.  Appellant  was  tried,  con- 
victed, and  sentenced  to  a  term  of  imprison- 
ment in  the  Utah  State  Prison,  and  ap- 
peals. 

The  only  errors  assigned  are  tliat  the  evi- 
dence is  insufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict 
and  judgment,  and  that  the  court  erred  in 
not  granting  a  new  trial. 

There  is  no  dispute  with  regard  to  the 
ownership  of  the  cattle,  nor  that  they  were 
stolen.  There  is  no  direct  evidence  that  ap- 
pellant stole  the  cattle  in  question,  but  there 
is  uncontradicted  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
a  short  time  after  the  alleged  bill  of  sale 
hereinafter  referred  to  is  dated,  he  was  seen 
at  Horseshoe  Bend,  on  Green  river,  Utah, 
where  Teague,  the  owner  of  the  cattle  in 
question,  kept  or  ranged  his  cattle,  and  at 
that  time  appellant  had  in  his  possession 
some  of  Teague's  cattle.  Appellant  explains 
this  by  the  statement  that,  after  he  pur- 
chased the  cattle  in  question,  he  drove  them 
to  Green  river,  which  is  some  distance  from 
Vernal,  where  he  claimed  to  purchase  the 
cattle  from  Pierce,  for  the  purpose  of  graz- 
ing them.  There  is  also  undisputed  evi- 
dence that  quite  a  number  of  the  stolen  cat- 
tle, if  at  all,  were  branded  with  Teague's 


brand,  with  which  appellant  was  acquaint- 
ed. Appellant  was  thus  found  in  possession 
of  some  of  Teague's  cattle  a  short  time  after 
they  had  been  stolen  or  taken  from  the 
range.  At  the  time  it  was  discovered  that 
appellant  had  possession  of  the  stolen  cat- 
tle, he  had  already  disposed  of  some  of  them 
to  a  butcher,  and  the  brand  on  the  hides  was 
identified  as  Teague's  brand.  Appellant  ex- 
plained his  possession,  stating  that  he  had 
purchased  the  cattle  in  question  from  one 
W.  F.  Pierce,  who  was  a  stranger,  whom 
neither  appellant  nor  anyone  else  knew, 
and  who  apparently  disappeared  imme- 
diately after  he  had  sold  the  cattle  to  ap- 
pellant. As  evidence  of  such  sale,  appellant 
produced  and  introduced  in  evidence  the 
following  bill  of  sale: 

Vernal,  Utah,  August  18,  1909. 
For  value   received  this  certifies   that   I 
this  day  have  sold  to  J.  E.  Gurr,  fourteen 
head  of  cattle  branded  "A.  N."  on  left  side, 
three  calves  branded  "W."  on  left  aide,  for 
the  considcxation  of  two  hundred  and  twen- 
ty-five dollars  ($225).  F.  W.  Pierce, 
Witness : 
J.  H.  Cook 

his 
M.  X  Mott. 
mark 

Both  Cook  and  Mott,  witnesses  to  the  bill 
of  sale,  testified  on  behalf  of  appellant. 
They  said  that  they  were  present  when  ap- 
pellant purchased  the  cattle  from  Pierce; 
that  he  was  a  stranger  to  them,  and  that 
they  had  not  seen  him  before  nor  saw  him 
after  the  alleged  sale  of  the  cattle  to  appel- 
lant; that  they  saw  appellant  pay  Pierce 
some  money  at  the   time   the  bill   of  sale 


146  Fed.  37],  where  a  conviction  for  larceny 
of  steers  was  reversed  on  the  ground  that 
incompetent  and  irrelevant  testimony  was 
admitted  on  behalf  of  the  state,  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  ofi'ered  a  bill  of  sale  of 
the  steers  is  not  alluded  to  in  the  opinion. 
a'  fabricated  bill  of  sale  has  been  oflFered 
by  tlie  state  as  in  State  v.  Webb,  supra. 
So^jn  Williams  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App,  466, 
11  S.  W.  481,  where  the  defendant  and  his 
accomplice,  when  arrested,  were  searched, 
and  on  one  or  the  other  of  them  was  found 
what  purported  to  be  a  bill  of  sale,  the  ; 
state  offered  this  bill  in  evidence,  and 
proved  th^t  it  was  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  signature  of 
one  of  the  witnesses  to  it  was  a  forgery, 
and  that  the  otlier  signatures  were  in  tlm 
handwriting  of  the  defendant.  In  affirming 
the  conviction  for  theft,  the  court  said :  "It 
was  not  error  to  admit  in  evidence,  airainst 
the  defendant,  the  bill  of  sale  found  in  his 
possession,  or  in  tlie  possession  of  the  party 
with  him.  This  bill  of  sale  described  the 
stolen  horses,  and  was  manufactured,  as  the 
:yj  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


evidence  shows,  by  the  defendant.  That  it 
was  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant while  he  was  under  arrest,  and 
without  authority  of  law,  did  not  render  it 
inadmissible  evidence  against  him." 

In  Territory  v.  Doyle,  7  Mont.  245,  14 
Pac.  671,  the  court  said,  in  affirming  a  con- 
viction for  larceny  of  mules:  "It  is  al- 
leged as  an  error  that  the  court  admitted 
in  evidence  a  certain  bill  of  sale  found  on 
the  defendant  when  he  was  arrested.  There 
was  no  error  in  admitting  this  bill  of  sale 
in  evidence.  The  defendant  had  it  in  his 
possession,  and  it  described  the  stolen  mulea 
which  he  was  driving.  The  fact  that  the 
brands  did  not  exactly  correspond,  and  that 
the  vendee  in  the  bill  of  sale  was  one  Mur- 
phy, and  not  defendant,  was  properly  left 
to  the  jury,  with  the  other  evidence' tend- 
ing to  prove  it  to  be  a  forgery ;  and  whether 
it  was  or  was  not  in  the  handwriting  of  the 
defendant  and  w^hether  or  not  he  claimed 
any  right  to  the  mules  thereunder,  were  cir- 
cumstances   for    the    consideration    of    the 


jury 


}) 
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was  executed  and  the  cattle  delivered,  but 
could  not  say  how  much.  They  also  cor- 
roborated appellant  in  some  other  slate- 
ments  made  by  him.  Appellant  testified 
that  be  paid  Pierce  at  the  time  of  the  deliv- 
'^ry  of  the  cattle  the  sum  of  -f  50,  and  there- 
after on  the  same  day,  paid  him  the  addi- 
tional $175,  which  he  obtained  from  his 
home  at  Vernal.  The  cattle  were  alleged 
to  have  been  purchased  about  4  miles  south 
of  Vernal.  There  are  other  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances, but,  in  view  that  wc  cannot 
weigh  or  determine  the  probative  force  of 
the  evidence,  we  shall  refrain  from  setting 
forth  more  of  it  than  is  necessary  to  a  full 
understanding  of  the  points  decided. 

Counsel  for  appellant  contend  that,  in 
view  that  in  this  case  there  was  no  direct 
evidence  that  appellant  stole  the  cattle; 
that  the  only  evidence  relied  on  by  the 
state  is  that  the  cattle  were  stolen,  and  that 
appellant  had  possession  and  had  exercised 
dominion  over  them  shortly  after  they  were 
stolen;  that  appellant  had  made  a  reason- 
able explanation  of  his  possession  of  the 
cattle,  which  was  corroborated  by  witnesses 
whose  testimony  was  not  denied  or  disputed, 
and  the  witnesses  not  impeached  by  the 
state;  that,  therefore,  there  was  no  legal 
evidence  of  the  guilt  of  appellant,  and  hence 
the  verdict  must  be  declared  wijtliout  sup- 
port in  the  evidence  as  matter  of  law. 

It  must  be  conceded  that  the  cases  of 
State  V.  Marquardsen,  7  Idaho,  352,  62  Pac. 
1034,  14  Am.  Trim.  Rep.  493,  and  State  v. 
Seymour,  7  Idaho,  257,  61  Pac.  1033,  sup- 
port counsel's  contentions.  It  is  there  held 
that,  where  the  only  evidence  of  guilt  is 
that  property  recently  stolen  is  found  in  the 
possession  of  a  person,  and  such  person 
makes  a  reasonable  explanation  of  his  pos- 
session, which  is  corroborated  and  is  not 
disputed  by  the  state,  the  jury  may  not 
ignore  the  explanation,  and  a  verdict  of 
guilty  will  not  be  permitted  to  stand.  It 
is  somewhat  singular,  in  view  that  the 
Seymour  Case  decided  by  the  same  court 
that  decided  the  Marquardsen  Case,  and  only 
about  six  months  before  the  latter  case  was 
decided,  that  no  mention  of  the  former  case 
is  made  in  the  latter.  Nor  is  there  any  case 
cited  in  either  of  the  Idaho  cases  in  support 
of  the  doctrine  there  laid  down.  In  addi- 
tion to  those  two  cases,  appellant's  counsel 
also  cite  the  case  of  McMahon  v.  People, 
120  111.  581,  11  N.  E.  883;  State  v.  !Mc- 
Kinney,  76  Kan.  419,  91  Pac.  1068,  and 
People  V.  Mock  Yick  Gar,  14  Cal.  App.  334, 
111  Pac.  1039.  The  first  two  cases  in- 
volved the  question  of  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  convict  upon  a  charge  of 
larceny  where  the  accused  was  found  in 
possession  of  recently  stolen  property.  The 
facts  in  those  cases,  however,  are  distin- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


guishable  from  those  of  the  case  at  bar. 
The  last  case  cited  above  is  from  the  Cali- 
fornia court  of  appeal,  but  is  not  in  point 
here. 

The  conviction  in  this  case  is  based  upon 
Comp.  Laws  1907,  §  4355,  which  reads  as 
follows:  "Larceny  is  the  felonious  steal- 
ing, taking,  carrying,  leading,  or  driving 
away  the  personal  property  of  another.  Pos- 
session of  property  recently  stolen,  when 
the  party  in  possession  fails  to  make  a  sat- 
isfactory explanation,  shall  be  deemed  prima 
facie  evidence  of  guilt."  Pursuant  to  such 
section  the  court  charged  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: *'In  a  criminal  case  the  burden  is 
upon  the  state  to  prove,  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt,  the  guilt  of  the  defendant;  and 
that  where  property  alleged  to  have  been 
stolen  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  the  defendant  makes  a  reason- 
able explanation  of  such  possession,  which 
is  not  challenged  by  the  state,  then  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  an  acquittal,  if 
the  jury  believes  the  explanation  to  be 
true,"  No  exception  was  taken  to  this 
charge,  and  no  complaint  is  made  with 
regard  thereto,  except  that  the  jury  must 
have  ignored  or  disregarded  it,  or  they 
would  have  acquitted  the  appellant.  While 
the  charge  is  perhaps  open  to  criticism  in 
some  respects,  and  for  that  reason  we  do 
not  approve  it,  yet  in  view  that  no  excep- 
tion was  taken,  we  need  not  now  pause  to 
consider  it  further.  As  already  indicated, 
if  the  cases  from  Idaho  are  to  be  strictiv 
followed,  then,  perhaps,  the  explanation  of 
appellant's  possession,  whether  true  or  false, 
in  view  that  it  was  not  denied  by  the  state, 
and  neither  he  nor  his  witnesses  impeached, 
should  be  held  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to 
an  acquittal.  But  we  think  that  the 
weight  of  authority  and  the  better  reason 
are  opposed  to  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
the  Idaho '  cases,  and  hence  are  adverse  to 
counsel's  contentions.  In  State  v.  Brawn, 
25  Iowa,  566,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Dillon,  in 
discussing  the  probative  force  of  an  ex- 
planation made  by  an  accused  in  whose 
possession  recently  stolen  property  was 
found,  says:  "But,  where  the  claim  is  that 
he  bought  the  property  of  a  stranger,  this 
is  not  necessarily  such  an  explanation  as 
obliges  the  state  specifically  to  disprove 
it."  In  State  v.  Marshall,  105  Iowa,  38,  74 
N.  W.  763,  the  rule  in  the  headnote,  which 
reflects  the  decision,  is  stated  thus:  "The 
truthfulness  of  an  explanation  of  the  pos- 
session of  stolen  goods,  although  not  con- 
tradicted, must  be  determined  by  the  jury." 
To  the  same  effect  are  State  v.  King,  122 
Iowa,  1,  96  N.  W.  712,  and  State  v.  Man- 
dich,  24  Nev.  336,  54  Pac.  516.  In  25  Cyc. 
138,  the  rule  generally  prevailing  is  stated 
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in  the  following  language:  '"Whether  the 
explanation  is  reasonable  is  for  the  jury. 
And  a  reasonable  explanation  will  not  neces- 
sarily lead  to  acquittal.  Even  if  a  rea- 
sonable account  is  given,  the  question  of 
guilt  is  still  entirely  for  the  jury,  and  de- 
fendant is  not  entitled  to  an  instruction 
that  the  prosecution  must  show  the  account 
to  be  false."  The  authorities  in  support  of 
the  foregoing  text  are  referred  to  in  the 
footnotes. 

If  counsel's  contentions  are  correct,  then 
the  whole  matter  hinges  on  whether  the  ex- 
planation which  the  accused  makes  con- 
cerning his  possession  is  in  the  judgment 
of  this  court  reasonable  or  not.  If  the 
jury  should  find  it  unreasonably,  but  we 
should  deem  it  reasonable,  we  would  be 
compelled  to  reverse  the  findings  of  the 
jury.  This  would  require  us  to  pass  upon 
the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  testimony  of 
the  accused  and  his  witnesses  respecting 
the  explanation,  although  the  jury  had  seen 
and  heard  them  testify,  which  we  had  not. 
Such  a  rule  would,  in  effect,  require  the 
jury  to  believe  or  accept  every  reason- 
able explanation  made  by  the  witnesses,  al- 
though in  the  judgment  of  the  jury  there 
were  good  reasons  for  disbelieving  the  state- 
ments made  by  them  respecting  the  posses- 
sion of  the  property.  Counsel,  however, 
contend  that,  if  a  reasonable  explanation 
is  niade  and  we  refuse  to  interfere,  the 
jury  can  arbitrarily  disregard  every  ex- 
planation, and  thus  convict  innocent  men. 
While  it  may  be  possible  that  a  jury  may* 
err  with  regard  to  both  the  reasonableness 
and  truthfulness  of  an  explanation,  yet 
such  an  error  is  possible  with  regard  to 
any  inculpatory  fact  which  the  jury  must 
find  from  the  evidence  in  order  to  convict 
the  accused.  The  question,  so  far  as  this 
court  is  concerned,  is  not  whether  the  jury 
ought  to  have  found  the  accused  guilty 
under  the  evidence,  but  the  question  is, 
Is  there  any  substantial  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  findings  of  the  jury? 

Since  writing  the  foregoing  we  have  had 
occasion  to  pass  upon  the  meaning  and 
effect  that  should  be  given  §  4355,  supra, 
in  two  well-considered  opinions  written  by 
Mr.  Justice  Straup,  namely,  in  State  v. 
Potello,  --  Utah,  —,  119  Pac.  1023,  and  in 
State  V.  Converse,  —  Utah,  — ,  119  Pac. 
1030.  We  there  held  that  the  question  of 
whether  the  explanation  respecting  the  pos- 
session of  property  recently  stolen  is  rea- 
sonable or  satisfactory  is  ordinarily  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury,  the  same  as  is  any  other 
question  of  fact.  If  the  evidence  is  such 
that  all  reasonable  minds  should  arrive  at 
tlic  conclusion  that  the  explanation  is  rea- 
sonable and  satisfactory,  then,  and  then 
only,  does  it  become  a  question  of  law  to 
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be  determined  by  the  court.  If,  however, 
after  a  full,  fair,  and  impartial  consider- 
ation of  all  of  the  evidence  relating  to  the 
explanation,  reasonable  minds  may  differ, 
and  may  thus  arrive  at  different  conclu- 
sions with  regard  to  whether  it  is  reasonable 
and  satisfactory  or  not,  the  finding  of  the 
jury  must  control.  In  thia  case  there  are 
abundant  circumstances  relating  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  cattle  and  appellant's  ex- 
planation of  his  possession,  from  which  dif- 
ferent minds  may  draw  different  inferences 
or  conclusions.  Moreover,  the  veracity  of 
appellant  and  his  witnesses  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury.  True,  as  is  said  by  Mr. 
Justice  Straup  in  the  cases  before  referred 
to,  a  jury  may  not  without  cause  ignore  or 
disregard  competent  and  material  evidence. 
The  jury  may,  however,  disregard  evidence 
given  or  statements  made  by  the  accused 
or  his  witnesses  if  there  is  a  good  reason 
for  doing  so,  and,  in  the  event  the  jury 
have  for  good  cause  refused  to  believe  a 
witness  or  witnesses,  we  cannot  control 
their  judgment. 

Without  going  into  further  detail,  it 
must  suffice  to  say  that,  after  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances in  evidcQce  in  this  case,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that,  under  the  rule  laid  down 
in  both  of  the  cases  to  which  we  have 
referred,  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the 
possession  of  the  cattle  in  question  by  ap- 
pellant was  felonious,  and  that  his  ex- 
planation of  such  possession  was  not  satis- 
factory, is  supported  by  the  evidence.  If 
we  should  hold  otherwise  in  this  case, 
cattle  stealing  from  our  vast  ranges  would 
become  a  comparatively  safe,  rather  than  a 
hazardous  undertaking,  unless  someone  act- 
ually knew  of  or  saw  the  accused  drive  them 
from  the  range. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

McCarty  and  Stranp,  JJ.,  concur. 
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SARAH  M.  DAVIDSON,  Respt., 

V. 

FRANK  W.  HURTY,  Appt. 

(116  Minn.  280,  133  N.  W.  862.) 

Specific     performance  —  contract 
agent  —  parol  evidence. 

1.  A  real  estate  company  entered  into  a 

Headnotes  by  Lewis,  J. 

Note. -^  Character  of  contract  aa  affect^ 
ing  right  of  undisclosed  principal  to 
sue  thereon. 

This  note  is  supplementary  to  a  note  in 
29  L.R.A.(N.S.)   472. 
As  shown  in  the  above  note,  Xhe  general 
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contract  with  defendant  whereby  it  agreed 
to  sell  him  certain  real  estate  upon  stipu- 
lated terms.  The  company  was  not  the  own- 
er of  the  property,  and  the  contract  con- 
tained a  provision  that  it  should  be  ap- 
proved by  the  owner.  Plaintiff  was  the 
owner,  and  her  husband  was  her  business 
manager,  and  he  indorsed  upon  the  contract 
the  words:  "Approved.  W.  P.  Davidson." 
Plaintiff  then  carried  out  all  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  contract,  and  tendered  a  deed 
with  the  usual  covenants,  executed  by  her- 
self and  husband.     Held: 

1.  Plaintiff's  remedy  was  by  specific  per- 
formance, as  the  undisclosed  principal;  and 
parol  evidence  was  admissible  to  prove  that 
she  was  the  owner,  that  her  husband  acted 
with  her  authority,  and  that  she  had  com- 
plied with  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

Contract  —  sale  of  real  estate  —  real 
owner. 

2.  It  was  immaterial  that  the  real  owner 
was  not  disclosed  on  the  face  of  the  con- 
tract. 


Evidence  —  parol  —  sale  of  real  estate 
—  varying. 

3.  Such  evidence  did  not  necessarily  vary 
or  contradict  the  terms  of  the  contract  as 
to  the  ownership  of  the  property,  since  his 
approval  of  the  contract  was  consistent  with 
plaintiff's  ownership,  and  defendant  was  not 
misled  thereby. 

Same  —  statutory  provision  —  true  own- 
er —  agency. 

4.  Section  3000,  R.  I.  1905,  which  pro- 
hibits contracts  for  the  sale  of  real  estate 
between  hijsband  and  wife,  did  not  prevent 
the  introduction  of  parol  evidence  to  prove  . 
that  the  wife  was  the  owner,  and  that  her 
husband  acted  with  her  authority. 

(December  22,  1011.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
.  of  the  District  Court  for  Ramsey  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  and  from  an  order 
denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  in  an 
action  brought  to  enforce  specific  perform- 


rule  permitting  an  undisclosed  principal  to 
sue  on  a  contract  made  by  his  agent,  even 
though  the  contract  was  made  by  the  agent 
in  his  own  name  without  anything  therein 
indicating  the  agency,  is  subject  to  many 
exceptions.  One  of  the  important  excep- 
tions is  where  the  application  of  the  rule 
would  violate  the  right  to  choose  with  whom 
one  will  have  business  dealings.  This  doc- 
trine has  especial  application  to  executory 
contracts  where  entered  into  by  the  parties 
in  the  belief  that  they  were  contracting  with 
each  other  as  principals.  In  such  cases,  by 
the  great  weight  of  authority,  the  general 
rule  does  not  apply,  and  cither  party  may 
refuse  to  proceed  with  the  contract  upon 
ascertaining  that  the  other  party  was  act- 
ing merely  as  agent  for  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal. 

The  cases  holding  contrary  to  this  doc- 
trine, as.  to  executory  contracts  entered  into 
by  the  parties  under  the  belief  that  they 
were  contracting  with  each  other  as  prin- 
cipals, do  not  distinguish  between  executed 
and  executory  contracts,  and  cite  as  author- 
ity cases  wherein  the  general  statement  is 
made  sustaining  the  right  of  an  undisclosed 
principal  to  sue  on  a  contract  made  by  his 
agent,  but  which  are  based  for  the  most 
part,  if  not  entirely,  upon  executed  con- 
tracts. These  cases  involve  a  different  prin- 
ciple. As  shown  in  Davidson  v.  Hubty,  cit- 
ing to  the  point  the  n6te  in  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
472,  where  the  agent,  acting  in  behalf  of 
his  undisclosed  principal,  has  fully  per- 
formed the  contract,  and  performance  has 
lieen  accepted  by  the  other  party,  although 
without  knowledge  of  the  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, the  latter  may  maintain  an  action  in 
his  own  name  to  recover  the  consideration 
for  performance.  This  rule,  however,  is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  exception  above  referred 
to. 

A  case  wherein  the  distinction  referred 
to  apparently  is  not  drawn  is  Hawkins  v. 
Windhorst,  —  Kan.  — ,  123  Pac.  761,  hold- 
ing that  an  undisclosed  principal  may  sue 
.'»0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


for  breach  of  a  contract  entered  into  by  his 
agent  as  principal,  for  the  sale  of  a  drove 
of  cattle,  although  the  agent  represented 
the  cattle  to  be  his,  and  they  were  pur- 
chased by  the  purchaser  with  that  under- 
standing and  belief  on  his  part.  In  reach- 
ing its  conclusion  the  court  applies  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  that  an  undisclosed  principal 
may  sue  on  a  contract  by  his  agent.  Con- 
sidering the  question  as  to  the  right  of 
every  person  to  choose  for  himself  with 
whom  he  will  have  business  dealings,  the 
court,  while  conceding  the  proposition,  says 
that  the  consent  need  not  be  expressed,  but 
may  be  implied  from  circumstances,  and 
adds:  "The  making  of  an  ordinary  busi- 
ness contract,  without  in  some  way  indicat- 
ing that  the  personalty  of  the  other  party 
is  regarded  as  material,  implies  consent 
that  it  may  be  enforced  by  a  third  person, 
if  it  was  made  in  his  behalf.  Otherwise, 
the  enforcement  of  a  contract  by  an  undis- 
closed principal  could  always  be  defeated 
by  tlie  assertion  of  the  other  party  that  he 
had  made  no  contract  with  him,  and  the 
rule  referred  to  would  be  nullified.  .  .  . 
In  order  that  one  party  to  a  contract  may 
refuse  to  recognize  an  undisclosed  principal 
merely  because  he  does  not  wish  to  have 
business  relations  with  him,  he  must  not 
only  have  had  the  purpose  to  deal  solely 
with  the  person  with  whom  his  negotiations 
were  had,  but  he  must  also  have  made  his 
purpose  in  that  regard  manifest." 

Another  case  sustaining  the  right  of  an 
undisclosed  principal  to  sue  on  a  written 
contract  made  by  an  agent  in  his  own  name 
is  Schmucker  v.  Higgins-Roberts  Grain  Co. 
28  Okla.  721,  116  Pac.  184,  involving  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  by  the  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal, based  upon  the  refusal  of  the  pur- 
chaser to  receive  property  purchased  of  the 
plaintiff's  agent,  after  the  fact  of  the  agency 
appeared.  In  this  case,  however,  there  was 
correspondence  between  the  parties  subse- 
quently to  the  disclosure  of  the  agency,  in- 
dicating a  recognition  by  the  purchaser  of 
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ance  of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real 
estate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  D.  O'Brien  and  Dillon 
J.  O'Brien,  for  appellant: 

There  was  a  complete  written  contract 
between  Watson  P.  Davidson  and  Frank  W. 
Hurty,  by  the  terms  of  which  Davidson 
represented  himself  to  be  the  owner  of  the 
property,  and  agreed  to  convey  it  to  Hurty 
by  warranty  deed. 

Clampet  v.  Bells,  39  Minn.  272,  39  N.  W. 
495;  Morton  v.  Stone,  39  Minn.  275,  39 
N.  W.  496. 

If,  under  this  contract,  upon  its  face 
with  Watson  P.  Davidson,  in  which  he 
undertakes  to  give  bis  personal  warranty 
of  title,  anyone  for  whom  Davidson  was 
acting  could  intervene  and  enforce  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  without  any 
warranty  of  title,  they  could  do  more  than 
Davidson  himself,  for  he  could  not  en- 
force the  contract  without  giving  his  war- 
ranty of  title. 

Steiner  v.  Zwickey,  41  Minn.  448,  43 
N.  W.  376;  George  v.  Conhaim,  38  Minn. 
338,  37  N.  W.  791;  Birmingham  Matinee 
Club  V.  McCarty,  162  Ala.  571,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  156,  44  So.  642,  15  Ann.  Cas.  238; 
Kelly  V.  Thuey,  102  Mo.  522,  16  S.  W.  62. 

Where  the  proposed  oral  evidence  to 
establish  the  relation  of  undisclosed  princi- 
pal involves  a  contradiction  of  the  state- 
ments or  recitals  of  the  written  contract, 
it  will  not  be  received. 

Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  310,  17 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  350;  Clark  &  S.  Agency, 
§  534,  p.  1165;  Mecbem,  Agency,  §  770. 

If  the  contract  was  with.  Davidson  as 
owner,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a 
warranty  deed  from  Davidson,  warranting 
the  title  to  the  land.     This  is  a  covenant 


which,  if  effective  at  all,  runs  with  the 
land  and  adds  to  its  value. 

Norman  v.  Wells,  17  Wend.  149;  Shep. 
Touch.  180,  quoted  in  note  in  §  254  of 
Rawle,  Covenants;  11  Cyc.  1081;  Kettle 
River  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  41  Minn. 
471,  6  L.R.A.  111,  43  N.  W.  469;  Warvelle, 
Real  Prop.  320;  Mygatt  v.  Coe,  152  N.  Y. 
467,   67  Am.  St.  Rep.  521,  46  N.   E.  949. 

Mr.  B.  H.  Scliriber,  for  respondent: 

Plaintiff  can  claim  the  benefit  of  the  con- 
tract as  an  undisclosed  principal,  notwith- 
standing the  contract  is  one  required  by 
the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in  writing. 

Fry,  Spec.  Perf.  §  258;  31  Cyc.  1598, 
1600;  Haines  v.  Starkey,  82  Minn.  230, 
84  N.  W.  910;  Stromme  v.  Rieck,  107  Minn. 
177,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  452,  119  N.  W.  948; 
Keystone  Iron  Co.  v.  Logan,  55  Minn.  537, 
57  N.  W.  156;  Brown  v.  Hoag,  35  Minn. 
375,  29  N.  W.  135;  Svanburg  v.  Fossecn, 
76  Minn.  357,  43  L.R.A.  427,  74  Am.  St. 
Rep.  490,  78  N,   W.  4. 

Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  charge 
the  principal  on  a  simple  contract  where- 
in the  agent  appears  as  principal,  and  that 
too  whether  the  principal  is  disclosed  or 
not. 

31  Cyc.  1658,  1660;  Fry,  Spec.  Perf. 
H  258;  Brady  v.  Nally,  161  N.  Y.  258, 
45  N.  E.  547;  Exchange  Bank  v.  Hubbard, 
10  C.  C.  A.  295,  26  U.  S.  App.  133,  62 
Fed.  112. 

A  vendor  in  a  contract  for  sale  of  land 
may  enforce  specific  performance. 

Abbott  V.  Moldestad,  74  Minn,  293,  73 
Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  77  N.  W.  227. 

Tlie  doctrine  of  part  performance  is 
usually  invoked  by  a  vendee,  but  there  may 
be  such  part  performance  by  a  vendor  as 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

36  Cyc.  686;   Brown  v.  Hoag,  35  Minn. 


the  undisclosed  principal  as  a  party  to  the 
transaction.  The  decision  itself,  however, 
is  apparently  based  upon  the  application 
of  the  general  doctrine  that  an  undisclosed 
principal  may  sue  on  a  contract  made  by 
iiis  agent  in  the  name  of  the  latter. 

In  this  connection,  and  as  illustrating  the 
distinction  between  an  executory  contract 
entered  into  by  the  parties  under  the  be- 
lief that  they  were  contracting  with  each 
other  as  principals,  and  a  contract  entered 
into  by  the  parties  with  the  knowledge  that 
one  of  them  was  acting  for  an  undisclosed 
principal,  as  regards  the  application  of  the 
ruje  under  consideration,  attention  is  called 
to  the  case  under  annotation,  Davidson  v. 
HuBTY,  wherein  the  court  specifically  en- 
forced an  executory  contract  for  the  sale 
of  real  estate,  but  the  contract  contained  a 
provision  that  it  was  made  subject  to  the 
owner's  approval  without  specifying  the 
owner.  It  therefore  bore  upon  its  face  con- 
clusive evidence  that  the  purchaser  entered 
into  it  with  the  intention  of  relying  upon 
l^  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  responsibility  of  and  contracting  with 
some  unknown  person.  The  fact  that  it  was 
thereafter  approved  by  a  written  indorse- 
ment thereon  by  another  agent  of  the  undis- 
closed principal,  without  the  indorsement 
disclosing  the  agency,  could  not  affect  the 
ultimate  right  of  the  undisclosed  principal. 
The  contract  having  been  signed  by  com- 
petent parties,  there  is  a  conflict  among 
the  cases  as  to  whether  its  validity  was  af- 
fected by  the  statute  of  frauds,  since  in 
fact  it  was  executed  by  one  party  as  agent. 
As  bearing  on  this  question,  see  note  in  8 
L.R.A. (N.S.)  733.  considering  the  rule  as  to 
whether  the  statute  of  frauds  relating  to 
sales  of  real  property  may  be  satisfied  bj' 
a  memorandum  which  discloses  that  one  of 
the  parties  acted  for  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal. And  see  also  note  in  24  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
315,  on  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of 
parol  evidence  that  one  of  the  persons  who 
signed  an  instrument  relating  to  real  prop- 
erty was  the  agent  for  an  undisclosed  prin- 
cipal. A.  G.  S. 
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376,  29  N.  W.  135;  Slingerland  v.  Slinger- 
land,  39  Minn.  197,  39  N.  VV.  146;  Wil- 
liams V.  Stewart,  25  Minn.  516;  Jorgenson 
V.  Jorgenson,  81  Minn.  428,  84  N.  W.  221; 
Mai  ins  v.  Brown,  4  N.  Y.  403;  Gross  v. 
Milligan,  176  Mass.  566,  58  N.  £.  471. 

licwis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  lot  2,  front- 
ing on  Sibley  street,  in  the  city  of  St.  Paul, 
and  on  the  22d  day  of  August,  1010,  she 
entered  into  a  contract  with  a  manufactur- 
ing company  to  build  thereon  a  three-story 
and  basement  brick  building,  125  feet  deep, 
with    50    feet   frontage,    and    entered    into 
a  lease  of  the  building  to  the  company  for 
the  sura  of  $5,000  per  year  for  five  years. 
Her    husband,    W.   P.    Davidson,    was    her 
business    representative,    and    attended    to 
the  business  of  negotiating  the   lease  and 
construction  of  the  building.     After  a  con- 
siderable amount  of  work  had  been  done  in 
excavating  and  preparing  for  the  founda- 
tion, defendant  instituted  negotiations  with 
the  Sperry  Realty  Company  for  the  purpose 
of  inducing  Mr.  Davidson  to  abandon  the 
construction  of  the  building  on  lot  2,  for 
the  reason  that,  if  erected,  it  would  inter- 
fere   with    the    light,    then    accessible,    to 
certain  store  buildings  fronting  on  Seventh 
street,   which  belonged  to  members  of  de* 
fendant's  family.     In  furtherance  of  those 
negotiations,   the   Sperry   Realty   Company 
entered  into  a  contract  with  defendant  o^ 
the  29th  day  of  September,  1910,  whereby 
it  agreed  to  convey  lot  2  to  the  defendant 
in  consideration  of' $27,500,  $2,500  of  which 
was  paid  at  the  execution  of  the  contract, 
$10,000  to  be  paid  upon  delivery  of  the  deed, 
and   the   balance  on   or   before   five  years. 
The  contract  contained  the  statement  that 
it  was  made  subject  to  the  owner's  approval, 
but  it  did  not  specify  who  the  real  ownei 
was.     Having   been    informed   of    the   exe- 
cution  of  the  contract,  Mr.  Davidson  noti- 
fied defendant  that  he  was  negotiating   a 
contract  with  the  manufacturing  company 
to  change  the  location  of  the  building  from 
lot  2  to  the  adjoining  lot  3,  and,  in  ease 
such  an   arrangement  was   made,   that   he 
would  sell  to  the  defendant  lot  2,  accord- 
ing to   the   terms   of   the   contract   signed 
by    the    Sperry    Realty    Company.     About 
the  same  time  Mr.  Davidson  indorsed  upon 
that    contract     these    words:     "Approved. 
Watson  P.  Davidson."    Mr.  Davidson  then 
purchased  lot  3   from   the  owner,   a   third 
party,  and  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
manufacturing  company  to  erect  for   it  a 
building  upon  that  lot,  secured  their  can- 
celation of  the  lease  on  lot  2,  caused  the 
excavation  on  lot  2  to  be  partially  filled, 
and   proceeded    with    the    erection    of    the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


building  on  lot  3.  In  accordance  w^ith  the 
terms  of  the  Sperry  Realty  Company  con- 
tract, plaintifT  furnished  an  abstract  of 
title,  which  was  examined  by  defendant's 
attorney,  and  was  perfected  in  accordance 
with  such  attorney's  request.  Defendant 
refused  to  complete  the  contract,  and  this 
action  was  brought  by  Mrs.  Davidson  as 
the  undisclosed  principal  to  recover  the 
$10,000  and  for  specific  performance.  The 
trial  court  found  for  the  plaintiff. 

Witness  Sperry  and  Mr.  Davidson  both 
testified,  against  objection,  that  defendant 
was  informed  that  Mrs.  Davidson  was  the 
owner  of  lot  2,  but  was  absent  from  the 
city;  and  that  defendant  agreed  to  accept 
the  contract  with  Mr.  Davidson's  approval 
indorsed  thereon.  Defendant  denied  this, 
and  the  court  did  not  determine  the  issue 
thus  made.  It  conclusively  appears  from 
the  evidence,  however,  and  the  court  so 
found,  that  Mr.  Davidson  was  acting  as 
the  agent  of  his  wife,  and  that  she  approved 
of  his  conduct  in  all  that  he  did.  The 
burden  of  proving  that  Mr.  Davidson  was 
in  fact  the  plaintiff's  agent,  and  had  au- 
thority to  conduct  the  negotiations,  was 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  whether  parol  evi- 
dence was  admissible  for  that  purpose  is 
the  principal  question  in  the  case. 

The  general  rule  that  an  undisclosed 
principal  may  sue  on  a  contract  made  by 
his  agent  in  his  behalf  is  subject  to  several 
exceptions.  Formerly  it  was  held  that  the 
rule  applied  only  to  simple  contracts,  but 
in  J.  B.  Streeter,  Jr.  Co.  v.  Janu,  90  Minn. 
393,  96  N.  W.  1128,  it  was  held  that  the 
distinctions  between  simple  contracts  and 
contracts  under  seal  were  obliterated  by 
Laws  1899,  chap.  86,  p.  88,  even  as  applied 
to  a  contract  sought  to  be  enforced  against 
an  undisclosed  principal.  The  rule  does 
not  apply  to  contracts  which  are  personal 
in  their  nature,  such  as  guaranty  or  in- 
demnity. This  exception  is  based  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  the  right  of  every  party 
to  choose  with  whom  he  will  have  business 
dealings;  and  ordinarily  the  courts  will 
not  enforce  an  executory  contract  in  be- 
half of  an  undisclosed  principal,  where 
the  other  party  thereto  objects  to  per- 
formance on  the  ground  that  he  executed 
the  contract  under  the  belief  that  the 
agent  was  the  real  party  to  it,  and  that 
he  would  not  have  entered  into  it  with  the 
undisclosed  principal  of  such  agent,  or 
'where  it  appears  deafly  that  exclusive 
credit  was  given  to  the  agent.  Birming- 
ham Matinee  Club  v.  McCarty,  152  Ala. 
571,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  156,  44  So.  642,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  237;  Edwards  v.  Ezell,  2  Tex. 
App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson)  208;  Brown  v. 
Morris,  83  N.  C.  254;   Sullivan  v.  Shailor, 
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70  Conn.  733,  40  Atl.  1054;  Cowan  v.  Cur- 
ran,  216  111.  698,  75  N.  E.  322. 

But  it  has  generally  been  held  that  where 
the  agent,  acting  in  behalf  of  his  undis- 
closed principal,  has  fully  performed  the 
contract,  and  performance  has  been  ac- 
cepted by  the  other  party,  although  with- 
out knowledge  of  the  undisclosed  principal, 
the  latter  may  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name  to  recover  the  consideration  for 
performance.  Note  to  Shields  v.  Coyne,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  472.  In  Kelly  v.  Thuey,  143 
Mo.  422,  45  S.  W.  300,  it  was  held  without 
qualification  that  a  principal  may  main- 
tain an  action  in  his  own  name  to  enforce 
a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  real  estate; 
it  being  immaterial  whether  the  principal 
was  known  or  unknown,  or  whether  the 
party  supposed  he  was  dealing  with  the 
agent  personally  on  his  own  behalf. 

The  rule  excluding  parol  evidence  to 
contradict  or  vary  a  written  contract  does 
not  exclude  parol  evidence  to  show  that  a 
person  named  in  a  written  contract,  or 
signing  the  same,  was  the  agent  of  an  un- 
disclosed principal.  Wm.  Lindeke  Land  Co. 
V.  Levy,  76  Minn.  364,  79  N.  W.  314.  It 
is  immaterial  that  the  contract  is  required 
by  the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in  writing. 
Such  proof  does  not  vary  or  contradict 
the  writing,  but  merely  establishes  a  col- 
lateral fact;  that  is,  the  authority  under 
which  the  agent  acts.  Kingsley  v.  Sie- 
brecht,  92  Me.  23,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  486, 
42  Atl.  249;  Hunter  v.  Giddings,  97  Mass. 
41,  93  Am.  Dec.  54;  Clark  &  S.  Agency, 
§  529.  It  has  been  held  that  an  undis- 
closed principal  cannot  sue  on  a  contract, 
when  parol  evidence  of  the  agency  would 
contradict  its  express  terms.  Clark  & 
Skyles  make  this  statement  in  §  534,  and 
cite  Humble  v.  Hunter,  12  Q.  B.  310,  17 
L.  J.  Q.  B,  N.  S.  350,  where  the  party  to 
the  contract  declared  himself  to  be  "the 
owner  of  the  ship." 

In  the  present  case  the  contract  for 
the  sale  of  lot  2  to  the  defendant  was  exe- 
cuted by  the  Sperry  Realty  Company,  and 
in  the  body  of  it  no  mention  is  made  of 
the  ownership;  but  it  contained  an  indorse- 
ment after  the  signatures  that  it  was  made 
subject  to  the  owner's  approval.  Mr. 
Davidson  did  not  sign  it,  but  approved  it 
by  writing  his  name  thereon.  Conceding 
that  parol  evidence  will  not  be  received  to 
vary  the  terms  of  a  written  contract,  where- 
by in  express  terms  a  party  assumes  a 
position  peculiarly  personal,  this  contract 
does  not  fall  under  that  class.  Mr.  David- 
son's approval  did  not  necessarily  amount 
to  a  representation  that  he  was  the  owner. 
On  the  other  hand,  his  approval  was  con- 
sistent with  his  conduct  as  his  wife's  agent 
and  with  her  ownership.  It  does  not  appear 
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that  defendant  was  induced  to  enter  into 
the  contract  by  any  representation  that  Mr. 
Davidson  was  the  owner,  and  the  record 
fails  to  disclose  evidence  from  which  it 
might  be  inferred  that  defendant  would 
have  refused  to  make  the  Contract  of  pur- 
chase direct  with  Mrs.  Davidson. 

Section  3609,  Rev.  Laws  1905,  which  pro- 
hibits contracts  for  the  sale  of  real  estate  be- 
tween husband  and  wife,  did  not  prevent 
the  fact  of  ownership  and  authority  in  the 
husband  from  being  shown.  While  part 
performance  alone  may  not  be  sufficient, 
yet  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  applicable 
where  the  owner  and  the  agent  have  pro- 
ceeded in  good  faith  in  reliance  on  the  con- 
tract and  the  other  party  has  not  been  pre- 
judiced. This  statute  does  not  enable  a 
purchaser  to  recover  back  purchase  money 
from  a  wife,  paid  pursuant  to  the  terms  of 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  her  real  estate 
executed  by  the  husband  by  signing  her 
name;  she  being  willing  to  comply  there- 
with. Keystone  Iron  Co.  v.  Lotgan,  65 
Minn.  537,  67  N.  W.  156.  And  it  does  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  enforcement  by 
the  wife  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  her 
real  estate  executed  by  her  husband  as 
her  agent.  Stromme  v.  Rieck,  107  Minn. 
177,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  452,  119  N.  W.  948. 
Such  contracts  are  not  void  for  all  pur- 
poses, and  it  is  inunaterial  whether  the 
wife's  ownership  is  disclosed  by  the  terms 
of  the  instrument.  The  plaintiff  acted  in 
good  faith,  canceled  the  lease  on  lot  2,  pur- 
chased another  lot,  and  erected  the  building 
thereon,  all  in  reliance  on  defendant's  agree- 
ment to  complete  the  purchase  of  lot  2. 
She  caused  the  title  to  be  perfected  in  ac- 
cordance with  defendant's  demands,  and 
even  tendered  a  deed  executed  by  herself 
and  husband,  with  the  usual  covenants,  in 
which  Mr.  Davidson  joined. 

Affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


MISSOURI   SUPREME   COURT. 

(In  Banc.) 

JOHN  SALMON,  Appt., 

V. 

KANSAS  CITY. 

(—  Mo.  — ,  145  S.  W.  16.) 

Master  and  servant  —  public  contract 
—  independent  contractor  —  supervi- 
sion of  work. 

1.  A  contract  for  the  construction  of  a 

Note.  —  There  seems  to  be  ;io  other  re- 
ported case  involving  the  question  of  the  ef- 
fect of   an   independent  contractor's   finan* 
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sewer  for  a  lump  sum  is  not  prevented  from 
being  independent,  so  as  to  relieve  the  mu- 
nicipality from  liability  for  injuries  to  the 
contractor's  employees,  by  the  fact  that 
the  city  engineer  is  given  general  super- 
vision over  the  work,  with  power  to  require 
the  discharge  of  incompetent  employees, 
since  such  provisions  are  inserted  in  the 
contract  merely  for  the  protection  of  the 
city. 

Same  —  blasting  •—  streets  —  rights  of 
employees. 

2.  The  rule  that  a  municipal  corporation 
cannot  avoid  liability  for  injuries  caused 
by  blasting  which  it  permits  in  its  streets, 
by  letting  the  work  to  an  independent  con- 
tractor, does  not  apply  in  favor  of  the  lat- 
ter's  employees;  at  least  not  in  case  the 
injury  is  to  one  drilling  the  holes,  from  neg- 
ligenee  of  the  foreman  in  failing  to  discover 
an  unexploded  charge. 

Same  —  incompetent  contractor  —  in- 
Jury  to  employee  —  liability  of  owner. 

3.  The  employee  of  one  who  has  under- 
taken to  construct  a  sewer  for  a  munici- 
pality cannot  hold  it  liable  for  injuries  in- 
flicted upon  him  because  of  the  incompe- 
tence of  the  contractor,  even  though  the  in- 
competence consists  of  inability  to  respond 
in  damages  for  injuries  negligently  inflicted 
upon  him. 

Municipal  corporation  —  blasting  in 
street  —  neglect  to  require  license  — 
liability. 

4.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  injury  to  the  employee  of  an  independ- 
ent contractor  for  sewer  construction  which 
requires  blasting  in  a  public  street,  because 
it  did  not  require  the  contractor  to  secure 
a  license  which  its  ordinances  make  a  requi- 
site to  the  doing  of  that  kind  of  work. 

(Valliant,  Ch.  J.,  and  Kennish  and  Brown, 

J  J.,  dissent.). 

(February  29,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from   a  judgment 
of    the    Circuit    Court    for    Jackson 

County  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  petition 
flled  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  X.  F-.  Heitman,  for  appellant: 

Blasting  was  intrinsically  dangerous  to 
the  plaintiff,  which  the  city  contemplated 
and  knew, — plaintiff  being  within  the-  zone 
of  danger  as  contemplated  by  the  city. 

Mather  v.  Rillston,  166  U.  S.  391,  39 
L.  ed.  464,  15  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  464,  18  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  166;  Wetherbee  v.  Partridge, 
78  Am.  St.  Rep.  486,  and  note,  175  Mass. 
186,  65  N.  E.  894;  Joliet  v.  Harwood,  86 
111.  110,  29  Am.  Rep.  17 ;  Norwalk  Gaslight 
Co.  V.  Norwalk,  63  Conn.  495,  28  Atl.  32; 
Carman  v.  Steubenville  &  I.  R.  Co.  4 
Ohio  St,  416;  Logansport  v.  Dick,  70  Ind. 
65,  36  Am.  Rep.  166;  Wiggin  v.  St.  Louis, 
135  Mo.  568,  37  S.  W.  528;  Moll,  Inde- 
pendent Contractors  &,  Employer's  Liabil- 
ity, pp.  124-293;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Madden,  77  Kan.  80,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
788,  03  Pac.  586;  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114 
Mo.  55,  21  S.  W.  461 ;  Barry  v.  Terkildsen, 
72  Cal.  254,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  56,  13  Pac. 
667;  Rook  v.  New  Jersey  &  P.  Concentrat- 
ing Works,  76  Hun,  54,  27  N.  Y.  Supp. 
623;  Albert  v.  Sweet,  116  N.  Y.  363,  22 
N.  E.  762;  Pittsfield  Cottonwear  Mfg.  Co. 
v.  Pittsfield  Shoe  Co.  71  N.  H.  522,  00 
L.R,A.  116,  53  Atl.  807;  Lottman  v.  Bar- 
nett,  62  Mo.  169;  Calvert  v.  Springfield 
Electric  Light  &  P.  Co.  231  111.  290,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  782,  83  N.  E.  184,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  423;  Chicago  Bridge  &  Iron  Co.  v. 
La  Mantie,  112  111.  App.  43;  Metropolitan 
West  Side  Elev.  R.  Co.  v.  Dick,  87  111. 
App.  40;  Horner  v.  Nicholson,  56  Mo.  220; 
Cameron  v.  Vandergriff,  53  Ark.  381,  13 
S.  W.  1092;  Kelly  v.  Tyra,  103  Minn.  176, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  334,  114  N.  W.  750,  115 
N.  W.  636;  Lottman  v.  Barnett,  62  Mo. 
159. 

If  a  person  intrusts  the  performance  of 
work,  of  a  kind  likely  to  result  in  harm  to 
third  persons  unless  cautiously  and  skil- 
fully done,  to  a  manifestly  unfit  person, 
as  an  independent  contractor,  the  employer 
will  be  responsible  for  the  consequences  of 
such  contractor's  incompetency. 

Mullich  V.  Brocker,  119  Mo.  App.  332,  97 
S.  W.  549;  McGrath  v.  St.  Louis  &  H. 
Constr.  Co.  215  Mo.  209,  114  S.  W.  611; 
Williams   v.   Missouri   P.   R.   Co.   109   Mo. 


cial  irresponsibilitv  upon  the  employer's 
nonliability  for  tne  lormer's  negligence. 
The  precise  ground  of  the  decision  in  Sal- 
mon V.  Kansas  Cmr  is,  of  course,  that  the 
employer  owes  no  duty  to  the  contractor's 
servant,  in  respect  of  the  contractor's  finan- 
cial responsibility.  Whether  he  is  charged 
with  any  duty  toward  the  servant  in  re- 
spect of  intrinsically  dangerous  operations 
is  another  question.  The  decision  seems  to 
proceed  upon  the  assumption  that  the  em- 
ployer's duty  toward  thir4  persons,  of  em- 
ploying a  financially  responsible  contractor, 
IS  at  least  no  greater  than  his  duty  to  em- 
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ploy  one  who  is  competent.  Generally  as 
to  the  effect  of  employing  an  incompetent 
contractor,  see  subdivision  IT.  of  the  note 
to  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Tow,  66  L.R.A. 
941. 

As  to  whether  the  statutory  duty  of  an 
employer  to  guard  place  or  machinery  is 
owing  to  employees  of  a  contractor,  see  the 
note  to  Kanz  v.  J.  Neils  Lumber  Co.  36 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  269.  Generally  as  to  the 
common-law  liability  of  a  contractor  for 
unsafe  appliances  or  places  of  labor,  see  the 
notp.  to  Bright  v.  Barnett  &  R.  Co.  26 
L.R.A.  524. 
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476,  18  S.  W.  1008;  Francis  v.  Kansas 
City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.  127  Mo.  663, 
28  S.  W.  842,  30  S.  W.  129;  Dillon  v. 
Hunt;  n  Mo.  App.  247,  105  Mo.  154,  24 
Am.  St.  Rep.  374,  16  S.  W.  516;  Horner 
V.  Nicholson,  56  Mo.  222;  Nashville  v. 
Brown,  9  Heisk.  ],  24  Am.  Rep.  289. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  city  to  take 
precautions  to  prevent  the  damage  and 
injury. 

Chicago  V.  Dermody,  61  111.  431;  Ray  v. 
Poplar  Bluff,  70  Mo.  App.  252;  Fink  v. 
St.  Louis,  71  Mo.  62;  Eberson  v.  Continent- 
al Invest.  Co.  118  Mo.  App.  73,  93  S.  W. 
297;  Dillon  v.  Hunt,  11  Mo.  App.  247, 
affirmed  in  105  Mo.  164,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
374,  16  S.  W.  516;  Gerst  v.  St.  Louis,  185 
Mo.  191,  105  Am.  St.  Rep.  580,  84  S.  W. 
34;  Brannock  y.  Elmore,  114  Mo.  66,  21 
S.  W.  451. 

Messrs.  John  G.  Park  and  A.  F.  Smith, 
for  appellee: 

Defendant  is  not  liable  in  damages  to 
private  persons,  resulting  from  a  failure 
to  enforce  its  ordinances. 
*  Harman  v.  St.  Louis,  137  Mo.  494,  38 
S.  W.  1102;  Moran  v.  Pullman  Palace  Car 
Go.  134  Mo.  641,  33  L.R.A.  755,  56  Am. 
St.  Rep.  543,  36  S.  W.  659;  Sallee  v.  St. 
Louis,  152  Mo.  615,  54  S.  W.  463;  Butz 
V.  Cavanaugh,  137  Mo.  603,  59  Am.  St. 
Rep.  504,  38  S.  W.  1104;  Mehan  v.  St. 
Louis,  217  Mo.  35,  116  S.  W.  514;  Ryan 
v.  Kansas  City,  232  Mo.  471,  134  S.  W. 
566,  985. 

The  construction  company  is  an  inde- 
pendent contractor,  and  must  answer  for 
its  own  wrongs,  if  any,  and  the  wrongs,  if 
anv,  committed  in  the  course  of  its  work 
by  its  agents,  servants,  and  employees. 

Rogers  v.  Florence  R.  Co.  31  S.  G.  378, 
9  S,  E.  1059;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Go.  v. 
Cheatham,  118  Tenn.  160,  100  S.  W.  902; 
Good  v.  Johnson,  38  Colo.  440,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  896,  88  Pac.  439;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co,  V.  Hughes,  134  Ga.  75,  67  S.  E. 
542;  Thomas  v.  Altoona  &  L.  Valley  Elec- 
tric R.  Go.  191  Pa.  361,  43  Atl.  215; 
Pioneer  Fireproof  Constr.  Co.  v.  Hansen, 
176  111.  100,  52  N.  E.  17;  Gallan  v.  Bull, 
113  Cal.  593,  45  Pac.  1017;  New  Albany 
Forge  &  Rolling  Mill  v.  Cooper,  131  tnd. 
303,  30  N.  E.  294;  Johnson  v.  Helbing, 
6  Cal.  App.  424,  92  Pac.  360;  Casement  v. 
Brown,  148  U.  S.  622,  37  L.  ed.  585,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  672;  Smith  v.  Milwaukee 
Builders'  &  T.  Exch.  91  Wis.  360,  30  L.R.A. 
504,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  912,  64  N.  W.  1041; 
McKinley  v.  Chicago,  S.  F.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
40  Mo.  App.  457;  Barry  v.  St.  Louis,  17 
Mo.  121 ;  Crenshaw  v.  Ullman,  113  Mo. 
633,  20  S.  W.  1077;  Bhimb  v.  Kansas  City. 
84  Mo.  112,  54  Am.  Rep.  87;  McGrath  v. 
St.  Louis  &  H.  Constr.  Go.  215  Mo.  200, 
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114  S.  W.  611;  Uppington  v.  New  York, 
165  N.  Y.  222,  53  L.R.A.  550,  59  N.  E. 
91;  Froelich  v.  New  York,  199  N.  Y.  466,  93 
N.  E.  79. 

There  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of  a 
city  where  work  is  done  under  contract 
directed  by  law. 

O'Hale     V.     Sacramento,     48     Cal.    212; 
Krause  v.   Sacramento,  48   Cal.   221. 
On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Mr.  Francis  M.  Hayward,  also  for  ap- 
pellee : 

Blasting,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  is  not  so  intrinsically  or  necessarily 
dangerous  to  third  persons  as  to  make  the 
case  at  bar  an  exception  to  the  general 
rule. 

12  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  512; 
16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  208;  19 
Cyc.  9;  26  Cyc.  1556;  McCafferty  v.  Spuy- 
ten  Duyvil  &  P.  M.  R.  Co.  61  N.  Y.  178, 
19  Am.  Rep.  267;  Blumb  v.  Kansas  City, 
84  Mo.  112,  54  Am.  Rep.  87;  Edmundson 
V.  Pittsburgh,  McK.  &  Y.  R.  Co.  Ill  Pa. 
316,  2  Atl.  404;  French  v.  Vix,  143  N.  Y. 
90,  37  N,  E.  612;  Symons  v.  Allegany  Coun- 
ty, 105  Md.  254,  65  Atl.  1067;  Houghton 
v.  Loma  Prieta  Lumber  Co.  152  Gal.  500, 
14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  913,  93  Pac.  82,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  1159;  Kendall  v.  Johnson,  51  Wash. 
477,  99  Pac.  310;  Tibbetts  v.  Knox  &  L. 
R.  Co.  62  Me.  437;  Cuff  v.  Newark  &  N. 
Y.  R.  Co.  35  N.  J.  L.  674;  Staldter  v. 
Huntington,  153  Ind.  354,  55  N.  E.  88; 
James  v.  McMinimy,  93  Ky.  471,  40  Am. 
St.  Rep.  200,  20  S.'  W.  435 ;  Wetherbee  v. 
Partridge,  175  Mass.  185,  78  Am.  St.  Rep. 
486,  55  N.  E.  894;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Smith,   134   Ky.  47,  119  S.  W.  241. 

An  employee  of  an  independent  contract- 
or cannot  recover  from  the  employer  of 
the  contractor,  even  if  the  work  whereby 
he  is  injured  is  intrinsically  dangerous. 

Peoria,  B.  &  C.  Traction  Co.  v.  O'Connor, 
149  111.  App.  598;  Foster  v.  Ciiicago,  197 
111.  264,  64  N.  E.  322;  Louisville  &  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Smith,  134  Ky.  47,  119  S.  W.  241; 
Smith  V.  South  &  W.  R.  Go.  151  N.  G.  479, 
66  S.  E.  435;  Avery  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
137  N.  G.  130,  49  S.  E.  91 ;  Reilly  v.  Chicago 
&  N.  W.  R.  Co.  122  Iowa,  525,  98  N.  W. 
464;  Engler  v.  Seattle,  40  Wash.  72,  82 
Pac.  136;  Branstrator  v.  Keokuk  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  108  Iowa,  377,  79  N.  W.  130;  Hanna 
v.  Chattanooga  &  N.  R.  Co.  88  Tenn.  310,  0 
L.R.A.  727,  12  S.  W.  718;  Schip  v.  Pabst 
Brewing  Co.  64  Minn.  22.  66  N.  W.  3;  Kilts 
V.  Kent  County,  162  Mich.  646,  —  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   — ,  127  N.*W.  821. 

The  plaintiff's  injury  was  not  due  to 
blasting  as  such,  but  to  the  failure  to  in- 
si)ect  the  charges  unexploded,  and  therefore 
collateral  to  the*  work,  and  he  cannot  re- 
cover. 
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Butler  ▼.  Hunter,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  826,  31 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  214,  10  Week.  Rep.  214; 
French  v.  Vix,  143  N.  Y.  90,  37  N.  E.  612; 
SamueUon  v.  Cleveland  Iron  Min.  Co.  49 
Mich.  164,  43  Am.  Rep.  4.56,  13  N.  W.  499; 
Laifery  v.  United  States  Gypsuin  Co.  83 
Kan.  349,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  111  Pac. 
498,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  690;  St.  Paul  Water 
Co.  V.  Ware,  16  Wall.  566,  21  L.  ed.  486; 
Missouri  Valley  Bridge  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Bal- 
lard, 63  Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  116  S.  W.  93; 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  3d  ed.  1030. 

Ferriss,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
tfourt : 

Appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  of  Jackson  county  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  filed  by  plaintiff, 
charging  negligence  resulting  in  personal  in- 
juries. The  petition  was  filed  on  the  16th 
day  of  July,  1905,  and  covers  nearly  thirty 
printed  pages.  The  suit  was  filed  against 
Kansas  City  and  Robert  J.  Boyd  Paving 
ft  Construction  Company,  but  subsequently 
dismissed  as  to  the  construction  company. 

It  appears  from  the  petition  that  on  the 
13th  day  of  May,  1901,  Kansas  City  en- 
tered into  a  contract  with  the  construction 
company  for  constructing  a  district  sewer 
in  said  city  by  said  company.  In  the  course 
of  the  ensuing  work  plaintiff  was  employed 
by  the  construction  company  as  a  common 
laborer,  and  was  engaged  in  drilling  holes 
for  blasting  rock  which  was  encountered  in 
the  work  of  excavation.  The  petition 
charges  that  the  method  of  preparing  the 
blasts  was  as  follows:  The  drillers,  of 
whom  plaintiff  was  one,  would  drill  a  sepics 
of  holes  about  2  feet  apart,  after  which 
such  holes  would  be  loaded  with  giant  pow- 
der or  dynamite  by  one  Kelleher,  foreman, 
and  one  Moriarity,  designated  as  the  pow- 
der man,  employees  of  the  construction 
company,  who  would  then  shoot  said  holes 
by  means  of  fuses;  that  it  was  usual  and 
customary  to  count  the  number  of  holes  in  a 
given  series  before  exploding  same,  then 
count  the  explosions  to  see  whether  tliey 
corresponded  with  the  number  of  holes,  and 
afterwards  to  inspect  and  examine  the  holes 
so  exploded  for  missed  shots;  that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  gang  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  loading  or  exploding  of  the  holes, 
nor  with  the  subsequent  inspection,  but 
that  after  the  holes  had  been  exploded  and 
inspected  plaintiff  and  his  gang  would  be 
ordered  to  drill  another  series  of  holes; 
that  on  the  afternoon  of  Saturday,  July  13, 
1901,  a  series  of  holes  which  had  been 
drilled  by  plaintiff  were  attempted  to  be  ex- 
ploded by  the  said  foreman  and  powder 
man;  that  on  the  following  Monday  plain- 
tiff and  his  gang  were  ordered  by  foreman 
Kelleher  to  go  back  to  the  place  where  such 
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series  of  holes  had  been  exploded  to  drill 
a  new  series;  that  one  hole  of  the  former 
series  remained  unexploded;  and  that 
while  at  work  drilling  the  new  series  a 
driller  who  was  working  near  plaintiff 
caused  said  unexploded  shot  to  be  exploded 
with  such  force  and  violence  as  to  seriously 
injure  the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  makes  the  proper  averments 
to  negative  any  contributory  negligence  on 
his  part.  There  seems  to  have  been  no  con- 
troversy as  to  the  liability  of  the  construc- 
tion company  for  the  negligence  of  its  su- 
perintendent. The  real  controversy  in  the 
case  is  whether  Kansas  City  is  liable.  The 
petition  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that,  be- 
cause of  the  power  of  control  reserved  in 
the  contract  to  the  city's  engineer,  the  con- 
struction company  was  not  an  independent 
contractor,  and  hence  the  city  is  liable.  In 
stating  below  the  substance  of  the  petition, 
we  adopt  the  italics  as  they  appear  in  the 
abstract  filed  by  plaintiff.  We  do  not  appre- 
bend  that  these  italics  appear  in  the  origi- 
nal contract,  but  use  them  because  they  in- 
dicate the  parts  of  the  contract  on  which 
the  plaintiff  particularly  relies. 

Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  city  ordered  the 
construction  of  the  sewer;  sets  out  certain 
ordinances  of  the  city  which  provide  for 
the  appointment  of  a  city  engineer  whose 
duty  it  sliould  be  "to  supervise  the  construc- 
tion of  public  and  district  sewers,'*  also  to 
prepare  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates 
of  the  cost  of  all  public  and  district  sewers 
ordered  by  the  council,  to  report  to  the 
board  of  public  works  all  violations  of  any 
contract,  to  sign  all  contracts  on  behalf  of 
the  city  for  public  improvements,  and  to 
superintend  their  execution.  The  petition 
sets  out  §  883  or  the  Revised  Ordinances 
of  Kansas  City  for  1898,  as  follows:  "Per- 
mit for  Blasting. — No  person  shall  do  or 
cause  to  be  done  any  blasting  within  the 
city  limits  without  first  obtaining  from  the 
city  engineer  a  permit  therefor,  which  shall 
be  issued  only  on  condition  that  the  city 
engineer  is  satisfied  that  the  applicant  is 
in  every  particular  a  safe,  careful,  and  suit- 
able person  to  use,  and  an  expert  in  the 
use  of,  all  explosives  used  in  blasting,  but 
no  permit  ahall,  under  any  circumstances y  he 
issued  to  anyone  until  the  applicant  there- 
for has  entered  into  a  bond  to  Kansas  City 
in  the  sum  of  not  less  than  $100  or  more 
than  $10,000,  as  the  city  engineer  may  re- 
quire, with  at  least  two  securities,  to  be  ap- 
proved by  the  city  comptroller,  conditioned 
that  such  person  uyill  carefully  and  prudent- 
ly use  such  explosive f  and  will  pay  any  and 
all  damages  caused  any  person  by  the  use 
thereof.  And  any  person  can  sue  on  such 
bond  in  his  own  name  for  any  damage 
caused  him  by  the  use  of  such  explosive." 
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The  petition  sets  out  in  hcec  verba  the 
contract  between  the  city  and  the  construc- 
tion company.  This  contract  is  extremely 
lengthy,  is  in  the  usual  form  of  municipal 
contracts  for  public  works,  giving  specifica- 
tions as  to  the  character  of  the  work  to  be 
done,  materials  to  be  used,  all  under  the 
supervision  of  the  city  engineer.  The  con- 
tract provides  that  the  party  of  the  first 
part  (the  construction  company),  having 
made  the  lowest  bid,  agrees  to  complete  the 
work  in  a  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner,  "in  conformity  with  the  plans  of 
such  work  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  city 
engineer  of  Kansas  City,  in  strict  obedience 
to  the  directions  iohich  may  from  time  to 
time  be  given  by  said  city  engineer  or  his 
authorized  agents,  in  accordance  with  the 
following  specifications."  The  specifications 
provide:  "The  contractor  shall  not  blast 
any  rock  or  allow  the  same  to  be  done  on 
this  work  without  taking  such  precautions^ 
by  covering  or  otherwise ,  as  shall  prevent 
damage  or  injury  to  person  or  property" 
That  streets  and  alleys  shall  be  restored 
"to  the  satisfaction  of  the  engineer"  sur- 
plus earth  to  be  removed  to  such  distance 
"as  may  be  designated  by  the  engineer"  the 
foundations  of  the  sewer  to  be  either  of 
broken  stone,  plank,  concrete,  or  masonry, 
as  shall  be  "ordered  by  the  city  engineer" 
the  location  of  manholes  and  catch-basins 
to  be  changed,  or  omitted  altogether,  "if 
deemed  best  by  the  city  engineer"  no  broken 
bricks  to  be  allowed,  "except  for  closures, 
or  as  shall  be  otherwise  specially  directed." 
Then  follows  a  specification  as  to  the  char- 
acter of  cement  to  be  used,  providing  cer- 
tain tests  to  be  conformed  to,  "except  in 
such  portions  of  the  work  as  the  city  en- 
gineer may  otherwise  direct"  The  char- 
acter of  the  concrete  is  specified,  also  the 
manner  of  preparing  it,  "unless  othertoise 
ordered  by  the  city  engineer"  House  con- 
nections to  be  worked  into  the  brickwork 
"in  such  manner  as  the  engineer  may  di- 
rect." The  masonry  work  to  be  suspended 
during  freezing  weather.  "But  the  city  en- 
gineer shall  have  the  right  to  direct  that 
the  work  shall  be  continued  under  such 
conditions  <is  he  shall  prescribe"  Also  that 
during  a  suspension  of  the  work  from  any 
cause,  the  same  shall  be  suitably  covered 
and  the  trenches  filled  "if  the  engineer  so 
directs;"  the  syphon  trap  used  to  be  satis- 
factory "in  the  opinion  of  the  city  engineer." 
Then  follows  a  S[>ecification  as  to  mainte- 
nance. The  sunken  trenches  to  be  immedi- 
ately filled,  and  if  on  a  paved  street,  the 
pavement  to  be  repaired  by  the  contractor 
at  his  expense,  "on  receipt  of  notice  from 
the  city  engineer  so  to  do."  That  if  the 
contractor  fails  to  comply  with  said  "no- 
tices from  the  city  engineer  for  two  days, 
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then  the  city  may  cause  the  work  of  grad- 
ing" to  be  done.  Then  follow  some  gener&l 
specifications:  "(2)  The  first  party  shall 
commence  work  at  such  points  as  the  engi- 
neer may  direct,  and  shall  conform  to  his 
directions  as  to  the  order  of  time  in  which 
the  difi^rent  parts  of  the  work  shall  be  done^ 
as  well  as  to  all  his  other  instructions  as  to 
the  mode  of  doing  the  same"  The  next 
paragraph  provides  that  if  the  contractor  is 
not  present,  orders  shall  be  ^iven  to  the 
superintendents  in  charge,  and  by  them  re- 
ceived and  obeyed,  and  that  "if  any  person 
employed  on  the  work  shall  refuse  or  neg- 
lect to  obey  the  directions  of  the  engineer, 
or  his  duly  authorized  agents,  in  anything 
relating  to  the  work,  or  shall  appear  to  the 
engineer  to  be  incompetent,  disorderly,  or 
unfaithful,  he  shall,  upon  the  requisition 
of  the  engineer,  be  at  once  discharged,  and 
not  again  employed  on  any  part  of  the 
work,"  It  is  further  provided  that  "the 
engineer  sJiall  be  the  judge"  of  any  work 
that  may  be  included  in  the  contract  by 
implication;  also  that  the  contractor  shall 
do  such  extra  work  as  "the  engineer  may 
specially  direct,"  and  that  if  the  price  for 
same  is  not  stated  in  the  contract,  the  price 
shall  be  fixed  by  the  engineer."  Next,  that 
the  contractor  shall,  "upon  being  so  directed 
by  the  engineer,"  remove,  rebuild,  or  make 
good,  at  his  own  cost,  any  work  which  the 
"latter  shall  decide  to  be  defective."  The 
work  is  to  be  begun  within  ten  days  unless 
"the  engineer  shall  specially  direct  other- 
wise in  writing."  Provision  No.  8  is  that, 
if  "in  the  opinion  of  the  engineer"  the  work 
is  not  being  prosecuted  with  sufficient  force, 
the  engineer  may  notify  the  contractor  to 
employ  such  additional  force  "as  he  deems 
sufficient,"  and  upon  failure  to  comply  with 
such  notice,  "the  engineer  may  put  on  such 
additional  force  at  the  cost  of  the  first 
party ;  or  he  may,  at  his  option,  declare  this 
contract  annulled;  and  the  power  is  re- 
served to  the  city  engineer  by  Kansas  City 
to  suspend  or  annul  this  contract,  or  to 
suspend  the  doing  of  any  work  thereunder," 
for  any  failure  on  the  part  of  the  contract- 
or to  fulfil  same^  and  the  decision  of  the 
engineer  is  to  be  conclusive.  The  contractor 
is  required  to  observe  all  city  ordinances  in 
relation  to  obstructing  the  streets,  main- 
taining signals,  keeping  open  passageway, 
and  protecting  same,  "and  generally  to  obey 
all  laws  and  ordinances  controlling  or  lim- 
iting those  engaged  on  the  work."  Then 
follows  a  clause  by  which  the  contractor 
agrees  to  indemnify  the  city  and  save  it 
harmless  on  account  of  any  injuries  or  dam- 
ages received  or  sustained  by  any  party  or 
parties  by  the  acts  of  the  contractor.  Next 
is  a  provision  that  "the  city  engineer  shall, 
in  all  cases,  determine  the  amount  and  qual- 
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ity  of  the  several  kinds  of  work"  to  be  paid 
for,  and  that  "he  shall  decide  all  questions 
which  may  arise  relative  to  the  execution 
of  the  contract/'  and  that  "his  estimates 
and  decisions  shall  be  final  and  conclusive." 
It  is  further  provided  that  the  contractor 
"m  subject  to  the  city  charter  and  ordi- 
nances  in  general."  Then  follows  the  agree- 
ment as  to  prices  to  be  paid  for  the  work, 
among  others,  "for  each  cubic  yard  of  solid 
rock  excavated."  Then  a  provision  that 
no  payment  is  to  be  made  until  the  work 
has  been  completed  "to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  city  engineer,"  and  that  there  will  be 
used  brick  only  which  has  been  approved 
"by  the  city  engineer." 

This  contract  was  entered  into  by  the 
construction  company,  as  party  of  the  first 
part,  the  National  Surety  Company,  party 
of  the  second  part,  and  Kansas  City,  party 
of  the  third  part;  the  National  Surety  Com- 
pany being  surety  for  the  contracting  com- 
pany for  the  faithful  performance  of  the 
contract.  The  said  party  of  the  second  part 
agreed  "that  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  will  well  and  faithfully  perform  each 
and  all  of  the  terms  and  stipulations  in  the 
foregoing  contract,"  and  further  agreed  that 
the  work  was  to  be  begun  within  ten  days, 
"unless  ths  city  engineer  shall  specially  di'- 
rect  otherwise."  The  contract  is  signed  by 
the  city  engineer  on  behalf  of  the  city,  and 
was  duly  approved  and  confirmed  by  the 
city  council. 

The  petition,  after  reciting  the  contract, 
proceeds  to  aver  that  the  work  of  construct- 
ing said  sewer  was  commenced  and  prose- 
cuted by  defendants,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants and  each  of  them  had  in  their  employ- 
ment, and  under  their  superintendence  and 
control,  a  gang  of  men  to  which  plaintiff 
belonged,  and  that  the  foreman,  Kelleher, 
was   a  vice   principal   of  defendants. 

The  various  specifications  of  negligence 
charged  against  the  city  are  scattered 
through  this  lengthy  petition  in  a  somewhat 
confused  and  inconsequent  manner.  We 
have,  however,  carefully  analyzed  the  same, 
and  find  the  specifications  of  negligence  may 
be  stated  as  follows: 

(1)  That  the  defendants  knew,  or  might 
have  known  by  the  exercise  of  due  care, 
that  there  was  an  unexploded  shot  in  one 
of  the  drill  holes,  but  that  they  negligently 
and  carelessly  failed  to  remove  said  danger 
or  to  warn  plaintiff  thereof,  and  negligently 
ordered  plaintifi"  and  his  gang  to  go  to  said 
place  and  drill  a  new  series  of  holes  in 
close  proximity  to  said  unexploded  charge. 

(2)  That  the  injury  to  plaintiff  resulted 
from  the  immediate  carelessness  and  neg- 
ligence of  the  foreman,  Kelleher,  and  the 
powder  man,  Moriarity,  who  were  working 
under  the  direction  and  control  of  the  de* 
31)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


fendants;  that  they  were  not  safe,  careful, 
or  suitable  persons  for  the  performance  of 
their  duties,  were  not  experienced,  and  were 
not  competent;  that  the  defendants  knew 
of  such  incompetency,  and  were  negligent 
in  intrusting  them  with  the  work;  and 
that  defendants  knew  that  Moriarity  was 
utterly  incompetent. 

(3)  That  the  defendants  negligently  and 
carelessly  failed  and  refused  to  obey  the 
terms  of  §  883  of  the  ordinances,  set  out 
above,  and  that  they  carelessly  and  negli- 
gently violated  said  ordinance,  in  that  they 
failed  to  compel  a  compliance  with  said 
ordinance,  which  required  them  to  employ 
expert  licensed  blasters;  that  the  blaster 
employed  by  them  was  incompetent  and 
nonexpert,  and  had  no  license;  that  it  was 
within  the  power,  and  it  was  the  duty,  of 
the  city,  in  the  exercise  of  its  reserve  power 
and  control  over  the  work,  to  see  that  no 
person  should  be  permitted  to  do  said  work 
of  blasting  except  one  qualified  under  said 
ordinance;  and  that  the  blaster  who  was 
employed  had  not  qualified  under  said  ordi- 
nance. 

(4)  That  the  city  reserved  and  had  the 
power  to  direct  and  control  the  manner  of 
performing  said  work  of  blasting,  and  to 
direct  and  control  all  the  workmen,  and 
was  careless  and  negligent  in  failing  to  ex- 
ercise such  care  and  control,  and  negli- 
gently caused  the  same  to  be  done  without 
reasonable  care  and  prudence;  that  the  de- 
fendants were  negligent  in  failing  to  super- 
intend and  control  the  manner  of  perform- 
ing said  work  of  .blasting  in  all  its  details; 
that  the  engineer  had  the  power  and  au- 
thority to  control  and  direct  all  the  work- 
men as  to  the  manner  of  doing  the  work, 
and  especially  the  manner  of  doing  said 
work  of  blasting,  but  negligently  failed  to 
exercise  such  control. 

(5)  That  said  series  of  holes  to  which 
said  unexploded  shot  belonged  was  exces- 
sively, unusually,  and  unreasonably  large  in 
number,  and  that  the  foreman  and  powder 
man  were  negligent  in  attempting  to  ex- 
plode same  at  one  time. 

(6)  That  the  defendants  were  careless  in 
failing  to  provide  and  use  on  said  job  rea- 
sonably safe  explosives  or  safe  and  suitable 
fuses. 

(7)  That  defendants  were  negligent  in 
failing  to  provide  said  foreman  and  powder 
man  with  proper,  usual,  and  reasonable 
tools  and  instruments  with  which  to  search 
and  examine  for  unexploded  powder. 

(8)  That  defendants  negligently  failed  to 
provide  said  foreman  and  powder  man  with 
proper,  usual,  and  reasonable  tools  and  in- 
struments for  cleaning  out  old  drill  holes 
and  removing  powder  from  unexploded 
chargci  or  missed  shots,  and  fftilcd  to  pro- 
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vide  any  tools  or  instruments  whatever  for 
said  purpose. 

(9)  That  the  construction  company  was 
at  the  time  of  entering  into  said  contract 
a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of 
Missouri;  that  it  was  an  insolvent  and  ir- 
responsible corporation,  and  was  not  a  fit, 
proper,  or  suitable  corporation  for  the  city 
to  enter  into  said  contract  with;  and  that 
said  defendant  city  was  negligent  un^  care- 
less in  entering  into  said  contract  with  said 
construction  company,  in  that  said  compa- 
ny was  an  insolvent,  irresponsible  company, 
and  not  a  fit,  proper,  or  suitable  corporation 
for  said  worlc;  and  that  the  defendant  city, 
at  the  time  of  entering  into  said  contract, 
and  throughout  the  performance  of  said 
work,  had  knowledge  of  the  foregoing  facts, 
or  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  would 
have  had  knowledge  thereof. 

(10)  That  said  engineer  had  authority 
and  power  to  cause  the  discharge  of  all  in- 
competent, disorderly,  and  unfaithful  serv- 
ants engaged  on  said  work,  and  was  negli- 
gent in  failing  to  cause  the  discharge  of 
said  foreman  and  powder  man,  and,  further, 
in  failing  to  cause  the  selection  and  employ- 
ment of  a  qualified  blaster, — one  qualified 
under  the  terms  of  §  S83  of  said  ordinance. 

(11)  That  the  defendants  and  each  of 
them  failed  to  use  reasonable  care  to  pro- 
vide plaintifi'  with  a  reasonably  safe  place 
in  which  to  work,  and  negligently  failed  to 
use  reasonable  care  to  keep  said  place  of 
work  reasonably  safe. 

It  is  further  averred  in  said  petition  that 
explosives  could  be  used  for  blasting  in  said 
sewer  only  by  an  expert;  that  such  work 
required  special  ability,  skill,  and  training; 
that  said  unexplodcd  charge  was  not  a  risk 
necessarily  incident  to  said  employment; 
that  it  was  a  danger  which  "could  have 
been  obviated  by  the  adoption  of  reasonable 
measures  of  precaution  by  the  defendant; 
that  the  defendants  negligently  failed  to 
take  usual  and  reasonable  measures  of  pre- 
caution to  guard  plaintiff  against  said  dan- 
ger;" that  the  risk  was  not  necessarily  li- 
able to  happen  on  account  of  the  nature 
of  the  business,  and  was  not  naturally  in- 
cident to  said  employment,  where  reason- 
able care  w^as  used  by  the  superintending 
powers  to  avoid  the  danger  of  such  unex- 
ploded  charges;  that  unexploded  shots  of 
that  character  "are  not  usual  or  ordinary 
risks  in  sewer  construction  business  in  Kan- 
sas City  or  elsewhere,  where  reasonable 
care  was  used  by  the  superintending  powers 
to  avoid  such  danger."  It  is  further  averred 
that  said  risk  was  created  and  continued 
by  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the 
defendants,  and  could  have  been  obviated, 
removed,  and  avoided  by  the  use  of  reason- 
able care  on  the  part  of  defendants,  which 
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care  defendants  negligently  failed  to  use; 
that  "it  was  through  the  immediate  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  of  said  foreman, 
Kelleher,  and  said  powder  man,  Moriarity, 
that  said  unexploded  shot  was  left  existing 
unexploded,  unsearched  for,  and  un removed 
from  said  place." 

It  is  apparent  from  reading  the  contract 
incorporated  in  the  petition,  and  above 
abstracted,  that  the  actual  work  of  con- 
structing the  sewer  was  performed  by  the 
employees  of  the  contracting  company, 
which,  under  the  contract,  furnished  tho 
labor  and  material ;  so  that  wherever  in  the 
petition  the  plaintiff  speaks  of  the  defend- 
ants, including  the  city,  it  is  not  intended 
to  be  asserted  that  the  city  was  in  actual, 
physical  charge  of  the  details  of  the  work, 
but  that  by  operation  of  law  the  employees 
of  the  contracting  company  were  the  serv- 
ants of  the  city;  so  that,  in  so  far  as  the 
pleader  charges  negligence  upon  the  city, 
it  is  a  legal  conclusion. 

The  above  specifications  of  negligence 
charged  against  the  city,  with  the  exceptions 
of  Nos.  3  and  9,  may  be  grouped  together 
for  the  purposes  of  this  discussion.  The 
liability  of  the  city  predicated  upon  them  is 
made  by  the  plaintiff  to  rest  upon  two  prop- 
ositions: (a)  That  the  control  and  direc- 
tion of  the  work  reserved  to  the  city  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract  negative  the  theory 
that  the  construction  company  was  an  in- 
dependent contractor  so  far  as  concerns  the 
acts  of  negligence  alleged  to  have  caused 
the  injury  to  plaintiff,  and  made  the  city 
directly  responsible,  as  master,  for  sucli 
negligence;  (b)  that  owing  to  the  danger- 
ous nature  of  blasting,  the  defendant  city 
was  under  obligation,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
independent  of  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
to  see  to  it  that  proper  precautions  were 
taken  to  protect  plaintiff.  This  latter  prop- 
osition is  not  clearly  developed  in  the  peti- 
tion, but  it  has  been  fully  argued  by  both 
sides;  and  as  the  petition  could  be  amended, 
if  necessary,  it  is  in  the  case  and  should 
be  disposed  of. 

I.  The  petition  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that,  under  the  contract  between  the  city 
and  the  construction  companj',  the  city  re- 
served the  direction  and  control  of  the  im- 
mediate acts  which,  because  of  their  negli- 
gent performance,  resulted  in  injury  to 
plaintiff,  and  the  city  is  therefore  respon- 
sible for  such  acts. 

As  the  material  parts  of  the  contract  arc 
set  out  in  h<BC  verba  in  the  petition,  the 
court  will  look  to  the  contract  itself  and 
construe  it  according  to  its  terms,  regard- 
less of  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by 
the  pleader.  Following  settled  rules  of 
construction,  we  consider  the  circumstances 
of  its  creation,  the  object  sought  to  be  ac- 
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complished,  and  the  terms  of  the  entire  in- 
Btrument.  So  considered,  does  a  fair  con- 
struction of  this  contract  sustain  the  con- 
tention of  plaintiff?  Counsel  for  plaintiff 
asserts  in  his  brief  as  his  basic  proposi- 
tions the  following:  "The  contractor  was 
not  independent  as  to  blasting.  As  to 
blasting,  the  contractor  was  subservient, 
and  was  completely  under  the  power  of 
control  of  the  defendant.  As  to  blasting, 
the  relationship  of  principal  and  agent  sub- 
sisted between  the  city  and  the  alleged  con- 
tractor. The  contractor  was  insolvent  and 
incompetent,  and  had  not  qualified  to  do 
blasting,  and  had  no  person  in  his  employ 
competent  to  do  blasting.  The  defendant 
reserved  and  assumed  absolute  control  over 
the  blasting.  Kespon^ibility  follows  from 
the  defendant's  power  of  control  over  the 
blasting.    Responsibility  follows*  control." 

Leaving  the  question  of  the  alleged  incom- 
petency of  the  contractor  for  later  discus- 
sion, we  will  consider  the  contract.  It  is 
in  the  usual  form  of  contracts  for  munici- 
pal public  works,  specifying  at  length  and 
in  detail  the  work  to  be  done  and  materials 
to  be  used;  all  material  and  labor  to  be 
furnished  and  paid  for  by  the  contractor, 
who  is  to  be  paid  for  a  completed  sewer  a 
lump  sum  to  be  ascertained  by  the  dimen- 
sions thereof.  In  order  to  secure  a  satis- 
factory job,  the  owner  (Kansas  City)  re- 
serves to  its  engineer  large  powers  of  super- 
vision and  control  as  to  quality  of  material 
and  the  method  or  mode  of  construction. 
Obviously,  however,  these  powers  are  re- 
served to  protect  the  interests  of  the  city, 
and  not  in  the  interest  of  the  contractor 
or  his  servants,  nor  for  their  protection. 
Neither  the  contractor  nor  his  servants 
would  have  ground  for  complaint  should 
the  city  fail  to  exercise  such  power  of 
supervision.  The  engineer  assumed  no  duty 
to  plaintiff  by  the  terms  of  the  contract. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  look  to  the  city  in- 
spector to  protect  him  from  unexploded 
charges.  His  reliance  was  on  the  forc.uan 
employed  by  the  contractor.  The  contract 
must  be  construed  as  a  whole,  not  upon 
detached  phrases  which  in  themselves  in  a 
proper  relation  might  be  apt  enough  to 
sustain  plaintiff's  claim.  Taken  as  a  whole, 
it  is  plain  enough  that  the  powers  given  to 
the  city  engineer  are  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  compliance  with  the  specifica- 
tions provided  in  the  contract.  By  no 
fair  construction  can  the  provision  author- 
izing him  to  direct  the  mode  of  doing  the 
work  be  held  to  mean  that  it  is  his  duty 
to  step  in  between  the  contractor  and  his 
servant,  and  direct  the  latter  in  the  details 
of  his  operations.  The  provisions  empha- 
sized by  the  pleader,  taken  as  a  whole,  and 
considered  in  connection  with  the  entire  in- 
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strument,  cannot  modify  the  view  above  e» 
pressed.  Fairly  construed,  such  provisions 
do  not  prevent  the  full  application  of  the 
doctrine  of  independent  contractor  to  the 
construction  company.  The  right  to  require 
the  discharge  of  incompetent  workmen  is  a 
privilege  retained  by  the  city  for  its  protec- 
tion. This  provision  is  inserted  to  enable 
the  city  to  secure  good  work  at  the  hands  of 
competent  workmen,  not  to  protect  employ- 
ees against  incompetent  foremen.  The  city 
has  no  power  to  discharge  directly  an  em- 
ployee of  the  contractor.  A  contract  of 
this  character  was  construed  in  Blumb  v. 
Kansas  City,  84  Mo.  112,  64  Am.  Kep.  87. 
In  that  case  we  said  of  a  similar  provision : 
"It  did  not  give  the  engineer  or  the  city 
the  right  to  discharge  them,  and  this  per- 
mission had  no  reference  to  the  manner  of 
doing  the  work,  but  only  to  the  workman- 
ship, the  character  of  the  work,  and  the 
quality  of  the  materials  used."  The  nature 
of  such  supervision  reserved  by  the  owner 
is  aptly  defined  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigan  in  Samuelson  v.  Cleveland  Iron 
Min.  Co.  49  Mich.  164,  43  Am.  Rep.  456, 
13  N.  W.  499.  In  that  case  a  mineowner 
let  the  operation  of  his  mine  to  a  contract-  • 
or,  who  w^as  to  mine  and  deliver  the  ore 
to  the  owner  at  a  specified  price  per  ton. 
It  would  seem  to  have  been  conceded  that 
the  written  contract  created  the  relation 
of  independent  contractor.  A  miner  em- 
ployed by  the  contractor  was  injured  by  a 
falling  roof,  improperly  supported.  The 
employee  sued  the  owner,  and  relied  upon 
this  clause  in  the  contract:  "The  making  of 
it  [the  mine]  safe  hereby  devolving  on 
said  first  parties  [contractors]  under  the 
supervision,  advice,  and  direction  of  said 
superintendent"  (for  the  owner).  The 
court  said:  "The  owner  assumes  towards 
no  one  the  duty  to  supervise;  he  does  not 
stipulate  to  supervise;  he  only  contracts  for 
a  privilege.  If  the  mineowner  in  this  case 
had  dismissed  the  superintendent  and  sent 
no  one  to  inspect  the  working,  no  miner 
could  explain  that  a  duty  owing  to  him 
was  being  neglected."  Further,  it  was  said 
that  the  inspection  by  the  ownc".  was  for 
the  purpose  of  protecting  his  own  prop- 
erty. In  the  same  case  it  was  said  that, 
if  the  mine  had  been  in  an  unsafe  condition 
at  the  time  it  was  handed  over  by  the  own- 
er, he  might  have  been  -liable  on  the  theory 
that  he  invited  others  into  unsafe  premises 
without  warning  of  the  danger. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  contract  does  not 
authorize  the  city  to  give  direct  orders  to 
the  workmen.    The  citv  does  not  hire  them 

ft- 

nor  pay  them.  The  liability  of  the  master 
for  the  negligence  of  his  servant  arises 
from  the  fact  that  he  selects  the  servantr 
with  a  view  to  his  skill,  and  is  therefore 
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responsible  for  such  selection.    There  is  no  | 
such  basis  here  for  imputing  responsibility 
to  the  city. 

In  the  case  of  Carman  y.  Steubenville  & 
I.  R.  Co.  4  Ohio  St.  399  (cited  by  plain- 
tiff), discussing  whether  the  owner  or  con- 
tractor is  liable,  the  court  suggests  this  dis- 
tinction: ^'In  the  one  case  the  principal 
[owner]  selects  the  servant  or  agent  with 
a  view  to  his  skill  and  care,  and  not  only 
retains  the  control  over  all  his  operations, 
but  also  has  the  power  to  dismiss  him  at 
any  time  for  misconduct.  In  the  other, 
the  contractor  assumes  this  position,  leav- 
ing the  employer  no  control  over  the  work 
or  the  persons  by  whom  it  is  executed,  but 
simply  the  right  to  require  the  thing  pro- 
duced, or  the  result  attained  to  be  such  as 
the  contract  has  provided  for." 

A  contract  similar  in  general  character  to 
the  one  before  us,  but  in  some  respects  giv- 
ing greater  power  to  the  engineer,  was  con- 
strued in  Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk, 
63  Conn.  495,  28  Atl.  32.  The  petition 
sought  to  hold  the  borough  liable  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  negligent  blasting  in 
the  construction  of  a  sewer  at  the  hands 
of  B.  contractor.  It  was  contended  there,  as 
it  is  here,  that  in  regard  to  the  blasting 
the  contractor  was  not  independent,  and 
that  by  the  reservation  of  control  in  the 
contract  the  borough  assumed  the  responsi- 
bility for  the  acts  complained  of,  namely, 
the  manner  of  blasting.  The  contract  pro- 
vided that  certain  rock  should  be  excavat- 
ed "with  as  little  blasting  as  possible,  and 
under  the  immediate  supervision  a/nd  direc- 
tion of  the  engineer  [for  the  borough]  or  his 
assistant"  (italics  ours) ;  that  "if  any  per- 
son employed  by  the  contractor  on  the  work 
shall  appear  to  the  engineer  to  be  incom- 
petent or  disorderly,  he  shall  be  discharged 
immediately  on  the  requisition  of  the  engi- 
neer." Commenting  on  this  contract,  the 
court  savs:  "But  on  the  whole  we  are  in- 
clined  to  think  that  the  weight  of  author- 
ity upon  this  question  justifies  us  in  holding 
that  the  reservations  of  control,  being  but 
partial,  and  existing  in  certain  respects 
only,  did  not  prevent  the  existence  of  the 
relation  of  contractee  and  independent  con- 
tractor; but  the  general  control  over  the 
work,  as  to  the  manner  and  method  of  its 
execution,  the  oversight  and  direction  of 
the  performance  of  the  actual  manual  labor, 
especially  in  the  particulars  in  the  execu- 
tion of  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  the 
injury  to  its  property  was  caused,  notwith- 
standing the  prescribed  limitations,  re- 
mained in  the  contractor;  that  the  persons 
doing  the  work  were  his  servants,  not  those 
of  the  defendant;  and  that  these  considera- 
tions relating  to  general  control  constitute 
the  true  test  by  which  to  determine  whether 
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the  relation  be  that  of  employer  and  con- 
tractor, or  that  of  master  and  servant." 

There  is  no  claim  in  the  petition  in  the 
case  before  us  that  the  city,  through  its  in- 
spectors, in  fact  directed  the  acts  which  it  is 
alleged  caused  the  injury  to  plaintiff. 

In  Foster  v.  Chicago,  197  111.  264,  64  N.  E. 
322,  it  was  insisted  that  the  city  was  liable 
for  an  injury  received  by  a  servant  of  the 
contractor  engaged  in  excavating  for  a 
sewer,  and  due  to  improperly  protecting  the 
walls,  on  the  ground  that  under  the  contract 
the  city  "remained  in  a  position  of  control." 
The  contract  is  not  set  out  in  terms  in  the 
report  of  the  case,  but  enough  appears  to 
show  the  relation  of  what  was  said  by  the 
court  to  the  question  under  discussion.  The 
language  of  the  court  is  so  apt  in  this  re- 
gard that  we  quote  it  at  some  length:  "It 
is  true  that  the  contractor  agreed  to  per- 
form all  the  work  'under  the  immediate  di- 
rection and  superintendence  of  the  commis- 
sioner of  public  works,  and  to  his  entire 
satisfaction,  approval,  and  acceptance;'  but 
the  work  he  agrees  so  to  perform  is  that 
prescribed  in  the  contract,  and  it  is  evident, 
we  think,  that  this  direction  and  superin- 
tendence relate  to  results, — ^to  the  character 
of  the  workmanship, — and  not  to  methods, 
unless  by  the  use  of  improper  methods  the 
character  of  the  workmanship  was  rendered 
unsatisfactory.  .  .  .  The  contract  does 
not  include  the  direction,  management,  and 
control  by  the  city  of  every  detail  of  the 
work.  The  contractor  was  not  required  to 
take  his  orders,  day  by  day,  from  the  city. 
He  was  to  be  guided  by  the  contract  and  the 
specifications  constituting  a  part  thereof. 
He  was  not  a  mere  servant  and  employee. 
He  was  an  independent  contractor;  the  city 
retaining  such  supervisory  power  as  it 
might,  from  time  to  time,  find  it  necessary 
to  exercise  to  insure  compliance  with  the 
contract  and  to  obtain  the  result  called  for 
thereby.  The  contractor  employed  and  paid 
his  own  laborers.  The  deceased  was  his 
employee.  The  difference  between  an  .inde- 
pendent contractor  and  a  mere  servant  is 
not  determined  solely  by  the  retention  of 
a  certain  kind  or  degree  of  supervision  by 
the  employer.  It  is  to  be  determined  by 
the  contract  as  a  whole, — ^by  its  spirit  and 
essence, — and  not  by  the  phraseology  of  a 
single  sentence  or  paragraph.  Being  a  con- 
tractor, and  not  a  mere  servant  of  the  city, 
the  latter  cannot  be  held  liable  for  his  negli- 
gence in  the  performance  of  his  work.  .  .  . 
This  is  not  a  case  where  a  party,  when 
passing  along  or  using  a  public  street,  has 
been  injured  because  of  the  negligence  of  the 
city  in  permitting  or  causing  a  sewer  to 
be  constructed  or  other  work  to  be  carried 
on  in  such  street,  creating  a  danger  to  pass- 
ersby,   for   which   proper   safeguards   have 


1912. 


SALMON  V.  KANSAS  CITY. 


837 


been  negligently  omitted.  In  Springfield  y. 
Le  Claire,  49  111.  476,  cited  by  the  appel- 
lant's counsel,  the  question  was  whether 
there  was  a  duty  resting  upon  the  city 
growing  out  of  the  franchise  conferred  upon 
it  to  keep  its  public  streets  in  a  safe  con- 
dition for  the  passage  of  travelers  and  oth- 
exB  having  occasion  to  use  them,  and  the 
question  was  properly  answered  in  the  af- 
firmative. But  the  deceased  in  the  case  be- 
fore us  was  not  a  passenger  or  a  traveler 
over  the  street  when  injured,  and  there  is 
no  analogy  between  the  case  so  cited,  or  oth- 
ers of  like  character  referred  to  by  appel- 
lant's attorneys,  and  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  at  bar." 

We  rule  against  the  plaintiff  on  the  prop- 
osition that  the  contract  reserved  to  the 
city  the  control  of  the  acts  complained  of. 

II.  It  is  urged  that,  even  if  the  city  is  not 
liable  by  contract,  it  is  still  liable  becausi 
of  its  failure  to  perform  a  duty  to  plaintiff 
imposed  upon  it  by  law;  that  blasting  is  so 
intrinsically  dangerous  that  it  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  city,  when  it  authorizes  its  use 
in  public  work,  to  guard  third  persons,  in- 
cluding the  servants  of  an  independent  con- 
tractor engaged  in  the  work,  from  the  in- 
cidental danger.  The  industry  of  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  has  brought  to  our  at- 
tention numerous  cases,  as  well  as  conclu- 
sions of  text-writers,  recognizing  that  the 
law  imposes  upon  municipalities  and  owners 
of  property  certain  obligations  toward  oth- 
ers which  cannot  be  escaped  by  interposing 
an  independent  contractor  as  the  active  doer 
of  the  thinj^  complained  of.  Owners  have 
been  held  liable  to  servants  of  a  contractor 
for  hidden  intrinsic  dangers  lurking  in 
premises  upon  which  others  are  invited, 
without  warning,  to  work.  Clark  v.  St. 
Louis  &  S.  B.  Co.  234  Mo.  396,  137  S.  W. 
583;  Young  v.  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co.  186 
Mo.  034,  84  S.  W.  929;  Ryan  v.  St.  Louis 
Transit  Co.  190  Mo.  621,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
777,  89  S.  W.  865;  Calvert  v.  Springfield 
Electric  Light  k  P.  Co.  231  III.  290,  14 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  782,  83  N.  E.  184,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  423.  Also  private  owners,  and  mu- 
nicipalities as  well,  have  been  held  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  acts  which  they  have 
authorized  and  which  are  intrinsically  dan- 
gerous to  others,  no  matter  how  carefully 
performed,  where  the  danger  arises  from 
the  act  itself,  and  not  from  the  manner  in 
which  it  is  done.  We  have  to  do  with  the 
proposition  last  stated,  and  particularly  as 
applied  to  the  liability  of  a  municipality 
authorizing  blasting  in  a  public  street  by 
an  independent  contractor.  The  liability 
of  the  municipality  and  that  of  a  private 
owner    rest    upon    the    same    fundamental 


themselves  constitute  a  nuisance  or  a  men- 
ace to  the  lives  or  property  of  others;  and 
it  is  no  defense  to  show  that  the  perform- 
ance of  the  inhibited  act  is  delegated  to 
an  independent  contractor.  The  city  is  also 
under  obligation  to  keep  its  streets  safe  for 
travel. 

It  is  said  that  blasting  is  intrinsically 
dangerous,  and  that  therefore  the  city  is 
liable  for  injury  resulting  therefrom*  The 
doctrine  as  laid  down  in  this  regard  by  the 
authorities  is  that  the  city  cannot  escape 
whatever  duty  arises  from  the  use  of  this 
dangerous  agency  by  delegating  the  act  to 
an  independent  contractor.  As  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  duty  imposed  upon  the  city,  the 
authorities  are  not  uniform.  It  has  been 
held  that  this  duty  is  fto  use  due  care  only 
to  prevent  injury.  Booth  y.  Rome,  W.  & 
0.  Terminal  R.  Co.  140  N.  Y.  267,  24  L.R.A. 
105,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  552,  35  N.  E.  592.  It 
has  also  been  held  that  in  some  instances, 
where  blasting  is  done  in  the  street,  the 
city  is  liable  in  any  event,  and  cannot  de- 
feat a  recovery  by  showing  due  care.  We 
are  not  called  upon  to  lay  down  an  exact 
rule  on  this  point,  because  whatever  duty 
the  city  owes  it  owes  to  the  public,  and  not 
to  the  servants  of  the  contractor.  This  is 
not  a  case  of  imperfect  appliances  furnished 
by  the  city,  nor  one  of  inviting  persons  into 
premises  unsafe  at  the  time  of  the  invita- 
tion. It  is  a  case  where  liability  is  claimed 
because  of  the  intrinsic  danger  Attending 
the  use  of  explosives.  No  text-writer  and 
no  case  cited  extends  the  protection  of  this 
doctrine  to  an  employee  of  the  independent 
contractor.  We  have  examined  the  numer- 
ous cases  cited  by  plaintiff  to  support  the 
proposition  that  blasting  is  so  intrinsically 
dangerous  that,  when  the  city  authorizes 
its  use  by  an  independent  contractor,  it  be- 
comes liable  for  resulting  injury.  We  may 
concede  that  these  cases  -properly  declare 
the  law  without  approaching  the  question 
involved  in  the  case  before  us.  All  of  the 
cases  relied  upon  deal  with  injuries  in- 
flicted upon  persons  disconnected  from  the 
work,  as,  for  instance,  passers-by  on  the 
street  or  adjacent  property  owners,  and 
where  the  injury  results  from  the  violent 
explosion  of  rock  or  earth  incident  to  a 
blast.  No  man  can  tell  where  a  rock 
hurled  into  the  air  without  direction  will 
fall,  and  therefore  danger  to  persons  and 
property  in  the  vicinity  to  be  anticipated, 
and  so  far  as  possible  to  be  guarded 
against. 

The  doctrine  of  the  cases  referred  to  has 
no  reference  to  a  servant  of  the  contractor 
engaged  in  blasting;  certainly  not  when,  as 
here,  the  injury  to  the  servant  results  from 


proposition,  namely,  that  one  must  not  |  the  sheer  negligence  of  the  contractor  or  his 
authorize  acts  upon  his  property  which  in  foreman  in  failing  to  protect  the  laborer  in 
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work  which  in  itself  is  not  inherently  dan- 
gerous. The  drilling  of  a  hole  for  a  charge 
of  dynamite  is  certainly  not  an  inherently 
dangerous  task.  The  negligence  of  the  fore- 
man, which  it  is  charged  was  the  immediate 
cause  of  the  injury,  was  not  the  natural  and 
obvious  result  of  blasting;  so  that,  even  if 
the  doctrine  of  cases  involving  the  rights  of 
outsiders  be  extended  to  the  servant  of  the 
contractor,  the  servant  in  this  case  would 
not  come  within  the  rule.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  because  the  city  is  liable  to  adjacent 
persons  and  property,  when  it  authorizes 
tlie  use  of  an  inherently  dangerous  agency 
(which  is  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  relied 
on),  therefore  any  employee  engaged  in 
the  quarry  may  hold  the  city  tor  any  negli- 
gence of  the  contractor  or  his  foreman. 
Counsel  confuses  the  casC"  of  the  servant  of 
the  contractor,  who  is  injured  by  reason 
of  the  negligent  manner  in  which  the  blast- 
ing is  done,  with  the  case  of  a  third  person 
on  the  street  who  is  injured  by  the  blast  it- 
self, without  reference  to  the  manner  m 
which  the  blast  is  set  free.  In  the  latter 
case  the  injury  results  from  violent  expul- 
sion upon  the  street  and  adjacent  property 
of  rock  and  earth  authorized  by  the  city. 
This  expulsion  of  rock  and  earth  occurs  in 
the  .proper  execution  of  the  work.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  injured  in  the  proper  exe- 
cution of  the  work,  but  solely  by  reason  of 
the  negligent  manner  in  which  it  was  per- 
formed, i,  e,y  the  negligent  failure  to  detect 
the  unexploded  charge.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  was  in  any  danger  from 
the  proper  explosion  of  a  blast.  Indeed, 
such  danger  is  expressly  negatived  in  the 
petition,  which  avers  that  the  danger  was 
not  a  necessary  one,  nor  incident  to  the 
work  in  which  plaintiff  was  engaged. 

In  Missouri  Valley  Bridge  &  Iron  Co.  v. 
Ballard,  53  Tex.  Civ.  App.  110,  116  S.  W. 
93  (a  case  in  point  upon  the  facts),  the 
servant  of  the  independent  contractor  sued 
the  owner.  The  court,  after  stating  the 
general  doctrine  of  liability  of  the  owner  to 
the  public,  says:  "The  exception  within 
which  the  verdict  of  the  jury  has  brought 
this  case  finds  its  best  illustration  in  those 
cases  where  public  streets  have  been  made 
dangerous  by  excavations  or  otherwise,  and 
where  in  the  nature  of  things  the  safety  of 
the  traveling  public  has  been  endangered, 
unless  needed  precautions  have  been  taken 
to  prevent  it.  In  such  a  case,  as  has  been 
often  said,  the  injuries  are  the  direct  result 
of  the  very  thing  which  the  employer  au- 
thoriZiCd  to  be  done;  and  he  cannot,  there- 
fore, escape  liability  by  farming  out  the 
work  to  an  independent  contractor.  It  is 
in  the  nature  of  a  nondelegable  duty,  owing 
to  those  whose  life  or  limb  is  thus  jeopard- 
ized. But  where,  as  here,  the  injury  is  the 
3U  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


result  of  an  act  or  fault  purely  collateral 
to  the  work  to  be  done,  and  is  the  result 
entirely  of  the  wrongful  act  of  the  inde- 
pendent contractor  or  his  workmen,  the  em- 
ployer should  not  be  held  liable." 

If  the  owner  directs  the  contractor  to 
perform  an  act  which  is  dangerous  to  oth- 
ers, even  if  carefully  performed,  he  is  liable 
to  others  for  the  consequences.  In  sucli 
case  the  injury  results  not  from  the  mode 
in  which  the  act  is  done,  but  from  the  doing 
of  the  act  by  the  most  careful  mode.  The 
danger  is  incident  to  the  act  itself.  Hence 
the  owner  is  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences of  the  act.  On  this  principle  rest 
the  numerous  decisions  in  cases  where  blast- 
ing throws  rocks  which  cause  damage.  As 
was  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Arkansas 
in  St  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Yonley, 
63  Ark.  loc.  cit.  508,  9  L.R.A.  604,  13  S. 
W.  333,  14  S.  W.  801:  "If  one  employs 
another  to  perform  a  work  which  from  its 
iijiture.  is  necessarily  dangerous  to  the 
property  of  a  third  person,  the  employer 
cannot  escape  liability  for  the  injury  there- 
by done.  In  such  cases  the  injury  flows 
from  the  doing  of  the  act  as  its  natural 
consequence,  and  not  from  the  manner  in 
which  the  act  is  done."  But  aside  from 
the  differential  facts  above  referred  to,  the 
doctrine  of  liability  of  the  city  to  outsiders, 
supported  by  plaintiffs  cases,  is  not  ex- 
tended by  either  reason  or  authority  to  in- 
clude the  servant  of  the  contractor.  If  the 
foreman  himself  had  been  injured  by  his 
own  negligence  averred  in  the  petition,  it 
would  hardly  be  claimed  that  the  city  would 
be  liable;  yet  the  doctrine  for  which  .plain- 
tiff contends  would  protect  the  foreman,  or 
'  even  the  contractor  himself,  from  the  conse- 
quences of  his  own  negligence.  It  would 
be  a  strange  anomaly  in  jurisprudence  were 
we  to  hold  that  an  employer  is  liable  to  the 
servant  of  an  independent  contractor  be- 
cause of  the  negligence  of  the  contractor 
or  his  foreman  in  the  performance  of  some 
casual  act  in  the  course  of  the  work.  The 
owner  owes  no  legal  duty  to  such  servant 
to  protect -him  from  the  negligence  of  his 
foreman.  There  is  no  parallel  between  the 
relation  of  the  city  to  plaintiff  and  its  re- 
lation to  the  public  and  adjoining  owners. 
In  the  case  of  Loth  v.  Columbia  Theatre 
Co.  197  Mo.  354,  94  S.  W.  854,  we  refused 
to  apply  the  doctrine  of  independent  con- 
tractor where  a  passer-by  was  injured  by 
the  lowering  of  a  large  sign;  but  we  sai^l: 
"The  injury  in  the  case  at  bar  resulted 
directly  from  the  acts  called  for  and  made 
necessary  by  the  contract,  that  is.  the 
changing  and  replacing  of  the  sign,  and  not 
from  acts  which  were  merelv  collateral  to 
the  contract;  and  if  by  the  nes[ligence  and 
carelessness  of  the  men  handling  the  sign 
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it  fell  upon  and  injured  plaint ifT,  the  com- 
pany is  liable  as  if  it  had  directly  per- 
formed such  acts."  But  supposing  the  sign, 
through  careless  handling,  had  injured  one 
of  the  workmen  engaged  in  the  work,  would 
it  be  claimed  that  the  owner  was  liable? 

The  true  rule  of  liability  is  thus  stated 
by  Dillon,  in  his  work  on  Municipal  Cor- 
porations, (§  1723,  vol.  4):  "Where  the 
work  contracted  for  necessarily  constitutes 
an  obstruction  or  defect  in  the  street,  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  render  it  unsafe  or  dan- 
gerous for  the  purposes  of  public  travel, 
unless  properly  guarded  or  protected,  the 
employer  (equally  with  the  contractor), 
where  the  injury  results  directly  from  the 
acts  which  the  contractor  engaged  to  per- 
form, is  liable  therefor  to  the  injured  party. 
But  the  employer  is  not  liable  where  the 
obstruction  or  defect  in  the  street  causing 
the  injury  is  wholly  collateral  to  the  con- 
tract work,  and  entirely  the  result  of  the 
negligence  or  wrongful  acts  of  the  contract- 
tor,  subcontractor,  or  his  servants.  In 
such  a  case  the  immediate  author  of  the  in- 
jury is  alone  liable." 

The  authorities  cited  by  plaintiff  are  in 
line  with  the  statement  of  the  law.  In 
Schip  v.  Pabst  Brewing  Co.  64  Minn.  22, 
06  N.  W.  3,  a  servant  of  the  contractor 
sued  the  owner  for  injuries.  He  offered 
to  prove  that  the  contractor  was  incompe- 
tent and  known  to  be  so  by  the  owner,  and 
also  that  the  building  being  removed  was  in 
a  dangerous  condition.  These  offers  were 
rejected  by  the  trial  court.  On  appeal,  the 
supreme  court  says:  "For  the  purposes  of 
the  case  we  will  assume  that  plaintiff  could 
have  proved  these  offers,  and  was  entitled 
to  do  so,  if  it  would  result  in  proving  a 
cause  of  action  against  defendant.  Counsel 
for  appellant  have  cited  no  case  which  has 
held  the  owner  liable  to  the  servant  of  the 
contractor  under  such  circumstances,  lliere 
are  many  cases  which  hold  that  the  owner 
of  premises  cannot,  by  employing  a  con- 
tractor, relieve  himself  from  the  continuing 
duty  which  he  owes  to  the  public  and  to  the 
adjoining  owners  not  to  maintain  a  nui- 
sance on  his  premises,  or  license  anyone 
else  to  do  so.  But  we  can  find  no  case 
which  holds  that  the  owner  owes  any  such 
continuing  duty  to  the  servant  of  the  in- 
dependent contractor  engaged  in  the  very 
work  of  abating  the  nuisance."  See  also 
latter  paragraph  of  citation  from  Foster  v. 
Chicago,  197  111.  264,  64  N.  E.  322,  where 
it  was  held  that  the  servant  of  the  con- 
tractor could  not  recover  from  the  owner. 
In  Peoria,  B.  &  C.  Traction  Co.  v.  O'Connor, 
149  111.  App.  .598,  a  laborer  employed  by  the 
contractor  for  a  street  railway  company 
sued  the  railroad  company  for  injuries  re- 
ceived on  account  of  a  defective  derrick 
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rope  used  in  hoisting  an  iron  pole  on  the 
street.  The  court,  after  stating  the  rule 
that  protects  persons  using  the  streets, 
said:  "If  appellee  had  been  injured  while 
using  such  public  street  or  ground  as  a 
passer-by  thereon,  appellant  could  not  have 
relieved  itself  of  liability  for  its  negligence 
in  creating  such  condition,  merely  because 
the  construction  company  had  failed  to  do 
its  duty.  Appellee  when  injured  was  not  in 
the  exercise  of  his  right  as  a  citizen  to  use 
the  public  street.  There  was  no  causal  con- 
nection between  tlie  negligence  and  the  acci- 
dent, and  the  particular  place  where  the 
same  occurred.  We  are  therefore  of  opin- 
ion that  the  rule  in  question  is  inapplicable 
in  the  present  case."  To  the  same  effect,  see 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Smith,  134  Ky. 
loc.  cit.  60,  119  S.  W.  244,  where,  under 
similar  circumstances,  the  court  *said :  "Of 
course,  a  very  different  question  would  be 
presented  if  by  reason  of  the  prosecution 
of  this  work  a  train  had  been  derailed,  and 
a  passenger  injured;  for  in  such  case  the 
duty  of  the  company  to  furnish  the  pas- 
senger with  safe  passage  is  such  that  it 
could  not  excuse  itself  for  any  negligent 
act  on  the  part  of  an  independent  contract- 
or that  in  any  wise  impaired  the  safety 
of  its  track;  but  no  such  question  as  that 
is  presented  here.  No  such  relation  existed 
between  deceased  and  the  railroad  company. 
The  railroad  company  was  under  no  duty  to 
deceased,  since  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant  did  not  exist  between  them.  The 
duty  which  it  owed  to  the  traveling  public 
to  maintain  its  track  in  a  safe  condition  for 
the  passage  of  its  trains  did  not  in  the  least 
obligate  it  to  look  out  for  the  safety  of 
deceased  who  was  an  employee  of  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  engaged  in  a  separate 
and  distinct  undertaking."  Like  rulings 
are  found  in  Reilly  v.  Chicago  .&  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  122  Iowa,  525,  98  N.  W.  464:  Engler  v. 
Seattle,  40  Wash.  72,  82  Pac.  136;  Hanna 
V.  Chattanooga  &  N.  R.  Co.  88  Tenn.  310,  6 
L.R.A.  727,  12  S.  W.  718.  The  cases  of 
Covington  &  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Steinbrock, 
61  Ohio  St.  216.  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  375,  65  N. 
E.  618,  and  Wetherbee  v.  Partridge,  175 
Mass.  185,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  486,  55  N.  E. 
804,  on  which  plaintiff  strongly  relies,  are 
not  in  point,  as  they  involve  injuries  to  out- 
siders or  adjacent  property.  These  and 
other  cases  hold  to  the  doctrine  of  Dillon 
V.  Hunt,  105  Mo.  161,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  374, 
16  S.  W.  616.  Scott  V.  Springfield,  81  Mo. 
App.  312,  held  the  rity  liable  for  injuries 
to  the  servant  of  a  contractor,  but  on  the 
"round  that  the  citv  retained  the  actual 
control,  and  that  hence  the  contractor  was 
not  independent.  And  so  it  is  with  other 
cases  holding  the  employer  liable.  These 
cases  are  not  in  point,  in  view  of  the  con- 
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struction   which   we  have   given   above   to 
the  contract  under  consideration. 

From  the  foregoing  reasoning  and  author- 
ities, it  is  clear  that,  even  conceding  that 
blasting  is  intrinsically  dangerous,  there 
would  be  no  liability  in  this  case,  as  a  mat- 
ter x)f  law,  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  plain- 
tiff for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
the  contractor's  foreman. 

III.  It  is  claimed  that  the  petition  avers 
that  the  contractor  was  incompetent,  and 
known  to  the  city  to  be  so.  The  charge 
in  the  petition  falls  short  of  this.  Here  it 
is:  "That  said  Robert  J.  Boyd  Paving  & 
Construction  Company  was  at  the  time  of 
entering  into  said  contract  and  still  is  a 
corporation,  organized  and  existing  under 
the  laws  of  Missouri;  that  it  was  an  in- 
solvent and  irresponsible  corporation,  and 
was  not  a  fit,  proper,  or  suitable  corpora- 
tion for  the  city  to  enter  into  said  contract 
with,  and  that  defendant  city  was  negligent 
and  careless  in  entering  into  said  contract 
with  said  Robert  J.  Boyd  Paving  &  Con- 
struction Company,  in  that  said  company 
was  an  insolvent,  irresponsible  company, 
and  not  a  fit,  proper,  or  suitable  corpora- 
tion for  said  work;  and  that  the  defendant 
city  at  the  time  of  entering  into  said  con- 
tract, and  throughout  the  performance  of 
said  work,  had  knowledge  of  the  foregoing 
facts,  or  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
would  have  had  knowledge  thereof." 

The  iinfitness  alleged  must  be  referred  to 
the  alleged  insolvency.  Furthermore,  for 
reasons  given  above,  a  charge  of  incompe- 
tency would  not  help  plaintiff.  The  city 
owes  no  duty  to  the  servant  of  the  con- 
tractor to  provide  him  a  competent  and 
skilful  employer.  In  Schip  v.  Pabst  Brew- 
ing Co.  supra,  the  court  (64  Minn.  loc.  cit. 
25,  66  N.  W.  4)  said:  "Neither  has  our 
attention  been  called  to  any  case  where  the 
owner  was  held  liable  on  the  sole  ground  of 
failing  to  exercise  with  due  care  a  tem- 
porary duty  of  employing  a  competent  con- 
tractor (after  which  his  responsibility 
would  cease),  but  in  every  case  there  was 
a  continuing  duty  not  to  maintain  a  nui- 
sance on  his  premises  himself,  or  license 
others  to  do  so.  It  is  often  laid  down 
as  one  of  the  conditions  required  to  relieve 
the  owner  from  liability,  that  he  shall 
employ  a  competent  contractor.  But  this 
language  (where  it  is  not  mere  dictum) 
is  always  used  in  cases  where  the  owner 
owes  such  continuing  duty,  and  the  work 
to  be  performed  by  the '  contractor  will 
necessarily  result  in  a  nuisance  to  the  pub- 
lic or  the  adjoining  owner,  unless  great 
or  extraordinary  care  is  taken  to  prevent 
it  from  doing  so." 

The  following  cases  are  cited  by  plaintiff 
on  this  point:  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114 
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Mo.  55,  21  S.  W.  451;  Dillon  v.  Hunt,  82 
Mo.  155;  Mullich  v.  Brocker,  119  Mo.  App. 
332,  97  S.  W.  549.  But  these  cases  refer  to 
the  obligation  which  the  owner  owes  to  out- 
siders. No  case  has  been  cited,  or  found  by 
us  after  extensive  research,  which  extends 
this  obligation  to  a  servant  of  the  inde- 
pendent contractor. 

IV.  The  pleader  attempts  to  predicate 
liability  against  the  city  because  of  the  al- 
leged violation  of  §  883  of  the  ordinance, 
requiring  a  license  to  qualify  one  to  do 
blasting.  On  this  point  it  is  sufiicient  to 
say  that  the  law  is  settled  in  this  state 
that  a  city  is  not  liable  for  failure  to  en- 
force its  ordinances.  Ryan  v.  Kansas  City, 
232  Mo.  471,  134  S.  W.  560,  985;  Loth  v. 
Columbia  Theatre  Co.  197  Mo.  328,  94  S.  W. 
847. 

Tested  by  the  foregoing  reasons  and  au- 
thorities, the  petition  fails  to  state  a  case 
against  the  defendant  city. 

The  demurrer  having  properly  been  sus- 
tained, the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court 
is  affirmed. 

Lamm,  Woodson,  and  Graves,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 

This  cause  in  Division  2  was  assigned  to 
Bond,  C,  and  his  opinion,  concurred  in  by 
Roy,  C,  was  approved  by  said  division.  As 
rewritten  by  Bond,  C,  since  the  majority 
opinion,  it  is  adopted  as  the  dissenting  opin- 
ion of  Valllant,  Ch.  J.,  and  Kennlsh  and 
Brown,  JJ. 

Bond,  C: 

Plaintiff  sues  Kansas  City  (a  municipal 
corporation)  and  the  Robert  J.  Boyd  Pav- 
ing &  Construction  Company  (a  business 
corporation)  to  recover  for  personal  dam- 
ages sustained  by  the  belated  explosion  of 
a  stick  of  dynamite,  employed  in  blasting 
rock  to  make  a  course  for  a  sewer  in  proc- 
ess of  construction  under  a  contract  be- 
tween the  defendants. 

The  gist  of  the  allegations  of  plaintiff's 
petition  is,  to  wit:  That  the  defendant  city 
exists  and  is  governed  under  a  special  char- 
ter, whereby  it  is  empowered  to  enact  ordi- 
nances for  causing  and  regulating  sewer 
construction,  in  pursuance  of  which  it  has 
employed  a  large  number  of  sewer  inspec- 
tors. That  it  is  required  by  its  ordinance 
to  employ,  and  has  employed,  a  city  engi- 
neer, skilled  in  the  science  of  engineering, 
and  assistants.  That  its  engineering  de- 
partment supervises  the  construction  of 
public  and  district  sewers.  That  its  city 
engineer  is  required  to  prepare  plans,  speci- 
fications, and  estimates  of  the  costs  of  all 
public  work,  and  report  all  violations  of 
anv  contract  for  the  doing  of  such  work, 
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and  to  superintend  the  execution  thereof. 
That  no  person  is  allowed  to  do  any  blast- 
ing within  said  city  without  first  obtaining 
from  the  city  engineer  a  permit  therefor, 
issuable  only  on  the  condition  that  he  is 
satisfied  that  the  applicant  is  "in  every 
particular  a  safe,  careful,  and  suitable  per- 
son to  use,  and  an  expert  in  the  use  of,  all 
explosives  used  in  blasting,"  and  has  en- 
tered into  a  bond  conditioned  that  such  per- 
son will  carefully  and  prudently  use  such 
explosive.  That  said  city  passed  an  ordi- 
nance for  the  construction  of  a  ''district 
sewer  in  sewer  district  No.  144,  approved 
Alarch  29,  1001,"  and  entered  into  a  con- 
tract with  its  codefendant  for  constructing 
a  sewer  in  said  district.  That  said  contract, 
among  other  things,  provided  that  the  work 
done  thereunder  should  be  "in  conformity 
with  the  plans  of  such  work  on  file  in  the 
office  of  the  city  engineer  in  Kansas  City, 
and  in  strict  obedience  to  the  directions 
which  may,  from  time  to  time,  be  given  by 
said  city  engineer  or  his  authorized  agents, 
and  also  in  accordance  with  the  following 
specifications:  "The  contractor  shall  not 
blast  any  rock  or  allow  the  same  to 
be  done  on  this  work  without  taking 
such  precautions,  by  covering  or  other- 
wise, as  shall  prevent  damage  or  injury  to 
person  or  property."  That  in  pursuance 
of  the  aforesaid  contract,  the  defendants 
and  each  of  them  employed  a  gang  of  men, 
of  which  plaintiff  was  a  member,  who  were 
under  the  immediate  superintendence,  direc- 
tion, and  control  of  a  foreman,  "who  was  a 
vice  principal  of  defendants,  with  power  to 
direct  them  in  the  performance  of  their 
duties."  That  plaintiff  was  a  member  of  a 
gang  of  drillers  under  said  foreman,  and 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  and  the 
members  of  his  gang  by  the  use  of  steel 
drills,  about  6  feet  and  4  inches  long  and 
having  bits  1^  inches  in  diameter,  to  drill 
holes  in  the  rock  through  which  said  sewer 
was  to  be  constructed,  and  "that  the  drill- 
ing of  said  holes  under  the  direction  of  said 
foreman  was  the  sole  duty  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  members  of  the  drilling  gang." 
That  the  work  performed  by  them  consist- 
ed of  drilling  "a  series  of  holes  about  2) 
feet  deep  and  about  2  feet  apart,"  after 
which  the  said  foreman  and  powder  man 
(under  his  immediate  direction  and  con- 
trol) "would  load  said  holes  with  giant 
powder  or  dynamite,  putting  about  2^  sticks 
of  said  explosive  in  each  hole,  then  putting 
on  the  cap  and  fuse  for  each  hole,  then 
tamp  each  hole  full  with  sand  and  dirt,  and 
leaving  the  fuses  extending  out  of  each 
hole,  and  then  said  foreman  would  light 
Haid  fuses  and  shoot  said  series  of  holes." 
That  it  was  usual  and  customary  to  count 
the  number  of  said  holes  before  exploding 
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them,  and  then  to  keep  count  of  the  num- 
ber of  explosions  as  they  took  place  so  that 
it  could  be  known  whether  any  had  failed  to 
occur.  That  the  count  of  the  noises  of  the 
respective  explosions  was  then  verified  by 
an  examination  of  the  respective  holes 
which  had  been  loaded  with  dynamite. 
That  the  plaintiff  and  the  members  of  his^ 
gang  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  loading 
and  exploding  of  said  holes,  nor  of  the  sub- 
sequent examinations-  of  the  place,  nor 
with  the  cleaning  out  of  unexploded  powder. 
That  these  duties  were  performed  by  said 
foreman  and  said  powder  man,  who  were  re- 
quired, after  finding  from  examination  that 
it  was  safe  so  to  do,  to  employ  a  different 
gang  of  men  to  clean  up  the  broken  rock 
caused  by  said  series  of  explosions.  After 
that  was  done,  "the  plaintiff  and  his  gan^ 
of  drillers  would  be  ordered  to  drill  another 
series,  and  this  process  would  be  repeated 
until  the  excavation  was  made  as  deep  as 
desired." 

The  petition  then  alleges,  to  wit:  That 
on  the  afternoon  of  July  13,  1901,  a  series 
of  holes  which  had  been  drilled  by  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  gang  of  drillers  was  attempted 
to  be  exploded  by  said  foremaii  (ICelleher) 
and  said  powder  man  (Moriarity).  That 
said  July  13th  was  Saturday,  and  no  work 
was  done  in  said  sewer  on  the  Sunday  fol-' 
lowing.  That  Saturday  and  Monday  the 
broken  rock  caused  by  the  explosion  of  Sat- 
urday was  cleaned  up  by  the  other  set  of 
men  under  said  foreman  (Kelleher),  with 
which  other  set  of  men  plaintiff  had  nothing 
to  do.  That  by  reason  of  the  negligence  and 
carelessness  of  the  defendants,  through  said 
foreman  (Kelleher)  and  said  powder  man 
(Moriarity),  one  of  the  loaded  holes  in 
said  series  of  holes,  which  said  foreman 
and  said  powder  man  had  not  caused  to  ex- 
plode on  Saturday,  was  left  filled  with  dy- 
namite. That  the  existence  of  said  loaded 
and  unexploded  hole  was  unknown  to  plain- 
tiff and  the  gang  of  drillers  with  whom 
plaintiff  was  working.  That  the  existence 
of  said  unexploded  hole  and  the  danger 
thereof  to  the  plaintiff  was  known  to  de- 
fendants, or  would  have  been  known  to 
them  and  each  of  them  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care  on  their  part,  prior  to  tho 
time  of  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  herein 
alleged.  That  on  Monday,  the  15th  day  of 
July,  190],  the  defendant  contractor  and  the 
defendant  city,  through  their  foreman  (Kel- 
leher), negligently  ordered  plaintiff  and 
his  gang  of  drillers  to  go  back  to  the  place 
where  said  series  of  holes  had  been  at- 
tempted to  be  exploded  on  the  Saturday 
previous,  for  the  purpose  of  drilling  another 
series  of  holes  at  said  place.  That  in  pur- 
suance of  said  negligent  order  said  plaintiff 
and  the  other  drillers  in  his  said  gang  of 
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drillers  went  back  to  said  place  for  the 
purpose  of  drilling  a  new  series  of  holes. 
And  that  while  one  of  said  gang  of  drillers 
was  at  work  drilling  a  hole  near  the  place 
where  plaintiff  was  also  drilling,  bis  work 
caused  the  dynamite  which  had  been  negli- 
gently left  in  one  of  the  holes  since  the  Sat- 
urday previous  to  be  exploded  with  great 
force  and  violence  and  to  the  injury  of 
plaintiff  in  the  following  manner:  "The 
total  and  permanent  loss  of  the  sight  of 
both  of  his  eyes,  great  injury  to  body,  his 
private  parts,  his  chest,  face,  forehead,  a 
broken  jaw,  causing  long  illness  and  suffer- 
ing and  mental  anguish,  and  the  permanent 
inability  thereafter  to  do  any  work,  so  that 
he  has  become  an  object  of  charity  and  an 
inmate  of  the  poor  farm."  The  petition 
then  adds:  "That  at  the  time  said  other 
driller  was  at  work  near  the  plaintiff,  neith- 
er he  nor  the  plaintiff  had  any  knowledge  or 
warning  whatsoever  of  the  existence  of  said 
unexploded  shot  or  charge  at  said  place; 
that  said  unexploded  shot  or  charge  consti- 
tuted a  latent  danger  in  plaintiff's  said  place 
of  work;  that  said  latent  danger  was  known 
or  would  have  been  known  by  reasonable 
care,  to  the  'defendants  and  each  of  them, 
as  well  as  to  their  said  powder  man.  and 
their  said  foreman,  and  to  the  inspectors 
of  the  defendant  city,  who  were  present  on 
said  work  throughout  the  construction  of 
said  sewer,  superintending  said  work  and 
giving  orders  to  the  foreman  and  men  at 
work  thereon,  in  time  to  have  enabled  said 
defendants  and  their  said  foreman,  powder 
man,  and  inspectors  to  have  removed  said 
unexploded  dynamite,  and  to  have  warned 
the  plaintiff  of  the  existence  thereof;  that 
the  defendants  and  their  foreman,  powder 
man,  and  inspectors  negligently  and  care- 
lessly failed  to  remove  said  danger,  and 
negligently  and  carelessly  failed  to  warn 
the  plaintiff  of  the  existence  thereof,  but 
through  their  foreman  negligently  and  care- 
lessly ordered  said  plaintiff  and  his  gang  of 
drillers  to  go  to  said  place  and  drill  a  new 
series  of  holes  at  said  place  where  said  un- 
exploded charge  of  dynamite,  a  hig^ily  ex- 
plosive powder,  had  been  left." 

The  petition  charges :  That  said  foreman 
(Michael  Kelleh'er)  and  said  powder  man 
(Maurice  Moriarity)  "were  not  safe,  care- 
ful, or  suitable  persons  to  use  said  explo- 
sive, and  were  neither  of  them  experts  in 
the  use  of  said  explosive."'  That  neither  of 
them  "were  competent  persons  for  said 
work  of  blasting;  that  the  defendants  and 
each  of  them  were  negligent  in  intrusting 
said  work  to  said  foreman  and  said  powder 
man,"  whose  incompetency  and  lack  of  ex- 
pcrtness  in  tlic  use  of  said  explosive  were 
known  to  each  of  the  defendants;  that  the 
defendants  and  each  of  them  negligently 
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failed  to  select  and  employ  on  said  sewer 
construction  a  blaster  who  was  qualified  for 
the  work  under  the  provisions  of  ordinance 
Ko.  883,  requiring  all  such  persons  to  make 
proof  of  competency  and  procure  a  license 
before  doing  any  blasting  within  said  city, 
which  ordinance,  and  every  other  ordinance 
pertaining  to  the  work  of  constructing  the 
sewer,  the  contract  expressly  stipulated 
should  be  complied  with  in  the  doing  and 
progress  of  the  work;  that  this  covenant  of 
the  contract  was  negligently  violated  by 
both  the  defendants;  that  the  work  in  re- 
spect to  which  said  carelessness  occurred 
and  which  caused  plaintiff's  injury  was  the 
work  of  blasting  with  giant  powder  or  dy- 
namite; that  both  defendants  knew  the  ne« 
cessity  of  said  blasting  and  the  necessity  to 
use  that  dangerous  explosive  in^  removing 
the  2,450  cubic  yards  of  rock  excavation 
proveded  for  in  their  contract ;  that  both  de- 
fendants knew  the  incompetency  and  unfit- 
ness of  their  said  foreman  and  powder  man, 
by  reason  of  which  the  unexploded  stick  of 
dynamite  was  left  in  the  rock  at  the  place 
where  plaintiff  was  negligently  ordered  by 
them  to  drill  a  new  series  of  holes,  without 
any  warning  or  knowledge  whatsoever  of  the 
proximity  of  his  work  to  the  unexploded 
stick  of  dynamite.  The  petition  then  spe- 
cifically charges  that  the  defendants  knew 
thitt  said  powder  man,  "by  reason  of  his  age 
and  infirmities  and  general  deficiencies,  was 
utterly  incompetent  to  be  the  powder  man 
on  said  job;"  that  through  the  negligence 
of  this  incompetent  powder  man  and  in- 
competent foreman  the  missed  shot  of  dyna- 
mite was  not  discovered  and  removed,  and 
plaintiff  was  ordered  to  work  at  a  place 
dangerously  near  thereto,  without  any 
knowledge  or  information  whatever  of  the 
existence  of  his  peril.  The  petition  also 
charges  that  the  codefendant  of  the  city  was 
an  insolvent  corporation,  "and  was  not  a 
fit,  proper,  or  suitable  corporation  for  the 
city  to  enter  into  said  contract  with,"  and 
that  the  city  was  negligent  in  making  said 
contract,  for  it  knew,  or  by  reasonable  care 
could  have  known,  these  facts;  that  neither 
the  construction  company  nor  its  foreman 
nor  blaster  had  any  license  or  permit,  as  re- 
quired by  the  city  ordinance,  to  do  blasting 
on  said  work;  and  that  the  defendant  city 
and  its  codefendant  negligently  and  care- 
lessly violated  their  contract,  requiring  that 
such  license  should  be  procured  before  the 
work  was  done. 

The  contract  set  out  in  the  petition  em- 
powered the  engineer  to  direct  the  "mode" 
of  doing  the  work,  and  provided  that  if  any 
person  "refused  or  neglected"  to  obey  his 
instructions,  or  appeared  to  him  to  be  in- 
competent, that  such  person  should  "be  at 
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once  discharged;"  that  the  engineer  should 
have  power  to  annul  the  contract  for  good 
cause,  and  his  decision  should  he  conclusive 
of  the  existence  of  such  cause  on  all  liti- 
gation between  the  parties,  and  should  pre- 
clude any  damages  therefor.  The  petition 
also  pleaded  that  the  legal  effect  of  the 
contract  vested  tlie  defendant  city  with  full 
control  and  direction  as  to  the  manner  of 
doing  the  work,  the  materials  to  be  used, 
and  the  result  to  be  accomplished  in  its 
entire  performance.  To  this  petition  the 
defendant  city  interposed  a  general  demur- 
rer, which  was  sustained.  Plaintiff  volun- 
tarily dismissed  as  to  the  defendant  con* 
struction  company,  and  appealed  from  the 
order  sustaining  the  demurrer  and  dismiss- 
ing his  petition. 

I.  In  considering  this  appeal  it  must  be 
constantly  borne  in  mind:  That  Kansas 
City  is  a  municipal  corporation,  and,  as 
such,  possesses  a  double  capacity, — the  one 
public  or  governmental,  the  other  private  or 
contracting.  That  in  the  exercise  of  its 
first  function  it  can  incur  no  civil  liability 
to  any  person.  That  in  the  exercise  of  its 
second  faculty  it  is  suable  by  any  ag- 
grieved person,  and  is  subject  to  the  same 
control  which  the  courts  exert  over  all 
jtersons.  That  in  the  work  of  constructing 
sewers,  whether  directly  or  by  letting  to 
contract,  Kansas  City  acts  only  within  its 
business  powers,  and  for  its  contracts  and 
torts  in  the  prosecution  of  that  work  is 
open  to  suit  in  the  same  manner  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  a  private  person  doing  or 
causing  to  be  done  the  same  work.  Dona- 
hoe  Y.  Kansas  City,  136  Mo.  665,  38  S.  W. 
571 ;  Dolan  v.  Laclede  Gaslight  Co.  145  Mo. 
550,  46  S.  W.  1133;  Ely  v.  St.  Louis,  181 
Mo.  723,  81  S.  W.  168;  State  ex  rel.  Abel 
V.  Gates,  190  Mo.  loc.  cit.  550,  2  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  152,  89  S.  W.  881;  Barree  v.  Cape 
Girardeau,  197  Mo.  loc.  cit.  389,  6  L.R.A. 
(X.S.)  1090,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  763,  96  S.  W. 
330;  Broadwell  v.  Kansas,  75  Mo.  2 J  3,  42 
Am.  Rep.  406;  VVcrth  v.  Springfield,  78 
Mo.  107;  Wegmann  v.  Jefferson,  61  Mo.  55; 
Thurston  v.  St.  Joseph,  51  Mo.  610,  11  Am. 
Rep.  463.  That  the  defendant  city,  like 
every  municipal  corporation,  is  under  a 
primal  duty,  which  it  cannot  delegate,  to 
keep  its  streets  and  sidewalks  in  a  condi- 
tion of  reasonable  safety  for  the  use  of 
persons  acting  with  ordinary  care.  Ryan 
V.  Kansas  City,  232  Mo.  471,  134  S.  W.  666, 
985;  Russell  v.  Columbia,  74  Mo.  480,  41 
Am.  Rep.  325;  Welch  v.  St.  Louis,  73  Mo. 
71. 

II.  Plaintiffs  petition  must  be  reviewed 
under  the  rule  prescribed  for  that  purpose 
by  statute,  to  wit:  "In  the  construction  of 
a  pleading  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
its  effect,  its  allegations  shall  be  liberally 
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construed  with  a  view  to  substantial  jus- 
tice between  the  parties."  Rev.  Stat.  1909,  § 
1831.  Now,  the  petition  in  this  case  is  met 
by  a  general  demurrer  only.  This  form  of 
attack  does  not  reach  any  indefiiiiteness  or 
imperfection  of  statement  less  than  at  total 
omission  of  all  allegations  from  which  any 
cause  of  action  may  be  fairly  implied  or 
inferred.  Rodgers  v.  Western  Home  Town 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  186  Mo.  loc.  cit.  265,  256, 
85  S.  W.  369;  Eads  v.  Gains,  58  Mb.  App. 
loc.  cit.  694;  State  ex  rel.  Williams  v.  Car- 
roll, 63  Mo.  156;  Marie  v.  Garrison,  83  N. 
Y.   14-23. 

The  only  defense  urged  by  the  defendant 
in  this  case  is  that  the  allegations  of  the 
petition  demonstrate  that  the  contract  be- 
tween it  and  the  contracting  company  cre- 
ated the  relation  of  owner  or  proprietor 
and  independent  contractor,  and  hence  that 
it  is  not  "responsible  in  damages,  either  to 
the  public  at  large  or  the  servants  of  the 
contractor,  for  any  injury  caused  by  the 
wrongful  or  negligent  conduct  of  the  con- 
tractor or  its  representatives  in  the  per- 
formance of  the  work.  In  order  to  main- 
tain this  defense,  the  defendant  city  must 
show,  from  the  allegations  of  the  petition, 
that  relation  was  legally  created.  There 
are  cases  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  owner 
or  proprietor  may  be  sued  by  his  own  serv- 
ants for  the  tortious  acts  and  negligences 
of  the  independent  contractor  or  his  repre- 
sentatives. Herdler  v.  Buck's  Stove  k 
Range  Co.  136  Mo.  loc.  cit.  16,  37  "S.  W. 
116;  Burnes  v.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M. 
R.  Co.  129  Mo.  loc.  cit.  56,  31  S:  W.  347; 
Leslie  v.  Rich  Hill  Coal  Min.  Co.  110  Mo. 
31,  19  S.  W.  308;  Sackewitz  v.  American 
Biscuit  Mfg.  Co.  78  Mo.  App.  loc.  cit.  153; 
Bartley  v.  Trorlicht,  49  Mo.  App.  231-233; 
Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  116  U.  S. 
642,  29  L.  ed.  755^  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  690;  The 
Magdaline  (D.  C.)  91  Fed.  798;  Chicago 
&  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Eaton,  194  111.  441,  88  Am. 
St.  Rep.  161,  62  N.  E.  784.  As  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  was  not  ostensibly  the  serv- 
ant of  the  city,  his  right  to  recover,  like 
that  of  any  innocent  passerby,  who  might 
have  been  injured  in  the  same  way,  must 
depend  upon  the  legal  relationship  of  the 
city  and  the  contracting  company,  as  it  is 
disclosed  by  the  facts  stated  in  the  petition. 

This  reduces  the  matter  to  a  single  issue 
of  law,  based  upon  the  fair  legal  intendment 
of  the  facts  pleaded:  Does  the  transaction 
between  the  parties  show  as  a  necessary 
legal  conclusion  that  the  construction  com- 
pany became  an  "independent  contractor'* 
as  that  status  is  defined  by  law? 

If  one  person  is  set  to  work  upon  the 
property  of  another,  he  must  act  in  one  of 
two  capacities:  T'irst,  as  the  servant  or 
agent   of   the  owner,  who  is  therefore   re* 
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sponsible  for  his  acts  in  the  course  of  Jiis 
employment;  or,  second,  as  an  independent 
contractor,  by  virtue  of  a  contract  sufficient 
in  law  to  create  that  relation,  in  which  case 
his  torts  and  negligences  cannot  be  imputed 
to  the  owner  by  its  servants  or  the  public. 
There  is  no  middle  position  which  can  be 
occupied  by  one  person  who  is  in  possession 
and  at  work  on  the  property  of  another  by 
the  owner's  consent  or  permission.  He  must 
be  there  either  on  behalf  of  the  owner,  or  on 
his  own  behalf  under  a  valid  contract  to 
that  effect;  for  he  could  only  be  on  the 
premises  otherwise  by  a  trespass,  and  that 
is  neither  claimed  nor  could  it  be  claimed 
under  the  case  made  in  this  petition.  Now, 
the  law  has  distinctly  and  positively  ad- 
judged the  elements  necessary  to  the  for- 
mation of  a  contract  whereby  one  becomes 
an  independent  workman  oh  the  property  of 
another.  It  follows  that  any  agreement 
with  the  owner  which  lacks  any  element 
necessary  to  make  the  workman  an  inde- 
pendent contractor  leaves  him  occupying  the 
only  other  condition  which  has  been  shown 
to  remain,  that  of  representative,  agent,  or 
servant  of  the  owner.  The  legal  formula 
of  a  contract  adequate  to  create  the  relation 
of  independent  contractor  between  a  work- 
man and  the  owner  of  the  property  has 
been  crystalized  into  certain  and  positive 
requirements  which  have  been  again  and 
again  quoted  in  exact  language  and  adopted 
by  the  appellate  courts  of  this  state  in  an 
unvarying  current  of  authority.  It  is  thus 
expressed:  "The  general  rule  is  that  one 
who  has  contracted  with  a  competent  and 
fit  person,  exercising  an  independent  em- 
ployment, to  do  a  piece  of  work,  not  in  it- 
self unlawfully  or  attended  with  danger 
to. others,  according  to  the  contractor's  own 
methods  and  without  being  subject  to  con- 
trol, except  as  to  the  results  of  his  work, 
will  not  be  answerable  for  the  wrongs  of 
such  contractor,  his  subcontractors,  or  his 
servants,  committed  in  the  prosecution  of 
such  work.  An  independent  contractor  . 
.  .  is  one  who  renders  service  in  the 
course  of  an  occupation,  representing  the 
will  of  his  employer  only  as  to  the  result 
of  his  work,  and  not  as  to  the  means  by 
which  it  is  accomplished."  2  Thomp.  Neg. 
p.  899,  §  22;  Gayle  v.  Missouri  Car  Foundry 
Co.  177  Mo.  loc.  cit.  446,  76  S.  W.  987; 
Fink  V.  Missouri  Furnace  Co.  82  Mo.  276, 
52  Am.  Rep.  376;  Hilsdorf  v.  St.  Louis,  46 
Mo.  98,  100  Am.  Dec.  352;  Long  v.  Moon, 
107  Mo.  334,  17  S.  W.  810;  Crenshaw  v. 
Ullman,  113  Mo.  loc.  cit.  639,  20  S.  W. 
1077;  Lancaster  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  92  Mo.  460,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  739,  5  S.  W. 
23;  Dillon  v.  Hunt,  82  Mo.  150;  Loth  v. 
Columbia  Theatre  Co.  197  Mo.  loc.  cit.  354, 
94  S.  W.  847;  Mullich  v.  Brockfer,  119  Mo. 
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App.  loc.  cit.  337,  97  S.  W.  549;  Wharton, 
Neg.  §  181;  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114  Mo. 
loc.  cit.  62,  21  S.  W.  451;  McGrath  v.  St. 
Louis  &  H.  Constr.  Co.  215  Mo.  loc.  cit. 
209,  114  S.  W.  611. 

To  obtain  the  shield  of  an  independent 
contractor,  the  owner  or  proprietor  must: 
First,  select  "a  competent  and  fit  person, 
engaged  in  an  independent  calling;  second, 
the  work  committed  to  him  must  be  neither 
"attended  with  danger  to  others"  nor  un- 
lawful; third,  the  contractor  must  be  al- 
lowed to  do  the  work  according  to  his  own 
methods  and  only  subject  to  control  by  the 
owner  "as  to  the  results  of  his  work." 
Without  the  concurrence  of  each  and  all  of 
these  conditions,  the  condition  of  independ- 
ent contractor  cannot  legally  exist.  The  de- 
cisions in  this  state  have  not  only  affirmed 
this  doctrine  by  the  adoption  of  the  forego- 
ing definition,  but  they  have  held,  on  the 
various  occasions  when  it  became  necessary 
to  consider  the  effect  of  the  absence  of  any 
one  of  these  legal  requirements,  that  the  re- 
lationship of.  owner  and  independent  con- 
tractor was  thereby  prevented,  and  that  the 
owner  was  left  responsible  just  as  if  he  did 
the  work  on  his  own  behalf.  As  far  as  nec- 
essary we  will  cite  these  instances  seriatim. 

First.  As  to  the  necessity  of  contracting 
with  "a  competent  and  fit  person."  The 
case  was  thus :  The  defendant  was  excavat- 
ing his  lot  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a 
house  thereon.  The  excavators  were  inde- 
pendent contractors.  Plaintiff  was  injured 
by  a  fragment  of  a  rock  thrown  into  the 
air  by  the  blasting  made  by  the  excavators 
contrary  to  the  safeguards  of  a  city  ordi- 
nance. The  court  held  that  the  ordinance  in 
question  was  a  wise  and  valid  regulation, 
and  made  for  the  protection  of  persons  and 
property  from  injury,  and  had  it  been  ob- 
served the  injury  to  plaintiff  "would  not 
probably  have  occurred;"  that  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  owner  was  acquainted  with 
the  careless  methods  of  blasting  adopted  by 
the  contractors ;  and  that  this  would  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover.  Adding:  "An  em- 
ployer cannot  relieve  himself  from  liability 
by  giving  the  contract  to  one  who  is  known 
to  be  incompetent  or  negligent," — citing 
cases.  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114  Mo.  loc. 
cit.  62,  21  S.  W.  453.  Again,  plaintiff's 
two-year-old  child  fell  into  a  vault  left  un- 
covered by  an  independent  contractor  in 
construction  work  on  the  owner's  premises. 
The  court  held  under  these  facts  that  there 
could  be  no  recovery  solely  for  the  follow- 
ing reasons:  "It  is  riot  alleged,  and  there 
is  no  evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the 
contractor  was  not  a  competent  person  to 
do  the  work.  The  work  was  not  in  itself  of 
a  dangerous  character,  did.  not  necessarily 
create  a  nuisance  nor  involve  a  trespass  upon 
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the  property  of  others,  and  the  defendant 
did  not  interfere  in  the  direction  of  its 
performance.  In  such  case  the  defendant 
[the  owner]  cannot  be  held  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  the  contractor,  and  the  action 
of  the  court  might  well  be  sustained  on 
this  ground."  Wiese  v.  Remme,  140  Mo. 
loc.  cit.  298,  299,  41  S.  W.  799.  In  a  recent 
case,  speaking  of  the  effect  of  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  owner  to  select  a  fit  and  compe- 
tent person,  this  court,  after  showing  that 
the  work  complained  of  was  not  dangerous, 
but  was  caused  by  the  mere  "negligence"  of 
an  independent  contractor  or  his  servants 
in  the  execution  of  it,  added :  'In  the  latter 
case  the  contractor  alone  is  liable  unless  the 
owner  is  in  •  default  in  employing  an  un- 
skilful or  improper  person  as  contractor." 
McGrath  y.  St.  Louis,  215  Mo.  loc.  cit. 
209,  114  S.  W.  617.  The  court,  according- 
ly, held  in  that  case  that,  there  being  noth- 
ing dangerous  in  the  character  of  the  work 
to  render  the  owner  liable,  and  the  injury 
having  been  caused  by  the  mere  negligence 
of  a  competent  and  fit  contractor,  the  de- 
fendant city  was  not  liable  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  damages  so  received.  This  ques- 
tion was  also  ruled  in  the  St.  Louis'  court 
of  appeals.  There  the  injury  complained 
of  resulted  from  damage  to  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty from  being  run  into  by  a  horse  which 
had  been  delivered  by  the  defendant  for 
the  purpose  of  having  it  broken  to  harness. 
The  question  arose  whether  the  party 
undertaking  to  do  this  was  an  independent 
contractor.  After  defining  what  was  neces- 
sary to  constitute  him  as  such,  and  advert- 
ing to  the  evidence  tending  to  show  that 
he  lacked  competency  for  that  employ- 
ment, the  court  said:  "But  a  proprietor 
will  not  be  exonerated  from  liability  for 
negligence  in  the  doing  of  work  which  he 
lets  out  to  an  independent  contractor,  un- 
less he  used  care  to  select  a  competent 
person  as  contract  or, — one  who  not  only 
had  an  occupation,  but  reasonable  skill  in 
performing  the  tasks  pertaining  to  it.  If 
a  person  intrusts  the  performance  of  work, 
of  a  kind  likely  to  result  in  harm  to  third 
persons  unless  cautiously  and  skilfully 
done,  to  a  manifestly  unfit  person,  as  an 
independent  contractor,  the  employer  will 
be  responsible  for  the  consequence  of  such 
contractor's  incompetency.  Breaking  horses 
to  harness  is  not  necessarily  dangerous  to 
others,  if  properly  done;  and  in  selecting 
a  contractor  to  do  work  of  that  character, 
a  proprietor  need  only  use  ordinary  care 
to  choose  a  competent  person.  But  if  he 
is  careless  in  selecting,  he  remains  liable. 
[Citing  cases.]  It  follows  that  if  Brocker 
carelessly  selected  an  incompetent  person 
to  break  the  horse,  he  was  liable  for  an 
injury  resulting  from  his  contractor's  negli- 
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gence."  Mullich  v.  Brocker,  119  Mo.  App. 
loc.  cit.  339,  97  S.  W.  651. 

The  basic  idea  of  this  principle  is  that 
a  person  exercising  a  special  calling  must 
possess  reasonable  skill  and  qualification 
for  that  work,  without  which  he  is  not  in 
reality  a  contractor,  builder,  architect,  or 
manufacturer,  as  the  case  may  be;  and  that 
the  owner,  having  knowledge  of  such  de- 
ficiency, cannot  supply  it  by  mere  agree- 
ment, and  thereby  make  him  in  law  what 
he  is  not  in  fact.  The  effect  of  these  de- 
cisions is  in  strict  accord  with  the  forego- 
ing definition  which  they  apply  as  the  test 
of  the  status  of  an  independent  contractor. 
Hence,  where  the  contract  of  the  owner  fails 
on  account  of  the  known  incompetency  of 
the  ostensible  independent  contractor  to 
create  that  relation  with  him,  the  con> 
tractor  is  thenceforward  only  to  be  re- 
garded in  law  as  acting  on  behalf  of  the 
owner ;  and .  the  owner's  responsibility  is 
then  measured  by  the  settled  rules  of  mas- 
ter and  servant.  This  has  been  distinctly 
ruled  in  each  of  the  four  cases  last  cited, 
so  far  as  the  general  public  can  be  affected. 
Why  does  not  the  same  principle  apply 
when  an  action  is  brouglit  against  the 
owner  by  an  employee-  of  such  ostensible 
contractor,  and  when  it  is  shown  that  the 
injury  occurred  solely  by  reason  of  his 
InefBciency  and  incompetency,  and  that 
these  were  known  to  the  owner  at  the  time 
he  attempted  to  employ  the  contractor? 

There  can  be  no  distinction  in  the  right 
to  recovery  of  such  servant  and  a  member 
of  the  general  public,  if,  as  has  been  shown, 
such  a  contract  between  the  owner  and  con- 
tractor was  legally  insufficient  to  serve  its 
purpose,  and  therefore  left  the  parties  in 
the  only  other  possible  relation,  to  wit,  that 
of  owner  or  proprietor  who  has  put  another, 
whose  incompetency  he  knows,  to  the  doing 
of  constructive  or  other  work  on  his  prop- 
erty. The  reason  given  for  an  attempted 
distinction  is  that  the  owner  has  no  con- 
tractual relations  with  the  employees  of 
the  workman.  The  answer  is  that  the 
owner  has  no  contractual  relations  with  the 
general  public,  and  yet  his  liability  to  one 
of  them  for  an  injury  resulting  from  the 
employment  of  an  incompetent  contractor 
is  unquestioned  under  the  decisions  in  this 
state.  It  must  follow  that  no  distinction 
can  exist  in  the  two  cases  founded  on  the 
want  of  contractual  relations,  and  that  it 
cannot  be  scientifically  held  that  redress 
may  be  had  by  one  which  is  not  obtainable 
by  the  other,  unless  some  other  distinction 
can  be  found  in  the  cases.  The  truth  is 
that,  if  the  existence  of  contractual  re- 
lations is  at  all  necessary,  then  in  law 
and  in  fact  the  servant  of  a  contractor  who 
has  been  employed  with  actual  knowledge 
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of  his  incompetency  is  in  contractual  re- 
lations with  the  owner,  because  the  effect 
in  law  of  an  employment  so  made  is  to 
make  the  contractor  the  mere  representa- 
tive of  the  owner.  This  is  a  greater  rea- 
son why  such  servant  should  not  be  shut 
off  from  a  recovery  which  is  open  to  a 
member  of  the  general  public  having  no 
contractual  relations  with  the  owner  either 
in  fact  or  in  law.  If  a  higher  right  exists 
in  either  case,  it  attaches  to  the  position 
of  servant  of  the  pseudo  contractor,  for 
the  owner  or  proprietor  knew  when  he  em- 
ployed him  of  his  unskilfulness  and  incom- 
petency, and  knew  that  he  must  bring  to 
his  work  ordinary  laborers,  like  the  plain- 
tiff, who  would  probably  suffer  injury  by 
reason  of  his  want  of  skill  and  capacity, 
and  that  such  w^ould  be  the  direct  result 
of  the  contract  made  by  the  owner.  With 
such  knowledge  and  so  contracting,  the 
owner  can,  in  reason,  possess  no  greater 
defense  when  sued  by  the  servant  of  the 
alleged  contractor  than  if  sued  by  a  mem- 
ber of  the  general  •  public,  injured  in  the 
same  way.  Suppose,  when  this  injury  oc- 
curred, a  lounger  on  the  streets  of  the  city 
had  been  struck  by  the  same  explosion 
which  injured  the .  plaintiff.  As  to  such 
passer-by  the  liability  of  the  defendant  city 
is  settled  under  the  foregoing  decisions  in 
this  state,  under  the  averments  of  the  pe- 
tition, that  such  injury  was  caused  by  the 
incompetency  <9f  the  man  in  charge  of  the 
work,  which  was  known  to  the  city  at 
the  time  he  was  employed.  Can  the  plain- 
tiff be  in  a  worse  position  than  that  of  the 
street  lounger?  Plaintiff  was  employed  to 
do  manual  labor,  and  pursuing  that  calling, 
and  with  no  knowledge,  thought,  or  warn- 
ing of  the  danger  which  impended  from  the 
interposition  between  him  and  the  city  of 
an  incompetent  contractor,  was  his  situa- 
tion less  protectable  by  the  law  than  that 
of  the  vagrant  injured  at  the  same  time, 
place,  and  manner? 

It  is  submitted  this  statement  of  the 
concrete  facts,  to  which  the  position  as- 
sumed on  behalf  of  the  city  leads,  neces- 
sarily proves  that  it  cannot  be  maintained 
with  any  regard  to  logic  and  principle  or 
to  justice  and  harmony  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  law.  The  rule  that  an  owner 
is  disabled  by  law  from  making  an  incom- 
petent person  his  independent  contractor  by 
merely  agreeing  so  to  do,  with  knowledge 
of  his  incompetency,  is  clearly  and  explic- 
itly held  in  all  the  courts  of  Missouri.  But 
it  is  said  there  is  a  different  ruling  in  a 
case  cited  from  Minnesota.  Schip  v.  Pabst 
Brewing  Co.  64  Minn.  22,  60  N.  VV.  3.  As 
to  this  case,  the  learned  annotator  of  the 
Lawyers'  Reports,  after  citing'  it,  adds: 
"But  the  weight  of  authority  is  opposed 
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to  the  restricted  doctrine  thus  enounced.'' 
He  states  further  that  it  is  contradicted 
by  numerous  decisions  elsewhere  which  ex- 
empt an  employer  from  liability  only  who 
has  used  reasonable  diligence  to  select  a 
"competent  contractor," — citing  cases.  And 
adds  conclusively,  to  wit:  "The  doctrine 
that  the  employment  of  an  incompetent 
contractor  is  culpable  negligence  which 
raises  a  cause  of  action  in  favor  of  anyone 
who  is  injured  by  conditions  or  occurrences 
which  would  not  have  existed  or  happened 
if  the  contractor  had  been  competent,  is 
also  sustained  by  categorical  statements 
and  explicit  decisions," — citing  the  Mis- 
souri cases  and  numerous  decisions  of  other 
states.  66  L.R.A.  942,  notes  bv  the  anno- 
tator.  It  can  hardly  be  that  the  courts  of 
Missouri  should  be  asked  to  overturn  the 
settled  rule  announced  in  its  own  decisions 
in  favor  of  the  irrational  doctrine  and  un- 
supported view  of  the  Minnesota  court. 
We  therefore  rule  that  the  petition  in  this 
case  did  state  a  prima  facie  cause  of  action 
for  injuries  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  in 
consequence  of  the  negligence  of  the  in- 
competent corporation,  acting  in  the  role 
of  independent  contractor,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence^  unfitness,  and 
want  of  qualification  of  its  foreman  (Kel- 
leher)  and  its  blaster  (Moriarity)  ;  all  of 
which  was  known  to  the  defendant  city 
when  it  made  the  contract  for  letting  the 
work  and  during  prosecution  thereof,  as 
is  shown  by  the  statements  in  plaintiff's 
petition,  which  are  to  be  taken  as  true  in 
reviewing  the  ruling  sustaining  the  general 
demurrer. 

III.  The  next  essential  comprised  in  the 
above-quoted  definition  is,  to  wit,  that  the 
owner  cannot  delegate  his  responsibility 
for  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
tractor employed  to  perform  work  which  is 
"attended  with  danger  to  others."  The 
violation  of  this  requirement  of  the  law  has 
been  repeatedly  presented  and  adjudged  in 
the  decisions  in  this  state,  and  it  has  been 
settled  that  such  responsibility  on  the  part 
of  the  owner  is  nondelegable;  and  no  case 
has  been  presented  in  this  state  wherein 
he  was  permitted  to  devest  himself  of  that 
duty  by  letting  the  work  to  another  per- 
son. In  one  of  the  earliest  cases  an  em- 
ployee of  the  contractor  engaged  in  alter- 
ing a  building  was  injured  by  the  falling  of 
a  wall.  He  sued  the  owner  of  the  property, 
who  made  two  defenses:  First,  a  denial  of 
negligence;  and,  second,  a  plea  that  the  en- 
tire work  was  done  by  contractors  in  ac- 
cordance with  plans  of  an  architect,  and 
that  the  injury  sued  for  arose  thereafter 
**from  the  carelessness  of  contractors,"  etc. 
Under  this  plea  defendant's  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  a  carpenter  working  for  the 
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contractor  negligently  removed  a  prop, 
causing  the  wall  to  fall  upon  the  plaintiff. 
Ab  to  this  defense  and  the  evidence  tend- 
ing to  sustain  it,  the  court  conceded  that 
the  accident  happened  after  the  turning 
over  of  the  premises  to  the  contractor,  and 
said:  "But  if  the  defendant's  plans  of  re- 
building, as  recommended  by  his  architect, 
required  the  use  of  materials  and  struc- 
tures that  were  unsafe,  his  responsibility, 
for  any  injury  accruing  by  reason  of  such 
plans,  was  not  transferred  to  the  contract- 
ors." And  again  the  court  said:  "There 
can  be  no  question  of  the  liability  of  de- 
fendant, if  the  damage  resulted  from  in- 
lierent  defects  in  the  old  wall,  which  the 
contractors  were  directed  to-  make  use  of 
in  the  new  building."  The  verdict  and  re- 
covery by  the  plaintiff  were  affirmed.  Hor- 
ner V.  Nicholson,  56  Mo.  loc.  cit.  222.  The 
same  principle  was  held  to  entitle  an  ad- 
joining proprietor  to  recover  of  the  owner 
of  a  building  for  injuries  caused  by  its 
being  negligently  pulled  down  by  an  inde- 
pendent contractor;  the  court  saying:  "It 
is  immaterial  in  such  a  case  whether  the 
work  be  done  by  the  proprietor  or  by  an 
independent  contractor."  Dillon  v.  Hunt, 
105  Mo.  loc.  cit.  161,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  374, 
16  S.  W.  518. 

Again,  the  right  of  an  adjoining  proprie- 
tor for  damages  to  her  property  caused 
by  the  excavating  work  of  an  independent 
contractor  engaged  in  the  service  of  an- 
other was  held  to  exist  against  the  owner 
who  employed  the  contractor,  if  the  pe- 
tition had  stated  that  the  work  was  in  its 
nature  dangerous  to  the  property  of  others; 
the  court  saying:  "In  cases  of  this  char- 
acter it  seems  that  the  principal  is  liable 
for  any  injury  that'  is  occasioned  by  rea- 
son thereof,  notwithstanding  the  relation 
of  respondeat  superior  may  not  exist,  and 
the  party  doing  the  work  is  an  independent 
contractor."  Crenshaw  v.  Ullman,  113  Mo. 
loc.  cit.  640,  20  S.  W.  1079,  citing  2  Thomp. 
Neg.  §  24,  p.  901. 

Again,  the  job  of  lowering  signs  had 
been  let  to  an  independent  contractor.  A 
passer-by  was  injured.  The  owner,  and'  not 
the  contractor,  was  sued.  The  court  held 
that  a  recovery  could  be  had,  adding: "But 
the  injury  in  the  case  at  bar  resulted  direct- 
ly from  the  acts  called  for  and  made  neces- 
sary by  the  contract, — that  is,  the  chang- 
ing and  replacing  of  the  sign, — and  not 
from  acts  which  were  merely  collateral  to 
the  contract;  and  if  by  the  negligence  and 
carelessness  of  the  men  handling  the  sign 
it  fell  upon  and  injured  plaintiff,  the  com- 
pany is  liable  as  if  it  had  directly  per- 
formed stich  acts."  Loth  v.  Columbia 
Theatre  Co.  197  Mo.  loc.  cit.  364,  94  S.  W. 
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854,  citing  Covington  &  C.  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Steinbrock,  61  Ohio  St.  215,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  375,  55  N.  E.  618;  Deming  v.  Termi- 
nal R.  Co.  169  N.  Y.  1,  88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
521,  61  N.  E.  983;  Lowell  v.  Boston  &  L. 
R.  Corp.  40  Mass.  24,  34  Am.  Dec.  33;  16 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  196. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  these  decisions  do 
not  settle  the  principle  that  an  owner  can- 
not shift  to  another  his  duty  to  see  that 
"work  attended  with  danger,"  if  done  on 
his  property,  shall  be  performed  without 
negligence.  But  it  is  urged:  First,  that 
this  rule  cannot  be  invoked  by  an  employee 
or  servant  of  the  contractor;  and,  second, 
that  the  blasting  contracted  for  in  this 
case  was  not  work  attended  with  danger 
to  others.  This  first  objection  is  complete- 
ly within  reasoning  whereby  it  was  shown 
above  that  the  contention  that  an  owner 
might  be  liable  to  the  public,  but  not  to 
the  servants  of  the  contractor,  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  owner's  employment  of  a 
person  known  to  be  unfit  and  incompetent 
to  perform  the  work,  is  without  any  sup- 
port either  in  reason  or  authority.  All 
that  was  then  said  applies  with  equal  con- 
clusiveness to  the  renewal  of  that  objection 
at  the  present  time.  No  valid  reason  can 
be  given  why  such  a  distinction  should  be 
made.  The  legal  principle  upon  which  the 
liability  of  the  owner  depends  is  that  he 
shall  not  directly  nor  indirectly  put-  his 
property  to  such  use  as  probably  to  injure 
others,  without  at  the  same  time  assuming 
responsibility  for  such  injuries  in  so  far 
as  they  are  caused  by  his  own  negligence  or 
the  negligence  of  his  substitute  in  the  work. 
This  creates  a  nondelegable  duty,  as  to 
which  it  has  been  said  with  conclusive 
logic:  "It  is  a  contradiction  in  terms  to 
speak  of  an  absolute  duty  as  being  sus- 
ceptible of  delegation.  If  it  can  be  dele- 
gated in  any  particular  instance,  it  ceases, 
ex  hypothesi,  to  be  absolute."  2  Labatt, 
Mast.  &  S.  §  559. 

We  have  been  totally  unable  to  find  any 
precedent  which  announces  a  logically  ten- 
able ground  for  the  doctrine  that  the  owner, 
resting  under  a.  personal  duty  cast  upon 
him  by  law  as  an  essential  incident  to  his 
ownership  of  property,  may  commit  a 
breach  of  that  duty  without  incurring  lia- 
bility to  any  person  thereby  injured, 
whether  his  own  servant  or  the  servant  of 
one  who  (as  contractor  with  the  owner 
for  doing  that  duty)  negligently  fails  in 
its  performance,  or  to  a  stranger.  The 
duty  being  an  imperative  one  and  put 
upon  the  owner  by  law,  he  must  perform 
it  himself  with  due  care,  or  answer  for  due 
care  on  the  part  of  any  other  person  to 
whom    he   may    transfer    its   performance. 
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For  this  reason  he  cannot  make  the  trans- 
feree of  that  duty  an  independent  contract- 
or under  settled  principles  of  law.  This  in- 
capacity of  the  owner  is  explicitly  noted 
in  the  words  of  the  definition  of  that  rela- 
tion quoted  above  and  uniformly  adhered 
to  in  this  state. 

The  .next  objection  is  as  to  character  of 
the  work.  Was  this  work  "attended  with 
danger  to  others?"  In  the  cases  illustra- 
tive of  dangerous  work,  above  cited,  we 
find  that  it  was  held  to  apply  to  turning 
over  to  an  independent  contractor  the  task 
of  remodeling  a  building.  The  danger  in 
that  case  grew  out  of  the  falling  of  an  ex- 
isting wall,  caused  by  the  pulling  away 
of  a  prop  by  one  of  the  servants  of  the  con- 
tractor to  the  injury  of  another.  In  the 
next  case  the  danger  arose  to  adjoining 
property  from  excavating  work  necessary  to 
the  erection  of  a  building,  done  by  an  in- 
dependent contractor.  In  the  third  case, 
the  danger  ensued  from  the  work  of  lower- 
ing a  sign  attached  to  a  projecting  beam 
in  front  of  the  Columbia  Theater.  In  each 
of  these  cases  it  was  expressly  adjudicated 
that  the  given  work  was  "attended  with 
danger  to  others."  In  the  case  at  bar  the 
contract  called  for  blasting  by  dynamite 
a  mile  and  a  third  (2,450  yards)  of  solid 
rock.  Is  it  conceivable  that  this  work  was 
less  dangerous  than  the  three  former  In- 
stances in  which  it  was  so  held?  Is  it  not 
clear  that  the  destructive  natural  force 
called  into  play  by  igniting  sticks  of  dyna- 
mite inserted  into  bodies  of  solid  rock  is 
infinitely  more  dangerous  than  remodeling 
a  standing  wall,  or  excavating  a  cellar,  or 
lowering  a  sign?  No  possible  misapprehen- 
sion existed  in  the  minds  of  the  city  au- 
thorities, for  they  passed  a  law  that  this 
particular  work  (blasting)  should  not  be 
done  within  the  limits  of  the  city  without 
a  thorough  ascertainment  of  the  skil  ful- 
ness and  competence  of  the  person  doing  the 
same,  and  without  a  license  thereafter  so 
issued  to  him,  based  on  that  finding.  This 
clearly  shows  that  the  city  knew  the  peril 
likely  to  ensue  from  such  work,  and  adopted 

.  a  valid  safeguard  to  prervent  injuries  there- 
from. It  is  apparent  the  city  not  only  had 
knowledge  of  the  true  character  of  the  work 
in  question,  but  provided  a  safeguard 
(which  it  did  not  comply  with)  for  mini- 
mizing the  danger.  This  knowledge  pos- 
sessed by  the  city  of  the  dangerous  char- 
acter of  the  work  is  one  which  is  also  with- 
in the  judicial  knowledge  of  the  courts. 
In  the  case  of  Fitzsimons  &  C.  Co.  v.  Braun, 
199  IlL  loc.  cit.  394,  69  L.R.A.  421,  65  N. 
E.  250,  it  is  said :  "The  nature  and  power  of 

'  d3rnamite  as  an  explosive  have  been  demon- 
strated by  universal  experience,  and  it  is 
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a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  the  use 
of  dynamite  as  an  explosive  is  intrinsically 
dangerous,  and  of  this  the  courts  will  take 
judicial  notice."  This  was  afSrmed  in  the 
case  of  Chicago  v.  Murdock,  212  111.  loc. 
cit.  12,  13,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  72  N.  E. 
47,  where  it  was  also  held  that  the  citv 
could  not  devest  itself  of  the  character  of 
principal  by  letting  contract  of  that  sort 
for  the  making  of  a  public  improvement 
within  its  limits,  and  that  it  was  liable  for 
damages  caused  by  the  negligence  of  the 
contractor  on  the  doctrine  of  respondeat 
superior.  Again,  the  supreme  court  of  Con- 
necticut, after  an  exhaustive  examination 
of  the  authorities  and  in  conformity  with 
the  text  of  Gooley  on  Torts,  said:  "We 
think,  also,  that  the  operation  of  blasting 
with  dynamite  is  'intrinsically  dangerous;' 
that  the  court  should  have  taken  judicial 
notice  that  it  is  so.  .  .  .  It  is  as  sound 
a  rule  of  law  as  of  morals,  that  when,  in 
the  natural  course  of  things,  injurious 
consequences  will  arise  to  another  from  an 
act  which  I  cause  to  be  done,  unless  means 
are  adopted  by  which  such  consequences 
may  be  prevented,  I  am  bound,  so  far  as  it 
lies  within  my  power,  to  see  to  the  doing 
of  that  which  is  necessary  to  prevent  the 
mischief.  Failure  to  do  so  would  be  cul- 
pable negligence  on  my  part.  [Citing  an 
English  case.]  Certain  of  the  provisions 
in  the  specifications,  to  which  reference  has 
been  made,  were  apparently  inserted  in 
recognition  of  this  principle.  [This  case 
was  sewer  construction.]  But  in  such  cases 
it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  employer  con- 
tracts with  another  to  use  the  care  to 
prevent  harm,  which  the  hazardous  nature 
of  the  stipulated  work  requires.  He  is 
bound,  at  his  own  peril,  to  see  to  it  that 
such  care  is  used.  And  he  is  responsible, 
as  for  his  own  negligence,  if  it  is  not." 
Norwalk  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Norwalk,  63  Conn, 
loc.  cit.  527,  628,  28  Atl.  39. 

We  think  in  reason,  experience,  author- 
ity, and  from  the  very  terms  of  the  con- 
tract made  by  the  city,  it  is  evident  that 
the  work  of  blasting  as  stipulated  for  was 
"attended  with  danger  to  others;"  that 
this  fact  was  known  to  the  city  at  the  time 
of  the  letting  of  the  contract ;  and  that  the 
petition  under  review  also  states  a  prima 
facie  cause  of  action  against  said  city  for 
the  injury  to  plaintiff,  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  contractor  or  its  representa- 
tives in  the  prosecution  of  the  work.  This 
reasoning  does  not  involve,  as  has  been  sug- 
gested, the  liability  of  the  owner  to  the 
independent  contractor  himself.  The  latter 
plies  his  particular  trade  for  livelihood. 
This  implies  a  representation  on  his  part 
that  he  is  possessed  of  the  requisite  skill 
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and  competency.  When  he  solicits  employ- 
ment in  his  own  callingi  he  cannot  ask  the 
employer,  who  knows  nothing  of  his  special 
craft,  to  indemnify  him  against  his  own 
lack  of  qualification  for  his  own  trade, 
or  against  his  own  negligence.  Such  a 
notion  is  contrary  to  the  axioms  of  tlie 
law.  Volenti  non  fit  injuria.  Broom, 
Legal  Maxims  5th  ed.  p.  270,  note.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  mere  laborers  employed  by 
the  person  assuming  to  be  a  fit  contractor 
have  no  skill  in  his  particular  mystery, 
nor  are  they  expected  to  do  other  than 
manual  work.  This  fact  is  well  known  to 
all  employers  and  the  public  in  general. 
Hence  the  relationship  of  owner  to  them  is 
essentially  and  radically  distinct  from  that 
which  he  bears  to  the  master  of  the  handi- 
craft. The  principle  we  affirm  is  that,  in 
turning  over  work  "attended  with  danger" 
to  a  contractor,  the  owner  assumes  no  lia- 
bility whatever  with  respect  to  him,  but 
does  assume  that  the  dangerous  work  shall 
be  performed  with  ordinary  care,  and  that 
this  responsibility  extends  to  the  common 
laborers,  whom  the  owner  knows  must  be 
employed  by  the  contractor  to  assist  in 
doing  the  work,  as  well  to  strangers. 

The  case  of  Blumb  y.  Kansas  City,  84 
Mo.  112,  54  Am.  Rep.  87,  is  in  irreconcil- 
able conflict  as  to  its  ruling  with  the  es- 
tablished law  in  this  state.  In  the  Blumb 
Case  a  lady  was  using  a  street  whereon 
a  contractor  with  the  city  was  engaged  in 
blasting  to  construct  a  sewer.  The  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  city  engineer  who 
superintended  the  work  had  knowledge 
"that  the  men  engaged  in  the  work  were 
guilty  of  carelessness  in  making  the  blast;" 
that  neither  the  city  nor  its  engineer  took 
any  steps  "to  stop  this  careless  blasting." 
Plaintiff  recovered  $2,000.  It  was  never- 
theless held  that  this  should  be  reversed, 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  under  those 
facts  for  the  city  "to  suspend  or  cancel  the 
contract  let."  If  that  doctrine  could  be 
sound,  then  the  established  rule  in  this 
state,  enounced  in  every  other  case  in  which 
it  has  come  up  for  review,  that  tlie  city  is 
under  an  absolute  duty  to  keep  its  streets 
reasonably  safe,  must  be  repudiated.  This 
undelegable  duty  on  the  part  of  the  city 
is,  however,  maintained  in  the  following 
cases:  Ryan  v.  Kansas  City,  232  Mo.  471, 
134  8.  W.  566,  985;  Benton  v.  St.  Louis, 
217  Mo.  loc.  cit.  700,  118  S.  W.  418,  129 
Am.  St.  Rep.  561  (the  latter  citing  all  the 
cases) ;  Lindsay  v.  Kansas  City,  195  Mo. 
loc.  cit.  178,  93  8.  W.  273.  The  duty  in 
qnestion  is  nowhere  stated  with  more  pith 
and  clearness  than  by  Lamm,  J.,  in  the  case 
of  Benton  v.  St.  Louis,  supra,  where  it  is 
said:  "It  [the  city]  cannot  shirk  that 
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duty,  or  shift  it  over  to,  or  have  it  with, 
others.  So  much  is  the  clear  law  in  Mis- 
souri." In  the  light  of  this  settled  rule  in 
this  state,  the  Blumb  Case  is  illy  con- 
sidered, and  on  this  point  it  should  be 
overruled. 

IV.  Wholly  independent  of  the  liability 
of  the  defendant  cHy  arising  from  its 
abortive  attempt  by  contract  to  make  a 
competent  contractor  out  of  a  corporation 
and  its  managers  and  representatives  whom 
it  knew  at  the  time  of  the  contract  were 
not  such,  and  wholly  aside  from  its  elTort 
to  delegate  to  such  corporation  and  persons 
its  absolute  duty  to  be  responsible  for  the 
careful  performance  of  work  attended  with 
danger,  there  is  another  distinct  ground 
for  the  creation  of  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  city,  which  is  positively  al- 
leged and  stated  in  the  petition  in  this 
case.  It  is  this:  The  petition  alleges  that 
the  city,  contracting  through  its  engineer 
with  the  construction  company,  stipulated 
and  covenanted  that  each  and  all  of  its 
ordinances  applicable  to  the  doing  of  the 
work  in  question  should  be  complied  with 
(including  the  ordinance  regulating  blast- 
ing and  requiring  competent  and  licensed 
persons  for  that  4uty).  This  obligation 
assumed  by  the  city  enured  to  the  benefit  of 
all  persons  who  could  be  injured  by  its 
breach.  The  defendant  city,  according  to 
the  allegations  of  the  petition,  committed 
an  intentional  and  known  breach  of  this 
contract  and  duty  assumed  by  it,  and  be- 
came liable  for  this  neglect  to  any  person 
thereby  injured.  This  was  not  a  case  of 
liability  arising  from  thQ  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  city  to  enforce  a  police  ordi- 
nance; but  the  case  made  by  the  petition 
and  the  contract  entered  into  by  the  city 
is  one  for  negligent  breach  of  duty  to  re- 
quire and  prescribe  safeguards  to  be  em- 
ployed in  the  doing  of  the  work.  That  an 
action  may  be  brought  against  the  city 
which  has  let  out  work  on  its  streets,  for 
negligence,  and  that  the  ordinances  of  the 
city  regulating  such  work  are  evidentiary, 
in  support  of  such  action,  has  been  dis- 
tinctly and  positively  enounced  by  this 
court  in  a  recent  opinion,  with  great  clear- 
ness and  force.  According  to  the  positive 
allegations  of  the  petition  under  review,  a 
cause  of  action  is  stated  against  the  city 
for  the  negligent  breach  of  its  duty  to  re- 
quire the  work  of  sewer  construction  to  be 
performed  in  strict  accordance  with  its 
own  ordinance  safeguarding  it.  That  or- 
dinance, and  the  contract  requiring  its 
precautions  to  be  observed,  are  set  out  in 
the  petition  in  this  case,  and  the  charge 
is  that  the  city  negligently  and  knowing- 
ly failed  to  do  its  duty  assumed  by  its 
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positive  agreement.  Now,  in'  speaking  of 
the  force  and  admissibility  of  such  a  pre- 
cautionary ordinance,  this  court  said: 
*The  ordinances  themselves  do  not  make 
a  prima  facie  case,  but  may  be  considered 
with  other  facts  in  determining  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  or  no  negligence  upon 
the  part  of  the  city."  Ryan  v.  Kansas  City, 
232  Mo.  loc.  cit.  485,  134  S.  W.  670,  985. 
This  differentiation  between  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion originating  from  mere  nonenforcement 
of  a  police  ordinance  and  a  cause  of  action 
based  on  negligence,  in  support  of  which 
such  an  ordinance  is  admissible,  is  clear 
and  conclusive.  Under  the  duty  assumed 
by  its  contract  in  this  case,  the  city  was 
bound  to  require  the  observance  of  the  safe- 
guards prescribed  by  it,  and  which  it 
covenanted  to  do  in  the  very  terms  of  the 
contract  itself.  Its  negligence  in  failing 
to  do  this  is  the  origin  of  one  of  the  causes 
of  action  in  the  petition.  Hence  the  ordi- 
nance in  question  is  admissible  in  evidence 
as  tending  to  prove  that  negligence,  and 
for  the  added  reason  that  the  city  con- 
tracted that  it  should  be  obeyed  in  this 
particular  instance.  For  this  reason  we 
hold  that  the  petition'  under  review  stated 
a  cause  of  action  entirely  apart  from  any 
relationship,  if  such  could  have  existed, 
which  is  denied,  of  employer  and  independ- 
ent contractor  on  the  part  of  the  city  and 
its  codefendant. 

Our  conclusion  is  that  the  allegations  in 
the  petition  in  this  case,  fairly  interpreted, 
state  three  causes  of  action:  First,  for 
negligence  arising  out  of  the  employment 
of  a  contractor  known  to  be  incompetent 
and  unskilful;  second,  for  the  negligent  per- 
formance of  work  "attended  with  danger  to 
others"  by  the  contractor  and  its  foreman 
and  its  blaster;  third,  for  negligence  and 
breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  city  in 
failing  to  require  the  observance  of  the 
safeguards  against  injury,  which  it  con- 
tracted should  be  used.  These  conclusions 
put  no  obstacles  whatever  in  the  way  of 
improvement  and  progress;  for  the  defend- 
ant city  has  ample  power,  and  is  charged 
with  the  duty,  under  its  own  laws,  to 
take  bonds  indemnifying  it  against  any 
liability  arising  in  the  manner  stated  in 
this  petition. 

The  general  demurrer  in  this  case  should 
l)c  overruled,  and  the  city  required  to  an- 
swer or  make  other  defense  to  the  causes 
of  action  stated  in  the  petition. 

Petition    for  rehearing  denied  March   1, 
1912. 
oO  L.R.A.(X.S.) 
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Evidence  —  written  lease. 

1.  As  a  general  rule  a  written  lease  of 
land  becomes  the  repository  of  the  contract, 
all  preceding  negotiations  becoming  con- 
summated in  it,  and  in  the  absence  of  fraud 
or  mistake,  it  is  the  controlling  evidence 
of  the  terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the 
property  was  demised. 

Landlord  and  tenant  —  outside  walls  — 
license. 

2.  The  knowledge  of  a  landlord,  or  of 
one  of  his  tenants,  and  his  or  their  acquies- 
cence in  the  use  by  another  tenant,  with- 
out consideration,  of  the  outside  walls  of 
a  portion  of  the  building  not  inclosing  the 
part  occupied  by  or  leased,  to  him,  but 
leased  to  and  occupied  by  another  tenant, 
amounts  simply  to  a  revocable  license,  rev- 
ocable at  pleasure  by  the  licensor,  whether 
such  licensor  be  the  landlord  or  a  tenant. 

Same  —  right  to  outside  walls. 

3.  The  lessee  of  a  storeroom,  unless  re- 
strained by  the  terms  of  his  lease,  has  the 
exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  outside 
walls  of  that  portion  of  the  building  cov- 
ered by  his  lease,  for  advertising  signs,  to 
the  exclusion  of  a  lessee  of  another  part  of 
the  same  building,  but  he  has  no  right  to 
occupy  with  such  signs,  or  for  any  purpose, 
the  outside  wall  not  inclosing  his  part  of 
the  leased  premises. 

License  —  revocability  —  lessee. 

4.  The  rule  giving  right  to  the  owner  of 
a  fee  to  revoke  at  pleasure  a  mere  license 
to  another  to  occupy  his  land,  or  any  por- 
tion thereof,  is  equally  applicable  to  his 
lessee,  where  such  lessee  is  the  licensor,  un- 
less the'  latter  be  restrained  by  the  terms 
of  his  lease  from  granting  such  license. 

Same  ^  termination  —  method. 

5.  As  a  general  rule  a  mere  license  is 
terminated  by  any  act  of  the  licensor  which 
evinces  an  intention  to  revoke  it,  such  as 
a  conveyance  or  contract  inconsistent  with 
the  continued  enjoyment  of  the  license. 

(December  19,  1911.) 

Headnotes  by  Miller,  J. 

Note.  ^' Right  of  tenants   to   use  walla 
for  advertising  purposes. 

As  to  the  right  of  tenant  to  lease  wall 
of  building  for  advertising  purposes,  see 
note  to  Louisville  Gunning  Svstem  v. 
Parks,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  587;  also  Forbes  v. 
Gorman,  25  L.R.A.(N.vS.)   318. 

As  to  the  right  to  use  a  party  wall  for 
advertising  purposes,  see  note  to  Berry  v. 
Godfrey,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   434. 

In   the   absence   of   express   provision  to 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Wood  County 
dissolving  an  injunction  restraining  de- 
fendants from  interfering  with  advertis- 
ing signs  placed  by  plaintiff  on  the  front 
outer  walls  of  a  store  building  occupied 
by  him.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  John  F.  liSird,  D.  C.  Casto, 
and  Dorr  Casto,  for  appellant: 

The  lease  of  the  tenant  entitled  him 
to  so  much  of  the  premises  as  the  land- 
lord placed  in  his  possession  under  the 
lease  at  the  date  of  the  lease  in  force,  and 
Salinger's  right  and  his  possession  under 
this  lease  must  be  determined  by  the  prac- 
tical construction  of  the  lease,  as  inter- 
preted by  the  acts  of  both  the  landlord  and 
tenant  in  relation  to  the  premises  leased. 

24  Cyc.  1044;  24  Cyc.  915,  910;  Burwell 
V.  Hobson,  12  Gratt.  322,  05  Am.  Dec. 
247;  Sanderlin  v.  Baxter,  70  Va.  299,  44 
Am.  Rop.  105;  Scott  v.  Beutel,  23  Gratt. 
1;  Hardy  v.  McCullough,  23  Gratt.  251; 
Goddard,  Easements,  120,  121;  Elliott  v. 
Rhett,  5  Rich.  L.  405,  67  Am.  Dec.  750; 
Washb.  Easements,  85,  80;  Scott  v.  Moore, 
98  Va.  008,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  749,  37  S.  E. 
342. 


When  the  sign  space  to  which  several 
tenants  have  the  right  for  their  business 
purposes  is  properly  and  reasonably  used 
by  some  of  them  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
remainder,  the  former,  having  prior  posses- 
sion, will-  not  be  enjoined  from  such  exclu- 
sive use  at  the  suit  of  the  latter. 

Law  V.  Haley,  9  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  785; 
Garrett  v.  Mulligan,  10  Phila.  339;  Snyder 
V.  Hersberg,  11  Phila.  200. 

The  circumstances  and  acts  of  the  parties 
show  that  the  right  of  Salinger  to  paint 
signs  on  the  front  of  the  building  was  a 
collateral  agreement  or  consideration  or 
circumstance,  offered  hy  Strong  as  an  in- 
ducement to  secure  Salinger  as  a  tenant. 
It  is  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  his 
lease. 

Crawford  v.  Morris,  5  Gratt.  90;  Rat- 
cliffe  V.  Allison,  3  Rand.  (Va.)  537;  Alex- 
ander V.  Newton,  2  Gratt.  260;  Vance  V. 
Snyder,  0  W.  Va.  24;  Campbell  v.  Fetter- 
man,  20  W.  Va.  410;  Wendlinger  v.  Smith, 
75  Va.  309,  40  Am.  Rep.  727;  French  v. 
Williams,  82  Va.  402,  4  S.  E.  591;  Col- 
houn  V.  Wilson,  27  Gratt.  039;  Wilfong 
v.  Johnson,  41  W.  Va.  283,  23  S.  E.  730; 
Thomas  v.  Linn,  40  W.  Va.  122,  20  S.  E. 
878;   Browne,  Parol  Ev.  §.  50;  Johiison  v. 


the  contrary,  a  lease  of  a  building  or  a 
part  thereof  for  business  purposes  gives  the 
lessee  the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the 
outside  walls  of  that  portion  of  the  build- 
ing covered  by  his  lease,  for  advertising 
purposes.  Lowell  v.  Strahan,  145  Mass.  1, 
1  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  12  N.  E.  401;  Fuller 
V.  Rose,  110  Mo.  App.  344,  85  S.  W.  031 
(obiter);  Riddle  v.  Littlefield,  53  N.  H. 
503,  10  Am.  Rep.  388;  Baldwin  v.  Morgan, 
43  Hun,  355;  Law  v.  Haley,  9  Ohio  Dec. 
Reprint,  785;  Scott  v.  Fox  Optical  Co.  21 
Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  308;  Broads  v.  Mead. 
159  Cal.  705,  110  Pac.  40;  Carlisle  CafC 
Co.  v.  Muse  Bros.  &  Co.  07  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
53,  77  L.  T.  N.  S.  515,  40  Week.  Rep.  107. 
Contra,  Hele  v.  Stewart,  19  W.  N.  C.  129. 

The  lease  of  a  storeroom  in  a  one-stor^' 
building  does  not  carry  with  it  the  right 
to  control  the  space  on  the  front  of  the 
building  above  the  top  of  the  ceiling  joists, 
so  as  to  preclude  the  lessor  from  leasing 
such  space  to  another  person  for  advertis- 
ing purposes.  Booth  v.  Gaither,  58  111. 
App,  203. 

A  lease  of  a  part  of  a  8in<»le-story  build- 
ing, specifically  describing  the  premises  as 
a  store  and  basement,  does  not  preclude  the 
lessor  from  erecting  a  billboard  on  the  roof 
for  advertising  purposes,  which  does  not  in- 
terfere with  the  lessee's  occupancy,  where 
the  lease  imposes  upon  tlie  lessor  the  duty 
of  makincr  repairs,  and  prohibits  the  lessee 
from  makinsr  any  alterations  without  the 
lessor's  consent.  Macnair  v.  Ames,  29  R. 
L  45,  08  Atl.  9.50.  10  Ann.  Cas.  1208. 

In  Lowell  v.  Strahan.  supra,  it  was  held 
that  a  lease  demising  ''the  first  floor"  in  a 
31'  L.R.A,(N.S,) 


building  included  the  outside  of  the  wall 
as  a  part  of  the  premises  demised.  The 
court  distinguished  the  term  "floor"  from 
"room,"  and  it  is  said  that  the  word  "room" 
excludes  the  outside  of  lateral  walls.  The 
language  of  the  court  was  as  follows:  "The 
words  'first  floor'  in  the  building  are 
equivalent  to  'first  story'  of  the  building, 
and  naturally  include  the  walls.  The  ap- 
parent intention  is  to  separate  a  section 
of  the  building  as  a  distinct  tenement.  The 
words  'first  floor'  define  the  lower  and  up- 
per boundaries  of  this,  but  there  is  noth- 
ing  to  fix  the  lateral  boundaries  except  the 
boundaries  of  the  building.  In  this  respect 
the  words  differ  somewhat  from  the  word 
'room.'  'Floor'  means  a  section  of  the 
building  between  horizontal  planes;  the 
;  words  'in  building'  show  that  the  section 
j  is  of  the  whole  building,  and  not  of  a  part 
;  of  it.  The  word  'room*  includes  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  perpendicular  as  well  as  of  the 
:  horizontal  planes  which  bound  the  parcel 
of  the  house  described  by  it,  and  excludes 
the  outside  of  lateral  walls,  at  least  when 
they  constitute  the  walls  of  another  room, 
as  clearly  as  the  words  'first  floor'  exclude 
the  flooring  of  the  story  above  it." 

In  Scott  V.  Fox  Optical  Co.  supra,  it  was 
said,  obiter,  that  a  lease  of  a  part  of  a 
building  for  the  purpose  of  a  dwelling  does 
not  carrv  with  it  the  right  to  use  the  out- 
side walls  for  advertising  purposes. 

In  Bennett  v.  Seligman,  32  Mich.  500,  it 
was  held  that  the  right  of  owners  of  a  com- 
mon stairway  between  two  adjoining  build- 
ings, to  use  the  walls  along  the  stairway 
for  the  placing  of  signs  and  advertiscmentSi 
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Burns,  39  W.  Va,  668,  20  S.  E.  686;  Rymcr 
V.  South  Penn  Oil  Co.  64  W.  Va.  537,  46 
S.  E.  659;  Heatherly  v.  Bank,  31  W.  Va. 
77,  6  S.  E.  764;  Scraggs  v.  Hill,  37  W.  Va. 
714,  17  S.  E.  185;  Crislip  v.  Cain,  19  W. 
Va.  438;  Uhl  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  51  W. 
Va.  107,  41  S.  E.  340;  South  &  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Mann,  108  Va.  667,  62  S.  E.  364; 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Deepwater  R. 
Co.  57  W.  Va.  673,  50  S.  E.  890. 

The  lease  of  a  portion  of  a  building  for  a 
store  or  other  business  purposes  gives  the 
lessee  the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the 
outer  walls  of  that  portion  of  the  building 
so  leased  by  him,  for  the  purpose  of  posting 
advertisement  and  notices  thereon. 

24  Cyc.  1047;  Lowell  v.  Strahan,  146 
Mass.  1,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  12  K.  E.  401; 
Martyr  v.  Lawrence,  2  De  G.  J.  &  S.  261, 
4  New  Reports,  312,  10  L.  T.  N.  S.  677,  12 
Week.  Rep.  1043;  Doe  ex  dem.  Smith  v.. 
Galloway,  5  Barn.  &  Ad.  43,  2  Nev.  &  M. 
240,  2  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  182,  14  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  804. 

Acquiescence  and  silence  on  the  part  of 
Kinney  &  Carroll  as  tenants  of  a  part  of 
the  second  floor,  and  of  Strong  as  owner, 
would,  by  itself,  mature  and  ripen  the 
easement  of  Salinger  for  the  use  of  the 
front   for  signs,   and  would  estop   Kinney 


&.  Carroll  and  their  licensees  from  assert- 
ing any  right  to  lease  the  front  to  others. 

16  Cyc.  719;  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Olney, 
63  Mich.  68,  29  N.  W.  613;  Headley  y. 
Hoopengarner,  60  W.  Va.  639,  66  S.  E. 
744;  Despard  v.  Despard,  63  W.  Va.  443, 
44  S.  E.  448;  Levy  v.  Louisville  Gunning 
System,  121  Ky.  610,  1  L.R.A.<N.S.)  360, 
89  S.  W.  628;  Tufts  v.  Copen,  37  W.  Va. 
623,  16  S.  E.  793. 

Messrs.  Thomas  Coleman  and  Merrick' 
&  Smith,  for  appellees: 

The  privilege  enjoyed  by  the  appellant  in 
placing  his  advertising  signs  on  the  front 
of  the  premises  of  Kinney  &  Carroll  is  that 
of  licensee. 

Mumford  v.  Whitney,  15  Wend.  380,  30 
Am.  Dec.  68;  Lowell  v.  Strahan,  146  Mass. 
1,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  12  N.  E.  401;  Jones, 
Land.  &  T.  §  40. 

Kinney  &  Carroll  had  a  right  to  rovoke 
the  license  or  privilege  enjoyed  by  plain- 
tiff at  their  pleasure. 

2  Minor,  Inst.  28;  Jones,  Land,  k  T. 
§37;  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1144,  1146; 
Notes  to  Hicks  v.  Swift  Creek  Mill  Co.  91 
Am.  St.  Rep.  46^  Harris  v.  Brown,  90  Am. 
St.  Rep.  612,  and  Lawrence  v.  Springer, 
31   Am.  St.  Rep.  712. 

The  grant  by  Kinney  &  Carroll  of  the 


is  limited  to  that  which  is  customary  and 
reasonable. 

A  lessee  of  a  room  in  a  building  is  not 
entitled  to  remove  a  "For  Rent"  sign  placed 
on  the  outside  of  the  window  after  he  has 
given  notice  of  intention  to  quit,  but  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  term  for  which 
he  has  paid  rent,  at  least  where  he  violated 
his  contract  by  failing  to  give  tlie  notice 
tiic  specified  time  before  the  date  fixed  for 
leaving.  Whipple  v.  Gorsuch,  82  Ark.  252, 
10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1133,  101  S.  W.  735,  12 
Ann.  Cas.  38. 

Where  the  lessees  are,  by  the  terms  of 
the  lease,  restricted  to  the  use  of  the  win- 
dows for  advertising  purposes,  the  lessor 
may  place  advertising  matter  on  the  out- 
side of  his  building,  so  long  as  it  does  not 
damage  or  tend  to  injure  the  business  of 
tlie  lesseoJj.  Fuller  v.  Rose,  110  Mo.  App. 
344,  85  S.  W.  931. 

Offended  taste  will  not  support  a  right 
of  action  in  favor  of  the  lessee  in  such  a 
case,  but  damage  of  a  more  substantial  na- 
ture must  be   involved.     Ibid. 

Under  the  provision  of  a  lease  that  no 
signs  should  be  placed  upon  the  front  of 
the  demised  premises  by  the  lessee,  ''that 
shall  be  detrimental  to  the  other  tenants  in 
the  building,"  it  was  held,  upon  the  com- 
plaint of  a  tenant  that  defendant's  sign  in- 
terfered with  the  light  entering  the  win- 
dows of  the  rooms  rented  by  complainant, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  relief,  even  though 
the  injuries  suffered  by  him  were  slight, 
and  that  the  court  would  order  the  removal 
of  the  sign  upon,  defendant's  refusal  to  ad* 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


just  it  so  aa  not  to  interfere  with  light  en- 
tering complainant's  windows.  Oehme  v. 
Shotland,  99  App.  Div.  173,  90  N.  Y.  Supp. 
958. 

Where  one  of  two  persons  who  desired  to 
lease  a  building  had  voluntarily  permitted 
the  other  to  entertain  the  belief  that,  if 
their  negotiations  came  to  a  successful  ter- 
mination, the  latter  was  to  be  allowed  to 
place  his  sign  at  a  particular  place  on  the 
building,  he  cannot  subsequently  enjoin  the 
erection,  of  the  sign  in  the  manner  specified. 
Garrett  v.  Mulligan,  10  Phila.  339. 

The  lessor's  interference  with  signs  law- 
fully placed  upon  the  building  by  the  ten- 
ant will  amount  to  an  eviction.  O'Neill  v. 
Manget,  44  Mo.  App.  279. 

Accordingly,  it  was  held  that  a  ticket 
broker  who  leases  a  space  which  was  a  part 
of  a  hotel  office,  4  feet  in  width  by  10  feet 
in  length,  immediately  adjoining  a  window, 
with  the  right  to  use  the  window  and  the 
first  brick  column  to  the  east  of  it  for  the 
purpose  of  advertising  his  business  to  be 
carried  on  at  that  place,  and  afterwards, 
on  removing  his  place  of  business  to  an 
adjoining  building,  put  up  a  notice  painted 
on  white  calico  which  covered  the  lower 
half  of  the  window,  stating  that  he  had  so 
removed,  which  the  landlord  tore  down  and 
refused  to  allow,  may  vacate  the  premises 
and  refuse  to  pay  rent  on  the  ground  of 
eviction,  where  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
notice  materially  interfered  with  the  use  of 
the  other  parts  of  the  room,  or  shut  out 
the  light.    Ibid.  A.  L.  R. 
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right  to  the  use  of  their  front  for  advertis- 
ing purpo^s  was  a  formal  revocation  of  the 
license  enjoyed  by  the  plaintiff. 

18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1141;  Plfer 
V.  Brown,  43  W.  Va.  412,  49  L.R.A.  497, 
27  S.  E.  399;  Wilson  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  &  M. 
R.  Co.  41  Minn.  56,  4  L.R.A.  378,  42.  N.  W. 
600;  Hicks  Bros.  v.  Swift  Creek  Mill  Co. 
133  Ala.  411,  57  L.RA.  720,  91  Am.  St. 
Rep.  38,  31  So.  947;  Bass  v.  Roanoke  Nav. 
&  Water  Power  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  439,  19 
L.R.A.  247,  16  S.  E.  402;  Fluker  v.  Geor- 
gia R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  81  Ga.  461,  2  L.R.A. 
843,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  328,  8  S.  E.  529; 
Jones  v.  Stover,  131  Iowa,  119,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  164,  108  N.  W.  112;  Pitzman  v. 
Boyce,  111  Mo.  387,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  536, 
19  S.  W.  1104. 

The  injunction  was  properly  dissolved. 

Cox  V.  Douglass,  20  W.  Va.  176; 
Schoonover  v.  Bright,  24  W.  Va.  698; 
Kester  v.  Alexander,  47  W.  Va.  329,  34 
S.  E.  819;  Crossland  v.  Crossland,  53  W. 
Va.  114,  44  S.  E.  424. 

Miller,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff,  on  bill  filed,  obtained  an  in- 
junction restraining  defendants  and  all 
other  persons,  from  "destroying,  remov- 
ing, painting  over,  interfering  with,  or  in 
any  wise  molesting,  defacing,  or  changing, 
the  painted  advertisement  and  signs*'  placed 
by  him  on  the  front  outer  walls  of  the 
upper  stories  of  the  store  building  occupied 
by  him  on  Court  square  in  the  city  of 
Parkersburg. 

On  bill,  answers  of  defendants,  and  affi- 
davits filed  on  behalf  of  plaintiff,  the  court 
in  vacation,  on  motion  of  defendants,  dis- 
solved the  injunction,  and  plaintiff  has 
appealed. 

Plaintiff  is  lessee  under  Strong,  the  owner 
of  the  building,  of  the  storeroom  occupied 
by  him,  while  defendants,  Kinney  &  Car- 
roll, are  lessees  of  the  two  upper  stories 
of  the  same  building.  Plaintiff  first  entered 
in  October,  1907,  as  assignee  of  Ranch,  a 
prior  lessee.  Subsequently,  on  April  1, 
1908,  the  date  of  the  expiration  of  the 
Rauch  lease,  pursuant  to  agreement  Sal- 
inger obtained  from  Strong  a  new  lease  for 
five  years,  on  the  terms  of  the  old,  with 
privilege  of  an  additional  term  of  five 
years.  Following  this  new  lease,  Strong 
by  agreement  with  plaintiff,  built  an  addi- 
tion in  the  rear,  and  on  October  1,  1908, 
the  prior  lease  of  April  1  was  surrendered, 
and  a  second  lease,  covering  the  new  addi- 
tion, on  the  terms  of  the  first,  except  that 
the  rent  was  increased  from  $60  to  $100 
per  month,  was  executed. 

The  grounds  of  relief  alleged  are,  not 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


that  plaintiff's  lease,  in  terms,  gave  him 
any  right  to  occupy  the  front  walls  of  the 
upper  stories  of  the  building  with  his  signs, 
but  that,  prior  to  purchasing  the  lease 
from  Rauch,  and  as  an  inducement  there- 
to. Strong  agreed  that  he  might  paint 
signs  on  said  walls;  and  that  Kinney  & 
Carroll,  tenants  of  the  upper  stories,  and 
who  had  been  such  tenants  for  many  years 
prior  to  plaintiff's  purchase  of  the  Rauch 
lease,  had  also  consented  thereto;  and  that 
before  occupying  said  storeroom  with  his 
stock  of  goods,  he  had  actually  painted 
said  signs  on  said  upper  walls,  as  they 
were  at  the  time  of  filing  his  bill,  and  that 
he  was  so  occupying  said  walls  with  his 
signs  to  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of 
Strong,  and  the  knowledge  and  acquies- 
cence of  Kinney  &  Carroll,  when  Strong 
executed  to  him  the  two  leases  of  April  1, 
and  October  1,  1908,  and  when  in  August, 
1910,  the  North  American  Woolen  Mills 
Company,  or  Boso,  its  manager,  claiming 
the  right  by  contract  with  said  Kinney  k 
Carroll,  and  with  Strong,  the  landlord, 
undertook  to  enter  and  paint  out  said 
signs,  and  occupy  said  walls  with  signs 
advertising  the  business  of  said  Woolen 
Mills  Company,  and  for  which  he  sought 
to  enjoin  them. 

The  answer  of  Strong  denies  the  alleged 
agreement,  and  denies  that  the  subject  of  so 
occupying  said  upper  walls  with  signs  was 
ever  mentioned  by  plaintiff  prior  or  sub- 
sequent to  plaintiff's  purchase  of  the  Rauch 
lease.  His  only  admission  is  that  some 
time  after  he  executed  the  lease  of  April  1, 
1908,  plaintiff  said  to  him  that  he  was  go- 
ing to  paint  the  upper  walls,  but  that  no 
mention  was  then  or  at  any  time  made 
about  painting  signs  thereon.  He  admits 
knowledge  that  plaintiff  had  painted  signs 
on  these  walls,  but  he  disclaims  the  right, 
as  against  Kinney  &  Carroll,  his  upper 
tenants,  to  authorize  plaintiff  to  so  occupy 
said  walls,  and  he  denies  that  he  ever 
undertook  to  do  so.  He  says  he  had  no 
objection,  if  Kinney  k  Carroll  had  none,  to 
plaintiff's  use  of  said  walls;  and  the  latter, 
while  denying  any  agreement  with  plain- 
tiff that  he  might  so  occupy  said  walls, 
say  they  were  not  disposed  to  annoy  or 
interfere  with  plaintiff  in  such  use,  so  long 
as  they  had  no  opportunity  to  otherwise 
occupy  said  walls;  but  that,  having  had 
opportunity  in  August,  1910,  to  lease  said 
walls  at  a  profit,  they  had  executed  the 
contract  to  Boso  for  his  Woolen  Mills 
Company,  and  they  denied  any  riglit  in 
plaintiff  by  contract,  license,  or  otherwise 
to  longer  occupy  said  walls  with  his  signs. 

While  admitting  said  signs  may  be  of 
value  to  plaintiff,  all  the  answers  deny  anv 
23 
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alleged  intention  to  injure  him  or  his  busi- 
ness, in  making  the  contract  with  Boso,  or 
that  depriving  him  of  the  use  of  said 
walls  for  his  signs  will  have  that  effect. 

No  evidence  was  offered  in  support  of  the 
bill,  except  the  ea>  parte  affidavit  of  plain- 
tiff himself,  to  the  effect  that  on  August  20, 
1910,  M.  Carroll,  of  the  firm  of  Kinney  & 
Carroll,  had  said  to  him  that  his  firm  had 
been  compelled  to  sign  the  contract  with 
Boso,  for  fear  that,  if  they  did  not  do  so, 
Strong,  the  landlord,  would  require  them 
to  vacate  the  building,  and  that  he,  Carroll, 
personally  did  not  then  or  at  any  time 
lay  claim  to  any  right  to  use  said  front 
walls  for  display  signs,  or  the  right  to 
lease  the  same  to  anybody  else,  and  that 
he  would  not  have  signed  the  contract 
with  Boso,  except  for  the  threat  of  Strong 
and  Boso  to  cancel  their  lease,  a  lease  from 
month  to  month. 

On  this  state  of  the  pleadings  and  proofs, 
was  the  injunction  properly  dissolved? 
That  a  moral  wrong  may  possibly  be  in- 
flicted on  plaintiff  may  be  admitted.  But 
the  rights  of  plaintiff  to  longer  occupy  said 
walls  with  his  signs  depend  solely  on  the 
nature  of  that  right. 

It  is  conceded  that  his  lease  does  not 
in  terms  give  him  such  right,  and  we  must 
say  from  the  record  that  he  had  no  con- 
tract resting  in  parol,  either  with  Strong, 
the  landlord,  or  with  Kinney  &  Carroll,  the 
upper  tenants,  to  so  occupy  said  upper 
walls  with  his  signs,  for  the  allegations  of 
his  bill  as  to  any  such  contract  or  agree- 
ment are  denied  by  the  answers,  and  there 
is  no  proof  thereof.  The  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  therefore  rest  solely  upon  the  fact 
that  Strong  and  Kinney  &  Carroll  knew 
of  plaintiff's  use  of  said  walls,  and  for  so 
long  a  time  did  not  object  thereto.  We  do 
not  see  how  this  knowledge  of  Strong  at 
the  time  he  executed  the  leases  to  plaintiff 
can  in  any  way  affect  the  rights  of  the 
American  Woolen  Mills  Company  or  Boso, 
under  their  contract  with  Kinney  &  Car- 
roll, the  upper  tenants.  The  written  lease 
from  Strong  to  Salinger  became  the  reposi- 
tory of  plaintiff's  contract,  and  all  preced- 
ing negotiations  were  consummated  in  it, 
and  it  furnishes  the  controlling  evidence,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  of  the 
terms  and  conditions  upon  which  the  prop- 
erty was  demised.  Jones  on  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  §  132.  This  is  an  elementary  prin- 
ciple of  contracts. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  defend- 
ants that  the  acquiescence  of  Strong  and 
of  Kinney  &  Carroll,  in  the  use  of  said 
walls  by  plaintiff,  amounted  to  a  mere 
license,  revocable  at  pleasure,  and  not  to  an 
easement.  This  proposition  seems  well 
?.9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


founded  in  law.  2  Minor,  Inst.  22;  Mum- 
ford  V.  Whitney,  15  Wend.  380,  30  Am.  Dec. 
j68;  Lowell  v.  Strahan,  145  Mass.  1,  1  Am. 
St.  Rep.  422,  12  N.  E.  401.  The  propo- 
sition is  particularly  applicable  where  the 
license  appertains  to  the  occupancy  of  out- 
side Vails  for  advertising  signs.  Jones, 
Land.  &  T.  §  40. 

The  question  then  is,  Who  had  the  right 
to  give  such  license?  If  Kinney  &  Carroll, 
the  upper  tenants,  had  the  right  to  control 
the  use  of  the  outer  walls  of  that  portion 
of  the  building  occupied  by  them,  they 
alone  had  the  right  to  give  the  privilege 
or  license  to  plaintiff,  and  no  act  of  Strong 
could  bind  them,  unless  they  had  knowl- 
edge thereof  and  approved  or  acquiesced 
therein.  Their  answer  is  a  denial  of  any 
knowledge  of  Strong's  action  or  contract 
with  plaintiff,  and  asserts  their  right  to 
the  use  of  said  outer  walls,  and  their  legal 
right  to  contract  the  use  thereof  to  the 
Woolen  Mills  Company.  It  is  well  settled 
also  that  a  lessee  has  the  exclusive  right 
to  the  use  of  the  outside  walls  of  the  por- 
tion of  the  building  covered  by  his  lease, 
to  the  exclusion  of  a  lessee  of  another  part 
of  the  same  building,  and  has  no  right 
to  use  for  any  purpose  any  portion  of  the 
outside  walls  not  inclosing  his  part  of  the 
premises.  1  Underbill,  Land.  &  T.  §  277. 
And  this  rule  applies  to  the  use  of  such 
walls  for  signs.  Jones,  Land.  &  T.  §  108; 
24  Cyc.  1047 ;  Riddle  v.  Littlefield,  63  N.  H. 
503,  16  Am.  Rep.  388.  Our  conclusion, 
therefore,  is  that  Kinney  &  Carroll,  and  not 
Strong,  had  the  right  to  control  the  outer 
walls  of  the  upper  stories  of  the  building 
occupied  by  plaintiff.  They  were  tenants 
thereof  when  plaintiff  obtained  his  lease; 
he  was  charged  with  notice  of  their  rights. 
He  does  not  claim  to  have  had  any  con- 
tract with  them,  and,  having  undertaken 
to  occupy  these  walls  without  agreement 
with  them,  he  did  so  at  his  peril. 

Was  the  license  of  Kinney  &  Carroll  re- 
vocable by  them?  Mr.  Minor,  2  Minor, 
Inst.  22,  says:  "A  license  is  sometimes 
revocable;  namely,  where  if  it  is  counter- 
manded, it  leaves  the  party  in  statu  quo,*' 
And  Mr.  Jones  says:  "A  mere  license,  un- 
accompanied with  any  vested  interest  in 
the  real  estate  created  by  deed  or  other 
writing,  and  independent  of  any  title  ac- 
quired by  grant,  prescription,  or  adverse 
possession  and  claim  for  a  period  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  must  be  deemed  to 
be,  in  its  own  nature,  countermandable, 
and  essentially  revocable  at  the  will  of  the 
owner  of  the  fee."  Jones,  Land.  &  T.  §  37. 
But  when  the  owner  of  the  fee  is  not  the 
licensor,  we  think  the  rule  is  equally  appli- 
cable to  a  tenant,  unless  restrained  by  the 
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teriDB  of  his  lease  from  granting  such 
license.  This  latter  propositiqn,  we  think 
fully  supported  by  Riddle  y.  Littlefield  and 
Lowell  V.  Strahan,  supra.  The  license  of 
Kinney  k  Carroll,  having  been  without 
consideration,  they  could  revoke  it  at  any 
time.  Harris  v.  Brown,  202  Pa.  16,  90  Am. 
St.  Rep.  612,  51  Atl.  586;  Lawrence  v. 
Springer,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  289,  31  Am.  St.  Rep. 
713,  24  Atl.  933;  Pifer  v.  Brown,  43  W.  Va. 
412,  49  L.R.A.  497,  27  S.  E.  399. 

The  remaining  question  is,  Did  Kinney 
&  Carroll  revoke  the  license?  The  general 
rule  is  that  a  license  is  terminated  by  any 
act  of  the  licensor  which  shows  an  inten- 
tion to  revoke  it,  such  as  a  conveyance  or 
contract  inconsistent  with  the  continued 
enjoyment  of  the  license.  18  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  1141;  note  to  Pifer  v.  Brown, 
49  L.R.A.  497,  supra,  and  cases  cited. 
The  agreement  in  writing  of  Kinney  &  Car- 
roll with  the  defendant  Boso,  giving  to 
him  the  privilege  of  using  said  walls,  is 
sufficient  evidence,  according  to  these  au- 
thorities, of  their  intention  to  revoke  the 
license  to  plaintiff. 

We  are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
injunction  was  properly  dissolved.  The 
material  allegations  of  the  bill  having  been 
fully,  fairly,  plainly,  distinctly,  and  posi- 
tively denied  in  the  sworn  answers,  and 
not  proven,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  court,  on 
motion  of  the  defendants,  to  dissolve  the 
injunction.  Cox  v.  Douglass,  20  W.  Va. 
175;  Schoonover  v.  Bright,  24  W.  Va.  698; 
Kester  v.  Alexander,  47  W.  Va.  329,  34 
S.  E.  819;  Crossland  v.  Crossland,  53  W. 
Va.  114,  44  S.  E.  424.  The  decree  below 
must  therefore  be  affirmed. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREMS  COURT. 

J.  S.  THOMAS,  Appt., 

V. 

FIRST    NATIONAL    BANK    OF    GULF, 

PORT. 

(—  Miss.  — ,  58  So.  478.) 

Draft  —  forged  indorsement  —  name  of 
mistaken  holder. 

The  indorsement  of  a  draft  in  his  own 
name  by  one  into  whose  hands  it  falls  by 
mistake,  being  payable  to  another  person 
bearing  the  same  name,  is  a  forgery,  and 
will   not   protect  a  bank  which   innocently 

Note. —  The  question.  Who  must  bear 
loss  where  check  or  draft  is  purchased  or 
paid  upon  the  spurious  indorsement  of  one 
who  bears  the  same  name  as  the  payee  or 
indorsee,  is  covered  by  the  note  to  S.Weis- 
berger  Co.  v.  Barberton  Sav.  Bank  Co.  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  IIOL 
39  L.R.A.(N.S,) 


cashes  it  upon  such  indorsement  against  the 
claim  of  the  true  owner. 

(Smith,  J.,  dissents.) 

(May  8,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Harrison  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  hold  defendant  liable  for  the  proceeds  of 
a  draft  in  plaintiff's  favor  which  it  had 
paid  on  a  forged  indorsement.    Reversed. 

The  case  was  tried  upon  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  which  was  as  follows: 

"It  is  agreed  by  and  between  the  parties 
hereto:  That  on  and  previous  to  the  23d 
day  of  October,  3909,  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
a  white  man  and  a  citizen  of  said  Harrison 
county,  and  whose  business  was  that  of  rid- 
ing about  buying  cattle,  had  on  deposit  in 
the  First  National  Bank  of  De  Funiak 
Springs,  Florida,  a  balance  of  account  of 
$211,  and  that  the  plaintiff  (who  was  then, 
and  for  some  time  had  been,  living,  and  is 
now  living,  at  a  point  between  Gulfport  and 
Lyman,  in  said  Harrison  county,  but  near- 
est to  Lyman,  the  two  points,  Gulfport  and 
Lyman,  being  8  miles  apart)  wrote  a  letter 
to  the  said  bank  at  De  Funiak  Springs,  re- 
questing said  bank  to  send  said  sum  of  $211 
to  him  at  Gulfport,  by  letter,  care  general 
delivery,  Gulfpor,t,  Mississippi,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  said  instructions  of  plain- 
tiff, said  bank  at  De  Funiak  Springs,  made 
out  its  draft  No.  12,699,  for  said  sum  of 
$211,  on  the  National  City  Bank  of  New 
York,  payable  to  the  order  of  J.  S.  Thomas, 
intending  the  plaintiff,  and  immediately 
mailed  same  in  the  United  States  postoffice 
at  De  Funiak  Springs,  Florida,  addressed 
as  follows:  *J.  S.  Thomas,  Gulfport,  Miss.' 
The  plaintiff  had  theretofore  been  writing 
some  of  his  letters  from  Lyman,  Mississippi, 
and  some  from  Gulfport,  and  had  been  get- 
ting his  mail  some  at  Lyman  and  some  at 
Gulfport,  However,  the  letter  written  by 
plaintiff  to  the  said  bank  at  De  Funiak 
Springs  was  written  by  plaintiff  from  said 
Gulfport.  There  lived,  and  had  for  some 
years  lived,  in  Gulfport,  a  certain  negro 
named  J.  S.  Thomas,  who  can  and  could 
read  and  write,  and  who  had  a  bank  ac- 
count at  the  First  National  Bank  of  Gulf- 
port, the  defendant  herein  (an  itemized 
statement  of  whose  entire  deposits  in  de- 
fendant's bank  to  the  date  hereof  is  at- 
tached hereto  as  'Exhibit  C,*)  and  who  re- 
ceived his  mail  at  said  Gulfport.  The 
authorized  signature  of  said  negro  was  filed 
by  him  with  the  defendant  bank  on  Febru- 
ary 4,  1907,  where  it  still  remains.  When, 
by  due  course  of  mail,  the  letter  from  said 
Florida  bank  containing  said  draft  rcachecl 


356 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


Mat, 


the  United  States  postoffice  at  Gulfport, 
about  October  25,  1 909,  the  said  negro,  J.  S. 
Thomas,  was  the  first  of  said  two  persons 
of  said  name  to  call  at  the  general  deliv- 
ery for  the  mail  of  J.  S.  Thomas,  and  the 
postal  authorities  in  charge  delivered  the 
said  letter  to  him.  The  said  negro  opened 
said  letter,  and  coming  into  possession  of 
said  draft,  took  it  on,  to  wit,  October  26, 
1909,  during  regular  banking  hours,  to  de- 
fendant's bank,  indofsed  same,  *J.  S.  Thom- 
as,' in  his  own  proper  signature  and  hand- 
writing, falsely  representing  it  to  be  his 
own,  and  that  he  was  the  true  J.  S.  Thomas 
mentioned  as  payee  therein,  by  so  indorsing 
and  presenting  said  draft,  and  requested  de- 
fendant bank  to  cash  the  same.  The  said 
negro  was  known  to  the  olTicer  of  said  de- 
fendant bank  who  was  acting  as  paying 
teller  at  the  time,  but  was  not  the  regular 
teller,  as  J.  S.  Thomas,  a  depositor  thereof, 
and  the  said  officer  of  said  defendant  bank, 
having  compared  the  indorsement  'J.  S. 
Thomas'  on  the  back  of  said  draft  with  the 
signature  of  said  negro,  J.  S.  Thomas,  on 
file,  as  aforesaid,  and  finding  them  to  cor- 
respond, but  without  further  inquiry,  there- 
upon paid  the  amount  called  for  by  said 
draft,  to  wit,  $211  in  cash,  to  said  negro, 
J.  S.  Thomas;  but  said  paying  officer  of  de- 
fendant took  no  other  means  to  ascertain 
the  identity  of  said  payee,  J.  S.  Thomas,  in 
the  draft,  merely  paying  said  money  upon 
its  presentation  and  comparison  of  signa- 
ture, as  aforesaid.  The  original  of  said  draft 
is  herewith  annexed,  marked  'Exhibit  A,' 
and  made  a  part  of  this  agreed  statement  of 
facts. 

"The  said  defendant  bank,  at  the  close 
of  its  business  on  said  October  26,  1909,  in 
making  up  its  items  of  paper  to  be  for- 
warded to  New  York  for  payment,  discov- 
ered that  the  said  draft.  Exhibit  A,  was 
erroneously  safeguarded,  as  now  appears  on 
its  face,  in  this,  to  wit,  that,  while  said 
draft  was  intended  to  be  for  the  sum  of 
$211,  it  was  stamped  with  a  machine  called 
a  protectograph,  which  had  been  caused  by 
said  De  Funiak  Springs  bank  to  be  errone- 
ously stamped  thereon,  'Not  over  Five  Dol- 
lars, $6,*  and  thereupon,  on  said  date,  said 
(defendant  bank  sent  the  said  draft  by  mail 
to  said  De  Funiak  Springs  bank,  calling  its 
attention  to  said  error,  and  requesting  said 
Florida  bank  to  send  another  draft  in  its 
place  and  stead  properly  safeguarded,  which 
letter  reached  said  Florida  bank  on  the  next 
day,  October  27,  1909,  and  said  Florida 
bank  on  the  same  day  took  up  and  retained 
the  said  first  draft,  Exhibit  A,  and  on  the 
same  day,  in  its  place  and  stead  and  in  lieu 
thereof,  mailed  to  defendant  bank  a  new 
draft,  No.  12,716,  for  $211,  payable  to  said 
defendant  bank,  which  is  herewith  annexed 
39  L.R.A.(N,S,) 


as  'Exhibit  B,'  and  made  a  part  of  this 
agreed  statement  of  facts,  which  said  last 
draft  was  duly  received  by  said  defendant 
bank  and  by  it  at  once  forwarded  to  New 
York,  where  it  was  paid  in  full  to  defend- 
ant bank  out  of  the  funds  of  the  said  First 
National  Bank  of  De  Funiak  Springs,  Flor- 
ida, by  and  in  the  said  National  City  Bank 
of  New  York,  as  is  the  banking  custom  in 
such  cases.  The  amount  was  charged  by 
the  said  Florida  bank  against  the  account 
of  plaintiff  and  balanced  same.  That  the 
receipt  and  opening  said  letter  containing 
said  draft,  and  cashing  of  the  same  at  the 
defendant  bank,  and  the  indorsement  and 
presentation  of  the  same  by  said  negro,  J. 
S.  Thomas,  were  all  and  singular  without 
the  information,  knowledge,  or  consent  of 
the  plaintiff,  J.  S.  Thomas;  and  that,  upon 
learning  from  said  Florida  bank,  upon  in- 
quiry, that  the  said  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
$211,  the  proceeds  of  said  draft,  had  been 
paid  to  the  defendant  bank,  he  went  on,  to 
wit,  November  5,  1909,  to  said  defendant 
bank  and  claimed  said  draft  and  proceeds 
thereof,  and  demanded  payment  of  the  same 
by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  true 
-^wner  of  said  draft,  and  then  and  there  no- 
tified said  defendant  bank  that  said  in- 
dorsement was  a  forgery,  and  that  he  had 
not  indorsed  the  same.  The  defendant 
bank  refused  to  pay  said  sum  of  $211,  or 
any  part  thereof,  to  the  plaintiff,  and  still 
refuses,  though  often  requested.  Upon  said 
demands  being  made,  said  defendant  bank 
notified  the  United  States  postal  authori- 
ties and  the  police  authorities  of  the  said 
city,  and  endeavored  to  have  said  negro, 
J.  S.  Thomas,  arrested,  and  requested  plain- 
tiff to  have  him  arrested,  or  ascertain  his 
whereabouts,  for  such  fraudulent  conduct 
and  acts;  but  said  negro  was  not  found 
after  search  by  all  said  parties,  and  it  is 
believed  by  the  said  parties  that  he  left 
said  community  after  having  received  said 
money  on  said  draft  as  aforesaid. 

"The  plaintiff,  J.  S.  Thomas,  had  also  for- 
merly been  a  depositor  at  the  said  defend- 
ant bank,  but  closed  his  account  there  Sep- 
tember 14,  1908,  and  has  done  no  business 
with  said  bank  since  said  date.  On  the 
books  of  said  defendant  bank  the  address  of 
said  plaintiff,  J.  S.  Thomas,  is  Lyman, 
Mississippi,  and  said  defendant  bank,  while 
it  was  doing  business  with  said  plaintiff, 
sent  his  statements  and  other  communica- 
tions to  him  at  Lyman.  The  said  sum  of 
$211,  or  any  part  of  it,  was  never  placed 
to  the  credit  of  said  plaintiff,  and  he  has 
never  received  said  money  or  any  part 
thereof,  from  any  source.  The  said  plaintiff 
knew,  when  he  wrote  to  the  said  Florida 
bank,  that  one  (another)  J.  S.  Thomas  had 
been  a  depositor  and  customer  of  said  de- 
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fendant  bank,  hut  did  not  know  him,  and 
had  never  seen  him;  but  did  know  that  such 
a  person  did  live,  or  at  least  had  lived,  i:i 
Gulfport.  That  all  the  indorsements  upon 
said  draft,  Exhibit  A  hereto,  are  now  as 
each  originally  was  after  being  returned 
to  said  Florida  bank,  but  the  statement  of 
'J.  S.  Thomas'  on  the  back  thereof  is  not 
the  signature  of  the  plaintiff,  that  is  to 
say,  not  his  handwriting,  nor  was  it 
written  there  with  the  knowledge  or  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff.  The  words  Taid  Oct. 
27,  with  our  draft  No.  12,716  favor  of  First 
National  Bank,  Gulfport,  Miss.,'  were  writ- 
ten on  the  back  of  Exhibit  A  by  the  De 
Funiak  Springs  bank  upon  issuing  Exhibit 
B  hereto.  That  the  negro,  J.  S.  Thomas, 
who  unlawfully  took  said  draft.  Exhibit  A, 
as  aforesaid,  never  had  any  deposit  or  bal- 
ance with  the  said  De  Funiak  Springs  bank, 
and  the  said  draft  was  not  intended  for 
him,  but  for  the  plaintiff;  but  said  defend- 
ant bank  knew  nothing  of  either  of  said 
parties  named  J.  S.  Thomas  having  or  not 
having  any  deposit  in  said  Florida  bank, 
nor  which  of  said  parties  it  was  intended  to 
have  said  draft,  and  was  wholly  without 
knowledge  in  that  regard,  but  defendant 
bank  did  know  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
a  depositor  in  defendant  bank,  and  that 
his  signature  was  there  on  file.  It  is  furth- 
er agreed  that  said  cause  may  be  heard 
without  further  pleadings  before  the  judge 
of  the  circuit  court  aforesaid,  without  a 
jury,  and  before  the  supreme  court  if  an 
appeal  is  taken,  upon  the  above  statement 
of  facts  (and  the  law  applicable  thereto), 
which  are  all  the  facts  in  the  case." 

Mr.  George  P.  Money,  for  appellant: 

The  bank  is  liable. 

Farmer  v.  People's  Bank,  100  Tenn.  187, 
47  S.  W.  234;  Shaffer  v.  McKee,  19  Ohio 
St.  526;  1  Morse,  Banks  &  Bkg.  p.  248; 
Pickle  V.  Muse  (Pickle  v.  People's  Nat. 
Bank)  88  Tenn.  381,  7  L.R.A.  93,  17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  900,  12  S.  W.  919;  Chism  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  96  Tenn.  641,  32  L.R.A.  778, 
64  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  36  S.  W.  387;  Talbot 
▼.  Bank  of  Rochester,  1  Hill,  295;  Buckley 
V.  Second  Nat.  Bank,  35  N.  J.  L.  400,  10 
Am.  Rep.  249;  Salomon  v.  State  Bank,  28 
Misc.  324,  59  N.  Y.  Supp.  407;  Johnson  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  6  Hun,  124;  Bobbett  v. 
Pinkett,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  Div.  368,  46  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  555,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  851,  24 
Week.  Rep.  711;  Colson  v.  Arnot,  57  N.  Y. 
253,  16  Am.  Rep.  496;  Bcattie  v.  National 
Bank,  174  111.  671,  43  L.R.A.  654,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  318,  61  N.  E.  602. 

The  decision  is  sustained  by  — 

Gallo  v.  Brooklyn  Sav.  Bank,  199  N.  Y. 
222,  32  L.R.A.  66,  92  N.  E.  63:^;  Indiana 
Ud  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Nat.  Bank  v.  Holtaclaw,  98  Ind.  85;  Bank 

of    Commerce   v.   Ginocchio,    27    Mo.   App. 

661;    Dodge    v.    National   Exch.    Bank,    20 

Ohio  St.  234,  6  Am.  Rep.  648,  30  Ohio  St. 

1;  Graves  v.  American  Exch.  Bank,  17  N. 

Y.  205. 
Messrs.  Bowers  &  Griffitli,  for  appellee: 
The  drawer  should  suffer  in  case  of  error 

induced  by  his  own  act. 
Morse,  Banks  &  Bkg.  pp.  851-853;   Snod- 

grass  V.  Sweetser,  15  ind.  App.  682,  44  N. 

E.  648. 

Mayes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

By  agreement  a  jury  was  waived,  and 
this  case  was  tried  by  the  judge  on  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts.  It  is  therefore 
unnecessary  for  us  to  set  out  at  length  any 
statement  of  the  facts.  The  suit  was  insti- 
tuted by  J.  S.  Thomas  against  the  bank 
for  the  purpose  of  recovering  $211,  The 
agreed  facts  show  that  on  and  prior  to 
the  23d  day  of  October,  1909,  the  appellant 
in  this  suit  had  on  deposit  in  the  First 
National  Bank  of  De  Funiak  Springs,  Flor- 
ida, a  credit  balance  of  $211.  Appellant, 
being  in  Gulfport,  wrote  a  letter  from  that 
point  to  the  Florida  bank  requesting  the 
bank  to  send  the  amount  of  his  deposit  to 
him  at  Gulfport,  care  of  the  general  post- 
oflice  delivery.  In  accordance  with  this  in- 
struction, the  Florida  bank  sent  a  draft 
for  the  amount  on  a  New  York  bank,  pay- 
able to  the  order  of  appellant,  J.  S.  Thom- 
as; the  Florida  bank  addressing  the  letter 
containing  the  draft  to  J.  S.  Thomas,  Gulf- 
port, Mississippi,  care  general  delivery. 
The  appellant  was  a  white  man,  and  there 
was  living  in  Gulfport  at  that  time  a  negro 
by  the  name  of  J.  S.  Thomas,  and  this 
negro  also  received  his  mail  at  Gulfport. 
When  the  letter  containing  the  draft 
reached  Gulfport,  October  25,  1909,  it  seems 
that  appellant  was  not  then  in  Gulfport; 
but  the  negro  J.  S.  Thomas  called  for  his 
mail  at  the  general  delivery,  and  the  postal 
authorities  delivered  the  letter  intended  for 
appellant  and  containing  the  draft  to  the 
negro  of  the  same  name.  The  negro  opened 
the  letter,  and,  finding  the  draft  in  it,  took 
it  to  the  First  National  Bank  of  Gulfport 
and  indorsed  same  "J.  S.  Thomas,"  repre- 
senting that  the  check  was  his  and  that  he 
was  the  true  J.  S.  Thomas  mentioned  as 
payee.  The  negro  was  known  to  the  offlcers 
of  the  Gulfport  bank  and  was  a  depositor  in 
same.  When  the  draft  was  indorsed  to 
the  bank  by  the  negro,  the  bank  paid  the 
money  to  the  negro  J.  S.  Thomas.  Subse- 
suently,  the  Gulfport  bank  discovered  some 
little  mistake  in  the  protectograph  stamp- 
in  i  of  the  draft,  which  mistake  was  made 
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by  the  Florida  bank  when  it  issued  the 
draft.  The  Gulfport  bank  returned  the 
draft  by  mail  to  the  Florida  bank,  calling 
their  attention  to  the  error,  and  requesting 
the  Florida  bank  to  send  another  draft 
in  its  place.  The  Florida  bank  merely  re- 
tained the  original  draft,  and  in  place  of 
same  sent  another  one  for  the  '  same 
amount,  but  this  time  made  it  payable  to 
the  Gulfport  bank;  the  former  draft  hav- 
ing been  already  indorsed  to  the  Gulfport 
bank  by  the  negro  J.  S.  Thomas.  The 
draft  was  finally  paid  to  the  Gulfport  bank 
when  it  was  presented  for  payment  in  New 
York.  The  Gulfport  bank  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  fact  that  the  negro  did  not  own 
this  draft.  Appellant,  J.  S.  Thomas,  the 
white  man,  subsequently  learned  from  the 
Florida  bank  that  the  Gulfport  bank  had 
collected  the  $211,  and  when  he  received 
this  information  he  went  to  the  Gulfport 
bank  and  claimed  the  draft  and  the  pro- 
ceeds thereof,  demanding  that  the  Gulfport 
bank  pay  the  same.  J.  S.  Thomas,  the  real 
owner  of  the  draft,  notified  the  Gulfport 
bank  that  the  indorsement  was  a  forgery. 
The  Gulfport  bank  refused  to  reimburse  the 
true  owner.  The  negro  J.  S.  Thomas  in 
the  meantime  had  left  for  parts  unknown. 
In  other  words,  the  facts  of  this  case  con- 
clusively show  that  the  appellant  was  the 
owner  of  the  draft,  and  that  the  negro  who 
presented  it  had  no  interest  in  it,  and  had 
forged  the  indorsement  of  the  true  owner 
and  collected  the  proceeds  from  same. 
Some  other  facts  are  agreed  to,  but  we  do 
not  think  they  are  important  in  the  con- 
sideration of  this  case.  The  question  in 
this  case  is  simply  this:  Where  there  are 
two  people  of  the  same  name,  and  a  check, 
by  accident,  reaches  the  hands  of  the  wrong 
person,  and. the  person  wrongfully  obtain- 
ing the  check  indorses  his  name  on  same 
and  receives  the  proceeds  from  an  innocent 
third  party,  is  such  an  indorsement  a  for- 
gery, and  is  the  innocent  party  protected  as 
against  the  true  owner?  The  trial  court 
held  that  it  was  not  such  a  forgery  as 
would  fasten  any  liability  on  the  bank,  and 
from  this  judgment  this  appeal  is  taken. 

There  seems  to  be  little  dissent  in  the  au- 
thorities; almost,  if  not  quite,  all  the  au- 
thorities holding  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  party  paying  the  check  to  the 
one  forging  the  indorsement  is  not  protect- 
ed. Under  such  circumstances,  it  is  noth- 
ing but  a  forgery.  The  true  owner  of  the 
check  is  not  placed  beyond  the  protection 
of  the  law  because  some  unscrupulous  per- 
son of  the  same  name  lives  in  the  same 
town  with  him.  The  true  owner  has  never 
parted  with  his  title,  and  his  property  is 
not  to  be  taken  away  from  him  without 
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his  consent  merely  because  the  check  hap- 
pens to  fall  into  the  hands  of  another  of 
the  same  name.  Banks  taking  checks  must 
know  the  true  parties  claiming  to  own 
them, — in  fact,  who  do  own  them, — ^and 
they  act  at  their  peril.  Where  there  are 
two  or  more  persons  of  the  same  name, 
it  cannot  be  anticipated  that  one  of  them 
will  commit  a  crime  and  forge  the  name  of 
the  other  to  an  instrument  which  may  have 
accidentally  come  into  his  hands.  The  true 
owner  of  the  check  was  guilty  of  no  sort  of 
neglect  which  would  operate  as  an  estoppel 
on  him.  He  had  a  right  to  have  his  mail 
sent  to  him  at  the  general  delivery  at  Gulf- 
port. 

In  the  case  of  Beattie  v.  National  Bank, 
174  III.  671,  43  L.R.A.  654,  OG  Am.  St.  Rep. 
318,  51  N..  E.  602,  the  court  holds  that 
"where  a  bill  is  payable  to  the  order  of  a 
person,  and  another  person  of  the  same 
name  of  the  payee  gets  hold  of  it  and  in- 
dorses it  to  a  party  who  takes  it  in  good 
faith  and  for  value,  such  party  acquires 
no  title  to  the  bill.  ...  If  the  indorse- 
ment, so  made  by  a  person  who  is  not  the 
real  payee,  but  has  the  same  name  as  the 
real  payee,  is  made  by  such  person  with  full 
knowledge  that  he  is  not  the  real  payee, 
and  with  intent  to  perpetrate  a  fraud,  his 
indorsement  cannot  be  regarded  otherwise 
than  as  a  forgery."  To  the  same  efTect  are 
many  cases  cited  in  the  opinion  in  the  above 
case. 

It  is  true  that  Mr.  Morse,  in  his  work 
on  Banks  and  Banking,  vol.  2,  at  page  852, 
states  in  his  text  that  under  such  circum- 
stances he  docs  not  think  that  the  rule  an- 
nounced above  is  correct;  but  he  admits  in 
this  same  text  that,  "though  the  propriety 
of  the  ruling  may  be  criticized,  it  must 
be  admitted  that  it  lays  down  the  only  ad- 
judicated law  in  the  premises,  except  a  re- 
mark made  in  an  old  case  in  New  Hamp- 
shire;" and  he  further  says:  "The  only 
English  authority  is  to  the  same  effect." 
Mr.  Morse's  view  is  that  "the  technical  rule 
of  law  declaring  the  indorsement  [under 
such  circumstances]  a  forgery  is  too  strong 
for  the  principles  of  justice;"  but  he  is  much 
alone  in  this  view.  We  prefer  to  follow 
what  seems  to  be  the  settled  authority  upon 
this  subject,  not  only  because  the  authori- 
ties are  that  way,  but  because  we  differ 
from  Mr.  Morse,  and  believe  that  the  prin- 
ciples of  justice  announced  by  the  decisions 
are  more  in  accord  with  true  principles 
of  right  than  the  view  stated  by  Mr.  Morse. 
It  is  difficult  for  us  to  understand  by  what 
principle  of  right  a  man  should  have  his 
money  or  valuables  taken  from  him  be- 
cause he  has  the  misfortune,  through  no 
fault  of  his  own,  to  have  the  same  name 
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some  other  person  in  the  same  town. 
It  is  difficult  for  us  to  understand  how  the 
true  owner  of  a  draft  may  lose  his  property 
rights  in  same  by  reason  of  the  fact  thai 
it  has  fallen  into  the  hands  of  another 
person  of  the  same  name,  and  that  other 
person  has  forged  an  indorsement  of  his 
name  to  the  instrument  and  obtained  money 
for  it,  when  the  true  owner  knew  nothing 
about  it. 

In  the  Beattie  Case,  supra,  the  court 
held  that  the  true  owner  of  a  draft  could 
recover  its  value  where  the  person  receiv- 
ing it  had  the  same  name,  but  not  the  same 
middle  initial.  In  other  words,  in  the 
Beattie  Case,  the  draft  sued  upon  was 
made  payable  to  the  order  of  one  George  A. 
Bent,  when  in  truth  it  was  intended  for 
George  P.  Bent.  The  draft  was  mailed  to 
George  A.  Bent,  and  George  A.  Bent  re- 
ceived it  and  indorsed  upon  it  his  own 
name  and  sold  it  to  a  purchaser  in  good 
faith;  but  the  court  held,  notwithstanding 
this,  that  the  purchaser  got  no  title,  say- 
ing: "It  is  true  that  the  real  and  intended 
payee  of  the  draft  was  named  George  P. 
Bent;  but  the  fact  that  the  name  of  the 
real  owner  and  the  name  of  the  fraudulent 
possessor  of  the  draft  differ  so  far  as  the 
middle  letter  of  the  name  is  concerned,  does 
not  make  the  case  other  than  a  case  where 
the  name  of  the  real  payee  and  the  name  of 
the  assumed  payee  are  the  same.  This  is 
so  because  the  law  does  not  regard  the 
middle  initial  letter  as  a  part  of  a  person's 
name,  but  only  recognizes  one  Christian 
name  of  a  party." 

It  is  readily  seen  that  the  above  case  is 
a  stronger  case  than  this  one,  because  there 
was  a  difference  in  the  name;  that  is,  a 
difference  in  the  initial.  But  in  this  case 
there  was  not  such  a  difference,  but  the 
name  was  identical. 

The  case  is  reversed,  and  judgment  here 
for  appellant. 

Mcl/ean,  J.,  specially  concurring: 
Whenever  a  bank  pays  a  check  drawn 
upon  it,  or  upon  any  other  bank,  it  does 
so  at  its  peril;  it  is  the  duty  of  the  bank 
to  know  that  it  is  paying  the  money  to  the 
right  party,  and  if  the  party  presenting  the 
check  for  payment  is  not  the  party,  he  is 
necessarily  guilty  of  forgery  in  presenting 
the  check  with  the  name  of  the  wrong  party 
having  been  indorsed  thereon  by  him.  The 
fact  that  both  parties  have  the  same  name 
does  not,  and  cannot,  in  the  very  nature  of 
things,  alter  the  question.  The  fact  that 
one  writes  his  own  name  across  the  check, 
and  knowing  that  the  check  is  payable  to 
another  party,  makes  him  as  guilty  of 
forgery  as  if  he  had  personated  another 
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person,  and  had  forged  the  name  of  the 
other  person, — in  truth  and  in  fact,  when 
he  does  this,  he  is  personating  another 
person.  The  bank  must  look  alone  to  the 
party  presenting  the  check  for  a  good  title. 
Any  other  doctrine  would  result  in  a  party 
losing  his  property  without  any  fault  on 
his  part.  The  rule  is  well  settled  that  an 
indorser  guarantees  the  genuineness  of  all 
prior  indorsements. 

It  is  an  elementary  principle  that,  when 
one  or  two  equally  innocent  persons  must 
suffer,  he  by  whose  fault  or  neglect  the  loss 
is  caused  must  bear  the  burden.  Suppose 
the  check  in  this  case  had  been  made  pay- 
able to  Bill  Smith,  and  that  the  negro 
named  Thomas  had  written  the  name  Bill 
Smith  in  blank  across  the  back  of  the  check, 
and  presented  the  check  for  payment,  at 
the  same  time  stating  to  the  appellee  that 
Smith  had  indorsed  the  check,  could  not  in 
that  case  Bill  Smith,  the  true  owner  of 
the  check,  have  recovered  his  money?  We 
see  no  difference  in  principle  between  such 
a  case  and  the  instant  one.  The  difficulty 
with  appellee  is  in  confusion  the  real  own- 
er of  the  check  with  a  party  who  bears  the 
name  of  the  real  owner,— -it  fails  to  distin- 
guish between  a  name  and  the  person« 

Smith,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  concur  in 
the  conclusion  reached  by  my  brethren.  My 
views  will  be  found  expressed  in  2  Morse, 
Banks  &  Bkg.  4th  ed.  p.  851,  better  than  I 
can  do  so  myself. 

Suggestion  of  error  overruled  June  4, 
1912. 


NBW   JERSET   COURT   OF   ERRORS 
AND  APPEALS. 

CHANCELLOR  OF  NEW  JERSEY,  Respt., 

V. 

JOSEPH  TOWELL  et  al. 
and 

PHILEMON  WOODRUFF  et  al,  Exrs.,  etc., 
of  Absalom  B.  Woodruff,  Deceased, 
Appts. 

(—  N.  J.  — ,  82  Atl.  861.) 

Mortgage  —  vendee  —  assumption  of 
debt. 

1.  Where  a  purchaser  of  a  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises  assumes  the  payment  of  all 

Headnotes  by  Vbeden burgh,  J. 


Note,  ^  Rule  as  to  inverse  order  of 
aliefiation  as  affected  by  assumption 
of  mortgage  deht. 

The  decision  in  Chancellor  v.  Towell, 
to  the  effect  that  the  rule  of  inverse  order 
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of  the  mortgage  on  the  whole  of  such  prem- 
ises, the  land  so  purchased  is  liable  for  the 
mortgage  debt  before  the  portion  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  remaining  unconveyed 
by  the  mortgagor  or  his  estate  can  be  sold 
in  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

Same  —  conveyance  —  rule  in  equity. 

2.  In  such  cases,  the  rule  in  equity  that 
the  aliened  portions  shall  be  sold  in  the 
inverse  order  of  their  alienation  does  not 
apply. 

Equity  —  circuity  of  action. 

3.  One  of  the  cogent  reasons  for  denying 
the  application  of  this  rule  in  such  cases, 
beyond  that  of  enforcement  of  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  of  assumption,  is  the 
anxiety  of  a  court  of  equity  to  avoid  the 
circuity  of  action  which  would  necessarily 
result  from  the  sale  on  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage,    of    the    mortgagor's    remaining 


lands  before  those  of  the  defaulting  pur-. 
chaser  have  been  applied  toward  the  satis- 
faction of  the  mortgage  debt. 

Mortgage  —  assumption  —  estoppel. 

4.  The  fact  that  the  defendant  Towell 
became  an  alienee  of  the  second  and  third 
tracts,  conveyed  to  him  expressly  subject 
to  the  mortgage  which  he  nad  previously 
covenanted  to  pay,  must  be  regarded  as 
decisive  against  him  of  the  question  of  his 
equity,  which  he  has  raised  upon  this'ap- 
peaL 

(March  6,  1912.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  executors  of  Ab- 
salom B.  Woodruff,  deceased,  from  the 
portion  of  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery, directing  the  order  in  which  the  sev- 


of  alienation  in  applying  parts  of  mort- 
gaged property  conveyed  at  different  times 
does  not  apply  where  a  grantee  of  a  part 
which  would  not  ordinarily  be  primarily 
liable  assumes  the  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage debt^  is  in  accord  with  a  well-recog- 
nized exception  to  the  application  of  the 
inverse  order  of  alienation  rule. 

The  reason  for  this  exception  is  that,  to 
hold  the  so-called  rule  of  inverse  order  of 
alienation  applicable  in  such  a  case  would 
produce  a  result  not  in  accord  with  the 
principles  of  equity,  and  since  the  rule 
itself  is  of  equitable  origin,  it  will  not  be 
applied  where  the  equitable  reasons  upon 
which  it  rests  cease  to  exist,  and  are  en- 
tirely wanting. 

As  between  mortgagor  and  his  grantee  or 

privies. 

The  exception  to  the  general  rule  just  re- 
ferred to  was  given  effect  in  the  following 
cases  arising  between  mortgagors  and  their 
grantees,  with  the  result  that  the  portiou 
of  the  land  conveyed  was  held  primarily  lia- 
ble; 

— ^where  the  grantees  of  part  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  in  the  conveyance  to  them, 
assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
State  V.  Ripley,  32  Conn.  150;  Burger  v. 
Greif,  65  Md.  518;  Jager  v.  Vollinger,  174 
Mass.  621,  66  N.  E.  458;  Cooper  v.  Bigly, 
13  Mich.  463;  Mowry  v.  Mowry,  137  Mich. 
277,  100  N.  W.  388;  Burbank  v.  Babcock, 
3  N.  Y.  S.  R.  458;  Russell  v.  Pistor,  7  N. 
Y.  171,  57  Am.  Dec.  609;  Bowne  v.  Lynde, 
91  N.  Y.  92; 

— ^where  the  grantee  of  part  of  mort- 
gagod  premises  assumed  the  payment  of  all 
of  the  mortgage  notes.  Mead  v.  Peabody, 
183  111.  126,  55  N.  E.  719; 

— ^where  an  amount  equal  to  the  mort- 
gage debt  was  deducted  from  the  purchase 
price,  and  title  given  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage. Wood  V.  Harper,  9  App.  Div.  229,  41 
N.  Y.  Supp":  242. 

And  one  who  purchases  a  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises  from  a  grantee  of  such  part, 
who  undertook  as  a  part  cff  the  purchase 
price  to  pay  the  entire  mortgage  debt,  takes 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


them  subject  to  their  primary  liability  for 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  where 
he  had  knowledge  of  his  grantor's  under- 
taking. Chapman  v.  Beardsley,  31  Conn. 
116;  Engle  v.  Haines,  6  N.  J.  Eq.  186,  43 
Am.  Dec.  624;  Ross  y.  Haines,  5  N.  J.  Eq. 
.632. 

And  where  a  grantee  of  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises  assumes  the  mortgage  and 
executes  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  purchase 
price  to  his  grantor,  this  part  of  the  prem- 
ises is  primarily  liable,  although  the  last 
mortgage  referred  to  was  assigned  to  a 
third  person.  Clark  v.  Ben  them,  4  Ohio 
Dec.  Reprint,  498. 

And  where  a  grantee  of  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises  assumes  the  mortgage  debt, 
one  who  purchases  on  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage executed  by  such  grantee  to  his  grant- 
or takes  the  premises  subject  to  their  pri- 
mary liability  for  the  payment  of  the 
original  mortgage.  Russell  v.  Pistor,  7  N. 
Y.  171,  57  Am.  Dec.  50n. 

And  in  Re  Wisner,  20  Mich.  442,  it  was 
held  that,  as  between  the  estate  of  a  de- 
ceased husband  and  his  widow,  the  home- 
stead conveyed  by  him  to  her  subject  to 
the  amount  unpaid  on  a  mortgage  thereon 
was  primarily  liable  for  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt. 

See  also  Thompson  v.  Bird,  set  out  by  the 
court  in  Chancellob  v.  Towell. 

As  between  grantees  of  part  of  mortgaged 
premises  or  their  privies. 

The  exception  holding  that  the  rule  as  to 
inverse  order  of  alienation  does  not  apply 
where  the  mortgage  debt  is  assumed  by  a 
grantee  of  a  part  of  the  encumbered  prem- 
ises is  recognized  as  well  between  the  sev- 
eral grantees  of  the  mortgagor'  and  their 
privies,  as  between  the  grantor  and  his 
grantees. 

Thus,  the  rule  was  given  effect  in  the 
following  cases  arising  between  the  mort- 
gagor's grantees,  holding  that  the  part  of 
the  premises  first  conveyed  was  primarily 
liable : 

— ^where  the  grantee  of  such  part  as- 
sumed the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
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eral  parcels  of  mortgaged  premises  should 
be  sold  under  foreclosure.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  I.  Lewis,  for  appellants: 

Inasmuch  as  Towell  is  the  principal  debt- 
or, and  A,  B.  Woodruff  and  his  represen- 
tatives are  but  sureties  for  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  debt  of  $13,000,  all  the  prop- 
erty of  Towell  which  is  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage must  be  sold  to  satisfy  it,  before  such 
property  of  his  surety  as  Is  subject  to  such 
mortgage. 

Woodside  v.  Adams,  40  N.  J.  L.  417; 
Wikoff  V.  Davis,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  227;  Crowell 
V.  Hospital  of  St.  Barnabas,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
652;  Klapworth  v.  Dressier,  13  N.  J.  Eq. 
02,  78  Am.  Dec.  69;  Cumberland  Trust 
Co.  V.  Padgett,  70  N.  J.  Eq.  353,  61  Atl. 


837;  Huyler  v.  Atwood,  26  N.  J.  Eq,  506; 
DeGrauw  v.  Mechan,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  227,  21 
Atl.  193;  Weatherby  v.  Slack,  10  N.  J.  Eq. 
493;  Irick  v.  Black,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  189; 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Oxford  Iron  Co. 
38  N.  J.  Eq.  151;  Philadelphia  &  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Little,  41  N.  J.  Eq.528,  7  Atl.  350; 
Cubberly  v.  Yager,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  289,  11 
Atl.  113;  Rue  v.  Meirs,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  377,  12 
Atl.  369;  Kidd  v.  Hurley,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  177, 
33  Atl.  1057;  Holcombe  v.  Fetter,  70  N.  J. 
Eq.  300,  67  Atl.  1078. 

The  decree  is  plainly  erroneous  in  not 
directing  that  any  deficiency  arising  upon 
the  sales  of  parcels  1  and  2  should  be  borne 
by  parcels  3,  4,  and  5,  in  proportion  to 
their  relative  value. 

Hoy  V.  Bramhall,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  663,  97 


Iowa  Loan  &  T.  Co.  v.  Mowery,  67  Iowa, 
113,  24  N.  W.  747;  Windsor  v.  Evans,  72 
Iowa,  692,  34  N.  W.  481 ;  Jager  v.  Vollin- 
ger,  174  Mass.  521,  55  N.  E.  458;  Caruthers 
v.  Hall,  10  Mich.  40;  Mason  v.  Pavne, 
Walk.  Ch.  (Mich.)  459;  Black  v.  Morse,  7 
N.  J.  Eq.  509 ;  Wikoff  v.  Davis,  4  N.  J.  Eq. 
224;  Wood  v.  Harper,  9  App.  Div.  229,  41 
N.  Y.  Supp.  242;  Russell  v.  Pistor,  7  N. 
Y.  171,  57  Am.  Dec.  509;  Wilcox  v.  Camp- 
bell, 106  N.  Y.  325,  12  N.  E.  823;  Coles  v. 
Appleby,  87  N.  Y.  114;  Baring  v.  Moore, 
4  Paige,  166; 

— ^where  the  grantee  of  a  portion  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  which  was  of  sufficient 
value  U}  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  assumed 
the  whole  debt.  Welch  v.  Beers,  8  Allen, 
151. 

In  Skinner  v.  Harker,  23  Colo.  333,  48 
Pac.  648,  where  the  grantees  of  a  portion 
of  mortgaged  premises  agreed  as  part  of 
the  consideration  to  pay  the  entire  mort- 
gage indebtedDCss,  and  the  mesne  grantees 
made  the  same  agreement,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  last,  who  undertook  only  to  pay 
a  proportionate  part  of  the  indebtedness, 
it  was  held,  as  between  such  grantees  and 
a  subsequent  grantee  who  purchased  of  the 
mortgagor  with  the  understanding  that  the 
debt  was  to  be  paid  by  the  grantees  of  the 
part  first  conveyed,  that  that  part  was  the 
primary  fund  out  of  which  the  whole  mort- 
gage indebtedness  should  be  paid. 

And  in  Pool  v.  Marshall,  48  111.  440,  it 
was  held  that  a  grantee  of  a  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises,  who  retained  part  of  the 
purchase  price  and  paid  the  mortgage  debt, 
could  not  enforce  contribution  against  a 
grantee  who  purchased  another  part  of  the 
encumbered  premises  after  the  first  con- 
veyance was  made. 

And  in  Wright  v.  Briggs,  99  Ind.  563, 
where  the  purchaser  of  part  of  mortgaged 
premises  undertook  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt,  and  stated  to  a  purchaser  of  the  re- 
mainder that  he  was  bound  to  pay  such 
debt,  it  was  held  that  the  grantee  of  the 
last  purchaser,  who  relied  upon  the  first 
purchaser's  agreement,  misrht  recover  from 
the  latter  the  amount  paid  to  discharge 
the  mortgage  debt,  and  might  maintain 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


foreclosure  proceedings  against  the  portion 
of  the  premises  first  conveved. 

In  Bowne  v.  Lynde,  91  iJ.  Y.  92,  where  a 
mortgagor  purchased  land  from  one  who 
took  as  part  payment  the  bond  and  mort- 
gage of  a  person  to  whom  the  mortgagor 
liad  conveyed  a  part  of  land  owned  by  him 
under  an  agreement  by  which  his  grantee  as- 
sumed the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt, 
it  was  held,  it  appearing  that  the  mort- 
gagor's grantor  had  knowledge  of  these 
facts,  that  the  part  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises referred  to  was  primarily  liable  for 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

And  in  Cooley  v.  Murray,  11  Colo.  App. 
241,  52  Pac.  1108,  a  grantee  of  part  of  mort- 
gaged premises  who  assumed  and  agreed  to 
pay  the  mortgage  debt  was  held  liable  to 
a  subsequent  grantee  of  another  portion  of 
the  encumbered  premis.es,  for  the  amount 
left  due  after  the  first  grantee's  part  of  the 
premises  had  been  sold. 

But  where  the  mortgagor  releases  the 
grantees  of  a  part  of  mortgaged  premises 
from  their  assumption  of  the  mortgage  debt, 
such  part  of  the  premises  is,  as  against 
subsequent  grantees  of  the  remainder  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  relieved  from  its  pri- 
mary liability.  Judson  v.  Dada,  79  N.  Y. 
373. 


Where  conveyance  is  made  subject  to  mort- 
gage. 

Where  a  conveyance  of  part  of  mortgaged 
premises  is  made  subject  to  the  mortgage,  it 
is  also  held  that  such  portion  of  the  premises 
is  primarilv  liable.  Moore  v.  Shurtleff,  128 
111.  370,  21*  N.  E.  775 ;  Boone  v.  Clark,  129 
111.  466,  6  L.R.A.  276,  21  N.  E.  850;  Mon- 
arch Coal  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Hand,  197  111.  288, 
64  N.  E.  381 ;  Brown  v.  South  Boston  Bank, 
148  Mass.  300,  19  N.  E.  382;  Hoy  v.  Bram- 
hall, 19  N.  J.  Eq.  74;  Hill  v.  McCarter,  27 
N.  J.  Eq.  41 ;  New  England  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
V.  Stephens,  16  Utah,  385,  52  Pac.  624. 

The  court  in  Moore  v.  Shurtleff,  supra, 
said:  "The  general  >Tu\e  of  inverse  order 
above  stated  is  never  applied  where  tjie 
parties,  by  an  agreement  in  their  deed,  have 


352 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


Mab.» 


Am.  Dec.  G87;  Stillman  ▼.  Stillman,  21  N. 
J.  Eq.  129;  Hill  v.  McCarter,  27  N.  J.  Eq. 
41;  Harrison  v.  Guerin,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  219. 

Mr.  George  S.  Hilton,  for  respondent. 

Where  a  part  of  granted  premises  has 
been  aliened  by  the  grantor,  and  a  part  re- 
tained by  him,  the  part  retained,  as  be- 
tween the  grantor  and  his  alienee,  is  pri- 
marily chargeable  with  the  mortgage  debt. 

Hoy  V.  Bramhall,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  563,  97  Am. 
Dec.  687;  Stillman  v.  Stillman,  21  N.  J. 
Eq.  126 ;  Hill  v.  McCarter,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  41 ; 
Harrison  v.  Guerin,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  219. 

Vredenburgh,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  controversy  concerns  the  order  of 
sale  of  parcels  of  mortgaged  premises  under 
foreclosure,  and  involves  the  correctness  of 
the  decree  below  in  directing  certain 
of  the  parcels  which  remain  unconveyed  by 
the  mortgagor  and  his  executors,  to  be 
sold  before  resort  be  had  to  certain  pre- 
viously conveyed  parcels,  called  in  the  de- 
cree the  "Second  and  Third  Tracts.** 

In  December,  1870,. Absalom  B.  Woodruff, 
being  seised  of  a  tract  of  land  in  Paterson, 
New  Jersey,  became  indebted  to  the  chan- 
cellor of  New  Jersey  in  the  sum  of  $13,000, 


and  gave  his  bond  for  double  that  sum  in 
the  usual  form  to  the  chancellor,  condi- 
tioned to  be  void  if  he  (Woodruff)  should 
pay  that  sum,  with  interest,  upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the  deaths  of  two  named  persons 
(then  living,  but  who  have  since  died),  and 
to  secure  such  payment  executed,  at  the 
same  time,  a  deed  of  mortgage  covering  his 
said  land,  containing  the  same  conditions  as 
the  bond>i 

Woodruff  died  October  11,  188G,  but  be- 
fore that  event  conveyed,  by  deed  of  war- 
ranty, two  separate  parcels  of  the  land  em- 
braced in  the  mortgage  on  the  dates  follow- 
ing: First,  on  July  5,  1882,  a  parcel  de- 
scribed in  the  master's  report  as  the  "First 
Tract,"  containing  4  acres,  to  the  defendant 
Joseph  Towell;  second,  on  March  5,  1885, 
another  parcel  in  lots  numbered  on  a  map 
as  lots  142,  144  (part  of  lot  146),  171, 
173,  and  part  of  lot  No.  176,  described  in 
the  master's  report  eA  the  "Second  Tract," 
to  the  said  Joseph  Towell.  After  Woodruff's 
death,  his  executors,  by  an  executors'  deed 
drawn  in  the  usual  form  and  without  cove- 
nants of  warranty,  thirdly,  conveyed  on 
February  16,  1887,  another  parcel  of  said 
mortgaged  land,  described  in  tlie  master's 
report   as   the   "Third   Tract,**    being   corn- 


charged  a  mortgage  upon  land  in  a  differ- 
ent manner,  'as  wiiere,  by  the  terms  of  sale 
of  a  part  of  the  premises,  the  mortgage  is 
made  a  common  ciiarge,  or  that  part  con- 
veyed is  subjected  to  a  proportionate  part 
of  the  encumbrance.  In  such  cases,  if  there 
be  no  specific  agreement  as  to  the  propor- 
tion which  each  part  is  to  bear,  contribu- 
tion must  be  made  according  to  the  relative 
value  of  each  part.'  2  Jones,  Mortg.  §  1625. 
.  .  .  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that,  not- 
withstanding lot  6  w^as  conveyed  before  lot 
4,  under  the  agreement  between  the  par- 
ties, it  was  not  relieved  from  the  lien  of 
Baid  trust  deed,  but  remained  primarily  li- 
able, so  far  as  made  so  by  the  terms  of  daid 
agreement." 

And  in  Briscoe  v.  Power,  47  111.  447,  it 
was  held  that  where  the  first  grantee  of 
part  of  mortgaged  premises  expressly  takes 
subject  to  the  mortgage,  his  portion  of  such 
premises  is  liable  to  a  pro  rata  share  of  the 
encumbrance  equally  with  that  of  a  subse- 
quent grantee  who  also  took  subject  to  such 
mortgage. 

And  in  Hanes  v.  Denby,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — , 
28  Atl.  798,  where  a  part  of  mortgaf?ed 
premises  were  conveyed  by  a  deed  of  war 
ranty  expresslv  excepting  the  mortjrajre,  and 
the  balance  of  the  property  was  later  con- 
veyed, it  was  held  that  the  part  first  con- 
veyed was  chargeable  with  a  proportionate 
part  of  the  mortgage  debt. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  the  mere  re- 
cital in  a  convevance  of  part  of  mortgaged 
premises  that  it  was  subject  to  the  mort- 
rrage  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  such 
land  a  primary  fund  out  of  which  the  debt 
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is  to  be  satisfied.    Slater  v.  Breese,  30  Mich. 
77;  Hall  v.  Morgan,  79  Mo.  47. 

Effect  upon  mortgagee's  rights. 

In  Palmer  v.  Snell,  111  111.  161,  it  was 
held  that  the  mortgagee  could  not  be  com- 
pelled to  resort  to  his  personal  remedy 
against  a  grantee  of  part  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  who  assumed  the  mortgage  debt, 
before  resorting  to  another  part  of  the  land 
subsequently  conveyed.  The  court  said: 
"But  even  had  James  T.  Snell  assumed  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  so  as  to  have 
given  a  right  of  resort  to  him  personally, 
to  the  mortgagee  for  the  mortgage  debt, 
the  rule  here  invoked,  which  compels  a 
first  resort  to  a  particular  one  of  two  funds 
for  a  creditor's  benefit  who  can  reach  but 
one  of  them,  would  not  be  applied  in  such 
a  case  as  this,  so  as  to  require,  first,  the 
exhaustion  of  the  personal  remedy  against 
Snell.  This  rule  will  not  be  enforced  when^ 
ever  it  will  trench  upon  the  rights  or  opei> 
ate  to  the  prejudice,  of  the  party  entitled 
to  the  double  fund.  Sweet  v.  Redhead,  76 
111.  374.  The  mortgagee's  right  to  a  prompt 
foreclosure  of  his  mortgage  is  not  to  be  im- 
peded by  compelling  a  first  resort  to  any 
personal  remedy  the  mortga^^ee  may  have." 

And  in  Waters  v.  Hubbard,  44  Conn.  340, 
it  was  held  that  where  the  mortgagee  was 
entitled  to  all  of  the  mortgaged  property  in 
case  the  debt  was  not  paid,  a  decree  should 
not  be  made  first  requiring  the  appropria- 
tion of  a  part  of  the  property  conveyed  to 
a  grantee  who  had  assumed  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  before  taking  the  re- 
mainder of  the  property.  J.  T.  W. 
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posed  of  lots  No8.  140  and  169,  in  block  A, 
as  laid  down  on  a  map,  to  the  said  Joseph 
To'.vcll.  There  was  then  left  unconveyed  in 
the  estate  of  Woodruff  lots  139,  141,  143, 
145,  149,  151,  and  part  of  153,  on  the  west 
side  of  Lilly  street,  as  indicated  on  said 
map. 

The  appellants  urge  that  the  above-desig- 
nated second  and  third  tracts  should  have 
been  decreed  to  be  sold  next  after  the  sale 
of  the  said  first  tract,  to  pay  any  deficiency 
(there  being  no  dispute  as  to  its  priority  of 
liability)  of  the  proceeds  of  sale  necessary 
to  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt  remaining 
after  the  sale  of  the  said  first  tract,  and 
before  resort  be  had  to  the  said  uncon- 
veyed lots  still  owned  by  the  appellants. 
The  decree  complained  of,  on  the  contrary, 
orders  these  unconveyed  lots  to  be  sold  be- 
fore the  said  second  and  tBird  tracts  are 
exposed  to  sale;  and  hence  the  dispute 
which  is  the  subject  of  the  present  appeal. 

In  the  sale  from  Woodruff  to  Joseph 
Towell,  dated  July  6,  1882,  the  latter,  in 
consideration  of  that  conveyance  to  him, 
entered  into  an  absolute  agreement  and 
covenant,  therein  set  forth  next  to  the  de- 
scription of  the  parcels  conveyed  by  it,  as 
follows,  viz,:  "And  which  is  hereby  sold 
subject  to  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  said 
Woodruff  to  the  chancellor  of  New  Jersey, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  $13,000  to  the  said 
chancellor,  with  interest,  as  in  said  mort- 
gage stated,  which  mortgage  was  dated 
December  16th,  1870,  or  about  that  time, 
and  the  payment  of  which  said  sum  of 
$13,000,  with  interest,  as  in  said  mortgage 
stated^  the  said  Joseph  Towell  hereby  as- 
sumes and  covenants  for  himself,  his  heirs, 
executors,  and  administrators,  to  and  with 
the  said  Absalom  Woodruff,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  pay  off  and 
discharge  according  to  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions in  said  mortgage  mentioned,  including 
the  buildings,  plants,  trees,  and  flowers 
thereon." 

On  the  same  date  (July  6,  1882),  said 
Towelly  with  his  wife,  executed  an  indemni- 
fying mortgage  to  said  Woodruff  covering 
the  same  land  and  premises  conveyed  to 
Towell  by  the  last-mentioned  deed,  stating 
in  said  mortgage  "that  the  premises  thereby 
mortgaged  were  the  same  conveyed  by  said 
Woodruff  to  said  Towell  by  said  deed  (lub- 
ject  to  said  $13,000,  and  the  payment  of 
which  said  sum  of  $13,000  secured  by  said 
mortgage  of  $13,000,  with  interest,  was  by 
said  Towell  assumed;  provided  always,  and 
said  mortgage  from  said  Towell  to  said 
Woodruff  was  therein  declared  to  be,  upon 
the  express  condition,  that  if  the  said  Tow- 
ell, his  executors  or  administrators,  did 
and  should  well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be 
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paid  to  the  chancellor  the  sum  of  money 
and  interest  secured  by  said  $13,000  mort- 
gage to  said  chancellor,  and  indemnify  and 
save  harmless  the  said  Woodruff  from  any 
payment  thereon,  according  to  the  condition 
of  a  certain  bond  bearing  even  date  with 
said  mortgage  to  said  Woodruff,  executed 
by  said  Towell  to  said  Woodruff,  then  said 
bond  and  mortgage  of  said  Towell  should 
be  void." 

The  explicit  terms  of  this  mortgage  from 
Towell  to  Woodruff  make  assurance  doubly 
sure  that  the  intent  of  the  respective  par- 
ties executing  and  accepting  these  scaled  in- 
struments was  that  Towell  assumed  thereby, 
as  a  part  consideration  for  the  land  con- 
veyed to  him,  to  pay  and  discharge  all  of 
Woodruff's  said  mortgage  debt  to  the  chan- 
cellor, and  indemnify  Woodruff  against  its 
payment. 

Incontestably,  the  consequence,  in  equity, 
of  such  an  assumption  was  that  Towell  be- 
came thereafter,  as  between  himself  and  his 
vendor,  the  principal  debtor,  and  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  vendor,  Woodruff,  in  respect  to 
the  mortgage  debt,  was  that  of  surety.  This 
relationship,  established  by  the  covenant  of 
Towell  in  the  deed,  was  reinforced  by  the 
terms  of  his  bond  and  mortgage,  just  quot- 
ed. By  the  acceptance  of  this  title,  the 
clause  of  assumption  by  Towell  in  the  deed 
to  him  became  his  covenant,  and  he  thereby 
became  bound  in  law  to  his  grantor  to  pay 
the  mortgage  (Finley  v.  Simpson,  22  N.  J. 
L.  311^  53  Am.  Dec.  252),  and  liable  to  him 
for  any  deficiency  which  might  exist  upon 
a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

In  Weatherby  v.  Slack,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  493, 
Chancellor  Green  said:  "The  real  question 
in  such  cases  must  always  be.  Who  in 
equity  is  bound  to  pay  the  debt?  The  debt 
is  due  from  the  mortgagor  to  the  encum- 
brancers, and  his  [the  mortgagor's]  portion 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  must  primarily 
bear  the  burden,  unless  it  be  shown  that  it 
has,  by  some  means,  been  shifted  upon  the 
portion  of  the  alienees." 

As  soon  as  the  debt  in  question  became 
payable.  Woodruff,  the  surety,  had  the 
right  to  file  a  bill  to  compel  payment  by 
Towell,  the  principal  debtor,  in  order  that 
he  (the  surety)  might  be  relieved  from  re- 
sponsibility; and  the  court  will  interfere 
"to  compel  payment  by  the  principal  rather 
than  the  surety,  in  order  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance of  the  obvious  duty  of  the  princi- 
pal to  protect  the  surety  from  a  needless 
burden,  and  to  prevent  circuity  of  action." 
Irick  V.  Black,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  189-197.  "The 
court  will  interfere,  though  the  principal  is 
perfectly  able  to  respond  in  damages,  and 
there  is  no  danger  of  eventual  loss."  17 
N.  J,  Eq.  197.     In  Shannon  v.  Marselis,  1 
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N.  J.  Eq.  at  page  424,  Chancellor  Vroom 
said:  "It  is  the  policy  and  duty  of  tliis 
court  to  settle  and  adjust  all  claims  between 
the  parties  in  one  suit,  if  possible,  .  .  . 
There  can  be  no  good  reason  assigned  why 
there  should  be  this  circuity  of  action,  but 
a  very  good  one  why  there  should  not,  which 
is  that  the  money  might  be  lost  to  Carrick 
altogether." 

The  rule  in  equity  that,  where  mortgaged 
premises  are  sold  in  separate  parcels  suc- 
cessively to  different  purchasers,  with  cove- 
nants against  encumbrances,  the  parcels  are 
liable  to  sale  to  satisfy  the  mortgage,  in 
the  inverse  order  of  their  sale,  "will  not  be 
applied  in  any  case  where  its  application 
would  work  injustice."  Hill  v.  McCarter, 
27  N.  J.  Eq.  41 ;  Hoy  v.  Bramhall,  19  N.  J. 
Eq.  663,  97  Am.  Dec.  687;  Hanes  v.  Denby, 
— .  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  28  Atl.  798. 

Prof.  Pomeroy,  in  his  Equity  Jurispru- 
dence, at  page  215,  ^  1224,  of  volume  3, 
states  the  general  rule  in  equity  in  this 
form:  "Whenever  the  mortgagor  has  con- 
veyed separate  parcels  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  by  warranty  deed  to  successive 
grantees,  and  there  was  no  special  provi- 
sions in  any  of  their  deeds,  and  no  other 
dealings  betwen  themselves  or  with  the 
mortgagor  which  disturb  the  equities  other- 
wise existing,  a  priority  results,  depending 
upon  the  order  of  conveyance."  But  in  his 
next  paragraph  (1225)  the  proceeds  to  con- 
sider the  dealings  between  the  grantee  and 
the  mortgagor  which  "disturb"  those  equi- 
ties and  defeat  the  rule,  and  says:  The 
doctrine  stated  in  the  foregoing  paragraph 
is  one  of  purely  equitable  origin,  and  is  not 
an  absolute  rule  of  law;  and  if  the  peculiar 
equitable  reasons  upon  which  it  rests  are 
wanting,  it  ceases  to  operate.  .  .  .  The 
equities  among  successive  grantees*  as  de- 
termined by  the  general  doctrine  of  the 
preceding  paragraph,  will  therefore  be  dis- 
turbed in  the  following  instances:  (1) 
Whenever  a  grantee  of  any  parcel  either 
expressly  assumes  the  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage, or  his  deed  is  of  such  a  form  that  he 
takes  the  parcel  conveyed  to  himself  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage,  as  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration ;  til  en,  as  has  already  been  shown, 
the  parcel  thus  purchased  becomes,  in  the 
hands  of  himself  and  of  those  holding  un- 
der him,  primarily  chargeable  with  the 
mortgage  debt  as  against  the  mortgagor 
grantor,  and  consequently  as  against  all 
subsequent  grantees  or  other  parcels  from 
the  mortgagor.  By  such  an  express  or  im- 
plied assumption,  the  doctrine  of  liability, 
in  the  inverse  order  of  alienation,  and  all 
of  its  consequences,  are  defeated  with  re- 
spect to  the  mortgagor  and  the  subsequent 
grantees.  (2)  In  like  manner,  when  the 
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deeds  to  the  successive  grantees  are  not  war- 
ranty or  equivalent  thereto,  but  simply  pur- 
port to  convey  the  mortgagors  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  the  parcels,  the  intention  is 
clear  that  the  grantees  respectively  assume 
their  portions  of  the  burdens.  Their  sev- 
eral parcels  are  all  liable  ratably,  and  not 
in  the  inverse  order." 

The  record  brought  up  on  this  appeal 
shows  that  in  the  said  deed  of  March  5, 
1885,  from  Woodruff  to  Towell,  conveying 
the  second  tract,  there  is  a  clause  reading 
"subject,  however,  to  a  mortgage  of  $13,000 
to  the  chancellor  by  said  Woodruff,  on  or 
about  December  19,  1870,  which  said  Towell 
has  heretofore  assumed  and  agreed  to  pay, 
and  that  the  said  Woodruff  w^ill  warrant, 
secure,  and  forever  defend  the  said  land  and 
premises  unto  .the  said  Joseph  Towell  (ex- 
cept the  said  mortgage)  and  his  heirs  and 
assigns  forever;"  and  that  in  the  said  deed 
of  February  16,  1887,  from  the  executors 
of  Woodruff  to  Towell,  conveying  the  third 
tract,  there  is  a  clause  reciting  the  terms 
of  a  lease  given  by  Woodruff  to  Towell,  and 
reading  in  the  deed  as  follows:  "Free  from 
all  encumbrance  except  a  mortgage  of  $13,- 
000,  given  by  said  Woodruff  to  the  chan- 
cellor of  New  Jersey,  and  which  said  mort- 
gage said  Towell  has  already  assumed  and 
agreed  to  pay." 

But  quite  irrespective  of  the  form  of  these 
admissions  of  Towell,. in  these  deeds  to  him, 
of  his  assumption  of  the  mortgage,  his  obli- 
gation to  pay  the  $13,000  mortgage  debt  al- 
ready existed  and  could  not  thereby  be  en- 
larged; and  when  these  second  and^  third 
tracts  were  conveyed  to  him  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  the  rule  as  to  sale  in  the  inverse 
order  of  alienation  ceased,  as  we  have  seen 
by  the  authorities,  to  be  applicable.  The 
fact  that  Towell  himself  became  an  alienee 
of  the  second  and  third  tracts,  conveyed  to 
him  expressly  subject  to  the  mortgage  which 
he  had  covenanted  to  pay,  is  decisive  against 
him  upon  this  question.  The  holders  of  the 
subsequent  mortgages  from  Towell  ($5,000 
to  the  chancellor,  dated  August  29,  1896, 
and  $2,000  to  Zabriskie,  dated  January  31, 
1900)  'can  stand  certainly  in  no  better  posi- 
tion than  Towell;  when  they  took  their 
mortgages,  the  public  records  then  showed 
them  that  the  lands  included  in  their  mort- 
gages were  subject  to  the  $13,000  mortgage, 
and  they  thus  had  full  notice  that  those 
lands  must  bear  the  same  equitable  propor- 
tion of  the  mortgage  burden  upon  the  whole 
tract  which  Towell  was  bound  to  bear. 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Thompson  ▼. 
Bird,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  175,  40  Atl.  857,  is 
pointed  authority  in  this  state  in  support 
of  the  position  that  the  rule  as  to  sale  in 
the    inverse    order    of    alienation    is    inap- 
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plicable  to  cases  like  the  present.  It  was 
there  held,  as  to  the  mortgagor's  lands  re- 
maining in  him  after  his  conveyance  of  a 
part,  that,  "where  a  purchaser  of  a  part  of 
mortgaged  premises  assumes  the  payment 
of  all  or  a  portion  of  the  mortgage  on  the 
whole  of  such  premises,  the  land  so  pur- 
chased is  liable  for  the  mortgage  debt,  or 
such  portion  of  it  assumed  by  the  purchas- 
er, before  the  remaining  portion  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  held  by  the  mortgagor, 
or  by  subsequent  purchasers  from  the  mort- 
gagor, can  be  sold  in  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage   debt/' 

Justice  Reed,  sitting  as  vice  chancellor  in 
that  case,  thus  defines  (67  N.  J.  Eq.  at 
page  177)  the  true  rule  and  its  reason  in 
characteristically  clear  language,  as  fol- 
lows: "But  if  any  purchaser  of  a  part  of 
mortgaged  premises,  instead  pf  bargaining 
for  a  clear  title,  chooses  to  assume  the  pay- 
men  of  all  or  a  part  of  an  encumbrance 
upon  the  whole  of  such  premises,  such  pur- 
chaser cannot  equitably  ask  that  the  re- 
maining portion  shall  be  first  sold  to 
answer  the  mortgage  debt,  for  it  is  apparent 
that  after  such  person  gets  the  land  from  a 
mortgagor  at  a  less  price  on  account  of  the 
encumbrances,  the  payment  of  which  he  as- 
sumes, he  cannot  ask  that  the  land  of  the 
mortgagor  shall  be  sold  to  relieve  his  own 
land  of  the  debt  which  he  has  promised  to 
pay  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  for  his 
purchase."  The  decree  there  was  that  the 
mortgagor's  remaining  land  should  be  sold 
last.  The  cases  cited  (57  N.  J.  Eq.  on  page 
178)  in  the  opinion  fully  sustain  its  con- 
clusions. Among  them  are  the  very  early 
decisions  in  this  state  of  Engle  v.  Haines, 
5  N.  J.  Eq.  18G,  43  Am.  Dec.  624;  Wikoff 
V.  Davis,  4  N.  J.  Eq.  224,  and  others  which 
have  been  followed  to  the  present  time  as 
leading  authorities  upon  the  subject. 

Both  reason  and  authority  lead  us,  there- 
fore, to  hold  that,  the  defendant  Towell  hav- 
ing agreed  as  part  consideration  for  the 
purchase  of  the  first  tract,  to  relieve  Wood- 
ruff from  liability  to  pay  either  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  himself, 
W^oodrufTs  estate  is  entitled  to  compel  him 
to  perform  that  contract.  It  is  plain  that 
if  it  should  in  the  future  be  necessary  to 
sell  that  part  of  the  mortgaged  premises 
still  remaining  in  the  Woodruff  estate,  for 
the  purpose  of  satisfying  any  part  of  the 
mortgage  debt,  that  estate  would  be  entitled 
to  call  upon  Towell  to  make  good  the  loss 
which  would  have  fallen  upon  it  by  rea- 
son of  his  breach  of  his  contract  of  as- 
sumption. Towell  has  therefore  no  right  to 
have  any  part  of  the  Woodruff  lands  sold 
to  satisfy  the  $13,000  mortgage;  and  conse- 
quently all  the  property  which  he  holds  by 
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conveyance  from  Woodruff  or  from  Wood- 
ruff's estate,  which  is  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage, should  be  first  exhausted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  satisfying  the  mortgage  debt.  This 
course  would  avoid  circuity  of  action,  and 
this  the  court,  for  obvious  reasons,  regards 
as  a  duty  which  it  is  always  anxious  to  ac- 
complish. 

The  decree  below  should  be  reversed  to 
the  extent  required  to  conform  to  these 
views. 

White,  J.,  concurring: 

The  equitable  doctrine  of  "inverse  order 
of  alienation,"  as  applied  to  the  order  of 
sale  of  several  parcels  of  a  tract  of  land 
covered  by  a  foreclosing  encumbrance,  is, 
as  I  view  it,  dependent  upon  the  payment 
of  the  considerations  for  the  parcels  con- 
veyed, and  arises  because  it  would  be  in- 
equitable for  the  mortgagor  grantor,  who 
had  already  received  the  full  consideration 
for  the  parcel  conveyed,  to  call  upon  such 
parcel  to  contribute  towards  the  payment 
of  his  mortgaged  debt  until  his  remaining 
mortgaged  land  had  been  first  exhausted. 
Of  course,  there  may  be  other  reasons  than 
nonpayment  of  consideration  for  the  ex- 
press assumption  by  the  conveyed  parcel  of 
a  part  or  all  of  the  mortgage  debt;  but,  in 
the  absence  of  such  express  assumption,  the 
payment  or  nonpayment  of  the  considera- 
tion furnishes,  in  my  judgment,  the  real, 
underlying,  and  substantial  bases  for  the 
application,  or  nonapplication  of  this 
equity,  rather  than  the  presence  or  absence 
of  a  covei)ant  warranting  title.  Of  course, 
a  warranty  of  title  against  the  mortgage 
will  give  rise  to  the  application  of  the 
equity;  but  obviously  there  would  be  no 
warranty  of  title  if  a  part  of  the  considera- 
tion was  to  be  the  payment  by  the  conveyed 
parcels  of  the  mortgage  debt;  and,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  mere  absence  of  an  express 
warranty  of  title  against  the  mortgage  en- 
cumbrance, if  there  had  in  fact  been  a  pay- 
ment of  the  full  consideration  for  the  con- 
veyed parcel,  would  not  defeat  the  real  rea- 
son for  the  equity,  and  consequently,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  would  not  defeat  the  applica- 
tion of  the  equitable  doctrine  under  consid- 
eration. In  other  words,  if  the  grantee  of 
the  conveyed  parcel  expressly  assumes  the 
payment  of  the  mortgage  debt,  such  assump- 
tion obviously  enters  into  the  consideration 
for  the  conveying,  and  defeats  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule  or  equity  of  inverse  order 
of  alienation.  So,  if  it  appears  in  any 
other  way  that  the  consideration,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  was  not  paid  because  of  the  par- 
cel being  conveyed  subject  to  the  lien  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  the  rule  is  also  defeated 
to  the  extent  of  such  nonpayment  of  con- 
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sideration.  But,  if  it  appears  that  the  full 
consideration  for  the  conveyed  parcel  was 
actually  paid  to  the  mortgagor  grantor,  the 
grantee  is  entitled  to  call  upon  the  remain- 
ing mortgaged  land  owned  by  the  mortgagor 
grantor,  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt  before 
the  conveyed  parcel  shall  be  attacked,  and 
this  quite  irrespective  of  the  nonexistence 
of  any  express  covenant  of  warranty  of 
title.  This  is  my  understanding  of  the 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Pomeroy  (^H  1224 
and  1225)  and  by  Mr.  Justice  Reed  in 
Thompson  v.  Bird,  67  N.  J.  Eq.  176,  40 
Atl.  867. 

Assuming  that  the  language  of  these  con- 
'  veyances  sufficiently  establishes  the  payment 
of  the  full  consideration,  this  view  would 
lead,  it  seems  to  me,  to  an  affirmance  of 
the  vice  chancellor's  decision,  if  there  were 
no  express  assumption  of  the  mortgage  debt 
in  the  conveyances  of  tracts  second  and 
third  in  this  case,  because  I  cannot  see 
how  the  doctrine  of  "avoidance  of  circuity 
of  action"  could  have  the  efifect  against  the 
second  mortgagee  of  interposing  before  his 
lien  the  personal  obligation  of  To  well  upon 
the  collateral  bond  which  the  latter  gave 
when  he  purchased  tract  first.  As  was  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Garrison  in  Marsden  v. 
White,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  224-229,  65  Atl.  181, 
183,  quoting  from  Atlantic  Coast  Brewing 
Co.  V.  Clement,  69  N.  J.  L.  48,  35  Atl.  047 : 
"Avoidance  of  circuity  of  action  is  at  best 
a  doctrine  of  convenience, — a  secondary 
equity,  so  to  speak, — ^and  not  to  be  re- 
sorted to  in  the  face  of  either  legal  rule  or 
substantial  right."  .    « 

If,  therefore,  the  case  were  bare  of  other 
circumstance  than  the  fact  that  Towell 
is  the  same  person  who  assumed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt  as  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  first  tract  conveyed 
to  him,  and  gave  a  personal  collateral 
bond  conditioned  upon  his  paying  such  debt, 
I  should  think  the  payment  by  him  to  the 
mortgagor  grantor  of  the  full  consideration 
for  the  second  and  third  tracts  would  en- 
title his  second  mortgagee  to  require  the 
sale  of  the  mortgagor  grantor's  remaining 
land  before  said  tracts  were  called  upon. 

There  was,  however,  another  important 
circumstance  'connected  with  the  convey- 
ances of  these  two  tracts.  They  were  not 
only  convey^  subject  to  the  lien  of  the 
mortgage,  but  it  was  expressly  stated  in  the 
conveyances  that  this  was  done  purposely, 
because  the  grantee,  Towell,  had  already 
assumed  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
This  statement,  it  seems  to  me,  in  view  of 
tire  fact  that  the  mortgage  was  a  lien 
upon  the  tracts,  constituted  an  express  ex- 
tension of  tlie  previous  assumption  upon 
the  first  tract-  to  the  second  and  third 
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tracts.  It  was  in  effect  an  assertion  by  the 
mortgagor  grantor,  "I  will  not  remove  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  debt  from  these  two 
tracts,  as  my  acceptance  of  the  full  con- 
sideration would  otherwise  oblige  me  to 
do,  because  the  burden  is  upon  you  to  do 
so  as  a  result  of  our  previous  transactions," 
and  it  was  an  agreement  by  the  grantee  that 
the  mortgagor  grantor  should  not  be  called 
upon  to  so  remove  it;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
he  (the  grantee)  should  be  subject  to  the 
burden  of  either  doing  so,  or  holding  these 
two  tracts,  also,  in  addition  to  the  first 
tract,  subject  to  the  burden  of  the  whole 
mortgage  debt.  This  being  so,  of  course, 
the  second  mortgagee  took  with  full  notice, 
and  can  no  more  invoke  an  equity  ex- 
pressly bargained  away  than  his  mortgagor, 
who  bargained  it  away,  could  invoke  it. 

I  concur  in  the  reversal,  therefore,  but 
for  the  reasons  above  stated. 

Garrison,  J.,  concurring: 

My  vote  to  reverse  is  based  solely  upon 
the  equitable  rule  stated  by  Prof.  Pomeroy 
in  the  concluding  paragraph  of  §  1225  of 
his  work  on  Equity  Jurisprudence,  and 
quoted  at  length  by  Judge  Vredenburgh  in 
his  opinion. 

The  deeds  on  record  at  the  time  the 
second  mortgage  was  taken  gave  notice,  by 
their  terms,  of  the  equities  subsisting  be- 
tween the  mortgagor  and  his  grantee,  by 
which  the  direct,  and  not  the  inverse,  order 
of  alienation  obtained.  This  was  notice 
that  the  second  mortgagee  would  have  no 
right  to  marshal  securities  as  against  the 
land  not  included  in  his  mortgage.  The 
decree,  giving  such  right  to  the  second 
mortgagee,  who  was  also  the  holder  of  the 
first  mortgage,  was  therefore  erroneous. 
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CONCORDIA    FIRE    INSURANCE    COM- 
PANY, Appt. 

(234  Pa.  31,  82  Atl.   1090.) 

Insurance  —  change  of  possession  — 
receiver  In  bankruptcy. 

No  change  in  the  interest,  title,  or  pos- 

Note.  —  As  to  the  effect  of  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  proceedings,  or  assignment  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors,  on  fire  insurance, 
see  note  to  Gordon  v.  Mechanics'  &  T.  Ins. 
Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   827. 

See  also,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  receiver  for  insured  on  fire  insur- 
ance, note  to  Bronson  v.  New  York  F.  Ins, 
Co.  19  J..R.A.(N,S.)    643, 
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Bession  of  insured  property  is  elTected  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  provision  on  the  policy 
avoiding  it  in  case  of  such  change,  by  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  in  bankruptcy 
proceedings,  who,  without  dispossessing  the 
owner,  places  a  watchman  upon  the  prop- 
erty, effects  insurance  thereon,  and  adver- 
tises the  personal  property  for  sale. 

(January  2,   1912.) 

A  PPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
I\.  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  Number 
4,  for  Allegheny  County,  in  plaintiff's  favor 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount 
alleged  to  be  due  on  a  fire  insurance 
policy.    Affirmed. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion  of 
Carnahan,  J.,  in  the  trial  court  as  fol- 
lows : 

The  plaintiff,  Marcello,  was  the  owner  in 
1908  of  a  lot  of  ground  near  Bridgeville, 
Allegheny  county,  having  thereon  a  two- 
story  frame,  slate-roof  building,  occupied 
by  him  as  a  storeroom  and  dwelling,  and 
a  three-story  frame,  slate-roof  building, 
with  addition ;  also  occupied  as  a  storeroom 
and  dwelling. 

On  June,  2,  1908,  the  defendant  company, 
in  consideration  of  a  premium  paid,  issued 
to  him  its  policy  of  fire  insurance  for 
$1,600  on  the  three-story  building  "while 
occupied  as  a  private  dwelling  house  aiid 
storeroom,"  and  on  August  29,  1908,  the 
same  company,  in  consideration  of  a  pre- 
mium paid,  issued  to  him  its  policy  of  fire 
insurance  for  $1,000  on  the  two-story  build- 
ing "while  occupied  as  a  grocery  and  dwell- 
ing house."  Each  of  these  policies  was  for 
a  period  of  one  year  from  its  date;  and  in 
each  other  insurance  was  permitted. 

The  buildings  were  destroyed  by  fire  on 
December  25,  1908.  Proofs  of  loss  were 
duly  furnished,  payment  was  refused,  and 
an  action  of  assumpsit  was  brouglit  to  re- 
cover on  the  policies.  An  affidavit  of  de- 
fense was  filed,  and  a  rule  was  taken  for 
judgment  for  want  of  a  sufficient  defense, 
which  rule  was  duly  heard  and  discharged. 
The  parties  now  submit  a  case  stated. 

Each  of  the  polices  provided,  inter  alia 
that  it  should  be  null  and  void,  and  of  no 
effect,  "if,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  in- 
sured, foreclosure  proceedings  be  com- 
menced, or  notice  given  of  sale  of  any  prop- 
erty covered  by  this  insurance  by  virtue  of 
any  mortgage  or  trust  deed;  or  if  any 
change,  other  than  by  the  death  of  an 
insured,  take  place  in  the  interest,  title, 
or  possession  of  the  subject  of  insurance 
(except  change  of  occupants  without  in- 
crease of  hazard),  whether  by  legal  process 
or  judgment,  or  by  voluntary  act  of  the 
insured  or  otherwise,  or  if  this  policy  be 
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assigned  before  a  loss,  or  if  illuminating 
gas  or  vapor  be  generated  in  the  described 
building  (or  adjacent  thereto)  for  use 
thex^in."  No  waiver  or  modification  of 
any  of  the  above  provisions  and  conditions 
was  ever  made.* 

On  December  9,  1908,  an  involuntary  pe- 
tition in  bankruptcy  was  filed  by  creditors 
of  Marcello  against  him  in  the  United 
States  court  for  the  western  district  of 
Pennsylvania.  On  December '12,  1908,  Mar- 
cello, in  writing,  waived  service  of  a  sub- 
poena in  bankruptcy.  On  December  17, 
1908,  a  petition  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver  of  the  property  of  Marcello  was 
filed,  and,  as  respects  said  petition,  there 
was  a  second  written  waiver  by  Marcello 
of  the  service  of  a  subposna  or  notice  upon 
him.  On  December  17,  1908,  the  South  Side 
Trust  Company  was  appointed  "receiver  of 
all  the  assets  and  property,  of  every  kind 
and  .character,  belonging  to  said  bankrupt/' 
On  December  18,  1908,  the  receiver  gave 
bond,  which  was  duly  approved  and  filed 
on  the  same  day,  and  thereupon,  December 
18,  1908,  the  receiver  took  possession  of 
the  property  covered  by  these  two  policies 
of  insurance,  and  placed  a  watchman  upon 
it.  On  December  19,  1908,  the  receiver 
took  out  policies  of  fire  insurance  issued 
by  various  companies  to  the  amount  of 
$9,000  upon  the  same  property  covered  by 
these  two  policies.  Marcello,  Ixjfore  the 
filing  of  the  petition  in  bankruptcy,  had, 
in  addition  to  the  two  policies  in  suit,  taken 
out  other  policies  of  several  companies  on 
said  property;  his  entire  insurance  on  the 
same  being  $9,000.  On  December  21,  23, 
and  24,  1908,  the  receiver  advertised  the 
personal  property  of  Marcello  for  sale  on 
December  31,  1908.  On  December  25,  1908, 
the  buildings  and  their  contents  were  de- 
stroyed by  fire.  The  receiver's  watchman 
was  on  the  property  at  the  time  of  the 
fire,  and  Marcello  was  living  in  one  of 
the  dwellings,  not  having  been  dispossessed 
by  the  receiver.  Marcello's  policies,  in- 
cluding the  two  in  suit,  had  not  been  can- 
celed. On  December  29,  1908,  Marcello  was 
adjudged  a  bankrupt.  No  notice  of  the 
bankruptcy  proceedings,  nor  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  was  given  to  the  de- 
fendant company;  nor  did  it  ever  consent 
to  the  "changed  conditions,"  as  set  forth 
in  the  case  stated. 

The  sole  question  in  the  case  is  whether 
there  was  such  a  change  in  the  interest, 
title,  or  possession  of  the  subject  of  in- 
surance as  to  terminate  the  policies.  It 
does  not  appear  among  the  facts  submitted 
and  expressly  agreed  to  that  the  change 
was  "a  change  of  occupants  without  in- 
crease of  hazard,"  or  otherwise;  nor  does 
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it  appear  that  the  receiver  had  no  such 
title  as  to  enable  it  to  take  out  new  policies 
of  insurance;  nor  that  it  was  not  em- 
powered to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  personal 
property,  as  it  had  announced  its  inten- 
tion by  advertisement  to  do. 

The  bankruptcy  act  of  July  1,  1898,  chap. 
641,  30  Stat,  at  L.  644,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat. 
1901,  p.  3418,  authorizes  the  appointment 
''of  receivers,  or  the  marshals,  upon  appli- 
cation of  parties  in  interest,  in  case  the 
courts  shall  find  it  absolutely  necessary 
for  the  preservation  of  estates  to  take 
charge  of  the  property  of  bankrupts,  after 
the  filing  of  the  petition,  and  until  it  is 
dismissed,  or  the  trustee  is  qualified."  The 
title  to  the  property  of  the  alleged  bank- 
rupt remains  in  him  until  adjudication, 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  court,  to  be 
exercised  either  by  a  receiver,  or  the  mar- 
shal, if  otherwise  the  interests  of  the 
creditors  are  not  sufficiently  protected.  Re 
Laplume  Condensed  Milk  Co.  (D.  C.)  145 
Fed.  1013. 

The  duty  required  and  the  power  confer- 
red clearly  are  that  the  receiver,  or  the  mar- 
shal, should  take  possession  of  property 
that  would  otherwise  go  to  waste,  and  hold 
it  and  preserve  it,  so  that  it  might  come 
to  the  trustee,  when  selected,  without  need- 
less injury.  Boonville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Blakey, 
47  C.  C.  A.  43,  107  Fed.  891. 

As  a  general  rule,  no  order  of  sale  should 
be  made  until  after  adjudication,  unless  the 
property  is  of  such  a  nature  that  a  sale 
is  necessary  to  preserve  its  value.  Re  T,  L. 
Kelly  Dry-Goods  Co.  (D.  C.)  102  Fed.  747; 
Re  Gamer  (D.  C.)  163  Fed.  914;  Re  Harris 
(D.  C.)    165  Fed.  216. 

A  receiver  in  bankruptcy  is  a  mere  cus- 
todian, and  has  no  title  to  the  property 
of  the  bankrupt.  2  Foster,  Fed.  Pr.  4tli 
ed.  1815. 

"In  general,  the  receiver  in  a  bankrupt 
proceeding  is  a  caretaker  and  custodian  of 
the  property  of  the  bankrupt,  and  is  not  a 
trustee  for  the  creditors.  ...  In  an 
involuntary  proceeding,  the  duty  of  the  re- 
ceiver, who  conducts  the  business  of  the 
bankrupt,  is  to  maintain,  as  far  as  possible, 
the  continuity  of  his  affairs,  so  that,  if  no 
adjudication  is  made,  his  property  and 
business  may  be  returned  to  him  with  the 
least  possible  damage."  Aldcrson,  Re- 
ceivers, 361. 

From  the  above-recited  authorities,  it 
appears  that,  while  the  receiver  might  be 
justified  in  advertising  for  sale  and  selling 
the  personal  property,  and  doubtless  would 
be,  if  so  authorized  and  directed  by  order  of 
the  court,  it  would  have  no  authority  to 
sell  the  real  estate;  and  that,  as  respects 
title  to  the  real  estate,  it  was  in  the  bank- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


rupt  at  the  time  of  the  destruction  of  the 
buildings  by  fire,  and  until  adjudication. 
Whether  or  not  the  receiver  had  such  in- 
surable interest  in  the  buildings  as  to  en- 
able it  to  take  out  new  policies  of  in- 
surance on  them,  as  it  did,  is  not  a  ques- 
tion which  calls  for  decision  in  this  case. . 

Had  the  fire  occurred  after  the  adjudi- 
cation of  Marcel lo  as  a  bankrupt,  and  espe- 
cially after  the  appointment  of  a  trustee 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  qualification  of 
the  trustee,  and  that  taking  of  actual  pos- 
session by  the  trustee,  the  question  here 
presented  could  not  have  arisen.  But, 
under  the  circumstances,  it  cannot  be  said 
that  it  is  one  which  involves  mere  techni- 
cality. It  comes  naturally  from  the  con- 
tracts of  insurance  and  the  facts  agreed 
upon;  and  the  insurance  company  is  en- 
titled to  have  it  fully  considered  and  passed 
upon  by  the  courts. 

The  receiver  did  take  possession  of  the 
premises.  It  placed  a  watchman  upon 
them.  The  watchman  was  there,  in  person- 
al charge  of  the  property,  both  real  estate 
and  personalty,  at  the  time  of  the  fire.  The  . 
receiver  did  not  lease  them  to  a  tenant; 
it  did  not  dispossess  the  bankrupt,  who 
was  living  upon  them.  He  was  allowed  to 
remain;  and  he  was  there  at  the  time  of 
the  fire.  As  a  further  act  of  possession,  it 
reinsured  the  property  in  its  own  name  for 
creditors;  and,  as  a  further  act  of  posses- 
sion, it  advertised  the  personal  property  for 
sale.  Its  possession  was  complete  in  the 
sense  that  it  had  absolute  charge  of  the 
property,  and  actually  occupied  it,  without 
notice  to  or  knowledge  of  this  defendant. 

The  safety  of  the  insurer  is  dependent 
much  upon  the  character  of  the  assured, 
not  alone  upon  his  integrity  and  good  faith, 
but  upon  his  habits  of  carefulness,  of  pru- 
dence, and  vigilance.  It  is  obvious  that 
the  danger  of  fire  may  be  much  less  when 
the  assured  is  a  man  watchful  and  provi- 
dent than  where  he  is  heedless  and  negli- 
gent, as  well  as  dishonest.  The  provision, 
therefore,  which  requires  assignment  of  a 
policy  to  be  made  with  the  consent  of  the 
insurers,  and  to  be  approved  by  them,  is 
not  unmeaning.  Nor  is  its  purpose  to 
stipulate  for  a  new  contract  with  the  as- 
signee. It  is  designed  rather  to  afford  sub- 
stantial protection  to  the  underwriters,  by 
enabling  them  to  preserve,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  the  risk,  the  safeguards  which 
existed  at  its  origin,  those  found  in  the 
honesty  and  watchfulness  of  the  assured. 
It  was  for  this  reason  that  it  was  early 
laid  down  that  a  fire  policy  could  not  be 
assigned,  pending  the  risk,  so  as  to  give  the 
assignee  any  interest  in  it  whatsoever, 
either  legal  or  equitable.    Lord  Chancellor 
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King,  Lynch  v.  Dalzell,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  431. 
Such  a  policy  has  indeed,  in  some  of  the 
later  cases,  been  held  assignable  in  equity, 
with  the  subject  itself,  when  it  contained 
no  provision  to  the  contrary;  and  it  is  on 
that  account  that  the  prohibition  to  assign 
has  been  generally  introduced.  State  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Roberts,  31  Pa.  438. 

It  was  not  contemplated  by  the  parties 
to  the  contracts  that  mere  change  of  occu- 
pancy should  vitiate  them,  because  change 
*Mn  the  interest,  title,  or  possession"  is  ex- 
pected in  case  of.  "death  of  an  insured,"  and 
likewise  "change. of  occupants  without  in- 
crease of  hazard."  The  word  "possession," 
as  used  in  the  policies,  seems  to  have  a 
broader  significance  than  any  that  could 
be  gathered  from  the  words  "occupant," 
"ioccupancy,"  or  "occupation."  Such  is  the 
view  taken  by  the  superior  court  in  a  case 
involving  the  consideration  of  a  policy  of 
insurance  which  contained  this  provision: 
"This  entire  policy  .  .  .  shall  be  void 
.  .  .  if  any  change,  other  than  by  the 
deatti  of  the  insured,  takes  place  in  the 
interest,  title,  or  possession  of  the  subject 
of  insurance  (except  change  of  occupants 
without  increase  of  hazard),  whether  by 
legal  process  or  judgment,  pr  by  voluntary 
act  of  the  insured  or  otherwise."  The  court 
says,  inter  alia:  "We  are  not  aware  that 
the  precise  question  here  involved  has  been 
decided  in  this  state.  But  there  is  a  de- 
cision in  Rumsey  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  (C.  C.) 
17'Blatchf.  627,  1  Fed.  396,  by  the  United 
States  circuit  court  of  appeals  for  the 
northern  district  of  New  York,  opinion  by 
Judge  Wallace,  which  seems  to  decide  this 
question.  In  that  case,  the  policy  provided 
that  it  should  be  void  'if  the  propertf*  be 
sold  or  transferred,  or  any  change  take 
place  in  the  title  or  possession,  whether  by 
legal  process,  judicial  decree,  voluntary 
transfer,  or  conveyance.'  The  court  said 
in  that  case:  'The  fact  that  Zimmer 
moved  out  of  the  dwelling  house  and  let 
it  to  tenants  is  not  a  defense,  within  the 
conditions  that  avoid  the  policy  "if  any 
change  takes  place  in  title  or  possession." 
The  change  of  possession  contemplated  is 
something  more  than  a  change  of  occupa- 
tion; it  is  a  change  effected  "by  legal  proc- 
ess, judicial  decree,  voluntary  transfer,  or 
conveyance;"  one  which  refers  to  his  pos- 
sessory right,  and  not  to  the  occupancy  of 
the  insured.  The  possession  of  Zimmcr's 
tenants  was  his  .possession,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy.'  In  our  opinion,  the 
proper  legal,  as  well  as  reasonable,  construc- 
tion of  the  word  reasonable,  construction 
of  the   word  'possession,'  as   used   in   the 


'Where  the  terms  of  a  policy  are  susceptible, 
without  violence,  of  two  interpretations, 
that  construction  which  is  most  favorable 
to  the  insured,  in  order  to  indemnify  him 
against  loss  sustained,  should  be  adopted.' 
Humphreys  v.  National  Ben.  Asso.  139  Pa. 
264,  11  L.R.A.  564,  20  Atl.  1047.  In  the 
present  policy,  the  word  'occupation'  seems 
to  be  used  to  indicate  actual  possession  or 
occupancy,  and  the  word  'possession,'  as 
used  with  the  words  'interest'  and  'title* 
in  the  clause  in  question,  seems  to  mean 
legal  possession,  or  possessory  right,  and, 
in  accordance  with  the  doctrine  above 
quoted,  these  words  should  be  so  construed 
as  to  indemnify  the  insured  against  the 
loss  sustained.  .  .  .  We  do  not  find 
that  there  was  any  change  in  the  posses- 
sion, except  the  physical  occupancy  of  the 
premises,  which  is  not  forbidden  by  the 
term  of  the  policy  of  insurance."  McGinnis 
V.  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  38  Pa.  Super, 
a.  390. 

We  regard  the  above-quoted  authority  as 
decisive  of  the  question  now  submitted ;  and 
therefore,  the  receiver  having  no  possessory 
right,  but  being  merely  a  caretaker,  pend- 
ing adjudication  in  bankruptcy,  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment.  The  bank- 
ruptcy proceeding  was  involuntary  on  his 
part;  and  it  is  not  material  that  he  had 
knowledge  of  it,  or  that  he  waived  the 
service  of  notices  connected  with  its  prog- 
ress. 

The  decision  here  reached  can  hardly  be 
said  to  work  a  hardship  upon  the  defendant 
company.  It  is  not  deprived  of  any  right 
or  privileges  contemplated  at  the  time  the 
policies  were  issued.  It  is  not  claimed  that 
the  hazard  was  increased.  On  the  contrary, 
it  seems  to  have  been  lessened,  or  at  least 
the  tendency  was  to  lessen  it.  The  occu- 
pancy of  the  insured  was  not  disturbed,  and 
both  he  and  the  receiver's  watchman  were 
on  the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 
What  was  said  in  this  respect  in  Fuller  v. 
New  York  F.  Ins.  Co.  184  Mass.  12,  67 
N.  E.  879,  namely,  "The  rights  and  obli- 
gations of  the  receiver  tended  to  add  to,  and 
not  diminish,  the  care  and  oversight  of  the 
insured  property,  and  could  in  no  way  in- 
crease the  risk,  or  alter  it  to  the  detriment 
of  the  insurer,"  is  quite  applicable  here, 
although  in  that  case  the  assured  had  been 
adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  a  receiver,  yfho 
had  been  designated,  had  not  qualified;  nor 
had  he  taken  actual  possession.  Later  he 
did  qualify,  and  still  later  a  trustee  was 
appointed. 

In  further  support  of  the  views  here  en- 
tertained are  the  cases  of   Fuller  v.  New 


policy  in  the  present  case,  limits  it  to  legal  I  York  F.  Ins.  Co.  supra,  and  Fuller  v. 
possession,  or  possessory  right.  •  .  • '  JarowoHi  98  App,  Div,  fi3|  90  N»  Y.  Supp. 
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456.  As  against  them,  the  defendant  cites 
and  confidently  relies  npon  a  case  en- 
titled Re  Hamilton,  decided  by  the  United 
States  district  court  in  Arkansas,  and  re- 
ported in  102  Fed.  683.  The  policy  of 
insurance  there  considered  contained  pro- 
visions respecting  a  change  in  the  "in- 
terest, title,  or  possession"  of  the  subject 
of  insurance,  similar  to  the  provisions  of 
these  policies;  and  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court  are  certain  dicta  in  which  are  ex- 
pressed substantially  the  view  taken  by  de- 
fendant here;  namely,  that  possession  of 
the  receiver  before  adjudication  in  bank- 
ruptcy was  such  a  change  of  possession  as 
brought  about  a  cancelation  of  the  policy. 
But  the  policy,  which  was  a  renewal,  was 
assigned  by  the  assured  to  the  receiver,  with 
the  written  consent  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany; and  the  question  before  the  court 
was  whether  a  bank,  which  had  received 
the  original  policy  as  a  pledge  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  by  the  assured,  was  entitled 
to  claim  the  renewal  as  a  continuation  of 
the  pledge  under  the  terms  of  the  original 
agreement  with  the  assured.  The  point 
decided  was  that  '*the  assignment  of  the 
policy  to  the  receiver,  with  the  consent  of 
the  company,  operated  as  a  new  and  sub- 
stantive contract  by  which  the  rights  of 
the  bank,  as  pledgee,  were  terminated." 

We  do  not  regard  this  case  as  an  author- 
ity upon  the  question  presented  here;  but, 
if  we  are  mistaken  in  this  respect,  it  need 
only  be  said  that  the  decisions  of  our  own 
state  are  binding  upon  us. 

» 

Messrs.  William  A.  Jordan  and  W.  S. 
Maxey  for  appellant. 

Mr.  fi.  Y.  Breck,  for  appellee: 

The  title  to  the  property  remained  in 
the  bankrupt  until  its  destruction  by  fire, 
when  a  right  of  action  vested  in  the  bank- 
rupt. 

Fuller  V.  New  York  F.  Ins.  Co.  184  Mass. 
12,  67  N.  E.  879;  Fuller  v.  Jameson,  98 
App.  Div.  53,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  456;  Keeney 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  71  N.  Y.  39,  27  Am.  Rep. 
60;  Thompson  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  136 
U.  S.  287,  34  L.  ed.  408,  30  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1019;  Hill  ▼.  Cumberland  Valley  Mut. 
Protection  Co.  59  Pa.  474;  Commonwealth 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Berger,  42  Pa.  285,  82  Am.  Dec. 
504;  Collins  v.  London  Assur.  Corp.  165 
Pa.  298,  30  Atl.  924;  McGinnis  v.  St.  Paul 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  38  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  390. 

A  receiver  in  bankruptcy  is  a  mere  cus- 
todian, and  has  no  title  to  the  property 
of  the  bankrupt. 

2  Foster,  Fed.  Pr.  4th  ed.  1815;  Re  T.  L. 
Kelly  Dry-Goods  Co.  102  Fed.  747;  Boon- 
ville  Nat.  Bank  v,  Blakcy,  47  C.  C.  A.  43, 
107  Fed.  891;  Rq  J.  C.  Win^hip  Co.  50  C, 
Stf  UKAAKB.) 


C.  A.  45,  120  Fed.  93;  Re  Kolin,  67  C.  C.  A. 
481,  134  Fed.  557;  Re  Benedict,  140  Fed. 
55;  Alderson,  Receivers,  §  281,  p.  361;  Re 
Richards,  127  Fed.  772. 

Per  Curiam: 

The  facts  and  the  law  applicable  thereto 
in  each  of  these  cases  are  the  same.  The 
judgment  in  each  is  affirmed  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  Carnahan. 
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MARTHA  J.  GREEN 

V. 

NANCY  K.  GREEN,  Appt. 
(147  Ky.  608,  144  S.  W.  1073.) 

Insurance  —  benefit  —  eflfect  of  divorce. 

1.  A  woman  who  divorces  her  husband, 
who  has  named  her  as  beneficiarv  in  a  mu- 
tual  benefit  certificate,  forfeits  her  rights 
thereunder  where  the  statute  provides  that 

Payment  of  such  certificate  shall  be  only  to 
amilies,  heirs,  blood  relatives,  afHanced 
husband,  or  affianced  wife,  or  to  persons  de- 
pendent on  the  member. 

Same  —  affianced  wife  —  redesifrnation. 

2.  Designation  of  a  divorced  wife  who 
has  promised  to  remarry  a  holder  of  a 
mutual  benefit  certificate,  as  beneficiary,  is 
necessary  to  give  her  the  right  to  the 
proceeds  as  an  affianced  wife,  where  the 
designation  in  her  favor  as  wife  was  an- 
nulled by  the  divorce. 

(March  16,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Grayson  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 

Note,  —  Effect  of  divorce  on  rights  of 
beneficiary  under  insurance  polity  or 
benefit  certificate. 

The  earlier  cases  upon  this  question  are 
collated  in  the  note  to  Wallace  v.  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  478,  the 
present  note  merely  being  supplementary 
thereto. 

As  is  indicated  in  the  earlier  note,  the 
general  rule  is  that  a  wife's  interest  as  bene- 
nciary  in  an  ordinary  life  insurance  policy 
is  not  affected  by  a  divorce.  This  rule  was 
adhered  to  in  Begley  v.  Miller,  137  111.  App. 
278,  wherein  it  was  said  that  "the  decree 
of  divorce  in  no  way  affected  the  rights  of 
the  divorced  wife  in  the  policy  as  the  bene- 
ficiary named  in  it,  or  her  authority  to  de- 
mand and  receive  the  ammmt  payable  in 
virtue  of  its  terms."  And  Blum  v.  New 
York  L.  Tna.  Co.  197  Mo.  513,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  923,  95  S.  W.  317,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1021, 
is  to  the  same  effect. 

In  some  iurisdictions,  however,  it  has 
been  provided  by  etfttut^  t^at  insurance  pol- 
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to  recover  the  amount  of  a  mutual  benefit 
certificate.    Affirmed. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  C.  Graham,  Charles  T.  Hlg- 
doiiy  and  O'Doherty  &  Yontz  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Gharles  P.  Johnson  and  J.  M. 
Campbell  for  appellee. 

Clay,  Cy  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Joseph  T.  Green  was  a  member  in  good 
standing  of  the  Modern  Woodmen  of  Ameri- 
ca, a  fraternal  insurance  society.  On 
August  8,  1908^  .the  society  issued  to  him  a 
benefit  certificate  for  $1,000,  wherein  appel- 
lant, Nancy  K.  Green,  then  his  wife,  was 
named  as   beneficiary.    In  January,   1910, 

icies  for  the  benefit  of  the  insured's  wife 
shall  inure  to  her  separate  benefit,  provid- 
ed that  in  case  of  her  death  or  divorcement 
the  insured  shall  have  the  right  to  desig- 
nate another  beneficiary.  Under  a  statute 
such  as  this  it  was  held  in  Haven  v.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  149  Mo.  App.  291,  130  S.  W.  73, 
that  the  wife  could  not  prevent  the  insured's 
changing  tlie  beneficiary  after  a  divorce, 
even  though  obtained  by  her  for  his  fault. 
But  the  enactment  of  such  a  statute  does 
not  impair  vested  rights  of  a  married 
woman  in  a  paid-up  insurance  policy  in  her 
favor  on  her  husband's  life.  Blum  v.  New 
York  L.  Ins.  Co.  supra. 

As  regards  mutual  benefit  certificates,  the 
p:eneral  rule  is  that  where  the  statutes  or 
the  laws  of  the  organization  require  the 
beneficiary  to  be,  at  the  time  of  maturity 
of  the  certificate,  either  the  wife  or  a  mem- 
ber of  the  assured's  family  or  dependent 
upon  him,  a  divorce  terminates  the  wife's 
rights.  See  cases  in  earlier  note  and  Green 
v.  Knights  k  Ladies  of  Security,  —  Ky.  — , 
144  S.  W.  1076,  which  follows  Green  v. 
Green;  and  Dahlin  v.  Knights  of  Modern 
Maccalwes,  161  Mich.  644,  115  N.  W.  975, 
holding  a  divorced  wife  not  to  be  a  "widow." 

But  where  the  restriction  to  a  class  is 
construed  to  moan  that  a  proper  relation- 
ship must  exist  at  the  time  of  selection,  di- 
vorce does  not  terminate  the  wife's  rights, 
especially  where  the  assured  has  a  right  to 
but  does  not  change  the  beneficiary. 
Schmidt  v.  Haner,  139  Iowa,  531,  111  N.  W. 
066.  See  also  Snyder  v.  Supreme  Ruler,  F. 
M.  C.  122  Tenn.  248,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — , 
122  S.  W.  981. 

And  where  there  is  nothing  in  the  con- 
tract of  insurance,  by-laws,  or  res^ulations 
which  requires  the  beneficiary  to  belong  to 
a  special  class  or  disqualifies  a  wife  as  a 
beneficiary  in  the  event  of  her  divorcement, 
she  is  not  thereby  rendered  ineligible  to  re- 
ceive the  death  benefit.  Thus  in  Farra  v. 
Braman.  171  Ind.  529,  86  N.  E.  843  (but 
see  decision  in  appellate  court,  as  reported 
in  82  N.  E.  926,  on  rehearing  84  N.  E.  155), 
where  the  rules  of  the  society  did  not  re- 
quire that  the  beneficiary  be  confined  to  the 
relatives  or  family  of  the  asaured,  it  was 
3V  L.R.A,(K,S.) 


appellant,  Nancy  K.  Green,  obtained  a 
divorce  from  Joseph  T.  Green.  On  August 
30,  1910,  Joseph  T.  Green  died.  The  Mod- 
ern Woodmen  of  America  is  a  corporation 
organized  and  existing  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Illinois,  with  power  to  con- 
duct a  fraternal  life  insurance  business. 
It  is  under  the  supervision  of  a  grand  or 
supreme  body,  and  procures  members 
through  the  lodge  system  exclusively.  It. 
pays  no  commissions  and  employs  no 
agents,  except  in  the  organization  of  the 
local  or  subordinate  lodges  or  council. 

The  laws  of  Illinois,  under  which  the  so- 
ciety was  incorporated,  provide  as  follows: 

"Payment  of  death  benefits  shall  only 
be  paid  to  the  families,  heirs,  blood  rela- 
tions,  aflSanced   husband  or  affianced   wife 


held  that  a  decree  of  divorce  in  his  favor 
did  not  of  itself  deprive  the  wife  of  her 
rights  as  his  beneficiary.  In  arriving  at 
this  conclusion  the  court  said:  **It  may  be 
conceded  that  by  the  divorce  in  question  the 
relation  of  husband  and  wife  was  termi- 
nated, and  the  wife  was  no  longer  a  relative 
or  dependent  of  her  former  husband,  and 
in  the  event  of  his  death  could  not  in  any 
sense  be  regarded  as  his  heir;  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  from  the  mere  fact  of  the 
divorce  alone  she  was  thereby  disqualified 
as  a  beneficiary  and  deprived  of  the  bene- 
fits provided  for  hj  the  insurance  certificate. 
Of  course,  the  relief  department  [assurance 
society]  might  have  provided,  either  in  the 
contract  of  insurance  or  in  its  by-laws, 
rules,  and  regulations,  that  in  the  event  the 
wife  of  the  insured,  whom  he  had  desig- 
nated as  his  beneficiary,  should  be  divorced 
from  him,  such  divorce  should  terminate  her 
rights  as  a  beneficiary  and  deprive  her  of 
the  death  benefits.  This,  however,  was  not 
done,  for  we  discover  no  provision  to  that 
efi'ect,  either  in  the  application,  certificate, 
by-laws,  or  regulations  of  the  department. 
Under  the  circumstances,  there  is  nothing 
which  will  require  a  court  to  read  such  a 
condition  or  provision  into  the  contract  of 
insurance  here  involved.  In  view  of  the 
by-laws,  rules,  and  regulations,  it  certainly 
is  not  tenable  to  argue  that  no  one  but  rela- 
tives of  the  assured,  members  of  his  family, 
or  dependents  can  be  lawfully  designated  by 
him  as  .  .  .  it  may  be  asserted  that 
neither  the  rules  of  the  relief  department 
nor  the  provisions  of  the  insurance  con- 
tract in  question  limit  or  confine  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  beneficiary  by  an  applicant 
to  members  of  his  family  or  his  relatives, 
or  to  others  who  are  dependent  upon  him 
for  support." 

For  a  treatment  of  the  general  question 
as  to  who  takes  under  designation  of  "hus- 
band," "wife,"  or  "widow,"  see  the  note  to 
Meeker  v.  Draffen,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)   825. 

As  to  the  eflfect  in  general  of  statute  per- 
mitting change  of  beneficiary  as  aflfecting 
rights  of  beneficiary  under  policy  previous- 
ly issued,  see  note'  to  Blum  v.  New  York 
L.  Ina.  Co,  8  L,R,A,  (N.S.)  923.      G.  J,  0,     . 
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of  or  to  persons  dependent  upon  the  mem- 
ber." Hurd's  Rev.  Stat.  1909,  chap.  73, 
§  258. 

The  by-laws  of  the  society  contain  the 
following  provisions: 

"Sec  45.  Benefit  certificates  shall  be  made 
payable  only  to  the  wife,  surviving  chil- 
dren, or  some  other  person  or  persons  spe- 
cifically named  in  said  benefit  certificate 
as  beneficiary,  who  are  related  to  the  mem- 
ber as  heir,  blood  relative,  or  person  de- 
pendent upon  him  or  member  of  bis  family 
whom  the  applicant  shall  designate  in  his 
application.  No  payment  shall  be  made 
upon  any  benefit  certificate  to  any  person 
who  does  not  bear  such  relationship  as 
wife,  surviving  child,  heir,  blood  relative, 
or  person  dependent  upon  or  member  of 
the  family  of  the  member  at  the  time  of 
his  death. 

Sec.  46.  If  the  death  of  a  beneficiary  of 
any  member  heretofore  or  hereafter  adopted 
shall  occur  prior  to  the  death  of  such  mem- 
ber, or  in  the  event  of  the  disqualification 
of  the  beneficiary  under  the  provisions  of 
§  45  hereof,  and  if  such  member  has  fail- 
ed to  have  another  beneficiary  named  as 
provided  in  §  47  hereof,  then  the  amount 
to  be  paid  under  the  benefit  certificate  shall 
be  payable  to  the  surviving  beneficiaries,  if 
any  there  be,  or  if  no  beneficiaries  survive 
him,  then  to  the  widow;  if  no  widow,  to 
his  children,  including  his  legally  adopted 
children,  and  in  case  there  are  deceased 
children  or  child,  the  children  or  child  of 
such  shall  take  the  share  of  such  deceased 
parent;  if  no  children  or  child  of  the  de- 
ceased children  or  child,  to  the  mother; 
if  no  mother,  to  the  father;  if  no  father, 
to  the  brothers  and  sisters,  share  and  share 
alike,  and  in  case  there  are  deceased 
brothers  or  sisters,  then  to  the  children  or 
child  of  such,  who  shall  take  the  share  of 
such  deceased  parent;  if  no  brothers  or 
sisters  or  children  or  child  of  any  deceased 
brother  or  sister,  then  to  the  next  of  kin, 
who  would  be  the  distributees  of  the  per- 
sonal estate  of  the  member  upon  his  death 
intestate  according  to  the  laws  of  the  state 
wherein  said  member  resided  at  the  time 
of  his  death." 

"Sec.  49.  The  contract  for  beneficial  mem- 
bership between  the  society  and  its  bene- 
ficial members  shall  include  the  appli- 
cation for  beneficial  membership,  the  medi- 
cal examination  furnished  by  the  appli- 
cant, the  benefit  certificate  issued  there- 
upon, and  the  by-laws  of  the  society  as 
they  exist  at  the  time  of  the  issuance  of 
the  certificate,  or  as  they  may  be  there- 
after amended,  modified,  or  changed;  all 
with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  written 
into  the  face  of  the  benefit  certificate.  This 
39  I.,R.A.(N.S.) 


provision  shall  be  construed  not  only  to 
govern  the  rights  and  conduct  of  the  mem- 
ber, but  also  to  determine  the  financial 
liability  of  the  member  to  the  society,  and 
of  the  society  to  the  member  and  hia  bene- 
ficiary or  beneficiaries." 

This  action  was  instituted  by  Martha  J. 
Qreen,  the  mother  of  the'  decedent  member, 
against  the  Modern  Woodmen  of  America 
and  Nancy  K.  Green,  for  the  purpose  of 
recovering  the  proceeds  of  the  benefit  cer- 
tificate.  In  addition  to  setting  forth  the 
above  facts,  the  petition  charged  that  Nancy 
K.  Green  and  James  T.  Green  were  di- 
vorced, and  that  they  entered  into  a  written 
contract  by  which  James  T.  Green  trans- 
ferred to  Nancy  K.  Green  certain  property, 
money,  etc.,  which  she  agreed  to  and  did 
accept  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  claims 
she  then  had  or  might  have  to  any  part  of 
iiis  property.  The  petition  further  alleged 
that  the  decedent  had  no  children,  or  child 
or  descendant  of  any  child,  at  the  time  of 
his  death;  that  his  father  was  dead  at  the 
time;  that  he  had  not  adopted  any  child; 
and  that  appellee,  as  his  mother,  was  en- 
titled to  the  proceeds  of  the  benefit  certifi- 
cate. The  Modern  Woodmen  of  America 
paid  the  proceeds  of  the  certificate  into 
court  to  abide  the  result  of  the  suit.  Ap- 
pellant, Nancy  K.  Green,  filed  an  answer 
in  two  paragraphs.  In  the  first  paragraph 
she  denied  that  appellee,  Martha  J.  Green, 
was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of  the  certifi- 
cate, and  in  the  second  paragraph  she  al- 
leged, in  substance,  that  luider  the  terms  of 
the  decedent's  contract  with  the  Modern 
Woodmen  of  America  he  had  the  right  ex- 
pressly reserved  to  him  to  change  the  bene- 
ficiary in  the  certificate,  and  to  name  an- 
other and  difi'erent  beneficiary,  but  that  he 
declined  and  refused  to  do  so,  and  elected 
to  keep  the  certificate  in  force  for  appel- 
lant's benefit.  She  further  alleged  that, 
while  she  had  instituted  an  action  for  and 
obtained  a  divorce  from  James  T.  Green, 
she  had  done  so  only  after  he  had  perse- 
vered in  a  course  of  misconduct  towards 
her,  and  after  he  had  failed  to  discharge 
any  of  the  duties  incumbent  upon  him  as 
aiiusband,  and  he  well  understood  that  the 
proceedings  were  only  had  as  the  last  re- 
sort; that  she  did  not  in  fact  desire  any 
separation;  that  after  the  divorce  was 
granted  he  changed  his  course  of  conduct 
and  living,  knd  there  came  into  existence 
between  them  a  tacit  agreement  to  the 
effect  that,  as  soon  as  he  showed  that  he 
intended  in  good  faith  to  reform  his  course 
of  living,  they  would  be  reunited  in  the 
bonds  of  matrimony;  and  that  such  an 
agreement  was  in  force  at  and  for  a  long 
time  prior  to  bia  death.    Appellant  alio 
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filed  a  demurrer  to  the  petitioui  and  moved 
to  strike  out  the  allegations  in  reference 
to  the  settlement  between  her  and  her  hus- 
band. Thereafter  appellant  amended  her 
answer  and  counterclaim,  and  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  at  and  a  long  time  prior  to 
the  death  of  James  T.  Green,  she  was  the 
affianced  wife  of  James  T.  Green,  and 
that  he  had  expressly  desired  that  the 
proceeds  of  said  policy  should  come  to  her, 
and  he  meant  and  intended  said  policy 
should  be  for  her  benefit,  and  frequently 
so  declared  in  the  presence  of  divers  per- 
sons, and  designated  and  intended  the  same 
to  be  a  legacy  to  her,  and  with  this  pur- 
pose and  view  elected  not  to  change  the 
beneficiary  named  in  the  policy,  and  allowed 
'same  to  remain  payable  to  appellant,  and 
that  the  agreement  was  well  understood 
between  them  at  and  when  the  divorce  was 
granted,  and  was  continued  thereafter  up 
to  and  until  his  death.  Appellant's  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  and  motion  to  strike 
were  overruled.  Appellee's  demurrers  to 
the  second  paragraph  of  appellant's  original 
answer  and  to  the  second  paragraph  of  her 
amended  answer  were  sustained,  and,  ap- 
pellant having  declined  to  plead  further, 
judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  appellee, 
Martha  J.  Green.  From  that  judgment  this 
appeal  is  prosecuted. 

For  appellant,  it  is  insisted  that,  as  the 
law  of  the  state  of  Illinois  provides  that 
death  benefit  may  be  made  to  the  affianced 
wife  of  a  member,  the  allegations  of  the 
second  paragraph  of  her  amended  answer 
are  sufficient  to  show  her  right  of  recovery. 
In  the  case  of  mutual  benefit  societies  it 
is  the  rule  that,  when  the  classes  of  per- 
sons to  whom  benefits  may  be  paid  are 
prescribed  by  statute  or  by  the  society's 
charter  of  incorporation,  neither  the  society 
nor  the  member,  nor  both  combined,  can  di- 
vert tlie  funds.  29  Cyc.  108;  Kentucky 
Masonic  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Miller,  13 
Bush.  489.  In  the  case  of  old  line  insur- 
ance companies,  a  number  of  courts  hold 
that,  unless  the  contract  provides  to  the 
contrary,  the  designation  of  a  beneficiary, 
valid  in  its  inception,  remains  so,  although 
the  insurable  interest  or  relationship  of 
the  beneffcinry  has  ceased;  consequently  it 
is  held  that  the  wife's,  interest  in  an  ordin- 
ary policy  of  insurance  payable  to  her  is 
not  affected  by  a  divorce.  Phoenix  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Dunham,  46  Conn.  79,  33  Am. 
Rep.  14;  McKee  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  28  Mo. 
383,  75  Am.  Dec.  129;  Overhiser  v.  Over- 
hiser,  63  Ohio  St.  77,  60  L.R.A.  652,  81  Am. 
St.  Rep.  612,  57  N.  E.  965;  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Schaefer,  94  U.  S.  457, 
24  L.  ed.  251.  In  the  last-mentioned  case 
the  parties  were  divorced  and  each  re- 
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married.  Upon  the  death  of  the  husband, 
the  court  carried  the  doctrine  to  th^  extent 
of  holding  that  the  divorced  wife,  who  was 
named  as  beneficiary  in  the  policy,  was  en- 
titled to  the  proceeds  of  the  policy  in  pref- 
erence to  the  lawful  widow,  because  she 
had  an  insurable  interest  when  the  policy 
was  taken  out.  Other  courts,  failing  to 
notice  the  distinction  between  ordinary  in- 
surance companies  and  fraternal  societies, 
have  applied  the  same  rule  in  the  case  of 
the  mutual  benefit  insurance,  and  have 
based  their  opinions  upon  the  authority 
of  the  rule  laid  down  in  cases  where  only 
ordinary  insurance  policies  were  involved. 
Courtois  V.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  135 
Cal.  657,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  67  Pac.  970, 
Wist  V.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  O.  U.  W.  22  Or. 
271,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  29  Pac.  610; 
Masonic  Mut.  Ben.  Soc.  v.  Burkhart,  110 
Ind.  189,  10  N.  E.  79,  11  N.  E.  449;  White 
V.  Brotherhood  of  American  Yeoman,  124 
Iowa,  293,  66  L.R.A.  164,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
323,  99  N.  W.  1071,  2  Ann.  Cas.  360. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  number  of  the  courts 
make  a  distinction  between  policies  in  an 
ordinary  insurance  company  and  certifi- 
cates in  a  mutual  benefit  society,  and  hold 
in  the  case  of  the  latter  that,  if  the  in- 
sured designates  as  beneficiary  a  member 
of  his  family,  the  subsequent  separation  of 
the  family  relationship,  before  the  insured's 
death,  defeats  the  beneficiary's  right  to  the 
fund,  and  that,  where  the  wife  is  named  as 
a  beneficiary,  her  right  to  the  benefit  is  de- 
feated by  an  absolute  divorce.  Knights  of 
Columbus  V.  Rowe,  70  Conn.  545,  40  Atl. 
451;  Larkin  v.  Knights  of  Columbus,  188 
Mass.  22,  73  N.  E.  850;  1  Bacon,  Ben.  Soc. 
3d  ed.  §  243;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Modem  Wood- 
men, 103  III.  App.  468;  Tyler  v.  Odd  Fel- 
lows'  Mut.  Relief  Asso.  145  Mass.  134,  13 
N.  E.  360;  Williams's  Appeal,  92  Pa.  69; 
Schonfield  v.  Turner,  75  Tex.  324,  7  L.R.A. 
189,  12  S.  W.  626;  Norwegian  Old  People's 
Home  Soc.  v.  Wilson,  176  111.  94,  62  N.  E. 
41.  And  it  is  also  held  that  if  a  member 
names  his  fiancee  as  beneficiary,  the  break- 
ing off  of  the  engagement  defeats  the  in- 
terest of  the  beneficiary.  Grand  Lodge, 
A.  0.  U.  W.  V.  Child,  70  Mich.  163,  38 
N.  W.  1. 

Without  approving  of  the  rule  applied 
by  some  courts  in  the  case  of  ordinary  life 
insurance  companies,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that  there  is  every  reason  why  a  different 
rule  should  prevail  in  the  case  of  mutual 
benefit  societies.  The  latter  are  organized 
for  the  benefit  of  the  members,  their  fami- 
lies, and  those  dependent  upon  them.  To 
permit  the  benefits  to  be  paid  to  those  who 
at  one  time  sustained  such  relation,  but 
did  not  sustain  that  relation  at  the  time 
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of  the  member's  deatli,  would  be  to  frus- 
trate the  purpose  of  the  society.  In  other 
words,  to  entitle  one  to  receive  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  certificate  in  a  fraternal  society, 
he  must,  unless  the  contract  or  charter  and 
by-laws  provide  otherwise,  bear  the  re- 
quired relation  at  the  time  of  the  member's 
death.  That  being  true,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  divorce  operated  to  revoke  the 
designation  of  appellant  as  the  beneficiary 
in  the  certificate  in  question,  and  to  substi- 
tute decedent's  mother  in  her  place. 

If  the  insured  thereafter  desired  that 
appellant,  as  his  affianced  wife,  should  be- 
come the  beneficiary  of  the  certificate,  it 
was  necessary  for  him  to  do  some  affirma- 
tive actj  by  which  she,  as  his  affianced  wife, 
was  designated  as  the  beneficiary.  Her  ap- 
pointment as  beneficiary  having  been  re- 
voked by  the  divorce,  a  subsequent  agree- 
ment between  her  and  her  divorced  hus- 
band to  marry  again  did  not  have  the 
effect  of  reinstating  the  appointment.  In 
such  a  case  there  must  be  not  only  a 
promise  to  marry,  but  a  new  designation  of 
the  affianced  wife  as  the  beneficiary  of  the 
policy.  As  the  allegations  of  appellant's 
answer  and  amended  answer  do  not  bring 
her  case  within  the  rule  above  announced, 
it  follows  that  the  demurrers  thereto  were 
properly  sustained. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


N£W   HAMPSHIRE   SUPREME 
COURT. 

JOHN  J.  McGREENERY  et  al. 

V.  * 

WILLIAM    H.    MURPHY 
and 
CHARLES  H.  TENNEY,  Trustee. 

(76  N.  H.  338,  82  Atl.  720.) 

Bulk  sale  —  following  profits  —  right. 

Creditors  of  one  who  sells  a  stock  of 
merchandise  in  bulk  for  an  adequate  con- 
sideration, without  complying  with  the  pro- 

Note.  —  Remedy  of  creditors  where  sale 
is  made  in  violation  of  hulk  sales 
Unv, 

This  note,  as  indicated  by  the  title,  is 
confined  to  cases  expressly  considering  or 
necessarily  involving  and  passing  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  form  of  remedy  available 
to  the  creditors  of  one  who  has  sold  goods 
in  violation  of  the  bulk  sales  law. 

For  a  brief  history  of  bulk  sales  legisla- 
tion, and  a  full  consideration  of  the  earlier 
authorities  as  to  the  validity  and  construc- 
tion, in  general,  of  bulk  sales  statutes,  in- 
cluding a  few  earlier  cases  on  procedure, 
see  note  to  Everett  Produce  Co.  v.  Smith,  2 
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visions  of  the  bulk  sales  law,  cannot  hold 
the  vendee  liable  for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, as  trustee,  although  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  such  sale  shall  be  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors. 

(March   5,   1912.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  the  defendant  trustee 
to  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court 
for  Merrimack  County  charging  him  for 
the  value  of  a  stock  of  goods  sold  by  the 
principal  defendant  to  him,  for  which  he 
paid  an  adequate  consideration.     Sustained. 

Defendant  Murphy  kept  a  pool  room  in 
Concord  in  which  he  had  a  stock  of  goods. 
The  defendant  trustee  purchased  them  in 
bulk,  paying  therefor  $136.12.  He  after- 
wards disposed  of  them  in  the  regular 
course  of  trade.  At  the  time  of  the  sale 
defendants  did  not  know  of  the  bulk  sales 
law  and  did  not  comply  with  its  provisions. 
The  trustee  was  held  chargeable  by  the 
court  for  $136.12,  and  he  excepted. 

Messrs.  Martin  &  Howe  and  Joseph  A. 
Donigaii,  for  defendant  trustee : 

The  trustee   should  be   discharged. 

Smith  ▼.  Foster,  41  N.  H.  215;  Wilson 
V.  Harris,  21  Mont.  374,  54  Pac.  46;  Mis- 
souri Nat.  Bank  v.  Staley,  9  Mo.  App.  146; 
Harvey  v.  Mix,  24  Conn.  406;  Chatroop  v. 
Borgard,  40  111.  App.  279;  Stevens  v.  Kirk, 
37  Vt.  204,  207;  Baxter  v.  Currier,  13  Vt. 
616;  Hutchins  v.  Hawley,  9  Vt.  295;  Bar- 
ker V.  Esty,  19  Vt.  132. 

The  statute  relating  to  sales  of  merchan- 
dise in  bulk  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

Sol  Block  &  Griflf  v.  Schwartz,  27-  Utah, 
388,  65  L.R.A.  308,  101  Am.  St.  Rep.  971, 
76  Pac.  22,  1  Ann.  Cas.  650;  Wright  ▼. 
Hart,  182  N.  Y.  330,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  338, 
75  N.  E.  404,  3  Ann.  Cas.  263;  McKinster 
V.  Sager,  163  Ind.  671,  68  L.R.A.  273,  106 
Am.  St.  Rep.  268,  72  N.  E.  854;  Miller  v. 
Crawford,  70  Ohio  St.  207,  71  N.  E.  631, 
1  Ann.  Cas.  558;  Charles  J.  Off  k  Ca  ▼. 
Morehead,  235  111.  40,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  167, 
126  Am.  St.  Rep.  184,  85  N.  E.  264,  14 
Ann.  Cas.  434;  Neas  v.  Borches,  109  Tenn. 
406,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  851,  71  S.  W.  50. 

L.R.A.  (N.S.)  331;  and  for  later  cases  as 
to  the  constitutionality  of  this  legislation, 
see  note  to  Young  v.  Lemieux,  20  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  160. 

As  to  what  kind  or  classes  of  property  are 
within  the  operation  of  bulk  sales  statutes, 
see  note  to  Cooney  E.  &  Co.  v.  Sweat,  25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  758;  and  as  to  what  are  "fix- 
tures" within  the  meaning  of  bulk  sales 
laws,  see  note  to  Bowen  v.  Quigley,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    218. 

As  to  tlie  applicability  of  statutes  relating 
to  sales  of  stocks  of  goods  in  bulk  to  a 
transfer  in  payment  of  a  creditor,  see  note 
to  Compton  v.  Dietlein,  12  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
174;  and  as  to  whetlier  a  chattel  mortgage 


1912. 


McGREENERY  v.  MURPHY. 


376 


Messrs.  Starr  &  Flynn  and  Remick  & 
HoUis,  for  plaintiff: 

Trustee  process  is  the  proper  procedure. 

Gutterson  v.  Morse,  58  N.  H.  529;  Green 
V.  Doughty,  6  N.  H.  572;  Proctor  v.  Lane, 
62  N.  H.  457;  Burlingame  v.  Bell,  16  Mass. 
318;  Hastings  v.  Baldwin,  17  Mass.  552; 
Hawes  v.  Mooney,  39  Conn.  37;  Jaseph  v. 
People's  Sav.  Bank,  132  Ind.  39,  31  N.  E. 
524;  2  Wade,  Attachm.  §  327;  Wapples, 
Attachm.  &  Garnishment,  §§  425,  426;  20 
Cyc.  663,  993;  Jaques  &  T.  Co.  v.  Carstar- 
phen  Warehouse  Co.  131  Ga.  1,  62  S.  E.  82 ; 
Kohn  V.  Fishbach,  36  Wash.  69,  104  Am. 
St.  Rep.  941,  78  Pac.  199. 

The  statute  is  constitutional. 

State  V.  White,  64  N.  H.  50,  5  Atl.  828; 
Morey  v.  Brown,  42  N.  H.  373;    State  v. 


Campbell,  64  N.  H.  402,  10  Am.  St.  Rep. 
419,  13  Atl.  585;  State  v.  Marshall,  64  N. 
H.  549,  1  L.R.A.  51,  15  Atl.  210;  State 
V.  Forcier,  65  N.  H.  42,  17  Atl.  577;  State 
V.  Pennoyer,  65  N.  H.  113,  6  L.R.A.  709,  18 
Atl.  878;  State  v.  Griffin,  69  N.  H.  1,  41 
L.R.A.  177,  76  Am.  St,  Rep.  139,  39  Ati. 
260;  State  v.  Ball,  70  N.  H.  40,  46  Atl.  50; 
Horan  v.  Byrnes,  72  N.  H.  93,  62  L.R.A.  602, 
101  Am.  St.  Rep.  670,  64  Atl.  945;  State 
V.  Cohen,  73  N.  H.  543,  63  Atl.  928;  State 
V.  Roberts,  74  N.  H.  476,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1115,  69  Atl.  722;  John  P.  Squire  &  Co.  v. 
Tellier,  185  Mass.  18,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  322, 
69  N.  E.  312;  McDaniels  v.  J.  J.  Connelly 
Shoe  Co.  30  Wash.  549,  60  L.R.A.  947,  94 

I  Am.   St.   Rep.   889,   71   Pac.   37;    Walp  v. 

'  Mooar,  76  Conn.  615,  57  Atl.  277 ;  Re  T.  & 


is  within  the  meaning  of  bulk  sales  laws,  see 
note  to  Hanna  &  Hogg  v.  Richter  Brewing 
Co.  12  L.RJl.(N.S.)   178. 

*The  courts  look  with  favor  upon  the 
rights  of  creditors  and  will  afford  them 
every  remedy  and  facility  to  detect  and  de- 
feat any  effort  to  defraud  them  of  their 
just  rights.  And  courts  of  law  and  courts 
of  equity  generally  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction in  the  matter  of  affording  relief 
against  fraudulent  conveyances  by  debtors." 
20  Cyc.  665. 

Remedy  at  law. 

Where  a  sale  of  goods  has  been  made 
without  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  a  bulk  sales  statute  making  such  sale 
void  or  voidable  as  to  creditors  of  the  sell-- 
er,  it  seems  clear  that  a  creditor  of  the  seller 
may  pursue  any  legal  process  against  the 
property  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  or 
transferee,  a^  if  no  sale  or  transfer  had 
been  made;  and  it  has  been  held  that  any 
single  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold  a  stock 
of  merchandise  in  violation  of  the  bulk 
sales  law  may,  without  the  co-operation  of 
other  creditors,  attack  the  sale  by  procuring 
a  levy  upon  the  goods  sold,  as  the  property 
of  the  vendor,  of  an  execution  issued  upon  a 
judgment  in  his  favor  and  against  the  vend- 
or, his  debtor.  Wilson  v.  Edwards,  32  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  295. 

And  the  levy,  on  behalf  of  a  creditor,  of 
an  execution  issued  upon  a  judgment 
against  one  who  has  sold  a  stock  of  mer- 
chandise in  violation  of  the  bulk  sales  law, 
upon  the  goods  sold,  as  the  property  of  the 
vendor,  is  an  appropriate  proceeding  to  in- 
validate the  safe,  within  the  meaning  of  a 
provision  of  the  bulk  sales  statute  that  pro- 
ceedings at  law  or  equity  must  be  brought 
against  the  purchaser  to  invalidate  the  sale 
within  ninety  days  from  the  consummation 
thereof.  Dickinson  v.  Harbison,  78  N.  J.  L. 
97.  72  Atl.  941 ;  Wilson  v.  Edwards,  supra. 

So,  also,  a  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold 
a  stock  of  goods  in  violation  of  a  bulk  sales 
statute  which  declares  such  a  sale  to  be 
fraudulent  against  the  creditors  of  the  vend- 
or may  proceed  bv  attachment  against  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


vendor  as  a  fraudulent  debter  (Kight  v. 
Stephen  Putney  Shoe  Co.  137  Ga.  493,  73 
S.  E.  740) ;  and  no  title  having  passed  to 
the  vendee  as  against  the  creditor,  the 
goods  which  were  the  subject-matter  of 
such  sale  are  subject  to  attachment  at  the 
suit  of  the  creditor  as  the  property  of  the 
vendor  (W.  B.  Parham  &  Co.  v.  Potts- 
Thompson  Liquor  Co.  127  Ga.  303,  66  S.  £. 
460). 

And  this  remedy  by  attachment  against 
the  debtor  affords  the  creditor  an  adequate 
legal  remedy,  where  the  sale  is  conclusively 
presumed  to  be  fraudulent,  and  is  therefore 
inoperative  and  void  as  to  creditors  of  the 
vendor,  upon  the  grounds  of  fraud.  Car- 
starphen  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Fried,  124  Ga. 
544,  52  S.  E.  698. 

Likewise,  a  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold 
his  stock  of  goods  in  violation  of  a  bulk 
sales  act  which  makes  such  a  sale  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  seller  is  entitled 
to  maintain  garnishment  proceedings  against 
the  purchaser  for  the  enforcement  of  the 
law.  Musselman  Grocer  Co.  v.  Kidd,  D.  & 
P.  Co.  151  Mich.  478,  115  N.  W.  409;  Mar- 
quette County  Sav.  Bank  v.  Koivisto,  162 
Mich.  554,  127  N.  W.  680. 

But  in  Schmucker  v.  Lawler,  38  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  578,  it  was  held  that,  under  a 
bulk  sales  statute  providing  that  a  sale  of 
goods  in  bulk  in  violation  thereof  shall  be 
deemed  fraudulent  and  voidable  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  seller,  while  the  goods 
sold  are  liable  to  execution  in  favor  of  any 
creditor  of  the  seller,  as  if  no  sale  had  tak- 
en place,  a  creditor  has  no  remedy  against 
the  purchaser,  as  garnishee,  in  a  statutory 
"attachment  execution"  intended  to  reach 
debts  due  from  a  third  person  to  a  judgment 
debtor,  and  property  of  the  latter  held  by  a 
third  person  for  him  and  as  his  property,  as 
the  purchaser  cannot  be  considered  a  debtor 
of  the  seller,  and  as  between  them  the  prop- 
erty is  the  former's  absolutely,  so  that  he 
does  not  hold  it  for,  or  as  the  property  of, 
the  latter. 

And  in  Bewlev  v.  Sims,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  145  S.  W.  1076,  it  was  held  that  the 
purchaser  of  a  stock  of  goods  in  violation 
of  the  bulk  sales  law,  who  has  resold  the 
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J.  Farrell  Co.  9  Am.  Bankr.  Rep.  341 ;  Neaa 
V.  Borches,  109  Tenn.  398,  97  Am.  St.  Rep. 
861,  71  S.  W.  50;  Re  Paulis,  144  Fed. 
472;  Thorp  ▼.  Pennock  Mercantile  Co.  99 
Minn.  22,  108  N.  W.  940,  9  Ann.  Cas.  229; 
Williams  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  16  Okla. 
477,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  334,  82  Pac.  496,  6 
Ann.  Cas.  970;  Musselman  Grocer  Co.  v. 
Kidd  D.  &  P.  Co.  151  Mich.  478,  116  N.  W. 
409;  Jaques  &  T.  Co.  v.  Carstarphen  Ware* 
house  Co.  131  Ga.  1,  62  S.  E.  82;  Young 
V.  Lemieux,  79  Conn.  434,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
160,  129  Am.  St.  Rep.  193,  65  Atl.  436, 
600,  8  Ann.  Cas.  462. 
Mr.  Robert  Jackson  also  for  plaintiff. 

Walker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiffs  seek  to  charge  the  trustee 
for  the  value  of  the  stock  of  goods  sold 
by  the  principal  defendant  to  the  trustee, 
for  which  the  latter  paid  an  adequate  con- 
sideration, and  which  he  has  since  disposed 
of  in  the  regular  course  of  business.  It 
is  conceded  that,  in  the  absence  of  the  stat- 
ute upon  which  the  plaintiffs  rely  (Laws 
1909,  chap.  69,  §  1),  the  sale  would  be 
deemed  valid,  and  the  trustee  would  be  dis- 
charged. The  statute  referred  to  is  as  fol- 
lows:   "The  sale  in  bulk  of  any  part  or  the 


whole  of  a  stock  of  merchandise,  otherwise 
than  in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade  and  in 
the  regular  and  usual  prosecution  of  the 
seller's  business,  shall  be  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  seller, 
unless  the  purchaser  demands  and  receives 
from  the  seller  a  written  list  of  names  and 
addresses  of  creditors  of  the  seller,  and  cer- 
tified by  the  seller,  under  oath,  to  be,  to  the 
best  of  his  knowledge  and  belief,  a  full,  ac- 
curate, and  complete  list  of  his  creditors; 
and  unless  the  purchaser  shall,  at  least  five 
days  before  taking  possession  and  becoming 
the  owner  of  such  merchandise,  or  paying 
therefor,  notify  personally,  or  by  registered 
mail,  every  creditor  whose  name  and  ad- 
dress are  stated  in  said  list,  of  the  pro- 
posed sale  and  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
thereof." 

The  plaintiffs'  position  is  that  under  this 
statute  the  sale  in  question  was  fraudulent 
and  void  as  against  them,  creditors  of  the 
vendor,  and  that  they  are  entitled  to  recov- 
er their  debt  by  trustee  process  of  the  ven- 
dee, if  it  is  assumed  that  the  statute  gave 
them  the  right  to  secure  their  claim  by  an 
attachment  of  the  stock  of  goods  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  vendee,  it  does  not  follow  that 
they  charge  him  as  a  trustee  of  the  vendor 
for  the  value  of  the  goods.    The  statute  pur- 


goods  to  another,  is  not  personally  liable  at 
the  suit  of  a  creditor  of  the  fraudulent 
seller,  who  has  not,  by  attachment,  gar- 
nishee proceedings,  or  otherwise,  acquired 
a  lien  on  the  goods  sold,  although  the  stat- 
ute provides  that  a  sale  in  violation  there- 
of shall  be  void  as  against  creditors  of  the 
seller  or  transferrer.  The  court  said:  ''It 
is  true  the  act  declares  void  any  sale  such 
as  here  alleged;  but  no  trust  relation,  and 
no  lien  upon  or  right  in  the  property  so  un- 
lawfully purchased,  is  specifically  conferred 
upon  the  vendor's  creditors,  as  would  have 
.  been  so  easy,  had  such  been  the  legislative 
purpose.  Nor  do  we  think  such  lien  or 
right  is  to  be  implied"  etc. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Fitz  Henry  v.  Mun 
ter,  33  Wash.  629,  74  Pac.  1003,  where  cred- 
itors of  one  who  had  sold  a  stock  of  goods 
in  violation  of  a  bulk  sales  law  providing 
that  such  a  sale  should  be  void  as  to  cred- 
itors of  the  seller,  were  allowed  to  inter- 
vene in  an  action  for  the  purchase  price  of 
the  goods,  and  secure  a  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  pro  rata  to  all  of  the 
creditors  who  were  parties  to  the  suit,  such 
proceeds  being  less  than  the  total  amount 
of  their  claims  against  the  vendor,  the  court 
said:  "We  also  think  that  the  object  of 
this  law  was  to  hold  the  goods  of  debtors 
under  such  circumstances  as  a  trust  fund 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  creditors,  and  to 
hold  the  purchaser  in  possession  as  a  trus- 
tee for  such  creditors." 

And  in  Kohn  v.  Fishbach.  36  Wash.  69, 
104  Am.  St.  Rep.  941,  78  Pac.  199,  it  was 
held  that  a  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


a  stock  of  goods  in  violation  of  the  bulk 
sales  law  may  recover  the  amount  of  his 
debt,  if  not  more  than  the  value  of  the 
goods  sold,  by  a  garnishment  proceeding 
against  the  purchaser,  although  the  latter, 
at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ  of 
garnishment,  is  not  inde^jted  to  the  seller 
and  has  disposed  of  the  goods,  the  court 
saying:  "It  is  true,  the  garni&hee  answered, 
and  probably  in  accordance  with  the  facts, 
that  he  did  not  at  that  time  have  any 
of  the  property  of  the  defendant  in  his  pos- 
session, and  that  he  was  not  indebted  to 
him.  But,  in  contemplation  of  law,  he  had 
the  property  of  the  defendant  in  his  hands, 
because,  having  purchased  the  property  in 
fraud  of  law,  without  complying  with  the 
provisions  of  the  law  in  relation  to  sales  of 
property  in  bulk,  he  stood  in  the  position  of 
a  trustee  of  the  property,  responsible  to  the 
cestui  que  trust,  or  the  creditors,  for  the 
disposition  of  such  property." 

And  likewise,  in  Georgia,  where  a  sale 
of  a  stock  of  goods  in  violation  of  the  bulk 
sales  law  is  conclusively  presumed  to  be 
fraudulent  as  to  creditors  of  the  vendor,  « 
a  creditor  of  one  who  has  made  such  a  sale 
can  hold  the  vendee  liable  in  a  garnishment 
suit  for  the  value  of  the  goods,  if  not  more 
than  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  sought 
to  be  collected  in  the  suit,  although  the  ven- 
dee bought  the  goods  in  part  payment  of  a 
debt  then  due  to  him  from  the  vendor,  and 
although  the  vendee  has  sold  the  goods  prior 
to  the  service  of  the  summons  and  garnish- 
ment. In  this  case,  the  court  said:  "We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  purpose  of  the  stat- 
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ports  to  make  such  a  sale  void  as  against 
creditors  of  the  seller,  although  the  parties 
acted  with  the  utmost  good  faith,  and  enter- 
tained no  purpose  to  defraud  or  to  embar- 
rass the  seller's  creditors  in  the  collection  of 
their  claims.  The  sale,  which  was  otherwise 
valid  as  against  everybody,  is  made  invalid 
as  against  creditors  as  a  matter  of  law.  It 
is  declared  fraudulent  when  no  fraud  was 
intended  by  the  parties.  As  was  said  by  the 
court  in  Thompson  v.  Esty,  69  N.  H.  55,  63, 
45  Atl.  566j  567,  in  regard  to  the  effect  of 
the  retention  of  the  possession  by  the  vendor 
of  the  chattels  sold:  "Though  it  is  found  or 
admitted  that  the  vendee  paid  to  the  vendor 
the  full  value  of  the  property,  that  no  ac- 
tual fraud  was  intended  or  committed,  and 
that  no  creditor  was  misled,  deceived,  or  in- 
jured in  aAy  respect  by  the  transaction,  the 
law  pronounces  it  fraudulent  and  void." 
After  showing  that  in  many,  if  not  in  a 
majority,  of  the  cases  where  this  rule  has 
been  implied,  it  has  resulted  in  evident  in- 
justice, it  was  held  that  the  rule  should  be 
confined  within  the  limits  of  the  cases  to 
which  it  had  been  applied,  and  not  be  extend- 
ed to  cases  where  its  application  was  not 
necessarily  required  by  the  authorities ;  that 
not  one  but  a  creditor  of  the  vendor  who 
had  attached  the  property  could  have  the 


sale  set  aside  on  account  of  the  constructive 
fraud;  and  that  an  assignee  in  insolvency, 
though  representing  all  the  creditors,  did 
not  have  that  right.  An  attaching  creditor 
who  has  obtained  judgment  for  his  debt 
is  alone  entitled  to  appropriate  the  prop- 
erty so  held,  as  against  the  innocent  vendee 
who  has  paid  the  vendor  a  full  considera- 
tion for  it.  In  the  course  of  the  discussion, 
the  court  refer  to  the  opinion  in  Board- 
man  V.  Gushing,  12  N.  H.  105,  and  say: 
"This  is  an  unequivocal  recognition  of  the 
rights  of  creditors  to  set  aside  a  presump- 
tively fraudulent  conveyance  upon  an  at- 
tachment of  the  property,  but  the  opinion 
also  contains  the  equally  emphatic  assertion 
that  the  enforcement  of  such  rights,  without 
regard  to  the  actual  intention  of  the  parties 
or  the  resulting  injury,  is  not  to  be  extended 
to  cases  requiring  the  application  of  equi- 
table principles.  To  charge  a  trustee  in  for- 
eign attachment  on  account  of  a  fraudulent 
sale  of  property,  fraud  must  be  proved  as  a 
fact  from  all  the  relevant  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  not  declared  as  a  matter  of 
law  from  a  few  circumstances  which  as  evi- 
dence might  indicate  a  fraudulent  purpose." 
The  phrase,  "fraudulent  and  void  as  to  cred- 
itors,'* relates  to  attaching  creditors  who 
seek  to  set  aside  the  vendee's  title,  which. 


ute  regulating  sales  of  stocks  of  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  in  bulk  was  to  con- 
stitute such  goods,  etc.,  sold  in  bulk  with- 
out complying  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,  trust  property  in  the  hands  of  the 
purchaser  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors 
of  the  seller.  .  .  .  And  if  a  purchaser 
under  such  circumstances  sells  the  goods,  he 
is  liable,  if  the  statute  be  constitutional, 
under  a  subsequent  garnishment  proceeding, 
for  their  value  at  the  time  he  sells  them, 
provided  the  value  is  not  more  than  the 
amount  of  the  sarnisher's  debt  against  the 
principal  defendant."  Jaques  k  T.  Go.  v. 
i'arstarphen  Warehouse  Goi  131  Ga.  1,  62 

In  equity. 

As  to  conditions  precedent  to  equitable 
remedies  of  creditors,  in  general,  see  note 
to  Ziska  V.  Ziska,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1. 

Upon  the  question  of  priority  as  to  pro- 
ceeds of  creditors'  bills,  .see  note  to  Russell 
V.  Ghicago  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  17  L.R.A. 
345. 

And  as  to  the  effect  of  a  creditors'  bill  or 
supplementary  proceedings  as  against  bank- 
rupt proceedings,  see  subdivision  of  note  to 
State  ex  rel.  Strohl,  v.  Superior  Gourt,  45 
L.R.A.  at  page  193. 

Under  a  bulk  sales  statute  providing  that 
proceedings  to  set  aside  a  sale  made  in  viola- 
tion thereof  must  be  taken  within  ninety 
days  after  the  consummation  of  the  sale, 
where  it  is  practically  impossible  for  a  gen- 
eral creditor  within  that  time  to  bring 
action  and  obtain  judgment  in  order  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  .     * 


avoid  the  sale  by  issuing  an  execution 
against  the  property  sold,  and  where  an  at- 
tachment does  not  lie,  because  the  fraud 
requisite  therefor,  under  the  local  statute, 
must  be  actuai,  and  not  merely  constructive, 
any  creditor  is  entitled  to  sue,  by  creditors' 
bill,  on  behalf  of  himself  and  others,  to  set 
aside  the  sale.  Guaranty  Title  &  T.  Go.  y. 
Pearlman,  144  Fed.  550. 

But  where  a  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold 
te  stock  of  goods  in  violation  of  the  bulk 
saleh  law  has  a  complete  statutorv  remedy 
by  attachment,  he  is  not  entitled  to  tlie  ex- 
traordinary remedies  of  injunction  and  re- 
ceiver. Garstarphen  Warehouse  Go.  v. 
Fried,  124  Ga.  544,  52  S.  E.  598. 

In  Bixler  v.  Fry,  157  Mich.  314,  122  N.  W. 
119,  the  opinion  of  the  judge  below  was  af- 
firmed by  an  equally  divided  court,  that  a 
general  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold  his 
stock  of  merchandise  in  violation  of  a  bulk 
sales  statute  making  such  a  sale  void  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor  cannot, 
without  first  having  secured  a  judgment  in 
an  action  at  law  against  the  vendor,  his 
debtor,  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  against 
the  vendee  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiv- 
er, an  flocounting,  and  a  sale  of  the  property 
conveyed. 

And  in  Rubinsky  v.  Spiro,  60  Misc.  582, 
113  N.  Y.  Supp.  852,  it  was  held  that  a 
general  creditor  of  one  who  has  sold  mer- 
chandise in  bulk  in  violation  of  the  bulk 
sales  law  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  equity 
to  set  aside  the  transfer  until  after  recov- 
ery of  judgment  against  the  debtor  and 
return  of  execution  unsatisfied.      A.  G.  W. 
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until  Bet  aside,  is  a  valid  title.    As  between 
the  parties  to  the  sale,  the  title  passed  to 
the  yendee,  and  it  remains  in  him  until  it 
is  vacated  hy  a  creditor  of  the  vendor  upon 
proceedings  instituted  for  that  purpose,  or 
until  the  vendee  disposes  of  the  property. 
Though  the  word  "void*'  is  used  in  the  stat- 
ute, in  legal  effect  it  means  voidable  at  the 
instance  of  an  attaching  creditor.     But,  as 
above  suggested,  a  creditor  who  resorts  to 
trustee  process  against  the  vendee  is  not 
an  attaching  creditor.    He  does  not  attach 
the  property  and  seek  to  defeat  the  vendee's 
title.    He  acquires  no  lien  upon  the  proper- 
ty.   Corning  v.  Records,  69  N.  H.  390,  398, 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  46  Atl.  462.     It  may 
not  be  inaccurate  to  say  that  he  alBrms  the 
sale,  but  seeks  to  charge  the  trustee  for  its 
value  upon  some  equitable  ground.     "That 
trustee  process  is  an  equitable  proceeding 
in  which  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  de- 
termined   upon    equitable    principles,    and 
that,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  in  the  intent, 
the  trustee  cannot  be  charged  for  chattels 
in  his  possession  unless  he  has  in  his  hands 
property  belonging  to  the  defendant  which 
the  defendant  has  the  legal  right  to  take 
and  carry  away,  are  propositions  for  which 
in  this  state  the  citation  of  authority  seems 
superfluous."      Corning   v.   Records,   supra, 
396.    See  also  authorities  there  cited.    This 
general  principle  is  recognized  and  applied 
in  Dole  v.  Farwell,  72  N.  H.  183,  65  Atl. 
653,  where  it  was  held  that,  as  against  the 
trustee,  a  plaintiff   in   foreign   attachment 
cannot   raise  the  question  whether  an  as- 
signment of  future  earnings  by  the  defend- 
ant  is   fraudulent   as   matter   of  law.     In 
Gutterson  v.  Morse,  58  N.  H.  529,  cited  by 
the  plaintiffs,  the  trustee  was  charged  for 
the  value  of  property  fraudulently  conveyed 
to  him  without  consideration,  which  he  had 
sold,  because  it  was  equitable  and  just  that 
he  should  be  so  charged,  and  not  upon  the 
ground  of  setting  aside  the  trustee's  title  to 
the  property.    Having  fraudulently  received 
the  defendant's  property  and  sold  it,  equity 
required  that  he  should  account  for  its  value 
to  the   defendant's   creditor.     The   case   is 
not  an  authority  for  the  proposition  that 
one  su(d  as  a  trustee  may  be  charged  for 
the  value  of  property  sold  to  him  by  the 
defendant,  when  there  was  no  fraud  in  fact 
connected  with  the  sale,  and  when  he  had 
paid  the  defendant  a  full  and  fair  considera- 
tion for  it.    Equity  does  not  require  or  au- 
thorize such  a  holding.     Pittsfleld  Bank  v. 
Clough,   43   N.   H.    178,    187.     In   view   of 
the  settled  law  of  this  state  upon  this  sub- 
ject, apparently  contrary  holdings  elsewhere 
(Jaques   &   T.   Co.    v.    Carstarphen    Ware- 
house Co.  131  Ga.  1,  62  S.  E.  82;  Kohn  v. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Fishback,  36  Wash.  69,  104  Am.  St.  Rep. 
041,  78  Pac.  199)    need  not  be  considered. 

In  the  enactment  of  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion the  legislature  of  1909  furnished  no 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  establish  a  new 
rule  for  the  collection  of  debts  in  cases  of 
conveyances  of  property  by  debtors,  which 
are  merely  fraudulent  in  law,  but  not  in 
fact;  nor  to  extend  the  equitable  process  of 
foreign  attachment  to  such  cases.  The  in- 
tention was  to  apply  the  doctrine  of  con- 
structive fraud  to  sales  of  personal  prop- 
erty under  certain  circumstances  which  be- 
fore had  been  regarded  as  valid  sales.  The 
statute  was  designed  to  extend  the  doctrine, 
but  not  to  affect  or  increase  the  remedies, 
that  have  been  applied  in  cases  of  construc- 
tive fraud,  as  contrasted  with  cases  of  ac- 
tual fraud.  It  furnished,  therefore,  no  jus- 
tification for  charging  the  trustee  in  this 
proceeding. 

This  result  renders  it  unnecessary  to  con- 
sider the  question  raised  and  argued  by 
counsel,  of  the  constitutionality  of  the  stat- 
ute. 

Exception  sustained* 

All  concur. 
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MILTON  E.  BAILEY  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

JOHN  KELLY. 

(86  Kan.  911,  122  Pac.  1027.) 

Iiandlord  and  tenant  —  lease  with  ex- 
isting nuisance  —  liability  to  licensee. 

1.  Where  a  nuisance  dangerous  to  life  is 
created  by  the  owner  on  his  premises,  or 
through  his  gross  negligence  is  suffered  to 
remain  there,  he  cannot,  by  leasing  the  prop- 

Hcadnotes  by  Porter,  J. 

Note. —  When  a  court  assumes  to  re- 
move the  ancient  landmarks  and  to  un- 
settle law  which  has  been  settled  for  cen- 
turies, it  owes  the  duty  to  the  profession 
and  its  constituents  to  give  a  valid  rea- 
son for  its  act,  and  when  it  fails  to  do  so 
the  only  excuse  for  preserving  the  decision 
is  to  restore  the  guide  posts.  The  above  de- 
cision is  without  precedent  except  in  the 
Willcox  Cases,  decided  by  the  supreme  court 
of  Tennessee  and  referred  to  in  the  above 
opinion.  The  note  to  the  first  of  those  cas- 
es, in  34  L.R.A.  824,  shows  that  the  decision 
is  unsupported  by  principle  or  precedent, 
and  the  note  in  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  799,  shows 
that  they  have  been  repudiated  by  the 
courts  before  which  the  question  has  come 
since  their  decision.  It  is  too  well  settled  to 
admit  of  controversy  that  a  property  owner 
is  not  bound  to  keep  it  safe  for  persons  who 
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erty  to  another,  avoid  his  own  liability  to 
any  person  who  is  rightfully  upon  the  prem- 
ises, and  who,  without  any  fault,  is  injured 
by  reason  of  such  nuisance;  and  this  liabili- 
ty extends  to  a  servant  of  the  tenant,  not- 
withstanding the  tenant,  by  reason  of  his 
own  fault  or  neglect  or  knowledge  of  the 
danger,  could  not  have  maintained  an  ac- 
tion against  the  owner  for  any  injury  suf- 
fered by  himself. 

Trial  »  Jury  —  knowledge  of  landlord. 

2.  In  such  a  case,  it  is  for  the  jury  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  the  owner  knew  of 
the  dangerous  condition  of  the  premises  at 
the  time  of  the  letting,  or  in  time  to  have 
abated  the  nuisance  before  the  injury  oc- 
curred, or  should  have  known  it  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  care. 

(AprU  6,  1012.)' 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Cloud  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  plain- 
tiffs' intestate,  which  was  alleged  to  have 
been  due  to  the  defendant's  negligence.  Ke- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Charles  L.  Hunt,  ipark  B.  Pul- 
stfer,  A.  M.  French,  and  A*  It,  Wllmoth, 
for  appellants: 

Plaintiffs  should  recover. 

Copley  V.  Balle,  0  Kan.  App.  465,  60  Pac. 
666;  Thomp.  Neg.  §  1173;  Kinchlow  v.  Mid- 
land Elevator  Co.  67  Kan.  374,  46  Pac.  703; 


De  Tarr  v.  Ferd.  Heim  Brewing  Co.  62  Kan. 
188,  61  Pac.  680;  Cristadoro  v.  Von  Behren, 
110  La.  1025,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1161,  44 
So.  862;  Monahan  v.  National  Realty  Co. 
4  Ga.  App.  680,  62  S.  E.  127;  Texas  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Moore,  8  Tex.  Civ.  App.  280,  27  S. 
W.  062;  Steinberg  v.  Willcox,  06  Tenn.  163, 
34  L.R.A.  616.  33  S.  W.  017;  Herdt  v. 
Koenig,  137  Mo.  App.  580,  110  S.  W.  66; 
Reichenbacher  v.  Pahmeyer,  8  111.  App.  217 ; 
McLaughlin  v.  Kelly,  230  Pa.  251,  70  Atl. 
652;  Ross  v.  Jackson,  123  6a.  657,  61  S.  E. 
678;  Bailey  v.  Dunaway,  8  Ga.  App.  713,  70 
S.  E.  141 ;  Patterson  v.  Jos.  Schlitz  Brewing 
Co.  16  S.  D.  33,  01  N.  W.  336;  Grant  v. 
Tomlinson,  138  Mo.  App.  222,  110  S.  W. 
1070 ;  Curtis  v.  Kiley,  153  Mass.  123,  26  N. 
E.  421. 

Messrs.  F.  W.  Starges,  Fred  W.  Stnr- 
ges,  Jr.,  and  Theo  Lalng,  for  appellee: 

Appellee  leased  the  premises  without 
fraud  or  concealment,  without  promise  or 
agreement  to  change  or  repair,  to  a  tenant 
who  had  opportunity  to  know  and  knew  the 
condition  thereof.  He  was  therefore  not 
liable. 

Perez  v.  Raband,  76  Tex.  101,  7  L.R.A. 
620,  13  S.  W.  177 ;  Scott  v.  Simons,  64  N. 
H.  431;  Brewster  v.  De  Fremery,  33  Cal. 
341;  O'Brien  v.  Capwell,  60  Barb.  407; 
Edwards  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  08  N. 
Y.  246,  60  Am.  Rep.  650;  Moore  v.  Parker, 
63  Kan.  62,  63  L.R.A.  778,  64  Pac.  076; 
Walsh  V.  Schmidt,  206  Mass.  405,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    708,  02  N.  E.  406. 


come  upon  it  without  his  invitation  or  per- 
mission. 26  L.R.A.  686,  note.  Further- 
more, when  he  lets  it  to  another  with  the 
dangerous  condition  plainly  visible,  the  les- 
see takes  all  the  risk  of  injury  from  it.  Aft- 
er it  goes  into  possession  of  the  lessee,  he 
alone  is  responsible  for  injury  to  persons 
who  come  upon  it  by  his  permission  or  in- 
vitation, since  there  is  no  privity  between 
them  and  the  property  owner.  As  shown  in 
Bailet  v.  Kellt,  the  landlord  has  been  held 
liable  where  he  let  the  premises  with  a  nui- 
sance on  them  dangerous  to  the  public,  and 
the  court  states  that  "no  reason  is  apparent 
why  the  same  rule  should  not  apply  to  a 
case  where  the  dangerous  nuisance  exists 
upon  private  property,  and  a  third  person 
who  is  lawfully  upon  the  premises,  and  who 
is  without  default  or  negligence,  is  injured 
thereby."  But  this  is  the  exact  point  where 
the  line  of  cleavage  has  been  made  by  the 
courts  throughout  the  history  of  the  ques- 
tion. The  courts  hold  that  the  property 
owner  owes  a  duty  to  the  public  which  he 
cannot  evade  by  leasing  the  property,  but 
that  he  owes  no  duty  to  his  lessee  or  per- 
sons who  come  upon  the  property  by  the 
lessee's  invitation,  except  in  cases  where 
there  was  a  concealed  danger,  in  which  cas- 
es the  owner  has  been  held  liable  upon  the 
theory  of  fraud.  But  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  dancrer  was  concealed  in  Bailet  v. 
30  L.U.A.(N.S.) 


Kelly.  This  distinction  appears  to  be 
sound.  There  is  no  liability  for  negligence 
unless  there  is  a  duty,  and  the  property 
owner  owes  no  duty  to  persons  who  come 
upon  the  land  without  his  invitation  or 
license,  nor  to  persons  who,  because  of  con- 
tract, assume  the  risk,  as  in  case  of  the 
lessee.  Furthermore,  there  appears  to  be 
no  ground  upon  which  the  lessee  can  give  in- 
vitations or  licenses  which  will  impose  lia- 
bility upon  the  property  owner.  Attention 
is  called  to  the  fact  that  Edwards  v.  New 
York  &  H.  R.  Co,  08  N.  Y.  245,  50  Am.  Rep. 
650,  upon  which  the  court  so  largely  relies 
to  support  its  ruling,  involves  the  fall  of  a 
gallery  in  a  public  place  of  entertainment 
known  as  Gilmore's  Garden,  in  New  York 
city,  which  is  within  the  exceptions  of  the 
general  rule,  but  even  in  that  case  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  was  affirmed.  Also  in  Todd 
V.  Flight,  0  C.  B.  N.  S,  377,  30  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  21,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  2*1,  3  L.  T.  N.  S.  025, 
0  Week.  Rep.  145,  15  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  320, 
the  injury  was  caused  by  the  fall  of  a 
chimney  over  the  line  onto  the  property  of 
an  adjoining  landowner,  which  is  manifestlv 
a  different  case  from  Bailey  v.  Kelly.  The 
court  in  Bait^ey  v.  Kelt<y  appears  to  have 
sufficiently  pointed  out  the  distinction  be- 
tween the  facts  before  it  and  those  involved 
in  the  other  cases  cited  by  it  to  make  fur- 
ther comment  unnecessary.  H.  P.  F. 
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Porter,  J.,  'delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  : 

On  October  4,  1909,  the  daughter  of  the 
plaintiffs,  a  girl  of  sixteen  years,  was 
drowned  in  a  cistern  on  premises  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident  she  was  a  servant  in  the  employ 
of  persons  who  occupied  the  premises  as 
tenants  of  the  defendant.  The  parents  sued 
the  owner  of  the  property  to  recover  dam- 
ages upon  the  ground  that  he  was  negli- 
gent in  permitting  the  cistern  to  be  and  to 
remain  with  a  dangerous  and  insecure  cov- 
ering. The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
the  evidence,  and  the  plaintiffs  appeal. 

In  the  rear  of  the  premises  there  was  a 
large  shed  in  which  there  was  a  cistern  20 
feet  deep  and  8  feet  in  diameter.  The  wa- 
ter in  the  cistern  was  12  feet  deep.  The 
wooden  platform  over  the  cistern  was  raised 
a  few  inches  above  the  level  of  the  ground, 
there  being  no  floor  in  the  shed.  Some  time 
prior  to  the  fall  of  1907,  an  opening  had 
been  cut  in  the  platforp:!.  The  cover  to  the 
opening  consisted  of  a  window  sash  which 
was  about  2  feet  wide  and  2  feet  8  inches 
long,  from  which  the  glass  had  been  re- 
moved and  upon  one  side  of  which  sheet 
iron  was  nailed.  The  cover  was  but  little 
larger  than  the  opening,  and  there  was  no 
way  of  fastening  it  to  the  platform.  It  lay 
loosely  over  the  opening,  and  was  easily 
slipped  off  or  to  one  side.  Water  was  drawn 
from  the  cistern  by  lowering  a  bucket 
through  the  opening.  In  December,  1907, 
the  defendant  leased  the  premises  to  Wat- 
son for  the  purpose  of  being  used  as  a  res- 
tuarant.  The  cover  of  the  cistern  remained 
in  the  same  condition  from  the  time  of  the 
letting  until  the  accident,  after  which  hinges 
and  clasps  were  put  on,  by  which  it  could  be 
fastened  in  place.  The  shed  in  the  rear  of 
the  restaurant  was  used  by  the  tenants  for 
the  purpose  of  storing  supplies  and  for  do- 
mg  laundry  work;  water  from  the  cistern 
being  used  for  laundry  purposes.  The  plain- 
tiffs' daughter,  who  had  been  in  the  employ 
of  the  tenant  about  four  weeks,  went  from 
the  kitchen  to  the  shed  to  get  supplies  for 
the  restaurant.  In  doing  so  she  stepped  up- 
on the  insecure  cover,  which  tilted,  and 
threw  her  into  the  cistern,  and  she  was 
drowned.  The  trial  court  sustained  the  de- 
murrer on  the  sole  ground  that  tV-  action 
could  not  be  maintained,  because  the  daugh- 
ter, if  she  had  survived,  could  not  have  re- 
covered from  the  landlord  for  injuries  re- 
?eiv€d  while  a  servant  of  the  tenant,  caused 
by  the  defective  condition  of  the  premises 
or  the  failure  of  the  landlord  to  repair. 
From  the  evidence  it  appears  that  the  de- 
fendant purchased  the  property  in  January, 
1906.  The  cistern  was  made  by  a  former 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


owner  in  1895.  In  1907  a  tenant  who  oc- 
cupied a  part  of  the  premises,  and  who  had 
been  using  the  cistern  in  connection  with  a 
barber  shop,  pulled  up  the  pump,  and  aban- 
doned the  use  of  the  cistern.  He  left  the 
platform  as  it  had  been  up  to  that  time, 
with  a  small  opening  just  large  enough  for 
a  four-inch  pipe.  The  evidence  does  not 
show  who  caused  the  larger  opening  to  be 
made,  or  who  provided  the  defective  cover, 
but  the  platform,  the  opening,  and  the  cover 
were  in  the  same  condition  when  the  prem- 
ises were  leased  to  Watson  in  December, 
1907,  as  they  were  when  the  accident  oc- 
curred. In  order  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant kjiew  of  the  condition  of  the  cistern,  the 
tenant,  Watson,  was  called  as  a  witness. 
He  testified  that,  at  the  time  he  went  into 
possession,  the  defendant  did  some  painting 
about  the  house,  and  was  there  when  the 
witness  was  using  the  cistern  to  get  water 
to  wash  the  floors  and  windows.  He  also 
testified  that  he  examined  the  premises  him- 
self at  the  time  he  leased  the  place,  and 
that,  from  about  the  time  he  took  posses- 
sion, he  knew  the  condition  of  the  cistern, 
and  that  there  was  nothing  about  it  that 
led  him  to  believe  it  to  be  dangerous;  that 
on  the  day  of  the  accident  he  was  helping 
his  wife  with  the  laundry  work,  and  had 
been  drawing  water  from  the  cistern  for 
washing,  and  that,  so  far  as  he  knew,  Jen- 
nie Bailey,  the  girl  who  was  drowned,  never 
drew  any  water  from  the  cistern.  There 
was  no  evidence  to  show  that  she  knew  of 
the  dangerous  condition  of  the  cover  except 
that  she  had  been  employed  there  for  four 
weeks  before  the  accident,  and  that  she  and 
the  other  employees  went  in  and  out  and 
had  opportunity  to  see  the  premises. 

As  between  landlord  and  tenant,  where 
there  is  no  fraud  or  false  representations  or 
deceit,  and  in  the  absence  of  an  express  war- 
ranty or  covenant  to  repair,  the  law  has  al- 
ways been  that  there  is  no  implied  contract 
that  the  premises  are  suitable  or  fit  for  oc- 
cupation, or  for  the  particular  use  intended, 
or  that  they  are  safe  for  use.  Bowe  v. 
Hunking,  136  Mass.  380,  46  Am.  Rep.  471; 
O'Brien  v.  Capwell,  59  Barb.  497;  Jaffe  v. 
Ilarteau,  56  N.  Y.  398,  15  Am.  Rep.  438; 
Eakin  v.  Brown,  1  E..D.  Smith,  36;  Moore 
V.  Parker,  63  Kan.  52,  53  L.R.A.  778,  64 
Pac.  976;  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  9th  ed.  §.175a. 
The  rule  generally  is  that  the  occupant, 
and  not  the  owner,  is  responsible  to  third 
persons  for  injuries  caused  by  the  failure 
to  keep  in  repair.  1  Thomp.  Neg.  §  1155; 
1  Pingrey,  Real  Prop.  pp.  617,  618,  623. 
There  are  certain  exceptions  to  the  rules  ex- 
empting the  landlord  from  liability  for  in- 
juries to  third  persons  caused  by  defective 
conditions  in  leased  premises.    One  of  them. 
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relied  upon  by  the  appellant,  is  where  the  | 
premises  are  let  with  a  nuisance  upon  them, 
which  is  the  cause  of  the  injury  complained 
of.  A  nuisance  may  result  from  nonfea- 
sance or  negligence  as  well  as  from  misfea- 
sance or  malfeasance.  Wood,  Nuisances,  3d 
ed.  chap.  1.  If  there  is  a  dangerous  nui- 
sance on  the  premises,  the  owner  cannot 
avoid  liability  to  a  third  person  for  dam- 
ages resulting  from  a  continuance  of  the 
nuisance,  which  it  was  his  duty  to  abate. 
1  Thomp.  Neg.  §  1158;  Knauss  v.  Brua, 
107  Pa.  85;  Irvine  v.  Wood,  51  N.  Y.  224, 
10  Am.  Rep.  603;  Waggoner  v.  Jermaine, 
3  Denio,  306,  45  Am.  Dec.  474;  Fish  v. 
Dodge,  4  Denio,  311,  47  Am.  Dec.  254; 
Rosewell  v.  Prior  (Eng.)  2  Salk.  459; 
Clark  V.  Fry,  8  Ohio  St.  358,  72  Am.  Dec. 
690;  Stcphani  v.  Brown,  40  111.  428;  Peoria 
V.  Simpson,  110  111.  294^  51  Am.  Rep.  683. 
The  rule  is  well  settled,  however,  that  when 
the  property  does  not  constitute  a  nuisance 
when  demised,  but  becomes  so  only  by  the 
act  of  the  tenant,  the  owner  will  not  be 
held  liable.  Joyce  v.  Martin,  16  R.  I.  658, 
10  Atl.  620;  Rankin  v.  Ingwersen,  49  N. 
J.  L.  481,  10  Atl.  545;  Kalis  ▼.  Shattuck, 
69  Cal.  593,  68  Am.  Rep.  568,  11  Pac.  346; 
Shearm.  ii  Redf.  Neg.  5th  ed.  §  120.  The 
doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  does  not  apply 
where  there  is  any  dangerous  defect  in  the 
demised  premises  not  easily  discoverable, 
and,  if  the  landlord  knows  of  such  defect, 
the  duty  rests  upon  him  to  notify  the  lessee. 
Moore  v.  Parker,  63  Kan.  52,  63  L.R.A. 
778,  64  Pac.  975;  Meyers  v.  Russell,  124 
Mo.  App.  317,  101  S.  W.  606;  Sunasack  v. 
Morey,  196  111.  569,  63  N.  E.  1039;  Morgan 
V.  Sheppard,  156  Ala.  403,  47  So.  147;  CJate 
V.  Blodgett,  70  N.  H.  316,  48  Atl.  281.  A 
distinction,  of  course,  is  made  between  cases 
where  the  construction  of  the  premises  is 
such  that  they  cannot  be  used  at  all  for 
the  purpose  intended  by  the  tenant  without 
creating  a  nuisance,  and  those  where  the 
nuisance  arises  from  an  improper  use  of 
the  premises  by  the  tenant.  1  Thomp.  Neg. 
§  1158;  Pickard  v.  Collins,  23  Barb.  444. 
In  most  of  the  cases  holding  the  landlord 
liable  because  of  leasing  the  premises  with 
an  existing  nuisance  which  has  caused  the 
injury,  it  will  be  found  that  the  defective 
or  dangerous  condition  created  what  is 
usually  termed  a  public  nuisance,  such  as 
an  unguarded  excavation  on  a  public  street, 
or  so  near  thereto  as  to  become  dangerous 
to  the  public.  Such  are  the  following 
cases:  Stephani  v.  Brown,  40  111.  428; 
Hart  V.  Albany,  9  Wend.  570,  571,  24  Am. 
Dec.  165;  Peoria  v.  Simpson,  110  III.  294, 
51  Am.  Rep.  683;  Owings  v.  Jones,  9  Md. 
108:  Dalay  v.  Sava<rc,  145  Mass.  38,  1  Am. 
St.  Rep.  429,  12  N.  E.  841.  Others  proceed 
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upon  the  proposition  that  the  prem'ises  were 
leased  with  the  expectation  that  they  would 
be  used  and  frequented  by  the  public,  such 
as  a  wharf  or  pier  or  place  of  amusement. 
Albert  v.  State,  66  Md.  325,  69  Am.  Rep. 
159,  7  Atl.  697.  In  Swords  v.  Edgar,  59 
N.  Y.  28,  17  Am.  Rep.  296,  a  leading  case 
very  frequently  cited,  the  action  was 
against  the  landlord,  who  leased  a  pier 
when  it  was  defective,  and  it  was  held  that 
he  was  liable  to  a  third  person  who  en- 
tered upon  it  and  was  injured  by  its  defec- 
tive condition;  Clancy  ▼.  Byrne,  56  N.  Y. 
129,  15  Am.  Rep.  391,  was  a  case  where 
plaintiff's  horse  fell  through  a  defective 
pier.  The  action  was  against  the  lessee, 
who  had  covenanted  with  his  landlord  to 
make  all  ordinary  repairs,  and  had  then 
sublet  the  pier.  He  was  held  liable  because 
he  owned  vor  had  rights  in  the  premises, 
and  leased  them  with  the  nuisance  upon 
them.  No  reason  is  apparent  why  the  same 
rule  should  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the 
dangerous  nuisance  exists  upon  private 
property,  and  a  third  person  who  is  law- 
fully upon  the  premises,  and  who  is  with- 
out default  or  negligence,  is  injured  thereby. 
In  Edwards  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.  98 
N.  Y.  245,  248,  249,  50  Am.  Rep.  659, 
which  is  often  referred  to  in  opinions  by 
other  courts  and  by  text  writers  as  a  lead- 
ing case,  this  language  is  used  (the  italics 
are  ours) :  "If  a  landlord  lets  premises  and 
agrees  to  keep  them  in  repair,  and  he  fails 
to  do  so,  in  consequence  of  which  any  one 
lawfully  upon  the  premises  suffers  injury, 
he  is  responsible  for  his  own  negligence  to 
the  party  injured.  If  he  demises  premises 
knowing  that  they  are  dangerous  and  unfit 
for  the  use  for  which  they  are  hired,  and 
fails  to  disclose  their  condition,  he  is  guilty 
of  negligence  which  will  in  many  cases  im- 
pose responsibility  upon  him.  If  he  creates 
a  nuisance  upon  his  premises,  and  then  de- 
mises them,  he  remains  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences of  the  nuisance  as  the  creator  there- 
of, and  his  tenant  is  also  liable  for  the  con- 

m 

ti nuance  of  the  same  nuisance.  But  where 
the  landlord  has  created  no  nuisance,  and 
is  guilty  of  no  wilful  wrong  or  fraud  or 
culpable  negligence,  no  case  can  be  found 
imposing  any  liability  upon  him  for  any 
injury  suffered  by  any  person  occupying  or 
going  upon  the  premises  during  the  term 
of  the  demise;  and  there  is  no  distinction 
stated  in  any  authority  hettoeen  cases  of  a 
demise  of  dtoelling  houses,  and  of  buildings 
to  he  used  for  public  purposes.  The  respon* 
sibility  of  the  landlord  is  the  same  in  all 
cases.  If  guilty  of  negligence  or  other  delu> 
turn  which  leads  directly  to  the  accident 
and  wrong  complained  of,  he  is  liable;  if 
not  so  guilty,  no  liability  attaches  to  him/' 
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"The  foundation  of  the  liability  in  these 
cases,  when  there  is  no  warranty  and  no 
misrepresentation,  is  negligence."  Bowe  v. 
Hunking,  135  Mass.  380,  384,  46  Am.  Rep. 
471,  citing  George  y.  Skivington,  L.  R.  5 
Exch.   1. 

Where  the  nuisance  arises  from  the  im- 
proper use  of  the  premises,  the  tenant,  and 
not  the  landlord,  will  be  liable;  but  where 
the  nuisance  existed  at  the  time  the  prem- 
ises were  leased,  the  action  may  be  main- 
tained against  either  lessor  or  lessee  or 
both.  Stephani  v.  Brown,  40  111.  428.  By 
receiving  the  rent  the  landlord  profits  by 
the  continuance  of  the  nuisance,  and  is  held 
liable  after  he  has  parted  with  the  posses- 
sion. Besides,  he  may,  notwithstanding  the 
lease,  enter  for  the  purpose  of  abating  a 
nuisance.  Rosewell  v.  Prior,  2  Salk.  459. 
It  appears  to  be  sound  doctrine  and  good 
sense  that  he  whose  duty  it  is  to  abate  a 
nuisance  should  answer  for  the  conse- 
quences resulting  from  its  continuance.  In 
Brown  v.  Cayuga  &  S.  R.  Co.  12  N.  Y. 
486,  Denio,  J.,  in  a  separate  opinion,  speak- 
ing for  himself,  said:  "Everyone  is  bound 
80  to  use  his  own  property  that  it  shall 
not  be  the  means  of  injury  to  his  neigh- 
bors, and  I  think  the  proprietor  should  him- 
self look  to  it,  and  that  he  cannot  safely  wait 
to  be  admonished  before  reforming  what 
may   be   dangerous   to   others."   Page   494. 

The  main  contention  of  the  appellee  is 
that  the  demurrer  was  rightly  sustained  be- 
cause of  the  principle  thus  stated  in  24  Cyc. 
1119:  "The  general  rule  is  that  a  subten- 
ant, guest,  or  servant  of  the  tenant  is  re- 
garded as  so  far  identified  with  the  tenant 
that  his  right  to  recover  against  the  land- 
lord is  the  same  as  the  tenant's  right  would 
be,  had  the  accident  happened  to  him;  but 
he  can  have  no  greater  claim  against  the 
landlord  than  the  tenant  himself  would 
have  under  like  circumstances."  To  the 
same  effect  is  1  Thomp.  Nog.  §  1133.  It 
must  be  conceded  that  authority  from  able 
text  writers  and  decisions  by  courts  of  the 
highest  standing  will  be  found  which  seem 
to  support  the  contention.  These  authori- 
ties put  the  servant  in  the  shoes  of  the  ten- 
ant for  all  purposes.  They  divide  strangers 
and  all  third  persons  into  two  classes  with 
respect  to  the  landlord's  liability  for  in- 
juries caused  by  defects  in  the  premises. 
Into  the  first  class  they  place  all  persons 
who  are  strangers  to  both  landlord  and  ton- 
ant,  such  as  the  owners  of  adjoining  prem- 
ises, travelers  upon  highways  adjoining  the 
leased  premises,  and  all  persons  who  sus- 
tain no  contractual  relations  with  either 
party  to  the  lease.  In  the  second  class 
they  place  servants,  employees,  licensees, 
guests,  customers,  etc.,  of  the  tenant;  and 
39  L.R.A.(N,S.) 


these  being  upon  the  premises  by  .his  invi* 
tation,  express  or  implied,  are  said  to  stand 
in  his  shoes.  The  rule  declared  is  that,  as 
between  the  landlord  and  them,  the  duty  to 
keep  the  premises  in  safe  condition  is  in 
all  respects  the  same  as  that  which  the 
landlord  owes  to  the  tenant.  The  doctrine 
of  caveat  emptor  is  strictly  applied;  and, 
if  the  tenant  cannot  recover,  this  class  of 
strangers  cannot.  Whitmore  v.  Orono  Pulp 
&  Paper  Co.  91  Me.  297,  40  L.R.A.  377, 
64  Am.  St  Rep.  229,  39  Atl.  1032;  O'Brien 
V.  Capwell,  59  Barb.  497;  Perez  v.  Rabaud, 
76  Tex.  191,  7  L.R.A.  620,  13  S.  W.  177; 
Anderson  v.  Hayes,  101  Wis.  638,  70  Am.  St. 
Rep.  930,  77  N.  W.  891 ;  Burdick  v.  Cheadle, 
26  Ohio  St.  393,  20  Am.  Rep.  767.  And  see 
extended  note  in  92  ^m.  St.  Rep.  499,  and 
cases  cited  at  page  509.  A  leading  case  is 
O'Brien  v.  Capwell,  supra,  which  was  an 
action  by  a  washerwoman  in  the  employ  of 
the  tenant  against  the  landlord,  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  railing  on  a  back  porch  giv- 
ing way  on  account  of  its  defective  condi- 
tion and  lack  of  repair.  Some  reliance  was 
placed  upon  the  promise  of  the  landlord 
to  repair,  made  when  his  attention  was 
called  to  the  defect.  The  court  held  the 
negligence  of  the  landlord  to  be  one  of  omis- 
sion of  duty;  and  in  the  opinion  it  was 
said:  "In  such  case,  where  no  affirmative 
fault,  misfeasance,  or  affirmative  wrong  was 
committed  by  the  defendant  or  was  imputed 
to  him,  it  is  essential,  to  sustain  a  recov- 
ery, to  establish  that  the  defendant  owed 
some  clear,  specific,  legal  duty  to  the  party 
injured,  which  was  violated."  59  Barb. 
504.  The  tenant  was  aware  of  the  defec- 
tive condition  when  tho  premises  were 
leased,  and  the  court  held  that,  because 
the  landlord  owed  him  no  dutv  which 
would  have  entitled  the  tenant  to  recover 
in  case  he  had  been  injured,  the  servant 
could  not  recover;  that  the  rule  of  caveat 
emptor  always  applies  to  contracts  of  let- 
ting,' "with  one  or  two  recognized  excep- 
tions" (p.  504),  which,  it  was  said,  had  no 
application  to  that  case.  The  opinion  cites, 
among  other  authorities,  McGlashan  v. 
Tallmadge,  37  Barb.  313,  315.  We  have  ex- 
amined the  cited  case,  which  holds  that, 
where  the  landlord  was  guilty  of  fraud  or 
where  a  nuisance  was  created  by  his  wrong- 
ful act,  the  rule  of  caveat  emptor  does  not 
apply.  The  case  of  O'Brien  v.  Capwell,  59 
Barb.  497,  which  defendant  cites,  is  not 
squarely  in  point,  nor  is  the  reasoning  upon 
which  it  rests  satisfactory.  In  the  present 
case  the  dangerous  nuisance  was  not  the 
result  of  the  failure  to  repair.  It  was  as 
much  a  death  trap  and  a  nuisance  when  the 
opening  was  made  and  the  defective  cover 
'  placed  there  as  it  Wfts  .wh^n  %^^  nccident 
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occurred.    Another  case  cited  by  appellee  is 
Perez  v.   Rabaud,    76   Tex.   191,   7    L.R.A. 
620,  13  S.  W.  177^  which  squarely  denied  the 
right    of    a    servant    of    the    tenant    to 
recover    against     the    landlord    for    inju- 
ries   caused    by    the    defective    and    dan- 
gerous cistern,  and  the  decision  is  placed 
upon    the    ground   that    the    servant    can- 
not be  classed  as  a  stranger,  but  can  re- 
cover only  where  the  tenant  could  have  re- 
covered if  the  latter  had  been  injured.     It 
should  be  noted  that  the  defective  condition 
of  the  cistern  was  alleged  to  have  resulted 
"from  age  and  natural  decay,''  and  that  the 
petition  set  up  a  promise  of  the  landlord  to 
repair.    The  decision  follows,  and  is  based 
upon,  the  cases  of  O'Brien  v.  Cap  well,  supra, 
and  Jaffe  v.  Harteau,  56  N.  Y.  398,  15  Am. 
Rep.  438.    In  the  Jaffe  Case,  which  is  fre- 
quently referred  to  as  a  leading  case,  the 
wife  of  the  tenant  was  denied  the  right  tc 
recover.    Of  course,  that  case  cannot  be  rec 
ognized  as  an  authority  here,  because  it  is 
directly   opposed   to   Moore   v.   Parker,   63 
Kan.  52,  53  L.R.A.  778,  64  Pac.  975,  where 
it  was   held  that  the   wife  of  the  tenant 
could   maintain   the   action.     The   opinion 
also  relies  to  a  great  extent  upon  the  gen- 
eral rule  stated  in  1   Thompson  on  Negli 
gence,  Ist  ed.  p.  323,  and  2d  ed.  §§  1130- 
1133,  to  the  effect  that,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud  or  deceit,  there  is  no  implied  agree- 
ment that  the  premises  are  fit  for  occupa- 
tion, and  that  the  rule  extends  to  servants 
of  the  tenant.     The  Texas  case  may  have 
been  decided  correctly  upon  the  facts.     It 
is  distinguishable  from  the  present  case  by 
the  fact  that  there  is  here  no  reliance  upon 
a  promise  to  repair,  or,  in  fact,  upon  the 
breach  of  any  covenant,  express  or  implied^ 
under  the  law  of  landlord  and  tenant.    The 
liability  of  the  appellee  as  it  appeared  at 
the  close  of  appellant's  evidence  does  not 
rest  upon  any  contractual  relation  of  land- 
lord and  tenant.     If  liable  at  all,  his  lia- 
bility   springs   from    his   negligent   act    in 
creating   a    dangerous    nuisance    upon    his 
premises,  and  which  he  is  held,  with   his 
tenant,  to  have  maintained  jointly,  because 
he  received  the  rent  for  the  premises  with 
the  nuisance  existing  thereon.    Rosewell  y. 
Prior,  2  Salk.  459.    "It  is  also,  no  doubt, 
true  that  in  the  leasing  of  premises  there 
is  no  implied  warranty  that  they  are  fit 
for  a  particular  use,  and  that  liability,  if 
any,  in  this  class  of  cases^  does  not  spring 
from  contract,  but  must  be  predicated  upon 
the  negligent  act  or  omission  of  the  land- 
lord, the  same  being  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  injury,  in  reference  to  a  matter  where  it 
was  his  duty  to  use  ordinary  care  out  of 
respect  to  the  rights  of  others  liable  to  be 
thereby  directly  involved:  ^n(}  for  an  injury 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  '      * 


thus  arising  a  recovery  may  be  had  where 
there  is  no  such  contributory  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  as  would  bar  the 
remedy  in  other  actions  for  negligence." 
Reichenbacher  v.  Pahmeyer,  8  111.  App.  217, 
218. 

A  case  frequently  cited  in  connection  with 
the  nuisance  doctrine  is  Godley  v.  Hagerty, 
20  Pa.  387,  397,  59  Am.  Dec.  731,  where  the 
owner  erected  a  building  for  rent  in  so  im- 
perfect a  manner  that  it  was  incapable  of 
supporting  the  burden  imposed  upon  it,  and 
it  fell,  injuring  an  employee  of  the  tenant. 
The  owner  was  held  liable  for  the  injury. 
It  was  said  in  the  opinion:  "When  a  man 
erects  a  building  to  rent,  the  law  requires  a 
reasonable  share  of  that  regard  for  human 
life  which  he  is  sure  to  manifest  when  he 
builds  for  his  own  inhabitance.  If  he  will 
build,  as  is  charged  and  found  in  the  case, 
'loosely,  carelessly,  unskilfully,  and  negli- 
gently,* and  with  'insufficient  and  improper 
materials,'  whereby  the  innocent  and  unsus- 
pecting are  injured,  let  him  respond  in  dam- 
ages." Coke  V.  Gutkese,  80  Ky.  598,  44 
Am.  Rep.  499,  was  an  action  by  the  daugh- 
ter of  the  tenant  for  injuries  she  received  by 
falling  through  a  defective  flooring  into  a 
privy  vault.  The  action  was  brought 
against  the  owner,  alleging  that  he  knew 
the  dangerous  condition  of  the  floor  and 
concealed  the  fact  from  the  lessee,  and  that 
neither  the  plaintiff  nor  her  father,  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  could  have  dis- 
covered it.  The  Kentucky  court  held  the 
petition  good  as  against  a  demurrer. 

Of  course,  in  the  present  case,  the  ten- 
ant himself  could  not  recover  for  any  injury 
he  sustained  as  a  result  *of  the  nuisance 
which  he  participated  in  maintaining,  and 
the  existence  and  danger  of  which  were  not 
concealed  from  him  by  the  owner.  The  ap- 
pellants, however,  might  have  joined  him  as 
a  defendant  in  the  present  action  or  have 
sued  him  separately.  What  reason  can  be 
suggested  for  denying  to  a  person  injured 
by  the  gross  neglect  of  both  landlord  and 
tenant  the  right  to  recover  of  the  landlord 
merely  because  the  tenant  in  a  like  case 
could  not  maintain  an  action  against  the 
landlord?  The  tenant  knew  of  the  danger 
ous  trap,  the  servant,  so  far  as  the  evidence 
discloses,  was  ignorant  of  the  peril,  and, 
without  fault  or  culpable  negligence  on  her 
part,  came  to  an  untimely  death. 

We  have  purposely  omitted  citations  t« 
cases  where  the  landlord  retained  control 
over  the  premises  or  some  portion  of  them, 
such  as  cases  involving  tenement  buildings 
and  rooming  houses,  and  cases  of  injuries 
caused  by  unguarded  elevator  shafts,  where 
the  landlord  controlled  the  operation  of  the 
elevator.    In  such  cases  the  owner's  liabilf 
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ity  arises  from  the  neglect  of  a  duty  which 
he  manifestly  owes  to  all  persons  lawfully 
upon  the  premises.  Kinchlow  v.  Midland 
Elevator  Co.  57  Kan.  374,  46  Pac.  703, 
is  cited  and  relied  upon  by  the  appellant. 
In  that  case  the  landowner,  who  was  in 
possession  and  control  of  the  premises, 
maintained  thereon  a  dangerous  nuisance 
by  which  a  boy  in  the  employ  of  a  licensee 
of  the  landowner  was  injured.  The  court 
applied  the  maxim,  Sic  utere  tuo  at  alien- 
urn  non  Iccdas,  and  held  the  owner  liable 
because  he  had  maintained  upon  his  prem- 
ises a  trap  or  pitfall  unguarded  and  liable 
to  cause  injury  to  others;  but  the  case  is 
not  directly  in  point  for  the  reason  that 
the  owner  was  in  possession  and  control 
of  the  premises. 

A  case  which  fully  recognizes  the  prin- 
ciple running  through  the  cited  cases  is 
Moore  v.  Parker,  63  Kan.  62,  53  L.R.A.  778, 
64  Pac.  975.  The  trial  court  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  the  judgment 
was  reversed.  The  wife  of  the  tenant  of  a 
farm  was  injured  by  the  giving  way  of  a 
platform  over  a  well  intended  for  domestic 
use.  The  petition  alleged  that  the  owner  of 
the  premises  constructed  the  platform  of  de- 
fective materials,  and  that,  at  the  time  the 
premises  were  leased,  he  knew  it  was  in  a 
dangerous  condition,  and  that  he  negligently 
and  fraudulently  concealed  the  fact,  and 
failed  to  disclose  to  plaintiff  or  her  husband 
the  defects,  which  were  not  obvious,  and 
could  not  be  discovered  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care.  It  was  ruled  in  the  syllabus : 
"A  landlord  is  not  an  insurer  or  a  warrant- 
or, nor  is  he  compelled  to  exercise  constant 
care  and  inspection;  but  if  he  knows  that 
the  premises  which  he  is  about  to  let  are 
defective  and  in  a  dangerous  condition,  es- 
pecially if  such  dangerous  or  defective  place 
is  not  obvious  or  discoverable  to  the  tenant 
by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  and  he  does 
not  inform  the  latter  of  such  defective  or 
dangerous  place,  and  injury  is  occasioned 
thereby  to  the  tenant  or  a  member  of  his 
family,  who  is  not  aware  of  such  defective 
or  dangerous  place,  while  in  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care,  the  landlord  is  liable  in  dam- 
ages. The  law  requires  good  faith  on  the 
part  of  the  landlord  toward  his  tenant."  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  petition  alleged 
the  landlord's  knowledge  of  the  nuisance, 
his  concealment  of  the  fact  from  the  tenant, 
and  that  it  was  unknown  to  plaintiff  or  to 
the  tenant,  and  could  not  be  discovered  bv 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care.  The  demur- 
rer admitted  these  averments.  In  the  pres- 
ent case  the  appellee  contends  that  the  evi- 
dence fails  to  show  that  he  knew  of  the  dan- 
gerous condition  of  the  cistern,  and  that 
he  concealed  it  from  the  tenant;  and,  fur- 
ther, that  it  conclusively  appei^rs  t))at  what- 
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ever  defect  existed  was  obvious  and  dis- 
coverable by  the  tenant.  In  fact,  the  ten- 
ant admitted  in  his  testimony  that  he  knew 
the  conditions  from  the  time  he  went  into 
possession,  although  he  says  there  waa 
nothing  which  induced  him  to  believe  them 
to  be  dangerous. 

The  courts  are  at  variance  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  it  is  necessaiy  to  show 
actual  notice  of'  the  dangerous  condition  to 
the  owner  in  order  to  establish  his  liability 
to  persons  injured  thereby.  The  numerical 
weight  of  authority  would  seem  to  require 
proof  of  actual  notice.  However,  in  Hines 
V.  Willcox,  96  Tenn.  148,  160,  34  L.RJL.  824, 
832,  54  Am.  St.  Rep.  823,  33  S.  W.  914, 
916,  the  landlord  was  held  liable  to  a  tenant 
for  injuries  caused  by  a  defect  in  the  prem- 
ises which  the  landlord  concealed  from  tb« 
tenant  when  the  lease  was  made,  and  which 
defect  was  known  to  the  landlord  or  might 
have  been  known  by  him  in  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  care.  In  the  opinion  it  was 
said:  "We  think  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority is  that  if  a  landlord  lease  premises 
which  are,  at  the  time,  in  an  unsafe  and 
dangerous  condition,  he  will  be  liable  to  his 
tenant  for  damages  that  may  result,  if  be 
knows  the  fact  and  conceals  it,  or  if,  by 
reasonable  care  and  diligence,  he  could  have 
known  of  such  dangerous  and  unsafe  condi- 
tion, provided  reasonable  care  and  diligence 
is  exercised  by  the  tenant  on  his  part.'* 
The  case  has  been  criticized  by  other  courts 
for  extending  the  rule,  and  holding  the 
landlord  liable  for.  defects  of  which  he  has 
only  constructive  notice,  that  is,  making 
him  liable  not  only  for  failure  to  disclose 
defects  of  which  he  knows,  but  also  for 
failure  to  make  known  defects  which  he 
could  have  discovered  bv  reasonable  dili- 
gence.  See  O'Malley  ▼.  Twenty-Five  Asso- 
ciates, 178  Mass.  555,  60  N.  E.  387,  and 
critical  note  in  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  799-802. 
But  in  Irvine  ▼.  Wood,  51  N.  Y.  224,  10 
Am.  Rep.  603,  a  case  cited  and  approved 
in  numerous  decisions,  the  same  rule  of 
constructive  notice  was  applied  and  the 
owner  was  held  liable,  as  well  as  the  ten- 
ant, for  damages  to  one  passing  along  a 
]}ublic  street,  who  stepped  upon  the  iron 
cover  of  a .  coal  hole  which  turned  and 
caused  him  to  fall  through  it.  In  Moore 
V.  Parker,  63  Kan.  52,  53  L.R.A.  778,  64 
Pac.  975,  the  case  of  Hines  v.  Willcox  is 
approved,  and  an  excerpt  quoted  stating 
the  doctrine  that  constructive  notice  is  suf- 
ficient. The  question,  however,  was  not 
decided,  for  the  reason  that  the  petition 
to  which  the  demurrer  was  erroneously  sus- 
tained in  that  case  alleged  that  the  land- 
lord had  actual  notice.  In  Timlin  v.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.  126  N.  Y.  514,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
84$f  2f  ff:  S.  786,  the  court  cites  with  ap- 
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proval  the  case  of  Todd  v.  Flight,  9  C.  B. 
N.  S.  377,  30  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  21,  7  Jur. 
N.  S.  291,  3  L.  T.  N.  S.  326,  9  Week.  Rep. 
145,  16  Eng  Rul.  Cas.  329,  where  it  was 
■aid  that  an  action  will  lie  against  an  own- 
er who,  with  knowledge,  leased  his  prem- 
ises in  a  dangerous  condition, — that  is,  in 
such  a  condition  as  to  be  a  nuisance, — 
where  damage  was  caused  to  a  third  party 
after  the  leasing.  In  the  opinion  in  the 
principal  ease,  Peckham,  J.,  used  this  lan- 
guage: "I  think  that  even  if  he  do  not 
create  it,  yet  if,  to  his  knowledge,  it  exist 
on  his  premises  at  the  time  of  the  demise, 
and  is  of  a  character  dangerous  to  the  pub- 
lic or  an  adjoining  owner,  or  if  he  were  in 
truth  ignorant,  and  yet  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  care  and  diligence  he  would 
have  known  of  its  existence,  there  is  no 
principle  which  can  exempt  him  from  re- 
sponsibility any  more  than  if  he  created 
the  nuisance  himself."  126  N.  Y.  625. 
There  was  some  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  the  opening  in  the  platform  was  made, 
and  the  insufficient  cover  attached,  some 
time  in  1907  previous  to  the  letting.  Wheth- 
er the  owner  created  the  nuisance  himself, 
or  whether  it  was  done  by  some  tenant  then 
in  the  occupancy  of  the  premises,  does 
not  appear,  and  is  not  controlling.  Ever 
since  Rosewell  v.  Prior,  2  Salk.  459,  it  has 
been  held  that  if  the  nuisance  is  created  by 
a  tenant, .and  thereafter  the  landlord  takes 
possession  and  relets  the  premises  to  an- 
other with  the  nuisance  remaining  thereon, 
he  is  liable  the  same  as  though  he  created 
it  in  the  first  instance.  For  the  reasons 
stated,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  for 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
appellee  knew  of  the  dangerous  condition  of 
the  premises  at  the  time  of  the  letting,  or 
in  time  to  have  abated  the  nuisance  before 
the  injury  occurred,  or  should  have  known 
of  it  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  and 
that,  in  cases  where  a  nuisance  dangerous 
to  life  is  created  by  the  owner  on  his  prem- 
ises, or  through  his  gross  negligence  is  suf- 
fered to  remain  there,  he  cannot,  by  leasing 
the  property  to  another,  avoid  his  own  lia- 
bility to  any  person  who  is  rightfully  upon 
the  premises,  and  who,  without  fault,  is 
injured  by  reason  of  such  nuisance.  And 
this  liability  extends  to  a  servant  of  the 
tenant,  notwithstanding  the  tenant,  by  rea- 
son of  his  own  fault  or  neglect  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  danger,  could  not  have  main- 
tained an  action  against  the  owner  for  any 
injury  suffered  by  himself. 

It  was  error  to  sustain  the  demurrer,  and 
the  judgment  is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

Petition  for  rehearing*  denied. 
39  L.ILA.(N.8.) 


UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT 
OP  APPEALS,  FOURTH  CIRCUIT. 

SIDNA  ALLEN,  Plflf.  in  Err, 

v. 

UNITED   STATES. 

f(—  C.  C.  A.  —,  194  Fed.  664.) 

Perjury  —  securing  acquittal  —  double 
Jeopardy. 

1.  Placing  one  on  trial  for  perjury  which 
secured  his  acquittal  of  another  offense  is 
not  placing  him  twice  in  jeopardy  for  the 
same  offense. 

Evidence  —  perjury  ^  sufficiency. 

2.  To  sustain  a  conviction  of  perjury  for 
giving  evidence  which  secured  the  acquittal 
of  accused  upon  another  charge,  the  falsity 
of  the  oath  must  be  proved  by  positive  and 
direct  testimony,  circumstantial  evidence 
alone  not  being  sufficient. 

(February  27,  1912.) 

Note,  —  Acquittal  of  crime  as  a  "bar  to  a 
aub8eq[uent  prosecution  of  defendant 
for  perjury  oontmitted  on  the  former 
trial. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  the  acquittal  of 
a  defendant  on  a  criminal  prosecution  in 
which  he  testified,  does  not  bar  a  subsequent 
prosecution  against  him  for  perjury  com- 
mitted upon  the  former  trial.  Where  the 
issues  in  both  trials  were  practically  the 
same,  however,  it  has  been  held  that  the  de- 
cision in  the  first  prosecution  was  rea  judi- 
cata. 

The  general  rule  just  stated  was  applied 
in  People  v.  Sculley,  3  N.  Y.  Grim.  Rep.  244, 
where  it  was  held  that  an  acquittal  upon  a 
trial  for  robbery  was  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecu- 
tion for  perjury  committed  by  the  accused 
in  the  former  trial,  in  stating  that  he  did 
not  aid  or  assist  in  the  robbery,  and  knew 
nothing  about  it.  The  court  said:  "The  ob- 
jection was  suggested  to  my  mind  when 
the  jury  was  impaneled,  as  to  whether  the 
case  did  not  involve  such  a  re-examination 
of  the  preceding  case  as  to  preclude  the 
prosecution  of  the  offense  by  way  of  indict- 
ment for  perjury  committed  upon  that  trial. 
Of  course,  such  a  case  could  not  have  arisen 
before  the  act  was  passed  allowing  the  de- 
fendant to  be  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf, 
and  that  statute  is  of  recent  date ;  and  there 
is  no  case  that  I  am  aware  of  where  this 
precise  point  has  arisen,  as  to  whether  or 
not  a  person  may  be  indicted  for  perjury  for 
giving  testimony  falsely  upon  a  trial  of  him- 
self which  may  have  resulted  in  his  acquit- 
tal. But  the  preceding  rule  of  the  common 
law  was  that  a  judgment  received  by  a  per- 
son in  his  favor  could  not  be  admitted  in 
his  favor.  It  was  a  record  upon  which  he 
could  stand  as  a  legal  estoppel,  but,  it  was 
a  matter  open  for  re-examination;  and  if 
it  was  obtained  by  perjury  on  the  part  of 
the  person  in  whose  favor  it  might  oe  ren- 
dered, there  was  a  good  reason  for  holding 
that  though  the  perjury  had  been  suooess- 
25 
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ERROR  to  the  District  Court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  Western  District  of 
North  Carolina  to  review  a  judgment  con- 
victing defendant  of  perjury.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Pritchard,  Circuit  Judge, 
and  Dayton  and  Rose,  District  Judges. 

Messrs.  Walter  S.  Tipton  and  Watson, 
Bazton,  &  Watson,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Where  the  evidence  in  the  criminal  and 
perjury  cases  is  the  same,  the  perjury  case 
will  not  lie. 

United  States  v.  Butler,  38  Fed.  498; 
Cooper  V.  Com.  106  Ky.  909,  45  L.R.A.  216, 
90  Am.  St.  Rep.  275,  51  S.  W.  789,  69  S. 
W.  524,  11  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  625;  United 
States  V.  McKee,  4  Dill.  128,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
15,688;  Coffey  v.  United  States,  116  U.  S. 


436,  29  L.  ed.  684,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  437; 
Petit  V.  Com.  22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  262,  57  S.  W. 
14. 

Before  the  jury  can  convict  of  perjury, 
the  falsity  of  the  oath  must  be  proven  by 
two  credible  witnesses,  or  by  one  such  wit- 
ness and  corroborative  circumstances  suf- 
ficient to  turn  the  scales  against  the  de- 
fendant's oath. 

United  States  vt  Wood,  14  Pet.  430,  10  L. 
ed.  527;  State  v.  Miller,  24  W.  Va.  807; 
State  V.  Hawkins,  115  N.  C.  712,  20  S.  E. 
623;  State  v.  Massey,  97  N.  C.  465,  2  S.  E. 
445;  Schwartz  v.  Com.  27  Gratt.  1025,  21 
Am.  Rep.  365,  2  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  410; 
United  States  v.  Hall,  10  L.R.A.  324,  44 
Fed.  864;  Peterson  v.  State,  74  Ala.  34; 
McClerkin  v.  State,  20  Fla.  879;  People  ▼. 


ful,  it  would  not  exonerate  him  from  crimin- 
al prosecution.  The  statute  allowing  wit- 
nesses to  take  the  stand  in  their  own  behalf, 
and  subjecting  them  to  the  same  consequen- 
ces as  other  witnesses,  has  exposed  the  ac- 
cused, where  he  gives  false  testimony  know- 
ingly, to  prosecution  by  way  of  indictment 
afterwards,  although  his  testimony  may 
have  resulted  in  his  favor.  If  that  should 
not  be  the  rule,  then  in  all  cases  a  very 
strong  inducement  would  be  held  out  to  the 
accused  to  swear  falsely,  if  he  could  swear 
falsely  with  the  assurance  in  his  own  mind 
that  he  would  be  under  no  criminal  ac- 
countability whatever,  and  that  he  could 
not  be  indicted  the  same  as  any  other  wit- 
ness might  be.  That  was  not  any  part  of 
the  purpose  of  the  law  allowing  the  accused 
to  be  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf  on  the  trial. 
One  of  the  objects  was  to  subject  him  to  all 
the  restraints  and  obligations  that  other 
witnesses  were  subjected  to,  in  order  to  in- 
sure, so  far  as  possible,  a  truthful  statement 
from  him  when  he  was  placed  as  witness  up- 
on the  stand.  It  is  more  important  that 
these  restraints  should  be  imposed  upon 
a  person  swearing  in  his  own  behalf  in  a 
civil  or  criminal  case,  than  upon  other  per- 
sons, for  the  purpose  of  securing,  as  far  as 
possible,  truthful  testimony  in  courts  of  jus- 
tice. If  they  are  not  to  be  imposed  then 
tlie  criminal  goes  upon  the  stand  with  the 
knowledge  that  he  may  swear  falsely,  and 
is  in  no  manner  responsible  for  the  crime, 
and  thus  destroy  one  of  the  great  safe- 
guards that  might  be  expected  to  accrue. 
I  think  the  law  is  not  designed  to  uphold 
any  such  inconsistency." 

And,  in  State  v.  Williams,  60  Kan.  838, 
58  Pac.  476,  affirmed  on  rehearing  on  other 
grounds  in  6]  Kan.  730,  60  Pac.  1050,  it 
was  held  that  an  acquittal  of  the  defendant 
in  a  prosecution  for  assault  and  battery  was 
not  an  adjudication  of  the  truthfulness  of 
the  defendant's  testimony,  and  not  such  an 
adjudication  as  barred  a  prosecution  for 
perjury  in  testifying  that  he  did  not  strike 
the  one  upon  whom  the  assault  was  allegcr' 
to  have  been  committed,  with  a  pistol,  or 
have  a  pistol  in  his  possession. 

And  this  case  was  followed  in  State  v. 
39  L.R.A,(N.S.) 


Bevill,  79  Kan.  524,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  345, 
100  Pac.  476,  17  Ann.  Cas.  753,  holding  that 
an  acquittal  in  a  prosecution  charging  ille- 
gal fisning  was  not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution 
against  the  defendant  for  perjury  commit- 
ted on  the  former  trial,  in  testifying  that 
he  did  not  set  certain  nets  or  take  fish 
therefrom. 

And  in  State  v.  Cary,  159  Ind.  504,  65 
N.  £.  527,  it  was  held  that  an  acquittal  of 
the  defendant  in  a  prosecution  for  criminal 
assault  did  not  establish  the-  fact  that  tes- 
timony which  he  gave  in  his  behalf,  denying 
the  commission  of  the  assault,  was  true,  or 
bar  a  prosecution  against  him  for  perjury. 

So,  in  State  v.  Caywood,  96  Iow.a>  372,  65 
N.  W.  385,  it  was  held  that  an  acquittal  for 
larceny  was  not  res  judicata  in  a  prosecu- 
tion against  the  defendant  for  perjury  com- 
mitted in  the  former  trial. 

And  in  State  v.  Vandemark,  77  Conn.  201, 
58  Atl.  715,  1  Ann.  Cas.  161,  it  was  held 
that  an  acquittal  in  a  prosecution  for  crim- 
inal conspiracy  to  commit  an  assault  was 
not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  perjury  com- 
mitted by  the  defendant  on  the  former  trial, 
in  stating  that  he  was  not  at  certain  plac- 
es at  given  times,  and  did  not  commit  the 
assault,  and  had  no  knowledge  of  it;  since 
the  offenses  were  wholly  distinct,  and  it  was 
impossible  that  evidence  sufficient  to  prove 
the  former  could  be  sufficient  to  prove  the 
latter. 

And  in  Dickerson  v.  State,  18  Wyo.  440, 
111  Pac.  857,  116  Pac.  448,  where  a  plea  in 
bar  tendered  the  issue  of  former  acquittal, 
it  was  held  that  such  a  plea  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  perjury,  setting  up  the  defendant's 
acquittal  of  the  crime  of  rape  on  the  trial 
in  which  the  perjury  was  alleged  to  have 
been  committed,  was  insufficient. 

So,  in  People  v.  Albers,  137  Mich.  678, 
100  N.  W.  908,  it  was  held  that  the  defend- 
ant's acquittal  of  the  crime  of  bribery  was 
not  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  perjury  com- 
mitted in  the  former  trial,  by  stating  that 
he  had  been  sent  to  offer  the  bribe  by  a 
certain  person. 

After  referring  to  United  States  v.  But- 
ler; Cooper  V.  Com.;  and  Petit  v.  Com. 
infra,  the  court  in  this  case  said;    "These 
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Wells,  103  Cal.  631,  37  Pac.  629;  Haines 
y.  State,  109  Ga.  526,  35  S.  E.  141;  State 
V.  Waddle,  100  Iowa,  57,  69  N.  W.  279; 
Wadlington  v.  Com.  22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1108, 
59  S.  W.  851;  State  v.  Jean,  42  La.  Ann. 
946,  8  So.  480;  Com.  v.  Pollard,  12  Met. 
225;  Com.  v.  Butland,  119  Mass.  317;  Vance 
V.  State,  62  Miss.  137;  Whittle  v.  State, 
79  Miss.  327,  30  So.  722,  15  Am.  Crim..Rep. 
574;  State  r.  Blize,  111  Mo.  464,  20  S.  W. 
210;  State  v.  Gibbs,  10  Mont.  213,  10 
L.R.A.  749,  26  Pac.  289;  Gandy  v.  State, 
23  Neb.  436,  36  N.  W.  817 ;  Crusen  v.  State, 
10  Ohio  St.  268;  Williams  v.  Com.  91  Pa. 
493;  State  v.  Buie,  43  Tex.  632;  Grandison 
V.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  186;  Galloway  v. 
State,  29  Ind.  442. 


Messrs.  A*  K.  Holton  and  A.  L.  Coble, 

for  defendant  in  error: 

The  acquittal  of  a  defendant  charged 
with  crime  is  no  bar  to  his  prosecution  for 
perjury  in  having  testified  falsely  on  the 
first  prosecution. 

State  V.  Vandemark,  77  Conn.  201,  58 
Atl.  715,  1  Ann.  Cas.  161;  United  States  v. 
Houston,  4  Cranch,  C.  C.  266,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
16,398;  United  States  y.  Randenbush,  8  Pet. 
288,  8  L.  ed.  948;  State  v.  Morgan,  95  N. 
C.  641;  Coffey  v.  United  States,  116  U.  S. 
436,  29  L.  ed.  684,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  437; 
State  Y.  Bevill,  79  Kan.  524,  131  Am.  St. 
Rep.  345,  100  Pac.  476,  17  Ann.  Cas.  753; 
30  Cyc.  1422;  State  y.  Cary,  169  Ind.  504, 
65  N.  E.  527;  State  y.  Williams,  60  Kan. 


cases  are  authority  for  the  proposition  that 
an  acquittal  of  a  certain  charge  is  a  com- 
plete defense  to  a  subsequent  prosecution  for 
perjury;  which  is  based  upon,  the  assumption 
that  respondent  was  guilty  of  that  charge. 
If  this  proposition  be  sound,  and  it  has  been 
denied  ...  it  has  no  application  to 
this  case.  It  is  true  that  the  perjured  testi- 
mony under  consideration  was  material,  be- 
cause it  strengthened  respondent's  claim 
that  he  was  not  acting  corruptly.  But  its 
falsity  is  not,  legally  speaking,  inconsistent 
with  respondent's  innocence  of  the  crime  of 
bribery.  Because  respondent  was  innocent 
of  that  crime,  it  does  not  follow  that  all 
testimony  tending  to  proYe  his  innooenoe 
was  true,  and  that  all  testimony  tending 
to  proYe  his  guilt  was  false.  It  is  not  even 
certain  that  the  jury  who  acquitted  respond- 
ent of  the  charge  of  bribery  found  that  De 
Vries  did  not  send  him  to  Renihan.  From 
the  nature  of  the  case  this  is  a  fact  ex- 
tremely difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  be 
proved.  But  if  we  assume  that  they  did  so 
find,  as  alleged  in  respondent's  plea,  it  by  no 
means  follows  that  such  finding  is  res  judi- 
cata in  this  suit.  The  foregoing  authori- 
ties certainly  do  not  so  hold.  Because  the 
people  may  not  prosecute  one  for  perjury 
upon  the  basis  that  he  was  guilty  of  t)  ( 
crime  for  which  he  has  been  acquitted,  it  by 
no  means  follows  that  they  cannot  prosecute 
him  for  perjury  simply  because  the  jury 
credited  his  perjured  testimony,  and  particu- 
larly when  the  prosecution  for  the  crime  of 
perjury  does  not  proceed  upon  grounds  in- 
consistent with  his  innocence  of  the  first 
charge.  The  verdict  of  the  jury  in  the  first 
case  adjudjred  respondent  innocent  of  the 
crime  of  bribery.  By  what  reasoning  can  it 
be  contended  that  it  also  adjudged  him 
innocent  of  the  crime  of  perjury  in  giving 
his  testimony  therein?  He  was  not  then 
tried  for  that  charge,  and  he  could  not  have 
been  convicted  of  it.  If  a  prosecution  on 
that  charge  had  been  at  once  instituted,  the 
pendency  of  the  first  prosecution  could  not 
have  been  pleaded  in  abatement  of  the  sec- 
ond :  and  it  has  been  held  that  the  judgment 
in  the  suit  in  which  perjury  is  alleged  to 
have  been  committed  is  inadmissible  evidence 
39  Ii.R.A.(N.S.) 


on  the  question  of  guilt  or  innocence  in  the 
prosecution  for  perjury.  .  .  .  The  gen- 
eral proposition  that  one  can  escape  punish- 
ment for  perjury,  because  he  succeeded  in 
inducing  a  jury  to  credit  his  false  testimony, 
is  supported  neither  by  authority  nor  by 
reason.  If  he  could,  then  it  is  true,  as 
stated  by  counsel  for  the  people,  that  the 
law  encourages  parties,  particularly  respond- 
ents in  criminal  cases,  to  perjure  themselves. 
We  must  declare  that  the  law  is  guilty  of  no 
such  folly.  Is  the  rule  changed  by  the 
fact  that  the  suit  in  which  credit  was  given 
to  the  perjured  testimony  was  another  suit 
between  the  same  parties?  We  think  not. 
*The  former  verdict  is  conclusive  only  as  to 
facts  directly  and  distinctly  put  in  issue, 
and  the  finding  of  which' is  necessary  to  up- 
hold the  judgment.  The  doctrine  of  estop- 
pel [that  is,  the  conclusiveness  of  a  former 
judgment]  is  restricted  to  facts  directly  in 
issue,  and  does  not  extend  to  facts  which 
rest  in  evidence,  and  are  merely  collateral. 
"A  fact  or  matter  in  issue  is  that  upon 
which  plaintiff  proceeds  by  his  action,  and 
which  the  defendant  controverts  in  his 
pleadings,  while  collateral  facts  are  such 
as  are  offered  in  evidence  to  establish  the 
matters  or  facts  in  issue." ' " 

In  State  v.  Smith,  —  Minn.  — ,  137  N.  W. 
295,  it  was  held  that  unless  the  conviction 
on  the  charge  of  perjury  necessarily  import- 
ed a  contradiction  of  the  jury's  verdict  of 
not  guilty  in  the  former  trial  for  arson,  the 
prosecution  for  perjury  was  not  barred;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  jury's  verdict  of  not 
guilty  in  the  arson  case  in  question,  in 
which  evidence  was  given  of  the  defendant's 
admissions  of  being  at  the  place  where  the 
arson  was  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
and  of  setting  the  fire  in  question,  did  not 
bar  a  prosecution  for  perjury  based  upon  the 
defendant's  denials  of  such  admissions  on 
the  trial  for  arson. 

Where  the  issues  in  both  trials  were  prac- 
tically the  same,  it  has  been  held  however, 
that  the  decision  in  the  first  prosecution  was 
res  judicata  in  the  subsequent  prosecution 
for  perjury. 

Thus,  in  United  States  v.  Butler.  38  Fed. 
498,  the  defendant  had  been  acquitted  upon 
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837,  68  Pac.  476;  Hutcherson  ▼.  State,  33 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  67,  24  S.  W.  908. 

Circumstantial  evidence  is  sufficient  to 
convict  of  perjury. 

United  States  v;  Wood,  14  Pet.  430,  10  L. 
ed.  527;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  H  258;  People  v. 
Doody,  172  N.  Y.  165,  64  N.  E.  807,  15 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  576,  affirming  72  App.  Div. 
372,  76  N.  Y.  Supp.  606;  30  Cyc.  1453; 
Beach  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  240,  22 
S.  W.  976;  State  v.  Journigan,  120  N.  C. 
568,  26  S.  £.  696;  State  v.  Knox,  61  N.  C. 
(Phill.  L.)  313. 

Rose,  District.  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  the  defendant 
helow.  He  will  be  called  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  in  error  will  be  referred  to 
as  the  government.  The  circumstances  are 
peculiar.  A  year  before  the  present  indict- 
ment was  returned,  the  defendant  and  one 
Dickins  had  been  jointly  indicted  in  the 
court  below  for  (1)  making  counterfeit  $20 
gold  pieces;  (2)  having  such  coins  in  their 
possession  with  intent  to  defraud;  and  (3) 
passing  or  attempting  to  pass  some  of  such 
coins  on  particular  individuals.  To  such 
indictment  Dickins  pleaded  guilty.  The  de- 
fendant stood  his  trial.  It  was  proved  that 
the  defendant  and  Dickins  lived  close  to- 
gether in  Carroll  county,  Virginia.  They 
had  been  for  some  time  closely  associated. 
The  defendant  had  in  writing  ordered  ma- 
chinery which  could  be  used  to  make  coun- 
terfeit coins.    He  had  paid  for  this  machin- 


ery by  his  personal  check.  Dickins  had  in- 
vented a  wagon  brake.  The  defendant  had 
a  half  interest  in  the  patent  therefor.  In 
February,  1910,  they  came  together  to  Win- 
ston-Salem, North  Carolina.  Their  avowed 
purpose  was  to  sell  rights  under  the  brake 
patent.  While  in  Winston-Salem,  Dickins 
passed  or  attempted  to  pass  two  of  the 
counterfeit  coins,  one  upon  a  prostitute, 
and  the  other  upon  a  hack  driver.  As  a 
result  of  his  offering  one  of  the  coins  to  the 
latter,  he  was  arrested.  At  the  time  he 
attempted  to  pass  these  coins,  and  when  he 
was  arrested,  the  defendant  was  waiting 
for  him  at  a  railroad  station  in  Winston- 
Salem.  There  were  many  other  facts  and 
circumstances  offered  in  evidence.  Some 
of  these  tended  to  show  that  the  defendant 
and  Dickins  were  acting  in  concert.  There 
was  testimony  that  some  man  who  answered 
more  or  less  closely  to  the  description  of 
the  defendant  had,  after  the  arrest  of 
Dickins,  made  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to 
recover  from  the  prostitute  the  coin  which 
had  been  passed  upon  her.  The  defendant 
took  the  stand  in  his  own  behalf.  He  ad- 
mitted everything  to  wliich  those  govern- 
ment witnesses,  who  had  positively  identi- 
fied him,  had  sworn.  He  gave  an  explana- 
tion of  all  such  circumstances  consistent 
with  his  lack  of  any  knowledge  of  or  par- 
ticipation in  any  illegal  act  of  Dickins.  He 
denied  that  he  had  ever  visited  the  prosti- 
tute in  question,  or  had  ever  had  any  com- 
munication of  any  kind  with  her.  He  was 
acquitted. 


an  indictment  for  unlawfully  selling  liquor, 
and  it  was  held  in  a  subsequent  prosecution 
for  perjury  in  stating  that  he  did  not  sell 
it,  as  charged,  that  a  plea  of  prior  acquit- 
tal was  bad,  since  the  indictments  were  not 
for  the  same  transaction  nor  sustained  by 
the  same  evidence,  but  it  was  held  that  such 
acquittal  was  a  conclusive  adjudication  in 
defendant's  favor  in  the  prosecution  for 
perjury.  The  court  said:  "It  certainly 
strikes  one  as  an  anomaiy  that,  after  an  ac- 
quittal for  a  criminal  offense,  a  party  may 
be  put  upon  trial  for  perjury,  in  swearing 
that  he  was  not  guilty  of  that  offense;  but 
I  do  not  think  a  plea  of  former  acquittal  is 
the  proper  way  to  take  advantage  of  it. 
To  make  such  a  plea  effective  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  same  evidence  will  sustain 
both  indictmetits,  and  that  they  relate  to  the 
same  transaction.  Thus,  if  a  person  be  ac- 
quitted of  robbery,  he  cannot  be  convicted 
of  larceny  of  the  same  property;  nor,  after 
conviction  for  arson,  can  a  prisoner  be  tried 
for  murder  committed  in  burning  the  build- 
ing, although  it  has  been  held  that  a  trial 
and  conviction  for  an  assault  and  battery 
is  no  bar  to  a  subsequent  indictment  for 
manslaughter.  Burns  v.  People.  1  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  182.  But  the  offense  of  perjury 
is  a  totally  distinct  and  separate  thing  from 
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selling  liquor,  and  was  committed  at  a  dif- 
ferent time,  although  it  related  to  the  same 
transaction,  and  the  evidence  that  will  sus- 
tain one  will  only  partly  sustain  the  other. 
If  defendant's  contention  were  sound  it 
would  follow  as  a  matter  of  course  that  if 
he  had  been  convicted  upon  the  first  indict- 
ment for  selling  liquor,  he  could  have  plead- 
ed a  prior  conviction  to  the  indictment  for 
perjury,  a  point  I  should  be  quite  unwill- 
ing to  concede.  But  I  am  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  upon  the  trial  of  this  case  the 
defendant  would  be  entitled  to  show  that  he 
had  been  acquitted  of  the  offense  concerning 
which  he  is  charged  to  have  committed  per- 
jury, and  that  such  acquittal  would  be  con- 
clusive. Whenever  the  same  fact  has  been 
put  in  issue  between  the  same  parties,  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  upon  such  issue  is  a 
complete  estoppel.  This  case  contains  all 
the  elements  of  a  plea  of  re«  judicata:  the 
parties  are  the  same;  the  point  in  issue, 
viz.f  whether  he  did  in  fact  sell  liquor,  is 
the  same,  and  the  quantum  of  proof  requi- 
site in  both  cases  is  also  the  same.  Had  he 
sworn  before  the  commissioner  that  he  had 
paid  his  tax,  and  had  been  acquitted  by  the 
jury  upon  the  ground  that  he  did  not  sell 
liquor,  the  issue  would  have  been  different, 
and  perhaps  such  difference  might  have  been 
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About  twelve  months  afterwards,  the  in- 
dictment now  before  us  was  found.  By  it 
he  is  charged  with  perjury  in  having  sworn 
at  his  trial  for  counterfeiting  that  he  was 
not  guilty  of  the  counterfeiting  charge; 
that  he  did  not  have  the  counterfeit  coins 
in  his  possession,  nor  did  he  attempt  to 
pass  them;  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with 
the  counterfeit  money  that  Dickins  made 
and  passed;  that  he  did  not  know  that 
Dickins  had  in  his  possession  in  ^Yinston- 
Salem  a  counterfeit  coin;  that  he  did  not 
make  or  aid  and  abet  Didclns  in  the  manu- 
facture of  counterfeit  coins;  and  that  he 
was  in  Winston-Salem  on  February  10, 
1910,  only  for  the  purpose  of  selling  a 
patent  wagon  brake.  At  the  trial  of  the 
defendant  for  perjury,  the  testimony  on 
both  sides  was  in  all  substantial  respects 
the  same  as  that  which  had  been  given 
when  he  was  called  upon  to  answer  the  in- 
dictment for  counterfeiting.  It  is  true  that 
the  government  did  prove  two  additional 
attempts  of  Dickins  to  pass  the  counterfeit 
coins.  When  making  one  of  these  attempts, 
it  was  shown  that  Dickins  had  a  compan- 
ion. Such  companion  did  not  look  unlike 
the  defendant,  but  the  witness  would  not 
swear  that  it  was  in  fact  the  defendant. 
The  defendant  was  convicted. 

A  number  of  assignments  of  error  are 
made.  The  most  important  are  intended  to 
raise  %he  questions  (1)  whether  such  a 
prosecution  can  be  maintained  at  all;  and 
(2)  whether  the  defendant  can  be  properly 
convicted  when  no  witness  has  testilied  that 


what  the  defendant  had  sworn  in  the  first 
trial  was  false,  and  when  it  is  not  shown 
that  the  defendant  has  ever,  in  writing  or 
otherwise,  made  any  representations  neces- 
sarily inconsistent  with  the  truthfulness  of 
the  evidence  for  the  giving  of  which  he  was 
put  upon  his  trial. 

The  defendant  says  that  he  has  been 
twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  oiTense. 
With  this  contention  we  cannot  agree. 
Passing  or  trying  to  pass  in  February  coun- 
terfeit' coins  upon  various  residents  of  Win- 
ston-Salem is  not  the  same  offense  as  fore- 
swearing one's  self  in  June  in  the  United 
States  district  court  at  Greensboro.  State 
v.  Vandemark,  77  Conn.  201,  58  Atl.  716, 
1  Ann.  Gas.  161;  State  v.  Williams,  60 
Kan.  838,  68  Pac.  476;  Hutcherson  v.  State, 
33  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  67,  24  S.  W.  908;  State 
V.  Bevill,  79  Kan.  624,  131  Am.  St.  Rep. 
346,  100  Pac.  476,  17  Ann.  Gas.  753;  State 
V.  Gary,  159  Ind.  604,  66  N.  E.  627;  People 
V.  Albers,  137  Mich.  679,  100  N.  W.  908; 
State  V.  Gaywood,  96  Iowa,  372,  65  N.  W. 
385.  In  every  one  of  these  cases,  the  de- 
fendant was  held  properly  convicted  of  per- 
jury while  testifying  in  his  own  behalf 
when  under  prosecution  for  an  offense  of 
which  he  was  acquitted.  It  is  true  that 
the  right  to  convict  for  perjury  committed 
under  such  circumstances  has  been  denied. 
United  States  v.  Butler  (D.  G.)  38  Fed. 
498;  Gooper  y.  Gom.  106  Ky.  909,  45  L.R.A. 
216,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  275,  61  S.  W.  789, 
59  S.  W.  524;  Petit  v.  Gom.  22  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
262,  57  S.  W.  14. 

But  in  none  of  those  cases  was  it  held 


shown  by  parol,  but  in  this  case  the  two  is- 
sues were  identically  the  same." 

And  in  Cooper  v.  Gom.  106  Ky.  900,  45 
L.R.A.  216,  90  Am.  St.  Rep.  275,  51  S.  W. 
789,  59  S.  W.  524,  it  was  held  that  an  ac- 
quittal on  a  charge  of  adultery  was  a  bar  to 
a  prosecution  of  the  accused  for  perjury  in 
swearing  that  he  did  not  commit  tne  offense. 
The  court  said :  "Appellant  in  this  case  had 
already  been  tried  and  acquitted  of  the  of- 
fense of  having  had  carnal  sexual  inter- 
course with  Libbie  Purvis,  and  the  judgment 
in  that  case  is  rea  judicata  against  the  com- 
monwealth, and  he  cannot  again  be  put 
on  trial,  where  the  truth  or  falsity  of  the 
charge  in  that  indictment  is  the  gist  of  the 
question  under  investigation." 

And  this  case  was  followed  in  Petit  ▼. 
Com.  22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  262, 57  S.  W.  14,  where 
it  was  held  that  an  acquittal  on  a  prosecu- 
tion for  carrying  a  deadly  weapon  was  a 
bar  to  a  prosecution  against  the  defendant 
for  false  swearing  as  to  whether  or  not  he 
was  carrying  such  weapon. 

Referring  to  the  Butler  Case  supra,  the 
court,  in  State  v.  Williams,  60  Kan.  838,  58 
PaCi  476,  said:  "In  that  case  the  defendant, 
who  had  been  acquitted  upon  a  charge  of 
selling  liquor  without  the  payment  of  the 
special  tax  required  by  law,  was  prosecuted 
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for  perjury  for  swearing  that  he  did  not  sell 
the  liquor;  and  it  was  held  that  his  acquit- 
tal of  selling  liquor  was  an  adjudication  in 
his  favor  on  the  subsequent  trial  for  per^ 
jury,  and  that  the  government  could  not 
show  that  his  sworn  statement  was  false. 
It  will  be  observed,  however,  that  the  issues 
there  were  more  nearly  identical  than  in 
the  present  case.  The  defendant  swore  that 
he  did  not  sell  liquor,  and  the  finding  of 
the  jurr  was  that  he  did  not  sell  it.  So, 
it  was  held  that  a  person  could  not  be  con- 
victed of  perjury  in  swearing  to  a  state  of 
facts  which  a  jury  in  another  case  against 
him  had  found  to  be  true.  Even  in  that 
case  it  was  said  that  if  the  defendant  had 
sworn  that  he  had  paid  his  tax,  and  had 
been  acquitted  by  the  jury  upon  the  ground 
that  he  did  not  sell  the  liquor,  the  issue 
would  have  been  different.  So,  here  the  de- 
fendant may  have  had  a  pistol  in  his  hand 
or  on  his  person  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
assault,  without  being  guilty  of  the  of- 
fense charged  against  him  in  the  police 
court;  and  he  may  even  have  struck  Stev- 
ens with  the  pistol,  and  still  have  been  ac- 
quitted on  the  ground  that  it  was  neces- 
sary for  his  own  defense:  and  therefore 
there  is  not  the  identity  of  issues  that  there 
was  in  the  Butler  Case."  J.  T.  W, 
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that  the  prosecution  for  perjury  put  the  de- 
fendant a  second  time  in  jeopardy  for  the 
same  o£fense.  Indeed,  Judge,  afterwards 
Mr.  Justice  Brown,  who  decided  United 
States  V.  Butler,  supra,  pointed  out  that  it 
was  impossible  to  hold  that  the  defendant 
was  being  tried  twice  for  the  same  crime. 
If  that  were  true,  a  defendant  testifying  in 
his  own  behalf  in  a  criminal  trial  could 
safely  swear  to  anything  he  pleased.  He 
could  never  be  punished  for  perjury  so  com- 
mitted. Autre  fois  convict  is  as  conclusive 
a  plea  as  autre  fois  acquit.  But  the 
learned  judge  was  of  opinion  that,  wherever 
the  nature  of  the  perjury  alleged  was  such 
that  the  real  issue  of  fact  to  be  passed 
upon  by  the  jury  sworn  in  the  perjury  case 
was  necessarily  the  same  which  had  been 
already  decided  by  the  jury  in  the  first  case 
adversely  to  the  contention  upon  which  the 
government  must  stand  in  the  perjury  pros- 
ecution, the  matter  was  res  judicata.  In 
spite  of  the  great  weight  which  the  sound 
learning  and  broad  wisdom  of  Mr.  Justice 
Brown  give  to  any  of  his  judicial  deliver- 
ances, his  reasoning  in  this  case  has  failed 
to  secure  general  acceptance.  The  highest 
courts  of  Connecticut,  Indiana,  Michigan, 
Iowa,  and  Kansas  have  expressly  declined 
to  follow  it.  It  has  been  adopted  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky.  The  reasons 
why  a  verdict  of  acquittal  in  a  criminal 
case  should  not  necessarily  bar  a  subse- 
quent prosecution  of  the  defendant  for  per- 
jury committed  by  him  when  testifying 
as  a  witness  in  his  own  behalf  are  forcibly 
stated  by  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan 
in  People  v.  Albers,  337  Mich.  679,  100  N. 
W.  908.  As  there  argued,  public  policy  may 
require  the  recognition  of  the  right  some- 
times to  institute  such  prosecution.  If  so 
much  be  granted,  it  may  be  neither  easy 
nor  safe  to  lay  down  a  fixed  and  unvarying 
rule  of  law  defining  the  circumstances  under 
which  such  prosecutions  may  or  may  not  be 
undertaken.  For  the  purposes  of  this  case, 
it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  is  very  hard  to 
imagine  any  state  of  things  which  would 
justify  an  indictment  for  perjury  of  an  ac- 
quitted defendant  against  whom  the  gov- 
ernment offers  no  other  substantial  evidence 
than  that  which  had  been  before  the  jury 
which  had  found  him  not  guilty.  The  gov- 
ernment and  its  prosecuting  officers  should 
not  discredit  the  verdicts  and  judgments  of 
its  own  courts  by  seeking  to  induce  one  jury 
to  find  that  another  gave  a  wrong  verdict 
upon  what  is  in  all  mat^erial  respects  the 
same  testimony.  The  record  in  the  case  at 
bar  suggests  that  the  able  and  experienced 
attorney  for  the  United  States,  when  he  be- 
gan the  prosecution  for  perjury,  had  some 
reason  to  think  that  one  of  the  new  wit-  ' 
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nesses  to  the  passing  by  Dickins  of  counter- 
feit coins  would  be  able  to  identify  the  de- 
fendant as  the  person  who  was  with  him 
when  such  attempt  was  made.  After  it  was 
found  that  such  identification  could  not  be 
had,  it  would  have  been  better  to  have  gone 
no  further  with  the  case.  It  is'  unnecessary 
for  us  to  decide  whether  upon  this  record 
as  it  stands  and  as  a  matter  of  law  we 
would,  upon  this  ground,  be  justified  in  re- 
versing tlie  judgment  of  the  court  below. 
It  will  have  to  be  set  aside  for  reasons 
which,  unless  other  evidence  shall  be  forth- 
coming, will  preclude  a  verdict  for  the 
government  in  any  new  trial  which  may  be 
had. 

As  already  stated,  no  witness  testified  to 
anything  which  was  absolutely  inconsistent 
with  the  defendant's  innocence.  No  admis- 
sion of  his  which  showed  him  to  be  guilty 
was  offered  in  evidence  against  him.  The 
defendant  prayed  the  court  to  instruct  the 
jury  that,  in  order  to  convict  him,  the 
falsity  of  his  oath  must  be  proved  by  two 
credible  witnesses,  or  by  one  such  witness 
and  corroborative  circumstances  sufficient 
to  turn  the  scale  against  the  defendant's 
oath.  The  learned  judge  declined  to  give 
this  instruction  or  others  of  'similar  im- 
port. He  told  the  jury  that  such  had  been 
the  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  that  it  did 
not  apply  in  a  case  like  the  present.  He 
added:  "This  case  depends  largely  upon 
circumstantial  evidence.  .  .  .*  The  law 
of  circumstantial  evidence  is  not  supplant- 
ed by  the  rule  of  the  common  law  which  I 
have  stated;  but  in  an  indictment  for  per- 
jury, if  the  prosecution  has  introduced  testi- 
mony showing  circumstances  which  are 
well  connected,  strong,  cogent,  and  convinc- 
ing, which  irresistibly  lead  the  minds  of  the 
jury  to  the  conclusion  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  that  the  defendant  swore  falsely  as 
charged  in  the  indictment,  that  he  swore 
contrary  to  what  he  necessarily  knew  to  be 
the  truth,  not  only  is  the  jury  warranted  in 
returning  a  verdict  of  guilty  under  such 
circumstances,  but  it  would  be  their  duty  to 
do  so." 

To  the  refusal  of  the  instructions  asked 
for  by  him  and  to  the  portion  of  the  charge 
of  the  learned  judge  above  referred,  the 
defendant  duly  excepted  and  has  assigned 
error.  Such  assignments  must  be  sus- 
tained. In  trials  for  treason  and  perjury 
almost  alone  are  now  to  be  found  any  sur- 
vival of  the  practice  of  arbitrarily  meas- 
uring the  probative  value  of  evidence  by 
the  number  of  witnesses.  It  is  true  that 
in  perjury  the  requirements  of  the  rule  are 
not  now  what  they  once  were.  There  is  no 
question  that  there  are  capes  in  wnich 
neither   the   two   witnesses   of   the  earlier 
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law,  nor  the  one  witness  with  strong  cor- 
roboration of  the  later,  are  required  to  sup- 
port a  conyiction.  The  court  and  the  text- 
writers  have  said  that  the  oath  of  a  living 
witness  to  the  falsity  of  the  statement  in 
question  is  not  indispensable.  "First, 
where  the  falsehood  of  the  matter  sworn 
by  the  prisoner  is  directly  proved  by  docu- 
mentary or  written  evidence  springing  from 
himself  with  circumstances  showing  the  cor- 
rupt intent;  secondly,  in  cases  where  the 
matter  so  sworn  is  contradicted  by  a  public 
record,  proved  to  have  been  well  known  by 
the  prisoner  when  he  took  the  oath,  the  oath 
only  being  proved  to  have  been  taken;  and 
thirdly,  in  cases  where  the  party  is  charged 
with  taking  an  oath  contrary  to  what  he 
must  necessarily  have  known  to  be  true, 
the  falsehood  being  shown  by  his  own  let- 
ters relating  to  the  fact  sworn  to,  or  by 
any  other  written  testimony  existing  and 
being  found  in  his  possession  and  which  has 
been  treated  by  him  as  containing  the  evi- 
dence of  the  fact  recited  in  it.  United 
States  V.  Wood,  14  Tet.  440,  441,  10  L, 
cd.  527,  633;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  258. 

It  may  well  be  that  a  conviction  might 
be  sustained  under  still  other  circumstances, 
although  the  living  witness  was  not  forth- 
coming. If  so,  the  evidence  that  the  defend- 
ant had  in  fact  forsworn  himself  must  be 
direct  and  positive.  If  true,  it  must  dem- 
onstrate the  defendant's  guilt.  Such  was 
the  testimony  held  sufficient  in  People  v. 
Doody,  172  N.  Y.  165,  64  N.  E.  807,  15 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  676.  We  have  examined 
the  other  authorities  relied  on  by  the  gov- 
ernment. None  of  them  sustain  its  conten- 
tion. We  have  already  quoted  from  Green- 
leaf  on  Evidence.  30  Cyc,  1452,  in  so  many 
words  declares:  "Positive  and  direct  evi- 
dence is  absolutely  necessary  in  a  perjury 
case.  Circumstantial  evidence  standing 
alone  is  never  sufficient." 

In  Beach  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  240, 
22  S.  W.  976,  the  acta  proved  were  abso- 
lutely inconsistent  with  the  innocence  of 
tiie  accused.  The  court  there,  it  is  true, 
says  that  two  witnesses  need  not  swear  di- 
rectly adversely  to  the  fact  sworn  by  the  de- 
fendant. It  is  sufficient  when  the  facts  con- 
clusively demonstrate  his  guilt.  It,  how- 
ever, shows  the  sense  in  which  it  intends  its 
words  to  be  understood,  by  citing  as  its 
authority  for  them  United  States  v.  Wood, 
supra.'  The  •  most  recent  text-writers  rec- 
ognize that  to  convict  of  perjury  the  gov- 
ernment must  produce  testimony  of  a  more 
direct  and  positive  character  than  is  re- 
quired to  justify  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  other 
offenses.  There  is  no  suggestion  that  the 
rule  as-  laid  down  in  Greenleaf  and  in 
United  States  v.  Wood,  supra,  is  not  in  sub- 
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stance  still  binding  on  the  courts.  3  Wig- 
more,  Ev.  §  2040;  2  Chamberlayne,  Ev.  § 
989. 

In  this  case  no  witness  directly  swore  to 
the  falsity  of  any  of  the  testimony  for  the 
giving  of  which  the  defendant  was  indicted. 
Nor  is  there  any  direct  written  evidence 
springing  from  himself  .which  proves  any  of 
that  testimony  to  be  untrue.  No  admission 
or  action  of  his  established  by  the  evidence 
is  logically  inconsistent  with  his  innocence. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  refusal  of 
the  instructions  asked  for  by  him  and  the 
giving  of  the  portion  of  the  charge  above 
quoted  constituted   prejudicial  error. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  will  have 
to  be  reversed. 


UNITED     STATES    CIRCUIT    COURT 
OF  APPEALS,  FIRST  CIRCUIT. 

JOHN  P.  REYNOLDS,  Trustee  In  Bank- 
ruptcy, Appt., 

V. 

NEW  YORK  TRUST  COMPANY. ' 
(110  C.  C.  A.  409,  188  Fed.  611.) 

Trover  —  right  to  waive  tort  —  con- 
snmption  of  property. 

1.  The  right  to  waive  the  tort,  and  sue 
in  contract  for  conversion  of  property,  does 
not  fail  because  the  property  is  consumed 
rather  than  converted  into  money. 

Courts  —  Federal  —  effect  of  state  de« 
cislous. 

2.  A  Federal  bankruptcy  court  is  not 
bound  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  tiie 
state  in  which  it  is  sitting,  as  to  the  right 
of  one  whose  property  has  been  converted 
and  consumed,  to  waive  the  tort  and  sue 
in  contract  for  it&  value. 

Note. -^  BatHeruptcy :  double  proof  of 
claim  against  estate  of  flrtn  and  in- 
dividual  partner* 

This  note  does  not  include  the  cases  on 
the  right  to  prove  a  debt  against  the  respec- 
tive estates  of  two  partnerships  composed 
in  whole  or  in  part  of  the  same  members. 
Nor  does  it  include  cases  like  Re  Knight,  2 
Biss.  518,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,880,  8  Nat.  Bankr. 
Rep.  436,  holding  that  where  there  are  part* 
nership  and  individual  debts,  and  there  are 
no  partnership  assets  and  no  solvent  part- 
ner, the  debts  of  the  firm  and  of  the  in- 
dividual member  may  be  proved  af^ainst  the 
individual  estate,  which  is  to  be  distributed 
part  p<is8u  among  the  creditors. 

Generally,  as  to  provability  and  discharge 
of  partnership  debts  in  individual  proceed- 
ings, see  the  note  in  69  L.R.A.  772. 

As  to  the  effect  of  an  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  of  a  member  of  the  firm  upon 
the  rights  of  the  firm  creditors  against  the 
firm  property,  see  the  note  in  30  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  787. 
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Bankruptcy  —  quasi  contracts  —  con- 
version —  waiver  of  tort. 

3.  A  contract}  express  or  implied,  for 
which  claims  may  be  filed  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy act,  includes  quasi  contracts  to  pay 
for  property  converted  and  consumed  by  the 
debtor. 

Same  —  partnership  —  proof  afi^alnst 
firm  and  individual. 

4.  One  whose  bonds  have  been  converted 
and  consumed  by  a  brokerage  firm  can- 
not, upon  the  theory  that  the  tort  is  both 
joint  and  several,  so  as  to  permit  him  to 
proceed  in  contract,  prove  his  claim  in 
bankruptcy  proceedings  both  against  the 
estate  of  the  firm  and  that  of  an  individ- 
ual partner  who  is  not  shown  to  have  par- 
ticipated in  the  conversion  or  benefited 
thereby. 

(June  22,  1911.) 


APPEAL  by  the  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
from  an  order  of  the  District  Court 
for  the  District  of  Massachusetts  allowing 
a  claim  of  the  New  York  Trust  Company 
for  a  certain  amount  against  the  individ- 
ual estate  of  E.  H.  Gay,  bankrupt.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Colt,  Circuit  Judge,  and 
Aldrich  and  Brown,  District  Judges. 

Messrs.  Tyler  &  Youn^  and  Woodman 
&  Wliltehonse  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Charles  P.  Howland  for  appellee. 

Brown,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  by  the  trustee  in 
bankruptcy  of  E.  H.  Gay,  from  an  order 


Ab  to  the  effect  of  an  adjudication  of 
bankruptcy  of  the  partnership,  to  subject 
the  separate  estates  of  the  partners  to  ad- 
ministration in  bankruptcy,  see  the  note  in 
6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  654. 

As  to  the  application  of  partnership  as- 
sets, with  the  consent  of  all  partners,  to  the 
payment  of  an  individual  debt  of  a  partner, 
as  a  voidable  preference  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy act,  see  the  note  in  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1040. 

As  to  whether  the  individual  partner,  as 
well  as  the  firm,  must  be  insolvent  in  or- 
der to  render  the  firm  bankrupt,  or  to 
avoid  a  payment  of  a  firm  debt  as  a  prefer- 
ence, see  the  note  in  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)   900. 

As  to  whether  a  preference  of  a  firm  cred- 
itor by  a  partner,  out  of  his  own  property, 
is  an  act  of  bankrupty  by  the  firm,  see  the 
note  in  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  656. 

Pertinent  to  the  matters  discussed  in 
Reynolds  v.  New  Yobk  Tbust  Co.  is  the 
question  whether  an  unliquidated  claim  for 
tort  may  be  proved  in  bankruptcy.  This 
question  was  discussed  in  the  note  in  8 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  961,  which  shows  that  it  has 
been  very  generally  held  not  only  under 
the  present  bankruptcy  law,  but  under  the 
preceding  bankruptcy  laws,  that  unliquidat- 
ed claims  for  damages  arising  ex  delicto  are 
not  provable  in  bankruptcy,  the  only  excep- 
tion being  such  actions  for  tort  as  may  be 
waived,  and  an  action  ex  contractu  main- 
tained. 

Generally,  as  to  election  between  tort  and 
assumpsit,  see  the  note  in  17  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
280. 

English  rule. 

With  respect  to  the  question  herein  con- 
sidered the  rule  was  established  in  Eng- 
land, at  an  early  date,  that  joint  and  several 
creditors  could  not  resort  to  both  estates. 
This  rule  is  said,  in  Emery  v.  Canal  Nat. 
Bank,  8  Cliff.  507,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,446,  7 
Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  217,  to  have  been  first  pro- 
mulgated in  Ex  parte  Rowlandson  (1735), 
3  P.  Wms.  405,  in  which  the  obligee  in 
a  joint  and  several  bond  proved  his  debt 
under  three  separate  commissions, — ^that 
of  the  partnership  and  those  of  each  part- 
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ner, — and  after  receiving  a  dividend  under 
the  joint  commission,  applied  for  a  dividend 
under  each  separate  commission.  The  chan- 
cellor was  at  first  inclined  to  think  that  the 
petitioner,  being  a  joint  and  several  credit- 
or, ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  come  in  under 
each  of  the  commissions  provided  that  he  re- 
ceived but  a  single  satisfaction,  but  after- 
wards held  that  since,  if  a  person  to  whom 
others  are  jointly  and  severally  bound  sues 
the  obligors  severally,  he  cannot  thereafter 
sue  them  jointly,  the  petitioner  should  be 
put  to  his  election  as  to  which  commission 
in  bankruptcy  he  would  claim  under.  It 
was  argued  in  behalf  of  the  petitioner  that 
the  reason  for  the  rule  preventing  both  joint 
and  several  suits  upon  a  joint  and  several 
obligation  was  based  upon  the  want  of  neces- 
sity therefor,  in  that,  if  the  obligee  should 
sue  the  obligors  jointly  and  recover  judg- 
ment, he  would  be  entitled  to  resort  to  both 
the  joint  and  separate  estates  in  execution, 
and  that  it  would  therefore  be  fruitless  and 
vexatious  to  bring  separate  actions  to  ac- 
complish what  could  be  done  by  one;  and 
that  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor  ought 
not  to  deprive  the  creditor  of  this  advan- 
tage given  him  by  law,  so  long  as  he  did  not 
receive  a  double  satisfaction.  In  support  of 
this  position,  a  case  decided  three  years 
earlier,  but  apparently  unreported,  was  cit- 
ed, in  which  a  joint  and  several  creditor  was 
entitled  to  realize  under  both  commissions. 
But  the  chancellor  distinguished  this  case 
upon  the  ground  that  there  the  creditor  had 
not  only  a  debt  against  the  partnership,  but 
had  the  individual  bond  of  the  bankrupt 
partner  for  the  same  debt.  While  the  Row- 
landson Case  has  been  cited  as  negativing 
the  right  to  make  double  proof,  the  exact 
holding  would  seem  to  be  that,  while  a  joint 
and  several  creditor  may  prove  his  debt 
against  both  estates,  he  cannot,  so  long  as 
each  estate  is  insufficient  to  meet  the  debts 
for  which  it  is  primarily  liable,  claim 
dividends  from  both  estates,  at  least  if  he 
does  not  hold  the  separate  and  independent 
obligation  of  the  bankrupt  partner  for  the 
same  debt. 

So,    also,    subsequent   cases   adopted    the 
rule  that  the  obligee  in  a  bond  to  whom  the 
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of  the  district  court  for  the  district  of 
Massachusetts,  allowing  a  claim  of  the  New 
York  Trust  Company  for  the  sum  of  $14,- 
875,  against  the  individual  estate  of  E.  H. 
Gay.  A  claim  of  like  amount  was  allowed 
against  the  copartnership  estate  of  E.  H. 
Gay  &  Company,  bankrupt.  From  the  al- 
lowance of  the  claim  against  the  copartner- 
ship estate,  there  is  no  appeal. 

The  question  before  us  is  whether  the 
trust  compahy  has  the  right  to  make  double 
proof,  and  to  have  its  claim  allowed  both 
against  the  copartnership  estate  and  against 
the  individual  estate  of  one  of  the  copart- 
ners. 

By  stipulation  the  parties  have  agreed 
upon  the  following  facts: 

(1)  E.  H.  Gay  was  the  managing  partner 


of  E.  H.  Gay  &  Company.  Tlie  New  York 
Trust  Company,  owner  of  twenty-five  $500 
first-mortgage  6  per  cent  bonds  of  the 
Manistee,  Filer  City,  &  East  Lake  Street 
Railway  Company,  lodged  them  with  E.  H. 
Gay  &  Company  on  March  14,  1905,  to- 
gether with  $3,125  in  cash,  under  a  deposit 
agreement  by  which  E.  H.  Gay  &  Company 
were  to  deliver  to  the  New  York  Trust  Com- 
pany at  par  value  $15,625  bonds  of  a 
corporation  to  be  organized  in  the  course 
of  the  reorganization  of  the  railway  com- 
pany. 

(2)  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement,  the 
Manistee  Light  &  Traction  Company  was 
incorporated.  Its  bonds  were  issued  and  de- 
livered to  E.  H.  Gay  &  Company,  who  re- 
ceived and  held  15  ^^^so  of  them  for  the 


bankrupts  were  jointly  and  severally  bound 
must  make  his  election  come  upon  the  joint 
or  separate  estates,  and,  having  chosen  to 
come  upon  one,  he  could  not  come  upon  the 
other  for  the  deficiency  until  the  creditors 
of  such  other  were  first  served.  Ex  parte 
Banks  (1740)  1  Atk.  106;  Ex  parte  Bond 
(1745)  1  Atk.  99.  The  Banks  Case,  like  the 
Rowlandson  Case,  supra,  based  its  conclu- 
sion upon  the  ground  that,  although  the 
bond  creditors  might  have  brought  separate 
actions  and  had  separate  execution,  they 
could  not  have  levied  their  debt  upon  both 
estates  at  the  same  time.  In  the  Bond  Case, 
it  was  reasoned  that  to  permit  a  joint  and 
several  creditor  to  resort  to  both  estates 
would  prejudice  the  joint  creditors,  who 
were  said  to  have  an  equal  right  with  the 
former  to  resort  to  the  residue  of  the  indi- 
vidual estate  after  the  payment  of  the  in- 
dividual creditors. 

What  was  said  in  the  discussion  of  Ex 
parte  Rowlandson,  supra,  with  respect  to 
the  distinction  between  proving  the  debt  and 
the  allowance  of  dividends,  is  borne  out  by 
the  statement  in  Ex  parte  Bentley  (1790), 
2  Cox,  Ch.  Cas.  288,  2  Revised  Rep.  36,  that 
it  had  been  the  constant  practice  for  a  joint 
and  several  creditor  under  such  circumstan- 
ces to  be  admitted  to  prove  under  both  a 
joint  and  separate  estate,  so  long  as  he 
made  his  election  before  a  dividend. 

In  Ex  parte  Bevan  (1804)  10  Ves.  Jr. 
107,  Lord  Eldon  said  that  he  had  never  been 
able  to  understand  why  a  creditor  having  a 
joint  and  several  security  should  not  go 
against  both  estates,  but  that  it  was  settled 
otherwise  upon  reasons  not  very  intelligible; 
and  held,  in  conformity  with  the  established 
rule,  that  the  advantage  of  a  joint  and  sev- 
eral creditor  was  no  more  than  that  he 
could  elect  whether  he  would  in  the  first 
instance  be  a  joint  or  several  creditor,  and 
that  if  he  elected  the  former,  he  was  en- 
titled to  no  preference  out  of  the  surplus 
of  the  separate  estate,  but  that  the  other 
joint  creditors  came  in  on  an  equal  footing 
with  him  in  resorting  to  that  estate.  This 
ease  was  followed  in  Ex  parte  Hay  (1808) 
15  Ves.  Jr.  4. 

In  another  case  the  commissioners  allowed 
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double  proof,  but  the  court  of  review,  upon 
appeal  to  it,  was  evenly  divided  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  rule  (Ex  parte  Moult,  Mon- 
tagu, Bankr.  Cas.  321),  but  upon  appeal 
to  the  chancellor  he  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  two  judges  who  were  against  double 
proof,  placing  his  decision  upon  the  ground 
of  authority.     (1832)  2  Deacon  &  C.  419. 

There  were  other  early  English  cases  upon 
this  question,  but  they  will  not  be  here 
treated.  A  few  of  the  cases  have  been  set 
out  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  early 
adoption  of  the  rule  and  the  subsequent  in- 
clination to  regret  its  adoption,  preceding 
the  enactment  of  a  bankruptcy  law  treating 
that  precise  question. 

The  provision  of  the  English  statute  that 
if  a  debtor  is  liable  in  respect  of  distinct 
contracts  as  a  sole  contractor,  and  also  as 
a  member  of  a  firm,  the  circumstance  that 
the  sole  contractor  is  also  one  of  the  joint 
contractors  shall  not  prevent  proof  in  re- 
spect of  the  contracts  against  the  proper- 
ties respectively  liable  on  the  contract, — was 
held  in  Re  Parker  (1887)  L.  R.  19  Q.  B. 
Div.  84,  66  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  338,  57  L.  T. 
N.  S.  198,  35  Week.  Rep.  666,  to  authorize 
double  proof  where  trust  money  is  misap- 
propriated by  a  firm  of  which  one  of  the 
partners  is  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  es- 
tate. The  court  pointed  out  that  there  was 
a  joint  liability  on  the  part  of  the  part- 
ners to  restore  the  money,  and  a  separate 
and  distinct  individual  liability  of  the  in- 
dividual partner,  founded  upon  his  duty 
as  trustee.  This  case  was  followed  in  Re 
Macfadyen  [1908]  2  K.  B.  817,  77  L.  J.  K. 
B.  N.  S.  1027,  52  Sol.  Jo.  727. 

American   cases — early  bankruptcy   acts. 

In  1843  the  Federal  district  court  for 
Massachusetts  expressly  repudiated  the  Eng- 
lish rule,  in  Re  Farnum,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,674,  the  court  sayiiig  that  in  this  country 
a  creditor  holding  two  valid  obligations  was 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  both.  The  court, 
although  referring  to  the  distinction  made 
in  Re  Rowlandson  between  the  joint  and 
several  bond  involved  in  that  case,  and  the 
situation  in  the  case  therein  distinguished, 
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New  York  Trust  Company  under  the  deposit 
agreement.  These  15  ^m^  bonds  were 
pledged  by  E.  H.  Gay  &,  Company,  without 
authority  from  or  knowledge  of  the  New 
York  Trust  Company,  as  security  for  loans 
negotiated  in  the  course  of  the  firm  busi- 
ness of  E.  H.  Gay  &  Company  for  their 
own  benefit.  No  notice  was  ever  sent  to 
the  New  York  Trust  Company  that  the 
Manistee  Light  &  Traction  Company  bonds 
had  been  received  by  E.  H.  Gay  &  Company 
for  the  benefit  of  the  New  York  Trust  Com- 
pany, and  the  trust  company  had  no  knowl- 
edge that  £.  H.  Gay  &  Company  had  the 
bonds. 

(3)  No  attempt  is  made  by  the  New  York 
Trust   Company    to   show   that   the   unau- 


thorized pledge  of  the  bonds  was  the  indi- 
vidual act  of  E.  H.  Gay. 

(4)  It  is  hereby  stipulated  by  parties 
that  the  market  value  of  bonds  of  the  Manis- 
tee Light  &,  Traction  Company  at  the  time  of 
conversion  herein  was  $950  for  each  bond 
of  $ljOOO  face  value,  and,  if  said  claim  of 
the  petitioner  is  allowed  as  a  claim  against 
the  individual  estate  of  E.  H.  Gay,  it  is 
agreed  that  such  allowance  may  be  in  the 
sum  of  $14,875. 

The  claim  filed  against  the  copartnership 
estate  made  no  allegation  of  a  conversion 
either  by  the  copartnership  or  by  E.  H. 
Gay,  but  alleged  merely  the  receipt  by  E. 
tl.  Gay  &  Company  of  bonds,  for  delivery 
to  the  trust  company,  and  the  nondelivery 
to  the  trust  company. 


which  involved  a  separate  and  distinct  ob- 
ligation of  the  individual  partner,  never- 
theless repudiated  the  English  rule  in  its 
entirety,  so  far  as  it  prevented  double  proof 
of  a  joint  and  several  obligation,  notwith- 
standing that  distinction  could  have  been 
invoked  to  differentiate  the  Farnum  Case, 
since  in  that  case  the  claimant  was  the  hold- 
er of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  part- 
nership and  indorsed  by  the  individual  part- 
ner, thus  presenting  two  separate  and  dis- 
tinct obligations  within  the  meaning  of  the 
distinction. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Farnum  Case 
was  decided  under  the  bankruptcy  act  of 
1841,  §  14  of  which  provided,  among  other 
things,  that  the  creditors  of  the  company 
and  the  separate  creditors  of  each  partner 
should  be  allowed  to  prove  their  respective 
debts,  and  that  "the  net  proceeds  of  the  joint 
stock  shall  be  appropriated  to  pay  the  cred- 
itors of  the  company,  and  the  net  proceeds 
of  the  separate  estate  of  each  partner  shall 
be  appropriated  to  pay  his  separate  credit- 
ors; and  if  there  shall  be  any  balance  of  the 
separate  estate  of  any  partner  after  the  pay- 
ment of  his  separate  debts,  such  balance 
shall  be  added  to  the  joint  stock  for  the 
payment  of  the  joint  creditors;  and  if  there 
shall  be  any  balance  of  the  joint  stock  aft- 
er the  payment  of  the  joint  debts,  such  bal- 
ance shall  be  divided  and  appropriated  to 
and  among  the  separate  estates  of  the  sever- 
al partners,  according  to  their  respective 
rights  and  interest  therein,  and  as  it  would 
have  been  if  the  partnership  had  been  dis- 
solved without  any  bankruptcy;  and  the 
sum  so  appropriated  to  the  separate  estate 
of  each  partner  shall  be  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  his  separate  debts;  .  .  .  and 
in  all  other  respects  the  proceedings  against 
partners  shall  be  conducted  in  the  like  man- 
ner as  if  they  had  been  commenced  and 
prosecuted  against  one  person  alone."  5 
Stat,  at  L.  448,  chap.  9. 

In  Mead  v.  National  Bank,  (1868)  6 
nintchf.  180,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,366,  decided 
under  the  bankruptcy  act  of  1867..  §  36  of 
which  is  substantially  the  same  as  §  14  of 
the  act  of  1841.  the  court  intimated  its  in- 
clination to  indorse  the  position  taken  bv 
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Judge  Sprague  in  the  Farnum  Case.  Al- 
though the  Mead  Case  has  been  cited  as 
expressly  taking  the  same  position,  the 
court  essentially  declared  that  it  did  not 
decide  the  question,  and  held  merely  that 
a  creditor  of  a  partnership  who  took  the 
separate  and  respective  obligations  of  the 
firm  and  of  the  individual  partners,  the  ag- 
gregate amount  of  all  those  obligations  be- 
ing equal  to  the  partnership  debt,  was  en- 
titled to  prove  the  obligations  respectively 
against  the  estate  of  each  maker. 

While  double  proof  was  not  attempted  in 
Re  Bigelow,  3  Ben.  146,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,397, 
2  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  371,  involving  a  bond 
executed  by  persons  composing  a  firm,  by 
which  they  expressly  bound  themselves 
jointly  and  severally,  the  court  declared  it 
to  be  the  American  rule  that  double  proof 
is  allowable  in  such  cases,  although  the  actu- 
al decision  was  that  the  debt  was  provable 
against  the  several  estates  of  the  individual 
bankrupts,  as  against  the  objection  that 
it  should  have  been  proved  against  the  firm. 

Where  the  claimant  has  the  joint  obi i na- 
tion of  the  partnership  alid  a  separate  and 
distinct  obligation  of  an  individual  partner, 
for  the  same  debt,  he  may  prove  against, 
and  claim  a  dividend  from,  both  estates. 
Emery  v.  Canal  Nat.  Bank,  3  Cliff.  507,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  4,446,  7  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  217. 
This  case,  like  the  Farnum  Case,  involved 
commercial  paper  signed  by  the  firm  and  in- 
dorsed by  an  individual  member  of  the  firm, 
thus  involving  two  separate  and  distinct  ob- 
ligations. The  various  assignees  in  bank- 
ruptcy, seeking  to  compel  the  creditors  to 
elect  between  the  estates,  contended  that  the 
individual  partner  was  not  a  "sole  trader" 
within  the  meaning  of  §  21  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy act  of  1867,  providing  that  if  anv 
bankrupt  shall,  at  the  time  of  the  adjudi- 
cation, be  liable  upon  any  bill  of  exchange, 
promissory  note,  or  other  obligation  in  re- 
spect of  distinct  contracts,  "as  a  sole  trader 
and  also  as  a  member  of  a  firm,"  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  sole  contractor  is  also 
one  of  the  joint  contractors  shall  not  pre- 
vent proof  and  receipt  of  dividends  in  re- 
spect of  such  distinct  contracts  against  the 
estates   respectively  liable  upon  such   con- 
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The  learned  diBtrict  judge  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the  claim  allowed  against  the 
firm  estate  was  neither  presented  nor  al- 
lowed as  a  claim  based  on  a  liability  in 
tort,  and  that,  as  against  the  firm,  no 
liability  in  tort  had  been  waived  in  order 
to  rest  the  claim  on  an  implied  promise 
arising  upon  the  waiver  of  tort;  but  that 
failure  to  comply  with  the  firm's  express 
promise  was  the  sole  basis  of  proof  against 
the  firm. 

The  claim  against  the  individual  estate 
of  E.  H.  Gay  is  based  solely  upon  the  theory 
of  an  implied  contract  or  quasi  contract, 
arising  from  the  conversion  of  the  bonds 
by  E.  H.  Gay  &,  Company  in  the  course  of 
the  firm  business: 

By  its  terms  the  claim  against  E.  H.  Gay 


individually  alleged  a  conversion  of  the 
bonds  by  E.  H.  Gay.  This  allegation,  how- 
ever, becomes  immaterial  since  the  stipula- 
tion provides  that  no  attempt  is  made  to 
show  that  the  unauthorized  pledge  was 
the  individual  act  of  E.  H.  Gay;  and  since 
it  does  not  appear  that  E.  H.  Gay  individ- 
ually received  benefit  therefrom. 

The  trust  company  contends  that  the 
conversion  was  in  course  of  the  firm  busi- 
ness, and  that  thereby  the  partners  be- 
came jointly  and  severally  liable  in  tort 
for  the  conversion;  that  upon  the  waiver 
of  tort  there  arise  implied  contracts  or 
quasi  contracts  both  of  the  firm  and  of  the 
individual  partners,  to  pay  the  value  of  the 
bonds  converted  to  the  use  of  the  firm. 

Where   there   are   separate  and   distinct 


tract.  The  court,  however,  held  that,  es- 
pecially in  view  of  the  closing  words  of  the 
provision,  the  words  "sole  trader"  meant 
simply  "sole  contractor,"  and  cited  Ex 
parte  Hinton,  De  G.  Bankr.  Cas.  550,  as 
authority  for  this  construction  of  a  similar 
provision  in  one  of  the  earlier  English  bank- 
ruptcy acts,  and  as  also  going  further  and 
declaring  that  the  enactment  was  intended 
to  include  a  joint  and  several  promissory 
note,  and  that  it  ought  not  to  be  confined 
to  cases  where  the  parties  had  executed  sep- 
arate instruments. 

So,  essentially  involving  distinctive  obli- 
gations, the  case  of  Re  Baxter,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
1,119,  18  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  62,  which  follows 
Emery  v.  Canal  Nat.  Bank,  holds  that  a 
corporation  could  prove  a  claim  against  a 
partnership  which  was  its  general  business 
agent,  and  also  against  the  estate  of  one  of 
the  partners,  who  was  the  treasurer  of  the 
corporation,  where  the  treasurer,  as  such, 
collected  certain  stock  subscriptions,  and, 
without  the  knowledge  or  assent  of  the  cor- 
poration, paid  them  over  to  the  firm,  which 
received  them  in  violation  of  the  express 
terms  of  their  agency,  the  instrument  creat- 
ing the  agency  providing  that  the  firm 
should  receive  and  disburse  all  moneys  of 
the  corporation  "except  subscriptions  to  its 
capital  stock." 

Where  a  partnership  enters  into  a  com- 
position with  creditors  in  a  bankruptcy  pro- 
ceeding to  which  one  of  the  partners  is  not 
a  party,  the  firm  creditors  are  not,  upon  the 
bankruptcy  of  such  individual  partner,  en- 
titled, as  against  the  individual  creditors, 
to  resort  to  the  individual  estate,  except  in 
the  case  of  holders  of  notes  signed  by  the 
firm,  and  indorsed  by  the  individual  part* 
ner,  who  may  share  with  the  individual 
creditors  in  the  distribution  of  the  partner's 
estate,  notwithstanding  they  entered  into 
the  composition.    Re  Adams,  29  Fed.  843. 

At  least  where  there  are  no  assets  in  the 
individual  estate,  the  fact  that  proof  has 
been  made  against  the  estate  in  bankruptcy 
of  an  executor,  for  funds  misappropriated 
by  him,  does  not  prevent  proof  of  the  claim 
against  the  estate  in  bankruptcy  of  the 
partnership  of  which  he  was  a  member,  the 
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funds  having  been  applied  to  the  partner- 
ship business  with  the  knowledge  and  con- 
sent of  the  other  partners.  Re  Tesson,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  13,844,  9  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  378. 
In  this  case  the  court  stated  that  if  there 
had  been  a  separate  estate  applicable  to 
the  payment  of  this  demand,  more  doubt 
might  arise  as  to  the  propriety  of  proving 
against  the  partnership  estate. 

And  it  was  held  in  Re  Jordan,  2  Fed.  319, 
that  the  claim  for  funds  misappropriated 
by  an  executor  and  applied  to  the  use  of  a 
partnership  of  which  he  was  a  member,  with 
the  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  other 
partners,  was  provable  against  his  indi- 
vidual estate  and  the  joint  estate  of  the 
partners.  - 

The  doctrine  of  these  cases  was  recog- 
nized in  Re  Thomas,  8  Biss.  139,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  13,886,  involving  the  question  whether 
a  creditor  of  the  partnership,  holding  as 
security  property  of  an  individual  partner, 
was  bound  to  surrender  the  security  before 
claiming  recognition  as  a  partnership  cred- 
itor. In  discussing  the  question  the  court 
said:  "There  is  a  class  of  cases  in  which  it 
has  been  held  that  where  a  creditor  holds 
notes  signed  by  a  firm,  and  signed  or  in- 
dorsed also  by  an  individual  member  of  the 
firm,  he  may  prove  against  both  estates,  and 
receive  dividends  from  both.  Re  Farnum, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,674 ;  Mead  v.  National  Bank, 
6  Blatchf.  180,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,366;  Emery 
v.  Canal  Nat.  Bank,  3  Cliff.  507,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,446.  These  cases  established  a  rule 
ojpposed  to  the  old  rule  on  the  subject  in 
Efngland,  and  the  principle  thus  settled 
seems  to  reach  out  to  the  question  involved 
in  the  case  at  bar.  The  scope  of  these  de- 
cisions is  that,  when  an  individual  member 
of  a  firm,  as  such,  becomes  surety  upon  or 
indorses  an  obligation  of  the  firm,  he  there- 
by gives  what  is  in  the  nature  of  security 
upon  his  separate  estate  to  the  firm  credit- 
or; and  by  reason  of  the  individual  liability, 
superadded  to  the  joint  obligation,  he  places 
the  firm  creditor  in  a  position  where  he  can 
go  against  the  individual  as  well  as  the  joint 
estate.  Thus,  it  results  that,  without  the 
indorsement  or  individual  signature  of  ono 
of  the  firm,  the  firm  creditor  would  have 
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express  contracts  of  the  firm  and  of  a  co- 
partner to  pay  a  debt  contracted  by  the 
firm,  the  right  to  prove  against  both  es- 
tates may  be  conceded.  If  one  dealing  with 
a  firm  procures  also  the  individual  under- 
taking of  a  partner  to  answer  for  the  firm 
debt,  there  are  substantial  reasons  for  per- 
mitting him  to  resort  to  both  estates.  Be 
McCoy,  80  C.  C.  A.  60,  150  Fed.  106;  Chap- 
man y.  Bowen,  207  U.  S.  89,  62  L.  ed.  116, 
28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  32. 

The  additional  several  contract  of  a  part- 
ner is  not  implied  from  the  firm  transac- 
tion, but  must  be  created  by  a  distinct  act 
of  the  copartner. 

As  the  conversion  in  the  present  case  was 
by  the  firm,  in  the  course  of  firm  business; 
as  the  actual  participation  of  E.  H.  Gay  is 


not  proved;  as  there  is  no  evidence  that 
his  individual  estate  benefited  by  the  firm 
conversion, — ^tliere  is  difficulty  in  finding 
any  substantial  ground  upon  which  to  imply 
from  the  circumstances  a  separate  contract 
of  E.  H.  Gay,  which  corresponds  to  an  ex- 
press individual  contract  to  answer  for  a 
firm  debt. 

While  the  partnership  relation  exposes 
one  partner  to  liability  for  firm  debts  con- 
tracted by  another  partner  without  his  con- 
sent, one  partner  has  no  authority  to  make 
an  individual  contract  for  another  partner. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  contended  that 
because,  under  the  partnership  relation, 
partners,  through  firm  dealings,  may  be 
made  jointly  and  severally  liable  in  tort, 
there  arii»e  quasi  ea  contractu  on  waiver  of 


no  right  to  claim  against  the  individual  as- 
sets until  individual  creditors  had  been  first 
satisfied.  But  holding  the  individual  in- 
dorsement or  signature,  the  firm  creditor 
may,  in  the  first  instance,  prove  against  the 
separate  as  well  as  the  joint  estate." 

And  it  was  held  that  although  there  could 
be  no  contribution  between  the  joint  and  the 
separate  estates  unless  there  should  be  a 
surplus  of  the  .one  or  the  other,  yet  when  the 
property  of  one  was  pledged  for  the  debt  of 
the  other,  a  court  of  equity  would  apply  the 
right  of  subrogation  precisely  as  it  would  if 
the  contracting  parties  were  not  partners, 
and  thus  do  justice  to  the  different  sets  of 
creditors.  Ex  parte  Massachusetts  Hospit- 
al L.  Ins.  Co.  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,327,  17  Nat. 
Bankr.  Reg.  192.  This  case  involved  a  note 
signed  by  the  partnership  and  by  one  of  the 
partners  individually,  who  also  executed  a 
mortgage  upon  his  individual  property  to 
secure  the  note;  and  the  court  held  that  the 
Iiolder  of  the  note  not  only  might  prove, 
but  was  bound  to  prove,  at  the  request  of 
the  separate  creditors,  his  whole  debt  with- 
out deduction,  against  the  joint  assets;  and 
that,  as  against  the  separate  assets  of  the 
individual  partner,  he  could  prove  only  for 
the  deficiency  after  disposing  of  the  securi- 
ty. 

In  addition  to  the  early  Federal  cases  al- 
ready cited,  holding  that  the  holder  of  com- 
mercial paper  in  which  a  firm  is  bound  as 
maker,  and  one  or  more  of  its  partners  as 
indorser  or  indorsers,  may  proCe  the  debt 
against  «and  receive  dividend  from,  both  the 
joint  and  separate  estate,  reference  may  be 
had  to  Re  Bradley,  2  Biss.  516,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,772. 

So,  also,  where  the  note  of  a  third  person 
l)ears  the  separate  indorsement  of  a  firm 
and'  an  individual  partner.  Re  Howard, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,750,  4  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg. 
571. 

— act   of   1898. 

Subdivision  f  of  §  6  of  the  bankruptcy 
act  of  1898  provides  as  follows:  "The  net 
proceeds  of  the  partnership  property  shall 
he  appropriated  to  the  payment  of  the  part- 
-iprsnip  debts,  and  the  net  proceeds  of  the 
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individual  estate  of  each  partner  to  the 
payment  of  his  individual  debts.  Should 
any  surplus  remain  of  the  property  of  any 
partner  after  paying  his  individual  debts, 
such  surplus  shall  be  added  to  the  part- 
nership assets,  and  be  applied  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  partnership  debts.  Should 
any  surplus  of  the  partnership  property  re- 
main after  paying  the  partnership  debts, 
such  surplus  shall  be  added  to  the  assets 
of  the  individual  partners  in  the  propor- 
tion of  their  respective  interests  in  the 
partnership."  30  Stat,  at  L.  548,  chap. 
641,  U.  S.  Gomp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3424. 

One  of  the  early  cases  decided  under  this 
act,  although  not  involving  the  matter  of 
double  proof,  may  be  cited  as  perhaps  af- 
fording a  foretaste  of  subsequent  decisions 
on  double  proof.  This  case,  Lamoille  Coun- 
ty Nat.  Bank  v.  Stevens,  107  Fed.  245,  6 
Am.  Bankr.  Rep.  164,  holds  that  a  firm 
note  given  for  a  firm  debt,  and  bearing  the 
indorsement  of  a  member  of  the  partner- 
ship, is  a  partnership  obligation,  irrespec- 
tive of  whether  the  partner's  liability,  as 
indorser  has  become  fixed,  and  that  it  can- 
not therefore  be  proved  against  the  in- 
dividual estate.  The  court  pointed  out 
that  §  6f  makes  a  sharp  distinction  between 
partnership  debts  and  individual  debts  in 
respect  of  participation  in  partnership 
and  indivdual  assets,  and  declared  that  the 
question  in  the  case  was  whether  the  debts 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  adjudication,  as  be- 
tween the  individual  and  the  firm,  the 
separate  debts  of  the  individual  or  the 
joint  debts  of  the  firm,  and  not  whether  the 
individual  was  anyhow  liable  for  the  debts. 

But  it  was  held  in  Buckingham  y.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  65  C.  C.  A.  498,  131  Fed.  192, 
12  Am.  Bankr.  Rep.  465,  that  a  note  signed 
by  a  firm  and  indorsed  by  a  member  thereof 
was  a  claim  against  the  individual  estate 
of  the  indorser,  and  that  the  holder  of  the 
note  could  claim  payment  thereof  out  of 
the  individual  estate  in  preference  to  the 
claims  of  the  firm  creditors. 

In  Re  Mosier,  112  Fed.  138,  7  Am.  Bankr. 
Rep.  268,  the  court  briefly  declares  that 
joint  and  several  notes  given  by  partners 
for  partnership  liabilities  are  none  the  leM 
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tort,  not  only  a  joint  contract,  but  also 
several  contracts  of  each  partner  to  pay 
the  amount  of  the  firm  debt.  This  conten- 
tion seems  also  to  involtve  the  proposition 
that  upon  a  conversion  of  bonds  or  stock 
by  a  partnership,  there  arise  a  number  of 
debts;  as  many  individual  debts  as  there 
are  partners,  and  also  a  firm  debt. 

The  breach  of  an  express  contract  to  de- 
liver the  bonds  of  the  trust  company  creates 
only  a  partnership  debt,  for  payment  of 
which  resort  must  be  had  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  partnership  property.  Bankruptcy 
Act  July  1^  1898,  chap.  541,  §  5f,  30  Stat. 
at  L.  547,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3424. 
Upon  a  suit  for  such  a  breach  of  contract, 
only   a   single   judgment   could   be    had,   a 


judgment  against  the  firm,  upon  which  re- 
sort would  be  had  to  the  firm  assets. 

The  claim  against  £.  H.  Gay  is  based 
entirely  upon  the  fact,  stated  in  the  stipu- 
lation, though  not  in  the  claim,  that  the 
copartnership  converted  the  bonds.  View- 
ing both  estates,  we  have  asserted  against 
E.  H.  Gay,  as  a  joint  debtor,  either  a 
breach  of  express  contract  of  an  implied 
contract  to  pay  for  value  received;  as  an 
individual  debtor,  the  conversion  of  the 
bonds,  a  tort,  with  a  waiver  of  the  remedy 
in  tort.  We  now  reach  the  important  ques- 
tion, whether  the  fact  that  there  was  a  con- 
version by  the  firm  is  in  itself  a  sufficient 
basis  for  an  implied  or  quasi  contract  of 
E.  H.  Gay  individually. 

As  was  said  in  the  opinion  of  this  court 


partnership  debts  because  the  partners  are 
also  individually  liable,  and  that  since,  by 
the  terms  of  §  5f  of  the  bai^ruptcy  act,  no 
part  of  the  separate  property  is  to  go  for 
partnership  debts  till  the  separate  creditors 
are  fully  paid,  there  can  be  no  individual 
assets  of  the  partner  in  which  such  part- 
nership creditors  can  participate.  Doubt* 
less  the  notes  involved  in  this  case  con- 
tain the  name  of  the  firm  and  also  of  the 
individual  partners  as  makers,  fnstead  of 
bearing  the  signature  of  a  partner  as  in- 
dorser,  as  in  Buckingham  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  supra,  and  this  difference  between 
the  two  cases  leaves  room  to  distinguish 
them  by  invoking  the  distinction  alluded  to 
in  the  Rowlandson  Case,  between  the  case 
of  a  mere  joint  and  several  obligation,  and 
the  situation  where  the  creditor's  claim 
against  the  individual  is  based  upon  the 
latter's  independent  undertaking. 

Re  McCoy,  80  CCA.  60,  150  Fed.  106, 
17  Am.  Bankr.  Rep.  760,  quoting  with  ap- 
proval from  Re  Thomas,  supra,  and  declar- 
ing that  the  rule  as  so  declared  under  the 
act  of  1867  was  not  modified  by  §  5f  of 
the  act  of  1898,  holds  that  the  holder  of  a 
note  signed  in  the  name  of  the  firm  and 
by  the  individual  partners,  and  given  for 
money  used  in  the  partnership  business, 
could,  after  proof  of  the  claim  agaTnst,  and 
receipt  of  a  dividend  from,  the  firm  estate, 
prove  his  claim  for  the  balance  against  the 
individual  estate. 

The  case  of  Re  Coe,  106  C  C  A.  181,  183 
Fed.  745,  affirming  169  Fed.  1002,  which  is 
criticized  in  Reynolds  v.  New  York  Tbust 
Co.,  really  does  not  conflict  T^ith  that  case. 
In  the  Coe  Case  it  appeared  that  the  bank- 
rupts were  importers,  and  that  an  arrange- 
ment was  entered  into  by  them  with  the 
claimant  bank  whereby  imported  goods 
were  consigned  to  the  bank,  which  accepted 
drafts  upon  it  for  the  purchase  price,  and 
upon  the  delivery  of  the  goods,  the  bank 
paid  the  drafts  and  drew  bills  for  an  equiv- 
alent amount  upon  the  bankrupts,  to  whom 
were  delivered  the  imported  property  for 
sale  upon  the  condition  that  the  bank- 
rupts collect  the  proceeds  and  pay  them  over 
to  the  bank.  The  bankrupt  firm  sold  the 
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goods,  collected  the  money,  but  misappro- 
priated it,  and  subsequently  the  firm  and 
the  partners  were  declared  bankrupt,  and, 
under  a  composition  agreement  between  the 
creditors  on  one  hand  and  the  bankrupt 
firm  and  one  of  the  partners  on  the  other, 
the  claimane  filed  a  claim  against  the  in- 
upon  the  amount  owing  to  it.  Thereafter 
the  claimant  filed  a  claim  against  the  in- 
dividual estate  of  the  partner  who  did  not 
enter  into  the  composition  agreement,  for 
the  balance  of  the  advance  less  the  dividend 
received,  a  wilful  conversion  being  alleged. 
The  referee  held  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
dividend  from  the  partnership  precluded 
the  assertion  of  the  claim  against  the  in- 
dividual partner,  but  this  decision  was  re- 
versed bv  the  district  court  (169  Fed. 
1002),  which  declared  that  the  acceptance 
of  the  dividend  could  not  be  regarded  as 
an  election  to  treat  the  indebtedness  as  a 
simple  contract  indebtedness  of  the  firm, 
since  the  bank  could  have  originally  put 
in  a  double  proof  against  the  firm  assets 
and  against  the  assets  of  the  individual 
partners;  and  also  pointed  out  that  the 
composition  in  terms  did  not  propose  to 
make  any  arrangement  for  the  settlement 
of  the  individual  indebtedness  of  the  one 
partner,  and  that  therefore  no  occasion 
arose  for  the  exercise  of  an  election,  ev^n 
if  the  doctrine  of  election  applied  at  all. 
It  was  also  pointed  out  that  counsel  for 
the  trustee  in  bankruptcy  urged  that  the 
receipt  by  the  claimant  of  the  dividend 
under  the  composition  was  an  admission 
that  the  claim  made  was  a  simple  contract 
claim  against  the  firm  upon  the  accept- 
ances. In  reply,  the  court  said  that  the 
stipulation  made  did  not  take  any  position 
as  to  the  grounds  of  the  claim,  but  that  it 
simply  fixed  the  amount  of  the  claim,  and 
expressly  reserved  the  rights  of  the  bank, 
and  since  the  composition  did  not  purport 
to  settle  any  questions  of  the  individual 
liability  of  the  one  partner,  whatever  rights 
the  bank  had  against  the  individual  estate 
remained  unaffected.  The  circuit  court  of 
appeals  (106  C  C  A.  181,  183  Fed.  745) 
stated  that  the  referee  regarded  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  composition  as  a  bar  to  any 
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in  Clarke  v.  Rogers,  106  C.  C.  A.  64,  183 
Fed.  618:  "A  claim  based  on  a  tort  as 
known  at  common  law  is  undoubtedly  prov- 
able whenever  it  may  be  resolved  into  an 
implied  contract.  For  example,  it  is  a 
settled  rule  that  where  a  tort  feasor,  by 
conversion  of  personal  property,  has  sold 
the  property  converted,  and  received  cash 
therefor,  the  true  owner  may  sue  him  for 
money  had  and  received  as  on  an  implied 
contract." 

The  trustee,  appellant,  claims  that  it  is 
a  well-established  law  that  "Unless  there 
has  been  a  sale  of  the  property  and  a  receipt 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  same  in  money,  the 
tort  cannot  be  waived,  and  an  action  or 
claim  will  not  lie  as  for  money  bad  and 
received  upon  an  implied  promise  or  quasi 
contract," — citing  Jones  v.  Hoar,  6  Pick. 
286;  Ladd  v.  Rogers,  11  Allen,  209;  Allen 
V.  Ford,  19  Pick.  217;  Berkshire  Glass 
Co.  V.  Wolcott,  2  Allen,  227,  79  Am.  Dec. 
781 ;  Brown  v.  Holbrook,  4  Gray,  102 ; 
Hagar  v.  Norton,  188  Mass.  60,  73  N.  E. 
1073;  Newmarket  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Coon,  150 
Mass.  566,  23  N.  E.  380;  Cooper  v.  Cooper, 
147  Mass.  373,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  721,  17  N.  E. 
892. 

While  some  of  these  cases  might  be  dis- 
tinguished on  the  ground  that  they  relate 
merely  to  the  scope  of  the  special  action  for 


money  had  and  received,  yet  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  upon  the  whole  they  may  be  re- 
garded as  giving  a  somewhat  narrow  limita- 
tion to  the  doctrine  of  quasi  contract.  We 
should  be  reluctant,  however,  to  rule  that 
the  claim  should  be  disallowed  on  so  limited 
a  view  of  the  scope  of  the  law  of  quasi  con- 
tracts. 

It  is  difficult  to  find  any  substantial 
ground  upon  which  the  judicial  conscience 
which  admits  the  use  of  fiction  to  sustain 
an  action  of  assumpsit  for  money  had  and 
received  should  refuse  to  adopt  a  similar 
fiction  upon  an  action  in  assumpsit  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered.  Where  a  person 
has  converted  personal  property  to  his  own 
use  by  keeping,  concealing,  or  consuming 
it,  there  is  every  reason  for  requiring  him 
to  pay  its  value,  and  for  giving  the  owner 
an  option  to  sue  upon  contract.  To  hold 
him  upon  an  implied  contract  if  he  has 
sold  the  goods  for  money  and  used  the  pro- 
ceeds, but  to  refuse  to  hold  him  upon  an 
implied  contract  for  the  value  of  goods  con- 
sumed, but  not  sold,  is  to  limit  the  doc- 
trine of  quasi  contracts  by  an  arbitrary 
distinction,  which  disregards  the  substan- 
tial similarity  of  the  two  cases. 

If  the  plaintiff's  goods  are  taken,  his 
right  to  waive  the  tort  and  to  sue  in  con- 
tract should  be  the  same  whether  the  de- 


claim against  the  individual  estate,  and  that 
it  would  have  been  so  if  the  liability  as- 
serted against  his  estate  had  been  for  his 
contractual  liability  on  the  acceptances, 
as  to  which  the  partners  were  jointly  lia- 
ble; but  that  such  was  not  the  case  since 
the  individual's  liability  was  predicated 
of  his  conversion  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
goods,  instead  of  paying  them  over  to  the 
claimants,  to  whom  they  belonged.  It  is 
at  this  point  that  the  language  quoted  in 
Reynolds  v.  New  York  Tbust  Co.  is  used, 
but  it  should  be  noted  that  the  court  im- 
mediately thereafter  used  the  following  lan- 
guage: "The  bank  could  prove  two  claims, 
one  against  the  firm,"  i.  e.,  the  partners 
jointly  on  the  acceptances,  "and  the  other 
against  the  partners  jointly  and  severally 
upon  an  implied  contract  (the  tort  being 
waived)  to  repay  moneys  of  the  bank 
wrongfully  converted  by  them.  The  doc- 
trine of  election  between  inconsistent  reme- 
dies on  the  same  claim  has  no  application." 
Really  the  Coe  Case  actually  holds  only 
that  resorting  to  the  partnership  estate 
upon  the  basis  of  the  debt  as  evidenced 
by  the  acceptances  did  not  preclude  the 
creditor  from  resorting  to  the  estate  of  the 
individual  upon  the  basis  of  the  implied 
contract  arising  from  his  wrongful  misap- 
propriation. Of  course,  it  is  true  that  so 
far  as  the  language  just  quoted  seems  to 
recognize  the  right  to  prove  "against  the 
partners  jointly  and  severally  upon  an  im- 
plied contract  (the  tort  being  waived),"  it 
is  in  conflict  with  the  Reynolds  Case.  But 
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the  fact  remains  that  the  creditor  in  the 
Coe  Case  may  be  said  to  have  elected  to 
prove  upon  the  implied  contract  against 
the  partner  individually;  and  therefore  the 
langiiage  referred  to  was  unnecessary  to 
the  decision  of  the  case,  for  it  is  to  be 
observed  that,  since  the  Coe  Case  involved 
distinctive  obligations, — that  is  the  joint 
liability  of  the  firm  upon  the  acceptances, 
and  the  individual  liability  of  the  partner 
upon  the  implied  contract  arising  from  the 
misappropriation, — the  court  in  that  case 
was  not  called  upon  to  discuss  the  nice 
question  involved  in  the  Reynolds  Case,  as 
to  whether  the  obligation  of  the  implied 
contract  was  "joint  and  several"  or  "joint 
or  several." 

In  conclusion  it  may  be  said  that  while 
the  American  cases  cannot  be  said  to  deny 
the  right  to  make  double  proof  of  a  mere 
joint  and  several  obligation,  they  have  not 
allowed  recourse  to  both  estates  except 
where  the  double  claim  was  based  upon  the 
joint  obligation  of  the  firm,  and  also  an 
independent  obligation  or  undertaking  of 
the  individual  partner.  This  is  true  not 
only  where  the  obligations  were  strictly 
contractual,  but  also  where  claim  was  made 
for  wrongful  misappropriation;  for  it  will 
be  noted  that  in  the  decisions  involving 
misappropriation  (with  the  exception  of 
the  Reynolds  Case),  the  partner  as  trus- 
tee, executor,  etc.,  stood  individually  in  a 
fiduciary  relation  with  the  claimant. 
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fendant  has  6o1d  the  goods  or  has  con- 
sumed them. 

While  the  authorities  in  America  are  di- 
vided (Keener,  Quasi  Contr.  193  et  seq.)i 
there  seems  little  doubt  of  the  soundness  of 
Mr.  Keener's  conclusion  that  ''the  two  cases 
involve  a  common  element  which  is  uni- 
versally recognized  in  the  one  case,  and 
should  be  in  the  other,  as  furnishing  a 
ground  for  recovery,  namely,  that  the  de- 
fendant has  that  for  which  in  conscience  he 
should  give  the  plaintiff  an  equivalent  in 
money."     Keener,  Quasi  Contr.  195. 

In  Crawford  v.  Burke,  195  U.  S.  176-194, 
49  L.  ed.  147-154,  25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  9,  13, 
where  the  defendants  sold  stocks  and  there- 
by converted  them  to  their  own  use,  the 
court  said:  "It  is  evident  that  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  sued  them  in  an  action  on 
contract)  charging  them  with  the  money 
advanced  and  with  the  value  of  the  stock." 

The  trustee  contends  that  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  there  arises,  from  a  mere  con- 
version without  a  sale,  an  implied  con- 
tract or  a  quasi  contract  to  pay  the  value 
of  the  goods  converted,  we  should  be  gov- 
erned by  the  Massachusetts  decisions,  cit- 
ing Fleitas  v.  Richardson,  147  U.  S.  550, 
37  L.  ed.  276, 13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  495;  Humph- 
rey v.  Tatman,  198  U.  S.  91,  49  L.  ed.  956, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  567 ;  Re  Chantler  Cloak  & 
Suit  Co.  (C.  C.)  151  Fed.  952;  Thompson 
v.  Fairbanks,  196  U.  S.  516,  49  L.  ed.  677, 
25  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  306.  These  cases,  how- 
ever, are  too  restricted  in  scope  to  sup- 
port the  trustee's  contention. 

In  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
bankruptcy  conferred  under  the  Consti- 
tution, the  courts  of  the  United  States 
have  the  right  to  resort  to  the  principles 
of  the  common  law,  and  therefrom  to  de- 
termine whetlier  or  not  an  obligation  of 
a  contractual  character  arises  upon  the  con- 
version of  goods,  and  is  available  to  the 
owner  upon  waiver  of  his  right  to  pursue 
his  remedy  for  tort.  See  the  learned  opin- 
ion of  Shiras,  J.,  in  Murray  v.  Chicago  & 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  62  Fed.  24,  cited 
with  approval  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Call  Pub.  Co.  181  U.  S.  92-103,  45  L.  ed. 
765-771,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  561. 

The  decisions  of  a  state  court,  so  far 
as  they  relate  to  the  scope  of  particular 
forms  of  action,  and  as  to  the  adoption 
or  nonadoption  of  particular  modes  of  pro- 
cedure involving  the  use  of  ancient  fictions, 
can  hardly  be  regarded  as  conclusive  upon 
the  broader  question  of  the  existence  of  an 
obligation  of  a  contractual  character. 

In  Clarke  v.  Rogers,  106  C.  C.  A.  64, 
183  Fed.  518-524,  Judge  Putnam  clearly 
recognizes  the  distinction  between  the  ques- 
tion of  the  existence  of  a  contractual  obli- 
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gation  and  the  question  of  the  mode  of 
recovery,  in  the  following  language:  "In* 
dependently  of  the  bond,  we  believe  thera 
is  an  obligation  resting  on  a  defaulting 
testamentary  trustee  to  restore  the  value  of 
the  assets  embezzled,  which  is  of  a  con- 
tractual character.  The  method  of  recover- 
ing upon  this  would  be  so  far  purely  in- 
cidental that  the  legislature  might  at  any 
time  provide  for  an  action  at  common  law 
in  behalf  of  the  successor  as  trustee,  what- 
ever might  at  any  time  be  the  preceding 
remedies,  either  by  a  suit  in  equity,  or  by 
a  suit  on  the  bond,  or  by  a  summary  order 
of  the  court  having  jurisdiction  in  refer- 
ence thereto." 

As  the  bankruptcy  statute  suspends  the 
special  remedies  under  state  laws,  and  sub- 
stitutes its  own  procedure,  it  is  important 
that  the  meaning  of  §  63,  which  defines 
debts  which  may  be  proved,  should  not  be 
narrowed  nor  confused  by  reading  into  it 
local  decisions  denying  a  right  of  recovery 
under  particular  modes  of  procedure.  Uni- 
formity of  construction  is  desirable,  and 
we  think  the  courts  of  bankruptcy  are  at 
liberty  to  give  to  the  words  "upon  a  con- 
tract express  or  implied,"  in  §  63a4,  a 
breadth  of  meaning  which  will  include  quasi 
contracts,  in  which  the  real  ground  of  lia- 
bility is  that,  for  value  received  in  money 
or  in  goods,  a  defendant  should  pay. 

Assuming,  therefore,  that  by  the  conver- 
sion there  was  created  a  contractual  obli- 
gation, we  have  next  to  inquire  what  Is  its 
nature. 

It  is  argued  that  as  tort  feasors  are  joint- 
ly and  severally  liable,  so  the  implied  con- 
tract is  both  joint  and  several.  The  propo- 
sition that  joint  tort  feasors  are  "jointly 
and  severally  liable"  requires  careful  con- 
sideration, however,  since  there  is  ground 
for  thinking  that  the  fundamental  error 
in  the  trust  company's  argument  arises 
from  the   inaccuracy  of  this  expression. 

The  liability  of  one  of  the  several  tort 
feasors  is  not  both  joint  and  several,  but 
is  joint  or  several  at  the  election  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  may  have  judgment 
against  one  or  more,  but  he  may  not  have 
two  judgments  against  the  same  person  on 
the  same  transaction. 

If  a  tort  is  committed  by  several,  it  may 
be  treated  as  joint  or  several  at  the  election 
of  the  aggrieved  party.  Gould,  PI.  chap. 
4,  §  66;  Sessions  v.  Johnson,  95  U.  S.  348, 
24  L.  ed.  596;  Atlantic  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Laird,  164  U.  S.  393,  41  L.  ed.  485,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  120;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Willard  (1911)  220  U.  S.  413,  55  L.  ed. 
.521,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  460. 

A  joint  judgment  is  a  bar  to  a  several 
action,  and  a  several  judgment  to  a  joint 
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action.  At  law,  therefore,  one  whose  goods 
were  converted  by  partners  could  not  have 
both  a  joint  and  several  judgment,  but 
could  have  either  at  his  election.  The  pres- 
ent claims,  therefore,  if  reduced  to  judg- 
ment in  tort,  would  not  be  two,  but  one 
judgment  only,  joint  or  several,  at  the 
plaintiff's  election.  It  seems  impossible 
that  the  trust  company  should  have  greater 
rights  before  judgment  than  if  it  had  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment. 

In  Bigby  v.  United  States,  188  U.  S. 
400-409,  47  L.  ed.  619-626,  23  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  468,  472^  it  was  said:  "A  party  may 
in  some  cases  waive  a  tort,  that  is,  he  may 
forbear  to  sue  in  tort,  and  sue  in  contract, 
where  the  matter  out  of  which  his  claim 
arises  has  in  it  the  elements  both  of  con- 
tract and  tort.  But  it  has  been  well  said 
that  'a  right  of  action  in  contract  cannot 
be  created  by  waiving  a  tort,  and  the 
duty  to  pay  damages  for  a  tort  does  not 
imply  a  promise  to  pay  them  upon  which 
assumpsit  can  be  maintained.' " 

The  individual  tort  imputed  to  E.  H.  Oay 
being  waived,  what  elements  remain  to 
support  an  individual  contract?  That  a 
partnership  of  which  he  is  a  member  has 
had  the  bonds. 

In  Keener  on  Quasi  Contracts  it  is  said 
(page  160) :  ''Assuming  a  defendant  to  be 
a  tort  feasor,  in  order  that  the  doctrine  of 
waiver  or  tort  may  apply,  the  defendant 
must  have  unjustly  enriched  himself  there- 
by/' etc.  If  the  right  to  recover  on  quasi 
contract  upon  a  waiver  of  tort  rests  upon 
the  doctrine  of  unjust  enrichment,  the  dif- 
ference between  enrichment  by  money  and 
by  stocks  or  bonds  of  known  market  value, 
would  be  unsubstantial.  To  limit  the  right 
to  recover  on  quasi  contract,  to  cases  where 
money  had  been  received,  ^ould  be  arbi- 
trary and  hardly  defensible  in  reason. 

As  there  is  no  individual  act  of  E.  H. 
Gay,  or  benefit  to  his  estate,  which  is  separ- 
able from  the  act  and  benefit  of  the  firm, 
what  is  there  except  the  fact  that  the 
creditor  once  had  a  right  to  sue  him  in- 
dividually as  a  tort  feasor,  to  support  the 
theory  of  an  individual  promise  or  an 
individual  quasi  contract? 

The  trust  company  contends  that  both 
the  claim  against  the  firm  and  the  claim 
against  the  individual  were  proved,  on 
the  theory  of  implied  contract  based  on 
the  conversion  of  the  bonds,  and  that  the 
proof  against  the  firm  was  not  an  express 
contract.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  De- 
Clow,  61  0.  C.  A.  34,  124  Fed.  142-148, 
is  cited  to  sustain  the  proposition  that 
there  has  been  no  election  to  proceed  for 
breach  of  express  contract,  and  thereby  to 
waive  any  action  on  implied  contract. 
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Assuming  for  the  purposes  of  the  case, 
however,  that  the  trust  company  bases 
both  claims  upon  the  contractual  obliga- 
tions arising  upon  a  waiver  of  the  joint 
tort,  we  do  not  escape  the  fundamental 
difficulty  in  the  case.  If  there  is  an  im- 
plied contract  of  the  firm,  of  E.  H.  Gay 
jointly  with  the  other  partners,  growing 
out  of  the  fact  that  the  firm  pledged  the 
bonds  as  security  for  loans  negotiated  in 
the  course  of  the  firm  business,  and  for 
the -firm  benefit,  can  it  be  said  with  con- 
sistency that  E.  H.  Gay  is  also  liable  be- 
cause he  individually  had  the  bonds  or 
their  proceeds? 

It  is  apparent  that  in  the  decision  of  this 
case  we  can  derive  no  assistance  from  those 
cases  in  which  it  appeared  that  a  partner, 
or  one  of  several  joint  tort  feasors,  had 
individually  converted  property  or  funds 
and  wrongfully  appropriated  them  to  the 
uses  of  a  firm.  The  opinion  of  the  district 
court  correctly  distinguishes  between  cases 
of  that  character  and  the  present  caae. 
In  such  cases  the  individual,  as  well  as  the 
firm,  has  had  the  property, — ^the  individual 
by  using  it  as  his  contribution  to  the  firm, 
and  the  firm  by  using  it  in  the  firm  busi- 
ness. Both  were  under  an  obligation  be- 
cause both  had  received  a  benefit.  Here  are 
two  distinct  causes  of  action. 

It  is  apparent  that  the  present  claim  was 
allowed  solely  upon  the  authority  of  de- 
cisions in  the  second  circuit.  Re  Coe  (D. 
C.)  169  Fed.  1002,  Re  Coe,  106  C.  C.  A. 
181,  183  Fed.  746.  In  the  opinion  of  the 
district  court  (169  Fed.  1002)  it  was  said 
that  the  members  of  a  firm  were  jointly 
and  severally  liable  upon  a  claim  either 
in  tort  or  upon  quasi  contract,  at  the 
creditor's  election,  for  misappropriation, 
and  that  upon  their  bankruptcy  the  plain- 
tiff could  file  double  proof  both  against 
the  partnership  assets  and  against  the 
individual  assets  of  each  partner,  citing 
Re  Baxter,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,119;  Re  Jor- 
dan (D.  C.)  2  Fed.  319;  Re  Blackford,  35 
App.  Div.  330,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  972;  Lind- 
iey,  Partn.  5th  ed.  703;  Loveland  Ba^kr. 
316,  and  cases  cited:  Re  Parkers,  L.  R. 
19  Q.  B.  Div.  84,  56  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  338, 
57  L.  T.  N.  S.  198,  36  Week.  Rep.  666. 

In  the  circuit  court  of  appeals  (106  C.  C. 
A.  181,  183  Fed.  746)  it  was  said:  "It 
makes  no  difference  that  the  partners  acted 
without  evil  intent,  nor  that  the  firm  got 
the  benefit  of  what  they  did.  It  remains 
a  wrongful  conversion  for  which  all  the 
partners  are  liable,  not  jointly  as  partners, 
but  jointly  and  severally  as  tort  feasors, 
whether  they  each  actively  participated 
in  it  or  not;  the  acts  of  every  one  being 
imputed  to  every  other." 
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The  only  additional  authority  cited  by 
the  circuit  court  of  appeals  was  Blyth  y. 
Fladgate,  [1891]  1  Gh.  337,  60  L.  J.  Ch. 
N.  8.  66,  63  L.  T.  N.  S.  546,  89  Week. 
Rep.  422. 

With  the  greatest  respect  for  the  opin- 
ions of  the  learned  judges  in  both  the  dis- 
trict court  and  the  circuit  court  of  appeals, 
we  are  unable  to  accept  the  proposition 
that  joint  tort  feasors  are' jointly  and  sever- 
ally liable,  if  by  that  is  meant  subject  to 
both  joint  and  several  judgments.  As  we 
have  said,  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  two 
judgments  against  a  tort  feasor,  but  is  put 
to  his  election.  He  is  permitted  to  deal 
with  each  of  the  tort  feasors  as  if  he  were 
the  sole  cause  of  the  tort;  but  he  may 
not  subject  a  single  defendant  to  two  judg- 
ments, joint  and  several. 

Had  this  creditor  proceeded  to  reduce  its 
tort  claim  to  judgment  before  bankruptcy, 
and  to  prove  on  the  judgment  in  tort  under 
§  63a  ( 1 ) ,  he  could  have  had  but  one  judg- 
ment against  E.  H.  Gay;  at  the  creditor's 
election  an  individual  judgment,  or  a  judg- 
ment against  E.  H.  Gay  with  others.  In 
other  words,  he  would  have  been  compelled 
to  elect  between  a  joint  and  a  several  lia- 
bility. 

It  is  true  that  upon  the  joint  judgment 
in  tort  he  might  have  had  execution  against 
the  individual  estate,  but  this  is  equally 
true  of  a  joint  judgment  on  contract. 

The  bankruptcy  statute  intervenes  to 
destroy  the  ordinary  rights  under  execu- 
tion, by  §  5g,  which  divides  the  assets  into 
partnership  estate  and  individual  estate, 
and  gives  priority  of  rights  in  the  assets 
to  creditors  according  to  whether  the  debts 
are  partnership  or  individual. 

The  brief  of  the  trust  company  states, 
correctly  we  think,  that  "this  is  a  question 
concerning  the  nature  of  legal  rights."  The 
creditor's  legal  right  was  to  make  his  claim 
joint  or  several;  he  could  not  make  it 
both,  and  mus^  elect.  The  creditor's  rights 
'  were  in  the  alternative,  and  not  cumula- 
tive; he  is  forced  to  an  election, — ^not  ac- 
cording to  the  early  English  rule  that  an 
election  must  be  made  even  where  there 
are  distinct  contract  rights  against  both 
the  firm  and  the  individual,  but  on  the 
ground  that  at  law  his  right  is  to  have  his 
cause  of  action  joint  or  several,  but  not 
both. 

If  it  be  granted  for  the  purposes  of  the 
case  that,  upon  a  waiver  of  tort,  there 
arise  contractual  obligations  which  corres- 
pond to  the  tort  obligations,  then  it  fol- 
lows not  that  there  are  two  contracts,  one 
joint  and  one  several,  but  one  contract 
which  is  joint,  or  in  the  alternative  a  num- 
ber of  contracts  which  are  several.  But,  as 
30  L.R.A.(N.8.)  26 


we  have  seen,  the  proposition  that,  upon 
a  waiver  of  tort,  there  arise  contractual 
obligations  corresponding  to  liabilities  in 
tort,  is  itself  most  doubtful. 

If  on  principle  the  doctrine  of  quasi 
contracts  is  broader  in  scope  than  the 
action  for  money  had  and  received,  and 
should  be  extended  to  all  cases  in  which  a 
defendant  has  had  that  for  which  in  con- 
science- he  should  give  the  plaintiff  an 
equivalent  in  money  (Keener,  Quasi  Gontr. 
195),  yet  in  the  present  case  this  reason 
applies  only  to  the  firm,  and  not  to  the  in- 
dividual who  was  not  an  actual  partici- 
pant, or  beneficiary. 

Under  such  conditions  the  rule  that  for- 
bids contribution  between  wrongdoers 
abates,  and  the  right  arises  to  recover  from 
the  actual  wrongdoer  the  damage  imposed 
upon  one  who  is  not  in  fact  a  participant; 
the  ultimate  responsibility  being  cast  upon 
the  actual  wrongdoers.  Union  Stock  Yards 
Co.  ▼.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  196  U.  8. 
217,  224,  et  seq.,  49  L.  ed.  463,  446,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  226,  2  Ann.  Gas.  526. 

Whether  in  any  event  the  right  to  con- 
tribution would  not  cast  this  claim  ulti- 
mately upon  the  partnership  estate,  under 
chapter  3,  §  5g,  through  a  claim  of  the 
individual  estate,  is  a  query  which  we  need 
not  solve^  but  simply  refer  to  as  a  possible 
complication  that  might  result  from  im- 
plying a  contract  against  one  who  is  held 
liable  as  a  tort  feasor  without  actual  par- 
ticipation or  moral  responsibility. 

Furthermore,  the  fiction  of  a  promise 
should  not  be  extended  beyond  its  legiti- 
mate purpose,  arid  especially  should  it  not 
be  permitted  to  affect  injuriously  the  rights 
of  third  persons. 

There  is  an  inconsistency  between  the 
requirement  that  a  plaintiff  should  waive 
the  tort  and  take  his  place  with  the  other 
creditors,  and  a  contention  that,  by  virtue 
of  the  tort  alone,  he  should  have  implied 
contracts  which  put  him  in  a  better  posi- 
tion than  other  creditors,  who  have  ex- 
press contracts. 

The  bankruptcy  act  requires  a  distinction 
between  firm  and  individual  debts.  The 
test  of  whether  the  debt  is  firm  or  individ- 
ual is  the  character  of  the  transaction 
from  which  it  arises.  Here  there  was  no 
transaction  other  than  a  firm  transaction; 
and  a  fiction  of  law  which  raises  a  promise 
based  solely  upon  tort  liability,  and  not 
upon  an  obligation  to  pay  for  value  re- 
ceived by  an  individual,  cannot  be  allowed 
without  an  infringement  of  the  rights  of 
the  individual  creditors,  and  of  bankruptcy 
rules  of  equality. 

Upon  a  review  of  the  cases  cited  we  find 
no  sufficient  authority  for  the  allowance  of 
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double  proof  in  a  case  like  the  present. 
Without  questioning  the  correctness  of  the 
decisions  in  the  cases  in  the  second  circuit, 
or  considering  the  differences  in  facts,  we 
nevertheless  do  not  feel  constrained  to 
accept  the  proposition  that,  upon  a  waiver 
of  tort,  there  arise  contractual  obligations 
corresponding  to  tort  obligations,  or  the 
further  proposition  that,  upon  waiver  of  a 
joint  tort,  there  arise  both  joint  and  several 
obligations  ea  contractu.  The  contractual 
obligation  arises  only  when  value  has  been 
received  for  which  in  good  conscience  a 
defendant  should  pay. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  claim 
against  the  individual  estate  of  E.  H.  Gay 
should  be  disallowed  on  the  ground  that 
upon  this  record  only  a  firm  contract  exists 
after  the  waiver  of  tort. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is 
reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to  that 
court  with  direction  to  disallow  the  claim 
of  the  New  York  Trust  Company  for  the 
sum  of  $14,875  against  the  individual  estate 
of  E.  H.  Gay,  and  the  appellant  recovers 
costs  in  this  court. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


SOUTHERN 


TELEPHONE 
Appt., 

V. 

J.  E.  KING. 


COMPANY, 


(—  Ark.  — ,  146  S.  W.  489.) 

Damages  —  negligence  of  telephone 
company  **  knowledge  of  conse- 
quences. 

1.  A  telephone  subscriber  cannot  hold  the 
company,  which  fails  to  answer  his  call, 
liable  for  injury  caused  by  going  to  the 
central  office  in  a  sick  and  weakened  con- 
dition to  obtain  medical  aid  for  a  member 
of  his  family,  where  it  had  no  notice  that 
such  injury  was  likely  to  result  from  its 
negligence. 


Telephones  —  statutory  liability  —  tele- 
graph. 

2.  A  statute  rendering  telegraph  com- 
panies liable  for  mc^ntal  suffering  due  to 
negligence  in  receiving,  transmitting,  and 
delivering  messages  does  not  apply  in  case 
of  the   negligence   of  telephone   companies. 

Damages  —  punitive  —  negligence  of 
telephone  company. 

3.  Punitive  damuges  cannot  be  assessed 
against  a  telephone  company  for  mere  neg- 
lect to  answer  the  call  of  the  subscriber, 
in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  inten- 
tional wrong  or  wilfulness,  or  conscious  in- 
difference to  consequences,  from  which 
malice  may  be  inferred. 

(April  8,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Drew  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  suffered  by  plaintiff  because  of 
defendant's  failure  to  comply  with  its  con- 
tract to  furnish  him  telephone  service. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Williamson  &  Williamson,  for 
appellant: 

The  verdict  as  to  punitive  damages  is 
erroneous. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hogue,  79  Ark. 
36,  94  S.  W.  924;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Whitten,  90  Ark.  467,  119  S.  W. 
836,  21  Ann.  Cas.  726;  13  Cyc.  113-F.  & 
notes  98,  99;  Spellman  v.  Richmond  &  D. 
R.  Co.  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  874,  note;  Anson, 
Contr.  311. 

There  is  wholly  lacking  that  element 
of  brutal  indifference  and  maliciousness 
that  seems  to  be  essential  in  praying  penal 
vengeance. 

Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitten, 
90  Ark.  468,  119  S.  W.  835,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
726;  2  Sutherland,  Damages,  1101;  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall,  53  Ark. 
7,  13  S.  W.  138,  13  Cyc.  108,  109,  and 
note  81,  13  Cyc.  110,  and  note  88;   Spell- 


Note,  ^^  Liahility  of  telephone  company 
for  failure  to  ntaJce  connections  for 
subscriber. 

The  earlier  cases  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected in  the  notes  to  Lebanon,  L.  &  L. 
Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lanham  Lumber  Co.  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  115.  and  Volquardsen  v.  Iowa 
Teleph.  Co.  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)   554. 

As  to  the  right  of  withdrawing  telephone 
service  because  of  the  abuse  of  the  privi- 
lege by  sub.«icribers,  see  note  to  Huffman 
v.  Marcy  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  23  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1010. 

As  to   right  to   refuse   telephone   service 
to    coerce    payment    of    bill,    see    note    to 
Danaher  v.  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph. 
Co.  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1027. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


As  to  right  of  addressee  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  failure  to  summon  him  to  receive 
a  long-distance  tel.ephone  message,  see  note 
to  McLeod  v.  Pacific  States  Teleph.  &,  Teleg. 
Co.  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)    810. 

As  to  the  measure  of  damages  for  re- 
moval of  telephone,  see  note  to  Carmichael 
V.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — . 

Telephone  companies  are  under  the  duty 
of  furnishing  to  their  subscribers  reason- 
ably prompt  and  efficient  service  in  the  way 
of  giving  them  connection  with  other  sub- 
scribers. Glawson  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  9  Ga.  App.  450,  71  S.  E.  747. 

In  considering  the  actual  quantum  of 
diligence  required,  it  has  been  said  that 
"the  delicacy  of  the  instrumentalities  in- 
volved and  the  difficulty  of  keeping  them 
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man  ▼.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  28  Am.  St. 
Rep.  878,  note. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  for  mental  an- 
guish where  there  is  no  physical  injury. 

St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Taylor, 
84  Ark.  42,  13  LJl.A.(N.S.)  159,  104  S. 
W.  651;  Pierce  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  94  Ark.  489,  127  S.  W.  707;  Peay 
V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  538,  39 
L.R.A.  463,  43  S.  W.  965;  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  y.  Groce,  99  Ark.  420,  138 
S.  W.  879;  Texarkana  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Anderson,  67  Ark.  123,  53  S.  W.  673; 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Bragg,  69 
Ark.  402,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  206,  64  S.  W. 
226;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
son, 70  Ark.  136,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  74,  66 
S.  W.  661. 


Plaintiff  had  no  right  to  sustain  an  ac- 
tion for  his  distress  of  mind  on  account  of 
his  wife's  suffering. 

Hyatt  y.  Adams,  16  Mich.  180;  Bube  y. 
Birmingham  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  140  Ala. 
276,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  33,  37  So.  285; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Reid,  120  Ky. 
231,  70  L.R.A.  289,  85  S.  W.  1171;  37 
Uyc.  1781-1784;  13  Cyc.  196,  197;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  y.  Hogue,  79  Ark.  33,  94  S. 
W.  924;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  y. 
Taylor,  84  Ark.  47,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  159, 
104  S.  W.  551;  Woodstock  Iron  Works 
V.  Stockdale,  143  Ala.  550,  39  So.  335,  5 
Ann.  Cas.  578;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  y.  Whitten,  90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W. 
835,   21  Ann.  Cas.  726;   Chicago,  R.  I.  & 


in  repair  and  in  perfect  working  order  must 
be  considered;"  and  that  "it  may  be  said 
that  a  telephone  company  is  held  to  only 
ordinary  diligence  in  keeping  its  plants, 
instruments,  etc.,  in  working  order  for  the 
purpose  of  facilitating  conversations  be- 
tween its  subscribers."    Ibid. 

Accordingly  it  was  held  that  where  the 
line  is  in  order,  the  telephone  company 
may  be  liable  for  the  death  of  a  member  of 
a  subscriber's  family  due  to  the  inability 
to  get  the  necessary  medical  or  surgical  at- 
tention, because  of  the  negligence  of  the  ex- 
change operator.     Ibid. 

In  answer  to  the  objection  that  damages 
which  result  through  the  failure  to  get  a 
physician  so  that  the  progress  of  a  malady 
can  be  checked,  or  the  effect  of  a  wound 
can  be  allayed,  and  the  injurious  results 
prevented,  are  speculative  and  remote  in 
character,  the  court  pointed  out  that  there 
was  considerable  conflict  among  the  au- 
thorities on  that  question;  that  while  there 
are  some  diseases,  as  to  which  the  court 
might  say  as  a  matter  of  law  (basing  its 
conclusion  upon  the  state  of  common  knowl- 
edge) that  the  chances  of  recovery  were 
always  speculative  and  doubtful;  that  there 
were  other  diseases  which  pertiaps  the  court 
might  say  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  they 
would  yield  to  proper  treatment;  and  that 
between  these  two  classes  exist  a  wide  class 
as  to  which  common  knowledge  is  not  so 
well  established,  and  in  these  cases  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  results  of  a 
physician's  or  surgeon's  services  would  or 
would  not  be  doubtful  or  uncertain,  is  a 
question  of  fact  and  is  for  the  jury.    Ibid. 

So  in  Southwestern  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 
v.  Allen,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  146  S.  W. 
1066,  it  was  said  that  it  cannot  be  said  as 
a  matter  of  law  that  the  loss  of  a  physi- 
cian's services  could  not  be  considered  as 
a  reasonable  and  probable  consequence  like- 
ly to  result  from  wrongfully  disconnecting 
the  telephone  of  a  subscriber  who  resided 
in  the  country  about  9  miles  from  the  near- 
est physician,  when  the  company  had  no- 
tice of  the  illness  in  the  subscriber's  family 
and  that  the  attendance  of  a  physician 
would  probably  be  required. 
39  L,R.A.(N.S.) 


In  the  last  cited  case  it  was  held  that 
the  wrongful  refusal  to  receive  further  calls 
from  a  subscriber  rendered  th^  telephone 
company  liable  for  such  general  damages 
which  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  fol- 
low as  the  natural  and  probable  conse- 
quences of  the  act,  and  for  such  special 
damages  as  were  the  natural  and  probable 
result  of  the'  special  conditions  of  which 
the  company  had  notice. 

Accordingly  it  was  held  that  a  sub- 
scriber who  has  informed  the  manager  of 
the  telephone  company  of  the  necessity  for 
good  service  because  of  the  illness  of  his 
wife  is  entitled  to  recover  for  mental  an- 
guish which  he  sustained  by  reason  of  wit- 
nessing the  suffering  of  his  wife  occasioned 
by  the  failure  to  secure  the  attendance  of 
a  physician  because  of  his  inability  to  get 
telephone  connections  with  the  central  of- 
fice.    Ibid. 

But  in  Glawson  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  supra,  it  was  held  that  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  for  mental  suffering  in 
an  action  by  a  husband  for  the  death  of 
the  wife,  under  a  statutory  provision  that 
the  measure  of  damages  shall  be  the  "full 
value  of  the  life  of  the  deceased,  as  shown 
by  the  evidence." 

A  telephone  company  under  contract  to 
furnish  the  subscribers  of  another  company 
with  telephonic  connections  with  various 
independent  lines  including  the  members  of 
an  unincorporated  association,  with  the 
right  to  refuse  further  service  in  case  a 
subscriber  should  be  in  default  in  payment 
of  charges  due,  and  under  a  contract  with 
the  unincorporated  association  which  pro- 
vided in  effect  that  the  primary  obligation 
to  pay  exchange  charges  was  upon  the  as- 
sociation, and  not  upon  the  members,  can- 
not refuse  telephonic  connections  to  a  sub- 
scriber who  desires  to  communicate  with  a 
member  of  the  association,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  latter  was  in  arrears  for  certain 
long-distance  charges,  without  subjecting  it- 
self to  liability  for  penalties  imposed  under 
a  general  statute  for  refusing  to  render  the 
service.  Osborne  v.  Read  in  i^  Cent.  Teleph. 
Co.  163  Mich.  545,  128  N.  W.  745. 

A.  L.  R« 
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P.  R.  Co.  Y.  Mobs,  89  Ark.  187,  116  S.  W. 
192. 

The  statute  does  not  apply  to  telephone 
companies. 

Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Oshkosh,  62 
Wis.  32,  21  N.  W.  828;  Arkansas  k  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Stroude,  77  Ark.  114,  113  Am. 
St.  Rep.  130,  91  S.  W.  18;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crenshaw,  93  Ark.  419,  125 
S.  W.  420,  37  Cyc.  1704;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  State,  82  Ark.  318,  101  S.  W. 
748,  12  Ann.  Cas.  82;  Arkansas  &  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Lee,  79  Ark.  451,  96  S.  W.  148. 

To  recover  more  than  nominal  damages, 
actual  damages  must  be  shown. 

Emerson  y.  Turner,  95  Ark.  598,  130  8. 
W.  538. 

The  damages  in  the  present  case  are  all 
entirely  too  remote,  too  extraordinary,  too 
speculative,  and  too  contingent  to  enter 
as  elements  of  damage  based  on  the  negli- 
gence complained  of. 

Woodstock  Iron  Works  v.  Stockdale,  143 
Ala.  550,  39  So.  335,  5  Ann.  Cas.  578,  37 
Cyc.  1750-B,  1754-B;  Kelly  v.  Altemus,  34 
Ark.  184,  36  Am.  Rep.  6;  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Bragg,  69  Ark.  402,  86  Am. 
St.  Rep.  206,  64  S.  W.  226;  St.  Louis,  I. 
M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  76  Ark.  434, 
89  S.  W.  53;  Rodgers  v.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G. 
R.  Co.  76  Ark.  521,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1145, 
113  Am.  St.  Rep.  102,  89  S.  W.  468. 

Mr.  Patrick  Henry  for  appellee. 

McOuIloch,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

Appellee  instituted  this  action  below 
against  appellant  (a  corporation  operating 
a  telephone  system  in  the  town  of  Monti- 
cello  and  vicinity)  to  recover  damages  al- 
leged to  have  been  sustained  by  reason  of 
negligence  in  failing  to  furnish  telephone 
service.  He  alleged  in  his  complaint  the 
following  state  of  facts,  which  the  testi- 
mony established,  viewed  in  its  most  favor- 
able light:  Appellee  resided  at  Monticello, 
and  was  one  of  appellant's  subscribers,  hav- 
ing a  telephone  in  his  residence.  His  wife 
and  son  were  both  sick,  and  he  was  convales- 
cent. About  3  o'clock  in  the  morning  his 
son  grew  worse,  and  needed  immediate  at- 
tention of  a  physician,  and  he  attempted  to 
call  by  telephone  Dr.  Kimbro,  his  family 
physician,  who  lived  in  another  part  of 
town.  He  got  connection  with  Dr.  Kim- 
bro's  residence,  but  the  latter's.  wife  in- 
formed him  that  the  doctor  had  gone  to 
the  country  to  make  a  call,  and  could  be 
reached  by  telephoning  him  at  the  Agri- 
cultural School.  He  then  endeavored  for  a 
considerable  time  to  get  connection  with 
the  Agricultural  School,  but  could  not  get 
a  response  to  his  call  for  the  telephone ' 
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central  office.  He  walked  uptown  and  tried 
to  call  from  a  telephone  at  a  livery  barn, 
and  again  failed  to  get  a  response  from 
central.  He  went  to  the  central  office,  and, 
finding  it  closed,  knocked  at  the  door.  The 
operator  answered,  and,  after  giving  his 
name,  appellee  told  the  operator  that  he 
had  a  sick  child  and  wanted  to  telephone 
the  doctor,  and  the  latter  replied:  "We 
are  closed  until  6  o'clock.  I  am  sorry,  but 
can't  do  anything  for  you  until  6  o'clock.** 
He  returned  home  and  again  telephoned  Dr. 
Kimbro's  residence,  and  finally  secured  the 
latter's  attendance  about  8  o'clock,  after 
lie  returned  from  the  country.  The  evi- 
dence tends  to  show  that  a  telephone  mes- 
sage  to  the  Agricultural  School  would  have 
been  sent  over  by  special  messenger  to  Dr. 
Kimbro,  at  the  residence  of  his  patron  in 
the  neighborhood.  Appellee  alleged  in  his 
complaint  that,  ''by  reason  of  the  excite- 
ment, exposure,  and  effort  in  coming  to  the 
office  of  defendant,  his  recovery  was  re- 
tarded, and  that  he  was  prevented  for  the 
period  of  one  week  from  resuming  his  work, 
during  which  time  he  suffered  physical 
pain,"  and  he  claimed  damages  in  the  sum 
of  $25  for  loss  of  a  week's  time,  $26  for 
physical  pain,  and  $15  for  costs  of  addi- 
tional medical  attention.  He  alleged  that 
he  suffered  great  mental  pain  and  anguish 
by  reason  of  his  inability  to  procure  medical 
aid  for  his  child,  and  claimed  damages  there- 
for in  the  sum  of  $250.  He  also  prayed  for 
punitive  damages  in  the  sum  of  $1,000. 
The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  appellee  and 
assessed  damages  as  follows:  "For  actual 
damages,  as  alleged,  $50;  for  mental  pain 
and  anguish  on  account  of  himself,  wife, 
and  child,  as  alleged,  $100;  for  punitive  or 
exemplary  damages,  as  alleged,  $200." 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  testi- 
mony does  not  warrant  a  recovery  of  more 
than  nominal  damages.  Even  if  the  .negli- 
gence of  the  operator  in  failing  to  respond 
to  appellee's  call  could  be  said  to  have  been 
the  proximate  cause  of  his  injury,  resulting 
from  exertion  and  exposure  in  walking  up- 
town to  the  central  office,  appellant  is  not 
liable,  for  the  reason  that  it  had  no  notice 
of  the  special  circumstances  out  of  which 
the  damages  might  arise.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Raines,  78  Ark.  545,  94  S.  W.  700; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hogue,  79  Ark. 
33,  94  S.  W.  924.  It  is  not  claimed  that 
the  operator  was  informed  until  appellee 
reached  the  central  office  that  he  desired  to 
get  connection  with  the  Agricultural  School 
for  the  purpose  of  communicating  with  his 
physician.  Whatever  physical  injury  ap- 
pellee sustained  by  reason  of  his  trip  up- 
town had  then  accrued,  and  notice  to  the 
operator  at  that  time  would  not  render  ap- 
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pellant  liable  for  the  damages  already  bus-  . 
tained.     Crutcher  y.  Choctaw,  O.  &  G.  R. 
Co.  74  Ark.  368,  85  S.  W.  770. 

No  damages  resulted  from  any  act  or 
omission  of  the  operator  after  appellant 
notified  her  of  his  desire  to  communicate 
with  the  physician,  except  the  mental  pain 
and  anguish  which  he  suffered  by  reason  of 
his  inability  to  secure  the  attendance  of  his 
physician.  This  court  has  steadily  adhered 
to  the  rule  that  "mental  suffering  alone, 
unaccompanied  by  physical  injury  or  any 
other  element  of  recoverable  damages,  can- 
not be  made  the  subject  of  an  independent 
action  for  damages  .  .  .  and  that  such 
suffering  does  not  of  itself  constitute  a 
cause  of  action."  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  84  Ark.  42,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
159,  104  8.  W.  661;  Peay  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  64  Ark.  638,  39  L.R^. 
463,  43  S.  W.  965;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  76  Minn.  334,  79  N.  W.  315.  But 
192;  Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitten, 
90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W.  836,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
726;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Groce, 
99  Ark.  420,  138  S.  W.  879.  After  the 
decision  of  this  court  in  the  Peay  Case,  the 
legislature  changed  the  rule  as  to  telegraph 
companies  negligently  failing  to  receive, 
transmit,  or  deliver  telegraphic  messages 
(Kirby's  Dig.  §  7947) ;  but  the  statute  only 
applies  to  companies  doing  a  telegraph 
business,  and  not  to  telephones.  While  the 
telephone  occupies  to  some  extent  the  same 
field  as  the  telegraph,  and  it  is  in  some 
respects  an  improvement  on  the  latter 
method  of  'lohg-distance  communication, 
still  the  former  does  not  fall  within  the 
definition  laid  down  by  the  lawmakers  in 
proTiding  that  telegraph  companies  shall 
be  liable  for  mental  anguish.  There  are 
authorities  which  hold  that,  in  the  construc- 
tion of  statutes,  the  word  ''telegraph"  em- 
braces "telephone,"  and  that  statutes  con- 
cerning telegraph  companies  include  tele- 
phone companies  as  well.  Northwestern 
Teleph.  Exch.  Co.  ▼.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  76  Minn.  334,  79  N.  W.  316.  But 
the  method  of  carrying  on  the  business  of 
telephoning  is  dissimilar  in  many  respects 
from  the  telegraph  business,  particularly 
in  the  method  of  transmission.  Jones, 
Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Companies,  §§  3  et  seq. 
The  statute  declares  that  telegraph  com- 
panies shall  be  liable  for  mental  anguish 
or  suffering  on  account  of  negligence  "in 
receiving,  transmitting,  or  delivering  mes- 
sages." Now,  by  a  very  strained  construc- 
tion of  that  language,  it  may  be  reasoned 
that  a  telephone  company,  in  its  method 
of  furnishing  an  apparatus  for  transmit- 
ting sound,  "receives,  transmits  and  delivers 
messages;"  but  that  construction  is  decid- 
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edly  strained,  for  it  is  evident  that  if  the 
lawmakers  had  had  in  mind  a  telephone 
company,  with  its  methods  of  doing  busi- 
ness, it  would  have  used  altogether  differ- 
ent language.  A  telephone  company  does 
not  receive  a  message,  nor  does  it  transmit 
and  deliver  it  in  the  ordinary  acceptation 
of  those  words.  It  merely  furnishes  to  the 
patron  facilities  for  carrying  on  a  conversa- 
tion at  long  distance.  The  choice  of  phrase- 
ology shows  very  plainly  that,  while  it  is 
possible  to  give  the  other  construction  to 
the  language,  the  legislature  would  have 
chosen  more  appropriate  words  if  that  con- 
struction had  been  intended.  It  is  not  the 
business  of  the  courts  to  legislate ;  and,  if  a 
change  in  the  law  in  this  respect  is  de- 
sired, the  general  assembly  is  the  branch 
of  government  whence  the  change  must 
come. 

The  facts  of  the  case  do  not  disclose  any 
element  of  exemplary  damages.  At  most, 
only  negligence  is  proved;  and  that,  how- 
ever gross,  is  not  sufficient  to  justify  .an 
award  of  damages  by  way  of  punishment, 
without  any  element  of  intentional  wrong 
or  wilfulness  or  conscious  indifference  to 
consequences,  from  which  malice  may  be 
inferred.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Dysart,  89  Ark.  261,  118  S.  W.  224. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  judgment 
will  be  entered  here  in  appellee*s  favor  for 
nominal  damages  and  costs  in  the  lower 
court. 


CONNEOTIOUT  SUPREMB  COURT  OP 

ERRORS. 

THOMAS  DYER,  Appt., 

V. 

CITY  OP  DANBURY  et  al. 

(86  Conn.  128,  81  Atl.  968.) 

Highway  —  defect  —  limb  falling  from 
tree. 

1.  Statutes  making  a  municipality  lia- 
ble for  injuries  caused  by  defective  high- 
ways do  not  apply  to  those  caused  by  the 
fall  of  limbs  from  trees  in  the  street. 

Municipal  corporation  —  failure  to  re- 
move nuisance  *-  liability. 

2.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable 

Note.  ^^  Liability    of    fnunidpality    for 
personal  injuries  hy  trees. 

Generally  as  to  the  liability  of  munici- 
pal corporation  for  defects  or  obstructions 
in  streets,  see  Elam  v.  Mt.  Sterling,  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    612. 

Falling  tree  or  limb. 

A  city  is  liable  in  damages  to  one  in- 
jured by  the  falling  of  a  tree  stand im;  with- 
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for  injury  to  a'  traveler  by  its  failure  to 
remove  a  nuisance  consisting  of  a  danger- 
ous limb  on  a  tree  in  the  street,  since  the 
duty  to  remove  it  is  a  governmental  one. 
Same  —  acceptance  of  charter  —  con- 
tract duty. 

3.  The  acceptance  by  a  municipality  of 
a  charter  imposing  upon  it  the.  duty  of  re- 
moving nuisances  does  not  create  a  cou- 
tract  between  it  and  the  state  that  it  will 
do  so,  a  breach  of  which  gives  a  right  of 
action  to  one  injured  by  its  failure. 

Same  —  attempted  regulation  of  trees 
—  effect. 

4.  Charter  authority  to  regulate  the 
planting  and  removal  of  trees,  and  an  ordi- 
nance providing  that  no  person  shall  re- 
move or  plant  a  tree  in  the  street  without 
a  permit,  do  not  impose  upon  the  munici- 
pality   the    duty    of    removing   dead    limbs 


from  trees,  so  as  to  render  it.  liable  for  in- 
jury caused  by  its  failure  to  do  so,  if  un- 
der statutory  authority  a  tree  warden  has 
been  elected  who  is  given  the  care  and  con- 
trol of  the  public  shade  trees  in  the  town. 

Same  —  charter  —  construction  —  re- 
moving dead  limbs. 

5.  Forbidding  the  removal  of  trees  stand- 
ing in  the  street  without  a  permit  does  not 
prevent  the  owner  of  the  tree  from  remov- 
ing branches  therefrom  which  have  become 
dangerous  to  persons  using  the  street. 

(October  Term,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Fairfield  Coun- 
ty sustaining  demurrers  to  the  complaint  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 


in  the  limits  of  the  street  or  highway, 
where  it  knew,  or  might  have  known  by 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  diligence,  of  its 
dangerous  condition,  and  took*  no  steps  to 
remove  the  same  or  guard  passers-by 
against  it.     28  Cyc.  1378. 

Thus,  in  Henderson  v.  Schlamp,  14  Ey. 
L.  Rep.  675,  where  a  city,  by  use  of  reason- 
able diligence,  could  have  detected  the  de- 
cayed condition  of  a  tree,  it  was  held  liable 
for  injury  caused  by  it  falling  upon  a  pedes- 
trian. 

So,  in  Chase  v.  Lowell,  140  Mass.  85,  21 
N.  E.  233,  where  a  decayed  shade  tree 
standing  in  the  street  was  blown  down, 
striking  and  injuring  a  pedestrian,  the  con- 
clusion was  reached,  after  a  reviewal  of  all 
previous  statutes,  that  a  surveyor  in  a  city 
or  town  had  no  power  summarily  to  remove 
a  shade  tree  standing  in  the  highway,  but 
that  the  question  whether  such  tree  in- 
commoded or  endangered  travelers  and 
ought  to  be  removed  should  be  determined 
by  the  adjudication  of  a  tribunal  desig- 
nated by  the  statute  for  that  purpose.  The 
same  case  was  again  before  the  court  in 
151  Mass.  422,  24  N.  E.  212,  where  the 
duty  of  a  highway  surveyor  as  to  a. danger- 
ous* shade  tree  in  a  public  way,  to  apply 
to  the  authorities  for  an  adjudication,  was 
emphasized;  and  the  municipality  was  held 
liable  for  injury  to  a  traveler,  if  after  no- 
tice of  such  dangerous  tree  the  highway 
surveyor  took  no  action.  The  court  said: 
"The  cases  do  not  go  upon  the  ground  that 
notice  to  one  or  more  than  one  of  the  in- 
habitants of  a  town  constitutes  notice  to 
the  town,  but  that  such  a  state  of  facts  may 
be  shown  as  will  warrant  an  inference  that 
the  authorities  either  knew,  or  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  diligence  might  have 
known,  of  the  defect.  "While  the  authori- 
ties are  not  to  be  held  responsible  for  the 
neglect  of  citizens  to  inform  them  of  the 
existence  of  a  defect,  the  fact  that  it  was 
jorenerally  talked  about  in  the  community 
is  a  circumstance  which  may  properly  be 
considered.  In  such  a  case,  notoriety  de- 
rives its  force  as  evidence  not  merely  from 
its  suggestion  that  the  defect  was  of  such 
a  kind  that  the  authorities  would  have  been 
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likely  to  discover  it,  in  the  first  instance, 
with  their  own  eyes,  but  quite  as  much 
from  the  probability  that  their  attention 
may  have  been  brought  by  otliers  to  a 
matter  which  was  ^nerally  talked  about 
and  in  which  they  were  interested.  .  .  . 
In  the  performance  of  their  duty  to  dis- 
cover and  repair  defects,  officers  of  cities 
and  to\vns  should  avail  themselves  of  all 
the  means  of  information  conveniently  to 
be  had.  Among  these  is  the  general  knowl- 
edge which  the  people  are  likely  to  have  of 
what  affects  the  common  interest.  It  would 
be  unjust  to  persons  injured  by  defects,  if 
cities  and  towns  were  held  responsible  only 
for  such  defects  as  the  officers,  regardless 
of  information,  should  have  first  discovered 
with  their  own  eyes."  It  was  also  said: 
"The  decayed  rooto  were  visible  to  persons 
on  the  sidewalk  opposite,  and  the  evidence 
tended  to  show  that  large  numbers  saw 
them.  All  this  was  competent  evidence 
of  the  notoriety  of  the  defect,  and  was  not 
objected  to.  The  acts  of  persons  in  look- 
ing at  the  roots  were  an  important  part  of 
the  evidence.  From  this  it  might  be  in- 
ferred that  they  noticed  the  decayed  con- 
dition of  the  roots,  and  so  -that  knowledge 
of  the  defect  became  general.  But  that  evi- 
dence might  properly  be  strengthened  by 
introducing  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestce,  the 
declarations  which  accompanied  the  acts, 
and  which  characterized  them  as  acts,  and 
communicated  intelligence  of  the  condition 
of  the  tree  to  those  who  looked.  The  re- 
marks made  at  the  time  rendered  it  certain 
that  the  view  of  the  roots  gave  notice  of 
the  defect,  to  those  who  then  saw  them. 
If  the  fact  that  these  persons  looked  at  the 
decayed  roots  was  competent  as  tending  to 
show  the  notoriety  of  the  defect,  then  clear- 
ly the  accompanying  declarations,  which 
tended  to  show  the  nature  of  the  act  of 
looking,  were  also  competent." 

And  in  Morris  v.  Salt  T^ke  City,  35 
Utah,  474,  301  Pac.  313,  although  not  an 
action  for  personal  injuries,  where  a  tree 
whose  roots  had  been  cut  by  an  independ- 
ent contractor  employed  by  the  city  to  lay 
a  sidewalk  was  blown  down,  injuring  thb 
dwelling  of  an  abutting  owner,  the  city  was 
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injuries  caused  by  a  limb  falling  from  a 
dead  tree.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  M.  Murphy  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  J.  •Moss  Ives  and  Thomas  A. 
Keating  for  appellee  city. 

Thayer,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  against  the^ 
city  and  town  of  Danbury.  A  separate  de- 
murrer was  filed  by  each  of  the  defendants^ 
and  each  demurrer  was  sustained.  The  cor- 
rectness of  .the  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
city  only  is  questioned  by  this  appeal. 

According  to  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, the  plaintiff  while  passing  along  the 
sidewalk  was  hit  upon  the  head  and  injured 


by  a  falling  limb  which  had  "become  dis- 
lodged from,"*'  or  was  "broken  off  by  the 
wind  from/'  a  dead  tree  which  stood  within 
the  limits  of  the  street,  and  overhung  the 
sidewalk.  The  street  was  a  public  highway 
of  the  city,  and  it  was  the  duty  of  the  city 
to  keep  it  in  repair  and  in  safe  condition 
for  public  travel.  The  tree  had  existed  in 
its  dangerous  condition  for  more  than  a 
year,  and  constituted  a  nuisance  upon  the 
highway.  The  city  charter  provides  that 
the  common  council  shall  have,  power  "to 
regulate  the  planting  and  removal,  and  pro- 
vide for  the  protection,  care,  and  preserva- 
tion of  trees  in  the  public  streets  and 
parks."  The  common  council  has  passed  an 
ordinance  which  provides  that  "no  person 
shall  cut  down  any  trees  standing  upon  any 


held  liable  whether  the  independent  con- 
tractor negligently  cut  the  roots,  or  neces- 
sarily did  so  in  the  construction  of  the 
walk.  The  court  said  that  the  contractor 
would  be  liable  because  he  caused  the  tree 
to  become  a  menace  and  a  danger,  and  for 
permitting  it  to  remain  in  that  condition, 
and  the  city  is  liable  for  failing  to  dis- 
cliarge  its  duty  in  not  removing  the  tree 
from  a  public  street,  when  deprived  of  its 
support,  and  in  permitting  it  to  remain  in 
that  condition  so  that  it  might  be  blown 
over  at  any  time  by  an  ordinary  .wind. 

Where  a  tree  standing  beside  a  public 
highway,  by  reason  of  excavation  near  it 
done  by  order  or  permission  of  a  munici- 
pality, had  been  a  dangerous  nuisance  of 
which  the  municipality  had  notice  suffi- 
ciently lon^  to  have  removed  it,  the  mu- 
nicipality in  Steves  v.  South  Vancouver, 
6  B.  C.  17,  was  held  liable  for  the  death 
of  a  person  lawfully  using  the  highway, 
caused  by  the  tree  being  blown  down  upon 
him  during  a  violent  wind  storm. 

But  it  is  held  in  East  St  Louis  v.  Gib- 
lin,  3  111.  App.  219,  that,  although  a  city  is 
liable  for  a  person's  death  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  its  employees  in  felling  a  tree, 
it  is  not  liable  where  the  death  was  the  re- 
sult of  the  negligence  of  the  assistants  of 
an  independent  contractor  employed  by  the 
city  for  a  stipulated  sum  to  cut  down  the 
tree. 

So,  in  Watkins  v.  Countv  Court,  30  W. 
Va.  657,  6  S.  E.  654,  it  was  held  that  a 
county  court,  a  municipal  corporation,  is 
not  responsible  in  an  action  brought  by  an 
individual  for  damages  for  an  injury  sus- 
tained by  him  in  consequence  of  the  county 
lourt,  or  any  officer  or  agent  of  it,  failing 
U)  perform  any  duty  imposed  upon  it,  ex- 
cept when  by  statute  it  is  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication  rendered  liable 
to  such  action.  Consequently  where  a  dead 
tree  standing  within  5  feet  of  the  edge  of 
the  public  road  fell  upon  and  injured  a 
passer-by  as  a  result  of  the  wilful  neglect 
of  duty  by  the  surveyor  of  the  road,  it  was 
held  that  such  court  could  not  be  sued  by 
the  individual  for  injuries  sustained,  there 
beini;  no  statute  providing,  expressly  or  by 
?9  L.RA.fN.S.) 


necessary  inplication,  that  a  county  court 
should  be  responsible  at  the  suit  of  an  in- 
dividual for  neglect  of  duly  to  have  such 
trees  cut  down. 

In  Colorado  Springs  v.  May,  20  Colo. 
App.  204,  77  Pac.  1093,  where  a  city  was 
held  liable  for  injuries  to  one  driving  along 
an  avenue,  caused  by  its  employee  felling 
a  tree  which  struck  and  frightened  plain- 
tiff's horse,  overturning  the  buggy,  it  was 
held  to  be  the  city's  duty,  in  felling  such 
tree,  to  use  reasonable  and  ordinary  care 
to  avoid  injury  to  those  traveling  the  ave- 
nue; and  if  such  duty  was  observed  there 
was  no  liability;  if  not,  there  was, — ^unless 
defeated  by  the  alleged  contributory  negli- 
gence of  the  plaintiff. 

Where  a  decayed  tree,  being  struck  by 
a  heavy  truck,  fell  upon  and  injured  plain- 
tiff, it  was  held  in  Gubasko  v.  New  York, 
14  Daly,  669,  1  N.  Y.  Supp.  216,  affirming 
a  judgment  for  defendant,  that  if  the  tree 
was  dangerous,  but  appeared  safe  to  out- 
ward observance,  the  defendant  was  not 
bound  to  examine  a  hole  which  had  existed 
on  one  side  of  the  tree,  although  by  so  doing 
it  would  have  discovered  the  decay. 

But  in  Vosper  v.  New  York,  17  Jones  & 
S.  296,  an  action  for  death  of  plaintiff's 
intestate,  caused  by  the  falling  of  a  tree 
growing'  on  the  sidewalk,  it  appeared  that 
the  tree  was  rotten  from  the  roots  up  to 
a  dangerous  degree.  There  was  a  conflict 
of  evidence  as  to  whether  there  was  any 
exterior  sign  of  the  rottenness  when  the 
tree  was  standing.  In  affirming  a  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  the  court  held  that 
it  was  incumbent  upon  the  city  to  use 
ordinary  caution  to  anticipate  the  danger 
that  could  come  into  existence  without 
manifesting  itself  to  ordinary  observers. 
"If  the  contingency  of  the  facts,"  said  the 
court,  "were  that  a  secret  cause  of  danger 
might  grow  and  increase,  and  yet  be  hid- 
den, ft  could  not  be  assumed  that,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  the  city  was  not  bound  to  do 
anything  except  use  ordinary  means  to  as- 
certain when  dangler  was  imminent  and 
imperiled  the  safety  of  passers-by.  It 
would  be  a  question  for  the  jury  as  to 
whether  the  defendant  should  do  or  not  do 


408 


CONNECTICUT  SUPREME  COURT  OF  ERRORS. 


Oct., 


street  or  highway  in  the  city,  nor  set  out 
any  trees  between  the  curb  And  sidewalk, 
without  a  permit  from  the  superintendent 
of  public  works/'  and  that  any  person  who 
shall  violate  these  provisions  shall  pay  a, 
fine.  The  town  of  Danbury  has  elected  a 
tree  warden,  and  has  assumed  the  exclusive 
control,  care,  and  protection  of  all  the 
trees  upon  the  streets  in  the  town  and  city. 
These  are  the  essential  facts  alleged  in  the 
complaint. 

The  overhanging  limb  did  not  constitute 
a  defect  in  the  highway.  It  did  not  ob- 
struct travel  thereon,  and  the  city  was  not 
bound  to  remove  it  as  a  part  of  its  duty  "to 
build  and  repair"  the  highways  within  its 
limits.  Hewison  v.  New  Haven,  34  Conn. 
136,  143^  144^  91  Am.  Dec.  718.    The  com- 


plaint therefore  does  not  state  a  cause  of 
action  under  §  2020  of  the  General  Statutes, 
which  provides  that  any  person  injured  by 
a  defective  road  or  bridge  may  recover  dam- 
ages from  the  party  bound  •to  keep  it  in 
repair. 

If  the  overhanging  limb  by  reason  of  its 
liability  to  fall  upon  the  traveled  part  of 
the  highway  constituted  a  nuisance,  as  al- 
leged, it  ought  to  have  been  removed.  If  it 
endangered  travel  upon  the  highway,  it  was 
a  public  nuisance,  and  the  city  could  and 
should  have  caused  its  removal.  But  this 
duty  of  the  city  was  a  public  governmental 
one,  for  the  neglect  of  which  no  liability 
at  common  law  ensued  to  the  city,  and  no 
statute  imposes  any.  Hewison  v.  New 
Haven,  37  Conn.  475,  483,  9  Am.  Rep.  342. 


something,  even  to  cutting  down  the  tree, 
to  prevent  the  daiL^ger.  .  .  .  The  city 
would  be  bound  to  a<t  upon  their  knowldege 
or  obligation  to  gain  knowledge,  as  to  the 
intrinsic  qualities  of  the  tree  and  the  soil, 
although  these  were  not  manifested  in  the 
outward  appearances  of  the  tree." 

The  injury  complained  of  in  the  Hewison 
Case,  relied  upon  in  Dteb  v.  Danbubt,  was 
not  by  trees,  but  by  an  iron  weight  inse- 
curely attached  to  a  flag  suspended  over 
the  street,  falling  upon  a  passer-by.  When 
this  case  was  before  the  court  in  34  Conn. 
140,  91  Am.  Dec.  718,  an  attempt  was  made 
to  maintain  an  action  for  the  injury, 
grounded  on  a  breach  of  an  imposed  statu- 
tory duty  to  keep  the  highway  free  from 
defects,  but  the  court  was  satisfied  that  the 
suspended  flag  and  weight  which  produced 
the  injury  did  not  constitute  a  defect  in 
the  highway  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  The  cause  of  action  for  the  same 
injury  alleged  in  37  Conn.  475,  9  Am.  Rep. 
342,  was  a  breach  of  duty  which  it  was 
claimed  grew  out  of  the  acceptance  by  the 
city  of  a  charter  from  the  state,  by  force 
of  which  it  agreed  to  keep  highways  from 
being  rendered  unsafe  by  nuisances;  and 
the  suspension  of  a  flag  and  weight  over 
the  way  upon  which  the  injury  occurred 
constituted  a  nuisance.  It  was  held  that 
the  duty  to  remove  such  nuisance  was  a 
governmental  duty,  for  the  nonperform- 
ance or  negligent  performance  of  which  the 
city  was  not  liable.  In  distinguishing 
Jones  V.  New  Haven,  34  Conn.  1,  where  the 
city  under  its  charter,  giving  it  exclusive 
control  of  the  public  parxs,  was  held  liable 
for  a  personal  injury  caused  by  the  falling 
of  a  decayed  limb  from  a  tree  in  a  public 
park,  the  court  in  the  Hewison  Case,  37 
Conn.  483,  said:  ''In  that  case  the  duty 
which  the  city  had  contracted .  with  the 
state  to  perform  was  a  strictly  private 
duty.  The  city  asked  of  the  general  as- 
sembly and  received  power  to  control  the 
trees  of  the  city,  standing  on  its  streets 
and  squares,  and  assumed  the  entire  and 
exclusive  control  of  them.  The  owners  of 
trees  standing  on  the  highway  are  liable 
at  common  law  for  injuries  occurring  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


consequence  of  their  neglect  to  trim  and 
keep  them  safe;  and  the  city,  assuming  the 
exclusive  control  and  forbidding  the  own- 
ers to  cut  and  therefore  to  trim  them,  as- 
sumed the  duty  and  liability  which  would 
otherwise  have  rested  on  the  owners.  It 
was  a  private  duty  so  far  as  the  city  owned 
the  trees,  and  equally  a  private  duty  if 
thev  assumed  it  in  exclusion  of  the  owners; 
and  being  a  private  duty  and  unperformed, 
they  were  undoubtedly  liable  for  the  in- 
jury which  resulted  from  their  neglect." 

A  city  .was  held  liable  in  Wright  v.  Chel- 
sea, 207  Mass.  460,  93  N.  E.  840,  for  in- 
juries to  travelers  by  falling  of  a  limb 
of  a  shade  tree  which  stood  within  the 
limits  of  a  public  way,  where  the  evidence 
showed  that  plaintiffs  were  in  the  exercise 
of  due  care,  that  the  limb  had  been  so  dan- 
gerous by  reason  of  decay  and  consequent 
liability  to  be  blown  down  by  ordmary 
winds  as  to  attract  attention  for  more 
than  a  year,  and  the  officer  whose  duty  it 
was  to  report  any  such  danger  to  the  prop- 
er authorities  testified  that  he  had  never 
done  so. 

In  McGarey  v.  New  York,  89  App.  Div. 
500,  85  N.  Y.  Supp.  861,  a  city  was  held 
liable  for  injury  to  a  person  by  being  struclc 
by  a  fallins^  limb  of  a  tree  whi|e  walking 
along  a  public  street,  there  being  evidence 
to  support  the  finding  of  the  jury  that  no- 
tice of  the  rotten  and  dangerous  condition 
of  the  limb  would  have  been  communicated 
to  defendant  had  proper  inspection  or  ex- 
amination been  made.  The  court  said  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  municipality  to  inspect 
trees  in  public  places  to  ascertain  tneir 
true  condition. 

But  in  Miller  v.  Detroit,  156  Mich.  630. 
132  Am.  St.  Rep.  537,  121  N.  W.  490,  16 
Ann.  Cas.  832,  it  is  held  that  a  municipal 
corporation  is  not,  under  a  statute  requir- 
ing it  to  keep  its  highways,  streets,  and 
sidewalks  in  reasonable  repair,  liable  for 
injuries  to  a  pedestrian  caused  by  the  fall- 
ing of  a  dead  limb  from  a  tree  mowing 
between  the  sidewalk  and  the  curb,  since 
the  statute  mentioned  refers  only  to  the 
traveled  way,  and  imposed  no  obligation 
upon  the  city  to  trim  trees  growing  between 
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The  complaint  therefore  states  no  cause  of 
action  arising  from  the  city's  failure  to 
abate  the  nuisance.  For  the  nonperform- 
ance or  misperformance  of  a  merely  gov- 
ernmental duty  imposed  upon  a  city  or 
town  it  is  not  liable  in  damages^  unless  a 
right  of  action  against  it  is  given  by  stat- 
ute. Jones  Y.  New  Haven,  34  Conn.  1,  13; 
Greenwood  v.  Westport,  63  Conn.  687,  60 
Fed.  660;  Piatt  Bros,  ft  Co.  v.  Waterbury, 
72  Conn.  631,  48  L.R.A.  691,  77  Am.  St. 
Rep.  336,  46  Atl.  164. 

The  acceptance  of  a  charter  imposing 
such  a  duty  upon  a  city  does  not  create  a 
contract  between  it  and  the  state,  rendering 
it  liable  in  damages  at  common  law  for  a 
neglect  to  perform  or  a  negligent  perform- 
ance of  the  duty.    Hewison  v.  New  Haven, 


37  Conn.  476,  482,  9  Am.  Rep.  342.  Where, 
however,  some  special  power  or  privilege  out 
of  which  grow  public  duties  primarily  for 
the  benefit  of  its  own  citizens  is  granted  to 
a  municipality  at  its  request,  or  where  with 
its  consent  some  sx>ecial  duty,  not  belonging 
to  it  under  the  general  laws,  is  imposed  up- 
on it,  the  case  is  different.  In  such  cases 
the  municipality  is  in  a  sense  performing  a 
private  duty,  and,  although  no  liability  for 
damages  is  imposed  by  statute  for  negli- 
gence in  the  performance  of  such  duties,  the 
municipality  is  nevertheless  liable  for  it. 
Jones  V.  New  Haven,  34  Conn.  14;  Hewison 
V.  New  Haven,  37  Conn.  483,  9  Am.  Rep. 
342;  Hourigan  v.  Norwich,  77  Conn.  368, 
366,  69  Atl.  487. 
In  the  Jones  Case,  above  cited,  as  in  the 


the  sidewalk  and  the  curb  in  a  city  street. 
The  court  in  distinguishing  McGarey  v. 
New  York,  supra,  calls  attention  to  the 
fact  that  New  York  state,  where  the  deci- 
sion in  that  case  was  made,  recognized  a 
common-law  right  of  recovery  of  private 
damages  whenever  a  duty  was  imposed 
upon  a  municipal  corporation,  a  rule  which 
does  not  obtain  in  Michigan. 

So,  where  plaintiff  was  passing  along 
when  a  limb  fell  from  a  tree  standing  on 
the  edge  of  the  sidewalk,  injuring  him,  the 
city  in  Jones  v.  Greensboro,  124  N.  C.  310, 
32  S.  E.  676,  was  held  not  liable,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  that  the*  limb  was  ma- 
terially decayed,  or  that  anyone  had  seen 
it,  or  that  any  city  officer  knew  of  it,  or 
could  by  reasonable  diligence  have  discov- 
ered its  condition  before  the  accident.  The 
court  said:  "No  more  than  reasonable 
care  to  discover  the  defects  will  be  re- 
quired of  the  corporation,  and  notice  will 
not  be  inferred  from  the  notoriety  of  the 
defect  open  to  reasonable  discovery;  but 
if  it  be  concealed  or  obscured  in  any  way 
so  as  to  escape  attentive  observance  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  notice  will  not  be  at- 
tributed to  it.  The  burden  of  showing  the 
defect  and  notice  rests  upon  the  plaintiff." 

The  law. of  Missouri  imposes  upon  cities 
the  duty  to  keep  their  streets  in  a  reason- 
ably safe  condition  for  travelers  passing 
over  them;  and  a  city  is  held  liable  for  an 
injurv  resulting  from  a  defect  in  a  street 
of  which  it  had  notice,  or  which  it  could 
have  discovered  by  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able care,  not  that  it  had  become  notorious- 
ly defective  so  as  to  impart  notice  to  the 
general  traveling  public.  Thus  in  Lundy 
V.  Sedalia,  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  144  S.  W.  889, 
a  city  was  held  liable  for  injury  to  a  per- 
son passing  along  the  sidewalk  by  the 
falling  of  a  dead  limb  of  a  tree  growing 
between  the  sidewalk  and  the  curb,  where 
it  had  long  been  in  a  rotten  condition,  and 
the  defect  was  one  which  could  have  been 
discovered  by  reasonable  care.  The  court 
said  if  the  city,  in  the  exercise  of  reason- 
able diligence,  could  have  made  the  dis- 
covery and  removed  the  limb  before  plain- 
tiff's injury,  it  was  liable  for  its  want  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


proper  diligence.  Whatever  may  be  the 
law  as  interpreted  by  the  courts  of  other 
states,  the  courts  of  this  state  adhere  to 
the  doctrine  that  a  city  must  exercise  prop- 
er care  to  keep  its  streets  reasonably  safe 
for  travel  from  sources  of  danger  overhead 
as  well  as  on  the  surface.  The  fact  that 
passers-by  failed  to  notice  the  condition 
of  the  limb  does  not  preclude  the  conclusion 
that  defendant's  street  commissioner  should 
not  have  made  the  discovery  while  in  the 
performance  of  his  duty  as  such.  He  was 
not  required  to  make  a  particular  exami- 
nation of  each  tree  to  see  if  there  was  a 
rotten  limb,  but  it  was  expected  that  he 
would  observe  defects  in  the  trees  or  over- 
head dangers  which  the  ordinary  passer-by 
perhaps  would  fail  to  notice,  because  he  has 
the  right  to  assume  that  everything  is  rea- 
sonably safe,  and  therefore  does  not  bestow 
the  same  attention  that  the  law  imposes 
upon  the  city's  officials. 

Projecting  limb. 

In  Embler  v.  Wallkill,  132  N.  Y.  222,  30 
N.  E.  404  affirming  67  Hun,  384,  10  N.  Y. 
Supp.  797,  a  town  was  held  liable  where  a 
traveler  on  a  highway  was  swept  off  from 
a  load  of  hay  by  an  overhanging  limb  of  a 
tree  growing  at  the  side  of  the  road,  the 
commissioners  of  highways  in  such  a  case 
being  liable  for  not  knowing  of  an  obstruc- 
tion which  had  -existed  so  long  that  a  vig- 
ilant officer  should  have  known  of  its  ex- 
istence, and  the  fact  that  thousands  passed 
there  without  injury  being  of  no  conse- 
quence. In  determining  whether  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  to  charge  the  commis- 
sioners with  notice  of  the  alleged  defect,  the 
court  said  that  the  jury  had  the  right  to 
consider  the  circumstance  that  people  driv- 
ing on  loads  of  hay  had  passed  under  this 
tree  without  difficulty,  and  also  the  circum- 
stance that  no  complaint  was  made  to  the 
commissioners. 

So  in  Ferguson  v.  Southwold,  27  Ont. 
Rep.  66,  a  municipality,  under  its  duty  to 
keep  the  highway  in  repair,  was  held  li- 
able for  injuries  sustained  by  a  person  by 
being  brushed  off  a  load  of  hay  by  a  branch 
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present  case,  a  <}ead  limb  fell  from  a  tree 
upon  the  plaintiff,  and  caused  the  injury 
complained  of.  The  declaration  in  that 
case  alleged  that  the  city  charter  provided 
that  the  defendants,  through  their  common 
council,  might  make  such  by-laws  as  they 
saw  fit  in  relation  to  the  cutting,  breaking, 
or  injury  to  trees,  and  the  protection  and 
preservation  of  trees  in  the  streets,  high- 
ways, and  public  squares  of  the  city;  that 
by  their  common  council  they  had  passed  a 
by-law  by  which  it  was  provided  that  no 
person  should,  without  the  approbation 
in  writing  of  the  mayor  and  aldermen  first 
obtained,  cut,  bruise,  destroy,  or  aid  in  the 
cutting,  bruising,  or  destroying  or  injuring 
any  tree  which  had  been  or  should  be  plant- 
ed, set  out,  or  standing  for  shade,  ornament, 
or  use  in  any  of  the  public  streets  or  high- 
ways; that  the  defendants  had  assumed 
upon  themselves  the  task  of  superintend- 
ing, regulating,  and  putting  in  proper  con- 
dition trees  so  situated,  and  had  agreed  that 
they  would  so  superintend,  regulate,  and 
put  in  proper  condition  such  trees;  that 
it  thereby  became  *and  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendants  to  take  proper  care  of  such 
trees,  and  to  use  due  care  and  diligence  in 
and  about  superintending  and  regulating 
them,  and  particularly  to  remove  all  dead, 
decayed,  and  broken  limbs  remaining  upon 
said  trees;  and  that  the  defendants  neglect- 
ed this  duty,  and  through  such  negligence 


the  plaintiff  received  her  injury.  In  that 
case  we  held  that  the  declaration  stated  a 
good  cause  of  action,  upon  the  ground  that 
it  therein  appeared  that  the  state  had  au- 
thorized the  city  as  a  special  privilege  to 
assume  control  of  the  ''protection  and  pres- 
ervation" of  the  trees,  of  which  the  prun- 
ing and  removal  of  the  dead  limbs  was  a 
part,  and  that  the  city  had  assumed  the 
exclusive  control  of  the  trees  and  the  duty 
of  protecting  them  for  the  special  benefit  of 
its  own  inhabitants,  and  that  the  duty  was 
a  private  as  distinguished  from  a  govern- 
mental one.  It  is  claimed  that  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  now  in  question  bring 
the  present  case  within  the  principle  upon 
which  the  Jones  Case  was  decided. 

The  complaint  contains  no  allegation  of 
a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  city  to  care  for 
the  trees,  and  none  that  it  had  undertaken 
or  assumed  the  care  and  control  of  them. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  alleged  that  the  tree 
warden  of  the  town  of  Danbury  had  as- 
sumed the  exclusive  control,  care,  and  pro- 
tection of  all  the  trees  upon  the  street. 
Gen.  Stat.  §  4443,  as  amended  by  chapter 
83,  Pub.  Acts  1903,  p.  64,  and  chapter  114, 
Pub.  Acts  1905,  p.  325,  provides  for  the 
election  of  such  a  tree  warden  by  the  towns, 
and  provides  that  such  wardens  shall  have 
the  care  and  control  of  all  public  shade 
trees  in  the  town  except  those  in  public 
parks  and  open  places   (and  of  these  under 


of  a  tree  which,  to  defendant's  knowledge, 
extended  over  the  line  of  travel  at  a  height 
of  about  11  feet. 

So,  in  Louisville  v.  Michels,  114  Ky.  551, 
71  S.  W.  511,  a,  city,  under  its  duty  to  keep 
its  streets  clear  of  obstructions,  is  held  lia- 
ble where  one  driving  a  patrol  wagon  was, 
without  contributory  negligence  upon  his 
part,  thrown  therefrom  by  coming  in  con- 
tact with  a  limb  of  a  tree  projecting  dan- 
gerously low.  The  court  approved  of  an  in- 
struction that,  "unless  you  shall  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  limb  of  the  tree 
in  question  was  a  dangerous  obstruction  to 
the  use  of  the  street  by  persons  in  vehicles, 
or  that  the  city  did  not  know  of  the  ob- 
struction, and  could  not  have  discovered  it 
by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  then  the 
law  is  for  the  defendant,  and  you  should  so 
find,  unless  you  shall  believe  that  the  limb 
had  existed  in  its  dangerous  condition  for 
such  a  length  of  time  that  the  city  or  its 
officers  knew  or  could  have  ascertained  the 
dangerous  condition  of  the  limb  with  ref- 
erence to  people  using  the  highway,  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care." 

Miscellaneous. 

It  is  held  in  Nestor  v.  Fall  River,  183 
Mass.  265,  67  N.  E.  248,  that  the  loose  and 
rotten  roots  of  a  tree  which  had  stood  in 
the  sidewalk  for  over  sixty  years  is  a  de- 
fect in  the  highway,  and  a  citv  is  liable  bv 
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statute  for  injury  to  a  pedestrian  caused 
by  tripping  over  such  root.  Under  the 
statute,  however,  giving  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  caused  by  defects  in  high- 
ways, it  is  held  that  compensation  can  be 
recovered  only  for'  injuries  to  the  person, 
and  not  for  expense  of  medical  attendance 
made  necessary  by  the  accident. 

And  in  Lamb  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  108  Iowa, 
629,  79  N.  W.  366,  a  city  was  held  liable  to 
a  person  injured  while  Attempting  to  re- 
move a  piano  from  a  dray,  by  falling  over  a 
stump  in  the  space  along  the  road;  since 
a  city  is  bound  to  keep  its  streets,  which 
have  been  opened  to  public  use,  free  from 
defects  and  obstructions,  although  that 
duty  extends  only  to  so  much  of  each  street 
as  is  customarily  used  by  the  public. 

But  in  Washburn  v.  Easton,  172  Mass. 
525,  52  N.  E.  1070,  it  was  held  that  a 
town  was  not  liable  under  a  statute  au- 
thorizing the  commissioners  to  plant  shade 
trees  whenever  it  will  not  interfere  with  the 
public  travel  or  private  rights,  where  one 
traveling  along  a  highway  with  his  team 
was  injured  by  colliding  with  shade  trees: 
no  contention  being  made  that  the  accident 
was  due  to  any  defect  in  the  trees  them- 
selves, there  being  nothing  to  show  that 
there  had  been  any  change  since  the  road 
commissioner  located  the  trees,  and  the  law 
declaring  that  such  trees  did  not  incommode 
or  endanger  public  travel.  J.  D.  C. 
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oertain  circumstances),  and  that  they  shall 
enforce  all  provisions  of  law  for  the  pres- 
ervation of  such  trees,  provided  such  pro- 
Yisions  do  not  conflict  with  any  city  or 
borough  ordinance.  This  act  does  not  apply 
to  towns  which  have -within  their  limits  a 
city  whose  boundaries  are  identical  with 
those  of  the  town.  The  act  is  applicable  to 
Danbury,  which  is  not  such  a  town.  There 
is  no  conflict  between  this  general  law  for 
the  care  and  custody  of  the  trees  upon  the 
highways,  and  the  ordinances  of  the  city 
of  Danbury,  recited  in  the  complaint.  The 
section  of  the  charter  quoted  in  the  com- 
plaint gives  to  the  city  permission  "to  regu- 
late the  planting  and  removal,  and  provide 
for  the  protection,  care,  and  preservation 
of  trees  in  the  public  streets  and  parks.*' 
The  ordinances  provide  only  that  no  per- 
son shall  cut  down  any  tree  standing  in  any 
street  or  highway,  nor  set  out  any  trees 
between  the  curb  and  sidewalk  without  a 
permit  from  a  city  officer.  Here  is  no  at- 
tempt to  provide  for  the  protection,  care, 
and  preservation  of  the  trees.  It  is  simply 
an  attempt  "to  regulate  the  planting  and 
removal"  of  trees  in  the  city  highways. 
After  they  are  planted,  and  while  they  re- 
main upon  the  street,  the  care  and  control 
of  them  is,  under  the  allegations  of  the 
'  complaint,  left  to  the  town  tree  warden, 
who  is  charged  with  that  duty,  and  who, 
according  to  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, has  assumed  the  exclusive  control  of 
them.  There  is  nothing  in  the  ordinance 
or  regulation  which  would  prevent  the  tree 
warden  or  the  owner  of  the  tree  in  ques- 
tion from  removing  the  dead  branch  which 
overhung  the  sidewalk  and  constituted  the 
nuisance  complained  of  as  causing  the  plain- 
tiffs injury.  The  complaint  does  not  spe- 
cifically charge  a  duty  upon  the  defendant 
to  remove  this  limb,  and  it  states  no  facts 
which  raise  such  a  duty.  It  therefore  fails 
to  state  a  cause  of  action,  and  the  demurrer 
to  it  was  properly  sustained. 
There  is  no  error. 

The  other  Judges  concur. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPBAIiS. 

CITY  OF  LUDLOW,  Appt., 

V. 

COMMONWEALTH  OF  KENTUCKY. 

(147  Ky.  706,  145  8.  W.  406.) 

Municipal  corporations  —  nuisance  in 
highway  —  criminal  liability.* 

1.  A  city  is  criminally  liable  if  its  offi- 
cers permit  one  of  its  streets,  which  it  is 
required  by  statute  to  maintain,  to  become 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


so  out  of  repair  that  it  constitutes  a  public 
'  nuisance. 

Trial  —  instractlon  —  liability  for  nul- , 
sance  —  definition  of  offense. 

2.  The  court  need  not  make  use  of  the 
word  "nuisance"  in  instructing  the  jury  as 
to  what  will  render  a  city  liable  for  permit- 
ting one  of  its  streets  to  become  so  out  of 
repair  as  to  constitute  a  public  nuisance, 
but  it  is  sufficient  if  it  tells  the  jury  that 
the  city  may  be  found  guilty  if  it  finds  cer- 
tain facts  with  respect  to  the  condition  of 
the  street. 

(April  12,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Kenton  County 
convicting  it  of  maintaining  a  public  nui- 
sance.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Jackson  &  Woodward,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  city  council,  and  not  the  city  itself, 
should  have  been  indicted,  because  the  coun- 
cil had  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  repair  the 
streets. 

Georgetown  v.  Com.  116  Ky.  382,  61 
L.R.A.  673,  73  S-  W.  1011,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
961;  Hammar  v.  Covington,  3  Met.  (Ky.) 
494. 

The  court  should  have  given  all  the  law  of 
the  case  to  the  jury. 

Buckles  V.  Com.  113  Ky.  796,  68  St  W. 
1084. 

Note,  —  Criminal  responsihility  of  tnu- 
nicipality  for  muintaining  or  permit' 
ting  a  nuisance, 

A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  to  in- 
dictment for  malfeasance  as  well  as  non- 
feasance with  respect  to  duties  which  it 
owes  the  public.  28  Cyc.  1776,  4  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  §  1697.  This  rule  applies  with 
reference  to  nuisances. 

•  Thus  in  Paris  v.  Com.  4  Ky.  L.  Rep.  597, 
a  case  relating  to  nuisance  resulting  from 
obstruction  of  streets  by  boisterous  crowds, 
the  rule  is  stated  that  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration may  be  indicted  for  a  nonfeasance 
in  not  carrying  out  the  powers  of  its  char- 
ter, and  for  such  misfeasance  as  are  either 
treasonable,  felonious,  or  attended  with 
violence;  but  in  order  that  the  municipali- 
ty be  indictable  for  a  nonfeasance,  it  must 
have  the  power  to  do  the  act  omitted,  and 
for  a  misfeasance  the  act  done  must  come 
within  the  scope  of  its  corporate  duty. 
Only  an  abstract  of  Com.  v.  Paducah,  6  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  292,  is  reported,  but  from  this  it 
appears  that  the  municipality  is  not  liable 
for  nonfeasance  unless,  in  addition  to  hav- 
ing the  power  to  abate  the  nuisance,  it  is 
its  duty  to  do  so  through  its  ministerial 
officers.  This  latter  view,  that  it  must  be 
the  duty  of  the  municipality  to  abate  the 
nuisance,  is  taken  in  State  v.  Portland,  74 
Me.  271,  43  Am.  Rep.  586;  but  in  the  latter 
case  it  is  held  that  where  the  power  is  ex- 
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Messrs.  James  Garnett,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  M.  M.  liOgan,  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General,  for  the  Commonwealth: 

A  city  may  be  indicted  and  punished  for 
maintaining  and  continuing  a  public  nui- 
sance by  failure  to  keep  its  streets  in  re- 
pair. 

Georgetown  v.  Com.  115  Ky.  382,  61 
L.R.A.  673,  73  S.  W.  1011,  1  Ann.  Cas.  961 ; 
Hammar  ▼.  Covington,  3  Met.  (Ky.)  404; 
Com.  V.  Somerset,  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  238. 

Mr.  R.  G.  Williams  also  for  the  Com- 
monwealth. 

Hobson,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  city  of  Ludlow  was  indicted  by  the 
grand   jury   of  Kenton   county   for   main- 


taining a  common  nuisance,  in  failing  to 
keep  in  a  safe  condition  for  the  use  of  the 
traveling  public  one  of  the  city  highways. 
On  a  trial  of  the  case  it  was  fined  $200, 
and  appeals. 

Ludlow  is  a  city  of  the  fourth  class.  It 
has  no  board  of  public  works,  and  under 
the  statute  the  duties  imposed  upon  the 
board  are  performed  by  the  council.  By 
§  3583,  Ky.  Stat,  "the  board  of  public  works 
shall  have  the  exclusive  power  and  control 
over  the  construction,  .  .  .  repairing, 
.  .  .  and  improving  of  all  streets."  The 
chief  point  made  on  appeal  is  that  the  eity 
cannot  be  indicted  for  the  failure  of  the 
council  to  repair  the  streets,  but  that  the 
council  must  be  indicted.  In  support  of 
this  contention  we  are  referred  to  the  case 


pressly  conferred  upon  a  public  corpora- 
tion in  a  matter  such  as  sewers,  it  carries 
with  it  by  implication  the  powers  necessary 
for  its  proper  performance,  and  also  the 
corresponding  duty  and  obligation  which 
grow  out  of  the  exercise  of  the  power.  So 
it  was  held  in  People  v.  Albany,  11  Wend. 
539,  27  Am.  Dec.  95,  and  State  v.  Shelby- 
ville,  4  Sneed,  176,  that  the  municipality 
is  bound  to  exercise  its  powers  in  this  re- 
gard when  demanded  by  the  public  inter- 
ests. 

But  the  remedy  by  indictment  is  not 
available  where  the  duty  is  imposed  not  by 
charter,  but  by  a  general  law  of  the  state, 
if  stich  general  law  does  not  expressly  pro- 
vide for  the  remedy  by  indictment.  State 
V.  Burlington,  36  Vt.  521.  This  point  was 
not  expressly  noted  in  State  v.  Portland,  74 
Me.  268,  43  Am.  Rep.  586,  although  the 
power  to  abate  the  nuisance  was  conferred 
by  statute  in  that  case.  So,  in  Saukville  v. 
State,  69  Wis.  178,  33  N.  W.  88  (not  treat- 
ed as  a  nuisance)  where  the  duty  to  repair 
a  bridge  was  one  imposed  by  statute,  the 
town  was  held  criminally  liable.  In  neither 
of  the  last  two-named  cases  does  it  appear 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  law  expressly  pro- 
vided for  the  remedy  by  indictment. 

In  State  v.  Portland,  supra,  a  municipali- 
ty was  held  criminally  liable  for  a  permis- 
sive nuisance  arising  from  sewage  matter 
deposited  in  tide  water,  although  there  was 
no  allegation  in  the  indictment  of  defect  in 
the  plan  of  the  sewer  (and  all  the  difficulty 
there  was  arose  from  the  plan),  in  adopting 
which  the  city  exercised  its  best  judgment 
as  to  the  proper  location  of  the  outflows  of 
the  sewers,  and  had  been  guilty  of  no  neg- 
ligence, having  constructed  the  sewers  upon 
a  system  as  good  as  anyone  knew  how  to 
build  at  the  time  of  their  construction. 

In  People  v.  Albany,  supra,  a  municipali- 
ty, which  had  power  to  remove  nuisances, 
was  held  criminally  liable  for  failure  to  ex- 
ercise the  same  in  removing  a  nuisance 
caused  by  permitting  the  basin  in  a  river 
at  the  termination  of  a  canal  to  be  jfilled 
with  dirt  and  filth  so  as  to  become  offen- 
sive. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Gloucester,  110  Mass.  491, 
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a  town  was  held  criminally  liable  for  con- 
structing a  dam  and  dike  across  a  cove, 
whereby  navigation  to  and  from  the  open 
sea  was  greatly  obstructed  and  confined.  A 
statute  in  this  case,  supplemental  to  one  au- 
thorizing the  county  to  construct  a  high- 
way over  the  cove,  authorized  the  town  to 
erect  certain  convenient  and  suitable  sluice 
ways  or  water  courses  through  said  high- 
way, and  flood  gates  suitable  for  admitting 
and  stopping  the  tide  waters,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  creating  mill  privileges.  The  case 
was  heard  on  demurrer,  arid  so  far  as  it 
appears  there  had  been  no  highway  con- 
structed bv  county,  nor  no  authority  given 
town  to  obstruct  navigation.  It  is  further 
stated  that  whether  or  not  the  structure 
actually  erected  was  within  the  authoriza- 
tion was  a  question  of  fact,  which  could  not 
be  passed  upon  in  the  case,  but  at  any  event 
if  it  should  appear  to  have  been  beyond  the 
authorization,  the  town  would  be  liable. 

So,  in  Com.  v.  Bredin,  165  Pa.  224,  30 
Atl.  921,  the  burgess  and  councilmen  of  a 
borough  in  their  corporate  capacity  were 
held  indictable  for  maintaining  a  common 
nuisance  consisting  of  a  sewer,  partly  cov- 
ered and  partly  open,  into  which  was 
dumped  a  drain  and  sewage  from  a  large 
area.  In  this  case  the  defendants  had  power 
to  prohibit  and  remove  any  nuisance  or  of- 
fensive matter,  and  also  to  make  such  other 
regulations  as  might  be  necessary  for  the 
health  and  cleanliness  of  the  borough,  but 
it  did  not  appear  that  any  such  regulations 
had  been  made. 

Where  a  borough,  which  is  not  bound 
to  construct  a  sewer  system,  determines  in 
the  exercise  of  its  discretion  upon  the  con- 
struction of  such  a  system,  it  must  so  com- 
plete the  work  as  not  to  create  a  public 
nuisance;  and  it  is  no  defense  to  its  lia- 
bility for  such  a  nuisance  that  it  is  with- 
out means  to  complete  the  system  so  as  to 
obviate  the  nuisance.  Neither  is  it  a  de- 
fense that  others  maintain  a  nuisance  which 
in  a  measure  contributes  to  the  nuisanoe 
created  by  the  sewer  system.  Com.  v.  Wil- 
kinsburg,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  160. 

Neither  is  it  a  defense  to  an  indictment 
for  maintaining  a  sewer  whereby  the  waters 
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of  Georgetown  v.  Com.  115  Ky.  382,  61 
L.R.A.  673,  73  S.  W.  1011,  1  Ann.  Cas.  961. 
In  that  case  the  city  allowed  an  open 
drain  between  the  gas  plant  and  the  Big 
Spring  branch  to  become  filled  with  filth 
and  to  be  a  nuisance.  But  the  city  did  not 
own  the  gas  plant.  The  nuisance,  while 
within  the  city,  was  not  on  the  property  of 
the  city,  or  created  by  it.  The  city  had 
passed  ordinances  punishing  the  creating  of 
such  a  nuisance,  but  it  had  failed  to  enforce 
ita  ordinances.  It  was  held  in  that  case 
that  in  enforcing  its  ordinances  the  city 
acts  in  a  governmental  capacity,  and  that 
it  may  not  be. indicted  for  suflfering  a  com- 
mon nuisance  because  it  failed  to  enforce  its 
criminal  or  penal  laws.  But  in  the  opinion 
the  distinction  between  that  case  and  such 

of  a  stream  are  polluted  that  the  waters  of 
the  stream  were  not  shown  to  have  been 
used  by  the  lower  riparian  owners  for 
"drinking  or  domestic  purposes."  Com.  v. 
Ashley,  37  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  254. 

In  Paris  v.  Com.  29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  483,  93 
8.  W.  907,  a  municipality  was  held  crim- 
inally liable  for  permitting  blasting  on  a  lot 
owned  by  the  city  in  a  residence  district, 
notwithstanding  the  city  claimed  that  the 
blasting  was  done  by  one  who  was  its  ten- 
ant, but  it  did  not  show  that  the  lot  had 
passed  beyond* its  control. 

It  is  no  defense  to  a -liability  under  an 
indictment  for  suffering  and  permitting  a 
city  employee  and  garbage  contractor  to 
put  the  garbage  on  a  city  lot,  that  there 
was  an  ordinance  providing  punishment  for 
maintaining  a  nuisance  in  tne  city.  New- 
port y.  State,  108  Ky.  151,  55  S.  W.  914. 

Where  the  indictment  charges  the  suffer- 
ing of  assemblages  and  boisterous  crowds 
upon  the  streets  so  as  to  obstruct  the  same, 
the  city  is  not  liable  where  it  has  provided 
the  necessary  ministerial  officers  for  the 
abatement  and  prevention  of  the  nuisance, 
and  such  officers  have  in  good  faith  at- 
tempted to  do  so.  Paris  v.  Com.  4  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  597. 

But  this  rule  yields  to  public  necessity; 
and  the  municipality  is  not  liable  for  burn- 
ing the  bedding,  bedsteads,  and  clothing 
that  has  been  used  in  and  about  a  smallpox 
hospital  that  had  been  established  by  the 
municipality  during  a  smallpox  epidemic, 
where  it  is  shown  that  such  burning  was 
the  best  means  known  of  preventing  the 
spread  of  infection,  and  that  it  was  the 
uniform  practice  in  hospitals  where  such 
diseases  were  being  treated,  and  was  the 
recognized  and  accredited  mode  recommend- 
ed and  indorsed  by  the  medical  profession; 
and  where  such  burning  was  done  in  good 
faith.  The  court  states  that  the  temporary 
inconvenience  whih  resulted  to  parties  near 
by  could  not  be  considered,  but  the  rights 
of  such  parties  must  yield  in  a  matter  such 
as  this  where  public  necessity  demands  the 
action.  State  v.  Knoxville,  12  Lea,  146,  47 
Am.  Rep.  331. 

Neither  is  a  municipality  liable  for  fail- 
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a  case  as  we  have  here  is  expressly  pointed 
out.  In  Davis  v.  Bangor,  42  Me.  522,  it 
was  held  that,  in  all  cases  where  the  mu- 
nicipality may  be  held  for  damages  for  a  de- 
fective highway  in  a  suit  by  the  person 
sustaining  special  damages  thereby,  the  mu- 
nicipality may  be  indicted  for  a  common 
nuisance,  if  its  acts  amount  to  a  com- 
mon nuisance.  It  seems  to  us  that  this  is 
a  sound  principle.  We  have  held  in  a  num- 
ber of  cases  that  the  title  to  a  city  street 
is  in  the  city,  and  that  the  city  is  liable  to 
persons  injured  by  reason  of  its  negligence 
in  failing  to  keep  its  streets  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition.  This  ruling  necessarily  rests 
upon  the  ground  that  the  city  is  liable  for 
the  negligence  of  its  officers  in  failing  to 
keep  the  streets  in  repair;  and  if  the  failure 

ure  to  abate  a  nuisance  resulting  from 
drainage  and  sewage  being  conducted  into  a 
ditch  by  the  side  of  the  road,  where  the 
duty  so  to  do  is  imposed  not  by  a  charter, 
but  by  a  general  law  of  the  state,  and  the 
remedy  by  indictment  is  not  expressly  made 
applicable  by  the  statute  itself.  A  further 
fact  relieving  the  municipality  from  lia- 
bility in  this  case  was  that  the  state  im- 
posed the  duty  of  the  removal  or  abatement 
of  the  nuisance  erected  or  created  by  pri- 
vate persons,  upon  the  selectmen,  condi- 
tioned upon  the  exercise  of  their  judgment 
and  discretion,  and  imposed  no  liability 
upon  the  municipality.  State  v.  Burling- 
ton, 36  Vt  521. 

In  People  v.  Albany,  11  Wend.  639,  27 
Am.  Dec.  95,  there  was  held  to  be  no  crim- 
inal liability  for  failure  to  abate  a  nuisance 
if,  in  order  to  do  so,  it  was  necessary  to 
cut  down  and  remove  a  bulkhead  which  had 
been  erected  under  legislative  authority 
and  consented  to  by  municipality,  as  there 
was  no  duty  or  pow^r  created  by  charter 
to  do  this. 

See  Com.  t.  Bredin,  supra,  where  the 
power  to  abate  the  nuisance  was  conferred 
by  a  general  borough  act. 

Where  the  nuisance  is  the  result  of  condi- 
tions created  by  private  parties  on  pri- 
vate ground. 

In  State  v.  Shelbyville,  4  Sneed,  176,  the 
mayor  and  alderman  of  a  municipality  were 
held  criminally  liable  for  a  nuisance  in  per- 
mitting a  slaughterhouse  to  be  kept  by  cer- 
tain citizens  within  the  town,  upon  a  lot 
owned  by  them,  where  the  defendants  had 
power  to  abate  the  nuisance.  The  indict- 
ment in  this  case  was  treated  as  one 
against  the  municipality. 

In  Com.  V.  Paducah,  6  Ky.  L.  Rep.  292, 
the  liability  of  a  municipality  for  such  nui- 
sances is  recognized,  but  it  is  held  that 
there  is  no  liability  for  permitting  a  nui- 
sance in  that  it  did  not  prevent  a  "bawdy- 
house"  from  being  kept,  and  punish  the 
keeper  and  those  who  assembled  there,  as  it 
was  not  the  duty  of  the  municipality  to 
abate  nuisances  except  such  as  were  defined 
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to  keep  the  streets  in  repair  is  a  wrongful 
act  of  the  city,  we  cannot  see  upon  what 
principle  it  can  be  maintained  that  the  city 
may  not  be  prosecuted  for  maintaining  a 
common  nuisance,  when  its  acts  in  the  mat- 
ter amount  to  creating  a  nuisance.  That  the 
rule  that  the  city  may  be  indicted  has  been 
held  in  Maine,  Massachusetts,  New  Hamp- 
shire, Pennsylvania,  Tennessee,  and  Canada. 
State  V.  Madison,  63  Me.  646;  Com.  v.  Bos- 
ton, 16  Pick.  442;  Com.  v.  New  Bedford 
Bridge,  2  Gray,  339;  State  v.  Dover,  46  N. 
H.  452;  Com.  v.  Bredin,  166  Pa.  224,  30 
Atl.  921;  Chattanooga  v.  State,  6  Sneed, 
678;  Reg.  v.  London,  32  Ont.  Rep.  326; 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  last  ed.  §§  1597,  1598; 
1  Smithy  Modern  Law  of  Mun.  Corp.  §  823 ; 
Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  §  662,  and  cases 
cited. 

In  Saukville  v.  State,  69  Wis.  178,  33  N. 
W.  88,  a  conviction  was  sustained  against  a 
city  for  failing  to  repair  a  bridge,  which 
was  a  public  highway  within  the  city  limits. 
In  State  v.  Portland,  74  Me.  268,  43  Am. 
Rep.  586,  the  city  was  indicted  for  creating 
a  common  nuisance  by  allowing  a  sewer  to 
overflow.  It  seems  to  us  that  these  cases 
rest  upon  a  sound  principle,  and  that,  as 
the  city  is  liable  to  a  person  injured  by  rea- 
son of  its  negligence  in  the  care  of  its 
sewers,  bridges,  or  highways,  it  may  be  in- 
dicted by  the  state  if  it  thus  creates  a 
common  nuisance.  The  rule  declared  by  the 
English  courts  is  that,  where  the  town  may 
be  indicted  for  a  nuisance,  an  action  for 


redress  may  be  maintained  by  the  person 
injured.  Henly  v.  Lyme,  5  Bing.  91,  6  L. 
J.  C.  P.  222^  30  Revised  Rep.  542.  The  city 
officers  may  be  fined  and  imprisoned  if  they 
create  or  maintain  a  nuisance.  Com.  v. 
Hopkinsville,  7  B.  Mon.  38.  But  the  city 
whom  they  represent  may  at  the  election  of 
the  state  be  indicted,  as  the  duty  is  by  the 
statute  imposed  on  the  city.  Section  3560, 
Ky.  Stat,  provides:  "Public  ways,  as  used 
in  this  act,  shall  mean  all  public  streets, 
alleys,  sidewalks,  roads,  lanes,  avenuea, 
highways,  and  thoroughfares,  and  the  same 
shall  be  under  the  exclusive  management 
and  control  of  the  city,  with  powers  to  im- 
prove them  by  original  construction,  or  to 
reconstruct  them,  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
ordinance." 

It  is  true  that  the  county  may  not  be  in- 
dicted for  a  common  nuisance  for  failing  to 
keep  its  highways  safe;  but  a  county  is 
only  a  political  subdivision  of  the  state. 
The  title  to  the  highway  is  not  in  the  coun- 
ty, and  the  county  is  not  answerable  in 
damages  to  a  person  who  is  injured  by  rea- 
son of  a  defect  in  the  highway.  In  such 
cases  the  county  authorities  who  are  negli- 
gent must  be  indicted  for  creating  the  nui- 
sance. The  distinction  is  an  old  one,  and 
comes  to  us  with  the  common  law  from 
England.  It  appears  to  rest  on  this 
ground:  The  counties  in  England  are  mere- 
ly political  subdivisions,  created  for  conven- 
ience for  governmental  purposes.  On  the 
other  hand,  city  charters  in  England  are 


by  it,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  acts 
permitted  had  been  defined  by  it  to  be  a 
nuisance. 

In  Georgetown  v.  Com.  115  Ky.  382,  61 
L.R.A.  673,  73  S.  W.  1011,  1  Ann.  Cas.  961, 
the  liability  of  a  municipality  for  permit- 
ting the  pollution  of  a  drain  on  private 
property  within  the  municipal  limits  was 
denied,  notwithstanding  it*  had  passed  or- 
dinances making  it  an  offense  to  cause, 
maintain,  or  permit  noxious  or  unhealthy 
matter  in  such  a  drain  within  the  city. 
The  liability  in  this  case  is  distinctly  de- 
nied on  the  theory  that  the  abatement  of 
the  nuisance  was  a  matter  which  concerned 
the  public  or  governmental  function  of  the 
municipality.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion, 
the  court  refers  to  State  v.  Shelbyville,  and 
Com.  V.  Paducah,  and  disproves  of  the  hold- 
ing in  these  cases  in  so  far  as  they  recog- 
nize the  abatement  of  nuisances  to  be  a  mat- 
ter belonging  to  the  municipality  in  its 
private  or  corporate  capacity.  In  the 
course  of  the  opinion  the  court  states  thsLt 
nuisances  are  an  offense  at  common  law, 
and  the  person  creating  or  permitting  them 
are  liable  to  indictment  wherever  commit- 
ted, and  when  the  state  grants  to  a  city  the 
power  to  abate  or  pass  ordinances  to  punish 
persons  giiiltv  of  such  offenses,  this  right 
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is  exercised  only  in  aid  of  sovereignty  in 
the  enforcement  of  its  laws  for  the  com- 
fort, safety,  and  health  of  the  public.  A 
city  in  such  a  case  becomes  a  part  of  the 
sovereignty,  and  therefore  is  not  liable  to 
indictment. 

The  case  of  Paris  v.  Com.  supra,  agrees 
with  this  case  in  holding  that  there  can  be 
no  indictment  of  a  municipality  for  matters 
which  concern  its  public  or  governmental 
functions;  the  difference  arises  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  a  nuisance  is  concerned  with  such 
public  or  governmental  function.  In  so  far 
as  Paris  v.  Com.  supra,  holds  that  it  is  noi^ 
it  is  overruled  by  Georgetown  v.  Com.  al- 
though it  should  be  noted  that  Paris  v. 
Com.  is  a  case  which  concerns  a  nuisance 
upon  the  streets,  a  distinction  that  was  not 
discussed  by  the  court. 

In  Frankfort  v..  Com.  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  31], 
75  S.  W.  217,  the' indictment,  while  against 
the  board  of  councilmen,  was  treated  as  an 
indictment  against  the  municipality,  and 
there  was  held  to  be  no  criminal  liability 
for  permitting  a  nuisance  to  exist  an  pri- 
vate property. 

Nonrepair  of  streets. 
In  some  cases  the  nonrepair  of  streets  has 
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royal  grants,  and  confer  privileges  upon  the 
citizens  of  the  city  not  possessed  by  the 
people  of  England  at  large.  Thus  the  char- 
ter of  the  city  of  London  confers  upon  the 
people  of  London  many  exclusive  privileges, 
and  the  same  is  true  of  the  charters  of  the 
other  English  cities,  especially  those  that 
are  very  old.  So  it  was  that  the  cities  of 
these  favored  communities,  possessing  pe- 
culiar privileges  under  royal  grants,  were 
held  to  a  different  responsibility  from  that 
imposed  upon  mere  political  subdivisions. 
Our  ancestors  brought  the  common  Iftw  with 
them  to  this  country,  and  originally  all 
cities  were  incorporated  by  a  special  act 
of  the  general  assembly,  conferring  privi- 
leges more  or  less  valuable;  and  so  a  com- 
mon-law distinction  between  these  munici- 
palities and  the  counties  has  been  steadily 
maintained  in  this  country,  although  under 
recent  legislation  much  of  the  reason  upon 
which  the  rule  rested  has  been  abolished. 
Still  the  rule  has  yet  some  foundation  in 
the  greater  density  of  population,  and  the 
fact  that  under  our  general  laws  the  cities 
still  enjoy  some  special  privileges. 

It  is  also  insisted  that  the  court  misin- 
structed  the  jury,  in  that  it  did  not  tell 
the  jury  that  the  city  was  accused  of  main- 
taining a  common  nuisance.  The  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  are  as  follows: 

"  ( 1 )  If  you  believe  from  the  evidence  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  that  defendant,  in 
this  county  and  state,  and  on  the  


day  of  June,  and  for  many  weeks  prior 
thereto,  and  within  one  year  previous  to 
the  finding  of  the  indictment  herein,  did 
unreasonably  and  unnecessarily,  and  for  an 
unreasonable  and  unnecessary  length  of 
time,  suffer  and  permit  deep  holes  or  de- 
pressions to  be  and  remain  in  the  street  or 
highway  described  in  the  proof,  or  did  suffer 
and  permit  said  street  to  be  so  worn  as  to 
cause  the  street  car  rails  to  project  above 
the  surface  of  said  street  or  highway;  and 
you  further  believe  that  said  street  or  high- 
way was  thereby  rendered  dangerous,  un- 
suitable, or  unsafe  to  the  public  traveling, 
passing,  and  repassing  thereon,  and  having 
the  right  then  and  there  to  travel,  pass,  and 
repass  thereon, — ^you  will  find  defendant 
guilty,  and  fix  its  punishment  at  a  fine  in 
any  amount  in  your  discretion,  governed  by 
the  proof. 

"(2)  Unless  you  believe  from  the  evidence 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  defendant 
has  been  proven  guilty,  you  must  acquit  it." 

The  instruction  follows  the  indictment, 
which  aptly  informed  the  defendant  of  the 
offense  it  was  charged  with.  It  was  not 
necessary  that  the  court  should  use  in  the 
instruction  the  words  "common  nuisance.^' 
It  submitted  to  the  jury  the  facts  which 
make  out  a  case  of  nuisance,  and  when  the 
jury  found  these  facts  to  exist  the  legal 
conclusion  followed. 

Judgment  affirmed 


been  treated  as  constituting  a  nuisance,  and 
the  municipality  liable  therefor. 

Thus  in  State  v.  Murfreesboro,  11  Humph. 
217,  a  municipality  was  held  liable  for  fail- 
ing to  keep  one  of  the  public  streets  in  re- 
pair. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  indictment  for  suf- 
fering one  of  the  public  streets  of  a  munici- 
pality to  remain  out  of  repair,  that  the 
street  was  in  a  remote  and  sparsely  inhab- 
ited part  of  the  town,  that  it  had  been  very 
little  used,  and  that  its  use  was  not  es- 
sential to  the  public  convenience;  that  it 
had  never  been  opened  or  worked  by  the 
corporation,  and  to  open  and  put  it  in  or- 
der would  be  attended  by  an  expense  beyond 
the  means  of  the  corporation. 

So,  in  Byron  v.  State,  35  Wis.  313,  the 
municipality  was  held  liable  for  neglecting 
to  keep  a  public  highway  in  proper  repair, 
but  this  case  turned  on  other  points. 

So,  in  Reg.  v.  London,  32  Ont.  Rep.  326, 
the  liability  of.  a  municipality  for  neglect 
in  repairing  and  keeping  in  repair  one  of  its 
public  streets  is  recognized. 

In  State  v.  Canterbury,  28  N.  H.  195,  a 
municipality  was  held  liable  for  failure  to 
build  a  bridge  over  a  river  and  connecting 
the  parts  of  a  highway. 

In  State  v.  Boscawen,  32  N.  H.  331,  the 
3U  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


municipality  was  held  liable  notwithstand- 
ing such  highway  may  not  have  been  reg- 
ularly laid  out,  but  existed  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  to  create  an  estoppel. 

So,  a  municipality  has  been  held  crimin- 
ally liable  for  failure  to  repair  highways 
or  bridges  in  cases  in  which  such  failure 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  treated  as  a 
nuisance. — Highways:  State  v.  Dover,  46 
N.  H.  452;  State  v.  Barksdale,  5  Humph. 
154; — Bridges:  State  v.  Gorham,  37  Me. 
451;  State  v.  Madison,  63  Me.  546;  State 
V.  Whitingham,  7  Vt.  390;  Saukville  v. 
State,  69  Wis.  178,  33  N.  W.  88. 

In  Com.  V.  Boston,  16  Pick.  442,  a  mu- 
nicipality which  had  annexed  outlying  ter- 
ritory, and  had,  by  its  proper  officers,  power 
to  lay  out  streets  therein,  but  was  not 
obliged  to  complete  such  streets  sooner  than 
might  be  deemed  expedient  so  to  do,  is 
criminally  liable  for  failure  to  prepare  and 
fit  out  such  street  for  public  use,  within 
a  reasonable  time  after  having  declared  it 
expedient  so  to  complete  it. 

Cases,  however,  in  which  municipalities 
have  been  held  criminally  liable  for  failure 
to  comply  with  their  duty  to  keep  streets 
and  bridges  in  repair,  irrespective  of  the 
question  of  nuisance,  have,  in  general,  been 
excluded  from  the  note*  W.  A.  £, 
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FRANCIS  J.  SCHAUB,  Appt., 

V. 

JOHN  P.  O'FERRALL  et  al. 

(116  Md.  131,  81  Atl.  789.) 

Conspiracy  —  to  defeat  action  by  per- 
jury —  liability. 

1.  An  attorney  to  whom  his  client  has 
assigned  an  interest  in  the  property  for 
which  the  suit  is  hrought  cannot  maintain 
an  action  against  defendants  and  the  wit- 
ness for  conspiring  to  defeat  the  claim  by 
perjured  testimony,  which  is  successful,  al- 
though he  is  thereby  deprived  of  the  inter- 
est assigned  to  him. 

Witness  —  perjury  —  civil  liability. 

2.  A  witness  is  not  liable  in  a  civil  action 
for  giving  perjured  testimony  in  pursuance 
of  a  conspiracy  which  deprives  one  of  prop- 
erty and  injures  him  in  his  business. 

(October  25,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore 
City  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  declaration 
filed  to  recover  the  loss  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  by  plaintiff  in  his  failure  to  re- 
cover for  his  client  from  the  defendant  in 
a  former  suit  and  one  of  the  defendants  in 
this  case  the  alleged  money  or  property  of 
his  client,  in. which  he  alleges  an  interest 
by  assignment  from  her.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  Fluegel  for  appellant. 

Mr.  John  P.  O'Ferrall  for  appellees. 

Pattlson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
one  of  pleading,  and  involves  only  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  averments  of  the  third 
amended  declaration.  To  this  declaartion 
the  defendants  demurred,  and  the  court  be- 
low sustained  the  demurrer  and  entered 
judgment  for  the  defendants  for  costs,  from 
which  judgment  this  appeal  was  taken. 

As  we  are  to  determine  whether  the  rul- 
ing of  the  lower  court  was  correct  in  sus- 
taining the  demurrer  to  the  declaration,  it 
will  be  well  for  us  to  set  forth  the  declar- 
ation, which  is  as  follows:  "For  that  this 
plaintiff  (Schaub)  was  in  the  month  of 
September,  1909,  and  had  been  for  many 
years  prior  thereto,  a  practising  attorney 
at  law  in  Maryland  and  particularly  in 
Baltimore  city,  where  he  enjoyed  a  lucra* 
tive  practice  as  a  lawyer.  That  he  had 
been  retained  by  one  Margaret  A.  Boland 
in  the  year  1909  to  represent  her  profes- 

Note.  —  For  perjury  or  subornation  of 
perjury  as  ground  of  civil  actions,  see  note 
to  Godette  v.  Gaskill,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  265. 
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sionally  as  her  lawyer  in  a  pending  divorce 
case  between  her  and  her  husband,  the  de- 
fendant John  H.  Boland,  and  to  recover 
for  her  a  large  sum  of  money  and  cojisider- 
able  personal  property  which  her  husband 
had  covenanted  to  give  her,  irrespective  of 
the  said  divorce  case,  and  which  said  claim 
for  money  and  personal  property  due  to  the 
said  Margaret  A.  Boland  had  been  by  her 
in  part  assigned  to  this  plaintiff  for  a  val- 
uable consideration.  That  in  a  cause  then 
pending  in  the  circuit  court  No.  2  of  Balti- 
more city,  the  said  Margaret  A.  Boland 
had  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  defendant, 
John  H.  Boland,  on  the  ground  of  his  adul- 
tery, but  had  not  as  yet  received  from  him 
the  moneys  and  property  so  due  to  her  as 
aforestated,  in  which  this  plaintiff  had  an 
interest.  That  to  recover  the  same  the  said 
Margaret  A.  Boland  filed  a  petition  in  said 
court  to  require  the  said  John  H.  Boland 
to  pay  the  same  to  her.  That  the  payment 
of  the  same  to  her  had  also  been  guaran- 
teed to  her  by  the  joint  obligation  of  the 
defendant  John  H.  Boland  and  that  of  the 
defendant  Edward  L.  Kaufman,  who  was 
then  his  copartner  in  the  glass  and  paint 
business  in  Baltimore  city.  That  the  de- 
fendants Boland  and  Kaufman  had  failed 
and  refused  to  pay  the  said  moneys  or  de- 
liver the  said  chattels  to  the  said  Margaret 
A.  Boland,  or  to  this  plaintiff  as  her  solici- 
tor and  lawyer,  as  demanded  by  him.  That 
the  said  defendants  were  represented  by  a 
lawyer,  who  is  the  defendant  John  P.  C- 
Ferrall.  That  the  defendant  John  H.  Bo- 
land became  acquainted  and  socially  inti- 
mate with  the  defendant  Pearl  R.  Ohle,  a 
lewd  woman  and  a  prostitute,  in  the  fall  of 
the  year  1909,  and  introduced  her  to  the 
defendants  Kaufman  and  O'Ferrall.  That 
the  said  John  H.  Boland  did  thereupon, 
after  unlawfully,  wilfully,  corruptly,  and 
wickedly  conspiring  with  the  other  defend- 
ants in  this  case  to  ruin,  injure,  and  de- 
fame this  plaintiff  in  his  profession  as  a 
lawyer,  and  particularly  as  the  attorney 
for  the  said  Margaret  A.  Boland,  threaten 
him  that,  if  he  persisted  in  pressing  her 
claim  as  aforesaid  against  him,  the  defend- 
ants would  injure  and  ruin  the  plaintiff  in 
his  profession,  and  would  have  the  said 
prostitute.  Pearl  R.  Ohle,  falsely  testify  in 
the  said  pending  case  of  Margaret  A.  Bo- 
land versus  John  H.  Boland  in  the  circuit 
court  No.  2  of  Baltimore  city,  that  she  had 
seen  the  plaintiff  in  the  home  of  hitf  said 
client  in  Baltimore  city  in  her  bedroom. 
That  the  plaintiff  and  his  said  client  ap- 
peared to  be  aff!ectionate  toward  each  other, 
and  that  in  the  month  of  September,  3909, 
the  plaintiff  and  his  said  client  had  occu- 
pied a  bedroom  together  in  a  hotel  in  New 
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York  city,  while  being  registered  under  the 
name  of  Tremane^  and  while  the  said  di- 
vorce suit  as  afore  stated  was  then  pending 
in  said  court."  '   That   the   plaintiff,   well 
knowing  that  such  testimony  on  the  part  of 
the  said  Ohle  would  be  rank  perjury,  re- 
fused to  be  swerved  from  his  duty  as  the 
attorney  for  the  said  Margaret  A.  Boland, 
and  proceeded  in  the  circuit  court  No.  2  in 
the  case  then  pending,  to  press  .her  said 
claim  as  aforementioned.    That  the  defend- 
ant Pearl  R.  Ohle  did  thereupon,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  said  unlawful,  wicked,  mali- 
cious, and  corrupt  conspiracy  and  combina- 
tion with  the  other  defendants  herein  named, 
and  after  she  had  received  various  sums  of 
money  and  presents  from  the  said  John  H. 
Boland,  falsely  testify  to  the  said  matters 
and  things  aforementioned,  in  accordance 
with  the  threat  so  made  to  this  plaintiff 
by  the  said  John  H.  Boland    (and  which 
matters  and  things  all  the  defendants  knew 
to  be  false  and  unfounded  in  fact),  in  the 
said  cause  then  pending  for  the  recovery 
of  the  moneys  and  property  so  due  to  the 
plaintiff's  client,  in  which  he  had  an  interest 
in  the  circuit  court  No.  2  of  Baltimore  city. 
That,  as  a  result  of  the  said  perjury  of  the 
said  Ohle  in  pursuance  of  said  conspiracy, 
the  course  of  justice  was  perverted  in  said 
cause,  ^and  the   said   avowed   and   corrupt 
object  of  the  said  conspiracy  was  accom- 
plished by  the  plaintiff  being  thus  injured 
in  his  good  name,  fame,  and  reputation  as 
a  practising  lawyer  and  as  the  attorney  for 
the  said  Margaret  A.  Boland;  and  he  and 
the  said  Margalret  A.  Boland  were  thereby 
deprived  of  the  moneys  and  chattels  which, 
but  for  said  foul,  corrupt,  unlawful,  and 
wilful  conspiracy  they  would,  in  the  cause 
then  pending  in  the  circuit  court  No.  2,  have 
obtained.    ''That,  in  consequence  of  the  said 
perjury  by  the  said  defendant  Ohle,  the  de- 
cree for  an  absolute  divorce  that  was  ob- 
tained  by   the    said   Margaret   A.   Boland 
against  the  defendant  John  H.  Boland  there- 
tofore, and  in  which  divorce  case  this  plain- 
tiff had  acted  as  her  lawyer  and  solicitor, 
was  set  aside,  and  her  bill  of  complaint 
was  dismissed;  and  this  plaintiff  says  that 
thereby  he  was  unjustly  caused  to  suffer 
in  his  reputation  as  a  practising  attorney 
in  said  cause,  and  in  his  profession  as  a 
lawyer,  and  other  wrongs,  financial  losses, 
and  damages  did  he  thereby  sustain." 

The  lower  court  in  sustaining  the  demur- 
rer held  that  the  facts  alleged  in  the  dec- 
laration, if  true,  do  not  constitute  a  valid 
cause  of  action.  The  record,  however,  does 
not  disclose  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
trial  judge  based  his  decision.  It  will  be 
seen  that  the  declaration,  consisting  only  of 
one  count,  avers  that  the  plaintiff  "had 
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been  retained  by  one  Margaret  A.  Boland 
...  to  represent  her  professionally  as 
her  lawyer  in  a  pending  divorce  case  be- 
tween her  and  her  husband,  the  defendant 
John  H.  Boland,  and  to  recover  for  her  a 
large  sum  of  money  and  considerable  per- 
sonal property  which  her  husband  had  cove- 
nanted to  give  her,  .  .  .  and  which  said 
claim  for  money  and  personal  property  due 
to  the  said  Margaret  A.  Boland  had  been 
by  her  in  part  assigned  to  this  plaintiff 
for  a  valuable  consideration.  .  .  .  That 
to  recover  the  same  the  said  Margaret  A. 
Boland  filed  a  petition  in  said  court  (in 
the  divorce  proceeding  aforesaid)  to  require 
the  said  John  H.  Boland  to  pay  the  same 
to  her.  .  .  .  That  the  defendant  Pearl 
R.  Ohle  did  thereupon,  in  pursuance  of  said 
unlawful,  wicked,  malicious,  and  corrupt 
conspiracy  and  combination  (such  conspir- 
acy and  combination  being  set  out  in  the 
declaration),  with  the  other  defendants 
herein  named,  falsely  testify  to  said  mat- 
ters and  things  aforementioned  ...  in 
said  cause  then  pending  for  the  recovery 
of  the  money  and  property  so  due  to  the 
plaintiff's  client,  in  which  he  had  an  inter- 
est in  the  circuit  court  No.  2  of  Baltimore 
city.  That,  as  a  result  of  the  said  per- 
jury of  said  Ohle  in  pursuance  of  said  con- 
spiracy, the  course  of  justice  was  perverted 
in  said  cause,  .  .  .  and  he  and  the  said 
Margaret  A.  Boland  were  thereby  deprived 
of  the  money  and  chattels,  which,  but  for 
said  false,  corrupt,  unlawful,  and  wilful 
conspiracy,  they  woiild,  in  the  cause  then 
pending  in  the  circuit  court  No.  2,  have  ob- 
tained." 

1.  The  plaintiff,  as  shown  by  that  part 
of  the  declaration  immediately  above  quot- 
ed, seeks  to  recover  in  this  suit,  by  reason 
of  said  alleged  perjury,  the  loss  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  him  in  his  failure 
to  recover  for  his  client  from  the  defend- 
ant in  that  case,  and  one  of  the  defendants 
in  this  case,  the  alleged  money  or  property 
of  his  client,  in  which,  as  the  declaration 
herein  alleges,  he  had  an  interest  by  as- 
signment from  her.  All  the  authorities  we 
have  found  are  against  his  right  to  recover 
in  this  suit  for  such  alleged  loss.  There 
does  not  appear  to  be  any  conflict  of  au- 
thority on  this  point.  This  court  said  in 
the  recent  case  of  Roschen  v.'  Packard,  — 
Md.  — ,  81  Atl.  174,  and  others,  decided  at 
the  April  term,  1911,  and  not  yet  reported: 
^The  allegations  that  the  appellees  made 
false  statements  in  their  answer  to  the 
petition  for  mandamus,  and  that  certain 
of  them  committed  perjury  at  the  trial  of 
.  that  case,  do  not  state  a  cause  of  action. 
The  controverted  questions  of  fact  which 
were  in  issue  in  the  mandamus  case  and 
27 
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which  were  disposed  of  there  cannot  be 
again  retried.  Upon  all  the  questions  in- 
volved in  that  case  the  judgment  therein 
rendered  is  conclusive  upon  the  plaint i IT, 
and  the  findings  of  the  jury  in  that  ca^e 
cannot  be  reviewed  or  inquired  into  in  this 
suit."  Smith  v.  Lewis,  3  Johns.  157,  3  Am. 
Dec.  469;  Homer  v.  Fish,  1  Pick.  441,  11 
Am.  Dec.  218;  Dunlap  v.  Glidden,  31  Me. 
436,  52  Am.  Dec.  625.  In  the  case  of  Smith 
V.  Lewis  the  declaration  sets  forth  a  suit 
brought  by  Lewis  against  Smith  and  others, 
in  Connecticut,  in  which  Lewis  obtained  a 
judgment.  It  is  then  alleged  therein  that 
Lewis,  in  order  to  prove  the  matters  neces- 
sary to  maintain  his  suit,  unlawfully  and 
corruptly,  and  with  the  view  and  design  to 
deceive  the  court  and  jury  and  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  procured  one  Stephen  Burritt  to 
commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjury  by  mak- 
ing a  deposition  altogether  false,  and  known 
to  be  so  by  the  defendant,  and  which  was 
given  in  evidence  in  the  trial,  on  which  evi- 
dence, and  no  other,  the  plaintiff  in  the 
former  suit  prevailed.  Chief  Justice  Kent, 
in  passing  upon  the  rulings  cf  the  court 
below  in  su0taining  the  demurrer  to  the  dec- 
laration in  that  case,  said:  "This  suit  is 
an  attempt  to  overhaul  the  merits  of  the 
verdict  and  recovery  in  Connecticut.  .  .  . 
If  this  be  not  an  effort  to  try  over  again 
the  merits  of  the  former  recovery,  I  must 
be  greatly  mistaken  in  my  view  of  the  case. 
.  .  •  It  would  be  against  public  policy 
and  convenience,  it  wpuld  be  productive  of 
endless  litigation,  and  it  would  be  contrary 
to  established  precedent  to  allow  the  losing 
party  to  try  the  cause  over  again  in  a  coun- 
ter suit,  because  he  was  not  prepared  to 
meet  his  adversary  at  the  trial  of  the  first 
suit."  As  was  said  in  the  case  of  Dunlap 
y.  Glidden:  "If  the  judgment  was  ob- 
tained, as  is  contended,  by  fraud  and  per- 
jury, the  plaintiff  has  ample  remedy  by 
law.  The  court  which  rendered  the  judg- 
ment, upon  proof  of  these  allegations,  would 
be  bound  to  grant  a  new  trial  so  that  upon 
a  further  investigation  justice  might  be 
done.  The  witnesses,  if  guilty,  might  be 
indicted  for  perjury,  and  so  might  all  those 
be  indicted  who  have  unlawfully  conspired 
together  to  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  his 
rights,  and  their  conviction  would  afford  the 
most  convincing  evidence  that  a  review  of 
the  action  should  take  place."  The  plain- 
tiff in  this  suit,  it  is  true,  was  not  the 
plaintiff  in  the  former  suit,  but  the  alleged 
loss  sustained  by  him,  as  stated  in  this 
declaration,  resulted  from  his  failure  to 
recover  for  his  client  the  property  and 
money  sued  for  in  such  former  suit,  and  in 
which  property  and  money  he  had,  as  he 
alleges,  an  interest  by  assignment  from  her. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


The  recovery  by  Schaub  in  the  former  suit 
was  dependent  upon  the  recovery  by  iii» 
client,  the  plaintiff,  in  such  suit.  Thus 
the  plaintiff  here  is  governed  and  controlled 
by  the  principles  of  law  stated  in  the  above- 
mentioned  authorities,  and  his  right  to  re- 
cover in  this  suit  for  such  alleged  loss  is 
thereby  prevented. 

2.  Moreover,  whatever  may  be  the  lia- 
bility, if  any,  of  the  other  defendants  in  this 
case  for  procuring  the  said  Pearl  R.  Ohle  to 
testify  falsely,  as  it  is  alleged,  to  the  de- 
famatory words  concerning  the  plaintiff  in 
this  case  set  forth  in  the  declaration,  it  is 
clear  from  all  the  authorities  that  no  ac- 
tion would  lie  against  the  witness.  Pearl  R. 
Ohle,  ^  even  though  such  testimony  was  in 
pursuance  of  the  conspiracy  charged  against 
the  defendants,  including  the  witness,  in 
this  suit.  This  court  in  the  case  of  Hunckel 
V.  Voneiff,  69  Md.  188,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  413, 
14  Atl.  501,  quotes  approvingly  from  Starkie 
on  Slander,  in  which  that  author  said: 
"Witnesses,  like  jurors,  appear  in  court  in 
obedience  to  the  authority  of  the  law,  and 
therefore  may  be  (Considered,  as  well  as 
jurors,  to  be  acting  in  the  discharge  of  a 
public  duty;  and,  though  convenience  re- 
quires that  they  should  be  liable  to  a  prose- 
cution for  perjury  committed  in  the  course 
of  their  evidence,  or  for  conspiracy,  in  case 
of  a  combination  of  two  or  more  to  give 
false  evidence,  they  are  not  responsible  in 
a  civil  action  for  any  reflections  thrown  out 
in  delivering  their  testimony."  In  the  same 
opinion  the  court  also  quoted  from  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  in  Dawkins  v.  Rokeby,  L. 
R.  8  Q.  B.  255,  in  which  the  court  there 
said :  "A  long  series  of  decisions  has  settled 
that  no  action  will  lie  against  a  witness 
for  what  he  says  or  writes  in  giving  evi- 
dence before  a  court  of  justice.  This  does 
not  proceed  on  the  ground  that  the  occasion 
rebuts  the  prima  facie  presumption  that 
words  disparaging  to  another  are  malicious- 
ly spoken  or  written.  If  that  were  all,  evi- 
dence of  express  malice  would  remove  this 
ground.  But  the  principle  we  apprehend 
is  that  public  policy  requires  that  witnesses 
should  give  their  testimony  free  from  any 
fear  of  being  harassed  by  an  action  on  an 
allegation,  whether  true  or  false,  that  they 
acted  from  malice."  After  Dawkins  v. 
Rokeby  came  the  case  of  Seaman  y.  Nether- 
clift,  which  is  also  cited  by  this  court  in 
the  case  last  referred  to,  and  which  was 
tried  before  Coleridge,  Ch.  J.,  at  nisi  prius 
and  afterwards  decided  by  him  and  Brett, 
J.,  in  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  Div.  640,  and  subse- 
quently by  the  court  of  appeals  in  L.  R.  2 
C.  P.  Div.  53.  The  judges  who  heard  the 
case  on  appeal  said:  "If  there  is  anything 
as  to  which  the  authority  is  overwhelming. 
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it  is  that  a  witness  is  privileged  to  the  ex- 
tent of  what  he  says  in  course  of  his  exam- 
ination. Neither  is  that  privilege  affected 
by  the  relevancy  or  irrelevancy  of  what  he 
says;  for  then  he  would  be  obliged  to  judge 
of  what  is  relevant  or  irrelevant,  and  ques- 
tions might  be,  and  are,  constantly  asked 
which  are  not  strictly  relevant  to  the  is- 
sue." This  court  in  Hunckel  ▼.  Voneiff, 
after  citing  other  English  authorities  in 
which  the  same  principle  is  laid  down,  said : 
''A  different  view  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
privilege  has  been  takes  by  the  courts  of 
many  of  the  states,  and  it  may  be  conceded 
that  the.weight  of  authority  in  this  country 
is  in  favor  of  a  much,  greater  restriction 
upon  the  privilege  than  is  sanctioned  by  the 
English  decisions.  But  we  are  not  con- 
trolled by  any  decision  of  our  own  courts, 
and  are  at  liberty  to  settle  the  law  for  thi<« 
state  according  to  our  best  judgment.  After 
a  most  careful  consideration  of  the  subject, 
we  are  convinced  that  the  privilege  t4  a 
witness  should  be  as  absolute  as  it  has 
been  decided  to  be  by  the  English  authori- 
ties we  have  cited;  and  we  accordingly 
adopt  the  law  on  this  subject  as  they  have 
laid  It  down."  And  in  the  case  of  Kimball 
T.  Harman,  34  Md.  410,  6  Am.  Rep.  340, 
this  court  said:  "It  is  clear,  therefore,  as 
well  upon  the  authority  of  other  cases  as 
that  of  Saville  v.  Roberts,  1  Ld.  Raym.  374, 
that  an  act  which,  if  done  by  one  alone, 
constitutes  nO  ground  of  an  action  on  the 
case,  cannot  be  made  the  ground  of  such 
action  by  alleging  it  to  have  been  done  by 
and  through  a  conspiracy  of  several."  From 
what  we  have  said  it  is  clear  that  no  action 
lies  against  the  defendant  Ohle.  The  de- 
fects that  we  have  pointed  out  are  suffi- 
cient, in  our  opinion,  to  render  the  declara- 
tion bad.  We  will  therefore  affirm  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  in  sustaining  the 
demurrer  to  the  declaration. 

Judgment  affirmed,  as  per  Per  Curiam 
iieretofore  filed,  with  costs  to  the  appellees. 


MASSAOHUSBTTS    SUPREMB    JUDI- 
CIAIi  COURT. 

EVA  HOTENBRINK 

V. 

BOSTON  ELEVATED  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

(211  Mass.  77,  97  N.  E.  624.) 

Carrier  —  tobacco  Jnioe  on  step  —  in- 
jury —  liability. 

A  street  car  company  is  not  liable  for  in- 
jury to  a  passenger  who  falls  from  the  step 
of  a  car  which  is  slippery  because  of  tobao- 
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CO  juice  which  has  been  expectorated  there, 
if  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  it  had  been 
there  any  length  of  time,  and  the  conductor 
is  not  shown  to  have  been  negligent  in  fail- 
ing to  discover  it  before  the  accident  hap- 
pened. 

(February  27,  1912.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Suffolk  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
due  to  a  fall  from  defendant's  car  which 
was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.    Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  P.  Murray  and  £.  F.  Hodg- 
don,  for  plaintiff: 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  conductor  to  look 
for,  see,  and  take  proper  precautions  to 
prevent  injuries  from  this  danger. 

Anjou  V.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  208  Mass. 
273,  94  N.  E.  386,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1143. 

The  question  of  his  negligence  was  indi- 
cated in  the  declaration,  and  should  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury. 

Joslyn  V.  Milford,  H.  &  F.  Street  R.  Co. 
184  Mass.  65,  67  N.  E.  866. 

The  company  had,  by  its  practice  and 
rules,  made  it  the  duty  of  the  conductor  to 
put  sand,  provided  for  that  and  other  pur- 
poses, on  any  slippery  substances  on  the 
step  of  the  car.  The  breach  of  this  duty 
is  negligence. 

Foster  v.  Old  Ck)lony  Street  R.  Co.  182 

Mass.  380,  65  N.  E.  795;  Anjou  v.  Boston 

■  ' 

y^ote.  —  Duty  of  carrier  of  paasengera  U> 
Tceep  steps  of  car  free  from  sUpperjf 
substances  other  than  snow  and  ioe» 

As  to  dut^  of  carrier  of  passengers  Ur 
keep  steps  of  cars  free  from  snow  and  ice, 
see  note  to  Riley  v.  Rhode  Island  Co.  15 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  523,  and  the  supplemental 
note  thereto  which  is  appended  to  Murphy 
V.  North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  35  L.RJ^. 
(N.8.)    592. 

A  carrier  owes  the  duty  to  its  passenger^ 
of  exercising  as  high  degree  of  care  to  keep 
the  steps  provided  for  passengers  to  alight 
from  its  coaches  in  a  reasonably  safe  con- 
dition to  so  alight  as  would  be  exercised  by 
every  prudent  person  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances. St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
V.  Gresham,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  140  S.  W. 
483. 

And  while  it  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad 
company  to  inspect  its  trains,  it  is  not 
bound  to  keep  up  a  continuous  inspection, 
or  to  know  at  each  moment  the  condition  of 
every  part  of  the  train.  Proud  v.  Phi1adel> 
phia  k  R.  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  L.  702,  60  L.RA. 
469,  46  Atl.  710,  wherein  it  was  held  that 
the  failure  of  a  railroad  company  to  dis- 
cover filth  on  the  steps  of  a  passenger  car 
in  the  nighttime,  within  half  an  hour  aft- 
er the  car  had  been  inspected  and  found  to 
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Elev.  R.  Co.  208  Mass.  273,  94  N.  E.  386, 
21  Ann.  Cas.  1143;  Eangston  v.  Boston 
Elev.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  457,  93  N.  E.  573. 

Mr.  Sheldon  E.  Wardwell,  for  defend- 
ant: 

There  was  no  evidence  from  which  the 
jury  could  have  found  that  the  defendant 
was  negligent. 

Goddard  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  179  Mass. 
52,  60  N.  E.  486;  Lyons  v.  Boston  Elev.  R. 
Co.  204  Mass.  227,  90  N.  E.  419;  Anjou 
v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  208  Mass.  273,  94 
N.  E.  386,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1143;  Toland  v. 
Paine  Furniture  Co.  175  Mass.  476,  56  N.  E. 
608;  Proud  v.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
64  N.  J.  L.  702,  60  L.R.A.  468,  46  Atl. 
710;  Jennings  v.  Tompkins,  180  Mass.  302, 
62  N.  E.  265. 

Be  Conrcy,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

There  was  evidence  for  the  jury  of  the 
plaintiffs  due  care,  and  we  do  not  under- 
stand that  the  defendant  contends  to  the 
contrary.  The  sole  question  here  is  that 
of  the  defendant's  negligence,  involved  in 
the  presence  of  some  tobacco  spit  of  the 
size  of  a  silver  dollar  or  half  dollar  on 
the  rear  step  of  the  car. 

Even  if  it  be  assumed  that  the  presence 
of  tobacco  spit  would  produce  a  slippery 


condition  on  the  car  step,  the  plaintiff  was 
bound  to  show  that  the  defendant's  conduci 
tor  knew  it  was  there,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
the  care  owed  to  the  plaintiff  would  have 
seen  and  removed  it. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  the  conductor 
knew  the  saliva  was  there.  No  witness  in 
the  caMe,  with  the  exception  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  child  Clausina  Bookhaut,  testi- 
fied that  the  alleged  condition  existed  even 
at  the  time  of  the  accident;  and  no  witness 
testified  to  its  existence  before  the  plain- 
tiff alighted.  The  momentary  presence  of 
such  a  substance  on  the  step  would  not  ren< 
der  the  defendant  liable.  Goddard  v.  Bos- 
ton &  M.  R.  Co.  .179  Mass.  52,  60  K.  E. 
486;  Lyons  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  204  Mass. 
227,  90  N.  E.  419.  There  was  nothing  in 
its  appearance  from  which  the  inference 
could  be  drawn  that  it  had  been  upon  the 
step  for  a  considerable  period  of  time. 
Anjou  V.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  208  Mass.  273, 
94  N.  E.  386,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1143.  The  in- 
ference that  it  must  have  been  there  for 
two  minutes,  or  since  the  preceding  stop  at 
H  or  I  street,  is  merely  conjectural,  for  it 
might  have  come  from. some  passing  team- 
ster or  pedestrian  or  otherwise. 

And  the  evidence  fails  to  show  that  the 
conductor  was  negligent  in  failing  to  see 
this  substance  on  the  step  before  the  plain- 


be  in  good  condition,  will  not  render  the 
company  liable  to  a'  passenger  who  is  in- 
jured by  slipping  on  the  step,  where  the 
proof  does  not  show  that  due  care  would 
have  prevented  the  accident. 

So,  where  a  passenger  is  injured  by  slip- 
ping on  the  smooth  edge  of  the  step  of  a 
boat,  and  the  stairs  are  finished  in  the 
same  manner  as  upon  the  best  river  boats, 
he  cannot  recover  for  his  injury,  since  no 
evidence  of  negligence  appears.  Crocheron 
V.  North  Shore  Staten  Island  Ferry  Co.  56 
N.  y.  656,  reversing  1  Thomp.  &  C.  446, 
wherein  it  appeared  that  the  boat  had  been 
in  use  a  year,  and  had  carried,  on  an  aver- 
age, a  thousand  passengers  a  day,  and  no  in- 
jury of  the  kind  had  occurred. 

A  carrier  is  not  bound  to  anticipate  unus- 
ual and  unexpected  causes  of  peril.  Thus  in 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Rose, 
40  Ind.  App.  240,  79  N.  E.  1094,  where  the 
plaintiff  was  injured  by  slipping  on  a  ba- 
nana peel,  which  was  lying  on  a  step  of  a 
car,  and  the  evidence  showed  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  others  got  aboard  the  train  about 
four  or  five  minutes  before  it  left  the  sta- 
tion, without  seeing  the  peel, — although  two 
passengers  embarking  at  the  same  station 
testified  that  they  did  see  it, — and  all  the 
while  the  train  was  at  the  station  the 
brakeman  and  conductor  thereof  were  com- 
pletely occupied  by  their  duties  in  making 
up  the  train,  helping  the  passengers  on 
board,  and  taking  up  tickets,  from  the  time 
the  peel  could  have  been  dropped  on  the 
step  until  the  plaintiff  met  with  the  acci- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dent,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover.  It  was  said:  "It  was 
not  a  danger  reasonably  to  be  apprehended ; 
not  such  a  one  as  would  require  the  unre- 
mitting vigilance  of  the  carrier  to  guard 
his  passengers  against.  Svccessfully  to 
have  guarded  against  an  accident  of  this 
kind,  the  company  would  be  compelled  to 
keep  a  servant  at  the  steps  of  every  car 
during  all  the  time  it  was  receiving  and 
discharging  passengers.  No  such  degree 
of  vigilance  is  required  of  a  carrier  to 
guard  against  a  peril  of  this  character." 

But  where  the  rules  of  the  carrier. made 
it  incumbent  upon  the  conductor  to  clean 
the  step  of  the  car,  and  put  sand  on  it  pro- 
vided for  the  purpose,  whenever  it  was  nec- 
essary to  prevent  passengers  from  slipping, 
it  was  held  in  Kingston  v.  Boston  Elev.  R. 
Co.  207  Mass,  457,  93  N.  E.  673,  that  the 
carrier  was  liable  for  injuries  to  tbe  plain- 
tiff caused  by  slipping  on  the  muddy  step  of 
the  car;  its  conductor  having  been  negligent 
in  not  cleaning  it  off,  and  notwithstanding 
the  mud  reached  the  step  by  the  natural 
tracking  thereon  during  the  course  of  the 
journey. 

And  where  one  was  injured  by  slipping 
from  the  steps  of  a'  car  it  has  been  held 
to  be  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  the 
carrier  negligently  permitted  the  steps  to 
become  slippery  and  m^ddy  after  a  very  re- 
cent rain  during  the  course  of  the  journev, 
or  failed  to  equip  the  steps  in  a  reasonably 
safe  manner.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
V.  Gresham,  supra.  E.  M.  S. 
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tiff  fell.  His  position  on  the  rear  platform, 
.to  the  left  of  the  controller,  would  enable 
him  to  see  only  the  outer  edge  of  the  step. 
It  was  not  something  to  be  anticipated,  like 
the  accumulation  of  mud  and  slime  on  rainy 
days  (Kingston  y.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  207 
Mass.  467^  93  N.  E.  573),  or  of  snow  and 
ice  during  our  winter  season  (Foster  v.  Old 
Colony  Street  R.  Co.  182  Mass.  378,  65  N. 
£.  795).  Nor  did  the  testimony  disclose 
any  rule  of  the  company  imposing  upon  the 
conductor  a  special  duty  to  examine  the  car 
steps  for  tobacco  spit.  Kingston  y.  Boston 
Elev.  R.  Co.  supra. 

On  the  eyidence  presented  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  go  to  the  jury  on  the 
issue   of  the  defendant's  negligence. 

Exceptions  oyerruled.  -'^ 
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JOSEPH  F.  SULZNER 

CAPPEAU-LEMLEY  &  MILLER  COMPA- 
NY, Appt. 

(234  Pa.  102,  83  Atl.  103.) 

Contracts  —  dnrelBa  —  threat  of  impris- 
onment. 

A  transfer  of  stock  cannot  be  set  aside  for 
duress,  because  of  a  threat  to  imprison  the 
son  of  the  transferrer,  who  made  the  con- 
tract for  the  transfer,  if  it  was  not  carried 
out. 

(January  2,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  Num- 
ber 4,  for  Allegheny  County  in  plaintiff*s 
favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pos- 
session of  a  certificate  of  the  stock  of  a 
mining  company.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  A.  O'Brien  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Harvey  A.  Miller  and  U.  G. 
Vogan  for  appellee. 

Moachzisker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  deposited  a  certificate  for 
2,500  shares  of  the  stock  of  a  mining  com- 
pany with  the  defendants  for  the  purpose 
of  sale.  A  few  days  later  a  meeting  took 
place  at  the  office  of  the  defendants  in  re- 
lation to  this  sale,  and  certain  other  per- 

Note. -N  The  question  involved  in  the 
above  case,  as  to  the  validity  of  contracts 
procured  by  threats  of  prosecution  of  a  rela- 
tive, is  covered  in  notes  to  the  cases  of  City 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Kusworm,  26  L.R.A.  48;  Wil- 
liamson-Halsell  Frazier  Co.  v.  Ackerman,  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  484,  and  Ball  v.  Ball,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  539. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


sons  appeared  and  claimed  to  be  purehasers 
of  portions  of  the  stock  through  a  son  of 
the  plaintiff  and  another  man  who  they  as* 
serted  acted  as  his  agents.  The  plaintiff 
recognized  these  claims,  accepted  in  cash 
what  the  alleged  purchasers  declared  to  be 
the  unpaid  balance  due,  signed  a  receipt 
for  the  purchase  money,  and  executed  ap- 
propriate papers  to  carry  out  a  proper  divi- 
sion and  a  transfer  of  the  stock.  Subse- 
quently he  instituted  this  action  of  replevin 
to  recover  the  certificate  for  the  stock  in 
question.  At  the  trial  of  tl^e  cause  the 
plaintiff  did  not  deny  the  identity  of  the 
papers  executed  by  him,  but  asserted  that 
they  were  obtained  by  duress.  This  issue 
was  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  found 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
value  of  the  stock,  judgment  was  entered 
thereon,  and  the  defendant  has  appealed. 

The  appellant  states  the  questions  in- 
yolved  to  be:  (1)  Was  the  charge  of  the 
court  correct  and  adequate  on  the  question 
of  duress?  (2)  Was  the  plaintiff  entitled 
to  recover  on  the  whole  evidence  in  the 
case?  We  shall  consider  the  latter  ques- 
tion before  passing  upon  the  former. 

There  is  no  sufficient  testimony  to  show 
that  the  plaintiff  was  either  old  or  infirm  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  complained  of. 
The  only  evidence  bearing  upon  that  point 
was  a  statement  by  him  that  a  few  months 
previous  thereto  he  had  been  in  Texas  for 
his  health,  "about  my  nervous  system." 
The  alleged  coercion  was  thus  described  by 
the  plaintiff:  "Mr.  Taylor  says,  ^Mr.  Sulz- 
ner,  are  you  aware  that  your  son  has  sold 
1,000  shares  to  Mr.  Volquarts  of  this  stock?' 
I  says:  'No,  sir;  I  don't  know  anything 
about  it.'  He  says,  'He  has;'  and  he  says 
also:  'Mr.  Kirker  sold  1,000  shares  to  Mr. 
Cappeau-Lemley.  George  sold  his  at  19 
cents,  and  Cappeau-Lemley  for  26  cents.' 
I  said,  'I  won't  stand  for  anything  like  that, 
because,'  I  said,  'they  had  no  business.'  I 
said:  'Why  didn't  you  tell  me  all  this  before 
you  got  my  stock  here,  because  this  wasn't 
the  deal  we  were  to  get  now?  You  were  to 
give  me  my  money  for  it.'  And  then  Mr. 
Taylor  says,  'Mr.  Volquarts,  tender  $125  to 
Mr.  Sulzner,  the  balance  of  $190  which 
George  gave  a  check  for  $65  on  account.' 
'Well,  now,'  I  said,  'this  is  a  snap  judg- 
ment you  are  taking  on  me.'  I  says,  'I 
don't  know  anything  about  this.'  He  says, 
'Well,  here  is  the  money.'  And  he  says 
then,  'Mr.  Lemley,  you  tender  $260;'  and  he 
says:  'I  don't  think  I  have  that  much  in 
the  office.  I  will  go  in  and  see.'  And  he 
went  in  the  office  and  brought  out  $260,  and 
then  laid  that  down  to  me.  And  Mr. 
Taylor  says,  'Now,  Mr.  Sulzner,  we  have 
tendered  you  this  money  for  2,000  shares;' 
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and  he  says,  Take  that/  and  he  had  a 
paper  in  his  hand;  and  he  says,  'We  will 
put  your  son  in  the  pen.'  He  says,  It  is 
either  take  that  or  take  the  consequences/ 
Then  I  broke  down  and  started  to  cry.  I 
got  so  bewildered.  .  .  .  After  that  they 
had  me  so  confused  I  didn't  know  what  I 
was  doing.  I  wanted  to  go  home,  and  I 
picked  up  the  money,  and  I  says  to  George, 
I  says:  'George,  you  are  getting  me  into  all 
kinds  of  trouble.  You  had  no  business  do- 
ing this.'  And  I  took  the  money  up  and 
went  home." .  The  plaintiff  further  said  that 
he  took  the  money  and  signed  the  papers 
"to  save  my  son  from  being  arrested."  The 
son  described  the  incident  practically  as 
his  father,  adding:  ''Mr.  Taylor  was  walk- 
ing around  there  flashing  the  paper,  going 
to  send  me  to  prison,  send  me  to  the  peni- 
tentiary, .  .  .  and  father  got  all  be- 
wildered and  broke  down,  did  not  know 
what  to  do,  and  he  said,  'You've  got  me  into 
this,  and  I  have  got  to  pay  or  you  will  go  to 
prison.'  I  said,  'There  is  nothing  to  it  at 
all.' " 

Under  both  the  civil  and  common  law, 
threats,  in  order  to  constitute  duress,  had 
to  be  of  "such  a  character  as  to  induce  a 
well-grounded  fear  in  the  mind  of  a  Arm 
and  courageous  man;"  but  "the  doctrine 
which  is  now  approved  by  the  judicial 
mind,  both  of  this  country  and  of  England, 
is  that  any  contract  produced  by  actual  in- 
timidation ought  to  be  held  void,  whether 
as  arising  from  a  result  of  merely  personal 
infirmity  or  from  circumstances  which 
might  produce  a  like  effect  upon  persons 
of  ordinary  firmness."  Jordan  v.  Elliott, 
12  W.  N.  C.  5Q,  69. 

A  person  is  supposed  to  possess  ordinary 
firmness  unless  it  is  shown  that  by  reason 
of  age  or  other  sufficient  cause  he  is  weak 
or  infirm.  Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dersham, 
15  W.  N.  C.  641.  "The  constraint  that 
takes  away  free  agency  and  destroys  the 
power  of  withholding  assent  to  a  contract 
must  be  one  that  is  imminent  and  without 
immediate  means  of  protection,  and  such 
as  would  operate  upon  the  mind  of  a  -per- 
son of  reasonable  firmness."  Motz  v.  Mit- 
chell, 01   Pa.  114,  117. 

Ordinarily,  when  no  proceedings  have 
been  commenced,  threats  of  arrest,  prosecu- 
tion or  imprisonment  do  not  constitute 
legal  duress  to  avoid  a  contract.  The 
threats  must  be  made  under  such  cir.-oim- 
stances  that  they  excite  the  fear  of  immi- 
nent and  immediate  imprisonment.  Moyer 
V.  Dodson,  212  Pa.  344,  61  Atl.  937;  Har- 
mon V.  Harmon,  61  Me.  227,  14  Am.  Rep. 
566;  Higgins  v:  Brown,  78  Me.  473,  6  Atl. 
269;  Hilborn  v.  Bucknam,  78  Me.  482,  67 
Am.  Rep.  816,  7  Atl.  272 ;  Sieber  v.  Weiden, 
09  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


17  Neb.  582,  24  N.  W.  215;  Wilkerson  v. 
Hood,  65  Mo.  App.  491;  Russell  y.  Me- • 
Carty,  45  Ga.  197.  The  decision  in  Jordan 
V.  Elliott,  12  W.  N.  C.  66,  cited  by  the  ap- 
pellant, does  not'  control  the  present  case. 
There  the  plaintiff,  who  was  an  infirm  wid- 
ow, seventy-seven  years  of  age,  knew  of 
the  defendant,  as  a  man  of  violent  disposi- 
tion. His  threat  was  to  put  her  son  in  jail 
before  night,  and  at  the  time  of  tlic  execu- 
tion of  the  papers  she  was  laboring  under 
great  agitation.  This  court  in  its  o]»inion 
states:  "The  circumstances  which  sur- 
rounded the  old  lady,  and  which  induced, 
or  rather  compelled  her,  to  execute  the 
paper  in  controversy,  were  of  an  extraordi- 
narily rough,  impudent,  and  fraudulent 
character;"  and,  further,  that  she  had  a 
"conviction  that  she  was  dealing  with  a 
dangerous  man  whose  will  it  would  not  be 
safe  to  resist."  Although  the  English  case 
of  Williams  v.  Bayley,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  200, 
6  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  455,  Is  referred  to,  the 
law  of  that  case  was  not  adopted  as  neces- 
sary to  the  decision  of  Jordan  v.  Elliott. 
After  citing  it,  we  expressly  stated:  "How 
aptly  these  authorities  bear  on  the  case  in 
hatid.  I  need  not  say,  for  anyone  who  reads 
the  evidence  will  at  once  see  that  Mrs.  El- 
liott was  so  thoroughly '  overcome  by  fear, 
produced  by  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff, 
that  in  the  execution  of  the  note  in  suit 
she  was  anything  but  a  free  and  voluntary 
agent." 

The  plaintiff  had  been  president  of  the 
mining  company  whose  stock  was  in  contro- 
versy, and  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows  he 
was  a  man  of  ordinary  firmness.  He  him- 
self was  not  threatened  with  arrest  at  any 
time,  and,  upon  the  occasion  when  he  signed 
the  contract  which  he  is  endeavoring  to 
avoid,  both  the  plaintiff  and  his  son  were, 
at  liberty  to  come  and  go  as  they  chose,  and 
had  ample  time  to  consult  an  attorney,  had 
they  so  desired.  The  evidence  as  presented 
was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a  finding  that 
the  plaintiff's  signature  had  been  obtained 
by  duress,  and,  had  the  defendant  requested 
binding  instructions,  he  would  have  been 
entitled  thereto,  but  the  record  shows  no 
such  request  or  no  question  of  law  reserved. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  defend- 
ant was  not  within  the  act  of  April  22, 
1905  (P.  L.  286),  and  had  no  right  to  judg- 
ment non  obstante  veredicto  upon  the  whole  ' 
record;  and,  since  there  is  no  assignment  of 
error  complaining  of  the  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  we  will  not  enter  a  final  judgment 
the  other  way.  However,  the  charge  of  the 
trial  judge  was  inadequate,  in  that  it  did 
not  sufficiently  define  the  applicable  rules  of 
law  as  we  have  stated  them. 

The  last  two  assignments  of  error,  which 
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complain  of  the  refusal  to  enter  judgment 
non  obstante  veredicto,  are  overruled.  The 
first  two,  which  go  to  the  charge,  are  sus- 
tained. The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  a 
venire  facias  de  novo. 


OHIO    SI^PREMS    COURT. 

JOHN  HORTON,  Plfl.  in  Err, 

V. 

STATE  OF  OmO. 

(85  Ohio  St.  13,  96  N.  E.  797.) 

Indictment  —  false  pretense  —  certain- 
ty. 

1.  An  indictment  under  §  7076,  Revised 
Statutes,  for  obtaining  money  by  false  pre- 
tenses, must  set  forth  the  alleged  false  pre- 
tenses with  such  certainty  and  precision  as 
will  reasonably  appraise  the  defendant  of 
what  he  will  be  required  to  answer,  and  so 
that  the  court  may  determine  what  evidence 
is  admissible,  and  must  allege  that  the 
pretenses  were  in  fact  false  and  made  with 
intent  to  defraud. 

False  pretense  «  defense  —  nnlawfnl 
transaction. 

2.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  indictment  for 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretenses  that  the 

Headnotes  by  the  Coxtbt. 


transaction  in  which  the  money  was  so  ob- 
tained was  unlawful. 

(Davis,  J.,  dissents  from  proposition  2.) 

(October  31,  1911.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mercer 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
convicting  defendant  of  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretenses.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Johnson,  J.: 

John  Horton  was  indicted  for  obtaining 
money  under  false  pretenses.  At  the  Octo- 
ber term,  1909,  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Mercer  county,  the  grand  jury 
returned  an  indictment  against  John  Hor- 
ton for  obtaining  money  imder  false  pre- 
tenses from  one  Frank  Linneman.  Omit- 
ting formal  parts,  the  indictment  is  as  fol- 
lows: "That  John  Horton  unlawfully  did 
falsely  pretend,  with  intent  to  defraud  one 
Frank  Linneman,  that  he  was  selling 
counterfeit  money,  by  which  said  false  pre- 
tenses the  said  John  Horton  then  and  there 
unlawfully  did  obtain  from  said  Frank 
Linneman  $65  in  money,  of  the  value  of 
$65  of  the  personal  property  of  said  Frank 
Linneman;  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact 
said    John    Horton    was    not   selling,    and 


Note,  ^-^  Illegal  intent  of  prosector  as 
affecting  guilt  in  obtaining  property 
hy  false  pretense  or  confidence  game. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  the  note  to 
People  V.  Turpin,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  276, 
where  the  earlier  cases  are  collected. 

The  decision  in  Hobton  v.  State,  to  the 
effect  that  the  wrongful  purpose  of  the  pros- 
ecutor is  no  defense  to  the  action,  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  weight  of  authority 
shown  bv  the  previous  note. 

In  State  v.  Martin,  226  Mo.  538, 126  S.  W. 
442,  where  a  conviction  was  affirmed  for  ob- 
taining money  from  one  Bull  by  false  and 
fraudulent  representations,  which  were 
chiefly  in  falsely  personating  the  owner  of 
land  on  which  Bull  had  cut  timber  without 
leave;  and  there  was  evidence  that  the  in- 
ducement to  the  prosecutor  was,  at  least  in 
part,  the  escape  from  criminal  prosecution, 
the  court,  in  holding  that  such  purpose  of 
the  prosecutor  was  immaterial,  said:  "Con- 
cede that  Bull  and  his  neighbors  had  been 
trespassing  upon  the  lands  of  Wilcox  and 
cutting  the  timber  thereon  without  authori- 
ty, and  that  they  might  have  been  prosecut- 
ed criminally  therefor,  how  does  it  lessen  the 
offense  of  these  defendants,  who  were  not 
the  owners  of  the  land  and  timber,  that,  seiz- 
ing upon  their  knowledge  of  the  illegal  tak- 
ing of  the  timber,  they  concocted  the  scheme 
of  extorting  money  from  Bull  and  his  neigh- 
bors by  representing  Denton  to  be  Wilcox, 
and  causing  him  to  make  a  demand  for  pay- 
ment for  the  timber,  which  neither  he  nor 
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they  were  entitled  to.  We  think  the  court 
properly  brushed  aside  this  instruction. 
Whatever  offense  Bull  was  guilty  of,  it 
formed  ^o  justification  for  the  criminal  con- 
duct of  these  defendants  in  extorting  money 
from  him  by  means  of  the  false  and  fraudu- 
lent representations  and  fraudulent  simula- 
tion of  Mr.  Wilcox." 

In  Foster  v.  State,  8  Ga.  App.  119,  68  S. 
E.  739,  where  the  prosecutrix  went  to  Flori- 
da at  the  instigation  of  the  defendant,  and 
there  paid  him  $100,  for  which  he  was  to  get 
her  $500  in  counterfeit  money,  and  she  also 
paid  certain  expenses  both  within  and  with- 
out the  state  of  Georgia,  the  court  stated 
that  what  had  happened  without  the  coun- 
ty could  not  be  considered  except  as  giving 
point  to  what  occurred  within  the  county, 
and  held  that  "a  person  may  be  guilty  of 
cheating  and  swindling  in  a  transaction  in 
which  hoih  parties  know  that  they  are  vio- 
lating or  about  to  violate  the  law,  provided 
that  the  one  therein  cheats  and  swindles  the 
other  out  of  something  of  value.  But  nei- 
ther counterfeit  money  itself,  nor  the  pos- 
session thereof,  is  a  thing  of  value;  and 
therefore  one  person  cannot  cheat  and  swin- 
dle the  other  by  representing  to  him  that 
if  he  will  go  to  certain  expense  he  can  pro- 
cure at  a  certain  time  and  place  a  designat- 
ed amount  of  counterfeit  money,  though  the 
latter  fails  to  get  the  expected  spurious  cur- 
rency." The  court  said:  "Was  Mrs.  Rob- 
ertson deceived  in  Hall  county?  Yes;  she 
was  deceived  into  believing  that  if  she  would 
go  to  Jacksonville,  Florida,  she  could  get 
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had  no  intention  at  said  time  to  Bell  and 
deliver,  any  counterfeit  money;  and  said 
Horton  at  the  time  he  bo  falsely  pretended 
as  aforesaid  well  knew  the  said  false  pre- 
tenses to  be  false."  A  motion  to  quash 
and  a  demurrer  were  filed  to  this  indict- 
ment, and  were  overruled.  On  the  trial 
at  the  close  of  the  state's  case,  the  defend- 
ant interposed  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence, 
and  moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury 
to  return  a  verdict  for  defendant.  This 
was  also  overruled.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed and  sentenced.  On  error  to  the  cir^ 
cuit  court  this  judgment  was  affirmed,  and 
error  is  prosecuted  here  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ments of  the  courts  below. 

Messrs.  John  E.  Egan,  George  W. 
Mannlz,  Jr.,  and  Robert  R.  Nevin  for 

plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  John  G.  Romer  for  the  State. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Defendant  contends  that  the  indictment 
is  defective,  in  that  it  is  indefinite,  and 
does  not  sufficiently  set  forth  the  alleged 
false  pretenses,  and  does  not  allege  that 
the  pretenses  were  in  fact  false,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  the  indictment  does  not  charge 
a  crime  under  the  law. 

This  court  has  many  times  declared  that 


a  criminal  offense  must  be  charged  with 
reasonable  certainty  in  the  indictment  so  as 
to  apprise  the  defendant  of  that  which  he 
may  expect  to  meet  and  be  required  to  an- 
swer; so  that  the  court  and  jury  may  know 
what  they  are  to  try,  and  the  court  may 
determine  without  unreasonable  difficulty 
what  evidence  is  admissible.  And  an  indict- 
ment for  obtaining  money  or  property  by 
false  pretenses  must  aver  all  of  the  ma- 
terial facts  necessary  to  be  proven  in  order 
to .  convict,  and  that  the  false  pretenses 
were  false  in  fact  and  induced  the  owner  to 
part  with  his  property.  Dillingham  v. 
State,  5  Ohio  St.  280;  Schleisinger  v.  SUte, 
11  Ohio  St.  669;  Du  Brul  v.  State,  80  Ohio 
St.  52,  87  N.  £.  837;  People  v.  Behee,  90 
Mich.  356,  61  N.  W.  515. 

First.  It  will  be  noted  that  this  indict- 
ment contains  no  averment  that  there  was 
any  attempt  by  Horton  to  induce  Linneman 
to  purchase  any  counterfeit  money,  or  that 
Linneman  did  purchase  any  such  money. 
There  is  no  allegation  that  Horton  sold  or 
agreed  to  sell  or  deliver  any  counterfeit 
money  or  any  other  thing  to  Linneman  by 
which  Linneman  was  induced  to  and  did 
pay  him  the  $65.  In  Schleisinger  v.  State, 
11  Ohio  St.  669,  the  court  say  at  page  673: 
"There  is,  however,  no  colloquium  set  forth 
in  the  indictment,  showing  a  negotiation 
between  the  parties,  and  that  the   repre- 


$500  in  spurious  currency  in  return  for 
$100.  She  makes  no  complaint  of  not  get- 
ting all  she  expected  to  get  out  of  the  trip 
and  in  return  for  the  money  she  expended 
in  connection  therewith,  except  that  she  did 
not  get  the  counterfeit  money.  The  trans- 
action in  Jacksonville,  whereby  she  was  in- 
duced to  turn  the  $100  over  to  Foster,  must 
be  eliminated;  for  that  occurred  in  Florida. 
.  .  .  ^ye  are  not  to  be  understood  as 
holding  that  cheating  and  swindling  can- 
not be  predicated  of  an  unlawful  transac- 
tion. There  are  many  transactions  for 
which  the  state  can  prosecute,  where  the 
parties,  by  reason  of  the  uncleanness  of  their 
hands,  would  not  be  allowed  to  maintain  a 
civil  action.  Thus,  although  the  sale  of 
liquor  is  a  crime  in  this  state,  yet  if  the 
keeper  of  a  'blind  tiger'  should  represent  to 
a  prospective  purchaser  that  a  bottle  con- 
tained corn  whisky,  and  should  sell  it  as  a 
bottle  of  corn  whisky,  receiving  therefor  the 
purchaser's  money,  when  in  fact  it  con- 
tained water  only,  he  could  be  held  for 
cheating  and  swindling.  Or,  if  in  a  similar 
case  the  prospective  purchaser  should  palm 
off  on  the  keeper  of  a  Hblind  tiger,'  in  the 
nighttime,  a  worthless  slip  of  paper  as  a  dol- 
lar bill,  and  receive  in  exchange  therefor 
a  quart  of  whisky,  the  person  so  deceiving 
the  seller  of  the  liquor  could  be  convicted 
of  cheating  and  swindling.  However,  it 
must  be  noticed  in  each  of  these  illustrations 
that  the  person  deceived  parts  with  some- 
thing of  value.  It  is  true  that  In  this  state 
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liquor  cannot  be  said  to  have  any  marked 
value  in  the  full  sense  of  the  words;  yet  it 
is  a  thing  of  value.  Mance  v.  State,  5  Ga. 
App.  229,  62  S.  E.  1053.  But  in  no  sense 
is  counterfeit  money  a  thing  of  value.  The 
verv  possession  of  it  is  criminal.  It  is  a 
violation  of  law  to  make  it,  to  own  it,  or 
use  it.  It  is  utterly  without  value.  Sup- 
pose that  the  defendant  had  said  to  the 
prosecutrix,  *Your  sworn  enemy  is  in  Jack- 
sonville; if  you  will  go  there  with  me  and 
pay  me  $100,  I  will  show  that  enemy  to 
you  that  you  may  poison  him.*  Suppose 
the  defendants  statement  were  a  lie,  could 
the  transaction  be  treated  as  cheating  and 
swindling?  The  privilege  of  poisoning  one's 
enemy  is  not  a  thing  of  value." 

(It  may  be  noted  in  view  of  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  New  York  courts,  men- 
tioned in  the  former  note,  that  the  legisla- 
ture relieve  them  from  their  doctrine  that 
the  illegal  intent  of  the  prosecutor  is  a  de- 
fense, that  the  following  provision  has  been 
placed  in  the  statute:  "Hereafter  it  shall 
not  be  a  defense  to  a  prosecution  for  lar- 
ceny, or  for  an  attempt  or  for  conspiracy 
to  commit  the  same,  or  for  being  accessory 
thereto,  that  the  purpose  for  which  the 
owner  was  induce'd,  by  color  or  aid  of  fraud- 
ulent or  false  representation  or  pretense,  or 
of  any  false  token  or  writing,  to  part  with 
his  property  or  the  possession  thereof,  was 
illegal,  immoral,  or  unworthy."  N.  Y.  Penal 
Law,  §  1290.)  B.  B.  B. 
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sentations  and  pretenses  were  made  with 
the  intent  to  thereby  obtain  from  said 
Woods  and  Pew  any  goods  of  any  kind 
whatsoever." 

The  important  matter  is  that  there  is 
no  allegation  of  any  transaction,  contract, 
or  negotiation  in  which,  by  reason  of  the 
false  pretenses  referred  to,  Horton  obtained 
the  money  from  Linneman.  On  the  trial 
the  prosecuting  witness  described  the  tran- 
saction in  question,  and  testified  that  de- 
fendant told  him  he  was  selling  counter- 
feit money  three  for  one,  and  that  he 
(Linneman)  gave  defendant  $65,  for  which 
defendant  promised  to  give  him  $300 
counterfeit  money  in  eight  days.  As  point- 
ed out  already,  the  indictment  charges  only 
that  defendant  falsely  pretended  that  he 
was  selling  counterfeit  money.  It  is  not 
alleged  that  he  pretended  to  have  counter- 
feit money,  or  that  he  was  delivering  it. 
But,  according  to  the  testimony  of  the 
prosecuting  witness,  that  pretense  was  not 
a  false  pretense,  because  he  was  then  sell- 
ing and  did  sell  to  him  counterfeit  money 
to  be  delivered  at  a  future  time.  The  prom- 
ise to  deliver  the  counterfeit  money  at  a 
future  time  could  not  be  made  the  basis  of 
a  conviction  for  crime.  Dillingham  v. 
SUtc,  6  Ohio  St.  280;  State  v.  Petty,  119 
Mo;  425,  24  S.  W.  1010;  Com.  v.  Drew, 
19  Pick.  179;  People  v.  Miller,  169  N.  Y. 
339,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  546,  62  N.  E.  418. 

Plaintiff  in  error  challenges  the  indict- 
ment on  two  other  grounds:  (1)  That  the 
false  representations  averred  in  the  indict- 
ment were  such  as  no  man  had  the  right 
to  rely  on,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any 
alleged  disability  on  the  part  of  the  prose- 
cutor, they  are  not  sufficient  to  sustain  a 
conviction.  (2)  That  there  was  a  com- 
mon criminal  design  between  the  parties. 

Many  decisions  are  cited  by  the  parties 
in  support  of  their  respective  views  of  these 
questions,  and  they  disclose  much  conflict 
of  authority. 

As  to  the  first  proposition,  there  are  cases 
which  hold  that  where  the  pretense  is  ab- 
surd or  irrational,  and  the  prosecutor  had 
at  the  time  the  means  of  detection,  such 
pretense  is  not  within  the  law  of  crimes. 
It  would  not  be  profitable  here  to  discuss 
these  cases  in  detail.  We  agree  with  the 
view  that  many  of  such  holdings  have  gone 
too  far.  The  weak  and  feeble  have  equal 
rights  with  the  strong.  The  careless  or 
unwary  are  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
these  false  pretense  statutes  as  well  as 
of  all  other  statutes.  Most  people  think  the 
fanciful  story  of  a  confidence  man  who 
sells  a  gold  brick  is  absurd,  and  should 
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carry  its  own  refutation;  but  many  in- 
experienced, unwary^  but  honest,  men,  have 
been  caught  by  it,  and  no  one  would  think 
the  offense  was  not  an  indictable  one. 

The  second  of  the  above  contentions  pre- 
sents a  different  question,  and  one  as  to 
which  there  is  a  diversity  of  decisions. 
Can  there  be  a  conviction  for  obtaioing 
money  by  false  pretenses  when  the  transac- 
tion, on  the  part  of  the  person  from  whom 
the  money  is  obtained,  would  have  been  un- 
lawful if  the  representations  of  the  defend- 
ant had  been  true;  or  if  one  pretends  to  be 
engaged  in  the  commission  of  a  particulsr 
crime,  when,  in  fact,  he  is  not  so  engaged, 
can  he  be  convicted  for  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretense  from  one  who  desired  to 
participate  in  the  same  crime,  and  who 
parted  with  his  money  in  that  behalf? 

In  McCord  v.  People,  46  N.  Y.  470,  the 
accused  falsely  pretended  to  be  an  officer 
with  a  warrant  to  arrest  the  prosecuting 
witness,  and  he  thereby  induced  the  witness 
to  deliver  to  him  certain  property.  The 
court  held  that  the  prosecutor  parted  with 
his  property  as  an  inducement  to  a  sup- 
posed officer  to  violate  the  law  and  his 
duty,  and  that  the  indictment  could  not  be 
sustained.  The  court  say  at  page  472  of 
46  N.  Y.:  "Neither  the  law  or  public  policy 
designs  the  protection  of  rogues  in  their 
dealings  with  each  other,  or  to  insure  fair 
dealing  and  truthfulness  as  between  each 
other  in  their  dishonest  practices.  The  de- 
sign of  the  law  is  to  protect  those  who  for 
some  honest  purpose  are  induced,  upon  false 
and  fraudulent  representations,  to  give 
credit  or  part  with  their  property  to  an- 
other, and  not  to  protect  those  who  for  un- 
worthy or  illegal  purposes  part  with  their 
goods."  This  case  has  been  followed  in  a* 
number  of  New  York  cases  and  in  some 
other  jurisdictions.  People  v.  Klock,  55 
Misc.  46,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  267;  People  v. 
Stetson,  4  Barb.  152;  People  v.  Tompkins, 
186  N.  Y.  413,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1081,  79 
N.  E.  326;  State  v.  Crowley,  41  Wis.  272, 
22  Am.  Rep.  719,  2  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  33; 
Foster  v.  State,  8  Ga.  App.  119,  68  S.  E. 
739.  State  v.  Crowley  and  Foster  v.  State 
were  cases  in  which  the  false  representa- 
tions were  made  in  transactions  for  the 
sale  of  counterfeit  money.  The  court  in 
Foster  v.  State  say:  "This  case  is  also 
to  be  distinguished  from  those  cases  in 
which  the  defendant,  by  imposing  on  the 
credulity  or  weakmindedness  of  the.  prose- 
cutor, has  caused  him  to  pay  money  for 
something  which  could  not  be  of  value,  but 
which  the  prosecutor  was  led  to  believe  was 
in  fact  so.    In  such  cases  a  prosecution  for 
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cheating  and  swindling  may  lie.  But  in 
this  case  the  prosecutrix  acted  with  her 
eyes  open.  She  admitted  that  she  knew 
that  the  money  she  was  to  get  would  not 
be  good  money." 

A  different  rule  has  been  adopted  in  a 
number  of  states.  Generally  stated,  the 
rule  in  those  states  is  that  it  is  no  defense 
to  an  indictment  for  obtaining  money  under 
false  pretenses  that  the  transaction  in 
which  the  money  was  paid  was  illegal. 
Com.  V.  O'Brien,  172  Mass.  248,  52  N.  E. 
77;  People  v.  Martin,  102  Cat.  558,  36 
Pac.  052;  People  v.  Watson,  75  Mich.  582, 
42  N.  W.  1005;  Lovell  v.  State,  48  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  85,  86  S.  W.  758,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
661;  Re  Cummins,  16  Colo.  451,  13  L.R.A. 
762,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  291,  27  Pac.  887; 
Com.  y.  Henry,  22  Pa.  253;  2  Bishop,  Crim. 
Law,  §  469. 

In  Com.  T.  O'Brien,  172  Mass.  248,  62 
N.  E.  77,  after  a  discussion  of  the  dif- 
ferent views  'taken  of  the  question,  the 
court  say:  "With  the  greatest  respect  for 
the  New  York  and  Wisconsin  courts,  we 
think  this  end  is  more  effectually  reached 
if  we  do  not  read  into  the  absolute  words 
of  the*  statute  ...  an  implied  excep- 
tion, which  allows  a  knave  to  cheat  anyone 
out  of  his  money,  if  the  knave  can  succeed 
in  persuading  his  victim  into  a  scheme, 
which  has  any  technical  element  of  ille- 
gality on  the  victim's  side.  The  question  of 
allowing  the  latter  a  personal  remedy  is 
entirely  different."  In  People  v.  Tompkins, 
186  N.  y.  413,  12  L.R.A.(N.8.)  1081,  79 
N.  E.  326,  defendant  induced  one  Felix 
to  part  with  a  large  sum  of  money  on 
the  false  representation  that  defendant, 
as  an  employee  of  the  Western  Union  Tele- 
graph Company,  had  means  of  obtaining 
advance  information  as  to  results  of  hofse 
races,  which  were  being  betted  on  in  a  cer- 
tain pool  room.  Felix  went  to  the  pool 
room  and  made  a  bet  on  a  certain  horse 
falsely  named  as  winner.  The  court,  while 
yielding  to  the  authority  of  McCord  v. 
People  and. of  what  it  states  to  be  a  firm- 
ly established  rule  in  that  state,  yet  ques- 
tions the  soundness  of  the  rule,  and  in  its 
syllabus  suggests  the  "alteration  of  the 
rule  to  the  legislature."  In  the  opinion 
it  is  stated  that  the  rule  is  at  variance  with 
a  more  reasonable  view  and  the  decisions 
in  at  least  twelve  states. 

The  primary  object  sought  to  be  ac- 
complished in  prosecutions  for  crime  is  the 
suppression  of  crime.  The  effort  is  one 
to  protect  the  public  and  prevent  wrong- 
doing. If  it  were  a  civil  proceeding  of  I 
course  where  the  injured  person  is  a  party 
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to  the .  unlawful  enterprise,  he  would  not 
be  heard  to  complain,  and  the  law  would 
leave  the  parties  where  it  finds  them. 
There  is  a  natural  feeling  that,  where  two 
persons  are  co-offenders,  it  is  unjust  that 
one  should  be  punished  and  the  other  not; 
especially  that  one  should  be  permitted  to 
invoke  the  aid  of  the  courts  to  punish 
his  confederate,  while  he  escapes  himself. 

But  the  dissatisfaction  should  be  not  that 
one  is  punished,  but  rather  that  the  other 
is  not.  It  is  no  argument  in  favor  of  either 
that  the  other  equally  deserves  conviction. 
The  statute  of  Ohio  (§  7076,  Revised  Stat- 
utes), which  denounces  obtaining  money  or 
property  by  false  pretenses,  is  broad  and 
complete, — ^"Whoever,  by  any  false  pre- 
tense, with  intent  to  defraud,  obtains  from 
any  person,  anything  of  value." 

Shall  we  read  into  this  criminal  statute 
the  principle  of  civil  jurisprudence  which 
requires  the  complaining  party  to  come 
into  court  with  clean  hands,  and  thus 
deny  to  the  state  (in  the  effort  to  prevent 
wrongdoing)  the  equally  sound  principle 
of  criminal  law  that  the  guilt  of  one  man 
shall  not  be  received  as  an  excuse  for  that 
of  another?  We  think  to  so  hold  would 
in  some  degree  throw  around  crime  the 
protection  of  the  law.  If  a  sharper  work- 
ing a  confidence  game  or  a  scheme  to  ob- 
tain money  by  false  pretenses  could  weave 
into  his  tricky  negotiation  some  element 
which  is  unlawful  and  criminal,  he  could 
hold  it  over  the  head  of  his  victim,  and 
could  call  it  to  his  aid  in  escaping  prose- 
cution. 

However,  for  the  reasons  already  given 
in  this  opinion,  we  feel  forced  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  indictment  in  this  case 
does  not  state  the  accusation  against  de- 
fendant in  such  a  manner  as  to  directly 
and  specifically  advise  him  of  what  he  must 
prepare  to  meet,  and  that  it  does  not  meet 
the  requirements  of  well-settled  rules  so 
as  to  secure  to  him  the  constitutional  safe- 
guard of  the  right  to  demand  the  nature 
and  cause  of  the  charge  against  him,  and 
therefore  the  motion  to  quash  and  the  de- 
murrer should  have  been  sustained. 

For  error  in  overruling,  the  judgments  of 
the  courts  below  are  reversed. 

Judgments  reversed  and  judgment  for 
plaintiff  in  error. 

Spear,  Ch.  J.,  and  Bavts,  Shanck. 
Price,  and  Donahue,  JJ.,  concur  in  the 
judgment. 

Davis,  J.,  dissents  to  second  proposition 
of  syllabus. 
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TALTOR,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Nancy  M.  Taylor, 
Deceased,   Plff.    in   £rr^ 

V. 

PROTESTANT  HOSPITAL  ASSOCIATION. 
(85  Ohio  St  90,  96  N.  E.  1089.) 

Charity  —  hospital  —  receivinflr  pay. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  public  charitable  hos- 
pital receives  pay  from  a  patient  for  lodging 
and  care  does  not  affect  its  character  as  a 
"charitable  institution,"  nor  its  rights  or 
liabilities  as  such  in  relation  to  such  a 
patient. 

Same  —  liability  for  negligence. 

2.  A  public  charitable  hospital,  organized 
as  such  and  open  to  all  persons,  although 
conducted  under  private  management,  is  not 
liable  for  injuries  to  a  patient  of  the  hos* 
pita],  resulting  from  the  negligence  of  a 
nurse  employed  by  it. 

[(November  21,  1911.y 

JpRROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Frank- 
j  lin  County  to  review  a  judgment  af- 
firming a  judgment  of  a  Court  of  O>mmon 
Pleas  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death 
of  plaintilTs  intestate,  which  was  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
defendant's  servant.     Affirmed* 

I 
Statement  by  Johnson,  J.; 
Plaintiff  in  error  brought  suit  in  the  com- 
mon pleas  court  of  Franklin  county.  His 
petition  alleges,  in  substance,  his  appoint- 
ment and  qualification  as  administrator, 
the  incorporation  of  defendant  under  the 
laws  of  Ohio,  and  that  it  maintains  and 
operates  a  hospital  at  the  city  of  Columbus, 
Ohio,  for  hire  and  reward.  That  defendant 
received  said  Nancy  M.  Taylor  at  its  hos- 
pital as  a  pay  patient,  and  agreed,  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  to  furnish  her  with 
board,  lodging,  and  nursing,  provide  an 
operating  room  and  table,  and  assist  in 
and  about  an  operation  to  be  performed  on 
her  by  a  certain  named  surgeon.  That  de- 
fendant provided  for  said  operation  certain 
gauze  sponges  necessary  to  be  used  in  said 
operation,  which  consisted  of  two  abdomi- 
nal incisions,  and  that  defendant  provided 
one  of  its  employees  to  assist  in  said  opera- 

Headnotes  by  the  Court. 


Note.  —  (Jenerally  as  to  the  liability  of 
charitable  institutions,  including  those  con- 
ducting hospitals,  for  personal  injuries, 
see  notes  to  Farrigan  v.  Pevear,  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  481;  Bruce  v.  Central  M.  E.  Church, 
10  L.R.A.(N.S-)  74;  Thornton  v.  Franklin 
Square  House,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  486;  and 
Hordem  v.  Salvation  Army,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
62. 
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tion,  to  wit,  a  nurse,  whose  duty  it  was  to 
keep  account  of  the  sponges  so  provided 
for  use  of  the  surgeon.  That  the  nurse 
negligently  failed  to  keep  a  proper  count 
of  the  sponges  which  had  been  used  in  the 
operation,  and  that  by  reason  of  her  neg- 
ligence one  of  the  sponges  which  had  been 
used  was  left  in  the  body  of  the  decedent 
and  caused  her  death,  to  the  damage  of 
plaintiff  and  the  next  of  kin  of  decedent, 
for  which  judgment  is  prayed.  The  first, 
defense  of  the  answer  of  defendant  admits 
appointment  of  plaintiff  as  administrator; 
the  incorporation  of  defendant;  that  de- 
ceased was  received  at  the  hospital  as  a 
pay  patient,  and  that  defendant  agreed,  for 
$10  a  week,  to  furnish  her  with  board, 
lodging,  and  nursing;  that  an  operation 
was  performed  on  her  by  the  surgeon 
named;  that  it  provided  certain  gauze 
sponges  for  the  operation  and  one  of  its  em- 
ployees, a  nurse,  to  assist  in  said  operation, 
and  denied  the  other  allegations  in  the  pe- 
tition. 

The  material  portion  of  the  second  de- 
fense is  as  follows: 

''Defendant  says  that  it  is  now,  and  has 
been  ever  since  it  was  organized,  a  public 
and  charitable  corporation;  that  it  was  in- 
corporated and  organized,  and  has  been 
operated,  exclusively  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
viding hospital  accommodations  for  the 
sick  and  injured;  and  that  it  never  has 
had,  has  not  now,  and  cannot  have,  any 
capital  stock;  that  it  never  has  declared, 
and  cannot  declare,  dividends*  and  that  it 
never  made,  and  cannot  make,  any  profits, 
either  for  the  corporation  or  its  members ; 
that  its  funds  and  income  have  always  been, 
and  will  continue  to  be,  derived  from  the 
rents,  donations,  devises  and  bequests,  mon- 
eys and  supplies,  from  and  by  benevolent 
persons;  that  such  funds  and  income  have 
been  heretofore  used  for  the  erection,  sup- 
port, and  maintenance  of  a  public' and  chari- 
table hospital  for  the  sick  and  injured,  and 
they  will  have  to  be  used  in  tlie  future  for 
the  improvement  of  said  hospital,  and  the 
support  and  maintenance  of  the  sick  and 
injured  therein  lodged;  that  the  persons 
who  have  heretofore  made  such  donations, 
grants,  devises,  bequests,  and  subscriptions 
are  so  numerous  that  they  could  not  be 
stated  in  this  pleading. 

''Defendant  further  says  that  said  hospi- 
tal has  always  been,  and  is  now,  open  to 
all  persons  who  apply  for  its  benefits  and 
accommodations,  as  long  as  it  has  rooms  to 
accommodate  them;  that  it  has  had  and 
now  has  six  wards,  which  will  accommodate 
forty-five  patients,  and  which  are  for  the 
occupation  of  patients  who  are  gratuitous- 
ly lodged  and  cared  for,  and  it  has  had  and 
now  has  forty-five  rooms  for  those  who  are 
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able  to  and  willing  to  pay  for  lodging  and 
care  a  reasonable  compensation,  and  the  in- 
come BO  received  from  pay  patients  has  al- 
ways been  used  to  support  and  maintain 
the  said  hospital. 

''Defendant  further  says  that  the  said 
Nancy  M.  Taylor  engaged  and  agreed  to 
pay  this  defendant  ten  ($10)  dollars  per 
week  for  her  boarding  and  nursing  during 
the  time  she  was  at  the  hospital.  She 
occupied  a  room,  and  was  furnished  board 
and  nursing  from  the  25th  day  of  May  un- 
til the  30th  day  of  June,  1899,  for  which 
she  paid  the  hospital  the  sum  of  $51.40; 
that  such  sum  so  paid  to  this  defendant 
was  wholly  inadequate  as  compensation  for 
the  board  and  nursing  so  furnished  to  the 
said  Nancy  M.  Taylor." 

Plaintiff  in  error  filed  a  general  demur- 
rer to  the  second  defense,  which  was  over- 
ruled by  the  trial  court,  and,  plaintiff  not 
desiring  to  plead  further,  judgment  was  en- 
tered for  defendant.  This  judgment  was 
affirmed  by  the  circuit  court,  and  error  is 
prosecuted  to  this  court  by  the  plaintiff  to 
reverse  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below. 

Mr.  Ulric  Sloane  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Messrs.  Pagh  &  Pugh  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  question  presented  by  the  demurrer 
to  the  second  defense  of  the  answer  is 
whether,  under  the  facts  set  out  in  that 
defense,  the  defendant  is  liable  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  nurse  in  leaving  the  sponge 
in  the  body  of  the  deceased.  More  definite- 
ly: Do  the  averments  that  the  defendant 
is  a  public  and  charitable  corporation,  en- 
gaged in  operating,  maintaining,  and  sup- 
porting a  public  charitable  hospital  in  the 
manner  and  for  the  purposes  set  forth,  ex- 
empt defendant  from  liability  for  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  nurse  in  connection  with  the 
operation  *  on  the  decedent  at  the  time  she 
was  a  pay  patient  of  the  hospital?  This 
question  has  been  decided  in  some  other  ju- 
risdictions, and  counsel  have  rendered  valu- 
able assistance  by  able  and  exhaustive 
briefs. 

Defendant  contends  that  the  judgments 
of  the  courts  below  may  be  sustained  on  all 
or  any  of  several  grounds,  the  first  of  which 
is  that,  being  a  charitable  corporation  oper- 
ating a  charitable  hospital,  it  was  not  lia- 
ble for  the  negligence  of  its  employees,  if 
such  employees  were  selected  with  reason- 
able care.  The  position  of  plaintiff  is  that 
the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior  applies, 
and  should  be  enforced,  notwithstanding 
the  character  of  the  corporation  or  the  na- 
ture of  its  undertakings;  and  that,  having 
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accepted  deceased  as  a  pay  patient,  a  con- 
tractual relation  existed  between  the  par- 
ties, which  imposed  obligations  on  the  de- 
fendant different  from  those  to  one  who 
did  not  sustain  such  relation.  Section  3240, 
Revised  Statutes,  provides  (or  the  election 
of  trustees  of  a  corporation,  such  as  de- 
fendant, and  §  3261,  Revised  Statutes,  pro- 
vides that  the  trustees  of  a  corporation, 
created  other  than  for  profit,  shall  be  per- 
sonally liable  for  all  debts  of  the  corpora- 
tion contracted  by  them. 

There  is  a  direct  allegation  in  the  an* 
swer  in  this  case  that  defendant  is  a  pub- 
lic and  charitable  corporation  maintaining 
a  public  and  charitable  hospital.  We  think 
this  hospital,  owned  and  operated  in  the 
manner  set  out,  is  a  public  charity,  and 
this  without  reference  to  whether  some  of 
the  pat.ients  are  what  are  termed  pay 
patients  or  not. 

In  Gerke  v.  Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  229,  the 
court  declare:  "The  fact  that  the  use  of 
property  is  free  is  not  a  necessary  element 
in  determining  whether  the  use  is  public  or 
not.  If  the  use  is  of  such  a  nature  as  con- 
cerns the  public,  and  the  right  to  its  en- 
joyment is  open  to  the  public  upon  equal 
terms,  the  use  will  be  public,  whether  a 
compensation  be  exacted  or  not." 

In  McDonald  v.  Massachusetts  General 
Hospital,  120  Mass.  432,  21  Am.  Rep.  529, 
the  corporation,  from  the  description  of  its 
objects  and  the  manner  of  its  creation  and 
operation,  was  similar  to  the  defendant  in 
this  case.  The  court  say  in  deciding  the 
case:  "The  fact  that  its  funds  are  sup- 
plemented by  such  amounts  as  it  may  re- 
ceive from  those  who  are  able  to  pay  whol- 
ly or  entirely  for  the  accommodation  they 
receive  does  not  render  it  the  less  a  pub- 
lic charity.  All  sums  thus  obtained  are 
held  upon  the  same  trust  as  those  which 
are  the  gifts  of  pure  benevolence.  .  .  . 
If,  however,  any  contract  can  be  inferred 
from  the  relation  of  the  parties,  it  can  be 
only  on  the  part  of  the  corporation  that 
it  shall  use  due  and  reasonable  care  in  the 
selection  of  its  agents.  .  .  .  The  lia- 
bility of  the  defendant  corporation  can  ex- 
tend no  further  than  this:  If  there  has 
been  no  neglect  on  the  part  of  those  who 
administer  the  trust  and  control  its  man- 
agement, and  if  due  care  has  been  used  by 
them  in  the  selection  of  their  inferior 
agents,  even  if  injury  has  occurred  by  the 
negligence  of  such  agents,  it  cannot  be  made 
responsible.  The  funds  intrusted  to  it  are 
not  to  be  diminished  by  such  casualties,  if 
those  immediately  controlling  them  have 
done  their  whole  duty  in  reference  to  those 
who  have  sought  to  obtain  the  benefit  of 
them." 

In    Hearns    v.    Waterbury    Hospital,    66 
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Conn.  98,  31  L.R.A.  224,  S3  Atl.  595,  the 
court  state  that  the  only  question  was  the 
liabilitj  of  the  defendant  for  the  negligent 
conduct  of  physicians  and  nurses  employed 
by  it,  and  in  the  selection  of  whom  it  has 
exercised  due  care.  In  this  case  there  is  a 
yery  full  discussion  of  English  and  Ameri- 
can cases  touching  the  question;  and  the 
conclusion  arrived  at  was  that  the  hospital 
corporation  was  not  liable,  on  grounds  of 
public  policy,  for  injuries  caused  by  per- 
sonal neglect  of  duty  by  a  servant  whom  it 
has  selected  with  due  care. 

The  plaintiff,  in  Powers  v.  Massachusetts 
Homoeopathic  Hospital,  65  L.R.A.  372,  47 
C.  C.  A.  122,  109  Fed.  294,  was  a  pay  pa- 
tient, and  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of 
a  nurse  in  placing  a  rubber  bag  full  of  hot 
water  against  her  side,  burning  her.  Her 
counsel  contended,  as  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  this  case  contend,  that,  she  beings  pay 
patient,  the  hospital  was  liable,  because  she 
was  not  the  recipient  of  its  charity;  but 
the  court  denied  the  relief,  and  say:  "In 
our  opinion,  a  paying  patient  in  the  defend- 
ant hospital,  as  well  as  a  nonpaying  pa- 
tient, seeks  and  receives  the  services  of  a 
public  charity." 

Liability  to  a  pay  patient  was  denied  in 
Bownes  v.  Harper  Hospital,  101  Mich.  555, 
25  L.R.A.  602,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  427,  60  N. 
W.  42,  and  one  of  the  grounds  on  which 
the  court  put  its  decision  was  that  decedent, 
having  accepted  the  benefit  of  the  charity, 
did  so  on  the  understanding  that  the  fund 
could  not  be  diverted  by  the  torts  of  the 
managers  of  the  fund  or  their  employees. 
The  court  say:  "The  fact  that  patients 
who  are  able  to  pay  are  required  to  do  so 
does  not  deprive  the  defendant  of  its  elee- 
mosynary character,  nor  permit  a  recovery 
for  damages  on  account  of  the  existence 
of  contract  relations." 

Other  cases  in  which  the  same  conclusion 
was  arrived  at,  some  of  the  courts  adopting 
a  somewhat  different  line  of  reasoning, 
are:  Farrigan  v.  Pevear,  193  Mass.  147, 
7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  481,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  484, 
78  N.  E.  855,  8  Ann.  Cas.  1109;  Fire  Ins. 
Patrol  V.  Boyd,  120  Pa.  624,  1  L.R.A.  417, 
6  Am.  St.  Rep.  745,  15  Atl.  653;  Union  P. 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Artist,  23  L.R.A.  581,  9  C.  C.  A. 
14,  19  U.  S.  App.  612,  60  Fed.  365. 

Judge  Stewart,  in  his  excellent  work  on 
Legal  Medicine  (§  96),  after  an  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  on  the  subject,  says :  "The 
doctrine  of  the  Massachusetts  cases  may  be 
said  to  be  the  law  followed  by  other  states, 
and  is  the  proper  legal  view  to  take  of  this 
question;  the  reasoning  of  the  court  being 
so  sound  as  to  seem  irrefutable." 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  suggests  that  some 
of  the  American  cases  are  predicated  on  the 
English  case  of  Holliday  v.  St.  Leonard, 
^9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


11  C.  B.  N.  S.  192,  30  L,  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  361, 
8  Jur.  N.  S.  79,  4  L.  T.  N.  S.  406,  9  Week. 
Rep.  694,  and  some  other  cases  which,  he 
insists,  have  been  impliedly  repudiated  by 
the  later  case  of  Mersey  Docks  ^  Harbour 
Board  v.  Gibbs,  L.  R.  1  H.  L.  93,  11  H.  L. 
Cas.  686,  35  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  225,  12  Jur. 
N.  S.  571,  14  L.  T.  N.  8.  677,  14  Week. 
Rep.  872,  which  enforced  the  doctrine  of 
respondeat  superior. 

We  think  this  contention  is  not  sound, 
because  the  company  in  the  latter  case  was 
a  trading  company,  and  not  a  public  charity 
in  the  sense  that  defendant  here  and  simi- 
lar corporations  are.  Mr.  Justice  Black- 
burn, who  gave  opinions  in  the  cases  re- 
ferred to,  said,  in  Mersey  Docks  &  Harbour 
Board  v.  Cameron,  11  H.  L.  Cas.  465,  22 
En^.  Rul.  Cas.  378:  "Whatever  may  be  the 
law  as  to  exemption  of  property  occupied 
for  charitable  purposes,  it  is  clear  that  the 
docks  in  question  can  come  within  no  such 
exemption." 

But,  even  if  it  appears  that  the  greater 
weight  of  authority  outside  of  Ohio  falls 
against  his  view,  counsel  for  plaintiff  in- 
sists that  such  authority  is  not  in  harmony 
with  the  established  doctrine  in  this  state, 
and  refers  to  the  cases  of  Goodloe  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, 4  Ohio,  500-514;  Dayton  v.  Pease, 
4  Ohio  St.  80 ;  Dunn  v.  Brown  County  Agri. 
Soc.  46  Ohio  St.  96,  1  L.R.A.  754,  15  Am. 
St.  Rep.  556,  18  N.  E.  496;  Toledo  v.  Cone, 
41  Ohio  St.  149;  Murphy  v.  Holbrook,  20 
Ohio  St.  137,  5  Am.  Rep.  633.  We  do  not 
think  these  cases  sustain  plaintiff's  view 
of  the  question  made  by  this  aqswer.  Good- 
loe V.  Cincinnati,  Dayton  v.  Pease,  and  To- 
ledo V.  Cone,  were  cases  in  which  the  in- 
jury was  done  by  employees  of  the  cities, 
in  the  peHormance  of  public  works  under- 
taken for  the  benefit  of  the  cities,  and  in 
the  exercise  of  powers  and  duties  granted 
and  imposed  on  them  as  municipal  corpo- 
rations. Of  course,  under  familiar  rules, 
they  were  liable  for  the  wrongful  acts  of 
their  servants. 

In  Dunn  v.  Brown  County  Agri.  Soc.  the 
fair  grounds  were  kept  and  the  fair  con- 
ducted, not  as  a  thing  free  to  the  public. 
Judge  Williams,  in  declarinng  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court,  says,  as  to  the  rule  of 
exemption  from  liability,  that  it  "has  no 
application  to  corporations  called  into  be- 
ing by  the  voluntary  action  of  the  individ- 
uals forming  them  for  their  own  advantage, 
convenience,  or  pleasure." 

In  Murphy  v.  Holbrook,  the  receivers  of 
a  railroad  company  were  held  liable  for  in- 
juries to  plaintiff's  intestate,  and  it  was 
held  to  be  "no  defense  in  such  action  that 
the  receiver  was  a  public  officer,  or  that 
he  was  an  agent  or  trustee."  But  the  re- 
ceivers of  a  railroad  company  or  other  cor- 
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pomtion  hold  the  property  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  company  and  its  creditors; 
and  when  operated  by  the  receivers  under 
order  of  court  the  object  is  to  preserre  the 
property  and,  if  possible,  earn  something 
for  the  benefit  of  the  company  and  its 
creditors.  It  is  not  an  enterprise  to  serve 
and  benefit  the  public  solely. 

There  is  disclosed  in  some  of  the  cases 
and  in  the  argument  for  defendant  a  singu- 
lar disposition  to  question  the  fundamental 
soundness  of  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  au' 
perior.  We  are  not  disposed  to  lend  sup- 
port to  such  tendency.  Experience  has 
shown  that  the  ends  of  justice  are  best  se- 
cured by  holding  the  master  responsible  for 
injuries  caused  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  his 
servant,  done  in  the  prosecution  of  his 
private  ends  and  for  his  benefit. 

Doubtless  the  rule  will  be  extended  to 
meet  the  requirements  of  manifold  new  con- 
ditions brought  about  by  growth  and  ad- 
vance. Courts  are  constantly  confronted 
with  the  necessity  of  extending  established 
principles  to  new  conditions.  But  in  this 
case  it  is  sought  to  extend  the  rule  to  mas- 
ters different  from  others,  and  who  do  not 
come  within  its  reason,  and  to  hold  a  pub- 
lic charity  involving  no  private  profit  re- 
sponsible for  the  negligence  of  servants  em- 
ployed solely  for  a  publio  use  and  a  public 
benefit.  We  think  such  extension  it  not 
justified.  Public  policy  should  and  does 
encourage  enterprises  with  the  aims  and 
purposes  of  defendant,  and  requires  that 
they  should  be  exempted  from  the  operation 
of  the  rule.. 

We  think  there  Is  no  error  in  the  record,  ^ 
and  the  judgments  of  the  courts  below  are 
affirmed. 

Spear,  CV.  J.,  and  Bavlfl,  Shauck, 
Price,  and  Donahue,  JJ.,  concur. 
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ROBERT  P.  O'BRIEN,  Appt 

'(233  Pa.  830,  82  Atl.  476.) 

Executors  —  domtclltary  —  Judgment  — 
right  to  enforce. 

1.  A  statute  declaring  that  foreign  let- 
ters of  administration  shall  not  confer  any 
of  the  powers  or  authority  conferred  by 
domestic  letters  does  not  prevent  a  domi- 
ciliary administrator  who  has  obtained  a 
judgment  in  the  state  of  his  residence  from 
maintaining  an  action  on  it  in  the  local 
courts. 
39  L.R^(N.S.) 


Same  «  enforcement  ot  Judgment  — 
conflict  of  laws. 

2.  A  judgment  obtained  by  a  don^iciliary 
executor,  at  the  place  of  his  residence,  is  an 
asset  located  within  that  state;  and  he,  in 
his  individual  capacity,  and  not  an  ancillary 
administrator  appointed  at  the  debtor's  resi- 
dence, in  another  state,  has  the  right  to  sue 
in  the  courts  of  the  latter  state,  to  enforce 
the  judgment. 

Action  —  capacity  in  which  brought  — 
surplusage. 

3.  That  a  domiciliary  administrator  hav- 
ing a  right  to  enforce  in  his  own  name,  in 
the  courts  of  another  state,  a  judgment  ob- 
tained in  the  courts  of  his  appointment,  in- 
stitutes the  suit  in  his  representative  ca- 
pacity, is  immaterial,  since  the  official  title 
is  surplusage  and  may  be  disregarded. 

(January  2, 1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for 
Armstrong  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in 
an  action  brought  to  enforce  payment  of  a 
judgment.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  R.  A.  McCullough  and  R.  Ii. 
Ralston,  for  appellant: 

The  authority  of  executors  and  adminis- 
trators does  not  extend  beyond  the  terri- 
tory of  the  government  appointing  them. 

Sayre  v.  Helme,  61  Pa.  299;  Mansfield  v. 
McFarland,  202  Pa.  173,  51  Atl.  763; 
Viosca's  Estate  (Engelskirger's  Appeal) 
197  Pa.  280,  51  L.R.A.  876,  47  Atl.  233; 
Laughlin  v.  Solomon,  180  Pa.  177,  57  Am. 
St.  Rep.  633,  36  AtL  704;  Moore  v.  Fields, 
42  Pa.  467. 

The  Ohio  judgment  is  a  nullity  in  Penn- 
sylvania. A  court  with  equity  jurisdic- 
tion will  exercise  that  jurisdiction  to  give 
to  its  citizens  the  protection  of  its  own 
laws. 

Cole  V.  Cunningham,  133  U.  S.  107,  138, 
33  L.  ed.  638,  650,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  269; 
Galbraith  v.  Rutter,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  554; 
Sweeny  v.  Hunter,  145  Pa.  363,  14  LJLA. 
594,  22  Atl.  653;  Com.  v.  Stambaugh,  22 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  386;  Davis  v.  Headley,  22 
K.  J.  £q.  116. 

Note.  ^^  Right  of  dofnioiliary  adnUniS' 
trator  to  aue  on  judgment  in  another 
state. 

The  general  rule  is  that,  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  an  executor  or  sidministrator  can- 
not, in  his  representative  capacity,  maintain 
a  suit  in  one  state  or  country  by  virtue 
of  letters  granted  in  another.    18  C^.  1237. 

There  seems  to  be  an  exception  to  this 
rule,  however,  in  cases  where  the  adminis- 
trator has  recovered  a  judgment  in  an  ac- 
tion brought  by  him  in  his  representative 
capacity  in  the  jurisdiction  of  his  appoint^ 
ment,  and  in  such  cases  he  may  sue  thereon 
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A  foreign  judgment  for  fraud  may  be 
impeached. 

Story,  Confl.  L.  §  608;  Hilton  ▼.  Guyot, 
159  U.  S.  113,  40  L.  ed.  95,  16  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  139;  Lines  v.  Lines,  142  Pa.  149,  24 
Am.  St.  Rep.  487,  21  Atl.  809;  Davis  ▼. 
Headley,  22  N.  J.  Eq.  115. 

Messrs.  H.  li.  Golden  and  Harry  O. 
Golden,  for  appellee: 

Where  a  debt,  fixed  by  the  decree  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  another 
state,  48  due  by  citizens  of  Pennsylvania  to 
the  estate  of  one  who  had  his  domicil  at 
the  time  of  his  death  in  said  foreign  state, 
the  administrator  of  the  domicil  may  sue 
for  and  recover  the  debt,  in  the  courts  of 
this  state,  without  first  taking  out  letters 
of  administration  here. 


Moore  ▼.  Fields,  42  Pa.  467;  Shake- 
speare v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  S.  D..  Co. 
97  Pa.  173;  Shinn's  Appeal,  166  Pa.  128, 
30  Atl.  1026,  1030;  Wilkins  v.  EUett,  108 
U.  8.  256,  258,  27  L.  ed.  718,  2  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  641;  Talmage  v.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  72; 
Tittman  v.  Thornton,  107  Mo.  600,  16 
L.R.A.  410,  17  S.  W.  979;  Arizona  Cattle 
Co.  y.  Huber,  4  Ariz.  69,  33  Pac.  655; 
McCarthy  v.  Troll,  90  Ark.  199,  118  S.  W. 
416;  Miller  v.  Hoover,  121  Mo.  App.  568, 
97  S.  W.  210. 

A  foreign  administrator  may  sue  person- 
ally in  this  state  on  a  judgment  recovered 
by  him,  as  administrator,  out  of  this  state. 

Freeman,  Judgm.  217 ;  Talmage  v.  Chapel, 
16  Mass.  71;  Biddie  v.  Wilkins,  1  Pet.  686, 
7   L.  ed.   315;    Low  v.   Burrows,   12   Cal. 


in  his  own  name  in  another  jurisdiction 
without  taking  out  ancillary  letters  of  ad- 
ministration. 

"But  there  is  a  wide  distinction  between 
an  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  foreign  executor 
to  bring  a  suit  in  this  state  upon  an  orig- 
inal cause  of  action  due  the  decedent,  and 
his  right  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  judg- 
ment already  recovered  by  him  in  the  state 
where  his  letters  testamentary  were  granted. 
In  the  latter  case,  the  judgment  becomes  a 
new  debt  due  to  him  as  administrator,  and 
his  right  to  sue  for  the  same  does  not  de- 
pend upon  his  letters  of  administration." 
Barton  v.  Higgins,  41  Md.  539. 

In  §  522  of  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws,  it  is 
said  that  in  view  of  the  fact  that  there  is 
no  privity  between  persons  to  whom  ad- 
ministration is  granted  in  different  states, 
an  ancillary  administrator  in  one  state  may 
not  sue  upon  a  judgment  obtained  in  an- 
other state  by  the  administrator  there,  but 
that  the  foreign  administrator  himself  may, 
in  such  case,  maintain  a  personal  suit 
against  the  debtor  in  another  state,  because 
the  judgment  would  as  to  him  merge  in  the 
original  debt  and  become  personally  due  to 
the  administrator  in  his  own  right. 

The  following  cases  support  the  rule  laid 
down  above,  that  a  domiciliary  administra- 
tor may  sue  in  another  state  on  a  judgment 
obtained  by  him  in  the  state  of  his  appoint- 
ment, without  taking  out  ancillary  letters: 
Biddie  v.  Wilkins,  1  Pet.  686,  7  L.  ed.  315 ; 
Newberry  v.  Robinson,  36  Fed.  841;  Moore 
V.  Kraft,  103  C.  C.  A.  231,  179  Fed.  685; 
Arizona  Cattle  Co.  ▼.  Huber,  4  Ariz.  69,  33 
Pac.  656;  McCarthy  v.  Troll,  90  Ark.  199, 
118  S.  W.  416;  Lewis  y.  Adams,  70  Cal.  403, 
69  Am.  Rep.  423,  11  Pac.  833;  Greason  v. 
Davis,  9  Iowa,  219;  Wayland  v.  Porterfield, 
1  Met.  (Ky.)  638;  Barton  y.  Higgins,  41 
Md.  639;  Talmadge  y.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71; 
Tittman  v.  Thornton,  107  Mo.  600,  16  L.R.A. 
410,  17  8.  W.  979;  Rogers  y.  Hatch,  8  Nev. 
35;  Nichols  v.  Smith,  7  Hun,  680;  Moore 
V.  Fields,  42  Pa.  467 ;  Hunt  v.  Lyle,  6  Yerg. 
412;  Page  v.  Cravens,  3  Head,  383;  Nelson 
y.  Bagby,  26  Tex.  Supp.  306. 

The  same  rule  was  announced  in  Green  v. 
Heritage,  63  N.  J.  L.  466,  43  Atl.  698,  but 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


this  case  was  reversed  upon  a  jurisdiction- 
al point  in  64  N.  J.  L.  567,  46  Atl.  634, 
without  any  expression  of  opinion  upon  the 
merits  of  the  case. 

And  this  rule  applies  although  an  an- 
cillary administrator  has  been  appointed  in 
the  state  in  which  suit  is  brought.  Hase 
v.  O'Brien. 

In  such  a  suit  by  the  administrator,  a 
plea  in  defense  that  the  defendant  was  first 
appointed  administrator  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  in  the  state  where  the  suit  was 
brought,  tenders  an  immaterial  issue,  and 
is  bad  on  demurrer.  Biddie  v.  Wilkins,  1 
Pet.  686,  7  L.  ed.  315. 

In  Crawford  v.  Whittal,  reported  in  note 
to  1  Dougl.  K.  B.  4,  note,  it  is  held  that  the 
administrator  may  sue  without  profert  of 
letters,  and  without  showing  the  grounds 
of  the  judgment;  and  Biddie  v.  Wilkins, 
supra,  agrees  that  the  administrator  is  not 
bound  to  make  profert  of  his  letters. 

Such  a  judgment  in  legal  effect  creates  a 
new  debt,  and  this  may  be  enforced  in  an- 
other state.  Newberry  v.  Robinson,  36  Fed. 
841. 

Such  foreign  administrator  is  not  bound 
to  sue  as  administrator,  and  LP  he  does  so 
name  himself,  the  description  will  be  re- 
garded as  surplusage.  Biddie  v.  Wilkins, 
sunra;  Talmadge  v.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71. 

Naming  himself  as  administrator  does  not 
alter  his  character  or  his  right  to  sue.  Page 
V.  Cravens,  3  Head,  383. 

The  debt  is  merged  in  the  judgment  and  is 
due  to  the  administrator  (Biddie  v.  Wil- 
kins, supra;  Wayland  y.  Porterfield,  1  Met. 
[Ky.]  638;  Talmage  y.  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71), 
and  becomes  an  asset  in  the  state  wherein  it 
'was  originally  rendered.  Arizona  Cattle  Co. 
V.  Huber,  4  Ariz.  69,  33  Pac.  555. 

So,  where  an  action  begun  by  the  testator 
is  revived  by  his  executor  and  judgment  is 
recovered  therein,  the  executor  may  sue  up- 
on such  judgment  in  another  state  with- 
out complying  with  the  terms  of  a  statute 
regarding  debts  "due  to  decedents."  Way- 
land  V.  Porterfield,  supra. 

An  administrator  who  has  recovered  judg- 
ment in  the  state  where  he  received  his  ap 
pointment  may  sue  upon  the  judgment  in 
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188;  Lewis  ▼.  Adams,  70  CaL  403,  59  Am. 
Bep.  423,  11  Pac.  833;  Barton  v.  Higgins, 
41  Md.  539;  Rogers  v.  Hatch,  8  Nev.  35; 
Page  y.  Cravens,  3  Head,  383;  State  use 
of  Minoi  v.  Kaime,  4  Mo.  App.  481;  Rucks 
V.  Taylor,  49  Miss.  652;  McCulIy  v.  Cooper, 
114  Cal.  258,  35  L.RA.  494,  55  Am.  St. 
Rep.  66,  46  Pac.  82;  Cherry  v.  Speight,  28 
Tex.  503;  Boulden  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
205  Pa.  264,  54  Atl.  906;  Viosca's  Estate 
(Engelskirger's.  Appeal)  197  Pa.  280,  51 
L.RA.  876,  47  Atl.  233;  McCuUough  v. 
Railway  Mail  Asso.  225  Pa.  118,  73  Atl. 
1007. 

Mestrezat,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Patrick  O'Brien  .died  intestate,  in  1903, 
in  the  state  of  Ohio,  and  domiciliary  let- 
ters of  administration  were  granted  to  his 
widow.  She  resigned,  and  letters  de  bonis 
nan  were  granted  to  Wellington  R.  Hare, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  who  duly  qualified. 


Some  time  prior  to  his  death,  O'Brien  had 
placed  various  sums  of  money  in  the  hands 
of  his  son  Robert,  the  defendant,  in  trust, 
to  be  invested  and  the  interest  or  income 
to  be  paid  Patrick.  Hare  brought  an  ac- 
tion against  Robert  iii  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  of  Wyandot  county,  Ohio,  to 
enforce  payment  of  the  money  alleged  to 
have  been  placed  in  Robert's  hands,  and 
recovered  a  decree  or  judgment  against 
Robert  for  $18,000.  The  suit  was  in  the 
nature  of  a  foreign  attachment;  ayd  cer- 
tain real  and  personal  estate  of  Robert, 
in  Wyandot  county,  was  attached  in  the 
hands  of  garnishees.  Robert  was  not  per- 
sonally served,  but  appeared  by  counsel, 
put  in  an  answer,  and  contested  the  suit. 
The  decree  or  judgment  entered  against 
him  in  the  common  pleas  was  subsequently, 
on  his  appeal,  affirmed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Ohio.  About  $6,000  was  realized 
on  the  judgment  out  of  Robert's  property  in 
Ohio.    On.  October  11,  1909,  Hare  brought 


his  own  name  in  a  different  state,  and  upon 
his  death  the  suit  may  be  revived  in  the 
name  of  his  administrator  appointed  under 
the  laws  of  that  other  state.  Tittman  v. 
Thornton,  107  Mo.  500,  16  L.R.A  410,  17  S. 
W.  979. 

Where  an  administrator  is  sued  in  the 
state  of  his  appointment  by  parties  from  an- 
otlier  state  and,  prevailing,  he  recovers  judg- 
ment for  costs,  he  may  sue  in  the  other  state 
on  the  judgment  without  filing  an  exempli- 
fied copy  of  his  letters;  he  is  not  suing  in 
the  right  of  his  intestate,  but  in  his  own 
right,  though  an  administrator.  Green  ▼. 
Heritage,  63  N.  J.  L.  455,  43  Atl.  698. 
This  case  was  reversed  upon  a  jurisdictional 
point  in  64  N.  J.  L.  567,  46  Atl.  634,  but  no 
opinion  was  expressed  upon  the  merits  of 
the  case. 

Executors  having  recovered  judgment  in 
Canada  may  sue  on  it  in  New  York  in  their 
individual  names;  the  judgment  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  chose  in  action,  and  is  to  be 
used  to  establish  their  title  and  show  the 
amount  they  are  entitled  to  recover.  Nich- 
ols V.  Smith,  7  Hun,  580. 

A  superseding  administrator  may  sue  his 
predecessors  in  another  state  upon  a  judg- 
ment recovered  by  him  against  them  in  the 
state  of  his  appointment,  no  matter  whether 
he  is  called  administrator  in  the  record  of 
the  judgment  or  not.  Moore  v.  Fields,  42 
Pa.  467. 

He  may  sue,  or  he  may  verify  a  judgment 
as  a  claim  against  the  representative  of  the 
debtor  in  the  other  state.  Cherry  v.  Speight, 
28  Tex.  503. 

Where  an  executor  recovered  judgment  in 
Tennessee  upon  a  cause  of  action  arising 
after  the  death  of  his  testator,  and  later 
compromised  by  accepting  a  certain  amount 
of  money  and  an  assignment  to  him,  and 
other  beneficial  owners  of  the  debt,  of  rights 
under  a  conveyance  of  property  in  Missis- 
sippi, the  executor  and  his  coassignees  may 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


maintain  an  action  upon  the  assignment  in 
the  latter  state.  Rucks  v.  Taylor,  49  Miss. 
652. 

In  Hall  V.  Harrison,  21  Mo.  227,  64  Am. 
Dec.  225j  the  same  rule  is  laid  down  with 
reference  to  judgments  against  defendants 
who  might  be  citizens  of  the  state  where 
the  judgments  were  recovered  at  the  death 
of  the  intestate,  but  the  court  suggests  a 
query  as  to  whether  the  rule  would  apply 
in  case  the  debtor  were  a  citizen  of  the  oth- 
er state  at  that  time  and  his  property  were 
situated  there. 

In  Macnicol  v.  Macnicol,  L.  R.  19  Eq.  81, 
31  L.  T.  N.  S.  566,  23  Week.  Rep.  67,  where 
an  administrator  had  obtained  judgment  in 
India,  he  was  allowed  to  collect  the  amount 
due  from  the  debtor's  estate  in  England 
without  taking  out  letters  of  administra- 
tion. 

But  under  the  statutes  of  Pennsylvania,  a 
foreign  administrator  cannot  sue  there  for 
any  part  of  an  estate  which  is  subject  to 
administration  under  their  laws.  Moore  v. 
Fields,  42  Pa.  467. 

And  where  plaintiff  sues  on  a  foreign 
judgment  obtained  by  deceased,  claiming  to 
be  his  widow  and  executrix  of  his  will,  un- 
der which  she  claims  to  have  become  owner 
of  all  his  property  after  payment  of  his 
debts,  but  where  no  proof  is  offered  of  these 
allegations,  although  the  answer  puts  them 
in  issue,  her  proof  fails  upon  the  essential 
point  of  title  to  the  judgment,  and  het  case 
falls.     Winham  v.  Kline,  72  Mo.  App.  615. 

Since  it  is  but  an  act  of  comity  for  a 
state  to  open  its  courts  so  as  to  allow  one 
clothed  with  power  from  a  foreign  authority 
to  enter  to  assert  the  rights  of  his  testator 
or  intestate,  the  state  having  done  so,  it 
is  only  a  reasonable  rule  that  such  state 
should  also  require  such  foreign  represent- 
ative to  produce  properly  authenticated 
exemplification  of  his  letters  testamentary 
or  of  administration,  and  when  he  fails  to 
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the  present  action  in  the  common  pleas  of 
Armstrong  county,  Pennsylvania,  on  the 
decree  or  judgment  obtained  by  him  in 
Ohio,  and  seeks  to  recover  the  balance  due 
thereon.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the 
court  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, but  subsequently  entered  judgment 
non  ohaiante  veredicto  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  has  talcen  this  appeal.  Hare 
has  not  administered  on  O'Brien's  estate 
in  Pennsylvania,  but  on  September  1,  1909, 
letters  of  administration  vrere  issued  in 
Armstrong  county  to  Carl  A.  O'Brien. 

The  appellant  denies  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  and  contends  that  §  6 
of  the  act  of  March  15,  1832  (P.  L.  136; 
1  Purdon's  Dig.  13th  ed.  p.  1074),  pro- 
hibits the  plaintiff,  a  foreign  administra- 
tor, from  suing  on  the  Ohio  judgment  in 
this  state,  and  especially  as  there  is  an 
ancillary  administrator  here;  that  to  allow 
a  recovery  would  authorize  the  assets  of 
the    decedent    to    be    removed    from    this 


state  to  the  injury  of  our  citizens  who 
are  creditors,  and  that  the  Ohio  court  did 
not  have  jurisdiction  ov^r  the  suhject- 
matter  of  the  action. 

At  common  law,  a  foreign  executor  or 
administrator  had  no  authority  as  such  to 
bring  an  action  outside  the  jurisdiction 
of  his  appointment.  Our  act  of  1705  (2 
Stat,  at  L.  p.  195)  changed  the  common 
law  in  t)iis  respect,  and  provided  that  a 
foreign  executor  or  .administrator,  produ- 
cing letters  here,  could  bring  an  action  in 
any  court  of  this  province.  The  present 
law  on  the  subject  is  the  6th  section  of 
the  act  of  March  15,  1832  (P.  L.  136;  1 
Purdon's  Dig.  13th  ed.  p.  1074),  which 
re-established  the  common  law,  and  pro- 
vides as  follows:  ''No  letters  testamentary 
or  of  administration,  or  otherwise  pur- 
porting to  authorize  any  person  to  inter- 
meddle with  the  estate  of  a  decedent,  which 
may  be  granted  out  of  this  conunonwealth, 
shall  confer  upon  such  person  any  of  the 


produce  them  according  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  a  nonsuit  is  proper.  Buck  v. 
Johnson,  67  Ga.  82. 

In  Cobb  V.  Norwood,  11  Tex.  556,  it  was 
held  that,  since  a  foreign  administrator  has 
no  right  to  collect  a  debt  from  an  adminis- 
trator in  Texas,  a  presentation  of  a  claim 
by  an  agent  of  such  foreign  administrator 
based  upon  a  sworn  copy  of  the  foreign 
judgment  against  the  Texas  administrator's 
intestate,  and  its  rejection,  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  start  the  statute  of  limitations  run- 
ning against  he  claim. 

It  has  also  been  held  that  a  statute  au- 
thorizing a  foreign  administrator,  upon  cer- 
tain conditions,  "to  prosecute  suits  in  any 
court  in  this  state,"  also  authorizes  him  to 
take  out  an  execution  on  a  judgment  ob- 
tained by  his  intestate  in  the  latter's  life- 
time, and  such  administrator  need  not  re- 
sort first  to  a  judgment  in  his  own  name 
and  then  sue  on  the  judgment.  Keefer  y. 
Mason,  36  111.  406. 

And  when  an  executor  is  substituted  as 
party  plaintiff  on  the  record  of  a  judgment 
obtained  by  his  testator  in  Pennsylvania, 
and  by  the  practice  of  that  state  the  execu- 
tor thereupon  becomes  a  party  to  the  judg- 
ment, and  may  revive  and  bring  an  action 
upon  it  in  his  own  name,  such  executor 
thus  substituted  may  sue  upon  the  judg- 
ment in  Iowa  in  his  own  name.  Greason  v. 
Davis,  9  Iowa,  219. 

But  aside  from  statute  or  special  rules  of 
practice,  the  rule  seems  to  be  otherwise 
with  regard  to  judgments  obtained  by  the 
testator.  Thus,  it  is  said  that  in  these 
oases,  the  administrator  has  become  vested 
with  the  full  legal  title  to  the  property,  is 
in  fact  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  and 
as  such  can  maintain  an  action  relating  to 
the  property  in  his  individual  capacity.  He 
obtained  the  judgment  himself.  But  where 
the  judgment  is  obtained  by  the  testator 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  28 


or  intestate,  his  executor  or  administrator 
is  no  party  of  record  to  that  judgment,  and 
cannot  sue  upon  it  in  another  state  as  an 
individual;  nor  can  he  sue  in  his  represent- 
ative capacity ;  for  the  general  rule  against 
an  administrator  or  executor  appointed  in 
one  state  maintaining  an  action  m  another 
state  in  his  representative  capacity  would 
forbid  it.  Miller  v.  Hoover,  121  Mo.  App. 
568,  97  S.  W.  210. 

"To  permit  him  to  exercise  this  right  in 
his  representative  capacity  would  be  to  per- 
mit, him  to  use  the  courts  of  this  state  and 
their  processes  to  collect  a  debt  due  the  es- 
tate, and  to  withdraw  to  a  foreign  juris- 
diction the  i>roceeds  realized,  without  in 
any  way  providing  for  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  our  own  citizens,  who  may  be 
creditors  of  the  estate.  And  to  permit  him 
to  sue  in  his  individual  capaci^  could  be 
justified  only  on  the  theory  that  the  judg- 
ment itself  is  a  species  of  chattel  and,  as 
such,  had  been  reduced  to  actual  possession 
by  the  Virginia  administrator  and  by  him 
brought  into  this  state  for  enforcement.  To 
indulge  in  this  hypothesis  would  permit  a 
mere  fiction  relating  to  the  theoretical  situs 
of  an  incorporeal  tning  to  override  the  set- 
tled policy  of  our  law,  which  has  for  its 
prime  object  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
our  own  citizens.  The  object  of  that  policy 
will  best  be  promoted  by  .  •  .  adopting 
for  the  purposes  of  administration  the  com- 
mon-sense doctrine,  that  a  debt  due  tiie  es- 
tate of  a  deceased  person  from  a  debtor, 
who  resides  in  a  different  state  from  that  in 
which  the  creditor  was  domiciled  at  the 
time  of  his  death,  is  an  asset  at  the  place 
where  the  debtor  resides,  whether  such  debt 
be  evidenced  by  simple  contract,  specialty, 
or  judgment  recovered  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  creditor."  Miller  ▼.  Hoover,  121  Mow 
App.  568,  97  S.  W.  210.  •  H.  C.  Sh. 
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powers  and  authoritiee  possessed  by  an 
executor  or  administrator,  under  letters 
granted  within'  this  state."  This  act,  it 
may  be  observed,  is  limited  in  its  operation, 
and  in  terms  simply  prohibits  a  foreign 
representative  from  exercising  in  Penn- 
sylvania "any  of  the  powers  and  authorities 
possessed  by  an  executor  or  administrator 
under  letters  granted  within  this  state." 
A  foreign  administrator  cannot  sue  here  for 
choses  in  action  or  other  assets  of  the  de- 
cedent's estate  whose  situs  is  in  this  state. 
Under  the  statute,  they  must  be  adminis- 
tered by  an  ancillary  administrator;  and 
hence  the  domiciliary  administrator  can- 
not intermeddle  with  them.  What  the  for- 
mer may  do,  the  latter  cannot  do.  This  is 
the  settled  law  of  the  state.  In  this  case, 
we  are  not  dealing  with  assets  of  the  de- 
cedent within  this  jurisdiction  which  can  be 
administered  by  an  ancillary  administrator. 
The  present  action  was  brought  on  a  judg- 
ment obtained  by  the  plaintiff  in  Ohio,  the 
domicil  of  the  decedent,  on  a  claim  against 
the  defendant,  who  appeared  and  resisted  a 
recovery.  The  situs  of  the  judgment  was  in 
Ohio,  and  it  was  an  asset  of  decedent's  es- 
tate in  Ohio,  and  not  in  Pennsylvania. 
Viosca's  Estate  (Engelskirger's  Appeal) 
397  Pa.  280,  287,  61  L.R.A.  876,  47  Atl. 
233;  Arizona  Cattle  Co.  v.  Huber,  4  Ariz. 
69,  33  Pac.  555;  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Bouwens,  4 
Mees.  &  W.  171,  1  Horn  &  H.  319,  7  L.  J. 
Exch.  N.  S.  297.  As  said  by  Woodward, 
J.,  in  Moore  v.  Fields,  42  Pa.  467,  472, 
an  action  brought  here  by  a  foreign  ad- 
ministrator on  a  decree  obtained  in  an- 
other state:  "That  money"  was  never  sub- 
ject to  administration  in  Pennsylvania.  It 
was  an  administered  fund  before  it  was 
brought  here."  The  suit  in  Ohio  was 
brought  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  claim 
for  money  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendant by  the  decedent  in  his  lifetime,  and 
to  be  subsequently  accounted  for  to  the 
decedent,  and  was  not  brought  to  recover 
specific  securities  of  the  decedent's  estate 
in  this  jurisdiction  in  the  possession  of 
the  defendant,  a  resident  of  this  state. 
The  debt  was  merged  in  the  judgment 
which  belonged  to  the  administrator  per- 
sonally, subject  to  the  duty  to  account  to 
the  estate  of  the  decedent  in  the  state  of 
the  latter's  domicil.  He  holds  the  legal 
title,  subject  only  to  his  trust  as  adminis- 
trator. 1  Freeman,  Judgments,  4th  ed. 
§  217.  He  is  fixed  for  the  amount  of  the 
judgment,  and  can  relieve  himself  only 
by  showing  that  he  exercised  reasonable 
diligence  to  recover  it.  It  is  his  duty  to 
pursue  the  judgment  debtor  wherever  he 
may  be  found,  if,  by  doing  so,  payment 
may  be  enforced. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


The  domiciliary  administrator  may  there- 
fore sue  in  his  own  name  in  another  state 
on  a  judgment  recovered  by  him  in  his 
representative  character  in  the  state  of  the 
domicil.  I  Freeman,  Judgments,  4th  ed. 
§  217;  2  Wharton,  Confl.  L.  3d  ed.  §  61 5i; 
18  Cyc.  1239,  and  cases  cited  in  the  notes. 
The  administrator  sues  as  an  individual, 
and  not  in  a  representative  capacity;  and 
it  may  be  added  that  he  may  bring  a 
transitory  action  in  any  state  where  the 
defendant  may  be  found,  and  on  service 
of  its  process  the  court  will  acquire  ju- 
risdiction, regardless  of  where  the  cause  of 
action  arose.  Alley  v.  Caspari,  80  Me.  234, 
6  Am.  St.  Rep.  178,  14  Atl.  12;  Fisher  v. 
Fielding,  67  Conn.  91,  32  L.R.A.  236,  62 
Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  34  Atl.  714;  Mowry  v. 
Chase,  100  Mass.  79.  Judge  Freeman  says 
(§  217)  :  .  "He  [the  domiciliary  adminis- 
trator] may  sue  upon  the  judgment  in  his 
own  name,  without  describing  himself  as 
administrator,  and  may  therefore  pursue 
the  judgment  defendant,  by  action  on  the 
judgment,  in  a  different  state  from  that  in 
which  the  letters  of  administration  were 
issued;  and  there  can  scarcely  be  a  doubt 
that  *a  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  an 
adAiinistrator  so  merger  the  debt  that  it 
may  be  treated  as  his  personal  effects  so 
far  as  to  authorize  him  to  maintain  suit 
thereon  in  a  foreign  country,  without  there 
taking  out  letters  of  administration." 
Moore  ▼.  Fields,  supra,  was  an  action  of 
debt  brought  in  the  district  court  of  Phila- 
delphia by  the  public  administrator  of 
the  city  of  New  York  on  the  record  of  a 
decree  entered  by  the  surrogate's  court  of 
New  York.  After  saying  that  the  decree, 
unappealed  from,  was  conclusive  between 
the  parties,  Woodward,  J.,  delivering  the 
opinion,  continued  (p.  472) :  "It  is  of 
no  moment  that  he  is  called  administrator 
in  the  surrogate's  record.  Had  he  been 
called  trustee  for  creditors  and  heirs,  or 
had  no  title  whatever  been  given  him,  his 
right  to  recover  in  our  courts  upon  such 
a  record  would  have  been  the  same  as  it 
is  now.  A  judicial  decree  that  a  man  re- 
ceive a  certain  sura  of  money  from  defend- 
ants, who  were  duly  warned  and  fairly 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction,  entitles  him  to 
sue  for  it  in  a  Pennsylvania  court,  with 
or  without  his  official  title." 

The  ancillary  administrator  cannot  sue 
on  the  judgment  or  for  the  debt,  as  he  is 
not  a  party  to  the  judgment  nor  in  privity 
with  the  foreign  administrator.  Talmage 
V,  Chapel,  16  Mass.  71.  "An  administrator 
under  grant  of  administration  in  one  state," 
says  Grier,  J.,  in  Stacy  v.  Thrasher,  6  How. 
44,  59,  12  L.  ed.  337,  343,  "stands  in  none 
of  these  relations  to  an   administrator  in 
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another.  Each  ia  privy  to  the  testator 
and  would  be  estopped  by  a  judgment 
against  him;  but  they  have  no  privity  with 
each  other  in  law  or  in  estate.  They  re- 
ceive their  authority  from  different  sov- 
ereignties, and  over  different  property.  The 
authority  of  each  is  paramount  to  the 
other."  The  same  principle  is  recognized 
and  applied  in  Brodie  v.  Bickley,  2  Kawle, 
431,  437;  Lewis  v.  Adams,  70  Cal.  403, 
69  Am.  Kep.  423,  11  Pac.  833;  and  Ari- 
zona Cattle  Co.  ▼.  Huber,  4  Ariz.  •  69,  33 
Pac.  566. 

It  is  equally  clear  that  the  ancillary 
administrator  cannot  bring  an  action 
against  the  defendant  in  this  jurisdiction 
to  recover  the  original  indebtedness.  The 
suit  in  Ohio  was  brought  by  the  domicil- 
iary administrator  to  recover  a  money  judg- 
ment in  the  court  of  common  pleas,  which 
had  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  of  action, 
so  far  as  the  record  discloses.  The  ac- 
tion was  in  personam,  and  not  in  rem.  The 
defendant  voluntarily  appeared  and  con- 
tested the  merits  of  the  plaintiff's  right  to 
recover;  and  therefore  the  court  had  juris- 
diction of  his  person.  The  judgment  is 
conclusive  between  the  parties  (Guthrie  v. 
Lowry,  84  Pa.  633),  and  is  a  bar  to  an- 
other suit  for  the  same  cause  of  action. 
The  debt  was  merged  in  the  judgment, 
which  bars  a  new  action,  and  the  defendant 
can  successfully  interpose  the  judgment  as 
a  defense  to  a  suit  brought  by  the  ancil- 
lary administrator. 

There  is  no  question  of  fraud  in  the 
case.  The  suit  in  Ohio  was  not  brought 
to  defeat  the  rights  of  Pennsylvania  credit- 
ors to  assets  of  the  decedent  in  this  state, 
but  to  assert  a  claim  which  was  judicially 
determined  to  be  legally  due  the  plaintiff 
from  the  defendant.  The  domicil  of  the 
decedent  being  in  Ohio,  his  administrator 
could  lawfully  sue  in  that  state  to  recover 
the  claim  in  question,  and,  the  defendant 
having  voluntarily  appeared  and  contested 
the  claim,  he  is  concluded  by  the  judgment 
of  the  Ohio  court.  It  is  not  a  fraud,  noi 
any  evidence  of  fraud,  for  a  party  to  com- 
•pel  payment  of  a  claim  in  a  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  we  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  act  of  1832  has  no  applica- 
tion to  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  can  maintain  the  action  on  the 
Ohio  judgment  in  this  state.  It  is  im- 
material that  he  instituted  the  suit  in  his 
representative  character  as  the  domiciliary 
administrator  of  the  decedent.  The  proper 
parties  are  on  the  record,  and  his  official 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


title  is  surplusage,  and  may  be  disregard-^ 
ed.    2  Wharton,  Confl.  L.  3d  ed.  §  616). 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 
(Department  No.  2.) 

LESLIE  G.  SLOCUM,  Respt., 

V. 

SEATTLE  TAXICAB  COMPANY,  Appt. 
(67  Wash.  220,  121  Pac.  67.) 

Master  anfd  servant  —  right  of  superin- 
tendent to  employ  men  —  secret  Iiinl« 
tatlon. 

A  corporation  cannot  avoid  liability  upon 
a  contract  signed  by  its  superintendent,  who 
had  authority  to  employ  men,  engaging  a 
person  to  do  a  particular  part  of  the  work 
required  by  the  corporation  for  a  term  of 
one  year,  because  his  authority  was  limited 
to  employing  help  orally  from  day  to  day, 
since  the  other  contracting  party  had  a 
right  to  rely  upon  his  apparent  possession 
of  the  authority  which  he  assumed  to  exer- 
cise. 

(February  16,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  King  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  breach  of  a  contract 
to  employ  plaintiff  to  do  the  repair  work, 
for  defendant.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Brightman  &  Tennant  for  ap^ 
pellant. 

Messrs.  Shorett,  3icLaren,  &  Shorett 
for  respondent. 

Mount,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Defendant  prosecutes  this  appeal  from 
a  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  no  substantial  dispute  upon  the  follow- 
ing facts:  In  May,  1909,  the  defendant  cor- 
poration occupied  a  building  in  Seattle,  in 
which  building  the  corporation  kept  and  re- 
paired a*  number  of  automobiles.  Thia 
building  was  occupied  by  defendant  as  » 
tenant  from  month  to  month.  Mr.  A.  C» 
Stevens  was  in  active  charge  of  the  build- 
ing, and  was  designated  by  the  president 
of  the  company  as  superintendent.  He  had 
authority  to  employ  and  discharge  such 
men   as   were   needed   about   the   business. 

Note. —  As  to  the  time  for  which  con- 
tracts of  emplojrment  may  be  made  on  be- 
half of  a  corporation  by  its  officers,  di- 
rectors, and  agents,  see  notes  to  Carney  t.. 
New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  49  L.R.A.  471,  and' 
Laird  v.  Michigan  Lubricator  Co.  17  L.R.A. 
(Njg.)  177. 
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On  May  1,  1909,  Mr,  Stevens  and  the  plain- 
tiff entered  into  the  following  written  agree- 
ment: 

Seattle  Taxi-Cab  Company. 
Broadway,  Corner  Union  Street,  Seattle. 

Date  May  let,  '09. 
Contract. 
Leslie  6.  Slocum  agrees  to  pay  the  sum 
of  $25  per  Mo.  to  Seattle  Taxi-Cab  Co.  for 
shop  on  second  floor  for  trimming  &  paint- 
ing, and  to  do  all  the  said  Co.'s  work  at 
25  per  cent  less  than  other  shops.  As  long 
as  above  contract  is  fulfilled  he  is  to  have 
said  shop  one  year  from  date. 

A.  C.  Stevens, 
Supt.  of  Taxi-Cab  Co. 
[Signed]  Leslie  G.  Slocum. 

'  The  plaintiff  thereupon  partitioned  off  a 
room  on  the  second  floor  of  the  building,  and 
occupied  the  same,  and  did  the  defendant's 
work  in  a  satisfactory  manner.  Bills  for 
work  done  were  rendered  weekly  by  plain- 
tiff, and  the  agreed  rent  was  deducted  there- 
from. The  balance  was  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant until  about  January  3,  1910,  when 
the  defendant  refused,  apparently  arbitrari- 
ly, to  give  the  plaintiff  any  more  work,  and 
ejected  him  from  the  building.  The  presi- 
dent of  the  corporation  did  not  know  about 
the  contract.  It  was  shown  to  him  by  th& 
plaintiff  at  that  time.  He  thereupon  in^ 
formed  plaintiff  that  the  contract  was  void 
because  Mr.  Stevens  had  no  authority  to 
make  it.  The  plaintiff  at  that  time  had 
done  some  work  for  which  he  had  not  been 
paid.  He  presented  a  bill  therefor,  amount- 
ing to  $89.05.  The  defendant  issued  a 
check  to  the  plaintiff  in  payment  of  the 
bill.  The  plaintiff  presented  this  check  to 
the  bank  for  payment,  but  payment  was  re- 
fused unless  plaintiff  would  sign  a  receipt 
"in  full  of  all  claims  to  date"  against  the 
defendant  company.  Plaintiff  refused  to 
sign  such  receipt,  but  retained  the  check. 
He  thereafter  brought  this  action  to  recover 
upon  three  alleged  causes  of  action.  By  the 
first  cause  he  sought  to  recover  $1,773,  al-* 
leged  damages  for  failure  to  furnish  him 
work  for  the  balance  of  the  year  according 
to  the  contract.  By  the  second  cause  he 
sought  to  recover  $1,000  for  the  alleged 
breach  of  the  lease.  By  the  third  cause  hk 
sought  to  recover  upon  the  check  $89.05. 
Upon  the  trial  of  the  case  the  court  found 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  damaged  in  the 
sum  of  $316.35  by  reason  of  the  failure  of 
the  defendant  to  supply  him  with  work. 
The  court  found  upon  the  second  cause  of 
action  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  recover 
for  a  breach  of  the  contract  of  lease.  The 
court  found  that  he  was  entitled  to  recover 
$89.05  upon  the  check.  , 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


The  defense  made  in  the  lower  court  and 
insisted  upon  here  is  that  the  contract  was 
void  because  the  superintendent,  Mr.  A.  C. 
Stevens,  had  no  authority  to  make  it.    The 
president  of  the  company  testified  that  Mr. 
Stevens  had  authority  from  him  to  superin- 
tend and  look  after  the  business,  and  em- 
ploy and  discharge  men  from  day  to  day, 
but  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  a  writ- 
ten contract  either  of  employment  or  for  a 
lease  of  the  building;  that  under  the  by- 
laws of  the  corporation  the  president  only 
had  such  authority.    We  are. satisfied  that 
it  was  not  incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  or 
any  other  employee  to  hunt  up  the  presi- 
dent of  the  company,  or  to  obtain  the  char- 
ter or  the  by-laws  of  the  company,  in  or- 
der to  determine  the  authority  of  one  who 
occupies  the  position  of  superintendent  of  a 
business,  so  as  to  make  a  valid  contract  of 
employment.     It  is  conceded  that  the  su- 
perintendent in  charge  had  authority  to  em- 
ploy men,  and  that  he  did  so.     The  fact 
that  he  prepared  and  signed  the  written 
contract  in  this  case  as  superintendent  was 
sufiicient  to  bind  the  company,  because  the 
contract  was  made  in  the  course  of  his  ap- 
parent authority  as  well  as  his  expressed 
authority  to  hire  and  discharge  men.    This 
is  especially  true  in  this  case,  where  the 
plaintiff  acted  in  good  faith  and  did  not 
know,  and  had  no  reason  to  suspect,  that 
the    superintendent    had   no    authority    to 
reduce  the  contract  to  writing,  or  that  he 
was  limited  in  the  employment  of  men  to  a 
day  by  day  employment.    In  Brace  v.  North- 
ern  P.   R.   Co.   63   Wash.   417,   38   L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1135,  115  Pac.  841,  this  court  said: 
"If  each  and  every  individual  having  busi- 
ness with  such  a  corporation  must  at  his 
peril    ascertain    and    determine    the    exact 
scope  and  limitation  of  the  agent's  author- 
ity, it  is  manifest  that  he  could  not  safely 
deal  with  the  acknowledged  agent,  and  that 
the  business  of  the  corporation  itself  would 
be  materially  impaired.    The  public  is  com- 
pelled to  rely  upon  the  apparent  authority 
of  the  conceded  agents  of  such  corporations, 
especially  when,  as  managers   or  superin- 
tendents, they  are  placed  in  control  of  de- 
partmental affairs."    In  Livieratos  v.  Com- 
monwealth Security  Co.  57  Wash.  376,  106 
Pac.  1125,  we  said:     "In  this  day  and  age, 
when  so  large  a  part  of  the  business  of  the  * 
commercial  world  is  transacted  through  the 
agency  of  corporations,  those  dealing  with 
them  cannot  be  expected  to  prove  the  au- 
thority of  corporate  agents  by  producing 
a  power  of  attorney  under  the  corporate 
seal.    They  have  a  right  to  rely  upon  the 
apparent    authority    of   those   with   whom 
they  deal,  and   for  acts   done  within  the 
scope  of  that  authority  the  corporation  U 
bound." 
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We  are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 

company  was  bound  by  the  contract  in  to 

far  as  it  related  to  an  employment  of  the 

plaintiff  for  the  year. 

.  The  judgment  must  therefore  be  afi^med. 

DunlMur,  Ch«  J.,  and  Morrla,  Fallerton, 
and  Emia,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


HililXOIS  SUPREBiE  COURT. 

FIRST  CONGREGATIONAL  CHURCH  OF 
DE  KALB,  Appt., 

V. 

BOARD    OF    REVIEW    OF    DE    KALB 

COUNTY. 

(254  ni.  220,  98  N.  E.  276.) 

Tax  «  exemption  «  parsonage. 

An  exemption  from  taxation  of  property 
used  exclusively  for  religious  work  does  not 
include  a  parsonage  used  as  a  residence  for 
the  pastor  of  a  church  and  his  family,  and 
such  religious  work  as  naturally  would  cen- 
ter around  the  pastor's  residence. 

(Carter,  Ch.  J.,  and  Farmer  and  Vickers, 

JJ.,  dissent.) 

(April  18,  1912. 


^CERTIFICATION  by  the  auditor  of  pub- 
V^  lie  accounts  for  De  Kalb  County  for 
the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  correctness  of  a  determina- 
tion by  the  board  of  review  assessing  a 
parsonage  for  taxes.     Approved. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  McGoorty  A  Pollock,  with 
Messrs.  OUffe  *  CUffe,  A.  G.  Kennedy 
and  H.  W.  McBwen  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  W.  H.  Stead,  Attorney  General, 
Charles  JS.  Woodward,  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General,  and  JSdward  M.  Burst,  for 
appellee : 

One  claiming  a  benefit  under  the  statute 
is  required  to  show  clearly  that  the  prop- 
erty is  exempt  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  law. 

People  ex  rel.  McCuUough  v.  Deutsche 
Gemeii^de,  249  111.  132,  94  N.  E.  162;  Mont- 
gomery y.  Wyman,  130  111.  17,  22  N.  £. 
845;  People  ex  rel.  Gore  v.  Peoria  Mercan- 
tile Library  Asso.  157  111.  369,  41  N.  E. 
557;  People  ex  rel.  Breymeyer  v.  Watseka 
Camp  Meeting  Asso.  160  111.  576,  43  N.  £. 
716;  Bloomington  Cemetery  Asso.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 170  111.  377,  48  N.  E.  905;  Sanitary 
Dist.  V.  Martin,  173  111.  243,  64  Am.  St 
Rep.  110,  60  N.  E.  201;  SUte  Council,  C. 
K.  V.  Eflingham  County,  198  111.  441,  64 
N.  £.  1104;  Re  Walker,  200  111.  566,  66  N. 
E.  144. 


Note.  ^^  Exemption  of  parsonage  front 

taxation. 

Generally,  as  to  the  effect  of  using  prop- 
erty for  a  religious,  charitable,  or  educa- 
tional institution  in  secular  business  or 
for  revenue  upon  its  right  to  exemption 
from  taxation,  see  note  to  Book  Agents  of 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church,  South,  v.  Hin- 
ton,  19  L.R.A.  289. 

As  to  the  exemption  from  taxation  of  a 
"parish  house,"  which  is  not  the  residence 
01  the  minister,  pastor,  or  priest  of  a 
church,  but  was  erected  primarily  for  use, 
and  is  used,  in  connection  with  a  principal 
church  building,  for  the  observance  of  re- 
ligious services  usually  deemed  essential  in 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  public  wor- 
ship, see  St.  Paul's  Church  v.  Concord,  and 
note  thereto,  in  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  910. 

A  parsonage,  rectory,  or  parish  house, 
owned  by  a  church  society  or  corporation 
and  occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  pastor, 
rector,  or  priest  of  the  church,  is  not  in- 
cluded within  an  exemption  from  taxation 
of  '-'houses  used  exclusively  for  public  wor- 
ship" (St.  Peter's  Church  v.  Scott  County, 
12  Minn.  395,  Gil.  280;  Hennepin  Coun^ 
V.  Grace,  27  Minn.  503,  8  N.  W.  761 ;  Ram- 
sey County  V.  Church  of  the  Good  Shep- 
herd, 45  Minn.  229,  11  L.R.A.  175,  47  N.  W. 
783;  Watterson  v.  Halliday,  T7  Ohio  St. 
160,  82  N.  E.  962,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1096) ;  or 
an  exemption  of  property  or  places  used  ex- 
clusively for  religious  purposes  (Muldoon 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


v.  De  Kalb  County,  254  111.  336,  98  N.  E. 
673;  Vail  v.  Beach,  10  Kan.  214;  People 
ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong,  Church, 
232  111.  158,  83  N.  E.  536) ;  or  of  "public 
buildings  for  religious  worship  .  •  . 
and  lots  of  ground  thereto  appurtenant  and 
used  therewith,  so  long  as  the  same  shall 
be  actually  used  for  that  purpose,  only" 
(First  Presby.  Church  v.  New  Orleans,  30 
La.  Ann.  259,  31  Am.  Rep.  224) ;  or  "build- 
ings for  religious  worship,"  so  far  as  they 
are  occupied  and  used  exclusively  for  re- 
ligious purposes  (St.  Joseph's  Church  v. 
Assessors  of  Taxes,  12  R.  I.  19,  34  Am.  Rep. 
597 ) ; — although  it  is  also  used  for  various 
incidental  purposes  connected  with  the 
church  (Ramsey  County  v.  Church  of  the 
Good  Shepherd,  45  Minn.  229,  11  L.R.A.  175, 
47  N.  W.  783 ) ,  or  is  also  used  to  a  great  ex- 
tent for  services  of  the.  church  and  for  its 
religious,  charitable,  and  educational  work 
(Watterson  v.  Halliday,  77  Ohio  St.  150, 
82  N.  E.  962,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1096),  or  con- 
tains a  room  which  is  used  as  a  chapel  in 
the  celebration  of  certain  services  and  sacra- 
ments of  the  church  (St.  Joseph's  Church 
V.  Assessors  of  Taxes,'  supra),  or  contains  a 
chapel  apd  is  put  to  incidental  religious 
uses  (Muldoon  v.  De  Kalb  County,  supra).   " 

And  under  a  statute  exempting  from  tax- 
ation' "houses  used  exclusively  for  public 
worship  .  .  .  and  the  grounds  attached 
to  such  buildings  necessary  for  the  proper 
occupancy,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  the  same." 
a  parsonage  is  not  exempt,  although  built 
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The  primary  use  to  which  the  property 
is  devoted  determines  its  right  to  exemp- 
tion, under  tlie  cause  of  the  statute  in- 
voked. 

People  ex  rel.  McCuUough  v.  Deutsche 
Gemeinde,  249  111.  132,  04  N.  £.  162;  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong.  Church, 
232  111.  158,  83  N.  E.  536. 

A  parsonage,  or  residence  of  a  minister 
or  priest,  is  not  within  the  meaning  of  a 
constitutional  or  statutory  provision  ex-^ 
«mpting  from  taxation  all  property  used 
exclusively  for  religious  purposes. 

People  ex  .rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong. 
Church,  supra;  State,  Church  of  the  Re- 
deemer, Prosecutor,  ▼.  Axtell,  41  N.  J.  L. 
117;  Vail  y.  Beach,  10  Kan.  214;  Ramsey 


^  v.  Church  of  the  Good  Shepherd,  45  Minn. 
229,  11  L.R.A.  175,  47  N.  W.  783. 

A  parsonage  in  which  a  minister  or 
priest  eats,  sleeps,  lodges,  receives  social 
callers,  and  discharges  the  proper  and 
pleasant  amenities  of  life,  is  devoted  to  a 
secular,  and  not  to  a  religious,  purpose. 

Ibid.;  St.  Peter's  Church  v.  Scott  Coun- 
ty,  12  Minn.  395,  Gil.  280;  Hennepin  Coun- 
ty v.  Grace,  27  Minn.  503,  8  N.  W.  761; 
People  ex  rel.  Church  of  St.  Mary  v.  Feit- 
ner,  168  K.  Y.  494,  61  N.  E.  762;  St. 
Joseph's  Church  v.  Assessors  of  Taxes,  12 
R.  I.  19,  34  Am.  Rep.  597;  Gerke  v.  Pur- 
cell,  25  Ohio  St.  229;  Watterson  y.  Halli- 
day,  77  Ohio  St.  160,  82  N.  E.  962,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  1096. 


on  ground  which  might  otherwise  be  exempt 
as  attached  to  the  church  edifice.  Gerke  v. 
Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  229. 

Nor  is  a  parsonage,  owned  by  a  religious 
corporation  and  located  on  a  portion  of  the 
same  parcel  of  land  with  a  church  and  used 
solely  as  a  residence  for  the  pastor  of  the 
church,  exempt  from  taxation  under  a  stat- 
ute exempting  **every  building  for  public 
worship  .  .  .  and  the  several  lots  where- 
on such  buildings  so  used  are  situated." 
People  ex  rel.  Hutchinson  v.  O'Brien,  53 
Hun,  580,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  862,  affirming  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Hutchinson  v.  Collison,  22  Abb. 
N.  C.  52,  6  N.  Y.  Supp.  71 L 

Under  a  constitutional  provision  that  the 
legislature  may  exempt  from  taxation 
''places  of  religious  worship,"  it  cannot  ex- 
empt a  parsonage  belonging  to  a  church  and 
in  which  the  rector  of  the  church  resides, 
as  a  parsonage  is  not  a  place  of  public  wor- 
ship. St.  Mark's  Church  v.  Brunswick,  78 
Ga.  541,  3  S.  E.  561. 

And  a  statute  exempting  from  taxation 
"every  building  erected  for  religious  wor- 
ship" does  not  exempt  a  parsonage  which 
has  been  erected  by  a  church  corporation  for 
the  convenience  and  accommodation  of  the 
pastor  of  the  church.  Methodist  Episcopal 
Church  v.  Ellis,  38  Ind.  3. 

Under  a  statute  exempting  houses  of  re- 
ligious worship,  and  expressly  providing 
t^t  ''portions  of  such  houses  appropriated 
for  purposes  other  than  religious  worship 
shall  be  taxed,"  a  parsonage  occupied  by 
the  settled  minister  of  the  religious  society 
owning  it,  and  used  by  him  and  his  family 
as  a  dwelling  house,  free  of  rent,  is  not  ex- 
empt from  taxation,  though  erected  upon 
land  which  had  formed  a  part  of  that  sur- 
rounding the  church.  Third  Cong.  Soc.  v. 
Springfield,  147  Mass.  390.  18  N.  E.  68. 

Nor  does  an  exemption  from  taxation  con- 
ferred on  places  of  religious  worship  in- 
clude property  adjoining  a  church  tind  used 
as  a  residence  by  the  bishop.  State  ex  rel. 
Cunningham  v.  Board  of  Assessors,  52  La. 
Ann.  223,  26  So.  872. 

But  a  devise  to  a  church  society  of  a 
dwelling  house,  "to  be  used  and  occupied 
only  as  a  parsonage  for  said  church,"  is 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


exempt  from  succession  tax  under  a  statute 
exempting  therefrom  property  which  shall 
pass  "to  or  for  the  use  of  .  .  .  religious 
societies  or  institutions  the  property  of 
which  is  by  law  exempt  from  taxation,"  al- 
though the  property  devised  will  not  be  ex- 
empt from  yearly  taxation  under  general 
laws, — real  estate  used  as  a  parsonage  not 
being  included  within  the  provision  that 
"houses  of  religious  worship  owned  by  a 
religious  society"  shall  be  exempt.  First 
Universalist  Soc  v.  Bradford,  185  Mass.  310, 
70  N.  E.  204. 

Under  a  statute  exempting  "all  churches, 
meeting  houses,  or  other  regular  places  of 
stated  religious  worship,  with  the  grounds 
thereto  annexed  for  the  occupancy  and  bet- 
ter enjoyment  of  the  same,"  a  parsonage 
located  on  a  lot  separated  by  other  property 
and  a  street  from  the  church  property  is 
not  exempt  from  taxation, — although  "had 
the  parsonage,  in  the  present  case,  been 
built  on  the  same  lot  with  the  church  it 
might  present  a  different  question.  Being 
erected  on  part  of  the  curtilage,  used  for 
the  better  and  more  conformable  enjoyment 
of  the  church,  it  would  have  stood  on  ground 
exempted  from  taxation  while  so  held,  and 
being  used  by  the  rector,  a  portion  of  the 
corporation,  for  the  benefit  of  the  church, 
it  might  possibly  have  claimed  a  part  of 
the  immunity  conferred  on  the  soil.  It  cer- 
tainly could,  with  more  plausibility  be  said 
to  be  'annexed'  to  the  church."  Dauphin 
County  V.  St.  Stephen's  Church,  3  Phila. 
189. 

But  a  parsonage  or  rectory,  though  built 
on  ground  appurtenant  to  a  church,  but 
not  an  integral  part  of  the  church  build- 
ing, is  not  within  a  constitutional  provision 
for  the  exemption  from  taxation  of  "actual 
places  of  religious  worship."  Church  of  Our 
Savior  v.  Montgomery  County,  10  W.  N. 
C.  170. 

And  a  church  parsonage,  although  erected 
on  a  portion  of  a  church  lot  which  would 
otherwise  be  exempt,  and  occupied  by  the 
minister  or  pastor  of  the  church  as  a  resi- 
dence, free  of  rent,  is  not  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  a  constitutional  provision  ex- 
empting "places  actually  used  for  religious 
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Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Ihe  board  of  review  of  De  Kalb  county 
held '  that  the  parsonage  of  the  First  Con- 
gregational Church  of  the  city  of  De  Kalb 
was  subject  to  taxation;  and  that  decision 
has  been  certified  to  this  court  for  review 
by  the  auditor  of  public  accounts,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  revenue  act  (Kurd's  Rev. 
Stat.  1909,  chap.  120). 

The  First  Congregational  Church  of  De 
Kalb  owns  two  adjoining  lots  in  the  city 
of  De  Kalb,  upon  one  of  which  is  located 
its  church  building  and  upon  the  other  its 
parsonage,  which  latter  building  is  occu- 
pied by  the  pastor  and  his  wife  and  two 
children  as  a  home.  The  pastor  was  called 
and  examined  before  the  board  of  reviey^  as 


worship,  with  the  grounds  thereto  annexed 
and  used  and  appurtenant  to  the  house  of 
worship"  (Broadway  Christian  Church  v. 
Com.  112  Ky.  448,  ti6  S.  W.  32),  or  under 
a  statute  exempting  ^'buildings  erected  and 
used  for  religious  purposes"  (State,  Church 
of  the  Redeemer,  Prosecutor,  v.  Axtell,  41 
N.  J.  L.  117). 

Nor  does  either  a  constitutional  provi- 
sion for  the  exemption  from  taxation  of 
**actual  places  of  religious  worship/'  or  a 
statute  exempting  "all  churches,  meeting 
houses,  or  other  regular  places  of  stated 
worship,  with  the  grounds  thereto  annexed 
necessary  for  the  occupancy  and  enjoyment 
of  the  same,"  include  a  church  parsonage 
occupied  by  the  pastor  of  the  church  as  a 
residence,  which  is  under  the  same  con- 
tinuous roof  as  the  church,  but  is  distinct 
from  the  church  proper,  separated  there- 
from by  a  partv  wall  (Re  Taxation  of  Cen- 
tral M.  E.  Church,  11  Kulp,  131);  or  a 
parsonage  erected  on  ground  appurtenant  to 
a  church,  although  religious  services  are 
occasionally  held  and  ceremonies  performed 
in  the  parsonage  (Wood  v.  Moore,  1  Ches- 
ter Co.  Rep.  265). 

And  a  parsonage  used  primarily  as  a 
home  for  the  minister  of  a  church  and  his 
family  is  not  exempt  from  taxation  under 
the  Pennsylvania  Constitution  or  statute, 
although  it  is  physically  annexed  to  the 
church  edifice,  with  an  entrance  from  it  into 
a  room  in  the  church,  used  by  the  minister 
as  a  study,  from  which  he  ascends  the  pul- 
pit, and  although  the  parsonage  is  used  at 
times  for  religious  services  and  the  dis- 
semination of  religious  instruction.  Re  Par- 
sonage Taxes,  25  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  670. 

Nor  is  a  clergy  house  or  rectory,  main- 
tained by  a  church  corporation  as  and  for  a 
residence  for  the  rector  of  the  parish  and 
his  assistant  as  a  part  of  the  compensation 
paid  for  their  services,  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion, under  the  same  constitutional  or  statu- 
tory provisions,  although  it  is  combined 
with  and  attached  to  the  church  edifice, 
but  is  separated  from  that  part  of  the 
church  building  which  is  devoted  exclu- 
sively to  public  worship  by  a  wall  of  suffi- 
cient thickness  and  strength  for  an  outside 
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a  witness.  His  testimony  was  not  contra- 
dicted, and  it  appears  therefrom  the  par- 
sonage stands  about  30  feet  from  the  church 
and  is  two  stories  high.  On  the  first  fioor 
there  are  a  hall  and  five  rooms;  that  is, 
a  parlor,  sitting  room,  dining  room,  kitch- 
en, and  the  pastor's  study.  On  tlie  sec- 
ond floor  there  are  a  hall  and  five  rooms 
intended  for  sleeping  rooms,  and  bath.  The 
house  is  fitted  up  with  the  ordinary  furni- 
ture and  utensils  for  housekeeping.  In  the 
study  the  pastor  has  a  desk  and  books,  and 
there  prepares  his  sermons,  etc.;  and  he 
and  his  family  have  no  other  dwelling  house 
or  home  in  the  city  of  De  Kalb.  Ihe  pas- 
tor also  testified  the  duties  of  the  pastor 
were  to  have  entire  charge  of  the  spiritual 
work  of  the  church  and  to  have  a  siiare  in 


wall  of  either  of  the  buildings,  through 
which  wall  the  only  connection  or  means  of 
communication  between  the  clergy  house  and 
the  church  is  a  door  in  the  basement  and 
another  on  the  first  floor,  the  latter  of  which 
frequently  serves  as  a  secondary  public  en- 
trance to  the  wholly  public  part  of  the 
church;  and  although  on  the  lower  floor  of 
the  clergy  house  are  the  parish  offices,  where 
the  business  of  the  parish  is  conduct>ed  and 
where  tlie  governing  body  of  the  church 
meets  to  transact  the  business  of  the  par- 
ish. Philadelphia  v.  St.  Elizabeth's  Church, 
45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  303. 

But  where  it  appears  only  that  a  "part" 
of  a  church  building  is  "in  use  as  a  parson- 
age," the  building  itself  being  concedcdly 
within  constitutional  and  statutory  exemp- 
tions from  taxation,  as  "an  actual  place  of 
religious  worship"  and  a  "regular  place  of 
stated  worship,"  the  whole  building  is  ex- 
empt. Northampton  County  v.  St.  Peter's 
Church,  5  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  416. 

In  this  case  the  court  said:  "We  are 
not  informed  what  part  or  how  much  of  the 
building  is  thus  used.  As  far  as  we  know, 
the  parson  may  live  in  the  basement.  This 
we  think  is  not 'enough.  .  .  .  Had  the 
fact  been  that  the  church  and  parsonage 
were  essentiallv  distinct,  but  cunningly  con- 
structed together  so  as  to  present  to  the 
public  but  one  building,  with  the  possible 
purpose  of  avoiding  taxation,  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  is  too  careful  a 
lawyer  not  to  have  had  that  fact  spread 
upon  the  record,  and  in  that  event  a  more 
serious  question  would  have  arisen.  But 
nothing  of  that  kind  is  pretended;  and  in 
the  absence  of  some  such  averment,  and  on 
the  meager  facts  before  us,  it  would  seem 
to^be  clear  that  judgment  should  be  entered 
for  the  defendant."    Ibid. 

A  parsonage  owned  by  a  church  Is  not 
exempt  from  taxation  under  a  statutory 
provision  exempting  "the  endowment  or 
fund  of  any  religious  society,"  although  the 
money  for  its  purchase  was  raised  by  volun- 
tary contributions  of  the  members  of  the 
congregation.  State,  First  Reformed  Dutch 
Church,  Prosecutor,  v.  Lyon,  32  N.  J.  L. 
360. 
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the  counsels  and  conferences  by  which  the 
temporal  work  of  the  church  was  managed; 
that  the  officers  and  committees  of  the 
church  and  other  organizations  of  the 
church  meet  at  the  parsonage ;  that  the  pas- 
tor is  there  consulted  by  people  in  refer- 
ence to  their  spiritual  welfare  and  in  regard 
to  their  desire  to  live  a  godly  life;  that 
the  marriage  rite  is  solemnized  there  and 


also  the  rite  of  baptism;  that  classes  meet 
there  at  stated  intervals  for  religious  in- 
struction, and  sometimes  Sunday  school  is 
held  in  the  parsonage;  that  the  keys  o'f  the 
church  and  chapel  are  kept  there,  as  well 
as  decorations  used  on  stated  special  occa- 
sions; and  that  the  utensils  of  the  commu- 
nion service  and  the  elements  used  in  cele- 
brating the  Lord's  Supper  are  kept  and  pre- 


And  a  church  rectory  occupied  by  the 
rector,  his  family,  and  servants  as  a  resi- 
dence, is  not  exempt  from  taxation  under  a 
statute  exempting  "the  real  projperty  of  a 
corporation  or  association  organized  exclu- 
sively for  the  moral  or  mental  improvement 
of  men  or  women,  or  for  religious,  bible, 
tract>  charitable,  benevolent,  missionary, 
.  .  .  or  for  .'two  or  more  such  purposes, 
and  used  exclusively  for  carrying  out  there- 
upon one  or  more  of  such  purposes."  Peo- 
ple ex  rel.  Church  of  St.  Mary  v.  Feitner, 
168  N.  Y.  494^  61  N.  E.  762. 

Nor  are  ''priests'  houses,"  belonging  to 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  and  used  pri- 
marily as  places  of  residence  for  the  priests 
and  their  assistants,  exempt  from  taxation 
under  a  statute  exempting  **buildings  be- 
longing to  institutions  of  purely  public 
charity."  Watterson  v.  Ualliday,  77  Ohio 
St.  160,  82  N.  £.  962,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1096. 

But  a  building  owned  by  a  church  cor- 
poration and  occupied  solely  as  a  parson- 
age, or  as  the  residence  of  the  rector  of  the 
church,  without  payment  to  the  corporation, 
is  exempt  from  taxation  under  a  statute  ex- 
empting all  buildings  of  religious  institu- 
tions and  societies,  devoted  solely  to  the 
appropriate  objects  of  these  institutions, 
and  not  leased  or  otherwise  used  with  a 
view  to  pecuniary  profit.  Griswold  College 
V.  State,  46  Iowa,  276,  26  Am.  Rep.  138; 
Cook  V.  Hutchins,  46  Iowa,  706. 

And  a  parsonage  owned  and  maintained 
by  an  independently  organized  charitable 
corporation,  by  means  of  voluntary  contri- 
butions, for  the  use  and  occupancy  of  such 
bishops  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
as  may  from  time  to  time  be  designated  to 
reside  in  the  city  where  the  parsonage  is 
located,  is  exempt  from  taxation  under  a 
statute  exempting  all  property  used  for 
purely  charitable  purposes.  Bishop's  Resi- 
dence Co.  V.  Hudson,  91  Mo.  671,  4  S.  W. 
436. 

Under  a  stutute  exempting  from  taxation 
''parsonages,  whether  of  local  churches  or 
districts,  and  whether  occupied  by  the  pas- 
tor permanently  or  rented  for  his  benefit," 
property  rented  of  the  owner  by  a  religious 
association  for  a  parsonage,  and  occupied 
as  such  by  its  pastor,  the  association  own- 
ing no  parsonage,  is  exempt  from  taxation. 
Gray  v.  LaFayette  County,  66  Wis.  667,  27 
N.  W.  311. 

And  under  a  constitutional  provision  that 
"there  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation  all 
.  .  •  parsonages  .  .  .  provided,  that 
as  to  real  estate,  this  exemption  shall  not 
extend  beyond  the  buildings  and  premises 
actually  occupied  by  such  .  .  .  parson- 
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ages,  .  .  .  although  connected  with  char- 
itable objects,"  a  lot  and  buildings  owned 
by  a  church  and  constituting  its  parsonage, 
are  exempt  from  taxation,  although  not  ac- 
tually occupied  by  the  rector  or  parson  of 
the  church,  but  tmporarily  rented  out  and 
the  rent  appropriated  to  the  hiring  of  an- 
other residence  for  him,  in  another  locality, 
for « his  personal  convenience.  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  v.  Prioleau,  63  S.  C.  70, 
67  L.R.A.  606,  40  S.  E.  1026. 

But  a  church  parsonage  which  is  not  oc- 
cupied by  the  minister,  who  owns  and  re- 
sides in  another  house,  but  which,  by  an 
arrangement  between  him  and  the  trustees 
of  the  church,  is  rented  out  and  the  rent 
paid  to  him,  is  not  exempt  from  taxation, 
under  a  constitutional  provision  exempting 
"all  parsonages  or  residences  owned  by  any 
religious  society,  and  occupied  as  a  home, 
and  for  no  other  purpose,  by  the  minister  of 
any  religion."  Broadway  Christian  Church 
V.  Com.  112  Ky.  448,  66  S.  W.  32. 

And  a  church  parsonage  situated  on  a  lot 
entirely  separate  from  the  lot  on  which  the 
church  is  situated,  is  not  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion under  a  statute  exempting  all  churches 
and  the  ground  whereon  they  are  built,  to- 
gether with  the  parsonages  thereon.  Foley 
V.  Oberlin  Cong.  Church,  67  Wash.  280,  121 
Pac.  66. 

In  Harris  v.  Whitby  Twp.  briefly  reported 
in  34  Can.  L.  J.  240,  where  a  church  and 
subsequently  a  parsonage  had  been  erected 
upon  land  conveyed  to  the  church  society  in 
trust  for  a  churchyard  and  burial  ground 
for  the  use  of  the  members  of  the  Church  of 
England,  it  was  "held  that  since  1890  the 
parsonage  and  a  reasonable  curtilage  sur- 
rounding it  were  liable  to  taxation  for  mu- 
nicipal purposes." 

Under  a  constitutional  provision  that 
property  used  exclusively  for  religious  pur- 
poses may  be  exempted  from  taxation  by 
general  law,  a  statute  purporting  to  exempt 
"all  parsonages,  or  residences  actually  and 
exclusively  used  by  persons  devoting  their 
entire  time  to  church  work,  when  .  .  . 
owned  by  the  congregation  or  the  church 
authorities,  and  not  used  for  pecuniary 
profit,"  is  unconstitutional  and  void,  as  be- 
yond the  power  of  the  legislature, — the  use 
of  a  parsonage  primarily  for  a  family  resi- 
dence by  the  pastor  of  a  ohurch  being  pri- 
marily for  a  secular  and  temporal  purpose, 
and  not  exclusively  for  religious  purposes 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution. 
People  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong. 
Church,  232  III.  168,  83  N.  B.  636. 
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pared  in  the  parsonage;  that  the  religious 
and  educational  work  of  the  church  is  con- 
ducted from  the  parsonage;  that  parents 
of  the  children  in  the  Simday  school,  teach- 
ers* and  others  interested  in  the  work  of 
the  church  and  the  various  societies,  con- 
sult together  and  with  the  pastor  at  the 
parsonage;  that  two  thirds  of  the  six  days 
of  the  week  are  spent  in  the  parsonage  in 
religious  work;  that  in  the  parsonage  the 
pastor  devotes  his  time  to  study,  medita- 
tion, and  prayer,  and  the  preparation  of 
discourses  for  the  congregation;  that  the 
pastor's  wife  is  also  engaged  in  religious 
work  in  connection  with  the  church,  assist- 
ing the  pastor  in  the  preparation  of  the 
sermons,  in  the  church  work,  and  in  reli- 
gious instruction,  and  shares  with  the  of- 
ficers of  the  Ladies'  Aid  Society,  at  in- 
tervals, in  the  work  of  that  society;  that 
the  parsonage  was  acquired  in  order  to 
carry  on  the  work  of  the  church  mere  ef- 
ficiently, by  voluntary  contributions  from 
the  congregation,  and  is  maintained  by  like 
contributions,  and  the  taxes  are  paid  by 
voluntary  contributions  raised  for  the  pur- 
pose of  church  work. 

Section  8  of  article  9  of  the  Constitution 
of  1870  authorizes  the  legislature  to  ex- 
empt from  taxation,  by  general  law,  such 
property  as  may  be  used  exclusively  for  re- 
ligious purposes;  and  the  statute  in  force^ 
at  the  time  of  the  hearing  before  the  board 
of  review,  which  exempts  churcn  property 
from  taxes,  reads  as  follows:  ''All  prop- 
erty used  exclusively  for  religious  purposes, 
.  •  .  and  not  leased  or  otherwise  used 
with  a  view  to  profit."  And  the  question 
to  be  determined  upon  this  record  is :  Does 
the  Constitution  and  the  statute  exempt 
the  parsonage  of  appellant  from  taxation? 

Under  the  act  of  1872  (Laws  1871-72, 
p.  1),  the  legislature  exempted  from  taxa- 
tion all  church  property  actually  and  ex- 
clusively used  for  "public  worship."  That 
statute  was  held  not  broad  enough  to  ex- 
empt from  taxation  a  building  which  stood 
upon  a  lot  which  was  separated  from  the 
church  -property  by  a  16-foot  alley,  and 
which  was  used  by  the  church  organization 
as  a  place  in  which  to  hold  Sunday  school, 
and  for  the  social  purposes  of  the  church, 
and  in  which  the  janitor  of  the  church  had 
a  room,  on  the  ground  that  the  use  to  which 
the  building  was  put  was  not  "public  wor- 
ship." Re  Walker,  200  HI.  666,  66  N.  E. 
144.  The  legislature  amended  the  statute 
thereafter  so  that  it  exempted  froni  taxa- 
tion "all  church  property  actually  and  ex- 
clusively used  for  public  worship,  and  all 
parsonages  or  residences  actually  and  ex- 
clusively used  by  persons  devoting  their  en- 
tire time  to  church  work,  when  the  said 
buildings  and  the  land  on  which  said  build- 
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ings  are  located  (said  land  to  be  of  rea- 
sonable size  for  the  location  of  said  build- 
ings) are  owned  by  the  congregation  or  the 
church  authorities,  and  not  used  for  pe- 
cuniary profit."  This  statute  was  held  un- 
constitutional in  People  ex  rel.  Thompson 
V.  First  Cong.  Church,  232  III.  158,  83  N. 
£.  636,  in  so  far  as  it  attempted  to  exempt 
from  taxation  parsonages;  and  the  present 
statute  was  passed,  which  follows  substan- 
tially the  language  of  the  Constitution. 

In  determining  whether  the  parsonage  of 
the  appellant  is  exempt  from  taxation  un- 
der the  statute  now  in  force,  it  must  be 
borne  in  mind  that  all  property  in  this 
state  is  subject  to  taxation  unless  it- is  re- 
lieved from  taxation  by  the  Constitution, 
and  the  statutes  wnich  are  passed  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Constitution,  and  that  in 
determining  the  question  whether  *  property 
is  exempt  from  taxation  all  statutes  must 
be  strictly  construed  and  resolved  against 
the  exemptibn  if  there  is  any  doubt  upon 
the  subject;  that  is,  the  exemption  is  not 
to  be  made  by  judicial  construction,  and 
one  claiming  benefit  under  the  statute  is 
required  to  show  clearly  that  the  property 
is  exempt  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
law.  Montgomery  v.  Wyman,  130  111.  17, 
22  N.  E.  845;  People  ex  rel.  Gore  v.  Peoria 
Mercantile  Library  Asso.  157  III.  309,  41 
N.  E.  667;  People  ex  rel.  Breymeyer  v. 
Watseka  Camp  Meeting  Asso.  160  III.  576, 
43  N.  E.  716;  Bloomington  Cemetery  Asso. 
v.  People,  170  HI.  377,  48  N.  E.  905;  Sani- 
tary  Dist.  v.  Martin,  173  111.  243,  64  Am. 
St.  Rep.  110,  50  N.  E.  201;  State  Council, 
C.  K.  V.  Effingham  County,  198  111.  441,  64 
N.  E.  1104;  People  ex  rel.  McCullough  v. 
Deutsche  Gemeinde,  249  III.  132,  94  N.  E. 
162. 

And  in  determining  whether  property 
falls  within  the  terms  of  the /exemption, 
whether  it  be  constitutional  or  statutory,  it 
is  the  primary  use  to  which  the  property 
is  put  which  must  be  considered,  and  not 
its  secondary  use.  People  ex  rel.  Thompson 
V.  First  Cong.  Church,  supra ;  Ramsey  Coun- 
ty V.  Church  of  the  Good  Shepherd,  45 
Minn.  220,  11  L.R.A.  175,  47  N.  W.  783. 
And  if  the  property  is  devoted,  in  a  pri- 
mary sense,  to  a  religious  purpose,  the  fact 
that  it  is  incidentally  used  for  secular  pur- 
poses will  not  destroy  the  exemption,  or  if 
the  primary  use  of  the  property  is  secular, 
the  fact  that  a  portion  of  it  is  incidentally 
used  for  a  religious  purpose  will  not  make 
it  exempt  from  taxation.  People  ex  ret. 
Thompson  v.  First  Cong.  Church,  and  Ram- 
sey County  V.  Church  of  the  Good  Shep- 
herd, supra. 

We  think  it  obvious,  therefore,  that  all 
would  understand  and  readily  concede  that 
a  church  is  a  building  which  in  its  primary 
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sense  is  used  for  a  religious  purpose;  that 
is,  such  use  is  its  principal  and  general  use, 
and  that  its  occasional  use  as  a  lecture 
room  or  for  other  similar  use  would  not  de- 
stroy the  exemption.  On  the  contrary,  we 
think  it  is  equally  well  understood  by  all, 
as  the  very  name  signifies,  that  the  pri- 
mary use  of  a  parsonage  is  as  a  home  for 
the  pastor  and  his  family, — that  is,  that 
such  use  is  its  principal  and  general  use, — 
and  that  the  fact  that  some  parts  of  the 
parsonage  are  used  for  purposes  connected 
with  the  pastor's  work  or  the  work  of  the 
church  would  not  make  it  a  building  used 
exclusively  for  religious  purposes  and'  ex- 
empt it  from  taxation. 

We  think  it  clear,  therefore,  that,  as  was 
held  in  People  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First 
Cong.  Church,  supra,  the  primary  purpose 
for  which  the  parsonage  in  question  was  ac- 
quired and  possessed  by  the  appellant  is 
not  religious,  but  is  secular,  and  that  it  is 
not  exempt  from  taxation,  and  that  the 
amendment  of  the  statute  after  that  case 
was  decided  did  not  change  the  law  in  this 
state  so  as  to  exempt  the  parsonage  of  the 
appellant  from  taxation.  ThiS'  case,  in  prin- 
ciple, differs  in  no  way  from  that  case,  ex- 
cept here  we  have  a  little  more  elabora- 
tion, and  the  evidence  points  out  perhaps 
more  fully  the  incidental  uses  of  this  par- 
sonage than  was  shown  in  that  case.  There 
is,  however,  no  evidence  found  in  this  rec- 
ord which  shows  that  the  primary  use  of 
the  parsonage  in  this  case  is  other  than 
that  of  a  home  provided  by  the  church  for 
the  pastor  and  his  family.  Wc  think  there- 
fore it  is  clear  that  the  parsonage  of  the 
appellant  does  not  fall  within  the  terms  of 
the  present  statute,  which  exempt  church 
property  which  is  used  exclusively  for  re- 
ligious purposes.  While  the  statute  is  un- 
doubtedly a  valid  enactment  in  so  far  as 
it  applies  to  church  property  exclusively 
used  for  religious  purposes  and  exempts 
such  property  from  taxation,  it  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  parsonage  in  question,  as  that 
property  is  not  used  exclusively  for  re- 
ligious purposes  within  the  meaning  of  that 
constitutional  provision. 

The  courts  of  last  resort  in  numerous 
states  of  the  Union  have  had  the  question 
here  presented  for  decision  before  them, 
and  it  has  very  generally  been  held  that 
residence  property  belonging  to  a  church 
and  used  by  its  pastor  as  a  home  is  not 
exempt  from  taxation  under  constitutional 
provisions  similar  to  those  in  force  in  this 
state;  and  while  many  of  the  Constitutions 
of  those  states  are  not  worded  precisely 
as  is  ours,  the  general  principle  of  taxation 
announced  in  those  Constitutions  is  very 
similar  to  that  announced  in  our  Constitu- 
tion, and  some  of  the  provisions  found  in 
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those  Constitutions  are  substantially  iden- 
tical with  ours.  At  least  what  has  been 
said  by  the  courts  of  other  states  in  de- 
termining this  question  is,  while  not  con- 
clusive, very  persuasive.  St.  Peter's  Church 
V.  Scott  County,  12  Minn.  395,  Gil.  280; 
Hennepin  County  v.  Grace,  27  Minn.  503, 
8  N.  W.  761;  People  ex  rel.  Church  of  St. 
Mary  v.  Feitncr,  168  N.  Y.  494,  61  N.  E. 
762;  Ramsey  County  v.  Church  of  the  Good 
Shepherd,  supra;  St.  Joseph's  Church  v. 
Assessors  of  laxes,  J  2  R.  I.  19,  34  Am.  Rep. 
597;  Gerke  v.  Purcell,  25  Ohio  St.  229; 
Watterson  v.  Halliday,  77  Ohio  St.  160,  82 
N.  £.  962,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1096;  Vail  v.  Beach, 
10  Kan.  214.  The  case  of  Vail  v.  Beach, 
supra,  is  very  nearly  in  point.  There  the 
property  exempted  was  such  property  as 
was  "used  exclusively  for  religious  purpos- 
es," and  the  question  then  determined  was 
that  a  dwelling  used  by  the  pastor  of  the 
church  as  a  home  was  not  exempt  from 
taxation;  and  in  Ramsey  County  v.  Church 
of  the  Good  Shepherd,  supra,  it  was  held 
that  a  parsonage  used  by  the  pastor  of  the 
church  as  a  home  was  not  used  for  a  re- 
ligious purpose  in  a  primary  sense,  but  for 
a  secular  purpose,  and  was  not  exempt  from 
taxation.  Those  cases  were  cited  and  re- 
lied upon  in  People  ex  rel.  Thompson  v. 
First  Cong.  Church,  supra.  This  shows,  we 
think,  conclusively,  that  it  was  the  view  of 
'the  court  at  that  time  that  the  l^islature 
was  without  power,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1870,  to  exempt  from  taxation  a 
parsonage  owned  by  a  church  organization 
and  used  by  its  pastor  as  a  home.  The 
cases  of  Watterson  v.  Halliday,  77  Ohio 
St.  150,  82  N.  E.  962,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1096; 
Hennepin  County  v.  Grace,  27  Minn.  503. 
8  N.  W.  761,  and  People  ex  rel.  Church  of 
St.  Mary  v.  Feitner,  168  N.  Y.  494,  61 
N.  E.  762,  clearly  establish  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  fact  that  a  parsonage  is 
used  by  a  minister  who  devotes  him- 
self entirely  to  the  services  of  God  and  to 
works  of  religion  and  charity,  whereby  the 
interests  of  his  church  are  subserved,  does 
not  convert  the  parsonage  from  a.  secular 
into  a  religious  use. 

From  a  careful  examination  of  this  rec- 
ord we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that 
the  parsonage  of  the  appellant  is  not  used 
exclusively  for  religious  purposes,  but  is, 
under  the  authorities  and  under  the  evi- 
dence, devoted  principally  and  primarily  to 
secular  purposes,  and  that  the  board  of  re- 
view did  not  err  in  holding  that  it  was  sub- 
ject to  taxation. 

The  decision  of  the  board  of  review  of 

m 

,  De  Kalb  county  will  therefore  be  approved. 

Farmer,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  unable  to  agree  to  'the  opinion  of 
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the  court  in  this  case.  It  seems  to  me  the 
Constitution  is  broad  enough  to  authorize 
the  exemption  of  such  church  property  as 
is  sought  to  be  taxed  in  this  case.  It  is 
very  evident  from  the  legislation  upon  this 
subject  that  the  legislature  intended  to  ex- 
empt church  parsonages.  When  it  was  held 
the  act  of  1872  was  not  as  broad  as  the 
Constitution,  and  only  exempted  property 
exclusively  used  for  "public  worship/'  it 
was  sought  to  remedy  the  defect  by  the  act 
of  1905  (Laws  1905,  p.  357).  But  that 
act  failed  to  follow  the  Constitution.  In 
addition  to  exempting  property  used  ex- 
clusively for  "public  worship,"  it  went  be- 
yond the  power  conferred  by  the  Constitu- 
tion, and  purported  to  exempt  property  that 
might  not  come  within  the  designation  of 
property  used  exclusively  for  "religious 
purposes."  The  present  act,  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  church  property,  is  free  from 
any  constitutional  objection,  and  whether 
it  embraces  property  of  the  character  here 
sought  to  be  taxed  is  before  us  for  the  first 
time.  We  were  not  called  upon  in  People 
ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong.  Church, 
232  111.  158,  83  N.  E.  536,  to  determine 
what  property  would  be  embraced  under 
the  language  of  the  Constitution,  author- 
izing the  legislature,  by  general  law,  to 
exempt  property  used  exclusively  for  "re- 
ligious purposes,"  as  the  statute  then  be- 
fore the  court  did  not  contain  the  lan- 
guage. Of  course,  the  parsonage  would 
not  be  exempt,  under  the  statute  then  be- 
fore the  court,  as  property  used  exclusive- 
ly for  "religious  worship,"  but  its  exemp- 
tion was  claimed  under  the  clause  exempt- 
ing "parsonages  or  residences  actually  and 
exclusively  used  by  persons  devoting  their 
entire  time  to  church   work." 

Section  3  of  article  9  of  the  Constitu- 
tion authorizes  the  exemption,  by  general 
law,  of  all  property  used  exclusively  for 
school  purposes.  Pursuant  to  the  constitu- 
tional power,  the  legislature  passed  an  act 
exempting  "all  property  of  institutions  of 
learning,  including  the  real  estate  on  which 
the  institutions  are  located,  not  leased  by 
such  institutions,  or  otherwise  used  with 
a  view  to  profit."  The  case  of  Monticello 
Female  Seminary  v.  People,  106  111.  398, 
400,  46  Am.  Rep.  702,  arose  under  that 
statute.  The  institution  was  originally 
located  upon  an  8-acre  tract  of  land.  Aft- 
erwards it  became  the  owner  of  about  75 
acres  more  land,  part  of  which  was  used 
for  raising  vegetables  and  fruit  for  use  by 
the  institution,  part  for  raising  hay,  corn, 
an  oats  to  feed  cows  and  horses  kept  by 
the  school,  and  part  of  it  for  pasture  for 
tlie  stock.  This  land  was  assessed  for 
taxation  by  the  tax  authorities,  and  the  in- 
stitution claimed  it  was  exempt  under  the 
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statute.  This  court  sustained  that  claim, 
and  said:  "The  evidence  further  shows 
that  all  this  property  is  necessary  for  the 
proper  carrying  on  of  the  institution;  that 
said  tracts  of  land  are  used  exclusively  for 
the  purposes  of  the  institution,  and  that  no 
part  of  the  same  has  been  leased  or  oth- 
erwise used  with  a  view  to  profit;  that  it 
is  necessary,  in  connection  with  the  insti* 
tution,  to  have  cows  to  supply  milk  for  the 
scholars  and  teachers,  all  of  whom,  num- 
bering about  175  persons,*  reside  and  live 
within  and  upon  the  grounds  of  the  insti- 
tution; that  horses  are  required  to  do  the 
necessary  hauling  connected  with  the  sem- 
inary, and  that  all  the  hay,  corn,  and  oats 
raised  on  the  place  go  to  the  feeding  of  the 
stock  thereon;  that  nothing  is  ever  sold 
off  the  premises,  and  that  what  is  raised 
is  but  a  partial  supply  for  the  institution; 
that  the  object  of  the  institution  is,  as  far 
as  possible,  to  make  it  a  self-sustaining 
one;  and  that  what  is  realized  over  and 
above  actual  expenses  is  used  as  a  fund 
for  the  education  of  indigent  females." 
If  that  land  was  held  and  "used  exclusive- 
ly for  the  purposes  of  the  institution," 
and  the  facts  brought  the  case,  as  said  by 
the  court,  "within  the  very  words  of  the 
exemption  from  taxation  of  the  Constitu- 
tion and  the  legislation  upon  the  subject," 
I  am  unable  to  see  ^hy  the  facts  in  this 
case  do  not  bring  it  within  the  exemption 
of  the  Constitution  and  the  legislation  up- 
on the  subject.  If  land  devoted  to  raising 
vegetables  and  fruit  for  use  by  the  teach- 
ers and  students,  and  grain  and  hay  for 
live .  stock  owned  by  the  institution,  is, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution, 
used  exclusively  for  school  purposes,  it 
would  seem  a  church  parsonage  owned  and 
used  as  shown  by  the  record  in  this  case 
is  used  exclusively  for  religious  purposes. 
The  Monticello  Seminary  Case,  249  111. 
481,  94  N.  E.  938,  has  never  been  over- 
ruled, but  has  been  frequently  cited  in 
subsequent  cases. 

In  Monticello  Seminary  v.  Madison  Coun- 
ty, 249  III.  481,  94  N.  E.  938,  the  school 
was  assessed  on  credits.  It  was  the  own- 
er of  interest-bearing  securities  amounting 
to  $127,411.71  and  claimed  it  was  all  ex-, 
empt  from  taxation.  Of  that  amount  $25,- 
000  was  donations  or  endowment  funds 
to  be  loaned  and  the  income  used  in  pro- 
viding and  maintaining  scholarships  in  the 
school.  The  principal  was  not  to  be  used. 
The  rest  of  the  fund  ($92,411.71)  was  de- 
rived  from  tuition,  board,  and  other  in- 
come of  the  institution.  This  court  held 
that  the  $35,000  was  exempt,  but  that  the 
other  credits  were  subject  to  taxation,  al- 
though three  members  of  the  court  dissent- 
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ed  and  stated  that  in  thfeir  opinion  all  of 
the  credits  were  exempt. 

It  does  not  require  a  resort  to  the  rule 
of  liberal  construction  to  hold  that  prop- 
erty acquired,  owned,  and  used  as  is  this 
property,  is  used  exclusively  for  religious 
purposes  within  the  meaning  of  the  Consti- 
tution and  statute.  The  exemption  author- 
ized by  the  Constitution  is  not  restricted 
to  property  used  exclusively  for  public  wor- 
ship, but  embraces  all  property  exclusively 
— that  is,  primarily — used  for  religious  pur- 
poses. A  church  building  for  public  worship 
is  essential  to  the  successful  carrying  out 
of  the  work  of  the  church,  and  a  pastor  or 
priest  is  also  necessary  for  efficient  work. 
The  pastor  or  priest  is  a  man  who  feels 
himself  called  of  God  to.  devote  his  time, 
energies,  and  talents  to  the  work  of  his 
church  and  the  persuading  of  men  and 
women  to  accept  religion  and  lead  pure  and 
holy  lives.  No  church,  society,  or  congre- 
gation builds  a  church  for  other  than  a 
religious  purpose.  A  purpose  is  "the  idea 
or  ideal  kept  before  the  mind  as  an  end  of 
effort  or  action."  The  purpose  of  building 
church  houses  is  to  promote  the  cause  of 
religion,  and  this  requires  the  services  of 
a  pastor  or  minister.  As  he  is  usually  a 
man  who  devotes  all  his  time  to  the  work 
of  the  church  and  has  no  income  except 
such  as  is  paid  by  his  congregation,  it  is 
customary  to  provide  a  place  for  him  to 
live.  Sometimes  such  provision  is  made  a 
part  of  or  connected  with  the  church  build- 
ing, and  sometimes,  as  in  the  case  before 
us,  a  house  is  built  on  a  lot  adjoining  the 
church  lot.  But  wherever  the  building  in 
which  the  pastor  is  to  live  is  located,  it  is 
a  part  of  the  plan  of  the  congregation  to 
benefit  mankind  by  preaching  and  teaching 
religion.  The  idea  before  the  mind  in  fur- 
nishing the  pastor  a  house  is  to  make  ef- 
ficient the  religious  work  and  purpose  of 
the  church.  The  use  to  which  the  property 
is  devoted,  as  well  as  its  ownership,  must 
be  considered  in  determining  whether  it  is 
exempt  from  taxation.  If  the  primary  ob- 
ject and  purpose  of  the  building  is  reli- 
gious, its  character  as  property  exclusive- 
ly used  for  religious  purposes  would  not 
be  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  some  uses 
made  of  it  are  not  of  a  religious  character. 
In  People  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  First  Cong. 
Church,  supra,  it  was  said  when  a  build- 
ing is  used  primarily  for  religious  purposes 
and  secondarily  for  a  secular  purpose,  or 
if  there  should  be  in  a  church  building 
some  room  used  as  a  lodging  room  by  the 
sexton  or  some  other  person  employed  by 
the  church,  the  building  would  not  there- 
by lose  its  character  as  a  building  used  for 
religious  purposes.  The  evidence  in  this 
case  is  that  the  work  of  the  church  cannot 
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be  carried  on  efficiently  without  the  con- 
stant care  and  attention  of  the  pastor. 
The  parsonage  was  paid  for  with  contribu- 
tions made  by  the  church  congregation. 
It  was  erected  for  the  benefit  it  would  be 
in  promoting  the  work  of  the  church,  and 
not  for  the  benefit  of  the  pastor.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  or  statute 
which  limits  church  property  that  may  be 
exempted  from  taxation  to  that  necessarily 
used  for  public  worship.  The  limitation 
is  to  property  exclusively  or  primarily  pro- 
vided and  used  for  religious  jpurposes. 

In  my  opinion  the  board  of  review  erred 
in  deciding  the  property  was  not  exempt 
and  in  ordering  it  taxed. 

Carter,  Ch.  J.,  and  Vlckers,  J.:  We 
concur  in  the  foregoing  dissenting  opinion 
of  Mr.  Justice  Farmer. 


OKLAHOMA  SUPREBCE  OOUBT. 

(Division  No.    2.) 

NATIONAL  BANK  OF  COMMERCE,  Plflf. 

in  Err., 

V. 

OKLAHOMA  CITY. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  122  Pac.  644.) 

Pleading  —  variance  «  issuance  of  mn- 
nicipal  certificates. 

1.  The  allegation  that  by  gross  negligence 
of  city  officers  duplicate  certificates  were  is- 
sued and  placed  on  the  market  is  not  sus- 
tained by  proof  that  they  were  never  de- 
livered by  any  one  having  authority  to  de- 
liver them,  but  that  they  were  taken  with- 
out right  by  one  having  no  authority  to  de- 
liver them. 

Municipal  corporation  —  tax  certificates 
•^  wrongful  issuance  —  liability. 

2.  A  mayor  and  city  clerk,  by  an  over- 
sight, signed  duplicate  paving  tax  certifi- 
cates in  favor  of  the  contractor.  An  em- 
ployee in  one  of  the  city  offices  stole  the 
duplicates,  and  he,  or  some  one  in  collusion, 

Headnotes  by  Rosseb,  C. 

Note,  —  Liiahility  of  government  or  oth* 
er  public  body  for  its  oicn  ohligationSf 
stolen  from  it. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  National 
Bank  v.  Oklahoma  Citt,  among  a  con- 
siderable number  of  assessment  certificates 
to  order,  charged  against  particular  lots 
of  land,  several  were  signed  in  duplicate  by 
mistake  of  the  city  officers,  and  these  dupli- 
cates were  abstracted  from  the  office  by  a 
clerk  and  through  a  forged  indorsement 
came  into  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder 
for  value;  and  that  it  was  held  that  the  in- 
struments were  not  negotiable,  and  that  in 
relying  upon  the  honesty  of  the  clerk  the 
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forged  the  indorsement  of  the  contractor 
and  delivered  them  to  plaintiff  as  collateral 
for  a  loan.  Plaintiff  made  no  inyestigation 
as  to  whether  the  certificates  had  been  de- 
livered,  or  as  to  the  genuineness  of  the  in- 
dorsement. The  loan  was  not  paid.  In  a 
suit  by  plaintiff  against  the  city  for  negli- 
gence of  its  officers  in  signing  the  dupli- 
cates, held: 

(1)  That' plaintiff  was  negligent  in  ac- 
cepting the  certificates  without  making  in- 
vestigation as  to  whether  they  had  been 
regularly  issued. 

(2)  That  the  fact  that  duplicate  certifi- 
cates were  signed  was  not  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  bank's  loss.  The  proximate 
cause  was  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the  city 
employee. 

(March  19,  1912.) 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Okla- 
homa County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  the  negligent  issuance 
of  certain  paving  warrants  by  defendant 
which  were  taken  by  plaintiff  as  collateral 
for  a  loan  to  a  third  party.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bererenx  A  BUldretb,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

The  city  is  liable. 

Wichita  Sav.  Bank  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  20  Kan.  619;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Adams,  4  Kan.  App.  305,  45 
Pi&c.  920;  Cincinnati,  N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank,  66  Ohio  St.  351, 
43  L.R.A.  777j  47  N.  E.  249;  AUen  v. 
'South    Boston   R.    Co.    160    Mass.    200,    6 


city  was  no  more  negligent  than  the  plain- 
tiff in  lending  him  n^oney  upon  the  cer- 
tificates. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  the  few  cases  on 
the  subject  of  this  note  the  courts  are  not 
agreed  as  to  whether  an  obligation  of  a 
government  or  other  public  body  can  be 
given  vitality  by  theft  before  delivery  or 
after  redemption. 

Theft  of  obligations  before  issue. 

In  Trust  &  Loan  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  7  U. 
C.  C.  P.  98,  where  the  debentures  of  a  city 
made  out  to  a  certain  person  or  bearer  were 
stolen  before  issue,  it  was  held  that  under 
the  applicable  statute  the  debentures  were 
negotiable  instruments  like  promissory 
notes,  and  that  they  were  good  in  the  hands 
of  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value. 

But  it  was  held  in  Germania  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Suspension  Bridge,  73  Hun,  590,  26  N. 
Y.  Supp.  98,  that  there  could  be  no  valid 
inception  of  a  paper  without  delivery.  In 
that  case  the  board  of  water  commissioners 
caused  certain  bonds  to  be  prepared,  three 
of  which  they  delivered  to  a  contractor  il- 
legally for,  temporary  use,  but  these  three 
were  afterwards  redeemed  by  the  board,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  contractor  had  never 
had  any  title  to  them.  The  board  directed 
the  treasurer  to  destroy  all  the  first  bonds, 
and,  supposing  them  to  have  been  destroyed, 
issued  other  bonds  of  the  same  nature  and 
number  but  at  a  larger  rate  of  interest. 
The  three  bonds  aforesaid  and  one  other  of 
the  first  lot  of  bonds,  which  was  never  de- 
livered to  anyone  by  the  board,  were  stolen 
and  sold  by  the  treasurer,  and  reached  the 
hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value. 
The  «ourt,  in  holding  the  bonds  void,  said 
they  had  "disposed  of  the  case  under  the 
theory  that  these  bonds  never  were  issued," 
and  that  while  they  did  not  intimate  that 
there  had  been  any  carelessness  on  the  part 
of  the  board,  it  was  "unnecessary  to  inquire 
or  determine  whether  the  members  of  the 
board  of  water  commissioners  were  careless 
or  negligent  in  failing  to  insure  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  bonds  in  question,  because  the 
defendant  cannot  be  charged  with  liability 
3D  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


upon  that  ground;  they  could  only  impose 
iiabilitv  upon  the  defendant  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  law  which  created  them." 
It  may  be  allowable  in  this  connection  to 
refer  to  Cooke  v.  United  States,  91  U.  8. 
389,  23  L.  ed.  237,  where  in  holding  that  if 
the  genuine  treasury  notes  of  the  United 
States  were  fraudulently  and  surreptitious- 
ly issued  and  unlawfully  and  surreptitiously 
put  into  circulation,  'the  government  was 
liable  therefor  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide 
holder,  the  court  said:  "The  notes  were 
perfect  and  complete  as  soon  as  printed. 
They  did  not  require  the  signature  of  any 
officer.  As  soon  as  they  had  received  the  im- 
pression of  all  the  plates  and  dies  neces- 
sary to  perfect  their  form,  they  were  ready 
for  circulation  and  use.  In  this  respect  they 
did  not  differ  from  the  coins  of  the  mint, 
when  fully  stamped  and  prepared  for  issue. 
Coin  is  the  money  of  commerce,  and  cir- 
culates from  hand  to  hand  as  such.  These 
notes  represent  the  promise  of  the  govern- 
ment to  pay  money,  and  were  intended  to 
circulate  and  take  the  place  of  money,  to 
some  extent,  for  commercial  purposes.  AN 
though  not  made  legal  tender  as  between 
individuals,  they  were,  for  their  then  face 
value,  exclusive  of  interest,  as  between  the 
government  and  its  creditors." 

— fraud  of  issuing  .officers. 

There  are  some  cases  where  the  theft  or 
embezzlement  has  been  on  the  part  of  the 
issuing  officers. 

Thus  in  Ronede  v.  Jersey  City,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,031a,  where  city  bonds  had  been  pre- 
pared and  delivered  to  the  city  treasurer, 
to  be  used  in  settlement  of  claims  as  pre- 
sented according  to  a  specified  list,  and  he 
absconded,  taking  with  him  certain  of  the 
bonds,  the  court,  in  giving  judgment  for  the 
holder,  said  the  only  questions  were  as  to 
the  authority  to  issue  the  bonds  and  the 
bona  fides  of  the  holder,  as  the  principle 
was  "well  settled  by  the  supreme  court  that 
in  a  suit  by  a  bona  fide  holder  against  a 
municipal  corporation  to  recover  the  amount 
of  coupons  due  or  bonds  issued  under  au- 
thority conferred  by  law,  no  question   of 
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L.RJ^.  710,  15  Am.  St.  Rep.  185,  22  N.  E. 
917;  Archer  v.  Dunham,  89  Hun,  387,  35 
N.  Y.  Supp.  387;  Fifth  Avenue  Bank  v. 
42d  Street  &  G.  Street  Ferry  R.  Co.  137 
N.  y.  231,  19  L.R.A.  331,  33  Am.  St.  Rep. 
712,  33  N.  E.  378;  Jarvia  v.  Manhattan 
Beach  Co.  148  N.  Y.  652,  31  L.RA.  776, 
61  Am.  St.  Rep.  727,  43  N.  E.  68;  Richard- 
eon  V.  Delaware  Loan  Asso.  9  Houst.  (Del.) 
354,  32  Atl.  980;  Havens  v.  Bank  of  Tar- 
boro,  132  N.  C.  214,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  627, 
43  S.  E.  639;  Rogers  v.  Burlington,  3  Wall. 
654,  18  L.  ed.  79;  East  Lincoln  v.  Daven- 
port, 94  U.  S.  801,  24  L.  ed.  322;  Pompton 
Twp.  V.  Cooper  Union,  101  U.  S.  196,  25 
L.  ed.  803;  Ronede  v.  Jersey  City,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,031a;  Hainer,  Modern  Law  of 
Municipal  Securities,  §  432;  National  L. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Board  of  Education,  10  C.  C.  A. 
637,  27  U.  S.  App.  244,  62  Fed.  778;  West 
Plains  Twp.  v.  Sage,  16  C.  C.  A.  563,  32 
U.  S.  App.  725,  69  Fed.  943;  Cadillac  v. 
Woonsocket  Inst,  for  Savings,  7  C.  C.  A. 
574,  16  U.  S.  App.  545,  58  Fed.  035;  Seward 
County  V.  ^Etna  L.  Ins.  Co.  32  C.  C.  A.  585, 


61  U.  S.  App.  41,  90  Fed.  222;  2  Smith, 
Modern  Law  of  Mun.  Corp.  §  1671;  Black 
V.  Cohen,  52  Ga.  621;  Lane  v.  Schomp,  20 
N.  J.  £q.  82;  Moran  v.  Miami  County,  2 
Black,  722,  17  L.  ed.  342;  Farr  v.  Lyons, 
21  Blatchf.  110,  13  Fed.  377;  Bartholomew 
County  v.  Bright,  18  Ind.  93;  Copper  v. 
Jersey  City,  44  N.  J.  L.  634;  Comanche 
County  V.  Lewis,  133  U.  S.  .198,  33  L.  ed. 
604,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  286;  State  v.  WichiU 
County,  62  Kan.  494,  64  Pac.  45. 

Mr.  James  S.  Twyford  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Rosser,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
In  1903  Oklahoma  City  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving 
Company,  by  which  that  company  was  to 
do  certain  curbing  and  paving  on  Harvey 
avenue  in  the  city  of  Oklahoma  City.  The 
contract  was  lawful  and  entered  into  in 
pursuance  of  a  valid  ordinance  of  the  city. 
The  company  did  the  work  in  compliance 
with  its  contract.  As  compensation  for  its 
work,    there   was    issued   to    the    company 


form  merely,  or  irregularity  or  fraud,  or 
misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  agents  of  the 
corporation,  can  be  considered." 

The  same  theft  was  the  cause  of  Copper 
V.  Jersey  City,  44  N.  J.  L.  634,  where  the 
court,  in  holding  that  a  bona  fide  holder  of 
the  bonds  might  recover  of  the  city,  places 
its  decision  expressly  on  the  point  that  here 
the  bonds  had  been  issued  to  the  city's 
agent,  and  said:  '*If  this  bond  had  been 
executed  by  the  municipal  corporation,  and 
locked  up  in  its  safe  depository  for  future 
negotiation,  and  Hamilton,  being  without 
authority  either  to  issue  or  negotiate  it, 
had  feloniously  obtained  possession  of  it, 
and  put  it  in  circulation,  a  difi'erent  ques- 
tion would  be  presented." 

In  Montvale  v.  People's  Bank,  74  N.  J. 
L.  464,  07  Atl.  67,  where  certain  city  bonds 
payable  to  bearer  were  signed  by  the  mayor 
and  sealed,  and  duly  attested  by  the  borough 
clerk,  some  of  them  were  sold  by  the 
borough,  and  the  remainder  left  by  it  in 
the  custody  of  the  mayor  until  somefurther 
disposition  of  them  should  be  made  by  it. 
In  an  action  by  the  borough  against  a  bank 
to  recover  certain  of  the  bonds  pledged  with 
the  bank  by  the  mayor  to  secure  a  loan  to 
him,  it  was  held  that  the  bonds  were  nego- 
tiable instruments,  that  the  bank  was  a 
holder  in  due  course  under  the  52d  section 
of  the  negotiable  instruments  law,  and  that 
the  bank  was  entitled  to  retain  them  under 
the  provison  of  the  16th  section  of  that  law, 
providing  that  "where  the  instrument  is  in 
t'lc  hands  of  a  holder  in  due  course,  a  valid 
delivery  thereof  by  all  parties  prior  to  him, 
so  as  to  make  them  liable  to  him,  is  con- 
clusively presumed." 

Tn  Pohool  List  No.  16  v.  State  Bank,  8 
Xeb.  168,  where  a  school  district  placed  its 
bonds  in  the  hands  of  an  aisrent  for  sale, 
and  tliore  was  doubt  as  to  whether  thp  agent 
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had  pledged  the  bonds  to  secure  his  own 
debt,  the  court,  in  holding  that  there  had 
been  no  pledge  of  the  bonds,  was  of  opinion 
that  any  disposition  of  the  bonds  made  by 
the  agent  to  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value 
would  be  binding  upon  the  school  district. 

(It  should  be  noted  that  in  Portsmouth 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Ashley,  91  Mich.  670,  30  Am. 
St.  Rep.  511,  52  N.  W.  74,  referred  to  at 
length  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Oklahoma  City,  it  does 
not  appear  how  the  bonds  reached  the  rail- 
road company.^ 


Obligations  stolen  after  redemption. 

In  District  of  Columbia  v.  Cornell,  130 
U.  S.  655,  32  L.  ed.  1041,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
694,  the  district  had  issued  certificates  pay- 
able to  bearer,  secured  by  the  pledge  of  as- 
sessments on  special  property,  and  these 
certificates  were  redeemed  and  canceled  by 
the  district,  and  so  stamped.  Afterwards 
they  were  stolen  by  one  of  the  clerks,  the 
cancelation  marks  more  or  less  removed, 
and  they  were  placed  upon  the  market  be- 
fore their  date  of  maturity.;  and  it  was  held 
that  the  district  was  not  liable  therefor; 
that  although  the  instruments  were  nego- 
tiable instruments  they  did  not  partake  of 
the  character  of  commercial  paper  so  as  to 
make  them  good  in  the  hands  of  bona*  fide 
holders  for  value;  and  that  the  omission  to 
obey  the  provision  of  the  act  of  Coneress 
requiring  that  certificates  on-  redemption 
should  be  destroyed  by  burning  did  not 
make  the  district  liable  therefor  after  they 
had   been   unmistakably   canceled. 

In  Branch  v.  Sinkinsr  Fund  Com'rs,  80 
Va.  427,  66  Am.  Rep.  596,  where  bonds  were 
redeemed  bv  the  state,  and  were  afterwards 
stolen     from    the    treasurer's    ofiice,     and 
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certificates,  in  which  the  cost  of  the  work 
was  assessed  and  charged  against  the  tracts 
of  land  liable  therefor.  These  certificates 
were  issued  in  large  numbers,  and  the 
mayor  and  clerk  of  the  city  signed  and 
sealed  them  without  checking  them  up. 
Duplicate  numbers  from  145  to  160,  both 
inclusive,  having  a  face  value  of  $3,026.01, 
were  signed.  A  man  named  Roundtree  was 
working  in  some  of  the  city  offices  of  Okla- 
homa City,  though  the  evidence  does  not 
show  in  what  office  he  was  working.  He 
wrote  to  the  plaintiff,  National  Bank  of 
Commerce,  at  Guthrie,  and  inquired  if  the 
bank  would  lend  a  friend  of  his  $1,200  on 
certain  paving  certificates.  The  plaintiff 
replied  that  if  the'  paving  certificates  were 
regular  it  would  make  the  loan,  and  asked 
him  to  forward  copies  of  the  original  or- 
dinance, under  which  the  paving  certificates 
were  issued,  and  also  a  blank  of  the  form 
used  in  the  certificates.  He  did  that,  and 
the  note  was  prepared  at  the  bank  and 
mailed  to  him.  It  was  returned  to  the 
bank,  signed  by  0.  E.  Biller;  and  what  pur- 


ported to  be  sixteen  paving  certificates, 
numbered  from  145  to  160,  inclusive,  w^ere 
inclosed  with  the  note  as  collateral  se- 
curity for  its  payment.  The  bank  then 
sent  Roundtree  a  draft  for  $50  and  the 
balance  of  the  amount  to  Biller.  The  pav- 
ing certificates  purported  to  be  indorsed  by 
the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Company,  by 
£•  B.  Demaresty  attorney  in  fact,  and  were 
also  indorsed  by  C.  E.  Biller.  The  indorse- 
ment of  the  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Com- 
pany was  a  forgery,  and  the  certificates  in- 
closed were  never  issued  or  delivered  by 
the  city,  but  were  duplicates  of  the  cer- 
tificates issued  to  the  Barber  Asphalt  Pav- 
ing Company.  The  bank  did  not  corres- 
pond with  any  of  the  officials  of  Oklahoma 
City,  or  with  anyone  else,  except  Round- 
tree,  with  reference  to  the  certificates.  It 
appears  that  Roundtree  has  absconded, 
lliere  is  some  doubt  whether  such  a  x>er- 
son  as  Biller  ever  existed.  If  so,  he  was 
never  produced. 

When  the  first  instalment  came  due,  the 
certificates  were  presented  by  the  bank  and 


reached  the  hands  of  bona  fide  holders  for 
value,  the  court  said  that  the  holders  were 
negligent  in  not  making  inquiry  as  to  the 
bonds,  as  there  were  many  reports  at  the 
time  of  missing  state  bonds,  but  placed  its 
decision  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  bonds 
had  ceased  to  be  the  obligation  of  the  state, 
saying:  **We  are  of  opinion  that,  after 
these  bonds  with  their  appurtenances  had 
been  redeemed  by  the  state,  and  taken  into 
her  possession  and  custody,  they  ceased  to 
be  her  obligations,  and  could  not  again  be- 
come such  unless  she  voluntarily  redeliv- 
ered or  reissued  them.  They  had  run  their 
career,  and  fulfilled  their  mission,  and  had 
returned  to  the  dusty  depository  of  dead 
matter  in  the  treasury;  and  they  had  been 
substituted  by  outstending  equivalents 
which  represent  the  legal  and  moral  ob- 
ligations of  the  state.  They  had  no  longer 
any  legal  inception  or  existence  as  the  bonds 
of  the  state,  and  they  were  and  are  as 
though  they  never  had  been;  and  their 
vitality  could  never  be  restored  without  in- 
tentional and  voluntary  redelivery  by  the 
state:  certainly  they  could  not  be  resur- 
rected to  the  righteous  judgment  of  a  court 
of  justice  by  robbery  or  theft." 

But  in  Ehrlich  v.  Jennings,  78  S.  C.  269, 
125  Am.  St.  Rep.  795,  68  S.  E.  922,  13  Ann. 
Cas.  1166,  it  was  held  where  a  bond  pay- 
able to  bearer  redeemed  by  the  state  was 
stolen  by  a  clerk  from  the  vault,  the  state 
was  liable  upon  the  bond  to  a  bona  fide 
holder  for  value.  The  bond  was  unmarked 
in  disobedience  of  the  statute,  which  pro- 
vided that  a  surrendered  bond  "shall  im- 
mediately upon  such  surrender  be  canceled 
and  filed  by  the  state  treasurer  with  the  per- 
manent records  of  his  office."  The  court  dis- 
tinguished the  case  of  Branch  v.  Sinking 
Fund  Comrs.  supra,  as  being  based  in  part 
on  the  negligence  of  the  holders  in  failing 
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to  inform  themselves  as  to  the  genuineness 
of  the  bonds,  and  points  out  tnat  in  the 
Cornell  Case,  supra,  the  court  declined  to 
class  the  certificates  with  commercial  paper. 

In  State  v.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.  15  Cal.  336, 
various  warrants  of  the  state  of  California, 
made  out  to  order,  were  duly  delivered  to 
the  payees,  indorsed  by  them  in  blank,  and 
later  paid  and  discharged  by  the  treasurer, 
but  were  not,  as  required  by  statute,  re- 
ceipted for  on  their  back  with  the  date. 
Thereafter  they  were  stolen,  and  were  later 
presented  anew  by  a  bona  fide  holder,  to  the 
treasurer,  who  in  ignorance  of  their  prior 
payment  exchanged  bonds  of  the  state  there- 
for payable  to  bearer,  and  it  was  held  that 
the  state  could  not  recover  the  bonds  from 
such  bona  fide  holder.  The  court  said: 
"The  principle  applies  in  such  case,  that  the 
loss  snould  fall  on  him  by  whose  fault  or 
confidence  it  came.  The  conditoin  of  the 
person  in  possession  would  be  the  better 
under  such  a  state  of  facts.  We  see  no 
difference  between  a  state  and  an  individual 
in  the  application  of  this  principle.  A  state 
should  act  with  as  much  justice,  and  be 
held  to  as  strict  responsibility,  as  one  of 
her  own  citizens  in  these  matters  of  dealing 
and  contract;  and  it  is  hotter  that  she 
should  be  held  responsible  for  the  acts  of 
her  agents,  than  that  she  should  reap  the 
-benefits  of  fraud  committed  upon  innocent 
third  persons  by  those  agents,  under  cover 
and  color  of  authority."  - 

In  Arents  v.  Com.  18  Gratt.  750,  coupons 
on  the  bonds  of  the  city  of  Wheeling,  guar- 
anteed by  the  state  of  Virginia,  were  paid 
by  the  state  and  thereafter  stolen  from  the 
auditor  and,  after  maturitv,  acquired  by 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  for  value,  and  it  was 
held  that  he  could  not  hold  them  as  against 
the  state.  B.  B.  B. 
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the  first  instalment  paid.  When  the  second 
instalment  came  due,  the  Barber  Asphalt 
Paving  Company  produced  the  valid  certifi- 
cates and  collected  the  amount,  and  the 
city  refused  to  make  further  payment  to 
the  plaintiff  upon  the  certificates  held  by 
it. 

The  defendant  filed  a  demurrer  to  the 
original  petition,  and  the  court  took  the 
demurrer  under  advisement  from  March, 
1906,  until  November  15,  1907.  On  the 
last-mentioned  date,  the  demurrer  was 
overruled.  The  plaintiff  contends  that 
when  the  demurrer  was  overruled  the  law, 
as  decided  upon  the  demurrer,  became  the 
law  of  the  case,  and  that  the  finding  of 
law  upon  the  demurrer  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned during  the  further  progress  of  the 
case,  except  by  appeal.  It  further  contends 
that  every  material  allegation  in  the  pe- 
tition was  proven  by  the  testimony,  and 
that  therefore  its  right  to  recover  was 
fixed  by  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer. 
It  contends,  further,  that,  the  demurrer  hav- 
ing been  overruled  November  15,  1907,  all 
questions  adjudicated  in  the  demurrer  be- 
came res  judicata  upon  the  expiration  of 
one  year  after  the  demurrer  was  sustained, 
and  that  the  order  overruling  the  demurrer 
could  not  be  appealed  from  after  the  ex- 
piration of  one  year. 

The  evidence  did  not  prove  all  the  ma- 
terial allegations  of  the  petition.  The  pe- 
tition, after  alleging,  in  substance,  the 
facts  as,  stated  above,  and  after  alleging 
the  issuance  of  valid  certificates,  alleges: 
**That  by  the  gross  negligence  and  care- 
lessness of  the  defendant  corporation  and 
of  the  defendants  Van  Winkle  and  Blaise, 
duplicate  certificates  for  the  numbers  here- 
inafter set  out  'were  issued  by  said  city, 
and  were  placed  on  the  market.*'  The 
proof  showed  that  the  city  did  not  issue  the 
certificates.  So  far  as  the  proof  went,  it 
tended  to  show  that  the  certificates  were 
fraudulently  abstracted  from  the  offices  of 
the  city  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  by 
forged  indorsements.  There  is  no  proof 
whatever  that  the  city  issued  the  certifi- 
cates; but,  on  the  other  hand,  all  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  it  did  not  do  so. 

The  city  is  not  liable.  The  tax  certifi- 
cates were  not  negotiable  instruments.  It 
is  admitted  that  the  city  is  not  liable  upon 
the  certificates;  but  it  is  claimed  that  it 
is  liable  for  the  negligent  act  of  its  officers, 
by  which  Biller  or  Roundtree,  or  whoever 
committed  the  fraud,  was  enabled  to  de- 
fraud the  bank.  It  is  claimed  that  the 
mayor  and  city  clerk  were  negligent  in 
signing  the  certificates.  The  only  act  of 
negligence  that  can  be  charged  against  the 
mayor  and  clerk  is  that  they  did  something  ' 
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which  permitted  a  dishonest  man  to  perpe- 
trate a  wrong.  If  the  officials  of  the  city 
had  all  been  honest — in  other  words,  if 
Roundtree  had  been  honest — there  would 
have  been  no  danger  in  signing  the  certifi- 
cates. But  it  is  claimed  here  that,  be- 
cause those  certificates  were  duplicates  of 
valid  certificates,  the  city  would  be  responsi- 
ble, because  the  mayor  and  clerk  did  not 
investigate  to  see  whether  they  were  sign- 
ing duplicate  certificates.  The  face  of  the 
certificate  covers  almost  two  printed  pages, 
and  it  appears  that  there  were  160  of  them. 
To  have  read  each  certificate,  and  com- 
pared  each  of  the  160,  would  have  been 
quite  a  task.  Of  (ourse,  the  numbering 
might  have  been  observed;  but  the  mere 
numbering  of  the  certificate  was  a  matter 
which,  of  all  others,  would  most  likely  be 
left  to  a  subordinate  employee.  If,  in 
issuing  certificates  of  this  sort,  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  mayor  or  chief  official  to  check 
over  the  numbers,  and  to  attend  to  such 
mere  clerical  matters,  then  it  will  not  be 
safe  for  cities  to  employ  clerical  help  at 
all;  such  help  would  be  practically  value- 
less. 

In  relying  upon  Roundtree's  honesty,  the 
city  did  no  more  than  the  plaintiff  itself 
did  in  lending  him  the  money  upon  the 
faith  of  the  certificates.  In  the  case  of 
Fuller  v.  Mower,  81  Me.  380,  17  Atl.  312, 
where  a  town  order  was  signed  in  blank 
by  a  selectman  and  delivered  to  the  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  selectmen,  to  be  used 
for  legitimate  purposes,  the  chairman  issued 
it  to  the  plaintiff,  who  loaned  to  him  cer- 
tain money,  relying  upon  his  assurance  that 
the  town  was  in  need  of  money  to  pay  debts, 
and  that  the  board  had  authority  to  bor- 
row the  money.  The  town  had  not  au- 
thorized the  borrowing  of  the  money,  and 
suit  was  brought  against  the  selectmen 
who  had  signed  the  order.  It  was  held 
that  he  was  not  liable.  In  the  course  of 
the  opinion,  the  court  said:  "It  is  urged 
that  the  defendant  was  careless  in  signing 
a  blank  order  and  leaving  it  with  Skinner. 
Perhaps  he  was.  It  can  now  be  seen  that 
it  was  dangerous  to  do  so.  But  the  de- 
fendant was  not  more  careless  in  trusting 
Skinner  with  a  blank  order  than  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  trusting  him  with  money  when 
no  other  member  of  the  board  was  present 
to  witness  or  sanction  the  transaction. 
And  in  this  particular  they  are  in  pari 
delicto.  And  if  it^  be  true,  as  counsel  urge, 
that  Skinner's  fraud  would  not  have  been 
possible  but  for  the  defendant's  negligence, 
it  is  equally  true  that  the  fraud  would  not 
have  been  possible  but  for  the  plaintiff's 
negligence.  Both  trusted  him,  and  both 
were  deceived  by  him. 
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In  Portsmouth  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ashley,  91 
Mich.  670,  30  Am.  St.  Bep.  611,  52  N.  W. 
74,  the  village  council  authorized  the  presi- 
dent and  clerk  to  sign  certain  bonds,  but 
did  not  authorize  them  to  deliver  them. 
The  bonds  were  delivered  to  a  railroad  com- 
pany, which  sold  them  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser. It  was  held  that  tha  purchaser 
oould  not  recover.  The  court  said:  "The 
mere  signing  of  bonds  did  not  bind  the  vil- 
lage to  the  payment  of  them.  They  were 
fitill  incomplete,  and  remained  in  the  hands 
of  the  village,  subject  to  the  direction  and 
control  of  the  counciL  The  village  council 
was  the  only  power,  under  the  statutes, 
which  had  authority  to  direct  the  issue  or 
delivery  for  the  purposes  for  which  the 
bonds  were  executed.  No  direction  whatever 
was  given  by  it  to  deliver  the  bonds,  and, 
until  authority  was  given  by  the  council, 
the  president  had  no  more  power  to  dispose 
of  them  than  a  stranger  to  the  proceedings ; 
and  a  disposition  of  them  by  the  president 
would  not  confer  upon  the  holder  any 
greater  right  to  enforce  pajrment  than 
though  they  were  stolen  from  the  village 
treasury." 

In  Gould  V.  Wise,  97  Cal.  632,  32  Pac. 
576,  33  Pac  323,  the  grantee  in  a  deed  took 
the  deed  from  the  table  where  it  was  lying 
while  a  purchase-money  mortgage  was  be- 
ing prepared,  carried  it  out  of  the  room,  and 
executed  a  mortgage  on  the  land  to  an  in- 
nocent third  person,  and  then  returned  and 
signed  the  note  and  mortgage  for  the  pur- 
chase money.  The  court  held  that  permit- 
ting him  to  take  the  deed  out  of  the  room 
was  not  such  negligence  as  estopped  the 
grantor  from  asserting  his  mortgage  in  pref- 
erence to  that  of  the  innocent  third  person. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  bank  had  no  more 
right  to  trust  Boundtree  than  did  the  city. 
Though  the  instrument  was  not  negotiable, 
the  bank  made  no  effort  to  ascertain  how 
it  came  into  Biller's  hands,  made  no  effort 
to  ascertain  who  Biller  was,  and  relied 
entirely  upon  Boundtree  to  ascertain 
whether  or  not  the  certificates  were  genuine. 

In  Merchants'  Exch.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bergen 
County,  115  U.  S.  384,  29  L.  ed.  430,  6  Sup. 
Ct.  Bep.  88,  the  court,  speaking  by  Mr. 
Justice  Field,  said:  "This  is  not  a  case 
where  there  existed  in  the  board  a  general 
power  to  issue  negotiable  securities  of  the 
county,  so  that  parties  would  be  justified 
in  taking  them  when  properly  executed  in 
form  by  its  officers.  It  is  a  case  where 
there  was  no  power,  except  as  specially 
delegated  by  law  for  a  particular  purpose. 
All  persons  taking  securities  of  municipali- 
ties having  only  such  special  power  must 
see  to  it  that  the  conditions  prescribed  for 
the  exercise  of  the  power  existed.  As  an 
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essential  preliminary  to  protection  as  a 
bona  fide  holder,  authority  to  issue  them 
must  appear."    . 

In  Anthony  v.  Jasper  County,  101  XJ.  S. 
693,  25  L.  ed.  1005,  which  was  an  action 
to  recover  upon  certain  bonds  issued  to  a 
township  in  the  state  of  Missouri,  the  court 
said:  ''In  order  to  recover  in  this  case,  it 
became  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
that  the  bonds  from  which  the  coupons  sued 
on  were  cut  had  been  executed  according  to 
law.  He  did  prove  that  they  were  signed 
by  the  presiding  justice  and  clerk  of  the 
court,  and  were  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
court.  This,  before  the  act  of*March  30, 
1872,  would  have  been  enough;  but  after 
that  more  ^slb  necessary.  The  public  can 
act  only  through  its  authorized  agents ;  and 
it  is  not  bound  until  all  who  are  to  partici- 
pate in  what  is  to  be  done  have  performed 
their  respective  duties.  The  authority  of  a 
public  agent  depends  on  the  law  as  it  is 
when  he  acts.  He  has  only  such  powers  as 
are  specifically  granted;  and  he  cannot  bind 
his  principal  under  powers  that  have  been 
taken  away  by  simply  antedating  his  con- 
tracts. Under  such  circumstances,  a  false 
date  is  equivalent  to  a  false  signature;  and 
the  public,  in  the  absence  of  any  ratificatipn 
of  its  own,  is  no  more  estopped  by  the  one 
than  it  would  be  by  the  other.  After  the 
power  of  an  agent  of  a  private  person  has 
been  revoked,  he  cannot  bind  his  principal 
by  simply  dating  back  what  he  does.  A 
retiring  partner,  after  due  notice  of  disso- 
lution, cannot  charge  his  firm  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  even 
in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder,  by 
giving  it  a  date  within  the  period  of  the 
existence  of  the  partnership.  Antedating, 
under  such  circumstances,  partakes  of  the 
character  of  a  forgery,  and  is  always  open 
to  inquiry,  no  matter  who  relies  on  it. 
The  question  is  one  of  the  authority  of 
him  who  attempts  to  bind  another.  Every 
person  who  deals  with  or  through  an  agent 
assumes  all  the  risks  of  a  lack  of  au- 
thority in  the  agent  to  do  what  he  does." 

In  Terry  v.  Allis,  20  Wis.  32,  the  first 
paragraph  of  the  syllabus  is  as  follows: 
"Where  a  city  order  has  never  been  deliv- 
ered to  or  indorsed  by  the  payee,  no  one 
can  acquire  such  a  title  to  it  as  will  en- 
able him  to  collect  its  amount  of  the  city." 

It  must  not  be  forgotten  that  the  certifi- 
cates were  not  obligations  of  the  city.  They 
were  tax  certificates  creating  a  lien  on  cer- 
tain lots  for  paving  tax,  and  were  payable 
by  the  lot  owners. 

The  distinction  between  liability  upon  the 
certificates  and  liability  for  negligence  in 
signing  them  has  not  been  overlooked.  The 
term     "negligence,"     in     this     connection, 
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though  oommonly  used,  is  probably  inaccur- 
ate. It  eeems  to  be  more  a  question  of 
estoppeL  If  the  question  were  one  of  neg- 
ligence, it  would  be  easy  of  solution.  "In 
order  to  render  a  person  liable  for  negli- 
gence, it  must  be  shown  that  the  damage 
was  the  ordinary  or  probable  consequence 
of  the  act."  It  will  not  do  to  reverse  the 
ordinary  presumption  that  people  are  hon- 
esty and  say  that  the  ordinary  or  probable 
consequence  of  signing  too  many  certificates 
is  that  some  one  will  steal  them  and  place 
them  in  circulation.  See  Burson  v.  Hunt- 
ington, 21  Mich.  436,  4  Am.  Rep.  497.  Be- 
sides the  act  of  signing  was  not  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  bank's  loss.  The  proxi- 
mate cause  was  the  theft  of  Roundtree, 
which  was  not  necessarily  connected  with 
the  signing  of  the  certificates.  The  sign- 
ing of  the  duplicates,  at  most,  was  only  a 
condition,  and  not  a  cause  of  plaintiff's 
loss.  The  principle  here  involved  is  dis- 
cussed in  O'Herron  v.  Gray,  168  Mass.  673, 
40  L.R.A.  498,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  411,  47  K. 
E.  429.  Among  other  things,  it  is  said: 
"If  the  negligence  is  such  as  might  be  an 
appropriate  foundation  for  an  action  at 
law  to  recover  damages  by  one  who  advances 
his  money,  it  may  be  availed  of  by  way  of 
estoppel,  to  avoid  circuity  of  action.  But 
the  facts  of  this  case  fall  short  of  showing 
such  negligence.  The  guardian  intrusted 
the  certificates  to  a  national  bank  of  good 
reputation.  Neither  she  nor  anybody  else 
had  any  reason  to  anticipate  larceny  or  em- 
bezzlement of  the  property,  and  a  fraudu- 
lent use  of  it,  to  deceive  others,  by  a  trust- 
ed officer  of  the  bank.  She  had  no  reason 
to  expect  that,  if  the  certificates  were 
stolen,  anybody  would  take  them  without 
inquiring  whether,  as  trust  property,  they 
had  been  disposed  of  by  the  guardian  for 
the  benefit  of  her  wards.  The  conduct  of 
the  guardian  was  not  a  cause,  but  a  mere 
condition  of  the  defendant's  advance  of 
money  upon  the  faith  of  the  certificates. 
A  criminal  act  of  Francis  intervened  as  the 
cause  of  the  defendant's  loss;  and  this  the 
guardian  had  no  reason  to  anticipate." 

The  cases  cited  by  plaintiff  are  not  in 
point.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  the  securities 
on  which  recovery  was  had  were  actually 
delivered  by  the  person  authorized  to  deliver 
them.  In  this  case,  the  certificates  were 
never  delivered.    They  were  stolen. 

The  principle  that  when  one  of  two  in- 
nocent persons  must  suffer  by  the  act  of 
a  third,  he  who  first  trusted  must  first 
suffer,  does  not  apply.  The  city  did  not 
trust  Roundtree  any  further  than  it  did  any 
other  employee.  It  in  no  way  clothed  him 
with  evidence  of  ownership.  The  fact  that 
the  certificates  were  issued  in  duplicate 
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possibly  made  it  easier  to  perpetrate  the 
fraud.  At  least,  it  probably  prevented  the 
fraud  from  being  discovered  as  soon  as  if 
there  had  been  only  one  set  of  certificates. 
It  may  be  that  the  opportunity  to  perpe- 
trate the  fraud  may  have  tempted  Round* 
tree  to  attempt  it;  but  the  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser from  the  thief,  who  entered  by  an  un- 
locked door^  cannot  defend  against  the  own^ 
er.  because  of  his  negligence  in  leaving  the 
door  unlocked.  Roundtree  could  have  stol- 
en valid  certificates  and  defrauded  the  bank 
in  the  same  way. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  enter  into  'the  ques- 
tions arising  out  of  the  fact  that  the  In* 
struments,  out  of  which  this  cause  of  action 
arises,  were  special  tax  tertificates,  upon 
which,  if  genuine,  the  city  would  not  be 
liable,  and  out  of  the  distinctions  that  might 
be  urged  as  existing  between  the  liability 
of  a  public  and  private  corporation  imder 
the  same  circumstances. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  oourt  should 
be  affirmed. 

Per  Oarlam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 


NORTH  OAROIilNA  SUPRBMB 
OOURT. 

H.  W.  CALDWELL,  Appt., 

V. 

JOSEPH  W.  LITTLE,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  D.  T» 
McCuUoch,  Respt. 

(158  N.  0.  361,  74  S.  E.  10.) 

Insnranoe  «  legal  dependents  «  deflnl* 
tion. 

Brothers  and  sisters  and  nephews  and 
nieces  not  living  with  or  supported  by  as- 
sured are  not  legal  dependents  within  the 
meaning  of  a  provision  making  the  proceeds 
of  a  benefit  insurance  policy  payable  to 
such  persons,  and  the  proceeds  are  therefore 
assets  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator. 

(March  13,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  New  Han- 
over County  holding  the  proceeds  of  a  mut- 
ual benefit  policy  to  be  assets  in  the  handa 

Note. —  The  question,  Who  is  a  "depend- 
ent," within  the  statutes  or  rules  defining 
beneficiaries  of  mutual  benefit  societies,  is 
covered  in  the  notes  to  Caldwell  v.  Grand 
Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  653; 
Royal  Leajfue  v.  Shields,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
208;  and  Goff  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  R.  A.  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1191. 

As  to  who  is  a  member  of  a  "family^ 
within  contract  of  benefit  society,  see  note 
to  Supreme  Lodge,  O.  M.  P.  v.  Nevins,  3^ 
LJIA.(N.S.)  334. 
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of  the  adminiBtrator  for  paymant  of  debts 
as  against  the  claims  of  brothers,  sisters, 
nephews,  and  nieces.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Ronntree  A  Carr  for  plaintiff. 

No  counsel  for  defendant 

Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  only  assignment  of  error  relates  to 
the  correctness  of  the  following  ruling  of 
the  Judge:  "Second.  That  the  funds  re- 
ceived from  the  Junior  Order  of  United 
American  Mechanics  are  hereby  declared 
to  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator for  the  payment  of  debts  of  D.  T. 
McCuUoch,  and  the  court  finds  as  a  fact, 
on  the  admission  of  all  parties,  that  the 
deceased  was  a  bachelor  and  died  without 
leaving  children,  or  any  relative  living  with 
him,  but  did  have  brothers,  sisters,  and 
nephews  and  nieces,  whom  the  court  holds 
not  'legal  dependents'  under  the  terms  c 
the  certificate  offered  in  evidence."  It  ap- 
pears that  the  membership  certificate  in 
the  Junior  Order  of  United  American  Me- 
chanics provides  that  any  benefit  accruing 
thereunder  shall  be  payable  to  the  legal  de- 
pendents of  the  deceased.  The  benefit  for 
$500  was  paid  over  to  the  administrator 
by  the  Junior  Order  of  United  American 
Mechanics,  with  the  understanding  that  it 
was  to  be  distributed  as  provided  by  law, 
and  the  administrator  desires  to  disburse 
it  among  creditors,  or  among  the  brothers 
and  sisters  ^nd  nephews  and  nieces  of  the 
deceased,  as  the  court  may  hold  is  proper. 

Upon  the  findings  of  fact,  we  agree  with 
the  court  below  that  the  deceased  died 
leaving  no  ''legal  dependents"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  certificate  of  membership. 
His  brothers  and  sisters  did  not  live  with 
him,  and,  for  aught  that  appears,  were  in 
no  legal  sense  dependent  upon  him,  any 
more  than  he  was  dependent  upon  them. 
While  the  meaning  of  the  term  "legal  de- 
pendent" has  not  been  defined  in  any  case 
before  this  court,  we  have  abundant  au- 
thority from  other  courts,  as  well  as  text 
writers,  in  support  of  our  decision.  Web- 
ster's Dictionary  defines  the  word*  "depend- 
ent" primarily  to  mean  "one  who  depends; 
one  who  is  sustained  by  another,  or  who 
relies  on  another  for  support  or  favor." 
In  Keener  v.  Grand  Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W. 

38  Mo.  App.  543,  the  "legal  dependents"  of 
a  person  were  restricted  to  those  whom 
he  was  legally  bound  to  support.  Upon 
this  theory  a  mistress  is  held  not  to  .Dc> 
a  legal  dependent,  and  the  same  as  to  serv- 
ants and  retainers.  Ibid.  West  v.  Grand 
Lodge,  A.  0.  U.  W.  14  Tex.  Civ.  App.  471, 
37  S.  W.  966.  In  a  Wisconsin  case  the 
supreme  court  defined  the  word  "depend- 
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ent"  as  follows:  "We  think  the  true 
meaning  of  the  word  'dependent,'  in  this 
connection,  means  some  person  or  persons 
dependent  for  support  in  some  way  upon 
the  deceased."  Ballou  v.  Gile,  50  Wis. 
614,  7  N.  W.  561.  Mr.  Bacon,  in  his  work 
on  Benefit  Societies,  vol.  1,  §  261,  after 
reviewing  the  cases,  says:  "We  are  forced 
to  the  conclusion  that  they  limit  the  term 
'dependents'  to  those  who  reasonably  rely, 
upon  another  for  subsistence,  nourishment, 
and  support"  In  Massachusetts  it  is  held 
a  mother  not  living  with  her  son,  and  not 
relying  on  him  for  support,  is  not  a  legal 
dependent  McCarthy  v.  Supreme  Lodge, 
N.  E.  O.  P.  153  Mass.  314,  11  L.R.A.  144» 
25  Am.  St  Rep.  637,  26  N.  E.  866.  And 
the  samd  ruling  as  to  a  brother  is  made 
in  Supreme  Council,  A.  L.  H.  v.  Smith,  45 
N.  J.  Eq.  466,  17  Atl.  770.  In  Supreme 
Council,  A.  L.  H.  ▼.  Perry,  140  Mass.  580, 
5  N.  E.  634,  it  is  held  that  a  sister  (noth- 
ing else  appearing)  is  not  a  legal  depend- 
ent. In  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
969,  it  is  said:  "In  passing  upon  the  desig- 
nation of  'dependents,'  the  courts  have  gen- 
erally construed  it  strictly,  and  held  it  to 
mean  those  relying  upon  l^e  insured  for 
support."  In  2  Words  k  Phrases,  pp.  1991, 
1992,  many  cases  are  cited  and  quoted 
from  at  length,  sustaining  this  definition 
of  the  term. 

As  there  are  no  "legal  dependents,"  it 
follows  that  the  administrator  is  entitled 
to  the  fund  to  be  applied  to  the  debts  of 
the  deceased,  if  any,  and  otherwise  dis- 
tributed in  due  course  of  administration. 

Affirmed. 


MISSOURI  SUPRBMS  OOURT. 

THOMAS  C.  CAMPBELL,  Appt, 

V. 

CITY  OF  CHILLICOTHE,  Respt 

(239  Mo.  455,  144  S.  W.  408.) 

Highway  —  gate  across  sidewalk  «  lia- 
bility of  municipality. 

1.  A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  for 
injury  to  a  pedestrian  on  a  sidewalk  by  col- 
lision, in  the  night,  with  a  gate  which  is  so 
constructed  that  it  will  stand  open  across 
the  walk  so  as  to  obstruct  it,  if  the  munici- 
pality had  notice  of,  or,  by  the  exercise  of 

Note.  ^  For  exhaustive  discussion  of  the 
liability  of  a  municipal  corporation  for  per- 
mitting an  obstruction  to  be  placed  in  the 
street,  see  note  to  IVIcKim  v.  Philadelphia, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)   507. 

The  whole  matter  of  the  liability  of 
municipality  corporations  for  defects  or  ob- 
structions in  streets  is  covered  bv  a  note  to 
£lam  V.  Mt.  Sterling,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  513. 
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ordinary  care,  could  have  discovered,  the  de- 
fect in  time  to  remedy  it  prior  to  the  in- 
jury. 

Same  —  sufficiency  of  notice. 

2.  It  is  error  to  make  the  right  to  recover 
against  a  municipal  corporation  for  injury 
caused  by  a  defect  in  a  sidewalk  depend  up- 
on actual  notice  for  the  defect,  if  there  is 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  it  was  charge- 
able with  constructive  notice. 

Bvldence  —  absence  of  ll^^ht  on  highway 
—  action  for  injury. 

3.  Although  the  fact  that  an  electric  light 
located  near  the  place  where  an  accident 
occurred  on  a  public  street,  was  not  burning 
at  the  time  of  t^e  accident,  is  not  evidence 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  mimicipal- 
ity,  it  may  be  considered  by  the  jury  as 
tending  to  show  why  the  injiued  person  did 
not  avoid  the  obstruction. 

Appeal  —  instruction  —  absence  of  ob- 
jection. 

4.  An  exception  to  an  instruction  is  suffi- 
cient to  raise  the  question  of  its  correctness, 
although  no  objection  is  made  to  it^ 

(February  6,  1912.)  ^ 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Linn  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Scott  J.  Miller  and  Charles  M. 
Miller,  for  appellant: 

It  is  negligence  to  hang  a  gate  so  that 
when  open  it  swings  over  and  on  the  side- 
walk. 

Decatur  v.  Hamilton,  89  111.  App.  561; 
Bohen  v.  Waseca,  32  Minn.  176,  60  Am.  Rep. 
664,  19  N.  W.  730;  Jarrell  v.  Wilmington, 
4  Penn.  (Del.)  464,  66  Atl.  379;  Bieling 
V.  Brooklyn,  120  N.  Y.  98,  24  N.  E.  389; 
Hume  V.  New  York,  74  N.  Y.  264;  Mans- 
field V.  New  York,  119  App.  Div.  199,  104 
N.  Y.  Supp.  386;  Kiley  v.  Kansas  City, 
69  Mo.  102,  33  Am.  Rep.  491 ;  Barr  v.  Kan< 
sas  City,  105  Mo.  650,  16  S.  W.  483. 

Instruction  7  is  erroneous  and  should 
not,  under  the  evidence,  have  been  given. 
It  was  prejudicial  to  plaintiff  and  rever- 
sible error. 

Clark  V.  Brookfield,  97  Mo.  App.  16,  70 
S.  W.  934;  Deland  v.  Cameron,  112  Mo. 
App.  708,  87  S.  W.  597;  Cropper  v.  Mex- 
ico, 62  Mo.  App.  388;  Maus  v.  Springfield, 
101  Mo.  613,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  634,  14  S. 
W.  630;  Sneed  v.  Salisbury,  94  Mo.  App. 
429,  68  S.  W.  369;  Huff  v.  Marshall,  97 
Mo.  App.  547,  71  S.  W.  477;  Young  v.  Webb 
City,  150  Mo.  342,  61  S.  W.  709;  Market 
V.  St.  Louis,  56  Mo.  189;  Shipley  v.  Boli- 
var, 42  Mo.  App.  401. 
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Messrs.  Frank  W.  Ashby  and  Frank 
Sheets  A  Son,  for  respondent: 

If  the  gate  was  properly  constructed,  in 
reasonably  good  repair,  and  afforded,  when 
closed,  a  reasonably  safe  sidewalk  for  pub- 
lic use^  it  was  a  nuisance  per  se. 

Fehlhauer  v.  St.  Louis,  178  Mo.  636,  77 
S.  W.  843;  Stoetzele  v.  Swearingen,  90  Mo. 
App.  688. 

Roy,  C  filed  the  following  opinion : 

This  is  a  suit  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries,  tried  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Linn  county,  at  Brookfield,  on  a  change 
of  venue  from  Livingston  county.  The  ver- 
dict being  for  defendant,  plaintiff  appeals. 

The  defendant  is  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion under  a  special  charter,  having  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  a  population  of  about 
10,000. 

The  facts  constituting  the  negligence  are 
stated  in  the  petition  as  follows:  ''That 
on  or  about  February  20,  1906,  and  for  a 
long  time  prior  thereto,  there  was  a  cer- 
tain gate  (which  was  about  3  feet  high 
and  3}  feet  long)  so  hung  or  fastened  to  a 
post  or  fence,  so  that  in  opening  said 
gate,  or  when  opened,  it  would  swing  out 
over  and  stand  on  said  street  and  side- 
walk within  and  upon  the  east  side  of  Elm 
street,  and  in  front  of  a  house  and  lot  sit- 
uated and  abutting  on  said  sidewalk  and 
street,  known  as  No.  823  Elm  street,  in 
said  city.  That  said  gate,  when  so  hung 
or  fastened,  as  aforesaid,  and  when  open 
on  said  street  and  sidewalk,  constituted  a 
dangerous  obstruction  and  a  nuisance  on 
said  street  and  sidewalk,  and  persons  pass- 
ing thereon  were  liable  to  be  injured  by 
reason  of  said  gate  and  obstruction.  Plain- 
tiff further  states  on  or  about  February 
20,  1906,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  there- 
to, that  the  defendant  carelessly  and  neg- 
ligently maintained  and  caused  or  permitted 
said  gate  to  be  so  hung  or  fastened,  as 
aforesaid,  well  knowing  that  said  gate  was 
dangerous,  and  that  it  would  be  open  many 
times  a  day  and  night,  and  when  open  it 
would  stand  out  on  and  over  said  sidewalk 
and  street,  and  would  constitute  a  danger- 
ous obstruction  and  a  nuisance  in  and  up- 
on said  sidewalk  and  street;  and  that  per- 
sons passing  along  and  over  said  sidewalk 
and  street  would  be  liable  to  be  injured 
thereby,  and  that  said  gate  and  obstruc- 
tion was  negligently  and  carelessly  caused 
or  permitted  by  said  defendant  to  be  and 
remain  in  a  dangerous  and  defective  con- 
dition, and  to  habitually  stand  open  in 
and  on  said  sidewalk  and  street  for.  a 
great  length  of  time  prior  to  and  includ- 
ing the  20th  day  of  February,  1906;  that 
the  defendant  knew,  or  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care   would   have  known,  of  the 
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existence  of  said  gate,  and  that  it  was  so 
hung  or  fastened,  as  aforesaid,  and  was  in 
a  defective  condition,  and  habitually  stood 
open  in  and  on  said  sidewalk  and  street, 
and  of  the  dangerous  condition  of  said 
sidewalk  and  street  by  reason  thereof,  in 
time,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  to 
have  caused  said  gate  and  obstruction  to 
be  removed,  and  said  sidewalk  and  street 
made  secure  and  safe,  before  plaintiff  was 
injured,  but  carelessly  and  negligently 
failed  and  n^lected  to  do  so."  The  an- 
swer is  a  general  denial,  with  a  plea  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 

Plaintiff  was  a  citizen  of  Chillicothe,  a 
traveling  salesman,  and  on  returning  home 
on  the  night  of  Februaiy  20,  1906,  a  dark 
night,  with  a  misting  rain,  he  ran  into  or 
against  a  wooden  picket  gate  in  front  of  the 
residence  of  Mr.  Theodore  Carpenter,  and 
broke  both  bones  of  his  leg  just  above  the 
ankle.  The  gate  was  standing  more  or  less 
open  out,  on,  or  across  the  sidewalk.  The 
nearest  street  light,  about  a  block  distant, 
was  out.  The  gate  was  about  two  blocks 
from  the  public  square,  and  about  one  block 
from  the  plaintiff's  residence.  The  gate, 
having  been  removed  from  its  place  in  the 
gateway,  was  rehung  some  time  in  Novem- 
ber, 1905,  and,  after  being  up  a  few  weeks, 
was  knocked  down  or  torn  down  in  some 
way,  and,  after  setting  in  the  yard  for 
a  considerable  time,  was  again  rehung  in 
its  old  place,  with  a  strap  hinge  below 
and  a  door  screen  hinge,  with  a  spring,  at 
the  top.  Plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  it  was  hung  the  last  time  six  or  eight 
weeks  before  the  injury,  and  that  the  top 
hinge  was  broken,  so  as  not  to  hold  the 
gate,  for  a  week  or  more  before  the  injury. 
Defendant's  evidence  tended  to  show  that 
the  last  hanging  of  the  gate  was  a  wee 
or  ten  days  before  the  injury,  'and  the 
breaking  of  the  top  hinge  two  days  before 
the  injury.  Mr.  Grace,  a  member  of  the 
eity  council,  passed  there  on  the  sidewalk 
three  or  four  times  a  day.  There  was  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  gate  usual- 
ly stood  open,  and  evidence  to  the  effect 
tbat  it .  was  kept  closed.  A  witness  for 
defendant  testified  the  gate  would  naturally 
lean  out  if  not  kept  closed;  and  another 
testified  that  the  latch  would  not  fasten, 
but  by  pulling  the  gate  in  between  tht 
posts  it  would  remain  there  tight. 

Among  other  instructions,  the  court  gave 
the  following  at  the  instance  of  defendant: 

"(2)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
the  fact  that  the  electric  light  was  not 
burning  on  the  comer  of  Calhoun  and  Elm 
streets  at  the  time  the  plaintiff  alleges 
hp  was  injured  is  no  evidence  against  th' 
defendant  of  any  negligence,  and  you  will 
not  therefore  consider  it." 
39  I4.R.A.(N.S.) 


"(3)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
the  city  is  not  an  insurer  or  warrantor  of 
the  condition  of  its  sidewalks;  nor  is  every 
obstruction  thereon  actionable,  though  it 
may  have  caused  the  injury  sued  for.  And, 
though  you  may  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  the  gate  in  question  did,  when  open, 
swing  over  the  line  of  the  sidewalk,  still 
a  property  owner  abutting  on  a  sidewalk 
has  a  right  to  make  a  proper  and  reason- 
able use  thereof,  as  long  as  such  use  is 
consistent  with  the  easement  of  the  public 
to  pass  over  it.  Therefore,  if  you  believe 
from  the  evidence  that  the  gate  in  question, 
when  closed,  afforded  a  reasonably  safe 
sidewalk  for   public  use,  you   cannot  find 

»r  plaintiff  because  of  the  fact  that 
said  gate  did,  when  in  a  proper  condition 
of  repair  and  opened  for  the  pyrpose  of 
enabling  persons  to  pass  in  and  out  of  the 
premises,  open  and  swing  outward  and 
partially  across  the  sidewalk  at  a  point 
where  the  injury  is  said  to  have  occurred.'' 

''(7)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
there  is  no  evidence  in  this  case  that  the 
defendant  city  had  any  actual  notice  that 
the  gate  mentioned  in  the  evidence  was 
standing  upon  or  over  the  sidewalk." 

"(8)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
if  they  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the 
gate  mentioned  in  the  evidence  was  put  in 
place  on  February  13,  1906,  then,  before 
the  plaintiff  can  recover  in  this  case,  he 
must  show  to  your  satisfaction,  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence,  not  only  that 
the  gate  was  standing  or  hanging  over  the 
sidewalk  after  that  date,  but,  also,  that 
said  gate  was  so  standing  open  over  said 
sidewalk  a  sufficient  length  of  time  prior 
to  the  accident  that  the  defendant,  by  the- 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  could  have  dis- 
covered the  same,  and,  unless  the  plaintiff 
has  so  shown,  your  verdict  must  be  for  the 
defendant." 

1.  The  obligation  of  a  city  to  keep  its 
streets  and  sidewalks  in  repair  is  not  llm« 
ited  to  the  defects  existing  in  a  street. 
Dangerous  ditches,  excavations,  and  walls 
by  the  side  of  a  sidewalk  are  within  the 
rule 'holding  a  city  liable.  Kiley  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  87  Mo.  103,  56  Am.  Rep.  443;  Bas- 
sett  V.  St.  Joseph,  53  Mo.  290,  14  Am.  Rep. 
446;  Halpln  v.  Kansas  City;  76  Mo.  335; 
Wiggin  V.  St  Louis,  135  Mo.  558,  37  S. 
W.  528. 

In  Kiley  ▼.  Kansas  City,  supra,  it  was 
held  the  duty  of  the  city  to  guard  against 
injuries  to  persons  using  a  sidewalk  by 
the  falling  of  a  dangerous  wall  standing 
on  the  side  of  the  street;  and  in  Franke  v. 
St.  Louis,  110  Mo.  516,  19  S.  W.  938,  the 
city  was  held  liable  for  negligently  per- 
mitting the  wall  of  a  burned  building  to 
stand   on   the   side   of  the   sidewalk   with 
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looM  stones  therein,  which  fell  and  injiired 
the  passer-by  on  the  sidewalk. 

It  has  be^n  very  recently  held  in  Massa- 
chusetts, in  Keating  v.  Boston,  206  Mass. 
327,  92  N.  E.  431,  10  Ann.  Gas.  464, 
that  a  jury  is  warranted  in  finding  that 
a  coal-hole  cover  which,  when  stepped  upon, 
will  tip  up  unless  fastened,  is  so  likely  to 
be  unfastened  that  a  city  which  used  rea- 
sonable diligence  after  it  had,  or  in  the  ez> 
ercise  of  proper  care  might  have  had,  no- 
tice of  this  condition,  would  not  allow  it 
to  be  there  at  all. 

If  the  gate  was  so  constructed  and  used 
that  at  times,  while  no  one  was  passing 
through  or  holding  the  same,  it  would  stand 
open  on  or  across  the  sidewalk,  so  as  to  be 
an  obstruction  to  the  sidewalk,  and  if  its 
condition  and  use  in  that  respect  were 
such  that  an  ordinarily  prudent  person,  re- 
sponsible for  and  knowing  its  condition 
and  use,  would  have  remedied  the  same, 
then  the  city  is  liable,  provided  it  had  no- 
tice of  that  condition,  or  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care  could  have  discovered  it, 
in  time  to  remedy  it  prior  to  the  injury. 
In  order  that  a  city  be  held  responsible 
for  injury  by  a  falling  wall,  it  is  not  nec- 
essary that  the  city  should  know  that  the 
wall  is  falling.  It  is  sufficient  that  it  knows 
the  wall  is  so  liable  to  fall  that  ordinary, 
care  requires  its  abatement.  So  in  this 
case  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  city 
should  know  that  the  gate  was  standing 
open  at  the  particular  time  of  the  injury. 
It  was  sufficient  if  the  city  knew,  or  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care  and  caution  would 
have  known,  the  condition  and  use  of  said 
gate,  in  time  to  remedy  the  same  before 
the  injury.  Such  being  the  law,  instruc- 
tions numbered  3  and  8,  given  for  defend-' 
ant,  were  clearly  wrong. 

2.  Instruction  No.  7  is  erroneous.  It  is 
true  that  there  was  no  direct  evidence  of 
notice;  but  there  was  circumstantial  evi- 
dence from  which  the  jury  might  infer  no- 
tice. This  same  instruction  was  held  re- 
versible error  in  the  case  of  Clark  v.  Brook- 
field,  97  Mo.  App.  16,  70  S.  W.  934.  The 
evidence,  as  above  stated,  shows  that  Mr. 
Grace,  a  member  of  the  city  council,  passed 
several  times  a  day  along  the  sidewalk  by 
that  gate,  and  from  that  fact  the  jury 
might  have  inferred  that  the  city  had  no- 
tice. Besides,  there  was  other  evidence 
tending  to  the  same  effect. 

3.  Instruction  No.  2  is  erroneous.  The 
fact  that  the  electric  light  was  not  burniner 
was  not  evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  defendant;  but  it  was  proper  evidence 
going  to  show  why  it  was  that  plaintiff 
did  not  see  the  obstruction,  and  the  jury 
had  a  right  to  consider  it  for  that  purpose. 

Respondent  makes  the  point  that,  al- 
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though  there  was  an  exception  to  the  giv* 
ing  of  defendant's  instructions,  there  was 
no  objection  made  to  such  instructions.  It 
is  insisted  that  under  the  ruling  in  Sheets 
V.  Iowa  State  Ins.  Co.  225  Mo.  613,  126 
S.  W.  413,  the  question  is  not  properly 
before  the  court.  That  case  waJB  expressly 
overruled  as  to  that  point  in  Harding  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  232  Mo.  444,  134  S.  W. 
641,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B.  1221. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded. 

Bond,  C,  concurs.  ■ 

Per  Oarlam: 

The   foregoing   opinion   of  Boy»    Ci^   li 
adopted  by  the  court. 
All  the  Judges  concur. 


FliORIDA  SUPKBBfB  OOURT. 

WALTER  ACKER,  Jb.,  Plff.  in  Err.» 

V. 

,WILLOCK  L.  BELL. 

(—  Fla.  — ,  67  So.  356.) 

Militia  —  enllBtment  of  minor  —  Talid- 
Ity. 

Under  the  Constitution  and  statutes  of 
Florida,  a  minor  over  the  a^  of  eighteen 
years  is  bound  by  his  enlistment  into  the 
military  service  of  the  state,  even  though 
the  consent  of  his  parents  was  not  obtained 
for  such  enlistment. 

(December  12,  1911.) 

Headnote  by  Pabkhiix,  J. 

Note, -^  EMis^ment  of  niinar  toithotU 
parents  consent  in  armyf  navyf  or 
militia. 

This  note  is  confined  strictly  to  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  enlistment  of  a  minor 
in  the  army  or  navy  without  the  consent  of 
parent  or  guardian  is,  under  the  statute 
regulating  such  enlistments  then  in  force, 
a  valid  contract;  and  also  as  to  whether 
such  statute  ifl  for  the  benefit  of  the  minor, 
or  for  the  benefit  of  the  parent  or  guardian 
only.  The  question  of  the  right  of  a  minor 
unlawfully  enlisted  in  the  army  and  navy,  to 
discharge  on  habeas  corpus  from  custody 
of  court-martial  under  charge  of  desertion 
or  fraudulent  enUstment,  is  considered  in  a 
note  attached  to  Dillingham  v.  Booker,  18 
L.R.A.  (N.S.)  956,  and  so  is  not  touched 
upon  in  this  note.  That  Congress,  imder  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  SStates,  has  pow- 
er to  enlist  minors  in  the  army  and  navy 
without  the  consent  of  the  parents,  guar- 
dians, or  masters,  is  not  questioned,  but  the 
effect  of  statutes  prohibiting  the  enlistment 
of  minors  without  such  consent  has  given 
rise  to  many  decisions  many  of  which  are 
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ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Es- 
cambia County  to  review  a  judgment 
granting  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  for  the  dis- 
charge of  petitioner's  minor  son  from  the 
custody  of  respondent.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  JEmmott  Wilson  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  Soott  M.  Loftln  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror. 

Parkhill,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  the  2d  day  of  August,  1911,  the  de- 
fendant in  error  filed  his  petition  for  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  seeding  the  dis- 
charge of  Bryailt  Merritt  Bell,  the  son  of 
petitioner,    from    the    custody    of    Walter 


Acker,  Jr.,  as  the  oommanding  officer  of 
Company  M,  First  Regiment  of  the  Nation- 
al Guard  of  Florida.  The  discharge  of 
Bryant  Merritt  Bell  was  sought  upon  the 
ground  that  his  enlistment  as  a  private 
in  said  company  was  illegal  and  without 
authority  of  law,  in  that  he  enlisted  on  the 
1st  day  of  June,  1911,  when  twenty  years 
old,  being  then  and  now  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  and  without  the  consent 
and  against  the  wishes  of  his  father,  and 
that  his  father  is  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  his  said  minor  son. 

The  writ  issued,  and  Acker,  for  return 
thereto,  alleged  that  he  is  the  captain  com- 
manding said  Company  M,  First  Regiment, 
Florida  National  Guard,  and  that  he  only  re- 
quires said  Bryant  Merritt  Bell  to  appear 


conflicting.  The  cases  have  been  classified 
with  reference  to  the  acts  in  force  when 
they  were  decided,  so  as  to  enable  the  read- 
er the  better  to  judge  of  their  value  as 
precedents  in  cases  arising  under  the  acts 
now  in  force. 

Regular  army — 1802. 

The  act  of  1802  provided  that  no  person 
nnder  the  age  of  twenty-one  should  be  en- 
listed by  any  officer  without  the  consent  of 
his  parent,  guardian,  or  master  first  had  or 
obtained;  and  this  provision  was  in  force 
until  1872,  when  §  1117  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes of  the  United  States  (U.  S.  Comp.  Stat. 
-1901,  p.  813),  went  into  effect,  except  when 
it  was  suspended  to  meet  the  exigencies  of 
the  War  of  1812,  the  Mexican  War,  and  the 
Civil  War.  And  so  enlistments  of  minors 
during  the  period  that  such  provision  was 
in  force,  which  were  made  without  the  con- 
sent of  parent  or  guardian,  were  held  to 
be  illegal  in  the  following  cases :  Re  Keeler, 
1  Hempst.  306,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,637;  Re 
McDonald,  1  Low.  Dec.  100,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
8,762;  Seavey  v.  Seymour,  3  Cliff.  439,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  12,596;  United  States  v.  Anderson, 
Cooke,  143,  Fed.  Cas.  No  14,449;  Re  Carl- 
ton, 7  Cow.  471;  Re  Wiesenberger,  7  Ohio 
Dec.  Reprint,  529;  United  States  ex  rel. 
Henderson  v.  Wright,  5  Phila.  299,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  16,778;  Com.  ex  rel.  Webster  v.  Fox,  7 
Pa.  336;  Com.  ex  rel.  Leake  v.  Blake,  8 
Phila.  623;  United  States  r.  Anderson, 
Cooke  (Tenn.)  143. 

And  in  Re  Andrews,  1  Haskell,  87,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  369,  it  was  held  that  a  minor  who 
enlisted  in  the  army  without  the  parent's 
or  guardian's  consent  must  be  discharged 
on  request  of  the  father. 

But  in  Re  Riley,  1  Ben.  408,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,834  (decided  in  1867),  it  was  held  that 
enlistment  of  a  minor  over  eighteen  years 
without  the  consent  of  the  father  was  valid, 
and  his  release  was,  on  the  petition  of  the 
father,  refused.  This  decision  was  based 
on  the  opinion  th^t  the  provision  of  the  act 
of  1802  prohibiting  the  enlistment  of  minors 
under  twenty-one  years  of  age  without  the 
consent  of  parent  or  guardian  was  in  effect 
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repealed  and  superseded  by  the  act  of  1814, 
which  authorized  the  enlistment  of  men  be- 
tween the  ages  of  eighteen  and  fifty,  and 
that  such  act  was  then  still  in  force.  This 
decision  is  in  direct  conflict  with  Re  An- 
drews, supra,  decided  in  the  same  year, 
where  it  was  held  that  enlistment  of  any 
minor  without  the  consent  of  guardian  or 
parent  was  invalid,  the  court  there  stating 
that  the  act  of  1815,  which  was  not  noted 
in  Re  Riley,  and  which  provided  that  men 
should  be  recruited  in  the  same  manner 
and  with  the  same  limitations  as  were 
authorized  by  the  act  of  1802,  repealed 
the  act  of  1814,  and  revived  the  provi- 
sion of  the  act  of  1802  in  respect  to  the 
validity  of  enlistment  of  minors  without  the 
consent  of  parent  or  guardian.  And  the 
same  opinion  was  expressed  in  Re  McDonald, 
1  Low.  Dec.  100,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,752.  And 
in  Seavey  v.  Seymour,  3  Cliff.  439,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  12,696,  it  was  said  that  in  Re  Riley, 
the  court,  in  making  its  decision,  overlooked 
the  act  of  1816. 

And  Phelan's  Case,  9  Abb.  Pr.  286,  which 
held  that  enlistment  of  minors  of  eighteen 
without  the  parent's  consent  was  valid,  is 
cited  in  Re  McDonald,  1  Low,  Dec.  100,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  8,762,  as  being  of  little  weight,  as 
the  act  of  1815  was  overlooked. 

And  in  Dabbs's  Case,  12  Abb.  Pr.  113,  21 
How.  Pr.  68,  it  was  held  that  the  provision 
of  the  act  of  1802  requiring  consent  of  par- 
ents of  minors  to  enlistment,  which  had  been 
abrogated  by  the  act  of  1814,  was  restored 
by  the  act  of  1816. 


—section  1117,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 

Section  1117  of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  provides 
that  no  person  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years  shall  be  enlisted  or  mustered  into  the 
military  service  of  the  United  States  with- 
out the  written  consent  of  his  parents  or 
guardian,  provided  that  such  minor  has  par- 
ents or  guardian  entitled  to  his  custody  and 
control. 

And  so  in  Re  Von  Dieselskie,  5  Mackey, 
485,  it  was  held  that  under  such  section 
a  minor  cannot  be  legally  enlisted  in  the 
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for  regular  and  special  drills  of  said  compa- 
nj,  and  that  otherwise  he  has  not  restrained 
the  liberty  of  the  said  Bell.  A  motion  to 
quash  the  return  was  sustained,  and  Bryant 
Merritt  Bell  was  discharged  from  custody  of 
said  Acker.  Thereupon  a  writ  of  error  was 
sued  out  to  this  court. 

Under  the  assignments  of  error  and  plead- 
ings herein,  the  only  question  presented  is 
whether  the  consent  in  writing  of  parents  or 
guardians  of  a  minor  over  the  age  of 
eighteen  years  is  necessary  for  the  valid 
enlistment  of  such  minor  in  the  National 
Guard  of  Florida. 

According  to  the  provisions  of  §  1  of 
article  14  of  the  Constitution  of  1885  of 
this  state,  "all  able-bodied  male  inhabitants 
of  the  state,  between  the  ages  of  eighteen 


and  forty-five  years,  that  are  citizens  of 
the  United  States,  or  have  declared  their 
intention  to  become  citizens  thereof,  shall 
constitute  the  militia  of  the  state." 

Section  670  of  the  Oeneral  Statutes  of 
1906  of  this  state  provides:  "That  portion 
of  the  militia  organized  as  a  land  force 
shall  be  known  and  designated  as  the  Flori- 
da State  Troops,  and  shall  be  composed  of 
able-bodied  volimteers  between  eighteen  and 
forty-five  years  of  age  Every  applicant  for 
enlistment  shall  furnish  satisfactory  proof 
of  good  character,  and  shall,  before  taking 
the  oath  of  enlistment,  be  subjected  to  a 
physical  examination  conforming,  as  nearly 
as  possible,  to  the  requirements  for  enlist- 
ment in  the  United  States  Army." 

Like  unto  the  statute  of  this  state  is  the 


United  States  army  without  the  consent  of 
his  parent  or  guardian. 

And  in  Re  Chapman,  2  L.R.A.  332,  37 
Fed.  327,  and  United  States  ex  rel.  Deming 
V.  Hanchett,  18  Fed.  26,  it  was  held  that 
tmder  such  section  the  enlistment  of  a  min- 
or without  the  written  consent  of  parent  or 
guardian  was  illegal  and  of  no  effect. 

And  to  same  effect  are  Re  Kaufman,  41 
Fed.  876,  and  Ex  parte  Houghton,  129  Fed. 
239. 

But  in  Re  Dowd,  90  Fed.  718,  and  Ex 
parte  Lewkowitz,  163  Fed.  646,  it  was  held 
that  under  §  1117  the  enlistment  of  a  minor 
without  his  parent's  consent  was  voidable 
only. 

And  also  in  Re  Morrissey,  137  U.  S.  157, 
34  L.  ed.  644,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  57,  and  Re 
Miller,  52  C.  C.  A.  472,  114  Fed.  838,  it  was 
held  that  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  under 
twenty-one,  tmder  §  1117,  was  valid  as  to 
the  infant. 

In  Re  Perrone,  89  Fed.  150,  it  was  held 
that  §  1117  did  not  authorize  the  release  of 
a  minor  whose  parents  are  nonresident 
aliens,  on  petition  of  a  guardian  appointed 
since  the  enlistment. 

In  Ex  parte  Hubbard,  182  Fed.  76,  it  was 
held  that  a  minor  tmder  sixteen  who  en- 
listed in  violation  of  §  1118  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  prohibiting 
enlistments  at  such  age,  and  who  remained 
in  the  army  until  he  passed  the  age  of  six- 
teen, stands  like  a  minor  who  has  enlisted 
without  his  parent's  consent  when  over  six- 
teen years  of  age. 

And  so  the  rule  seems  now  to  be  that  the 
enlistment  of  a  minor  under  §  1117  is  valid 
as  to  the  infant,  but  that  it  is  voidable  at 
the  instance  of  the  parent  or  guardian  en- 
titled to  his  services. 

Enlistment  in  volunteer  army. 

In  United  States  v.  Lipscomb,  4  Gratt. 
41,  it  was  held  that  a  minor  who  enlisted 
as  a  volunteer  without  the  consent  of  his 
father,  tmder  the  act  of  1846,  for  the  prose- 
cution of  the  Mexican  War,  would  not  be 
discharged  either  on  application  of  himself 
or  his  father,  as  such  act  did  not  forbid 
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enlistment  of  infants  tmder  twenty-one 
years  in  the  volunteer  corps. 

And  in  United  States  v.  Blakeney,  3  Gratt. 
405,  it  was  held  that  the  master  to  whom  a 
minor  who  had  enlisted  under  the  same  act 
was  apprenticed  could  not  secure  his  release. 

In  Lenahan  v.  Birge,  30  Conn.  438,  it  was 
held  that  the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  Con- 
gress of  1802,  1808,  and  1815,  prohibiting 
enlistments  of  minors  without  the  parent's 
consent,  had  no  application  to  enlistments 
of  voltmteers  tmder  authority  of  the  state 
for  the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  so 
the  parent's  petition  for  the  discharge  of 
a  minor  over  eighteen,  who  enlisted  without 
his  consent  as  a  member  of  a  regiment  of 
volunteers  organized  under  an  act  of  the 
state  of  1861,  which  prescribed  no  limit  as 
to  age  of  volunteers,  was  refused. 

And  in  Re  Disinger,  12  Ohio  St.  256;  Re 
Gregg,  15  Wis.  479;  and  Re  Higgins,  16 
Wis.  351,  it  was  held  that,  tmder  the  act 
of  1862,  which  abrogated  requirement  of 
consent  of  parent  or  guardian  to  enlistment 
of  a  minor,  and  provided  only  that  no  minor 
tmder  eighteen  years  should  be  enlisted,  the 
enlistment  of  a  minor  over  eighteen  with- 
out the  parent's  consent  was  valid,  and  so 
his  discharge  on  habeas  corptis  at  the  suit 
of  the  father  was  refused. 

And  in  Re  Beswfck,  25  How.  Pr.  149,  it 
was  held  that  under  the  act  of  1862  the  con- 
sent of  parents  was  unnecessary  to  the  en- 
listment of  a  minor  over  eighteen  years  in 
the  voltmteer  service. 

State  militia. 

In  Stevens  ▼.  Foss,  18  Me.  X9;  Porter  v. 
Sherburne,  21  Me.  258,  and  Re  Dewey,  11 
Pick.  265,  it  was  held  that  the  enlistment  of 
a  minor  between  eighteen  and  twenty-one  in 
a  state  militia  witnout  the  consent  of  par- 
ent, guardian,  or  master  was  binding  upon 
such  minor. 

Navy. 

In  United  States  ▼.  Bainbridge,  1  Masoii» 
71,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,497,  Judge  Story  was 
of  the  opinion  that,  under  the  naval  acts 
then  in  force,  the  consent  of  the  father  was 
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act  of  Congress  entitled  "An  Act  to  Promote 
Efficiency  of  the  Militia,  and  for  Other 
Purposes," — ^Act  Jan.  21,  1903,  chap.  196, 
32  Stat,  at  L.  775,  (U.  S.  Comp.  Stat. 
Supp.  .1909,  p.  377),  as  amended  by  Act 
May  27,  1908,  chap.  204,  35  Stat,  at  L.  399, 
(U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  Supp.  1909,  p.  379), 
and  as  amended  by  Act  April  21,  1910, 
chap.  185,  36  Stat,  at  L.  329,  U.  S.  Comp. 
Stat.  Supp.  1911,  p.  429, — declaring  in  §  1  : 
"That  the  militia  shall  consist  of  every 
able-bodied  male  citizen  of  the  respective 
states  and  territorities  and  the  District  of 
Columbia,  .  .  .  who  is  more  than  eight- 
een and  less  than  forty-five  years  of  age, 
and  shall  be  divided  into  two  classes:  The 
organized  militia,  to  be  known  as  the  Na- 
tional Guard  of  the  state,  territory,  or  Dis- 


trict of  Columbia,  or  by  such  other  designa- 
tions as  may  be  given  them  by  the  laws  of 
the  respective  states  or  territories;  the  re- 
mainder to  be  known  as  the  reserve  mili- 
tia," etc 

"An  enlistment,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Brewer, 
in  the  case  of  Re  Morrissey,  137  U.  S. 
167,  34  L.  ed.  644,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  57,  "is 
not  a  contract  only,  but  effects  a  change  of 
status.  ...  It  is  not,  therefore,  like 
an  ordinary  contract,  voidable  by  the  infant. 
At  common  law  an  enlistment  was  not  void- 
able either  by  the  infant  or  by  his  parents 
or  guardians.  Rex  v.  Rotherfield  Greys,  2 
Dowl.  &  R.  628,  text  634,  s.  c.  1  Barn.  &  C. 
345,  text  350;  Rex  v.  Lytchet  Matraverse, 
1  Mann.  &,  R.  25,  text  31,  s.  c.  7  Bam.  &  C. 
226,  text  231,  6  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  11;  Com.  V. 


not  necessaxT  to  the  valid  enlistment  of  the 
minors,  while  District  Judge  Davis  was  of 
the  contrary  opinion. 

In  Com.  V.  Downes,  24  Pick.  227  (decided 
in  1836),  it  was  held  that  a  minor  who  en- 
listed in  the  navy  should  be  discharged  on 
application  of  his  nonconsenting  guardian. 

• 

—act  of  1837. 

The  act  of  1837  provided  that  "it  shall 
be  lawful  to  enlist  boys  .for  the  navy  with 
the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians, 
not  being  under  thirteen  nor  over  eighteen 
years  of  age,  to  serve  until  they  shall  ar- 
rive at  the  age  of  twenty-one;  and  it  shall 
be  lawful  to  enlist  other  persons  for  the 
navy,  to  serve  for  a  period  not  exceeding 
five  years.  ..."  6  Stat,  at  L.  153, 
chap.  21. 

And  so  in  Re  Collins,  25  How.  Pr.  157; 
Gormley's  Case,  12  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  258,  and 
in* 21  Ops.  Atty.  Gen.  327,  it  was  held  that 
under  such  act  a  minor  over  eighteen  could 
enlist  in  the  navy  without  the  consent  of 
parent  or  guardian,  such  minors  being  con- 
sidered as  included  in  term  such  "other  per- 
sons." And  to  the  same  effect  is  United 
States  ex  rel.  Rush  v.  Watson,  2  Hayw.  & 
H.  226,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,650a. 

But  in  Re  McLave,  8  Blatchf.  67,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,876,  it  was  held  that  a  proper  con- 
struction of  the  act  of  1837  made  unlawful 
the  enlistment  of  boys  for  the  navy,  un- 
less they  were  boys  not  under  thirteen  nor 
over  eighteen,  and  unless,  when  tiiey  were 
of  that  description,  they  enlisted  with  the 
consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians;  and 
so  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  eighteen  years 
and  five  months  old  was  held  illegal,  and 
he  was  discharged  on  petition  of  his  father, 
who  had  not  consented  to  the  enlistment. 

—sections  1418  and,  1419  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat., 
U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  1007. 

Section  1418,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  provides 
that  boys  between  the  ages  of  fourteen  and 
eighteen  may  be  enlisted  to  serve  in  the 
navy  until  they  reach  twenty-one;  other 
persons  may  be  enlisted  to  serve  for  a  peri- 
od not  exceeding  five  years,  etc.  Section 
89  LJt.A.(N.S.) 


1419  provides  that  minors  between  fourteen 
and  eighteen  shall  not  be  enlisted  without 
the  consent  of  their  parents  or  guardians. 
These  sections  were  enacted  in  1837,  and 
have  been  carried  forward  in  various  re- 
visions of  the  statute  since  that  time. 

In  Thomas  v.  Winne,  58  C.  C.  A.  613,  122 
Fed.  395,  and  Re  Oliver,  1  Alaska,  1,  it  was 
held  that  imder  §  1418,  a  minor  over  eigh- 
teen could  be  enlisted  without  the  consent 
of  the  parents  or  guardians. 

And  in  Re  Norton,  98  Fed.  606,  discharge 
of  a  minor  over  eighteen  when  he  enlisted 
was  refused  on  habeas  corpus  at  the  suit  of 
the  parent. 

And  in  Re  Hayes,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,261a,  a 
minor  twenty  years  of  ace  who  had  en- 
listed in  the  navy  without  the  consent  of 
his  mother,  who  was  the  only  surviving  par- 
ent, was  discharged  on  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceedings upon  refunding  the  amount  of  ad- 
vance n^ade  upon  enlistment. 

In  Re  Falconer,  91  Fed.  649,  it  was  held 
that  under  §  1419  enlistment  of  a  minor 
under  eighteen  without  the  parent's  consent 
was  void,  though  he  had  falsely  stated  that 
his  parent  was  dead.  And  it  was  further 
said  that  the  father's  failure  to  take  out  a 
writ  until  after  his  son  was  eighteen  years 
of  age  did  not  validate  the  enlistment,  nor 
was  the  continued  service  of  the  son  after 
eighteen  tantamount  to  a  re-enlistment;  and 
BO  his  release  was  granted  on  petition  of 
his  father. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Lisk,  145  Fed.  860,  it 
was  held  that  a  minor  between  fourteen  and 
eighteen  cannot,  imder  any  circumstances, 
under  §  1419,  be  lawfully  enlisted  without 
the  consent  of  parent  or  guardian. 

But  in  United  States  v.  Reaves,  60  C.  C. 
A.  675,  126  Fed.  127,  it  was  held  that  under 
§  1419  enlistment  in  the  navy  of  a  minor 
under  eighteen  was  valid  as  to  the  minor, 
but  voidable  at  the  instance  of  the  parent, 
reversing  121  Fed.  848,  which  held  that  the 
enlistment  of  a  minor  without  the  father's 
consent  was  void  from  the  beginning  as  to 
the  father. 

In  Ex  parte  Bakley,  148  Fed.  56,  af- 
firmed in  82  C.  C.  A.  669,  152  Fed.  1022, 
it  was  held  that  the  parents  of  a  boy  seven- 
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Gamble,  11  Serg.  &  R.  93;  United  States 
▼.  Blakeney,  3  Gratt.  405,  text  411-413." 
In  United  States  ▼.  Blakeney,  supra,  Bald- 
win, J.,  said :  "Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  in 
England  neither  the  common  law  nor  the 
statute  law  protects  minors  from  the  effect 
of  their  contracts  of  enlistment;  and  no  one 
has  ever  supposed  that  parents  or  guard- 
ians have  the  right  to  reclaim  them  from 
military  service."  He  points  out  that  the 
whole  difficulty  in  the  subject  arises  from 
the  failure  to  discriminate  between  the  pub- 
lic or  national  law  and  the  municipal  or  do- 
mestic law.  "It  seems  to  me  obvious,"  says 
he,  "that  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  capable 


of  bearing  arms  does  not  fall  within  the  gen- 
eral rule  of  the  municipal  law  in  regard  to 
the  incapacity  of  infants  under  the  age  of 
twenty-one,  to  bind  themselves  by  contract. 
Nor  am  I  disposed  to  regard  the  enlistment 
as  an  exception  to  that  rule.  The  rule,  I 
think,  has  no  application  to  the  subject. 
The  capacity  of  all  citizens  or  subjects  to 
bear  arms  to  bind  themselves  to  do  so  by 
voluntary  enlistment  is  in  itself  a  high  rule 
of  the  public  law,  to  which  the  artificial  and 
arbitrary  rule  of  the  municipal  law  fonns 
no  exception.  The  rule  of  the  public  law  is 
subject  to  but  two  conditions,  the  ability 
[of  the  party]  to  carry  arms,  and  his  con- 


teen  were,  under  9  1410,  entitled  to  his  re- 
lease on  habeas  corpus. 

Marine  corps. 

In  Com.  ex  rel  Gormley  v.  Selfridge,  7 
Phila.  76,  it  was  held  that  tmder  the  act  of 
Congress  of  1858,  providing  for  enlistment 
in  the  marine  corps  of  boys  between  eleven 
and  seventeen  years  with  consent  of  parent 
or  guardian,  the  enlistment  of  a  minor  un- 
der seventeen  in  the  United  States  marine 
corps  without  the  consent  of  parent  or 
guardian  was  illegal  and  void. 

There  seems  to  be  a  decided  conflict  of 
opinion  as  to  whether  enlistments  in  the 
marine  corps  are  governed  by  statutes  rela- 
tive to  enlistments  in  the  navy  or  those  to 
enlistments  in  the  army. 

In  Re  McNulty,  2  Low.  Dec  270,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,917  (decided  in  1873),  it  was  held 
that  the  marine  corps  follows  the  rule  of 
the  army  and  a  minor  between  the  ages  of 
eighteen  and  twenty-one  cannot  be  lawfully 
enlisted  in  the  marine  corps  without  the 
parent's  consent. 

And  in  Re  Doyle,  18  Fed.  369  (decided  in 
1883),  in  dismissing  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ings prosecuted  by  a  minor,  it  was  held  that 
the  marine  corps  i^  a  part  of  the  naval 
service,  and  that,  under  §§  1418  and  1608 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States, 
U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  pp.  1007,  1095,  a 
minor  over  eighteen  years  of  age  may  be 
enlisted  therein  without  the  consent  of  his 
parents. 

But  in  Re  Shugrue,  3  Mackey,  324  (decid- 
ed in  1883),  it  was  held  that  §  1419,  relat- 
ing to  enlistment  in  the  navy,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  marine  corps,  but  such  enlist- 
ments are  governed  by  §  1117,  U.  S.  Rev. 
Stat,  relative  to  enlistments  in  the  army, 
and  so  a  minor  cannot  be  enlisted  therein 
without  the  consent  of  the  parent,  who  re- 
tains control  of  such  minor. 

Again  in  Elliott  v.  Harris,  24  App.  D.  C. 
11  (decided  in  1904),  it  was  held  that  the 
marine  corps  is  a  part  of  the  navy  rather 
than  the  army,  and  so  under  §  1419  a  minor 
over  eighteen  years  of  age  who  enlists  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  parent  will  not  be 
discharged  on  habeas  corpus  proceedings 
brought  by  such  parent,  the  court  citing  Re 
Doyle,  supra,  as  authority,  and  criticizing 
Re  Shugrue,  supra. 
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But  in  McCalla  ▼.  Facer,  76  C.  C.  A.  219, 
144  Fed.  61  (decided  in  1906),  it  was  held 
that  the  marine  corps  is  not  a  part  of  the 
navy,  and  so  §  1419  does  not  apply  to  en- 
listments  therein,  and  that  therefore  no 
minor  can  enlist  in  the  marine  corps  with- 
out the  consent  of  his  parents  or  guardians 
as  required  by  §  1117,  the  court  citing  with 
approval  Re  Shugrue,  supra,  as  presenting 
the  true  construction  of  the  law,  rather  than 
Re  Doyle,  supra,  and  not  referring  to  Elli- 
ott ▼.  Harris,  supra. 

Who  may  prosecute  writ  for  discharge. 

In  State  v.  Dimick,  12  N.  H.  194,  37  Am. 
Dec.  197,  it  was  held  that  though  a  minor 
who  enlisted  in  the  United  States  army 
without  his  parents  consent  might  avoid 
such  enlistment  at  majority,  the  contract 
could  be  ratified,  and  continuance  in  serv- 
ice one  year  after  majority,  receiving  pay 
and  rations,  without  dissent  and  without 
any  reasonable  excuse  for  not  making  ap- 

Slication  for  discharge,  amounted  to  a  rati- 
cation,  and  so  discbarge  was  refused. 
In  Com.  V.  Harrison,  11  Mass.  63  (decided 
in  1814),  it  was  held  that  the  United  States 
statutes  prohibiting  the  enlistment  of  min- 
ors without  the  consent  of  parents  or  guar- 
dian applied  to  foreigners,  and  so  a  minor 
belonging  in  Russia  was  discharged  on  ha- 
beas corpus  at  the  suit  of  the  master  of  the 
Russian  vessel  to  whom  such  minor  had 
been  apprenticed,  and  even  though  the  min- 
or consented  to  the  restraint. 

In  Re  McNulty,  supra,  it  was  held  that 
a  minor  himself  may  avoid  an  enlistment  in 
the  marine  corps  which  is  invalid  because 
without  the  consent  of  his  parent. 

—enlistment  under  §  1117,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 

Under  §  1117  the  minor  may  prosecute  the 
writ  for  discharge.  United  States  ex  rel. 
Deming  v.  Hanchett,  18  Fed.  26;  Re  Chap- 
man, 2  L.R.A.  332,  37  Fed.  327. 

But  in  Re  Cosenow,  37  Fed.  668,  it  was 
held  that  under  such  section  no  one  but  the 
parents  or  guardian  could  claim  the  minor's 
discharge,  the  court  stating  that  the  posi- 
tion taken  by  courts  holding  that  a  minor 
himself  mav  prosecute  the  writ  is  unsound. 

And  in  Re  Davison,  21  Fed.  618,  and  in 
Re  Hearn,  32  Fed.  141,  it  was  held  that  such 
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•ent  to  do  80;  and  these  oonditionB  may  ex- 
ist in  as  full  force  at  the  age  of  eighteen  as 
at  the  age  of  twenty-one.  .  .  .  We  know 
as  a  matter  of  fact  that  at  the  age  of  eight- 
een a  man  is  capable  intellectually  and 
physically  of  bearing  arms;  and  that  it  is 
the  military  age  recognized  by  the  whole 
legislation  of  Congress,  and  of  the  state  of 
Virginia,  and  of  all  the  states  of  the  Union, 
perhaps  without  exception." 

In  C<xh.  T.  Gamble,  11  Serg.  &  R.  93,  Gib- 
son, Ch.  J.,  put  the  case  on  the  broad 
ground  of  public  policy,  which  requires  that 
a  minor  be  at  liberty  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract to  serve  the  state,  whenever  such  con- 


tract is  not  positively  forbidden  by  the 
state  itself,  during  which  service  parental 
authority  over  him  is  suspended,  though 
not  annihilated.  This,  he  said,  is  the  com- 
mon law  of  England. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  de> 
clare  by  a  new  statute  a  minor  to  be  of  full 
age  and  capable  of  acting  for  himself  at 
eighteen  instead  of  twenty-one  years,  and 
emancipate  the  child  from  the  control  of 
its  parents.  And  so  it  seems  clear  that  the 
statutes  governing  this  case  contemplate 
the  military,  not  the  civil,  age  of  consent 
to  obligatory  engagements. 

It  will  be  observed  that  by  the  statutes 


section  was  not  for  the  protection  or  bene- 
fit of  the  minor,  Be.Hearn  citing  Re  Davi- 
eon,  supra,  and  United  States  ex  rel.  Doming 
V.  Hanchett,  as  the  only  cases  holding  to  the 
contrary. 

And  also'  in  Solomon  v.  Davenport,  30 
C.  C.  A.. 664,  59  U.  S.  App.  62,  87  Fed.  318, 
it  was  held  that  such  section  gives  no  privi- 
lege to  the  minor,  but  is  for  the  benefit  of 
the  parent  or  guardian.  And  to  the  same 
effect  is  Re  Morrissey,  137  U.  S.  157,  34 
L.  ed.  644,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  57. 

In  Re  Scott,  75  C.  C.  A.  237,  144  Fed.  79, 
it  was  said  that  since  the  decision  in  the 
Morrissey  Case,  supra,  it  is  settled  law  that 
the  enlistment  of  a  minor  in  the  army  or 
navy  without  the  written  consent  of  his 
parent  or  guardians,  and  against  the  prohi- 
bition of  the  statutes  of  the  United  States, 
is  not  void,  but  voidable  only,  and  that  only 
at  the  instance  of  the  parent  or  guardian? 

And  in  Re  Baker,  23  Fed.  30,  it  was  held 
that  under  §  1117  the  father  of  a  minor  who 
enlisted  without  his  written  consent  was 
entitled  to  his  release  on  habeas  corpus,  the 
court  declining  to  express  an  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  minor  would  be  discharged  on 
his  own  application. 

In  Doane  v.  Burkman,  111  C.  C.  A.  373, 
190  Fed.  541,  it  was  held  that  under  §  1117 
one  to  whom,  by  articles  of  agreement,  the 
control,  care,  and  custody  of  a  child  has 
been  given  by  the  child's  mother,  has  a  right 
to  maintain  proceedings  for  the  discharge  of 
the  minor,  who  enlisted  without  his  consent. 

^^nlistment  in  navy  under  §  1419,  U.  S. 

Rev.  Stat. 

Section  1419  is  intended  for  the  protection 
of  the  parent  or  guardian,  and  a  minor  be- 
tween the  ages  of  fourteen  and  eighteen  can- 
not question  the  validity  of  the  enlistment. 
United  States  ex  rel.  Hendricks  v.  Pendle- 
ton, 167  Fed.  690.  And  to  the  same  effect 
is  United  States  ex  rel.  Wagner  v.  Gibbon, 
24  Fed.  135. 

—■right  of  mother  of  minor  without  father 

or  guardian. 

In  Com.  ▼.  Murray,  4  Binn.  487,  5  Am. 
Dec.  412  (decided  in  1812),  it  was  held 
that  a  mother  had  no  legal  authority  over 
a  minor  between  seventeen  and  eighteen, 
though  he  had  no  father,  guardian,  or  mas- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ter,  and  so  enlistment  in  the  navy  without 
and  against  her  consent  was  legal.  This 
is  the  only  case  fonud  which  decided  that 
the  mother  of  an  infant  had  no  right  to 
prosecute  a  writ  for  his  release. 

In  Com.  V.  Callan,  6  Binn.  255  (decided 
in  1814),  it  was  held  that  the  mother  is  a 
parent  within  the  act  of  1813  for  the  en- 
listment of  minors,  and  so  where  such  minor 
had  no  father,  guardian,  .or  master,  his  en- 
listment without  her  written  consent  was 
held  invalid. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Mason,  5  N.  C.  (1  Murph.) 
336  (decided  in  1809),  it  was  held  that  the 
consent  of  the  mother  was  necessary  te  the 
enlistment  of  a  minor,  where  the  father  was 
dead  and  the  boy  was  without  guardian  or 
master;  and  so  he  was  discharged  at  the 
suit  of  the  mother. 

And  in  Shomer's  Case,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,- 
808,  it  was  held  that  the  provision  in  act  of 
1812  which  prohibited  the  enlistment  of 
minors  without  consent  of  parent,  guardian, 
or  master  included  a  mother,  where  tlie 
father  was  dead  and  there  was  no  guardian 
or  master,  and  so  enlistment  without  her 
consent  was  void. 

In  Ex  parte  Burke,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  2,156a 
(decided  in  1863),  a  minor  seventeen  who 
had  enlisted  inte  the  army  without  her  con- 
sent was  discharged  on  habeas  corpus  at  the 
suit  of  the  mother. 

In  Re  McNulty,  2  Low.  Dec.  270,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  8,917  (decided  in  1873),  was  held  that  a 
mother  who  is  the  surviving  parent  can  se- 
cure the  release  of  a  minor  who  enlisted  in 
the  marine  corps  without  her  consent. 

In  Dies  v.  Hurtel,  34  Ga.  109,  it  was  held 
that  a  minor  under  seventeen  who  enlisted 
in  the  Confederate  army' without  his  moth- 
er's consent,  she  being  the  only  surviving 
parent,  was  entitled  to  his  discharge  on  ha- 
oeas  corpus 

In  Re  Hayes,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,261a,  it  was 
held  that  under  §  141 9,  where  the  mother  is 
the  only  surviving  parent,  she  may  secure 
a  minor  son's  release  from  the  navy,  when 
enlistment  was  without  her  consent.     . 

So  the  weight  of  opinion  seems  to  be  that 
a  mother  who  is  the  only  surviving  parent 
will  succeed  te  the  rights  of  the  father  in 
the  procuring  of  the  release  of  a  minor  from 
either  the  army  or  navy,  when  such  enlist- 
ment was  without  her  consent.      J.  H.  B. 
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above  quoted  no  consent  in  writing  or  other- 
wise is  required  from  parents  or  guardians, 
and  no  exception  is  given  to  minors  who  do 
not  obtain  such  consent.  As  Congress  and 
the  legislature  have  authorized  the  minor 
Bell  in  this  case  to  engage  in  the  service  of 
this  state  by  enlisting  in  the  militia  or  Na- 
tional Guard,  without  requiring  the  previ- 
ous consent  of  his  parent  to  the  contract  of 
enlistment,  and  no  contentio.n  being  made 
that  such  contract  has  not  been  fairly  made 
with  an  infant  of  reasonable  discretion,  his 
contract  will  be  deemed  to  have  a  sem- 
blance of  benefit  to  him,  and  to  be  essential 
to  the  public  welfare,  and  therefore  binding 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  upon  him  and 
his  parent. 

The  enlistment  of  the  minor  Bell  is  not 
controlled  by  the  provisions  of  §  1117  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
(U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  813)  which  is  as 
follows:  "No  person  under  the  age  of  twen- 
ty-one years  shall  be  enlisted  or  mustered 
Into  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States  without  the  written  consent  of  his 
parents  or  guardians,  provided  that  such 
minor  has  such  parents  or  guardians  en- 
titled to  his  custody  and  control." 

The  minor  Bell  has  not  been  enlisted  in 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States. 
The  provisions  of  §  1117  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  are  not  made 
applicable  to  the  enlistment  of  Bell  by  the 
act  of  Congress  of  May  27,  1908,  that  ''the 
organization,  armament,  and  discipline  of 
the  organized  militia  in  the  several  states 
.  .  .  shall  be  the  same  as  that  which  is 
now  or  may  hereafter  be  prescribed  for  the 
regular  army  of  the  United  States,"  and  the 
provisions  of  §  672  of  the  General  Statutes 
of  1900  of  Florida  to  the  same  effect.  The 
word  "organization,"  as  used  in  said  act, 
does  not  relate  to  or  include  the  enlistment 
of  a  soldier.  Organization  relates  to  the 
distribution  of  the  personnel  of  the  army 
or  militia,  both  commissioned  and  enlisted, 
into  units.  It  provides  for  the  distribution 
of  the  personnel  into  different  arms  and 
corps,  such  as  infantry,  cavalry,  artillery, 
staff  corps,  medical  corps,  signal  corps,  etc., 
and  the  distribution*  of  the  personnel  in  each 
arm  of  the  service  corps  into  different  tmits, 
such  as  divisions,  brigades,  companies,  pla- 
toons, section,  squads,  etc.,  and,  further, 
into  different  ranks  or  grades,  such  as  gen- 
erals, colonels,  lieutenant  colonels,  majors, 
captains,  lieutenants,  sergeants,  corporals, 
privates,  etc.  Enlistment  is  the  contract  of 
service  that  a  soldier,  as  distinguished  from 
the  officer,  enters  into  with  the  state  or  the 
United  States.  The  enlistment  may  be  dif- 
ferent in  each  state,  some  for  seven  years, 
some  for  five  years,  some  for  three  years, 
with  varying  provisions  for  enlistment^  and  I 
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yet  the  organization  of  all  may  be  the 
same;  but  it  is  essential  to  the  effectiveness 
and  efficiency  of  the  forces  called  into  the 
national  service,  that  the  organization 
thereof  should  be  the  same,— one  harmoni- 
ous whole. 

Neither  are  the  provisions  of  §  1117  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
made  applicable  to  or  controlling  of  the  en- 
listment of  Bell  by  the  provision  "that  every 
officer  and  enlisted  man  of  the  militia  who 
shall  be  called  forth  .  .  .  [by  the  Presi- 
dent] shall  be  mustered  for  service  without 
further  enlistment,  and  without  further 
medical  examination,"  etc.  Section  5,  Act 
May  27,  1908,  chap.  204,  35  Stat,  at  L.  399, 
U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  Supp.  1909,  p.  380. 

The  provision  that,  when  called  into  serv- 
ice of  the  President,  no  further  enlistment 
is  necessary,  simply  does  away  with  the  de- 
lay necessary  to  the  physical  examination 
or  other  prerequisites  of  a  similar  nature  to 
the  enlistment  of  the  soldier,  and  has  no 
reference  to  the  necessity  of  the  consent  of 
his  parents  or  guardian.  In  the  provision 
of  §  5,  chap.  204,  quoted  above,  the  words 
"mustered"  and  "enlistment"  are  both  used. 
A  soldier  may  be  either  enlisted  or  mustered 
into  the  military  service  of  the  United 
States.  If  a  man  be  already  enlisted  in  the 
National  Guard  of  Florida,  he  may  be  called 
forth  by  the  President  without  further  en- 
listment, but  he  must  be  mustered  into  the 
service  of  the  United  States;  but  when  he 
presents  himself  upon  the  call  of  the  Presi- 
dent to  be  mustered  into  the  service  of  the 
United  States,  and  it  appears  that  the  en- 
listed man  is  a  minor  and  the  consent  of  his 
parents  or  guardian  has  not  been  given 
thereto,  he  shall  not  be  mustered  by  the 
provisions  of  §  1117  of  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States. 

The  enactment  of  §  1117  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  requiring 
the  consent  of  the  parents  or  guardians 
of  the  minor  to  his  enlistment,  shows  the 
necessity  for  just  such  a  provision,  and  that 
when  the  duty  to  serve  is  by  law  placed  up- 
on minors  over  eighteen  years  of  age,  and 
they  are  allowed  by  law  to  enter  into  a  con- 
tract of  enlistment,  and  no  right  is  reserved 
by  the  law  specifically  to  the  parents  or 
guardians  to  object^  then  the  right  of  the 
state  to  the  services  of  such  minors  must 
be  considered  paramount  to  the  control  of 
the  parents  or  guardians.  And  so  we  find 
that  the  Congress  has  sometimes  changed 
the  law  in  reference  to  requiring  the  con- 
sent of  the  parents  or  guardians,  leaving 
that  provision  or  reservation  out  of  the 
statute  when  the  exigencies  of  war  arose, 
and  restoring  it  upon  the  return  of  peace. 

If  the  minor  Bell  had  been  mustered  into 
the  service  of  the  United  States,  either  the 
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▼olunteer  or  regular  armj  thereof,  or  upon 
the  call  of  the  President,  he  would  be  dear- 
ly entitled  to  his  diacharge,  as  was  done  in 
the  case  qf  Re  Bums*  (C.  C.)  87  Fed.  796. 
In  that  case  Malachi  G.  Bums,  being  nine- 
teen years  of  age,  enlisted  in  the  Massachu- 
setts militia  as  a  private,  on  May  4,  1898. 
On  May  9,  1898,  he  was  mustered  into  the 
service  of  the  United  States  volunteer 
army;  his  parents  not  having  consented 
thereto.  The  contention  of  counsel  in  the 
instant  case  that  this  conclusion  would  lead 
to  the  anomalous  situation  "of  the  parent 
of  a  minor  being  bound  by  his  enlistment 
until  the  National  uGrard  was  called  into 
the  service  of  the  United  States,  and  then 
the  parents  or  guardian  could  step  in  and 
aecure  the  discharge  of  all  minors  who  had 
not  obtained  the  ocnsent  of  their  parents  or 
guardian,  at  a  time  above  all  others  when 
it  would  be  most  embarrassing  to  the  gov- 
eminent,''  is  fully  answered  by  District 
Judge  Lowell  in  the  case  of  Re  Burns, 
supra,  as  follows:  'If  it  be  said  that 
this  construction  of  the  statutes  which  per- 
mits the  parents  or  guardian  of  a  minor  to 
prevent  his  enlistment  in  the  active  mill- 
taxy  forces  of  the  United  States  unduly 
hampers  the  national  government  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  present  war,  it  may  be 
answered  that  the  entire  matter  is  within 
the  control  of  Congress,  which  can  require 
military  service  from  any  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  whatever  his  age,  and  with- 
out the  consent  of  anyone.  If  the  Acts  of 
1864  and  1865,  as  amended  by  the  Act  of 
1872,  are  unwise,  they  can  be  repealed  or 
modified  at  once." 

This  young  man,  however,  seeks  his  dis- 
charge from  the  National  Guard  of  Florida. 
We  think  it  clear  that,  by  the  statutes  of 
this  state  and  the  United  States,  the  mili- 
tia, known  as  the  National  Guard  of  the 
state,  consists  of  able-bodied  male  citizens 
or  volunteers  between  eighteen  and  forty- 
five  years  of  age,  and  that,  so  long  as  it  is 
not  sought  to  muster  them  into  the  service 
of  the  United  States,  the  contract  of  en- 
listment of  a  minor  is  not  voidable,  either 
by  the  infant  or  by  his  parents  or  guardi- 
ans. Re  Morrissey,  137  U.  S.  157,  34  L.  ed. 
644,  11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  67. 

The  legislation  on  this  subject  by  the 
United  States  is  simply  this:  That  the 
militia  known  as  the  National  Guard  of  the 
state  consists  of  able-bodied  male  citizens 
who  are  more  than  eighteen  and  less  than 
forty-five  years  of  age  (32  Stat,  at  L.  775, 
chap.  196,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  Supp.  1909, 
p.  377 ) ;  but  when  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  they  shall  not  be  mustered  into 
the  military  service  of  the  United  States 
without  the  written  consent  of  their  parents 
or  guardians.  Section  1117,  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat. 
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If  the  legislation  is  unwise,  or  if  it  unduly 
hampers  the  national  government,  it  may 
be  repealed  or  modified,  as  Judge  Lowell 
said  in  the  ease  of  Re  Bums,  supra 

It  seems,  however,  that  this  legislation  is 
founded  on  reason,  and  has  been  enacted 
with  deliberation.  There  is  reason  for  re- 
quiring the  consent  of  parents  or  guardians 
for  enlistment  of  a  minor  in  the  regular  or 
volunteer  army  of  the  United  States  that 
does  not  exist  when  he  enlists  in  the  militia 
of  his  own  state.  In  the  service  of  the 
United  States  the  minor  is  taken  entirely 
away  from  parental  control,  from  civil  life 
and  labor,  and  becomes  solely  a  soldier  for 
a  protracted  period  of  time,  exposed  to  the 
hardships  and  dangers  of  actual  service.  In 
the  militia  he  remains  at  home,  devoting 
practically  all  his  time  to  civil  occupations, 
and  only  doing  military  service  in  his  home 
state,  under  local  officers  and  for  short  peri- 
ods of  time,  and,  when  the  exigency  calling 
him  into  active  service  passes,  he  returns 
to  his  home  and  civil  life  at  once.  Service 
in  the  militia  is  of  a  personal  benefit  to  the 
minor,  too,  as  it  gives  him  the  training  that 
will  fit  him  for  service  in  the  time  of  war, 
when  'the  national  government  may  force 
him  into  its  service,  and  he  will  be  the  bet- 
ter able  to  take  care  of  himself,  and  find  it 
easier  to  become  an  officer  and  enjoy  the 
privileges  and  opportunities  attendant  there- 
on. In  this  way,  too,  the  state  is  enabled 
to  train  its  youth  for  military  life  at  a 
time  when  the  ability  to  learn  and  physical 
development  is  easiest. 

Hie  judgment  discharging  the  minor  Bry- 
ant Merritt  Bell,  from  custody,  is  errone- 
ous, and  is  hereby  reversed. 

Taylor  and  Hocker,  JJ.,  concur. 

"Whitfleld,  Ch.  J.,  and  Shackleford  and 
Ckx2krell,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  opinion. 
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E.  0.  McDERMOTT 

V. 

KIMBALL  LUMBER  MANUFACTURING 
COMPANY,  Impleaded,  etc 

(—  Ark.  — ,  144  S.  W.  624.) 

Sale  —  delivery  of  lumber  in  stacks  — 
sufficiency. 

Sufficient  delivery  of  lumber  stacked  in 

Note. —  As  to  sufficiency  of  selection  or 
designation  of  goods  sold  out  of  a  larger  lot, 
in  order  to  pass  title,  see  note  to  Barber  v. 
Andrews,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1,  in  which,  at 
page  40,  may  be  found  the  decisions  in- 
volving the  same  specific  aspect  of  the  ques- 
tion as  is  presented  by  the  case  above  re- 
ported. 
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the  mill  yard  to  pass  title  as  against  sub- 
sequent purchasers  is  effected  by  the  agent 
of  the  buyer,  upon  paying  a  portion  of  the 
purchase  price,  estimating  the  quantity  and 
marking  the  stacks  with  the  name  of  the 

Surchaser,  the  intention  of  both  parties 
eing  thereby  to  transfer  the  title,  and  that 
the  balance  of  the  purchase  money  shall  be 
paid  when  the  lumber  is  smoothed  and 
barked. 

(February  12,  1912.) 

« 

CROSS  APPEALS  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Ashley  County 
in  defendant's  favor  for  an  amount  less 
than  the  alleged  value  of  the  property  in 
a  replevin .  suit  to  recover  possession  of 
certain  lumber;  plaintiff  appealing  from 
80  much  of  the  judgment  as  refused  to  rec- 
ognize its  title,  and  defendant  appealing 
from  so  much  as  fixed  the  value  of  the 
property.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in-  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  O.  Norman,  for  appellant: 

The  Kimball  Lumber  Company  had  no 
title. 

Deutsch  V.  I>unham,  72  Ark.  141,  106 
Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  78  S.  W.  767;  Newmark, 
Sales,  chap.  10,  §  116;  Hardwick  v.  Amer- 
ican Clan.  Co.  113  Tenn.  667,  88  S.  W.  797 ; 
Gibson  v.  Ray,  28  Ky.  L.  Rep.  444,  89  S. 
W.  474;  Baird  Bros.  v.  Pratt,  6  Ind.  Terr. 
88,  89  S.  W.  648;  Com.  v.  Adair,  121  Ky. 
689,  89  S.  W.  1130. 

Messrs.  George  &  Butler  for  appellee. 

Franenthal,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  of  replevin,  instituted 
by  E.  O.  McDermott,  to  recover  a  certain 
lot  of  lumber  said  to  be  about  22,000  feet. 
It  was  instituted  against  J.  M.  and  W.  H. 
Cox  and  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company, 
and  the  latter  defendant  alone  made  de- 
fense. The  lumber  was  manufactured  by 
said  J.  M.  Cox,  who  owned  and  operated 
a  sawmill  situated  about  1  mile  from  Cy- 
press, a  railroad  station* 

It  appears  that  said  Cox  was  operating 
his  sawmill  in  December,  1909,  at  Wilmot, 
and  then  traded  with  plaintiff,  who  was 
conducting  a  mercantile  business  at  that 
place.  He  continued  doing  business  with 
plaintiff  and  became  indebted  to  him,  and 
this  indebtedness  continued  until  in  April 
or  May,  1910,  when  it  amounted  to  between 
eight  and  nine  hundred  dollars.  In  Jan- 
uary, 1910,  the  manager  of  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company  wrote  to  said  Cox  that 
if  he  would  move  his  plant  to  land  owned 
by  it  near  Cypress,  it  would  buy  the  lum- 
ber manufactured  by  him;  that  it  would 
advance  thereon  $10  per  thousand  feet  when 
the  lumber  was  on  the  sticks  at  the  mill, 
S9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  would  pay  therefor,  when  loaded  on 
the  cars  at  said  railroad  station,  certain 
named  prices  for  specified  grades  of  the 
lumber,  ranging  from  $10  per  thousand  for 
No.  1  common  to  $28  per  thousand  for  firsts 
and  seconds.  And  it  appears  that  said 
Cox  accepted  this  proposition  and  proceeded 
to  move  the  mill  to  a  point  near  Cypress. 
On  March  6,  1910,  when  the  mill  plant 
was  about  half  completed.  Cox  obtained 
from  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company  $400, 
and  gave  a  receipt  therefor,  in  which  it 
was  stated  that  he  agreed  to  deliver  lum- 
ber therefor  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  abov^  letter,  during  the  months  of 
March  and  April,  1910,  or  for  a  period 
of  sixty  days  thereafter,  in  event  that 
that  time  was  needed  to  make  such  deliv- 
ery. Of  this  sum.  Cox  paid  to  plaintiff  $176 
on  the  indebtedness  due  by  him,  and  in- 
formed him  of  the  correspondence  and 
agreement  he  had  made  with  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company  for  the  sale  of  his  lum- 
ber. On  April  1,  1910,  Cox  began  sawing 
lumber,  and  in  the  latter  part  of  that  month 
notified  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company  to 
send  its  agent  to  estimate  the  amount  of 
lumber   then  stacked  at  the  mill. 

In  pursuance  of  this  request,  the  Kim- 
ball Liunber  Company  sent  its  agent,  who, 
on  April  29,  1910,  estimated  the  lumber 
then  on  the  yard.  At  that  time,  the  lum- 
ber was  stacked  in  piles  at  the  mill,  and 
this  agent  estimated  the  amount  in  each 
pile,  and  then  placed  upon  each  pile  the 
amount  so  estimated  by  him,  and  also 
tagged  or  marked  each  pile  with  the  name 
of  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company.  This 
agent  and  said  J.  M.  Cox,  and  his  son  and 
manager,  W.  H.  Cox,  testified  that  said  J. 
M.  Cox  then  sold  and  delivered  the  lumber 
to  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company,  and  that 
it  was  understood  by  the  parties  that  the 
lumber  was  then  the  property. of  the  Kim- 
ball Lumber  Company.  They  testified  that 
they  estimated  the  lumber  at  22,000  feet; 
that  according  to  the  contract  Mr.  Cox 
was  to  receive  $10  per  thousand  on  such 
estimate,  but  had  already  received  $400 
thereon,  which  was  more  tiian  the  estimate 
entitled  him  to;  that  the  remainder  of  the 
purchase  money  for  said  lumber  was  to 
be  paid  after  it  had  been  hauled  to  the 
railroad  station,  and  there  graded  and 
measured  and  placed  on  board  the  cars.  The 
testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
tended  further  to  prove  that  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company  directed  and  employed 
said  Cox  to  move  this  lumber  to  the  rail- 
road station,  which  he  did  in  the  early 
part  of  June.  Thereafter  the  plaintiff  in- 
stituted this  action  and  replevined  the 
lumber. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  in  behalf 
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of  plaintiff  that  on  May  2,  1910,  said  J. 
M.  Cox  was  indebted  to  him  in  the  sum 
of  $860.80,  and  that  th^  then  entered  in- 
to a  written  contract  wnereby,  amongst 
other  things,  it  was  provided  that  said  Cox 
did  release  and  sell  to  said  plaintiff  "al) 
the  lumber  stacked  in  the  yards  of  the 
mill  at  Cypress  or  near  that  place,  with 
the  (deception  of  the  lumber  taken  up  and 
sold  to  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company." 
On  May  28,  1910,  Cox  gave  to  plaintiff 
an  order  upon  the  Kimball  Lumber  Com- 
pany for  $424,  which  said  company  re- 
fused to  honor  or  pay.  Thereupon,  and 
on  June  1,  1910,  in  consideration  of  $424 
due  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  said  Cox  ex- 
ecuted a  bill  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff,  in 
which  it  was  stated  that  he  did  sell  and 
deliver  to  him  "the  lumber  [22,000  feet] 
that  was  inspected  by  the  Kimball  Lumber 
Company,  they  having  refused  to  pay  my 
order  in  favor  of  Dr.  M^^Dermott;"  and  it 
is  under  this  bill  of  iaalo  that  plaintiff 
claims  title  to  the  lumber. 

The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  which  re- 
turned a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company  for  the  lumber,  and 
placed  its  value  at  $400.  From  the  judg- 
ment entered  upon  this  verdict,  both  par- 
ties have  appealed.  Plaintiff  has  appealed, 
for  the  purpose  of  reversing  the  judgment, 
chiefly  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
delivery  of  the  lumber  to  the  Kimball  Lum- 
ber Company,  so  as  to  complete  the  al- 
leged sale  thereof  to  it.  The  Kimball 
Lumber  Company  has  appealed  on  the 
ground  that  the  uncontroverted  testimony 
shows  that  the  value  of  the  lumber  was 
largely  in  excess  of  $400. 

The  court  gave  a  number  of  instructions, 
both  at  the  request  of  the  plaintiff  and 
of  the  defendant,  relative  to  the  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  alleged  sale  of 
the  lumber  to  the  Kimball  Lumber  Com- 
pany was  completed,  and  the  title  passed 
to  it.  We  do  not  think  that  it  would 
serve  any  useful  purpose  to  set  these  in 
structions  out  or  to  note  them  in  detail 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  com* 
mitted  no  prejudicial  error  in  its  rulings 
relative  to  the  instructions  given  or  re- 
fused, and  that  those  given  sufficiently  pre- 
sented to  the  jury  the  law  applicable  to 
this  case.  The  question  then  to  determine 
is  whether  or  not  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  flnding  of  the  jury 
that  the  alleged  sale  of  the  lumber  to  the 
Kimball  Lumber  Company  was  consum- 
mated by  sufficient  delivery  thereof. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  tha^ 
a  sale  is  not  complete  as  long  as  any- 
thing remains  to  be  done  between  the  buy- 
er and  seller  in  relation  to  the  goods,  an  ' 
that  for  this  reason  the  alleged  *  sale  to 
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the  defendant  under  the  evidence  was  not 
complete.  If  ther^  was  a 'sufficient  deliv- 
ery of  the  lumber  to  the  defendant,  then, 
under  the  testimony,  the  only  thing  that 
remained  to  be  done  between  him  and  the 
seller,  J.  M.  Cox,  was  for  defendant  to 
pay  the  remainder  of  the  purchase  money 
for  the  lumber,  after  grading  and  measur- 
ing it.  In  th^  case  of  Seller  v.  Block,  19 
Ark.  673,  it  was  said:  "The  purchase 
money  may  remain  to  be  paid,  and  yet  the 
sale  may  be  complete,  if  the  goods  be  de- 
livered." It  has  been  uniformly  held  'by 
this  court  that  the  title  to  personal  prop- 
erty will  pass,  and  the  sale  be  complete, 
if  it  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  to 
transfer  the  title,  on  the  one  part,  and  to 
accept  the  property,  on  the  other,  and  in 
pursuance  thereof  a  delivery  is  made,  even 
though  something  remains  to  be  done,  as, 
for  example,  the  fixing  of  the  quantity  or 
amount  of  the  property  or  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  money.  Chamblee  v.  McKen- 
zie,  31  Ark.  166;  Gans  v.  Holland,  37  Ark. 
483;  Shaul  v.  Harrington,  64  Ark.  306, 
16  S.  W.  836;  Priest  v.  Hodges,  90  Ark. 
131,  118  S.  W.  263;  Guion  Mercantile  Ck>. 
V.  Campbell,  91  Ark.  240,  121  8.  W.  164. 

Thus,  in  the  case  of  Lynch  v.  Daggett, 
62  Ark.  692,  37  8.  W.  227,  it  was  held 
that  a  contract  of  sale  was  complete,  al- 
though the  property  was  thereafter  to  be 
moved  by  the  seller  to  the  place  named. 
In  the  case  of  Anderson-TuUy  Co.  v.  Ro- 
zelle,  68  Ark.  307,  67  8.  W.  1102,  it  was 
held  that  a  sale  was  complete,  and  the  title 
to  lumber  passed  to  the  buyer,  although 
it  was  thereafter  to  be  hauled  to  another 
place  and  there  measured,  and  the  balance 
of  the  purchase  price  determined  by  such 
measurement  was  then  to  be  paid. 

The  question  then  recurs,  Was  there  a 
sufficient  delivery  of  the  lumber  to  the  Kim- 
ball Lumber  Company  to  make  the  sale 
complete  as  against  the  rights  of  the  subse- 
quent purchaser?  In  the  sale  of  personal 
property,  the  delivery  of  the  thing  sold  is 
essential  as  against  the  rights  of  third 
parties  asserting  a  title,  right,  or  inter- 
est therein  subsequently  acquired  from  the 
seller.  A  delivery  may  be  either  actual 
or  constructive,  and  in  either  event  it 
will  be  effective  to  pass  title.  Where 
property  is  of  such  a  nature  and  so  sit- 
uated that  actual  delivery  thereof  can  bo 
made,  then  that  is  necessary.  Where  the 
pi^perty'  is  too  ponderous  and  bulky  for 
an  actual  change  of  its  possession,  a  sym- 
bolical or  constructive  delivery  thereof  will 
be  equivalent  to  and  effective  as  an  actual 
delivery.  The  delivery  of  such  property 
may  be  made  by  doing  everything  neces- 
sary to  identify  it,  and  by  placing  on  it 
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outward  indicia  to  show  a  change  of  the 
posaession  and  ownership. 

In  th^  case  of  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co. 
▼.  Page,  35  Ark.  304,  it  was  held  (quoting 
syllabus) :  ''What  constitutes  delivery  de- 
pends upon  the  situation  and  character  of 
the  property.  Removal  from  the  premises 
is  not  necessary.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
contract  of  sale  has  been  definite  and  un- 
conditional, and  everything  has  been  done 
in  pursuance  of  it  by  the  vendor  which  is 
necessary  to  identify  the  property  and  sep- 
arate it  from  the  other,  so  that  it  may 
be  known  what,  specifically,  has  been  sold." 

In  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Jones,  63  Ark. 
232,  37  S.  W.  1052,  it  was  held  (quoting 
syllabus) :  "Proof  that  the  vendors  of  a 
large  quantity  of  lumber  directed  the  ven- 
dees to  mark  it  in  their  name,  which  was 
accordingly  done,  is  sufficient  to  support 
a  finding  that  there  was  a  delivery  ot 
the  lumber  in  pursuance  of  the  sale.''  See 
also  King  v.  Jarman,  35  Ark.  100,  37  Am. 
Rep.  11. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  from  these  cases 
that  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
contract  of  sale  is  complete,  so  as  to  pass 
title  as  against  those  subsequently  obtain- 
ing an  interest  or  claim  to  the  property, 
is  determined  by  whether  or  not  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  fully  consum- 
mate the  sale  and  pass  the  title,  and  as  to 
whether  or  not  such  a  delivery  thereof  was 
made  as  the  nature  of  the  property  would 
admit  of,  and  such  outward  indicia  or 
marks  of  a  change  of  ownership  had  been 
made,  so  as  to  advise  third  parties  deal- 
ing therewith  of  such  change  of  the  own- 
ership. Lee  Wilson  k  Co.  v.  Crittenden  & 
County  Bank  &  T.  Co.  08  Ark.  370,  135  S. 
W.   885. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  testimony  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  shows  that  its  agent 
was  sent  to  the  mill  to  estimate  the  lum- 
ber then  stacked  upon  the  yards,  and  to 
take  it  up  for  the  defendant.  The  lumber 
was  stacked  in  piles,  and  this  agent  then 
estimated  it  in  the  presence  of  the  seller, 
and  after  doing  so  marked  upon  each  pile 
the  number  of  feet  it  contained,  and  also 
the  name  of  the  Kimball  Lumber  Com- 
pany, to  whom  the  owner  then  sold  it;  and 
by  these  outward  indicia  of  possession  both 
the  seller  and  the  buyer  intended  to  show 
that  the  lumber  was  actually  delivered 
to  the  Kimball  Lumber  Company.  Both 
the  seller  and  the  agent  of  the  buyer  tes- 
tified that  it  was  the  intention  then  to 
make  a  complete  sale  of  the  lumber  and 
pass  the  title  thereto  to  the  defendant. 
Of  this  the  plaintiff  was  notified,  because 
thereafter,  on  May  2d,  he  entered  into  the 
above-written  contract  with  said  Cox,  by 
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which  said  Cox  sold  to  him  the  other  lum- 
ber, and  in  this  contract  it  is  expressly 
stated  that  the  lumber  in  controversy  had 
been  taken  up  and  sold  to  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company,  and  was  excepted  from 
said  contract  of  sale  to  the  plaintiff.  In 
addition  to  this,  at  the  time  the  lumber 
was  estimated  and  marked  in  the  name  of 
the  Kimball  Lumber  Company,  an  agree- 
ment was  made  betfireen  the  defendant's 
agent  and  said  Cox,  the  seller,  that  Cox 
would  haul  the  lumber  to  the  railroad 
station  for  the  defendant,  which  was  done; 
and  this  suit  was  not  instituted  until  after 
such  removal  had  been  made. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  adduced  upon  the  trial 
of  this  case  to  show  a  delivery  of  the  lum- 
ber by  said  Cox  to  the  Kimball  Lumber 
Company  on  April  20th,  and  that  such  de- 
livery was  made  in  pursuance  of  a  sale 
which,  according  to  the  intention  of  both 
buyer  and  seller,  was  then  complete,  and 
that  the  title  then  passed  to  the  Kimball 
Lumber  Company,  although  it  was  under- 
stood that  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  was  thereafter  to  be  paid  after  the 
lumber  had  been  graded  and  exact  meas- 
urement made  thereof.  The  title  to  the 
lumber  having  passed  to  the  defendant  on 
April  20,  1010,  the  plaintiff  could  not  ob- 
tain title  thereto  from  Cox  by  the  bill  of 
sale  executed  to  him  on  June  1,  1010. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  for  defendant 
that  the  uncontroverted  evidence  shows  that 
the  value  of  the  lumber  was  far  in  excess 
of  $400,  and  that  it  amounted  at  the  low- 
est sum  to  $680,  the  price  at  which  it 
was  subsequently  sold  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  defendant  asks  that  the  judgment  be 
affirmed,  in  so  far  as  it  adjudges  a  recov- 
ery of  the  property  to  it,  and  it  only  seeks 
to  have  this  judgment  modified  in  regard 
to  the  value  of  the  property.  The  verdict 
upon  which  this  judgment  is  based  is  en- 
tire, and,  even  if  it  should 'be  held  that 
the  judgment  could  be  in  part  affirmed  and 
in  part  modified,  we  do.  not  think  that 
such  modification  is  warranted  by  the  tes- 
timony relative  to  the  value  of  this  lum- 
ber. The  lumber  never  had  been  graded, 
and  there  is  no  testimony  as  to  its  exact 
grades,  or  as  to  the  amount  that  there  was 
in  the  different  grades.  It  appears  from 
the  letter  of  defendant  introduced  in  evi- 
dence, that  the  lumber  of  this  character 
runs  from  common  No.  1  to  firsts  and  sec- 
onds, and  that  the  value  thereof  ranges 
from  $10  per  M.  to  $28  per  M.  There 
were  22,000  feet  of  lumber  replevined,  and . 
we  cannot  say  from  this  testimony  whether 
it  was  of  the  value  of  $10  per  M.  or  more. 
We  cannot  say,  therefore,  from  the  testi- 
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mony  adduced,  that  the  jury  were  not  war- 
ranted in  finding  the  value  of  tbis  lumber 
to   be   $400. 

The   judgment   is   accordingly   affirmed. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 

PEASLEE-GAULBERT  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

D.  D.   McMATH,  Admr.,  etc.,   of  Herbert 
McMath,  Deceased. 

(148  Ky.  265,  146  S.  W.  770.) 

Venue  —  explosion  of  paint  dryer  — 
negligence  —  injury, 

1.  An  action  to  recover  damages  for  in- 
jury caused  by  the  explosion  of  a  paint  dry- 
er because  of  failure  to  put  a  caution  signal 
on  the  package  may  be  brought  in  the  coun- 
ty where  the  injury  occurred,  under  a  stat- 
ute permitting  actions  in  tort  against  cor- 
porations to  be  brought  in  the  county  where 
the  tort  was  committed,  although  the  pack- 
age was  sold  at  defendant's  place  of  business 
in  another  county. 

Negligence  —   dangerous   substance  — 
failure  to  label  —  liability  of  dealer. 

2.  A  wholesale  dealer  who  buys  a  stand- 
ard paint  dryer  in  the  open  market  without 
knowledge  that  it  is  explosive  or  inflam- 
mable if  used  with  ordinary  care  is  not 
bound  to  ascertain  its  qualities  or  warn 
consumers  of  possible  danger  in  its  use, 
or  liable  to  one  for  injury  by  an  explosion 
when  he  attempts  to  transfer  it  from  one 
receptacle  to  another  by  artificial  light. 

(Winn,  J.,  dissents  from  proposition  1.) 

(May  9,  1912.) 

.  « 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Christian 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  death 
of  plaintiff's  intestate,  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.   Trabue,    Doolan,    &   Cox   and 

Trimble  &  Bell,  With  Mr.  Selden  Y.  Trimble, 
for  appellant: 

If  the  appellant  committed  any  tort  at 
all,  it  was  committed  in  Jefferson  county, 
and  not  in  Christian  county.  Therefore, 
the  venue  of  this  action  was  improperly 
laid  in  Christian  county. 

Charles  Brown  Grocery  Co.  ▼.  Becket, 
22  Ky.  L.  Rep.  303,  67  S.  W.  458;  John 
Matthews'  Apparatus  Co.  v.  Renz,  22  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1528,  61  S.  W.  9;  Seven  Hills 
Chautauqua  Co.  v.  Chase  Bros.  Co.  26  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  334,  81  S.  W.  238;  Com.  v.  Gast, 
C.  &  Co.  143  Ky.  674,  137  S.  W.  615; 
Kahn's  Sons  v.  Com.  143  Ky.  297,  136  S. 
W.  638;  Whitmire  v.  Com.  140  Ky.  734, 
—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  —,  135  S.  W.  767;  Mc- 
Dermott  v.  Com.  29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  750,  96 
S.  W.  474;  Com.  v.  Price  &  L.  Cider  & 
Vinegar  Co.  31  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1366,  105  S. 
W.  102;  Com.  v.  Hogan,  M.  &  T.  Co.  25  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  41,  74  S.  W.  737;  Brennan  v.  Titus- 
ville,  153  U.  S.  289,  38  L.  ed.  719,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  658,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  829;  Pabst 
Brewing  Co.  v.  Com.  32  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1010, 
107  S.  W.  728;  Com.  v.  Read  Phosphate 
Co.  113  Ky.  39,  67  S.  W.  45;  Brown  v. 
Wieland,  116  Iowa,  711,  61  L.R.A.  417,  89 
N.  W.  17;  Loveland  v.  Dinnan,  81  Conn. 
Ill,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1119,  70  Atl.  634; 
3  Page,  Contr.  2592;  Benjamin,  Sales, 
§§  520,  521  •  May  v.  Hoaglan,  9  Bush,  171. 

Appellant  bought  and  sold  to  Whitlow 
&  Son  this  can  of  dryer  and  could,  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  have  known  its 
dangerous  qualities;  Whitlow  k  Son  in  turn 
bought  the  can  and  actually  knew  its  dan- 
gerous qualities,  and  failed  to  label  and 
failed  to  notify  their  servant,  McMath.  The 
clearest  case  of  negligence  is  set  up  in  the 
petition  against  Whitlow  &  Son,  but  no 
cause  of  action  at  all  against  appellant. 

King  V.  Creekmore,  117  Ky.  172,  77  S. 
W.  689;  Standard  Oil  Co.  v.  Tierney,  92  Ky. 
367,  14  L.R.A.  677,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  595, 
17  S.  W.  1025;  Simons  v.  Gregory,  120 
Ky.  116,  85  S.  W.  751;  Heindirk  v.  Louis- 
ville Elevator  Co.   122  Ky.   675,   5  L.R.A. 


Note. —As  to  liability  of  dealer  for  per- 
sonal injuries  from  article  not  obviously 
dangerous,  see  note  to  Clement  ▼.  Rorameck, 
13  Lr.R.A.  (N.S.)  382,  and  subsequent  cases 
in  this  series:  Cunningham  v.«C.  R.  Pease 
House  Furnishing  Co.  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236, 
and  Gately  v.  Taylor,  post,  472. 

As  to  liability  of  druggist  for  injury  to 
stranger  from  drug  or  poison  sold  by  him, 
see  note  to  McKibbon  v.  Bax,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  646. 

As  to  liability  of  manufacturer,  packer, 
or  vendor  to  persons  not  in  privity  of  con- 
tract, for  injury  from  defect  m  article  sold, 
see  note  to  Tomlinson  v.  Armour  &  Co.  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  923,  and  later  cases:  Wolcho 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


V.  A.  J.  Rosenbluth  k  Co.  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
571,  and  Pizzo  v.  Wiemann,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
678. 

As  to  liability  of  manufacturer  or  dealer 
for  personal  injuries  caused  by  defects  in 
automobile,  see  note  to  Olds  Motor  Works  v. 
Shaffer,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)    560. 

As  to  implied  warranty  of  goods  bouglit 
for  a  special  purpose,  see  note  to  Ketto- 
graph  Mach.  Co.  v.  Brown,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
737,  and  earlier  notes  there  referred  to. 

As  to  applicability  of  rule  res  ipsa  lo- 
quitur in  action  for  personal  injuries  from 
defects  in  articles  manufactured  or  sold  by 
defendant,  see  Dail  v.  Taylor;  28  L.R*A« 
(N.S.)  949,  and  note. 
30 
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(N.S.)  1103,  92  S.  W.  608;  Berger  ▼.  Stand- 
ard Oil  Co.  126  Ky.  166,  11  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
238,  103  S.  W.  246;  Waters-Pierce  Oil  Co. 
V.  Deselms,  212  U.  S.  169,  63  L.  ed.  463, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  270;  Clement  v.  Rommeck, 
149  Mich.  696,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  382,  119 
Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  113  N.  W.  286;  Leavitt 
7.  Fiberloid  Co.  196  Mass.  440,  15  L.R.A. 
rN.S.)  855,  82  N.  E.  682;  Tomlinson  v. 
Armour  &,  Co.  75  N.  J.  L.  748,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  925,  70  Atl.  314;  Standard  Oil  Co, 
V.  Murray,  57  C.  C.  A.  1,  119  Fed.  672; 
O'Neill  V.  James,  138  Mich.  667,  68  L.R.A. 
342,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  321,  101  N.  W.  828, 

5  Ann.  Cas.  177;  Heizer  v.  Kingsland  &  D. 
Mfg.  Co.  110  Mo.  605,  15  L.R.A.  821,  33 
Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  19  S.  W.  630;  Slattery 
V.  Colgate,  25  R.  I.  220,  55  Atl.  639;  Olds 
Motor  Works  ▼.  Shaffer,  145  Ky.  616,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  560,  140  S.  W.  1047. 

Messrs.  Hnnter  Wood  A  Son  and  O.  H. 
Bush  for  appellee. 

Carroll,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Herbert  McMath,  an  experienced  house 
painter,  was  killed  in  Christian  county, 
Kentucky,  by  the  explosion  of  a  can  of  "No. 
1,  T  Japan  Dryer."  His  administrator 
brought  this  action  against  the  Peaslee- 
Gaulbert  Company,  wholesale  dealers  in 
paints  and  varnishes,  who  sold  the  dryer 
to  Whitlow  &  Sons,  for  whom  McMath 
worked,  and  recovered  judgment  for  $5,000. 
Before  taking  up  the  merits  of  the  case, 
'  we  will  dispose  of  the  question  of  juris- 
diction raised  by  counsel  for  appellant  in 
the  lower  court  and  in  this.  The  action 
was  brought  in  Christian  county,  Kentucky, 
and  the  summons  served  on  an  officer  of 
the  appellant  company  in  Jefferson  county, 
Kentucky,  at  which  place  is  located  its 
home  office  and  chief  place  of  business. 
Whitlow  &  Sons  were  merchants  doing  busi- 
ness in  Christian  county,  Kentucky,  and 
they  gave  an  order  at  their  place  of  business 
in  Christian  county  to  a  traveling  sales- 
man for  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company  for  the 
Japan  dryer.  This  salesman  only  had  au- 
thority to  take  orders  for  goods,  and  send 
them  to  the  home  office  of  the  Peaslee- 
Gaulbert  Company,  at  which  place  they  were 
accepted  or  rejected  by  the  company.  The 
order  sent  by  the  salesman  was  accepted 
by  the  company,  and  the  goods  were  shipped 
f.  o.  b.,  Louisville,  Kentucky,  to  Whitlow 

6  Sons,  who  paid  the  freight.  The  basis 
of  the  cause  of  action,  which  sounded  in 
tort,  was  the  failure  of  Peaslee-Gaulbert 
Company  to  put  a  danger  or  caution  mark, 
sign,  or  label  on  the  can  of  Japan  dryer. 
It  was  shipped  without  anything  indicating 
its  contents,  except  ftp  f^ttftch^d  tag  show- 
S0  L.RJL(KS.) 


ing  that  the  can  contained  "No.  1  T  Japan 
Dryer." 

It  is  insisted  for  appellant  that,  under 
these  facts,  the  circuit  court  of  Christian 
county  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the  cause  of 
action,  and  that  it  should  have  been  brought 
in  Jefferson  county.  Section  72  of  the  Civil 
Code,  which  fixes  the  venue  of  the  action, 
provides  in  part  that  "...  an  action 
against  a  corporation  which  has  an  office 
or  place  of  business  in  this  state,  or  a  chief 
officer  or  agent  residing  in  this  state,  must 
be  brought  in  the  county  in  which  such  of- 
fice or  place  of  business  is  situated,  or  in 
which  such  officer  or  agent  resides;'  or,  if  it 
be  upon  a  contract,  in  the  above-named 
county,  or  in  the  county  in  which  the  con- 
tract is  made  or  to  be  performed;  or,  if  it 
be  for  a  tort,  in  the  first-named  county,' 
or  the  county  in  which  the  tort  is  com- 
mitted." Under  this  section,  an  action  for 
tort  may  be  brought  against  a  corporation 
which  has  an  office  or  place  of  business  in 
this  state,  or  chief  officer  or  agent  residing 
in  this  state,  in  the  county  in  which  such 
office  or  place  of  business  is  situated  or 
in  which  such  officer  or  agent  resides,  or 
in  the  county  in  which  the  tort  is  com- 
mitted. It  is,  of  course,  conceded  that  the 
action  might  have  been  brought  in  Jefferson 
county;  and,  if  the  tort  complained  of  was 
committed  in  Christian  county,  it  is  obvious 
that  the  Christian  circuit  court  had  juris- 
diction of  the  action.  This  being  so,  the 
precise  question  for  decision  is,  Was  the 
tort  committed  in  Christian  county T  as  the 
only  ground  upon  which  it  is  claimed  that 
the  Christian  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction 
is  the  fact  that  the  tort  was  committed 
in  that  county.  Assuming  that  the  failure 
to  put  a  danger  or  caution  mark  on  the 
can  containing  this  dryer  was  actionable, 
it  is  the  contention  of  counsel  for  the  ap- 
pellant that  the  tort  was  committed  in 
Jefferson  county,  at  which  place  the  dryer 
was  sold  by  the  appellant  company  and 
delivered,  as  the  property  of  Whitlow  & 
Sons,  to  a  common  carrier  for  shipment 
to  their  place  of  business.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellee 
that,  although  the  cause  of  action  was  based 
upon  the  failure  to  put  a  danger  or  caution 
mark  5n  the  can  containing  the  dryer,  the 
tort,  in  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  was  com- 
mitted in  the  county  where  the  injury  re- 
sulting from  this  failure  occurred. 

A  good  deal  is  said  in  argument  con- 
cerning the  place  where  the  Japan  dryer 
was  sold,  one  side  insisting  that  the  sale 
took  place  in  Jefferson  county,  the  other 
that  it  took  place  in  Christian  county. 
But  we  do  not  deem  it  important  or  neces- 
sary, in  disposing  of  the  question,  to  enter 

into  a  diBCUssioD  of  the  place  where  the 


1912. 


PEASLEE-GAULBERT  CO.  v.  McMATH. 


467 


Bale  took  place.  We  will  assume  that  the 
sale  was  made  in  LouisviUe,  at  which  place 
the  order  was  accepted  and  the  goods  de- 
livered to  a  common  carrier  to  be  trans- 
ported at  the  risk  of  the  consignees  to  their 
place  of  business.  If  there  had  been  no 
explosion,  no  person  could  have  maintained 
an  action  against  the  appellant  company 
for  selling  and  sending  out  this  article 
without  a  caution  or  danger  sign  attached 
to  it.  In  other  words,  no  actionable  tort 
would  have  been  committed  either  in  Jeffer- 
son county  or  in  Christian  county.  It  is 
the  fact  that  the  explosion  occurred  with 
resulting  injury  that  furnished  the  basis 
for  the  cause  of  action.  The  thing  that 
gave  life  to  the  cause  of  action  occurred 
in  Christian  county,  where  the  accident 
happened;  and  so  it  would  naturally  seem 
that  in  Christian  county,  if  at'  all,  the 
tort  complained  of  was  committed. 

It  is  said,  however,  that,  as  the  failure 
to  put  the  caution  or  danger  sign  on  the 
can  is  the  sole  ground  upon  which  the  ac- 
tion rests,  this  negligence  or  tort  on  the 
part  of  the  appellant  company  was  neces- 
sarily committed  in  Jefferson  county.  Un- 
doubtedly, if  appellant  company  was  guilty 
of  negligence  or  tort  in  this  respect,  it  was 
committed  in  that  county;  but,  conceding 
this  much,  it  does  not  follow  that  that 
county  was  the  only  county  in  which  the 
tort  was  committed  or  the  negligence  done. 
The  negligence  and  wrongdoing,  if  any, 
had  its  beginning  in  Jefferson  county,  but 
it  was,  if  anything,  a  continuing  act  of  neg- 
ligence or  wrongdoing,  for  which  an  action 
might  be  brought  in  any  county  in  which 
injury  resulted  therefrom,  and  the  cause  of 
action  did  not  arise  until  some  person 
suffered  injury  or  loss  by  reason  of  the 
wrongful  act.  As  no  actionable  tort  could 
have  been  committed  until  either  person 
or  property  was  injured,  it  seems  quite 
clear  that,  if  the  words  of  the  Code  are 
to  be  given  their  reasonable  meaning,  the 
venue  of  the  action  was  in  the  county 
where  the  tort  was  in  fact  committed  by 
the  infliction  of  injury,  as  well  as  in  the 
county  where  the  tort  feasor  resided.  There 
may  be  a  continuing  species  of  wrongdoing 
that  only' becomes  actionable  when  injury 
results  therefrom;  and  in  such  a  state  of 
case  we  know  of  no  reason  why  the  venue 
of  the  action  should  not  lie  in  the  county 
where  the  overt  act  of  wrongdoing,  if  we 
may  so  term  it,  is  committed.  A  tort 
is  nothing  more  than  an  injury  or  wrong 
for  which  a  civil  action  may  be  brought 
by  the  injured  party  against  the  wrong- 
doer; and,  to  give  full  effect  to  the  Code 
provision  that  the  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages may  be  brought  in  the  county  where 
the  tort  was  committed*  it  should  be  con- 
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strued  to  mean  that  it  may  be  brought  in 
that  county  in  which  the  injury  or  wrong 
complained  of  was  conunitted.  To  give  to 
this  section  the  construction  contended  for 
by  appellant  would  in  many  instances  con- 
fine the  jurisdiction  to  the  county  of  the 
defendant's  residence,  when  it  was  intended 
that  it  might  also  be  brought  in  the  county 
where  the  person  or  property  was  in  fact 
injured,  which  is  usually  the  county  of  the 
residence  of  the  complaining  party.  If  it 
had  been  intended  to  limit  the  jurisdiction 
to  the  county  in  which  the  corporation  re- 
sided or  had  its  chief  office,  there  would 
have  been  no  reason  for  inserting  the  pro- 
vision that  the  action  might  also  be  brought 
in  the  county  where  the  tort  was  com- 
mitted; and,  as  in  the  present  case,  the 
tort  could  not  have  been  comn^itted  in  any 
other  county  than  that  in  which  the  injury 
complained  of  occurred,  we  have  no  doubt 
that  the  Christian  circuit  court  had  juris- 
diction. 

A  case  strongly  supporting  this  construc- 
tion of  the  Code  is  Mitchell  v.  Ripy,  82  Ky. 
516.  In  that  ease  it  appears  that  an  ac- 
tion was  brought  in  Marion  county  by 
Mitchell  against  Ripy,  Cohen,  and  Edwards, 
to  recover  damages  for  false  imprisonment. 
The  affidavit  upon  which  Mitchell  was  ar- 
rested was  made  by  Edwards  in  Anderson 
county,  and  a  warrant  of  arrest  was  issued 
against  Mitchell  in  that  county  and  re- 
turned "not  found."  Thereupon  it  was 
sent  to  Marion  county,  where  Mitchell  was 
arrested  and  brought  to  Anderson  county, 
and  acquitted  of  the  charge.  Section  74  of 
the  Code,  which  regulated  the  venue  of  the 
action  in  that  case,  provides  that  "every 
other  action  for  an  injury  to  the  person 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  every  action  for  an 
injury  to  the  character  of  the  plaintiff, 
against  a  defendant  residing  in  this  state, 
must  be  brought  in  the  county  in  which 
the  defendant  resides,  or  in  which  the  in- 
jury is  done."  In  holding  that  the  Marion 
court  had  jurisdiction,  the  court  said: 
"As  all  the  defendants  resided  in  the  coun- 
ty of  Anderson  when  the  action  was 
brought,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Marion 
circuit  court  depends  upon  the  meaning  of 
the  words  *in  which  the  injury  was  done.' 
In  determining  this  question,  the  first  and 
most  natural  inquiry  that  arises  is.  For 
what  injury  to  the  person  of  the  plaintiff 
was  this  action  brought?  The  affidavit 
was  made  and  the  warrant  for  the  arrest 
was  issued  in  the  county  of  Anderson.  But 
it  is  clear  that,  if  nothing  more  had  been 
done,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  main- 
tained this  action  in  any  court.  The  per- 
sonal injury  of  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plains, and  for  which  this  action  was 
*  brought,  is  his  arrest  and  imprisonment. 
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That  was  accomplished— done — ^in  Marion 
county.  The  action  is  against  defendants, 
who,  it  is  alleged,  maliciously  and  without 
probable  cause  procured  the  warrant  of 
arrest  to  issue,  by  means  of  which  the  in- 
jury complained  of  was  done;  and  in  our 
opinion  the  jurisdiction  of  such  an  action 
is,  in  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  no  more 
determined  by  the  county  in  which  the 
criminal  law  may  be  wrongfully  put  in 
motion  than  it  is  controlled  in  an  action 
for  assault  and  battery  by  the  place  where 
a  conspiracy  may  be  hatched  to  accomplish 
the  beating  or  wounding.  Necessarily, 
every  injury  to  the  person,  accompanied 
with  force,  must  be  done  at  the  place  where 
the  person  is  at  the  time  of  the  injury." 
See  also  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Carroll, 
97  Ala.  126,  18  L.R.A.  433,  38  Am.  St. 
Rep.  163,  11  So.  803;  Chicago,  St.  L.  & 
N.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Doyle,  60  Miss.  977;  Smith 
V.  Southern  R.  Co.  136  Ky.  162,  26  L.R.A. 

(N.S.)  927,  123  S.  W.  678.  The  cases  of 
Com.  v.  Grand  Central  Bldg.  &  L.  Asso.  97 
Ky.  326,  30  S.  W.  626,  and  Com.  v.  Rem- 
ington Typewriter  Co.  127 '  Ky.  177,  105 
S.  W.  399,  relied  on  by  counsel  for  appel- 
lant, are  not  in  conflict  with  the  views 
we  have  expressed.  The  question  of  juris- 
diction raised  in  these  cases  came  up  under 
a  statute  very  different  from  §  72  of  the 
Code,  and  under  a  statute  intended  to  meet 
very  different  conditions  from  the  Code 
provision. 

On  the  merits  of  the  case,  a  recovery 
was  sought  upon  the  ground,  as  stated  in 
the  petition,  that  there  had  been  shipped 
by  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company  to  Whitlow 
&  Sons  a  supply  of  paints  and  oils,  includ- 
ing a  can  of  dryer,  ''but  the  said  can  was 
not  labeled,  and  there  was  nothing  about 
it  to  indicate  that  there  was  any  explosive 
substance  in  it,  and  nothing  to  warn  any 
person  that  it  contained  anything  of  the 
kind  that  was  dangerous  or  explosive;  and 
it  was  not  known  by  the  said  Whitlow  & 
Sons,  or  either  of  them,  or  plaintiff's  in- 
testate, or  anyone  in  the  employ  of  the  said 
Whitlow  &  Sons,  so  far  as  the  plaintiff 
knows  or  believes,  that  the  said  can  did 
contain  any  explosive  or  dangerous  sub- 
stance. Plaintiff  further  states  that  the 
said  intestate,  Herbert  McMath,  exercised 
care  and  caution  in  handling  said  dryer, 
nnd  that  he  did  not  know,  and  could  not 
have  known,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  or 
reasonable  care,  that  it  was  explosive  or 
dangerous.  He  further  states  that  the  de- 
fendant, Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company,  did 
know,  or  could  have  known  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  care,  that  said  dryer  was 
explosive  and  dangerous,  and  also  knew 
that  it  had  to  be  handled  by  workmen  en- 
gaged in  painting,  and  that  in  shipping  and 
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delivering  same  to  the  said  Whitlow  ft 
Sons,  knowing  that  it  was  purchased  to 
be  used  in  drying  paint,  and  had  to  be 
used  by  the  workmen  of  Whitlow  ft  Sons, 
without  labeling  it  so  as  to  give  notice  or 
.warning  of  its  being  dangerous,  and  being 
an  explosive,  or  containing  explosive  sub- 
stances, the  said  defendant  was  guilty  of 
gross  negligence,  and  by  reason  of  its 
negligence  aforesaid  the  said  Herbert 
McMath  came  to  his  death."  And  it  is 
earnestly  insisted  that,  although  the  evi- 
dence may  not  show  that  Peaslee-Gaulbert 
Company  knew  the  explosive  and  danger- 
ous quality  of  the  dryer,  they  are  yet  liable 
if,  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  they 
could  have  known  its  explosive  and  danger- 
ous   character. 

The  evidence  shows  that  McMath  had 
been  engaged  for  several  years  in  the  busi- 
ness of  house  painting.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident  he  was  in  the  employ  of  Whitlow 
ft  Sons,  and  went  to  their  place  of  business 
after  dark  for  the  purpose  of  getting  a 
small  can  that  he  had  with  him  filled  with 
dryer,  and,  in  company  with  W.  H.  Payne, 
went  to  the  wareroom  in  which  Whitlow 
ft  Sons  kept  their  paints  and  varnishes. 
The  room  was  quite  dark,  and  Payne  car- 
ried a  lighted  candle  in  his  hand.  When 
McMath,  who  was  holding  the  5  gallon 
can  of  dryer,  first  commenced  to  pour  it 
into  the  small  can  he  had  brought  for  the 
purpose  of  having  filled.  Payne  held  the 
lighted  candle  a  few  feet  from  the  can  of 
dryer;  but,  discovering  that  McMath  had 
some  difficulty  in  pouring  the  dryer  into 
the  small  can,  Payne  asked  McMath  if  it 
was  dangerous,  and  upon  his  answering 
"No,  not  a  bit,"  he  put  the  lighted  candle 
close  to  the  mouth  of  the  can  out  of  which 
the  dryer  was  being  poured,  and  at  once  the 
explosion  occurred  that  resulted  in  the 
death  of  McMath.  It  is  evident  that  the 
flame  from  the  candle  came  in  actual 
contact  with  the  dryer  as  it  was  being 
poured  out  by  McMath,  or  else  so  close  to 
it  that  it  caused  it  to  ignite  and  explode. 
McMath  did  not  request  Payne  to  hold  the 
candle  closer,  nor  does  it  appear,  except 
from  inference,  that  he  knew  how  close 
Payne  was  holding  the  candle  to  the  mouth 
of  the  can.  Payne  did  not  know  anything 
about  the  danger  that  would  attend  contact 
between  the  dryer  and  the  lighted  candle, 
nor,  indeed,  does  it  appear  that  he  knew 
what  kind  of  material  McMath  was  pour- 
ing into  the  can.  There  was  only  attached 
to  the  can  a  label  with  the  words  "No.  1 
T  Japan  Dryer"  on  it,  and  no  danger  or 
caution  sign  or  mark  on  the  can,  or  any- 
thing to  indicate  that  it  was  dangerous  to 
hold  a  lighted  candle  near  to  the  liquid 
when   it   was   being   poured  out.     It  also 
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appears  from  the  evidence  tliat  the  name 
"No.  1  T  Japan  Dryer"  is  merely  a  trade- 
name, having  no  significance  outside  of 
the  trade,  and  giving  no  evidence  of  the 
contents  or  ingredients  of  the  dryer  to 
persons  not  familiar  with  the  article.  It 
is  a  standard  dryer,  in  general  use  by 
painters,  and  is  manufactured  by  a  large 
number  of  concerns  in  different  parts  of  the 
country;  there  being  six  firms  in  Louis- 
ville alone  that  manufacture  and  sell  it. 
Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company,  although  whole- 
sale dealers  in  paints  and  varnishes,  had 
never  manufactured  this  article  of  trade, 
but  had  been  buying  it  for  a  number  of 
years  from  the  Louisville  Varnish  Com- 
pany, a  concern  that  manufactured  it,  and 
it  was  from  this  company  that  the  can 
was  bought  that  was  sold  to  Whitlow  & 
Sons. 

A  number  of  witnesses  who  where  quali- 
fied to  testify  from  experience  in  its  use, 
and  who  knew  the  ingredients  and  quali- 
ties of  this  dryer,  said  that  it  was  not  ex- 
plosive or  dangerous  unless  brought  in  con- 
tact with  a  lighted  flame.  Practically  all 
of  them  testified  that  all  varnishes  were 
inflammable,  and  that  it  was  not  safe  to 
go  with  a  burning  lamp  or  light  into  a 
room  where  varnishes  were  kept;  that  these 
varnishes,  including  this  dryer,  gave  off 
gases  that  were  easily  ignited,  and  that  al- 
most any  kind  of  varnish  would  explode,  or 
at  least  catch  on  fire,  if  brought  in  contact 
with  a  light  of  any  kind.  They  also  testi- 
fied that  this  dryer,  as  well  as  other  var- 
nishes, were  not  regarded  by  the  trade  as 
dangerous,  but  that  it  was  necessary  to 
exercise  some  care  in  handling  and  using 
them  to  keep  a  light  or  flame  from  com- 
ing in  contact  with  the  varnishes  or  the 
gases  that  might  escape  therefrom.  It  was 
further  shown,  without  contradiction,  by  a 
number  of  manufacturers  and  wholesale 
dealers  who  made  and  sold  the  dryer 
in  question,  that  no  caution  or  danger 
sign  or  tag  was  ever  put  on  the  can  or 
receptacle  containing  the  article.  The  sup- 
erintendent of  the  Louisville  Varnish  Com- 
pany testified  that  he  had  been  making 
for  about  fifteen  years  "No.  1  T  Japan 
Dryer"  from  the  same  formula  as  that  by 
which  the  dryer  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Com- 
pany sold  was  made,  and  had  been  selling 
it  to  the  trade  all  over  the  country,  and 
that  his  company  had  never  placed  any 
caution  or  danger  sign  on  it.  This  witness 
gave  the  ingredients  of  the  dryer,  which 
consist,  among  other  things,  of  linseed  oil, 
turpentine,  and  naphtha.  As  illustrating 
the  character  of  evidence,  we  may  take 
Frank  A.  Lane,  who  had  many  years'  expe- 
rience in  the  manufacture  and  use  of  var- 
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nishes,  including  "No.  1  T  Japan  Dryer." 
He  testified  that  it  was  a  type  of  standard 
dryer  used  by  practically  every  varnish 
maker  in  the  business;  that  it  was  not 
considered  explosive,  but  was  inflammable, 
and  would  easily  flash  and  burn  if  exposed 
to  an  open  flame,  or,  if  agitated  or  stirred 
up  in  a  confined  space  and  then  subject- 
ed to  an  open  flame,  the  vapors  from  the 
material  would  cause  an  explosion,  the 
extent  of  which  would  depend  entirely  up- 
on the  amount  of  gas  that  liad  been  gen- 
erated and  how  close  it  was  conflned;  that 
it  would  not  explode  or  take  fire  sponta- 
neously, or  unless  it  came  in  contact  with 
an  open  flame  or  a  live  spark.  He  also 
said  that  it  had  never  been  the  custom  of 
manufacturers,  dealers,  or  handlers  of 
dryer  to  put  caution  or  danger  labels  on 
the  packages,  indicating  any  hazard  in 
using  or  handling  them. 

In  brief,  the  substance  of  all  the  evi- 
dence is  that,  this  dryer  was  not  explosive 
or  inflammable,  unless  brought  in  contact 
with  a  lighted  flame,  and  was  not  in- 
herently or  imminently  dangerous  or  dan- 
gerous at  all  if  handled  or  used  with  ordin- 
ary care;  that  "No.  1  T  Japan  Dryer"  was 
manufactured  substantially  by  the  same 
formula  all  over  the  country,  and  sold  to 
the  trade  generally  as  an  article  of  common 
use  in  the  varnish  business;  that  none  of 
the  manufacturers  or  dealers  ever  placed 
on  their  cans  Containing  this  dryer  any 
danger  or  caution  sign  or  mark  or  other 
thing  to  indicate  that  care  should  be  used 
in  handling  it.  It  might  also  be  here  re- 
marked that  there  is  no  statute  in  this 
state  requiring  a  danger  or  caution  mark 
of  any  kind  to  be  placed  on  articles  like 
this. 

There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record  that 
Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company  knew  that  this 
dryer  was  explosive  or  inherently  or  im- 
minently dangerous,  or  at  all  dangerous  if 
used  with  reasonable  care,  nor  is  there  any 
evidence  that  they  had  ever  heard  of  any 
accident  caused  by  its  ignition  or  explo- 
sion. 

If  we  should  assume  that  this  dryer  was 
an  explosive  or  an  inherently  or  imminent- 
ly dangerous  article  of  trade,  there  is  no 
evidence  that  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company 
had  any  knowledge  of  its  dangerous  quali- 
ties when  they  sold  it  to  Wliitlow  &  Sons. 
Nor  is  there  any  suggestion  that  they 
made  any  representations  or  warranties 
concerning  it,  or  concealed  from  the  pur- 
chaser any  fact  in  connection  with  it.  It 
was  bought  by  them  on  the  open  market  in 
the  ordinary  and  usual  course  of  business 
as  an  article  of  general  and  common  use 
all  over  the  country  that  they  and  other 
dealers  in  paints  and  varniahes  had  been 
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buying  and  selling  for  many  years.  In  all 
their  experience  and  observation  no  can 
or  receptacle  containing  it,  either  bought 
or  sold  by  them,  or  by  other  dealers,  ever 
had  a  caution  or  danger  label  or  sign  on 
it.  They  doubtless  knew,  as  would  other 
persons  of  ordinary  intelligence  who  were 
accustomed  to  the  use  of  paints  and  var- 
nishes, that  it  was  dangerous  to  bring  a 
lighted  flame  in  contact  with  varnish  or 
dryer,  as  it  was  a  very  inflammable  arti- 
cle; but,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  they 
had  .never  heard  of  any  person  being  in- 
jured by  its  use.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence 
that  their  attention  had  ever  been  directed 
by  any  person  or  by  any  incident  to  the  in- 
flammable or  explosive  quality  of  this  dry- 
er. Of  course,  if  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Company 
could  be  made  liable  in  an  action  like  this, 
so  could  any  other  merchant  or  dealer  to 
whom  they  sold  the  article,  And  who 
bought  it  and  sold  it  as  they  did.  No  dif- 
ference in  respect  to  liability  can  be  made 
between  the  wholesale  dealer  and  the  retail 
dealer,  or  between  the  merchant  who  buys 
from  the  manufacturer  and  the  merchant 
who  sells  directly  to  the  consumer.  If 
the  conditions  and  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  purchase  and  sale  are  alike,  the 
measure  of  responsibility  of  all  merchants 
and  dealers  is  the  same. 

If  a  dealer  or  merchant,  whether  he  be 
a  wholesale  dealer  or  a  retail  dealer,  or 
the  original  purchaser  of  the  article,  or 
the  person  who  makes  the  sale  to  the  con- 
sumer, knows  that  the  article  is  inherently 
or  imminently  dangerous  in  the  use  for 
which  it  is  intended,  because  of  its  inflam- 
mable or  explosive  qualities,  it  is  his  duty 
to  label  or  mark  the  package  containing  the 
article  in  such  a  way  as  to  indicate  its 
dangerous  contents. 

But  the  dealer  who  purchases  and  sells 
an  article  in  common  and  general  use  in 
the  usual  course  of  trade  and  business, 
without  knowledge  of  its  dangerous  quali- 
ties, is  not  under  a  duty  to  exercise  ordi- 
nary care  to  discover  whether  it  is  danger- 
ous or  not.  He  may  take  it  as  he  finds  it 
on  the  market.  He  is  not  required  to  in- 
vestigate its  qualities,  or  endeavor  to  as- 
certain whether  it  is  dangerous  for  the 
use  intended  before  he  can  absolve  himself 
from  liability  in  the  event  injury  results 
from  its  use.  There  are  many  necessary 
articles  and  things  in  common  and  general 
use  throughout  the  country  that  are  dan- 
gerous unless  used  with  care,  but  the  dealer 
who  buys  and  sells  them  in  the  open  market 
in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course  of  .his 
business,  and  who  makes  no  representa- 
tions or  concealments,  and  who  does  not 
know  that  the  article  is  explosive  or  dan- 
gerous in  its  ordinary  use,  is  not  to  be 
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made  liable  merely  because  some  person  is 
injured  or  killed   while   handling   it. 

The  merchant  or  dealer  can  only  be 
made  responsible  in  damages  to  a  party 
who  has  no  contractual  relations  with  him 
when  the  article  is  imminently  or  inherent- 
ly dangerous  in  the  ordinary  use  for  which 
it  is  intended,  or  the  use  to  which  it  may 
reasonably  be  expected  the  article  will  be 
put  or  applied;  and  when  with  knowl- 
edge of  this  fact  he  sells  or  puts  it  on  the 
market  without  giving  notice  to  the  pur- 
chaser of  its  dangerous  quality,  or  when  he 
represents  the  thing  as  being  safe  for  the 
use  intended,  when,  in  fact,  it  is  not.  As 
stated  in  Wellington  v.  Downer  Kerosene 
Oil  Co.  104  Mass.  64:  'It  is  well  settled 
that  a  man  who  delivers  an  article  which 
he  knows  to  be  dangerous  or  noxious  to 
another  person,  without  notice  of  its  nature 
and  qualities,  is  liable  for  any  injury 
which  may  reasonably  be  contemplated 
as  likely  to  result  and  which  does  in  fact 
result  therefrom  to  that  person  or  any 
other  who  is  not  himself  in  fault."  To 
hold  dealers  who  buy  and  sell  articles  that 
are  in  general  and  common  use,  and  that 
are  dangerous  only  when  carelessly  or 
inattentively  used,  liable  in  damages'  for 
the  failure  to  give  notice  of  their  qualities 
or  the  danger  in  their  use  when  the  dealer 
does  not  know  of  the  danger,  would  be  to 
impose  a  greater  burden  than  the  proteo- 
tion  of  the  public  requires,  and  to  put  on 
dealers  a  higher  degree  of  care  in  the  con- 
duct of  their  business  than  they  should  be 
expected  to  bear.  But  if  the  dealer  knows 
that  the  article  is  inherently  or  imminent- 
ly dangerous,  or  is  highly  explosive,  or 
if  he  conceals  or  misrepresents  its  quali- 
ties, or  warrants  or  represents  it  to  be  safe 
for  the  use  intended,  when  it  is  not,  there 
is  no  reason  why  he  should  not  be  held 
chargeable  with  the  reasonable  and  proxi- 
mate consequences  of  his  act  in  selling  it 
without  notice  of  the  danger  in  its  use. 

Questions  like  this  have  come  before  this 
court,  as  well  as  courts  of  other  states,  in 
many  cases,  but  they  havf  generally  arisen 
in  actions  against  manufacturers  for  sell- 
ing and  putting  on  the  market  without 
proper  notice  articles  that  were  inherently 
or    imminently   dangerous. 

The  authorities  are  practically  agreed 
that,  when  a  manufacturer  puts  on  the 
market  for  use  without  notice  of  its  dan- 
gerous quality  an  article  that  is  imminent- 
ly or  inherently  dangerous,  he  will  be 
liable  in  damages  to  any  person  who, 
while  himself  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  sufl'ers  injury  as  a  result  of  the  dan- 
gerous quality  of  the  article,  and  the  manu- 
facturer as  a  rule  will  be  charged  with  no- 
tice of  the  quality  of  the  article  that  lie 
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himself  haa  made,  and  cannot  excuse  him- 
self   upon    the    ground    that    he    did    not 
know   its   dangerous   qualities.     It  is  not, 
however,  necessary  or  indeed  pertinent  to 
the  matter  in  hand  that  we  should  extend 
this   opinion   in  a  discussion   of   the   duty 
and  liability  of  the  manufacturer,  or  the 
degree  of  care  he  must  exercise  in  the  sale 
of  his  products.     Full  discussion  of  these 
questions   may   be   found    in   the   cases   of 
Clement  y.  Crosby  &  Co.  148  Mich.  293,  10 
L.RJV.(N.S.)   688,  111  N.  W.  745,  12  Ann. 
Cas.  265;   Thomas  v.  Winchester,  6  N.  Y. 
397,   57   Am.   Dec.   455;    Leavitt  v.   Fiber- 
loid   Co.   196  Mass.   440,   15   L.R.A.(N.S.) 
855,  82  N.  E.  682;  Tomlinson  v.  Armour  & 
Co.  75  N.  J.  L.  748,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)   923, 
70  Atl.  314;   Watson  v.  Augusta  Brewing 
124  Ga.  121,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1178,  110  Am. 
St.    Rep.   157,   52   S.   E.   152;    Heindirk   v. 
Louisville    Elevator    Co.    122    Ky.    675,    5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1103,  92   S.  W.  608;   Stand- 
ard  Oil   Co.   V.   Tierney,    92   Ky.    367,    14 
L.R.A.    677,    36    Am.    St.    Rep.    595,    17 
8.   W.   1025;    Berger  v.   Standard  Oil   Co. 
126    Ky.    155,    11    L.R.A.(N.S.)     238,    103 
S.  W.  245;   Olds  Motor  Works  ▼.  Shaffer, 
145    Ky.    616,    37    L.R.A.(N.S.)     560,    140 
S.  W.  1047;  Huset  v.*  J.  I.  Case  Threshing 
Mach.  Co.  61  L.R.A.  303,  57  C.  C.  A.  237, 
120    Fed.    865;    Woodward   v.    Miller,    119 
Ga.  618,  64  L.R.A.  932,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
188,  46  S.  E.  847;  Weiser  v.  Holzman,  33 
Wash.   87,   99   Am.   St.   Rep.   932,  73  Pac. 
797.     But  there   is   and   should   be   a   dif- 
ference between  the  liability  of  the  manu- 
facturer and  the  liability  of  the  dealer  in 
this    class    of    cases.     The     manufacturer 
should  be  and  is  held  to  a  higher  degree  of 
care    than    the    dealer    in    putting    on    the 
market  dangerous   compounds,   because   he 
knows  or  should  be  charged  with  notice  of 
the    quality    and    contents    of    the    article 
that  he  manufactures;  and,  being  the  orig- 
inator of  it,  should  be  required  to  give  no- 
tice of  the  danger  in  its  use,  if  it  is  dan- 
gerous.   But  the  dealer  who  buys  from  the 
manufacturer  occupies  practically  the  same 
position   as    does   the   purchaser   from   the 
dealer,  and  is  not  presumed  to  know  the 
formula  by  which  the  article  is  made,  or 
whether  it  is  inherently  dangerous  or  not, 
and  it  is  doubtless  due  to  the  limited  lia- 
bility of  the  dealer  when  he  is  not  guilty 
of  misrepresentation  or  fraud  that  so  few 
cases  can  be  found  presenting  the  precise 
question  here  involved.    A  case  in  point  is 
Clement   v.   Rommeck,    149   Mich.   595,    13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    382,   119   Am.   St.  Rep.  695, 
113    N.    W.    286.      There    the    action    was 
brought  by  a  third   party   against  Crosby 
&  Company,   the  manufacturer,   and   Rom- 
meck, the  merchant  who  sold  the  article,  to 
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recover  damages  for  injuries  sustained  in 
the  use  of  a  stove  polish.     A  demurrer  to 
the  petition  was  sustained  on  behalf  of  the 
merchant,  and  in  affirming  this  ruling  the 
court  said:    "It  is  manifest  from  a  reading 
of  this  declaration   that  the  theory  fairly 
to  be  deduced  from  it  is  that,  though  the 
defendant  Rommeck  bought  the  preparation 
from  Crosby  &  Company,  properly  labeled 
in   the   open   market,    and   sold    it    in    the 
open  market,  the  positive  duty  rested  up- 
on him  to  know  the  property  of  the  goods 
and  their  inflammable  nature,  and  to  com- 
municate the  facts  to  the  purchaser.     It 
is  to  be  noted  that  the  declaration  contains 
no  averment  that  the  defendant  Rommeck 
had  actual  knowledge  of  the  inflammable  na- 
ture of  the  goods;  nor  is  it  averred  in  what 
manner  he  was  negligent  in   not  knowing 
their  inflammable  nature.    It  gets  down  to 
this:    Whether  a  dealer — ^a  hardware  mer- 
chant, for  example — ^who  buys  in  the  open 
market  stove  polish  which  purports  to  be 
safe  and  proper  for  use,  and  sells  the  article 
for  a  purpose  for  which  it  is  apparently  in- 
tended,  is  liable,   in  the  absence  of  negli 
gence,  if  it  turn  out  that  the  Article  is  not 
adapted  to  the.  use,  and  causes  injury.    We 
think  it  clear,  upon  principle,  that  no  such 
liability  exists."     Another  similar  case  is 
West  V.  Emanuel,  198  Pa.  180,  53  L.R.A.  330, 
47  Atl.  965.    There  an  action  was  brought 
against  a  retail  druggist  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  sustained  in  the  use  of  a  head- 
ache powder.     In  holding  the  druggist  not 
liable,  the  court  said:  "TheKohler  headache 
powers  were  in  demand  at  least  twelve  or  fif- 
teen years  ago,  and  from  that  time  on  they 
were  to  be  found  for  sale  in  most,  if  not  all, 
of  the   principal   drug  stores.     They   were 
recognized  and  regarded  as  an  efficient  and 
proper  remedy  for  headaches,  and  were  main- 
ly used  to  relieve  them.    They  were  a  patent 
or   proprietary   medicine   manufactured   by 
Kohler,  and  sold  by  him  to  the  drug  stores, 
which  sold  them  to  their  customers.    In  the 
sales  of  patent  or  proprietary  medicines  fur- 
nished by  the  compounder  of  the  ingredients 
which  compose  them,  the  druggist  is  not  re- 
quired to  analyze  the  contents  of  each  bottle 
or  package  he  receives.     If  he  delivers  to 
the  customer  the  article  called  for,  with  the 
label  of  the  proprietary  or  patentee  upon  it, 
he  cannot  be  justly  charged  with  negligence 
in  so  doing."    See  also  White  v.  Oakes,  88 
Me.  367,  32  L.R.A.  593,  34  Atl.  175.    In  our 
opinion  the  petition  was  defective,  and  evi- 
dence was  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  to 
the  jury.    The  court  should  have  sustained 
the  motion  for  a  peremptory  instruction  re- 
quested in  behalf  of  appellant. 

Wherefore  the  judgment  is  reversed  for 
proceedings  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 
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Winn,  J.,  dissentiDg  in  part: 

I  dissent  from  so  much  of  .the  court's  opin- 
ion herein  as  holds  that  the  Christian  cir- 
cuit court  had  jurisdiction  of  this  action. 
The  cause  of  action  arose  upon  a  tort  com- 
mitted hy  the  sale  of  an  explosive  sub- 
stance without  any  notice  or  label  of  its 
dangerous  nature.  The  evidence  is  conclu- 
sive that  every  act  done  by  appellant  in  con- 
nection with  this  substfiince  was  done  in 
Jefferson  county,  and  there  the  appellant 
parted  with  all  ownership  of  or  control  over 
it.  The  wrong  it  committed  was  in  per- 
mitting the  article  to  go  out  without  brand. 
The  failure  to  brand  it  was  a  failure  in 
Jefferson  county.  No  part  of  the  tort, 
whether  of  commission  or  omission,  was 
done  in  Christian  county,  and  therefore  §  72 
did  npt  give  the  circuit  court  of  that  county 
any  jurisdiction  of  the  action.  The  case  of 
Mitchell  V.  Ripy,  82  Ky.  616,  cited  in  the 
opinion  herein  as  controlling,  is  not  in  point. 
That  case  arose  under  §  74  of  the  Civil 
Code.  It  was  in  damages  for  false  arrest. 
The  arrest  was  made  in  Marion  county,  "the 
injury  was  done"  there,  and,  of  course,  under 
the  express  provision  of  §  74,  the  county 
where  the  injury  was  done  was  the  county 
of  the  jurisdiction;  while  under  §  72,  not 
the  place  where  the  injury  is  done,  but 
the  place  where  the  wrong  itself  is  commit- 
ted, is  the  place  of  jurisdiction.  In  my 
judgment  the  court's  opinion  in  the  case  at 
bar  confuses  the  commission  of  the  tort 
named  in  §  72  with  the  injury  suffered 
named  in  §  74,  as  fixing  the  jurisdiction. 
The  theory  of  a  continuing  wrong  or  of  a 
continuous  act  will  not  bear  analysis.  It  is 
not  a  case  of  a  continuous  action  or  motion, 
as  where,  for  instance,  a  man  might  stand 
in  one  county  and  fire  a  pistol,  injuring  one 
in  another  county.  On  the  contrary,  the 
sale  of  the  unlabeled  article  was  entire  and 
complete  in  Jefferson  county;  and,  since  the 
Code  makers  said  that  the  jurisdiction 
should  be  in  the  county  where  the  tort  was 
committed,  it  is  not  within  our  province 
to  add  to  the  Code  that  the  action  can  as 
well  be  brought  in  any  county  where  any- 
one may  suffer  injury. 
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CIAL COURT. 

MATTHEW  E.  GATELY,  Admr.,  etc., 

V. 

JOSEPH  B.  TAYLOR  et  al. 

(211  Mass.  60,  97  N.  E.  619.) 

Trial  —  Jury  —  oomposttton    of    stove 
polish  —  naphtha. 

1.  The  jury  must  determine  whether  or 
not  stove  polish  composed  of  naphtha,  col- 
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ored  and  slightly  thickened  so  as  to  make 
the  mixture  adhesive  when  applied,  is  mere- 
ly naphtha  under  an  assumed  name,  the 
sale  of  which  is  prohibited  by  statute. 

Negligence  —  sale  of  dangerous  article 
—  liability  for  injury  — retailer. 

2.  A  retailer  who  sells  a  stove  polish 
which  is  merely  naphtha  imder  an  assumed 
name,  the  sale  of  which  is  prohibited  by  a 
statute,  is  liable  for  injury  caused  by  its 
attempted  use,  although  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  constituent  parts  of  the  article. 
Pleading  —  duplicity  —  remedy. 

3.  Objections  to  a  pleading  for  duplicity 
can  be  raised  only  by  motions  to  strike  out 
or  to  compel  the  pleader  to  elect. 

Negligence  —  illegal  sale  of  naphtha  — 
injury  —  other  offenders. 

4.  A  merchant  cannot  escape  liability  for 
injuries  caused  by  his  selling  naphtha  as 
stove  polish  contrary  to  statute,  by  the 
fact  that  other  dealers  did  the  same  thing. 

(February  26,  1912.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  defendants  to  rulings 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Middlesex 
County  made  during  the  trial  of  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  suffer- 
ing of  plaintiff's  intestate  prior  to  death 
which  occurred  through  the  ignition  of  her 
clothing  by  the  explosion  of  stove  polish 
purchased  from  defendants.     Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  6.  L.  Mayberry  for  defendants. 

Messrs.  James  £.  Cotter  and  Michael 
J.  Connolly,  for  plaintiff: 

An  obligation  rests  upon  the  one  who  de- 
livers an  article  which  he  knows,  or  ought 
to  know,  to  be  peculiarly  dangerous,  to 
give  notice  of  its  character,  or  bear  the 
natural  consequences  of  his  failure  to  do  so. 

Leavitt  v.  Fiberloid  Co.  196  Mass.  440, 
15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  856,  82  N.  E.  682;  Provost 
V.  Cook,  184  Mass.  315,  68  N.  E.  336;  Nor- 
ton V.  Sewall,  106  Mass.  143,  8  Am.  Rep. 
298. 

There  was  evidence  from  which  the  jury 
might  have  found  that  the  defendants  sold 
naphtha  under  an  assumed  name,  in  viola- 
tion of  chapter  102,  §  108. 

Such  violation  constituted  evidence  of 
negligence  to  be  considered  by  the  jury  un- 
der the  second  count. 

Finnegan  v.  Winslow  Skate  Mfg.  Co.  189 
Mass.  580,  76  N.  E.  192;  Ives  v.  Welden, 
114  Iowa,  476,  54  L.R.A.  854,  89  Am.  St 
Rep.  379,  87  N.  W.  408. 

There  was  evidence  that  the  deceased 
was  in  the  exercise  of  due  care. 

Thompson  v.  Cambridge  Gaslight  Co.  201 
Mass.  77,  87  N.  E.  486;   Smith  ▼.  Boston 

Note. —  As  to  liability  of  dealer  for  per- 
sonal injuries  from  article  not  obviously 
dangerous,  see  Peaslee-Gaulbert  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Math,  ante,  465. 
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Gaslight  Co.  120  Mass.  318;  Hilton  ▼.  Bos- 
ton, 171  Mass.  478,  51  N.  £.  114. 

Braley,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff  sues  in  tort  under  Rev. 
Laws,  chap.  102,  §  108,  and  at  common  law 
to  recover  damages  for  the  conscious  suf- 
fering of  his  wife  and  intestate,  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  wrongful  acts 
of  the  defendants.  The  refusal  to  give  the 
first  three  requests,  that  upon  all  the  evi- 
dence and  the  pleadings  the  plaintiff  could 
not  recover  under  either  count,  presents 
for  decision,  as  the  principal  question, 
whether  the  jury  were  warranted  in  return- 
ing a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 
Oulighan  v.  Butler,  180  Mass.  287,  289,  75 
N.  E.  726;  Murphy  v.  Russell,  202  Mass. 
480,  80  N.  E.  107.  The  defendants,  as  retail 
dealers  in  hardware  and  stoves,  kept  for 
sale  and  sold,  with  other  stove  polishes,  a 
liquid  stove  polish  known  as  "6-5-4  Self- 
Shining  Stove  Lusta."  It  was  contained  in 
small  round  cans  with  a  label,  on  which,  un- 
der the  heading  of  directions,  the  excellen- 
cies of  the  preparation,  as  a  stove  polish 
and  the  manner  of  application  were  elabor- 
ately printed.  The  article,  with  the  knowl- 
edge and  assent  of  the  defendants,  as  ap- 
peared by  their  testimony,  had  been  ad- 
vertised in  the  local  papers  by  the  manu- 
facturers from  whom  they  purchased  it  in 
bulk,  as  being  kept  for  sale  by  them,  and 
although  the  advertisement  recommended  its 
use  they  were  ignorant  of  its  composition. 
The  conflicting  expert  testimony  left  to  the 
jury  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  and 
the  weight  of  the  evidence;  and  they  cbuld 
accept  the  opinion  of  the  plaintifTs  witness, 
who  positively  stated  that  it  was  "naptha 
with  some  pigment,  and  a  little  thicken- 
ing," and  "notwithstanding  all  that  is  said 
about  qualifying  phrases  it  is  naphtha 
just  as  much  as  half  a  dollar  is  silver," 
rather  than  the  conclusion  of  the  defend- 
ants' expert,  that  it  was  "an  asphalt  paint." 
The  son  of  the  decedent  at  her  request 
bought  a  can  of  the  defendants,  and  in  the 
afternoon  of  the  day  of  purchase,  while 
she  was  using  the  contents  on  a  cooking 
range  in  which  the  fire  had  not  been  ex- 
tinguished, an  explosion  suddenly  followed, 
enveloping  her  in  flame  and  causing  such 
grave  injuries  that  her  death  followed  after 
a  period  of  intense  pain.  If  it  were  not  that 
the  defendants  urge  the  question  of  her  due 
care,  it  would  be  unnecessary  to  add  that 
the  "directions"  specifled,  "if  a  greater  lus- 
ter is  desired  apply  when  iron  is  warm," 
and  that  generally  stove  polishes  in  com- 
mon experience  do  not  explode,  even  when 
applied  to  heated  surfaces.  It  is  suITicient 
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that  as  matter  of  law,  she  was  not  shown  to 
have  been  careless.  Baldwin  v.  American 
Writing  Paper  Co.  106  Mass.  402,  407,  82 
N.  E.  1;  Thompson  v.  Cambridge  Gaslight 
Co.  201  Mass.  77,  87  N.  E.  486. 

The  substantial  inquiry  upon  this  evi- 
dence is  the  construction  to  be  given  to  Rev. 
Laws,  chap.  102,  §  108,  making  it  a  penal 
offense  to  sell,  offer,  or  keep  for  sale,  "naph- 
tha under  an  assumed  name."  Naphtha 
has  been  defined  as  a  product  of  petroleum 
intermediate  between  the  associate  products 
of  gasolene  and  benzine,  all  of  which  do  not 
differ  in  their  essential  nature,  but  vary 
only  in  the  degree  of  inflammability  when 
brought  into  contact  with  radiant  heat. 
Webster,  New  Int.  Diet.;  Morse  v.  Buffalo 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  30  Wis.  634,  636,  11  Am. 
Rep.  687.  The  inflammable  and  explosive 
qualities  of  petroleum  and  its  products 
have  been  generally  recognized,  as  calling 
for  statutory  regulations  governing  their 
storage  and  sale,  for  the  protection  of  the 
public;  and  in  this  jurisdiction  the  first 
legislation  upon  the  general  subject  is 
Stat.  1865,  chap.  244.  The  statute,  however, 
and  the  succeeding  Stat.  1866,  chap.  285, 
which  repealed  the  previous  act,  went  no 
farther  than  to  provide  that  crude  petro- 
leum or  any  of  its  products  should  not  be 
kept,  manufactured,  or  refined  in  quantities 
exceeding  500  gallons  without  a  license 
from  the  public  authorities,  unless  "stored, 
kept,  manufactured,  or  refined  in  detached 
and  properly  ventilated  buildings  special- 
ly adapted  to  the  purpose,  and  sur- 
rounded by  an  embankment  so  construct- 
ed as  to  effectually  prevent  the  over- 
flow of  said  petroleum  or  any  of  its 
products"  beyond  the  premises.  The  next 
enactment,  the  Stat,  of  1867,  chap.  286, 
which  repealed  the  Stat,  of  1866,  chap. 
262,  is  entitled,  "An  Act  Regulating  the 
Sale  of  Coal  and  Petroleum  Oils."  By  § 
5,  any  person  who  sold,  kept,  or  offered  for 
sale  naphtha  under  the  name  of  oil  was, 
upon  conviction,  subject  to  fine  or  im- 
prisonment or  both,  and  by  §  3  also  was 
made  liable  in  damages  to  any  person  suf- 
fering injuries  from  the  explosion  or  igni- 
tion of  such  oil  unlawfully  sold.  Welling- 
ton V.  Downer  Kerosene  Oil  Co.  104  Mass. 
64.  Stat.  1860,  chap.  152,  followed,  and 
while  by  §  2  no  person  shall  mix  for  sale 
naphtha  and  illuminating  oils,  or  shall  sell 
or  offer  for  sale  such  mixtures,  unless  for 
the  purposes  of  remanufacture  into  illumi- 
nating oil  made  from  coal  or  petroleum, 
which  would  not  ignite  beyond  a  fixed  stand- 
ard of  temperature,  by  §  4,  the  sale  of  naph- 
tha under  an  assumed  name  was  for  the 
first  time  generally  prohibited.  This  sec- 
tion appears  without  change  in  Pub.  Stat. 
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1882,  chap.  102,  §  71,  and  Rev.  Laws^  chap. 
102,  §  108.  It  is  not  impossible  to  say  that 
the  prohibition  refers  only  to  the  sale  of 
naphtha  under  the  name  of  petroleum  or 
some  of  its  other  enumerated  products. 
But  this  would  not  reach  the  mischief 
which  the  statute  obviously  was  intended 
to  prevent.  The  designations  under  which 
naphtha  might  be  sold  would  be  as  various 
as  its  fluid  nature  would  permit,  and  the 
seller  would  not  be  subject  to  a  penalty. 
A  commercial  compound  of  which  one  of 
the  substantial  parts  might  be  naphtha, 
yet  when  combined  with  other  ingredients 
it  became  as  a  whole  a  distinct  and  inde* 
pendent  product,  would  not  come  within 
the  statute.  But  if  the  contributed  parts 
merely  supplied  coloring  to  the  fluid,  with 
a  slight  thickening,  making  the  mixture  ad- 
hesive when  applied,  then  the  jury  must  de- 
termine whether  the  article  sold  does  not 
remain  really  and  essentially  naphtha. 
Com,  V.  Wentworth,  118  Mass.  441,  442. 

The  statutory  regulation  is  absolute,  and 
in  a  criminal  prosecution  want  of  knowledge 
by  the  seller  would  not  be  a  defense.  He 
violates  the  statute,  which  is  a  police  regu- 
lation, at  his  peril.  Com.  v.  New  York  C. 
&  H.  R.  R.  Co.  202  Mass.  399,  23  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  350,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  607,  88  N. 
B.  764,  16  Ann.  Cas.  587;  Com.  v. 
Mixer,  287  Mass.  141,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
467,  93  N.  E.  249,  20  Ann.  Cas.  1152. 
Section  108,  however,  not  only  imposes 
a  penalty,  but  under  §  106  the  defend- 
ants, if  found  to  have  transgressed,  al- 
so were  made  liable  in  a  civil  action  for 
any  damage  suffered  by  the  decedent  from 
the  explosion  or  ignition  of  the  naphtha, 
independently  of  any  question  of  negligence 
on  their  part.  Wellington  v.  Downer  Kero- 
sene Oil  Co.  104  Mass.  64,  70;  Hourigan  v. 
Nowell,  110  Mass.  470,  473.  The  allegations 
of  the  first  count  were  sufficient  under  the 
statute,  and  the  jury  were  warranted  in 
finding  that  they  had  been  sustained  by 
the  evidence  to  which  sufficient  reference  has 
been  made.  The  plaintiff  under  the  second 
count  offered  no  affirmative  evidence  that 
the  defendants  knew  of  the  nature  of  the 
contents  of  the  can,  or  had  any  informa- 
tion of  its  dangerous  qualities  which 
should  have  put  them  upon  inquiry.  The 
defendants,  however,  sold  the  article  ille- 
gally; and  their  illegal  act,  having  con- 
tributed to  the  decedent's  injury,  the  plain- 
tiff, under  the  second  count,  could  sue  at 
common  law  as  well  as  under  the  statute. 
Coffin  V.  Field,  7  Cush.  355,  358;  Welling- 
ton V.  Downer  Kerosene  Oil  Co.  104  Mass. 
64;  Pollock  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  124  Mass. 
158;  Ransom  v.  Boston,  192  Mass.  299,  78 
N.  E.  481,  7  Ann.  Cas.  733;  1  Comvn's 
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Digest,  Action  upon  Statutes,  442.  See 
Cooley,  Torts,  3d  ed.  1408,  note  96,  and 
Wharton,  Neg.  §  443n,  for  a  collection  of 
cases. 

The  duty  imposed  is  for  the  safety  and 
welfare  of  the  members  of  the  community, 
and  "as  a  general  rule,"  said  Mr.  Justice 
Devens  in  Parker  v.  Barnard,  135  Maes. 
116,  120,  46  Am.  Rep.  450,  following  Salis- 
bury V.  Herchenroder,  106  Mass.  458,  460, 
8  Am.  Rep.  354^  "where  an  act  is  enjoined 
or  forbidden  under  a  statutory  penalty, 
and  the  failure  to  do  the  act  enjoined,  or 
the  doing  of  the  act  forbidden  has  contrib- 
uted to  an  injury,  the  party  thus  in  de- 
fault is  liable  therefor  to  the  party  injured, 
notwithstanding  he  may  also  be  subject  to  a 
penalty."  If  the  jury  were  satisfied  of  the 
violation  of  the  statute  there  was  evidence 
for  their  consideration  of  the  defendants' 
negligence,  which  was  aptly  charged  in  the 
allegations  of  this  count.  Brunelle  v.  Low- 
ell Electric  Light  Corp.  188  Mass.  493,  498, 
74  N.  E.  676;  Finnegan  v.  Winslow  Skate 
Mfg.  Co.  189  Mass.  380,  682,  76  N.  E.  192; 
McCarthy  v.  Morse,  197  Mass.  332,  337, 
83  N.  E.  1109;  Field  v.  Gowdy,  199  Mass. 
568,  573,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  236,  85  N.  E. 
884;  Davis  v.  John  L.  Whiting  &  Son  Co. 
201  Mass.  91,  96,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ^ 
87  N.  E.  199;  Moran  v.  Dickinson,  204 
Mass.  559,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  90  N.  E. 
1150;  Horsman  v.  Brockton  &  P.  Street 
R.  Co.  205  Mass.  519,  522,  523,  91  N. 
E.  897;  Siemers  v.  Eisen,  54  Cal.  418;  Cor- 
rigan  v.  Stillwell,  97  Me.  247,  61  L.R.A. 
163,  54  Atl.  389;  Baxter  v.  Coughlin,  70 
Minn.  1,  72  N.  W.  797;  Horton  v.  Wylie, 
115  Wis.  505,  95  Am.  St.  Rep.  953,  92  N. 
W.  245;  Brannock  v.  Elmore,  114  Mo.  55, 
21  S.  W.  451;  McRickard  v.  Flint,  114  N. 
Y.  222,  226,  21  N.  E.  153. 

The  objection  that  because  of  some  of 
the  expressions  used  by  the  pleader  the 
second  count  might  be  objectionable  for 
duplicity  could  be  raised,  if  at  all,  only  by  a 
motion  to  strike  out,  or  a  motion  to  com- 
pel the  plaintiff  to  elect  at  the  close  of  the 
evidence.  King  v.  Howard,  1  Cush.  137, 
141;  Bums  V.  Scooffy,  98  Cal.  271,  33  Pac. 
86 ;  Golding  v.  Wharton  Salt  Works  Co.  L. 
R.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  374,  34  L.  T.  N.  S.  474,  24 
Week.  Rep.  423.  And  whatever  apprehen- 
sion the  defendants  may  have  had,  that 
they  might  be  held  liable  in  deceit  for  mis- 
representations as  to  the  nature  of  the 
article  sold  as  "lusta,"  was  removed  by  the 
giving  of  their  requests  on  this  point,  ac- 
companied with  appropriate  comments.  No 
exceptions  were  taken  to  the  instructions, 
except  so  far  as  they  were  inconsistent  with 
the  first,  second,  third,  fifth,  and  ninth  re- 
quests, which  for  reasons  sufficiently  stated 


the  judge  properly  declined  to  give.    If  the 
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defendants  deemed  the  instructions  as  to 
the  second  count  insufficient  or  erroneous, 
they  should  have  specifically  excepted;  but 
not  having  done  so,  this  part  of  the  charge 
cannot  be  reviewed.  Ridenour  v.  H.  C. 
Dexter  Chair  Co.  209  Mass.  70,  78,  95  N. 
E.  409,  and  cases  cited. 

Nor  were  the  rulings  upon  questions  of 
evidence  incorrect.  The  answer  of  the  de- 
fendants put  in  issue  every  material  alle- 
gation of  the  declaration,  and  the  adver- 
tisement that  they  kept  "lusta"  for  sale 
was  clearly  relevant,  while  the  evidence  of- 
ferred  by  them  that  it  was  an  article  gen- 
erally sold  in  the  market  before  as  well  as 
since  the  injury  to  the  decedent  was  rightly 
excluded.  If  other  dealers,  whether  within 
or  without  this  commonwealth,  iiold  naph- 
tha as  "lusta,"  this  fact  afforded  the  de- 
fendants no  justification  for  their  violation 
of  the  statute. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


BfASSAOHUSETTS    SUPREME    JUDI- 
OIAIi  COURT. 

JOSEPHINE  K.  MATHESON 

V. 

JOSEPH  O'KANE. 

(211  Mass.  91,  97  N.  E.  638.) 

Trial  —  jury  —  payment  by  Joint  tort 
feasor  —  effect. 

1.  The  jury  must  determine  the  effect  of 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  money  re- 
ceived from  one  of  several  joint  tort  feasors 
was  not  intended  as  a  satisfaction  of  th6 
claim. 

Joint  tort  feasor  •—  covenant  not  to  sue 
"Effect  on  liability  of  others. 

2.  A  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of  several 
joint  tort  feasors,  upon  receiving  from  him 
a  consideration  therefor,  does  not  operate 
to  discharge  the  others,  who  contribute  no 
part  of  the  consideration,  from  liability  to 
suit. 

■ 

Action  —  Joint  —  partial  disconClnnance 
—  effect. 

3.  The  discontinuance  as  to  some  of  the 
•defendants    of    an    action    against    several 


joint  tort  feasors '  has  no  effect  upon  the 
liability  of  the  others. 

(February  27,  1912.) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suf- 
folk County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court  after  direction  of 
verdict  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  through  a  fall  on  a  sidewalk  which 
was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.     Reversed. 

Joseph  O'Kane,  Frank  T.  Horgan,  and 
Edward  B.  Townsend,  as  trustee,  owned 
adjoining  houses  on  East  Canton  street, 
in  Boston.  A  common  gutter  conducted 
the  water  from  these  houses  down  upon 
the  sidewalk.  Water  so  conducted  accu- 
mulated and  froze  upon  the  walk,  and  plain- 
tiff, in  attempting  to  pass  over  it,  fell 
and  was  injured.  Horgan  and  Townsend 
had  indemnity  insurance  and  the  insurers 
paid  plaintiff  three  hundred  and  two  hun- 
dred dollars  respectively,  and  she  executed 
to  Horgan  and  Townsend  an  instrument 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy: 

"Know  All  Men  by  These  Presents:  That 
I,  Josephine  K.  Matheson,  of  Boston,  in 
the  County  of  Suffolk,  in  the  commonwealth 
of  Massachusetts,  in  consideration  of  two 
hundred  ($200)  dollars  and  other  valuable 
considerations,  to  me  duly  paid,  do  hereby 
covenant  with  Edward  B.  Townsend,  trus- 
tee, that  I  will  never  sue  or  attach  the 
said  Townsend,  trustee,  or  his  estate,  for 
or  on  account  of  a  certain  claim  for 
damages  described  in  the  plaintiff's  dec- 
laration in  a  certain  action  brought  by 
her  against  said  Townsend,  trustee,  and 
others,  in  the  superior  court  in  the  county 
of  Suffolk,  which  action  is  numbered  51,- 
303,  and  that  these  presents  may  be  plead- 
ed as  a  defense  to  any  action  or  other 
proceeding  which  may  be  brought,  insti- 
tuted, or  taken  by  me  against  the  said 
Townsend,  trustee,  or  his  estate,  in  breach 
of  this  covenant.  In  witness  whereof,  I 
have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  this 
twenty-fifth  day  of  August,  a.  d.  1909." 

The  action  was  originally  brought  against 


Note.  ^  The  decisions  upon  the  effect  of 
a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  joint  tort  feasor, 
as  a  release  of  another,  are  collated  in  notes 
to  Abb  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  58  L.R.A. 
299,  and  Musolf  v.  Duluth  Edison  Electric 
Co.  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)   451. 

As  to  the  effect  of  a  release  of  one  joint 
tort  feasor  .of  a  reservation  of  right  as 
against  others,  see  Eden  v.  Fletcher,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  518,  and  note. 

As  to  the  right  to  show  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence that  the  payment  of  a  judgment 
against,  or  consideration  for  the  release  of, 
an  alleged  joint  tort  feasor,  was  not  a  satis- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


faction  of  the  claim,  see  notes  to  Rvan  v. 
Becker,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  330,  and  Fitzger- 
ald V.  Union  Stock  Yards  Co.  33  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  983. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  release  of  one  per- 
son from  liability  for  a  tort  to  release  an- 
other, where  the  former  was  not  in  fact  or 
law  liable,  see  note  to  Snyder  v.  Mutual 
Teleph.  Co.  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)   321. 

As  to  the  effect  of  obtaining  a  judgment 
against  one  joint  tort  feasor  upon  the  lia- 
bility of  the  other,  see  note  to  Blackman 
V.  Simpson,  58  L.R.A.  410. 
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all  three^  but,  upon  the  execution  of  these, 
instruments,  it  was  discontinued  against 
Morgan  and  Townsend,  and  O'Kane  there- 
upon set  up  an  accord  and  satisfaction  and 
asked  that  the  action  be  discontinued  as 
to    him. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bontwell  &  Hastings  and  F. 
P.  Miller,  for  plaintiff: 

A  covenant  never  to  sue  an  existing  de- 
mand is  not  technical  release,  and  will 
not  operate  as  a  defense  in  favor  of  a  per- 
son who  is  not  a  party  to  such  covenant, 
and  from  whom  comes  no  part  of  the 
consideration  paid. 

Perkins  v.  Oilman,  8  Pick.  229;  Allen 
v.  Kimball,  23  Pick.  473;  Kenworthy  v. 
Sawyer,  125  Mass.  28;  Saunders  v.  Saun- 
ders, 154  Mass.  337,  28  N.  E.  270;  Clare 
v.  Hatch,  180  Mass.  194,  62  N.  E.  250 ;  Clark 
V.  Bullard,  208  Mass.  586,  94  N.  £.  1042; 
Walsh  V.  Hanan,  93  App.  Div.  580,  87  N. 
Y.  Supp.  930;  Gilbert  v.  Finch,  173  N.  Y. 
465,  61  L.R.A.  807,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  623, 
66  N.  B.  133;  Hirschfield  v.  Alsberg,  47 
Misc.  141,  93  N.  Y.  Supp.  617;  McCrillis 
V.  Hawes,  38  Me.  566;  Ellis  v.  Esson,  50 
Wis.  138,  36  Am.  Rep.  830,  6  N.  W.  518; 
Sloan  V.  Herrick,  49  Vt.  327;  Edens  v. 
Fletcher,  79  Kan.  139,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
618,  98  Pac.  784;  Carey  v.  Bilby,  63  C. 
C.  A.  361,  129  Fed.  203;  El  Paso  &  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Darr,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  93  S. 
W.  166;  Snow  v.  Chandler,  10  N.  H.  92, 
34  Am.  Dec.  140;  Texarkana  Teleph.  Co. 
V.  Pemberton,  86  Ark.  329,  111  S.  W.  257; 
Arnett  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  64  Mo.  App. 
368;  Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Averill,  224 
111.  616,  79  N.  E.  654. 

Messrs.  Dolan  &  Dolan  and  Damon  £. 
Hall,  for  defendant: 

For  an  injury  arising  from  the  tort  of 
two  or  more  wrongdoers  there  can  be  but 
one  satisfaction,  and  if  a  plaintiff  ac- 
cepts money  in  satisfaction  of  her  claim 
from  any  one  of  them,  she  thereby  dis- 
charges all. 

Brown  v.  Cambridge,  3  Allen,  474;  Stone 
V.  Dickinson,  5  Allen,  29,  81  Am.  Dec. 
727;  Curley  v.  Harris,  11  Allen,  113;  Goss 
V.  Ellison,  136  Mass.  503;  Stirapson  v. 
Poole,  141  Mass.  502,  6  N.  E.  705;  Aldrich 
V.  Parnell,  147  Mass.  409,  18  N.  E.  170; 
Brewer  v.  Casey,  196  Mass.  385,  82  N.  E. 
45;  Ellis  v.  Bitzer.  2  Ohio,  89,  15  Am. 
Dec.  534;  Ruble  v.  Turner,  2  Hen.  &  M.  38; 
Ayer  v.  Ashmead,  31  Conn.  447,  83  Am. 
Dec.  154;  Brown  v.  Kencheloe,  3  Coldw. 
192;  Chetwpod  v.  California  Nat.  Bank,  113 
Cal.  414,  45  Pac.  704;  Turner  v.  Hitchcock, 
20  Iowa,  310;  Long  v.  Long,  57  Iowa,  497, 
10  N.  W.  875;  Snyder  v.  Mutual  Teleph. 
Co.  135  Iowa,  215,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  321, 
112  N.  W.  776;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


R.  Co.  v.  Hilligoss,  171  Ind.  417,  131  Am. 
St.  Rep.  258,  86  N.  E.  485;  Dulaney  v.  Buf- 
fum,  173  Mo.  15,  73  S.  W.  125;  Williams  v. 
Le  Bar,  141  Pa.  149,  21  Atl.  526. 

The  covenants  not  to  sue  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  two  of  the  three  defendants 
should  be  construed  as  a  bar  to  the  pres- 
ent action. 

Kenworthy  v.  Sawyer,  126  Mass.  28; 
Brewer  v.  Casey,  196  Mass.  384,  82  N.  E. 
45;  Brown  v.  Cambridge,  3  Allen,  474; 
Goss  V.  Ellison,  136  Mass.  503;  Leddy  v. 
Barney,  139  Mass.  394,  2  N.  E.  107;  Seith- 
er  V.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  125  Pa. 
397,  4  L.R.A.  54^  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  905, 
17  Atl.  338;  McBride  v.  Scott,  132  Mich. 
176,  61  L.R.A.  445,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  416, 
93  N.  W.  243,  1  Ann.  Cas.  61;  Chetwood 
V.  California  Nat.  Bank,  113  Cal.  414,  45 
I  Pac.  704;  Smith  v.  Consolidated  Gas  Co. 
36  Misc.  131,  72  N.  Y.  Supp.  1084;  Ruble 
V.  Turner,  2  Hen.  &  M.  38;  Ellis  v.  Bitzer, 
2  Ohio,  89,  15  Am.  Dec.  534;  Gilbert  v. 
Timms,  7  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  253,  28  Ohio 
C.  C.  107;  Long  v.  Long,  57  Iowa,  497, 
10  N.  W.  875;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hilligoss,  171  Ind.  417,' 131  Am. 
St.  Rep.  258,  86  N.  E.  485;  Murphy  v. 
Penniman,  105  Md.  452,  121  Am.  St.  Rep. 
583,  66  Atl.  282. 

De  Gourcy,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  judge  of  the  superior  court  ruled 
that,  as  the  plaintiff's  claim  was  unliqui- 
dated, the  taking  of  money  and  the  giving 
of  the  papers  under  seal  to  the  defendants 
Horgan  and  Townsend,  trustee,  was  a  bar 
to  any  recovery  against  the  defendant 
O'Kane.  The  correctness  of  this  ruling  is 
now  presented  for  our  determination. 

The  long-established  doctrine  that  a  re- 
lease of  one  of  several  joint  tort  feasors  op- 
erates to  discharge  all  is  not  applicable  here, 
because  no  release  was  given  by  the  plain- 
tiff. Bacon,  Abr.  title  Release  (B) ;  Brown 
V.  Cambridge,  3  Allen,  474;  Aldrich  v.  Par- 
nell, 147  Mass.  409,  18  N,  E.  170.  It  is 
equally  true  that  a  satisfaction  from  one 
discharges  all,  as  the  plaintiff  has  only  a 
single  cause  of  action  and  is  entitled  to  but 
one  satisfaction  in  damages.  Cocke  v.  Jen- 
ndr,  Hobart,  66;  Brewer  v.  Casey,  196 
Mass.  384,  82  N.  E.  45.  The  claim  argued 
by  the  defendant,  however,  that  the  plain- 
tiff accepted  the  money  from  the  other  de- 
fendants in  full  satisfaction  for  her  inju- 
ries, and  thereby  discharged  her  cause  of 
action,  does  not  seem  to  be  raised  by  the 
report.  The  ruling  made  does  not  refer  to 
such  alleged  accord  and  satisfaction.  And 
when  the  plaintiff  attempted  to  show  that 
there  was  no  intention  to  release  her  claim, 
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the  judge  excluded  the  evidence,  not  on  ac- 
count of  the  form  of  the  question  objected 
to,  but  on  the  broad  ground  that  "the 
paper  speaks  for  itself."  Even  if  we  as- 
sume that  this  contention  is  fairly  open 
to  the  defendant,  the  question  whether  the 
plaintiff  accepted  the  money  of  the  other 
defendants  in  full  satisfaction  of  all  in- 
juries caused  by  the  accident  was  one  of 
fact  for  the  jury  on  the  evidence. 

The  main  question  in  this  case  is  wheth- 
er the  covenants  not  to  sue,  given  by  the 
plaintiff  to  two  of  the  three  joint  tort 
feasors,  operate  as  a  defense  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  O'Kane,  who  was  not  a  party 
to  the  covenants  and  contributed  no  part 
of  the  consideration  therefor.  The  point  in 
dispute  never  has  been  decided  in  this  com- 
monwealth. 

The  rule  of  law  that  a  release  which  dis- 
charges the  liability  of  one  joint  tort  fea- 
sor releases  the  others  seems  to  be  based 
upon  the  nature  of  their  liability,  which  is 
one  and  indivisible,  and  is  necessarily  de- 
stroyed by  the  discharge  of  one.  In  like 
manner  after  satisfaction,  although  it 
moved  from  only  one  of  the  wrongdoers,  no 
foundation  remains  for  an  action  against 
anyone.  11  Ann.  Cas.  397,  note;  25  Har- 
vard L.  Rev.  203. 

This  basis  for  the  rule  does  not  exist 
in  the  case  of  a  covenant  not  to  sue 
one  of  several  jointly  liable.  Here  the 
liability  is  not  discharged,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's right  of  action  is  retained  against  all 
the  wrongdoers.  For  a  breach  of  his  cove- 
nant not  to  sue,  he  becomes  liable  for  the 
damages  suffered  by  the  one  to  whom  the 
covenant  was  given.  It  is  true  that  a  cove- 
nant not  to  sue  an  individual  debtor  may 
be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the  original  cause  of 
action.  But  this  exception  was  early  es- 
tablished in  order  to  avoid  circuity  of  ac- 
tion, as  otherwise  the  court  would  be  bur- 
dened with  cross  actions  for  the  same  dam- 
ages, one  on  the  original  liability  and  the 
other  on  the  covenant  not  to  sue.  Hodges 
V.  Smith,  Cro.  Eliz.  pt.  2,  p.  623;  Lacy 
▼.  Kynaston,  12  Mod.  548;  Foster  v.  Pur- 
dy,  5  Met.  442. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  supports 
the  doctrine  that  a  covenant  not  to  sue  one 
of  several  joint  tort  feasors  does  not  op- 
erate as  a  release  of  the  others  from  lia- 
bility. Texarkana  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pember- 
ton,  86  Ark.  329,  111  S.'  W.  257;  Chicago 
V.  Babcock,  143  111.  358,  32  N.  E.  271; 
Chicago  A  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Averill,  224  111.  516, 
79  N.  E.  654;  Drinkwater  v.  Jordan,  46 
Me.  432;  Musolf  v.  Duluth  Edison  Electric 
Co.  108  Minn.  369,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  451, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


122  N.  W.  499;  Arnett  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co. 
64  Mo.  App.  368;  Snow  v.  Chandler,  10 
N.  H.  92,-  34  Am.  Dec.  140;  Line  v.  Nelson, 
38  N.  J.  L.  358;  Irvine  v.  Millbank,  56  N. 
Y.  635;  Id.  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  378;  Robert- 
son V.  Trammell,  98  Tex.  364,  83  S.  W. 
1098;  Bloss  v.  Plymale,  3  W.  Va.  393,  100 
Am.  Dec.  752;  Ellis  v.  Esson,  50  Wis.  138, 
36  Am.  Rep.  830,  6  N.  W.  518.  This  dis- 
tinction between  a  release  and  a  covenant 
not  to  sue  has  long  been  recognized  in  thib 
commonwealth  in  actions  of  contract.  Shed 
V.  Pierce,  17  Mass.  623;  Draper  v.  Weld, 
13  Gray,  586;  Ken  worthy  v.  Sawyer,  125 
Mass.  28.  Generally  speaking,  it  would 
seem  that  in  this  respect  the  same  prin- 
ciple should  apply  alike  to  actions  eof  con- 
traotu  and  those  ex  delicto,  and  some  of 
the  courts  have  expressly  so  held.  Duck 
V.  Mayeu,  [1892]  2  Q.  B.  511,  62  L.  J.  Q. 
B.  N.  S.  69,  4  Reports,  38,  67  L.  T.  N.  S. 
547,  41  Week.  Rep.  56,  67  J.  P.  23;  Snow 
V.  Chandler,  10  N.  H.  92,  34  Am.  Dec.  140. 
The  confusion  and  apparent  conflict  of 
authorities  have  not  arisen  in  cases  like 
that  at  bar,  where  the  agreement  given  to 
one  of  the  joint  wrongdoers  is  clearly  an 
agreement  not  to  sue,  and  nothing  more. 
The  distinction  between  the  legal  effect  of 
a  release  and  of  a  covenant  not  to  sue  is 
generally  recognized.  The  controversy  con- 
cerns rather  the  construction  of  a  particu- 
lar writing  as  a  release  or  as  a  covenant 
not  to  sue,  and  the  means  whereby  the  two 
are  to  be  distinguished.  Where  it  is  appar- 
ent from  the  paper  that  the  intention  was 
to  discharge  the  liability  of  one  of  the  joint 
wrongdoers,  the  courts  quite  generally  hold 
that  the  original  joint  and  indivisible  lia- 
bility is  thereby  extinguished,  and  that  any 
clause  by  which  parties  seek  to  reserve  a 
right  of  action  against  the  other  wrongdoers 
is  repugnant  to  the  release  and  void.  Due- 
ey  V.  Patterson,  11  Ann.  Cas.  393,  note; 
Gunther  v.  Lee,  45  Md.  60,  24  Am.  Rep. 
504;  McBride  v.  Scott,  132  Mich.  176,  61 
L.R.A.  445,  102  Am.  St  Rep.  416,  93  N.  W. 
243,  1  Ann.  Cas.  61 ;  Seither  v.  Philadelphia 
Traction  Co.  125  Pa.  397,  4  L.R^A.  54,  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  905,  17  Atl.  338;  Abb  v.  North- 
ern P.  R.  Co.  28  Wash.  428,  58  L.R.A.  293, 
92  Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  68  Pac.  954.  But 
where  it  is  evident  that  the  consideration 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  was  not  intended  to 
be  full  compensation  for  his  injuries,  and 
the  agreement  signed  by  him,  although  in 
form  a  release,  was  clearly  intended  to  pre- 
serve the  liability  of  those  who  were  not 
parties  to  it,  many  of  the  courts  have  sought 
to  give  effect  to  that  intention  by  con- 
struing the  agreement  as  in  legal  effect  a 
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covenant  not  to  sue,  and  not  a  technical  re- 
lease. As  stated  by  A.  L.  Smith,  L.  J., 
in  Duck  v.  Meyeu  [1892]  2  Q.  B.  611:  "A 
rule  of  construction  for  such  a  document 
was  laid  down  by  the  court  of  Queen's 
bench  in  Price  v.  Barker,  4  El.  &  Bl.  760, 
at  page  777,  3  C.  L.  R.  927,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  130,  1  Jur.  N.  S.  776,  where  it  was 
held  that,  in  determining  whether  the  docu- 
ment be  a  release  or  a  covenant  not  to  sue, 
the  intention  of  the  parties  was  to  be  car- 
ried out,  and,  if  it  were  clear  that  the  right 
against  a  joint  debtor  was  intended  to  be 
preserved,  inasmuch  as  such  right  would 
not  be  preserved  if  the  document  were  held 
to  be  a  release,  the  proper  construction, 
where  this  was  sought  to  be  done,  was  that 
it  was  a  covenant  not  to  sue,  and  not  a  re- 
lease."  And  see  Edens  v.  Fletcher,  79  Kan. 
139,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  618,  98  Pac.  784;  Mc- 
AUester  v.  Sprague,  34  Me.  296;  Gilbert  v. 
Finch,  173  N.  Y.  466,  61  L.R.A.  807,  93 
Am.  St.  Rep.  623,  66  N.  E.  133;  Blow  v. 
Plymale,  3  W.  Va.  393,  100  Am.  Dec.  763; 
Ellis  V.  Esson,  60  Wis.  138,  36  Am.  Rep. 
830,  6  N.  W.  618;  Carey  v.  Bilby,  63  C. 
C.  A.  361,  129  Fed.  203.  The  lack  of  har- 
mony in  the  cases  is  partly  due  also  to  dis- 
tinctions sometimes  drawn  between  the  ef- 
fect of  a  release  under  seal  and  one  not  un- 
der seal;  and  between  settlements  made 
where  the  damages  are  certain  or  subject 
to  computation,  and  where  they  are  uncer- 
tain and  a  mere  matter  of  opinion.  But  we 
are  not  concerned  with  this  controversy  in 
the  present  case,  as  the  writings  given  by 
this  plaintiff  were  admittedly  nothing  more 
than  agreements  not  to  sue. 

The  discontinuance  of  the  action  against 
the  other  defendants  in  itself  does  not  affect 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  O'Kane.  The 
plaintiff  at  her  election  might  have  sued  one 
or  two  or  all  of  the  tort  feasors.  The  dis- 
continuance simply  placed  Horgan  and 
Townsend  in  the  same  position  they  occu- 
pied before  the  litigation  began.  Sloan  v. 
Herrick,  49  Vt.  328;  Bloss  v.  Plymale,  3 
W.  Va.  393,  100  Am.  Dec.  753,  68  L.R.A. 
303,  and  cases  collected  in  note. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  covenants  not 
to  sue  given  in  this  case  do  not  constitute 
a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  against  the 
defendant  O'Kane,  and  that  the  issue  of  ac- 
cord and  satisfaction  was  one  of  fact  for  the 
jury.  Accordingly,  the  judge  was  not  war- 
ranted in  directing  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant as  matter  of  law.  We  deem  it  unneces- 
sary to  consider  the  question  of  evidence 
raised,  as  it  is  not  likely  to  arise  at  another 
trial. 

New  trial  ordered* 
39  L.RJL(N.S.) 
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PARK  CITY  YACHT  CLUB 

V. 

CITY  OF  BRIDGEPORT. 
(86  Conn.  366,  82  Atl.  1036.) 

Appeal  —  second  appeal  ^  law  of  case. 

1.  A  ruling  by  an  appellate  court  that 
in  assessing  l^nefits  for  a  change  in  a  high- 
way, the  court  should  have  considered  the 
history  of  the  change,  the  fact  that  the  mu- 
nicipality contemplated  the  change  made, 
and  its  effect  upon  abutting  property,  is 
the  law  of  the  case  upon  a  second  appeal. 

Highway  —  cutting  off  access  —  rlgbc 
to  damages. 

2.  The  owner  of  abutting  property  is  en- 
titled to  damages  for  a  change  in  a  high- 
way which  results  in  raising;  a  portion  of 
its  width  to  carry  it  over  a  bridge,  leaving 
only  a  narrow  strip  terminating  at  the 
water  in  front  of  his  property,  the  effect  of 
which  is  to  cut  off  travel  past  his  property, 
and  leave  access  to  it  onlv  by  a  ctrf-de-^oc 
which  can  be  used  by  vehicles  only  when 
they  back  in  one  direction. 

(April  9,  1912.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Superior  Court 
for  Fairfield  County  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Errors  of  questions 
arising  upon  an  appeal  from  an  assess- 
ment of  special  benefits  for  the  improve- 
ment of  Stratford  avenue,  in  the  city  of 
Bridgeport.  Judgment  for  plaintiff  ad- 
vised. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  W.  Banks,  for  plaintiff: 

The  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
entire  amount  of  damages  assessed  by  the 
trial  court,  including  those  arising  from 
the  diversion  of  traffic. 

Park  V.  Chicago  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  43  Iowa, 
636;  Newton  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R. 
Co.  72  Conn.  420,  44  Atl.  813;  1  Lewis, 
Em.  Dom.  3d  ed.  §  198,  p.  368;  Brazell  v. 
Seattle,  66  Wash.  180,  104  Pac.  166;  Ran- 
dolph, Em.  Dom.  §  410. 

Where  the  plaintiff's  property  has  been 
left  upon  a  dead  end  with  access  from  one 
direction  entirely  cut  off,  the  cases  uni- 
formly hold  that  he  has  suffered  special 
damages  which  can  be  recovered. 

Chicago  V.  Burcky,  168  111.  103,  29  L.R.A. 
669,  48  Am.  St.  Rep.  142,  42  N.  E.  178; 

Note.  —  The  right  of  a  property  owner 
whose  means  of  access  from  one  direction 
is  shut  off  or  interfered  with  by  closing 
of  adjoining  street  or  portion  of  street  upon 
which  he  is  situated,  to  recover  damages 
therefor,  is  discussed  in  notes  to  Hvde  v. 
Fall  River,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  269,  and' New- 
ark T.  Hfttt,  30  L.B.A.(N.S.)  637. 
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Rigney  ▼.  Chicago,  102  111.  64;  Chicago 
V.  Taylor,  126  U.  S.  161,  31  L.  ed.  638,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  820;  Vanderburgh  v.  Minne- 
apolis, 98  Minn.  329,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  741, 
108  N.  W.  480;  Buchholz  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  148  N.  Y.  640,  43  N.  E.  76; 
Park  ▼.  Chicago  &  S.  W.  R.  Co.  43  Iowa, 
636;  Re  Melon  Street,  182  Pa.  397,  38 
L.R.A.  275,  38  Atl.  482;  Johnston  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  Co.  18  R.  I.  642,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
800,  29  Atl.  594;  Highbarger  ▼.  Milford, 
71  Kan.  331,  80  Pac.  633;  Dean  v.  Ann 
Arbor  R.  Co.  137  Mich.  469,  100  N.  W. 
773;  Chicago  v.  Baker,  30  C.  C.  A.  364, 
68  U.  S.  App.  669,  86  Fed.  753;  Winnetka 
▼.  Clifford,  201  111.  476,  66  N.  E.  384; 
Chamberlain  v.  West  End  &  C.  P.  R.  Co. 
2  Best  &  S.  605,  32  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S. 
173;  Gillespie  v.  South  Omaha,  79  Neb.  441, 
112  N.  W.  682;  Scrutchfield  v.  Choctaw, 
O.  &  W.  R.  Co.  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  496,  note; 
Dana  v.  Boston,  170  Mass.  593,  49  N.  E. 
1013;  Cutter  v.  Boston,  200  Mass.  400,  86 
N.  E.  798;  Cullen  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  & 
H.  R.  Co.  66  Conn.  211,  33  AtL  910. 

Messrs.  James  A.  MarF  and  JohD  S. 
Pullman  for  defendants 

'Wheeler,  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  record  in  this  case  when  before  this 
court  upon  a  former  occasion  (81  Conn. 
76,  70  Atl.  631),  contains  a  statement  of 
facts  substantially  similar  to  those  of  the 
present  record,  by  which  it  appears  that 
the  plaintiff  is  a  yacht  club,  owning  and 
occupying  a  clubhouse  upon  the  south  side 
of  Stratford  avenue,  in  Bridgeport,  and  on 
the  easterly  bank  of  an  arm  of  the  harbor, 
which  was  crossed  by  Stratford  avenue  by 
means  of  a  solid  stone  causeway.  Acting 
under  its  charter  and  the  various  votes 
and  orders  of  its  common  council,  commit- 
tees, and  boards,  all  of  which  appear  in  de- 
tail in  the  opinion  in  that  case,  the  city 
tore  down,  in  1901  and  1902,  the  part  of 
this  causeway  just  west  of  plaintiff's 
premises  and  north  of  the  present  roadway 
in  front  of  said  premises,  and  laid  out 
a  highway  and  constructed  a  bridge  north 
of  the  causeway,  being  parallel  with  .said 
causeway,  but  much  higher  in  grade,  and 
having  a  high  and  immovable  railing  along 
its  south  side  and  extending  150  feet  east 
of  the  entrance  to  the  clubhouse.  South  of 
the  bridge  is  a  gap  of  water  23  feet  wide 
left  by  the  tearing  out  of  the  causeway. 
The  traveled  way  remaining  over  the  old 
causeway  is  only  24  feet  wide.  The  plain- 
tiff's property  is  thus  left  as  a  result  of 
this  improvement  on  a  cul-de-sac.  The 
former  finding  did  not  state  directly 
whether  or  not  the  imprQT^lp^ot  ordered 
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by  the  city  contemplated  a  construction 
such  as  that  in  fact  made.  The  present 
finding  sets  forth  in  detail  the  history  of 
tfa^  building  of  the  bridge  and  of  the 
changes  actually  made,  as  evidence  re- 
ceived to  show  that,  at  and  before  the  lay- 
out and  appraisal,  the  city  contemplated 
the  construction  of  the  bridge  and  the 
physical  changes  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
premises,  and  finally  it  sets  forth  the  ulti- 
mate fact  that  this  "was  contemplated  by 
the  city  before  the  said  lay-out  and  ap- 
praisal." The  court  reserved  the  question 
whether  the  history  and  facts  showing  what 
use  the  city  contemplated  making  of  Strat- 
ford avenue  as  widened  should  have  been 
excluded. 

Two  principal  questions  have  been  urged 
in  argument:  (l)That  the  superior  court 
could  not  in  this  proceeding  Consider  the 
effect  upon  the  plaintiff's  property  of  the 
physical  changes  proved.  (2)  That  the 
damages  suffered  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  these  physical  changes,  and  by  reason 
of  diversion  of  travel,  are  not  recoverable. 

In  the  former  opinion  we  held  that 
(p.  80)  "the  application  alleges,  in  sub- 
stance, that  the  improvement  in  question, 
namely,  the  lay-out,  alteration,  exchange, 
discontinuance,  and  enlargement  of  Strat- 
ford avenue,  contemplated  such  a  construc- 
tion and  working  of  the  highway  estab- 
lished in  place  of  the  one  previously  exist- 
ing, that  the  plaintiff  would  be  largely 
shut  off  from  free  and  direct  access  from 
its  adjoining  property  to  the  main  traveled 
path  of  the  highway,"  and  that  "the  ap- 
plication appears  to  have  been  tried  to 
the  court  upon  the  denial  of  these  alle- 
gations." The  opinion  recites  the  proof 
of  physical  changes  made  by  the  city  sub- 
sequent to  the  confirmation  of  the  assess- 
ment, which  accorded  with  the  contemplated 
changes  as  alleged  in  the  application,  and 
says  (p.  82) :  "The  finding  does  not  state 
directly  whether  or  not  the  court  found  to 
be  true  the  allegation  of  the  complaint  that 
the  improvement  ordered  by  the  city  con- 
templated a  construction  such  as  that 
proved  upon  the  trial.  It  would  perhaps 
appear  from  the  memorandum  of  decision 
that  the  fact  alleged  was  a  fair  inference 
from  the  facts  proved."  Upon  the  appli- 
cation and  facts  found,  the  trial  judge  had 
held  that  "'the  only  question  open  upon 
this  proceeding  is  the  effect  of  the  widening 
of  Stratford  avenue/  and  that,  in  conse- 
quence of  this  ruling,  he  'did  not,  in  fact, 
estimate  the  effect  of  said  changes  other 
than  the  widening  of  said  highway  upon  the 
value  of  the  appellant's  property.' "  The 
basis  of  the  ruling  was  that  the  scope  o( 
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the  application  was  limited  by  the  vote  of 
the  common  council  to  the  widening  of 
Stratford  avenue,  and  hence  other  physical 
changes  were  not  elements  of  damage  ^ 
be  considered  in  this  proceeding.  This  was 
the  important  question  involved  in  the  ap- 
peal reported  in  81  Conn.  76,  and  was  the 
most  strongly  argued  of  the  questions  pre- 
sented on  this  reservation. 

After  reciting  the  various  provisions  of 
the  charter  and  the  proceedings  thereunder, 
we  say  in  our  former  opinion  (pp.  78,  83) : 
**This  action  of  the  common  council  com- 
pleted a  lay-out  of  the  public  improvement 
previously  resolved  upon  by  the  common 
council,  by  which  Stratford  avenue  was 
altered,  changed,  discontinued,  and  en- 
^larged,  as  set  forth  in  the  report.  .  .  . 
'And  in  this  case  that  improvement  as  es- 
tablished in  front  of  the  plaintifTs  premises 
was  a  highway  involving  an  alteration,  ex- 
tension, and  practical  discontinuance  for 
public  use  of  portions  of  a  previously  exist- 
ing highway."  We  held  this  public  im- 
provement was  of  a  very  peculiar  nature, 
and  under  this  application,  based,  as  it  must 
have  been,  upon  the  action  of  the  common 
council  in  instituting  the  improvement  as 
contemplated  by  the  city,  "the  superior 
court  were  bound  to  consider  any  inju- 
rious effect  upon  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's 
property,  which  might  result  from  the  con- 
templated peculiar  construction  of  the  high- 
way, as  well  as  any  beneficial  effect  which 
might  result  from  other  causes,  in  deter- 
mining whether  or  not  the  whole  effect  of 
the  improvement  was  to  specially  benefit  the 
plaintiff;  .  .  .  [and  that]  the  provi- 
sions of  the  charter  do  Jiot  so  limit  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court." 

We  thus  held  that,  under  this  application, 
all  physical  changes  contemplated  by  the 
improvement  should  have  been  considered 
by  the  trial  court,  and  that  the  record 
showed  by  inference  that  these  physical 
changes  had  been  contemplated  by  the 
improvement.  Because  of  this  we  held 
the  error  of  the  trial  court  harmful.  That 
no  objection  had  been  made  to  the  proof 
of  these  physical  changes  was  unimportant. 
We  held  them  to  be  relevant  and  material 
to  this  action,  otherwise  we  should  not 
have  deemed  the  failure  of  the  trial  court 
to  consider  them  erroneous.  This  action 
is  a  retrial  of  the  same  application,  with 
a  denial  of  the  allegations  of  physical 
changes  contemplated  by  the  city. 

The  material  facts  found  are  the  same 
as  on  the  former  trial,  with  the  addtiion  of 
facts  showing  the  history  of  the  improve- 
ment, and  that  the  city  contempl^^.^d  the 
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construction  and  physical  changes  which 
we  said  was  perhaps  "a  fair  inference  from 
the  facts  proved."  As  we  have  seen,  we 
held  that  the  superior  court  had  juris- 
diction in  this  proceeding  to  consider  the 
effect  of  all  of  said  physical  changes  upon 
the  plaintiff's  property.  The  former  de- 
cision upon  this  point  must  be  accepted  as 
the  law  of  this  case.  It  follows  that  all  of 
this  evidence  was  properly  received. 

One  other  question  is  reserved  which  was 
not  specifically  included  in  our  former  de- 
cision: Whether  in  assessing  damages  the 
diversion  of  travel  from  passing  the  plain- 
tiff's premises  is  an  element  to  be  con- 
sidered. As  an  abutting  owner,  the  plain- 
tiff has  a  special  and  peculiar  interest  in 
the  street  fronting  his  premises.  Cullen 
V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  66  Conn. 
221,  226,  33  Atl.  910.  We  have  spoken  of 
these  rights  collectively  as  the  easement  of 
access  to  the  premises  of  an  owner.  New- 
ton V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  72 
Conn.  420,  426,  427,  44  Atl.  813.  It  is  a 
general  rule  of  law  that  the  owner  can  re- 
cover damages  for  a  direct  injury  to  his 
right  of  accesSj  one  which  is  special  and  pe- 
culiar to  him,  differing  from  a  general  dam- 
age suffered  by  him  in  common  with  the 
public,  not  merely  in  degree,  but  also  in 
kind.  This  right  to  compensation  arises 
either  through  constitutional  prohibition 
or  statutory  provisions. 

The  statutory  appeal  provided  by  §  59 
of  the  charter  of  the  city  of  Bridgeport  ( 12 
Special  Laws,  p.  538),  giving  the  court  the 
power  to  "confirm,  annul,  or  modify  the 
said  assessments,  or  make  such  order  in 
the  premises  as  equity  may  require,"  is 
certainly  broad  enough  to  include  all  cases 
of  damage  within  this  general  rule. 
Whether  it  would  include  cases  not  within 
the  rule  we  need  not  now  consider. 

The  vacation  of  a  street  closes  the  lots 
fronting  upon  it  and  destroys  the  owner's 
access.  The  vacation  of  a  part  of  a  street 
does  not  ordinarily  permit  a  recovery  to 
an  owner  fronting  on  another  part  of  this 
street.  And  this  is  true,  even  though  it 
result  in  some  inconvenience  to  his  access, 
or  compel  a  more  circuitous  route  of  ac- 
cess, or  a  diversion  of  travel  in  front  of 
the  premises,  and  a  consequent  diminution 
of  value. 

To  this  general  rule  there  are  exceptions, 
and  the  leading  case  of  Smith  v.  Boston,  7 
Cush.  254,  256.  recognizes  their  existence. 
Chief  Justice  Shaw,  in  discussing  this  rule, 
said:  "We  do  not  mean  to  be  understood 
as  laying  down  a  universal  rule."  Newton 
Yr  Jfeyr  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  72    Conn. 
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420,  426,  427,  44  Atl.  813,  is  an  example  of 
the  application  of  the  general  rule.  There 
the  improvement  did  not  change  the  high- 
way in  front  of  the  plaintiff's  premises, 
nor  cut  off  travel  from  either  direction. 
It  merely  required  the  distant  travel  from 
the  south  to  take  a  somewhat  longer  course, 
and  affected  his  property  no  differently 
than  all  other  property  on  the  street. 

The  case  before  us  presents  an  entirely 
different  set  of  facts;  indeed,  the  physical 
changes  resulting  from  this  improvement 
are  of  a  most  unusual  character,  and  make 
the  case  a  clear  exception  to  the  general 
rule.  The  plaintifi^s  premises  are  in  cut- 
de-sao,  and  the  traveled  way  remaining  is 
80  narrow  as  to  prevent  ordinary  modern 
travel  coming  to  these  premises,  unless 
it  backs  out  the  150  feet  to  the  main 
highway.  Access  to  this  property  by  travel 
from  the  west  is  destroyed,  access  to  it 
from  the  north  is  prevented  and  from  the 
east  is  seriously  interfered  with;  All 
traffic  to  and  fro  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
premises  is  absolutely  shut  off.  In  many 
ways  this  is  a  practical  discontinuance  of 
the  highway.  The  vacation  of  a  part  of 
a  street  which  leaves  property  abutting 
on  the  remaining  part  of  the  street,  with 
access  to  the  system  of  streets  in  either 
direction,  has  generally  been  held  to  con- 
stitute no  actionable  injury.  But  the  va- 
cation of  a  part  of  a  street  which  destroys 
all  access  by  property  abutting  on  the  re- 
maining part  of  the  street,  to  the  system 
of  streets  in  one  direction,  thus  putting  the 
property  on  a  cul-de-anc,  has  generally  been 
held  to  constittite  an  actionable  injury. 
Johnston  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  18  R.  I.  642, 
49  Am.  St.  Rep.  800,  29  Atl.  594;  Chicago 
V.  Burcky,  158  III.  103,  109,  110,  29  L.RA. 
568,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  142,  42  N.  E.  178; 
Highbarger  v.  Milford,  71  Kan.  331,  340, 
80  Pac.  633;  Lewis  Em.  Dom.  3d  ed. 
§  198,  p.  368'.  The  destruction  of  and  inter- 
ference with  access  to  this  property  could 
not  help  but  injuriously  .affect  its  value. 
The  diversion  of  travel  must  be,  as  the 
court  has  found  it  to  be,  a  large  element 
of  damage,  and  it  ought  to  be  included 
in  the  assessment  of  damages.  The  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule,  applying  to  prop- 
erty placed  in  a  cul-de-aac,  is  in  our  judg- 
ment necessary  to  relieve  a  somewhat  harsh 
rule  of  law  of  a  part  of  its  rigor. 

The  Superior  Court  is  advised  to  render 
judgment  setting  aside  the  assessment  of 
benefits  made  by  the  board  of  appraisal,  and 
awarding  the  plaintiff  damages  above  bene- 
fits in  the  sum  of  $1,200.  In  this  opinion 
the  other  Judges  concur. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  31 
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Highway  —  negligent  collision  -^  lia- 
bility. 

Where  a  person  who  is  not  careless,  but 
who  is  properly  walking  along  or  across  a 
street,  is  injured  by  a  vehicle  rapidly  and 
negligently  driven  upon  him  before  he  has 
reasonable  opportunity  to  escape,  the  party 
so  driving  the. vehicle  is  liable  in  damages 
for  injuries  proximately  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence. 

;(March  12,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hills- 
borough County  to  review  a  judgment 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 

Headnote  by  Whitfield,  Ch.  J. 

Note, '^  IHity  of  pedestrian  when  oroas^ 
ing  or  traveling  public  street  to  avoid 
passing  teams. 

The  early  cases  upon  the  question  of  the 
duty  of  peaestrians  when  crossing  or  travel- 
ing public  streets  to  avoid  passing  teams 
is  covered  in  the  note  to  Borg  v.  Spokane 
Tdilet  Supply  Co.  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  and 
the  present  note  includes  ohly  cases  which 
have  passed  upon  the  question  since  the 
writing  of  that  note. 

Duty  to  look  and  listen. 

The  rule  requiring  a  person  to  look  up 
and  down  applies  only  to  steam  railroads, 
and  is  not  applicable  to  a  pedestrian  cross- 
ing a  street;  as  to  such  person  there  is  no 
absolute  rule,  but  it  is  always  a  question 
of  due  care  under  the  circumstances.  Kay- 
ser  V.  New  York  Mail  Co.  133  N.  Y.  Supp. 
440. 

The  failure  of  a  pedestrian  to  look  and 
listen  for  approaching  teams  as  he  passes 
over  a  cross  walk  at  a  junction  of  two 
streets  is  not  necessarily  such  negligence  as 
will  prevent  recovery  if  he  is  run  over  by 
a  passing  team.  Donovan  v.  Bernhard,  208 
Mass.  181,  94  N.  E.  276. 

However,  one  who  attempts  to  cross  a 
street  upon  which  there  are  car  tracks  and 
passing  teams  on  a  jog  or  a  run  is  bound 
to  be  watchful  for  teams  every  moment  of 
the  time.  Ennis  v.  Connery,  156  111.  App. 
554. 

See  Berler  v.  Kane,  under  division  en- 
titled "Children." 

Duty  when  traveling  in  street  or  crossing 
where  there  is  no  cross  walk. 

There  is  no  rule  of  law  which  makes  it 
negligence  for  a  person  to  stand  in  the 
street  for  a  few  minutes  when  he  has  taken 
proper    precautions    to    look   for    any    ap- 
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recoyer  damages  for  persohal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  F.  Hlmes  and  M.  B.  WUIl- 
ers,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  such  contributory 
negligence  as  prevents  any  recovery. 

Borg  V.  Spokane  Toilet  Supply  Co.  50 
Wash.  204,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  96  Pac. 
1037;  Harris  v.  Commercial  Ice  Co.  153 
Pa.  278,  25  Atl.  1133;  Dimuria  v.  Seattle 
Transfer  Co.  50  Wash.  633,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
471,  97  Pac.  657;  Belton  v.  Baxter,  54 
N.  Y.  245,  13  Am.  Rep.  578;  Gerity  v. 
Haley,  29  W.  Va.  98,  11  S.  E.  901;  German- 
American  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hannah,  60  Fla. 
70,  30  L.R.A.(NJS.)   882,  63  So.  516. 


Messrs.   Dickenson   A  Dickenson,   for 

defendant  in  error: 

A  footman,  whether  of  full  age  or  an 
infant,  who  does  not  anticipate  and  take 
special  precaution  against  injury  from  the 
reckless  conduct  of  horsemen  in  riding  or 
driving  at  an  unusual  and  dangerous  rate 
of  speed,  cannot  be  said  as  matter  of  law, 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  to  be  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence. 

Coombs  V.  Purrington,  42  Me.  332;  Wil- 
liams v.  Richards,  3  Car.  &  K.  81 ;  Stringer 
V.  Frost,  116  Ind.  477,  2  L.R.A.  614,  9  Am. 
St.  Rep.  875,  19  N.  E.  331;  Moebus  v. 
Herrmann,  108  N.  Y.  349,  2  Am.  St.  Rep. 
440,  15  N.  E.  415,  29  Cyc.  530,  631,  note; 
Hennessey  v.  Taylor,  189  Mass.  583,  3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    345,   76   N.   E.   224,   4   Ann. 


proaching  vehicles.  Berler  v.  Kane,  139 
App.  Div.  76,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  835. 

A  pedestrian  has  the  legal  right  to  travel 
on  foot  upon  the  traveled  way,  whether  the 
sidewalk  is  at  that  time  passable  or  impas- 
sable, but  whether  he  acts  with  reasonable 
care  in  leaving  the  sidewalk  or  the  traveled 
way  at  that  time  depends  upon  whether  his 
conduct  under  the  circumstances  conform 
to  that  of  an  ordinarily  prudent  person 
under  the  same  circumstances.  Hope  v. 
.■  Valente,  84  Conn.  248,  79  Atl.  583.  The 
court  said:  "A  sleet  or  snowstorm  may 
compel  this  course.  He  may  find  the  side- 
walk obstructed  or  impassable.  He  may  de- 
sire to  cross  the* roadway.  He  may  be  left  in 
the  roadway  on  alighting  from  a  car  or  an 
omnibus.  He  may  be  leading  a  cart  or  push- 
ing a  wagon.  He  may  walk  upon  the  road- 
way to  escape  the  crowded  sidewalk.  Tliese 
and  other  reasons  may  take  him  upon  the 
traveled  way.  His  legal  right  to  be  there  is 
undoubted.  The  situation  may  be  so  dan- 
gerous that  it  would  be  negligence  to  walk 
in  the  roadway.  The  circumstances  would 
determine  that,  and  the  negligence  of  the 
pedestrian  cannot  be  asserted  as  matter  of 
law,  nor  can  his  presence  in  the  roadway 
be  prima  facie  evidence  of  want  of  care." 

But  one  who  stands  in  the  roadway  of  a 
street  places  himself  in  a  position  neces- 
sarily fraught  with  danger,  and  must  exer- 
cise care  corresponding  to  the  exigencies 
of  the  situation.  Boker  v.  H.  Koehler  & 
Co.  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  540,  affirmed  in  135 
App.  Div.  914,  119  N.  Y.  Supp.  1115. 

A  pedestrian  has  the  right  to  cross  a 
street  at  any  point,  exercising  reasonable 
care  for  his  own  safety.  McAvoy  v.  Pater- 
son  Brewing  &  Malting  Co.  78  N.  J.  L. 
633,  75  Atl.  743. 

So  he  has  the  right  to  cross  the  street 
between  its  regulnr  crossin^rs,  but  he  is 
bound  when  so.  doing  to  be  reasonably  care- 
ful. Peterson  v.  Ballantine.  205  N.'Y.  29, 
—  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  98  N.  E.  202. 

A  pedestrian  and  the  driver  of  a  wagon 
have  equal  rights  in  the  street,  and  while 
the  sidewalk  is  the  place  for  pedestrians 
alone,  yet  they  have  the  ripht  also  to  walk 
across  or  along  the  street;  and  it  is  the 
:iii  L.U.A,(N.S.) 


duty  of  both  pedestrians  and  travelers  by 
vehicles  to  recognize  the  right  of  each  to 
be  upon  the  street;  $ind  -it  is  the  duty  of 
travelers  by  vehicle  to  keep  the  same  under 
control  so  as  not  to  injure  pedestrians  in 
the  proper  exercise  of  their  rights.  Ameri- 
can Bolt  Co.  V.  Fennell,  158  Ala.  484,  4S 
So.  97, 

Children. 

Where  a  boy  who  has  been  roller  skating 
put  his  foot  upon  the  curb  for  the  purpose 
of  taking  off  his  skates,  looked  for  ap- 
proaching vehicles  not  only  when  he  left 
the  sidewalk,  but  after  he  had  been  stand- 
ing in  the  street  for  some  minutes,  the 
question  of  contributory  negligence  is  for 
the  jury;  it  appearing  that  at  the  time  it 
was  daylight  and  that  the  wagon  which 
struck  him  came  from  behind  without  warn- 
ing. Berler  v.  Kane,  139  App.  Div.  76,  123 
N.  Y.  Supp.  835. 

In  Pastore  v.  Livingston,  72  Misc.  555, 
131  N.  Y.  Supp.  971,  there  was  held  to  be 
a  total  absence  of  prudence  and  care  on 
the  part  of  those  in  charge  of  an  infant  a 
little  over  five  years  of  age  which  was  im- 
putable to  the  infant,  where  his  grand- 
mother sent  him  downstairs  to  his  father's 
store,  telling  him  that  his  mother  would 
go  across  the  street  with  him.  to  a  candy 
store,  and  the  infant  disregarded  her  advice 
and  went  across  the  street — which  at  the 
hour  of  night  when  the  accident  happened 
was  a  busy  one — alone,  and  was  struck  by 
a  wagon  when  attempting  to  recross  the 
street. 

See  also  Beller  v.  Levy  under  division  en- 
titled, "Failure  to  discover  approaching 
vehicle." 

Failure  to  discover  approaching  vehicle. 

• 

The  question  of  the  plaintiff's  contribu- 
tory negligence  is  for  the  jury  where  it 
appears  that  an  infant  plaintiff  looked  in 
both  directions  before  stepping  off  of  the 
curb,  and  saw  no  wagon  approaching,  al- 
though her  view  was  in  no  way  obstructed, 
but  was  struck  by  a  wagon  being  driven  at 
6  or  8  miles  an  hour,  the  driver  of  which 
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Cas.  396;  Farnsworth  v.  Tampa  Ekctric 
Co.  —  Fla.  —V  67  So.  233;  Hainlin  v. 
Budge,  56  Fla.  342,  47  So.  825;  William 
Bensel  Constr.  Co.  v.  Homer,  2  Ga.  App. 
369,  68  S.  E.  489;  Stringer  v.  Frost,  116 
Ind.  477, -2  L.R.A.  614,  9  Am.  St.  Rep. 
875,  19  N.  E.  331;  Coombs  v.  Purrington, 
42  Me.  332;  Boss  v.  Litton,  6  Car.  &'  P. 
407;  Williams  y.  Richards,  3  Car.  &  K. 
81;  German- American  Lumber  Co.  v.  Han- 
nah, 60  Fla.  70,  30  L.R.A.(N.SO  882, 
63  So.  616. 

Whitfield,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Bracken  recovered  a  judgment  against 
Mugge  for  personal  injuries  received  by 
being  run  against  by  a  horse  and  buggy 


driven  hy  Mugge  in  a  street  in  the  city  of 
Tampa,  Florida,  and  Mugge  took  writ  of 
error.  The  briefs  state  that  "it  is  con- 
tended that  contributory  negligence  is  ap-^ 
parent  from  the  facts  testified  to  by  the 
plaintiff  himself  and  by  his  witnesses.  " 

It  appears  that  as  Bracken  was  crossing 
Twiggs  street  towards  the  northeast,  to 
enter  Jefferson  street  going  north,  he  saw 
Mugge's  team  coming  rapidly  from  the 
west  about  a  block  away  on  Twiggs  street. 
After  crossing  Twiggs  street.  Bracken 
entered  Jefferson  street,  and  the  team,  con- 
tinuing at  the  high  rate  of  speed  and  with 
much  noise,  turned  into  Jefferson  street, 
striking  Bracken  from  the  rear,  when  he 
had  not  looked  back  or  noticed  its  ap- 
proach in  time  to  avoid  it.    It  also  appears 


gave  no  warning,  when  she  was  at  a  dis- 
tance of  about  3  feet  from  the  curb.  Seller 
v.  Levy,  68  Misc.  182,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  411. 
The  court  said:  "A  person  who  looks  and 
sees  no  wagon  approaching  for  a  sufficient 
distance  to  warrant  an  ordinarily  cautious 
person  in  believing  that  it  is  safe  to  at- 
tempt a  crossing  has  the  right  to  proceed, 
relying  on  the  assumption  that  a  warning 
would  be  given  of  an  approaching  vehicle 
at  an  excessive  rate  of  speed  and  which 
was  not  in  sight  when  he  left  the  sidewalk; 
and  the  absence  of  additional  facts  calling 
for  the  exercise  of  greater  vigilance  cannot 
be  said  to  be  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law 
if  she  does  not  thereafter  look  in  the  direc- 
tion from  whiCh  danger  happens  to  come." 

And  where  a  pedestrian  about  to  cross  a 
Street  looked  and  saw  a  car  approaching  in 
the  street  at  his  right  hand,  but  there  is 
nothing  to  show  that  there  was  anything 
on  his  left  which  indicated  danger,  he  is 
not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  as  a 
matter  of  law,  although  he  was  struck  by 
a  team  which  was  driven  rapidly  from  the 
left,  before  he  reached  the  car  tracks. 
Donovan  v.  Bernhard,  208  Mass.  181,  94 
N.  E.  276. 

So  the  fact  that  a  pedestrian  did  not 
see  an  approaching  cab  which  struck  him 
does  not  necessarily  show  contributory  neg- 
ligeitce  on  his  part,  where  the  proximate 
4*ause  of  the  accident  was  the  rapid  pace  of 
the  vehicle  and  the  failure  to  check  its 
speed  at  a  point  where  pedestrians  were  to 
be  expected.  Mordente  v.  New  York  Cab 
Co.  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  12. 

And  where  one  alighted  from  a  street 
car,  looked  for  approaching  vehicles,  and 
(Started  across  the  street,  and  while  so  pro- 
ceeding was  run  over  and  injured,  she  is 
not  precluded  from  recovery  because  she 
did  not  constantly  look  for  vehicles  while 
walking  across  the  street,  since  if  she 
looked  when  she  started  across  and  saw  no 
approaching  danger,  it  should  not  be  de- 
clared as  a  matter  of  law  that  she  w^as 
guilty  of  such  negligence  as  would  preclude 
a  recovery,  simply  because  she  did  not  con- 
stantly keep  up  a  vigilant  wateh.  Patton 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


V.  Morrin-Powers  Mercantile  Co.   231  Mo. 
298,  132  S.  W.  684. 

In  Gallagher  v.  Kahn,  223  Pa.  451,  72 
Atl.  864,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of 
negligence  and  contributory  negligence  was 
properly  submitted  to  the  jury,  where  the 
plaintiff  when  about  to  cross  the  street  saw 
a  car  coming  easterly  thereon,  and  walked 
one  third  over  the  street,  stopped  to  let 
the  car  pass,  and  then,  before  starting, 
looked  and  saw  another  car  approaching  at 
some  distance  and  continued  on  his  way, 
and  when  about  half  way  between  the  east- 
bound  track  and  the  south  curb  line,  was 
knocked  down  and  run  over  by  a  cab  com- 
ing from  the  west  at  a  high  rate  of  speed, 
he  having  testified  that  he  did  not  see  the 
cab  until  it  was  right  upon  him,  the  court 
said:  "In  order  to  safeguard  himself  while 
crossing  the  street,  the  plaintiff  was  under 
the  need  of  looking  in  more  than  one  di- 
rection. Cars  and  vehicles  of  all  kinds 
were  liable  to  pass  either  way.  He  was 
bound  to  avoid  collision  with  other  pedes- 
trians if  any  were  there,  and  to  keep  a  rea- 
sonable lookout  for  obstructions  of  any  kind 
in  the  street.  Nor  was  he  bound  to  fore- 
see that  a  cab  would  come  down  upon  him 
at  the  regular  street  crossing  at  an.  unusual 
rate  of  speed.  It  was  only  the  ordinary 
conditions  of  the  street  traffic  that  he  was 
bound  to  anticipate.  Plaintiff  said  that 
he  was  looking  straight  ahead  of  him  as 
he  walked  across  the  street,  but  that  his 
line  of  vision  took  in  as  much  as  20  feet  on 
each  side  of  him.  It  was  for  the  jury  to 
say  whether,  if  this  statement  of  plaintiff 
was  true,  he  was  justified  in  proceeding  to 
cross  as  he  did.  It  may  be  that  a  pedes- 
trian could  ordinarily  cross  in  safety  the 
line  of  travel  of  a  horse  and  cab,  if  it  was 
not  within  20  feet  of  him  when  he  started 
to  cross  that  line.  At  anv  rate  it  was  not 
for  the  court  to  sav  that  he  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  negligent  in  making  the  at- 
tempt. In  such  cases  as  this,  where  the 
line  of  separation  between  questions  of  law 
and  questions  of  fact  is  very  shadowy,  and 
minds  equally  intelligent  and  impartial 
might  draw  different  conclusions,  the  safer 
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that  Mugge  made  no  effort  to  avoid  the 
collision,  and  that  the  team  approaching 
from  the  rear  was  upon  Bracken  in  Jef- 
ferson street  before  he  knew  of  its  ap- 
proach on  that  street,  though  his  sight  and 
hearing  were  good. 

While  Bracken  cannot  in  law  excuse 
himself  from  all  care  for  his  safety  upon 
the  theory  that  he  supposed  Mugge  would 
continue  -  on  Twiggs  street,  and  not  turn 
into  Jefferson  street,  yet  if  Bracken  was 
exercising  ordinary  care  in  proceeding  along 
Jefferspn  street,  and  Mugge  suddenly  turned 
his  team  into  Jefferson  street,  -  going  at  a 
high  rate  of  speed,  and  struck  Bracken 
before  he  reasonably  could  have  escaped, 
there  is  no  contributory  negligence,  and 
Mugge  is  liable.    Mugge  and  Bracken  had 


equal  rights  in  the  use  of  the  streets;  but 
each  is  required  to  exercise  due  care  for 
the  rights  of  others,  as  well  as  for  his 
own  safety. 

Where  a  person  who  is  not  being  care- 
less, but  who  is  properly  walking  along  or 
across  a  street,  and  is  injured  by  a  vehicle 
rapidly  and  negligently  driven  upon  him  be- 
fore he  has  reasonable  opportunity  to  es- 
cape, the  party  so  driving  the  vehicle  is 
liable  in  damages  for  injuries  proximately 
caused  by  the  negligence.  Even  if  Bracken 
reasonably  should  have  expected  that 
Mugge,  who  was  rapidly  driving  down 
Twiggs  street,  would  or  might  turn  up  Jef- 
ferson street,  into  which  street  Bracken 
had  passed,  the  law  did  not  require  Bracken 
to  anticipate  that  Mugge  would  continue 


and  wiser  plan  is  to  take  the  judgment  of 
twelve  impartial  men  of  the  average  ex- 
perience of  the  community.  We  are  satisfied 
that  disputed  questions  of  negligence  and 
contributory  negligence  were  very  properly 
submitted  to  the  determination  of  tne  jury, 
and  the  judgment  is  affirmed." 

And  the  question  of  contributory  negli- 
gence is  for  the  jury  where  the  plaintiff's 
evidence  tended  to  show  that  he  looked 
down  the  street  before  alighting  from  the 
driver's  seat  on  a  wagon,  and  saw  no  car 
or  vehicle  approaching,  and  then  stepped 
upon  the  ground,  and  was  suddenly  struck 
bv  the  wheel  of  a  wagon  which  was  not  trav- 
eling on  the  right  side  of  the  street,  but 
came  diagonally  across  it  from  the  oppo- 
site side.  McKernan  v.  X^s  Angeles  Gas 
&  Electric  Co.  16  Cal.  App.  280,  116  Pac. 
677. 

In  Kayser  v.  New  York  Mail  Co.  133  N. 
Y.  Supp.  440,  where  the  plaintiff  was  run 
over  by  a  wagon  going  at  a  fast  trot,  in 
the  evening,  when  the  weather  was  muggy 
and  dark,  and  the  lights  were  lighted  just 
before  he  reached  the  sidewalk,  and  he  testi- 
fied that  before  starting  across  the  street 
and  again  when  half  way  across  he  looked 
up  and  down  the  street,  and  did  not  see 
the  wagon,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of 
contributory  negligence  was  for  the  jury. 

In  Nack  v.  Michaeliski,  134  N.  Y.  Supp. 
1113,  there  was  held  to  be  a  clear  case  of 
contributory  negligence  established,  where 
the  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiff stepped  off  of  a  moving  street  car,  and 
was  immediately  struck  by  a  horse  which 
had  been  driven  alongside  of  the  car  for 
some  distance,  and  there  was  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  look  back  before  alight- 
ing from  the  car,  although  he  testified  that 
he  looked  enough  to  see  that  it  was  clear. 

And  where  the  evidence  shows  that  one 
who  was  struck  by  a  team  which  was  neg- 
ligently driven  wore  a  heavy  overcoat 
turned  up  and  a  heavy  ear  cap,  which  was 
down,  and  there  was  nothing  to  prevent 
him  from  seeing  the  approaching  team, 
but  he  walked  diagonally  across  the  street 
in  the  direction  from  which  the  team  was 
coming,  looking  ahead,  he  is  guilty  of  con- 
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tributory  negligence  where  it  appears  that 
there  was  a  clear  space  between  him  and 
the  team.  Peterson  v.  Ballantine,  205  N. 
Y.  29,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  98  N.  E.  202. 

Where  approaching  vehicle  is  seen. 

Where  a  pedestrian  first  saw  the  team 
which  injured  her  when  she  had  just  crossed 
the  second  track  on  her  way  diagonally 
across  a  street,  and  continued  to  cross  the 
street,  but  was  struck  in  the  confusion 
resulting  from  the  driver  of  the  wagon  and 
herself  turning  backward  and  forward  in 
attempting  to  avoid  each  other,  she  was 
not  necessarily  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence in  not  keeping  out  of  the  way  after 
first  seeing  the  team.  McAweeny  v.  Journal 
Printing  Co.  114  Minn.  262,  130  N.  W. 
1103. 

Articles  projecting  or  sagging  from  vehicle. 

The  case  of  Younj^  v.  Herrmann,  119 
App.  Div.  445,  104  NT  Y.  Supp.  72,  which 
is  set-out  in  the  earlier  note,  sustaining 
the  proposition  that  it  is  for  the  jury  to 
determine  whether  a  pedestrian  who  at 
night  attempted  to  cross  a  busy  street,  be- 
tween vehicles,  and  was  tripped  by  a  rope 
attaching  them  together,  exercised  due  care, 
was  affirmed  in  192  N.  Y.  554,  85  N.  £. 
1118,  without  opinion. 

Where  a  pedestrian  who  was  part  way 
across  the  street  and  stopped  to  allow  a 
wag^n  to  pass,  testified  that  the  wagon  ap- 
peared to  be  an  ordinary  wagon  with  an 
ordinary  load,  and  that  she  did  not  see  pro- 
truding iron  at  the  back  of  the  wagon  al- 
though she  looked ;  and  it  appeared  that  she 
stood  on  the  side  of  the  cross  street  in  a 
position  that  would  place  her  out  of  dan- 
ger from  a  wagon  normally  loaded,  in  case 
a  turn  was  made  either  way  in  the  cross 
street, — she  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence,  since  the  only  thing  she  did  not 
anticipate  was  that  the  wagon  carried  iron 
protruding  8  or  10  feet  from  the  back  of 
the  bed,  and  this  she  was  not  bound  to  do. 
Gielens  v.  Fidelity  Transfer  &  Storage  Co. 
63  Wash.  383,  115  Pac.  850. 

And  in  an  action  by  one  who  Was  injured 
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his  rapid  speed*  when  he  turned  into  Jef- 
ferson street  and  saw  Bracken  walking  in 
that  street  ahead  of  him.  The  vehicle 
Hugge  was  driving  approached  Bracken 
from  the  rear  at  a  rapid  speed,  while 
Bracken  was  walking  where  and  as  he 
'  had  a  right  to  do,  with  apparently  nothing 
in  his  surroundings  to  warn  him  of  the 
careless  rapid  driving  of  the  vehicle  into 
the  street  just  behind  him.  If  Bracken 
had  looked  behind,  he  would  have  seen  the 
approaching  team;  but  he  was  not  re- 
quired to  look  behind,  when  the  surround- 
ing circumstances  did  not  make  that  pre- 
caution reasonably  necessary  for  his  safety. 
He  had  a  right  to  pass  along  Jefferson 
street,  and  he  also  had  a  right  to  assume 
that  the   drivers   of  teams   in  the   street 


would  have  due  and  proper  regard  for  his 
safety.  There  is  nothing  to  indicate  that 
Bracken  was  not  exercising  ordinary  care 
under  the  circumstances  for  his  own  safe- 
ty. When  Mugge  turned  into  Jefferson 
street,  it  was  his  duty  to  drive  his  team 
with  due  regard  for  the  rights  and  safety 
of  others  in  the  street;  and  as  he  saw 
Bracken  walking  ahead  of  him  he  should 
have  slackened  his  speed  or  stopped,  if 
necessary,  to  prevent  injury  to  the  pedes- 
trian. He  evidently  could  have  avoided  the 
collision,  which  was  caused  by  his  fault  in 
driving  rapidly  and  in  disregard  of  Brack- 
en's rights  before  and  at  the  time  of.  the 
injury.  The  evidence  indicates  that  the 
rapid  passage  of  the  team  over  the  paved 


while  standing  on  the  curb,  by  being  struck 
by  timbers  projecting  from  a  wagon  neg- 
ligently driven  around  a  comer,  an  instruc- 
tion that,  if  the  plaintiff  was  standing  in 
such  a  position  on  the  sidewalk  as  to  ren- 
der it  dangerous,  and  that  as  the  wagon 
approached  the  corner  he  was  warned  of 
the  danger  and  was  heedless  of  the  warn- 
ing; and  the  jury  believed  that  an  ordi- 
narily prudent  man  under  like  circum- 
stances, in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care, 
would  have  moved  from  the  position,  and 
if  plaintiff  had  moved  he  would  not  have 
been  injured,  he  could  not  recover, — is  as 
favorable  to  the  defendants  as  they  are 
entitled  to.  Firor  v.  Taylor,  116  Md.  69, 
81  Atl.  389. 

Acts  in  emergency. 

It  is  not  contributory  negligence  as  a 
matter  of  law  for  one  who  was  struck  by 
a  wagon  driven  at  a  high  rate  of  speed  to 
step  backwards,  in  front  of  the  wagon, 
upon  a  warning  shout  being  given  by  a  by- 
stander, where  it  appeared  that  she  was 
walking  across  the  street  to  take  a  car  and 
was  about  to  stop  for  a  car  when  the  warn- 
ing was  given.  Wyler  v.  Ratican,  150  Mo. 
App.  474,  1.31  S.  W.  155.  The  court  said: 
"Both  plaintiff's  mother  and  defendant's 
wagon  had  an  equal  right  to  the  use  of  the 
street;  and,  while  the  law  enjoins  upon 
defendant  the  duty  of  exercising  ordinary 
care  for  pedestrians  or  others  rightfully 
in  the  thoroughfare,  it  is  true  enough  that 
the  same  obligation  rested  upon  plaintiff's 
mother  as  to  her  own  safety.  However,  in 
going  into  the  street  for  the  purpose  of 
boarding  a  car,  she  had  the  right  to  as- 
sume that  defendant  would  exercise  ordi- 
nary care  for  the  safety  of  herself  and 
others  there  being,  and  not  drive'  its  team 
upon  her  in  a  race  with  others  at  a  rate  of 
10  miles  per  hour.  The  evidence  tends  to 
prove  that  the  driver  was  oblivious  to  the 
deceased's  position  of  peril,  while  her  at- 
tention was  directed  toward  the  approach- 
ing car,  which  she  intended  to  board.  As 
before  stated,  the  fact  that  plaintiff's  moth- 
er, in  the  excitement  incident  to  the  occa- 
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sion,  without  an  opportunity  for  reflection, 
stepped  backward,  in  front  of  the  team, 
upon  a  warning  hallooed  by  a  bystander, 
is  not  sufficient  to  charge  her  with  con- 
tributory negligence  as  a  matter  of  law;  for 
beyond  doubt  she  conducted  herself  in  the 
premises  as  other  ordinarily  prudent  per- 
sons might  do  under  the  same  circum- 
stances; The  law,  in  its  exactions  with  re- 
spect to  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  for 
one's  safety,  is  neither  unreasonable  nor 
unjust,  but  makes  allowances  for  rash  con- 
duct under  stress  of  circumstances,  induced 
b^  another's  negligence,  which,  tend  to  ex- 
cite one's  judgment  or  distract  attention." 

i 

Vehicles  approaching  from  behind.    { 

In  Di  lorio  v.  Jordan  Marsh  Co.  211 
Mass.  280,  97  N.  E.  905,  where  the  plain- 
tiff, with  one  foot  in  the  street  and  the 
other  on  the  sidewalk,  was  pulling  back- 
ward and  attempting  with  another  to  move 
a  good  sized  box  which  was  partially  on 
the  sidewalk  and  partially  projecting  over 
the  curb,  and  was  struck  by  a  wagon  which 
came  from  behind,  it  appearing  that  she 
had  looked  around  once,  it  was  held  that 
it  could  not  be  said  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  she  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. The  court  said:  "The  plaintiff  was 
a  traveler  upon  a  public  way.  It  was  law- 
ful for  her  to  move  the  box  from  one  store 
to  another  on  the  same  side  of  the  street. 
There  was  a  narrow  sidewalk  on  a  narrow 
street,  and  both  were  crowded.  It  cannot 
be  said  that  there  was  any  lack  of  care  in 
selecting  the  curb  of  the  sidewalk  as  the 
portion  of^the  way  in  which  to  move  the 
box.  The  circumstances  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  placed  were  somewhat  unusual. 
She  was  pulling  at  a  box  which  by  its  size 
and  shape  afforded  a  considerable  protec- 
tion. It  projected  into  the  street  probably 
farther  than  her  body.  It  was  so  large  that 
it  would  not  escape  the  observation  of  any 
careful  driver  on  the  street.  It  was  being 
moved  slowly,  and  by  protruding  into  the 
street  might  cause  her  to  think  that  others 
would  avoid  collision  with  it,  and  that  by 
reason  of  her  nearness  to  it  and  partial 
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street  made  much  noise,  and  it  is  urged  that 
this  noise  should  have  warned  Bracken  of 
the  danger.  This  is  not  tenable,  since  the 
jury  were  warranted  by  the  evidence  in 
finding,  as  they  in  effect  did,  that  it  was 
not  Bracken's  duty  to  look  back  under  the 
circumstances,  or  to  expect  Mugge  to  vio- 
lently drive  against  him.  There  is  positive 
evidence  that  Bracken  apparently,  and  in 
fact,  did  not  know  of  the  approach  of  the 
team  upon  him  until  it  was  too  late  to 
avoid   it;    and  the  evidence   is   clear  that 


Mugge  knew  or  should  reasonably  have 
known  that  Bracken,  who  was  in  front  of 
him,  going  in  the  same  direction,  with  his 
back  to  the  team,  apparently  did  not  know 
the  team  was  upon  him  until  it  was  im- 
possible to  escape  injury.  See  2  Elliott, 
Roads  &  Streets,  §  1088;  Shea  v.  Rcems, 
36  La.  Ann.  966;  Bowser  v.  Wellington, 
126  Mass.  391;  Stringer  v.  Frost,  116  Ind. 
477,  19  N.  E.  331,  2  L.R.A.  614,  9  Am. 
St.  Rep.  875,  and  notes;  Hennessey  ▼. 
Taylor,    189   Mass.   583,    76   N.   E.   224,   3 


shelter  by  it  she  might  relax  her  outlook 
for  danger.  Although  one  must  use  prop- 
er care  while  upon  a  public  way,  he  may 
rely  in  part  upon  the  presumption  that 
other  travelers  will  use  a  reasonable  degree 
of  care.  Moreover,  the  plaintiff  was  being 
aided  by  a  man  at  the  other  end  of  the 
box,  who  was  facing  in  the  direction  from 
which  any  team  would  come,  and  on  whom, 
without  express  stipulation  to  that  effect, 
on  account  of  his  opportunity  for  constant 
knowledge  of  her  position,  she  might  in 
some  slight  degree  rely  to  warn  her  of  ap- 
proaching harm.  Her  purpose  was  to  move 
the  box  only  a  very  short  distance.  Ordi- 
narily, one  walking  backward  on  such  a 
street  would  be  lacking  in  due  care.  But 
the  present  facts  are  in  a  measure  excep- 
tional, and,  though  close  to  the  line,  the 
plaintiff's  conduct  cannot  in  our  opinion 
be  pronounced  negligent,  as  matter  of  law." 

In  Vaughn  v.  William  J.  Lemp  Brewing 
Co.  162  Mo.  App.  48,  132  S.  W.  293,  the  case 
was  held  to  be  properly  left  to  the  jury 
where  the  plaintiff's  evidence  was,  in  sub- 
stance, that  at  the  time  of  the  injury  there 
was  a  fire  in  the  business  part  of  a  large 
city,  which  caused  a  throng  of  people  to  col- 
lect in  the  street;  and  that  she  was  struck 
in  such  street  from  behind  by  the  defendant's 
wagon  when  crossing  the  street,  after  hav- 
ing looked  and  seen  no  vehicles  approach- 
ing; while  the  defendant's  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  there  was  no  crowd  in  the 
street  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  that 
the  driver  of  the  wagon  shouted  a  warning 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  sh§  paid  no  attention 
to  it,  and  did  not  attempt  to  stop,  and 
that  he  put  the  brakes  on  the  wagon  and 
attempted  to  stop  it. 

See  also  Berler  v.  Kane  under  division  en- 
titled "Children." 

Reliance  upon   presumption   of  exercise  of 
due  care  by  driver. 

A  pedestrian  has  a  right  to  presume  that 
those  using  the  street  will  exercise  a  prop- 
er degree  of  care,  and  while  he  must  use 
proper  care  himself  he  may  trust  some- 
thing to  this  presumption.  Donovan  v. 
Bernhard,  208  Mass.  181,  94  N.  E.  276. 

And  a  pedestrian  who  stopped  to  allow 
a  wagon  to  pass  after  she  had  proceeded 
half  way  across  the  street  has  a  right  to 
presume  that,  if  the  place  at  which  she 
stood  while  waiting  for  the  wagon  was  a 
place  of  danger  be<:ause  of  some  abnormal  I 
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condition  on  the  road,  the  driver  of  the 
wagon  would  warn  her  of  that  fact,  either 
requesting  her  to  stand  further  a\yay,  or 
bringing  the  team  to  such  a  rate  of  speed 
that  the  danger  would  be  avoided.  Gieiens 
V.  Fidelity  Transfer  &,  Storage  Co.  63  Wash. 
383,  115  Pac.  850. 

And  where  a  pedestrian  was  crossing  a 
proper  cross  walk,  walking  in  the  usual 
way,  after  liaving  looked  in  each  direction 
and  stopped  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  an 
approaching  automobile,  which  he  observed, 
he  was  not  bound  to  anticipate  that  a  horse 
and  wagon  would  come  rapidly  down  a  cross 
street,  turn  suddenly,  and  run  against  him. 
Keaveny  v.  Moran,  208  Mass.  277,  94  N. 
E.  274. 

A  finding  that  a  pedestrian  is  not  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  is  supported  by 
evidence  that  she  was  crossing  at  the  prop- 
er place,  twice  looked  to  see  if  danger 
threatened,  and  believed  that  she  could 
safely  cross,  and  apparently  could  have 
done  so  except  for  the  increase  of  speed  by 
the  driver  of  a  team  just  preceding  the  col- 
lision, which  occurred  just  as  she  was  in 
the  act  of  stepping  to  the  curb.  Talbot  v. 
Ginocchio,  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  123  Pac.  223. 

And  it  might  properly  be  found  that  one 
who  was  injured  when  going  around  the 
end  of  a  standing  car  was  not  negligent 
where  she  knew  that  teams  going  along  the 
road  on  the  other  side  of  the  car  went  on 
the  further  side  of  the  street,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  that  she  knew  or  bad  rea- 
son to  believe  that  teams  would  carelessly 
be  driven  on  the  side  of  the  road  next  the 
car,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  render  it  high- 
ly dangerous  to  those  alighting  therefrom. 
Chatel  V.  Schonland,  75  N.  H.  543,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  739,  78  Atl.  128. 

And  where  the  evidence  in  an  action 
brought  by  one  who  was  injured  by  being 
run  into  by  a  buggy  is  such  that  the  jury 
may  properly  infer  that  the  horse  and 
b"ggy  were  so  near,  and  the  conduct  of 
the  driver  such,  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 
right  to  suppose  that  the  horse  was  held 
up  to  allow  him  to  cross  in  safety,  a  non- 
suit is  improper.  McAvoy  v.  Paterson 
Brewing  &  Malting  Co.  78  N.  J.  L.  633,  76 
Atl.  743. 

As  to  reciprocal  duty  of  operator  of  au- 
tomobile and  pedestrian,  see  note  to  Baker 
V.  Close,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  487,  and  notes 
there  referred  to  covering  the  early  cases 
upon  this  question.  J.  T.  W. 
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L.R.A.(N-S.)    345,   4  Ann.   Cas.   396,  and 
notes. 

Among  the  charges  given  to  the  jury  at 
the  request  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  follow- 
ing: 

**The  questions  of  negligence  of  the  de- 
fendant and  of  contributory  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  are  both  for  the 
jury  to  decide  from  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case;  but  I  charge  you 
as  a  matter  of  law  that  a  traveler  on  a 
highway  is  not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  bound 
to  be  continuously  looking  or  listening  to 
ascertain  whether  vehicles  are  approach- 
ing, under  the  penalty  that  his  failure  to 
do  so  will  constitute  contributory  negli- 
gence, precluding  a  recovery  for  injuries 
sustained  in  a  collision.  The  usual  rule 
of  ordinary  care  does  not  impose  upon 
him  the  burden  of  being  constantly  on  the 
lookout  to  see  if  his  path  is  free  from 
danger,  or  in  a  state  of  apprehension  of 
personal  injury  from  other  travelers.  He 
has  not  only  the  right  to  presume  that  the 
way  is  reasonably  fitted  for  his  use,  but 
also  has  the  right  to  presume  that  those 
who  may  be  lawfully  using  it  with  him- 
self will  exercise  a  proper  degree  of  care." 

While  the  precise  language  of  this  charge 
is  not  approved,  yet  it  is  clear  that  under 
the  facts  in  evidenjce  this  charge  could  not 
reasonably  have  misled  the  jury  to  the 
injury  of  the  defendant.  In  view  of  the 
injuries  shown  to  have  been  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  clear  that  the  $400 
damages  allowed  are  excessive. 

This  discussion  disposes  of  the  specific 
as  well  as  the  general  contentions  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error;  and  the  conclusion  fol- 
lows that  there  was  no  reversible  error  in 
overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence, 
in  denying  the  motion  for  new  trial,  and 
in  giving  the  charge  assigned  and  argued 
as  error. 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  rely 
largely  upon  the  following  csises:  Borg  v. 
vSpokane  Toilet  Supply  Co.  50  Wash.  204, 
19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160,  96  Pac.  1037;  Harris 
V.  Commercial  Ice  Co.  153  Pa.  278,  25  Atl. 
1133;  Dimuria  v.  Seattle  Transfer  Co.  50 
Wash.  633,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  471,  97  Pac. 
657;  Belton  v.  Baxter,  54  N.  Y.  245,  13 
Am.  Rep.  578;  Gerity  v.  Haley,  29  W.  Va. 
98,  11  S.  E.  901.  Those  cases  do  not  pre- 
sent facts  analogous  to  the  ones  here  con- 
sidered. Here  the  plaintiff  below  did  not 
by  his  carelessness  subject  himself  to  the 
dailger  afforded  by  another's  negligence; 
but  he  was  proceeding  on  the  street  within 
his  rights,  and  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care,  when  he  was  injured  by  the  negli- 
gence of  another. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 
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Taylor,  Shackleford,  Cockrell,  and 
Hocker,  JJ.,  concur. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been 
filed  the  following  Per  Curiam  response 
was  handed  down  on  April  16,  1912: 

The  statements  contained  in  the  demurrer 
to  the  evidence  do  not  show  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  clearly  appears  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
the  defendant  was  rapidly  driving  down 
Twiggs  street,  making  a  noise,  and-  that  the 
plaintiff  turned  into  Jefferson  street,  but 
did  not  know  the  defendant  had  turned 
into  that  street  behind  him  until  it  was 
too  late  to  avoid  the  injury;  and  that 
"the  defendant  was  driving  in  a  run  or 
gallop  and  whipping  his  horse  when  com- 
ing on  Twiggs  street  to  said  crossing,  and 
continued  to  do  so  until  after  plaintiff  was 
struck." 

A  rehearing  is  denied. 
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(86  Kan.  154,  119  Pac.  322.) 


Damages  —  assault  ^  Inadequacy  — 
new  trial. 

1.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  assault 
and  battery,  the  testimony  showed  that  the 
defendant,  without  legal  justification,  struck 
plaintiff  in  the  face,  causing  some  injury 
to  the  nose  and  profuse  bleeding  therefrom, 
followed  for  over  two  months  by  pain  and 
clogging  up  of  the  nose.  The  defendant  ad- 
mitted the  assault,  and  introduced  no  evi- 

Headnotes.by  West,  J. 

Note.  —  When  verdict  in  action  for  aa^ 
kault  set  aside  for  inadequacy  of 
damages. 

As  to  review  by  appellate  court  of  ruling 
of  the  trial  court  on  motion  to  grant  a  new 
trial  in  an  action  for  bodily  injuries,  on  the 
ground  of  inadequacy  of  damages  awarded, 
see  note  to  Toledo  R.  &  Light  Co.  v.  Mason, 
28  L.R.A.(N.S.)   130. 

Earlier  cases  on  the  point  here  anno- 
tated are*to  be  found  in  a  subdivision  of 
the  note  to  Benton  v.  Collins,  47  L.R.A.  33, 
on  the  subject  of  inadequacj'  of  damages  as 
a  ground  for  setting  aside  a  verdict. 

By  the  general  common-law  rule  new 
trials  were  not  granted  upon  the  ground 
of  inadequate  damages  in  actions  of  tres- 
pass, and  perhaps  in  all  cupcs  of  tort. 
But  this  rule  has  been  relaxed,  and  it  is 
now  held  both  in  England  and  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  that  no  reason  can  be 
given  for  setting  aside  verdicts  because  of 
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dence.  The  court  instructed  the  jury  that 
if  they  found  that  the  plaintiff  had  been 
unlawfully  assaulted  and  beaten,  they 
should  allow  reasonable  compensation.  The 
jury  found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed 
his  damages  at  $1;  50  cents  for  physical 
pain,  and  50  cents  for  insult  and  indignity. 
Held,  that  the  verdict  should  be  set  aside 
for  inadequacy. 

Trial  —  disregarding  testimony. 

2.  While  the  jury  are  the  exclusive  judges 
of  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  tiiey  are 
not  authorized  arbitrarily,  or  from  partial- 
ity or  eaprice,  to  disregard  uncontradicted 
and  unimpeached  testimony,  or  facts  shown 
beyond  question,  both  by  testimovy  and  by 
admission. 

J  Mason  and  Burch,  J  J.,  dissent.) 
(December  9,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Saline  County 
after  verdict  in  his  favor  for  less  than  the 


amount  claimed  in  an  actioQ  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  an  assault  and  battery. 
Reversed. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Z.  O.  MiUikln  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  O.  W.  Barch  and  B.  I.  Iiito- 
wich  for  appellee. 

West,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiff,  Sundgren,  went  to  see  his 
neighbor,  Stevens,  about  helping  fix  a  fence 
between  their  farms,  which  adjoined.  Ste- 
vens and  his  son  were  in  the  feed  lot.  It 
was  just  at  dusk.  Stevens  claimed  that 
plaintiff  had  told  him  he  would  not  stand 
by  some  arrangement  he  had  made,  to  which 
plaintiff  replied  that  he  did  not  do  that — 
that  he  never  backed  out*— 4o  which  Stevens 
replied  that  plaintiff  was  calling  him  a 
liar  (which  plaintiff  denied),  and  jerked 
a  whip  from  a  buggy,  but  did  not  strike. 
Later   in   the   conversation   plaintiff  again 


excessive  damages  which  does  not  apply 
to  setting  them  aside  for  inadequacy  of 
damages.  Leavitt  v.  Dow,  105  Me.  50,  134 
Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  72  Atl.  735,  17  Ann.  Cas. 
1072,  3  Cyc.  1109. 

In  Barrette  v.  .Carr,  75  Vt.  425,  66  Atl. 
93,  it  was  said:  '*The  true  rule  is,  that 
where  the  verdict  is  either  so  great  or  so 
small  as  to  plainly  indicate  that  in  reach- 
ing it  the  jury  either  disregarded  the  testi- 
mony or  acted  from  passion  or  prejudice,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  set  it  aside. 
Where  the  damages  rest  in  the  judgment  of 
the  jury,  tliey  are,  of  course,  not  to  be  held 
either  excessive  or  inadequate,  unless  they 
are  grossly  so;  and  in  that  respect  actions 
of  tort  for  personal  injury  commonly  differ 
from  actions  in  which  there  is  some  stand- 
ard of  damages  disclosed  by  the  contract  of 
the  parties  or  by  exact  evidence  of  pecuniary 
loss." 

In  Henning  v.  Bartz,  25  (Thio  C.  C.  15, 
the  court  said  in  argument :  "If  the  verdict 
[in  an  action  for  assault]  is  so  small  as  to 
be  clearly  contrary  to  the  weight  of  the 
evidence,  considering  the  injury  sustained, 
we  think  that  a  judgment  might  be  reversed 
on  that  ground." 

A  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  of  $1  damages 
for  an  assault  will  be  set  aside  as  inade- 
quate where  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that 
he  was  severely  wounded  and  suffered  great 
pain,  paid  his  doctor  $63  for  treatment, 
and  $10  for  other  things  needful  to  one 
in  his  condition;  and  that  he  had  made  a 
contract  to  t^ach  a  three  months'  school  at 
$40  per  month,  which  he  was  unable  to  per- 
form because  of  his  injury.  Dunbar  v. 
Cowger,  68  Ark.  444,  59  S.  W.  951.  "To 
suffer  such  a  verdict  as  to  the  damages  to 
stand,"  said  the  court,  "would  be  a  travesty 
upon  justice." 

And  where  the  jury's  award  was  for  less 
than  one  half  of  the  actual  pecuniary  loss 
sustained  bv  the  plaintiff  up  to  the  time  ot 
39  L.K.A.(X.S.) 


the  trial,  and  was  manifestly  inadequate  as 
compensation  for  the  damages  he  had  sus- 
tained, it  was  held  that  the  trial  court 
should  have  granted  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  De  Freitas  v.  Nunes,  130  111.  App. 
195,  wherein  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant, with  a  revolver,  deliberately  caused 
the  plaintiff  to  lose  his  left  eye,  and  the 
uncontrovdrted  evidence  showed  that,  as  a 
result  of  his  injury,  he  was  unable  to  work 
for  nine  months, — thereby  sustaining  dam- 
ages to  the  amount  of  $450;  that  his  hospi- 
tal expenses  were  $60;  that  he  incurred  lia- 
bility for  professional  services  of  a  phy- 
sician and  oculist  to  the  amount  of  $200; 
and  that  he  owed  $100  for  the  services  of 
nurses  who  attended  him. 

Where  two  separate,  unprovoked  assaults, 
accompanied  by  grossly  insulting  language, 
were  publicly  made  by  the  defendant  upon 
the  plaintiff,  and  he  suffered  some  physical- 
ly, was  forced  to  spend  $30  for  expenses  in- 
curred in  consequence  of  the  assault,  and 
was  subjected  to  much  humiliation,  it  was 
held  in  Leavitt  v.  Dow,  supra,  that  a  ver- 
dict in  his  favor  for  the  nominal  sum  of  1 
cent  was  clearly  inadequate,  and  that  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted. 

In  Lerner  v.  Cohen,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  567, 
where  the  defendant,  without  provocation, 
struck  the  plaintiff  a  violent  blow  in  the 
mouth,  which  caused  a  tooth  to  be  knocked 
out  and  another  loosened,  and  his  faoe  to 
swell  and  bleed,  it  was  held  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  substantial  damages, 
and  upon  the  jury's  bringing  in  a  verdict 
for  nominal  damages  of  6  cents,  it  was  set 
aside  as  inadequate,  and  a  new  trial  or- 
dered. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  who  was  assaulted 
and  ejected  from  a  building,  paid  out  at 
least  $10  in  the  care  of  the  wound  he  re- 
ceived, and  unquestionably  suffered  dam- 
ages in  pain,  inconvenience,  and  .loss  of 
time,  it  was  held  that  a  verdict  for  $10  was 
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said  that  he  always  stood  by  his  arrange- 
ments, when  Stevens  struck  him  in  the 
face,  and  he  fell  against  a  spring  wagon 
or  buggy.  Plaintiff  sued  for  damages  for 
assault  and  battery,  and  the  defendant  an- 
swered, denying  the  allegations  of  the  pe- 
tition, but  admitting  that  he  struck  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  alleged,  and  claimed 
that  plaintiff  had  come  upon  his  premises 
with  intention  to  provoke  a  quarrel,  and 
was  an  intruder  and  trespasser,  and  came 
for  the  purpose  of  disturbing  his  peace, 
and  had  made  repeated  statements  that,  de- 
fendant was  falsifying  facts.  The  defend- 
ant was  present  at  the  trial,' but  did  not 
testify  or  offer  any  evidence. 

The  testimony  of  plaintiff  was  that  the 
defendant  struck  him  on  the  nose  and  eye, 
bruising  and  breaking  his  nose  and  crack- 
ing his  lip;  that  his  lip  was  split,  and  he 
fell  against  a  spring  wagon  or  buggy;  that 
he  was  not  angry,  but  spoke  kindly,  and 
did  not  intend  to  fight,  or  go  for  that  pur- 


pose; that  as  he  rode  away  the  defendant 
told  him  if  he  said  anything  more  about 
the  matter  he  would  knock  him  off  his 
horse,  and  "beat  the  stuffin'  out  of  him;'' 
that  after  the  blow  the  defendant  asked 
him  to  go  into  the  house  and  wash,  which 
he  refused  to  do,  the  defendant  stating  that 
he  was  sorry  he  had  hit  him,  but  that 
plaintiff  had  aggravated  him  until  he  did 
it;  that  it  was  a  straight  blow,  as  hard  as 
the  defendant  could  strike;  that  plaintiff 
went  home,  and  then  to  the  justice  of  the 
peace,  and  made  complaint;  that  his  nose 
bled  profusely;  that  he  had  suffered  a 
great  deal  of  pain  and  clogging  up  of  the 
nose,  and  had  pain  in  his  nose  for  over 
two  months,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial, 
some  ten  months  afterwards,  it  still  pained 
him  occasionally;  that  after  seeing  the 
justice  plaintiff  came  by  a  store,  where 
there  were  three  or  four  men,  and  where 
there  was  some  conversation  about  the 
affair;    that   he   did  not   wash   the   blood 


inadequate,  and  that  the  court  very  prop- 
erly set  it  aside.     Barrette  v.  Carr,  supra. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  while  traveling  as  a 
passenger,  was  intentionally  thrown  from 
a  car  by  the  conductor  of  the  defendant, 
and,  as  a  consequence,  was  confined  to  his 
bed  for  six  weeks,  and  to  the  house  for  two 
more,  two  of  his  ribs  were  broken,  both  of 
his  legs  injured,  as  were  also  his  back  and 
spine,  as  a  result  of  which,  from  the  time 
of  the  accident  to  the  time  of  the  trial 
(nearly  two  years),  he  had  fainting  spells, 
and  some  of  his  injuries  were  permanent, 
a  verdict  for  $200  was  held  to  be  inade- 
quate, and  a*  new  trial  was  granted.  Tour- 
telotte  V.  Westchester  Electric  R.  Co.  120 
App.  Div,  417,  105  N.  Y.  Supp.  50. 

Jackson  ▼.  Humboldt,  84  Kan.  445,  113 
Pac.  1047,  is  directly  in  point,  but  is  suffi- 
ciently set  out  in  Sundgbex  v.  Stevens. 

In  Kentucky,  under  a  statute  (Civil  Code, 
§  370)  providing  that  "a  new  trial  shall 
not  be  granted  on  account  of  the  smallness 
of  damages  in  an  action  for  an  injury  to  the 
[)erson  or  reputation,  nor  in  any  other  ac- 
tion where  the  damages  shall  equal  the  ac- 
tual pecuniary  injury  sustained,"  it  was 
held  in  Taylor  v.  I^owser,  12  Bush,  465, 
that  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  as- 
sessment of  the  actual  pecuniary  damages 
resulting  directly  from  tne  wrong;  so  that 
where  the  value  of  the  plaintiff's  services 
during  the  time  he  was  disabled  by  his 
wound  and  the  amount  he  reasonably  ex- 
pended for  medicines  and  medical  atten- 
tion in  effecting  his  cure,  as  matters  of 
special  damages,  were  clear,  and  the  jury 
disregarded  this  proof  and  the  peremptory 
instructions  of  the  court  by  finding  1  cent 
in  damages,  a. new  trial  was  granted. 

But  in  Shoff  v.  Wells,  1  Neb.  168,  under 
an  identical  statute,  where  the  testimony 
showed  that  the  plaintiff  paid  his  physician 
$16  for  medical  attendance  rendered  neces- 
sary by  reason  of  the  assault  upon  him, 
30  L.ILA.(Ni3.) 


and  tended  to  show  that  for  ten  days  he  was 
unable  to  work,  and  that  $4  per  day  was 
what  he  could  have  earned,  the  court,  upon 
a  verdict  being  rendered  for  $17.50,  granted 
a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  damages 
awarded  were  inadequate.  Upon  the  new 
trial  a  verdict  of  $37.10  was  returned. 
When  the  case  came  before  the  supreme 
court  of  Nebraska  for  review,  it  was  re- 
manded with  instructions  to  reinstate  the 
first  verdict  and  set  aside  all  subsequent 
proceedings.  It  was  said  of  the  statute  in 
question:  "The  reading  and  interpretation 
contended  for  by  the  counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant in  error  is  that,  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  an  injury  to  the  person  or  rep- 
utation, as  well  sis  in  all  other  actions,  the 
damages  must  equal  the  actual  pecuniary 
injury  sustained.  This  claim  is  opposed 
not  only  to  the  letter,  but  to  the  obvious 
spirit,  of  the  section.  In  cases  of  assault 
and  battery,  libel  and  slander,  so  many  mat- 
ters in  aggravation  or  justification  are  dis- 
closed upon  the  trial  that  it  is  left  for  the 
jury  to  determine,  in  view  of  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, what  should  be  given  as  dam- 
ages. With  their  findings,  courts  rarely  in- 
terfere. Scarcely  a  case  can  be  found  where 
a  new  trial  has  been  granted  because  of  the 
smallness  of  the  damages  assessed.  This 
section,  we  think,  is  but  declaratory  of  the 
practice  which  has  so  long  obtained." 

In  Ward  v.  White,  86  Va.  212,  19  Am. 
St.  Rep.  883,  9  S.  E.  1021,  it  was  held  that 
a  verdict  for  $1,375  would  not  be  set  aside 
for  insufficiency  and  inadequacy  where  the 
plaintiff  sustained  no  perma'nent  bodily  in- 
jury and  there  was  no  definite  proof  of  any 
actual  outlay,  costs,  and  expenses,  except 
generally,  and  the  evidence  disclosed  that 
the  plaintiff  knew  that  he  was  to  be  at- 
tacked, and  did  nothing  to  avoid  the  in- 
jury, but,  on  the  other  hand,  armed  himself 
with  pistols,  and  marched  forth  to  give 
battle.  E.  M.  S. 
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from  his  nose  until  he  finally  returned, 
after  his  visit  to  the  justice  and  stop  at 
the  store.  The  doctor  who  was  consulted 
two  days  later  testified  that  the  nasal 
bone  was  broken;  that  there  was  no  dis- 
placement; that  he  did  not  remember  any 
injury  to  the  lip,  but  his  impression  was 
that  the  eyes  were  still  discolored;  that 
he  noticed  no  bruises  on  the  forehead. 
What  he  "saw  was  with  his  hands;"  that 
he  examined  the  nose,  and  found  crepita- 
tion of  the  bone,  thus  detecting  the  frac- 
ture; that  no  charge  was  made,  and  no 
treatment  given;  that  he  told  plaintiff  to 
be  careful  about  blowing  his  nose,  and  not 
to  get  any  displacement,  and  it  would  be 
aU  right;  that  the  nasal  bones  were  sepa- 
rated, but  not  displaced.  The  wife  testi- 
fied that  when  plaintiff  came  home  from 
his  call  on  the  justice  he  was  covered  with 
blood,  his  nose  still  running  with  blood; 
that  there  was  a  bruise  over  the  eye;  that 
his  eye  was  turned  blue  on  both  sides 
of  his  nose,  and  his  nose  was  swollen  up 
for  a  day  or  so  "about  three  times  as  big," 
and  was  bleeding  every  time  he  would 
wipe  it  for  three  days.  He  seemed  kind 
of  weak.  Another  witness  testified  that  he 
•saw  the  plaintiff  in  the  evening  at  the 
store;  that  his  face  was* bloody;  that  his 
clothes  were  covered  with  blood,  and  one 
of  his  eyes  looked  as  though  it  were  swollen 
some;  that  his  lip  was  bleeding,  and  ap- 
peared to  be  cut. 

The  defendant  was  fined  $5  by  the  justice 
4ind  95  cents  costs,  and  he  directed  the 
justice  to  notify  the  plaintiff  that  if  he 
ever  came  upon  the  place  he  would  beat 
the  life  out  of  him. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  that  pro- 
vocative words  or  acts,  if  any,  constituted 
no  justification  for  an  assault,  and  could 
only  be  considered,  if  at  all,  in  mitigation 
of  punitive  damages,  and  that  if  they  found 
that  the  defendant  had  unlawfully  as- 
saulted and  beaten  the  plaintiff  they  should 
■allow  reasonable  compensation,  not  exceed- 
ing $500.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for 
$1;  50  cents  for  physical  pain,  and  50  cents 
for  insult  and  indignity.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
peals, and  claims  that  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted,  for  the  reason  that  the  jury 
violated  the  instructions  and  awarded  daro- 
■ages  palpably  inadequate. 

It  is  suggested  by  the  defendant  that 
the  plaintiff  not  only  took  pains  to  ex- 
hibit his  alleged  wounds  and  his  bloody 
condition,  but  that  he  and  his  wife  so  ex- 
aggerated their  testimony  that  they  were 
disbelieved  by  the  jury;  that  the  question 
of  damages  w^as  one  for  the  jury,  and  could 
not  be  measured  by  any  fixed  standard; 
and  that  before  a  new  trial  could  be  granted 
it  should  appear  that  the  jury  were  mis- 
til)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


led  by  mistake,  or  influenced  by  prejudice 
or  passion.  The  case  of  Pritchard  v.  Hew- 
itt, 91  Mo.  647,  60  Am.  Rep.  265,  4  S.  W. 
437,  is  cited  as  an  example  of  numerous 
cases  holding  that  in  actions  of  this  kind 
inadequacy  of  damages  is  not  a  ground  for 
a  new  trial,  unless  the  verdict  appears  to 
have  been  the  result  of  passion,  prejudice, 
or  partiality.  In  this  decision  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Missouri  is  found  a  quo- 
tation (p.  550)  from  pag6  451  of  volume  1 
of  the  second  edition  of  Graham  &  Water- 
man on  New  Trials,  to  the  effect  that  the 
reason  for  refusing  to  disturb  verdicts  in 
cases  of  this  kind  is  that  there  is  no  scale 
by  which  the  damages  are  to  be  graduated 
with  certainty;  that  the  law  presumes  the 
jury  to  have  done  their  duty;  and  until 
the  result  of  their  deliberation  appears  in 
a  form  calculated  to  shock  the  understand- 
ing and  impress  no  dubious  conviction  of 
their  prejudice  and  passion,  their  verdict 
will  not  be  disturbed. 

The  plaintiff  insists  that,  the  assault 
being  admitted,  and  the  court  having  in- 
structed to  award  compensation,  a  verdict 
for  nominal  damages  was  a  disobedience 
of  the  instruction,  and  contrary  to  the 
evidence,  and  cites  numerous  authorities 
in  support  of  his  contention.  Whatever 
may  have  been  the  manner  or  appearance 
of  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  upon  the  stand, 
it  was  shown  beyond  dispute,  in  addition  to 
the  admission  of  defendant,  that,  without 
legal  justification,  he  struck  plaintiff  in 
the  face,  the  effect  of  which  at  least  was 
to  separate  the  nasal  bones,  and  to  cause 
profuse  bleeding  of  the  nose;  to  a  charge 
of  assault,  he  pleaded  guilty.  Whether 
the  plaintiff  was  mistaken  in  his  statement 
that  the  blow  was  straight  from  the  shoul- 
der, or  whether  he  was  mistaken  in  stat- 
ing that  the  one  blow  injured  his  nose, 
split  his  lip,  and  bruised  his  forehead,  it 
does  appear  that  his  lip  was  injured,  and 
that  his  eye  was  discolored.  It  was  held 
in  Lonergan  v.  Small,  81  Kan.  48,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  976,  105  Pac.  27:  "An  assault  up- 
on another  is  an  intentional  infringement 
upon  the  absolute  right  of  personal  se- 
curity, for  which  the  law  gives  a  right  of 
action  against  the  wrongdoer,  in  which 
damages  for  mental  suffering  which  is  the 
proximate  and  natural  result  of  such  wrong 
may  be  awarded,  although  there  was  no 
battery  or  bodily  injury  inflicted."    . 

Whenever  it  is  manifest  that  the  fury 
have  found  against  the  clear  weight  of  the 
evidence,  and  that  the  party  asking  for 
a  new  trial  has  not,  in  all  probability,  had 
I  a  fair  trial,  nor  received  substantial  jus- 
tice, it  is  an  imperative  duty  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  grant  a  new  trial.  Chero- 
kee &  P.  Coal  &  Min.  Co.  y.  Stoop,  56  Kan. 
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426,  43  Pac  766.  In  Noftzger  ▼.  Hoffett, 
63  Kan.  354,  65  Pac.  670,  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  attorney  suing  for  com- 
pensation was  entitled  to  a  substantial  re- 
covery, and  it  was  held  that  the  court 
erred  in  holding  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  anything.  In  Thompson  v.  Bur- 
tis,  65  Kan.  674-676,  70  Pac.  604,  evidence 
was  offered  as  to  the  extent  and  value  of 
the  legal  services  for  which  compensation 
was  sought,  which  was  not  contradicted 
or  impeached,  and  which  showed  a  right 
to  recover  a  substantial  amount,  if  any- 
thing. The  jury  awarded  the  nominal  sum 
of  $4,  and  this  was  held  to  involve  an  in- 
consistency, and  not  to  be  sustained  by 
the  testimony.  In  the  opinion,  Chief  Justice 
Johnston  said:.  "The  jury,  it  is  true,  was 
not  obliged  to  accept  as  conclusive  the  opin- 
ions of  experts  as  to  the  value  of  legal 
services,  but  they  could  not. overlook  com- 
petent testimony  that  was  un impeached." 
"In  some  way  the  jury  were  warped  from 
the  direct  line  of  duty,  and,  instead  of 
awarding  a  substantial  sum,  gave  the  mere 
nominal  amount  of  $1.  This  was  error." 
(pp.  675,  676.) 

In  Harrod  v.  Latham  Mercantile  &  Com- 
mercial Co.  77  Kan.  466,  95  Pac.  11,  a 
verdict  was  directed  for  the  plaintiff.  Evi- 
dence of  certain  facts  was  uncontradicted, 
but  it  was  there  said  that  the  facts  sought 
to  hfi  proven  by  such  evidence  were  in  is- 
sue. **When,  therefore,  there  is  no  dispute 
as  to  the  ultimate  facts  upon  which  the 
right  of  recovery  depends,  the  court  may 
direct  a  verdict.*'  (p.  474.)  It  was,  how- 
ever, further  said:  "Whenever  the  testi- 
mony must  be  weighed  and  conclusions 
deduced  therefrom,  the  jury  alone  must 
make  the  deductions  in  the  first  instance." 
(p.  475.)  And  the  directing  of  the  ver- 
dict was  held  to  be  erroneous. 

In  Saindon  y.  Morrell,  78  Kan.  63,  95 
Pac.  1056,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment 
would  not  be  reversed  for  the  reason  only 
that  the  evidence  "may  seem  to  justify" 
the  recovery  of  a  larger  sum.  -That  was 
an  action  for  damages  for  assault  and 
battery,  in  which  only  $15  was  awarded. 
It  was  held  that  if,  as  a  question  of  law, 
all  the  undisputed  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses was  to  be  taken  as  true,  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  a  larger  verdict;  but 
that  it  was  the  province  of  the  jury  to 
determine,  in  the  first  instance,  the  credi- 
bility of  the  witnesses,  and  what  their 
testimony  proved,  though  they  were  not 
contradicted;  and  that  the  judgment  would 
not  be  reversed  because  the  evidence  would 
seem  to  justify  a  larger  verdict.  But  no 
such  admission  and  no  such  instruction  as 
those  now  under  consideration  were  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinion.  In  Heineken  v. 
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Benton  Twp.  84  Kan.  881,  115  Pac.  592, 
it  was  held  that  the  verdict  could  not  be 
set  aside  for  inadequacy,  not  being  for 
nominal  damages,  not  inconsistent  with  the 
facts,  and  not  showing  passion  or  pre- 
judice. 

In  Miller  v.  Miller,  81  Kan.  397,  398, 
105  Pac.  544,  545,  an  action  to  recover* 
the  value  of  personal  services,  it  was  not 
disputed  that  services  of  substantial  value 
were  rendered;  but  it  was  claimed  that 
they  were  to  be  gratuitous,  which  was  dis- 
puted. The  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  asses- 
sing his  damages  as  $1.  The  verdict  was 
set  aside,  on  the  ground 'that  the  recovery 
was  too  small.  In  the  opinion  it  was  said: 
"By  finding  for  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  de- 
termined the  issue  in  his  favor,  and  it  only 
remained  to  award  reasonable  compensa- 
tion. This  is  not  a  case  for  nominal  dam- 
ages, sueh  as  are  allowed  for  the  breach 
of  a  legal  duty  which  has  caused  no  ma- 
terial loss.  Such  an  award  is  permissible, 
in  a  proper  case,  to  vindicate  a  right  where 
damages  are  possible,  but  have  not  been 
suffered."     (p.  398.) 

In  Bressler  v.  McVey,  82  Kan.  341,  343, 
108  Pac.  97,  98,  there  was  no  dispute  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  amount 
claimed,  if  entitled  to  recoverv  at  all.  The 
jury  found  in  his  favor,  awarding  one  half 
the  amount  claimed.  It  was  held  that  such 
verdict  should  be  set  aside  at  the  instance 
of  either  party.  In  the  opinion  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Mason  said:  "The  jury  were  called 
upon  to  determine  which  condition  existed; 
but  instead  of  doing  so  they  assumed  to 
settle  the  controversy  by  allowing  one  half 
of  the  claim  and  disallowing  the  other  half, 
no  doubt  with  the  idea  that  'splitting  the 
difference'  was  a  fair  method  of  compro- 
mising the  dispute.  But  in  this  they  mis- 
took their  function."     (p.  343.) 

In  Jackson  v.  Humboldt,  84  Kan.  445, 
113  Pac.  1047,  an  action  to  recover  for 
assault  and  battery,  the  evidence  tended 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  grievous- 
ly wounded,  his  face  disfigured,  his  sight 
permanently  impaired,  and  that  he  had 
suffered  great  pain,  lost  considerable  time, 
and  incurred  material  expense.  The  jury 
found  in  his  favor,  assessing  his  damages 
at  $1.  This  was  held  to  be  erroneous,  and 
that  a  new  trial  should  have  b'>pn  ordered. 

The  fact  that  the  provision  of  the  former 
Code,  forbidding  a  new  trial  for  smallnrss 
of  damages,  was  omitted  from  tlie  pres- 
ent Civil  Code,  is  an  indication  that  the 
legislature  deemed  inadequacv  a  proper 
ground  for  a  new^  trial ;  it  having  boon  said 
in  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  v.  O'Xoill,  08 
Kan.  253,  74  Pac.  1107,  that  "the  rule  may 
be  hard,  and  in  some  cases  may  he  pro- 
ductive of  injustice,  but  that  is  a  consider- 
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ation  to  be  addressed  to  the  lawmakers, 
and  not  to  the  law  interpreters."  (p.  256.) 

In  Miller  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
58  K.  J.  L.  428,  33  Atl.  950,  a  woman  sued 
for  damages,  caused  by  the  company's  neg- 
lect to  provide  a  bench  for  her  to  alight 
on.  There  was  considerable  evidence  show- 
ing the  serious  character  of  the  hurt,  and 
that  it  was  painful  and  chronic,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  to  the  contrary.  The  jury 
rendered  a  verdict  for  6  cents,  and  the  su- 
preme court  of  New  Jersey  said:  "This  re- 
sult of  the  trial  in  this  case  cannot  be 
explained  on  any  ground  that  will  har- 
monize it  with '  justice  or  with  common 
sense."     (p.  429.) 

In  speaking  of  a  verdict  resulting  from 
passion,  prejudice,  or  partiality,  or  a  mis- 
take or  failure  to  take  into  consideration 
the  proper  elements  of  damage,  it  was  said, 
in  McDonald  v.  Walter,  40  N.-  Y.  551: 
"But,  when  the  case  does  plainly  show 
such  a  result,  justice  as  plainly  forbids 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  denied  what 
is  his  due,  as  that  the  defendant  should 
pay  what  he  ought  not  to  be  charged." 
(p.  554.)  In  Tathwell  v.  Cedar  Rapids, 
122  Iowa,  50,  97  N.  W.  96,  the  supreme 
court  of  Iowa  held  that,  the  unimpeached 
testimony  of  the  plaintiff  having  shown  him 
entitled  to  a  much  greater  sum  than  that 
awarded  by  the  jury,  the  trial  court  right- 
fully set  the  verdict  aside  because  inade- 
quate under  the  evidence.  In  Leavitt  v. 
Dow,  105  Me.  60,  53,  134  Am.  St.  Rep. 
534,  72  Atl.  735,  736,  17  Ann.  Cas.  1072, 
it  was  said:  "And  it  is  now  held,  both 
in  England  and  in  courts  of  the  United 
States,  that  no  reason  can  be  given  for 
setting  aside  verdicts  because  of  excessive 
damages  which  does  not  apply  to  setting 
them  aside  for  inadequacy  of  damages." 
(p.  53.) 

It  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of 
New  York,  in  Lewis  v.  New  York  City  R. 
Co.  50  Misc.  535,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  462: 
"  *The  positive  testimony  of  an  unim- 
peached, uncontradicted  witness  cannot  be 
disregarded  by  a  court  or  a  jury  arbi- 
trarily or  capriciously.'  .  .  .  •  The  rights 
of  the  people  would  have  no  safeguard,  and 
the  courts  of  justice  would  afford  no  forum 
for  the  redress  of  wrongs,  if  the  unim- 
peached and  uncontradicted  testimony  of  a 
witness  can  be  overthrown  without  reason." 

In  Newton  v.  Pope,  1  Cow.  109,  110,  it 
was  said:  "But  there  is  no  difficulty  in 
saying  that  where  (as  in  this  case)  the 
witness  is  unimpeached,  the  facts  sworn  to 
by  him  uncontradicted,  either  directly  or 
indirectly,  by  other  witnesses,  and  there 
is  no  intrinsic  improbability  in  the  rela- 
tion given  by  him,  neither  a  court  nor  jury 
can,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion, 
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disregard  Mb  testimony.  It  is  no  lesif  the 
duty  of  a  court  than  of  a  jury  to  decide 
according  to  evidence.  But  it  is  mockery 
to  talk  of  evidence,  if  it  is  discretionary 
with  the  tribunal  to  which  it  is  addressed 
to  disregard  it,  upon  the  vague  suggestion, 
unsupported  by  proof,  of  the  bias  of  the 
witness."     (p.  110.) 

In  Lionberger  v.  Pohlman,  16  .Mo.  App. 
392,  398,  it  was  said  by  Judge  Thompson: 
"But,  after  mature  deliberation,  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  correct  rule  is  that, 
where  the  testimony  offered  in  support  of 
the  allegations  of  the  party  who  sustains 
the  burden  of  proof  is,  if  believed,  suffi- 
cient to  make  out  his  case,  and  is  clear, 
consistent  with  itself,  delivered  by  an  un- 
impeached witness,  and  no  circumstance 
is  developed  tending  to  cast  suspicion  upon 
it,  and  no  substantial  countervailing  evi- 
dence is  offered  by  the  other  party,  if  the 
jury  nevertheless  disregard  it,  and  return 
a  verdict  against  it,  it  will  be  the  duty  of 
the  trial  court  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  of  an  appellate  court  on  appeal  or 
error,  to  set  it  aside  as  being  the  result 
of  a  manifest  mistake."     (p.  398.) 

The  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin,  in  Eng- 
mann  v.  Immel,  59  Wis.  252,  18  N.  W. 
183,  said:  "The  jury  might  as  well  in 
their  arbitrary  and  sovereign  pleasure  ren- 
der a  verdict  without  evidence  as  against 
evidence."  (p.  252.)  Lord  Stowell,  in 
Elwes  V.  Elwes,  1  Hagg.  Consist.  Rep.  269, 
thus  states  the  matter:  "If  witnesses  come 
unimpeached  in  point  of  general  integrity, 
if  they  depose  with  characters  of  fairness 
in  their  particular  narrations,  the  facts 
must  be  received,  or  there  is  an  end  of  all 
judicial  inquiry."  (p.  409.)  See  also 
Hughey  v.  Sullivan  (C.  C.)  80  Fed.  72; 
Barrette  v.  Carr,  76  Vt.  426,  66  Atl.  93; 
Ford  V.  Minneapolis  Street  R.  Co.  98  Minn. 
96,  107  N.  W.  817,  8  Ann.  Cas.  903,  and 
note;  Brown  ▼.  Petersen,  26  App.  D.  C. 
359,  4  Ann.  Cas.  980. 

The  rule,  founded  upon  justice  and  rea- 
son, and  isupported  by  the  weight  of  au- 
thority, is  that  in  cases  of  this  kind,  if  the 
verdict  is  so  inadequate  as  clearly  to  indi- 
cate partiality,  passion,  or  prejudice  on 
the  part  of  the  jury,  or  failure  to  heed 
the  evidence  and  facts  actually  shown,  it 
should  be  set  aside;  that,  while  the  jury 
are  the  exclusive  judges  in  the  first  in- 
stance of  the  weight  of  the  evidence  and 
the  credibility  of  the  witnesses,  this  means 
that  they  are  in  fact  judges  thereof,  act- 
ing with  reason  and  fairness,  and  not  from 
partiality  or  caprice,  or  arbitrarily. 

With  the  facts  before  them  that  be- 
yond any  question  of  doubt  the  assault 
was  made  without  legal  justification,  that 
it  was  of  sufficient  violence  to  cause  pro- 
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fuse  bleeding  at  the  nose,  and  a  separa- 
tion of  the  nasal  bones,  and  with  the  di- 
rection by  the  court  to  return  such  a  ver- 
dict as  would  amount  to  compensation, 
the  conclusion  seems  inevitable  that  the 
jury,  either  from  partiality  or  caprice,  or 
from  failure  to  obey  the  instruction  of  the 
court,  returned  a  verdict,  not  for  compen- 
satory but  for  nominal  damages.  Men  are 
t<5  be  commended  for  seeking  legal  redress 
in  court,  instead  of  taking  vengeance  into 
their  ovni  hands.  Common  sense  and  the 
common  instincts  of  humanity  revolt  at 
the  notion  that  for  the  physical  pain  and 
humiliation  caused  by  the  assault.  $1 — 
50  cents  for  eachr— could  be  otherwise  than 
farcical. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  re- 
versed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  di- 
rections to  grant  a  new  trial. 

Johnston,  Ch.  J.,  and  Smith,  Porter, 
and  Benson,  JJ.,  concur. 

Mason,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  petition  alleged  that  the  defendant 
struck  the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  inflicted 
certain  specified  injuries.  The  answer  con- 
tained a  general  denial,  admitting  the  strik- 
ing, thereby,  as  it  seems  to  me,  denying 
that  the  plaintiff  had  received  any  substan- 
tial injury,  and  placing  upon  him  the 
burden  of  proof  in  that  regard.  If  he  had 
offered  no  evideifce,  he  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  a  verdict  for  nominal  damages  for 
the  invasion  of  his  legal  right,  but  to  noth- 
ing, more.  The  jury  obviously  disbelieved 
his  entire  evidence  as  to  the  extent  of  his 
injury,  and  rendered  the  only  verdict  con- 
formable with  that  belief.  The  trial  coui:t 
approved  the  verdict.  The  rule  is  that  this 
court  will  not  set  aside  a  verdict,  merely 
because  it  is  in  conflict  with  oral  testimony 
which  no  witness  contradicted.  Th4  de- 
cision seems  to  proceed  upon  the  theory 
that  the  facts  were  as  testified  to  by  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant had  admitted  as  much.  I  think  the 
defendant  admitted  nothing  beyond  a  tech- 
nical assault,  and  that  it  was  the  province 
of  the  jury  to  say  whether  anything  more 
was  committed. 

Bnrch,  J.,  dissenting: 

There  is  nothing  about  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  more  positive  than  that  all 
his  claimed  injuries  proceeded  from  one 
straight  blow.  He  described  it  in  words 
several  times,  always  the  same,  and  he  de- 
scribed it,  as  the  record  shows,  by  an  in- 
dicating gesture.  If,  however,  that  were 
true,  the  claimed  results  were  incredible. 
Tlie  opinion  of  the  court  recognizes  this 
difficulty,  and  recognises  the  necessity  of 
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eliminating  some  portions  of  the  plain- 
tiff's story.  So  the  opinion  picks  out  what 
is  certainly  true,  and  .make  the  palliativi* 
suggestion  as  to  a  mistake  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  as  to  one  or  the  other  of  two 
incompatible  sets  of  statements.  The  jury 
did  precisely  the  same  kind  of  work  in  the 
exercise  of  what  has  heretofore  been  be- 
lieved to  be  its  proper  function,  and  the 
law  in  such  cases  is  clearly  as  stated  by 
Mr.  Justice  Mason. 

What  about  damages  for  humiliation? 
The  evidence  is  open  to  the  interpretation 
that  the  plaintiff  repeated  and  repeated 
statements  which  the  defendant  regarded  as 
an  impeachment  of  his  veracity,  and  so  ag- 
grawited  the  defendant  into  striking  him. 
The  defendant  was  immediately  sorry  for 
his  act,  and  wanted  to  do  what  he  could  to 
repair  it.  The  plaintiff  had  a  nosebleed, 
and  seemed  to  regard  it  as  a  very  valuable 
asset.  He  would  not  wash  at  the  defend- 
ant's house,  or  permit  the  defendant  to 
send  some  water  out  to  him  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  went  home.  He  would  not  wash 
himself  there,  but  carried  his  ensanguined 
front  to  the  home  of  a  neighbor  living  north 
of  him,  where  he  inquired  for  the  justice 
of  the  peace.  After  making  this  exhibi- 
tion of  his  humiliation,  he  went  to  the 
justice  of  the  peace.  The  plaintiff  lives 
a  mile  and  a  half  north  of  Kipp,  and  the 
justice  lives  west  and  north  of  Kipp.  After 
initiating  his  criminal  proceeding,  the 
plaintiff  went  to  Kipp.  He  said  he  had  no 
business  there,  but  he  went  to  the  store 
and  paraded  his  humiliation  there,  mean- 
time having  wiped  the  blood  over  his  face. 
Then  he  went  home.  In  view  of  this  and 
other  peculiar  testimony,  the  jury  doubt- 
less concluded  that  the  plaintiff  was  simply 
trying  to  lay  the  foundation  for  a  big 
lawsuit,  and  that  substantial  damages  for 
genuine  humiliation  of  feelings  were  not 
established. 

Then  what  about  personal  injuries? 
The  defendant  was  present  in  court,  and 
the  jury  could  estimate  his  physical 
strength.  The  plaintiff  said  the  defendant 
struck  him  a  straight  blow  as  hard  as  he 
could.  Yet  the  plaintiff  was  not  knocked 
down.  Despite  his  story  of  cut  lip,  con- 
tused forehead,  black  eyes,  and  broken  nose, 
when  he  went  to  the  doctor  two  days  after-* 
ward,  visible  traces  of  injury  had  substan* 
tially,  if  not  entirely,  disappeared.  The 
doctor's  only  positive  testimony  was  this: 
"Do  you  recall  what  you  saw?  A.  Yes, 
sir.  Q.  What  did  you  see?  A.  Wliat  I 
saw,  I  saw  with  my  hands."  By  taking 
hold  of  the  nose  a  crepitation  was  per- 
.ceptible,  indicating  a  separation  of  the  nasal 
cartilage  from  the  cheek  bone.  The  carti- 
lage was  not  cracked,  and  there  was  no  dis- 
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placement;  no  treatment  was  necessary; 
none  was  given;  and  no  charge  was  made. 
The  doctor  has  nothing  whatever  to  say  of 
exhibited  pain  or  discomfort  of  any  kind, 
and  the  plaintiff  lost  no  time,  except  it  be 
in  getting  his  lawsuits  under  way.  The 
result  is  the  plaintiff  was  discredited  by 
his  doctor,  as  well  as  in  other  ways,  and 
upon  all  the  evidence  the  jury  concluded 
that  the  result  of  the  blow  was*really  in- 
consequential, and  not  worthy  of  more  than 
nominal  damages.  Because  the  jury,  after 
seeing  and  hearing  all  the  witnesses,  in- 
ferred falsification  where  the .  court  infers 
mistake,  threw  out  what  it  believed  to  be 
the  product  of  falsification,  and  exercised 
its  judgment  in  a  matter  respecting  wdiich 
even  the  opinion  of  the  court  vouchsafes  no 
standard  of  measurement,  I  am  not  willing 
to  brand  the  jury  as  arbitrary,  capricious, 
partial,  etc.,  nor  willing  to  convict  the  trial 
judge,  who,  with  advantages  which  this 
court  does  not  possess,  approved  the  ver- 
dict, of  sanctioning  a  farce  against  which 
common  sense  revolts. 

In  the  case  of  Heineken  v.  Benton  Twp. 
84  Kan.  881,  115  Pac.  592,  almost  the  entire 
amount  of  the  plaintifi^s  claim  of  $4,500 
was  for  physical  injuries,  impaired  health, 
doctor's  bills,  and  the  cost  of  medicine.  He 
told  how  he,  together  with  his  team  and 
b"g^>  went  over  an  embankment,  and  how 
his  head  was  driven  into  the  sand  in  the 
bottom  of  the  creek.  He  claimed  that  his 
health  failed,  that  he  was  under  the  doc- 
tor's care  for  a  long  time,  and  that  he 
spent  much  money  in  an  effort  to  restore 
his  health.  Nobody  saw  the  remarkable 
occurrence  upon  which  he  based  his  claim 
for  these  damages,  and  the  jury,  disbe- 
lieving his  story  respecting  it,  allowed  him 
nothing.  The  jury  did  allow  him  $45  for 
injury  to  his  buggy  and  $5  for  injury  to 
his  harness.  Had  these  items  not  been  in- 
cluded, the  case  would  be  exactly  parallel 
in  principle  to  this  one.  '% 
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GUSTAVE  JAEGER  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

GRAND    LODGE    OF    ORDER   OF    HER- 
MANN'S  SONS,   Appt. 

'(—  Wis.  — ,  135  N.  W.  809.) 

Insurance  ^  mutual  benefit  ^  retro- 
active —  rate  —  deduction  from  poli- 
cy. 

Consent  by  a  member  of  a  mutual  bene- 
fit society,  to  be  bound  by  all  present  and 
future  rules  of  the  order,  does  not  empower 
the  society  to  make  an  increase  in  the  rate 
of  his  assessment  date  from  the  inception 
39  LJR.A.(N.S.) 


of  his  policy,  and  deduct  the  amount  ow- 
ing by  nim  under  such  arrangement  from 
the  face  of  his  policy. 

(April    23,    1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee 
County  in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to 
be  due  upon  a  mutual  benefit  certificate. 
Affirmed. 

Statement   by   Kerwin,    J.: 

This  action  was  brought  against  the  de- 
fendant to  recover  upon  a  benefit  certificate 
or  policy  for  $1,000  issued  September  1, 
1888.  The  plaintiffs  recovered  judgment 
for  $363.93  damages  and  costs;  said  dam- 
ages being  the  amount  which  the  court 
below  held  balance  due  plaintiffs  upon  the 
certificate  or  policy.  Upon  the  trial  the 
defendant  admitted  there  was  due  and  paid 
over  $536.07,  and  the  judgment  recovered 
was  the  difference  between  this  amount  and 
the  face  of  the  certificate  lees  $100.  The 
case  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  jury, 
and  the  court  found  that  the  defendant 
made  the  certificate  or  policy  September  1, 
1888,  to  the  deceased,  Claus  Jaeger.  That 
said  Jaeger  paid  all  assessments  levied  and 
imposed  upon  him  by  the  Grand  Lodge  for 
the  maintenance  of  his  certificate  or  policy, 
and  did  also  pay  all  lodge  dues  imposed 
upon  him  and  required  to  be  paid,  and  at 
the  time  of  his  death  was  in  all  respects 
a  member  of  said  order  in  good  standing. 
That  at  a  regular  meeting  of  said  Grand 
Lodge  in  1897,  a  by-law  was  enacted  re- 
quiring every  member  then  belonging  to 
said  order,  or  who  should  subsequently 
join,  to  submit  to  a  deduction  of  10  per 
cent,  or  $100,  of  the  $1,000  stipulated  in 
his  policy  to  be  paid  his  beneficiary  or 
beneficiaries  upon  his  death,  said  $100  to 
be  paid  into  a  guaranty  fund,  and  the  re- 
maining $900  only  should  be  paid  to  the 
beneficiary  or  beneficiaries  designated  in 
said  policy.  That  the  wife  of  said  Claus 
Jaeger,  who  was  designated  as  beneficiory 
in  his  said  policy,  died  at  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1906.  That,  in  pui'suance  of  a  stipu- 
lation contained  in  said  policy,  said  Claus 
Jaeger  did,  on  the  27th  day  of  February, 
•1906,  change  the  beneficiary  originally 
named,  and  designated  his  six  children  as 
beneficiaries,  namely,  Adolph,  Carl,  Henry, 

^»^^^»   I  mi  _  ^      w  ■  urn 

Note.  —  The  question  of  the  right  of  a 
mutual  benefit  sociefy  to  increase  rates  is 
covered  by  annotation  appended  to  Rey- 
nolds V.  Supreme  Council,  R.  A.  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1154,  and  Dowdall  v.  Supreme 
Council,  C.  M.  B.  A,  31  L.R.A. (N.S.)   417. 
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Helen,  Paul,  and  Fred,  and  requested  that 
the  amount  of  insurance  due  on  such  pol- 
icy leas  10  per  cent  be  paid  to  said  newly 
designated  beneficiaries,  and  that  such  10 
per  cent  thereof,  pursuant  to  the  above 
mentioned  by-law,  be  paid  into  the  guar- 
anty fund,  and  that  a  memorandum  of  such 
declaration  changing  such  beneficiaries,  and 
providing  that  a  deduction  of  10  per  cent 
pi  the  amount  designated  in  the  policy  be 
paid  into  the  guaranty  fund,  was  indorsed 
on  said  policy  and  subscribed  by  the  grand 
secretary  of  said  Grand  Lodge.  That  from 
and  after  said  incorporation  of  said  Grand 
Lodge  of  Wisconsin  of  the  Order  of  Her- 
mann's Sons,  said  defendant  corporation 
duly  assumed  all  the  obligations  of  said 
Grand  Lodgei  which  it  had  entered  into 
prior  to  its  said  incorporation,  and  thence- 
forth, and  up  .to  tne  time  of  the  death  of 
said  Glaus  Jaeger,  received  and  collected 
all  the  assessments  payable  by  said  Jaeger 
upon  said  policy  and  all  other  assessments 
levied  upon  all  members  of  said  order. 
That  about  the  year  1897  said  Grand  Lodge 
enacted  a  certain  by-law  to  meet  the  losses 
due  the  increasing  d^ath  rate  of  members, 
also  to  the  effect  that  all  members  who 
should  be  such  on  and  prior  to  the  1st  day 
of  March,  189S,  should,  from  and  alter  that 
day,  he  required  to  pay  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  their  respective  policies  of  $1,000 
each  certain  monthly  assessments  varying 
according  to  ages  attained  by  such  members 
at  the  time  of  becoming  members,  increas- 
ing from  ages  between  eighteen  and  twen- 
ty-five years  up  to  ages  between  forty  and 
forty-five  years;  and  that  members  who, 
at  the  time  they  became  members,  had  at- 
tained an  age  between  forty  and  forty-five 
years,  should  pay  a  monthly  assessment  of 
$2.75;  and  that  by  said  by-law  it  was  fur- 
ther provided  that  all  membel*s  who  should 
become  members  after  said  1st  day  of 
March,  1898,  should  be  required  to  pay 
on  policies  of  $1,000  lower  monthly  as- 
sessments, which  also  varied  and  increased 
between  the  ages  of  eighteen  and  twenty- 
five  years  up  to  between  forty  and  forty- 
five  years;  and  that  all  persons  who,  at 
the  time  of  becoming  members,  had  at- 
tained an  age  between  forty  and  forty-five 
years,  should  pay  a  monthly  assessment 
of  $2.04.  Said  Claus  Jaeger  became  a  mem- 
ber of  Robert  Blum  Lodge  No.  4  in  1879, 
and  was  then  forty-four  years  of  age,  and 
from  and  after  March  1,  1898,  paid  for  the 
maintenance  of  his  policy  a  monthly  as- 
sessment of  $2.75  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death,  all  of  which  assessments  were  duly 
paid  to  said  Grand  Lodge.  Said  Jaeger 
died  on  the  3d  day  of  January,  1910,  and 
at  the  time  of  his  death  was  a  member  in 
good  standing  of  said  Robert  Blum  Lodge 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


No.  4.  That  on  the  11th  day  of  January, 
1910,  due  notice  of  the  death  of  said  Claus 
Jaeger  was  given  in  writing  to  said  Grand 
Lodge,  and  more  than  ninety  days  expired 
before  the  commencement  of  tliis  action. 
That  on  the  26th  day  of  March,  1910, 
Adolph  Jaeger,  Carl  Jaeger,  Henry  Jaeger, 
and  Fred  Jaeger,  four  of  the  beneficiaries 
designated  in  the  policy,  did  for  value  re- 
ceived duly  assign  and  transfer  to  plain- 
tiff Gustave  Jaeger  all  their  right,  title, 
and  interest  in  said  policy,  and  in  and  to 
said  sum  of  $1,000  mentioned  therein,  and 
ever  since  said  Gustave  Ja^er  has  been, 
and  still  is,  the  owner  of  an  undivided  four 
sixths  of  said  policy  and  the  money  there- 
by secured.  That  the  plaintiffs  Paul  Jae- 
ger and  Helen  Jaeger,  two  of  the  benefi- 
ciaries designated,  are  minors,  and  are  still 
the  owners  of  an  undivided  one  sixth  each 
of  said  policy.  That  upon  proceedings  duly 
had  in  the  county  court  of  Milwaukee  coun- 
ty, said  Giffitave  Jaeger  was,  on  the  9th 
day  of  April,  1910,  duly  appoilited  general 
guardian  of  the  above-named  minors,  and 
letters  of  guardianship  were  duly  issued, 
and  said  Gustave  Jaeger  ever  since  has  b^n 
and  still  is  the  general  guardian  of  said 
minors.  That  the  defendant  Grand  Lodge 
has  in  its  possession  a  reserve  fund  exceed- 
ing $20,000.  That  before  the  commence- 
ment of  the  trial  of  this  action,  said  de- 
fendant paid  to  the  plaintiffs  $536.07,  the 
amount  admitted  to  be  due  upon  said  pol- 
icy, without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of 
plaintiffs  to  continue  said  action  for  the 
sum  of  $463.93  and  interest  thereon,  denied 
by.  defendant  to  be  due.  That  at  its  an- 
nual session  in  August,  1909,  said  defend- 
ant adopted  an  amendment  to  its  by-laws 
to  the  effect  that  all  members  of  said  or- 
der who  were  such  prior  to  the  1st  day  of 
March,  1898,  should  be  advanced  to  their 
attained  age  as  of  that  date,  or,  in  lieu 
thereof,  be  given  the  following  options: 
First,  the  privilege  of  paying  in  cash  the 
amount  they  ought  to  have  paid  into  the 
benefit  fund,  had  they  been  charged  the 
present  table  of  rates  from  the  time  they 
were  initiated  into  the  order  to  the  1st  day 
of  March,  1898,  to  wit,  that  they,  should 
be  charged  one  payment  -a  month  at  the 
age  at  which  they  were  initiated  at  the  rate 
provided  by  the  present  table  of  rates, 
against  which  they  should  be  credited  with 
the  amount  they  actually  paid  during  that 
period  of  time,  and  the  balance  should  be 
the  deficiency;  second,  that  said  members 
may  have  said  deficiency  charged  against 
their  benefit  certificate  with  2^  per  cent 
simple  interest  so  long  as  the  same  re- 
mains unpaid,  with  accrued  interest  there- 
on, which  deficiency,  with  interest  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  said  member,  should 
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be  deducted  from  the  face  of  his  benefit 
certificate;  and  that  eaid  by-lawe  should 
apply  only  to  members  who  were  initiated 
into  the  order  before  March  1,  1898.  That, 
pursuant  to  the  above  by-lawB|  the  grand 
secretary  of  said  defendant  did,  about  Sep- 
tember, 1910,  compute  the  amounts  of  said 
alleged  deficiencies  to  be  charged  against 
the  respective  policies  of  members  who 
joined  before  March  1,  1898,  and  that  the 
amount  so  computed*  as  a  deficiency  against 
the  policy  of  Claus  Jaeger  was  $363.93, 
and  that  said  secretary  issued  a  printed 
circular  in  which  each  member  was  re- 
quested  to  signify  his  choice,  whether  he 
would  pay  the  d^ciency  in  cash,  or  would 
suffer  the  same  to  be  deducted  with  2^  per 
eeut  interest  from  the  amount  of  his  pol- 
icy at  his  death.  That  said  ClauB  Jaeger 
never  acquiesced  in  said  amendment,  and 
did  not  manifest  any  choice  as  to  whether 
he  would  pay  cash  or  sufi'er  the  same  to 
be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  his  policy. 
That,  before  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion, the  plaintiffs  duly  demanded  of  de- 
fendant payment  of  the  amount  of  $1,000 
named  in  the  policy,  which  payment  was 
refused. 

The  court,  concluded  that  said  by-law  of 
1897,  which  required  every  member  then  be- 
longing to  said  order  and  every  future  mem- 
ber to  submit  to  a  deduction  of  10  per 
•cent,  or  $100,  at  his  death  from  his  $1,000 
policy,  to  be  paid  into  a  reserve  fund,  and 
that  only  the  remaining  $900  should  be 
paid  to  the  beneficiary  or  beneficiaries  of 
«uch  policy,  was  and  is  unreasonable  and 
void  as  to  said  Glaus  Jaeger  and  all  mem- 
bers who  joined  said  Order  prior  to  the 
passage  of  said  law;  but  that  since  in  and 
by  the  written  declaration  made  by  said 
Claiis  Jaeger  for  the  substitution  of  said 
six  children  as  beneficiaries  in  lieu  of  his 
wife,  who  had  died,  he  requested  that  10 
per  cent,  or  $100,  of  the  amount  of  the 
policy  be  deducted  from  such  policy,  and 
paid  into  the  reserve  fund  of  said  Grand 
Lodge,  he,  said  Claus  Jaeger,  consented  to 
such  deduction,  and  thereafter  was,  and 
these  plaintiffs  now  are,  estopped  from 
•questioning  or  disputing  the  right  of  the 
Grand  Lodge  to  deduct  said  $100  from  the 
amount  of  said  policy;  that  said  amend- 
ment of  its  laws  enacted  by  said  defendant 
at  its  session  in  1909,  to  the  effect  that 
each  member  of  said  order  who  had  joined 
prior  to  the  let  day  of  March,  1898,  should 
be  required  to  pay  the  difference  between 
the  total  amount  of  assessments  he  had 
paid  from  time  of  initiation  to  said  1st  day 
of  March,  1898,  and  the  amount  which  he 
would  have  paid  had  he  paid  the  highest 
rate  of  assessment  then  payable  by  him  ac- 
cording to  the  then  present  rates  of  assess- 
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ments,  or  to  suffer  such  deficiency  to  be  de- 
ducted from  the  amount  of  his  policy  with 
2^  per  cent  interest  added  at  time  of  hiB 
death,  was  and  is  unreasonable  and  void; 
that  there  is  now  due  and  owing  from  the 
said  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs  the  sum  of 
$363.93,  with  interest  thereon  from  the 
12th  day  of  April,  1910. 

Judgment  was  entered  in  accordance  with 
the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law, 
from  which  this  appeal  was  taken. 

Messrs.  O'Connor,  Schmits,  Wildt  A 
Gross,  for  appellant: 

The  enactment  of  the  laws  of  1897  and 
1909,  relating  to  the  mortuary  guaranty 
and  reserve  fimds,  was  proper. 

Borgards  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  79 
Mich.  440,  44  N.  W.  856;  Sargent  v.  Su- 
preme Lodge,  K.  H.  158  Mass.  557,  .33  N. 
E.  650;  Stohr  v.  San  Francisco  Musical 
Fund  Soc.  82  Cal.  557,  22  Pac.  1125;  Bowie 
V.  Grand  Lodge,  L.  W.  L.  99  Cal.  392,  34 
Pac.  103;  Parish  v.  New  York  Produce 
Ezch.  169  N.  Y.  34,  56  LJIA.  149,  61  N. 
E.  977;  Supreme  Commandery^  K.  G.  R. 
V.  Ainsworth,  71  Ala.  436,  46  Am.  Rep. 
332;  Caldwell  v.  Grand  Lodge,  U.  W.  148 
Cal.  195,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  653,  113  Aul  St. 
Rep.  219,  82  Pac.  781,'  7  Ann.  Cas.  356; 
Supreme  Lodge,  K.  P.  v.  Kutscher,  179 
111.  340,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  53  N.  E. 
620;  Fullenwider  v.  Supreme  Council,  R, 
L.  180  111.  621,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  239,  64 
N.  E.  485;  Olson  v.  Court  of  Honor,  100 
Minn.  117,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  521,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  676,  110  N.  W.  374,  10  Ann.  Cas.  622; 
Schmidt  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K.  M.  97  Wis. 
528,  73  N.  W.  22;  Hughes  v.  Wisconsin 
Odd  Fellows  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Wis.  292, 
73  N.  W.  1015;  Loeffler  v.  Modem  Wood- 
men, 100  Wis.  79,  75  N.  W.  1012;  Thomas 
V.  Covert  (Thomas  v.  Supreme  Lodge,  K. 
H.)  126  Wis.  593,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  904,  105 
N.  W.  922,  5  Ann.  Cas.  456. 

The  members  of  benefit  associations  are 
bound  by  laws  adopted  after  their  contracts 
of  insurance  were  issued,  if  such  contracts 
provide  that  members  shall  be  so  bound; 
and  subsequent  amendments  are  held  valid 
as  to  them. 

Hobbs  V.  Iowa  Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  82  Iowa, 
107,  11  L.R.A.  299,  31  Am.  St  Rep.  466, 
47  N.  W.  983;  Supreme  Lodge,  K.  P.  v. 
Knight,  117  Ind.  489,  3  L.R.A.  409,  20 
N.  E.  479.  • 

Messrs.  Schelber  &  Orth,  for  respond- 
ents : 

The  benefit  certificate  is  a  solemn  con- 
tract for  a  specific  amount,  and  cannot  bo 
changed  by  either  party  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  other. 

Wuerfier  v.  Grand  Grove,  W.  0.  D.  116 
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Wis.  19,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  92  N.  W. 
433. 

Where  there  is  a  conflict  between  the 
policy  and  the  laws  of  the  Order  the  policy 
controls. 

Ledebuhr  ▼.  Wisconsip  Trust  Co.  112 
Wis.  667,  88  N.  W.  607;  Bruger  v.  Prince- 
ton &  St.  M.  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  129  Wis.  281, 
109  N.  W.  96;  Wuerfler  v.  Grand  Grove, 
W.  O.  D.  supra;  Baumann  y.  Metropolitan 
L.  Ins.  Co.  144  Wis.  206,  128  N.  W.  864; 
Langan  y.  Supreme  Council,  A.  L.  H.  174 
N.  Y.  266,  66  N.  E.  932;  Beach  y.  Supreme 
Tent,  K.  M.  177  N.  Y.  100,  69  N.  E.  281; 
Weber  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K.  M.  172  N.  Y. 
490,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  763.  66  N.  E.  268; 
Hale  y.  Equitable  Aid  Union,  168  Pa.  377, 
31  Atl.  1066;  Newhall  v.  Supreme  Council 
A.  L.  H.  181  Mass.  Ill,  63  N.  E.  1;  Gaut 
V.  American  Legion  of  Honor,  107  Tcnn. 
603,  66  L.R.A.  470,  64  S.  W.  1070. 

Members  cannot  be  charged  up  with  back 
assessments.  . 

Wuerfler  v.  Grand  Grove,  W.  O.  D.  116 
Wis.  19,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  92  N.  W. 
433;  Strauss  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life 
Asso.  126  N.  C.  97^,  64  L.R.A.  605,  83  Am. 
.St.  Rep.  099,  36  S.  E.  362,  128  N.  C.  465, 
V>4  L.R.A.  609,  83  Am.  St  Rep.  703,  39  S. 
E.  56. 

Discrimination  in  rates  is  unlawful. 

Benjamin  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life 
Asso.  146  Cal.  34,  79  Pac.  617;  Ebert  v. 
Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  81  Minn. 
116,  83  N.  W.  600,  834,  84  N.  W.  457; 
Strauss  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso. 
126  N.  C.  971,  64  L.R.A.  605,  83  Am.  St. 
Rep.  699,  36  S.  E.  362. 

Kerwin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  facts  in  this  case  as  found  by  the 
court  are  undisputed.  They  appear  in  the 
foregoing  statement  of  the  case. 

Error  is  assigned  upon  the.  conclusions 
of  law.  We  are  reminded  by  the  learned 
counsel  for  appellant  of  the  great  import- 
ance of  the  principles  involved  in  this  case 
to  fraternal  societies  generally,  and  we  ap- 
proach the  consideration  of  the  case  fully 
conscious  of  the  fact  that  the  legal  prin- 
ciples involved  are  far-reaching  in  their  im- 
portance to  all  fraternal  associations.  The 
deceased,  Claus  Jaeger,  became  a  member 
of  the  lodge  in  1879,  and  continued  to  1888, 
when,  under  a  new  arrangement,  the  cer- 
tificate under  consideration  was  issued,  by 
the  terms  of  which  the  defendant  promised 
to  pay  $1,000  to  the  beneficiaries  provided 
for  upon  the  death  of  said  Claus  Jaeger, 
and  the  said  Claus  Jaeger,  by  the  terms 
of  said  certificate,  promised  to  "comply 
with  the  laws,  rules,  and  regulations  now 
governing    this    order   and    its   beneficiary 


fund,  and  with  all  such  as  may  hereafter 
be  enacted  to  govern  said  order  and  fund." 
The  deceased  paid  all  dues .  and  complied 
with  a.li  rules,  regulations,  and  by-laws, 
except  that  he  refused  to  pay  $100  deduc- 
tion from*  the  face  of  his  policy  by  the  by- 
law of  1897,  and  also  refused  to  comply 
with  another  by-law  passed  in  1909  giving 
two  options,— one  to  pay  a  sum  in  gross 
to  be  ascertained  by  advancing  his  pay- 
ments from  the  time  he  entered  from  $1.60 
per  month  to  $2.76  per  month,  and  char- 
ging the  difference  upon  the  policy  or  cer- 
tificate, or  by  deducting  such  amount  from 
the  face  of  the  policy  when  paid,  as  more 
fully  appears  from  the  statement  of  facts. 
The  effect  of  this  by-law,  as  will  be  seen 
by  examination  of  the  facts  found,-  was 
to  scale  down  the  certificate  or  policy  by 
charging  up  from  the  time  the  deceased 
obtained  his  certificate,  in  1888,  a  sum  ag- 
gregating $363.93,  together  with  $100  or- 
dered deducted  by  the  first  by-law  above 
referred*  to,  making  a  total  cut  from  the 
face  of  the  certificate  of  $463.93.  But, 
as  found  by  the  court  below  on  sufficient 
evidence,  the  deceased  consented  at  the  time 
of  change  of  beneficiaries,  to  the  $100  cut. 
Therefore  the  plaintiffs  cannot  complain  on 
that  account,  since  the  right  to  make  that 
deduction  from  the  policy  was  assented  to 
by  deceased  as  found  by  the  court  below. 
The  main  question,  therefore,  for  deter- 
mination, is  whether  the  defendant  could 
charge  the  $363.93  against  the  certificate 
in  suit.  The  court  below  held  that  it  could 
not,  and  that  such  amount  was  due  to 
plaintiffs-  in  addition  to  the  $536.07  ten* 
dered  by  defendant.  The  case  turns  upon 
the  power  of  the  defendant  to  pass  the  by- 
law under  which  it  claims  the  right  to 
impose  the  burden  upon  its  members.  It 
will  be  remembered  that  the  burden  im- 
posed upon  deceased  and  his  certificate  or 
policy  is  a  charge  of  $2.75  per  month  from 
the  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  certificate 
up  to  1909,  less  the  amount  which  he  had 
paid  during  that  time,  after  deceased  had 
paid  the  regular  dues  imposed  by  the  de- 
fendant up  to  that  time,  namely,  $1.60  per 
month.  The  effect  of  the  by-law  is  to  take, 
as  we  have  seen,  $363.93  out  of  the  $900 
due  on  the  policy  by  a  retroactive  cut,  aft- 
er deceased  had  paid  the  dues  imposed  and 
complied  with  all  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  defendant  from  the  time  of  is- 
suance of  the  certificate  until  1909,  a  per- 
iod of  over  twenty  years.  The  appellant's 
claim  is  that  the  provision  in  the  certifi- 
cate to  the  effect  that  the  deceased  will 
comply  with  all  by-laws  then  existing,  or 
which  may  be  subsequently  passed,  gives 
such  right,  and  several  authorities  are  cited 
which  it  is  claimed  support  the  contention. 


39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


32 


408 


WISCONSIN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Afb., 


We  shall  briefly  refer  to  those  chiefly  re- 
lied upon  by  appellant. 

Borgarda  v.  Farmers'  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  79 
Mich.  440,  44  N.  W.  856,  was  a  case  limit- 
ing liability  in  the  future  in  case  of  loss 
by  sparks  escaping  from  a  steam  engine 
used  in  threshing  grain.  Sargent  v.  Su- 
preme Lodge,  K.  H/  158  Mass.  557,  33  N. 
E.  650,  has  reference  to  change  of  bene- 
flciaries.  Stohr  v.  San  Francisco  Musical 
Fund  Soc.  82  Cal.  557,  22  Pac.  1125,, held 
that  a  by-law  passed  limiting  benefits  after 
continuous  payments  for  six  months  was 
valid.  The  by-law  clearly  related  ta  fu- 
ture benefits,  and  referred  to  a  matter  over 
which  the  company  had  control  and  power 
to  limit  payments  by  by-law,  and  in  no 
way  violated  any  contract  relations  be- 
tween the  parties,  because  permission  to 
do  what  was  done  and  change  the  by-law  in 
that  regard  was  a  part  of  the  contract,  and 
it  was  said  in  the  case  that  the  change 
could  not  be  retroactive.  The  contract  was 
held  to  mean  that,  in  case  of  sickness,  the 
member  is  to  receive  payments  subject  to 
the  power  of  defendant  to  change  the  pro- 
vision authorizing  such  payments  so  far 
as  future  payments  are  concerned.  Parish 
V.  New  York  Produce  Exch.  169  N.  Y.  34, 
66  L.RJ^.  149,  61  N.  E.  977,  held  that  a 
by-law  diverting  a  fund  from  the  purpose 
specified  in  the  charter  is  unreasonable  and 
void,  because  an  attempt  to  divert  the  fund 
to  a  different  purpose  after  the  fund  had 
been  accumulated  by  payments  for  a  series 
of  years.  The  case  is  not  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellant's position,  but  rather  against  it. 
Supreme  Conunandery,  K.  G.  R.  v.  A  ins- 
worth,  71  Ala.  436,  46  Am.  Rep.  332,  holds 
certificate  to  be  a  contract,  not  subject 
to  impairment,  but  accepted  subject  to  the 
laws  of  the  order  then  in  force  or  there- 
after enacted,  but  was  silent  on  the  ques- 
tion of  suicide:  and  it  was  further  held 
that  a  by-law  enacted  after  the  issuance 
of  certificate  declaring  it  void  if  the  mem- 
ber should  take  his  own  life  was  valid. 
Caldwell  v.  Grand  Lodge,  U.  W.  148  Cal. 
195,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  653,  113  Am.  St.  Rep. 
219,  82  Pac.  781,  7  Ann.  Cas.  356,  relates 
to  change  of  beneficiaries,  and  it  wad  held 
that,  where  the  original  by-law  allowed  any 
person  to  be  named  by  a  member  as  bene- 
ficiary, a  change  in  the  by-laws  requiring 
one  to  be  designated  as  a  member  of  the 
family,  or  related  by  blood,  or  "who  shall 
be  dependent  upon  him,"  is  reasonable. 
Supreme  Lodge,  K.  P.  v.  Kutscher,  179 
111.  340,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  115,  53  N.  E. 
620,  is  a  case  holding  that  a  by-law  for- 
feiting claim  for  the  death  of  a  member  by 
suicide  or  intoxication  is  reasonable  and 
binding  upon  a  member  joining  before  its 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


passage,  who  contracts  to  be  bound  by  sub- 
sequent by-laws.  Fullen wider  v.  Suprnne 
Couneil,  R.  L.  180  111.  621,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  239,  54  N.  E.  485,  involves  right  to 
change  rate  of  assessment  by  subsequent 
by-law.  It  does  npt  appear,  as  we  under- 
stand the  opinion,  that  the  subsequent  by- 
law had  any  retroactive  effect.  Moreover, 
the  case  is  ruled  by  a  bare  majority,  three 
judges  dissenting.  Olson  v.  Court  of  Honor, 
100  Minn.  117,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  521,  117 
Am.  St  Rep.  676,  110  N.  W.  374,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  622,  is  where  a  by-law  passed  subse- 
quently to  the  issuance  of  certificate,  limit- 
ing the  benefit  in  case  of  suicide  to  5  per 
cent  of  the  face  of  the  certificate  for  each 
year  during  continuance  of  membership  in 
the  society,  was  held  unreasonable  and  void 
as  to  existing  members.  This  authority 
is  against  appellant's  contention. 

Counsel  for  appellant  also  cites  the  fol- 
lowing Wisconsin  cases:  Schmidt  v.  Su- 
preme Tent,  K.  M.  97  Wis.  528,  73  N.  W. 
22,  which  is  a  cas^  where  the  subsequent 
by-law  was  against  prohibited  occupation. 
Hughes  V.  Wisconsin  .Odd  Fellows  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Wis.  292,  .78  N.  W.  1015,  is 
where  there  was  a  subsequent  by-law  ^ 
against  suicide,  rendering  the  policy  void. 
Loeffler  v.  Modern  Woodmen,  100  Wis.  79, 
75  N.  W.  1012,  is  where  there  was  a  by- 
law against  entering  into  a  prohibited  busi- 
ness. Thomas  v.*  Covert  (Thomas  v.  Su- 
preme Lodge  K.  H.)  126  Wis.  593,  3 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  904,  105  N.  W.  922,  5 
Ann.  Cas.  456,  seems  to  be  against  ap- 
pellant's contention,  because  it  recog- 
nizes the  rule  that  an  agreement  or  certi- 
ficate similar  to  the  one  in  question  must 
in  terms  or  by  implication  authorize  the 
change  in  the  contract,  otherwise  the  sub- 
sequent by-law  effecting  such  change  is  void. 
A  careful  examination  of  the  foregoing 
cases  w^ill  show  that  they  are  not  control- 
ling in  favor  of  the  appellant,  and  some 
of  them  are  against  appellant's  contention. 
The  case  of  Wuerfler  v.  Grand  Grove  W.  O. 
D.  116  Wis.  19,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  92 
N.  W.  433,  rules  the  instant  case.  That 
case  is  so  strongly  in  point  both  on  facts 
and  upon  principles  enunciated  that  we 
quote  at  length  from  the  opinion.  At  page 
26  of  116  Wis.  the  court  said:  "Respond- 
ent did  not  possess  unlimited  authority  to 
change  its  plan  of  insurance,  giving  the 
change  retroactive  effect,  under  the  reserve 
power  made  a  part  of  the  insurance  con- 
tract, to  make  changes  in  the  rules,  by- 
laws, and  regulations  of  the  order.  Such 
a  reserve  power  is  held  to  warrant  only 
reasonable  variances  of  insurance  contracts, 
— variances  required,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  order,  in  those  matters  of  detail  necei* 
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sary  or  advisable  in  carrying  out  efficiently 
the  fundamental  principle  or  scheme  of  in- 
surance, not  changes  destroying  it.  Ob- 
viously, changes  in  the  by-laws,  rules,  and 
regulations  regarding  the  execution  of  a 
plan  of  insurance  are  quite  different  from 
changing  the  plan  itself  and  nullifying  all 
contracts  entered  into  under  it,  as  was 
done  in  this  case.  The  essential  features 
of  the  plan  of  insurance  here  were  that 
each  certificate  holder's  beneficiary  should 
receive  $1,000  upon  and  at  the  maturity 
of  his  contract,  and  that  a  fund  should  be 
accumulated  by  assessments  upon  the  mem- 
berships in  the  order  sufficient  for  that 
purpose.  The  way  was  undoubtedly  open 
for  the  order  to  make  reasonable  changes 
respecting  the  hazards  members  might  sub- 
ject themselves  to,  and  in  regard  to  the 
number  aiid  amount  of  the  assessments,  the 
time  of  payment  thereof,  the  effect  of  de- 
fault in  such  payment,  the  notice  required 
of  assessments  to  put  members  in  default, 
and  many  other  matters  of  detail  that 
might  be  mentioned.  But  after  a  member 
had  paid  assessments  for  a  long  period  of 
time,  contributing  to  accumulate  money 
to  meet  the  matured  obligations  of  $1,000 
each  to  beneficiaries,  a  change  in  the  con- 
stitution of  the  order  (the  word  'constitu- 
tion, is  here  used  as  synonymous  with  'by- 
laws') rendering  the  certificate  at  mar 
turity,  instead  of  worth  $1,000,  worth  an 
indefinite  amount  and  probably  not  half 
that  sum,  cannot  seriously  be  considered  a 
reasonable  change  in  rules,  regulations, 
and  by-laws  as  regards  existing  contracts." 
This  court  has  held  that,  where  there  is  a 
conflict  between  the  policy  and  the  laws  of 
the  order,  the  policy  controls.  Ledebuhr 
v.  Wisconsin  Trust  Co.  112  Wis.  657,  88 
N.  W.  607;  Bniger  v.  Princeton  &  St.  :M. 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  129  Wis.  281,  109  N.  W. 
95.  The  change  attempted  to  be  made  here 
by  deducting  $363.93  from  the  policy 
amounted  to  an  abrogation  of  the  contract. 
In  Langan  v.  Supreme  Council,  A.  L.  H. 
174  N.  Y.  266,  66  N.  E.  932,  the  benefit 
certificate  had  been  issued  for  $5,000  oi) 
the  death  of  plaintiff.  After  plaintiff  had 
become  a  member,  the  by-laws  were  amend- 
ed so  that  on  the  death  of  plaintiff  only 
$2,000  should  be  paid.  In  an  action  in- 
volving the  validity  of  such  amendment 
the  court  said:  ''The  action  of  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  attempted  amendment  of  the 
by-law  which  was  in  force  when  the  plain- 
tiff joined  the  association  and  received  his 
certificate,  was  whoUv  ineffectual  to  de- 
prive  him  of  any  rights  which  had  be- 
come vested.  It  was  beyond  the  power  of 
.SO  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  defendant  to  affect  the  obligation  ex- 
pressed in  the  certificate  without  the.  con- 
sent of  its  holder."  To  the  same  effect  are 
Beach  v.  Supreme  Tent,  K.  M.  177  N.  Y. 
100,  69  N.  E.  281 ;  Weber  v.  Supreme  Tent, 
K.  M.  172  N.  Y.  490,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  753, 
65  N.  E.  258;  Hale  v.  Equitable  Aid  Union, 
168  Pa.  377,  31  Atl.  1066.  In  Newhall  v. 
Supreme  Council  A.  L.  H.  181  Mass.  Ill, 
63  N.  E.  1,  an  attempt  was  made  by  the 
adoption  of  a  subsequent  by-law  to  cut  the 
amount  of  the  certificate  from  $5,000  to 
$2,000,  and,  although  the  usual  promise 
was  contained  in  the  certificate  to  comply 
with  .subsequent  by-laws,  it  was  held  that 
the  full  sum  mentioned  in  the  certificate,. 
$5,000,  could  be  recovered.  See  also  Gaut 
V.  American  Legion  of  Honor,  107  Tenn. 
603,  65  L.R.A.  465,  64  S.  W.  1070,  where 
it  was  held  that  an  agreement  by  the  hold- 
er of  a  benefit  certificate  to  be  governed 
by  laws  subsequently  enacted  does  not  au- 
thorize the  reduction  of  the  benefit  called 
for  in  the  certificate*  after  payment  haa 
been  made  for  years  on  original  value. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  by-law  mak- 
ing the  rebate  from  the  policy  of  $363.9? 
was  unauthorized  and  void.  The  by-law 
making  the  10  per  cent  cut,  or  $100,  on 
the  $1,000  certificate,  was  assented  to  by 
deceased  when  he  made  the  change  of  bene- 
ficiaries, and  cannot  be  questioned  here. 
Some  other  questions,  are  raised  by  re- 
spondents which  they  claim  are  sufficient 
to  defeat  the  appellant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  by-laws  referred  to  are  unreason- 
able, because  all  members,  new  and  old, 
were  not  put  upon  the  same  basis  as  to 
rates.  On  this  point  attention  is  called 
to  the  following  authorities  in  addition  to 
those  already  cited:  Strauss  v.  Mutual 
Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  126  N.  C.  971,  54 
L.R.A.  605,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  699,  36  S. 
E.  352;  Id.,  128  N.  C.  465,  54  L.R.A.  609, 
83  Am.  St.  Rep.  703,  39  S.  E.  55;  Benja- 
min V.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso. 
146  Cal.  34,  79  Pac.  517;  Ebert  v.  Mutual 
Reserve  Fund  Life  Asso.  81  Minn.  116, 
83  N.  W.  506,  834,  84  N.  W.  457.  Wheth- 
er this  last  Contention  as  to  discrimina- 
tion between  old  and  new  members  as  to 
rates  in  the  future  is  sufficient  to  defeat 
the  by-law  making  new  rates,  independent 
of  the  retroactive  cut  on  old  members, 
we  need  not  and  do  not  decide,  because  the 
by-law  scaling  down  the  certificate  by  a 
rebate  of  $363.93  cannot  be  upheld,  and 
the  by-law  attempting  to  accomplish  such 
purpose  is  unauthorized  under  the  con- 
tract, and  vpid.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
below,  therefore,  •  is  right,  and  must  be  af- 
,  firmed. 
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KIZER  CORDER  and  Wife,  Appts. 

(86  Kan.  239,  119  Pac.  868.) 

Estoppel    —    false    representations  — 
knowledge. 

1.  Where  false  representations  are  made 
by  a  vendor  in  the  sale  of  property,  the  ap- 
plication of  the  doctrine  of  equitable  es- 
toppel does  not  necessarily  depend  upon 
the  knowledge  of  the  vendor  of  the  falsity 
of  the  representations,  but  mt^y  rest  upon 
the  principle  that  one  who,  by  representing 
that  a  certain  state  of  facts  exists,  has  mis- 
led another,  is  precluded  from  denying  the 
truth  of  such  representations  and  ^from 
setting  up  a  claim  inconsistent  witli  the 
facts  as  represented,  where  such  claim, 
would  result  in  loss  to  the  other  and  oper-' 
ate  as  a  fraud  upon  him. 

Headnotes  by  Benson,  J. 


Frand  —  right  to  act  on  representa- 
tions. 

2.  When  a  false  represntation  is  of  a 
matter  presumably  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  person  making  it,  not  made  in  the  way 
of  commendation  or  as  an  opinion  merely, 
but  as  a  positive  assertion  of  an  existing 
fact  to  induce  the  other  party  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  such  party,  having  no  knowl- 
edge to  the  contrary,  may,  if  be  act  in  good 
faith,  accept  the  representation  as  true, 
and  is  not  bound  to  make  inquiries  or  exam- 
ination for  himself. 


(January  6,   1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Tliomas  Coun- 
ty quieting  title  to  a  tract  of  land  in  the 
plaintiff.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  E.  H.  Benson  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  Mahin  &  Mahih  for  appellee. 


A^ote,  -^  Knowledge 'hy  vendor  of  falsity 
of  his  misstatements  as  to  title 
as  a  condition  of  equitable  estoppel 
against  him., 

• 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  puixshaser's  con-, 
cealment  or  misrepresentation  of  fact  af- 
fecting the  value  of  real  estate,  see  note  in 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.)   748. 

As  to  the  question  whether  fraud  may  be 
predicated  of  a  misstatement  as  to  title, 
see  note  in  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)    202.  * 

As  to  whether  a  false  statement  as  to  the 
cost,  selling  or  market  price  of  property  or 
offers  therefor  constitute  a  fraud,  see  note 
in  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   176. 

Few  if  anv  cases  have  considered  this 
specific  question.  Although  as  .shown  in  a 
note  in  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1182,  the  question 
has  come  up  witli  reference  to  quitclaim 
deeds,  both  where  they  contain  covenants 
and  where  they  do  not.  That  note,  however, 
does  not  discuss  the  question  as  to  the  ef- 
fect of  knowledge  of  the  falsity  of  either 
statements  or  covenants  in  a  deed  as  af- 
fecting the  question  of  estoppel.  The  ques- 
tion of  the  effect  of  knowledge  is  discussed 
to  a  limited  extent  in  Crosby  v,  Meeks,  108 
Ga.  126,  33  S.  E.  913,  holding  an  agent  to 
be  estopped  from  acquiring  and  setting  up 
a  title  adverse  to  that  conveyed  by  his  prin- 
cipal, by  his  representations  to  the  grantee, 
that  his  principal  had  the  true  title  to  the 
land.  In  this  case  the  trial  court  instruct- 
ed the  jury  that  if  these  representations 
were  made  with  the  knowledge  of  their 
falsity  the  agent  was  estopped.  Upon  ap- 
peal the  court,  after  remarking  that  they 
were  inclined  to  think  that  the  judge,  in 
his  charge  to  the  jury,  really  gave  the 
agent  the  benefit  of  a  principle  to  which  he 
was  not  entitled,  since  he  based  his  charge 
as  to  the  agent's  right  to  assert  an  adverse 
title  subsequently  acquired,  not  only  upon 
the  idea  that  he  made  the  untrue  statements 
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alleged  upon  which  the  defendants  acted  to 
their  injury,  but  also  that  he  knew  they 
were  untrue  when  he  made  them,  added: 
"We  do  not  think  4;hat  even  if  he  had  made 
the  statements  in  good  faith,  this  fact  would 
have  been  of  any  avail  to  him  in  this  action ; 
for  it  would  have  been  no  less  a  wrong  to 
the  defendant  so  far  as  the  injury  to  them  is 
concerned,  whether  the  statements  were 
made  in  good  or  bad  faith." 

It  has  been  held  that  a  vendor  who  rep- 
resents that  his  deed  of  conveyance  covers 
a  certain  parcel  of  land,  whereas,  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  it  conveys  a  different  par- 
cel of  land,  is  estopped  irom  thereafter  as- 
serting title  to  the  land  he  represents  as 
conveyed  by  the  deed;  and  that  this  is  true 
whether  he  acted  fraudulently  or  in  good 
faith.  Black  v.  Baskins,  75  Ark.  382,  87  S. 
W.  647. 

So,  where  a  defendant  in  an  execution, 
after  having  parted  with  the  title  to  land  as 
collateral  to  a  loan,  pointed  the  land  out  to 
the  sheriff  as  his  land,  and  in  reliance  upon 
his  statement  a  levy  thereon  was  made  and 
the  land  sold,  and  he  accepted  the  balance 
of  the  proceeds  after  paying  the  execution, 
he  is  thereafter  estopped  from  asserting  ti- 
tle under  a  deed  subsequently  procured  from 
the  first  vendee.  Whelchel  v.  Green,  102 
Ga.  113,  29  S.  E.  169. 

A  minor  owning  land  scrip,  who  assigns 
the  scrip,  representing  that  he  has  reached 
his.  majority;  who  after  reaching  his  ma- 
jority appoints  the  assignee  of  the  scrip  as 
his  attorney  to  relocate  land  thereunder, 
the  location  formerly  made  having  been 
canceled  because  of  his  minority,  is  es- 
topped from  asserting  the  invalidity  of  in- 
termediate deeds  based  upon  the  original 
location,  although  such  deeds  were  executed 
prior  to  a  valid  entry  of  the  land  with  the 
scrip.  Coursolle  v.  Weyerhauser,  69  Minn. 
328,  72  N.  W.  699.  A.  Q.  S. 
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Benson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendants,  Kizer  Corder  and  wife, 
appeal  from  a  judgment  quieting  the  title 
to  a  tract  of  land  in  the  plaintiff,  Henry 
Westerman.  The  appellants  claim  title  to 
an  undivided  one  half  of  the  tract  under 
a  quitclaim  deed  from  the  Kansas  Town  & 
Land  Company.  The  appellee  is  in  pos- 
session under  a  deed  from  the  appellants, 
purporting  to  convey  the  land,  made  and  de- 
livered before  the  conveyance  from  the- 
land  company  was  executed,  and  contend 
that  the  appellants  are  estopped  from  as- 
serting their  after-acquired  title,  because  of 
their  previous  conveyance  to  the  appellee, 
and  because  of  the  representations  of  the 
appellant  Kizer  Corder  that  he  was  the 
owner  of  the  land. 

The  district  court  found  that  the  convey- 
ance by  the  appellants  to  the  appellee  was 
by  quitclaim  deed,  and  that  it  did  not 
estop  the  grantors  therein.  The  appellee 
contends  that,  while  the  word  "quitclaim'' 
is  used  in  the  deed,  it  nevertheless  purports 
to  convey  an  indefeasible  estate  in  fee 
simple  in  the  land,  and  not  the  grantor's 
interest  merely,  and  that  it  therefore  works 
an  estoppel  as  provided  in  §  1G56  of  the 
General  Statutes  of  1909.  The  language  of 
the  deed  is  quite  similar  to  that  of  the 
deed  referred  to  in  Bruce  v.  Luke,  9  Kan. 
201,  12  Am.  Rep.  491,  which  was  held  to 
create  no  estoppel.  The  district  court 
found  for  the  appellee  on  the  other  ques- 
tion presented,  viz.,  that  tfie  appellants 
were  estopped  by  their  representations. 
The  evidence  of  both  parties  shows,  and 
the  court  found,  that  while  negotiations 
were  pending  for  the  sale  and  purchase  of 
the  land  the  appellant  Kizer  Corder  stated 
that  he  owned  the  land  by  warranty  deed 
from  C.  F.  Jilson,  except  an  interest  there- 
in held  by  one  Tilden,  and  that  a  convey- 
ance from  the  appellants  would  vest  the 
absolute  title,  except  that  outstanding  in- 
terest which  he  advised  the  appellee  to 
purchase.  The  appellee  believed  these  rep- 
resentations to  be  true,  and,  relying  upon 
them,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
appellants  for  a  conveyance  of  the  land 
for  $650,  which  sum  he  paid,  and  received 
the  conveyance  as  agreed,  and  also  bought 
the  Tilden  interest,  paying  $500  therefor; 
all  in  reliance  upon  the  truth  of  the  repre- 
sentations so  made.  When  he  made  the 
representations,  and  when  he  delivered  the 
deed  Corder  believed  that  he  owned  the 
land  (except  the  Tilden  interest),  and  that 
his  statements  concerning  the  title  were 
true,  and  intended  that  the  deed  by  him 
and  wife  should  convey  a  perfect  title; 
but  about  ten  months  afterwards  he  was 
informed  by  an  abstracter  that  the  Kansas 
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Town  &  Land  Comany  owned  an  interest 
in  the  land,  and  thereupon  he  obtained  a 
quitclaim  deed  from  that  company  of  its 
title  and  interest  for  the  sum  of  $2,  and 
this  is  the  interest  adjudicated  against  him 
in  the  district  court. 

The  only  question  that  need  be  decided  is 
whether  the  representations  concerning  the 
title  so  made  and  relied  upon  estop  the  ap^ 
pellants  from  asserting  and  holding  adverse^ 
ly  the  interest  so  acquired  after  their 
conveyance  to  the  appellee.  While  admit- 
ting that  the  representations  were  made  and 
that  they  were  untrue,  it  is  contended  that 
because  they  were  made  in  good  faith,  be- 
lieving them  to  be  true,  and  no  fraud  was 
intended,  therefore  an  estoppel  was  not 
created.  It  must  be  conceded  that  the  ef- 
fect is  the  same  as  it  would  have  been  if 
guilty  knowledge  had  been  shown.  It  does 
not  repair  the  loss  of  the  grantee  to  be 
told  that  the  grantor  supposed  he  was  tell- 
ing the  truth. 

It  has  often  been  held  that  false  repre- 
sentations made  and  acted  upon  to  the 
injury  of  another,  although  not  known  to  be 
false  by  the  party  making  them,  Inay^ 
nevertheless,  in  a  proper  case,  afford 
ground  for  the  recovery  of  damages.  Thus- 
it  was  said  in  Holcomb  v.  Noble,  69  Mich. 
396,  399,  37  N.  W.  497,  498:  "Careful 
examination  of  the  cases  adjudicated  in* 
this  state  satisfies  me  that  the  doctrine  is< 
settled  here,  by  a  long  line  if  cases,  that 
if  there  was  in  fact  a  misrepresentation, 
though  made  innocently,  and  its  deceptive- 
influence  was  effective,  the  consequences  to* 
the  plaintiff  being  as  serious  as  though  it  had 
proceeded  from  a  vicious  purpose,  he  would 
have  a  right  of  action  for  the  damages 
caused  thereby,  either  at  law  or  in  equity." 
The  decision  last  cited  was  applied  and 
followed  in  an  action  for  damages  on  the 
sale  of  real  estate,  in  Aldrich  v.  Scribner, 
164  Mich.  23,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  379,  117 
N.  W.  581. 

The  Nebraska  supreme  court  in  consider- 
ing this  subject,  in  Johnson  v.  Gulick,  46 
Neb.  817,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  65  N.  W. 
883,  said :  "Whether,  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  false  representations,  it  is  neces- 
sary either  to  aver  or  prove  the  scienter, 
the  authorities  do  not  agree.  The  better 
rule,  and  the  one  adopted  by  this  court, 
is  that  the  intent  or  good  faith  of  the 
person  making  false  statements  is  not  in- 
issue  in  such  a  case."  "It  is  immaterial 
whether  such  statements  are  made  inno- 
cently or  knowingly.  It  is  as  fraudulent, 
to  afHrm  the  existence  of  a  fact  about  which 
one  is  in  entire  ignorance  as  it  is  to  affirm' 
what  is  false,  knowing  it  to  be  so."  Bullitt 
V.  Farrar,  42  Minn.  8,  6  L.R.A.  149,  18  Am-. 
St.  Rep.  485,  43  N.W.  56d.    This  subject 
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is  reviewe'd  in  a  case  note  in  7  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
646. 

Whatever  may  be  the  rule  respecting 
guilty  knowledge  in  actions  for  damages  lor 
deceit,  the  application  of  the  doctrine  of 
equitable  estoppel  does  not  necessarily  de- 
pend upon  such  knowledge,  but  may  rest 
upon  the  principle  that  one  who,  by  false 
representations  that  a  certain  state  of  facts 
exists,  has  misled  another,  is  precluded  from 
denying  the  truth  of  such  representations 
where  such  denial  would  result  in  loss  to 
the  other  party  and  operate  as  a  fraud  upon 
him.  Cornell  University  v.  Parkinson,  59 
Kan.  365,  373,  63  Pac.  138;  2  Tiffany,  Mod- 
ern Law  of  Real  Prop.  §  457;  16  Cyc. 
728.  Equitable  estoppel  in  general  terms 
has  been  defined  as  "such  conduct  .  .  . 
that  it  would  be  ...  a  fraud  upon  the 
rights  of  another  ...  to  repudiate, 
and  to  set  up  claims  inconsistent  with  it." 
Note  in  1  L.R.A.  622.  "It  is  in  strict  agree- 
ment with  equitable  notions  to  say  of  such 
party  that  his  repudiation  of  his  own  prior 
conduct  which  had  amounted  to  an  estop- 
pel, and  his  assertion  of  claims  notwith- 
standing his  former  acts  or  words,  would 
be  fraudulent, — ^would  be  a  fraud  upon 
the  rights  of  the  person  benefited  by  the 
estoppel."  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §  803. 
This  principle  has  been  applied  to  represen- 
tations concerning  title  to  real  estate.  Kirk 
V.  Hamilton,  102  U.  S.  68,  77,  26  L.  ed.  79, 
82;  Bigelow  v.  Foss,  69  Me.  102. 

In  Babcock  v.  Case,  61  Pa.  427,  100  Am. 
Dec.  664,  6  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  618,  the  grantee 
in  a  tax  deed  represented  that  the  had  ex- 
amined the  title  and  that  it  was  good.  The 
suit  was  to  recover  the  consideration  paid 
for  the  land.  The  court  said  that  although 
the  action  was  at  common  law  it  was  still 
equitable.  "The  seller  was  bound  to  exhibit 
the  truth  of  the  case  as  it  existed,  whetlier 
he  knew  them  [the  facts]  or  not.  That  is 
to  say,  his  ignorance  of  them,  having  un- 
dertaken truly  to  state  them,  would  not 
redeem  a  falsehood  in  regard  to  them  in 
any  material  matter,  from  being  a  fraud, 
and  a  fraud  that  would  avoid  the  contract." 
"When  the  vendee  relies  on  the  represen- 
tations of  the  vendor,  and  acts  upon  the 
faith  thereof,  without  relying  on  his  own 
judgment  or  opinion,  and  this  is  known  to 
the  vendor,  the  latter  cannot  shelter  him- 
self under  the  pretense  that  his  represen- 
tation was  a  mere  expression  of  opinion, 
when  it  is  discovered  to  be  false."  Rimer 
V.  Dugan,  39  Miss.  477,  77  Am.  Dec.  687. 
"It  is  not  necessary  to  an  equitable  estoppel 
that  the  party  should  design  to  mislead. 
It  is  enough  that  the  act  was  calculated  to 
mislead  and  actually  did  mislead  the  de- 
fendants while  acting  in  good  faith,  and 
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with  reasonable  care  and  diligence."  Blair 
V.  Wait,  69  N.  Y.  113,  116. 

It  is  contended  that  the  appellee  should 
be  denied  relief  because  he  did  not  examine 
the  records.  It  would  be  highly  inequitable 
to  say  to  one  who  in  good  faith  has  relied 
upon  the  express  declaration  of  another  that 
he  owned  the  land  and  could  convey  a  per- 
fect title,  that  he  might  have  ascertained 
its  falsity  by  proceeding  to  the  county  seat, 
which  in  this  case  was  17  miles  distant, 
and  making  an  examination  of  the  record. 
The  obligation  of  ordinary  good  faith  pre- 
cludes the  vendor  from  seeking  shelter  un- 
der such  a  claim.  Ewart,  Estoppel,  137; 
Bigelow,  Estoppel,  Ist  ed.  p.  608 ;  2  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  3d  ed.  §  810. 

When  a  false  representation  is  of  a 
matter  presumably  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  party  making  it,  not  made  in  the  way 
of  commendation  or  as  an  opinion  merely, 
but  as  a  positive  assertion  of  an  existing 
fact  to  induce  the  other  party  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  such  party,  having  no  knowl- 
edge to  the  contrary,  may,  if  he  act  in  good 
faith,  accept  the  representation  as  true,  and 
is  not  bound  to  make  inquiries  or  examina- 
tion for  himself.  This  rule  accords  with 
fair  dealing  and  is  sanctioned  by  authority. 
2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §§  891,  893;  Cul- 
ver V.  Avery,  7  Wend.  380,  22  Am.  Dec. 
686;  Hunt  v.  Barker,  22  R.  I.  18,  84  Am. 
St.  Rep.  812,  46  Atl.  46;  Dodge  v.  Pope, 
93  Ind.  480;  Kiefer  v.  Rogers,  19  Minn.  32, 
Gil.  14;  Beaupland  V.  McKeen,  28  Pa.  124, 
131,  70  Am.  "Dec.  116.  See  also,  as  bearing 
upon  the  question  generally,  Lanyon  Zinc 
Co.  V.  Freeman,  68  Kan.  691,  697,  76  Pac. 
996,  1  Ann.  Cas.  403. 

Greneral  expressions  in  a  commissioner's 
decision  in  Chellis  v.  Coble,  37  Kan.  658,  15 
Pac.  506,  are  cited  as  opposed  to  some  of 
the  principles  followed  in  this  opinion,  but, 
as  applied  to  the  facts  of  this  case,  these 
principles  are  well  founded  in  equity  and 
sustained  by  the  authorities. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OF  APPEAIiS. 

NEW   YORK,   PHILADELPHIA,   &  NOR- 
FOLK RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

WILLIAM   WALDRON. 

(116  Md.  441,  82  Atl.  709.) 

False   Imprisonment  —  detaining  wit- 
ness —  liability  of  railroad  company. 

1.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for  false 
imprisonment,  if  its  conductor,  when  direct- 
ing officers  to  arrest  a  disorderly  passen- 
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gcr,  causes  him  to  lock  up  another  passen- 
ger who  merely  witnessed  the  disorder,  as  a 
witness  against  tlie  guilty  party. 

Master  nnd  servaut  —  arrest  by  con- 
ductor —  scope  of  authority  —  liabili- 
ty of  railroad. 

2.  Express  authority  to  a  conductor  to 
cause  the  arrest  and  detention  of  a  witness 
to  disorderly  conduct  on  the  train  is  not 
necessary  to  render  a  railroad  company  lia- 
ble for  such  arrest  and  detention  of  a 
passenger,  as  a  witness  against  a  passen- 
^er  whom  the  conductor,  while  acting  with- 
m  the  line  of  his  duty,  caused  to  be  ar- 
rested. 

Evidence  —  authority  of  conductor  — 
admissibility. 

3.  Evidence  that  the  conductor  had  no 
authority  to  cause  the  detention  of  a  pass- 
enger as  a  witness  to  a  misdemeanor  on  the 
train  is  not  admissible  in  an  action  to 
hold  the  railroad  company  liable  for  false 
imprisonment  because  of  such  detention. 

Trial  —  instructions  —  variance  from 
evidence  —  materiality. 

4.  The  assumption  in  an  instruction  in 
an  action  to  hold  a  railroad  company  liable 
for  false  imprisonment  of  a  passenger,  that 
the  conductor  telepraphed  for  "officers,"  is 
not  error,  although  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  he  telegraphed  for  an  officer,  if 
more  than  one  met  the  train  in  response  to 
the  message. 

Same  —  abstract  —  protection  from  In- 
Jury  and  insult. 

5.  An  instruction  that  it  is  the  carrier's 
duty  to  use  reason stble  care  to  protect  its 
passenger  from  personal  injury  and  insult, 
in  an  action  to  hold  it  .liable  for  causing 
his  false  imprisonment,  is  not  abstract,  be- 
cause not  based  on  any  state  of  facts  in 
the  case. 

Evidence  —  damages  —  false  imprison- 
ment. 

6.  Upon  the  question  of  damages  for 
causing  the  arrest  and  detention  of  a  pass- 
enger as  a  witness,  evidence  is  admissible 


that  he  was  taken   to  the   jail  and  com- 
pelled  to  leave  a  cash  deposit  as  bail 

(November  26,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Worcester 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  false  ar- 
rest   and    imprisonment.      Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Joshua  W.  Miles  and  Henry  Ij. 
D.  Stanford,  for  appellant: 

The  general .  rule  in  actions  for  torts  is 
that  the  wrongdoer  is  liable  for  all  such 
consequences  flowing  from  his  wrongful 
acts  as,  according  to  human  experience  and 
the  usual  course  of  events,  might  have 
been   anticipated. 

Sloan  v.  Edwards,  61  Md.  99;  Wiley  v. 
West  Jersey  R.  Co.  44  N.  J.  L.  247;  Shef- 
fer  V.  Washington  City,  V.  M.  &  G.  S.  R. 
Co.  105  U.  S.  252,  26  L.  ed.  1071;  McDon- 
ald V.  Snelling,  14  Allen,  290,  92  Am.  Dec. 
768. 

It  was  wrong  to  charge  that  "it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  use  all  reason- 
able care  to  protect  the  plaintiff  from  per- 
sonal injury  and  in6ult."  This  was  sim- 
ply stating  an  abstract  proposition  of  law, 
based  on  a  state  of  facts  not  shown  to 
exist. 

Washington  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Davison,  30 
Md.  92;  Moore  v.  McDonald,  68  Md.  336, 
12  Atl.  117;  Marshall  v.  Haney,  4  Md.  498, 
59  Am.  Dec.  92;  Harness  v.  Steele,  159 
Ind.  299,  64  |^.  £.  875;  Palmer  v.  Maine 
C.  R.  Co.  92  Me.  412,  44  LJLA.  673,  69 
Am.  St.  Rep.  513,  42  Atl.  800. 

There  was  not,  in  a  legal  sense,  any  ar- 
rest of  the  plaintiff  by  any  officer,  at  the 
instance  of  the  conductor. 

Ahern   v.    Collins,    39    Mo.    161;    Smith 


Note. ^'Detention  of  one  as  witneaa  as 
false  imprtsontnent. 

There  seems  to  be  little  of  authority  on 
this  point  in  addition  to  New  Yobk,  P.  & 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Waldbon, 

Bates  V.  Kitcliel,  160  Mich.  402,  125  N. 
W.  684,  holds  that  since  the  statute  in 
reference  to  the  commitment  of  a  person 
for  refusing  to  give  a  recognizance  for  his 
appearance  as  a  witness  in  a  criminal  case 
did  not  extend  jurisdiction  in  respect  there- 
of to  ji^stices  of  the  peace,  an  accused  who 
secured,  by  a  justice's  order,  the  arrest  of  a 
prospective  witness,  was  liable  to  the  lat- 
ter for  false  imprisonment.  On  subsequent 
appeal  in  166  Mich.  695,' 132  N.  W.  450,  it 
was  further  held  that  the  right  of  action 
was  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff could  have  avoided  imprisonment  by 
giving  the  recognizance. 

The  case  of  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia  v. 
Fleming,  78  Oa.  733,3  S.  E.  420,  involved 
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an  action  for  malicious  arrest  and  false 
imprisonment,  against  a  fire  insurance  com- 
pany whose  attorney,  without  express  au- 
thority, directed  a  detective  to  stop  the 
departure  from  town  of  the  plaintiff,  whom 
the  attorney  desired  as  a  witness  in  re- 
spect of  the  alleged  arson  of  a  building  in- 
sured by  the  company.  The  case,  however, 
was  disposed  of  with  the  remark  that  if  the 
defendant  was  liable  at  all,  a  verdict  for 
$1,000  was  excessive,  where  there  was  no 
arrest  or  confinement,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
permitted  to  leave  in  less  than  a  day.  The 
court  said  that  if  the  detective  did  actually 
arrest  the  plaintiff,  hfe  might  be  personally 
liable,  but  intimated  that  the  eompany 
could  not  be  held,  since  an  arrest  was  be- 
yond the  scope  of  the  detective's  instruc- 
tions. 

Generally,  as  to  whether  false  imprison- 
ment may  be  predicated  of  a  partial  or 
conditional  restraint,  see  the  note  in  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  968.  L.  A.  W. 
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V.  State,  7  Humph.  43;  Johnson  ▼.  Tomp- 
kins, Baldw.  571,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,416;  Po- 
cock  V.  Moore,  Ryan  &  M.  321;  Lansing 
V.  Case,  4  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  223. 

Messrs.  Bllegood,  Freeny,  &  Wailes 
and  Hope  H.  Barroll,  for  appellee: 

The  imprisonment  and  detention  was  the 
gravamen  of  the  offense,  and  to  forbid  the 
plaintiff  to  prove  that  would  be  to  deny 
him  the  right  to  prove  his  case. 

Baltimore  v.  Lobe,  90  Md.  313,  45  Atl. 
192. 

It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a  railroad 
company  ever  authorizes  or  orders  its  con- 
ductors to  commit  any  wrong  upon  a  pas- 
senger. The  duty  of  a  conductor  is  not 
a  mere  negative  one  to  do  no  harm  to  a 
passenger,  but  it  is  a  positive  duty  to  pro- 
tect his  passengers  against  all  persona  and 
all  wrongs. 

Haver  v.  Central  R.  Co.  62  N.  J.  L.  282, 
43  L.R.A.  84,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  41 
Atl.  916;  4  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1638; 
Gillingham  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  36  W. 
Va.  688,  14  L.R.A.  798,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
827,  14  S.  E.  243;  Daniel  v.  Petersburg 
R.  Co.  117  N.  C.  692,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  486, 
23  S.  E.  327;  Dwindle  v.  New  York  C.  & 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  120  N.  Y.  117,  8  L.R.A.  226, 
37  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  24  N.  E.  319;  New 
Jersey  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Brockett,  121  U.  S. 
637,  30  L.  ed.  1049,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1039; 
Denver  &  R.  6.  R.  Co.  v.  Harris,  122  U. 
S.  597,  30  L.  ed.  1146,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1286;  Stewart  v.  Brooklyn  &  C.  T.  R.  Co. 
90  N.  Y.  591,  43  Am.  Rep.  185;  Baltimore 
k  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Cain,  81  Md.  105,  28  L.R.A. 
688,  31  Atl.  801;  Tolchester  Beach  Ira- 
prov.  Co.  V.  Scharnagl,  105  Md.  207,  65 
Atl.  916;  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Barger, 
80  Md.  30,  26  L.R.A.  220,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
319,  30  Atl.  660. 

Pattlson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  for  false  arrest  and 
imprisonment  brought  by  the  appellee,  Wil- 
liam Waldron,  against  the  appellant,  the 
New  York,  Philadelphia,  &  Norfolk  Rail- 
road Company.  The  case  was  tried  before, 
a  jury  upon  issues  joined  on  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  the  result  was  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  from  which  the 
defendant  has  appealed. 

There  are  twelve  bills  of  exceptions  in 
the  record;  one  relates  to  the  ruling  of 
the  lower  court  on  the  prayers  for  in- 
structions to  the  jury,  and  the  other  eleven 
to  the  rulings  of  the  court  upon  questions 
of  evidence. 

The  plaintiff  offered  three  prayers,  the 
defendant  four.  To  the  granting  of  the 
plaintiff's  prayers,  the  defendant  objected, 
"both  generally  and  because  there  was  no 
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legally  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  them." 
All  of  the  plaintiff's  prayers  were  granted, 
while  two  of  the  defendant's  prayers 
were  granted  and  two  rejected.  To  the 
ruling  of  the  court  in  granting  the 
plaintiff's  prayers,  and  in  the  rejection 
of  the  defendant's  third  and  fourth 
prayers,  the  defendant  excepted.  The  de- 
fendant's fourth  prayer  asks  the  court  to 
instruct  the  jury  that,  under  the  pleading 
and  evidence  in  the  case,  ther€  was  no 
evidence  legally  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  recover;  and  by  the  other  re- 
jected prayer  of  the  defendant  (the  third 
prayer),  the  court  was  aisked  to  instruct 
the  jury  "that  there  is  no  evidence  legal- 
ly sufficient  to  prove  that  any  of  the  agents 
or  officers^  of  the  defendant  corporation, 
the  New  York,  Philadelphia,  &  Norfolk 
Railroad  Company,  was  ever  authorized 
by  said  company  to  do  or  commit  any  of 
the  acts  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  the  said  defendant  company  ever 
adopted  or  ratified  said  acts  of  said  offi- 
cers or  agents;  and  the  verdict  of  the  jiiry 
must  therefore  be  for  the  defendant." 

The  plaintiff  testified:  That  on  Satur- 
day, the  30th  day  of  November,  1907,  while 
holding  a  ticket  entitling  him  to  passage 
upon  the  defendant's  steamer  and  over  its 
road  and  its  connecting  roads,  from  Nor- 
folk to  Philadelphia,  he  boarded  its  steam- 
er at  Norfolk,  from  whence  he  went  to 
Cape  Charles,  at  which  point  he  entered  the 
car  of  the  defendant.  That  after  taking 
a  seat  therein  two  young  men,  strangers 
to  him,  but  whose  names,  as  he  afterwards 
learned,  were  McDorman  and  Freeze,  en- 
tered the  car,  and  after  being  seated  a 
short  while  one  of  them  took  from  his  poc- 
ket a  bottle  of  whisky.  They  drank  from 
the  bottle  and  then  passed  it  to  a  number 
of  others  in  the  car,  including  the  witness, 
who  drank  from  it.  The  witness  stated, 
however,  that  it  was  the  first  drink  he  had 
taken  that  day,  and  would  not  have  taken 
that  only  they  insisted  on  it.  McDorman 
and  Freeze  then  separated;  McDorman  tak- 
ing a  seat  to  himself,  with  his  head  lean- 
ing up  against  the  window.  While  in  thia 
position.  Freeze  approached  and  struck 
McDorman,  breaking  the  window  glass. 
At  this  time,  Truitt,  the  conductor,  waa 
not  in  the  car;  but  when  he  learned  of  the 
Sflass  being  broken,  he  told  Freeze  that 
he  would  have  to  pay  for  it,  whic*h  he  did. 
En  his  conversation  with  the  conductor. 
Freeze  charged  McDorman  and  others  in 
the  car,  including  the  plaintiff,  with  steal- 
ing his  money,  and  became  boisterous  and 
profane  in  his  language.  While  the  plain- 
tiff was  sitting  by  himself,  and  after  the 
train  had  left  one  of  the  stations  on  the 
road,  Kcllar's,  as  the  witness  thought,  the 
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'conductor  approached  him  and  told  him 
that  he  had  intended  to  have  Freeze  arrest^ 
ed  at  the  station  just  passed,  but  that  he 
could  not  find  any  officer,  and  that  he  had 
to  take  him  to  Princess  Anne;  that  he  had 
phoned  up  or  wired  to  Princess  Anne  for 
the  sheriff  to  arrest  him  there.  When  the 
train  was  %ear  Princess  Anne,  the  conduc- 
tor told  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  have 
to  have  him  as  a  witness,  and  wrote  down 
his  name  and  address  in  Philadelphia, 
which  were  given  to  him  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  was  told  by  the  plaintiff  that  he  would 
come  down  at  any  time  he  would  notify 
him.  Later,  and  just  as  the  train  was 
slowing  up  for  Princess  Anne,  the  conduc- 
tor said  to  the  plaintiff,  "You  have  got  to 
go  with  them,"  meaning  the  officers  who 
were  to  arrest  Freeze,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff replied,  "Are  you  going  to  lock  me  up  ?*' 
The  conductor  said:  "Yes;  we  shall  have 
to  hold  you  as  a  witivess."  To  which  the 
plaintiff  replied:  "All  right;  I  will  have 
to  go;  that  is  all."  When  the  train  stopped 
at  the  station,  the  sheriff  and,  as  he  sup> 
posed,  his  deputy,  came  into  the  car,  and 
as  the  deputy  with  Freeze  approached  the 
plaintiff,  the  conductor  said:  ."You  take 
this  man  along  as  witness.  There  is  no 
charge  against  him ;  but  we  have  got  to 
have  him  as  a  witness."  The  officers  said- 
to  him,  "Come  with  me,"  and  he  went. 
They  went  from  the  station  to  the  jail. 
When  they  reached  the  jail,  they  entered 
and  went  so  far  as  the  cdrridor.  Freeze 
was  placed  in  a  cell.  The  sheriff  then 
asked  the  plaintiff  if  he  could  give  any 
bail,  as  there  was  no  charge  against  him. 
The  plaintiff  replied  that  he  knew  no  one 
in  Princess  Anne;  that  it  was  the  first 
time  he  was  ever  in  the  town,  but  said  he 
had  some  money,  $75,  "if  that  would  do 
any  good."  He  was  told  by  the  sheriff  to 
put  up  $50  for  his  appearance  when  need- 
ed. He  thus  gave  to  the  sheriff  $60,  for 
which  the  sheriff  gave  to  him  a  receipt, 
and  he  went  to  the  hotel.  This  was  about 
1  o'clock  Sunday  morning;  the  hour  for 
the  arrival  of  the  train  at  Princess  Anne 
being  about  12  o'clock  at  night.  On  Sun- 
day morning,  he  again  saw  the  sheriff, 
at  which  time  the  sheriff  returned  to  him 
his  money  and  released  him  from  the  ne- 
cessity of  returning  as  a  witness.  He  then 
went  to  the  hotel  and  paid  his  bill,  and 
from  there  he  went  to  the  station,  where 
he  bought  a  ticket  to  Delmar,  paying 
therefore  65  cents.  The  conductor  had 
taken  the  coupon  off  that  part  of  the  ticket 
that  carried  him  to  Delmar;  the  ticket 
was  good  from  Delmar  to  Philadelphia. 

S.  Upshur  Long,  the  sheriff  of  Somerset 
county  referred  to  in  plaintiff's  testimony, 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  testified:  "That 
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be  received  a  message  to  go  to  what  is 
called  the  midnight  train  that  night  [the 
occasion  referred  t<5  in  plaintiff's  testi- 
mony], and  that  he  went  there,  as  sheriff, 
somewhere  between  12  and  1  o'clock.  That 
on  his  way  to  the  depot  he  met  John  H. 
Packard,  at  that  time  bailiff  of  Princess 
Anne,  who  was  also  going  out  to  the  de- 
pot; he  having  been  asked,  as  he  stated, 
to  go  to  the  station  for  the  same  purpose 
for  which  the  sheriff  was  going.  When 
they  reached  the  depot,  the  conductor  in* 
quired  if  the  sheriff  or  police  were  there, 
and  upon  being  told  that  they  were,  they 
were  invited  by  the  conductor  aboard  the 
train,  and  were  shown  "this  fellow,  Freeze, 
that  he  had  a  charge  against;"  also  WaU 
dron,  the  plaintiff,  whom  the  conductor 
said  he  wanted  to  hold  as  a  witness.  There- 
upon Waldron,  the  plaintiff,  was  taken 
to  and  in  jail  by  Mr.  Packard.  That  the 
plaintiff  put  up  $50  as  bail  for  his  appear- 
ance as  a  witness  wlien  needed. 

Packard,  who  at  the  time  of  the  occasion 
referred  to  in  the  testimony  above  stated, 
was  bailiff  of  Princess  Anne,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  of  the  case  below,  was 
in  the  employment  of  the  defendant  as 
fireman,  testified,  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  after  entering  the  car  he  and  the 
.conductor  went  to  the  north  end  of  it, 
and  there  the  conductor  said:  "That  is 
the  man  there;  this  other  was  witness  to 
the  whole  thing."  He  did  not  remember 
that  the  conductor  said  more,  and  from 
that  he  told  the  plaintiff  to  come  on,  and 
the  plaintiff  went  with  him.  He  did  not 
recall  that  the  condi\ctor  said  there  was 
no  charge  against  the  plaintiff,  but  remem- 
bered that  he  told  the  plaintiff  there  was 
no  charge  against  him;  that  he  was  only 
held  as  a  witness. 

Oscar  M.  Jones,  telegraph  operator  at 
the  station,  testified  "that  he  received  a 
message  •  in  reference  to  said  occurrence 
from  Conductor  Truitt,  and  after  phoning 
it  uptown  the  message  was  destroyed;  but 
to  the  best  of  his  knowledge  the  message 
was,  'Have  officer  arrival  of  No.  50  at 
Princess   Anne.' " 

William  G.  Trtiitt,  offered  by  the  de- 
fendant, testified:  That  on  the  30th  day 
of  November,  1907,  he  was,  and  had  been 
for  twenty-six  years,  conductor  on  defend- 
ant's road.  'That  he  remembered  the 
occasion  when,  on  the  said  30th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1907,  there  was  a  disorderly  pas- 
senger. Freeze,  on  his  train.  That  he  first 
learned  of  the  misbehavior  or  misconduct 
of  this  passenger  when  at  or  near  Nassawa- 
dox,  a  station  about  19  miles  above  Cape 
Charles.  That  at  the  time  of  the  assault 
made  by  Freeze  on  McDorman  he  was  in 
the    Jim    Crow   car.      That   when    he    re- 
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turned  to  the  car  in  which  Freeeze  was 
seated,  he  was  pointed  out  to  him  by  the 
brakeman.  He  spoke' to  Freeze  of  his  mis- 
conduct, and  told  him  that  he  would  have 
to  put  him  off  the  train,  and  that  *  he 
would  also  have  to  pay  for  the  window- 
glass  which  he  did.  He  accused  many  of 
those  in  the  car  of  robbing  him,  but  final- 
ly quieted  down.  Later,  however,  he 
charged  the  plaintiff  with  robbing  him, 
about  which  time  he  (the  conductor)  sent 
a  message  from  Hallwood  to  the  operator 
at  Princess  Anne,  in  which  he  said,  *Tlease 
have  officer  at  train  on  arrival  of  No.  50." 
Freeze  continued  his  disorderly  conduct 
until  he  got  near  to  Kings  Creek,  Mary- 
land, among  other  things  threatening  the 
life  of  the  plaintiff  and  accusing  the  plain- 
tiff of  robbing  him.  Finally  he  said  to 
the  plaintiff:  "My  friend,  I  am  going  to 
have  that  fellow  taken  off  at  Princess 
Anne,  and  I  would  suggest  that  you  get  off 
there  as  a  witness.''  Plaintiff  did  not  say 
whether  he  would  or  would  not  get  off. 
When  the  train  arrived  at  Princess  Anne, 
the  conductor  stepped  to  the  door  and 
asked  if  the  officer  was  there,  and  Mr. 
Long  and  Mr.  Packard  stepped  forward. 
With  them,  he  entered  the  car  and  said, 
"Gentlemen,  here  is  the  man,"  and  walked 
back  to  where  Freeze  was,  and  further 
said:  "Here  is  the  man .  who  raised  all 
this  disturbance,  and  here  is  another  man 
who  I  have  suggested  to  get  off  and  ap- 
pear as  a  witness."  That  he  did  not  say 
to  the  sheriff  (referring  to  Waldron), 
'**Take  this  man  off,"  or,  "Take  this  man 
along  as  a  witness.  I  have  no  charge 
against  him.'  He  denied  saying,  "Yes, 
'we  shall  have  to  hold  you  as  a  wit- 
ness," to  Waldron's  asking  him,  "Are  you 
going  to  lock  me  up?'  He  also  denied 
having  any  conversation  with  the  plaintiff 
in  which  he  asked  plaintiff  about  his  ad- 
dress. That  he  did  not  know  the  man's 
name,  where  he  lived,  or  anything  about 
it.  The  conductor  did  not  hear  the  of- 
ficer tell  the  plaintiff  to  come  along.  That 
he  made  the  suggestion  to  Waldron  to  get 
•off  as  a  witness  to  protect  him,  as  Freeze 
had  threatened  his  life  and  accused  him  of 
robbing  him.  Tliat  he  sympathized  with 
Waldron  and  felt  sorry  for  him  and  wanted 
to  protect  him.  That  Freeze  was  full  of 
Avhisky.  That  Freeze  was '  disorderly  both 
in  Virginia  and  in  Maryland;  kept  up  his 
■disorderly  conduct  after  leaving  Peninsula 
Junction  until  he  got  to  Princess  Anne. 
Truitt  was  then  asked  by  the  defendant 
■company:  "Now,  then,  Mr.  Truitt,  you 
have  stated  that  you  were  the  conductor 
-of  the  New  York,  Philadelphia,  &  Norfolk 
Railroad  Company,  and  you  were  the  con- 
•ductor  at  the  time  of  the  occurrence  to 
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which  you  have  referred.  Please  state 
what,  if  any,  authority  you  have  ever  had 
from  the  railroad  company,  or  from  any 
of  its  officers,  to  arrest  or  take  into  cus- 
tody, or  cause  to  be  arrested  or  taken  into 
custody,  any  passenger  as  a  witness  to 
any  criminal  occurrence  or  disorder  occur- 
ring on  your  train?"  To  which  question 
the  plaintiff  objected,  and,  the  court  sus- 
taining the  objection,  the  witness  was  not 
permitted  to  answer.  To  this  ruling  of  the 
court,  the  defendant  excepted,  and  this 
forms  the  ninth  bill  of  exceptions.  We  re- 
fer to  this  exception  at  this'  time,  because 
it  w^ill  be  considered  and  discussed  in  con- 
nection with  the  ruling  upon  the  defend* 
ant's  rejected  prayers. 

In  our  opinion,  the  court  below  commit- 
ted no  error  in  repecting  the  third  and 
fourth   prayers   of  the  defendant. 

There  is  in  this  case  evidence  sufficient 
to  go  to  the  jury,  tending  to  show  a  false 
arrest  and  imprisonment  of  the  plaintiff, 
procured  by  the  servant  of  the  defendant, 
under  circumstances  that  render  the  de- 
fendant liable  therefor  to  the  plaintiff. 
"False  imprisonment  is  a  wrong  akin  to 
the  wrongs  of  assault  and  battery,  and 
consists  in  imposing,  by  force  or  threats, 
an  unlawful  restraint  upon  a  man's  free- 
dom of  locomotion."  Cooley,  Torts,  196; 
Gillingham  v.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  35  W. 
Va.  695,  14  L.R.A.  798,  29  Am.  St.  Rep. 
827,  14  S.  E.  243.  And,  as  was  said  in 
Kirk  V.  Garrett,  84  Md.  409,  35  Atl.  1092: 
"False  imprisonment  consists  in  the  unlaw- 
ful detention  of  one  against  his  will."  "It 
is  the  unlawful  restraint  of  a  man's  liberty 
by  imprisonment,  or  by  words  and  array  of 
force."  Tomlin  v.  Hildreth,  66  N.  J.  L. 
438,  47  Atl.  649. 

The  plaintiff,  with  others,  while  a  pas- 
senger upon  the  train  of  the  defendant,  wit- 
nessed the  disorder  produced  by  the  miscon- 
duct of  another  passenger,  a  stranger  to 
him,  in  the  car  in  which  the  plaintiff  was 
seated.  The  plaintiff  was  in  no  way  a 
party  to  the  disorder;  nor  was  he  in  any 
wise  responsible  therefor.  The  conductor, 
after  deciding  to  prosecute  the  party  cre- 
ating the  disorder,  obtained  from  the 
plaintiff  his  name  and  address,  so  that  he 
could  communicate  with  him,  should  he  be 
needed  as  a  witness  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  offender.  The  plaintiff  expressed  his 
willingness  to  appear  as  a  witness  when 
wanted  and  notified;  but,  notwithstanding 
this  readiness  and  willingness  on  his  part 
to  attend  the  trial  and  testify  against 
the  accused  when  needed,  he  was  told  by 
the  conductor  that  he  would  be  held  as 
a  witness,  and  to  secure  his  attendance 
he  would  be  "locked  up;"  and  when  the 
'  train  arrived  at  Princess  Anne  the  plain* 
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tiff  was  pointed  out  by  the  conductor  to 
the  officeVs  who  were  there  to  meet  the 
train  upon  its  arrival,  pursuant  to  thb 
order  wired  by  the  conductor  to  the  agent 
at  that  station,  and  the  officers  were  told 
by  the  conductor  to  hold  him  as  a  wit- 
ness to  testify  against  the  disorderly  pas- 
senger. The  officers  took  him  and  carried 
him  to  jail,  at  which  place  he  was  asked 
by  them,  or  one  of  them,  if  he  would  give 
bail  for  his  appearance  as  a  witness  when 
his  presence  should  be  needed  at  the  trial 
of  the  disorderly  passenger.  Upon  being 
told  that  he  could  not,  as  he  was  a  stran- 
ger in  the  town  and  knew  no  one,  he  was 
then  released  upon  his  depositing  with  one 
of  the  officers  $50,  to  secure .  his  appear^ 
ance  as  a  witness  at  such  trial. 

This  court,  in  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Som- 
erset County,  82  Md.  620,  32  L.R.A.  449, 
51  Am.  St.  Rep.  484,  34  Atl.  771,  quoted 
approvingly  from  Lord  Hale,  2  Hale,  P. 
C.  282,  in  which  that  author,  in  enumerat- 
ing the  compulsory  methods  by  which  wit- 
nesses can  be  brought  in  to  testify,  states 
that  "the  more  ordinary  and  more  effectual 
means  [employed  for  such  purposes],  tire 
justices  or  coroner  that  take  the  examina- 
tion of  the  person  accused,  and  the  infor- 
mation of  the  witnesses,  may  at  that  time, 
or  at  any  time  after  and  before  the  trial, 
bind  over  the  witnesses  to  appear  at  the 
sessions,  and  in  case  of  their  refusal  either 
to  come  or  to  be  bound  over,  may  com<> 
mit  them  for  their  contempt  on  such  re- 
fusal." 

This  court  in  that  case  (Hall  v.  Som- 
erset County)  further  stated  that  §  13  of 
article  35  of  the  Code,  which  provides  for 
the  payment  of  fees  for  witnesses  com- 
mitted to  prison  upon  their  failure  to  find 
security  for  their  appearance  to  testify 
against  the  accused,  "clearly  recognizes 
the  power  of  a  magistrate  to  commit  a 
witness,  in  order  that  his  attendance  to 
testify  against  a  person  accused  of  crime 
may  be  secured;  it  is  a  power  which  can 
only  be  exerted  after  the  witness  fails  to 
give  such  reasonable  security  for  his  ap- 
pearance as  may  be  demanded  of  him." 
This  statute,  however,  which  provides  for 
the  payment  of  fees  of  ihiprisoned  wit- 
nesses, refers  only  to  such  as  are  committed 
by  magistrates.  Therefore  the  recog- 
nition therein  found  of  the  right  to 
imprison  witnesses  upon  their  failure  to 
find  security  for  their  appearance  to 
testify  against  a  person  accused  of  crime 
can  extend  no  further  than  the  right  of 
the  magistrate  to  commit  in  such  cases. 

But,  whatever  may  be  the  power  and  au- 
thority, if  any,  of  an  officer  under  ex- 
treme conditions  and  circumstances,  to  hold 
temporarily  in  restraint  of  his  liberty  a 
39  L.RJl.(N.S.) 


person  as  a  witness  to  testify  against  an 
accused  person,  sucli  authority  or  power 
does  not  exist  in  this  case.  The  nature 
and  character  of  the  offense  and  the  con- 
ditions and  circumstances  thereof  and  the 
relations  existing  between  the  parties  do 
no  warrant  the  arrest  and  imprisonment 
of  the  plaintiff,  procured,  as  it  was,  by 
the  servant  of  the  defendant,  in  order  to 
secure  his  attendance  as  a  witness  at  the 
trial  of  the  accused  party.  "The  illegality 
of  the  arrest  and  the  unlawfulness  of  the 
detention  are  indispensable  elements  in  this 
form  of  action."  Kirk  v.  Garrett,  supra. 
In  our  opinion,  these  indispensable  ele- 
ments are  found  to  exist  in  this  case.  But, 
by  the  defendant's  rejected  third  prayer, 
the  court  below  was  asked  to  instruct  the 
jury  that  there  was  no  legally  sufficient 
evidence  that  the  conductor,  servant  of  the 
defendant  company,  was  ever  authorized 
by  the  defendant  to  commit  the  acts  com- 
plained of,  or  that  such  acts  were  ever 
adopted  or  ratified  by  the  defendant  com- 
pany. 

We  will  now  consider  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  refusing  to  grant  this  instruction. 
The  plaintiff  having  purchased,  a  ticket 
from  the  defendant  company  entitling  him 
to  transportation  from  Norfolk,  Virginia, 
over  the  lines  of  the  defendant  and  its 
connecting  lines,  to  the  city  of  Philadelphia, 
he  became  a  passenger  upon  the  car  of  the 
defendant,  and  was  such  a  passenger  at  the 
time  of  the  acts  complained  of  in  this  case. 
As  a  passenger,  he  was  entitled  to  all  the 
rights,  privileges,  and  protection  which  the 
law  accords  to  passengers,  and  subject  to 
the  duties  and  liabilities  which  the  law 
imposes  on  a  carrier  for  the  safety  and 
proper   treatment   of   its   passengers. 

In  the  case  of  Stewart  v.  Brooklyn  & 
C.  T.  R.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  590,  43  Am.  Rep. 
185,  the  court  there  said:  "The  trial 
court  dismissed  the  plaintiff's  complaint, 
on  the  ground  that  the  defendant's  serv- 
ant, in  assaulting  the  plaintiff  [a  passen- 
ger in  the  car],  was  not  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment,  but  attacked  the 
plaintiff  to  gratify  some  wicked  and  ma- 
licious purpose  of  his  own.  Had  the  per- 
son assaulted  been  one  to  whom  the  defend- 
ant owed  no  duty,  the  dismissal  of  the 
plaintiff's  complaint  would  probably  have 
been  correct;  but  the  rule  which  applies  in 
such  a  case  has  no  application  as  between 
A  common  carrier  and  his  passenger.  In 
such  a  case,  a  different  rule  applies."  And 
this  court,  in  the  case  of  Maryland  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Tucker,  115  Md.  43,  80  Atl.  688. 
nied  February  3,  1911,  said,  in  the  case  of 
Stewart  v.  Brooklyn  &  C.  T.  R.  Co.  supra: 
"It  was  held  that  a  carrier  undertakes  to 
protect    his    passengers    while    being    con- 
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veyed,  against  the  misconduct  of  its  own 
servants  while  engaged  in  executing  the 
contract." 

In  the  case  of  Haver  v.  Central  K  Co. 
62  N.  J.  L.  282,  43  L.R.A.  84,  72  Am.  St. 
Kep.  647,  41  Atl.  916,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  the  carrier  for  the 
assault  made  by  a  brakeman  upon  a  pa- 
senger,  the  court  there  said:  *'The  case 
now*  before  the  court  depends,  not  upon  the 
law  of  liability  of  a  master  for  the  acts 
of  his  servants,  but  upon  the  duty  imposed 
on  the  railroad  company  in  the  carriage 
of  the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger.  The  duty 
of  a  carrier  of  passengers  is  to  safely  and 
securely  carry  persons  who  bear  to  it  the 
relation  of  passengers.  The  carrier  is  un- 
der obligation  ...  to  carry  the  pas- 
senger therein  to  the  end  of  his  route,  to 
protect  him  against  assault  and  other  ill 
treatment  by  those  employed  by  and  under 
the  carrier's  control  while  on  the  way." 

In  the  case  of  New  Jersey  S.  B.  Co.  v. 
Brockett,  121  U.  S.  637,  30  L.  ed.  1049,  7 
Sup.  Ct.  Kep.  1039,  Justice  Harlan,  speak- 
ing for  the  court,  said:  *'The  plaintiff 
was  entitled,  in  virtue  of  that  contract  [as 
passenger.],  to  protection  against  the  mis- 
conduct or  negligence  of  the  carrier's  serv- 
ants. Their  misconduct  or  negligence 
while  transacting  the  company's  business, 
and  when  acting  within  the  general  scope 
of  their  employment,  is  of  necessity  to  be 
imputed  to  the  corporation  which  consti- 
tuted them  agents  for  the  performance  of 
its  contract  with  the  passenger.  Whether 
the  act  of  the  servant  be  one  of  omission 
or  commission,  whether  negligent  or  fraud- 
ulent, *ii  .  .  .  it  be  done  in  the  course 
of  his  employment,  ...  it  makes  no 
difference  that  the  master  did  not  authorize 
or  even  know  of  the  servant's  act  or  neg- 
lect; or  even  if  he  disapproved  or  forbade 
it,  he  is  equally  liable,  if  .  .  .  [it]  be 
done  in  the  course  of  his  servant's  em- 
ployment. .  .  .  This  rule  ...  is 
founded  upon  public  policy  and  conven- 
ience.* " 

And  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Baltimore 
&  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Cain,  81  Md.  105,  28  L.R.A. 
688,  31  Atl.  805,  held  that,  "if  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  guilty  of  no  breach  of  the 
peace,  his  arrest  at  the  Instance  of  the 
conductor  was  unlawful,  and,  having  been 
made  in  the  defendant's  depot  whilst  the 
plaintiff,  a  passenger,  was  still  entitled  to 
be  protected  by  the  defendant  against  as- 
saults and  injuries  by  the  defendant's  own 
employees,  if  wrongfully  made  by  or  at  the 
request  of  the  defendant's  own  servants 
whilst  they  were  in  and  about  the  per 
formance  of  their  prescribed  duties,  the 
master  would  be  liable." 

From  these  authorities,  it  will  be  seen 
SO  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


that  the  defendant  company  is  liable  for 
the  acts  of  its  conductor  in  ordering  and 
procuring  the  arrest  and  imprisonment  of 
the  plaintiff,  which  were  committed  in  the 
course  of  his  employment,  even  though  be 
was  not  authorised  to  do  so  by  the  defend- 
ant- company;  and  thus  the  third  and 
fourth  prayers  of -the  defendant,  as  well 
as*  the  testimony  ottered  in  the  ninth  ex- 
ception,    were    properly    rejected. 

The  only  objection  urged  against  the 
plaintiff's  first  prayer  is  that  it  assumes 
there  was  evidence  that  the  conduetor  wired 
the  agent  at  Princess  Anne  to  have  of- 
ficers meet  the  train  at  that  point,  when,, 
as  the  defendant  contends,  the  evidence  was. 
that  he  wired  the  agent  to  have  "officer" 
meet  the  train,  etc.  The  conductor  testified, 
that  the  word  "officer,"  and  not  the  word, 
"officers,"  was  used  by  him  in  the  tele- 
gram; the  agent  to  whom  the  telegram  was 
sent  was  unable  to  give  the  exact  lan- 
guage. But  whether  the  word  "officer"  or 
"officers"  was  used,  the  sending  of  the 
despatch  resulted  in  two  officers  meeting 
the  train.  This,  we  think,  is  an  unim- 
portant  variance,  should  any  exist  at  all, 
and  does  not  render  the  prayer  bad.  We 
think  tiie  court  conunitted  no  error  ii^ 
granting  the  prayer. 

In  the  second  prayer  of  the  plaintiff,, 
the  jury  is  instructed  that  "it  is  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  use  all  reasonable  care 
to  protect  the  plaintiff  from  personal  in- 
jury and  insult."  This,  the  defendant  con- 
tends, is  stating  an  abstract  proposition  of 
law,  based  on  a  state  of  facts  not  shown 
to  exist  in  this  case.  It  contends  that  no- 
personal  injury  was  done  or  insult  offered 
the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  his  being  held 
and  detained  under  conditions  and  circum- 
stances  which  we  hold  herein  constitute 
false  arrest  and  imprisonment.  We  can- 
not adopt  this  contention  of  the  defend- 
ant, that  no  personal  injury  has  been  done- 
or  personal  insult  has  been  offered  the- 
plaintiff  by  his  false  arrest  and  imprison- 
ment. Not  only  was  it  a  personal  indig- 
nity and  insult,  but  a  personal  injury  as 
well.  "A  personal  injury  includes  libel, 
slander,  criminal  conversation,  seduction, 
and  malicious  prosecution;  also  an  assault, 
battery,  false  imprisonment,  or  other  ac- 
tionable injuries  to  the  person."  6  Words 
and  Phrases,  p.  5341. 

The  first  eight  and  the  tenth  and  eleventh 
exceptions  found  in  the  record  are  to  the- 
rulings  of  the  court  in  permitting  the 
plaintiff  to  show  that  he  was  taken  to- 
the  jail  and  security  demanded  of  him  by 
the  officers  holding  him  as  a  witness  under 
the  direction  of  the  defendant's  servant, 
and  the  fact  that  he  deposited  with  said  of- 
ficers, as  security  for  his  appearance  as  s» 
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witness,  the  sum  of  $50.  The  plaintiff  in 
this  case  was  taken  into  the  custody  of  .the 
officers  upon  the  request  of  and  at  the  di- 
rection of  Truitt,  the  conductor  of  the  de- 
fendant company,  to  hold  him  as. a  wit- 
ness to  testify  against  Freeze^  who  was  at 
the  same  time  arrested  upon  the  request 
and  direction  of  Truitt,  charged  with  dis- 
orderly conduct.  The  plaintiff's  imlawful 
detention  commenced  at  the  time  that  he 
was  so  taken  into  the  custody  of  the  offi- 
cers. It  was  then  that  his  liberty  was  re- 
strained, and,  in  a  legal  sense,  he  was  im- 
prisoned from  that  time.  This  was  at  12 
o'clock  Saturday  night.  With  directions 
from  the  conductor  to  hold  the  plaintiff 
as  a  witness,  what  was  he  to  do  but  to 
oarry  him  to  jail,  or  take  from  him  se- 
curity for  bis  appearance  as  a  witness? 
These,  as  it  would  seem,  were  unavoid- 
able incidents  to  his  being  held  as  a  wit- 
ness, as  directed  by  defendant's  servant; 
and  these  unavoidable  Incidents  should  have 
been  known  and  considered  by  the  conduc- 
tor at  the  time  that  he  gave  the  direction 
to  hold  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness.  We 
think  this  evidence  was  properly  admitted. 

The  point  is  made  by  the  defendant  that 
the  judgment  in  this  case  is  erroneously 
entered,  for  the  reason  that  interest  is 
allowed  thereon  from  the  date  of  the  ver- 
dict, and  not  frc»n  the  date  of  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  judgment.  This  question  wan 
not  presented  to  or  passed  upon  by  the 
circuit  court,  but  the  point  is  made  for 
the  first  time  in  this  court;  thus  the  ques- 
tion is  not  properly  before  this  court  to 
be  considered  by  it.  Anders  v.  Devries,  26 
Md.    222. 

From  what  we  have  said,  we  find  no  er- 
rors in  the  rulings  of  the  court  below, 
and  will  therefore  affirm  its  judgment. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  ap- 
pellee. 


WISCONSIN  SUPREMB  COURT. 

JOSEPH  KROPIDLOWSKI,  Respt., 

V. 

PFISTER    &    VOGEL    LEATHER    COM- 
PANY,   Appt. 

(—  Wis.  — ,  135  N.  W.  839.) 

Release  —  joint  tort  feasors  —  coven- 
ant not  to  sne  —  partial  satisfaction 
—  effect. 

A  release  of,  and  covenant  for  a  valu- 
able consideration  not  to  sue,  one  of  sev- 
eral joint  tort  feasors,  which  expressly 
states  that  the  sum  received  is  merely  a 
part  satisfaction  of  the  claim,  will  not  pre- 
vent a  suit  against  the  other  wrongdoer. 

(April  23,  1912.) 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Milwaukee  Coun- 
ty sustaining  a  demurrer  to  an  answer  set- 
ting up  a  release,  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Barnes,  J.: 

The  complaint  in  this  action  alleged  that 
on  or  about  April  23,  1910,  plaintiff  was 
employed  by  the  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leather 
Company  in  its  factory,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant herein  delivered  to  said  company  certain 
carboys  of  acid;  that  plaintiff,  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  duties  was  required  to  re- 
move the  carboys  from  the  yard  to  the  store- 
room ;  that  the  stopper  in  the  neck  of  one  of 
the  carboys  was  defective,  in  that  it  was  im- 
properly placed  therein,  and  that  while 
plaintiff  was  handling  the  carboy  the  stop- 
per blew  out,  the  acid  coming  in  contact 
with  his  eyes,  as  a  result  of  which  he  lost 
the  sight  of  one  and  sustained  injuries  to 
the  other.  The  answer  denied  generally  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  as  a  sec- 
ond defense  pleaded  the  following  release, 
as  a  bar  to  recovery  against  defendant: 

Received  from  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leather 
Company  the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars 
($1,000),  and  the  payment  of  medical  and 
hospital  bills  due  Dr.  George  Mason  and  St. 
Mary's  Hospital,  amounting  to  $58  and 
$32.59,  respectively,  both  for  services  ren- 
dered me  on  account  of  the  below-mentioned 
accident,  and  in  consideration  of  said  sums 
so  paid  I  hereby  release  and  forever  dis- 
charge said  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leather  Com- 

Note.  —  The  decisions  upon  the  effect  of 
a  covenant  not  to  sue  one  joint  tort  fea- 
sor as  a  release  of  another  are  collected  in 
notes  to  Abb  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  58 
L.R.A.  299,  and  Musolf  v.  Duluth  Edison 
Electric  Co.  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)   461. 

As  to  the  effect  in  a  release  of  one  joint 
tort  feasor  of  a  reservation  of  the  right  as 
against  others,  see  Eden  v.  Fletcher,  10 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    618,   and   note. 

As  to  the  right  to  show  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence that  the  payment  of  a  judgment 
aeainst,  or  consideration  for  the  release 
of,  an  alleged  joint  tort  feasor,  was  not  a 
satisfaction  of  the  claim,  see  notes  to  Ryan 
V.  Becker,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  330,  and  Fitz- 
gerald V.  Union  Stock  Yards  Co.  33  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    983. 

As  to  the  effct  of  the  release  of  one  per- 
son from  liability  for  a  tort  to  release  an- 
other, where  the  former  was  not  in  fact  or 
law  liable,  see  note  to  Snyder  v.  Mutual 
Teleph.  Co.  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)    321. 

As  to  the  effect  of  obtaining  judgment 
against  one  joint  tort  feasor  upon  the  lia- 
bility of  the  other,  see  note  to  Blackman 
V.  Simpson,  58  L.R.A.  410. 
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pany,  its  Buccessora  and  assigns,  of  and 
from  any  and  all  actions,  claims,  and  de- 
mands against  said  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leath- 
er Company,  for,  upon,  or  by  reason  of  any 
damage,  loss,  injury,  or  suffering  which 
heretofore  has  been  or  which  may  hereafter 
be  sustained  by  me  in  consequence  of  an 
accident  and  injury  suffered  by  me  on  or 
about  the  23d  day  of  April,  1910,  while  in 
the  employ  of  said  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leath- 
er Company;  and  I  hereby  covenant  and 
agree  with  said  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leather 
Company  that,  in  consideration  of  the  pay- 
ment of  said  sums,  I  will  not  begin  or  prose- 
cute any  action  against  said  Herman  Zohr- 
laut Leather  Company  on  account  of  said 
accident  or  injuries.  It  is  expressly  under- 
stood, however,  that  said  sums  are  received, 
not  as  an  accord  and  satisfaction  for  the 
whole  injury  suffered,  but  only  '  as  part 
satisfaction  thereof.  In  -witness  whereof  1 
have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  at  Mil- 
waukee, Wisconsin,  this  19th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1910. 
[Signed]         Joseph  Kropidlowski.   .  [Seal.] 

Plaintiff  demurred,  to  defendant's  sec- 
ond defense,  on  the  ground  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  de- 
fense, which  demurrer  was  sustained;  and 
from  an  order  sustaining  the  demurrer  this 
appeal  is  taken. 

Messrs.  Lines,  Spooner,  Ellis,  & 
Quarles,  for  appellant: 
*  The  agreement  in  question  is  a  technical 
release,  and  as  such  operates  to  extinguish 
the  right  of  action,  and  does  not  merely 
affect  the  remedy. 

2  Co.  Litt.  232a;  Re  E.  W.  A.  [1901]  2 
K.  B.  648,  70  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  810,  49 
Week.  Rep.  642,  85  L.  T.  N.  S.  31,  8 
Manson,  260;  Millett  v.  Hayford,  1  Wis. 
412. 

It  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a  re- 
lease that  it  be  based  upon  an  accord  and 
satisfaction. 

1  tidd,  Pr.  696,  699,  702 ;  34  Cyc.  1086 ;  2 
Pollock  &  M.  History  of  English  Law,  90. 

A  release  of  one,  or  satisfaction  received 
from  one,  joint  trespasser,  may  be  pleaded 
in  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  tres- 
pass. 

18  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  94;  24  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  283;  Middleditch  v.  Sharland,  5 
Ves.  Jr.  87;  Abb  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  28 
Wash.  428,  58  L.R.A.  293,  92  Am.  St.  Rep. 
864,  68  Pac.  954;  Ellis  v.  Esson,  50  Wis. 
138,  36  Am.  Rep.  830,  6  N.  W.  518;  Bishop 
v.  McGillis,  82  Wis.  126,  51  N.  W.  1075. 

Recitals  in  the  instrument  about  the  pay- 
ment of  money  to  the  plaintiff  as  not  being 
in  full  satisfaction  of  the  injury  are  mere 
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surplusage,  and  are  void  as  being  repug- 
nant, to  the  grant. 

McBride  v.  Scott,  132  Mich.  176,  61  L.ILA. 
445,  102  Am.  St.  Rep.  416,  93  N.  W.  243, 
1  Ann.  Cas.  61;  34  Cyc.  1087;  Gunther  v. 
Lee,  45  Md.  60^  24  Am.  Rep  504;  4  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  p.  1775;  Benjamin  v.  Mc- 
Connell,  9  111.  536,  46  Am.  Dec.  474;  O'Shea 
V.  New  York,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  44  C.  C.  A. 
601,  105  Fed.  569;  Abb  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  28  Wash.  428,  58  L.R.A.  293,  92  Am. 
St.  Rep.  864,  68  Pac.  954. 

Even  though  the  agreement  be  considered 
a  covenant  not  to  sue,  it  is  a  bar  to  an 
action  of  the  sort  set  fortli  in  the  complaint. 

Pogel  V.  Meilke,  60  Wis.  248,  18  N.  W. 
927;  Abb  V.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  28  Wash. 
428,  58  L.R.A.  303,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  864,  68 
Pac.  954;  Burke  v.  Noble,  48  Pa.  175. 

Messrs.  Kronshage,  Fritz,  &  Uaniuin, 
for  respondent: 

The  intention  of  the  parties  is  to  govern. 

Ellis  v.  Esson,  50  Wis.  148,  36  Am.  Rep. 
830,  0  N.  W.  518;  Pogel  v.  Meilke,  60  Wis. 
250,  18  N.  W.  927;  Bishop  v.  McGillis,  82 
Wis.  126,  51  N.  W.  1075;  Fitzgerald  v. 
Union  Stockyards  Co.  89  Neb.  393,  33 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  983.  131  N.  W.  612;  Cooley, 
Torts,  2d  ed.  161,  162. 

The  document  is  not  a  technical  release 
under  seal,  but  merely  a  covenant  not  to 
sue,  and  therefore  does  not  discharge  de- 
fendant's liability. 

Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Averill,  224  111. 
516,  79  N.  E.  664;  Robertson  v.  Trammell, 
98  Tex.  364,  83  S,  W.  1098;  Chicago  v. 
Smith,  95  111.  App.  340;  Chicago  v.  Bab- 
cock,  143  111.  358,  32  N.  E.  271;  Irvine  ▼. 
Milbank,  15  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  378;  Bishop  v. 
McGillis,  82  Wis.  126,  51  N.  W.  1076. 

Barnes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellant  maintains  that  the  in- 
strument set  forth  in  the  statement  of  facts 
is  a  release,  under  seal,  of  one  of  two  joint 
wrongdoers,  and  that  the  legal  effect  of  the 
document  is  to  release  and  discharge  both. 
The  respondent  contends  that  the  socalled 
release  should  be  construed  as  a  covenant 
not  to  sue  the  Herman  Zohrlaut  Leather 
Company,  and  not  as  a  teclmical  release 
and  that,  so  construed,  it  does  not  bar  a  re- 
covery from  the  appellant  for  the  difference 
between  the  amount  of  damages  sustained 
and  the  sum  already  paid  by  the  Zohrlaut 
Company.  The  question  is  an  interesting 
one ;  and  it  may  be  fairly  said  at  the  outset 
that,  while  the  decided  cases  preponderate 
in  favor  of  the  contention  of  the  appellant, 
the  reasoning  which  supports  them  seems  to 
be  technical,  artificial,  and  unsatisfactory. 

The  general  rule  that  a  release  of  one 
joint  wrongdoer  releases  all  is  elementary. 
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The  same  is  true  where  the  party  who  is  i 
wronged  receives  a  valuable  consideration 
from  one  of  two  or  more  joint  wrongdoers 
as  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  whole 
injury.  While  the  cases  may  differ  to  some 
extent  as  to  the  reason  for  the  rule  stated, 
most  courts  base  it  on  the  assumption  that 
the  injured  party  has  received  full  satisfac- 
tion, or  what  is,  in  law,  equivalent  to  full 
satisfaction,  for  the  damages  sustained,  and 
that  recovery  should  not  go  beyond  this. 

The  alleged  release  here  involved  recites 
that  the  sums  paid  were  not  received  "as 
an  accord  and  satisfaction  for  the  \^hole  in- 
jury suffered,  but  only  as  part  satisfaction 
thereof,"  and  clearly  indicates  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  respondent  to  reserve  the 
right  to  collect  the  balance  of  his  damages 
from  the  other  wrongdoer. 

The  appellant  contends  that  this  portion 
of  the  document  is  contrary  to  the  terms  of 
the  grant,  and  should  be  rejected  as  mere 
surplusage,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  one  of  the 
wrongdoers  was  released,  there  is  a  conclu- 
sive presumption  of  law  that  there  was  full 
compensation  for  the  injury,  and  the  cause 
of  action  is  wholly  extinguished.  Judge 
Cooley  states  the  rule  to  be  that  the  release 
of  one  joint  tort  feasor  releases  all,  "al- 
though the  release  expressly  stipulates  that 
the  other  defendants  shall  not  be  released.'' 
1  Cooley,  Torts,  3d  ed.  235,  236,  and  cases 
cited  in  note  81.  The  author  continues: 
"And  this  rule  is  held  to  apply,  even  though 
the  one  released  was  not  in  fact  liable." 
Page  236,  and  cases  cited  in  note  82.  Ad- 
ditional cases  to  the  proposition  covered 
by  the  first  of  the  above  quotations  will  be 
found  in  note  to  Abb  v.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  58  L.R.A.  297,  and  further  citations  will 
be  found  in  the  comprehensive  notes  to  the 
late  case  of  McBride  v.  Scott,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
62,  63. 

Some  of  our  own  cases  bear  upon  the 
subject  under  discussion,  but  do  not  cover 
the  precise  point  involved.  Ellis  v.  Esson, 
60  Wis.  138,  147,  36  Am.  Rep.  830,  6  N.  W. 
518,  is  a  leading  case  on  the  proposition 
that,  where  there  is  partial  satisfaction  by 
one  of  two  or  more  joint  wrongdoers,  coupled 
with  a  covenant  not  to  sue  the  party  mak- 
ing the  payment,  and  the  right  is  reserved 
to  prosecute  the  other  wrongdoer  for  the 
unpaid  balance  of  the  demand,  there  is  only 
a  satisfaction  pro  iantOf  and  there  is  neither 
a  release  nor  an  accord  and  satisfaction  of 
the  entire  damage,  and  recovery  of  the  un- 
paid portion  of  the  damage  may  be  had 
from  tlie  other  wrongdoers.  The  opinion 
also  states  that  all  the  authorities  hold  that 
a  technical  release  of  one  of  two  or  more 
joint  wrongdoers,  under  seal,  discharges 
them  all,  and  is  a  bar  to  an  action  against 
any  or  all  of  them.  The  general  doctrine 
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of  this  case  is  approved  in  Pogel  v.  Meilke, 
60  Wis.  248,  250,  18  X.  W.  927,  and  again 
in  Bishop  v.  McGillis,  82  Wis.  120,  126,  51 
N.  W.  1075,  where  it  is  said:  "The  plain- 
tiff might  also  agree,  for  a  consideration, 
not  to  sue  one,  and  could  sl^ill  maintain  an 
action  or  actions  against  the  others,  unless 
he  had  executed  a  technical  discharge  under 
seal,  or  received  some  consideration  as  an 
accord  and  satisfaction  of  the  wliole  injury." 
None  of  these  cases  deal  with  a  situation 
where  the  alleged  instrument  of  release 
showed  on  its  face  that  it  was  given  in  par- 
tial satisfaction  only  of  the  claim;  and 
neither  do  they  help  us  in  determining 
whether  such  a  document  is  in  fact  a  release 
or  something  else.  The  doctrine  of  Ellis  v. 
Esson  had  some  support  in  the  books  when 
the  case  was  decided;  and  it  may  now  be 
said  that  it  is  the  general  rule. 

A  fair  construction  of  the  instrument  in- 
volved in  this  case  is  that  the  respondent  in- 
tended to  absolve  the  Zohrlaut  Company 
from  further  liability,  in  consideration  of 
the  partial  satisfaction  by  that  company  of 
the  damages  claimed,  and  that  respondent 
intended  to  collect  the  remainder  of  the 
damages  from  the  appellant.  This  the  lat- 
ter claims  cannot  be  done,  because  a  release 
of  one  was  a  release  of  all.  li  a  release  im- 
plies full  satisfaction,  then  it  is  apparent 
that  no  such  satisfaction  was  received,  and 
that  to  call  the  instrument  a  full  release 
is  a  misnomer. 

The  rule  contended  for  by  the  appellant 
originated  with  the  English  courts,  and  at  a 
time  when  an  instrument  under  seal  was 
surrounded  by  a  strong  odor  of  sanctity. 
These  courts  seem  to  have  abandoned  the 
rule,  and  to  have  substituted  therefor  a  more 
logical  and  humane  one,  by  which  the  whole 
intention  of  the  parties  is  carried  out.  To 
avoid  the  effect  of  one  firmly  established 
fiction,  they  adopted  another,  and  construed 
documents  such  as  the  one  before  us  as 
covenants  not  to  sue,  instead  of  releases. 
Price  V.  Barker,  4  El.  k  Bl.  760,  3  C.  L.  R. 
927,  24  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  130,  1  Jur.  N.  S. 
775;  Solly  v.  Forbes,  2  Brod.  &  B.  38,  4 
J.  B.  Moore,  448,  22  Revised  Rep.  041; 
Thompson  v.  Lack,  3  C.  B.  540,  16  L.  J.  C. 
P.  N.  S.  76 ;  Payler  v.  Homersham,  4  Maule 
&  S.  423,  16  Revised  Rep.  516;  22  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  905;  Bateson  v.  Gosling,  L.  R.  7 
C.  P.  9,  41  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  53,  25  L.  T. 
N.  S.  570,  20  Week.  Rep.  98.  Some  of  these 
cases  involved  releases  from  joint  and  sev- 
eral contract  obligations;  but  the  rule  is 
the  same  in  tort  actions,  as  will  appear 
from  Duck  v.  Mayeu  [1892],  2  Q.  B.  511, 
513,  62  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  69,  4  Reports,  38, 
67  L.  T.  X.  S.  547,  41  Week.  Rep.  56,  57  J. 
P.  23.  The  Vermont  court  has  held  that 
the  release  of  one  joint,  tort  feasor  in  part 
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satisfaction  for  the  tort,  when  the  release 
states  that  the  sum  paid  is  received  in  par- 
tial satisfaction  only,  does  not  release  the 
other  tortfeasors  as  to  the  unsatisfied  por- 
tion of  the  damages.  Sloan  v.  Herrick,  49 
Vt.  327.  Deci^ions  from  the  New  York 
courts  can  be  found  on  both  sides  of  the 
question;  but  the  final  words,  as  expressed 
in  Gilbert  v.  Finch,  173  N.  Y.  465,  61  L.RJ^. 
807,  93  Am.  St.  Rep.  623,  66  N.  E.  133, 
is  that  an  instrument  which  is  in  form  a 
release  of  one  joint  tort  feasor,  and  which 
recites  that  it  is  given  in  partial  satisfac- 
tion only  of  the  damages,  and  that  the 
releasor  intends  to  pursue  his  remedy 
against  the  other  tort  feasors  for  the  bal- 
ance of  the  compensation  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled, will  be  held  to  be  merely  a  covenant 
not  to  sue,  and  will  not  defeat  the  right  of 
action  against  those  who  are  not  released. 
The  authorities  are  reviewed  in  this  case, 
and  the  court,  in  substance,  says  that  the 
conclusion  reached  is  not  only  in  conflict 
with  the  majority  of  the  decisions  of 
other  courts,  but  is  also  in  conflict  with  a 
number  of  decisions  of  the  New  York  courts. 
There  are  other  cases  to  the  effect  that  an 
instrument  such  as  we  are  considering, 
should  be  treated  as  a  covenant  not  to  sue. 
Parmelee  v.  Lawrence,  44  III.  405,  412,  413; 
Edens  v.  Fletcher,  79  Kan.  139,  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  618,  98  Pac.  784;  Berry  y.  GilUs, 
17  N.  H.  10,  43  Am.  Dec.  684;  El' Paso  & 
S.  R.  Co.  V.  Darr,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
93  S.  W.  166,  169;  McCrillis  v.  Hawes,  38 
Me.  566;  1  Parsons.  Contr.  9th  ed.  28.  Re- 
ferring to  the  general  rule  that  a  release  of 
one  joint  tort  feasor  releases  all,  it  is  said 
in  34  Cyc.  1087:  "The  logical  and  legal 
soundness  of  this  rule,  however  harsh  its 
application  may  be  in  the  particular  case,  is 
undoubted,  provided  the  sealed  instrument 
is  on6e  construed  to  be  a  release;  but  to  es- 
cape the  application  of  this  principle  where 
it  would  work  injustice  and  defeat  the  evi- 
dent intention  of  the  parties,  the  modern 
tendency  of  the  courts  is  to  construe,  if  pos- 
sible, such  instruments  as  covenants  not  to 
sue,  which  accordingly  do  not  release  the 
co-obligors." 

What  has  been  stated  as  the  general  rule 
seems  to  be  not  only  illogical,  but  arbitrary, 
as  applied  to  such  a  document  as  the  one 
"before  us.  It  entirely  overrides  the  mani- 
fest intention  of  the  party  who  executes  the 
release.  Contrary  to  the  general  rule  ap- 
plicable to  the  constniction  of  writings,  it 
gives  an  effect  to  the  instrument  which  is  at 
variance  with  the  meaning  of  the  words 
used.  All  joint  tort  feasors  are  severally 
liable  for  the  entire  damage  inflicted.  The 
respondent  here  might  pursue  the  appel- 
lant and  collect  his  entire  damages  from  it. 
If  he  were  able  to  establish  a  legal  liability. 
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Since  a  settlement  was  made  with  one  joint 
tort  feasor,  it  may  well  result  in  a  benefit 
to  the  appellant,  instead  of  an  injury,  be- 
cause there  has  been  partial  compensation, 
and  the  sum  paid  as  such  compensation 
cannot  be  again  recovered.  There  are  some 
cases  which  recognize  the  right  of  contribu- 
tion between  wrongdoers.  1  Cooley,  Torts, 
3d  ed.  254  et  seq.  But  if  this  case  should 
be  brought  within  the  principle  of  the  de- 
cisions there  cited,  the  respondent's  cause 
of  action  would  still  remain,  and  at  most 
the  right  of  contribution  could  only  affect 
the  amqunt  of  recovery.  We  do  not  think 
that  a  construction  of  the  socalled  release 
should  be  adopted  which  would  operate  to 
defeat  the  intention  of  the  parties,  instead 
of  effectuating  that  intent.  Neither  do  we 
think  that  what  is  at  best  manifestly  in- 
tended to  be  a  partial  release  should  be  held 
to  be  a  complete  one,  because  the  word  "re- 
lease," which  has  a  technical  meaning  in  the 
law,  happens  to  be  used.  If  a  release  im- 
plies full  satisfaction,  then  it  is  apparent 
that  there  has  not  been  full  satisfaction, 
and  consequently  there  has  been  no  release 
in  'the  technical  sense,  and  that  the  intention 
of  the  parties  will  be  best  carried  out  by 
treating  the  agpreement  as  a  covenant  not  to 
sue.  It  follows  that  the  order  of  the  circuit 
court  was  right. 
Order  affirmed* 
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ATCHISON,    TOPEKA,    ft    SANTA    FE 
RAILWAY  COMPANY  et  al.,  Appts., 

v. 

MRS.  R.  A.  LUCAS. 

(—  Tex.  — ,  144  S.  W.  1126.) 

Carrier  *  expnlslon  of  passenger  — 
gaining  access  to  train  by  a  subter- 
fuge. 

One  holding  a  return  trip  railroad  ticket 
which  must  be  validated  at  the  intermedi- 
ate terminal  to  be  good  for  return,  who 
applies  to  the  proper  officer  for  validation, 
and  is  referred  to  another  official  in  an- 
other city,  who  refuses  to  validate  the  tick- 
et because  of  alleged  want  of  authority, 
informing  the  ticket  holder  that  the  ticket 
will  not  be  honored,  is  not  deprived  of  the 
right  to  hold  the  railroad  company  liable 
for  his  ejection  from  the  train  by  present- 
ing a  local  ticket  to  pass  the  gate  keeper, 
who  refuses  to  pass  him  on  his  invalidated 
ticket;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  gate- 
Note.  ^  No  case  other  than  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Lucas  seems  to  have 
passed  upon  the  question  of  the  effect  of 
gaining  access  to  a  train  by  subterfuge  upon 
the  right  of  the  holder  of  valid  transporta- 
tion to  recover  for  ejectment. 
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keeper's  refusal  to  honor  the  ticket  was  a 
breach  of  the  carriage  contract  giving  a 
right  of  action. 

'  (March   27,   1912.) 

CERTIFICATION  by  the  Court  of  Civil 
Appeals  for  the  First  Supreme  Judicial 
District  of  questions  arising  upon  appeal 
by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of  the  Coun- 
ty Court  for  Harris  County  in  plaintiff's 
favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  alleged  wrongful  ejection  of 
plaintiff  from  defendants'  train.  Answers 
favorable  to  plaintiff  returned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Baker,  Botts,  Parker  &  Gar- 
wood, liane,  Wolters,  &  Storey,  and 
"William  A.  Vinson,  for  Texas  &  New  Or- 
leans Railroad   Company,  appellant: 

At  the  time  plaintiff  presented  the  ticket 
to  the  conductor  it  had  not  been  validated 
at  Oklahoma  City,  as  required,  and  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  be  transported  thereon, 
so  that  the  employees  of  said  company 
were  justified  in  ejecting  her  from  the 
train. 

Giilf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Looney,  86 
Tex.  15d,  16  L.R.A.  471,  34  Am.  St.  Rep. 
787,  19  S.  W.  1039;  Landers  v.  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  50  S.  W. 
528;  Boling  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
189  Mo.  219,  88  S.  W.  39;  Mosher  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  127  U.  S.  393,  32 
L.  ed.  250,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1324. 

Plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  boarding  its  train  after  being  in- 
formed that  her  ticket  had  hot  been  validat- 
ed and  would  not  be  honored. 

Russell  V.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  12 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  627,  35  S.  W.  724;  Texas  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Cole,  66  Tex.  562,  1  S.  W.  629 ; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Cleveland,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  33  S.  W.  687;  Butler  v. 
Holmes,  29  Tex.  Civ.  App.  48,  68  S.  W.  52 ; 
Diamond  Mill  Co.  v.  Groesbeck  Nat.  Bank, 
0  Tex.  Civ.  App.  31,  29  S.  W.  169;  Mc- 
Carty  v.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  21  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  668,  54  S.  W.  421. 

Messrs.  Terry,  Cavin,  &  Mills,  A.  H. 
Culwell,  and  Rodman  S.  Cosby,  for  At- 
chison, Topeka,  &  Santa  F6  Railway  Com- 
pany, appellant: 

The  defendant,  the  Atchison,  Topeka  k 
Santa  F6  Railway  Company,  was  r<»spon- 
sible  to  plaintiff  only  while  she  was  travel- 
ing on  its  line. 

Gulf,  C.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Baird,  75  Tex. 
263,  12  S.  W.  530;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Looney,  85  Tex.  160,  10  L.R.A.  471. 
34  Am.  St.  Rep.  787,  19  S.  W.  1039;  Bolinj? 
V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  189  Mo.  219, 
88  S.  W.  35;  Landers  v  Missouri,  K.  &  T. 
R.  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  60  S.  W.  528. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


The  ticket  is  the  sole  evidence  of  a  pas- 
senger's right  to  transportation.  The  plain- 
tiff not  possessing  a  valid  ticket,  and  re- 
fusing to  pay  her  fare,  cannot  complain  of 
her  ejection. 

28  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  166,  158;  Hall 
V.  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  15  Fed.  57;  New 
York,  L.  E.  A  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bennett,  1 
C.  C.  A.  544,  6  U.  S.  App^  95,  60  Fed.  496; 
Russell  Y.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  12  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  627,  36  S.  W.  724. 

Messrs.  L.  E.  Blankenbecker  and  Nor- 
man Atkinson,  for  appellee: 

Plaintiff  gave  every  agent  having  any- 
thing to  do  with  completing  her  evidence 
of  a  right  to  transportation  an  opportu- 
nity BO  to  complete  it.  Therefore  her  in- 
validated home  seeker's  ticket,  when  it  was 
presented  to  the  gateman  and  to  the  train- 
man, was  absolutely  good,  and  entitled  her 
to  transportation. 

Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Payne,  99  Tex.  46, 
70  L.R.A.  946,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  87  S. 
W.  330;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Hol- 
brook,  12  Tex.  Civ.  App.  476,  33  S.  W.  1028; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Barlow,  104  Ga.  213, 
69  Am.  St.  Rep.  166,  30  S.  E.  732;  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  St.  John,  13  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  257,  35  S.  W.  601;  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mackie,  71  Tex.  491,  1  L.R.A.  667, 
10  Am.  St.  Rep.  766,  9  S.  W.  451. 

Plaintiff  exercised  her  lawful  right  to 
act  upon  and  keep  the  contract  in  full 
force  until  the  time  for  performance  ar- 
rived. 

Greenwall  Theatrical  Circuit  Co.  v.  Mar- 
kowitz,  97  Tex.  479,  65  L.RA.  302,  79  S. 
W.  1069;  Kilgore  v.  Northwest  Texas  Bap- 
tist Educational  Asso.  90  Tex.  139,  37  S. 
W.  699;  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Payne,  99  Tex. 
46,  70  L.R.A.  946,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  603, 
87  S.  W.  330;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
St.  John,  13  Tex.  Civ.  App.  257,  35  S.  W. 
501;  Ft.  Worth  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
38  Tex.  Civ.  App.  129,  85  S.  W.  37;  Texas 
&  P.  R."  Co.  V.  Lynch,  43  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
121,  94  S.  W.  1093,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
73  S.  W.  67;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lee, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  123  S.  W.  154;  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Harris,  115 
Tenn.  501,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  779,  91  S.  W.  211. 

The  agent's  failure  and  refusal  to  act  is 
the  act  of  each  company  as  to  its  line. 

Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.*Co.  V.  St.  John,  13 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  257,  35  S.  W.  501;  Head  v. 
Georgia  P.  R.  Co.  79  Ga.  358,  11  Am.  St. 
Rep.  434,  7  S.  E.  217;  Bethoa  v.  North- 
eastern R.  Co.  20  R.  C.  91,  ]  S.  E.  372; 
Milnor  v.  New  York  &  N.  IT.  R.  Co.  53  N. 
Y.  306;  Young  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  115 
Pa.  112,  7  Atl.  741. 

The  ticket  is  not  the  sole  evidence  of  a 
passenger's  right  to  transportation. 

Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Martino,  2  Tex.  Civ. 
33 
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App.  634,  18  S.  W.  1066,  21  S.  W.  781;  St. 
Louis,  A.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackie,  71  Tex.  491, 
1  L.R.A.  667,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  766,  9  S.  W. 
461;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Copeland, 
17  Tex.  Civ.  App.  55,  42  S.  W.'  239. 

Dibrell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Certified  question  from  the  court  of  civil 
appeals  of  the  first  supreme  judicial  dis- 
trict. The  statement  and  question  are  as 
follows : 

"This  is  a  suit  instituted  in  the  county 
court  by  Mrs.  R.  A.  Lucas  against  the  At- 
chison, Topeka,  &  Santa  F6  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  Texas  &  New  Orleans  Rail- 
road Company  to  recover  damages  for  her 
ejection  from  one  of  the  passenger  trains  of 
the  latter  company.  A  trial  resulted  in  a 
verdict  and  judgment  for  plaintiff  for  $500. 
Upon  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  court  sug- 
gested a  remittitur  of  $100,  which  was  filed, 
and  thereupon  the  judgment  was  finally  en- 
tered for  $400.  From  the  judgment,  their 
motion  for  a  new  trial  having  been  over- 
ruled, the  defendants  appeal. 

"On  December  3,  1907,  appellee  purchased 
at  Atlanta,  Georgia,  from  the  Atlanta  & 
West  Point  Railway  Company  a  ticket  to 
Oklahoma  City  and  return  over  the  issuing 
road  and  several  connecting  lines,  including  j 
the  Texas  &  New  Orleans  Railroad  and  the 
Atchison,  Topeka,  &  Santa  F6  Railroad ;  the 
latter  road  being  the  terminal  line  in  her 
route.  tThe  ticket  was  issued  with  the  fol- 
lowing conditions  printed  thereon: 

"  'First.  In  selling  this  reduced  rate  tick- 
et for  passage  over  other  lines,  and  in 
checking  baggage  on  it,  this  company  acts 
only  as  agent,  and  is  not  responsible  be- 
yond its  own  line.' 

"  'Fourth.  This  ticket  shall  not  be  good 
for  return  passage  unless  the  holder  identi- 
fies him  or  herself  by  signature  on  the  back 
thereof,  and  otherwise,  as  original  purchas- 
er, to  the  satisfaction  of  the  agent  of  the 
terminal  line  at  destination  of  ticket;  and 
when  ofiicially  signed  and  stamped  by  said 
agent,  this  ticket  shall  then  be  good  for  re- 
turn passage  of  the  original  purchaser  only, 
leaving  destination  only  on  date  so  stamped 
and  canceled  on  back,  provided  return  pas- 
sage is  made  to  original  starting  point 
within  the  number  of  days  indicated  under 
head  of  return  transit  limit.' 

"  'Ninth.  That  no  agent  or  employee  of 
any  line  over  which  the  purchaser  is  en- 
titled to  travel  by  the  terms  of  this  ticket 
has  any  power  to  alter,  modify,  or  waive  in 
and  manner  any  of  the  conditions  named  in 
this  contract.* 

"  'In  consideration  of  the  reduced  rate  at 
which  this  ticket  is  sold,  I,  the  original  pur- 
chaser, hereby  agree  to  be  governed  by  all 
,'iO  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  conditions,  as  stated  above,  and  by  all 
other  reasonable  rules  and  regulations  of 
any  of  the  companies  over  whose  line  it 
reads,  constituting  part  of  thid  contract, 
and  that  I  will  not  seek  to  hold  any  of  such 
companies  liable  for  damage  resulting  to 
me  from  any  statement  of  any  employee 
thereof  not  in  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  this  contract,  as  expressed  upon  this 
ticket. 

"  'To  Purchaser :  Read  the  contract,  and 
take  notice  that  the  return  part  of  the  tick- 
et must  be  stamped  and  your  signature  wit- 
nessed in  the  manner  prescribed  before  it 
will  be  honored  for  passage.' 

"Upon  this  ticket,  appellee  was  carried 
over  the  several  lines  to  Oklahoma  City,  On 
or  about  the  17th  of  December,  desiring  to 
return  to  her  home  at  Atlanta,  it  is  al- 
leged in  the  petition  and  testified  by  ap- 
pellee that  she  presented  this  ticket  to  the 
agent  of  the  Atchison  road,  at  Oklahoma 
City,  in  order  that  she  might  be  identified 
and  the  ticket,  validated  by  such  agent  for 
her  return  trip;  that  she  called  upon  the 
agent  to  stamp  the  ticket,  and  insisted  that 
he  do  so,  in  accordance  with  the  conditions 
thereof,  but  the  agent  declined  to  sign  and 
stamp  the  ticket,  and  assured  appellee  that 
the  proper  place  to  have  this  done  was  at 
Houston,  where  she  was  going  to  stop  over- 
Appellee  then  proceeded  over  the  Atchison, 
Topeka,  &  Santa  F4  and  the  Gulf,  Colorado, 
&  Santa  F6  lines  to  Houston;  nonobjection 
being  made  on  either  line  to  the  ticket. 
When  she  presented  her  ticket  to  the  agent 
of  the  Texas  &  New  Orleans  Company  at 
Houston  to  be  validated  by  signing  and 
stamping,  the  agent  refused  to  do  this, 
telling  her  that  he  had  no  authority  to  do 
so;  but  it  should  have  been  done  at  Okla- 
homa City  by  the  agent  of  the  Atchison 
road.  Appellee  explained  to  him  that  she 
had  tried  to  have  this  done,  telling  him  of 
the  circumstances  stated  above;  but  the 
agent  at  Houston  persisted  in  his  refusal, 
on  the  ground  of  his  want  of  authority. 
Appellee  then  boarded  the  train  of  the  Texas 
&  New  Orleans  Railroad,  and  when  the 
conductor  called  for  her  ticket  produced 
the  invalidated  return  trip  ticket  referred 
to.  The  conductor  refused  to  accept  it  for 
passage,  although  she  explained  to  him  her 
efforts  and  failure  to  get  it  validated,  and 
told  her  he  would  have  to  put  her  off,  un- 
less she  paid  fare.  This  she  refused  to  do, 
as  she  had  not  the  monev,  and  the  conduc- 
tor  accordingly  put  her  off  at  Dayton,  a 
station  a  short  way  out  of  Houston,  using 
no  more  force  than  was  necessary,  and  act- 
ing without  any  harshness,  as  expressly 
found  by  the  jury.  Appellee  remained  at 
Dayton,  according  to  her  testimony,  about 
two  hours   (according  to  the  testimony  of 
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trainmen,  about  twenty  minutes),  when  she 
caught  a  train  for  Houston  and  returijied  to 
that  point.  She  remained  there  a  day  or 
two,  and,  her  ticket  having  been  fixed  by 
the  general  passenger  agent  of  the  Texas 
ft  New  Orleans  Company,  she  left  for  her 
home.  Appellee  testified  that  the  weather 
was  bad  when  she  was  put  off;  that  she 
was  unwell,  and  when  she  returned  to  Hous- 
ton she  had  to  send  for  a  doctor;  that  she 
had  to  borrow  money  to  pay  her  expenses 
there,  etc.  She  also  testified  that  she  was 
▼ery  harshly  treated  by  the  conductor  in 
ejecting  her  from  the  train  at.  Dayton,  but 
by  special  finding  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
negatived  this.  Testimony  was  introduced 
by  appellants,  which,  if  true,  showed  that 
appellee  was  assured  by  the  ticket  agent  at 
Houston  that  she  could  not  be  allowed  to 
ride  on  this  invalidated  ticket;  that  she 
tried  to  pass  through  the  gate  to  the  train 
shed,  which  was  necessary  to  gain  access 
to  the  train,  where  she  was  required  to  ex- 
hibit her  ticket;  that  she  showed  to  the 
gateman  her  return  trip  ticket,  which  he 
refused  to  accept,  and  refiised  to  let  her  pass 
through  the  gate;  that  she  then  bought  a 
ticket  to  Liberty,  a  station  on  the  line  of 
the  Texas  &  New  Orleans  Company  a  few 
miles  beyond  Dayton,  where  she  was  put 
off,  and  upon  this  ticket  she  was  allowed 
to  pass  through  the  gate,  and  board  the 
train. 

'In  reversing  the  judgment  and  remand- 
ing the  cause,  as  one  of  the  grounds  there- 
for, it  was  held  by  this  court  that  if  the 
evidence  above  referred  to,  that  appellee 
presented  her  invalidated  ticket  to  the  agent 
of  the  Texas  &  New  Orleans  Kailway  Com- 
pany at  the  gate,  for  the  purpose  of  gaining 
admittance  to  the  train,  and  was  refused  as 
stated,  and  afterwards  gained  access 
through  the  gate  to  the  train  by  means  of  a 
local  ticket  to  Liberty,  purchased  by  her 
for  that  purpose,  such  facts  would  be  a  bar 
to  her  recovery  of  damages  for  her  ejection 
from  the  train,  no  more  force  having  been 
used  than  necessary  by  the  conductor  for 
that  purpose;  and  that  proper  charp^es,  re- 
quested by  appellants,  presenting  this  issue 
should  have  been  given.  Such  charges  were 
refused,  and  the  issue  was  not  covered  by 
the  court's  charge.  Upon  motion  for  re- 
hearing, it  is  insisted  by  appellee  that  such 
ruling  is  in  conflict  with  the  opinion  of 
the  supreme  court,  in  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Payne,  99  Tex.  46,  70  L.R.A.  946,  122  Am. 
St.*  Rep.  603,  87  S.  W.  330.  We  are  in  some 
doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  our  ruling 
in  view  of  what  is  said  in  the  opinion  re- 
ferred to;  and,  inasmuch  as  our  judgment  is 
final,  we  deem  it  proper  to  certify  to  your 
honorable  court  the  following  question: 

"Question.  Would  the  facts  referred  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


bar  the  right  of  appellee  to  recover  damages 
for  her  ejection  from  the  train  in  a  proper 
manner  by  the  conductor,  upon  her  failure 
to  pay  fare,  or  to  present  any  other  ticket 
than  the  invalidated  ticket  upon  which  she 
had  been  refused  admission  to  the  train 
through  the  gate?" 

It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state  that 
the  passenger  who  complies  with  his  con- 
tract does  not  lose  his  right  to  transporta- 
tion because  of  the  neglect  or  refusal  of  the 
agent  of  the  carrier  to  do  something  that  is 
necessary  to  evidence  the  passenger's  right 
to  use  such  transportation.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  passenger  is  not  required  to 
procure  other  transportation,  but  may  rely 
solely  upon  the  contract  made  with  the  car 
rier. 

Making  a  practical  application  of  the 
law .  to  the  facts  of  this  case,  as  made  by 
the  certificate  of  the  court  of  civil  appeals, 
the  appellee,  having  purchased  a  return 
ticket  in  Atlanta,  Georgia,  to  Oklahoma 
City  and  return  over  the  issuing  road  and 
several  connecting  lines,  including  the  Texas 
&  New  Orleans  Railroad  and  the  Atchison, 
Topeka,  &  Santa  T6  Railroad,  presented  her- 
self to  the  proper  agent  at  Oklahoma  City  for 
identification,  and  applied  to  such  agent  to 
have  her  ticket  validated  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  her  contract  with  the 
railroad  companies.  The  agent  at  Oklahoma 
City  refused  to  make  the  validation  re- 
quired of  him,  without  any  legal  excuse, 
telling  appellee  that  the  proper  place  to 
have  her  ticket  validated  was  Houston, 
Texas.  She  was  carried. on  her  ticket,  in- 
validated, without  objection,  from  Okla- 
homa City  to  Houston,  over  the  Atchison, 
Topeka  &  Sante  F6  and  Gulf  Colorado  and 
Santa  F6  roads.  At  Houston  she  presented 
her  ticket  to  the  proper  agent  and  requested 
its  validation,  relating  what  had  taken 
place  at  Oklahoma  City  in  an  efTort  to  se- 
cure such  validation;  but  the  agent  at 
Houston  refused  the  validation,  denying 
his  authority  to  do  so.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, ,the  law  gave  appellee  the  right  to 
be  transported  over  the  railroads  of  appel- 
lants without  having  her  ticket  validated. 
She  had  done  all  that  was  rerjuirad  of  her 
under  the  contract,  and  was  witliout  fault. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Martino,  2  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  634,  18  S.  W.  1069,  21  S.  W.  781; 
Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  St.  Jolin,  13  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  257,  35  S.  W.  501;  Ft.  Worth 
&  R.  G.  R.  Co.  V.  Jones,  38  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
129,  86  S.  W.  37;  St.  Louis,  A.  &  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  Mackie,  71  Tex.  491,  1  L.R.A.  667,  10 
Am.  St.  Rep.  766,  9  S.  W.  461;  Texas  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Payne,  99  Tex.  46,  70  L.R.A. 
946,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  87  S.  W.  330. 

This  brings  us  nearer  the  question  to  be 
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answered.  Appellee  was  assured  by  the 
ticket  agent  at  Houston  that  she  would 
not  be  permitted  to  ride  on  her  invalidated 
ticket,  and  she  exhibited  the  ticket  to  the 
gateman,  who  refused  to  accept  it,  and  to 
let  her  pass  through  the  gate  to  gain  access 
to  the  train.  She  then  purchased  a  ticket 
to  Liberty,  and  was  permitted  to  jiass 
through  the  gate  by  virtue  of  this  ticket, 
by  which  means  she  gained  access  to  the 
train  from  which  she  was  afterwards  eject- 
ed. Did  these  facts  present  a  valid  defense 
to  appellee's  action  for  damages  resulting 
from  her  ejectment  under  such  state  of 
case?  We  think  they  clearly  did  not  pre- 
sent any  defense  to  appellee's  cause  of  ac- 
tion. The  certificate  does  not  disclose  the 
authority  of  the  gateman,  who,  in  the  first 
instance,  refused  appellee  passage  through 
the  gate  to  the  train;  and  we  are  left  to 
infer  that  his  business  was  to  pass  such 
persons  as  possessed  tickets  prima  facie 
valid  and  entitling  such  person  to  trans- 
portation on  the  train  to  which  access  was 
sought. 

We  think  it  immaterial  in  what  manner 
appellee  gained  access  to  appellant's  train. 
If  she  had  valid  transportation  she  had  the 
right  to  enter  the  train  and  demand  a  fulfil- 
ment of  the  contract  upon  the  part  of  the 
carrier.  From  the  facts  found,,  it  is  clear 
appellee  had  a  valid  ticket  which  entitled 
her  to  be  carried  over  appellant's  roads  and 
their  connecting  lines  from  Houston  to  At- 
lanta, Georgia.  We  are  unable  to  discern 
any  valid  reason  why  the  device  resorted 
to  by  appellee  to  gain  entrance  to  the  train 
could  in  any  manner  affect  her  right  to  re- 
cover'damages  for  her  wrongful  expulsion 
therefrom.  The  question  of  good  faith  docs 
not  arise  where  the  transportation  is  valid, 
and  the  entrance  to  the  cars  is  for  the  bona 
fide  purpose  of  being  carried  to  destination. 
This  rule  is  stated  by  Mr.  Hutchinson  on 
Carriers,  3d  ed.  vol.  2,  p.  1102,  §  963,  as 
follows:  "And  when  a  person  has  paid,  or 
tendered  the  proper  compensation  to  the 
carrier,  and  the  carrier  has  accommoda- 
tions,  and  there  is  no  legal'  objection  to  re- 
ceiving him  as  a  passenger,  the  right  to 
enter  the  car  is  not  merely  one  of  private 
contract,  but  is  also  one  of  public  law;  and 
the  duty  will  rest  upon  the  carrier  to  admit 
him  as  a  passenger.  If,  after  having  se- 
cured his  right  to  enter,  he  is  refused  ad- 
mittance, he  may  make  reasonable  effort  to 
exercise  his  right  to  enter;  and  if  his  con- 
duct does  not  transgress  the  limit  of  reason- 
able effort,  and  is  not  mala  fide  for  the 
purpose  of  provoking  resistance  or  insult, 
any  tort  against  his  person  by  the  agents 
of  the  carrier,  resulting  from  a  refusal  to 
admit  him  to  the  cars,  will  be  actionable, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  the  accompanying  indignity  will  be  a 
legitimate  element   of   compensatory   dnm- 
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ages 

The  text  above  quoted  seems  to  rest  upon 
the  case  of  Runyan  v.  Central  R.  Co.  65 
N.  J.  L.  228,  47  Atl.  422,  which  furnishes  a 
precedent  for  our  ruling  in  the  case  at  bar. 
We  desire  to  state  an  extract  from  the  New 
Jersey  case,  from  which  the  facts  of  the 
case,  as  well  as  the  principle  announced 
therein,  appear  as  follows:  "The  last  point 
to  be  noticed  relates  to  the  measure  of 
damages.  The  objections  urged  are  that 
the  judge  permitted  the  jury  to  give  the 
plaintiff  damages  for  the  indignity  which  he 
suffered  by  being  excluded  from  the  cars  in 
the  presence  of  many  onlookers,  and  re- 
fused to  charge  that  damages  could  not  be 
awarded  for  the  resistance  made  to  plain- 
tiff's efforts  to  board  the  train,  after  notice 
that  he  could  not  enter.  The  testimony 
tended  to  prove  that  the  plaintiff  had  a 
ticket  entitling  him  to  ride  from  New  York 
to  Elizabeth;  that  with  this  he  crossed  the 
ferry  to  the  Jersey  City  station,  and  then 
was  forbidden  by  the  defendant's  agents  to 
enter  the  cars  with  his  packages;  that 
nevertheless  he  attempted  to  walk  through 
the  gate  to  the  cars,  but  found  his  passage 
blocked  by  the  men,  and  then  desisted. 
Shortly  afterwards  he  walked  to  the  Com- 
munipaw  station,  and  there  bought  from 
the  company  a  ticket  to  Newark,  and  when 
a  Newark  train  came  along,  he  quickly  got 
upon  the  platform  of  one  of  the  cars,  but 
was  knocked  by  some  of  the  company's  em- 
ployees at  the  station.  He  then  hurried  to 
another  car,  where  the  conductor  of  the 
train  endeavored  to  make  room  for  him  to 
board  the  train,  but  the  others  interfered, 
and  the  train  left  without  him.  He  then 
bought  of  the  company  another  ticket  to 
Elizabeth;  but  when  the  train  arrived,  two 
or  three  policemen  appearing,  he  refrained 
from  further  effort,  and  departed.  Under 
the  circumstances,  we  think  the  resistance 
made  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  indignity  suf- 
fered by  him  were  proper  matters  for  con- 
sideration by  the  jury  on  the  question  of 
damages.  The  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff implies  that  he  had  a  legal  right  to 
enter  the  company's  trains,  with  the  pack- 
ages in  his  hand,  by  virtue  of  the  ticket 
which  he  had  purchased.  This  right  rested 
not  merely  on  private  contract,  but  on  pub- 
lic law,  which  bound  the  defendant  as  a 
common  carrier.  The  plaintiff  was  not  nec- 
essarily obliged  to  forego  his  right,  because 
the  company's  agent  told  him  to  do  so.  He 
was  entitled  to  make  reasonable  efforts  to 
exercise  his  right;  and  if  the  jury  deter- 
mined that  his  conduct  did  not  transgress 
the  limit  of  reasonable  effort,  and  was  not 
mala  fide  for  the  purpose  of  provoking  re- 
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aistance  or  insult,  then  the  wrong  done  could 
not  be  attributed  to  misbehavior  on  his  part. 
The  resistance  interposed  by  the  defendant's 
agents  constituted  a  tort  against  the  plain- 
tiff's person,  and  therefore  was  actionable; 
and  in  such  cases  it  is  settled  in  this  state 
that  the  accompanying  indignity  is  a  legiti- 
mate  element   of   compensatory   damages." 

The  contention  that,  when  the  gateman 
refused  to  accept  or  approve  the  ticket  and 
permit  appellee  to  pass  through  the  gate  to 
enter  appellant's  car,  such  refusal  was,  on 
the  part  of  appellant,  a  final  breach  and  re- 
pudiation of  the  entire  contract,  is,  we 
think,  not  tenable.  The  rule,  as  we  under- 
stand it,  is  essentially  different  from  the 
one  contended  for  by  appellant  as  above  set 
out.  In  order  to  determine  whether  a  con- 
tract of  carriage  has  been  finally  and  en- 
tirely repudiated,  it  is  necessary  that  the 
holder  of  such  contract  should  enter  the 
conveyance  of  the  carrier  and  present  him- 
self for  transportation.  The  time  for  the 
performance  of  the  contract  has  not  arrived 
until  this  has  been  done.  The  matters  and 
things  agreed  to  be  performed  by  the  carrier 
through  its  agents,  in  order  to  have  the 
ticket  validated,  as  well  as  such  implied 
obligations  growing  out  of  an  inspection  of 
the  ticket  by  the  gateman,  were  but  inci- 
dental and  subsidiary  obligations,  the  vio- 
lation of  which,  while  giving  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, are  not  such  as  to  bar  appellee's  cause 
of  action  for  the  ejectment  and  indignity 
incident  thereto,  for  the  reason  that  the 
contract  was  a  continuing  one,  and  could 
not  be  finally  and  entirely  repudiated  until 
it  was  presented  for  fulfilment  and  by  the 
proper  authority  denied.  It  is  conceded 
that  a  cause  of  action  arose  to  appellee 
when  she  presented  a  valid  ticket  to  the 
gateman  and  was  refused  access  through 
the  gate  to  the  train  on  which  she  had 
the  right  to  ride;  but  such  cause  of  action, 
while  incident  to  the  contract,  was  more 
the  violation  of  a  public  law  than  of  a 
private  right.  The  cause  of  action  would 
not  have  been  for  a  repudiation  of  the 
contract  in  its  entirety,  but  for  a  denial 
of  a  subsidiary  right  expressly  given  or  im- 
plied from  the  contract.  This  being  true, 
it  cannot  be  said  that  a  cause  of  action 
growing  out  of  the  failure  to  perform  such 
subsidiary  obligations  takes  the  place  of 
and  bars  the  cause  of  action  arising  out  of 
a  refusal  to  perform  the  contract  of  car- 
riage, when  presented  to  the  final  arbiter 
of  the  validity  of  such  a  contract. 

Under  the  facts  of  the  certificate,  there  is 
nothing  tending  to  show  that  the  gateman 
had  any  authority  to  repudiate  the  contract 
and  deny  appellee  the  right  of  transporta- 
tion on  the  invalidated  ticket.  If  the  gate- 
man  was  clothed  with  such  power,  it  would 
Z^  L.R.A,(N.S.) 


seem  that  the  train  conductor  or  auditor 
would  have  no  power  to  eject  any  person  for 
having  an  invalid  ticket,  where  such  ticket 
had  been  passed  by  the  gateman.  Whatever 
might  be  considered  the  legal  effect  of  such 
authority  in  the  gateman,  the  record  dis- 
closes no  such  authority,  and  the  question 
is  not  properly  before  us. 

The  question  under  consideration  is  not 
one  of  first  impression,  when  considered  in 
its  substantive  relation  to  like  contracts. 
The  rule,  as  we  have  stated  it  above,  is  that 
laid  down  by  the  text  books.  In  Hutchin- 
son on  Carriers,  3d  ed.  vol.  2,  p.  1219,  part 
of  §  1054,  this  doctrine  is  thus  stated: 
"Cases  have  often  arisen,  under  'round  trip' 
passenger  tickets  in  which  agents  at  ter- 
minal points  have  refused,  as  required  by 
the  tickets,  to  stamp  and  sign  them  for  the 
return  passage,  after  the  holders  had  done 
all  required  of  them;  and  there  is  quite  a 
diversity  of  opinion  among  the  authorities 
as  to  the  right  of  the  passenger  to  attempt 
to  return  to  his  destination  upon  the  ticket 
without  this  evidence  upon  it,  and  to  re- 
cover damages  for  being  ejected  from  the 
train;  some  holding  that  he  has  the  right 
and  can  thus  recover,  others  holding  that 
the  refusal  to  authenticate,  as  required,  is  a 
breach  of  the  contract  of  carriage,  'giving 
rise  to  the  only  cause  of  action  the  passen- 
ger can  have,  which  is  to  recover  damages 
for  such  breach,  and  not  for  an  ejectment 
from  the  train,  which  he  has  entered  with 
knowledge  that  the  ticket  will  not  be  re- 
spected. The  weight  of  authority  and  bet- 
ter view  seems  to  be  that  the  agreement  of 
the  carrier  to  have  his  agent  perform  the 
designated  act  is  merely  incidental  and  sub- 
sidiary to  the  contract  of  carriage;  and 
the  breach  of  it  is  not  necessarily  a  repudia- 
tion by  the  carrier  of  its  entire  obligation. 
It  may  be  true  that  the  holder  of  the  ticket 
may  treat  the  refusal  to  authenticate  it  as 
a  breach  of  the  contract,  and  claim  his  dam- 
age therefor;  but,  as  the  time  has  not  ar- 
rived for  performance  of  the  contract  to 
carry  upon  the  return  trip  until  the  passen- 
ger enter  the  conveyance,  the  carrier  may 
still  perform,  and  the  passenger  therefore 
may  elect  to  insist  upon  the  performance 
until  it  is  refused  when  it  is  due." 

We  are  not  able  to  distinguish  the  case 
at  bar  from  the  case  of  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Payne,  99  Tex.  46,  70  L.R.A.  946,  122  Am. 
St.  Rep.  603,  87  S.  W.  330.  The  legal  ques- 
tions are  practically  the  same,  and  there 
are  no  facts  different  in  the  one  from  the 
other  that  would  invoke  a  different  rule  of 
law.  In  the  Payne  Case,  the  contract  was 
required  to  be  validated  by  the  indorsement 
of  the  freight  agent  at  Ft.  Worth,  who  re- 
fused to  make  such  indorsement  when  pre- 
sented to  him  by  Payne,  denying  his  author- 
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ity  so  to  do.  The  holder  of  this  contract, 
invalidated,  took  the  train  at  Ft.  Worth  for 
Odessa,  and  was  by  the  agent  of  the  rail- 
road company  ejected  at  Weatherford.  In 
bar  of  Payne's  right  to  recover  damages  for 
his  unlawful  expulsion,  it  was  urged  he 
could  not  recover,  because  his  cause  of  ac- 
tion accrued  and  his  contract  was  repudiat- 
ed when  the  agent  refused  to  indorse  it. 
But,  in  reply  to  this  contention.  Judge  Wil- 
liams, speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "It  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  by  the  stipulation 
in  such  a  ticket  the  carrier  agrees  to  have 
its  agent  perform  the  designated  act,  and 
his  refusal  to  do  so  is  a  breach  of  that  stip- 
ulation; and  it  may  be  that  the  passenger 
has  the  right  to  treat  that  as  an  antici- 
patory breach  of  the  contract  for  the  return 
transportation;  but  this  part  of  the  agree- 
ment, as  it  is  ordinarily  found  in  such  con- 
tracts, seems  to  us  to  be  merely  incidental 
and  subsidiary  to  the  contract  of  carriage; 
and  the  breach  of  it  is  not  necessarily  a  re- 
pudiation by  the  carrier  of  its  entire  obli- 
gation. It  may  still  perform  its  duty  to 
transport.  It  is  not  called  upon  to  per- 
form that  until  the  passenger  presents  him- 
self for  transportation;  and  it  is  only  by 
a  refusal  then,  it  would  seem,  that  there  is 
a  breach  which  the  passenger  is  bound  to 
treat  as  converting  his  right  into  a  cause 
of  action  for  damages.  It  may  be  true  that 
the  holder  of  the  ticket  may  treat  the  re- 
fusal to  authenticate  it  as  a  breach  of  the 
contract,  and  claim  his  damages  therefor; 
but,  as  the  time  has  not  arrived  for  per- 
formance of  the  contract  to  carry  upon  the 
return  trip  until  the  passenger  enters  the 
conveyance,  the  carrier  may  still  perform, 
and  the  passenger  therefore  may  elect  to 
insist  upon  the  performance  until  it  is  re- 
fused when  it  is  due." 

The  fact  that  appellee  was  notified  by  the 
agent  at  Houston  that  she  could  not  ride  on 
the  invalidated  ticket,  and  the  fact  that  she 
was  denied  admission  to  the  yards  by  the 
gateman,  for  the  reason  that  the  ticket  pre- 
sented was  not  validated,  takes  nothing 
from  the  force  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
Payne  Case,  and  adds  no  strength  to  the 
position  assumed  by  appellants. 

Ramsey,  J.,  not  sitting. 
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EVIE  JOHNSON,  Appt, 

V.  ' 

H.  J.  JOHNSON. 

■(—  Ala.  — ,  68  So.  418.)' 

Marriage  *  annulment  •*  frand  ^  In- 
tention of  abandonment. 

A  marriage  cannot  be  annulled  for  fraud 
because  the  man  entered  into  it  to  prevent 
:10  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  woman  from  appearing  against  him  in 
a  prosecution  for  seduction,  with  the  in- 
tention of  abandoning  her  afterwards. 

(February  1,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree 
of  the  Chancery  Court  for  Clay  Coun- 
ty in  defendant's  favor  in  a  suit  to  annul 
a  marriage  because  of  the  alleged  fraud  of 
the  defendant.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Riddle,  Ellis,  Riddle,  &  Pru- 
Itt  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Whatley  A  Cornelias  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Simpson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  the  ap- 
pellant, seeking  to  have  the  marriage  be- 
tween herself  and  the  respondent,  said  H. 
J.  Johnson,  annulled,  on  the  ground  that 
he,  having  seduced  her  before  marriage, 
married  her  with  the  fraudulent  purpose  of 
afterwards  abandoning  her,  intending  there- 
by to  prevent  her  from  being  a  witness 
against  him  on  an  indictment  or  prosecu- 
tion for  seduction,  though  it  is  not  stated 
that  any  such  proceedings  were  in  progress. 
The  bill  alleges  that  said  H.  J.  Johnson 
lived  with  her  for  four  days  after  the 
marriage  and  then  abandoned  her. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  marriage 
contract,  like  any  other  contract,  ^may  be 
declared  void  and  of  no  effect  if  procured 
by  fraud;  but^  even  as  to  any  other  con- 
tract, a  court  would  not  declare  it  null  * 
and  void  because  one  of  the  parties  did 
not  intend  to  fulfil  his  part  of  the  obli- 
gations of  the  contract.  Even  in  the 
states  where  fraud  is,  by  statute,  made 
a  ground  for  divorce,  it  must  be  "in  a 
matter  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  mar- 
riage  itself."     14  Cyc.   695. 

There  are  cases  which  hold  that  fraudu- 
lent statements  as  to  a  material  fact,  by 
which  the  marriage  was  obtained,  justify 
the    annulment    of    the    marriage,    though 


Xote.  ~The  question  decided  in  John- 
son V.  Johnson,  as  to  whether  the  inten- 
tion not  to  live  with  the  spouse,  which  ex- 
ists at  the  verv  time  of  the  marriage,  con- 
stitutes such  fraud  as  will  warrant  a  di- 
vorce or  an  annulment  of  the  marriage, 
seems  to  have  been  passed  upon  in  but  one 
other  case:  Benton  v.  Benton,  1  Day,  111, 
and  is  sufficiently  set  out  in  the  Johnson 
Casb. 

As  to  right  to  avoid  marriage  entered 
into  to  escape  prosecution  for  seduction, 
upon  ground  of  duress,  see  note  to  Griffin 
v.  Griffin,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    937. 

And  as  to  what  constitutes  duress  for 
which  marriage  may  be  annulled,  see  notes 
to  Collins  v.  Ryan,  43  L.K.A.  814,  and 
Qualey  v.  Waldron,   27   L.ILA.(N.S.)    803. 


1912. 


JOHNSON  V.  JOHNSON. 


619 


there  are  cases  to  the  contrary.  Nelson, 
Div.  k  Sep.  pp.  581-583. 

But  even  if  we  were  to  admit  that  doc- 
trine, there  was  no  misrepresentation  as 
to  the  existence  of  a  material  fact  in  this 
case.  The  complaint  goes  merely  to  the 
intention  to  carry  out  the  obligations  of 
the  contract,  in  good  faith,  and  he  did  live 
with  her  for  four  days  after  the  marriage. 
The  marriage  was  legal,  and  thereby  her 
child  was  legitimated,  and  he  became  lia- 
ble to  the  obligations  of  a  husband,  and 
subject  to  the  statutory  penalties  for  fail- 
ing in  such  obligations. 

The  supi'eme  court  of  Connecticut  very 
maturely  considered  a  case  analogous  to 
this  at  an  early  day,  in  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  man  had  married  the  wo- 
man while  proceedings  for  bastardy  were  in 
progress,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  said 
process,  with  the  fraudulent  and  wicked 
design  of  immediately  leaving  her,  and 
that  he  did  do  so.  Under  the  statute  of 
that  state,  ''fraudulent  contract"  was  men- 
tioned as  one  of  the  causes  for  divorce; 
yet  the  court  said:  "It  cannot  be  pretend- 
ed the  contract  of  marriage  in  this  case 
was  void  ab  initio,  though  the  sole  inten- 
tion of  the  man  in  entering  into  it  was 
to  ayoid  the  process  under  which  he  lay. 
He  might  have  become  of  a  better  mind, 
and  have  faithfully  performed  the  duties 
of  a  husband,  in  which  case  there  could 
have  been  no  doubt  of  the  validity  of  the 
marriage,  however  apparent  his  fraud 
might  be  at  the  moment  of  solemnizing 
it.  A  marriage  void  ab  initio  is  a  mar- 
riage contracted  in  fraudem  legis,  and  can- 
not be  made  valid  by  the  volition  of  either 
or  both  of  the  parties."  It  was  accord- 
ingly held  that  the  marriage  was  not  a 
fraudulent  contract,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  and  the  divorce  was  de- 
nied. Benton  v.  Benton,  1  Day,  111,  115, 
116. 

The  decree  of  the  court  is  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  Dowdell, 
Ch.  J.,  not  sitting. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  May  1, 
1912. 
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OSCAR  L.  LEGAULT 

V. 

fiOAKD    OF    TRUSTEES    OF    CITY    OF 
ROSEVILLE  et  al.,  Appts. 

(161  Cal.  197,  118  Pac.  706.) 

Municipal  corporation  ^  power  to  re- 
move oAlcer. 

A  municipal  corporation  has  no  inherent 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


power  to  remove  its  elective  officers,  where 
the  legislature  has  made  provision  for  the 
removal  of  such  officers  by  judicial  proceed- 
ings, and  it  has  been  given  authority  to  re- 
move nonelective  ones. 

(October  17,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  an  order  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Placer  County 
overruling  a  demurrer  to  a  petition  for  a 
writ  of  review  to  declare  the  action  of  the 
defendant  trustees  void  in  removing  peti- 
tioner from  office.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  D.  Meredith,  J.  B. 
liandis,  and  P.  H.  Johnson,  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Harris  A  Gibson  for  respondent. 

Heushaw,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  city  of  Roseville  is  a  city  of  the 
sixth  class.  Oscar  L.  Legault,  petitioner, 
is  or  was  the  duly  elected,  qualified,  and 
acting  marshal  of  the  city.  The  board  of 
trustees  preferred  charges  against  the  mar- 
shal for  dereliction  of  duty,  and  cited  him 
to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  re- 
moved from  office.  After  a  hearing,  the 
board  of  trustees  formally  ordered  the  peti- 
tioner to  be  removed  from  the  office  of 
marshal  of  the  city  of  Roseville.  Legault 
then  petitioned  for  a  writ  of  review,  seek- 
ing to  have  it  declared  that  the  action  of 
the  board  of  trustees  in  the  premises  was  in 
excess  of  its  powers  and  jurisdiction,  and 

Note.  ^  Power  of  totcn  or  nvunicipality 
to  remove  officer  in  absence  of  stiUU' 
tory  authority. 

The  decisions  upon  the  question  whether 
there  is  an  inherent  power  of  amotion  in 
municipal  corporations  are  collected  in  a 
note  to  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Cole  v.  Strattou, 
9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  572;  to  which  may  be  added 
the  case  of  People  ex  rel.  Lathers  v.'  Ray- 
mond, 129  App.  Div.  477,  114  N.  Y.  Supp. 
366,  in  which  it  was  held  (citing  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  4th  ed.  §§  240,  242)  that  a  municipal 
corporation  has  an  inherent  power  to  re- 
move its  officers,  though  they  have  a  defi- 
nite term  of  office;  and  that  this  power  is 
vested  in  the  common  council. 

And  see  also  Reg.  ex  rel.  Laurence  v.  Pat- 
terson, 33  N.  S.  425,  in  which,  after  a  re- 
view of  the  English  decisions,  it  is  stated 
to  be  a  well-established  principle  that  every 
corporation  has  incidental  power  to  remove 
any  of  its  officers  for  good  cause,  but  that 
such  power  cannot  be  exercised  by  any  part 
of  the  corporation  unless  vested  in  that 
part  by  prescription  or  charter. 

As  to  whether  power  conferred  upon  a 
municipality  to  remove  its  officers  is  ex- 
clusive, see' note  to  State  ex  rel.  Young  v. 
Robinson,   20   L.R.A.(N.S.)    1128. 

£.  S.  O. 
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therefore  void.  The  trustees  interposed  a 
general  demurrer  to  this  petition.  This  be- 
ing overruled,  the  petition  admittedly  set- 
ting forth  the  facts  and  the  trustees  conse- 
quently being  unable  to  join  issue  by  de- 
nial, they  filed  no  answer,  and  judgment 
passed  for  petitioner  as  prayed  for. 

The  trustees  appeal,  and  the  appeal  pre- 
sents for  consideration  a  single  question: 
Where  the  charter  of  a  municipality  is 
silent  upon  the  matter,  does  the  corpora- 
tion, acting  through  its  trustees,  possess 
the  power  to  remove  an  elective  officer  of 
the  municipality? 

It  is  not  questioned  but  that  the  charter 
in  terms  confers  no  such  power.  But  the 
argument  for  appellants  is  that  at  common 
law  this  power  was  regarded  as  a  necessary 
incident  to  the  functions  of  all  municipal 
corporations;  that,  not  having  been  pro- 
hibited to  this  corporation,  it  exists,  and 
is  to  be  exercised  with  other  powers  by  the 
board  of  trustees;  and  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Penal  Code  (§§  758-772)  must  be 
considered  as  fixing  an  alternative,  and  not 
an  exclusive,  method  for  amotion  of  mu- 
nicipal officers. 

Since  the  decision  of  Lord  Mansfield  in 
Rex  V.  Richardson,  1  Burr.  539,  2  Ld.  Ken- 
yon,  85,  it  has  become  an  accepted  doctrine 
that  this  power,  based  upon  necessity,  is  a 
common-law  incident  to  the  powers  of  Eng- 
lish municipal  corporations.  Considering 
the  nature  of  the  origin  of  such  corpora- 
tions, resting  in  some  instances  in  a  royal 
charter,  in  others  on  parliamentary  grant, 
and  in  others  on  immemorial  custom,  with 
rights  wrung  through  stubborn  resistance 
to  oppression,  it  must  at  once  be  recog- 
nized that  the  municipal  powers  of  such 
corporations  stand  upon  an  entirely  differ- 
ent plane  from  those  of  the  state  of  Cali- 
fornia where,  in  every  instance  they  are 
measured  by  the  express  terms  of  grants 
issued  directly  or  indirectly  by  the  state. 
This  is  pointed  out  in  Herzo  v.  San 
Francisco,  33  Cal.  143,  where  it  is  said: 
"  It  should  not  fail  to  be  noted  that 
there  is  a  clear  distinction  between  most 
municipal  corporations  as  they  exist  in 
Great  Britain  and  those*  of  more  recent 
date  in  the  United  States.  The  former 
depend  upon  prescription  for  their  ex- 
istence and  capacity;  while  the  latter  find 
every  element  of  their  jurisdiction  within 
their  respective  charters."  Full  assent  is 
given  to  the  rule  of  necessity,  upon  which 
the  English  decisions  rest,  that  rule  being 
that  it  is  necessary  that  a  corporation  shall 
have  the  power  to  purge  itself  of  offending 
officers.  But  this  language  was  addressed 
to  conditions , here  nonexistent,  to  conditions 
where  Parliament  had  never  attempted  to 
pass  a  law  to  meet  the  needs  of  such  cor- 
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porations,  and  where,  therefore,  if  the 
power  of  amotion  did  not  exist  in  the  corpo- 
ration itself,  it  did  not  exist  at  all  except- 
ing when  a  municipal  officer  might  be  guilty 
of  an  indictable  crime  and  could  be  pro- 
ceeded against  accordingly.  It  was  to  this 
condition  that  the  language  of  Lord  Mans- 
field was  '  addressed.  But  if  Parliament 
had  passed  a  law  applicable  to  all  municipal 
corporations,  providing  in  terms  a  method 
for  the  removal  of  derelict  or  recalcitrant 
officials,  only  then  would  there  have  been 
any  sort  of  parallel  between  the  English 
condition  and  the  condition  of  this  state, 
and  even  in  such  a  case  the  parallel  by  no 
means  would  have  been  perfect.  Judge  Pil- 
lon  ventures  the  opinion  that  the  common- 
law  power  of  English  municipal  corpora- 
tions is  possessed  by  American  corporations 
"in  the  absence  of  any  express  or  implied 
restriction  in  the  charter."  Dillon,  Mun. 
Corp.  §  242.  While  Judge  Dillon  declares 
that  the  question  is  not  judicially  settled, 
support  is  found  for  his  view  in  certain 
jurisdictions,  and  notably  in  sUch  cases  as 
Savannah  v.  Grayson,  104  Ga.  114,  30  S.  E. 
693,  and  Richards  v.  Clarksburg,  30  W.  Va. 
491,  4  S.  E.  774.  These  and  the  cases  of 
their  class  go  to  the  extent  of  declaring 
that  such  power  exists  in  the  corporation 
as  a  necessary  incident  to  the  objects  and 
purposes  for  which  it  is  created,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  prohibition  in  the  law  upon 
the  exercise  of  such  powers.  But,  so  far  as 
our  investigations  have  disclosed,  in  no  one 
of  these  cases  has  the  state  made  provision, 
applicable  to  all  municipal  corporations, 
for  the  removal  of  officers  by  judicial  pro- 
ceeding. W^e  are  not  in  this  to  be  under- 
stood as  declaring  that  the  removal  of  a 
municipal  officer  by  the  municipality  is 
such  a  judicial  proceeding  as  to  require  the 
action  of  formally  organized  courts  of 
judicature,  but  indisputably  such  amotion 
is  the  exercise  of  a  judicial  function;  and 
the  legislature  may  have  thought  that  it 
could,  therefore,  with  greater  propriety  be 
intrusted  exclusively  to  the  judicial  branch 
of  the  government.  Thus  says  Mechem 
(Pub.  Offices  and  Officers,  §  455)  ;  "pro- 
ceedings for  the  removal  of  an  officer  for 
cause  are  judicial  in  their  nature,  and 
must  be  had  before  tribunals  clothed  with 
judicial  powers.  The  fit  and  appropriate 
tribunal,  therefore,  in  ordinary  cases  is 
the  court  of  law,  but  this  judicial  power 
may  be,  and  often  is  expressly  conferred 
upon  the  governor,  mayor,  or  other  officer 
or  board  having  power  of  removal."  Un- 
doubtedly the  legislature  of  this  state,  has 
done  this  precise  thing  in  the  sections  of 
the  Penal  Code  above  cited.  The  case  pre- 
sented then  is  not  the  case  of  necessity.  It 
is  not  the  case  where  a  municipality  must 
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be  declared  to  have  the  power  to  remove 
its  officers^  or  it  can  never  clean  its  house. 
It  is  the  case  where  the  law  has  provided 
general  machinery,  full  and  complete,  to 
meet  the  case  of  any  and  all  municipal  offi- 
cers, where  the  necessity  for  the  exercise 
by  the  municipality  of  such  power  within  it- 
self is  removed,  and  where  the  final  ques- 
tion for  determination  is  whether  the  legis- 
lature, in  the  enactment  of  laWs  vesting  the 
general  power  of  amotion  in  the  courts,  nev- 
ertheless designed  (by  its  mere  silence)  still 
to  leave  the  full  power  of  amotion  with  all 
municipalities,  and  by  these  positive  enact- 
ments to  declare  only  that  the  municipality 
could  resort  to  the  courts  if  it  desired. 

While  the  question  here  stated  has  never 
been  formally  presented  for  determination, 
this  circumstance  itself  must  be  constinied 
as  in  the  nature  of  an  admission  that 
throughout  the  history  of  the  state  the  pow- 
er asserted  wasL  not  supposed  to  exist.  And 
indeed,  the  existence  of  such  power  is  con- 
trary to  the  whole  trend  of  judicial  decision 
and  legislative  enactment.  Thus,  in  Von 
Schmidt  V.  Widber,  105  Cal.  161,  38  Pac. 
682,  it  is  declared  by  this  court  in  bank, 
quoting  from  Dillon  on  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions that  "it  is  a  general  and  undisputed 
proposition  of  law  that  a  municipal  corpo- 
ration possesses  and  can  exercise  the  follow- 
ing powers  and  no  others:  (1)  Those 
granted  in  express  words.  (2)  Those  neces- 
sarily or  fairly  implied  in  or  incident  to 
the  powers  expressly  granted.  (3)  Those 
essential  to  the  declared  objects  and  pur- 
poses of  the  corporation, — ^not  simply  con- 
venient, but  indispensable.  Any  fair,  rea- 
sonable doubt  concerning  the  existence  of 
the  power  is  resolved  by  the  courts  against 
the  corporation,  and  the  power  is  denied." 
And  to  the  same  effect  is  Hyatt  v.  Williams, 
148  Cal.  585,  84  Pac.  41.  The  necessary  de- 
duction to  be  drawn  from  this  language  is 
that  where  the  legislature,  as  in  this  state, 
has  provided  a  specific  form  of  proceeding 
for  the  amotion  of  officers,  the  power  of 
amotion  within  the  corporation  ceases  to  be 
indispensable  to  the  corporation,  and  its  ex- 
ercise by  the  corporation  becomes  at  the 
most  but  a  convenience. 

Moreover,  the  decisions  of  this  court  will 
be  found  to  rest  upon  the  decided  assump- 
tion at  least  that  the  power  of  removing 
municipal  officers  does  not  rest  within  the 
municipality,  unless  there  be  an  express 
grant  to  this  end,  either  in  the  charter  or 
by  general  law.  Thus  in  Lorbeer  v.  Hut- 
chinson, 111  Cal.  273,  43  Pac.  896,  where 
the  trustees  of  the  city  of  Pomona  declared 
the  office  of  city  marshal  vacant  and  ap- 
pointed to  fill  the  vacancy,  this  court  said: 
"If  Lorbeer  [the  petitioner]  was  lawfully  in 
office,  the  trustees  could  not  by  declaring  the 
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office  vacant  deprive  him  of  his  office.  They 
have  no  power  to  remove  from  office,  or  by 
any  judicial  inquiry  to  declare  a  vacancy." 
In  Re  Carter,  141  Cal.  316,  74  Pac.  997, 
the  whole  discussion  is  based  upon  the 
power  of  removal  granted  by  the  charter. 
The  same  is  true  in  the  case  of  ColTey  v. 
Superior  Ct.  147  Cal.  525,  82  Pac.  75,  where 
is  found  such  language  as  this:  "Provi-. 
sions  of  the  charter  seem  to  apply  only  to 
some  officers,  and  the  scheme  for  the  remov- 
al of  delinquent  officers  is  to  that  extent  in- 
complete. .  .  .  There  is  nowhere  in  the 
charter  any  provision  which  in*  terms  con- 
fers exclusive  jurisdiction  upon  the  board 
of  trustees  to  proceed  against  and  remove 
municipal  officers,  nor  is  there  apparent  in 
any  of  the  charter  provisions  an  intention 
that  its  provisions  should  supersede  the  pro- 
visions of  the  general  law  as  found  in  the 
sections  of  the  penal  code  relative  to  the  re- 
moval of  delinquent  officijils  from  office. 
.  .  .  The  power  conferred  under  the  char- 
ter is,  strictly  speaking,  the  power  of  ex- 
pulsion or  amotion  of  its  municipal  offi- 
cers. .  .  .  This  power  of  expulsion,  amo- 
tion, or  quasi  impeachment  of  delinquent 
municipal  officers  has  generally  been  con- 
sidered, both  at  common  law  and  in  this 
country,  as  an  incident  to  corporate  exist- 
ence, and  is  exercised  by  the  municipality 
as  an  administrative  duty, — springing  from 
its  political  existence  and  as  vital  thereto. 
.  .  .  It  is,  strictly  speaking,  this  admin- 
istrative power  which  is  conferred  upon  the 
trustees  of  the  city  of  Sacramento  under  the 
charter."  In  Craig  v.  Superior  Ct.  157 
Cal.  482,  108  Pac.  310,  the  provisions  of  an 
express  grant  of  power  in  the  charter  to  the 
city  of  Stockton  are  considered.  The  pro- 
visions of  §  16  of  article  20  of  the  Consti- 
tution are  quoted,  to  the  effect  that  "in  the 
case  of  any  officer  or  employee  of  any  mu- 
nicipality governed  under  a  legally  adopted 
charter  the  provisions  of  such  charter  with 
reference  to  the  tenure  of  office  or  the  dis- 
missal from  office  of  any  such  officer  or  em- 
ployee shall  control;"  and  it  is  held  touch- 
ing the  employment,  retention,  and  dismis- 
sal of  members  of  the  police  and  fire  depart- 
ments of  the  city  of.  Stockton,  that  the 
charter  provisions  are  controlling  and  ex- 
clusive. In  Dinan  v.  Superior  Ct.  6  Cal. 
App.  217,  91  Pac.  806,  the  same  question 
arose,  touching  the  provisions  of  the  char- 
ter of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco ; 
and  it  was  there  held  in  conformity  with 
the  provision  of  the  Constitution  above 
quoted  that  the  procedure  prescribed  by  the 
charter  was  exclusive.  In  Croly  v.  Sacra- 
mento, 119  Cal.  229,  51  Pac.  323,  this  court 
considered  the  provisions  of  the  charter  of 
the  city  of  Sacramento  authorizing  the 
board  of  trustees  to  try  and   remove   ap- 
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pointees  against  wbom  charges  had  been 
preferred.  Here  the  court  refused  to  pass 
upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
city  possessed  the  common-law  power  of 
amotion,  but  placed  its  decision  solely  upon 
the  charter  provision. 

It  is  inconceivable,  if  the  power  of  amo- 
tion of  its  officers  is  inherent  in  a  municipal 
•corporation,  even  when  its  charter  is  silent 
on  the  subject,  that  this  court  would  not 
long  ago  have  so  declared,  and  thus  have 
•done  away  with  a  vast  amount  of  the  argu- 
mentative reasoning  in  which  it  has  in- 
dulged, and  which  is  and  was  entirely  su- 
perfluous, if  the  contention  of  appellant 
herein  is  sound.  Moreover,  if  the  power 
here  contended  for  was  inherent  in  the  mu- 
nicipality, there  would  be  little  or  no  im- 
port to  the  language  of  §  16,  art.  20,  of  the 
Constitution,  which  undertakes  in  express 
terms  to  make  the  provisions  of  a  municipal 
•charter  controlling  with  reference  to  the 
tenure  of  office  or  the  dismissal  from  office 
of  officers  and  employees  of  a  municipality; 
for,  if  the  power  exists  as  is  here  contended 
for,  this  solemn  declaration  of  the  Consti- 
tution accomplished  nothing,  and  at  the 
most  was  but  the  recognition  of  a  power  al- 
ready existent. 

And,  finally,  upon  this  proposition,  the 
legislative  enactments  have  their  signifi- 
cance. Section  4386  of  the  Political  Code 
•empowers  the  mayor  "to  suspend  and,  with 
the  consent  of  the  common  council,  to  re- 
move any  nonelected  officer,  stating  in  the 
suspension  or  removal  the  cause  thereof." 
Section  852  of  the  municipal  corporation 
act  (Gen.  Laws  1010,  act  2348),  which  is 
the  governing  charter  of  the  city  of  Rose- 
villo,  empowers  the  board  of  trustees  to 
-appoint  an  ''attorney,  poundmaster,  super- 
intendent of  streets,  civil  engineer,  and  such 
police  and  such  ^ther  and  subordinate  ofli- 
cers  as  in  their  judgment  may  be  deemed 
necessary,  and  fix  their  compensation,  and 
each  of  said  officers  shall  hold  office  during 
the  pleasure  of  the  board."  The  significance 
of  these  legislative  declarations  is  found  in 
this:  First,  that  they  are  made  applicable 
to  nonelective  officers,  and  not  to  elective 
officers;  and,  second,  if  the  power  contended 
for  inherently  exists,  it  would  be  stultifica- 
tion for  the  legislature  to  provide  with  care- 
ful detail  for  the  removal  of  nonelective  offi- 
cers, when  the  city  itself  possesses  the  in- 
herent power  to  remove  nonelective  as  well 
as  elective  officers. 

It  is  concluded,  therefore,  that  as  to  mu- 
nicipal corporations  within  this  state  the 
general  law  touching  the  removal  of  its 
officers  creates  an  implied  restriction  upon 
the  exercise  of  what  may  be  thou&rht  to  be 
the  inherent  power  of  amotion.  The  neces- 
.sity  for  the  existence  and  exercise  of  that 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


power  being  removed,  it  becomes  at  the  best 
but  a  convenience.  The  power  may  be,  not- 
withstanding the  existence  of  the  general 
laws,  conferred  by  charter,  and,  when  so 
conferred|  will  be  construed,  depending  up- 
on the  nature  of  the  language,  as  being 
either  concurrent  as  in  Coffey  v.  Superior 
Ct.  supra,  or  exclusive  as  in  Craig  v.  Su- 
perior Ct.  supra.    Const,  art.  20,  §  16. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  therefore 
affirmed. 

Melvin,  J,,  and  liOrigaH,  J.  concurred. 


INDIANA  SUPKEBCB  COURT. 

BENJAMIN  TRIPPEER  et  al^  Appte^ 

V. 

JOHN   CLIFTON  ct  al. 

(—  Ind.  — ,  97  N.  E.  79L) 

Appeal  *  parties  •*  mor^agee  of  prop- 
erty  subject  to  Improveinent  lien. 

Although  one  holding  a  mortgage  on 
property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  an  im- 
provement lien  defaulted  at  the  trial,  which, 
resulted  in  defeating  the  lien,  he  is  a  nec- 
essary party  to  an  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment, since  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
would  re-establish  the  lien,  to  his  detri- 
ment. 

(March  6,   1912.) 

Note.  •*  While  no  other  case  has  been 
found  involving  the  question  as  to  the 
necessity  of  making  an  encumbrancer  who 
defaulted  at  trial  a  party  to  an  appeal 
from  a  judgment  denying  a  lien  asserted  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  decision  in  Trippeeb  v. 
Clifton  seems  clearly  to  be  correct,  under 
the  general  rule  with  regard  to  parties, 
"that  every  person  to  be  directly  affected 
in  his  interests  on  rights  by  a  judgment  on 
appeal  or  writ  of  error  is  entitled  to  be 
nsuned  or  described  in  the  application  or 
writ,  to  have  notice  thereof,  and  an  oppor- 
tunity of  being  heard  and  of  defending  his 
rights."     2   Cyc.   766. 

And  it  seems  that,  in  other  cases,  the 
rule  that  all  parties  who  are  interested  in 
having  a  judgment  or  decree  sustained,  or 
whose  interests  will  necessarily  be  affected 
by  a  reversal  or  modification  of  such  judg- 
ment or  decree,  should  be  made  appellees, 
respondents,  or  defendants  in  error,  has 
been  applied  to  parties  in  default,  or  who 
have  confessed  judgment  in  the  court  below. 
2    Cyc.   764. 

But  a  defendant  alleged  to  claim  some  in- 
ferior interest,  unknown  to  the  plaintiff, 
in  land  sought  to  be  subjected  to  a  me- 
chanics' lien,  who  has  defaulted,  and  haa 
been  found  by  the  court  to  have  no  inter- 
est in  the  land,  is  not  a  necessary  party  to 
an  appeal  by  the  lien  claimant  from  a 
judgment  denying  his  right  to  a  lien. 
Phelps  ft  B.  Windmill  Co.  v.  Baker,  49 
Kan.  434,  30  Pac.  472.  A.  C.  W. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of  I 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Miami  County  in 
defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  an  alleged  sidewalk  improvement 
lien  upon  real  estate  upon  which  the  de- 
fendant bank  claimed  a  mortgage  lien. 
Dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Cox  &  Andrews  and  W.  £. 
Mowbray  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Reasouer  A  \fin,vCi  for  appel- 
lees. 

Myers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  was  an  action  by  appellants  against 
John  Clifton  and  his  wife,  owners  of  the 
property,  and  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Peru,  Indiana,  to  foreclose  an  alleged  side- 
walk improvement  lien  upon  real  estate  in 
South  Peru,  Miami  county,  Indiana.  The 
allegation  in  the  complaint  as  to  the  bank 
is  that  on  May  9,  1903,  the  owners  of  the 
property  executed  a  mortgage  upon  it  to 
secure  the  payment  of  $2,000,  which  on 
February  27,  1905,  was  assigned  to  the 
bank,  was  duly  recorded,  and  is  unsatis- 
fied of  record,  ''and  the  said  First  National 
Bank  of  Peru,  Indiana,  is  therefore  made  a 
party  defendant  hereto,  to  limit  its  time  for 
redemption,  and  to  answer  as  to  its  interest 
thereunder." 

We  are  confronted  at  the  threshold  of  the 
cause  by  the  proposition  that  this  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  determine  the  appeal. 
Immediately  preceding  the  submission  of  the 
cause  for  trial,  the  bank  was  defaulted,  and 
nowhere  again  appears,  or  is  referred  to  in 
the  proceeding.  Judgment  was  rendered 
June  15,  1909,  against  appellants,  that' they 
take  nothing,  and  that  the  defendants  re- 
cover their  costs.  One  hundred  and  twenty 
days  were  allowed  for  filing  bill  of  excep- 
tions, and  an  appeal  was  prayed  and  grant- 
ed and  bond  fixed  at  $200,  to  be  filed  within 
thirty  days,  to  the  approval  of  the  court, 
and  on  June  19,  1909,  at  the  same  term, 
the  court  approved  the  bond  and  surety, 
and  on  June  23,  1909,  the  bond  was  filed, 
and  the  transcript  was  filed  October  14, 
1909.  This  was  therefore  not  a  term,  but 
a  vacation,  appeal.  Michigan  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Frankel  (1898)  151  Ind.  634,  50  N. 
E.  304. 

The  bank  was  not  made  either  appellant 
or  appellee,  was  not  given  any  notice  of  the 
appeal,  nor  was  notice  given  the  clerk  or 
attorneys,  nor  ha's  it  joined  in  error  or  as- 
signed error.  The  rule  is  that  it  is  only 
parties  to  judgments,  and  not  merely  par- 
ties to  the  record,  who  must  be  made  parlies 
to  an  appeal.  Lowe  v.  Turpie  (1896)  147 
Ind.  652,  37  L.R.A.  233,  44  N.  E.  25,  47  N. 
E.  150',  Hogan  ▼•  Robinson,  94  Ind.  138.  ' 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


But,  when  parties  to  the  record  will  neces- 
sarily be  affected  in  their  interests  by  the 
action  or  judgment  by  the  appeal,  they  must 
be  joined  as  parties,  and  notice  given  them 
as  provided  by  the  statute.  Burns's  Anno. 
Stat.  1908,  §  674.  This  is  for  the  obvious 
reason  that  the  judgment  cannot  be  ap- 
pealed from  piecemeal,  and  the  parties 
whose  interests  may  be  affected  by  affirm- 
ance or  reversal  of  the  judgment  must  be 
before  the  court,  to  enable  it  to  dispose  of 
the  case  as  an  entirety. 

In  this  case  no  formal  judgment  was  en- 
tered against  the  bank,  and,  as  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  appellees  swept  away  the 
basis  for  the  lien,  and  necessarily  the  lien 
itself,  there  was  nothing  to  base  a  separate 
judgment  on  as  against  the  bank,  and  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  appellees  necessarily 
resulted  to  its  benefit.  If  the  judgment 
were  reversed,  the  case  would  stand  precise- 
ly as  it  stood  before  submission  for  trial, 
so  far  as  the  bank  is  concerned,  for  a  judg- 
ment in  foreclosure  against  it  alone  would 
be  of  no  force  or  value.  Or,  putting  it  in 
another  form,  suppose  a  judgment  had  been 
entered  againat  the  bank,  foreclosing  the 
alleged  lien;  what  virtue  could  it  have  had 
over  against  a  judgment  for.  the  property 
owner,  sweeping  away  the  alleged  lien? 
The  rights  of  both  appellants  and  the  bank 
as  against  the  property  must  be  derived  and 
devolved  through  the  property. 

The  defense  interposed  by  the  property 
owners  necessarily  inured  to  the  benefit  of 
the  bank,  for  that  judgment  necessarily  pre- 
cluded the  foreclosure  of  the  alleged  lien,  or 
the  fixing  of  any  amount,  and  nothing  was 
left  upon  which  to  predicate  a  lien.  The 
property  could  not  be  sold  as  against  the 
owner,  and  hence  it  could  be  of  no  force 
as  against  the  bank,  so  that  the  bank  is  as 
necessarily  and  certainly  affected  by  the 
judgment  as  if  there  were  a  formal  judg- 
ment in  its  favor,  for  it  sweeps  away  an  al- 
leged claim  and  lien  against  the  property 
upon  which  it  is  a  prior  lien  by  statute 
(Burns's  Anno.  Stat.  1908,  §  8714),  to  the 
lien  of  the  bank.  It  might  be  different  if  it 
were  alleged  that  the  mortgage  debt  of  the 
bank  had  been  in  fact  paid,  but  that  is  not 
the  allegation,  but  it  is  that  it  has  a  mort- 
gage of  record,  and  is  made  party  to  limit 
the  time  for  redemption  by  it,  and  most 
certainly  the  bank  is  directly,  beneficially, 
and  substantially  affected  by  the  judgment, 
which  is  sought  to  be  overthrown  by  the 
appeal.  As  was  said  in  Michigan  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Frankel,  supra:  "The  fact  that 
he  was  defaulted  in  the  lower  court  does 
not  affect  the  question,  for  he  was  still  en- 
titled to  his  right  of  appeal,  regardless  of 
his  default,  and  on  such  appeal  he  could  at 
least  challenge  the  sufficiency  of  the  com- 
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plaint  and  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 
Lee  V.  Mozingo,  143  Ind.  667,  36  N.  E.  901, 
41  N.  E.  454,  and  cases  there  cited.  In 
order,  therefore,  to  give  this  tribunal  com- 
plete jurisdiction  over  the  cause,  it  is  clear 
that  appellant  ought  to  have  made  him  a 
coappellant  herein,  and  notified  him  as  pro- 
vided by  §  647,  supra."  Burns's  Anno.  Stat. 
1908,  §  674.  The  case  is  not  directly  in 
point,  for  the  reason  that  Frankel,  in  that 
case,  was  a  defendant,  and  his  codefendant 
appealed  without  joining  him,  but  the  prin- 
ciple is  the  same.  If  it  be  said  in  this  case 
that  the  bank  may  have  been  entirely  satis- 
fied not  to  resist  the  assessment,  and  its 
default  admitted  the  allegation  against  it, 
the  same  thing  may  be  said  to  be  true  as 
to  Frankel  in  the  prior  case,  and  that  the 
fact  that  he  did  not  defend  is  indicative 
of  such  condition,  but  he  would  have  been 
affected  by  a  reversal  of  the  judgment  just 
as  the  bank  would  here.  It  was  a  party  in 
interest,  and  appellants  were  seeking  the 
same  character  of  judgment  against  it  as 
against  appellee, — a  foreclosure,  which  was 
the  only  judgment  which  could  be  rendered. 
Burns's  Anno.  Stat.  1908,  §  8714.  The 
bank  was  adverse  in  interest  to  appellants 
below,  and  it  is  necessarily  adverse  here, 
for  it  is  directly  and  necessarily  interested 
in  maintaining  the  judgment  rendered.  Ew- 
banb's  Manuel,  §  149;  Polk  v.  Johnson 
(1906)  167  Ind.  548,  78  N.  E.  662,  79  N.  E. 
491;  Moore  v.  Ferguson  (1904)  163  Ind. 
395,  72  N.  E.  126;  Whisler  v.  Whisler 
(1903)  162  Ind.  143,  144,  67  N.  E.  984,  70 
N.  E.  152;  Haymaker  v.  Schneck  (1902) 
160  Ind.  443,  67  N.  E.  181;  Mellott  v.  Mess- 
more  (1901)  158  Ind.  297,  63  N.  E.  451; 
Abshire  v.  Williamson  (1897)  149  Ind.  248, 
48  N.  E.  1027;  Hays  v.  Pugh  (1901)  158 
Ind.  600,  64  N.  E.  13;  Ex  parte  Sullivan 
(1899)  154  Ind.  440,  56  N.  E.  911;  Crist  v. 
Wayne,  International  BIdg.  k  L.  Asso. 
(1898)  151  Ind.  245,  61  N.  E.  368;  Elliott, 
App.  Proc.  160. 

The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  and  it  is 
so  ordered. 

Cox,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  this  deci- 
sion. 

Petition    for    rehearing    overruled    June 
26,  1912. 
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-: DAHLSTROM,  Appt., 

V. 

UNKNOWN  CLAIMANTS  et  al. 

(—  Iowa  — ,  135  N.  W.  607.) 

Mortgage  ^  simultaneons  *  assignment 
of  one  ^  foreclosure  ^  effect. 

The  foreclosure  of  one  of  two  simultane- 

nO  L.K.A.iN.S.) 


ous  mortgages  by  the  same  person,  to  the 
same  mortgagee,  to  secure  different  debts, 
which  were  recorded  at  the  same  instant, 
and  one  of  which  has  been  assigned  to  a 
stranger,  without  making  the  latter  a  par- 
ty, has  no  effect  upon  the  lien  of  the  as- 
signed mortgage. 

(April  10,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Mitchell  County, 
dismissing  a  petition  filed  to  quiet  title  to 
certain  real  estate.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  liadd,  J.: 

Action  was  begun  to  quiet  title  against 
unknown  owners.  M.  Ablieter  answered  by 
pleading  that  he  held  a  mortgage  by  as- 
signment on  the  land,  and  prayed  that  it 
be  established  as  a  lien  thereon.  The  peti- 
tion was  dismissed,  and  plaintiff  appeals. 

Messrs.  F.  T.  Van  lilew  and  Stonghton 
A  Brown  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Springer,  Clary,  A  Condon, 
R.  Feyerbend,  and  George  C  Marsh  for 

appellees. 

I/add,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

One  Woodward;  who  owned  the  234  acres' 
of  land  in  controversy,  executed  two  mort- 
gages thereon  to  Shaffer  Brothers  on  the 
same  day,  one  to  secure  the  payment  of 
two  notes  of  $1,000  each,  dated  January 
15,  1907,  payable  five  years  after  date,  and 
the  other  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note 
of  $6,000,  dated  January  15,  1907,  and  pay- 
able five  years  after  date.  These  mort- 
gages were  filed  for  record  at  the  same 
time.  On  the  same  day,  Woodward  executed 
a  deed  of  conveyance,  subject  to  these  mort- 
gages, to  the  International  Land  Company. 
The  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  against 
this  company  for  $2\400  and  costs  June  1, 
1908,  having  previously  caused  the  land  to 
be  attached,  a  special  execution  issued,  and 
the  land  in  controversy  was  sold  thereunder, 

Note,  —  Effect  of  foreclosure  of  one  of 
several  simultaneous  mortgages  upon 
the  others. 

This  note  does  not  include  cases  where  one 
mortgage  is  given  to  several  persons  to  se- 
cure separate  obligations  to  each,  nor  the 
effect  of  a  foreclosure  in  such  a  case  by  the 
holder  of  one  of  those  obligations  upon  the 
rights  of  the  others. 

Daiilstrom  v.  Unking  wn  CLAmxi^s 
holds  that  wlien  two  mortgages  are  executed 
upon  the  same  property  on  the  same  day, 
by  and  to  the  same  parties,  and  filed  for 
record  the  same  instant,  with  no  agreement, 
express  or  implied,  as  to  which  shall  be 
superior,  and  when,  after  an  unrecorded 
assignment   of  one   to  a    third   party   for 
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and  sheriflTs  deed  executed  to  plaintiff 
December  14,  1909.  Shaffer  Brothers  in- 
stituted foreclosure  proceedings  on  the 
$2,000  mortgage,  and  decree  of  foreclosure 
was  entered  October  14,  1908.  Special  exe- 
cution issued,  and  the  land  coYered  thereby 
was  sold  by  the  sheriff  December  2d  follow- 
ing. The  certificate  of  sale  was  issued  to 
Shaffer  Brothers  and  by  them  assigned  to 
plaintiff,  to  whom  the  sheriff's  deed  was  ex- 
ecuted December  13,  1909.  The  $6,000  mort- 
gage was  not  referred  to  in  the  proceed- 
ings. It,  with  the  note  for  that  amount, 
had  been  assigned  in  writing  to  M.  Ablieter 
of  Boscobel,  Wisconsin,  October  11,  1907. 
The  assignment,  though  acknowledged  by 
Shaffer  Brothers  was  never  recorded.  This 
action  to  quiet  title  against  unknown  claim- 
ants was  begun  September  9,  1910.  M. 
Ablieter  filed  an  answer  in  October  follow- 
ing, in  which  he  set  up  the  execution  of  the 
$6,000  note  and  mortgage,  the  assignment 
to  him  for  value,  and  prayed  that  the  said 
mortgage  be  established  as  a  lien  against 
the  land,  and  that  as  to  him  the  petition 
be  dismissed.    The  contention  of  the  plain- 


tiff is  that  the  transaction  as  recited  had 
the  effect  of  devesting  the  $6,000  mortgage, 
and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  land  with  the 
lien  thereof  discharged.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  defendant  says  that,  inasmuch  as  this 
mortgage  had  been  assigned  to  him  long  be- 
fore plaintiff  acquired  any  interest  in  the 
land,  and  prior  to  the  foreclosure  of  tlie 
$2,000  mortgage,  it  was  not  released  or  dis- 
charged by  the  foreclosure  thereof  and  the 
redemption  by  plaintiff,  effected  by  taking 
an  assignment  of  the  sheriff's  certificate  oi 
sale,  and  that,  in  any  event,  such  foreclos- 
ure proceedings  were  void  because  of  a  de- 
fect in  the  proceedings. 

As  both  mortgages  were  executed  by  the 
same  mortgagor  to  the  same  mortgagee,  on 
the  same  day,  this  may  have  been  done  as 
part  of  the  same  transaction;  but  from  this 
circumstance  alone  it  is  not  to  be  inferred 
that  the  notes  were  given  as  evidencing  por- 
tions of  the  same  indebtedness,  nor  that  the 
mortgages  are  to  be  treated  as  parts  of  a 
single  instrument.  £ach  mortgage  is  com- 
plete in  itself,  and  is  to  be  regarded  as  a 


value,  the  other  is  foreclosed  without  mak- 
ing the  assignee  a  party  to  the  suit,  and 
he  does  nothing  to  mislead  the  purchaser, 
such  foreclosure  does  not  release  or  dis- 
charge the  assigned  mortgage. 

The  rule  there  announced  seems  to  pre- 
yail,  that  a  foreclosure  of  one  of  several 
simultaneous  mortgages,  without  making 
the  other  mortgagees  parties  to  the  suit, 
does  not  affect  the  liens  of  the  other  mort- 
gages nor  the  rights  of  the  holders  there- 
under. 

Thus,  if  two  mortgages  are  executed  on 
the  same  day,  by  the  same  mortgagor,  upon 
the  same  real  estate,  to  different  mort- 
gagees, and  both  mortgages  are  recorded  on 
time,  though  on  different  days,  both  stand 
on  the  same  ground,  and  a  foreclosure  and 
sale  under  one,  without  notice  to  the  holder 
of  the  other,  does  not  affect  the  other;  un- 
less the  purchaser  at  the  sale  will  pay  off 
the  other  mortgage,  the  holder  of  the  lat- 
ter may  either  foreclose  without  redeeming, 
or  redeem  and  foreclose.  Cain  v.  Hanna, 
63  Ind.  408. 

Where  property  is  seized  and  sold  under 
a  first  mortgage  and  under  one  of  several 
concurrent  mortgages;  the  sale  does  not  ex- 
tinguish the  other  mortgages  created  in 
the  same  act  and  at  the  same  date;  if  the 
property  does  not  sell  for  enough  to  satisfy 
all  the  mortgages  of  the  same  rank, '  the 
balance  over  the  amount  of  the  older  mort- 
gage should  be  divided  pro  rata  among' the 
concurrent  mortgagees,  the  sheriff  collecting 
only  the  pro  rata  Rnare  of  the  seizing  credit- 
or, and  the  portion  coming  to  the  other 
mortgage  creditors  remaining  in  the  hands 
of  the 'purchaser,  subject  to  their  call,  and 
secured  by  their  mortgages.  Scott  t. 
Featherston,  5  La.  Ann.  306. 

Where  two  mortgages  were  executed  on 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  same  day,  to  different  mortgagees,  by 
the  same  mortgagor,  one  being  acknowl- 
edged first  and  the  other  recorded  first, 
and  there  being  no  agreement  concerning  a 
preference,  it  was  held  that  the  foreclosure 
of  one  by  advertisement  would  not  be  ef- 
fectual to  settle  the  relative  rights  of  the 
foreclosure  purchaser  and  the  holder  o/  the 
other  mortgage,  but  that  a  bill  in  equity 
was  necessary  to  determine  such  rights  and 
to  marshal  the  assets,  and  the  court  de- 
creed a  sale,  the  money  to  be  applied  ratably 
on  both  mortgages  in  case  it  should  not  be 
suflicient  to  pay  both.  Van  Aken  v.  Gleason, 
34  Mich.  477. 

Where  plaintiff  executed  two  mortgages 
on  the  same  day,  and  on  the  same  premises, 
due  at  different  times,  to  different  parties, 
but  by  assignment  they  both  came  into  the 
same  hands,  and  the  one  due  first,  which  by 
agreement  was  the  prior  lien,  was  foreclosed 
by  statutory  foreclosure,  and  the  property 
sold  for  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy  it, 
the  court  held  that  the  mortgagee  was  en- 
titled to  satisfy  the  other  mortgage  out  of 
the  surplus,  although  that  other  mort<rage 
was  not  yet  due.  Barber  v.  Carev,  11  Barb. 
549. 

When  two  mortgages  are  executed  at  the 
same  time,  between  the  same  parties,  upon 
the  same  property,  to  secure  separate  debts, 
if,  after  judcrnent  of  foreclosure  upon  one, 
but  before  sale,  action  is  brought  to  fore- 
close the  other,  and  the  two  suits  are  con- 
solidated without  objection,  the  lien  of  the 
mort crape  foreclosed  in  the  second  suit  is 
not  lost  by  reason  of  the  first  suit,  althonsrh 
both  should  have  been  foreolnsed  in  one 
suit.  Thompson  v.  Skeen,  14  Utah,  200,  46 
Pac.  1103. 

The  rule,  however,  seems  to  he  otherwise 
in   Pennsylvania.     There  it  has  boon   held 
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distinct  contract.    McDonald  v.  Second  Nat. 
Bank,  106  Iowa,  617,  76  N.  W.  1011. 

The  mortgages  having  been  executed  on 
the  same  day,  by  and  to  the  same  parties, 
and  filed  for  record  the  same  instant,  were 
simultaneous  and  their  liens  concurrent; 
and,  as  there  was  no  agreement,  express  or 
to  be  implied,  as  to  which  should  be  supe- 
rior, the  assignment  of  the  $6,000  mortgage 
to  Ablieter  did  not  give  it  priority  over 
the  other.  Perry's  Appeal,  22  Pa.  43,  60 
Am.  Dec.  630;  Vredenburgh  v.  Burnet,  31 
N.  J.  Eq.  229 ;  Greene  v.  Warnick,  64  N.  Y. 
220;  Stafford  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  9  Cow. 
316.  Even  when  part  of  the  notes  secured 
by  the  same  mortgage  are  assigned,  priority 
of  the  security  is  not  affected  thereby;  this 
being  determined  by  the  order  of  maturity 
of  such  notes.  Massie  v.  Sharpe,  13  Iowa, 
642;  Hinds  v.  Mooers,  11  Iowa,  211;  Rankin 
v.  Major,  9  Iowa,  297.  Such  has  always 
been  the  rule  in  this  state,  though  there  are 
authorities  to  the  contrary  elsewhere,  and 
there  is  no  sound  reason  for  giving  any 
greater  effect  to  the  transfer  of  one  of  two 
simultaneous  mortgages.     Both   mortgages 


rank  as  equal  liens  without  priority  of 
preference  to  either,  whether  in  the  hands 
of  the  mortgagee  or  of  another  under  an 
assignment,  unless  superior  equities  in  favor 
of  the  one  or  the  other  are  otherwise  shown. 
1  Jones,  Mortg.  §§  534,  536,  607a;  Riddle 
V.  George,  58  N.  H.  26. 

Had  Shaffer  Brothers  retained  the  $6,000 
mortgage,  it  might  have  been  necessary  to 
I  have  protected  it  as  well  as  the  owner  of  the 
I  premises  in  the  foreclosure  of  the  $2,000 
I  mortgage  by  either  bidding  enough  for  the 
land  to  satisfy  both,  or  by  redeeming  from 
the  sheriff's  sale  on  that  foreclosure.  Wells 
V.  Ordway,  108  Iowa,  86,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
209,  78  N.  W.  806.  But  they  had  assigned 
the  larger  mortgage  to  the  defendant  Ab- 
lieter long  before  foreclosure  suit  was  begun. 
The  latter  might  well  have  been  made  a 
party  defendant.  Wiltsie,  Mortg.  Foreclos- 
ure, §  184;  Potter  v.  Crandall,  Clarke,  Ch. 
119.  Had  this  been  done,  the  relative 
rights  of  the  respective  lien  holders  in  the 
security,  whether  or  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
both,  might  have  been  determined.  As  he 
was  not  a  party,  the  extent  of  his  lien  has 


tliat  if  two  mortgages  are  executed  by  the 
same  mortgagor,  to  diilO^rent  mortgagees,  to 
secure  two  sums  borrowed,  and  both  are  left 
for  record  at  the  same  moment,  neither  has 
priority,  although,  as  must  be,  one  is  re- 
corded in  advance  of  the  other  in  the  mort- 
gage book,  and  a  sheriff's  sale  under  one 
which  devests  its  lien,  also  devests  the  lien 
of  the  other.  Bonstein  v.  Schweyer,  212 
Pa.  19,  61  Atl.  447. 

In  Dungan  v.  American  L.  Ins.  A  T.  Co. 
62  Pa.  253,  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  is 
unquestionably  true  that  if  purchase  money 
be  secured  by  two  mortgages,  and  both  are 
recorded  on  the  same  day,  and  within  sixty 
days  of  their  date,  their  liens  are  contem- 
porary, and  no  priority  of  one  over  the 
other  can  be  predicated;  and  that  a  sheriff's 
sale  on  either  devests  both.  In  that  case,, 
however,  they  were  not  both  given  for  the 
same  purchase  money;  both  were  executed 
simultaneously  between  the  same  parties, 
but  one  was  immediately  assigned  to  a  third 
party  and  was  really  for  a  different  trans- 
action, and  one  was  recorded  a  few  hours 
before  the  other,  with  the  understanding  be- 
tween the  parties  that  it  was  to  have  prior- 
ity, and  the  court  held  that  this  mortgage 
was  not  devested  by  a  sheriff's  sale  under 
the  other. 

And  where  a  grantee  of  land  gave  two 
mortgages  amounting  to  twice  the  sum  of 
the  consideration  recited  in  the  grant,  al- 
though both  were  executed  on  the  same  day, 
since  they  were  recorded  one  day  apart, 
it  was  held  that  there  was  nothing  on  the 
face  of  the  instruments  from  which  to  infer 
with  certainty  that  both  were  given  for  the 
purchase  price,  and  therefore  the  mortga'xc 
first  recorded  was  not  discharged  by  a  sub- 
sequent sale  under  the  second.  Norris  v. 
Bradv,  4  Phila.  287. 

:a)  l!r.A.(N.S.) 


Where  four  mortgages  were  execiitcd  and 
recorded  at  the  same  time,  upon  the  same 
property,  and  to  secure  parts  of  the  same 
debt,  payable  consecutively,  one  year  apart, 
and  upon  failure  of  payment  of  the  first 
when  due  it  was  foreclosed  and  the  property 
sold,  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagees  or 
their  assignees  stood  in  equal  equity  in  re- 
spect to  the  fund  in  contest,  and  that  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale,  not  being  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  claims  of  all,  should  be  dis- 
tributed to  them  pro  rata.  Perry's  Appeal, 
22  Pa.  43,  60  Am.  Dec.  63. 

Where  one  person  executed  four  mort- 
gages at  the  same  time,  to  different  mort- 
gagees, each  having  notice  of  the  other 
mortgages,  and  mutually  agreeing  that 
neither  mortgagee  should  have  priority  over 
any  other,  the  fact  that  two  mortgages  were 
recorded  before  the  other  two  gave  no 
priority  either  to  those  mortgagees  or  to 
their  assignees  without  notice  of  the  equal 
equity  of  the  four;  but  where  the  assign- 
ments were  recorded  before  the  other  <^o 
mortgages  were  recorded,  under  statute  the 
assignees  thereby  gained  priority  over  those 
unrecorded  mortgages,  and  a  foreclosure  of 
the  assigned  mortgages  would  extinguish 
the  other  mortgages,  so  that  a  purchaser 
at  such  foreclosure  sale  acquired  valid  title. 
Decker  v.  Boice,  83  N.  Y.  215. 

Wiien  two  mortgages  are  executed  at  the 
same  time,  but.  one  recites  that  it  is  junior 
to  the  other,  and  at  the  time  of  bringing 
the  foreclosure  suit  under  one  they  are  held 
by  different  persons,  they  are  not  to  be  re- 
garded as  simultaneous,  but  as  separate  in- 
struments, and  the  sale  under  the  one  does 
not  extinguish  the  lien  of  the  other.  '  Ray- 
mond v.  Whitehouse,  119  Iowa,  132,  93  N. 
W.  292.  H.  C.  Sh. 
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never  been  adjudicated.  The  mortgagor  in 
executing  the  simultaneous  mortgages  must 
have  done  so  with  the  knowledge  that  either 
might  be  assigned,  and,  after  this  has  hap- 
pened, there  is  no  just  ground  for  denying 
the  assignee  the  security  his  separate  mort- 
gage was  intended  to  afford,  on  the  ground 
that  the  holder  of  the  other  mortgage  has 
foreclosed  without  making  him  a  party. 
Had  the  mortgagor  or  his  grantee  or  as- 
signee thought  it  essential  to  the  protec- 
tion of  his  interest  that  he  be  made  a  party, 
he  should  have  insisted  thereon  by  motion 
or  otherwise.  In  Van  Aken  v.  Gleason,  34 
Mich.  477,  the  simultaneous  mortgages  were 
to  different  persons,  and,  though  one  had 
been  foreclosed  by  advertisement,  the  court 
held  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  necessary  to 
marshal  assets.  In  Barber  v.  Gary,  11  Barb. 
549,  one  of  two  contemporaneous  mortgages 
was  foreclosed,  and,  as  against  the  mort- 
gagor, the  court  held  the  bid  above  the 
amount  necessary  to  satisfy  the  judgment 
should  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of  the 
other  mortgage.  In  Scott  v.  Featherston,  5 
La.  Ann.  306,  it  was  said  that  the  sale 
there  considered  "under  the  concurrent 
mortgage  did  not  extinguish  the  other  mort- 
gage created  in  the  same  act  and  at  the 
same  time." 

Had  these  mortgages  been  made  to  differ- 
ent mortgagees  at  the  same  time,  and  filed 
for  record  at  the  same  instant,  there  could 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  foreclosure  of  one 
without  making  the  owner  of  the  other, 
whether  original  mortgagee  or  assignee,  a 
party,  would  not  have  discharged  the  other. 
The  situation  is  practically  the  same  where 
the  mortgagee  to  whom  two  contemporane- 
ous mortgages  have  been  executed  assigns 
one  of  them,  and  there  is  no  good  reason  for 
saying  that  the  foreclosure  of  one  of  the 
simultaneous  mortgages  to  different  persons 
shall  not  satisfy  the  other  mortgage,  and 
that  the  foreclosure  of  one  of  two  such 
mortgages  executed  to  the  same  person  shall 
work  the  discharge  of  the  other  when  as- 
signed to  another.  27  Cyc.  303.  The  courts 
of  but  one  state  so  hold,  and,  as  no  reason 
is  given  therefor  in  any  of  the  decisions, 
*  we  are  content  in  saying  that  we  do  not 
care  to  follow  them.  See  Magaw  t.  Gar- 
rett, 25  Pa.  319;  Dungan  v.  American  L. 
Ins.  &  T.  Co.  62  Pa.  253;  Bonstein  v. 
Schweyer,  212  Pa.  19,  61  Atl.  447.  In 
Moffitt  v.  Roche,  76  Ind.  75,  one  mortgage 
was  executed  to  secure  the  payment  of 
promissory  notes  to  several  persons,  and 
the  court  held  that  the  foreclosure  by  the 
payee  of  one  did  not  discharge  the  security 
as  to  others.  And  that  court  in  Murdock 
v.  Ford,  17  Ind.  52,  applied  the  same  rule 
where  several  instalment  notes  maturinr^  at 
different  dates  were  secured  by  a  single 
39  L.Il.A.(N.S.) 


mortgage,  declaring  that  such  notes  have 
priority  in  the  order  of  maturity,  and  that 
the  rights  of  one  not  made  a  party,  to 
whom  a  deferred  note  has  been  assigned, 
are  not  affected  by  the  foreclosure  of  an 
earlier  note,  and  may  redeem  against  the 
purchaser  under  such  a  decree.  See  also 
Goodall  V.  Mopley,  45  Ind.  355,  and  Harris 
V.  Harlan,  14  Ind.  439.  But  the  rule  is 
otherwise  in  this  state.  In  Clayton  v.  Ellis, 
50  Iowa,  690,  it  was  held  that  the  as- 
signee of  a  part  of  the  mortgage  debt  can- 
not redeem  from  a  sale  upon  foreclosure, 
and  in  Harms  v.  Palmer,  61  Iowa,  483,  16 
N.  W.  674,  where  several  instalments  ma- 
tured by  provision  of  the  mortgage,  and 
some  of  them  had  been  transferred,  the  as- 
signee instituted  foreclosure  proceedings^ 
and,  upon  decree  being  entered,  caused  all 
the  land  save  the  homestead  to  be  sold  there- 
under, and,  a  supplemental  decree  subse- 
quently being  entered,  the  homestead  also 
was  sold.  At  this  time,  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure was  entered  on  the  instalment  notes 
retained  by  Palmer,  the  original  payee.  The 
latter  undertook  to  redeem  the  homestead 
on  the  theory  that  he  '^as  a  junior  lien 
holder.  The  owner  of  the  homestead  hav- 
ing parted  therewith,  his  wife  also  applied 
to  redeem  the  homestead.  The  court  held 
she  was  entitled  to  do  so,  and  that  Palmer 
had  no  right  to  redeem,  saying  that  the 
burdens  of  the  mortgagor  might  not  thus  be 
increased  by  the  transfer  of  a  part  of  the 
notes  secured,  saying  that  "were  the  rule 
such  as  is  insisted  upon  by  defendants,  a 
mortgagee,  by  splitting  up  his  debt  by  as- 
signment, could  bid  upon  the  land  a  sum 
less  than  its  value,  and  the  mortgagor 
could  not  redeem  under  the  statute,  with- 
out paying  the  whole  of  the  mortgage  debt. 
This  would  result  in  gross  oppression  and 
injustice  to  the  mortgagor,  and  would  op- 
erate so  that  his  land  would  be  sacrificed 
by  a  sale  for  less  than  its  value.  It  cannot 
be  claimed,  if  a  mortgage  be  given  to  more 
than  one  mortgagee,  that  they  separately 
would  have  the  right  to  redeem  from  the 
sale,  or  that  the  mortgagor,  in  order  to  re- 
deem, must  pay  the  whole  debt.  This  case 
in  no  respect  is  different  from  that.  Here 
there  are  in  contemplation  of  law  two  mort- 
gages, the  transfer  of  a  part  of  the  debt  con- 
ferring upon  one  party  the  right  of  mort- 
gagee. In  enforcing  their  rights,  so  far  as 
the  mortgagor  is  concerned,  they  must  be  re- 
garded as  one."  See  same  case,  73  Iowa, 
446,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  691,  35  N.  W.  515. 
Plainly  enough  the  decision  is  based  on 
the  theory  that,  as  to  the  mortgagor,  there 
was  but  one  mortgage,  and  in  fairness  to 
him  only  one  suit  in  foreclosure  can  be 
maintained  thereon.  In  this  action,  how- 
ever,  there  were  two  separate  mortgages 
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securing,  the  payment  of  distinct  debts,  and 
on  no  tenable'  theory  can  the  party  execut- 
ing these  contend  that  foreclosing  the  one 
Avithout  the  other  involved  the  splitting  up 
of  causes  of  action  or  the  oppression  of  the 
debtor.  True,  it  may  be  necessary  that  the 
equities  of  the  respective  mortgages,  be- 
iiause  of  being  concurrent,  finally  must  be 
adjusted,  and  this  may  embarrass  him  in 
the  matter  of  redemption,  but,  having  exe- 
cuted securities  of  this  character,  each  dis- 
tinct and  assignable,  and  which  when  ma- 
ture constitute  separate  causes  of  action,  he 
is  not  in  a  situation  to  complain,  and  surely 
the  plaintiff,  who  acquired  title  as  purchaser 
by  virtue  of  sheriff's  deed,  is  in  no  better 
position.  Either,  if  he  so  elects,  may  insist 
that  the  holder  of  the  other  mortgage  be 
made  a  party,  and  that  such  a  decree  be 
entered  as  shall  protect  the  right  of  re- 
demption. Not  having  done  so,  the  assignee 
of  the  mortgage  not  foreclosed  may  insist 
upon  his  lien,  though  as  was  held  in  Van 
Aken  v.  Gleason,  supra,  a  marshaling  of 
assets  may  be  necessary  upon  the  enforce- 
ment of  such  lien  by  foreclosure.  The  de- 
fendant's note  was  not  mature,  and  he  was 
not  bound  to  declare  it  due  because  of  not 
having  received  interest  thereon,  and,  if  so., 
then  he  was  not  required  to  join  in  the 
foreclosure  proceedings  had  he  known  these 
had  been  commenced.  Nothing  was  done  by 
Ihe  assignee  to  mislead  the  plaintiff,  nor 
was  there  any  reference  to  the  defendant's 
mortgage  contained  in  the  foreclosure  pro- 
ceedings. The  owner  of  the  land  at  that 
time  doubtless  might  have  compelled  the 
Shaffer  Brothers  to  have  made  the  defend- 
ant a  party  to  that  action,  but  he  did  not 
do  so,  and  this  was  known  to  plaintiff,  as 
was  the  existence  of  the  mortgage.  He  has 
title  under  two  sheriff's  deeds,  one  under 
execution  sale  on  a  judgment  against  the 
International  Land  Company  and  the  other 
under  foreclosure  of  the  $2,000  mortgage, 
and  we  are  of  opinion  that  his  equities, 
though  probably  equal,  are  not  superior  to 
those  of  the  defendant.  The  decree  so  de- 
claring has  our  approval. 
Affirmed. 
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INTERNATIONAL  HARVESTER  COMPA- 

NY  OF  AMERICA,  Appt., 

v. 

BENJAMIN  F.  MYERS  et  aL 

(86  Kan.  497,  121  Pac.  500.) 

Vendor  and  purchaser  —  possession  — 
notice  of  rights. 

1.  Among    the    many    facts    shown    and 

Headnotes  bv  West,  J. 
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found  by  the  court  were  the  following:  Two 
minor  sons  rented  a  farm  of  their  father, 
adjoining  the  home  place.  Later  they,  with 
an  elder  brother,  bought  it  and  continued  to 
work  it  and  improve  it;  they  and  their 
mother  still  living  on  the  home  place,  the 
parents  having  l^n  divorced.  The  deed 
was  taken  in  tne  name  of  the  elder  brother, 
who  did  not  work  the  land,  but  went  into 
business  in  another  county.  The  deed  was 
recorded.  He  used  the  land  as  a  basis  of 
credit,  and  later  mortgaged  It  to  secure  a 
mercantile  debt.  The  mortgagee's  agent  in- 
quired of  him  as  to  possession,  and  was  told 
that  no  one  lived  on  the  place,  but  that  the 
two  brothers  rented  it.  An  examination  of 
the  records  by  the  agent  disclosed  the  rec- 
ord title  in  the  mortgagor.  In  the  mean- 
time the  two  brothers  had  come  of  age,  and 
had  worked  and  improved  the  land,  assert- 
ing that  each  owned  a  one-third  interest 
therein,  and  this  was  generally  understood 
in  the  neighborhood.  They  were  ignorant  of 
their  brother's  use  of  the  land  to  obtain 
credit  and  of  his  execution  of  the  mortgage. 
Ordinary  diligence  by  way  of  inquiry  in  the 
neigh oorhood,  or  of  either  of  tne  brothers 
in  possession,  would  have  revealed  their 
claim,  but  no  such  inquiry  was  made.  The 
court  adjudged  that  the  brothers,  William 
and  Henry,  held  their  interests  in  the  land 
unaffected  by  the  mortgage  of  plaintiff. 
Held,  not  error. 

ISvidence  ^  notoriety  —  possession  of 
realty. 

2.  When  the  possession  and  use  of  the  land 
by  the  two  brothers  had  been  shown,  it  was 
competent  to  prove  the  neighborhood  notori- 
ety of  their  daim  of  ownership. 

(February  10,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Mitchell  County 
in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  on  certain  real  estate. 
Alfirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Park  B.  Pulsifer  and  Charles 
li.  Hunt  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Frank  A.  Lutz,  A.  £.  Jordan, 
and  J.  E.  TIce,  for  appellees: 

Evidence  that  it  was  generally  known  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  land  that  the  claimant 
or  his  grantor  claimed  title  thereto  is  ad- 
missible to  show  notoriety  of  claim  of  title, 
but  not  to  show  title  itself. 

McAuliff  V.  Parker,  10  Wash.  141,  38  Pac. 
744;  Knight  v.  Knight,  178  111.  663,  53 
N.  E.  306;  Carter  v.  Clark,  92  Me.  225,  42 
Atl.  398;  Kennedy  v.  Wible,  8  Sadler  (Pa.) 
299,  11  Atl.  98;  Tennessee  Coal,  Iron  &  R. 
Co.  V.  Linn,  123  Ala.  112,  82  Am.  St.  Rep. 
108,  26  So.  245;  Maxwell  Land  Grant  Co. 

Note. —  For  extensive  annotation  of  the 
question,  "Possession  of  land  as  notice  of 
title,"  see  note  to  Niles  ▼.  Cooper,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   49. 
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V.  Dawson,  161  U.  S.  586,  38  L.  ed.  279,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  458;  Sparrow  v.  Hovey,  44 
Mich.  63,  6  N.  W.  93. 

Actual  possession  by  living  in  a  house 
on  land  is  not  necessary  to  constitute  that 
sort  of  possession  which  the  courts  d<Hsm 
sufficient  to  give  constructive  notice  to  a 
purchaser  of  land  occupied  by  a  third  per- 
son, but  it  may  be  shown  in  many  other 
ways. 

Deetjen  ▼.  Richter,  93  Kan.  413,  6  Pac. 
695;  Boyoe  ▼.  M'Colloch,  3  Watts  &  S.  429, 
39  Am.  Dec.  35;  Hodge  v.  Amerman,  40 
N.  J.  Eq.  99,  2  Atl.  257 ;  Krider  v.  Lafferty, 
1  Whart.  303;  Simmons  Creek  Coal  Co.  v. 
Doran,  142  U.  S.  417,  35  L.  ed.  1063,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  239;  Bright  v.  Buckman,  39 
Fed.  243;  Truesdale  v.  Ford,  37  111.  210; 
Roussain  v.  Norton,  53  Minn.  560,  65  N.  W. 
747;  Meehan  y.  Williams,  48  Pa.  238;  Hor- 
bach  T.  Porter,  154  U.  S.  549,  and  18  L.  ed. 
30,  14  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  1164;  Rogers  v.  Tur- 
pin,  105  Iowa,  183,  74  N.  W.  925;  Allison 
V.  Pitkins,  11  Tex.  Civ.  App.  656,  33  S.  W. 
293;  Tate  v.  Pensacola  Gulf,  Land  &  De- 
velopment Co.  37  Fla.  439,  53  Am.  St.  Rep. 
251,  20  So.  542;  Hottenstein  v.  Lerch,  104 
Pa.  454;  Strong  v.  Shea,  83  111.  675;  Lyman 
V.  Russell,  45  111.  281 ;  Kendall  v.  Lawrence, 
22  Pick.  540;  Nolan  v.  Grant,  51  Iowa,  619, 
1  N.  W.  709. 

Possession  constitutes  a  constructive  no- 
tice to  a  subsequent  purchaser  or  encum- 
brancer, of  whatever  estate  or  interest  in 
the  land  the  occupants  own  therein. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §  618;  Phelan  v. 
Brady,  119  N.  Y.  587,  8  L.RJL.  211,  23  N. 
E.  1109;  Morrison  v.  Herrick,  130  111.  631, 
22  N.  E.  637;  Simmons  Creek  Coal  Co.  v. 
Doran,  142  U.  S.  417,  35  L.  ed.  1003,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  239;  School  Dist.  No.  82  v. 
Taylor,  19  Kan.  287;  Kansas  City  Invest. 
Co.  V.  Fulton,  4  Kan.  App.  115,  40  Pac. 
188;  Hommel  v.  Devinney,  39  Mich.  522; 
Tarrant  v.  Swain,  15  Kan.  146;  Afoore  v. 
Reaves,  16  Kan.  150;  Johnson  v.  Clark.  18* 
Kan.  164;  Beckman  v.  Richardson,  28  Kan. 
648;  Tucker  v.  Vandermark,  21  Kan.  263; 
Edwards  ▼.  Montgomery,  26  Okla,  862,  110 
Pac.  779. 

The  words,  "my  brothers  are  on  the 
farm,"  furnished  a  "natural  clue  to  the  ul- 
timate fact,"  of  appellees'  ownership. 

Faris  v.  Finnup,  84  Kan.  124,  113  Pnc. 
407;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §  616;  Nilcs  v. 
Cooper,  98  Minn.  39^  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49, 
107  N.  W.  744;  Brinkman  v.  Jones,  44 
Wis.  519;  Meier  v.  Blume,  80  Mo.  179; 
Johnson  v.  Clark,  18  Kan.  164;  Dectjcn  v. 
Richter,  33  Kan.  414,  6  Pac.  695;  Manaudas 
V.  Mann,  14  Or.  450,  13  Pac.  449;  William- 
son V.  Brown,  15  N.  Y.  359. 

The  actual  possession  of  a  tract  of  land 


be  just  as  exclusive  as  to  his  own  interest, 
as  the  possession  of  one  who  owns  thu 
whole  interest  in  a  tract  of  land. 

Kirkham  v.  Moore,  30  Ind.  App.  649,  65 
N.  E.  1042;  Wilcox  v.  Leominster  Nat. 
Bank,  43  Minn.  541,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  259, 
46  N.  W.  1136;  Farmers'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Sper- 
ling,  113  111.  273;  Collum  v.  Sanger  Bros. 
98  Tex.  162,  82  S.  W.  459,  83  S.  W.  184; 
Weisberger  v.  Wisner,  56  Mich.  246,  21.  N. 
W.  331;  Unger  ▼.  Mooney,  63  Cal.  686,  40 
Am.  Rep.  100;  Ramirez  v.  Smith,  94  Tex. 
184,  69  S.  W.  258;  Baldwin  v.  Johnson, 
1  N.  J.  Eq.  441. 

Appellees'  equities  are  much  the  stronger. 

McKinzie  v.  Perrill,  15  Ohio  St.  162; 
Lestrade  v.  Barth,  19  Cal.  661;  Talbert  v. 
Singleton,  42  Cal.  390;  Dickey  v.  Lyon,  19 
Iowa,  644;  Simmons  v.  Church,  31  Iowa, 
284;  Wickes  v.  Lake,  25  Wis.  71;  Morrison 
V.  Kelly,  22  111.  610,  74  Am.  Dec.  169; 
Helms  V.  May,  29  Ga.  121 ;  Garrett  v.  Lyle, 
27  Ala.  686;  Woodward  v.  Clark,  16  Mich. 
104;  Boggs  ▼.  Anderson,  60  Me.  161. 

West,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  involves  the  sole  question 
whether  a  mortgagee  is  entitled  to  a  lien 
upon  the  land,  or  whether  two  brothers  of 
the  mortgagor  without  any  record  title 
should  prevail.  Joseph  Myers  owned  a 
farm  on  which  was  located  the  family  resi- 
dence, and  across  the  road  from  which  was 
the  land  in  question.  Prior  to  1901  Joseph 
Myers  and  his  wife  were  divorced,  and  in 
the  division  of  the  property  she  became  the 
owner  of  the  home  place,  and  he  retained 
the  land  across  the  road.  In  1901  a  son, 
Benjamin,  then  of  age,  was  engaged  in  busi- 
ness at  Beloit.  William  and  Henry,  two 
minor  brothers,  during  that  and  the  follow- 
ing year,  farmed  the  land  as  tenants  of 
their  father,  and  also  farmed  the  land  of 
their  mother,  where  they  lived.  In  Septem- 
ber, 1903,  Joseph  Myers  sold  to  the  three 
sons,  Benjamin,  William,  and  Henry,  this 
land,  on  which  there  was  a  mortgage  of 
$800,  the  deed  being  taken  by  Benjamin, 
this  being  done  at  the  father's  instance, 
thinking  that  the  mortgage  could  be  more 
easily  taken  care  of  than  if  the  deed  should 
run  to  the  three.  William  and  Benjamin 
learned  of  this  arrangement  soon  after- 
wards, and  made  no  objections.  When  the 
mortgage  fell  due,  a  new  one  was  executed 
by  Benjamin ;  one  of  the  other  brothers  then 
being  of  age  and  the  other  a  minor.  This 
mortgage  was  duly  recorded,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds used  to  pay  off  the  prior  mort- 
gage and  for  improvements  on  the  land. 
The  three  sons  were  to  pay  their  father  for 
the  land  in  such  sums  and  at  such  times  as 


by  a  tenant  in  common  is  deemed  in  Uw  to  I  he  should  demand.    The  deed  to  Benjamin 
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was  recorded  September  18,  1903.  William 
and  Henry  continued  to  >vork  the  land.  In 
the  spring  of  1907,  Benjamin  went  into  part- 
nership with  a  man  named  James,  on«  place 
of  business  being  at  Delphos  and  another 
at  Minneapolis,  buying  goods  of  the  Inter- 
national Harvester  Company  and  of  Parlin 
&  Orrendoff  Company.  Benjamin  represent- 
ed that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  land,  and 
used  it  as  a  basis  for  obtaining  credit, 
and  afterwards,  on  being  pressed  for  pay- 
ment, he  and  his  wife  executed  the  mort- 
gage now  in  qitestion;  the  plaintiff's  credit 
man  having  relied  on  his  statements  as  to 
owning  the  land  and  believing  the  same 
to  be  true.  Before  executing  the  mortgage, 
Benjamin  told  plaintiff's  agent  that  no  one 
was  living  on  the  land,  but  that  his  broth- 
ers, William  and  Henry,  were  renting  it. 
When  the  mortgage  was  taken,  the  records 
were  examined,  and  nothing  found  affecting 
the  land  except  the  $1,000  mortgage  already 
mentioned.  Plaintiff's  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted January  20,  1908,  and  recorded  the 
following  day.  William  and  Henry  did  not 
learn  of  the  mortgage  until  December,  1908, 
and  had  not  been  aware  that  their  brother 
had  been  using  the  land  as  a  basis  of  credit 
or  claiming  to  own  it  or  that  he  had  mort- 
gaged it,  and  had  but  little  knowlege  con- 
cerning the  business  and  partnership  in 
which  he  was  interested.  It  was  generally 
understood  in  the  neighborhood  that  each  of 
the  brothers  owned  one  third  of  the  land, 
but  no  inquiry  was  made  there  by  the  mort- 
gagee. The  mother  lived  on  the  home  place, 
as  did  William  and  Henry,  but  improve- 
ments were  made  on  the  mortgaged  land 
from  time  to  time  by  way  of  sheds,  corrals, 
pens  and  fences,  including  a  hog-tight  wire 
fence  around  the  entire  tract.  Considerable 
stock  was  raised,  and  there  were  about  60 
acres  of  alfalfa  and  66  or  70  acres  of  pas- 
ture; the  remainder  being  plowed  land. 
By  January,  1908,  the  purchase  price  of 
the  father  had  been  fully  paid.  As  between 
the  three  brothers,  there  appeared  to  be  no 
friction  or  misunderstanding  as  to  the  own- 
ership or  management  of  the  land  or  the 
proceeds  therefrom.  When  the  land  was 
purchased  from  the  father,  William  was 
nineteen  years  old  and  Henry  past  twenty. 
Among  the  fifty-one  findings  of  fact  the 
latter  portion  of  the  fifteenth  is  that  "at 
all  times  William  and  Henry  have  claimed 
to  own  each  an  undivided  one-third  interest 
in  the  land,  and  their  possession  of  it  has 
been  open,  notorious,  actual,  and  exclusive, 
and  as  such  has  been  well  known  through- 
out the  neighborhood  in  which  the  land  is 
situated  ever  since  the  deed  was  executed 
by  their  father,  Joseph  M.  Myers."  The 
forty-eighth  is  to  the  effect  that  there  was 
no  visible  change  in  the  general  character 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  the  biisiness  carried  on  upon  the  land,  or 
the  occupancy  thereof,  after  the  deed  to 
Benjamin  by  the  father,  except  that,  after 
the  deed  was  made,  William  and  Henry 
openly  exercised  full  and  complete  dominion, 
made  lasting  and  valuable  improvements, 
claimed  to  be  owners  with  Benjamin,  bought 
and  sold  stock,  increased  and  transacted 
the  business  of  the  farm  as  though  they 
were  actually  owners,  until  it  became  a 
matter  of  general  notoriety  all  over  the 
neighborhood  that  they  claimed  to  own  the 
place  in  common  with  their  brother.  Tlie 
fifty-first  finding  was:  "The  occupancy  of 
the  land  by  William  and  Henry  Myers  waa 
by  farming  it  as  above  described,  and  they 
never  lived  on  the  place."  It  was  also  found 
that  the  agents  of  plaintiff  made  no  ef- 
fort, other  than  to  ask  Benjamin,  to  ascer- 
tain the  extent  of  William  and  Henry's  in- 
terest; and  that  the  land  was  continuously 
listed  for  taxation  in  the  name  of  Benjamin, 
and  from  1903  to  1906  the  taxes  were  paid 
by  Benjamin,  the  mother,  or  the  father,  ap 
were  the  taxes  for  1908,  and  the  first  half 
of  1909,  those  for  1907  and  the  last  half 
of  1909  being  paid  by  Henry;  that,  had  the 
agents  of  plaintiff  made  inquiry  in  the 
neighborhood,  they  would  have  learned  of 
William  and  Henry's  claim  of  ownership, 
and,  if  they  had  exercised  ordinary  dili- 
gence, and  made  reasonable  inquiry,  they 
would  have  learned  of  such  claim.  The 
plaintiff  insists  that,  having  been  informed 
by  Benjamin  that  no  one  was  living  on  the 
land,  but  that  his  two  brothers  were  renting 
it,  and  having  examined  their  records,  and 
finding  nothing  to  indicate  that  Benjamin 
was  not  the  full  owner,  the  defendants  can- 
not defeat  its  mortgage  lien,  unless  their 
possession  was  not  only  open,  notorious,  and 
exclusive,  but  also  unambiguous  and  une- 
quivocal; while  the  defendants  claim  that, 
being  told  that  these  brothers  were  farming 
the  land,  it  was  the  mortgagee's  duty  to 
ascertain  by  inquiry  whether  they  were  ten- 
ants in  fact,  or  had  some  other  or  greater 
rights  thereon. 

The  case  has  been  thoroughly  briefed 
and  argued,  and  many  authorities  are  pre- 
sented by  each  side,  and  almost  any  possible 
view  which  might  be  taken  would  find  sup- 
port in  numerous  decisions  found  in  the 
books.  Narrowed  down,  the  real  question 
is  this :  Did  the  law  require  plaintiff,  when 
advised  that  William  and  Henry  were  work- 
ing the  land  as  tenants  of  Benjamin,  to  in- 
quire into  the  truth  of  this  statement,  and 
use  reasonable  diligence  to  ascertain  the 
real  facts?  Both  parties  refer  to  numerous 
decisions  of  this  court  in  support  of  their 
contentions,  and  reference  to  those  most 
nearly  in  point  will  be  made.  In  Johnson  v. 
Clark,  18  Kan.  157,  an  undivided  «*«terest 
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in  land  which  had  been  held  as  partnership 
property  was  purchased  at  an  administra- 
tor's sale,  and  the  equitable  interest  of  the 
surviving  partner  was  purchased  at  private 
sale  and  the  land  conveyed  by  the  purchaser 
by  warranty  deed,  the  grantee  taking  pos- 
session and  making  valuable  improvements, 
the  deeds  being  placed  of  record.  It  was 
held  that  the  purchaser,  buying  of  the  sole 
heir  at  law  of  the  deceased  partner,  was 
charged  with  notice  of  whatever  claim  the 
possessor  asserted  up  to  the  date  of  the  pur- 
chase, whether  legal  or  equitable.  In  the 
opinion  (18  Kan.  164)  it  was  said:  "It  is 
well  established  that  open,  notorious,  nn- 
equivocal,  and  exclusive  possession  of  real 
estate,  under  an  apparent  claim  of  owner- 
ship, is  notice  to  the  world  of  whatever 
claim  the  possessor  asserts,  whether  such 
claim  is  legal  or  equitable  in  its  nature. 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  incum- 
bent upon  the  plaintiff  to  inquire.  Inquiry 
would  inevitable  have  lead  him  to  knowledge 
of  Clark's  possession.  This  was  notorious. 
Having  ascertained  the  fact  of  Clark's  pos- 
session, he  was  bound  to  pursue  his  inquiry 
until  he  ascertained  the  nature  of  the  pos- 
sessor's claim.  Having  these  means  of 
knowledge  at  his  command,  and  failing  to 
use  them,  t)ie  law  treats  the  plaintiff  pre- 
cisely as  though  he  had  used  them  and 
learned  all  that  might  have  been  ascertained 
therefrom.  And  therefore  the  plaintiff,  up- 
on the  facts  in  the  case,  is  held  by  the  law 
to  have  had  at  the  date  of  his  purchase  full 
knowledge  of  Boyd's  equitable  interest  in 
the  land  at  the  death  of  Likins,  and  to  all 
of  which  interest  Clark  succeeded  by  his 
purchase  from  the  grantee  of  Boyd." 

In  School  Dist.  No.  82  v.  Taylor,  1»  Kan. 
287,  it  was  held  that  a  purchaser  of  land 
must  take  notice  of  the  rights  of  a  school 
district  which  had  bought  1  acre  thereof 
and  built  a  schoolhouse  thereon,  which  it 
had  occupied  without  having  the  deed  re- 
corded. In  the  opinion,  it  was  said:  "The 
defendant  was  in  the  possession  of  said  land 
when  the  plaintiff's  equities  were  created. 
And  this  possession  was  actual,  open,  vis- 
ible, notorious,  and  exclusive.  The  plaintiff 
had  to  shut  his  eyes  not  to  see  it.  If  he  had 
looked  at  the  land,  he  must  have  known*  it. 
If  he  had  inquired  of  any  person  in  the 
neighborhood,  any  man,  woman,  or  even 
child  of  school  age,  he  must  have  been  in- 
formed concerning  it.  But  it  seems  he  made 
no  such  inquiries.  He  did  not  inquire  of 
any  person  concerning  adverse  claims  or 
interest  except  of  his  own  mortgagor.  We 
therefore  think  he  cannot  claim  to  be  an  in- 
nocent and  bona  fide  purchaser  of  his  said 
mortgage  interest."  p.  292.  In  McNeil  v. 
Jordan,  28  Kan.  7,  IC,  the  rule  making 
open,  notorious,  unequivocal,  and  exclusive 
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possession  under  an  apparent  claim  of 
ownership  notice  to  the  world'  was  held 
not  to  apply  to  a  vendor  remaining 
in  possession.  It  was  said:  "The  ob- 
ject of  the  law  in  holding  possession 
constructive  notice  is  to  protect  the 
possessor  from  the  acts  of  others  who 
do  not  derive  their  title  from  him,  not  to 
protect  him  against  his  own  acts,  not  to 
protect  him  against  his  own  deed."  To 
the  same  effect  is  Hockman  v.  Tliuma,  08 
Kan.  519,  76  Pac.  486,  and  Dotson  v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  81  Kan.  816,  106  Pac. 
1045.  In  Deetjen  v.  Richter,  33  Kan.  410, 
6  Pac.  595,  the  owner  of  real  estate  holding 
under  an  unrecorded  deed,  in  possession  by 
tenant  when  a  subsequent  deed  was  executed 
under  legal  proceedings  devesting  the  vendor 
of  his  supposed  title,  such  subsequent  pur- 
chaser having  actual  notice  from  the  ten- 
ant that  he  is  leasing  the  land,  giving  the 
name  of  the  landlord, — is  held  entitled  to 
prevail  over  such  subsequent  purchaser,  who 
is  held  not  to  be  a  bona  fide  purchaser 
without  notice.  Richter  and  his  daughter 
had  lived  together  upon  the  premises  until 
the  daughter  was  declared  insane;  there 
being  no  other  members  of  the  family.  The 
plow  land  was  leased  to  one  Stober,  who 
told  the  subsequent  purchaser  that  he  was 
renting  from  Richter.  It  was  said:  "We 
do  not  understand  the  rule  to  be  that  a 
person  must  actually  reside  upon  the  land 
to  make  his  possession  notice.  He  may  ac- 
tually improve  and  cultivate  it,  and  perform 
open,  notorious,  and  decided  acts  of  owner- 
ship over  it,  without  residing  upon  it. 
.  .  .  There  is  some  confiict  in  the  au- 
thorities whether  the  possession  of  a  ten- 
ant under  a  lease  is  notice  simply  of  his 
tenancy,  or  of  his  tenancy  and  also  of  his 
landlord's  title.  But  'there  seems  no  good 
reason  why,  if  it  be  admitted  that  posses- 
sion is  notice,  or  evidence  of  notice,  there 
should  be  any  modification  of  the  rule  that 
the  possession  by  the  tenant  is  the  possession 
of  his  landlord.  If  the  purchaser  has  fol- 
lowed up  the  suggestion  which  the  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  by  a  third  party  im- 
plies, he  will  inquire  of  the  actual  occupant, 
with  the  probability  of  learning  that  he 
holds  as  lessee  of  another.  Inquiry  cannot 
safely  stop  here,  for  the  next  step  suggested 
by  the  circumstances  would  be  to  inquire  of 
the  landlord.'  .  .  .  Information  which 
makes  it  the  duty  of  a  party  to  inquire, 
and  shows  where  such  an  inquiry  may  be 
effectual,  is  notice  of  all  the  facts  which 
might  be  thereby  ascertained.  No  pur- 
chaser of  real  estate  is  at  liberty  to  re- 
main intentionally  ignorant  of  facts  re- 
lating to  his  purchase  within  his  reach, 
where  the  property  is  in  the  actual,  open, 
visible,  notorious,  and  exclusive  possession 
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of  another,  and  then  claim  protection  as 
an  innocent  purchaser.  The  presumption  of 
law  is  that  upon  inquiry  he  will  ascertain 
the  true  state  of  the  title.'  pp.  414,  415.  In 
Sanford  v.  Weeks,  38  Kan.  319,  5  Am.  St. 
Rep.  748,  16  Pac.  465,  a  person  having  an 
equitable  title  made  improvements  on  the 
land,  consisting  of  the  breaking  of  13  or 
14  acres,  the  fencing  of  the  same,  the 
quarrying  and  cording  up  of  considerable 
rock,  and  the  partial  construction  of  a  lime- 
kiln, no  dwelling  house  being  on  the  lanc^ 
and  no  one  living  thereon,  and  it  was  held 
that  such  improvements  were  not  of  them- 
selves conclusive  that  the  party  making 
the  same  had  open,  notorious,  unequivocal, 
and  exclusive  possession  as  against  a  sub- 
sequent purchaser  for  value.  There  the 
purchasers  inquired  of  the  agents  of  the 
grantor,  and  were  informed  that  she  was 
the  owner  of  the  premises.  They  also  in- 
quired of  a  responsible  banker  if  they  could 
rely  upon  the  representations  of  these 
agents,  and  were  informed  that  they  could. 
The  court  said  (38  Kan.  page  325) :  "The 
only  question  really  for  our  determination 
is  whether  there  is  sufficient  evidence  in  the 
record  to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  trial 
court  that  the  Weekses  had  neither  actual 
nor  constructive  notice  before  their  pur- 
chase of  the  land  that  Sanford  had,  or 
claimed,  any  interest  therein."  And  it  was 
held  that,  as  the  finding  had  been  made 
upon  conflicting  evidence,  it  could  not  be 
disturbed.  Here  the  finding  well  supported 
is  the  other  way.  In  Gray  ▼.  Zellmer,  66 
Kan.  514,  72  Pac.  228,  the  general  rule  was 
announced  that  open  and  notorious  pos- 
session of  real  estate  is  constructive  no- 
tice to  all  the  world  of  the  rights  of  one 
in  possession;  that  the  doctrine  of  equi- 
table estoppel  does  not  operate  in  favor 
of  one  who  has  knowledge  of  another's 
rights,  or  who  has  convenient  and  avail- 
able means  of  obtaining  such  knowledge. 
Koch  purchased  a  quarter  section  of  land 
for  $560,  paying  $60  cash  and  giving  a 
mortgage  for  $500.  With  his  consent  the 
land  was  conveyed  to  Zellmer,  who  was  to 
hold  the  legal  title  until  Koch  should  pay 
off  the  mortgage.  Koch  took  and  held  open 
and  notorious  possession  under  claim  of 
ownership,  and  paid  to  his  agent,  Zellmer, 
the  interest  as  it  accrued  and  the  principal 
in  full,  but  Zellmer  failed  to  transmit  it 
all  to  the  mortgagee.  When  the  mortgage 
fell  due,  Zellmer  remoxtgaged  to  Ambler  for 
$300  to  use  in  paying  off  the  first  mortgage. 
Ambler  trusted  to  the  title  as  shown  by 
the  records,  and  made  no  inquiry  of  Koch, 
who  was  in  possession.  Ambler  assigned 
to  the  plaintiff.  Gray,  who  had  personal 
judgment  against  Zellmer,  but  was  refused 
foreclosure  against  Koch.  This  was  af- 
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firmed.  In  the  opinion  it  was  said  (66 
Kan.  page  616) :  "One  seeking  to  be  in- 
formed as  to  the  title  of  real  estate  can- 
not safely  limit  his  investigations  to  what 
is  shown  in  the  records  of  the  county  in 
which  the  land  is  situated.  He  must  also 
inquire  about,  and  take  notice  of,  the  rights 
of  those  who  are  in  open  and  lio^orious 
possession  of  such  real  estate.  It  is  a  gen- 
eral rule  that  such  possession  is  construc- 
tive notice  to  all  the  world  of  the  rights 
of  the  one  in  possession.  ...  It  must 
be  born  in  mind  that,  while  Koch  was 
consenting  that  Zellmer  should  hold  the 
^itle,  he  was  at  the  same  time  asserting 
to  all  the  world,  by  means  of  his  pos- 
session, that  he  was  the  real  owner  of  the 
property.  .  .  .  Nor  does  the  principle 
apply  that,  whe^e  one  of'  two  equally  in- 
nocent, parties  must  suffer,  he  who  has 
put  it  within  the  power  of  the  wrongdoer 
to  defraud  must  be  the  one  to  suffer,  for 
here  Koch  by  his  possession  was  proclaim- 
ing to  all  the  world  his  rights,  and  this 
notice  was  as  puissant,  at  least,  as  was  the 
record."  In  13  LJR.A.(N.S.)  49,  98  Minn. 
39,  107  N.  W.  744,  it  was  held  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Minnesota  in  Niles  ▼. 
Cooper,  that  actual  possession  is  notice  to  all 
the  world  of  the  title  and  righta^of  the  per- 
son in  possession,  and  of  all  facts  connected 
therewith  which  reasonable  inquiry  would 
disclose,  and  that  a  purchaser,  knowing  the 
possession  to  be  in  a  third  person,  is  charge- 
able with  notice  of  such  facts,  and,  if  he 
fails  to  make  proper  inquiry  to  ascertain 
the  state  of  the  title,  he  is  not  a  purchaser 
in  good  faith.  To  this  decision  there  is  an 
extended  footnote  covering  the  doctrine  of 
notice  by  possession.  Among  the  general 
rules  found  therein  are  the  following: 
"Possession  of  land  is  notice,  not  only  of 
the  rights  of  the  possessor,  .  .  .  but  al- 
so of  all  facts  that  would  be  developed  if 
inquiry  were  made  of  the  one  in  posses- 
sion, and  a  truthful  response  made."  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  page  73.  "The  rule  would 
seem  to  be  universal  that  the  occupation 
by  a  tenant  of  lands  is  notice  to  subse- 
quent purchasers  and  encumbrancers  of  his 
rights  as  such.  ...  A  purchaser  of 
an  estate  in  the  possession  of  a  tenant  is 
bound  to  inquire  by  what  right  and  under 
what  agreement  the  tenant  holds  it.  .  .  . 
He  is  not  justified  in  assuming  the  pos- 
session of  that  person  to  be  the  possession 
of  the  vendor,  but  is  bound  to  make  in- 
quiry of  the  occupant."  13  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
pages  96  and  97.  'The  rule  of  the  Eng- 
lish authorities,  and  apparently  of  the  ma- 
jority of  the  American  courts,  is  that  the 
possession  of  a  tenant  is  notice  to  a  pur- 
chaser of  land  occupied  by  the  tenant,  not 
only  of  hit  interest  as  tenant,  but  also  of 


1012. 


INTERNATIONAL  HARVESTER  CO.  v.  MYERS. 


683 


the  whole  actual  interest  he  may  have 
therein."  13  LJl.A.(N.S.)  page  98.  At 
page  138  of  13  LJl.A.(N.S.)  is  found  the 
following  portion  of  the  "conclusion:"  "To 
buy  land  knowing  that  it  does  not  belong 
to  the  vendor  is  fraudulent  as  against  the 
real  owner;  and,  since  possession  is  a  badge 
of  ownership  and  title,  willingness,  or  an 
offer,  to  sell  by  one  not  in  possession,  is 
a  suspicious  circumstance,  which  should 
lead  the  proposed  purchaser  to  inquire  as 
to  the  ownership  of  the  title.  This  gives 
rise  to  the  general  rule  that  a  purchaser 
or  encumbrancer  of  land  not  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  vendor  or  the  owner  of  the 
record  title,  with  whom  he  is  dealing,  is 

,  charged  with  notice  of  all  the  interests, 
rights^  and  equities  which  the  person  in  pos- 
session may  have  in  it,  and  that  he  takes 
it  subject  to  such  rights  and  equities.    This 

•  rule  is  based  upon  the  idea  that,  had  the 
piurchaser  gone  to  the  occupant  and  made 
inquiry  as  to  his  rights,  he  would  have  ob- 
tained the  desired  information,  and  there- 
fore he  has  constructive  notice  with  refer- 
ence to  it;  and  it  is  generally  deemed  to  be 
applicable  whether  the  purchaser  had 
knowledge  of  the  possession  of  the  third 
person  or  not;  the  possession,  and  not 
the  knowledge  of  it,  furnishing  the  foun- 
dation for  the  constructive  notice."  In 
Kirby  v.  Talmadge,  160  U.  S.  379,  40  L.  ed. 
463,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  349,  Mrs.  Talmadge 
had  purchased  the  lots  in  question,  paying 
part  cash,  through  one  Miller,  who  took 
the  title  and  executed  notes  secured  by 
deed  of  trust  for  the  deferred  payments. 
She  took  possession  and  occupied  them  as 
her  own,  paying  taxes,  making  improve- 
ments, and  payments  on  the  debt.  Miller 
afterwards  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Talmadge,  but, 
before  the  deed  was  recorded,  Kirby's 
grantors  contracted  with  the  collateral 
heirs  of  Miller  to  get  for  them,  on  a  con- 
tingent fee,  what  they  could  out  of  Miller's 
estate.  A  bill  was  filed  praying  for  parti- 
tion. The  conveyance  to  Kirby  was  held 
void  by  the  trial  court,  and  this  was  af- 
firmed by  the  supreme  court.  In  the  opin- 
ion it  was  held  (quoting  Landes  v.  Brant, 
10  How.  348,  13  L.  ed.  449)  that  "open  and 
notorious  occupation  and  adverse  holding 
by  the  first  purchaser  when  the  second  deed 
is  taken  is  in  itself  sufficient  to  warrant 
a  jury  or  court  in  finding  that  the  pur- 
chaser had  evidence  before  him  of  a  char- 
acter to  put  him  on  inquiry  as  to  what 
title  the  possession  was  held  under;  and 
that  he,  the  subsequent  purchaser,  was 
bound  by  that  title,  aside  from  all  other 
evidence  of  such  possession  and  holding." 
p.  384.  It  was  further  stated  that  there 
are  cases  of  occupation  by  some  other  per- 
son than  the  one  holding  the  unrecorded  1 
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deed  which  is  no  notice,  and  that  the  appar- 
ent possession  by  the  head  of  a  family  is 
no  notice  of  title  in  a  mere  boarder,  lodger, 
or  subordinate  member  of  a  family.  But 
attention  was  also  called  to  Phelan  v. 
Brady,  119  N.  Y.  587,  8  L.R.A.  211,  23  N. 
E.  1109,  holding  that  as  Murphy,  before 
executing  the  mortgage,  had  conveyed  to 
Mrs.  Brady,  who  was  in  possession,  and 
with  her  husband  occupied  two  rooms  in 
the  building  on  the  premises,  and  leased 
the  others  to  tenants,  claiming  to  be  the 
owner  and  collecting  the  rent,  her  deed  not 
being  recorded,  her  actual  possession  was 
sufficient  notice  to  defeat  any  claim  of  the 
mortgagee.  As  to  Mrs.  Talmadge  the  court 
said  (160  U.  S.  page  388):  "If  there  be 
any  force  at  all  in  the  general  rule  that 
the  possession  of  another  than  the  grantor 
puts  the  purchaser  upon  inquiry  as  to  the 
nature  of  such  possession,  it  applies  with 
peculiar  cogency  to  a  case  like  the  present, 
where  the  slightest  inquiry  either  of  the 
husband  or  wife  would  have  revealed  the 
actual  facts.  ...  It  is  clear  that  a 
purchase  made  under  such  circumstances 
does  not  clothe  the  vendee  with  the  rights 
of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice." 
See  also  Ramirez  v.  Smith,  94  Tex.  184, 
59  S.  W.  258.  The  actual  ownership  had 
been  freely  expressed  and  was  fully  un* 
derstood  in  the  neighborhood,  and  very 
slight  investigation  and  inquiry  there 
would  have  disclosed  the  facts.  The  de- 
fendants' title  was  secret  only  so  far  as  the 
records  were  concerned,  otherwise  it  was 
open  and  known  both  by  act  and  by  asser- 
tion. As  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
mortgagor,  the  former  had  a  perfect  right 
to  rely  upon  the  representations  of  the 
latter,  knowing  that  the  records  indicated 
him  as  the  title  holder;  but,  as  between  the 
plaintiff  and  these  defendants,  it  seems  in 
full  accord  with  reason  and  fairness  -to 
hold  that,  instead  of  relying  upon  the 
statements  of  their  absent  brother,  inquiry 
should  have  been  made  of  them  or  their 
neighbors,  which  inquiry,  according  to  the 
findings,  involved  only  the  exercise  of  or- 
dinary diligence,  and  would  have  cleared 
the  situation. 

Complaint  is  made  that  testimony  as  to 
reputed  ownership  of  the  land  by  the  two 
brothers  was  admitted.  Their  possession 
having  been  otherwise  established,  the 
.neighborhood  notoriety  of*  their  claim  was 
a  proper  matter  to  show.  1  Cyc.  1151; 
Maxwell  Land  Grant  Co.  v.  Dawson,  151 
U.  S.  686,  38  L.  ed.  279,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
458, 

In  view  of  the  facts  and  findings,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  weight  of  judicial  de- 
cision, we  hold  that  the  trial  court's  con- 
clusion of  law  was  correct,  that  the  interest 
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of  William  and  Henry  Myers  is  by  them  to 
be   held   unaffected  by   any   claims   of   the 
plaintiff  by  virtue  of  its  mortgage. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPRGMIC  COURT. 

McCOMB  CITY,  Appt., 

V. 

GEORQE  HILL. 

i—  Miss.  — ,  56  So.  346.) 

Intoxicating  liquor  —  inference  of  in- 
tent to  sell  from  possession. 

That  one  is  found  on  the  street  early  in 


the  morning  with  a  suit  case  in  which  is 
found  57  half-pint  bottles  of  whisky,  with 
a  corkscrew  attached  to  each  one,  and  ap- 
pears frightened  and  attempts  to  get  away 
when  approached  by  an  officer,  does  not 
warrant  a  conviction  of  having  in  posses- 
sion intoxicating  liquor  with  intent  to  sell 
or  give  it  away  in  violation  of  law. 

(November  6,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  the  city  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Pike  County  ac- 
quitting defendant  of  the  charge  of  having 
in  possession  intoxicating  liquors  with  in- 
tent to  sell  in  violation  of  law  after  he  had 
been  convicted  in  the  city  court  of  MeComb. 
Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note.  ^  Inference  of  intent  to  sell  in- 
toxicating  liquor  from  posaesaion. 

For  a  note  as  to  power  to  prohibit  the 
keeping  of  intoxicating  liquor,  irrespective 
of  any  intention  to  sell  it  in  violation  of 
law,  see  note  in  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)    394. 

The  great  weight  of  opinion  is  that  pos- 
session of  intoxicating  liquors  by  one  un- 
authorized to  sell  the  same  warrants  the 
inference  that  such  possession  is  for  the 
purpose  of  making  illegal  sales,  and  es- 
pecially where  the  liquor  is  kept  in  large 
quantities  and  is  found  concealed  in  un- 
usual places;  and  the  humorous  vein  which 
pervades  the  decision  in  MoComb  Citt  v. 
Hill  almost  warrants  the  belief  that  the 
judge  who  wrote  the  opinion  did  not  think 
that  it  took  a  very  violent  stretch  of  imagi- 
nation for  the  jury  to  believe  that  the  poS' 
session  of  57  bottles  of  whisky,  each  sup- 
plied with  a  corkscrew,  were  intended  for 
purposes  of  illegal  sale,  especially  when  the 
actions  of  the  defendant  and  the  unex- 
plained possession  are  taken  into  consid- 
eration. So  difficult  is  it  to  obtain  direct 
proof  of  the  violation  of  the  liquor  statutes 
where  there  is  almost  certainty  that  it  is 
being  violated,  that  many  states  have  in- 
corporated into  the  statute  provisions  to 
the  effect  that  unexplained  possession  of 
large  quantities  of  liquor  shall  be  presump- 
tiv%  evidence  of  the  intention  to  make  il- 
legal sales.  (As  to  the  constitutionality 
of  such  statutes,  see  State  v.  Barrett,  1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  626,  and  note.) 

Possession  of  intoxicating  liquor  by  one 
unauthorized  to  sell  same  is  presumptive 
evidence  of  the  keeping  of  same  with  intent 
to  make  illegal  sales.  Peterson  v.  State, 
64  Neb.  875,  90  N.  W.  964;  Peterson  v. 
State,  63  Neb.  25*1,  88  N.  W.  549 ;  Parsons , 
V.  State,  61  Neb.  244,  86  N.  W.  65 ;  Durfee 
V.  State,  53  Neb.  214,  73  N.  W.  676 ;  Beaty  v. 
State,  7  Ga.  App.  327,  66  S.  E.  808;  Rex 
V.  McNutt,  38  N.  S.  339;  State  v.  Illsley, 
81  Iowa,  49,  46  N.  W.  977;  State  v.  Cun- 
ningham, 25  Conn.  195;  State  v.  Norton, 
41  Iowa,  430. 

The  jury  may  infer  that  liquor  is  kept 
for  purposes  of  unlawful  sale,  from  its  pres- 
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ence  and  attempt  to  conceal  it.  Com.  v. 
Locke,  145  Mass.  401,  14  N.  E.  621. 

In  State  v.  Fleming,  86  Iowa,  294,  53  N. 
W.  234,  it  was  held  that  where  one  makes 
a  public  resort  of  his  private  dwelling 
house,  the  finding  of  intoxicating  liquors 
there  is  presumptive  evidence  that  they 
were  kept  for  illegal  sale. 

Even  if  the  finding  of  liquor  by  an  officer 
is  not  prima  facie  evidence  of  an  unlawful 
intent  to  sell,  it  furnishes  evidence  of  prob- 
able cause  to  believe  that  such  is  a  fact. 
Lincoln  v.  Smith,  27  Vt.  328. 

The  findine  of  4  quart  bottles  of  whisky 
in  a  room,  the  only  entrance  to  which  was 
through  a  barber  shop,  though  not  conclu- 
sive, is  sufficient  to  raise  the  inference  that 
the  proprietor  of  the  barber  shop  is  keep- 
ing such  liquor  with  intent  to  sell.  Lewis 
V.  State,  6  Ga.  App.  205,  64  S.  E.  701. 

In  State  v.  Wilson,  —  Iowa, — ,  132  N. 
W.  820,  under  a  statute  making  the  finding 
of  intoxicating  liquor  under  certain  circum- 
stances presumptive  evidence  of  keeping  of 
same  for  illegal  sale,  it  was  held  that  proof 
of  possession  of  intoxicating  liquor  by  one 
conducting  a  public  eating  house,  and  not 
legally  authorized  to  sell  or  use  same,  is 
presumptive  evidence  that  such  liquors  are 
kept  for  illegal  sale.  It  was  contended  that 
to  make  the  presumption  apply  the  liquor 
must  be  found  by  an  officer  under  search 
warrant,  but  the  court  held  that  such  a 
limited  meaning  should  not  be  attached  to 
the  word  "found,"  as  contained  in  the  stat- 
ute, but  that  proof  of  possession  is  a  sub- 
stantial fact  within  its  contemplation. 

The  finding  of  a  large  number  of  filled 
beer  bottles  and  2  kegs  of  whisky  on  prem- 
ises used  for  a  billiard  hall  where  sale  of 
such  liquors  was  not  authorized  is  presump- 
tive evidence  that  they  were  kept  for  illegal 
sale.  State  v.  Farley,  87  Iowa,  22,  53  N. 
W.  1089. 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  State  v.  Hale, 
91  Iowa,  367,  59  N.  W.  281,  where  liquors 
were  found  in  the  rear  part  of  a  room  which 
was  partitioned  and  front  part  used  aS  a 
restaurant. 

And  also  in  State  v.  Arie,  95  Iowa,  875, 
64  N.  W.  268,  where  beer  was  found  in  the 
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Messrs.  Qnln  A  Williams  for  appellant. 
Mr.  James  R.  McBowell,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,  for  appellee. 

Mayes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appeal  in  this  case  is  prosecuted  by 
the  city  of  McComb.  The  record  discloses 
that  on  the  12th  day  of  November,  1910, 
one  D.  A.  Brumfield  made  an  affidavit  be- 
fore F.  D.  Hewitt,  police  justice  of  McComb 
city,  charging  George  Hill  with  wilfully 
and  unlawfully  having  in  his  possession  one 
suit  case  of  whisky,  in  the  limits  of  the 
city,  with  the  intent  and  purpose  of  selling 
same  in  violation  of  the  ordinance  of  the 
city.  Hill  was  placed  on  trial  in  the  city 
court  and  convicted  of  the  offense  charged, 


and  from  this  conviction  prosecuted  an  ap- 
peal to  the  circuit  court;  and  that  court, 
after  hearing  the  testimony,  directed  the 
jury  to  acquit  the  defendant,  from  which 
instruction  on  the  part  of  the  court  the 
city  appeals. 

The  whole  of  the  testimony  offered  on  the 
part  of  the  city  to  establish  the  guilt  of 
George  Hill  proved  only  that  one  morning 
about  6:15  he  was  discovered  by  the  assist- 
ant city f  marshal  coming  down  the  street 
with  a  suit  case.  It  seems  that  this  un- 
usual conduct  on  the  part  of  Hill  attracted 
the  attention  of  the  marshal,  whereupon  the 
marshal  started  towards  Hill  to  investi- 
gate. It  appears  that  up  to  this  time  Hill 
had  not  seen  the  marshal,  as  he  was  stand- 
ing under  a  little  shed,  and  so  Hill  con  tin- 


basement  of  a  building  used  as  a  pop  fac- 
tory and  bottling  works. 

And  in  State  v.  Stevens,  119  Iowa,  675, 
94  N.  W.  241,  where  large  amount  of  beer 
was  found  in  the  cellar  under  a  restaurant, 
a  part  of  it  in  a  tub  of  ice  water,  part  in 
^unny  sacks  on  the  floor,  and  part  secreted 
in  a  large  box  sunk  into  the  ground  and 
covered  with  dirt. 

And  so  the  finding  of  2  jugs  of  beer,  1 
bottle  of  rum,  2  of  gin,  a  barrel  with  15 
gallons  of  rum,  and  one  with  15  gallons  of 
gin,  and  also  other  intoxicating  liquor,  in  a 
private  dwelling  house,  tends  strongly  to 
show  that  they  were  kept  for  illegal  sale. 
Com.  V.  Webster,  6  Allen,  693. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Tate,  178  Mass.  121,  59 
N.  £.  646,  it  was  held  that  there  was  evi- 
dence to  warrant  the  finding  that  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  were  kept  bv  a  druggist,  with 
intent  unlawfully  to  sell  same,  where  in  a 
closet  off  one  of  the  rooms  was  found  a 
washtub  with  27  bottles  full  of  beer,  a  re- 
frigerator in  which  were  18  bottles  of  beer, 
also  51  gallons  of  beer  in  410  bottles,  full 
or  partly  emptv,  260  empty  beer  bottles, 
1^  gallons  of  wnisky  in  3  jugs,  30  gallons 
of  whisky  in  a  barrel,  1  quart  of  wine,  2 
gallons  o)  rum,  1  gallon  of  gin,  and  1  pint 
of  sherry. 

In  Com.  T.  McCulIow,  140  Mass.  370,  5 
N.  £.  165,  where  ^  large  quantity  of  liquor 
was  found  in  a  tenement  of  the  mother  of 
one  who  occupied  an  adjoining  tenement 
with  communicating  doors,  and  who  had  a 
store  below  the  tenements,  it  was  said  that 
the  fact  that  a  large  quantity  was  found, 
that  the  mother  kept  house  by  herself,  and 
would  not  be  likely  to  have  so  large  a  sup- 
ply for  her  own  use,  that  the  defendant  had 
access  to  the  room,  joined  with  the  fact  that 
no  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  the 
liquors  belonged  to  any  other  person,  tend- 
ed to  show  that  the  defendant  kept  those 
liquors  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  bar 
in  his  saloon. 

In  State  v.  Schoenthaler,  63  Kan.  148, 
65  Pac.  235,  it  was  held  that  the  finding 
of  374  quart  bottles  of  liquor  labeled  "All 
Hail"  and  **Malt  Meade,"  which  were 
proved  to  be  light  beer,  and  9  quarts  of 
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''fine  old  blackberry  cordial,"  mingled  with 
other  goods  of  a  lunch  room,  and  restaurant, 
was  presumptive  evidence  that  they  were 
kept  for  illegal  sale.  The  court  said:  "Do 
not  men  generally  know  that  one  who  exi- 
gages  in  an  unlawful  enterprise  usually 
makes  some  effort  to  conceal  the  real  char- 
acter of  it?  Would  not  the  finding  of  li- 
quors concealed  about  the  premises  of  one 
charged  with  keeping  them  for  unlawful 
sale  be  a  strong  circumstance  tending  to 
show  guilt,  and,  if  this  be  true,  would  not 
the  fact  that  the  nature  of  the  contents  of 
the  bottles  were  hidden  by  anonymous  labels 
be  evidence  of  equal  weight?  Is  it  not 
generally  known  that  people  engaged  in 
business  for  profit;  that  beverages  which 
may  be  lawfully  sold  have  ni|,mes  which 
serve  to  identify  and  distinguish  them,  and 
that  they  will  sell  better  under  their  real 
names  than  under  fictitious  appellations? 
Men  engaged  in  a  legitimate  business  ad- 
vertise their  wares.  *  Those  who  dissemble 
and  suppress  information  in  regard  to  their 
goods  must  have  a  powerful  motive  for 
practising  deception.  What  other  induce- 
ment than  that  of  concealment  could  there 
be  for  labeling  a  beverage  manufactured  by 
a  brewing  company,  with  the  unsuggestive 
title  of  'All  Hail?'  By  such  designation 
who  could  imagine  what  remedial  or  other 
qualities  the  liquor  possessed?  Might  not 
a  jury  properly  infer  that  such  name  was 
designed  and  adopted  for  the  purpose  of 
circumventing  the  curious,  and  to  prevent 
detection  through  the  efforts  of  any  but  the 
vigilant?" 

In  Com.  V.  Certain  Intoxicating  Liquors, 
116  Mass.  24,  where  a  barrel  of  whisky, 
part  full,  was  found  in  a  bedroom  of  the 
dwelling  of  one  who  kept  a  saloon  a  short 
distance  away,  fitted  up  and  furnished  as 
a  barroom  at  which  liquors  in  small  quan- 
tities, in  flasks,  had  been  seized,  the  court 
said  it  was  not  a  violent  stretch  of  credulity 
for  the  jury  to  believe  that  the  liquors  were 
kept  at  the  house,  to  be  sold  at  the  saloon 
in  violation  of  law. 

The  jury  might  reasonably  infer  that 
concealed  liquors  found  in  a  stable  and 
slied  adjoining  a  hotel  were  being  kept  for 
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ued  towards  the  marshal,  until  he  had 
gotten  in  about  50  feet  of  him,  when,  for 
the  first  time,  Hill  became  conscious  of  the 
proximity  of  this  ofScer  of  the  law.  At 
this  time  the  marshal  started  towards  Hill; 
whereupon,  the  officer  says.  Hill  wheeled  as 
if  he  was  going  to  get  away.  The  officer 
then  hailed  Hill  and  told  him  to  stop, 
and  Hill  did  so.  The  officer  then  went  up 
to  Hill  and  opened  his  suit  case,  and  found 
in  it  67  half  pints  of  whisky,  ea^  having 
a  convenient  little  corkscrew  attached,  so 
as  to  make  it  thoroughly  convenient  for 
the  thirsty  lover  of  the  drink  "that  maketh 
glad  the  heart*'  to  reach  the  contents  with- 
out the  provoking  delay  of  searching  for 


a  corkscrew  or  encountering  the  danger 
incident  to  breaking  the  nedc  of  the  bottle. 
When  the  officer  found  that  whisky  was  in 
the  suit  case  in  such  generous  quantities, 
the  suit  case  was  seized,  together  with  its 
contents,  and  carried  to  the  city  hall.  At 
this  exciting  time  Hill  was  fbrgotten  by  the 
officer,  and  it  was  not  until  10  o'clock  that 
he  was  arrested.  This  ia  about  all  the 
testimony  relied  upon  for  the  establish- 
ment of  Hill's  guilt. 

The  statute  under  which  Hill  is  prose- 
cuted is  §  1797  of  the  Code  of  1906,  as 
amended  by  Laws  of  1908,  p.  116,  chap.  114. 
The  statute  referred  to  above  is  made  an 
ordinance  of  the  municipality  by  the   ac- 


purpose  of  being  sold  in  a  hotel.  Com.  v. 
Doe,  108  Mass.  418. 

Aiid  in  Com.  v.  McCluskey,  123  Mass. 
401,  where  intoxicating  liquor  was  found 
concealed  in  a  dwelling,  the  porch  of  which 
was  only  a  few  feet  from  the  back  door  of 
a  building  used  as  a  saloon,  a  search  of 
which  had  failed  to  discover  any  liquors, 
the  court  said  that  they  iVould  not  say 
that  the  jury  might  not  have  inferred  that 
the  liquors  were  kept  to  supply  the  saloon. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  officers  in 
searchinf^  a  house  found  a  jug  partly  filled 
with  whisky,  and  2  bottle  of  whisky,  and  a 
large  nimiber  of  empty  bottles  which  had 
contained  beer,  it  was  held  that  the  jury 
were  warranted  in  finding  that  such  liquors 
were  kept  for  illegal  sale.  State  v.  Baskins, 
82  Iowa,  761,  48  N.  W.  809. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  Com.  v.  Mar- 
tin, 162  Mass.  402,  38  N.  E.  708,  where 
there  was  found  in  a  carpenter's  shop  37 
bottles  of  lager  beer,  73  empty  lager  beer 
bottles,  a  4-gallon  jug  full  of  whisky,  an- 
other 4-gallon  jug  containing  about  a  quart 
of  the  tame  liquor,  a  tunnel,  corkscrew, 
and  3  bottles  known  as  smugglers. 

And  also  in  Com.  v.  McManus,  161  Mass. 
64,  36  N.  E.  676,  where  in  the  dwelling 
house,  occupied  by  defendant  and  his  fam- 
ily only,  and  in  the  barn,  were  found  3 
barrels  containing  a  large  number  of  bot- 
tles filled  with  beer,  and  several  flasks  filled 
with  rum,  and  a  whisky  barrel  containing 
about  2  gallons  of  whisky. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  Luttrell  v. 
State,  —  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  1021,  where  a 
search  of  premises  used  as  a  confectionary 
store  disclosed  several  bottles  of  whisky 
concealed,  and  a  lot  of  empty  whisky*  bot- 
tles. 

One  living  in  a  dry  town  who  has  at  his 
home  cased  whisky  and  37  pints  of  liquor  in 
his  trunk,  and  who  received  by  railroad 
whisky  by  the  case,  billed  mineral  water, 
some  of  whose  visitors  act  a  little  strange, 
others  depart  with  wrapped  packages,  and 
still  others  immediately  upon  leaving  retire 
to  secluded  places  and  drink  whislr^r  from 
a  flask,  has  no  just  cause  of  complaint  when 
a  judge  of  the  police  court  reaches  the  con- 
clusion that  he  is  keeping  liquor  for  the 
purpose  of  unlawful  sale,  notwithstanding 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


his  statements  that  the  liquors  were  kept 
exclusively  for  hia  own  use.  Tucker  v. 
Moultrie,  122  Ga.  160,  50  S.  E.  61. 

In  Com.  V.  Lynch,  164  Mass.  541,  42  N. 
E.  95,  it  was  said  that  the  conduct  of  de- 
fendant when  the  officer  making  seardi 
started  to  open  the  scuttle  into  an  unfin- 
ished place  in  the  roof,  in  starting  down- 
stairs, carrying  a  lighted  lamp  with  him, 
and  leaving  the  officer  in  darkness  except 
for  a  candle  which  he  then  lighted,  war- 
ranted the  inference  that  the  liquors  found 
secreted  were  kept  by  them  for  unlawful 
sale. 

And  in  State  v.  La  Kose,  71  N.  H.  435, 
52  Atl.  943,  the  court  said  that  the  large 
amount  of  liquor  on  hand,  the  action  of  the 
clerk  in  endeavoring  to  prevent  the  officer 
from  discovering  the  liquors,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  tax  as  a  retail  dealer,  which  was 
not  required  if  liquors  were  kept  for  use 
only  in  compounding  medicines,  tended  to 
establish  that  such  liquors  were  not  kept 
merely  for  personal  use  or  solely  for  com- 
pounding medicine,  but  were  kept  for  sale. 

In  Com.  V.  Kernan,  148  Mass.  470,  20 
N.  E.  101,  where  the  evidence  showed  that 
beer  in  large  quantities  was  found  con- 
cealed in  a  cellar  which  was  entered  from 
a  barroom,  with  a  contrivance  which  might 
be  used  to  prevent  surprise,  the  court  said: 
"We  cannot  pronounce  the  inference  that 
the  beer  was  kept  for  sale  so  little  war- 
ranted by  the  teachings  ojf  experience  as  to 
be  but  a  mere  guess." 

And  in  Com.  v.  Fisher,  138  Mass.  504, 
where,  in  the  office  of  one  who  ran  an  ex- 
press between  two  towns,  there  was  found 
a  large  quantity  of  whisky  in  jugs,  and 
of  beer  in  bottles,  and  a  barrel  containing 
bottles  of  beer  and  several  3-gallon  jugs  of 
whisky,  the  court  said:  **The  fair  infer- 
ence is  that  the  defendant  brought  into  the 
town  the  liquors  found  in  his  office,  and 
that  he  did  not  intend  them  for  his  own 
use.  We  cannot  say  as  matter  of  law  that, 
upon  all  the  facts  shown,  considered  in  con- 
nection with  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
made  no  explanation  of  them,  when  such 
explanation  would  seem  to  be  in  his  power, 
if  the  liquors  were  intended  for  lawful  pur- 
pose, the  jury  were  not  justified  in  infer- 
ring that  he  had  reasonable  cause  to  be- 
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tion  of  the  municipal  authorities,  proceed- 
ing under  §  3410,  Code  of  >906.  The 
statute  is  as  follows,  visf,:  ''It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  ...  of  this 
state  ...  to  have  in  his  possession  atiy 
intoxicating  liquors  with  the  intention,  or 
for  the  purpose,  of  selling  the  same,  or  giv- 
ing it  away,  in  violation  of  law."  The 
facts  of  this  case  make  it  no  stronger  than 
the  case  of  Stransberry  v.  State,  —  Miss. 
— ,  53  So.  783,  unless  it  can  be  said  that 
the  corkscrew  attachment  is  sufficient  addi- 
tional evidence  to  sustain  a  conviction, 
making  this  case  a  stronger  one  than  the 
Stansberry  Case,  in  53  So.  783.  But  the 
corkscrew  may  have  been  placed  there  by 


the  lawful  seller  of  the  whisky  to  Hill. 
The  fact  that  the  corkscrew  convenience  was 
attached  to  each  bottle  is  not  evidence  of 
possession  for  unlawful  purposes  by  Hill. 
It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
nothing  is  more  provoking  and  distressing 
than  to  have  to  wait  for  a  corkscrew  when 
a  burning  and  consuming  thirst  is  raging 
within.  It  is  possible  that  the  lawful  deal- 
er in  this  whisky  was  something  of  a 
philanthropist,  and  sought  to  save  his  im- 
patient and  thirsty  patrons  from  the  dan- 
ger of  breaking  the  neck  of  the  bottle.  It 
is  possible  that  the  lawful  seller  of  the 
whisky  had  suffered  the  tortures  of  delay 
while  impatiently  searching  for  the  cork- 


lleve  that  they  were  intended  to  be  sold  in 
violation  of  tne  law. 

In  State  v.  Shank,  74  Iowa,  649,  38  N. 
W.  523,  it  was  held,  in  the  prosecution  of 
a  registered  pharmacist  for  maintaining 
a  liquor  nuisance,  that  an  instruction  that 
the  finding  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  any 
place  where  merchandise  is  kept  for  sale 
is  presumptive  evidence  that  it  is  kept 
there  for  purpose  of  illegal  sale  is  not 
error  where  the  instruction  also  directs  that 
defendant,  as  a  registered  pharmacist,  had 
a  right  to  keep  intoxicating  liquors  in  his 
drug  store  for  compounding  medicines,  and 
therefore  the  burden  rested  upon  the  state 
to  show  that  such  liquors  were  kept  by  de- 
fendant for  unlawful  purposes.  But  a 
clause  in  the  same  instruction  that,  if  the 
defense  shows  that  the  defendant,  during 
the  time  covered  by  this  indictment,  kept 
intoxicating  liquor  in  his  pharmacy  that 
was  in  no  measure  useful  in  compounding 
medicine,  then  the  presumption  would  be 
that  such  liquor  was  kept  for  an  illegal 
purpose,  was  subject  to  an  objection,  as, 
during  part  of  the  time  covered  by  the  in- 
dictment, under  the  statute  intoxicating 
liquors  were  lawfully  kept  by  pharmacists 
for  medical  purposes  without  restriction 
imposed  by  the  law  in  force  when  the  in- 
dictment was  found.  And  on  a  later  ap- 
peal in  79  Iowa,  47,  44  S.  W.  241,  a  similar 
instruction  with  similar  modification  was 
upheld. 

But  in  Com.  v.  Hayes,  114  Mas.  282,  an 
instruction  that  "in  and  of  itself  posses- 
sion of  liquor,  independent  of  such  asso- 
ciations or  surroundings  as  indicated  that 
*it  was  kept  for  sale,  would  authorize  no  in- 
ference of  intent  to  put  it  to  an  unlawful 
use,"  was  upheld. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Kane,  160  Mass.  294,  22 
N.  E.  903,  the  ruling  that  the  mere  posses- 
sion of  intoxicating  liquors  in  a  dwelling 
house  would  not  authorize  the  jury  to  find 
that  it  was  kept  with  intent  to  sell,  was 
held  proper. 

And  also  in  State  ▼.  Blackman,  134  N. 
C.  683,  47  S.  E.  16,  an  instruction  on  the 
trial  of  an  indictment  for  unlawfully  keep- 
ing liquors  for  sale,  that  if  defendant  had 
whisky  in  his  possession  he  would  be  guilty, 
was  held  erroneous. 
o9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


I  And  in  Com.  v.  Canny,  158  Mass.  210, 
33  N.  E.  340,  where  large  quantities  of  li- 
quor were  found  in  a  cellar  under  the 
grocery  store  of  one  who  previously  had  a 
license,  which  had  expired,  to  sell  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  an  instruction  in  effect  that 
the  jury  must  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt,  on  tlie  evidence,  that  the  liquor 
was  kept  b^  defend  ai^t  with  intent  to  sell 
it  in  violation  of  law,  and  that  there  is  no 
presumption  that  the  liquor  found  in  the 
store  was  kept  by  him  with  intent  to  sell 
it  in  violation  of  law,  was  held  to  be  a  cor- 
rect statement  of  the  law. 

But  in  Com.  v.  Foster,  182  Mass.  276,  66 
N.  E.  391,  it  was  held  that  an  instruction 
that  "there  is  no  inference  of  guilt  to  be 
drawn  from  the  mere  finding  of  intoxicating 
liquor  in  an  unlicensed  drug  store"  would 
be  error,  where  evidence  showed  that  de- 
fendant was  found  in  his  back  shop,  draw- 
ing whisky  from  a  5-gallon  cask,  and  that 
there  was  in  the  room  another  cask  full  of 
whisky,  containing  4  or  6  gallons;  that  no 
prescriptions  were  found  calling  for  in- 
toxicating liquors  of  any  kind;  and  that 
during  the  morning  quite  a  number  of  men 
were  seen  to  go  into  the  store,  stay  a  min- 
ute or  so,  and  go  out  again;  the  hip  pocket 
of  one  of  them  protruding  as  if  there  was 
something  in  it. 

And  though  the  possession  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  even  of  various  kinds  and  in 
large  quantities,  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
to  justify  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  illegal  keep- 
ing of  intoxicating  liquors  with  intent  un- 
lawfully to  sell  the  same,  yet  where  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  barrels  of  beer  had  been 
upon  the  premises,  and  that  one  was  on  tap 
in  the  offices  entered,  and  that  part  of  the 
furniture  was  appropriate  to  a  place  of 
public  resort  where  intoxicating  liquors  are 
kept  for  sale,  it  furnished  an  indication 
of  intent  to  sell,  rather  than  to  apply  to 
the  mere  domestic  use  of  a  single  family. 
Com.  V.  Levy,  126  Mass.  240. 

Inference  of  intent  of  a  druggist  to- make 
illegal  sales  of  liquor  found  in  his  posses- 
sion may  be  overcome  by  evidence  that  he 
had  pending  an  application  for  a  druggist's 
license.  Com.  v.  Wellington,  146  Mass.  566, 
16  N.  W.  446  J.  H.  B. 
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screw,  und  desired  to  protect  hie  patrons 
from  like  agonies,  and  hence  had  attached 
this  simple,  but  convenient,  little  appliance 
a8  both  a  convenience  and  an  aid  to  him 
in  disposing  of  his  "'sweet  poison."  It  is 
true  that  the  facts  also  show  that  when 
Hill  saw  the  officer,  and  the  officer  started 
towards  him.  Hill  ''looked  as  if  he  was  go-, 
ing  to  run;"  but,  unfortunately  for  Hill, 
he  hesitated,  and  as  a  result  lost  his 
whisky.  Hill  may  have  had  many  reasons 
for  his  fright  when  he  saw  the  officer. 
Hill  does  not  testify  in  the  case,  and  so 
does  not  state  why  he  was  frightened,  if 
such  was  the  fact;  but  the  fright  may  have 
been  from  a  cause  other  than  that  he  had 
possession  of  the  whisky  with  guilty  pur- 
pose. When  a  man  has  whisky  in  his  pos- 
session in  a  dry  town,  and  is  out  on  the 
streets  with  it  so  early  in  the  morning, 
it  is  natural  for  him  to  be  a  little  sus- 
picious; for  he  does  not  know  whom  to 
trust,  nor  from  what  source  might  come 
the  enemy,  bent  on  the  destruction  of  his 
goods.  The  frightened  look,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, is  no  proof  of  guilty  posses- 
sion under  the  statute.  *  In  the  case  of 
Stansberry  v.  State,  —  Miss.  — ,  53  So. 
783,  this  court  ruled  that  proof  of  mere 
quantity  was  not  sufficient  to  sustain  con- 
viction under  this  statute.  The  additional 
fact  that  a  corkscrew  attachment  is  put 
on  each  bottle  and  the  person  looks  fright- 
ened is  not  enough  additional  proof  to 
authorise  a  conviction.  There  must  be 
testimony  evidencing  a  purpose  to  sell  or 
give  away  the  liquors  in  violation  of  law, 
no  matter  how  large  or  small  may  be  the 
quantity  in  possession  of  a  person  at  the 
time  the  charge  is  made. 

Under  the  facts  of  this  case  and  the 
settled  rules  of  criminal  law,  nothing  goes 
to  prove  that  the  possession  of  this  liquor 
was  with  any  unlawful  intent.  We  may 
suspicion;  but  the  wisdom  of  the  law  is 
such  that  it  refuses  to  allow  any  person  to 
be  punished  for  any  crime,  -however  strong 
and  well-founded  may  be  the  suspicion. 
There  must  be  proof.  We  may  be  anxious 
to  enforce  the  liquor  laws  of  the  state;  but 
they  cannot  be  allowed  to  subvert  the 
settled  rules  of  criminal  law  and  destroy 
all  safeguards  of  liberty.  Every  person 
charged  with  any  crime  must  be  proven 
guilty  by  facta  and  circumstances  which 
convince  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  This 
degree  of  proof  is  required  juflt  as  well 
when  the  prosecution  is  under  the  statute 
now  under  review,  as  any  other  prosecution. 
Statutes  of  this  character  must  l)e  given 
such  an  interpretation  as  keep  them  in 
harmony  with  the  general  criminal  law  of 
the  state,  and  prevent  them  from  being 
instruments  of  tyranny.  Such  statutes  are 
;>9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


not  intended  to  make  it  possible  to  send 
innocent  persons  to  prison,  or  to  convict 
guilty  ones  without  proof.  If  it  be  asked 
what  proof  is  sufficient  in  this  character 
of  case,  our  answer  is  that  this  question 
must  be  determined  on  the  facts  of  each 
case. 

The  action  of  the  lower  court  was  emi- 
nently  proper,  and  is  hereby  approved. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 

J.  W.  HILL  et  al.,  Appts., 
v. 

E.  E.  WOODWARD  et  aL 
(—  Miss.—,  67   So.   294.) 

Railroad  —  partition  of  right  of  way. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  has  se- 
cured a  deed  for  its  right  of  way  from  one 
only  of  two  tenants  in  common  cannot  re- 
sist partition  of  the  property  at  the  suit  of 
the  other  tenant,  on  the  theory  that  it 
would  be  contrary  to  public  policy  to  per- 
mit it. 

Constitutional  law  —  interference  with 
property  rights  —  public  policy. 

2.  Mo  public  policy  of  the  state  can  be 
allowed  to  override  the  positive  guaranties 
of  the  Constitution,  or  devest  persons  of 
their  title  and  property  except  in  the  way 
the  law  provides. 

(December  18,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Court  for  Calhoun  County 
in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  a  suit  brought  to 
partition  certain  real  estate.     Affirmed. 

Note. '^Partition  of  railroad  right  of 

way. 

Actual  adjudications  upon  the  point  pre- 
sented appear  to  be  very  few. 

Under  a  statute  which  excludes  the  par- 
ties from  making  a  voluntary  partition  be- 
tween themselves  by  mutual  releases,  equity 
will  not,  at  the  suit  of  one  railroad  cor- 
poration which  has  purchased  the  undivided 
interest  in  another  railroad,  compel  parti- 
tion between  the  cotenants,  whereby  the  use- 
fulness of  a  part  of  the  road  would  be  im-* 
paired.  The  public  has  an  interest  in  the 
use  to  which  the  property  is  perpetually  de- 
voted, and  equity  will  recognize  and  protect' 
that  public  interest.  Steubenville  &  I.  R. 
Co.  v.  Central  Ohio  R.  Co.  38  Ohio  St.  614. 

In  Weston  v.  Foster,  7  Met.  297,  it  was 
held  that  a  railroad  company  which  had 
laid  its  toad  over  certain  premises  then  to 
be  partitioned  acquired  thereby  only  an 
easement  in  the  land,  and  no  title  to  the 
estate,  and  that,  therefore,  the  company 
was  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  the 
partition  proceeding,  for  their  easement 
would  not  be  affected  by  it.  H.  C.  Sh. 


1011. 


HILL  ▼.  WOODWARD. 


539 


In  1871  Joseph  W.  Drake  conveyed  cer- 
tain lands  to  T.  T.  Enochs  and  A.  Wood- 
ward. Enochs  paid  taxes  on  the  land  for 
a  time  and  then  called  upon  his  cotenant 
for'  contribution.  This  contribution  was 
not  made,  but  in  a  settlement  between  the 
parties  it  was  claimed  that  an  agreement 
was  reached  that  Enochs  should  have  the 
property.  Woodward  having  died,  and  his 
administrator  having  refused  to  contrib- 
ute towards  the  taxes,  the  property  was 
sold  and  bought  in  by  Enochs.  He  devised 
the  land  to  his  daughter,  who  conveyed  it 
to  J.  W.  Hill.  Hill  conveyed  to  his  co- 
defendants  including  the  railroad  company, 
and,  the  land  having  increased  in  value, 
the  heirs  of  Woodward  set  up  a  claim  to 
partition  as  tenants  in  common  of  the  prop- 
erty. The  land  is  now  occupied  by  the 
town  of  Vardaman.  The  defenses  of  the 
individuals  having  been  disposed  of  by  the 
court  as  questions  of  fact,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  set  them  out,  but  the  railway  com- 
pany set  up  the  defense  that  partition  could 
not  be  secured  against  it  on  grounds  of 
public  policy. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Creekmore  &  Stone,  for  appel- 
lants : 

The  sales  and  the  surrounding  circum- 
stances characterize  the  possession  of 
Enochs  as  adverse^  and  after  the  lapse  of 
ten  years'  possession,  such  as  the  land  was 
capable  of,  vested  perfect  title  in  T.  T. 
Enochs. 

Gardiner  v.  Hinton,  86  Miss.  604, 109  Am. 
St.  Rep.  726,  38  So.  779;  Breland  v.  O'Neal, 
88  Miss.  449,  40  So.  865. 

Messrs.  Hainan  A  Bates  and  A.  T. 
Stoyall  also  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Lnckett  &  Gnyton  and  Dnnii 
A  Patterson  for  appellees. 

Mayes,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  title  of  appellees  to  the  land  in 
controversy,  to  the  extent  claimed  by  them, 
is  established  so  clearly  as  to  put  it  be- 
yond the  realm  of  controversy.  The  only 
question  in  the  case  which  requires  dis- 
cussion is  the  question  raised  by  the  rail- 
road company  as  to  the  right  of  appel- 
lees to  have  partition  as  against  them. 
It  is  argued  that  the  railroad  company  se- 
cured deeds- l^ranting  to  it  a  right  of  way 
over  the  land,  and  that  it  has  constructed 
its  line  of  railway  on  same,  and  is  now 
using  the  property  in  the  operation  of  its 
road  from  Okolona,  through  the  town  of 
Vardaman,  to  Calhoun  City,  which  is  the 
terminus  of  the  road,  and  is  8  or  10  miles 
west  of  the  town  of  Vardaman.  The  facts 
show  that  the  railroad  company  secured  by 
its  deeds  only  a  one-half  interest  in  the 
;{9  LJLA.(N.8.) 


property;  the  other  half  interest  belonging 
to  appellees.  On  account  of  the  small  quan- 
tity of  land,  taken  in  connection  with  its 
charter,  and  because  of  the  numerous  com- 
plainants and  defendants,  the  chancellor 
very  properly  ordered  a  sale  of  the  land  for 
partition,  which  order  of  sale  also  included 
that  part  occupied  by  the  railroad  company. 
On  behalf  of  the  railroad  company  it  is 
argued  that  no  partition  should  have  been 
ordered  as  against  it,  because  such  judg- 
ment is  contrary  to  public  policy.  In  sup- 
port of  this  contention  counsel  cite  many 
cases.  We  shall  discuss  those  cases  later 
on  in  this  opinion. 

Under  §  17  of  the  Constitution  of  1890 
it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  state  or  any 
corporation  to  take  or  damage  the  property 
of  any  person,  even  for  a  public  use,  with- 
out due  compensation  being  first  made. 
The  railroad  company  has  constructed  its 
roadway  on  land  to  which  it  has  not  the 
complete  title*  It  has  thus  taken  private 
property  for  a  public  use  without  having 
compensated  the  owners  thereof  to  the  ex- 
tent of  their  interest,  and  has  not  procured 
their  title,  in  the  face  of  the  fact  that  the 
records  in  the  clerk's  office  fully  disclose 
same.  No  public  policy  of  the  state  can  be 
allowed  to  override  the  positive  guaranties 
of  the  Constitution,  or  devest  persons  of 
their  title  to  property,  except  in  the  way 
which  the  law  provides. 

Section  3521  of  the  Code  of  1906  an* 
thorizes  the  partition  of  land  held  by  joint 
tenants,  tenants  in  common,  etc.,  and  the 
railroad  is  of  that  class  of  tenantry.  The 
statute  makes  no  exception  when  one  of  the 
tenants  in  common  happens  to  be  a  rail- 
road. In  support  of  the  contention  of  coun- 
sel that  public  policy  forbids  the  partition 
of  this  land  as  against  the  railroad  com- 
pany, our  attention  is  first  called  to  the 
case  of  Weston  v.  Foster,  7  Met.  297.  But 
the  question  involved  in  the  above  case 
was  not  the  same  as  the  one  involved  in 
this  case.  In  the  Foster  Case,  supra,  the 
court  merely  held  that  as  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  only  an  easement  in  certain  prop- 
erty of  which  partition  was  sought,  and  no 
title,  it  was  not  a  necessary  or  proper  party 
to  the  proceedings. 

Our  attention  is  directed  by  counsel  to 
21  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p.  1163,  and 
30  Cyc.  p.  178.  The  text  merely  states 
that  there  are  certain  kinds  of  property  of 
which  the  court  will  refuse  to  make  a  par- 
tition on  the  grounds  of  public  policy;  that 
the  courts  have  refused  to  decree  partition 
of  a  railroad,  on  the  ground  that  any  di- 
vision of  the  property  would  impair  its  use- 
fulness, in  which  the  public  has  an  in- 
terest. The  notes  to  the  text  in  both  of 
above  volumes  cite  the  case  of  Steubenville 
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&  I.  R.  Co.  V.  Central  Ohio  R.  Co.  38  Ohio 
St.  614.  An  examination  of  that  case 
shows  that  the  facts  of  that  case  make  of 
it  a  different  case  from  the  one  now  he- 
fore  the  court.  It  appears  from  the  ahove 
case  that  one  railroad  corporation  pur- 
chased from  another  an  undivided  interest 
in  the  latter's  railroad.  Before  this  could 
be  done  in  the  state  of  Ohio  a  statute  allow- 
ing it  was  necessary,  and  the  legislature 
of  the  state  passed  an  act  in  relation  -to  in- 
solvent railroad  companies  which  author- 
ized the  sale  and  purchase.  The  act  pro- 
vided that  the  sale  could  be  made,  provided 
it  be  done  without  impairing  the  useful- 
ness of  the  selling  road.  In  this  way  a 
tenancy  in  common  was  created,  followed 
by  a  subsequent  attempt  on  the  part  of 
the  purchasing  road  to  partite  the  road. 
The  Ohio  court  held  that  there  could  be  no 
partition  of  this  property,  either  under  the 
statute  or  in  equity.  The  court  said: 
"The  statute  authorized  the  sale  of  an  un- 
divided interest  in  the  road  between  New- 
ark and  Columbus  by  the  Central  Ohio 
Company  to  the  Steubenville  &  Indiana 
Company,  'if  the  same  could  be  done  with- 
out impairing  the  usefulness  thereof  to  the 
Central  Ohio  Company.  This  condition  was 
unquestionably  inserted  in  the  statute  upon 
consideration  of  public  policy.  In  the  deed 
of  conveyance  it  was  recited  that  the  sale 
did  not  impair  the  usefulness  of  the  sec- 
tion to  the  vendor  company.  It  was  not 
meant,  either  by  the  statute  or  the  deed, 
that  the  exclusive  use  of  the  section  was 
preserved  to  the  Central  Company,  but 
that  in  the  joint  use  of  the  section  reason- 
able facilities  were  and  would  be  afforded 
the  Central  Company  for  conducting  its 
business  over  this  line  of  the  road.  In 
other  words,  that  one  half  of  the  capacity 
of  the  road  was  sufficient  to  supply  the 
necessities  of  the  vendor  company.  .  .  . 
It  was  the  use  of  an  undivided  road,  not 
the  half  of  the  road  when  divided,  that  was 
thus  secured  to  the  vendor;  and  this,  not 
for  a  time  limited  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
purchaser,  but  for  all  time.  This  is  infer- 
able from  the  fact  that  no  further  power 
to  alienate  existed  in  either  party,  save 
such  only  as  might  result  from  the  power 
to  create  debts.  .  .  .  The  legislature 
did  not  contemplate  or  intend  that  a  par- 
tition of  this  property  should  be  made,  but, 
on  the  other  hand,  did  intend  a  perpetual 
joint  use  of  the  highway."  In  the  last  case 
the  selling  road  could  not  make  the  sale 
until  authorized  so  to  do  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  state,  and  when  that  body  au- 
thorized the  sale  it  stipulated  that  it  could 
only  be  done  when  the  sale  did  not  impair 
the  usefulness  of  the  road.  The  court  held 
that  the  partition  would  impair  its  useful- 
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ness,  and  that  any  attempt  so  to  do  was 
in  violation  of  the  act,  and  refused  to  order 
it.  The  above  case  does  not  hold  that  pub- 
lic policy  forbids  the  partition  of  land  on 
which  a  railroad  is  situated,  when  the  rail- 
road company  has  become  a  tenant  in  com- 
mon with  others  whose  title  has  never  been 
parted  with  by  them. 

In  the  case  of  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  V.  Fish,  158  Ind.  625,  63  N.  E.  454, 
it  appears  that  the  town  of  Winamac,  Indi- 
ana, undertook  to  sell  a  small  portion  of 
the  roadway  of  the  railroad  company  for 
the  purpose  of  satisfying  a  lien  claimed  by 
the  town  as  against  the  property  of  the 
railroad  for  certain  local  improvements  as- 
sessed against  same,  and  which 'the  railway 
company  failed  or  refused  to  satisfy,  and 
the  court  said:  "When  the  public  grants 
a  franchise  to  a  railroad  corporation,  and 
gives  to  it  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  it 
does  so  upon  the  theory  that  benefits  will 
be  returned.  Hence  it  is  that  the  public 
has  an  interest  in  the  exercise  of  such  a 
franchise  that  a  court  of  equity,  in  the 
absence  of  a  specific  statutory  provision, 
will  not  suffer  disturbed,  when  private 
right  may  find  another  adequate  remedy. 
Accordingly  it  has  been  held  that  such 
property  of  a  railroad  company  as  is  essen- 
tial to  the  operation  of  the  road,  and  in 
carrying  forward  its  corporate  purpose, 
will  not  be  ordered  sold  by  piecemeal  to 
satisfy  a  statutory  lien;  but  in  lieu  of  an 
order  of  sale  the  court  will  award  the 
plaintiff  a  personal  judgment,  to  be  col- 
lected as  ordinary  judgments  at  law  are 
colliected."  The  above  case  was  decided  as 
it  should  have  been,  but  we  fail  to  see  that 
it  supports  the  contention  of  railroad  in 
this  case.  No  question  of  the  failure  of  the 
railway  to  procure  title,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, to  the  land  on  which  it  had  es- 
tablished its  line,  was  involved  in  the  above 
case.  Ample  remedy  was  left  the  creditor 
to  collect  his  debt,  without  destroying  the 
public  usefulness  of  the  railroad.  The 
creditor  has  no  vested  property  rights  in  the 
road.  He  had  only  the  right  to  pursue 
such  remedies  for  the  collection  of  his  debt 
as  the  law  allowed,  and  if  ample  remedy 
was  afforded  him,  without  disturbing  the 
rights  of  the  public,  the  creditor  had  no 
cause  of  complaint.  But  in  this  case  the 
appellees  own  an  interest  in  'the  land  it- 
self. They  owned  it  before  the  road  was 
constructed,  and  they  still  own  it. 

The  case  of  Gooch  v.  McGee,  83  N.  C. 
59,  35  Am.  Rep.  568,  deals  with  the  sale  of 
corporate  property  under  execution.  The 
case  merely  holds  that,  when  a  public  cor- 
poration acquires  real  estate  for  corporate 
purposes  under  eminent  domain  powers, 
such   real  estate  can  only  be  sold  under 
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execution  subject  to  the  performance  of  the 
duties  and  obligations  imposed  by  law  on 
the  corporation.  The  case  of  Connor  ▼. 
Tennessee  C.  R.  Co.  54  L.R.A.  687,  48  C. 
C.  A.  730j  109  Fed.  931,  turns  on  the  same 
principle  of  law.  Connor  attempted  to  en- 
force a  contractor's  lien  by  selling  a  speci- 
fic part  of  the  roadbed  of  the  railway  com- 
pany to  which  it  was  claimed  the  lien  at- 
tached, and  the  court  held  that  this  could 
not  be  done;  that  the  debt  must  be  col- 
lected in  the  ordinary  way  and  by  ordinary 
processes,  by  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver, or  collected  from  the  toils  or  in- 
come,- and,  if  this  should  prove  insufficient, 
then  the  decree  should  subject  the  entire 
property  and  its  franchise  to  sale  as  an 
entirety. 

It  seems  useless  to  further  discuss  the 
authorities  relied  on  by  counsel.  Not  one 
of  them  have  any  application  to  the  facts 
of  this  case.  All  the  cases  relied  on  by 
counsel  deal  with  the  collection  of  a  debt 
after  the  railroad  has  acquired  title  to  its 
roadway  in  some  way  known  to  the  law; 
and  when  this  is  once  done  the  railroad 
acquires  the  ownership,  subject  to  the  bur- 
den imposed  that  it  will  always  be  used  so 
as  to  promote  a  public  use  of  same. 

A  railroad  corporation  does  not  acquire 
an  absolute  title  to  its  roadway.  It  does 
not  acquire  a  title  that  it.  may  sell  or  dis- 
pose of  at  pleasure,  without  reference  to 
the  right  of  the  public  to  use  same.  The 
ownership  of  the  railroad  company  of  its 
roadbed  is  different  from  that  of  an  indi- 
vidual or  a  private  corporation.  The  basis 
on  which  the  grant  to  it  of  eminent  domain 
powers  rests  is  the  fact  that  its  property 
is  to  be  used 'for  a  public  purpose.  The 
right  of  the  public  to  have  it  so  use  its 
property  is  imposed  on  the  railroad  prop- 
erty the  very  instant  it  obtains  title, 
whether  the  title  is  obtained  by  private 
purchase  or  through  eminent  domain  pro- 
ceedings. Because  of  this  fact,  and  because 
a  judgment  creditor  can  obtain  no  higher 
equities  in  a  judgment  debtor's  property 
than  the  debtor  himself  had,  the  courts  have 
refused  to  allow  a  judgment  creditor  to 
destroy  the  public  usefulness  of  a  railroad 
by  levying  on  a  part  of  its  roadway  and 
selling  it  for  the  payment  of  a  debt,  thus 
destroying  the  unity  and  usefulness  of  the 
road.  Under  the  terms  of  its  creation  it 
is  bound  to  run  its  road  for  the  public  use. 
It  cannot  rid  itself  of  this  burden.  It 
cannot  sell  its  road  by  piecemeal  itself,  and. 
no  judgment  creditor  can  do  so. .  But  no 
public  burden  can  be  imposed  on  land  where 
the  public  has  never  acquired  any  title,  and 
therefore  no  right  to  have  it  used  for  the 
public  good.  Before  the  public  burden  can 
be  imposed  on  the  land,  the  title  must  be 
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acquired.  If  a  raifroad  locates  its  road- 
way on  property  belonging  to  an  individ- 
ual, as  long  as  the  individual  owns  the 
property,  the  railroad  may  be  dealt  with  as 
any  other  trespasser  or  tenant  in  common. 

The  case  of  Beck  v.  Louisville,  N.  0.  & 
T.  R.  Go.  65  Miss.  172,  3  So.  252,  has  al- 
ready settled  the  question  involved  in  this 
case  so  far  as  this  state  is  concerned.  This 
court,  speaking  through  Judge  Campbell, 
said:  "The  proposition  that  a  railroad 
company  may  build  upon  the  land  of  one 
who  does  not  object,  and  thereby  secure 
the  right  of  way,  subject  only  to  liability 
to  his  claim  for  damages,  is  not  maintain- 
able in  this  state,  whatever  may  be  held 
elsewhere.  A  parol  license  may  shield  from 
liability  for  trespass;  but  it  is  revocable, 
and,  when  revoked,  is  no  longer  a  protec- 
tion. The  only  way  to  secure  the  right  of 
way  is  by  grant  from  the  owner,  or  by 
condemnation  proceedings,  or  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations.  If  the  road  is  built 
without  securing  the  right  of  way,  the 
owner,  who  has  not  precluded  himself,  may 
recover  damages  for  the  trespass,  and  may 
recover  the  land  occupied  by  ejectment,  or 
may  enjoin  in  chancery  the  use  of  the  land. 
The  fact  that  the  charter  authorizes  either 
the  landowner  or  the  company  to  institute 
proceedings  for  condemnation  does  not  in 
any  manner  abridge  the  rights  of  the  land- 
owner. He  is  not  bound  to  take  the  initia- 
tive as  to  such  proceedings.  If  a  company 
desires  the  right  of  way,  it  must  take  steps 
to  secure  it.  If  it  does  not,  it  must  an- 
swer for  every  invasion  of  the  rights  of  the 
landowner." 

In  the  state « of  Mississippi  a  fee-simple 
title  to  land  means  absolute  and  unqualified 
ownership  as  against  railroads  and  all  per- 
sons whomsoever.  It  means  that  such  land 
cannot  be  taken  from  the  owner,  except  by 
due  process  of  law  and  upon  due  compen- 
sation being  paid  therefor.  It  means  that 
with  this  title  go  all  the  incidents  of  the 
title,  one  of  which  is  to  have  it  parti  ted  as 
against  a  tenant  in  common,  either  in  kind 
or  'by  sale,  controlled  only  by  such  method 
of  partition  as  will  protect  the  best  interest 
of  all  parties;  but  partition  may  be  had, 
it  matters  not  who  the  tenants  in  common 
are. 

Affirmed. 


MISSISSIPPT   SUPREME  COURT. 

R.  E.  KENNINGTON,  Appt, 

V. 

T.  W.  HEMINGWAY  et  aL 

(—  Miss.  — ,  67  So.  809.) 

Husband  and  wife  —  gift  —  necessity 
'     of  record. 

A  gift  of  a  ring  by  a  solvent  man  to  hi^ 
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wife  does  not  come  within  the  operation  of 
a  statute  providing  that  a  transfer  or  con- 
veyance 01  goods  or  chattels  between  hus- 
band and  wife  shall  not  be  valid  as  against 
any  third  person  unless  the  transfer  or 
conveyance  be  in  writing,  properly  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded. 

(February  12,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
Chancery  Court  for  Hinds  County  in 
defendants*  favor  in  a  suit  brought  to  sub- 
ject a  ring  belonging  to  Mrs.  Hemingway  to 
the  payment  of  a  debt  of  her  former  hus- 
band.   Affirmed. 

While  T.  W.  Heming\vay  and  the  woman 
whom  he  married  were  living  together  as 
husband  and  wife  he  gave  to  her  a  diamond 
ring.  The  parties  were  subsequently  di- 
vorced and  she  pledged  the  ring  for  a  loan. 
Kennington  obtained  a  judgment  against 
Hemingway,  and  sought  to  subject  the  ring 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  on  the 
theory  that  not  having  been  registered,  the 
gift  was  void  under  the  statute. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Mayes  &  liongstreet  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Watkins  &  Watkins  and  John 
B.  RIcketts  for  appellees. 

Smith,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

One  of  the  questions  presented  by  this 
record,  and  which,  if  answered  in  the  affirm- 
ative, will  dispose  of  the  whole  case,  is 
this:  Is  a  gift  by  a  husband  to  the  wife 
of  a  personal  ornament — in, this  instance, 
a  diamond  ring — "valid  at  against  any 
third  person,"  when  such  gift  is  not  evi- 
denced by  a  written  instrument,  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded  as  provided  by  §  2294 
of  the  Code  of  1892,  the  same  being  §  2522 
of  the  Code  of  1906  T  In  the  case  at  bar 
the  ring  was  given  to  the  wife  eight  years 
prior  to  the  institution  of  this  suit,  at  a 
time  when  the  husband  was  solvent,  and 
without  any  intention  on  his  part  of  d,e- 
frauding  anyone.  This  section  is  as  fol- 
lows: "A  transfer  or  conveyance  of  goods 
and  chattels,  or  lands  or  any  lease  of  lands, 
between  husband  and  wife,  shall  not  be 
valid  as  against  any  third  person,  unless 
the  transfer  or  conveyance  be  in  writing 
and  acknowledged  and  filed  for  record  as 


Note. —  A  diligent  search  has  failed  to 
disclose  any  other  case  upon  the  question 
presented. 

As  to  gifts  of  personalty  between  husband 
and  wife,  see  note  to  Barnum  v.  LeMaster, 
69  L.R.A.  355:  and  as  to  right  of  man  to 
dispose  of  wife's  ornaments  and  apparel, 
see  note  to  Farrow  v.  Farrow,  11  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  389. 
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a  mortgage  or  deed  of  tniat  la  required  to 
be;  and  possession  of  the  property  shall 
not  be  equivalent  to  filing  the  writing  for 
record,  but,  to  affect  third  persons,  the 
writing  must  be  filed  for  record."  The 
words  "goods  and  chattels"  arc  ordinarily 
broad  enough  to  cover  all  personal  prop- 
erty; and  if  the  statute  is  to  be  inter- 
preted literally,  all  gifts  of  personal  prop- 
erty, including  necessary  wearing  apparel 
and  ornaments  for  the  person,  made  by  a 
husband  to  the  wife,  must  be  by  a  written 
instrument,  acknowledged  and  recorded ;  and 
in  that  event  the  fact  that  the  wearing  ap- 
parel of  every  person  is  exempt  from 
execution  or  attachment  would  not  aid  the 
wife,  for,  as  against  any  third  person,  such 
wearing  apparel  would  be  dealt  with  as*  if 
it  remained  the  property  of  the  husband. 
If  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  statement,  its 
absurdity  is  manifest,  and  that  the  legisla- 
ture intended  such  result  is  inconceivable. 
After  the  enactment  of  this  statute  it 
still  remained,  as  it  had  always  been,  the 
legal  and  moral  duty  of  the  husband  to  sup- 
port his  wife  in  a  way  suitable  to  her  situa- 
tion and  his  condition  in  life.  In  order  to 
do  this  he  must,  among  other  things,  give 
her  necessary  wearing  apparel,  and  ought, 
so  far  as  his  means  will  permit  and  within 
the  limits  of  a  wise  economy,  to  give  her 
such  personal  ornaments  as  good  taste  and 
the  usage  of  the  society  in  which  she  moves 
demand.  If  the  innumerable  gifts  which 
he  must  make  her  in  discharging  this  duty, 
if  the  transfer  of  each  article  of  clothing 
and  each  personal  ornament,  must  be  by  a 
written  instrument,  acknowledged  and  re- 
corded, the  statute  requiring  it  would  not 
only  be  an  absurd  one,  but  would  be  un- 
reasonable, and  would  result  in  such  great 
inconvenience  and  expense  as  to  be  intoler- 
able. Legislators  must  be  presumed  to  be 
reasonable  and  sane  men,  "and  to  intend  the 
natural,  direct,  and  probable  consequences 
of  their  acts,  that  these  shall  not  be  ab- 
surdly or  unreasonably  construed,  and 
therefore  that  they  intend  to  avoid  ab- 
surdities and  nonsense."  4  Hughes,  Grounds 
and  Rudiments  of  the  Law,  1104.  If,  there- 
fore, wearing  apparel  and  personal  orna- 
ments can  be,  consistent  with  the  rules  of 
construction,  excluded  from  the  operation 
of  this  statute,  it  becomes  bur  duty  to  do 
so.  New  Orleans,  J.  k  Q.  N.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Hemphill,  35  Miss.  17:  Ingraham  t.  Speed, 
30  Miss.  410;  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Mobile 
&  O.  R.  Co.  72  Miss.  236,  16  So.  489;  2 
Lewis's  Sutherland  Stat.  Constr.  2d  ed. 
§§488-490,  and  authorities  there  cited;  36 
Cyc.  1108.  At  the  same  time,  we  must  bear 
in  mind  that  the  enactment  of  a  wise  or  a 
•foolish  statute  is  for  the  determination,  not 
of  the  courts,  but  of  the  lawmakers;   and 
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when  the  intention  of  the  lawmakers  is 
clearly  understood,  the  statute  must  be  en- 
forced as  written;  it  matters  not  to  what 
absurd  results  such  enforcement  may  lead. 

Human  language  is  not  a  perfect  vehicle 
for  conveying  thought,  and  it  frequently 
happens  that  words  used  have  a  broader  or 
narrower  meaning  than  that  intended  by 
the  person  using  them.  One  of  the  maxims 
of  the  common  law,  therefore,  is  verba  inten- 
iiom  debeni  inservire.  (Words  are  to  be 
governed  by  the  intention.)  As  was  said 
by  this  court  in  State  Bd.  of  Edu.  v.  Mobile 
A,  0.  Co.  supra:  *'It  is  familiar  learning 
that,  in  the  construction  of  statutes,  courts 
chiefly  desire  to  reach  and  know  the  real  in- 
tention of  the  framers  of  the  law;  and, 
reaching  and  knowing  it,  then  to  adopt 
that  interpretation  which  will  meet  the 
real  meaning  of  the  legislature,  though  such 
interpretation  may  be  beyond  or  within, 
wider  or  narrower  than,  the  mere  letter 
of  the  enactment."  The  sourts  have  re- 
peatedly given  the  words  ''goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,"  as  they  appear  in  various 
statutes,  a  broad  or  restricted  meaning,  ac- 
cording to  the  context  and  the  evident  pur- 
pose of  the  statutes.  See  autliorities  cit- 
ed in  20  Cyc.  1272;  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  1079.  The  object  of  the  statute  was 
to  prevent  the  perpetration  of  frauds  by 
means  of  pretended  transfers  of  property 
between  husband  and  wife.  Gregory  v. 
Dodds,  60  Miss.  549.  The  number  of  frauds 
that  could  be  perpetrated  by  means  of  pre- 
tended gifts  by  husbands  to  wives  of  wear- 
ing apparel  and  personal  ornaments  is  so 
infinitesimal  in  comparison  with  the  num- 
ber of  such  gifts  that  must  be  made  by 
husbands  in  the  discharge  of  the  duty  to 
support  their  wives,  and  the  inconvenience, 
expense,  and  absurdity  of  evidencing  such 
gifts  by  a  written  instrument,  acknowledged 
and  recorded,  is  so  great,  that  the  conclu- 
sion is  irresistible  that  the  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  include  such  gifts  within  the 
meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the  statute. 

In  Reg.  V,  Clarence,  L.  R.  22  Q.  B.  Div. 
65,  it  was  said  by  Lord  Coleridge  that  "in 
such  a  matter  as  the  construction  of  a 
statute,  if  the  apparent  logical  construc- 
tion of  its  language  leads  to  results  which 
it  is  impossible  to  believe  that  those  who 
framed  or  those  who  passed  the  statute 
contemplated,  and  from  which  one's  own 
judgment  recoils,  there  is  in  my  opinion 
good  reason  for  believing  that  the  construc- 
tion which  leads  to  such  results  cannot  be 
the  true  construction  of  the  statute." 

The  question  propoitnded  in  the  beginning 
of  this  opinion  must  therefore  be  answered 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


in  the  affirmative,  and  the  decree  of  the 
court  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Suggestion  of  error  overruled,  March  11, 
1912. 


MISSOURI   SUPREME   COURT. 

DES    MOINES    k   MISSISSIPPI    LEVEE 
DISTRICT  NO.  1,  Respt., 

V. 

CHICAGO,     BURLINGTON,     k    QUINCY 
RAILROAD  COMPANY,  Appt. 

(—  Mo.  — ,  145  S.  W.  36.) 

Action  —  levee  district  —  suit  to  indude 
property. 

1.  Entitling  a  proceeding  to  include  prop- 
erty in  a  levee  district,  in  the  name  of  the 
district,  which  is  a  public  corporation,  is 
not  prevented  by  a  statutory  provision  that 

Note,  —  Asssesstnent  far  improvements 
made  before  property  toas  included 
within  the  im^provement  district. 

While  no  other  case  directly  in  point  has 
been  found,  the  holding  in  Deb  Moines  & 
M.  Levee  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.  seems  to  be  clearly  correct,  that  prop- 
erty is  not  lir.ble  to  assessment  for  improve- 
ments made  and  paid  for  before  it  was  in- 
cluded within  the  improvement  district.  As 
said  in  Des  Moines  &  M.  I^vee  Dist.  No. 
1  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.,  the  assess- 
ment of  property  added  to  an  improvement 
district,  for  improvements  made  and  paid 
for  before  its  addition,  would  be  an  unau- 
thorized taking  of  private  property. 

In  Smith  v.  Willis,  78  Miss.  24.3,  28  So. 
878,  and  Holder  v.  Bond,  —  Miss.  — ,  29 
So.  769,  however,  it  was  held  that  land 
which  has  been  transferred  by  statute  from 
one  county  to  another,  the  latter  of  which 
is  afterward  put  in  a  certain  levee  district, 
is  liable  to  levee  taxes,  although  while  it 
was  in  the  former  county  it  was  in  no  levee 
district,  and  was  free  from  levee  taxes; 
and  although  it  is  in  fact  damaged,  rather 
than  benefited,  by  the  levee. 

And  where  a  city,  under  its  charter,  can- 
not make  an  assessment  for  a  street  im- 
provement until  the  completion  of  the  im- 
provement and  th,e  ascertaining  of  the  cost 
thereof,  property  which  was  outside  the 
city  limits  when  a  street  improvement  was 
begun,  being  on  one  side  of  the  street, 
along  the  center  of  which  the  city  lino  ran, 
but  which  was  taken  into  the  city  while  the 
improvement  was  being  made,  and  before 
its  completion,  and  was  in  the  city  at  the 
time  the  improvement  was  completed  and 
accepted,  is  subject  to  assessment  for  the 
improvement.  Re  Hollister,  96  App.  Div. 
501,  89  N.  Y.  Supp.  618,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  180  N.  Y.  518,  72  N.  E.  1143; 
Hollister  v.  Rochester,  41  Misc.  659,  86  N. 
Y.  Supp.  147,  affirmed  in  96  App.  Div.  601, 
89  N.  Y.  Supp.  518.  A.  C.  W. 
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it  shall  be  filed  by  the  board  of  superyisors 
of  the  county. 

lievee  district  —  inclusion  of  railroad  — 
Yalidlty. 

2.  Including  railroad  property  in  a  leveo 
district  does  not  violate  its  charter  rights, 
on  the  theory  that  the  railroad  company 
was  not  organized  to  reclaim  overflowed 
lands. 

Tax  —  improvement  district  —  inclu- 
sion of  property  —  liability  for  prior 
work. 

3.  Property  taken  into  a  levee  district 
cannot  be  assessed  for  work  done  and  paid 
for  by  the  assessment  of  property  within 
the  district  prior  to  the  taking  in  of  the 
new  property. 

(February  29,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Clark  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  a  proceeding  for  the 
inclusion    of    defendant's    property    in   the 
plaintiff  levee  district.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  6.  M.  Spencer,  F.  T.  Hughes, 
and  Palmer  Trimble  for  appellant. 
Mr.  C.  T.  lilewellyn  for  respondent. 

Graves,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff,  the  Des  Moines  &  Missis- 
sippi Levee  District  No.  1,  under  its  corpo- 
rate name,  filed  its  petition  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Clark  county  August  24,  1908, 
asking  that  the  defendant  railway  company 
be  summoned  into  court  to  show  cause,  if 
any  it  had,  why  its  roadbed  and  right  of 
way  should  not  be  included  in  and  made 
part  of  the  levee  district,  and  be  assessed 
with  such  benefits  as  it  had  received,  or 
might  thereafter  receive,  by  reason  of  the 
improvements  made  and  to  be  made  by  the 
said  levee  district.  The  petition  was  filed 
under  the  act  of  1907,  and  that  portion 
relating  to  the  course  of  proceedings  reads : 
"Before  the  proceedings  had  in  this  section 
shall  be  had,  the  board  of  supervisors  shall 
file  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit 
court  of  the  county  in  which  such  levee 
district  is,  or  may  be  located,  a  petition 
reciting  the  organization  qf  such  levee  dis- 
trict, the  location  of  such  railroad  or  rail- 
roads within  its  limits,  the  improvements 
made  or  to  be  made,  as  shown  by  the  re- 
port,  maps,  plans,  and  profiles  by  the  typo- 
graphical survey  of  the  topographical  engi- 
neer, and  that  the  improvements  already 
made  or  proposed  to  be  made  will  be  of  ma- 
terial benefit  to  such  railroad  company  or 
corporation,  and  asking  that  such  rail- 
way corporation  or  company  be  summoned 
into  court  to  show  cause  why  such  railroad 
right  of  way,  roadbed,  or  track  belonging  to 
or  owned  by  such  railway  company  or  corpo- 
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ration  should  not  be  included  in  and  made 
a  part  of  such  levee  district,  and  be  as- 
sessed with  such  benefits  as  will  or  have 
accrued  to  it  by  reason  of  the  improve- 
ments made  or  proposed  to  be  made.  Such 
railway  company  or  corporation,  after  hav- 
ing been  duly  summoned,  shall,  on  or  before 
the  third  day  of  the  term  of  court  to  which 
it  may  have  been  summoned  to  appear,  file 
its  objection  or  objections  in  writing,  if 
any  it  may  have,  why  it  should  not  be 
included  in  and  made  a  part  of  such  levee 
district,  and  be  assessed  with  benefits;  and 
all  such  objections  shall  be  heard  by  the 
court  in  a  summary  manner,  without  any 
unnecessary  delay."  Laws  of  1907,  p.  336. 
The  petition  filed  follows  the  language  of 
the  statute.  The  cause,  upon  the  petition  of 
defendant,  was  removed  to  the  Federal 
court,  but  upon  motion  of  the  plaintiff  was 
remanded  to  the  state  court. 

The  many  points  made  appear  fully  in 
the  answer,  which  reads: 

"Now  comes  the  defendant,  Chicago,  Bur- 
lington, &  Quincy  Railroad  Company,  a  cor- 
poration organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  that,  for  an- 
swer axA  objections  to  the  matters  and 
things  stated  in  plaintiff's  petition  herein, 
stated  that  it  has  no  knowledge  or  infor- 
mation sufficient  to  form  a  belief  as  to  the 
allegations  in  plaintiff's  petition  contained, 
and  therefore  denies  each  and  every  one  of 
said  allegations  therein  contained. 

"For  further  answer  defendant  states  that 
heretofore  the  defendant  in  this  cause  filed 
a  petition  and  bond  under  the  provisions  of 
the  act  of  Congress  for  the  removal  of 
causes  from  the  state  to  the  Federal  courts. 
Said  petition  prayed  to  have  said  cause 
removed  to  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States,  northern  division  of  the  eastern  dis- 
trict of  Missouri,  and  that  defendant  did 
file  papers  in  said  United  States  court,  aa 
provided  in  the  order  of  removal,  and  that 
thereafter  said  United  States  court,  upon 
the  allegations  of  plaintiff  and  by  order  of 
court,  remanded  said  cause  to  this  court, 
to  all  of  which  actions  this  defendant  ob- 
jected, and  excepted  to  the  rulings  of  said 
court,  and  herein  renews  its  exceptions, 
and  avers  that  the  cause  was  properly  re- 
moved from  this  court  to  said  United 
States  circuit  court,  and  that  the  cause 
upon  said  removal  vested  in  said  United 
States  court. 

"For  further  answer,  this  defendant  says 
that  the  alleged  act  of  the  legislature  of  this 
state,  known  as  §  8365a  of  the  legislature 
of  Missouri  of  1907,  is  null  and  void  as 
against  the  rights  of  this  defendant  in 
the  premises  herein,  in  this:  That  said  act 
attempts  to  devest  this  defendant  of  its 
vested  right  in  the  premises,  and  to  charge 
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this  defendant  with  a  debt  of  the  plaintiff 
corporation  long  since  created  by  said  cor- 
poration upon  the  property  within  its  juris- 
diction, and  has  been,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
paid  by  the  said  corporation.  That  said 
act  deprives  this  defendant  of  its  riglits 
under  the  laws  of  this  slate  existing  at  the 
time  said  drainage  and  levee  district  was 
formed,  in  this:  That  defendant  had  no 
right  to  participate  in  or  become  a  member 
of  said  levee  district,  nor  have  its  property 
assessed  with  such  equal  proportion  of  al- 
leged benefits  as  were  necessary  for  the 
purpose  therein,  in  proportion  and  equally 
with  all  other  owners  of  land  in  said  levee 
district. 

"Answering  further,  defendant  says  that 
Baid  act  attempts  to  make  this  defendant 
a  part  of  said  district  without  its  consent, 
and  without  any  right,  under  the  laws 
when  said  district  was  formed,  to  partici- 
pate and  become  a  part  of  said  district 
when  the  same  was  being  formed. 

"Defendant,  further  answering,  says  that 
the  laws  relative  to  plaintiff's  district  give 
no  authority  to  levy  and  collect  taxes,  other 
than  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  such  levee  district,  and  that,  if  defend- 
ant shall  be  assessed  as  prayed  for  in  plain- 
tiff's petition,  the  money  so  collected  upon 
said  assessment  would  not  be  thus  collected 
for  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  said 
levee  district,  but  for  the  sole  and  only  use 
of  the  plaintiff  herein,  as  profit  or  excessive 
money  in  its  hands. 

"Further  answering,  defendant  says  that 
said  act  is  special  and  class  legislation,  and 
is  void,  within  the  Constitution  of  this 
state,  and  against  the  defendant  in  the 
premises  herein.  That  said  act  is  null  and 
void,  within  the  meaning  of  the  14t)i 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  seeks  to  take  property  of  this 
defendant  for  the  use  of  plaintiff  without 
due  process  of  law. 

"Further  answering,  defendant  says  that 
the  acts  of  plaintiff  herein  seek  to  deprive 
this  defendant  of  the  equal  protection  of 
the  laws,  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of  the 
United   States. 

"Further  answering,  deefndant  says  that 
plaintiff  seeks,  by  judgment  and  order  of 
this  court,  to  assess  defendant  for  benefits 
which,  it  is  alleged,  defendant  receives  by 
said  levee  district,  when,  in  law  and  in 
fact,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors to  appoint  commissioners,  distinter- 
ested  freeholders  of  the  county,  and  assess 
benefits  accruing  to  each  piece  of  land,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  with  the  name  of  the  own- 
er thereof. 


asks  to  be  dismissed,  with  its  costs  in  this 
behalf  laid  out  and  expended." 

Reply  was  general  denial.  The  cause  was 
tried  and  decree  entered  for  the  plaintiff. 
The  material  findings  and  the  decree  proper 
read: 

"That  the  right  of  way,  roadbed,  and  em- 
bankments  owned  by  defendant  corpora- 
tion, occupied  and  used  for  railroad  pur- 
poses, are  within  the  limits  of  plaintiff 
levee  district.  That  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  plaintiff  levee  district  have  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  this  court  a  peti- 
tion reciting  the  organization  of  plaintiff 
levee  district,  the  location  of  defendant's 
railroad  within  its  limits',  the  improvement 
made  or  to  be  made,  as  shown  by  the  report, 
maps,  plans,  and  profiles  by  the  topograph- 
ical survey '  of  the  topographical  engineer, 
and  the  improvements  already  made  and 
proposed  to  be  made  will  be  of  material 
benefit  to  defendant  railroad  corporation, 
and  asking  that  such  railway  corporation 
be  summoned  into  court  to  show  cause  why 
such  railroad  right  of  way,  roadbed,  and 
track  owned  by  defendant  corporation 
should  not  be  included  in  and  made  a  part 
of  plaintiff  levee  district,  and  be  assessed 
with  such  benefits  as  have  or  will  accrue  to 
it  by  reason  of  the  improvements  made  or 
proposed  to  be  made.  That  the  improve- 
ments already  made  and  to  be  made  are  and 
will  be  of  material  benefit  to  defendant. 
That  all  that  part  of  defendant's  right  of 
way,  roadbed,  and  track  where  the  same 
crosses  the  west  line  of  section  thirty-three 
(33),  township  sixty-five  (65),  range  six 
(6)  west,  in  Clark  county,  Missouri,  and 
running  thence  sou tli east,  east,  and  north- 
east to  the  east  line  of  section  five  (5), 
township  sixty-four  (64),  range  five  (5) 
west,  and  from  the  crossing  of  Clay  and 
Pine  streets,  in  the  old  town  of  Churchville, 
now  called  Alexandria,  south  and  south- 
west to  Gridley  street,  in  Hill's  addition  to 
the  old  town  of  Churchville,  now  called 
Alexandria,  all  in  Clark  county,  Missouri, 
is  within  the  limits  of  plaintiff  levee  dis- 
trict. 

"It  is  therefore  ordered  and  adjudged  by 
the  court  that  the  objections  of  defendant 
filed  herein  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  over- 
ruled, and  that  the  defendant's  railroad, 
right  of  way,  roadbed,  track,  and  embank- 
ments owned  by  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany, within  the  limits  of  plaintiff  levee 
district,  be  and  the  same  are  included  and 
made  a  part  of  plaintiff  levee  district,  and 
included  within  said  levee  district." 

From    such    decree,    defendant    has    ap- 
pealed, and  urges  all  of  the  divers  matters 
"Having  fully   answered  and   stated   de-  I  set   out    in    its   answer.      The   evidence    is 

fendant's  objections  herein,  this  defendant  *  brief  and  largely  formal,  and  can  best  be 
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taken   with    the   discuBsion    of   the   points 
urged  for  reversal. 

1.  The  question  of  jurisdiction  urged  in 
the  answer  is  not  specially  urged  in  the 
brief  here.  The  Federal  court  has  declined 
jurisdiction,  and  the  state  court  has  pro- 
ceeded to  judgment.  Counsel,  in  oral  argu- 
ment, stated  that  the  question  was  inject- 
ed in  the  answer,  to  the  end  that  it  might 
be  urged  in  the  United  States  Supreme 
Court,  should  the  case  reach  that  court. 
We  shall  not  discuss  the  authorities  on  this 
question.  In  our  judgment,  there  was  no 
error  upon  the  part  of  the  state  court  in 
proceeding  under  (he  facts  in  this  case. 

2.  The  defendant  next  assails  the  peti- 
tion, and  urges  that  the  district  itself  has 
sued,  when  the  action  should  hi^ve  been  in- 
stituted in  the  name  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors. The  act  of  1907  (Laws  of  3007,  p. 
336)  was  an  act  amending  article  7  of 
chapter  122,  Rev.  Stats.  1899.  The  amend- 
ment consisted  in  adding  a  new  section,  to 
be  known  as  §  8365a.  This  section,  so  far 
as  it  relates  to  the  procedure,  we  have  sot 
out  in  the  statement.  To  more  fully  under- 
stand the  proceedings,  the  first  part  of  thd 
section  had  better  be  set  out.  That  portion 
reads:  "If  there  is  or  shall  be  within  the 
limits  of  any  levee  district  now,  or  here- 
after organized  under  this  article,  any  right 
of  way,  roadbed,  or  embankment  belonging 
to  or  owned  by  any  railway  company  or 
corporation,  occupied  and  used  for  railroad 
purposes,  that  is  or  will  be  benefited  by  the 
construction  of  a  levee  or  levees,  dykes,  em- 
bankments, ditches,  drains,  or  other  im- 
provements, the  same  shall  be  assessed  with 
such  benefits,  and  such  assessment  shall  be 
made  in  the  manner  and  by  the  means  pro- 
vided in  §  83G5  of  this  article;  and  the 
board  of  supervisors  shall  appoint  an  addi- 
tional board  of  commissioners,  three  in 
number,  possessing  the  same  qualifications 
as  prescribed  in  said  §  8365,  who  shall  pro- 
ceed as  therein  provided;  and  such  assess- 
ment shall  be  estimated  by  the  mile  instead 
of  by  .the  acre." 

Following  this  is  the  language  quoted  in 
the  statement.  This  levee  district  had  been 
organized  some  years  prior  to  the  institu- 
tion of  the  present  action.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  law  reads:  "Before  the 
proceedings  had  in  this  section  shall  be  had, 
the  board  of  supervisors  shall  file  in  the 
office  of  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  of  the 
county  in  which  such  levee  district  is  or 
may  be  located,  a  petition,"  etc.  The  word 
"proceedings"  hereinabove  used,  evidently 
refers  to  what  precedes  it  in  this  section, 
which  language  of  the  section  we  have  here- 
inabove just  quoted.  That  proceeding  is: 
"And  such  assessment  shall  be  made  in  the 
manner  and  by  the  means  provided  in  § 
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8365  of  this  article,  and  the  board  of  super- 
visors shall  appoint  an  additional  board  of 
commissioners,  three  in  number,  possessing 
the  same  qualifications  as  prescribed  in  said 
§  8365,  who  shall  proceed  as  therein  pro- 
vided; and  such  assessment  shall  be  esti- 
mated by  the  mile  instead  of  by  the  acre." 
In  other  words,  taking  the  whole  section,  it 
appears  that  tliere  first  must  be  action  by 
the  circuit  court  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  railroad  property  can  be  assessed 
for  benefits,  and,  if  this  be  found  in  the  af- 
firmative, then  the  other  proceeding  of  ac- 
tual assessment  takes  place. 

Now,  with  this  view  of  the  situation, 
can  the  levee  district,  in  its  own  name, 
properly  present  the  petition  to  the  circuit 
court  asking  that  court  to  determine  the 
fact  whether  the  property  of  the  railroad 
company  is  subject  to  an  assessment  of  ben- 
efits? Or  must  this  petition  be  in  the  name 
of  the  board  of  supervisors?  The  law  says 
that  the  board  of  supervisors  shall  file  the 
petition;  but  it  does  not  say  how  such  peti- 
tion shall  be  entitled.  By  the  law,  these 
districts,  when  organized,  are  by  the  court 
declared  and  decreed  to  be  public  corpora- 
tions of  the  state.  Rev.  Stats.  1899,  §§ 
8362  and  8253,  now  Rev.  Stats.  3909,  §§ 
5704  and  5499.  It  will  be  seen  that  the 
levee  act  borrows  much  from  the  drainage 
act  by  express  reference  thereto.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  this  public  corporation  is  the 
real  party  interested.  The  board  of  super- 
visors are  but  the  agents  of  the  corpora- 
tion. They  are  not  made  trustees  for  the 
corporation.  We  therefore  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  suit  was  instituted  properly. 
But  if  it  were  not,  this  matter  was  not 
challenged  below  either  by  demurrer  or  an- 
swer. The  case  proceeded  there  as  if  the 
proper  parties  were  in  court,  and  it  should 
so  proceed  here.  The  question  is  raised 
here  for  the  first  time. 

8.  It  is  also  urged  that  it  is  violative  of 
charter  rights  to  require  a  railroad  com- 
pany to  participate  in  the  reclamation  of 
lands;  that  to  so  require  a  railroad  to  help 
maintain  a  levee  district  would  he  to  re- 
quire it  to  do  things  not  provided  for  in  its 
charter.  As  stated  in  the  oral  argument, 
railroads  were  not  organized  to  reclaim 
overfiow  lands.  We  are  not  impressed  with 
this  contention.  The  assessments*  of  benefits 
are  justified  under  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  rather  than  the  taxing  power.  The 
theory  is  that  the  general  welfare  is  pro- 
moted by  this  reclamation  of  overflow  lands. 
The  term  "general  welfare"  includes  the 
public  health,  as  well  as  other  things  which 
are  the  special  wards  of  the  police  power 
of  the  state.  We  see  no  reason  why  the 
police  power  may  not  reach  the  corporation 
the  same  as  the  individual,  and  this,  too^ 
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without  violating  constitutional  rights.  As  , 
to  whether  the  corporation's  property  will 
be  benefited  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  de- 
termined; but  if  such  fact  is  determined, 
and  it  is  properly  held  that  the  corpora- 
tion's property  will  be  benefited,  the  assess- 
ments of  benefits  will  not  deprive  it  of  its 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  or  be 
violative  of  any  other  constitutional  pro- 
visions. It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the 
Bole  question  here  involved  is  whether  or 
not  the  finding  that  defendant's  property 
has  been  or  will  be  benefited  is  proper. 
The  circuit  court  does  not  assess  benefits. 
That  is  done  later.  Of  course,  if  the  law 
which  authorizes  the  circuit  court  to  deter- 
mine that  fact  is  unconstitutional,  that 
would  end  this  controversy;  but  we  are  not 
so  impressed.  The  law,  as  above  indicated, 
seems  to  be  a  just  law,  amd  violative  of  no 
constitutional  provisions.  The  law  simply 
imposes  upon  the  corporation  what  it  im- 
poses upon  the  individual.  But,  as  said, 
this  imposed  duty  has  its  origin  in  the 
police  power  of  the  state.  Nor  do  we  think 
this  holding  in  any  way  contravenes  what 
was  said  in  Squaw  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v. 
Turney,  235  Mo.  80,  138  S.  W.  12.  This 
contention  is  therefore  overruled.  This,  of 
course,  only  applies  to  the  general  proposi- 
tion that  a  law  authorizing  the  property 
of  a  railroad  company  to  be  brought  into  a 
levee  district,  if  its  property  is  in  fact  bene- 
fited, is  constitutional.  Other  points  are 
urged  as  to  this  particular  law,  which  we 
will  discuss  later. 

4.  But  it  is  urged  that,  although  it  be 
conceded  that  the  legislature,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  could 
pass  a  law  which  would  subject  the  prop- 
erty of  railroads  to  the  assessments  of  bene- 
fits in  levee  and  drainage  districts,  yet  this 
particular  law  is  bad,  because  it  not  only 
authorizes  the  bringing  of  the  railroad 
property  into  the  levee  district  after  the 
district  has  been  formed,  but  authorizes  the 
assessments  of  benefits  which  had  thereto- 
fore accrued  to  its  property  by  reason  of 
the  work  done,  as  'well  as  the  benefits  to 
accrue  from  work  to  be  thereafter  done. 
This  is  the  serious  question  in  the  case. 
The  law  speaks  of  assessing  the  property 
with  "such  benefits  as  will  or  have  accrued 
to  it  by  reason  of  the  improvements  made 
or  proposed  to  be  made."  The  judgment  in 
the  case  says  "that  the  improvements  al- 
ready made  and  to  be  made  will  be  of 
material  benefit  to  defendant."  Both  under 
the  law  and  the  judgment,  the  property 
might  be  assessed  with  benefits  foi^  work 
done  before  the  property  was  included  in 
the  district.  These  benefits  are  onlv  as- 
sessed  to  pay  for  the  improvements.  The 
closing  part  of  the  decree  in  this  case  makes 
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the  property  of  defendant  a  part  of  the 
levee  district.  In  fact,  the  decree  covers 
but  two  points:  (1)  That  the  property 
has  been  benefited  by  the  work  already 
done,  and  will  be  benefited  by  work  to  be 
done;  and  (2)  that  such  property  is  made 
a  part  of  the  levee  district.  Now,  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  or  not  that  part  of  the 
law  can  stand  which  authorizes  the  assess- 
ment of  benefits  for  .improvements  made 
prior  to  the  time  defendant's  property  be- 
came a  portion  of  the  levee  district.  If 
the  law  is  bad  in  this  regard,  the  judgment 
is  likewise  bad,  because  it  follows  the  stat- 
ute, and  under  it  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed would,  no  doubt,  assess  for  both  the 
benefits  by  reason  of  improvements  already 
made,  as  well  as  the  benefits  for  improve- 
ments to  be  made. 

For  the  plaintiff,  it  is  urged  that  the 
property  of  the  defendant  was  already  in 
the  district,  and  the  new  law  only  changed 
the  method  of  assessment  from  the  acreage 
plan  to  the  mileage  plan.  This  contention 
is  not  borne  out  by  the  record.  In  the 
first  place,  the  judgment  in  this  case  de- 
crees "that  the  objections  of  defendant  filed 
herein  be,  and  they  are  hereby,  overruled, 
and  that  the  defendant's  railroad,  right  of 
way,  roadbed,  track,  and  embankments 
owned  by  defendant  railroad  company  with- 
in the  limits  of  plaintiff  levee  district  be 
and  the  same  are  included  and  made  a  part 
of  plaintiff's  levee  district,  and  included 
within  said  levee  district."  The  decree 
therefore  shows  that  for  the  first  time,  by 
this  proceeding,  the  property  of  defendant 
is  made  a  part  of  the  levee  district.  In  oral 
argument,  it  yras  stated  that  the  defendant 
was  originally  made  a  party  to  the  proceed- 
ing, and  that  such  fact  was  shown  by  the 
record.  The  only  thing  which  we  find  is 
the  judgment  above  discussed,  and  a  cer- 
tain admission  made  of  record,  which  thus 
reads :  "By  Mr.  Llewellyn :  I  offer  the  ar- 
ticles of  incorporation  of  the  plaintiff, 
which  is  a  record  of  this  court.  Admitted 
in  evidence  in  words  and  figures  as  follows: 
The  respondent  herein  admits  that  the  ar- 
ticles of  incorporation  referred  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff,  respondent  company,  was  or- 
ganized as  such  drainage  district  in  1904, 
and  that  it  built  its  levees  and  drainage 
districts  in  the  year  1905,  and  that  appel- 
lant makes  no  issue  of  law  or  fact  on  that 
question.'  The  further  agreed  statement  of 
facts  was  then  made  and  entered  of  record 
in  the  court  below,  in  words  and  figures  as 
follows:  'It  is  agreed  that  map  of  the 
Des  Moines  ft  Mississippi  River  Levees  Dis- 
tract, showing  the  location  of  drainage 
ditches,  is  in  evidence,  which  said  map  is 
called  "Exhibit  1;"  that,  the  drainage  ditch 
spoken  of  by  the  witness  Snively  starts  a 
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mile  and  a  half  northwest  of  the  railroad, 
and  runs  southeasterly  to  the  railroad  right 
of  way  on  the  north  side  of  the  railroad  right 
of  way,  and  then  parallel  with  the  right  of 
way  east  about  2  miles,  then  turns  and 
crosses  the  right  of  way  and  the  railroad 
track  and  goes  south  direct  to  Fox  river; 
that  this  drain  collects  water  from  the 
northwest  of  the  railroad,  where  it  starts, 
and  carries  it  down  in  said  direction  to  Fox 
river;  that  the  drain  has  an  average  width 
of  20  feet  at  the  top  and  8  feet  deep.' " 

This  falls  far  short  of  showing  that  the 
defendant  was  a  party  to  the  original  pro- 
ceeding, if  that  be  a  material  question  in 
the  case.  So  that,  under  this  record,  we  are 
driven  to  answer  the  question,  Is  that  por- 
tion of  this  law  which  purports  to  authorize 
the  assessments  of  benefits  for  work  already 
done  valid  and  binding?  If  so,  the  judg- 
ment nisi  may  be  right,  if  right  on  the  facts 
shown;  and,  if  not  so,  then  it  is  erroneous. 
The  exact  question  now  confronting  us  was 
not  discussed  in  either  of  our  recent  cases. 
Squaw  Creek  Drainage  Dist.  v.  Turney,  235 
Mo.  80,  138  S.  W.  12,  and  Re  Little  River 
Drainage  Dist.  236  Mo.  94,  139  S.  W.  330. 

As  said  in  the  preceding  paragraph,  these 
drainage  and  levee  districts  are  organized 
by  the  state  in  the  exercise  of  its  police 
powers.  In  Morrison  v.  Morey,  146  Mo.  loc. 
cii.  561,  48  S.  W.  633,  this  court  said:  "It 
is  a  public  political  subdivision  of  the  state, 
which  the  state  has  the  power  to  create, 
under  its  police  powers,  and  as  such  subdi- 
vision it  exercises  the  prescribed  functions 
of  government  in  the  district."  And  in  the 
same  case  (146  Mo.  loc.  cit.  564),  it  is 
said:  ''But,  while  it  is  a  public  subdivi- 
sion of  the  state,  and  not  a  private  corpo- 
ration, it  does  not  follow  that  the  money 
to  be  raised  from  the  landowners  to  carry 
out  the  objects  intended  is  a  tax.  It  is  an 
assessment  which  is  justified  by  the  benefit, 
public  and  private,  conferred.  The  cost  of 
the  abatement  of  nuisances,  for  the  con- 
struction of  sewers,  or  for  the  improvement 
of  a  street,  may  be  assessed  against  the 
property  benefited,  notwithstanding  the 
public  and  the  owner  are  both  interested. 
As  a  tax  it  would  be  unconstitutional,  be- 
cause not  uniform  (Const.  §  3,  art.  10),  and 
because  not  in  proportion  to  the  value  of 
the  property  (Const.  §  4,  art.  10),  and  be- 
cause it  is  prohibited  by  the  limitations  of 
§  12  of  article  10  of  our  Constitution;  but 
being  an  assessment  of  benefits  and  in  no 
sense  a  tax,  it  is  a  constitutional  exercise 
of  the  power  of  the  state.  Lockwood  v.  St. 
Louis,  24  Mo.  20;  Garrett  v.  St.  Louis,  25 
Mo.  505,  69  Am.  Dec.  475;  Egyptian  Levee 
Co.  V.  Hardin,  27  Mo.  495,  72  Am.  Dec. 
276;  St.  Louis,  use  of  Creamer  v.  Clemens, 
36  Mo.  467;  Uhrig  v.  St.  Louis,  44  Mo.  458; 
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Sheehan  y.  Good  Samaritan  Hospital,  50 
Mo.  155,  11  Am.  Rep.  412;  Southern  Hotel 
Co.  V.  St.  Louis  County  Ct.  62  Mo.  134; 
Farrar  v.  St.  Louis,  80  Mo.  379 ;  St.  Joseph 
use  of  Gibson  v.  Owen,  110  Mo.  445,  19  S. 
W.  713;  Clinton  use  of  Thornton  v.  Henry 
County,  115  Mo.  557^  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  415, 
22  S.  W.  494;  Roosevelt  Hospital  v.  New 
York,  84  N.  Y.  108;  Duke  v.  O'Bryan,  100 
Ky.  710,  39  S.  W.  444,  824;  Nugent  v.  Mis- 
sissippi Levee  Comrs.  58  Miss.  197;  State 
ex  rel.  Baltzell  v.  Stewart,  74  Wis.  620,  6 
L.R.A.  394,  43  N.  W.  947 ;  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 
4th  ed.  §  755.  Assessments  for  the  construc- 
tion of  levees  to  protect  from  overflow  may 
be  and  usually  are  levied  on  lands  border- 
ing on  the  stream  of  water  from  which 
the  danger  is  anticipated,  and  are  properly 
benefits,  as  contradistinguished  from  taxes; 
and  laws  authorizing  them  are  constitu- 
tional. Crowley  v.  Copley,  2  La.  Ann.  329; 
Sessions  v.  Crunkilton,  20  Ohio  St.  349; 
Yeatman  v.  Crandall,  11  La.  Ann.  220;  Wal- 
lace V.  Shelton,  14  La.  Ann.  503;  Bishop  ▼. 
Marks,  15  La.  Ann.  147;  McGehee  v. 
Mathis,  21  Ark.  40;  Jones  v.  Boston,  104 
Mass.  461;  Egyptian  Levee  Co.  v.  Hardin, 
27  Mo.  495,  72  Am.  Dec.  276;  Hagar  v. 
Yolo  County,  47  Cal.  231;  People  v.  Hagar, 
52  Cal.  183;  People  ex  rel.  Griffin  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 4  N.  Y.  430,  55  Am.  Dec.  266;  Seara 
V.  Cottrell,  5  Mich.  251;  Emery  v.  San 
Francisco  Gas  Co.  28  Cal.  345.'* 

This  case  has  been  continuously  followed 
by  this  court,  and  it  is  cited  even  in  the 
late  Turney  Case,  supra.  But,  grant  it  to 
be  true  that  we  have  constitutional  power 
to  incorporate  levee  districts,  and  constitu- 
tional power  to  include  railroad  properties 
therein,  and  constitutional  power  to  assess 
benefits  as  against  such  railroad  properties 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  work,  does  that  au- 
thorize the  legislature  to  direct  the  assess- 
ment of  benefits  for  work  already  done  and 
paid  for  before  the  property  is  taken  into 
the  district?  We  think  not.  It  may  be 
that,  to  the  extent  that  the  improvements 
had  not  been  fully  paid  for,  the  benefits 
could  be  assessed,  on  the  theory  that,  as  to 
that  unpaid  balance,  all  property  legally 
in  the  district  prior  to  payment  should  pay 
for  the  benefits  accruing  by  reason  of  the 
work  done  in  anticipation  of  the  fund;  but 
we  shall  not  go  further.  We  should,  at 
least,  limit  the  law  to  benefits  to  accrue 
after  the  lands  are  brought  into  the  district, 
or  benefits  accruing,  by  reason  of  work 
done,  at  the  time  the  land  is  taken  in,  but 
not  yet  paid  for  by  an  assessment  of  bene- 
fits on  the  whole  district,  including  the  addl- 
ed lands.  In  this  case,  the  issuance  of 
bonds  should  not  be  construed  as  being  pay- 
ment for  the  work.  The  payment  of  tlie 
bonds  would  be  the  payment  contemplated. 
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These  assessments  of  benefits  are  made  to 
pay  for  improvements  as  they  progress,  and 
not  to  repay  for  improvements  already 
made  and  paid  for  by  other  parties.  The 
record  does  not  disclose  the  exact  status  of 
this  levee  district;  but  that  portion  of  the 
law  and  the  judgment  which  authorizes  the 
assessment  of  benefits  for  improvements  al- 
ready made  and  paid  for  is  beyond  the  pale 
of  the  constitutional  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture. In  our  judgment,  the  legislature 
cknnot  authorize  the  ■  bringing  in  of  new 
lands  in  a  levee  district,  and  l^ay  that  it 
must  pay  benefits  for  work  already  done 
and  paid  for  by  the  district  as  formerly  con- 
stituted. As  we  have  seen,  it  can  authorize 
the  bringing  in  of  new  territory,  and  it  can 
authorize  the  assessments  of  benefits  to  pay 
for  the  improvements  to  be  made.  But, 
when  it  goes  to  compelling  benefits  for 
improvements  already  paid  for,  the  law 
goes  a  step  too  far.  Such  act  is  the  unau- 
thorized taking  of  private  property.  It  is 
the  taking  of  private  property  to  recom- 
pense or  repay  the  district  for  improve- 
ments made.  It  is  not  the  assessment  of 
benefits  for  the  doing  of  an  advantageous 
act  toward  the  property,  but  for  the  repay- 
ment of  an  expenditure  already  made.  The 
covering  of  an  existing  debt  on  the  district 
for  improvements  made  before  the  property 
is  taken  in  can  only  be  justified  on  the 
theory  that  the  improvements  are  not,  in 
law,  considered  as  made  until  paid  for  by 
assessments.  To  hold  that  the  assessments 
of  benefits  may  be  in  proportion  to  the  out- 
standing debt  and  the  proposed  new  im- 
provements is,  in  our  mind,  going  to  the 
limit,  and  we  will  not  go  further. 

From  what  is  said,  it  follows  that  the 
judgment  nisi  is  too  broad.  Such  judg- 
ment is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  further  procedure  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed. 

All   concur. 


MISSOURI  SUPREME  COURT. 

(Division  No.    1.) 

AUGUST  BUSSMEYER,  Respt., 

V. 

CHARLES  JABLONSKY^  Appt. 

(—  Mo.  — ,  145  S.  W.  772.) 

Easement  —  grant    with   visible    ease- 
ment appurtenant  —  necessity. 

A  conveyance  by  metes  and  bounds  of  a 
lot  with  buildings  thereon  does  not  carry 
with  it  by  implication  the  right  to  the  use 
of  a  hallway  on  adjoining  property  of  the 
grantor,  to  reach  the  rear  and  upper  stories 
of  the  buildinti^  conveyed,  if  the  building  is 
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located  upon  a  street  with  an  alley  in  the 
rear,  so  that  the  use  of  the  hallway  is  not 
reasonably  necessary  to  the  full  enjoyment 
of  the  property  conveyed,  although  it  had 
been  used  for  the  purpose  claimed  by  the 
common  owners  of  the  property  for  more 
than  thirty  years. 

(February  29,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a 'judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  the  City  of 
St.  Louis  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  a  suit 
brought  to  enjoin  the  obstruction  of  a  hall 
which  was  alleged  to  be  appurtenant  to 
the  plaintiff's  property.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Graves,  P.  J.: 

At  one  time  the  Connecticut  Mutual  Life 
Insurance  Company  was  the  owner  of  all 
the  property  discussed  and  involved  in  this 
suit.  April  23,  1903,  plaintiff  acquired 
from  said  insurance  company  property  de- 
scribed in  the  deed  thus:  "A  lot  of  ground 
in  block  No.  1,744  of  said  city  of  St.  Louis, 
having  a  front  of  one  hundred  forty  (140) 
feet  and  five  (5)  inches  on  the  south  side 
of  Salisbury  street  by  a  depth  of  one  hun- 
dred and  twenty-five  (125)  feet  to  qjx  alley 
fifteen  (15)  feet  wide,  and  known  as  lots 
eight  (8),  nine  (9),  ten  (10),  eleven  (11), 
and  twelve  (12)  of  Cope's  subdivision  of 
said  block  1,744;  'together  with  the  im- 
provements on  said  lot  8.  Subject  to  a 
lease  to  said  second  party,  expiring  May 
1,  1907." 

Plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
was  a  tenant  of  the  insurance  company 
under  a  written  lease  which  contained  an 
option  to  purchase.  In  this  lease  the  lands 
are  described  thus :  "A  lot  of  ground  front- 
ing one  hundred  and  forty  feet  and  five 
inches  (140' 5")  on  the  south  line  of  Salis- 
bury street  in  block  No.  1,744  of  the  city 
of  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  being  lots  Nos.  8, 
9,  10,  11,  and  12  in  said  block,  together 
with  a  certain  two-story  btick  building 
known  as  Nos.  2,518  and  2,520  Salisbury 
street,  situated  on  said  lot  number  8." 

In  August,  1907,  the  defendant  acquired 
by  deed  from  the  said  insurance  company 
lands  thus  described:  "All  of  lots  number 
five  (6),  six  (6),  and  seven  (7),  of  Cope's 
subdivision,  in  city  block  No.  1,744  of  said 
city    of    St.    Louis,    having    an    aggregate 

Note.  —  The  general  question  as  to 
whether  a  grant  severing  a  tract  of  land 
with  an  apparent  benefit  existing  will  car- 
ry with  it  an  easement  by  implication  is 
covered  by  a  note  to  Rollo  v.  Nelson,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   315. 

As  to  whether  there  is  a  way  of  necessity 
where  other  possible  modes  of  access  exist, 
see  notes  to  Corea  v.  Higuera,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1018,  and  Doten  v.  Bartlett,  32 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1075. 
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frontage  of  seYenty-nine  (79')  feet,  six  and 
one-half  (6)")  inches  on  the  south  line  of 
Salisbury  street,  by  a  depth  southwardly, 
between  parallel  lines,  of  one  hundred  and 
twenty- five  (125')  feet,  more  or  less,  to 
alley,  together  with  all  improvements  there- 
on, known  as  Nos.  2,510,  2,512,  2,514,  and 
2,516  Salisbury  street.  Bounded  north  by 
Salisbury  ^^treet,  south  by  alley,  east  by 
lot  No.  4*of  said  subdivision  and  block,  and 
west  by  property  now  or  formerly,  of  A. 
Bussmeyer." 

The  deeds  from  the  insurance  company 
to  each  of  the  parties  contained  the  usual 
covenants  o(  warranty.  All  the  property 
fronted  north  on  Salisbury  street.  The  in- 
surance company  acquired  title  by  a 
trustee's  deed  in  November,  1877.  On  lot 
No.  8,  belonging  to  plaintiff,  was  a  two- 
story  brick  building,  and  there  was  like- 
wise a  two-story  building  on  lot  No,  7,  be- 
longing to  defendant.  Lot  No.  8  lies  to  the 
west  of  lot  No.  7. 

Plaintiff  by  his  petition  avers:  "That 
the  said  land  of  the  defendant  and  the 
said  lot  No.  8  belonging  to  plaintiff  are 
improved  by  two-story  brick  store  and 
dwelling  buildings.  That  the  said  build- 
ings were  erected  by  the  predecessor  in 
title  of  the  said  life  insurance  company,  and 
said  buildings  are  all  attached.  That  the 
building  upon  plaintiff's  said  lot  is  num- 
bered 2,518  and  2,520  Salisbury  street. 
That  between  plaintiff's  said  building  No. 
2,518  Salisbury  street  and  defendant's 
building  No.  2,518,  situated  upon  part  of 
lot  No.  7,  is  a  hallway  4  feet  in  width; 
the  second  story  of  said  building  No.  2,516 
Salisbury  street  extending  over  and  cover- 
ing the  said  hallway,  and  the  joists  of  said 
building  resting  in  the  east  wall  ef  plain- 
tiff's said  building  No.  2,518  Salisbury 
street.  That  for  more  than  thirty  years 
before  the  conveyance  of  the  lots  herein- 
before described  to  plaintiff,  the  said  hall- 
way between  said  buildings  had  been  by 
the  said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insur- 
ance Company  and  its  predecessors  in  title 
and  by  their  tenants  occupying  the  said 
building  No.  2,61^  Salisbury  street  always 
used  as  an  entrance  to  the  rear  portion  of 
said  lot  and  the  second  story  of  said  build- 
ing. That,  during  all  of  said  time,  the 
rear  yards  of  the  said  buildings  Nos.  2,516 
and  2,518  Salisbury  street  were  divided  by 
a  fence  upon  a  line  which  was  a  prolonga- 
tion of  the  western  wall  of  said  building 
No.  2,516  Salisbury  street  and  the  eastern 
line  of  said  hallway;  the  said  hallway  and 
yard  immediately  back  thereof  being  thus 
for  more  than  thirty  years  before  plain- 
tiff acquired  said  property  used  in  con- 
nection with  the  said  building  No.  2,518 
Salisbury  street.  That  the  said  hallway  is  ' 
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the  only  means  of  ingress  and  egress  to  and 
from  Salisbury  street  to  the  rear  part  of 
plaintiff's  said  lot  and  the  second  story  of 
the  said  building  No.  2,518  Salisbury 
street,  except  that  the  same  might  be 
reached  by  passing  through  the  lower  story 
of  said  building.  That  the  said  entrance 
to  said .  property  of  plaintiff  is  and  always 
has  been  a  valuable  adjunct  and  appurten- 
ance to  the  said  property.  That  by  the 
manner  of  construction  of  said  buildings 
and  the  use  thereof  by  plaintiff's  and  fife- 
fendant's  predecessors  in  title,  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  former  owners  did  impose  upon 
the  said  lot  No.  7,  now  owned  by  defendant^ 
to  the  extent  that  the  same  is  occupied  by 
said  hallway,  a  servitude  in  favor  of  the 
said  lot  No.  8  and  the  building  thereon 
owned  by  plaintiff  for  the  use  of  said  hall- 
way as  an  entrance  to  said  lot  No.  8,  as 
aforesaid,  which  easement  and  servitude 
passed  to  plaintiff  by  the  conveyance  from 
said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Company  to  him  as  aforesaid.  That  said 
servitude  was  in  effect  at  the  time  of  the 
severance  of  ownership  by  the  conveyanoe 
from  the  said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  In- 
surance Company  to  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid. 
That  the  said  use  of  said  property  was  ap- 
parent, and  defendant,  who  had  occupied 
the  said  property  now  owned  by  him,  as  a 
tenant  for  some  years  before  he  purchased 
the  same,  was  familiar  therewith  and  ac- 
quiesced therein.  That  when  defendant 
purchased  said  lots  Nos.  5,  6,  and  7  from 
the  said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Company  as  hereinbefore  alleged,  he  took 
the  same  subject  to  the  said  easement  and 
in  all  things  fully  recognized  the  same  until 
on  or  about  the  2d  day  of  July,  1908,  when 
defendant,  against  the  protests  of  plaintiff, 
did  forcibly  remove  the  said  fence,  and  did 
erect  a  new  fence,  extending  back  from  the 
said  building,  and  coincident  with  the  west- 
ern line  of  said  hallway,  but  did  leave  an 
<^ning  or  gateway  in  the  said  fence  im- 
mediately next  to  plaintiff's  rear  wall, 
whereby  entrance  to  defendant's  yard  from 
said  hallway  could  be  had.  That  defendant, 
on  the  5th  day  of  September,  1908,  did, 
against  the  protest  of  plaintiff,  close  the 
said  opening  by  nailing  boards  across  the 
same,  whereby  entrance  to  plaintiff^s  land 
from  said  hallway  has  been  completely  cut 
off,  and  refused,  although  requested  so  to 
to  by  plaintiff,  to  remove  the  said  obstruc- 
tion and  allow  plaintiff  and  his  tenants  the 
use  of  said  hallway.  That  defendant 
threatens  to  keep  the  said  fence  dosed  and 
to  wholly  and  forever  deprive  plaintiff  and 
his  family  and  tenants  from  using  the 
said  hallway  as  an  entrance  as  aforesaid." 
Prayer  was  for  a  mandatory  injunction 
upon  defendant  to  remove  said  obstruction. 
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and  to  thereafter  restrain  defendant  from 
obstructing  said  passageway,  or  denying  to 
plaintiff  the  use  thereof. 

The  answer  makes  many  admissions,  and, 
as  it  is  not  long,  had  better  be  made  a  part 
of  the  statement.  Such  answer  reads: 
"Now  comes  the  defendant  in  the  above- 
entitled  cause  and  for  a  return  to  the  order 
to  show  cause  why  an  injunction  should 
not  be  granted  as  prayed  for  in  plaintiff's 
petition,  issued  herein  on  the  8th  day  of 
September,  1908,  states:  (1)  Said  petition 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  against  this  defend- 
ant. (2)  That  petition  ^led  herein  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  entitle  plain- 
tiff to  the  relief  prayed  for  or  for  any  relief 
in  a  court  of  equity.  (3)  And  for  a 
further  return  to  the  order  to  show  cause 
herein  the  defendant  admits  that  plaintiff 
is,  and  at  the  times  in  said  petition  stated 
was,  the  owner  of  the  following  described 
real  estate,  to  wit:  Lots  Nos.  8,  9,  10,  12, 
of  Cope's  subdivision  of  said  city  block  No. 
1,744  in  said  city  and  state,  but  denies  that 
the  same  has  a  frontage  of  140  feet  and  5 
inches  on  the  south  side  of  Salisbury  street, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  states  that  it  has  a 
frontage  of  but  139  feet  and  10  inches  on 
the  south  side  of  said  street.  Defendant 
further  admits  that  the  property  was  ac- 
quired by  purchase  from  the  Connecticut 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company,  and  under 
deed  and  duly  recorded  as  set  out  in  plain- 
tiff's petition.  Defendant  further  admits 
that  he  is,  as  set  out,  the  owner  of  lots 
Nos.  5,  6,  and  7  of  said  city  block  No. 
1,744  and  fronting  79  feet  6}  inches  on 
Salisbury  street,  having  likewise  acquired 
the  same  from  the  said  common  grantor, 
the  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Company,  under  deed  and  duly  recorded  as 
set  out  in  plaintiff's  petition.  Defendant 
further  admits  that  the  said  land  of  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  is  improved  with  a  two- 
story  attached  brick  building,  as  set  out 
in  plaintiff's  petition,  but  denies  that  there 
is  a  hallway  between  said  buildings  of 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  as  set  out  in  plain- 
tiff's petition,  but,  on  the  contrary,  states 
that  whatever  hallway  there  may  be  on  the 
said  property  is  a  hallway  through  de- 
fendant's building,  and  wholly  lying  upon 
defendant's  property,  and  that  plaintiff  has 
no  interest  either  by  deed  or  by  prescrip- 
tion or  by  any  other  title  of  any  nature 
whatever  in  any  such  hallway  or  passage. 
Defendant  further  states  that  for  a  period 
of  more  than  thirty  years  preceding  the 
time  at  which  plaintiff  or  defendant  ac- 
quired title  to  the  above-described  property 
both  tracts  were  owned  by  the  common 
grantor,  the  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  In- 
surance Company,  and  that  any  use  of  said 
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hallway  by  any  tenants  other  than  those  of 
No.  2,516  Salisbury  street,  the  same  being 
defendant's  property,  was  permitted  by  the 
said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Company  for  its  own  benoiit  in  renting 
to  its  tenants,  and  that  during  all  of  said 
period  the  same  was  not  used  adversely  to 
the  said  Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance 
Company.  Defendant  states  that  plaintiff 
holds  title  to  the  above-described  property 
by  virtue  of  a  warranty  deed  of  the  said 
Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany, and  that  said  deed  carriers  with  it 
no  rights  of  any  nature  whatever  in  de- 
fendant's property,  and  that  defendant's 
property  is  likewise  secured  from  the  said 
Connecticut  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany by  a  warranty  deed  in  fee  simple, 
without  any  easement  of  any  nature  what- 
ever in  favor  of  plaintiff's  property  or  any 
other  property.  Defendant  further  states 
that  in  any  use  of  the  aforesaid  hallway  by 
plaintiff  that  plaintiff  has  been  a  trespasser 
upon  defendant's  property,  and  that  said 
trespassing  has  become  so  frequent  and  of 
such  a  nature  as  to  annoy  defendant  and  to 
constitute  itself  a  nuisance;  wherefore  de- 
fendant closed  said  passageway;  and  for 
the  further  reason  that  defendant  desired 
to  prevent  plaintiff  from  acquiring  a  pre- 
scriptive right  over  defendant's  property. 
Defendant  further  denies  that  said  hallway 
was  plaintiff's  only  entrance  to  Salisbury 
street,  but  on  the  contrary  alleges  that 
plaintiff  has  another  and  better  entrance 
to  Salisbury  street  through  lot  No.  9  of  his 
own  property  to  the  same  building.  De- 
fendant denies  each  and  every  allegation  in 
said  petition  contained.  Wherefore  defend- 
ant, having  made  full  return  to  the  order  to 
show  cause  herein,  asks  to  be  discharged 
with  his  costs." 

Reply  was  general  denial.  Upon  a  hear- 
ing judgment  went  for  plaintiff,  and  the 
defendant  has  appealed.  The  evidence  will 
be  adverted  to  in  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion. 

Messrs.  Avgust  Walz,  Jr.,  and  W.  G. 
Carpenter,  for  appellant: 

There  must  be  if  not  a  "strict  necessity" 
to  support  the  easement,  at  least  a  "reason- 
able necessity." 

Barrett  v.  Bell,  82  Mo.  110,  52  Am.  Rep. 
361;  Mulrooney  v.  Obear,  171  Mo.  613,  71 
S.  W.  1019;  Vossen  v.  Dautel,  116  Mo.  379, 
22  S.  W.  734;  Peters  v.  Worth,  164  Mo. 
431,  64  S.  W.  490;  Tiedeman,  Real  Prop. 
3d  ed.  §  432;  Whiting  v.  Gaylord,  66 
Conn.  337,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  34  Atl.  85; 
Mosher  v.  Hibbs,  24  Ohio  C.  C.  375;  Goodall 
V.  Godfrey,  63  Vt.  219,  38  Am.  Rep.  671; 
Seidel  v.  Bloesftr,  77  Mo.  App.  180;  Brakely 
V.  Sharp,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  9;  Webber  v.  Miller, 
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9  Ohio  C.  C.  674,  4  Ohio  C.  D.  483;  Miller 
V.  Uoeschler,  126  Wis.  263,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
327,  105  N.  W.  790;  Buss  v.  Dyer,  125 
Mass.  287;  Adams  v.  Marshall,  138  Mass. 
228,  52  Am.  %p.  271. 

The  "necessity''  must  be  a  real  necessity, 
no^  a  mere  convenience. 

Field  V.  Mark,  125  Mo.  502,  28  S.  W. 
1004;  VoBsen  ▼.  Dautel,  116  Mo.  385,  22 
8.  W.  734;  Paine  v.  Chandler,  134  N.  Y. 
385,  19  L.R.A.  99,  32  N.  £.  18;  Hyde  v. 
Jamaica,  27  Vt.  460;  Valley  Falls  Co.  ▼. 
Dolan,  9^  R.  I.  495;  Hall  v.  Austin,  20 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  63,  48  8.  W.  53;  Ward  v. 
Robertson,  77  Iowa,  159,  41  K.  W.  603; 
Allen  V.  Kincaid,  11  Me.  156;  Bums  v. 
Gallagher,  62  Md.  462;  Murray  v.  Ealy, 
—  Tenn.  — ,  57  8.  W.  412  j  Washb.  Ease- 
ments, 107,  4th  ed.  §  3,  pp.  42,  95,  3d  ed. 
235,  4th  ed.  260;  Jones,  Easements,  §§  315, 
317;  Schmidt  v.  Quinn,  136  Mass.  575. 

The  easement  must  be  long-continued,  ob- 
vious, and  permanent. 

Adams's  Appeal,  7  W.  N.  C.  86;  Francies's 
Appeal,  96  Pa.  200;  Reiners  v.  Young,  109 
N.  Y.  648,  16  N.  E.  368,  reversing  38  Hun, 
335;  Kelly  v.  Dunning,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  62,  10 
Atl.  276;  Jobling  v.  Tuttle,  75  Kan.  351, 
9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  900,  89  Pac.  699;  Marshall 
Ice  Co.  v.  La  Plant,  136  Iowa,  621,  12 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1073,   111  N.  W.  1016. 

Messrs.  Walther  &  Muench  for  respond- 
ent. 

Graves,  P.  J.,  delivered  the.  opinion  of 
the  court: 

As  will  be  observed  by  the  pleadings, 
many  of  the  facts  are  admitted.  The  pas- 
sageway or  hallway  in  dispute  is  on  Ja- 
blonsky's  property.  No  contention  is  made 
to  the  contrary.  The  contention  of  the 
parties  can  at  once  be  seen  by  short  ex- 
cerpts from  statements  of  counsel  in  their 
briefs.  Defendant's  counsel  thus  outlines 
the  case:  "We  have  nothing  to  do  in  this 
case  with  easements  by  prescription,  or 
adverse  user;  nor  with  easements  by  grant; 
nor  with  easements  made  absolutely  neces- 
sary by  reason  of  no  other  access  to  the 
property.  On  the  contraryy  plaintiff  claims 
an  easement  by  reason  of  an  alleged  open^ 
apparent^  permanent  way  constructed  by 
a  common  grantor,  imrposing  upon  one  part 
of  his  property  a  burden  in  favor  of  an- 
other,  which  alleged  open,  apparent,  and 
permanent  way  plaintiff  claims  has  passed 
to  him  by  a  deed  of  the  dominant  property, 
setting  forth  the  dominant  property .  by 
metes  and  bounds,  not  including  the  way. 
The  property  claimed  to  be  servient  in  this 
case  was  subsequently  conveyed  to  defend- 
ant without  mentioning  the  easement,  and 
this  action  has  been  commenced  against  de- 
fendant to  enjoin  defendant  from  shutting 
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off  plaintiff  from  passing  over  the  way 
claimed."  We  have  italicized  the  portion 
which  states  the  case  at  bar. 

Counsel  for  plaintiff  concedes  this  to  be 
a  correct  outline  of  the  contention.  He 
says:  "As  the  appellant  properly  states, 
the  easement  claimed  here  was  not  strictly 
one  of  necessity,  but  rather  one  rising  from 
implication,  because  of  the  location  and  use 
of  the  hallway  in  controversy  with  reference 
to  the  various  parts  of  the  continuous  row 
of  buildings  fronting  on  Salisbury  street, 
owned,  respectively,  by  the  appellant  and 
respondent,  and  which  had  been,  previous  to 
the  a<^qui8ition  fit  the  property  by  them, 
owned  altogether  by  the  Connecticut  Mu- 
tual Life  Insurance  Company.  For  this 
reason  the  exact  situation  and  use  of  the 
various  parts  of  the  property  before  the 
present  controversy  arose  is  of  the  greatest 
importance."  Further  on,  the  same  counsel 
says:  "It  is  not  claimed  by  us  that,  where 
there  had  been  no  prior  usage,  the  easement 
would  attach  in  favor  of  one  part  of  prop- 
erty, sold  by  a  common  owner,  as  against 
another  part,  sold  to  some  other  person,  un- 
less there  was  an  absolute  necessity  for 
such  easement.  We  do  claim,  however, 
that  where,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  one  part 
of  the  common  property  has  been  subject 
for  a  long  time  to  a  benefit  or  privilege  en- 
joyed by  the  occupants  of  another  part,  and 
the  whole  property  has  been  so  improved  as 
to  indicate  clearly  that  one  part  was  to 
remain  permanently  subject  to  such  benefit 
or  privilege,  this  benefit  or  privilege  be- 
comes appurtenant  to  the  part  enjoying  it 
and  passes  to  a  purchaser  thereof,  whether 
actually  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  or 
not." 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  floor  of 
the  second  story  of  Jablonsky's  house  ex- 
tends over  this  hallway;  the  joists  resting 
in  the  east  wall  of  plaintiff's  building.  It 
also  shows  that  originally  a  fence  was  run 
from  the  east  side  of  this  passageway  to  or 
toward  the  alleyway  in  the  rear  of  all  this 
property;  that  through  this  fence  was  a 
gateway  by  which  entrance  could  be  made 
to  the  rear  of  Jablonsky's  property;  that 
there  were  two  or  more  sheds  on  the  rear 
of  Jablonsky's  property  which  were  reached 
by  going  through  this  alleyway  and  the 
gate  in  this  fence;  that  Bussmeyer  had 
these  sheds  rented  for  some  years,  and  he 
and  his  tenants  thus  used  this  alleyway 
and  this  gate.  The  evidence  also  shows 
that  this  alleyway  was  used  by  Bussmeyer's 
tenants  in  coming  from  Salisbury  street 
to  the  rear  of  the  house  on  his  said  lot  8. 
This  use,  both  as  to  the  Bussmeyer  prop- 
erty and  the  Jablonsky  property,  had  con- 
tinued for  about  thirty  years.  Under  the 
evidence   there    is   no   dispute    that   Buss- 
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meyer  can  reach  his  property  through  the 
alley  in  the  rear.  The  property  we  speak 
of  is  an  "L"  to  the  building  fronting '  on 
Salisbury  street.  There  is  no  question  that 
the  property  can  likewise  be  reached  from 
Salisbury  street  by  passing  over  lot  9, 
which  is  a  part  of  the  Bussmeyer  property. 
This  lot  is  to  the  west  of  the  brick  build- 
ing and  is  vacant.  From  the  evidence  Buss- 
meyer *s  tenants  using  the  rear  portion  of 
his  house  sometimes  entered  in  this  way. 
There  were  three  doors  on  the  west  side 
of  the  Bussmeyer  building  which  opened 
out  toward  lot  9,  which  lot  was  vacant  from 
Salisbury  street  on  the  north  to  the  alley- 
way in  the  rear  of  all  this  property  on  the 
south. 

In  his  testimony  Bussmeyer  said: 

Mr.  Carpenter :  Along  the  west,  side  of 
this  property,  along  the  west  side  of  your 
property  there.  Now,  how  many  doors  are 
there  along  the  west  side  of  your  building? 

A.  One  door  going  from  my  dining  room 
into  the  lot,  what  I  call  the  lot,  and  then 
there  is  another  door  between  them  two 
houses,  and  then  a  door  from  the  saloon 
out.    That  is  three  doors. 

Q.  Then  you  have  three  entrances  out  of 
your  building  onto  lot  9  on  the  west? 

A.  Yes. 

Q.  And  those  three  entrances  could  be 
used  if  you  wanted  to  open  them? 

A.*  I  can  use  them  only  on  account  of  it 
is  my  own  ground. 

The  last  answer  contains  the  milk  in  the 
cocoanut.  He  and  his  tenants  could  (and 
sometimes  did)  come  from  Salisbury  street 
to  his  property  by  going  over  lot  9.  He 
says  that  this  could  be  done  "only  on  ac- 
count of  it  is  my  ground."  In  other  words, 
he  seeks  to  enforce  an  implied  easement 
over  Jablonsky's  ground  to  keep  from  us- 
ing his  own.  So  that  the  question  of 
necessity  or  even  reasonable  necessity  is 
out  of  the  case,  and,  if  that  is  a  necessary 
element  in  an  implied  easement,  then  plain- 
tiff's case  must  fail.  We  think  the  weight 
of  authority  requires  at  least  a  reasonable 
necessity  to  sustain  an  implied  easement. 
In  other  words,  the  facts  of  this  case  do 
not  bring  it  within  the  generally  accepted 
rule  relating  to  dominant  and  servient 
estates.  The  evidence  is  at  least  lacking 
in  the  element  of  necessity  or  reasonable 
necessity. 

In  14  Cyc.  1168,  the  rule  as  to  necessity 
is  thus  stated:  "All  easements  of  whatever 
class  which  pass  by  implication  or  construc- 
tion of  law  must  not  only  be  reasonably 
necessary  and  apparent,  but  also  permanent 
in  their  character.  A  mere  temporary  pro- 
vision or  arrangement,  made  for  the 
convenience  of  the  entire  estate,  will  not 
constitute  that  degree  of  necessity  and  "per- 
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manency  required  to  burden  the  property 
with  a  continuance  of  the  same  when  divided 
or  separated  by  conveyance  to  different  par- 
ties. Three  things  are  essential  to  the 
creation  of  an  easemerft  in  this  way:  (1) 
A  separation  of  the  title;  (2)  that  before 
the  separation  takes  place  the  use  which 
gives  rise  to  the  easement  shall  have  been 
so  long  continued  and  so  obvious  as  to  show 
that  it  was  meant  to  be  permanent;  and 
(3)  that  the  easement  shall  be  necessary  to 
the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  land  granted 
or  retained."  At  page  1171,  the  same  au-. 
thor  says:  "In  some  cases  it  is  held  that 
easements  will  not  pass  by  implication 
except  in  cases  of  strict  necessity.  But  the 
weight  of  authority  sustains  a  rule  less 
exacting  than  that  of  strict  and  indis- 
pensable necessity,  namely,  that  the  degree' 
of  necessity  is  such  merely  as  renders  the 
easement  necessary  for  the  convenient  and. 
comfortable  enjoyment  of  the  property  as' 
it  existed  when  the  severance  was  made,  not 
that  it  shall  be  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
enjoyment  of  the  estate  granted."  Also 
bearing  upon  the  question,  the  same  au- 
thority, at  page  1173,  thus  speaks:  "No 
implication  of  a  grant  of  a  right  of  way 
can  arise  from  proof  that  the  land  granted 
cannot  be  conveniently  occupied  without 
it.  Its  foundation  rests  in  necessity,  not 
in  convenience.  It  follows  that  a  party 
cannot  have  a  way  of  necessity  through  the 
land  of  another  when  the  necessary  way 
to  the  highway  can  be  obtained  through 
his  own  land,  however  convenient  and  use- 
ful another  way  might  be.  And  the  same 
is  true  where  he  has  a  prescriptive  right  of 
way  left  over  the  land  of  another.  A  way 
of  necessity  is  derived  from  the  law,  and 
depends  solely  on  the  situation  and  bound- 
aries of  the  land  to  which  it  is  claimed  to 
be  appurtenant,  as  they  existed  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance." 

In  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  423, 
the  rule  is  thus  stated:  "In  some  Ameri- 
can jurisdictions,  even  where  the  distinc- 
tion made  by  the  English  cases  between  im- 
plied grants  and  implied  reservations  is 
affirmed,  the  courts  maintain  that  even 
when  the  quasi  dominant  tenement  is  alien- 
ated, the  alienee  cannot  claim  an  easement 
against  the  quasi  servient  tenement  except 
in  a  case  of  strict  necessity.  Other  cases 
state  that  an  easement  by  implied  grant 
can  arise  only  in  cases  of  'real  necessity'  or 
'necessity,'  while  the  great  body  of  au- 
thority is,  as  has  been  stated,  to  the  effect 
that  a  'reasonable  necessity'  is  the  proper 
standard.  In  estimating  the  degree  of  ne- 
cessity as  well  as  the  presence  of  the  other 
requisites  for  an  implied  grant,  much  de- 
pends upon  the  nature  of  the  particular 
easement    involved."      The    English     rule, 
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spoken  of  above,  is  stated  by  the  same  au- 
thority at  page  420,  thus:  "According  to 
the  established  English  doctrine,  which  is 
supported  by  some  of  the  later  American 
authorities,  if  the  ewner  of  both  the  quasi 
dominant  and  quasi  servient  tenements  con- 
veys the  former,  reserving  the  latter,  all 
such  continuous  and  apparent  quasi  ease- 
ments as  are  reasonably  necessary  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  property  granted  pass  to 
the  grantee,  giving  rise  to  easements  by 
implied  grant.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the, 
quasi  servient  tenement  is  granted,  while 
the  quasi  dominant  tenement  is  retained,  no 
easement  is  reserved  by  implication,  unless 
it  is  strictly  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  property  retained.  These  rules  are 
founded  on  the  principle  that  a  grantor 
shall  not  derogate  from  his  own  grant." 

Plaintiff  contends  for  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced in  Too  the  v.  Bryce,  50  N.  J.  £q. 
589,  25  Atl.  182,  wherein  it  is  ar^ed  that 
the  element  of  necessity  is  not  necessary 
in  an  implied  grant  of  an  easement;  that 
the  easement  passes  with  the  dominant 
tenement  as  a  part  of  the  thing  conveyed 
and  without  regard  to  the  element  of  ne- 
cessity. The  chancellor,  in  the  Toothe 
Case,  50  N.  J.  Eq.,  at  page  608,  states  his 
view  in  this  language:  "It  seems  to  me 
that  the  proper  inquiry  in  such  cases  is 
whether  the  apparent  and  continuous  ease- 
ment in  question  forms  a  part  of  the  tene- 
ment, and  is  beneficial  to  and  adds  to  its 
value  for  use,  and  will  continue  to  do  so  in 
the  future.  If  it  is,  then  the  grantee  is, 
upon  plain  principles,  entitled  to  have  it 
continued.  He  is  entitled  to  enjoy  the 
thing  as  it  was  when  he  bought  it,  with 
all  its  apparent  appurtenances,  if  those  ap- 
parent appurtenances  are  apparently  per- 
manent, and  are  useful  and  add  to  its 
value."  The  easement  under  discussion  is 
stated  by  the  chancellor.  He  says:  "The 
complainant  by  his  bill  seeks  to  establish 
and  protect  his  right  to  the  benefit  of  a 
flow  of  water  to  his  premises  from  the 
defendant's  premises,  through  two  several 
pipes  laid  underground  and  forced  up  by 
two  hydraulic  rams,  situate,  with  the 
spring  that  drives  them,  on  the  defendant's 
premises."  The  cases,  as  well  as  the  text- 
books, seem  to  emphasize  the  element  of 
necessity  in  cases  involving  road  or  pas- 
sage ways,  more  than  in  cases  involving 
easements  of  a  different  character.  The 
learned  chancellor  in  the  Toothe  Case,  su- 
pra, undertakes  to  show  that  the  element 
of  necessity  in  implied  easements  through 
grants  had  its  origin  in  the  mistaken  in- 
termingling of  the  necessary  elements  of 
implied  easements  in  cases  where  the  domi- 
nant estate  was  not  sold.  The  opinion  is 
full  of  research  and  has  been  followed  by 
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some  other  cases,  but  is  clearly  not  in  line 
with  the  weight  of  authority. 

In  Whiting  v.  Gay  lord,  66  Conn.  loc.  cit. 

348,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  87,  34  Atl.  88,  An- 
drews, C.  J.,  says :  "The  cases  in  this  coun- 
try which  have  referred  to  Pyer  v.  Carter, 
1  Hurlst.  &  N.  916,  26  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  258, 
5  Week.  Rep.  371,  have,  none  of  them,  so 
far  as  we  can  learn,  ever  followed  it  to  its 
^ull  extent.  The  American  cases  have,  with 
almost  eptire  unanimity,  limited  easements 
by  implied  grant  to  such  as  were  open, 
visible, — such  as  would  be  apparent  to  an 
ordinary  observer, — continuous,  and  neces- 
sary to  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate  granted 
or  retained.  Carbrey  v.  Willis,  7  Allen, 
364,  83  Am.  Dec.  688;  Randall  v.  McLaugh- 
lin, 10  Allen,  366;  Philbrick  v.  Ewing,  97 
Mass.  133;  Lampman  v.  Milks,  21  N.  T. 
505;    Butterworth  v.   Crawford,   46   N.  Y. 

349,  7  Am.  Rep.  352;  Henry  v.  Koch,  80 
Ky.  394,  44  Am.  Rep.  484;  Evans  v.  Dana, 
7  R.  I.  306;  Providence  Tool  Co.  v.  Cor- 
liss Steam  Engine  Co.  9  R.  I.  564;  Dunklee 
V.  Wilton  R.  Co.  24  N.  H.  489;  Warren  v. 
Blake,  54  Me.  276,  89  Am.  Dec.  748;  Janes 
V.  Jenkins,  34  Md.  1,  6  Am.  Rep.  300; 
Ingals  V.  Plamondon,  75  III.  118;  Fetters 
V.  Humphreys,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  263,  s.  c.  19 
N.  J.  Eq.  471;  Denton  v.  Leddell,  23  N.  J. 
Eq.  67;  Parsons  v.  Johnson,  68  N.  Y.  62, 
23  Am.  Rep.  49;  Griffiths  v.  Morrison,  106 
N.  Y.  165,  12  N.  E.  580;  Root  v.  Wad- 
hams,  107  N.  Y.  384,  14  N.  E.  281.  These 
cases  differ  considerably  as  to  the  degree 
of  necessity  which  must  exist  in  order  to 
raise  the  implication  that  the  easement  or 
quasi  easement  passes;  but  they  all  con-  * 
cur  in  the  rule  just  stated,  that  it  must  ' 
be  one  which  is  open,  visible,  and  necessary. 
In  this  state  the  rule  of  construction, 
settled  by  a  series  of  decisions,  is  that 
the  subject-matter  of  a  deed  is  to  be  ascer- 
tained from  its  premises;  that  by  a  deed  of 
land  described  as  such,  nothing  passes  ex- 
cept what  is  fairly  included  in  the  prem- 
ises; that  an  easement  not  naturally  and 
necessarily  belonging  to  the  premises  will 
not  pass." 

The  Massachusetts  court,  in  Buss  v. 
Dyer,  125  Mass.  loc.  cit.  290,  says:  "We 
are  aware  that  it  has  been  held  in  some 
English  cases  that  a  deed  of  premises  car- 
ries the  right  to  continue  to  enjoy,  as 
easements,  all  privileges  or  conveniences 
in  and  upon  adjoining  lands  of  the  grantor, 
which  were  apparent,  and  had  been  used  by 
the  grantor  in  connection  with  the  premises 
before  the  conveyance;  that  the  conveyance 
is  a  conveyance  of  the  premises  'as  they 
are.'  A  leading  case  to  this  effect  is  Pyer 
V.  Carter,  1  Hurlst.  &  N.  916,  26  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  258,  5  Week  Rep.  371.  Similar  doc- 
trine has  been  held  in  New  York.    Lamp- 
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man  t.  Milks,  21  N.  T.  505.  We  do  not 
regard  this  as  a  correct  view  of  the  law. 
It  is  a  well-established  and  familar  rule 
that  deeds  are  to  be  construed  as  meaning 
what  the  language  employed  in  them  im- 
ports, and  that  extrinsic  evidence  may  not 
be  adduoed  to  contradict  or  affect  them. 
And  it  would  seem  that  nothing  could  be 
clearer  in  its  meaning  than  a  deed  of  a 
lot  of  land,  described  by  metes  and  bounds, 
with  covenants  of  warranty  against  en- 
cumbrances. The  great  exception  to  the 
application  of  this  rule  to  the  construc- 
tion of  deeds  is  in  the  case  of  ways  of  neces- 
sity, where,  by  a  fiction  of  law,  there  is 
an  implied  reservation  or  grant  to  meet  a 
8i)eciAl  emergency,  on  grounds  of  public 
IK>]icy,  as  it  has  been  said,  in  order  that 
no  land  should  be  left  inaccessible  for  pur- 
poses of  cultivation.  This  fiction  has  been 
extended  to  cases  of  easements  of  a  differ- 
ent character,  where  the  fact  has  been  es- 
tablished that  the  easement  was  necessary 
to  the  enjoyment  of  the  estate  in  favor  of 
which  it  was  claimed." 

In  Stevens  v.  Orr,  69  Me.  loc.  cit.  324, 
the  court  thus  speaks :  *'Tlie  court  is  of  the 
opinion  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  the  set- 
tled law  of  this  state  that  the  conveyance 
of  a  specified  parcel  of  real  estate,  described 
by  metes  and  bounds,  .will  not  carry  with 
it  a  right  of  way  over  the  grantor's  ad- 
joining land  (although  such  way  may  be 
highly  convenient,  apparent  upon  the  face 
of  the  earth,  and  in  actual  use  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance,  and  the  deed  contains 
the  words  'with  all  the  privileges  and  ap- 
purtenances*), unless  such  way  is  clearly 
necessary  to  the  beneficial  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  state  conveyed.  So  held  in 
Warren  v.  Blake,  54  Me.  276,  89  Am.  Dec. 
748.  And  the  same  rule  was  applied  to  a 
drain  in  Dolliff  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  68 
Me.  173.  We  are  aware  of  the  conflicting 
state  of  the  authorities  upon  this  question. 
We  have  had  occasion  to  examine  them  very 
fully  on  several  occasions  within  the  last 
few  years.  The  leading  cases  are  cited  and 
commented  upon  in  the  case  first  above 
cited  (Warren  v.  Blake),  and  it  cannot  be 
profitable  to  go  over  them  again."  The 
rule  has  been  consistently  followed  in  that 
state.  In  the  later  case  of  Stillwell  v. 
Foster,  80  Me.  333,  14  Atl.  731,  the  sylla- 
bus concisely  states  the  case  and  the  rule, 
and  reads:  ''An  owner  of  a  building,  con- 
taining two  stores  with  partition  wall  be- 
tween them,  and  with  stairs  on  one  side 
leading  to  second  floor,  and  a  door  through 
the  partition  wall  on  second  floor  at  head 
of  the  stairs,  sold  the  store  which  had  no 
stairs,  and  in  the  conveyance  made  the 
center  line  of  the  partition  wall  the  divid- 
ing line.  Held  that  the  conveyance  did  not 
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carry  with  it  a  right  of  way  of  necessity 
over  the  flight  of  stairs."  In  the  course  of 
the  opinion,  the  court  says:  "The  plain- 
tiff claims  title  to  a  right  of  way  over  the 
stairs  by  virtue  of  an  implied  grant  un- 
der the  deed,  Harlow  to  Wheelwright.  He 
cannot  claim  it  as  a  way  of  strict  neces- 
sity, for  his  building  fronts  upon  the  high- 
way, and  he  can  make  a  stairway  upon 
his  own  premises;  but  rather  as  a  way  of 
convenience.  Having  been  so  built  in  the 
beginning  and  so  occupied  both  before  and 
after  the  conveyance  to  Wheelwright,  it  is 
claimed  that  it  has  become  appurtenant  to 
and  so  far  a  part  of  the  premises  as  to 
pass  by  the  deed,  if  not  by  express  grant, 
at  least  by  implication.  But  there  is  no 
obscurity  in  the  language  of  the  deed,  no 
question  as  to  the  precise  premises  covered 
by  it.  The  stairs  are  not  conveyed,  even  if 
considered  a  part  of  the  premises,  and  the 
only  question  is  whether,  under  the  facts, 
a  right  of  way  over  the  stairs  is  conveyed 
by  implication.  In  this  state,  the  rule  is 
now  so  well  established  that  the  test  to  be 
applied  in  such  cases  is  whether  the  way 
is  one  of  strict  necessity,  that  it  is  too  late 
to  change  it.  Nor  do  we  think  it  desirable, 
for  it  seems  to  be  founded  not  only  upon 
a  preponderance  of  authority,  but  upon 
sound  principle.  It  has  the  recommenda- 
tion of  simplicity  and  certainty,  is  easily 
applied,  and  works  no  injustice;  for  the 
purchaser  knows,  or  should  know,  what 
he  is  buying  before  his  deed  is  accepted. 
In  Warren  v.  Blake,  54  Me.  276,  89  Am. 
Dec.  748,  this  precise  question  was  ex- 
haustively examined  and  the  rule  adopted. 
In  Dolliff  V.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Ck).  supra,  and 
in  Stevens  v.  Orr,  69  Me.  323,  the  question 
was  raised  and  the  rule  affirmed." 

In  Bonelli  Bros.  y.  Blakemore,  66  Miss, 
loc  cit.  143^  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  550,  5  So. 
231,  that  court  said:  "The  owner  of  a 
tract  of  land,  a  part  of  which  he  after- 
wards grants  of  another,  has  not,  of  course, 
any  easement  in  any  part  of  his  land  while 
he  owns  the  whole;  he  deals  with  it  as 
owner  and  may  subserve  any  portion  to  the 
use  of  the  other,  and  may  change  the  ar- 
rangement at  his  will;  it  is  only  where 
such  arrangement  is  apparently  permanent 
and  intended  so  to  be,  and  while  so  remain- 
ing the  owner  grants  a  part  of  the  premises, 
that  the  question  of  easement  or  servitude 
can  arise.  The  condition  of  the  whole  when 
the  severance  is  made,  the  nature  of  the 
easement  claimed  to  be  granted  or  re- 
served by  implication,  its  obviousness  and 
continuousness,  are  the  tests  usually  ap- 
plied to  determine  the  existence  or  nonexist- 
ence of  the  grant  or  reservation.  The  rule 
seems  to  be  of  very  general  recognition  that 
an  easement  not  of  strict  necessity  does  not 
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pass   by   implied   grant,   unless   it   be    ap- 
parently  permanent,   obvious,   and   contin- 


uous." 

In  Spaulding  v.  Abbot,  55  N.  H.  loc.  cit. 
426,  the  court  says:  "It  is  an  elementary 
principle  that  whoever  grants  a  thing  is 
supposed  tacity  to  grant  that  without  which 
the  grant  itself  would  be  of  no  effect. 
Broom's  Maxims,  362.  But  this  applies 
only  to  such  things  as  are  incident  to  the 
grant,  and  directly  necessary  for  the  en*- 
joyment  of  the  thing  granted.  Id.  366.  It 
is  implied  that  the  grantor  is  the  owner  of 
such  incidents  as  are  directly  necessary  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  grant,  and  has  it  in 
his  power  to  convey  them.  If  they  are  not 
his  to  convey,  they  cannot,  of  course,  pass 
as  incident  to  the  grant.  The  right  to  the 
use  of  this  aqueduct  is  not  either  indis- 
pensable or  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  premises  conveyed,  and  the  grant  does 
not  become  ineffectual  nor  useless  without 
it.  It  may  be  a  great  convenience  to  have 
it,  and  a  great  inconvenience  to  be  deprived 
of  it;  but  that  can  have  no  legal  effect 
upon  the  construction  of  this  deed. 

The  Indiana  court  has  the  rule  of  "rea- 
sonable necessity."  In  John  Hancock  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Patterson,  103  Ind.  loc.  cit. 
587,  53  Am.  Rep.  650,  2  N.  E.  191,  that 
court  says:  "The  application  of  the  rule 
must  depend  upon  the  nature,  arrangement, 
and  use  of  the  estate,  the  relation  of  the 
parts  to  each  other,  and  the  existing  de- 
gree of  necessity  for  giving  such  construc- 
tion to  the  grant  as  will  give  effect  to  what 
may  be  supposed  to  have  been,  considering 
the  manner  of  the  use,  the  reasonable  in- 
tendment of  the  parties;  the  underlying 
principle  in  such  cases  being  that,  in- 
cluded in  the  grant  of  the  principle,  are  all 
such  privileges  and  appurtenances  as  are 
obviously  incident  and  reasonably  necessary 
to  the  fair  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted, 
substantially  in  the  condition  in  which  it 
is  enjoyed  by  the  grantor,  unless  the  con- 
trary is  provided.' 

To  the  point  is  Valley  Falls  Co.  v.  Dolan, 
9  R.  I.  489.  The  first  syllabus  states  the 
ruling  in  the  case  and  reads:  "A  right  of 
way  of  necessity  is  founded  on  an  implied 
grant,  and  created  by  the  necessity  of  its 
existence  to  .the  enjoyment  of  the  estate 
granted.  Convenience  alone  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  raise  the  implication  of  a  right 
of  way." 

In  Ogden  v.  Jennings,  62  N.  Y.  loc. 
cit.  531,  Allen,  J.,  said:  "Easements  exist 
as  appurtenant  to  a  grant  of  lands,  and  as 
arising  from  implication,  only  by  reason  of 
a  necessity  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the 
property  granted.  Nothing  passes  by  im- 
plication or  as  incident  or  appurtenant  to 
the  lands  granted,  except  such  rights,  privi- 
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leges,  and  easements  as  are  directly  neces- 
sary to  the  proper  enjoyment  of  the  granted 
estate.  Upon  the  grant  of  a  mill,  every 
right  necessary  to  the  full  and  free  enjoy- 
ment of  the  mill  passes  as  incident  to  the 
grant;  and  the  necessity  measures  the  ex- 
tent and  duration  of  the  right.  When  the 
necessity  ceases,  the  rights  resulting  from 
it  cease.  It  must  be  an  actual  and  a 
direct  necessity.  A  mere  convenience  is 
not  sufficient  to  create  or  convey  a  right 
or  easement,  or  impose  burthens  on  lands 
other  than  those  granted,  as  incident  to 
the  grant.  In  all  cases  the  question  of 
necessity  controls." 

In  Hall  V.  Austin,  20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  loc. 
cit.  63,  48  S.  W.  55,  it  is  said:  "We  do 
not  believe  that  there  was  any  error  in  the 
peremptory  instruction  of  the  court  upon 
this  question.  The  doctrine  of  necessity 
means  just  what  it  says.  The  right  to  the 
road  must  arise  by  reason  of  the  absolute 
necessities  of  the  claimant,  and  the  facts 
upon  which  this  right  may  be  made  to  de- 
pend must  establish  that  the  existence  of 
the  road  is  absolutely  necessary  as  a  means 
of  ingress  and  egress  to  the  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises. The  right  cannot  rest  upon  any 
ground  of  convenience.  And  we  believe 
that,  upon  this  issue,  the  most  than  can  be 
said  of  the  evidence  is  that  it  established 
that  it  would  put  the  plaintiffs  to  much 
expense  and  inconvenience  to  establish  a 
road  leading  from  their  premises,  connect- 
ing with  other  public  roads,  that  would  give 
him  an  outlet;  and,  as  said  in  Alley  v.  Car- 
leton,  29  Tex.  78,  94  Am.  Dec.  260:  'A 
way  of  necessity,  however,  must  be  more 
than  one  of  convenience,  for  if  the  owner 
of  the  land  can  use  another  way,  he  cannot 
claim  by  implication  the  right  to  pass  over 
that  of  another  to  get  to  his  own.'" 

The  West  Virginia  court,  in  Standiford  ▼. 
Goudy,  6  W.  Va.  loc.  cit.  367,  thus  tersely 
speaks :  "The  court  in  question,  however, . 
indirectly  alleges  or  indicates  tliat,  while 
Woods  owned  the  two  adjoining  tracts  of 
lands,  he  had,  appendant  to  the  one,  a  way 
over  the  other.  This  is  a  contradiction. 
The  absolute  owner  of  both  tracts  cannot 
have  an  easement  over  the  one  appendant 
or  appurtenant  to  the  other.  Wlien  the 
owner  of  two  tracts  of  land  has  used  a  way 
to  and  from  one,  over  the  other,  no  matter 
how  long,  and  he  grants  the  former  tract 
without  mention  of  any  way,  unless  the 
way  is  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the 
tract  granted,  the  mere  grant  of  the  land 
does  not  create  or  confer  a  way  appendant, 
appurtenant,  or  in  gross." 

Washburn  on  Easements  &  Servitudes, 
4th  ed.  p.  107,  thus  states  the  rule:  "It 
is  generally  held  that  an  easement,  in  order 
to  pass  by  implied  grant,  must  be  not  only 
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apparent  and  continuous,  but  also  neces- 
sary to  the  reasonable  use  and  enjoyment 
of  the  granted  premises.  The  test  of  such 
necessity  is  held  to  be  the  question  whether 
the  grantee  might,  at  a  reasonable  expense, 
procure  for  himself  an  enjoyment  of  a  simi- 
lar easement.  In  some  cases  the  question 
of  necessity  seems  to  be  overlooked,  and 
the  main  stress  put  upon  the  question 
whether  the  arrangement  of  dominant  and 
servient  tenements  is  such  as.  to  show  that 
at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  parties  intended 
to  transfer  the  easement  in  question." 

To  summarize  the  cases,  we  at  least  have 
the  rule  of  ''reasonable  necessity."  So  that 
from  the  greater  number  of  the  cases  out- 
side of  Missouri  "reasonable  necessity"  at 
least  is  an  element  in  an  implied  ease- 
ment by  grant.  But  we  are  not  without 
some  rulings  in  this  state.  Our  coses  we 
take  next.  We  should  remember  that  we 
are  dealing  with  a  case  wherein  the  ease- 
ment in  question  i^  a  right  of  way  over 
the  property  of  another;  that  in  such  cases 
the  question  of  reasonable  necessity  should 
plainly  appear. 

In  the  case  of  Barrett  v.  Bell,  82  Mo.  loc. 
cit.  114,  52  Am.  Rep.  361,  this  court  adopt- 
ed the  rule  announced  in  Ogden  v.  Jennings, 
62  N.  Y.  526.  We  there  said :  "In  a  well- 
considered  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  of 
New  York,  it  was  said:  'Easements  exist 
as  appurtenant  to  a  grant  of  lands,  and  as 
a]:ising  by  implication,  only  by  reason  of 
a  necessity  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the 
prcfperty  granted.  Nothing  passes  by  impli- 
cation, or  as  incident  or  appurtenant  to  the 
lands  granted,  except  such  rights,  privileges, 
and  easements  as  are  directly  necessary  to 
the  proper  enjoyment  of  the  granted  es- 
tate. Upon  the  grant  of  a  mill,  every  right 
necessary  to  the  full  and  free  enjoyment  of 
the  mill  passes  as  incident  to  the  grant; 
and  the  necessity  measures  the  extent  and 
duration  of  the  right.  .  .  .  When  the 
necessity  ceases,  the  rights  resulting  from 
it  cease.  A  mere  convenience  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  create  or  convey  a  right  or  ease- 
ment, or  impose  burthens  on  lands  other 
than  those  granted,  as  incident  to  the  grant. 
In  all  cases  the  question  of  necessity  con- 
trols.' Ogden  V.  Jennings,  62  N.  Y.  626, 
531,  532,  and  cases  cited.  In  a  valuable 
work  on  Landlord  k  Tenant,  the  following 
is  deduced  as  the  rule:  'The  true  test  as 
to  whether  a  thing  is  an  incident  or  appur- 
tenance seems  to  be  the  propriety  of  re- 
lation between  the  principal  and  adjunct, 
which  is  to  be  ascertained  by  considering 
whether  they  agree  in  nature  and  quality, 
so  as  to  be  capable  of  union  without  in- 
congruity, and  is  actually  and  directly  nec- 
essary to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  prop- 
erty.' Wood,  Land.  &  T.  §  213,  pp.  310, 
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311,  and  note  on  page  312.  As  the  evidence 
in  this  case  does  not  show  the  use  of  the 
kettle  was  a  'necessity,'  this  fact  deprives 
such  use  of  the  chief  attributes  of  an  ap- 
purtenance. 'It  was  a  matter  of  ease  and 
convenience  only,'  which,  having  arisen  by 
mere  consent  of  the  parties,  could  be  de- 
stroyed by  withdrawing  that  consent  at 
any  time." 

We  again  indorse  the  doctrine  of  the  Og- 
den Case,  supra,  in  the  later  case  of  Mul- 
rooney  v.  Obear,  171  Mo.  loc.  cit.  619,  71 
S.  W.  1021,  whereat  this  court  said: 
"While  the  doctrine  is  broadly  stated  that 
'the  grant  of  a  thing  will  include  w^hatever 
the  grantor  has  power  to  convey,  which  is 
reasonably  necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of 
the  thing  granted,'  it  is  not  always  easy 
to  determine  in  a  given  case  whether  the 
thing  under  consideration  is  appurtenant 
or  not.  This  court,  in  Barrett  v.  Bell,  82 
Mo.  loc  cit.  114,  52  Am.  Rep.  361,  quoted 
with  approval  the  decision  of  the  court  of 
appeals  of  New  York  in  Ogden  v.  Jennings, 
supra,  in  which  it  is  said:  'Easements 
exist  as  appurtenant  to  a  grant  of  lands, 
and  as  arising  by  implication,  only  by  rea- 
son of  a  necessity  to  the  full  enjoyment  of 
the  property  granted.  Nothing  passes  by 
implication  or  as  incident  or  appurtenant 
to  the  lands  granted,  except  such  ■  rights, 
privileges,  and  easements  as  are  directly 
necessary  to  the  proper  enjoyment  of  the 
granted  estate.  ...  a  mere  convenience 
is  not  sufficient  to  create  or  convey  a  right 
or  easement,  or  impose  burthens  on  lands 
other  than  those  granted,  as  incident  to 
the  grant.  In  all  cases  the  question  of 
necessity  controls.' " 

In  Fields  v.  Mark,  125  Mo.  loc.  cit.  515, 
28  S.  W.  1007,  this  court  thus  speaks: 
"Samuel  Wilson  conveyed  each  of  these 
three  20-foot  lots  facing  on  Laurel  street 
by  metes  and  bounds,  but  makes  no  refer- 
ence to  any  alley  on  the  west.  It  must, 
then,  in  the  outset  be  conceded  that  plain- 
tiffs right  to  this  strip  as  an  alley  does 
not  arise  out  of  an  express  grant,  or  by 
necessary  implication  from  the  recitals  in 
the  deeds  under  which  he  claims.  Nor  do 
we  think  plaintiff .  can  seriously  claim  that 
he  is  entitled  to  this  alley  as  a  way  of 
necessity,  which  is  itself  an  implication 
from  the  grant.  That  it  would  be  a  great 
convenience  to  these  lots  of  plaintiff  to 
have  an  alley  in  the  rear  is  apparent,  but 
it  can  hardly  be  said  to  be  a  necessity. 
Certainly  it  is  not  a  necessity  to  the  black- 
smith shop.  This  20  feet  has  a  street  in 
front  and  alley  along  its  whole  southern 
side,  and  the  other  two  lots  abut  on  the 
east  on  Laurel  street.  It  is  not  enough 
that  this  alley  would  be  even  a  great  con- 
'  venience;  in  the  situation  of  this  property, 
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it  is  not,   in  the   legal   sense,   a  way   of 
necessity." 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  conveyance  in 
this  case  is  by  metes  and  bounds  and  by 
platted  lots,  which  is  the  same  in  legal 
effect.  Discussing  the  difference  between 
conveyances  by  metes  and  bounds  and  con- 
veyances of  a  different  character,  in  the 
case  of  Warren  v.  Blake,  54  Me.  loc.  cit. 
286,  89  Am.  Dec.  748,  the  court  said:  "It 
is  well  settled  that  an  easement  or  right 
to  use  or  occupy  land,  not  within  the  lines 
.  given  in  a  deed,  may  be  claimed  and  held  as 
a  right,  when  the  fee  of  the  land  does  not 
pass.  The  question  is:  When  and  how 
far  does  that  right  become  vested  under 
such  a  deed?  A  distinction  is  made  be- 
tween a  deed  conyeying  in  terms  a  particu- 
lar house,  or  messuage,  or  farm,  known  by 
a  certain  name,  without  defined  limits, 
and  a  deed  conveying  a  specific  piece  of 
land,  carved  out  of  a  larger  piece,  held  by 
the  grantors,  and  exactly  described  by  metes 
and  bounds.  In  the  former  case,  where  the 
grant  is  by  name,  and  not  bounds,  many 
things  will  pass  which  have  been  used  with 
the  principal  thing,  as  parcel  of  the  granted 
premises,  which  would  not  pass  under  a 
grant  of  a  piece  of  land  by  metes  and 
bounds. 

In  Grant  v.  Chase,  17  Mass.  443,  loc.  cit. 
446,  9  Am.  Dec.  161,  it  is  said:  "This  is 
a  conveyance  of  a  specific  piece  of  land, 
carved'  out  of  a  larger  piece  held  by  the 
grantor  and  described  by  metes  and  bounds. 
In  such  a  case  nothing  could  pass  as  parcel 
of  the  granted  premises,  but  what  is  in- 
cluded within  the  boundaries  expressed  in 
the  deed." 

Both  of  these  cases  and  the  doctrine 
thereof  are  cited  with  approval  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Field  v.  Mark,  125  Mo.  loc. 
cit.  615,  28  S.  W.  1004. 

In  the  case  at  bar  we  cannot  hold  that 
the  right  of  way  in  question  is  one  even  of 
reasonable  necessity.  Lot  8  runs  through 
from  Salisbury  street  on  the  north  to  an 
open  alley  of  15  feet  width  on  the  south. 
Lot  8  therefore  touches  two  public  thorough- 
fares of  the  city.  This  alley  way  of  15 
feet  runs  east  and  west  through  the  entire 
block.  In  addition  to  this,  all  this  prop- 
erty on  the  rear  of  lot  8  can  be  and  is 
reached  over  lot  9,  a  vacant  lot,  which  lot 
9  is  a  part  of  the  property  conveyed  to 
plaintiff  by  the  insurance  company.  Then, 
further,  this .  passageway  in  dispute  was, 
in  the  first  instance,  constructed  for  use 
in  connection  with  lot  7  as  much  as  it  was 
for  lot  8.  It  was  so  used  for  these  years. 
It  was  a  matter  of  convenience,  not  neces- 
sity or  reasonable  necessity  to  either.  The 
rear  ends  of  both  lots  were  touched  by  this 
15-foot  alley. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Whether  the  rule  be  one  of  absolute  neces- 
sity makes  no  difference  under  the  facts  of 
this  case.  It  is  apparent  that  the  plaintiff 
is  seeking  to  hold  this  passageway  in  order 
to  keep  from  establishing  one  over  lot  9  of 
his  own  property. 

To  our  mind  the  evidence  fails  to  make 
a  case  of  an  implied  easement,  and  the  judg- 
ment is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with 
directions  to  the  trial  court  to  enter  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant. 

All  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  Mardi  89, 
1912. 


NORTH  OAROIilNA  SUPREME 
COURT. 

MRS.  LOU  FULGHUM  et  al.,  Appt., 

V. 

ATLANTIC    COAST   LINE   RAILROAD 

COMPANY. 

(158  N.  C.  555,  74  S.  E.  584.) 

Carrier  —  obstrnctlon  in  exit  —  flag  sta- 
tion. 

1.  A  railroad  company  is  not  negligent  in 
placing,  in  the  daytime,  a  few  ties  necessary 
for  repairing  its  tracks  along  the  path  be- 
tween the  car  exit  and  the  highway  at  a 
flag  station.        *  * 

Same  —  stepping  on  Ue  —  contributory 
nesllgence. 

2.  A  passenger,  in  attempting  to  reach 
the  highway  from  a  car  exit  along  a  path 
upon  which  ties  have  been  placed  for  re- 
pair purposes,  is  negligent  in  stepping  upon 
one  which  is  wet  and  slippery,. and  is  lying 
in  an  inclined  position,  when  he  might  have 
stepped  over  it,  or  gone  around  it  in  safety, 
and  cannot  therefore  hold  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  a  resulting  injury. 

(Clark,  Ch.  J.,  and  Hoke,  J.,  dissent.) 

(April  10,  1912.) 


Note.  ^  Duty  of  carrier  as  to  contUHon 
of  place  used  as  Hag  sUUiotin 

As  to  the  duty  of  interurban  roads  with 
respect  to  accommodations  for  boarding  or 
leaving  cars  at  country  crossings,  see  Mc- 
Govern  v.  Interurban  R.  Co.  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  476,  and  note. 

The  duty  of  a  street  railway  as  to  the 
condition  of  approaches  to  cars  is  discussed 
in  a  note  appended  to  Messenger  v.  Valley 
City  Street  &  I.  R.  Co.  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  881. 

(Jenerally,  as  to  the  degree  of  care  re- 
quired toward  a  passenger  at  a  station,  see 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Woods,  38 
L.RJL(N.S.)  855,  and  note. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Johnston 
Lounty  granting  a  nonsuit  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Frederick  H.  Brooks  and  Ay- 
oock  A  Winston,  for  appellants: 

Defendant  is  guilty  of  negligence  per  ae 
in  failing  to  provide  a  suitable  place  for 
passengers  to  board  and  alight  from  its 
trains  at  said  station. 

Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Buck,  96  Ind. 
846,  49  Am.  Rep.  168;  Louisville,  N.  A.  & 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Lucas,  119  Ind.  583,  6  L.R.A. 
193,  21  N.  E.  968;  Roberts  v.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  165  N.  C.  84,  70  S.  E. 
1080;  White,  Personal  Injuries  on  Rail- 
roads, §  619;  Moses  v.  Louisville,  N.  O.  ^ 
T.  R.  Co.  39  La.  Am.  649,  4  Am.  St.  Rep. 
231,  2  So.  567;  Rearden  v.  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  216  Mo.  105,  114  S.  W.  961; 
Arkansas  Midland  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  96 
Ark.  32,  130  S.  W.  636;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.   Caldwell,  93   Ark.   286,   124   S.   W. 


1034;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Can- 
trell,  37  Ark.  619,  40  Am.  Rep.  106;  Mem- 
phis &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Whitfield,  44  Miss.  466, 
7  Am.  Rep.  699;  Hulbert  v.  New  York  C. 
R.  Co.  40  N.  Y.  146;  Credle  v.  Norfolk 
k  S.  R.  Co.  161  N.  C.  60,  65  S.  E.  604; 
Skow  V.  Green  Bay  &  W.  R.  Co.  141  Wis. 
21,  123  N.  W.  138. 

It  was  incumbent  upon  the  railroad  to 
keep  the  space  which  it  required  its  pas- 
sengers to  use  as  a  walk  way  clear  of  ob- 
structions; that  is,  clear  of  large  and  dan- 
gerous obstructions  like  cross-ties,  especial- 
ly considering  that  the  passengers  are  often 
women,  children,  and  delicate  persons. 

Roberts  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co. 
166  N.  C.  84,  70  S.  E.  1080;  Cleveland,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Reese,  93  111.  App. 
662;  Ayres  v.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
168  N.  Y.  257,  63  N.  E.  22;  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  §  936;  Talbert  v.  Charleston  &,  W. 
C.  R.  Co.  72  S.  C.  137,  61  S.  E.  664;  Hin- 
shaw  V.  Raleigh  &  A.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  118 
N.  C.  1047,  24  S.  E.  426. 

Messrs.  Abell  A  Ward  for  appellee. 


There  are  but  few  cases  which  make  any 
distinction  as  to  the  duty  of  a  carrier  with 
reference  to  the  condition  of  stations,  on  the 
ground  that  the  place  involved  was  a  fiag 
station. 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams, 
21  Tex.  Civ.  App.  469,  61  S.  W,  663,  it  was 
held  that  th^  railroad  company  could  not 
escape  liability  for  injury  to  plaintiff  due 
to  failure  to  have  its  depot  platform  lighted, 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  abandoned  the 
station  at  that  place,  the  court  saying: 
"The  onlv  difference  between  this  and  any 
other  railway  station  is  the  fact  that  it  has 
no  agent  there,  and  does  not  keep  the  depot 
building  open  nor  sell  tickets  tliere.  How- 
ever, it  treats  it  as  a  station  itself,  and  in- 
vites the  public  to  so  regard  it,  by  selling 
tickets  to  it,  by  stopping  its  passenger 
trains,  and  permitting  the  traveling  public 
to  get  on  and  off  thereat.'' 

And  in  Pineus  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R. 
Co.  140  N.  C.  450,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  856,  53 
S.  £.  297,  where  plaintiff  was  injured  at  a 
flag  station  by  stepping  into  a  hole  in  the 
platform,  the  court  says:  "It  matters  not 
whether  Sharpsburg  was  a  regular  or  a  flag 
station,  the  defendant  owed  plaintiff  the 
duty  to  provide  a  safe  platform,  especially 
as  plaintff  entered  on  it  at  invitation  of  de- 
fendant's agent  for  a  legitimate  purpose." 

But  in  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Stacy,  68 
Miss.  463,  9  So.  349,  it  was  held  that  the 
railroad  company  was  not  liable  for  injury 
received  by  plaintiff  in  getting  her  feet  wet 
because  no  place  was  provided  for  her  to 
alight,  the  place  where  she  alighted  being 
merely  a  flag  station,  without  depot  or  ac- 
commodations for  passengers,  where  people 
were  allowed  to  get  on  and  off  the  train 
when  stopped  there. 

And  in  Burke  v.  British  Columbia  Elec- 
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trie  R.  Co.  7  B.  C.  86,  where  plaintiff  was 
injured  while  using  a  platform  constructed 
by  a  third  party,  at  a  place  not  a  regular 
stop,  at  which  the  car  was  stopped  for  her 
convenience,  the  court,  in  denying  the  right 
of  plaintiff  to  recover,  said:  "I  am  of  opin- 
ion that  the  effect  of  the  custom  of  stopping 
at  the  places  referred  to,  in  the  manner  and 
under  the  conditions  stated,  is  merely  to 
give  to  a  passenger  lawfully  traveling  the 
privilege  of  using  the  right  of  way  in  the 
ordinary  condition  in  which  it  may  be,  and 
subject  to  the  company's  ordinary  right  to 
use  it,  that  he  may  pass  along  it  to  the  pub- 
lic highway  or  other  place  where  he  may  be 
going,  und  not  that  there  is  any  implied 
agreement  on  the  part  of  the  company  to  al- 
ter the  condition  or  vary  its  use  of  the  line 
because  of  the  privilege." 

The  courts  sometimes  recognize  the  size 
and  importance  of  a  station  as  factors  in  de- 
termining the  precautions  which  must  be 
taken  for  the  safety  of  persons  using  it, 
without  reference  to  whether  it  is  a  flag  or 
regular  station. 

Thus,  in  Abbot  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  46  Or. 
549,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  851,  114  Am.  St.  Rep. 
885,  80  Pac.  1012,  7  Ann.  Cas.  961,  the  court 
says  that  what  constitutes  a  reasonable 
time  during  which  such  premises  must  be 
kept  lighted  is  determined  by  the  circum- 
stances of  each  particular  case,  depending 
upon  the  size  and  importance  of  the  station, 
and  the  number  of  persons  who  lawfully 
visit  it  at  night  for  the  purpose  of  transact- 
ing business  with  the  company. 

And  in  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Marsh- 
all, 71  Kan.  866,  81  Pac.  169,  the  court 
recognizes  that  the  degree  of  illumination  of 
station  premises  required  is  dependent  upon 
the  character  and  extent  of  the  business 
transacted  there.  R.  L.  S. 
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Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  offered  no  evidence,  and 
the  following  is  an  accurate  statement  of 
that  offered  by  plaintiff: 

Plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  defendant's 
train  on  the  morning  of  January  29,  1909, 
and  left  the  train  at  Bagley,  North  Caro- 
lina, a  flag  station  at  which  there  was  no 
regular  depot,  station  house,  or  platform. 
Passengers  alighted  generally  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  public  crossing.  The  conductor 
helped  the  plaintiff  off  the  car,  and  placed 
her  safely  on  the  ground  about  60  feet 
north  of  the  crossing  on  the  right  side  of 
the  track  going  north,  from  which  point 
she  started  towards  the  crossing.  There 
were  several  cross-ties  distributed  along 
the  right  of  way  for  use  in  repairing  the 
road  between  the  point  where  she  alighted 
and  the  crossing.  The  plaintiff  stepped  on 
one  of  the  cross-ties,  her  foot  slipped  on 
the  tie,  and  threw  her  ankle  out  of  joint. 
Plaintiff  testifies  she  knew  that  the  tie  siib 
stepped  upon  was  "wet,  muddy,  and  slip> 
pery,  and  one  end  in  the  ditch  and  the  other 
end  towards  the  railroad,  and  the  end  to- 
wards the  railroad  was  higher."  Plain- 
tiff says  she  stepped  on  the  tie  because  she 
thought  it  safer  to  step  on  it  than  over  it. 
Plaintiff  admits  she  could  easily  have 
stepped  over  it,  and  further  admits  that 
she  could  have  walked  around  this  cross- 
tie  without  stepping  on  or  over  it.  The 
other  testimony  is  that  of  two  witnesses 
introduced  by  the  plaintiff,  which  tends  to 
prove  that  the  nearest  end  of  the  cross- tie 
was  6  or  6  feet  from  the  car,  and  that 
there  was  ample  room  for  the  plaintiff 
to  pass  around  it.  The  defendant  offered 
no  evidence,  and  moved  to  nonsuit,  which 
motion  was  granted. 

Upon  a  review  of  these  undisputed  facts, 
we  conclude  that  his  Honor  properly  sus- 
tained the  motion  to  nonsuit,  first,  because 
there  is  no  evidence  of  negligence;  second, 
because  the  plaintiff's  own  negligence  was 
the   immediate   cause   of   her   injury. 

1.  Bagley  is  a  flag  station,  having  no 
depot  nor  station  platform  of  any  kind. 
Passengers  are  taken  on  the  train  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  crossing.  The  defendant, 
for  purposes  of  repairing  its  track,  had 
placed  a  few  cross- ties  at  intervals  along 
its  right  of  way.  The  exact  number  does 
not  appear.  Plaintiff  says  several;  while 
one  of  her  witnesses  says  there  was  only 
one  tie  between  where  she  alighted  and 
the  crossing.  All  the  evidence  shows  there 
was  a  space,  or  pass  way,  5  or  6  feet  wide 
between  the  end  of  the  ties  nearest  the 
railroad  track  and  the  cars.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  evidence  to  indicate  that  plain- 
tiff could  not  have  walked  around  the  ties 
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with  perfect  safety.  This  occurrence  did 
not  ^happen  in  a  town  or  city,  where  a 
regular  station  is  kept,  but  at  a  flag  sta- 
tion, where  there  was  no  depot  or  platform 
required  by  law.  We  recognize  fully  the 
duty  of  a  common  carrier  to  provide  safe 
means  of  access  to  and  from  its  stations 
for  the  use  of  passengers  (1  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  §  51),  but  what  may  be  considered  a 
reasonably  safe  exit  under  conditions  exist- 
ing at  Bagley  would  not  be  so  regarded  in 
populous  towns  and  cities.  We  are  not 
prepared  to  hold  that  it  was  negligence  up 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  lay  a  few 
cross-ties  under  such  conditions  at  inter- 
vals along  its  right  of  way,  for  the  ^r- 
pose  of  repairing  its  track,  where  they  were 
in  plain  ^iew  of  the  passengers  in  broad 
daylight,  and  not  in  the  least  dangerous 
to  a  person  exercising  ordinary  care. 

2.  It  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that, 
where  the  plaintiff's  own  evidence  discloses 
such  contributory  negligence  as  bars  recov- 
ery, a  motion  to  nonsuit  should  be  sus- 
tained. We  think  that  is  the  case  here. 
The  plaintiff  was  assisted  from  the  car  by 
the  conductor  and  landed  in  a  place  of  safe- 
ty only  .60  feet  from  the  public  crossing. 
It  was  broad  light.  She  started  towards 
the  crossing.  She  admits  that  she  saw  the 
cross-tie  before  her.  It  was  in  an  inclined 
position,  one  end  elevated  some,  and  the 
other  in  a  ditch.  She  admits  that  she  saw 
that  it  was  muddy  and  slippery  on  top. 
She  further  states  that  she  could  have 
easily  walked  around  it,  or  have  stepped 
over  it.  In  fact,  a  ten-year-old  child  could 
have  stepped  over  it.  Instead  of  taking 
the  obviously  safe  course  that  the  most  or- 
dinary prudence  would  have  dictated,  and 
either  stepping  over  or  walking  around  it, 
the  plaintiff,  with  full  knowledge  of  its 
Condition,  stepped  upon  the  inclined  tie, 
muddy  and  slippery  as  she  knew  it  to  be, 
and  sprained  or  dislocated  her  ankle.  As 
much  as  we  may  sympathize  with  the  plain- 
tiff in  her  misfortune,  a  bare  statement  of 
the  facts  is  in  our  opinion  sufficient  to 
demonstrate  that  it  was  caused  by  her 
thoughtlessness.  Suppose  she  had  been  on 
a  station  platform,  and  had  discovered  a 
hole  in  front  of  her  in  time  to  avoid  it, 
and  had  stepped  in  it,  instead  of  walking 
around  it;  or  suppose  she  had  seen  a  grease 
splotch  ahead  of  her  on  the  platform,  and 
had  deliberately  walked  through  it,  in- 
stead of  stepping  across  or  walking  around 
it,  could  she  have  recovered  damages  for 
consequent  injury?  It  will  scarcely  be  con- 
tended that  she  could. 

This  is  not  a  case  like  Hinshaw  v.  Ral- 
eigh &  A.  Air  Line  R.  Co.  118  N.  C.  1052, 
24  S.  E.  426  (cited  by  plaintiff),  where  a 
passenger  is  placed  suddenly  in  a  position 
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of  danger  by  the  carrier's  negligence,  and 
required  to  decide  at  once  what  course  to 
pursue.  He  is  not  expected  to  exercise  'in- 
fallible judgment  but  only  ordinary  care, 
and,  if  he  does  so,  he  is  not  held  to  the 
consequences  of  his  act  if  he  makes  a  mis- 
take. But  the  plaintiff  was  not  confronted 
with  a  sudden  danger.  She  was  in  a 
place  of  absolute  safety.  The  whole  situa 
tion  was  open  before  her.  She  saw  the  tie, 
that  it  was  slanting,  muddy,  and  slippery. 
She  admits  she  could  have  stepped  over  it, 
or  walked  around  it.  She  did  neither,  but 
deliberately  stepped  on  it.  She  must  he»T 
the  unfortunate  consequences  of  her  care- 
lessness. The  case  is  very  much  like  that 
of  Johns  V.  Georgia  K.  &  Electric  Co.  133 
Ga.  625,  66  S.  E.  269,  where  a  woman,  with 
full  knowledge  that  a  strip  of  pavement 
along  the  car  track  had  been  torn  up,  de- 
cided to  step  across  the  excavation,  and  in 
doing  so  stepped  on  a  paving  stone,  and 
slipped  and  fell.  The  court  says:  "The 
conductor,  who  was  inside  the  car,  had 
nothing  to  do  with  this  decision,  or  the  ef- 
fort to  carry  it  out.  When  she  attempted 
to  step  from  the  car  across  the  opening  in 
the  pavement,  she  placed  her  foot  on  a  pav- 
ing stone,  or  dirt,  which  gave  way,  and 
she  was  hurt.  She  took  the  chance  of  be- 
ing able  to  make  the  long  step  successfully, 
and  she  failed  to  do  so  in  safety.  Even  if 
the  defendant  was  not  altogether  faultless, 
nevertheless  she  cannot  recover  for  the  re- 
eults  of  her  own  conduct,  with  full  knowl- 
edge and  in  full  view  of  the  situation.  Her 
injury  was  unfortunate,  but  she  has  no 
right  to  recover  from  the  defendant.  The 
case  is  not  like  those  involving  concealed 
danger,  or  dangerous  places  known  to  the 
company,  and  not  to  the  passenger,  or 
where  a  passenger  was  ordered  or  forced  to 
leave  a  car,  or  where  there  was  a  defect  in 
a  street  or  sidewalk,  which  may  have  been 
previously  known  to  a  passer,  but  of  the 
proximity  or  danger  of  which,  by  reason  of 
the  darkness,  or  other  cause,  at  the  time 
of  the  injury,  he  was  not  aware."  We  do 
not  deem  it  necessary  or  useful  to  discuss 
the  cases  cited  in  the  brief  of  the  learned 
counsel  for  plaintiff.  None  of  them  bear 
even  a  little  resemblance  to  the  case  at  bar, 
which  is  peculiar  and  unusual  in  the  facts 
presented. 

The  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  is 
affirmed. 

Olark,   Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

When  the  train  stopped  at  Bagley,  the 
feme  plaintiff  started  to  the  rear  door  of 
the  coach,  which  was  at  or  near  the  cross- 
ing, to  get  out.  Had  she  been  permitted  to 
do  so,  she  would  not  have  been  injured. 
The  conductor  called  her  to  come  to  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


front  door,  which  was  the  length  of  the  car, 
some  60  feet,  farther  from  the  crossing. 
When  she  got  upon  the  ground,  there  were 
several  cross-ties  lying  along  the  road- 
bed between  her  and  the  railroad  crossing. 
It  had  been  raining,  and  the  walk  way 
around  the  end  of  the  cross-ties  was  muddy 
and  slippery,  and  the  60  feet  that  she  was 
unnecessarily  required  to  walk  to  reach  the 
crossing  was  in  a  shallow  cut.  It  was  negli- 
gence in  the  defendant  company  to  require 
her  to  get  out  at  this  spot,  instead  of  the 
other  end  of  the  coach,  where  she  would 
have  stepped  down  upon  the  crossing.  The 
defendant  owed  to  her  a  decent  and  safe 
landing  place,  all  the  more  so  where,  this 
not  being  a  regular  station,  there  was  no 
platform. 

The  burden  was  upon  the  defendant  un- 
der the  statute  to  prove  contributory  negli- 
gence. It  offered  no  evidence  whatever  to 
that  effect,  and  the  only  evidence  on  the 
point  was  by  the  plaintiff  herself,  who  said 
that  it  seemed  to  her  safer  to  step  on  the 
cross-ties  than  on  the  muddy  sloping  earth, 
in  getting  back  to  the  crossing.  It  i%  patent 
to  anyone  that  this  must  have  been  so.  If 
the  cross-ties  were  slanting  a  little,  so  was 
necessarily  the  ground  upon  which  they 
lay,  and  the  ground,  being  soft  and  muddy, 
was  much  more  slippery  than  the  cross-ties 
could  have  been.  If  she  had  fallen  by  slip- 
})ing  in  the  mud,  as  she  doubtless  would 
have  done,  she  must  have  fallen  upon  the 
cross-ties  and  been  worse  hurt.  At  any 
rate  the  plaintiff  had  a  right,  both  under 
the  Constitution  and  the  statute,  to  have 
a  jury,  and  not  the  judge,  to  pass  on  the 
facts.  It  was  the  dutv  of  the  defendant  to 
have  given  the  plaintiff  a  safe  place  to 
dismount.  It  did  not  do  so,  and  would  not 
permit  her  to  get  off  at  the  other  end  of  the 
coach,  where  she  would  have  be^n  safe. 
The  burden  was  upon  the  defendant  to  prove 
contributory  negligence.  It  did  not  do  so, 
and  the  only  evidence  is  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff, that  she  pursued  the  safest  course  in 
stepping  upon  the  cross-ties  instead  of  upon 
the  slippery  mud.  The  plaintiff  was  still  a 
passenger  when  she  fell.  Being  a  woman, 
she  was  entitled  to  the  attention  that  the 
law  requires  to  be  paid  to  women  and  chil- 
dren, who  are  less  able  to  take  care  of  them- 
selves than  men.  Morarity  v.  Durham 
Traction  Co.  154  N.  C.  586,  70  S.  E.  938. 
The  conduct  of  the  defendant  company  in 
preventing  the  feme  plaintiff  from  getting 
out  in  a  safe  place,  and  causing  her  to 
walk  60  feet  through  mud  and  slush,  was  of 
itself  actionable.  Certainly  the  judge  had 
no  right  to  say  as  a  matter  of  law  and  in 
violation  of  the  statute,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  be- 
cause she  chose  what  seemed  to  her,  and 
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what  the  jury  doubtless  would  have  found 
(if  she  had  been  allowed  her  constitutional 
right  to  a  jury  trial ) ,  was  the  safer  method 
of  traversing  the  60  feet  of  the  sloping  cut. 

In  Roberts  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co. 
155  N.  G.  84,  70  S.  E.  1080,  this  court 
quotes  with  approval,  as  it  had  previously 
done  in  Smith  v. .  North  Carolina  R.  Co. 
147  N.  C.  450,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  179,  61  S. 
E.  266,  from  Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  §  928, 
as  follows :  "It  is  the  duty  of  railway  com- 
panies as  carriers  of  passengers  to  provide 
platforms,  waiting  rooms,  and  other  reason- 
able accommodations  for  such  passengers 
at  the  stations  upon  such  road  [and  at  such 
places]  at  which  they  are  in  the  habit  of 
taking  on  and  putting  off  passengers.  Their 
public  profession  as  such  carriers  is  an 
invitation  to  the  public  to  enter  and  to 
alight  from  their  cars  at  their  stations,  and 
it  has  been  held  that  they  must  not  only 
provide  safe  platforms  and  approaches 
thereto,  but  that  they  are  bound  to  make 
safe  for  all  persons  who  may  come  to  such 
stations  in  order  to  become  their  passen- 
gers, or^who  may  be  put  off  there  by  them, 
all  portions  of  their  station  grounds  reason- 
ably near  to  such  platforms,  and  to  which 
such  persons  may  be  likely  to  go;  and  for 
not  having  provided  such  stational  accom- 
modations and  safeguards,  railway  compa- 
nies have  frequently  been  held  liable  for  in- 
juries to  such  persons."  And  in  Mangum's 
Case,  145  N.  C.  153,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  589, 
122  Am.  St.  Rep.  437,  58  S.  E.  913,  Associ- 
ate Justice  Brown,  in  delivering  the  opinion, 
said:  "It  seems  now  to  be  almost  elemen- 
tary that  one  of  the  recognized  duties  of  a 
railway  company  that  undertakes  to  carry 
passengers  is  to  keep  its  station  premises 
in  a  reasonably  safe  condition,  so  that  those 
who  patronize  it  may  pass  safely  to  and 
from  the  cars.  Pineus  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  450,  111  Am.  St.  Rep. 
856,  53  S.  E.  297;  Wood,  Railways,  310, 
1341,  1349.  This  duty  extends  not  only  to 
the  condition  of  the  platform  itself,  where- 
on passengers  walk  to  and  from  the  trains, 
but  also  to  the  manner  in  which  that  plat- 
form is  allowed  by  the  common  carrier  to 
be  used.  Weston  v.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co. 
73  N.  Y.  595;  Wood,  supra.  The  defendant 
owed  a  duty  to  plaintiff,  and  to  all  other 
passengers,  to  keep  its  depot  platforms  used 
by  them  as  a  means  of  ingress  and  egress 
free  from  obstructions  and  dangerous  in- 
strumentalities, especially  at  a  time  when 
its  passengers  are  hurrying  to  and  from  its 
cars," — citing  Pineus  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  and  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Coi  v. 
Johns,  .36  Kan.  769,  59  Am.  Rep.  609,  14 
Pac.  237. 

The  plaintiff,  not  having  left  the  carrier's 
premises,  was  still  a  passenger.  Hansley  v. 
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Jamesville  &  W.  R.  Co.  115  N.  C.  602,  32 
L.R.A.  543,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  474,  20  S.  £.  528. 
Being  still  a  passenger,  she  was  entitled  to 
a  safe  exit.  2  White,  Personal  Injuries  on 
Railroads,  §  557.  If  the  railroad  offers  an 
egress  that  is  unsafe,  it  is  negligence.  2 
White,  Personal  Injuries  on  Railroads,  619. 
The  railroad  should  so  arrange  its  station 
grounds  that  a  passenger  who  gets  off  a 
train  at  the  station,  or  at  places  provided 
to  alight,  may  leave  the  cars  without  dan- 
ger, and  a  reasonably  safe  passageway  or 
a  bridge  should  be  provided  leading  to  and 
from  the  station.  Hulbert  v.  New  York 
C.  R.  Co.  40  N.  Y.  152.  There  a  passenger 
who  fell  in  a  cattle  guard,  going  from  the 
car  to  the  station,  was  injured  and  recov- 
ered damages.  "Every  spot  likely  to  be  vis- 
ited by  passengers  .  .  .  departing 
[from  depots]  should  be  made  safe  and  kept 
so,  .  .  .  and  passengers  ...  in- 
jured .  .  .  may  have  compensation."  1 
Bishop,  Noncontr.  L.  §  1086,  quoted  with 
approval  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Lucas,  119  Ind.  683,  6  L.R.A.  193,  21  N.  E. 
968,  8.  c.  120  Ind.  206,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  323, 
21  N.  E.  972;  Gaynor  v.  Old  Colony  &  N.  R. 
Co.  100  Mass.  215,  97  Am.  Dec.  96.  The 
passageway  to  and  from  a  depot  must  be 
kept  safe,  and  passengers  are  entitled  to  a 
suitable  place  of  egress.  1  Fetter,  Carr. 
112;  2  Hutchinson,  Carr.  1060,  1063.  The 
defendant,  having  required  the  female  pas- 
senger to  get  out  not  at  the  crossing,  owed 
it  to  her  to  give  her  a  safe,  dry  path  back 
to  the  crossing,  and,  if  hurt  by  any  defect 
in  getting  to  the  crossing,  the  defendant  is 
liable.  Autry  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co, 
156  N.  C.  293,  72  S.  E.  380.  The  defendant 
was  more  negligent,  not  less  so,  in  making 
the  plaintiff  get  out  at  an  unsafe  place, 
when  she  could  have  gotten  out  at  a  safe 
place  at  the  other  end  of  the  coach,  as 
she  wished  to  do,  because  this  was  a  flag 
station.  She  has  been  deprived  of  a  right 
guaranteed  her  by  the  statute  and  the  Con- 
stitution, in  being  arbitrarily  refused  by 
the  judge  the  opportunity  to  have  twelve 
men  to  pass  upon  the  question  whether  the 
railroad  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  causing 
her  to  get  out  of  the  train  not  at  the  cross- 
ing place.  His  Honor  was  further  in  error 
in  depriving  her  of  the  benefit  of  the  stat- 
ute which  placed  upon  the  defendant  the 
burden  of  pr^of  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
in  finding  himself,  not  only  without  any 
evidence  w^hatever,  but  in  contradiction  of 
the  only  evidence  before  him,  that  she  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  She  tes- 
tified that  she  took  the  safest  course.  The 
presumption  under  the  statute  is  that  she 
*  did.      Revisal,    §    483.     This    presumption 
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should  be  reversed  only  by  a  jury,  as  the 
statute  requires* 

The  conduct  of  the  defendant  and  the 
action  of  the  court  below  are  without  any 
precedent  to  sustain  them.  All  passengers, 
and  especially  ladies,  are  entitled  to  bet- 
ter treatment  than  this  plaintiff  has  re- 
oeived.  Her  ankle  was  bioken  because  the 
defendant  put  her  off  at  an  unsuitable 
place,  when  she  could  have  gotten  off  at  a 
safe  place,  and  that,  too,  when  it  was  ap- 
parent that  for  her  to  get  back  to  the 
proper  point,  the  road,  she  would  have  to 
traverse  a  muddy,  slippery,  sloping  bank 
encumbered  with  cross-ties.  If  necessary 
for  her  to  get  out  at  the  front  end  of  the 
coach,  the  train  should  have  been  run  back 
till  she  could  have  landed  at  a  safe  spot. 
The  plaintiff  testified  that  the  iisual  place 
for  putting  off  passengers  at  Bagley  was 
at  the  crossing.  That  the  egress  they  gave 
her  was  not  a  safe  exit  is  conclusively 
shown  by  the  iact  that,  in  attempting  to 
get  back  to  the  crossing,  her  ankle  was 
dislocated,  by  reason  of  which  she  suffered 
greatly,  and  was  laid  up  two  months.  Her 
testimony  that  she  chose  the  safest  plan 
must  be  taken  as  true  on  a  nonsuit.  Spruill 
V.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  120  N.  C. 
147,  27  S.  E.  39;  Powell  v.  Southern  R. 
Co.  125  N.  C.  372,  34  S.  E.  530,  and  cases 
there  cited.  In  Wright  v.  Southern  R,  Co. 
127  N.  C.  228,  37  S.  E.  221,  this  court 
said:  "The  court  has  heretofore  had  occa- 
sion to  condemn  the  growing  tendency  to 
take  cases  from  the  jury,  or  limit  their 
sphere  in  damage  cases.  The  right  of  trial 
by  jury  is  guaranteed  by  the  Constitution, 
and  on  all  disputed  issues  of  fact  the  courts 
cannot  be  too  careful  to  refrain  from  in- 
vading the  province  of  the  constitutional 
triers  of  fact.' " 

Hoke,  J.,  concurs  in  the  dissenting  opin- 
ion of  Clark,  Ch.  J. 
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L.  C.  WIDMAN,  Appt., 

V. 

GEORGE  A.  KELLOGG,  Receiver  of  Peo- 
ple's State  Bank,  et  al.,  Respts. 

(—  N.  D.  — ,  133  N.  W.  1020.) 

Appeal  ^  finding  —  draft   to    forward 
collections  —  purchase. 

1.  This  appeal  is  before  this  court  on  the 
judgment  roll  alone.  The  findings,  amon^ 
other  things,  are  to  the  effect  that  appel- 
lant was  required,  as  a  local  agent  of  the 
Great  Northern  Railway  Company  and  an- 

Headnotes  by  Spalding,  Ch.  J. 
3(1  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


other,  to  transmit  his  receipts  each  day 
to  his  principals  in  St.  Paul,  and  that  it 
was  his  custom  to  go  to  the  bank  and  de- 
posit such  receipts,  and  receive  therefor, 
from  the  bank,  drafts  payable  to  the  order 
of  his  principals,  and  forthwith  to  trans- 
mit the  same.  It  was  also  found  that  on 
four  days  named  he  followed  this  custom, 
and  that  the  drafts  so  procured  and  for- 
warded to  St.  Paul  were  dishonored  because 
no  funds  were  on  deposit  with  the  corre- 
spondent of  the  local  bank,  with  which  to 
pay  them;  that  the  officers  of  the  bank 
knew  of  liis  employment  and  the  purpose 
for  which  such  drafts  were  obtained.  The 
record  contains  no  findings  that  he  kept  any 
general  account  or  drew  any  checks  on  the 
local  bank.  Held  that,  in  view  of  this  cus- 
tom and  the  findings  as  a  whole,  the  word 
"deposit"  must  be  construed  as  indicating 
the  payment  into  the  bank  of  each  day's 
receipts  in  exchange  for  the  drafts;  and 
that  he  stood  in  relation  to  the  bank  as  a 
purchaser  for  cash  of  drafts. 

Bank  ^  insolvency  —  receiTing  money 
^  trustee. 

2.  Section  4G60,  Rev.  Codes  1906,  pro- 
hibits insolvent  state  banks  from  receiving 
anv  money,  bank  bills,  notes,  or  currency, 
bills  or  drafts;  and  §  4661  makes  any  of- 
ficial of  an  insolvent  bank  who  receives 
money,  etc.,  guilty  of  a  felony.  The  de- 
fendant bank  had  been  hopelessly  insolvent 
for  some  time  prior  to  the  purchase  of  the 
drafts  mentioned,  and  it  had  no  funds  with 
its  correspondent  bank  out  of  which  they 
could  be  paid;  and  such  officials  had  no 
reason  to   anticipate  their  being   honored. 

Note. ''Bight  to  preference  for  money 
paid  to  insolvent  banic  for  draft. 

The  earlier  cases  on  this  question  have 
been  collected  in  the  note  to  Whitcomb  v. 
Carpenter,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  928.  Only  one 
case  has  been  found  which  was  decided  since 
the  date  of  that  note.  In  that  case.  Brown 
V.  Sheldon  State  Bank,  139  Iowa,  83,  117 
N.  W.  289,  it  was  held  that  where  a  bank 
received  money  on  a  collection  sent  it  by 
another  bank  a  few  hours  before  it  failed, 
and  sent  its  draft  in  payment  thereof,  the 
fund  so  received  was  a  trust  fund,  and 
being  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  the  send- 
er of  the  collection  was  entitled  to  a  pref- 
erence in  respect  thereof. 

A  case  of  some  interest  in  this  connec- 
tion is  that  of  Livingstain  v.  Columbian 
Bkg.  &  T.  Co.  81  S.  C.  244,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
445,  62  S.  E.  249,  where  it  was  held  that 
a  depositor  of  a  bank  who  withdrew  his 
deposit  and  immediately  purchased  a  New 
York  draft  with  the  proceeds  was  entitled 
to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  cor- 
respondent bank  to  collateral  held  by  it 
for  a  note  in  satisfaction  of  which  it  ap- 
plied the  funds  against  which  the  draft 
was  drawn;  and  also  the  companion  case, 
77  S.  C.  306,  22  L.RjV.(N.S.)  442,  122  Am. 
St.  Rep.  508,  67  S.  E.  182,  where  it  was 
held  that  a  depositor  who  accepted  a  draft 
for  his  check  on  his  deposit  was  not  so  cu' 
'  titled  to  subrogation.  W.  A.  E. 
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Held  that  such  money  was  received  by  the 
bank  without  consideration,  and,  in  effect, 
under  false  pretenses  or  representations; 
that  thereby  a  fraud  was  perpetrated  upon 
appellant,  the  effect  of  which  was  to  make 
the  bank  a  trustee  eo  malefioio  of  such 
funds. 

Receiver  —  insolvent  bank  —  risrhts. 

3.  On  a  receiver  being  appointed  for  such 
bank,  in  a  proceeding  under  the  statute  to 
wind  up  the  affairs  of  insolvent  corpora- 
tions, he  had  no  greater  rights  in  such 
funds  or  moneys  than  those  possessed  by 
the  insolvent  bank,  and  succeeded  the  bank 
as  trustee. 

Trust  —  tracing  funds  — facts. 

4.  The  fact  that  the  bank  closed  its  doors 
within  four  business  days  after  the  first 
of  the  transactions  described,  and  the  next 
day  after  the  last  one,  and  that  money  in 
more  than  double  the  amount  of  the  claim 
of  appellant  was  turned  over  to  the  re- 
ceiver bv  the  bank,  and  other  elements  of 
the  findmgs  of  the  trial  court,  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  both  the  money  assets  of 
the  bank  and  those  received  by  the  re- 
ceiver were  enhanced  by  the  transactions 
described. 

Same  —  payments    from    fund  —  pre- 
sumption. 

5.  When  a  trustee  mingles  trust  funds 
with  his  own,  and  subsequently  pays  out  a 
portion  of  the  commingled  funds,  it  will  be 
presumed  that  he  made  his  payments  from 
that  portion  of  the  fund  belonging  to  him- 
self, and  retained  the  funds  which  did  not 
belong  to  him;  and,  except  in  so  far  as  he 
may  distinguish  what  is  his  own,  the  whole 
fund  will  be  treated  as  the  trust  property. 

Same  —  right  to  recover  —  failure  of 
proof. 

6.  The  trusteeship  of  the  bank  and  of 
the  receiver  being  established,  it  being  con- 
ceded that  the  moneys  of  appellant  were 
commingled  with  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and 
respondents  having  failed  to  show  that 
moneys  paid  out  in  the  meantime  were  the 
original  trust  funds,  and  likewise  having 
failed  to  show  that  appellant's  money  was 
not  included  in  that  turned  over  to  the 
receiver,  appellant  is  entitled  to  recover. 

Same  —  tracing  funds  —  cash  assets. 

7.  When  such  trust  funds  are  not  com- 
mingled with  any  of  the  assets  of  the  bank, 
except  the  cash  assets,  the  preference  of 
appellant  is  limited  to  the  cash  funds  of 
which  the  receiver  took  possession,  when 
distinguishable  from  the  other  assets  of 
the  estate  going  into  his  hands. 

Same  —  extent  of  preference. 

8.  Appellant  is  entitled  to  preference  to 
the  extent  of  the  moneys  turned  over  to  the 
receiver. 

Appeal  —  questions  not  before  court  — 
suggestions. 

9.  The  rights  of  other  claimants,  if  any, 
to  preference,  not  being  before  this  court, 
appellant's  rights  relative  to  them  are  not 
determined,  but  it  is  suggested  that  the 
ends  of  justice  would  be  promoted  by  pro- 
59  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ceeding  on  the  part  of  claimants  to  prefer- 
ence, in  such  cases,  by  intervention,  rather 
than  by  independent  action  against  the  re- 
ceiver. 

(November  18,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District '  Court  for  Nelson  County 
in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  as  a  preferred  claim  certain  mon- 
eys deposited  in  the  insolvent  defendant 
bank.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Spalding,  Gh.  J.: 

The  appellant  brought  this  suit  against 
the  defendant  Kellogg  as  receiver  of  the 
People's  State  Bank,  and  the  People's  State 
Bank,  a  corporation  organized  under  the 
banking  laws  of  this  state,  seeking  to  es- 
tablish and  recover  as  a  preferred  claim 
the  sum  of  $1,074.95.  We  take  the  facta 
from  the  findings  of  the  trial  court,  omit- 
ting  formal  matters. 

The  People's  State  Bank  referred  to  was, 
between  November,  1892,  and  January  26, 
1910,  engaged  in  the  general  baiiking  busi- 
ness, at  Lakota.  It  became  insolvent  on 
or  prior  to  August  1,  1909,  and  so  con- 
tinued until  January  26,  1910,  when  it  sus- 
pended business,  and  the  state  examiner 
took  charge  of  its  assets  until  March  8, 
1910,  when  the  same  were  turned  over  to 
the  respondent  Kellogg,  as  receiver,  pur- 
suant to  an  action  brought  by  and  through 
the  attorney  general  to  obtain  a  judgment 
of  dissolution,  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  chapter  27,  Rev.  Codes,  1905.  The  ap- 
pellant was,  at  all  times  material,  the  agent 
of  the  Great  Northern  Express  Company 
and  the  Great  Northern  Railway  Company, 
corporations  under  the  laws  of  Minnesota, 
at  Lakota.  It  was  his  duty  to  receive  the 
funds  of  said  corporations,  and  promptly 
transmit  them  to  his  principals  in  St. 
Paul,  Minnesota;  and  it  was  his  custom 
in  transmitting  such  funds  to  deposit  the 
same  in  said  People's  State  Bank  and  "re- 
ceive therefor"  drafts  issued  in  the  name 
of  his  respective  principals,  which  he  for- 
warded them  by  mail.  This  custom  had 
been  continued  for  some  time  and  was  well 
known  to  the  bank  and  its  officers,  as  also 
was  his  relation  to  such  corporations.  Ap- 
pellant became  personally  responsible  for 
the  funds  so  remitted,  and  the  drafts  re- 
ceived by  his  principals  were  charged  by 
them  to  him,  and  he  is  the  owner  thereof. 
He  did  not  know,  and  had  no  reason  to 
know  or  believe,  prior  to  January  26,  1910, 
that  said  bank  was  insolvent,  but  the  of- 
ficers of  said  bank  knew,  or  in  the  regular 
performance  of  their  duties  ought  to  have 
known,  of  its  insolvency  at  all  times  sub- 
sequent to  August,  1909.    The  amounts  in- 
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Yolved  in  this  action  are  drafts  purchased 
by  appellant  as  follows,  omitting  names  of 
his  principals,  which  are  immaterial  here: 

January  21,  1910 $  103  20 

January  22,  1910 119  82 

January  22,  1910 470  66 

January  24,  1910 66  44 

January  26,  1910 324  83 

Total    , $1,074  96 

All  such  drafts  were  drawn  on  the  Se- 
curity National  Bank  of  Minnesota,  and 
transmitted  to  appellant's  employers  forth- 
with, and  immediately  presented  for  pay- 
ment, and  protested  for  want  of  funds.  At 
the  time  they  were  drawn  and  presented 
the  People's  State  Bank  did  not  have  on  de- 
posit with  its  correspondent  the  funds  to 
meet  said  drafts,  or  any  of  them,  and  the 
officers  of  the  People's  State  Bank,  and 
those  issuing  such  drafts,  knew,  or  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties  ought  to  have 
known,  that  fact.  The  drafts  have  never 
been  paid.  The  People's  State  Bank  con- 
tinued to  carry  on  its  business  in  the  usual 
manner,  paying  out  money  on  checks  and 
otherwise,  receiving  deposits  and  making 
collections  and  issuing  drafts,  and  receiv- 
ing money  therefor,  from  the  time  the  first 
above-mentioned  draft'  was  drawn  until 
the  night  of  January  26,  1910.  It  had  on 
hand  in  cash  on  the  21st  day  of  January, 
1910,  $14,436.88.  At  the  close  of  business, 
January  26,  1910,  there  was  on  hand  cash 
in  the  sum  of  $2,774.08.  No  part  of  this 
latter  sum  can  be  identified  as  the  identical 
.money  paid  by  appellant  to  said  bank,  or 
as  the  proceeds  thereof,  or  of  any  checks 
or  drafts  delivered  by  him  to  it,  for  which 
said  drafts  on  the  Security  Bank  were  is- 
sued* It  received  deposits  between  the 
morning  of  the  21st  and  the  closing  of  its 
doors,  aggregating  over  $13,000,  and  paid 
out  money  on  checks  amounting  to  over 
$17,000.  Its  certificates  of  deposits  in- 
creased about  $800  during  such  time.  At 
the  time  this  action  was  brought  the  re- 
ceiver had  in  his  possession  approximately 
$25,000  in  money  and  other  assets  worth 
$15,000  belonging  to  said  People's  Bank.  It 
is  conceded  by  respondent  that  the  funds 
paid  for  the  drafts  by  appellant  were 
mingled  with  the  general  fund  of  the  bank. 

Other  findings  show  that  the  bank  at  all 
such  times  was  hopelessly  insolvent  by  rea- 
son of  the  embezzlement  of  its  funds  by 
certain  of  its  officers,  and  that  its  true 
condition  had  been  concealed  by  them. 

Judgment  was  given  against  the  appel- 
lant, to  the  effect  that  his  claim  was  not 
entitled  to  be  preferred,  and  dismissing 
his  action.  From  such  judgment  he  ap- 
peals. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Messrs.  Frlch  &  Kelly  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Bangs  ft  Robbins,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  deposit  being  a  general  deposit, 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  have  his  claim 
preferred  as  to  the  other  creditors.  His 
money  went  into  the  common  fund,  and  he 
must  share  with  the  other  creditors. 

Ober  &  Sons  Co.  v.  Cochran,  118  Ga. 
396,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  118,  45  S.  E.  382; 
Philadelphia  Nat.  Bank  v.  Dowd,  2  L.R.A« 
480,  38  Fed.  172;  Merchants'  &  F.  Bank  t. 
Austin,  48  Fed.  31;  Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v. 
Flanders,  87  Wis.  237,  58  N.  W.  383; 
Kansas  State  Bank  v.  First  State  Bank, 
62  Kan.  788,  64  Pac.  634;  City  Bank  v. 
Blackmore,  21  C.  C.  A.  514,  43  U.  S.  App. 
617,  76  Fed.  771;  White  v.  Commercial 
k  F.  Bank,  60  S.  C.  122,  38  S.  E.  453; 
Sayles  v.  Cox,  95  Tenn.  679,  32  LJIJ^. 
719,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  32  S.  W.  626. 

That  plaintiff  is  a  trust  creditor  does 
not,  of  itself,*  entitle  him  to  a  preference 
over  other  creditors. 

Officer  V.  Officer,  120  Iowa,  389,  98  Am. 
St.  Rep.  365,  94  N.  W.  947;  Bradley  v. 
Chesebrough,  111  Iowa,  126,  82  N.  W.  472; 
Cavin  v.  Gleason,  105  N.  Y.  266,  11  N.  E. 
504;  McAfee  v.  Bland,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1, 
11  S.  W.  439;  Lincoln  v.  Morrison  (Lin- 
coln Sav.  Bank  k  S.  D.  Co.  v.  Morrison) 
64  Neb.  822,  57  L.R. A.  885,  90  N.  W.  905 ; 
Atkinson  v.  Rochester  Printing  Co.  114  N. 
Y.  175,  21  N.  E.  178;  Hanson  v.  Roush,  139  • 
Iowa,  58,  116  N.  W.  1061 ;  Paul  v.  Draper, 
158  Mo.  197,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  296,  69  S.  W. 
77. 

In  order  to  sustain  a  preference  in  trust 
funds,  they  must  be  identified  in  the  hands 
of  the  receiver  either  in  their  original  form 
or  in  some  property  in  which  they  have 
been  invested;  or  they  must  have  in  some 
manner  increased  the  assets  of  a  bank 
which  came  into  the  hands  of  the  receiver. 

2  Perry,  Tr.  §§  836-842;  2  Story,  Eq. 
Jur.  1258,  1259;  Northern  Dakota  Eleva- 
tor Co.  V.  Clark,  3  N.  D.  26,  53  N.  W.  175 ; 
Lowe  V.  Jones,  192  Mass.  94,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
487,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  225,  78  N.  E.  402, 
7  Ann.  Cas.  551;  Little  v.  Chadwick,  161 
Mass.  109,  7  L.R.A.  670,  23  N.  E.  1005; 
Freiberg  v.  Stoddard,  161  Pa.  259,  28  Atl. 
1111;  Carmany's  Appeal,  166  Pa.  622,  31 
Atl.  334;  Cavin  v.  Gleason,  106  N.  Y.  267, 
11  N.  E.  604;  Atkinson  v.  Rochester 
Printing  Co.  114  N.  Y.  168,  21  N.  E.  178; 
Holmes  v.  Oilman,  138  N.  Y.  369,  20  L.R.A. 
566,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  34  N.  E.  206; 
Willoughby  v.  Weinberger,  16  Okla.  226,  79 
Pac.  777;  Cherry  v.  Territory,  17  Okla. 
221,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1254,  89  Pac.  192;  Sla- 
ter V.  Oriental  Mills,  18  R.  I.  352,  27  Atl. 
443;   Sherwood  v.  Milford  State  Bank,  94 
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Mich.  78,  63  N.  W.  923;  Fire  &  Water 
Comrs.  V.  Wilkinson,  119  Mich.  655,  44 
L.R.A.  493,  78  N.  W.  893;  State  v.  Foster, 
6  Wyo.  199,  29  L.R.A.  226,  63  Am.  St. 
Rep.  47,  38  Pac.  926;  Bank  Comrs.  v.  Se- 
curity Trust  Co.  70  N.  H.  636,  49  Atl.  113; 
EUicott  V.  Kuhl,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  333,  46  Atl. 
945;  Bishop  v.  Mahoney,  70  Minn.  238,  73 
N.  W.  6;  Twohy  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mel- 
bye,  78  Minn.  357,  81  N.  W.  20;  Robinson 
V.  Woodward,  20  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1142,  48  S. 
W.  1082;  New  Farmers'  Bank  v.  Cockrell, 
106  Ky.  578,  61  S.  W.  2;  Hill  v.  Miles,  83 
Ark.  486,  104  S.  W.  198;  Union  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Goetz,  138  111.  127,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
119,  27  N.  E.  907;  Wetherell  v.  O'Brien, 
149  III.  146,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  29  N.  E. 
904;  Hauk  ▼.  Van  Ingen,  196  111.  20,  63  N. 
E.  706 ;  Woodhouse  v.  Crandall,  197  111.  104, 
68  L.R.A.  385,  64  N.  E.  292;  White  v. 
Commercial  k  F.  Bank,  60  S.  C.  122,  38 
S.  £.  453;  Bank  of  Florence  v.  United 
States  Sav.  k  L.  Co.  104  Ala.  297,  16  So. 
110;  Shields  ▼.  Thomas,  71  Miss.  260,  42 
Am.  St.  Rep.  458,  14  So.  84;  Reeves  v.  State 
Bank,  8  Ohio  St.  465;  Blake  v.  State  Sav. 
Bank,  12  Wash.  619,  41  Pac.  909;  Commer- 
cial &  F.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Davis,  116  N.  C. 
226,  20  S.  E.  370;  Shute  v.  Hinman,  34  Or. 
578,  47  L.R.A.  265,  56  Pac.  412,  58  Pac. 
882;  Ferchen  v.  Arndt,  26  Or.  129,  29 
L.R.A.  664,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  603,  37  Pac. 
161;  Ober  k  Sons  Co.  v.  Cochran,  118  Ga. 
396,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  118,  45  S.  E.  382; 
McGregor  v.  Battle,  128  Ga.  577,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  185,  68  S.  E.  28;  Portland  k  H. 
S.  B.  Co.  v.  Locke,  73  Me.  370;  Cushman  v. 
Goodwin,  95  Me.  363,  50  Atl.  50;  Sayles 
v.  Cox,  95  Tenn.  679,  32  L.R.A.  715,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  940,  32  S.  W.  626;  Bruner 
V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  97  Tenn.  540,  34  L.R.A. 
532,  37  S.  W.  286;  Italian  Fruit  k  Im- 
porting Co.  y.  Penninian,  100  Md.  698,  1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  252,  61  Atl.  694;  Spokane 
County  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  16  C.  C.  A. 
81,  29  U.  S.  App.  707,  68  Fed.  979;  City 
Bank  v.  Blackmore,  21  C.  C.  A.  514,  43  U. 
S.  App.  617,  75  Fed.  771;  Beard  v.  In- 
dependent Dist.  31  C.  C.  A.  562,  60  U.  S. 
App.  372,  88  Fed.  375;  John  Deere  Plow 
Co.  V.  McDavid,  70  C.  C.  A.  422,  137  Fed. 
802;  Crawford  County  v,  Strawn,  15  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1100,  84  C.  C.  A.  553,  157  Fed.  49; 
Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S.  54,  26  L.  ed.  693;  Peters 
V.  Bain,  133  U.  S.  670,  33  L.  ed.  696,  10 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  354;  Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v. 
Flanders,  87  Wis.  237,  58  N.  W.  383;  Henry 
V.  Martin,  88  Wis.  307,  00  N.  W.  263; 
Burnham  v.  Barth,  89  Wis.  362,  62  N.  W. 
96;  Bromley  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  k  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  103  Wis.  563,  70  N.  W.  741 ;  Hylnnd 
V.  Roe,  111  Wis.  301,  87  Am.  St.  Rep. 
873,  87  N.  W.  252;  Burrows  y.  Johntz,  57 
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J  Kan.  778,  48  Pac.  27;  Travelers*  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Caldwell,  50  Kan.  156,  52  Pac.  400; 
Kansas  State  Bank  v.  First  State  Bank, 
62  Kan.  788,  64  Pac.  634;  Holden  y.  Piper, 
5r  Colo.  App.  71,  37  Pac.  34;  McClure  v. 
La  Plata  County,  19  Colo.  122,  34  Pac. 
763;  Morrison  v.  Lincoln  Say.  Bank  k  S. 
D.  Co.  57  Neb.  225,  77  N.  W.  655;  Lin- 
coln y.  Morrison  (Lincoln  Sav.  Bank  k  S. 
D.  Co.  y.  Morrison),  64  Neb.  822,  67  L.R.A. 
885,  90  N.  W.  905;  Chamberlain  y.  Cham- 
berlain Bkg.  House,  4  Neb.  (Unof.)  278, 
93  N.  W.  1021;  Jones  y.  Chesebrough,  105 
Iowa,  303,  75  N.  W.  97;  Bradley  y.  Chese- 
brough, 111  Iowa,  126,  82  N.  W.  472. 

I 

I 
Spalding:,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 

of  the  court: 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  respondent 
that  the  authorities  applicable  to  the  facts 
disclosed  in  this  case  are  in  hopeless  con- 
flict; that  the  ancient  rule  in  equity  was 
that  property  impressed  with  a  trust,  which 
it  is  claimed  by  respondent  this  is,  cannot 
be  reclaimed  unless  the  specific  property 
involved  can  be  fully  and  specifically  iden- 
tified. It  is  admitted  that  several  courts 
have  modified  this  rule  in  recent  years, 
and  permitted  recovery  for  such  property 
in  certain  instances.  A  vast  number  of 
authorities  are  cited  on  the  subject,  and 
an  attempt  is  made  to  trace  the  course  of 
such  determinations;  but  it  is  also  claimed 
that  the  trend  of  the  latest  authorities 
has  been  toward  the  ancient  rule,  and  that 
in  several  states  which  at  one  time  depart- 
ed from  it,  the  courts  have  overruled  such 
decisions  and  returned  to  the  old  doctrine. 
Among  such  is  the  state  of  Wisconsin.  We 
shall  not  follow  all  the  holdings  of  these 
courts,  nor  show  wherein  they  have  dis- 
agreed, to  any  considerable  extent,  but  shall 
pass  upon  this  case  with  reference  to  some 
leading  authorities  which  we  think  clear- 
ly give  the  better  reasons.  Many  of  the 
authorities  cited  as  sustaining  the  decision 
of  the  trial  court  relate  to  collections  made 
by  banks  which  became  insolvent  before  . 
remitting  or  paying  them  to  the  owner. 
In  so  far  as  banks  in  such  cases  are  in 
charge  of  a  trust  fund,  such  cases  are  an- 
alogous to  the  case  at  bar,  but  the  only  au- 
thorities we  find  directly  in  point — that  is 
to  say,  upon  the  purchase  of  drafts  from 
an  insolvent  bank — support  the  contention 
of  the  appellant. 

We  note  that  the  brief  of  appellant  treats 
the  transaction  in  this  case  as  the  pur- 
chase of  a  draft,  while  that  of  the  re- 
spondent is  based  on  the  theory  that  it 
was  a  general  deposit.  The  lyord  "deposit," 
as  we  have  shown,  is  used  in  the  finding^. 
This,  however,  must  be  read  in  connection 
with  the  facts  disclosed,  and,  when  so  read, 
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we  think  it  is  not  used  to  indicate  that 
the  appellant  kept  a  deposit  account  with 
the  insolvent  bank.  It  rather  means  that 
he  took  his  day's  receipts  for  each  of  his 
principals  to  the  bank  and  in  exchange 
therefor  procured  drafts.  They  were  de- 
posited in  the  sense  that  they  went  into 
the  bank,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  check- 
ing against  them,  or  for  being  placed  to 
his  credit. 

The  findings  are  clearly  to  the  effect 
that,  when  he  took  his  day's  receipts  to  the 
bank,  he  procured  a  draft  for  the  exact 
amount  turned  over  to  the  bank,  and  this 
draft  he  immediately  transmitted  to  his 
principal.  The  transaction  is  therefore  one 
of  taking  a  sum  of  money  to  the  bank 
and  exchanging  it  for  a  drait,  and  we  con- 
sider the  findings  to  be  to  that  effect,  not- 
withstanding the  use  of  the  word  "de- 
posit." What  we  have  said  in  explanation 
of  our  interpretation  of  the  word  "deposit," 
as  used  in  the  findings  of  the  trial  court, 
is  said  with  a  view  to  making  our  opinion 
clear,'  and  to  prevent  its  being  extended 
to  cover  cases  in  which  the  facts  are  dif- 
ferent. 

Under  §  4660,  Rev.  Codes  1905,  every 
insolvent  bank  association  is  prohibited 
from  receiving  any  deposit  or  any  money 
or  bank  bills  or  netes  or  currency  or  other 
notes,  bills,  or  drafts.  And  under  §  4G61 
any  ofiicial  of  such  bank  who  knowingly 
receives  or  accepts,  or  who  is  accessory, 
or  permits  or  connives  at  the  receiving 
or  accepting,  any  such  deposits,  is  made 
guilty  of  a  felony.  It  is  clear  that,  in  tak- 
ing the  money  of  the  appellant  in  exchange 
for  drafts  on  the  Minnesota  bank,  when  the 
insolvent  bank  had  no  funds  out  of  which 
such  drafts  were  payable,  the  insolvent 
bank  and  its  officers  represented  to  the  ap- 
pellant, in  effect,  that  they  had  money  on 
deposit  with  the  Security  Bank  to  meet 
the  drafts,  when  in  fact  they  had  no  such 
deposit,  and,  on  the  contrary,  as  shown  by 
the  findings,  their  account  in  that  bank 
was  overdrawn  in  a  great  sum.  They  had 
no  reason  to  anticipate  that  their  corre- 
spondent would  honor  such  drafts.  They 
received  money  without  consideration,  and 
under   false    pretenses    or    representations. 

They  thereby  perpetrated  a  fraud  upon 
appellant,  and  the  bank  acquired  no  title 
to  his  money,  and,  of  course,  could  convey 
no  better  title  than  it  possessed  to  the  re- 
ceiver. His  rights  in  the  premises  are 
identically  the  same  as  those  of  the  insol- 
vent bank.  The  effect  of  this  is  that  the 
bank  became  a  trustee  of  the  funds  of  ap- 
pellant ex  maleficio,  and  the  receiver  suc- 
ceeded the  bank  as  such  trustee.  Rev.  Codes 
1905,  §  5711;  Anheuser-Busch  Brewing 
Asso.  V.  Morris,  36  Neb.  31,  63  N.  W. 
SO  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


1037;  Cady  v.  South  Omaha  Nat.  Bank,  40 
Neb.  125,  68  N.  W.  368;  Pennell  v.  Def- 
fell,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  372,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  679, 
23  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  115,  18  Jur.  273,  1  Week. 
Rep.  499;  Re  Hallett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div. 
719,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  416,  42  L.  T.  N.  S. 
421,  28  Week.  Rep.  732;  Cragie  v.  Hadley, 
99  N.  Y.  131,  52  Am.  Rep.  9,  1  N.  E.  637; 
Furber  v.  Dane,  204  Mass.  412,  27  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  808,  90  N.  E.  869;  Richardson  v. 
New  Orleans  Debenture  Redemption  Co.  52 
L.R.A.  67,  42  C.  C.  A.  619,  102  Fed.  780; 
Capital  Nat.  Bank  v.  Coldwater  Nat.  Bank, 
49  Neb.  786,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  672,  69  N.  W. 
116;  People  v.  City  Bank,  96  N.  Y.  32; 
Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S.  64,  26  L.  ed.  693;  Stol- 
ler  V.  Coates,  88  Mo.  615;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  Johnston,  133  U.  S.  666,  33  L. 
cd.  683,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  390;  Peak  v. 
Ellicott,  30  Kan.  166,  46  Am.  Rep.  90,  1 
Pac.  499. 

This  places  this  case  in  the  same  cate- 
gory on  principle  as  the  numerous  cases 
which  are  found  in.  the  books  where  the 
fund  was  originally  a  trust  fund,  and.  ren- 
ders it  unnecessary  to  determine  whether 
the  fact  that  the  funds  in  question  were 
not  the  property  of  the  appellant,  but  were 
held  by  him  as  agent,  and  so  known  to  be 
held  by  the  bank,  also  entitled  him  to  a 
preference. 

The  apparent  conflict  of  authorities 
arises  from  the  ability  or  inability  to  trace 
these  funds,  and  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
priority  to  which  the  cestui  que  trust  is 
entitled.  There  can  be  no  doubt  of  several 
things  ;>  among  them,  that  the  cash  assets 
of  the  insolvent  bank  wece  enhanced  by  the 
receipt  of  this  money.  Neither  can  there 
be  any  doubt  that  the  money  turned  over 
to  the  receiver  was  more  by  the  amount 
paid  the  bank  than  it  would  have  been  had 
it  not  been  paid  the  bank.  The  bank  took 
appellant's  money,  and  the  funds  in  its 
possession  and  those  turned  over  to  the 
receiver  were  to  that  extent  increased.  It 
gave  nothing  for  it;  hence  there  was  no 
increase  of  liabilities.  H^he  time  between 
the  issuance  of  the  first  draft  and  the  clos- 
ing of  the  doors  of  the  bank  was  only 
four  business  days.  It  is  true  that  the 
funds  in  possession  of  the  bank  decreased 
luring  these  four  days  by  the  payment  of 
checks  drawn  on  the  bank  in  excess  of  the 
ieposits,  but  there  was  still  money  on  hand 
to  an  amount  more  than  double  the  claim 
of  appellant,  and  this  went  into  the  hands 
of  the  receiver.  From  this  it  is  clear  that 
under  both  lines  of  authorities,— those 
which  are  to  the  effect  that  the  assets 
turned  over  to  the  receiver  must  be  en- 
hanced by  the  appellant's  deposit,  if  it  may 
be  called  a  deposit,  as  well  as  those  which 
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are  to  the  effect  that  the  assets  of  the 
bank  must  be  enhanced, — he  is  entitled  to 
recover.  Stoller  v.  Coates,  88  Mo.  515; 
Richardson  v.  New  Orleans  Debenture  Re- 
demption Co.  62  L.R.A.  67,  42  C.  C.  A. 
619,  102  Fed.  780. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  fact  that  moneys 
were  paid  out  of  the  bank  between  the  date 
of  his  purchasing  the  drafts,  or  at  least 
between  the  date  of  the  first  draft,  and 
the  receivership,  precludes  him  from  recov- 
ering, as  such  moneys  may  have  been  his 
moneys  rather  than  the  bank's.  We  are 
only  considering  this  question  as  between 
this  appellant  and  the  bank,  and  it  is  es- 
tablished by  many  authorities  that  where 
a  trustee  mingles  trust  funds  with  funds 
of  bis  own,  and  subsequently  pays  out  a 
portion  of  the  commingled  fund,  it  will 
not  be  presumed  that  he  paid  out  moneys 
which  he  had  no  right  to  disburse,  and 
which  did  not  belong  to  him,  but  that,  on 
the  contrary,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he 
made  his  payments  from  that  portion  of 
the  fund  belonging  to  him,  and  retained 
the  funds  which  did  not  belong  to  him,  and, 
except  BO  far  as  he  may  distinguish  what 
is  his  own,  the  whole  fund  will  be  treated 
as  the  trust  property.  While  there  are 
some  authorities  holding  that  the  claimant 
must  prove  that  the  payments  were  not 
made  from  his  funds,  we  think  the  other 
rule  much  more  equitable  and  supported  by 
the  great  weight  of  authority.  Central 
Nat.'  Bank  v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
104  U.  S.  54,  26  L.  ed.  693;  Piano  Mfg. 
Co.  V.  Auid,  14  S.  D.  512,  86  Am.  St.  Rep. 
769,  86  N.  W.  21;  Pennell  v.  Deffell,  4 
De  G.  M.  &  G.  372,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  579,  23  L. 
J.  Ch.  N.  S.  116,  18  Jur.  273,  1  Week.  Rep. 
499;  Re  Hnllett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div.  719, 
49  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  416,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  421, 
28  Week.  Rep.  732;  Burnham  v.  Barth,  89 
Wis.  362,  62  N.  W.  96;  State  v.  Bank  of 
Commerce,  61  Neb.  181,  52  L.R.A.  858,  86 
N.  W.  43;  State  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  64 
Neb.  726,  75  N.  W.  28;  Lincoln  v.  Morrison 
(Lincoln  Sav.  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Morrison) 
64  Neb.  822,  57  L.R.A.  885,  90  N.  W.  905; 
Sherwood  v.  Central  Michigan  Sav.  Bank, 
103  Mich.  109,  61  N.  W.  352;  Whitcomb  v. 
Carpenter,  134  Iowa,  227,  10  L.R.A. (N.S.) 
928,  111  N.  W.  825;  Peak  v.  Ellicott,  30 
Kan.  166,  46  Am.  Rep.  90,  1  Pac.  499;  Fire 
k  Water  Comrs.  v.  Wilkinson,  119  Mich. 
656,  44  L.R.A.  493,  78  N.  W.  893;  Hyland 
V.  Roe,  111  Wis.  361,  87  Am.  St.  Rep.  873. 
87  N.  W.  252;  Anderson  v.  Pacific  Bank, 
112  Cal.  598,  32  L.R.A.  479,  53  Am.  St. 
Rep.  228,  44  Pac.  1063;  Farmers*  &  T. 
Bank  v.  Kimball  Mill.  Co.  1  S.  D.  388, 
396,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  739,  47  N.  W.  402; 
Hart  v.  Ten  Eyck,  2  Johns.  Ch.  62;  Davis 
V.  Coburn,  128  Mass.  377;  Bafc.k  v.  Fulton 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


County  Bank,  2  Wall.  252,  17  L.  ed.  786; 
Shute  v.  Hinman,  34  Or.  578,  47  L.R.A.  265, 
56  Pac.  412,  68  Pac.  882. 

And  why,  we  ask,  should  the  bank,  or 
the  receiver  standing  in  its  stead,  be  heard 
to  assert,  as  against  the  rightful  owner  of 
moneys,  that  in  paying  creditors  of  the 
bank  it  paid  money  that  belonged  to  ap- 
pellant and  which  it  held  in  a  trust  capac- 
ity, instead  of  paying  its  own  money?  To 
hold  that  the  bank  may  take  such  a  posi- 
tion, and  maintain  it  in  a  court  of  equity, 
seeking  to  do  equity,  would  be  to  permit 
the  bank  to  take  advantage  of  its  own 
wrong,  to  its  own  benefit,  and  to  the  detri- 
ment of  the  innocent  party  it  has  injured. 
One  reason  of  great  force  for  the  trustee 
assuming  the  burden  of  proving  that  he 
paid  out  the  trust  funds  instead  of  his 
own,  and  that  the  trust  funds  did  not 
pass  into  the  hands  of  the  receiver,  is 
that,  in  the  case  of  money,  the  means  of 
knowledge  on  these  subjects  would  not  be 
possessed  by  the  cestui  que  trust,  but  that 
the  means  of  proof  of  the  facts  regarding 
it  would  ordinarily  be  wholly  within  the 
possession  or  control  of  the  trustee.  This 
is  peculiarly  so  in  the  case  of  a  bank.  The 
business  of  a  banking  institution  is  ordi- 
narily done  by  confidential  agents  or  em- 
ployees behind  a  screen  and  closed  doors. 
Its  customers  and  the  public  are  excluded 
from  its  banking  room,  and  have  no  means 
of  knowing  from  what  fund  money  is  paid 
or  the  disposition  made  of  it  under  any 
ordinary  circumstances.  Such  knowledge 
must  of  necessity  be  in  the  sole  possession 
of  the  trustee.  Several  of  the  authorities 
cited  in  siipport  of  the  respondent's  posi- 
tion disclose  facts  rendering  the  principle 
materially  distinguishable  from  those  gov- 
erning the  case  at  bar.  For  instance,  in 
some  of  them  the  last  payments  were  made 
to  the  bank  many  months  before  its  fail- 
ure, and  funds  were  paid  out  in  the  mean- 
time greatly  in  excess  of  such  payments, 
and  in  excess  of  the  receipts  of  the  bank, 
and  under  such  circumstances  as  to  pre- 
clude the  possibility  of  the  fund  belonging 
to  the  depositor  having  enhanced  the  as* 
sets  of  the  bank  or  the  assets  which  were 
turned  over  to  the  receiver. 

The  bank  and  its  successor,  the  receiver, 
being  trustees,  and  it  being  conceded  by 
all  parties  that  the  moneys  of  appellant 
were  commingled  with  the  funds  of  the 
bank,  and  the  trustees  having  failed  to 
show  that  any  moneys  paid  out  were  the 
trust  funds,  and  likewise  having  failed  to 
show  that  the  funds  belonging  to  the  ap- 
pellant were  not  included  in  the  money 
turned  over  to  the  receiver,  it  necessarily 
follows  that  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  erroneous. 
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The  foregoing  conclusion,  however,  does 
not  settle  the  rights  of  the  appellant  fully. 
Much  stress  has  been  laid  upon  the  conflict 
of  authorities  applicable  to  this  case,  and 
particularly  the  different  rules  adopted  by 
£he  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin  and  others 
following  the  lead  of  that  court.  Follow- 
ing the  English  authority  (Re  Hallett, 
L.  R:  13  Ch.  Div.  719,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S. 
415,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  421,  28  Week.* Rep. 
732),  the  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin  held 
in  McLeod  y.  Evans,  66  Wis.  401,  67  Am. 
Rep.  287,  28  N.  W.  173,  214,  and  certain 
other  cases  immediately  following  that, 
that  the  cestui  que  trust  might  have  his 
money  out  of  any  of  the  assets  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  insolvent.  Subsequently,  in 
Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v.  Flanders,  87  Wis.  237, 
68  N.  W.  383,  and  other  cases,  the  Evans 
Cases  were  overruled  in  so  far  as  they 
permitted  recovery  from  all  or  any  of  the 
assets. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  au- 
thorities on  both  sides,  we  are  satisfied 
that  the  better  rule  is,  in  a  case  like  the 
instant  case,  where  the  funds  of  the  appel- 
lant were  commingled  only  with  the  moneys 
in  the  bank,  and  where  there  is  no  finding 
that  they  went  to  enhance  any  part  of  the 
assets  except  the  cash  on  hand,  that  the 
recovery  should  be  limited  to  the  cash  funds 
turned  over  to  the  receiver.  In  the  case 
at  bar,  they  are  clearly  distinguishable 
from  any  of  the  other  assets  of  the  estate 
received  by  the  receiver.  This  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Nonotuck  Silk  Company 
Case  and  many  other  authorities  and 
seems  to  be  the  later  rule  adopted  by  most 
of  the  courts.  It  may  not  be  applicable 
in  all  cases,  because  the  line  between  thr 
fund  into  which  the  money  of  the  cestui 
que  trust  went  and  the  other  assets  may 
not  be  clearly  distinguished,  but  it  is  so 
in  this  case.  In  the  Nonotuck  Silk  Com- 
pany Case  the  plaintiff  was  not  permitted 
to  recover,  principally  because  no  money 
went  into  the  hands  of  the  assignee,  ex- 
cept a  few  pennies  and  a  $2.50  gold  piece. 
In  the  case  *  at  bar  more  than  twice  as 
much  money  went  into  the  hands  of  the 
receiver  as  belonged  to  the  appellant,  and 
this  occurred  only  the  day  after  the  last 
payment  by  appellant  to  the  bank,  and 
within  four  banking  days  after  the  first 
payment.  Northern  Dakota  Elevator  Co. 
V.  Clark  k  Smart,  3  N.  D.  26,  32,  63  N. 
W.  175,  is  relied  on  as  holding  that  appel- 
lant should  not  recover.  We  do  not  so 
consider  it.  There  is  a  vital  distinction 
between  the  facts  in  the  two  cases.  In 
that  case  no  part  of  the  proceeds  of  a 
draft  which  was  involved  ever  went  into 
the  possession  of  the  bank.  It  was  drawn 
payable  to  the  order  of  an  individual  mem- 
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her  of  the  firm  comprising  the  bank,  and 
placed  to  his  credit  in  another  bank.  The 
plaintiff  was  in  fact  indebted  to  the  de- 
fendants, instead  of  being  a  creditor,  so 
there  were  no  funds  in  any  form  in  the 
hands  of  the  bankers  belonging  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and,  of  course,  no  question  of  trust 
funds  could  be  involved.  The  additional 
fact  is  also  disclosed  that  only  $3.96  of 
cash  was  turned  over  to  the  assignee  of 
the  defendant  bankers.  What  is  said  there- 
in with  reference  to  the  English  and  Wis- 
consin authorities  is  totally  irrelevant  to 
the  issues  before  this  court  at  that  time, 
and  lastly,  in  relation  to  such  case,  we 
find  that  the  question  now  before  us  was 
not  determined. 

Lastly,  with  reference  to  this  subject, 
we  may  say  that  many  authorities  cited 
by  respondent  are  where  it  is  shown  that 
the  trust  fund  has  been  dissipated  altogeth- 
er, leaving  nothing  to  be  the  subject  of 
the  trust.  It  was  held  in  Pennell  v.  Def- 
fell,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  372,  L.  R.  1  Bq.  679, 
23  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  115,  18  Jur.  273,  1 
Week.  Rep.  499,  that,  if  a  man  mingles 
trust  funds  with  his  own,  the  whole  will 
be  treated  as  trust  property,  except  so  far 
as  he  may  be  able  to  distinguish  what  is 
his  own.  This  holding  was  followed  in  Re 
Hallett,  supra,  and  approved.  In  Bum- 
ham  V.  Barth,  89  Wis.  367,  62  N.  W.  96,  it 
is  said  that,  where  a  trustee  mingles  trust 
money  with  his  own,  any  money  drawn 
from  the  common  fund  will  be  deemed  to 
be  drawn  by  the  trustee  from  his  own,  in- 
stead of  the  trust  fund.  And  in  Cragie 
V.  Hadley,  99  N.  Y,  131,  52  Am.  Rep.  9, 
1  N.  E.  537,  it  was  held  that  the  rule 
that  one  who  has  been  induced  to  part 
with  his  property  by  the  fraud  of  another, 
under  guise  of  a  contract,  may,  upon  dis- 
covery of  the  fraud,  rescind  the  contract, 
and  reclaim  the  property,  unless  it  has 
come  to  the  possession  of  a  bona  fide  holder, 
is  well  settled,  and  that  permitting  plain- 
tiff to  make  a  deposit  when  the  bank  was 
known  by  its  ofiicers  to  be  insolvent,  in 
reliance  upon  the  supposed  solvency  of 
the  bank  was  a  gross  fraud  upon  the 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  latter  was  entitled 
to  reclaim  such  deposit  or  its  proceeds, 
and  that  such  right  was  not  precluded  by 
provisions  of  the  statute  forbidding  all 
preferential  payments  or  transfers  by  an 
insolvent  bank,  and  providing  for  a  ratable 
distribution  of  its  assets,  for  the  reason 
that  the  plaintiff  di^  not  claim  under  a 
transfer  from  the  bank,  but  under  his 
original  title;  that  his  relation  as  creditor 
ceased  when  he  elected  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract of  deposit,  and  that  neither  the  cred- 
itors nor  receiver  of  the  bank  had  any 
equity  to  have  the  plaintiff's  property  ap- 
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plied  in  payment  of  the  obligations  of  the 
bank.  That  was  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  proceeds  of  certain  drafts  de- 
posited by  the  plaintiff  with  a  bank  in 
Buffalo. 

In  Stoller  v.  Ck)ate8,  88  Mo.  615,  it  is 
held  that  where  a  bank  received  a  draft  on 
deposit  to  the  credit  of  the  depositors,  who 
thereupon  drew  their  check  on  the  bank 
with  the  request  that  it  should  place  the 
proceeds  to  the  credit  of  one  E->  in  an- 
other bank,  its  correspondent,  and  upon  do- 
ing so  the  second  bank  refused  to  accept 
it  and  charge  it  to  the  account  of  the  first 
bank,  that  the  fund  remained  in  the  first- 
named  bank,  impressed  with  a  trust,  and 
that  the  relation  of  general  creditor  was 
not  created  between  the  depositors  and 
that  bank,  and  that,  while  it  may  be 
impossible  to  follow  a  fund  into  its  di- 
verted use,  it  is  always  possible  to  make 
it  a  charge  on  the  estates  or  assets  to  the 
increase  or  benefit  of  which  it  had  been 
appropriated  away.  In  Central  Nat.  Bank 
v.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S. 
54,  26  L.  ed.  693,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  passed  upon  this  qucs* 
tion  and  reviewed  a  large  number  of  au- 
thorities, siiid  held  that,  if  a  man  mixes 
trust  funds  with  his  own,  the  whole  will 
be  treated  as  the  trust  property,  except 
so  far  as  he  may  be  able  to  distinguish 
what  is  his  own.  And  it  is  held  that  these 
are  established  doctrines  of  equity,  and 
that  they  apply  in  every  case  of  a  trust 
relation,  and  to  moneys  deposited  in  a 
bank  account,  and  thef  debt  thereby  creat- 
ed. And  the  court  reviewed  and  followed 
Re  Hallett,  supra. 

In  Richardson  v.  New  Orleans  Debenture 
Redemption  Co.  62  L.R.A.  67,  42  C.  C.  A. 
619,  102  Fed.  780,  the  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals of  the  fifth  circuit  held  that  a  de- 
posit obtained  by  fraud  when  a  bank  is 
hopelessly  insolvent  creates  a  trust  in  favor 
of  the  depositor,  and  can  be  recovered  from 
a  receiver  of  the  company,  even  if  the  iden- 
tical money  deposited  does  not  pass  into 
his  hands,  where  the  funds  received  by  him 
are  in  any  event  increased  by  the  amount 
of  the  deposit.  In  State  v.  Bank  of  Com- 
merce, 61  Neb.  181,  62  L.R.A.  858,  85  N. 
W.  43,  it  was  held  that  trust  funds  do  not 
become  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the  bank, 
and,  if  a  bank  becomes  insolvent  and  a 
receiver  is  appointed,  the  owner  of  the 
trust  funds  is  made  a  preferred  creditor; 
and  that  the  beneficiary  is  entitled  to  the 
funds  or  the  proceed^  thereof,  so  long  as 
he  can  definitely  trace  them,  until  they 
reach  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder;  and 
that,  when  such  funds  have  been  wrong- 
fully commingled  and  payments  made  by 
the  trustee  from  the  common  fund,  it  will 
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.  be  presumed  that  such  payments  were  made 
I  out  of  bis  own  money,  and  not  from  the 
trust  money;  and  that  the  claim  of  a 
beneficiary  for  trust  money  may  be  pre- 
ferred to  the  extent  of  the  cash  found 
among  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  trustee 
at  the  time  of  his  failure.  And  several 
other  decisions  of  that  court  are  cited  in 
the  opinion  to  the  same  effect. 

An'd  in  State  v.  Bank  of  Commerce,  54 
Neb.  725,  75  N.  W.  28,  it  was  held  that, 
when  such  funds  are  wrongfully  com- 
mingled with  those  of  the  bank  and  pay- 
ments made  from  the  common  fund,  it  will 
be  presumed*  that  such  payments  were  made 
out  of  the  trustee's  own  money,  and  nof 
the  trust  money,  and  that  the  cash  assets 
on  hand  when  the  trustee  failed  were  pari 
of  the  trust  money,  but  that,  if  it  is  shown 
that  the  funds  were  actually  dissipated, 
the  beneficiary  cannot  have  his  claim  al- 
lowed as  a  preferred  one.  And  the  claim 
in  that  case  was  allowed  to  the  extent  of 
the  cash  on  band  at  the  time  of  the  fail- 
ure. In  St.  Louis  &,  S.  F.  R.  Co.  y.  John- 
ston, 133  U.  S.  566,  33  L.  ed.  683,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  390,  it  was  held  that  the  accept- 
ing ot  a  deposit  of  trusts  by  a  bank  irre- 
trievably insolvent  constitutes  such  a  fraud 
as  entitles  the  depositor  to  reclaim  his 
trusts  or  their  proceeds.  And  the  court 
cites  with  approval  Cragie  v.  Hadley,  su- 
pra, and  numerous  other  authorities.  To 
the  same  effect,  see  OflScer  v.  Officer,  127 
Iowa,  347,  101  N.  W.  484,  and  Sherwood 
V.  Central  Michigan  Sav.  Bank,  103  Mich. 
109,  61  N.  W.  352. 

In  Iowa  many  authorities  sustain  the 
right  of  the  appellant  to  recover.  The 
latest  to  which  our  attention  has  been 
called  is  Whitcomb  v.  Carpenter,  134  Iowa, 
227,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  928,  111  N.  W.  825. 
in  which  the  facts  are  identical  with  those 
in  the  case  at  bar.  It  was  held  that  the 
purchaser  of  a  draft,  on  the  insolvency  of 
the  banker,  was  entitled  to  a  preference 
for  the  amount  of  his  claim,  and  that 
where  the  maker  of  a  note  ha,d  paid  money 
to  the  bank  on  the  note  made  payable  to 
the  banker,  who  had  failed  to  make  a 
proper  indorsement,  but  still  held  the  note, 
or  failed  to  turn  the  payment  over  to  the 
person  holding  it,  and  mingled  the  money 
with  the  funds  of  his  bank,  the  bank  was 
a  trustee,  and  that  the  maker  was  en- 
titled, on  the  insolvency  of  the  banker,  to 
a  preference  for  the  amount  paid;  and 
that  the  fact  that  the  assets  which  passed 
into  the  hands  of  the  assignee  were  less 
than  those  which  the  banker  had  on  hand 
when  he  wrongfully  obtained  the  money 
and  mingled  it  with  his  own  funds  did 
not  overcome  the  presumption  that  the 
money   passed   into   the   hands  of  the   as- 
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signee.  See  also  Hanson  y.  Roush,  139 
Iowa,  68,  116  N.  W.  1061.  Anheuser-Busch 
Brewing  Asso.  v.  Morris,  36  Neb.  31,  53 
N.  W.  1037,  holds  that  where  a  bank  col- 
lects money  for  another,  it  holds  it  as  a 
trustee  of  the  owner,  and  that,  on  the  mak- 
ing of  an  assignment,  the  trust  character 
still  adheres  to  the  fund  in  the  hands  of 
the  assignee,  and  the  owner  is  still  enti- 
tled to  a  preference.  In  Fire  t  Water 
Comrs.  y.  Wilkinson,  119  Mich.  655,  44 
LJI.A.  493,  78  N.  W.  893,  it  is  held  that 
when  money  on  hand  at  the  time  the  bank 
closed  its  doors  was  greater  than  the 
amount  received  in  a  certain  fund,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  to  the  contrary,  it  will 
be  presumed  that  the  amount  of  cash  on 
hand,  to  the  amount  deposited  in  cash  from 
such  fund,  was  the  trust  fund.  See  also 
Hyland  y.  Roe,  111  Wis.  361,  87  Am.  -St. 
Rep.  873,  87,  N.  W.  252,  holding  that  where 
a  deposit  was  received  by  an  insolvent  bank, 
receipt  of  which  is  a  penal  offense,  it  does 
not  have  to  be  identified  to  enable  the  de- 
positor to  recover  the  fund.  In  Anderson 
y.  Pacific  Bank,  112  Cal.  598,  32  L.R.A. 
479,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  228,  44  Pac.  1063, 
it  was  held  that  money  deposited  in  a 
bank  to  secure  it  from  loss  for  furnishing 
bail,  and  commingled  with  the  general 
funds  of  the  bank,  could  be  recovered;  and 
that  the  depositor,  on  the  insolvency  of  the 
bank,  was  not  limited  to  the  general  rights 
of  a  creditor,  but  could  recover  the  entire 
amount  deposited  out  of  the  assets  of  the 
bank.  In  People  v.  City  Bank,  96  N.  Y. 
32,  we  find  a  case  where  the  bank  had  dis- 
counted notes  for  a  firm,  a  depositor.  Such 
firm  wished  to  anticipate  payment,  and 
gave  to  the  bank  checks  for  the  amount 
of  the  notes.  These  checks  were  charged 
in  the  firm  account  and  entries  made  in  the 
bank  books  that  the  notes  were  paid.  The 
firm,  when  giving  these  checks,  supposed 
that  the  bank  held  the  notes,  but  they  had 
been  previously  sold  by  it.  Before  the 
notes  fell  due,  the  bank  failed,  and  a  re- 
ceiver was  duly  appointed  of  its  assets. 
It  was  held  that  the  transaction  between 
the  bank  and  the  firm  was  not  in  their 
relation  of  debtor  and  creditor,  nor  of  bank 
and  depositor,  but  that  a  trust  was  creat- 
ed, the  violation  of  which  constituled  a 
fraud  by  which  the  bank  could  not  profit; 
and  that  an  order  requiring  the  receiver 
to  pay  the  notes  out  of  funds  in  his  hands 
was  proper.  See  also  Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Auld,  14  S.  D.  512,  86  Am.  St.  Rep.  769, 
86  N.  W.  21,  as  directly  in  point;  and 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hummel,  14  Colo.  259, 
8  L.R.A.  788,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  257,  23  Pac. 
986. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  was 
erroneous,  and  we  hold  that  the  appellant 
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in  this  case  is  entitled  to  preference,  as  in- 
dicated, and,  if  necessary,  may  participate 
with  general  creditors  in  general  assets. 
See  Kimmel  v.  Dickson,  5  S.  D.  221,  25 
L.R.A.  309,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  58  N. 
W.  561 ;  Eureka  v.  Farmers'  Bank,  88  Iowa, 
194,  65  N.  W.  342;  also  Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Auld,  supra. 

The  rights  of  other  claimants  to  pref- 
erence are  not  before  us,  hence  appellant's 
rights  relative  to  them  are  not  determined. 
Although  the  procedure  in  this  case  is  not 
questioned,  we  deem  it  proper  to  add  that 
this  court  is  satisfied  that  the  ends  of  jus- 
tice would  be  promoted  in  matters  of  this 
nature  by  an  intervention  by  the  claim- 
ant in  the  main  action.  In  such  case  the 
rights  of  all  parties  as  to  each  other  could 
be  determined  and  much  litigation  avoided. 

Brace,  J.,  did  not  participate. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  December 
19,  191L 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS 
AND  APPEALS. 

PETER  SAMKIWICZ 

v. 

ATLANTIC  CITY  RAILROAD  COMPANY, 

Plff.  in  Err. 

(—  N.  J.  — ,  81  Atl.  833.) 

Railroads  —  Injury  at  crossing  —  infer- 
ence of  defect. 

1.  It  is  the  duty  of  every  railroad  com- 
pany controlling  a  right  of  way,  to  provide 
and  keep  in  repair  a  safe  and  sufficient 
passageway  over  it,  where  any  public  high- 
way shall  cross  the  same,  of  such  width  and 
character  as  shall  be  suitable  to  the  locality 
in  which  the  same  is  situated,  as  required 
by  "An  Act  Concerning  Railroads"  (Revi- 
sion. 1903),  act  April  14,  1903  (P.  L. 
p.  645),  §  26,  and  when  it  appears  that  the 
edge  of  a  plank  used  to  provide  a  crossing 
is  so  worn  as  to  permit  the  foot  of  a  person 
crossing  the  same  to  slip  between  the  worn 
plank  and  rail,  and  hold  the  foot  so  that  it 
cannot  be  released,  by  any  reasonable  effort, 
in  time  to  avoid  injury  to  it  by  a  train 
passing  along  the  rail,  an  inference  may  be 
drawn  that  the  crossing  was  not  in  good 

Headnotes  by  Beboen,  J. 

Note.  —  There  seem  to  be  no  other  cases 
discussing  the  question  as  to  liability  for  in- 
jury at  defective  crossing,  as  affected  by 
fact  that  gates  were  closed.  Although  there 
are  numerous  cases  where  one  disregarding 
closed  gates  has  gone  upon  tracks,  and  been 
injured  bv  a  pnsRing  engine  or  train,  they 
do  not,  like  Samkiwicz  v.  Atlantic  Citt 
R.  Co.,  involve  a  defective  crossing. 
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or^er,  and  the  question  whether  the  compa- 
ny negligently  omitted  to  maintain  a  safe 
crossing  w&b  one  which  should  be  submitted 
to  the  jury. 

Same  —  injury  at  crossing  —  contribu- 
tory negligence  —  presumption. 

2.  It  is  not  a  sound  legal  proposition  that 
the  mere  attempt  of  one  on  foot  to  cross 
over  a  railroad  track  at  a  highway  crossing 
when  the  gates  are  down,  in  doing  which  he 
is  injured,  raises  a  conclusive  presumption 
that  "he  took  all  chances  of  the  injury,  and 
cannot  recover."  That  the  gates  are  closed 
is  a  circumstance  t^  be  taken  into  account 
in  determining  whether,  under  all  the  facts, 
he  was  negligent  in  not  observing  the  warn- 
ing thereby  conveyed,  but  it  does  not  con- 
clusively convict  him  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. 

(November  20,  1911.) 

IpRROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Atlantic 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  Willard  Morgan  and  C.  V. 
D.  Joline  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Howard  Miller  for  defendant  in 
error. 

Bergen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff's  foot  was  so  crushed  by 
defendant's  car  that  an  amputation  became 
necessary,  for  which  he  brought  suit  and 
recovered  damages.  The  case  made  by  him 
justified  the  inference  that,  in  attempting 
to  walk  over  the  defendant's  railroad  at  a 
highway  crossing,  his  foot  caught  between 
the  planking  and  the  rail  of  the  track,  from 
which  he  was  unable  to  extricate  himself 
before  a  freight  train,  with  the  motive  pow- 
er at  the  end  of  the  train  farthest  from  him, 
was  backed  against  him  and  his  foot  ■  cut 
off;  that  the  planking  next  to  the  rail  was 
old,  and  the  edges  so  worn  as  to  allow 
plaintiff's' foot  to  slip  between  the  planking 
and  the  rail.  It  also  appeared  that  al- 
though there  were  gates  at  the  crossing, 
placed  there  by  the  defendant  to  be  lowered 
when  an  approaching  train  intended  to  cross 
the  highway,  they  were  not  lowered  at  the 
time  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  cross  the 
tracks;  that  no  whistle  was  blown  or  bell 
rung  to  indicate  the  approach  of  this  train ; 
that,  when  the  plaintiff  undertook  to  cross, 
the  train  was  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  \ 
away  from  him;  that  he  made  every  pos- 
sible effort  to  loosen  his  foot  as  the  train 
was  approaching,  and  in  this  he  w^as  assist- 
ed by  at  least  one  other  person,  but  their 
efforts  were  unavailing,  and  while  the 
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wheels  of  the  first  truck  passed  over  his 
foot,  the  car  was  stopped  before  the  wheels 
of  the  second  truck  reached  him.  With 
the  record  in  this  condition  the  defendant 
moved  for  a  nonsuit  which  the  trial  court 
refused,  and  an  exception  was  taken,  upon 
which  is  rested  the  first  assignment  of  error. 
While  the  railroad  company  has  the  right, 
when  lawfully  authorized,  to  cross  a  public 
highway  with  its  rails,  it  must  so  construct 
its  roadbed  over  the  highway  as  not  to  un- 
necessarily interfere  with  its  safe  use  by 
the  public.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews, 36  N.  J.  L.  531.  Planking,  or  some 
other  efficient  material,  must  be  placed  be- 
tween the  rails  where  they  cross  a  public 
highway,  so  as  to  afford  to  the  public  a 
sufficient  method  by  which  it  may  safely 
cross  its  rails. 

It  is  the  duty  of  every  railroad  company 
controlling  a  right  of  way,  to  provide  and 
keep  in  repair  a  safe  and  sufficient  passage- 
way across  it,  where  any  public  highway 
shall  cross  the  same,  of  such  width  and 
character  as  shall  be  suitable  to  the  locality 
in  which  the  same  is  situated,  as  required 
by  "An  Act  Concerning  Railroads"  (Revi- 
sion of  1903),  P.  L.  1903,*  p.  645,  §  26, 
and  this  implies  that  it  be  maintained  in 
such  condition  as  to  be  reasonably  safe  for 
public  use;  and  when  it  appears  that  the 
edge  of  a  plank,  used  to  provide  a  crossing, 
is  so  worn  as  to  permit  the  foot  of  a  person 
crossing  the  same  to  slip  between  the 
worn  plank  and  the  rail,  and  hold  the  foot 
so  that  it  cannot  be  released,  by  any  rea- 
sonable effort,  in  time  to  avoid  injury  to  it 
by  a  train  passing  along  the  rail,  an  in- 
ference may  be  drawn  that  the  crossing 
was  not  in  good  order,  and  the  question 
whether  the  company  negligently  omitted 
to  maintain  a  safe  crossing  was  one  which 
should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  and  there 
was  no  error  in  the  refusal  to  nonsuit.  At 
the  close  of  the  whole  case  the  defendant 
moved  that  a  verdict  be  directed  for  the 
defendant,  but  the  plaintiff's  case  was  not 
so  shattered  by  the  testimony  offered  by  the 
defendant  as  to  justify  the  allowance  of 
this  motion.  The  utmost  that  can  be  said 
regarding  defendant's  evidence  is  that  it 
tended  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  plain- 
tiff's witnesses,  and  therefore  to  which  side 
credence  should  be  given  was  essentially  a 
jury  question.  The  plaintiff  in  error  in  its 
brief,  on  this  branch  of  the  case,  urges  that 
there  should  have  been  binding  instructions 
for  the  defendant,  because  Dickinson,  one 
of  its  witnesses,  a  civil  engineer,  testified 
that  the  planking  was  neither  old  nor  new; 
that  the  opening  between  the  planking  and 
the  rail  was  the  regulation  opening;  that 
there  was  some  wear  to  it,  but  that  it  was 
nearly  square.    In  this  he  was  corroborated 
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by  two  other  witnesses.  Another  witness, 
Clark,  testified  tliat  there  was  a  little 
rounding*  on  the  edge  of  the  planking;  that 
it  was  worn  slightly/— that  is,  it  was  slight- 
ly rounded  on  the  edge,  and  that  there  was 
no  danger  that  a  person  would  get  his  foot 
eaught  if  he  walked  straight  ahead.  The 
plaintiff's  case  showed  that  his  foot  was 
caught  sidewise  between  th«  rail  and  the 
plank,  and  the  defendant  urges  that  this 
could  not  have  happened  if  he  had  walked 
straight  across  the  track. 

We  do  not  think  that  any  conclusive  in- 
ference of  contributory  negligence  can  .be 
drawn  from  this  testimony.  The  testimony 
18  that  the  plaintiff  was  walking  straight 
across,  and  it  is  not  denied  that  his  foot 
was  caught,  and  a  jury  might,  we  think, 
fairly  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  condi- 
tion of  the  planking  was  such  as  to  throw 
the  foot  lengthwise  between  the  defective 
plank  and  the  rail.  We  find  no  error  in  the 
refusal  to  direct  a  verdict. 

The  only  other  assignment  of  error  ar- 
gued, and  that  is  presented  in  the  supple- 
mental brief  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  Is 
the  seventh.  The  court  was  asked  to  charge 
"if  the  jury  believe  that  he  went  under  the 
gates  after  the  gates  were  down,  he  took  all 
chances  of  the  injury  and  cannot  recover." 

This  request  assumes  that  in  all  cases 
where  it  appears  that  a  person  is  injured 
while  undertaking  to  cross  a  railroad  on  a 
public  highway,  when  the  crossing  gates 
are  down,  a  conclusive  presumption  arises 
that  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  that  he  takes  all  the  chances  of  being 
injured,  without  considering  any  other  fact 
pertinent  to  the  issue  to  be  determined.  In 
deciding  the  legal  propriety  of  a  request  to 
charge,  its  relation  to  the  facts  proven  in 
the  particular  case  must  be  considered.  The 
gates  when  down  give  warning  that  a  train 
is  approaching;  but  if  one,  seeing  he  has 
ample  time  to  cross,  attempts  it,  and  is  pre- 
vented by  some  negligent  act  of  the  rail- 
road company  from  proceeding,  so  that  he 
cannot  escape  from  the  track  until  he  is  in- 
jured, it  could  not  be  said  that  he  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  for  the 
immediate  cause  of  the  injury  was  the  neg- 
ligent act  of  the  defendant.  In  the  present 
case  the  uncontradicted  proof  is  that  plain- 
tiff could  have  safely  crossed,  but  for  the  al- 
leged negligence  of  the  defendant  in  not 
maintaining  the  crossing  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition.  The  request  refused  elimi- 
nates every  condition  other  than  that  relat- 
ing to  the  situation  of  the  gates,  and  would 
amount  to  a  direction  for  defendant  if  in 
fact  the  gates  were  down  when  plaintiff 
undertoolL  to  cross  the  track.  In  passing 
upon  the  question  of  contributory  negligence 
the  jury  would  have  the  right  to  determine 
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whether  the  plaintiff  had  acted  as  a  reason- 
ably prudent  man  should  when,  as  he  testi- 
fies, the  freight  train  was  about  a  quarter 
of  a  mile  away  at  the  time,  with  the  engine 
at  the  end  of  the  train  farthest  from  plain- 
tiff, a  circumstance  which  led  him  to  think 
that  it  was  likely  to  move  the  other  way, 
and  that  he  could  cross  in  safety  if  the 
crossing  had  been  in  good  condition.  The 
jury  could  well  have  inferred,  under  these 
and  other  conditions  shown,  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. It  is  not  a  sound  legal  proposition 
that  the  mere  attempt  of  one  on  foot  to 
cross  over  a  railroad  track  at  a  highway 
crossing  when  the  gates  are  down,  in  do- 
ing which  he  is  injured,  raises  a  conclusive 
presumption  that  "he  took  all  chances  of 
the  injury,  and  cannot  recover."  That  the 
gates  are  closed  is  a  circumstance  to  be 
taken  into  account  in  determining  whether, 
under  all  the  facts,  he  was  negligent  in  not 
observing  the  warning  thereby  conveyed; 
but  it  does  not  conclusively  convict  him  of 
contributory  negligence. 

In  this  case,  if  we  assume  that  the  gates 
were  closed,  and  the  plaintiff  attempted  to 
cross  by  going  under  them,  there  was  no 
causal  connection  between  the  act  of  the 
plaintiff  and  the  cause  of  his  injury,  which 
was  a  defect  in  the  crossing,  if  it  was  de- 
fective, for  his  foot  would  have  caught  in 
the  same  way  even  if  the  gates  had  been 
open.  "To  exonerate  defendant  from  lia- 
bility for  its  negligence  which  also  caused 
plaintiff's  injury,  it  is  not  suflicient  that 
plaintiff,  by  his  act,  contributed  thereto, 
but  it  must  further  appear  that  in  doing 
that  act  he  was  at  fault,  and  guilty  of 
what  the  law  calls  negligence.  ...  In 
this  respect  the  law  exacts  such  judgment 
respecting  dangers  and  risks  incident  to  the 
circumstances  as  a  reasonable  man  would 
form,  and  such  vigilance  in  observing  the 
approach  of  danger,  and  such  care  in  avoid- 
ing it,  as  a  prudent  man,  reasonably  care- 
ful of  his  safety,  would  exercise."  New 
York,  L.  E.  A  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bell,  53  N.  J. 
L.  283-289,  21  Atl.  1052.  But  such  duty 
does  not  extend  to  dangers  from  causes  ah 
extra.  Watson  v.  Camden  &  A.  R.  Co. 
55  N.  J.  L.  125,  19  L.R.A.  487,  39  Am.  St. 
Rep.  624,  26  Atl.  136. 

"In  the  trial  of  cases  of  this  kind,  where 
it  appears  that  both  parties  were  in  fault, 
the  primary  consideration  is  whether  the 
faulty  act  of  the  plaintiff  was  so  remote 
from  the  injury  as  not  to  be  regarded  in  a 
legal  sense  as  a  cause  of  the  accident,  or 
whether  the  injury  was  proximately  due  to 
the  plaintiff's  negligence  as  well  as  to  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant.  If  the  faulty 
act  of  the  plaintiff  simply  presents  the  con< 
dition  under  which  the  injury  was  received, 
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and  was  not  in  a  legal  sense  a  contributory 
cause  thereof,  then  the  sole  question  will  be 
whether,  under  the  circumstances  and  in  the 
situation  in  which  the  injury  was  received, 
it  was  due  to  the  defendant's  negligence." 
Menger  v.  Laur,  56  N.  J.  L.  206-216,  20 
L.R.A.  61,  26  Atl.  180. 

The  plaintiff  in  er^or  cites  the  following 
cases  in  support  of  the  request :  Allerton  v. 
'  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  146  Mass.  241,  15  N. 
E.  621.  In  this  case  plaintiff's  intestate,  on 
leaving  defendant's  train,  started  to  cross 
the  railroad  on  a  public  street  while  the 
gates  were  down,  without  looking  to  see 
whether  any  train  was  approaching  on  the 
other  track,  and  she  was  injured  by  a  train 
which  she  could  have  seen  if  she  had  looked. 
Under  these  conditions  she  would  be  guilty 
of  negligence  in  not  looking,  and  the  court 
said:  "There  was  no  express  or  implied  in- 
vitation to  her  to  cross,  nor  any  excuse  for 
her  to  cross  without  looking  for  the  coming 
train."  The  fact  that  the  gates  were  down 
was  an  incident  tending  to  show  negligence 
on  her  part,  as  it  was  warning  that  a  train 
was  coming,  which  emphasized  her  duty  to 
look  for  a  danger  of  which  she  was  warned, 
but  it  was  not  held  to  be  conclusive. 

In  Cleary  v.  Philadelphia  k  R.  R.  Co.  140 
Pa.  19,  21  Atl.  242,  the  plaintiff's  intestate 
thought  that  the  gates'  were  down  for  a 
particular  train  to  pass  on  one  of  the  tracks, 
and  while  standing  on  one  track,  he  was 
struck  by  a  train  coming  from  the  opposite 
direction  on  another  track  and  killed.  The 
court  said :  "He  stepped  in  front  of  a  mov- 
ing train  in  broad  daylight."  His  negli- 
gence was  apparent,  for  the  place  was  a 
dangerous  one  of  which  he  Vvas  warned  by 
the  closed  gates. 

In  Sheehan  v.  Philadelpliia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
160  Pa.  354,  31  Atl.  120,  it  appears  that 
plaintiff  went  upon  the  track  in  front  of  an 
approaching  train  and  was  injured.  The 
court  refused  to  consider  his  testimony  that 
he  stopped,,  looked,  and  listened,  and  held 
that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence in  disregarding  the  warning  and  go- 
ing upon  the  track  in  front  of  an  approach- 
ing train.  The  opinion  is  very  brief,  and 
the  facts  meager,  but  the  case  was  heid  to 
be  controlled  by  Cleary  v.  Philadelphia  &  R. 
R.  Co.  supra. 

Wyatt  V.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  6  Best 
&  S.  709,  is  also  relied  upon,  but  this  case 
has  no  application,  for  it  is  based  upon 
the  interpretation  given  to  a  statute,  which 
required  that  gates  of  a  certain  character 
should  be  kept  constantly  closed  at  railway 
crossings,  and  to  be  opened  when  the  cir- 
cumstances justified  it,  with  due  regard  to 
safety,  and  this  was  held  to  be  a  prohibition 
to  the  public  to  pass  over  the  railway  ex- 
cept when  the  gates  were.  open. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


The  facts  in  this  case  showed  that  the 
gates  were  dosed,  and  the  plaintiff,  desiring 
to  cross,  undertook  to  open  them, 'when  one 
of  them  of  its  own  weight  flew  back  and 
struck  his  horse,  which  became  unmauage* 
able  and  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  out  of  his 
carriage  and  injured.  The  decision  for  the 
defendant  was  put  upon  the  ground  that  the 
law  prohibited  the  plaintiff  from  crossing 
when  the  gates  were  down,  intimating  that 
he  might  have  a  remedy  against  the  com- 
pany if  it  did  not  open  the  gates  when  it 
should.  None  of  these  cases  support  the 
claim  that  one  who  attempts  to  cross  a  rail- 
road when  the  crossing  gates  are  down  as- 
sumes all  chances  of  injury,  and  cannot  re- 
cover simply  because  he  attempts  to  crotfs 
when  the  gates  are  down.  In  each  case 
there  was  another  element  bearing  on  the 
question  of  negligence.  The  request  was  too 
broad  when  applied  to  the  evidence  in  the 
case,  and  was  properly  refused. 

The  result  is  that  the  judgment  under  re- 
view will  be  affirmed. 
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ROBERT  DENNERY,  by  Next  Friend, 
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GREAT  ATLANTIC  &  PACIFIC  TEA 
COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err. 

(—  N.  J.  — ,  81  Atl.  861.) 

Highway  —  runaway  borse  —  presamp- 
tion  of  negligence. 

1.  The  unexplained  presence  upon  a  pub- 
lic highway  of  a.  runaway  horse  harnessed 
to  a  wagon,  unattended  by  the  owner  or 
other  person,  raises  a  prima  facie  presump- 
tion of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  owner. 

Evidence  —  ownership  ^  inference. 

2.  Evidence  that  the  wagon  which  ran  over 
the  plaintiff  was  conspicuously  marked  with 
defendant's  name  was  sufficient  to  justify 
the  inference  that  defendant  was  the  owner. 

Appeal  and  error  ^  nonsuit  ^  proof 
afterwards  supplied. 

3.  The  refusal  of  a  nonsuit  for  failure  of 

Headnotes  by  White,  J. 

Note,  —  May  negligence  be  inferred 
from  inere  fact  that  a  horse  ruiui 
away. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  the  note  to 
Coller  V.  Knox,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  171,  where 
the  earlier  cases  are  considered. 

For  the  subject  of  liability,  in  the  absence 
of  negligence,  for  damage  by  runaway  horse, 
see  the  note  to  Metropolitan  Casualty  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Clark,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)    717. 

For  the  duty  of  driver  of  horse  that  is 
running  away,  see  the  note  to  Kimble  v. 
Stackpole,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   148.     , 
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proofs  is  not  ground  for  reversal  if  said 
proofs  were  afterwards  supplied  by  either 
party  in  the  progress  of  the  trial. 

Trial  —  negligent   handling   of   horse 
—  question  for  Jury. 

4.  Where  there  was  proof  that  the  driv- 
er of  a  young  horse,  which  he  was  driving 
that  day  ^or  the  first  time,  drove  it  up  to  a 
railroad  crossing  where  the  gates  were  down 
and  upon  which  a  freight  train  was  drilling 
at  the  time,  and  left  it  a  little  while  with  its 
head  toward  the  gates  and  with  the  hitching 
weight  attached,  and  then  returned  and  took 
the  hitching  weight  off,  put  it  in  the  wagon, 
and,  in  order  to  see  that  all  was  right  with 
the  goods  therein,  went  behind  the  rear  end 
of  the  wagon,  so  that  he  may  have  been  in 
such  a  position  that  he  could  not  reach  the 
reins  in  time  to  control  the  horse  should  it 
take  fright  at  the  sounds  which  might  be 
expected  to  occur  from  the  drilling  train, 
and  which  in  fact  did  occur,  causing  the 
horse  to  run  away,  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  or  not  the  driver  was  guilty 
of  negligence. 

(November  20,  1911.)' 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hudson 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  to  plaintiff  by  defend- 
ant's runaway  horse.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  White,  J.: 

The  writ  reviews  a  judgment  on  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  three 
years  and  two  months  old,  for  personal  in- 


juries received  by  him  from  being  run  over 
on  the  public  highway  or  street  in  Jersey 
City  by  defendant's'  runaway  horse,  at- 
tached to  its  delivery  wagon.  The  errors  as- 
signed are  to  a  refusal  to  nonsuit  and  to 
a  refusal  of  a  motion  for  the  direction  of  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  The 
plaintiff's  case  showed  a  driverless  horse 
running  away,  harnessed  to  a  delivery  wag- 
on upon  which  defendant's  name  appeared, 
and  coming  around  a  corner  ( into  the  street 
where  it  ran  over  plaintiff)  from  the  direc- 
tion of  a  railroad  crossing  a  short  distance 
away,  where  trains  were  frequently  drill- 
ing. Upon  this  evidence  the  court  refused 
a  motion  for  nonsuit.  Defendant  then 
called  the  driver  (Wood),  who  testified  that 
the  team  belonged  to  defendants,  and  that 
he,  as  their  employee,  was  making  deliveries 
for  them  with  it  when  the  accident  hap- 
pened; that  this  was  the  first  day  he  had 
ever  driven  the  horse  in  question  (which 
was  five  years  old ) ;  that  he  drove  up  to  the 
railroad  crossing  where  the  gates  were 
down  and  a  freight  train,  consisting  of 
small  dirt  cars  on  springs,  was  drilling  at 
the  time,  and  attaching  the  hitching  weight 
to  the  horse's  head,  left  it  with  its  head  to- 
ward the  gates  while  he  made  a  delivery; 
that  he  then  returned,  removed  the  hitch- 
ing weight,  put  it  in  the  wagon,  and  went 
around  back  of  the  wagon  to  see  that  all 
was  right,  and  had  come  up  on  the  side 
next  to  where  the  reins  were  when  the 
horse  became  frightened  at  the  starting  of 


For  cases  on  negligence  in  leaving  horse 
unhitched  in  highway,  see  the  notes  to  Moul- 
ton  V.  Lewiston,  B.  &  B.  Street  R.  Co.  10 
L.R.A.(N.8.)  845,  and  Corona  Coal  &  I.  Co. 
V.  White,  20  L.Rji.(N.S.)  958. 

The  decision  in  Dennery  v.  Great  Atlan- 
tic 8l  p.  Tea  Co.  upon  the  affirmative  side 
of  the  question  which  is  the  subject  of  this 
note  follows  the  doctrine  of  the  New  Jersey 
cases  of  Kokoll  v.  Brohm  &,  B.  Lumber  Co. 
77  N.  J.  L.  169,  71  Atl.  120,  and  Fran- 
cois v.  Hanff,  77  N.  J.  L.  364,  71  Atl.  1128, 
cited  in  the  aforesaid  note  to  CoUer  v.  Knox. 

In  Kimble  v.  Stackpole,  60  Wash.  35,  35 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  148,  110  Pac.  677,  the  court, 
in  approving  the  direction  of  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  said:  "In  this  case  there  is 
no  evidence  showing  negligence,  or  from 
which  negligence  could  be  reasonably  in- 
ferred. What  caused  the  team  to  run  away 
is  not  made  to  appear  with  any  degree  of 
certainty." 

Simitarlv  it  is  intimated  in  Keaveny  v. 
Moran,  208  Mass.  277,  04  N.  E.  274,  that 
if  the  horse  was  beyond  the  control  of  his 
driver,  that  might  have  excused  running 
over  the  plaintiff. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  question  is  af- 
fected by  statute.  Thus,  in  Trenchard  v. 
New  Orleans  R.  &  Light  Co.  123  La.  36,  48 
So.  575,  the  court,  in  affirminjj  a  judf^ent 
against  the  owner  of  the  horse,  quoted  the 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


statute  providing  that  '^the  owner  of  an 
animal  is  answerable  for  the  damage  he 
has  caused,"  and  said:  "Conceding,  for  the 
argument,  that  this  article  is  not  to  be  tak- 
en literally,  but  merely  as  establishing  a 
presumption  of  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
owner  of  the  animal,  such  as  he  may  rebut 
by  proof  of  entire  absence  of  negligence  on 
his  part,  the  defendant  in  this  case,  who  left 
his  horse  unhitched  and  unattended  in  the 
street,  is  not  entirely  blameless,  no  matter 
how  much  the  animal  may  have  been  accus- 
tomed theretofore  to  stand  when  left  in  that 
way." 

In  Birmingham  v.  Gallery,  Rap.  Jud.  Que- 
bec, 36  C.  S.  481,  the  court  referred  to  the 
statute  declaring  the  proprietor  of  an  ani- 
mal responsible  for  damage  caused  by  it, 
as  founded  on  a  presumption  "de  faute,  de 
negligence,  ou  d*imprudence,"  but  reversed 
a  judgment  against  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  proved  that  there  was 
no  fault  on  his  part. 

.It  may  be  noted  that  in  Jones  v.  I^ee,  28 
Times  L.  R.  02  (a  case  not  strictly  within 
the  scope  of  this  note,  as  the  horse  which 
had  escaped  from  a  field  into  the  highway 
while  apparently  fractious  was  not  "running 
away"),  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  com- 
raon-law  duty  of  an  owner  whose  land  ad- 
joined th  highway  to  keep  his  animals  off 
the  highway.  B.  B.  B. 
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the  freight  care  or  the  puiBng  of  the  en- 
gine,* both  of  which  the  driver  heard  start 
up  at  that  moment,  and  swerving  sharply 
around  started  to  run;  that  the  driver 
grabbed  at  the  reins,  but  missed  them  and 
fell  down,  and  the  horse  ran  around  the 
comer,  and  up  the  street,  where  the  plain- 
tiff was  injured. 

Messrs.  Griggs  A  Harding  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Tamulty  A  Cntley  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

White,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

By  reason  of  their  nature  and  training, 
horses  can  be  safely  utilized  to  draw  vehi- 
cles upon  public  streets  only  when  controlled 
by  reasonably  competent  drivers.  This  fact 
is  in  such  complete  accord  with  universal 
experience  that  the  legal  duty  to  supply 
such  a  driver  exists,  and  consequently  it  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence  for  a  per- 
son to  permit  his  horse  attached  to  a 
wagon  to  go  out  upon  a  public  street  with- 
out any  driver  or  other  person  in  charge. 
If,  therefore,  a  horse  and  wagon  are  found 
passing  along  a  street  with  no  one  in 
charge,  the  absence  of  the  driver  gives  rise 
to  a  prima  facie  presumption  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  owner.  The  fact  that 
the  horse  is  running  does  not  negative  this 
presumption.  That  a  horse  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, finding  itself  without  anyone's 
guidance  or  control,  should  soon  commence 
running,  is  the  result  both  of  its  nature 
and  of  its  training.  Its  nature  is  to 
frighten  at  unusual  sights  and  sounds  and 
to  run  away  from  them.  It  has  been 
trained,  however,  to  confide  in  and  rely  upon 
its  driver's  guidance  and  protection,  instead 
of  resorting  to  its  natural  instincts.  When, 
therefore,  it  realizes  the  unaccustomed  ab- 
sence of  this  guidance  and  sense  of  protec- 
tion, it  becomes  doubly  confused  and  timid, 
and  sights  and  sounds  which  seemed  to  it 
harmless  in  the  presence  of  its  driver  now 
seem  strange*  and  terrifying,  and  to  be 
avoided  only  by  flight.  We  think,  therefore, 
that,  as  stated  by  the  supreme  court  in 
KokoU  V.  Brohm  &  B.  Lumber  Go.  77  N.  J. 
L.  169,  71  Atl.  120,  and  in  Francois  v. 
Hanff,  77  N.  J.  L.  364,  71  Atl.  1128,  the 
unexplained  presence  upon  a  public  highway 
of  a  team  of  runaway  horses  harnessed  to 
a  wagon,  unattached  by  the  owner  or  other 
person,  raises  a  prima  facie  presumption  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  owner. 

The  other  point  raised  by  the  refusal  of 
nonsuit  assignment  of  error,  viz.,  that  own- 
ership in  the  defendant  was  not  proved  in 
SU  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  plaintiff's  case,  is  without  merit»  for 
two  reasons: 

First.  It  was  proved  that  the  defendant's 
name  appeared  conspicuously  on  the  wagon, 
and  we  approve  the  doctrine  as  laid  down 
by  the  supreme  court  in  Edgeworth  v.  Wood, 
58  N.  J.  L.  463,  33  Atl.  940,  following 
Lord  Denman's  ruling  in  Joyce  v.  Capel, 
8  Car.  k  P.  370,  that  evidence  that  the 
wagon  whic}i  ran  over  plaintiff  was  marked 
with  defendant's  name  was  sufficient  to 
justify  the  inference  that  defendant  was 
its  owner,  and  that  such  inference  estab- 
lished prima  facie  that  defendant  was  in 
possession  and  control  of  the  wagon  by  the 
driver,    its   servant. 

Second.  The  proof  of  defendant's  owner- 
ship was  clearly  established  in  defendant's 
own  case.  This  court  has  held  that  the  re- 
fusal of  a  nonsuit  for  failure  of  proofs  is 
not  ground  for  reversal  if  the  defect  was 
afterwards  supplied  by  evidence  taken  In 
the  progress  of  the  trial.  Delaware,  L.  k 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Dailey,  37  N.  J.  L.  526; 
Hibernia  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Meyer,  39  N. 
J.  L.  482.  The  history  of  this  practice  is 
fully  stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  in  Bostwick  v.  Willett,  72  N.  J.  L. 
21,  60  Atl.  398. 

Coming  now  to  the  explanation,  as  of- 
fered by  defendant's  driver  and  its  other 
witnesses,  of  how  the  runaway  occurred, 
we  do  not  think  it  presented  such  a  clear 
negation  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
driver  as  to  justify  the  court  in  directing 
a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  horse 
was  young,  and  this  driver  was  driving  it 
that  day  for  the  first  time.  He  drove  it  up 
to  the  gates  at  the  railroad  crossing  where 
a  dirt  car  freight  train  was  drilling  at  the 
time  immediately  in  front  of  the  horse. 
When  such  a  train  started  or  stopped  in 
the  process  of  drilling,  the  attendant  noises 
from  the  jerking  link  couplings  and  clash- 
ing bnmpers  are  well  calculated  to  frighten 
any  ordinary  horse  standing  with  its  head 
in  close  proximity  to  the  track.  The  shift- 
ing or  other  engine  itself,  with  its  puffing 
and  escaping  steam,  running  first  one  way 
and  then  the  other  in  drilling  the  cars  upon 
the  different  switches  and  sidings,  may  bo 
even  more  startling  than  a  locomotive  pull- 
ing an  ordinary  train.  When,  then,  with 
all  these  circumstances  before  him,  the  driv- 
er removed  the  hitching  weight  from  this 
strange  young  horse's  head  before  going 
back  to  the  rear  end  of  the  wagon  to  see  if 
everything  was  all  right,  instead  of  after- 
ward, it  was  clearly  a  question  for  a  jury 
to  decide  whether  he  was  or  was  not  negli- 
gent in  taking  a  chance  of  the  horse  be- 
coming frightened  (as  it  did)  by  a  sudden 
starting  of  the  freight  train  or  of  its 
shifting  engine  or  both,  with  their  natnr- 
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ally  attendant  noises,  at  a  time  when  he 
(the  driver)  neither  had  hold  of  the  reins 
nor  was  in  a  position  to  catch  them  up 
in  time  to  control  the  horse,  and  prevent 
an  accident.  It  is  true  the  driver  said  he 
was  at  the  side  of  the  wagon  just  ready  to 
get  in,  and  with  the  reins  within  reach, 
when  the  horse  started.  But  the  facts  are 
that  the  horse  took  fright  at  the  starting 
of  the  train  or  the  puffing  of  the  engine, 
that  it  turned  and  ran  away,  and  that  the 
driver  did  not  get  his  hands  upon  the 
reins,  although  he  tried  to  do  so.  The  jury 
might  well  have  concluded  from  these  cir- 
cumstances that  the  driver  was  not  as  near 
the  reins  when  the  horse  started  as  he 
thought  he  was,  and  that  the  accident  in 
reality  happened  by  reason  of  his  unhitch- 
ing the  horse  and  then  going  so  far  away 
from  it  that  it  was  beyond  his  power  of 
control  in  case  it  became  frightened,  as  it 
did,  at  the  noises  which  the  driver  had 
every  reason  to  expect  would  occur,  and  also 
good  reason  to  expect  might  scare  the  horse 
which  he  had  thus  placed  in  a  position  of 
such  close  proximity  to  the  alarming 
sounds.  Under  all  the  circumstances,  we 
think  there  was  no  error  in  the  refusal  to 
direct  a  verdict. 

The  judgment  of  the  Hudson  Circuit  is 
affirmed* 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS 
AND  APPEALS. 

MAYOR  AND  ALDERMEN  OF  JERSEY 
CITY  FOR  THE  USE  OF  STEWART  H. 
ELLIOTT,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

GEORGE  J.  SCHOPPE  et  aL 
(—  N.  J.  — ,  82  AtL.  913.) 

Bonds  —  constable  —  forfeiture. 

Where  a  constable  was  directed  by  a  writ 
of  attachment  to  attach  the  goods  of  the  de- 

^eadnote  by  Mintubn,  J. 


fendant  named  therein,  and  accepted  from 
defendant  the  amount  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim  and  costs,  and  paid  the  same  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys,  and  thereafter  the  de- 
fendant in  the  writ  succeeded  upon  the  trial 
of  the  action,  and  the  constable  failed  to  re- 
turn to  him  the  money  deposited,  held,  in  a 
suit  upon  the  constable's  bond  for  a  for- 
feiture thereof,  that  the  acts  of  the  consta- 
ble were  not  performed  in  furtherance  of  his 
duty,  as  prescribed  by  law,  but  were  per- 
formed by  him  unofficially  or  colore  officii, 
and  as  such  could  not  subject  his  sureties 
to  liability  on  the  bond. 

(March  4,  1012.) 

« 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hudson 
County  to   review  a  judgment  in   de- 
fendant's favor  in  a  suit  on  a  constable's 
bond.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.    . 
Mr.  Pierre  F.  Cook  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Mr.  Marshall  Van  Winkle  for  defend- 
ants in  error.    . 


Mintnrn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

While  about  to  sail  for  Europe  from 
Hoboken,  the  baggage  of  Stewart  H.  El- 
liott was  attached  by  Constable  George  J. 
Schoppe  on  a  writ  of  attachment  issued 
out  of  the  first  district  court  of  Jersey 
City,  at  the  suit  of  one  Wallace  H.  Owen. 
W^hen  the  object  of  the  constable's  writ  was 
announced,  Elliott  protested  the  correct- 
ness of  the  claim,  but  finally  paid  the 
amount  with  costs  of  suit  to  the  constable, 
who  gave  Elliott  a  receipt  and  thereupon 
released  the  goods.  Instead  of  paying  the 
money  into  court,  the  constable  turned  it 
over  to  the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  the 
writ,  who  gave  him  a  receipt  for  it,  and, 
upon  the  same  day,  the  constable  returned 
the  writ  into  court  indorsed  fully  satisfied. 
Elliott  entered  his  appearance  to  the  suit 
in  due  course,  and  a  trial  took  place  which 
resulted  in  a  judgment  in  his  favor.  He 
then  instituted  this  suit  through  the  mu- 


Vote,  ^  LiaJHlity  of  officer' 8  bond  for 
failure  to  return  money  deposited  to 
avoid  execution  of  trr<t. 

■ 

The  commentator  in  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  724,  says  that  to*  charge  the  sureties 
in  the  officer's  bond,  the  act  complained  of 
must  either  have  been  one  that  he  might 
rightfully  have  done  as  such  officer,  or  one 
which  was  actually  done  by  him  as  an  offi- 
cer under  a  claim  of  right  to  do  so  as  such ; 
and  that  when  the  officer  is  under  no  legal 
duty  to  perform  the  act,  and  goes  outside 
theline  of  his  duties  and  acts  without  the 
scope  of  his  authority,  the  sureties  cannot 
be  held  liable.  In  some  cases  the  courts 
have  drawn  a  distinction  between  acts  done 
.39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  37 


by  virtue  of  office  and  those .  done  under 
color  of  office,  holding  the  sureties  liable 
for  the  former  but  not  for  the  latter.  But 
this  distinction  is  now  disregarded  in  moat 
jurisdictions,  and  the  sureties  are  held  li- 
able for  both  the  nonfeasances  and  the  mis- 
feasances of  the  officer,  while  assuming  to 
act  officially,  irrespective  of  whether  the  act 
is  done  virtute  officii  or  colore  officii.  These 
principles  govern  the  few  decisions  which 
fall  within  the  foregoing  title. 

In  circumstances  somewhat  like  those  in- 
volved in  Jersey  City  use  op  Elliott  v. 
Schoppe,  it  was  held  in  an  early  North 
Carolina  case  that  the  sheriff  was  but  tl^e 
private  agent  of  the  party  to  pay  the  debt, 
and  that  he  alone  was  responsible  in  his 
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nicipality,  as  the  obligee  named  in  the  con- 
stable's bond,  to  have  the  same  declared  for- 
feited against  the  constable  and  his  sure- 
ties. The  insistment  made  is  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money  by  the  constable  to  the 
plaintiff's  attorneys,  instead  of  turning  it 
into  court,  was  a  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  bond,  and  legally  worked  its  forfeiture. 
The  Hudson  circuit  court,  sitting  without  a 
jury,  resolved  this  contention  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  legality  of  that  adjudica- 
tion is  before  us  for  review  upon  writ  of 
error. 

The  constable's  bond  to  the  municipality 
contained  the  usual  condition  that,  "if  the 
said  George  J.  Schoppe  shall  well  and  truly 


perform  the  duties  of  his  safd  office  of  con- 
stable of  Jersey  City,  then  the  above  obli- 
gation to  be  void,"  etc. 

The  seventy-first  section  of  the-  district 
court  act  (2  Comp.  Stat.  1010,  p.  1978) 
provides  that  the  defendant  in  attachment 
may  secure  the  release  of  the  goods  at- 
tached by  giving  bond  "in  double  the  value 
of  the  property  attached  conditioned  for  the 
due  and  safe  return  of  the  goods  .  .  . 
in  case  judgment  shall  .  .  .  [go  againat 
him]." 

The  18th  section  of  the  act  provides  that, 
instead  of  furnishing  a  bond,  he  "may  de- 
posit a  sum  of  money  equal  to  the  amount 
of  the  penalty  of  such  bond  or  recognizance. 


private  capacity  for  his  breach  of  trust. 
State  ex  rel.  Ellis  v.  Long,  30  N.  C.  (8  Ired. 
L.)  513.  In  this  case,  it  appeared  that  the 
defendant,  in  a  writ  of  capias  ad  responden- 
dum placed  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  a  sum 
of  money  tQ  discharge  the  debt  for  which  he 
was  sued,  but  the  sheriff  neglected  to  apply 
it  for  that  purpose,  and  the  defendant  in  the 
writ  was  compelled  to  pay  the  debt  out  of 
the  other  funds.  The  court  said  that  the 
precept,  commanded  the  sheriff  to  take  t)ie 
body  of  the  relator,  and  to  keep  him  safely 
to  answer  the  action,  but  it  gave  iiim  no  au- 
thority to  receive  the  relator's  money;  and 
that  therefore  there  was  no  right  of  action 
upon  the  sheriff's  bond. 

And  in  another  action  upon  the  same 
bond,  it  was  held  that  the  sureties  were  not 
liable  where  the  sheriff,  instead  of  taking 
a  bail  bond,  accepted  from  the  defendant  in 
the  capias,  a  deposit  of  money,  and  failed 
to  return  it  although  the  defendant  in  the 
capias  offered  to  surrender  himself  and  de- 
manded the  money.  State  v.  Long,  30  N.  C. 
(8  Ired.  L.)  415.  In  this  case  the  court 
said:  "The  latter  [the  sureties]  artf  lia- 
ble upon  a  contract  expressed  in  definite 
terms,  and  their  liability  cannot  be  carried 
beyond  the  •  fair  meaning  of  those  terms. 
Those  required  by  the  statute  and  contained 
in  this  bond  are,  that  the  sheriff  will  exe- 
cute and  due  return  make  of  all  process  to 
him  directed;  that  he  will  pay  and  satisfy 
all  fees  and  sums  of  money,  by  him  received, 
or  levied  by  virtue  of  any  process,  into  the 
proper  oflice,  into  which  the  same,  by  the 
tenor  thereof,  ought  to  be  paid,  or  to  the 
person  to  whom  the  same  shall  be  due;  and 
in  all  other  things  will  truly  and  faithfully 
execute  the  office  of  sheriff.  It  seems  to  us 
quite  clear  upon  the  terms  per  se  and  upon 
previous  adjudications  on  them,  that  the 
present  case  does  not  come  within  any  of 
them.  There  has  been  no  failure  to  execute 
and  return  process  here.  The  clause,  for 
the  payment  of  money  received  or  levied, 
is  obviously  restricted  to  money  thus  re- 
ceived or  levied  under,  and  by  virtue  of  proc- 
ess commanding  the  sheriff  to  make  the 
money,  because  it  requires  that  he  shall  pay 
it  into  the  office  or  to  the  person  to  whom, 
by  the  tenor  thereof,  that  is,  of  the  writ,  it 
ought  to  be  paid  or  may^  be  due.  Here  he 
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had  no  such  writ  or  process,  and  the  money 
was  received  wholly  without  authority  of 
law,  except  the  authority  which  was  derived 
from  the  contract  of  the  parties.  The  remain- 
ing provision  only  binds  the  officer  affirma- 
tively to  the  faithful  execution  of  the  duties 
of  his  office.  It  is  thus  seen  that  there  is  no 
clause  to  cover  the  case  of  an  abuse  or  usur- 
pation of  power.  There  are  no  negative  words 
that  the  sheriff  will  commit  no  wrong  by 
color  of  his  office,  nor  do  anything  not  au- 
thorized by  law.  In  many  cases,  therefore, 
it  has  been  held  that  the  sheriff's  sureties 
were  not  liable  for  the  sheriff,  when  he  un- 
doubtedly would  be  for  his  deputy." 

So,  in  Kero  v.  Powell,  26  U.  C.  C.  P.  448, 
it  was  held  that  since  the  sheriff  was  with- 
out power  to  accept  a  deposit  and  release 
the  aefendant  in  a  writ  of  capias,  his  sure- 
ties could  not  be  held  liable  for  his  failure 
to  return  the  money.  In  this  case,  the 
plaintiff  deposited  a  certain  sum  in  lieu  of  a 
bail  bond  to  secure  the  release  of  a  defend- 
ant in  a  writ  of  capias,  but  the  plaintiff 
subsequently  rendered  the  defendant  in  a 
writ  to  the  sheriff,  and  he  was  again  placed 
in  jail,  where  he  remained  until  he  was  dis- 
charged on  an  order  of  insolvency,  llie 
principle  which  seemed  to  govern  the  court 
in  this  case  'was  that  the  statute  which 
made  the  sureties  liable  for  the  sheriff's 
failure  to  pay  "over  the  moneys  received  by 
him"  must  of  necessity  be  confined  to  such 
moneys  as,  in  the  words  of  the  covenant,  "he 
shall  receive  by  virtue  of  his  said  office  as 
sheriff,"  thus  giving  the  action  upon  ^e 
covenant  only  to  the  party  to  any  legal  pro- 
ceeding in  respect  of  any  omission  or  de- 
fault of  the  sheriff  not  paying  to  such  pftrfy 
any  moneys  received  for  him,  by  the  sneriff 
by  virtue  of  his  office. 

In  Feller  v.  Gates,  40  Or.  543,  56  L.R.A. 
630,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  492,  67  Pac.  416, 
holding  that  the  sureties  on  a  constable's 
bond  are  not  liable  for  the  return  of  money 
taken  by  him  from  an  execution  defendant 
to  save  the  execution  and  give  time  to  per- 
fect an  appeal,  under  a  promise  to  return 
it  in  case  the  appeal  is  perfected,  since 
such  act  is  not  within  the  constable's  au- 
thority,— the  court  jBaid  that  the  promise  of 
the  constable  to  retrieve  the  money  upon 
the  performance  of  the  stipulated  condition 
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which  sum  shall  he  paid  to  the  clerk  of 
the  court/'  etc. 

It  is  the  conspicuous  fact  in  this  case 
that,  instead  of  complying  with  either  of 
these  alternatives,  the  defendant  in  the  writ 
paid  to  the  constable  the  exact  amount  of 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  with  costs.  It  will 
be  observed,  therefore,  that,  in  accepting 
and  receipting  for  this  sum,  the  constable 
was  not  acting  virtuie  officii,  but  unofficial- 
ly, and  not  in  the  due  execution  of  the  writ. 
The  act  prescribes  the  limitations  of  his 
duty,  and  the  condition  of  the  bond  is  lim- 
ited to  the  faithful  performance  of  such 
duty.  The  act  performed  by  him,  therefore, 
in  accepting  payment  or  satisfaction  of  the 


claim,  was  performed  colore  officii  and  clear- 
ly not  virtute  officii. 

Liability  of  sureties  upon  a  bond  of  this 
character,  it  may  be  said  in  passing,  can 
attach  only  as  a  matter  8iricti88imi  juris, 
and  so  it  has  been  held  that  ''sureties  for 
an  officer  are  liable  only  in  the  event  of  his 
failure  to  perform  his  duty.  If  in  the  line 
of  his  duty  he  make  a  contract  as  agent 
for  another,  his  sureties  are  not  liable  for 
the  breach  of  that  contract,  as  the  contract 
is  not  the  officer's.  Brown  v.  Pbipps,  6 
Smedesr  &  M.  51 ;  Com.  v.  Swope,  45  Pa.  535, 
84  Am.  Dec.  518;  Parks  y.  Eoss,  11  How. 
362,  13  L.  ed.  730. 

These  considerations  have  presented  the 


necessarily  showed  that  it  was  not  received 
under  color  of  office,  since  to  render  the  pay- 
ment a  collection  colore  officii,  the  party 
making  it  must  part  with  the  title  to  the 
money,  relying  upon  the  right  of  the  officer 
to  receive  it  in  trust  for  the  adverse  party; 
and  that  therefore  the  receipt  conclusively 
showed  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  intend  to 
part  with  the  title  to  the  money,  or  expect 
the  constable  would  pay  any  part  of  it  to 
the  judgment  creditor,  so  that  the  constable 
received  it  in  his  private  character  in  trust 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  not  by  virtue  or  even 
coloj  of  his  office.  This  being  the  case,  said 
the  court,  the  sureties  were  entitled  to  in- 
voke the  rule  of  atriotissimi  juris,  which 
rendered  them  liable  only  for  the  official  act 
of  their  principal. 

An  analogous  situation  is  presented  in 
cases  like  De  Sisto  v.  Stimmel,  58  App.  Div. 
486,  69  N.  Y.  8upp.  431,  holding  that  where 
a  city  marshal,  instead  of  exacting  an  in- 
demnity bond  from  an  attachment  plaintiff 
as  authorized  by  statute,  receives  from  such 
plaintiff  a  deposit  as  security  against  dam- 
age from  the  levy,  his  act  is  not  an  official 
one,  but  purely  individual;  and  that  there- 
fore his  failure  to  return  the  money  upon 
the  attachment  defendant's  failure  to  in- 
stitute an  action  against  him  cannot  con- 
stitute the  foundation  of  an  action  against 
the  surety  upon  his  official  bond,  which  was 
conditioned  upon  the  faithful  execution  of 
the  duties  of  the  office  of  marshal,  without 
fraud,  deceit,  or  oppression.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  "In  the  cases  in  which  the 
surety  has  been  held  liable  for  acts  of  a 
principal  done  under  color  of  office,  there 
was  present  an  element  of  trespass  or 
wrongdoing  as  against  third  parties.  There 
was  no  such  element  in  the  receipt  of. the 
money  by  the  marshal  in  this  case.  He  and 
the  plaintiff  entered  into  an  agreement  by 
which  the  former  deposited  with  him  a  cer- 
tain sum  of  money  as  indemnity.  The  mar- 
shal had  no  power  to  exact  it.  He  had  no 
authority  to  demand  any  other  indemnity 
than  that  provided  by  the  statute,  namely, 
a  bond.  But  it  ,was  not  a  wrongful  act  on 
his  part  to  accept  other  indemnity  if  it 
were  tendered  or  furnished  him  by  the  plain- 
tiff. The  furnishing  of  that  indemnity,  how- 
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ever,  was  a  matter  resting  in  contract  be- 
tween himself  and  the  plaintiff.  The  liabili- 
ty of  a  surety  upon  a  marshal's  bond  does 
not  extend  to  making  good  defaults  of  the 
marshal  upon  special  contracts  which  may 
be  made  by  him  with  persons  for  whose 
benefit  he  is  charged  with  the  execution  of 
legal  process.  Those  contracts  are  not  made 
oiScially,  and,  while  the  officer  may  be  lia- 
ble personally  upon  them,  they  are  not  with- 
in the  obligation  of  an  official  bond,  such 
as  that  upon  which  this  action  was  brought. 
The  condition  of  that  bond  related  to  the 
marshal  well  and  faithfully  executing  the 
duties  of  his  office.  It  did  not  apply  to 
any  act  of  his  that  was  not  really  or  osten- 
sibly connected  with  that  duty.  The  mak- 
ing of  a  special  private  contract  with  a  par- 
ticular plaintiff  in  an  execution  is  no  part 
of  the  marshal's  duty.  There  does  not  ap- 
pear to  have  been  any  fraud,  deceit,  op- 
pression, or  coercion  on  the  part  of  the 
marshal  in  taking  the  deposit,  but  the  en- 
tire arrangement  was  one  of  a  private  con- 
tract, a  liability  for  which  could  not  have 
been  within  the  contemplation  of  the  surety, 
either  actually  or  by  intendment,  at  the 
time  he  became  a  party  to  the  official  bond." 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  bond  of  a  public 
officer  for  interest  received  on  public  money, 
see  the  note  in  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  855. 

As  to  liability  of  bondsmen  for  peace  offi- 
cer for  acts  of  latter  in  respect  of  property 
taken  from  prisoner,  see  the  note  in  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  873. 

As  to  the  liability  of  sureties  on  the  bond 
of  a  public  officer  for  default  of  the  princi- 
pal during  a  prior  term,  see  the  note  in  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    131. 

As  to  the  right  of  sureties  who  have  made 
good  a  loss  occasioned  by  their  principal's 
default  or  misconduct  to  be  subrogated  to 
the  rights  of  the  obligee  or  beneficiary  of 
the  bond  against  a  third  person,  see  the  note 
in  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)   155. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  public  officer  to 
the  sureties  of  another  public  officer  for  loss 
sustained  by  them  through  the  former's 
neglect  to  require  proper  settlement  of  ac- 
counts, see  the  note  in  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  115. 

L.  A.  W. 
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test  of  liability  in  this  state  since  the  ad- 
judication by  the  supreme  court  in  1860  of 
State,  Allen,  Prosecutor,  v.  Conover,  28 
N.  J.  L.  228,  78  Am.  Dec.  54.  In  that  case 
Chief  Justice  Green,  speaking  for  the  court, 
referring  to  liability  for  acts  done  colore 
officii,  or  of  an  unofficial  character,  said: 
''In  such  case  the  officer  is  guilty  of  a  tort, 
for  which  he  is  liable  as  an  individual  to 
the  party  injured,  but  it  does  not  entitle 
the  party  to  prosecute  the  officer  on  his 
official  bond."  Mr.  Justice  Haines^  in  the 
same  case,  defined  acts  done  colore  officii  as 
"unofficial  acts  .  .  .  committed  under 
color  of  the  office,  such  as  cannot  be  law- 
fully done  and  cannot  be  justified  by  the 
official  character  of  the  sheriff,  or  by  any 
process  in  his  hands,"  citing  Seeley  y. 
Birdsall,  15  Johns.  267 ;  Alcock  v.  Andrews, 
2  Esp.  542,  note;  People  ex  rel.  Kellogg  v. 
Schuyler,  4  N.  Y.  187. 

Since  its  deliverance  this  adjudication 
has  stood  unquestioned  in  this  state,  and,  al- 
though not  followed  by  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  in  Lammon  v.  Feusicr,  111  U.  S.  17, 
28  L.  ed.  337,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  286,  it  has 
quite  properly  been  followed  by  the  trial 
court  in  this  instance,  and  has  furnished 
ratio  decidendi  for  its  determination. 

Having  served  aA  a  precedent  for  over 
one  half  a  century  of  our  legal  history,  un- 
questioned by  our  courts,  and  unassailed  by 
criticism,  we  are  not  disposed  at  this 
period,  upon  mere  disputable  considerations 
of  abstract  reasoning  and  expediency,  to 
question  its  legal  accuracy. 

The  judgment  under  review  will  there- 
fore be  affirmed. 
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UNION    PLANTERS     BANK    A    TRUST 

COMPANY 

V. 

MEMPHIS     HOTEL     COMPANY     et     al., 

Appts. 

(124  Tenn.  649,  139  S.  W.  715.)* 

Injunction  —  against  smoke  nnlsance 
— «Ievatlon  of  chimneys. 

1.  Injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  a 
property  owner  in  a  densely  populated  por- 
tion of  the  city,  from  causing  smoke  to  is- 


sue from  the  chimneys  of  his  building  at 
an  elevation  lower  than  the  roofs  of  neigh- 
boring buildings,  although  permitting  it  to 
issue  at  a  lower  level  constitutes  a  nui- 
sance to  the  occupants  of  such  buildings. 

Equity  —  retaining  case  to  assess  dam- 
ages. 

2.  Where  equity  is  by  statute  denied 
jurisdiction  of  claims  for  injury  to  prop- 
erty involving  unliquidated  damages,  it  can- 
not retain  a  suit  for  injunction  and  dam- 
ages for  the  maintenance  of  a  nuisance,  iu 
order  to  assess  the  damages,  if  the  right  to 
the  injunction  fails. 

(June  10,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Chancery  Court  for  Shelby  County 
in  complainant's  favor  in  a  suit  brought 
to  enjoin  a  smoke  nuisance.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Caruthers  Ewing  and  Wright 
&  Wright  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Sam  Holloway  and  Robert 
Goodwin  for  appellee. 

Green,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  Union  Planters'  Bank  A  Trust  Com- 
pany, hereafter  called  the  complainant,  is 
the  owner  of  a  fifteen-story  building  in 
the  city  of  Memphis,  known  as  the  "Ten- 
nessee Trust  Building."  The  ground  floor 
and  the  half  story  above  are  used  for  the 
quarters  of  the  bank,  and  the  upper  stories 
are  devoted -to  office  purposes.  This  build- 
ing is  located  on  the  south  side  of  Madison, 
between  Main  and  Front  streets,  and  runs 
back  toward  Monroe  street  on  the  south. 

On  the  corner  of  Main  and  Monroe  streets 
is  located  the  Peabody  Hotel,  of  which  Mrs. 
Annie  B.  Snowden  and  the  Memphis  Hotel 
Company  are  respectively  the  '  owner  and 
lessee.  The  front  of  the  hotel  is  on  the 
northwest  corner  of  Main  street  and  Monroe 
street,  and  is  a  building  five  stories  high, 
known  as  the  "old  building."  Just  west  of 
this  old  building  is  a  new  one,  ten  stories 
high,  known  as  the  "Peabody  Annex."  The 
annex  is  almost  due  south  from  the  Ten- 
nessee Trust  Building;  the  nearest  w*alls  of 
these  two  buildings  being  about  97  feet 
apart. 

In  the  annex  is  located  a*battery  of  boil- 
ers to  supply  heat,  light,  and  power  for  the 


Note.  —  Doctrine  of  comparative  injury 
in  suit  to  enjoin  nuisance. 

This  is  the  subject  of  a  note  in  31  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  881,  to  which  this  note  is  supple- 
mental. 

As  to  the  doctrine  of  comparative  injury 
in  a  suit  to  enjoin  an  infringement  of  pat- 
ent, or  an   infringement   suit,   see  note  to 
Kryptok  Co.  v.  Stead  Lens  Co.  ante,  1. 
39  LK.A.(N.8.) 


Preliminary  injunction. 

Where,  on  an  application  for  a  prelimi- 
nary injunction  to  restrain  a  nuisance,  the 
right  to  the  injunction  is  seriously  dis- 
puted, and  there  is  no  claim  that  defendant 
is  not  and  will  not  be  responsible  for  any 
damage  caused  by  the  nuisance,  it  cannot 
be  said  that  the  plaintiff  will  be  irrepara- 
bly damaged  by  the  refusal  of  the  iojunc- 
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operation  of  the  Peabody  Hotel.  The  power 
thus  generated  is  used  to  run  the  laundry 
machinery,  dynamos^  elevators,  and  for  oth- 
er ordinary  purposes  around  the  hotel.  The 
boilers  referred  to  are  -steam  boilers,  soft  or 
bituminous  coal  being  used  in  firing  them, 
and  for  the  escape  of  the  smoke  there  is 
provided  a  smokestack  running  up  on  the 
western  side  of  the  annex  building.  This 
smokestack  is  made  of  cast-iron  tiles,  and 
runs  up  a  few  feet  above  the  top  of  the 
annex  building.  As  before  stated,  the  an- 
nex is  a  ten-story  building,  and  the  Tennes- 
see Trust  Building  is  a  fifteen-story  build- 
ing. The  top  of  the  smokestack  of  the  an- 
nex is  therefore  about  on  a  level  with  the 
twelfth  floor  of  the  Tennessee  Trust  Build- 
ing, and  the  smokestack  itself  is  about  140 
feet  distant  from  the  south  wall  of  the 
latter  building. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  are  that  in  fir- 
ing the  boilers  in  the  annex  a  large  amount 
of  dense  black  smoke  is  generated,  which, 
when  the  wind  is  in  a  southerly  direction, 
is  blown  directly  against  the  south  wall  of 
the  Tennessee  Trust  Building,  soiling  and 
blackening  its  walls,  entering  the  windows, 
and  blackening  and  ruining  the  inner  walls 
and  decorations;  and  it  is  averred  by  the 
complainant  that  this  smoke  is  driven  into 
its  building  in  such  quantities  as  to  very 


seriously  discommode  its  tenants,  and  that 
they  are  threatening  to  leave  and  are  re- 
tained with  difficulty.  Other  injuries  are 
stated  as  the  result  of  this  smoke,  and  the 
complainant  avers  that  it  has  suffered  a 
large  financial  loss,  and  is  threatened  with 
an  even  greater  one,  on  this  account;  and  it 
charges  the  emission  of  this  smoke,  soot, 
etc.,  to  constitute  a  continuing  nuisance, 
and  seeks  an  injunction  to  prevent  or  re- 
strain it. 

The  defendants  answered,  and  admitted 
the  location  of  complainant's  property  and 
their  property  as  charged  in  the  bill,  and 
admitted  the  location  of  the  smokestack  as 
stated,  and  that  it  did  discharge  smoke  at 
intervals;  but  they  insisted  that  no  more 
smoke  was  thus  made  than  was  absolutely 
necessary  in  the  proper  operation  of  their 
plant,  and  they  further  stated  that  their 
appliances  and  equipment  were  up-to-date 
in  every  respect,  and  that  skilled  and  com- 
petent engineers  and  firemen  were  in  charge 
of  their  boilers  and  fires,  with  instructions 
to  keep  down  the  smoke  as  much  as  possible. 
They  also  stated  that,  as  the  result  of  a 
conference  with  the  managers  of  complain- 
ant's building,  a  smoke  consumer  or  device 
had  been  installed  in  their  engine  room,  and 
that  it  had  been  given  a  faithful  trial,  and, 
in  short,  that  they  had  earnestly  sought  to 


tion,  and  hence  it  will  be  refused  where  the 
issuance  might  be  of  grave  hardship,  at- 
tended with  great  loss,  to  the  defendant. 
Maloney  v.  Katzenstein,  135  App.  Div.  224, 
120  N.  Y.  Supp.  418  (denying  injunction 
to  restrain  continued  operation  of  busi- 
ness carried  on  for  about  nineteen  years). 
And  it  has  been  held  that  such  an  in- 
junction will  not  be  granted  unless  plain- 
tiff's right  to  relief  is  clear  and  practically 
beyond  dispute,  especially  where  there  is 
no  doubt  suggested  as  to  the  ability  of  the 
defendant  to  respond  in  damages;  hence  it 
is  error  to  issue  a  mandatory  injunction 
pendente  lite,  requiring  the  defendant  to 
make  important  structural  changes  in  its 
building,  or  to  discontinue  business  alto- 
gether. Newbold  v.  Childs  Co.  132  N.  Y. 
Supp.  366. 

Final  injunction. 

Applications  for  final  or  permanent  in- 
junctions to  restrain  the  operation  of  a  busi- 
ness in  towns,  villages,  or  cities,  generally 
involve  a  consideration  of  the  benefits  and 
injuries  to  the  parties  therefrom,  considered 
with  reference  to  the  locality.  Generally, 
the  right  of  inhabitants  of  towns  or  cities, 
to  relief,  necessarily  depends  upon  the  de- 
gree of  injury  arising  from  the  alleged  an- 
noyance. The  injury  and  resulting  damage 
flowing  therefrom  may  be  great,  or  they 
may  be  slight;  hence  the  determination  of 
the  rights  of  the  complaining  party  and  his 
remedy  must  necessarily  depend  upon  the 
varying  circumstances  of  the  case.  The 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


rule  has  been  thus  stated:  "It  is  well 
settled  that  the  injury  must  not  be  fanciful 
or  imaginary,  nor  such  as  to  result  in  a 
trifling  annoyance,  inconvenience,  or  dis- 
comfort which  may  affect  those  who  possess 
too  sensitive  a  nature  or  too  fastidious  a 
taste.  The  law  is  applied  only  to  the  nor- 
mal man,  the  man  of  ordinary  habits  and 
ordinary  sensibilities.  The  law  only  takes 
cognizance  of  sensible  and  substantial  dis- 
comforts and  inconvenience.  The  necessi- 
ties of  the  life  and  growth  of  towns  and 
cities  require  the  establishment  and  con- 
tinuance of  certain  occupations,  business 
enterprises,  and  works,  in  the  conduct  of 
which  some  degree  of  annoyance  and  dis- 
comfort is  necessarily  incident.  The  juris- 
diction of  a  court  of  equity  to  afford  relief 
by  interfering  with  a  private  nuisance,  by 
way  of  injunction,  is  based  upon  the  ground 
of  preventing  irreparable  injury  or  the 
multiplicity  of  suits.  The  mere  diminution 
in  the  value  of  property  or  of  the  business 
by  the  nuisance,  without  irreparable  injury, 
will  not  furnish  sufficient  cause  for  equita- 
ble relief.  The  nuisance  must  be  of  a  con- 
stantly recurring  and  permanent  nature; 
and  from  such  nuisance  there  must  flow 
injuries  causing  substantial,  tangible,  and 
material  discomforts  and  inconvenience, 
which  result  in  a  loss  of  health,  loss  of 
trfide,  partial  but  substantial  destruction 
of  business,  or  the  ruin  of  property,  and 
the  deprivation  of  its  use  and  enjoyment 
to  a  material  and  substantial  extent,  be- 
fore a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  by  in- 
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remedy  the  evil  complained  of  with  all  rea- 
sonable means  in  their  power.  Defendants 
averred  also  that  complainant  did  itself 
operate  boilers  and  had  a  smokestack  upon 
its  building,  and  that  this  smokestack  gave 
out  at  times  large  quantities  of  dense 
smoke,  and  that,  when  the  wind  was  in  the 
north,  and  the  atmosphere  was  damp  and 
humid,  and  the  smoke  inclined  to  settle, 
said  smoke  coming  from  complainant's  stack 
entered  into  the  hotel  building  and  black- 
ened and  injured  its  furnishings  and  incom- 
moded its  guest?,  and,  in  general,  inflicted 
the  same  sort  of  damage  upon  defendants' 
property  that  complainant  alleged  it  suf- 
fered from  the  hotel  smokestack. 

A  great  deal  of  proof  was  taken  by  both 
parties  to  this  controversy,  which  we  cannot 
undertake  to  review  in  this  opinion,  but  all 
of  which  has  been  carefully  considered. 
Upon  the  proof  heard,  the  chancellor  gave  a 
decree  in  favor  of  the  complainant,  granting 
the  relief  sought  by  it  in  a  somewhat  modi- 
fied form. 

The  prayer  of  complainant's  bill  was  as 
follows : 

"The  complainant  prays  the  court  to 
cause  to  be  issued  its  writ  of  injunction, 
enjoining  the  defendants  and  their  servants 
and  employees,  and  the  servants  and  em- 
ployees  of   either   of   them,    from    causing 


dense  smoke,  soot,  cinders,  unconsumed 
gases,  or  noxious  vapors  to  issue  from  the 
chimneys  or  stacks  of  the  buildings  known 
as  the  Peabody  Hotel  and  Peabody  Annex." 

The  chancellor  decreed  that  defendants 
be  perpetually  enjoined  from  causing  dense 
smoke,  cinders,  soot,  unconsumed  gases,  or 
noxious  vapors  to  issue  from  the  chimneys 
or  stacks  of  the  building  known  as  the  Pea- 
body Hotel  Annex,  described  in  the  plead- 
ings, "at  an  elevation  lower  than  the  level 
of  the  roof  of  the  Tennessee  Trust  Build- 
ing." 

The  injunction  awarded  by  the  chancel- 
lor, while  not  so  in  form,  is  in  reality  a 
mandatory  injunction.  Its  effect  is  to  re- 
quire the  defendants  to  extend  their  smoke- 
stack some  50  feet  higher  into  the  air,  Sn 
order  to  bring  it  on  a  level  with  the  roof  of 
the  Tennessee  Trust  Building. 
.  The  question  before  us  is  as  to  the  policy 
and  propriety  of  the  chancery  court  thus 
undertaking  to  regulate  the  smoke  nuisance 
in  the  business  districts  of  our  large  cities. 

As  a  matter  of  course,  there  are  only  two 
ways  in  which  the  defendants  can  comply 
with  the  chancellor's  decree  and  operate 
their  plant.  They  must  either  cease  creat- 
ing and  releasing  from  their  stack  dense 
smoke,  soot,  cinders,  unconsumed  gases,  or 
noxious  vapors,  or,  if  such  smoke  and  gases 


junction  to  restrain  the  maintenance  of  or 
to  abate  the  alleged  evil."  Gus  Blass 
Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Reinman  A  Wolfort,  — 
Ark.  — ,  143  S.  W.  1087. 

As  to  enjoining  the  operation  of  a  law- 
ful business  alleged  to  constitute  a  nui- 
sance, the  rule  has  been  asserted  that,  even 
after  a  full  hearing  on  the  merits,  the  court 
is  not  inclined  to  enjoin  petty  annoyances, 
but  looks  to  the  whole  circumstances  and 
what  is .  fair,  just,  and  equitable  between 
the  public  at  large  and  the  defendant,  and 
will  only  grant  an  injunction  when  the  evils 
complained  of  are  substantial  and  cannot 
be  otherwise  remedied,  and  when  the  busi- 
ness may  be  conveniently  carried  on  else- 
where,   kenesaw  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 

—  Neb.  — ,  136  N.  W.  990  (railroad  com- 
pany enjoined  from  maintaining  stock 
yards  at  a  certain  place,  at  the  instance  of 
village). 

After  a  hearing  on  the  merits,  neither 
the  convenience  nor  the  inconvenience  of 
the  public  can  affect  plaintiff's  right  to  have 
a  nuisance  abated,  where  it  is  found  to  ex- 
ist, if  he  is  damaged  thereby,  since  his 
private  property  cannot  be  destroyed  be- 
cause of  public  convenience  without  first 
compensating  him  therefor.     Stark  v.  Coe, 

—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  134  S.  W.  373  (hold- 
ing the  fact  of  public  convenience  or  neces- 
sity of  surrounding  country  *no  defense  to 
an  action  to  abate  a  corn  shelter  which  is 
a  nuisance  to  ndjoininpj  landowners). 

Compare  with  Bliss  v.  Washoe  Copper 
Co.  109  C.  C.  A.  133,  186  Fed.  789,  holding 
Zii  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


that  a  person  injured  in  his  property  by 
the  operation  of  a  large  smelter  will  be  de- 
nied relief  in  equity,  and  remitted  to  his 
action  at  law  for  damages,  where,  on  a 
comparison  of  injuries,  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff,  although  substantial,  is  slight  as 
compared  with  the  injury  to  the  defendant 
and  the  public  which  would  result  from  the 
issuance  of  an  injunction. 

And  where  defendant's  plant  represents 
an  investment  of  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars,  and  in  comparison  the  plaintiff's 
farm  is  of  insignificant  value,  the  court  will 
deny  an  injunction  restraining  the  defend- 
ant from  polluting  a  stream  flowing 
through  plaintiff's  farm,  such  pollution 
arising  in  part  from  the  operation  of  de- 
fendant's factory,  where  the  pollution  is 
also  in  part  caused  by  the  operation  of 
other  factories,  the  owners  or  operators  of 
which  are  not  parties  to  the  proceeding. 
Whalen  v.  Union  Bag  &  Paper  Co.  145  App. 
Div.  1,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  391.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  court  allowed  the  plaintiff 
damages  for  the  pollution  of  the  stream, 
and  further  provided  that  the  plaintiff 
might  at  any  time  apply  at  the  foot  of  a 
judgment  for  an  injunction,  upon  showing 
that  otherwise  the  stream  of  water  was 
reasonably  pure,  or  that  the  other  parties 
illegally  contaminating  it  are  properly  en- 
joined, or  have  ceased  to  pollute  it,  and 
further  provided  that,  upon  showing  such 
facts  and  making  it  appear  that  the  ends 
of  justice  so  required,  an  injunction  would 
issue.  A.  Q.  S. 
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are  created  and  released  by  them,  they  must 
run  their  chimney  or  smokestack  up  to  the 
level  of  the  roof  of  the  Tennessee  Trust 
Building.  As  to  the  first  alternative,  it  is 
not  insisted  that  the  defendants  should  be 
restrained  from  operating  the  hotel,  nor  is 
it  insisted  that  they  have  not  a  right  to  use 
their  boilers  in  connection  with  the  opera- 
tion of  their  hotel.  It  is  not  even  urged 
that  they  should  be  required  to  use  any  fuel 
different  from  the  kind  which  they  now  use. 
Complainant  could  make  no  such  insistence 
as  this,  for  the  proof  shows  that  in  its  own 
plant  it  uses  the  same  character  of  fuel  that 
defendants  use,  namely,  bituminous  or  soft 
coal.  Complainant  does  insist  that  defend- 
ants install  some  device  to  abate  their 
smoke,  or  else  do  so  by  more  careful  firing. 

After  a  careful  examination  of  this  rec- 
ord, we  are  in  grave  doubt  as  to  whether 
there  is  any  device  which  could  be  attached 
to  or  used  in  connection  with  defendants' 
boilers  which  would  consume  and  do  away 
with  the  smoke,  cinders,  and  gases  there 
generated  to  any  beneficial  extent.  In 
other  words,  we  are  not  convinced,  from 
the  proof  before  us^  that  any  such  thing  as 
a  practical  smoke  consumer  has  yet  been 
constructed  and  put  into  use.  There  is 
some  evidence  indicating  that  devices  of  this 
character  have  been  installed  and  used  suc- 
cessfully for  a  time;  but  there  is  no  satis- 
factory showing  that  there  is  anything  on 
the  market  or  to  be  liad  which,  for  a  con- 
siderable length  of  time,  when  used  in  con- 
nection with  boilers  burning  soft  coal,  to 
any  extent  continues  to  eradicate  and  do 
away  with  the  resulting  smoke,  soot,  cin- 
ders, etc.  In  fact,  it  is  not  pretended  that 
there  is  anything  of  the  kind  which  at- 
tempts or  proposes  to  eliminate  the  gases 
or  vapors  released  by  the  combustion  of  soft 
coal,  and  the  prayer  of  the  bill  and  the  de- 
cree of  the  chancellor  are  directed  alike 
against  smoke,  soot,  cinders,  and  uncon- 
sumed  gases  or  vapors.  There  is  no  satis- 
factory proof  that  defendants  are  negligent, 
or  use  other  than  ordinary  and  careful 
methods,  in  firing  their  boilers,  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  court  would  not  be  war- 
ranted in  making  an  order  upon  defendants 
to  adopt  any  particular  plan  or  system  of 
keeping  up  their  fires. 

We  are  also  of  opinion  that  the  court 
would  not  be  justified  in  ordering  the  de- 
fendants to  install  or  adopt  any  particular 
kind  of  smoke  consumer  or  like  device. 
There  is  no  sufficient  showing  that  with  any 
of  them  the  proper  result  could  be  obtained 
for  any  length  of  time.  The  chancellor  evi- 
dently reached  the  same  conclusion  as  we  do 
as  to  these  matters,  and  therefore,  believing 
that  complainant  was  entitled  to  relief,  he 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


sought  to  give  it  by  pronouncing  the  decree 
heretofore  set  out. 

In  view  of  what  we  have  said,  it  is  plain- 
ly apparent  that  the  decree  below  is  just 
what  we  have  heretofore  indicated — a  man- 
datory injunction,  requiring  the  defendants 
to  extend  their  smokestack  50  feet  higher 
into  the  air. 

This  court  has  said:  'The  rule  is  that  a 
mandatory  injunction,  such  as  is  asked  for 
in  this  case,  will  not  be  granted,  except  in 
extreme  cases  and  when  courts  of  law  are  un- 
able to  afford  adequate  redress,  or  when  the 
injury  complained  of  cannot  be  compensat- 
ed in  damages."  Post  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
103  Tenn.  184,  216,  65  L.R.A.  481,  52  S.  W. 
301,  309,  citing  Gibson,  Suit  in  Ch.  pp.  784- 
806;  1  High,  Inj.  p.  3;  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  p. 
1359;  Hall  v.  Chesapeake,  O.  k  S.  W.  R. 
Co.  (Tenn.)   12  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  41. 

There  can  be  no  doubt,  upon  the  proof  be- 
fore us,  that  complainant  has  sustained  in- 
jury by  reason  of  the  operation  of  the  plant 
of  the  defendants.  Nevertheless  it  does  not 
appear  that*  defendants  have  conducted 
these  operations  in  an  unusual  or  negligent 
manner.  The  proof  indicates  that  they 
have  employed  skilled  help  in  their  boiler 
room,  and  that  they  have  manifested  at  all 
times  a  disposition  to  reduce  the  quantity 
of  smoke  emitted  from  their  stacks  by  in- 
stalling a  smoke  consumer  and  by  instruc- 
tions and  warning  to  their  fireman.  It  is 
also  in  evidence  that  smoke,  being  the  result 
of  imperfect  combustion,  is  a  dead  loss  of 
fuel,  and  that  therefore  it  is  to  the  interest 
of  all  persons  operating  boilers  of  this  char- 
acter, to  secure  as  far  as  possible  perfect 
combustion,  and  thereby  utilize  all  their 
fuel.  Self-interest,  therefore,  would  prompt 
these  defendants,  and  all  others  so  situated, 
to  reduce  their  smoke  as  much  as  possible, 
since  their  fuel  bill  is  reduced  accordingly. 

On  the  question  of  running  up  this  stack 
50  feet  higher,  we  could  not  rest  easy  in  the 
conclusion  that  it  was  safe  and  practical  to 
make  the  attempt,  on  the  evidence  before 
us.  Leaving  out  of  consideration  all  ques- 
tion of  the  expense  to  the  defendant  thereby 
involved,  we  doubt  the  wisdom  of  such  an 
effort  in  this  case.  This  stack,  as  before 
stated,  runs  up  along  the  west  wall  of  the 
Peabody  Annex.  If  we  concede  that  the 
stack  as  it  exists  at  present  is  of  sufficient 
strength  to  support  the  downward  crush 
weight  of  the  extension,  it  is  still  manifest 
that  there  is  no  feasible  way  of  supplying 
lateral  support  to  resist  the  wind  pressure 
for  this  additional  stack.  Certain  methods 
are  suggested  by  complainant's  counsel,  but 
they  do  not  seem  practical. 

The  extension  of  this  stack  would  be 
about  50  feet  high.  If  made  of  metal  cor- 
responding with  the  other  portion  of  the 
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stack,  it  would  weigh  about  5  tons.  It 
would  be  out  of  the  question  for  a  chancery 
court  to  order  the  erection  of  such  a  struct- 
ure, high  up  in  the  air,  in  the  heart  of  a  city 
like  this,  with  thousands  of  people  passing 
nearby  daily,  unless  it  was  entirely  mani- 
fest that  this  superstructure  could  be  erect- 
ed and  maintained  with  entire  safety.  To 
say  the  least  of  it,  the  evidence  in  the  rec- 
ord is  conflicting  on  this  proposition. 

We  cannot  feel  sure  but  that,  if  adopted, 
the  chancellor's  plan  for  remedying  this 
particular  nuisance  might  result  in  the  cre- 
ation of  a  much  greater  nuisance,  that 
would  be  a  greater  menace  to  a  greater 
number  of  people. 

We  prefer,  however,  to  put  our  decision 
on  a  broader  ground  than  the  particular 
facts  of  this  case  which  we  have  stated. 

The  annoyance  and  damage  which  com- 
plainant sustains  from  this  smokestack  is 
no  doubt  serious,  but,  in  undertaking  to 
find  a  remedy,  we  must  consider  the  effects 
and  results  of  that  remedy.  The  situation 
existing  between  complainant's*property  and 
the  defendants'  property  is  by  no  means  un- 
common in  any  city.  Such  conditions  are 
the  rule  rather  than  the  exception.  The 
buildings  in  none  of  our  cities  are  of  uni- 
form height.  All  buildings  in  this  day, 
which  house  any  establishments  of  any  con- 
siderable importance,  are  equipped  with 
boilers,  use  coal,  and  make  smoke.  This 
smoke  has  to  escape,  and  there  must  be 
smokestacks,  and  wherever  one  building  is 
higher  than  another,  it  will  suffer  from  the 
smoke  issuing  from  the  stacks  of  the  lower, 
unless  some  means  could  be  devised  where- 
by all  stacks  could  be  made  a  uniform 
height;  and  even  this  would  not  obviate  the 
trouble,  because  of  the  tendency  of  smoke 
to  descend  in  damp  weather,  and  because  of 
downward  eddies  in  the  air  currents,  which 
exist  in  the  neighborhood  of  all  high  build- 
ings. 

The  complainant  in  this  case  seems  to  suf- 
fer more  than  is  ordinary.  The  difference 
between  its  damage,  however,  and  the  dam- 
age of  any  of  its  neighbors  who  have  build- 
ings higher  than  those  adjoining,  is  only 
one  of  degree. 

If  the  chancellor's  decree  were  followed, 
it  would  commit  the  courts  of  this  state  to 
a  policy  that  would  prove  embarrassing  in 
the  extreme.  Any  owner  of  a  higher  build- 
ing could  compel  the  adjacent  owner  of  a 
lower  building  to  run  a  smokestack  up  to  a 
point  on  a  level  with  the  first  owner's  roof. 
The  height  of  the  extension  demanded  in 
this  case  is  50  feet,  and  we  doubt  if  that 
could  be  safely  accomplished.  Suppose  that, 
instead  of  being  a  fifteen-story  building, 
the  Tennessee  Trust  Building  was  thirty 
stories  high.  Upon  the  same  principle,  it 
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could  compel  the  extension  of  this  Peabody 
stack  up  to  the  level  of  a  thirty-story  roof. 
Furthermore,  both  of  these  buildings  are  lo- 
cated in  the  heart  of  the  city  of  Memphis, 
as  has  been  stated.  A  fifteen-story  building 
is  hardly  the  limit  of  the  architectural  de- 
velopment of  this  section  of  the  city.  There 
will  in  time  doubtless  be  buildings  erected 
in  this  immediate  neighborhood  much  higher 
than  the  Tennessee  Trust  Building  or  the 
Peabody  Hotel.  Upon  the  principle  of  the 
chancellor's  decree,  if  it  were  adopted,  when 
these  new  buildings  were  erected,  they  could 
compel  the  defendants  to  again  extend  their 
smokestack  into  the  air,  and  could  compel 
the  Tennessee  Trust  Building  to  extend  its 
smokestack,  and  so  this  process  might  be 
repeated  indefinitely.  Under  modern  con- 
ditions, and  with,  the  use  of  steel  and  mod- 
ern methods,  there  seems  to  be  no  limit  to 
the  height  which  buildings  may  reach,  and  it 
would  be  extremely  unwise  for  the  courts 
of  chancery  of  this  state  to  inaugurate  a 
policy  of  requiring  the  smokestacks  of  our 
cities  to  be  put  on  a  level. 

We  have  stated  the  case  strongly  in  the 
illustrations  above  used,  but  we  have  not 
gone  beyond  the  legitimate  result  that  fol- 
lows the  chancellor's  decree.  We  are  un- 
willing to  affirm  this  decree  and  make  a 
precedent  of  this  kind. 

If  such  a  policy  of  extending  smokestacks 
should  be  attempted,  the  results  would  be 
unsightly  as  well  as  A  menace  to  the  com- 
munity. There  is  no  end  to  an  undertaking 
of  this  sort,  if  once  begun,  and  the  evils 
resulting  would  be  much  greater  than  those 
sought  to  be  remedied. 

This  court  recently,  in  discussing  the  right 
to  obtain  an  injunction  against  a  nuisance, 
has  said:  ''But  there  is  one  other  principle 
which  is  of  controlling  influence  in  this  de- 
partment of  the  law,  and  in  the  light  of 
which  the  foregoing  principle  must  be 
weighed  and  applied.  Thia  is  that  the 
granting  of  an  injunction  is  not  a  matter 
of  absolute  right,  but  rests  in  the  sound 
discretion  of  the  court,  to  be  determined  on 
a  consideration  of  all  the  special  circum- 
stances of  each  case  and  the  situation  and 
surroundings  of  the  parties,  with  a  view  to 
effect  the  ends  of  justice."  Madison  v. 
Duck  town  Sulphur,  Copper  k  I.  Co.  113 
Tenn.  331-358,  83  S.  W.  658,  664. 

To  this  we  think  must  be  added  the  ob- 
servation that  the  rights,  not  only  of  tlie 
parties  to  the  suit,  but  of  the  public  gener- 
ally, must  be  considered  in  all  cases  of  this 
character.  With  reference  to  an  application 
made  for  an  order  restraining  the  operation 
of  a  mill,  which  was  alleged  to  be  a  nui- 
sance by  a  neighbor  resident.  Judge  Cooley 
said:  "We  cannot  shut  our  eyes  to  the 
obvious  truth  that,  if  the  running  of  this 
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mill  can  be  enjoined,  almost  any  manufac- 
tory, in  any  of  our  cities,  can  be  enjoined 
upon  similar  reasons.  Some  residents  must 
be  incommoded  or  annoyed  by  almost  any  of 
them.  In  the  heaviest  business  quarters, 
and  among  the  most  offensive  trades  of 
every  city,  will  be  found  persons  who,  from 
motives  of  convenience,  economy,  or  neces- 
sity, have  taken  up  their  abode;  but,  in 
the  administration  of  equitable  policy,  the 
greater  and  more  general  interest  must  be 
regarded,  rather  than  the  inferior  and  spe- 
cial. The  welfare  of  community  cannot  be 
otherwise  subserved  and  its  necessities  pro- 
vided for.  Minor  inconveniences  must  be 
remedied  by  actions  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages, rather  than  the  severe  process  of  in- 
junction." Gilbert  v.  Showerman,  23  Mich. 
448. 

"The  interests  of  the  public  are  to  be  tak 
en  into  consideration  by  the  court,  and  when 
the  issuance  of  an  injunction  will  cause 
serious  public  inconvenience  or  loss,  with- 
out a  correspondingly  great  advantage  to 
the  complainant,  no  injunction  will  be 
granted.  If  the  injunction  would  have  the 
effect  of  greatly  injuring  or  inconveniencing 
the  public,  it  may  be  refused,  even  though 
as  against  defendant,  the  complainant  would 
be  entitled  to  its  issuance."    22  Cyc.  784. 

As  we  have  heretofore  pointed  out,  the 
difference  in  complainant's  injury  from  the 
injuries  suffered  by  many  other  property 
owners  in  the  business  sections  of  our  cities 
is  only  one  of  degree,  and,  if  the  extension 
or  elevation  of  this  smokestack  could  be 
ordered,  numbers  of  other  smokestacks  could 
be  likewise  dealt  with  at  the  suit  of  ad- 
jacent property  owners. 

While  every  application  for  an  injunction 
is  acted  upon  with  reference  to  the  facts  of 
the  particular  case,  still  the  facts  of  thif 
case  are  identical  with  the  facts  of  numer- 
ous other  cases  existing  in  all  our  cities, 
and,  were  the  chancellor's  decree  affirmed, 
there  would  be  iio  consistent  way  to  deny 
like  relief  in  tliese  other  cases.  The  result 
would  prove  dangerous  to  the  community 
in  many  cases,  if,  indeed,  it  did  not  in  this 
case.     The  precedent  would  be  intolerable. 

The  smoke  nuisance  is  one  of  the  most 
serious  problems  with  which  our  cities  have 
to  contend.  What  its  solution  is  we  do  not 
know,  but  we  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  in 
congested  quarters  of  our  cities,  where 
everybody  is  more  or  less  an  offender,  courts 
of  equity  should  not  endeavor  to  solve  this 
problem  by  the  writ  of  injunction.  None  of 
the  parties  are  innocent,  and  their  rights 
are  too  doubtful,  the  solution  of  the  prob- 
lem is  too  obscure,  and  the  interests  too  ex- 
tensive, to  justify  the  chancery  court  in 
making  experiments  with  injunctions. 

It  is  insisted  by  the  complainant  that,  if 
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not  allowed  an  injunction  in  this  case,  it 
should  at  least  be  allowed  a  recovery  for 
damages  already  suffered  by  its  property. 
In  addition  to  the  injunction  sought,  the 
complainant,  in  its  bill,  prayed  for  a  refer- 
ence to  ascertain  damages  previously  sus- 
tained, and  for  a  decree  for  the  amount 
thereof. 

Chapter  97  of  the  Acts  of  1877  excepts 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  chancery  court 
cases  of  injury  to  property  involving  un- 
liquidated damages.  The  chancery  court 
obviously  would  have  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
determine  this  claim  for  damages,  had  it 
been  presented  alone.  Such  jurisdiction 
could  have  been  acquired  only  as  an  inci- 
dent to  the  main  relief  sought,  to  wit,  the 
injunction.  Taking  jurisdiction  for  the  pur- 
pose of  injunction,  the  chancery  court  could 
have  determined  the  entire  controversy. 
Richi  V.  Chattanooga  Brewing  fSo.  105  Tenn. 
651,  58  S.  W.  646,  and  cases  cited. 

The  weight  of  authority,  however,  is  that 
even  though  "the  bill  states  matter  within 
the  equity  jurisdiction,  but  plaintiff  fails  to 
establish  such  equity,  the  rule  is  that  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed,  and  cannot  be  re- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  allowing  legal  re- 
lief to  which  plaintiff  has  shown  himself 
entitled."  16  Cyc.  111.  See  cases  in  note 
80. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
has  observed:  "The  rule  is  that  where  a 
cause  of  action  cognizable  at  law  is  enter- 
tained in  equity,  on  the  ground  of  some 
equitable  relief  sought  by  the  bill,  which  it 
turns  out  cannot,  for  defect  of  proof  or 
other  reason,  be  granted,  the  court  is  with- 
out jurisdiction  to  proceed  further,  and 
should  dismiss  the  bill  and  remit  the  cause 
to  a  court  of  law."  Mitchell  v.  Dowell,  105 
U.  S.  430,  26  L.  ed.  1142,  citing  authorities. 

This  statement  of  the  rule  is  approved  in 
Kramer  v.  Cohn,  119  U.  S.  356,  30  L.  ed. 
440,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  277.  See  also  Gamage 
V.  Harris,  79  Me.  536,  11  Atl.  422,  and  Cher- 
okee Nation  v.  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co. 
(D.  C.)  33  Fed.  915.  In  the  case  last  cited 
the  court  dismissed  the  suit  upon  the  fail- 
ure of  the  prayer  for  injunction. 

This  court  has  observed:  "When  the  Ju- 
risdiction fails,  all  the  power  of  the  court 
also  fails,  except  to  give  judgment  for 
costs."  Marsh  v.  Haywood,  6  Humph.  210- 
213. 

The  inability  of  equity  to  afford  such  in- 
cidental relief,  where  the  sole  groimd  of 
equitable  jurisdiction,  fails,  is  recognized  by 
Code,  §  4292  (Shannon's  Compilation,  § 
6101),  providing  that  in  a  creditors'  suit 
to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance,  the 
chancery  court  may  render  judgment  on  a 
claim,  even  though  complainant  fails  to  es- 
tablish the  fraud. 
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In  the  absence  of  this  statute,  the  chan- 
cery court,  prior  to  the  act  of  1877,  would 
have  had  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case  to 
render  judgment  for  the  debt,  in  a  suit 
where  fraud,  the  ground  of  equitable  cogni- 
zance, was  not  established. 

We  think  for  a  stronger  reason,  since  the 
act  of  1877,  a  chancery  court  cannot  proceed 
in  matters,  jurisdiction  of  which  is  express- 
ly denied  it,  except  where  such  matters  arise 
in  a  suit  that,  for  other  matters  therein 
contained  and  established,  may  be  enter- 
tained in  chancery. 

There  is  nothing  contrary  to  the  view 
here  expressed  in  the  case  of  Madison  v. 
Ducktown  Sulphur,  Copper  &  I.  Co.  113 
Tenn.  331,  83  S.  W.  658.  In  that  case  an 
injunction  and  damages  were  sought  against 
the  Copper  Company,  the  operation  of  whose 
plant  had  been  adjudged  by  a  previous  de- 
cision of  this  court  to  be  a  miisance. 

The  court  'declined  to  grant  the  injunc- 
tion sued  for;  but  there  was  another  dis- 
tinct ground  of  equitable  cognizance,  upon 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rested. 
It  appeared  that  the  properties  of  the  Cop- 
per Company  were  covered  by  a  mortgage, 
and  consequently  could  not  be  reached  ex- 
cept through  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity, 
and  it  further  appeared  that  the  court  did 
not  altogether  deny  the  injunctive  relief 
prayed  for.  The  court  retained  the  case, 
allowing  the  defendant  the  alternative  of 
executing  bond  to  cover  any  damage  for 
which  it  might  be  adjudged  to  be  liable,  in 
default  of  which  bond  the  injunction  was 
ordered  to  be  issued  as  prayed.  Having 
sustained  its  jurisdiction  upon  the  equit- 
able grounds  named,  it  was,  of  course, 
proper  in  that  case  for  the  chancery  court- 
to  administer  the  incidental  relief  of  de- 
termining and  assessing  damages. 

As  seen  before,  however,  the  only  ground 
for  equitable  interference  in  this  case  has 
completely  failed,  and  the  chancery  court 
has  no  jurisdiction  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  determine  mere  matters  of  un- 
liquidated damage  to  property. 

Although  in  this  opinion  we  have  recog- 
nized the  fact  that  the  complainant's  prop- 
erty has  been  damaged,  we  did  not  mean  to 
express  the  opinion  that  the  injury,  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  was  one  for 
which  a  recovery  could  be  had.  That  ques- 
tion is  left  open. 

The  complainant's  remedy  at  law  is  un- 
embarrassed, and  it  may  there  obtain  all 
the  compensation  to  which  it  is  entitled. 

We  therefore  must  remit  this  complain- 
ant to  its  suit  at  law  for  the  recovery  of  any 
damages  to  which  it  may  be  adjudged  to  be 
entitled,  and  we  must  disapprove  the  ex- 
periment which  the  chancellor  attempted  in 
its  behalf  by  injunction  in  this  case. 
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The  decree  of  the  chancellor  will  be  re- 
versed,  and  the  bill  dismisBed,  at  complain- 
ant's cost. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  filed, 
the  following  response  was  handed  down  by 
Green,  J.: 

In  response  to  a  very  forceful  and  cour- 
teous petition  to  rehear,  we  may  observe 
that  the  former  opinion  filed  herein  waa 
perhaps  not  so  full  on  the  questions  raised 
in  the  petition  as  it  should  have  been.  We 
have  therefore  made  some  additions  to  the 
original  draft  of  the  opinion  herein,  which 
cover  the  questions  of  law  raised  in  the 
petition  to  rehear.  Upon  the  facta,  with 
all  due  deference  to  learned  counsel,  we 
must  adhere  to  our  original  conclusions. 

We  did  not  undertake  to  say  in  the  opin- 
ion filed  that  there  was  no  evidence  indicat- 
ing that  smoke  consumers  existed  and  had 
been  used  with  success;  but  we  expressed 
the  belief  that  such  devices  had  not  passed 
the  experimental  stage,  according  to  the 
lights  before  us.  In  other  words,  while  a 
smoke  consumer  might  be  installed  which 
would  prove  successful  for  a  time,  we 
doubted  if  any  had  yet  been  devised  which 
would  continue  after  considerable  use  to 
accomplish  its  purpose. 

We  reviewed  the  facts  of  this  case  fully 
in  our  former  opinion,  and  a  reconsidera- 
tion does  not  shake  our  confidence  in  the 
justice  of  our  conclusions. 

The  petition  to  rehear  must  therefore  be 
dismissed. 
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UNAKA  NATIONAL  BANK. 

'(—Tenn.  — i  140  S.  W.  747.) 

Courts  —  probate     Jurisdiction  —  sol- 
diers' home. 

1.  The  proper  court  of  the  county  in 
which  is  located  land  ceded  by  a  state  to 
the  Federal  government  for  a  soldiers'  home 
has   jurisdiction   to   grant   an   administra- 

yote,  —  Jurisdiction  of  estate  of  inmate 
of  Federal  home  or  institution. 

The  decision  in  Divine  v.  Unaka  Nat. 
Bank,  holding  that  the  proper  court  of 
the  county  in  which  land  is  located  which 
was  ceded  to  the  Federal  government  for 
a  soldiers'  home  has  jurisdiction  to  grant 
an  administration  on  the  estate  of  a  sol- 
dier dying  in  the  home,  seems  to  be  one  of 
first  impression  and  is  therefore  of  par- 
ticular value. 
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tion  on  the  estate  of  a  soldier  dying  in  the 
home. 

Kzecator  —  right  to  recover  possession 
of  soldier's  effects. 

2.  One  appointed  by  a  state  court  to  ad- 
minister the  estate  of  one  who  died  in  a  sol- 
diers' home,  land  for  which  had  been  (^ded 
by  the  state  to  the  Federal  government, 
may  maintain  an  action  against  the  officers 
of  the  home  to  recover  possession  of  securi- 
ties left  by  decedent. 

Sam«  —  duty    of    bank    to    pay    over 
money. 

8.  A  bank  is  not  bound  to  pay  over  to 
an  administrator  money  deposited  by  a  per- 
son since  deceased,  until  the  certificate  of 
deposit  executed  by  it  is  surrendered  or 
impossibility  of  surrender  is  shown. 

•(November  22,  1911.)    •      "^ 

CERTIORARI  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Ap- 
peals, to  review  a  decree  reversing  a 
decree  of  the  Chancery  Court  of  Johnson 
City  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  and  dismiss- 
ing a  bill  filed  to  recover  possession  of  mon- 
ey deposited  in  the  defendant  bank  by  plain- 
tifTs  intestate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Samuel  C.  l^iiiiains,  for  defend- 
ant: 

Only  the  holder  of  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment can  sue,  and  a  holder  is  one  in  posses- 
sion of  the  instrument. 

Wells  v.  Schoonover,  9  Heisk.  805;  Saw- 
yer v.  Moran,  3  Tenn.  Ch.  35. 

The  bank  had  a  right  to  insist  that  the 


instrument  be  produced  and  delivered  for 
cancelation  on  payment. 

Benjamin's  Chalmers  Dig.  Neg.  Instr.  §§ 
1228,  1230,  1707 ;  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mahan, 
21  La.  Ann.  752;  Smilie  v.  Stevens,  39  Vt. 
316;  Cottle  v.  Marine  Bank,  166  N.  Y.  63, 
69  N.  E.  736;  Read  v.  Marine  Bank,  69 
Hun,  578,  13  N.  Y.  Supp.  856,  s.  c.  on  ap- 
peal 136  N.  Y.  464,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  768, 
32  N.  £.  1083 ;  Pardee  v.  Fish,  60  N.  Y.  266, 
19  Am.  Rep.  176;  6  Cyc.  621. 

The  administrator  was  not  without  rem- 
edy to  replevin  the  withheld  instrument 
from  officials  of  the  National  Home  within 
the  ceded  territory. 

Chicago,  R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  v.  McGlinn, 
114  U.  S.  642,  29  L.  ed.  270,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
1005;  Downes  v.  Bidwell,  182  U.  S.  298,  45 
L.  ed.  lllO,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770;  Barrett 
V.  Palmer,  135  N.  Y.  336,  17  L.R.A.  720, 
31  Am.  St.  Rep.  836,  31  N.  E.  1017. 

Mr.  Paul  £.  Divine  for  complainant 

Nell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  bill  contains  the  following  allega- 
tions  : 

"That  Thomas  Brown  died  intestate  in 
Washington  county,  Tennessee,  on  the  12th 
day  of  November,  1908,  within  the  limits  of 
the  reservation  of  the  Mountain  Branch  of 
the  National  Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer 
Soldiers,  and  as  a  member  thereof;  that  the 
complainant  was  duly  appointed  as  his  ad- 
ministrator by  the  county  court  of  Washing* 


A  case  has  been  disclosed  passing  upon 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts  over 
property  of  a  testator  located  at  Fortress 
Monroe,  within  territory  ceded  to  the  United 
States,  and  is  included  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  the  attitude  of  the  Federal  courts 
under  such  circumstances. 

In  the  case  referred  to,  Woodfin  v. 
Phoebus,  30  Fed.  289,  an  argument  had 
arisen  between  executors  as  to  the  disposi- 
tion of  certain  of  the  testator's  property 
located  at  Fortress  Monroe,  on  land  sold 
and  ceded  to  the  United  States  by  Vir- 
ginia, with  full  jurisdiction,  and  a  bill 
was  brought  by  one  of  the  executors  for  a 
sale  of  the  property  and  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  It  was  held  that  the 
Federal  court  had  exclusive  jurisdiction  of 
suits  operating  in  rem  directly  upon  such 
property,  although  the  state  court  might 
dispose  of  rights  therein  by  decrees  in  per- 
tonam.  The  court  said:  "No  question  of 
probate  is  before  this  court.  The  com- 
petency of  the  county  court  of  Elizabeth 
City  county,  which  admitted  this  will  to 
probate,  to  do  so,  is  conceded  by  the  bill; 
is  certainly  not  denied  by  it.  I  do  not 
think  it  a  debatable  question  whether  the 
circuit  court  of  Elizabeth  City  county,  as 
a  court  of  equity,  has  jurisdiction  of  con- 
troversies which  may  arise  between  the 
executors  of  the  will  mentioned  in  the  bill 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


in  the  administration  of  their  trust.  That 
court  certainly  has  jurisdiction  of  the  con* 
troversy  in  any  suit  that  may  arise  between 
the  executors  in  regard  to  the  will.  If  this 
court,  by  reason  of  citizenship,  has  juris- 
diction also  of  such  controversy,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  two  courts  is  concurrent; 
and  the  jurisdiction  of  one  or  the  other 
court,  in  order  to  become  exclusive,  must 
be  exercised  before  that  of  the  other  be- 
comes established.  It  is  to  me  equally 
clear  that,  within  the  territory  belonging 
to  the  United  States  at  Fortress  Monroe, 
jurisdiction  is  exclusively  in  the  United 
States,  whether  exercised  by  its  Executive, 
its  Congress,  or  its  Judiciary.  Therefore, 
as  to  any  jurisdiction  operating  in  rem 
directly  upon  property  within  the  lands  of 
the  United  States  at  that  place,  and  re- 
quiring an  actual,  corporeal,  personal  exer- 
cise in  situ  by  an  officer  present  in  person 
in  his  official  character,  on  the  premises,  in 
the  performance  of  official  duty  and  func- 
tions, the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States, 
and  of  each  of  its  departments,  is  exclusive 
of  that  of  the  state  of  Virginia,  except  in 
respect  of  such  service  of  process  as  was 
reserved  in  her  act  of  cession,  passed 
March,  1821.  The  proper  court  of  Virginia, 
by  virtue  of  its  jurisdiction  of  controver- 
sies respecting  property  at  Fortress  Mon- 
roe,  may,  by   decrees   and  process  in  per' 


588 


TENNESSEE  SUPREME  COURT. 


Nov. 


ton  county,  on  November  30,  1909,  and  qual- 
ified and  gave  bond  as  such.  Letters  of 
administration  issued  in  pursuance  thereof, 
and  the  original  or  duly  certified  copies 
thereof  will  be  filed  on  or  before  the  hear- 
ing, if  required. 

"The  complainant  would  further  show 
that  his  intestate  was  a  soldier  of  fortune, 
a  wanderer  over  the  face  of  the  earth,  with- 
out family  or  home.  He  was  born  in  India, 
came  to  America  in  time  to  participate  as 
a  soldier  of  the  United  States  in  the  war  be- 
tween the  states  from  1861  to  1865,  and 
later  drifted  southward  to  some  of  the  Span- 
ish-speaking countries,  where  he  remained 
for  some  time.  Later  said  intestate  re- 
turned to  the  United  States,  and  after  wan- 
dering from  place  to  place,  without  any 
fixed  place  of  residence,  habitation,  home  or 
domicil,  and  without  any  purpose  or  inten- 
tion on  his  part  so  to'  do,  or  to  permanently 
establish  himself  theretofore,  he  came  to  the 
said  Mountain  Branch  of  the  National 
Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers,  in 
Washington  county,  Tennessee,  and  became 
a  member  thereof,  by  reason  of  his  military 
service  as  aforesaid,  where  he  died. 

"Complainant  would  further  show  that 
his  intestate  at  the  time  of  his  death  left 
two  small  open  accounts  or  deposits  in  some 
of  the  local  banks  here  in  Johnson  City, 
Tennessee,  which  have  been  paid  over  to 
and  received  by  him  in  virtue  of  his  said 
appointment  as  administrator,  and  that  in 
addition  his  said  intestate  had  the  following 


estate,  rights,  and  credits  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  to  wit: 

"(1)  A  deposit  in  the  defendant,  the 
Unaka  National  Bank,  here  in  Johnson 
City,  Tennessee,  in  t)ie  sum  of  $312,  made 
by  said  intestate  voluntarily  and  of  his  own 
volition  and  motion  after  he  became  a  mem- 
ber of  said  Mountain  Branch,  and  which 
said  deposit  is  represented  by  a  certificate 
issued  to  said  intestate  by  the  defendant 
therefor.  No.  9,630. 

"(2)  Another  deposit  made  in  like  man- 
ner and  under  like  conditions  and  circum- 
stances with  the  defendant  for  $25 ;  the  cer- 
tificate representing  same  being  No.  9,640. 

''Complainant  would  show  that  these  said 
certificates  of  deposit  were  in  the  posses- 
sion of  said  intestate  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  the  property  of  said  intestate,  unin- 
dorsed, un transferred,  and  undisposed  of  in 
any  way,  and  in  no  wise  hypothecated. 
Complainant  would  show  that  said  intestate 
died  within  said  Mountain  Branch  reserva- 
tion limits,  and  the  authorities  thereof  in 
the  discharge  of  their  duties  gathered  up 
the  same  as  bailees,  trustees,  and  agents  of 
and  for  those  rightfully  entitled  thereto, 
and  your  complainant  has  been  unable  to 
secure  the  same,  or  obtain  the  possession 
thereof,  as  he  verily  believes  he  is  entitled 
to  do.  Complainant  charges  that  said  au- 
thorities have  no  title  or  ownership,  claim, 
or  beneficial  interest  in  said  certificates,  no 
property  rights  in  the  same,  and  no  right, 
power,  or  authority  to  sell,  transfer,  con- 


sonam  directed  against  parties  to  any  suit 
pending  in  it,  control  and  dispose  of  their 
rights  in  such  property;  but  I  think  it  is 
pretty  certain,  in  a  case  like  the  present 
one,  if  pending  in  a  state  court  in  which 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  exercise 
corporeal  custody  of  the  Hygeia  Hotel  on 
the  premises  should  become  necessary,  that 
the  state  court  could  not  install  such  an 
agent  there  for  that  purpose.  While  this 
is  so,  I  repeat  that  I  am  willing  to  con- 
cede that  a  state  court,  having  power  to 
determine  controversies  between  parties  con- 
cerning property  in  litigation  before  it, 
would  have  power,  in  a  proper  case,  to  or- 
der a  sale  of  the  Hygeia  Hotel,  which 
Would  have  power,  in  a  proper  case,  to  or- 
such  a  controversy."  And,  in  further  con- 
sidering a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction,  the 
court  said:  "Can  there  be  any  doubt  that 
in  this  case  the  court  is  called  upon  to  say 
whether  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  have  not  segregated  Fortress 
Monroe  from  the  state  of  Virginia;  have 
not  devested  that  territory  of  all  state 
jurisdiction;  whether  the  jurisdiction  there, 
whether  executive,  legislative,  or  iudicial, 
is  not  foreign  to  the  state  of  Virginia; 
whether  letters  testamentary,  issuing  from 
a  Virginia  court,  are  competent  to  vest 
property  fixed  to  the  soil  of  Fortress  Mon- 
roe, in  a  jurisdiction  foreign  to  the  state; 
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whether,  if  property  can  be  thus  vested,  it 
be  by  comity  or  how,  and  to  what  extent,  and 
for  what  purpose;  whether  any  court  but 
this  is  competent  to  make  an  officer  of  the 
United  States  at  Fortress  Monroe  a  party 
to  a  suit  concerning  the  Hygeia  Hotel,  so 
as  to  aid  or  advise  or  control  him  in  the 
exercise  of  that  discretion  in  passing  title 
to  a  purchaser  of  the  hotel  at  its  judicial 
sale  to  which  the  deed  to  Mr.  Phcebus  em- 
powers him  to  assent  or  not,  at  his  discre- 
tion? It  is  apparent  to  me  that  the  bill, 
and  the  exhibits  accompanying  it,  do  show 
that  such  questions  as  these  and  similar 
ones  must  arise  in  the  conduct  of  this  case» 
requiring  a  construction  by  the  court  of 
jurisdictional  clauses  of  the  Constitution, 
and  the  effect  of  laws  of  Congress  relating  to 
Fortress  Monroe  to  any  property  fixed  to 
its  soil,  and  to  the  Hygeia  Hotel  especially. 
In  point  of  fact,  questions  of  this  character 
have  constituted  the  burden  of  the  ex- 
tended arguments  that  we  have  already 
had  in  this  case,  lasting  through  several 
days.  Nor  do  I  perceive  how  a  state  court 
could  entertain  and  conduct  a  suit  relating 
to  the  same  matters  which  we  are  dealing 
with  in  this  case,  without  passing  upon 
questions  of  the  character  I  have  indicated, 
—questions  which  it  has  not  been  the  policy 
of  the  United  States  to  relegate  from  the 
Federal  to  the  state  courts."       J.  T.  W. 
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vey,  indorse,  collect,  or  make  any  assign- 
ment thereof  in  law^  equity,  or  in  fact.  And 
complainant  further  charges  on  information 
and  belief  that  no  such  attempt  has  been 
made. 

"Complainant  would  further  show  that 
said  authorities  also  hold  another  item  or 
asset,  gathered  up  in  the  same  way,  the 
property  of  said  intestate;  that  is,  an  origi- 
nal and  duplicate  check,  issued  to  said  intes- 
tate by  the  defendant  Unaka  Bank,  on 
Lloyd's  Bank,  Limited,  of  London,  England, 
for  about  £1  and  7d,  which  was  unassigned, 
and  which  was  the  property  of  the  decedent 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  which  now  con- 
stitutes an  asset  of  his  said  estate,  due, 
owing,  and  collectable  from  said  defendant^ 
bank. 

"Complainant  would  further  show  that  as 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  the  said 
Thomas  Br6wn,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  appointment  and  letters  of  administra- 
tion aforesaid,  he  has  requested  of  said 
authorities  of  the  said  MfHintain  Branch 
the  possession  and  delivery  of  said  certifi- 
cates and  assets  as  above  mentioned  and 
shown,  but  that  said  authorities,  for  one 
captious  reason  or  another,  among  them  the 
asserted  contention  that  said  authorities 
were  not  in  the  reach  or  subject  to  process 
of  the  courts  of  Tennessee,  or  were  exempt 
therefrom  in  this  behalf,  though  without 
any  claim  of  interest,  right,  or  title  or  bene- 
fit therein,  have  failed,  neglected,  and  re- 
fused to  make  the  delivery  demanded,  or  to 
turn  over  the  same  to  your  complainant  as 
such  administrator  on  demand.  Complain- 
ant would  further  show  that  »,s  such  ad- 
ministrator he  has  made  the  said  Unaka 
National  Bank  acquainted  with  the  said 
failure  on  tlie  part  of  the  said  home  author- 
ities, and  said  bank  has  failed  and  refused 
to  pay  over  the  amount  of  said  certificates 
on  demand  without  a  surrender  of  said  cer- 
tificates concurrently,  which  condition  your 
complainant  has  been  unable  to  comply  with 
for  the  reasons  above  shown. 

"Your  complainant  would  further  show 
that  said  amounts  hereinbefore  set  forth 
and  shown  are  bona  fide  assets  of  the  estate 
of  his  intestate,  and  that  he  is  advised 
that  he  has  ,a  right  to  come  into  your 
honor's  court  and  compel  the  defendant  by 
proper  order  and  decree  to  pay  over  the 
same,  with  full  interest  and  the  costs  of 
the  cause.  Said  amounts  are  due,  ow- 
ing, and  unpaid,  and  said  defendant  bank 
is  responsible  and  liable  therefor  to  your 
complainant.  Said  home  authorities  in  law 
have  no  claim  of  right,  title,  or  beneficial 
interest  in  the  said  certificates  and  checks, 
could  not  lawfully  make  such  claim,  and 
do  not  so  attempt  to  do.  Said  home  or  its 
authorities  are  without  power  to  collect, 
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sell,  transfer,  or  assign  the  same,  and  there 
I  is  no  law  or  authority  whereby  they  can 
be  constituted  or  nominated  as  adminis- 
trator as  against  your  complainant,  or 
exercise  in  the  least  or  in  any  wise  any 
probate  jurisdiction  whatever.  Complain- 
ant further  charges  that  no  other  juris- 
diction or  forum  than  the  county  court  of 
Washington  county,  Tennessee,  can  appoint 
an  administrator,  and  your  complainant 
can  lawfully  receive  said  amounts  from 
the  said  defendant,  or  compel  it  to  pay  over 
or  turn  over  the  same.'' 

The  bank  demurred  on  several  grounds, 
the  substance  of  which  is  that  it  was  en- 
titled to  have  the  certificates  surrendered 
before  payment,  and  that  the  bill  did  not 
allege  that  any  d^and  had  been  made,  ac- 
companied by  such  offer  of  surrender  of 
the  certificates  of  deposit,  and  contained  no 
sufficient  excuse  for  such  failure. 

The  chancellor  sustained  the  demurrer 
and  dismissed  the  bill,  and  the  complainant 
appealed  to  the  court  of  civil  appeals,  and 
in  that  court  the  decree  of  the  chancellor 
was  i^eversed.  Thereupon  the  cause  was 
brought  to  this  court  by  the  writ  of  certi- 
orari, and  is  here  for  consideration. 

The  ground  embracing  the  home  was 
ceded  by  this  state  to  the  United  States 
by  an  act  passed  in  the  year  1901  (Acts 
1901,  chap.  98),  which  contained  the  fol- 
lowing provisions: 

"That  the  consent  of  the  general  assembly 
be,  and  is  hereby,  given  to  the  acquisition 
by  the  National  Home  for  Disabled  Volun- 
teer Soldiers  by  purchase,  condemnation, 
or  donation  of  lands  not  exceeding  2,000 
acres,  in  Washington  county,  for  the  estab- 
lishment and  maintenance  of  a  branch  of 
said  home  within  5  miles  of  Johnson  City; 
that  jurisdiction  of  the  lands  aforesaid, 
and  their  appurtenances,  which  may  be  ac- 
quired by  the  managers  of  the  National 
Home  for  Disabled  Volunteer  Soldiers  for 
the  uses  and  purposes  of  said  home,  be,  and 
is  hereby,  ceded  to  the  United  States  of 
America:  Provided,  however,  that  all  civil 
or  criminal  process  issued  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  state  of  Tennessee,  or  any 
officer  thereof,  may  be  executed  on  said 
lands  and  in  the  buildings  which  may  be 
located  thereon,  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
jurisdiction  had  not  been  ceded,  .as  afore- 
said," etc.  State  ex  rel.  Lyle  v.  Willett, 
117  Tenn.  341,  342,  97  S.  W.  301. 

The  law  is  that  when  the  United  States 
merely  buy  land  within  a  state  for  their 
use,  or  when  it  is  condemned  for  such  pur- 
pose, the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  wherein 
the  land  lies  remains  the  same  as  before, 
just  as  if  any  other  owner  had  acquired  the 
land,  with  the  qualification,  of  course,  that 
the   state   cannot   interfere   with   the   full. 
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free,  and  perfect  -use  for  which  it  was  ac- 
quired, or  in  any  way  embarrass  that  use. 
Ft.  Leavenworth  R.  Co.  v.  Lowe,  114  U.  S. 
525,  20  L.  ed.  264,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  995; 
Ohio  V.  Thomas,  173  U.  S.  276,  43  L.  ed. 
699,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  453.  But  where  land 
within  a  state  is  acquired  by  the  United 
States,  with  the  consent  of  a  state,  then 
under  article  1,  §  8,  subs.  17,  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United 
States  is  complete  and  exclusive;  and  the 
reservation  contained  in  such  grants,  to  the 
effect  that  the  state  shall  have  the  right 
to  serve  civil  and  criminal  process  with 
in  the  territory  ceded,  is  limited  to  causes 
of  action  arising  outside  of  the  ceded  terri- 
tory; the  purpose  of  such  reservation  being 
to  prevent  the  territor^s  becoming  an 
asylum  for  fugitives  from  justice.  This 
must  be  understood  and  applied,  however, 
in  the  light  of  the  principle  of  public  law 
that,  when  the  new  sovereign  has  not  pro- 
vided legislation  for  the  territory  so  ac- 
quired, the  laws  of  the  former  sovereign 
continue  in  force  so  far  as  needed  for  the 
protection  and  enforcement  of  the  munici- 
pal or  private  rights  of  individuals  resid- 
ing within  the  territory.  Ft.  Leavenworth 
R.  Co.  V.  Lowe,  supra;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &, 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  McGlinn,  114  U.  S.  542,  29 
L.  ed.  270,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1005;  Downes 
V.  Bidwell,  182  U.  S.  244,  298,  45  L.  ed. 
1088,  1110,  1111,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  770. 
It  is  said  that  court  jurisdiction  is  neces- 
sarily dependent  upon  the  legislative  power 
of  the  sovereign  under  whose  authority  the 
court  was  constituted,  and  that  when  the 
latter  ceases  the  former  must  fail  with  it. 
This  is  in  general  true,  but  an  exception 
must  be  recognized  when  the  new  sovereign, 
out  of  deference  to  the  principle  of  public 
law  above  referred  to,  recognizes  the  con- 
tinued existence  within  the  particular  terri- 
tory of  the  laws  pf  the  former  sovereign. 
Those  laws  cannot  be  made  effective,  except 
through  the  aid  of  a  court.  The  Federal 
courts  have  no  jurisdiction,  except  that  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution  or  by  an  act 
of  the  Congress.  United  States  v.  Hudson, 
7  Cranch,  32,  3  L.  ed.  259 ;  Turner  v.  Bank 
of  North  America,  4  Dall.  8,  1  L.  ed.  718; 
United  States  v.  Bevans,  3  Wheat.  337,  4 
L.  ed.  404.  And  where  they  have  juris- 
diction over  controversies  arising  out  of  the 
nature  of  the  questions  involved,  there  is  a 
limitation  upon  that  jurisdiction,  measured 
by  an  amount  of  value  in  excess  of  that  in- 
volved in  the  present  controversy,  except 
those  in  which  the  Federal  government  is 
itself  a  party.  If  jurisdiction  is  not  given 
by  Federal  law  to  Federal  courts  to  assert 
and  protect  the  private  rights  conceded  to 
exist  within  the  newly  acquired  territory, 
they  must  remain  outside  the  pale  of  law 
39  'l.R.A.{N.S.) 


unless  they  can  be  asserted  in  the  courts 
of  the  states.  The  Federal  government  and 
the  governments  of  the  several  states  are 
not  foreign  to  each  other,  but  together 
constitute  one  complete  system,  the  Federal 
government  performing  its  functions  within 
its  apportioned  limits,  and  the  states  per- 
forming theirs.  The  courts  of  the  states 
have  concurrent  jurisdiction  with  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  in  all  cases  wherein 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  former  is  not  made 
exclusive,  either  by  direct  legislation,  or 
by  necessary  implication,  or  by  such  in- 
compatibility with  the  existence  of  state 
authority  as  that  it  could  not  be  supposed 
the  state  courts  should  undertake  the  mat- 
ter. Claflin  V.  Houseman,  93  U.  S.  130, 
23  L.  ed.  833;  Defiance  water  Co.  v.  De* 
fiance,  191  U.  S.  194,  48  L.  ed.  144,  24 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  63.  If  the  state  courts  can 
exercise  such  jurisdiction  in  the  enforce- 
ment of  causes  of  action  growing  out  of 
Federal  laws,  we  can  see  no  reason  why 
they  cannot  enforce  causes  of  action  rec- 
ognized by  Federal  law  as  continuing  to 
exist  in  territory  ceded  by  the  states,  but 
which  the  Federal  government  has  provided 
no  means  of  enforcing  through  its  own 
courts.  If  there  be  any  person,  holding 
Federal  ofiice  within  such  territory,  who 
assumes  to  exercise  powers  not  appertain- 
ing to  his  ofiice,  or  nqt  conferred  upon  him 
by  law,  such  person  is  so  far  forth  not  a 
Federal  ofiicer,  and  not  protected  by  his 
office,  and  may  be  sued  in  a  state  court  of 
the  state  embracing  such  territory,  just 
as  if  he  were  a  private  citizen,  by  persons 
injured  through  such  unlawful  acts.  Teal 
V.  Felton,  12  How.  284,  13  L.  ed.  990;  Buck 
V.  Colbath,  3  Wall.  334,  18  L.  ed.  267; 
Slocum  V.  Mayberry,  2  Wheat.  1,  4  L.  ed. 
169;  Scranton  v.  Wheeler,  179  U.  S.  141, 
161,  45  L.  ed.  126,  133,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
48. 

To  apply  these  principles  to  the  facts  of 
the  present  case:  The  Federal  courts  have 
been  given  no  probate  powers,  by  the  Con- 
gress, or  authority  to  appoint  an  adminis- 
trator of  a  decedent.  Yonley  v.  Lavender, 
21  Wall.  276,  22  L.  ed.  636;  Byers  v.  Mc- 
Auley,  149  U.  S.  608,  37  L.  ed.  867,  13 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  906;  O'Callaghan  v.  O'Brien, 
199  U.  S.  89,  109,  50  L.  ed.  101,  111,  25 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  727.  And  see  cases  collected 
in  note  to  Bedford  Quarries  Co.  v.  Thomlin- 
son,  36  C.  C.  A.  276,  277.  Therefore  this 
power  remains  with  the  state  courts;  and 
the  county  court  of  Washington  county 
acted  in  accordance  with  law  when  it  ap- 
pointed an  administrator  of  Brown's  es- 
tate,— ^he  having  died  in  Washington  county, 
leaving  there  the  certificates  of  deposit  on 
the  defendant  bank,  also  located  within  the 
county.     Shannon's   Code,   §   3935.    As   in- 
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eident  to  the  administratorship,  Major  Di- 
vine became  at  once  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  evidences  of  indebtedness  above 
referred  to.  Under  the  facts  stated  in  the 
billy  the  officers  of  the  home  are  without 
legal  justification  in  detaining  these  papers 
from  him,  and  he  is  entitled  to  bring  his 
suit  against  them  therefor.  No  Federal 
court  can  entertain  jurisdiction  of  the  con- 
troversy, because,  even  laying  out  of  view 
all  other  reasons,  the  amount  involved  is 
not  sufficiently  large.  The  complainant 
could  have  replevined  the  papers  referred 
to,  in  the  circuit  or  chancery  court  of  Wash- 
ington county,  prior  and  preparatory  to  the 
present  action,  or  he  could  have  brought 
before  the  chancery  court  in  this  action 
both  the  bank  and  the  persons  residing  with- 
in the  home  assuming  to  withhold  these 
papers  from  him,  and  there  had  the  ques- 
tion of  the  right  of  possession  as  between 
the  two  settled,  and  at  the  same  time  could 
have  caused  the  money  to  be  paid  into  court 
by  the  defendant  bank,  or  on  its  refusal  to 
pay  could  in  due  course  have  had  judgment 
against  it,  on  final  hearing,  with  execution 
to  enforce  it.  In  either  event  the  bank 
would  have  been  protected.  The  bank  is 
entitled  to  have  the  certificates  surrendered 
when  it  makes  payment,  or  in  case  they 
cannot  be  surrendered  because  of  loss,  or 
other  impossibility  of  production,  then  to 
have  a  bond  of  indemnity  given  to  protect 
it.  In  the  present  case  we  think  no  such 
impossibility  eicists.  We  have  concluded, 
therefore,  to  direct  the  entry  of  the  follow- 
ing decree: 

Let  the  demurrer  be  overruled,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  chancery  court  of 
Washington  county,  with  leave  to  the  com- 
plainant to  file  an  amended  bill,  bringing 
in  the  persons  who  have  possession  of  the 
certificates  and  check  referred  to  and  con- 
testing their  right  to  hold  the  same.  In 
default  of  the  filing  of  such  amended  bill 
within  a  time  to  be  fixed  by  the  chancellor, 
the  defendant  bank  will  have  leave  to  renew 
its  demurrer. 

The  costs  of  the  appeal  will  be  paid  by 
the  complainant. 
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Damages  —  defect  In  bnilding  oonstmc- 
tlon  —  measnre. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  defects  in 
the  construction  work  of  buildings  sub- 
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stantially  completed  according  to  the  plans 
and  specifications  is  the  cost  of  repairing 
the  defects,  and  not  the  difference  in  value 
of  the  building  as  constructed  and  what  it 
would  have  been  if  constructed  strictly  ac- 
cording to  the  plans  and  specifications 

(January  24,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  to 
review  a  judgment  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  District  Court  for  Dewitt  Coun- 
ty in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought 

Note>  —  Measure  of  damages  for  defects 
or  omissions  in  the  performance  of 
a  huilding  contract. 

As  the  sole  object  of  inquiry  in  this  note 
is  the  rule  of  damages  to  be  applied,  cases 
as  to  when  consequential  damages  are  re- 
coverable are  not  included  therein.  Nor 
does  it  include  decisions  as  to  the  proper 
measure  of  damages  where  performance  of 
the  contract  has  been  abandoned  before 
initiation  or  completion  of  the  work. 

The  fundamental  principle  which  under- 
lies the  decisions  comprised  in  this  note  is 
that  a  party  is  entitled  to  have  what  he 
contracts  for,  or  its  equivalenit.  What  that 
equivalent  is  depends  upon  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  Where  the  defects  are 
such  that  they  may  be  remedied  without 
the  destructi'^n  of  any  substantial  part  of 
the  benefit  which  the  owner's  property  has 
received  by  reason  of  the  contractor's  work, 
the  equivalent  to  which  the  owner  is  en- 
titled is  the  cost  of  making  the. work  con- 
form to  the  contract.  But  where,  in  order  to 
conform  the  work  to  contract  requirements, 
a  substantial  part  of  what  has  been  done 
must  be  undone,  and  the  contractor  has 
acted  in  good  faith,  or  the  owner  has  taken 
possession,  he  is  not  permitted  to  recover 
I  the  cost  of  making  the  change,  but  may  re- 
cover the  difference  in  value.  An  attempt 
bas  therefore  been  made,  wherever  the  re- 
port of  the  decision  has  made  it  possible  to 
do  so,  to  state  the  character  of  the  defects 
or  omissions  constituting  the  defective  per- 
formance, in  order  to  show  the  circum- 
stances under  which  one  or  the  other  of  the 
rules  above  stated   is  properly  applicable. 

It  should  be  noted  that,  as  the  statement 
as  to  the  measure  of  the  owner's  damages 
is  often  incorporated  with  a  statement  as 
to  what  the  contractor  may  recover,  its 
form  depends  upon  whether  the  amount  of 
the  contractor's  compensation,  from  which 
the  deduction  is  to  be  made,  is  the  contract 
price,  or  the  sum  which  his  work  may  be 
actually  worth.  That  is,  where  the  con- 
tract price  is  taken  as  the  basis,  the  con- 
tractor is  properly  compensated  for  his 
work,  and  the  owner  for  his  damage,  by 
deducting  from  the  contract  price  the  dif- 
ference in  value  between  the  work  as  done 
and  as  contracted  to  be  done:  where  the 
value  of  the  work  done  is  taken  as  a  basis, 
such  a  deduction  would  give  the  owner  more 
than  the  amount  of  his  damage,  which,  in 
such  a  ease,  is  properly  stated  to  be  the 
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to  recover  damages  for  breach  of  a  certain 
building  contract.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Sam  C.  Lackey  and  Proctor, 
Vandenberge,  Grain,  &  Lewright,  for 
plaintiff  in  error:  • 

The  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  plaintiff's  buildings  as 
actually  repaired  and  constructed,  and  what 
their  value  would  be  if  repaired  and  con- 
structed in  strict  accordance  with  the  con- 
tract, plans,  and  specifications. 

Sherman  v.  Connor,  88  Tex.  36,  29  S.  W. 
1053 ;  Jennings  v.  Wilier,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  32  S.  W.  24;  Larrimore  v.  Comanche 
County,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^,  32  S.  W. 
367;  Watson  v.  DeWitt  County,  19  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  150,  46  S.  W.   1068;    Fagan  v. 


Whitcomb,  4  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (Willson) 
47,  14  S.  W.  1018;  Short  v.  Moore,  19  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1225,  43  S.  W.  211;  Hartford  Mill 
Co.  v.  Hartford  Tobacco  W^arehouse  Co. 
—  Ky.  -^  121  S.  W.  477;  Elwood  Planing 
Mills  Co.  V.  Harting,  21  Ind.  App.  408,  52 
N.  E.  621;  Ashland  Lime,  Salt  &  Cement 
Co.  V.  Shores,  105  Wis.  122,  81  N.  W.  136; 
Foeller  v.  Heintz,  137  Wis.  169,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  327,  118  N.  W.  543. 

Messrs.  Davidson  &  Bailey  and  Price 
&  Green  for  defendants  in  error. 

Bamsey,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

On  the  9th  day  of  April,  1907,  plaintiff 
in  error  entered  into  a  contract  with  Allert 
&  Fuess,  whereby  the  latter  undertook  to 


difference  between  the  contract  price  and 
the  value  of  the  work  if  completed  in  ac- 
cordance with  contract  requirements.  The 
practical  result  in  either  case  is,  of  course, 
the  same.  It  may  also  be  stated  in  this 
connection  that  the  form  in  which  the  rule 
as  to  the  damages  recoverable  by  the  owner 
is  stated  is  not  necessarilv  determined  by 
whether  the  action  is  for  the  contract  price 
or  quaniurr^  mertUti  as  even  in  the  latter 
case  the  contract  price  is  often  taken  as  the 
basis  of  computation. 

But  where  the  deviation  from  the  terms 
of  the  contract  is  so  gross  as  to  indicate  an 
intentional  substitution  (as  in  Morgan  v. 
Gamble,  230  Pa.  165,  79  Atl.  410,  where 
the  contractor  substituted  an  iron  pipe  for 
the  lead  water  pipe .  reauired  by  the  con- 
tract), it  seems  that  the  owner  may  re- 
cover the  cost  of  conforming  the  work  to 
the  contract. 

Cost  of  conforming  work  to  specifications. 

As  to  when  not  proper  mode  of  ascertain- 
ing damages,  see  cases  under  heading  "Dif- 
ference in  value,"  infra. 

In  determining  the  damages  sustained 
by  the  owner  from  the  defective  perform- 
ance of  a  building  contract,  different  ele- 
ments are  proper  for  consideration  in  differ- 
ent cases,  according  to  the  nature  of  the 
defect.  Sometimes  the  measure  of  damages 
is  the  necessary  cost  of  making  the  work 
according  to  the  specifications.  White  v. 
McLaren,  151  Mass.  553,  24  N.  £.  911. 

Where  the  omission,  as  a  failure  to  com- 
plete the  work,  is  capable  of  being  remedied 
by  additional  labor  or  materials,  there  must 
be  deducted  from  the  contract  price  such 
sum  as  will  be  necessary  to  complete  the 
work  according  to  the  contract.  Veazie  v. 
Hosmer,  11  Gray,  396. 

The  owner  is  entitled  to  the  cost  of  cor- 
recting any  bad  work  done  by  the  contract- 
or so  far  as  it  can  reasonably  be  corrected, 
and  to  the  fair  value  of  the  damage  done 
to  him  where  it  cannot  be  reasonably  re- 
placed. Danforth  v.  Freeman,  69  N.  H. 
466,  43  Atl.  621. 

In  Kelly  v.  Bradford,  33  Vt.  35,  it  was 
:jy  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


held  that  the  amount  of  the  contractor's 
recovery  where  the  contract  has  been  sub- 
stantially perfoi%ied  is  to  be  determined 
by  deducting  from  the  contract  price  such 
a  sum  as  will  enable  the  other  party  to  get 
the  contract  completed  according'  to  its 
terms;  or  where  that  is  impossible  or  un- 
reasonable, such  a  sum  as  will  fully  com- 
pensate him  for  the  imperfection  in  the 
work,  and  the  insufficiency  of  the  materials, 
so  that  he  shall  in  this  respect  be  made  as 
good  pecuniarily  as  if  the  contract  had  been 
strictly  performed. 

The  proper  rule  for  measuring  the  re- 
coverable difference  between  substantial  and 
complete  performance  of  a  building  contract 
is  not  necessarily  the  cost  of  tearing  down 
the  defective  work  and  rebuilding  it  so  as 
to  conform  to  the  contract.  It  is  the  rea- 
sonable cost  of  remedying  defects  so  far  as 
that  can  be  done  practicably,  and  the  dimin- 
ished value  of  the  building  so  completed, 
because  of  defects  not  so  remediable.  Ash- 
land Lime,  Salt  &  Cement  Co.  v.  Shores, 
105  Wis.  122,  81  N.  W.  136.  A  sentence  used 
by  the  court  in  connection  with  the  fore- 
going statement  of  the  rule  of  damages: 
**As  to  any  defect  that  may  be  suggested, 
if  the  cost  of  remedying  it  will  exceed  the 
diminished  value  of  the  structure  in  a  ma- 
terial degree,  the  latter  is  the  true  measure 
of  liability  of  the  builders," — which,  read 
literally  and  without  reference  to  the  con- 
text, would  violate  the  general  principle 
running  through  all  the  cases,  that  the 
proprietor  is  entitled  to  the  very  thing  con- 
tracted for,  or  its  equivalent, — is  explained 
in  Foeller  v.  Heintz,  137  Wis.  169,  24  L.R.A. 
(M.S.)  327,  118  N.  W.  543,  as  referring 
only,  to  imperfections  requiring  substan- 
tial destruction  of  the  material  parts  of  « 
building  created  according  to  contract,  and 
a  beginning  over  again,  in  order  to  remedy 
the  defects 

And  in  Sherry  v.  Madler,  123  Wis.  621, 
101  N.  W.  1095,  it  was  held  that  if  there 
was  a  substantial  compliance  in  good  faith 
with  the  plans  and  specifications  for  a 
building,  then  the  rule  by  which  proper  de- 
ductions were  to  be  ascertained  was  as  fol- 
lows:    In  case  of  entire  neglect  to  furnish 
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furnish  the  material  and  construct  for 
him  a  building,  and  to  make  certain  changes 
in  other  buildings  then  located  on  certain 
ground  situated  in  the  city  of  Cuero,  for 
the  sum  of  $7,700,  to  be  paid  under  the 
directions  of  one  Jul  LeflSand,  and  in  ac- 
cordance with  certain  specifications  in  said 
contract  contained.  The  work  proceeded 
for  some  time,  and  seems  to  have  been 
somewhat  delayed,  so  that,  on  the  29th  of 
July  thereafter,  the  parties  entered  into  an- 
other agreement,  in  which  it  was  stipulated 
that  Graves  should  waive  none  of  his  rights 
under  his  contract  for  said  building,  by 
entering  and  placing  shelving  and  goods  in 
«ame,  except  as  to  the  time  limit  under 
which  Allert  &  Fuess  would  complete  same, 
which    was    waived    with    the    stipulation 


that  such  waiver  should  not  cause  the. 
contractors  to  be  any  the  less  diligent  in 
completing  same.  Thereafter  the  contract- 
ors proceeded  with  the  building,  and,  as  the 
court  below  found)  substantially  complied 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract  in  respect 
thereto.  This  finding  by  the  district  court 
as  well  as  by  the  court  of  civil  appeals  ip 
assailed  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  but  we 
think  it  is  fairly  supported  by  the  testi- 
mony. The  architect,  Mr.  LeflSand,  was 
introduced  on  the  trial  of  the  case  by  plain- 
tiff in  error,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  his 
testimony,  by  agreement  of  all  parties,  it 
was  arranged  that  he  should  inspect  the 
buildings  at  once  and  make  a  careful  in- 
vestigation of  the  alleged  defects  in  them, 
and  afterwards  testify  upon  the  trial  as  to 


an  item  of  labor  or  material,  or  in  case  of 
a  defect  which  might  be  easily  remedied 
without  taking  down  and  reconstructing  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  building,  this  al- 
lowance should  equal  the  reasonable  ex- 
pense of  supplying  or  correcting  the  de- 
fect. In  case  of  a  defect  which  could  be 
remedied  only  by  taking  down  and  recon- 
structing some  substantial  portion  of  the 
building,  the  allowance  should  be  the 
amount  which  the  building  is  worth  less, 
by  reason  of  the  defect,  than  the  contract 
price. 

So,  also,  in  Manning  v.  School  Dist.  No. 
«,  124  Wis.  84,  102  N.  W.  356,  it  is  said 
that  so  far  as  imperfections  can  be  reme- 
died without  any  great  sacrifice  of  work 
And  material  wrought  into  the  subject  of 
the  contract  and  the  proprietor's  property, 
the  contract  price  is  to  be  reduced  by  so 
much  as  will  measure  the  reasonable  cost  of 
applying  such  remedy;  and  otherwise  the 
contract  price  is  to  be  rebated  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  diminished  value  of  the  subject 
of  the  contract  by  reason  of  the  defects. 
And  see  also  to  the  same  effect,  Foeller  v. 
Heintz,  supra. 

In  Thornton  v.  Place,  1  Moody  ft  R.  218, 
a  demand  for  slating  some  buildings  of  the 
defendants,  Parke,  J.,  in  charging  the  jury, 
said  that  when  a  party  engaged  to  do  cer- 
tain work  on  certain  specified  terms  and  in 
s.  certain  specified  manner,  but  in  fact  did 
not  perform  the  work  so  as  to  correspond 
with  the  specifications,  he  was  not,  of 
course,  entitled  to  recover  the  price  agreed 
upon  in  the  specifications,  nor  could  he  re- 
cover according  to  the  actual  value  of  the 
work,  as  if  there  had  been  no  special  con- 
tract. What  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  was  the  price  agreed  upon  in  the 
-specifications,  subject  to  a  deduction;  and 
the  measure  of  that  deduction  was  the  sum 
which  it  would  take  to  alter  the  work  so 
as  to  make  it  correspond  with  the  specifica- 
tions. 

In  American  Surety  Co.  v.  Lyons,  44  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  151,  97  S.  W.  1080,  it  was  held 
that  where  the  owner  was  damnified  by  the 
contractor's  putting  into  a  building  work 
and  material  inferior  to  that  called  for  in 
:59  L.R.A.(N.S.)  38 


the  contract,  the  measure  of  damages  was 
not  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
building  as  contracted  and  its  value  if  it 
had  been  constructed  according  to  the  con- 
tract, but  the  amount  which  it  will  cost 
over  the  above  the  contract  price  to  have  the 
defects  remedied  and  the  building  completed 
in  accordance  with  the  contract. 

In  several  other  cases  involving  the  right 
of  the  contractor  to  recover  where  the  con- 
tract has  been  substantially  performed,  the 
court  has  stated  that  the  owner  is  entitled 
to  a  deduction  from  the  contract  price  of  a 
sum  requisite  to  indemnify  him  for  the  ex- 
pense of  conforming  the  work  to  that  for 
which  he  contracted.  See  Keeler  v.  Herr, 
167  111.  67,  41  N.  E.  760;  Palmer  v.  Meriden 
Britannia  Co.  188  111.  608,  59  N.  E.  247; 
School  Directors  v.  Roberson,  66  111.  App. 
298;  Shepard  v.  Mills,  70  111.  App.  72,  af- 
firmed in  173  111.  223,  60  N.  E.  709;  Cook  v. 
American  Luxfer  Prism  Co.  93  111.  App. 
299;  Crouch  v.  Gutmann,  134  N.  Y.  45,  30 
Am.  St.  Rep.  608,  31  N.  E.  271;  Holl  v. 
Long,  34  Misc.  1,  68  N.  Y.  Supp.  522;  Gove 
V.  Island  City  Mercantile  ft  Mill  Co.  16  Or. 
93,  17  Pac.  740;  Edmunds  v.  Welling,  67 
Or.  103,  110  Pac.  633;  Moore  v.  Carter,  146 
Pa.  492,  23  Atl.  243. 

But  where  a  counterclaim  set  up  in  an 
action  upon  a  building  contract  is  based 
not  upon  the  lack  of  certain  particular 
items  in  order  to  complete  the  building, 
but  upon  the  unskilful  manner  in  which  the 
work  was  performed,  it  is  not  error  to  re- 
fuse to  instruct  the  jury  that  the  measure 
of  the  owner's  damages  will  be  what  it  will 
cost  to  procure  to  be  done  the  work  neces- 
sary to  make  the  building  conform  to  the 
terms  of  the  contract.  Smith  y.  Bristol,  33 
Iowa,  24. 

Although  recovery  cannot  be  had  upon  a 
contract  to  do  mason  work  which  has  not 
been  properly  performed,  yet,  the  owner  hav- 
ing availed  himself  of  the  contractor's  work 
and  labor,  the  contractor  should  be  permit- 
ted to  recover  the  contract  price  less  the 
sum  it  would  cost  to  complete  the  work  as 
agreed  to  be  dpne.  Blakeslee  ▼.  Holt«  42 
Conn.  226. 
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same,  and  make  an  estimate  of  what,  in 
his  judgment  as  a  supervisory  architect, 
would  be  a  proper  sum  to  charge  to  repair 
same,  so  as  to  put  the  buildings  in  shape 
in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  specific 
cations  as  agreed  upon.  After  such  investi- 
gation, he  did  testify  and  pointed  out  some 
defects  in  the  building.  He  said,  in  sub- 
stance, that  there  were  certain  cracks  in 
the  wall  between  buildings  1  and  2,  up- 
stairs as  well  as  in  the  8  foot  section  down- 
stairs, but  that  these  did  not  materially 
affect  the  strength  or  durability  of  the 
walls,  and  that  they  should  be  repaired  by 
cleaning  out  the  cracks  and  filling  them 
with  mortar,  which  could  be  done  at  a  cost 
of  not  over  $90.  He  also  testified  to  certain 
cracks  in  the  front  of  the  building  No.  3, 


which  he  said  amounted  to  nothing.  There 
were  some  other  matters  somewhat  more 
serious,  particularly  with  reference  to  the 
ceiling  and  floors  upstairs  as  well  as  the 
roof.  However,  after  testifying  to  all  the 
matters,  he  says:  "In  my  judgment  as 
supervising  architect,  according  to  whose 
plans  and  specifications  these  buildings  were 
to  be  erected  and  altered,  they  are,  as  I 
have  said,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
the  plans  and  specifications  now,  and  the 
defects  complained  of  can  be  remedied,  in 
so  far  as  they  have  not  been  remedied,  so 
as  to  completely  comply  with  the  original 
plans  and  specifications  at  a  cost  of  not  ex- 
ceeding $425.  This  in  my  judgment  is  a 
very  liberal  estimate,  and  it  might  be  done 
even  at  a  less  expense."     However,  the  trial 


The  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to 
construct  a  foundation  wall  in  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  contract  is  the  sum 
which  it  would  reasonably  take  to  make  the 
wall  conform  to  contract  requirements. 
Wright  v.  Sanderson,  20  Mo.  App.  534. 

Other  decisions  relating  to  defective  ma- 
son work  are  Taulbee  v.  Moore,  106  Ky.  749, 
51  S.  W.  664,  and  Bush  v.  Jones,  2  Shannon 
Cas.  224,  under  heading  "Difference  in  val- 
ue," infra. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  putting  in  a 
defective  granolithic  floor  is  the  amount 
that  it  would  reasonably  take  to  make  the 
floor  conform  to  the  contract.  Lambert  v. 
Jenkins,  —  Va.  — ,  71  S.  E.  718.  Compare 
Norcross  Bros.  Co.  v.  Vose,  199  Mass.  81, 
85  N.  E.  468,  under  heading  "Difference  in 
value,"  infra. 

Where  an  entire  contract  for  the  laying 
of  a  concrete  sidewalk  has  been  substantial- 
ly performed,  even  though  not  completed  in 
a  workmanlike  manner,  the  contract  price 
may  be  recovered,  lees  a  fair  allowance  to 
make  good  the  defects,  although  the  work 
has  not  been  accepted.  Dyer  v.  Lintz,  76 
N.  J.  L.  204,  68  Atl.  908.  Compare  Culbert- 
Bon  V.  Ashland  Cement  k  Constr.  Co.  144 
Ky.  614,  139  S.  W.  792,  under  heading  "Dif- 
ference in  value,"  infra. 

Where  a  contract  to  install  heating  ap- 
paratus is  substantially  performed,  the  own- 
er may  deduct  from  the  contract  price  the 
sum  necessary  to  make  it  complete.  Cutler 
V.  Close,  5  Car.  A  P.  337. 

Where  one  contracts  with  the  owner  of  a 
house  to  install  therein  a  heating  plant  of 
a  certain  character  and  quality,  and  the 
plant  actually  installed  is  inferior  to  that 
contracted  for,  the  measure  of  the  owner's 
damage  is  the  sum  required  to  make  the 
plant  conform  to  the  specifications  fixed  by 
the  contract.  This  rule  is  not  in  a  particu- 
lar case  varied  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
the  contractor  offers  to  make  the  necessary 
changes  for  a  specified  sum  and  to  give 
bond  for  the  faithful  performance  of  the 
work.  D'^^nblatt  v.  Carlton,  10  Ga.  App. 
741,  73  S.  E.  1085. 

Where  a  comparative  small  expenditure 
is  necessary  to  remedy  defects  in  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract  for  plumbing  and 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


heating  work,  the  reasonable  expense  of 
doing  so  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  and  of 
complying  with  the  contract  in  this  re- 
spect, is  the  correct  measure-  of  damages. 
McCullough  V.  S.  J.  Havde  Contracting  Co. 
82  Kan.  734,  109  Pac.  i76. 

Another  case  in  which  heating  apparatus 
was  involved  is  Mack  v.  Sloteman,  21  Fed. 
109,  under  heading,  "Difference  in  value," 
infra. 

Where  the  contract  for  plumbing  has 
been  substantially  performed,  the  measure 
of  damages  is  what  it  would  cost  to  put  it 
in  the  condition  contracted  for.  Sticker  v. 
Overpeck,  127  Pa.  446,  17  Atl.  3100. 

Where  a  building  contract  has  been  sub- 
stantially performed,  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages to  be  allowed  to  the  owner  by  reason  of 
the  contractor's  failure  to  conform  to  speci- 
fications as  to  quality  of  lumber  and  manner 
of  nailing  in  constructing  .a  staircase  is 
merely  the  amount  of  detriment  suffered  by 
the  owner  by  reason  of  breaches  of  the  con- 
tract, and  not  the  cost  of  building  a  new 
staircase, — especially  where  the  payment 
was  to  be  made  before  the  commencement 
of  the  work,  and  is  therefore  to  be  regarded 
as  an  independent  promise.  Carpenter  v. 
Ibbetson,  1  Cal.  App.  272,  81  Pac.  1114. 

The  measure  of  the  damages  for  failure  to 
put  up  a  cornice,  which  the  owner  of  a  build- 
ing may  set  up  as  a  courterclaim  in  an  ac- 
tion for  the  contract  price  of  putting  on  a 
metal  ceiling,  is  the  difference  in  the 
amount  which  the  owner  would  have  been 
obliged  to  pay  the  contractor  for  the  corn- 
ice, and  the  fair  cost  to  the  owner  of  putting 
up  the  cornice  under  existing  conditions. 
New  York  Metal  Ceiling  Co.  v.  City  Homes 
Iniprov.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  Supp.  233. 

The  rule  of  damages  for  the  improper 
construction  of  machinery  erected  in  a  mill 
is  to  deduct  from  the  contract  price  the 
cost  of  altering  the  construction  of  the  ma- 
chinery so  as  to  make  it  conform  to  the 
contract.  Stillwell  &  B.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Phelps, 
130  U.  S.  520,  32  L.  ed.  1035.  9  Sup.  Ct  Rep. 
601 :  Williams  v.  Island  City  Mill.  Co.  25 
Or.  573,  37  Pac.  49;  Wade  v.  Haycock,  25 
Pa.  382;  C  lifford  v.  Richardson,  13  Vt  620. 

The  measure  of  damages  recoverable  by 
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court,  evidently  considering  in  this  connec- 
tion other  testimony,  found  that  the  sum 
of  $900  was  a  sufficient  amount  to  remedy 
such  incomplete  conditions,  so  as  to  make 
said  construction  of  said  buildings  conform 
substantially  to  the  terms  and  stipulations 
of  the  contract  in  appearance  and  dura- 
bility. 

The  trial  court  filed  the  following  con- 
clusions of  law  as  to  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages: "I  am  of  the  opinion  from  the  facts 
in  this  case  that  the  true  measure  of  plain- 
tiflfs  damage  in  this  case  is  the  difference 
in  the  value  of  the  contract  price  of  con- 
struction of  the  building  in  substantial  con- 
formity to  the  contract,  plans,  and  specifi- 
cations, and  the  value  of  such  construction 
as  it  now  stands  in  its  present  condition, 


which  I  have  found  as  a  matter  of  fact 
is  the  sum  of  $900,  for  which  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover  as  such  damages."  Thia 
was  construed,  and  properly  construed,  by 
the  court  of  civil  appeals,  to  mean  that 
the  court  held  "that  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages was  the  difference  between  the  balance 
unpaid  on  the  contract  pritce  and  what  it 
would  take  to  complete  the  building."  It 
is  contended  by  plaintiff  in  error,  however, 
that  the  true  measure  of  damages  is  the 
difference  between  the  value  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error's  buildings  as  actually  re- 
paired and  constructed,  and  their  value  if 
they  had  been  repaired  and  constructed  ac- 
cording to  plans  and  specifications. 

We  think   it   clear   that  under   the   au- 
thorities in  this  state,  and  based  on  sound 


the  owner  of  a  steamboat  against  the  build- 
er, for  imperfect  caulking  and  improper  set- 
ting of  the  wheels,  is  the  amount  of  the 
reasonable  cost  incurred  to  remedy  the  de- 
fects, and  to  place  the  boat  in  a  proper  con- 
dition as  contemplated  by  the  contract. 
Leathers  v.  Sweeney,  41  La.  Ann.  287,  5  So. 
662. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  the  defective 
performance  of  a  contract  to  build  an  au- 
tomobile body  and  place  it  upon  a  chassis 
furnished  by  the  owner  is  not  the  difference 
in  value  of  the  automobile  as  completed  and 
what  it  would  have  been  had  the  work  been 
properly  done,  but  the  cost  and  expense 
reasonably  necessary  to  make  the  work  and 
materials  conform  to  the  requirements  of 
the  contract.  Anthonv  v.  Moore  &  M.  Co. 
135  App.  Div.  203,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  402. 

The  measure  of  damages  recoverable  from 
an  architect  for  negligent  and  unskilful  con- 
struction of  a  building  may  be  the  cost  of 
remedying  the  defects  (Lord  v.  Comstock, 
20  Jones  k  S.  648;  Schwartz  v.  Kuhn,  71 
Misc.  149,  126  N.  Y.  Supp.  668),  or  the  dif- 
ference in  value  between  the  product  of  the 
architect's  negligent  and  unskilful  work  and 
of  the  house  as  it  should  have  been  ( Lord  v. 
Comstock,  supra). 

The  measure  of  damages  sustained  by  rea- 
son of  the  failure  of  a  contractor  to  build  a 
roof  according  to  the  contract  is  not  the 
cost  of  making  a  good,  tight,  and  durable 
roof,  but  a  roof  according  to  the  specifica- 
tions. White  V.  Sisters  of  Charity,  79  111. 
App.  646. 

Difference  in  value. 

Where  an  action  brought  by  a  contractor 
to  recover  for  extras  not  included  in  a  build- 
ing contract  was  litigated  upon  the  theory 
that  the  sum  otherwise  demanded  could  be 
tolled,  if  not  absorbed,  by  the  deduction 
of  counterclaim,  being  the  difference  in  val- 
cause  of  the  failure,  unexcused,  of  the  con- 
tractor to  perform  in  certain  particulars, 
proof  of  the  market  value  of  the  building 
was  properly  admitted,  the  measure  of  dam- 
Ages  claimable  bv  the  owner,  in  th<  nature 
of  counterclaim,  being  the  difference  in  value 
of  the  l)pi1ding  constructed  and  that  stipu- 
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lated  for  in  the  contract.    Fleming  v.  Luna- 
ford,  163  Ala.  640,  60  So.  921. 

In  Morford  v.  Ambrose,  3  J.  J.  Marsh. 
690,  it  was  held  that  the  measure  of  the  con- 
tractor's recovery  was  the  contract  price 
less  the  difference  in  value  between  the  work 
as  it  was  done  and  as  it  should  have  been 
done. 

In  Gleason  v.  Smith,  9  Cush.  484,  67  Am. 
Dec.  62,  it  was  held  that  an  instruction  that 
a  builder  of  a  dam  has  substantially  per- 
formed, so  as  to  recover  so  much  as  his* 
work  and  labor  were  worth  to  the  owners^ 
would  be  erroneous  if  standing  alone,  but 
was  correct  where  the  jury  was  directed  to- 
arrive  at  the  result  by  deducting  from  tho- 
contract  price  so  much  as  the  dam  built 
was  worth  less  than  the  dam  contracted  for.. 
The  court  said  that  the  rule  for  making  th& 
deduction  "from  the  contract  price  for  the 
deficiency  in  the  work  had  been  sometimes 
sought  in  another  form;  that  the  jury 
should  take  as  the  basis  of  the  calculation 
the  contract  price,  and  deduct  from  that  sum 
such  amount  as  would  be  required  to  be 
paid  to  complete  the  work  according  to  the 
contract;  that  probably  the  result  would  be 
much  the  same  under  either  of  these  rules. 
In  many  cases  the  latter  rule  would  not  be 
adapted  to  the  case,  as  where  the  building 
was  wholly  finished,  but  there  was  some 
small  departure  from  the  contract  in  some 
of  the  details;  there  the  rule  must  be  to  de- 
duct so  much  from  the  contract  price  as  the 
work  was  worth  less  to  the  owner. 

An  instruction  to  the  jury  that,  if  a  house 
was  not  built  pursuant  to  contract,  they 
should  consider  what  the  house  was  worth 
to  the  owner,  and  to  give  that  sum  in  dam- 
ages, is  incorrect,  since  they  should  be  in- 
Btructed  to  deduct  so  much  from  the  con- 
tract price  as  the  house  is  worth  less  on  ac- 
count of  the  departures.  Hayward  v.  Leon- 
ard, 7  Pick.  181,  19  Am.  Dec.  269. 

In  Cullen  v.  Sears,  112  Mass.  299,  it  wa» 
held  that  the  measure  of  the  contracfor's- 
recovery  where  the  contract  has  been  sub- 
stantially performed  is  the  contract  price,, 
deducting  what  the  building  is  worth  1e8» 
to  the  owner  by  reason  of  the  deviations 
from  the  contract. 
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legal  reason,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
court  of  civil  appeals  is  manifestly  correct. 
This  is  in  accordance  with  the  ruling  of 
this  court  in  Linch  y.  Paris  Lumber  &  Grain 
Elevator  Co.  80  Tex.  23,  15  S.  W.  208, 
where  Judge  Henry  in  a  well-considered 
opinion  adopts  the  following  language  of 
the  supreme  court  of  New  York  in  the  case 
of  Smith  V  Gugerty,  4  Barb.  620:  "If  there 
is  an  honest  effort  to  perform  the  contract 


according  to  the  letter,  and  it  is  substan- 
tially fulfilled,  the  builder  should  be  en- 
titled  to  receive  the  reward  of  his  labor, 
although  he  may  not  (as  the  architect  em- 
ployed in  this  case  has  certified)  have  in 
every  instance  complied  with  its  terms  liter- 
ally in  every  punctilio.  A  substantial  com- 
pliance without  any  intentional  •  variation 
should  in  all  cases  be  considered  as  a  full 
performance   of   a  condition,  whether   pre- 


The  defect  may  be  of  sucli  a  character 
as  to  diminish  the  value  of  the  house  but 
little,  while  to  make  the  work  conform  lit- 
erally to  the  contract  would  involve  recon- 
struction at  unreasonable  and  dispro- 
{)ortionate  expense.  The  question  ordinari- 
y  is  how  much  less  is  the  building  fairly 
worth  than  it  would  have  been  if  the  con- 
tract had  been  performed.  White  v.  Mc- 
Laren, 151  Mass.  553,  24  N.  E.  911;  Dan- 
forth  V.  Freeman,  69  N.  H.  466,  43  Atl.  621. 

In  Wagner  v.  Allen,  174  Mass.  563,  55  N. 
E.  320,  an  instruction  that  a  contractor 
substantially  performing  can  recover  the 
contract  price  less  such  sum  as  will  com- 
pensate the  owner  for  the  difl'erence  in  value 
between  the  work  as  it  is  and  the  work  as 
it  would  have  been  if  the  contract  had'  been 
properlv  performed  was  approved. 

In  l^forwood  v.  Lathrop,  178  Mass.  208, 
59  N.  E.  650,  it  is  said  that  the  amount  of 
the  contractor's  recovery  in  case  of  sub- 
stantial performance  may,  in  many  cases, 
be  ascertained  by  deducting  from  the  con- 
tract price  what" the  building  is  worth  less 
to  the  owner  by  reason  of  the  deviations 
from  the  contract. 

Where  the  contract  price  is  a  fair  valua- 
tion for  the  work,  and  it  has  been*  completed 
in  general  conformity  to  the  requirements  of 
the  contract,  though  defectively  executed 
in  some  particulars,  and  the  suit  is  for  the 
contract  price,  the  measure  of  the  owner's 
damages  is  the  difi'erence  between  the  value 
of  the  building  agreed  to  be  done  and  the 
building  actually  done;  but  when  the  build- 
ing has  been  completed  and  difi'ers  in  plan  of 
construction  or  in  materials  employed  from 
that  which  the  builder  contracted  to  erect, 
the  true  rule  of  estimating  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  owner,  whether  the  action 
is  for  the  contract  price  or  for  the  value 
of  labor  and  materials,  is  to  ascertain  what 
it  would  cost  to  make  the  building  conform 
to  what  the  builder  contracted  it  should  be. 
Haysler  v.  Owen,  61  Mo.  270. 

The  measure  of  damages  where  a  build- 
ing is  substantially  and  yet  defectively  com- 
pleted is  the  difl'erence  between  the  value  of 
the  building  and  the  reasonable  cost  or  val- 
ue of  the  building  completed  in  accordance 
with  the  requirement  of  the  contract.  Si- 
mons V.  Wittmann,  113  Mo.  App.  357,  88 
8.  W.  791. 

The  measure  of  damages  recoverable  in 
an  action  brought  by  the  owner  for  defects 
in  performance  of  a  building  contract,  where 
the  buildings  have  been  finished  and  deliv- 
ered as  completed,  and  accepted  by  the  own- 
er as  such,  is  not  what  it  would  cost  to  re- 
.^9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


place  the  defective  buildings  by  new  build- 
ings, but  is  the  difference  between  what 
would  have  been  the  value  of  the  buildings 
if  finished  according  to  the  contract,  and  the 
value  of  those  actually  finished.  Walter 
V.  Hangen,  71  App.  Div.  40,  76  N.  Y.  Supp. 
683. 

Where  the  changing  of  the  building  to 
conform  to  specifications  would  involve  the 
destruction  of  so  much  work  already  done, 
and  the  doing  of  so  much  work  not  origi- 
nally contemplated  by  the  parties,  that  such 
an  inquiry  could  not  be  any  reliable  aid  to 
the  jury  in  ascertaining  the  difference  in 
value  between  the  building  in  its  defective 
condition  and  what  would  have  been  its 
value  if  no  defect  had  existed,  there  Is  no 
error  in  a  refusal  to  charge  the  jury  that  if 
they  found  the  contract  to  have  been  sub- 
stantially performed,  they  must  allow  the 
owner  such  an  amount  as  would  be  neces- 
sary to  make  the  building  conform  to  the 
specifications;  but  the  true  rule  of  damages 
is  the  difference  in  value  between  the  build- 
ing as  in  fact  finished  and  as  it  would  have 
been  had  the  provisions  of  the  contract  been 
accurately  carried  out.  Morton  v.  Harrison, 
20  Jones  &  S.  305. 

In  Jennings  v.  Wilier,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  32  S.  W.  24,  it  is  said  to  be  the  rule 
that  where  the  owner  accepts  the  building, 
the  contractor  is  entitled  to  recover  its  vai- 
us  as  constructed,  though  not  in  all  respects 
as  contracted  for, — the  amount  of  recovery 
in  no  event  to  exceed  the  contract  price; 
and  that  the  owner  is  entitled .  to  recover 
as  damages  the  iifference  between  the  value 
of  the  house  as  built  and  as  contracted  for. 

In  Ekstrand  v.  Earth,  41  Wash.  321,  81 
Pac.  305,  the  court  quotes  as  stating  the 
correct  rule  for  the  measurement  of  dam- 
ages the  following  statement  from  13  Cyc. 
158:  "Where  a  contract  has  been  defective- 
ly performed  and  damages  are  claimed  for 
such  reason,  the  damages  should  be  meas- 
ured by  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  property  in  its  defective  condition,  and 
its  value  if  it  bad  been  completed  in  com- 
pliance with  the  contract;  and  this  rule  ob- 
tains even  where  the  property  as  delivered 
has  no  market  value.  The  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  such  cases  has  been  held  to  be  the 
costs  and  expenses  reasonably  necessary  to 
make  the  work  conform  to  the  requirements 
to  the  contract,  on  the  principle  that  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  work  such  as  he  contracted 
for." 

In  an  action  to  recover  for  work  and 
materials  furnished  in  the  erection  of  a 
church  edifice,  where   it  appears  that  the 
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cedent^  or  subsequent."  The  same  rule  is 
thus  stated  in  Woodruff  t.  Hough,  91  U.  S. 
602,  23  L.  ed.  335,  where  the  court  says: 
"The  court  repeated  the  details  of  the  con- 
tract on  the  points  where  the  failure  was 
alleged,  and  then  told  the  jury  that,  ua- 
less  the  contractors  had'  complied  substan- 
iially  with  these  specifications,  or  a  strict 
compliance  therewith  had  been  waived,  they 
could  not  recover."    The  same  rule  was  also 


laid  down  by  Judge  Denman  in  the  case  of 
Sherman  v.  Connor,  88  Tex.  36,  29  S.  W. 
1053,  where  he,  speaking  for  the  court,  uses 
this  language:  "For  the  reason  that  the 
record  does  not  disclose  the  facts  more  fully, 
we  do  not  feel  warranted  in  attempting  to 
determine  the  measure  of  damages  on  an- 
other trial;  but  will  suggest  that,  if  the 
works  actually  constructed  [waterworks] 
were,  to  the  extent  of  their  construction,  in 


ceiling  is  2  feet  lower  than  the  contract 
calls  ifor;  that  the  windows  are  shorter  and 
narrower,  that  the  seats  are  narrower,  than 
the  specifications  call  for;  and  that  there 
are  other  variations  and  omissions;  that 
the  mistake  in  the  height  of  the  ceiling  is 
due  to  the  combined  error  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant's  architect,  and  that  the 
other  changes  are  due  to  the  omissions  of 
the  plaintiff  and  his  workmen;  that  the 
plaintiff,  in  doing  the  work  and  furnish- 
ing the  materials,  acted  in  good  faith,  and 
that  the  building  as  completed  is  reason- 
ably adapted  to  the  wants  and  requirements 
of  the  defendants,  and  its  use  beneficial  to 
them,  and  that  it  would  be  practically  im- 
possible to  make  the  building  conform  to 
the  contract  without  taking  it  partially 
down  and  rebuilding  it,  the  defendants  are 
not  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  contract 
price  as  damages  the  sum  it  would  cost  to 
make  the  building  conform  to  the  contract, 
but  it  is  proper  to  deduct  only  the  amount 
of  the  diminution  in  the  value  of  the  build- 
ing by  reason  of  the  plaintiff's  deviation 
from  the  contract.  Pinches  v.  Swedish 
Evangelical  Luthern  Church,  55  Conn.  183, 
10  Atl.  264. 

In  Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Hensey,  27 
App.  D.  C.  210,  affirmed  on  other  grounds  in 
206  U.  S.  298,  51  L.  ed.  811,  27  Sup.  a.  Rep. 
535,  10  Ann.  Cas.  572,  it  was  held  that, 
where  the  contractor  deviated  from  the 
contract  plans,  the  court  correctly  stated 
the  measure  of  the  owner's  damages  to  be 
the  difference  between  what  the  houses  were 
worth  when  completed  and  what  they  would 
have  been  worth  had  they  been  completed 
as  required  by  the  contract. 

In  Small  v.  Lee,  4  Ga.  App.  396,  61  S.  W. 
831,  the  court  said  that  where  the  defects  in 
a  house  as  constructed  might  be  remedied 
at  a  reasonable  expense,  it  would  be  proper 
to  deduct  from  the  contract  price  the  sum 
which  it  would  cost  to  complete  it  according 
to  the  requirements  of  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications. If  the  contractor  had  built  a 
structure  substantially  adapted  to  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  built,  and  of  which  the 
owner  was  in  the  use  and  enjoyment,  but 
the  defects  of  the  structure  could  not  be 
made  to  conform  strictly  to  the  requirements 
of  the  contract,  except  by  an  expenditure 
which  would  deprive  the  contractor  of  ade- 
quate compensation  for  his  labor  and  ma- 
terials, justice  and  equity  would  require  the 
adoption  of  another  measure  of  damages. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  the  builder,  owing  to  the 
misconstruction  of  the  plans,  built  the 
rooms  and  veranda  smaller  than  he  should 
.19  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


have  done.  The  court  declared  that,  in  sucii 
a  case,  the  true  measure  of  damages  would 
be  the  difference  between  the  value  of  the 
house  as  finished,  and  the  house  as  it  ought 
to  have  been  finished.  To  require  that  the 
house  should  be  rebuilt,  and  that  the  con- 
tractor should  pay  the  cost  of  rebuilding, 
or  that  the  estimated  cost  of  making  the 
house  conform  to  the  contract  should  be  al- 
lowed as  damages,  would  be  to  give  an  un- 
conscionable advantage  to  the  owner,  and 
would  deprive  the  contractor  of  adequate 
compensation  for  his  work  and  materials. 

Where  a  bridge  collapsed  in  consequence 
of  defects  in  construction,  the  measure  of 
damages  which  may  be  set  off  against  the 
indebtedness  to  the  contractor  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  value  of  the  bridge  con- 
structed as  it  was  and  its  value  if  it  had 
been  constructed  in  accordance  with  the 
contract.  Converse  Bridge  Co.  v.  Geneva 
County,- 168  Ala.  432,  53  So.  196. 

The  measure  of  damages  recoverable  by  an 
owner  who  has  paid  the  contract  price,  for 
alleged  defects  in  materials  and  workman- 
ship in  a  l)uilding,  is  the  difference  between 
its  value  as  constructed  and  what  its  value 
would  have  been  had  it  been  constructed  in 
accordance  with  the  contract,  with  reason- 
ably sound  materials  and  reasonably  skil- 
ful workmanship.  Hartford  Mill  Co.  y. 
Hartford  Tobacco  Warehouse  Co.  —  Ky.  — , 
121  S.  W.  477. 

So,  also,  in  Elwood  Planing  Mills  Co.  ▼. 
Harting,  21  Ind.  App.  408,  52  N.  E.  62^-  it 
was  held  that  the  measure  of  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  in  furnishing  improperly 
seasoned  lumber  to  be  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  house  was  the  difference  be- 
tween the  actual  value  of  the  house,  and  the 
value  of  such  a  house  as  must  be  regarded 
as  in  contemplation  of  •  the  parties  when 
they  made  the  contract. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  the  failure 
to  furnish  for  the  finishing  of  a  house,  wood 
of  the  quality  contracted  for,  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  value  of  the  house  with  the 
inferior  wood  in  it,  and  its  value  with  wood 
of  the  quality  contracted  for,  which,  of 
course,  cannot  exceed  the  cost  of  replacing 
the  inferior  wood  with  material  of  the  qual- 
ity called  for  by  the  contract.  Wheaton  v. 
Lund,  61  Minn.  94,  63  N.  W.  251. 

In  Wood  V.  Stringer,  20  Ont.  Rep.  148,  it 
was  held  that  the  difference  in  value  of  the 
material  used  for  pews  by  a  contractor  for 
the  erection  of  a  church,  and  that  of  the 
better  material  which  should  have  been  put 
in.  was  not  an  adequate  measure  of  the  set- 
off or  deduction  to  which  the  proprietors 
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substantial  compliance  with  the  contract^ 
then,  If  the  amount  it  would  take  to  com- 
plete the  works  according  to  contract,  added 
to  the  amount  paid,  would  not  exceed  the 
contract  price,  the  city  could  not  recover  on 
its  claim  for  damages;  but,  if  the  amount 
paid  and  the  sum  necessary  to  completion 


exceed  the  contract  price,  then  the  city 
would  be  entitled  to  recover  the  excess,  un- 
less the  amount  paid  and  the  sum  necessary 
to  completion  exceed  the  value  of  the  works 
completed  according  to  contract,  in  which 
event  the  difference  in  the  value,  if  they  had 
been  completed  acdording  to  contract,  and. 


were  entitled;  the  court,  however,  failing  to 
state  what  the  proper  measure  of  damages 
was. 

Where  a  house  built  is  of  the  size  and 
form  contracted  for,  though  not  up  to  con- 
tract requirements  in  materials  and  work- 
manship, the  owner's  measure  of  damages  is 
the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  house 
built  and  of  that  contracted  to  be  built. 
Twitty  v.  M'Guire,  7  N.  C.  (3  Murph.)  601. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to 
use  the  required  grade  of  mortar  for  plas- 
tering is  the  difference  in  value  between  the 
class  of  work  contracted  for  and  that  which 
was  furnished.  Chamberlain  v.  Hibbard, 
26  Or.  428,  38  Pac.  437. 

In  Norway  Plains  Sav.  Bank  v.  Moors, 
134  Mass.  129,  it  was  held  that  the  measure 
of  damages  recoverable  upon  a  guaranty 
that  houses  on  which  security  is  given  to  a 
bank  shall  be  built  in  a  good  workmanlike 
manner  is  the  difference  between  the  value 
of  the  houses  as  they  were  in  fact  built, 
and  the  value  they  would  have  had  if  built 
in  conformity  to  the  agreement,  or  so  much 
of  this  difference  as  would  have  been  neces- 
4sary,  with  the  value  of  the  houses  as  built, 
to  have  paid  the  mortgage  debt  and  inter- 
est then  due. 

The  owner  of  property  for  whom  a  cellar 
has  been  constructed  not  in  accordance  with 
the  specifications  is  entitled  to  offset  against 
the  contract  price  an  amount  equal  to  the 
difference  in  the  value  between  the  work 
actually  done  and  the  work  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  should  have  been 
done.     Moulton  v.  McOwen,  103  Mass.  587. 

In  Taulbee  v.  Moore,  106  Ky.  749,  51  S 
W.  564,  it  was  held  that  where  the  defect 
complained  of  was  the  contractor's  failure 
to  execute  brickwork  so  that  the  inside  of  a 
wall  should  be  as  smooth  as  the  outside,  the 
proper  measure  of  damages  which  might  be 
set  off  against  the  contract  price  was  the 
difference,  if  any,  between  the  value  of  the 
building  as  constructed,  and  what  it  would 
have  been  if  it  had  been  constructed  ac- 
cording to  the  contract,  and  not  the  cost  of 
taking  away  the  wall  and  replacing  it  by  a 
wall  conforming  to  the  contract  require- 
ments, the  court  saying:  "We  do  not  think 
the  measure  of  damages  contended  for  by 
appellant  is  a  sound  or  just  one.  .  .  . 
If  appellant  is  right  in  his  theory,  appellee 
might  be  mulcted  in  damages  in  a  sum 
equal  to  the  entire  contract  price  agreed  to 
be  paid  to  him  for  the  job  of  work,  on  ac- 
count of  a  comparatively  inconsequential 
failure  to  literally  comply  therewith,  and 
which  did  not  affect  the  real  value  of  the 
work  done  by  him.  Whilst  it  may  be  true 
that  if  a  contractor  should  disregard  the 
plans  and  specifications  under  which  a 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


building  was  to  be  erected,  and  erect  one  sub- 
stantially dissimilar,  the  owner  might  re- 
fuse to  receive  or  pay  for  the  property,  but 
where  there  has  b€«n,  as  in  this  case,  a  sub- 
stantial compliance,  it  seems  to  us  that  the 
true  criterion  of  damages  is  that  laid  down 
by  the  court." 

The  owner  may  deduct  from  the  contract 
price  of  doing  the  l>rick.work  on  a  house  the 
difference  in  value  between  the  work  as 
done  and  as  contracted  to  be  done.  Bush 
V.  Jones,  2  Shannon  Cas.  224.  Other  de- 
cisions relating  to  defective  mason  work  are 
Blakeslee  v.  Holt,  42  Conn.  226;  Wright  v. 
Sanderson,  20  Mo.  App.  534,  under  heading 
"Cost  of  conforming  work  to  specifications," 
supra. 

If  the  roof  of  a  building  is  not  up  to  con- 
tract requirements,  the  owner  may  recoup 
from  the  contract  price  as  damages  the  dif- 
ference between  the  value  of  the  building  as 
constructed,  and  what  it  would  have  been  if 
the  house  had  been  built  according  to  con- 
tract. White  V.  McLaren,  151  Mass.  553, 
24  N.  E.  911. 

On  a  contractor's  failure  to  comply  with 
specifications  as  to  concrete  ffoors,  the 
owner  may  recoup  as  damages  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  floors  if  they  had 
been  built  as  designed,  and  their  value  as 
built  and  left  by  the  contractor.  Norcross 
Bros.  Co.  V.  Vose,  199  Mass.  81,  86  N.  E.  468. 
Compare  Lambert  v.  Jenkins,  —  Va.  — ,  71 
S.  E.  718,  under  heading  "Cost  of  conform- 
ing work  to  specifications,"  supra. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  failure  to 
construct  a  cement  walk  in  accordance  with 
the  specifications,  which  the  owner  may 
counterclaim  in  an  action  for  the  contract 
price,  is  the  difference  between  its  value  as 
built  and  its  value  if  built  as  required  by 
the  contract.  Culbertson  v.  Ashland  Ce- 
ment &  Constr.  Co.  144  Ky.  614.  139  S.  W. 
792.  Compare  Dyer  v.  Lintz,  76  N.  J.  L. 
204,  68  Atl.  908,  under  heading  "Cost  of 
conforming  work  to  specifications,"   supra. 

The  measure  of  the  owner's  damages  for 
defective  performance  of  a  contract  for  in- 
stalling heating  apparatus  is  the  differ- 
ence between  the  value  of  the  apparatus  in 
its  defective  condition,  and  what  its  value 
would  have  been  had  it  met  the  require- 
ments of  the  contract.  Mack  v.  Sloteman, 
21  Fed.  109. 

For  other  instances  where  contract  relat- 
ing to  heating  apparatus  y^&s  defectively 
performed,  see  Cutler  v.  Close,  5  Car.  &  P. 
337:  Dornblatt  v.  Carlton,  10  Ga.  App.  741. 
73  S.  E.  1085;  McCullough  v.  S.  J.  Hayde 
Contracting  Co.  82  Kan.  734,  109  Pac.  176, 
under  heading  "Cost  of  conforming  work 
to  specifications,"  supra.- 

The  measure  of  damages  recoverable  for 
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the  contract  price,  would  be  the  measure  of 
the  city's  recovery  on  its  claim  for  dam- 
ages." The  rule  applied  by  the  trial  court 
and  here  laid  down  is  in  accordance  with,  as 
we  believe,  and  supported  by,  the  following 
authorities:  American  Surety  Co.  v.  Lyons, 
44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  151,  97  S.  W.  1080;  Wat- 


son V.  De  Witt  County,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
162,  46  S.  W.  1061;  Gonzales  College  v. 
McHugh,  21  Tex.  259;  Hillyard  v.  Crab- 
tree,  11  Tex.  267,  62  Am.  Dec.  475;  Car- 
roll V.  Welch,  26  Tex.  149;  Mills  v.  Paul, 
-—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  30  S.  W.  661 ;  Stark 
V.  Alford,  49  lex.  276;   Wright  v.  Daven- 


defects  in  a  steam  boiler  constructed  and  in- 
stalled in  a  vessel  under  a  special  contract  is 
not  the  difference  between  the  actual  vali%B 
of  the  boiler  and  the  contract  price,  but  th% 
difference  in  value  between  the  boiler  as  it  is 
with  the  defects,  and  the  boiler  as  it  would 
have  been  if  completed  in  compliance  with 
the  contract,  since  a  boiler  so  completed  was 
exactly  what  the  owner  was  entitled  to. 
White  v.  Brockway,  40  Mich.  209. 

Where  a  mill  is  not  constructed  in  ac- 
cordance with  a  contract,  the  owner's  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  the  difference  between  the 
actual  value  of  the  mill  as  constructed  and 
what  its  value  would  have  been  had  it  been 
constructed  as  provided  by  the  contract. 
Gove  V.  Island  City  Mercantile  &  Mill  Co. 
16  Or.  93,  17  Pac.  740. 

Where  the  action  was  on  a  contract  for 
the  building  of  a  water  tower  and  tank,  it 
was  held  that  the  proper  finding  was  not  the 
amount  of  money  it  would  take  to  make 
such  tower  and  tank  conform  to  the  speci- 
fications, •  but  the  diminished  value  of  said 
tower  and  tank  by  reason  of  the  failure  to 
conform  to  the  specifications.  Madisonville 
V.  Rosser,  8  Ohio  C.  C.  N.  S.  387,  28  Ohio 
C.  C.  834. 

The  difference  in  the  market  value  of  the 
entire  premises  with  the  hopse  as  construct- 
ed, and  their  value  with  the  house  as  it 
should  have  been  constructed,  applies  only 
where  the  house  has  been  located  on  a  differ- 
ent part  of  the  lot  than  it  should  have 
been  according  to  the  contract.  Small  v. 
Lee,  4  Ga.  App.  305,  01  S.  E.  831. 

Where  a  house  is  not  located  as  required 
by  the  plan,  being  about  1  foot  out  of  place, 
the  owner's  measure  of  damages  is  not  the 
expense  of  moving  the  house  to  the  line 
shown  in  the  plan,  but  the  difference  in  val- 
ue of  the  property  as  it  is  and  as  it  would 
have  been  if  the  house  had  been  set  accord- 
ing to  the  plan.  Olsen  v.  Henderson,  113 
App.  Div.  676,  99  N.  Y.  Supp.  917. 

Cost  of  doing  work  over. 

As  to  when  not  properly  recoverable,  see 
cases  under  headings,  "Cost  of  conforming 
work  to  specifications"  and  "Difference  in 
value,"  sunra. 

Where  the  contractor  has  substituted  oth- 
er materials  or  altered  the  plan  of  construc- 
tion, in  arriving  at  the  difference  in  value 
of  the  house  as  built  and  as  it  should  have 
been  built  under  the  contract,  the  cost  of 
taking  out  all  (he  work  and  material  which 
was  not  done  according  to  the  contract,  and 
having  it  done  over,  should  be  ascertained. 
Kiel  V.  Kline,  16  Ky.  L.  Rep.  158. 

In  Spink  ▼.  Mueller,  77  Mo.  App.  86,  a 
majority  of  the  court  held  that  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  recoverable  for  the  substi- 
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tution  of  inferior  varnish  in  finishing  a 
house  was  the  sum  necessarily  expended  by 
the  owner  in  removing  the  varnish  and  re- 
vamishing;  the  dissenting  member  'of  th^ 
court  taking  the  position  that  the  house 
having  been  used  by  the  owner,  the  true 
measure  of  his  damages  was  the  difference 
between  the  work  as  done  and  as  it  ought  to 
have  been  done. 

In  Walter  v.  Huggins,  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  148 
S.  W.  148,  it  is  held  that  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages for  defective  workmanship  in  the  per- 
formance of  a  contract  to  plaster  a  building, 
(the  surface  having  been  left  uneven  and 
wavy)  was  not  the  difference  in  the  value 
of  the  plastering  as  done  and  the  value  of 
the  work  had  it  been  done  in  accordance  with 
the  contract,  but  the  cost  of  making  the 
work  conform  to  the  contract  by  removing 
the  finishing  coat  and  replacing  it,  even 
though  the  owner,  without  waiving  the  con- 
tract or  acquiescing  in  its  defective  per- 
formance, had  taken  possession  of  the  build- 
ing and  by  continued  use  evinced  an  inten- 
tion to  use  the  plastering  so  long  as  it  may 
be  used.  The  court  said:  ''The  defendant 
owner  has  suffered  no  diminution  of  rental 
value  of  the  building,  and  for  aught  dis- 
closed the  plastering  will  last  as  long  as 
plastering  put  on  with  an  even  surface 
would  last.  If  the  owner  chooses  to  use  the 
work  as  long  as  it  will  last,  it  will  not  suf- 
fer any  pecuniary  loss,  and,  as  it  does  not 
intend  to  occupy  "the  building  except  by  ten- 
ants, the  work  will  be  just  as  valuable  to  it 
as  work  properly  done.  Must  we  say  then 
that,  having  a  work  just  as  valuable  as  that 
specified  in  the  contract  would  have  been, 
the  owner  has  no  remedy,  no  right  to  a  per- 
formance of  the  contract,  or  the  just  equiva- 
lent of-  such  performance?  We  think  we 
are  not  constrained  to  pronounce  a  rule  so 
emasculatory  of  one  of  the  most  fundamen- 
tal priiicipls  of  contract  law.  The  substitu- 
tion by  the  contractor  of  poor  workmanship 
for  good  was  a  breach  of  his  contract,  and 
as  the  poor  workmanship  was  of  a  character 
to. affect  the  whole  job—to  leave  its  entire 
surface  uneven,  wavy,  and  lumpy,  a  stand- 
ing offense  to  the  eye  and  taste — the  defect 
was  as  much  a  variance  from  the  general 
plan  and  specifications  as  was  the  substitu- 
tion of  stock  brick  for  pressed  brick  in  the 
case  of  Marsh  v.  Richards,  29  Mo.  99,  where 
Judge  Scott  said  that,  if  one  pays  for  the 
gratification  of  his  taste,  he  has  a  right  to 
have  it  gratified,  and  the  delinquent  con- 
tractor will  not  be  heard  to  say  that  the 
house  built  of  cheap  material  is  as  valu- 
able as  one  built  of  more  costly  material. 
So  an  owner  is  entitled  to  good  workman- 
ship when  he  pays  for  it  and  stipulates  for 
it." 
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port,  44  Tex.  167;  Weis  v.  Devlin,  67  Tex. 
612,  60  Am.  Rep.  38,  3  S.  W.  726. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  cites  and  relies 
upon  the  case  of  Foeller  v.  Heintz,  137  Wis. 
169,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  327,  118  N.  W.  543. 
There  is  some  language  in  that  case  which 
we  think  would  institute  too  strict  a  rule 


in  a  case  of  this  sort,  but,  in  substance, 
the  decision  is  not  out  of  harmony  with 
the  rule  laid  down  here.  It  will  be  noted 
that  in  the  decision  of  that  case  the  con- 
tractor is  credited  with  the  sums  unpaid 
upon  the  contracts,  and  charged  with  the 
reasonable  cost  of  completing  the  structure 


Where  the  contractor  substituted  an  iron 
pipe  for  a  strong  lead  water  pipe  required 
by  the  contract,  ne  must  pay  the  owner  not 
the  difference  betwen  the  iron  and  lead 
pipes,  but  the  cost  of  laying  a  lead  pipe  as 
provided  for  in  the  agreement.  Morgan  v. 
Gamble,  230  Pa.  165,  70  Atl.  410. 

Difference  between  contract  price  and  value 
of  building  contracted  for. 

As  stated  in  the  introductory  portion  of 
this  note,  where  the  measure  of  the  con- 
tractor's recovery  on  quantum  meruit  for 
what  he  has  done  is  not  arrived  at  by  mak- 
ing a  deduction  from  the  contract  price, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  frame  a  rule  of  dam- 
ages which  will  include  the  amount  so  to  be 
deducted,  but  the  measure  of  the  owners', 
damages  is  the  benefit  of  his  bargain,  t.  e., 
the  difference  between  the  contract  price  ana 
the  value  of  the  work  contracted  tp  be  done. 
Such  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  following 
cases : 

Where  a  building  cannot  be  made  to  con- 
form to  the  contract  requirements  without 
its  entire  demolition,  the  measure  of  the 
contractor's  recovery  is  not  the  value  of  the 
building  as  it  is,  not  exceeding  the  contract 
price,  less  the  difference  in  its  value  as  con- 
structed and  as  it  would  be  were  it  such  a 
building  as  contracted  for,  since  in  that 
case  the  owner  would  receive  double  dam- 
ages; but  the  true  measure  of  recovery  is 
the  value,  of  the  building  as  so  completed, 
not  exceeding  the  contract  price,  less  the 
damages  sustained  by  the  owner  by  reason 
of  the  contractor's  failure  to  perform  the 
contract,  which  is  the  difference  between 
the  house  contracted  for,  if  worth  more  than 
the  price  agreed  to  be  paid,  and  such  price. 
Eaton  V.  Gladwell,  121  Mich.  444,  80  N.  W. 
292. 

Where  the  contractor  undertaking  the 
construction  of  a  system  of  waterworks  of 
a  capacity  of  250,000  gallons  per  day  com- 
pleted a  svstem  capable  of  furnishing  only 
50,000  gallons,  of  which  the  city  has  taken 
possession,  the  city  is  entitled  to  recoup 
against  the  reasonable  value  of  the  system 
actually  constructed  the  difference  between 
the  contract  price  and  what  the  works 
would  have  been  worth  if  completed  accord- 
ing to  contract.  Sherman  v.  Connor,  88 
Tex.  36,  29  S.  W.  1053. 

Miscellaneous. 

It  will  be  perceived  that  the  damages  the 
recovery  of  which  is  permitted  in  the  cases 
under  the  respective  headings,  "Cost  of  con- 
forming work  to  specifications"  and  "Dif- 
ference in  value,"  are  in  the  first  instance 
not  damages  at  all,  but  only  the  portion  of 
the  contract  price  which  the  owner  is  not 
.39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


compelled  to  pay,  and  in  the  second  instance 
are  made  up  of  two  elements,  the  portion 
of  the  contract  price  which  he  is  not  com- 
pelled to  pay  and  the  benefit  of  his  contract, 
of  which  he  is  deprived  by  the  defective  per- 
formance, and  which  is  measurable  by  the 
difference  betwen  the  value  of  the  work  if 
it  bad  been  completed  in  accordance  with 
the  specifications,  and  what  he  would  have 
had  to  pay  for  it.  The  necessity  of  distin- 
guishing between  these  two  components  of 
the  owner's  right  of  recovery  is  occasioned 
by  the  need  for  showing  that  cases  in  which 
one  is  dissociated  from  the  other  are  not  at 
variance  with  the  general  rules  above  set 
forth.  Under  the  heading,  "Difference  be- 
tween contract  price'  and  value  of  building 
contracted  for,"  may  be  found  cases  in 
which  the  measure  of  the  owner's  right  is 
the  loss  of  the  benefit  of  his  bargain.  In  the 
cases  which  follow,  only  the  right  to  a  de- 
duction from  the  contract  price  seems  to 
have  been  considered: 

Where  the  building  is  in  use  and  the 
principal  defect  shown  was  in  the  walls 
spreading,  which  had  been  remedied  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  prevent  all  further  damage 
and  render  the  building  safe,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  not  the  cost  of  removing  all  de- 
fective work,  and  rebuilding,  but  the  con- 
tractor may  recover  the  value  of  the  build- 
ing as  constructed  less  the  difference  in  its 
value  and  the  contract  price.  Short  v. 
Moore,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1225,  43  S.  W.  211. 

In  fixing  the  damages  sustained  by  the 
owner,  the  jury  should  take  into  considera- 
tion the  price  of  the  work  as  declared  by 
the  contract,  and  then  determine,  if  the 
work  when  done  in  pursuance  to  the  con- 
tract is  worth  that  sum,  what  it  is  worth 
done  as  it  is.    Marsh  v.  Richards,  29  Mo.  99. 

If  a  contractor  fails  to  construct  a  build- 
ing in  substantial  compliance  with  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  and  his  employer 
refuses  to  accept  it  in  its  incomplete  state, 
and  by  reason  of  the  contractor's  default 
the  employer  is  damaged,  he  may  recover  as 
damages  the  difference  between  the  value  of 
the  building  and  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  the  contract;  but  if  there  has  been  a 
delivery  and  acceptance  of  the  building  in 
an  incomplete  condition,  then  the  measure 
of  damages  will  be  the  difference  in  value  of 
the  plant  actually  constructed,  and  the 
value  of  the  plant  if  constructed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  of  the .  contract.  A.  J. 
Anderson  Electric  Co.  v.  Cleburne  Water 
Ice  &  Lighting  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
44  S.  W.  929. 

See  also  in  this  connection.  Sherry  ▼. 
Madler,  123  Wis.  621,  101  N.  W.  1095,  under 
heading,  "Cost  of  conforming  work  to  speci- 
fications/' supra.  ^    E.  S.  O. 
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as  agreed  upon.  Again,  the  court  there 
quotes  with  approval  the  statement  of  the 
law  contained  in  Woodward  v.  Fuller,  80 
N.  Y.  312,  where  the  builder  had  in  good 
faith  intended  to  comply  with  the  contract, 
and  had  substantially  complied  with  it. 
Although  there  may  have  been  slight  defects 
caused  by  inadvertence  or  unintentional 
omission,  he  may  recover  the  contract  price 
less  the  damage  on  account  of  such  defects. 
The  defects  must  not  run  to  the  whole, 
nor  be  so  essential  as  that  the  object  of  the 
parties  to  have  a  specified  amount  of  work 
done  in  a  particular  way  is  not  accom- 
plished. 

While  there  is  a  wide  divergence  of  opin- 
ion expressed  by  the  several  witnesses  ap- 
pearing in  the  case,  a  careful  inspection  of 
the  entire  record  has  convinced  us  that  the 
conclusions  of  the  trial  court  are  well  sus- 
tained by  the  testimony,  and  that,  there  is 
no  such  departure  by  the  contractors  from 
the  "true  intent  and  purpose  of  their  under- 
taking, or  such  failure  on  their  part  as  in- 
volved such  structural  or  basic  defects,  as 
should  deny  them  the  right  to  recover  the 
fruits  of  their  labor,  when  in  the  same 
judgment  provision  could  be  made,  as  was 
made,  to  protect  the  plaintiff  in  error 
against  any  loss  or  damage  whatever.  This 
having  been  done,  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  well  meets  the  settled  rule  of  law  in 
this  state,  and  at  the  same  time  seems  to 
work  out  and  accomplish  the  justice  of  the 
case.  Finding  no  error  in  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  it  is  ordered  that  the  same 
be,  and  it  is  hereby,  in  all  things,  affirmed. 
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V. 

CELESTE  INDEPENDENT  SCHOOL  DIS- 
TRICT. 

(—  Tex.  — ,  146  S.  W.  628.) 

School  —  action    to    annul    district  — 
right  to  maintain. 

1.  A  resident  taxpayer  cannot  maintain 
an  action  to  annul  an  independent  school 


district  for  irregularity  in  organization,  if 
the  proceedings  purported  to  be  under  color 
of  law. 

Same  —  addition  to  district  —  extension 
of  tax. 

2.  A  tax  voted  by  the  taxpayers  of  the 
school  district  in  tiie  manner  provided  by 
the  Constitution  cannot  be  extended  over 
territory  added  to  the  district  after  the 
vote  was  taken,  without  giving  the  tax- 
payers of  such  addition  an  opportunity  to 
adopt  or  reject  it  in  the  manner  provided 
by  the  Constitution,  if  the  proceedings  for 
the  addition  of  the  territory  did  not  meet 
the  constitutional  requirements  for  the 
adoption  of  the  tax. 

(May  1,  1912.) 

ERROR. to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  for 
the  Fifth  Supreme  Judicial  District  to 
review  a  judgment  affirming  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Hunt  County  in  de- 
fendant's favor  in  a  proceeding  to  annul  the 
incorporation  of  plaintiffs'  lands  in  the  de- 
fendant district,  and  enjoin  the  collection 
of  taxes  which  had  been  levied  upon  them. 
Reversed  in  part. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Thompson  &  Mead,  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error: 

Where  a  tax  has  been  voted  upon  the 
property  within  the  limits  of  a  school  dis- 
trict, other  territory  cannot  be  thereafter 
added,  and  the  property  within  such  added 
territory  thereby  made  subject  to  such  tax. 

Tex.  Const,  art,  7,  §  3;  Snyder  v.  Baird 
Independent  School  Dist.  102  Tex.  4,  111 
S.  W.  723,  113  S.  W.  621 ;  Brewer  v.  Hall, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  111  S.  W.  788;  Parks 
V.  West,  102  Tex.  11,  111  S.  W.  726;  Jen- 
kins V.  De  Witt,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  115 
S.  W.  610;  Patching  v.  Hutchison,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  118  S.  W.  878;  Cummins  v. 
Gaston,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  109  S.  W. 
476. 

When  a  school  board  attempts  illegally 
to  assume  jurisdiction  over  territory  that  has 
never  been  incorporated  into  the  school 
district  of  which  they  are  the  representa- 
tives, and  attempts  to  levy  and  collect  a 
tax  upon  the  property  situated  in  such 
territory,  the  owners  of  such  property  may 
restrain  such  school  district  and  its  officors 


Note,  —  Right  to  extend  tax  over  ter» 
ritory  added  to  taxing  district  after 
tax  voted. 

This  note  does  not  cover  the  question 
generally  as  to  the  liability  of  territory 
annexed  to  a  city  or  other  taxing  district, 
for  debts  contracted  by  the  city  or  district 
prior  to  such  annexation. 

The  case  of  Cbabd  v.  Celeste  Independ- 
ent School  Dist.  was  decided  under  a  con- 
stitutional provision  limiting  the  mode  of 
levying  and  collecting  school  taxes  to  a 
r,9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


vote  of  two  thirds  of  the  qualified  taxpay- 
ing  voters  of  the  district,  and  it  accord- 
ingly holds  that  a  tax  voted  cannot  be  ex- 
tended over  territory  added  to  the  district 
after  the  vote,  without  giving  the  taxpayers 
therein  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  the  ques- 
tion. 

Under  the  same  constitutional  provision, 
it  has  been  held  that  no  property  can  be  an- 
nexed to  a  city  for  school  purposes,  and 
subjected  to  a  tax  voted  by  the  city  prior 
to  the  annexation,  without  giving  the  added 
territory  an  opportunity  to  vote  upon  the 
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a&d  representatives  from  such  illegal  pro- 
cedure. 

Parks  V.  West,  102  Tex.  11,  111  S.  W. 
726;  Snyder  v.  Baird  Independent  School 
Dist.  102  Tex.  4,  111  S.  W.  723,  113  S.  W. 
521 ;  Cummins  v,  Gaston,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  109  S.  W.  476. 

In  order  to  subject  the  property  in  the 
added  territory  to  an  existing  tax,  the 
matter  must  be  submitted  to  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  said  school  district  so  in- 
creased, and  two  thirds  of  the  qualified 
property  taxpaying  voters  of  such  enlarged 
district  must  vote  in  favor  of  such  tax. 

Tex.  Const,  art.  7,  §  3;  Snyder  v.  Baird 
Independent  School  Dist.  102  Tex.  4,  111 
S.  W.  723,  113  S.  W.  621;  Brewer  v.  Hall, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  111  S.  W.  788;  Parks 
V.  West,  102  Tex.  11,  li;  S.  W.  726;  Patch- 
ing V.  Hutchison,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  118 
S.  W.  878;  Cummins  v.  Gaston,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  109  S.  W.  476;  Eagle  Lake  v. 
Lakeside  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  144  S.  W.  709. 

Messrs.  Looney  &  Clark,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

The  tax  applies  to  property  as  incor- 
porated. 

White  T.  Atlanta,  134  Ga.  532,  68  S.  E. 
103;  Hughes  v.  Ewing,  93  Cal.  414,  28 
Pac.  1067;  Madry  v.  Cox,  73  Tex.  641,  11 
S.  W.  541;  Norris  v.  Waco,  57  Tex.  035; 
Laramie  County  v.  Albany  County,  92  U. 
S.  307,  23  L.  ed.  552,  Tex.  Const,  art.  7, 
§  3,  art.  11,  §§  7,  10;  Grout  v.  Illingworth, 
131  Iowa,  281,  108  N.  W.  528;  Layton  v. 
New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  515;  Fitzpatrick 
v.  Mt.  Sterling  Public  Graded  Schools,  87 
Ky.  132,  7  S.  W.  896;  Fifield  v.  Swett,  50 
N.  H.  432;  Seattle  School  Dist.  No.  1  v. 
King  County,  3  Wash.  154,  28  Pac.  376; 
Pence  v.  Frankfort,  101  Ky.  534,  41  S.  W. 
1011;  True  v.  Davis,  133  111.  522,  6  L.R.A. 
266,  22  N.  E.  410;  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4th 
ed.  795;  Van  Hook  v.  Selma,  70  Ala.  301, 


46  Am.  Rep.  85;  Boesch  y.  Byrom,  37  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  35,  83  S.  W.  18. 

The  fact  that  the  taxpayers  brought  in 
had  had  no  vote  to  determine  whether  the 
tax  should  be  levied  and  collected  ia  imma- 
terial. 

Norris  t.  Waco,  67  Tex.  635;  Laramie 
County  V.  Albany  County,  92  U.  S.  307, 
23  L.  ed.  652;  Grout  v.  Illingworth,  131 
Iowa,  281,  108  N.  W.  528;  Layton  v.  New 
Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  515;  Fitzpatrick  v. 
Mt.  Sterling  Public  Graded  Schools,  87 
Ky.  132,  7  S.  W.  896. 

Dlbrell,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Long  prior  to  January  1,  1907,  the  Ce- 
leste  independent  school  district,  in  Hunt 
county,  was  duly  incorporated  in  accordance 
with  law;  and,  while  Celeste  waii  an  in- 
corporated town,  it  had  never  assumed 
charge  of  control  of  the  public  free  schools 
within  its  limits  as  such.  Several  years 
prior  to  January,  1907,  the  exact  time  not 
appearing  from  the  record,  the  property  tax 
paying  voters  of  this  independent  school 
district  voted  a  tax  of  20  cents  on  the  $100 
valuation  of  the  property  subject  to  tax- 
ation therein,  and  for  some  years  had  an- 
nually levied  and  collected  such  tax  for 
the  support  and  maintenance  of  its  pub- 
lie  schools. 

On  May  24,  1907,  upon  the  petition  of 
a  majority  of  tlie  inhabitants  qualified  to 
vote  for  members  of  the  legislature,  cer- 
tain new  and  additional  territory  was  an- 
nexed to  said  independent  school  disirict 
as  originally  formed.  The  plaintiffs,  who 
reside  in  this  additional  territory,  brought 
this  suit  against  the  defendant,  Celeste  in- 
depcnd€nt  school  district,  for  the  twofold 
purpose  of  declaring  void  the  action  of  the 
board  of  trustees  of  defendant  in  annex- 
ing the  territory  in  which  plaintifi's  re- 
side to  such  independent  school  district, 
and  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  the  special 


proposition;  and  that  this  requirement  of 
the  Constitution  is  not  satisfied  by  the  fact 
that  a  majority  of  the  taxpayers  in  the  an- 
nexed territory  petitioned  the  city  to  take 
them  in  for  school  purposes  after  the  tax 
had  been  voted  by  the  city.  Eagle  Lake  v. 
Lakeside  Su^rar  Ref.  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— -,  144  S.  W.  709. 

Under  a  territorial  statute  authorizing 
a  county  to  tax  property  within  an  at- 
tached Indian  reservation,  the  county  can- 
not collect  taxes  upon  such  property  for 
time  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute. 
Wagoner  v.  Evans,  170  U.  S.  588,  42  L.  ed. 
1154,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  730. 

But  where,  after  a  school  tax  has  been 
voted,  but  before  it  is  assessed,  the  lines 
of  a  school  district  are  so  changed  as  to 
include  the  residence  of  one  not  theretofore 
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within  the  district,  the  tax  may  be  legally 
assessed  upon  the  property  so  included.  No 
constitutional  provision  seemed  to  affect 
this  case.  Fifield  v.  Swett,  56  N.  H.  432. 
And  imder  a  statute  providing  that  the 
board  of  education  shall  fix  the  amount 
required  for  school  purposes,  and  that  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  shall  collect 
such  amount,  where  the  boundaries  of  a 
school  district  are  legally  extended  after 
the  assessment  for  the  year  has  been  made 
and  returned  by  the  assessor,  the  fund 
should  be  raised  from  the  whole  district  as 
enlarged,  by  equal  taxation,  no  matter 
whether  the  assessment  period  commenced 
before  or  after  the  enlargement.  Seattle 
School  Dist.  No.  1  v.  King  Countv,  3  Wash. 
154,  28  Pac.  376.  H.  C.  Sh. 


1912. 


CRABB  V.  CELESTE  INDEPENDENT  SCHOOL  DIST. 


a03 


tax  of  20  cents  on  the  $100  valuation  of 
their  property  subject  to  taxation  in  such 
territory,  which  had  been  assessed  by  the 
proper  authority  for  the  year  1908. 

It  will  be  sufficient,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  opinion,  to  state  in  a  general  way  that 
the  grounds  upon  which  plaintiffs  seek  to 
rid  the  territory  of  their  residence  from  its 
connection  with  the  Celeste  independent 
school  district  were  certain  irregularities 
in  the  method  of  annexation.  This  sub- 
ject was  fully  discussed,  and  we  think  prop- 
erly disposed  of,  by  the  court  of  civil  ap- 
peals in  its  holding  that,  under  the  plead- 
ings and  upon  the  evidence,  the  additional 
territory  was  lawfully  annexed.  Crabb  v. 
Celeste  Independent  School  Dist.  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  132  S.  W.  890.  By  reason  of 
this  view,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  dis- 
cuss that  feature  of  the  case  further  than 
to  suggest  that,  since  the  Celeste  independ- 
ent school,  district,  a  quasi  municipal  cor- 
poration, was  acting  under  color  of  law,  its 
legality  could  only  be  determined  by  a  suit 
brought  for  that  purpose  in  the  name  of  the 
stato,  or  by  someone  under  the  authority 
of  the  state,  who  has  a  special  interest 
affected  by  the  existence  of  such  corpora- 
tion. Plaintiffs,  in  the  capacity  in  which 
they  sued,  could  not  maintain  a  cause  of 
action  for  the  purpose  of  annulling  the 
independent  school  district.  Brennan  v. 
Weatherford,  53  Tex.  337,  37  Am.  Rep.  758; 
Graham  v.  Greenville,  67  Tex.  62.  2  S.  W. 
742;  El  Paso  y.  Ruckman,  92  Tex.  89,  46 
S.  W.  25. 

The  only  question  raised  by  the  pleadings 
and  evidence,  which  this  court  can  properly 
adjudicate,  relates  to  the  authority  of  said 
independent  school  district  to  levy  and  col- 
lect the  tax  of  20  cents' on  the  $100  valua- 
tion of  the  property  subject  to  taxation 
within  the  annexed  territory. 
.  It  is  conceded  by  all  parties  that  the 
tax  sought  to  be  collected  by  plaintiffs  was 
voted  by  a  two-thirds  majority  of  the  taxpay- 
ing  voters  of  the  Celeste  independent  school 
district  before  the  territory  in  question  was 
annexed,  and  that  after  the  annexation  no 
vote  was  had  authorizing  the  tax.  The 
proposition  presenting  this  issue  is  stated 
by  plaintiffs'  counsel  as  follows:  ''Where 
territory  has  been  added  to  a  school  district, 
pursuant  to  chapter  124,  §  153,  of  the  Acts 
of  Twenty-Ninth  Legislature,  and  where, 
before  such  addition  is  made,  such  district 
has  voted  a  tax  of  20  cents  on  the  $100 
worth  of  property  situated  in  such  district, 
in  order  to  subject  the  property  in  the 
added  territory  to  such  tax,  the  matter 
must  be  submitted  to  the  qualified  voters 
of  the  said  school  district  so  increased,  and 
two  thirds  of  the  qualified  taxpaying  voters  * 
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of  such  district,  as  enlarged,  must  vote  in 
favor  of  such  tax." 

The  tax  sought  to  be  collected  of  plain- 
tiffs was  by  virtue  of  §  3,  art.  7,  of  the 
state  Constitution,  as  follows:  "One  fourth 
of  the  revenue  derived  from  the  state  oc- 
cupation taxes,  and  a  poll  tax  of  $1  on 
every  male  inhabitant  of  this  state  between 
the  ages  of  twenty-one  and  sixty  years, 
shall  be  set  apart  annually  for  the  benefit 
of  the  public  free  schools,  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  there  shall  be  levied  and  collected 
an  annual  ad  valorem  state  tax  of  such  an 
amount,  not  to  exceed  20  cents  on  the  $100 
valuation,  as^  with  the  available  school  fund 
arising  from  all  other  sources,  will  be  suffi- 
cient to  maintain  and  support  th^  public 
free  schools  of  this  state  for  a  period  of 
not  less  than  six  months  in  each  year; 
and  the  legislature  may  also  provide  for 
the  formation  of  school  districts  within 
all  or  any  of  the  counties  of  this  state,  by 
general  or  special  law,  without  the  local 
notice  required  in  other  cases  of  special 
legislation,  and  may  authorize  an  additional 
annual  ad  valorem  tax  to  be  levied  and  col- 
lected within  such  school  districts  for  the 
further  maintenance  of  public  free  schools 
and  the  erection  of  school  buildings  there- 
in; provided,  that  two  thirds  of  the  quali- 
fied property  taxpaying  voters  of  the  dis- 
trict, voting  at  an  election  to  be  held  for 
that  purpose,  shall  vote  such  tax  not  to 
exceed  in  any  one  year  20  cents  on  the  $100 
valuation  of  the  property  subject  to  taxa- 
tion in  such  district;  but  the  limitation 
upon  the  amount  of  district  tax  herein  au- 
thorized shall  not  apply  to  incorporated 
cities  or  towns  constituting  separate  and 
independent  school  districts." 

It  is  an  accepted  rule  of  construction 
that,  where  a  power  is  expressly  given  by 
the  Constitution,  and  the  mode  of  its  exer- 
cise is  prescribed,  such  mode  is  exclusive  of 
all  others.  Parks  v.  West,  102  Tex.  11, 
111  S.  W.  726. 

By  the  terms  of  §  3,  art.  7,  of  the  Consti- 
tution, above  quoted,  the  power  is  given 
independent  school  districts  to  levy  and 
collect  a  tax  of  20  cents  on  the  $100  val- 
uation of  all  the  property  subject  to  tax- 
ation situated  within  its  limits;  and  the 
mode  of  levying  and  collecting  such  tax  is 
limited  to  a  vote  of  two  thirds  of  the  quali- 
fied property  taxpaying  voters  of  the  dis- 
trict, voting  at  an  election  held  for  that 
purpose.  The'  mode  thus  prescribed  ex- 
cludes all  others;  and  it  may  be  said  that, 
not  only  is  no  authority  conferred  by  the 
Constitution  to  otherwise  levy  and  collect 
such  special  tax,  but  that  any  other  method 
of  so  doing  is  positively  prohibited.  Mak- 
ing a  practical  application  of  this  rule, 
where  an  independent  school  district  is  in- 
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corporated  with  a  fixed  area,  and  as  thus 
formed  votes  the  tax,  and  afterwards  takes 
in  additional  territory  and  levies  a  tax  on 
the  property  in  such  territory,  it  seeks  in 
effect  to  collect  a  special  tax  by  the  method 
of  territorial  extension.  This  is  clearly 
in  violation  of  the  Constitution ;  and  hence 
cannot  be  done.  The  language  of  the  Con- 
stitution is  clear  that  independent  school 
districts  are  permitted  to  levy  the  tax  of 
20  cents  on  the  $100  valuation  of  property 
within  its  limits  by  submitting  the  propo- 
sition to  the  qualified  taxpaying  voters  of 
such  district,  and  then  only  upon  a  vote  of 
two  thirds  of  such  qualified  voters.  If  the 
tax  may  be  levied  and  collected  on  the 
property  subject  to  taxation  within  the  new 
territory  without  submitting  the  proposi- 
tion to  a  vote  of  the  qualified  taxpaying 
voters  of  the  district  as  altered  and  en- 
larged, then  that  which  may  not  be  done 
directly  may  be  done  indirectly.  This  is 
true,  for  the  reason  that,  under  the  law, 
additional  territory  may  be  taken  in  by 
the  independent  school  district  by  a  pe- 
tition signed  by  a  bare  majority  of  the 
inhabitants  of  such  new  territory  quali- 
fied to  vote  for  members  of  the  legislature. 
Savles's  Supp.  to  Texas  Civ.  Stat.  1906, 
p.  441. 

It  is  no  answer  to  this  objection  to  say 
that  two  thirds  of  such  qualified  voters 
have  signed  such  petition  (although  such 
was  not  shown  to  be  the  fact  in  this  case), 
for  the  reason  citizens  residing  in  such 
district  are  entitled,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion, to  have  this  issue  determined  by  the 
ballot,  with  its  safeguard  of  ascertaining 
the  qualification  of  the  electors,  its  secrecy, 
so  essential  to  a  free  and  untrammeled  ex- 
pression of  opinion,  freedom  from  intimi- 
dation and  persuasion  at  the  time  of  voting, 
and  many  other  substantial  rights  growing 
out  of  the  regulation  of  the  polls.  This 
principle  was  approved  in  the  case  of  Re 
House  Roll  284,  31  Neb.  506,  48  N.  W.  275, 
in  construing  a  constitutional  provision 
of  that  state  to  the  effect  that  county  au- 
thorities shall  never  assess  taxes  beyond  a 
certain  maximum  amount,  unless  authorized 
by  a  vote  of  the  people.  As  a  substitute, 
for  this  provision  of  the  organic  law,  the 
legislature  undertook  to  authorize  the  coun- 
ty authorities  to  assess  the  additional  tax 
upon  a  petition  signed  by  a  majority  of 
the  electors  of  the  county,  which  was  made 
by  such  legislative  act  equivalent  to  the 
popular  vote  required  by  the  Constitution. 
The  supreme  court  of  that  state  held,  in 
effect,  that  such  act  was  a  subterfuge  and 
an  abridgement  of  an  essential  right  giv- 
en the  citizen  by  the  supreme  law  of  the 
state.  The  reasons  assigned  by  the  chief 
justice  who  wrote  the  opinion  in  that  case, 
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for  80  holding,  are  in  part  these:  "Where 
an  election  is  duly  called  and  advertised, 
the  reasons  for  and  against  the  proposition 
are  discussed  and  considered,  and  the  elect- 
ors vote  upon  such  proposition  as  they  may 
deem  for  their  own  and  that  of  the  countv's 
best  interest;  the  election  is  open  and 
public;  and  the  friends  and  opponents  of 
the  measure  meet  upon  common  ground,  and 
by  their  votes  register  their  preference  for 
or  opposition  to  the  proposition.  None  of 
these  advantages,  however,  inure  in  favor 
of  merely  signing  the  petition.  In  such 
case,  the  petition  is  presented  to  a  party 
who  frequently,  without  due  consideration, 
signs  the  same,  or  signs  it  under  repre- 
sentations which  he  afterwards  finds  do  not 
conform  tq  the  facts." 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  in  cases 
where  the  Constitution  authorizes  the  levy 
of  a  special  tax  by  the  qualified  taxpaying 
voters,  such  tax  is  not  levied  by  i^e  munici- 
pality or  quasi  municipality,  but  by  the 
delegated  taxing  power  of  the  owners  of 
property.  The  exercise  of  such  power  must 
alone  be  by  such  property  owners;  and  by 
no  subterfuge,  indirection,  or  the  exercise  of 
collateral  legislative  grants  can  this  dele- 
gated and  restricted  power  be  taken  from 
the  property  owner.  It  is  safe  and  proper 
to  say  that  no  special  tax  authorized  by 
the  Constitution  to  be  levied  by  the  vote  of 
the  qualified  taxpaying  voters  of  any  mu- 
nicipality or  school  district  can  ever  law- 
fully be  levied  without  offering  the  oppor- 
tunity to  such  property  owners  resident  in 
such  territory  of  exercising  their  privilege 
of  the  ballot.  Cooley,  Tax.  569;  Fullilove 
V.  Police  Jury,  61  La.  Ann.  359,  25  So. 
302. 

The  question  here  presented  has  not  here- 
tofore been  before  this  court,  and,  so  far 
as  we  are  able  to  ascertain,  not  before  any 
of  our  courts,  except  the  present  case,  which 
was  decided  by  the  iifth  court  of  civil  ap- 
peals, in  which  the  tax  was  held  valid,  and 
the  case  Eagle  Lake  v.  Lakeside  Sugar  Ref. 
Co.  144  S.  W.  709,  and  a  companion  case, 
Eagle  Lake  v.  Lakeside  Rice  Mill  Co.  144 
S.  W.  712,  by  the  fourth  court  of  civil 
appeals,  in  which  the  tax  was  held  void. 
The  view  of  the  later  decision  is  clearly 
correct  in  its  ruling  that  the  tax  levied 
against  the  property  situated  within  the 
extension,  without  a  vote,  is  void.  We  can 
see  no  escape  from  this  conclusion,  if  the 
plain  language  of  the  Constitution  is  to  be 
given  the  meaning  it  imports. 

In  deciding  the  question  of  constitutional 
construction  under  consideration.  Judge 
Bookhout,  in  the  case  at  bar,  disposes  of 
the  question  as  follows:  "Where  a  school 
district  has  voted  for  school  purposes  a  tax 
of  20  cents,  and  afterwards  other  territory 
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is  annexed,  there  is  nothing  in  the  consti- 
tution requiring  another  election  in  which 
those  in  the  annexed  territory  participate, 
before  property  in  such  territory  is  subject 
to  such  tax.  The  20  cent  tax  for  school 
purposed  had  been  legally  voted  in  the  dis- 
trict before  the  territory  in  question  was 
added.  .  .  .  Persons  owning  property 
in  territory  added  to  an  independent  school 
district  by  the  extension  of  its  boundaries 
must  accept  conditions  as  they  find  them, 
or  bring  about  an  election  to  vote  off  the 
tax,  as  provided  for  by  statute." 

In  handling  the  same  question,  Chief 
Justice  James,  in  the  case  of  Eagle  Lake 
V.  Lakeside  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  above,  in  his 
characteristic  force  and  direction,  makes  a 
different  disposition  of  the  question,  and 
says:  ''It  appears  from  the  petition  that 
the  vote  upon  which  the  tax  levied  in  this 
case  rests  is  a  vote  had  by  the  citizens  of 
Eagle  Lake  several  years  before  September, 
1907,  which  was  a  vote  confined  to  the 
corporate  limits  of  the  city,  and  did  not 
concern  this  outlying  territory.  We  are 
of  opinion  that  no  property  could  be  an- 
nexed to  the  city  for  school  purposes  and 
subjected  to  the  additional  tax,  without 
compliance  with  said  condition  prescribed 
by  the  Constitution  in  respect  to  the  added 
territory.  The  vote  taken  in  the  city  sever- 
al years  before  this  annexation  was  made 
was  not  such  compliance;  and  it  is  appar- 
ent from  the  recoiM  and  the  papers  filed  in 
this  case  that  on  election  or  vote  has  been 
had  on  the  subject  of  this  outlying  terri- 
tory." 

The  question  now  under  investigation  was 
discussed  by  Chief  Justice  Parsons  of  tlie 
supreme  court  of  Massachusetts,  in  the 
case  of  Richards  v.  Dagget,  4  Mass.  534, 
in  determining  whether  a  property  owner 
in  a  portion  of  a  school  district  where  a  tax 
had  been  voted,  but  not  assessed,  before 
such  portion  of  the  original  district  had  been 
segregated,  could  be  made  to  pay  such  tax. 
In  that  case,  the  chief  justice  said:  "The 
case  of  alteration  in  districts  after  the 
passing  of  votes  to  raise  money,  and  before 
the  assessment,  is  not  expressly  provided 
for  in  the  statute,  which  it  is  our  duty  so 
to  construe  as  will  be  most  convenient  and 
least  injurious  to  the  inhabitants  of  the 
town.  Because  it  is  always  to  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  legislature  intend  the  most 
beneficial  construction  of  their  acts,  when 
the  design  of  them  is  not  apparent.  It 
is  not  just  that  a  man  should,  by  virtue 
of  this  act,  be  assessed  to  the  payment  of 
money,  in  the  raising  of  which  he  could 
have  no  agency,  or  from  which  he  could 
not  (without  any  fault  of  his  own)  derive 
any  benefit.  Thus,  if  he  was  included  with- 
in a  district  after  the  vote  to  raise  the 
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money  had  passed,  it  is  admitted  that  he 
could  not  be  assessed  to  the  payment  of 
it;  for,  not  being  a  member  of  the  district 
when  the  money  was  voted,  he  could  have 
had  no  voice  in  the  vote." 

Learned  counsel  for  defendant  have  filed 
in  this  case  an  able  argument;  but  nowhere 
have  they  presented  any  proposition  on  the 
subject  of  their  contention  which  can  be 
sustained  upon  either  authority  or  reason, 
original  or  analogous.  It  is  asserted,  how- 
ever, that  "substantially  the  identical  ques- 
tion has  been  passed  on  in  a  large  number 
of  cases  from  other  jurisdictions,  and  we 
are  unable  to  find  any  authority  to  the  con- 
trary." In  connection  with  this  statement, 
the  following  citation  of  authorities  as  sus- 
taining such  position  is  made:  White  v. 
Atlanta,  134  Ga.  632,  68  S.  E.  103;  Hughes 
V.  Ewing,  93  Cal.  414,  28  Pac.  1067;  Madry 
V.  Cox,  73  Tex.  541,  11  S.  W.  541;  Norris 
V.  Waco,  67  Tex.  635;  Laramie  County  v. 
Albany  County,  92  U.  S.  307,  23  L.  ed. 
552;  Tex.  Const,  art.  11,  §  10;  Grout  v. 
Illingworth,  131  Iowa,  281,  108  N.  W.  528; 
Layton  v.  New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  515; 
Fitzpatrick  v.  Mt.  Sterling  Public  Graded 
Schools,  87  Ky.  132,  7  S.  W.  890 ;  Fifield  r. 
Swett,  56  N.  H.  432;  Seattle  School  Dist. 
No.  1,  V.  King  County,  3  Wash.  154,  28 
Pac.  376;  Pence  v.  Frankfort,  101  Ky.  534, 
41  S.  W.  1011 ;  True  v.  Davis,  133  111.  522, 
6  L.RJV.  266,  22  N.  E.  410;  Van  Hook  v. 
Selma,  70  Ala.  361,  45  Am.  Rep.  85;  Boesc*h 
V.  Byrom,  37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  35,  83  S.  W. 
18. 

We  have  taken  the  time  and  pains  to 
carefully  review  each  of  the  authorities 
cited,  and  have  concluded  that  no  one  of 
the  authorities  mentioned  sustains  defend- 
ant's position  by  enunciation  of  principles 
or  from  analogous  reasoning.  Of  those 
cases  in  which  the  pertinent  question  is 
discussed,  no  constitutional  provision  exists 
to  limit  legislative  action,  and  in  others 
the  questions  presented  are  not  kindred  to 
the  one  under  consideration.  We  take 
them  seriatim. 

White  V.  Atlanta,  supra,  was  an  equitable 
proceeding  by  sbme  of  the  residents  and 
taxpayers  of  the  territory  that  had  previ- 
ously been  outside  of  the  corporate  limits 
of  the  city  of  Atlanta,  but  subsequently 
brought  within  its  limits  by  an  extension 
process,  to  enjoin  the  officers  of  said  city 
from  putting  into  effect  the  act,  so  as  to 
include  such  new  territory.  Collaterally 
and  incidentally  the  question  of  taxation 
was  discussed  with  refereuQe  to  the  power 
of  the  city  to  tax  the  property  in  the  new 
territory  to  pay  existing  indebtedness  of 
the  city.  The  court  held  the  act  of  exten- 
sion valid,  and,  in  addition  to  such  hold- 
ing, said:     "When  included  within  the  city 
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by  legislative  enactment,  they  take  the  ad- 
vantage of  being  residents  or  taxpayers  of 
the  municipality;  and  they  become  sub- 
ject to  the  corresponding  proportionate  bur- 
den, in  the  absence  of  lawful  provision  to 
the  contrary." 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  property  with-, 
in  the  extension  was  held  to  be  subject  to 
taxation  levied  by  the  city  under  authority 
of  law;  but  there  was  involved  no  question 
of  a  tax  levied  by  the  property  owners  as 
provided  for  in  our  Constitution,  and  which 
furnishes  the  gist  of  the  question  involved 
in  the  case  at  bar. 

In  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Ewing,  93  Cal. 
414,  28  Pac.  1067,  the  board  of  supervisors 
of  Fresno  county,  California,  changed  the 
boundaries  of  Fresno  city  school  district 
by  excluding  therefrom  certain  lands  and 
transferring  same  to  other  districts.  Prior 
to  that  time,  the  electors  of  the  district  had 
voted  to  raise  a  certain  sum  for  the  purpose 
of  building  a  schoolhouse;  but  this  fact  was 
not  certified  to  the  supervisors  until  after 
such  lands  had  been  excluded  from  the  dis- 
trict. However,  it  was  sought  to  collect 
the  tax  on  the  excluded  land;  and  the  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  owners  of  said 
land  to  declare  the  tax  null  and  void  as  to 
those  lands,  and  to  restrain  the  tax  collec- 
tor of  the  county  from  collecting  same.  A 
statement  of  the  case  precludes  the  possi- 
bility that  the  principle  involved  in  this 
could  have  been  involved  in  that  case.  It 
is  interesting,  however,  to  note  the  follow- 
ing holding  in  that  case:  "For  all  pur- 
poses of  corporate  power  or  liability,  it 
[the  school  district]  remained  unchanged; 
and  the  property  upon  which  the  super- 
visors should  have  levied  the  tax  is  only 
such  property  as,  at  the  time  when  the 
tax  was  levied,  was  within  the  boundaries 
of  t^iis  corporation."  If  the  proposition 
thus  announced  is  sound,  then  it  is  equally 
sound  to  say  that  when  a  special  tax  is 
voted,  the  same  can  be  levied  only  on  the 
property  that  was  within  its  boundaries  at 
the  time  the  tax  was  voted. 

The  question  involved  in  Madry  v.  Cox, 
73  Tex.  638,  11  S,  W.  641,  as  to  the  power 
of  taxation,  was  whether  or  not  the  prop- 
erty within  annexed  territory  was  subject 
to  taxation  for  a  debt  previously  incurred 
by  a  vote  of  the  people  of  the  city  of  Bon- 
ham,  to  which  such  territory  had  been 
annexed.  Referring  to  the  annexation  as  a 
fact.  Judge  Stayton,  in  that  case,  held: 
"When  this  ia  done,  the  indebtedness  of 
the  corporation  continues;  and  persons 
within  territory  annexed  will  become,  in 
the  absence  of  legislation  to  the  contrary, 
subject  to  taxation  for  all  municipal  in- 
debtedness existing  before  annexation,  as 
well  as  that  afterward  contracted."  This 
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has  ever  been  the  law  in  this  state,  and, 
so  far  as  we  know,  in  all  other  juris- 
dictions, where  there  is  an  absence  of  legis- 
lation controlling  the  subject;  but  in  what 
respect  it  throws  light  upon  the  question 
we  are  considering  we  are  not  'able  to 
determine.  If,  at  the  time  a  debt  is  created 
by  a  vote  of  the  people  of  a  city,  a  tax  is 
likewise  voted  to  pay  the  interest  and  create 
a  sinking  fund  to  pay  such  indebtedness, 
pursuant  to  some  constitutional  provision,  a 
parallel  case  would  be  presented,  and  in 
such  case  we  would  not  hesitate  to  rule  the 
tax  void  as  to  property  embraced  in  the 
subsequent  extension  of  such  city.  In  that 
case,  a  debt  was  created  by  a  vote  of  the 
people;  but  the  tax  was  levied  by  the  mu- 
nicipality, and  not  by  the  property  owners. 

The  question  presented  in  the  case  of  Nor- 
ris  v.  Waco,  57  Tex.  035,  was  whether  rural 
lands  consisting  solely  of  farm  and  pasture 
lands,  embraced  within  the  city  limits  of 
Waco,  were  subject  to  city  taxes.  By  no 
possible  construction  can  that  furnish  an 
authority  for  a  ruling  on  any  issue  involved 
in  this  case. 

A  statement  from  the  syllabus  of  the 
case  of  Commissioners  of  Laramie  County 
v.  Albany  County,  92  U.  S.  307,  23  L.  ed. 
552,  will  demonstrate  its  impertinence  to 
any  question  raised  in  the  present  case,  to 
wit:  "Where  the  legislature  does  not  pre- 
scribe any  different  regulations,  the  rule 
is  that  the  old  corporation  owns  all  the 
puplic  property  within  its  new  limits,  and 
is  responsible  for  all  debts  contracted  by 
it  before  the  act  of  separation  was  passed, 
which  debts  it  must  pay,  without  any  claim 
for  contribution  from  the  new  subdivision." 

The  case  nearest  in  point,  as  sustaining 
the  position  of  defendant,  is  that  of  Grout 
V.  Illingworth,  131  Iowa,  281,  108  N.  W. 
528.  In  that  case,  the  action  was  to  en- 
join the  collection  of  the  tax  that  had  been 
voted  in  the  school  district  for  the  purpose 
of  erecting  a  school  building,  prior  to  the 
time  when  the  property  against  which  the 
tax  was  sought  to  be  collected  had  been 
taken  into  the  school  district.  In  other 
words,  the  district  had  been  extended  and 
certain  property  taken  within  its  bounda- 
ries, and  a  tax  had  been  levied  pursuant  to 
a  vote  of  the  qualified  electors  of  the  origi- 
nal district;  but  at  that  time  the  property 
in  question  was  not  within  the  district. 

It  is  clear  the  Iowa  case,  above,  is  not 
an  authority  for  the  position  taken  by  de- 
fendant's counsel,  from  the  fact  that  it 
is  stated  in  the  opinion  by  the  court  that 
the  right  of  the  property  owner  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  proceeding  with  relation  to 
the  levy  of  the  tax  on  his  property  is  only 
fixed  by  the  statute,  and  not  by  the  Con- 
stitution.   Here  lies  the  important  distine- 
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tion.  If  we  had  no  constitutional  pro- 
vision to  grapple  with,  we  would  be  con- 
strained to  hold  that,  where  the  legislative 
act  gave  the  property  owner  the  right  to 
participate  in  the  proceeding  to  determine 
whether  or  not  the  tax  should  be  levied, 
another  legislative  act,  authorizing  an  ex- 
tension of  the  district  where  the  tax  had 
been  voted,  would  subject  the  property 
within  the  extension  to  the  tax,  notwith- 
standing the  nonparticipation  of  the  prop- 
erty owner  in  the  levy  of  the  tax.  This, 
however,  is  not  the  status  of  the  case  at 
bar;  for  here  the  right  to  participate  in 
the  levy  of  the  tax  is  given  the  resident 
property  owner  by  the  Constitution,  and  the 
legislature  is  denied  authority  to  abridge 
that  right.  Where  there  is  no  constitu- 
tional inhibition,  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  enact  laws  is  supreme  and  unlimited. 
But  when  the  Constitution  speaks,  either 
by  direction,  negation,  or  necessary  impli- 
cation, its  voice  must  be  heeded  even  by 
the  sovereign  power  of  the  legislative 
branch  of  government.  State  v.  Brownson, 
94  Tex.  436,  61  S.  W.  114. 

The  question  involved  in  the  case  of  Lay- 
ton  v.  New  Orleans,  12  La.  Ann.  515,  was 
as  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  abolish 
the  incorporation  of  three  municipalities, 
and  incorporate  them  into  one,  and  author- 
ize the  one  incorporation  to  levy  a  tax  to 
pay  the  aggregate  indebtedness  of  the  three, 
irrespective  of  the  inequality  of  the  re- 
spective amounts  due  by  each.  The  su- 
preme court  of  Louisiana  held  in  that  case 
that,  the  legislature  having  the  power  to 
create,  modify,  or  abolish  municipal  incor- 
porations, it  had  the  power  to  provide  in 
what  manner  the  taxes  should  be  levied  for 
their  support,  and  how  their  debts  should 
be  paid  upon  their  dissolution.  The  ques- 
tions considered  and  determined  in  that 
case  have  no  relation  to  the  question  here 
involved. 

The  facts  in  the  Kentucky  case  of  Fitz- 
patrick  v.  Mt.  Sterling  Public  Graded 
Schools,  87  Ky.  132,  7  S.  W.  896,  are  similar 
to  those  in  the  Iowa  case  reviewed  above; 
and  the  validity  of  the  tax  was  sustained 
upon  the  same  ground  as  that  by  the  Iowa 
court, — that  there  was  no  constitutional 
provision  regulating  the  creation  of  the  tax. 
In  proof  of  this  position,  we  take  from  the 
opinion  in  the  Kentucky  case  the  following 
excerpt:  "As  the  question  before  us  is 
therefore  purely  legislative,  and  involves  no 
constitutional  right  of  the  taxpayers  in  the 
district  as  it  exists  under  the  act  of  3886. 
the  court  has  no  power  to  suspend  or  inter- 
fere with  the  collection  of  taxes  authorized 
by  that  act." 

The  question  in  the  New  Hampshire  case 
(Fifield  V.  Swett,  66  N.  H.  432)  was  simi- 
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lar  to  the  Iowa  aYid  Kentucky  cases,  above, 
and  was  based  upon  similar  facts.  While 
the  opinion  does  not  disclose  whether  the 
tax  was  or  not  provided  for  by  the  New 
Hampshire  Constitution,  it  is  clearly  infer- 
able that  it  was  pursuant  to  a  legislative 
act,  and  the  extension  authorized  by  the 
same  authority.  It  is  true  the  reasonin^'^ 
in  that  case  is  dissimilar  to  that  in  the 
other  cases,  and  is  such  that  this  court 
would  hesitate  to  adopt.  It  is  based  upon 
the  analogy  that,  because  a  citizen  who, 
after  a  tax  haa  been  voted  in  a  school  dis- 
trict, voluntarily  moves  into  such  district 
with  taxable  movable  property,  is  subject 
to  pay  such  special  tax,  therefore  a  citizen 
who  is  involuntarily  brought  into  such  dis- 
trict is  subject  to  such  tax.  Whatever  may 
be  the  provision  in  that  state  authorizing 
the  tax,  whether  legislative  or  organic,  it 
must  be  unlike  that  of  our  Constitution; 
for  here  the  tax  is  only  authorized  by  the 
qualified  taxpaying  property  owners  who  re- 
side within  the  limits  of  the  district.  Of 
course,  a  citizen  who  lives  beyond  the  limits 
of  the  district,  and  voluntarily  moves  with- 
in its  limits,  would  be  liable  to  pay  the  tax 
upon  such  property  as  he  took  with  him  or 
should  afterwards  acquire,  just  as  the  citi- 
zen who  lives  out  of  the  district,  but  owns 
property  situated  within  the  district,  is 
required  to  pay  the  tax.  Such  citizen  is 
denied  the  right  to  vote  upon  the  tax,  and 
is  subject  to  its  payment;  but  he  is  re- 
quired to  do  this  for  the  sole  reason  it  is 
thus  denominated  in  the  Constitution. 

In  Seattle  School  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Kin«^ 
County,  3  Wash.  354,  28  Pac.  376,  the  pro- 
ceeding was  to  obtain  a  construction  of  a 
clause  of  the  act  of  March  26,  1890,  as  fol- 
lows: "The  board  of  education  shall  an- 
nually, at  a  meeting  next  preceding  the  an- 
nual tax  levy  for  state  and  county  pur- 
poses, report  to  the  county  commissioners 
an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  funds  required 
for  the  support  of  the  schools,  .  .  .  and 
the  county  commissioners  are  hereby  au- 
thorized and  required  to  levy  and  collect 
said  amount  the  same  as  other  taxes."  As 
stated  in  the  opinion:  "It  appears  that  by 
proper  proceedings  and  in  accordance  with 
the  law  on  that  subject,  the  boundaries  of 
the  city  of  Seattle  were  somewhat  enlarged 
on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1891,  and  the  board 
of  education  has  reported  the  amount  of 
funds  required,  and  requested  that  amount 
to  be  levied  and  collected  upon  the  prop- 
erty in  the  district  as  enlarged;  but  the 
hoard  of  commissioners  decline  to  lew  unon 
any  property,  except  such  as  was  within  the 
city  limits  prior  to  the  enlargement.  A 
mandamus  was  asked,  requiring  the  com- 
missioners and  other  countv  officers  to  levy, 
extend,   and   collect  the   tax."     The   court 
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ordered  the  peremptory  Writ  of  mandamus. 
It  is  evident  no  light  is  shed  by  this  case 
upon  the  issue  here. 

The  case  of  Pence  v.  Frankfort,  101  Ky. 
534,  41  S.  W.  1011,  is  another  Kentucky 
case  which  involves  a  question  similar  to 
that  in  the  other  case  above  reviewed,  and 
upon  the  legislative  act  of  that  state  alone 
is  the  decision  based.  We  have  heretofore 
shown  its  distinguishing  feature. 

In  True  v.  Davis,  133  111.  522,  6  L.R.A. 
266,  22  N.  £.  410,  it  may  be  seen  the  issue 
here  was  not  in  that  case  from  a  statement 
of  the  question  by  the  court:  "Does  the 
prohibition  of  §  11,  art.  9,  of  the  Consti- 
tution, prevent  the  annexation  of  two  or 
more  cities,  incorporated  towns,  or  vil- 
lages to  each  other,  in  the  manner  provided 
by  the  provisions  of  the  act  entitled  'An  Act 
to  Provide  for  the  Annexation  of  Cities, 
Incorporated  Towns  and  Villages,  or  Parts 
of  the  Same,  to  Cities,  Incorporated  Towns, 
and  Villages,'  approved  and  in  force  April 
25,  1880  (Laws  1889,  p.  66),  when  such 
cities,  incorporated  towns,  or  villages  are 
each  indebted,  and  the  indebtedness  of  one 
or  more  of  tliem  exceeds  the  limit  named  in 
that  section?" 

The  question  in  the  case  of  Van  Hook  v. 
Selma,  70  Ala.  361,  45  Am.  Rep!  85,  was  as 
to  the  validity  of  an  occupation  tax  for 
selling  merchandise  in  the  limits  of  the 
city  of  Selma;  and  the  question  in  the  pres- 
ent case  is  not  in  the  remotest  degree  in- 
volved. 

The  questions  raised  in  Boesch  v.  Byrom, 
37  Tex.  Civ.  App.  35,  83  S.  W.  18,  relate 
solely  to  the  authority  of  school  districts 
to  extend  their  boundaries,  the  election  of 
school  trustees,  and  the  authority  of  de 
facto  officers  or  school  trustees  to  order 
the  election  to  determine  the  question  of  a 
tax  levy.  We  can  gather  nothing  from  that 
case  to  assist  in  determining  the  question 
we  are  seeking  to  solve. 

A  careful  review  of  all  the  authorities  to 
which  we  have  been  cited  reveals  nothing 
that  would  demand  or  authorize  this  court 
to  place  a  different  construction  upon  §  3, 
article  7,  of  the  Constitution,  than  that, 
where  an  independent  school  district  votes 
a  special  tax,  pursuant  to  the  authority 
conferred  by  said  section  of  the  Consti- 
tution, and  afterwards  extends  the  bound- 
aries of  such  district,  the  existing  special 
tax  so  authorized  cannot  be  levied  and  col- 
lected against  the  property  in  such  exten- 
sion, until  such  assessment  is  authorized 
by  a  vote  of  the  qualified  taxpaying  voters 
of  the  district  as  extended. 

It  follows  from  the  construction  here 
placed  upon  the  provision  of  the  Consti- 
tution in  question  the  judgments  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  and  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  will 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


have  to  be  reversed  and  rendered,  in  so  far 
as  they  hold  the  taxing  question  valid.  It 
is  therefore  ordered  by  this  court  that  the 
judgments  of  the  District  Court  and  the 
Court  of  Civil  Appeals  be  affirmed,  in  so 
far  as  they  sustain  the  validity  of  the  Ce- 
leste independent  school  district,  as  extend- 
ed by  the  petition  of  May  24,  1907;  and,  in 
so  far  as  they  sustain  the  validity  of  the 
tax  complained  of,  said  judgments  are  re- 
versed, and  judgment  is  here  rendered  for 
plaintiffs  in  error,  enjoining  the  collection 
of  said  taxes  as  by  them  prayed  for. 
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(Department  No.  2.) 

WILLIAM  J.  ELLIOTT,  Respt., 

V. 

SEATTLE,      RENTON,      A      SOUTHERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Appt. 

(—  Wash.  — ,  122  Pac.  614.) 

Carrier  —  Injury  to  street  car  passenger 
—  overcrowdlnic  —  excessive  speed. 

1.  A  street  railway  company  which  runs 
a  car  at  high  and  dangerous  speed  without 
warning,  past  another  which  is  so  over- 
crowded that  the  passengers  in  moving 
about  crowd  one  of  their  number,  who  is 
standing  on  the  platform,  over  the  line  of 
safety  between  the  two  tracks,  may  be  lia- 
ble for  injury  to  him  through  collision  with 
the  car  so  operated. 

Same  —  opening  platform  gate  —  act  of 
passenger  —  liability  for  injury. 

2.  A  street  car  company  which  by  ordi- 
nance is  bound  to  maintain  gates  upon  the 
sides  of  car  platforms  next  to  parallel 
tracks  is  liable  for  injury  to  a  passenger 
crowded  off  the  platform  and  injured  by 
a  passing  car,  although  the  gate  was  opened 
by  a  fellow  passenger. 

Note.  >—  As  to  duty  of  street  car  company 
to  passenger  on  running  board,  see  note  in 
18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  160.  As  to  duty  to  pro- 
vide and  keep  gates  on  street  cars  or  in- 
terurban  cars  closed,  see  note  in  32  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  346.  Generally  as  to  liability  of 
carrier  for  injury  resulting  from  negligent 
or  meddlesome  act  of  fellow  passenger,  see 
note  in  37  L.R,A.(N.S.)   724. 

As  to  contributory  negligence  of  passen- 
ger in  riding  on  platform  of  street  car,  see 
notes  in  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  831,  and  21  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  972.  A  similar  question  as  to  pas- 
sengers standing  on  the  running  board  of 
a  street  car  is  treated  in  the  notes  in  2 
L.RJ^.(N.S.)  1191;  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  352, 
and  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  972.  As  to  liability 
for  personal  injury  to  passenger  by  crowd 
at  station  or  stopping  place,  see  note  in  32 
L.RA.(N.S.)  470;  and  as  to  injury  by  crush 
in  entering  car  at  elevated  or  subway  sta- 
tion, see  note  in  7  L.RJL(NJ3.)   729. 
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Same  —  Injury  In  alighttng  *—  effect  off 
riding  on  platfform. 

3.  That  a  passenger  on  a  street  car  rode 
on  the  platform  when  he  might  have  ridden 
inside  the  car  will  not  precluded  his  holding 
the  company  liable  for  an  injury  inflicted 
upon  him  while  he  was  attempting  to  alight 
from  the  car  at  his  destination. 

Trial  *—  Jury  >—  negligence  off  street  car 
passeng^er  >—  alighting  on  wrong  side 
off  car. 

4.  Whether  or  not  a  street  car  passenger 
is  negligent  in  attempting  to  alight  on  the 
left  side  of  the  car  is  for  the  jury,  under 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  car  was 
so  crowded  that  he  could  not  reach  the 
right-hand  exit. 

(April  8,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  King  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Will  H.  Ttiompson  and  Mor- 
ris B.  Saclis  for  appellant. 

Air.  Franlc  E.  Green,  for  respondent: 

Appellant  was  negligent  in  unreasonably 
overcrowding  its  car. 

Pray  v.  Omaha  Street  R.  Co.  44  Neb.  167, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  717,  62  N.  W.  447;  Chi- 
cago &  A.  R.  Co.  y.  Dumser,  161  111.  190,  43 
N.  E.  698;  Graham  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co. 
149  N.  Y.  336,  43  N.  E.  917;  East  Omaha 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Godola,  60  Neb.  906,  70 
N.  W.  491;  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Morse, 
197  111.  327,  64  N.  E.  304;  Graham  v.  Mc- 
Neill, 20  Wash.  466,  43  L.R.A.  300,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  121,  55  Pac.  631. 

Appellant  was  guilty  of  negligence  in  op- 
erating its  car,  while  thus  unreasonably 
overcrowded,  in  a  manner  to  cause  the 
passengers  to  lurch. 

Halverson  v.  Seattle  Electric  Co.  35 
Wash.  600,  77  Pac.  1058;  Geddes  v.  Metro- 
politan R.  Co.  103  Mass.  391;  North  Chi- 
cago Street  R.  Co.  v.  Polkey,  203  III.  225, 
67  N.  E.  793;  Reber  v.  Pittsburg  &  B. 
Traction  Co.  179  Pa.  339,  57  Am.  St.  Rep. 
599,  36  Atl.  245;  lilcCaw  v.  Union  Traction 
Co.  205  Pa.  271,  64  Atl.  893;  Hansen  v. 
North  Jersey  Street  R.  Co.  64  N.  J.  L. 
686,  46  Atl.  718. 

Appellant  violated  a  city  ordinance  in 
not  providing  its  car  with  a  guard  or 
gate,  making  it  impossible  for  passengers 
to  alight  from  the  left  side  of  the  car. 

Augusta  R.  Co.  v.  Glover,  92  Ga.  132,  18 
S.  E.  406;  Stappers  v.  Interurban  Street 
R.  Co.  56  Misc.  337,  106  N.  Y.  Supp.  864; 
Aston  V.  St.  Louis  Transit  Co.  105  Mo. 
App.226,79  8.  W.  999;  Walters  v.  Seattle, 
R.  &  S.  R.  Co.  48  Wash.  233,  24  L.R.A. 
^0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


(N.S.)  788,  93  Pac.  419;  Kluska  v.  Yeo- 
mans,  54  Wash.  465,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  1121, 
103  Pac.  819. 

It  is  not  negligence  as  a  matter  of  law, 
for  a  passenger  to  ride  upon  the  platform 
of  an  electric  or  steam  car,  when  the  scats 
are  all  occupied  by  other  passengers. 

Halverson  v.  Seattle  Electric  Co.  35 
Wash.  600,  77  Pac.  1058;  Muldoon  v.  Seattle 
City  R.  Co.  7  Wash.  528,  22  L.R.A.  794, 
38  Am.  St.  Rep.  901,  35  Pac.  422;  Cogswell 
V.  West  Street  &  N.  E.  Electric  R.  Co.  5 
Wash.  46,  31  Pac.  411;  Graham  v.  McNeill, 
20  Wash.  466,  43  L.R.A.  300,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  121,  55  Pac.  631. 

Whether  the  plaintiff  was  negligent  in 
the  position  which  he  took  and  was  occupy- 
ing when  he  was  crowded  off  the  car  is 
fairly  a  question  for  the  determination  of 
the  jury. 

Jacobs  V.  West  End  Street  R.  Co.  178 
Mass.  116,  59  N.  E.  639;  Lehr  v.  Steinwav 
&  H.  P.  R.  Co.  118  N.  Y.  656,  23  N.  E, 
889;  Trussell  v.  Morris  County  Traction 
Co.  79  N.  J.  L.  533,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  351, 
77  Atl.  535;  Wilde  v.  Lynn  &  B.  R.  Co.  163 
Mass.  533,  40  N.  E.  851;  Graham  v.  Mc- 
Neill, 20  Wash.  466,  43  L.R.A.  300,  72  Am. 
St.  Rep.  121,  55  Pac.  631;  McQuillan  v. 
Seattle,  10  Wash.  465,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  799, 
38  Pac.  1119. 

Cliadwick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries.  The  plaintiff 
was  a  passenger  upon  an  inbound  car  of 
the  defendant  company,  which  operates  a 
street  car  line  between  Renton  and  Seattle. 
A  part  of  the  way  the  track  is  single,  but 
from  Hillman  City  into  Seattle  there  is  a 
double  track.  When  running  over  the  sin- 
gle track,  both  sides  of  the  back  platform 
are  kept  open.  In  running  over  the  double 
track,  the  left  side,  or  the  one  next  to  the 
double  track,  is  closed.  This  was  accom- 
plished by  means  of  a  collapsible  iron  gate 
which  was  fastened  by  a  catch  and  bolt.  On 
the  morning  of  the  accident  the  testimony 
shows  to  a  certainty  that  the  conductor 
closed  and  fastened  the  gate  at  Hillman 
City.  When  plaintiff  boarded  the  car,  all 
of  the  seats  were  taken,  and  he  took  a  posi- 
tion on  the  back  platform,  standing  near  the 
handle  of  a  wheel  brake  on  the  left  side. 
The  car  was  one  that  was  due  to  arrive  in 
Seattle  about  9  o'clock,  but  before  arriving 
at  Ninth  street  it  had  become  so  crowded 
that  the  passengers  were  standing  on  the 
platform  and  in  an  alcove  at  the  end  of  the 
car,  so  that  they  were,  in  the  language  of  a 
witness,  "chest  to  chest;  back  to  chest.'' 
The  testimony  shows  that,  while  the  seating 
capacity  of  the  car  was  about  40,  there  were 
39 
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approximately  125  passengers  on  the  car. 
The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  tends  to  show 
that,  as  the  car  approached  Nintli  street, 
where  plaintiff  and  others  who  were  regular 
patrons  of  the  company  were  accustomed  to 
alight,  he  crowded  his  way  toward  the  left 
side  of  the  car,  intending  to  get  off  on  the 
side  next  to  the  opposite  track ;  that,  as  he 
was  about  to  catch  the  handrail  or  handles 
at  the  side  of  the  entrance,  the  brakes  were 
set  ip  such  a  way  that  the  car  lurched  or 
jerked,  so  that  all  of  those  standing  swayed 
with  the  car;  that  plaintiff  was  thrown  off 
his  balance,  and,  in  attempting  to  save  him- 
self, caught  the  grab  at  his  right  with  both 
hands.  The  momentum  of  the  car  threw 
him  around  so  that  he  was  facing  the  en- 
trance; that  at  this  moment  a  car  on  the 
opposite  track,  going  about  20  miles  an 
hour,  with  no  bell  sounding,  was  approach- 
ing; that  he  could  not  save  himself,  and 
was  struck  by  the  grabhandle  of  the  oppo- 
site car,  and  received  the  injury  of  which 
he  now  complains. 

The  testimony  of  the  defendant  tends  to 
show  that  plaintiff,  who  made  the  trip  six 
days  in  every  week,  deliberately  and  to  suit 
his  own  convenience  started  to  get  off  the 
car  on  the  off  side;  that  he  backed  down 
the  steps,  holding  the  handle  on  either  side 
of  the  entrance;  that  he  threw  his  head 
back  beyond  the  19  inches  of  clearance  be- 
tween the  cars;  that  he  was  unmindful  of 
his  own  safetv  as  well  as  of  the  fact  that 
the  double  track  was  a  token  of  danger, 
and  that  if  the  gate  was  open  it  was 
opened  by  plaintiff,  or,  if  not  by  him,  by  an- 
other; in  any  event,  that  it  was  opened 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
conductor,  who,  because  of  the  crowded  con- 
dition of  the  car,  was  riding  on  one  of  the 
steps  at  the  right  entrance,  and  could  not 
see  the  gate  on  the  other  side.  We  confess 
that,  in  the  light  of  the  record,  the  defense 
seems  to  have  been  the  better  sustained. 
But,  as  this  court  has  so  often  announced, 
the  facts  are  for  the  jury,  and  it  having  ac- 
cepted the  case  of  plaintiff  as  true,  and  re- 
jected the  testimony  of  the  defendant,  the 
judgment  must  be  affirmed  unless  the  law, 
as  applied  to  the  facts  as  found  by  the  jury, 
intervenes. 

It  is  first  urged  that  the  complaint 
does  not  state  a  cause  of  action.  It  is  said 
that  this  must  be  so  unless  it  be  the  law 
that  mere  negligence  in  allowing  the  car  to 
become  overcrowded,  and  to  be  carrying  an 
excessive  number  of  passengers,  is  in  itself 
actionable  merely  because  the  passengers,  in 
moving  about,  push  or  crowd  one  of  their 
number  off  the  car;  and  unless  it  is  shown 
that  the  action  of  the  passengers  was  such 
that  it  was  apparent  to  the  employees  in 
charge  of  the  car  that  their  action  was  en- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dangering  the  passenger.  This  may  be  true, 
but  it  occurs  to  us  that  defendant  has  over- 
looked an  important  element  in  the  case,  if 
indeed  it  be  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury.  It  is  alleged  that  the  accident  oc- 
curred "also  on  account  of  defendant's  neg- 
ligence and  carelessness  in  running  another 
car  in  the  opposite  direction  on  the  adjoin- 
ing street  car  track  .  .  .  at  a  high  and 
dangerous  rate  of  speed,  without  giving  any 
signal,  sign,  or  warning  of  the  approach 
thereof.''  We  think  a  cause  of  action  is 
stated. 

It  is  next  urged  that  there  is  no  proof 
of  actionable  negligence.  The  only  question 
which  occurs  on  this  assignment  is  whether 
the  defendant  performed  its  whole  duty 
when  the  conductor  closed  the  gate  at  Hill- 
man  City,  and  is  not  to  be  charged  because 
plaintiff  or  someone  else  opened  it  before 
the  accident  occurred.  W^e  are  bound  to 
assume,  for  the  jury  has  so  found,  that 
plaintiff  did  not  open  the  gate.  This  being 
so,  it  would  follow  that,  if  the  gate  waa 
opened  by  another,  the  company  would  be 
liable  to  a  passenger  who  was  innocent  of 
offense.  Being  charged  with  a  high  degree 
of  care,  it  is  bound  to  so  operate  its  safe- 
guards that,  when  they  are  not,  for  any  rea- 
son, under  the  eye  of  the  conductor,  a  third 
person  cannot  undo,  to  the  prejudice  of  an- 
other, the  precautions  which  have  been  tak- 
en, and  which  the  law  imposes  for  the  safety 
of  passengers.  It  will  be  remembered  that 
the  crowd  was  such  on  this  car  that  the  con- 
ductor could  not  see  the  gate.  An  ordinance 
of  the  city  was  introduced  by  plaintiff,  and 
by  its  terms  the  duty  is  put  upon  street 
car  conipanies  operating  double  track  sys- 
tems to  equip  their  cars  "with  gates  or 
guards  upon  the  side  of  such  platform  of 
each  of  said  cars  which  is  next  to  the  track 
of  said  line  other  than  the  one  upon  which 
said  cars  are  being  run  or  operated,  which 
gates  or  guards  shall  so  inclose  the  platform 
of  said  car  that  it  will  be  impossible  for 
passengers  to  enter  such  cars  or  alight 
therefrom  upon  the  side  of  said  .platform 
so  furnished  or  provided  with  gates  and 
guards."  This  ordinance,  the  fact  that  the 
accident  occurred,  and  the  fact  that  plain- 
tiff did  not  open  the  gate,  are  enough  to 
sustain  the  finding  of  negligence.  Such  or- 
dinances (and  it  may  be  questioned  whether 
they  do  more  than  affirm  a  general  rule)  are 
intended  to  protect  the  absentminded  from 
their  inattention,  the  careless  from  their 
want  of  car,  and  the  foolish  from  their  fol- 
ly; and  if,  in  spite  of  such  precaution,  one 
of  these  opens  the  gate,  the  fact  that  it  had 
once  been  closed  would  not  bar  an  action 
by  one  who  was  not  responsible  for  the  oon* 
dition  existing  at  the  time  the  accident  ac- 
tually occurred.    Defendant  has  cited  many 
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cases  to  sustain  its  position^  but  wc  do  not 
conceive  them  to  be  in  point.  They  could 
only  be  held  applicable  if  we  assume  that 
plaintifT  was  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, or  that  he  opened  the  gate.  This 
we  hare  no  power  to  do. 

It  is  finally  urged  that  the  testimony 
shows  that  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence  as  a  matter  of  law.  The 
question  is  whether  plaintiff  should  have 
taken  his  place  standing  Jinside  the  car  or 
on  the  platform.  Under  the  admitted  facts 
he  was  making  his  way  out,  and  was  in  the 
act  of  getting  on  the  step  at  the  time  he 
was  hurt.  The  fsQt  that  he  might  have 
ridden  in  the  car  instead  of  on  the  plat- 
form thus  becomes  immaterial. 

Whether  plaintiff  should  have  gone  to  the 
right  entrance  instead  of  to  the  left  is  also 
a  question  for  the  jury,  for  his  testimony 
is  that  the  way  was  so  crowded  that  he 
could  not  get  to  the  right  entrance.  To 
hold  plaintiff  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence under  the  testimony  in  this  case 
would  be  to  hold  that  the  mere  act  of  a 
passenger  in  alighting  from  a  crowded  car 
on  the  off  side  is  contributory  negligence 
as  a  matter  of  law.  The  law  will  not  sus- 
tain us  in  so  holding. 

Finding  no  error,  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 

Dnnbar,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gose,  Crow,  and 
Parker,  JJ.,  concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 


WASHIirOTON  SUPBJBMB  COURT. 
(In  Banc.) 

STATE  OF  WASHINGTON 

V. 

ARTHUR  ASH,  Appt.     . 

'(—  Wash.  —  ,122  Pac.  996.) 

Trial  —  instmetlon  —  manslaughter  — 
absence  off  evidence. 

1.  If  one  accused  of  murder  is,  on  the 
facts,  guilty  of  that  offense  unless,  by  rea- 
son of  his  mental  condition,  he  was  not 
responsible  for  his  acts,  an  instruction  of 
manslaughter  is  erroneous. 

Criminal  law  *—  fformer  Jeopardy  —  re- 
versal affter  conviction  off  Included 
ofTense. 

2.  The  reversal  for  a  new  trial  upon  de- 
fendant's appeal   of   a  conviction   of  man- 
Note.  —  The    decisions    on    the    question 

of  former  jeopardy  in  retrial  for  higher 
charge  after  setting  aside  verdict  on  lower 
charge  may  be  found  in  not&s  to  State  v. 
Oillis,  5  L.R.A.(X.S.)  571,  and  Brantley  v. 
State,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  959. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


slaughter  upon  a  charge  of  murder,  subjects 
him  to  a  retrial  upon  the  original  accusa- 
tion. 

(April  9,  3912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of    the    Superior    Court    for    Spokane 
County    convicting    him    of    manslaughter. 
Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.   Crandell   St  Crandell   for  ap- 
pellant. 

Messrs.  John  IJ.  Wiley  and  Robert  Ij. 
McWIlliams  for  the  State. 

Morris,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellant  was  tried  upon  an  information 
charging  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and 
was  convicted  of  manslaughter,  from  which 
he  appeals. 

The  main  assignments  of  error  are  based 
upon  the  instructions  of  the  court  submit- 
ting the  crime  of  manslaughter  to  the  jury; 
it  being  contended  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence supporting  such  an  instruction,  and 
hence  it  ^as  error  for  the  court  to  give  it. 
It  will  not  be  necessarv  to  review  the  evi- 
dence  to  ascertain  if  there  was  evidence  up- 
on which  the  instruction  submitting  man- 
slaughter could  be  sustained.  The'  state 
concedes  there  was  none.  In  referring  to 
the  evidence,  the  state  says  in  its  brief: 
"The  evidence  in  effect  was  that  the  de- 
fendant was  guilty  of  a  cold-blooded,  de- 
liberate murder,  unless  the  defense  of  in- 
sanity interposed  by  the  defendant  was  suffi- 
cient to  justify  the  homicide  and  to  warrant 
an  acquittal." 

The  character  of  defendant's  act,  unless 
excused  by  his  defense  of  insanity,  would 
seem  to  be  determined  from  the  fact  that  he 
hid  himself  in  the  bushes  near  the  residence 
of  the  deceased,  where  he  lay  in  ambush  alY 
night,  all  the  next  day,  and  up  to  9  o'clock 
p.  M.,  of  the  second  night,  awaiting  a  favor- 
able opportunity  to  shoot  and  kill  his  vic- 
tim. These  undisputed  facts  contain  no 
element  of  manslaughter.  The  defendant 
was  guilty  of  killing  a  human  being  with  a 
premeditated  design  to  effect  the  death  of 
the  person  killed,  without  excuse  or  justi- 
fication in  law;  or  else,  by  reason  of  his 
mental  condition,  he  was  not  subject  to  the 
penalties  of  the  law;  and  the  court  should 
so  have  instructed  the  jury.  It  was  there- 
fore error  to  submit  the  crime  of  man- 
slaughter, since  there  was  no  evidence  in 
the  case  upon  which  such  an  instruction 
could  be  predicated.  The  state  contends 
that,  since  the  greater  includes  the  less, 
manslaughter  is  included  in  murder  in  the 
first  or  second  degree.  Unquestionably  this 
is  true  in  law,  but  to  be  included  in  law  is 
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not  sufficient;  it  must  also  be  included  in 
fact.  We  have  so  held  in  a  number  of  cases. 
Reference  to  the  latest  two  will  be  suffi- 
cient. 

In  State  v.  Kruger,  60  Wash.  542,  111 
Pac.  769,  we  said:  "It  is  true  that  the 
greater  includes  the  less,  but  the  defendant 
is  not  guilty  of  either  unless  the  testimony 
brings  him  within  the  definition  of  a  crime. 
It  was  never  the  intent  of  the  law  to  sub- 
mit a  possible  verdict  upon  a  so-called  in- 
cluded crime,  because  included  in  law.  It 
must  be  included  in  fact,  and  by  the  facts  of 
the  particular  case." 

In  State  v.  Pepoon,  62  Wash.  635,  114 
Pac.  449,  it  is  said:  "It  is  no  doubt  true 
that  the  crime  of  murder  includes  the  lesser 
crimes  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  and 
of  manslaughter,  and  it  is  equally  true  that 
the  jury  has  a  right  to  determine  the  degree 
of  crime  which  was  committed.  But  that 
determination  must,  of  course,  be  based  up- 
on evidence.  That  is  all  that  gives  the  de- 
termination any  value.  The  anxiety  of  the 
law  is  to  give  the  defendant  the  full  benefit 
of  trial  by  jury  on  all  questions  of  fact,  and 
it  will  not  give  its  sanction  to  a  farcical  and 
arbitrary  determination  of  any  alleged  fact 
which  the  jury  has  had  no  possible  means  of 
determining.  If  the  defendant  had  been  in- 
formed against  for  manslaughter,  and  the 
state  had  failed  to  produce  any  evidence 
tending  to  show  the  commission  of  man- 
slaughter, as  it  did  fail  in  this  case  to  do, 
there  would  have  been  no  duty  resting  upon 
the  jury ;  and  it  would  clearly  have  been  the 
.  duty  of  the  court  to  discharge  the  jury,  be- 
cause there  was  nothing  upon  which  the 
function  of  a  jury  could  take  hold,  and  to 
discharge  the  defendant.  The  legal  function 
of  the  jury  is  not  at  all  changed  because  the 
question  for  determination  arises  upon  an 
information  in  the  first  degree.  We  are,  of 
course,  not  speaking  with  reference  to 
weight  of  testimony,  but  of  a  case  where 
there  is  no  testimony  whatever  to  weigh 
tending  to  show  the  commission  of  the  lesser 
degree." 

Answering  the  rule  of  these  cases,  the 
state  contends  that  inasmuch  as  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  manslaughter  is  included  in  law 
in  a  charge  of  murder  in  the  first  degree, 
and  as  under  our  practice  jurors  are  the 
sole  judges  of  the  facts,  the  court  cannot 
say  as  a  matter  of  law  there  is  no  testi- 
mony to  establish  any  of  the  lesser  or  in- 
cluded crimes,  but  must  admit  the  legal 
inclusion  and  submit  the  inclusion  in  fact 
to  the  jury.  This  would  be  required  where 
there  was  anv  fact  or  facts  to  be  deter- 
mined  by  the  jury.  But  the  court  is  not 
required  to  submit  any  determination  of  a 
fact  to  a  jury  when  there  is  no  fact,  nor 
to  permit  a  jury  to  establish  by  its  verdict 
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a  fact  which  there  is  no  evidence  to  sustain. 
Verdicts  must  be  founded  upon  facts  in  evi- 
dence ;  and  the  court  can  only  submit  to  the 
jury  such  verdicts  as  may  be  found  from  a 
review  of  the  facts  in  evidence  when  there 
is  substantial  evidence  to  establish  a  fact; 
the  court  cannot  weigh  it  nor  determine  its 
relative  merit.  Nor  can  it  convert  an  inclu- 
sion in  law  into  an  inclusion  in  fact,  until 
there  is  a  fact.  The  inclusion  in  fact  being 
established,  the  inclusion  in  law'  follows; 
but  the  latter  cannot  exist  alone,  nor  find  a 
place  in  any  criminal  trial,  until  the  essen- 
tial and  indispensable  facts  appear  in  the 
evidence.  Neither  can  we  accept  the  argu- 
ment of  the  state  that  appellate  courts 
should  not  shut  their  eyes  to  the  fact  that 
jurors  sometimes  refuse  to  obey  the  in- 
structions of  the  court,  when  there  is  no 
alternative  between  finding  a  man  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree  and  finding 
him  not  guilty;  and  ofttimes,  under  the  im- 
pulse of  sentiment  or  other  motive,  acquit 
rather  than  subject  the  accused  by  their  ver- 
dict to  the  penalties  of  murder  in  the  first 
deree.  That  jurors  refuse  to  do  their  sworn 
duty  in  homicide  cases  cannot  influence 
judges  in  not  doing  theirs;  and,  if  actuated 
by  motives  other  than  their  obligation  to 
the  state  and  to  themselves,  jurors  permit 
guilty  men  to  escape  their  just  dues,  the 
fault  must  rest  with  the  jurors,  and  not 
with  the  courts,  who  must  ever  refuse  to 
commit  one  legal  wrong  in  order  to  palliate 
another.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  it  was  error  for  the  court  to  submit 
an  instruction  involving  the  crime  of  man- 
slaughter. 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  we  are 
brought  face  to  face  with  another  grave 
problem, — the  effect  of  this  ruling  upon  the 
appellant.  It  is  contended,  following  the 
rule  laid  down  in  State  v.  Robinson,  12 
Wash.  349,  41  Pac.  51,  902;  State  v.  Mur- 
phy, 13  W^ash.  229,  43  Pac.  44;  and  State 
ex  rel.  Moorehead  v.  Chapman,  64  Wash. 
140,  116  Pac.  592,  that  the  verdict  of  man- 
slaughter is  in  legal  efi'ect.  an  acquittal  of 
the  higher  degree  of  homicide;  and  appel- 
lant cannot  again  be  tried  for  those  crimes 
without  being  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the 
same  offense;  and,  as  there  was  no  evidence 
upon  which  to  justify  conviction  of  man- 
slaughter, the  result  must  be  the  discharge 
of  the  defendant.  One  of  these  rules  must 
be  departed  from,  or  else  in  this  case,  as  in 
many  others  where  the  verdict  results  from 
an  erroneous  view  of  the  law  by  the  court 
below  and  the  submission  of  improper  ver- 
dicts, the  appellate  court,  in  correcting  the 
error  and  thus  seeking  to  do  justice  as  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  defendant,  musi 
lay  down  a  rule  which  results  in  the  great- 
est injustice,  and  turns  loose  murderers  and 
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other  violators  of  the  law  to  prey  upon 
other  victims  of  their  criminal  lust.  We 
have  therefore  carefully  and  conscientious- 
ly reviewed  these  two  rules  in  order  to 
satisfy  ourselves  which  is  best  founded  in 
reasoif,  and  which  best  serves  the  justice 
and  purpose  of  the  law.  The  first  of  these 
rules,  as  found  in  State  v.  Kruger,  and 
State  V.  Pepoon,  supra,  was  first  reviewed 
by  the  court  in  State  v.  McPhail,  39  Wash. 
199,  81  Pac.  683,  where  it  is  said  that  ''the 
decisions  are  practically  uniform  to  the 
effect  that  a  defendant  can  only  be  convict- 
ed of  a  lesser  degree  or  of  an  attempt  when 
there  is  testimony  to  sustain  such  a  convic- 
tion. ...  A  party  has  no  constitution- 
al right  to  a  compromise  verdict  which  is 
not  supported  by  any  testimony."  We  rest 
our  adherence  to  that  rule,  which* has  be- 
come one  of  universal  application,  upon  the 
authority  and  reasoning  of  the  McPhail, 
Kruger,  and  Pepoon  Gases.  It  is  to-day  and 
ever  has  been  the  law  without  dissent  or 
qualification. 

The  other  rule  that  a  conviction  of  a 
lesser  degree  of  a  given  crime  is  in  legal 
effect  an  acquittal  of  the  higher  degrees, 
entitling  the  defendant  to  a  discliarge  of  the 
higher  degrees  upon  a  new  trial,  was  first 
noted  by  this  court  in  State  v.  Robinson,  12 
Wash.  349,  41  Pac.  51,  902,  although  the 
point  was  not. squarely  raised  or  pa^^ed  up- 
on until  the  decision  of  State  v.  Murphy,  13 
Wash.  229,  43  Pac.  44,  where  it  was  held 
that  a  conviction  of  murder  in  the  second 
degree  was  an  acquittal  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  and  the  defendant  could  only 
be  again  tried  for  the  lesser  crime.  The 
only  member  of  the  present  court  who  took 
part  in  the  decision  of  State  v.  Murphy  is 
the  present  chief  justice,  who  vigorously  dis- 
sented from  the  rule  announced.  It  would 
be  useless  to  attempt  to  harmonize  the  Am- 
erican cases  upon  this  point.  They  are  in 
as  direct  conflict  as  it  is  possible  for  oppos- 
ing opinions  to  be.  The  older  rule  is  the 
one  holding  that  a  conviction  of  a  lesser  of- 
fense is  not  an  acquittal  of  greated  offenses 
charged  in  the  same  information,  operating 
as  a  bar  upon  the  granting  of  a  new  trial. 
It  was  first  announced  in  3819  in  Morris  v. 
State,  1  Blackf.  37,  and  has  been  followed 
in:  Brantley  v.  State,  132  <}a.  573,  22 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  959,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  218, 
04  S.  E.  676,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1203;  Veatch 
v.  State,  60  Ind.  291;  State  v.  McCord, 
8  Kan.  232,  12  Am.  Rep.  469;  Re  Somers, 
31  Nev.  531,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  504,  135  Am. 
St.  Rep.  700,  103  Pac.  1073;  Com.  v.  Ar- 
nold, 83  Ky.  1,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  114,  70 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  210;  State  v.  Kessler,  15 
Utah,  142,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  911,  49  Pac. 
293;  Bohanan  v.  State,  18  Neb.  67,  53  Am. 
Rep.  791,  24  N.  W.  390,  6  Am.  CHm.  Rep. 
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487;.  State  v.  Behimer,  20  Ohio  St.  572; 
Briggs  V.  Com.  82  Va.  554;  State  v.  Brad- 
ley, 67  Vt.  465,  32  Atl.  238;  Turner  v. 
Territory,  15  Okla.  557,  82  Pac.  650;  State 
V.  Gillis,  73  S.  C.  318,  5  L.RJl.(N.S.)  571, 
114  Am.  St.  Rep.  95,  53  S.  E.  487,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  993;  State  v.  Matthews,  142  N.  C.  621, 
55  S.  E.  342;  United  States  v.  Harding,  1 
Wall.  Jr.  127,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,301 ;  Trono 
V.  United  States,  199  U.  S.  521,  50  L.  ed. 
292,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  121,  4  Ann.  Cas.  773, 
and  other  cases  from  the  same  courts. 

The  theory  of  these  cases  is  that,  when 
a  conviction  for  the  lesser  crime,  under 
an  indictment  or  information  charging  a  ■ 
greater  crime,  is  reversed  upon  the  volun- 
tary appeal  of  a  defendant,  he  thereby 
waives  the  acquittal  upon  the  higher  charge, 
and,  upon  the  conviction  being  set  aside, 
he  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  no  trial  had 
been  had;  the  reversal  operating  upon  the 
acquittal  as  well  as  upon  the  conviction. 
In  some  of  these  states  statutes  may  be 
found  providing,  in  effect,  that  a  new  trial 
places  the  parties  in  the  same  portion  as- 
if  no  trial  had  been  had.  In  others  there  is- 
no  such  statute;  while  in  some  states  hav-- 
ing  such  a  statute  the  contrary  rule  is  held,- 
as  in  Johnson  v.  State,  29  Ark.  31,  21  Am. 
Rep.  154,  ^  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  430.  It  would' 
therefore  seem,  as  stated  in  the  note  to 
Com.  V.  Arnold,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.  119,  that* 
the  existence  or  nonexistence  of  the  statute 
has  not  been  a  determining  factor  in  the 
decisions.  The  contrary  line  of  decisions 
commences  in  1846  with  Slaughter  v.  State, 
6  Humph.  410,  and  this  rule  has  been  fol- 
lowed in  many  cases  collected  in  note  to 
dissenting  opinion  in  Trono  v.  United 
States,  supra,  and  in  State  v.  Gillis,  73  S. 
C.  318,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  671,  114  Am.  St. 
Rep.  95,  53  S.  E.  487,  6  Ann.  Cas.  993,  and 
Brantley  v.  State,  132  Ga.  573,  22  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  959,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  218,  64  S.  B. 
676,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1203.  They  rest  upon 
the  theory,  as  stated  in  People  v.  Dowling, 
84  N.  Y.  478,  that  no  person  shall  be  twice 
put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  offense,  and 
that  the  application  for  a  correction  of  the 
verdict  is  not  to  be  taken  as  more  extensive 
than  the  defendant's  needs.  He  asks  for  a 
reversal  of  so  much  of  the  judgment  as  con- 
victed him  of  guilt,  but  does  not  ask  for  a 
correction  of  so  much  of  it  as  acquits  hint 
of  any  crime;  and  that,  while  waiving  his 
privilege  as  to  one  offense,  he  keeps  it  as  te 
the  other;  the  waiver  being  construed  to- 
extend  to  the  precise  thing  as  to  which  re- 
lief is  sought. 

The  only  statute  we  have  defining  a  new- 
trial  is  Rem.  &  Bal.  Code,  §  398:  "A  new 
trial  is  a  re-examination  of  an  issue  of  fact 
in  the  same  court  after  a  trial  and  decision' 
by  a  jury,  court,  or  referees.'*    This  statute 


614 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Afb., 


itdds  no  particular  strength  to  the  position 
we  have  taken,  as  it  only  announces  what 
would  unquestionably  be  the  rule  irrespec- 
tive of  any  statutory  definition,  although 
it  would  seem  that,  in  using  the  phrase 
''a  re-examination  of  an  issue/'  it  was 
^eant  to  re-examine  the  whole  issue  as 
originally  presented  to  the  court  or  jury, 
and  not  a  part  of  that  issue  less  than  the 
whole.  It  will  not  be  denied  that,  when 
in  an  appeal  in  a  criminal  case  where  a 
single  offense  only  is  charged,  a  verdict  of 
guilty  is  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  granted, 
the  effect  is  to  annul  the  judgment  below 
as  effectively  as  if  there  had  been  no  trial; 
and  the  defendant  stands  before  the  bar  of 
the  court  upon  his  second  trial  in  the  iden- 
tical position  in  which  he  stood  upon  the 
first  trial.  None  of  his  rights  have  been 
abridged,  nor  have  any  additional  burdens 
been  cast  upon  him.  The  right  of  appeal  is 
a  privilege  granted  by  law,  and,  when  that 
right  is  taken  advantage  of  by  a  defendant 
convicted  of  ai)  included  offense,  he  must 
accept  the  privilege  with  all  its  attendant 
results;  and  one  of  those  results,  and  the 
one  in  effect  prayed  for  in  all  criminal  ap- 
peals, is  to  have  the  appellate  court  vacate 
the  judgment  against  -him'  and  grant  a  new 
trial,  because  he  has  not  had.  that  fair 
and  impartial  trial  guaranteed  him  by  the 
Constitution,  or  because  some  rule  of  law 
has  been  improperly  announced  to  his  preju- 
dice. And,  when  his  plea  for  a  new  trial 
has  been  granted,  he  is  no  more  in  jeopardy 
as  to  the  greater  offense,  of  which  it  is  said 
he  was  acquitted,  than  as  to  the  included 
offense  of  which  he  was •  convicted;  because 
by  his  own  act-  he  has  procured  the  trial  and 
its  attendant  judgment  to  be  set  aside  and 
held  for  naught  that  he  may  again  be  per- 
mitted to  traverse  the  charge,  as  in  the  first 
instance. 

In  the  Trono  Case,  it  is  said  in  reviewing 
these  conflicting  rules:  "In  our  opinion  the 
better  doctrine  is  that  which  does  not  limit 
the  court  or  jury  upon  a  new  trial  to  a  con- 
sideration of  the  question  of  guilt  of  the 
lower  offense  of  which  the  accused  was  con- 
victed on  the  first  trial,  but  that  the  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  of  conviction  opens 
up  the  whole  controversy  and  acts  upon 
the  original  judgment  as  if  it  had  never 
been.  The  accused  by  his  own  action  has 
obtained  a  reversal  of  the  whole  judgment; 
and  we  see  no  reason  why  he  should  not, 
upon  a  new  trial,  be  proceeded  against  as 
if  no  trial  had  previously  taken  place.  We 
do  not  agree  to  the  view  that  the  accused 
has  the  right  to  limit  his  waiver  as  to 
jeopardy,  when  he  appeals  from  a  judgment 
against  him.  As  the  judgment  stands  be- 
fore he  appeals,  it  is  a  complete  bar  to  any 
further  prosecution  for  the  offense  set  forth 
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in  the  indictment,  or  of  any  lesser  degree 
thereof.  No  power  can  wrest  from  him  the 
right  to  so  use  that  judgment,  but,  if  he 
chooses  to  appeal  from  it  and  to  ask  for  its 
reversal,  he  thereby  waives,  if  successful, 
his  right  to  avail  himself  of  the  former 
acquittal  of  the  greater  offense  contained  in 
the  judgment  which  he  has  himself  pro- 
cured to  be  reversed.  .  .  .  When  the 
first  trial  is  entered  upon,  he  is  then  put 
in  jeopardy  within  the  meaning  of  the 
phrase,  and  yet  it  has  been  held,  as  late  as 
United  States  v.  Ball,  163  U.  S.  602,  671, 
41  L.  ed.  300,  303,  16  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1192 
(and  nobody  now  doubts  it),  that,  if  the 
judgpnent  of  conviction  be  reversed  on  his' 
own  appeal,  he  cannot  avail  himself  of  the 
once-in- jeopardy  provision  as  a  bar  to  a 
new  trial  of  the  offense  of  which  he  was  con- 
victed. And  this  is  generally  put  upon  the 
ground  that  by  appeal  he  waives  his  right 
to  the  plea,  and  asks  the  court  to  award  him 
a  new  trial,  although  its  effect  will  be,  if 
granted,  that  he  will  be'  again  tried  for 
the  offense  of  which  he  has  been  once  con- 
victed. This  holding  shows  that  there  can 
be  a  waiver  of  the  defense  by  reason  of  the 
action  of  the  accused,  as  there  is  therefore 
a  waiver  in  any  event,  and  the  question  is 
as  to  its  extent  (that  is,  how  far  the  ac- 
cused by  his  own  action  may  be  deemed  to 
have  waived  his  right).  It  seems  much 
more  rational  and  in  better  accord  with  the 
proper  administration  of  the  criminal  law 
to  hold  that  by  appealing  the  accused  waives 
the  right  to  thereafter  plead  once  in  jeop- 
ardy, when  he  has  obtained  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment,  even  as  to  that  part  of  it  which 
acquitted  him  of  the  higher  while  convicting 
him  of  the  lower  offense.  When  at  his  own 
request  he  has  obtained  a  new  trial,  he  must 
take  the  burden  with  the  benefit,  and  go 
back  for  a  new  trial  of  the  whole  case.  It 
does  not  appear  to  us  to  be  a  practice  found- 
ed on  solid  reason  to  permit  such  a  limited 
waiver  by  an  accused  party,  while  himself 
asking  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment." 

This  reasoning  is,  to  our  minds,  so  cogent 
that  we  do  not  deem  it  profitable  to  further 
extend  this  opinion  by  enlarging  upon  it 
other  than  to  say  it  preserves  all  the  consti- 
tutional and  other  rights  of  both  parties  to 
a  criminal  trial, — ^the  state  and  the  accused. 
The  announcement  of  this  rule  may  disturb 
the  guilty  who  seek  through  the  intricate 
mazes  of  technical  and  refined  subtleties  to 
escape  punishment  for  their  evil  deeds,  as 
in  this  case,  where  to  take  the  contrary 
view  would  mean  that  a  murderer  who  ad- 
mits his  crime,  and  whose  only  regret  is 
that  he  was  apprehended  before  his  lust  for 
killing  was  fully  satisfied^  as  he  sought  a 
second  victim,  would  be  left  free  to  pursue 
his  criminal  intent  until  he  had  added  other 
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victimB  to  hig  score.  Courts  should  give 
to  all  persons  accused  of  crime  the  benefit 
of  all  the  law  that  wisdom  has  created  to 
shield  the  innocent  from  false  accusation, 
but  they  only  bring  themselves  into  ridicule 
when  they  seek,  through  mei^ningless  tech- 
nicalities and  hairsplitting  distinctions,  to 
build  up  a  protecting  wall  behind  which  the 
guilty  may  avoid  the  penalty  of  their  mis- 
deeds. It  is  to  be  deplored  that  juries  will 
sometimes  so  forget  their  sworn  duty  as 
to  refuse  to  hold  up  violators  of  the  law  to 
the  full  measure  of  their  misdeeds.  Courts 
should  not  aid  in  this  miscarriage  of  jus- 
tice by  creating  technical  and  subtle  dis- 
tinctions in  the  law,  and  thus  enable  the 
guilty  to  altogether  escape.  We  cannot  con- 
trol the  verdicts  of  juries  in  their  failure 
to  make  true  deliverance  between  the  state 
and  the  criminal,  but  we  can  refuse  to  ex- 
tend the  farce  so  as  to  make  it  operate  as 
an  absolute  discharge.  Believing  that  a 
new  trial  to  one  found  guilty  of  a  lesser  of- 
fense should  on  his  appeal  be  held  a  new 
trial  upon  all  offenses  included  within  the 
charge  that  find  sustaining  facts  in  the  evi- 
dence, we  BO  hold,  and  adopt  such  rule  for 
our  future  guidance.  It  may  not  be  sup- 
ported by  the  greater  number  of  adjudicat- 
ed cases,  but  it  appeals  to  us  as  based  upon 
the  best  reasoning  and  soundest  judgment. 
It  follows  that  State  v.  Murphy,  and  other 
cases  expressing  contrary  views,  are  here- 
by overruled. 

Because  of  the  error  in  the  improper  sub- 
mission of  a  verdict  for  manslaughter,  the 
judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  trial  upon  the  informa- 
tion. 

Dunbar,  Ch.  J.,  and  Ellis,  Mount, 
Crow,  Chadwlck,  and  Parker,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 
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Intoxleatlni?  liquor  —  filling  prescrip- 
tion —  sale. 

A  statute  making  it  unlawful  to  sell  in- 
toxicating liquor,  with  or  without  a  license, 


Note. '•'Sale  hy  others  than  retail  sa- 
loon "keepers  as  violation  of  statute 
forhidfling  sale  within  given  distance 
of  school  or  church. 

The  decision  in  State  v.  Pomeroy,  hold- 
ing that  a  statute  making  it  unlawful  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


within  a  prescribed  distance  of  a  school,  ap- 
plies to  a  physician,  who  is  a  pharmacist, 
prescribing  liquor  for  a  patient,  and  filling 
the  prescription  from  his  stock,  which  is 
located  within  the  prescribed  distance  of  a 
schooL 

• 

(May  8,   1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Spokane 
County,  convicting  him  of  selling  intoxi- 
eating  liquor,  contrary  to  law.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  T.  StoU  and  Oscar  C.  Nel- 
son for  appellant. 

Messrs.  John  W.  Wiley  and  H.  B. 
Jesseph,  for  the  State. 

Statutes  prohibiting  or  regulating  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  are  applicable 
to  druggists  and  physicians,  unless  excep- 
tions or  special  provisions  are  made  in  their 
favor.  But  the  statutes  usually  allow  them 
to  dispense  liquors  for  medicinal  use,  either 
by  way  of  exception  to  the  general  prohibi- 
tions of  the  law,  or  under  a  special  form 
of  license  or  permit. 

23  Cyc.  166,  188;  Woods  v.  State,  36  Ark. 
36,  38  Am.  Rep.  23 ;  Brown  v.  State,  9  Neb. 
189,  2  N.  W.  214;  Carl  v.  State,  89  Ala. 
93,  8  So.  157 ;  King  v.  State,  66  Miss.  602, 
6  So.  189;  State  v.  Fleming,  32  Kan.  588,  5 
Pac.  21,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  324;  Chipman 
V.  People,  24  Colo.  520,  52  Pac.  677;  Scanlon 
V.  Denver,  38  Colo.  401,  88  Pac.  156;  State 
V.  Summers,  142  Mo.  586,  44  S.  W.  797. 

Dunbar,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  involves  the  construction  of  § 
4744,  Rem.  &,  Bal.  Code,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: "It  shall  be  unlawful  to  sell  or  in 
any  way  dispose  of  any  vinous,  spirituous, 
malt,  or  other  intoxicating  liquors,  with  or 
without  a  license,  within  two  thousand 
(2,000)  feet  of  any  normal  school,  agricul- 
tural college,  reform  school,  or  state  school 
for  defective  youth,  now  established  or 
which  may  hereafter  be  legally  established 
within  the  state  of  Washington:  Provided, 
that  nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  effect  in  any  way  the  provisions 
of  the  last  two  preceding  sections."  The 
agreed  statement  of  facts  shows  that  the 
appellant  for  many  years  had  been,  and 
at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  information 
in  this  case  was,  a  duly  licensed  practising 
physician  and  druggist,  and  owned  a  drug 


sell  intoxicating  liquor  with  or  without  a 
license  within  a  prescribed  distance  of  a 
school  is  violated  where  a  physician,  who  is 
a  pharmacist,  prescribes  liquor  for  a  patient, 
and  fills  the  prescription  from  his  stock, 
which  is  located  within  the  prescribed  dis- 
tance of   a   school,   seems  sound,   since  it 
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store  situated  within  2,000  feet  of  the  Che- 
ney normal  school.  At  the  date  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  the  defendant,  as  a  physi- 
cian, prescribed  a  quart  of  whiskey  for  a 
patient,  who  took  the  prescription  to  the 
defendant's  drug  store,,  where  it  was  filled 
by  a  duly  licensed  pharmacist,  who  had 
charge  of  defendant's  drug  store,  acting  un- 
der and  by  his  direction  and  by  his  author- 
ity* Defendant  was  found  guilty  of  violat- 
ing the  statute.  Judgment  was  entered,  and 
this  appeal  follows. 

The  single  question  involved  is:  Is  the 
appellant,  by  reason  of  his  being  a  physician 
and  pharmacist  exempt  from  the  operation 
of  the  law?  In  support  of  his  contention 
appellant  cites  the  following  from  36  Cyc. 
1106:  "The  great  fundamental  rule  in  con- 
struing statutes  is  to  ascertain  and  give 
effect  to  the   intention   of   the   legislature. 


This  intention,  however,  must  be  the  inten- 
tion as  expressed  in  the  statute,  and  where 
the  meaning  of  the  language  used  is  plain, 
it  must  be  given  effect  by  the  courts,  or 
they  would  be  assuming  legislative  author- 
ity. But  where  the  language  of  the  statute 
is  of  doubtful  meaning,  or  where  an  adher- 
ence to  the  strict  letter  would  lead  to  in- 
justice, to  absurdity,  or  to  contradictory  pro- 
visions, the  duty  devolves  upon  the  court  of 
ascertaining  the  true  meaning.  If  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  cannot  be  discov- 
ered, it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  give  the 
statute  a  reasonable  construction,  consistent 
with  the  general  principles  of  law.  .  .  .. 
Closely  allied  to  the  doctrine  of  the  equit- 
able construction  of  the  statutes,  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  general  object  of  enfor- 
cing the  intention  of  the  legislature^  is  the 
rule  that  the  spirit  or  reason  of  the  law 


would  appear  that  no  other  conclusion  could 
be  reached  without  judicially  adding  an  ex- 
ception not  created  by  the  legislature. 

A  conclusion  in  accord  with  that  in  State 
V.  PoMEStOY  was  reached  in  Cotton  v.  State, 
62  Ark.  585,  37  S.  W.  48,  where  it  was  held 
that  an  act  making  it  unlawful  for  any  per- 
son to  sell  or  give  away  any  liquors  except 
wines  for  sacramental  purposes,  within  a 
certain  distance  of  a  school  building,  made 
it  unlawful  for  manufacturers  of  liquors  to 
sell  in  the  prohibited  territory,  since  the 
statute  contained  no  exceptions  as  to  these 
dealers,  and  the  court  oould  create  none. 

In  Salmon  v.  State,  81  Ark.  56,  98  S.  W. 
702,  where  the  act  regulating  the  sale  of 
liquor  by  manufacturers  and  the  act  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  liquors  within  a  certain 
distance  of  schools  were  amended  within  a 
few  weeks  of  each  other,  and  the  provision 
in  the  former,  authorizing  manufacturers  to 
sell  without  a  license,  was  left  unchanged, 
while  the  latter,  as  amended,  prohibited  the 
sale  of  liquor  within  a  certain  distance  of 
scliools,  except  the  sale  of  wine  for  sacra- 
mental purposes,  alcoholic  stimulants  pre- 
scribed by  a  regular  physician,  and  the  sale 
or  giving  away  by  manufacturers  of  wines 
made  from  grapes  or  berries,  it  was  held 
that  manufacturers  of  whisky  were  not 
privileged  to  sell  whisky  within  the  prohib- 
ited territory. 

In  J.  W.  Kelly  &  Co.  v.  State,  123  Tenn. 
516,  132  S.  W.  193,  it  was  held  that  a  stat- 
ute providing,  "It  shall  not  hereafter  be 
lawful  for  any  person  to  sell  or  tipple  any 
intoxicating  liquors,  including  wine,  ale, 
and  beer,  as  a  beverage,  within  4  miles  of 
any  schoolhouse,"  was  violated  by  a  sale  in 
wholesale  quantity  by  one  wholesaler  to  an- 
other wholesale  dealer,  who  purchased  to 
resell  at  wholesale. 

In  reaching  this  conclusion  the  court  held 
that  the  word  "sale,"  as  used  in  the  title, 
which  prohibited  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  as  a  beverage  near  a  school,  was 
used  in  its  ordinary  sense,  and  included  all 
sales  generally,  and  was  not  cut  down  by 
the  words  "as  a  beverage,"  and  it  was  fur- 
S9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ther  held  that  the  word  "tipple,"  as  used  in 
the  act,  was  merely  a  subdivision  of  the 
term  "sale,"  and  it  was  also  held  that  the 
conjunction  "or,"  used  between  the  words 
"sell"  and  "tipple,"  was  used  in  a  dis- 
junctive sense,  so  that  the  act  prohibited  all 
sales  in  general. 

In  State  V.  Tarver,  11  Lea,  658,  the  stat- 
ute making  it  unlawful  to  sell  or  tipple  any 
intoxicating  beverage  within  a  specific  dis- 
tance of  schools  contains  an  exception  as  to 
sales  by  manufacturers  selling  liquors  in 
wholesale  packages  or  quantities,  but  this 
exception  was  held  not  to  cover  a  sale  by  a 
manufacturer  to  persons  for  the  purpose  of 
consumption,  since  such  sale  constituted 
him  a  retailer  in  the  transaction. 

Likewise  in  Harrison  v.  State,  96  Tenn. 
648,  35  S.  W.  559,  where  an  act  prohibiting 
the  selling  or  tippling  of  any  intoxicating 
beverage  within  4  miles  of  any  incorporated 
institution  of  learning  contained  an  excep- 
tion as  to  sales  by  manufacturers  of  liquor 
sold  in  wholesale  packas^es  or  quantities,  the 
act  was  held  to  be  violated  where  a  whole- 
saler sold  a  barrel  of  whisky  to  a  combina- 
tion of  persons  organized  to  obtain  the 
liquor  to  take  home,  who  met  with  their 
receptacles  and  paid  their  portions  of  the 
purchase  price,  and  turned  it  over  to  one 
who  paid  it  to  the  manufacturer,  who  then 
delivered  the  barrel  of  whisky,  which  was 
immediately  divided  among  the  contribu- 
tors, since  such  a  sale  was  a  retail,  and  not 
a  wholesale,  sale,  the  distinction  between 
such  sales  not  resting  upon  the  quantity 
sold,  but  upon  the  purpose  for  which  the 
sale  was  made. 

In  Boyd  V.  State,  12  Lea,  687,  it  was  held 
no  defense  to  a  prosecution  for  violating  the 
act  prohibiting  the  selling  of  liquor  within 
a  specified  distance  of  an  incorporated  in- 
stitution of  learning  that  the  sale  was  made 
bv  one  who  had  complied  with  the  United 
States  requirements,  on  a  steamboat  while 
under  wav,  where  such  steamer  was  within 
the  prohibited  distance  of  such  an  institu- 
tion. J.  T.  W. 
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will  prevail  over  its  letter.  Especially  is 
this  rule  applicable  where  the  literal  mean- 
ing is  absurd,  or,  if  given  effect,  would 
work  injustice,  or  where  the  provision  was 
inserted  through  inadvertence.  Words  may 
accordingly  be  rejected  and  others  substi- 
tuted, even  though  the  effect  is  to  make 
portions  of  the  statute  entirely  inoperative. 
So  the  meaning  of  general  terms  may  be  re- 
strained by  the  spirit  or  reason  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  general  language  may  be  construed 
to  admit  implied  exceptions." 

Unquestionably,  the  first  duty  of  the 
court  is  to  determine  the  intention  of  the 
legislature.  That  is  the  lawmaking  power. 
All  of  the  canons  of  construction  relied  up- 
on by  appellant  are  only  brought  to  bear 
where  the  language  of  the  statute  is  of 
doubtful  meaning,  and  courts  should  be  ex- 
ceedingly .  careful  in  annulling  the  provi- 
sions of  a  statute  by  construction  when  the 
language  is  plain  and  unequivocal,  or  be- 
cause in  its  opinion  the  enforcement  of  the 
law  as  plainly  expressed  would  lead  to  in- 
justice; lest,  under  the  claim  and  guise  of 
construction,  it  arbitrarily  substitutes  its 
judgment  for  the  judgment  of  the  lawmak- 
ing power.  It  is  fundamental  that,  with 
the  wisdom  or  unwisdom,  the  policy  or  im- 
policy of  the  enactment,  within  constitu- 
tional limits,  the  legislature  is  supreme. 
The  legislature  is  a  representative  body; 
the  members  are  elected  with  reference  to 
their  views  on  questions  of  public  policy 
and  of  local  interest.  Through  their  agents, 
the  will  of  the  people  crystallizes  into  law: 
and,  within  the  limits  we  have  mentioned 
above,  becomes  supreme.  And  whether  the 
enactment  or  enforcement  of  a  law  will  lead 
to  injustice  or  absurdity  is  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  determine.  There  is  always  a  dif- 
ference of  opinion  on  these  questions  of  pub- 
lic policy,  and  especially  with  reference  to 
prohibitory  or  sumptuary  legislation.  The 
language  of  the  act  is  in  no  way  limited. 
The  theme  is  the  disposing  of  intoxicating 
liquors  within  2,000  feet  of  certain  desig- 
nated institutions.  The  prohibition  is'  as 
follows:  "It  shall  be  unlawful  to  sell  or 
in  any  way  dispose  of  any  vinous,  spiritu- 
ous, malt  or  other  intoxicating  liquors,  with 
or  without  a  license,  within  two  thousand 
(2,000)  feet  of  any  normal  school,"  etc. 
It  is  unequivocal,  plain,  emphatic,  without 
reservation,  and  evidently  represents  the 
legislative  idea  of  suitable  laws  for  the 
protection  of  students  of  these  institutions. 
If,  in  the  judgment  of  the  legislature,  an 
exception  should  have  been  made  in  favor 
of  druggists,  the  exception  would  have  been 
expressed,  as  it  is  in  many  other  provisions 
in  relation  to  the  sale  of  intoxicating  li- 
quors. We  have  recently  held,  in  State  v. 
.Robinson,  67  Wash.  425,  121  Pac.  848,  in 
Xi  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


construing  the  local  option  law,  that  limita- 
tions or  provisions  were  not  to  be  con- 
strued into  a  statute.  In  the  case  there 
under  consideration,  the  law  provides  that, 
when  a  vote  has  become  operative  within  a 
dry  unit,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  sell,  give 
away,  or  in  any  manner  dispose  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  in  any  quantity  whatever  with- 
in such  unit.  But  special  provision  is  made 
in  the  act  for  selling  in  such  territory  by 
druggists  and  pharmacists,  and  appellant's 
contention  in  that  case  was  that  the  prohi- 
bition only  reaches  to  sales  by  retail.  We 
held,  however,  that,  had  it  been  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legislature  to  make  any  excep- 
tions, it  would  have  been  expressed  in  the 
act;  the  court  saying:  "The  act  is  preg- 
nant with  but  one  meaning,  and  that  mean- 
ing is  that  intoxicating  liquors  shall  not  be 
sold  in  dry  units  except  by  druggists  and 
pharmacists.  Any  other  view  would  take 
the  life  blood  out  of  the  act.  The  whole- 
saler within  a  dry  unit  must,  like  his  com- 
petitor without  that  unit,  make  his  sales 
in  wet  territory.  As  we  have  suggested, 
had  it  been  the  intention  of  the  lawmaking 
body  to  permit  a  unit  to  prohibit  only  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  at  retail,  that 
purpose  would  have  been  expressly  stated 
in  both  the  title  and  the  body  of  the  act, 
and  it  would  not  have  taken  22  sections  to 
state  it.  To  hold  that  the  language  in  the 
proviso  at  §  18  implies  the  riglit  of  a  whole- 
saler in  a  dry  unit  to  both  sell  and  deliver 
therein  would  be  to  read  out  of  the  statute 
words  of  clear  and  certain  meaning,  and  to 
read  into  it  a  privilege  which  the  lawmak- 
ing branch  of  the  government  deemed  it  wise 
to  withhold." 

The  same  might  with  equal  propriety  be 
said  here.  In  the  law  under  consideration 
there,  an  exception  was  made  in  favor  of 
druggists,  but  none  is  made  in  their  favor 
in  this  statute.  It  must  be  concluded  that 
none  was  intended.  It  is  said  by  Suther- 
land on  Statutory  Ck>nstruction,  §  236: 
"The  certainty  of  the  law  is  next  in  im- 
portance to  its  justice.  And  if  the  legisla- 
ture has  expressed  its  intention  in  the  law 
itself  with  certainty,  it  is  ifot  admissible  to 
depart  from  that  intention  on  any  extra- 
neous consideration  or  theory  of  construc- 
tion." The  laws  governing  the  sale  of  li- 
quor, notwithstanding  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  can  readily  be  ascertained  by  the  direct 
and  positive  language  employed,  would  in- 
deed become  uncertain  if  they  were  held 
susceptible  of  construction  because,  in  the 
opinion  of  someone,  the  law  was  unreason- 
able. Laws  will  always  be  regarded  as  un- 
reasonable by  those  whose  interests  are  dele- 
teriously  affected  by  such  laws;  but,  as  we 
have  intimated,  the  proper  forum  for  a  dis- 
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cuBsion  and  determination  of  such  question 
is  the  legislature. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Ellis,  Mount,  Morris,  and  FuUerton, 
JJ.,  concur. 


WEST   VIRGINIA   SUPREME   COURT 
OF  APPEALS. 

ARTHUR  F.  BENNETT  et  al.,  Appte., 

V. 

F.  M.   BOOTH. 

'(_  W.  Va.  —,  73  S.  E.  909.) 

Easement  —  reservation  —  conveyance 
with  visible  burden. 

1.  If  an  owner  of  land  erect  a  milldam 
upon  it  for  the  purpose  of  operating  a  grist- 
mill, and  thereafter  convey  a  portion  of  the 
land,  including  a  part  of  the  mill  pond, 
there  is  an  implied  reservation  of  an  ease- 
ment upon  the  land  granted,  as  appurtenant 
to  the  gristmill. 

Covenant  —  warranty  —  visible  ease- 
ment. 

2.  A  covenant  of  general  warranty  of 
title  is  not  broken  by  the  existence  of  such 
an  easement. 

Judicial  sale  —  privity  —  burdens. 

3.  A  purchaser  of  land  at  a  judicial  sale 
is  privy  in  estate  with  him  who  owned  it 
at  the  time  of  sale,  and  takes  the  land  sub- 
ject to  its  burdens. 

Easement  —  nonuser  —  loss. 

4.  An  easement  appurtenant  to  land  is 
not  lost  by  failure  of  the  owner  to  use  it 
for  a  period  less  than  ten  years. 

(February  6,  1912.) 

4  PPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  decree  of  the 
-TjL  Circuit  Court  for  Barbour  County  in 
defendant's  favor  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  the 
maintenance  of  a  milldam.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Ware  and  Viquesney  and  Wil- 
liam T.  George,  for  appellants: 

Injunction  is  the  proper  remedy  in  a 
case  of  this  character. 

6  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  562;  1  Spelling,  Inj,  § 
308;  Gardner  v.  Newburgh,  2  Johns.  Ch. 
162,  7  Am.  Dec.  526;  Masonic  Temple  Asso. 
V.  Banks,  94  Va.  696,  27  S.  E.  490;  Burwell 
V.  Hobson,  12  Gratt.  322,  65  Am.  Dec.  247; 
Burden  v.  Stein,  27  Ala.  104,  62  Am.  Dec. 
758;  Powell  v.  Bentley  k  G.  Furniture  Co. 
34   W.  Va.   808,   12   L.R.A.   53,   12   S.   E. 

Headnotes  by  Williams,  J. 

Note.  —  The  question  involved  in  the 
above  case  is  covered  bv  the  note  to  RoUo 
V.  Nelson,  26  L.R.A.(N'.S.)  315,  on  "Ease- 
ments created  by  severance  of  a  tract  of 
land  with  apparent  benefit  existing." 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


1085;  Amick  v.  Tharp,  13  Gratt  564,  67 
Am.  Dec.  787 ;  Switzer  v.  McCulloch,  76  Va. 
777 ;  Becker  v.  McGraw,  48  W.  Va.  539,  37 
S.  E.  532;  Freer  v.  Davis,  62  W.  Va.  1, 
59  L.R.A.  556,  94  Am.  St.  Rep.  895,  43  S. 
E.  164;  Stephenson  v.  Burdett,  56  W.  Va. 
109,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  748,  48  S.  E.  846; 
Marcum  v.  Marcum,  57  W.  Va.  285,  50  S.  E. 
246 ;  Loyd  v.  Blackburn,  57  W.  Va.  217,  50 
S.  E.  741. 

If  it  is  shown  that  the  defendant  is 
wrongfully  backing  the  water  on  plaintiffs* 
lands,  then  he  is  liable,  and  may  be  en- 
joined. 

Neal  V.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  47  W.  Va.  317, 
34  S.  E.  914;  Jones,  Easements,  §  7G0; 
Ames  V.  Dorset  Marble  Co.  64  Vt.  10,  23 
Atl.  857;  Riverside  Cotton  Mills  v.  Lanier, 
102  Va.  148,  45  S.  E.  875;  28  Am.  &  £^g. 
Enc.  Law,  959;  Pixley  v.  Clark,.  35  N.  Y. 
520,  91  Am.  Dec.  72;  Angell,  Watercourses, 
§  330;  Heath  v.  Williams,  25  Me.  209,  43 
Am.  Dec.  265;  Hoy  v.  Sterrett,  2  Watts, 
327,  27  Am.  Dec.  313;  Stout  v.  McAdams, 
3  111.  67,  33  Am.  Dec.  441. 

A  riparian  owner  is  entitled  to  the  ac- 
customed flow  of  water  through  his  land. 

Omelvany  v.  Jaggers,  2  Hill,  L.  634,  27 
Am.  Dec.  417;  2  Farnham,  Waters,  §  546. 

A  man  cannot  have  an  easement  over  his 
own  lands. 

3  Kent,  Com.  528;  Tabor  v.  Bradley,  18 
N.  Y.  109,  72  Am.  Dec.  498. 

In  order  to  establish  a  right  by  prescrip- 
tion, the  use  must  be  adverse,  and  not  by 
permission. 

Coalter  v.  Hunter,  4  Rand.  (Va.)  58,  15 
Am.  Dec.  726:  Stokes  v.  Upper  Appomatox 
Co.  3  Leigh,  318;  Gaines  v.-  Merryman,  95 
Va.  660,  29  S.  E.  738;  Crosier  v.  Brown, 
66  W.  Va.  273,  25  L.R,A.{N.S.)  174,  66 
S.  E.  326. 

If  Frederick  Booth  abandoned  this  mill, 
either  by  himself  or  by  his  agents,  for  a 
moment  he  abandoned  what  right,  if  any, 
he  had  to  flood  the  lands  above. 

Taylor  v.  Hampton,  4  M'Cord  L.  96,  17 
Am.  Dec.  710;  2  Farnham,  Waters,  §  662. 

William  Booth,  and  the  defendant  claim- 
ing under  him,  are  estopped  from  now  main- 
taining the  dam. 

Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Perdue,  40  W.  Va. 
443,  21  S.  E.  755;  2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §§ 
803,  804;  McConnell  v.  Rowland,  48  W.  Va. 
276,  37  S.  E.  586 ;  Greer  v.  Mitchell,  42  W. 
Va.  494,  26  S.  E.  302;  Bates  v.  Swiger,  40 
W.  Va.  420,  21  S.  E.  874 ;  Hanly  v.  Watter- 
son,  39  W.  Va.  214,  19  S.  E.  536;  Stone  v. 
Tyree,  30  W.  Va.  687,  5  S.  E.  878;  Brown 
V.  Wheeler,  17  Conn.  345,  44  Am.  Dec.  550; 
Ray  V.  McMurtry,  20  Ind.  307,  83  Am.  Dec. 
322;  Musselman  v.  McElhenny,  23  Ind.  4, 
85  Am.  Dec.  445;  Davis  v.  Davis,  26  Cal.  23, 
85  Am.  Dec.  157;  Chouteau  v.  Goddin,  39. 
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Mo.  229,  90  Am.  Dec.  462;  SimpBon  y.  Pear- 
son, 31  Ind.  Ij  99  Am.  Dec.  577;  Hastings 
y.  Allen,  14  Ohio,  58,  45  Am.  Dec.  523; 
Com.  V.  Moltz,  10  Pa.  527,  51  Am.  Dec.  499. 

Messrs.  Warren  B.  Kittle  and  C.  M. 
Murphy,  for  appellee: 

The  owner  of  a  fee  may  create  an  arti- 
ficial condition  upon  his  own  land,  which 
is  bound  to  be  noticed  and  respected  by  a 
subsequent  vendee. 

3  Farnham,  Waters,  §  830,  p.  2440; 
Case  V.  Hoffman,  100  Wis.  314,  44  L.R.A. 
728,  72  N.  W.  390,  74  N.  W.  220,  75  N.  W. 
945;  Ferguson  y.  Witsell,  6  Rich.  L.  280, 
57  Am.  Dec.  744. 

It  is  not  necessary,  in  conveying  the  land 
by  the  original  owner,  that  he  should  ex- 
pressly  reserve  an  easement  over  -  the  por- 
tion granted  away  by  him,  in  order  to  re- 
tain that  right. 

Pyer  v.  Carter,  26  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  258, 

1  Hurlst.  &  N.  916,  6  Week.  Rep.  371 ;  Suf- 
field  v.  Brown,  33  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  249,  4  De 
G.  J.  &  S.  185,  3  New  Reports,  340,  10 
Jur.  N.  S.  Ill,  9  L.  T.  N.  S.  627,  12  Week. 
Rep.  356;  2  Minor,  Inst.  4th  ed.  20,  27; 
Hardy  v.  McCullough,  23  Gratt.  259;  San- 
derlin  v.  Baxter,  76  Va.  304,  44  Am.  Rep. 
165;  Grace  M.  E.  Church  v.  Dobbins,  153 
Pa.  294,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  700,  25  Atl.  1120; 
Denton  v.  Leddell,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  64;  Greer 
V.  Van  Meter,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  270,  33  Atl. 
794;  John  Hancock  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Patterson,  103  Ind.  582,  53  Ain.  Rep.  550, 

2  N.  E.  188;  Dunklee  v.  Wilton  R.  Co.  24 
X.  H.  489;  Lampman  v.  Milks,  21  N.  Y.  505; 
Watts  v.  Kelson,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  171,  40  L.  J. 
Exch.  X.  S.  126,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  209,  19 
Week.  Rep.  338;  Seibert  v.  Levan,  8  Pa. 
383,  49  Am.  Dec.  525;  Seymour  v.  Lewis, 
13  N.  J.  Eq.  439,  78  Am.  Dec.  108;  Denton 
v.  Leddell,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  64,  24  X.  J.  Eq. 
567;  Roy  v.  Roy,  5  La.  Ann.  950;  Kilgour 
v.  Ashcom,  5  Harr.  k  J.  82 ;  Scott  v.  Moore, 
98  Va.  668,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  749,  37  S.  E. 
342. 

Abandonment  must  be  shown  by  establish- 
ing an  intention  to  abandon,  as  well  as  such 
acts  as  will  in  law  amount  to  an  absolute 
abandonment. 

11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  424; 
Scott  V.  Moore,  98  Va.  668,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
749,  37  S.  E.  342;  Camden  v.  Dewing,  47 
W,  Va.  310,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  797,  34  S.  E. 
911;  Naughton  v.  Taylor,  50  W.  Va.  233, 
40  S.  E.  352;  Reger  v.  0*Xeal,  33  W.  Va. 
159,  6  L.R.A.  427,  10  S.  E.  375;  First  Xat. 
Bank  v.  Thompson,  63  W.  Va.  196,  59  S.  E. 
974;  Shaffer  v.  Shaffer,  61  W.  Va.  126,  41 
S.  E.  166. 

The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  never  applied 
in  any  of  its  branches  upon  an  uncertain 
and  speculative  state  of  facts. 

Pocahontas  Light  &  Water  Co.  v.  Brown- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ing,  53  W.  Va.  442,  44  S.  E.  267 ;  Bargamin 
v.  Clarke,  20  Gratt.  544;  4  Am.  &  Eng. 
Dec.  in  Eq.  263;  Hogg,  Eq.  Principles,  § 
106;  Vanbibber  v.  Beirne,  6  W.  Va.  168; 
Boiling  V.  Petersburg,  3  Rand.   (Va.)   563. 

An  estoppel  cannot  arise  from  a  promise 
with  respect  to  a  right  to  be  acquired,  even 
if  it  be  upon  an  agreement  not  yet  made. 

5  Enc.  U.  S.  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  948;  29  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  1092;  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Dec. 
in  Eq.  301;  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mowry,  96  U.  S.  544,  24  L.  ed.  674;  Scott 
v.  Moore,  98  Va.  668,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  749, 
37  S.  £.  342. 

Williams,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court  : 

Arthur  F.  Bennett  and  Lloyd  J.  Booth 
filed  their  bill  in  the  circuit  court  of  Bar- 
bour county,  praying  for  a  mandatory  in- 
junction to  compel  defendant  to  remove  a 
milldam  located  on  his  own  land,  across  a 
stream  of  water  flowing  through  plaintiffs* 
land,  causing  the  overflow  of  plaintiffs'  land 
above.  The  case  was  heard  upon  pleadings 
and  proof,  on  the  6th  of  October,  1900,  and 
tlie  temporary  injunction  which  had  been 
previously  awarded  was  dissolved,  and 
plaintiffs'  bill  dismissed.  They  have  ap- 
pealed. 

Defendant  claims  the  right  to  flood  plain- 
tiffs' land,  as  a  right  appurtenant  to  his 
own  land.  Frederick  Booth,  grandfather  of 
defendant  and  of  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  was 
originally  the  owner  of  both  tracts  of  land, 
and  while  such  owner  he  erected  a  grist- 
mill and  built  a  dam  on  a  portion  of  the 
tract.  Some  time  thereafter,  in  the  year 
1887,  he  conveyed  to  his  son,  Jeremiah 
Booth,  by  deed  with  general  warranty  of 
title,  102  acres,  which  is  the  land  now 
owned  by  plaintiffs,  and  a  portion  of  which 
is  submerged  by  the  millpond.  Plaintiffs 
purchased  the  land  at  a  judicial  sale,  made 
and  confirmed,  in  1906,  in  a  suit  by  J.  X. 
B.  Crim  against  Jeremiali  Booth  and  others. 
About  the  year  1901  a  part  of  the  fore  bay 
washed  away,  and  it  was  not  repaired  un- 
til six  or  seven  years  thereafter,  which  was 
a  short  time  prior  to  the  bringing  of  this 
suit,  and  after  Frederick  Booth  had  con- 
veyed the  land  with  the  mill  on  it  to  his 
son  William,  who,  in  turn,  conveyed  it  to 
his  son,  the  defendant. 

One  of  the  plaintiffs  is  a  son,  and  the 
other  a  son-in-law,  of  Jeremiah  Booth,  the 
former  owner  of  the  land  burdened  with 
the  easement,  if,  indeed,  it  is  so  burdened; 
and  notwithstanding  the  dam  was  out  of 
repair  and  the  mill  not  in  use,  at  the 
time  of  their  purchase,  still  they  took  the 
land  subject  to  whatever  burden,  if  any,  ex- 
isted upon  it  in  the  hands  of  Jeremiah 
*  Booth,  to  whose  title  they  succeeded.    By 
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their  purchase  they  became  his  privies  in 
estate.  24  Cyc.  62;  Hurxthal  v.  St.  Law- 
rence Boom  &  Lumber  Co.  53  W.  Va.  87, 
97  Am.  St.  Rep.  954,  44  S.  £.  520;  Long  v. 
Weller,  29  Gratt.  347. 

When  a  landowner  has  created  a  servitude 
upon  one  portion  of  his  land  for  the  benefit 
of  another  portion,  and  conveys  the  servient 
part,  there  is  an  implied  reservation  of  the 
easement,  if  it  is  essential  to  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  the  land  reserved;  and  such 
right  passes  with  the  dominant  estate,  as 
appuilenant  thereto.  Nor  does  the  exist- 
ence of  such  an  easement  constitute  a 
breach  of  the  covenant  of  general  warranty, 
if  the  easement  is  so  open  and  apparent 
that  the  contracting  parties  must  have 
known  of  it.  In  such  case  the  parties  are 
presumed  to  have  ^contracted  with  reference 
to  the  condition  in  which  the  land  then  was, 
and  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  pur- 
chaser agreed  to  pay  any  more  for  the  land 
than  he  thought  it  was  worth  with  the 
burden  on  it.  Such  a  burden  has  been  held 
not  to  constitute  a  breach  of  covenant 
against  encumbrances.  Kutz  v;  McCune,  22 
Wis.  628,  99  Am.  Dec.  85;  Devlin,  Deeds, 
§  908;  Prescott  v.  Williams,  5  Met.  429,  39 
Am.  Dec.  688.  If  not  a  breach  of  covenant 
against  encumbrances,  a  fortiori  it  is  not  a 
breach  of  a  covenant  of  general  warranty, 
which  relates  more  particularly  to  the  title 
then  it  does  to  encumbrances. 

The  decisions  of  other  states  are  not  uni- 
form upon  the  doctrine  of  an  implied  reser- 
vation in  favor  of  a  grantor;  but  we  think 
the  rule,  as  we  have  stated  it,  is  supported 
by  the  better  considered  cases,  as  well  as 
by  the  more  modern  textwriters  on  the 
subject.  See  the  following:  10  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  427;  Prescott  v.  Williams,  5  Met. 
429,  39  Am.  Dec.  688;  Cary  v.  Daniels,  8 
Met.  466,  41  Am.  Dec.  532;  Seibert  v.  LeVan, 
8  Pa.  383,  49  Am.  Dec.  526;  Kutz  v.  Mc- 
Cune, 22  Wis.  628,  99  Am.  Dec.  85;  Jones, 
Easements,  §  136;.Lampman  v.  Milks,  21 
N.  Y.  505;  Mason  v.  Horton,  67  Vt.  266, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  817,  31  Atl.  29i. 

A  milidam  is  essential  to  a  water  power 
gristm'ill.  Without  it  the  mill,  which  is 
a  part  of  the  realty  on  which  it  stands, 
would  be  useless.  Plaintiffs'  predecessor  in 
title  knew  that  it  backed  the  water  upon 
his  land.  It  had  done  so  for  many  years 
before  he  bought  it,  and  he  is  presumed  to 
have  taken  the  land  subject  to  a  continu- 
ation of  that  condition.  Plaintiffs,  his  pri- 
vies in  estate,  took  the  land  subject  to  the 
burden  upon  it  as  appurtenant  to  the  other 
tract  of  land  with  the  mill  on  it,  and  the 
mill,  together  with  the  appurtenant  ease- 
ment, passed  to  defendant. 

The   fact   that   the   mill   and   dam   were 


tiffs  purchased  does  not  affect  the  case. 
Defendant's  right  was  appurtenant  to  the 
dominant  land,  and  passed  with  it.  It  was 
such  a  right  as  could  be  lost  only  by  ad- 
verse possession  by  the  owner  of  the  servi- 
ent land,  for  such  length  of  time  as  would 
bar  an  action  of  ejectment.  Clark  v.  Beard, 
69  W.  Va.  313,  71  S.  E.  188. 

Appellants  contend  that  defendant,  in  re- 
pairing the  dam,  raised  it  higher  than  it 
was  before,  and  caused  more  of  his  laud 
to  be  overflowed.  This,  of  course,  he  could 
not  lawfully  do.  But  their  contention,  in 
this  regard,  is  not  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence. Two  or  three  of  their  own  witnesses 
testified  that  the  dam  was  about  as  high 
as  it  was  before,  and  some  of  defendant's 
witnesses  say  that  it  is  no  higher  than  it 
was  at  first. 

We  will  affirm  the  decree. 


UNITED    STATES    CIRCUIT    COURT 
OF  APPEALS,  EIGHTH  CIRCUIT. 

GEORGE    F.   PARLETT   et   al.,    Interven- 
ers, Appts., 

V. 

DANIEL  F.  BLAKE,  Trustee,  etc.,  of  Hal- 
lack-Deamer    Carpet    Company. 

(110  C.  C.  A.  72,  188  Fed.  200.) 

Sale  —  passing  of  title  —  right  of  bank- 
ruptcy trustee. 

In  a  contract  by  which  one  undertakes- 
to  act  as  sales  a^ent  for  another,  for  a 
definite  period  of  time,  and  to  buy  and  pay 
for  at  certain  prices  all  stock  on  hand  at 
the  expiration  of  such  period,  title  to  the 
property  passes  at  such  expiration,  and  a. 
bankruptcy  trustee  of  the  agent  will  be  en- 
titled to  it  as  against  the  claims  of  the 
principal. 

(May  18,  1911.) 

Note,  —  When  does  title  pass  under  con- 
signment of  goods  for  sale  with  pro- 
vision  in  effect  that  consignee  pur- 
chase  halance  of  consignment. 

General  rule. 

In  contracts  for  the  consignment  of  goods^ 
for  sale  at  retail,  an  attempt  has  sometimes 
been  made  to  include  therein  provisions 
rendering  it  possible  to  interpret  the  con- 
tract either  as  a  contract  of  sale  or  agency 
as  the  interests  of  the  consignor  may  dic- 
tate. These  contracts  are  usually  incon- 
sistent in  their  provisions,  containing  claus- 
es bofh  of  sale  and  agency.  In  construing 
such  provisions,  especially  where  the  rights 
of  creditors  of  the  consignee  are  involved, 
the  courts  as  a  rule  have  shown  no  notice- 


able sympathy  with  this  attempt  to  be  in 
a  position  to  claim  the  contract  to  be  either 

in  a  dilapidated  condition  at  the  time  plain- '  an  absolute  sale  or  a  mere  consignment  as- 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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APPEAL  by  interveners  from  an  order  of 
the  District  Court  of  tlie  United  States 
for  the  Western  District  of  Missouri  dis- 
missing a  petition  filed  by  them  claiming 
possession  and  ownership  of  certain  goods 
turned  over  to  them  by  consignors  who 
had  become  bankrupt.     Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Adams,  Circuit  Judge: 
On  June  19,  1908,  the  Hallack-Deamer 
Carpet  Company,  the  bankrupt,  made  a 
written  contract  with  the  Coppes,  Zook,  & 
Mutschler  Company,  of  Nappannee,  Indiana, 
as  follows:  ''This  agreement  entered  into 
this  19th  day  of  June,  1908,  between  the 
Coppes,  Zook,  A  Mutschler  Company  of 
Nappannee,  Indiana,  party  of  the  first  part, 
and  the  Hallack-Deamer  Carpet  Company  of 


Kansas  City,  Missouri,  party  of  the  second 
part,  witnesseth :  That  for  the  period  of  one 
year,  ending  July  1,  1909,  said  party  of  the 
second  part  hereby  agrees  to  act  as  the 
agent  of  the  party  of  the  first  part  in  effect- 
ing sales  of  furniture  manufactured  by  said 
first  party  ...  to  the  furniture  trade, 
in  th^  following  territories,  viz, :  The  state 
of  Kansas  and  the  western  part  of  Missouri, 
after  the  following  general  manner,  to  wit: 
Said  second  party  agrees  to  maintain  a 
representative  line  of  samples  of  the  furni- 
ture manufactured  by  the  said  first  party 
on  the  fioor  in  their  store  in  Kansas  City 
for  use  in  soliciting  trade  from  visiting 
buyers,  also  solicit  trade  from  the  furniture 
dealers  in  the  aforesaid  territory  by  means 
of  their  traveling  salesmen,  catalogues,  and 


the  interests  of  the  consignor  may  dictate, 
and  if  the  contract  contains  provisions  by 
which  the  consignee  at  some  future  time 
is  required  to  take  the  consigned  goods  re- 
maining unsold,  at  specific  prices,  so  that 
in  no  event  are  the  goods  to  be  returned  to 
the  consignor,  the  contract  will  be  construed 
to  constitute  an  absolute  sale. 

Although  the  contract  is  in  form  one  of 
agencv  yet  it  will  be  construed  to  be  one 
of  sale  "if  it  contains  provisions  by  which 
.  the  consignee  agrees  to  pay  for  all  goods  re- 
ceived, whether  sold  or  not.  Conn  v.  Cham- 
bers, 123  App.  Div.  298,  107  N.  Y.  Supp. 
976,  afiirmed  without  opinion  in  195  N.  Y. 
538,  88  N.  E.  1117. 

Referring  to  a  contract  by  which  the  con- 
signee guaranteed  the  sale  of  the  consigned 
goods  and  agreed  to  remit  at  stated  periods 
for  same,  and  which  also  contained  provi- 
sions indicating  the  contract  to  be  one  of 
agency,  rather  than  sale,  in  Snelling  v.  Ar- 
buckle  Bros.  104  Ga.  362,  30  S.  E.  863,  the 
court  remarked  that  the  contract  appeared 
to  have  been  drawn  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
abling the  consignors  "to  'run  with  hare'  or 
'hold  with  the  hounds'  according  as,  in  the 
exigencies  of  a  given  case  their  interest 
might  dictate.  On  the  one  hand,  to  hold 
.  .  .  [the  consignee]  absolutely  bound  in 
any  event,  to  pay  for  all  goods  shipped  to 
him  by  .  .  .  [the  consignors] ;  on  the 
other  hand,  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to 
pay  and  his  insolvency,  to  enable  them  to 
successfully  claim  all  unsold  goods  in  .  .  . 
.[the  consignee's]  possession,  and  the  ac- 
counts or  their  proceeds  against  his  custom- 
ers representing  goods  which  he  had  sold 
but  for  which  he  had  not  paid;"  and  it  is 
said  that  "the  contract  must  be  construed 
in  the  light  of  all  of  its  provisions,  and 
the  legal  outcome  of  its  several  stipulations 
construed  together  must  control  its  classifi- 
cation. The  mere  name  which  may  have 
been  given  to  it  by  the  parties  thereto,  can- 
not change  the  legal  effect  of  its  stipula- 
tions." The  contract  was  accordingly  held 
to  have  been  one  of  sale,  rather  than  one  of 
agency  as  to  creditors  of  the  consignee. 
The  same  conclusion  is  reached  as  to  a  simi- 
lar contract,  where  the  question  arose  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


much  the  same  wav,  in  Arbuckle  Bros.  v. 
Gates,  95  Va.  802,  30  S.  E.  496.  The  doc- 
trine is  here  asserted  that  "where  goods  are 
consigned  to  a  factory  for  sale,  they  remain 
until  sold  the  property  of  the  consignor,  and 
are  not  subject  to  the  debts  of  tlie  factor; 
and  no  ingenious  contract,  such  as  that 
under  consideration,  is  required  to  protect 
them  from  his  creditors.  The  agreement 
was  an  attempt  to  accomplish  that  which 
cannot  be  done, — to  make  a  sale  of  personal 
property,  and  at  the  same  time  constitute 
the  buyer  simply  an  agent  of  the  seller  to 
hold  the  property  until  it  is  paid  for.  The 
two  things  are  incompatible  and  cannot  co- 
exist. The  agreement  had  in  it  every  ele- 
ment of  sale.  It  was  in  substance  and  effect 
a  sale,  and  must  be  so  declared.  It  does  not 
matter  by  what  name  the  parties  chose  to 
designate  it.  That  does  not  determine  its 
character.  The  courts  look  beyond  mere 
names  and  within  to  see  the  real  nature  of 
an  agreement,  and  determine  from  all  its 
provisions  taken  together,  and  not  from  the 
name  that  has  been  given  to  it  by  the  par- 
ties or  from  some  isolated  provision,  its  legal 
character  and  effect."  Followed  in  Howell 
V.  Boudar,  95  Va.  816,  30  S.  E.  1007,  as  to 
contract  of  consignment  termed  an  agency 
contract,  and  which  required  the  agent  at  a 
stipulated  time  in  the  future  to  advance  to 
the  principal  the  invoice  price  of  the  con- 
signed goods,  and  without  any  recourse  to 
the  principal  for  such  advance. 

The  same  construction  is  also  placed  upon 
a  contract  of  similar  character  in  Arbuckle 
Bros.  V.  Kirkpatrick,  98  Tenn.  221,  36 
L.R.A.  286,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  39  S.  W. 
3;  and  it  is  said  that  "the  contract  is  cer- 
tainly a  remarkable  one  partaking  in 
many  of  its  provisions  of  a  contract  of 
agency  and  in  many  others  of  a  sale.  It  is 
evidently  intended  as  either  or  both,  as 
might  suit  the  convenience  or  subserve  the 
purposes  of  the  complainants.  It  purports 
to  be  copyrighted,  for  what  reason  is  not 
stated;  but  the  copyright  is  evidently  pro- 
cured on  account  of  the  unusual  and  extra- 
ordinary provisions  of  the  instrument  (if 
there  be  a  copyright). 

In  construing  such  a  contract,  whenever 
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other  usual  means  of  advertising.  Said 
second  party  further  agrees  that  all  sales 
made  under  this  agreement  shall  be  made 
at  the  prices  as  directed  by  the  party  of  the 
first  part.  .  .  .  Said  party  of  the  second 
part  further  agrees  to  make  report  daily 
to  said  first  party  of  all  sales  effected  on 
account  of  said  first  party,  together  with 
all  terms  and  agreements  relative  to  said 
sales.  ...  It  is  further  agreed  that 
the  said  first  party  shall,  for  themselves, 
determine  upon  the  orders  to  be  by  them 
accepted  and  the  amount  of  credit  to  be 
extended,  and  in  the  event  that  sales  have 
been  made  and  goods  delivered  by  said 
second  party  before  said  first  party  has 
expressed  their  approval  of  said  sale,  then 
it  shall  be  at  the  option  of  said  first  party 


to  charge  said  sale  to  the  account  of  the 
Hallack  Deamer  Carpet  Company,  at  the 
regular  terms,  and  so  notify  them  promptly. 
''To  the  end  that  business  may  be  ex- 
pedited and  goods  promptly  delivered  to  the 
trade  in  Kansas  City  and  nearby  points, 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to 
keep  on  hand,  on  consignment  with  the 
Hallack-Deamer  Carpet  Company  such 
goods  as  may  be  necessary  to  supply  the 
needs  of  the  business  resulting  under  thi» 
agreement,  and  to  replenish  such  stock  from 
time  to  time  upon  the  order  of  the  party, 
of  the  second  part,  and  further  to  make 
their  best  endeavor  to  ship  promptly  such 
goods  as  are  ordered  jto  be  shipped 'direct 
to  the  trade,  or  in  mixed  cars  from  Napan- 
nee,  Indiana. 


it  affects  the  rights  of  others,  it  will  be  so 
construed  as  to  protect  such  rights,  and  not 
to  enable  the  complainants  to  carry  out  any 
double  purpose.  In  view  of  its  uncertainty 
and  contradictory  provisions,  the  court  will 
see  that  third  persons  are  not  prejudiced  by 
its  construction." 

In  the  foregoing  cases  the  question  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  contract  arose  after  the 
termination  of  the  time  when,  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  the  con- 
signee was  to  sell  for  the  consignor.  The 
cases,  however,  apparently  hold  .that  from 
its  inception  such  a  contract  is  one  of 
sale,  rather  than  of  consignment  with 
an  agreement  to  purchase  at  a  future 
time,  since  a  part  of  the  relief  therein 
sought  was  to  impress  as  trust  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors of  the  consignee,  proceeds  of  sales 
made  by  the  latter  of  the  consigned  goods 
during  the  period  of  the  consignment;  and 
it  is  denied  that  such  proceeds  are  of  that 
character,  and  it  is  asserted  that  the  rela- 
tion between  the  consignor  and  consignee  as 
to  such  money  was  merely  that  of  debtor 
and  creditor. 

The  doctrine  of  these  eases  is  also  sus- 
tained by  cases  wherein  the  term  of  con- 
signment  is  indefinite,  there  being  a  provi- 
sion by  which  the  consignee  warrants  or 
guarantees  in  effect  the  sale  of  all  the  con- 
signed goods.  These  cases  sustain  the  title 
to  the  consigned  goods  of  an  assignee  or 
mortgagee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  of  the 
consignee,  without  reference  to  the  time 
when  the  question  is  raised.  Indeed  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  consignment  it  would 
seem  that  it  was  to  continue  indefinitely,  or 
at  least  for  a  reasonable  time  since,  there 
being  no  time  mentioned,  the  consignor 
could  not  enforce  the  warranty  until  after 
the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  for  the  con- 
signee to  dispose  of  the  goods.  In  these 
cases  the  general  doctrine  is  asserted,  that 
althoncrh  termed  a  contract  of  agency,  a 
contract  containing  a  provision  by  which 
the  person  designated  as  a^ent  warrants 
that  every  shipment  shall  he  paid  for  in 
full,  constitutes  a  contract  of  sale.  Wil- 
liams V.  Drummond  Toh.iceo  Co.  17  Tex. 
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Civ.  App.  635,  44  S.  W.  185.  Especially 
where  the  person  designated  as  agent  not 
only  guarantees  the  payment  of  the  price  of 
all  goods  shipped  under  the  contract,  but  in 
addition  is  to  execute  to  the  consignor  notes 
for  the  goods  consigned.  Mack  v.  Drum- 
mond Tobacco  Co.  48  Neb.  397,  58  Am.  St. 
Rep.  69],  67  N.  W.  174.  And  a  similar 
conclusion  is  reached  in  Conable  v.  Lynch,. 
45  Iowa,  84,  in  construing  a  clause  in  a 
contract  by  which. the  consignee  guarantees- 
the  sale  of  all  the  articles  embraced  in  the 
agreement. 

Compare  with  a  line  of  cases  holding  that 
such  a  contract  is  one  of  agency  up  to  the 
date  when  the  consignee  is  to  purchase  the 
goods,  and  that  from  that  date  on  it  is  a 
contract  of  sale^  infra,  "Title  prior  to  termi- 
nation of  agency  or  consignment." 

But  in  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bene- 
dict Co.  20  C.  C.  A.  377,  36  U.  S.  App.  604,. 
74  Fed.  182,  an  agreement  in  a  consign- 
ment contract  by  the  consignee  that  no  part 
of  the  consigned  goods  shall  remain  un- 
sold or  unpaid  for  at  a  certain  date  i» 
held  not  to  render  the  consignment  a  sale. 
The  court  said  that  a  failure  to  sell  the 
goods  on  account  therefor  at  the  prices- 
fixed  within  the  time  agreed  upon  would 
be  a  breach  of  the  covenant  for  which  the 
consignor  might  recover  damages,  but  such 
breach  would  not  have  the  legal  effect  to- 
convert  the  bailment  into  a  sale;  the  goods 
not  sold  would  still  remain  the  property  of 
the  consignor. 

In  Ludvigh  v.  American  Woolen  Co.  110- 
C.  C.  A.  180,  188  Fed.  30,  a  consignment 
contact  by  which  the  consignee  guaranteed 
the  payment  of  all  bills  and  accounts  for  mer- 
chandise possession  of  which  was  delivered 
under  the  agreement,  together  with  the  fur- 
ther agreement  to  pay  the  invoice  price  for 
any  merchandise  delivered  under  the  agree- 
ment, and  not  accounted  for  under  a  previ- 
ous clause  of  the  agreement,  to  the  effect 
that  the  consignee  shall  sell  the  property  and 
pay  from  the  proceeds  a  certain  amount  to- 
the  consignor,  was  held  not  to  constitute  a 
sale,  but  merely  a  consisjnment  or  factorage 
or  at  the  most  a  conditional  sale  •«vhich  wa» 
valid  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  con- 
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'fThe  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to 
fumiBh  Buitable  warehouses  in  which  to 
store  the  aforesaid  goods,  and  to  keep  them 
insured  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire  or 
water,  to  the  amount  of  00  per  cent  of  their 
Talue,  for  and  on  account  of  the  Coppes, 
Zook,  &  Mutschler  Company.  Also  to  do 
all  necessary  labor  in  handling,  caring  for, 
packing,  transferring  and  shipping  said 
goods,  and  at  the  final  termination  of  this 
agreement  to  buy  and  pay  for  at  the  then 
current  prices  and  the  regular  terms  such 
goods  as  may  be  then  on  hand.     .    .     . 

"It  is  further  agreed  that  the  regular 
terms  of  sale  shall  be  sixty  days  net  for 
2  per  cent  discount'  for  cash  within  si^y 
days,  and  that  in  the  event  that  goods  are 
to  be  shipped  to  Chicago  or  other  nearby 


points  for  loading  in  mixed  ctLt^^  that  the 
freight  charges  to  such  points  shall  be  pre- 
paid by  the  party  of  the  first  part.  .  .  . 
In  consideration  of  the  aforesaid  agreement, 
and  that  the  party  of  the  second  part  shall 
at  all  times  make  their  best  endeavor  to 
effect  said  sales,  to  reliable  and  responsible 
trade,  and  to  care  for  the  delivery  in  a 
thoroughly  satisfactory  manner  such  goods 
as  are  carried  by  them  on  consignment 
under  this  agreement,  the  party  of  the  first 
part  agrees  to  pay,  and  the  party  of  the 
second  part  agrees  to  receive  in  full  i'>ay- 
ment  for  all  services  rendered,  u  comuiis- 
sion  fee  of  10  per  cent  of  the  gross  amount 
of  the  sales  accepted  and  shipped.  Said 
commission  to  be  due  and  payable  on  the 
10th  day  of  each  month,  upon  all  business 


signee.  This  construction  of  the  contract 
was  •  influenced  in  part  by  another  clause, 
that  the  agreement  should  continue  for  a 
year,  and  if  for  any  reason  it  terminated, 
all  of  the  merchandise  held  by  the  consignee 
thereunder  at  the  time  of  the  termination 
should  be  inunediately  returned  to  the  con- 
signor. 

A  contract  by  which  the  consignees  agree 
to  settle  for  all  the  consigned  goods  as  soon 
as  sold,  and  to  keep  the  same  under  cover 
and  insured,  with  the  further  provision  that 
if  any  of  the  articles  remain  unsold  twelve 
months  from  invoice  they  will  pay  for  same 
and  close  the  consignment,  constitutes  an 
absolute  sale,  and  not  an  agency  to  sell  on 
commission.    Fish  v.  Benedict,  74  N.  Y.  613. 

In  Be  Heckathorn,  144  Fed.  499,  in  holding 
to  be  a  contract  of  sale  a  contract  in  form 
a  consignment  contract  by  which  the  con- 
signee agreed  to  settle  for  all  consigned 
goods  received  by  him  at  stated  periods, 
either  in  notes  or  cash,  the  court  remarked 
that  the  transaction  "has  the  appearance  on 
its  face  of  seeking  to  have  the  advantage  of 
a  sale  and  at  the  same  time  retaining  the 
security  of  a  bailment;"  and  it  is  said  that 
''this  is  a  difficult  thing  to  do,  and  we  need 
not  be  surprised  if  the  petitioners  have  not 
been  more  successful  than  have  others."  This 
case,  however,  merely  involved  the  title  to 
the  consigned  goods  remaining  at  the  expi- 
ration of  the  period  when  they  were  to  be 
sold  under  the  consignment. 

Title  prior  to  termination  of  agency  or  con- 
signment. 

Some  cases  make  a  distinction  between 
the  rights  of  the  parties  under  a  consign- 
ment contract  prior  to  the  time  when  a  set- 
tlement is  to  be  made  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  subsequently  thereto. 
Thus  Norton  v.  Fisher,  113  Iowa,  595,  85  N. 
W.  801,  holds  that  a  contract  consigning 
goods  to  an  agent  to  be  sold  and  accounted 
for  by  him,  but  with  a  provision  that  he 
should  buy  at  a  stipulated  price  all  the 
goods  remaining  on  hand  at  a  specified  time, 
constitutes  a  contract  of  agency  and  sale, 
the  consignee  being  the  mere  agent  of  the 
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consignor  for  the  sale  of  the  property  up 
to  the  stipulated  time;  but  at  such  time  the 
relation  of  .agent  ceaseSj  and  he  becomes  the 
purchaser  of  the  property  remaining,  al- 
though the  title  does  not  pass  until  pay- 
ment. 

And  an  ordinary  agency  contract  is  not 
converted  into  a  contract  of  sale  by  a  pro- 
vision therein  by  which  the  agent  agrees 
that  if  anv  of  the  merchandise  covered  bv 
the  contract  is  unsold  at  a  certain  period 
of  time,  he  will  buy  the  same  at  designated 
prices  and  pay  cash  therefor,  together  with 
a  clause  reserving  title,  ownership,  and 
right  of  possession  in  the  principal,  in  so 
far  as  concerns  the  rights  of  the  parties 
thereto  prior  to  the  date  designated  for  the 
agent  to  purchase  the  property  remaining 
unsold;  and  the  loss  of  the  property  by  fire 
prior  to  this  date  falls  upon  the  principal. 
Xorton  V.  Melick,  97  Iowa,  564,  66  N.  W. 
780. 

So  a  contract  of  agency  is  not  converted 
into  a  contract  of  sale  by  a  provision  that 
the  goods  remaining  unsold  at  a  certain 
time  shall  be  settled  for  by  the  notes  of  the 
agent,  and,  if  the  agency  is  not  continued, 
the  goods  shall  be  returned  and  the  notes 
surrendered,  at  least  as  to  the  right  of  the 
principal  to  replevin  goods  sold  in  bulk  by 
the  agent,  prior  to  the  stipulated  time,  to  a  < 
person  having  notice  of  the  principal's 
rights  to  the  property.  Williams  v.  Davis, 
47  Iowa,  363. 

Compare  with  cases  supra  under  heading, 
"General   rule." 

Where  consignee  to  purchase  at  option  of 

consignor. 

An  agreement  by  a  consignee  to  sell  all 
of  the  consigned  goods  within  a  stated  peri- 
od of  time,  or  at  the  option  of  the  consignor 
to  pay  cash  for  goods  then  on  hand  at  stat- 
ed prices,  or  give  his  note  therefor,  or  store 
the  goods  subject  to  the  order  of  the 
consignor  until  settlement  thereof  as  pro- 
vided, does  not  constitute  a  sale,  but  is 
rather  a  del  credere  commission.  Be  Gait, 
56  C.  C.  A.  470.  120  Fed.  64. 

The  same  construction  is  placed  on  a  very 
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transacted    during   the    previous    calendar 
month/' 

On  July  3,  1908,  the  carpet  company  made 
a  like  contract  with  the  Lincoln  Upholster- 
ing Company,  of  Lincoln^  Nebraska,  for  a 
like  period  ending  July  1,  1909.  These  con- 
tracts were  not  acknowledged  or  recorded. 
Under  them  the  Zook  Company  and  the 
Lincoln  Company  each  shipped  goods  to  the 
carpet  company.  Tags  were  attached  to 
these  goods,  indicating  from  whom  they 
were  shipped.  Separate  accounts  were  kept, 
showing  the  sales  made  from  them  respect- 
ively. After  May,  1909,  the  business  of  the 
carpet    company    became    dull    and    remit- 


tances to  the  consignors  became  irregular, 
but  business  went  on  as  before  and  con- 
tinued with  no  material  change  until  Aug- 
ust 3,  1909,  when  a  representative  of  the 
Coppes,  Zook  Company  went  to  Kansas 
City,  examined  into  the  condition  of  things, 
and  determined  to  remove  the  goods  then  on 
hand  consigned  by  his  company  from  the 
carpet  company's  store;  was  about  to  do 
so  when  Mr.  Deamer,  the  president  of  the 
carpet  company,  suggested  that  it  would 
hurt  his  business  if  a  large  amount  of 
goods  should  be  removed,  and  asked  if  some 
arrangement  could  not  be  made  by  which 
the  goods   could  be  left  in  the  store.    It 


similar  contract  in  Re  Pierce,  85  C.  C.  A. 
14,  157  Fed.  757.  This  contract  contained 
a  provision  that  at  the  option  of  the  con- 
signor, if  the  consignee  failed  to  sell  all 
the  articles  received  therein,  he  should  ei- 
ther purchase  and  pay  for  those  unsold  at 
prices  fixed,  or  hold  them  subject  to  the  or- 
der of  the  consignor  for  a  specified  period, 
or  reship  or  redeliver  them  free  of  charge. 

The  same  conclusion  is  also  reached  in 
Martin  v  St ratton- White  Co.  1  Ind.  Terr. 
394,  37  S.  VV.  833,  as  to  a  contract  contain- 
ing a  stipulation  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
signee to  sell  all  th^  goods  ordered  under 
the  contract  within  twelve  months,  and  in 
the  event  of  failure  so  to  do,  at  the  request 
of  the  consignor  to  settle  for  the  goods  then 
remaining,  either  by  his  note  or  by  return- 
ing the  goods  in  good  order. 

And  in  Lenz  v.  Harrison,  148  111.  598,  36 
N.  E.  567,  as  to  a  provision  in  the  consign- 
ment contract  that  the  consignee,  after  a 
designated  period  from  the  date  of  ship- 
ment, shall  give  his  note  for  the  balance  of 
the  consignment  remaining  unpaid,  if  re- 
quired by  the  consignor,  the  court  said  that 
if  this  clause  was  to  be  construed  alone, 
there  might  be  force  in  the  claim  that  the 
transaction  was  a  sale,  but  that,  consider- 
ing all  of  the  provisions  of  the  contract 
together,  the  conclusion  was  reached  that  it 
did  'not  constitute  a.  sale. 

A  contrary  conclusion  is  reached  in  Re 
Rabenau,  118  'Fed.  471,  involving  the  right 
of  creditors  of  the  consignee  in  bankruptcy 
proceedings  to  the  consigned  goods,  as 
against  the  consignor.  Referring  to  the 
clause  by  which  the  consignee,  after  a  lapse 
of  a  certain  period  agrees  at  the  option  of 
the  consignor,  to  purchase,  pay,  and  settle, 
for  all  of  the  consigned  goods  remaining  un- 
sold, the  court  said  that  this  was  nothing 
more  than  a  time  fixed  when  the  consignor 
could  compel  the  consignee  to  take  and  pay 
for  the  goods,  and  added:  "It  is  entirely 
optional  with  the  *party  of  the  first  part,* 
— an  unheard-of  provision  in  a  contract  be- 
tween principal  and  factor.  Stripped  of  its 
names,  'consignment  contract,'  'parties  to 
receive  and  sell  the  same  on  consignment,' 
and  'agent,'  and  reduced  to  its  last  analysis, 
this  contract  is  little  different  from  an  or- 
dinary contract  of  sale.  If  a  country  mer- 
chant sends  in  an  order  to  a  wholesale 
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house  in  Kansas  City  for  goods  to  be 
shipped  to  him  accord. ing  to  a  price  list 
furnished  by  the  seller,  the  commission  mer- 
chant usually  delivers  the  goods  f.  o.  b.; 
that  is,  free  on  the  cars  for  shipment.  If 
they  are  damaged  in  transit,  burned  up  by 
fire,  destroyed  by  the  elements,  or  stolen, 
it  is  the  loss  of  the  purchaser.  He  stores 
them  at  his  risk,  and  pays  taxes  and  in- 
surance thereon.  He  may  pay  for  the  goods 
at  such  times  and  on  such  terms  as  may  be 
agreed  upon.  If  he  makes  a  profit,  it  is  his. 
If  he  sustains  a  loss,  it  is  his.  These  and 
like  provisions  in  this  contract  are  nothing 
more  than  a  greater  security  for  the  seller, 
to  insure  him  in  getting  his  money  at  the 
stipulated  price."  Attention  is  called  to  the 
fact  that  in  the  jurisdiction  wherein  this 
decision  was  rendered,  had  this  contract 
been  construed  as  a  conditional  sale  con- 
tract, the  vendor  would  not  have  been  en- 
titled to  claim  the  property  in  the  hands  of 
the  trustee  in  bankruptcv  of  the  vendee. 

And  in  DeKruif  v.  Flieman,  130  Mich. 
12,  89  N.  W.  558,  in  an  action  between  the 
parties  thereto,  a  contract  of  sale  or  con- 
signment containing  a  provision  that  if  any 
of  the  articles  therein  mentioned  remain  un- 
sold at  the  time  of  settlement,  the  consign- 
or may  require  the  consignee  to  settle  for 
same  by  his  note,  or,  if  he  prefers,  such  ar- 
ticle shall  remain  his  property,  is  held  to 
constitute  a  sale. 

So  a  contract,  although  containing  claus- 
es indicating  it  to  be  a  contract  of  agency, 
if  it  contain  a  clause  by  which  the  consignee 
agrees  to  give  his  note,  when  requested,  to 
cover  the  purchase  price  of  the  property 
constitutes  a  contract  of  sale,  rather  than 
of  afgency.  Aspinwall  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Johnson, 
97  Mich.  531,  56  N.  W.  932. 

Where  optional  with  consignor  to  purchase. 

Where  the  consignee  of  goods  has  the 
option  to  return  those  remaining  on  hand  at 
a  certain  time  or  to  retain  same  by  paying 
for  them,  the  transaction  amounts  to  a  sale, 
creating  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor, 
and  affords  no  basis  for  the  assertion  as 
against  the  receiver  of  the  consignee,  that 
the  proceeds  from  the  sale  of  the  goods  are 
trust  funds.  Baker  v.  Turner,  19  Apo.  Div. 
223,  46  N.  Y.  Supp.  25.  A.  G.  S. 
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was  finally  determined  that  they  should 
be  turned  over  to  Mr.  George  F.  Parlett, 
who  was  then  an  employee  of  the  carpet 
company,  to  be  disposed  of  for  account  of 
the  Coppes,  Zook  Company.  A  similar  ar- 
rangement was  made  by  the  Lincoln  Up- 
holstering Company  with  respect  to  goods 
shipped  by  it  to  the  carpet  company  then 
on  hand. 

Petition  was  filed  on  August  30,  1009,  in 
the  court  below  by  the  creditors  of  the 
carpet  company,  seeking  its  adjudication 
in  bankruptcy.  The  adjudication  followed 
on  October  7,  1909.  Later  Parlett  (and 
his  wife,  who  seems  to  have  become  joint- 
ly interested  with  him  in  his  project)  filed 
an  intervening  petition  claiming  as  against 
the  trustee  of  the  carpet  company  in  bank- 
ruptcy the  ownership  and  possession  of  the 
goods  turned  over  to  them  by  the  two  con- 
signor companies.  Their  claim  was  denied 
by  the  court  below,  and  the  case  is  brought 
here  by  appeal. 

Argued  before  Sanborn  and  Adams,  Cir- 
cuit Judges,  and  Wm.  H.  Munger,  District 
Judge. 

Messrs.  Otto  Basye  and  Charles  W. 
Webster,   for  appellants. 

Mr.  Albert  R.  Strother,  for  appellee. 

Adams,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  cotirt: 

In  the  view  we  take  of  this  case  it  is 
unimportant  to  dwell  upon  the  arrange- 
ment between  George  F.  Parlett  and  his 
wife,  Anna  B.  Parlett,  interveners  here,  and 
the  two  consignor  companies.  Suffice  it  to 
say  the  evidence  shows  that  the  carpet 
company  was  at  the  time  of  the  transfer 
insolvent,  and  that  the  Parletts  paid  no 
consideration  to  that  company  for  the  goods 
transferred  to  them.  If,  therefore,  the 
goods  belonged  to  the  carpet  company  the 
transfer  was  without  consideration  and  in 
fraud  of  the  rights  of  its  creditors.  If  they 
belonged  to  the  consignors,  the  transferees 
stand  in  their  shoes  and  acquired  their 
rights  of  property  only. 

The  question  then  is  whether  the  title 
to  the  goods  on  hand  at  the  end  of  the 
contract  period,  July  1,  1909,  passed  to 
the  carpet  company  or  remained  in  the 
consignors.  If  the  latter  be  the  case  the 
trustee  in  bankruptcy  had  no  concern  with 
them.  If  the  former,  he  is  their  owner, 
and  the  interveners  were  properly  non- 
suited. 

The  contracts  in  question  were  primarily 
contracts  of  agency  for  the  sale  of  the  con- 
signors* goods  for  a  period  ending  July  1, 
1909.  Goods  were  to  be  intrusted  to  the 
agent  by  them  for  'sale,  and  any  that  were 
actually  sold  prior  to  that  time  were  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


goods  of  the  principals,  and  the  proceeds 
less  the  commission  reserved  belonged  to 
them  and  had  to  be  accounted  for.  Whether 
this  relation  of  agency  ceased  on  July  1, 
1909,  depends  upon  the  true  interpretation 
of  this  clause  of  the  contract:  "The  party 
of  the  second  part  [the  agent]  agrees  .  .  • 
at  the  final  termination  of  this  agreement 
to  buy  and  pay  for  at  the  then  current 
prices  and  the  regular  terms  such  goods  as 
may  be  then  on  hand." 

In  Sturm  v.  Boker,  160  U.  S.  812,  329, 
37  L.  ed.  1093,  1100,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  99, 
it  is  said:  "The  recognised  distinction  be- 
tween bailment  and  sale  is  that  when  the 
identical  article  is  to  be  returned  in  the 
same  or  in  some  altered  form,  the  contract 
is  one  of  bailment,  and  the  title  is  not 
changed.  On  the  other  hand,  when  there 
is  no  obligation  to  return  the  specific 
article,  and  the  receiver  is  at  liberty  to 
return  another  thing  of  value,  he  becomes  a 
debtor  to  make  the  return,  and  the  title  to 
the  property  is  changed;  the  transaction  is 
a  sale.'' 

In  Ra  Columbus  Buggy  Co.  74  C.  0.  A. 
611,  143  Fed.  869,  861,  this  court  said: 
"The  power  to  require  the  restoration  of  the 
subject  of  the  agreement  is  an  indelible  in* 
cident  of  a  contract  of  bailment." 

The  contracts  before  us,  disclosing  no 
obligation  or  right  in  the  agent  to  return 
the  undisposed  of  goods  to  the  consignors, 
but  the  contrary  and  inconsistent  obligation 
"to  buy  and  pay  for  them,"  are,  therefore, 
in  our  opinion,  not  contracts  of  bailment. 
They  stand  on  a  different  footing  from  the 
goods  received  and  sold  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  contract  period.  These  undoubt- 
edly were  bailments,  and  it  is  equally  clear, 
we  think,  that  the  goods  remaining  undis- 
posed of  on  July  1st  became,  by  virtue  of 
the  provisions  of  the  contracts,  the  prop- 
erty of  the  erstwhile  bailees. 

It  is  suggested  that  the  clause  of  the 
contracts  under  consideration  is  executory, 
imposing  an  obligation  to  do  something  in 
the  future,  rather  than  constituting  a  con- 
clusive and  final  sale  of  such  goods  as  might 
remain  undisposed  of  at  the  end  of  the 
contract  period. 

If  the  clause  had  read:  "The  party  of 
the  second  part  [the  agent]  agrees  .  .  . 
at  the  final  termination  of  this  agreement 
to  pay  for"  (instead  of  "to  buy  and  pay 
for")  ".  .  .  .  such  goods  as  may  be 
then  on  hand,"  we  think  it  could  not  be 
successfully  claimed  that  the  obligation  to 
keep  and  pay  for  the  goods  was  executory. 
A  written  obligation  to  "buy  and  pay  for" 
goods  in  one's  possession  at  a  given  fixed 
time  does  not  seem  essentially  different 
from  an  obligation  "to  pay  for"  them  at 
that  time;  and  when  we  are  striving  to 
40 
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aBoertain  the  intention  of  practical  men 
in  the  language  employed  in  a  business 
contract,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  that  such 
minds  would  regard  the  two  obligations  thus 
expressed  as  at  all  different.  Let  us  sup- 
pose the  goods  had  been  destroyed  by  lire 
while  in  the  possession  of  the  agent  charged, 
as  it  was,  with  the  obligation  "to  buy  and 
pay  for  them;"  can  it  be  doubted  that  the 
consignors  could  have  recovered  from  the 
agent  the  price  which  it  had  agreed  to  pay 
for  them?    We  think  not. 

The  contracts  in  their  main  and  substan- 
tial aspect  were,  as  already  stated,  agency 
contracts  for  a  year's  period.  The  object 
obviously  was  to  dispose  of  as  mucli  mer- 
chandise as  possible  during  that  period. 
What  would  promote  that  object  more  than 
an  obligation  imposed  upon  the  agent  to 
keep  and  pay  for  such  goods  as  it  did  not 
sell?  It  was,  we  think,  in  this  natural 
and  serviceable  sense  that  the  words  of 
the  contract  in  question  creating  the  obli- 
gation "to  buy  and  pay  for"  were  employed. 
By  requiring  the  agent  to  k'^ep  and  pay  for 
such  goods  as  it  did  not  sell  to  the  trade 
during  the  year,  the  business  would  natur- 
ally be  promoted,  and  the  agency  could  be 
at  once  automatically  and  effectually  wound 
up  at  the  end  of  the  year,  litis,  in  our 
opinion,  was  the  clear  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  parties  in  using  the  words  "to  buy 
and  pay  for,"  and  under  well-recognized 
rules  of  construction  we  should  recognize 
and  enforce  it  if  possible.  Moreover,  there 
does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  scope  for 
the  operation  of  an  executory  promise  to 
buy. 

lief  ore  the  end  of  the  year  goods  had  been 
delivered  to  the  carpet  company  for  two 
purposes;  some  to  be  sold  to  the  trade  for 
account  of  the  consignors,  and  the  re- 
mainder to  be  paid  for  by  the  carpet  com- 
pany at  current  prices.  Those  that  re- 
mained undisposed  of  at  the  end  of  the 
year  were  the  subject  of  ready  identifica- 
tion, and  thereby  became  the  definite  and 
certain  subject  of  sale.  The  consignors  had 
nothing  to  do  but  accept  the  purchase  price. 
They  had  no  option  to  take  the  goods  or 
legal  right  to  get  them.  The  carpet  com- 
pany had  no  legal  right  to  return  them. 
Its  right  as  well  as  its  obligation  was  to 
pay  for  them,  and  that  was  all. 

In  view  of  these  facts,  we  fail  to  discover 
any  occasion  or  opportunity  for  further 
bargaining.  The  contracts  as  originally 
made  operated  propria  vigore  upon  a  sub- 
ject of  sale  which  was  to  become  and  had 
become  definite  and  certain. 

It  is  said  in  Mechem  on  Sales,  vol.  1,  §  2: 
"There  may  be  an  agreement  whose  legal 
effect  is  that  the  title  shall  not  pass  until 
a  future  time,  either  because,  in  the  case 
lA)  L.K.A.(N.S.) 


of  an  ascertained  chattel,  something  re- 
mains to  happen  or  be  performed  which  the 
parties  have  treated  as  precedent,  or  because 
the  particular  chattel  whose  title  is  to  be 
so  transferred  has  not  yet  been  ascertained. 
This  is  an  agreement  to  sell,  called  often, 
for  purposes  of  further  distinction,  'an  exec- 
utory sale.'  It  does  not  become  a  sale 
until  the  precedent  event  has  happened  or 
the  condition  has  been  performed.  It  then 
becomes  a  sale  by  force  of  the  present  agree- 
ment aided  or  completed  by  the  happening 
of  that  event  or  the  performance  of  that 
condition." 

This  is  our  view  of  the  present  case.  The 
original  contracts,  on  July  1,  1909,  operated 
upon  the  undisposed  of  goods,  and  by  force 
of  their  provisions  transferred  the  title  at 
once  and  unconditionally  to  the  carpet  com- 
pany, on  the  terms  specified.  This,  we 
think,  expresses  the  intention  of  the  con- 
tracting parties  as  manifested  by  the  whole 
instruments,  the  objects  to  be  accomplished, 
and  the  conduct  of  the  parties. 

Counsel  for  interveners  invoke  the  doc- 
trine of  the  following  cases  in  support  of 
their  claim  to  the  property  in  question: 
Re  Gait,  56  C.  C.  A.  470,  120  Fed.  64,  John 
Deere  Plow  Co.  v.  McDavid,  70  C.  C.  A.  422, 
137  Fed.  802,  Re  Columbus  Buggy  Co.  74 
C.  C.  A.  611,  143  Fed.  859,  and  Re  Pierce, 
86  C.  C.  A.  14,  167  Fed.  767,  and  other  like 
cases,  but  we  fail  to  see  how  that  doctrine 
has  any  application  to  this  case.  Those 
cases  decided  that  the  contracts  involved 
in  them,  when  properly  construed,  were  con- 
tracts of  bailment  or  agency  as  distin- 
guished from  conditional  sales,  and  as  a 
result  that  the  consignor's  title  to  property 
which  had  been  delivered  to  the  bailee  or 
agent  was  good  as  against  the  trustee  in 
bankruptcy  of  the  estate  of  the  agent.  This 
case  on  the  contrary  concerns  property  held 
by  the  carpet  company,  with  no  option  or 
right  to  return  to  the  consignor,  and  there- 
fore not  as  a  bailee  or  agent,  but  with  a 
duty  and  obligation  to  take  and  pay  for 
it  and,  therefore,  as  the  owner. 

A  patient  investigation  of  authorities 
fails  to  disclose  any  adjudication  upon  the 
exact  facts  disclosed  in  this  case.  But  we 
think  the  principles  announced  in  the  fol- 
lowing cases  dealing  with  very  similar  state 
of  facts  as  those  now  before  ns  lead  un- 
erringly to  the  conclusion  we  have  reached. 
Conable  v.  Lynch,  45  Iowa,  84;  Norton  v. 
Fisher,  113  Iowa,  596,  85  N.  W.  801 ;  Fish 
V.  Benedict,  74  N.  Y.  613;  ^Etna  Powder 
Co.  V.  Hildebrand,  137  Tnd.  462,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.  194,  37  N.  E.  136;  Arbuckle  Bros. 
V.  Gates,  96  Va.  802,  30  S.  £.  496;  Mack 
V.  Drummond  Tobacco  Co.  48  Neb.  397,  58 
Am.  St.  Rep.  691,  67  N.  W.  174;  O'Neal  ▼. 
Stone,  79  Mo.  App.  279 ;  Potter  v.  Mt.  Ver- 
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non  Roller  Mill  Co.  101  Mo.  App.  581,  73 
S.  W.  1006. 

The  court  below  rightly  held  that  the 
interveners  were  not  entitled  to  the  relief 
sought^  and  ita  decree  is  affirmed. 


UNITED     STATES    CIRCUIT    COURT 
OF  APPEAIiS,  SIXTH  CIRCUIT. 

NORTH   CAROLINA   LAND   &   LUMBER 
COMPANY,  Plflf.  in  Err., 

V. 

C.  F.  BOYER,  Sheriflf. 

(112  C.  C.  A.  162,  191  Fed.  552.) 

Evidence  —  foreign  judgment  —  mort- 
gage foreclosure  —  attachment  pro- 
ceedings. 

1.  In  a  replevin  suit  to  gain  possession  of 
mortgaged  property  attached  in  a  suit 
against  the  mortgagor  in  one  state,  a  rec- 
ord of  a  judgment  of  a  court  in  another 
state  where  the  property  was  located  when 
mortgaged  and  from  which  it  had  been  tem- 
porarily removed,  strictly  foreclosing  the 
mortgage  in  a  proceeding  instituted  before 
the  attachment  was  levied,  is  admissible. 

Mortgage  —  foreclosure  —  attachment 
—  priority. 

2.  The  declaration  of  a  forfeiture  and  in- 
stitution of  a  proceeding  strictly  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  on  chattels  vest  title  in 
the  mortgagee  which,  when  judicially  estab- 
lished by  judgment,  takes  precedence  of  an 
attachment  levied  against  the  property  as 
that  of  the  mortgagor  after  the  foreclosure 
suit  was  begun. 

Same  —  property  out  of  state  —  effect. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  mortgaged  chattel  is 
temporarily  out  of  the  state  when  a  for- 
f^ture  is  declared  and  proceedings  for  strict 
foreclosure  instituted  does  not  prevent  the 
title  from  passing  to  the  mortgagee,  which 
he  can  assert  against  subsequent  attach- 
ments of  the  property  in  the  state  where 
the  property  is  found  as  that  of  the  mort- 
gagor. 


Attachment  —  pendente  lite  —  priori- 
ties. 

4.  The  attachment  of  a  mortgaged  chat- 
tel as  the  property  of  the. mortgagor  pend- 
ing a  suit  for  strict  foreclosure  of  the  mort- 
gage is  subject  to  the  determination  of  the 
foreclosure  suit,  even  though  the  attach-, 
ment  was  levied  and  the  foreclosure  suit 
begun  when  the  property  was  temporarily 
in  another  state. 

(October  2,  1911.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Tennessee  to  review  a  judgment  in  de- 
fendant's favor  in  a  replevin  action  brought 
to  recover  from  the  defendant  property  al- 
leged to  have  been  wrongfully  attached  by 
him.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Severens  and  Knappen, 
Circuit  Judges,  and  Evans,  District  Judge. 

Messrs.  A.  S.  Barnard  and  W.  J.  &  W. 
D.  McSween,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  G.  W.  Pickle,  H.'N.  Cate,  and 
W.  O.  Mlms  for  defendant  in  error. 

Evans,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court : 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  of  re- 
plevin in  the  court  below  to  recover  from 
the  defendant,  the  sheriff  of  Cocke  county, 
Tennessee,  one  Climax  engine  or  locomotive 
of  the  value  of  $2,500^  which  the  sheriff  is 
alleged  to  have  wrongfully  attached  as  the 
property  of  the  Catalouchee  Company  in  a 
suit  instituted  in  the  chancery  court  of  , 
Cocke  county,  styled  "Borches  &  Company 
V.  Catalouchee  Company  and  others."  It 
is  averred  in  the  declaration  that  the  de- 
fendant unlawfully  retained  possession  of  the 
engine  until  August  12,  1905,  at  which  time 
it  was  turned  over  to  the  plaintiff  under 
a  writ  issued  in  this  cause.  Previous  to 
the  issual  of  the  writ  the  plaintiff  executed 
a  replevin  bond  in  due  form  under  date  of 


Note,  —  Foreclosure  of  chattel  mortgage 
when  property  is  out  of  state. 

The  question  of  the  effect  of  foreclosure 
of  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  property  sit- 
uated in  another  state  at  the  time  of  fore- 
closure, as  raised  in  Nobth  Cabolina  Land 
&  LUMBEB  Co.  y.  BoTEB,  secms  to  be  some- 
what novel. 

However,  in  Pittsburgh  k  State  Line  R. 
Co.  V.  Rothschild,  8  Sadler  (Pa.)  83,  4  Atl. 
385,  the  supreme  court  refused  to  recognize 
a  decree  of  foreclosure  rendered  in  New 
York,  covering  property  situated  in  Penn- 
sylvania, which  grew  out  of  a  transaction 
that  was  invalid  in  Pennsylvania  though 
valid  in  New  York,  on  the  ground  that  the 
courts  of  New  York  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
pass  upon  the  validity  of  the  mortgage  in 
Pennsylvania. 
3y  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


And  as  to  the  necessity  for  recording  an 
instrimient  creating  a  lien  or  reserving  title 
to  personal  property,  in  the  state  te  which 
it  is  subsequently  removed,  see  Adams  v. 
Fellers,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  385,  and  note.  The 
effect  upon  that  general  question  of  the 
mortgagee's  consent  to  the  removal  is  con- 
sidered in  the  note  te  Jones  v.  Northern 
Pacific  Fish  &  Oil  Co.  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  940. 

As  to  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  upon  land 
in  another  state,  see  Dickson  v.  Loehr,  4 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  986,  and  note. 

And  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  over 
suits  affecting  real  property  in  another 
state  or  country,  see  Burton-Lingo  Co.  v. 
Patton,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)  420,  and  note,  and 
the  earlier  notes  referred  te  therein. 

B.  li*  S« 
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August  10,  1905.  On  March  21,  1910,  the 
defendants  filed  a  petition,  in  which  it  was 
averred  that,  while  the  plaintiff  was  using 
the  engine  over  its  railroad  it  was  derailed, 
wrecked  and  destroyed.  Under  the  law  of 
Tennessee  applicable  to  such  a  situation, 
Ihey  prayed  for  judgment  for  the  value  of 
the  engine.  The  parties  having  waived  a 
jury,  the  court  tried  the  case,  and,  without 
making  a  finding  of  facts,  rendered  a  judg- 
ment against  the  plaintiff  for  $2,500,  with 
interest  for  several  years,  the  whole  amount 
being  $3,194.70,  which  it  was  adjudged, 
should  be  paid  to  Boyer,  the  sheriff,  and  be 
held  by  him  in  lieu  of  the  engine  attached 
in  the  suit  pending  in  the  state  court, 
and  which  we  shall  call  the  Borches  suit. 

The  plaintiff  has  brought  the  case  here, 
and  one  of  the  vital  questions  involved  is 
whether  the  trial  court  erred  in  sustaining 
the  objections  of  the  defendant  to  the  in- 
troduction as  evidence  of  a  duly  certified 
copy  of  the  record  of  the  circuit  court  of 
the  United  States  for  the  western  district 
of  North  Carolina,  at  Asheville,  in  the  case 
of  the  North  Carolina  Land  &  Lumber  Com- 
pany  against  the  Catalouchee  Company,  and 
which,  for  brevity,  we  shall  refer  to  as  the 
North  Carolina  Case.  As  stated  in  the  first 
assignment  of  errqr.  "This  record  was 
offered  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  the  defendant  levied 
an  attachment  upon  the  locomotive  sued 
for  had  a  prior  valid  lien  upon  said  locomo- 
tive, which  lien  had  been  at  the  time  of 
the  commencement  of  this  suit  foreclosed 
in  the  said  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  western  district  of  North 
Carolina,  and  title  to  said  locomotive  had 
been,  by  the  judgment  and  decree  of  said 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
western  district  of  North  Carolina,  de- 
clared to  be  in  the  plaintiff.  And  further 
to  show  that  at  the  time  the  defendant 
levied  his  attachment  the  plaintiff  had  de- 
clared a  forfeiture  of  all  rights  of  the  Cata- 
louchee Company  in  and  to  the  locomotive 
sued  for. 

"The  plaintiff  is  seeking  by  this  action 
to  recover  possession  of  the  locomotive 
which  was  attached  by  the  defendant  as 
the  property  of  the  Catalouchee  Company. 
The  error  of  the  court  consisted  in  not 
receiving  and  considering  this  evidence  upon 
the  ground  that  the  defendant  was  not  a 
party  to  the  suit  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  western  district  of 
North  Carolina  and  was  not  bound  thereby, 
whereas,  the  court  should  have  admitted 
said  evidence,  and  should  have  considered 
the  same,  because  the  defendant  levied  upon 
said  locomotive  as  the  property  of  the 
Catalouchee  Company,  and  is  claiming  it 
as  the  property  of  said  Catalouchee  Com- 
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pany,  and  is  therefore  bound  by  any  judg- 
ment or  decree  against  said  company  in 
respect  to  the  title  to  said  property." 

The  suit  thus  referred  to  was  instituted 
on  October  10,  1903,  and,  upon  the  ground 
that  the  conditions  therein  stipulated  had 
been  broken,  sought  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  made  by  the  Catalouchee  Com- 
pany to  the  North  Carolina  Land  &  Lumber 
Company  upon  a  great  amount  and  variety 
of  property  in  North  Carolina,  including 
the  Climax  engine  or  locomotive  now  in 
question.  Soon  after  the  institution  of  the 
North  Carolina  suit,  the  court  appointed 
receivers  therein,  who  took  possession  of 
all  the  mortgaged  property  then  in  North 
Carolina.  The  engine,  however,  had  been 
used  by  the  Catalbuchee  Company,  in  haul- 
ing its  freight  over  the  railroad  of  another 
company  which  extended  partly  into  Ten- 
nessee. On  October  3,  1903,  the  Tennessee 
k  North  Carolina  Railroad  Company,  S.  H. 
Stansberry  &  Sons,  and  other  creditors  of 
the  Catalouchee  Company,  had  separately 
sued  the  latter  company  in  the  state  court 
of  Cocke  county,  Tennessee,  and,  having  ob- 
tained attachments,  had  caused  them  to  be 
levied  upon  the  engine  in  question  while  it 
was  upon  a  journey  into  that  state.  But 
on  October  12,  1903,  the  receivers,  under 
the  orders  of  the  court  in  the  North  Caro- 
lina case,  had  made  some  satisfactory  ar- 
rangement with  those  creditors,  all  their 
attachments  were  released,  and  possession 
of  the  engine  was  given  to  the  receivers. 
However,  before  they  got  it  back  to  North 
Carolina,  it  was  on  October  16,  1903,  seized 
and  levied  upon  under  the  attachment  in 
the  Borches  Case.  It  was  in  respect  in  this 
seizure  that  this  action  was  brought. 

At  the  outset,  it  may  be  remarked  that, 
while  the  receivers  thus  got  possession  of 
the  engine  in  Tennessee  for  the  purposes  of 
the  North  Carolina  Case,  we  lay  little  stress 
upon  their  possession  of  it  at  the  time  of 
the  levy  of  the  attachment  in  the  Borches 
Case,  because  in  the  view  we  take  of  the 
case  the  result  must  be  the  same,  whether 
or  not  any  effect  be  given  to  such  posses- 
sion by  them. 

Under  the  law  of  North  Carolina  the 
right  of  strict  foreclosure  exists.  This  right 
was  sought  to  be  enforced  in  the  North 
Carolina  Case  begun  on  October  10,  1903, 
and,  by  the  decree  in  that  case  rendered 
July  12,  1904,  the  complainant  therein  was 
afforded  that  relief,  and  was  adjudged  to 
be  the  owner  of  the  engine.  Did  the  decree 
in  that  case  relate  back  either  to  the  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  mortgage  or  to  the 
commencement  of  the  action,  and  did  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  Borches  Case,  who  acquired 
their  attachment  lien  after  both  of  those 
events    ^n^    during    the    pendency    of    the 
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North  Carolina  Case,  take  their  rights 
under  that  lien,  subject  to  having  it  de- 
feated by  the  judgment  in  the  previously 
pending  suit  for  foreQ{osing  the  mortgage  T 
In  the  North  Carolina  Case  the  engine  ap- 
pears to  have  been  impleaded  as  a  part 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  although  at  the 
time  the  suit  was  brought  it  was  actually 
in  Tennessee,  having  been  taken  there  in 
the  way  indicated.  Can  the  latter  part 
-have  any  influence  upon  the  plaintiff's 
right? 

The  views  of  the  case  held  by  the  learned 
trial  judge  can  best  be  stated  in  his  own 
language.  In  his  opinion  it  is  said:  ''The 
engine  was  attached  hy  the  defendants  as 
the  property  of  the  Catalouchee  Company  in 
their  suit  in  the  chancery  court  of  Cocke 
county  on  October  15,  1903.  Obviously, 
therefore,  there  was  no  wrongful  seizure  or 
detention  of  the  engine  by  the  defendants 
so  far  as  the  North  Carolina  Land  k  Lum- 
ber Company  is  concerned,  unless  it  held 
the  legal  title  to  the  engine  at  the  time  of 
the  attachment.  And  the  decree  rendered 
by  the  United  States  circuit  court  at  Ashe- 
ville  in  the  case  of  North  Carolina  Land  & 
Lumber  Company  v.  Catalouchee  Company, 
on  March  12,  1904, — ^if  the  same  is  to  be 
properly  construed  as  vesting  title  in  the 
plaintiff  to  the  engine  in  question  on  that 
date,  as  to  which  I  express  no  opinion, — 
would  be  manifestly  unavailing  in  so  far 
as  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  present 
suit  is  concerned,  since,  if  the  engine  was 
the  property  of  the  Catalouchee  Company  at 
the  time  it  was  attached,  a  subsequent  de- 
cree transferring  the  title  of  the  Catalouchee 
Company  thereto  to  the  plaintiff,  in  a  suit 
in  which  the  present  defendants  were  not 
parties,  would  clearly  only  transfer  such 
rights  as  the  Catalouchee  Company  had,  and 
be  subject  to  whatever  prior  rights  in  the 
engine  the  defendants  had  acquired  by  rea- 
son of  their  prior  attachment  in  the  chan- 
cery court.  In  order,  therefore,  for  the 
plaintiff  to  succeed,  it  must  show  that  it 
had  become  the  owner  of  the  engine  on  the 
day  of  the  attachment,  October  15,  1903,  or 
otherwise  held  the  legal  title  thereto  on 
that  date.  This,  I  think  it  has  entirely 
failed  to  show.  The  subsequent  decree  of 
the  chancery  court  at  Asheville  obviously 
does  not  show  this,  as  it  could  not  in  any 
aspect  purport  to  be  a  divesture  of  title 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  decree;  nor  does 
it  recite  that  the  engine  had  become  the 
property  of  the  Land  &  Lumber  Company 
on  or  before  October  15,  1903J  the  decree, 
which  was  dated  March  12,  1904,  merely 
reciting  that  the  Catalouchee  Company 
should  'from  henceforth  stand  absolutely 
debarred  and  foreclosed  of  and  from  all  I 
right,  title,*  and  interest  in  the  prop<;rty  I 
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described  in  the  decree;  and,  even  if  it  did 
so  recite,  its  recitals  would,  it  seems,  not 
be  competent  as  evidence  against  the  present 
defendants,  who  were  not  parlies  to  that 
cause." 

The  plaintiff  at  the  trial  failed  to  show 
its  ownership  of  the  engine  "on  or  before 
October  16,  1903,"  only  because  the  court 
refused  to  permit  it  to  read  as  evidence 
the  record  in  the  North  Carolina  Case,  and 
we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  that 
ruling  was  erroneous  upon  two  grounds. 
The  first  and  most  important  of  these  is 
that  upon  the  breach  of  the  condition  of  the 
mortgage  the  legal  title  to  the  mortgaged 
property,  including  the  engine  in  question, 
at  once  vested  in  the  mortgagee, — ^namely, 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case, — subject  to  be 
devested  only  by  an  exercise  of  the  right 
of  redemption,  which  right  the  mortgagor 
in  fact  failed  to  exercise.  The  general  doc- 
trine to  which  we  reifvr  was  stated  in  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  Waterman 
V.  Mackenzie,  138  U.  S.  268,  34  L.  ed.  926, 
11  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  336,  in  this  language,  vis/,: 
"By  a  mortgage  of  personal  property,  dif- 
fering in  this  respect  from  a  pledge,  it  is 
not  merely  the  possession  or  a  special  prop- 
erty that  passes;  but^  both  at  law  and  in 
equity,  the  whole  title  is  transferred  to 
the  mortgagee  as  security  for  the  debt,  (sub- 
ject only  to  be  defeated  by  performance  of 
the  condition,  or  by  redemption  on  bill  in 
equity  within  a  reasonable  time;  and  the 
right  of  possession,  when  there  is  no  ex- 
press stipulation  to  the  contrary,  goes  with 
the  right  of  property." 

And  that  this  is  the  general  rule  is  stated 
in  Jones  on  Chattel  Mortgages,  §  703.  It 
follows  that  the  decree  in  the  North  Caro- 
lina Case  was  a  judicial  d^laration  of  a 
pre-existing  right. 

From  the  breach  of  the. condition  of  the 
mortgage  in  this  instance,  it  resulted  that 
the  plaintiff  became  the  legal  owner  of  the 
engine  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the 
foreclosure  action  in  North  Carolina  on 
October  10,  1903,  which  ownership,  thus  ac- 
quired, was  judicially  established  by  the 
judgment  in  that  case.  That  record  thus 
became  the  muniment  of  the  plaintiff^s  title 
and  was  clearly  admissible  as  testimony  in 
support  of  its  claim  for  the  recovery  of  the 
engine.  If  this  be  not  so,  it  would  follow 
that  the  ownership  thus  acquired  and  con- 
firmed could  not  be  shown  at  all  outside  of 
North  Carolina  in  any  litigation  with  a 
creditor  of  the  Catalouchee  Company  who 
might  attach  the  engine  as  the  property  of 
that  company  after  its  title  had  passed  to 
the  plaintiff.  The  attachment  of  Borches  A 
Company  was  against  the  property  of  the 
Catalouchee  Company,  but  in  fact  was 
levied,  not  upon  its  property,  but  upon  that 
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of  the  plaintiff;  and  yet,  when  the  plaintiff 
sued  for  the  possession  of  the  property  thus 
taken,  it  was  not  permitted  at  the  trial 
to  introduce  the  record  which  clearly  es- 
tablished its  right  thereto.  If  the  legal 
title  to  the  engine  had  passed  to  the  plain- 
tiff before  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  the  North 
Carolina  Case,  it  was  wholly  immaterial 
that  such  title  passed  in  North  Carolina, 
instead  of  Tennessee.  The  passage  of  the 
title  was  effective  wherever  it  took  place, 
If  it  passed  at  all,  the  creditors  of  the 
previous  owner,  the  Catalouchee  Company, 
had  no  right  thereafter  to  seize  it  as  the 
property  of  their  debtor,  and  the  seizure 
neither  devested  the  plaintiff's  title  nor 
conferred  any  right  upon  Borches  &  Com- 
pany. Some  stress  is  laid  upon  the  fact 
that  the  engine  was  actually  in  Tennessee 
when  the  North  Carolina  suit  was  brought; 
and  it  is  claimed,  for  that  reason,  that  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  did  not 
acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  engine.  We 
have  no  doubt  that  the  situs  of  this  piece 
of  property  was  in  North  Carolina.  We 
think  that  situs  was  not  changed  by  the 
casual  trips  the  engine  made  into  Tennessee 
when  it  was  being  used  in  hauling  the 
freight  of  the  Catalouchee  Company  from 
North  Carolina  across  the  Tennessee  state 
line.  There  was  no  intention  that  the  en- 
gine should  remain  in  Tennessee,  but  the  in- 
tention was  that  it  should,  in  regular 
course,  return  to  North  Carolina,  where  it 
was  owned.  We  think  it  is  inadmissible  to 
hold  that  the  situs  of  personal  property 
can  be  changed  in  that  way.  Great  con- 
fusion might  result  from  any  other  rule  as 
applied  to  property  along  the  borders  of 
our  various  states.  The  situs  of  personal 
property  is  ordinarily  in  the  state  of  the 
domicil  of  its  owner.  If  not  there,  it  is 
in  a  state  where  it  is  so  permanently  lo- 
cated as  to  become  part  of  the  mass  of  the 
property  there.  Situs  is  not  acquired  nor 
fixed  by  mere  temporary  presence  in  or 
passage  through  another  state.  In  con- 
sidering this  phase  of  the  case,  we  may  dis- 
cern quite  instructive  analogy  and  illus- 
tration in  what  the  Supreme  Court  said  in 
Louisville  &  J.  Ferry  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  188 
U.  S.  396,  47  L.  ed.  618,  23  Sup;  Ct.  Rep. 
463,  where,  after  discussing  many  previous 
cases,  it  was  remarked  that  it  had  thereto- 
fore been  held  in  Hays  v.  Pacific  Mail  S.  S. 
Co.  17  How.  699, 16  L.  ed.  265,  "that  certain 
steamers  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
were  not  subject  to  taxation  in  a  state 
where  they  might  be  temporarily  when 
prosecuting  their  business,  but  were  tax- 
able at  their  home  port,  which  was  their 
situs,  and  where  they  belonged,  the  court 
saying:  'We  are  satisfied  that  the  state 
of  California  had  no  jurisdiction  over  these 
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vessels  for  the  purpose  of  taxation.  They 
were  not,  properly,  abiding  within  its  limits, 
so  as  to  become  incorporated  with  the  other 
personal  property  o^  the  state.  They  were 
there  but  temporarily  engaged  in  lawful 
trade  and  commerce,  with  their  situs  at  the 
home  port,  where  the  vessels  belonged,  and 
where  the  owners  were  liable  to  be  taxed 
for  the  capital  invested,  and  where  the 
taxes  had  been  paid.'" 

The  situs  of  this  piece  of  property  being 
in  North  Carolina,  the  court  there  had 
jurisdiction  over  it  as  being  embraced  in 
the  mortgage.  This  jurisdiction  was  not 
destroyed  when  the  engine,  being  temporari- 
ly out  of  that  state .  for  purposes  of  inter- 
state commerce,  was  wrongfully  aeized  as 
the  property  of  another  to  whom  it  did  not 
belong. 

We  come  now  to  the  consideration  of  tbe 
second  reason  for  the  conclusion  that  the 
ruling  of  the  trial  court  was  erroneous. 
When  the  holder  of  the  legal  title  to  prop- 
erty or  the  mortgagee  thereof  is  made  a 
party  to  an  action  concerning  it,  when  such 
action  is  not  collusive  and  is  diligently 
prosecuted  to  a  final  judgment,  the  general 
doctrine  is  that  a  purchaser,  a  mortgagee, 
or  an  attaching  creditor  whose  rights  or 
liens  are  acquired  pendente  lite,  takes  sub* 
ject  to  the  determination  of  the  pending 
suit  and  cannot  relitigate  the  rights  settled 
by  the  judgment  therein.  It  is  also  the 
general  rule  that  the  judgment  rendered 
in  the  pending  suit  relates  back  to  the  date 
of  its  commencement.  The  manifest  object 
and  purpose  of  the  North  Carolina  Case 
was  to  obtain  a  strict  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  by  a  judgment  of  the  court  to 
the  effect  that,  when  the  bfeach  of  tbe  con- 
dition occurred,  the  legal  title  to  the  mort- 
gaged propertly  passed  at  once  to  the  mort- 
gagee. The  judgment  in  the  case  went  ac- 
cordingly on  July  12,  1904.  The  result 
was  the  extinguishment  of  the  mortgagor's 
equity  of  redemption  and  the  confirmation 
of  the  title  of  the  plaintiff  as  of  the  10th 
of  October,  1903,  the  date  of  bringing  the 
suit,  if,  indeed,  it  was  not  as  of  the  previous 
date  when  the  breach  of  the  condition  of 
the  mortgage  occurred.  That  suit,  it  is 
true,  was  pending  in  North  Carolina  when 
the  attachment  lien  was  created.  But  the 
situs  of  the  engine  was  then  in  North  Caro- 
lina, and  there  it  remained.  Can  the  acci- 
dental circumstances  that,  when  the  North 
Carolina  foreclosure  suit  was  begun,  the 
engine  was  in  Tennessee,  whither  it  had 
been  sent  on  one  of  its  regular  journeys 
across  the  North  Carolina  state  line,  de- 
feat the  effect  of  the  pendency  of  the  suit 
to  enforce  it?  We  think  not.  In  Story's 
Eq.  Jur.  13th  ed.  §  406,  the  general  doctrine 
is  thus  stated:     "Ordinarily  it  is  true  that 
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the  decree  of  a  court  binds  only  the  parties 
and  their  privies  in  representation  or  estate. 
But  he  who  purchases  during  the  pendency 
of  a  suit  is  held  bound  by  the  decree  that 
may  be  made  against  the  person  from  whom 
he  derives  title.  The  litigating  parties  are 
exempted  from  taking  any  notice  of  the 
title  so  acquired,  and  such  purchaser  need 
not  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit.  Where 
there  is  a  real  and  fair  purchase  without 
any  notice,  the  rule  may  operate  very  hard- 
ly. But  it  is  a  rule  founded  upon  a  great 
public  policy;  for  otherwise  alienations 
made  during  a  suit  might  defeat  its  whole 
purpose,  and  there  would  be  no  end  to 
litigation.  And  hence  arises  the  maxim, 
Pendente  Hie,  nihil  innovetur,  the  effect  of 
which  is  not  to  annul  the  conveyance^  but 
only  to  render  it  subservient  to  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  the  litigation.  As  to  the 
rights  of  these  parties,  the  conveyance  is 
treated  as  if  it  never  had  any  existence, 
and  it  does  not  vary  them." 

The  same  views  are  clearly  expressed  in 
Bennett  on  Lis  Pendens,  pp.  86-90.  The 
authorities  also  seem  to  agree,  for  obvious 
reasons,  that  in  applying  the  lis  pendens 
doctrine  an  attaching  creditor  cannot  stand 
on  a  better  footing  than  that  of  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  for  value.  In  the  case  of 
Fletcher  v.  Ferrel,  9  Dana,  372,  35  Am. 
Dec.  143,  the  court  of  appeals  of  Kentucky 
dealt  with  questions  very  closely  related  to 
those  involved  in  this  case,  and,  speaking 
through  Judge  Ewing,  among  other  things, 
said:  ''Whatever  may  be  the  doctrine  ap- 
plicable to  purchases  made  in,  and  by  citi- 
term  of,  a  distinct  and  independent  nation, 
from  that  in  which  the  suit  is  depending, 
we  cannot  doubt  that  within  these  United 
States  purchases  in  one  state  pending  a 
suit  in  another  must  be  treated  as  pendente 
lite  purchases,  and  subject  to  the  rule  appli- 
cable to  such  purchases." 

We  have  been  able  to  find  no  case  in 
which  the  Supreme  Court  ruled  upon  the 
applicability  of  the  lie  pendens  doctrine  to 
personal  property  (other  than  negotiable 
paper  and  articles  of  ordinary  commerce,  as 
to  which  all  the  authorities  seem  to  agree), 
but  the  subject  of  litigation  in  the  Ken- 
tucky case  was  another  kind  of  personal 
property,  viz,,  slaves.  Nevertheless  the  lis 
pendens  doctrine  was  applied. 

In  Carr  v.  Lewis  Coal  Co.  15  Mo.  App. 
561,  in  the  course  of  an  elaborate  and  in- 
teresting opinion,'  the  St.  Louis  court  of 
appeals  said:  "In  Murray  v.  Lylburn,  2 
Johns.  Ch.  441,  Chancellor  Kent  doubts 
whether  the  doctrine  ought  to  be  carried  so 
far  as*  to  affect  sales  of  movable  property, 
such  as  horses,  cattle,  and  grain ;  and  Judge 
Bradley  in  Warren  County  v.  Marcy,  97 
U.  S.  106,  24  L.  ed.  981,  supra,  says  that 
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the  doctrine  is  applicable  to  personalty, 
with  the  two  exceptions  of  negotiable  paper 
and  articles  of  ordinary  commerce  sold  in 
the  usual  way.  In  New  Hampshire,  how- 
ever, the  courts  refuse  to  apply  the  doctrine 
to  personalty  (Chase  v.  Searle^,  45  N.  H. 
511) ;  whilst  in  Mississippi,  on  the  other 
hand,  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  at  this 
day  applies  with  equal  force  to  contracts 
in  regard  to  personalty  and  those  concern- 
ing real  estate.  M'Cutchen  v.  Miller,  31 
Miss.  65.  In  Pennsylvania  the  doctrine  is 
applied  to  nonnegotiable  securities.  Dia- 
mond V.  Lawrence  County,  37  Pa.  353,  78 
Am.  Dec.  429. 

"So  far  as  the  reasons  on  which  the  rule 
itself  is  based  go,  they  seem  to  apply  with 
equal  force  to  personal  property  and  real 
estate.  The  doctrine  is  an  equitable  one^ 
but  in  law  the  same  effect  is  produced  by 
the  rule  that  the  purchaser  takes  only  the 
title  of  his  vendor.  Every  man  is  sup- 
posed to  be  attentive  to  what  passes  in  xne 
superior  courts  of  the  sovereignty  where 
be  resides,  and  some  courts  have  based  the 
doctrine  upon  the  theory  of  notice.  But  it 
would  seem  that  the  doctrine  really  rests 
upon  the  public  policy  which  does  not  allow* 
litigating  parties  to  give  to  others,  pend- 
ing the  litigation,  rights  to  the  property 
in  dispute,  so  as  to  prejudice  the  opposite 
party.     .     .    . 

"We  think  that  both  reason  and  author- 
ity are  for  the  conclusion  that  the  doctrine 
of  lis  pendens  is  to  be  applied  to  personal 
property  of  the  character  in  question  in 
the  present  case,  which  is  not  an  article  of 
ordinary  commerce,  as  are  cattle  and 
grain." 

And  it  would  seem  reasonable  that  this 
doctrine  should  be  applied  in  a  case  where, 
as  here,  the  property  is  a  distinct  article 
not  kept  for  sale  as  merchandise.  In  such 
case  the  reasons  sometimes  urged  against 
the  inclusion  of  personal  property  under 
the  doctrine  of  lis  pendens  do  not  exist;  and 
we  have  reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
devolution  of  the  legal  title  upon  the  breach 
of  the  condition  of  the  mortgage,  and  the 
pendency  of  the  North  Carolina  suit  at  the 
time  the  Borches  suit  was  begun,  alike  ex- 
tinguished and  annulled  the  attachment 
lien  acquired  in  the  latter,  eo  instanti  the 
judgment  in  the  North  Carolina  case  was 
rendered. 

It  results  that  it  was  erroneous  to  ex- 
clude the  record  in  the  North  Carolina 
Case  as  evidence  in  support  of  the  title  of 
the  plaintiff.  We' think  it  was  clearly  ad- 
missible for  that  purpose.  To  hold  other- 
wise and  afldrm  the  judgment  of  the  court 
below  obviously  would  destroy  the  plaintiff's 
rights  under  the  mortgage  and  make  para- 
mount those  acquired  long  subsequently  by 
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the  levy  of  the  attachment,  all  because  the 
mortgaged  engine  in  doing  the  work  for 
which  it  was  designed,  and  in  the  regular 
.course  of  that  work  from  day  to  day, 
passed  out  of  one  of  the  states  of  the  Union 
into  another  which  adjoined  it.  We  think 
tlie  rights  of  a  mortgagee  of  such  property 
should  not  be  so  easily  taken  from  him. 

It  is,  however,  contended  by  the  defend- 
ant that  it  is  not  shown  by  the  record  in 
the  North  Carolina  Caise  that  the  engine 
was  actually  embraced  in  the  mortgage  en- 
forced in  that  case,  either  as  property  ex- 
isting when  the  mortgage  was  made,  or 
as  property  acquired  thereafter  and  coming 
within  the  terms  of  that  instrument.  It 
is  true  that  the  averments  of  the  bill  are 
expressed  in  somewhat  general  terms.  The 
engine  in  question  is  not  particularly  de- 
scribed by  name,  either  in  the  bill  or  in 
.the  mortgage  agreement.  The  latter  de- 
scribes the  personal  property  in  this  lan- 
guage, namely :  "Fourth.  The  party  of  the 
second  part  agrees  that,  in  the  event  of 
their  failure  to  comply  with  the  provisions 
of  this  contract,  then  all  the  property,  both 
real  and  personal,  belonging  to  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  and  situate  upon 
the  said  land  or  used  in  the  development 
of  the  same,  shall  become  and  be  the  prop- 
erty of  the  party  of  the  first  part,  and  the 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  not  remove 
any  of  said  pl9.nt  or  equipment,  except 
through  and  by  the  consent  of  the  party 
of  the  first  part,  and  party  of  the  second 
part  agrees  that  all  equipment  and  improve- 
ments that  they  put  on  the  property  shall  be 
free  and  clear  of  all  encumbrances." 

By  the  decree  in  the  North  Carolina  Case 
it  is  "ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  defendant,  the  Cataloucliee  Company, 
do  from  henceforth  stand  absolutely  de- 
barred and  foreclosed  of  and  from  all 
rights,  title,  interest,  estate,  and  equity 
of  redemption  of  and  in  the  following  de- 
scribed land  and  premises,  to  wit,"  and, 
after  specifically  describing  the  lands,  it 
proceeds:  "Together  with  all  and  singular 
the  mills,  machinery,  railroad  track,  rolling 
stock,  and  equipment  used  in  connection 
with  said  railroad,  and  all  other  improve- 
ments and  fixtures  attached  to  or  located 
or  standing  upon  said  tracts  of  land  or 
either  of  them;  and  all  the  rights  of  way 
which  have  been  acquired  by  the  said  de- 
fendent,  the  Catalouchee  Company,  over 
and  upon  the  land  of  any  person  or  persons 
whatsoever,  together  with  the  railroad  track 
and  the  privileges  and  appurtenances  there- 
unto belonging,  or  in  anywise  appertaining, 
which  has  been  constructed  by  the  said  de- 
fendant, and  running  from  the  mouth  of 
Big  Creek  up  to  and  upon  the  lands  here- 
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tofore  described,  said  railroad  track  being 
in  its  entire  length  about  4^  miles. 

"And  it  is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  the  said  North  Carolina  Land 
k  Lumber  Company  is  the  owner  in  fee 
simple  and  entitled  to  immediate  possession 
of  all  ol  said  tracts  of  land  and  the  ma- 
chinery and  improvements  above  described, 
free  from  and  devested  of  any  claims  or 
liens  of  the  defendant,  the  Catalouchee 
Company,  for  or  on  account  of  or  by  reason 
of  its  contract  of  purchase  from  the  aaid 
North  Carolina  Land  &  Lumber  Company 
or  otherwise,  or  for  any  amount  which  the 
Catalouchee  Company  may  have  paid  under 
the  terms  and  provisions  of  said  contract." 

After  a  most  careful  consideration  we 
are  of  opinion  that  the  entire  record  in  the 
North  Carolina  Case,  as  distinguished  from 
the  judgment  alone,  sufficiently  shows  that 
the  engine  was  embraced  in  the  mortgage, 
and  that  the  title  thereto  passed  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  we  have  indicated.  The  record 
was  therefore  competent  as  evidence  in  be- 
half of  the  plaintiff  in  the  deraignment  of 
its  title. 

We  need  not  notice  the  other  errors  as- 
signed, because  they  may  not  arise  at  an- 
other trial. 

But  for  the  error  indicated  the  judgment 
must  be  reversed,  with  costs,  and,  upon  the 
return  of  the  case,  a  new  trial  must  be 
awarded,  and  further  proceedings  taken  in 
accordance  with  law  and  the  principles  an- 
nounced in  this  opinion. 
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POLLACK  STOGIE  COMPANY  et  aL 

(—  C.  C.  A.  — ,  195  Fed.  28.) 

Tradename  —  right  of  personal  repre- 
sentative —  misleading  public. 

The  personal  representative  of  one  who 
has  established  a  trade  right  in  the  use  of 
his  own  name  in  connection  with  a  manu- 
factured product  may  lose  the  right  of  pro- 
tection in  the  use  of  such  name  in  the  busi- 
ness continued  by  him,  if  he  leads  the  pub- 

^ote  — The  effect  of  false  representations 
extrinsic  to  a  tradename  or  trademark  upon 
the,  right  to  protection  against  infringe- 
ment is  discussed  i;i.  .notes  to  Johnson  & 
Johnson  v.  Seabu fy  &  Johnson,  12  LJRA. 
(N.S.)  1201,  and  Nelson  V.  Winchell,  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1161.       ''■  ■  '     ' 

As  to  the  invalidity  o|  dece^ive  trade- 
marks, see  note  to  ^Joseph  v.  Mapewsky,  10 
L.R.A.53.  • 
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lie  to  believe  that  the  originator  of  the 
business  is  still  alive,  and  his  personality 
was  a  factor  iii  the  creation  and  retention 
of  the  good  will  which  the  product  enjoyed. 

(J.  B.  McPherson,  Dist.  J.,  dissents.) 

(March  28,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Western  District  of  Pennsylvania  dis- 
missing a  bill  brought  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  an  alleged  unfair  use  of  a  tradename 
which  was  alleged  to  have  been  developed 
by  plaintiff's  intestate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Gray,  Circuit  Judge,  and 
•Bradford  and  J.  B.  McPherson,  District 
Judges. 

Messrs.  Thomas  S.  Brown  and  Brown' 
A  Stewart  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Frank  F.  Reed  and  Edward  S. 
Rogers  for  appellees. 

Bradford,  District  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

This*  is  an  appeal  from  a  final  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  western  district  of  Pennsylvania,  dis- 
missing a  bill  in  equity,  brought  by  How- 
ard Hazlett,  administrator  of  Augustus  Pol- 
lack, deceased,  against  the  Pollack  Stogie 
Company,  of  Pittsburgh,  Pennsylvania,  a 
corporation  of  Pennsylvania,  and  C.  G.  Kis- 
kaddon,  M.  W.  DeWaters,  John  Benz,  Jos- 
eph Pollack,  stockholders,  directors,  and 
officers  of  said  corporation,  and  Joseph 
Raubitschek,  Rudolph  Raubitschek,  and  Ed- 
ward Raubitschek,  partners  doing  business 
under  the  firm  name  of  Raubitschek  Broth- 
ers, alleging  unfair  competition  in  trade  and 
infringement  of  trademarks  on  the  part  of 
the  defendants,  and  praying  for  an  account 
and  injunctive  relief.  The  court  below,  be- 
ing of  opinion  upon  the  proofs  that,  while 
the  defendants  had  clearly  violated  the 
rights  of  the  complainant,  the  latter  had 
not  come  into  court  with  clean  hands, 
decreed  the  dismissal  of  the  bill,  but  with- 
out costs  to  the  defendants,  the  respective 
parties  to  pay  their  own  costs.  It  appears 
that  during  a  period  of  many  years  prior 
to  his  death  in  1906  Augustus  Pollack  had 
been  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  a'  species  of  cigars  known  as  stogies,  and 
had  established  an  extensive  and  lucrative 
trade  in  that  line.  Such  was  the  excel- 
lence of  his  product  that  in  connection 
with  sundry  marks,  labels,  printed  state- 
ments, and  other  forms  of  dress  used  in  the 
conduct  of  his  business^  his  stogies  be- 
came so  associated  in  the  public  mind  with 
liis  name  as  to  be  generally  known  as 
"Pollacks."  The  learned  judge  below  said: 
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"The  personality  of  Pollack  was  a  factor 
in  the  creation  and  the  retention  ol  the 
trade  good  will  which  his  product  en- 
joyed;" and  this  certainly  was  true  in 
the  sense  that  his  known  connection  with 
the  manufacture  of  stogies  largely  ac- 
counted for  the  good  will  which  attached 
to  his  business.  Owing  to  the  defective 
execution  of  his  intended  will  Augustus 
Pollack  died  intestate,  and  letters  of  ad- 
ministration on  his  estate  were  granted 
to  Howard  Hazlett,  who  by  agreement  of  the 
widow  and  children  of  the  decedent  con- 
tinued the  business  established  by  him. 
That  the  complainant  in  the  conduct  of  this 
business,  after  the  death  of  Augustus  Pol- 
lack, pursued  a  course  calculated,  if  not  in- 
tended, to  mislead  the  public  into  the  belief 
that  the  decedent  was  still  living,  and  en- 
gaged in  its  active  management,  clearly 
appears  from  the  evidence.  For  years  after 
the  death  of  Augustus  Pollack,  and  both 
before  and  since  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  the  complainant  made  use  of  a  circu- 
lar letter  which  was  placed  in  each  box  of 
stogies  sent  out  from  the  factory.  The 
letter  is  dated  Wheeling,  West  Virginia^ 
has  a  circular  trademark  at  its  head,  bear- 
ing the  name  "Augustus  Pollack,"  and  is 
addressed  "To  the  Trade,  Consumers,  and 
Public."  It  bear  a  facsimile  of  Augustus 
Pollack's  signature.  The  body  of  the  letter 
is  as  follows: 

Gentlemen : 

The  Crown  Stogies  Cigars,  originated  and 
manufactured  by  Augustus  Pollack  of 
Wheeling,  W.  Va.  U.  S.  A.,  distinguished 
by  national  recognition  for  perfect  purity, 
absolute  naturalness,  and  uniform  excel- 
lence, have  achieved  their  rank  and  fame 
by  the  cultivation  under  Inost  trying  cir- 
cumstances, during  more  than  a  generation, 
of  an  unceasing  devotion  to  ideal  industrial 
integrity,  loyalty  to  fair  wages,  elevating 
conditions  of  labor,  and  highest  standard  of 
expert  workmanship,  by  the  undersigned. 
The  maker  of  the  Crowns  honored  by  the 
eloquent  testimonials  from  distinguished 
sources  in  different  sections  of  our  country, 
conveying  the  popular  impressions  created 
by  "The  Pollack  Crown  Stogies,"  gratefully 
acknowledges  his  indebtedness  to  American 
encouragement,  and,  requesting  a  continu- 
ance of  approval  and  favorable  considera- 
tion, avails  himself  of  this  occasion  to 
tender  his  assurance  of  appreciation  and 
high  esteem. 

Yours  truly, 

Augustus  Pollack. 

At  the  foot  of  the  letter  was  the  state- 
ment that  "the  grades  of  the  Crowns  under 
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protection  of  U.  S.  Patent  Office  registra- 
tion,and  guarantee  of  Augustus  Pollack" 
consisted  of  those  sbown  in  a  list  of  Patent 
Office  trademark  registrations,  therein  set 
forth.  This  statement  was  misleading  to 
purchasers,  for  the  registrations  were  ob- 
tained, not  by  Augustus  Pollack,  but  after 
his  death  by  the  complainant,  and  the  use 
of  the  words,  "guarantee  of  Augustus  Pol- 
lack," in  that  connection  was  deceptive,  to 
say  the  least.  But  this  circular  letter  car- 
ried on  its  face  by  necessary  implication  an 
averment  that  Augustus  Pollack  was  still 
living.  No  other  interpretation  can  be  put 
upon  the  clause:  "The  maker  of  the 
Crowns,  honored  by  the  eloquent  testimo- 
nials from  distinguished  sources  in  different 
sections  of  our  country,  conveying  the  popu- 
lar impressions  created  by  'the  Pollack 
Crown  Stogies,'  gratefully  acknowledges 
his  iifdebtedness  to  American  encourage- 
ment, and,  requesting  a  continuance  of 
approval  and  favorable  consideration,  avails 
himself  of  this  occasion  to  tender  his  assur- 
ance of  appreciation  and  high  esteem. 
"Yours  truly, 

Augustus   Pollack." 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  of  the  com- 
plainant that  the  circular  letter  above 
quoted  was  used  before  the  death  of  Augus- 
tus Pollack,  and  it  also  appears  that  the 
latest  date  on  that  letter  is  1910.  But 
whether  it  was  used  in  the  lifetime  of  the 
decedent  is  in  our  view  immaterial;  for 
after  his  death  its  continued  use  by  the 
complainant  without  explanation  amounted 
to  a  false  representation  that  such  death 
had  not  occurred,  and  that  purchasers 
would  obtain  the  product,  not  of  the  com- 
plainant, but  of  Augustus  Pollack.^  And 
this  misrepresentation  was  accentuated  by 
the  insertion  in  the  circular  letter  of  a  date 
years  after  Augustus  Pollack  had  died. 
That  the  identification  of  Augustus  Pollack 
in  the  public  mind,  with  the  continued 
manufacture  and  sale  of  crown  stogies 
cigars,  was  considered  by  the  complainant 
as  an  important  factor  in  securing  custom, 
there  can  be  no  question;  for  it  is  stated 
that,  manufactured  by  Augustus  Pollack, 
they  "have  achieved  their  rank  and  fame 
by  the  cultivation  under  most  trying  cir- 
cumstances, during  more  than  a  generation, 
of  an  unceasing  devotion  to  ideal  industrial 
integrity  .  .  .  and  highest  standard  of 
expert  workmanship  by  the  undersigned," 
to  wit,  "Yourft  truly,  Augustus  Pollack." 
The  record  discloses  a  number  of  letters 
written  after  the  death  of  Augustus  Pol- 
lack, which  were  put  in  evidence  by  the 
complainant  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
high  reputation  of  the  Pollack  stogies,  and 
it  is  a  significant  fact  that  of  twenty-one 
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such  letters  written  in  the  years  1908  and 
1909,  fourteen  were  addressed  to  Augustus 
Pollack  personally.  If  one,  having  right 
by  succession  to  employ  a  trademark,  trade- 
name, label,  or  other  distinguishing  mark  in 
the  conduct  of  his  business,  deliberately 
makes  such  use  of  it  as  is  intended  or 
calculated  to  deceive  or  mislead  the  pur- 
chasing public  with  respect  to  the  origin, 
manufacture,  or  ownership  of  the  goods  in 
connection  with  which  it  is  used,  he  is  not 
entitled  to  relief  in  equity  against  persons 
infringing  ot*  wrongfully  using  such  trade- 
mark, tradename,  label,  or  other  distin- 
guishing mark  to  his  detriment  in  connection 
with  the  sale  of  their  own  goods.  While 
little  can  be  said  by  way  of  justification 
of  the  conduct  of  the  defendants,  and  with- 
out discussing  the  evidence  in  detail,  we 
agree  with  the  court  below  that  the  course 
of  the  complainant  after  succeeding  to  the 
business  of  Augustus  Pollack  was  not  such 
as  was  demanded  by  a  proper  regard  for 
the  protection  of  the  public  against  decep- 
tion touching  the  subject-matter  as  to  which 
protection  is  sought  against  the  defendants, 
and  that  his  acts  and  omissions  leave  him 
no  standing  in  a  court  of  equity  for  relief 
in  the  premises.  With  respect  to  the  con- 
tention that  the  complainant,  being  a  foreign 
administrator  who  has  not  obtained  ancil- 
lary letters  in  Pennsylvania,  has  no  title  to 
maintain  this  suit,  it  is  unnecessary  in  view 
of  the  conclusion  reached  to  express  an  opin- 
ion. For  the  reasons  above  given  the  de- 
cree of  the  court  below  is  affirmed,  the 
costs  in  this  court  to  be  paid  by  the  ap- 
pellant. 

J.  B.  Mcpherson,  District  Judge,  dis- 
sents, believing  that  the  facts  of  this  case 
do  not  call  for  the  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  "clean  hands." 


ARKANSAS  SUPREMS  COURT. 

ST.  LOUIS,  IRON  MOUNTAIN,  &  SOUTH- 
ERN RAILWAY  COMPANY,  Appt., 

v. 

MRS.  W.  L.  MILLER. 

(—Ark.  — ,  145  S.  W.  889,) 

Carrier  —  baggage  —  articles  Intended 
for  business. 

1.  Bed  linen  and  other  articles  designed 
for  use  in  his  business  by  one  moving  from 

Note, »  Hotisehold  goods  or  su/pplies  as 

'baggage. 

It  is  said  in  6  Cyc.  666,  that  "in  general, 
the  term  'baggage'  (or  'luggage,'  which 
means  the  same  thing)  includes  such  arti- 
cles  of   necessity   and   convenience   as   are 
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one  locality  to  another  to  engage  in  the 
hotel  bUBinesB  cannot  be  carried  by  him  a» 
baggage  at  the  risk  of  the  carrier. 

Same  —  notice  to  carrier. 

2.  The  mere  fact  that  articles  tendered 
by  a  passenger  for  transportation  as  baggage 
are  packed  in  a  basket  does  not  charge  the 
carrier  with  notice  of  their  character,  so 
as  to  charge  it  with  liability  for  their  loss 
as  baggage  in  case  they  are  not  properly 
checked. 

On  Petition  for  Rehearing. 

Same  —  oollection  of  freight  *-  liability 
for  loss. 

8.  A  carrier  which  accepts  for  transpor- 
tation as  baggage,  articles  known  by  it  to 
be  freight,  assumes  the  liability  of  a  freight 
carrier,  and  may  collect  the  regular  trans- 


portation   charge   where   the    statute    pro- 
hibits all  discrimination  in  rates. 

(March  4,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Nevada  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  value  of  property  lost  while 
in  defendant's  possession  for  transporta- 
tion.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Wood,  J.: 

W.  L.  Miller  and  wife,  the  appellee,  were 
engaged  in  the  hotel  business  at  Heber.  In 
the  month  of  September,  1910,  they  bought 
tickets  from  Heber  to  Little  Rock.  On  their 
tickets,  they  checked   a  trunk,  containing 


usually  carried  by  passengers  for  personal 
use  and  comfort  or  prot^tion  during  the 
continuance  of  the  journey;  and  in  deter- 
mining the  question,  the  station  in  life,  cir- 
cumstances and  business  of  the  passenger, 
and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  contem- 
plated JQurney,  may  be  taken  into  account." 
This  general  definition  of  "baggage"  seems 
to  exclude  household  ^oods  or  supplies,  and 
in  fact  the  cases,  with  a  few  exceptions, 
have  held  that  such  articles  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  falling  within  the  generally  ac- 
cepted meaning  of  the  term  "personal  bag- 
gage." 

The  rules  laid  down  in  the  respective 
cases  vary  slightly,  but  the  variance  is  one 
of  phraseology  rather  than  of  meaning. 

Thus,  the  rule  has  been  stated  to  be  that 
"baggage"  consists  of  whatever  a  passenger 
takes  with  him  for  his  own  personal  use 
and  convenience,  according  to  the  habits  and 
wants  of  the  particular  class  to  which  he 
belongs,  either  with  reference  to  the  imme- 
diate necessities  or  to  the  ultimate  purposes 
of  the  journey.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Whitten,  90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W.  835,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  726,  holding  that  quilts,  cooking 
utensils,  and  groceries  taken  on  a  fishing 
trip  constituted  baggage;  Glovinsky  v.  Cu- 
nard  S.  S.  Co.  4  Misc.  266,  24  N.  Y.  Supp. 
136,  holding  that  feather  beds  and  cover- 
ings were  "under  the  circumstances"  (not 
set  out  in  report  of  case,  but  probably  con- 
sisted of  fact  that  traveler  had  to  furnish 
own  bedding)  properly  considered  as  baggage 
of  an  immigrant  and  her  small  children; 
Smith  V.  Cincinnati,  H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  3  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  192,  2  Ohio  N.  P.  29,  hold- 
ing that  household  supplies  for  third  per- 
sons did  not  constitute  baggage;  Bullard 
V.  Delaware,  L.  A;  W.  R.  Co.  21  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  586,  holding  that  an  embroidered  table 
eenterpieoe  did  not  constitute  baggage; 
Missouri  P.  R,  Co.  v.  York,  2  Tex.  App.  Civ. 
Cas.  (Willson)  557,  holding  that  bedding 
intended  for  the  personal  comfort  and  con- 
yenience  of  immigrants  on  the  journey  con- 
stituted baggage;  Bruty  v.  Grand  Trunk 
R.  Co.  32  U.  C.  Q.  B.  66,  holding  that  a 
concertina  and  sewing  machine  are  not  ordi- 
nary personal  luggage;  McCaffrey  v.  Cana- 
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dian  P.  R.  Co.  1  Manitoba  L.  Rep.  350, 
holding  that  window  curtains,  bedding,  cut- 
lery, books,  pictures,  and  parlor  ornaments 
do  not  constitute  ordinary  personal  lug- 
gage; Macrow  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  612,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  300,  24 
L.  T.  N.  S.  618,  19  Week.  Rep.  873,  holding 
that  bedding  intended  for  household  use 
when  the  passenger  was  settled  in  a  home  at 
the  journey's  end  could  not  be  considered  as 
"ordinary  passenger's  luggage;"  Belfast  & 
B.  R.  Co.  V.  Keys,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  573,  8  Jur. 
N.  S.  367,  4  L.  T.  N.  S.  841,  9  Week.  Rep. 
793,  dictum  per  Lord  Wensleydale  that  fur- 
niture and  household  goods  do  not  consti- 
tute baggage.  And,  under  this  rule,  it  has 
been  held  that  baggage  for  "the  purpose  of 
the  journey"  does  not  include  household 
goods  such  as  bedding,  table  linen,  table  and 
dresser  covers,  curtains,  draperies,  china 
ware,  silverware,  clock,  ice  cream  freezers, 
etc.,  where  "the  purpose  of  the  journey" 
is  to  change  the  place  of  abode,  and  the 
houshold  goods  are  not  intended  for  use  on 
the  journey.  Yazoo  Jb  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Baldwin,  113  Tenn.  205,  81  S.  W.  599  (also 
set  out  in  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v. 
Milleb).  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ferguson, 
1  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.  (White  &  W.)  724, 
which  involved  a  loss  of  bedding,  is  to  the 
same  effect.  But  in  Ouimit  v.  Henshaw,  35 
Vt  605,  84  Am.  Dec.  646,  the  court,  in  hold- 
ing that  bedding  belonging  to  a  poor  man, 
who  was  moving  with  his  family,  could  prop- 
erly be  called  baggage,  said:  "A  bed,  pil- 
lows, bolster,  and  bed  quilts  belonging  to  a 
poor  man,  who  is  moving  with  his  wife  and 
family,  may  properly  be  called  baggage.  It 
is  very  common  for  such  persons  to  take  such 
articles  with  them  as  baggage, — their  pov- 
erty makes  it  necessary,  and  such  thmgs 
are  frequently  about  all  they  have  that 
would  make  baggage.  They  are  not  mer- 
chandise, are  of  small  value,  may  be  put  in 
a  box  or  trunk  like  apparel,  are  frequently 
of  immediate  and  necessary  personal  use  to 
the  owners ;  and  both  from  custom,  and  from 
a  regard  to  the  poverty  of  such  travelers, 
are  often  and  properly  treated  as  baggage." 
And  in  Parmelee  v.  Fischer,  22  111.  212, 
74  Am.  Dec.  138,  under  an  instruction  to  as- 
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the  wearing  apparel  of  the  appellee,  and  a 
laundry  basket,  containing  articles  which 
are  described  and  values  given  in  a  list 
furnished  by  appellee,  and  for  which  this 
suit  was  brought,  as  follows: 

Laundry  basket $    4  00 

Linen    sheets,    pillow    cases,    towels, 

tablecloths,  and  napkins 100  00 

Four  silver  bread  trays 6  00 

Two  lamps 4  00 

Hotel    dishes 10  00 

One  gold  locket  apd  chain 6  00 

One  hotel  register  book  ( acct.  unpaid )   14  00 

One   burnt-wood  box 1  00 

Three   sets   glasses 1  20 

One  ps^ir  lace  curtains 5  00 

Three   celery  glasses 1  05 

They  changed  cars  at  Kensett,  where  they 
saw  the  laundry  basket,  and  came  on  to 
Little  Rock,  where  they  surrendered  the 
checks  given  by  the  Missouri  k  North  Ar- 
kansas Railroad  at  Heber,  and  took  new 
checks  for  the  laundry  basket  and  contents 
and  their  trunk  to  Prescott.  The  laundry 
basket,  containing  the  articles  specified,  was 
lost,  and  Miller  and  his  wife  brought  a 
joint  suit  against  the  appellant  for  the 
alleged  value  of  the  basket  and  contents. 
During  the  progress  of  the  trial,  the  suit 
was  dismissed  as  to  certain  articles  shown 
to  belong  to  W.  L.  Miller,  and  the  cause 
proceeded  on  behalf  of  the  appellee  for  the 
articles  set  out  above.  The  trial  resulted 
in  a  verdict  and  judgment  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellee for  the  sum  of  $100. 


Messrs.  W.  B.  Hemlngrway,  E.  B.  Kins- 
worthy,  J.  H.  Stevenson,  and  W.  V 
Tompkins,  for  appellant: 

The  articles  k>st  were  not  baggage. 

Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Baldwin, 
113  Tenn.  206,  81  S.  W.  699;  Macrow  v. 
Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  612. 
40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  300,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  618, 

19  Week.  Rep.  873;  Connolly  v.  Warren, 
106  Mass.  146,  8  Am.  Rep.  300;  St.  Louis 
&  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Hardway,  17  III.  App.  321; 
Mauritz  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co. 
23  Fed.  765;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
Y.  Boyce,  73  111.  610,  24  Am.  Rep.  268; 
Church  V.  Chicago,  M,  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
6  S.  D.  235,  26  L.R.A.  616,  60  N.  W.  854; 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Whitten, 
90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W.  836,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
726;  Humphreys  v.  Perry,  148  U.  S.  628, 
37  L.  ed.  688,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  711;  Hanni- 
bal A  St.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Swift,  12  WaU.  274, 

20  L.  ed.  429. 

The  railroad  company  cannot  contract  to 
carry  free  the  freight  of  one  person,  when 
it  charges  other  persons  the  rates  fixed  in 
the  schedule  for  carrying  similar  freight. 

Myar  v.  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
71  Ark.  555,  76  S.  W.  657;  New  York,  N. 
H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  V.  Interstate  Commerce 
Commission,  200  U.  S.  361,  60  L.  ed.  515, 
26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  272;  Armour  Packing  Co. 
V.  United  States,  209  U.  S.  66,  62  L.  ed. 
681,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  428;  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Mottley,  219  U.  S.  467,  56  L.  ed. 
297,  34  L.ILA.(N.S.)  671,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
266. 


sess  the  damage  for  *'such  articles  of  neces- 
sity and  convenience  as  are  usually  carried 
by  passengers  for  their  personal  use,  com- 
fort, instruction,  amusement,  and  protec- 
tion, having  regard  to  the  object  and  length 
of  the  journey,"  a  verdict  was  found  for 
plaintiff  on  a  count  for  failing  to  deliver  a 
chest  containing,  among  other  things.,  feath- 
er beds  and  pillows,  coverlets,  blankets,  ta- 
ble covers,  dishes,  spoons,  towels,  and  a 
teapot. 

So  it  has  been  held  under  the  rule  that 
^'travelers'  baggage"  consists  of  what  is  cus- 
tomarily known  and  carried  as  such,  that 
engravings  do  not  constitute  baggage.  Nev- 
ins  V.  Bay  State  S.  B.  Co.  4  Bosw.  225.  But 
under  this  rule,  bedding  carried  by  an  immi- 
grant bound  to  provide  her  bedding  for  the 
voyage  has  been  held  to  constitute  a  part 
of  her  baggage.  Hirschsohn  v.  Hamburgh 
American  Packet  Co.  2  Jones  &  S.  521. 

In  some  instances  the  rule  has  been  stat- 
ed to  be  that  household  goods  or  supplies  not 
intended  for  use  on  the  journey  do  not  con- 
stitute **baggage,"  especially  if  the  carrier 
did  not  understand,  and  did  not  have  good 
reason  to  understand,  the  nature  of  the 
goods.  This  rule  was  applied  in  the  follow- 
ing cases  in  which  the  parenthesized  house- 
hold articles  were  held  not  to'  constitute 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


personal  baggage:  Mauritz  y.  New  York,  L. 
k  &  W.  R.  Co.  23  Fed.  765  (bedding,  cur- 
tains, table  cloths  and  covers,  books,  pic- 
tures, and  albums) ;  Connolly  v.  Warren, 
106  Mass.  146,  8  Am.  Rep.  300  (feather 
bed).  And  in  Bell  v.  Drew,  4  E.  D.  Smith, 
59,  it  was  held  that  the  carrier  was  not 
liable  for  silverware  lost  in  a  trunk  checked 
as  ordinary  baggage,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  "necessary  for  traveling."  So,  per- 
ishable articles,  such  as  fruit,  packed  in  a 
trunk,  are  not  "baggage."  Georgia  R.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  113  Qa.  589,  38  S.  £.  954.  And 
see  Pettigrew  v.  Barniun,  11  Md.  434,  69 
Am.  Dec.  212,  wherein,  in  holding  that  an 
innkeeper  is  not  liable  for  table  silver  car- 
ried in  a  trunk,  it  was  intimated  that  the 
term  "baggage  of  a  traveler"  does  not  em- 
brace merchandise  or  other  valuables  not 
designed  for  use  or  personal  convenience  on 
the  journey. 

But  if  household  goods  are  accepted  as 
baggage,  they  will  be  classed  as  such  in  de- 
termining the  carrier's  liability.  Mauritz 
V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  supra; 
Minter  v.  Pacific  R.  Co.  41  Mo.  503,  97  Am. 
Dec.  288,  holding  the  carrier  liable  for  a 
carpet  received  by  its  agent  as  baggage  and 
lost  in  transit;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Slater, 
3  Tex.  App.  Civ.  Cas.    (Willson)   25,  hold- 
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Measts.  Hamby,  Haynie,  &  Hamby,  for 
appellee: 

The  articles  were  baggage. 

Macrow  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  612,  40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  300,  24 
L.  T.  N.  S.  618,  19  Week.  Rep.  873;  Kansas 
City  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Skinner,  88  Ark. 
191,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  850,  113  S.  W.  1019; 
Curtis  V.  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  R.  Co.  74  N. 
Y.  116,  30  Am.  Rep.  271;  Ouimit  v.  Hen- 
shaw,  35  Vt.  606,  84  Am.  Dec.  646;  Cad- 
wallader  V.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  9  Decisions 
des  Tribunaux,  169;  Bruty  v.  Grand  Trunk 
R.  Co.  32  U.  C.  Q.  B.  66;  International  & 
G.  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Folliard,  66  Tex.  603,  59 
Am.  Rep.  632,  1  S.  W.  624;  Parmelee  y. 
Fischer,  22  III.  212,  74  Am.  Dec.  138;  Hub- 
bard ▼.  Mobile  k  0.  R.  Co.  112  Mo.  App. 
459,  87  S.  W.  62;  Mexican  Nat.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ware,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  60  S.  W.  343 ; 
Kast  y.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  28  Pa 
Super.  Ct. '107;  Cooney  y.  Pullman  Palace 
Car  Co.  121  Ala.  368,  53  L.R.A.  690,  25 
So.  712;  Atwood  v.  Mohler,  108  111.  App. 
416;  4  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1647. 

The  possession  of  a  baggage  check  is 
prima  facie  evidence  of  the  receipt  of  the 
baggage  by  the  carrier. 

Davis  v.  Michigan  S.  &  N.  I.  R.  Co.  22 
Dl.  278,  74  Am.  Dec.  151;  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Weaver,  9  Lea,  38,  42  Am.  Rep. 
654;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  k  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Stone, 
78  Ark.  318,  95  S.  W.  471;  Graham  &  M. 
Transp.  Co.  v.  Young,  117  111.  App.  267; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Steear,  53  Neb. 
95,  73  N.  W.  466;  Ahlbeck  v.  St.  Paul,  M. 


&  M.  R.  Co.  39  Minn.  424,  12  Am.  St.  Rep. 
661,  40  N.  W.  364. 

If  a  carrier  received  merchandise  as  per- 
sonal baggage,  knowing  its  true  character, 
it  will  be  liable  for  it  as  for  baggage. 

Rossier  v.  Wabash  R.  Co.  115  Mo.  App. 
515,  91  S.  W.  1018;  Trimble  v.  New  York 
C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  162  N.  Y.  84,  48  L.R.A 
115,  56  N.  E.  532;  4  Elliott,  Railroads,  S 
1646. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  evidence  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
appellant  is  liable  if  the  articles,  for  the 
loss  of  which  judgment  was  rendered,  were 
baggage.  Therefore  that  is  the  only  ques- 
tion we  need  consider, 

Mr.  Hutchinson,  in  his  excellent  work  on 
Carriers,  says :  "When  the  facts  are  agreed 
or  undisputed,  the  question.  What  is  bag- 
gage? is  one  strictly  of  law,  and  must  be 
determined  by  the  court.  What  constitutes 
baggage,  in  any  given  or  supposed  case,  is 
a  question  which  depends  upon  principles 
of  law  upon  which  the  courts  have  agreed 
with  great  unanimity,  whatever  discrepan- 
cies there  may  be  in  decisions;  and,  al- 
though it  is  said  in  many  of  the  cases  to 
which  reference  has  been  made,  that  the 
question  is  one  for  a  jury,  it  must  be  un- 
derstood that  this  is  the  case  only  when 
there  is  uncertainty  or  dispute  as  to  some 
fact  upon  which  the  whole  question  may 
turn."  3  Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  §  1255.. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  the  facts  are  undisputed.. 

This  court,  in  the  case  of  Kansas  City, 
Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  V.  McGahey,  63  Ark.  344, 


ing  the  carrier  liable  for  framed  pictures, 
a  chandelier,  and  a  mirror  which  it  had  ac- 
cepted and  had  charged  and  received  extra 
compensation  at  baggage  rates  for  carrying 
as  baggage,  it  bein^  said  that  this  was  the 
imperative  rule,  whether  the  carrier  knew 
of  its  character  or  not,  unless  inquiry  was 
made  of  the  owner  and  false  and  fraudulent 
answers  made;  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Green,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  13,  97  S.  W. 
531,  holding  that  the  carrier's  liability  for 
china  ware  carried  as  baggage  depended  up- 
on the  carrier's  knowledge  as  to  its  charac- 
ter, it  being  said  that  if  the  carrier  did  not 
know  the  character  of  the  goods,  it  would 
not  be  liable;  but  that  if  it  did  know  that 
the  box  contained  china  ware,  and,  notwith- 
standing that  fact,  accepted  it  as  baggage, 
it  would  be  liable  for  damages  resulting 
from  the  loss  thereof. 

And  where  the  contract  of  carriage  limits 
the  baggage  to  wearing  apparel,  it  has  been 
held  that  the  carrier  is  under  no  obligation 
to  carrv  packages  of  groceries.  Bullock  v. 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  60  N.  J.  L.  24;  37 
L.R.A.  417,  36  Atl.  773. 

In  the  following  cases,  which  do  not 
state  any  particular  rule,  the  respective  ar- 
ticles were  held  not  to  constitute  ''baggage:" 
Vatse  V.  Ball,  2  Dall.  270,  1  L.  ed.  377  (fur- 
39  I,,R,A.(N,S.) 


niture) ;  St.  Louis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Hard  way, 
17  111.  App.  321  (silk  quilt) ;  Chicago,  R.  I. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Boyce,  73  111.  510,  24  Am.  Rep. 
268  (silver  napkin  rings) ;  Wheeler  v.  Oce- 
anic Steam  Nav.  Co.  52  Hun,  75,  5  N.  Y. 
Supp.  101,  reversed  on  other  grounds  in  125 
N.  Y.  155,  21  Am.  St.  Rep.  729,  26  N.  E.  248, 
(pictures);  Davidson  v.  Cunard  S.  S.  Co. 
134  App.  Div.  288,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  929  (cra- 
dle, bedding,  and  silverware) ;  St.  Louis  ft 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Dickerson,  29  Okla.  386,  118 
Pac.  140  (piano  or  pulpit  cover);  Mexican 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  DeRosear,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
109  S.  W.  949  (drawn-work  centerpiece,  ta- 
ble linen,  and  bedding). 

Early  cases  upon  the  general  question  of 
the  liability  of  a  passenger  carrier  in  trans- 
porting merchandise  intrusted  to  it  by  a 
passenger  are  treated  in  the  note  to  Kansas 
City,  M.  k  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Higdon,  14  L.R.A. 
516.  And  early  cases  upon  the  general  ques- 
tion of  what  constitutes  baggage  are  dis- 
cussed in  the  notes  to  Carpenter  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  k  H.  R.  Co.  11  L.R.A.  759,  and 
Hartwell  v.  Northern  P.  Exp.  Co.  3  L.R.A. 
346. 

As  to  whether  articles  intended  for  gifts 
are  baggage  for  which  carrier  is  responsi- 
ble, see  note  to  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co. 
V,  Skinner,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  860.      G.  J.  C, 
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36  L.R.A.  783,  58  Am.  St  Rep.  Ill,  3.8  S. 
W.  659,  adopted  the  definition  of  baggage 
as  given  by  Lord  Chie^  Justice  Cockburn, 
in  Macrow  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  L.  R. 
6  Q.  B.  612,  as  follows:  ''[Baggage]  is 
whatever  the  passenger  takes  with  him  for 
his  personal  use  or  convenience,  according 
to  the  habits  or  wants  of  the  particular 
class  to  which  he  belongs,  either  with  ref- 
erence to  the  immediate  necessities  or  to 
the  ultimate  purpose  of  the  journey."  Oth- 
er cases  where  this  definition  has  since  been 
approved  are  the  following:  Kansas  City, 
P.  &  G.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  65  Ark.  363,  41 
L.R.A.  333,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  933,  46  S.  W. 
421;  Little  Rock  &  H.  S.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Rec- 
ord, 74  Ark.  125,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  67,  85 
S.  W.  421;  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co. 
V.  Skinner,  88  Ark.  189,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
860,  113  S.  W.  1019;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Whitten,  90  Ark.  462,  119  S.  W. 
835,  21  Ann.  Cas.  726. 

To  warrant  the  transportation  of  articles 
as  baggage,  it  must  appear  that  they  are 
such  articles  as  are  adapted  to  the  travel- 
er's personal  use  and  convenience.,  "when 
considered  with  reference  to  the  immediate 
necessities  or  to  the  ultimate  purpose  of 
the  journey."  Obviously  baggage  does  not 
include  such  articles  as  have  no  reference 
whatever  to  the  journey  itself,  and  such  as 
are  being  transported  by  'the  traveler  to 
be  used  after  the  purpose  of  his  journey  has 
been  consummated.  Where  a  traveler,  as 
in  the  instant  case,  is  moving  from  one  loca- 
tion to  another,  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
at  the  latter  location  and  engaging  in  some 
permanent  business,  he  cannot  include  as 
^&}?^&g®  such  articles  as  are  only  useful 
and  necessary  for  that  business,  and  articles 
that  are  being  transported  to  be  used  in  con- 
nection with  and  for  the  purpose  of  that 
business.  Here  the  appellee  and  her  hus- 
band were  moving  from  Heber  to  Pres- 
cott.  The  purpose  of  their  journey  was 
the  removal  of  themselves  and  their  house- 
hold effects  from  one  location  to  the  other. 
The  purpose  of  the  journey  was  ended  when 
this  removal  was  effected.  The  business 
that  they  were  to  engage  in  as  hotel  keep- 
ers, after  the  journey  came  to  an  end,  had 
no  reference  to  or  connection  whatever 
with  the  journey  itself.  Under  the  undis- 
'  puted  evidence,  the  journey  itself  ended  the 
moment  the  removal  was  effected  from  He- 
ber to  Prescott.  The  articles  contained 
in  the  list,  except  the  gold  locket  and 
chain,  for  the  loss  of  which  judgment  was 
had,  were  not  adapted  to  appellee's  per- 
sonal use  and  convenience  while  on  her 
journey  at  all.  They  were  such  articles 
as  were  fitted  for  use  in  her  business  as 
hotel  keeper,  after  she  had  become  perma- 
nently located  at  Prescott. 
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The  supreme  court  of  Tennessee,  In  pass- 
ing upon  whether  articles  of  a  similar  char- 
acter were  baggage,  in  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R. 
Co.  V.  Baldwin,  113  Tenn.  205,  81  S.  W. 
599,  said:  ''The  items  .  .  .  are  prop- 
erly classified  as  household  goods,  and  do 
not  fall  within  the  designation  of  baggage, 
it  not  appearing  that  they  were  intended 
for  use  upon  the  journey,  but  were  being 
transported  simply  because  the  defendants 
in  error  were  'moving,' — that  is,  changing 
from  their  former  home  to  a  new  home  or 
place  of  abode." 

The  court  erred  in  submitting  to  the 
jury  as  to  whether  the  articles  on  the  list, 
except  the  gold  locket  and  chain,  were  bag- 
gage. The  court  should  have  declared  as 
matter  of  law,  under  the  uncontroverted 
evidence,  that  such  articles  were  not  bag- 
gage, and  that  the  locket  and  chain  were 
articles  of  baggage. 

2.  In  the  case  of  Kansas  Citji,  Ft.  S.  & 
M.  R.  Co.  V.  McGahey,  supra,  Mr.  Justice 
Battle,  speaking  for  the  court,  said :  "When 
a  passenger  presents  to  the  carrier  for 
transportation  his  goods  and  chattels,  and 
makes  known  what  they  are,  or  exposes 
them  to  view,  or  packs  them  in  a  way  to 
give  anyone  concerned  good  reason  to  un- 
derstand and  know  that  they  are  not  usually 
carried  as  baggage,  and  demands  transporta- 
tion of  them  as  his  luggage,  and  the  car 
rier  receives  and  carries  them  accordingly, 
he  will  be  responsible  for  them  as  baggag<i, 
notwithstanding  he  was  not  bound  to  ac- 
cept and  transport  them  as  such." 

But  it  cannot  be  said,  as  matter  of  law, 
because  the  articles  in  suit  were  packed  in 
a  laundry  basket,  that  the  appellant  com- 
pany had  notice  that  they  were  such  arti- 
cles as  were  not  usually  carried  as  bag- 
gage. This  method  of  packing  would  not 
of  itself  give  the  appellant  notice  of  the 
character  of  the  articles  that  the  laundry 
basket  contained.  For  aught  that  appel- 
lant knew  to  the  contrary,  such  basket 
might  have  contained  only  articles  of  cloth- 
ing, or  such  articles  as  would  be  classified 
in   law  as  baggage. 

The  appellee  testified  that  ''the  agent  at 
Heber  Springs  knew  we  were  moving  from 
Heber  to  Prescott.  When  we  went  from 
Prescott  to  Heber  Springs,  we  shipped  this 
same  basket  in  the  same  way,  and  almost 
the  same  identical  articles.  We  had  other 
baggage  shipped  at  the  same  time  this  was." 
But  she  does  not  testify  that  she  informed 
the  agent  at  Heber  Springs  of  what  the 
basket  contained,  and,  as  we  have  stated, 
there  was  nothing  in  the  mere  manner  of 
the  packing  of  the  basket  that  was  calcu- 
lated to  advise  the  appellant  of  the  kind 
of  articles  that  the  basket  contained. 
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The  appellee  did  not  ask  that  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  appellant  had  notice  or 
knowledge  that  the  articles  were  not  bag- 
gage, and '  yet  received  them  as  such,  be 
submitted  to  the  jury.  The  question  as 
to  whether  appellant  had  such  notice  was 
not  fully  developed  and  submitted. 

The  judgment,  for  the  error  indicated 
above,  is  reversed,  and  remanded  for  a  new 
trial  on  the  issue  as  to  whether  appellant 
accepted  the  articles  as  baggage,  knowing 
or  having  notice  at  the  time  that  they  were 
not  baggage.  Judgment  will  be  rendered  in 
favpr  of  appellee  for  the  value  of  the  gold 
locket  and  chain. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  having  been  filed, 
the  following  response  was  handed  down  on 
April  8,  1912: 

If  the  appellant  accepted  the  articles  to 
be  transported  free,  as  baggage,  when  it 
knew  or  had  notice  that  such  articles  were 
freight,  it  would  be  liable  for  their  loss  as 
a  common  carrier  of  freight.  For,  under 
the  present  statutes,  requiring  railroad  com- 
panies to  provide  printed  schedules  of 
tariff  charges,  and  to  keep  same  posted, 
etc.,  and  prohibiting  discriminations  in 
rates,  a  railroad  company  cannot  accept 
freight  to  be  carried  as  baggage,  knowing 
or  having  notice  that  same  was  freight, 
and  escape  the  liability  for  its  loss.  See 
§§  6802,  6803,  6804,  and  6813,  Kirby's  Di- 
gest. A  contract  of  that  kind  is  void,  and 
the  parties  to  it  will  be  held  to  the  mutual 
duties  and  obligations  of  shipper  and  car- 
rier imposed  by  the  statutes.  The  railroad 
company  would  be  compelled  to  charge,  and 
the  shipper  to  pay,  according  to  the  regular 
schedule  of  tariff  charges,  fixed  as  the  law 
requires.    Sections  of  the  Digest,  supra. 

The  purpose  of  our  law  in  requiring  the 
schedule  of  rates  and  prohibiting  discrimi- 
nations .is  to  guarantee  to  all  shippers,  for 
the  same  service,  and  under  the  same  condi- 
tions, the  same  tariff  of  charges.  As  was 
said  by  Chief  Justice  White,  in  speaking 
of  the  interstate  commerce  act  (act  Feb. 
4,  1887,  chap.  104,  24  Stat,  at  L.  379,  U.  S. 
Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3154):  "The  great 
purpose  of  the  act,  .  .  .  whilst  seeking 
to  prevent  unjust  and  unreasonable  rates, 
was  to  secure  equality  of  rates  as  to  all, 
and  to. destroy  favoritism;  these  last  being 
accomplished  by  requiring  the  publication 
of  tariffs,  and  by  prohibiting  secret  depart- 
ures from  such  tariffs,  and  prohibiting  re- 
bates, preferences,  and  all  other  forms  of 
undue  discrimination."  New  York,  N.  H. 
&  H.  R.  Co.  V.  Interstate  Commerce  Com- 
mission, 200  U.  8.  361-391,  60  L.  ed.  515- 
621,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  272;  Armour  Packing 
Co.  V.  United  States,  209  U.  S.  56-72,  52 
L.  ed.  681-691,  28  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  428;  Louis- 
ville &  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Mottley,  219  U.  S. 
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467,  476-478,  65  L.  ed.  297,  301,  302,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  yi,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265. 

This  court,  in  Myar  v.  St.  Louis  S.  W.  R. 
Co.  71  Ark.  655,  76  S.  W.  657,  held  that  a 
station  agent  of  a  railway  company  "could 
not  lawfully  discriminate  in  favor  of  one 
shipper  by  Charging  him  for  transportation 
a  lower  rate  than  was  allowed  to  others; 
and  such  did  not  come  within  the  apparent 
scope  of  his  authority."  • 

In  the  recent  case  of  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Wolf,  —  Ark.  — ,  139  S.  W.  536, 
we  held,  quoting  syllabus  (official  report) : 
"Where  a  railway  agent,  by  mistake,'  in- 
serted in  a  bill  of  lading  for  an  interstate 
shipment  a  rate  less  than  the  published 
rate,  the  railroad  company  is  not  bound 
thereby;  and  it  is  immaterial  in  such  case 
that  the  shipper  and  the  agent  were  both 
ignorant  of  the  published  rate."  See  Kan- 
sas City  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Tonn,  —  Ark. 
— ,  143  S.  W.  677. 

It  follows  that  if  the  articles  in  contro- 
versy had  not  been  lost,  appellant  could 
have  collected  from  appellee  the  regular 
schedule  freight  tariff  on  both  articles.  If 
appellant  knew,  or  had  notice  that  such  ar- 
ticles were  freight,  as  we  have  stated,  it 
would  be  liable  for  their  loss,  although  it 
shipped  them  as  baggage.  But,  on  the  other 
hand,  if  appellant  did  not  know,  and  was 
not  put  on  notice  by  appellee,  that  such  ar- 
ticles were  freight,  and  appellant  shipped 
them  as  baggage,  then  appellant  would  not 
be  liable  for  their  loss,  unless  through  gross 
or  wilful  negligence,  because,  in  such  case, 
appellant,  at  most,  could  sustain  no  higher 
relation  to  appellee  than  that  of  a  gratu- 
itous bailee.  There  would  be  no  contract  of 
carriage  whatever  between  appellant  and  ap- 
pellee. Appellant  would  be  a  mere  manda- 
tary, without  pay,  of  the  goods  for  the  ex- 
clusive benefit  of  the  bailor;  and  the  loss, 
except  for  gross  or  wilful  negligence,  would 
have  to  be  borne  by  appellee.    5  Cyc.  186. 

The  motion  for  a  rehearing  is  denied. 

Hart,  J.,  concurs  for  the  reasons  given 
in  the  original  opinion. 


IOWA  SUPREBCB  COURT. 

PINE  BROTHERS 

V. 

CHICAGO,  BURLINGTON,  &  QUINC1 
RAILWAY    COMPANY,    Appt. 

'  (—  Iowa  — ,  133  N.  W.  128.) 

Carrier  —  animal  —  illness  —  duty  to 
hasten  shipment. 

A  railroad  company  which  lias  taken  an 
animal    for    transportation    on    a    regular 
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freight  schedule  is  not  liable  for  its  loss  be- 
cause it  refuses  to  attach  ^he  car  to  a 
passenger  train  or  otherwise  hasten  the  ship- 
ment, upon  receiving  notice  that  the  ani- 
mal is  ill,  where  the  train  carrying  it  is 
substantially  on  schedule  time,  and  there  is 
no  faster  freight  train  to  which  it  could 
be  attached. 

{November  18,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Ringgold 
County  in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to 
property  while  in  defendant's  possession  for 
transportation.     Reversed. 


Statement  by  Weaver,  J.: 

Action  to  recover  damages  for  injury  to 
property  in  course  of  transportation  over 
defendant's  road.  Judgment  for  plaintiffs, 
and  defendant  appeals. 

Messrs.  Spenoe  A  Smith  and  Miles  A 
Steele  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  O.  J.  liewls  and  V«  B.  HcGin- 
nifl  for  appellees. 

Weaver,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellees  purchased  a  valuable  stal- 
lion at  Bushnell,  Illinois,  and  delivered  it 


Sote.  —  Duty  of  carrier  to  hasten  ehip' 
ment  or  take  other  precaution  to  pre- 
vent loss  threatened  %vithout  any  an-^ 
tecedent  fault  on  its  part. 

•  As  indicated  by  its  title,  this  note  does 
not  deal  with  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to 
transport  freight  promptly,  nor  with  the 
general  question  of  care  or  negligence  on  its 
part;  but  is  confined  strictly  to  the  duty  of 
a  carrier  to  take  special  precautions  to 
avoid  a  loss  which  is  threatened  as  the  re- 
sult of  some  disaster  or  delay  not  due  to 
any  antecedent  fault  on  its  part.  The  ques- 
tion indicated,  so  far  as  it  involves  the  duty 
of  a  carrier  after  an  act  of  Grod  has  oc- 
curred, is  treated  in  the  note  to  Armstrong 
V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  671. 
As  to  the  burden  of  proof  of  cause  of  in- 
jury to  live  stock  during  transportation,  see 
note  to  Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Sherwood, 
17  L.R. A.  339 ;  as  to  statutory  duties  of  car- 
riers of  live  stock  with  reference  to  care 
of  stock  during  transportation,  see  note  to 
Chesapeake  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  American  Exch. 
Bank,  44  L.R.A.  449;  as  to  liability  of  car- 
rier for  damage  to  or  loss  of  live  stock  by 
contagious  disease  contracted  during  trans- 
it, see  note  to  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v 
Dever,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  712. 

Live  stbck— general  doctrine. 

There  is  an  ea  post  facto  wisdom,  which, 
after  everything  has  been  done  without  suc- 
cess, can  suggest  tha£  something  else  should 
have  been  attempted,  but  this  is  a  sagacity 
much  more  astute  than  ordinary  human 
foresight,  and  can  hardly  furnish  a  fair 
rule  by  which  to  determine  the  propriety  of 
what  has  been  done  in  good  faith,  and  with* 
judgment  exercised  under  the 'best  light  af- 
forded. American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Smith,  33 
Ohio  St.  611,  31  Am.  Rep.  561. 

When  a  railroad  company  accepts  stock 
for  shipment,  if  a  delay  in  transportation 
shall  occur,  whatever  the  cause,  it  has  been 
said  that  the  company,  within  the  measure 
of  its  duty,  must  take  care,  by  such  steps 
as  lie  within  its  power,  to  protect  such 
stock,  to  the  end  that  the  same  shall  be  fully 
insured  against  increased  danger  of  injury 
on  account  thereof,  and  the  requirement  for 
commensurate .  care  is  equivalent  to  the 
highest  degree  of  care  possible  to  th?  situ- 
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I  ation  and  necessary  to  safety.  Colsch  v. 
Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  —  Iowa,  — , 
117  N.  W.  281. 

But  on  a  second  appeal,  the  rule  as  to  de- 
gree of  care  required  of  the  carrier,  when  a 
shipment  of  live  stock  is  delayed  en  route 
through  no  fault  of  the  carrier,  is  modified, 
the  court  holding  that  the  degree  of  care 
required  under  such  circumstances  is  not  the 
highest,  but  only  ordinary  and  reasonable, 
care, — such  care  as  an  ordinarily  careful 
person  would  exercise  under  the  same  or 
similar  circumstances,— especially  when  the 
owner  accompanies  his  stock;  and  the  ex- 
pressions found  in  Kinnick  Bros.  v.  Chicago, 
R.  I.  A  P.  R.  Co.  69  Iowa,  666,  29  N.  W. 
772,  which  lay  down  a  different  rule,  are 
declared  unnecessary^  to  the  decision  of  that 
case,  and  are  disapproved.  No  reference  is 
made  to  the  former  appeal  in  this  case. 
Colsch  V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  149 
Iowa,  176,  34  L.R.A.{N.S.)  1013,  127  N.  W. 
198. 

Where  the  shipper  of  stock  does  not  agree 
to  furnish  a  care  taker,  and  some  of  the  ani- 
mals die  or  are  injured  for  want  of  care  or 
protection  in  transit,  the  carrier  must  bear 
the  loss;  but  where  the  owner  is  in  charge 
of  live  stock  in  transit,  the  burden  is  on  him 
to  show  a  loss  caused  by  the  carrier's  neg- 
ligence. Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 61  Neb.  608,  65  L.R.A.  289,  85  N.  W.  * 
832;  Terre  Haute  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Sherwood, 
132  Ind.  129,  17  L.R.A.  339,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
239,  31  N.  E.  781,  and  cases  cited. 

—cold.' 

Generally  hs  to  carrier's  liability  for  in- 
jury to  live  stock  by  weather  conditions,  see 
note  to  Colsch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St  P.  R.  Go. 
34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1013. 

As  to  snowstorm  as  act  of  God  which  re-  . 
lieves   carrier   from    liability,   see   note   to  , 
Cormack  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1209. 

Where  a  carload  of  cattle  was  left  stand- 
ing on  a  side  track  in  an  exposed  position 
in  cold  weather,  and  were  freezing,  and  the 
carrier  refused  to  comply  with  the  shipper's 
demand  that  the  stock  be  either  forwarded 
to  destination  or  unloaded  and  placed  in 
proper  shelter,  the  carrier  was  held  liable 
for  the  loss,  for,  whatever  the  cause  of  the 
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to  the  appellant  at  that  place  to  be  shipped 
to  their  home  in  Diagonal,  Iowa.  The 
horse,  which  was  accompanied  by  one  of  its 
owners,  was  taken  sick  during  the  trip,  and 
died  soon  after  reaching  its  destination. 

The  theory  of  plaintiffs'  case,  as  alleged 
in  the  petition  and  presented  upon  this 
appeal,  is  that  the  transportation  was  un- 
reasonably and  unnecessarily  delayed,  and 
that,  by  reason  of  such  delay  and  resulting 
exposure  to  inclement  weather,  the  horse 
contracted  the  disease  of  which  it  died.  Ap- 
pellant insists,  on  the  other  hand,  that 
there  was  in  fact  no  material  delay,  and 
that   the   record   discloses   no  evidence   on 


which  a  verdict  charging  it  with  negligence 
as  alleged,  in  the  petition  can  be  sustained. 
After  considerable  investigation,  we  are 
forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  appellant's 
contention  must  be  sustained.  Bushnell, 
Illinois,  and  Diagonal,  Iowa,  are  both  sta- 
tions upon  the  defendant's  railway  system. 
The  plaintiffs  reside  at  the  place  last  named, 
but  were  personally  present  at  Bushnell 
when  the  horse  was  delivered  for  shipment. 
The  defendant's  freight  schedules  upon 
which  the  road  was  then  being  operated 
were  so  arranged  that  a  car  sent  out  of 
Bushnell  on  the  afternoon  or  evening  of 
May  5,  1908,  and  making  all  the  connec- 


delay,  the  carrier  was  said  to  be  bound  to 
use  the  highest  degree  of  care  for  the  safety 
of  the  stock.  Colsch  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  —  Iowa,  — ,  117  N.  W.  281. 

But  on  a  second  appeal,  it  was  held  that 
the  carrier  was  bound  to  use  only  ordinary 
and  reasonable  care,  since  the  delay  was  not 
caused  by  any  negligence  of  the  carrier;  and 
especially  where,  as  here,  the  owner  ac- 
companied his  stock.  149  Iowa,  176,  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   1013,  127  N.  W.  198. 

But  where  a  carload  of  hogs  was  snowed 
in  en  route,  and  delayed  more  than  a  day, 
and  several  died  from  the  cold,  and  it  was 
shown  that  it  was  impossible  to  unload 
them  on  account  of  the  drifting  snow,  that 
attempts  to  place  doors  against  the  sides 
of  the  car  failed  because  of  the  high  wind, 
and  that  as  soon  as  possible  the  yards  were 
shoveled  out  and  the  hogs  unloaded,  fed, 
and  cared  for  until  the  next  train  out,  it 
was  held  that  this  action  warranted  a  ver- 
dict for  the  carrier,  the  court  stating  that 
in  such  cases  the  carrier  is  not  required  to 
bestow  the  highest  degree  of  care,  but  only 
ordinary  or  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  to 
secure  the  property  from  loss,  the  delay  not 
being  the  result  of  its  own  negligence. 
Black  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  30  Neb. 
197,  46  N.  W.  428. 

In  Jones  v.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  01 
Minn.  229,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  507,  97  N.  W. 
893,  where  a  train  containing  two  carloads 
of  stock  was  overtaken  by  an  unusually 
'severe  blizzard,  and  the  stock  froze  to 
death,  the  fact  that  after  the  train  became 
stalled,  the  crew  did  all  they  could  to  pro- 
cure relief,  is  treated  as  of  weight  in  holding 
the  carrier  not  guilty  of  negligence. 

For  other  cases  as  to  duty  of  carrier 
where  act  of  Qod  has  occurred  or  is  threat- 
ened, see  note  to  Armstrong  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  671. 

^  ^-down  and  dying; 

As  to  liability  of  carrier  in  respect  of 
property  which  it  accepts  improperly  packed 
or  crated,  see  note  to  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  V.  Rice,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1214. 

If  a  crated  animal  gets  down  in  the 
crate  and  is  in  danger  of  dying,  and  the 
carrier's  agent  knows  this,  but  permits  it 
3»-LJLA.(N.S.) 


to  remain  down,  there  is  negligence;  it  is 
the  carrier's  duty  to  remedy  the  situation 
by  putting  the  animal  on  its  feet,  and  if  no 
sufficient  force  is  at  hand  to  raise  it  with, 
the  agent  should  procure  such  force.  Pacific 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Emerson,  101  Mo.  App.  62,  74 
S.  W.  132. 

When,  during  the  transportation  of  stock, 
the  shipper's  agent  requests  the  conductor 
to  set  off  the  car,  containing  both  cattle  and 
hogs,  because  the  cattle  are  down  and  dy- 
ing, it  is  the  duty  of  the  conductor  to  com- 
ply; and  he  is  not  excused  on  the  ground 
that  the  stock  pen  at  that  point  would  not 
hold  hogs,  when  the  hogs  could  have  been 
retained  upon  the  car  and  the  suffering  cat- 
tle unloaded,  and  especially  when  the  car- 
rier is  under  duty  to  make  the  pens  secure. 
Johnson  v.  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.  69  Miss. 
191,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  534,  11  So.  104. 

And  even  if  cars  of  cattle  are  overload- 
ed by  mistake  of  the  shipper,  if,  while  in 
transit,  his  agent  in  charge  discovers  some 
of  them  down  and  in  bad  condition,  and 
calls  the  attention  of  the  conductor  to  them 
and  requests  him  to  have  them  unloaded, 
and  he  refuses,  the. carrier  will  be  liable  for 
later  damages  caused  by  such  refusal,  but 
not  for  damages  already  suffered;  and  it 
may  be  that  th  carrier  cannot  be  held  bound 
to  exercise  ''all  possible  means,"  in  avoiding 
future  loss.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Kemp, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  30  S.  W.  714. 

But  where,  because  a  horse  was  down  in  a 
car  and  in  danger  of  dying,  the  owner  who 
accompanied  it  requested  that  his  car  be 
laid  out  for  twenty-four  hours,  so  that  he 
might  rearrange  his  load  and  rest  his  stock, 
and  the  carrier's  agent  refused,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  justified  in  refusing,  on  the 
ground  that  there  was  no  custom  to  lay 
out  cars  when  only  a  few  horses  were 
shipped  (less  than  a  carload),  and  that  the 
shipper  had  not  contemplated  such  a  privi- 
lege when  he  made  the  contract  nor  when 
he  loaded  his  goods,  and  that,  if  there  was 
any  obligation  founded  in  common  humani- 
ty, it  was  on  the  shipper  to  recognize  it, 
and  to  make  a  new  contract  for  longer  use 
of  the  car,  or  abandon  his  present  contract 
and  lose  his  payment  of  freight.  Illinois 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Peterson,  68  Miss,  454|  H 
L.R.A.  550,  10  So.  43. 
41 
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tions  provided  for  in  said  schedules,  would 
not  arrive  in  Diagonal  until  about  noon  of 
May  Sth.  There  is  no  claim  that  plaintiffs 
did  not  fully  understand  the  time  required 
to  make  this  trip,  or  that  they  asked  for  or 
received  any  assurance  that  the  progress  of 
their  car  could  or  would  be  accelerated  be- 
yond the  rate  indicated  by  the  schedules. 
The  shipment  was  delivered  to  the  defend- 
ant about  the  middle  of  the  afternoon  of 
May  Sth.  It  was  accompanied  by  the 
plaintiffs,  or  one  of  them,  and  it  arrived  at 


its   destination    substantially   on   schedule 
time. 

No  fault  appears  to  be  found  by  the 
plaintiffs  with  the  train  schedules,  but  they 
say  that,  after  discovering  signs  of  sickness 
in  the  horse,  they  applied  to  the  defendant's 
agents  to  hasten  the  transportation  by  at- 
taching the  car  to  a  passenger  train  or 
otherwise,  and  that  such  requests  were  not 
granted.  We  think  there  are  obvious  rea- 
sons why  failure  to  accelerate  the  movement 
of  freight  by  attaching  freight  cars  to  pas- 


— fright. 

As  to  extraordinary  unloading  of  live 
stock  ffi  trcbnaitu,  see  note  to  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Petersen,  14  L.R.A.  550. 

When  a  carrier  sees  that  a  crated  animal 
is  so  frightened  as  to  throw  him  into  an 
uncontrollable  fit  of  terror,  causing  him  to 
fall  down  in  the  crate  so  that  he  cannot 
get  up,  the  carrier  is  under  a  duty  to  use 
ordinary  care  to  protect  the  animal  from 
further  injury,  and  if  unloading  and  re- 
crating  is  necessary,  it  should  be  done  at  the 
first  practicable  place.  The  carrier  ought 
not  to  carry  him  hundreds  of  miles  past 
many  stops  until  the  brute  is  practically 
dead,  before  taking  steps  for  his  relief. 
Kelly  V.  Adams  Exp.  Co.  134  Ky.  208,  119  S. 
W.  747. 

If,  in  the  course  of  transportation,  the 
agents  of  a  carrier  are  notified  by  the  own- 
er of  animals  or  his  agent- that  the  transpor- 
tation is  causing  them  fright,  whereby  they 
are  acting  badly  and  are  in  danger  of  being 
killed  or  hurt  by  further  transportation, 
and  if  the  carrier  is  requested  by  the  owner 
to  set  the  car  on  a  side  track  at  an  interme- 
diate station,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier 
to  do  so,  if  it  can  reasonably  be  done. 
Coupland  v.  Housatonic  R.  Co.  61  Conn.  531, 
16  L.R.A.  534,  23  Atl.  870. 

But  when  two  out  of  fourteen  horses  go- 
ing from  New  Jersey  to  New  Orleans  be- 
came frightened,  and  were  plunging,  and 
were  in  danger  of  serious  injury,  and  the 
owner's  agent  requested  the  carrier  to  be  al- 
lowed to  unload  them,  the  car  being  attached 
to  a  passenger  train,  and  there  being  no 
chute  for  unloading  at  that  place,  and  where 
the  carrier  offered  to  side  track  the  car  so 
that  the  horses  might  be  unloaded,  and  let 
the  whole  shipment  wait  twelve  hours  un- 
til the  next  train  should  come,  and  refused 
to  hold  his  train  for  the  side  tracking  and 
unloading,  which  would  have  disarranged 
the  whole  time  schedule;  and  where  the 
horses  went  on  and  there  was  a  loss, — the 
court  held  that  the  offer  and  refusal  of  the 
carrier  were  reasonable.  Regan  v.  Adams 
Exp.  Co.  49  La.  Ann.  1579,  23  So.  835. 

•—heat,  suffocation,  and  overcrowding. 

As  to  duty  of  carrier  to  shower  hogs  dur- 
ing shipment,  see  note  to  Peck  v.  Chicago 
G.  W.  R.  Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)    883. 

A  carrier's  agent  who  refuses  to  comply 
with  the  request  of  the  owner  of  crated  mU 
&9  L.BJl.(N.8.)        '^ 


mals  to  aid  him  in  placing  them  where  they 
can  get  more  air,  and  so  prevent  them  from 
dying  from  overheat,  is  guilty  of  neglecting 
his  plain  duty,  when  he  could  reasonably 
have  complied,  and  where,  after  one  animal 
dies,  he  does  comply  as  to  the  others;  and 
the  carrier  is  liable  for  the  loss,  and  can- 
not avoid  such  liability  by  inserting  in  the 
contract  or  bill  of  lading  a  provision  re- 
lieving it  from  liability  for  damage  or  loss 
from  its  own  negligence.  United  States 
Exp.  Co.  V.  Council,  84  111.  App.  491. 

Even  where  the  contract  of  shipment  pro- 
vides that  the  shipper  is  to  load  and  unload 
the  cattle,  and  he  overloads  one  car,  and 
upon  discovery  of  that  fact  demands  that 
the  cars  be  reset  and  the  cattle  reloaded 
(once  before  the  shipment  moved*  and  once 
at  an  intermediate  point),  and  the  carrier 
refuses  to  comply,  such  carrier  becomes  re- 
sponsible for  the  injury  done  to  the  cattle 
by  carrying  them  in  the  crowded  condition. 
International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Pool,  24  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  676,  69  S.  W.  911. 

Where  a  train  containing  a  carload  of 
hogs  was  delayed  by  an  obstruction  on  the 
track,  it  was  held  that  the  carrier  was 
bound  to  use  the  highest  degree  of  care  dur- 
ing the  delay  for  the  safety  of  the  proper- 
ty; and  if  injury  to  the  hogs  could  have 
been  prevented  by  unloading  them  or  giving 
them  personal  attention  while  in  the  car, 
the  carrier  was  bound  to  do  so;  even  though 
the  loss  came  through  the  natural  propen- 
sity of  the  hogs  to  crowd,  or  through  the 
overcrowding  of  the  car  by  the  shipper  with 
the  knowledge  of  the  carrier.  Kinnick  Bros. 
V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  69  Iowa,  665; 
29  N.  W.  772. 

Even  if  the  car  is  not  overloaded  and  the 
hogs  are  in  good  condition  at  the  beginning 
of  the  journey,  if  the  weather  is  very  hoC 
mere  showering  with  water  may  not  be 
sufiicient,  and  if,  in  spite  of  that  precaution, 
they  continue  to  die,  the  carrier  may  be 
negligent  in  not  setting  the  car  off  the  train, 
and  unloading  the  stock  before  the  destina- 
tion is  reached.  Lindsley  v.  Chicago,  M.  & 
St.  P.  R.  Co.  36  Minn.  539,  1  Am.  St.  Rep. 
692,  33  N.  W.  7. 

But  where  the  owner's » agent  is  negligent 
in  allowing  hogs  to  be  overcrowded,  and 
later,  on  discovering  their  suffering,  asks 
the  carrier  to  have  them  transferred  to 
other  cars,  but,  on  being  told  there  are  none, 
does  not  insist  on  having  the  car  detached 
and  left,  but  goes  on  with  them  to  the  desti- 
nation, the  carrier  is  not  U^M^,    |S<)uir9  ?• 
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senger  trains  should  not  be  held  culpable 
negligence^  and  there  is  here  no  evidence  of 
other  or  faster  freight  trains  by  the  aid  of 
which  the  destination  of  the  plaintiflfs'  car 
oould  have  been  sooner  reached.  It  is  true 
that  the  train  taking  the  car  west  from 
Galesburg  could  have  taken  it  to  the  Junc- 
tion point  at  Osceola,  Iowa,  on  the  evening 
of  May  6th,  instead  of  leaving  it  to  be 
picked  up  by  succeeding  trains,  which 
brought  it  to  said  junction  the  following 
morning,  but  the  movement  of  the  car  south 


from  Osceola  would  not  thereby  have  been 
hastened  for  the  only  connecting  train  did 
not  leave  there  until  about  noon  of  May 
7th,  nor  would  it  have  been  sooner  for- 
warded out  of  Van  Wert,  the  last  junction 
point. 

The  charge  of  negligence  made  by  the 
plaintiffs  appears,  therefore,  to  be  without 
evidence  to  support  it,  and  it  follows  that 
the  judgment  appealed  from  must  be,  and 
it  is,  reversed. 


New  York  C.  R.  Co.  98  Mass.  239,  93  Am. 
Dec.  162. 

.  And  where  cattle  are  delayed  in  transit 
by  storm,  and  because  of  the  delay  there  is 
a  loss  by  heat,  suffocation,  and  crowding, 
if  the  owner's  agent  has  full  control  of  the 
shipment  and  of  loading  and  unloading,  the 
responsibility  is  on  him;  and  if,  by  con- 
structing a  temporary  platform,  they  could 
have  been  unloaded  where  the  train  stood, 
and  the  carrier  did  nothing  to  prevent  the 
unloading,  such  carrier  is  not  liable  for  the 
loss,  even  though  it  refused  to  comply  with 
the  owner's  request  to  unload  the  stock  or 
furnish  facilities  for  so  doing.  Penn  v. 
Buffalo  &  E.  R.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  204,  10  Am. 
Rep.  355,  reversing  3  Lans.  443. 

But  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  in  such  a 
case,  upon  reasonable  request,  so  to  place 
the  cars  as  to  be  convenient  to  the  usual  and 
accessible  means  of  unloading,  if  that  be 
practicable.  Bills  v.  New  York  C.  R.  Co. 
84  N.  Y.  5,  former  appeal  in  53  N.  Y.  608. 

— sickness. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  the 
death  of  a  horse  because  it  refuses,  upon 
information  that  the  animal  is  sick  in  tran- 
sit, to  attach  the  freight  car  to  a  passenger 
train,  when  the  freight  train  is  practically 
on  schedule  time.  Pine  Bbos.  v.  Cuicago, 
B.  &  Q.  R.  Co. 

If  an  animal  is  sick  during  transporta- 
tion, and  subsequently  dies  from  the  sick- 
ness, and  if  the  carrier  is  not  forewarned  of 
the  sickness,  and  does  all  in  its  power  to 
protect  the  animal  after  the  attack  comes  on 
and  while  it  has  custody  of  the  same,  the 
death  will  be  regarded  as  inevitable  accident. 
Klair  v.  Wilmington  S.  B.  Co.  4  Penn. 
(Del.)   51,  54  Atl.  694. 

When  a  carrier,  in  order  to  give  proper 
medical  and  surgical  attendance  to  horses 
which  had  been  burned  in  transit,  and  to 
avoid  the  infliction  of  unnecessary  pain 
upon  them,  removes  them  from  the  car  and 
places  them  in  charge  of  a  veterinary  sur- 
geon, such  carrier  is  within  his  legal  rights, 
and  is  not  liable  in  conversion,  although 
they  die  from  their  injuries  or  are  refused 
by  the  consignee  when  delivered  at  destina- 
tion, and  although  the  shipper  objects  to 
their  removal.  Spokane  Grain  Co.  v.  Great 
Northern  Exp.  Co.  55  Wash.  545,  104  Pac. 
794. 

But  where,  in  effecting  a  transfer  en  rouiet 
a  horse  was  held  in  a  switching  yard  and 
59  L.RJl.(N.S.) 


discovered  there  in  a  sick  condition  by  the 
care  taker  at  11  A.  M.,  and  he  immediately 
advised  the  carrier  of  the  fact,  paid  the 
charges  to  that  point,  and  demanded  that 
the  horse  be  unloaded  and  that  the  ship- 
ment cease,  and,  notwithstanding  repeated 
requests,  the  car  was  not  moved  to  the 
unloading  platform  until  7  in  the  evening, 
and  in  the  meantime  a  storm  came  on  so 
that  the  horse  had  to  be  unloaded  and  taken 
to  the  veterinary  hospital  in  the  midst  of 
it,  and  later  died,  the  evidence  was  held 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  holding  the 
carrier  liable.  Wente  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.  79  Neb.  179,  15  L.R.A.(N,S.)  756,  116 
N.  W.  859,  reversing  on  rehearing  the  opin- 
ion in  79  Neb.  175,  112  N.  W.  300. 

—starvation.         .  : 

In  a  case  where  a  shipment  of  cattle  was 
delayed  by  flood,  and  they  were  suffering  for 
food,  it  was  held  proper  to  leave  to  the  jury 
the  question  whether  it  was  not  gross  negli- 
gence in  the  carrier  to  omit  to  send  for  as- 
sistance, when  such  help  could  readily  have 
been  obtained,  even  though  this  might  war- 
rant a  finding  of  negligence  in  not  sending 
43  miles  for  an  engine.  Bills  v.  New  York 
C.  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  6. 

But  where,  in  the  exercise  of  due  care  and 
diligence,  cattle  were  driven  by  the  carrier 
from  stock  yards  in  order  to  escape  a  flood, 
and  confined  in  overhead  viaducts  where 
they  were  compelled  to  remain  for  more  than 
a  week  without  food,  and  as  a  result  many 
died  and  all  were  injured,  it  was  held  that, 
under  the  unusual  conditions  then  existing, 
there  was  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the 
carrier  for  the  loss,  even  for  the  starvation. 
Empire  State  Cattle  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  & 
S.  P.  R.  Co.  135  Fed.  135,  affirmed  in  77  C. 
C.  A.  601,  147  Fed.  457,  and  again  in  210  U. 
S.  1,  52  L.  ed.  931,  28  Sup.  Ctw  Rep.  607,  15 
Ann.  Cas.  70. 

— ^strangulation. 

Where  a  horse  died  of  strangulation  by  its 
halter  while  in  transit,  the  court  says  it  was 
for  the  jury  to  say  whether  prudence  did 
not  require  that  a  servant  of  the  carrier 
should  have  been  stationed  in  or  about  the 
car  so  as  to  observe  the  conduct  and  condi- 
tion of  the  animals  constantly  or  at  short 
intervals.  Clarke  v.  Rochester  &  S.  R.  COt 
14  N.  y.  670,  67  Am.  Dec,  206. 
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— disposal  of  carcass. 

Finally,  if  by  inevitable  accident  upon  a 
railroad,  animals  are  killed  in  transit,  the 
carrier  is  under  no  duty  to  dress  or  pre- 
pare the  animals  for  market  immediately, 
nor  to  deliver  the  carcasses.  Lee  v.  Marsh, 
28  How.  Pr.  276. 

Inanimate  freight — general  doctrine. 

Safe  custody  is  as  much  the  duty  of  the 
carrier  as  conveyance  and  delivery;  and 
when  he  is  unable  to  carry  the  goods  for- 
ward to  their  place  of  destination  from  caus- 
es which  he  did  not  produce,  and  over 
which  he  has  no  control,  he  is  still  bound 
by  the  original  obligation  to  take  all  possi- 
ble care  of  the  goods,  and  is  responsible  for 
every  loss  or  injury  which  might  have  been 
prevented  by  human  foresight,  skill,  and 
prudence.  He  is  bound  to  the  utmost  exer- 
tions in  his  power  to  save  the  goods  from 
impending  peril.  The  Niagara  v.  Cordes,  21 
How.  7,  18  L.  ed.  41. 

When  goods  in  the  hands  of  a  carrier  are 
placed  in  danger  of  flood,  the  degree  of  care 
to  be  exercised  in  order  to  save  them  from 
injury  is  not  "all  the  diligence  which  Iiuman 
sagacity  could  suggest,"  but  the  carrier  is 
bound  to  use,  actively  and  energetically, 
"only  such  diligence  as  prudent,  skilful  men 
engaged  in  that  kind  of  business  might  fair- 
ly be  expected  to  use  under  like  circumstan- 
ces." Kaahville  t  C.  R.  Co.  v.  David,  6 
Ileisk.  2G1,  19  Am.  Rep.  594. 

In  the  case  of  The  Generous,  2  Dodson, 
Adm.  324,  it  was  said  that  the  carrier  would 
be  protected  if,  being  in  peril,  he  used  all 
practical  endeavors  to  surmount  the  diffi- 
culties which  on  fair  trial  he  found  unsur- 
mountable  or  such  as  might  reasonably  be 
expected  from  a  fair  degree  of  discretion 
and  an  ordinary  knowledge  of  business,  and 
is  not  bound  to  use  all  the  endeavors  which 
the  wit  of  man  as  it  exists  in  actual  under- 
standing might  suggest. 

Whetner  everything  was  done  which  could 
have  been  done  to  save  goods  from  loss  in 
time  of  accident  or  disaster  is  a  question 
for  the  jury  to  determine,  and  not  a  proper 
one  for  a  witness  to  express  his  opinion  up- 
on. Montgomery  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ed- 
monds, 41  Ala.  667. 

When  a  ship  is  stranded  or  wrecked,  the 
duties  of  a  carrier  with  regard  to  goods  on 
board,  and  not  perishing  with  the  wreck, 
are  not  decreased  but  still  continue,  and  the 
carrier  is  bound  to  show  that  no  human  dili- 
gence or  skill  or  care  could  save  the  proper- 
ty from  being  lost  as  an  indirect  result  of 
the  stranding  or  shipwreck.  Such  duty  does 
not  end  until  the  property  is  delivered  at 
the  port  of  destination,  or  returned  to  the 
possession  of  the  owner,  or  kept  safely  un- 
til the  owner  can  resume  it,  or  until  it  is 
otherwise  carefully  disposed  of.  King  v. 
Shepherd,  3  Story,'  349,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,804. 

This  note  does  not  go  into  the  question  of 
the  duty  of  a  shipowner  generally  in  cases 
of  accident  to  the  ship,  to  forward  the  goods 
in  the  ship  or  to  deliver  the  goods  at  an  in- 
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termed! ate    point,    and    accept    pro    ratu 
freight. 

— abandonment. 

Where  a  vessel  went  upon  a  reef,  and  tbe 
master  left  a  box  of  gold  coin  unprotected 
and  unguarded  while  wreckers  employed  by 
him  were  at  work  removing  the  freight,  and 
the  gold  was  stolen  either  by  the  crew  or  by 
the  salvors,  the  shipowners  were  held  liable 
for  the  loss.    King  v.^  Shepherd,  supra. 

Where  a  train  was  stopped  by  a  flood,  but 
the  cars  containing  packages  of  whisky  were 
left  standing  unharmed  upon  the  trade,  and 
in  daylight  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
crew,  ft  band  of  ruffians  broke  open  the  car 
and  appropriated  a  part  of  the  whisky,  the 
carrier  in  the  meantime  abandoning  it  to 
the  crowd,  and  later,  in  order  to  prevent 
the  rest  of  the  whisky  from  being  con- 
sumed by  undesirable  citizens,  a  self-con- 
stituted committee  of  townsmen  destroyed 
it,  the  carrier  was  held  liable.  Lang  ▼. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Go.  154  Pa.  342,  20  L.R.A. 
360.  35  Am.  St.  Rep.  846,  26  Atl.  370. 

Where  a  car  containing  benzin  was 
thrown  from  the  track  by  a  broken  axle, 
and  the  benzin  was  left  lying  where  it  fell, 
and  two  men  happening  along,  in  order  to 
satisfy  their  curiosity  as  to  whether  it  was 
oil  or  whisky,  drew  a  match  across  it, 
whereupon  their  curiosity  was  immediately 
satisfied,  the  jury  was  instructed,  among 
other  things,  that  they  should  consider 
whether,  after  the  cars  were  thrown  from 
the  track,  the  railway  company  used  such 
further  care,  diligence,  and  caution  as  was, 
under  the  circumstances,  necessary  to  pro- 
tect the  oil  from  being  lost  or  destroyed. 
Lucesco  Oil  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  2 
Pittsb.  477. 

^^elay. 

When  a  carrier  is  prevented  by  inevit- 
able acident  or  by  act  of  God  from  com- 
pleting the  transportation,  he  is  bound, 
if  possible,  to  transmit  the  goods  prompt- 
ly over  another  line.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q. 
R.  Co.  V.  Manning,  23  Neb.  652,  37  N.  W. 
462. 

Where  it  was  customary  to  ship  per- 
ishable goods  by  train  to  a  junction  point, 
and  from  there  to  destination  by  boat, 
and  the  water  carrier  understood  his  du- 
ty, in  case  of  delay  of  the  boat,  to  be  ei- 
ther to  forward  such  goods  by  some  other 
Conveyfince  without  delay,  or  to  take  such 
care  of  them  as  to  prevent  injury  by  the 
delay,  and  after  receiving  dressed  poul- 
try for  shipment  the  boat  was  delayed 
before  starting  two  days  by  fog,  and  the 
ollleials  neglected  all  attempts  to  preserve 
the  poultry,  either  by  transferring  it  to 
the  cars  as  they  had  done  upon  previous 
occasions,  or  by  placing  it  in  a  part  of  the 
boat  the  least  likely  to  be  affected  by  the 
heat  of  the  boiler,  and  the  poultry  was 
injured,  the  carrier  was  held  liable,  al- 
though the  receipting  officer  did  not  actu- 
ally know  the  contents  of  the  boxes,  and 
although   the   c{irrier's  attentipa  was  not 
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called  to  the  danger.     Feck  v.  Weeks,  34 
Conn.   145. 

But  where  a  carrier  of  perishable  goods 
is  not  responfiible  for  carriage  beyond  its 
own  line,  only  undertaking  to  forward  the 
same  as  opportunity  may  afford,  and  the 
usual  and  contemplated  method  fails  ( e.  jr., 
by  failure  of  the  boat  to  run),  if  the  car- 
rier exercises  due  care  and  prudence  in  for- 
warding them  by  another  route,  it  will  not 
be  liable  for  any  loss  on  the  ground  of  neg- 
ligence in  not  giving  notice  of  change  of 
route  to  consignee,  especially  where  such 
notice  would  not  have  avoided  the  loss. 
Began  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  61  N.  H. 
579. 

And  Where  a  train  was  delayed  by  the 
washing  away  of  a  bridge,  and  the  railway 
company  used  all  practicable  despatch  to 
transport  the  goods  by  wagon  and  boat  to 
another  line  of  railroad,  and  thence  to  de- 
liver them  to  consignee,  it  was  held  that 
this  was  a  resort  to  all  the  means  which  a 
prudent  man  would  use  to  expedite  the 
shipment,  and  was  sufficient.  Lipford  v. 
Charlotte  &  S.  C.  R.  Co.  7  Bich.  L.  409. 

A  carrier  is  justified  in  selling  perish- 
able goods  at  once  if  the  shipment  is  de- 
layed by  inevitable  accident,  and  there  is 
no  other  route  by  which  they  can  be  trans- 
ported to  destination  in  time  to  save  them.* 
American  Exp.  Co.  v.  Smith,  33  Ohio  St. 
511,  31  Am.  Rep.  561. 

As  to  liability  of  carrier  for  sale  of  per- 
ishable property  when  delayed  in  transpor- 
tation, or  for  its  destruction  by  strikes, 
see  note  to  Empire  Transp.  Co.  v.  Philadel- 
phia &  R.  Coal  &  I.  Co.  35  L.R.A.  623. 

—fire. 

Where  an  express  car  containing  a  pack- 
age of  jewelry  was  overturned  by  a  furi- 
ous gale,  and  was  almost  immediately 
burned,  and  the  jewelry  was  not  rescued  but 
lost,  the  court,  although  adhering  to  the  rule 
that  if,  by  proper  diligence  and  attention, 
the  goods  could  have  been  rescued,  a  fail- 
ure to  secure  them  would  have  fixed  the  lia- 
bility upon  the  carrier,  held  that  this  case 
did  not  fall  within  the  rule,  for  it  was  al- 
most impossible  for  men  to  stand  or  walk 
in  the  gale,  the  air  was  full  of  flying  ma- 
terial, the  messenger  escaped  with  difTiculty, 
and  any  attempt  to  rescue  the  goods  would 
have  been  unavailing.  Blythe  v.  Denver  & 
R.  G.  R.  Co.  15  Colo.  333,  11  L.R.A.  615, 
22  Am.  St.  Rep.  403,  26  Pac.  702. 

In  a  case  of  goods  burned  in  transit,  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  as  follows:  "If 
you  should  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
fire  was  communicated  to  the  cotton  without 
any  fault  of  the  servants  of  the  defendant, 
then  you  will  consider  whether,  after  the 
fire  ignited  the  cotton,  they  did  all  that  rea- 
sonable men  could  have  done  to  prevent  its 
entire  destruction.  After  the  cotton  caught 
fire,  they  were  bound  to  exert  themselves, 
as  fair  and  prudent  men  should,  to  save  as 
much  of  the  cotton  as  possible.  If  they  did 
not  put  forth  the  necessary  efforts  to  save 
the  burning  cotton,  then  the  defendant  is 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


responsible  for  so  much  of  the  cotton'  as 
could  have  reasonably  been  saved."  Wood- 
ward V.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  1  Biss.  407,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  18,000. 

The  jury  disagreeing,  upon  a  retrial  the 
court  charged  as  follows :  "If  you  shall  find 
that  the  burning  was  not  occasioned  by  the 
want  of  due  care  and  diligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  then  the  next  question  is, 
Did  the  agents  of  the  defendant  make  all 
proper  and  necessary  efforts  to  save  the 
property,  and  was  any  of  it  destroyed  in 
consequence  of  the  want  of  such  efforts?  If 
so,  then  the  defendant  ought  to  be  held 
answerable  for  all  that  could  have  been  so 
saved.  ...  It  was  not,  of  course,  neces- 
sary that  they  should  incur  actual  danger 
to  their  persons  by  fire,  but  only  that  they 
should  do  all  in  their  power  to  preserve  the 
property,  having  reference  to  the  rapidity 
of  the  fire  and  the  means  at  their  disposal." 
Woodward  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  1  Biss.  449, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  18,007. 

— freezing. 

When  freight  in  transit  is  delayed  by  act 
of  God,  a  carrier  must  use  reasonable  care 
to  protect  it  from  freezing  or  other  injury, 
and  he  is  not  relieved  by  efforts  of  the  owner 
to  accomplish  the  same  result.  White  v. 
Minneapolis  &  R.  River  R.  Co.  Ill  Minn. 
167,  126  N.  W.  533. 

But  when  a  train  is  delayed  in  cold  weath 
er  by  a  storm,  and  only  a  portion  of  the 
train  can  be  taken  on,  in  the  absence  of  any 
stipulation  in  the  bill  of  lading,  the  con- 
ductor is  not  bound  to  choose  cars  laden 
with  perishable  goods  to  be  moved  first, 
rather  than  others  whose  contents  he  does 
not  know.  He  is  bound  to  assume  that  it  is 
important  to  each  owner  of  freight  that  his 
property  shall  be  carried  through  with  all 
reasonable  care  and  speed.  Swetland  v.  Bos- 
ton &  A.  R.  Corp.  102  Mass.  276. 

The  duty  of  the  carrier  where  an  act  of 
God  has  occurred  or  is  threatened  is  treat- 
ed in  the  note  to  Armstrong  v.  Illinois  C. 
R.  Co.  29  LiR.A.(N.S.)  671. 

— ^goods  becoming  wet. 

■ 

Where  a  vessel  was  stranded  and  sank  in 
7  or  8  feet  of  water  within  10  or  15  rods 
of  the  beach,  and  about  half  a  mile  from  a 
settlement,  and  the  master,  after  consulta- 
tion, left  the  ship  in  that  position  with  the 
hatches  down  from  December  to  March,  and 
then  opened  the  hatches  only  at  midships, 
and  did  not  remove  the  goods  until  May,  al- 
though he  might  have  done  so,  he  was  held 
liable  for  the  damage  to  the  goodie  from  the 
long  period  of  confinement  and  from  heat 
and  discoloration;  prompt  attention  would 
have  saved  the  property  and  protected  the 
shipper  from  loss.  The  Niagara  v.  Cordes, 
21  How.  7,  16  L.  ed.  41, 

Where  goods  on  board  a  ship  were  wet  by 
a  flood,  and  thereafter  held  boxed  up  in  their 
wet  condition  from  Monday  until  Friday, 
although  the  owner  requested  that  they  be 
turned  over  to  him,  it  was  held  that  the  car- 
rier should  either  have  opened  and  dried 
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them,  or  given  the  owner  an  opportunity  to 
do  so  for  himself.  Pearce  v.  The  Thomas 
Newton,  41  Fed.  106. 

Where  bales  of  cotton  were  thrown  into 
the  water  by  the  sinking  of  a  flatboat,  and 
the  crew  immediately  rescued  them  and 
placed  them  upon  the  bank  of  the  river  up- 
on their  edges  and  a  little  distance  apart 
to  dry,  leaving  them  for  several  days,  dur- 
ing which  time  it  rained  and  saturated  them, 
the  court  held  that  the  carrier  was  negli- 
gent in  leaving  the  cotton  exposed  to  the 
weather  and  the  almost  daily  rains  common 
at  that  season  of  the  year,  but  that  he 
should  have  left  a  tarpaulin  to  cover  the 
cotton  during  the  rains,  or  provided  other 
means  of  shelter.  Blocker  v.  Whittenburg, 
12  La.  Ann.  410. 

Where  a  flood  partially  submerged  a  car- 
load of  wheat,  and  it  stood  thus  for  ten 
days,  it  was  held  to  be  the  duty  of  the  car- 
rier, if  it  could  have  been  done  by  the  use 
of  reasonable  care  and  diligence,  after  the 
flood  had  subsided,  to  save  the  wheat  or  as 
much  as  possible  of  it  from  ruin  by  remov- 
ing it.  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Keedy,  75 
Md.  320,  23  Atl.  643. 

Where  a  consignment  of  furs  became  wet 
through  accident  to  the  boat,  it  was  held 
that  the  carrier  was  bound  to  use  proper 
diligence  and  due  care  after  the  accident  to 
preserve  the  goods  from  damage,  and  should 
have  had  them  unpacked  and  dried.  Chou- 
teaux  v.  Leech,  18  Pa.  224,  67  Am.  Dec.  602. 

Where  perishable  goods  are  discharged 
from  a  ship  upon  the  proper  wharf  in  a 
rain,  if  the  consignee,  by  reason  of  insuffi- 
cient notice  of  their  arrival,  is  unable  to  re- 
move them  in  time  to  save  them  from  dam- 
age, the  carrier  is  charged  with  the  duty  of 
caring  for  them.  McAndrew  v.  Whitlock, 
52  N.  Y.  40,  11  Am.  Rep.  657. 

A  shipowner  will  be  liable  for  the  loss 
when,  at  an  intermediate  point  in  its  course, 
its  cargo  is,  without  negligence  on  his  part, 
saturated  with  sea  water,  and  he  does  noth- 
ing to  arrest  the  process  of  decomposition, 
and,  refusing  to  deliver  it  to  the  owner  at 
that  place  with  a  proportional  abatement 
in  the  freight,  carries  it  on  to  its  appointed 
destination,  and  it  is  greatly  deteriorated 
in  value  by  Reason  of  having  remained  so 
long  in  the  saturated  condition.  Notara  v. 
Henderson,  L.  R.  5  Q.  B.  346. 

But  the  court  says:  "It  cannot  be  con- 
tended that,  if  a  vessel  happened  to  ship  a 
heavy  sea,  and  goods  on  board  become 
wetted  and  liable  to  be  damaged,  but  the 
ship  still  remained  in  a  fit  condition  to 
prosecute  the  voyage,  the  master  would  be 
bound  to  put  into  the  nearest  port  in  order 
to  tranship  and  dry  the  cargo.  Nor  would 
it  be  more  reasonable  to  hold  that,  having 
been  compelled  to  put  into  port  to  repair, 
he  is  bound,  beyond  doing  all  that  he  rea- 
sonably can  do  during  his  stay  there  to  im- 
prove the  condition  of  the  damaged  cargo 
and  to  mitigate  the  injury  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, to  wait  till  the  cargo  is  fit  to  be  car- 
ried on,  though  the  voyage  might  be  there- 
by unduly  protracted."     Ibid. 

If,  by  inevitable  accident,  a  cargo  of  cof- 
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fee  becomes  wet,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  car- 
rier as  bailee  to  use  all  means  in  his  power 
to  dry  it,  even  to  break  open  the  barrels 
containing  it.  This  was  a  cst^e  of  shipment 
on  the  Mississippi  river,  decided  in  1821, 
Bird  V.  Cromwell,  1  Mo.  81,  13  Am.  Dec 
470. 

But  in  The  Lynx  v.  King,  12  Mo.  272, 
49  Am.  Dec.  135,  decided  in  1848,  where 
wheat  shipped  upon  the  Mississippi  river 
became  wet  by  reason  of  a  storm,  it  was 
held  that  the  shipowner  was  not  bound  to 
dry  the  wheat,  the  court  saying  that  if  all 
the  means  that  skill,  science,  and  labor  can 
bestow  are  to  be  required  in  drying  several 
thousand  bushels  of  wheat,  the  business  of 
the  carrier  is  lost  sight  of. 

In  referring  to  the  case  of  Bird  v.  Crom- 
well, supra,  the  court  says  that  "to  impose 
upon  him  the  burthen  of  repairing  the  ef- 
fects of  accidents  for  which  he  is  not  re- 
sponsible is  requiring  of  him  a  task  he  has 
never  undertaken,  and  for  which  we  may 
presume  he  has  no  special  skill.  ...  Is 
the  master  of  the  boat  to  withdraw  his 
crew  from  ther  ordinary  employments  in 
the  prosecution  of  the  voyage,  and  to  em- 
ploy them  in  this  onerous  and  tedious  busi- 
ness, totally  foreign  to  his  general  duty, 
and  utterly  destructive,  it  may  be,  of  the 
'  interests  of  the  owners,  insurers,  and  other 
shippers?  .  .  .  The  facts  of  the  case 
may  have  authorized  a  verdict  against  the 
boat  or  her  owners,  but  the  instruction  ap- 
proved by  the  court  in  its  unqualified  sense 
was  certainly  imposing  an  extraordinary 
duty  upon  common  carriers.  .  .  .  The 
navigation  of  the  Mississippi  by  keels  and 
barges  in  1820  may  have  been  attended 
with  different  duties  from  those  devolving 
on  the  owners  and  officers  of  steamboats  at 
the  present  day.  When  it  required  from  six 
weeks  to  two  months  to  make  the  voyage 
from  New  Orleans  to  St.  Louis,  the  officers 
and  the  crew  of  the  barge  thus  slowly  im- 
pelled by  human  power,  and  having  no  in- 
termediate points  of  trade,  may  have  been 
subjected  by  the  custom  of  the  trade  to  a 
greater  variety  of  duties  than  would  now 
be  held  to  devolve  upon  the  class  of  navi- 
gators which  have  succeeded  them."  The 
Lynx  V.  King,  supra. 

^Vhere  a  carload  of  goods  delayed  by  a 
washout  was  injured  by  an  overfiow  of  the 
river,  and  the  carrier  used  all  reasonable 
diligence  consistent  with  the  personal  safety 
of  its  men,  after  information  of  the  over- 
fiow, to  procure  a  boat  in  order  to  reach 
the  goods,  and  the  engineer  could  not  get 
up  steam  because  the  fire  box  of  the  loco- 
motive was  flooded,  it  was  held  that  all 
was  done  that  could  be  done  to  save  the 
goods,  and  that  the  carrier  was  exonerated 
from  all  liability.  Smith  v.  Western  R.  Co. 
91  Ala.  455,  11  L.R.A.  619,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
929,  8  So.  754. 

In  case  of  damage  to  good  on  ship- 
board by  water,  the  shipper  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  claim  damage  because  of  the  tail- 
ure  of  the  master  of  the  vessel  to  remove 
I  the  cargo  and  have  it  dried,  unless  he  has 
I  alleged  that  failure  in  his  pleadings.    Soule 
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v.    Rodocanachi,    1    Newberiy,    Adm.    504, 
Fed.  Cs8.  No.  13,178. 

— miscellaneouB. 

A  common  carrier  transporting  a  cask 
of  brandy,  upon  being  informed  that  the 
cask  is  leaking,  is  under  a  duty  to  have  it 
examined  and  the  leak  stopped.  Beck  v. 
Evans,  16  East,  244,  3  Campb.  267,  14  Re- 
vised Rep.  340. 

Where  a  carrier  by  canal  agreed  to  let 
the  goods  remain  upon  the  boat  ninety  days 
after  arrival  at  destination  without  extra 
charge,  and  upon  their  arrival  the  con- 
signee refused  to  receive  them,  it  was  held 
that  the  carrier  from  then  on  held  the  goods 
only  as  bailee,  and  was  required  to  use  only 
ordinary  care  in  thair  protection,  and  was 
not  liable  for  injury  to  them  without  fault 
on  his  part.    Hathorn  v.  Ely,  28  N.  Y.  78. 

If  the  owner  refuses  to  accept  goods  be- 
cause they  have  been  interfered  with  by 
strangers  while  in  the  possession  of  the 
carrier,  the  latter  is  not  liable  in  conver- 
sion because  it  has  the  box  opened  for  the 
purpose  of  ascertaining  the  character  and 
condition  of  the  contents,  and  if  necessary 
taking  steps  to  preserve  them.  Silverman 
V.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  51  La.  Ann. 
1785,  26  So.  447. 

No  responsibility  to  stir' grain  to  keep  it 
from  heating  attaches  to  a  carrier  until  it 
takes  possession  of  the  grain,  although  the 
carrier  delays  taking  possession  for  rea- 
sons of  its  own  after  ordered  so  to  do. 
Hamilton  v.  McPherson,  28  N.  Y.  72,  84 
Am.  Dec.  330.  H.  C.  6h. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPEAIiS. 

LOUISVILLE  k  NASHVILLE  RAILROAD 
COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

MYRTLE  BREWER. 

(147  Ky.  166,  143  S.  W.  1014.) 

Carrier  —  lunatic  in  car  —  injury  to 
pregnant  woman— liability. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  in- 


jury to  a  pregnant  woman  from  sight  of  a 
lunatic  in  the  car  who  was  acting  strange- 
ly, where  its  employees  had  no  knowledge  of 
her  condition,  ai)d  there  was  nothing  in  the 
conduct  of  the  lunatic  to  appraise  a  per- 
son of  ordinary  prudence  that  danger  to 
other  passengers  was  to  be  anticipated. 

(February  27,  1912.)  . 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Muhlenberg 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries 
sustained  by  plaintiff  through  fright  be- 
cause of  the  presence  of  a  lunatic  upon  de- 
fendant's train  upon  which  plaintiff  was 
riding.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the.  opinion. 

Mr.  Benjamin  P.  Warfleld,  with  Messrs. 
Browder  &  Broiivder,  for  appellant: 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  accept 
the  insane  girl  properly  attended,  for  trans- 
portation. 

4  Elliott,  Railroads,  §  1577;  Hutchinson, 
Carr.  3d  ed.  §  083;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  McEwan,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  408,  31  S.  W. 
465. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  in  any  event  for 
the  alleged  damage  or  injury  to  the  unborn 
child. 

4  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  719;  Harper  ▼. 
Archer,  4  Smedes  &  M.  108,  43  Am.  Dec. 
472;  Thellusson  v.  Woodford,  4  Ves.  Jr. 
227,  4  Revised  Rep.  205,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
498;  Walker  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  Ir. 
L.  R.  28  a  L.  69. 

Mr.  B.  Y.  Thomas,  Jr.,  for  appellee. 

Hobson,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  May  24,  1908,  Mrs.  Myrtie  Brewer, 
with  five  children,  the  oldest  of  whom  was 
about  ten  years  old,  was  a  passenger  on  a 
train  of  the  Louisville  &  Nashville  Railroad 
Company,  from  Cleaton  to  Drakesboro. 
When  she  got  off  the  train  at  Drakesboro 
she  was  white,   nervous,   and  weak.     She 


Note.  —  Liahility  of  carrier  for  injury  to 
pregnant  woman  "by  seeing  Ivnatio  on 
train. 

An  extended  search  discloses  no  case  In 
addition  to  Louisville  4d  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Brew- 
er, in  which  the  question  stated  in  the  title 
has  been  answered.  The  general  principles 
applicable  to  such  a  state  of  facts  are  well 
settled,  however,  text  writers  and  redacieura 
generally  agreeing  that  "it  is  the  duty  of 
the  servants  of  the  carrier  to  exercise  great 
care  and  vigilance  in  preserving  order  and 
guarding  passengers  from  violence  or  in- 
sult threatened  by  fellow  passengers"  (6 
Cyc.  602),  and  that  "whenever  a  carrier, 
through  its  agents  or  servants,  knows  or 
has  opportunity  to  know  of  a  threatened  in- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


jury,  .  .  J,  and  fails  or  neglects  to  take 
the  proper  precautions  or  to  use  proper 
means  to  prevent  or  mitigate  such  injury, 
the  carrier  is  liable"  (5  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  553 ) ,  but  that  the  carrier  is  not 
liable  where  it  had  no  reason  to  apprehend 
that  danger  existed. 

For  a  clear  statement  of  the  general  rea- 
soning upon  which  the  carrier's  liability  is 
based  in  case  of  injury  of  one  passenger  by 
a  fellow  passenger,  see  the  quotation  in 
Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Brewer,  from  2 
Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  §  980. 

As  to  duty  of  carrier  to  accept  insane  per- 
sons as  passengers,  see  note  to  Connors  v. 
Cunard  S.  S.  Co.  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  171. 

O.  J.  C. 


648 


KENTUCKY  COUHT  OF  APPEALS. 


went  to  bed  on  going  home  and  remained 
in  bed  about  two  weeks.  Ninety  days  after- 
wards she  was  confined,  and  continued  to 
have  weak  spells  after  her  confinement.  She 
brought  this  suit  against  the  railroad  com- 
pany for  the  injury  to  her  health,  which  she 
charged  was  due  to  her  being  frightened  by 
a  lunatic  on  the  train.  On  the  trial  of 
the  case  she  recovered  $500.  The  railroad 
company  appeals. 

The  distance  from  Cleaton  to  Drakesboro 
is  4  miles.  The  running  time  of  the  train 
between  the  two  points  is  thirteen  min- 
utes. When  Mrs.  Brewer  got  on  the  train, 
a  lunatic  girl  in  charge  of  a  lady  attendant 
was  sitting  about  the  middle  of  the  coach, 
facing  the  door  at  which  Mrs.  Brewer  en- 
tered. Mrs.  Brewer  took  a  seat  near  the 
front  of  the  coach,  facing  the  lunatic,  and 
rode  backwards  to  Drakesboro;  her  chil- 
dren being  about  her.  She  makes  this  state- 
ment as  to  the  lunatic:  ''She  was  talking 
and  laughing,  and  when  the  train  started 
she  screamed  and  hallooed  like  she  was  in 
distress.  She  screamed  and  hallooed  very 
loud.  She  would  scream  and  say:  'Take 
him  away.  Don't  let  him  to  me.'  And  she 
would  laugh  and  talk  and  whistle  and  then 
scream  again.".  Another  witness,  who  was 
introduced  for  the  plaintiff,  makes  this 
statement  as  to  the  lunatic:  "When  I  first 
saw  her  she  was  sitting  by  the  window,  sing- 
ing and  whistling,  and  then  she  seemed  to 
be  weeping  or  moaning  for  someone.  It 
seems  she  thought  someone  was  coming  to 
her,  and  she  hallooed  to  them  to  take  him 
away."  Another  witness  for  plaintiff  makes 
this  statement  as  to  the  lunatic:  "She  was 
talking  and  whistling  and  kind  of  giggling, 
and  then  she  would  rail  out  and  say  she  was 
George  R.  Garrett's  daughter,  or  something 
to  that  effect.  She  was  talking  loud.  She 
really  didn't  scream  any  during  that  time." 
The  lunatic  at  no  time  left  her  seat.  She 
was  at  all  times  in  charge  of  her  attendant, 
who  was  on  the  seat  by  her.  She  at  no  time 
was  nearer  Mrs.  Brewer  than  when  Mrs. 
Brewer  took  her  seat  in  the  car,  probably 
about  one  fourth  of  the  car  away  from  her. 
She  did  not  address  Mrs.  Brewer  at  any 
time,  or  make  any  effort  to  hurt  her  or 
anyone  else.  The  lunatic  was  at  no  time 
dangerous,  boisterous,  or  disorderly.  Mrs. 
Brewer  sat  facing  the  girl,  and  the  trouble 
that  ensued  with  her  seems  to  have  been 
due  to  her  being  pregnant,  and  to  the  fact 
that  thus  the  unnatural  appearance  and  do- 
ings of  the  lunatic  made  a  deep  impression 
upon  her  mind,  as  often  happens  in  the  case 
of  pregnant  women.  Mrs.  Brewer  made  no 
complaint  to  the  conductor  or  to  any  officer 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  the  train.  None  of  them  knew  that  Mrs. 
Brewer  was  pregnant,  or  that  the  lunatic 
was  giving  her  any  inconvenience. 

In  2  Hutchinson  on  Carriers,  §  080,  dis- 
cussing the  liability  of  a  carrier  to  a  pas- 
senger on  account  of  the  conduct  of  other 
passengers  on  the  cars,  the  learned  author 
says:  "The  negligence  for  which  the  car- 
rier is  held  liable  is  not  the  wrong  of  the 
fellow  passenger  or  the  stranger,  but  it  is 
the  negligent  omission  of  the  carrier's  serv- 
ants to  prevent  the  wrong  from  being  com- 
mitted. In  order  that  such  omission  may 
constitute  negligence,  there  is  involved  the 
essential  element  that  the  carrier  or  his 
servants  had  knowledge,  or  with  proper 
care  could  have  had  knowledge,  that  the 
wrong  was  imminent,  and  that  he  had  such 
knowledge,  or  the  opportunity  to  acquire  it, 
sufiiciently  long  in  advance  of  the  infliction 
of  the  wrong  upon  the  passenger  to  have 
prevented  it  with  the  force  at  his  com- 
mand." 

The  rule  thus  stated  has  often  been 
applied  by  the  courts  in  cases  where  fellow 
passengers  were  obscene,  drunk,  disorderly, 
or  of  unsound  m*ind;  but  we  have  found  no 
case  where  the  carrier  has  been  held  lia- 
ble where  the  conduct  of  the  passenger  was 
not  sufficient  to  apprise  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  that  danger  was  to  be  an- 
ticipated. And  while  peculiar  care  is  due 
to  persons  who  are  sick  or  infirm,  only  the 
care  required  in  the  case  of  persons  in 
ordinary  health  is  demanded  of  the  carrier, 
where  he  is  not  informed  of  the  infirmity  of 
the  passenger,  and  has  no  reason  to  appre- 
hend the  danger  to  him.  6  Cyc.  598,  603; 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Evans,  71  Tex.  361, 
1  L.R.A.  476,  9  S.  W.  326;  Spohn  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  87  Mo.  74;  Tall  v.  Baltimore 
Steam  Packet  Co.  90  Md.  248,  47  L.R.A. 
120,  44  Atl.  1007 ;  Fritz  v.  Southern  R.  Co. 
132  N.  C.  829,  44  S.  E.  613;  Felton  v.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  69  Iowa,  577,  29 
N.  W.  618;  Franklin  v.  Atlanta  &  C.  Air 
Line  R.  Co.  74  S.  C.  332,  64  S.  E.  578; 
Norris  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  84  S.  C.  16,  66  S. 
E.  956.  Our  own  opinions  are  to  the  same 
effect.  In  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Cruse,  123 
Ky.  463,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  299,  96  S.  W.  821, 
13  Ann.  Cas.  693,  a  passenger  complained 
because  she  was  not  helped  to  leave  the  car 
at  the  station.  It  was  held  that,  as  she  did 
not  ask  assistance,  and  the  company  had  no 
notice  of  her  infirmity,  she  could  not  recov- 
er; the  steps  and  platform  being  so  reason- 
ably lighted  that  the  ordinary  traveler  could 
alight  from  the  train  in  safety.  The  same 
rule  was  laid  down  in  Adams  v.  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  134  Ky.  620,  135  Am.  St.  Rep. 
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425,  121  S.  W.  410,  21  Ann.  Caa.  321, 
where  a  passenger  was  injured  by  the  fall 
of  a  valise  from  the  rack  overhead ;  it  being 
held,  however,  in  that  case,  that  the  facts 
were  sufficient  to  apprise  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary prudence  of  the  danger  to  the  passen- 
ger. 

A  carrier  cannot  absolutely  refuse  trans- 
portation to  insane  persons.  These  people 
must  be  carried  to  the  asylums,  and  they 
can  only  be  carried  on  the  trains.  Justice 
to  them  as  well  as  humanity  requires  that 
they  should  be  admitted  to  the  trains,  un- 
less their  presence  will  endanger  others, 
and,  as  has  been  well  said,,  in  the  case  of 
these  unfortunates,  who  are  at  best  invol- 
untary passengers,  and  not  responsible  for 
their  conduct,  more  allowance  must  be  made 
than  in  the  case  of  ordinary  passengers. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  conduct  of  this 
poor  girl  that  would  have  justified  the  rail- 
road company  in  refusing  to  admit  her  to 
the  train,  or  that  would  have  justified  the 
railroad  company  in  expelling  her  from  the 
train  at  a  station  along  its  road,  after  she 
had  been  admitted  to  the  train.  The  com- 
pany had  a  right  to  require  that  she  be  in 
charge  of  an  attendant,  and  it  was  its  duty 
to  see  that  she  did  not  hurt  anybody.  But 
she  was  not  a  violent  lunatic.  There  was 
no  danger  of  physical  hurt  to  the  other  pas- 
sengers. It  is  said  the  child  born  after- 
wards to  Mrs.  Brewer  acts  like  the  lunatic, 
but  the  effect  on  Mrs.  Brewer  was  simply 
an  accident,  due,  perhaps,  more  than  to  any 
other  cause,  to  the  fact  that  she  sat  facing 
the  lunatic,  and  so  the  lunatic's  image  be- 
came impressed  upon  her  mind. 

In  Owens  v.  Macon  k  B.  B.  Co.  110  Ga. 
230,  63  L.R.A.  046,  46  S.  £.  87,  the  lunatic 
was  dangerous  and  violent,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  company  had  sufficient  reason  for 
not  taking  him  on  the  train.  In  Meyer  v. 
St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  4  C.  G.  A.  221, 
10  U.  8.  App.  677,  54  Fed.  116,  the  lunatic 
on  the  train  killed  a  fellow  passenger,  but 
it  was  held  that  the  company  was  not  re- 
sponsible, because  it  had  no  reason  to  appre- 
hend danger  from  him  until  he  suddenly 
became  insane.  We  do  not  see  that  there 
is  anything  in  either  of  these  cases  not  in 
keeping  with  the  general  current  of  au- 
thority. 

We  therefore  conclude  that  there  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  court  should  have  sustained  its 
motion  for  a  peremptory  instruction  to  the 
jury  to  find  for  it  for  the  reasons  stated. 
This  conclusion  makes  it  unnecessary  for  us 
to  consider  the  other  questions  raised. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings  consistent  herewith. 
.•?0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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CITY  OF  PASS  CHRISTIAN,  Appt., 

V. 

ERNEST  FERNANDEZ,  by  Next  Friend. 
(—  Miss.  — ,  56  So.  320.) 

Negligence  —  Infant. 

1.  A  four-year-old  child  is  incapable  of 
contributory  negligence  which  will  prevent 
its  recovery  for  injury  to  it  by  a  vehicle 
while  it  is  playing  in  the  street. 

Municipal  corporation— removing  trasli 
—  governmental  function. 

2.  The  driver  of  a  city  cart  engaged  in 
removing  trash  or  dirt  for  the  city  is  not 
engaged  in  a  governmental  duty  which  will 
relieve  the  municipality  from  liability  for 
injuries  inflicted  by  his  negligence  in  man* 
aging  the  outfit. 

(October  23,  1011.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Harrison  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  defendant's  servant.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Hardy  &  Hardy  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  McDonald  A  Marshall  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Mayes,  Cb.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Ernest  Fernandez,  a  child  four  years  old, 
while  playfully  chasing  a  hoop  in  the  street 
of  the  city  of  Pass  Christian,  was  run  over 
by  a  city  cart  and  had  his  leg  broken. 
Through  his  next  friend,  he  sued  the  city 
for  damages,  and  recovered  judgment  for 
$1,000,  from  which  judgment  the  city  prose- 
cutes an  appeal. 

The  facts  show  that,  when  the  child  was 
struck  by  the  cart,  the  driver  was  convers- 
ing with  two  women,  and  had  his  head 
turned  in  a  different  direction  from  that  in 


Note.  —  Liahility  of  ntunicipaUty  for  in-* 
jury  hy  employee  engaged  in  remov' 

ing  refuse, 

I 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  the  note  to 
Haley  v.  Boston,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)   1006. 

As  indicated  in  the  earlier  note,  there  is 
a  conflict  in  the  cases  on  this  question, 
owing  to  the  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  removal  of  refuse  by  a  city  is 
a  governmental  function  within  the  rule 
that  a  municipality  is  not  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  its  officers  and  servants  while 
engaged  in  the  performance  of  governmental 
duties. 

The  case  of  Pass  Chbistian  v.  Fernan- 
dez is  in  accord  with  the  opinions  of  the 
higher  courts  of  New  York,  as  set  out  in 
the  earlier  note,  to  the  effect  that  the  re- 
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which  the  child  waB  approaching.  The  driv- 
er diBputes  this;  but  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
fixes  the  facts  this  way. 

As  appears  above,  the  child  was  only  four 
years  of  age,  and  therefore  incapable  of  con- 
tributory negligence.  The  only  real  de- 
fense is  that,  at  the  time' of  the  injury,  the 
cart  and  driver  were  engaged  in  a  govern- 
mental duty,  and  on  account  of  this  no  li- 
ability attaches  on  the  part  of  the  city. 
The  case  of  Alexander  v.  Vicksburg,  68 
Miss.  564,  10  So.  62,  is  cited  as  conclusive 
of  this  contention.  We  shall  show  that  the 
above  case  is  not  in  point  further  on. 

It  may  be  true,  as  an  abstract  proposi- 
tion of  law,  that  damage  occasioned  by  the 
city  in  the  exercise  of  a  purely  governmental 
duty  does  not  render  the  city  liable;  but  it 
must  be  a  governmental  duty,  and  the  idea 
that  a  driver  of  a  city  cart  engaged  in 
hauling  trash  and  dirt  for  the  city  is  en- 
gaged in  a  "governmental  function,"  in  any 
sense  in  which  the  word  is  used  in  the  law, 
requires  a  stretch  of  the  imagination  that  is 
beyond  our  power  to  make.  It  is  a  matter 
of  no  little  difficulty  to  define  what  are  and 


what  are  not  purely  governmental  duties  of 
a  city.  To  a  very  large  extent,  these  ques- 
tions can  only  be  settled  by  the  facts  of  each 
particular  case,  so  variant  are  the  condi- 
tions under  which  this  question  arises. 

The  public  or  governmental  duties  of  a 
city  are  those  given  by  the  state  to  the  city 
as  a  part  of  the  state's  sovereignty,  to  be 
exercised  by  the  city  for  the  benefit  of  the 
whole  public,  living  both  in  and  out  of  the 
corporate  limits.  All  else  is  private  or  cor- 
porate duty,  and  for  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  agents  or  employees  of  the  mu- 
nicipality in  the  discharge  of  any  of  the 
private  duties  of  the  city,  the  city  is  liable 
for  all  damage  just  as  an  individual  would 
be.  The  use  of  the  cart  in  hauling  dirt  or 
trash  for  the  city  is  for  no  governmental 
purpose,  as  connected  in  any  way  with  the 
sovereign  duty  of  the  state.  The  state  does 
owe  the  duty  to  all  its  citizens  of  pro- 
tecting the  person  from  assault  and  the 
property  from  destruction,  and  all  done  by 
the  city  in  furtherance  of  this  duty  of  the 
state  is  done  in  a  governmental  capacity. 
But  the  hauling  of  dirt  and  trash  is  for  the 


moval  of  refuse  is  not  a  governmental  duty 
of  a  municipality,  and  that  the  municipality 
is  accordingly  liable  for  injuries  negligently 
inflicted  by  one  of  its  employees  engaged  in 
such  removal. 

In  the  later  case  of  Silverman  v.  New 
York,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  69,  the  city  does  not 
seem  to  have  contested  liability  upon  the 
ground  that  the  negligent  workman  was 
engaged  in  a  governmental  duty  of  the  city, 
but  on  the  ground  that  for  other  reasons 
he  was  not  its  servant;  and  it  was  merely 
held  that  where  a  city  foreman  in  charge 
of  the  work  of  keeping  one  of  the  city  parks 
in  proper  condition  has  selected  the  driver 
of  a  wagon  employed  in  the  removal  of 
rubbish,  has  power  to  remove  and  discharge 
him  from  the  work,  and  directs  him  in  the 
work  to  be  done,  and  as  to  how  and  in  what 
manner  it  is  to  be  done,  the  driver  is  a 
servant  of  the  city,  for  whose  negligence  in 
driving  his  wagon  over  the  foot  of  a  person 
seated  upon  a  public  bench  in  the  park,  the 
city  is  bound  to  respond  in  damages,  al- 
though the  driver  is  in  the  general  employ 
of  a  private  individual  who  pays  his  wages 
and  supplies  the  wagon,  team,  and  driver 
to  the  city  foreman,  and  is,  in  turn,  paid 
for  the  use  of  the  team  and  the  driver's 
services  by  the  city. 

In  Young  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co. 
126  Mo.  App.  1,  103  8.  W.  135,  where,  owing 
to  the  negligence  of  a  municipal  employee 
enfraged  in  carting  away  piles  of  dirt  and 
rubbish  which  had  been  gathered  along  a 
street,  his  cart  and  mule  were  struck  by  a 
street  car  and  thrown  against  a  pedestrian 
to  his  injury,  the  municipality  was  held  lia- 
ble for  the  injury,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  not  acting,  through  its  employee,  in  a 
governmental  capacity  for  the  general  pub- 
lic good,  although  the  work  in  which  he  was 
.SO  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


engaged  might  incidentally  be  conducive  to 
the  public  health,  or  might,  in  some  remote 
degree,  be  referable  to  governmental  regula- 
tion,— ^but  that  the  servant  was  engaged  only 
in  removing  piles  of  dirt  which,  if  l^ft  re- 
maining, would  have  rendered  the  munici- 
pality liable,  if  damage  had  been  caused  by 
them. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Louisville  v.  Car- 
ter, 142  Ky.  443,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  637,  134 
S.  W.  468,  the  municipality  was  held  not 
liable  for  an  injury  to  a  pedestrian  caused 
by  his  being  run  over  by  a  wagon  used  for 
the  purpose  of  removing  refuse  from  the 
streets,  by  reason  of  its  being  hitched  to  a 
sprinkling  cart  for  removal  from  one  part 
of  the  city  to  another,  although  there  may 
have  been  a  safer  or  better  way  of  moving 
it, — as  the  wagon  was  employed  in  a  use 
that  was  for  the  general  public  good,  and 
the  function  which  the  municipality  exer- 
cised in  its  use  was  a  governmental  func- 
tion, and  the  municipality  was  not  required 
to  use  the  safest  or  best  or  any  particular 
means  in  conducting  its  governmental  busi- 
ness. 

And  in  Johnson  v.  Somerville,  105  Mass. 
370,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  715,  81  N.  E.  268. 
it  was  held  that  a  municipality  is  not  liable 
for  the  flooding  of  a  cellar  caused  by  the 
dumping  of  ashes  into  a  water  course  on 
the  next  lot,  by  one  of  its  employees  en- 
gaged in  removing  ashes  from  private  resi- 
dences, as  he  was  not,  in  legal  contempla- 
tion, a  servant  of  the  municipality,  but  was 
in  the  performance  of  a  public  service  from 
which  the  municipality  derived  no  private 
benefit. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  municipality  for 
injuries  from  its  use  of  a  dumping  ground, 
see  note  to  Denver  v.  Davis,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1013.  A.  C.  W. 
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UM  and  advantage  of  the  city  in  its  cor- 
porate capacity,  is  a  corporate  duty,  and 
the  city  is  liable  for  all  damage  done  by 
any  officer  or  agent  so  employed. 

The  case  on  trial  is  different  from  the 
case  of  Alexander  v.  Vicksburg,  supra.  In 
the  Alexander  Case  the  injury  was  inflicted 
by  the  fire  department  on  its  way  to  extin- 
guish a  fire  in  the  city  of  Vicksburg.  The 
fire  company  was  under  the  control  and 
management  of  the  city,  and  this  court  held 
that  in  such  case  the  city  was  not  liable. 
It  might  be  well  argued  that,  when  a  city 
undertakes  to  protect  the  property  of  a 
citizen  from  destruction  by  fire,  it  is  acting 
in  a  governmental  capacity  and  for  the 
universal  good,  even  though  the  state  does 
not  so  undertake  to  do,  and  for  this  reason 
should  be  protected  from  liability  in  dam- 
ages while  so  engaged;  but  this  argument 
cannot  be  made  as  to  a  trash  or  garbage 
cart,  used  in  the  furtherance  of  purely  cor- 
porate  purposes. 

Affirmed. 


NORTH   OABOLINA  SUPRBfilE 
COURT. 

J.  W.  CARMICHAEL,  Appt, 

V. 

SOUTHERN    BELL    TELEPHONE    AND 
TELEGRAPH  COMPANY. 

(157  N.  C.  21,  72  S.  E.  619.) 

Damages  —  wrongful  removal  of  tele- 
phone. 

1.  The  damages  recoverable  by  a  sub- 
scriber whose  telephone  is  wrongfully  re- 
moved after  he  has  paid  the  rental  are  not 
limited,  even  in  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract, to  the  amount  of  rent  wrongfully  ex- 
acted, but  may  include  compensation  for 
the  inconvenience  to  which  he  is  put  by 
breach  of  the  contract. 

Same  —  tort  —  Items. 

2.  The  damages  to  be  awarded  for  wrong- 


ful removal  by  a  telephone  company  of  a 
subscriber's  phone  may  include  compensa- 
tion for  the  necessary  inconvenience  and 
humiliation  fairly  attributable  to  the  wrong 
done,  and  an  allowance  may  be  made  for 
anxiety  increased  by  loss  of  telephone  com- 
munication with  a  relative  sick  in  the  hos- 
pital, of  which  fact  the  telephone  company 
has  notice. 

Same'—  punitive  —  wilfulness  —disre- 
gard of  rights. 

3.  The  malicious  or  wilful  removal  of  a 
subscriber's  telephone  in  wanton  or  reck- 
less disregard  of  his  rights  may  carry  puni- 
tive damages. 

Eviden<^  —  wilfulness  —  explanation  of 
agent. 

4.  Upon  the  question  of  wilfulness  in  re- 
moving a  telephone  for  nonpavment  of  rent, 
although  the  subscriber  claimed  that  he 
had  paid  it  and  had  a  receipt,  evidence  is 
to  be  considered  both  that  the  phone  was  re- 
moved notwithstanding  this  claim,  and  that 
he  had  been  in  arrears  before,  and  that  the 
collecting  agent  had  informed  the  company 
that  only  part  of  the  amount  due  had  been 
paid. 

(November  15,  1011.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  New  Hanover 
County  granting  him  insufficient  relief  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
wrongfully  removing  a  telephone  from  Ir 
premises.     Reversed.  -    - 

Statement  by  Hoke,  J.; 

Civil  action  to  recover  damages  for 
wrongfully  removing  a  telephone  from 
plaintiff's  premises,  tried  before  his  Honor, 
R.  B.  Peebles,  judge,  and  a  jury,  at  April 
term,  1011,  of  the  superior  court  of  New 
Hanover  county.  There  was  evidence  tend- 
ing to  show  that  the  telephone  charges  due 
from  plaintiff  were  at  the  rate  of  $4.50  per 
quarter,  payable  in  advance,  beginning  Jan- 
uary Ist.  The  plaintiff,  on  the  Sd  of  June, 
1008,    paid    defendant    the    $4.50    for    the 


Note. -^  Meaaure    of    damages    for    re- 
moval of  telephone. 

The  measure  of  damages  for  wrongfully 
disconnecting  a  telephone  because  of  mis- 
take as  to  payment  of  rent  is  the  amount 
which  will  compensate  the  patron  for  the 
injuries  caused  by  the  breach  of  contract. 
Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hendon, 
114  Kv.  601,  60  L.R.A.  840,  102  Am.  St. 
Rep.  200,  71  S.  W.  435. 

The  damages  to  be  awarded  for  wrongful 
removal  and  refusal  to  reinstall  a  subscrib- 
er's telephone  may  include  compensation  for 
the  pecuniary  loss,  and  also  for  *inconven- 
ience  and  annoyance  occasioned  bv  being 
without  the  use  of  the  telephone,  since  the 
damage  sustained  by  the  loss  of  a  telephone 
in  its  very  nature  is  largely  composed  of 
.•;0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


inconvenience  and  annoyance.  Cumberland 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Hobart,  80  Miss.  252, 
110  Am.  St.  Rep.  702,  42  So.  340. 

And  a  recovery  may  be  had  for  pros- 
pective profits,  bwensboro  Harrison  Teleph. 
Co.  v.  Wisdom,  23  Ky.  L.  Rep.  07,  62  S.  W. 
620. 

Accordingly,  the  wrongful  removal  of  a 
telephone  after  several  months'  service, 
when  it  had  been  installed  under  a  contract 
to  furnish  telephone  service  for  a  period  of 
three  years,  will  entitle  the  patron  to  re- 
cover prospective  profits  for  the  whole  con- 
tract period;  a  verdict  of  $300  was  said  to 
be  warranted  by  the  evidence,  where  it  ap- 
peared plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the  messen- 
ger business  which  was  shown  to  be  a  grow- 
ing business.     Ibid. 

In  the  absence  of  proof  of  special  loss  be- 
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quarter  beginning  April  Ist,  and  took  a  re- 
ceipt for  same.  That  in  the  latter  part  of 
June  plaintiff  was  notified  there  was  a  bal- 
ance against  him  of  $3  for  said  quarter, 
and,  unless  same  was  paid,  the  telephone 
would  be  removed.  Plaintiff  protested,  and 
informed  the  agents  of  defendant  company 
that  he  had  paid  the  dues,  and  could  pro- 
duce a  receipt.  Plaintiff  failed  to  find  the 
receipt  readily,  as  he  had  given  it  to  his 
wife,  who  was  temporarily  from  home  in 
daily  attendance  on  her  father,  who  had 
been  operated  upon,  and  was  in  the  hpspit- 
al;  and  thereupon,  in  afternoon  of  June 
27,  1908,  defendant  company,  while  plain- 
tiff was  absent,  disconnected  the  phone, 
and  deprived  plaintiff  and  his  family  of  its 
use  from  Saturday  night  until  Monday 
morning,  June  20th.  That  on  Monday 
morning,  June  29th,  plaintiff  went  to  the 
offices  of  the  company,  paid  the  $3  claimed 
under  protest,  and  the  service  was  there- 
upon restored.  That  in  July  following  the 
plaintiff  found  the  receipt  for  the  $4.50, 
the  entire  price  for  the  quarter,  and  on  fail- 
ure to  adjust  matters  action  was  instituted. 
On  the  question  of  damages,  plaintiff  testi- 
fied, among  other  things,  that  the  telephone 
was  used  for  the  purpose  of  calling  up  phy- 
sicians, hospitals^  druggists,  doing  the  mar- 
Iceting,  grocery  business,  and  other  general 
household  uses,  and  proposed  further  to 
show  that  at  this  particular  time,  plaintiff 
suffered  special  inconvenience  and  annoy-, 
ance  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  his  father- 


in-law  had  been  operated  on,  and  was  then 
at  the  hospital  in  a  dangerous  condition, 
and  plaintiff  was  unable  to  communicate 
with  the  hospital  concerning  him,  or  with 
his  family,  which  was  then  at  the  beach 
some  distance  away.  There  was  evidence 
from  which  knowledge  of  these  special  con- 
ditions on  the  part  of  the  company  might 
be  inferred.  The  proposed  evidence,  was  ex- 
cluded, and  plaintiff  excepted.  There  was 
testimony  on  the  part  of  defendant  to  the 
effect  that  plaintiff  was  not  prompt  in  pay- 
ment of  his  telephone  dues,  and  that  on 
two  or  three  occasions  before  this  it  had 
been  necessary  to  disconnect  his  telephone 
for  nonpayment  of  dues.  That  while  plain- 
tiff produced  a  receipt  for  the  $4.50,  the 
dues  for  the  quarter  eliding  June  30,  1008, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  he  had  only  paid  $1.50, 
and  it  was  so  reported  to  the  company  by 
the  collecting  agent.  That  the  receipt  for 
$4:50  was  signed  by  mistake  to  a  printed 
form,  in  which  the  amount  was  so  stated; 
the  agent  failing  to  change  this  to  $1.50. 
the  amount  actually  paid;  and  that  the 
books  of  the  company  showed  the  amount 
due  to  be  $3,  and  that  in  fact  such  amount 
was  due  for  said  quarter.  That  defendant 
liad  no  malicious  or  improper  motive  in  dis- 
connecting the  telephone,  or  in  collecting 
the  $3,  but  acted  on  the  honest  belief  it  was 
enforcing  its  rights  in  the  premises. 

His  Honor  ruled  that  plaintiff  could  not 
in  any  event  recover  damages  in  excess  of 
$3,  the  amount  of  overcharge  as  claimed  by 


cause  of  the  disconnection,  the  compensa- 
tory damages  to  be  awarded  are  tlie  amount 
paid  for  the  service  for  the  time  during 
which  it  was  refused.  Cumberland  Teleph. 
&  Teleg.  Co.  v    Hendon,  supra. 

It  has  been  held  that  it  is  possible  for  a 
finding  of  30  cents  to  include  both  nominal 
and  genera]  damages  for  the  wrongful  re- 
moval of  a  telephone,  where  no  special  dam- 
age is  shown;  it  appearing  that  the  order 
for  removal  was  due  to  a  misunderstanding 
that  plaintiff  desired  his  telephone  removed; 
and  that  he  did  not  discover  its  absence  un- 
til the  next  morning,  when  it  was  imme- 
diately reinstalled.  Jenkins  v.  Southern 
Bell  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  7  Ga.  App.  484, 
67  8.  E.  124. 

Removing  the  telephone  from  the  plain- 
tiff's residence  because  of  his  refusal  to  pay 
the  full  rental  on  the  claim  of  poor  service, 
and  requiring  him  to  go  to  the  central  of- 
fice and  pay  tolls  in  advance  for  long-dis- 
tance service,  do  not  subject  the  company 
to  liability  for  exemplary  damages,  in  the 
absence  of  evidence  that  it  acted  from  wan- 
ton, oppressive,  and  malicious  motives. 
Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Baker, 
86  Miss.  486,  37  So.  1012. 

That  a  telephone  company  has  not  the 
means  to  supply  service  to  one  applying  for 
it  may  be  shown  in  mitigation  of  damages 
for  refusal  to  comply  with  its  duty  in  that 
SO  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


regard,  but  not  in  justification  thereof. 
Gwynn  v.  Citizens'  Teleph.  Co.  69  S.  C.  434, 
67  L.R.A.  111,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  48 
S.  £.  460. 

So  belief  in  the  existence  of  a  legal  right 
to  refuse  telephone  service  to  one  applying 
for  it,  although  erroneous,  and  refusal  to 
furnish  service  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
the  rights  of  the  telephone  company,  will 
prevent  the  imposition  of  punitive  damages 
for  such  act.    Ibid. 

Right  to  refuse  telephone  service  to 
coerce  payment  of  bill,  see  note  to  Danaher 
V.  Southwestern  Teleg.  k  Teleph.  Co.  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   1027. 

As  to  the  right  of  withdrawing  telephone 
service  because  of  the  abuse  of  the  privi- 
lege by  subscribers,  see  note  to  Huffman  v. 
Marcy  Mut.  Teleph.  Co.  23  L.R.A.(N.8.) 
1010. 

On  the  liability  of  telephone  company  for 
failure  to  make  connections  for  subscriber, 
see  notes  to  Lebanon,  L.  &  L.  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
Lanham  Lumber  Co.  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  115, 
and  Volquardsen  v.  Iowa  Teleph.  Co.  28 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   554. 

Right  of  addressee  to  recover  damages  for 
failure  to  summon  hini  to  receive  a  long- 
distance telephone  message,  see  note  to  Mc- 
Leod  V.  Pacific  States  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)   810.  A.  L.  R. 
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plaintiff,  and  under  such  ruling  the  follow- 
ing yerdict  was  rendered: 

"(1)  Did  the  defendant  unlawfully  cut 
out  plaintiff's  telephone,  as  alleged  in  the 
complaint  ?    Answer.    Yes. 

**{2)  If  so,  what  damage  is  plaintiff  en- 
titled to  recover  therefor?  Answer.  Three 
dollars,  and  interest  to  date  from  June  29, 
1908." 

Judgment  on  the  verdict  for  $3,  with  in- 
terest, and  plaintiff  excepted  and  appealed, 
assigning  errors. 

* 

Messrs.  Ronntree  &  Carr,  for  appel- 
lant: 

Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  such  rea- 
sonable sum  as  the  jury  may  think  just 
and  fair  as  compensation  for  the  inconven- 
ience, annoyance,  and  humiliation  of  being 
without  a  telephone. 

Williams  v.  Carolina  &  W.  R.  Co.  144  N. 
C.  498,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  191,  57  S.  E.  216, 
12  A.  &  E.  Ann.  Cas.  1000;  Cumberland 
Teleg.  A  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Hobart,  89  Miss.  252, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  702,  42  So.  349;  The 
Mediana  [1900]  A.  C.  113,  69  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  35,  48  Week.  Rep.  398,  82  L.  T.  N.  S. 
95,  16  Times  L.  R.  194,  9  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas. 
41;  Harvey  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co. 
153  N.  C.  567,  69  S.  E..627;  Ives  v.  Humph- 
reys, 1  E.  D.  Smith,  201 ;  Hewlett  v.  (^orge, 
68  Miss.  703,  13  L.R.A,  684,  9  So.  885; 
Cumberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Hobart, 
89  Miss.  252,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  702,  42  So. 
349. 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  punitive  dam- 
ages. 

Jackson  v.  American  Teleph.  &,  Teleg.  Co. 
139  N.  C.  356,  70  L.R.A.  738,  51  S.  E. 
1015;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Pren- 
tice, 147  U.  S.  101,  106,  107,  37  L.  ed.  97, 
101,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261 ;  Milwaukee  &  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Arms,  91  U.  S.  489,  23  L.  ed. 
374;  Hansley  v.  Janesville  &  W.  R.  Co. 
117  N.  C.  565,  32  L.R.A.  551,  53  Am.  St. 
Rep.  600,  23  S.  E.  443;  Barry  v.  Edmunds, 
116  U.  S.  550,  29  L.  ed.  729,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
601 ;  Emblen  v.  Myers,  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  54,  .30 
L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  71,  2  L.  T.  N.  S.  774, 
8  Week.  Rep,  665,  8  Eng.  Rnl.  Cas.  304; 
Scott  V.  Donald,  165  U.  S.  58,  41  L.  ed. 
632,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  265;  Remington  v. 
Kirby,  120  N.  C.  320,  26  S.  E.  917;  1 
Sedgw.  Damages,  53;  13  Cyc.  106;  Purcell 
V.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  108  N.  C.  414, 
12  L.R.A.  113,  12  S.  E.  954,  956;  Stewart 
V.  Cary  Lumber  Co.  146  N.  C.  69,  59  S.  E. 
645;  Kentucky  Heating  Co.  v.  Hood,  133 
Ky.  383,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  588,  134  Am.  St. 
Rep.  457,  118  S.  W.  337;  Owen  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  —  8.  C.  —,  71  S.  E.  782 :  3 
Sutherland,  Damages,  §§  935,  937 ;  Hansley 
V.  Janesville  &  W.  R.  Co.  117  N.  C.  569, 
32  L.R.A.  551,  53  Am.  St.  Rep.  600,  23  S. 
3P  L.IUi.(N.S.) 


E.  443;  Brown  v.  Asheville  Electric  Co. 
138  N.  C.  533,  69  L.R.A.  631,  107  Am.  St. 
Rep.  554,  51  S.  E.  62;  Duncan  v.  Stalcup, 
18  N.  C.   (1  Dev.  &  B.  L.)   440. 

Messrs.  H.  E.  Palmer,  B.  J.  Clay,  and 
J.  D.  Bellamy  for  appellee. 

Hoke,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

An  impression  not  infrequently  exists, 
and  is  sometimes  acted  on,  that  in  the 
larger  number  of  ordinary  causes  compen- 
satory damages  should  be  confined  to  actual 
pecuniary  loss,  and  that  any  recovery  above 
actual  loss  in  money  or  time,  having  definite 
pecuniary  value,  partakes  of  the  nature  of 
punitive  damages.  Speaking  to  this  ques- 
tion in  a  concurring  opinion  in  Ammons  y. 
Southern  R.  Co.  140  N.  C.  199,  52  S.  E.  733, 
it  was  said:  "The  court  below  and  the 
parties  litigant  seem  to  have  considered  that 
the  seventh  issue  on  actual  damages  was 
confined  to  pecuniary  loss,  and  that  any  re- 
covery over  and  above  this  must  be  had, 
if  at  all,  on  the  eighth  issue,  above  set  out. 
But  this  is  not  at  all  true.  'Actual,'  in  the 
sense  of  compensatory  damages,  is  not  re- 
stricted necessarily  to  the  actual '  loss  in 
time  or  monev.  The  claimant  mav  be  eon- 
fined  to  this,  if  the  jury  so  determine;  but 
more  than  this  is  contained  in  the  term,  and 
more  than  this  is  covered  by  the  issue. 
As  was  said  by  Clark,  Ch.  J.,  in  Osborn  v. 
Leach,  135  N.  C.  628,  66  L.R.A.  648,  47  S. 
E.  811:  Where  the  facts  and  nature  of 
the  action  so  warrant,  'actual  damages  in- 
clude pecuniary  loss,  physical  pain,  and 
mental  suffering,'  etc.  And  again:  'Com- 
pensatory damages  include  all  other  dam- 
ages than  punitive,  thus  embracing  not  only 
special  damage  as  direct  pecuniary  loss,  but 
injury  to  feelings,  mental  anguish,'  etc., — 
citing  18  Am.  &,  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  1082; 
Hale,  Damages,  pp.  99,  106.  And  this  last 
author  says:  'It  may  be  stated  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  in  actions  of  tort,  that  whenever 
a  wrong  is  committed  which  will  support 
an  action  to  recover  some  damages,  com- 
pensation for  mental  suffering  may  also  be 
recovered,  if  such  suffering  follows  as  a 
natural  and  proximate  result.'  And  so 
here,  where  a  passenger  is  wrongfully  eject- 
ed from  a  railroad  train,  the  demand  may 
be  considered  as  one  in  tort,  and,  on  an  is- 
sue as  to  actual  or  compensatory  damages, 
he  may  recover  what  the  jury  may  decide  to 
be  a  fair  and  just  compensation  for  the 
injury,  including  his  actual  loss  in  time 
or  money,  physical  inconvenience,  and  men- 
tal suffering,  or  humiliation  endured,  and 
which  could  be  considered  as  a  reasonable 
and  probable  result  of  the  wrong  done.  Mc- 
Neill V.  Durham  k  C.  R.  Co.  135  N.  C.  683, 
67    L.R.A.    230,    47    S.   E.    765  j    Head   v. 
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Georgia  P.  R.  Co.  70  Ga.  358,  11  Am.  St. 
Rep.  434,  7  S.  E.  217;  Hale,  Damages, 
supra,  §  261.  As  said  by  Bleckley,  J.,  in 
Head's  Case:  'Wounding  a  man's  feelings 
is  as  much  actual  damages  as  breaking  his 
limb.  The  difference  is  that  one  is  internal 
and  the  other  external;  one  mental,  the 
other  physical.  At  common  law,  compen- 
satory damages  include,  upon  principle, 
and,  I  think,  upon  authority,  salve  for 
wounded  feelings,  and  our  Code  had  no  pur- 
pose to  deny  such  damages  where  the  com- 
mon law  allowed  them.'  And  on  the  subject 
of  punitive  damages  it  was  further  said: 
Exemplary  or  punitive  damages  are  not  giv- 
en with  a  view  to  compensation,  but  are 
under  certain  circumstances  awarded  in  ad- 
dition to  compensation,  as  a  punishment  to 
defendant,  and  as  a  warning  to  other 
wrongdoers.  They  are  not  allowed  as  n 
matter  of  course,  but  only  where  there  are 
some  features  of  aggravation,  as  when  the 
wrong  is  done  wilfully  and  maliciously,  or 
under  circumstances  of  rudeness  or  oppres- 
sion, or  in  a  manner  which  evinces  a  reck- 
less and  wanton  disregard  of  plaintiff's 
rights."  In  the  view  of  compensatory  dam- 
ages suggested  with  approval  in  this  cita- 
tion, there  was  error  in  the  ruling  which 
limited  plaintiff's  recovery,  in  any  aspect  of 
the  case,  to  the  $3,  the  amount  of  money 
wrongfully  collected  by  defendant,  whether 
the  action  should  be  considered  as  one  for 
a  breach  of  contract  or  for  a  tort. 

It  is  true  that  recovery  for  breach  of  con- 
tract is  confined  to  such  damages  as  were 
in  the  reasonable  contemplation  of  the  par- 
ties at  the  time  same  was  made,  and  which 
are  susceptible  of  ascertainment  with  a  rea- 
sonable degree  of  certainty,  and  that  ordi- 
narily this  damage  is  limited  to  pecuniary 
recompense  for  the  loss  sustained  by  the  in- 
jured party;  but  this  will  be  found  to  have 
its  origin  and  basis  in  the  fact  that  the 
vast  majority  of  contracts  concern  them- 
selves with  pecuniary  values,  and  have  the 
pecuniary  standard  for  adjustment  alone 
in  contemplation;  but,  where  an  agreement 
clearly  has  reference  to  a  different  standard, 
damages  in  case  of  breach  must  be  awarded 
according  to  the  standard  which  the  par- 
ties have  adopted.  This  is  the  principle  up- 
on which  recoveries  for  mental  anguish  in  a 
certain  class  of  telegraph  cases,  and  when 
treated  simply  as  actions  for  breach  of  con- 
tract, are  properly  made  to  rest,  as  shown 
in  the  well-considered  opinion  by  our  pres- 
ent chief  justice,  in  Young  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  107  N.  C.  370,  9  L.R.A.  669,  22 
Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  11  S.  E.  1044,  a  decision 
since  followed  and  applied  by  the  court  in 
numerous  cases;  and  so  in  contracts  for 
telephone  service  for  household  purposes,  I 
pecuniary  values  are  not  Qr4i04rily  in  con- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S,) 


Itemplation,  and  on  breach,  even  when  Ihe 
action  is  simply  for  breach  of  contract,  a 
different  standard  of  adjustment  must  nec- 
essarily or  may  properly  be  adopted,  to  wit, 
a  fair  compensation  for  the  loss  and  for  the 
inconvenience  and  annoyance  in  being 
wrongfully  deprived  of  the  service  stipulat- 
ed for.  Cimiberland  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co. 
V.  Hobart,  80  Miss.  252,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
702,  42  So.  340;  Hale,  Damages,  p.  102. 

On  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  how- 
ever, and  the  facts  in  evidence,  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  confined  to  a  recovery  for  breach 
of  contract.  It  appears  that  defendant  is  a 
public  service  corporation,  operating  under 
a  public  franchise,  and  for  breach  of  duty 
in  rendering  the  service  it  has  undertaken 
to  perform,  one  having  contract  relations 
with  such  company,  and  suffering  special 
injury  by  reason  of  such  breach,  is  entitled 
to  sue  in  tort,  and,  in  case  of  recovery,  have 
his  damages  admeasured  as  in  that  charac- 
ter of  action.  This  was  held  in  Virginia- 
Carolina  Peanut  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  156  N.  C.  148,  71  S.  E.  71,  citing 
several  other  decisions  to  like  effect,  and  see 
in  that  case  more  especially  the  concurring 
opinion  of  Associate  Justice  Allen,  as  to 
the  obligation  of  diligence  imposed  by  the 
law  upon  corporations  of  this  kind,  and  the 
character  of  action  available  in  case  of 
breach  causing  special  damages  to  persons 
having  contract  relations  with  such  com- 
panies. Plaintiff,  then,  having  a  right  to 
sue  in  tort,  if  his  cause  of  action  is  estab- 
lished, is  entitled  to  recover  a  compensation 
for  the  annoyance  and  inconvenience  and 
humiliation  fairly  attributable  to  the  wrong 
done,  and  under  facts  as  they  existed  at  the 
time  the  same  was  committed.  Virginia- 
Carolina  Peanut  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line 
R.  Co.  supra. 

And  in  this  view  the  annoyance  and  in- 
convenience naturally  arising  from  the  fact 
that  plaintiff's  father-in-law  was  at  the  time 
in  the  hospital,  and  supposed  to  be  in  a 
dangerous  condition,  if  this  circumstance 
was  known  to  the  company  or  its  managing 
officers, — ^not,  of  course,  the  suffering  and 
anxiety  caused  by  the  father-in-law's  pla- 
cing and  condition,  but  the  annoyance  and 
anxiety  occasioned  by  the  loss  of  the  tele- 
phone service  at  such  time, — in  considering 
any  damages  imputable  to  this  source,  the 
obligation  on  plaintiff  to  do  what  he  could 
reasonably  do  to  lessen  his  anxiety  is  also 
a  proper  subject  for  consideration.  Bowen 
V.  King,  146  N.  C.  386,  50  S.  E.  1044; 
Pittsburg,  J.  E.  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Wakefield 
Hardware  Co.  143  N.  C.  54,  55  S.  E.  422. 

On  the  question  of  punitive  or  exemplary 
damages,  recurring  again  to  the  doctrine  as 
stated  in  the  Ammons  Case,  supra,  if  the 
juTj  should  find  that  the  wrong  complained 
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of  was  comnuttedy  and  that  the  same  waa 
done  maliciously,  or  under  such  circum- 
stance of  wilfulness  on  part  of  defendant 
aa  to  show  a  wanton  or  reckless  disregard 
of  plaintiffs  rights,  they  may,  in  addition 
to  compensatory  damages,  award  such  addi- 
tional damages  by  way  of  punishment  as 
they  may  deem  right  and  proper.  In  this 
aspect  of  the  matter,  the  principles  and  au- 
thorities applicable  are  more  fully  discussed 
and  referred  to  in  the  case  of  Williams  v. 
Carolina  &  W.  R.  Co.  144  N.  C.  502,  12 
LJl.A.(N.S.)  191,  67  S.  Bw  216,  12  A.  &  E. 
Ann.  Cas.  1000. 

On  this  question  of  allowing  exemplary 
damages,  as  well  as  the  amount,  in  case  the 
jury  should  determine  to  award  the  same, 
the  fact  that  plaintiff  informed  defendant 
dt  the  payment  of  the  amount  due,  and 
that  he  had  a  receipt  showing  this,  and  that 
defendant  still  insisted  there  was  no  such 
payment,  and  further  the  fact  that  plaintiff 
had  several  times  before  made  default  in 
payment  of  his  dues,  and  that  this  collect- 
ing agent  had  informed  the  managing  offi- 
cers of  the  company  there  was  a  balance 
still  due,  and  that  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany showed  this  to  be  correct,  are  circum- 
stances relevant  to  the  inquiry. 

For  the  error  indicated,  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled to  a  new  trial  of  this  cause,  and  it  is 
so  ordered* 
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Check  —  liability  on. 

1.  Checks  are  but  inland  bills  of  exchange, 
and  subject  to  all  the  rules  applicable  to  in- 
struments of  that  character,  and  impose  no 
obligation  upon  the  drawees  until  accepted; 
and,  until  presented  and  paid,  are  revocable 
by  the  drawer,  who  has  the  legal  control  of 
the  money  to  his  credit  until  actual  ac- 
ceptance or  pa3rment  of  the  checks. 

Headnotes  by  Kane,  J. 

Note,  —  Action  hy  drawee  essential  to 
terminate  drawer's  right  to  stop  pay- 
tnent  of  check. 

This  note,  assuming  the  general  rule  as 
to  the  right  of  the  drawer,  as  against  the 
drawee  bank,  to  stop  payment  of  a  check 
at  any  time  before  the  bank  has  paid  the 
check  or  done  anything  \q  pommit  itself  in 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  ^     *  ^ 


Draft  ~  assignment  o/  fund  «-  accept- 
ance. 

2.  A  draft  drawn  in  the  ordinary  form 
does  not  constitute  an  equitable  assignment 
pro  ianto  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
drawee  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer  before 
such  draft  has  been  accepted  or  presented 
for  payment. 

(January  0,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  County  Court  for  Bryan 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
a  deposit  made  by  plaintiff  in  the  defend- 
ant bank.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Utterback  &  Hayes  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  J.  T.  Mcintosh  and  O.  B.  Coch- 
ran, for  defendant  in  error: 

No  acceptance  by  the  bank  of  said  check 
or  order  is  shown. 

Auerbach  v.  Princhett,  58  Ala.  451; 
Moeser  v.  Schneider,  168  Pa.  412,  27  Atl. 
1088;  Pfaff  V.  Cummings,  67  Mich.  143,  34 
N.  W.  281 ;  Shutt  Improv.  Co.  v.  Erwin,  66 
Kan.  261,  71  Pac.  521;  Lynch  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  107  N.  Y.  179,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  803, 
13  N.  E.  776;  Hall  v.  Flanders,  83  Me. 
243,  22  Atl.  158;  ^tna  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Fourth  Nat.  Bank,  46  N.  Y.  82,  7  Am. 
Rep.  314;  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
V.  James,  78  Ark.  490,  96  S.  W.  804,  8 
Ann.  Cas.  611;  Matteson  v.  Moulson,  11 
Hun,  268,  79  N.  Y.  627;  Dickinson  v. 
Marsh,  57  Mo.  App.  566;  Sands  v.  Mat- 
thews, 27  Ala.  401;  Dunavan  v.  Flynn,  118 
Mass.  537;  McEowen  v.  Scott,  49  Vt.  376; 
Overman  v.  Hoboken  City  Bank,  31  N.  J.  L. 
564;  Colorado  Nat.  Bank  v.  Boettcher,  5 
Colo.  190,  40  Am.  Rep.  142,  21  Am.  k  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  220;  Rousch  t.  Duff,  35 
Mo.  312;  Hall  v.  Steel,  68  111.  231;  Hol- 
brook  V.  Payne,  141  Mass.  383,  21  Am.  St. 
Rep.  466,  24  N.  E.  210;  McPherson  v.  Wal- 
ton, 42  N.  J.  Eq.  282,  11  Atl.  21 ;  Short  v. 
Blount,  99  N.  C.  49,  5  S.  E.  190;  Guthrie 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Gill,  6  Okla.  560,  54  Pac.  434; 
Koch  ▼.  Howell,  6  Watts  &  S.  360;  Pickle 
v.  Muse  (Pickle  v.  People's  Nat.  Bank) 
88  Tenn.  380,  7  L.R.A.  93,  17  Am.  St.  Rep. 
900,  12  S.  W.  919;  Bank  of  Rutland  v. 
Woodruff,  34  Vt.  89;  Hough  v.  Loring,  24 
Pick.  254;  Briggs  v.  Sizer,  30  N.  Y.  647. 

Checks  are  but  inland  bills  of  exchange 

any  way  to  its  payment  (see  note  to  Can- 
terbury V.  Bank  of  Sparta,  30  L.R.A.  845), 
considers  only  the  question  as  to  what  ac- 
tion by  the  drawee,  other  than  actual  pay- 
ment or  certification  of  the  check,  will  ter- 
minate the  drawer's  right,  as  against  the 
drawee,  to  stop  payment  thereof.  As  to  the 
right  of  the  drawer  to  stop  payment  of  a 
certified  check,  see  Qote  to  Blake  v.  Hamil- 
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and  subject  to  all  the  rules  applicable  to 
instruments  of  that  character,  and  impose 
no  obligation  upon  the  drawees  tmtil  ac- 
cepted; and,  until  presented  and  paid,  are 
reyocable  by  the  drawer,  who  has  the  legal 
control  of  the  money  to  his  credit  until 
actual  acceptance  or  payment  of  the  checks. 
iEtna  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank, 
46  N.  Y.  82,  7  Am.  Rep.  314;  National 
Bank  v.  Millard,  10  Wall.  156,  167,  19 
L.  ed.  899,  900;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Whit- 
man, 94  U.  S.  344,  24  L.  ed.  230;  Bull  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  123  U.  S.  Ill,  31  L.  ed. 
100,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  62;  Pullen  v.  Placer 
County  Bank,  138  Cal.  169,  94  Am.  St.  Rep. 
19,  66  Pac.  740,  71  Pac.  84;  Florence  Min. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  124  U.  S.  385,  31  L.  ed.  424, 
8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  531;  Colorado  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Boettcher,  4  Colo.  186,  40  Am.  Rep.  142; 
Harrison  v.  Wright,  100  Ind.  515,  58  Am. 
Rep.  805;  Carr  v.  National  Secur.  Bank, 
107  Mass.  45,  9  Am.  Rep.  6;  Van  Buskirk 
V.  State  Bank,  35  Colo.  142,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  182,  83  Pac.  778;  Cincinnati,  H.  & 
D.  R.  Co.  V.  Metropolitan  Nat.  Bank,  54 
Ohio  St.  60,  31  L.R.A.  653,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  700,  42  N.  E.  700;  Atty.  Gen.  v. 
Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  71  N.  Y.  325,  27 
Am.  Rep.  56;  Saylor  v.  Bushong,  100  Pa. 
23,  .45  Am.  Rep.  353;  Lunt  t.  Bank  of 
North  America,  49  Barb.  221;  Chapman  v. 
White,  6  N.  Y.  412,  57  Am.  Dec.  464; 
Duncan  v.  Berlin,  60  N.  Y.  151 ;  Byles,  Bills 
p.  61,  note,  1;  2  Parsons,  Bills  &  Notes,  p. 
61,  note  1;  Bush  v.  Foote,  58  Miss.  5,  38 


,  Am.  Rep.  310;  First  Nat.  Bank  t.  Shoe- 
maker, 117  Pa.  94,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  649,  11 
Atl.  304;  Creveling  v.  Bloomsbury  Nat. 
Bank,  46  N.  J.  L.  255,  50  Am.  Rep.  417; 
Grammel  v.  Carmer,  55  Mich.  201,  64  Am. 
Rep.  363,  21  N.  W.  418;  Pease  t.  St«te 
Nat.  Bank,  114  Tenn.  693,  88  S.  W.  172; 
Kahn  v.  Walton,  46  Ohio  St.  206,  20  N.  £. 
203;  Fourth  Street  Nat.  Bank  v.  Yardley, 
165  U.  S.  634,  41  L.  ed.  865,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  439 ;  Schneider  v.  Irving  Bank,  1  Daly, 
501;  O'Connor  v.  Mechanics'  Bank,  124 
N.  Y.  324,  26  N.  E.  816;  Randolph  v. 
Allen,  19  C.  C.  A.  363, '41  U.  S.  App.  117, 

73  Fed.  42;  State  ex  rel.  St.  Amand  v. 
Bank  of  Commerce,  49  La.  Ann.  1078,  22 
So.  207;  House  v.  Kountze  Bros.  17  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  402,  43  S.  W.  561;  Sunderlin  v. 
Macosta  County  Sav.  Bank,  116  Mich.  281, 

74  N.  W.  478;  Chicago  Heights  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Miller,  219  III.  79,  109  Am.  St.  Rep. 
314,  76  N.  E.  52;  Guthrie  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Gill,  6  Okla.  560,  64  Pac.  434;  National 
Bank  v.  Millard,  10  Wall.  156,  157|  19 
L.  ed.  899,  900. 

Kane,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  an  action  conunenced  by  the 
defendant  in  error,  plaintiff  below,  against 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  defendant  below,  to 
recover  a  deposit  made  by  the  plaintiff  in 
the  defendant,  a  national  bank.  After  the 
evidence  was  in,  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 


ton  Dime  Sav.  Bank  Co.  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
290. 

Where  a  check,  having  been  presented  by 
a  bona  fide  holder,  through  the  clearing 
house,  where  he  has  received  credit  upon  it, 
is  received  in  due  course  by  the  arawee 
bank,  and  the  latter  "checks"  it  from  the 
clearing-house  file,  cancels  it  as  a  paid 
check,  and  charges  it  to  the  account  of  the 
drawer,  such  acts  constitute  payment  and 
terminate  the  drawer's  right  subsequently 
to  recall  the  check  by  notifying  the  bank 
not  to  pay  it.  Albers  v.  Commercial  Bank, 
85  Mo.  173,  55  Am.  Rep.  355,  affirming  9 
Mo.  App.  59. 

But  under  a  clearing-house  rule  giving 
banks  the  right  to  return  "checks  not  good" 
to  the  bank  depositing  them,  before  1  o'clock 
p.  M.  of  the  day  they  are  received  from  the 
clearing  house,  where  a  drawee  bank,  mere- 
ly for  its  own  convenience  and  to  expedite 
the  transaction  of  its  business,  immediately 
places  upon  a  canceling  file  a  check  received 
from  the  clearing  house,  and  then  enters  the 
check  in  the  journal,  but  does  not  carry  it 
forward  to  the  ledger,  such  acts  are,  at 
most,  only  a  conditional  acceptance,  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  the  bank  to  revoke  it 
for  cause  and  return  the  check  at  anv  time 
before  1  o'clock;  and  the  drawer  of  the 
check  may,  as  against  the  drawee,  stop  pay- 
ment of  the  check  at  any  time  while  the 
np  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


drawee  may  thus  return  it.  German  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Farmers'  Deposit  Nat.  Bank,  118 
Pa.  294,  12  Atl.  303. 

And  the  drawee's  mere  affirmative  reply 
to  a  telegram  from  the  payee  of  certain 
checks,  inquiring  if  the  drawer's  checks  for 
the  amount  of  those  drawn  to  him  are  good, 
does  not  terminate  the  drawer's  right  to 
stop  payment  of  the  checks  held  by  the  in- 
quiring payee.  Kahn  v.  Walton,  46  Ohio 
St.  195,  20  N.  E.  203. 

The  decision  in  Fibst  Nat.  Bank  y. 
School  Dist.  No.  4,  it  will  be  noted,  turns 
upon  the  fact  that  the  drawer  had  no  funds 
on  deposit  with  the  drawee,  at  the  time 
the  check  was  presented  to  the  latter  by 
the  payee  and  the  provision  of  the  statute 
that  an  acceptance  of  a  bill  must  be  made 
in  writing.  If  the  drawer  of  the  check  had 
had  on  deposit  with  the  drawee,  at  the  time, 
sufficient  funds  to  pay  the  check,  it  would 
seem  that  the  acts  of  the  vice  president  of 
the  drawee  bank  in  retaining  the  check 
when  presented  by  the  payee,  and  saying 
to  the  latter  that  the  bank  would  give  him 
credit  for  the  amount  of  the  check,  against 
which  he  might  draw  at  pleasure,  might 
have  been  deemed  a  payment  of  the  check, 
which  would  have  terminated  the  drawer's 
right  to  stop  payment,  although  no  credit 
was  then  given  to  the  payee  in  writing.  In 
|]]^  ab9ep(!f  gf  the  statute  requiring  that 
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upon  which  judgment  was  duly  entered,  to 
reverse  which  this  proceeding  in  error  was 
commenced.  For  convenience,  the  plaint  iff 
below  will  be  called  the  school  district  and 
the  defendant  below  the  bank. 

It  seems  that  on  the  8th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1008,  the  school  district  gave  to  one 
Bartsch  a  check  or  order  on  the  bank  for 
the  sum  of  $250;  that  the  next  morning 
E.  T.  Lawrence,  treasurer  of  the  school 
district  and  acting  therefor,  asked  the  vice 
president  of  the  bank  if  the  check  or  order 
had  been  paid,  and  upon  the  vic^  president 
answering  that  he  had  seen  the  check  or 
order  and  the  same  had  not  been  paid, 
Lawrence  told  the  vice  president  not  to  pay 
the  same,  and  the  vice  president  said  he 
would  not;  on  the  13th  day  of  October, 
1008,  the  school  distrist  deposited  at  said 
bank  the  sum  of  $1,000,  the  price  received 
for  certain  school  district  bonds;  on  the 
8th  day  of  September,  before  payment  of 
the  check  or  order  was  countermanded, 
Bartsch  took  the  same  to  the  yice  president 
of  the  bank,  who  retained  the  same,  and 
said  to  said  Bartsch  the  bank  would  give 
him  credit  for  said  amount  against  which 
he  might  draw  at  pleasure;  that  said  order 
was  not  accepted  in  writing  by  said  bank, 
but  was  put  in  the  note  case  with  other 
notes  of  the  bank,  and  kept  there  until  it 
was  returned  to  the  school  district,  with 
other  vouchers,  when  its  account  was  closed. 
Upon  said  account  being  closed,  it  appeared 
that  on  the  11th  day  of  September,  1008, 


said  bank  paid  Bartsch  on  his  check  or 
order  the  sum  of  $150,  and  on  October  2, 
1008,  $100,  making  a  total  of  $250  paid 
to  said  Bartsch  by  virtue  of  his  arrange- 
ment with  the  vice  president  of  the  bank, 
after  the  payment  of  the  check  or  order  of 
the  school  district  had  been  countermanded. 
The  peremptory  instruction  was  given  upon 
the  theory  that,  said  check  or  order  not 
having  been  accepted  in  writing  by  the  bank, 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  countermand  its 
payment,  and  thereafter  the  bank  was  not 
authorized  to  pay  the  same.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  is  correct. 

"Checks  are  but  inland  bills  of  exchange, 
and  subject  to  all  the  rules  applicable  to 
instruments  of  that  character,  and  impose 
no  obligation  upon  the  drawees  until  accept- 
ed, and  until  presented  and  paid,  are  revo- 
cable by  the  drawer,  who  has  the  legal  con- 
trol of  the  moneys  to  his  credit  until  actual 
acceptance  or  payment  of  the  checks,  and 
this  upon  the  principle  that  the  contract 
and  obligation  of  the  banker  is  to  and  with 
the  depositor,  and  not  the  holders  of  his 
checks."  ^tna  Nat.  Bank  v.  Fourth  Nat. 
Bank,  46  N.  Y.  82,  7  Am.  Rep.  314.  Sec- 
tion 3666,  Wilson's  Statutes  (§  4700,  Com- 
piled Laws  of  Okfahoma  1000),  provides: 
"An  acceptance  of  a  bill  must  be  made  in 
writing,  by  the  drawee,  or  by  an  acceptor 
for  honor ;  and  may  be  made  by  the  acceptor 
writing  his  name  across  the  face  of  the  bill 
with  or  without  other  words."  Section 
3668,  Wilson's  Statutes   (§  4702,  Compiled 


an  acceptance  of  a  bill  must  be  made  in 
writing,  it  would  also  seem  that  such  acts 
of  the  bank  oflScer,  although  the  drawer  had 
no  funds  in  the  bank  at  the  time,  might 
have  been  deemed  an  "acceptance"  which 
would  likewise  have  terminated  the  draw- 
er's right  to  stop  payment.  And  although 
the  drawer  had  no  funds  on  deposit  with 
the  drawee  at  the  time,  if  the  bank  had  ac- 
tually given  the  payee  credit  for  the  amount 
of  the  check,  in  writing,  either  by  a  pass- 
book entry,  or  #i  the  books  of  the  bank, 
or  both,  it  would  seem  that  this  would  have 
constituted  an  "acceptance  written  .  .  . 
upon  a  separate  paper,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  which  would  also  have  ter- 
minated the  right  to  stop  payment. 

In  jurisdictions  where  the  holder  of  an 
unaccepted  check  is  deemed  to  have  a  right 
of  action  thereon  against  the  drawee,  pro- 
vided the  latter  has  on  hand  sufficient  funds 
of  the  drawer  to  pay  it,  on  the  ground  that 
the  check  constitutes  an  assignment  pro 
ianto  of  the  drawer's  deposit  with  the 
drawee,  the  drawer  has  no  right  to  stop 
payment  after  his  check  has  passed  to  the 
riands  of  a  bona  flde  holder,  who  is  either 
the  payee  holding  for  value  received  by  the 
drawer  or  a  bona  fide  indorsee;  and  no  ac- 
tion by  the  drawee  is  necessary  to  fix  the 
rights  of  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  check  as 
against  the  drawer's  power  to  stop  payment, 
no  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


Union  Nat.  Bank  v.  Oceana  County  Bank, 
80  111.  212,  22  Am.  Rep.  185;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Keith,  183  III.  476,  56  N.  E.  170, 
affirming  84  111.  App.  103;  Loan  &  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank,  74  S.  C.  210, 
114  Am.  St.  Rep.  001,  54  S.  E.  364. 

And  in  Illinois,  even  if  the  drawer  of  a 
check  had  not  sufficient  funds  on  deposit 
with  the  drawee  to  pay  the  check,  at  the 
time  he  gave  it,  he  cannot,  as  against  a 
bona  fide  holder,  by  notifying  the  drawee 
not  to  pay  the  check,  stop  the  payment 
thereof  out  of  funds  subsequently  deposited 
and  remaining  on  deposit  when  the  check  is 
presented  for  payment.  Gage  Hotel  Co,  v. 
Union  Nat.  Bank,  171  III.  531,  30  L.R.A. 
470,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  270,  40  N.  E.  420,  re- 
versing 60  111.  App.  681. 

And  where  a  check  works  an  assignment 
pro  tanto  of  the  drawer's  deposit,  although 
the  payee  has  no  right  of  action  thereon 
against  the  bank,  the  drawer  cannot,  as 
against  the  drawee,  at  any  time  after  the 
giving  of  a  check  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, under  such  circumstances  that  it  is 
irrevocable  between  him  and  the  payee,  so 
revoke  the  check,  by  a  notice  to  the  drawee 
to  stop  payment,  as  to  render  the  latter 
liable  to  him  for  a  subsequent  payment  to 
the  holder.  Raesser  v.  National  Exch.  bank, 
112  Wis.  501.  56  L.R.A.  174,  88  Am.  St. 
Rep.  070,  88  N.  W.  618.  A.  C.  W. 
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LawB  of  Oklahoma  1009),  provides:  'The 
holder  of  a  bill  of  exchange  may,  without 
prejudice  to  his  rights  against  pripr  parties, 
receiye  and  treat  as  a  sufficient  acceptance: 
(1)  An  acceptance  written  upon  any  part 
of  the  bill,  or  upon  a  separate  paper;  (2) 
an  acceptance  qualified  so  far  only  as  to 
make  the  bill  payable  at  a  particular  place 
within  the  city  or  town,  in  which,  if  the 
acceptance  was  unqualified,  it  would  be 
payable;  or  (3)  a  refusal  by  the  drawee  to 
return  the  bill  to  the  holder  after  present- 
ment; in  which  case  the  bill  is  payable  im- 
mediately without  regard  to  its  terms." 
Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  contend  that 
when  the  vice  president  of  the  bank  took 
said  order  and  retained  the  same,  and  stated 
to  the  holder,  that  the  bank  would  give  him 
credit  for  said  amount,  and  afterwards  re- 
turned it  to  the  school  district  as  a  voucher 
against  its  account,  that  was  not  only  an 
acceptance  of  the  bill,  but  it  was  also  an 
assignment  of  the  account  in  so  far  as  the 
immediate  parties  were  concerned.  The  au- 
thorities do  not  seem  to  support  this  con- 
tention. In  Chicago  Heights  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Miller,  219  111.  79,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  814, 
76  N.  E.  52,  it  was  he^i:  "The  verbal  ac- 
ceptance by  the  drawee  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, who  holds  no  funds  of  the  drawer, 
is  no  more  than  a  parol  promise  to  answer 
for  the  debt  of  another." 

Nor  can  the  contention  that  the  giving 
of  the  check  or  order  to  Bartsch  consti- 
tuted an  assignment  of  that  much  of*  the 
money  belonging  to  the  school  district  on 
deposit  in  the  bank  be  sustained.  In  the 
case  at  bar,  the  bank  had  no  funds  in  its 
possession  belonging  to  the  school  district, 
and  was  not  in  debt  to  the  school  district 
in  any  manner  whatever  at  the  time  of  its 
transaction  with  Bartsch.  But,  if  at  that 
time  the  school  district  was  a  creditor  at 
the  bank,  still  the  check  given  to  Bartsch 
would  not  operate  as  an  assignment  pro 
tanto  of  funds  deposited. 

"A  draft  drawn  in  the  ordinary  form 
does  not  constitute  an  equitable  assignment 
pro  tanto  of  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
drawee  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer  before 
such  draft  has  been  accepted  or  presented 
for  payment."  Guthrie  Nat.  Bank  v.  Gill, 
6  Okla.  560,  54  Pac.  434.  In  Cincinnati, 
H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Metropolitan  Nat,  Bank, 
54  Ohio  St.  60,  31  L.R.A.  653,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  700,  42  N.  E.  700,  it  was  held:  'The 
giving  of  a  check  is  not  an  assignment  of 
so  much  of  the  creditor's  claim.  It  passes 
no  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to  the  holder  in 
the  moneys  previously  deposited,  nor  does 
it  create  a  lien  on  the  fund;  for  there  is 
no  special  fund  out  of  which  the  check 
can  be  paid,  nor  does  it  transfer  any  money 
to  the  credit  of  the  holder.  It  is  simplv  an 
.39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


order  which  may  be  countermanded  and 
payment  forbidden  by  the  drawer  any  time 
before  it  is  actually  cashed  or  accepted." 
Finding  no  error  in  the  record,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur,  except  WillianiBy 
J.,  disqualified^  not  sitting. 
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G.  W.  McKAY,  Appt, 

V. 

H.  A.  HALL  et  al 
(—  Okla.  — ,  120  Pac.  1108.) 

Not0—  transfer  after  maturity  —  set-off. 

1.  A  defendant  may  set  off  a  debt  arising 
upon  a  contract  due  him  from  the  payee 
of  a  negotiable  note,  against  the  note  in  the 
hands  of  a  person  to  whom  the  payee  trans- 
fers it  after  maturity. 

Same  —  Joint  maker  —  indlvidnal  set- 
off. 

2.  One  joint  maker  of  a  note  can  set  off 
against  it  an  indebtedness  from  the  payee 
due  him  individually. 

(January  16,  1912.) 

Headnotes  by  Rosseb,  0. 

Note. '^  Bight  to  set  off  against  tranS' 
feree  of  negotiahle  paper  after  fito- 
turity,  claim  against  original  payee. 

The  earlier  cases  upon  the  question  stated 
in  the  title  are  treated  in  the  note  to  Vann 
V.  Marbury,  23  L.R.A.  326,  and  the  present 
annotation  is  merely  supplementary  there- 
to. 

Cases  involving  the  right  to  set  off  claims 
against  an  intermediate  indorsee  are  not 
included  in  this  note,  as  they  involve  dis- 
tinctive principles. 

As  is  stated  in  the  earlier  note,  there  is 
a  conflict  among  the  autBbrities,  although 
the  overwhelming  weight  of  authority  per« 
mits  the  right  of  set-off.  There  is,  however, 
a  great  diversity  of  conclusion  as  to  what 
claims  may  be  used  in  set-off,  but  in  most 
instances  this  conflict  is  more  apparent  than 
real  when  consideration  is  taken  of  the  facts 
involved,  and  especially  whether  the  set-off 
is  claimed  under  a  statute  or  is  equitable 
in  nature,  and  whether  the  claim  arises  out 
of  the  same  or  collateral  transactions,  as 
will  be  observed  by  an  examination  of  the 
cases. 

Thus  numerous  cases  in  the  main  turn 
upon  the  question  whether  or  not  the  set- 
off claimed  and  the  negotiable  instrument 
in  question  arose  out  of  the  same  or  col- 
lateral transactions.  Thus  in  Hunleth  v. 
Leahy,  146  Mo.  408,  48  S.  W.  459,  it  was 
said  to  be  the  settled  law  of  the  state  that 
a  negotiable  promissory  note  in  the  hands 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  County  Court  for  Stephens  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  on  a 
note.    Reversed. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  li.  Herr  for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Wilkinson,  for  appellees: 

The  holder  of  a  negotiable  promissory 
note  after  maturity  for  value  takes  the  same 
free  from  all  set-offs  not  in  some  way  at- 
tached to  the  note,  and  free  from  all  inde- 
pendent indebtedness  owing  by  the  original 
payee  to  the  maker. 

Johnson  v.  Acme  Harvesting  Mach.  Go. 
24  Okla.  468,  103  Pac  638 ;  25  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  532;  8  Cyc  62-64. 

Mutuality  is  essential  to  a  set-off,  and  one 
of  two  parties  jointly  liable  on  an  indebted- 


of  an  indorsee  after  maturity  is  subject  to 
such  equities  only  as  are  connected  with 
the  note  itself,  and  not  such  as  grow  out 
of  independent  and  distinct  transactions  be- 
tween the  original  parties. 

And  under  the  Washington  statute  claims 
arising  out  of  collateral  matter  cannot  be- 
set off  against  an  assignee  of  a  note  de- 
livered after  maturity.  Harrisburg  Trust 
Co.  V.  Shufeldt,  31  C.  C.  A.  190,  69  U.  8. 
App.  532,  87  Fed.  669. 

And  under  Georgia  Civil  Code,  §§  3760, 
4944,  it  is  held  that  the  maker  may  set  off 
against  the  holder  of  a  promissory  note  re- 
ceived in  dishonor,  to  the  extent  of  the 
amount  due  on  the  note,  any  sum  which 
may  be  due  him  from  the  payee  which  is  in 
any  way  connected  with  the  debt  sued  on  or 
the  transaction  out  of  which  it  sprung. 
Butler  V.  Mitchell,  128  Ga.  431,  57  S.  £. 
764;  Butler  v.  Scandrett,  128  Ga.  432,  67 
S.  £.  764. 

And  in  Ludwig  v.  Dearborn,  8  Pa.  Dist. 
R.  69,  it  was  held  that  the  indorsee  of  an 
overdue  note  may  enforce  it  against  the 
maker,  free  from  offsets  growing  out  of 
distinct  transactions,  even  when  the  in- 
dorsement is  made  for  the  express  purpose 
of  shutting  off  a  set-off  which  would  have 
been  good  against  the  indorser.  And  in 
Davis  V.  Noll,  38  W.  Va.  66,  45  Am.  St. 
Rep.  841,  17  S.  E.  791,  it  was  held  that, 
in  the  absence  of  legislative  enactment,  the 
indorsee  of  an  overdue  negotiable  instru- 
ment does  not  take  it  subject  to  set-offs 
arising  out  of  collateral  and  wholly  inde- 
pendent matters,  and  this  although  he  gave 
no  consideration  and  took  it  with  notice 
of  and  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  off- 
set. But  of  course  where  a  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  transfer  of  any  writing  with 
intent  to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  shall  be 
void,  the  transfer  of  an  overdue  note  made 
for  the  purpose  of  defeating  an  offset  be- 
tween the  original  parties  is  void  as  to 
such  an  offset,  unless  made  to  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value  without  notice  of  such 
intent.    Idim. 

So,  in  Crawford  v.  Johnson,  87  Mo.  App. 
478,   it  was  held  generally  that  the  taker 
for  value  of  a  past-due  promissory  note  is' 
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ness  cannot  set  off  against  the  plaintiff  a 
claim  due  to  one  of  the  parties. 

Richardson  v.  Penny,  10  Okla.  32,  61  Pac. 
584;  Murphy  v.  Colton,  4  Okla.  181,  44 
Pac.  208;  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  619, 
1[  8;  Van  Arsdale  t.  Edwards,  24  Okla.  41, 
101  Pac.  1123. 

Rosser,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
This  is  a  suit  originally  brought  before 
Elzey  W.  Moore,  justice  of  the  peace  for 
the  town  of  Comanche,  Oklahoma.  The  case 
was  appealed  to  the  county  court  of  Steph- 
ens county.  The  county  court  sustained  a 
demurrer  to  the  amended  answer  of  the 
defendant.  The  defendant  declined  to  plead 
further,  and  there  was  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  amount  of  the  note,  and 


not  subject  to  equities  against  his  indorser, 
arising  out  of  collateral  transactions. 

And  the  maker  of  a  purchase-money  note 
was  held  in  Wolf  v.  Shelton,  169  Ind.  631, 
66  N.  E.  682,  to  be  entitled  to  set-off  as 
against  the  assignee  of  the  note  after  ma- 
turity a  sum  that  he  had  been  compelled 
to  pay  in  discharge  of  a  lien  on  the  pur- 
chased property,  the  court  saying:  "The 
note  went  to  appellee  [assignee],  discredited 
upon  its  face  by  nonpayment  at  maturity. 
It  was  a  broken  contract  when  appellee 
purchased  it;  and  he  was  bound  to  take 
notice  of  the  defense,  and  to  know  that  he 
would  have  no  greater  right  to  enforce  pay- 
ment than  the  payee  had,  and  that  it  would 
be  open  to  the  same  defenses  in  his  hands 
that  it  would  have  been  subject  to  if  it 
had  remained  the  property  of  the  payee." 

And  in  Harrell  v.  Citizens'  Bkg.  Co.  Ill 
Ga.  846,  36  S.  E.  460,  where  the  payee  of 
a  promissory  note  converted  the  collateral 
security,  it  was  held  that  the  maker  could 
recoup  the  value  of  such  collateral  in  an 
action  by  the  purchaser  of  the  note  after 
maturity,  on  the  ground  that  the  purchaser 
took  the  note  subject  to  the  equities  be- 
tween the  original  parties.  In  connection 
with  this  case  it  may  be  stated  that  recoup- 
ment in  Georgia  differed  from  set-off,  in 
that  the  former  term  was  applied  to  claims 
arising  out  of  the  same  contract,  while  the 
latter  term  was  applied  to  collateral  mat- 
ters. 

In  Gordon  v.  Decker,  19  Wash.  188,  62 
Pac.  856,  in  holding  that  the  purchaser  of 
a  past-due  note  takes  it  subject  to  all  the 
equities  that  existed  between  the  original 
parties,  and  that  a  judgment  arising  out  of 
the  transaction  could  be  pleaded  against 
such  purchaser,  who  took  with  notice,  the 
court  said  that  the  assignee  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  intrude  himself  between  the  origi'- 
nal  parties  to  the  note  and  destroy  any 
equity  which  the  maker  of  the  note  had,  or 
any  defense  that  he  had  to  it  before  it 
matured,  whether  it  was  taken  with  or 
without  notice  of  the  existing  equities. 

But  in  McDonald  v.  Mackenzie,  24  Or. 
573,  14  Pac.  866,  the  court,  in  dealing  with 
the  contention  that  set-off  does  not  exten4 
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the  defendant  appeals.  The  note  was  given 
by  C.  M.  Rutcliff  and  the  defendant,  G. 
W.  McKay,  to  J.  T.  Morris.  J.  T.  Morris 
indorsed  the  note  to  plaintiffs  without  re- 
course after  maturity.  In  his  amended  an- 
swer the  defendant  pleaded  that  Morris  at 
the  time  of,  and  prior  to,  the  transfer  of 
the  note  was  indebted  to  l)im  for  20  bushels 
of  cotton  seed  to  the  amount  of  $7,  and  for 
services  rendered  on  oral  contract  in  the 
case  of  the  State  of  Oklahoma  v.  J.  T. 
Morris  in  the  sum  of  $200,  and  claimed 
those  amounts  as  set-off  against  the  note. 
The  defendant  further  alleged  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  full  knowledge  of  the  in- 
debtedness existing  against  Morris  in  favor 
of  the  defendant,  prior  to  the  transfer  of 
the  note. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  or 
not  the  items  as  set  forth  in  the  answer 
could  be  pleaded  as  a  set-off  against  the 
note  in  the  hands  of  a  holder,  to  whom  it 
had  been  indorsed  after  maturity.  In  ar- 
riving at  a  decision  of  this  question,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  consider  the  provisions  of 
the  statutes  of  Oklahoma  bearing  upon  the 
question.  Section  5638  of  Snyder's  Com- 
piled Laws  is  as  follows:  "A  set-off  can 
only  be  pleaded  in  an  action  founded  on 
contract,  and  must  be  a  cause  of  action  aris- 
ing upon  contract  or  ascertained  by  the  de- 
cision of  a  court."  Section  5640  of  Snyder's 
Compiled  Laws  is  as  follows:  ''When  cross 
demands  have  existed  between  persons  under 


I  such  circumstances  that,  if  one  had  brought 
an  action  against  the  other,  a  counterclaim 
or  set-off  could  have  been  set  up,  neither 
can  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  thereof  by 
the  assignment  or  death  of  the  other;  but 
the  two  demands  must  be  deemed  compen- 
sated so  far  as  they  equal  each  other." 
Section  5550  of  Snyder's  Compiled  Laws 
provides  that  "in  the  case  of  an  assign- 
ment of  a  thing  in  action,  the  action  of 
the  assignee  shall  be  without  prejudice  U» 
any  set-off  or  other  defense  now  allowed; 
but  this  action  shall  not  apply  to  negotiable 
bonds,  promissory  notes,  or  bills  of  ex- 
change transferred  in  good  faith  and  upon 
good  consideration  before  due."  An  ez- 
amination  of  these  statutes  leads  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  demurrer  should  have  been 
overruled.  The  action  was  on  contract,  and 
the  set-off  pleaded  was  one  arising  upon 
contract,  and,  therefore,  if  the  suit  had  been 
brought  by  Morris  the  set-off  pleaded  would 
have  come  squarely  within  the  terms  of 
§  5638^  supra.  Section  5640,  supra,  pre- 
served the  benefit  of  the  act,  notwithstand- 
ing the  assignment;  or,  if  that  section  be 
construed  to  apply  only  in  cases  where 
there  has  been  a  general  assignment,  as 
possibly  it  should  be,  still'  §  5569,  supra, 
preserved  the  right  of  set-off  against  the 
assignee.  And  the  exception  of  negotiable 
bonds,  etc.,  "transferred  in  good  faith  and 
upon  good  consideration  before  due"  from 
its  terms  indicates  clearly  that  the  right 


to  claims  arising  out  of  collateral  matters, 
holds  that  one  who  took  negotiable  paper 
after  maturity  took  it  subject  not  only  to 
equities  inherent  in  the  paper,  but  subject 
also  to  all  set-offs  in  the  nature  of  pay- 
ments that  may  have  attached  to  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  original  parties  by  reason  of 
an  agreement  between  them. 

In  some  cases  where  the  original  payee 
was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  transfer, 
it  is  held  that  such  insolvency  raises  an 
equity  sufficient  to  w^arrant  the  allowing  of 
a  set-off.  Thus  in  Eigenmann  v.  Clark,  21 
Ind.  App.  129,  61  N.  E.  725,  it  was  held 
that  the  maker  of  a  note,  sued  by  the  payee's 
assignee,  may  set  off  payments  made  bv 
him  as  surety  on  a  note  executed  by  such 
payee,  where  the  payee  was  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment,  which  was  after 
maturity;  the  decision  being  based  upon 
the  fact  of  insolvency,  and  it  being  said 
that  insolvency  is  a  distinct  equitable 
ground  of  set-off  outside  of  the  statute, 
that  the  assignment  gave  the  assignee  only 
the  right  that  the  assignor  had  in  the  notes, 
and  that  as  they  were  past  due  they  were 
charged  with  all  equities  outstanding  be- 
tween the  original  parties. 

And  in  Gemmell  v.  Huebcn,  71  Mo.  App. 
291.  it  was  said  that  in  equity  the  trans- 
feree of  a  past-due  note  takes  it  subject  to 
all  the  equities  between  the  parties,  but 
that  the  mero  existence  of  a  cross  demand  | 
3D  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


would  not  be  sufficient  to  justify  a  set-off 
against  such  transferee,  it  being  necessary 
that  there  be  some  fact  disclosing  imminent 
danger  of  loss.  Applying  this  rule,  the 
court  h^ld  that  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
payee  against  the  maker  of  a  note  connected 
with  the  transaction  out  of  which  the  note 
grew  could  be  set  off  in  equity  against  the 
indorser  after  maturity  suing  on  the  note, 
where  the  payee  of  the  note  was  insolvent, 
it  being  said  that  the  insolvency  raised  an 
equity  requiring  the  maker  to  be  protected. 

So,  in  Craighead  v.  Swartz,  219  Pa.  149, 
67  Atl.  1003,  the  maker  of  promissory  notes 
was  held  entitled  to  set-off  against  them, 
in  a  suit  by  the  assignee  thereof,  a  liability 
whicli  had  matured  against  him  on  notes 
indorsed  by  him  as  surety  for  the  payee  of 
the  notes  in  suit,  who  was  insolvent,  it 
being  said  that  set-off  in  such  case  was  an 
equitable  one. 

And  in  Little  v.  Sturgis,  127  Iowa,  298. 
103  N.  W.  205,  where  a  note  payable  to  an 
insolvent  bank  was  assigned  after  maturity 
by  the  bank's  assignees  for  creditors,  it  was 
held  tliat  the  maker  was  entitled  to  set  off 
against  the  note  the  amount  of  his  deposit 
account  with  the  bank;  the  court  saying 
that  the  rights  of  the  assignee  must  be 
measured  by  what  would  have  been  the 
rights  of  the  original  payee.  The  opinion 
in  this  case  does  not  expressly  treat  the 
case  as  one  of  equitable  set-off  arising  from 
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of  set-off  applied  as  against  such  instni- 
menta  transferred  after  due. 

In  the  case  of  Wilbur  ▼.  Jeep,  37  Neb. 
604,  56  N.  W.  108,  the  first  paragraph  of 
the  syllabus  is  as  follows:  "Any  set-off  to 
a  promissory  note,  which  would  have  been 
good  between  original  parties,  may  be 
pleaded  against  an  indorsee  who  acquires 
it  after  maturity,  as  he  takes  it  subject  to 
any  set-off  which  the  maker  had  against 
any  prior  holder."  This  decision  was  based 
on  provisions  of  the  Nebraska  Statutes 
identical  with  §§  6638  and  5640,  Snyder's 
Compiled  Laws,  supra.  The  cases  bearing 
upon  this  subject  are  collected  in  a  note  to 
Vann  y.  Marbury,  23  L.R.A.  325.  The  an- 
notator  states  that  there  is  a  diversity  of 
opinion  as  to  whether  set-off  is  permissible, 
and  cites  quite  a  number  of  cases  holding 
that  a  collateral  matter  cannot  be  used  as 
set-off,  but  says  that  there  is  another  line 
of  cases  which  go  to  the  full  extent  of 
holding  that  a  set-off  should  be  allowed  for 
any  claim  held  against  the  assignor  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment,  and  cites  the  follow- 
ing cases,  all  of  which  are  in  point:  Mc- 
Kenna  v.  Kirkwood,  50  Mich.  644,  16  N.  W. 
898;  Armstrong  v.  Chadwick,  127  Mass.  156; 
Bond  Y.  Fitzpatrick,  4  Gray,  89;  Harris  v. 
Burwell,  65  N.  G.  584;  Hurdle  v.  Hanner, 
50  N.  C.  (5  Jones,  L.)  360;  Harrington  v. 
VVilcox,  53  N.  C.  (8  Jones,  L.)  340;  Hay- 
wood V.  McNair,  19  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  &  B.  L.) 
283;  O'Gallaghan  v.  Sawyer,  5  Johns.  118; 


Ford  V.  Stuart,  19  Johns.  342;  Bank  of 
Niagara  v.  M'Cracken,  18  Johns.  493; 
Robinson  v.  Perry,  73  Me.  168;  Norton  v. 
'Foster,  12  Kan.  44.  See  also  Johnston  v. 
Humphrey,  91  Wis.  76,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  873, 
64  N.  W.  317;  Sargent  v.  Southgate,  5  Pick. 
312,  16  Am.  Dec.  409;  Phipps  v.  Shegogg, 
30  Miss.  241;  Bissell  v.  Curran,  69  111.  20. 
Section  2546  of  the  Iowa  Code  of  1873  pro- 
vided that  "in  case  of  the  assignment  of  a 
thing  in  action,  the  action  by  the  assignee 
shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  counter- 
claim, defense,  or  cause  of  action,  whether 
matured  or  not,  if  matured  when  plead, 
existing  in  favor  of  the  defendant  and 
against  the  assignor  before  notice  of  the 
assignment;  but  this  section  shall  not  apply 
to  negotiable  instruments  transferred  in 
good  faith  and  upon  valuable  consideration 
before  due.''  The  resemblance  between  this 
section  and  §  5559  of  Snyder's  Compiled 
Laws  is  very  close.  In  the  case  of  Down- 
ing v.  Gibson,  53  Iowa,  517,  5  N.  W.  699, 
it  was  held  that  under  that  section  in 
an  action  by  the  assignee  of  negotiable 
paper,  transferred  after  due,  the  defendant 
could  set  off  a  note  executed  by  plaintiff's 
assignor  and  assigned  to  defendant  before 
notice  of  the  assignment  to  plaintiff.  The 
court  said:  "We  think  no  importance 
should  be  attached  to  the  use  of  the  word 
'assignment,'  instead  of  'indorsement,'  in 
the  statute  under  consideration."  No  rea- 
son is  pei:ceived  why  the  rule  should  be 


the  insolvency  of  the  bank;  but  that  fact 
would,  at  least,  render  the  case  similar  to 
the  £igenmann  Case,  supra. 

And  a  note  given  for  corporate  stock  and 
assigned  after  maturity  in  pledge,  the  cor- 
poration having  become  insmvent,  was  held 
subject  to  a  set-off  of  a  claim  against  the 
corporation  for  services  rendered  under  a 
contract  for  employment  entered  into  in 
consideration  of  the  purchase  of  the  stock, 
in  Indiana  Novelty  Mfg.  Co.  v.  McGill,  15 
Ind.  App.  1,  43  N.  E.  464. 


Miscellaneous  cases. 

Under  the  Nebraska  statute  any  set-off 
against  negotiable  paper  which  would  have 
been  good  as  between  the  original  parties 
may  be  set  off  against  an  indorsee  who  ac- 
quires it  after  maturity.  Wilbur  v.  Jeep, 
37  Neb.  604,  56  N.  W.  198,  set  out  in  Mc- 
Kay Y.  Haix. 

And  see  Brown  v.  Smedley,  136  Mich. 
65,  98  N.  W.  856,  to  the  effect  that  a  set- 
off for  services  may  be  pleaded  in  defense 
to  a  note  indorsed  to  plaintiff  after  ma- 
turity. 

But  in  Gemmell  v.  Hueben,  supra,  under 
a  statute  providing  that  if  two  persons  are 
mutually  indebted  in  any  manner,  one  debt 
may  be  set  off  against  the  other  although 
such  debts  are  of  a  different  nature,  it  was 
id  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


held  that  a  judgment  against  the  payee  of 
a  note  cannot  be  set  off  against  the  in- 
dorsee after  maturity  of  such  payee,  the 
ground  being  that  the  maker  and  the  in- 
dorsee were  not  "mutually  indebted"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

And  under  the  Washington  statute  the 
demand  sought  to  be  set  off  must  have  Ex- 
isted at  the  time  of  the  assignment.  Har- 
risburg  Trust  Co.  v.  Shufeldt,  31  C.  C.  A. 
190,  59  U.  S.  App.  532,  87  Fed.  669. 

In  Merchants^  Exch.  Bank  v.  Fuldner, 
92  Wis.  416,  66  N.  W.  '691,  it  was  held  that 
the  maker  of  a  promissory  note  could  set 
off  deposits  in  the  insolvent  payee  bank 
against  the  note  in  the  hands  of  a  trans- 
feree after  maturity  who  was  not  a  bona 
fide  holder,  where  the  set-off  was  good  at 
the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  note. 

The  general  question  of  the  rights  of  a 
holder  of  negotiable  paper  transferred  after 
maturity  is  exhaustively  treated  in  the  note 
to  Y.  M.  C.  A.  Gymnasium  Co.  v.  Rockford 
Nat.  Bank,  46  L,R.A.  763. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  general  question 
of  set-off  against  assignee  of  commercial 
paper  of  claim  against  assignor,  see  note  to 
Vann  v.  Marbury,  23  L.R.A.  326. 

As  to  set-off  against  assigned-  claim  of 
debtor's  demand  against  assignor,  see  note 
to  Bradlev  v.  Thompson  Smith's  Sons,  23 
L.R.A.  305.  G.  J.  C. 
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otherwise.  The  maker  of  a  note  who  has 
a  claim  against  the  payee  arising  out  of 
a  contract  should  certainly  be  allowed  to 
set  it  off  in  a  suit  against  him  by  the 
payee.  As  soon  as  the  payee  became  in- 
debted by  contract,  the  note  would  be  re- 
duced just  that  much  as  between  the  par- 
ties, whether  credited  with  th^  amount  or 
not,  and  the  assignee,  after  maturity,  can- 
not get  more  than  the  payee  had.  He 
stands  in  the  shoes  of  the  assignor.  The 
fact  that  the  note  is  not  paid  puts  him  upon 
inquiry.  As  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Shaw  in  Fisher  v.  Leland,  4  Cush.  456,  50 
Am.  Dec.  805:  "Where  a  negotiable  note 
is  found  in  circulation  after  it  is  due,  it 
carries  suspicion  on  the  face  of  it.  The 
question  instantly  arises,  Why  is  it  in  circu- 
lation— ^Why  is  it  not  paid?  Here  is  some- 
thing wrong.  Therefore,  although  it  does 
not  give  the  indorser  notice  of  any  specific 
matter  of  defense,  such  as  set-off,  payment, 
or  fraudulent  acquisition,  yet  it  puts  him 
on  inquiry.  He  takes  only  such  title  as 
the  indorser  himself  has,  and  subject  to  any 
defense  which  would  be  made  if  the  suit 
were  brought  by  the  indorser." 

Plaintiff  relies  upon  the  case  of  Johnson 
y.  Acme  Harvesting  Mach.  Co.  24  Okla.  468, 
103  Pac.  638,  to  uphold  the  action  of  the 
lower  court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer.  In 
that  case  the  defendant  was  sued  on  a  note 
given  a  machine  company  for  a  mower.  As 
a  defense  against  an  assignee .  after  ma- 
turity, he  pleaded  that  he  had  bought  a 
binder  from  the  same  company,  for  which 
he  had  executed  notes,  and  that  the  binder 
failed  to  do  good  work.  He  made  no  com- 
plaint as  to  the  mower  for  which  the  note 
was  given.  The  court  held  that  the  counter- 
claim for  defects  in  the  binder  could  not 
be  pleaded  in  a  suit  upon  the  note  given  for 
the  mower.  The  holding  in  that  case  does 
not  conflict  with  the  conclusions  arrived  at 
here.  The  defense  there  was  a  counter- 
claim. A  counterclaim  must  arise  out  of 
the  contract  or  transaction  set  forth  in  the 
petition  as  the  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim,  or  be  connected  with  the  subject  of 
the  action.  The  claim  pleaded  as  a  defense 
here  is  a  set-off.  The  defendant  is  entitled 
to  use  the  set-off  as  a  defense  to  the  note, 
but,  of  course,  if  it  exceeds  the  note,  he 
cannot  recover  any  excess  against  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  owes  him  nothing. 
All  that  he  can  do  with  the  set-off  is  to 
show  that  he  owes  plaintiff  nothing.  The 
plaintiff  by  purchasing  the  note  after  ma- 
turity did  not  incur  any  liability  to  pay 
the  defendant  anything.  Norton  v.  Foster, 
12  Kan.  44.  The  authorities  cited  by 
plaintiff  to  sustain  the  proposition  that 
there  must  be  allegation  and  proof  of  in- 
solvency of  the  assignor  before  the  set-off 
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could  be  allowed  against  the  assignee  are 
cases  of  equitable  set-off,  and  have  no  appli- 
cation to  this  case. 

Another  contention  of  plaintiff  is  that 
the  defendant  cannot  set  off  the  claim 
pleaded  in  the  answer,  because  the  defend- 
ant is  a  joint  maker  of  the  note  with 
C.  M.  Rutcliff,  and  that  the  debts  attempt- 
ed to  be  set  off  are  due  McKay  individually, 
and  that,  therefore,  there  is  a  want  of  mu- 
tuality. Following  the  weight  of  authority 
the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  of  Okla- 
homa, in  the  cases  of  Murphy  v.  Colton, 
4  Okla.  181,  44  Pac.  208,  and  Richardson 
V.  Penny,  10  Okla.  32,  61  Pac.  684,  decided 
this  question  favorably  to  the  contention 
of  plaintiff;  but  since  the  act  of  1905  (§  3, 
art.  7,  chap.  28,  Snyder's  Compiled  Laws 
§  5635),  which  provides,  "Either  party  can 
plead  and  prove  a  set-off  or  counterclaim 
of  a  proper  nature  in  defense  of  the  lia- 
bility sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  other 
party,  and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  that 
such  set-off  shall  exist  as  between  all  par- 
ties plaintiff  and  defendant  in  such  suit, 
but  any  party  may  enforce  his  set-off  or 
counterclaim  against  the  liability  sought  to 
be  enforced  against  him," — ^it  was  held  in 
the  case  of  Loeb  v.  Loeb,  24  Okla.  384,  103 
Pac.  570,  that  the  set-off  or  counterclaim 
could  be  pleaded  and  proven,  whether  it 
existed  between  all  the  parties  plaintiff  and 
defendant  or  not.  This  holding  seems  to 
follow  as  a  matter  of  course  from  the  terms 
of  the  statute  quoted.  And  a  large  num- 
ber of  courts  in  other  states  have  decided 
that  one  of  the  makers  of  a  joint  obligation 
may  set  off  a  debt  due  from  the  obligee  to 
him  individually.  25  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law. 
525,  and  cases  cited  under  note  2.  It  is  be- 
lieved that  the  better  reasoning  favors  this 
rule,  even  in  the  absence  of  statute  directly 
permitting  it.  In  the  case  of  Leach  y.  Lam- 
beth, 14  Ark.  668,  Mr.  Justice  Walker,  in 
deciding  that  one  defendant  could  plead 
as  a  set-off  a  debt  due  him  individually 
against  cause  of  action  against  several, 
said:  "A  payment  by  one  defendant  is,  in 
effect,  a  payment  by  all.  The  defendants 
may  plead  separatelVi  and  any  defense  to 
the  merits  of  the  action  inures  to  the  bene- 
fit of  all;  and,  if  the  plaintiff  is  indebted 
to  one  of  several  defendants,  and  such  de- 
fendant should  choose  to  pay  and  discharge 
the  debt  of  himself  and  his  codefendant  out 
of  it,  it  is,  in  effect,  the  payment  and  satis- 
faction of  both,  and  no  good  reason  seems 
to  exist  why  he  should  not  be  permitted  to 
do  so.  Such  defense  in  no  wise  affects  the 
rights  of  the  codefendant  or  of  the  plain- 
tiff; not  of  the  defendant,  because  so  far 
from  increasing  his  liability  it  lessens  it 
by  discharging  a  debt  for  the  whole  of 
which  he  was  bound  to  the  plaintiff;   nor 
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does  it  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  plain- 
tiff, because  if  in  truth  he  owes  the  defend- 
ants, or  either  of  them  he  should  not,  in 
good  conscience,  be  permitted  to  coerce  pay- 
ment from  them,  or  one  of  them  (which  is 
in  effect  from  both),  without  at  the  same 
time  paying  that  which  he  owes  them;  and 
to  compel  this,  and  prevent  litigation  and 
unnecessary  oosts  and  delay,  the  statute  of 
set-off  was  pa^d." 

This  case  should  be  reversed  and  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  overrule  the 
demurrer,  and  for  further  proceedings  not 
inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 


OKLAHOMA  SUPRBMB  COURT. 

LENA  LILLY,  Plff.  in  Err., 
v. 

ST.  LOUIS  &  SAN  FEIANCISCO  RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY. 

(—  Okla.  —,  122  Pac.  602.) 

Carriers  —  refusing  Information  to  pas- 
senger ^  carrying  past  destination.  ' 

1.  Plaintiff,  a  passenger  upon  one  of  de- 
fendant's trains,  had  purchased  a  ticket 
from  defendant's  agent  at  one  of  its  stations 
to  another  station  upon  defendant's  road; 

Headnotes  by  Hates,  J. 


but,  in  order  for  her  to  reach  her  destina- 
tion, it  was  necessary  that  she  change  at  an 
intervening  station  to  another  train  upon 
another  of  defendant's  lines  of  railway,  ohe 
was  without  knowledge  as  to  her  route,  or 
where  she  would  be  required  to  change.  Be- 
fore reaching  the  destination  at  which  she 
was  required  to  change,  she  made  repeated 
efforts  to  ascertain  from  defendant's  serv- 
ants and  employees  in  charge  of  the  train 
information  regarding  her  route,  and  as  to 
where  she  would  have  to  change;  but  they 
disregarded  her  and  failed  and  refused  to 
instruct  her  as  to  where  she  would  have  to 
make  the  change,  on  account  of  which  she 
was  carried  beyond  the  junction  point  off 
her  route,  and  to  a  town  where  she  was  re- 
quired to  take  passage  upon  another  railway 
than  defendant's,  in  ord^  to  reach  her  des- 
tination, and  expended  an  additional  sum 
for  fare,  and  caused  her  to  suffer  a  loss  of 
time  and  certain  inconveniences.  Held,  that 
a  petition  stating  in  substance  the  forego- 
ing facts  stated  a  cause  of  action  against 
defendant  railway  company,  and  a  general 
demurrer  thereto  should  not  have  been  sus- 
tained. ( 

Damages  —  exemplary  «•  misleading 
passenger, 

2.  Where  defendant's  employees  wilfully 
neglected  and  refused  to  give  plaintiff  the 
information  requested,  as  stated,  above, 
plaintiff  may  in  such  case  recover  exemplary 
damages. 

(March  12,   1912.) 

f?  RROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Carter 
J   County  to  review  a  judgment  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  to  a  petition  filed  to  recover 


Note, -^  Carrier :  liability  for  failure  to 
notify  passenger  when  and  where  to 
change  cars. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to  give  a  pass^ 
enger  reasonable  notice  of  the  necessity  for 
changing  cars  at  junction  points.  Central 
of  Georgia  R.  Co.  v.  Ashley,  159  Ala.  154, 
48  So.  981. 

And  a,  passenger  who  is  informed  by  the 
carrier's*  agent  who  sells  him  his  ticket 
that  no  Change  is  necessary  is  justified  in 
relying  upon  that  information,  unless  he  is 
later  notified  that  a  change  is  necessary; 
and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  show  that  the  an- 
nouncement was  made  at  the.  opposite  end 
of  the  car  from  where  he  was  sitting,  but 
the  proof  must  show  that  he  actually  heard 
it,  or  that  it  was  made  under  such  circum- 
stances that  it  can  be  reasonably  said  that 
he  should  have  heard  it.  But  if  the  correct 
information  comes  to  the  passenger  in  an 
intelligible  manner  from  an  authorized  agent 
of  the  carrier,  it  will  not  be  liable  if  the 
passenger  elects  to  ignore  such  information, 
and  rely  upon  that  first  given  to  him.  Dye 
V.  Virginia. Midland  R.  Co.  9  Mackey,  63. 

However,  if  before  or  on  reaching  the 
junction  point  the  passenger  is  given  actu- 
al notice  of  the  necessity  for  changing,  or  if 
such  means  is  used  to  give  him  such  notice 
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that  by  it  every  traveler  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence, by  the  use  or  reasonable  care  and  at- 
tention, would  have  acquired  a  knowledge 
that  a  change  was  necessary,  the  company 
would  not  be  liable.  Barker  v.  New  York 
C.  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  699,  affirming  6  Duer, 
523. 

And  a  passenger  who  learns  that  he  must 
change  cars  before  reaching  his  destination 
must  find  out  where  such  change  should  be 
made,  and  is  not  authorized  to  rely  on  a 
promise  by  the  conductor  to  give  him  spec- 
ial notice  when  that  point  is  reached,  beyond 
the  customary  announcement,  such  promise 
being  beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority.  St. 
Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  McCuUough, 
18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  534,  46  S.  W.  324. 

Nor  is  a  carrier  liable  .for  failure  of  its 
conductor  to  awaken  a  passenger  at  the 
junction  point,- although  he  has  promised  to 
do  so.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Kendrick, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  32  S.  W.  42. 

And  it  follows  that  no  liability  would  re- 
sult from  failure  of  the  conductor  to  give 
personal  notice  that  the  junction  point  had 
been  reached,  to  a  passenger  who  had  been 
informed  of  the  junction  point  and  warned 
not  to  go  to  sleep,  but  who  did  so  in  spite 
of  the  warning.  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cohn,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  63  S.  W..698. 

R.  L.  a    . 
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damages  for  defendant's  wilful  refusal  to 
give  plaintiff  information  regarding  ber 
route  to  destination.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  McNeal  A  Allen  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Messrs.  W.  F.  Evans,  R.  A.  Klein- 
schmidt,  and  J.  H.  Grant,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

Passengers  must  inform  themselves  as  to 
where  they  are  to  make  changes  in  order  to 
reach  their  destination,  and  if  they  fail  to 
do  so,  and  are  carried  beyond  the.  point 
where  they  should  change,  the  railroad  com- 
pany is  not  liable,  unless  the  passenger  was 
misled  by  its  agents  or  servants. 

St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  McCul- 
lough,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  634,  46  S.  W.  324; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Kendrick,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  32  S.  W.  42;  Southern 
R.  Co.  ▼.  O'Bryan,  116  Ga.  659,  42  S.  E.  42; 
Sevier  v.  Vicksburg  &  M.  R.  Co.  61  Miss.  8, 
48  Am.  Rep.  74;  Kunn  y.  Georgia  R.  Co. 
71  Ga.  710,  61  Am.  Rep.  284;  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Eilgore,  32  Pa.  294,  72  Am. 
Dec.  787;  New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Statham,  42  Miss.  607,  97  Am.  Dec.  478; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Kendrick,  40  Miss.  374, 
90  Am. 'Dec.  332;  Ohio  k  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Apple- 
white, 62  Ind.  640;  St.  Louis  Southwestern 
R  Co.  ▼.  McCullough,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  ^, 
33  S.  W.  285;  Houston  &  T.  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cohn,  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  53  S.  W.  698. 

Plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  inconvenience, 
fright,  mental  pain,  and  anguish  unaccom- 
panied by  physical  or  bodily  injury. 

Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Dalton, 
66  Kan.  661,  70  Pac.  645;  Cole  v.  Gray, 
70  Kan.  706,  79  Pac.  664 ;  Shelton  v.  Bornt, 
77  Kan.  1,  93  Pac.  341 ;  Smith  ▼.  Wilming- 
ton &  W.  R.  Co.  130  N.  C.  304,  41  S.  E. 
481;  Beaulien  y.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
103  Minn.  47,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  664,  114 
N.  W.  363,  14  Ann.  Cas.  462;  Butner  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  2  Okla.  234,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  770,  37  Pac.  1087;  Crawson  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  47  Fed.  544;  Chase 
y.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  10  L.R.A.  464,  44 
Fed.  554;  Kester  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
56  Fed.  603;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Wood, 
21  L.R.A.  706,  6  C.  C.  A.  432,  13  U.  S.  App. 
317,  67  Fed.  471;  Tyler  v.  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  64  Fed.  634;  Wilcox  v.  Richmond  & 
D.  R.  Co.  17  L.R.A.  804,  3  C.  C.  A.  73, 
8  U.  S.  App.  118)  62  Fed.  264;  Russell  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  3  Dak.  315,  19  N.  W. 
408;  Victorian  R.  Comrs.  v.  Coultas,  L.  R. 
13  App.  Cas.  222,  57  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  69, 
58  L.  T.  N.  S.  390,  37  Week.  Rep.  129,  52 
J.  P.  600,  8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  406;  Lynch  v. 
Knight,  9  H.  L.  Cas.  677,  5  L.  T.  N.R.  291, 
8  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  382;  International  Ocean 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Saunders,  32  Fla.  434,  21 
L.R.A.  810,  14  So.  148;  West  v.  Western 
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U.  Teleg.  Co.  39  Kan.  93,  7  Am.  St  Rep. 
530,  17  Pac.  807;  Salina  v,  Trosper,  27 
Kan.  644;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Rogers, 
68  Miss.  748,  13  L.R.A.  859,  24  Am.  St.  Rep. 
300,  9  So.  823;  Wyman  v.  Leavitt,  71  Me. 
227,  36  Am.  Rep.  303;  Connell  y.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  116  Mo.  34,  20  L.R.A.  172,  38 
Am.  St.  Rep.  575,  22  S.  W.  345;  Johnson 
V.  Wells,  F.  &  Co.  6  Nev.  224,  3  Am.  Rep. 
245;  Ewing  v.  Pittsburgh,^.  C.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  147  Pa.  40,  14  L.R.A.  666,  30  Am. 
St.  Rep.  709,  23  Atl.  340;  Gahan  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  69  Fed.  433;  Summerfield  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  87  Wis.  1,  41  Am.  St. 
Rep.  17,  67  N.  W.  973. 

Hayes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  '  suit  was  brought  by  plaintiff  in 
error,  plaintiff  below,  to  recover  damages 
of  defendant  in  error,  defendant  below,  al- 
leged to  have  been  sustained  by  her  as  a  pas- 
senger on  defendant's  road,  by  being  car- 
ried by  a  station  where  she  had  to  change 
cars  in  order  to  reach  her  destination.  The 
judgment  of  the  trial  court  was  against 
plainti^  upon  a  general  demurrer  to  her  pe- 
tition. After  alleging  in  her  petition  that 
on  the  27th  day  of  July,  1908,  she  purchased 
from  the  agent  of  defendant  at  Mansfield, 
Missouri,  a  ticket  from  that  point  to  Ard- 
more,  Oklahoma,  to  which  latter  point  she 
desired  to  be  transported  for  the  purpose 
of  being  at  the  bedside  of  her  mother,  who 
was  seriously  ill  and  was  not  expected  to 
live,  she  alleges  as  follows:  "Plaintiff  fur- 
ther states  that  she  boarded  defendant's 
train  at  Mansfield,  Missouri,  on  July  27, 
1908,  and  was  carried  to  Springfield,  Mis- 
souri, where,  under  the  guidance  of  de- 
fendant's servants,  she  alighted  from  said 
train  and  took  passage  upon  another  of  de- 
fendant's trains ;  that  she  was  unacquainted 
with  the  route  over  which  she  was  to  travel ; 
that  she  was  relying  wholly  upon  the  em- 
ployees of  defendant  to  direct  her  how  to 
travel  in  accordance  with  her  ticket;  that 
while  the  train  upon  which  she  was  passen- 
ger was  approaching  Sapulpa,  Oklahoma, 
she  made  repeated  efforts  to  ascertain  from 
defendant's  servants  information  regarding; 
the  route  and  as  to  change  of  cars,  if  any, 
but  that  said  servants  disregarded  her  ef- 
forts and  ever  failed  and  refused  to  instruct 
her  as  to  the  proper  course;  that  upon  ar- 
rival at  Sapulpa  said  servants  immediately 
left  the  trains  without  instructing  her  as  to 
any  change  to  be  made,  and  she  had  no 
further  opportunity  of  inquiry,  and  relying 
upon  her  said  ticket,  she  stayed  aboard  said 
train,  believing  that  it  would  take  her  to 
her  destination,  while,  in  fact,  because  of 
gross,  wilful,  and  wanton  negligence  of  said 
defendant  and  its  servants  in  not  directing 
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her  how  to  travel,  and  in  not  informing  her 
that  she  would  have  to  change  trains,  when 
requested  as  aforesaid,  unknowingly  and 
without  fault  oh  her  part,  remained  ahroad 
a  train  of  defendant's  other  than  the  one 
which  would  deliver  her  to  her  destination; 
and  that  she  was  carried  to  another  destina- 
tion other  than  the  one  to  which  her  ticket 
entitled  her  to  passage,  in  a  manner  and  un- 
der the  circumstances  hereinafter  set  forth." 

She  further  alleges  that  after  the  train 
departed  from  Sapulpa,  the  conductor  or 
auditor  in  charge  of  said  train,  whose  duty 
it  was  to  take  notice  of  the  provisions  of 
her  ticket,  negligently,  wilfully,  and  wan- 
tonly failed  and  refused  to  notify  her  that 
she  was'  abroad  the  wrong  train;  that  she 
was  carried  to  Oklahoma  City,  the  terminus 
of  defendant's  line  of  road,  and  there  dis- 
charged about  1  o'clock  p.  m.  on  July  28th; 
that  because  of  her  inability  to  continue  her 
journey  on  the  line  of  defendant  company, 
she  was  compelled  to  remain  at  Oklahoma 
City  until  1:30  A.  M.  July  29th,  and  then 
continue  her  journey  to  her  distination 
over  the  Atchison,  Topeka,  &  Santa  F^  rail- 
way, which  was  the  quickest  and  best  route 
available  to  her;  that  on  account  of  the 
lack  of  money,  she  was  compelled,  while  de- 
layed in  Oklahoma  City,  to  accept  the  hospi- 
tality of  strangers  and  greatly  humiliated 
thereby;  that  she  was  greatly  worried  be- 
cause of  the  delay,  and  because  of  the  fact 
that  she  was  being  kept  away  from  her 
mother's  bedside;  that  she  suffered  mental 
pain  and  anguish  and  physical  exhaustion; 
that  she  was  unprepared  to  hear  of  her 
mother's  death  on  her  arrival;  that  a  phy- 
sician's services  were  required;  that  because 
of  aforesaid  wilful  and  wanton  negligence 
of  defendant,  she  was  required  to  pay  the 
sum  of  $2  additional  railway  fare,  in  order 
to  reach  her  destination;  and  she  prays 
judgment  for  the  sum  of  $2  as  compensatory 
damages,  and  for  the  sum  of  $1,997  as  puni- 
tive damages. 

Defendant's  demurrer  is  directed  first 
against  plaintiff's  entire  petition,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  defendant;  and,  secondly,  is 
directed  especially  against  that  portion  of 
the  petition  whereby  plaintiff  seeks  to  re- 
cover punitive  damages.  Counsel  for  de- 
fendant, in  an  able  and  exhaustive  brief, 
insist  that  the  petition  is  defective  in  stat- 
ing a  cause  of  action,  because  it  is  not  al- 
leged that  the  train  on  which  she  rode  was 
not  stopped  at  Sapulpa  sufficient  length  of 
time  to  enable  her  to  change,  and  it  is  not 
alleged  that  sufficient  notice  of  the  arrival 
of  the  train  at  Sapulpa  was  not  given  by  the 
servants  of  defendant  to  enable  her  to  make 
the  necessary  change;  and  we  presume  that 
the  trial  court  regarded  the  absence  of  i 
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these  allegations  a  fatal  defect  in  the  cause 
of  action  attempted  to  be  alleged  by  plain- 
tiff. 

It  is  well-settled  law  that  a  railway  com- 
pany is  not  required  to  give  a  passenger 
special  notice  of  the  arrival  of  a  train  at 
the  passenger's  destination,  and  that  it  has 
discharged  its  duty  if  its  servants  in  charge 
of  a  train,  upon  its  approach  to  the  station, 
call  out  in  the  coach  the  station  in  a  manner 
intelligible  to  the  passengers.  The  carrier 
is  under  no  obligation,  in  the  absence  of 
special  circumstances,  to  see  that  a  passen- 
ger departs  from  the  train  at  his  destina- 
tion. It  is  the  duty  of  the  passenger  to 
inform  himself  so  that  he  may  know  at 
what  station  he  must  depart,  and  be  pre- 
pared to  do  so  upon  the  arrival  of  the  train 
at  such  station.  But  the  gravamen  of 
plaintiff's  complaint  in  this  case  is  not  that 
she  did  not  have  notice  of  the  arrival  of  the 
train  at  Sapulpa,  nor  that  the  train  did  not 
stop  a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  enable 
i  her  to  change  trains.  The  gist  of  the  negli- 
gence alleged  is  that  upon  inquiries  by  her 
of  the  servants  of  the  company  in  charge  of 
the  train  upon  which  she  rode,  before  reach- 
ing Sapulpa,  for  information  that  would 
enable  her  to  know  where  she  would  have 
to  make  the  change,  the  carrier's  servants 
neglected  and  refused  to  give  her  such  in- 
formation. It  is  the  duty  of  a  carrier  to 
furnish  those  who  take  passage  upon  its 
trains  sufficient  information  to  enable  them 
to  embark  upon  the  trains  by  which  they 
can  reach  their  destination,  and  that  they 
'may  be  enabled  to  pursue  their  journey 
without  unnecessary  danger  or  delay.  Hut- 
chinson, Carr.  2d  ed.  §  1129.  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  passenger,  upon  learning  en 
route  that  he  must  change  cars  to  reach 
his  destination,  to  ascertain  where  he  should 
make  such  change;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so, 
and  is  carried  over  a  wrong  line,  the  rail- 
way company  is  not  liable,  unless  he  was 
misled  by  its  agents  or  servants.  St.  Louis 
Southwestern  R.  Co.  v.  McCullough,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  634,  45  S.  W.  324. 

But  how  is  a  passenger  to  obtain  this 
necessary  information?  Evidently  from  the 
servants  of  the  railway  in  charge  of  the 
train  upon  which  the  passenger  rides.  The 
method  by  which  public  travel  upon  rail- 
ways for  long  distances  is  effected  renders 
it  necessary  that  the  railway  companies 
shall,  through  their  agents  and  servants  up- 
on passenger  trains,  instruct  the  passengers 
thereon  upon  inquiry  how  they  may  reach 
their  destination.  In  the  transfer  to  con- 
necting carriers,  in  the  change  of  trains  up- 
on the  same  line  of  railway,  in  the  transfer 
of  coaches  from  the  main  lines  to  branch 
lines,  and  vice  verea,  and  in  the  discontinu- 
ance of  trains  at  the  end  of  divisions,  and 
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in  the  addition  of  new  sections,  no  one, 
often,  other  than  the  persons  in  charge  of 
the  train  upon  which  a  passenger  rides,  to 
whom  the  passenger  has  access,  is  able  to 
furnish  the  information  required  by  the  pas- 
senger to  enable  him  to  know  where  and 
when  he  must  make  change  of  trains  in 
order  to  reach  his  destination.  It  would 
be  practically  impossible  for  the  agent  of 
any  station  of  a  railway  company  to  know 
at  all  times  all  the  details  relative  to  trans- 
fer and  change  of  trains  that  must  take 
place  in  a  single  journey  of  long  distance 
upon  a  single  system  of  railway,  much  less 
of  the  many  changes  that  may  and  do  take 
place  in  journeys  over  many  different  sys- 
tems or  lines.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  and  experience  that  the  traveling 
public  do  resort  to  the  employees  in  charge 
of  the  respective  trains  upon  which  they 
ride,  for  information  relative  to  all  neces- 
sary changes;  and  that  such  information 
is  uniformly  furnished  by  such  employees. 
In  the  instant  case,  when  the  servants  of 
the  company  in  charge  of  the  train  were 
requested  by  plaintiff  to  furnish  her  with 
information  as  to  where  it  would  be  neces- 
sary for  her  to  change  trains,  it  became 
their  duty  to  inform  her;  and  their  failure 
to  do  so  constitutes,  in  our  opinion,  such 
negligence  as  renders  the  company  liable  In 
damages  for  all  injury  proximately  result- 
ing therefrom.  Necessary  expenses  incurred 
by  plaintiff  in  reaching  her  destination 
after  having  been  carried  negligently  be- 
yond the  junction  point  where  she  should 
have  changed  cars,  but  failed  to  do  so  on 
account  of  the  refusal  of  defendant  to  in- 
form her  of  the  place  of  change,  a  reason- 
able sum  for  loss  of  time,  and  a  fair  com- 
pensation for  the  inconveniences  experienced 
by  her,  are  all  proper  elements  of  damages 
for  which  she  can  recover.  Dalton  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  Ft.  S.  &  M.  R.  Co.  78  Kan.  232, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1226,  96  Pac.  476,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  185;  Trigg  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N. 
R.  Co.  74  Mo.  147,  41  Am.  Rep.  305. 

It  is  not  spepified  in  defendant's  special 
demurrer  to  plaintiff's  petition  in  what  re- 
spects it  fails  to  state  facts  entitling  plain- 
tiff to  recover  exemplary  damages;  and  if 
the  court  gave  the  special  demurrer  any  sep- 
arate consideration,  the  record  does  not  dis- 
close upon  what  ground  it  was  sustained. 
Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  suggests  in 
his  brief  only  two  grounds,  and  we  shall  no- 
tice those  only.  He  first  contends  that  ex- 
emplary damages  are  not  recoverable  by 
plaintiff,  because  her  petition  fails  to  show 
her  entitled  to  recover  actual  damages.  It 
is  well  settled  that,  in  the  absence  of  actual 
damages,  there  can  be  no  recovery  of  exem- 
plary damages  (Adams  v.  Salina,  68  Kan. 
246,  48  Pac.  918;  Cole  y.  Gray,  70  Kan. 
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705,  79  Pac.  654;  Boardman  ▼.  Marshall- 
town  Grocery  Co.  105  Iowa,  446,  75  N.  W. 
343) ;  but  it  follows,  from  the  conclusion 
we  have  already  reached,  that  this  reason 
for  sustaining  the  special  demurrer  does  not 
exist,  for  plaintiff,  under  the  allegations 
made,  is  entitled  to  recover  actual  dam- 
ages. Counsel  for  defendant  quotes  from 
Cady  v.  Case,  46  Kan.  733,  26  Pac.  448, 
as  follows:  "Our  own  decisions  for  a  long 
time  have  established  that  whenever  the 
elements  of  fraud,  malice,  gross  negligence, 
or  oppression  mingle  in  the  controversy,  the 
law  allows  the  jury  to  give  what  is  called 
exemplary  or  vindictive  damages."  Where 
the  testimony  discloses  gross  and  wanton 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant, 
the  jury  may  award  exemplary  damages, 
and  an  instruction  to  that  effect  is  not 
error. 

He  also  concedes  in  his  brief  that  the 
foregoing  excerpt  states  the  law,  but  coun- 
sel insists  that  the  facts  alleged  in  the  peti- 
tion do  not  invoke  this  rule.  We  think  the 
same  principle  that  governs  the  right  of  a 
passenger  to  recover  exemplary  damages  in 
cases  where  a  passenger  has  been  carried  be- 
yond his  destination  by  fault  of  the  carrier 
in  not  stopping  its  train,  or  in  failing  to 
give  notice  of  the  train's  approach  to  the 
station  of  the  passenger's  destination,  is 
applicable  to  this  case;  and  that  while,  in 
the  absence  of  recklessness,  wilfulness,  wan- 
ton or  gross  negligence,  the  railway  com- 
pany is  not  liable  to  the  passenger  for  ex- 
emplary damages,  ^f,  on  the  other  hand, 
there  is  wilful  or  reckless  negligence,  recov- 
ery of  such  damages  may  be  had.  Vicks- 
burg  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Scanlan,  63  Miss.  413 ; 
Birmingham  R.  Light  &  P.  Co.  v.  Nolan, 
134  Ala.  329,  32  So.  715;  Chicago,  St  L. 
&  N.  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Scurr,  69  Miss.  456,  42  Am. 
Rep.  373;  Dorrah  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  65 
Miss.  14,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  629,  3  So.  36;  Mem- 
phis k  C.  Packet  Co.  v.  Nagel,  97  Ky.  9, 
29  S.  W.  743;  Harlan  v.  Wabash  R.  Co. 
117  Mo.  App.  537,  94  S.  W.  737;  Samuels 
V.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  35  SL  C.  493,  28 
Am.  St.  Rep.  883,  14  S.  £.  943;  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Ballard,  88  Ky.  159,  2 
L.R.A.  694,  10  S,  W.  429. 

The  action  of  defendant  complained  of  in 
the  case  at  bar  is  not  one  of  simple  omis- 
sion to  perform  a  duty;  the  negligent  act 
does  not  consist  of  misdirecting  plaintiff  or 
wrongfully  informing  her,  but  of  intentional 
and  wilful  refusal  to  give  to  her  informa- 
tion under  circumstances  that  made  it  the 
duty  of  the  carrier  and  its  servants  to  give 
her.  If  the  allegations  of  the  petition  be 
true, — and  for  the  purpose  of  the  demurrer 
they  are  assumed  to  be, — approaching  the 
very  station  where  it  was  necessary  for 
plaintiff  to  depart  from  the  train  to  make 
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a  change  of  cars  in  order  to  reach  her  dee- 
tination  over  defendant's  line  of  railway 
on  which  ehe  had  bought  a  ticket,  plaintiff 
not  only  once,  but  repeatedly,  made  an 
effort  to  ascertain  from  defendant's  servants 
such  information  regarding  her  route  as 
would  enable  her  to  know  where  to  change 
cars;  but  her  efforts  were  disregarded,  and 
the  necessary  instructions  refuted  her. 
This  wilful  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant's  employees  resulted  in  her  being 
carried  off  her  route,  delayed  in  her  journey, 
and  ultimately  landed  at  a  point  on  de- 
fendant's road  where  she  was  compelled  to 
take  passage  over  another  railway  com- 
pany's line  in  order  to  reach  the  end  of 
her  journey.  Upon  the  grounds  urged  in 
the  briefs,  the  special  demurrer  should  not 
haye  been  sustained. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded. 

Tnmer,  Ch.  J.,  and  Kane  and  Dunn, 
JJ.,  concur.  Wllllanifl,  J.,  not  participat- 
ing. 
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STATE  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

V. 

ALEXANDER  WELDON  et  al.,  Appta. 

(—  S.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E.  43.) 

Appeal  —  criminal  trial  —  interference 
by  mob. 

1.  A  conviction  of  murder  will  be  set 
aside  on  appeal  for  unfairness,  where  the 
court  room  was  filled  with  a  hostile  crdwd 
who  threatened  lynching,  so  that  the  counsel 
called  upon  to  defend  accused  did  not  dare 
ask  the  customary  time  for  preparation, 
and  the  space  about  the  judge,  counsel,  and 
witnesses  was  so  filled  with  people  that 
counsel  for  accused  could  not  see  the  wit- 
nesses, and  failed  to  see  the  jury  until 
he  arose  to  address  them. 

Jury   —  interference   by  mob  ~   new 
trial. 

2.  The  constitutional   right  to  trial   by 


jury  is  not  afforded  where  a  hostile  crowd 
are  permitted  to  pass  within  the  bar  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  overawe  the  jury  and 
destroy  its  impartiality. 

(March   16,   1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
'  of  the  General  Sessions  Circuit  Court 
for    Florence    County    convicting   them   of 
murder.    Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  W.  F.  Clayton  and  WiUoox  A 
Willcox  for  appellants. 
Mr.  Walter  H.  Wells  for  the  state. 

Woods,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  appellants,  Alexander  Weldon  and 
William  Burroughs,  were  convicted  of  the 
murder  of  Elihu  Moye,  and  are  under  sen- 
tence of  death.  By  a  former  appeal,  the 
defendants  sought  a  new  trial  in  this  court, 
on  the  ground  that  they  had  not  had  a  fair 
trial,  without  having  made  a  motion  in 
the  court  of  general  sessions  on  that 
ground;  but  the  appeal  was  dismissed  as 
premature,  without  prejudice  to  the  right 
of  the  defendants  to  move  for  a  new  trial 
in  the  circuit  court.  The  orders  of  this 
court  and  the  disposition  of  the  appeal 
appear  in  88  S.  C.  665,  71  S.  E.  33,  and 
89  S.  C.  308,  71  S.  E.  828. 

After  the  dismissal  of  the  former  appeal, 
a  motion  was  made  in  the  court  of  general 
sessions  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds, 
first,  that  the  defendants  had  discovered 
evidence  in  their  favor  after  their  trial, 
which  they  should  be  allowed  to  offer;  and 
second,  that  the  trial  was  not  fair  and  im- 
partial. The  motion  was  refused,  and  this 
appeal  brings  up  for  review  both  questions 
made  in  the  court  below. 

The  affidavits  as  to  the  after-discovered 
evidence  fall  short  of  making  out  a  defense 
so  clear  and  convincing  as  to  warrant  this 
court  in  holding  that  the  circuit  judge 
abused  his  discretion  in  not  granting  a 
new  trial  on  the  first  ground. 

The  second  ground  of  appeal — the  aver- 


Note»  —  JPermitting   Hostile   erawd  '  in 
court  rowm  aa  denial  of  fair  trial. 

As  to  right  to  public  trial  in  criminal 
case,  see  note  to  People  v.  Murray,  14  L.R.A. 
809. 

As  to  right  of  court  to  exclude  public 
from  court  room  during  criminal  trial,  see 
note  to  State  v.  Hensley,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
277. 

As  to  effect  of  misconduct  of  spectator 
during  criminal  trial,  see  note  to  State  v. 
Wimby,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)   98. 

After  stating,  as  Mr.  Justice  Atkinson 
does  in  Myers  v.  States,  97  Ga.  76,  25  S.  E. 
252,  that  the  question  of  regulating  the  at- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tendance  upon  a  criminal  trial  is  a  matter 
that  appertains  largely  to  what  has  been 
aptly  termed  the  "police  power  of  the  trial 
judge,''  and  rests,  necessarily,  to  a  g^at  ex- 
tent in  his  discretion,  the  following  was  de- 
clared to  be  the  law:  "While  every  person 
accused  of  crime  is  entitled  to  a  public  trial, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  its  legality  that  a 
great  multitude  should  be  in  attendance,  and 
the  presiding  judge  should  not  permit  the 
bar  or  court  room  to  become  so  crowded  as 
to  impede  the  progress  of  the  trial  by  ren- 
dering it  difficult  for  the  jurors  to  enter 
or  leave  the  box,  or  by  preventing  the  free 
movement  of  counsel  and  witnesses;  more- 
over, the  jury  should  not  be  in  such  close 
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ment  that  the  defendants  have  been  convict- 
ed and  sentenced  to  death  without  a  fair 
and  impartial  trial — brings  up  for  decision 
an  issue  of  vital  concern  to  every  citizen 
of  the  state.  By  our  Constitution,  the  peo- 
ple have  set  the  law  above  themselves,  ex- 
cept as  they  choose  to  change  it  by  the 
methods  which  they  themselves  have  or- 
dained; and  they  have  laid  upon  the  courts 
the  duty  of  enforcing  their  promise  that 
the  weak,  as  well  as  the  strong,  shall  be 
condemned  only  after  a  fair  trial  according 
to  law  before  an  impartial  jury.  In  the 
faithful  performance  of  their  promise  by 
the  people,  and  in  the  discharge  of  their 
duty  by  the  courts,  is  involved,  not  only 
the  public  honor,  but  public  safety,  pros- 
perity, and  happiness;  for  in  the  long  run 


neither  individual  nor  community  success 
is  possible,  unless  men  feel  that  they  will 
not  lose  life  nor  liberty  nor  property  with- 
out a  fair  and  impartial  trial  under  the 
law  of  the  land.  Therefore  the  complaint 
of  the  defendants  that  a  large  and  hostile 
crowd  of  persons  so  interfered  with  the  trial 
that  .it  was  not  a  fair  trial  concerns,  not 
only  the' defendants,  but  all  the  people. 

Ideal  conditions,  it  is  true,  are  not  to  be 
expected,  and  verdicts  should  not  be  set 
aside  by  an  appellate  court  for  misconduct 
in  a  trial,  unless  the  evidence  is  clear  and 
convincing  that  extraneous  influences  so  in- 
terfered with  the  conduct  of  the  trial,  or  so 
pressed  upon  the  jury,  as  to  become  factors 
in  the  result.  A  vast  number  of  cases  might 
be  cited  to  show  that  this  court  will  refuse 


and  constant  contact  with  the  audience  as 
that  remarks  of  bystanders  as  to  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  the  accused,  or  other  indi- 
cations of  public  feeling  for  or  against  him, 
may  reach  their  ears  or  come  under  their 
observation.  The  bar,  at  least,  should  at 
all  times  be  kept  sufficiently  open  and 
clear  for  the  prompt  and  orderly  despatch 
of  the  business  of  the  court." 

In  Massey  v.  State,  31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
371,  20  S.  W.  758,  a  judgment  upon  con- 
viction for  murder  was  reversed  for  unfair- 
ness, where  certain  people  of  the  county 
where  the  trial  was  had  organized  and 
agreed  among  themselves  that,  if  a  change 
oi  venue  was  granted  to  the  defendant,  they 
would  hang  him  before  he  left  the  court- 
house; that  a  great  crowd  surged  around 
the  jail  and  gathered  in  the  courthouse 
yard,  and  the  court  refused  to  grant  a 
change  of  venue  for  the  reason  "that  it 
would  at  once  precipitate  an  attack  upon 
the  jail,  which  he  desired  to  avoid;"  tnat 
the  defendant,  through  fear,  waived  his  right 
to  be  present  at  the  time  the  verdict  was 
rendered,  and  the  "spirit,  if  not  the  pres- 
ence, of  that  same  howling,  threatening, 
tumultuous,  blood-thirsty  mob  had  overawed 
the  justice  [and]  dominated  the  court."  It 
was  said:    "Such  a  state  of  affairs  existing, 

.  .  the  court  being  environed  and  dom- 
inated by  such  a  mob  breathing  out  such 
threats  to  the  life  of  appellant,  it  is  solemn 
mockery  to  talk,  think,  or  imagine  a  fair 
trial,  under  such  conditions.  Appellant  was 
not  required  to  apply  for  a  change  of  venue, 
when,  if  granted,  his  life  would  be  for- 
feited,— ^the  price.  To  hold  that  a  trial  un- 
der such  circumstances  was  fair,  impartial, 
and  legal  would  be  a  travesty  on  decency, 
law,  common  sense,  and  justice,  notwith- 
standing good  men  may  have  tried  appel- 
lant." 

And  while  the  person  said  to  have  been 
assaulted  in  Collier  v.  State,  115  Ga.  803, 
42  S.  £.  226,  reversed  on  another  point,  on 
a  former  appeal  in  115  Ga.  17,  41  S.  E.  261, 
12  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  608,  was  testifying  in 
rebuttal  to  the  evidence  introduced  by  the 
defendant,  she  became  very  much  excit- 
ed and  began  upbraiding  the  defendant 
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and  the  husband  of  the  witness  took  hold 
of  a  chair  in  a  threatening  manner  as 
if  to  strike  the  defendant  with  it,  but  was 
seized  by  an  officer  and  forced  to  take  his 
seat;  and  the  crowd  at  this  point  became 
very  much  excited,  got  upon  the  seats, 
looking  and  moving  towards  where  the  de- 
fendant was  sitting,  but  became  seated 
again,  after  a  little  while,  when  commanded 
so  to  do  by  the  trial  judge;  but  subsequent- 
ly, while  the  jury  was  in  its  room  consid- 
ering the  case,  a  large  number  of  men  col- 
lected in  the  court  room  and  courthouse 
yard,  swearing  and  using  threatening  lan- 
guage towards  the  jury.  It  was  held  that 
the  defendant  did  not  have  a  fair  and  impar- 
tial trial,  which  the  law  guaranteed  to  him, 
and  to  which  he  was  entitled  whether  he  wajs 
guilty  or  innocent. 

But  in  Long  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
103,  127  S.  W.  661,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1244, 
where,  upon  a  trial  for  the  murder  of  a 
school  teacher  in  one  of  the  public  schools  of 
a  city,  it  appeared  that  the  school  practi- 
cally adjourned  or  took  a  recess  in  order 
that  the  teachers  and  pupils  might  attend 
the  trial  during  the  closing  argument  for 
the  state,  and  many  of  the  children  did  at- 
tend, as  well  as  some  of  the  school  teachers, 
— the  defendant  alleging  that  this  was  done 
by  concert  of  action  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
fluencing the  jury  in  behalf  of  the  state, 
and  that  for  this  reason  his  trial  was  not 
fair, — the  court  said  that  it  was  not  pre- 
pared to  agree  that  the  trial  was  not  a 
fait-  one,  and  that  it  was  a  matter  of  such 
grave  moment  as  to  require  a  reversal  of 
the  judgment  of  conviction. 

So,  in  Young  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
207,  92  S.  W.  841,  where,  upon  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  the  defendant,  among  vari- 
ous errors  assigned,  urged  that  the  specta- 
tors were  permitted  to  lean  in  the  jury  box 
and  crowd  the  court  room,  but  did  not  state 
that  they  in  any  way  interfered  with  the 
trial  of  his  case,  the  court  was  of  the 
opinion  that  the  bare  allegation  was  not 
sufficient  to  warrant  a  new  trial. 

As  to  plea  of  guilty  under  intimidation, 
5>ee  note  to  Little  T.  Com.  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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to  heed  unsubBtantial  charges  that  trials 
have  not  been  fair.  Yet  in  all  the  course 
of  the  development  of  the  administration  of 
law  in  England  and  America  since  that  time, 
there  has  never  been  a  doubt  of  the  rule 
laid  down  in  1819,  in  the  case  of  the  Rex 
V.  Hunt,  2  Chitty,  130,  when  the  court  said 
it  is  of  the  greatest  importance  that  the 
administration  of  justice  should  be  free 
not  only  from  spot  or  blame,  but  that  it 
should  be,*  as  far  as  human  infirmity  could 
allow  it  to  become,  as  free  from  all  sus- 
picion. 

The  special  judge,  Hon.  Qeorge  W.  Brown, 
who  presided  at  the  trial,  has  certified  that, 
according  to  the  facts  as  they  appeared  to 
him,  the  rights  of  the  defendant  were  safe- 
guarded and  the  trial  properly  conducted. 
His  opinion  and  that  of  Judge  Prince,  who 
denied  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  are  en- 
titled to  great  consideration,  for  their  abil- 
ity and  their  solicitude  that  the  defendants 
should  have  a  fair  trial  cannot  be  doubted. 
In  passing  upon  the  correctness  of  their  con- 
clusions of  law,  every  statement  of  fact 
made  by  the  trial  judge  will  be  taken  as 
true;  and  the  evidence  offered  on  behalf  of 
the  defendants  will  be  taken  as  true  only  in 
BO  far  as  it  is  consistent  with  the  statement 
of  fact  found  in  the  report  of  the  trial 
judge. 

Looking  at  the  case  in  this  way,  we  find 
these  to  be  the  material  facts:  An  atro- 
cious murder  of  a  worthy  citizen  had  prop- 
erly aroused  the  interest  and  indignation  of 
the  entire  community.  One  of  the  persons 
suspected  had  confessed,  and  implicated  as 
active  participants  in  the  crime  the  two 
defendants.  Very  soon  after  the  murder,  a 
special  term  of  court  had  been  ordered  to 
try  both  the  confessed  murderer  and  these 
defendants.  An  immense  number  of  people 
assembled  at  the  trial  intensely  hostile  to 
the  accused,  and  crowded  the  courthouse. 
The  defendants  being  without  counsel,  the 
presiding  judge  sent  for  Mr.  W.  F.  Clayton 
and  requested  him  to  undertake  their  de- 
fense. On  his  way  to  the  court  through 
the  dense  crowd,  Mr.  Clayton  "heard  ex- 
pressions in  regard  to  lynching,"  which  con- 
vinced him  that,  if  he  should  ask  for  the 
three  days  of  preparation  allowed  by  law, 
the  prisoners  would  be  lynched,  and  under 
the  compulsion  of  this  fear  he  gave  up  that 
most  vital  right  and  went  immediately  in- 
to the  trial  court  without  preparation. 
That  the  danger  of  mob  violence  was  present 
and  inuninent  is  made  further  manifest  by 
the  statements  of  Mr.  Lucien  W.  McLemore 
and  the  stenographer  of  the  court,  Mr.  F.  F. 
Covington,  both  witnesses  of  high  char- 
acter. Not  a  particle  of  evidence  was  of- 
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fered  by  the  state  to  controvert  this  show- 
ing. The  presiding  judge,  it  is  true,  says 
that  the  crowd  was  quiet,  and  that  it  mani- 
fested no  mob  spirit  to  his  eye  .nor  in  his 
hearing;  but  this  statement  does  not  im- 
pair the  force  of  the  testimony  of  those  who 
mingled  with  the  people,  and  thus  had 
better  opportunity  to  observe.  Thus  it 
appears,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  trial  were  such  that  coun- 
sel of  experience  and  courage  gave  up,  under 
the  most  urgent  compulsion,  the  right  to 
three  days  of  preparation  guaranteed  to  the 
accused  by  the  law;  and  that,  too,  when 
he  had  been  called  into  the  case  by  t1^ 
court  without  previous  notice.  Compulsion 
is  sufficient  to  annul  a  will  or  a  contract  for 
the  sale  of  property.  How,  then,  can  it  be 
held  that  a  trial  involving  life  or  death 
was  fair  and  impartial,  according  to  the  law 
of  the  land,  when  the  accused,  under  the 
compulsion  of  a  reasonable  apprehension  of 
lawless  violence,  surrenders  a  right  vital  to 
his  defense? 

In  an  opinion  delivered  by  the  distin- 
guished Judge  Elliott,  the  supreme  court  of 
Indiana,  under  circumstances  very  similar 
to  those  appearing  here,  set  aside  for  com- 
pulsion a  plea  of  guilty,  which  defendant's 
counsel  showed  to  the  court  had  been  en- 
tered, by  their  advice,  on  the  reasonable  ap- 
prehension that  if  their  client  should  be  ac- 
quitted, he  would  be  lynched.  Sanders  v. 
State,  85  Ind.  318,  44  Am.  Rep.  29. 

It  is  argued,  however,  that  counsel  should 
have  sought  the  protection  of  the  court. 
No  doubt,  that  course  would  have  been  the 
most  judicious;  but,  in  view  of  the  sur- 
roundings, and  especially  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  the  judge's  seat  was  itself  pressed  upon 
by  the  crowd,  it  would  be  an  unjust  judg- 
ment to  hold  that  the  accUsed  lost  a  vital 
right  by  the  failure  of  their  counsel  to  do 
the  most  judicious  thing  in  the  sudden  emer- 
gency which  he  was  called  on  by  the  court 
to  meet. 

Consideration  of  the  further  proceedings 
deepens  the  conviction  that  the  trial  was 
not  fair.  With  respect  to  the  charge  that 
the  space  within  the  bar  .  immediately 
around  the  judge,  the  jury,  and  the  wit- 
nesses was  so  taken  by  the  great  crowd  that 
the  trial  could  not  proceed  with  decorum 
and  fairness,  the  presiding  judge  says  that 
it  was  the  best  behaved  crowd  he  ever  saw, 
and  that  there  was  nothing  to  indicate  to 
him  a  sign  of  a  riotous  spirit;  that  it  did 
crowd  within  the  bar,  but  that  it  was  not 
in  possession  of  the  courthouse.  He  says 
further:  "In  every  instance  when  I  ob- 
served that  it  was  becoming  too  much 
crowded  within  the  bar,  or  my  attention 
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was  called  to  such  conditions,  my  admoni- 
tions received  the  most  respectful  considera- 
tion and  obedience,  and  there  was  never  any 
crowding  within  the  bar  that  in  any  way 
interfered  with  the  orderly  despatch  of  the 
business  of  the  court,  or  with  the  rights  of 
the  counsel  of  the  accused."  The  affidavit  of 
Mr.  Clayton  contains  the  following  state- 
ment: "That  during  the  trial  of  the  case 
deponent  did  not  see  the  jury  until  he  ad- 
dressed them,  from  the  crowd  intervening; 
that  on  several  occasions  deponent  requested 
the  judge  to  compel  the  sheriff  to  clear 
away  the  crowd  that  he  might  see  the  wit- 
ness whom  he  was  examining."  There  is 
no  statement  of  fact  made  by  the  presiding 
judge  inconsistent  with  the  statement  of 
Mr.  Clayton.  It  thus  appears  that  a  large 
number  of  persons  hostile  to  defendants 
were  allowed  to  so  press  upon  the  court 
that  counsel  for  the  defense  had  to  ask 
several  times  that  they  be  cleared  away  so 
that  he  could  see  the  witness  under  exami- 
nation, and  to  so  press  around  the  jury 
that  counsel  could  not  see  them  until  -he 
stood  before  them  to  argue  the  case.  We 
are  unable  to  assent  to  the  opinion  of  the 
presiding  judge  that  such  a  state  of  affairs 
did  not  interfere  with  the  orderly  conduct 
of  the  business  of  the  court,  or  with  the 
rights  of  the  accused.  Trials  must  be  pub- 
lic; but  the  right  of  the  accused  to  a  fair 
trial  is  superior  to  the  right  of  the  public 
to  witness  the  trial.  In  all  trials,  not  only 
the  dignity  and  decorum  which  should  char- 
acterize the  administration  of  justice,  but 
the  preservation  of  the  rights  of  the  people 
and  of  the  parties  to  the  cause,  require  that 
the  public  should  be  kept  away  from  the 
witnesses  and  the  jury  and  the  counsel,  to 
the  end  that  the  issue  may  be  tried  and  de- 
cided without  interference  or  extraneous 
influence.  In  this  case,  the  public  was  not 
so  kept  away.  On  the  contrary,  a  large 
number  of  persons  justly  indignant  at  an 
atrocious  murder,  and  undeniably  hostile 
to  the  accused,  pressed  upon  the  court,  the 
jury,  and  the  witnesses. 

Clearing  away  the  hostile  crowds  from 
time  to  time  did  not  meet  the  case.  Fair- 
ness required  that  at  least  the  space  be- 
tween the  accused  and  their  counsel,  the 
jury,  and  the  witnesses  should  have  been 
kept  free  from  intrusion.  Courts  cannot 
control  public  sentiment;  but  their  commis- 
sion from  the  people  is  to  keep  the  inviol- 
able precincts  of  the  prisoner's  dock,  the 
counsaPs  place,  the  witness  chair,  the  jury 
seats,  and  the  intervening  space,  free  from 
either  hostile  or  friendly  invasion  or  intru- 
sion, lest  the  accused  be  terrified  or  his 
counsel  confu8ed  in  making  his  defense,  lest 
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the  witness  testify  falsely  under  fear  of  in- 
ducement, lest  the  jury  be  overawed,  or 
their  minds  influenced  by  an  atmosphere 
surcharged  with  hostility  or  partiality.  The 
intrusion  into  these  inviolahle  precincts  of 
a  large  number  of  persons,  part  of  a  vast 
assemblage  hostile  to  the  prisoners,  was 
calculated  to  terrify  the  defendants,  to  con- 
fuse their  counsel,  to  intimidate  the  wit- 
nesses, and  to  overawe  the  jury.  This,  with 
the  fact  that  counsel  gave  up  the  right  of 
the  accused  to  have  three  days  to  prepare 
for  their  trial,  under  the  compulsion  of  a 
reasonable  apprehension  that  the  assertion 
of  the  right  would  result  in  their  death  by 
lynching,  compels  the  conclusion  that  the 
defendants  did  not  have  a  fair  and  impar- 
tial trial. 

Applying  the  law  more  specifically,  we 
reach  these  conclusions:  The  conditions 
under  which  counsel  conducted  the  defend- 
ants' cause,  and  under  which  their  wit- 
nesses were  examined,  substantially  inter- 
fered with  the  due  exercise  of  the  right 
granted  by  §  49  of  the  Criminal  Code  of 
1902,  "that  the  accused  shall,  at  his  trial, 
be  allowed  to  be  heard  by  counsel,  may  de- 
fend himself,  and  shall  have  a  right  to  pro- 
duce witnesses  and  proofs  in  his  favor,  and 
to  meet  the  witnesses  produced  against  him 
face  to  face." 

The  jury  was  not  so  safeguarded  against 
extraneous  influences  as  to  allow  the  de- 
fendants the  right  of  trial  by  an  impartial 
jury,  guaranteed  by  §  18,  art.  1,  of  the 
Constitution;  and  the  defendants  were,  by 
the  compulsion  of  the  fear  of  death  by 
lynching,  deprived  of  the  right  to  have 
three  days  to  prepare  for  their  trial,  con- 
ferred on  them  by  §  40  of  the  Criminal 
Code. 

Under  varying  facts,  other  courts  have, 
with  practical  unanimity,  held  that  verdicts 
should  not  be  allowed  to  stand,  where  ac- 
tion by  those  in  attendance  on  a  trial  was 
calculated  to  overawe  or  influence  the  jury, 
or  substantially  interfere  with  the  rights 
vital  to  the  parties.  Hamilton  y.  State,  36 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  372,  37  S.  W.  431;  Wool- 
folk  V.  State,  81  Ga.  651,  8  S.  E.  724; 
Raines  v.  State,  81  Miss.  489,  33  So.  19,  13 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  404;  Sanders  v.  State,  86 
Ind.  318,  44  Am.  Rep.  29;  People  v.  Me- 
Mahon,  244  III.  46,  91  N.  E.  104;  Doyle 
V.  Com.  100  Va.  808,  40  S.  E.  926;  State  v. 
Wilcox,  131  N.  C.  707,  42  S.  E.  630,  12  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  606;  Robinson  v.  State,  6  Ga. 
App.  696,  65  S.  E.  792. 

The  judgment  of  this  court  is  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  triaL 

Gary,  Ch,  J.,  and  Hydrlck,  J.,  eoncnr* 
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TKXAS  COtnaT   OF  CRlMINAIi 
APPKAIiS. 

BILL  KAYHEW,  Appt., 

V. 

STATE  OF  TEXAS. 

C—  Tex.  — ,  144  S.  W.  229.) 

Somlcide  —   self-defense  ~  excessive 
force  —  liability. 

1.  The  use  of  more  force  than  is  neces- 
sary, which  results  in  killing  the  assail- 
ant, will  not  render  one  guilty  of  murder, 
who  goes  to  the  defense  of  his  child  against 
an  assault  which  threatens  death  or  serious 
bodily  injury. 

Same  —  defense  of  child  —  right  to  act. 

2.  The  culpability  of  one  who  kills  an 
assailant  in  defense  of  his  son  is  not  meas- 
ured by  the  rights  which  the  son  might 
have  had  to  defend  himself,  but  upon  the 
appearance  of  conditions  when  the  father 
appeared  upon  the  scene,  unless  he  knew,  or 
might  reasonably  have  known,  the  actual 
rights  possessed  by  the  son  tmder  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  conflict. 

Same  —  threats  —  Jastiflcation, 

3.  That  one  who  kills  another  in  defense 
of  his  son  was  informed  and  believed  that 
deceased  had  made  threats  of  bodily  harm 


or  death  against  the  son  will  justify  his 
acting,   although  the  threats  were  not  in 
fact  made. 
Same  —  concert  of  action  —  necessity. 

4.  A  concert  of  action  between  two  per- 
sons assailing  another  with  intent  to  Kill 
him  or  do  him  great  bodily  harm  is  not  nec- 
essary to  justify  the  father  of  the  latter 
in  defending  the  son  against  the  attacks  of 
both  or  either,  to  the  extent  of  taking  life, 
if  necessary. 

Same  —  defense  —  prior  threats  —  ef- 
fect. 

5.  That  one  had,  because  of  provocation, 
threatened  to  kill  another,  will  not  render 
him  guilty  of  murder  if,  upon  the  latter's 
attacking  his  son,  he  goes  to  the  aid  of  the 
son  and  kills  the  assailant,  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  protecting  the  son  from  death 
or  great  bodily  injury. 

(February  7,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Eastland 
County,  convicting  him  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  C.  H.  Jenkins,  Scott  &  Brels- 
ford,  W.  L.  Grogan,  and  J.  J.  Butts  for 
appellant. 


Note,  —  Is  one  assisting  relative  in  peril 
bound  by  the  tatter's  act  in  bringing 
on  the  difficulty. 

The  subject  here  under  consideration  is 
covered  in  the  notes  to  Foutch  v.  State,  45 
L.R.A.  703,  and  State  v.  Cook,  16  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1013,  and  only  the  decisions  which 
have  passed  upon  the  point  since  the  writ- 
ing of  the  last  note  are  here  included. 

As  laid  down  in  the  former  notes  it  is  a 
general  rule  that  one  who  interferes  on  be- 
half of  a  relative  will  not  be  allowed  the 
benefit  of  a  plea  of  self-defense  unless  such 
plea  would  have  been  available  to  the  rela- 
tive in  whose  behalf  he  interfered. 

This  rule  was  applied  in  Weaver  v.  State, 
1  Ala.  App.  48,  55  So.  936,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  fact  that  one  who  committed  a 
homicide  while  assisting  his  brother,  hon- 
estly and  reasonably  believed  that  the  lat- 
ter was  not  at  fault  in  bringing  on  the 
difficulty,  did  not  justify  him  in  striking  in 
defense  to  his  brother,  although  the  latter 
was  in  imminent  peril;  but  it  was  held 
that  the  brother  must  in  fact  have  been 
free  from  fault  in  bringing  on  the  difficulty 
in  order  to  authorize  the  defendant  to  in- 
tervene and  strike  in  self-defense  in  his 
brother's  behalf. 

In  State  v.  Cox,  163  N.  C.  638,  69  S.  E. 
419,  it  was  held  that  the  same  principles 
applied  to  the  conduct  of  a  son  fighting  in 
defense  of  his  father,  who  had  willingly  en- 
tered the  fight,  that  applied  to  the  father; 
and  that  if  he  had  not  retreated  to  the  wall, 
or  if  he  used  excessive  force,  he  could  not 
successfully  set  up  a  plea  of  self-defense, 
it  wouM  seem  from  the  statement  of  this 
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case  that  the  defendant  must  have  had 
Imowledge  of  all  facts  relative  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  difficulty.  No  point,  how- 
ever, is  specifically  made  of  this  fact. 

So,  in  Wheatley  v.  State,  93  Ark.  409, 
126  S.  W.  414,  it  was  held  that  one  might 
lawfully  do  for  his  brother,  when  threatened 
with  death  or  great  bodily  injury,  what  the 
latter  could  lawfully  do  for  himself;  and 
it  was  held  that  where  the  brother  was  in 
fault  in  provoking  the  assault,  the  defend- 
ant must  retreat  as  far  as  he  safely  could 
before  he  would  be  justified  in  killing  his 
brother's  assailant.  No  point  is  made  in 
this  case  of  the  knowledge  by  the  defendant 
of  his  brother's  fault  m  bringing  on  the  diffi- 
culty, but  it  would  seem  from  the  facts  that 
the  defendant  must  have  had  such  knowl- 
edge. 

And  in  Wheat  v.  Com.  —  Kv.  — ,  118  S. 
W.  264,  where  one  of  the  defendants  had 
gone  to  the  assistance  of  his  brother,  who 
apparently  to  his  knowledge  had  brought  on 
the  difficulty,  it  was  held  that  when  a 
person  attempts  to  excuse  his  act  upon  the 
ground  that  it  was  done  in  defense  of  an- 
other, that  other  must  himself  be  without 
blame,  or  be  in  such  a  position  that  the  law 
would  excuse  him  if  he  had  done  in  his  own 
behalf  what  the  other  did  for  him. 

In  State  v.  Eastham,  —  Mo.  — ,  144  S.  W. 
492,  where  the  defendant's  brother,  in  start- 
ing the  difficulty,  intended  only  an  ordi- 
nary battery  on  the  deceased,  and  the  latter 
subsequently  assaulted  him  with  a  pistol, 
it  was  held  that  the  brother  had  the  right 
to  kill  deceased  without  being  guilty  of  any 
greater  crime  than  manslaughter,  and  that 
therefore  defendant,  who  knew  all   of  the 
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Messrs.  John  A.  Mobley,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,  James  T.  Wilson,  D.  G. 
Hunt,  and  J.  R.  Stubblelleld,  for  the 
State: 

The  defendant  had  a  right  to  use  what- 
ever force  was  necessary  to  defend  himself 
or  Jiih  Mayhew  against  an  unlawful  at- 
tack, or  what  reasonably  appeared  to  be  an 
unlawful  attack,  viewed  from  his  stand- 
point; but  he  had  no  right  to  use  greater 
force  than  reasonably  appeared  to  be  neoes* 
sary  to  defend  himself  or  Jim  Mayhew 
against  real  or  apparent  danger. 

Riicker  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — , 
47  S.  W.  1016. 

Davidson,  P.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Appellant  was  convicted  of  murder  in 
the  second  degree;  the  jury  awarding  him 
a  term  of  five  years  in  the  penitentiary. 

The  issues  presented  may  be  briefly  stat- 
ed as  follows:  The  state's  contention  from 
the  evidence  was  that  appellant  and  Jim 
Mayhew  and  Aaron  Mayhew  had  entered 
into  an  agreement  or  sort  of  conspiracy  to 
whip  and  probably  kill  the  deceased,  Will 
Burkhead.  On  the  day  of  the  homicide, 
prior  thereto  in  the  morning,  about  11 
o'clock,  a  difficulty  occurred  in  Jim  May- 
hew's  barber  shop  between  one  of  the  May- 
hew boys  and  Burkhead,  which  resulted 
in  an  ordinary  fist  fight.  In  that  fight^ 
Jim  Mayhew  undertook  to  reach  Burkhead, 
the  deceased,  with  a  razor,  but  was  pre- 
vented. The  parties  were  separated.  In 
some  way,  information  of  this  trouble  was 
conveyed  to  appellant.  This  angered  ap- 
pellant, and  on  account  of  this,  and  the 
fact  that  Burkhead  owed  him  a  consider- 
able amount  of  money,  atid  had  not  paid  it, 
caused  appellant  to  make  a  threat  against 
deceased;  and  it  is  further  shown  on  the 
part   of   the   state   that   appellant   sought ' 


Bur|chead,  but  failed  to  find  him,  and  he 
also  remarked,  in  speaking  of  the  former 
fight,  something  to  the  effect  that  if  Jim 
Mayhew  got  in  a  contest  with  deceased 
the  result  of  the  fight  might  be  different 
from  what  it  waff  with  the  other  Mayhew, 
with  whom  he  had  had  a  fight  in  the  bar- 
ber shop.  It  is  shown  that  about  2:30 
or  3  o'clock  Jim  Mayhew  went  to  where 
the  deceased  was,  or  met  him  (deceased), 
who  was  on  horseback,  and  caught  the 
bridle  reins  of  his  horse ;  whereupon  de- 
ceased jumped  from  hid  horse,  and  a  fight 
ensued.  In  the  meantime,  appellant  had 
gone  to  his  store,  and  was  engaged  about 
his  usual  business.  One  of  the  younger 
Mayhews  informed  appellant  that  they  had 
his  son  Jim  down,  and  were  killing  him. 
Appellant  immediately  ran  to  wher&  the 
trouble  was,  and  as  he  approached  a  man 
named  Pruett  picked  up  a  rock  and  threw 
it,  striking  appellant..  Appellant  ran  to 
where  his  son  Jim  and  Burkhead  were  en- 
gaged in  their  difficulty,  and  began  cutting 
Burkhead  with  his  knife.  From  these 
wounds  Burkhead  died.  It  is  shown  also 
by  the  evidence  that  Burkhead  made  some 
threats,  which  were  communicated  to  ap- 
pellant. The  evidence  also  suggested  the 
issue  of  self-defense  in  favor  of  appellant 
personally,  as  well  as  in  favor  of  his  de- 
fense of  his  son. 

1.  The  court  undertook  to  charge  these 
various  theories  in  instructions  given  the 
jury.  It  will  be  seen  from  this  brief  sum- 
mary the  issue  of  murder  in  the  second  de- 
gree was  in  the  case  from  the  state's 
standpoint.  From  the  defendant's  stand- 
point, there  was  self-defense,  defense  of  his 
son,  and  self-defense,  viewed  from  the  stand- 
point of  communicated  threats.  Error  is 
assigned  upon  these  various  charges  of  the 
court,  and  various  and  sundry  special 
charges  asked  and  refused.     It  is  not  the 


facts  concerning  the  difficulty,  could  not  be 
convicted  of  murder  in  killing  the  deceased 
in  defense  of  his  brother. 

In  Cooper  v.  State,  123  Tenn.  37,  138  S. 
W.  826,  where  a  son  had  gone  to  his  father's 
assistance,  it  was  laid  down  as  a  general 
rule  that  one  who  intervenes  in  a  difficulty 
between  others  stands  with  and  must  ac- 
cept all  the  responsibility  of  the  party  for 
whom  he  intervenes.  And  in  this  case  an  ii^- 
struction  to  the  effect  that  if  the  son  be- 
lieved that  his  father  intended  to  go  and 
meet  the  deceased  solely  for  the  purpose  of 
talking  with  him,  and  that  when  they  met 
the  deceased  began  firing  on  the  son,  he  had 
the  right  to  kill  the  deceased,  although  the 
father  had  gone  toward  the  latter  for  the 
purpose  of  provoking  the  difficulty,  was  held 
erroneous  where  it  was  undisputed  that  the 
son  knew  of  his  father's  threat  to  kill  the 
deceased  in  sisfht,  that  such  threat  had  been 
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communicated  to  the  deceased,  that  his  fa- 
ther approached  the  latter  without  inform- 
ing him  of  any  change  of  purpose,  and  that 
the  son  followed  the  father  for  the  pur- 
pose of  protecting  him  in  case  a  difficulty 
ensued. 

In  Arnett  v.  Com.  137  Ky.  270,  126  S.  W. 
700,  where  the  difficulty  was  brought  about 
by  reason  of  language  used  by  the  defend- 
ant's brother  to  the  deceased,  it  was  held 
that  if  the  defendant  killed  the  deceased 
when  the  latter  was  wrongfully  attempting 
to  strike  defendant's  brother  with  a  deadly 
weapon,  he  would  not  be  guilty  if  he  be- 
lieved and  had  reasonable  grounds  to  be- 
lieve that  his  brother  was  in  immediate 
danger  of  death  or  great  bodily  harm,  and 
he  used  no  greater  force  in  defending  his 
brother  than  he  reasonably  believed  neces- 
sary. J.  T.  W. 
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purpose  of  this  opinion  to  review  all  these 
matters  in  detail.     It  is  deemed  unneoes- 
sary  to  do  so.     In  charging  self-defense, 
the  court  gave  the  following:     "Every  per- 
son, in  law,  is  permitted  to  defend  himself, 
or  to  defend  the  person  of  another,  against 
any  unlawful  attack,  or  against  what  to 
him  might  reasonably  appear  to  be  an  im- 
lawful    attack,   reasonably   threatening   in- 
jury to  his  person  or  to  the  person  of  an- 
other, and  is  justified  in  using  all  necessary 
and  reasonable  force  to  defend  himself  or 
the  person  of  another,  but  no  more  than  the 
circumstances  reasonably  indicate  to  be  nec- 
essary;  and  homicide   is  justified  by  law, 
when  committed  in  defense  of  one's  person, 
or  the  person  of  another,  against  what,  to 
him,  reasonably  appears  to  be  an  unlawful 
attack,  made  in  such  a  manner  as  to  pro- 
duce  a  reasonable  expectation  or  fear   of 
death  or  some  serious  bodily  injury,"  etc. 
Exceptions  were  reserved  to  this  charge, 
especially  that  portion  of  it  which  limited 
his  perfect  right  of  self-defense  to  the  use 
of  no  more  force  than  was  necessary.    This 
charge  is  not  the  law  in  regard  to  the  mat- 
ter of  perfect  self-defense  as  held  by  an  un- 
broken   line   of   authorities    in   tMs    state. 
It  has  been  held  error  to  charge  that,  if 
defendant  used  more  force  than  necessary 
to  protect  himself,  he  would  be  the  aggres- 
sor, where  perfect  self-defense  is  the  issue. 
When  the  state's  case  is  an  unprovoked  at- 
tack,  and   the   defendant's   case   is   perfect 
self-defense,  and  where  defendant  had  the 
right  of  self-defense  at  all,  the  question  of 
excessive   force   is   not   involved.     Rice   v. 
State,  61  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  286,  103  S.  W. 
1166;  Terrell  v.  State,  53  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
604,   111   S.  W.  162;   Hightower  v.  State, 
66  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  252,  133  Am.  St.  Rep. 
966,  119  S.  W.  691.    If  the  evidence  shows 
that  defendant  was  authorized  to  use  any 
force  upon  the  theory  of  perfect  self-defense, 
he  was  authorized  to  use  all  force  neces- 
sary; and  it  is  error  to  charge  on  the  theory 
of  excessive  force.    Scott  v.  State,  46  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  313,  81  S.  W.  950 ;  Rice  v.  State, 
61  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  286,   103  S.  W.  1156. 
It  has  been  held  error,  also,  to  charge  the 
defendant  was  not  authorized  to  use  more 
force  than  necessary,  or  reasonably  indicat- 
ed to  be  necessary,  and  where  there  is  no 
evidence  of  excessive  force,  and  when,  if  de- 
fendant's theory  is  to  be  credited,  he  acted 
while  deceased  was  making  an  attack  upon 
.him.    Carson  v.  State,  67  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
394,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  981,  123  S.  W.  590; 
Huddleston  v.  State,  64  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  93, 
130  Am.  St.  Rep.  876,  112  S.  W.  64;  Scott 
v.  State,  46  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  313,  81  S.  W. 
950. 

Appellant's  theory  d  the  case,  as  before 
stated,  was  that  of  aelf-defenae,  both  at  to 
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himself,  as  well  as  to  protect  his  son  from 
death  or  serious  bodily  injury.  Under  such 
circumstances,  the  question  of  excessive 
force  is  not  in  the  case,  and  it  was  error  to 
limit  the  right  to  act  in  perfect  self-defense 
by  charging  the  jury  that  the  accused  could 
use  no  more  force  than  was  necessary. 
Where  the  right  of  perfect  self-defense  is 
involved,  and  is  the  issue,  forming  the 
predicate  of  the  charge,  then  the  accused 
has  the  •  right  to  use  all  force  necessary, 
without  any  limitation  as  to  the  quantity 
of  such  force.  This  doctrine  also  applies 
where  the  party  is  defending  another;  and 
this  must  be  viewed  from  his  standpoint, 
and  not  that  of  the  attitude  of  the  party 
to  whose  defense  he  goes.  The  law  19  that 
whatever  he  may  do  for  himself  he  may  do 
for  another,  under  such  circumstances,  and 
this  to  be  viewed  from  his  standpoint. 
Johnson  v.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  47;  Glover 
V.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  227,  26  S.  W. 
204;  Glaze  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
45  S.  W.  906;  Garcia  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  57  S.  W.  651;  Martinez  v.  State, 
—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  88  S.  W.  234;  John- 
soij  V.  State,  —  Tex,  Crim.  Rep.  — y  69  S. 
W.  269;  Monson  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  -r-v  63  S.  W.  647;  Palmer  v.  State, 
47  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  270,  83  S.  W.  202; 
Parnell  y.  State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  424, 
98  S.  W.  269 ;  Griffin  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  280,  122  S.  W.  563;  Scott  v.  State, 
00  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  318,  131  S.  W.  1073; 
Sterling  v.  State,  15  Tex.  App.  256. 

2.  This  brings  us  to  another  exception 
to  the  charge,  which  is  as  follows:  "A  per- 
son acting,  in  behalf  of  another,  to  prevent 
such  other  from  being  killed,  disfigured,  or 
to  sustain  serious  bodily  injury,  is  entitled 
to  the  same  right  and  justification  under 
the  law  as  would  have  the  party  in  whose 
behalf  he  acted."  Various  and  sundry  ob- 
jections are  urged  to  this  charge.  The  vice 
in  this  charge,  it  is  contended,  among  other 
things,  is  that  it  is  a  proposition  of  law 
tersely  stated,  and  it  stands  out  in  the 
charge  as  a  separate  paragraph.  This 
charge,  as  stated,  cannot  be  the  law  of  this 
case.  It  places  the  defendant's  attitude  in 
an  erroneous  light  before  the  jury,  and  one 
that  was  evidently  detrimental  to  him.  The 
evidence  seems  to  be  without  contradiction 
that  Jim  Mayhew  was  in  the  wrong  in  the 
difficulty  between  himself  and  Burkhead,  the 
deceased ;  that  he  went  to  or  met  Burkhead, 
who  was  riding,  caught  the  bridle  reins  of 
his  horse,  and  said  or  did  something  which 
provoked  or  brought  about  the  difficulty. 
Burkhead  alighted,  and  they  engaged  in  a 
fight.  Appellant  was  not  present,  and  was 
not  informed  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
fight.  His  notification  from  one  of  the 
MayhewB  was  to  the  effect  th«t  ^ej  hftd  bit 
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son  down,  and  were  killing  him.     In  this 
attitude,  he  ran  to  his  rescue,  and  as  he 
approached  the  scene,  he  found  Burkhead 
had  his  son  down,  and  was  on  him.    As  he 
approached,  Pruett  interfered,  and  struck 
him  with  a  rock.    This  charge  limited  ap- 
pellant's right  to  defend  his  son  to  the  same 
right  that  the  son  had  to  defend  himself. 
Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  this  was  not 
the  correct  proposition.     The  unquestioned 
correctly  stated  proposition  of  law  in  re- 
gard to  this  matter  in  Texas  is  that  the 
culpability  of  one  who  acts  in  defense  of 
another   is   measured   by   the   intent   with 
which  he  acted,  and  not  by  the  intent  of 
the  other,  or  the  party  for  whom  he  was 
actii^,  unless  the  defendant  knew  or  might 
reasonably  have  known  the  intent  of  the 
other    party.     Monson    v.    State,   —   Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,   63   S.   W.   660;    Guflfee   v. 
State,  8  Tex.  App.  187;   Henry  v.  State, 
—   Tex.    Crim.    Rep.    — ,    SO    S.    W.    399; 
Chambers  v.  State,  46  Tex.  Crim,  Rep.  66, 
79  S.  W.  572;  Glover  v.  State,  33  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  227,  26  S.  W.  204;   Foster  v.  State, 
8  Tex.  App.  253;   Snell  v.  State,  29  Tex. 
App.  240,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  723,  15  S.  W. 
722;  Parnell  v.  State,  60  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
420,  98  S.  W.  269;  Hargrove  v.  State,  33 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  431,  26  S.  W.  993.     If  the 
appellant  knew  nothing  about  who  brought 
oh  the  difficulty  between  his  son  and  the 
deceased,  and  came  upon  the  scene  and  saw 
his  son  in  peril  of  his  life  or  serious  bodily 
injury,  and  he  interfered  and  killed  the  de- 
ceased, it  would  be  on  his  part  a  homicide 
in  self-defense.    Chambers  v.  State,  46  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.    66,   79   S.  W.  672;    Parnell  v. 
State,   60  Tex.  Crim.   Rep.  420,  98  S.   W. 
269,  and  authorities  already  cited. 

It  is  an  undeniable  proposition  of  law  in 
this  state  that  the  apprehension  of  danger 
must  always  be  viewed  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  accused,  whether  he  acts  in  his  own 
behalf  or  in  behalf  of  another.  Parnell  v. 
State,  50  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  420,  98  S.  W. 
269;  Griffin  v.  State,  57  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
280,  122  S.  W.  553;  Glover  v.  State,  33  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  227,  26  S.  W.  204;  Snell  v. 
State,  29  Tex.  App.  236,  25  Am.  St.  Rep. 
723,  15  S.  W.  722;  Saens  v.  State,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  20  S.  W.  739.  A  party  act- 
ing in  defense  of  another  is  only  bound  to 
answer  for  his  own  intent.  The  intent  of 
his  codefendant,  unless  he  adopts  the  same 
acts  with  the  same  intent,  does  not  bind 
him.  Authorities  already  cited.  These 
would  seem  to  be  a  sufficient  number  of  au- 
thorities to  sustain  the  proposition  that 
this  charge  of  the  court  was  erroneous. 
Under  this  charge,  the  jury  could  have 
found,  and  doubtless  did  from  the  verdict, 
that  appellant  and  his  son  Jim  were  in  an 
agreement  for  Jim  %o  bring  oo  the  diffi* 
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culty,  and  that  his  father  was  to  interfere, 
if  it  became  necessary.  Under  the  court's 
charge,  they  could  easily  and  readily,  and, 
perhaps,  did,  reach  that  conclusion.  The 
state's  theory  was  that  this  agreement  or 
understanding  was  had  between  the  parties, 
and  in  pursuance  of  this,  when  the  fight 
came  on,  appellant  rushed  upon  the  scene 
and  engaged  in  the  conflict.  This  was  the 
state's  theory,  and  this  theory  is  empha- 
sized in  the  charge  by  leaving  the  jury  to 
look  at  the  defense's  proposition  from  the 
standpoint  of  the  son,  and  nof  the  stajid- 
point  of  the  appellant.  The  son  had  pro- 
voked the  difficulty,  and  if  appellant  knew 
that,  and  engaged  in  the  difficulty  under 
these  circumstances,  the  charge  was  cor- 
rect; but  it  was  an  issue  earnestly  com- 
bated by  appellant  in  his  testimony  and 
throughout  the  trial.    This  was  error. 

3.  The  charge  on  threats  is  also  made 
the  subject  of  exception.  As  before  stated, 
it  had  been  communicated  to  appellant  that 
deceased  had  made  threats.  The  language 
employed  by  the  court  is  as  follows:  "You 
are  further  charged  that,  should  you  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that  prior  to  the 
difficulty  between  the  deceased  and  Jim 
Mayhew,  the  deceased  made  a  threat  or 
threats  to  take  the  life  of  Jim  Mayhew,  or 
to  do  him  serious  bodily  harm,  and  if, 
from  knowledge  of  such  threats,  it  reason- 
ably appeared  to  the  defendant,  at  the  time 
he  stabbed  and  cut  the  deceased,  if  he  did 
so,  that  the  deceased  was  then  about  to 
carry  out  and  to  put  in  execution  such 
threat  so  previously  made,  and  was  then 
about  to  take  the  life  of  Jim  Mayhew,  or 
to  do  him  serious  bodily  harm,  or,  should 
you  believe  from  the  evidence  that,  at  the 
time  the  defendant  stabbed  and  cut  the  de- 
ceased, if  he  did  so,  it  then  reasonably  ap- 
peared to  the  defendant  that  he  (deceased) 
was  then  making  any  hostile  demonstration 
toward  Jim  Mayhew  reasonably  evidencing 
an  intention  to  put  into  execution  such 
threat,  if  any,  and  was  then  about  to  in- 
flict death  or  some  serious  bodily  harm  up- 
on Jim  Mayhew,  and  that,  reasonably  be- 
lieving such  action  to  be  necessary  to  pre- 
vent the  infliction  of  death  or  serious  bodily 
harm  upon  said  Jim  Mayhew,  the  defend- 
ant stabbed  and  cut  the  deceased,  if  he  did 
do  so,  you  would  in  such  case  acquit  the 
defendant." 

A  casual  inspection  of  this  charge  will 
discover  that  the  jury  was  required  to  be- 
lieve the  threats  were  made,  and  not  that 
the  defendant  so  believed^  If  defendant 
was  informed  that  the  threats  were  made, 
and  believed  and  acted  upon  them,  they 
were  the  same  to  him  as  if  they  were  in 
fact  made;  but  the  jury  was  not  so  in- 
structed on  this  phase  of  the  law,  but-  qh 
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the  coiitrary,  'the  criterion  was  given  the 
jurj  that  they  should  believe  the  threats 
were  or  had  been  made.  If  the  defendant 
believed  the  threats  had  been  made,  and 
acted  upon  them  under  the  conditions  stat- 
ed, h6  would  be  entitled  to  an  acquittal, 
whether  the  jury,  in  the  light  of  subsequent 
events,  believed  them  or  not.  It  is  the  de- 
fendant's belief  of  the  threats  that  promptn 
his  action,  and  the  case  must  be  viewed 
from  that  standpoint,  and  not  from  the 
jury's  standpoint.  It  has  been  always  held 
error  to  require  the  jury  to  find,  that 
threats  were  made.  Defendant  would  have 
the  right  to  act  on  them  if  he  believed  they 
were  made.  Swain  v.  State,  48  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  103,  86  S.  W.  335;  Iluddleston  v. 
State,  54  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  93,  130  Am.  St. 
Rep.  875,  112  S.  W.  64;  Buckner  v.  State, 
65  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  517,  117  S.  W.  802; 
Lundy  v.  State,  59  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  131, 
127  S.  W.  1034;  Hightower  v.  State,  56 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  251,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  906, 
119  S.  W.  691. 

4.  There  is  another  exception  to  the 
charge  which  it  may  be  well  enough  to 
notice.  The  court  charged  the  jury  that  if 
defendant  made  an  attempt  to  go  to  the 
place  where.  Will  Burkhead  and  Jim  May- 
hew  were  engaged  in  a  conflict  on  the 
ground,  if  they  were  so  engaged,  and  in 
making  such  attempt  was  attacked  by  one 
A.  M.  Pruett,  and  at  tlie  time  he  stabbed 
or  cut  deceased,  if  he  did  so,  it  reasonably 
appeared  to  defendant  that  Will  Burkhead 
and  A.  M.  Pruett  w^ere  then  present  and 
acting  together  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
the  life  of  said  Jim  Mayhew,  or  doing  him 
some  serious  bodily  injury,  then  defendant 
bad  the  right  to  take  the  life  of  either  or 
both  the  said  Will  Burkhead  and  A.  M. 
Pruett,  if  it  reasonably  appeared,  etc.  The 
contention  is  made  that  this  limited  the 
right  of  self-defense  on  the  part  of  appel- 
lant, and  made  it  contingent  on  whether 
Burkhead  and  Pruett  were  acting  together, 
and  whether  Pruett  made  an  actual  attack 
on  defendant ;  whereas  he  would  have  tiie 
right  to  defend  as  well  against  either  or 
both  as  if  they  were  not  acting  together, 
and  equally  so  if  Pruett  had  made  an  at- 
tack upon  the  defendant.  This  charge  is,  to 
say  the  least  of  it,  awkwardly  framed,  and 
upon  another  trial  appellant's  legal  rights 
iji  regard  to  this  phase  of  tlie  testimony 
should  be  more  aptly  stated.  This  seems 
to  have  been  a  limitation  upon  appel- 
lant's right  of  self-defense,  and  may  haVe 
been  so  regarded  by  the  jury.  While  it 
19  unquestionably  true  that  appellant  would 
have  the  right  to  defend  against  Burkhead 
and  Pruett,  acting  together  to  take  the  life 
of  his  son,  at  the  same  time,  he  would 
have  the  right  to  act  against  Burkhead  and ' 
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decesased  as  well  without  a  concert  of  action 
as  with  such  concert.  The  limitation,  from 
this  aspect  of  the  case,  upon  another  trial, 
should  not  be  so  strictly  limited  to  a  con- 
cert of  action  between  the  parties  to  take 
the  life  of  the  son  of  appellant. 

6.  There  are  several  charges  asked, 
among  others,  by  the  accused  to  the  effect 
that  if  the  killing  occurred,  not  on  a 
previously  formed  design,  but  on  a  subse- 
quently formed  design,  that  the  jury  would 
attribute  it  to  the  latter,  and  not  the  origi- 
nal design.  Tliere  had  been  a  difficulty  in 
the  morning,  as  before  stated,  in  which  ap- 
pellant was  not  a  party  in  any  way,  but 
which  had  been  communicated  to  and  an- 
gered him,  and  he  used  language  indicat- 
ing resentment.  This  had  passed,  and  de- 
fendant's testimony  was  that  he  had  gone 
to  his  place  of  business,  and  was  engaged  in 
other  matters,  when  he  was  informed  of 
the  trouble  between  his  son  and  the  de- 
ceased, and  that  he  then  rushed  to  his  de- 
fense. The  jury's  attention  should  have 
been  called  to  this,  and  if  the  killing  oc- 
curred with  reference  to  the  latter  transac- 
tion, and  the  purpose  to  kill  was  in  de- 
fense of  his  son  from  that  standpoint,  and 
not  from  any  previous  provocation  that 
may  have  arisen,  then  they  would  give  de- 
fendant the  benefit  of  that  view  of  the  case, 
and  impute  it  to  the  latter,  instead  of  the 
former,  design.  The  state's  theory  was  ap- 
pellant was  acting  under  former  design, 
aided  by  the  claimed  agreement  to  whip  or 
kill  deceased.  Appellant  contradicted  this 
by  his  testimony.  Such  a  charge  was  called 
for  and  pertinent.  We  understand  this  to 
be  the  law  in  Texas  since  the  famous  de- 
cision by  Judge  Roberts,  in  the  case  of 
McCoy  V.  State,  25  Tex.  33,  78  Am.  Dec. 
520. 

There  are  other  errors  urged  for  re- 
versal, but,  in  view  of  what  has  been  said, 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  them. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded. 


INDIANA  SUPRSME  COURT. 

KOKOMO   NATURAL  GAS  &  OIL   COM- 
PANY, Appt., 

V. 

ELIZABETH  L.  MATLOCK. 

(—  Ind.  — ,  97  N.  E,  787.) 

Pleadlnft  —  oil  and  gas  lease  —  oomple- 
tion  of  well. 

1.  One  suing  for  the  rental  to  be  paid  for 

Note,  ^  Incase  as  enciimhrance  or  con^ 
veyance  within  fitatute  requiring  join^ 
der  or  consent  of  spouse, 

Perkins  v.  Morse,  78  Me.  17,  57  Am.  Rep. 
780.  2  Atl.  130,  holds  that  a  lease  is  not  a 
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an  option  to  explore  land  for  oil  and  gas 
need  not  allege  that  no  well  had  been  com- 
pleted which  would  change  the  measure  of 
compensation,  since  such  fact  would  be  mat- 
ter of  defense. 

Husband  and  wife  —  encumbrance  of 
wife's  estate  —  oil  and  gas  lease. 

2.  An  option  to  explore  land  for  oil  and 
gas  for  a  period  of  five  years,  with  right  of 
renewal,  is  not  an  encumbrance  so  as  to  re- 
quire a  man  to  join  his  wife  in  the  granting 
thereof  upon  her  land,  under  a  statute  giv- 
ing her  control  of  her  separate  estate  with 
a  right  to  its  rents  and  profits,  but  provid- 
ing that  no  conveyance  or  encumbrance  of 
the  property  shall  be  made  unless  he  joins 
in  the  conveyance. 

liandlord  and  tenant  ^  oil  and  gas  — 
action  for  rent  ^  necessity"  of  posses- 
sion. 

3.  That  the  lessee  never  took  possession 
of  land  under  an  oil  and  gas  lease  does  not 
defeat  an  action  for  the  compensation  pro- 
vided by  the  lease  to  be  paid  for  the  right  to 
explore  the  property  for  these  substances. 

.(March  6,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Tipton  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to   recover   the   compensation   provided   by 
a  gas  and  oil  lease.     Afiirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Bell  ft  Pur  dam  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Joseph  C.  Henon  and  Oglebay 
&  Oglebay  for  appellee. 

Monks,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellee  brought  this  action  against  ap- 
pellant upon  a  written  contract,  to  recover 
the  compensation  provided  therein  for  the 
right  to  explore  11 2^  acres  of  land  for 
natural  gas  and  oil.  Trial  by  the  court, 
and  judgment  for  appellee. 

The  errors  assigned  call  in  question  the 
action  of  the  court  in  overruling  appellant's 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  and  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial.  The  written  contract  sued 
on  was  entered  into  by  appellee  with  one 
Forehand,  granting  him  the  exclusive  rigiit 
to  explore  the  land  therein  described,  be- 
longing to  her,  "for  natural  gas  and  oil,  for 
the  period  of  five  years,  with  the  privilege 
of  a  further  period  of  five  years  for  the 
same  purpose  and  upon  the  same  terms,  and 
as  much  longer  as  gas  and  oil  may  be  found 
in  paying  quantities,"  the  second  party. 
Forehand,  to  pay  to  the  party  of  the  first 
part  compensation  at  the  rate  of  50  cents 
per  acre  per  annum  after  the  expiration  of 
the  first  year,  "until  the  completion  of  a 
well  on  said  premises,  which  shall,  in  his 
opinion,  produce  gas  in  sufficient  quantities 


conveyance  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute 
forbidding  conveyances  by  a  married  woman 
without  the  joinder  of  her  husband.  In  this 
case  the  court  said:  "The  word  *convey'  or 
'conveyance'  must  refer  to  an  alienation  of 
the  estate, — a  transference  of  the  title.  It 
is  'real  estate'  that  cannot  be  conveyed.  A 
lease  is  personal  property.  It  bargains 
away  a  temporary  possession, — does  not 
dispose  of  any  fee  or  title.  There  is  no  in- 
hibition against  a  sale  of  personal  property 
by  the  wife  alone,  although  given  to  her  by 
the  husband.  Real  estate  'conveyed  to'  a 
married  woman  is  the  property  described; 
'cannot  be  conveyed  by  her'  are  the  words  to 
be  interpreted.  A  lease  may  be  in  a  sense 
a  conveyance,  but  such  is  not  the  commonly 
accepted  nor  the  accurate  meaning  of  the 
term.  When  we  say  'premises  are  leased' 
we  generally  mean  that  the  use  of  them  is 
transferred;  and  by  the  term  'conveyed' 
that  the  title  is  deeded.  It  is  a  significant 
fact  that  the  word  'convey'  is  many  times 
used  in  the  Revised  Statutes,  and  especial- 
ly in  chapter  73  relating  to  conveyances, 
and  generally,  if  not  at  all  times,  in  the 
sense  of  an  alienation  of  the  title  to  real 
estate.  The  distinction  is  clearly  observed 
in  §  8,  which  provides  that  'no  conveyance 
of  an  estate,  etc.,  or  lease  for  more  than 
seven  years/  shall  be  effectual  against  third 
persons,  unless  the  deed  be  recorded.  If  the 
legislature  intended  that  the  wife  should 
not  lease  property  acquired  by  her  through 
her  husband,  it  would  have  been  easy  to  de- 
clare its  intention  in  explicit  terms.  It  is 
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hardly  to  be  supposed  that  it  was  left  to  be 
implied.  A  married  woman  is  not  limited 
in  the  management  of  her  property,  however 
obtained  by  her.  She  may  control  its  in- 
come, unless  she  releases  it  to  her  husband. 
How  can  she  manage  this  property  or  con- 
trol its  income,  when  not  occupying  it,  un- 
less she  can  rent  it?  The  counsel  for  the 
defendant  argues  that  if  the  wife  could 
lease  at  all,  she  can  lease  the  farm  for  nine- 
ty-nine years, — ^a  lease  practically  equiva- 
lent to  a  conveyance  of  title.  This  argument 
is  quite  plausible,  but  not  in  our  judgment 
sound.  If  the  wife  cannot  make  a  lease  for 
two  years,  it  must  be  because  she  cannot 
lease  at  all.  If  the  lease  is  for  ninty-nine 
years,  a  rent  will  be  presumed  to  be  re- 
served. It  would  be  dififerent  from  an  abso- 
lute conveyance,  which  might  result  in  a 
waste  or  loss  of  the  property.  If  the  stat- 
ute needs  amendment,  the  legislature  can 
amend  it.    We  construe  it  as  it  stands." 

And  it  was  held  in  New  Jersey  that  a 
married  woman  could  execute  a  lease  for 
years  upon  her  real  property,  notwithstand- 
ing the  statute  in  relation  to  property  of 
married  women  provided  that  nothing 
therein  should  enable  a*married  woman  to 
execute  any  conveyance  or  any  instrument 
encumbering  the  same  without  her  husband 
joining  therein.  Sullivan  v.  Barry,  46  N. 
J.  L.  ],  followed  in  Sullivan  v.  Barry,  47  N. 
J.  L.  339,  1  Atl.  240. 

This  rule  was  recognized  in  Shipley  ▼. 
Smith,  162  Ind.  526,  70  K.  E.  803;  but 
the  case  held  the  lease  subject  to  disaflSrm- 
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to  justify  said  second  party  in  marketing 
said  gas."  The  contract  then  provides  what 
compensation  shall  he  paid  after  a  well  is 
completed.  "Said  payments  to  be  due  and 
payable  semiannually,  on  the  Ist  day  of 
January  and  the  Ist  day  of  July.  The  sec- 
ond party  to  have  the  right  to  cancel  and 
end  the  contract  at  any  time.  .  .  .  All 
conditions  and  rights  between  the  parties 
hereto  shall  extend  to  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  assigns."  On  February  4,  1906,  said 
Forehand  assigned  said  contract  to  the  In- 
diana Northern  Oil  k  Gas  Company,  and 
said  corporation  afterward  assigned  said 
contract  to  appellant.  Appellant  after- 
ward, on  June  24,  1908,  canceled  said  con- 
tract, as  it  had  the  right  to  do  under  the 
terms  thereof. 

Appellant  insists  that  the  complaint  was 
insufficient  because  it  was  not  alleged  there- 
in that  "neither  appellant  nor  its  imme- 
diate or  remote  assignor  had  drilled  or  com- 
pleted any  well  upon  said  land."  It  will 
be  observed  that  the  compensation  to  be 
paid  was  50  cents  per  acre  per  annum  after 
the  first  year,  until  a  well  had  been  com- 
peted, as  provided  in  the  contract.  If  any 
such  well  had  been  completed  by  appellant 
or  its  assignors,  the  same  was  a  matter  of 
defense  as  to  so  much  of  the  complaint  as 
sought  to  recover  the  compensation  of  60 


cents  per  acre  per  annum  thereafter.  In  an 
action  on  a  contract  by  which  the  defendant 
is  only  to  pay  the  consideration  until  the 
doing  of  some  act  by  the  defendant  or  other 
person,  as  the  completion  of  a  well,  the 
plaintiff  is  not  required  to  aver  that  tlie 
act  has  not  been  done  or  the  contingency 
has  not  happened.  That  is  a  matter  of  de- 
fense to  be  set  up  by  the  defendant.  1 
Chitty,  PI.  14th  Am.  ed.  by  Perkins,  §  321 ; 
1  Chitty,  PI.  16th  Am.  ed.  by  Perkins,  § 
246;  Gould,  PI.  §§  17,  19,  pp.  164,  165; 
9  Cyc.  727 ;  1  Abbott,  Trial  Brief  PI.  &  De- 
murrer, 2d  ed.  §  182,  p.  360;  Root  y.  Childs, 
68  Minn.  142,  146,  70  N.  W.  1087 ;  Wooters 
y.  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  64  Tex. 
294;  Redman  y.  ^Etna  Ins.  Co.  49  Wis.  431, 
435-442,  4  N.  W.  691;  Griswold  y.  Scott, 
13  Ga.  210,  214. 

The  second  error  assigned  by  appellant 
is  the  overruling  of  the  motion  for  new  trial 
on  the  ground  that  the  finding  of  the  court 
was  not  supported  by  sufficient  evidence, 
and  was  contrary  to  law.  It  is  contended 
that  the  contract  upon  which  appellee  sued 
"was  void,  for  the  reason  that  appellee,  be- 
ing a  married  woman,  was  prohibited  by 
statute  from  conveying  or  encumbering  her 
land  unless  her  husband  had  joined  in  such 
conveyance  or  encumbrance."  The  ques- 
tion presented  is  whether  or  not  this  con- 


ance,  upon  the  ground  that  the  married 
woman  was  also  an  infant,  the  court  saying 
that  this  statute  simply  removed  the  disa- 
bility of  coverture,  but  did  not  emancipate 
from  the  disability  of  infancy. 

Perhaps  it  should  be  observed  that  in 
the  case  of  Heal  v.  Niagara  Oil  Co.  150  Ind. 
483,  50  N.  E.  482,  which  is  otherwise  suffi- 
ciently set  out  in  Kokouo  Natubal  Gas  & 
Oil  Co.  v.  Matlock,  it  was  urged  that  the 
lease  was  void  under  the  Indiana  statute 
forbidding  a  married  woman  to  encumber  or 
convey  property  except  by  deed  in  which  her 
husband  should  join. 

It  was  said  in  Vandevoort  v.  Gotild,  36 
N.Y.  639,  that  where  the  instrument  creating 
the  separate  estate  of  the  wife  expressly 
stated  that  the  property  was  conveyed  to 
her  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  free  from  all 
interference  by  her  husband,  a  lease  thereof 
by  her  for  five  years  was  not  a  sale  and 
conveyance,  within  the  purview  of  a  statute 
requiring  the  assent  of  the  husband  to  a 
conveyance  by  the  wife. 

Some  decisions,  however,  incline  toward 
the  contrary  view. 

Thus,  an  oil  lease  for  twelve  years  exe- 
cuted by  a  married  woman,  her  husband  not 
joining,  was  declared  void  in  Buchanan  v. 
Hazzard,  95  Pa.  240,  on  the  authority  of 
Trimmer  y.  Heagy,  16  Pa.  487.  The  latter 
case,  however,  involved  a  deed,  and  not  a 
lease,  and  it  appears  therein  that  the  stat- 
utes provided  that  the  real  estate  of  the  wife 
could  be  conveyed  by  a  deed  executed  by  the 
husband  and  wife.  However,  in  Welsh  v. » 
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Gates,  9  Phila.  154,  Lynd,  J.,  holds  that  a 
lease  for  a  year  is  not  a  disposal  or  con- 
veyance, within  the  meaning  of  this  statute, 
but  is  a  right  accruing  to  her  under  a  pro- 
vision assuring  her  the  "use  and  enjoy- 
ment" of  her  separate  estate.  The  court  dis- 
approved language  to  the  contrary,  appear- 
ing in  Miller  v.  Harbert,  6  Phila.  631,  hold- 
ing that  the  respective  length  of  leases  which 
should  be  deemed  to  have  been  executed  as 
incident  to  the  right  of  use  and  enjoyment, 
and  of  those  which  constituted  a  disposal, 
was  a  question  of  law;  and  that  necessarily 
the  right  to  use  and  enjoyment  included 
the  power  to  lease  for  a  term  of  one  year. 

So,  it  is  held  that  a  lease  is  an  encum- 
brance within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  in 
relation  to  community  property,  and  that 
therefore  the  husband  could  not  execute  a 
lease  of  the  community  without  the  wife's 
joinder.  Hoover  v.  Chambers,  3  Wash.  Terr. 
26,  13  Pac.  647. 

Without  expressly  discussing  the  matter, 
the  court,  in  Emrick  v.  Sullivan,  25  U.  C.  Q. 
B.  105,  seemed  to  assume  that  a  life  lease 
was  a  conveyance  in  which  the  husband 
must  join,  for,  in  holding  the  lease  void  for 
nonjoinder  of  the  husband,  the  court  said 
that  the  statute,  although  enabling  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  hold  and  enjoy  her  real  es- 
tate free  from  the  debts  and  obligations  of 
the  husband,  left  the  law  "as  to  the  convey 
ing  such  estate  untouched." 

In  Melley  v.  Casey,  99  Mass.  241,  hold- 
ing that  to  make  a  lease  by  the  wife  binding 
upon  the  husband,  it  must  be  made  with  his 
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tract  for  exploriDg  her  land  for  natural  gas 
and  oil  for  five  years,  with  privilege  of  re- 
newal, was  a  conveyance  or  encumbrance  of 
said  land  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute. Section  7852,  Bums's  1908,  provides 
that  ''no  lands  of  any  married  woman  shall 
be  liable  for  the  debts  of  her  husband;  hut 
such  lands  and  the  profits  therefrom  shall 
be  her  separate  property,  as  fully  as  if  she 
were  unmarried:  Provided,  that  such  wife 
shall  have  no  power  to  encumber  or  convey 
such  lands,  except  by  deed  in  which  her 
husband  shall  join."  Section  7853,  Burns's 
1908,  provides  that  "a  married  woman  may 
take,  acquire,  and  hold  property,  real  or 
personal,  by  conveyance,  gift,  devise,  or 
descent,  or  hy  purchase  with  her  own  sep- 
arate means  or  money;  and  the  same,  to- 
gether with  all  the  rents,  issues,  income, 
and  profits  thereof  shall  be  and  remain  her 
own  separate  property,  and  under  her  own 
control,  the  same  as  if  she  were  unmarried/* 


Where  a  married  woman  is  given  by  statute 
the  right  to  the  rents,  issues,  income,  and 
profits  of  her  land,  and  is  given  the  control 
of  the  land,  the  same  as  if  unmarried,  it  ia 
evident  that  she  has  the  power  to  lease  her 
land  for  a  term  of  years,  without  her  hus- 
band joining  in  such  lease.  In  Illinois  a 
statute  similar  to  §  7853,  supra,  has  heen 
construed  to  mean  that  a  married  woman 
may  lease  her  separate  property  for  a  term 
of  years  without  the  consent  of  her  husband, 
and  such  a  lease  for  a  period  of  ten  years 
was  held  binding.  Parent  t.  Callerand,  64 
111.  97;  21  Cyc.  1501.  It  has  been  held  in 
this  state  that  a  lease  of  real  estate  for 
years  is  personal  property  and  passes  to  the 
personal  representative  ot  the  lessee,  and 
not  to  his  heir.  Shipley  v.  Smith,  162  Ind. 
626,  528,  529,  70  N.  £.  803,  and  cases  cited. 
It  has  also  been  held  under  §§  7852,  7853, 
supra,  that  a  lease  hy  a  married  woman  of 
her  lands  for  the  purpose  of  cultivation,  for 


assent,  which  the  statute  requires,  it  did  not 
appear  whether  or  not  the  statute  expressly 
specified  leases.  So,  also,  as  to  Child  v. 
Sampson,  117  Mass.  63,  holding  that  the 
statute  was  sufficiently  complied  with  when 
the  husband  signed  merely  as  an  attesting 
witness. 

Abies  V.  Abies,  86  Tenn.  333,  9  S.  W.  692, 
holds  merely  that,  while  a  statute  providing 
that  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  wife's  sepa- 
rate estate  shall  in  no  manner  he  suhject 
to  the  husband's  debts  or  contracts,  except 
by  her  written  consent,  protected  such  rents 
from  the  husband's  creditors,  and  extin- 
guished his  right  to  contract  them  away 
over  her  objection,  still  it  did  not  in  any 
other  respect  interfere  with  the  husband's 
ancient  right  as  governor  of  the  family, 
to  control  his  wife's  land;  and  that  there- 
fore she  could  not  lease  such  lands  without 
his  consent. 

It  was  held  in  an  Alabama  case  that  a 
wife  was  authorized  to  lease  her  statutory 
separate  estate  when  joined  by  her  husband, 
by  a  statute  authorizing  her  to  sell  and 
convey  real  and  personal  property.  Warren 
V.  Wagner,  75  Ala.  188,  51  Am.  Rep.  446. 

Other  cases  seem  to  take  the  position  that 
leases  not  required  to  be  in  writing  by  the 
statute  of  frauds  are  not  such  conveyances 
as  require  the  joinder  of  the  spouse. 

Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  a  lease  for  a 
period  of  time  coming  within  the  exception 
of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  therefore  not 
required  to  be  in  writing,  is  not  an  encum- 
brance or  conveyance  within  the  meaning 
of  a  statute  providing  that  the  wife  shall 
have  no  power  to  encuml^er  or  convey  her 
separate  property,  except  by  deed  in  which 
the  husband  shall  join.  Pearcv  v.  Henley, 
82  Ind.  129,  cited  in  Nash  v.  Berkmeir,  83 
Ind.  536,  which  does  not,  however,  decide  the 
precise  question. 

And,  converselv,  it  was  held  in  Chandler 
v.  Jost,  81  Ala.  411,  2  So.  82,  that  while  the 
husband  could  as  trustee  lease  his  wife's 
separate  estate  for  a  period  of  one  year,  a 
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lease  for  a  longer  term  was  a  species  of  sale 
required  to  be  in  writing,  and  in  which  the 
wife  must  unite  to  make  it  valid. 

So,  it  is  held  in  Dority  v.  Dority,  96  Tex. 
215,  60  L.RA.  941,  71  S.  W.  950,  that  a 
lease  of  land  which  is  the  separate  estate  of 
a  married  woman,  for  a  period  of  more  than 
one  year,  is  a  conveyance  within  the  mean- 
ing of  a  statute  requiring  husband  and  wife 
to  join  in  the  conveyance  of  real  estate,  the 
separate  property  of  the  wife,  and  forbid- 
ding the  conveyance  of  an  estate  for. a  term 
of  more  than  one  year,  unless  the  convey- 
ance be  in  writing;  and  the  wife  must  there- 
fore join  in  this  execution,  notwithstanding 
a  statute  giving  the  husband  the  sole  man- 
agement of  the  wife's  property  during  mar- 
riage. 

As  to  the  eflfect  of  one  spouse  joining  in 
the  execution  of  the  other's  deed  or  mortgage, 
to  convey  the  former's  separate  property  in- 
cluded therein,  see  the  note  in   28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  289. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  nonjoinder  of  the 
husband  in  the  wife's  executory  contract  to 
convey,  where  his  joinder  is  essential  to  a 
conveyance,  see  the  note  in  30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
353. 

As  to  the  validity  of  the  limitation  upon 
the.  power  of  alienation  imposed  upon  a 
grant  or  devise  of  an  equitable  estate  to  a 
married  woman,  see  the  note  in  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  426. 

As  to  the  power  of  the  husband  without 
the  wife's  consent,  to  abandon  the  home- 
stead,or  to  convey  premises  by  his  sole  deed 
after  abandonment,  see  the  note  in  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  807. 

As  to  the  validity  of  a  conveyance  or  en- 
cumbrance of  the  homestead  by  the  wife, 
after  the  husband  has  abandoned  her,  see 
the  note  in  36  L.R,A.(N.S.)  1024.  And  as 
to  the  husband's  conveyance  of  the  home- 
stead after  abandonment  by  the  wife  see 
the  note  in  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)   505. 

L,  A.  W. 
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a  term  not  exceeding  three  years,  is  not 
an  encumbrance  or  conveyance  within  the 
meaning  of  this  statute,  and  that  it  was 
not  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  lease 
that  the  husband  join  in  the  execution 
thereof.  Ibid.;  Pearcy  v.  Henley,  82  Ind. 
129;  Nash  v.  Berkmeir,  83  Ind.  536. 

Appellant  contends,  on  the  authority  of 
these  cases,  that  a  contract  by  a  married 
woman  for  the  exploration  of  her  land  for 
natural  gas  and  oil,  in  which  her  husband 
did  not  join,  and  which  runs  for  a  term 
longer  than  three  years,  is  an  encumbrance 
under  the  statute,  and  therefore  void.  Said 
cases  do  not  sustain  this  contention.  While 
they  sustain  leases  made  by  a  married 
woman  of  her  lands  for  three  years,  where 
her  husband  did  not  join  therein,  they  do 
not  hold  that  such  a  lease  so  executed 
would  be  void  if  for  a  longer  period  than 
three  years.  It  has  been  held  by  this  court 
that  the  rules  applying  to  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  have  no  application 
to  a  contract  like  the  one  in  this  case. 
Hancock  v.  Diamond  Plate  Glass  Co.  162 
Ind.  146,  153,  70  N.  E.  149;  New  American 
Oil  &  Min.  Co.  v.  Troyer,  166  Ind.  402,  412, 
76  N.  E.  263,  77  N.  E.  739 ;  Dill  v.  Fraze, 
169  Ind.  63,  67,  79  N.  E.  971.  In  Heal  v.. 
Niagara  Oil  Co.  150  Ind.  483,  486,  60  N.  E. 
482,  483,  the  contract  was  executed  by  a 
married  woman,  Mrs.  Swan,  her  husband 
not  joining  therein,  giving  the  exclusive 
right  of  prospecting  and  exploring  for  gas 
and  oil  on  her  land,  and  was  substantially 
the  same  as  the  contract  sued  upon  in  this 
case,  except  that  the  provisions  in  regard 
to  the  term  were  "for  the  term  of  one  year 
and  as  much  longer  as  oil  and  gas  is  found 
in  paying  quantities  thereon  or  the  rental 
paid  by  lessee.  .  .  .  If  no  well  be  com- 
pleted on  the  above-described  premises  with- 
in six  months  from  the  date  hereof,  then 
this  lease  shall  become  null  and  void,  unless 
the  lessee  shall  thereafter  pay  for  the  fur- 
ther delay  at  the  rate  of  $80  per  year,  un- 
til a  well  shall  be  completed."  The  court 
held  in  that  case  that  the  contract  only 
gave  the  right  of  prospecting  and  explor- 
ing for  natural  gas  and  oil,  and  that  Mrs. 
Swan,  the  married  woman  who  executed  the 
same,,  parted  with  "no  immediate  title  or 
estate,"  and  tbat  any  "title  or  estate  which 
may  be  contemplated  remaining  inchoate 
and  of  no  effect  until  oil  or  gas  is  found. 
.  .  .  For  'the  purpose  of  prospecting, 
such  leases  involve  a  mere  use,  and  part 
with  no  greater  interest  in  the  freehold 
than  the  ordinary  agricultural  lease.  We 
have  here  no  question  of  the  effect  of  the 
instrument  of  Mrs.  Swan  to  carry  a  free- 
hold estate;  the  question  being  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  lease  to  the  appellees,  in 
vesting  the  exclusive  right  of  prospecting 
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or  operating  for  gas  and  oil.  For  such 
purpose  we  do  not  doubt  the  power  of  Mrs. 
Swan  to  lease  without  her  husband  join- 
ing." New  American  Oil  &  Min.  Co.  v. 
Troyer,  166  Ind.  402,  411,  412,  76  N.  E. 
263,  77  N.  E.  739.  In  this  case  no  well 
was  ever  completed,  and  the  contract  under 
which  appellant  had  the  right  to  explore 
said  real  estate  of  appellee  for  natural  gas 
and  oil  was  canceled  by  appellant  on  June 
24,  1908.  Appellant  canceled  said  contract 
according  to  the  provisions  thereof.  Upon 
the  authority  of  Heal  v.  Niagara. Oil  Co. 
supra,  we  hold  the  contract  siied  upon  in 
this  case  was  not  an  encumbrance  or  con- 
veyance of  appellee's  land,  and  was  valid, 
although  her  husband  did  not  join  therein. 
The  mere  fact  that  such  a  contract  gieves 
five  years  with  the  privilege  of  renewal,  for 
prospecting  and  exploring  for  natural  gas 
and  oil,  does  not  make  it  any  more  an  en- 
cumbrance or  conveyance  than  if  it  were  for 
a  period  less  than  three  years. 

It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  the 
finding  of  the  court  is  not  sustained  by  suf- 
ficient evidence,  because  it  was  not  shown 
that  appellant  ever  took  or  held  possession 
of  said  land  under  said  contract.  It  is 
not  material  whether  appellant  or  its  as- 
signors took  or  held  possession  of  said  land. 
It  may  be,  as  the  contract  sued  upon  is  not 
a  lease,  and  the  relation  of  landlord  and 
tenant  did-  not  exist  between  appellant  and 
appellee  (Dill  v.  Fraze,  169  Ind.  63,  67,  79 
N.  E.  971,  and  cases  cited)  that,  unless 
there  was  a  beneficial  use  or  occupation  of 
the  land  by  appellant,  no  action  could  be 
maintained  on  an  implied  agreement  to  pay. 
Dill  V.  Fraze,  supra,  169  Ind.  67.  This, 
however,  is  not  an  action  on  an  implied 
agreement,  but  on  an  express  contract  to 
pay  60  cents  per  acre  per  annum,  not  as 
rent,  but  compensation  for  the  delay.  As 
long  as  said  contract  was  in  force,  appellant 
had  the  right  to  enter  upon  said  land  and 
prospect  for  natural  gas  and  oil,  and  it  is 
liable  for  the  compensation  fixed  in  said 
contract  for  such  right,  to  the  date  said 
lease  was  canceled.  In  Hancock  v.  Dia- 
mond Plate  Glass  Co.  162  Ind.  146,  150,  70 
N.  E.  149,  161,  where  no  possession  bad 
been  taken,  this  court  said:  "On  the  part 
of  the  company,  it  agreed,  in  equally  cer- 
tain terms,  to  give  appellants  for  the  valu- 
able concession  a  supply  of  free  gas  for 
domestic  use,  and  pay  them  $20  in  cash,  not 
for  one  year,  but  for  every  year  that  might 
elapse  before  it  made  a  well  on  tt^e  prem- 
ises, and  thereafter  $100  per  annum  for 
each  well.  As  we  have  seen,  the  company 
has  not  bound  itself  to  construct  a  gas  well 
on  appellant's  land  within  any  specified 
time;  but,  so  long  as  natural  gas  continues 
in  general  use  for  manufacturing  purposes. 


680 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


it  has  bound  itself  to  pay  the  annual  sum 
of  $20  until  it  does  make  such  a  well.  The 
parties  themselves  have  agreed  upon  the 
thing  to  be  done,  and  the  exact  amount  to 
be  paid  when  done,  and  for  the  delay  in 
the  doing  of  it,  and  we  cannot  look  beyond 
the  agreement.  It  is  not  to  be  supposed 
for  a  moment  that  either  party  understood 
when  the  contract  was  entered  into  that 
the  company  was  to  have  these  valuable  and 
continuing  rights  without  rendering  to  ap- 
pellants what  was  deemed  to  be  a  coequal, 
valuable,  continuing  consideration.  Nor  is 
it  to  be  doubted  that  it  was  the  mutual 
understanding  that,  as  long  as  the  company 
excluded  others  from  mining  the  gas  on  ap- 
pellant's land,  it  should  be  liable  for  the 
sum  it  agreed  to  pay  for  the  right  to  do  so. 
We  must  so  view  the  agreement,  because  in 
accord  with  the  plain,  simple  meaning  of  its 
terms,  and  in  harmony  with  a  proper  sense 
of  fairness  and  natural  justice.'* 

Finding  no  error,  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 
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RE  PETITION  OF  ANNA  M.  CLARK  on 
behalf  of  George  W.   Clark. 

(86  Kan.  530,  121  Pac.  402.) 

Criminal  law  —  insane  criminal  —  in- 
carceration *->  ex  post  facto  law. 

1.  Section  5  of  chapter  200  of  the  Laws 
of  1011,  providing  that  a  person  acquitted 
of  a  criminal  charge  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  insane  when  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted shall  be  committed  to  the  asylum  for 
the  dangerous  insane,  and  shall  not  be  liber- 
ated therefrom  except  as  prescribed  in  the 
act,  is  not  e»  post  fcLoto  as  to  a  person  tried 
and  acquitted  on  that  ground  after  the  stat- 
ute was  enacted  for  an  offense  committed 
before  its  passage. 

Same  —  constitutionality. 

2.  The  section  referred  to  in  the  preceding 
paragraph  is  not  obnoxious  to  the  provision 
of  the  Federal  Constitution  that  a  state 
shall  not  deprive  any  person  of  due  process 
of  law,  nor  to  the  provisions  of  the  state 
Constitution  that  all  persons  for  injuries  to 
person,  reputation,  or  property  shall  have 
remedy  by  due  course  of  law. 

(February  10,  1012.) 

Headnotes  by  Benson,  J. 

Note.— The  question  of  confinement  of 
one  acquitted  of  crime  by  reason  of  insanity 
is  covered  by  notes  to  Ex  parte  Brown,  1 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  640,  and  People  ex  rel.  Pea- 
body  V.  Chanler,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)  046. 

Trial  of  insane  person  as  former  jeopar- 
dy, see  note  to  Com.  v.  Endrukat,  35  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  470. 
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PETITION  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
to  secure  the  release  of  George  W. 
Clark  from  an  insane  asylum  to  which  he 
had  been  committed  upon  acquittal  of  mur- 
der because  of  insanity.    Denied. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edgar  Foster  and  Albert  Hos- 
kinson  for  petitioner. 

Messrs.  Clad  Hamilton,  Clay  Hamil- 
ton, and  Si.  R.  Thorpe,  with  Mr.  John  S. 
Dawson,  Attorney  Greneral,  for  respondent : 

No  person  has  a  vested  right  in  a  rule 
of  procedure  regardless  of  the  time  when 
a  cause  of  action  has  arisen,  and  the  pro- 
cedure must  be  that  prescribd  by  law  at 
the  time  of  trial. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  326,  327; 
State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Snell,  40  Wash. 
177,  04  Pac.  026;  St.  Louis  v.  Calhoun,  222 
Mo.  44,  120  S.  W.  1152;  Re  Patterson, 
155  Cal.  626,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  654,  132 
Am.  St.  Rep.  116,  102  Pac.  041, 18  Ann.  Cas. 
625;  Harris  v.  United  States,  4  Okla.  Crim. 
Rep.  317,  31  L.RR.A.(N.S.)  820,  111  Pac. 
082,  Ann.  Cas.  1012  B.  810. 

Petitioner  is  not  confined  as  punishment 
for  crime,  but  because  of  a  mental  defi- 
ciency or  condition  of  insanity  which  ren- 
ders him  dangerous  to  the  public. 

Com.  V.  Ellis,  207  Mass.  572,  03  N.  E. 
823;  State  v.  Strasbui^,  60  Wash.  106, 
32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1216,  110  Pac.  1020,  Ann. 
Cas.  1012  B,  017;  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v. 
Chanler,  133  App.  Div.  150, 117  N.  Y.  Supp. 
322. 

There  was  due  notice  and  a  hearing. 

Re  Brown,  30  Wash.  160,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
540,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  81  Pac.  552,  4 
Ann.  Cas.  488 ;  Brown  v.  Urquhart,  130  Fed. 
846,  205  U.  S.  170,  51  L.  ed.  760,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  450. 

The  statute  provides  for  release  upon 
recovery. 

Re  Brown,  30  Wash.  160,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
540,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  81  Pac.  552, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  488;  Re  Boyett,  136  N.  C.  415, 
67  L.R.A.  072,  103  Am.  St.  R^p.  044,  48 
S.  E.  780,  1  Ann.  Cas.  720. 

The  legislature  may  empower  the  court 
to  act  upon  the  theory  that  a  mental  state 
recently  shown  to  exist  continues  to  exist 
up  to  the  time  of  the  order  of  commitment. 

State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Snell,  46  Wash. 
327,  0  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1101,  80  Pac.  031; 
Re  Brown,  30  Wash.  160,  1  ,L.R.A.(NJ3.) 
540,  100  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  81  Pac.  552,  4 
Ann.  Cas.  488;  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v. 
Chanler,  106  N.  Y.  525,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
046,  80  N.  E.  1100,  133  App.  Div.  150,  117 
N.  Y.  Supp.  322;  People  ex  rel.  Thaw  v. 
Lamb,  118  N.  Y.  Supp.  380;  People  ex  rel. 
Peabody  v.  Baker,  50  Misc.  350,  110  N.  Y. 
Supp.   848;    Re  Thaw,   138   App.   Div.   01, 
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122  N.  Y.  Supp.  070;  People  ex  rel.  Pea- 
body  V.  Chanler,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  62. 

Benson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  a  trial  for  murder.  George  W.  Clark 
introduced  evidence  to  prove  that  he  was 
insane  when  the  homicide  occurred.  The 
jury  found  the  defendant  not  guilty,  be- 
cause at  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the 
offense  he  was  insane.  Thereupon  the  de- 
fendant was  committed  to  the  Asyliun  for 
the  Dangerous  Insane  for  safe-keeping  and 
treatment,  and  was  in  that  institution  when 
this  writ  was  issued.  The  contention  is 
that  the  statute  under  which  he  was  com- 
mitted is  €w  poet  facto  as  to  Clark;  that 
it  is  unconstitutional  because  it  deprived 
him  of  the  right  to  trial  by  jury  in  the 
probate  court,  of  the  question  of  his  sanity 
at  the  time  of  commitment,  and,  if  insane, 
of  the  benefit  of  admission  to  a  regular 
hospital  for  treatment;  and  that  it  de- 
prives him  of  the  right  to  institute  proceed- 
ings to  ,obtain  his  discharge  and  of  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law.  Section  5  of 
the  statute,  which  took  effect  March  17, 
1911,  reads:  "Whenever  during  the  trial 
of  any  person  on  an  indictment  or  infor- 
mation, and  evidence  is  introduced  to  prove 
that  he  was  insane,  an  idiot  or  imbecile,  or 
of  unsound  mind,  at  the  time  of  the  commis- 
sion of  the  offense,  and  such  person  shall 
be  found  to  have  been  at  the  date  of  the 
offense  alleged  in  said  indictment  or  in- 
formation, insane,  an  idiot,  or  an  imbecile, 
and  is  acquitted  on  that  ground,  the  jury 
or  the  court,  as  the  case  may  be,  shall  so 
state  in  the  verdict,  and  in  said  case  it  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  pass  specially  on 
the  question  of  the  sanity  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  the  court  shall  thereupon  forth- 
with commit  such  person  to  the  State  Asy- 
lum for  the  Dangerous  Insane  for  safe- 
keeping and  treatment,  and  such  person 
shall  be  received  and  cared  for  at  said  in- 
sitution.  No  such  person  so  acquitted  shall 
be  liberated  therefrom  except  upon  the 
order  of  the  court  committing  him  thereto, 
and  until  the  superintendent  of  the  said 
Asylum  for  the  Dangerous  Insane  shall 
certify  in  writing  to  such  committing  court 
that  in  his  opinion  such  person  is  wholly 
recovered,  and  that  no  person  will  be  in 
danger  by  his  discharge."  Laws  1911,  chap. 
290,  §  5.  The  homicide  occurred  on  Decem- 
ber 12,  1910^  and  the  trial  took  place  in 
April,  1911. 

When  the  act  charged  in  the  information 
was  committed,  there  was  no  provision  for 
commitment  to  an  asylum  for  the  danger- 
ous insane,  and  it  is  argued  that  the  stat- 
ute passed  afterwards  authorizing  such 
commitment  is  ew  post  facto.  There  were, 
89  L.R.A.(K.S.) 


of  course,  at  that  time,  other  provisions  of 
law  providing  for  the  restraint  of  insane 
persons,  and  their  treatment  in  institutions 
provided  for  the  purpose.  The  commitment 
is  not  for  punishment,  but  for  the  restraint 
and  treatment  of  insane  persons.  State  v. 
Linderholm,  84  Kan.  603,  114  Pac.  857; 
State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Snell,  49  Wash. 
177, 181,  94  Pac.  026. 

The  term  ew  post  facto,  as  used  in  the 
Constitution,  relates  to  criminal  punish- 
ment, and  has  no  relation  to  other  retro- 
spective laws.  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6tli  ed. 
318;  Meffert  v.  State  Bd.  of  Medical  Regis- 
tration (Meffert  v.  Packer)  66  Kan.  710, 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)811,  72  Pac.  247.  The  stat- 
ute merely  provides  a  new  procedure  for 
the  restraint,  care,  and  treatment  of  a 
class  of  the  insane.  It  would  be  strange 
if  the  legislature  could  not  change  the  pro- 
cedure affecting  insane  people,  or  if  such 
new  procedure  could  not  relate  to  persons 
thus  afflicted  before  the  passage  of  an  act 
authorizing  the  inquiry.  The  state  also 
has  the  undoubted  right  to  classify  the  in- 
sane for  treatment,  and  this  is  constantly 
done  in  ordinary  asylums.  Certainly  those 
who  are  dangerous  may  be  segregated  in 
a  separate  building  as  well  as  in  a  separate 
ward.  It  is  contended  that  the  act  by  its 
terms  authorizes  the  deprivation  of  liberty 
without  due  process  of  law,  first,  because 
there  is  no  provision  for  finding  whether 
an  accused  person  is  insane  at  the  time  of 
his  trial  on  the  criminal  charge,  and, 
second,  because  he  has  no  power  to  com- 
mence proceedings  for  release  when  restored 
to  reason.  While  an  orderly  proceeding 
adapted  to  the  nature  of  the  case  is  essen- 
tial, inquests  called  in  cases  of  alleged  in- 
sanity, such  as  are  ordinarily  provided  by 
the  statutes  of  various  states  and  by  laws 
of  our  state,  are  sufficient.  Gen.  Stat.  1909, 
§§  4819-4864,  chap.  8464-8470.  A  jury 
trial  is  not  necessary,  although  the  tribunal 
provided  for  the  purpose  may  be  called  a 
jury,  and  the  inquest  designated  a  trial. 
State  V.  Linderholm,  84  Kan.  603,  114  Pac. 
857;  Re  Latta,  43  Kan.  533,  23  Pac.  665; 
Re  Dowdell,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  290,  and  note, 
293  (169  Mass.  387,  47  N.  E.  1033)  notes 
in  13  Ann.  Cas.  877,  and  1  Ann.  Cas.  733. 
The  same  well-established  rule  applies  in 
cases  where  delinquent  children  are  com- 
mitted to  industrial  schools.  Ferrier's  Pe- 
tition, 103  III.  367,  43  Am.  Rep.  10.  "Legis- 
lation is  hot  open  to  the  charge  of  depriv- 
ing one  of  his  rights  without  due  process 
of  law,  if  it  be  general  in  its  operation 
upon  the  subjects  to  which  it  relates,  and 
is  enforceable  in  the  usual  modes  estab- 
lished in  the  administration  of  government 
with  respect  to  kindred  matters;  that  is, 
by  process  or  proceedings  adapted  to  the 
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nature  of  the  case."  Dent  v.  West  Vir- 
ginia, 129  U.  S.  114,  124,  32  L.  ed.  623, 
U26,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  231,  234.  The  confine- 
ment of  persons  acquitted  of  crime  by  rea- 
son of  insanity  is  a  matter  of  common 
statutory  regulation  in  this  country.  Note 
in  1  L.RjSl.  (N.S.)  640.  It  was  said  in  the 
note  last  cited:  "The  right  to  confine  one 
who  is  still  insane,  and  who  is  dangerous 
to  the  public  peace  and  safety,  until  such 
time  as  he  can  be  released  with  safety, 
providing  that  the  present  existence  of  such 
insanity  or  dangerous  condition  is  properly 
shown,  has  apparently  never  been  ques- 
tioned; and  it  would  seem  that  no  objec- 
tion thereto  could  be  successfully  raised." 
Questions  arising  under  such  statutes  re- 
lating to  the  present  existence  of  insanity, 
and  how  that  fact  should  be  determined^ 
have  afforded  occasion  for  much  judicial 
consideration.  A  statute  of  Washington 
contains  this  provision :  ''When  any  person 
indicted  or  informed  against  for  an  offense 
shall,  on  trial,  be  acquitted  by  reason  of  in- 
sanity, the  jury,  in  giving  their  verdict  of 
not  guilty,  shall  state  that  it  was  given  for 
such  cause;  and  thereupon,  if  the  discharge 
or  going  at  large  of  such  insane  person 
shall  be  considered  by  the  court  manifestly 
dangerous  to  the  peace  and  safety  of  the 
community,  the  court  may  order  him  to 
be  committed  to  prison,  or  may  give  him 
into  the  care  of  his  friends,  if  they  shall 
give  bonds,  with  surety  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  court,  conditioned  that  he  shall  be 
well  and  securely  kept;  otherwise  he  shall 
be  discharged."  2  Ballinger's,  Anno.  Codes 
&  Statutes,  §  6059.  In  Re  Brown,  39  Wash. 
160,  1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  640,  100  Am.  St.  Rep. 
868,  81  Pac.  652,  4  Ann.  Cas.  488,  it  was 
contended  that  the  statute  was  void  for 
the  reasons  urged  here.  The  court  said: 
"Has  the  petitioner  been  deprived  of  due 
process  of  law  in  the  premises?  He  was 
tried  before  a  jury,  to  whom  he  himself 
submitted  the  issue  that  he  was  insane 
when  the  crime  was  committed.  He  was 
permitted  to  fully  introduce  his  evidence 
upon  that  subject,  and  the  jury  were  in- 
structed as  to  their  duty  in  the  premises. 
The  verdict  returned  was  in  his  favor  upon 
the  issue  which  he  tendered,  and  he  was 
therefore  accorded  due  process  of  law  and 
the  right  of  trial  by  jury  upon  that  sub- 
ject." The  opinion  referred  to  the  pre- 
sumption that  general  insanity  once  shown 
to  exist  still  continues,  and  held  that 
the  burden  was  upon  the  accused  person 
to  show  that  he  was  sane  at  the  time  of 
the  trial,  which  he  neither  alleged  nor 
proved,  but  demanded  his  discharge  as  a 
matter  of  right,  which  was  denied,  and  the 
act  was  held  valid.  A  later  application  in 
habeas  corpus  proceedings  in  behalf  of  the 
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same  prisoner  was  made  to  a  Federal  conrt» 
which  also  held  that  the  act  was  valid; 
that,  while  it  provided  no  procedure  for 
trying  the  issue  of  insanity  at  the  time  of 
the  commitment,  the  court  had  the  inherent 
right  to  cause  an  .arraignment,  and  to  ^ive 
a  hearing  upon  the  question  in  an  ordinary 
course  of  practice,  still,  because  that  was 
not  done,  his  discharge  was  ordered. 
Brown  v.  Urquhart  (C.  C.)  139  Fed.  846. 
This  judgment  of  the  Federal  court  was, 
however  reversed  in  Urquhart  ▼.  Brown, 
205  U.  S.  179,  61  L.  ed.  760,  27  Sup.  Ct 
Rep.  469,  but  without  expressing  any  opin^ 
ion  on  the  constitutionality  of  the  act. 
In  a  later  case  the  supreme  court  of  the 
same  state  held  that  a  statute  providing 
for  inquiry  concerning  persons  alleged  to 
be  insane,  and  tlieir  commitment  to  a  hospi- 
tal, had  no  application  to  persons  acquitted 
of  crime  on  the  ground  of  insanity.  The 
court,  reaffirming  the  constitutionality  of 
the  statute  relating  to  such  persons,  said: 
"The  question  is  suggested  as  to  what  evi- 
dence establishes  his  'manifestly  dangerous' 
condition.  The  fact  of  his  having  killed  a 
human  being  is  conclusive  that  he  was 
'dangerous,'  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
that  he  was  insane  at  the  time  of  the  homi- 
cide; and,  unless  there  is  clear,  ample, 
and  conclusive  evidence  that  his  mental 
condition  has  undergone  a  radical  change 
toward  a  normal  condition  since  that  time, 
the  trial  judge  should  not  hesitate  to  find 
him  'manifestly  dangerous'  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute."  State  ex  rel. 
Thompson  v.  Snell,  46  Wash.  327,  9  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1191,  89  Pac.  931.  The  courts  of 
New  York  have  given  much  consideration 
to  a  statute  of  that  state  somewhat  similar 
to  our  own  on  this  subject,  and  designed  to 
accomplish  the  same  end,  in  the  various 
Thaw  Cases.  Thaw  was  committed  to  a 
hospital  for  the  criminal  insane  in  pur- 
suance to  a  provision  of  the  New  York 
Criminal  Code  as  follows:  "When  the  de- 
fense is  insanity  of  the  defendant,  the  jury 
must  be  instructed,  if  they  acquit  him  on 
that  ground,  to  state  the  fact  with  their 
verdict.  The  court  must,  thereupon,  if  the 
defendant  be  in  custody,  and  they  deem  his 
discharge  dangerous  to  the  public  peace 
or  safety,  order  ^im  to  be  committed  to  the 
state  lunatic  asylum  until  he  becomes 
sane."  Cook's  Crim.  &  Penal  Code  of  N.  Y. 
1897,  Crim.  Code,  §  454.  He  sought  release 
in  habeas  corpus  proceedings.  Mr.  Justice 
Jenks  in  an  opinion  upon  this  application, 
reported  in  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v,  Chan- 
ler,  123  App.  Div.  169,  117  N.  Y.  Supp. 
322,  said:  "But,  as  there  is  no  provision 
for  enlightenment  of  the  court  in  any  other 
manner,  it  must  be  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  the  court  could  rest  its  con- 
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elusion  upon  the  evidence  given  at  tlie 
trial  and  the  appearance  of  the  defendant 
thereat.  If  the  defendant's  plea  was  in- 
sanity, and  it  had  prevailed,  it  would  follow 
that  insanity  was  litigated  at  the  trial. 
Although  the  inquiry  at  the  trial  would  be 
directed  to  insanity  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense,  yet  the  evidence 
might  establish  that  such  insanity  had  not 
ceased,  but  had  continued;  that  it  was 
chronic,  that  the  defendant  might  then  or 
thereafter,  in  the  very  nature  of  his  disease, 
be  subject  to  recurrences  of  a  state  of  mind 
like  unto  that  in  him  when  he  committed 
the  alleged  crime.  And,  moreover,  such 
evidence  might  well  bear  directly  upon 
the  condition  of  the  defendant  at  the  time 
of  trial.  ...  It  cannot  then  be  said 
that  a  defendant  who  makes  the  plea  of 
insanity,  and  seeks  to  establish  it,  did  not 
have  notice  under  this  provision  of  a  hear- 
ing that  might  reveal  his  condition  of  in- 
sanity at  the  time  of  his  trial,  and  a  hear- 
ing of  which  the  result  might  be  such 
commitment  upon  acquittal  for  insanity, 
under  the  said  provision  of  the  Code  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  as  was  made  in  this 
case.  .  .  .  Such  a  commitment  is  not 
for  the  punishment  of  such  •  a  defendant, 
for  there  can  be  no  punishment  for  him  who 
has  been  acquitted,  but  it  is  for  protection 
for  the  public,  made  in  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  of  the  state,  which  permits  the 
restraint  of  an  insane  person  who  at  large 
would  be  a  danger  to  the  peace  and  safety 
of  the  people.  .  .  .  Freund  on  the  Po- 
lice Power  (§  255)  says:  'The  right  to 
apply  at  any  time  for  discharge  has  been 
held  to  reconcile  even  the  absence  of  hear- 
ing in  the  first  instance  with  the  constitU' 
tional  requirement  of  due  process,  and,  if 
upon  such  proceeding  the  petitioner  is  found 
to  be  insane,  his  detention  may  be  contin- 
ued.'" pp.  160-163.  The  opinion  of  Judge 
Jenks  also  states  that,  by  the  provision  of 
the  Code  (quoted  above),  the  defendant  had 
notice  and  a  hearing  that  contemplated  the 
process  upon  which  he  was  committed,  and, 
besides,  the  provisions  of  express  law  where- 
by he  could  institute  proceedings  to  estab- 
lish his  sanity  and  secure  his  release  satis- 
fied the  constitutional  safeguards  invoked 
against  the  statute.  Mr.  Justice  Rich,  in 
a  concurring  opinion  in  the  same  case,  said : 
"Upon  his  trial  Thaw  had  established  his 
insanity  at  the  time  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted. It  is  presumed  to  continue  until 
the  contrary  is  shown,  which  in  this  case 
has  not  been  done.  His  condition  had  led 
to  one  murder,  and  it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  duty  devolving  upon  the  court  to  safe- 
guard the  public  by  the  detention  of  the 
prisoner  under  the  provisions  of  §  454  of 
the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  was  im- 
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properly  exercised.  The  order  was  a  valid 
adjudication  of  his  then  insanity  to  an  ex- 
tent rendering  his  liberty  dangerous  to  the 
public."  p.  173.  The  court  of  appeals  af- 
firmed the  judgment  denying  the  writ,  upon 
the  opinions  of  the  two  justices  referred 
to.  People  ex  rel.  Peabody  v.  Chanler,  106 
N.  Y.  626,  26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  047,  80  N.  E. 
1100. 

The  grounds  upon  which  the  statute  was 
held  valid  suggested  in  these  opinions  may 
be  briefiy  summarized  thus:  (1)  Tliat  in- 
sanity of  a  nature  dangerous  to  others 
proved  on  the  trial  was  presumed  to  con- 
tinue to  the  time  of  the  commitment; 
(2)  that  the  commitment  was  based  on  evi- 
dence showing  the  continuance  of  such  in- 
sane condition;  and  (3)  that,  the  commit- 
ment resulting  from  the  express  command 
of  the  statute,  the  trial  and  verdict  upon 
the  criminal  charge  was  only  an  equivalent 
of  proceedings  provided  to  determine  the 
question  of  insanity  in  cases  not  involving 
a  charge  of  crime.  Doubtless  there  is 
merit  in  each  of  these  views,  and  each 
should  have  weight  in  upholding  a  statute 
which  is  not  to  be  set  aside  unless  clearly 
unconstitutional.  If  the  legislature  in 
framing  the  law  sought  to  give  practical 
effect  to  the  ordinary  presumption  referred 
to,  which,  so  well  accords  with  ordinary  ob- 
servation and  experience,  no  good  reason  is 
perceived  why  it  could  not  do  so,  leaving 
a  reasonable  opportunity  for  a  future  de- 
termination of  the  question*  whether  and 
when  the  detention  should  cease. 

A  further  question  remains  to  be  con- 
sidered. It  is  earnestly  insisted  that  the 
right  to  a  remedy  by  due  course  of  law  is 
denied  by  this  act;  that  it  prevents  the 
subject  or  anyone  acting  for  him  from  in- 
stituting proceedings  for  his  release  when 
restored  to  sanity.  The  alleged  deprivation 
rests  upon  the  requirement  of  a  certificate 
from  the  superintendent  that  the  person 
is  recovered,  and  is  not  dangerous,  as  a 
condition  of  release.  The  same  argument 
was  urged  in  the  Thaw  Case  just  referred 
to.  It  is  stated  in  the  opinion  of  Judge 
Rich  that  one  objection  urged  to  the  New 
York  statute  was  that  "it  authorizes  the 
commitment  of  a  defendant  acquitted  of  the 
crime  for  which  he  has  been  tried  to  a 
state  lunatic  asylum,  and  provides  no  way 
in  which  he  can  be  discharged  other  than 
one  dependent  upon  the  volition  of  the 
superintendent  of  such  asylum.  .  .  .  The 
same  principles  of  law  are  applicable  in 
the  one  case  as  in  the  other,  the  same  ob- 
jects are  accomplished,  and  the  same  re- 
sults obtained.  If  the  statute  under  the 
provisions  of  which  a  lunatic  is,  by  a  civil 
proceeding,  temporarily  restrained  of  his 
liberty,  with  its  prescribed  summary  pro- 
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cedure,  is  constitutional, — ^which  cannot  be 
seriously  questioned, — ^the  statute  under 
which  a  person  charged  with  crime,  who 
is  acquitted  because  of  insanity  at  the  time 
the  crime  was  conunitted,  may  be  summa- 
rily deprived  of  his  liberty  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  public  while  his  insanity  and 
dangerous  proclivities  continue,  is  consti- 
tutional" (p.  168),  and  the  judge  quotes 
from  the  statute:  "A  patient  held  upon 
an  order  of  a  court  or  judge  having  crimi- 
nal jurisdiction  in  an  action  or  proceeding 
arising  from  a  criminal  offense  may  be 
discharged  upon  the  superintendent's  cer- 
tificate of  recovery,  approved  by  any  such 
court  or  judge."  1  Laws  of  N.  Y.  1908, 
chap.  261,  §  2.  The  opinion,  however,  ap- 
pears to  hold  that  this  remedy  is  not  ex- 
clusive, since  it  is  also  said  that  Thaw 
was  at  all  times  entitled  to  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  and  that,  "upon  establish- 
ing in  such  proceeding  his  then  sanity,  he 
was  entitled  to  be  discharged."  p.  171. 
An  examination  of  our  statute  (Laws  1911, 
chap.  299)  containing  the  §  5,  first  above 
quoted,  discloses  a  scheme  for  the  care  and 
treatment  in  the  asylum  for  the  insane 
persons  found  in  state  institutions,  not 
only  those  in  penal  institutions  who  are 
insane  when  committed,  but  those  who  be- 
come insane  afterward,  and  also  inmates 
of  hospitals  for  the  insane  or  epileptic,  or 
home  for  the  feeble  minded,  who  have  homi- 
cidal tendencies,  or  whose  presence  is  dan- 
gerous to  other  inmates.  All  these  unfor- 
tunates thus  placed  in  the  asylum  for  the 
dangerous  insane  are  under  the  immediate 
care  of  the  medical  superintendent,  and 
any  or  all  of  the  superintendents  of  state 
hospitals  may  be  called  in  consultation 
with  him  when  deemed  necessary. 

The  particular  provision  for  liberation 
of  a  person  acquitted  of  a  criminal  charge 
because  of  insanity,  and  committed  under 
this  statute,  specifies  two  conditions,  viz,, 
the  order  of  the  court  issuing  the  commit- 
ment, and  the  certificate  of  the  superintend- 
ent that  the  person  is  recovered,  and  that 
no  one  will  be  in  danger  by  his  discharge. 
This  action  of  the  court  may  be  taken  upon 
the  application  of  the  person  committed 
or  of  someone  in  his  behalf.  No  particu- 
lar procedure  is  prescribed,  but  ordinary 
methods  by  which  the  action  of  a  court  is 
invoked  and  a  judicial  investigation  carried 
on  in  other  matters,  adapted  to  the  end 
sought,  under  the  supervision  of  the  court 
as  to  notice  and  hearing,  are  sufficient. 
Nor  is  the  certificate  of  the  superintendent 
a  condition  precedent  to,  or  a  necessary 
accompaniment  of,  the  application,  but  it 
should  be  presented  so  that  the  court  may 
^ive  it  consideration  and  effect  at  the  hear- 
ing. A  Massachusetts  statute  provided  that 
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one  acquitted  of  murder  or  manslaughter 
by  reason  of  insanity  should  be  committed 
to  a  lunatic  hospital  for  life,  with  the 
further  provision,  however,  that  he  might 
be  discharged  by  the  governor  and  council 
whenever  it  appeared  that  he  might  be  dis- 
charged without  danger  to  himself  or 
others.  The  statute  did  not  require  the 
court  to  inquire  whether  the  insanity  con- 
tinued at  the  date  of  the  trial.  In  an  ac- 
tion involving  the  question  whether  the 
state  or  a  municipality  was  liabfe  for  ex- 
penses of  the  support  of  a  person  so  com- 
mitted, who  it  appeared  was  sane,  the  su- 
preme court  of  that  state  said:  "The  prac- 
tical effect  of  the  Stat,  of  1873  is  to  pro- 
vide that,  in  case  of  an  indictment  for  homi- 
cide, the  insanity  of  the  defendant  is  not 
a  defense  which  entitles  him  to  an  uncon- 
ditional acquittal,  but  that  he  shall  be  de- 
tained in  confinement  until  it  appears  to  the 
governor  and  council  that  he  may  be  dis- 
charged and  set  at  large  without  danger  to 
others.  He  is  not  committed  to  the  hospi- 
tal for  the  purposes  of  treatment  as  a  luna- 
tic. He  is  not  held  there  as  other  inmates 
are  held.  He  cannot  be  discharged,  as 
others  can  be,  by  the  trustees  or  by  a  court 
upon  proof  that  he  is  not  insane,  or,  if  in- 
sane, can  be  sufficiently  provided  for  by 
himself  or  his  friends,  or  the  town  of  his 
settlement.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  87,  §  40.  He 
is  confined  in  the  hospital  as  a  place  of 
detention,  because  his  being  at  large  would 
be  dangerous  to  the  peace  and  safety  of 
the  community."  Gleason  v.  West  Boylston, 
136  Mass.  489.  While  objections  to  the 
law  such  as  are  made  here  were  not  pre- 
sented or  considered,  no  doubt  of  its  valid- 
ity was  suggested  in  the  opinion.  A  similar 
statute  of  North  Carolina  provided  for  like 
commitment  in  such  cases,  and  that  there 
should  be  no  discharge  therefrom  unless 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature;  and  it  was 
held  in  Re  Boyett,  136  N.  C.  416,  67  L.R.A. 
972,  103  Am.  St.  Rep.  944,  48  S.  E.  789, 
1  Ann.  Cas.  729,  that  the  act  was  void. 
The  opinion  quotes  freely  from  many  other 
cases  on  this  subject,  and  concludes  with 
the  conservative  direction  that  the  person 
so  detained  be  brought  into  court  upon 
habeas  corpus,  but  that  the  affidavit  should 
show  that  he  is  not  a  dangerous  lunatic 
From  this  conclusion  it  would  seem  that 
in  the  opinion  of  that  court  a  dangerous 
lunatic  should  not  be  summarily  placed 
at  liberty,  notwithstanding  the  invalidity 
of  the  statute  under  which  he  was  com- 
mitted. 

As  an  inquest  provided  by  statute  to  de- 
termine charges  of  insanity  may  determine 
that  question,  and  commitment  to  a  hospi- 
tal be  made  thereon  without  the  interven- 
tion of  a  jury,   it  follows  that  a  proper 
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tribunal  provided  by  law  may  pass  upon 
the  question  of  his  restoration.    Under  our 
statute   in  cases   of  lunacy  generally   this 
may  be  done  by  an  inquiry  in  the  probate 
court  with  or  without  a  jury   (Gen.  Stat. 
1909,   §   8466),   but   the   jury   referred   to 
here  is  composed  of  four  triers  of  the  fact, 
who  are  not  really  a  jury  (Gen.  Stat.  1909, 
§  8470;  State  v.  Linderholm,  84  Kan.  603, 
114  Pac.  857).     In  that  statute  it  is  pro- 
vided that  a  written  statement  of  the  case 
must  be  presented  by   the   superintendent, 
although  it  is  not  provided  that  a  certificate 
favorable  to  the  claim  of  the  applicant  for 
discharge  shall  be  a  positive  condition  upon 
which    it    shall    be    granted,    and    in    this 
respect   the    statute   differs    from   the   one 
under  which  this  commitment  was  issued. 
The  legislature  probably  made  this  distinc- 
tion   to    provide    an    additional    safeguard 
where  persons  have  taken  life,  or  otherwise 
committed  offenses  punishable  as  crimes  if 
done  by  a  responsible  person.     The  legis- 
lature must  have  believed  that  the  person 
qualified  for  the  highly  important  duty  of 
superintending    such    an    institution,    and 
who   is   in   a   position  to   observe   conduct 
and  symptoms,  is  qualified  to  determine  the 
condition  of  mind  of  an  inmate,  and  will 
be  just  to  him  and  the  public  alike.    The 
practical  difficulties  in  deciding  such  ques- 
tions upon  the  testimony  of  experts  called 
by  the  parties,  and  great  variance  in  their 
opinions,  are  the  subject  of  much  comment 
and   criticism,   leading   to  earnest  inquiry 
whether  the  truth  of  such  an  issue  ought 
not  to  be  determined  by  the  aid  of  disin- 
terested  persons   appointed   to    investigate 
and  testify  or  report.    Report  of  Committee 
on   Insanity   and   Criminal   Responsibility, 
Journal  of  Am.  Inst,  of  Criminal  Law  and 
Criminology,  November,  1911,  p.  521.     The 
statute  is  in  aid  of  a  judicial  proceeding 
for  the  determination  of  a  matter  in  which 
not  only  the   subject  of  the   inquiry,   but 
the  public,  have  a  profound  interest.     It  is 
a  legislative  effort  to  discover  the  truth  of 
a  vital  issue,  not  altogether  novel,  for  a 
statute  with  essentially  the  same  provisions 
was  enacted  by  the  legislature  of  Minnesota 
in  1907.     The  supreme  court  of  that  state 
has    expressed    no    opinion    concerning    its 
validity,  although  brought  to  its  attention 
in  November,  1911,  in  North foss  v.  Welch, 
116    Minn.    62,    36    L.R.A.(N.S.)    678,    133 
N.  W.  82.     Northfoss  had  been  committed 
in   1894  to  a  hospital  for  the   insane  for 
safe-keeping  and  treatment,  upon  an  acquit- 
tal   of   a   criminal    charge   because   of    in- 
sanity.   The  superintendent  refused  to  certi- 
fy that  the  petitioner  was  not  dangerous, 
and    habeas    corpus    proceedings    were    in- 
stituted in  a  district  court,  which  held  that 
the  statute  applied,  and  that  it  was  con- 
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situtional,  and  refused  a  discharge.    On  ap- 
peal it  w2is  held  that  the  statute  was  not 
intended  to  be  retroactive,  and  that  persons 
committed  under  a  former  act  should  be 
released  according  to  its  provisions,  rather 
than  those  of  the  later  statute,   and  the 
constitutional    question    was    not    decided. 
The  state,  as  parens  patriw,  may  make  pro- 
vision for  the  care  of  those  unable  to  care 
for   themselves,   as   in   the   case   of   insane 
persons  and  neglected  children.     Re  Dow- 
dell,  169  Mass.  387,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  290, 
47  N.  E.  1033.    It  was  said  in  Re  Wares, 
161  Mass.  70,  36  N.  E.  586,  where  a  child 
had  been  committed  to  the  care  of  the  com- 
missioners of  public  institutions  of  Boston, 
who  were  also  vested  with  the  power   of 
discharge,    that    "the    discretionary    power 
given  to  the  board  or  officers  to  whose  cus- 
tody the  child  may  be  committed,  to  dis- 
charge it  before  the  end  of  the  term  if  the 
object  of  the  conunitment  had  been  accom- 
plished,  is  to  the  advantage   rather  than 
disadvantage  of  the  parent,  and  we  see  no 
valid  objection  to  bestowing  it  upon  such 
board  or  officers.     Equally  important  dis- 
cretionary powers  vested  in  other  boards 
have  been  upheld,  and  similar  powers  exer- 
cised by  the  trustees  of  the  state  industrial 
and  reform  schools  have  never,  so  far  as  we 
are   aware,  been  questioned."   p.   75.     The 
decision  appears  to  be  based  upon  the  fact 
that,  after  a  proper  commitment,  the  right 
of  the  party  was  concluded  when   it  was 
decided,  after  a  full  and  fair  hearing  by 
the  board,  that  the  object  of  the  commit- 
ment had  not  been  accomplished.     It  was 
said  that  the  liberty  remained  to  apply  for 
a  discharge  by  habeas  corpus,  if  rights  are 
prejudiced   by   errors   of   law   or  wrongful 
conduct  of  the  board.    'Construing  the  pro- 
vision of  our  law  requiring  a  certificate  as 
stated  in  the  act  as  a  necessary  condition 
of  the  discharge,  if  that  opinion  is  sound, 
the   act  is  not  thereby  necessarily  uncon- 
stitutional.    The  presumption  is  that  the 
officer  will  do  his  dul^  faithfully,  but,  if 
the  certificate  should  be  corruptly  or  op- 
pressively   withheld,   the    applicant   would 
not  be  without  remedy. 

The  petition  does  not  allege  that  Clark 
is  now  sane,  nor  that  he  is  not  dangerous, 
and  the  claim  to  release  is  based  solely  on 
the  supposed  unconstitutionality  of  the 
statute;  but  an  immediate  release  would 
not  necessarilv  follow,  even  if  that  view 
should  be  adopted.  As  already  noted  in  the 
Boyett  Case  in  North  Carolina,  where  the 
law  was  held  void,  proof  that  the  person 
was  not  a  dangerous  lunatic  was  required. 
And  in  the  Thaw  Case,  Mr.  Justice  Qaynor, 
who  in  a  strong  dissent  held  the  act  void, 
still  said  that  the  petitioner  should  be  held 
for  proceedings  and  commitment  under  the 
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general  insanity  law  of  that  state.  Again, 
it  does  not  follow  that  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion is  wholly  void,  even  if  the  provision 
requiring  the  certificate  referred  to  is  ob- 
noxious to  the  Constitution.  That  clause 
is  separable  and  independent,  and  there  is 
no  reason  to  believe  that  the  legislature 
would  not  have  passed  the  provisions  for 
commitment  without  the  provisions  for  dis- 
charge. Turner  v.  Woodson  County,  27 
Kan.  314;  Hardy  v.  Kingman  County,  65 
Kan.  Ill,  68  Pac.  1078,  Harrod  v.  Latham 
Mercantile  &  Commercial  Co.  77  Kan.  466. 
95  Pac.  11.  If  the  provisions  for  discharge 
should  fail,  it  would  leave  the  person  de- 
tained any  remedy  available  before  its 
enactment  to  a  sane  person  held  as  an  in- 
mate of  a  hospital  for  the  insane.  Having 
reached  the  conclusion  that  so  much  of  the 
statute  as  authorized  a  commitment  is 
valid,  it  follows  that  the  relief  now  sought 
should  be  refused,  whatever  views  are  enter- 
tained concerning  the  particular  clause  re- 
quiring a  superintendent's  certificate.  It 
seems  best,  however,  now  that  the  matter 
has  been  fully  presented,  to  state  the  views 
of  the  court  upon  the  validity  of  the  entire 
act,  which  we  do,  holding  that  its  passage 
was  within  the  constitutional  powers  of  the 
legislature.  The  purposes  of  the  statute 
are  highly  beneficent.  It  gives  protection 
to  the  public  against  repetitions  of  homi- 
cides, or  other  acts  of  irresponsible  frenzy 
or  distraction,  and  affords  to  the  unfortu- 
nate persons  so  committed  safe  seclusion 
and  himiane  treatment,  which  it  is  the 
province  of  the  state  to  give  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  parental  power.  The  judicial 
department  may  not  interfere  with  the 
legislative  conscience,  unless  there  is  a  clear 
violation  of  some  provisioii  of  the  Consti- 
tution. Linn  County  v.  Snyder,  45  Kan. 
636,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  742,  26  Pac.  21 ;  Wulf 
V.  Kansas  City,  77  Kan.  368,  94  Pac.  207; 
Underwood  v.  People,  32  Mich.  1,  20  Am. 
Rep.  633;  Doyle's  Petition  (Re  Gannon) 
16  R.  I.  637,  6  LJR.A.  359,  27  Am.  St. 
Rep.  759,  18  Atl.  159,  and  other  cases,  are 
cited  as  being  at  variance  with  the  views 
or  some  of  the  views  herein  expressed. 
These  cases  and  others  have  been  carefully 
considered,  but  it  is  believed  that  the  con- 
clusions reached  are  in  harmony  with  the 
best  considered  precedents,  and  are  sus- 
tained by  the  better  reasoning. 

The  petitioner's  husband  is  remanded. 

Johnston,  Ch.  J.,  concurring  specially: 
I  concur  in  the  judgment  remanding  Clark 
to  custody,  and  in  holding  that  the  law  un- 
der which  he  was  committed  to  the  Asylum 
for  the  Dangerous  Insane  is  valid,  but  I 
reach  this  conclusion  on  the  theory  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  a  person  so  com- 
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mitted,  who  had  been  restored  to  sanity, 
may  be  liberated  by  the  proper  court  with 
or  without  the  consent  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  asylum.  The  duty  and  ac- 
tion required  of  that  officer  is  in  aid  of  a 
judicial  proceeding  for  a  discharge,  but,  in 
my  view,  it  was  not  intended  that  his  de- 
cision .should  be  a  substitute  for  a  judicial 
proceeding,  nor  that  his  adverse  decision 
would  prevent  a  judicial  inquiry  as  to  the 
sanity  of  the  inmate.  Serious  questions 
might  arise  if  a  statute  were  enacted  which 
provided  that  a  release  from  custody  of 
one  restored  to  sanity  could  not  be  had  in 
a  judicial  proceeding  until  the  consent  of 
the  superintendent  of  the  asylum  was  ob- 
tained, or  where  application  to  the  judicial 
department  for  release  depended  on  the 
will  of  a  ministerial  officer.  Under  our 
statute,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  superin- 
tendent to  bring  his  opinion  or  certificate 
that  there  has  been  a  restoration  to  the 
attention  of  the  court,  but  his  opinion  does 
not  preclude  a  judicial  inquiry,  nor  bind  the 
court  when  an  inquiry  is  made.  There  was 
the  requisite  authority  in  the  court  which 
committed  Clark  to  the  asylum.  There  was 
the  essential  inquiry  and  finding  that  he 
was  insane  at  the  time  he  was  committed; 
and  the  statute  affords  him,  and  anyone  so 
restrained,  an  opportunity  to  directly  apply 
to  a  court  for  discharge  on  the  ground  that 
he  is  no  longer  insane.  Not  having  availed 
himself  of  this  remedy,  nor  shown  a  restora- 
tion to  sanity,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  dis- 
charge. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 

STATE  OF  NEBRASKA,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

H.  ELAM. 

(—  Neb.  — ,  136  N.  W.  69.) 

Food  —  cream  —  time  of  payment  — 
regulation. 

The  statute  provides  that  testing  of  cream 
for  commercial  purposes  '*shal1  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
therefor  prescribed  by  said  commission." 
Anno.  Stat.  1911,  §  9838.  The  commissioner 
made  a  rule  that  payment  for  cream  pur- 

Headnote  by  Sedgwick,  J. 

Note,  ^^  Right  to  regulate  time  of  pay-- 
ment  therefor  as  incident  to  authority 
to  malce  rules  and  regulations  as  to 
testing  foods. 

The  decision  in  State  v.  Eiam,  to  the  ef- 
fect that  under  a  statute  providing  that  "in 
testing  milk  or  cream  for  commercial  pur- 
poses .  .  .  the  same  shall  be  done  in  ac- 
cordance  with   the   rules   and   regulations 
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chased  for  commercial  purposes  should  not 
be  made  on  the  same  day  of  the  purchase. 
Held,  that  the  defendant  could  not  be  pun- 
ished criminally  for  a  violation  of  this  rule. 

(May  13,  1912.) 

Ij^  XCEPTIONS  to  a  ruling  of  the  District 
J  Court  for  Richardson  Coimty  in  a 
prosecution  charging  defendant  with  vio- 
lation of  the  pure  food  act  which  resulted 
in  a  judgment  in  his  favor.    Overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Grant  G.  Martin,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, Frank  E.  Edgerton,  Assistant  At- 
torney General,  and  Amos  £•  Gantt,  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

As  long  as  the  regulation  is  necessary 
for  the  proper  execution  of  a  law  enacted 
by  the  legislature,  it  may  properly  be  dele- 
gated to  an  executive  authority  by  the  legis- 
lature. 

St.  Louis  Merchants'  Bridge  Terminal 
Co.  V.  United  States,  110  C.  C.  A.  63,  188 


[Fed.  192 >  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Clark, 
143  U.  S.  604,  36  L.  ed.  310,  12  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  405;  Locke's  Appeal,  72  Pa.  408,  13 
Am.  Rep.  716;  United  States  ▼.  Eaton,  144 
U.  S.  677,  36  L.  ed.  501,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
764;  United  States  v.  Bailey,  0  Pet.  238, 
0  L.  ed.  113;  Re  Kollock,  165  U.  S.  526, 
41  L.  ed.  813,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  444;  Pierce 
V.  Doolittle,  130  Iowa,  333,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
143,  106  N.  W.  751 ;  Hurst  v.  Warner,  102 
Mich.  238,  26  L.R.A.  484,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
525,  60  N.  W.  440. 

Mr.  Frank  Reavis,  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror: 

Until  the  defendant  has  violated  one  of 
the  laws  of  the  legislature  of  this  state,  he 
cannot  be  subjected  to  a  prosecution  in  the 
name  of  the  state.  The  pure  food  commis- 
sion cannot  enact  laws. 

United  States  v.  Eaton,  144  U.  S.  677, 
36  L.  ed.  501^  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  764;  Re 
Kollock,  165  U.  S.  526,  41  L.  ed.  813,  17 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  444. 


therefor  prescribed  by  said  commission,"  the 
commission  had  no  power  to  make  a  rule 
that  payment  for  cream  purchased  for  com- 
mercial purposes  should  not  be  made  on  the 
same  day  of  the  purchase,  although  the  de- 
lay in  payment  might  have  a  tendency  to  af- 
ford more  time  for  testing  and  be  more  con- 
venient, seems  sound. 

No  other  case  dealing  with  this  exact 
question  has  been  disclosed.  An  act  of  this 
character,  however,  clearly  cannot  be  en- 
larged and  extended  beyond  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  enacted. 

This  principle  is  well  illustrated  by  the 
decision  in  United  States  v.  Bohl,  125  Fed. 
625,  where  it  was  held  that  a  statute  for 
the  protection  of  the  public  health,  author- 
izing the  secretary  of  agriculture  to  cause 
an  inspection  to  be  made  of  renovated  but- 
ter, and  to  make  rules  and  regulations  for 
carrying  such  act  into  effect,  did  not  au- 
thorize the  making  of  a  rule  forbidding  the 
obliteration  of  the  brand  on  the  prc^uct, 
which  tended  in  no  way  to  aid  in  the  pro- 
tection of  the  public  health,  but  was  de- 
signed solely  to  prevent  fraud. 

In  United  States  v.  Eaton,  144  U.  S.  677, 
36  L.  ed.  591,  12  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  764,  it  was 
held  that  a  wholesale  dealer  in  olcomargarin 
who  wilfully  neglected  to  keep  a  book  show- 
ing the  olcomargarin  received  and  sold  by 
him,  and  omitted  to  make  monthly  returns, 
as  required  by  the  regulations  made  by  the 
Commissioner  of  Internal  Revenue,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury, 
was  not  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  a 
section  of  the  act  regulating  the  sale  of 
olcomargarin,  where  the  act  required  manu- 
facturers to  keep  books,  but  did  not  impose 
such  a  duty  upon  wholesalers.  The  court 
said:  '*It  is  a  principle  of  criminal  law 
that  an  offense  which  may  be  the  subject  of 
criminal  procedure  is  an  act  committed  or 
omitted  *in  violation  of  a  public  law,  either 
forbidding  or  co^QniAnding  if/  4  Am*  & 
30  L.RA.(N.S.)  '    - 


Eng.  Enc.  Law,  642;  4  Bl.  Com.  5.  It  would 
be  a  very  dangerous  principle  to  hold  that 
a  thing  prescribed  by  the  Commissioner  of 
Internal  Revenue;  as  a  needful  regulation 
under  the  olcomargarin  act,  for  carrying  it 
into  effect,  could  be  considered  as  a  thing 
'required  by  law*  in  the  carrying  on. or  con- 
ducting of  the  business  of  a  wholesale  deal- 
er in  olcomargarin,  in  such  manner  as  to  be- 
come a  criminal  offense  punishable  under 
§  18  of  the  act;  particularly  when  the  same 
act,  in  §  5,  requires  a  manufacturer  of  the 
article  to  keep  such  books  and  render  such 
returns  as  the  Commissioner  of  Internal 
Revenue,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary 
of  the  Treasury,  may,  by  regulation,  re- 
quire; and  does  not  impose,  in  that  section 
or  elsewhere  in  the  act,  the  duty  of  keeping 
such  books  and  rendering  such  returns  upon 
a  wholesale  dealer  in  the  article.  It  is  nec- 
essary that  a  sufficient  statutory  authority 
should  exist  for  declaring  any  act  or  omis- 
sion a  criminal  offense ;  and  we  do  not  think 
that  the  statutory  authority  in  the  present 
case  is  sufficient.  If  Congress  intended  to 
make  it  an  offense  for  wholesale  dealers  in 
olcomargarin  to  omit,  to  keep  books  and 
render  returns  as  required  by  regulations 
to  be  made  by  the  Commissioner  of  Internal 
Revenue,  it  would  have  done  so  distinctly 
in  connection  with  an  enactment  such  as 
that  above  recited,  made  in  §  41  of  the  act 
of  October  1,  1800.  Regulations  prescribed 
by  the  President  and  by  the  heads  of  de- 
partments, under  authority  granted  by  Con- 
gress, may  be  regulations  prescribed  by  law, 
so  as  lawfully  to  support  acts  done  under 
them  and  in  acordance  with  them,  and  may 
thus  have,  in  a  proper  sense,  the  force  of 
law;  but  it  does  not  follow  that  a  thing 
required  by  them  is  a  thing  so  required  by 
law  as  to  make  the  neglect  to  do  the  thing 
a  criminal  offense  in  a  citizen,  where  a  stat- 
ute does  not  distinctly  make  the  neglect  in 
question  a  criminal  offense."        J.  T.  W. 
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Sedgwick,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  defendant  was  informed  against  in 
the  district  court  for  Richardson  county 
for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  pure  food 
act.  A  general  dconurrer  was  filed  to  the 
information,  which  was  sustained  by  the 
court,  and  the  county  attorney  was  per- 
mitted to  file  his  exceptions  in  this  court 
to  obtain  a  construction  of  the  statute 
under  which  the  prosecution  was  brought. 
The  information  alleges  that  the  defendant 
held  a  permit  from  the  pure  food  commis- 
sioner to  test  cream,  and  that  on  a  certain 
day  he  purchased  cream  for  commercial 
purposes  and  paid  for  the  cream  on  the 
same  day  that  he  purchased  it,  "contrary  to 
the  provisions  of  regulation  59  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  food,  drug,  and 
dairy  laws,  and  contrary  to  the  form  of 
the  statute,"  etc.  The  pure  food  commis- 
sioner has  adopted  regulations,  among 
which  is  regulation  69,  which  recites  that 
the  test  of  cream  requires  great  care  and 
exactness,  and  that  to  make  a  test  it  re- 
quires at  least  thirty  minutes,  and  agents 
cannot  test  deliveries  of  cream  as  they  are 
received  and  give  a  test  the  necessary  time 
and  attention,  and  continues:  "Pursuant 
to  the  above  facts  it  is  hereby  ruled  by  the 
food,  drug,  and  dairy  commissioner  that 
samples  of  cream  shall  be  grouped  and 
tested  at  the  close  of  each  day's  receipts 
or  the  following  morning.  The  samples  to 
be  kept  in  closed  jars  while  being  held. 
In  order  to  prevent  any  evasion  of  the 
above  ruling  it  is  further  ruled  that  the 
payment  in  whole  or  in  part  for  cream 
shall  be  suspended  until  the  following  day, 
or  the  time  of  the  next  delivery.  Payment 
for  cream,  prior  to  the  day  following  de- 
livery, as  a  means  of  securing  business  or 
of  taking  advantage  of  another  operator, 
is  a  violation  of  the  rule,  and  punishable 
under  the  law." 

The  gist  qf  the  offense  which  it  was  at- 
tempted to  charge  against  the  defendant  is 
that  he  paid  for  the  cream  on  the  same  day 
that  he  purchased  it.  The  statute  pro- 
vides: "In  testing  milk  or  cream  for  com- 
mercial purposes  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act  the  same  shall  be  done  in  accord- 
ance with  the  rules  and  regulations  therefor 
prescribed  by  said  commission."  Anno. 
Stat.  1911,  §  9838.  "The  term  'to  test  milk 
or  cream,  as  used  in  this  act,  is  hereby  de- 
fined as  the  process  or  method  by  which  the 
percentage  of  butter  fat  in  said  milk  or 
cream  is  determined."  Section  9832.  The 
contention  of  the  state  appears  to  be  that 
since  it  requires  thirty  minutes  or  more  to 
test  cream  properly,  and  it  is  not  conven- 
ient for  the  party  testing  it  to  collect  his 
samples  and  make  his  tests  until  "^\  ^1\^ 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


close  of  each  day's  receipts  or  the  follow- 
ing morning,"  paying  for  the  cream  pur- 
chased is  so  far  a  part  of  the  testing,  or  so 
necessarily  connected  with  the  testing,  as 
to  justify  the  regulation  thereof  by  the 
food  commissioner;  and  since  this  regula- 
tion is  therefore  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  food  commissioner,  to  make  payments 
for  the  cream  on  the  same  day  of  purchase 
is  a  violation  of  the  act,  and  subjects  the 
defendant  to  punishment  under  §  9840. 
"Any  person  violating  any  provision  of  this 
act  shall,  upon  conviction  thereof,  be  fined 
in  a  sum  not  less  than  $50  nor  more  than 
$500,  at  the  discretion  of  the  court."  Anno. 
Stat.  1911,  §  9840. 

No  doubt  the  legislature  may  by  statute 
"delegate  a  power  to  determine  some  fact 
or  state  of  things  upon  which  the  law 
makes,  or  intends  to  make,  its  own  action 
depend."  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  v.  Clark, 
143  U.  S.  649,  694,  36  L.  ed.  294,  310,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  495,  605.  The  legislature, 
however,  cannot  delegate  its  power  to  make 
laws.  The  time  and  manner  of  paying  for 
the  cream  purchased  cannot,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  have  any  connection  with  the 
testing  of  the  cream.  The  fact,  if  it  is  a 
fact,  that  delay  in  payment  for  the  cream 
would  have  a  tendency  to  afford  more  time 
or  convenience  for  testing  it,  does  not  in 
any  way  affect  the  character  or  efficiency 
of  the  testing,  or  make  the  payment  for 
the  cream  any  part  of  the  testing.  The 
statute  contains  some  directions  in  regard 
to  the  manner  of  making  the  test,  and  au- 
thorizes the  food  commissioner  to  make  fur- 
ther rules  for  that  purpose  if  the  same 
should  be  found  necessary;  but  this  does 
not  include  the  power  to  make  rules  to  pre- 
vent unfair  competition  in  business  or  "tak- 
ing advantage  of  another  operator."  We 
think  the  district  court  was  right  in  holding 
that  a  criminal  prosecution  cannot  be  sus- 
tained for  a  violation  of  this  rule  of  the 
commissioner. 

Other  questions  that  might  be  presented 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  this  information 
are  not  discussed  in  the  briefs,  and  they  are 
not  considered. 

The  exceptions  are  overruled. 
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against  heirs  and  dfiYiaeeB,"  passed  March 
7,  1797  (Paterson's  Laws,  p.  243;  2  G«n. 
Stat.  1805,  p.  1679),  where  a  devisee  dies 
without  selling  or  aliening  the  lands  de- 
▼ised,  liability  for  the  debts  of  the  devisor, 
in  respect  of  the  lands  devised,  devolves  not 

rn  the  personal  representatives,  but  upon 
heirs  and  devisees  of  the  deceased  devi- 
see of  the  original  debtor. 

(January  9»  1012.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Sussex 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiffs' favor  in  an  action  brought  to  enforce 
the  statutory  liability  for  debt  of  Thomas 
ilynn,  deceased.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Theodore  B.  Dennis  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Messrs.  Oonlt  A  Dolan  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Pitney,  C,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendants  in  error,  who  were  plain- 
tiffs below,  by  their  declaration  averred 
that  one  Thomas  Flynn  in  his  liftetime 
was  indebted  to  them  for  goods  sold  and  de- 
livered, money  loaned,  etc,  and  being  so  in- 
debted departed  this  life  leaving  a  last  will 
and  testament,  whereby  he  devised  and  be- 
queathed to  Timothy  Flynn  all  his  estate,  I 


both  real  and  personal;  that  the  said  Tim- 
othy Flynn  thereby  became  possessed  of 
more  than  sufficient  real  and  personal  prop- 
erty to  meet  the  debt  so  due  and  owing 
from  the  said  Thomas  flynn  to  the  plain- 
tiffs; and  that  thereafter  the  said  Timothy 
Flynn  departed  this  life  leaving  a  last  will 
and  testament,  whereof  Mary  Mullen,  the 
defendant,  is  the  sole  executrix;  that  Thom- 
as Flynn  in  his  lifetime  promised  the  plain- 
tiffs to  pay  to  them  the  said  indebtedness, 
yet  the  said  Thomas  Flynn  in  his  lifetime, 
and  the  said  Timothy  Flynn,  his  devisee, 
since  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas,  and  the 
said  Mary  Mullen,  executrix,  since  the  death 
of  the  said  Timothy,  have  not  paid  the  same 
or  any  part  thereof,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
have  refused  and  still  do  refuse  to  pay  the 
same.  The  defendant  demurred,  on  the 
ground  that  the  declaration  disclosed  no 
ground  of  recovery  against  her  as  execu- 
trix of  Timothy  Flynn.  The  circuit  court 
overruled  the  demurrer,  and  after  assess- 
ment of  the  damages  rendered  final  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs.  To  review 
this  judgment,  the  defendant  sued  out  the 
present  writ  of  error. 

As  will  be  seen  presently,  the  action,  if  it 
have  legal  foundation,  must  rest  upon  the 
"act  for  the  relief  of  creditors  against  heirs 
and  devisees,"  passed  March  7,  1707,  as  a 
part  of  what  is  known  as  Judge  Paterson's 


Note. '"Upon  tvhotn  does  the  liability 
of  an  heir  or  devisee  for  his  dece^ 
dent's  debts  devolve  at  his  own  death. 

The  majority  of  the  courts  which  have 
passed  upon  this  question  agree  with  the 
statement  in  McCabthy  ▼.  Mullen  that 
the  heir  of  such  deceased  heir  or  devisee  is 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  ancestor.  Liabil- 
ity, however,  is  limited,  as  in  case  of  the 
first  heir,  to  the  extent  of  the  property  re- 
ceived. This  question  is  viewed  more  in  the 
nature  of  an  attempt  to  hold  the  property 
of  the  original  debtor,  and  the  courts  have 
been  liberal  in  allowing  this  to  be  held 
wherever  found. 

Thus,  in  Rinard  v.  West,  48  Ind.  150,  an 
heir  who  inherited  through  two  intermedi- 
ate descents,  and  who  was  not  of  the  blood 
of  the  debtor,  was  held  liable  for  the  debt 
to  the  extent  of  the  property  received  by 
her,  under  a  statute  providing  that  heirs, 
devisees,  and  distributees  of  a  decedent  shall 
be  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  property  re- 
ceived. In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  is 
stated  by  the  court  that  it  is  the  receipt  of 
the  property  which  renders  the  heir  liable, 
and  if  that  property  by  ai^other  descent  cast 
come  to  the  hands  of  one  not  an  immediate 
heir,  or  not  of  the  blood  of  the  deceased,  it 
should  not  change  the  rule. 

And  in  Buford  v.  Pawling,  5  Dana,  283, 
in  passing  upon  a  demurrer,  it  was  held 
that  the  heirs  of  a  devisee  are.  liable  to  an 
action  in  equity  for  the  debt  of  the  testator 
80  L.R.A.(N.S.)  44 


to  the  extent  of  the  land  devised.  The  court 
states  that  the  land  is  regarded  as  a  fund 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  and  the  heirs  as 
holding  as  trustees  until  such  debt  is  paid. 
On  a  second  appeal  of  this  case,  reported  in 
3  B.  Mon.  224,  it  was  held  that  where  the 
creditor  so  negligently  conducted  an  action 
against  the  executor  as  to  permit  personal 
estate  to  be  wasted,  none  of  which  came  into 
the  hands  of  the  devisee  or  her  heirs,  the 
heirs  were  not  liable  in  equity. 

In  Traud  v.  Magnes,  17  Jones  &  S.  300, 
the  heirs  of  a  devisee  were  held  liable  to 
the  extent  of  the  property  received  by  them, 
on  a  bond  of  the  devisor,  in  which  he  bound 
himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  adminis- 
trators. 

And  in  Waller  v.  Ellis,  2  Munf.  88,  the 
liability  of  the  heirs  of  an  heir  and  devi- 
see of  the  obligor  on  a  bond  in  which  he 
bound  himself  and  his  heirs  is  recognized, 
to  the  extent  of  the  property  received. 

And  in  Pyatt  v.  Waldo,  86  Fed.  399,  the 
heir  of  a  devisee  who  took  the  same  share 
under  the  will  that  he  would  have  tsken 
by  inheritance  was  held  liable  on  a  bond  of 
the  ancestor  to  the  extent  of  the  property 
received. 

So,  an  heir  who  inherited  assets  from  his 
ancestor,  part  directly  and  part  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  his  brother,  has  been  held 
chargeable  to  the  extent  of  the  entire  as- 
sets, on  a  bond  in  which  the  father  bound 
himself  and  his  heirs.  Anonymous,  3  Dyer* 
368a. 
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Revision,  and  which  still  remains  unre- 
pealed. Paterson's  Laws,  p.  243;  2  Gen. 
Stat.  1895,  p.  1679.  The  court  below,  in 
overruling  the  den^rrer,  did  so  upon  the 
ground  that  by  this  act  the  liability  im- 
posed upon  a  devisee  of  the  original  debtor 
is  of  a  personal  nature,  and  survives  against 
the  personal  representatives  upon  the  death 
of  such  devisee;  relying  upon  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  in  Congar  v.  Brady, 
62  N.  J.  L.  64],  42  Atl.  415. 

Before  proceeding  to  deal  with  this  ques- 
tion (which  is  the  only  question  that  has 
been  argued  before  us),  we  may  first  dispose 
of  the  suggestion  that  arises  out  of  the  aver- 
ment of  the  declaration  that  Timothy  Flynn 
became  possessed  of  certain  personal  prop- 
erty upon  the  death  of  Thomas  Flynn.  De- 
fendants in  error  do  not  rely  upon  this  as 
a  ground  of  recovery  against  the  executrix 
of  Timothy  Flynn,  nor  is  it  sufficient  to  war- 
rant such  a  recovery.  An  action  at  law 
would  not  lie  against  Timothy,  as  legatee, 
for  the  debt  of  Thomas.  The  creditor  should 
sue  Thomas's  executor,  or,  if  barred  of  such 
suit,  should  proceed  as  provided  in  the  or- 
phans* court  act  (P.  L.  1898,  p.  742,  §§  77, 
78).  It  is  not  averred  that  Timothy  Flynn 
was  the  executor  of  Thomas;  and  were  this 
true  it  would  not  render  his  executrix  liable 
in  this  action,  for  under  our  statute  con- 
cerning executors  (2  Gren.  Stat.  1425,  pi.  2) 
the  executor  of  an  executor  does  not  rep  re- 1 
sent  the  first  testator.     Nor  is  it  averred 


that  Timothy  Flynn,  in  consideration  of 
having  received  the  property  of  Thomas« 
Flynn,  or  for  any  other  consideration,  made 
Thomas's  debt  his  own  by  expressly  promis- 
ing to  pay  the  same.  There  is  no  averment 
of  any  promise  either  by  Timothy  Flynn  or 
by  the  defendant,  his  executrix.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  the  declaration  raises  no 
other  question  than  whether  the  action  may 
be  maintained  under  the  "act  for  the  relief 
of  creditors  against  heirs  and  devisees."  In 
considering  this  question,  it  is  to  be  borne 
in  mind  that  the  declaration  does  not  aver 
either  (1)  that  Timothy  Flynn  in  his  life- 
time sold  or  aliened  any  of  the  lands  that 
came  to  him  by  devise  from  Thomas  or  (2) 
that  Timothy  by  his  will  devised  those  lands 
or  any  of  them  to  the  defendant. 

In  Congar  v.  Brady,  supra,  suit  was 
brought  against  an  heir  at  law  of  a  deceased 
devisee  of  the  original  debtor.  A  demurrer 
to  the  declaration  presented  the  question 
whether,  by  virtue  of  the  statute,  the  de- 
fendant was  chargeable  with  the  payment 
of  the  obligations  of  the  original  debtor 
to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  lands  so 
descended.  This  qiiestion  was  answered  in 
the  negative,  the  opinion  declaring:  "An 
examination  of  that  statute  will  at  once 
disclose  that  although  it  makes  the  devisee 
of  a  deceased  debtor  liable  for  his  debts, 
no  action  is  given  against  any  successor 
to  the  title  of  such  devisee.  The  right  of 
action  is  not  given  for  the  purpose  of  creat- 


In  Dennyes's  Case,  Noy,  56,  the  court 
states  that  debt  lies  against  the  heir  of  an 
heir  upon  an  obligation  of  the  ancestor,  who 
obliges  himself  and  his  heirs,  unto  the 
tenth  degree. 

In  Hoi  ley  v.  Weeden,  2  Ch.  Cas.  175,  1 
Vern.  400,  the  devisee  of  an  heir  who  in- 
herited through  an  intermediate  descent  was 
held  not  liable  for  the  debt  of  the  ancestor, 
notwithstanding  the  creditor  had  recovered 
a  verdict  on  the  debt  against  such  heir,  who 
died  before  the  day  in  bank,  so  that  the 
creditor  could  not  have  judgment.  This 
decision,  however,  was  one  rendered  under 
the  old  common  law,  when  the  devisee  was 
not  in  any  event  liable  for  the  debt,  even 
if  he  were  a  devisee  of  the  original  debtor. 

In  an  action  upon  a  bond  of  an  ancestor, 
in  which  he  bound  himself  and  his  heirs, 
where  the  land  of  such  ancestor  is  held  by 
his  heirs  and  heirs  of  a  deceased  heir  in 
common,  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  heir,  be- 
ing liable  to  the  extent  of  the  land  received, 
should  be  joined  with  the  direct  heirs.  St. 
Mary's  Church  v.  Wallace,  10  N.  J.  L.  311. 
In  a  concurring  opinion  rendered  in  this 
case  the  bond  is  spoken  of  as  having  been 
signed  by  the  ancestor  and  also  his  son  (the 
deceased  heir),  and  as  binding  "themselves 
and  their  heirs  jointly  and  severally." 

Otlier  courts  treat  the  question  as  being 
whether  or  not  a  cause  of  action  is  given 
against  the  heir  of  a  deceased  heir  or  devi- 
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see.  Thus,  in  Fink  v.  Berg,  50  Hun,  211, 
2  N.  Y.  Supp.  851,  a  decision  rendered  sub- 
sequent to  the  decision  in  Traud  v.  Magnes, 
supra,  and  in  which  the  earlier  case  is  not 
referred  to,  it  is  held  that  under  the  stat- 
ute making  devisees  liable  for  the  debts 
of  the  decedent  to  the  extent  of  the  property 
devised  to  them,  a  devisee  who,  subsequent 
to  the  death  of  the  testator,  inherited  part 
of  the  property  devised  to  another  devisee, 
owing  to  the  death  of  such  devisee,  is  not 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  testator  as  to  the 
property  thus  inherited. 

And  in  Green  v.  Dunlop,  136  App.  Div. 
116,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  583,  the  heirs  of  the 
heirs  of  an  intestate  were  held  not  liable  in 
an  action  for  breach  of  covenant  of  their 
ancestor. 

In  Congar  v.  Brady,  62  N.  J.  L.  641,  42 
Atl.  415,  under  the  statute  that  was  under 
consideration  in  McCabtht  v,  Mullen,  it 
was  held  that  an  action  could  not  be  main- 
tained on  a  bond  of  the  ancestor  binding  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  against 
as  heir  of  his  devisee,  to  whom  his  lands 
had  descended. 

Liability  of  personal  representative. 

Where  the  devisee  has  aliened  the  lands 
devised  to  him,  his  personal  representative 
is  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  lands  aliened. 
Traud  v.  Magnes,  17  Jones  &  S.  309. 
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ing  and  enforcing  a  lien  upon  the  lands  de- 
vised. It  is  not  the  land,  but  the  devisee 
who  is  made  liable  for  the  indebtedness. 
That  liability  is  purely  personal,  and  sur- 
vives, if  at  all,  not  against  the  heirs,  but 
against  the  executors  and  administrators  of 
the  devisee  upon  his  decease." 

It  seems  to  us  that  if  the  statute  by  prop- 
er construction  does  create  a  purely  person- 
al liability  on  the  part  of  the  devisee,  that 
liability  would,  on  general  principles,  sur- 
vive against  his,  personal  representative  up- 
on his  decease.  To  quote  from  Williams  on 
Executors,  *1721:  "The  general  rule  has 
been  established  from  very  early  times,  with 
respect  to  such  personal  claims  as  are  found- 
ed upon  any  obligation,  contract,  debt,  cove- 
nant, or  other  duty,  that  the  right  of  action 
on  which  the  testator  or  intestate  might 
have  been  sued  in  his  lifetime  survives  his 
death  and  is  enforceable  against  his  execu- 
tor or  administrator.  Therefore  it  is  clear 
that  the  executors  or  administrators  are 
answerable,  as  far  as  they  have  assets,  for 
debts  of  every  description  due  from  the  de- 
ceased, either  debts  of  record,  as  judgments, 
statutes,  or  recognizances;  or  debts  due  on 
special  contract,  as  for  rent  or  on  bonds, 
covenants,  and  the  like,  under  seal;  or 
debts  on  simple  contract,  as  notes  unsealed, 
and  promises  not  in  writing,  either  ex- 
pressed or  implied." 

In  at  least  two  previous  decisions  the  su- 
preme court  had  expressed  views  at  variance 
with  the  decision  in  Congar  v.  Brady,  above 
cited.  In  St.  Mary's  Church  v.  Wallace 
(1829)  10  N.  J.  L.  311,  it  was  held  upon 
much  consideration  that  in  an  action 
against  surviving  heirs  of  a  deceased  ob- 
ligor, the  heirs  of  a  deceased  heir  having 
lands  by  descent  should  be  joined  In  the 
action,  or  their  nonjoinder  might  be  pleaded 
in  abatement.  This  was  upon  the  ground 
that  (where  the  lands  have  not  been  aliened 
prior  to  suit  brought)  the  heirs  are  re- 
sponsible for  the  debt  only  with  respect  to 
and  to  the  extent  of  the  lands  descended; 
that,  if  the  lands  have  passed  through  more 
that  one  descent  the  heir  of  the  heir  is  lia- 
ble; and  that  where  there  are  several  heirs 
all  ought  to  be  joined  in  the  suit,  to  the 
end  that  they  may  have  contribution  from 
each  other.  The  learned  opinions  delivered 
by  Chief  Justice  Ewing  and  Mr.  Justice 
Ford  wholly  negative  the  theory  that  (ex- 
cept for  false  pleading  or  the  like,  or  the 
alienation  of  the  lands  prior  to  suit 
brought),  there  is  any  personal  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  heir.  In  Muldoon  v. 
Moore  (1893)  65  N.  J.  L.  410,  21  L.K.A. 
89,  26  Atl.  892,  the  decision  proceeded  upon 
the  ground  that,  in  an  action  under  our 
statute,  a  creditor  of  a  deceased  obligor 
may  recover  in  an  action  against  the  heir 
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or  devisee  either:  (1)  If  defendant  plead 
properly,  a  special  judgment  requiring  the 
debt  to  be  made  only  out  of  lands  descended 
or  devised  to  defendant  which  have  not  been 
by  him  bona  fide  aliened  before  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action;  or  (2)  if  de- 
fendant plead  falsely  or  improperly  or  fail 
to  plead;  a  general  judgment  for  the  debt 
as  if  it  were  a  debt  of  the  defendant;  or 
(3)  if  the  lands  have  been  bona  fide  aliened 
before  action  brought,  a  like  general  judg- 
ment, but  only  for  the  value  of  those  lands. 

In  view  of  these  conflicting  decisions  re- 
specting the  proper  construction  of  our  act, 
it  may  be  proper  to  briefly  review  the  prac- 
tice in  England,  both  under  the  common  law 
and  under  act  3  &  4  Wm.  &  Mary,  cap.  14, 
upon  which  our  statute  was  for  the  most 
part  modeled. 

At  the  common  law,  heirs  were  liable  on 
specialties  of  the  ancestor  only  when  he  had 
assumed  by  express  mention  of  "his  heirs" 
to  bind  them;  and  then  they  were  held  lia- 
ble (except  for  false  pleading  or  the  like) 
only  for  the  lands  descended  to  them.  Prior 
to  the  act  of  Parliament,  the  heir  might 
alien  the  lands  free  of  any  charge  by  reason 
of  the  ancestor's  debt,  and  he  was  not  in 
that  event  even  bound  to  answer  for  their 
value  (at  least  not  in  an  action  at  law), 
but  if  suit  was  brought  on  the  obligation 
before  alienation,  the  lands  were  bound  in 
the  hands  of  the  heir,  and  the  obligee  upon 
recovery  could  have  execution  on  the  lands 
descended,  even  in  the  hands  of  an  alienee 
pending  suit.  But  he  could  have  no  further 
recovery,  unless  the  heir  had  made  himself 
personally  liable  by  false  pleading  or  other- 
wise. The  hardship  upon  creditors  conse- 
quent upon  allowing  the  heir  to  alien  be- 
fore suit  brought,  and  withoiit  being  re- 
sponsible even  for  the  value  of  the  lands, 
was  relieved  by  the  act  of  Wm.  &  Mary, 
which  provided  that  where  the  heir  did 
thus  alien,  he  should  be  liable  to  the  value 
of  the  lands  descended,  but  that  the  lands 
aliened  should  not  be  liable.  The  same  act 
for  the  first  time  gave  a  remedy  against 
devisees,  for  since  devisees  did  not  come 
within  the  words  of  the  obligation  (not 
being  in  the  description  of  "heirs"),  they 
could  formerly  enjoy  the  land  or  alien  it 
free  from  anv  claim  of  creditors  (at  least 
at  law)  against  either  the  alienee  or  them- 
selves; for  remedy  of  which  act  3  &  4  Wm. 
&  Mary,  cap.  14,  gave  an  action  against 
devisees  upon  such  obligations  as  bound 
the  heirs. 

This  act  is  found  in  3  Stat,  at  Large,  481 
[England],  1  Evans's  Stat.  462;  and  the 
substance  of  it  (but  without  the  preamble) 
is  given  in  Bacon,  Abr.  title,  "Heir  and  An- 
cestor," 1  F.  It  was  made  in  terms  to  con- 
tinue for  three  years  onlv,  but  was  mt^do 
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perpetual  by  act  of  6  &  7  Wm.  III.  cap.  14. 
lU  title  is:  "An  Act  for  the  Relief  of  Cred- 
itors against  Fraudulent  Devises."  After  a 
preamble  which  recites  that  persons  "having 
by  bonds  or  other  specialties  bound  them- 
selves and  their  heirs"  have,  to  the  de- 
frauding of  such  creditors,  by  their  wills 
disposed  of  their  lands  so  that  the  creditors 
have  lost  their  said  debts,  it  is  at  the  out- 
set enacted  that  as  against  such  creditors 
all  wills  and  testamentary  dispositions  of 
lands  shall  be  void.  It  is  next  enacted  that 
"every  such  creditor"  may  maintain  his 
"action  .  .  .  of  debt  upon  .  .  .  said 
bonds  and  specialties,  against  the  heir  and 
heirs  at  law  of  such  obligor  or  obligors, 
and  such  devisee  and  devisees,  jointly,  by 
virtue  of  this  act;  and  such  devisee  or  de- 
visees shall  be  liable  and  chargeable  for  a 
false  plea  by  him  or  them  pleaded,  in  the 
same  manner  as  any  heir  should  have  been 
for  any  false  plea  by  him  pleaded,  or  for  not 
confessing  the  lands  and  tenements  to  him 
descended." 

The  5th  section  (after  a  preamble  which 
recites  that  heirs  at  law,  to  avoid  the  pay- 
ment of  such  just  debts  as  in  regard  of  the 
lands  descended  to  them  they  have  been  lia- 
ble to  pay,  have  aliened  such  lands  before 
any  process  was  or  could  be  issued  against 
them)  enacts  that  "where  any  heir  at  law 
shall  be  liable  to  pay  the  debt  of  his  ances- 
tor in  regard  of  any  lands,  tenements,  or 
hereditaments  descending  to  him,  and  shall 
sell,  alien,  or  make  over  the  same  before  any 
action  brought  or  process  sued  out  against 
him,  that  such  heir  at  law  shall  be  answer- 
able for  such  debt  or  debts  in  an  action  or 
actions  of  debt,  to  the  value  of  the  said  laud 
so  by  him  sold,  aliened,  or  made  over;  in 
which  cases  all  creditors  shall  be  preferred, 
as  in  actions  against  executors  and  adminis- 
trators, and  such  execution  shall  be  taken 
out  upon  any  judgment  or  judgments  so  ob- 
tained against  such  heir,  to  the  value  of  the 
said  land,  as  if  the  same  were  his  own  prop- 
er debt  or  debts;  saving  that  the  lands,  ten- 
ements, and  hereditaments  bona  fide  aliened 
before  the  action  brought  shall  not  be  liable 
to  such  execution." 

The  6th  section  enables  the  heir  to  plead 
riena  per  descent  at  the  time  of  the  original 
writ  brought  or  the  bill  filed  against  him, 
and  the  plaintiff  may  reply  that  he  had 
lands,  etc.,  from  his  ancestor  before  the 
original,  etc.,  and  if  upon  issue  joined  it  be 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  the  jury  shall  in- 
quire of  the  value  of  the  lands  so  descended, 
and  thereupon  judgment  shall  be  given  and 
execution  shall  be  awarded  as  aforesaid; 
but  if  judgment  be  given  against  such  heir 
by  confession  of  the  action,  without  confess- 
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ing  the  assets  descended,  or  upon  demurrer, 
or  rUMl  dicit,  it  shall  be  for  the  debt  and 
damages,  without  any  writ  to  inquire  of  the 
lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments  so  de- 
scended. 

By  §  7  it  is  enacted:  "That  all  and  every 
devisee  and  devisees  made  liable  by  this  act 
shall  be  liable  and  chargeable  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  heir  at  law  by  force  of  this 
act,  notwithstanding  the  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments  to  him  or  them  devised 
shall  be  aliened  before  the  action  brought." 

For  a  general  review  of  the  English  law 
and  practice,  both  before  and  after  the  act 
of  Wm.  &  Mary,  reference  may  be  had  to 
Bacon  Abr.  title,  "Heir  A.  Ancestor,"  ^ 
F.  G.  and  H;  Vux,  Abr.  title.  "Heir,"  Tf 
C  and  D;  Davy  ▼.  Pepys,  2  Plowd.  438,  and 
reporter's  comments  thereon;  note  to  Jeff- 
reson  v.  Morton,  2  Wms.'  Saund.  7,  note  4; 
4  Oriff.  Ann.  Law  Reg.  1286;  St.  Mary's 
Church  V.  Wallace,  10  N.  J.  L.  311;  Mul- 
doon  V.  Moore,  56  N.  J.  L.  410,  21  L.R.A. 
89,  26  Atl.  892;  Myers  v.  Weger,  62  N.  J. 
L.  432,  439,  42  Atl.  280. 

That  by  the  ancient  common  laW  the  heir, 
when  sued  for  the  debt  of  his  ancestor, 
could,  by  confessing  the  action  and  showing 
what  lands  he  had  by  descent,  limit  the  re- 
covery to  a  judgment  specially  to  be  levied 
of  the  lands  descended,  is  clear  from  all  the 
authorities.  The  form  of  pleading  and 
judgment  may  be  found  in  Davy  v.  Pepys, 
2  Plowd.  438,  440, — a  case  that  antedated 
by  more  than  a  century  the  act  of  3  &  4 
Wm.  &  Mary.  See  also  Tidd,  Pr.  ••937, 938. 
And  likewise,  prior  to  .the  act,  it  had  been 
repeatedly  held  that  in  case  of  the  death  of 
the  heir  before  action  brought,  the  creditor 
could  sue  his  heir  in  his  stead,  and  so  on 
through  any  number  of  inheritances.  Anony- 
mous (22  Eliz.)  3  Dyer,  368,  pi.  46;  Jenks's 
Case,  Cro.  Car.  151;  Dennyes's  Case,  Noy, 
56,  where  the  court  said  the  liability  of 
the  heirs  extended  unto  the  tenth  degree. 

In  an  early  book  of  entries  (Rast.  Ent. 
172,  b.  pi.  4),  there  is  found  a  form  of  dec- 
laration for  an  action  of  debt  to  be  brought 
against  the  executor  of  an  heir  upon  an  ob- 
ligation of  the  ancestor.  Although  this 
precedent  was  often  referred  to  (note  to 
Henningham's  Case,  3  Dyer,  344a;  note  to 
Davy  V.  Pepys,  2  Plowd.  441 ;  Chief  Justice 
Dyer's  Comment  in  Hinde  and  Lyon's  Case, 
Leon,  pt.  2,  p.  11;  Leon,  pt.  3,  pp.  64  and 
70),  we  are  unable  to  find  that  this  course 
of  procedure  (by  suit  against  the  executor 
of  an  heir)  was  followed  or  approved  in 
any  reported  case.  In  Bacon,  Abr.  title, 
"Heir  &  Ancestor,"  par.  F,  written  after 
the  act  of  Win.  &  Mary,  the  precedent  r^ 
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ferred  to  is  cited  In  a  note,  but  in  the  text 
Ib  the  following:  "It  seems  that  neither 
before  nor  since  this  statute  the  executor 
or  administrator  of  the  heir  are  liable;  for 
the  person  of  the  heir  is  not  chargeable,  but 
with  respect  to  the  land,"  etc. 

In  Bowyer  ▼.  Rivet,  Popham,  165,  Doder- 
idge,  J.,  is  reported  to  have  said:  "Debt 
will  lie  against  his  [the  heir's]  executor, 
as  it  is  said  in  Plow.  Com.,  and  so  against 
the  heirs  of  the  heir  to  many  generations, 
albeit  of  this  Plowden  makes  a  doubt,"  etc. 
A  reference  to  Plowden,  however  (page 
441),  makes  it  plain  that  his  doubt  was 
whether  there  was  any  liability  on  the 
part  of  the  executor  of  the  heir,  not  whether 
the  heir  of  the  heir  was  liable. 

In  1  Lill.  Mod;  Entr.  147,  is  a  form  of 
declaration  against  the  heir  of  the  heir  of 
the  heir  of  the  original  debtor;  and  in  2 
Lill.  Mod.  Entr.  504,  is  the  form  of  a  spe- 
cial Judgment  in  an  action  against  an  heir 
in  the  third  degree. 

It  seems  to  us  that  by  the  reason  of  the 
matter  as  well  as  by  the  weight  of  author- 
ity, it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  the  law 
of  England,  prior  to  the  act  of  Wm.  A 
Mary,  that  upon  the  death  of  an  heir  the 
liability,  in  respect  of  the  lands  descended, 
'devolved  upon  his  heirs,  and  not  upon  his 
personal  representatives.  The  action  (ex- 
cept for  itdae  pleading  or  the  like)  was 
in  effect  an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  upon 
lands,  and  that  only;  and  it  followed  the 
lands  so  long  as  they  passed  by  successive 
inheritances.  And  such  was  the  view  taken 
by  our  supreme  court  in  St.  Mary's  Church 
▼.  Wallace,  10  N.  J.  L.  311.  There  followed 
the  act  of  Wm.  A  Mary,  with  its  very 
clearly  expressed  purpose  of  rendering  all 
devises  void  as  against  creditors,  and  sub- 
jecting devisees  to  action  in  the  same  man- 
ner and  to  the  same  extent  that  heirs  were 
theretofore  liable  (of  course,  with  the  modi- 
fications contained  in  the  act  itself),  requir- 
ing, indeed,  that  the  heirs  and  devisees 
should  be  sued  jointly.  And  then  came  our 
act  of  1797,  giving  a  more  extensive  remedy 
to  creditors,  in  that  it  includes  obligations 
arising  "whether  by  simple  contract  or 
specialty,  and  whether  the  heirs  are  men- 
tioned therein  or  not,"  but  making  no  es- 
sential change  in  the  character  of  the  rem- 
edy. It  authorizes  an  action  to  be  main- 
tained "against  the  heir  and  heirs  at  law, 
and  devisee  and  devisees  of  such  debtor,  in 
case  such  debtor  made  any  last  will  and 
testament."  It  omits  the  word  "jointly" 
used  in  this  connection  in  the  act  of  Wm. 
&  Mary,  but  we  think  it  at  least  permits, 
if  it  does  not  require,  that  the  heirs  and 
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devisees  be  joined  in  a  single  action.  At 
least,  it  very  clearly  evinces  the  intent  that 
devisees  shall  be  subjected  to  the  like  lia- 
bility with  heirs. 

As  this  court  pointed  out  in  Dodson  ▼. 
Taylor,  63  N.  J.  L.  200,  204,  21  Atl.  293, 
the  statute  is  remedial,  and  should  receive  a 
liberal  interpretation. 

Excluding,  for  the  present,  those  provi- 
sions of  the  act  that  have  to  do  with  alien- 
ations  before  suit  brought,  and  the  conse- 
quent liability  imposed  upon  the  heir  or 
devisee  thus  aliening,  it  seems  to  us  plain 
that  in  the  case  of  heirs  and  devisees 
alike  no  personal  liability  is  imposed  (save 
for  their  own  improper  pleading  or  failure 
to  plead),  and  that  the  action  is  in  effect 
an  action  to  enforce  a  lien  upon  the  lands 
of  the  debtor  in  the  hands  of  his  heirs  and 
devisees;  and  that  as  no  number  of  inherit- 
ances would  at  the  common  law  operate  to 
deprive  the  creditor  of  his  action,  so,  under 
the  statute,  the  action  may  be  maintained 
against  not  only  heirs  and  devisees,  but 
against  heirs  of  heirs,  devisees  of  heirs, 
heirs  of  devisees,  and  devisees  of  devisees, 
so  long  as  the  lands  of  the  original  debtor 
remain  in  the  hands  of  any  person  by 
descent  or  devise.  And  this  view  of  the 
statute  is  at  the  same  time  inconsistent 
with  the  theory  that  the  executor  of  a  dev- 
isee may  be  held  responsible  where  the 
devisee  in  his  lifetime  made  no  alienation 
of  the  lands.  The  executor,  as  such,  does 
not  succeed  to  any  title  to  the  lands,  and 
would  have  to  pay  the  debt  from  personal 
property,  whereby  the  creditor  would  be 
deprived  of  the  direct  lien  upon  the  realty 
that  it  was  the  very  object  of  the  statute 
to  give  him.  At  the  same  time,  in  the  case 
of  several  heirs  and  devisees,  some  dying 
and  others  surviving,  the  question  of  con- 
tribution among  them  would  be  hopelessly 
confused. 

This  view  is  borne  out  by  the  phraseology 
of  §  6  of  the  "act  making  lands  liable  to 
be  sold  for  the  payment  of  debts,"  passed 
February  18,  1799  (only  two  years  after  the 
act  now  under  consideration),  found  in  Pat- 
erson's  Laws,  p.  369,  and  which  is  now 
§  1  of  the  act  respecting  executions  (2 
Gen.  Stat.  1414).  This  section,  in  prescrib- 
ing the  form  of  a  writ  of  execution  against 
lands,  provides  that  "when  such  execution 
shall  be  issued  against  terre  tenants  or 
heirs  or  devisees  (unless  they  shall  have 
made  their  estate  liable  by  false  pleading 
or  otherwise),  it  shall  only  command  the 
sheriff  or  other  officer  that  of  the  lands, 
etc.,  whereof  the  ancestor,  testator,  or  per- 
son deceased  was  seised  on  the  day  when  the 
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said  lands,  etc.,  became  liable  as  aforesaid, 
or  at  any  time  afterwards,  etc.,  he  cause  to 
be  made  the  debt,  etc.,  in  said  writ  men- 
tioned." 

Upon  full  consideration,  therefore,  it 
seems  to  us  that  the  primary  object  of  the 
statute  is  to  afford  to  the  creditor  alterna- 
tive remedies  against  the  heirs  and  devisees, 
dependent  upon  whether  the  lands  descended 
or  devised  have  been  aliened  before  suit 
brought,  visa, :  ( 1 )  If  not  so  aliened,  or  with 
respect  to  such  as  have  not  been  aliened, 
the  remedy  is  in  effect  an  action  at  law  to 
enforce  a  lien  for  the  debt  upon  the  lands 
descended  or  devised;  in  this  action,  if  the 
defendants  plead  properly,  no  personal  re- 
sponsibility is  imposed,  but  the  judgment 
and  consequent  execution  are  special,  and 
limited  in  their  effect  to  the  lands  descend- 
ed and  devised  so  far  as  not  aliened  before 
action  brought.  (2)  In  case  of  such  aliena- 
tion, the  lands  aliened  being  freed  from 
the  debt  by  the  express  terms  of  the  act,  a 
personal  liability  to  the  extent  of  their 
value  is  imposed  upon  the  heir  or  devisee 
who  has  made  the  alienation,  as  a  substitute 
for  the  lien  upon  the  lands  of  which  the 
creditor  has  been  thereby  deprived.  (3) 
But  the  statute  further  provides  (and  this 
may  be  called  its  secondary  object)  that  for 
false  pleading,  or  for  confession  of  the  ac- 
tion without  confessing  the  assets  descend- 
ed, or  if  judgment  go  against  defendant 
upon  demurrer  or  nihil  dicitj  there  shall  be 
a  personal  judgment  (at  least,  if  the  plain- 
tiff so  elects)  for  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
irrespective  of  the  value  of  the  lands  de- 
scended or  devised. 

This  view  of  the  statute  is  substantially 
in  accord  with  that  adopted  by  the  supreme 
court  in  Muldoon  v.  Moore,  66  N.  J.  L.  410, 
21  L.R.A.  89,  26  Atl.  892,  and  is  consistent 
with  the  earlier  decision  of  the  same  court 
in  St.  Mary's  Church  v.  Wallace,  10  N.  J. 
L.  311, 

As  already  pointed  out,  the  declaration  in 
the  case  before  us  does  not  aver  that  Tim- 
othy Flynn,  the  devisee,  in  his  lifetime, 
sold  or  aliened  the  lands  devised  or  any 
part  of  them,  and  without  this  it  shows  no 
ground  of  recovery  against  the  defendant 
as  his  executrix,  because  it  shows  no  per- 
sonal liability  on  Timothy's  part;  and  the 
declaration  does  not  aver  that  he  (Tim- 
othy) at  his  death  devised  the  lands  of  the 
original  debtor  or  any  of  them  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  without  this  it  shows  no 
ground  for  suing  defendant  as  devisee. 

The  judgment  under  review  should  there- 
fore be  reversed,  and  final  judgment  be  en- 
tered in  favor  of  the  defendant,  with  costs. 
o\)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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STATE  OF  OHIO  EX  REL.  WALLACE 

D.  YAPLE 

V. 

DAVID  S.  CREAMER,  State  Treasurer. 

(85  Ohio  St.  349,  97  N.  E.  602.) 

Master  and  servant  —  employees'  in- 
surance act  -^  constitutionality. 
The  act  entitled  "An  Act  to  Create  a  State 
Insurance  Fund  for  the  Benefit  of  Injured 
and  the  Dependents  of  Killed  Employees," 
etc.,  102  0.  L.  524,  is  a  valid  exercise  of  leg- 
islative power,  not  repugnant  to  the  Feder- 
al or  state  Constitutions,  or  to  any  limita- 
tion contained  in  either. 

(February  6,  1912.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  the  defendant  as  state  treasurer 
to  pay  a  certain  traveling  expense  voucher 

contracted  by  the  members  of  the  liability 
board  of  awards.  Demurrer  to  petition 
overruled. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Timothy  S.  Hogan,  Attorney 
General,  Clarence  D.  Laylin,  Frank  Dav- 
is, Jr.,  J.  Harrington  Boyd,  Wallace  D. 
Yaple,  James  L.  Bonlger,  Daniel  J. 
Ryan,  and  J.  L.  Hampton  for  relator.     • 

Mr.  George  B.  Okey,  for  Ohio  State 
Federation  of  Labor: 

The  act  does  not  conflict  with  §  2  of 
the  Ohio  Bill  of  Rights,  nor  with  the  14th 
Amendment  to  the  Federal  Constitution, 
which  guarantee  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws. 

State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v.  Ferris,  53  Ohio 
St.  314,  30  L.R.A.  218,  41  N.  E.  579;  Con- 
solidated Coal  Co.  V.  Illinois,  185  U.  S.  203, 
46  L.  ed.  872,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  616;  McLean 
V.  Arkansas,  211  U.  S.  539,  53  L.  ed.  315, 
29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  206;  Magoun  v.  Illinois 
Trust  &  Sav.  Bank,  170  U.  S.  283,  293, 
42  L.  ed.  1037,  18  Sup..  Ct.  Rep.  594;  Mis- 
souri, K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  y.  May,  194  U.  S. 
267,  48  L.  ed.  971,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  638; 
Field  V.  Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  194  U. 
S.  618,  48  L.  ed.  1142,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
784;  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Mat- 
thews,  174  U.  S.   106,   43   L.  ed.   913,   19 

Head  note  by  the  Court. 

Note.  —  The  constitutionality  of  compul- 
sory industrial  insurance  is  discussed  in 
State  ex  rel.  Davis-Smith  Co.  v.  Clausen,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  466,  and  note,  and  in  Borgnis 
V.  Falk  Co.  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  489,  since 
which  there  have  been  no  other  decisions  on 
the  subject. 

As  to  the  constitMtionalitv  of  workmen's 
compensation  legislation  in  general,  see  note 
to  Ives  V.  South  Buffalo  R.  Co.  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   162. 
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Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  609;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Mackey,  127  U.  S.  206,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1161;  Orient  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Daggs,  172  U.  S.  657,  43  L.  ed.  662,  19 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  281;  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Turnipseed,  219  U.  S.  35,  65  L.  ed. 
78,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  226,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
136,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  463;  People  ex  rel. 
Duntz  V.  Coon,  67  Hun,  625,  22  N.  Y.  Supp. 
865;  W.  W.  Cargill  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  180 
U.  S.  452,  45  L.  ed.  619,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
423. 

The  act  is  not  void  as  in  contravention 
of  §§  1  and  19  of  the  Ohio  Bill  of  Rights, 
or  of  §  1  of  the  14th  Amendment  to  the 
Federal  Constitution,  which  guarantee  all 
persons  against  deprivation  of  property 
without  due  process  of  law. 

Jones  V.  Brim,  165  U.  S.  182,  41  L.  ed. 
678,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  282;  Powell  v.  Penn- 
sylvania, 127  U.  S.  678,  32  L.  ed.  253,  8 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  992,  1257;  Giozza  v.  Tiernan, 
148  U.  S.  657,  37  L.  ed.  699,  13  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  721;  Deems  v.  Baltimore,  80  Md.  164, 
26  L.R.A.  641,  46  Am.  St.  Rep.  339,  30 
Atl.  648;  State  ex  rel.  Walker  v.  Section 
"A"  Crim.  Dist.  Judge,  39  La.  Ann.  J38, 
1  So.  437;  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mackey, 
127  U.  S.  205,  32  L.  ed.  107,  8  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  1161;  Clark  v.  Russell,  38  C.  C.  A. 
541,  97  Fed.  902;  State  ex  rel.  Davis- 
Smith  Co.  V.  Clausen,  66  Wash.  156,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    466,   117  Pac.  1101. 

JVllcssrs.  lientz,  Karns,  liinton,  A 
Ilcngst,  for  respondent: 

The  workmen's  compensation  act  of  the 
state  of  Ohio  is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

Ives  V.  South  Buffalo  R.  Co.  201  N.  Y. 
271,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162,  94  N.  E.  431, 
Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  156;  Davidson  v.  New 
Orleans,  96  U.  S.  97,  102,  24  L.  ed.  616, 
619;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Outcalt,  2 
Colo.  App.  395,  31  Pac.  177;  Catril  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  2  Idaho,  676,  21  Pac. 
416;  Ohio  A  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Lackey,  78  III. 
55;  Thompson  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  8 
Mont.  27&,  21  Pac.  25;  Bielenberg  v.  Mon- 
tana Union  R.  Co.  8  Mont.  271,  2  L.R.A. 
813,  20  Pac.  314;  Jensen  v.  Union  P.  R. 
Co.  6  Utah,  253,  4  L.RJk.  725,  21  Pac. 
994;  Gamp  v.  Rogers,  44  Conn.  291;  Ziegler 
V.  South  &  North  Ala.  R.  Co.  58  Ala.  594; 
Oregon  R.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Smalley,  1  Wash. 
206,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  143,  23  Pac.  1008; 
Ex  parte  Falk,  42  Ohio  St.  638;  State  v. 
Ellet,  47  Ohio  St.  90,  21  Am.  St.  Rep. 
772,  23  N.  E.  931;  Gaylord  v.  Hubbard, 
56  Ohio  St.  37,  46  N.  E.  66;  Hixon  v. 
Burson,  54  Ohio  St.  470,  43  N.  E.  1000; 
State  ex  rel.  Gard  v.  Harmon,  13-23  Ohio 
C.  C.  292;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  State,  26  Ohio  C.  C.  348;  French 
V.  Shirley,  9  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  181,  7 
Ohio  N.  P.  26;  Kane  v.  R.  Co.  14  Ohio 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Fed.  Dec.  642;  State  ex  rel.  Schwartz  v. 
Ferris,  63  Ohio  St.  314,  30  L.R.A.  218, 
41  N.  E.  579;  Senior  v.  Ratterman,  44 
Ohio  St.  678,  11  N.  E.  321;  State  ex  rel. 
Monnett  v.  Guilbert,  66  Ohio  St.  627,  38 
L.R.A.  519,  60  Am:  St.  Rep.  756,  47  N.  E. 
561;  Lucas  County  v.  State  (Davies  v. 
State)  76  Ohio  St.  114,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1196,  78  N.  E.  955;  Citizens'  Sav.  &  L. 
Asso.  V.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  655,  22  L.  ed. 
455;  Wisconsin  Keeley  Institute  Co.  v. 
Milwaukee  County,  95  Wis.  153,  36  L.R.A. 
55,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  105,  70  N.  W.  68; 
Putney  Bros.  Co.  v.  Milwaukee  County,  108 
Wis.  554,  84  N.  W.  822;  State  ex  rel. 
Garrett  v.  Froehlich,  118  Wis,  129,  61 
L.R.A.  345,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  985,  94  N.  W. 
50;  State  ex  rel.  Garth  v.  Switzler,  143 
Mo.  287,  40  L.R.A.  280,  66  Am.  St.  Rep. 
653,  46  S.  W.  245;  State  ex  rel.  Huston 
V.  Perry  County,  6  Ohio  St.  497;  Fayette 
County  V,  People's  &  D.  Bank,  47  Ohip 
St.  603,  10  L.R.A.  196,  25  N.  E.  697 ;  Mon- 
roe V.  Collins,  17  Ohio  St.  685;  Byers  v. 
Meridian  Printing  Co.  84  Ohio  St.  408, 
38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  913,  95  N.  E.  917;  Balti- 
more &  0.  R.  Co.  V.  Stankard,  56  Ohio  St. 
224,  49  L.R.A.  381,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  746, 
46  N.  E.  677;  Franklin  v.  United  R.  & 
Electric  Co.  57  Bulletin,  Bureau  of  Labor 
689. 

Messrs.  S.  H.  ToUes,  H.  B.  Arnold,  H. 
H.  McKeehan,  M.  B.  Johnson,  H.  H. 
Johnson,  T.  H.  Hogsett,  Outhwaite, 
Linn,  &  Thurman,  D.  N.  Postlewaitc, 
Theodore  W.  Reath,  F.  M.  Rivinus,  and 
Henry  Bannon  also  for  respondent. 

Johnson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  statute  in  question  provides  for 
the  creation  of  a  state  liability  board  of 
awards,  which  shall  establish  a  state  in- 
surance fund  from  premiums  paid  by  em- 
ployers and  employees  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided in  the  act.  It  provides  a  plan  of 
compensation  for  injuries  not  wilfully  self- 
inflicted,  resulting  from  accidents  to  em- 
ployees of  employers,  both  of  whom  have 
voluntarily  contributed  to  the  fund  in  the 
proportion  of  10  and  90  per  cent  respect- 
ively. It  applies  only  where  the  employer 
has  five  or  more  operatives  regularly  in 
the  same  business  or  in  or  about  the  same 
establishment.  An  employer  who  complies 
with  the  act  is  relieved  from  liability  to 
respond  in  damages  at  common  law  or  by 
•statute,  for  injury  or  death  of  an  employee 
who  has  complied  with  its  provisions,  ex- 
cept when  the  injury  arises  from  the  wil- 
ful act  of  himself  or  officer  or  agent,  or 
from  failure  to  comply  with  any  law  or 
ordinance  providing  for  protection  of  life 
and   safety   of   employees,   in  which   event 
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the  employee  or  his  repreaentatives  have 
their  election  between  a  suit  for  damages 
and  a  claim  under  the  act.  Employers  of 
five  or  more  who  do  not  pay  premiums 
into  the  fund  are  dej)rived,  in  actions 
against  them^  of  the  common-law  defenses 
of  the  fellow-servant  rule,  the  assumption 
of  risk,  and  of  contributory  negligence. 
Where  the  parties  are  operating  under  the 
act,  the  injured  employee  and  his  depend- 
ents in  case  of  death,  are  compelled  to  ac- 
cept compensation  from  the  insurance  fund 
in  the  manner  provided,  except  in  the  cases 
above  set  forth. 

The  objections  to  the  validity  of  the  act 
are  stated  by  different  counsel  at  the  bar, 
and  in  their  briefs,  under  various  heads. 
All  of  them  are  substantially  comprised 
in  the  following:  First.  That  it  is  an  un- 
warranted exercise  of  the  police  power 
and  directs  the  state  to  tise  public  funds 
for  private  purposes.  Second.  That  §§20 
— 1  and  21 — 1  take  private  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  in  contravention 
of  §§  5,  16,  and  19^  art.  1,  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  Ohio,  and  the  14th  Amendment 
to  the  Constitution  of  United  States,  in 
that  it  deprives .  employers  of  the  defense 
of  assumption  of  risk,  and  deprives  the 
employee  of  part  of  his  wages  to  be  paid 
to  the  state  insurance  fund,  of  the  right 
to  sue  for  injuries  sustained,  of  recourse 
to  the  courts,  and  of  a  trial  by  jury. 
Third.  That  it  deprives  parties  of  the 
freedom  of  contract  and  impaits  the  obli- 
gations of  contracts.  Fourth.  That  it 
makes  an  unjust  and  arbitrary  classifi- 
cation, and  does  not  affect  all  who  are 
within  its  reason. 

Sections  20 — 1  and  21 — ^1  are  as  follows, 
viz,: 

"Sec.  20 — 1.  Any  employer  who  employs 
five  or  more  workmen,  or  operatives  regu- 
larly in  the  same  business  or  in  or  about 
the  same  establishment,  who  shall  pay  into 
the  state  insurance  fund  the  premiums  pro- 
vided by  this  act,  shall  not  be  liable  to 
respond  in  damages  at  common  law  or  by 
statute,  save  as  hereinafter  provided,  for 
injuries  or  death  of  any  sucli  employee, 
wherever  occurring,  during  the  period 
covered  by  such  premiums,  provided  the 
injured  employee  has  remained  in  his  serv- 
ice with  notice  that  his  employer  has 
paid  into  the  state  insurance  fund  the 
premiums  provided  by  this  act;  the  con- 
tinuation in  the  service  of  such  employer 
with  such  notice  shall  be  deemed  a  waiver 
by  the  employee  of  his  right  of  action 
as  aforesaid.  Each  employer  paying  the 
premiums  provided  by  this  act  into  the 
state  insurance  fund  shall  post  in  con- 
spicuous places  about  his  place  or  places 
of  business  typewritten  or  printed  notices 
39  LJl.A.(N.S.) 


stating  the  fact  that  he  has  made  such 
payment;  and  the  same,  when  so  posted, 
shall  constitute  sufficient  notice  to  his 
employees  of  the  fact  that  he  has  made 
such  payment,  and  of  any  subsequent  pay- 
ments he  may  make  after  such  notices 
have  been  posted. 

"Sec.  21 — 1.  All  employers  who. employ 
five  or  more  workmen  or  operatives  regu- 
larly in  the  same  business  or  in  or  about 
the  same  establishment,  who  shall  not 
pay  into  the  state  insurance  fund  the 
premiums  provided  by  this  act,  shall  be 
liable  to  their  employees  for  damages  suf- 
fered by  reason  of  personal  injuries  sus- 
tained in  the  course  of  employment,  caused 
by  the  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  default 
of  the  employer,  or  any  of  the  employer's 
officers,  agents,  or  employees,  and  also  to 
the  personal  representatives  of  such  em- 
ployees where  death  results  from  such  in- 
juries; and  in  such  action  the  defendant 
shall  not  avail  himself  or  itself  of  the 
following  common-law  defenses:  the  de- 
fense of  the  fellow-servant  rule,  the  de- 
fense of  the  assumption  of  risk,  or  the 
defense  of  contributory  negligence." 

The  law  was  passed  after  a  report  re- 
ferred to  in  the  briefs,  of  a  conmiission  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor,  in  obedience  to 
a  statute  passed  for  that  purpose.  The 
report  was  prepared  after  an  exhaustive 
research  into  industrial  conditions  in  many 
countries,  and  an  examination  of  laws 
which  have  been  passed  in  the  effort  to 
improve  such  conditions.  Substantially, 
its  conclusions  are:  That  the  system  which 
has  been  followed  in  this  country,  of  deal- 
ing with  accidents  in  industrial  pursuits, 
is  wholly  unsound;  that  there  is  an  intelli- 
gent and  widespread  public  sentiment 
which  calls  for  its  modification  and  im- 
provement, and  that  •  the  general  welfare 
requires  it;  that  there  has  been  enormous 
waste  under  the  present  system,  and  that 
the  action  for  personal  injuries  by  em- 
ployee against  employer  no  longer  fur- 
nishes a  real  and  practical  remedy,  annoys 
and  harasses  both,  and  does  not  meet  the 
economic  and  social  problem  which  has 
resulted  from  modern  industrialism.  Con- 
ceding the  desirability  of  improvement,  of 
legislative  and  governmental  action,  and 
the  good  results  in  other  countries  which 
have  no  written  Constitution  to  limit  the 
legislative  power,  we,  in  this  country,  have 
the  problem  of  devising  a  plan  which  shall 
not  infringe  the  fundamental  law. 

It  is  apparent,  from  a  contemplation  of 
the  whole  enactment  and  its  scope  and 
purpose,  as  well  as  of  the  participation  of 
the  state  in  its  administration,  that  it 
must  find  its  validity,  if  at  all,  in  the 
police  power  of  the  state.     There  is  now 
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(it  can  be  fairly  said)  general  concur- 
rence in  the  meaning  of  the  term  "police 
power"  and  aa  to  its  extent.  Prof.  Freund, 
in  his  work,  says,  at  §  2:  ''The  term 
'police'  has  never  been  circumscribed.  It 
means  at  the  same  time  a  power  and  func- 
tion  of  government,  a  system  of  rules,  and 
an  administrative  organization  and  force." 
And  in  §  3,  after  discussing  its  nature 
and  aims,  he  says:  "It  will  reveal  the 
police  power  not  as  a  fixed  quantity,  but 
as  the  expression  of  social,  economic,  and 
political  conditions.  As  long  as  these  con- 
ditions vary,  the  police  power  must  con- 
tinue to  be  elastic,  i,  e.,  capable  of  develop- 
ment." In  State  ex  rel.  Monnett  v.  Buck- 
eye Pipe  Line  Co.  61  Ohio  St.  520,  56 
N.  E.  464,  as  to  the  constitutionality  of 
the  Ohio  anti-trust  law,  it  is  said:  "The 
definite  proposition  of  counsel  upon  this 
point  is  that,  although  the  act  is  an  exer- 
cise of  legislative  power;  it  transcends  the 
provisions  of  the  state  and  Federal  Con- 
stitutions, which  render  inviolable  the 
rights  of  liberty  and  property,  which  in- 
clude the  right  to  make  contracts.  It 
would  be  difficult  to  place  too  high  an 
estimate  upon  these  guaranties,  and  they 
include  the  right  to  make  contracts.  But 
it  is  settled  that  these  guaranties  are  them- 
selves limited  by  the  public  welfare  or 
tlie  exercise  of  the  police  power."  In  Phil- 
lips V.  State,  77  Ohio  St.  216,  82  N.  E. 
1065,  it  is  said:  "It  is  almost  an  axiom 
that  anything  which  is  reasonable  and 
necessary  to  secure  the  peace,  safety,  mor- 
als, and  best  interests  of  the  common- 
wealth may  be  done  under  the  police  power ; 
and  this  implies  that  private  rights  exist 
subject  to  the  public  welfare.  These  prin- 
ciples are  plainly  recognized  in  article  14, 
§  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  article  1,  §  19,  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  Ohio."  The  cases  of  Noble  State 
Bank  v.  Haskell,  219  U.  S.  104,  55  L.  ed. 
112,  32  L.R.'A.(N.S.)  1062,  31  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  186,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  487,  and  As- 
saria  State  Bank  v.  Dolley,  219  U.  S.  121, 
55  L.  ed.  123,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  189,  in- 
volved the  constitutionality  of  laws  enacted 
by  Oklahoma  and  Kansas,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  police  power  to  establish  bank  de- 
positors' guaranty  funds  created  by  levy 
on  each  of  the  banks.  Objection  was  made 
that  the  tax  was  an  appropriation  of  the 
property  of  one  bank  to  pay  debts  of  an- 
other, without  due  process  of  law.  Mr. 
Justice  Holmes  said:  "The  substance  of 
the  plaintiff's  argument  is  that  the  assess- 
ment takes  private  property  for  private 
use  without  compensation.  .  .  .  Never- 
theless, notwithstanding  the  logical  form  of 
the  objection,  there  are  more  powerful  con- 
siderations on  the  other  side.  In  the  first 
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place,  it  is  established  by  a  series  of  cases 
that  an  ulterior  public  advantage  may 
justify  a  comparatively  insignificant  tak- 
ing of  private  property  for  what,  in  its 
immediate  purpose,  is  a  private  use.  .  ,  . 
It  may  be  said  in  a  general  way  that 
the  police  power  extends  to  all  the  great 
public  needs.  Camfield  ▼.  United  States, 
167  U.  S.  518,  42  L.  ed.  260,  17  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  864.  It  may  be  put  forth  in  aid 
of  what  is  sanctioned  by  usage,  or  held 
by  the  prevailing  morality  or  strong  and 
preponderant  opinion,  to  be  greatly  and 
immediately  necessary  to  the  public  wel- 
fare." We  think  it  clear  that  the  objects 
and  purposes  as  above  set  forth,  which  the 
legislature  contemplated  in  the  passage  of 
the  law  in  question,  are  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  exercise  of  the  police  power,  and 
the  participation  of  the  state  in  the  manner 
provided.  Whether  the  plan  adopted  is 
the  most  appropriate  or  best  calculated 
to  accomplish  those  objects  are  matters 
with  which  the  court  is  not  concerned,  and 
the  law  should  not  be  held  to  be  invalid 
unless  clearly  in  violation  of  some  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution. 

It  is  urgently  insisted  that  while  the  law 
is  apparently  permissive,  and  leaves  its 
operation  to  the  election  of  employers  and 
employees,  it  is  really  coercive,  and  upon 
this  premise  much  persuasive  argument 
against  the  validity  of  the  law  is  based. 
This  is  an  important  question  in  the  case. 

An  examination  of  the  section  touch- 
ing the  questions  made  is  here  necessary. 
After  providing  in  §  20 — 1  that  an  em- 
ployer who  elects  to  comply  with  the  act 
shall  be  relieved  from  liability  to  the  em- 
ployee at  common  law  or  by  statute  (ex- 
cept as  provided  in  §  21 — 2),  it  is  then 
enacted  in  §  21 — 1:  "All  employers  who 
shall  not  pay  into  the  insurance  fund, 
.  .  .  shall  be  liable  to  their  employees 
for  damages,  .  .  .  caused  by  the  wrong- 
ful act,  neglect,  or  default  of  the  employer, 
his  agents,"  etc.  And  in  such  cases  the 
defenses  of  assumption  of  risk,  fellow  serv- 
ant, and  contributory  negligence  are  not 
available.  So  that  an  employer  who  elects 
not  to  come  into  the  plan  of  insurance 
may  still  escape  liability  if  he  not  guilty 
of  wrongful  act,  neglect,  or  default.  His 
liability  is  not  absolute,  as  in  the  case  of 
the  New  York  statute  hereinafter  referred 
to.  And  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  with- 
drawal of  the  defenses  of  assumption  of 
risk,  fellow  servant,  and  contributory  negli- 
gence, as  against  an  employer  who  does 
not  go  into  the  plan,  is  coercive,  for  sujch 
withdrawal  is  in  harmony  with  the  legisla- 
tive policy  of  the  state  for  a  number  of 
years  past.  The  law  known  as  the  Norris 
law,   passed   in   1910,   withdrew   these   de-' 
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fcnses  in  the  particiilars  covered  by  the 
law. 

As  to  the  employee,  if  the  parties  do  not 
elect  to  operate  under  the  act,  he  has  his 
remedy  for  the  neglect,  wrongful  act,  or 
default  of  his  employer  and  agents,  as 
before  the  law  was  passed,  and  is  not 
subject  to  the  defenses  named.  If  the  par- 
ties are  operating  under  the  act,  the  em- 
ployee contributes  to  an  insurance  fund 
for  the  benefit  of  himself  or  his  heirs,  and, 
in  case  he  is  injured  or  killed,  he  or  they 
will  receive  the  benefit,  even  though  his 
injury  or  death  was  caused  by  his  own 
negligent  or  wrongful  act,  not  wilftil.  And 
that  is  not  all.  Under  §  21—2,  if  the 
parties  are  operating  under  the  act,  and 
the  employee  is  injured  or  killed,  and  the 
injury  arose  from  the  wilful  act  of  his 
employer,  his  officer  or  agent,  or  from  fail- 
ure of  the  employer  or  agent  to  comply 
with  legal  requirements  as  to  safety  of 
employees,  then  the  injured  employee  or  his 
lo^al  representative  has  his  option  to  claim 
under  the  act  or  sue  in  court  for  damages. 
Tliercfore  the  only  right  of  action  which 
III  is  statute  removes  from  the  employee  is 
the  right  to  sue  for  mere  negligence  (wliich 
is  not  wilful  or  statutory)  of  his  employer, 
and  it  is  within  common  knowledge  that 
this  has  become  in  actual  practice  a  most 
unsubstantial  thing. 

It  is  conceded  by  counsel  that  the  par- 
ticulars named  in  §  21 — 2  are  such  as  form 
the  basis  for  a  large  portion  of  claims  for 
personal  injuries.  Many  employers  may 
elect  to  remain  outside  its  provisions;  it 
would  not  -  be  strange  if  many  do  so.  On 
the  other  hand,  some  workmen  may  feel  dis- 
posed to  do  likewise  in  spite  of  what  would 
seem  to  be  to  their  manifest  advantage 
in  securing  the  benefits  of  the  insurance. 
However,  if  there  should  be  such  general 
acceptance  of  and  compliance  with  the 
statute  as  its  framers  hope  for,  so  as  to 
bring  a  large  part  of  the  labor  employed 
in  the  industrial  enterprises  of  the  state 
within  its  influence  and  operation,  that 
would  not  demonstrate  its  coercive  char- 
acter. On  the  contrary,  it  would  justify 
the  enactment.  Naturally  time  and  ex- 
perience will  disclose  imperfections  and  in- 
cflTiciencies  in  the  plan;  but  if  it  should 
prove  to  be  feasible,  and  appropriate  in  a 
general  way,  these  imperfections  can  be  cor- 
rected by  the  legislature.  On  account  of 
the  common-law  and  statutory  rights  still 
preserved  •  to  the  parties  by  this  statute 
(as  we  have  pointed  out),  in  cases  where 
the  election  is  made  to  come  under  its 
provisions,  as  well  as  not  to  do  so,  taken 
in  connection  with  the  advantage  to  each 
which  the  plan  contemplates,  we  cannot 
say  tliat  the*  statute  is  coercive.  As  was 
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said  in  the  Wisconsin  case:  "Laws  cannot 
be  set  aside  upon  mere  speculation  or  con- 
jecture. The  court  must  be  able  to  say 
with  certainty  that  an  unlawful  result  will 
follow."  [147  Wis.  327.]  We  do  not  see 
how  any  such  thing  can  be  said  here. 
Every  consideration  of  prudence  and  self- 
interest  (things  not  easily  associated  with 
compulsion  and  coercion)  would  seem  to 
lead  an  employee  to  voluntarily  make  the 
contribution  and  waiver  contemplated. 

Second.  Does  this  statute  take  private 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  and 
deny  the  guaranties  of  the  Constitution  as 
claimed? 

Perhaps  no  exact  definition  of  "due  proc- 
ess of  law"  has  been  agreed  on.  Judge 
Story  defines  it  in  his  work  on  the  Con- 
stitution, §  1936:  The  right  "to  be  pro- 
tected in  life  and  liberty  and  in  the  ac- 
quisition and  enjoyment  of  property,  under 
equal  and  impartial  laws  which  govern  the 
whole  community.  This  puts  the  state 
upon  its  true  foundation,  a  society  for  the 
establishment  and  administration  of  gen- 
eral justice, — justice  to  all,  equal  and  fixed, 
recognizing  individual  rights,  and  not  im- 
pairing them."  In  Cooley  on  Constitu- 
tional Limitations,  §  356,  it  is  said:  "Due 
process  of  law,  in  each  particular  case, 
means  such  an  exercise  of  the  powers  of 
government  as  the  settled  maxims  of  law 
permit  and  sanction,  and  under  such  safe- 
guards for  the  protection  of  individual 
rights  as  those  maxims  prescribe  for  the 
classes  of  cases  to  which  the  one  in  ques- 
tion belongs." 

The  case  of  Ives  v.  South  Buffalo  R. 
Co.  201  N.  Y.  276,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162, 
94  N.  E.  431,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  156  (re- 
lied on  by  some  of  counsel),  involved  a 
statute  diflferent  in  many  essentials  from 
the  Ohio  law.  Its  controlling  feature  was 
that  every  employer  engaged  in  any  of 
the  classified  industries  should  be  liable  to 
a  workman  for  injury  arising' in  the  course 
of  the  work  by  a  necessary  risk  inherent 
in  the  business,  whether  the  employer  was 
at  fault  or  not,  and  whether  the  employee 
was  at  fault  or  not,  except  when  his  fault 
was  wilful.  The  court  held  the  law  invalid, 
as  iinposing  t)ie  ordinary  risks  of  a  busi- 
ness (which  under  the  common  law  the 
employee  was  held  to  assume)  on  the  em- 
ployer. The  court  states  one  of  the  premis- 
es on  which  it  proceeds,  as  follows:  "When 
our  Constitutions  were  adopted  it  was  the 
law  of  the  land  that  no  man  who  was  with- 
out fault  or  negligence  could  be  held  liable 
in  damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  an- 
other." But  tliat  rule  was  not  of  universal 
application.  At  common  law  one  may  sus- 
tain such  relation  to  the  inception  of  an 
undertaking  that  he  will  be  held  liable  for 
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negHgenoe  in  the  progress  of  the  enter- 
prise, even  -though  he  have  no  part  or  con- 
nection with  the  negligent  act  itself  which 
caused  the  injury.  Such,  for  instance,  as 
where  the  owner  of  property  contracts  with 
an  independent  contractor  to  do  work  which, 
though  entirely  lawful,  yet  has  inherent 
probabilities  of  harm  if  negligently  per- 
formed. The  position  in  the  line  of  causa- 
tion which  employers  sustain  in  modern  in- 
dustrial pursuits  is,  of  course,  the  basic 
fact  on  which  employers'  liability  laws 
rest. 

As  to  the  right  to  abolish  the  defense  of 
a88umption  of  risk,  it  is  enough  to  say  here 
that  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  against 
the  New  York  position  and  the  position  of 
such  of  the  counsel  in  this  case  as  insist 
on  that  rule.  Some  of  counsel  appearing 
against  the  validity  of  this  law  concede  the 
right  to  abolish  the  defenses  referred  to. 
The  supreme  courts  of  Massachusetts,  Wis- 
consin, and  Washington  have  recently  held, 
in  cases  sustaining  the  validity  of  statutes 
similar  to  the  one  here  attacked,  that  it  is 
within  the  legislative  power  to  abolish  the 
defense  referred  to.  Opinion  of  Justices, 
209  Mass.  607,  96  N.  £.  308;  Borgnis  v. 
Falk  Co.  147  Wis.  327,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
489,  133  N.  W.  209;  State  ex  rel.  Davis- 
Smith  Co.  ▼.  Clausen,  65  Wash.  156,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  466,  117  Pac.  1101. 

Since  the  argument  of  this  case,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  has  de- 
cided the  case  of  Mondou  v.  New  York,  N. 
H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  223  U.  S.  1,  66  L.  ed.  327, 

38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  44,  32  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  169, 
and  has  sustained  the  constitutionality  of 
the  employers'  liability  law  passed  by  Con- 
gress. The  abolition  of  these  rules  was 
urged  as  an  objection  to  the  law.  The 
court  say:  "Of  the  objection  to  these 
changes  it  is  enough  to  observe:  First. 
'A  person  has  no  property,  no  vested  in- 
terest, in  any  rule  of  the  common  law. 
That  is  only  one  of  the  forms  of  municipal 
law,  and  is  no  more  sacred  than  any  other. 
Rights  of  property  which  have  been  created 
by  the  common  law  cannot  be  taken  away 
without  due  process;  but  the  law  itself,  as  a 
rule  of  conduct,  may  be  changed  at  the 
will  ...  of  the  legislature,  unless  pre- 
vented by  constitutional  limitations.  In- 
deed, the  great  office  of  statutes  is  to 
remedy  defects  in  the  common  law  as  they 
are  developed,  and  to  adapt  it  to  the  chan- 
ges of  time  and  circumstances.'  Munn  v. 
Illinois,  94  IT.  S.  113,  134,  24  L.  ed.  77,  87; 
Martin  ▼.  Pittsburg  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  203  U.  S. 
284,  294,  51  L.  ed.  184,  191,  27  Sup.  Gt. 
Rep.  100,  8  Ann.  Cas.  87;  The  Lottawannn 
(Rodd  V.  Heartt)  21  Wall.  558,  677,  22  L. 
ed.  664,  663:  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Commercial  Mill.  Co.  2x8  CJ.  S.  406,  417,  54 
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L.  ed.  1088,  1091,  31  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  59,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  815." 

The  recent  cafee  of  State  v.  Boone,  84 
Ohio  St.  346,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  95  N.  E. 
924,  is  cited  as  indicating  limitations  of 
the  police  power  which  apply  here.  The 
act  involved  in  that  case  required  the 
physician  in  attendance  on  a  case  of  con- 
finement to  investigate  and  certify  with- 
out compensation  to  certain  facts  which 
would  not  naturally  come  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  attending  physician,  an'd  as  to 
matters  wholly  outside  the  scope  of  his  pro- 
fessional duty.  The  court  held  the  statute 
unconstitutional  as  to  physician  and  mid- 
wife, because  of  an  unreasonable  and  arbi- 
trary exercise  of  the  police  power.  That 
was  the  proposition  of  law  decided  in  that 
case,  and  no  other  proposition  was  decided. 
The  court  was  careful  to  point  out  in  the 
opinion  and  also  on  motion  for  rehearing 
that  the  state  might  require  the  physician 
to  report  to  proper  authority  facts  which 
would  come  naturally  under  his  observation 
in  the  line  of  his  duty  without  compen- 
sation. Other  matters  referred  to  in  the 
opinion  were  not  included  in  the  sylla- 
bus, which  stated  the  law  decided  by  the 
court. 

The  court  remarks  that  the  police  power 
inhers  in  the  sovereignty.  Its  foundation 
"is  the  right  and  duty  to  provide  for  the 
common  welfare  of  the  governed."  Mani- 
festly the  reasoning  which  led  to  the  con- 
clusion in  that  case  that  the  statute  had 
been  passed  by  an  unreasonable  exercise  of 
the  police  power,  can  have  no  application 
here. 

State  ex  rel.  Ward  ▼.  Hubbard,  22  Ohio 
C.  C.  253,  afTirnicd  without  opinion  in  65 
Ohio  St.  574,  58  L.R.A.  654,  64  N.  E. 
109,  and  State  ex  rel.  Monnett  v.  Guilbert, 
56  Ohio  St.  575,  38  L.R.A.  519,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  756,  47  N.  E.  551,  involving  the 
validity  of  statutes  creating  a  teachers' 
pension  fund,  and  the  Torrents  law  to 
establish  an  insurance  fund  for  the  pro- 
tection of  land  titles,  concerned  laws  which 
were  wholly  compulsory  with  no  element  of 
choice,  and  were  not  claimed  to  have  been 
passed  under  the  police  power  to  cure  unde- 
sirable public  conditions,  but  for  mere  pri- 
vate benefit.  These  cases  can  therefore  have 
no  relation  to  a  plan  adopted  to  promote 
the  general  welfare,  the  contributions  to 
which  are  made  after  an  election  by  the 
parties  to  participate   in  the  undertaking. 

It  is  urged  by  counsel  opposing  this  law, 
that  the  case  of  Byers  v.  Meridian  Printing 
Co.  84  Ohio  St.  408,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  913, 
95  N.  E.  917,  is  of  conclusive  weight  con- 
demnatory of  the  legislation  we  are  exam- 
ining. In  that  case  it  is  ruled  that  an 
amendment    to    §    5094,    Revised    Statutes 
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(changing  the  presumption  of  malice  and 
burden  of  proof  in  actions  for  libel,  where 
retraction  is  made  on  demand,  in  the 
manner  stated),  is  unconstitutional.  The 
decision  was  put  on  the  ground  that  plain- 
tiff was  guaranteed  his  remedy  by  due 
course  of  law  for  an  injury  done  in  bis 
land,  goods,  person,  or  reputation,  under 
article  1,  §  16,  Gonsitution  of.  Ohio.  When 
the  injury  was  done  to  the  reputation  of 
plainti^  by  the  libel,  he  was  entitled  to 
his  constitutional  remedy  at  law;  but  at 
the  same  time  he  was  entitled  to  demand 
of  the  publisher  a  retraction  of  the  libel. 
Therefore  the  legislature  had  no  right  to 
put  him  on  his  election  as  to  two  courses, 
both  of  which  he  was  entitled  to  follow. 
The  court  is  careful  to  declare  that  it  is  not 
disposed  to  question  that  a  citizen  may 
waive  a  constitutional  right.  But  being 
compelled  to  elect  between  two  rights,  both 
of  which  a  person  is  entitled  to,  has  no 
resemblance  to  waiver.  And  under  the  law 
under  investigation  here,  as  already  shown, 
the  right  of  action  (for  injury  by  wilful 
act  of  the  employer,  and  for  his  failure  to 
comply  with  requirements  as  to  the  safety 
of  employees)  is  still  reserved  to  the  em- 
ployees. So  that  the  only  thing  with- 
drawn by  this  law,  and  to  which  withdraw- 
al he  consents  by  his  voluntary  election  to 
operate  under  the  law,  is  his  right  of  action 
for  mere  negligence,  and  in  place  of  it  he 
receives  the  substantial  protections  and 
privileges  under  the  state  insurance  fund. 

It  is  stated  in  Butt  v.  Green,  29  Ohio 
St.  670,  that  persons  may  expressly  or  im- 
pliedly waive  either  constitutional  or  statu- 
tory provisions  intended  for  their  benefit, 
and,  as  above  shown,  the  court  in  the  Byers 
Case  state  it  is  not  disposed  to  question 
ih».t  one  may  waive  a  constitutional  right. 

We  think  that  in  a  case  such  as  is  pre- 
sented here,  in  which  the  state  itself  has 
undertaken  a  great  enterprise  in  the  inter- 
est of  the  general  good,  and  in  the  exercise 
of  its  police  power,  and  presents  to  its 
citizens  the  option  to  join  in  the  under- 
taking and  receive  its  protection  and  bene- 
fit, on  a  right  of  action  being  withdrawn 
by  the  legislature,  which  experience  has 
shown  to  be  difficult  of  practical  enforce- 
ment, while  preserving  the  valuable  and 
substantial  kindred  rights  of  action,  it  can- 
not be  said  that  in  such  withdrawal  there 
is  a  violation  of  the  Constitution  in  the 
respects   claimed. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  act  delegates 
judicial  power  to  the  board  of  awards,  and 
denies  recourse  to  the  courts  and  trial 
by  jury. 

Of  course,  if  the  board  is  a  court,  there 
is  an  end  of  the  whole  matter.  The  statute 
would  be  unconstitutional;  for  if  the  board 
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is  a  court,  it  has  not  been  created  in  a<»- 
cor  dance  with  the  manner  provided  by  the 
Constitution.  We  do  not  consider  the 
board  of  awards  a  court,  or  invested  with 
judicial  power  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Constitution.  It  is  created  by  the  act 
purely  as  an  administrative  agency  to 
bring  into  being  and  administer  the  insur- 
ance fund,  and  the  fact  that  it  la  em- 
powered to  classify  persons  who  come  under 
the  law,  and  to  ascertain  facts  as  to  the 
application  of  the  fund,  does  not  vest  it 
with  judicial  power  within  the  conatitu- 
tional  sense.  Under  our  system  the  execu- 
tive department  of  the  government  has 
many  boards  to  assist  in  the  administration 
of  its  affairs. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  ▼.  Hawkins,  44 
Ohio  St.  98,  5  N,  E.  228,  it  is  said:  ''What 
is  judicial  power  cannot  be  brought  with- 
in the  ring  fence  of  a  definition.  It  is 
undoubtedly  power  to  hear  and  determine, 
but  this  is  not  peculiar  to  the  judicial  office. 
Many  of  the  acts  of  administrative  and  ex- 
ecutive officers  involve  the  exercise  of  the 
same  power."  The  court  then  shows  that 
many  boards  hear  and  determine  questions 
affecting  private  as  well  as  public  rights, 
and  quotes  with  approval  from  State  v. 
Harmon,  31  Ohio  St.  250:  "The  authority  to 
ascertain  facts,  and  apply  the  law  to  the 
facts  when  ascertained,  appertains  as  well 
to  the  other  departments  of  the  govern- 
ment as  to  the  judiciary."  These  princi- 
ples were  applied  in  France  v.  State,  57 
Ohio  St.  1,  47  N.  E.  1041,  in  which  case 
the  court  remark  that  the  case  of  State  ex 
rel.  Monnett  v.  Guilbert,  66  Ohio  St.  576, 
38  L.R.A.  519,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  756,  47 
N.  E.  551,  forms  no  exception,  for  the 
powers  of  the  recorder  under  the  statute 
there  in  question  were  essentially  those 
which    properly    belong  to   a   court. 

Does  the  law  deny  recourse  to  the  courts 
and  trial  by  jury?  How  does  it  affect  an 
injured  employee  where  the  parties  are 
operating  under  the  act? 

In  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Stankard,  66 
Ohio  St.  232,  49  L.R.A.  381,  60  Am.  St. 
Rep.  745,  46  N.  E.  577,  which  was  a  suit 
by  the  beneficiaries  of  a  member  of  the  re- 
lief department  of  the  railroad,  the  com- 
pany answered  setting  up  a  rule  which  pro- 
vided that  the  decision  of  the  relief  depart- 
ment should  be  final.  The  court  say:  •  **The 
right  to  appeal  to  the  courts  for  the  re- 
dress of  wrongs  is  one  of  those  rights  which 
is  in  its  nature,  under  our  Constitution, 
alienable,  and  cannot  be  thrown  off  or 
bargained  away."  But  the  court  shows  that 
parties  may  contract  to  submit  the  fixing 
of  facts  to  some  nonjudicial  tribunal,  and 
say:  "In  insurance  and  other  like  cases, 
where  the  ultimate  question  is  the  payment 
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of  a  certain  sum  of  money,  certain  facts 
nay  be  fixed  by  a  person  selected  for  that 
purpose  in  the  contract;  but  the  ultimate 
question  as  to  whether  the  money  shall  be 
paid  or  not  may  be  litigated  in  the  courts, 
and  a  stipulation  to  the  contrary  is  void." 
So  that  under  that  rule  the  parties  may 
conclusively  bind  themselves  in  advance  to 
submit  questions  of  amount,  etc.,  to  some 
tribunal  other  than  a  court;  but  the  ulti- 
mate question  of  actual  liability  cannot  be 
removed  from  the  courts. 

Now,  in  this  statute,  §  36  is  as  follows: 
"Sec.  36.  The  board  shall  have  full  power 
and  authority  to  hear  and  determine  all 
questions  within  its  jurisdiction,  and  i& 
decision  thereon  shall  be  final.  Provided, 
however,  in  case  the  final  action  of  such 
board  denies  the  right  of  the  claimant  to 
participate  at  all  in  such  fund,  .  .  . 
upon  any  .  .  .  ground  going  to  the  ba- 
sis of  the  claimant's  right,  then  the  claim- 
ant, within  thirty  (30)  days  after  the  no- 
tice of  the  final  action  of  such  board,  may, 
by  filing  his  appeal  in  the  common  pleas 
court  of  the  county  wherein  the  injury  was 
inflicted,  be  entitled  to  a  trial  in  the  ordin- 
ary way,  and  be  entitled  to  a  jury  if  he 
demands  it.  In  such  a  proceeding,  the 
prosecuting  attorney  of  the  county,  with- 
out additional  compensation,  shall  repre- 
sent the  state  liability  board  of  awards,  and 
he  shall  be  notified  by  the  clerk  forthwith 
of  the  filing  of  such  appeal.  Within  thirty 
days  after  filing  his  appeal,  the  appellant 
shall  file  a  petition  in  the  ordinary  form 
against  such  board  as  defendant."  There- 
fore, if  the  board  denies  the  claimant's  right 
to  participate  in  the  fund  on  any  ground 
going  to  the  basis  of  his  claim,  he  may,  by 
filing  an  appeal  and  petition  in  the  ordinary 
form,  be  entitled  to  trial  by  jury;  the  case 
proceeding  as  any  other  suit. 

It  is  not  an  appeal  in  the  sense  of  appeal- 
ing from  one  court  to  another,  but  is  really 
the  beginning  of  an  original  suit.  As  to 
this  it  must  be  remembered  that  the  whole 
proceeding  is  with  and  against  the  board  of 
awards.  His  claim  is  not  against  the  em- 
ployer. There  is  no  dispute  between  them. 
His  claim  is  for  the  benefits  of  the  insur- 
ance fund.  The  board  of  awards  inquires 
into  the  matters  pointed  out  in  the  statute, 
and,  in  case  of  dispute  as  to  whether  there 
is  any  ultimate  right  to  "participate  at  all 
in  such  fund,"  he  has  his  recourse  to  the 
courts.  But  he  is  not  confined  to  that 
method  of  proceeding.  If  he  claims  that  the 
injury  was  caused  by  the  wilful  -act  of  the 
employer  or  officer  or  agent,  or  from  failure 
to  comply  with  legal  requirements  as  to 
safety  of  employees,  etc.,  he  may  waive  his 
claim  under  the  act,  and  sue  in  court  for 
hit  damages.  But  in  his  petition  in  such 
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case  he  could  not  claim  damages  for  mere 
negligence;  he  having  elected  to  waive  that 
cause  of  action,  having  elected,  as  it  were, 
to  assume  the  risk  of  his  employer's  mere 
neglect  in  return  for  the  benefits  and  pro- 
tection to  himself  and  his  heirs  afforded  by 
the  terms  of  the  act. 

Another  objection  that  is  urged  against 
this  statute  is  that  it  mal^s  an  unjust  and 
arbitrary  classification  and  does  not  affect 
all  who  are  within  its  reason,  as  required 
by  §  26,  art.  2,  of  Constitution  of  Ohio. 
Under  the  law  only  employers  of  five  or 
more  are  affected  by  it. 

Spear,  J.,  in  Cincinnati  v.  Steinkamp,  54 
Ohio  St.  296,  43  N.  E.  492,  remarked:  !'In 
order  to  be  general  and  uniform  in  opera- 
tion, it  is  not  necessary  that  the  law  should 
operate  upon  every  person  in  the  state,  nor 
in  every  locality;  it  is  sufficient,  the  au- 
thorities coincide  In  holding,  if  it  operates 
upon  every  person  brought  within  the  re- 
lation and  circumstances  provided  for,  and 
in  every  locality  where  the  conditions  ex- 
ist." To  same  effect  are  Piatt  v.  Craig,  66 
Ohio  St.  76,  63  N.  E.  594;  Gentsch  v. 
State,  71  Ohio  St.  161,  72  N.  E.  900; 
Cincinnati  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Horstman,  72 
Ohio  St.  107,  73  N.  E.  1076. 

We  think  the  classification  is  reasonable 
and  proper.  In  the  nature  of  the  case  the 
risks  of  any  regular  employment  are  less, 
and  the  opportunity  for  avoiding  them  bet- 
ter, where  an  employee  is  one  of  four  than 
when  the  number  is  larger.  As  was  said 
by  Winslow,  Ch,  J.,  in  Borgnis  v.  Falk  Co. 
147  Wis.  327,  37  L.R.A.(N.S.)  489,  133 
N.  W.  209.  "The  difference  in  the  situation 
is  not  merely  fanciful;  it  is  real."  Con- 
solidated Coal  Co.  V.  Illinois,  186  U.  8.  203, 
46  L.  ed.  872,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  616,  is 
a  case  in  which  a  classification  was  made 
under  somewhat  similar  manner,  and  was 
upheld.  Nor  do  we  think  it  an  objection 
that  the  law  applies  only  to  workmen  and 
operatives,  and  not  to  all  others.  This  clas- 
sification brings  within  the  law  all  em- 
ployees within  its  reason. 

As  to  the  suggestion  that  this  statute 
impairs  the  obligations  of  contracts,  it  is 
sufficient,  to  say  that  it  can,  of  course,  not 
affect  contracts  in  existence  and  unexpired 
at  the  time  it  is  put  into  operation  by  the 
employer. 

It  is  suggested  that  this  legislation  marks 
a  radical  step  in  our  governmental  policy 
not  contemplated  by  the  Constitution,  and 
which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  con- 
demn. But  it  creates  no  new  right,  or 
new  remedy  for  wrong  done.  It  is  an  effort 
to  in  some  degree  answer  the  requirements 
of  conditions  which  have  come  in  an  age 
of  invention  and  momentous  change.  The 
coyrts  of  th^  country,  while  firmly  resist- 
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ing  encroachment  on  the  Constitutions  in 
the  past,  have  yet  found  in  their  ample 
limits  sufficient  to  enable  us  to  meet  the 
emergencies  and  needs  of  our  development, 
and  we  do  not  find  that  this  statute  goes  be- 
yond the  bounds  put  upon  the  legislative 
will. 

The   demurrer  to   the    petition    is    over- 
ruled, and  the  writ  of  mandamus  awarded. 

Spear,  Price,  and  Donahue^  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


OKIiAHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 

AMERICAN  SURETY  COMPANY,  Plff.  in 

Err., 

V. 

A.  D.  MORTON. 

(—  Okla.  — .  122  Pac.  1103.) 

Principal  anfl  agent  — want  of  author- 
ity —  personal  liability. 

1.  If  a  man  contracts  as  agent,  but  with- 
out authority,  for  a  principal  whom  he 
names,  he  cannot  bind  his'  alleged  principal 
by  the  contract;  but  the  party  whom  he  in- 
duces to  contract  with  him  may«  sue  the 
alleged  agent  upon  a  warranty  of^  authority 
if  said  agent  honestly  believed  that  he  had 
authority  which  he  did  not  possess,  or  he 
may  sue  the  alleged  agent  in  an  action  of 
fraud  and  deceit  if  the  professed  agent 
knew  he  had  not  the  authority  which  he 
assumed  to  possess  and  exercise,  but  he 
cannot  sue  the  agent  on  the  contract,  unless 
the  contract  contains  apt  words  to  bind  him 
personally. 

Damages  —  action  against  agent  —  ab- 
sence of  authority. 

^.  In  an  action  by  a  third  person  against 
one  who  assumes  authority  to  enter  into  a 
contract  as  agent  for  another,  or  against 
an  agent  for  acting  "in  excess  of  his  au- 
thority, the  measure  of  damages  is  the  loss 
which  has  accrued  to  the  third  i)er8on  as  a 
▼latural  consequence  of  the  want  of  author- 
ity, and  is  not  limited  by  the  contract,  but 
<^mbraces  all  injuries  resulting  from  the 
wrongful  assumption. 

(April  9,  1912.) 

FpRROR  to  the  Washington  County  Court 
J  to  review  a  judgment  in  defendant's 
favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  pre- 
miums alleged  to  be  due  on  a  guardian's 

Headnotes  by  Robebtson,  C. 

Note. —  The  matter  of  the  personal  lia- 
bility   to    the    other   contracting    party,    of 
one  who,  without  author itv,  assumes  to  con-  ' 
tract  as   anient  of  another,   is  discussed   in  i 
a  note  to  llaupt  v.  Vint,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
518. 
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bond  and  expenses  incurred  in  attempting  ta 
collect  the  same.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commission- 
er's   opinion. 

Mr.  J.  T.  Shipman,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

An  agent  who,  without  authority,  con- 
tracts in  the  name  of  his  principal,  is 
himself  liable  to  the  person  with  whom  he 
contracts  as  such   agent. 

31  Cyc.  1645;  Kroeger  v.  Pitcaim,  101 
Pa.  311,  47  Am.  Rep.  718;  Bank  of  Ham- 
burg V.  Wray,  4  Strobh.  L.  87,  51  Am.  Dec. 
669;  White  v.  Skinner,  3  Johns.  307,  7  Am. 
IJec.  381 ;  Dusenbury  ▼.  Ellis,  3  Johns.  Cas. 
70,  2  Am.  Dec.  144;  Dale  v.  Donaldson 
Lumber  Co.  48  Ark.  188,  3  Am.  St.  Rep. 
224,  2  S.  W.  703;  Frankland  v.  Johnson, 
147  111.  520,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  234,  35  N. 
E.  480;  Keener  v.  Harrod,  2  Md.  63,  60 
Am.  Dec.  706;  Farmers'  CorO|).  Trust  Co. 
v.  Floyd,  47  Ohio  St.  525,  12  L.R.A.  346, 
21  Am.  St.  Rep.  846,  26  N.  E.  110; 
Cochran  v.  Baker,  34  Or.  555,  62  Pac. 
620,  56  Pac.  643;  Talbot  v.  Mattox,  D.  & 
P.  Realty  Co.  26  Okla.  298,  109  Pac.  128. 

Messrs.  J.  P.  0*Meara  and  H.  H. 
Montgomery,  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  rule  that  an  agent  acting  without 
or  in  excess  of  his  authority  is  personally 
liable  is  subject  to  the  qualification  that 
the  person  dealing  with  him  must  have 
acted  on  the  faith  and  representations,  ex- 
pressed or  implied,  that  the  agent  had  the 
authority  assumed,  and  without  any  knowl- 
edge of  any  want  of  authority  on  the  agent's 
part. 

2  Enc.  L.  &  P.  1152;  Beattie  v.  Ebury, 
L.  R.  7  Ch.  800,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  804, 
27  L.  T.  N.  S.  398,  20  Week.  Rep.  994; 
Thilmany  v.  Iowa  Paper  Bag  Co.  108 
Iowa,  357,  75  Am.  St.  Rep.  259,  79  N.  W. 
261;  Lewis  v.  Nicholson,  18  Q.  B.  611,  21 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  311,  16  Jur.  1041;  Kent 
V.  Addicks,  60  C.  C.  A.  660,  126  Fed.  112; 
Lawson,  Contr.  §   195. 

Robertson,  C,  filed  the  following  opin* 
ion: 

The  plaintiff  brought  this  suit  against 
defendant  to  recover  premiums  alleged  to 
be  due  on  guardian's  bond,  and  for  ex- 
penses incurred  in  attempting  to  collect 
the  same.  The  judgment  of  the  lower 
court  was  for  the  defendant.  The  com- 
plaint, in  substance,  charges  that  in  March, 
1904,  the  defendant,  Morton,  representing 
to  plaintiff  that  he  was  the  agent  of  one 
James  Donnelly,  made  application  to  have 
it  become  surety  on  the  bond  of  one  Silas 
Bryan  as  guardian  of  his  (Bryan's)  child' 
ren,  and  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  Don- 
nelly was  to  sign  a  contrax^t  which  would 
obligate  the  guardian  to  pay  $6  per  year 
premium  on  the  bond  until  |t  was  relea994< 
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Donnelly's  name  was  signed  by  Morton.  It 
is  charged  that  Morton  had  no  authority 
to  sign  Donnelly's  name  to  the  application, 
and  that^  therefore,  Morton  became  liable 
to  the  surety  company  to  the  same  extent 
as  if  he  had  signed  his  own  name,  instead 
of  Donnelly's.  This  action  is  on  the  con- 
tract itself,  and  plaintiff  does  not  at- 
tempt to  recover  on  defendant's  warranty 
of  his  authority  to  sign  the  name  of  his 
principal,  nor  does  it  attempt  to  recover 
against  defendant  for  damages  for  fraud 
and  deceit. 

The  case  was  tried  to  the  court  without 
a  jury,  and  at  the  request  of  the  surety 
company  the  court  made  special  findings  of 
fact,    among    which    are    the    following: 

"(1)  The  court  finds  that  the  defendant, 
Morton,  made  no  representations  as  to  his 
authority  that  were  untrue,  or  that  he  had 
reason    to   believe   were   untrue. 

"(2)  The  court  finds  that  plaintiff's 
agent  who  took  the  application  for  the  bond 
in  this  case  was  not  deceived  as  to  Morton's 
authority  by  anything  that  was  said  or  done 
by  Morton,  and  that  Morton  answered 
truthfully  the  questions  asked  him." 

It  seems  plain  that  Morton  would  not 
be  personally  liable  on  the  contract  as 
sued  on  herein,  inasmuch  as  the  court 
found  that  he  acted  honestly,  and  that  the 
agent  was  not  deceived  as  to  Morton's 
authority  to  sign  Donnelly's  name.  Law- 
son  on  Contracts,  §  195,  lays  down  the  rule 
in  such  case  as  follows:  "Although  there 
are  decisions  which  hold  an  agent  person- 
ally liable  on  a  contract  which  he  makes  in 
the  name  of  another  without  his  authority, 
they  are  clearly  wrong,  for  it  is  not  the 
business  of  courts  to  make  contracts  for 
parties  which  neither  of  them  intended  to 
make  or  would  have  consented  to  make." 
This  does  not  mean  that  the  suretv  com- 
pany  would  be  left  without  a  remedy,  for, 
as  the  author  above  quoted  says  in  the 
latter  part  of  §  195,  supra:  "The  agent's 
liability  in  such  a  case  is  either  upon  an 
implied  warranty  of  authority  on  his  part, 
when  he  acts  in  good  faith,  or  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud  when  he  intentionally  mis- 
represents his  authority.  The  party  con- 
tracted with  has  the  right,  on  learning  the 
facts,  to  repudiate  the  contract  and  to  hold 
the  assumed  agent  immediately  responsible 
for  damages,  without  waiting  for  the  time 
when  an  action  would  lie  on  the  contract  it- 
self, and  the  damages  are  to  be  measured; 
not  by  the  contract,  but  by  the  injury  re- 
sulting from  the  agent's  want  of  power." 
Anson  on  the  Law  of  Contract,  Am.  ed.  p. 
420,  lays  down  the  rule  as  follows:  "If  a 
man  contracts  as  agent,  but  without  author- 
ity, for  a  principal  whom  he  names,  he 
cannot  bind  his  alleged  principal  or  him- 
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self  by  the  contract;  but  the  party  whom 
he  induced  to  contract  with  him  has  one  of 
two  remedies:  (a)  If  the  alleged  agent 
honestly  believed  that  he  had  an  authority 
which  he  did  not  possess,  he  may  be  sued 
upon  a  warranty  of  authority, 
(b)  If  the  professed  agent  knew  that  he 
had  not  the  authority  which  he  assumed  to 
possess,  he  may  be  sued  by  the  injured  in 
the.  action  of  deceit."  Lawson  on  Con- 
tracts, §  196,  further  says:  "But  it 
would  be  stating  the  rule  rather  too  broadly 
to  say  that  the  agent  is  liable  on  this 
warranty  of  authority,  even  where  he  bona 
fide  believes  that  he  had  the  authority, 
though  this  would  seem  to  be  the  doctrine 
of  the  leading  English  case.  If  he  enters 
into  the  contract  as  the  agent  of  another, 
and  does  so  honestly,  at  the  same  time 
fully  disclosing  all  the  facts  touching  his 
authority,  so  that  the  person  contracting 
is  fully  informed  of  the  authority  possess- 
ed or  claimed  by  him,  he  does  not  become 
personally  liable  if  it  turns  out  that  he 
really  had  no  authority."  In  31  Cyc.  p, 
1614,  it  is  said:  "As  to  the  ground  upon 
which  the  liability  of  an  agent  contracting 
for  another  without  authority  rests,  the 
authorities  in  the  several  states  differ 
widely;  nor  is  it  easy  to  reconcile  the 
various  decisions  in  the  same  state.  In 
some  jurisdictions,  particularly  in  the 
earlier  cases,  it  is  held  that  an  action  may 
be  maintained  against  the  agent  as  princi- 
pal upon  the  contract  itself,  although  it. 
contains  no  apt  words  to  bind  him  person- 
ally, but  only  to  bind  the  principal,  upon 
the  theory  that  the  contract  must  have  been 
intended  to  bind  someone;  if  not  the  prin- 
cipal, then  the  agent.  By  the  great  weight 
of»  recent  authority,  however,  this  theory 
has  been  emphatically  repudiated,  and  it  is 
now  generally  held,  more  logically,  that 
the  agent  cannot  be  held  upon  the  contract 
unless  it  contains  apt  words  to  bind  him 
personally,  in  the  absence  of  which  the 
only  remedy  is  by  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  his  implied  warranty  or  an  action  for 
deceit  if  the  circumstances  warrant  the 
latter  remedy." 

These  authorities,  without  doubt,  are 
decisive  of  the  question  raised  in  this  case. 
The  plaintiff  below  sued  Morton  on  the  con- 
tract, just  as  though  he  had  signed  his  own 
name,  instead  of  Donnelly's.  The  recovery 
under  the  complaint  would  of  necessity 
have  been  measured  bv  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract  itself.  A  recovery  under  an  implied 
warranty  of  authority  would  have  been 
measured  by  the  real  damage  sustained  by 
the  breach  of  the  warranty.  The  rule  for 
the  measure  of  damages  in  such  case  is  stat- 
ed in  31  Cyc.  1551,  as  follows:  "In  an  ac- 
tion by  the  third  person  against  one  who 
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assumed  without  authority  to  enter  into  a 
contract  as  agent  for  another,  or  against  an 
agent  for  acting  in  excess  of  his  authority, 
the  measure  of  damages  is  the  loss  which 
has  accrued  to  the  third  person  as  a  natur- 
al and  probable  consequence  of  the  want  of 
authority,  and  is  not  limited  by  the  con- 
tract, but  embraces  all  injuries  resulting 
from  the  wrongful  assumption."  The  con- 
tract contains  no  reference  to  Morton,  nor 
are  there  any  apt  words  which  tend  to 
bind  him  personally.  Clearly,  under  the 
pleadings,  no  recovery  could  have  been  had 
on  the  contract.  None  was  sought  on  any 
other  theory.  Therefore  it  necessarily  fol- 
lows that  the  judgment  of  the  county  court 
of  Washington  county  was  correct,  aiid 
should  be  in  all  things  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 


OAIilFORNIA  SUPREME  COITRT. 

(In  Banc.) 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFOR- 
NIA, Respt., 
▼. 

M.  W.  COFFEY,  Appt 
(161  Cal.  433,  119  Pac.  001.) 

Trial  —  jury  —  accomplice. 

1.  Whether  or  not  a  witness  is  an  accom- 
plice of  accused  is  for  the  determination 
of  the  jury  on  conflicting  evidence,  but  for 
the  court  where  his  acts  and  copduct  are 
admitted. 

Appeal  —  witness  —  accomplice. 

2.  An  appellate  court  must  consider 
whether  or  not  a  witness  was  an  accom- 
plice of  accused,  when  an  appeal  from  a 
conviction  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  con- 


viction was  based  upon  the  uncorroborated 
testimony  of  an  accomplice. 

Accomplice  —  definition  —  bribery  — 
eyidence. 

3.  An  intermediary  representing  one  who 
desires  to  influence  the  action  of  a  public 
board  by  bribery,  who  makes  the  bargain 
with  the  members  and  delivers  their  com- 
pensation, is  an  accomplice  with  one  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  the  bribe,  un- 
der a  statute  defining  accomplices  as  all 
persons  concerned  in  the  commission  of 
crime,  whether  they  directly  commit  the  act 
constituting  the  offense,  or  aid  and  abet 
in  its  commission,  so  that  his  uncorrobo- 
rated testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  convict 
the  latter. 

Same  —  liability  to  indictment  —  neces- 
sity. 

4.  Liability  to  indictment  for  the  same 
offense  is  not  necessary  to  render  one  an 
accomplice  with  a  person  on  trial  for  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe,  under 
a  statute  defining  accomplices  as  all  per- 
sons concerned  in  the  commission  of  crime, 
whether  they  directly  commit  the  act  con- 
stituting the  offense,  or  aid  and  abet  in  its 
commission. 

Evidence  —  accomplices  —  corrobora- 
tion —  bribery. 

5.  That  an  official  voted  for  a  proposi- 
tion to  support  which  he  is  accused  of  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe  does 
not  corroborate  the  testimony  of  the  accom- 
plice that  he  entered  into  the  agreement,  so 
as  to  support  a  conviction. 

Same*  bribery  fnnd— immunity  agree- 
ment. 

6.  Establishing  the  existence  of  a  fund 
for  bribery,  and  showing  a  general  im- 
munity contract  with  one  accused  of  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe,  are  not 
sufficient  to  corroborate  testimony  of  an 
accomplice  who  secured  the  bar^in  to  re- 
ceive the  bribe,  so  as  to  support  a  convic- 
tion;  nor  is  the  fact  that  tne  accomplice 


Note,  —  Who  is  accomplice  in  bribery 
case  within  the  rule  requiring  cor^ 
roboration  of  testimony. 

In  State  v.  Durnam,  73  Minn.  150,  75 
N.  W.  1127,  11  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  179,  it  was 
held  that  one  who  gives  or  offers  a  bribe 
is  not  an  accomplice  of  the  acceptor,  as 
they  are  separate  offenses. 

And  in  People  v.  Ruef,  14  Cal.  App.  576, 
114  Pac,  48,  54,  it  was  held  that  the  follow- 
ing instruction  was  proper:  "One  who  ofr 
fers  a  bribe  is  not  for  that  reason  alone  an 
accomplice  of  the  one  to  whom  it  is  offered, 
and  one  to  whom  a  bribe  is  offered,  or  who 
asks  or  agrees  to  receive  a  bribe,  is  not  for 
that  reason  alone  an  accomplice  of  one  who 
offers  a  bribe." 

In  State  v.  Quinlan,  40  Minn.  55,  41  N. 
W.  299,  in  a  prosecution  under  a  section  of 
the  Penal  Code  providing  for  punishment 
of  one  who  received  money  as  a  bribe,  one 
who  makes  an  agreement  with  another  that 
the  latter  shall  withhold  evidence  of  crime, 
and  pars  money  therefor  to  such  person,  is 
09  L.R:A.(N.S.) 


not  an  accomplice  of  the  acceptor  of  the 
bribe,  within  the  rule  requiring  testimony 
of  an  accomplice  to  be  corroborated. 

In  State  v.  Wappenstein,  67  Wash.  502, 
121  Pac.  989,  in  a  prosecution  of  the  chief 
of  police  for  soliciting  and  accepting  a  bribe 
to  be  influenced  in  his  official  action  so  as 
to  permit  houses  of  prostitution  to  be  oper- 
ated by  bribe  givers,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  any  public  official  who  shall  ask 
or  receive  directly  or  indirectly  any  com- 
pensation, gratuity,  or  reward,  or  any  prom- 
ise thereof  upon  an  agreement  or  under- 
standing that  his  official  acts  shall  bo 
influenced  thereby,  shall  be  punished,  etc.,  it 
was  held  that  the  bribe  givers  were  not  ac- 
complices of  defendant,  under  the  rule  as  to 
corroboration  of  testimony  of  accomplices. 
It  was  said  that  the  true  test  to  determine 
whether  a  witness  is  an  accomplice  or  not 
is:  "Could  the  witness  himself  have  been 
indicted  either  as  principal  or  accessory  for 
the  crime  charjyed  and  under  investigation?" 
If  he  could  not,  he  is  not  an  accomplice. 
Manifestlv,  under  that  test  the  witnesses 
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Bought  to  secure   an   abandonment  of  the 
prosecution  against  accused. 

Bribery  —  acceptance  of  gift  —  effect. 

7.  Acceptance  of  a  gift  for  prior  official 
action  without  corrupt  private  understand- 
ing is  not  bribery. 

(December  1,  1011.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco  convicting  him 
of  bribery,  and  from  orders  denying  mo- 
tions to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  for  a 
new  trial.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Carroll  Cook,  Franklin  P. 
Bull,  and  Robert  Ferral  for  appellant. 

Mr.  William  Hoff  Cook  with  Messrs. 
IT.  S.  Webb,  Attorney  General,  W.  H. 
liangdon,  and  Francis  J.  Heney  for  the 

People. 

Henshaw,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Defendant  was  indicted  under  §  166  of 
the  Penal  Code,  and  was  charged  as  a  su- 


pervisor with  having  "agreed  to  receive 
and  receiving"  a  bribe  of  $4,000  from 
James  L.  Gallagher,  Abraham  Ruef,  and 
Tirey  L.  Ford.  It  was  alleged  that  the 
agreement  to  receive  the  bribe  and  the  re- 
ception of  the  bribe  were  "with  the  wil- 
ful, felonious,  unlawful,  and  corrupt  in- 
tent" upon  the  part  of  Coffey,  that  his  of- 
ficial vote,  opinion,  judgment,  and  action 
should  be  influenced  thereby  in  the  matter 
of  granting  to  the  United  Railroads  of  San 
Francisco  a  franchise  for  an  overhead  trol- 
ley system.  From  the  judgment  of  convic- 
tion, and  from  his  various  motions  to  set 
aside  the  judgment,  in  arrest  of  judgment, 
and  for  a  new  trial,  each  of  which  was  de- 
nied by  the  court,  defendant  appeals.  His 
principal  contentions  are  that  the  court 
erred  in  the  instructions  which  it  gave 
upon  the  law  of  accomplices,  a|id  that  his 
conviction  was  had  in  violation  of  the  law, 
upon  the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  a 
self-confessed  accomplice  in  his  crime. 

When  the  question  of  an  accomplice 
arises  in  the  trial  of  a  case,  the  general 
and  accepted  rule  is  for  the  court  to  in- 


in  question  were  not  accomplices,  as  neither 
had  received  a  bribe  and  neither  was  a  pub- 
lic officer. 

In  a  prosecution  of  an  indictment  for  of- 
fering a  bribe  to  a  supervisor,  with  cor- 
rupt intent  to  influence  the  official  acts  of 
such  supervisor  in  the  granting  of  a  par- 
ticular franchise,  it  was  held .  that  such 
supervisor  did  not  become  an  accomplice, 
because  of  the  fact  that  he  was  a  party  to 
a  general  scheme  to  deal  in  franchises  for 
money,  to  which  agreement  defendant  and 
other  supervisors  were  also  parties.  People 
V.  Ruef,  supra. 

And  in  People  v.  Bunkers,  2  Cal.  App. 
197,  84  Pac.  364,  370,  a  prosecution  of  a 
member  of  the  legislature  for  asking  and 
receiving  a  bribe,  it  was  held  that  witnesses 
who  were  parties  to  a  plan  to  detect  and 
expose  crime,  who  did  not  suggest,  advise, 
or  encourage  crime,  but  only  assisted  in  pro- 
curing the  money  and  paying  it  over  to 
defendant,  were  not  accomplices,  within  the 
rule  as  to  corroboration 'of  accomplice's  tes- 
timony. The  court  said :  "The  appellant  was 
guilty  of  a  crime  when  he  asked  for  or  of- 
fered to  receive  the  bribe,  and  his  accept- 
ance of  it  neither  added  to  his  guilt  nor  to 
the  penalty  already  entailed.  Hence,  the 
plan  to  'entrap'  him  amounted  to  nothing 
more  than  procuring  corroborative  evidence 
essential  to  conviction.  Such  methods,  un- 
der these  circumstances,  are  not  within  the 
rule  against  enc^raging  crime  merely  to 
procure  its  commission,  to  the  end  that 
those  willing  to  become  offenders  may  be 
punished.  They  fair  within  that  other  rule 
which  justifies  dissemblance  in  order  to  pro- 
cure additional  and  necessary  evidence  of 
guilt." 

In  Butt  V.  State,  81  Ark.  173,  118  Am. 
St.  Rep.  42,  98  S.  W.  723,  a  prosecution  of 
a  state  legislator  for  bribery,  it  was  said 
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that  mere  silence  in  the  presence  of  the 
crime,  or  the  mere  failure  to  inform  the  of- 
ficers of  the  law  when  one  has  learned  of 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  does  not  make 
one  an  accomplice. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  has  been  held  that 
one  offering  or  paying  a  bribe  is  an  accom- 
plice of  the  acceptor  or  receiver.  Ruffin  v. 
State,  36  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  565,  38  S.  W.  169. 

And  that  a  deputy  sheriff  who  was  pres- 
ent when  a  bribe  was  paid,  knew  all  the 
facts,  and  received  one  half  of  the  amount 
of  the  bribe  money,  was  an  accomplice  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace  charged  with  accept- 
ing a  bribe  for  not  causing  the  arrest  of 
one  accused  of  carrying  a  gun  on  his  per- 
son. .  Morawietz  v.  State,  46  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  436,  80  S.  W.  997. 

And  a  friend  of  the  one  who  paid  the 
bribe,  and  who  was  present  at  the  time  and 
furnished  part  of  the  bribe  money,  was  also 
held  to  be  an  accomplice.    Ibid. 

And  in  People  v.  Bissert,  71  App.  Div.  118, 
75  N.  Y.  Supp.  630,  affirmed  witnout  opin- 
ion in  172  N.  Y.  643,  65  N.  E.  1120,  it  was 
held  that  one  who  paid  to  a  police  officer  a 
sum  of  money  with  the  understanding  on 
his  part  thai  he  would  permit  the  party  so 
paying,  without  molestation  or  interference, 
to  conduct  at  a  place  specified  a  disorderly 
house,  was  an  accomplice  of  such  officer, 
within  the  rule  requiring  such  testimony  to 
be  corroborated. 

And  in  People  v.  Winant,  24  Misc.  361, 
53  N.  Y.  Supp.  695,  in  the  trial  of  an  in- 
dictment for  offering  to  bribe  a  grand  juror, 
it  was  held  that  though,  under  the  Penal 
Code,  acceptance  of  a  bribe  is  a  separate 
offense  from  that  of  bribing  or  offering  to 
bribe,  yet  one  who  acepts  a  bribe  is  an  ac- 
complice of  the  briber,  within  the  definition 
given  to  that  word  by  the  authorities. 

J,  £[.  6, 
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struct  the  jury  touching  the  law  of  accom- 
plices^ and-  leave  the  question  whether  or 
not  the  witness  be  an  accomplice  for  the 
decision  of  the  jury  as  a  matter  of  fact. 
People  V.  Kraker,  72  Cal.  459,  1  Am.  St. 
Rep.  65,  14  Pac.  106. 

Whenever  the  facts  themselves  are  in 
dispute,  that  is  to  say,  wherever  the  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  witness  did  or  did  not 
do  certain  things,  which,  admittedly,  if 
he  did  do  them,  make  him  an  accomplice, 
the  jury's  finding  up6n  similar  principles 
is  not  disturbed.  But  where  the  facts  are 
not  in  dispute,  where  the  acts  and  con- 
duct of  the  witness  are  admitted,  it  be- 
comes a  question  of  law  for  the  court  to 
say  whether  or  not  those  acts  and  facts 
make  the  witness  an  accomplice.  For  the 
law  declares  in  mandatory  terms  that  "a 
conviction 'Cannot  be  had  on  the  testimony 
of  an  accomplice,  unless  he  is  corroborated 
by  other  evidence  which  in  itself,  and  with- 
out the  aid  of  the  testimony  of  the  ac- 
complice, tends  to  connect  the  defendant 
with  the  commission  of  the  offense;  and 
the  corroboration  is  not  8u£5cient  if  it 
merely  shows  the  commission  of  the  of- 
fense or  the  circumstances  thereof."  Penal 
Code,   §   1111. 

Therefore,  whenever  upon  appeal  it  is 
argued  that  the  conviction  was  had  upon 
the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  an  accom- 
plice, it  is  equivalent  to  a  declaration  that 
the  verdict  is  contrary  to  the  law  and  the 
evidence,  and  this  is  always  a  legal  ques- 
tion. Penal  Code,  §  1181,  subd.  6.  There- 
fore, in  every  proper  case,  a  court  of  ap- 
peals is  called  upon  to  consider  whether  or 
not  the  witness  is  an  accomplice,  and,  if  so, 
whether  his  evidence  has  received  the  cor- 
roboration demanded  by  the  law,  before  a 
defendant  may  be  convicted  upon  it.' 

To  the  consideration  of  what  constitutes 
a  man  an  accomplice  in  a  bribery  case,  we 
are  thus  at  once  brought,  and  to  an  under- 
standing of  these  matters  a  brief  state- 
ment of  the  evidence  becomes  necessary. 
The  principal  witness  for  the  prosecution 
was  Gallagher,  himself  a  supervisor.  Gal- 
lagher, by  his  own  statements,  was  testify- 
ing under  a  promise  of  immunity  agreed  to 
by  the  prosecution,  in  consideration  of  his 
giving  truthful  evidence  touching  his  own 
crimes,  and  the  crimes  of  others  on  the  board 
of  which  he  was  a  member,  including  the 
crime  under  examination.  He  swore  that 
he  acted  as  the  intermediary  of  Abraham 
Ruef  and  for  Ruef,  and  approached  and 
consulted  with  his  fellow  members  on  the 
board  in  relation  to  the  corrupt  bargains 
which  were,  and  were  to  be,  entered  into, 
and  the  amounts  of  money  which  the  mem- 
bers of  the  board  were  to  receive  for  vot- 
ing as  Ruef  d^airQ^-  Xa  this  particul^^r 
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instance  Gallagher  spoke  to  Coffey,  at  the 
suggestion  of  Ruef  (quoting  from  his  tes- 
timony) :  "Mr.  Ruef  told  me  what  he 
could  or  would  give  the  board  of  super- 
visors in  the  matter,  and  asked  me  to  pre- 
sent the  proposition  to  them,  and  I  did 
so,  and  I  reported  back  to  Mr.  Ruef  from 
them  that  it  was  all  right;  that  the  mat- 
ter could  go  through.  I  said  to  Mr.  Cof- 
fey, in  the  matter  of  the  overhead  trol- 
ley, that  there  would  be  $4,000  in  that 
matter,  and  Mr.  Coffey  said  that  that 
would  be  all  right, — words  to  that  effect. 
That  is  the  substance  of  it."  The  trol- 
ley franchise  was  granted,  and  subsequent 
thereto,  Gallagher  testifies,  he  gave  to  Cof- 
fey $4,000  in  two  separate  payments. 
This  evidence,  coming  from  the  prosecu- 
tion itself,  is  uncontroverted,  and  presents 
the  legal  question  whether,  by  virtue  of  it, 
Gallagher  was  an  accomplice  of  Coffey  in 
the  corrupt  agreement  thus  charged  and 
proved. 

The  rules  of  law  and  principles  of  evi- 
dence controlling  the  testimony  of  accom- 
plices are  drawn  from  the  common  law. 
The  difficulty  which  the  common-law  judges 
experienced  was  not  in  determining  the 
weight  to  be  given  to  the  testimony  of  an 
accomplice.  Under  their  rules  of  evidence, 
a  convicted  felon  could  not  testify.  In- 
fluenced in  no  small  degree  by  the  maxim 
of  the  Roman  law  that  a  man  of  self-con- 
fessed infamy  should  not  be  heard  as  a 
witness  against  another  {nemo,  allegons 
turpiiudinem  auanif  eat  audiendu3),  their 
principal  difficulty  was  in  determining 
whether  the  oath  and  evidence  of  a  self- 
confessed,  though  unconvicted,  felon, — an 
accomplice, — should  be  received  at  all. 
When  this  question  was  resolved  against 
the  doctrine  of  the  Roman  law,  it  was,  of 
course,  recognized  that  evidence  of  an  ac- 
complice, coming  from  a  tainted  source,— 
the  witness  being,  first,  an  infamous  man, 
from  his  own  confession  of  guilt,  and,  sec- 
ond, a  man  usually  testifying  in  the  hope 
of  favor  or  the  ex]^ectation  of  immunity, — 
was  not  entitled  to  the  same  consideration 
as  the  evidence  of  a  clean  man,  free  from 
infamy.  Hence,  it  soon  became  the  prac- 
tice of  the  common-law  judges,  in  the  wide 
latitude  allowed  to  them  in  the  instruc- 
tion of  their  juries,  to  advise  the  latter 
that  the  testimony  of  an  accomplice,  for 
the  reasons  indicated,  was  to  be  viewed 
with  care,  caution,  and  ^spicion  (see  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  §  2061 ) ;  that  the  accomplice 
stood  before  them  as  a  witness  entitled 
to  little  credit;  and  that  the  surest  way 
of  establishing  his  credit  in  their  eyeb  was 
for  them  to  note  whether  his  testimony 
was  corroborated  in  any  material  matter 
by   independent  evidence,   and   tliat.    if   it 
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were  bo  corroborated,  they  might  put  faith 
in  all  that  the  accomplice  had  said.  In- 
structions to  this  effect  did  not,  of  course, 
embody  any  rule  of  positive  law.  They 
were  but  the  expression  of  considerations 
naturally  arising  from  a  contemplation  of 
the  weight  and  value  to  be  given  to  such 
evidence.  Subsequently,  they  were  cast  into 
the  form  of  positive  law  by  varying  enact- 
ments in  the  Codes  and  statutes  of  the 
states.  In  this  state,  the  rule  of  positive 
law  since  the  year  1851  is  as  has  been 
declared  in  §  1111  of  the  Penal  Code.  Time 
has  not  changed  the  value  of  such  evidence, 
and  succeeding  legislatures  have  retained 
the  rule;  the  amendment  to  the  section  in 
1011  not  materially  affecting  it. 

But  while  the  legislature  was  thus  at 
pains  to  declare  that  a  conviction  could 
not  be  had  on  the  uncorroborated  testi- 
mony of  an  accomplice,  it  omitted  to  de- 
fine this  word.  At  common  law  no  diffi- 
culty was  experienced,  for  the  word  was 
interpreted  broadly  to  include  principals  in 
every  degree  and  accessories  before  and 
after  the  fact.  Those  who  "receive,  re- 
lieve, comfort,  or  assist"  the  felon,  were 
regarded  as  having  participated  in  his 
crime,  and  as  meriting  the  same  punish- 
ment that  he  had  earned.  And  so  it  will 
be  found  that  at  common  law,  and  in  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Federal  courts,  an  ac- 
cepted definition  of  an  accomplice  in- 
cludes "all  participea  criminis,  whether 
they  are  considered^  in  strict  legal  proprie- 
ty, as  principals  in  the  first  or  second  de- 
gree, or  merely  as  accessories  before  or 
after  the  fact."  Re  Rowe,  23  C.  C.  A. 
103,  40  U.  S.  App.  516,  77  Fed.  161. 

Although  the  legislature  did  not  in  terms 
define  an  accomplice,  it  did  lay  down  cer- 
tain rules  from  which  an  acceptable  defini- 
tion of  an  accomplice  may  readily  be  de- 
rived. Thus,  it  obliterated  the  common- 
law  distinctions  between  principals  in  their 
different  degrees  and  accessories  before 
the  fact,  and  declared  that  "all  persons  con- 
cerned in  the  commission  of  a  crime,  wheth- 
er it  be  felony  or  misdemeanor,  and  wheth- 
er they  directly  commit  the  act  constitut- 
ing the  offense,  or  aid  and  abet  in  its  com- 
mission, or,  not  being  present,  have  advised 
and  encouraged  its  commission,  .  .  .  are 
principals  in  any  crime  so  committed." 
Penal  Code,  §  31.  The  object  of  this  was 
both  to  simplify  criminal  procedure  and 
to  do  away  with  the  technicalities  of  the 
common  law  which  made  the  aider  or  abet- 
ter a  principal  in  the  second  degree,  and 
which  forbade  the  accessory  to  be  brought 
to  trial  until  the  principal  had  been  con- 
victed or  outlawed,  a  rule  that  lived  in 
modern  times  and  did  much  mischief.  2 
Stephen,  History  of  Crim.  Law,  232. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Rejecting  from  the  category  of  accom- 
plices the  accessory  after  the  fact  (People 
V.  Collum,  122  Cal.  186,  64  Pac.  589),  we 
may  derive  a  satisfactory  definition  of  ax* 
accomplice  from  the  language  of  §  31  of 
the  Penal  Code  above  quoted.  Accom- 
plices, then,  are  "all  persons  concerned  in 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  whether  it  be 
felony  or  misdemeanor,  and  whether  they 
directly  commit  the  act  constituting  the 
offense,  or  aid  and  abet  in  its  commission, 
or,  not  being  present,  have  advised  and 
encouraged  its  commission."  Centainly 
since  the  law  has  said  that  all  such  per- 
sons are  so  tainted  with  guilt  that  they 
may  be  indicted  as  principals,  it  cannot  be 
denied  that  they  are  also  accomplices.  This 
definition,  moreover,  runs  counter  to  no 
authority,  since,  by  all,  every  person  of 
legal  responsibility,  who  knowingly  and 
voluntarily  co-operates  with,  or'  aids  or 
assists  or  advises  or  encourages,  another 
in  the  commission  of  a  crime,  is  an  accom- 
plice, without  regard  to  the  degree  of  his 
guilt.  1  Russell,  Crimes,  49;  Wharton, 
Crim.  Ev.  440;  Rice,  Crim.  Ev.  §  319; 
Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  §  1159. 

Having  reached  the  point  of  defining  an 
accomplice,  it  becomes  proper  to  consider 
what  acts  or  facts  fix  this  relationship  or 
characteristic  upon  a  witness.  Manifestly, 
the  single,  sole  determinative  consideration 
is  the  part  which  the  witness  has  borne 
in  the  crime  perpetrated.  If  the  witness 
has  committed  the  crime,  if  he  has  knowing- 
ly aided  and  abetted  in  its  commission,  if 
he  has  advised  and  encouraged  its  commis- 
sion, the  existence  of  any  one  of  these 
facts  admitted  or  established  stamps  his 
status  as  that  of  an  accomplice.  This  is 
the  precise  language  of  the  law,  and  this, 
and  this  alone,  is  the  governing  principle 
of  the  law.  Yet,  in  view  of  the  cases 
hereinafter  to  be  considered,  it  will  be 
found  that  occasionally  a  court  losing  sight 
of  this  paramount  and  well-controlling 
consideration,  namely,  the  conduct  of  the 
witness  in  relation  to  the  crime,  has  wan- 
dered widely  from  the  true  test,  and,  in 
accordance  with  faulty  definitions  of  its 
own  making,  has  determined  upon  entirely 
false  premises  whether  a  witness  is  or  is 
not  an  accomplice. 

The  commonest  of  these  errors  may  thus 
be  expressed:  The  law  declares  that  all 
persons  concerned  in  the  commission  of  a 
crime,  whether  they  directly  commit  it, 
or  aid  and  abet  in  its  commission,  or  ad- 
vise and  encourage  its  commission,  are 
principals.  They  are,  of  course,  accom- 
plices. Therefore  an  accomplice  is  one 
who  may  be  indicted  for  the  same  crime 
as  that  charged  against  the  person  on 
trialj  and  therefore,  if  he  cannot  be  charged 
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with  the  same  crimei  he  is  not  an  accom- 
plice. Here  is  epitomized  the  reasoning  of 
such  cases  as  State  v.  Durnam,  73  Minn. 
160,  76  N.  W.  1127,  11  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  179, 
and  the  fallacy  of  the  reasoning  must  be 
obvious.  One  is  an  accomplice  in  a  crime 
because  of  the  part  that  he  has  taken  in 
it,  not  because  he  may  be  indicted  as  a 
principal.  The  latter  is  a  mere  accidental 
circumstance,  depending  upon  the  language 
of  the  statute,  and  in  no  way  affecting  the 
true  touchstone,  namely,  the  part  which  the 
witness  has  taken  in  the  offense.  The 
judicial  declaration  that,  under  a  statute 
such  as  our  §  31  of  the  Penal  Code,  all 
accomplices  may  be  indicted  as  principals, 
is  perfectly  sound.  But  the  attempted  rea- 
soning from  this  that  if  a  person  cannot 
be  indicted  as  a  principal,  he  is  therefore 
not  an  accomplice,  is  absolutely  fallacious. 
To  illustrate:  In  the  present  condition 
of  our  law,  no  one  would  question  but  that 
the  man  who  instigated  and  incited  a  mur- 
der, and  the  man  who  actually  committed 
the  murder,  were  both  accomplices  in  the 
crime  of  murder.  No  one  would  question, 
moreover,  but  that  both  could  be  indicted 
as  principals  in  the  crime  of  murder.  But 
suppose  that  to-morrow  the  legislature,  as 
it  would  be  quite  competent  for  it  to  do, 
should  declare  that  where  a  man  had  in- 
cited murder,  he  should  be  indicted  only 
for  subornation  of  murder,  and  upon  con- 
viction be  punished  by  death;  but  that  the 
man  who  committed  the  murder  under  such 
incitement  should  be  charged  with  murder, 
and  upon  conviction  should  be  punished 
by  life  imprisonment,  there  would  be  pre- 
sented a  case  where  the  law  denounced  as 
different  crimes  the  different  acts  of  the 
parties.  Would  it  for  a  moment  be  said 
that  they  ceased  therefore  and  thereby  to 
be  accomplices  in  the  crime  of  murder?  Or, 
again,  the  law  to-day  declares  that  the 
giver  of  a  bribe  may  be  punished  for  the 
giving;  that  the  officer  who  receives  a  bribe 
may  be  punished  for  the  receiving.  A  of- 
fers B  a  bribe,  and  by  this  means  advises 
and  encourages  the  commission  of  a  crime. 
B,  in  turn,  consults  his  friend  C,  who 
^'advises  and  encourages"  B  to  accept  the 
bribe.  B  returns  to  A  and  agrees  to 
A's  corrupt  proposition,  and  A  pays  the 
bribe  money.  C  is  admittedly  an  accom- 
plice. He  has  advised  and  encouraged  B 
in  the  commission  of  a  crime,  but  A  has 
done  precisely  the  same  thing,  and  has 
gone  even  further  than  B,  in  that  he  has 
not  only  advised  and  encouraged,  but  has 
become  a  party  to  the  criminal  agreement. 
By  what  logic  or  reasoning  may  it  be  said 
that  C  is  an  accomplice,  and  A  is  not?  Not 
because  of  the  accidental  circumstance,  if 
9d  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


I  such  circumstance  exist,  that  A  can  be 
charged  with  another  crime  growing  out 
of  the  same  acts;  not  because  of  the  acci- 
dental circumstance,  if  it  exist,  that  A 
cannot  be  charged  with  the  same  crime  as 
B,  for  these  are  purely  accidental  circum- 
stances, and  are  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
consideration.  At  conunon  law  the  ac- 
complice could  not  be  indicted  for  the 
same  crime,  yet  he  was  none  the  less  an 
accomplice.  The  declaration  that  one  is 
an  accomplice  if  he  can  be  indicted  for  the 
same  crime  charged  against  the  defendant 
on  trial  is  perfectly  sound;  but  the  con- 
verse of  the  declaration,  namely,  that,  if  he 
cannot  be  indicted  for  the  same  crime,  he 
is  not  an  accomplice,  is  the  merest  sophis- 
try, which,  ignoring  the  true  test  and  mean- 
ing of  the  word,  seeks  to  turn  shadow  into 
substance.  That  test  and  meaning,  as  we 
have  said,  are  expressed  in  §  31  of  the 
Penal  Code.  If  a  man  has  committed  a 
crime,  if  he  has  aided  and  abetted  in  its 
commission,  if  he  has  advised  and  en- 
couraged its  commission,  he  is  an  accom- 
plice with  all  other  participes  criminia. 

It  is,  of  course,  no  argument  to  say 
that,  where  the  law  has  denounced  as  sep- 
arate crimes  the  separate  acts  of  the  par- 
ties as  bribe-giving  and  bribe-taking,  to 
hold  the  parties  to  be  accomplices  would 
make  them  principals  in  one  crime  and 
accomplices  in  another,  ''at  the  same  time 
and  through  the  same  overt  act."  This  is 
a  frequent  occurrence  in  and  condition  of 
the  law.  The  law  may  and  oft  does  go 
further,  and  make  different  offenses  with 
different  punishments  of  the  same  act.  The 
prosecution  may  be  had  for  any  of  the 
crimes  embraced  within  the  acts  committed. 
But  the  law  exacts  only  a  single  punish- 
ment, and,  upon  conviction  or  acquittal  for 
the  given  acts,  the.  defendant  may  suc- 
cessful';^ plead  autrefois  convict  or  autre- 
fois acquit  against  another  prosecution  for 
the  same  acts,  under  a  different  section  of 
the  Code.  Indeed,  this  condition  of  the 
law  is  expressly  recognized,  in  §  664  of 
the  Penal  Code,  which  declares  that  "an 
act  or  omission  which  is  made  punishable 
in  different  ways  by  different  provisions 
of  this  Code  may  be  punished  under  either 
of  such  provisions,  but  in  no  case  can  it  be 
punished  under  more  than  one;  an  ac- 
quittal or  conviction  and  sentence  under 
either  one  bars  a  prosecution  for  the  same 
act  or  omission  under  any  other."  And  as 
specific  illustrations,  subornation  of  per- 
jury is  declared  a  crime  punishable  by 
imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  for  not 
less  than  one  nor  more  than  fourteen 
years.  Penal  Code,  §§  126,  127.  A  futile 
effort  to  induce  a  witness  to  commit  per- 
jury may  be  punished  as  an  attempt  ^ib- 
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der  §  664  of  the  Penal  Code,  when,  upon 
conviction,  the  defendant  could  be  sen- 
tenced to  state  prison  for  a  term  not  ex- 
ceeding seven  years.  Yet  by  §  137  of  the 
Penal  Code,  the  same  attempt  is  declared 
to  be  a  felony,  and  by  §  18  of  the  Code 
that  felony  could  be  punished  only  by 
a  term  of  imprisonment  not  exceeding 
five  years.  Again,  extortion  under  color 
of  office  contains  all  the  elements  of  bribe- 
taking, and  the  guilty  official  may  be  in- 
dicted and  prosecuted  indifferently  for 
either  offense,  notwithstanding  that  their 
punishments  may  be  different.  Com.  y. 
Wilson,  30  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  26. 

While  our  law  generally  does  not  seek 
to  admeasure  the  degrees  of  guilt  between 
principals,  accessories,  and  accomplices,  it 
is  quite  competent  for  it  to  do  so,  and  in 
the  past  it  has  been  quite  common  for  it 
to  do  so.  If  A  instigates  B,  C,  D,  and  E  to 
join  in  the  comnoiission  of  a  murder,  B  fur- 
nishing the  weapon,  C  transporting  D  and 
E  to  the  scene  of  the  crime,  D  holding  the 
victim  while  E  inflicts  the  fatal  blow,  the 
law  might  admeasure  their  degrees  of  crim- 
inality, define  their  offenses  separately, 
and  punish  them  accordingly.  If  it  did 
not  do  so,  all,  under  our  Code,  would  be 
accomplices  and  principals  alike  in  the 
crime  of  murder.  Would  they  be  any  the 
less  accomplices,  would  they  any  the  less 
have  instigated,  aided,  abetted,  and  commit- 
ted the  crime,  because  the  law  should  hap- 
pen to  mete  out  different  punishments  for 
their  separate  acts  of  participation,  as  it 
actually  did  at  conmion  law? 

Nor  yet  does  it  follow,  because  the  par- 
ticular act  of  participation  of  an  acceso- 
ry  or  accomplice  in  a  crime  has  been  de- 
nounced by  our  law  as  a  separate  crime, 
that  he  cannot  therefore  be  indicted  as  a 
principal.  If  the  law  made  manifest  its 
intent  that  he  should  not  be  so  indicted 
as  a  principal,  it  would  be  but  an  excep- 
tion to  the  general  provision  of  §  31.  If 
it  did  not  make  manifest  this  intent,  then 
the  situation  presented  is  that  contem- 
plated by  §  654  of  the  Penal  Code  where 
the  act  is  made  punishable  in  different 
ways  by  different  provisions  of  the  Code. 
But  in  either  case  the  accidental  circum- 
stances clearly  do  not  affect  the  definition 
of  an  accomplice.  One  is  an  accomplice, 
we  repeat,  because  of  what  he  has  done, 
and  not  because  of  the  form  of  punishment 
which  the  law  may  mete  out  for  his  acts. 
Wherever  the  law  has  denounced  as  a  sep- 
arate crime  the  particular  act  of  partici- 
pation by  an  accessory  or  accomplice,  the 
sole  logical  and  legal  effect  is  not  to  de- 
stroy the  relationship  of  accomplice,  but 
merely  to  effect  a  modification  of  §  31  of 
the  Penal  Code,  as  though  by  an  express 
proviso  it  should  read:  "All  persons  con- 
3y  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


cemed  in  the  commission  of  a  crime,"  etc., 
"are  principals  in  any  crime  so  committed, 
provided  that  they  shall  not  be  indicted 
as  principals  in  any  case  where  the  law 
has  denounced  their  participation  as  a 
separate  crime,  and  declared  that  they  shall 
be  prosecuted  exclusively  for  such  separate 
crime."  But  this,  as  we  have  said,  does 
not  and  cannot,  by  any  species  of  legal 
hermeneutics  or  legerdemain,  relieve  an  ac- 
complice of  his  character  of  accomplice. 
It  is  merely  p):escribing  a  separate  pun- 
ishment for  the  particular  act  of  one  who 
is  still  an  accomplice. 

By  a  few  courts  which  have  regarded  the 
effort  to  induce  a  witness  to  commit  per- 
jury as  the  essence  of  the  crime  of  subor- 
nation, disregarding  as  negligible  the  suc- 
cess of  the  effort  resulting  in  a  corrupt 
agreement  and  in  the  commission  of  the 
perjury  itself,  it  is  held  that,  in  a  charge 
of  subornation,  the  perjurer  is  not  an  ac- 
complice with  the  suborner.  The  case  most 
often  cited,  and  here  relied  upon  by  re- 
spondent, is  that  of  Stone  v.  State,  118 
Ga.  717,  98  Am.  St.  Rep.  145,  45  S.  E. 
630.  That  was  a  charge  of  subornation  of 
perjury,  the  perjury  having  been  commit- 
ted. The  testimony  of  the  perjurer  was 
received.  It  was  contended  that  the  per- 
jurer was  an  accomplice.  The  supreme 
court  of  Georgia  reasoned  that  while  "in 
perjury  and  subornation  of  perjury  the 
act  of  the  two  offenders  is  concurrent, 
parallel,  and  closely  related  in  point  of 
time  and  conduct,"  still  there  was  "suf- 
ficient inherent  difference  between  the  two 
to  warrant  the  lawmaking  power  in  sep- 
arating the  act  into  its  component  parts, 
and  making  that  of  the  suborner  a  new 
and  independent  offense,  punishable  with 
greater  or  less  severity  than  that  inflicted 
on  the  perjurer."  From  this  the  court 
reasoned  that  "the  suborner  is  not,  under 
our  law,  treated  as  the  accessor^  of  the 
perjurer."  This  is  "further  evident  from 
the  fact  that  they  are  punished  differently, 
while  under  the  Code  accessories  before 
the  fact  are  punished  in  the  same  way  as 
principals."  The  next  step  in  the  reason- 
ing is  unsound.  It  is  that  "if  not  acces- 
sories, the  suborner  and  the  perjurer  are 
not  accomplices."  And  having  determined 
to  its  satisfaction  that  the  suborner  and 
the  perjurer  were  not  accessories,  the  con- 
clusion that  they  were  not  accomplices 
followed  irresistibly.  The  court  would 
have  made  a  more  plausible  presentation 
if  it  had  reasoned  solely  from  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  one  substantive  element  of 
subornation  is  the  effort  and  attempt  to 
procure  perjury,  and  that  the  success  or 
nonsuccess  of  the  effort  is  a  negligible 
quantity,  and  that  it  was  thus  like  the 
crime   of   soliciting   a  bribe   or  the   crime 
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of  offering  a  bribe.  But  to  place  its  rea- 
soning upon  the  ground  that  the  suborner 
is  not  an  accessory  of  the  perjurer,  so 
that,  if  the  trial  were  for  perjury,  the  sub- 
orner would  not  be  considered  as  an  ac- 
complice, does  violence  to  the  common  law, 
and  to  the  decision  of  every  state  which 
has  made  the  common  law  the  basis  of  its 
jurisprudence.  The  accomplice  at  common 
law — the  accomplice  in  this  state — is  one 
who  advises  and  encourages  the  conunis- 
sion  of  a  crime.  How  can  it  be  said  that 
the  very  instigator  of  the  crime — ^the  sub- 
orner— has  not  advised  or  encouraged  it? 
But  faulty  as  we  believe  even  this  reason- 
ing would  have  been,  because  we  conceive 
the  corrupt  agreement  to  be  of  the  essence 
of  the  crime  of  subornation,  though  not 
of  attempt  to  suborn,  it  would  still  have 
been  at  variance  with  the  common-law 
rule  and  the  rule  of  such  well-considered 
cases,  as  People  v.  Evans,  40  N.  Y.  6,  and 
Com.  V.  Smith,  11  Allen,  243.  The  latter 
case  merits  quotation  at  length:  "The 
crime  of  subornation  of  perjury  is  clearly 
in  its  nature  that  of  an  accessory  before 
the  fact  to  the  perjury.  Both  perjury 
and  subornation  are  felonies  under  our 
statute,  being  punishable  by  imprisonment 
in  the  state  prison.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  163, 
§§  1,  3;  Id.  chap.  168,  §  1.  Whoever  pro- 
cures a  felony  to  be  committed,  though  it 
be  by  the  intervention  of  a  third  person, 
is  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  for  it  is 
not  necessary  that  there  should  be  any 
direct  communication  between  the  acces- 
sory and  the  principal.  Rex  v.  Cooper,  5 
Car.  &  P.  535;  Fost.  C.  L.  125;  2  Hawk. 
P.  C.  chap.  29,  §§  1,  10;  Somerset's  Case, 
cited  in  19  How.  St.  Tr.  804.  And  the  ac- 
cessory is  a  felon,  though  his  felony  is  dif- 
ferent in  kind  from  that  of  the  principal. 
Fost  C.  L.  343.  So  it  is  said  to  be  a 
principle  in  law  which  can  never  be  con- 
troverted, that  he  who  procures -felony  to  be 
done  is  a  felon.  1  Russell,  Crimes,  32.  We 
cannot  see  that  the  application  of  these 
principles  is  changed,  when  the  crime  of 
the  accessory  before  the  fact  is  made  by 
statute  a  substantive  felony.  The  object 
of  making  it  a  substantive  felony  may  be 
either  to  provide  a  distinct  or  milder  pun- 
ishment upon  conviction,  or  to  authorize 
the  indictment  and  conviction  of  the  ac- 
cessory where  the  principal  has  not  been 
convicted.  But  whether  the  crime  is  made 
the  subject  of  separate  prosecution  and 
punishment,  or  is  to  be  included  in  an  in- 
dictment with  the  principal  offense,  will 
not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  change 
the  definition  of  it,  or  alter  the  facts  or 
circumstances  in  which  the  commission  of 
it  consists.  The  same  facts  to  be  averred 
and  proved  in  the  same  way  will  substan- 
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tiate  the  crime  in  one  case  as  in  the  other. 
.  .  .  The  crime  of  subornation  of  per- 
jury would  consist  in  procuring  perjury 
to  be  committed,  directly  or  indirectly,  as 
much  after  subornation  was  made  a  felony 
as  before." 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  State 
V.  Fahey,  3  Penn.  (Del.)  594,  64  Atl.  690, 
and  in  State  v.  Renswick,  85  Minn.  19, 
88  N.  W.  22,  the  supreme  court  of  Min- 
nesota, which,  as  we  shall  see,  is  the  only 
court  that  announces  the  extreme  view  that 
the  briber  and  bribed  are  not  accomplices, 
declares  that  in  a  trial  for  subornation  of 
perjury  the  mere  attempt  to  suborn,  tes- 
tified to  by  the  witness,  does  not  make  him 
an  accomplice;  but,  if  the  subornation  it- 
self is  sought  to  be  established  by  the  tes- 
timony of  the  perjurer,  the  latter  is  an  ac- 
complice, and  his  evidence  must  be  corrob- 
orated. 

Wherever  the  commission  of  a  crime  in- 
volves the  co-operation  of  two  or  more 
people,  the  guilt  of  each  will  be  deter- 
mined by  the  nature  of  that  co-operation. 
Whenever  the  co-operation  of  the  parties 
is  a  corrupt  co-operation,  then  always  those 
agents  are  accomplices,  even  as  at  common 
law  they  were  principals.  To  the  crime  of 
seduction,  two  parties  are  necessary,  but 
the  co-operation  of  the  seduced  is  not  crim- 
inal. She  is  a  victim,  and  she  is  not 
therefore  an  accomplice  of  the  seducer.  In 
such  lesser  offenses  as  created  by  laws  de- 
nouncing the  sale  of  lottery  tickets  or  the 
sale  of  liquor,  while  two  are  necessary  to 
the  transaction  and  to  the  commission  of 
the  crime,  the  law  reasons  that  the  pur- 
chaser's act  is  entirely  innocent,  and  he 
will  not  be  regarded  as  an  accomplice. 
In  cases  of  abortion,  where  the  law  de- 
nounces the  commission  of  an  abortion, 
some  cases  hold  that  the  consenting  preg- 
nant woman  is  not  an  accomplice.  These 
decisions  doubtless  arise  in  part  out  of  a 
tenderness  for  the  sex,  and  a  consideration 
of  the  extreme  temptations  by  which  a 
woman  so  situated  may  be  beset.  Under 
our  law  a  woman  may  or  may  not  be  an 
accomplice,  depending  upon  her  part  in  the 
transaction.  Thus  she  may  consent  to  the 
taking  of  the  drugs,  or  the  performance  of 
the  operation,  in  ignorance  of  the  intended 
purpose.  She  may,  indeed,  be  coerced  into 
submission,  in  neither  of  which  cases  would 
she  be  an  accomplice.  But  if  a  woman 
voluntarily  solicits  the  performance  of  such 
an*  operation  upon  herself,  and  to  that  ex- 
tent induces  it,  it  is  impossible  to  see  how 
she  can  fail  to  have  been  an  instigator  and 
encourager  of  the  crime,  and  so  an  accom- 
plice. Such  is  the  ruling  of  the  Ohio  su- 
preme court  in  State  v.  McCoj^,  62  Ohio 
St.  157,  39  N.  E.  316,  and  such  is  the  dfci- 
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sion  of  this  state  in  People  y.  Josselyn, 
39  Cal.  393;  and  the  recognition  of  the 
relationship  of  an  accomplice  is  evidenced 
by  the  provisions  of  the  Penal  Code,  which, 
in  §  1108,  declares  that  upon  a  trial  "for 
procuring  or  attempting  to  procure  an 
abortion,  or  aiding  or  assisting  therein, 
.  .  .  the  defendant  cannot  be  convicted 
upon  the  testimony  of  the  woman  upon  or 
with  whom  the  offense  was  committed,  un- 
less she  is  corroborated  by  other  evidence." 

In  adultery  and  fornication,  where  the 
willing  consent  of  the  woman  is  proven  or 
assumed,  the  courts  have  found  no  diffi- 
culty in  declaring  her  to  be  an  accomplice 
with  the  man.  For  there,  differing  from 
abortion,  no  considerations  of  the  tempta- 
tion of  the  'woman's  hard  lot  operate  to 
soften  the  court's  views.  They  are  ac- 
complices the  one  with  the  other,  because 
their  conduct  is  corrupt  and  each  has  mu- 
tually aided  the  other  in  the  commission 
of  a  crime  to  which  the  corrupt  participa- 
tion of  the  two  is  necessary.  State  v. 
Scott,  28  Or.  331,  42  Pac.  1,  10  Am.  Crim. 
Bep.  13;  Merritt  v.  State,  12  Tex.  App. 
203;  Townser  v.  State,  58  Tex.  Crim. 
Hep.  453,  137  Am.  St.  Rep.  976,  126  S. 
W.  572. 

"Bribery"  at  common  law,  as  defined  by 
Bishop  (1  Bishop,  New.  Crim.  Law,  85),  was 
"the  voluntary  giving  or  receiving  of  any- 
thing of  value  in  corrupt  payment  for  an 
official  act  done  or  to  be  done."  It  is  the 
uniform  rule  of  decision,  not  only  of  the 
common  law,  but  of  every  state  of  the 
United  States,  with  one  exception,  herein- 
after to  be  considered,  that  the  giver  and 
receiver  of  the  bribe  are  principals  in  the 
crime,  and  so  necessarily  accomplices  of 
each  other.  The  giving  and  the^receiving 
are  reciprocal.  Rex  v.  Vaughan,  4  Burr. 
2494;  Reg.  v.  Boyes,  1  Best  &  S.  311,  2 
Post.  &  F.  157,  30  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  301, 
7  Jur.  N.  S.  1168,  5  L.  T.  N.  S.  147,  9 
Week.  Rep.  690,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  32.  In  the 
Vaughan  Case,  supra,  says  Lord  Mansfield: 
"Wherever  it  is  a  crime  to  take,  it  is  a 
crime  to  give."  Various  states  have  in 
various  ways  denounced  as  crimes  certain 
phases,  elements,  and  transactions  going 
to  the  crime  of  bribery,  but  stopping  short 
of  its  completion.  Thus,  in  some  states 
the  soliciting  of  a  bribe  without  its  pay- 
ment is  a  crime.  Penal  Code,  §  93.  In 
others  it  is  not.  In  some  states  the  offer 
to  pay  a  bribe  without  regard  to  its  ac- 
ceptance is  a  crime.  Ibid.  In  others  it 
is  not.  Manifestly,  in  the  crimes  last  men- 
tioned, since  the  denounced  act  in  no  wise 
depends  upon  a  plurality  of  agents,  in  no 
wise  rests  upon  the  corrupt  assent,  agree- 
ment or  procurement  of  another,  the  per- 
30  LJl.A.(N.S.) 


son  approached  is  not  an  accomplice  of 
the  approacher.  But  whenever  a  crime  nec- 
essarily embraces  the  corrupt,  guilty,  crimi- 
nal co-operation  of  two  or  more  persons, 
those  persons  always  have  been  and  must  be 
accomplices. 

This,  then,  is  the  true  test  and  rule: 
If  in  any  crime  the  participation  of  an  indi- 
vidual has  been  criminally,  corrupt,  he  is 
an  accomplice.  If  it  has  not  been  crim- 
inally corrupt,  he  is  not  an  accomplice. 
In  those  cases  where  the  concurrent  act  or 
co-operation  of  two  people  is  necessary,  as 
in  seduction,  sometimes  in  abortion,  and 
in  the  minor  offenses  of  selling  liquor, 
lottery  tickets,  or  harmful  drugs,  the  re- 
lationship of  accomplice  does  not  exist,  be- 
cause the  co-operation  of  the  other  party  is 
not  denounced  by  the  law  as  criminally 
corrupt,  and,  as  matter  of  fact,  need  not 
be  criminally  corrupt.  Upon  the  other 
hand,  where  the  act  requires  the  co-opera- 
tion of  two  persons,  and  their  co-operation 
is  criminally  corrupt,  the  relationship  of 
accomplice  is  at  once  established,  as  in 
adultery  and  fornication,  in  dueling,  in 
agreeing  to  fight  a  duel,  in  illegal  rebat- 
ing (United  States  v.  New  York  0.  ft  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  [C.  C]  146  Fed.  298),  in  brib- 
ery, and  in  all  forms  of  criminal  agree- 
ment, where  the  agreement  itself  consti- 
tutes the  crime.  Conspiracies  are  typi* 
cal  instances  of  agreements  in  and  of  them- 
selves constituting  crimed.  All  the  con- 
spirators are  principals  and,  of  course,  ac- 
complices. 

In  the  charge  against  this  defendant  of 
"agreeing  to  receive  a  bribe"  and  "receiv- 
ing a  bribe,"  each  element,  the  agreeing 
and  the  receiving  necessarily  contemplates 
the  criminally  corrupt  co-operation  of  an 
other  (eliminating  from  consideration,  of 
course,  the  feigned  accomplice).  To  this 
proposition  the  authorities  are  so  numer- 
ous and  so  uniform  that  one  is  rather 
embarrassed  by  the  wealth  than  by  the 
dearth  of  them.  But  on  the  question  of 
accomplices  in  bribery  alone,  as  sustain- 
ing this  principle  either  tacitly  or  with 
discussion,  may  be  cited:  Newman  y.  Peo- 
ple, 23  Colo.  300,  47  Pac.  278;  People  v. 
Bissert,  71  App.  Div.  118,  75  N.  Y.  Supp. 
630,  affirmed  in  172  N.  Y.  643,  66  N.  E. 
1120;  People  v.  Winant,  24  Misc.  361,  53 
N.  Y.  Supp.  696;  People  v.  Acritelli,  67 
Misc.  574,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  440;  State  ▼. 
Callahan,  47  La.  Ann.  444,  17  So.  50,  10 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  97;  State  v.  Smalls,  11 
S.  C.  262;  State  v.  Horner,  1  Marv.  (Del.) 
604,  26  Atl.  73,  41  Atl.  139;  Murphy  v. 
State,  124  Wis.  635,  102  N.  W.  1087;  Peo- 
ple ▼.  McGarry,  136  Mich.  316,  99  N.  W. 
147;  People  v.  Fielding,  36  App.  Div.  401, 
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66  N.  Y.  Supp.  630;  Ruffin  v.  State,  36  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  666,  38  S.  W.  169;  O'Brien  v. 
State,  6  Tex.  App.  665;  Birch  v.  State, 
—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  106  S.  W.  344; 
State  V.  Carr,  28  Or.  389,  42  Pac.  215; 
Butt  V.  State,  81  Ark.  173,  118  Am.  St. 
Rep.  42,  98  S.  W.  723;  and  State  ▼.  Duflf, 
138  Am.  St.  Rep.  269,  note,  where  it  is 
said:  "It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule 
that  a  person  offering,  giving,  or  paying  a 
bribe  is  an  accomplice  of  the  person  who 
receives  it,  particularly  wherever  the  stat- 
utes make  it  a  crime  ioi  a  person  to  offer, 
give,  or  pay,  and  a  crime  for  a  person  to 
receive,  a  bribe." 

There  is  but  one  court,  as  has  been  inti- 
mated, which  has  advanced  a  view  on  this 
subject  contrary  to  all  other  authoritiea 
and  decisions.  That  is  the  supreme  court 
of  Minnesota,  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Durn- 
am,  73  Minn.  150,  75  N.  W.  1127,  11  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  179.  In  that  case  the  defend- 
ant was  indicted  and  convicted  of  the 
crime  of  "asking"  for  a  bribe,  the  crime 
contemplated  in  our  state  by  such  section « 
as  Penal  Code,  93  and  94.  He  had  so- 
licited the  bribe  from  Richards  and  Hal- 
rorson,  witnesses  in  the  case.  The  defend- 
ant's demands  were  not  acceded  to;  the 
bribe  money  was  not  paid.  Upon  appeal 
it  was  contended  that  Richards  and  Hal- 
vorson  were  accomplices.  The  attorney 
general  in  his  brief  made  the  argument 
that  follows:  "As  to  defendant's  conten- 
tion that  Richards  was  an  accomplice,  it 
it  seems  to  us  that,  if  a  person  from  whom 
a  bribe  is  asked  is  an  accomplice  when 
he  refuses  to  give  it,  then  a  person  who  is 
held  up  on  the  street  at  night  by  a  high- 
wayman is  an  accomplice.  In  both  cases, 
the  person  robbed  and  the  person  solicited 
furnish  subjects  upon  which  the  crime 
could  be  committed;  but  that  does  not 
make  them  accomplices.  In  order  to  be 
an  accomplice,  a  person  must  be  a  crim- 
inaL  He  must  do  a  criminal  act  with  a 
criminal  intent,  and  the  person  who  is 
merely  asked  for  a  bribe  may  refuse  it, 
and  be  perfectly  innocent  of  any  offense." 
The  position  of  the  attorney-  general  was 
perfectly  sound.  It  could  have  been  adopted 
by  the  court  with  absolute  security.  But 
the  court  went  still  further  and,  under 
the  fallacious  formula  above  adverted  to, 
worked  out  the  proposition  that  if  the 
witness  could  not  have  been  indicted  for 
the  offense,  he  was  not  an  accomplice;  and 
that,  consequently,  if  the  law  has  de- 
nounced the  acts  of  participation  of  the 
two  as  separate  offenses,  "the  one  is  not 
the  accomplice  of  the  other."  How  utter- 
ly mistaken  this  argument  in,  we  think, 
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has  been  abundantly  shown.  We  have  al- 
ready pointed  out  how  this  same  court,  in 
the  case  of  perjury  and  subornation,  crimes 
made  separate  and  distinct  by  the  Minne- 
sota law,  has  held,  notwithstanding,  that 
the  testimony  of  the  perjurer  must  be 
corroborated  in  a  charge  against  the  sub- 
orner. We  are  not  called  upon  to  reconcile 
the  inconsistency  of  those  decisions,  and  it 
is  sufficient  to  point  out  that  State  v.  Durn- 
am  is  unique  in  the  history  of  the  law. 

The  charge  against  the  defendant,  as  we 
have  seen,  is  under  §  165  of  the  Penal 
Code.  It  is  not  for  asking  or  soliciting 
a  bribe.  It  \b  for  "agreeing"  to  receive 
and  "receiving"  a  bribe.  The  agreement 
necessarily  carries  with  it  the  essential 
concept  of  a  criminal  and  cort'upt  bargain. 
There  can  be  no  agreement  without  a 
meeting  of  minds,  and  a  meeting  of  minds 
for  this  base  bargain  is  declared  to  be  a 
crime.  There  is  nothing  in  the  law  to 
suggest  even  that  in  such  a  crime  the  two 
parties  stand  in  any  different  position  from 
that  occupied  by  two  who  agree  to  fight 
a  duel.  In  such  an  agreement  the  act 
of  the  person  who  contracts  to  pay  the 
consideration  is  admittedly  base,  corrupt, 
and  criminal.  Moreover,  his  conduct  is  es- 
sential to  the  very  existence  of  the  crime 
of  agreeing.  How  then  shall  it  be  said 
that  he  is  not,  within  the  narrowest  or^the 
fullest  meaning  of  the  law,  an  accomplice 
of  the  man  agreeing  to  take  the  bribe? 
He  is  an  actual  participant  in  the  crime, 
as  well  as  an  aider,  abetter,  adviser,  and 
encourager  in  its  commission,  for  it  is  to 
be  remembered  that  in  the  case  at  bar 
the  crime  itself  is  the  agreement.  An  of- 
ficer may  solicit  bribes,  may  ask  for  bribes, 
may  advertise  his  willingness  to  accept 
bribes.  Each  one  of  these  acts  is  a  sep- 
arate, distinct,  and  recognized  crime;  but 
no  one  of  them  is  the  crime  of  agreeing 
to  take  a  bribe,  which  «p  vi  termini  re- 
quires the  guilty  co-operation  of  another. 
United  States  v.  Dietrich  (C,  C.)  126  Fed. 
664.  Moreover,  if,  as  we  have  seen  by  all 
of  the  authorities,  saving  one,  when  the 
bribery  is  completed,  the  payer  of  the  bribe 
and  the  recipient  of  the  bribe  are  recipro- 
cally accomplices  in  the  bribing,  it  cannot 
successfully  be  argued  that,  in  the  perfect- 
ed agreement  for  the  accomplishment  of 
this  crime  the  same  two  persons  are  not 
accomplices. 

With  the  law  thus  before  us,  we  are  in 
a  position  to  consider  the  rulings  of  the 
trial    court. 

The  court  gave  the  following  instruc- 
tion: "Where  two  or  more  persons  are 
concerned  in  the  commission  of  a  crime, 
whether  they,  or  either  of  them,  directly 
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commit  the  act  constituting  the  offense, 
or  aid  and  abet  in  the  commission,  or,  not 
being  present,  have  advised  and  encouraged 
in  its  commission,  each  one  of  them  is  an 
accomplice  with  the  other  in  any  crime 
so  committed,  and  the  final  test  of  the 
question,  as  applied  to  a  witness  in  any 
case,  is:  Could  such  witness  lawfully  be 
indicted  with  the  defendant  for  the  of- 
fense on  trial  T  If  so,  he  is  an  accomplice 
within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  If  not, 
he  is  not,  and  the  man  who  gives  or  of- 
fers a  bribe  is  not  for  that  reason  an  ac- 
complice of  the  one  who  receives  or  agrees 
to  receive  a  bribe."  The  opening  sentence 
of  this  instruction  defines  an  accomplice 
in  just  terms.  But  when  it  proceeds  to 
say  that  the  final  test  as  applied  to  a  wit- 
ness in  any  case  is:  "Could  such  witness 
lawfully  be  indicted  with  the  defendant 
for  the  offense  on  trial  T"  the  court  adopted 
the  fallacious  reasoning  of  the  Durnam 
Case,  supra,  and  fell  into  error,  an  error 
which  was  repeated  in  the  closing  sentence 
with,  ''the  man  who  gives  or  offers  a  bribe 
is  not,  for  that  reason,  an  accomplice  of 
the  one  who  receives  or  agrees  to  receive 
a  bribe."  For,  as  Lord  Mansfield  said, 
"Wherever  it  is  a  crime  to  take,  it  is  a 
crime  to  give."  These  crimes  are  recipro- 
cal and  mutually  interdependent.  The 
same  is  true  of  an  agreement  to  receive 
a  bribe. 

It  thus  being  established  that  Gallagher 
was  clearly  an  accomplice,  the  equally  im- 
portant question  remains  whether  or  not 
his  testimony  was  corroborated.  If  it  be 
corroborated  up  to  the  requirements  of  the 
law,  it  might  be  argued  that,  notwith- 
staiiding  the  erroneous  instruction  above 
quoted,  the  jury  determined  that  he  was  an 
accomplice,  but  rendered  its  verdict  be 
cause  of  the  corroborating  evidence.  Up- 
on this  it  is  declared  by  respondent  that, 
treating  Gallagher  as  an  accomplice,  his 
evidence  was  sufficiently  corroborated. 

The  corroboration  of  an  accomplice's 
testimony,  as  has  been  said,  may  be  slight. 
People  V.  Melvane,  39  Cal.  616;  People  v. 
Clough,  73  Cal.  351,  16  Pac.  6.  But  it 
must  in  and  of  itself,  and  independent  of 
the  testimony  of  the  accomplice,  tend  to 
inculpate  the  defendant  on  trial  with  the 
commission  of  the  crime. 

But  no  part  of  the  testimony  which  the 
respondent  declares  effects  such  corrobo- 
ration is  of  any  legal  effect  for  this 
purpose.  Thus,  it  is  said  that  the  defend- 
ant's act  "established  primarily  by  Galla- 
gher's direct  testimony"  tends  to  corrobo- 
rate Gallagher.  But  this,  in  legal  effect, 
is  but  the  untenable  declaration  that  one 
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part  of  the  evidence  of  an  accomplice  may 
corroborate  another  part.  "The  testimony 
of  independent  witnesses  as  to  the  defend- 
ant's votes  in  the  board  of  supervisors  on 
the  bills  imd  ordinances  in  relation  to  the 
overhead  trolley  system"  does  no  more  than 
to  show  how  he  voted,  and  affords  not  the 
slightest  independent  evidence  that  he  so 
voted  under  a  corrupt  agreement  to  accept 
a  bribe  for  so  doing.  Tlie  immunity  con- 
tract offered  in  evidence  did  no  more  than 
to  declare  that  immunity  would  be  grant- 
ed for  any  and  all  crimes  which  Coffey 
as  a  supervisor  might  have  committed, 
but  contained  no  reference  whatsoever  to 
this  or  any  particular  crime.  The  tracing 
of  a  fund  from  the  United  Railwavs  into 
the  hands  of  Ruef  was  likewise  insuffi- 
cient. This  was  but  a  showing  of  the 
possession  of  sufficient  money  by  the.al-' 
leged  briber.  It  did  not  tend  to  show  that 
the  defendant  actually  received  any  of  it. 
See  People  v.  Bissert,  71  App.  Div.  118,  76 
N.  Y.  Supp.  630,  Id.,  172  N.  Y.  643,  66  N. 
E.   1120. 

The  other  matters  of  evidence  alleged  as 
establishing  sufficient  corroboration  are 
equally  without  substance.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  discuss  them  all.  But  in  exempli- 
fication, after  Coffey  was  indicted  for  the 
present  crime,  Gallagher  interceded  on  his 
behalf  with  the  district  attorney,  and 
sought  to  have  the  latter  abandon  the 
prosecution.  This  is  urged  as  corrobora- 
tion. So  far  as  appears,  it  was  an  un- 
solicited act,  and  could  not  have  the  slight- 
est effect  as  showing,  from  an  independent 
source,  that  Coffey  either  corruptly  agreed 
to  take  a  bribe,  or  corruptly  received  a 
bribe.  The  latter  fact,  the  reception  of  the 
bribe,  stands  equally  upon  the  uncorrobo- 
rated testimony  of  Gallagher. 

Moreover,  the  money  was  received  after 
the  franchises  were  granted,  and  it  is 
well  established  that,  'however  atrocious 
in  good  morals  the  reception  of  a  present 
after  the  act  may  be,  the  acceptance  of  a 
gift  without  corrupt-  prior  understanding 
is  not  bribery.  2  Wharton,  Crim.  Law, 
10th  ed.  §  1858;  State  v.  Ellis,  33  N.  J.  L. 
102,  97  Am.  Dec.  707;  Walsh  v.  People, 
65  III.  58,  16  Am.  Rep.  569. 

It  follows  herefrom  that  the  testimony 
of  Gallagher  is  corroborated  in  no  respect 
required  by  the  law,  and  for  the  reasons 
given  the  judgment  and  orders  appealed 
from  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded. 

We  concur:  Beatty,  Ch.  J.;  Shaw,  J.; 
Melvin,  J.;  liOrigan,  J.,  Sloss,  J. 
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JOE  McKAY,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

STATE  OF  NEBRASKA. 

(90  Neb.  63,  132  N.  W.  741.) 

Indictment  —  impossible  date  —  suffi- 
ciency. 

1.  An  information  is  defective  if  it 
charges  the  commission  of  the  offense  as 
subsequent  to  the  date  upon  which  the  in- 
formation is  filed,  or  on  an  otherwise  im- 
possible date. 

Same  —  amendment  —  rearraignment. 

2.  And  in  such  a  case  it  is  error  for  the 
trial  court,  after  permitting  an  amendment 
curing  such  defect,  to  require  the  accused, 
over  his  objection,  to  immediately  proceed 
with  the  trial  without  arraignment  under 
and  plea  to  such  amended  information,  and 
without  giving  him  the  statutory  time  of 
twenty-four  hours  in  which  to  plead  there- 
to. 

Criminal  law  —  amended  information 
—  trial  —  Jeopardy. 

3.  Where  one  accused  of  a  felony  is  put 
upon  trial  under  an  information  defective 
upon  its  face,  and,  after  trial  begun,  the 
information  is  amended  and  the  trial  pro- 
ceeded with,  there  being  no  change  in  the 
offense  charged,  held,  tnat  the  accused  is 
not  thereby  placed  in  jeopardy  a  second 
time. 

Same  —  assistant    prosecutor  —  regu- 
larity. 

4.  Under  the  provisions  of  §  20,  chap.  7, 
Gomp.  Stat.  1911,  private  counsel  can  only 
be  permitted  to  assist  in  the  prosecution 
of  a  person  charged  with  the  crime  of  felony, 
when  procured  by  the  county  attorney,  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  district  court. 

Same  —  permission  ^  validity. 

5.  And  an  order  by  the  district  court,  at 
the  opening  of  the  trial,  that  an  attorney 
appearing  as  private  prosecutor,  under  the 
employment  of  outside  parties,  is  "per- 
mitted" to  assist  in  the  prosecution,  is  not 
a  compliance  with  the  statutory  provision. 

Same  —  objection  ^  effect. 

6.  And  when  timely  objection  is  made  by 
the  accused  to  the  participation  of  such 
private  prosecutor  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
case  it  is  error  to  overrule  such  objection. 

Evidence  —  criminal  trial  ^  relevancy. 

7.  An  accused  in  a  criminal  prosecution 
is  entitled  to  a  trial  upon  competent,  rele- 
vant evidence ;  evidence  which  at  least  tends 

Head  notes  by  Fawcett,  J. 

Note.  —  As  to  the  right  of  accused  to 
complain  because  prosecution  is  conducted 
or  assisted  by  unofficial  member  of  bar,  see 
note  to  State  v.  Hartley,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
564. 

As  to  right  of  prosecutrix  in   bastardy 
proceeding  to  private  counsel,  see  note  to 
State  V.  Smith,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  463. 
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to  establish  his  guilt  or  innocence;  and 
evidence  which  has  no  such  tendency,  but 
which,  if  effective  at  all,  could  only  serve 
to  excite  the  minds  and  inflame  the  pas- 
sions of  the  jury,  should  not  be  admitted. 

(October  6,  1911.) 
(Rose  and  Txtton,  J  J.,  dissent.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Ante- 
lope  County  to  review  a  judgment  con- 
victing defendant  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree..   Modified. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  O.  A.  Williams,  William  V. 
Allen,  and  William  li.  Dowlin^,  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

The  information  charging  that  the  crime 
was  committed  December  7,  1910,  an  im- 
possible date,  was  void,  and  the  court  could 
not  permit  the  county  attorney  to  strike 
out  "1900"  and  insert  "1909,"  and  force 
the    defendant   to   trial. 

Murphy  v.  State,  106  Ind.  96,  55  Am.  Rep. 
722,  6  N.  E.  767,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  264, 
8.  c.  107  Ind.  598,  8  N.  E.  158;  Serpentine 
V.  State,  1  How.  (Mis6.)  256;  Markley  v. 
State,  10  Mo.  291 ;  Com.  v.  Doyle,  110  Mass. 
103;  State  v.  Pratt,  14  N.  H.  456;  State 
V.  Sexton,  10  N.  C.  (3  Hawks)  184,  14 
Am.  Dec.  584*;  State  v.  Woodman,  10 
N.  C.  (3  Hawks)  384;  Com.  v.  McKee, 
Addison  (Pa.)  33;  State  v.  Davidson,  36 
Tex.  325;  Williams  v.  State,  12  Tex.  App. 
226,  4  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  292;  State  v. 
Litch,  33  Vt.  67;  Terrell  v.  State,  165 
Ind.  443,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  251,  112  Am. 
St.  Rep.  244,  75  N.  E.  884,  6  Ann.  Cas.  851 ; 
Hall  V.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  38 
S.  W.  996;  McJunkins  v.  State,  37  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  117,  38  S.  W.  994;  Wright  v. 
State,  -—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  92  S.  W. 
256;  Stephens  ▼.  State,  51  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
406,  103  S.  W.  904;  Haney  v.  State,  52 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  546,  107  S.  W.  858;  New- 
some  V.  State,  2  Ga.  App.  392,  68  S.  E.  672; 
State  V.  Noland,  29  Ind.  212;  State  v. 
Windell,  60  Ind.  300;  Trout  v.  State,  107 
Ind.  678,  8  N.  E.  618;  Dyer  v.  State,  85 
Ind.  625;  State  v.  Patterson,  116  Ind.  46, 
10  N.  E.  289,  18  N.  E.  270;  State  v. 
Smith,  88  Iowa,  178,  55  N.  W.  198;  SUte  v. 
Ray,  Rice,  L.  1,  33  Am.  Dec.  90. 

The  court  erred  in  permitting  prosecutor 
to  conduct  case  for  the  state. 

People  V.  Etter,  72  Mich.  175,  40  N.  W. 
241;  Biemel  v.  State,  71  Wis.  444,  37  N. 
W.  244,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  656;  Meister  v. 
People,  31  Mich.  99,  1  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  91; 
Sneed  v.  People,  88  Mich.  248;  People  v. 
Hurst,  41  Mich.  328,  1  N.  W.  1027 ;  Com.  v. 
Knapp,  10  Pick.  477,  20  Am.  Dec  534; 
Com.  V.  Williams,  2  Cush.  584;  Com.  v. 
King,  8  Gray,  601;  Com.  v.  Gibbs,  4  Gray, 
146;  People  ▼.  Bussey,  82  Mich.  40,  46 
N.  W.  97. 
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Messrs.  Grant  G.  Martin,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  Frank  E.  Edgerton,  Assistant 
Attorney  General,  for  the  State: 

The  court  did  not  err  in  permitting 
amendment  of  the  information  to  correct  a 
clerical  error. 

Razee  ▼.  State,  73  Neb.  732,  103  N.  W. 
438;  State  v.  Wister,  62  Mo.  692;  State 
V.  Wilcoxen,  38  Mo.  370;  State  v.  Sam, 
13  N.  C.  (2  Dev.  L.)  567;  Jones  v.  Com. 
1  Bush,  34,  89  Am.  Dec.  605;  State  v.  Bar- 
nett,  3  Kan.  250,  87  Am.  Dec.  471;  People 
V.  Kelly,  6  Cal.  210;  People  v.  Littleflcld, 
5  Cal.  355;  Hampton  y.  State,  8  Ind.  336; 
Hardebeck  ▼.  State,  10  Ind.  459;  State  v. 
Elliot,  34  Tex.  148;  State  v.  Hoover,  31 
Ark.  676;  State  v.  Cooper,  31  Kan.  608, 
3  Pac.  429;  State  v.  Stebbins,  29  Conn.  463, 
79  Am.  Dec.  223;  United  States  v.  Evans, 
1  Cranch,  C.  C.  55,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,003; 
United  States  v.  Shuck,  1  Cranch,  C.  C. 
56,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,285;  Blondel  v. 
Bolander,  80  Neb.  632,  114  N.  W.  574; 
Bliss  V.  Beck,  80  Neb.  292,  114  N.  W.  162, 
16  Ann.  Cas.  366;  State  v.  Brooks,  85 
Iowa,  366,  52  N.  W.  240;  Terrell  v.  State, 
165  Ind.  443,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  251,  112  Am. 
St.  Rep.  244,  75  N.  E.  884,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
851. 

It  was  not  error  to  permit  a  private 
prosecutor  to  conduct  the  case  for  the  jBtate. 

State  V.  Bartlett  (State  v.  Bartley)  105 
Me.  212,  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  565,  134  Am.  St. 
Rep.  542,  74  Atl.  18;  Burnett  v.  State, 
88  Neb.  638,  130  N.  W.  203. 

Mr.  John  W.  Rice  also  for  the  State. 

Fawcett,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff  in  error,  whom  we  will  heriein- 
after  designate  as  defendant,  was  convicted 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree  in  the.  district 
court  of  Antelope  county.  A.  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  overruled,  and  a  sentence  of 
life  imprisonment  imposed. 

Defendant  was  prosecuted  under  an  infor- 
majtion  filed  April  28,  1910,  which,  omit- 
ting the  formal  part,  alleged  "tliat  Joe  Mc- 
Kay, late  of  the  county  aforesaid,  on  the 
7th  day  of  December,  A.  d.  1910,  in  the 
county  of  Antelope,  and  the  state  of  Ne- 
braska, aforesaid,  then  and  tliere  being  in 
and  upon  one  Albert  Brown,  then  and 
there  being  unlawfully,  feloniously,  pur- 
posely, and  of  his  deliberate  and  premedi- 
tated malice,  did  make  an  assault  with  the 
intent  then  and  there  of  him,  the  said  Joe 
McKay,  him,  the  said  Albert  Brown,  unlaw- 
fully, feloniously,  purposely,  and  of  his 
deliberate  and  premeditate^^  malice  to  kill 
and  murder,*'  etc.  On  the  next  day,  de- 
fendant assailed  this  information  with  a 
motion  to  quash,  and  a  demurrer,  both 
of  which  were  overruled  in  the  order  named. 
Defendant  was  thereupon  arraigned  and 
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pleaded  not  guilty,  and  the  case  was  as- 
signed for  trial  May  2,  1910.  On  May  2d 
the  case  was  called  for  trial,  and  the  im* 
paneling  of  the  jury  begun.  May  3d  the 
jury  was  Anally  selected  and  sworn.  The 
opening  statements  were  made  to  the  jury 
by  counsel  for  the  state  and  defendant,  re- 
spectively. W.  L.  Staples,  a  witness  for  the 
state,  was  then  called.  After  being  inter- 
rogated as  to  his  name,  residence,  and 
o£Bcial  position,  he  was  asked  whether  or 
not  he  had  made  a  trip  to  Brunswick, 
whereupon  the  defendant  objected  to  the  in- 
troduction of  any  evidence,  upon  the 
grounds:  "(4)  Because  said  complaint  does 
not  state  an  offense  punishable  by  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Nebraska;"  and  "(6)  Be- 
cause the  information  charges  the  commis- 
sion of  the  crime  on  an  impossible  date,  to 
wit,  the  7th  day  of  December  A.  d.  1910, 
which  has  not  yet  arrived,  and  not  on  a  date 
at  any  time  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  in- 
formation." Thereupon  the  court  took  a 
recess  until  the  next  morning  (May  4th), 
on  which  day,  at  the  opening  of  court,  the 
county  attorney  filed  a  motion  for  "leave 
of  this  court  to  correct  the  clerical  error 
appearing  near  the  end  of  line  7  in  the 
body  of  said  information,  by  striking  out 
the  numerals,  to  wit,  1910,  there  appearing, 
and  inserting  in  their  stead  the  numerals, 
to  wit,  1909.''  Defendant  objected  to  the 
proposed  amendment,  upon  the  grounds 
that  the  defendant  was  prepared  to  go  to 
trial  on  the  information  as  it  stood,  but 
was  wholly  unprepared  to  proceed  to  trial 
under  the  proposed  change  in  the  infor- 
mation; that  no  copy  of  the  information  as 
it  was  proposed  to  be  amended  had  been 
served  upon  defendant  or  his  counsel,  as 
required  by  statute ;  and  that  defendant  had 
a  statutory  and  constitutional  right  to 
twenty-four  hours  after  service  upon  him 
of  the  information  as  amended  within  which 
to  plead  thereto.  These  objections  were 
overruled.  The  court  then,  over  defendant's 
objection,  permitted  the  state  to  introduce 
the  clerk  of  the  court  and  the  county  at- 
torney as  witnesses  for  the  purpose  of 
laying  the  foundation  for  the  state's  motionf 
to  amend  the  information,  at  the  conclusion 
of  which  the  court  sustained  the  motion  to 
amend  the  information,  and  permitted  the 
same  to  be  amended  by  drawing  a  line 
through  the  figures  "1910"  without  ob- 
literating them,  and  by  placing  over  them 
the  figures  "1909,"  and  ordered  that  the 
defendant  be  served  with  a  copy  of  the  in- 
formation as  corrected.  .The  information 
was  thereupon  amended  as  directed  by  the 
court,  reverified,  and  refiled.  The  informa- 
tion as  amended  was  served  upon  defend- 
ant at  8:49  in  the  evening  of  that  day.  On 
the  next  morning   (May  5th)    on  the  con- 
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Tening  of  court,  defendant  tendered  a  plea 
in  abatement,  or  plea  in  bar,  "to  the  further 
proceeding  of  the  court  in  this  case,"  and 
also  moved  the  court  to  exclude  the  Hon- 
orable M.  F.  Harrington,  attorney  at  law, 
from  participating  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  case,  upon  the  grounds  that  he  had  not 
been  appointed  by  the  court,  as  provided 
by  statute,  to  assist  in  the  prosecution; 
that  he  is  not  a  deputy  county  attorney  of 
Antelope  county,  or  acting  officially,  or  un- 
der the  solemnity  of  official  oath  in  con- 
nection with  the  case;  and,  third,  because 
his  employment  and  payment  are  by  private 
parties.  All  of  defendant's  objections  and 
his  motion  were  overruled,  and  at  10 
o'clock  A.  M.  of  that  day  the  jury  were 
called  into  the  box,  and  defendant's  objec- 
tion to  the  introduction  of  any  evidence  was 
then  overruled,  and,  over  the  objection  of 
defendant,  the  trial  proceeded. 

The  objections  of  defendant  to  the  in- 
formation upon  which  he  was  arraigned, 
and  under  which  the  trial  was  entered  up- 
on, were  well  taken,  and  should  have  been 
sustained.  It  charged  the  commission  of 
the  crime  upon  an  impossible  date,  viz., 
a  date  nearly  eight  months  in  the  future. 
Joyce,  Indictments,  §  319,  announces  the 
rule  thus:  ''It  is  a  general  rule  that  an  in- 
dictment is  fatally  defective  if  it  charges 
the  commission  of  the  offense  as  subsequent 
to  the  date  upon  which  the  indictment  is 
found,  or  on  an  otherwise  impossible  date." 
A  large  number  of  cases  cited  by  the  author 
in  support  of  the  rule.  Maxwell,  Crim. 
Proc.  2d  ed.  p.  67,  says:  "Time  and  place 
must  be  alleged  as  to  every  material  fact 
in  an  indictment;"  and  on  page  69  he 
says  that  time  "should  be  stated  with 
certainty.  It  must  not  be  an  impossible 
date,  such  as  a  date  after  the  indictment 
is  found;  and  such  defect  is  bad,  even  after 
verdict."  In  State  v.  Smith,  88  Iowa, 
178,  56  N.  W.  398,  it  was  held:  "An  in- 
dictment containing  but  one  allegation  as 
to  the  time  of  the  commission  of  the  of- 
fense, and  stating  that  it  was  committed 
on  a  future  day,  is  bad;  the  provisions  of 
Code,  §  4306,  that  no  indictment  is  in- 
sufficient for  want  of  an  allegation  of  the 
time  of  any  material  fact  when  the  time 
has  once  been  stated,  and  of  §  4305,  that 
an  indictment  is  good  if  it  can  be  under- 
stood therefrom  that  the  offense  was  com- 
mitted some  time  prior  to  the  finding  of  the 
indictmen1<,  being  inapplicable."  In  the 
opinion  the  court  say:  "This  is  not  an 
omission  to  state  the  time  when  it  had 
once  been  stated,  but  stating  an  impossible 
time.  ...  It  cannot  be  so  understood 
from  this  indictment.  It  states  but  one 
date;  a  date  not  prior,  but  subsequent,  to 
the  finding  of  the  indictment.  •  •  •  No 
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indictment  is  sufficient  that  does  not  state 
the  time  at  or  about  which  the  offense  was 
committed,  and,  if  it  states  an  impossible 
time,  it  fails  to  charge  an  offense.  We  are 
in  no  doubt  but  that  the  first  indictment 
was  sufficient."  In  Terrell  v.  State,  165 
Ind.  443,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  253,  112  Am. 
St.  Rep.  244,  75  N.  E.  884,  6  Ann.  Cas. 
861,  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in  the 
opinion,  and  the  annotator  in  his  notes, 
both  exhaustively  review  the  authorities  on 
this  point,  which  to  our  minds  conclusively 
show  that  the  original  information  was 
void,  and  hence  did  not  state  any  offense. 

Indeed,  we  do  not  understand  the  at- 
torney general  to  contend  that  a  conviction 
in  this  case  could  have  been  sustained  un- 
der the  information  as  originally  filed;  his 
contention  throughout  his  brief  being  in 
support  of  the  amendment  permitted  by 
the  court.  Upon  that  question  we  think  the 
law  must  be  taken  as  settled  in  this  state. 
Section  436  of  the  Criminal  Code  provides: 
"And  within  twenty -four  (24)  hours  after 
the  filing  of  an  indictment  for  felony,  and 
in  every  other  case  on  request,  the  clerk 
shall  make  and  deliver  to  the  sheriff,  the 
defendant,  or  his  counsel,  a  copy  of  the  in- 
dictment, and  the  sheriff  on  receiving  such 
copy  shall  serve  the  same  upon  the  defend- 
ant; and  no  one  shall  be,  without  his  as- 
sent, arraigned  or  called  on  to  answer  to 
any  indictment  until  one  day  shall  have 
elapsed,  after  receiving  in  person  or  by 
counsel,  or  having  an  opportunity  to  re- 
ceive a  copy  of  such  indictment  as  afore- 
said." In  Zink  v.  State,  34  Neb.  37,  51  N. 
W.  294,  the  syllabus  holds:  "(2)  The  right 
conferred  upon  the  accused  in  a  prosecu- 
tion for  a  felony  by  §  436  of  the  Crim- 
inal Code,  to  a  copy  of  the  Indictment  or 
information,  and  one  day  to  prepare  for 
trial,  is  a  substantial  right,  to  deny  which 
is  error.  (3)  When  an  information  for  a 
felony  is  insufficient  for  want  of  a  materia' 
averment,  it  is  error  for  the  trial  court  to 
permit  an  amendment  supplying  such  defi- 
ciency, and  require  the  accused,  over  his 
objection,  to  proceed  with  the  trial  im- 
mediately, refusing  him  a  copy  of  the 
amended  information,  and  the  statutory 
time  to  plead  thereto."  In  the  opinion  by 
Post,  J.,  we  have  a  very  lucid  discussion 
of  this  point.  Among  other  things,  it  is 
said:  "This  right  to  be  furnished  with  a 
copy  of  the  indictment  or  information,  and 
one  day  to  prepare  for  trial,  is  a  substan- 
tial right  which  cannot  be  denied  the  ac- 
cused in  a  prosecution  for  a  felony.  It  is 
no  answer  to  say  that  the  information  as 
filed  contains  sufficient  matter  to  indicate 
the  crime  and  the  person  charged.  We  do 
not  agree  with  the  attorney  general  that 
there   was  no  substantial  defense  the  ae- 
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cused  could  make  before  the  amendment 
that  was  not  equally  available  after.  He 
had  before  the  amendment  this  most  potent 
of  defenses,  that  he  was  not  charged  with 
a  crime,  and  might  object  to  being  put  on 
trial;  or,  if  tried  and  found  guilty,  that  a 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  would  be 
available."  In  Barker  v.  State,  54  Neb. 
63,  74  N.  W.  427,  Zink  v.  State  is  cited 
and  followed,  and  the  same  rule  again  an- 
nounced. In  Zink  v.  State,  supra,  it  ap- 
pears that  the  amendment  was  made  be- 
fore the  trial  was  actually  entered  upon; 
but  after  it  was  made,  and  on  the  same  day, 
the  court  refused  defendant's  demand  for 
the  statutory  time  in  which  to  prepare  for 
trial,  and  immediately  put  him  upon  trial 
without  further  arraignment  or  plea  to  the 
information  as  amended.  The  case  at  bar 
18  stronger.  Here  the  court  permitted  the 
amendment,  and  deprived  defendant  of  his 
statutory  rights,  after  the  trial  had  been 
entered  upon  and  the  examination  of  wit- 
nesses had  begun. 

We  do  not  agree  with  counsel  for  de- 
fendant that  a  trial  under  the  amended  in- 
formation would  be  placing  defendant  in 
jeopardy  a  second  time.  The  original  infor- 
mation, being  void  upon  its  face,  was  no  in- 
formation at  all.  Hence  nothing  under  it 
could  in  any  manner  place  the  defendant  in 
jeopardy.  The  court  did  right  in  permit- 
ting the  amendment,  but  erred  in  forcing 
the  defendant  to  immediately  proceed  with 
the  trial  without  arraignment  under  and 
plea  to  the  only  information  filed  which 
stated  an  offense,  without  giving  him  the 
statutory  time  in  which  to  plead  thereto, 
and  before  a  jury  which  had  been  im- 
paneled under  a  void  information. 

Defendant  strongly  insists  that  the  court 
erred  in  permitting  private  counsel  to  con- 
duct the  case  for  the  state.  When  coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  moved  the  court  to 
exclude  Mr.  Harrington  from  participating 
in  the  prosecution,  as  hereinbefore  set  out, 
the  record  contains  this:  "By  Mr.  Harring- 
ton :  The  parties  agree  that  M.  F.  Harring- 
ton is  not  the  deputy  county  attorney  of 
Antelope  county,  has  not  been  appointed  by 
the  court  to  prosecute  this  case,  but  has 
been  permitted  by  the  court  to  prosecute 
the  same,  and  that  he  is  employed  and  is 
paid  by  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the 
deceased,  Albert  Brown,  and  that  he  has  not 
taken  an  oath  as  an  officer  or  deputy  county 
attorney  or  prosecutor  of  Antelope  county. 
By  the  Court:  The  order  of  the  court  hav- 
ing been  made  at  the  commencement  of  the 
impanelment  of  the  jury  herein  that  M.  F. 
Harrington  is  permitted  to  assist  the  county 
attorney  in  the  prosecution  of  this  case, 
and  made  a  matter  of  record  in  this  case, 
said  order  having  been  made  in  the  presence 
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of  the  defendant  and  his  counsel;  objection 
overruled  by  the  court,  to  which  ruling  the 
defendant  excepts." 

It    must    be    remembered    that    at    the 
time  the  court  announced  Mr.  Harrington's 
permission  to  assist  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  case,  there  was,  as  counsel  for  defendant 
well   knew,    no   information   on   file   under 
which  defendant  could  be  convicted  of  any 
crime.    Hence  it  was  immaterial  to  him  who 
conducted  the  prosecution;  but  immediately 
upon  the   resumption   of   the   trial   on  the 
amended  information  counsel  objected  to  the 
participation    of    Mr.    Harrington    in    the 
case.    If,  therefore,  the  objection  was  good, 
we  think  it  was  timely.     The  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions  shows  that   all   of  the  most   im- 
portant  witnesses   for  the   state  were   ex- 
amined, and  the  principal  witnesses  for  the 
defense,    including   the   defendant   himself, 
cross-examined  by  Mr.  Harrington.    It  also 
appears  that,  over  the  objection  of  defend- 
ant, he  made  the  closing  argument  to  the 
jury.  Section  16,  chap.  7,  Comp.  Stat.  1911, 
makes  it  the  duty  of  the  county  attorney 
to  appear  in  the   several  courts  of  their 
respective  counties,  and  prosecute  and  de- 
fend on  behalf  of  the  state  and  county  all 
actions,  civil  or  criminal.     Section  20  pro- 
vides:    "The  county  attorney  may  appoint 
one  or  more  deputies,  who  shall  act   without 
any  compensation  from  the  county,  to  assist 
him  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties:    Pro- 
vided,   that    the    county   attorney    of    any 
county   may,    under    the    direction    of    the 
district  court,  procure  such  assistance,  in 
the  trial  of  any  person  charged  with  the 
crime  of  felony,  as  he  may  deem  necessary* 
for   the   trial   thereof,   and   such   assistant 
or  assistants  shall  be  allowed  such  compen- 
sation   as    the    county    board    shall    deter- 
mine  for   his   services,   to  be   paid  by   or- 
der   on   the    county    treasurer,    upon    pre- 
senting to  said  board  the  certificate  of  the 
district  judge  before  whom  said  cause  was 
tried,  certifying  to  services  rendered  by  such 
assistant   or  assistants."     The   stipulation 
of   Mr.   Harrington,   which  we  have  given 
above,  does  not  state  that  the  county  at- 
torney   had,    under    the    direction    of    the 
district  court,  procured  his  assistance,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  states  that  he  had  been 
employed  and  was  being  paid  by  the  broth- 
ers  and  sisters   of  the   deceased;    that  he 
had  not  been   appointed  by  the  court  to 
prosecute  the  case,  "but  has  been  permitted 
by  the  court  to  prosecute  the  same." 

When  placed  upon  the  witness  stand  and 
examined  by  counsel  for  defendant,  Mr. 
Harrington    testified   as    follows: 

Q.  Now,  have  you  been  appointed  un- 
der the  statutes  of  this  state,  the  method 
of   which   you   understand   well,   to   assist 
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the  county  attorney  in  the  prosecution  of 
this  case? 

A.  No;  not  at  public  expense. 

Q.  You  have  simply  been  permitted  to 
appear  ? 

A.  I  don't  know;  I  have  been  employed 
by  relatives  of  the  deceased,  his  brothers 
and  sisters. 

Q.  These  relatives  live  in  Bcemer  county, 
Iowa? 

A.  I  don't  know  what  county. 

Q.  Live  near  Gritole,  in  Iowa? 

A.  Some  of.  them,  I  think. 

Q.  Any  of  them  residents  of  this  section? 
i     A.  Not  that  I  know  of. 

Q.  They  employed  you  and  are  paying 
youT 

A.  Yes,   sir. 

Q.  And  you  are  appearing  here  in  the 
capacity    of    private    prosecutor? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

The  question  of  the  right  of  private  coun- 
sel to  appear  in  the  prosecution  of  a  crim- 
inal action  has  been  before  this  court  a 
number  of  times.  The  first  reported  case 
is  Polin  V.  State,  14  Neb.  640,  16  N.  W. 
898.  That  case  was  decided  in  1883.  We 
there  held,  under  the  statute  as  it  then  ex- 
isted, that  the  district  attorney  in  a  crim- 
inal trial  may  have  the  assistance  of  coun- 
sel employed  on  private  account.  The  next 
case  is  Bradshaw  v.  State,  17  Neb.  347, 
151,  22  N.  W.  361,  363,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
499,  where  the  rule  in  Polin  v.  State  was 
reannounced.  In  that  case,  however,  it 
appears  from  the  opinion,  that  "the  record 
shows  that  before  any  evidence  was  intro- 
duced the  district  attorney  stated  to  the 
court  that  he  desired  the  assistance  of 
Mr.  Ashby  in  the  trial  of  the  cause  on  ac- 
count of  the  magnitude  of  the  case;  that  he 
had  before  that  time  requested  his  aid,"  etc. 
It  will  be  observed  that  the  facts  in  that 
case  are  very  different  from  those  in  the 
case  at  bar.  The  next  case  was  Gandy  v. 
State,  27  Neb.  707,  723,  43  N.  W.  747,  752, 
where  the  rule  in  Polin  v.  State  was  again 
announced.  In  that  case  it  was  insisted 
by  counsel  that  Polin  v.  State  ^nd  Bradshaw 
V.  State,  supra,  arose  under  the  statute  ex- 
isting prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  10,  1886  (Laws  1885,  chap.  40). 
The  opinion  then  sets  out  the  sections  of  the 
statute  referred  to,  which  are  substantially 
the  same  as  those  now  in  force.  In  com- 
menting thereoii,  Cobb,  J.,  said:  "But  it  by 
no  means  appears  that  Martin  and  Falloon 
Were  deputies  of  the  district  attorney  ap- 
pointed under  the  provisions  of  the  20th 
section,  but  were  his  assistants,  procured 
by  him  under  the  direction  of  the  district 
court,  in  accordance  with  the  proviso  of 
said  section,  and  were  not  required  to  .take 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


an  official  oath,  other  than  that  as  attorneys 
of  the  court.''  It  appears  from  this  state- 
ment in  the  opinion  that  the  appearance  of 
Messrs.  Martin  and  Falloon  in  that  case  was 
strictly  in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  statute.  The  next  case  is  Blair  v.  State, 
72  Neb.  501,  515,  101  N.  W.  17,  22.  In  that 
case  the  syllabus  holds:  "(10)  An  objection 
to  the  appearance  of  private  counsel  to 
assist  the  county  attorney  in  conducting  a 
criminal  prosecution,  to  be  available,  should 
be  made  at  a  suitable  time  and  in  the 
proper  manner,  and  must  be  supported  by 
at  least  some  showing  that  the  county  at- 
toriyey  did  not  request  or  require  any  as- 
sistance, and  the  court  had  not  appointed 
such  counsel  for  that  purpose.  (11)  Held, 
that  a  general  objection  to  the  appearance 
of  such  counsel,  made  during  the  trial  in 
connection,  with  the  examination  of  a  wit- 
ness, and  without  any  showing  to  support 
it,  was  properly  overruled."  In  the  opin- 
ion, Barnes,  J.,  said:  "No  statement  was 
made,  or  evidence  offered,  showing,  or 
tending  to  show,  that  the  prosecution  liad 
not  requested  the  assistance  of  counsel,  or 
that  the  court  had  not  properly  appointed 
them  to  render  such  assistance."  Under 
those  facts  the  decision  in  that  case  was 
clearly  right.  It  is  urged  by  the  state  that 
the  question  of  employment  of  private  coun- 
sel in  the  prosecution  of  a  criminal  case 
has  been  very  recently  discussed  by  this 
court  in  Burnett  v.  State,  88  Neb.  638,  130 
N.  W.  263.  In  that  case  the  question  was 
not  raised  at  any  time  during  the  trial. 
Moreover,  it  could  not  have  been  raised 
under  the  statute  above  quoted,  for  the 
reason  that  that  case  was  a  misdemeanor 
simply,  and  not  a  felony.  To  such  a  case 
the  statute  has  no  application.  The  only 
other  authority  cited  by  the  state  upon 
this  point  is  the  note  to  State  v.  Bartlett, 
24  L.R.A.(N.S.)  564.  There  the  princi- 
pal case  was  simply  a  misdemeanor.  An 
examination  of  the  copious  notes  will  show 
that  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  holdings  of 
the  different  states  upon  this  point.  In 
his  brief  the  attorney  general  says:  "I 
cannot  see  that  the  statute  of  1893,  quoted 
by  counsel,  provides  for  any  change  of 
this  general  rule."  In  Biemel  v.  State,  71 
Wis.  444.  37  N.  W.  244,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
566,  and  Bird  v.  State,  77  Wis.  276,  45  N. 
W.  1126,  it  is  held  that  a  statute  very 
similar  to  ours  does  change  the  rule,  and 
that  under  it  an  unofficial  member  of  the 
bar  may  not  assist  in  the  prosecution  for 
a  fee  to  be  paid  by  private  persons. 

In  support  of  his  contention,  defendant 
cites  Biemel  v.  State,  supra;  Meister  v. 
People,  31  Mich.  99,  1  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  91; 
People  V.  Bussey,  82  Mich.  49,  46  N. 
W.    97,    and    other    cases.      We    are    im< 
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pressed  with  and  prefer  to  follow  the  rule 
announced  by*  the  supreme  court  of  Wiscon- 
sin and  the  other  states  that  are  in  harmony 
therewith.  We  are  not  unmindful  of  the 
fact  that  in  many  cases,  particularly  in 
sparsely  settled  counties,  young  lawyers 
of  little  experience  are  ofttimes,  from  ne- 
cessity, elected  to  the  office  of  county  at- 
torney, and,  if  the  prosecution  of  felony 
cases  were  left  to  such  a  county  attorney 
alone,  crime  might  go  unpunished.  In 
such  cases  it  is  to  the  interest  of  the  state 
that  such  a  county  attorney  should  have 
the  assistance  of  outside  counsel;  and,  if 
there  were  nothing  in  the  statute  providing 
therefor,  as  was  the  case  when  Polin  ▼. 
State,  supra,  was  decided,  we  would  adhere 
to  the  rule  there  announced;  but  our  legis- 
lature, by  the  statute  under  consideration, 
has  wisely  provided  for  just  such  emergen- 
cies. In  doing  so,  however,  it  has  not  left 
it  to  outside  parties  to  select  the  assistant 
counsel.  It  has  imposed  that  duty  upon  the 
county  attorney  and  district  court,  and  has 
provided  -that  the  county  attorney  may, 
under  the  direction  of  the  district  court, 
procure  such  assistance.  Counsel  thus  pro- 
cured will  not  be  actuated  by  sordid  mo- 
tives. He  will  enter  upon  the  discharge  of 
his  duties  in  the  same  spirit  that  any  hon- 
orable county  attorney  would  enter  upon 
the  same,  viz.,  with  the  desire  simply  to 
see  that  justice  is  done.  It  is  just  as  much 
the  duty  of  a  county  attorney  to  see  that 
an  innocent  man  is  not  convicted  as  to 
see  that  the  guilty  receive  their  just  de- 
serts. As  said  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Chris- 
tiancy,  in  Hurd  v.  People,  25  Mich.  405, 
416:  "The  only  legitimate  object  of  the 
prosecution  is  'to  show  the  whole  transac- 
tion, as  it  was,  whether  its  tendency  be  to 
establish  guilt  or  innocence.'  The  prosecut- 
ing officer  represents  the  public  interest, 
which  can  never  be  promoted  by  the  con- 
viction of  the  innocent.  His  object,  like 
that  of  the  court,  should  be  simply  justice; 
and  he  has  no  right  to  sacrifice  this  to 
any  pride  of  professional  success."  Coun- 
sel called  to  assist  in  the  prosecution  should 
govern  his  actions  in  like  manner,  and 
when  procured  in  the  manner  and  for  the 
compensation  contemplated  by  the  statute 
quoted  would  doubtless  do  so;  while  coun- 
sel employed  by  outside  parties,  and,  in 
the  case  of  a  homicide,  by  relatives  of  the 
deceased,  would  not  feel  bound  by  any  such 
rule  of  conduct.  He  appears  as  private 
counsel  simply,  to  represent  the  wishes, 
prejudice,  and  animosities  of  his  clients; 
to  secure  a  conviction  at  all  hazards.  Such 
is  not  the  policy  of  the  law  as  indicated  by 
the  legislature,  and  we  must  decline  to  give 
it  our  sanction.  In  the  case  at  bar  there 
is  nothing  to  show  that  the  county  attor- 
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ney,  who  is  a  lawyer  of  known  ability,  re- 
quested the  assistance  of  Mr.  Harrington, 
nor  that  he  had  been  in  any  manner  previ- 
ously   consulted   in   reference   thereto. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  court  permitted 
Mr.  Harrington  to  assist  in  the  prosecution 
cannot  be  held  to  be  a  compliance  with 
the  statute,  which  provides  that  private 
counsel  may  be  procured  by  the  county  at- 
torney, under  the  direction  of  the  court. 
This  provision  of  the  statute  calls  for  af- 
firmative action  by  the  county  attorney  and 
the  court.  Mere  acquiescense  in  or  assent  to 
the  appearance  of  private  counsel  does  not 
constitute  the  affirmatiye  action  required 
by  the  statute,  and  is  not  sufficient.  If, 
in  the  further  prosecution  of  this  case,  the 
court  and  county  attorney  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  have  the  assistance  of  outside  coun- 
sel, it  is  their  duty  to  follow  the  plain 
provisions  of  the  statute  in  procuring  the 
same.  , 

As  the  case  will  have  to  be  tried  again, 
we  will  refrain  from  expressing  any  opin- 
ion as  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  and 
will  only  consider  one  of  the  errors  Com- 
plained of  in  connection  therewith.  It  is 
urged  that  the  court  erred  in  admitting  in 
evidence  Exhibits  8,  7,  18,  19,  and  22.  Ex- 
hibits 6  and  7  were  two  shirts,  stained 
with  blood.  18  was  the  coat,  19  the  vest 
and  22  the  cap  of  the  deceased.  The  tes- 
timony of  the  coroner,  who  was  also  a 
practising  physician  and  surgeon,  showed 
conclusively  that  the  deceased  had  received 
three  blows  on  the  side  of  his  head,  each  of 
which  fractured  his  skull,  and  two  of  which 
penetrated  the  brain,  either  of  which  the 
doct6r  said  was  sufficient  to  have  proved 
fatal.  It  was  thus  clearly  established  that 
the  deceased  had  been  murdered.  There 
was  no  room  for  contention  that  his  in- 
juries had  been  self-inflicted,  and  the  only 
question  before  the  jury  was,  Did  the 
defendant  commit  the  murder?  The  ad- 
mission of  these  blood-stained  garments, 
and  the  flaunting  of  them  before  the  jury, 
could  in  no  manner  identify,  or  even  tend 
to  identify,  the  prisoner  at  the  bar  as  the 
murderer.  W^e  can  conceive  of  no  other  pur- 
pose which  these  exhibits  could  subserve 
than  to  exite  the  passions  and  inflame  the 
minds  of  the  jury.  A  defendant  who  is 
being  tried  folr  any  offense,  and  particularly 
one  involving  the  possible  taking  of  his 
life,  is  entitled  to  a  trial  upon  competent 
evidence,  —  evidence  which  tends  to  show 
his  guilt  or  innocence,  —  and  not  upon 
evidence  which  has  no  tendency  in  that 
direction,  but  which  can  only  serve  the 
purpose  of  distracting  the  minds  of  the  jury 
from  the  real  issue  to  gruesome  exhibits, 
which  may  easily  lead  them  to  a  wrong 
conclusion. 
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For  the  errors  above  indicated,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  District  Court  is  reversed,  and 
the  case  remanded  for  further  proceedings 
in   harmony  herewith. 

lietton,  J.,  dissenting  in  part: 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  that  portion 
of  the  opinion  holding  it  was  reversible 
error  to  permit  other  counsel  to  assist  the 
county  attorney.  We  held,  in  Rickley  v. 
State,  65  Neb.  841,  61  L.R.A.  489,  91  N. 
W.  867,  that  the  county  attorney  has  com- 
plete control  of  criminal  prosecutions,  and 
that  he  may  exclude  other  counsel  if  he 
so  desires,  even  if  the  complainant  desires 
to  employ  such  counsel.  Of  course,  this 
is  subject  to  the  direction  and  control  of 
the  court.  When  the  county  attorney  al- 
lows private  counsel  to  appear  with  him, 
and  assist  him  in  the  trial  without  objec- 
tion, it  is  clear  that  he  desires  his  as- 
sistance; otherwise  he  could  summarily  dis- 
miss him  from  the  case;  and,  when  the 
fact  that  such  counsel  is  employed  and  his 
assistance  is  desired  by  the  county  attor- 
ney, is  known  and  expressly  permitted  by 
the  court,  as  the  record  shows,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  complain. 

The  statutory  provisions  (Comp.  Stat. 
1911,  chap.  7,  §  16)  are  intended  to  limit 
the  liability  of  the  several  counties  to  pay 
for  assistance  to  the  county  attorney,  and 
are  not  intended  to  deprive  him  of  assist- 
ance which  he  believes  to  be  necessary,  and 
which  is  furnished,  with  the  consent  of  the 
court,  without  expense  to  the  county.  It 
is  true  counsel  paid  by  private  persons  are 
apt  to  err  by  excess  of  zeal;  but  this  is 
entirely  within  the  control  of  the  ofncial 
prosecutor,  and  he  has  the  undoubted  right 
to  refuse  to  allow  counsel  to  appear  further 
if  they  go  beyond  the  limits  proper  to  an 
official   prosecutor. 

I  think  the  opinion  on  this  point  is  op- 
posed to  our  former  decisions,  and  is  against 
the  weight  of  authority.  See  note  to  State 
V.  Bartlett  24  L.R.A.(N.S.)    664. 

A  rehearing  having  been  granted,  Faw- 
cett,  J.,  on  April  20,  1912,  handed  down 
the  following  opinion    (135  N.  W.   1024): 

When  our  opinion  was  handed  down  in 
this  case  (90  Neb.  63,  ante,  714,  132  N. 
W.  741),  the  county  attorney  of  Antelope 
county  requested  and  the  attorney  general 
directed  a  mandate  to  go  down.  Subse- 
ouently  and  within  forty  days  from  the 
nling  of  the  opinion  the  private  prose- 
cutor employed  by  the  relatives  of  the  de- 
ceased requested  and  was  given  leave  to 
file  a  motion  for  a  recall  of  the  mandate 
and  for  a  rehearing  of  the  case.  Upon 
the  filing  of  the  motion,  argument  thereon 
was  ordered  and  has  been  had,  Th^  ^fua^ 
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is  now  before  us  on  that  motion,  for  re- 
view. 

Counsel  for  defendant  has  entered  objec- 
tions to  a  further  consideration  of  the  case 
in  this  court  for  various  reasons,  which 
we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  set  out.  It  is 
sufficient  to  say  that  we  permitted  the 
filing  of  the  motion  for  rehearing,  and  must 
now  decline  to  dispose  of  it  without  con- 
sideration. Defendant's  objections  are 
therefore    overruled. 

Upon  the  original  hearing  we  held  the 
information  originally  filed  to  be  void.  This 
holding  is  now  assailed.  The  writer  is 
satisfied  with  our  former  holding  and  is 
still  of  the  opinion  that  the  information  was 
void.  A  majority  of  the  court,  however, 
are  'of  opinion  that  this  is  stating  the 
matter  too  strongly;  that  the  information 
was  defective  merely,  but  not  void.  Para- 
graphs 1,  2  and  3  of  the  syllabus  of  the  for- 
mer opinion  are  therefore  hereby  modified 
so  as  to  read  as  follows: 

1.  An  information  is  defective  if  it  char- 
ges the  commission  of  the  offense  as  subse- 
quent to  the  date  upon  which  the  informa- 
tion is  filed  or  on  an  otherwise  impossible 
date. 

2.  And  in  such  a  case  it  is  error  for  the 
trial  court,  after  permitting  an  amendment 
curing  such  defect,  to  require  the  accused, 
over  his  objection,  to  immediately  proceed 
with  the  trial  without  arraignment  under 
and  plea  to  such  amended  information,  and 
without  giving  him  the  statutory  time  of 
twenty-four  hours  in  which  to  plead  there- 
to. 

3.  Where  one  accused  of  a  felony  is  put 
upon  trial  under  an  information  defective 
upon  its  face,  and,  after  trial  begun,  the 
information  is  amended  and  the  trial  pro- 
ceeded with,  there  being  no  change  in 
the  offense  charged,  held,  that  the  accused 
is  not  thereby  placed  in  jeopardy  a  second 
time. 

That  portion  of  the  opinion  upon  which 
the  above  three  paragraphs  of  the  syllabus 
are  predicated  is  also  modified  so  as  to 
conform  therewith. 

Our  opinion  in  relation  to  the  employ- 
ment of  private  counsel,  as  embodied  in 
paragraphs  4,  5,  and  6  of  the  syllabus,  is 
next  assailed.  We  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
again  discuss  that  question.  We  are  satis- 
fied with  our  former  opinion  upon  that 
point  and  adhere  thereto.  This  case  pre- 
sents a  good  illustration  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  reasons  which  prompted  the  legis- 
lature to  amend  the  statute  in  relation  to 
the  employment  of  private  counsel  in  felony 
cases,  and  of  the  soundness  of  our  former 
holding.  Here  we  have  private  counsel,  em- 
ployed by  relatives  of  the  deceased,  not  only 
dominating  the  trial  of  a  felony  case  in 
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the  court  below,  but  obtruding  nimself  into 
this  court,  after  the  attorney  general  and 
the  county  attorney  had  accepted  the  opin- 
ion and  obtained  the  issuance  of  a  mandate, 
and  attempting  to  further  serve  his  private 
clients  by  a  persistent  contention  at  vari- 
ance with  the  orderly  course  then  being 
pursued  by  the  able  prosecuting  officers  of 
the  state. 

Our  opinion,  as  reflected  in  paragraph  7 
of  the  syllabus,  is  next  assailed.  An  at- 
tempt is  made  to  justify  the  offering  in  evi- 
dence of  the  blood-stained  garments  of  the 
deceased  upon  the  theory  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  defendant  was  seen  leav- 
ing the  house  of  the  deceased  early  in  the 
morning  of  the  day  when  the  body  was  dis- 
covered, and  that  this  evidence  would  show 
that  the  deceased  was  murdered  after  aris- 
ing in  the  morning.  It  had  already  been 
shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  persons  who 
first  found  the  body  of  the  deceased  that, 
at  the  time  they  made  the  discovery,  the 
body  was  lying  at  the  foot  of  the  cellar 
stairs,  fully  dressed,  with  the  bloody  ax; 
with  which  the  deed  had  evidently  been 
committed,  lying  beside  it.  This  undis- 
puted testimony  established  the  fact  that 
at  the  time  of  the  murder  the  deceased  was 
fully  dressed;  but  neither  that  testimony, 
nor  the  blood-stained  garments  themselves, 
would  prove  that  he  had  been  murdered 
after  arising  in  the  morning,  any  more  tlian 
they  would  prove  that  he  had  been  murder- 
ed before  the  time  for  retiring  the  evening 
before.  No  attempt  to  disguise  the  mo- 
tive of  counsel  in  offering  these  blood- 
stained garments  in  evidence  can  obscure  the 
fact  that  the  real  motive  was  for  the  pur- 
pose of  exciting  the  passions  of  the  jury. 
We  are  satisfied  with  our  former  holding, 
and  adhere  thereto. 

The  motion  for  rehearing  is  therefore 
overruled,  and  our  former  opinion,  modified 
as  above  set  out,  is  adhered  to. 

Reese,  Ch.  J.,  not  having  heard  the  ar- 
guments upon  the  motion,  took  no  part. 

Rose,  J.,  dissenting: 

Upon  further  reflection,  I  do  not  think 
the  conviction  should  be  set  aside  for  any 
reason  assigned  in  the  former  opinion  or 
in  the  modification  thereof  on  the  motion 
for  a  rehearing. 

1.  Though  the  information  was  filed  in 
the  district  court  April  28,  1910,  and  the 
homicide  occurred  December  7,  1909,  the 
date  of  the  murder,  as  stated  in  the  charge, 
was  December  7,  1910.  Why  should  the 
future  date,  which  was  palpably  erroneous, 
control  the  charge  that  the  felonious  act 
had  been  committed  in  the  past,  where  time 
is  no  part  oi  the  crime  and  the  prosecution 
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never  outlaws?  The  information  shows  on 
its  face  that  it  was  verified  by  the  oath  of 
the  county  attorney  April  28,  1910,  and  that 
it  was  filed  in  the  district  court  the  same 
day.  It  is  also  formally  and  fully  charged 
in  technical  language  that  defendant  did 
feloniously  make  the. fatal  assault  in  An- 
telope county  and  did  strike  and  wound 
his  victim,  and  that  in  consequence  the 
victim  "then  and  there  did  die."  The 
verbs  are  in  the  past  tense.  They  contra- 
dict the  immaterial  future  date.  The  fig- 
ures "1910,"  which  constitute  no  part  of  the 
felony,  are  repugnant  to  the  material  char- 
ges in  the  past  tense.  The  nonessential  fu- 
ture date  should  yield  to  the  fundamen- 
tal charges  that  the  unlawful  acts  were 
committed  in  the  past.  In  these  respects 
the  legislature  in  adopting  the  Criminal 
Code  of  this  state  departed  from  the  techni- 
cal exactitude  formerly  required  by  the 
rules  of  the  common  law. 

"No  indictment  shall  be  deemed  invalid, 
nor  shall  the  trial,  judgment,  or  other  pro- 
ceedings be  stayed,  arrested,  or  in  any  man- 
ner affected,"  declares  the  Criminal  Code, 
"for  omitting  to  state  the  time  at  which 
the  offense  was  committed,  in  any  case 
where  time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
offense;  nor  for  stating  the*  time  imper- 
fectly;" nor  "for  any  surplusage  or  repug- 
nant allegation,  when  there  is  sufficient 
matter  alleged  to  indicate  the  crime  or  per- 
son charged;  nor  for  want  of  the  averment 
of  any  matter  not  necessary  to  be  proved, 
nor  for  any  other  defect  or  imperfection 
which  does  not  tend  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  substantial  rights  of  the  defendant  up- 
on the  merits."  Criminal  Code,  §  412. 
The  Criminal  Code  further  provides  that  a 
variance  between  the  statements  of  the  in- 
formation and  the  evidence  offered  in  proof 
thereof  shall  not  be  deemed  "ground  for  an 
acquittal  of  the  defendant,  unless  the  court 
before  which  the  trial  shall  be  had  shall 
find  that  such  variance  is  material  to  the 
merits  of  the  case  or  may  be  prejudicial 
to  the  defendant."  Criminal  OfTde,  §  413. 
Construing  these  provisions  of  the  Criminal 
Code,  this  court  held:  "Under  §  412  of 
the  Criminal  Code,  an  indictment  or  in- 
formation is  not  rendered  fatally  defective 
'for  omitting  to  state  the  time  at  which  the 
offense  was  committed,  in  any  case  where 
time  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  offense, 
nor'  the  Stating  the  time  imperfectly.'" 
Rema  v.  State,  52  Neb.  375,  72  N.  W.  474. 

This  rule  applies  to  the  present  case,  be- 
cause time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the 
offense  and  the  date  was  imperfectly  stated. 
Within  the. meaning  of  the  Criminal  Code, 
the  erroneous  figures  "1910"'  are  repugnant 
to  the  formal  charge  that  the  felony  had 
been  committed  by  defendant  before  the 
46 
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county  attorney  filed  his  information.  Be- 
sides^  the  omission  to  give  the  date  cor- 
rectly did  not  prejudice  defendant.  The 
county  in  which  the  murder  was  committed 
was  named.  The  name  of  the  murdered 
man  was  stated.  The  weapon  used  was  de- 
scribed. In  the  complaint  filed  before  the 
justice  of  the  peace  the  date  was  correct- 
ly stated.  Under  this  complaint  he  was 
arrested  and  bound  over  to  the  district 
court  to  answer  the  identical  charge,  giv- 
ing the  correct  date.  He  had  time  to  pre- 
pare for  trial  under  the  original  informa- 
tion filed  in  the  district  court,  and  was  rep- 
resented by  eminent  counsel.  Every  fact 
necessary  to  a  flawless  information  was  as 
fully  imparted  to  him  by  the  judicial  record 
of  the  proceeding,  as  would  have  been  dis- 
closed had  the  date  been  correctly  stated. 
That  the  information,  before  the  year 
"1910"  was  changed  to  1909,  was  sufficient 
to  support  a  conviction,  seems  to  be  sus- 
tained by  the  weight  of  authority,  where 
the  rules  of  the  common  law  have  been 
modified  by  statute,  as  in  this  state. 

The  report  of  Conrad  v.  State,  65  Ark. 
659,  47  S.  W.  628,  shows  that  the  indict- 
ment was  filed  July  14,  1896,  and  that  it 
gave  the  date  of  the  felony  as  May  15, 
1899.  In  passing  on  the  sufficiency  of  the 
indictment  under  statutes  which  modify  the 
rules  of  the  common  law,  the  court  in 
that  case  said:  "In  the  indictment  before 
us  the  grand  jury  of  Faulkner  county  ac- 
cused the  defendant  of  the  crime  of  slander, 
'committed  as  follows,'  and  alleged  that  the 
defendant,  'on  the  15th  day  of  May,  1899, 
then  and  there  maliciously,  wilfully,  felo- 
niously, and  falsely  did  use,  utter,  and  pub- 
lish,' etc.  They  alleged  that  the  offense 
was  committed  in  the  past,  using  the  ^vords 
'committed'  and  'did'  for  that  purpose,  on 
a  day  some  time  in  the  future.  No  man  of 
common  understanding  could  infer  from  the 
indictment  that  the  grand  jury  intended 
to  accuse  the  defendant  of  having  com- 
mitted a  crime  before  it  was  committed. 
To  accuse  one  of  a  crime  is  to  charge  that 
it  was  committed  prior  to  the  accusation. 
The  allegation  as  to  the  date  of  the 
commission  of  the  offense  was  a  clerical 
error,  apparent  on  the  face  of  the  indict- 
ment, and  was  not  calculated  to,  and  did 
not,  mislead  the  defendant,  and  did  not 
affect  the  validity  or  sufficiency  of  the 
indictment  or  the  judgment  against  him," 
— citing  Williams  v.  Com.  13  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
893,   18  S.  W.  1024. 

In  Stevenson  v.  State,  5  Baxt.  681,  de- 
fendant was  indicted  for  burglary  Febru- 
ary 5,  1876;  the  date  of  the  crime  as 
stated  in  the  indictment  being  February 
22,  1876.  In  passing  on  the  sufficiency  of 
the  indictment  under  statutes  changing  the 
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common  law,  the  supreme  court  of  Tennes- 
see said:  "The  indictment  was  found  5th 
of  February,  1876^  and  charges  that  the  of- 
fense was  committed  'heretofore,  to  wit, 
the  22d  of  February,  1876.'  The  Code  only 
requires  that  the  offense  be  charged  to  have 
been  committed  previous  to  the  finding  of 
the  indictment;  no  particular  day  being 
necessary  to  be  alleged  or  proven  where 
time  is  not  an  ingredient  in  the  offense. 
Code,  §  5124.  It  is  true  it  has  been  held 
that  it  must  be  distinctly  alleged,  and  not 
left  to  inference  or  construction  (King  v. 
State^  3  Heisk.  148) ;  but  the  language  here 
is  heretofore,  to  wit,  this  certainly  means 
before  the  finding  of  the  indictment.  It  is 
true  22d  of  December  [February]  1876,  is 
repugnant  and  an  impossible  date,  in  real- 
ity a  mere  mistake  of  the  draftsman,  and 
may  be  rejected;  but  we  think  the  indict- 
ment good  after  verdict." 

In  State  v.  Brooks,  85  Iowa,  366,  52 
N.  W.  240,  the  indictment  was  returned 
February  13,  1890,  and  charged  that  the 
'offense  was  committed  November  15,  1890; 
whereas,  the  latter  date  should  have  been 
November  15^  1888.  The  prosecution  was 
allowed  to  correct  the  mistake,  and  the 
supreme  court  observed:  "It  is  not  only 
apparent  that  the  date  '1890'  was  an 
impossible  date  and  a  clerical  error,  but 
that,  omitting  that  date,  still  the  offense  is 
charged  to  have  been  committed  at  a  time 
possible  and  certain,  namely,  'on  or  about 
the  15th  day  of  November,  1888.'  Code, 
§  4538,  requires  that  we  'must  examine  the 
record,  and  without  regard  to  technical 
errors  or  defects  which  do  not  affect  the 
substantial  rights  of  the  parties,  render 
such  judgment  on  the  record  as  the  law 
demands.'  'A  mere  clerical  error,  which 
can  be  discovered  by  a  casual  reading  of 
the  indictment  itself,  will  not  render  it 
fatally  defective.'  State  v.  Crawford,  66 
Iowa,  318,  23  N.  W.  684;  State  v.  Gurlock, 
14  Iowa,  444;  State  v.  Emeigh,  18  Iowa, 
122;  State  v.  White,  32  Iowa,  17.  This  be- 
ing a  mere  clerical  error,  apparent  upon 
the  face  of  the  indictment,  the  defendant 
was  not  prejudiced  by  allowing  the  cor- 
rection." 

In  State  v.  McDaniel,  94  Mo.  301,  7  S.  W. 
634,  the  court  enforced  a  statute  providing 
that  no  indictment  shall  be  deemed  invalid 
for  stating  the  offense  to  have  been  com- 
mitted on  a  day  subsequent  to  the  finding 
of  the  indictment,  or  on  an  impossible  day, 
or  on  a  day  that  never  happened.  The 
rule  was  stated  thus:  "An  indictment  for 
murder  which  charges  the  assault  and 
wounding  to  have  occurred  on  the  25th  day 
of  December,  1886,  from  the  effects  of 
which  the  deceased  died  on  the  25th  day 
of  December,  1885,  is  not  fatally  defective. 
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The  mistake  is  merely  clerical,  la  cured 
by  the  statute  (Rev.  Stat.  1879,  §  1821), 
and  should  be  disregarded." 

In  Conner  t.  State,  25  Ga.  515,  71  Am. 
Dec.  184,  the  presentment  was  dated  Sep- 
tember term,  1857,  and  charged  that  the 
offense  was  committed  December  15,  1857, 
and  the  court  said:  ''Have  not  all  the 
courts,  both  in  England  and  in  this  coun- 
try, settled  it  so  long  ago  that  the  memory 
of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  that 
while  some  day  must  be  stated,  any  other 
may  be  proven?  Who  does  not  see  that  if 
it  be  immaterial  to  prove  the  day  as 
charged,  that  no  day  or  an  impossible  day 
will  do  just  as  well?  But  it  will  be  re- 
plied that  it  never  was  decided,  but  that 
the  time  charged  must  be  before  the  ac- 
cusation is  preferred.  And  I  concede  tliis 
to  be  so,  at  least  for  the  purposes  of  the 
argument.  But  let  us  look  at  the  reason 
of  the  thing.  Suppose  the  day  be  laid  sub- 
sequent to  the  finding  of  the  grand  jury; 
it  is  the  same  in  effect  as  stating  an  im- 
possible day,  as  the  40th  of  May,  and  if 
it  be  correct  that  any  day  within  the 
statute  of  limitations  and  before  indict- 
ment found  will  suffice,  it  is  quite  clear 
that  no  day,  or  one  that  is  impossible,  will 
do  just  as  well." 

In  State  v.  Pierre,  39  La.  Ann.  915,  3 
So.  60,  it  was  decided:  "An  immaterial 
and  impossible  date  in  an  indictment  may 
be  corrected  at  any  time,  particularly  when 
the  date  is  not  of  the  essence  of  the  of- 
fense charged." 

In  modifying  the  rules  of  the  common 
law  oh  this  subject  the  Criminal  Code  of 
Nebraska  goes  further  than  that  of  most 
of  the  states  in  which  the  decisions  cited 
were  rendered.  To  give  effect  to  the 
changes  which  the  legislature  of  this  state 
made  in  the  rules  of  the  conunon  law^  it 
seems  to  me  to  be  necessary  to  hold  that 
the  information  as  originally  filed  in  the 
district  court  in  the  present  case  was  suffi- 
cient to  support  a  conviction  without 
amendment  or  correction.  If  I  am  correct 
in  this  conclusion,  it  follows  that  the 
amendment  inserting  in  the  information 
"1909,"  instead  of  "1910,"  was  immaterial, 
and  that  there  was  no  error  in  refusing 
a  postponement  because  of  the  change. 

2.  As  I  view  the  law,  the  majority  opin- 
ion places  too  many  restrictions  around 
the  engaging  of  private  counsel  to  assist 
in  criminal  prosecutions.  The  proper  so- 
lution of  this  question  must  rest  upon  the 
construction  of  the  statute  relating  to  the 
powers  and  duties  of  county  attorneys. 
In  1885  the  legislature  passed  an  act  con- 
taining the  following  provisions:  "It  shall 
be  the  duty  of  the  county  attorney  to  ap- 
p^r  in  the  several  courts  of  their  respec- 
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tive  counties  and  prosecute  and  defend,  on 
behalf  of  the  state  and  county,  all  suits, 
applications,  or  motions,  civil  or  criminal 
arising  under  the  laws  of  the  state,  in 
which  the  state  or  the  county  is  a  party 
or  interested.  .  .  .  The  county  attor- 
ney may  appoint  one  or  more  deputies, 
who  shall  act  without  any  compensation 
from  the  county,  to  assist  him  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties;  provided,  that  the 
county  attorney  of  any  county  may,  under 
the  direction  of  the  district  court,  pro- 
cure such  assistance,  in  the  trial  of  any 
person  charged  with  the  crime  of  felony, 
as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  the  trial 
thereof,  and  such  assistant  or  assistants 
shall  be  allowed  such  reasonable  compen- 
sation as  the  county  board  shall  deter- 
mine for  his  services,  to  be  paid  by  order 
on  the  county  treasurer,  upon  presenting 
to  said  board  the  certificate  of  the  district 
judge  before  whom  said  cause  was  tried, 
certifying  to  the  services  rendered  by  such 
assistant  or  assistants."  Laws  1885,  chap. 
40,  §§  2,  6;  Comp.  Stat.  1885,  chap.  7, 
§§  16,  20. 

It  is  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
the  officers  of  the  executive  department  of 
the  state  government,  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  criminal  laws,  have  construed  the 
foregoing  statutory  provisions  to  allow  the 
county  attorney  such  assistance  as  he  be- 
lieves to  be  necessary,  if  obtained  by  him 
with  the  consent  of  the  court  and  without 
expense  to  the  county;  and  such  assist- 
ance, if  allowed  by  the  judge  of  the  dis- 
trict court  without  objection  from  the 
county  attorney,  has  not  been  regarded  as 
a  violation  of  the  statute.  This  construc- 
tion is  not  unreasonable.  It  does  not  de- 
prive accused  of  any  right.  The  statutory 
provisions  quoted  show  that  the  county 
attorney  has  ample  control  of  criminal 
prosecutions.  As  the  representative  of  the 
state,  he  may  exclude  at  any  time  an  as- 
sistant who  abuses  his  privileges  or  other- 
wise misbehaves.  The  trial  court  has  au- 
thority to  protect  the  defendant  from  all 
improper  acts  of  any  attorney  representing 
the  state.  It  ought  to  be  assumed  that  a 
judge  of  the  district  court,  in  presiding  in 
his  own  tribunal,  will  be  anxious  about 
proper  decorum  and  the  due  administra- 
tion of  the  justice.  It  should  not  be  pre- 
sumed that  a  trial  judge  will  fail  to  ob- 
serve and  repress  improper  conduct  of 
counsel  for  the  state,  whether  it  grows  out 
of  excessive  zeal,  malice,  hope  of  reward, 
or  professional  vanity.  The  construction 
which  gives  sanction  to  the  rulings  of  the 
trial  court  in  this  case  has  been  followed 
by  the  prosecuting  officers  of  the  executive 
department  of  the  state  government,  with 
the  approval  of  the  district  courts,  since 
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the  statute  was  passed,  in  1885.  While  the 
sections  containing  the  provisions  under 
consideration  have  been  amended  from  time 
to  time,  the  provisions  themselves,  con- 
strued and  applied  as  already  stated,  have 
remained  unchanged  during  all  these  years. 
The  question  should  therefore  be  deter- 
mined according  to  a  doctrine  recently 
stated  in  the  following  language:  ''When 
a  statute  has  for  nearly  forty  years  been 
practically  construed  by  the  officers  whose 
duty  it  is  to  enforce  it,  and  has  during 
that  time  been  several  times  re-enacted  by 
the  legislature  in  substantially  the  same 
terms,  such  construction  will  be  regarded 
as  adopted  by  the  legislature,  although  the 
language  of  the  statute  would  indicate  a 
different  meaning."  State  ex  rel.  Platte 
County  v.  Sheldon,  79  Neb.  455,  113  N.  W. 
208. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  constrained  to 
recede  from  the  construction  adopted  in  the 
former  opinion. 

3.  I  am  unwilling  to  say  that  the  gar- 
ments worn  by  the  victim  of  the  homicide 
at  the  time  of  his  death  were  incompetent 
for  every  purpose  in  proving  the  state's 
case.  In  my  judgment  the  record  does  not 
establish  the  correctness  of  that  proposi- 
tion. "If  the  evidence  offered  be  legally 
admissible  for  any  purpose,  an  objection 
of  such  evidence  should  be  overruled." 
Carleton  v.  State,  43  Neb.  373,  81  N.  W. 
699.  Competent  evidence  bearing  on  aq 
issue  cannot  be  excluded  from  the  jury 
because  it  may  incidentally  arouse  their 
prejudices.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmer, 
55  Neb.  559,  76  N.  W.  169.  If  this  were 
not  the  law,  the  shocking  atrocity  of  the 
homicide  in  this  case  would  prevent  a  con- 
viction. I  think  the  majority  opinion  at- 
taches too  much  importance  to  the  rulings 
admitting  the  garments  in  evidence,  when 
more  revolting  proofs  of  the  crime  are  con- 
sidered. 

Unless  an  assignment  of  error  not  dis- 
cussed is  meritorious,  the  judgment^  in  my 
opinion,  should  be  affirmed. 

lietton,  J.,  concurs  in  dissent. 
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WILLIS  0.  NEWCOMB  et  al, 

V. 

ALBERT  KLOEBLEN,  Plff.  in  Err. 
(77  N.  J.  L.  791,  74  Atl.  511.) 

Gnaranty  ~~  credit  —  contention. 

1.  The  promise  to  be  responsible  for  any 
bill  that  a  certain  person  may  make  is  a 
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continuing  guaranty,  and  not  limited  to 
the  purchase  made  at  the  time  it  is  first 
presented,  where  the  person  named  has  a 
running  account  with  the  one  to  whom  the 
paper  is  addressed,  lyho  refuses  further 
credit  unless  the  account  is  guaranteed. 

Evidence  —  explaining  writing  —  con- 
versation —  absence  of  party. 

*  2.  Evidence  of  a  conversation  between  one 
who  guaranteed  another's  account  and  the 
latter,  in  the  absence  of  the  one  to  whom 
the  guaranty  is  addressed,  is  not  admissible 
against  the  latter,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing the  meaning  in  which  the  guarantor  in- 
tended the  instrument  to  be  understood. 

Same  —  necessity  of  notice. 

3.  One  who  guarantees  another's  account 
is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  latter 's  de- 
fault, before  steps  are  taken  to  hold  him 
liable  on  his  guaranty. 

(November  16,  1909.) 

Note, '^  When  is  a  guaranty  a  continu- 
ing one. 

As  to  whether  notice  of  acceptance  is 
necessary  in  order  to  bind  guarantor,  see 
note  to  William  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Mortell, 
16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  367,  et  seq. 

As  to  liability  under  continuing  guaranty 
to  partnership  or  corporation  for  goods  sold 
or  credits  extended,  after  a  change  in  the 
firm  or  corporation,  see  note  to  Lyon  v. 
Plum,  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1231.  And  as  to 
whether  guaranty  of  credit  extended  for 
price  of  goods  sold  covers  sales  to  successor, 
see  note  to  Lamm  &  Co.  v.  Colcord,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  901. 

As  to  when  contract  of  guaranty  of  com- 
mercial paper  covers  renewals,  see  note  to 
American  Trust  Co.  v..  Louderbaek,  IC 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  775.  And  as  to  whether  lia- 
bility of  guarantor  of  payment  of  interest 
ceases  at  maturity  of  the  obligation,  see 
Merritt  v.  Haas,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  153,  and 
note  appended  thereto. 

As  has  been  well  stated,  the  question  un- 
der annotation  is  one  of  the  most  perplex- 
ing with  which  the  courts  have  had  to  deal, 
especially  where  an  attempt  is  made  to  fol- 
low either  precedent  or  principle.  This  is 
true  for  the  reason  that  from  the  great 
mass  of  cases  selections  may  be  made  which 
seemingly  are  on  all  fours  with  almost  any 
conceivable  case,  but  which  arrive  at  con- 
trary conclusions.  This  in  turn  results 
from  the  fact  that  the  construction  in  each 
particular  case  turns  not  only  upon  the 
terms  of  the  guaranty,  but,  except  in  very 
clear  cases,  upon  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  guaranty  was  given,  which  nat- 
urally differ  in  almost  every  case.  The 
result  then  is  that  it  is  practically  impos- 
sible to  formulate  any  definite  rule  or  set 
of  rules  for  determining  whether  a  guar- 
anty is  a  continuing  one  or  not.  Likewise, 
precedents  are  of  little  use  except  for  pur- 
poses of  illustration,  and  even  then,  owing 
to  the  diversitv  of  conclusions  reached, 
often  tend  to  confusion.  There  are,  how- 
ever, a  number  of  principles  deducibl^  from 
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ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hud- 
son County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  upon  the  guaranty  of  an  account. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  J.  Fallon,  for  plaintiff  in 
error : 

The  paper  writing  did  not  constitute  a 
continuing  guaranty. 

20  Cyc.  1439;  9  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
77-88. 

Extrinsic  evidence  may  be  used  to  as- 
certain the  true  import  of  a  letter  of 
guaranty. 

Bell  T.  Bruen,  1  How.  169,  11  L.  ed.  89. 

The  defendant  was  not  bound  by  the 
guaranty   until   after   notice   that    it   had 


been  accepted  and  the  plaintiff  intended 
to  act  upon  it. 

20  Cyc.  1404;  Douglass  v.  Reynolds,  7 
Pet.  113,  8  L.  ed.  626;  Acme  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Reed,  197  Pa.  359,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  832, 
47  Atl.  207. 

Mr.  Clarence  Ijinn,  for  defendants  in 
error: 

What  the  guarantor  intended  can  be  as- 
certained only  from  the  guaranty  itself. 

Nauniberg  v.  Young,  44  N.  J.  L.  339, 
43  Am.  Rep.  380;  Grueber  Engineering  Co. 
V.  Waldron,  71  N.  J.  L.  698,  60  Atl.  380; 
Van  Horn  v.  Van  Horn,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  328, 
23  Atl.  1079 ;  Ellison  v.  Gray,  66  N.  J.  Eq. 
581,  37  Atl.  1018. 

The  instrument  was  a  continuing  or 
standing  guaranty. 


the  authorities,  but  these  rules,  like  the  in- 
dividual decisions,  are  also  conflicting.  The 
most  general,  as  well  as  equitable,  of  these 
rules,  seems  to  be  that  that  construction 
should  be  adopted  which,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  ascribes  the  most 
reasonable,  probable,  and  natural  conduct 
to  the  parties,  according  to  the  true  im- 
port of  the  terms  used  and  what  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  the  understanding  of 
the  parties.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  real 
conflict  among  the  authorities  usually 
arises  when  the  terms  of  the  guaranty  are 
ambiguous  or  leave  the  import  of  the  guar- 
anty uncertain.  Among  this  class  of  cases 
there  are  three  rules,  all  of  which  are  well 
supported  by  authority,  if  precedents  may 
be  considered  authority,  namely:  That  rule 
which  requires  the  guaranty  to  be  con- 
strued most  strongly  against  the  guarantor; 
that  rule  which  says  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
promise  is  to  pay  the  debt  of  another,  the 
presumption  is  that  a  guaranty  of  a  single 
transaction  was  intended,  rather  than  a 
continuing  guaranty;  and  that  rule  which 
assumes  the  middle  ground,  or  that  the 
true  principle  of  sound  ethics  is  not  to  set 
up  a  presumption  for  or  against  the  guar' 
antor,  but  to  give  the  contract  the  sense 
in  which  the  persons  making  the  promise 
believed  the  other  party  to  have  accepted  it. 
Of  course,  where  a  guaranty  by  express 
terms  is  a  continuing  one,  the  courts,  as  is 
illustrated  by  the  following  cases,  will  so 
hold,  unless  the  words  used  were  clearly 
not  intended  to  have  that  effect:  Law- 
rence v.  McCalmont,  2  How.  426,  11  L.  ed. 
326;  Indiana  Bicycle  Co.  v.  Tuttle,  74  Conn. 
489,  61  Atl.  538 ;  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Seaverns,  121  111.  App.  480;  Tapper  v. 
New  Home  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  22  Ind.  App. 
313,  53  N.  E.  202;  LaRose  v.  Logansport 
Nat.  Bank,  102  Ind.  332,  1  N.  E.  805 ;  Weed 
Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Winchel,  107  Ind.  260, 
7  N.  E.  881;  Clark  v.  Hvman,  55  Iowa,  14, 
39  Am.  Rep.  160,  7  N.  W.  380;  Peoria  Rub- 
ber Mfg.  Co.  V.  During,  85  Mo.  App.  131; 
Cochran  v.  Kennedv,  10  Dalv,  346;  Whitall- 
Tatum  Co.  v.  Man'ix,  61  Misc.  615.  113  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1010:  Picker  v.  Fitzelle,  28  App. 
Div.  519,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  205;  Johnson  v. 
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Bailey,  79  Tex.  610,  15  S.  W.  499;   John 

A.  Tolman  Co.  v.  Butt,  116  Wis.  697,  93 
N.  W.  548;  Staars  v.  Cosgrave  Brewing  & 
Malting  Co.  12  Can.  S.  C.  671;  Struthers  v. 
Henry,  32  Ont.  Rep.  365;  Parr's  Bkg.  Co. 
V.  Yates   [1898]   2  Q.  B.  460,  67  L.  J.  Q. 

B.  N.  S.  851,  79  L.  T.  N.  S.  321,  47  Week. 
Rep.  42.  And  this  is  true  notwithstanding 
the  guaranty  contains  a  limitatioti  as  to 
amount,  it  being  said  that  the  limitation 
merely  applies  to  the  liability  of  the  guar-  '. 
antor,  and  not  to  the  credit  to  be  given.  ' 
Bond  V.  John  V.  Farwell  Co.  96  C.  C.  A. 
546,  172  Fed.  68;  Picker  v.  Fitzelle,  28  App. 
Div.  619,  51  N.  Y.  Supp.  206. 

In  some  instances,  as  for  example  in 
California,  a  continuing  guaranty  is  de- 
fined by  statute  (Cal.  Civ.  Code,  §  2814), 
and  naturally,  where  this  is  the  case,  the 
decisions  will  often  be  influenced  or  con- 
trolled thereby. 

Some  courts  have  made  a  distinction  be- 
tween guaranties  which  were  limited  either 
as  to  time  or  amount,  or  both,  and  guar- 
anties which  were  not  so  limited,  but  in 
the  main  no  such  distinction  seems  to  have 
been  made.  For  purposes  of  classification, 
however,  the  cases  have  been  divided  ac- 
cording to  the  nature  of  the  limitation  in 
the  respective  guaranties,  and  the  various 
rules  as  established  and  applied  by  the 
cases  stated  and  illustrated  thereunder. 

Unlimited  as  to  time  or  amount 

The  general  rules  above  stated  apply  to 
cases  involving  unlimited  guaranties,  but 
it  has  been  said  that  there  is  more  reason 
perhaps  for  giving  a  freer  interpretation 
where  the  sum  is  limited,  because  there  the 
party  entrenches  himself  within  a  certain 
amount.  See  Anderson  v.  Blakely,  2  Watts 
&  S.  237.  As  above  stated,  however,  such 
a  possible  distinction  has  not  been  gener- 
ally recognized. 

Some  courts  announce  the  strict  rule  that, 
unless  the  words  in  which  the  giiaranty  is 
expressed  fairly  imply  that  the  liability  of 
the  guarantor  is  to  be  limited,  it  continues 
until  the  guaranty  is  revoked.  Thus,  in 
the  following  cases  the  parenthesized  guar- 
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Robbins  v.  Robinson,  176  Pa.  341,  35 
Atl.  337 ;  Mason  v.  Pritcbard,  12  East,  227, 
2  Gampb.  436,  11  Revised  Rep.  369;  Merle 
y.  Wells,  2  Campb.  413. 

The  defendant  can  be  held  liable  upon 
his  guaranty,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of 
notice  to  him  hj  the  plaintiffs  that  they 
accepted  it  and  intended  to  act  upon  it. 

20  Cyc.  1407,  1409;  Davis  Seizing  Mach. 
Co.  y.  Richards,  115  U.  S.  524,  29  L.  ed. 
480,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  173;  Davis  v.  Wells, 
F.  k  Co.  104  IT.  S.  169,  26  L.  ed.  686. 

Vroom,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  by  S.  Judd  ft 
Company,  against  the  defendant  below, 
Albert  Kloeblen,  as  guarantor  for  goods 
sold  to  his  son,  James  Kloeblen.    It  ap- 


peared from  the  evidence  at  the  trial  that 
the  plaintiffs  below  were  live  stock  com- 
mission merchants.  James  Kloeblen  was 
one  of  their  customers.  In  the  month  of 
April,  1906,  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  make 
any  further  sales  to  him  unless  they  had 
a  guaranty  of  his  account  from  his  father, 
the  defendant  in  this  suit.  Such  a  guar- 
anty was  procured  from  the  defendant,  and 
a  copy  of  the  same  is  as  follows: 

Jersey  City,  N.  J.,  April  20,  1906. 
S.  Judd  ft  Company. 
Dear  Sirs: — 

I  will  be  responsible  for  any  bill  that 
my  son  James  will  make.  Thank  you  for 
the  same.    I  remain. 

Yours  truly, 

Albert  Kloeblen. 


anties  were  held  to  be  continuing  ones  un- 
der the  above  rule:  Wright  v.  Griffith,  121 
Ind.  478,  6  L.R.A.  639,  23  N.  E.  281 
("Please  let  my  daughter,  H.,  have  what 
goods  she  wants,  and  I  will  stand  good  for 
the  money  to  settle  the  bills,"  etc.) ;  Ker- 
nochan  y.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  306,  2  L.R.A. 
183,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  744,  18  N.  E.  -868 
(guaranty  made  as  inducement  to  purchase 
stock,  of  a  certain  per  cent  per  annum  so 
long  as  the  purchaser  should  retain  the 
stodc, — held  not  limited  to  the  duration  of 
the  firm). 

And  that  a  guaranty  should  be  given  a 
liberal,  and  not  a  restricted,  interpretation, 
where  the  terms  are  uncertain  or  ambigu- 
ous, is  the  broad  rule  indicated  by  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Lowe  v.  Beekwith,  14  B. 
Mon.  184,  58  Am.  Dec.  659,  holding  the 
guaranty,  "M.  being  about  to  commence  the 
retailing  of  dry  goods,  .  .  .  and  desir- 
ing to  open  a  credit  with  the  firm  of  J.  L. 
ft  Co.,  ...  I  hereby  undertake  and  con- 
tract with  said  L.  &  Co.  to  become  respon- 
sible to  them  for  the  amount  of  any  bill  or 
bills  of  merchandise  sold  by  them  to  said 
M.,  agreeably  to  the  terms  of  sale  agreed 
upon  by  the  parties," — a  continuing  one, 
embracing  all  purchases,  and  not  limited  to 
the  first  bill  of  merchandise  bought;  St. 
Lawrence  Steel  ft  Wire  Co.  v.  Leys,  6  Ont. 
*L.  Rep.  235,  affirmed  in  7  Ont.  L.  Rep.  72, 
holding  the  guaranty,  "will  guarantee  pay- 
ment of  all  accounts,"  to  be  a  continuing 
one. 

On  the  other  hand,  where  the  terms  of 
the  guaranty  are  ambiguous  or  render  the 
intent  uncertain,  some  courts  adhere  to  the 
rule  that  a  strict  interpretation  should  be 
applied  in  favor  of  the  guarantor.  This 
rule  is  illustrated  by  the  following  cases,  in 
which  the  respective  guaranties  were  held 
noncontinuing:  Whitney  v.  Groot,  24 
Wend.  82  ("We  consider  J.  E.  V.  good  for 
all  he  may  want  of  you.  .  .  .  and  we 
will  indemnify  the  same") ;  Birdsall  v.  Hea- 
cock.  32  Ohio  St.  177,  30  Am.  Rep.  572 
f  "Please  send  my  son  the  lumber  he  asks 
'  for,  and  it  will  be  all  right") ;  Morgan  v. 
Bover,  39  Ohio  St.  325,  48  Am.  Rep.  454 
30*L.R.A.(N.S.) 


("The  bearer,  H.  A.  B.,  is  visiting  your 
city  buying  a  few  goods  in  your  line,  and 
anything  you  may  be  able  to  sell  him  will 
be  paid  promptly  as  agreed  on,  which  I 
herewith  guarantee") ;  Blyth  v.  Pinkerton 
Nat.  Detective  Agency,  10  Wyo.  136,  57 
L.R.A.  468,  67  Pac.  619  (guaranty  of  the 
salary  and  expenses  of  a  detective  in  work- 
ing up  a  murder  case  held  not  to  continue 
after  conviction  of  a  suspect  and  settlement 
of  the  bill  for  services  to  that  time,  al- 
though not  canceled  or  recalled,  and  there- 
fore the  guarantor  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
services  rendered  in  connection  with  a  re- 
trial of  the  accused). 

And  other  courts  announce  the  rule  to  be 
that'  since  a  guarantor  is  a  favorite  of  the 
law,  his  contract  will  not  be  held  a  con- 
tinuing one  unless  the  intention  so  to  bind 
himself  is  clearly  manifest.  Under  this  rule 
the  guaranties  in  the  following  cases  have 
been  held  not  to  be  continuing  ones:  John 
S.  Brittain  Dry  Goods  Co.  v.  Yearout,  50 
Kan.  684,  54  Pac.  1062  (the  guaranty,  "We, 
the  undersigned,  hereby  agree  that  we 
will  guarantee  the  payment  of  goods  pur- 
chased by  Y.,"  was  given  upon  the  refusal 
of  a  dealer  to  ship  goods  ordered  by  Y.  un- 
til a  guaranty  of  payment  was  made) ; 
Gard  v.  Stevens,  12  Mich.  292,  86  Am.  Dec. 
52  ("If  you  will  let  the  bearer  have  what 
leather  he  wants  and  charge  the  same  to 
himself,  I  will  see  that  you  have  your  pay 
in  a  reasonable  length  of  time," — in  holding 
this  guaranty  to  be  limited  to  a  single  pur- 
chase, the  court  said:  "Every  person  is 
supposed  to  have  some  regard  to  his  own  in- 
terest, and  it  is  not  reasonable  to  presume 
any  man  of  ordinary  prudence  would  be- 
come surety  for  another  without  limitation 
as  to  time  or  amount  unless  he  has  done 
so  in  express  terms  or  by  clear  implication. 
If  the  guaranty  was  limited  in  express 
terms,  either  as  to  time  or  amount,  but  not 
as  to  both,  it  might  be  said  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  guarantor  to  leave  it  open 
as  to  the  other,  or  that  a  further  limita- 
tion could  not  be  implied.  But  where  it 
contains  no  express  limitation  as  to  either, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  instrument  it- 
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On  the  strength  of  this  guaranty  the 
plaintiffs  thereafter  sold  to  James  live 
stock,  from  time  to  time,  as  he  required 
ity  until  July,  1907,  when  he  failed  in 
business,  owing  them  $2,251.92.  The  case 
was  tried  at  the  Hudson  circuit  before 
Judge  Speer,  without  a  jury,  and  he  found 
for  the  plaintiffs,  and  directed  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs  for  the  amount  claimed, 
with  interest. 

The  first  contention  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  in  favor  of  the  reversal  of  the 
judgment  below  was  that  the  trial  court 
erroneously  held  that  the  paper  writing 
was  a  continuing  guaranty.  On  motion  to 
nonsuit,  made  by  the  defendant  below, 
the  trial  judge  held  that  the  "phraseology 
that  he  will  guarantee  any  bill  will  in- 
clude   any    bill    the    son    might    contract. 


whether  in  one  purchase  or  more."  The 
insistment  is  now  made  that  the  language 
of  the  paper  itself,  and  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  given,  show  that  the 
liability  of  the  defendant  was  intended  to 
be  limited  to  the  bill  of  goods  for  which 
James  Kloeblen  had  applied  to  the  plain- 
tiffs to  purchase,  and  that  it  could  not  be 
operative  in  guaranteeing  the  payment  of 
all  bills  sold  to  him  after  the  delivery  of 
the  guaranty.  In  coming  to  the  consider- 
ation of  the  question  as  to  whether  this 
is  or  is  not  a  continuing  guaranty,  it  is  im- 
portant to  refer  to  the  general  rule  for  the 
construction  of  guaranties.  Admittedly,  in 
the  construction  of  contracts,  it  is  a  gen- 
eral rule  that  all  words  are  to  be  taken 
most  strictly  against  the  guarantor  or 
contractor.     De    Colyar,    Guaranties,    177. 


self  from  which  it  can  be  inferred  that  it 
was  the  intention  of  the  guarantor  to  leave 
it  open  as  to  both,  we  think  it  must  be  un- 
derstood as  referring  to  a  single  transac- 
tion") ;  Baker  v.  Rand,  13  Barb.  152 
(^'Whatever  goods  you  sell  to  A.  B.  to  be 
sold  in  our  store,  we  will  consent  that  he 
may  take  the  money  out  of  our  concern  to 
pay  for  the  same,  only  you  must  treat  him 
as  well  about  prices  and  length  of  credit  as 
you  do  your  best  customers.  The  said  A. 
shall  have'  the  liberty  of  taking  the  pay  out 
of  our  concern  as  fast  as  the  goods  are 
sold")  ;  Dixon  v.  Frazee,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  32 
(guarantor  stated  that  "his  son  would  want 
some  hardware,"  and  directed  obligee  to 
"let  him  have  what  he  wanted,  and  he 
[guarantor]  would  see  tliat  he  [obligee]  was 
paid") ;  Stern  v.  James,  51  Hun,  640,  4  N. 
Y.  Supp.  36  (obligee  having  refused  to  open 
an  account  with  retailer,  guarantor's  agent 
wrote:  "Any  goods  you  may  sell  to  B. 
would  be  promptly  paid  for,  and  if  not  so 
paid  for  by  her  [B],  he  [guarantor]  will 
pay  the  account") ;  Whitney  v.  Groot,  su- 
pra ("We  consider  J.  E.  V.  good  for  all 
he  may  want  of  you,  .  .  .  and  we  will 
indemnify  the  same," — ^held  limited  to  goods 
obtained  upon  the  first  presentation) ;  Bird- 
sail  v.  Heacock,  supra  ("Please  send  my 
gon  the  lumber  he  asks  for,  and  it  will  be 
all  right") ;  Anderson  v.  Blakely,  supra 
("P.  having  informed  me  that  he  is  making 
some  purchas^es  from  you,  and  not  being  ac- 
quainted with  you  that  you  wish  some  ref- 
erence. Though  not  personally  acquainted, 
yet  I  would  say  from  my  knowledge  of  P. 
that  you  might  credit  him  with  perfect 
safety,  and  that  anything  he  may  purchase 
from  you  I  would  see  paid  for" ) . 

The  great  majority  of  cases  which  involve 
unlimited  guaranties,  however,  reject  both 
the  strict  and  liberal  rule  of  construction, 
by  taking  the  equitable  ground  that  the 
contract  must  be  construed  according  to  the 
intent  of  the  parties,  the  question  being 
what  is  the  fair  import  of  the  language  of 
the  guaranty  in  view  of  the  circumstances 
under  which  it  was  given.  Hotchkiss  v. 
Barnes,  34  Conn.  27,  91  Am.  Dec.  713; 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Mamerow  v.  National  Lead  Co.  206  III.  626, 
99  Am.  St.  Rep.  196,  69  N.  E.  604,  affirm- 
ing 98  111.  App.  460;  Bridgeport  Malleable 
Iron  Co.  v.  Iowa  Cutlery  Works,  130  Iowa, 
736,  107  N.  W.  937;  Menard  v.  Scudder,  7 
La.  Ann.  385,  66  Am.  Dec.  610;  Knowlton 
v.  Hersey,  76  Me.  345;  Mussey  v.  Rayner, 
22  Pick.  223;  Lehigh  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  Scal- 
len,  61  Minn.  63,  63  N.  W.  245;  Boehne  v. 
Murphy,  46  Mo.  57,  2  Am.  Rep.  485;  Hay- 
den  y.  Crane,  1  Lans.  181;  Agawam  Bank 
V.  Strever,  18  N.  Y.  502;  Strong  v.  Lyon, 
63  N.  Y.  172,  13  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  554; 
Schwartz  v.  Hyman,  107  N.  Y.  562,  14  N. 
E.  447;  Birdsall  v.  Heacock,  32  Ohio  St. 
177,  30  Am.  Rep.  572;  Morgan  v.  Bover,  39 
Ohio  St.  324,  48  Am.  Rep.  454;  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Cole,  83  Ohio  St.  50,  93  N.  E. 
465,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  773;  Tischler  v. 
Hofheimer,  83  Va.  35,  4  S.  E.  370;  Hoad  v. 
Grace,  7  Hurlst.  k  N.  494,  31  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  98,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  43,  6  L.  T.  N.  S. 
359,  10  Week.  Rep.  85;  Coles  v.  Pack,  L.  R. 
5  C.  P.  65,  39  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  63,  18  Week. 
Rep.  292;  Nottingham  Hide,  Skin  &  Fat 
Market  Co.  v.  Bottrill,  L.  R,  8  C.  P.  694, 
42  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  256,  29  L.  T.  N.  S.  134, 
21  Week.  Rep.  739;  Burgess  v.  Eve,  L.  R. 
13  Eq.  450,  41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  515,  26  L.  T. 
N.  S.  540,  20  Week.  Rep.  311.  Under  this 
rule  the  guaranties  set  out  with  the  fol- 
lowing cases  were  held  to  be  limited,  and 
not  continuing,  ones:  Knowlton  v,  Hersey, 
76  Me.  345  ("The  bearer  of  this  letter 
.  .  .  wishes  to  place  a  stock  of  groceries 
in  his  provision  and  meat  store  in  this 
place,  to  enable  him  to  do  this,  I  am  will- 
ing to  be  responsible  to  you  for  the  amount 
of  groceries  he  may  order  of  you");  Hay- 
den  V.  Crane,  1  Lans.  181  ("There  is  a  fair 
prospect  that  R.  could  sell  a  few  chamber 
sets  if  he  had  them.  If  you  will  let  him 
have  them,  we  will  see  that  you  receive  pay 
for  them  as  sold  or  soon  after") ;  Strong  v. 
Lyon,  63  N.  Y.  172,  13  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  554. 
("I  hereby  agree  to  save  and  hold  the  said 
S.  harmless  from  any  and  all  loss  that  he 
may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  purchase  of 
the  within-named  3,000  shares  of  the  C.  G. 
Co.,  and  if  any  such  loss  is  made,  I  agree 
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And  although  in  some  jurisdictions  it  has 
been  laid  down  that  the  contract  of  guar- 
anty must  in  this  respect  be  construed  dif- 
ferently from  other  contracts,  following 
Baron  Bayley,  in  Nicholson  v.  Paget,  1 
Cromp.  &  M.  48,  3  Tyrw.  164,  5  Car.  &  P. 
395,  2  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  18,  yet,  in 
this  state  the  doctrine  must  be  considered 
as  settled  as  stated  by  Chief  Justice 
Beasley,  in  Hoey  v.  Jarman,  39  N.  J.  L. 
523,  affirmed  in  40  N.  J.  L.  379,  that 
"the  words  of  a  guaranty  will  be  read 
most  strongly  against  the  guarantor;'*  the 
learned  chief  justice  citing  with  approval 
the  language  of  Burge  on  Suretyship,  p. 
46:  "It  may  then  be  considered  .  .  . 
that  the  contract  of  guaranty  or  surety  will 
be  subject,  as  every  other  contract,  to  the 


rule  that,  where  there  is  ambiguity  or  ob- 
scurity which  the  other  parts  of  the  in- 
<4trument  do  not  explain,  it  is  to  be  con- 
strued potiua  contra  proferentum;  that  is, 
against  the  party  giving  the  contract." 

Is,  then,  the  guaranty  here  in  ques- 
tion a  continuing  one  or  not?  In  con- 
sidering the  law  applicable  to  the  matter 
of  continuing  guaranties,  De  Colyar,  in  his 
Law  of  Guaranties,  says:  "No  fixed  rules 
have  been  laid  down  for  determining 
whether  a  guaranty  is  to  be  considered  a 
continuing  one  or  not,  and  that  such  guar- 
anties are  to  be  so  construed  as  to  give 
effect  to  what  may  be  fairly  inferred  to  be 
the  real  intention  and  understanding  of  the 
parties  as  expressed  in  the  writing.*'  To 
the  same  effect,  Brandt  on   Suretyship  & 


to  pay  the  same  to  the  said  S.,  provided 
such  loss  shall  accrue  within  thirty  days 
from  this  date," — held  to  include  only 
stock  first  purchased) ;  Schwartz  v.  Hyman, 
107  N.  y.  562,  14  N.  E.  447  ("You  will  be 
kind  enough  to  send  J.  P.  a  full  line  of 
samples,  of  course,  suitable  for  spring  and 
summer,  at  the  lowest  figures.  And  I  will 
guarantee  the  payment  of  any  goods  you 
may  sell  him.  Hoping  you  will  comply  with 
my  request  and  attend  to  it  at  once,"  etc., 
— ^held  not  continuing,  but  to  refer  simply  to 
the  goods  ordered  from  the  samples  sent  as 
requested)  ;  Birdsall  v.  Heacock,  32  Ohio 
St.  177,  30  Am.  Rep.  572  ("Please  send  my 
son  the  lumber  he  asks  for,  and  it  will  be  all 
right") ;  Morgan  v.  Boyer,  39  Ohio  St.  324, 
48  Am.  Rep.  454  ("The  bearer,  B.,  is  visit- 
ing your  city  buying  goods  in  your  line, 
and  anything  you  may  be  able  to  sell  him 
will  be  paid  promptly  as  agreed  on,  which  I 
herewith  guarantee").  And  the  guaranties 
in  the  following  cases  were  held  to  be  con- 
tinuing in  character:  Hotchkiss  v.  Barnes, 
34  Conn.  27,  91  Am.  Dec.  713  ("You  may  let 
D  have  what  goods  he  calls  for,  and  I  will 
see  that  the  same  are  settled  for") ;  Mamer- 
ow  V.  National  Lead  Co.  200  111.  626,  99  Am. 
St.  Rep.  196,  69  N.  E.  504.  affirming  98 
111.  App.  460  (guaranty  reciting  that  the 
guarantors  "desired"  the  obligee  to  continue 
to  sell  goods  to  the  principal  debtor,  that 
they  requested  him  to  do  so,  and  that  they 
guaranteed  the  payment  "upon  demand  of 
all  moneys,  debts,  obligations,  and  demands 
of  whatever  nature  or  character  now  due 
or  which  may  hereafter  become  due,  from" 
the  principal  debtor  to  the  obligee) ;  Bridge- 
port Malleable  Iron  Co.  v.  Iowa  Cutlery 
Works,  130  Iowa,  736,  107  N.  W.  937  (guar- 
anty given  to  perfect  credit  in  terms  as  fol- 
lows: "We  hereby  guarantee  that  the  B.  M. 
I.  Co.  shall  receive  prompt  remittance  for 
shipments  of  castings,"  etc.) ;  Menard  v. 
Scudder,  7  La.  Ann.  385,  56  Am.  Dec.  610 
("I  do  recommend  my  friend,  ...  a 
planter,  and  any  funds  that  he  may  raise 
or  acceptances,  in  case  he  does  not  pay,  I 
feel  bound  to  pay") ;  Musscy  v.  Rayner,  22 
Pick.  223  ("To  whom  it  mav  concern. 
The  bearer,  M.  R.,  son  of  the  subscriber,  is 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


.  .  .  about  to  establish  a  store  in  P.  of 
books  and  stationery,  and  now  goes  to  B.  to 
obtain  an  assortment  of  stock  for  that  pur- 
pose. ...  He  wishes  to  purchase  school 
books,  etc.,  upon  a  credit  of  four  or  six 
months,  and  miscellaneous  books,  paper, 
etc.,  on  commission.  For  the  faithful  man- 
agement of  the  business  and  punctual  ful- 
filment of  contracts  relating  to  it,  the  sub- 
scriber will  hold  himself  responsible") ; 
Lehigh  Coal  &  I.  Co.  v.  Scallen,  61  Minn. 
63,  63  N.  W.  245  ("In  the  matter  of  furnish- 
ing fuel  to  E.  F.  S.  for  his  trade,  I  hereby 
agree  to  become  responsible  for  any  amount 
of  credit  you  [obligee]  may  give  him  [prin- 
cipal debtor],  and  in  case  he  fails  to  pay 
you,  ...  I  will  pay  the  same," — ^held 
continuing,  but  limited  to  what  would  be  a 
reasonable  time  and  amount  under  the  cir- 
cumstances) ;  Boehne  v.  Murphy,  46  Mo.  57,  ) 
2  Am.  Rep.  485  ("Please  let'T.  have  the  J 
paints  .  .  .  he  wants.  I  will  be  security 
•for  the  amount  for  what  he  will  owe  you," — 
held  continuing  in  view  of  the  probable  in- 
tent of  the  parties  as  gathered  from  the  cir- 
cumstances) ;  Agawam  Bank  v.  Strever,  18 
N.  Y.  502, — see  contra  id.  36  Barb.  82  (in- 
dorsement on  a  promissory  note  as  follows: 
"The  above  note  is  left  as  collateral  securi- 
ty for  all  liabilities  incurred  by  I.  S.  D.  or 
D.&H.  to  the  A.  Bank")  ;  Tischler  v.  Hoff- 
heimer,  83  Va,  35,  4  S.  E.  370  ("Let  P.  have 
as  many  shoes  and  boots  as  he  want,  and 
I  see  you  are  getting  paid  for.  Don't  charge 
him  more  as  goods  is  worth") ;  Hoad  v. 
Grace,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  494,  33  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  98.  8  Jur.  N.  S.  43,  5  L.  T.  N.  S.  359, 
10  Week.  Rep.  85  ("As  D.  informs  me  you 
require  some  person  as  guaranty  for  goods 
supplied  to  him  by  you  in  his  business,  I 
have  no  objection  to  act  as  such  for  pay- 
ment of  your  account," — held  to  apply  to 
both  goods  already  furnished  and  to  those 
to  be  furnished  in  the  future) ;  Coles  v. 
Pack,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  65  ("Whereas  F.,  coal 
merchant,  is  and  stands  indebted  to  you, 
C,  in  the  sum  of,  .  .  .  and  whereas  you 
are  pressing  for  the  immediate  payment  of 
the  said  sum  of,  .  .  .  now  I  do  hereby, 
in  consideration  of  your  forbearing  to  take 
immediate  steps  for  the  recovery  of  the  said 
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Guaranty,  (1878)  §  130:  "The  true  rule 
for  construing*  guarafaties  is  to  give  effect 
to  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed 
in  the  instrument  read  in  the  light  of  the 
surrounding  circumstances."  It  was  held, 
in  the  case  of  Wood  v.  Priestner,  L.  R.  2 
Exch.  66,  by  Chief  Baron  Kelly,  in  decid- 
ing the  guaranty  there  sued  upon  to  be  a 
continuing  one,  that  "the  question  in  these 
cases  depends  not  merely  on  the  words,  but, 
when  the  words  are  at  all  ambiguous,  re- 
quires a  consideration  of  the  circumstances 
to  aid  the  construction.  It  is  therefore  nec- 
essary to  look  at  the  existing  state  of 
things,  and,  looking  to  that,  to  construe 
the  words  in  such  a  way  as  we  consider 
most  consistent  with  the  intention  of  the 
parties;  not,  indeed,  considering  any  state- 


ment of  either  party  as  to  what  he  meant 
by  the  words  used,  but  taking  the  words 
themselves,  together  with  the  surrounding 
facts,  as  the  exponents  of  the  meaning  of 
both." 

The  guaranty  in  this  case,  it  will  be  no- 
ticed, contains  no  limitation  either  as  to 
time  or  amount.  It  reads:  "I  will  be 
responsible  for  any  bill  that  my  son  James 
will  make.''  The  contention  that  the  use 
of  the  word  "any"  limited  the  guaranty  to 
the  one  bill  of  goods  purchased  at  the  time 
of  the  delivery  of  the  guaranty  is  without 
merit.  Many  cases  could  be  cited  showing 
that,  in  similar  actions  upon  guaranties, 
the  word  "any"  has  been  construed  as  syn- 
onymous with  "every."  Thus,  in  Mason  v. 
Pritchard,  12  East,  227.  2  Campb.  436,  11 


sum,  guarantee  the  payment  of,  and  agree 
to  become  responsible  for,  any  sums  of 
money,  for  the  time  being,  due  from  the 
said  F.  to  you,  whether  in  addition  to  tlie 
said  sum  of  ...  or  no," — ^held  unlim- 
ited as  to  both  time  and  amount) ;  Notting- 
ham Hide,  Skin,  &  Fat  Market  Co.  v.  Bott- 
rill,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  694,  42  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S. 
266,  29  L.  T.  N.  S.  134,  21  Week.  Rep.  739 
("Having  every  confidence  in  him  [principal 
debtor],  he  has  but  to  call  upon  us  for  a 
check  and  have  it  with  pleasure  for  any 
account  he  may  have  with  you;  and  when 
to  the  contrary  we  will  write  you") ;  Bur- 
gess V.  Eve,  L.  R.  13  Eq.  450  ("In  considera- 
tion of  your  discounting  for  M.  my  promis- 
sory note  to  him  for  £2,000,  .  .  .  I  de- 
posit with  you  the  several  documents  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  hereunder  written, 
which  I  agree  shall  remain  with  you  .  .  . 
as  a  security  for  the  payment  to  you  .  .  . 
of  all  money  due  or  to  become  due  from  him 
to  the  said  company,  ...  on  any  ac- 
count whatsoever," — held  a  continuing  guar- 
anty for  all  money  already  due  or  which 
should  become  due). 

In  the  following  cases,  which  do  not  ad- 
here to  any  particular  rule  or  rules,  the 
parenthesized  guaranties  were  held  to  be 
continuing  ones:  Bell  v.  Bruen,  1  How.  169, 
11  L.  ed.  89  ( "In  expressing  my  obligations 
to  you  for  the  continuation  of  your  friend- 
ship to  this  gentleman  [one  to  whom  credit 
had  been  extended  in  favor  of  a  designated 
firm],  I  take  occasion  to  state  that  you  may 
consider  this,  as  well  as  any  and  every  oth- 
er credit  you  may  open  in  his  favor,  as  being 
under  my  guaranty") ;  Scott  v.  Myatt,  24^ 
Ala.  489,  60  Am.  Dec.  485  ("Let  bearer! 
.  .  .  have  any  little  things  he  may  stand  ^ 
in  need  of,  and  I  shall  be  good  for  the 
same," — held  continuing  until  revoked  or  ac- 
count closed,  and  applicable  to  any  little 
necessaries)  ;  Cahuzac  v.  Samini,  29  Ala. 
288  (a  promise  in  consideration  of  selling 
and  delivering,  from  time  to  time,  to  a 
third  person  who  desired  to  open  an  account 
such  goods  as  were  necessary  and  proper  in 
his  line  of  business,  that  the  writer  would 
pay  for  them  if  the  debtor  failed  to  do  so)  ; 
boyle  V.  Nichols,  15  Colo.  App.  458,  63 
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Pac.  123  (a  writing  requesting  obligee  to 
"kindly  furnish  H.  with  groceries,  and 
oblige,"  written  for  the  purpose  of  allowing 
H.  to  procure  groceries  on  credit) ;  A.  B. 
Small  Co.  V.  Claxton,  1  Ga.  App.  83,  57  S. 
E.  977  ("My  sons  may  need  some  help 
through  the  summer,,  and  I  ask  you  to  show 
them  all  the  favors  you  can,  and  I  will 
see  that  you  get  pay  for  anything  you  may 
sell  them," — held  continuing  for  reasonable 
time  and  for  reasonable  amount) ;  Conduitt 
V.  Ryan,  3  Ind.  App.  1,  29  N.  E.  160  ("I 
hereby  guarantee  the  payment  when  due  of 
all  bills  of  goods  sold,  or  that  may  be  sold 
on  and  after  this  date,"  by  the  obligee  tv 
the  principal  debtor) ;  Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Littler,  56  Iowa,  601,  9  N.  W.  905  (guaran- 
ty and  fulfilment  by  agent  of  his  contract)  ; 
Collins  V.  Alvery,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  985  (guar- 
anty of  10  per  cent  dividend  on  stock,  given 
as  inducement  to  purchase, — ^held  continu- 
ing during  life  of  company,  and  not  limited 
to  one  year)  ;  White  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Powell,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  94,  74  S.  W.  746 
(agreement  to  pay  "any  and  all  sums  of 
money  and  indebtedness  of  any  kind  that" 
principal  debtor  "might  become  indebted 
to  and  owing"  obligee,  "either  in  the  form 
of  open  account  or  promissory  note  or  notes, 
for  any  machine  or  other  property  there- 
after to  be  sold  and  furnished  to"  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  by  the  obligee) ;  Batchelder  & 
S.  Co.  V.  Saco  Sav.  Bank,  108  Me.  89,  79 
Atl.  13  ("You  are  authorized  to  contract 
for  material  and  supplies  for  S.  P.  Hotel, 
and  the  same  will  be  paid  for  by  us," — ^held 
that  obligee  was  warranted  in  relying  on 
the  guaranty  the  year  following  its  execu- 
tion) ;  American  Agri.  Chemical  Co.  v.  Ells- 
worth, —  Me.  — ,  83  Atl.  546  (agreement  in 
terms,  "In  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $1 
to  me  in  hand  paid  by  the  A.  G.  C.  Co., 
.  .  .  I  do  hereby  guarantee  the  faithful 
performance  by  G.  E.  B.  of  all  and  singular- 
ly the  obligations  of  the  within  agreement 
[appointment  of  G.  E.  B.  as  agent  and 
agreement  by  him  to  settle  in  cash  for  goods 
furnished  him]  on  his  part,  to  be  kept  and 
performed,  and  all  renewals  and  extentions 
thereof,  so  long  as  said  agency  shall  be  con- 
tinued") ;  Grant  v.  Ridsdale,  2  Harr.  &  J. 
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Revised  Rep.  369,  where  the  words  of  the 
guaranty  were  ''to  be  responsible  for  any 
goods  he  hath  or  may  supply  to  my 
brother  to  the  amount  of  £100."  And  in 
Merle  v.  Wells,  2  Campb.  413,  where 
the  guaranty  was,  "I  consider  myself  bound 
to  you  for  any  debt  he  [my  brother] 
may  contract  for  his  business  as  a  jeweler, 
not  exceeding  £100,  after  this  date."  In 
both  cases  the  guaranties  were  held  to 
be  continuing.  In  14  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  1139,  a  distinction  is  sought 
to  be  made  between  guaranties  contain- 
ing a  limitation  as  to  the  amount  for 
which  the  guarantor  will  be  bound,  but 
containing  no  limitation  as  to  time,  and 
guaranties  containing  no  limitation  either 
as  to  time  or  amount.    In  the  former,  where 


there  is  nothing  in  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding the  execution  of  tte  contract  to 
evince  a  contrary  intention,  it  will,  in  gen- 
eral, be-  construed  a  continuing  guaranty, 
and  in  the  latter,  where  there  is  nothing 
in  the  instrument  itself  from  which  it  can 
be  inferred  that  it  is  the  guarantor's  in- 
tention to  have  it  open  as  to  both,  the 
guaranty  will  be  understood  as  referring 
to  a  single  transaction. 

Whatever  merit  there  may  be  in  draw- 
ing the  distinction  so  made,  it  is  unneces- 
sary here  to  consider.  I  find  no  adjudged 
case  making  such  a  distinction;  but,  after 
all,  we  must  come  to  the  conclusion  of 
Chief  Baron  Kelly,  in  the  cases  above  cited, 
that  the  true  construction  can  only  be 
reached,  whatever  be  the  limitation  as  to 


186  ("I  will  guarantee  their  [principal 
debtors']  engagements,  should  you  think  it 
necessary,  for  any  transactions  they  may 
have  with  your  [obligee]  house")  ;  Allen 
V.  Pike;  3  Gush.  238  ("I  hereby  make  my- 
self responsible  for  whatever  amount  D. 
may  become  indebted  to  either  of  you.  I 
have  fixed  no  limits  to  the  amount,  as  he 
has  assured  me  that  he  shall  be  cautious  on 
getting  much  in  debt,  and  this  is  satisfac- 
tory to  me") ;  Dover  Stamping  Co.  v.  Noyes, 
151  Mass.  342,  24  N.  E.  53  (guarantor,  in 
reply  to  a  letter  from  the  obligee  stating 
that  he  have  opened  trade  with  the  principal 
debtor,  wlio  claimed  to  be  backed  by  the 
guarantor,  and  asking  if  the  guarantor 
would  be  responsible  for  his  debts,  stated 
that  he,  guarantor,  was  assisting  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  in  a  small  way,  that  he  had  ad- 
vised prompt  payment  of  bills  at  maturity, 
that  he  thought  the  advice  would-  be  followed, 
but  that  if  the  principal  debtor  failed  to  do 
so,  "I  will  see  that  you  [obligee]  are  taken 
care  of") ;  Rotch  v.  French,  176  Mass.  1,  79 
Am.  St.  Rep.- 292,  56  N.  E.  893  (guaranty 
of  dividend  of  6  per  cent  per  annum  on 
stock,  given  as  inducement  to  purchase, — 
held  not  limited  to  one  year,  but  to  con- 
tinue during  life  of  purchaser,  but  not 
beyond,  and  provided  he  lived  only  a  rea- 
sonable time)  ;  Celluloid  Co.  v.  Haines,  176 
Mass.  415,  57  N.  E.  691  (obligee  wrote 
principal  debtor,  "If  he  [guarantor]  will 
give  his  written  guaranty  to  pay  bills  of  one 
month  upon  the  15th  of  succeeding  month, 
if  not  already  paid  by  the  company  [D.  Co., 
principal  debtor],  we  will  accept  it  and  ex- 
tend credit."  Guarantor  in  reply  wrote, 
"As  you  have  requested  me  to  have  me 
guarantee  the  payment  of  the  D.  Co*s.  ac- 
count by  the  middle  of  the  month,  I  hereby 
agree  to  pay  the  current  month's  account 
of  the  D.  Co.  on  the  15th  of  the  following 
month,  if  not  paid  by  them  before," — held 
continuing,  especially  where  the  guarantor 
evidently  so  regarded  it) ;  Froment  v.  Tav- 
lor,  25  Misc.  776,  55  N.  Y.  Supp.  609,  a"f- 
firming  25  Misc.  792,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  1099 
("I  understand  we  [principal  debtors]  have 
purchased  from  your  company  [obligee]  a 
bill  of  goods  amounting  to  something  less 
than  a  thousand  dollars,  and  you  find  that 
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the  commercial  agencies  do  not  give  us  any 
particular  rating.  I  write  this  letter  to  as- 
sure you  that  the  bills  will  be  paid  at  ma- 
turity, which  I  understand  id'  within  thir- 
ty days  from  shipment.  I  am  so  confident 
of  the  prompt  payment  of  the  bills  that  we 
purchase  from  you  that  I  hereby  personally 
guarantee  the  payment  of  them  within  the 
tim.e  mentioned,  thirty  days," — ^held  contin- 
uing in  light  of  the  circumstances) ;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Union  Stockyards,  138  App. 
Div.  918,  123  N.  Y.  Supp.  655  (agreement 
of  bank  to  honor  checks  of  a  firm  drawn  on 
it  and  accompanying  drafts  on  an  individual 
so  long  as  another  bank  will  protect  the 
drafts,  entered  into  to  extend  credit  to  such 
firm) ;  Merchants*  Nat.  Bank  v.  Hall,  83  N. 
Y.  338,  38  Am.  Rep.  434  (assignment  of  cer- 
tificate of  stock  "as  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  any  demands"  the  obligee  "may 
from  time  to  time  have  or  hold"  against  th« 
principal  debtor) ;  Lester  Piano  Co.  v.  Rom- 
ney,  —  Utah,  —-,  126  Pac.  325  (guarantor 
in  reply  to  request  for  guaranty  of  running 
account  wrote  that  he  did  not  doubt  but 
that  all  obligations  would  be  met  promptly 
and  that  for  that  reason  he  g^uaranteed  any 
amount  of  credit  that  might  be  extended) ; 
Young  V.  Brown,  53  Wis.  333,  10  N.  W. 
394  (guaranty  "for  all  goods^'  principal 
debtor  may  buy  from  obligee) ;  Broom 
V.  Batchelor,  1  Hurlst  k  N.  255  ("In 
consideration  of  the  credit  given  by  B  to 
E.,  I  hereby  agree  to  guarantee  the  payment 
of  all  bills  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  said  B. 
and  accepted  by  the  said  E.  Also  I  hereby 
agree  to  guarantee  the  payment  of  any  bal- 
ance that  may  be  due  from  the  said  E.  to 
the  said  B.  This  guaranty  to  include  all 
bills  of  exchange  now  running,  as  well  as 
the  balance  of  account  due  at  this  day") ; 
Hitchcock  v.  Humfrey,  5  Mann.  &  G.  559, 

6  Scott,  N.  R.  540,  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  235, 

7  Jur.  423  ("In  consideration  of  your  ex- 
tending the  credit  already  given  to  my  son 
H.,  and  agreeing  to  draw  upon  him  at  three 
months  from  ]st  of  the  following  month,  for 
all  goods  purchased  up  to  the  20th  of  the 
preceding  month,  I  hereby,  at  your  request, 
guarantee  the  payment,  and  agree  to  pay 
you  any  sum  that  shall  be  due  and  owing 
to  you  upon  his  account  for  goods  supplied"). 
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time  or  amount,  by  taking  "the  -words  them- 
selves, together  with  the  surrounding  facts, 
as  the  exponents  of  the  meaning  of  both 
[parties]."  The  instrument  in  this  case, 
when  considered  in  the  light .  of  the  sur- 
rounding facts  and  circumstances,  clearly 
evinces  the  intention  to  create  a  continuing 
guaranty.  The  trial  judge  made  a  general 
finding  for  the  plaintiffs.  Concededly  this 
finding  must  be  construed  as  including 
every  fact  favorable  to  the  plaintiffs  that 
might  reasonably  be  found  from  the  evi- 
dence. The  fact  of  the  previous  dealing 
between  James  Kloeblen  and  the  plaintiffs 
there  appeared,  and  the  absolute  necessity 
on  his  part  for  a  general  credit  for  the 
future,  as  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  make 
him  further  sales   unless   his   father,   the 


defendant,  would  guarantee  his  account 
with  them.  Under  these  circumstances, 
the  defendant  guaranteed  to  be  responsible 
for  "any  bill  that  my  son  James  will 
make,"  and  this  leads  inevitably  to  the 
conclusion  that  the  guaranty  was  to  remain 
continuing  until  revoked. 

The  next  contention  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  that  the  trial  judge 
erred  in  refusing  to  permit  the  defendant 
to  show  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
guaranty  was  given.  The  offer  was  of  evi- 
dence of  the  conversation  between  James 
Kloeblen  and  his  'father,  the  defendant, 
prior  to  the  execution  of  the  guaranty. 
The  refusal  of  the  trial  judge  was  based 
upon  the  theory  that  the  offer  of  the  de- 
fendant was  to  show  the  meaning  Albert 


And  in  the  following  cases,  of  the  same 
character,  a  contrary  conclusion  was 
reached:  Ferryman  v.  McCall,  66  Ala.  402, 
41  Am.  Rep.  762  ( a  letter  written  in  reply  to 
a  reply  of  wholesalers  to  a  letter  from  one 
B.,  who  was  about  to  commence  business  as 
a  retail  dealer,  in  which  latter  letter  an 
order  for  goods  was  forwarded  and  credit 
asked,  in  which  reply  of  the  wholesalers 
they  proposed  "to  fill  your  [B's.]  order" 
if  proper  security  can  be  furnished  them  by 
the  indorsement  of  M.,  directing  the  filling 
of  the  order  and  stating  that  the  writer,  M., 
indorsed  B.  and  hoped  that  he  would  be- 
come one  of  their  best  customers, — held  not 
a  continuing  warranty,  it  being  said  that 
the  superadded  hope  that  B.  would  become 
a  good  customer  was  too  indefinite  to  over- 
come the  otherwise  manifest  purpose  that 
the  guaranty  should  apply  to  the  single 
order  referred  to  in  the  letters) ;  Patterson 
V.  Gage,  11  Colo.  50,  16  Pac.  660  ("I  will 
be  responsible  for  the  hotel  bill  of  H.  and 
will  see  it  paid  within  twenty  days," — 
held  limited  to  bill  due  at  date  of  guaran- 
ty) ;  Williams  v.  Wyatt,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep.  444 
(guarantor  directed  obligee  to  let  guaran- 
tor's son  have  some  whisky,  promising  to 
see  obligee  paid, — ^held  to  cover  delivery  of 
a  single  lot  only) ;  Bloom  v.  Kern,  30  La. 
Ann.  1263  ("K.  tells  me  that  he  selected 
some  groceries  at  your  house  which  you, 
however,  will  not  ship  without  my  say  so. 
Please  ship  the  same  by  the  first  boat  out, 
and  I  will  see  that  everything  is  right,"  and 
"Yours  of  the  5th  came 'to  hand  with  in- 
voice. In  reply,  Mr.  K.,  I  want  you  to 
ship  the  goods  he  selected,  and  I  will  see 
it  paid  in  time.  You  shall  be  safe  if  it 
takes  the  last  dime  I  have") ;  Crooks  v. 
Propp,  32  Misc.  309,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  753 
("He  [S.]  [one  about  to  form  a  partner- 
ship with  R.  for  the  sale  of  groceries]  wish- 
es to  purchase  a  full  line  of  groceries,  and  I 
recommend  him  to  you.  They  [S.  and  R.] 
are  perfectly  reliable  and  will  pay  as  soon  as 
bills  mature.  Any  favors  conferred  upon  S. 
will  be  appreciated  by  me," — assuming  it 
to  be  a  guaranty,  held  to  apply  only  to  the 
first  bill  of  goods) ;  Rogers  v.  Warren,  8 
Johns.  119  ("If  W.  &  B.  wish  to  take  goods 
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of  you  on  credit,  we  are  willing  to  lend  our 
names  as  security  for  any  amount  they  may 
wish," — held  limited  to  one  transaction) ; 
Standard  Supply  Co.  v.  Finch,  147  N.  C. 
106,  60  S.  E.  904  ("Just  as  soon  as  [a  cer- 
tain contingency  happens],  ...  I  will 
see  that  your  bill  is  paid") ;  Hilliard  v. 
Hobs,  37  Tex.  717  ("T.  wants  some  clothing 
for  a  negro  and  himself,  and  expects  to  give 
his  business  to  you.  Please  let  him  have 
any  article  he  wants,  and  I  will  see  it 
paid"). 

Limitation    as   to    amount. 

In  many  instances  the  courts  construe 
guaranties  which  are  limited  as  to  the 
amount,  but  not  as  to  time,  to  be  continu- 
ing until  revoked,  where  there  is  nothing 
in  the  surrounding  circumstances  to  evince 
a  contrary  intention.  The  following  cases 
adhere  to  this  rule:  Frost  v.  Standard  Met- 
al Co.  216  111.  240,  74  N.  E.  139,  affirming 
116  HI.  App.  642,  holding  the  guaranty,  "I 
hereby  guarantee  the  purchase  account  of 
.  .  .  to  the  amount  of  $1,600,"  a  contin- 
uing one,  and  not  limited  to  the  purchase 
of  goods  up  to  the  amount  of  $1,500  in  the 
aggregate;  Lane  v.  Mayer,  15  Ind.  App. 
382,  44  N.  E.  73,  holding  the  guaranty,  "I 
hereby  agree  to  hold  myself  responsible  for, 
and  agree  to  pay  for,  any  goods  and  mer- 
chandise which  may  be  purchased  of  you 
by  L.  to  the  amount  of  $300," — to  be  a  con- 
tinuing one;  Presbyterian  Bd.  of  Publica- 
tion &  S.  S.  Work  V.  Gilliford,  139  Ind.  624. 
38  N.  E.  404,  holding  the  guaranty,  "We 
hereby  jointly  and  severally  guarantee  to  P. 
B.  of  P.  payment  for  all  sales  which  may  be 
macie  by  them  to  W.  A.  P.,  but  our  liability 
on  this  guaranty  not  to  exceed  in  any  event 
$3,000," — ^to  be  a  continuing  one;  D.  B.  Fisk 
A  Co.  V.  Rickel,  308  Iowa,  370,  79  N.  W.  120, 
holding  that  a  guaranty  g^ven  in  considera- 
tion of  the  obligee  selling  goods  to  the  prin- 
cipal debtor  on  credit  from  time  to  time, 
that  all  bills  would  be  paid  promptly  at  ma- 
turity, but  not  exceeding  $400, — ^was  a  con- 
tinuing one;  and  Rlndge  v.  Judson,  24  N.  Y. 
64,  holding  that  the  limitation  in  a  guaran- 
ty to  "be  accountable  to  you  that  B.  will 
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Kloeblen  intended  to  express  in  the  writ- 
ing, and  the  conversation  between  James 
and  his  father  at  the  time  of  its  execution. 
The  ruling  of  the  trial  court  in  overrul- 
ing the  questions  was  correct.  Naumberg 
V.  Young,  44  N.  J.  L.  331,  43  Am.  Rep.  380; 
Grueber  Engineering  Co.  v.  Waldron,  71 
N.  J.  L.  598,  60  Atl.  386. 


It  was  further  urged  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  that  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  by  the  guaranty  until  after  no- 
tice to  him  by  the  plaintiffs  that  they  ac- 
cepted it  and  intended  to  act  upon  it.  No 
exception  appeared  in  the  record  covering 
this  ground,  nor  was  the  question  raised  at 
the  trial. 


pay  you  for  a  credit  of  glass,  paints,  etc., 
which  he  may  require  in  his  business,  to  the 
extent  of  $50,"  is  not  of  the  credit  of  B.,  but 
of  the  extent  of  the  guarantor's  liability. 

Other  courts  hold  the  rule  to  be  that, 
when  the  guaranty  is  ambiguous  or  other 
things  are  equal,  it  should  oe  given  a  lib- 
eral construction,  that  is,  taken  as  strongly 
against  the  guarantor  as  the  sense  will  ad- 
mit, since,  if  the  guarantor  desired  to  lim- 
it his  responsibility  to  a  jingle  or  several 
transactions  not  exceeding  in  all  a  certain 
sum,  the  guaranty  should  have  been,  and 
the  courts  say  probably  would  have  been,  so 
limited  in  the  same  manner  as  the  amount. 
This  rule  was  announced  and  applied  in  the 
following  cases,  in  which  the  guaranties 
were  held  to  be  continuing  ones:  Kapelye  v. 
Bailey,  6  Conn.  149,  13  Am.  Dec.  49  ("Gen- 
tlemen:— ^My  brother  .  .  .is  wishing  to 
go  into  business  in  New  York  by  retailing 
goods  in  a  small  way.  Should  you  be  dis- 
posed to  furnish  him  with  such  goods  as 
he  may  call  for,  from  $300  to  $600  worth, 

1  will  hold  myself  accountable  for  the  pay- 
ment should  he  not  pay  as  you  and  he  shall 
agree");  Taussig  v.  Reid,  "145  111.  488,  36 
Am.  St.  Rep.  504,  30  N.  E.  1032,  32  N.  E. 
918  ("I  hereby  guarantee  the  prompt  pay- 
ment at  maturity  of  any  indebtedness  owing 
to  .  .  .  for  goods  purchased,  or  which 
may  require  in  his  business,  to  the  extent  of 
the  amount  of  $1,600") ;  Sickle  v.  Marsh,  44 
How.  Pr.  91  ("The  bearer  L.  W.  is  going 
to  start  a  peddling  route  to  sell  cigars  and 
tobacco.  He  wishes  to  buy  his  goods  of 
your  tirm  if  you  will  give  him  a  liberal 
credit.  We,  the  undersigned,  will  be  his 
security  to  the  amount  of  $1,000");  City 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Phelps,  16  Ilun,  158,  affirmed 
ia  97  N.  Y.  60,  49  Am.  Rep.  513  ("We  hold 
ourselves  responsible  for  the  payment  of  any 
sum  not  exceeding  $5,000  W.  may  require  of 
your  bank  for  legitimate  business  pur- 
poses") ;  Rindge  v.  Judson,  24  N.  Y.  64 
(guaranty  to  "be  accountable  that  B.  will 
pay  you  for  glass,  paints,  etc.,  which  he 
may  require  in  his  business,  to  tiie  extent  of 
$50")  ;  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Phelps,  86  N.  Y. 
484  (same  as  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Phelps, 
supra) ;  Hartwell  &  R.  Co.  v.  Moss,  22  R.- 1. 
583,  48  Atl.  941  ("I  hereby  guarantee  to  be 
responsible  for  any  account  that  may  be 
due  or  to.  become  due  to  H.  &  R.  Co.  from 
J.  H.,  and  to  see  that  such  account  is  paid 
to  the  amount  of  $500")  ;  Merle  v.  Wells, 

2  Campb.  433  (set  out  in  Newcomb  v.  Kloe- 
blen ) . 

On  the  other  hand,  some  decisions  are  to 
the  effect  that  guaranties,  when  ambigiious 
or  when  other  things  are  equal,  should  be 
construed  in  favor  of  the  guarantor,  or,  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


other  words,  that  his  liability  should  not  be 
extended  beyond  the  strict  letter  of  his  con- 
tract. To  this  effect  are  the  following  cases: 
Cremer  v.  Higginson,  1  Mason,  323,  Fed. 
Cas,  No.  3,383,  holding  the  guaranty,  "The 
object  of  the  present  letter  is  to  request 
you,  if  convenient,  to  furnish  them  .  .  . 
[principal  debtors]  with  any  sum  they  may 
want,  as  far  as  $50,000.  .  .  .  They  will 
reimburse  you  the  amount,  together  with  in- 
terest, as  soon  as  arrangements  can  be  made 
to  do  it,  and  as  our  embargo  cannot  be  con- 
tinued much  longer,  we  apprehend  there  will 
be  no  difticulty  in  this.  VVe  shall  hold  our- 
selves answerable  to  you  for  the  amount." — 
exhausted  when  the  sum  of  $50,000  waa 
once  advanced,  and  not  to  cover  further  ad- 
vances, although  made  while  the  balance 
due  was  below  the  stipulated  sum  of  $50,- 
000) ;  Sherman  v.  MuUoy,  174  Mass.  41, 
75  Am.  St.  Rep.  286,  54  N.  E.  345,  holding 
the  guaranty,  "I  .  .  .  agree  to  be  hold- 
en  for  stock  [building  materials]  delivered 
to  C.  to  the  amount  of  $200,  and  agree  to 
pay  the  same," — not  to  be  a  continuing 
one;  Fellows  v.  Prentiss,  3  Denio,  512,  45 
Am.  Dec.  484,  holding  the  guaranty,  "I 
hereby  agree  to  guarantee  to  you  the  pay- 
ment of  such  amount  of  goods,  at  a  credit 
of  one  year,  interest  after  six  months,  not 
exceeding  $100,  as  you  may  credit  to  P.," — 
exhausted  by  a  single  purchase;  National 
Bank  v.  Gam,  23  Ohio  C.  C.  447,  holding 
the  guaranty,  "VVe  .  .  .  guarantee  to 
you  the  payment  of  any  and  all  sums  of 
money  that  may  be  loaned  by  you  to  the 
C.  P.  Co.,  .  .  .  provided  the  amount  of 
said  loan  shall  not  exceed  in  the  aggregate 
$3,000,"— limited  to  the  first  $3,000  loaned; 
and  Cheshire  Beef  Co.  v.  Thrall,  72  Vt.  9, 
47  Atl.  160,  holding  the  liability  under  the 
guaranty,  "I,  T.,  will  be  responsible  to  the 
amount  of  $700,  to  the  C.  B.  Co.  for  goods 
purchased  by  G.  In  case  of  failure  of  said 
G.  to  meet  this  obligation,  I  guarantee  its 
payment," — confined  to  the  first  $700  worth 
purchased. 

And  in  some  courts  the  tendency  is 
against  construing  guaranties  as  continu- 
ing unless  it  is  reasonably  clear  that  the 
intention  was  to  make  the  guaranty  con- 
tinuing. This  was  the  rule  adhered  to  in 
the  following  cases,  the  guaranty  and  hold- 
ing thereon  being  parenthesized:  Carson 
V.  Reid,  137  Cal.  253,  70  Pac.  89  (guar- 
anty to  secure  the  payment  of  a  specified 
part  of  a  promissory  note. — ^held  a  guar- 
anty that  the  amount  secured  would  be 
paid,  and  obligation  to  be  discharged  by 
payments  equaling  that  amount)  ;  Colum- 
bus Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v.  Ganser,  58  Mich.  385, 
55  Am.  Rep.  697,  26  N.  W.  377   (guaranty 
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The  objection  that  the  plaintiffs  cannot 
recover  upon  defendant's  guaranty  because 
they  did  not  notify  him  of  the  default  of 
James  in  paying  his  bills  is  "without  sub- 
stanoe.  Columbia  Electrical  Supply  Co.  v. 
Kemmet,  67  N.  J.  L.  19,  50  Atl.  663. 

The  judgment  below  is  affirmed. 


For  affirmance. — The  Chancellor,  Chief 
Justice,  Garrison,  Swayze,  Reed,  Tren- 
chard,  Parker,  Bergen,  Voorhees,  Min- 
turn,  Bogert,  Vredenburgh,  Vrooni, 
Gray,   Dill,   JJ. 

For  reversal. — ^None. 


recited  that  the  principal  debtor  "has  ar- 
ranged and  is  about  to  purcliase  on  credit 
sewer  pipe,"  and  declared  it  to  be  void  if 
he  shall  pay  "for  all  goods  purchased,  or 
that  he  may  thereafter  purchase,  of  them 
[obligees]  according  to  the  terms  of  pur- 
chase," otherwise  to  be  "in  full  force  and 
effect  for  the  amount  of  his  said  indebted- 
ness, not  exceeding  $3,000" — hold  not  con- 
tinning) ;  Twohy  v.  McMurran,  57  Minn. 
242,  59  N.  W.  301  (guarantor  being  advised 
that  credit  would  be  extended  to  the  priu-. 
cipal  debtor,  who  was  about  to  open  a  caf6, 
only  when  guaranteed,  executed  the  follow- 
ing guaranty:  "If  you  desire  to  give  B. 
a  credit  of  $250  with  your  house  for  pro- 
visions for  the  restaurant,  .  .  .  I  will 
be  responsible  for  such  amount," — guaranty 
held  noncontinuing) ;  George  D.  Witt  Shoe 
Co.  y.  Peacock,  150  N.  C.  545,  64  S.  E.  437 
("Sixty  days  after  date  we,  or  either  of  us, 
promise  to  pay  to  ...  .  attorney,  or 
ordcfy,  the  sum  of  $1,000  for  value  received, 
which  money,  when  received  by  him,  to  be 
applied  to  the  payment  of  all  claims  he 
has  now  in  his  hands  for  collection  against 
the  said  P.,  and  to  such  others  as  he  may 
receive  for  collection,  until  the  full  amount 
is  applied.  This  note  executed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  end  guarantying  the  pay- 
ment of  the  said  claims  to  the  extent  of 
$1,000," — held  noncontinuing) ;  Aldricks  v. 
Higgins,  16  Serg.  &  R.  212  ("A.,  a  young 
man  living  in  this  place,  having  a  desire  to 
enter  into  trade  in  a  small  way,  and  feeling 
ourselves  confident  of  his  well  managing 
the  business,  we  here  offer  ourselves  in  se- 
curity to  any  gentlemen  who  may  feel  dis- 
posed to  give  him  credit  not  exceeding  $700, 
to  be  bound  and  held  firmly  by  this  writing 
to  pay  the  said  sum  of  $700  or  any  sum 
less,  as  the  said  A.  may  think  proper  to 
contract," — held  noncontinuing) ;  Bussier  v. 
Chew,  6  Phila.  70  ("I,  the  undersigned, 
do  hereby  agree  to  become  surety  to  B.  for 
any  bills  contracted  by  S.  from  this  date, 
said  bills  in  the  aggregate  not  to  exceed 
$300,"— held  not  continuing). 

In  this  class  of  cases,  like  the  preceding 
one,  the  majority  of  the  adjudications  are 
to  the  effect  that  the  real  inquiry  is  the  in 
tention  of  the  parties,  and  that,  to  ascertain 
this,  the  words  of  the  guaranty  must  gen- 
erally be  taken  in  their  plain,  popular,  and 
obvious  sense,  and  construed  in  connection 
with  the  surrounding  circumstances.  Doug- 
lass V.  Reynolds,  7  Pet.  113,  8  L.  ed.  626; 
Hall  V.  Rand,  8  Conn.  560;  I^wis  v.  Dwight, 
10  Conn.  95;  Manry  v.  Waxelbaum  Co.  108 
Ga.  14,  33  S.  E.  701;  Campbell  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Worman,  99  Iowa,  671,  68  N.  W.  912;  Wilde 
V.  Haycraft,  2  Duv.  309;  Bent  v.  Hart- 
shorn, 1  Met.  24 ;  Melendy  v.  Capen,  120  * 
3»  li,R,A.(N.8.) 


Mass.  222;  Crittenden  v.  Fiske,  46  Mich. 
70,  41  Am.  Rep.  146,  8  N.  VV.  714;  Mathews 
v.  Phelps,  61  Mich.  327,  1  Am.  St.  Kep. 
581,  28  N.  W..108;  Smith  v.  Van  WycK, 
40  Mo.  App.  522;  L.  Bauman  Jewelry  (Jo. 
V.  Bertig,  81  Mo.  App.  393;  Kansas  City 
use  of  Kansas  City  Hydraulic  Press  BricK 
Co.  V.  Yoummans,  213  Mo.  151,  112  S.  VV. 
225;  Tootle  v.  Elgutter,  14  Neb.  168,  45  Am. 
Rep.  103,  15  N.  W.  228;  Crist  v.  Burlin- 
game,  62  Barb.  351;  Gates  v.  McKee,  13 
N.  Y.  232,  64  Am.  Dec.  545;  White's  Bank 
v.  Myles,  73  N.  Y.  335,  29  Am.  Rep.  157 , 
Henry  McShane  Co.  v.  Padian,  142  N.  Y. 
207,  36  N.  E.  880;  Foster  County  State 
Bank  v.  Hester,  18  N.  D.  135,  119  N.  W. 
1044;  Rochford  v.  Rothschild,  16  Ohio  C. 
C.  287,  9  Ohio  C.  D.  47 ;  National  Bank  v. 
Garn,  23  Ohio  C.  C.  447;  National  Bank 
v.  Thomas,  220  Pa.  360,  69  Atl.  813;  Boyce 
V.  Ewart,  Rice,  L.  126;  Lawton  v.  Maner, 
10  Rich.  L.  323;  Frost  v.  Weathersbee,  23 
S.  C.  354;  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Turney, 
—  Tenn.  — ,  52  S.  W.  762;  Friedman,  K. 
&  Co.  V.  Peters,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  11,  44 
S.  W.  572;  Gardner  v.  Watson,  76  Tex.  25, 
J 3  S.  W.  39;  Lemp  v.  Armengol,  86  Tex. 
690,  26  S.  W.  941,  reversing  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  25  S.  W.  137;  Michigan  State 
Bank  v.  Peck,  28  Vt.  200,  65  Am.  Dec.  234; 
Keith  V.  Dwinnell,  38  Vt.  286;  Hargreave 
v.  Smee,  6  Bing,  244,  3  Moore  k  P.  573,  8 
L.  J.  C.  P.  46,  31  Revised  Rep.  407;  Hef- 
field  V.  Meadows,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  595,  20  L. 
T.  N.  S.  746;  Wood  v.  Priestner,  L.  R.  2 
Exch.  66,  36  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  127,  35 
Week.  Rep.  912,  affirmed  in  L.  R.  2  Exch. 
282,  15  L.  T.  N.  S.  317;  Mayer  v.  Isaac, 
6  Mees.  &  W.  605,  9  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  225, 
4  Jur.  437;  Grahame  v.  Grahame,  Jr.  L. 
R.  19  Eq.  249.  Applying  this  rule,  the  fol- 
lowing cases  have  construed  the  parenthe- 
sized guaranties  as  not  constituting  con- 
tinuing guaranties:  Hall  v.  Rand,  8  Conn. 
560  (agreement  by  A  to  be  responsible  to 
B  in  one  half  the  amount  of  any  loss  sus- 
tained by  him  under  an  agreement  to  in- 
dorse C's  notes,  to  the  amount  of  $4,000 — 
held  limited  to  the  indorsement  of  notes 
once  only,  to  the  amount  of  $4,000) ;  San- 
ford  V.  Dick,  16  Conn.  457  ("For  any  sum 
that  my  son  G.  may  become  indebted  to 
you,  not  exceeding  $200,  I  will  hold  my- 
self accountable," — held  not  a  continuing 
guaranty,  but  satisfied  when  any  one  in- 
debtedness within  the  amount  limited  was 
incurred  bv  G.);  Finnucan  v.  Feigenspan, 
81  Conn.  378,  71  Atl.  497  (C  guaranteed 
payment  of  a  certain  loan  and  the  price 
of  goods  A  furnished  B  to  start  him  in 
business,  not  exceeding  a  specified  sum, — 
held  limited  to  the  original  transaction); 
Campbell   Bkg.   Co.   y.   Worman,   99   Iowa, 
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671,  68  N.  W.  912  (guaranty  considered 
alone  implied  that  it  was  continuing,  but 
when  considered  with  attending  circum- 
stances, was  held  to  show  a  different  inten- 
tion, and  therefore  to  be  limited  to  a  sin- 
gle transaction) ;  Wilde  ▼.  Uaycraft,  2 
Duv.  309  (joint  agreement  to  become  bound 
"for  any  goods"  bought  by  the  principal 
debtor  from  obligee,  "for  $100  and  no 
more, — it  being  the  true  intent  and  mean- 
ing that  each  obligor  incurs  for  himself  a 
separate  liability  of  $100," — held  limited  to 
a  guaranty  of  a  purchase-  of  $100  in  the 
aggregate  for  each,  and  therefore  not  con- 
tinuing) ;  Smith  v.  Van  Wyck,  40  Mo.  App. 
522  (obligee  stated  that  he  could  not  fill 
order  unless  guarantor  would  guarantee  the 
same,  but  that  if  he  would  guarantee  for  a 
certain  sum,  and  they  sold  more  goods  than 
that,  they  would  take  the  risk;  and  guar- 
antor executed  the  following  guaranty:  "I 
hereby  guarantee  the  payment  of  bills  as 
they  mature,  purchased  by  ...  to  the 
amount  of  $1,300," — held,  in  view  of  the 
circumstances,  not  to  be  a  continuing  guar- 
anty) ;  National  Bank  v.  Gam,  23  Ohio  C. 
C.  447  ("We  .  ,  .  guarantee  to  you  the 
payment  of  any  and  all  sums  of  money  that 
may  be  loaned  by  you  to  the  C.  P.  Co., 
providing  the  amount  of  said  loan  shall 
not  exceed  in  the  aggregate  $3,000," — held 
restricted  to  the  first  $3,000  loaned)  ;  Boyce 
V.  Ewart,  Rice,  L.  126  ("S.  E.  is  about  to 
commence  business.  ...  To  assist  him 
in  which  he  will  stand  in  need  of  your  aid 
and  indulgence,  which  if  you  render  him^ 
in  case  of  his  failure  or  delinquency,  we 
will  indemnify  you  to  the  amount  of 
$4,000," — held  limited  to  aid  rendered  in 
the  comimencement  of  the  business) ;  Law- 
ton  V.  Maner,  10  Rich.  L.  323  ("B.  informs 
me"  that  the  had  a  conversation  with  S. 
of  your  firm,  in  which  he  stated  to  B.  that 
"if  he  would  get  me  to  be  responsible  for 
him  to  you,  or,  in  other  words,  to  give  B. 
a  letter  of  credit  to  you,  he  would  sell  him 
on  longer  time,  say  nine  months  or  one 
year.  This  is  therefore  to  inform  you  that 
I  will  be  responsible  for  B.  for  the  amount 
of  $1,000," — held  continuing  until  the  speci- 
fied amount  of  goods  was  delivered,  but  not 
to  extend  so  as  to  cover  a  final  balance  of 
$1,000);  Frost  v.  Weathersbee,  23  S.  C. 
354  ("In  consideration  of  your  agreeing  to 
advance  to"  the  principal  debtor  "not  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  of  $7,000  and  interest,  I 
hereby  guarantee  to  you  the  repayment  of 
the  sums  advanced  and  commissions  as 
agreed").  And  in  the  following  cases  a 
contrary  conclusion  was  reached:  Doug- 
lass V.  Reynolds,  7  Pet.  113,  8  L.  ed.  626 
("H.,  to  assist  him  in  business,  may  re- 
quire your  aid  from  time  to  time,  either 
by  acceptance  or  indorsement  of  his  paper, 
or  advances  in  cash;  in,  order  to  save  you 
from  harm  by  so  doing,  we  hereby  bind  our- 
selves severally  and  jointly  to  be  respon- 
sible to  you  at  any  time  for  a  sum  not  ex- 
ceeding $8,000,  should  the  said  H.  fail  to 
do  so," — held  not  limited  to  advances,  etc., 
in  the  first  instance  to  the  amount  of 
$8,000,  but  to  cover  succes&ive  advances, 
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etc.,  made  to  the  same  amount  at  any  fu- 
ture times,  totiea  quoties,  whenever  the 
antecedent  transactions  were  discharged)  ; 
Lewis  v.  Dwight,  10  Conn.  95  (bond  to  C, 
"to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  to  C  all  sums 
or  sum  of  moneys,  responsibilities,  debts, 
and  dues  which  B  might  owe  C  equal  to 
the  sum  of  $1,500,  either  contracted,  or 
which  might  thereafter  be  'contracted") ; 
Manry  v.  Waxelbaum  Co.  108  Ga.  14,  33 
S.  £.  701  ("guarantee  the  prompt  payment 
of  all  accounts  and  notes  given  in  settle- 
ment for  goods  purchased  by  G.  from  W. 
Co.,  to  the  extent  of  $400,"  with  provision 
for  liberty  to  withdraw  guaranty  at  any 
time  account  of  G.  was  paid) ;  Bent  v. 
Hartshorn,  1  Met.  24  ("I  hereby  agree  to 
be  responsible  for  the  price  of  hats  and 
other  goods  purchased  of  you,  either  by 
note  or  account,  by  H.  H.  at  any  time  here- 
after, to  an  amount  not  exceeding  $1,000") ; 
Melendy  v.  Capen,  120  Mass.  222  ("We 
hereby  agree  to  guarantee  the  payment  to 
the  said  M.  H.  &  Co.  for  any  goods  which 
may  be  purchased  of  them  by  A.  W.,  not, 
however,  binding  ourselves  to  become  re- 
sponsible for  a  larger  sum  than  $500,  ex- 
cept by  another  special  agreement.  The 
above  guaranty  to  remain  in  force  until  it 
is  withdrawn  by  us") ;  Crittenden  v.  Fiske, 
46  Mich.  70,  41  Am.  Rep.  146,  8  N.  W.  714 
("In  consideration  that  D.  B.  F.  &  Co.' will 
and  do  sell  to  C.  upon  credit  bills  of  goods 
from  time  to  time  as  she  may  order,  I,  tlie 
undersigned,  do  hereby  guarantee  to  the 
said  D.  B.  F.  &,  Co.  prompt  payment  of  all 
such  bills  at  their  maturity,  the  same  being 
four  months  from  the  date  of  -purchase  or 
order,  .  .  .  the  amount  guaranteed  not 
to  exceed  the  sum  of  $200") ;  Mathews  v. 
Phelps,  61  Mich.  327,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  581, 
28  N.  W.  108  (agreement  to  guarantee  pay- 
ment of  money  received  by  agent  of  obligee 
in  selling  cigars,  to  the  extent  of  $200) ;  L. 
Bauman  Jewelry  Co.  v.  Bertig,  81  Mo.  App. 
393  ("Please  allow  L.  to  have  goods  to  the 
amount  of  $500,  and  1  will  be  responsible 
to  you  for  the  same.  This  order  shall  re- 
main in  force  until  I  advise  you  to  the  con- 
trary,"— held,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
authorize  a  continuing  credit  of  $500); 
Kansas  City  use  of  Kansas  City  Hydraulic 
Press  Brick  Co.  v.  Youmans,  213  Mo.  151, 
112  S.  W.  225  ("Said  parties  of  the  second 
part  hereby  guarantee  that  the  said  party 
of  the  first  part  will  well  and  truly  perform 
the  covenant  hereinbefore  contained;  to  pay 
for  the  work  and  labor  of  all  laborers  and 
teamsters,  teams  and  wagons,  employed  in 
the  work,  and  for  all  materials  used  there- 
in, ..  .  but  said  second  parties  shall 
not  be  liable  on  this  guaranty  on  account 
of  the  materials  used  and  labor  done  upon 
said  work  beyond  the  sum  of  $83,540,  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  materials  used  and 
labor  done  on  said  work") ;  Tootle  v.  El- 
gutter,  14  Neb.  158,  45  Am.  Rep.  103,  15 
N.  W.  228  ("Please  let  N.  have  credit  for 
goods  to  the  amount  of  $100,  and  for  the 
payment  of  which  I  hold  myself  respon- 
sible") ;  Crist  v.  Burlingame,  62  Barb.  351 
("I  will  be  and  am  responsible  for  anj 
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amount  which  A.  B.  may  draw  on  you  for 
*  any  sum  not  to  exceed  $1,500,  on  condition 
of  your  acceptance  of  the  same/'  the  evi- 
dent object  being  to  secure  a  continuing 
credit) ;  Gates  t.  McKee,  13  N.  Y.  232,  64 
Am.  Dec.  545  ("I  will  be  responsible  for 
what  stock  M.  £.  N.  has  had  or  may  want 
hereafter,  to  the  amount  of  $500") ;  White's 
Bank  v.  Myles,  73  N.  Y.  335,  29  Am.  Rep. 
167  ('^Please  discount  for  C.  to  the  extent 
of  $4,000.  He  will  give  you  customers' 
paper  as  collateral.  You  can  also  consider 
me  responsible  to  the  bank  for  the  same") ; 
Henry  McShane  Co.  v.  Padian,  142  N.  Y. 
207,  36  N.  E.  880  (guaranty  of  the  "pay- 
ment by  J.  P.  W.,  plumber,  to  them 
[obligees],  for  any  and  all  materials  which 
they  may  deliver  to  J.  P.  W.,  I  not  to  be 
liable  for  any  balance  exceeding  $500  which 
may  become  due") ;  Foster  County  State 
Bank  v.  Hester,  18  N.  D.  135,  119  N.  W. 
1044  (guaranty  of  collection  of  indebted- 
ness, with  a  limit  of  liability  of  $1,000) ; 
Rochford  v.  Rothschild,  16  Ohio  C.  C.  287, 
9  Ohio  C.  D.  47  (guaranty  in  sum  of  $500, 
given  in  consideration  of  furnishing  mer- 
chandise to  principal  debtor  on  open  ac- 
count) ;  National  Bank  v.  Thomas,  220  Pa. 
360,  69  Atl.  813  ("I  hereby  guarantee  the 
N.  bank  against  any  loss  on  any  personal 
loans  made  by  the  said  bank  tp  my  said 
son  F.  G.  T.,  to  the  amount  of  $2,500;  also 
against  any  loss  on  business  paper  of  his 
discounted  by  said  bank,  not  exceeding  the 
sum  of  $1,000") ;  Bank  of  Alexandria  v. 
Turney,  —  Tenn.  — ,  52  S.  W.  762  (letter 
to  bank  requesting  that,  if  another  over- 
draws his  account  to  the  amount  of  $500, 
it  honor  his  check,  and  the  writer  will  be  re- 
sponsible to  the  bank  to  that  amount)  ; 
Friedman,  K.  &  Co.  v.  Peters,  18  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  11,  44  S.  W.  572  ("I  guarantee  the 
payment  of  your  account  with  S.  of  this 
city,  to  the  amount  of  $400.  At  the  same 
time  I  would  kindly  ask  you  to  state  terms 
of  sale  on  each  invoice,  and  to  let  me  know 
at  once  if  it  should  happen  that  an  invoice 
is  not  met  at  maturity.  Your  Mr.  K.  has 
been  here  a  few  days  ago,  and  S.  ordered 
two  barrels  of  whisky  from  him,  which  was 
afterwards  refused  on  account  of  S's  finan- 
cial standing.  Please  forward  same  now 
at  your  earliest  convenience") ;  Gardner  v. 
Watson,  76  Tex.  25,  13  S.  W.  39  ("I  have 
to-day  seen  G.,  and  upon  consulting  with 
him  I  am  willing  to  become  his  security  to 
the  amount  of  $500  worth  of  goods,  in- 
stead of  $260  as  heretofore,  provided  you 
extend  to  him  a  credit  of  $500  worth  of 
goods  additional  on  his  own  individual  ac- 
count or  responsibility") ;  Lemp  v.  Armen- 
gol,  86  Tex.  690,  26  S.  W.  941,  reversing 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  25  S.  W.  137  ("We, 
.  .  .  in  consideration  of  goods  sold  and 
to  be  delivered  to  K.  by  L.,  do  hereby  guar- 
antee full  payment  to  said  L.  of  the  value 
of  all  goods  sold  and  delivered  since  the 
Ist  day  of  March,  1889,  or  that  may  be 
hereafter  sold  and  delivered  to  said  K.,  not 
to  exceed,  however,  the  sum  of  $3.000") ; 
Michigan  State  Bank  v.  Peck,  28  Vt.  200, 
65  Am.  Dec.  234  ("R.  H.  &  Co.  are  hereby 
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authorized  to  value  upon  us  or  either  of 
us  to  the  amount  of  $25,000,  in  such 
amounts  and  on  such  time  as  they  may  re- 
quire, which  will  be  duly  honored,  and  we 
hereby  jointly  and  severally  hold  ourselves 
accountable  for  the  acceptances  and  pay- 
ment of  such  drafts," — held  continuing,  es- 
pecially^ as  that  was  the  practical  construc- 
tion given  it  by  the  parties) ;  Keith  v. 
Dwinnell,  38  Vt.  286  ("W.  wishes  to  buy 
stock  for  his  shop  and  pay  in  six  months 
or  before.  We  will  be  surety  for  him  for 
a  sum  not  to  exceed  $100") ;  Hargreave  v. 
Smee,  6  Bing,  244,  3  Moore  k  P.  573,  8 
L.  J.  C.  P.  46,  31  Revised  Rep.  407  ("I  do 
hereby  agree  to  guarantee  the  payment  of 
goods  to  be  delivered  .  .  .  to  J.  &  E. 
A.  S.,  according  to  the  custom  of  their 
trading  with  you,  in  the  sum  of  £100," — 
held,  in  view  of  the  custom  of  continued 
dealing,  to  be  a  continuing  guaranty) ; 
Heffield  v.  Meadows,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  595,  20 
L.  T.  N.  S.  746  ("I,  M.,  will  be  answerable 
for  £50  sterling,  that  Y.,  butcher,  may  buy 
of  H.," — circumstances  showed  that  a  con- 
tinuing supply  was  contemplated) ;  Wood 
V.  Priestner,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  66,  affirmed  in 
L.  R.  2  Exch.  282  ("In  consideration  of  the 
credit  given  by  H.  G.  C.  Co.  to  my  son  P., 
for  coal  supplied  by  them  to  him,  I  hereby 
hold  myself  responsive  as  a  guaranty  to 
them  for  the  sum  of  £100;  and  in  default  of 
his  payment  of  any  accounts  due,  I  bind 
myself  by  this  note  to  pay  to  the  H.  G.  C.  Co. 
whatever  may  be  owing,  to  an  amount  not 
exceeding    .     .     .    £100") ;  Mayer  v.  Isaac, 

6  Mees.  &  W.  605,  9  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  225,  4 
Jur.  437  ("In  consideration  of  your  supply- 
ing my  nephew  V.  with  china  and  earthen- 
ware, I  hereby  guarantee  the  payment  of 
any  bills  you  may  draw  upon  him  on  ac- 
count thereof,  to  the  amount  of  £200") ; 
Grahame  v.  Grahame,  Ir.  L.  R.  19  Eq.  249 
("I  hereby  undertake  to  guarantee  to  the  N. 
Bank  any  advances  made  to  my  son  G.,  to 
the  extent  of  £1,000") ;  Whelan  v.  Keegan, 

7  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  544  ("I  hereby  guarantee 
the  payment  of  any  amount  of  good's  you 
may  give  to  K.,  not  exceeding  £40"). 

The  following  cases,  in  which  no  definite 
rule  was  shown  to  have  been  applied,  con- 
strued the  respective  guaranties  as  continu- 
ing: National  Exch.  Bank  v.  Gay,  57  Conn. 
224,  4  L.R.A.  343,  17  Atl.  655  (guaranty 
to  bank  for  the  "full,  prompt,  and  ultimate" 
payment  of  all  loans  made  by  the  bank  to 
the  principal  debtor,  "not  to  exceed  $15,000 
in  all  at  any  one  time,"  with  the  ritrht  to 
terminate  the  obligation  by  written  notice, — 
held  continuing  so  as  to  cover  substitutions, 
renewals,  and  extensions) ;  Gay  v.  Ward,  67 
Conn.  147,  32  L.R.A.  818,  34  Atl.  1025 
(same  guaranty  construed  in  National  Exch. 
Bank  v.  Gay,  supra) ;  Slierburne  v.  J.  W. 
Butler  Paper  Co.  40  111.  App.  383  (guaran- 
ty "at  maturity  of  any  bills  of  account  due 
them  [obligoes]  hereafter  from  time  to  time 
sold  and  delivered  by  them  to  the  E.  R.  Co., 
whether,  sold  on  open  {iccount  or  notes,  to 
the  amount  of  $30  on  twenty  days*  time") ; 
Malleable  Iron  Range  Co.  v.  Pusey,  244  III. 
184,  91  N.  E.  51,  affirming  148  111.  App.  344 
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(guaranty  of  "the  payment  ,  .  .  of  any 
and  all  indebtedness  then  due  or  hereafter 
to  become  due  .  .  .  for  ffoods  heretofore 
purchased,  shipped,  or  ordered,  .  .  . 
and  for  any  goods  which  might  then  be  pur- 
chased, shipped,  or  ordered  at  any  time  in 
the  future")  ;  Platter  v.  Green,  26  Kan.  262 
("We  hereby  authorize  the  C.  L.  Co.  to  fur- 
nish W.  such  building  materials  as  he  may 
wish,  not  exceeding  the  value  of  $2,000  at 
once;  and  if  the  said  W.  shall  fail  to  pay 
for  the  same,  either  in  money  or  material 
received  from  the  C.  L.  Co.,  then  upon  nine- 
ty days'  notice  we  agree  to  pay  to  the  C.  L. 
Co.  the  amount  remaining  due  from  W.  to 
the  C.  L.  Co.") ;  Emerson  v.  Dye,  4  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  236  (obligees  "hereby  agree  to  sell 
D.  B.  &  Co.  buggies  and  carriages  not  to  ex- 
ceed in  amount  at  any  one  time  the  sum  of 
$3,500,"  and  guarantor  obligates  himself 
"that,  in  case  of  default  in  payment.  .  .  . 
he  .  .  .  will  pay  .  .  .  any  deficien- 
cy or  amount  that  may  be  due  upon  settle- 
ment to  the  said  E.  F.  &  Co.  [obligees]  by 
D.  B.  &  Co.,  not  exceed ing»  however,  in 
amount  not  exceeding  $1,000,  to  include  a 
Dye,  6  Ky.  L.  Rep.  692  (held  generally  that 
a  letter  of  credit  is  a  continuing  guaranty) ; 
Tuckerman  v.  French,  7  Me.  115  ("I  will 
hold  myself  responsible  for  any  goods  which 
you  may  sell  him  [principal  debtor],  pro- 
vided the  amount  does  not  exceed  at  any 
time  the  sum  of  $500") ;  Howe  v.  Nickels, 
22  Me.  175,  guaranty  in  substance,  ("in  con- 
sideration of  $1  the  subscribers  agree  jointly 
and  severally  to  guarantee  to  the  plaintiffs 
payment  for  all  goods  which  may  be  pur- 
chased of  them  by  N.  after  the  21  st  of  Oc- 
tober, 1834,  till  otherwise  ordered,  the 
amount  not  exceeding  $1,100,  to  include  a 
bill  before  purchased")  ;  Columbia  Electri- 
cal Supply  Co.  v.  Kemmet,  67  N.  J.  L.  18, 
60  Atl.  663  ("We,  G.  K.  &  Bro.,  herewith 
guarantee  the  account  of  D.  to  the  amount 
of  $500.  We  are  willing  to  make  monthly 
settlement  for  the  electrical  supplies  pur- 
chased by  him,  such  payments  to  be  made 
every  15th  of  the  month  for  the  month  pre- 
vious") ;  Rosenberg  v.  Klopfer,  117  N.  Y. 
Supp.  102  (guaranty  of  "payment  of  ac- 
count ...  to  the  extent  of  $1,800," — 
held  continuing  under  the  evidence) ;  Straus 
V.  Beardsley,  79  N.  C.  59  ("We  ...  ac- 
knowledge ourselves  indebted  to  the  firm  of 
S.  H.  H.  &  Co.  in  the  sum  of  $100  each,  for 
payment  of  which  .  .  .  we  bind  our- 
selves. .  .  .  The  condition  to  the  above 
obligation  is  such  that  if  the  said  firm 
.  .  .  shall  furnish  P.,  as  agent  for  them, 
with  goods  for  sale  on  commission  or  other- 
wise, and  the  said  P.  shall  thereafter  fully 
and  fairly  settle  and  account  for  said  goods, 
then  the  "above  obligation  to  be  void;  other- 
wise to  be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  ef- 
fect") ;  Rouss  V.  Krauss,  126  N.  C.  667,  36 
S.  E.  146  (guaranty  of  a  line  of  credit  of 
$1,300)  ;  Wolf  V.  S'hillito,  9  Ohio  Dec.  Re- 
print, 273  ("Please  let  W.  have  such  goods 
as  he  may  purchase  in  person  or  order  from 
time  to  time,  to  amount  of  $500,'  and  I 
hereby  guarantee  the  prompt  payment  of  ' 
same,  and  will  pay  the  same  myself  if  not 
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met  by  him  promptly  when  due") ;  Bentz's 
Estate  14  Phila.  258  (guaranty  for  the  pay- 
ment "of  all  future  bills") ;  Schneider-Davis 
Co.  V.  Hart,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  529,  57  S. 
W.  903  ("I  hereby  guarantee  the  account 
of  H.  .  .  .  for  a  line  of  credit  with 
S.-D.  Co.,  to  the  amount  of  $500,  and  obli- 
gate myself  to  pay  S.-D.  Co.  for  any  goods 
bought  by  H.  to  the  amount  of  $500,  in  case 
he  should  not  do  so") ;  First  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Wunderlich,  145  Wis.  193,  130  N.  W.  98 
("We  .  .  .  hereby  guarantee  the  pay- 
ment of  all  future  sums  of  money  advanced 
by  you  to  S.,  and  guarantee  the  payment  of 
all  notes  executed  by  him  to  said  F.  N.  Bank 
for  loans  or  sums  advanced  to  him  in  any 
amount,  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  $1,000")  ; 
Sawyer-Massey  Co.  v,  Foster,  2  West.  L. 
Rep.  (Can.)  197  (guaranty  of  the  purchase 
price  of  a  traction  engine,  etc.,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  $1,000  only,-— held  not  limited  to 
first  $1,000  paid,  but  to  apply  to  any  bal- 
ance) ;  Ross  V.  Burton,  4  U.  C.  Q.  B.  357 
("I  hereby  hold  myself  accountable  to  you 
for  any  goods  M.  may  purchase  of  you,  to 
the  amount  of  £250  currency," — held  not 
limited  to  a  single  transaction) ;  Shaw  v. 
Vandusen,  5  U.  C.  Q.  B.  357  ("I  have  juat 
rceived  a  line  from  F.  informing  me  that 
he  wishes  to  purchase  goods  from  you.  Be- 
ing acquainted  with  his  circumstances  and 
knowing  him  to  be  a  man  of  prudence  and 
integrity,  I  do  not  hesitate  to  be  responsible 
to  you  for  £150  or  £200  worth  ot  goods, 
should  he  require  that  amount") ;  Fennel! 
V.  McGuire,  21  U.  C.  C.  P.  134  (*an  con- 
sideration of  your  supplying  M.  supplies  of 
hardware,  iron,  etc.,  out  of  your  store  for 
his  business,  we  agree  to  become  responsible 
to  you  for  the  payment  of  $200  for  such 
goods,  and  guarantee  the  payment  of  that 
amount  whether  the  same  be  due  on  note  or 
book  account") ;  Allan  v.  Kenning,  9  Bing. 
618  ("Whereas  C.  is  indebted  to  you  in  a 
sum  of  money,  and  may  have  occasion  to 
make  further  purchases  from  you,  as  an  in- 
ducement to  you  to  sell  him  such  goods  and 
continue  your  dealings  with  him,  I  hereby 
agree  and  undertake  to  guarantee  you  in  the 
sum  of  £100,  payable  to  you  in  default  on 
the  part  of  said  C.  for  two  months") ;  Ma- 
son V.  Pritchard,  12  East,  227,  2  Campb. 
436,  11  Revised  Rep.  369  (set  out  in  Nbw- 
coMB  V.  Kloeblen  ) ;  Bastow  v.  Bennett,  3 
Campb.  220  ("I  hereby  undertake  and  engage 
to  be  answerable  to  the  extent  of  £300  for 
any  tallow  or  soap  furnished  by  B.  to  F.  A 
B.,  provided  they  shall  neglect  to  pay  in 
good  time," — held  that  the  use  of  the  word 
"any"  rendered  the  guaranty  a  continuing 
one) ;  Johnston  v.  Nicholls,  1  C.  B.  251 
("As  you  .  .  .  are  about  to  enter  upon 
transactions  in  business  with  C,  with  Whom 
you  have  already  had  dealings,  in  the  course 
of  which  C.  may  from  time  to  time  become 
largely  indebted  to  you,  in  consideration  of 
your  doing  so,  I  hereby  agree  to  be  respon- 
sible to  you  for,  and  guarantee  to  you  the 
payments  of,  any  sums  of  money  which  C. 
now  is  or  may  at  any  time  be  indebted  to 
you,  so  that  t  am  not  called  upon  to  pay 
more  than  the  sum  of  £2,000") ;  Edwards  ▼. 
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Jevons,  8  C.  B.  436,  19  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  60, 
14  Jur.  131  (''In  consideration  of  E.  R.  & 
Co.  giving  credit  to  J.  D.,  I  hereby  engage  to 
be  responsible  and  to  pay  any  sum  not  ex- 
ceeding £120,  due  to  the  said  E.  R.  k  Co. 
by  the  said  J.  D.,'*---held  to  apply  to  both 
past  and  future  debts)  ;  Weston  v.  Empire 
Assur.  Corp.  19  L.  T.  N.  S.  305  (memoran- 
dum charging  premises  "with  the  payment  of 
the  sum  of  £100  for  goods  delivered  or  to  be 
delivered  to  me  by  you  to  that  amount") ; 
Browning  v.  Baldwin,  40  L.  T.  N.  S.  248,  27 
Week.  Rep.  644  ("We  request  you  to  accept 
the  drafts  of  L.  in  your  London  house  of  JB. 
A  Co.  at  sixty  days'  sight  to  the  extent  of 
£1,000,  and  we  undertake  to  provide  you 
with  funds  to  meet  such  acceptances  before 
maturity,"  and  "in  consideration  of  your  ac- 
cepting the  drafts  of  L.  to  the  extent  of 
£1,000  further,  we  undertake  to  provide  you 
with  funds  to  meet  such  acceptances  before 
maturity")  ;  Woolley  v.  Jennings,  6  Barn.  & 
C.  166,  7  Dowl.  &  R.  824,  2  Car  &  P.  144, 
(warrant  of  attorney  with  the  following  de- 
feasance: "The  within  warrant  of  attorney 
is  given  to  secure  the  payment  of  £4,000, 
with  lawful  interest  thereon," — ^held,  in  ab- 
sence of  anything  to  show  an  intention  that 
the  security  was  to  apply  to  an  existing 
balance,  that  it  must  be  construed  as  a  con- 
tinuing security) ;  Martin  v.  Wright,  6  Q.  B. 
917  ("In  consideration  of  your  agreeing  to 
supply  goods  to  K.  at  two  months'  credit, 
we  jointly  and  separately  agree  to  guaran- 
tee his  present  or  any  future  debt  with  you, 
to  the  amount  of  £60.  Should«he  fail  to  pay 
at  the  expiration  of  the  above  credit,  we  here- 
by bind  ourselves  to  pay  you  within."  etc.) ; 
Batson  v.  Spearman,  3  Perry  &  D.  77,  9  Ad. 
&  El.  298  (agreement  to  discount  bills  and 
advance  sums  not  exceeding  nt  any  one  or 
more  time  or  times  £200,  in  consideration  of 
repayment,  upon  default  of  the  principal 
debtor). 

And  the  following  general  cases  construed 
the  respective  guaranties  as  noncontinuing: 
Gerson  v.  Hamilton,  30  La.  Ann.  737  ("As 
you  have  promised  to  advance  my  son  G., 
I  am  willing  to  go  his  security  for  the 
amount  of  $2,500");  Reed  v.  Fish,  59  Me. 
358  ("Let  the  bearer  buy  merchandise  to 
the  amount  of  two  or  three  hundred  dollars 
on  six  months,  and  I  will  see  you  paid," — 
held  limited  to  first  purchase)  ;  Boston  k  S. 
Glass  Co.  V.  Moore.  110  Mass.  435  ("I  guar- 
antee the  sum  of  $500  value  in  glass  shades 
purchased  by  my  son  M.  from  the  B.  &  S.  G. 
Co.,  terms  of  purchase  to  be  sixty  days 
from  date  of  invoice,  and  if  not  paid  within 
ninety  days  draft  to  be  drawn  on  me  for  the 
amount")  ;  Cutler  v.  Ballou,  136  Mass.  337,- 
49  Am.  Rep.  36  ("Please  deliver  to  H.  goods 
as  he  may  want  from  time  to  time,  not  ex- 
cedtng  in  amount  $300,  and  if  not  paid  for 
by  him  within  thirty  days  I  will  be  respon- 
sible for  the  same," — held  exhausted  and  sat- 
isfied by  first  purchase) ;  Callender,  McA.  & 
T.  Co.  V.  Flint,  187  Mass.  104,  72  N.  E.  345 
(obligee  wrote  guarantor  that  principal 
debtor  wished  "to  buy  a  few  goods  of  us 
to-day,"  and  asked  that  guarantor  guaran- 
tee any  such  purchase; — guarantor  anawered 
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statins  that  he  had  decided  to  help  princi- 
pal debtor,  and  that  he  would  "guarantee 
the  payment  of  goods  he  may  buy  of  you  not 
to  exceed  $300") ;  Fogel  v.  Blitz,  128  Mich. 
603,  87  N.  W.  640  (guaranty  of  "the  value 
of  a  consignment  stock  of  watches,  jewelry, 
etc.,  that  you  may  ship  to  and  place  with 
the  S.  S.  B.  J.  Co.,  to  the  extent  of  $1,000, 
said  stock  to  be  on  memoranda  for  a  period 
of  no  less  than  six  months,  and  all  reorders 
from  said  stock  to  be  accompanied  and  paid 
for  in  cash.  At  the  end  of  this  period  or 
any  renewal  or  extension  thereof,  the  goods 
unsold  can  be  returned")  j.  Merchants'  &  F. 
Bank  v.  Calmes,  82  Miss.  603,  36  So.  161 
("We  hereby  guarantee  the  account  of  C. 
&  St.  J.  Co.  with  the  M.  k  F.  Bank,  to  the 
amount  of  $2,500.  It  is  agreed  and  under- 
stood that  this  guaranty  is  to  cover  all 
amounts  which  above  firm  may  owe  the  said 
bank  to  the  above  specified  amount") ;  Lam- 
port V.  Greenberg,  48  Misc.  613,  96  N.  Y. 
Supp.  143  ("We  hereby  guarantee  the  sum 
of  $100,  the  amount  which  they  [obligees] 
will  sell  to  the  F.  S.  Co.  [principal  debtor], 
that  in  case  of  their  failing  to  pay,  we  will 
pay  the  same  amount  to  them") ;  Arnold  v. 
Wilder,  6  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  819  (in  con- 
sideration of  extending  credit,  guarantor 
pledged  her  property  to  the  extent  of  and  for 
the  payment  of  $1,000);  McGough  v.  Bir- 
mingham, 12  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  178,  as  set 
out  in  25  Century  Dig.  112  (a  letter  of  cred- 
it stating  that  any  draft  for  $5,000  drawn 
upon  S.  with  his  permission,  by  C,  would  be 
paid  on  presentation, — held  limited  to  one 
$5,000  draft) ;  Sollee  v.  Meugy,  1  Bail.  L. 
620  ("M.  .  .  .  has  requested  of  me  to 
continue  my  assistance  by  lending  him  my 
name.  I  have  therefore  consented  that  he 
shall  use  it  for  the  amount  of  from  $1,000 
to  $1,500," — ^held  exhausted  by  advances 
made  to  the  amount  specified)  ;  Sawyer  v. 
Senn,  27  S.  C.  251,  3  S.  E.  298  ("Whereas 
S.,  by  overdrafts,  has  become  indebted  to  the 
said  C.  N.  Bank  to  the  amount  of  $1,500,  and 
is  unable  to  refund  the  same.  Now,  the  con- 
dition of  this  obligation  is  such  that  if  the 
said  S.  ...  do  and  shall  well  and  truly 
pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto  the  above- 
named"  bank  "the  full  s^m  of  $1,500  twelve 
months  from  this  date,  with  interest,"  etc., 
then  the  obligation  to  be  null  and  void)  ; 
Auerbach  v.  Holley,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
26  S.  W.  83  (obligee  wrote  guarantor  that 
H.  had  bought  his  "opening  bill"  of  goods, 
and  asked  if  guarantor  guaranteed  it,  to 
which  guarantor  replied.  In  regard  to  pur- 
chase of  '^.f  we  guarantee  payment  of  same 
to  amount  of  $4,500")  ;  Sutherland  v.  Pat- 
terson, 4  Ont.  Rep.  665  (guarantor  wrote 
obligee:  J.  S.  "informs  me  now  that  I  could 
help  him  by  pledging  myself  to  you,  that 
you  might  give  him  a  letter  of  credit  in  M., 
and  I  now  say  if  you  will  assist  him  in  that 
say  to  $7,000  or  $8,000,  that  I  will  become 
responsible  to  you  for  the  like  amount  in 
any  manner  you  may  wish;"  J.  S.  applied 
for  and  was  given  a  guaranty  continuing 
for  the  year  of  $5,000, — held,  per  Wilson,  Ch. 
J.,  that  the  letter  did  not  constitute  a  con- 
tinuing" guaranty,  and  that  no  recovery 
47 


738 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF  ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


Nov. 


could  be  had  when  $5,000  had  once  been 
paid) ;  Melyille  v.  Hayden,  3  Barn.  &  Aid. 
693,  22  Revised  Rep.  405  ("I  engage  to 
guarantee  the  payment  to  the  extent  of  £60 
at  quarterly  account,  bill  two  months,  for 
goods  to  be  purchased  by  him  [principal 
debtor]  of/'  etc., — ^held  applicable  only  to 
the  first  quarterly  payment) ;  Re  Medewe, 
26  Beav.  588,  28  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  891,  5  Jur. 
N.  S.  421,  7  Week.  Rep.  319  (guaranty  re- 
cited that  guarantor  owed  obligee  bank  on 
three  accounts,  and  that,  security  having 
been  required,  he  guaranteed  any  balance 
"which  shall  or  may  be  found  due,"  and 
charged  his  estate  with  "the  three  several 
sums  of  money  which  shall  or  may  be  found 
due  on  the  balance  of  the  said  several  ac- 
counts," limited  to  the  aggregate  of  £3,000, 
— held  not  a  continuing  security  for  any 
floating  balance,  but  to  apply  to  the  ex- 
hausted balance  only) ;  Kay  v.  Groves,  6 
Ring.  276,  3  Moore  &  P.  634,  4  Car.  k  P. 
72,  8  L.  J.  C.  P.  9  ("I  hereby  agree  to  be 
answerable  to  K.  for  the  amount  of  five 
sacks  of  flour  to  be  deliverd  to  T.,  payable 
in  one  month," — held  limited  to  the  first 
transaction,  and  not  even  a  continuing  guar- 
anty for  flour  delivered  at  subsequent  peri- 
ods, though  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  flve 
sacks) ;  Bovill  v.  Turner,  2  Chitty,  205 
("You  may  let  L.  have  coals  to  $50,  for 
which  I  shall  be  answerable  at  any  time," — 
held  limited  to  the  first  purchase  of  £50 ) ; 
Walker  v.  Hardman,  4  Clark  &  F.  258,  11 
Bligh,  N.  R.  292  (firm  heavily  indebted  to 
bank  required  to  give  security;  money,  bond 
executed  to  secure  a  certain  sum  with  in- 
terest from  date, — ^held  to  secure  the  exist- 
ing debt  and  not  to  cover  floating  balances, 
there  being  nothing  on  the  face. of  the  in- 
strument to  show  that  it  was  a  security 
for  future  balances) ;  Nicholson  v.  Paget, 
5  Car.  &  P.  395,  3  Tyrw.  164,  2  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  18,  1  Cromp.  &  M.  48  ("I  hereby  agree 
to  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of  £50  for 
T.  L.  In  case  T.  L.  does  not  pay  for  the 
gin,  etc.,  he  receives  from  you,  I  will  pay 
you  the  amount")  ;  Allnutt  v.  Ashenden,  5 
Mann.  &  G.  392,  7  Jur.  113,  12  L.  J.  C.  P.  N. 
S.  124,  6  Scott,  N.  R.  127  ("I  hereby  guar- 
antee J's.  account* with  you  for  wines  and 
spirits,  to  the  amount  of  £100," — held,  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  there  was  an  existing 
indebtedness  though  in  a  less  sum  than 
£100,  that  the  guaranty  did  not  extend  to 
future  accounts) ;  Kirby  v^  Marlborough,  2 
Maule  &  S.  18,  14  Revised  Rep.  573  (guar- 
anty made  to  enable  C.  to  carry  on  business 
conditioned  for  the  payment  of  all  such 
sums,  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  £3,000, 
which  should  or  might  at  any  time  or  times 
thereafter  he  advanced, — held  a  guaranty 
for  the  first  £3,000  lent  only) ;  Chalmers  v. 
Victors,  16  Week.  Rep.  1046,  18  L.  T.  N.  S. 
481  ("V.  hereby  engages  to  be  responsible 
for  liabilities  incurred  by  M.  &  V.,  to  the 
extent  of  £50," — held  limited  to  the  existing 
indebtedness  plus  such  amount  as  made  up 
£50). 

Limitation  as  to  time. 

In  this  class  q{  ^ase^  \%  hoi  be^Q  liel4 
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that  the  guaranty  should  be  construed  strict- 
ly against  the  guarantor,  it  being  said  that 
if  it  had  been  his  intention  to  limit  the  cred- 
it, he  should  have  so  expressed  it.  Simpson 
y.  Manley,  2  Cromp.  &  J.  12,  holding  the 
guaranty,  "M.  having  intimated  to  us  that 
he  is  about  to  make  some  purchases  of  goods 
from  you,  we  be^  to  say  that  if  you  give 
him  credit,  we  will  be  responsible  that  his 
payments  shall  be  regularly  made,  to  the 
extent  of  £1,000  from  this  period  to  June  1, 
1831," — ^to  be  a  continuing  one. 

But  that  the  liability  of  a  guarantor  is 
not  to  be  extended  by  construction  or  im- 
plication beyond  the  strict  terms  of  his 
contract  was  the  rule  announced  in  Cushing 
V.  Cable,  48  Minn.  3,  50  N.  W.  891,  where  a 
guaranty  of  prompt  payment  of  rent  for  four 
months,  and  for  a  renewal  of  two  months  if 
renewed  in  the  manner  prescribed,  was  held 
noncontinuing,  and  the  guarantor  not  lia- 
ble after  four  months'  period  where  there 
was  no  renewal  in  the  manner  provided. 

The  rule  that  the  intention  of  the  parties 
shpuld  govern,  and  that  a  wide  latitude 
should  l^  allowed  in  discovering  the  inten- 
tion, was  adhered  to  in  Farmers'  &  M.  Bank 
V.  Kercheval,  2  Mich.  504,  where  the  guaran- 
ty, "Whereas  C.  A;  Co.  are  now  or  may 
hereafter  be  indebted  to  the  F.  &  M.  Bank 
.  .  .  in  divers  sums  of  money,  and  may 
from  time  to  time  become  liable  to  pay  to 
the  .  .  .  said  bank  divers  sums  of  mon- 
ey, to  the  amount  of  $3,000,  by  means  of 
notes,  discounts,  and  overdrafts  made  or 
indorsed  by  the  said  P.  C.  &  Co.  and  for 
their  benefit:  Now,  therefore,  if  the  said  P. 
C.  k  Co.  shall  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
.  .  .  said  bank  .  .  .  this  obligation 
to  be  void,  otherwise  to  remain  in  full  force 
and  virtue  for  the  space  of  three  years  from 
the  1st  day  of  January,  a.  d.  1837,  unless 
notice  is  given  ...  to  the  contrary," — ^was 
held  intended  to  cover  successive  notes, 
etc.,  made  by  P.  C.  &  Co.  at  any  time  with- 
in the  limited  period,  whenever  the  antece-- 
dent  transaction  where  discharged,  and  not 
to  be  limited  to  the  first  $3,000,  it  being  said 
that  narrow  and  restricted  rules  should  not 
be  applied  to  ordinary  business  guaranties 
to  relieve  the  parties  from  what  appears  to 
have  been  engagements  fairly  and  voluntari- 
ly assumed. 

In  the  following  cases,  it  is  impossible 
to  determine  from  the  decisions  what  gener- 
al rule  or  rules,  if  any,  were  applied:  John- 
son V.  Fisher,  4  Colo.  242,  holding  that  a 
request  by  A  that  B  give  C  until  November 
in  which  to  pay  for  goods,  made  in  reply  to 
B's  request  that  C  return  ^oods  which  he 
had  for  the  purpose  of  selling  on  commis- 
sion, A  stating  that  "all  the  goods  he  [C] 
is  unable  to  send  back  at  that  time  shall 
be  paid  for.  So  far  I  guarantee," — ^was  a 
guaranty  limited  to  the  goods  on  hand  at 
the  time  of  its  execution;  Rouss  y.  Creglow, 
103  Iowa,  60,  72  N.  W.  429,  holding  a  guar- 
anty for  the  payment  of  any  sum  "which  is 
now,  or  at  any  time  hereafter  may  become, 
due  and  payable"  upon  an  open  account  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  with  the  provision 

thf^t  \%  shall   apply  to  th«   indebtedness 
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which  may  accrue  within  one  year, — ^not  con- 
tinuous, but  limited  to  one  year. 

So,  it  has  been  held  that  a  guaranty  of 
the  payment  of  the  advertising  bills  of  a 
corporation  "for  the  present"  is  continuous 
for  a  reasonable  length  of  time,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  termination  of  contract  by  no- 
tice. Lewis  y.  Worrell,  185  Mass.  572,  71 
N.  E.  73,  holding  fifteen  months  a  reasonable 
time  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 

The  question  has  also  arisen  in  connection 
with  the  guaranty  of  the  rent,  etc.,  under 
leases.  Thus,  where  the  lease  is  for  a  defi- 
nite term  with  provision  for  holding  over  on 
renewal,  and  the  guaranty  is  of  payment  of 
rent  according  to  the  stipulations  and  cove- 
nants in  the  lease,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
guaranty  is  not  limited  to  the  definite  term, 
but  applies  to  rents  accruing  while  holding 
over  under  the  original  lease  or  in  posses- 
sion under  a  renewal  executed  pursuant  to 
the  terms  of  the  original  lease.  Salisbury 
V.  Hale,  12  Pick.  4a6;  Rice  v.  Loorais,  139 
Mass.  302,  1  N.  E.  548;  Deblois  v.  Earle,  7 
R.  I.  26;  Heffron  ▼.  Treber,  21  S.  D.  194,  130 
Am.  St.  Rep.  711,  110  N.  W.  781.  And  the 
same  is  true  where  the  contract  is  to  be  re- 
newed if  "fulfilled  to  the  satisfaction'  of  the 
parties,*'  and  the  guaranty  is  "security  for 
F.  S.  .Q.,"  the  lessee  (Decker  v.  Gaylord,  8 
Hun,  110) ;  unless  by  other  terms  of  the 
^aranty  it  is  manifest  that  the  guarantor 
intended  the  guaranty  to  be  limited  to  the 
original  term  (Woods  v.  Doherty,  153  Mass. 
558,  27  N.  E.  676).  But  the  guaranty  will 
not  apply  to  the  holding  over  or  renewal 
where  such  holding  over  or  renewal  is  not 
under  and  pursuant  to  the  terms  of  the 
guaranteed  lease.  Warren  v.  Lyons,  152 
Mass.  310,  9  L.R.A.  353,  26  N.  E.>21.  And 
it  has  been  held  that  where  the  guaranty  is 
merely  of  the  punctual  payment  of  the  rent 
in  a  mentioned  lease,  it  will  not  cover  a  re- 
newal lease,  although  the  taking  of  the  re- 
newal lease  was  in  the  exercise  of  an  option 
contained  fn  the  original  lease.  Kanouse  v. 
Wise,  76  N.  J.  L.  423,  69  Atl.  1017. 

And  a  guaranty  of  the  fidelity  of  an 
agent  or  employee,  which  refers  to  the  con- 
tract of  employment,  is  limited  to  the  term 
of  employment  under  the  contract.  John  A. 
Tolman  Co.  ▼.  Clements,  98  Mich.  6,  66  N. 
W.  1038. 

Limitation  as  to  time  and  amount. 

In  cases  in  which  the  guaranties  are  lim- 
ited as  to  both  time  and  amount,  the  same 
general  rules  seem  to  be  applicable. 

Thus,  it  has  been  said  that  contracts  of 
guaranty  are  to  be  strictly  construed,  and 
all  reasonable  doubts  resolved  in  favor  of 
the  guarantor,  this  being  the  tenor  of  the 
decision  in  Hill  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Rotan 
Grocery  Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  127  S.  W. 
1080,  wherein  the  guaranty.  "In  considera- 
tion of  the  sale  of  merchandise  by  the  R.  G. 
Co.  to  the  H.  M.  Co.,  I,  we,  or  either  of  us, 
guarantee  unconditionally  the  payment  to 
the  R.  G.  Co.  any  indebtedness  of  said  H.  M. 
Co.  to  it  made  prior  to  .  .  .  [a  certain 
date],"  ai\d  thereafter  until  further  notice 
39  L.R.A.(N.S,) 


in  writing,  not  to  exceed  the  sum  of  $7,000, 
— ^was  held  to  be  noncontinuing. 

So,  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  terms  of 
the  guaranty  are  uncertain  or  ambiguous,  or 
other  things  are  equal,  the  guaranty  should 
be  construed  most  strongly  against  the  guar- 
antor. Schinasi  v.  Lane,  118  App.  Div.  76, 
103  N.  Y.  Supp.  127,  holding  the  guaranty, 
"I  hereby  guarantee  any  bills  the  R.  C.  &  T. 
B.  D.  Asso.  may  contract  with  you  from 
this  date  until  January  1,  1906,  unless  I 
notify  you  to  the  contrary,  providing  the 
amount  of  credit  shall  not  exceed  $5,000  at 
any  one  time," — ^to  be  limited  only  as  to 
time  and  liability. 

And  the  rule  that  a  contract  of  guaranty 
should  be  construed  so  as  to  give  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties  as  expressed  in 
the  instrument  read  in  the  light  of  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  was  applied  in  the 
following  cases,  wherein  the  respective  guar- 
anties were  held  to  be  continuing  ones:  La- 
fargue  v.  Harrison,  70  Cal.  380,  59  Am.  Rep. 
416, 11  Pac.  636  ("At  the  request  of  J.  M.  & 
Son  we  hereby  authorize  A.  L.  &  Co.  to  draw 
on  you  at  sixty  days  sight  for  our  account 
to  the  amount  of  £3,000,  .  .  .  this  credit 
to  be  in  force  for  twelve  months") ;  Home 
Sav.  Bank  v.  Hosie,  119  Mich.  116,  77  N.  W. 
625  (guaranty  executed  by  stockholders  to 
secure  borrowed  money  which  might  be  re- 
quired for  the  corporate  business  during  the 
next  ensuing  twelve  months,  to  an  amount 
not  exceedin|r  a  specified  sum, — held  con- 
tinuing for  time  specified) ;  Bundle  v.  Scul- 
ly, 144  Mich.  62,  107  N.  W.  694  (guaranty 
of  the  pay  for  coal  furnished  the  principal 
debtor  on  or  before  a  specified  date,  not  to 
exceed  the  sum  of  $1,000, — held  continuing 
for  the  amount  stated  through  the  whole 
period,  and  not  discharged  by  the  payment 
by  the  principal  debtor  of  a  stipulated 
amount  once  during  the  period)  ;  Paskusz 
•v.  Bodner,  75  N.  J.  L.  447,  67  Atl.  1040 
("We  the  undersigned  do  guarantee  you  to 
trust  E.  B.  &  Co.  $300  worth  of  material,  to 
be  credited  to  theni  at  the  rate  of  ten  or 
fifteen  days  terms,  for  a  term  of  five  months 
from  date," — ^held  to  extend  to  all  moneys 
due  for  materials  purchased  within  five 
months,  the  amount  of  the  credit  only  being 
limited  to  $300)  ;  Pratt  y.  Matthews,  24 
Hun,  386  (guaiantor  agreed  that  the  prin- 
cipal debtor,  "who  has  purchased  or  is  about 
to  purchase  anthracite  coal  of  said  firm, 
shall  and  will  pay  said  firm  at  such  time 
or  times  and  at  such  prices  as  may  be  agreed 
upon  between  said  firm  [obligee]  and  said 
P.,  for  all  coal  that  may  be  delivered  to  him 
up  to  the  Ist  of  January,  1878,  and  in  default 
of  his  so  doing,  we  agree  to  pay  for  the 
same,  provided  the  amount  so  in  default 
shall  not  at  any  time  exceed  the  sum  of 
$1,000,"— held  to  limit  the  liability,  and  not 
the  amount  furnished  during  the  specified 
time);  Fifth  Nat.  Bank  v.  Woolsey,  21 
Misc.  757,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  148,  affirmed  in  31 
App.  Div.  61,  52  N.  Y.  Supp.  827  (guaranty 
by  stockholders  of  a  corporation,  reciting 
that  it  desired  to  borrow  money,  and  that, 
as  a  guaranty  had  been  demanded,  they 
agreed  to  pay  all  paper  discounted  by  the 
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obligee  for  the  corporation,  which  shall  re- 
main due  and  unpaid  within  one  year,  not 
exceeding  $10,000  in  the  aggregate) ;  Senti- 
nel Co.  V.  Smith,  143  Wis.  377,  127  N.  W. 
943  ("You  are  hereby  authorized  to  furnish 
H.  with  copies  of  the  M.  S.  for  sale,  the  un- 
dersigned hereby  agreeing  to  become  respon- 
sible to  you  for  the  prompt  payment  of  all 
bills  for  such  papers,  to  the  amount  of 
$500"). 

The  following  decisions,  which  do  not  state 
the  rule  or  rules  applied,  held  the  respec- 
tive guaranties  to  be  continuing:  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Waddell,  74  Ark.  241,  85  S.  W.  417, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  818  (guaranty  to  pay  any  and 
all  indebtedness  to  the  obligee,  to  the  extent 
of  $3,000,  on  or  before  April  1,  1891, — held 
continuing  for  advances  made  up  to  April 
1,  1891,  and  not  discharged  by  the  first 
transaction  or  payment  made,  so  long  as 
any  balance  remained  unpaid,  especially  as 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  principals. had 
no  capital,  contemplated  business  operations 
which  necessarily  required  the  use  of  thou- 
sands of  dollars  monthly  or  even  daily,  and 
that  the  manifest  purpose  of  executing  the 
guaranty  was  to  afford  a  basis  of  credit) ; 
Consolidated  Portrait  &  Frame  Co.  v.  Clax- 
ton,  1  Ga.  App.  809,  57  S.  E.  980  ("Should 
C.  order  goods  of  you  at  one  or  several  times 
within  the  next  twelve  months,"  we  "re- 
quest that  you  ship  such  goods,"  and  if 
said  C.  "fails  to  pay  for  such  goods,  .  .  . 
we  agree  to  pay,  .  .  .  provided  our  re- 
sponsibility shall  not  exceed  $200") ;  Hatch 
v.  Hobbs,  12  Gray,  447  ("I  hereby  guarantee 
the  sum  of  $500  to  be  drawn  out  in  merchan- 
dise by  W.  from  time  to  time  as  he  may 
want.  This  guaranty  to  remain  good  until 
further  order  or  until  April  1,  1857," — ^held 
that  the  guaranty  was  a  continuing  one,  and 
covered  balances  for  goods  sold  up  to  April 
1);  Clark  v.  Burdett,  2  Hall,  217  ("I  here- 
by guaranty  the  payment  of  any  bill  or  bills 
of  merchandise  ...  P.  has  purchased 
or  may  purchase  of  E.  P.  C.  &  Co.;  the  said 
P.  having  the  privilege  of  ninety  days'  credit 
on  the  purchases  made  by  her,  the  amount 
of  this  guaranty  not  exceeding  $200,  and 
this  guaranty  to  expire  at  the  end  of  one 
year  from  this  date") ;  Martin  v.  McMullen, 
18  Ont.  App.  Rep.  659,  reversing  20  Ont. 
Rep.  257,  affirming  19  Ont.  Rep.  230  ("In 
consideration  of  the  goods  sold  by  you  on 
credit  to  McG.  Bros.,  and  of  any  further 
goods  which  you  may  sell  to  McG.  Bros, 
upon  credit  during  the  next  twelve  months 
from  date,  I  hereby  undertake  to  guarantee 
you  against  all  loss  in  respect  of  such  goods, 
BO  sold  or  to  be  sold,  provided  T  shall  not  be 
called  on  in  any  event  to  pay  a  greater 
amount  than  $2,500," — held  continuing  for 
the  whole  amount  of  indebtedness,  with  a 
limit  of  liability  to  the  stipulated  amount, 
the  majority  of  the  court  laying  down  the 
rule  that  where  the  amount  of  indebtedness 
at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  guaranty  ex- 
ceeds a  specified  limit,  the  guaranty  ia  not 
restricted  to  the  specified  amount)  ;  W.  R. 
Brock  Co.  V,  Young,  8  East.  L.  Rep.  (Can.) 
244  (guaranty  not  set  out)  ;  Williams  v. 
Rawlinson,  Rvan  &  M.  233  (a  bond  condi- 
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tioned  to  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the 
obligees  for  "such  sums  as  they  in  their 
banking  business  should  within  ten  years 
advance  to  pay,  or  be  liable  to  advance  or 
pay  for,  on  account  of  their  accepting,  dis- 
counting, etc.,  any  bill  of  exchange,  notes, 
etc.,  which  A.  B.  should,  from  time  to  time, 
draw  upon  or  make  payable,  etc.,  at  their 
house,  •  •  .  not  exceeding  .  .  .  £5,- 
000,  .  .  .  together  with  interest  on  such 
advances" ) ;  Laurie  v.  Scholefield,  L.  R.  4 
C.  P.  622  ("In  consideration  of  the  U. 
Bank  agreeing  to  advance  and  advancing  to 
the  firm  of  R.  k  Co.  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  they  may  require  during  the  next 
eighteen  months,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole 
.  .  .  £1,000,  we  hereby  jointly  and  sev- 
erally guarantee  the  payment  of  any  such 
sum  as  ma^  be  owing  to  the  said  bank 
at  the  expiration  of  the  said  period," — 
held  to  cover  a  floating  balance). 

And  in  the  following  cases  a  contrary 
conclusion  was  reached:  Rueter  v.  Howe,  60 
N.  H.  578  (authorization  to  deliver  ale  dur- 
ing twelve  months,  not  exceeding  the  amount 
of  $500,  and  promise  to  pay  for  it  if  origi- 
nal debtor  did  not, — ^held  limited  to  first  $500 
worth .  of  ale  delivered )' ;  Borgfield  v.  La- 
Banque  d'Hochelaga,  Rap.  Jud.  C^ebec  28 
C.  S.  344  ("We  hereby  guarantee  you  to  the 
extent  of  $500,  for  invoices  of  goods  sold  or 
to  be  sold  to  C.  &  D.  within  six  months  from 
this  date,  all  drafts  to  be  sent  to  this  bank 
for  acceptance," — held  not  a  continuing 
guaranty  as  to  all  sales,  but  limited  in  time 
and  amount  as  stated  in  the  guaranty). 

Parol  evidence  rules. 

Closely  allied  to  the  question  stated  in 
the  title  to  this  note  is  that  of  the  riglit 
to  show  the  intention  of  the  parties  and  the 
surrounding  circumstances  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, and  as  these  cases  have  been  collected 
they  will  be  inserted  because  of  their  practi- 
cal value  in  connection  with  the  application 
of  the  foregoing  rules. 

In  the  first  place  it  may  be  considered  as 
certain  that  parol  evidence  is  not  admissi- 
ble to  vary,  contradict,  or  add  to  the  terms 
of  the  guaranty  (Schneider-Davis  Co.  v. 
Hart,  23  Tex.  Civ.  App.  529,  57  S.  W.  903; 
Heffield  v.  Meadows,  L.  R.  4  C.  P.  595,  20 
L.  T.  N.  S.  746) ;  this  being  especially  true 
where  there  are  equivocal  expressions  or  am- 
biguities (Scott  V.  Myatt,  24  Ala.  489,  60 
Am.  Dec.  485;  West-Winfree  Tobacco  Co. 
V.  Waller,  66  Ark.  445,  51  S.  W.  320;  In- 
diana  Bicycle  Co.  v.  Tuttle,  74  Conn.  489,  51 
Atl.  538;  Lazear  v.  National  Union  Bank, 
52  Md.  78,  36  Am.  Rep.  355;  Boston  &  S. 
Glass  Co.  V.  Moore,  119  Mass.  435;  Henry 
MoShane  Co.  v.  Padian,  142  N.  Y.  207,  36  N. 
E.  880;  Bank  of  Alexandria  v.  Tumey,  — 
Tenn.  —,  62  S.  W.  762). 

But  extrinsic  evidence  of  the  existing  cir- 
cumstances is  admissible  to  explain  the 
true  meaning  of  an  ambiguous  guaranty 
(Collins  v.  Alvery,  10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  985; 
Columbus  Sewer  Pipe  Co.  v.  Ganser,  58 
Mich.  385,  55  Am.  Rep.  697,  26  N.  W.  377; 
Perlman  v,  Ehrlich,  119  N.  Y,  Supp.  663; 
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White's  Bank  v.  Mylea,  73  N.  Y.  335,  29  Am. 
Rep.  157;  Lemp  v.  Armengol,  86  Tex.  690, 
26  S.  W.  941 ;  Hoad  v.  Grace,  7  Hurlst.  &  N. 
494,  31  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  98,  8  Jur.  N.  S. 
43,  6  L.  T.  N.  S.  359,  10  Week.  Rep.  86)  -, 
or  to  show  the  meaning  attached  to  mercan- 
tile terms  used  in  the  instrument  (Schnei- 
der-Davis Co.  V.  Hart»  23  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
629,  57  S.  W.  903). 

So,  it  has  been  held  that  parol  contempo- 
raneous evidence  is  admissible  to  show  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  guaranty 
was  entered  into,  when  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing is  uncertain,  under  the  rule  that  a  wide 
latitude  should  be  allowed  in  interpreting 
guaranties  and  in  discovering  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  S.  Ham  ill  Co.  v.  Woods,  94 
Iowa,  246,  62  N.  W.  735;  Columbus  Sewer 
Pipe  Co.  V.  Ganser,  68  Mich.  385,  55  Am. 
Rep.  697,  26  N.  W.  377 ;  Tootle  v.  Elgutter, 
14  Neb.  158,  46  Am.  Rep.  103,  15  N.  W.  228; 
Crist  V.  Burlingame,  62  Barb.  361 ;  Agawam 
Bank  v.  Strever,  18  N.  Y.  602;  Merchants' 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Cole,  83  Ohio  St.  50,  93  N.  E. 
465,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  773;  Gardner  v.  Wat- 
son, 76  Tex.  25,  13  S.  W.  39;  St.  Lawrence 
Steel  &  Wire  Co.  v.  Leys,  6  Ont.  L.  Rep. 
235,  affirmed  in  7  Ont.  L.  Rep.  72;  John- 
ston V.  Nicholls,  1  C.  B.  251,  14  L.  J.  C.  P. 
N.  S.  151,  9  Jur.  429 ;  Heffield  v.  Meadows, 
L.  R.  4  C.  P.  596,  20.  L.  T.  N.  S.  746;  Gra- 
hame  v.  Grahame,  Ir.  L.  R.  19  Eq.  249. 

And  evidence  that  the  guaranty  was  con- 
sidered as  a  continuing  one,  and  so  acted 
upon,  was  held  admissible  in  Douglass  v.. 
Reynolds,  7  Pet  113,  8  L.  ed.  626,  not  as 
explaining  or  construing  the  guaranty  it- 
self, but  as  showing  the  reliance  placed 
thereon. 

So,  in  Bell  ▼.  Bruen,  1  How.  169,  11  L.  ed. 
89,  it  was  said  that  extrinsic  evidence  is  ad- 
missible to  obtain  the  true  import  and  appli- 
cation of  a  guaranty,  but  not  to  add  to  it. 

G.  J.  C. 
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ST.  PAUL  TITLE  &  TRUST  COMPANY, 

Appt., 

▼. 

LOUIS   T.   STENSGAARD,   Respt. 

(—  Cal.  — ,   121  Pac.  731.) 

Pleadini?   —   statute   of   limitations   — 
amendment  —  discretion. 

1.  Permitting  an  amendment  of  a  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  so  as  to  set  out 
the  subdivision  of  the  section  relied  on  is 


not  an  abuse  of  discretion  where  there  is 
only  one  subdivision  that  is  applicable  so 
that  the  plea  is  sufficient  without  amend- 
ment. 

liimitatlon  of  actions  —  foreign  Judg- 
ment —  change  of  name  —  effect. 

2.  A  mere  change  of  name  without  fraud- 
ulent intent,  after  one  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment has  bcMsn  entered  in  one  state  takes  up 
his  residence  in  another  state,  will  not  pre- 
vent the  statute  of  limitations  running  in 
his  favor  in  the  latter  state. 

(February  3,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Los  Angeles 
County  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  enforce  a  judgment  which  had 
been  recovered  against  defendant  in  the 
state  of  Minnesota.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Gonstan  Jensen,  for  appellant: 

One  who  comes  into  this  state  under  an 
assumed  name,  fraudulently  represents  him- 
self to  be  a  person  other  than  his  true  self, 
conceals  his  presence  in  the  state  from  his 
family  and  all  who  know  him  in  the  state 
of  his  former  residence,  and  who  does  this 
manifestly  for  the  purpose  of  evading  his 
obligations,  is  not  entitled  to  the  protection 
of  the  law. 

Palmer  v.  Shaw,  16  Cal.  93;  Angell, 
Limitations,  6th  ed.  215,  216;  Stewart  v. 
Stewart,  162  Cal.  162,  92  Pac.  87,  14 
Ann.  Cas.  940;  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
233;  26  Cyc.  1214,  1251;  Goldberg  v.  Lipp- 
mann,  6  Misc.  35,  25  N.  Y.  Supp.  1003; 
Rogers  v.  Hatch,  44  Cal.  280;  Harrigan  v. 
Home  L.  Ins.  Co.  128  Cal.  631,  58  Pac. 
180i  61  Pac.  99;  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
727,  728. 

The  California  statute  of  limitations 
was  not  pleaded,  and  the  action  of  the 
court  in  permitting  amendment  after  close 
of  trial  and  over  plaintiff's  objection,  was 
an  abuse  oi  discretion. 

Wolters  V.  Thomas,  —  Cal.  — ,  32  Pac. 
665;  Bank  of  Woodland  v.  Heron,  122  Cal. 
107,  64  Pac.  537;  Cooke  v.  Spears,  2  Cal. 
409,  56  Am.  Dec.  348;  Morton  v.  Bartning, 
6g  Cal.  306,  9  Pac.  146;  Manning  v.  Dal- 
las, 73  Cal.  420,  15  Pac.  34. 

Appellant's  cause  of  action  is  not  barred 
in  Minnesota,  and  therefore  not  barred  here 
under  §  361,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 


Note.  —  Concealment  of  identity  hy 
change  of  name  as  interrupting  atat' 
ute  of  limitations. 

But  three  cases  aside  from  St.  Paul  Title 
9t  T.  Co.  V.  Stensgaard  have  been  found 
wherein  it  was  sought  to  make  the  fact  that 
a  debtor  had  assumed  a  fictitious  name  for 
the  purpose  of  eluding  his  creditors  a 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


orround  for  interrupting  the  running  of  the 
statute  of  limitations,  and  they  are  in  ac- 
cord with  St.  Paul  Title  k  T.  Co.  v. 
Stensoaabd,  that  such  fact  does  not  come 
within  the  provision  of  any  exception  which 
will  suspend  such  statute. 

In  Engle  v.  Fischer,  102  N.  Y.  400,  55 
Am.  Rep.  818,  7  N.  E.  300,  it  was  held  that 
such  a  case  did  not,  as  therein  contended. 
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Finnell  ▼.  Southern  Kansas  R.  Co.  33 
Fed.  427;  Moores  v.  Winter,  07  Ark.  196, 
63  S.  W.  1067;  Stuart  v.  Lander,  16  Cal. 
372,  76  Am.  Dec.  638;  Davidson  v.  Barnes, 
17  Minn.  69,  611.  49;  Lamprey  v.  David- 
son, 16  Minn.  480,  Gil.  435;  Donner  ▼.  Pol- 
mer,  23  Cal.  40. 

The  time  of  the  lien  has  nothing  to  do 
with  the  right  to  bring  action  on  the  judg- 
ment. 

23  Cyc.  1352;  Haeussler  t.  Scheitlin, 
9  Mo.  App.  308;  23  Cyc.  360;  Ashton  ▼. 
Slater,  19  Minn.  347,  Gil.  300;  Burwell  t. 
Tullis,  12  Minn.  572,  Gil.  486;  Newell  v 
Dart,  28  Minn.  248,  9  N.  W.  732;  Dole  v. 
Wilson,  39  Minn.  330,  40  N.  W.  161; 
Spencer  v.  Haug,  46  Minn.  231,  47  N.  W. 
794;  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Earl,  66  Minn. 
390,  67  N.  W.  938;  D.  M.  Osborne  k  Co. 
V.  Heuer,  62  Minn.  607,  64  N.  W.  1161. 

The  defendant,  claiming  the  bar  of  a 
foreign  statute,  must  have  remained  in  the 
foreign  state  during  the  entire  period  pre- 
scribed in  the  statute;  otherwise,  the  stat- 
ute has  not  operated. 

Drake  v.  Bigelow,  93  Minn.  112,  100  N. 
W.  664;  Powers  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Blethen, 
91  Minn.  339,  97  N.  W.  1066;  HoUey  v. 
Coffee,  123  Ala.  406,  26  So.  239;  Strong 
V.  Lewis,  204  111.  36,  68  N.  £.  656;  Web- 


ster T.  Davies,  44  Neb.  301,  62  N.  W.  484; 
Nicholas  v.  Farwell,  24  Neb.  180,  38  N.  W. 
820;  Lewis  v.  Hyams,  26  Nev.  68,  99  Am.  St. 
Rep.  677,  63  Pac.  126,  64  Pac.  817;  Chev- 
rier  ▼.  Robert,  6  Mont.  319,  12  Pac.  702; 
Kempe  v.  Bader,  £6  Tenn.  189,  6  8.  W.  126; 
Osgood  y.  Artt,  11  Biss.  160,  10  Fed.  366; 
Martin  ▼.  Wilson,  68  C.  C.  A.  181,  120  Fed. 
202;  Story,  Confl.  L.  8th  ed.  801;  Whar- 
ton, Confl.  L.  3d  ed.  §§  636-643;  26  Cyc 
1241-1411. 

Mr.  Edward  B.  Bacon,  with  Messrs. 
Gibson,  Dunn,  A  Crntcher,  for  respond- 
ent: 

Where  the  debtor  is  within  the  state  at 
the  time  that  the  cause  of  action  accrues, 
the  statute  will  run  in  his  favor,  notwith- 
standing his  departure  from  the  state 
where  the  obligation  was  incurred,  and 
his  change  of  name  to  conceal  his  identity 
and  whereabouts. 

Miller  y.  Lesser,  71  Iowa,  147,  32  N.  W. 
260;  Engel  v.  Fischer,  102  N.  Y.  400,  55 
Am.  Rep.  818,  7  N.  E.  300;  Chemical  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kissane,  32  Fed.  420;  Myers  t. 
Center,  47  Kan.  324,  27  Pac.  978;  Amy 
V.  Watertovm,  130  U.  S.  320,  32  L.  ed. 
953,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  637;  26  Cyc  1223; 
Davis  V.  Hart,  123  Cal.  384,  66  Pac.  1060; 


come  within  the  exception  provided  for  by 
the  Code  in  case  of  absence  from  the  state, 
because  the  debtor  was  not  without  the  state 
when  the  cause  of  action  accrued  and  he 
never  thereafter  departed  from  the  state; 
and  though  he  bore  an  assumed  name  he  was 
physically  at  all  times  within  the  state, 
and  there  was  no  hiding  or  concealment  of 
his  person  except  as  he  assumed  and  bore 
a  fictitious  name. 

And  in  Miller  v.  Lesser,  71  Iowa,  147,  32 
N.  W.  250,  it  was  said  that  there  was  no 
provision  of  the  Code  which  created  an  ex- 
ception in  favor  of  a  creditor  upon  the 
ground  that  he  was  unable  to  discover  a 
debtor's  place  of  residence  within  the  period 
prescribed  for  bringing  an  action,  and  so  it 
was  held  that  where  a  debtor  was  a  resi- 
dent of  the  state  when  the  cause  of  action 
accrued,  and  continued  to  reside  therein  dur- 
ing the  time  prescribed  for  bringing  an  ac- 
tion, the  statute  of  limitations  was  not  in- 
terrupted by  the  fact  that  the  debtor  was 
living  under  an  assumed  name,  which  de- 
layed the  discovery  of  his  place  of  resi- 
dence. 

In  Chemical  Nat.  Bank  v.  Kissane,  32 
Fed.  429,  in  holding  that  one  is  not  estopped 
to  plead  the  statute  by  the  fact  that  he  re- 
moves to  another  state,  and  remains  in  such 
state  under  an  assumed  name  until  a  cause 
of  action  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions, the  court  said:  "In  this  case,  there 
was  no  legal  obstacle  in  the  way,  at  all.  It 
is  true  the  man,  in  a  certain  sense,  disguised 
himself  by  assuming  an  additional  name, 
and  moved  into  another  state;  but  there  is 
no  le^al  obstacle  to  instituting  a  suit.  All 
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complainant  had  to  do  was  to  find  the  de- 
fendant. It  was  well  aware  of  the  cause  of 
action.  It  was  its  own  fault,  or  misfortune, 
if  it  was  unable  to  find  its  debtor.  If  de- 
fendant had  come  into  this  state,  and  gone 
into  some  of  its  most  secluded  corners, 
without  adding  a  name  to  his  own,  it  is  not 
likely  he  would  have  been  found,  within  the 
time  allowed  by  the  statute.  I  apprehend 
that  no  one  in  that  case  would  have  set  up 
the  fact  that  he  could  not  be  found  till  the 
action  was  barred,  as  an  equitable  ground 
for  restraining  him  from  availing  himself 
of  the  statute^  of  limitations.  So  if,  being 
baldheaded,  he  should  put  on  a  wig,  or  cul- 
tivate his  beard  in  such  way,  or  wear  false 
whiskers,  or  in  some  other  way  disguise  him- 
self, in  addition  to  moving  to  another  state, 
or  while  staying  in  some  secluded  spot  in 
the  state  where  liis  obligation  was  incurred, 
that  would  be  no  legal  obstacle  to  bringing  a 
suit.  It  would  be  simply  throwing  a  diffi- 
culty in  the  way  of  finding  or  recognizing 
the  man.  So,  taking  on  an  addjtioniu  name 
is  only  another  element  of  the  same  kind  of 
disguise.  It'  interposed  no  legal  impedi- 
ment to  the  pursuing  of  the  remedy,  provid- 
ed he  should  be  found.  It  might  make  it 
more  troublesome  to  find  him.  I  think, 
therefore,  it  is  not  a  case  under  our  statute, 
or  upon  equitable  principles  established  be- 
for  the  statutes,  covering  the  points  upon 
which  the  party  can  be  restrained  from  set- 
ting up  the  statute  of  limitations.  The  tak- 
ing on  of  another  name  is  an  act  of  dis- 
guise and  of  secretion,  but  it  interposes  no 
legal  impediment."  J.  H.  B. 
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ClauBen  v.  Meister,   03  Cal.  555,  20  Pac. 
232. 

The  defense  of  bar  by  the  limitation  pre- 
scribed by  our  Code  for  actions  on  judg- 
ments was  sufficiently  pleaded. 

26  Cyc.  1407;  Pipes  v.  North  Carolina 
Mica  Mineral  &  Lumber  Co.  132  N.  C.  612, 
44  S.  E.  114;  Churchill  v.  Woodworth,  148 
Cal.  660,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  324,  84  Pac. 
155;  Trower  ▼.  San  Francisco,  157  Cal. 
762,  100  Pac.  617;  Lilly-Brackett  Co.  v. 
Sonnemann,  157  Cal.  102,  106  Pac.  715, 
21  Ann.  Cas,  1270. 

Under  the  statutes  of  Minnesota  a  do- 
mestic judgment  became  extinct  in  ten 
years  from  its  entry  or  docketing,  and  no 
action  could  thereafter  be  maintained  there- 
on. 

Brown  v.  Dooley,  05  Minn.  146,  303  N 
W.  804;  Relyea  v.  Tomahawk  Paper  &  Pulp 
Co.  102  Wis.  301,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  878, 
78  N.  W.  412;  Holcombe  v.  Tracy,  2  Minn. 
241,  Gil.  201;  Burwell  v.  Tullis,  12  Minn. 
672,  Gil.  486;  Stine  v.  Bennett,  13  Minn. 
153,  Gil.  138;  State  ex  rel.  National  Bond 
&  Secur.  Co.  v.  Krahmer,  105  Minn.  422, 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  157,  117  N.  W.  780;  Gaines 
V.  Grunewald,  102  Minn.  245,  113  N.  W. 
450. 

Melvln,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellant  sued  upon  a  judgment  for 
something  more  than  $5,000,  recovered  in 
the  state  of  Minnesota  on  May  6,  1801, 
against  the  defendant  and  respondent  here- 
in, under  the  name  of  Louis  T.  Stensgaard. 
The  complaint  in  this  action  was  filed 
December  1,  1000.  It  was  alleged  in  the 
complaint  that  the  defendant  surreptitous- 
ly  left  the  state  of  Minnesota  within  one 
year  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
pleaded;  that  he  concealed  his  whereabouts 
from  his  family  and  acquaintances  at  all 
times  after  his  departure  from  that  state; 
and  that  he  changed  his  name  to  Alton 
B.  Hill,  and  concealed  his  identity  and 
kept  his  place  of  residence  a  secret  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors.  While 
admitting  the  recovery  of  judgment  against 
him  as  alleged  in  the  complaint,  he  denied 
by  his  answer  that  he  left  Minnesota  sur- 
reptitiously, or  that  he  had  fraudulently 
concealed  his  identity.  He  pleaded  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations. 

The  court  found  that  defendant  lived  in 
Minnesota  with  his  family  after  the  entry 
of  the  judgment  against  him,  until  the 
year  1807;  that  in  that  year  he  openly  de- 
parted from  Minnesota;  that  he  did  not 
''hange  his  name  until  1800;  that  he  had 
not  fraudulently  concealed  his  identity  for 
the  purpose  of  defrauding  any  creditor;  and 
that  he  had  continuously  resided  in  the 
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county  of  Los  Angeles  since  the  year  1000 
under  the  name  of  Alton  B.  Hill.  The  court 
found  that  long  prior  to  the  year  1000  the 
judgment  had  ceased  to  be  of  any  effect  in 
the  state  of  Minnesota,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action  was  barred  by  provi- 
sions of  §  336,  subd.  1,  and  §  361,  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  From  the  judg- 
ment against  it,  plaintiff  appeals. 

Tn  his  original  answer,  respondent  plead- 
ed the  bar  of  §  336  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure,  but  did  not  specify  the  sub- 
division on  which  he  relied.  Before  final 
submission  of  the  cause,  the  court  per- 
mitted him  to  amend  his  pleading  by  des- 
ignating the  first  subdivision  of  that  section 
as  the  one  upon  which  he  placed  special 
reliance.  Appellant  asks  us  to  hold  that 
the  granting  of  permission  to  amend  waa 
an  abuse  of  discretion  by  the  trial  court. 
We  do  not  think  so.  Indeed,  the  original 
pleading  of  the  section  of  the  Code,  with- 
out special  reference  to  the  particular  part 
of  it  upon  which  defendant  depended,  was 
sufficient,  because  the  first  subdivision  is 
the  only  one  that  could  possibly  apply  to 
the  facts  of  this  case.  Hence  there  was  no 
uncertainty,  or,  in  any  event,  any  such 
uncertainty  as  plaintiff  could  urge,  in  the 
absence  of  special  demurrer  to  the  answer. 
Subdivision  1  of  §  336  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  applies  to  an  action  upon  "a 
judgment  or  decree  of  any  court  of  the 
United  States  or  of  any  state  within  the 
United  States."  The  only  other  subdivi- 
sion relates  to  "an  action  for  mesne  profits 
of  real  property."  It  will  therefore  be  seen 
that  the  original  pleading  of  the  statute 
was  sufficient.  Churchill  v.  Woodworth^  148 
Cal.  675,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  324,  84  Pac. 
155.  But  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its 
discretion,  permitted  an  amendment  which 
removed  all  possible  criticism  of  the  plea  of 
the  statute.  Such  a  plea  is  to  the  merits, 
and  the  court  is  clothed  with  discretion 
to  permit  the  defense  of  the  statute  of 
limitations,  just  as  it  is  given  authority  to 
allow  the  pleading  of  any  other  meritorious 
defense.  Lilly-Brackett  Co.  v.  Sonnemann, 
157  Cal.  106,  106  Pac.  715,  21  Ann.  Cas. 
1270;  Trower  v.  San  Francisco,  157  Cal. 
760,   100  Pac.  617. 

We  can  see  no  escape  from  the  court's 
conclusion  that  the  cause  of  action  was 
barred  because  not  brought  within  the  time 
limited  by  subd.  1  of  §  336  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure.  Appellant  cites  Stewart 
V.  Stewart,  152  Cal.  163,  02  Pac.  87,  14 
Ann.  Cas.  040;  and  Palmer  v.  Shaw,  16 
Cal.  05,  in  support  of  the  proposition  that 
a  clandestine  entry  into  this  state  with 
intent  to  defraud  creditors  does  not  oper- 
ate to  begin  the  period  of  limitation  in 
favor  of  the  debtor  thus  secretly  coming  to 
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California.  But  in  this  case  the  court  found 
that  defendant's  coming  to  this  state  and 
his  change  of  name  were  without  fraudu- 
lent intent.  The  case  of  Stewart  v.  Stew- 
art, supra,  is  authority  for  the  propo- 
sition that  neither  the  creditor's  ignorance 
of,  nor  his  inability  to  discover,  the  pres- 
ence of  the  judgment  debtor,  will  prevent 
the  running  of  the  statute  in  the  latter's 
favor. 

It  has  been  held  in  this  Federal  circuit, 
and  we  think  correctly,  that  living  in 
this  state  under  an  assumed  name  will  not 
prevent  a  defendant,  sued  on  a  judgment 
recovered  in  another  state,  from  pleading 
the  statute  of  limitations.  Chemical  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Kissane  (C.  0.)  32  Fed.  429.  The 
court,  after  hearing  all  of  the  evidence,  con- 
cluded that  the  defendant  had  not  been 
guilty  of  fraud,  either  in  coming  to  Cali- 
fornia, or  in  changing  his  name,  and  that 
he  had  resided  in  this  state  for  about 
nine  years  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint in  this  action.  The  only  judgment 
possible,  therefore,  was  the  one  sustaining 
the  defense  urged  under  subd.  1  of  §  336 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  and  our 
conclusions  upon  the  applicability  of  that 
section  make  it  unnecessary  to  review  the 
findings  and  conclusions  with  reference  to 
the  laws  of  Minnespta  and  the  availability 
of  §  3^1  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  as  a 
defense. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:  Henshaw,  J.;  liorigan,  J. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied,  March  4, 
1912. 
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ADA  WEST,  Plflf.  in  Err., 

V. 

S.  M.  INMAN. 

(137  Ga.  822,  74  S.  E.  627.) 

liandlord  and  tenant  »  supervision  of 
fire  escapes  »  liability  for  Injury. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  building  who  has  pro- 

Headnotes  by  Beck,  J. 


vided  fire  escapes  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  §  3151  of  the  Code,  and  who 
has  rented  certain  stores  above  the  second 
story  in  said  building  to  firms  engaged  in  a 
legitimate  manufacturing  business,  is  not 
bound  to  exercise  supervision  over  the  por- 
tions of  the  building  rented,  so  as  to  insure 
that  the  passages  or  entrances*  to  the  fire 
escapes  are  at  all  times  kept  open. 

(a)  Nor  is  such  owner  liable  in  damages 
to  an  employee  in  said  building,  working  on 
a  floor  above  the  second  floor,  who  suffered 
injuries  from  fire  in  consequence  of  obstruc- 
tions placed  in  the  passageway  to  the  fire 
escape  by  a  tenant  who  had  rented  that  por- 
tion of  the  building  around  and  about  the 
fire  escape. 

Pleading  —  failure  to  provide  for  fire 
extinguishment  —  generality. 

2.  The  allegation  that  "defendant  negli- 
gently failed  to  provide  in  said  building 
.  .  .  ample  means  of  extinguishing  fire" 
was  open  to  attack  by  special  demurrer, 
which  criticized  the  allegation  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  a  mere  conclusion  of  the  pleader, 
and  which  called  for  more  specific  informa- 
tion as  to  what  means  of  extinguishing  fires 
were  ample  and  should  have  been  provided. 

(March  14,  1912.) 

1^  RROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Fultoa 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  defend- 
ant's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  from  fire 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
negligence  in  permitting  obstructions  pre- 
venting access  to  the  fire  escape.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  James  Li.  Key  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Messrs.  Payne  &  Jones,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

The  owner  of  a  building  not  particularlv 
exposed  to  the  danger  of  fire  is  not  bound  co 
anticipate  the  possibility  of  remote  danger 
from  fire,  and  where  the  building  is  prop- 
erly constructed  for  its  intended  use  and 
purpose,  the  construction  of  fire  escapes 
is  not  required. 

Yall  V.  Snow,  201  Mo.  511,  10  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  177,  119  Am.  St.  Rep.  781,  100  S. 
W.  1,  9  Ann.  Cas.  1161;  Jones  v.  Granite 
Mills,  126  Mass.  84,  30  Am.  Rep.  661; 
Pauley  v.  Steam  Gauge  &  Lantern  Co.  131 
N.  Y.  90,   15  L.R.A.   194,   29  N.  E.  999; 


Note*  —  Liability  for  injuries  catised  by 
taek  or  insufjlcieney  of  fire  escapes. 

The  earlier  cases  on  this  subject  are  col- 
lected in  the  notes  to  Rose  v.  King,  15  L.R.A. 
160;  Yall  V.  Snow,  10  L.R.A. (N.S.)  177; 
and  Arnold  v.  National  Starch  Co.  21  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  178.  But  little  authority  has  been 
found  since  the  writing  of  the  latter  note. 

An  attack  was  made  in  Ron m fort  Co.  v. 
Delaney,  230  Pa.  374,  79  Atl.  653,  upon  the 
validity  of  a  statute  requiring  fire  escapes, 
etc.,  upon  all  buildings,  such  as  theaters, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


public  halls,  and  other  places  where  persons 
assemble  or  the  public  resort,  'upon  the 
ground  that  it  is  an  unreasonable  exercise 
of  the  police  power  in  that  the  act  might  be 
enforced  in  such  an  arbitrary  manner  as  to 
work  hardship  and  do  great  injustice  in 
some  instances.  In  addressing  itself  to  this 
argument  the  court  said:  "It  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  officers  intrusted  with  its  en- 
forcement will  only  require  such  reasonable 
compliance  as  the  exigencies  of  each  particu- 
lar case  domand.  The  act  should  be  enforced 
in  a  spirit  not  to  destroy  the  usefulness  of 
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Keith  y.  Granite  Mills,  126  Mass.  90,  30 
Am.  Rep.  666;  Rose  v.  King,  49  Ohio  St. 
213,  16  L.R.A.  160,  30  N.  E.  267;  26  Cyc. 
1114;  13  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  83. 

No  duty  Is  imposed  upon  the  owner  of  the 
building  to  so  regulate  the  conduct  of  his 
tenants  as  to  interfere  with  the  proper  user 
of  the  leased  floors  of  the  building,  even 
though  such  user  may  in  some  measure 
interfere  with  access  to  one  or  more  of  the 
means  of  egress  from  the  building. 

Sewell  V.  Moore,  166  Pa.  670,  31  Atl.  370; 
Yall  V.  Snow,  9  Ann.  Gas.  1166;  Huda  v. 
American  Glucose  Go.  164  N.  Y.  480,  40 
L.R.A.  411,  48  N.  E.  897. 

Beck,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Ada  West  brought  suit  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
been  received  in  consequence  of  having 
inhaled  smoke  and  fumes  from  a  fire  in  a 
building  of  which  the  defendant  was  the 
owner,  and  in  which  she  was  at  work  on  the 
third  story  as  an  employee  of  a  manufac- 
turing company  occupying  a  part  of  said 
third  story  as  tenant.  It  was  alleged:  That 
another  tenant  of  the  owner  of  the  build- 
ing occupied  the  second  story  and  that 
portion  of  the  third  story  which  was 
"around  and  included  the  entrance  to  the 
fire  escape  of  said  building."*  That  "there 
were  two  means  of  ingress  and  egress  pro- 
vided for  said  building  and  for  said  place 
at  which  petitioner  was  at  work ;  to  wit,  one 
a   stairway    inside    of    said    building,    and  { 


the  other  a  fire  escape ,  stairway  on  the 
outside  of  said  building.  Said  fire  escape 
could  be  reached  only  through  one  window 
or  door  on  said  third  story,  and  through 
a  space  which  was  occupied  by  the  Silver- 
man-Lonsberg  Company,  as  aforesaid.  That 
on  the  day  aforesaid  a  fire  broke  out  in  said 
building,  on  the  second  story  thereof,  and 
in  the  place  occupied  by  the  Silverman- 
Lonsberg  Company.  That  from  said  fire  is- 
sued vast  volumeb  of  smoke,  heated  air, 
and  fire,  which  penetrated  and  filled  the 
entire  third  floor  of  said  building  where 
petitioner  was  at  work.  That  said  flre  and 
smoke  and  hot  air  cut  off  the  stairway 
of  said  building  entirely,  and  it  was  im- 
possible to  flee  from  said  building  by  the 
stairway  inside  of  said  building.  That  the 
only  means  of  escape  left  was  the  fire  es- 
cape on  the  outside  of  said  building.  That 
the  fire  escape  on  said  building  was  com- 
pletely cut  off  and  obstructed  from  access 
and  use  by  petitioner  by  boxes,  goods,  mer- 
chandise, and  other  material,  which  were 
piled  up  against  the  door  and  window  lead- 
ing to  said  fire  escape,  and  made  access  to 
said  fire  escape  absolutely  impossible."  Gen- 
eral and  special  demurrers  were  filed,  and 
to  an  order  sustaining  them  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

1.  If  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
in  this  case,  it  is  in  consequence  of  a  viola- 
tion of  the  statutory  provisions  contained  in 
§  3161  of  the  Code.  At  common  law,  the 
failure  to  provide  fire  escapes  on  the  part 


property  or  to  place  undue  burdens  upon  the 
owner,  but  only  as  a  protection  to  such  an 
extent  as  may  be  required  in  view  of  the 
situation  of  the  building,  having  due  regard 
to  the  pse  made  of  it.  When  so  enforced 
there  can  be  no  valid  objection  on  the 
ground  of  its  requirements  being  unreason- 
able. That  it  will  be  so  enforced  may  be 
presumed." 

But  in  Radley  ▼.  Knepfly,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  124  S.  W.  447,  affirmed  in  —  Tex. 
— ,  136  S.  W.  Ill,  where  an  ordinance  pro- 
vided that  all  rooms  above  the  second  noor 
in  "every  hotel,  family  hotel,  apartment 
house,  boarding  house,  lodging  house,  club 
house,  or  tenement  house,  in  which  persons 
reside  or  lodge,"  shall  be  provided  "with 
more  than  one  way  of  egress  or  escape  from 
fire,  placed  as  near  as  practicable  at  oppo- 
site ends  of  the  room,  and  leading  to  fire  es- 
capes on  the  outside  of  such  building  or  to 
stairways  on  the  inside,  provided  with  prop- 
er railings,"  and  the  evidence  showed  that 
it  was  unusual  to  have  more  than  one  fire 
escape  on  a  three-story  building  like  the 
one  in  question,  and  impracticable  to  so 
construct  the  rooms  on  the  third  fioor  of 
such  a  building,  not  situated  on  a  comer, 
so  as  to  provide  each  room  with  more  than 
one  way  of  egress  or  escape  from  fire,  placed 
at  opposite  ends  of  the  room  leading  to  the 
fire  epcnpes  on  the  outside  of  the  building, — 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


it  was  held  that  the  ordinance  was  oppres- 
sive and  unreasonable,  and  therefore  void. 
The  court  said:  "It  is  clear  that  such  con- 
struction would,  as  to  inside  buildings,  de- 
stroy the  value  of  all  stories  above  the  sec- 
ond, and  amount  to  a  practical  confisca- 
tion of  the  same." 

And  the  requirements  of  the  statute  may 
be  waived  by  those  for  whose  protection  it 
is  designed. 

Thus,  where  it  was  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent  in  failing  to  equip 
the  three  fioors  of  the  building  with  proper 
fire  escapes,  as  in  Radley  v.  Knepfly,  supra, 
but  the  fieceased  had  been  occupying  a  room 
on  thfc  dhird  floor  of  the  building  for  five  or 
six  weeks  and  knew  the  condition  of  the 
building  as  to  fire  escapes,  the  court  said: 
"Having  had  time  to  ascertain  the  condi- 
tion of  the  building  as  to  fire  escapes,  and 
to  secure  another  room  and  move  thereto, 
by  voluntarily  continuing  in  the  building  he 
took  the  hazard  of  the  failure  to  provide  it 
with  fire  escapes  (if  there  was  a  failure  in. 
that  respect)." 

And  of  course  the  failure  to  construct  an 
additional  fire  escape  as  required  by  ordi- 
nance does  not  make  the  owner  liable  for  the 
death  of  the  deceased  caused  by  a  fire,  un- 
less the  failure  to  construct  was  the  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  death.    Ibid. 

E.  M.  S. 
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of  the  owner  of  a  building  not  particu- 
larly exposed  to  danger  from  fire  from  the 
character  of  the  work  being  carried  on  in  it 
did  not  render  the  owner  liable  in  damages 
to  an  employee  of  the  tenant  who  miglit 
receive  injuries  incurred  in  consequence  of 
such  failure.  Yall  v.  Snow,  201  Mo.  611, 
119  Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  100  S.  W.  1,  9  Ann. 
Cas.  1161,  10  L.Rw^.(N.S.)  177,  and  cases 
cited  in  note.  So  that  the  liability  of 
the  owner  in  the  present  case,  if  any  exists, 
is  entirely  statutory,  and  depends  upon  the 
construction  of  the  Code  section  (§  3151), 
which  reads  as  follows:  "Owners  of  every 
building  more  than  two  stories  in  height, 
not  including  the  basement,  used  in  the 
third  or  higher  stories,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
as  factory  or  workshop,  shall  provide  more 
than  one  way  of  egress  from  each  story  of 
said  buildingj  above  the  second  story,  by 
stairways  on  the  inside  or  outside  of  said 
buildings;  and  such  stairways  shall  be,  as 
nearly  as  may  be  practicable,  at  opposite 
ends  of  each  story,  and  so  constructed  that, 
in  case  of  fire,  the  ground  can  be  readily 
reached  from  the  third  and  higher  stories. 
Stairways  on  the  outside  of  said  buildings 
shall  have  suitable  railed  landings  at  each 
story  above  the  first,  and  shall  connect 
with  each  of  said  stories  by  doors  or  win- 
dows opening  outwardly,  and  such  doors, 
windows,  and  landings  shall  be  kept  at  all 
times  clear  of  obstructions.  All  the  main 
doors  of  such  buildings,  both  inside  and 
outside,  shall  open  outwardly,  and  each 
story  shall  be  amply  supplied  with  means 
for  extinguishing  fires."  We  are  clear  that 
under  the  express  provisions  of  this  statute 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  a  building  of 
the  character  of  the  buildings  referred  to 
in  the  statute  to  provide  fire  escapes  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
statute,  and  that  in  case  of  injury  to  an 
occupant  of  a  building,  resulting  directly 
from  said  failure,  on  account  of  a  fire  in  the 
building  which  necessitated  the  use  of  fire 
escapes,  there  would  be  a  corresponding  lia- 
bility on  the  owner.  And  we  are  equally 
clear  that  where  the  owner  of  a  building 
has  properly  equipped  it  with  fire  escapes 
in  accordance  with  law,  and  has  rented  any 
of  the  stories  above  the  second  story  to 
tenants  who  have  leased  the  same  for 
legitimate  manufacturing  purposes,  the 
owner  is  under  no  obligation  to  exercise 
any  supervision  over  the  conduct  of  his 
tenants  in  the  use  of  the  particular  floor 
which  he  may  have  rented  to  any  one  of 
them.  Where  there  is  an  outside  stairway 
erected  as  a  fire  escape,  it  is,  of  course, 
contemplated  that  the  entrance  to  the 
building  from  the  landing  at  each  story 
shall  in  some  way  be  closed  at  such  hours 
as  the  building  or  some  particular  story  is 
S9  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


unoccupied;  as  at  night,  for  instance,  when 
the  men  and  women  working  in  the  buiding 
have  left  and  gone  home.  At  such  times, 
the  opening  by  a  window  or  by  a  door  from 
the  landing  of  the  outside  staircase  or  fire 
escape  would  be  closed  in  most  instances,  un- 
less the  business  conducted  therein  is  of 
such  magnitude  as  to  require  or  justify 
the  employment  and  pretence  of  a  special 
watchman.  In  all  euch  cases  would  it  be 
the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the  building  to 
go  upon  the  premises  which  he  had  rented 
to  someone  else,  and  see  that  his  tenant 
had  unlocked  the  door  or  unfastened  the 
window  shutter,  so  that  there  could  be 
free  access  to  the  landing  of  the  fire  escape  T 
We  apprehend  that,  before  a  statute  passed 
in  derogation  of  the  common  law  could 
be  given  a  construction  which  would  place 
upon  the  owner  of  buildings  duties  so  on- 
erous, the  language  of  the  statute  itself 
imposing  the  duties  should  be  express  and 
unequivocal.  The  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion show  that  a  portion  of  the  third  story, 
on  which  the  plaintiff  was  at  work,  had 
been  rented  to  a  named  tenant,  "which  said 
portion  of  the  third  story  was  around  and 
included  the  entrance  to  the  $re  escape  of 
said  building;  .  .  .  that  the  fire  escape 
on  said  building  was  completely  cut  off 
and  obstructed  from  access  and  use  by 
petitioner  by  boxes,  goods,  merchandise,  and 
other  material,  which  were  piled  up  against 
the  door  and  window  leading  to  said  fire 
escape,  and  made  access  to  said  fire  escape 
absolutely  impossible;  .  .  .  that  the  de- 
fendant, in  violation  of  petitioner's  legal 
right,  obstructed  the  passage  of  said  fire 
escape,  and  permitted  the  same  to  be  ob- 
structed, so  that  petitioner  could  not  reach 
the  same  and  escape."  The  allegations  last 
quoted  are  to  be  construed  as  meaning,  not 
that  the  owner  himself,  in  person  or  by 
his  agents,  had  piled  up  boxes,  goods,  etc., 
so  as  to  obstruct  the  passage  to  the  fire  es- 
cape, but  that  the  tenant,  who  during  the 
period  of  his  tenancy  had  the  right  to 
use  and  control  the  fioor  about  the  passage 
that  led  to  the  fire  escape,  had  obstructed 
the  passage.  And  this  is  the  construction 
put  upon  this  allegation  in  the  brief  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error.  That  being 
the  case,  under  what  we  have  said  above, 
so  much  of  the  plaintifTs  petition  as  sought 
a  recovery  on  the  ground  that  the  owner 
was  liable  because  of  the  obstruction  of 
the  passage,  leading  to  the  fire  escape  was 
demurrable,  and  the  court  did  not  err  in 
HO   holding. 

2.  In  another  paragraph  of  the  petition 
it  is  alleged:  "Defendant  negligently  failed 
to  provide  in  said  building  and  on  the 
floors  thereof,  and  particularly  on  the  second 
floor,    where    said    fire    broke    out,    ample 
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means  of  extinguishing  fires.  That  said  fire 
was  finally  extinguished  by  the  fire  depart- 
ment of  the  city  of  Atlanta,  and  that  pe- 
titioner was  finally  rescued  from  said 
burning  building  by  the  fire  department  of 
the  city  of  Atlanta."  This  paragraph  was 
specially  demurred  to  on  the  ground,  among 
others,  that  "the  allegation  that  the  de- 
fendant negligently  failed  to  provide  in 
said  building  and  on  the  floors  thereof,  and 
particularly  on  the  second  floor^  where 
said  fire  broke  out,  ample  means  of  extin- 
guishing fires,  constitutes  a  conclusion  of 
the  pleader,  and  is  not  predicated  upon  any 
facts  to  substantiate  the  same,  .  •  . 
And  that  it  does  not  appear  what  means  of 
extinguishing  fires,  if  any,  said  defendant 
should  have  furnished,  nor  what  consti- 
tutes ample  means  of  extinguishing  fires." 
The  court  sustained  this  special  demurrer, 
but  allowed  the  plaintiff  twenty  days  with- 
in which  to  file  amendments.  No  amend- 
ments were  filed.  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  special  demurrer  pointed  out 
specifically  existing  defects  in  the  para- 
graph of  the  petition  referred  to,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  was  allowed  a  reasonable  time 
within  which  to  amend  the  same;  and,  she 
having  failed  to  amend  within  the  time  so  al- 
lowed, this  part  of  his  petition  was  stricken 
therefrom,  which  left  the  case  to  stand  upon 
the  allegations  complaining  of  the  failure 
upon  the  part  of  the  owner  of  the  building 
to  keep  the  passage  or  entrance  to  the 
fire  escape  free  from  obstructions.  And  as 
that  part  of  the  case  last  referred  to,  len- 
der the  ruling  made  above,  was  properly 
stricken  on  general  demurrer,  the  entire 
case,  without  reference  to  certain  other 
grounds  of  special  demurrer,  stood  dis- 
missed, as  it  should  have  stood  under  this 
decision. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


KANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 
KANSAS  CITY  PAPER  HOUSE,  Appt., 

V. 

FOLEY  RAILWAY  PRINTING  COMPANY. 

(85  Kan.  678,  118  Pac.  1050.) 

Corporations  —  account  dne  president 
—  transfer. 

1.  Where  a  corporation  through  its  presi- 
dent asks  that  an  account  owing  to  him 
personally  by  the  holder  of  its  note  be 
credited  thereon,  this  amounts  to  a  trans- 
fer of  the  account  from  the  president  to  the 
corporation;  and  in  an  action  upon  the  note 

Headnotes  by  Mason,  J. 
89  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


the  plaintiff  cannot  object  to  the  account  be- 
ing used  as  an  offset,  on  th^  ground  that  no 
formal  assignment  had  been  made. 

Reference  —  evidence  —  striking  —  ef- 
fect. 

2.  Where  a  referee  sustains  a  motion  to 
strike  out  certain  testimony  that  has  been 
introduced  at  the  trial,  and  no  order  is  made 
reinstating  it,  such  testimony  cannot  be 
considered  by  the  court  in  determining 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  sustain 
the  finding  of  the  referee. 

Contracts  —  Talldlty  —  sale  to  public. 

3.  An  agreement  to  pay  for  services  in 
selling  goods  to  a  public  board,  which  does 
not  contemplate  the  exercise  of  personal  or 
political  influence,  and  on  the  carrying  out 
of  which  no  such  influence  is  in  fact  exerted, 
and  which  is  otherwise  unobjectionable,  is 
not  rendered  void  because  the  salesman's 
compensation  is  made  to  depend  upon  the 
success  of  his  efforts,  or  because  he  makes  a 
legitimate  argument  to  one  of  the  members 
of  the  board  while  the  others  are  not  pres- 
ent. 

(November  11,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Labette  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on 
a   promissory  'note.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Ellis,  Cook,  &  Barnett  and  B. 
li.  Burton  for  appellant. 
Messrs.  Kimball  &  Osgood  for  appellee. 

Mason,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  Kansas  City  Paper  House,  a  corpora- 
tion, sued  the  Foley  Railway  Printing  Com- 
pany, corporation,  upon  a  promissory  note. 
The  defendant  claimed  a  credit  of  $500  on 
account  of  an  indebtedness  of  that  amount 
which  it  asserted  was  owing  to  P.  T.  Foley, 
its  president,  by  the  plaintiff.  This  is  the 
only  matter  still  in  controversy.  A  referee 
found   in   favor   of   the   defendant,   and   a 

Note.  —  Validity  of  agreement  hy  which 
compensation  is  dependent  on  success 
In  procuring  contract  with  pxJtblio 
officer  or  hoard. 

As  to  the  validity  of  contracts  to  procure 
legislative  action,  including  contracts  to 
procure  legislative  action  on  commission,  see 
note  to  Houlton  v.  Dunn,  30  L.R.A.  737, 
and  supplementary  note  to  Edwards  ▼. 
Goldsboro,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)    589. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  a  contract  which  comtem plates 
the  location  of  a  public  building,  see  note 
to  Edwards  v.  Goldsboro,  supra. 

While  the  question  does  not  seem  entirely 
settled  in  the  Federal  courts,  it  appears  to 
be  generally  well  established  elsewhere  that 
agreements  for  the  sale  of  goods  to  the  pub- 
lic, which  are  otherwise  fair  and  unobjec- 
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judgment  wajs  rendered  accordingly,  from 
which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

The  appellant  contends  that,  even  if  it 
was  indebted  to  Foley,  it  could  not  be  re- 
quired to  credit  the  amount  upon  the  note, 
since  no  assignment  was  shown  from  Foley 
to  the  Foley  Company.  Foley,  who  per- 
sonally managed  the  business  of  his  com- 
pany, testified  in  substance  that  he  in- 
tended the  company  to  have  credit  on  the 
note  for  his  claim  against  the  paper  com- 
pany, and  gave  the  latter  notice  to  that 
effect.  This  in  effect  amounted  to  an  assign- 
ment, and  the  paper  company,  being  fully 
protected  against  a  further  assertion  of 
the  claim  by  Foley,  cannot  complain  of  the 
lack  of  formality. 

The  appellant  also  contends  that  there 


was  no  competent  evidence  that  it  owed 
Foley  the  $500,  because  his  claim  rest- 
ed upon  an  agreement  which  he  pro- 
fessed to  have  made  with  a  salesman 
of  the  paper  company,  who  was  not  shown 
to  have  had  any  authority  to  bind  his 
employer  in  that  respect,  and  whose 
authority  was  denied  under  oath  in  the 
reply.  Foley  testified  in  effect  that  the 
paper  company,  through  the  salesman  re- 
ferred to,  agreed  to  pay  him  $500  for  his 
assistance  in  procuring  a  contract  to  sup- 
ply paper  and  other  material  to  the  state; 
that  he  went  to  Topeka,  and  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  paper  company  "talked  up" 
its  goods  to  a  member  of  the  executive 
council,  showing  samples;  that,  after  the 
contract  had  been  awarded  to  the   paper 


tionable,  are  not  rendered  invalid  because 
of  a  stipulation  providing  that  the  sale  is 
to  be  made  on  commission. 

Thus  an  agreement  by  one  to  procure  or- 
ders from  the  United  States  government  for 
supplies  to  be  furnished  for  use  upon  ves- 
sels in  the  public  service,  in  consideration  of 
one  half  the  net  profits,  is  valid  where,  it 
does  not  contemplate  resort  to  any  but 
legitimate  methods  in  procuring  the  orders. 
Swift  V.  Aspell,  40  Misc.  453,  82  N.  Y.  Supp. 
659.  The  court  said:  ''If  the  rule  adopted 
in  the  Federal  courts,  as  to  the  enforceabili- 
ty of  agreements  for  contingent  compensa- 
tion in  procuring  government  contracts,  is 
to  be  applied,  the  agreement  in  suit  cannot 
be  upheld.  In  these  courts  the  broad  prin- 
ciple is  declared  that  any  agreement  which 
has  a  tendency  to  introduce  into  a  govern- 
ment transaction  involving  the  purchase  of 
supplies,  elements  other  than  the  single  con- 
sideration of  a  faithful  execution  of  orders 
at  the  lowest  price,  is  void;  and  the  infer- 
ence that  personal  solicitation  or  infiuence 
is  to  be  employed  is  held  to  be  enough  to 
defeat  the  agreement  for  compensation,  ir- 
respective of  what  was  or  was  not  done. 
.  .  .  The  courts  of  this  state,  however, 
when  dealing  with  the  question  presented 
under  similar  contracts,  have  not  gone  so 
far  in  the  acceptance  of  inferences  to  avoid 
the  contract,  and  have  drawn  a  distinction 
between  agreements  to  procure  legislation 
and  agreements  to  make  sales  to  the  govern- 
ment. A  person  having  something  to  sell 
has  the  right  to  sell  it  through  an  agent, 
and  this  right  is  an  incident  to  his  owner- 
ship. To  declare  that  he  may  not  employ  an 
agent,  upon  commission,  where  the  govern- 
ment is  the  prospective  buyer,  is  to  take 
away  what  is  ordinarily  one  of  the  elements 
of  the  enjoyment  of  ownership, — the  unre- 
stricted right  to  sell.  Upon  this  line  of 
reasoning,  commission  agreements  for  a  sale 
to  the  government  have  been  upheld  and  en- 
forced in  this  state  where  the  agreement  did 
not  actively  require  corruption  in  its  per- 
formance. Treated  as  a  matter  distinct  in 
its  nature  from  agreements  to  procure  leg- 
islation, an  agreement  to  compensate  an 
agent,  ifor  his  successful  efforts  in  traflio 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


with  the  government,  has  been  held  binding, 
where  unfairness  in  the  dealings  or  an  in- 
tention to  resort  to  corruption  did  not  actu- 
ally appear  from  the  facts  (Lyon  v.  Mit- 
chell, 36  N.  Y.  236,  93  Am.  Dec.  602; 
Southard  v.  Boyd,  51  N.  Y.  177 )  j  and  these 
cases,  while  in  conflict  with  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  Federal  decisions  referred  to, 
afford  direct  and  binding  authority  for  a 
recovery  in  this  action.  For  all  that  ap- 
pears, or  is  to  be  inferred  here,  the  plain- 
tiff was  expected  to  and  did  resort  to  none 
but  the  most  legitimate  methods  in  procur- 
ing these  orders  for  the  defendant's  goods. 
Within  the  rule  which,  as  I  have  said,  ob- 
tainp  in  this  state,  personal  solicitation  was 
quite  proper,  and  jealous  suspicion  of  the 
possibility  of  corruption  cannot  be  invoked 
t6  repudiate  the  contract.  The  fact  that  the 
defendant  was  willing  to  pay  one  half  the 
net  profits  contains  a  suggestion  less  sinis- 
ter than  that  found  in  the  agreement  to 
pay  10  per  cent  of  the  gross  price  received, 
which  was  the  promise  upheld  in  Lyon  v. 
Mitchell,  supra;  and  the  measure  of  the 
commission  in  the  present  case  does  not 
necessarily  mean  that  the  government  must 
have  been  overcharged  in  the  usual  course 
of  business.  If  there  was  a  custom  in  the 
trade  whereby  all- venders  of  such  supplies, 
in  large  quantities,  were  put  to  the  necessity 
of  so  fixing  their  prices  as  to  enable  them 
to  pay  large  commissions  to  agents,  the  gov- 
ernment would  have  to  pay  the  prices  thus 
fixed  by  all  available  sellers.  The  mere 
agreement  to  pay  a  large  commission  from 
net  profits  does  not  mean  that  the  buyer 
was  necessarily  to  pay  more  than  the  value 
of  the  goods,  under  normal  trade  condi- 
tions." 

And  an  agreement  to  pay  a  commission 
of  5  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  the  charter 
for  obtaining  a  charter  from  the  United 
States  for  a  steamship  does  not  contravene 
public  policy.  Rowland  v.  CoflSn,  47  Barb. 
653. 

Nor  does  a  contract  by  which  one  under- 
takes to  pay  a  commission  for  chartering 
his  vessel  to  the  government,  to  persons 
who  are  related  to  the  government's  agents 
in  charge  of  selecting  vessels  for  charter, 
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companji  he  had  several  conversations  with 
its  president  in  regard  to  his  arrangement 
with  the  salesman;  and  that  the  president 
did  not  deny  the  salesman's  authority  to 
make  such  an  agreement.  When  the  Foley 
company  rested  its  case,  the  paper  company 
moved  "to  strike  out  that  part  of  the  con- 
versation in  reference  to  the  contract  with 
Mr.  Shaw  [the  salesman],  as  there  was  no 
proof  of  any  authority  of  Mr.'  Shaw  to 
make  the  contract."  The  record  shows  that 
this  motion  was  sustained.  The  only  evi- 
dence on  the  most  vital  portion  of  the 
Foley  company's  case  seems  to  have  been 
stricken  out  by  this  ruling.  No  order  was 
made  reinstating  it,  and  its  place  was  not 
supplied  by  any  further  testimony.  It  is 
at  least  doubtful  whether  the  ruling  was 


not  correct;  for  there  was  no  evidence  that 
Shaw  had  authority  to  make  the  agree^ieut 
with  Foley,  unless  it  is  to  be  found  in  the 
testimony  that  the  president  of  the  company 
in  the  course  of  a  conversation,  the  details 
of  which  are  not  stated,  did  not  deny  it. 
But,  whether  the  ruling  was  right  or  wron^, 
the  referee,  in  deciding  that  the  Foley  com- 
pany could  recover  without  the  evidence 
that  was  stricken  out,  must  have  proceeded 
upon  an  erroneous  view  of  the  law,  which 
necessarily  affected  the  judgment.  Where  a 
court  makes  its  own  findings  of  fact  from 
the  evidence  reported  by  a  referee,  i^  may 
doubtless  take  into  account  evidence  which 
the  referee  had  stricken  out,  if  the  cir- 
cumstances be  such  that  the  adverse  party 


where  the  agents  so  employed  did  not  agree 
to  use  any  corrupt  means  to  procure  the 
charter.     Southard  v.  Boyd,  supra. 

And  in  Lyon  v.  Mitchell,  supra,  a  con- 
tract by  which  a  broker  undertook  to  dis- 
pose of  certain  steamers  to  the  government 
for  a  commission  of  10  per  cent  of  the  total 
amouAt  received  for  them  was  held  valid, 
and  a  recovery  was  allowed  thereon. 

And  in  Cummins  v.  Barkalow,  1  Abb. 
App.  Dec.  479,  a  contract  by  a  dealer  in 
arms  to  pay  an  agent  a  share  of  the  profits 
for  obtaining  from  the  government  an  or- 
der for  the  purchase  of  arms  was  held 
valid,  there  bein^  nothing  to  show  that  it 
called  for  any  illegal  or  improper  action 
on  the  part  of  the  agent. 

And  in  Kerr  v.  American  Pneumatic  Serv- 
ice Co.  188  Mass.  27,  73  N.  E.  857,  it  was 
held  that  a  contract  by  a  company  whose 
business  was  the  carrying  of  mail  by  pneu- 
matic tube  service,  with  one  to  attend  to 
government  and  franchise  matters  at  a  cer- 
tain amount,  with  a  provisktn  for  an  ad- 
vance in  salary  when  the  company's  con- 
tracts amounted  to  a  stated  sum,  was  not 
rendered  invalid  because  of  such  provision 
for  an  increase  of  salary,  if  no  corrupt 
methods  by  the  agent  were  contemplated. 
The  court  said:  "If  such  work  only  is  con- 
templated, the  provision  for  an  increase  of 
salary  when  the  government  mail  contracts 
reach  a  certain  amount  cannot  be  said  to 
be  one  which  has  a  tendency  to  induce  the 
use  of  corrupt  or  improper  acts  on  the  part 
of  the  agent.  An  agent  who  gives  all  his 
time  to  the  business  of  a  principal  fairly 
may  be  given  a  compensation  increasing 
with  the  volume  of  the  business." 

And  in  Barber  v.  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  v. 
Botsford,  66  Kan.  532,  44  Pac.  3,  a  re- 
covery of  a  contingent  compensation  to  at- 
torneys and  agents  for  presenting  facts  as 
to  the  character  and  quality  of  paving  ma- 
terial which  the  company  entering  into  the 
contract  with  them  put  out  was  allowed, 
but  no  particular  stress  was  laid  upon  the 
fact  that  the  compensation  was  contingent. 

In  Oscanvan  v.  Winchester  Repeating 
Arms  Co.  103  U.  S.  276,  20  L.  ed.  545, 
it  was  held  that  a  contract  by  the  con- 
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sul  general  of  Turkey  with  a  manu- 
facturer of  firearms,  by  which  the  con- 
sul general,  for  a  certain  commission, 
agreed  to  effect  through  his  influence 
with  the  representatives  of  the  govern- 
ment, sales  of  the  arms  manufactured  by 
the  concern  with  which  he  contracted,  was 
invalid  as  against  public  policy.  Referring 
to  the  agreement  for  the  payment  of  a  com- 
mission, the  court  said;  "So,  too,  with  ref- 
erence to  furnishing  the  government  with 
arms  or  supplies  of  any  kind.  It  is  legiti- 
mate to  lay  before  the  officers  authorized  to 
contract,  all  such  information  as  may  ap- 
prise them  of  the  character  and  value  of  the 
articles  offered,  and  enable  them  to  act  for 
the  best  interest  of  the  country.  And  for 
such  services  compensation  may  be  had  as 
for  similar  services  with  private  parties, 
either  upon  a  quantum  meruit  or,  where  a 
sale  is  affected,  by  the  ordinary  brokerage 
commission.  And  here  it  may  be  observed,  in 
answer  to  some  authorities  cited,  that  the 
percentage  allowed  by  established  custom 
of  commission  merchants  and  brokers, 
though  dependent  upon  sales  made,  is  not 
regarded  as  contingent  compensation  in  the 
obnoxious  sense  of  that  term,  which  has 
been  so  often  the  subject  of  animadversion 
by  this  court,  as  suggesting  the  use  of  sin- 
ister or  corrupt  means  for  accomplishing 
a  desired  end.  They  are  the  rates  estab- 
lished by  merchants  for  legitimate  serv- 
ices in  .the  regular  course  of  business.  But 
where,  instead  of  placing  before  the  officers 
of  the  government  the  information  which 
should  properly  guide  their  judgments,  per- 
sonal influence  is  the  means  used  to  secure 
the  sales,  and  is  allowed  to  prevail,  the  pub- 
lic good  is  lost  sight  of,  unnecessary  expen- 
ditures are  incurred,  and,  generally,  defect- 
ive supplies  are  obtained,  producing  ineffi- 
ciency in  the  public  service." 

And  in  Winpenny  v.  French,  18  Ohio  St. 
470,  it  was  held  that  a  contract  with  a 
broker  employed  to  negotiate  contracts  witli 
the  government  for  the  sale  of  baskets  to 
the  Army  for  a  certain  commission  was  not 
illegal  The  court  attempted  to  distinguish 
the  case  of  Providence  Tool  Co.  v,  'Norris, 
infra,  from  the  case  before  theiUi  upon  the 


760 


KANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Nov., 


is  not  thereby  prejudiced  by  being  deprived 
of  an  opportunity  for  rebuttal. 

But  testimony  which  the  referee  has  elim- 
inated from  his  consideration  cannot  be 
considered  by  the  court  in  determining 
whether  there  was  any  evidence  to  sustain 
his  finding.  Here  the  findings  and  con- 
clusions of  the  referee  were  couched  in  the 
most  general  terms,  so  that  his  precise 
theory  of  the  case  is  not  disclosed.  This 
situation  requires  that  a  new  trial  be 
ordered. 

Other  questions  are  argued  which  will  nat- 
urally arise  at  another  trial,  and  therefore 
should  be  decided  now.  The  appellant  con- 
tends that  public  policy  forbids  a  recovery 
upon  such  a  contract  as  that  testified  to  by 
Foley.     There  was  some  evidence  that  the 


contract  contemplated  a  payment  for  the 
exertion  of  personal  and  political  influence 
upon  members  of  the  executive  council,  and 
that  iihe  services  rendered  were  of  that 
character.  If  that  was  the  case,  the  con- 
tract was  of  course  void.  But  there  was 
also  testimony  that  Foley  was  employed 
simply  as  an  ordinary  salesman,  because  of 
his  experience  in  using  and  buying  paper 
and  other  material  handled  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  his  efforts  were  in  accordance  with 
that  employment,  and  were  confined  to  ex- 
hibiting samples  and  "talking  up"  the  goods 
and  the  responsibility  of  the  house.  If 
that  was  the  case,  the  contract  was  valid. 
In  this  aspect  the  question  is  merely  one 
of  fact,  proper  to  be  decided  by  a  tribunal 
which   sees   and   hears   the  witnesses. 


ground  that  there  was  a  contingency  in- 
volved in  the  case  referred  to  which  was  not 
an  element  in  the  case  before  them.  In  con- 
sidering this  point  they  said:  "The  case  of 
Providence  Tool  Co.  v,  Norris,  2  Wall.  46, 
17  L.  ed.  868,  is  relied  upon  by  counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  It  does  not  sustain  them. 
That  case  was  essentially  different  from  the 
present,  not  only  in  the  character  of  the 
means  resorted  to  by  the  agent, — which 
counsel  seems  to  argue  is  the  only  point  of 
difference  between  the  cases, — ^but  also  in 
the  nature  of  the  contract  of  employment. 
Here  there  was  a  simple  authorization  to 
make  a  contract, — a  specified  and  well-de- 
fined contract;  no  contingent  fee;  no  special 
agreement  as  to  mode  or  amount  of  compen- 
sation. There  was  to  be  a  public  letting 
to  the  lowest  bidder,  and  VVinpenny  merely 
employed  an  agent  to  put  in  his  bid,  and, 
if  you  please,  to  guarantee  his  performance. 
French  was  not  employed  to  'procure'  a 
contract,  as  a  mere  matter  of  personal 
'favor,'  but  to  make  the  contract,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  convenience  and  necessity.  There  is 
nothing  to  the  nature  of  such  an  employ- 
ment to  require  or  suggest  the  use  of  im- 
proper influences,  and  none  such  seem  to 
have  been  resorted  to  by  French.  He  seems 
to  have  acted  openly,  honestly,  and  at  arm's 
length  with  the  officer,  resorting  to  no  de- 
vices to  prevent  a  free  competition  by  oth- 
ers. Very  different  from  this  was  the  case 
in  2  Wallace.  There  was  no  public  bidding 
in  that  case.  No  contract  was  defined.  The 
fee  was  contingent  upon  success.  It  was  not 
a  case  of  authorization  to  make  a  contract 
as  agent,  but  an  undertaking  to  compensate 
a  party  for  procuring  one  to  be  made.  This 
is  the  sense  in  which  the  court  understood 
it,  for  they  speak  of  it  as  a  contract  *to  pro- 
cure favors  in  the  shape  of  contracts,'  and 
from  its  very  nature  'suggesting  the  use  of 
sinister  and  corrupt  means.'  And  the  court, 
therefore,  very  properly  class  it  with  agree- 
ments for  'lobbying*  legislative  bodies,  for 
'procuring  appointments  to  office,'  and  the 
like.  It  was  simply  an  agreement  to  pay  a 
party  for  'personal  solicitations  and  person- 
al influences,'  to  be  used  in  'controlling  the 
discretion  of  public  officers,'  and  the  court  SQ 
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denominate  it.  Such,  also,  was  the  oonstmc- 
tion  put  upon  their  contract  by  the  parties 
themselves;  for  the  measures  employed  for 
its  fulfilment  were  properly  denominated  as 
mere  'lobbying'  and  'solicitations  for  person- 
al favors.' " 

In  Providence  Tool  Co.  v.  Norris,  'Supra, 
referred  to  in  the  preceding  case,  it  was  held 
that  an  agreement  for  compensation  to  pro- 
cure contracts  from  the  government  to  fur- 
nish it  with  supplies  was  against  public 
policy  and  void.  The  plaintiff  claimed  that 
his  compensation  was  to  be  the  difference 
betwen  the  contract  price  and  a  certain 
price  named,  while  the  corporation  with 
which  he  contracted  contended  that  it  had 
simply  promised  a  liberal  compensation  in 
case  of  sales.  The  court  said:  "Agreements 
for  compensation  contingent  upon  success 
suggest  the  use  of  sinister  and  corrupt 
means  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
desired.  The  law  meets  the  suggestion  of 
evil,' and  strikes  down  the  contract  from  its 
inception.  Tliere  is  no  real  difference  in 
principle  between  agreements  to  procure 
favors  from  legislative  bodies  and  agree- 
ments to  procure  favors  in  the  shape  of  con- 
tracts from  the  heads  of  departments.  The 
introduction  of  improper  elements  to  control 
the  action  of  both  is  the  direct  and  inevi- 
table result  of  all  such  arrangements." 
.  In  Hovey  v.  Storer,  63  Me.  486,  where 
the  owners  of  a  vessel  authorized  their 
agent  to  charter  her  to  the  government  for 
$]00  per  day  and  relinquished  all  over  that 
amount  to  the  agent,  it  was  held  that  a 
contract  made  by  the  agent  with  the  govern- 
ment, through  the  intervention  of  another, 
by  which  tlie  government  was  to  pay  $160 
per  day,  was  invalid  as  against  public  poli- 
cy; but  the  court  refused  to  disturb  it  in 
so  far  as  it  had  been  executed. 

And  in  Nash  v.  Kerr  Murray  Mfg.  Co.  19 
Mo.  App.  1,  it  was  held  that  where  one  bad 
advised  commissioners  of  an  asylum  as  a 
disinterested  friend  to  employ  a  certain  con- 
tractor to  do  a  certain  piece  of  work,  it 
would  be  contrary  to  public  policy  to  suggest 
to  the  contractor  to  covertly  insert  in  his 
estimate  an  item  as  a  bonus  to  the  one  sug- 
gesting his  employment.  J.  T.  W. 
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The  evidence  suggested,  but  perhaps  did 
not  absolutely  determine,  that  Foley's  com- 
pensation was  to  be  contingent  upon  the 
procuring  of  the  state  contract.  There  is  a 
conflict  of  judicial  opinion  as  to  whether 
that  circumstance  should  stamp  the  contract 
as  illegal.  In  Providence  Tool  Co.  v. 
Norris,  2  Wall.  46,  56,  66,  17  L.  ed.  868, 
870,  871,  it  was  said:  "Agreements  for 
compensation,  contingent  upon  success, 
suggest  the  use  of  sinister  and  corrupt 
means  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  end 
desired.  The  law  meets  the  suggestion  of 
evil,  and  strikes  down  the  contract  from  its 
inception.  There  is  no  real  difference  in 
principle  between  agreements  to  procure 
favors  from  legislative  bodies,  and  agree- 
ments to  procure  favors  in  the  shape  of 
contracts  from  the  heads  of  departments. 
.  .  .  All  agreements  for  pecuniary  con- 
siderations to  control  the  business  opera- 
tions of  the  government  .  .  .  are  void 
as  against  public  policy,  without  reference 
to  the  question  whether  improper  means 
are  contemplated  or  used  in  their  execution. 
The  law  looks  to  the  general  tendency  of 
such  agreements;  and  it  closes  the  door  to 
temptation,  by  refusing  them  recognition  in 
any  of  the  courts  of  the  country." 

In  that  case,  however,  it  was  plainly 
shown  that  the  services  for  which  a  re- 
covery was  sought  consisted  in  bringing 
personal  and  political  influence  to  bear 
upon  the  public  officers  charged  with  the 
duty  of  letting  a  contract  for  the  purchase 
of  supplies  for  the  government.  The  lan- 
guage quoted  was  obviously  used  with  that 
fact  in  mind.  Substantially  the  same  thing 
was  said  in  the  recent  case  of  Russell  v. 
Courier  Printing  &  Pub.  Co.  43  Colo.  321, 
96  Pac.  936.  But  there,  too,  the  contract 
involved  was  clearly  bad  upon  other  grounds 
than  that  it  provided  for  contingent  com- 
pensation. We  find  no  case  in  which  an 
agreement  to  pay  for  services  in  selling 
goods  to  a  public  body,  which  was  found 
to  be  otherwise  fair  and  unobjectionable, 
has  been  held  void  because  payment  was  to 
be  made  only  in  the  event  of  a  sale  being 
effected.  If  the  fact  that  payment  is  made 
to  depend  upon  results  renders  such  an 
agreement  void,  it  must  be  because  the 
salesman  who  has  a  pecuniary  interest  in 
the  success  of  his  efforts  will  be  presumed 
to  resort  to  methods  which  he  would  other- 
wise avoid.  This  is  recognized  by  a  text 
writer  in  these  words:  "We  know  the  sin- 
ister influences  that  are  being  constantly 
employed,  and  what  willing  ears  are  lent  to 
corrupt  propositions;  and,  when  men  have 
every  motive  for  the  advancement  of  such 
propositions,  it  is  safe  to  say  that  any  con- 
tract which  leaves  any  opportunity  for  tlic 
tender  of  such  propositions  cannot  be  too 
3y  J,,R.A,(NS,) 
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forcibly  conndemned.  Let  men  who  seek 
dealings  with  the  government  employ  men 
who  are  prompted  by  no  motives  except 
the  desire  to  fulfil  their  duty.  The  in- 
convenience attending  such  a  restriction 
is  so  much  counterbalanced  by  the  obvious 
benefits,  that  the  seeming  injustice  has  no 
place  worthy  of  notice."  Greenhood,  Pub. 
Pol.  p.  366. 

That  test,  however,  seems  to  be  repudi- 
ated [in  Oscanyan  v.  Winchester  Repeating 
Arms  Co.  103  U.  S.  261,  26  L.  ed.  539, 
where  stress  is  laid  upon  the  question,  not 
whether  the  amount  of  compensation  de- 
pends upon  the  result,  but  whether  it  is 
unusual  or  excessive;  the  court  saying//.  2  7 
"And  here  it  may  be  observed,  in  answer  to  ^ 

some  authorities  cited,  that  the  percentage 
allowed  by  established  custom  of  commis- 
sion merchants  and  brokers,  though  depend- 
ent upon  sales  made,  is  not  regarded  as 
contingent  compensation  in  the  obnoxious 
sense  of  that  term,  which  has  been  so  often 
the  subject  of  animadversion  by  this  court, 
AS  suggesting  the  use  of  sinister  or  corrupt 
means  for  accomplishing  a  desired  end. 
They  are  the  rates  established  by  merchants 
for  legitimate  services  in  the  regular  course 
of  business/^^  iU3  XJ.  S.  276,  26  L.  ed.  646. 

The  facfuiat  the  compensation  of  a  sales- 
man, employed  to  sell  goods  to  the  public, 
depends  upon  his  success,  may  tend  to  show 
a  purpose  to  use  illegal  means,  or  a  proba- 
bility that  such  means  will  be  used; 
but  we  do  not  think  that  it  should  be  re- 
garded as  conclusive  on  either  point,  nor 
that  in  and  of  itself  it  should  be  deemed 
to  characterize  the  employment  as  illegal. 
Barber  Asphalt  Paving  Co.  ▼.  Botsford,  56 
Kan.  532,  44  Pac.  3;  Howland  v.  Coffin, 
47  Barb.  663;  Bergen  v.  Frisbie,  126  Cal. 
168,  67  Pac.  784;  Beal  v.  Polhemus,  67 
Mich.  130,  34  N.  W.  532;  Stanton  ▼.  Em- 
brey,  93  U.  S.  548,  23  L.  ed.  983.  We  be- 
lieve this  view  accords  not  only  with  sound 
reason,  but-  with  what  has  actually  been 
decided  by  the  courts.  Cases  bearing  more 
or  less  directly  on  the  matter  are  collect- 
ed in  various  text-books  and  notes.  16 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  974;  9  Cyc  490; 
121  Am.  St.  Rep.  726;  6  Ann.  Cas.  218; 
4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  213.  Many  of  the  cases  in 
these  collections  involve  contracts  for  in- 
fluencing legislation,  which  are  not  entirely 
analogous  to  those  for  the  sale  of  goods, 
and  may  well  be  regarded  as  subject  to  a 
more  stringent  rule. 

Foley  testified  that  he  talked  with  a  mem- 
ber of  the  executive  council,  showed  him  the 
Ramples,  and  went  over  the  matter  with 
him  so  that  he  would  understand  the  ques- 
tions that  would  come  up.  That  these 
representations  were  made  to  an  individu- 
al, instead  of  to  the  council  as  a  body,  might 
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afford  a  reason  for  believing  that  illegal 
methods .  were  pursued,  but  does  not  of 
itself  compel  that  conclusion.  To  give 
information  regarding  a  proposed  contract 
to  one  of  several  members  of  a  board 
charged  with  the  letting  of  it  is  a  means  of 
getting  the  information  before  the  board, 
and  does  not  necessarily  imply  secrecy  or 
concealment. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 


OKT.AHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 

RE  JOHN  F.  THOMAS  et  al. 

(20  Okla.  167,  93  Pac.  980.) 

Ball    —    capital    offense   —   burden    of 
proof. 

1.  Upon  an  application  to  the  supreme 
court  for  bail,  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
after  commitment  for  a  capital  offense  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  the  burden  is  upon  the 
petitioner  to  show  that  he  is  illegally  de- 
prived of  his  liberty. 

Same  —  evidence  of  guilt  *  reasonable 
doubt. 

2.  If,  after  hearing  the  whole  evidence  in- 
troduced on  the  application  for  bail,  it  is  in- 
Buflicient  to  generate  in  the  mind  of  the 
court  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  the  ac- 
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cused  committed  the  act  charged,  and  in 
doing  so  they  were  guilty  of  a  capital  of- 
fense, bail  should  be  refused. 

Same  —  conflicting  evidence. 

3.  It  is  not  all  conflicting  exculpatory  evi- 
dence that  will  have  the  effect  to  raise  a 
reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,  and  destroy  or  im- 
pair the  force  of  'evident  proof"  made  by 
inculpatory  evidence.  It  is  for  the  judge 
or  court  who  hears  the  testimony  to  consid- 
er the  evidence  as  a  whole,  and  if,  by  the  en- 
tire evidence,  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  ap- 
plicant's guilt  of  a  capital  offense  is  not 
generated,  the  proof  is  evident  and  bail 
should  be  denied. 

(Williams,  Ch.  J.,  and  Hayes,  J.,  dissent 

in  part.) 

(February  4,  1908.) 

APPLICATION  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
to  secure  the  petitioners'  release  on  bail 
from  custody  to  which  they  had  been  com- 
mitted for  the  crime  of  murder,  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  sitting  as  an  exam- 
ining magistrate.    Denied. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  T.  J.  McMurray,  Al  J.  Jen- 
nings, and  John  H.  Burford  for  petition- 
ers. 

Messrs.  Charles  West,  Attorney  General, 
W.  G.  Reeves,  S.  M.  Cunnlnglmm,  Fain 
A  Young,  and  W.  Polndexter  for  the 
State. 
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Note,  ^  Bail  in  capital  cases* 

I.  Scope,  752. 
II.  Bail  as  a  matter  of  right. 

a.  Common-law  rule,  752. 

b.  Constitutional  rule.   756. 
Who  may  adroit  to  bail,   768. 
Bail  before  indictment,  759. 
Bail  upon   indictment,  760. 
Bail  after  indictment. 

a.  Mistrial,  766. 

b.  Delay,  continuance,  appeal, 768. 
Application     for     bail     on     special 

grounds. 
a.  In    general,  769. 
•b.  Health  of  accused,  770. 

c.  Discretionary   penalty,  771. 
VIII.  Burden    of   proof. 

a.  General   rules   applicable  there- 

to, 772. 

b.  Tests    for    determining   whether 

burden    has     been     sustained, 

i  iO, 

c.  Illustrative  cases. 

1.  Bail  granted,   778. 

2.  Bail  refused,  780. 
IX.  Amount  of  bail,  782. 

X.  Rules   governing   appellate   court  on 
application  for  bail,  784. 

J.  Scope. 

This  note  is  limited  to  a  consideration 
of  the  rules  applicable  to  the  granting  or 
refusal  of  haM  in  capital  cases,  un^e^  the 
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common  law 'and  under  constitutional  pro- 
visions of  the  various  states,  which  pro- 
visions are  similar  in  form.  Cases  arising 
under  special  statutory  provisions  appli- 
cable to  a  single  state  are  not  considered. 

II.  Bail  as  a  matter  of  right. 

a,  Cotntnofi'law  rule. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  is  that  bail 
may  be  granted  in  any  case  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  but  that  the  court's  dis- 
cretion will  be  controlled  by  certain  well- 
defined  and  established  rules. 

By  the  early  English  common  law,  bail 
seems  to  have  been  a  matter  of  discretion 
with  all  judicial  magistrates  and  courts 
before  whom  offenders  might  be  brought. 
By  the  ancient  statute  of  Westminster, 
1  C.  13,  especially,  the  power  to  bail,  as 
to  the  inferior  courts  and  magistrates,  was 
regulated  and  restricted;  but  the  court 
of  Kings  bench  and  its  judges  were  left 
unaffected  by  this  statute,  in  possession  of 
full  common-law  jurisdiction.  The  cele- 
brated habeas  corpus  act  of  Charles  II.  con- 
ferred the  power  to  bail  on  the  judges  of 
the  superior  courts  of  Westminster  Hall 
and  other  superior  judges.  The  court  of 
King's  bench  and  the  judges  authorized  to 
hear  and  determine  a  case  on  habeas  corpus 
have,  according  to  the  principles  of  the 
common  law,  the  power  and  discretion  to 
baH   fill  persona   whftteoever,   and  for   all 
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Kane,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  cause  is  here  on  a  petition  for  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  by  John  F.  Thomas  and 
Will  Thomas,  in  which  they  contend  they 
are  unlawfully  imprisoned  and  restrained 
at  Lawton  in  the  common  jail  of  Comanche 
county,  state  of  Oklahoma,  by  Rufe  Le 
Fors,  sheriff  of  said  county,  and  one  Julian, 
jailer  of  said  Comanche  county  jail;  that 
the  cause  of  restraint,  according  to  their 
best  knowledge  and  belief,  is  that  they  have 
been  committed  to  said  Comanche  county 
jail  for  tlie  crime  of  murder,  without 
bail  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  sitting  as 
an  examining  magistrate.  Said  petitioners 
further  allege  that  they  are  innocent  of  the 
crime  of  murder,   and   that  the  proof,  as 


shown  by  the  record  of  this  cause  in  the 
examining  trial  under  which  they  were 
committed,  shows  that  the  proof  against 
them  is  not  evident  nor  the  presumption 
thereof  great.  On  this  petition  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  was  issued.  For  his  return 
to  the  writ  Rufe  Le  Fors,  sheriflf  of  Coman- 
che county,  state  of  Oklahoma,  shows  to  the 
court  that  he  holds  the  petitioners  in  his 
custody,  and  restrains  them  of  their  liberty, 
by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  commitment  issued 
by  S.  Armstrong,  justice  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  city  of  Lawton,  Comanche 
county,  state  of  Oklahoma,  to  him  issued 
and  delivered  on  the  22d  day  of  January, 
1908,  upon  hearing  before  said  S.  Arm- 
strong, justice  of  the  peace,  in  a  preliminary 
trial  in  said  court,  charging  the  petitioners 


offenses  whatsoever,  without  regard  to  the 
degree  of  the  crime  or  the  nature  of  the 
punishment.  Their  power  to  bail  in  a 
capital  case  was  as  unquestioned  as  when 
the  punishment  did  not  reach  to  the  life 
of  the  accused.  Street  v.  State,  43  Miss. 
1. 

The  court  of  King's  bench  might  and  still 
may  bail  in  any  case  whatsoever,  even  high 
treason  or  murder,  for  the  court  is  held  in 
law  coram  ipso  rege  (4  Co.  Inst.  p.  71,  2 
Co.  Inst.  p.  186),  but  this  is  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court,  and  no  one  can  challenge 
it  de  jure.  And  this  bailment  in  the  King's 
bench  may  be  upon  original  indictment  be- 
fore them  in  the  county  where  they  sit  or 
upon  an  indictment  removed  by  certiorari 
or  upon  the  prisoner's  removal  by  habeas 
corpus  before  or  after  indictment  taken. 
2  Hale,  P.  C.  129. 

The  court  of  King's  bench  has  discre- 
tionary power  to  bail.  Egerton  v;  Morgan, 
1  Bulstr.  69. 

In  Rex  V.  Marks,  3  East,  167,  Grose,  J., 
said  that  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  the 
power  of  the  court  of  King's  bench  to  bail 
in  all  cases  of  felony,  even  in  cases  of 
murder,  though  there  should  be  no  doubt 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  warrant  of  com- 
mitment. 

"Herein,"  says  Blackstone,  "the  wisdom 
of  the  law  is  very  manifest.  To  allow  bail 
to  be  taken  commonly  for  such  enormous 
crimes  would  greatly  tend  to  elude  the 
public  justice;  and  yet  there  are  cases, 
though  they  rarely  happen,  in  which  it 
would  be  hard  and  unjust  to  confine  a  man 
in  prison  though  accused  even  of  the  great- 
est offense."    4  Bl.  Com.  299. 

By  the  common  law '  all  offenses,  how- 
ever high,  including  murder  and  other 
felonies,  and  treason,  were  and  still  are 
bailable  before  indictment  found,  though 
not  as  a  matter  of  right  in  cases  of  capi- 
tal felonies,  but  as  matter  of  judicial  dis- 
cretion. The  facts  and  circumstances  of 
each  particular  case  rejo^ulated  in  a  large 
degree  the  exercise  of  the  discretion.  Ju- 
dicial decision  established  it  as  a  rule  that 
one  accused  of  a  capital  felony  should  be 
admitted  to  bail  whenever,  upon  examina- 
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tion  of  the  evidence,  the  presumption  of 
guilt  was  not  strong.  Ex  parte  MicAnally, 
53  Ala.  495,  25  Am.  Rep.  646.  To  the  same 
effect.  Ex  parte  Bryant,  34  Ala.  270. 

The  court  of  King's  bench  may  bail  any 
man  according  to  their  discretion,  on  the 
return  of  the  heabus  corpus,  but  in  the 
rules  which  they  observe  they  are  guided 
by  a  series  of  decisions,  for  the  discre- 
tion to  be  exercised  by  a  court  of  jus- 
tice is  not  a  wild,  but  a  sound,  discre- 
tion, and  to  be  confined  within  those  limits 
to  which  an  honest  man,  competent  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  his  office,  ought  to 
confine  himself.  1  Chitty,  Crim.  Law,  129. 
To  the  same  effect,  Ex  parte  Bryant,  34 
Ala.  270. 

At  common  law,  bail  is  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion with  the  judges.  The  court  of 
King's  bench  had  an  unlimited  power  of 
admitting  to  bail  for  all  offenses,  including 
treason  and  murder,  but  bail  was  not 
demandable  as  a  right.  Of  course,  the 
judicial  discretion  was  exercised  according 
to  established  rules.  The  object  of  the 
detention  or  imprisonment  of  the  prisoner 
being  to  secure  his  forthcoming  to  abide 
the  sentence  of  the  law,  the  principle  in- 
quiry was  whether  a  recognizance  would 
effect  that  end.  In  seeking  an  answer  to 
this  inquiry,  the  matters  chiefly  considered 
were  the  seriousness  of  the  charge,  the  na- 
ture of  tTie  evidence,  and  the  severity  of 
the  punishment.  Hence,  when  the  offense 
was  capital,  and  the  evidence  in  support 
of  it  was  strong,  bail  was  denied,  because 
no  pecuniary  consideration  would  be  likely 
to  secure  the  attendance  of  the  prisoner, 
to  the  probable  loss  of  his  life.  Com.  v. 
Lemley,  2  Pittsb.  362. 

In  murder  and  manslaughter,  where  the 
prisoner  was  notoriously  guilty,  by  his 
confession  or  otherwise,  the  almost  un- 
broken practice  was  to  refuse  bail.  Where 
there  were  circumstances  in  his  favor,  or 
where  the  evidence  against  him  left  reason- 
able doubts  of  his  guilt,,  bail  was  generally 
allowed.    Ibid. 

Instead  of  committing  the  accused  to 
prison,  the  examining  justices  may,  in  all 
cases  except  treason,  admit  him  to  bail  to 
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with  the  crime  of  murder;  that  the  peti- 
tioners were  committed  to  the  common  jail 
of  Comanche  county,  Oklahoma,  and  are 
being  held  by  him,  as  the  duly  qualified 
and  acting  sheriff  of  Comanche  county, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  said  commitment; 
and  that  he  now  produces  said  petitioners 
in  person  in  this  court  in  obedience  to  said 
writ   of   habeas   corpus. 

Upon  agreement  of  counsel  the  case  was 
heard  in  this  court  upon  the  record  and  tes- 
timony introduced  at  the  preliminary  exam- 
ination before  Hon.  S.  Armstrong,  justice 
of  the  peace  within  and  for  the  city  of 
Lawton,  Comanche  county,  Oklahoma.  The 
question,  then,  before  the  court,  is:  Are 
the  petitioners  entitled  to  bail  upon  the 
showing   made   at  the   preliminary   exami- 


nation before  the  committing  magistrate, 
under  §  17,  art.  2,  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  of 
the  state  of  Oklahoma?  which  reads:  "All 
persons  shall  be  bailable  by  sufficient  sure* 
ties,  except  for  capital  offenses  when  the 
proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the  presumption 
thereof  is  great." 

The  first  appearance  of  the  above  terms  in 
American  statutory  or  constitutional  law 
seems  to  have  been  in  a  part  of  article  2  of 
on  ordinance  for  the  government  of  the  ter- 
ritories of  the  United  States  north  of  the 
River  Ohio,  which  reads  as  follows:  "The 
inhabitants  of  the  said  territority  shall  al- 
ways be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  and  of  the  trial  by  jury,  of 
a  proportionate  representation  of  the  people 
in  the  legislature,  and  of  judicial  prooeed- 


appear  at  the  court  at  which  his  trial  is 
to  take  place.  In  cases  of  treason,  no  per- 
son can  be  admitted  to  bail,  except  by 
order  of  one  of  the  secretaries  of  state,  or 
by  the  King's  bench  division  of  the  high 
court  of  justice,  or  a  judge  thereof  in  va- 
cation. All  other  crimes^  are,  as  regards 
bail,  divided  into  two  classes  by  statute. 
One  class  consists  of  felonies  and  certain 
specified  misdemeanors;  the  other  em- 
braces all  other  misdemeanors.  With  re- 
spect to  the  first  class,  the  justices  have  a 
discretion  whether  they  shall  admit  to  bail 
or  not,  but  it  is  not  usual  to  grant  bail  in 
cases  of  murder.  9  Iaws  of  England  (Hals- 
bury)  323,  citing  indictable  offenses  act 
1*848  (11  A  12  Vict.  chap.  42),  §  23. 

It  is  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that  be- 
fore indictment  is  found  a  defendant 
charged  with  murder  will  be  admitted  to 
bail,  whenever,  upon  examination  of  the 
testimony  under  which  he  is  held,  the 
presumption  of  guilt  is  not  strong;  while 
on  the  other  hand,  bail  is  always  refused 
after  an  indictment  for  murder  has  been 
found  by  a  grand  jury.  Ex  parte  Bryant, 
supra. 

The  Kings  bench  may  at  its  discretion 
bail  one  found  guilty  of  manslaughter. 
Armstrong  v.  Lisle,  1  Salk.  60. 

In  Rex  V.  Wyndham,  1  Strange,  3,  the 
prisoner,  who  was  accused  of  tr^son,  was 
admitted  to  bail  where  four  terms  of  the 
court  had  passed  since  commitment. 

In  Reg.  V.  Rumble,  Ir.  Rep.  3  C.  L.  271, 
where  it  appeared  that  an  attachment  6f 
soldiers  was  pelted  with  stones,  and  two 
of  them  fired  into  the  crowd  without  orders, 
one  of  them  was  discharged  on  habeas 
corpus  proceedings,  and  the  other  was  ad- 
mitted to  bail. 

In  Rex  V.  Dal  ton,  2  Strange,  911,  it  was 
held  that  if  the  depositions  before  the 
coroner  showed  that  the  accused  was  guilty 
only  of  manslaughter,  he  would  be  bailed, 
though  the  coroner's  inquest  found  the  of- 
fense to  be  murder.  This  was  not  like  a 
case  on  an  indictment  where  the  evidence 
is  secret.  Followed  in  Rex  v.  Magrath,  2 
Strange,  1242. 

Where  the  prisoner  has  been  committed 
rw  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


upon  a  charge  of  wilful  murder,  found  by  a 
coroner's  jury  upon  evidence  sufficient  to 
support  the  finding,  the  court  of  Queen's 
bench  will  not  admit  him  to  bail.  Re  Bar- 
ronnet,  1-  El.  &  Bl.  1,  Dears.  C.  C.  61, 
22  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas.  N.  S.  26,  16  Eng.  L. 
&  Eq.  Rep.  361,  17  Jur.  184,  I  Week.  Rep. 
6. 

Where  the  common  law  has  not  been 
changed  by  the  Constitutions  of  the  various 
states  of  the  United  States,  the  rule  that 
capital  offenses  are  bailable  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  court  prevails. 

In  those  states  of  our  Union  where  there 
are  no  constitutional  provisions  or  statu- 
tory enactments  upon  this  subject,  the 
English  practice  has  been  pretty  closely 
followed.  The  right  to  admit  to  bail  in 
felonies  of  death  has  scarcely  been  ques- 
tioned and  has  been  repeatedly  recognized. 
In  most  of  these  states  bail  is  not  usually 
taken  in  'cases  of  murder,  but  it  seems  to 
be  generally  conceded  that  it  may  be  done, 
and  in  some  of  them  it  has  been  done.  The 
power  to  bail  in  all  offenses  is  regarded  as 
an  incident  of  the  right  and  duty  to  hear 
and  determine  them.  Com.  v.*  Lemley, 
supra. 

In  New  York  in  cases  of  felony  the 
prisoner  cannot  be  admitted  to  bail  as  a 
matter  of  right.  People  v.  Shattuck,  6 
Abb.  N.  C.  33. 

The  right  to  admit  to  bail  is  a  matter 
of  discretion.  People  v.  Beigler,  3  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  316. 

The  power  of  the  court  to  bail  for  all 
crimes  is  discretionary.  Ex  parte  Tayloe, 
5  Cow.  39. 

The  court  has  a  right  to  admit  the 
prisoner  to  bail  even  in  case  of  murder. 
People  v.  Cole,  6  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  695, 
4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  280. 

The  discretionary  power  of  the  court  to 
bail  is  not  arbitrary,  but  is  judicial  and 
governed  by  established  principles  and  prece- 
dents. People  V.  Perry,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
27. 

The  power  to  bail  may  be  exercised 
either  before  or  after  indictment.     Ibid. 

The  power  to  bail  may  be  exercised  either 
before  or  after   indictment.     Whether  the 
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ings  according  to  the  course  of  the  common 
law.  All  persons  shall  be  bailable,  unless 
for  capital  offenses  where  the  proof  shall  be 
evident  or  the  presumption  great."  1  Stat. 
62.  From  this  original  this  language  has 
been  copied  into  most  of  the  state  Consti- 
tutions and  statutes.  With  the  exception 
that  some  Constitutions  contain  only  provi- 
sions as  to  "excessive  bail/'  and  tliat  others 
use  the  words  "before  conviction/'  or  words 
of  like  import,  or  the  words  "murder"  and 
"treason/'  instead  of  the  words  "capital  of- 
fenses/' and  other. slight  changes,  the  lan- 
guage used  above  is  substlantially  that  of 
all  the  Constitutions. 

The .  only  use  of  the  term,  "when  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great," 
independent  of  statute  or  Constitution,  we 


have  been  able  to  find  in  the  Reports*  is  in 
Territory  v.  Beuoit,  1  Mart.  (La.)  142,  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Louisiana.  The  indict- 
ment was .  for  a  capital  offense,  and  the 
motion  was  to  have  the  defendant  bailed. 
The  court  said:  "It  cannot  be  done.  Bail 
is  never  allowed  in  offenses  punishable  by 
death,  when  the  proof  is .  evident  or  the 
presumption  great."  In  Hight  v.  United 
States,  reported  in  Morris  (Iowa)  407, 
43  Am.  Dec.  Ill,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Mason, 
speaking  of  this  provision  as  it  appears 
in  the  ordinance  of  1787,  says:  "The  or- 
dinance of  1787,  the  benefits  of  which  have 
been  transmitted  to  us,  declares  that  'all 
persons  shall  be  bailable,  unless  for  capi- 
tal offenses  where  the  proof  shall  be  evi- 
dent   or    the    presumption    great.'    .    .    . 


prisoner  is  to  be  bailed  or  not  rests  in  the 
discretion  of  the  court.  But  this  discre- 
tion is  a  judicial  discretion,  and  the  court 
should  be  guided  in  i^s  exercise  by  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  rules 
of  law  applicable  to  such  circumstances. 
People  V.  Van  Home,  8  Barb.  158. 

Tne  courts  possess  the  power  to  let  to 
bail  for  murder,  even  alter  indictment, 
but  they  never  exercise  it  unless,  after  a 
trial  and  a  disagreement  of  the  jury,  there 
appears  to  be  great  doubt  of  a  conviction 
ever  being  obtained.  Re  Collins,  11  Abb. 
Pr.  406. 

Where  the  right  to  bail  in  capital  cases 
has  not  been  embodied  in  the  fundamental 
law,  the  duty  of  affording  protection  in 
proper  cases  is  nevertheless  imperative, 
and  in  determining  whether  the  particular 
case  is  proper  or  not,  the  constitutional 
principle  of  sister  states  in  favor  of  lib- 
erty may  be  adopted,  and  bail  be  allowed 
unless  the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion great.    People  v.  Perry,  supra. 

The  court  will  in  all  cases,  capital  or 
otherwise,  exercise  its  discretionary  powers, 
and  admit  to  bail  when,  from  the  testimony 
under  which  the  accused  is  held,  it  is  in- 
different whether  he  is  innocent  or  guilty, 
— in  other  words  when,  upon  an  examina- 
tion of  the  testimony,  the  presumption  of 
guilt  is  not  strong;  and  they  are  particu- 
larly called  upon  to  bail  in  all  cases  when 
the  presumptions  are  decidedly  in  favor  of 
,  the  innocence  of  the  accused.  People  v. 
Baker,  10  How.  Pr.  667;  People  v.  Hyler, 
2  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  670. 

h,  Oonatitutional  rule. 

In  most  of  the  states  of  the  United 
States,  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  as  is 
pointed  out  in  Re  Thomas,  has  been  ma- 
terially modified  in  all  except  capital  of- 
fenses, by  constitutional  enactments  pro- 
viding that  all  persons  shall  be  entitled  to 
bail  unless  for  capital  offenses  where  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great. 
Under  such  Constitutions  the  accused,  even 
in  a  capital  case,  is  entitled  to  bail  as  a 
matter  of  right,  where  the  proof  of  his 
30  ;,.R.A.(N,{3,) 


guilt   is   not  evident  or  the   presumption 
not  great. 

The  ordinance  of  1787,  the  l^nefits  of 
which  have  been  transmitted  to  us,  de- 
clares that  "all  persons  shall  be  bailable, 
unless  for  capital  offenses  where  the  proof 
shall  be  evident  or  the  presumption  great." 
Hight  V.  United  States,  Morris  (Iowa) 
407,  43  Am.  Dec.  111. 

"  'AH  persons  shall,  before  conviction,  be 
bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,  except  for 
capital  offenses  when  the  proof  is  evident 
or  the  presumption  great.'  Declaration  of 
Rights,  §  17.  See  also  Code  of  1876, 
§   4842."     Ex  parte  Nettles,   58  Ala.   268. 

The  defendant  is  entitled  to  bail  as  a 
matter  of  right,  unless  the  court  is  of 
opinion,  on  the  evidence,  that  he  is  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  degree  which  may  be  pun- 
ished capitally,  that  is,  in  the  first  de- 
gree. Ala.  Const,  art.  I.  §  17.  Ex  parte 
Banks,  28  Ala.  89. 

The  proof  not  being  evident  or  the  pre- 
sumption great  that  the  accused  is  guilty 
of  the  offense  of  murder  punishable  capital- 
ly, he  is  entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Dykes, 
83  Ala.  114,  3  So.  306. 

The  16th  section  of  the  Arkansas  Dec- 
laration of  Rights  provides  "that  all 
prisoners  shall  be  bailable  by  sufficient  se- 
curities, unless  in  capital  offenses  where 
the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption 
great."    Ex  parte  White,  9  Ark.  222. 

Where  the  proof  is  not  evident  or  the 
presumption  strong  of  the  guilt  of  the  ac- 
cused, he  is  entitled  to  bail  in  Indiana. 
Ex  parte  Walton,  79  Ind.  600;  Ex  parte 
Kendall,  100  Ind.  599. 

In  Kentucky  the  accused  is  entitled  to 
bail  on  the  charge  of,  murder  where  the 
proof  is  not  evident  or  the  presumption 
great.    Ullery  v.  Com.  8  B.  Men.  3. 

One  accused  of  a  capital  offense  in  Louis- 
iana may  be  admitted  to  bail  if  the  proof 
of  the  crime  is  not  evident  or  the  pre- 
sumption great.  State  v.  Zummo,  115  La. 
Ann.  456,  39  So.  442. 

In  Missouri  every  offense  is  bailable  ex- 
cept  capital   offenses   where   the   proof   is 
evident  or  the  presumption  great.    Shore  y. 
I  State,  6  Mpf  640f 
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This  is  no  new  provision,  but  is  in  ex- 
press terms  incorporated  into  the  Consti- 
tutions of  at  least  one  half  of  the  states 
of  the  Union,  and  is  the  rule,  of  action 
in  all  the  rest.  It  is  merely  declaratory 
of  the  common  law  of  the  United  States/' 
By  the  common  law  all  offenses,  includ- 
ing treason,  murder,  and  other  felonies, 
were  bailable  before  indictment  found. 
Certain  restrictions  were,  however,  enforced 
upon  justices  of  the  peace  concerning  their 
right  to  let  to  bail;  but  in  the  court  of 
King's  bench  bail  was  not  a  matter  of  right 
in  capital  felonies,  being  limited  by  judi- 
cial discretion  exercised  according  to  the 
degree  of  proof  of  guilt.  Rex  v.  Marks,  3 
East,  157;  Ex  parte  Baronnet,  10  Eng. 
L.    &    £q.   Rep.   361;    2    Hale,   P.    C.    129. 


These  principles  of  the  common  law  are 
materially  modified,  in  all  except  capital, 
offenses,  by  our  constitutional  provision 
quoted  above,  and  now,  instead  of  all  cases 
being  bailable  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  not  as  a  matter  of  right,  under 
§  17  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  all  persons  shall 
be  bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,  as  a 
matter  of  right,  except  for  capital  offenses 
when  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  thereof  is  great.  ''If  the  of- 
fense is  not  shown  by  evident  proof  or  great 
presumption  to  be  one  tor  the  commission 
of  which  the  la'w  inflicts  capital  punish- 
ment, bail  is  not  a  matter  of  mere  discre- 
tion with  the  court,  but  of  right  of  tlie 
prisoner."  Ex  parte  Bryant,  34  Ala.  270. 
The  policy  pervading  our  jurisprudence 


The  8th  section  of  the  Mississippi  Bill  of 
Rights  introduces  a  material  modification 
of  the  conimon  law.  It  makes  bailable  all 
crimes  "except  capital  offenses  where  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great." 
Street  v.  State,  43  Miss.  1. 

Under  the  Bill  of  Rights,  bail  before 
conviction  is  a  matter  of  right,  and  not 
of  discretion,  for  all  offenses  except  those 
that  are  capital  "where  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  great."     Ibid. 

In  Montana  all  persons  are  bailable  by 
sufficient  sureties  except  for  capital  of- 
fenses when  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great.  (Const,  art.  III.  §  19.) 
State  ex  rel.  Murray  v.  District  Ct.  35 
Mont.  504,  90  Pac.  513. 

Any  person  charged  with  an  offense  pun- 
ishable with  death  has  the  right,  in  Ne- 
vada, to  be  admitted  to  bail  before  con- 
viction, if  the  proof  of  his  guilt  is  not  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  of  it  is  not  great. 
Ex  parte  Finlen,  20  Nev.  141,  18  Pac.  827. 

The  Constitution  of  Ohio,  in  article  8, 
§  12,  provides  "that  all  persons  shall  be 
bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,  unless  for 
capital  offenses,  where  the  proof  is  evident 
or  the  presumption  great."  State  v.  Sum- 
mons,  19  Ohio,  139. 

In  §  8,  article  2,  of  the  Oklahoma  Con- 
stitution, persons  charged  with  capital  of- 
fenses are  bailable  by  sufficient  sureties, 
except  when  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident 
or  the  presumption  thereof  is  great.  Ex 
parte  Westmoreland,  2  Okla.  Crim.  Rep. 
512,   103  Pac.  370. 

In  §  5770,  Willson's  Rev.  A;  Anno.  Stat. 
1903,  the  accused  in  a  capital  case  is  en- 
titled to  bail  on  habeas  corpus,  where  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  proof  of  guilt  is 
not  evident  and  the  presumption  of  guilt 
is  not  great.  Ex  parte  Holland,  2  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  581,.100  Pac.  50. 

All  persons  are  bailable  by  sufficient 
sureties,  except  for  capital  offenses  when 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the  pre- 
sumption thereof  is  great.  Ex  parte  Wat- 
son. 1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  59.'>,  99  Pac.  161. 

The  clause  in  the  Constitution  of  1798, 
copied  in  the  Pennsylvania  Declaration  of 
Rights,  provides  that  "all  prisoners  shall 
39  I.,R,A,(N.S.) 


be  bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,  unless 
for  capital  offenses  where  the  proof  is 
evident  or  the  presumption  great."  Com. 
v.  Lemley,  2   Pittsb.  362. 

By  the  9th  section  of  the  Bill  of  Rights 
in  tiie  Constitution  of  the  state  of  Texas, 
it  is  provided  that  "all  prisoners  shall  be 
bailable  by  sufficient  sureties,  unless  for 
capital  offenses  when  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  presumption  great."  (0.  &  W.  Dig. 
14.)  McCoy  V.  State,  25  Tex.  33,  78  Am. 
Dec.  520;  Ex  parte  Evers,  29  Tex.  App. 
539,  16  S.  W.  343. 

In  Texas,  if  it  is  not  evident  that  the 
accused  is  guilty  as  charged,  he  is  en- 
titled to  bail.  Re  Wilson,  —  Tex.  App.  — , 
13  S.  W.  609;  Ex  parte  Cosby,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — -,  54  S.  W.  587. 

The  purpose  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision that  "all  persons  shall  be  bailable 
by  sufficient  sureties,  except  for  capital 
offenses  where  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great,"  is  to  secure  the  right 
to  bail  in  all  cases  except  those  in  which 
the  facts  and  circumstances  show  with 
reasonable  certainty  that  the  accused  is 
guilty  of  a  capital  offense.  Ex  parte  Na- 
than, —  Fla.  — ,  50  So.  38. 

If  the  proof  is  not  evident  and  the  pre- 
sumption is  not  great  that  the  defendant  is 
guilty  of  the  crime  charged,  he  is  entitled 
to  bail  as  a  matter  of  right.  State  t. 
Crocker,  5  Wyo.  385,  40  Pac.  681,  9  Am. 
Crim.  Rep.  468. 

Where,  upon  the  evidence  introduced  at 
the  hearing  on  the  application  for  bail, 
the  appellate  court  cannot  say  that  the 
accused  is  guilty  of  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree, he  is  entitled  to  bail  as  a  matter  of 
right,  in  Alabama.  Ex  parte  Banks,  28 
Ala.  89. 

Under  a  constitutional  provision  that 
"all  persons  shall  be  bailable  upon  sufficient 
sureties,  except  for  capital  offenses  where 
proof  is  evident  or  presumption  great,"  the 
accused  is  entitled  to  bail  as  a  matter  of 
right  where  the  proof  is  not  evident  or 
the  presumption  great.  State  v.  Kauffman, 
20  S.  D.  620,  108  N.  W.  246. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  "all  per- 
sons shall  be  bailable  bv  sufficient  sureties. 
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is  to  commit  aa  little  as  possible  to  judi- 
cial discretion,  presuming  that  "that  sys- 
tem of  laws  is  b«st  which  confides  as  little 
as  possible  to  the  discretion  of  the  judge, 
— ^that  judge  is  best  who  relies  as  little  as 
possible  upon  his  own  opinion."  In  pur- 
suance to  this  policy,  even  since  the  pro- 
visions, "that  all  persons  shall  be  bailable 
by  sufficient  sureties,  except  for  capital  of- 
fenses where  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident 
or  the  presumptiori  thereof  is  great,"  be- 
came a  part  of  the  settled  constitutional 
and  statutory  law  of  nearly  all  the  states  of 
the  Union,  the  courts  have  endeavored,  with 
more  or  less  success,  to  formulate  some 
stable  rule  to  guide  the'ir  judgment  in  cases 
like  the  one  at  bar.  Thus  it  was  said  by 
the  court  of  common  pleas  of  Philadelphia 


county  in  an  early  case,  construing  exactly 
the  same  provision  in  the  Pennsylvania 
Constitution:  "A  safe  rule,  where  a  ma- 
licious homicide  is  charged,  is  to  refuse 
bail  in  all  cases  where  a  judge  would  sus- 
tain a  capital  conviction  if  pronounced 
by  a  jury  on  such  evidence  of  guilt  as 
was  exhibited  to  him  on  the  hearing  of  the 
application  to  admit  to  bail."  Com.  ex  rel. 
Chauncey  v.  Keeper  of  Prison,  2  Ashm. 
(Pa.)  227. 

This  doctrine  is  approved  in  a  per  curiam 
opinion  in  Re  Troia,  64  Cal.  152,  28  Pac. 
231,  where  the  court  adopts  the  above 
excerpt  from  the  Pennsylvania  case  as  part 
of  its  syllabus.  Simrall,  J.,  in  Street  v. 
State,  43  Miss.  1,  cites  the  rule  laid  down 
in    the    same    case,    approvingly,    saying: 


unless  for  capital  offenses  when  the  proof 
is  evident  or  the  presumptions  great,"  guar- 
antees the  right  to  bail  before  trial  in  capi- 
tal cases,  unless  the  proof  of  the  commission 
of  the  capital  offense  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  thereof  is  great.  State  ex 
rel.  West  v.  Collins,  10  N.  D.  464,  88  N. 
W.  88,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  41. 

One  charged  with  a  capital  offense  is 
entitled  to  ImiiI  as  an  absolute  right,  "unless 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  presumption 
thereof  great."  State  v.  Hartzell,  13  N. 
D.  356,  100  N.  W.  745. 

Where,  on  the  application  for  bail,  the 
testimony  on  the  subject  of  incentive  was 
of  such  a  character  as  to  induce  the  belief 
that  it  was  not  a  case  in  which  proof  was 
evident  or  the  presumption  great,  the  pris- 
oner was  held  entitled  to  bail.  Zembrod  v. 
State,  25  Tex.  519. 

Where  an  indictment  against  the  accused 
is  framed  with  reference  to  a  statute  under 
which  the  defendant  cannot  be  convicted 
for  a  higher  offense  than  murder  in  the 
second  degree,  although  he  may  be  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  although 
he  might  have  been  convicted  on  that  evi- 
dence under  an  indictment  for  murder 
framed  according  to  common  law  or  the 
Code,  he  is  entitled  to  the  bail  as  a  matter 
of  right.     Ex  parte  Howard,  30  Ala.  43. 

The  accused  is  entitled  to  bail  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right,  when  the  only  evidence  against 
him  is  circumstantial,  unless  it  excludes  to 
a  moral  certainty  every  reasonable  hypothe- 
sis but  that  of  his  guilt.  Ex  parte  Acree, 
63  Ala.  234. 

In  Ex  parte  Rothschild,  2  Tex.  App.  560, 
the  defendant  was  refused  bail  although  the 
evidence  against  him  was  circumstantial. 

A  statute  providing  that  "no  person 
charged  with  the  commission  of  an  offense 
capitally  punished  shall  be  admitted  to 
bail  as  a  matter  of  right,  when  he  is  not 
tried  at  the  first  term  of  the  court  at  which 
he  was  properly  triable,  if  the  failure  to  try 
his  case  proceeded  from  the  nonattendance 
of  the  state's  witnesses,  where  an  affidavit 
is  made  satisfactorily  accounting  for  their 
absence,"  etc.,  does  not  entitle  the  accused 
as  a  matter  of  right  to  admission  to  bail  I 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.\ 


in  the  absence  of  such  affidavit.    Ex  parte 
Chaney,  8  .Ala.  424. 

As  stated  in  Re  Thomas,  where  the  proof 
of  the  defendant's  guilt  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  is  great,  although  bail  may 
still  be  granted,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  right, 
but  a  matter-  of  discretion. 

If  the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion great,-  if  the  evidence  is  clear  and 
strong,  leaving  a  well -guarded  and  dispas- 
sionate judgment  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
offense  has  been  committed,  that  the  ac- 
cused is  the  guilty  agent,  and  that  he  would 
probably  be  punished  capitally  if  the  law  is 
administered,  bail  is  not  a  matter  of  right. 
Ex  parte  McAnally,  53  Ala.  495,  25  Am. 
Rep.  646. 

All  persons  have  the  constitutional  right 
to  be  bailed,  except  when  the  proof  is  posi- 
tive or  the  presumption  great  that  they  nave 
been  guilty  of  a  capital  offense;  and  even 
when  the  proof  against  them  is  of  this 
character,  they  may  be  admitted  to  bail 
within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  presiding 
judge,  if  there  be  exceptional  circumstances 
that  seem  to  demand  it,  such  as  serious 
and  probably  fatal  injury  to  health,  or  un- 
usual and  protracted  delay  upon  the  part  of 
the  state  in  bringing  the  prisoner  to  trial. 
Ex  parte  Bridewell,  57  Miss.  39. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  "excessive 
bail  shall  not  be  required,  and  all  persons 
shall,  before  conviction,  be  bailable  by  suf- 
ficient sureties,  except  for  capital  offenses 
when  the  proof  is  evident  or  presumption 
great"  (Bill  of  Rights,  §  8).  makes  the 
granting  of  bail  mandatory  in  all  cases  not 
excluded  by  the  exception,  but  does  not 
prohibit  it  in  cases  falling  within  the  ex- 
ception.   Ibid. 

A  constitutional  provision  that  "all  per- 
sons shall  be  bailable  by  sufficient  sure- 
ties, unless  for  capital  offenses  when  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great," 
does  not  forbid  bail  in  a  capital  case  where 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion thereof  is  great.  The  Constitution  is 
silent  as  to  granting  or  withholding  bail 
in  a  capital  case  where  the  proof  of  guilt 
is  evident  or  the  presumption  thereof  is 
great.    On  the  one  hand,  the  Constitution 
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"There  is  much  force  in  the  words  of  the 
Pennsylvania  court  in  the  case  of  Com. 
ek  rel.  Chauncey  v.  Keeper  of  Prison,  2 
Ashm.  (Pa.)  234."  Street  v.  State,  supra, 
was  in  the  supreme  court  on  a  writ  of 
error  issued  to  the  district  court  of  Yazoo 
county,  and  Justice  Simrall  stated  as  a 
reason  for  adopting  the  Pennsylvania  rule, 
that  "it  would  be  going  very  far  in  the 
appellate  court  to  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  court  who  saw,  heard,  and  observed 
the  witnesses."  Ohio,  in  State  v.  Sum- 
mons, 19  Ohio,  139,  Indiana,  in  Lumm  v. 
State,  3  Ind.  293,  California,  Re  Troia,  64 
Cal.  162,  28  Pac.  231,  Texas,  in  Ex  parte 
Foster,  5  Tex.  App.  625,  32  Am.  Rep.  577, 
and  possibly  one  or  two  other  cases,  refer 
to  the  Pennsylvania  case  approvingly.     But 


most  of  these  cases  were  in  the  supreme 
courts  on  appeal,  and  in  others  of  them  the 
rule  has  since  been  disapproved  by  the 
highest  courts  of  the  same  states. 

Another  line  of  decisions  hold  that  the 
terms,  "when  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident 
or  the  presumption  thereof  is  great,"  are 
as  definite  to  the  legal  mind  as  any  words 
of  explanation  could  make  them.  In  the 
states  where  this  rule  prevails,  the  courts, 
when  they  refuse  bail,  do  so  with  the  state- 
ment "that  bail  should  be  refused  where 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the  pre- 
sumption thereof  is  great;"  and  when  bail 
is  granted,  by  the  statement,  "that  where 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  not  evident,  nor  the 
presumption  thereof  great,  bail  should  be 
allowed  in  capital  cases."     Thus,  in  Cali- 


itself  docs  not  give  the  right  to  bail  in  the 
class  of  cases  last  mentioned;  amd  on  the 
other  hand,  the  Constitution  does  not  in- 
hibit the  legislature  from  doing  so.  State 
v.  Collins,  10  N.  D.  464,  88  N.  W.  88,  12 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  41. 

Although  the  facts  presented  to  the  court 
on  the  application  for  bail  as  a  matter  of 
right  may  not  be  sufficient  to  entitle  the 
accused  thereto,  this  does  not  mean  that  he 
may  not  present  facts  which  might  move 
the  court  to  admit  him  to  bail  as  a  matter 
of    discretion.      Ibid. 

In  case  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  thereof  is  great,  the  granting 
or  refusal  of  bail  is  a  matter  of  judicial 
discretion.  State  v,  Hartzell,  .13  N.  D. 
366,  100  N.  W.  746. 

Prisoners  charged  with  offenses  punish- 
able by  death  are  not  admitted  to  bail  in 
Minnesota  where  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great.  State  v.  Bartlett,  70 
Minn.   199,   72  N.  W.   3067. 

A  statute  rendering  the  admission  to  bail 
a  matter  of  discretion  where  the  punishment 
is  death,  and  forbidding  admission  to  bail 
when  the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion great,  conflicts  with  a  constitutional 
provision  that  "all  persons  shall  be  bail- 
able by  sufficient  securities,  unless  for  capi- 
tal offenses  where  the  proof  is  evident  and 
the  presumption  great."  People  v.  Tinder, 
19  Cal.  639,  81  Am.  Dec  77. 


Ill,  Who  may  admit  to  hatt, 

Ab  has  been  pointed  out,  it  is  the  court 
of  King's  bench  in  England  which  has  the 
power  to  grant  or  refuse  bail.  See  supra, 
II.  a. 

In  Arkansas,  judges  of  the  county  courts, 
justices  of  the  peace  and  sheriffs  have  no 
authority  to  admit  to  bail  in  capital  cases 
after  indictment.  Ex  parte  Kittrel,  20 
Ark.  499.  The  court  said:  "The  finding 
of  an  indictment  against  a  person  after  a 
capital  offense  raises  such  presumption  of 
his  guilt,  for  the  purpose  of  capture  and 
detention  for  trial,  as  to  preclude  him  from 
the  Tight  of  bail  until  the  presumption  thus 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


raised  against  him  is  rebutted  by  an  affir- 
mative lowing  on  his  part.  To  hear  the 
showing  and  determine  upon  the  sufficiency 
in  cases  of  so  much  magnitude  is  a  matter 
of  the  greatest  importance,  both  to  the 
accused  and  to  the  state,  and  would  seem  to 
be  the  appropriate  province  of  the  court  or 
judge  intrusted,  by  the  Constitution,  with 
the  trial  of  such  causes;  and  in  the  absence 
of  any  cIo4ir  and  explicit  act  attempting  to 
confer  upon  inferior  officers  authority  to 
hear  and  determine  a  matter  of  so  much 
consequence  in  the  progress  of  capital  cases, 
we  are  disposed  to  doubt. that  such  was  the 
intention  of  the  legislature." 

A  judge  of  the  circuit  court  only  has 
power,  after  indictment  for  a  capital  of- 
fense, to  grant  bail,  and  he  can  make  an 
order  in  term  time  or  vacation.  State  ex 
rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Williams,  97  Ark.  243, 
133  S.  W.  1017. 

In  State  v.  Abbot,  R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.) 
244,  it  was  held  that  a  judge  of  the  superior 
court  of  Greorgia  may  exercise  all  the 
powers  in  relation  to  bail  which  apper- 
tain to  the  court  of  King's  bench  of  England 
or  a  judge  thereof  in  vacation. 

A  circuit  court  commissioner  has  power 
to  admit  to  bail  a  respondent  committed 
for  trial  upon  a  charge  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  except  in  cases  where  the  proof 
is  evident  or  the  presumption  great.  Elder 
V.  Garner,  97  Mich.  617,  66  N.  W.  460. 

In  People  v.  Shattuck,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  33, 
the  court  said  that  the  power  of  the  superi- 
or court  of  the  city  of  Buffalo  to  bail  m  a 
capital  case  was  undisputable,  and  that  this 
power  was  incident  to  the  power  to  hear 
and  determine  the  case. 

The  power  of  the  supreme  court,  or  of 
a  justice  thereof,  to  bail  in  all  cases,  wheth- 
er it  be  treason,  murder,  arson,  or  any  other 
offense,  is  indisputable.  People  y.  Van 
Home,  8  Barb.  168;  People  y.  Perry,  8 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  27. 

The  court  of  general  sessions,  like  the 
court  of  King's  bench,  has  the  power  of 
bailing  in  all  cases.  State  v.  Hill,  3  Brev. 
89. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
has  power  to  admit  to  bail  on  a  charge  of 
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fornia,  in  Ex  parte  Walpole,  85  Cal.  362, 
24  Pac.  657,  Fox,  J.,  without  commenting 
on  the  rule  laid  down  in  He  Troia,  supra, 
says:  "On  the  question  of  admission  to 
bail,  the  oflfense  charged  is  punishable  with 
death,  unless  the  jury  fix  it  at  imprison- 
ment for  life.  The  defendant,  therefore, 
cannot  be  admitted  to  bail  if  the  proof  of 
his  guilt  is  evident  or  the  presumption 
thereof  great."  Colorado,  Kansas^  Ken- 
tucky, and  Texas  in  several  cases  have  fol- 
lowed this  rule. 

This  court  does  not  look  with  favor  on 
either  of  the  above  rules.  The  first  one 
seems  to  us  to  be  unmindful  of  the  inherent 
right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  of  the  citizen,  and  casts  burdens 
upon   those   charged   with   capital   offenses 

high  treason.  United  States  v.  Hamilton, 
3  Dall.  17,  1  L.  ed.  490. 

The  judiciary  act  of  1789  provides  that 
the  Supreme  Court  or  a  judge  of  a  district 
court  of  the  United  States  may,  in  any 
case,  even  in  capital  punishment,  taking  in- 
to consideration  all  the  circumstances,  ad- 
mit to  bail,  exercising  a  sound  discretion. 
If  an  indictment  was  found  against  the  pris- 
oner under  a  law  by  which  he  could  not  be 
punished  with  death,  then,  as  a  matter  of 
right,  he  could  give  bail.  Ke  Davis,  Chase, 
Dec.   1,   Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,621a. 

In  Rex  V.  Fortier,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec, 
13  B.  R.  251,  1  Ann.  Cas.  10,  a  forgery 
case,  it  is  said:  "All  superior  courts  of 
criminal  jurisdiction  or  one  of  their  judges, 
and  also  in  this  province  a  judge  of  the  su- 
perior court,  have  authority  and  power  to 
admit  persons  accused  of  any  crime  what- 
soever (including  treason  and  capital  of- 
fenses), to  bail;  but,  as  respects  indictable 
offenses  which,,  before  the  enacting  of  the 
Criminal  Code,  were  felonies,  it  is  within 
their  discretion  to  admit  or  refuse  the 
application  for  bail;  while  with  respect  to 
indictable  offenses  which  were  formerlv  mis- 
demeanors,  it  must  be  allowed,  as  the  ac- 
cused is  entitled  to  it  as  a  matter  of  right. 
In  all  cases  except  misdemeanors,  the  grant- 
ing or  refusing  bail  is  a  matter  which  rests 
in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court  or 
judge,  and  is  not  as  of  right." 

An  appeal  does  not  lie  from  a  judgment 
of  the  district  court  refusing  bail.  Yar- 
brough  V.  State,  2  Tex.  619. 

A  prisoner  charged  with  an  offense  pun- 
ishable by  death  cannot  be  admitted  to  bail 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  Minnesota. 
State  V.  Bartlett,  70  Minn.  199,  72  N.  W. 
1067. 

In  Oklahoma,  a  justice  of  the  peace  is 
without  authority  of  law  to  admit  to  bail 
upon  arrests  in  criminal  cases  where  the 
punishment  may  be  death.  Section  5770, 
Wilson's  Rev.  &  Anno.  Stat.  (Okla.)  1903, 
provides:  "Bail,  by  sufficient  sureties,  may 
be  admitted  upon  all  arrests  in  criminal 
cases  where  the  punishment  may  be  death, 
unless  the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion great;  and  in  such  cases  it  shall  be 
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not  contemplated  by  the  law.  The  second 
is  too  general  to  be  useful  as  a  guide  to 
the  judgment  of  the  court  in  weighing  th6 
evidence  when  the  liberty  of  the  citizen  is 
in  the  balance.  Primarily  a  person  charged 
with  a  capital  offense  cannot  demand  bail 
as  a  matter  of  right,  since,  upon  ascer- 
taining the  character  of  the  charge  against 
the  accused,  the  next  question  would  be 
as  to  the  degree  of  proof  and  the  nature  of 
the  presumption  of  guilt.  Upon  an  appli- 
cation to  the  supreme  court  for  bail,  by 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  after  commitment 
for  a  capital  offense  by  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  burden  is  upon  the  petitioner 
to  show  that  he  is  illegally  deprived  of  his 
liberty.  Ex  parte  Hammock,  78  Ala.  414; 
Ex   parte   Rhear,    77    Ala.   92;    Ex   parte 

taken  only  by  the  supreme  court  or  a  dis- 
trict court  or  by  a  justice  or  judge  there- 
of. .  .  ."  Ex  parte  Westmoreland^  2 
Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  512,  103  Pac.  370. 

IV,  Bail   "before   indictments 

On  the  question  of  bail  before  indictment, 
the  examination  before  the  coroner  should 
be  looked  into  to  ascertain  whether,  a 
crime  has  been  committed,  and,  if  so,  the 
strength  of  the  proof  to  support  it.  People 
V.  Beigler,   3  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  316. 

In  all  cases,  on  habeas  corpus,  previoua 
to  indictment,  the  court  will  look  into  the 
depositions  before  the  magistrate,  or  be* 
fore  the  coroner's  inquest,  and,  though  the 
commitment  be  full  and  in  due  form,  yet, 
if  the  testimony  proves  no  crime,  the  court 
will  discharge  or  bail;  and  though  the  com- 
mitment be  defective,  yet,  if  the  deposi- 
tion contain  evidence  of  an  offense  not  bail- 
able, the  prisoner  will  be  remanded.  Sav- 
age, Ch.  «r.,  in  Ex  parte  Taylor,  5  Cow.  39. 

Where  the  examination  before  the  coroner 
shows  that,  although  the  defendant  is 
charged  with  murder,  his  crime,  if  any, 
does  not  exceed  the  grade  of  manslaughter, 
and  fair  doubt  exists  whether  the  defend- 
ant has  committed  any  felony,  he  should  be 
admited  to  bail.  .  People  v.  Beigler,  supra. 

The  court  may  refuse  to  admit  to  bail 
although  the  coroner's  jury  has  failed  to 
charge  a  felonious  homicide.  State  t.  Ab- 
bot, R.  M.  Charlt.    (Ga.)    244. 

The  fact  that  the  charge  against  the  ac- 
cused has  been  presented  to  the  grand  jury, 
which  has  failed  to  find  an  indictment,  does 
not  necessarily  entitle  him  to  bail.  The 
court  said:  "Ordinarily,  the  fact  that  a 
grand  jury  has  investigated  the  charge  and 
refused  to  find  a  bill  ought  to  be  sufficient 
to  satisfy  a  court  that  the  proof  is  not  evi- 
dent nor  the  presumption  great,  but,  not- 
withstanding such  action  upon  the  part 
of  the  grand  jury,  the  court,  in  a  case  like 
this,  would  have  the  right,  and  it  would  be 
its  duty,  upon  the  application  of  petitioner, 
to  hear  the  testimony  and  decide  for  itself 
whether  the  proof  of  the  defendant'^  guilt 
was  evident  or  the  presumption  great.  This 
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Vaughan,  44  Ala.  417.  On  this  question 
there  is  little  conflict  in  the  authorities. 
Alabama,  California,  Florida,  Indiana,  Ne- 
vada, New  Jersey,  New  York,  Utah,  and 
Wyoming  all  support  the  proposition. 
Texas  seems  to  be  the  only  state  placing 
the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  state  to  show 
that  the  offense  is  a  capital  one  and  that 
the  proof  is  evident;  but  even  there  the 
doctrine  of  the  text  prevailed  until  it  was 
upset  in  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Newman,  38 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  164,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  740, 
41  S.  W.  628. 

We  believe  that,  with  the  burden  of  proof 
on  the  petitioners,  if,  after  hearing  the 
whole  evidence  introduced  on  the  appli- 
cation for  bail,  it  is  insufficient  to  gener- 
ate in  the  mind  of  the  court  a  reasonable 


doubt  whether  the  accused  committed  the 
act  charged,  and  in  doing  so  they  were 
guilty  of  a  capital  offense,  bail  should  be 
refused.  But  we  do  not  wish  to  be  under- 
stood as  laying  this  down  as  a  hard  and 
fast  rule,  to  which  there  may  be  no  ex- 
ceptions. There  may  be  exceptional  cir- 
cumstances, such  as  the  serious  and  prob- 
ably fatal  injury  to  health,  or  unusual  and 
protracted  delay  upon  the  part  of  the  state 
in  bringing  the  prisoner  to  trial,  that  may 
warrant  the  tourt  hearing  all  the  evidence 
to  admit  to  bail^  when  the  proof  of  guilt  is 
evident  or  the  presumption  thereof  is  great. 
The  admission  to  bail,  however,  under  these 
circumstances,  is  not  a  constitutional  right, 
but  a  matter  resting  in  the  sound  judicial 
discretion  of  the  trial  Judge,  who  stiould  not 


is  a  question  upon  which  courts  and  judges 
are  invested  with  a  legal  discretion,  which 
is,  at  all  time,  to  be  exercised  with  sound 
judgment,  upon  a  full  consideration  of  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  particu- 
lar case;  and  when  it  appears  that  the 
presiding  judge  has  acted,  no  other  judge 
would  be  warranted  in  discharging  the 
petitioner  or  admitting  him  to  bail,  unless 
it  x:learly  appeared  that  the  presiding  judge 
had  acted  arbitrarily  in  the  premises,  and 
thereby  abused  his  discretion.  Ex  parte  Is- 
bell,  11  Nev.  295. 

I  F.  Bail  upon  Indictment, 

Under  the  common-law  practice,  bail  was 
generally  refused  after  indictment,  because 
the  court  could  not  know  on  what  evidence 
the  grand  jury  acted.  Under  Constitutions 
containing  the  usual  provisions  with  refer- 
ence to  bail,  some  courts  hold  that  the  ac- 
cused will  be  admitted  to  bail  after  in- 
dictment, the  indictment  rendering  the  pre- 
sumption of  the  defendant's  guilt  sufficient- 
ly great  to  prevent  him  from  demanding  his 
release  as  a  matter  of  right. 

At  common-law,  bail,  it  appears,  in  all 
felonies,  was  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the 
court  of  King's  bench.  The  return  of  the 
officer  holding  the  person  in  custody  was 
conclusive  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  return. 
Before  indictment  found,  an  inquiry  was 
had  based  upon  certain  written  testimony 
taken  on  preliminary  examinations,  but 
after  an  indictment  for  a  capital  offense, 
the  accused  was  presumed  guilty  for  all 
purposes,  except  that  of  a  trial  before  a 
petit  jury;  and  this  presumption  was  so 
strong  as  to  preclude  the  party  to  bail  un- 
less in 'Very  exceptional  cases.  The  usual 
practice  was  to  deny  bail  after  a  grand  jury 
fiad  returned  an  indictment  for  a  capital 
offense,  and  this  practice  was  based  upon 
the  consideration  that  the  testimony  before 
the  grand  jury  was  not  preserved,  and  never 
permitted  to  ne  divulged.  Rigdon  v.  State, 
41  Fla.  308,  26  So.  711. 

The  practice  of  the  courts  and  judges  un- 
der the  habeas  corpus  act  of  Charles  II., 
and  of  the  American  courts  and  judges 
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where  the  common  law  was  not  modified, 
was  to  remand  to  custody  where  the  re- 
turn showed  that  the  prisoner  was  under 
indictment  for  a  capital  crime,  and  they 
would  not  hear  affidavits  or  witnesses  in 
exculpation.     Street  v.  State,  43  Miss.  1. 

The  ''usages  of  the  law"  had  so  shaped 
and  regulated  the  discretion  of  the  courts 
that  generally  bail  was  denied  after  indict- 
ment for  a  felony,  unless  some  special  mo- 
tive was  shown,  though  the  felony  was  not 
capitally  punished;  and  that  in  capital 
cases  the  motive  or  reason  for  bail  must 
arise  in  point  of  time  after  indictment, 
such  as  tne  delay  by  the  prosecution  to 
bring  on  the  trial,  the  danger  to  the  life 
of  the  accused  occasioned  by  the  imprison- 
ment, etc.    Ibid. 

According  to  the  English  practice,  the 
court  looks  alone  to  the  written  evidence 
under  which  the  defendant  is  held,  and  can- 
not receive  extrinsic  testimony;  all  offenses 
are  bailable  before  indictment,  unless  from 
an  examination  of  the  depositions  taken 
before  the  committing  magistrate,  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  is  guilty  of  a  capital 
felony;  and  after  an  indictment  for  an 
offense  punishable  capitally,  the  court  can- 
not inquire  into  the  merits,  jfor  the  reason 
that  the  evidence  on  which  the  indictment 
was  found  is  not  in  writing,  and,  if  it 
were,  could  not  be  disclosed,  and  the  court, 
having  no  means  of  ascertaining  otherwise, 
will  therefore  always  imply  that  the  grand 
jury  has  not  indicted  on  insufficient  proof, 
and  so  refuse  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Brvant, 
34    Ala.   270. 

At  the  present  day,  bail  is  usually  re- 
fused in  England  after  the  grand  jury' have 
returned  a  true  bill  for  murder.  Com.  v. 
Lemley,  2  Pittsb.  362. 

The  court  will  not  admit  the  prisoner  to 
bail  after  the  grand  jury  has  found  an  in- 
dictment against  him  for  murder.  Reg.  v. 
Chapman,  8  Car.  &  P.  558. 

In  Reg.  V.  Guttridge,  9  Car.  &  P.  228, 
the  court  refused  to  bail  the  accused  after 
indictment  for  rape. 

After  an  indictment  is  found,  the  court 
will  not  go  behind  it,  to  inquire  into  the 
merits.    Ex  parte  Bryant,  34  Ala.  270. 
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grant  it  save  under  extraordinary  circun> 
stances.  The  rule  herein  laid  down  is  sup- 
ported hy  an  array  of  well-settled  cases. 
Those  we  particularly  rely  on  are  Ex  parte 
McAnally,  53  Ala.  495,  25  Am.  Rep.  646; 
Ex  parte  Bridewell,  57  Miss.  39;  Ex  parte 
Smith,  23  Tex.  App.  100,  6  S.  W.  99.  In 
Ex  parte  McAnally,  Brickell,  Ch.  J.,  states 
the  rule  thus:  "If  the  evidence  is  clear 
and  strong,  leading  a  well-guarded  and  dis- 
passionate judgment  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  offense  has  been  committed,  that  the 
accused  is  the  guilty  agent,  and  that  he 
would  probably  be  punished  capitally  if  the 
law  is  administered,  bail  is  not  a  matter 
of  right."  In  Ex  parte  Bridewell,  Chal- 
mers, J.,  states  the  rule  as  follows:  "Upon 
an  application  for  bail  by  writ  of  habeas 


Admission  to  bail  cannot  be  claimed  as 
a  matter  of  right  under  an  indictment  for  a 
capital  offense.  Ex  parte  White,  9  Ark. 
222. 

An  indictment  furnishes  no  presumption 
of  guilt  against  a  prisoner  when  he  is  upon 
his  trial;  but  so  far  as  it  regards  all  in- 
termediate proceedings  between  the  indict- 
ment and  trial,  it  furnishes  the  very  strong- 
est possible  presumption  of  guilt,  if  a 
grand  jury  is  the  appropriate  organ  of  the 
law  to  decide  in  the  nrst  instance  upon 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused,  and 
their  finding  of  a  true  bill  is  conclusive, 
so  far  as  to  put  him  upon  his  trial  and 
to  control  all- the  intermediate  proceedings. 
Higbt  V.  United  States,  Morris  (Iowa)  407, 
43    Am.    Dec.    111. 

A  habeas  corpus  act  providing  that  "the 
officer  before  whom  the  party  shall  be 
brought  on  such  writ  shall  immediately 
after  the  return  thereof  proceed  to  examine 
into  the  fadts  contained  in  such  return 
and  into  the  cause  of  the  confinement  or  re- 
straint of  such  party;  whether  the  same 
shall  have  been  upon  commitment  for  any 
criminal  or  supposed  criminal  matter  or 
not,"  —  was  held  to  contemplate  cases 
where  no  indictment  had  been  found.    Ibid. 

In  Louisiana  the  court  will  not  go  into 
the  merits  of  the  case  after  the  finding  of 
an  indictment  against  a  prisoner  charged 
with  a  capital  crime,  except  under  circum- 
stances of  the  most  extraordinary  charac- 
ter.    State  V.  Merrick,  10  La.  Ann.  424. 

The  constitutional  provision  that  all  per- 
sons shall  be  bailable,  unless  for  capital 
offenses  where  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great,  is  common  to  every  Con- 
stitution this  state  has  had,  and  its  uniform 
judicial  interpretation  has  been  that  the 
finding  of  a  bill  for  a  capital  offense  cre- 
ates a  presumption  of  guilt  sufiiciently 
strong  to  preclude  further  inquiry  into 
the  merits  of  the  prisoner's  defense  on  an 
application  for  bail,  and  this  presumption 
extends  to  all  purposes  except  to  that  of 
a  fair  and  impartial  trial  before  a  petit 
jury.  State  ex  rel.  Hunter  v.  Brewster, 
35  La.  Ann.   605. 

The  fact  that  a  grand  jury  has  found  a 
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corpus,  the  burden  is  upon  the  relator  to 
show  that  he  is  illegally  deprived  of  his 
liberty.  ...  If,  upon  the  whole  testi- 
mony adduced  .  .  .  [the  court]  enter- 
tains a  reasonable  doubt  whether  the  re- 
lator committed  the  act,  or  whether  in 
so  doing  he  was  guilty  of  a  capital  crime, 
he  should  admit  him  to  bail  in  such  sum 
and  with  such  sureties  as  will  in  his  opin- 
ion certainly  insure  his  appearance." 

We  wish  here  to  quote  with  approval 
the  language  of  Chalmers,  J.,  in  rejecting 
the  Pennsylvania  rule  laid  down  in  Com. 
ex  rel.  Chauncey  v.  Keeper  of  Prison,  2 
Ashm.  (Pa.)  227:  "The  error  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania rule  is  in  failing  to  give  due 
effect  to  a  verdict  of  conviction,  or  in 
overlooking  the  yast   change   it  effect's   in 


bill  for  a  capital  offense  is  of  itself  a 
sufficient  presumption  of  guilt  to  preclude 
an  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  prison- 
er's case  upon  a  habeas  corpus,  or  upon 
an  application  to  be  bailed.  Ibid.  To  the 
same  effect.  State  ex  rel.  Rice  v.  Butler, 
40  La.  Ann.  3,  3  So.  360. 

In  Territory  v.  Benoit,  1  Mart.  (La.) 
142,  it  was  held  that  after  indictment  for 
a  capital  offense  the  prisoner  could  not  be 
bailed.  The  court  said:  "Bail  is  never  al- 
lowed in  offenses  punishable  by  death  when 
the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption 
great.  On  a  coroner*8  inquest  finding  a  per- 
son guilty  of  a  capital  crime*  the  juoges 
have  often  looked  into  the  testimony  which 
the  coroner  is  bound  to  record,  and  when 
they  have  been  of  opinion  that  the  jurors 
had  drawn  an  illogical  conclusion,  admitted 
the  party  to  bail.  But  as  the  evidence  be- 
fore the  grand  jury  is  not  written,  and 
cannot  be  disclosed,  the  same  discretion  and 
control  cannot  be  exercised,  and  the  judges 
cannot  help  considering  the  finding  of  the 
grand  jury  as  too  great  a  presumption  of 
the  defendant's  guilt  to  bail  him.  We  rec- 
ollect no  case   in  which  it  was  done." 

Affidavits  or  oral  testimony  as  to  the 
guilt  or  innocence  of  the  accused  cannot  be 
received  to  repel  the  presumption  of  guilt 
arising  from  the  indictment,  unless  special 
and  extraordinary  circumstances  exist  to 
require  it.  People  v.  Tinder,  19  Cal.  539, 
81   Am.  Dec.   77. 

The  granting  of  bail  after  indictment  in 
the  exceptional  cases  is  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion on  the  part  of  the  court.  Terri- 
tory V.  M'Farlane,  1  Mart.  (La.)  216,  6 
Am.  Dec.  706. 

Bail  will  not  be  allowed  after  indictment, 
where  the  accused  stood  by  and  saw  a  com- 
panion beat  the  deceased  with  a  stick,  and 
urged  him  to  beat  the  deceased  well,  it 
appearing  that  the  accused  and  his  com- 
panion were  gamblers  who  had  been  in- 
formed against  by  the  deceased,  and  it  not 
being  shown  how  the  assailant's  anger  was 
excited.     Ibid. 

When  the  grand  jury  find  a  bill  for  a 
capital  offense,  the  party  charged  lies,  from 
the    finding    alone,    under    such    a   violent 
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the  attitude  of  the  party.  By  it  the  legal 
presumption  of  innocence  is  overthrown,  all 
doubtful  questions  of  fact  are  resolved  in 
favor  of  the  state,  and  the  credibility  or 
noncredibility  of  witnesses  is  conclusively 
established."  "A  verdict  of  conviction 
where  no  error  of  law  has  intervened  will 
never  be  set  aside  unless  manifestly  wrong, 
or,'  as  is  sometimes  said,  if  there  be  any 
evidence  to  support  it.  To  say  that  bail 
will  only  be  granted  where  there  is  no  evi- 
dence showing  guilt,  or  where  the  proof 
of  guilt  is  so  slight  upon  the  whole  testi- 
mony that  a  conviction  would  be  manifestly 
wrong,  is  plainly  inconsistent  with  the  con- 
stitutional requirement  that  it  shall  be 
granted  in  all  cases  except  where  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great." 


Both  of  the  foregoing  cases  were  reviewed 
in  Ex  parte  Smith,  supra.  Mr.  Justice  Will- 
son,  speaking  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
case  of  McAnally,  supra,  said:  ''With  re- 
gard to  the  second  rule,  it  is  not,  as  we 
can  perceive,  objectionable.  It  is,  as  we 
understand  it,  in  harmony  with  the  con- 
stitutional requirement  that  bail  shall  be 
granted  unless  the  proof  is  evident.  It  is, 
in  effect,  the  same  rule  stated  as  a  correct 
one  in  Bridewell's  Case,  supra,  but  in  dif- 
ferent language." 

We  approve  the  Alabama  rule,  as  stated 
in  the  McAnally  Case,  in  the  main;  but 
we  believe  that  the  part  reading,  "and  that 
he  would  probably  be  punished  capitally 
if  the  law  is  administered,"  is  a  little  more 
liberal  in  favor  of  the  accused  than  a  fair 


suspicion  of  guilt  that  the  court  will  in- 
stantly commit  him,  if  he  be  present,  or 
direct  a  capias  against  him;  and  as  the 
trial  in  the  ordinary  course  is  not  long  de- 
layed, it  is  the  practice  of  the  court  not  to 
lend   its  ear  to  a  motion  for  bail.     Ibid. 

Upon*  an  application  for  bail,  the  court 
cannot  go  behind  the  indictment.  People 
V.  McLeod,   1  Hill,  377,  37  Am.  Dec.  328. 

The  court  cannot  after  indictment  look 
beyond  the  minutes  of  the  grand  jury. 
People  V.   Shattuck,   6  Abb.  N.   C.  33. 

Generally  speaking,  bail  will  be  refused 
after  indictment  in  any  case  where  the  pun- 
ishment is  death  or  a  degrading  impris- 
onment because  the  indictment  makes  a 
strong  presumption  of  guilt,  and  experi- 
ence teaches  that  in  such  cases  the  accused 
will  attempt  to  elude  the  demands  of 
justice.  But  where  it  stands  indifferent, 
whether  the  prisoner  be  guilty  or  innocent, 
bail  ou^ht  in  most  cases  to  be  allowed.  Peo- 
ple V.  Perry,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  27. 

In  Burr's  Trial,  Colonel  Burr  was  ad- 
mitted to  bail  before  indictment;  and  after 
the  grand  jury  had  returned  a  bill  against 
him  for  treason,  he  again  moved  to  be 
admitted  to  bail,  and  after  considerable 
discussion.  Chief  Justice  Marshall  said  that 
the  act  of  Congress,  in  express  terms,  en- 
abled the  court  to  bail  a  prisoner  arrested 
for  treason.  That  there  was  no  distinction 
between  treason  and  other  criminal  cases,  as 
to  the  power  to  bail  upon  arrest;  but  that 
an  arrest  might  be  after  a  finding  by  a 
grand  jury,  in  which  case  the  finding  of 
the  grand  jury  would  be  evidence  on  which 
the  court  would  have  to  judge  whether  the 
party  arrested  ought  to  be  bailed.  That 
they  were  to  exercise  their  discretion  "ac- 
cordinsr  to  the  nature  and  circumstances  of 
the  offense,  and  of  the  evidence  and  us- 
ages of  law."  That  "usages  of  law"  were 
to  be  found  in  the  common  law  and  the 
practice  of  courts;  but  that  he  doubted  ex- 
tremelv  whether  the  court  had  the  right 
to  bail  any  person  after  an  indictment  for 
treason  had  been  found  against  him  by 
a  grand  jury,  especially  in  a  case  where 
the  government  was  heard  with  its  testi- 
mony, and  there  were  no  extraordinary  cir- 
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cumstances  (as  an  alibi  clearly  proved)  to 
repel  the  effect  of  the  finding  of  the  jury; 
and  that  he  wished  authorities  produced  to 
satisfy   the   court  that  it  had   the  power. 

The  chief  justice  insisted  on  the  pro- 
duction of  authorities,  and,  none  being 
produced  by  Colonel  Burr  or  his  counsel, 
the  prisoner  was  committed.  1  Burr's  Trial, 
306,  312. 

In  a  number  of  jurisdictions,  however,  the 
indictment  does  not  furnish  conclusive  evi- 
dence that  the  proof  of  the  defendant's 
guilt  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great. 

The  general  rule  is  that  bail  will  be  re- 
fused after  indictment  in  capital  cases;  for 
the  indictment  furnishes  a.  strong  pre- 
sumption of  guilt,  and  it  is  supposed  the 
accused  will  almost  always  attempt  to 
leave  and  elude  the  demands  of  justice. 
Hence,  in  all  such  cases  there  must  be 
facts  and  circumstances  which  counteract 
or  overcome  this  presumption,  before  hail 
will  ever  be  admissible.  Re  Alexander,  59 
Mo.  598,  21  Am.  Rep.  393.  To  the  same 
effect,  Ex  parte  Goans,  99  Mo.  193,  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  671,  12  S.  W.  635. 

Under  the  Arkansas  Constitution  the 
court  has  the  right  to  go  behind  an  indict- 
ment for  a  capital  offense  to  investigate 
the  merits  of  the  case  with  a  view  of  letting 
the  prisoner  indicted  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
White,  9  Ark.  222. 

The  law  requires  the  accused  to  make 
an  affidavit  of  merits  to  warrant  the  court 
in  going  behind  the  indictment,  and  the  affi- 
davit must  state  the  particular  facts  re- 
lied on.  A  general  allegation  of  innocence 
is   not   sufficient.     Ibid. 

The  court  may  in  capital  cases  go  be- 
hind the  indictment  on  the  application  for 
bail.    State  v.  Hill,  3  Brev.  89. 

The  petitioner  is  entitled,  upon  habeas 
corpus,  where  he  is  indicted  for  murder  or 
other  capital  offense,  to  produce  such  evi- 
dence as  may  operate  to  convince  the  court 
that  he  is  giiilty,  if  at  all,  of  an  offense  of 
such  grade  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged on  bail,  or  that  there  are  such 
strong  doubts  that,  upon  the  cases  as  pre- 
sented, a  jury  should  not  convict  of  the 
capital  offense.    Finch  v.  State,  15  Fla.  633. 
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conatniction  of  the  provision  under  dis- 
cussion warrants.  Under  the  statutes  of 
Oklahoma  the  jury  have  the  power  in  all 
cases  of  murder  to  determine  whether  the 
punishment  shall  be  death  or  imprison- 
ment for  life;  but  this  does  not  make  the 
offense  less  capital.  It  would  seem  to  us 
that  a  rule  that  would  require  the  court  to 
speculate  as  to  what  punishment  a  jury 
might  probably  inflict  upon  any  given  state 
of  facts  would  be  more  harmful  than  help- 
ful. Speaking  of  tlie  rule  of  the  Penn- 
sylvania case,  supra,  Justice  Willson,  in 
£x  parte  Smith,  said:  "With  respect  to 
the  first  rule,  we  are  convinced  that  it  is 
"WTong  and  should  no  longer  be  recognized 
as  a  guide.  It  is  ably  and  justly  criticized 
in  Bridewell's  Case,  57  Miss.  39." 


I  And  the  doctrine  of  this  case  is  not  with- 
out support  from  the  courts  where  the  com- 
mon-law rule  prevails.  The  law  is  laid 
down  to  the  same  effect  in  4  BI.  Com.  299; 
and  in  Rex  v.  Marks^  3  East,  165,  the  rule 
is  advanced  in  these  cautious  and  qualified 
terms:  "The  court  will  bail  whenever 
there  is  any  doubt  on  the  law  or  the  facts 
in  the  case."  And  again  in  New  York,  a 
state  following  the  common-law  rule,  we 
find  the  following  in  relation,  to  a  case 
similar  to  the  one  at  bar:  "If  there  be  no 
reasonable  doubt  of  the  prisoner's  guilt,  he 
ought  not  to  be  bailed."  Ex  parte  Tayloe, 
5  Cow.  39.  The  same  doctrine  is  sanctioned 
in  State  v.  McNab,  20  N.  H.  160,  and  State 
V.  Rockafellow,  6  N.  J.  L.  332.  The  rule 
is    practically    the    same    in    the    Federal 


The  indictment  charging  a  capital  offense 
is  not  conclusive  upon  such  application, 
under  the  statute,  as  to  the  character  of 
the  testimony.  Holley  v.  State,  15  Fla. 
688,  2  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  250. 

Until  the  decision  in  Wray's  Case,  30 
Miss.  681,  the  practice  in  that  state  was 
not  uniform.  In  some  of  the  circuits  the 
judges  held  the  indictment  for  a  capital 
felony  as  raising  conclusively  the  "presump- 
tion great,"  and  declined  to  examine  wit- 
nesses. Since  Wray's  Case,  the  practice  has 
become  uniform  and  evidence  aliunde  the 
indictment  is  received  and  .this  has  been 
considered  as  settled.  Street  v.  State,  43 
Miss.  1. 

The  accused  is  entitled  to  go  behind  the 
indictment  to  establish  facts  which  he  al- 
leges, to  show  that  his  crime,  if  any,  is 
not  a  capital  offense,  so  as  to  entitle  him 
to  bail  as  a  matter  of  right.  Ex  parte 
Finlen,  20  Nev.  141,  18  Pac.  827. 

The  prisoner  may  be  admitted  to  bail 
after  indictment,  where  the  evidence  pro- 
duced at  the  hearing  satisfies  the  judge 
that  the  offense  is  not  capital.  Com.  v. 
Lemley,  2  Pittsb.  362. 

An  indictment  for  murder  in  the  first 
degree  is  not  conclusive  against  bail,  es- 
pecially where  the  grand  jury  have  no  right 
to  distinguish  between  the  degrees  of  mur- 
der, so  that  the  court  cannot  know  whether 
the  grand  jury  record  the  crime  as  murder 
in  the  first   or   second   degree.     Ibid. 

The  great  weight  of  authority  is  in  favor 
of  the  view  that  an  indictment  for  a 
capital  offense  is  strong  prima  facie  show- 
ing that  the  accused  is  rightly  held  in  cus- 
tody, and  not  entitled  to  bail.  That  the 
indictment  is  not  conclusive  has  been  de- 
cided and  fully  recognized  by  this  court. 
Rigdon  V.  State,  41  Fla.  308,  26  So.  711. 

An  indictment  for  murder  duly  returned 
implies  prima  facie  that  the  parties  in- 
dicted have  no  right  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
Kendall,  100  Ind.  509. 

Under  a  Constitution  in  the  usual  form, 
the  legislature  cannot  make  an  indictment 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  great,  although 
it  may  be  made  prima  facie  evidence  of 
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that  fact.  State  v.  Crocker,  6  Wyo.  385, 
40  Pac.  681,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  468. 

The  indictment,  while  not  of  itself  con- 
clusive against  the  right  to  bail,  may  be 
taken  into  consideration  by  the  court,  to- 
gether with  the  evidence,  in  determining  the 
question  of  admission  to  bail.  It  may,  in 
a  doubtful  case,  have  the  effect  of  turning 
the  scale.  It  should  not  be  entirely  ignored, 
but  it  is  a  circumstance,  like  any  other,  to 
be  taken  into  consideration  for  whatever 
effect  in  the  light  of  the  other  facts,  and 
together  with  them,  it  may  have  upon  the 
mind  of  the  court  or  judge.    Ibid. 

But  where  an  indictment  has  been  found, 
courts  and  judges  should  proceed  with 
great  caution  in  their  examination  of  the 
facts,  that  the  prisoner  may  not  be  improp- 
erly admitted  to  bail,  and  only  in  case  he 
is  clearly  entitled  to  such  relief.  Lynch  v. 
People,  38  111.  404. 

Tne  presumption  is  in  favor  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  action  of  the  grand  jury. 
State  V.  Herndon,  107  N.  C.  934,  12  S.  E. 
268. 

An  indictment  returned  by  properlv  con- 
stituted authorities  stands  with  all  pre- 
sumption in  favor  of  its  truth,  until  its 
force  is  broken  by  showing  that  the  grand 
jury  acted  upon  insufficient  evidence.  This 
showing  may  be  made  by  fairly  disclos- 
ing the  knowledge  of  the  witnesses  of  the 
state.  Brown  v.  State.  147  Ind.  28,  46  N. 
E.  34. 

On  the  application  for  bail  after  indict- 
ment, the  inquiry  should  not  be  limited 
to  determining  the  probable  degree  of  the 
homicide.  Such  inquiry  should  include  the 
determination  of  the  character  of  the  proof, 
or  the  strength  of  the  presumption  respect- 
ing whether  or  not  the  defendant  did  the 
killing  or  was  connected  with  it  as  a  guilty 
agent.     State  v.  Crocker,   supra. 

Under  a  statute  (Code  §  1161)  provid- 
ing "that  any  justice  of  the  supreme  court 
or  judge  of  the  superior  or  criminal  court 
shall  have  power  to  bail  persons  com- 
mitted to  jail  charged  with  crime  in 
all  cases,"  the  court  has  the  right  to  go 
behind  the  indictment  and  examine  the  evi- 
dence.    The  court  said:   "It  may  happen, 
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courts:  "On  testimony  given  in  court  on 
the  return  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  if 
it  is  clear  to  the  mind  of  the  judge  that  a 
conviction  for  murder  should  not  take 
place,  he  will  ofder  the  prisoner  to  give 
bail  for  his  appearance."  United  States 
V.  The  Marshal,  2  Hayw.  &  H.  205,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  16,726a. 

The  point  is  made  that,  as  there  is  a 
conflict  in  the  testimony  adduced  at  the 
hearing,  tl\e  proof  of  guilt  cannot  be  said  i 


to  be  evident  or  the  presumption  thereof 
great.  This  contention  cannot  be  sustained. 
"To  the  mind  of  the  tribunal  passing  upon 
the  evidence  the  guilt  of  the  applicant  of 
a  capital  offense  may  be  evident,  that  is, 
clear,  strong,  not  admitting  of  a  reasonable 
doubt,  and  yet  there  may  be  evidence  in 
conflict  with  such  inculpatory  evidence. 
It  is  not  all  conflicting  exculpatory  evi- 
dence that  will  have  the  effect  to  raise  a 
reasonable  donbt  of  guilt,  and  destroy  or 


and  often  does,  that,  upon  hearing  the 
state's  evidence  only,  the  conviction  is 
ample  to  justify  the  grand  jury  in  finding 
a  true  bill  for  murder;  yet,  upon  the  ex- 
amination of  the  witnesses  for  both  sides 
by  a  judge,  upon  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
it  may  appear  that  there  was  no  probable 
cause  as  to  the  charge  of  murder,  but  that 
it  is  a  case  of  manslaughter,  and  therefore 
bailable,  or  excusable  homicide,  or  it  may 
be  that  there  is  no  probable  cause,  upon 
the  whole  evidence,  that  the  defendant  was 
the  guilty  party.  The  defendant  should 
not  be  deprived  of  this  right  guaranteed  to 
him  by  the  Constitution,  and  be  compelled 
to  lie  in  jail,  probably  for  months,  when  an 
intelligent  judge,  upon  hearing  the  whole 
evidence,  the  benefit  of  which  is  denied  to 
a  grand  jury,  might  properly  adjudge  that 
there  was  no  probable  cause  as  to  the  capi- 
tal offense  at  least,  and  admit  the  defend- 
ant to  bail."     State  v.  Herndon,  supra. 

The  reasons  for  the  English  rule  that 
hail  should  be  refused  after  indictment,  — 
that  is,  that  the  testimony  before  the  grand 
jury  is  not  obtainable,  —  is  inapplicable 
in  the  United  States,  where  the  testimony 
before  the  grand  jury  is  written  and  obtain- 
able by  the  court;  but  the  court  may  still 
deem  the  presumption  of  guilt  raised  by 
the  indictment  so  strong  as  to  bring  the  ac- 
cused within  the  exception  to  the  consti- 
tutional rule  that  all  persons  are  entitled 
to  bail.  The  strongest  reason  for  not 
going  behind  the  indictment  seems  to  be 
that  it  practically  necessitates  a  double 
trial.  Texas  furnishes  many  cases  of  this 
kind.    See  infra,  VIII.  c. 

In  Reg.  V.  Andrews,  2  Dowl.  k  L.  10,  1 
New  Sess.  Cas.  199,  13  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas. 
N.  S.  113,  8  Jur.  779,  bail  was  refused 
after  indictment  for  murder,  on  the  ground 
that  the  court  could  not  discover  upon  what 
evidence  the  jury  acted. 

In  Mohun's  Case,  1  Salk.  104,  it  is  said 
that  if  a  man  be  found  guilty  of  murder  by 
the  coroner's  •  inquest,  the  court  sometimes 
bails  him,  because  the  coroner  proceeds  up- 
on depositions  taken  in  writing  which  the 
court  may  look  into.  Otherwise  if  a  man 
be  found  guilty  by  the  grand  jury,  because 
the  court  cannot  take  notice  of  their  evi- 
dence, which  they  by  their  oaths  are  bound 
to   conceal. 

The  prisoner  cannot  be  admitted  to  bail 
after  indictment,  on  affidavits  tending  to 
to  show  that  he  was  not  guilty  of  the  crime 
charged.  State  v.  Dew,  1  N.  C.  88  (Tavlor, 
142).  The  court  said:  "When  a  man  is 
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found  guilty  by  a  coroner's  inquest,  the 
court  may  look  into  the  depositions  re- 
turned; and  if  it  appear  that  the  jury 
have  drawn  wrong  inferences,  may  admit 
the  prisoner  to  bail;  but  the  secrecy  which 
accompanies  the  evidence  delivered  to  the 
grand  jury  precludes  the  court  from  know- 
ing its  amount." 

Even  before  indictment  the  right  of  in- 
quiry is  limited  to  the  depositions  and 
proofs  on  which  the  commitment  was  or- 
dered. People  v.  McLeod,  1  Hill,  377,  37 
Am.  Dec.  328. 

Where  the  court  has  access  to  the  minutes 
of  the  grand  jury,  the  question  of  bail  is 
open  to  consideration  to  the  same  extent 
as  it  would  be  if  applied  for  before  indict- 
ment, for  the  court  can  know  on  what 
testimony  the  indictment  was  found.  Peo- 
ple V.  Hyler,  2  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  670. 

In  People  v.  Van  Home,  8  Barb.  158,  it 
is  said:  "The  evidence  taken  by  the  grand 
jury  is  not  now  secret,  and  they  are  not 
by  their  oath  required  to  conceal  it.  (2 
Rev.  Stat.  811,  3d  ed.  §§  30,  31.)  Grand 
juries  now,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  (2  Rev.  Stat.  811,  §  30), 
appoint  a  clerk  to  take  minutes  of  the  evi- 
dence given  before  them,  and  these  minutes 
are  delivered  to  the  district  attorney.  On 
an  application  to  admit  a  prisoner  to  bail 
in  a  case  of  felony,  after  indictment,  I  see 
no  more  objection  to  the  court's  looking 
into  the  minutes  of  the  evidence  kept  and 
preserved  by  the  grand  jury,  and  delivered 
Dv  the  district  attorney,  than  there  is  in 
their  looking  into  the  depositions  taken  by 
a  coroner  or  a  committing  magistrate,  on  a 
like  application  made  before  indictment.  We 
therefore  think  that,  under  the  Revised 
Statutes,  an  indictment  should  not,  on  an 
application  to  admit  to  bail,  be  regarded  as 
any  more  conclusive  as  to  the  guilt  of  the 
prisoner,  than  the  coroner's  inquest  or  the 
adjudication  of  a  committing  magistrate.*' 

In  Right  V.  United  States,  Morris  (Iowa) 
407,  43  Am.  Dec.  Ill,  it  is  said:  "In  the 
first  place,  the  officer  who  issues  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  if  he  can  look  behind  tlie 
indictment  and  go  into  original  proof,  to 
ascertain  whether  the  grand  jury  had  suf- 
ficient grounds  for  their  action,  may  dis- 
charge the  prisoner  altogether.  A  judge 
would  thus  become  an  appellate  tribunal  to 
reverse  or  affirm  the  decisions  of  grand 
juries,  and  may  thwart  the  action  of  that 
body  all  together,  if  he  sees  proper.  Again, 
if  the  finding  of  a  grand  jury  does  not 
supersede   the   necessity   of   a   reinvestiga- 
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impair  the  force  of  'evident  proof  made 
by  inculpatory  evideiice.  It  ia  for  the 
judge  or  court  who  hears  the  testimony  to 
consider  the  evidence  as  a  whole^  and  if,  by 
the  entire  evidence,  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
the  applicant's  guilt  of  a  capital  offense  is 
not  generated,  the  proof  is  evident  and 
bail  should  be  denied."  £x  parte  Smith 
23  Tex.  App.  127,  6  S.  W.  102. 

We  will  not  comment  upon  the  evidence, 
lest  our  comments  should  inliuenoe  the  final 


trial.  To  decline  to  do  so  seems  to  be  the 
uniform  practice,  as  it  has  always  ob- 
tained in  such  cases.  We  will  only  say 
that,  applying  the  rules  herein  enunciated 
to  the  facts  as  shown  by  all  the  evidence 
before  us,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
proof  of  guilt  is  evident  and  the  presump- 
tion thereof  is  great.  We  do  not  wish  to 
be  understood  as  saying  that  the  petitioners 
are  guilty  of  murder,  or  that  their  inno- 
cence of  the  offense  charged,  or  of  a  lower 


tion  of  the  original  evidence  by  the  judge, 
much  less  would  a  previous  examination  of 
the  case  under  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
issued  by  that  same  judge,  or  one  of  his 
associates,  have  this  effect.  What  then  is  to 
prevent  a  prisoner  from  having  a  new  ex- 
amination every  day  of  his  confinement,  un- 
til, having  wearied  out  the  witnesses  and 
the  prosecutor,  or  for  some  other  cause, 
there  becomes  a  failure  of  evident  proof,  or 
great  presumption  of  guilt?  When  that 
failure  takes  place,  must  not  the  prisoner 
be  discharged,  independent  of  all  the  knowl- 
edge which  the  officer  has  acquired  by  for- 
mer examinations,  for  why  require  an  ex- 
amination of  original  testimony,  unless  the 
officer  is  to  be  governed  thereby?'* 

An  indictment,  being  an  accusation  based 
upon  legal  testimony  of  a  direct  and  posi- 
tive character,  and  requiring  the  concurring 
judgment  of  at  least  twelve  of  the  grand 
jurors,  furnishes  of  itself  a  presumption  of 
the  guilt  of  the  accused  too  great  to  en- 
title him  to  bail  under  the  Constitution  as  a 
matter  of  right,  or  as  a  matter  of  dis- 
cretion under  the  statute.  People  v.  Tinder, 
19  Cal.  530,  81  Am.  Dec.  77.  The  court  said 
that  it  created  a  presumption  of  guilt 
for  all  purposes  except  trial  before  a  petit 
jurv.  Indeed,  if  the  affidavit  did  not  create 
such  presumption,  the  defendant  held  under 
it,  or  by  virtue  of  a  warrant  based  upon  it, 
without  other  evidence  of  his  guilt,  would 
be  entitled  to  his  discharge  absolutely.  If 
it  furnished  no  such  presumption,  it  would 
not  justify  the  exaction  of  bail,  or  the 
*   detention    of    the    defendant. 

Very  jstrong  reasons,  however,  have  been 
advanced,  why  the  indictment  should  not 
be  held  conclusive  against  the  accused  in 
the  question  of  bail. 

In  Re  Losasso,  15  Colo.  163,  10  L.R.A. 
847,  24  Pac.  1080,  it  is  said:  'Ttfost,  if 
not  all,  of  the  state  Constitutions,  now  con- 
tain provisions  substantially  similar  to  §  19 
of  our  Bill  of  Rights,  which  reads  as 
follows:  'That  all  persons  shall  be  bail- 
able by  sufficient  sureties,  except  for  capital 
offenses  when  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great.'  It  will  be  observed 
that  this  constitutional  provision  is  entire- 
ly silent  as  to  the  status  of  the  prosecu- 
tion. It  docs  not  say  that  upon  indictment 
for  a  felony  or  for  a  particular  kind  of 
felony,  the  beneficent  privilege  conferred 
is  withdrawn.  On  the  contrary,  its  terms 
are  broad  enough  to  include  persons  ac- 
cused of  any  crime  whatever,  after  as  well 
as  before  indictment.  The  only  exception 
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expressly  made  has  reference  to  capital  of- 
fenses, but  this  exception  is  wholly  inopera- 
tive if  the  proof  of  guilt  be  not  evident 
and  the  presumption  great.  Had  the  fram- 
ers  of  the  Constitution  intended  to  pro- 
vide that  the  indictment  should  be  con- 
clusive in  capital  cases,  they  would,  in  all 
probability  have  said  so.  A  simple  declara- 
tion to  this  effect  would  have  avoided  all 
doubt  and  embarrassment." 

In  the  same  case  it  is  said:'  "The  English 
cases,  and  the  American  cases  adopting  the 
English  rule,  all  concede  -the  right  to  be 
heard  upon  an  application  for  bail  after 
commitment  by  a  coroner's  inquest  or  an 
examining  magistrate.  The  character  and 
scope  of  the  inquiry  are  in  many  in- 
stances circumscribed,  yet  the  right  to 
be  heard  is  nevertheless  unquestioned.  But, 
under  our  practice,  it  would  ordinarily  ac- 
cord more  nearly  with  justice  to  hold  the 
finding  of  a  coroner's  inquest  or  a  commit- 
ting magistrate  conclusive  as  to  the  .clear- 
ness of  guilt,  than  the  report  of  a  grand 
jury.  In  the  former  cases  the  accused  may 
appear  in  person  and  by  counsel.  He  may 
be  heard  in  argument,  may  produce  evi- 
dence, and  make  his  own  statement.  But 
the  proceedings  of  a  grand  jury  are  in- 
violably secret  and  wholly  ex  parte,  evidence 
for  ^he  state  being  alone  received.  The 
accused  is  not  present,  and  in  many  instan- 
ces is  ignorant  of  the  fact  that  charges 
against  him  are  being  considered.  He  can- 
not be  represented  by  counsel,  or  be  heard 
upon  the  legality  or  bearing  of  the  evidence 
adduced.  The  officer  employed  by  the  state 
to  prosecute  exercises  a  large  infiuence  in 
the  selection  of  witnesses  to  testify,  gives 
the  only  legal  advice,  unless  the  couA  be 
called  upon,  and  usually  directs  to  a  con- 
siderable extent  the  entire  proceeding.  The 
rule  that  the  proof  of  guilt  thus  offered  and 
weighed  should  be  pro  forma  treated  as 
'evident,'  and  that  the  presumption  thus 
arising  should  in  the  same  manner  be  pro- 
nounced 'great,'  is  largely  a  legal  fiction. 
It  finds  little  support  in  reason.^ 

In  Lynch  v.  People,  38  III.  494,  the 
court  said:  "We  know  that  a  party  may, 
under  an  indictment  for  murder,  be  con- 
victed of  manslaughter,  and  doubtless  grand 
juries  are  often  controlled  by  that  con- 
sideration, in  refusing,  as  is  generally  the 
case,  to  find  indictments  for  the  lesser  of- 
fense. It  would  be  very  hard,  when  the  law 
declares  that  if  the  offense  be  of  a  lower 
grade  than  murder,  it  shall  be  bailable, 
that  th^  licensed  should  b^  concluded  upou 
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degree  of  homicide,  may  not  be  made  to 
appear  most  fully  upon  their  final  trial. 
We  are  only  passing  upon  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  exhibited  in  this  record,  and 
upon  it  alone  is  our  opinion  predicated. 
It  follows  that  bail  must  be  refused.. 

Bunn  and  Turner,  JJ.,  concur. 


Hayes,  J.,  concurs  in  the  reasoning  and 
the  rules  enunciated,  but  dissents  from  the 
conclusion  refusing  bail  to  petitioner  John 
F.  Thomas.  Williams,  Ch.  J.,  dissents 
from  some  of  the  reasoning  and  some  of  the 
rules  enunciated,  but  concurs  in  the  con- 
clusion refusing  balL 


that  question,  until  final  trial,  upon  the 
mere  finding  of  a  grand  jury,  which  is  nec- 
essarily based,  for  reasons  of  public  policy, 
upon  a  mere  ew  parte  examination.'' 

Every  indictment  for  murder  in  the  first 
degree  includes  several  lesser  offenses.  Un- 
der it  the  accused  may  be  convicted  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree,  or  of  volun- 
tary or  involuntary  manslaughter.  In 
legal  effect,  therefore,  every  such  indict- 
mint  charg^  four  crimes,  three  of  which 
are  lawfully  bailable.  Why  should  not 
the  prisoner  be  permitted  to  show,  if  he 
can,  that  his  'offense  belongs  to  one  of  the 
lower  grade?     In  Re  Losasso,  supra. 

Indictments  are  found  upon  ea  parte 
testimony,  and  hence  often  upon  an  incor- 
rect understanding  of  the  carse;  and  further, 
upon  an  indictment  for  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  the  accused  may  be  convicted  of 
murder  in  the  first  or  in  the  second  degree, 
or  of  manslaughter.  An  indictment  for 
murder  in  the  first  degree  is  therefore  in 
reality  an  indictment  for  some  one  of  three 
offenses,  upon  either  of  which  the  defend- 
ant may,  according  to  the  evidence,  be  con- 
victed. Prosecuting  attorneys  are  conse- 
quently tempted,  as  a  matter  of  policy,  to 
draw  their  indictments  coving  the  highest 
offense,  —  thus  including  the  inferior,  — 
rather  than  for  either  of  the  lower,  which 
does  not  include  the  superior.  The  indict- 
ment, therefore,  should  not  be  taken  as  con- 
clusive of  the  grade  of  offense,  in  deteHnin- 
ing  the  question  of  bail.  Lumm  v.  State, 
3  Ind.  293. 

In  State  v.  Crocker,  5  Wyo.  385,  40  Pac. 
681,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  468,  in  holding  that 
an  indictment  is  not  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great,  in  an  application  for 
bail  in  a  capital  case,  the  court  said:  "The 
grand  jury  does  not  determine,  and  are  not 
clothed  with  the  power  to  decide,  the  ques- 
tion of  bail  in  any  case.  The  court  or 
judge  is  to  exercise  that  power  in  all  cases; 
necessarily,  then,  the  authority  which  fixes 
the  bail  and  who  is  to  settle  that  matter 
must  determine  the  right  .to  bail.  That  au- 
thority, then,  must  decide,  and  in  that  au- 
thority alone  resides  the  duty  and  right  to 
decide,  as  to  whether  or  not  the  proof  is 
evident  or  the  presumption  great.  Is  this 
to  be  determined  for  the  court  in  all  capi- 
tal cases  by  a  grand  jury,  generally  un- 
skilled in  the  law,  incapable  of  judging  as 
to  the  materiality  or  admissibility  of  tes- 
timony? We  cannot  so  conclude.  No 
doubt  the  finding  of  an  inf'*rtment  is  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  proof  is  evident,  and 
that  the  presumption  is  great,  and  if  not  so, 
the  legislature  may  well  so  provide,  thus 
:',y  I.,R,A.(N,S,) 


throwing  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  de- 
fendant to  establish  the  contrary." 

Certain  exceptions  to  the  common-law 
rule  in  relation  to  bail  in  capital  cases  are 
recognized.  Among  these  exceptions  may  be 
mentioned  serious  illness  of  the  prisoner; 
delay  by  the  state  in  bringing  him  to  trial; 
consent  of  the  prosecuting  attorney  to  the 
taking  of  bail;  the  existence  of  public  ex- 
citement at  the  time  of  the  finding  of  the 
indictment,  likely  to  prejudice  the  grand 
jury;  the  confession  of  another  that  he  did 
the  killing,  and  the  like.  These  exceptions 
are,  in  the  main,  prompted  by  considera- 
tions of  actual  or  probable  hardship. 
Courts  sometimes  exercise  a  sound  judicial 
discretion,  and  admit  to  bail  in  such  cases, 
even  when  the  proof  appears  to  be  evi- 
dent or  presumption  great.  But  it  oc- 
casionally happens  that,  by  means  of  ma- 
licious or  of  prejudiced  or  perjured  tes- 
timony, or  upon  wholly  insufficient  proofs, 
indictments  are  procured  charging  the  crime 
of  murder,  and  a  long  period  must  elapse 
before  a  trial  can  be  had.  The  same 
promptings  of  humanity,  reinforced  by 
strong  considerations  of  justice,  would  also 
sanction  the  hearing  of  proofs  on  the  ques- 
tion of  bail,  where  such  matters,  or  some  of 
them,  are  allowed  as  a  ground  of  the  ap- 
plication.   Re  Losasso,  supra. 

In  Com.  V.  Lemley,  2  Pittsb.  362,  the 
court  said:  ''Suppose  after  indictment 
found  for  a  capital  offense,  circumstances 
render  it  perfectly  apparent  that  the  pris- 
oner is  innocent.  Take  a  case  which  has 
actually  occiirred, — the  man  supposed  to  be 
murdered  has  only  absconded  and  after- 
wards returns  in  full  life,  and  stands  before 
the  judges  as  a  witness  upon  the  hearing, 
would  it  not  be  barborous  to  keep  the  pris- 
oner in  jail  until  the  trial,  simply  because 
an  indictment  has  been   found?" 

VI.  Bail  after  indictments 

a.  Mistrial, 

A  mistrial  does  not  establish  per  se  that 
the  accused  is  entitled  to  bail  Coupled 
with  other  circumstances  it  furnishes  prop- 
er matter  for  the  court  to  consider  in  ex- 
ercising its  discretion  as  to  the  admission  of 
the  prisoner  to  bail.  State  ex  rel.  Viakers, 
47  La.  Ann.  662,  17  So.  296. 

Failure  of  a  petit  jury  to  find  a  verdict 
against  the  accused  is  not  in  itself  suf- 
ficient to  entitle  him  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
Pattison,  56  Miss.  161. 

A  mistrial  upon  a  disagreement  of  the 
jury  as  to  a  verdict  in  a  capital  case  does 
not  per  se  establish  that  the  proof  is  x^o\ 
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eTident.  Ex  parte  England,  23  Tex.  App. 
90,  3  S.  W.  714,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  226. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  jury  has  failed 
to  agree  upon  a  Terdict  will  not  entitle  the 
accused  to  bail,  especially  when  bail  has 
been  refused  after  a  bearing  on  evidence  in 
a  habeas  corpus  proceeding.  Webb  ▼.  State, 
4  Tex.  App.  167. 

One  or  even  two  mistrials  will  not  fur- 
nish the  accused  the  absolute  right  to 
give  bail.  Ex  parte  Goans,  99  Mo.  193,  17 
Am.  St.  Rep.  671,  12  S.  W.  636. 

But  if  there  has  beeti  a  mistrial,  that 
fact  may  be  shown,  as  it  is  a  matter  to  be 
considered  in  determining  whether  the  court 
should  exercise  its  discretionary  power  to 
admit  to  bail.  People  v.  Cole,  6  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  695,  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  280. 

That  a  man  has  been  indicted  for  murder 
in  the  first  degree^  and  tried  twice,  and 
the  jury  has  b^n  unable  to  agree,  though 
not  conclusive,  is  a  strong  consideration 
towards  removing  the  presumption  exist- 
ing against  him.  Re  Alexander,  59  Mo. 
598,  21  Am.  Rep.  393.  The  court  said:  "The 
imprisonment  of  the  accused  before  trial 
forms  no  part  of  the  punishment  affixed  to 
the  crime.  The  whole  object  and  end  of 
imprisonment  before  trial  is  to  secure  the 
forthcoming  of  a  person  charged  with  the 
commission  of  a  crime.  Where  a  jury 
has  disagreed  twice  upon  the  question  of 
guilt,  a  doubt  may  well  be  raised,  and 
where  it  is  satisfactorily  shown  that  the 
attendance  of  the  accused  to  stand  his 
trial  will  certainly  follow,  in  the  exercise 
of  a  sound  discretion,  the  court  may  ad- 
mit bail." 

In  People  v.  Perry,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  27, 
where  there  had  been  two  disagreements 
of  trial  juries,  the  accused  was  admitted  to 
bail. 

In  Ex  parte  McLaughlin,  41  Cal.  211,  10 
Am.  Rep.  272,  the  application  of  the  pris- 
oner for  bail  was  pillowed  where  the  jury 
bad  disagreed  and  had  been  discharged 
without  the  consent  of  the  accused,  where 
he  had  been  subjected  to  a  long  impris- 
onment before  the  trial. 

In  People  v.  Tinder,  19  Cal.  539,  81  Am. 
Dec.  77,  it  is  said  obiter  that  bail  may  be 
taken  where  upon  trial  tlie  evidence  for  the 
prosecution  and  defense  has  been  produced, 
and  there  has  been  a  disagreement  among 
the  jurors;  or  where,  after  verdict,  a  new 
trial  has  been  obtained  for  the  insufficiency 
of  the  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction. 
Cases  of  this  kind,  justify  the  allowance  of 
bail  in  the  discretion  of  the  court,  without 
hearing  other  evidence  as  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  accused. 

Where  the  prisoner  had  had  a  disagree- 
ment with  the  deceased,  and  had  sent  him 
a  certain  message  which  the  latter  thought 
demanded  an  explanation,  and  the  deceased 
and  certain  of  his  friends  armed  them- 
selves and  went  to  meet  the  accused,  and 
as  soon  as  the  deceased  stepped  up  to  the 
accused  the  latter  struck  the  deceased  and 
a  fight  ensued,  the  deceased  receiving  mortal 
wounds  with  the  bowie-knife,  the  accused 
also  attacking  and  killing  a  friend  of 
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the  deceased  who  took  hold  of  him  during 
the  struggle,  and  the  accused  had  been  tried 
on  an  indictment  for  killing  one  of  the  men, 
and  the  jury  had  disagreed,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  bail.  Beall  ▼. 
State,  39  Miss.  715. 

Where  the  accused  immediately  surren- 
dered after  the  offense,  and  there  had  been 
two  mistrials,  and  the  accused  had  refused 
to  break  jail  when  he  had  the  opportunity 
to  do  so,  and  his  whole  conduct  evidenced 
a  determination  to  stand  his  trial,  it  was 
held  that  the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  would  admit  him  to  bail. 
Re  Alexander,  supra. 

Where  the  accused  gave  himself  up  imme- 
diately after  the  homicide,  and  the  coroner's 
jury  found  that  he  killed  the  deceased  in 
self-defense,  and  he  was  discharged  on  the 
preliminary  examination  by  the  justice,  and 
two  terms  of  the  court  intervened  before 
the  finding  of  an  indictment,  at  each  of 
which  a  grand  jury  was  impaneled,  and 
after  indictment  there  was  a  mistrial,  and 
where  he  had  shown  himself  to  be  a  model 
prisoner,  refusing  to  break  jail  when  he  had 
an  opportunity,  it  was  held  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  bail,  although  it  was  shown  by 
undisputed  evidence  that  the  accused  went 
towards  the  deceased  with  his  gun  when 
he  knew  the  deceased  was  in  a  great  rage. 
Ex   parte   Goans,   supra. 

But  where  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
accused  had  provided  himself  with  a  pistol, 
and  had  gone  to  the  office  of  a  hotel  and 
instantly  killed  the  deceased,  whom  he  be- 
lieved to  have  been  destroyer  of  his  domes- 
tic peace,  and  there  had  been  a  protracted 
trial,  which  resulted  in  six  of  the  jurors 
standing  for  conviction  and  six  for  guilt, 
the  court  refused  to  admit  the  prisoner  to 
bail.    People  v.  Cole,  supra. 

In  State  v.  Summons,  19  Ohio,  139,  the 
court,  in  refusing  bail  after  a  disagreement 
of  the  jury,  said:  "The  fact  that  the 
testimony  given  on  the  trial  did  not  pro- 
duce full  conviction  of  guilt  in  the  minds 
of  the  twelve  jurors  would  be  a  strong 
circumstance  to  urge  to  the  court  when 
invoked  to  the  exercise  of  so  high  a  dis- 
cretion as  that  of  admitting  to  bail  a 
prisoner  charged  with  the  crime  of  murder; 
this  fact  would  come  with  redoubled  force, 
if,  as  in  the  present  instance,  a  second  jury 
should  fail  to  agree  upon  a  verdict,  with 
the  same  evidence  applied  to  another  in- 
dictment for  the  same  offense.  But,  how- 
ever numerous  such  results,  they  could  never 
amount  to  a  rebuttal  of  the  fact  that  'the 
proof  was  evident  or  the  presumption 
great.' " 

In  State  ex  rel.  Vickers,  47  La.  Ann.  662, 
17  So.  296,  the  accused  had  a  mistrial,  and 
after  his  application  for  bail  had  been 
granted  he  escaped,  and  the  order  for  hail 
was  revoked.  Upon  subsequent  confinement 
his  trial  was  continued  for  five  months 
against  his  objection,  the  court  refusing  an 
application  for  bail.  The  prisoner  offered 
to  show  before  the  district  court  that  he 
had  voluntarily  surrendered  himself,  but  the 
court  refused  to  hear  the  testimony,  and  no 
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attempt  was  made  in  the  supreme  court  to 
show  this  fact,  which  was  merely  asserted. 
It  was  held  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  taken 
in  the  district  court  did  not  per  ae  estab- 
lish such  fact. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  "the 
judgment  rendered  on  the  first  trial  of  any 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  shall  be  conclusive 
until  reversed  as  hereinafter  provided,  and, 
whilst  so  in  force,  shall  be  a  bar  to  any 
other  proceedings  to  bring  the  same  matter 
again  in  question,  except  by  appeal,"  etc. 
(§  1413,  Code  of  1871),  the  court  has  juris- 
diction to  entertain  an  application  for  bail, 
even  after  an  adverse  decision  on  one  writ, 
where,  since  such  decision,  there  has  been 
a  disagreement  of  a  trial  jury,  and  a  seri- 
ous impairment  of  the  relator's  health. 
Ex    parte    Pattison,    56    Miss.    161. 

The  object  of  imprisonment  previous  to 
trial  is  not  punishment,  but  the  security 
of  the  person  of  the  alleged  offender  to 
await  the  judgment  of  the  law.  In  ordi- 
nary cases  this  object  is  supposed  to  be  at- 
tainable by  the  exaction  of  suilicient  and 
reasonable  bail.  But,  as  a  general  prop- 
osition, in  cases  of  murder,  as  conviction 
of  the  offense  results  in  taking  the  life  of 
the  offender,  the  temptation  to  flee  from 
justice  is  supposed  to  outweigh  all  induce- 
ments to  remain  growing  out  of  pecuniary 
obligation,  no  matter  to  what  amount.  And 
often,  perhaps  generally,  though  not  always, 
in  the  case  of  consciousness  of  guilt  or  of 
probability  of  conviction,  this  is  so.  This 
probability  may  be  naturally  supposed  to 
decrease,  though  it  is  not  always  so,  as 
,  the  efforts  to  convict  prove  unavailing. 
Hence,  the  result  of  a  previous  trial  is 
very  proper  to  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing the  probability  of  a  future  conviction, 
and  in  determining  also  the  probability 
of  the  prisoner's  guilt.  People  v.  Cole,  6 
Park.  Crim.  Rep.  695,  4  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S. 
280. 

h.  I>elay,   continuance,   appeal 

In  People  v.  Tinder,  19  Cal.  639,  81  Am. 
Dec.  77,  it  is  said  obiter  that  bail  may  be 
allowed  if  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  has  been 
unreasonably  delayed.  And  under  the  Cali- 
fornia statute,  if  the  trial  be  postponed, 
even  upon  sufficient  reasons,  from  term  to 
term,  the  court  may  discharge  the  defend- 
ant on  his  own  recognizance  or  on  bail; 
and  so,  also,  bail  may  be  allowed  where 
any  event  has  happened  postponing  indef- 
initely the  further  prosecution  of  the  ac- 
tion, as  the  repeal  of  the  statute  giving 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  try  the  in- 
dictment (where  such  jurisdiction  depends 
upon  statute)  without  provision  for  its 
transfer  to  any  other  tribunal.  So  also 
where  the  law  creating  the  offense  charged 
has  been  repealed  without  a  reservation  of 
the  penalty  for  past  offenses. 

Where  the  accused  is  charged  with  assault 
with  intent  to  kill,  and  it  appears  that  the 
victim  will  die  within  such  time  as  will 
raise  the  offense  to  murder,  the  prisoner 
'is  not  entitled  to  bail  because  no  indictment 
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has  been  found  against  him,  although  two 
terms  of  the  court  at  which  he  might  have 
been  indicted  have  passed,  unless  the  facts 
of  the  case  made  by  the  prisoner  are  such 
that,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  the  per- 
son wounded^  the  prisoner  would  be  en- 
titled to  bail.  Ex  parte  Andrews,  19  Ala. 
582. 

The  accused  is  not  entitled  to  bail  on 
the  ground  that  his  case  has  been  con- 
tinued at  the  instance  of  the  state,  where 
the  trial  has  thereby  been  postponed  only 
for  a  month.  State  ex  rel.  Rice  v.  Butler, 
40  La.  Ann.  3,  3  So.  350. 

Failure  to  prosecute  at  the  succeeding 
term  is  not  ground  for  admitting  the  pris- 
oner to  bail,  where  it  is  not  shown  to 
have  been  the  means  of  oppression.  State 
V.  Abbot,  R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.)  244. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that,  ''if  a 
defendant  in  a  capital  case  demand  a  trial, 
and  it  appeared  that  more  than  one  contin- 
uance has  been  granted  to  the  state,  and 
that  the  defendant  has  not  applied  for  a 
continuance,  he  shall  be  entitled  to  be  ad- 
mitted to  bail,  and  unless  it  appear  from 
the  written  statement  of  the  district  attor- 
ney, or  by  the  oath  of  some  credible  per- 
son, that  a  material  witness  of  the  state 
had  been  prevented  from  attendance  by 
the  procurement  of  the  defendant  or  some 
person  acting  in  his  behalf,"  the  defend- 
ants are  entitled  to  bail  where  the  case  has 
been  twice  continued  on  the  application  of 
the  state,  although  the  defendants  have 
not  made  formal  demand  for  trial.  Ex 
parte  Walker,  3  Tex.  App.  668. 

In  Territory  v.  M'Farlane,  1  Mart.  (La.) 
216,  5  Am.  Dec.  706^  it  is  said:  "In  case 
of  a  mistrial  or  of  a  continuance  at  the 
instance  of  the  territory,  as  the  confine- 
ment may  be  extended  to  a  considerable 
length,  there  would  be  no  impropriety  in 
listening  to  a  motion  for  bail;  but  when  the 
attorney  general  is  ready  for  trial,  the 
court,  except  in  a  very  extraordinary  case, 
will  not  admit  the  application." 

The  facts  that  the  prisoner  had  a  crop 
which  needed  his  attention,  and  that  he 
would  be  ruined  financially  by  being  con- 
fined and  denied  an  opportunity  to  pur- 
sue his  industrial  vocation,  and  that  his 
wife  was  frail  and  delicate,  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  the  court  to  release  him 
on  bail  pending  appeal.  Hill  v.  State,  64 
Miss.  431,  1  So.  494.  The  court  said: 
"Manifestly  the  law  docs  not  tolerate  bail 
after  conviction  of  felony  on  any  such 
ground  as  this.  It  denies  bail  to  a  con- 
vict of  felony,  except  in  the  discretion  of 
court  or  judge,  *to  be  exercised  with  the 
greatest  caution,  and  only  when  the  pe- 
culiar circumstances  of  the  case  render  it 
proper  in  the  opinion  of  such  court  or 
ludffe.' " 

In  State  v.  Key,  93  Miss.  115,  46  So. 
75,  in  holding  that  bail  was  improperly 
granted  to  the  accused  on  continuance  of 
the  case,  the  court  said  that  unless  the  case 
was  brougrht  clearly  within  the  rule  laid 
down  in  the  last-mentioned  case,  bail  should 
have  been  refused. 
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Where  the  trial  was  set  down  a  month 
from  the  date  of  the  application  for  bail, 
the  court  refused  to  reverse  the  decision  of 
the  trial  court,  refusing  to  hear  testimony 
on  the  application  for  bail,  although  the 
prisoner  alleged  a  killing  in  self-defense 
and  that  he  was-  confined  in  an  unhealth- 
ful  jail.  Martin  v.  State,  17  Ohio  C.  C. 
406,  9  Ohio  C.  D.  621. 

If  the  prisoner  is  charged  with  a  capital 
crime,  and  the  cause  is  twice  continued  by 
the  state,  without  the  fault  of  the  prisoner 
and  without  his  assent,  he  is,  as  a  matter 
of  right,  entitled  to  bail,  under  a  statute 
which  provides  that  "no  person  charged 
with  the  commission  of  an  ofTense  capital- 
ly punished  shall  be  admitted  to  bail  as  a 
matter  of  right,  when  he  is  not  tried  at 
the  first  term  of  the  court  at  which  he 
was  properly  triable,  if  the  failure  to  try 
his  case  proceeded  from  the  nonattendance 
of  the  states  witnesses,  wliere  an  affidavit 
is  made  satisfactorily  accounting  for  their 
absence,  or  where  there  is  an  entire  failure 
to  hold  the  court,  or  where  the  trial  is  de- 
layed in  consequence  of  the  sickness  of  the 
judge  or  some  member  of  his  family,  or 
where  there  is  a  premature  adjournment 
of  the  court  for  either  of  the  last-men- 
tioned or  other  sufficient  cause,  or  where 
the  judge  from  any  cause  is  legally  incom- 
petent to  try  the  accused,  or  where  the 
term  allowed  by  law  is  so  short  that  the 
case  of  the  accused,  according  to  the  accus- 
tomed course  of  proceeding,  could  not  be 
tried,  or  where  it  was  found  impracticable 
to  obtain  a  jury  for  his  trial,  or  where 
the  trial  was  not  completed  in  consequence 
of  the  sickness  of  a  juror,  or  where  there 
was  a  mistrial  for  any  cause,  or  where  the 
delay  proceeds  from  the  fault  or  misfortune 
of  the  prisoner.  But  if  the  accused  shall 
not  be  tried  at  the  next  stated  term  of 
the  court,  and  the  failure  to  try  his  case 
shall  not  be  occasioned  from  his  fault  or 
misfortune,  or  on  his  application,  or  with 
his  assent,  he  shall  be  discharged  on  giv- 
ing good  and  sufficient  bail."  Ex  parte 
Stiff,  18  Ala.  464. 

When  a  trial  for  homicide  has  begun,  the 
defendant  is  in  the  custody  of  the  court, 
and  must  so  remain  until  the  verdict  is 
rendered  and  the  prisoner  discharged  by  due 
course  of  law,  unless  it  shall  appear  to 
the  court  during  the  trial,  or  the  district 
attorney  shall  so  state  to  the  court,  that 
the  case  is  not  one  of  murder,  when  it  is 
in  the  discretion  of  the  court  to  admit 
the  defendant  to  bail.  Com.  v.  Rusk,  7 
W.  N.  C.  486. 

in  Hull  V.  Reilly,  87  Mich.  497,  49  N. 
W.  869,  a  conviction  of  the  accused  of 
murder  having  been  reversed,  the  prisoner 
was  admitted  to  bail,  but  on  his  second 
trial,  was  ordered  into  custody  and  the 
supreme  court  refused  to  interfere. 

VII.  Application  for  hail  on  special 

grounds, 

a.  In  general. 

In  People  v.  Smith,  1  Cal.  9,  the  accused 
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were  charged  with  burning  certain  Indian 
lodges  and  with  killing  several  Indians, 
but  were  admitted  to  bail  on  the  ground 
that  the  district  court  was  not  yet  or- 
ganized, and  that  there  was  no  secure  place 
in  which  the  prisoners  could  be  kept  until 
brought  to  trial. 

A  person  charged  with  the  crime  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  at  a  time  when  the 
statute  prescribed  the  penalty  of  death  for 
the  offense,  is  not,  where  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  great,  entitled 
to  bail,  although  the  prosecution  for  the 
offense  may  have  been  commenced  after  the 
repeal  of  that  penalty  and  the  enactment 
of  an  amendment  imposing  the  penalty  of 
imprisonment  for  life.  Re  Schneck,  78  Kan. 
207,  96  Pac.  43;  Re  Stewart,  78  Kan. 
885,  96  Pac.  45. 

In  Com.  V.  Trask,  16  Mass.  277,  the  ac- 
cused, having  dangerously  wounded  another 
so  that  he  was  likely  to  die,  was  remanded 
until  it  should  properly  appear  that  the 
danger  was  over. 

But  in  Dunlap  v.  Bartlett,  alO  Gray, 
282,  69  Am.  Dec.  320,  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  that  the  person  assaulted  might  die 
was  not  ground  for  refusing  bail,  but  that 
there  was  danger  that  the  assault  might 
result  in  a  homicide  was  to  be  considered 
in  fixing  the  amount  of  bail. 

In  People  v.  Van  Home,  8  Barb.  158, 
the  court  admitted  the  accused  to  bail 
mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  prosecut- 
ing attorney  consented  thereto,  saying  that 
if  there  was  no  ground  to  apprehend  the 
escap>e  of  the  prisoner,  the  case  came  with- 
in that  of  Lord  Baltimore,  who  was  let 
to  bail  by  the  court  of  the  King's  bench 
on  the  charge  of  rape,  then  a  capital  crime, 
on  the  sole  ground  that  he  had  indicated  no 
intention  of  absconding  from  justice.  The 
court  .declared  that  if  it  could  be  ascer- 
tained to  a  moral  certainty  that  the  ac- 
cused would  appear  and  stand  his  trial, 
there  would  be  no  valid  objection  to  ad- 
mitting him  to  bail,  as  the  object  of  im- 
prisonment before  trial  is  not  punishment, 
but  to  secure  the  appearance  of  the  ac- 
cused. 

In  People  v.  Porter,  8  Barb.  168  (nete 
by  reporter),  the  prisoner  voluntarily  ap- 
peared on  the  coming  in  of  the  indictment, 
and  by  his  counsel  offered  to  give  bail  for 
his  appearance  at  the  next  oyer  and  termi- 
ner to  be  held  in  said  county  in  June 
thereafter.  The  grounds,  as  disclosed  in 
several  affidavits,  were  a  defense  on  the 
merits;  the  absence  of  material  evidence; 
the  feeble  state  of  the  prisoner's  health, 
which  would  not  endure  a  protracted  im- 
prisonment; and  he  proposed  also  to  dis- 
close the  nature  of  his  defense.  The  dis- 
trict attorney  consented  that  the  court 
might  admit  him  to  bail,  if  they  had  the 
power  to  bail  after  indictment  for  murder. 
He  consented,  also,  that  the  court  might 
look  into  the  evidence  taken  before  the 
grand  jury,  and  the  affidavits  furnished 
by  the  prisoner  disclosing  his  defense.  The 
court,  after  examining  the  several  docu-. 
ments  submitted  to  them,  decided  that 
49 
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they  had  the  power  to  admit  to  bail,  and 
accordingly  let  the  prisoner  to  bail  in  the 
sum  of  $5,000^  to  appear  at  the  next  oyer 
and  terminer. 

The  court  or  judge  in  vacation  should 
proceed  by  hearing  the  evidence  to  deter- 
mine the  character  of  the  proof  and  the 
extent  of  the  presumption,  where  the  de- 
fendant files  in  tlie  cause,  and  presents 
to  the  court,  his  written  and  sworn  appli- 
cation, alleging  "that  he  is  not  guilty  of 
any  offense  charged  in  the  said  indictment; 
that  the  proof  against  him  ...  is  not 
evident  and  is  wholly  insufficient  to  au- 
thorize or  support  a  conviction  for  any 
crime  or  offense  whatever;  that  there  is 
not  presumption  of  his  guilt  of  any  offense 
charged  in  such  indictment  arising  from 
the  proof  or  otherwise;  that  this  cause  is 
one  in  which  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
bail  under  .  .  .  the  Constitution,  .  .  . 
and  that  .  .  .  [he]  is  able  and  desirous 
to  give  bail  herein  with  sufficient  sureties 
in  any  reasonable  sum  or  amount."  State 
v.  Crockcfr,  5  Wyo.  386,  40  Pac.  681,  9 
Am.  Crim.  Rep.  468. 

In  those  states  and  countries  where  the 
power  to  pardon  may  be  exercised  at  any 
time,  the  court  has  sometimes  admitted  to 
bail  accomplices  who  have  testified  fairly 
and  fully  against  their  confederates,  in 
order  that  they  might  the  more  conven- 
iently make  application  for  that  mercy 
to  which,  by  their  disclosures,  they  have 
become  entitled.  Ex  parte  Birch,  8  111. 
134. 

Since  in  Illinois  the  governor  cannot 
pardon  before  conviction,  one  who  has  not 
been  convicted  or  who  does  not  admit  his 
guilt  cannot  be  admitted  to  bail  on  the 
theory  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  privileges 
of  an  accomplice  who  has  assisted  the  state 
in  the  trial  of  the  other  offenders.  'Ibid. 

Prosecuting  attorneys  in  Texas  cannot 
make  an  agreement  entitling  one  turning 
state's  evidence  to  bail,  and  the  fact  that 
the  court  approves  the  agreement  makes 
no  difference.  Ex  parte  Greenhaw,  41  Tex. 
CJrim.  Rep.  278,  53  S.  W.  1024.  The  court 
said:  ''Where  two  parties  are  indicted  for 
murder,  one  of  whom  turns  state's  evidence, 
this  forms  and  constitutes,  under  our  law, 
a  continuous  contract,  the  good  faith  of 
which  must  be  kept  by  both  parties.  Be- 
ing a  continuous  contract,  the  terms  and 
conditions  are  not  consummated  until  the 
final  trial  of  the  party  or  parties  accused, 
against  whom  the  accomplice  agrees  to 
testify.  After  he  has  testified  against  the 
parties  and  they  have  been  convicted,  and 
if  appeals  are  prosecuted,  and  these  ap- 
peals nave  been  affirmed  by  this  court,  then 
the  accomplice  is  entitled  to  his  release 
under  the  terras  of  the  contract;  but  not 
until  then." 

The  accused,  by  waiving  his  preliminary 
examination,  not  only  waives  the  right  to 
be  let  to  bail,  but  also  to  have  the  fact 
and  circumstances  of  the  alleged  offense 
examined  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  Re 
Malison,  36  Kan.  725,  14  Pac.  144. 

Where,  under  "ify^ll-grovinded  apprehen- 
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sion  of  personal  violence,  the  preliminary 
examination  is  waived,  no  estoppel  against 
the  accused  arises  pursuant  to  such  waiver. 
Ibid. 

Where,  at  the  time  of  the  arrest  of  the 
accused,  great  excitement  prevailed,  and 
it  appeared  that  large  bodies  of  armed  men 
were  in  town,  that  many  threats  of  violence 
were  made  by  the  friends  of  the  deceased, 
that,  in  fear  of  further  bloodshed,  the  ad- 
jutant general  went  to  the  county  where 
the  defendants  were«  and  he  and  other 
citizens  counseled  them  to  waive  examina- 
tion, and  they  did  so, — it  was  held  that 
this  would  not  prevent  them  from  after- 
wards having  the  charge  investigated  on 
an  application  for  bail.    Ibid. 

In  Indiana  murder  in  the  second  degree 
is  not  bailable  where  the  proof  is  evident 
or  the  presumption  strong  of  the  guilt  of 
the  accused.    Kx  parte  Colter,  35  Ind.  109. 

Where  the  prisoner  is  acquitted  of  the 
charge  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and 
can  no  longer  be  tried  for  that  crime,  but 
only  for  a  lesser  degree,  his  offense  ceas- 
ing to  be  capital,  he  is,  of  course,  en- 
titled to  bail.  Ex  parte  Moors,  46  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  417,  80  S.  W.  620. 

One  indicted  for  murder  may  be  let  to 
bail  upon  proof  that  he  is  guilty  of  a  bail- 
able homicide.  Lumm  v.  People,  3  Ind. 
293. 

An  accessory  before  the  fact  to  murder 
is,  in  Florida,  guilty  of  a  capital  offense, 
and  therefore  the  rules  with  reference  to 
the  admission  to  bail  of  persons  accused 
of  capital  offenses  apply.  Ex  parte  Kathen, 
—  Fla.  — ,  60  So.  38. 

And  in  Arkansas  the  crime  of  accessory 
before  the  fact  is  capital,  and  therefore 
not  bailable  where  the  proof  is  evident  or 
the  presumption  great.  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gen.  y.  Williams,  97  Ark.  243,  133  S.  W. 
1017. 

The  rules  with  reference  to  bail  were 
held  tfi  apply  in  the  case  of  a  slave  charged 
with  a  capital  crime  in  Ready  ▼.  Com.  9 
Dana,  38. 

Capital  punishment  was  abolished  in 
Wisconsin  in  1853,  and  under  a  Consti- 
tution in  the  usual  form  one  charged  with 
murder  is  entitled  to  bail.  Re  Perry,  19 
Wis.  677. 

h.  Health  of  accused. 

Bail  should  not  be  granted  on  thcr  ground 
of  bad  health,  unless  it  be  rendered  probable 
by  testimony  that  confinement  has  pro- 
duced, or  is  likely  to  produce,  fatal  or  ser- 
ious results.  Slight  sickness  is  not  sufii- 
cient,  since  there  are  few  persons  who  will 
not  be  injuriously  affected  by  imprison- 
ment. There  must  be  strong  grounds  for 
apprehending  a  fatal  result  or  permanent 
impairment  of  health.  Ex  parte  Pattison, 
66  Miss.  161. 

In  Aylesbury's  Case,  1  Salk.  103,  the 
accused  was  bailed  where  it  appeared  that 
he  had  been  long  in  prison,  where  his  trial 
had  been  delayed,  and  his  life  was  in 
danger. 
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On  an  application  for  bail  on  the  ground 
that  the  continued  imprisonment  would 
put  the  prisoner's  life  in  great  jeopardy,  it 
was  held  that  the  court  did  not  abuse  its 
discretion  in  refusing  bail  where  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  physicians  who  examined 
him  only  showed  that  he  was  ''suffering 
from  a  deranged  state  of  his  heart,  and 
his  general  health  impaired/'  Lester  ▼. 
State,  33  Ga.  102.  The  court  said  that  to 
grant  bail  in  such  a  case  would  be  a  most 
dangerous  precedent,  for  there  are  few  men 
whose  health  is  not  impaired  by  close  con- 
finement in  a  prison  sufficiently  strong 
and  close  to  prevent  their  escape.     ■ 

It  is  good  cause  for  admitting  to  bail 
a  prisoner  confined  to  jail  for  a  capital 
offense,  that  such  prisoner  is  then  suffering 
with  pneumonia  and  other  ailments  caused 
by  his  imprisonment  and  likely  to  be  ag- 

fravated  by  the  continuance  of  such  con- 
nementy  and  that  it  will  probably  ter- 
minate fatally.  Ex  parte  Watson,  1  Okla. 
Grim.  Rep.  595,  99  Pac.  161. 

On  application  to  the  criminal  court  of 
appeals  for  bail  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
after  commitment  of  a  capital  offense  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace,  when  it  is  made  clear- 
ly to  appear,  by  the  testimony  of  compe- 
tent, reputable  physicians  who  have  exam- 
ined the  physical  condition  of  the  prisoner 
at  the  time  the  application  is  made,  that 
there  is  strong  ground  for  the  opinion  that 
continued  confinement  would  cause  the  dis- 
ease from  which  the  prisoner  is  then  suffer- 
ing to  terminate  fatally,  he  should  be  re- 
leased on  bail.    Ibid. 

If  it  is  made  clearly  to  appear,  by  the 
testimony  of  competent,  reputable  phy- 
sicians who  have  examined  the  physical 
condition  of  the  prisoner  at  the  time  the 
application  is  made,  that  there  is  strong 
ground  for  the  opinion  that  continued  con- 
finement would  cause  the  disease  from 
which  the  prisoner  is  then  suffering  to  ter- 
minate fatally,  he  should  be  released  on 
bail.  Ex  parte  ^mith,  2  Okla.  Grim.  Rep. 
24,  99  Pac.  893. 

Where  the  accused  contracted  a  pain- 
ful and  dangerous  disease  in  consequence 
of  having  been  for  a  long  time  -in  a  small, 
damp,  and  badly  ventilated  room,  which 
disease  had  reduced  him  to  so  low  a  state 
as  to  render  the  continuance  of  his  case 
necessary,  and  he  had  since  that  time  con- 
tracted another  disease  which,  if  the  con- 
finement was  continued,  would  in  proba- 
bility result  fatally,  it  was  held  that  he 
should  be  admitted  to  bail.  Gom.  ▼.  Sem- 
mes,   11  Leigh,  665. 

In  United  States  v.  Jones,  3  Wash.  C.  G. 
224,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,495,  it  was  shown 
that  the  health  of  the  accused  was  bad, 
his  complaint  pulmonary,  and  that  further 
confinement  would  be  dangerous.  The  court 
said:  "The  humanity  of  our  laws,  not  less 
than  the  feelings  of  the  court,  favor  the 
liberation  of  a  prisoner  upon  bail,  under 
such  circumstances.  It  is  not  necessary,  in 
our  view  of  the  subject  that  the  danger 
which  may  arise  from  his  confinement 
should  be  either  immediate  or  certain.  If, 
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in  the  opinion  of  a  skilful  physician,  the 
nature  of  his  disorder  is  such  that  con- 
finement must  be  injurious,  and  may  be 
fatal,  we  think  he  ought  to  be  bailed." 

But  affidavits  of  physicians  stating  that, 
in  .their  opinion,  confinement  in  jail  will 
i-esult  disastrously  to  the  petitioner,  and 
which  state  no  facts  upon  what  such  opin- 
ion is  based,  make  no  sufficient  showing  for 
the  admission  of  the  prisoner  to  bail.  Re 
Fraley,  3  Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  719,  139  Am. 
St.  Rep.  988,  109  Pac.  295. 

That  the  accused  is  suffering  more  or 
less  from  melancholia,  and  that  this  is 
produced  by  his  confinement,  together  with 
the  charge  against  him,  does  not  bring  his 
case  within  the  provision*  of  a  statute 
which  authorizes  bail  if  he  is  so  diseased 
that  further  confinement  will  necessarily 
endanger  his  life.  Ex  parte  Johnson,  60  Tex. 
Grim.  Rep.  60,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  916,  131 
S.  W.  316. 

In  Texas  under  statutes  entitling  the 
prisoner  to  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  cases 
of  necessity,  as  when  the  party  is  in  legal 
custody  and  is  inflicted  with  a  disease  ren- 
dering his  removal  necessary,  and  giving 
the  prisoner  a  second  writ  in  case  of  new- 
ly discovered  important  testimony  which 
it  was  not  in  his  power  to  produce  at  the 
first  hearing  if  the  first  writ  is  heard  be- 
fore indictment,  the  party  is  entitled  to  the 
second  writ  after  indictment,  but  only  in  a 
case  coming  under  such  statute.  Ex  parte 
Wilson,  20  Tex.  App.  498. 

e.  Diaoretionary  penalty. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  crime  punishable 
by  death  may  also  be  punishable  by  im- 
prisonment does  not  entitle  the  defendant 
as  a  matter  of  right  to  be  admitted  to  bail. 

A  capital  offense  is  one  that  may  be 
punished  by  death.  Ex  parte  Dusenberry, 
97  Mo.  604,  11  S.  W.  217. 

A  capital  offense,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  constitutional  provision  with  reference 
to  bail,  is  an  offense  punishable  by  death. 
Gom.  V.  Lemley,  2  Pittsb.  362. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  "in  all 
cases  where  aiiy  person  or  persons,  upon 
conviction  of  crime,  shall  or  may  be  pun- 
ishable with  death,  the  jury  may,  in  their 
discretion,  in  their  verdict,  declare  that 
the  penalty  or  punishment  shall  be  im- 
prisonment for  life;  but  if  the  jury  shall 
omit  to  so  declare  the  penalty  in  their  ver- 
dict, then  the  court  shall  pronounce  the 
death  penalty,"  an  indictment  for  an  of-  ■ 
fense  theretofore  capital  must  be  still  re- 
garded as  a  capital  offense,  so  as  to  prevent 
the  accused  from  demanding  bail  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right.  Ex  parte  Fortenberry,  53 
Miss.  428. 

So  the  crime  of  rape,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  every  person  convicted  of  this 
charge  "shall  suffer  death  or  be  punished  by 
imprisonment  in  a  penitentiary  not  less 
than  five  years,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
jury,"  is  a  capital  off^^nse,  and  therefore 
not  bailable  as  a  matter  of  right.  Ex  parto 
Dusenberry,  supra. 
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The  fact  that  the  jury  has  the  power  to 
fix  the  penalty  for  murder  in  the  first  de- 
gree as  death  or  imprisonment  for  life  does 
not  render  it  bailable  as  an  offense  not 
capital.  Ex  parte  McCrary,  22  Ala.  65. 
The  court  said:  "The  nature  of  the  in- 
quiry before  the  magistrate,  on  a  ques- 
tion of  bail,  is  in  no  respect  changed.  It 
was,  before  the  adoption  of  the  Penal  Code, 
and  still  is,  whether  the  offense  charged  is 
one  which  may  be  capitally  punished;  and 
if  it  may,  and  the  proof  is  evident  or  the 
presumption  great,  it  is  not  bailable. 
Juries  have  always  had  the  power,  although 
not  the  right,  to  reduce  murder  in  the  first 
degree  to  manslaughter;  but  because  they 
had  this  power,  and  chose  at  times  to  exer- 
cise it,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  offense, 
when  the  charge  was  first  preferred,  was 
bailable." 

This  power  conferred  upon  the  jury,  of 
deciding  whether  or  not  a  homicide  shall 
be  punished  capitally,  undoubtedly  in- 
creases the  chapces  to  the  murderer  of  es- 
caping capital  punishment.  But  until  he 
is  tried,  the  offense,  in  law  and  in  the 
eye  of  the  Constitution,  is  as  much  capi- 
tal as  it  was  before  the  adoption  of  the 
Penal  Code.  As  long  as  it  may  be  punished 
capitally,  it  must  be  considered  a  capital 
offense.     Ibid. 

Where  it  cannot  be  known  until  after 
conviction  whether  death  will  be  the  pun- 
ishment, the  question  in  legal  contempla- 
tion on  the  application  for  bail  is  whether 
the  offense  is  of  a  character  that  may  be 
punished  capitally.  Ex  parte  McAnally,  53 
Ala.  495,  25  Am.  Rep.  646. 

VIII,  Burden  of  proof. 

a.  General  rules  applicable   thereto. 

In  most  jurisdictions  the  burden  of  proof 
is  on  the  accused  on  an  application  for 
bail.  Rigdon  v.  State  41  Fla.  308  26  So. 
711;  Ex  parte  Jones  55  Ind.  176;  Ex 
parte  Kendall  100  Ind.  569;  Brown  v. 
State,  147  Ind.  28,  46  N.  E.  34,  Re  Fraley, 
3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  719,  139  Am.  St.  Rep. 
988,  109  Pac.  295. 

On  habeas  corpus  application  for  bail  in 
a  capital  case  after  commitment  upon  ex- 
amination before  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant  to 
show  that  he  is  illegally  restrained  of  his 
liberty.  Ex  parte  Smith,  2  Okla.  Crim. 
Rep.  24,  99  Pac.  893. 

Upon  an  application  for  bail  by  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  after  commitment  for  a 
capital  offense,  the  burden  is  upon  the  pe- 
titoner  to  show  facts  sufficient  to  entitle 
him  to  bail,  when  those  facts  do  not  appear 
from  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of 
the  prosecution.  Ex  parte  Dykes,  6  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  162,  117  Pac.  724.  To  the  same 
effect,  Ex  parte  Belville,  6  Okla.  Crim.  Rep. 
145,  117  Pac.  725;  Re  Fralev,  3  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  719,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  988,  10.0 
Pac.  2J95. 

Upon  the  hearing  after  indictment  the 
burden  of  proof  is  on  the  defendant,  and 
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both  parties  are  entitled  to  compulsory  pro- 
cess to  secure  the  attendance  of  witnesses. 
State  V.  Crocker,  5  Wvo.  385,  40  Pac. 
661,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  468. 

Where  the  accused  admits  that  he  killed 
the  deceased,  the  burden  of  proving  that 
he  acted  in  self-defense  and  that  the  proof 
of  his  guilt  of  the  charge  of  murder  is  not 
evident  or  the  presumption  strong  is  upon 
him.  Ex  parte  Richards,  102  Ind.  260, 
1  N.  E.  639. 

The  early  decisions  in  Texas  are  in 
favor  of  the  rule  as  to  the  burden  of  proof 
adopted  in  other  states ;  but  at  present  the 
rule  in  that  state  is  that  the  burden  of 
showing  that  the  defendant  is  not  entitled 
to  bail  is  on  the  people. 

The  burden  is  upon  the  accused  to  show 
that  he  is  entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  John- 
son, 30  Tex.  App.  279,  17  S.  W.  410. 

The  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  in- 
dictment charges  the  offense  severally  or 
jointly  against  the  parties.     Ibid. 

The  burden  is  upon  the  accused  after  in- 
dictment to  show  himself  entitled  to  bail 
on  the  ground  that  the  proof  is  not  evi- 
dent.   Ex  parte  Randon,  12  Tex.  App.  145. 

After  indictment  for  a  capital  offense, 
the  burden  is  upon  the  accused  to  show  that 
he  has  a  constitutional  right  to  bail  because 
the  proof  of  ^is  guilt  is  not  evident.  Ex 
parte  Jones,  31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  422,  20 
S.  W.  983. 

When  a  person  is  brought  before  a  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  on  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  if  it  appear  by  the  return 
of  the  papers  attached  that  he  is  indicted 
for  a  capital  offense,  it  is  incumbent  on 
him  to  show  that  he  is  entitled  to  bail; 
if  he  declines  to  introduce  any  evidence, 
bail  should  not  be  allowed  him.  And  the 
same  rule  applies  when  the  return  to  the 
court  shows  that  he  is  held  by  virtue  of  a 
commitment  from  an  examining  court,  for 
a  capital  offense.  Ex  parte  Scoggin,  6 
Tex.  App.  546. 

But  in  Ex  parte  Newman,  38  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  164,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  740,  41  S.  W. 
628,  it  was  held  that  the  indictment  fur- 
nishes no  proof  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused, 
and  the  burden  is  on  the  state  to  show  that 
the  proof  is  evident. 

In  this  case  the  earlier  decisions  were 
overruled,  the  court  saying:  "We  hold 
that  the  general  rule  is  in  favor  of  bail, 
but  that  there  is  an  exception  to  this  gen- 
eral rule,  and  that  the  party  relying  n^n 
the  exception  must  prove  it.  The  exception 
is  in  favor  of  the  state.  Unless  the  case 
be  a  capital  one,  and  the  proof  is  evident 
of  this  fact,  and  unless  the  proof  is  evident 
that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  a  capital 
crime,  he  is  entitled  to  bail.  He  stands 
upon  the  Constitution  of  this  state,  which 
grants  bail  to  all  prisoners  with  sufficient 
sureties;  and,  as  before  stated,  the  party 
relying  upon  the  exception  must  prove  it." 

It  does  not  follow  because  the  legislature 
gives  the  relator  in  a  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding the  right  to  open  and  conclude 
the  argument,  that  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  him.     The  statute  merely  guarantees 
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to  the  applicant  an  additional  advantage 
as  an  exception  to  the  general  rule,  for 
if  the  burden  were  upon  him,  he  would 
have  the  right  independently  of  statute. 
Ibid. 

An  indictment  raises  a  presumption 
against  the  accused  for  all  the  purposes  of 
his  capture  and  custody,,  and  for  such 
purposes  it  is  conclusive  until  rebutted. 
Ex  parte  White,  9  Ark.  222. 

On  an  application  for  bail  by  a  prisoner 
who  is  shown  to  be  under  indictment  for 
murder,  he  is  presumed  to  be  guilty  of  the 
charge  in  the  highest  degree,  and  that 
presumption  must  be  overcome  by  proof. 
Ex  parte  Vaughan,  44  Ala.  417. 

In  proceedings  to  obtain  bail,  it  is  well 
settled  that  the  production  of  an  indict- 
ment found  by  a  grand  jury  makes  a  prima 
facie  case  of  guilt  in  the  highest  degree 
of  which  the  defendant  could  be  convicted 
under  the  indictment.  Ex  parte  Hammock, 
78  Ala.  414,     ' 

An  indictment  for  murder  duly  returned 
implies  prima  facie  that  the  prisoner  has 
no  right  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Jones,  55  Ind. 
176. 

In  Ex  parte  Smith,  23  Tex.  App.  100, 
5  S.  W.  99,  the  court  said:  "If  an  in- 
dictment for  a  capital  offense  does  not 
prima  facie  establish  a  nonbailable  offense, 
the  accused  party  would  be  entitled  to  bail 
the  moment  he  was  arrested,  and  the  officer 
who  would  have  the  temerity  to  refuse  him 
bail  when  tendered,  would  be  guilty  of  false 
imprisonment,  and  liable  to  prosecution 
and  punishment  for  that  offense,  as  well 
as  liable  in  a  civil  suit  for  damages.  An 
indictment  for  a  capital  offense,  for  all 
the  purposes  of  a  habeas  corpus  proceed- 
ing, carries  with  it  the  presumption  that 
it  is  founded  upon  proof  evident.  For  rea- 
sons apparent  to  the  legal  mind,  no  pre- 
sumption of  guilt  arises  from  an  indict- 
ment when  the  case  comes  to  be  heard 
upon  the  final  trial.  Then  the  presumption 
of  innocence  attaches  and  continues  through- 
out the  trial,  because  then  the  state,  and 
not  the  accused,  is  the  plaintiff,  the  actor, 
the  party  who  holds  the  affirmative  of  the 
issue,  and  who  must  assume  the  burden 
of  proving  the  offense  alleged." 

In  the  same  case  Hurt,  J.,  dissenting, 
said:  "What  presumptions,  then,  it  is 
again  asked,  arise  from  the  indictment? 
As  none  arise  upon  final  trial,  so  do  none 
upon  a  hearing  for  bail;  for  the  presump- 
tion of  innocence  follows  the  accused  until 
his  guilt  is  fixed  by  legal  evidence  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt.  The  oflScer  having 
the  accused  in  custody  should  look  to  the 
nature  of  the  charge,  whether  his  prisoner 
be  indicted  or  not,  with  a  view  of  regu- 
lating the  care  and  means  to  be  used  for 
his  safe-keeping.  What  presumption  he  or 
others  may  draw  from  the  existence  of  an 
indictment  can  never  be  a  practical  mat- 
ter bearing  upon  the  subject.  Whether  in- 
dicted by  a  grand  jury,  charged  by  com- 
plaint, or  committed  by  a  magistrate,  the 
prisoner's  right  to  a  hearing  remains  the 
same.  And  upon  the  hearing  of  the  evidence 
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his  right  to  bail  is  determined;  determined 
by  the  testimony  heard,  and  not  by  the 
indictment  or  the  nature  of  the  charge. 
Presumptions  of  guilt  before  hearing  for 
bail  may  or  may  not  be  drawn,  for  they 
are  comparatively  innocuous;  but  when 
the  hearing  begins  they  must  step  aside 
and  give  way  to  the  evidence.'* 

Where  the  charge  is  of  a  capital  felony, 
which  is  prima  facie  not  bailable,  the 
courts  are  very  show  to  admit  to  bail,  for 
there  is  shrewd  authority  that  **all  that 
a  man  hath  will  he  give  in  exchange  for 
his  life,"  and  after  indictment  found,  it 
is  only  in  a  clear  case  and  with  great 
caution  that  a  judge  will  admit  to  bail, 
for,  while  the  indictment  is  no  presump- 
tion of  guilt  on  the  trial  before  the  petit 
jury,  it  is  otherwise  in  the  application 
for  bail.  State  v.  Herndon,  107  N.  C. 
934,  12  S.  E.  268. 

This,  however,  is  but  a  presumption  in 
the  absence  of  all  other  proof.  Ex  parte 
Hammock,  supra. 

When  exculpatory  evidence  is  produced, 
such  testimony  must  be  weighed,  together 
with  the  presumption  raised  by  the  indict- 
ment; and  the  decision  must  be  pronounced 
on  the  entire  case  as  thus  presented.    Ibid. 

Prima  facie,  under  an  indictment  for 
murder,  the  offense  is  not  bailable,  and  this 
presumption  is  not  overcome  by  any  order 
made  on  a  preliminary  trial.*  Where  a 
party  under  indictment  for  murder  in  the 
first  degree  sues  out  a  writ  of  habeas  cor- 
pus, upon  production  of  the  indictment  the 
defendant  must  overcome  the  presumption 
of  the  law  by  legitimate  evidence  and  the 
order  of  the  magistrate  prescribing  bail 
is  not  legal  evidence  in  the  case.  Ex  parte 
Robinson,  108  Ala.  161,  18  So.  729. 

The  court  will  not  indulge  the  presump- 
tion, in  the  absence  of  evidence  warranting 
it,  that  the  accused  were  rightfully  in  the 
place  of  conflict  which  resulted  in  the 
death  of  the  deceased,  that  they  acted  in 
their  proper  self-defense,  that  the  killing 
was  unintentional,  or  in  the  mistaken  be- 
lief that  the  deceased  was  another;  nor 
can  the  court  presume  from  the  absence  of 
evidence  that  any  of  the  elements  of  the 
charge  are  not  subject  to  proof  which  is 
strong.  Brown  v.  State,  147  Ind.  28,  46 
N.  E.  34.  The  court  said  that  if  it  were 
otherwise,  the  case  of  the  accused  would 
be  made  stronger  by  the  least  searching 
inquiry  into  the  state's  evidence. 

When  the  homicide  is  proved  or  ad- 
mitted the  court  on  an  application  for  bail, 
will  not  presume  for  the  prisoner  either 
justication  or  mitigation  merely  because 
the  evidence  for  the  prosecution  fails  to 
show  their  absence.  Unless  the  evidence 
for  the  prosecution  shows  the  presence  of 
facts  tending  to  justify,  excuse,  or  mitigate 
the  offense,  the  burden  is  on  the  petitioner 
to  show  them.  Re  Fraley,  3  Okla.  Crim. 
Rep.  719,  139  Am.  St.  Rep.  988,  109  Pac. 
295. 

On  the  application  for  bail  on  the  ground 
that  the  case  was  continued  without  the 
consent  of  the  accused,  because  of  the  ab- 
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sence  of  a  material  witness  for  the  prose- 
cutioDi  on  an  affidavit  which  did  not  satis- 
factorily account  for  the  absence  of  the 
witness,  the  court  will  not  presume  that 
the  affidavit  did  not  satisfactorily  account 
for  the  absence  of  the  witness  in  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  in  the  record  to  show  it. 
Ex  parte  McCrary,  22  Ala.  65.  The  court 
said  that  if  the  affidavit  did  not  contain 
all  that  the  law  required,  it  should  have 
been  incorporated  in  the  record  and  made 
a  part  of  the  petitioner's  case. 

It  being  clear  from  the  weight  of  au- 
thority that  the  burden  is  upon  the  accused, 
under  a  capital  charge,  to  show  that  the 
proof  is  not  evident  nor  the  presumption 
great,  a  pertinent  inquiry  is,  What  proof 
is  it  that  he  must  show  is  not  evident  or 
what  presumption  is  it  that  must  appear 
not  to  be  great?  The  section  in  the  Florida 
Bill  of  Rights  does  not  declare  what  proof 
it  is,  and  in  its  application  consideration 
must  be  had  to  the  nature  of  the  inquiry 
before  the  judge  and  the  character  of  the 
proceedings.  After  indictment  found  for  a 
capital  offense,  and  on  application  for  bail, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  is  that  it  de- 
volves upon  the  accused  to  take  the  initia- 
tive, and  show  from  the  testimony  in  the 
case,  including  that  of  the  state,  that  the 
proof  is  not  evident  nor  the  presumption 
great.  There  may  be  exceptional  cases 
recognized  by  the  courts,  such  as  extreme 
sickness,  caused  or  increased  by  imprison- 
ment, and  the  like,  that  will  not  be  con- 
cluded by  this  rule,  and  th^  rule  as  to  them 
need  not  now  be  stated.  Rigdon  v.  State 
supra. 

When  names  of  state  witnesses  are  placed 
upon  the  indictment,  the  presumption  is 
that  all  of  the  witnesses  relied  on  bv  the 
state  are  named  and  the  accused  should 
not  be  required  to  produce  the  testimony 
of  any  other  witnesses  on  behalf  of  the 
state.  Where  no  witnesses  are  placed  on 
the  indictment,  it  is  incumbent  on  the  state 
attor-neys,  on  application  for  bail,  to  fur- 
nish the  accused  with  a  list  of  the  wit- 
nesses relied  on  by  the  state  in  due  time 
to  secure  their  presence  or  testimony ;  other- 
wise he  could  not  know  what  was  the  tes- 
timony upon  which  the  state  relied.  In 
ease  no  witnesses  are  placed  upon  the  in- 
dictment and  a  list  is  duly  furnished  by 
the  prosecuting  officer,  the  accused  should 
produce  the  witnesses  for  the  state  in  con- 
nection with  his  own,  if  he  had  any,  in  order 
that  the  judge  may  determine  from  all 
the  testimony  in  the  case  whether  the  proof 
was  not  evident  or  the  presumption  not 
great.     Ibid. 

Under  a  Constitution  in  the  usual  form, 
when  an  application  is  made  for  bail  in 
a  capital  case,  the  county  attorney,  if  he 
resists  the  application,  ^should  make  some 
showing  that  the  proof  is  evident -or  the 
presumption  great,  thus  bringing  the  case 
within  the  exception  mentioned  in  the 
Constitution.  On  failure  to  make  such 
showing,  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  bail  in 
all  cases ;  but,  if  such  showing  is  made,  the 
court  or  jud?e  should  refuse  bail  without 
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hesitation.  State  ex  rel.  Murray  ▼.  Dis- 
trict Ct.  35  Mont  504,  90  Pac.  513. 

Upon  the  application  to  the  supreme 
court  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  bail  the  petitioner  will 
not,  in  addition  to  the  report  of  evidence 
taken  in  the  police  court,  be  allowed  to 
introduce  testimony  of  witnesses  not  ex- 
amined, in  order  to  impeach  some  of  tiie 
witnesses  of  the  people,  and  tp  prove  facts 
otherwise  tending  to  his  exculpation.  Ex 
parte  Curtis,  92  Cal.  188,  28  Pac  223. 
The  court  said  that  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  new  facts  have  been  developed  or 
new  evidence  discovered  after  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  preliminary  examinatin,  in 
which  it  would  be  proper  to  hear  additional 
testimony  on  the  application  for  bail.  But 
in  such  case  the  petitioner  should  set  out 
the  discovery  of  such  new  facts  or  evi- 
dence among  the  grounds  of  the  applica- 
tion, and  the  application  itself  should  be 
addressed  to  the  superior  court  or  a  judge 
of  the  proper  county. 

In  People  v.  Hyler,  2  Park.  Crim.  Rep. 
570,  upon  an  application  based  on  the 
testimony,  taken  before  the  coroner  and 
grand  jury  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner 
would  not  be  allowed  to  furnish  proof  by 
affidavit  or  oral  testimony.  The  court  said: 
"It  has  not  been  the  practice  heretofore 
either  in  this  country  or  in  England,  nor 
can  such  a  precedent  be  established  with- 
out making  an  application  for  bail  sub- 
stantially a  trial  upon  the  merits;  for  if 
the  prisoner  can  produce  such  evidence  in 
his  own  behalf,  the  public  prosecutor  should 
be  permitted  to  controvert  it,  which  in  effect 
would  transform  a  motion  to  bail  into  an 
examination  into  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
the  prisoners.  The  rule  seems  to  be  well 
settled  to  the  contrary,  and  with  reason, 
because,  to  open  the  whole  question  of  guilt 
or  innocence  to  proof,  on  a  motion  to  ad- 
mit to  bail,  would  be  attended  with  most 
serious  public  inconvenience.  In  most 
cases  there  will  be  extant  on  the  files  of 
the  court  the  preliminary  examination  of 
the  accused,  or  the  testimony  before  the 
coroner,  or  that  before  the  grand  jury; 
in  some  cases  all.  True,  as  in  this  case,  a 
party  may  sometimes  by  casualty  be  de- 
prived of  the  benefit  of  a  preliminary  ex- 
amination, but  the  hardship  in  a  particu- 
lar instance  should  not  induce  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  precedent  which  would  prove 
of  great  public  inconvenience. 

On  the  application  for  bail,  the  indict- 
ment is  all  the  state  is  required  to  produce 
on  the  hearing  unless  in  rebuttal.  It  is 
not  required  to  introduce  evidence  to  show 
on  what  state  of  facts  the  indictment  was 
found,  or  to  show  whether  the  indictment 
was  found  on  a  state  of  facts  constituting 
murder  in  the  first  degree  or  in  the  second 
de|2free,  and  the  defendant  must  take  the 
initiative  and  show  by  evidence  that  the 
offense  was  less  than  murder  in  the  first 
deprree.     Ex  parte  Rhear,  77  Ala.  92. 

The  application  will  be  denied  where  the 
prisoner  offers  no  evidence  in  his  own  be- 
half, and  there  is  a  finding  of  the  grand 
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jury  against  him  and  his  admission  that 
he  did  the  killing.  Ex  parte  Vaughan,  44 
Ala.  417. 

Upon  the  hearing  it  is  proper  to  require 
the  prisoner  to  begin  the  evidence,  although 
it  imposes  upon  him  the  necessity  of  pro- 
ducing evidence  upon  which  the  state  in- 
tended to  rely  for  his  conviction  on  the 
final  trial.  But  the  accused  will  not  by 
this  procedure  be  denied  the  opportunity 
of  cross-examining  the  people's  witnesses. 
Ex  parte  Heftren,  27  Ind.  87.  To  the  same 
effect,  Rigdon  v.  State,  41  Fla.  308,  26  So. 
711;  Ex  parte  Nathan,  —  Fla.  — ,  60  So. 
38. 

Evidence  of  a  witness  of  the  prisoner 
that  the  deceased,  a  saloon  keeper,  sold 
liquor  to  the  witness  on  various  occasions, 
of  such  a  poisonous  character  that  it  fii:ed 
his  brain  and  made  him  wild  was  held  in- 
admissible on  the  hearing  for  admission  to 
bail.    Ex  parte  Halpine,  30  Ind.  254. 

The  right  of  the  prisoner  to  bail  es- 
tablished on  the  hearing,  or  refusal  of  the 
state  to  introduce  testimony  in  rebuttal  of 
that  offered  by  the  accused,  cannot  be 
denied  on  review  of  the  application  by  the 
introduction  of  additional  testimony.  The 
prosecution,  having  failed  to  introduce  tes- 
timony on  the  trial,  must  abide  by  its 
election.  The  only  question  open  is  the 
amount  of  bail.  Ex  parte  Hammock, 
supra. 

The  proof  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused 
may  be  evident  although  the  testimony  is 
in  conflict.  Ex  parte  Jones,  31  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  422,  20  8.  W.  983. 

A  mere  conflict  of  testimony,  even  upon 
a  vital  issue,  does  not  of  itself  entitle  a 
defendant  held  for  murder  to  be  admitted 
to  bail.  The  evidence  must  be  considered 
as  a  whole;  and  when  so  considered,  unless 
a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  defendant's  guilt 
of  murder  is  generated,  bail  should  be  de- 
nied. Re  Ballin,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  725, 
109  Pac.  288. 

On  a  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  mind  of  the  accused  at  the 
time  of  the  homicide,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  could  not  say  that  the  proof  of  the 
guilt  of  a  capita]  offense  was  evident, 
and  the  accused  was  therefore  admitted 
to  bail.    Ex  parte  Miller,  41  Tex.  213. 

To  the  mind  of  the  tribunal  passing  upon 
the  evidence,  the  guilt  of  the  applicant  of 
a  capital  offense  may  be  evident-— that  is, 
clear,  strong,  not  admitting  of  a  reason- 
able doubt, — and  yet  there  may  be  evidence 
in  conflict  with  such  inculpatory  evidence. 
It  is  not  all  conflicting,  exculpatory  evi- 
dence that  will  have  the  effect  to  raise 
a  reasonable  doubt  of  guilt,  and  destroy  or 
impair  the  force  of  "evident  proof"  made 
by  inculpatorv  evidence.  Ex  parte  Evers, 
29  Tex.  App.  639,  16  S.  W.  343. 

Where  the  evidence  was  such  that,  stand- 
ing by  itself,  it  made  a  case  of  "evident 
proof"  within  the  letter  of  the  Consti- 
tution, which  would  deny  to  the  defendant 
the  privilege  of  bail  and  there  was  testi- 
mony which,  if  believed,  tended  strongly 
to  show  that  the  defendant  could  not  have 
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committed  the  murder,  the  refusal  of  the 
judge  of  probate  to  admit  the  accused  to 
bail  will  not  be  set  aside.  Ex  parte 
Weaver,  65  Ala.  250. 

Where  the  evidence  is  conflicting,  the 
prisoner  should  have  the  benefit  of  such 
reasonable  doubt  as  arises  in  the  mind  of 
the  court  when  it  attempts  to  reconcile  the 
testimony.  In  case  a  reasonable  doubt  is 
entertained,  the  accused  should  be  admitted 
to  bail.     Ex  parte  Jones,  20  Ark.  9. 

Where,  from  the  transcript  of  the  evi- 
dence heard  before  the  committing  magis- 
trate, a  judge  of  the  superior  court  of  the 
state,  the  appellate  court  could  not  say 
that  the  refusal  of  the  lower  court  to  ad- 
mit to  ball  was  not  correct,  the  prisoner 
was  remanded.  Ex  parte  Walpole,  86  Cal. 
362,  24  Pac.  667. 

Where  the  admission  to  bail  was  de- 
manded on  the  ground  that  the  deceased 
was  killed  in  a  mutual  combat  which  would 
make  the  crime  manslaughter,  and  there 
was  great  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  whether 
there  was  such  a  fight,  and  as  to  whether 
the  deceased  had  fought  at  all,  bail  was 
refused.  Ex  parte  Finlen,  20  Nev.  141,  18 
Pac.   827. 

Where  there  are  favorable  circumstances 
in  the  case,  and  there  is  a  presumption 
that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  only  of  man- 
slaughter, the  court  will  exercise  its  dis- 
cretion -  by  admitting  the  accused  to  bail. 
State  V.  Wicks,  R.  M.  Char  It.    (Ga.)    139. 

Under  the  17th  section  of  the  Alabama 
Bill  of  Rights,  which  declares  that  "all 
persons  shall,  before  conviction,  be  bail- 
able by  sufficient  securities,  except  for 
capital  offenses  where  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  great,"  and  under 
the  Alabama  statutes  upon  the  hearing  of 
applications  for  bail,  either  before  or  after 
indictment,  the  court  is  not,  as  according 
to  the  practice  in  England,  confined  to  the 
written  evidence  taken  down  before  the 
committing  magistrate;  but  the  case  is 
heard  de  novo  the  solicitor  and  prosecutor 
are  notified  to  attend,  and  witnesses  are 
subpoenaed  both  for  the  state  and  for  the 
defendant,  and  examined  before  the  court, 
which  is  to  decide  the  application  upon 
the  evidence  produced.  Code  §§  3721,  3722, 
3732,  3733,  3745,  3746,  3669,  3673.  Ex 
parte  Bryant,  34  Ala.  270. 

In  forming  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  any  one  of  the  persons  ac- 
cused, we,  of  course,  look  alone  to  so  much 
of  the  evidence  as,  according  to  legal  rules, 
would  be  admissible  against  him,  if  tried 
separately  from  his  codefendants.    Ibid. 


b.  Testa  ftn*  determining  whether  hur^ 
den  has  been  sustained. 

It  is  a  question  of  some  difficulty  to 
determine  what  test  should  be  applied  in  de- 
ciding whether  the  prisoner  has  made  out 
a  case  for  bail. 

An  examination  of  the  decided  cases  as 
to  what  is  meant  by  the  expressions  "proof 
is   evident,"   "presumption   is  great,"   says 
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the  court  in  Ex  parte  Curtis,  92  Cal.  188, 
28  Pac.  223/  discloses  a  wide  variance  of 
opinion  upon  this  point,  some  courts  and 
judges  holding  that  the  prisoner  is  en- 
titled to  bail  unless  the  evidence  against 
him  is  such  as  ought  to  satisfy  a  trial 
jury  of  his  guilt  beyond  any  reasonable 
doubt;  others,  that  bail  should  be  denied 
when  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  warrant 
a  grand  jury  in  bringing  in  an  indictment, 
or,  which  practically  amounts  to  the  same 
thing,  when  the  evidence  is  sufficient  in  law 
to  sustain  a  capital  conviction. 

On  the  return  of  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus 
to  determine  whether  the  accused  shall  be 
admitted  to  bail,  the  issue  is  not  whether 
he  is  guilty  or  innocent,  but  whether  the 
presumption  of  his  guilt  is  great  or  the 
proof  evident.     Street  v.  State,  43  Miss.  1. 

In  Rex  V.  Fortier,  Rap.  Jud.  Quebec  13 
B.  R.  251,  1  Ann.  Cas.  10,  a  forgery  case, 
it  is  said:  "The  propriety  of  admitting  to 
bail  for  indictable  offenses,  which  were 
formerly  classified  as  felonies,  should  be  de- 
termined with  reference  to  the  accused  per- 
son's opportunities  for  escape,  and  to  the 
probability  of  his  appearing  to  take  his 
trial,  which  is  the  object  of  bail,  and  not 
with  reference  to  the  supposed  guilt  or  in- 
nocence of  the  party.  In  determining 
whether  or  not  to  admit  an  accused  person 
to  bail,  the  principal  thing  to  be  considered 
is  therefore  the  probability  of  his  appearing 
for  trial,  and  to  determine  this  question,  it 
is  proper  to  consider  the  nature  of  the 
offense  charged  and  its  punishment,  the 
strength  of  the  evidence  against  the  ac- 
cused, his  character,  his  means,  and  his 
standing.  Where  a  serious  doubt  exists  as 
to  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  and  he  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  every  reasonable 
doubt,  his  application  for  bail  should  be 
granted.  Then,  again,  if,  on  the  evidence,  it 
stands  indifferent  whether  the  accused  is 
guilty  or  innocent,  the  rule  generally  is  to 
admit  him  to  bail;  but  if,  on  the  contrary, 
his  guilt  is  beyond  dispute,  the  general 
rule  is  not  to  grant  the  application  for  bail, 
unless  the  opportunities  to  escape  do  not 
appear  to  be  possible,  and  the  probability 
of  his  appearing  for  trial  is  consequently 
considerable,  if  not  sure." 

In  Com.  ex.  rel.  Chauncey  v.  Keep- 
er of  Prison,  2  Ashm.  (Pa.)  227,  where 
the  evidence  showed  that  the  deceased 
was  killed  in  an  attempt  to  procure 
an  abortion,  it  was  held  insufficient  un- 
der this  rule  to  support  a  conviction  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  so  that  the 
accused  was  entitled  to  bail,  where  the 
right  to  bail  exists  in  all  cases  not  capi- 
tal. The  court  said:  "It  would  seem  a 
safe  .  .  .  [rule,]  to  refuse  bail  in 
a  case  of  malicious  homicide,  where  the 
judge  would  sustain  a  capital  conviction, 
pronounced  by  a  jury,  on  evidence  of  guilt 
such  as  that  exhibited  on  the  application 
to  bail;  and  to  allow  bail,  where  the  prose- 
cutor's evidence  was  of  less  efficacy.  This 
appears  to  afford  a  practical  test,  by  which 
the  question  of  admitting  to  or  refusing 
bail  in  malicious  homicide  may  be  readily 
31)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


solved."  This  test  has  been  frequently 
approved. 

We  think  that  the  best  rule  in  ultimate- 
ly determining  whether  the  prisoner  should 
be  admitted  to  bail  or  not  is  that  bail 
should  be  refused  in  all  cases  where  a  judge 
would  sustain  a  conviction  for  murder  in 
the  first  degree,  if  pronounced  by  a  jury, 
on  such  evidence  of  guilt  as  is  exhibited  on 
the  hearing  for  bail;  and  where  the  evi- 
dence is  of  less  efficacy  to  admit  to  bail. 
State  v.  Crocker,  6  Wvo.  385,  40  Pac.  681, 
9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  468*. 

To  the  same  effect.  People  v.  Baker,  10 
How.  Pr.  667,  s.  c.  People  v.  Hyler,  2  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  570;  Ex  parte  Bonner,  100  Ala. 
114,  14  So.  648;  Ex  parte  Allen,  55  Ala. 
258;  Ex  parte  Warrick,  73  Ala.  57;  Ex 
parte  Sloane,  95  Ala.  22,  11  So.  14;  Re 
Losasso,  15  Colo.  163,  10  L.R.A.  847.  24 
Pac.  1080;  Thrasher  v.  State,  26  Fla.  526, 
7  So.  847;  Ex  parte  Claunch,  71  Mo.  233; 
Ex  parte  Beacom,  12  Tex.  App.  318;  Ex 
parte  Jones,  31  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  422,  20 
S.  W.  983. 

This  rule  applies  where  the  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  people  tends  to  show  that 
the  accused  is  guilty  as  charged,  and  the 
evidence  on  the  part  of  the  accused  tends 
to  show  an  alibi.  Ex  parte  Richardson,  96 
Ala.  110,  11  So.  316. 

Where  it  is  clear  to  the  mind  of  the 
court  that  a  conviction  for  murder  should 
not  be  had,  the  accused  should  be  bailed. 
United  States  ex  rel.  Herl^rt  v.  The  Mar- 
shal, 2  Hayw.  &  H.  205,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,- 
726  A. 

In  Re  Troia,  64  Cal.  152,  28  Pac.  231.  in 
refusing  bail,  the  court  said:  "We  ought 
not  to  anticipate*  the  action  of  the  jury  by 
discharging  the  prisoner  from  actual  cus- 
tody, with  or  without  bail,  upon  evidence 
which  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  is  so 
insufficient  as  that  a  verdict  requiring  a 
capital  sentence,  based  upon  it,  should  not 
be  permitted  to  stand." 

In  People  v.  Shattuck,  6  Abb.  N.  C.  33, 
application  for  bail  was  refused  where  the 
testimony  before  the  grand  jury,  if  believed, 
was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  conviction  for 
murder. 

In  Moore  V.  State,  36  Miss.  137,  the  court 
said:  "We  wish  it  understood  that,  on  ap- 
plication for  bail,  we  may  grant  the  ap- 
plication even  in  cases  where  the  jury 
might,  and  perhaps  ought,  on  the  same 
evidence,  to  render  a  verdict  of  guilty  for 
murder.  So  much  depends  on  the  incidenU 
of  a  trial  by  jury,  the  manner  of  the  wit- 
nesses, their  intelligence,  their  seeming  bias 
or  fairness,  that  cannot  be  brought  before 
this  court,  which  yet  should  have  a  materi- 
al bearing  on  the  weight  of  evidence,  that 
we  deem  it  unsafe  that  the  opinion  of  the 
high  court  in  granting  or  refusing  bail 
should  be  adopted  as  a  criterion  for  the 
jury  by  which  to  determine  the  guilt  of 
innocence  of  the  accused." 

This  is  a  proper  rule  to  follow,  especi- 
ally in  a  court  of  the  last  resort.  Ex  parte 
Claunch,   71   Mo.  233. 

The  Pennsylvania  rule  was  criticized  in 
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Ex  .parte  Bridewell,  57  Miss.  30,  in  which 
the  court  said:  "A  verdict  of  conviction 
where  no  error  of  law  has  intervened  will 
never  be  set  aside  unless  manifestly  wrong, 
or,  as  is  sometimes  said,  if  there  be  any 
evidence  to  support  it.  To  say  that  bail 
will  only  be  granted  where  there  Is  no 
evidence  showing  guilt,  or  where  the  proof 
of  guilt  is  S9  slight  upon  the  whole  testi- 
mony that  a  conviction  would  be  mani- 
festly wrong,  is  plainly  inconsistent  with 
the  constitutional  requirement  that  it  shall 
be  granted  in  all  cases  except  where  the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great. 
The  error  of  the  Pennsylvania  rule  is  in 
failing  to  give  due  effect  to  a  verdict  of 
conviction,  or  in  overlooking  the  vast 
change  it  effects  in  the  attitude  of  the  party. 
By  it  the  legal  presumption  of  innocence  is 
overthrown,  all  doubtful  questions  of  fact 
are  resolved  in  favor  of  the  state,  and  the 
credibility  or  noncredibility  of  witnesses 
is  conclusively  established.  As  before  re- 
marked, where  no  error  of  law  has  been 
committed  to  the  prejudice  of  the  accused, 
the  verdict  will  not  be  set  aside,  unless  the 
court  can  say  that  it  is  "without  evidence 
to  support  it,  or  that,  upon  a  review  and 
inspection  of  all  the  evidence,  the  finding 
is  plainly  erroneous.  To  apply  such  a  'test 
to  a  proceeding  for  bail,  and  to  declare  that 
it  will  be  denied  unless  the  relator  has  dem- 
onstrated that  the  evidence  against  him 
is  of  a  like  unsatisfactory  character,  is 
to  reverse  the  constitutional  requirement 
that  it  shall  be  granted  unless  the  proof  of 
guilt  be  evident  or  the  presumption  great." 

Referring  to  the  statement  in  Moore's 
Case,  supra,  and  Beall  v.  State,  39  Miss. 
715,  that  the  court  might  admit  to  bail" 
even  in  cases  where  the  jury  might,  or  per- 
haps ought,  on  the  same  evidence,  to  render 
a  verdict  of  guilty  for  murder,"  the  court 
in  Ex  parte  Bridewell,  supra,  said  that, 
"if  by  this  it  was  meant  that  this  court  or 
the  presiding  judge,  on  the  hearing  of  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  might,  in  its  dis- 
cretion and  under  the  exceptional  circum- 
stances alluded  to  above,  grant  bail,  even 
though  the  relator  had  not  made  out  a 
case  by  which  he  was  constitutionally  en- 
titled to  demand  it,  we  approve  the  remark ; 
but  if  it  was  meant  that  the  applicant,  in 
the  absence  of  such  exceptional  circum- 
stances, can  ever  be  said  to  have  established 
a  legal  right  to  demand  enlargement  by 
testimony  which  would  make  it  the  duty  of 
a  jury  to  convict  him  of  a  capital  crime, 
we  dissent  from  it.  A  jury  ought  not 
to  convict  if  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
guilt,  and  therefore,  to  say  that  the  ac- 
cused is  constitutionally  entitled  to  bail, 
when  there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  of  his 
guilt,  is  manifestly  to  nullify  the  provision 
of  the  Bill  of  Rights,  which  limits  the 
absolute  right  to  cases  where  the  proof 
is  not  evident  nor  the  presumption  great. 
It  would  be  difficult  to  give  a  meaning  to 
these  words,  if  they  do  not  embrace  a  case 
where  guilt  has  been  established  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt," 

The  Pennsylvania  rule  is  also  said  in  Re 
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Thomas  to  be  unmindful  of  the  inherent 
right  to  life,  liberty,  and  the  pursuit  of 
happiness  of  the  citizen,  and  to  cast  a 
burden  upon  those  charged  with  capital 
offenses  not  contemplated  by  the  law. 

The  criticism  of  the  rule  in  the  Bride- 
well Case,  supra,  was  also  approved  in  Ex 
parte  Smith,  23  Tex.  App.  100,  5  S.  W. 
09. 

If,  when  all  the  testimony  is  weighed, 
the  court  can  satisfactorily  affirm  that  "the 
proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption  great," 
that  the  petitioners  are  guilty  of  the  of- 
fense charged  in  that  degree  which  is  not 
bailable,  bail  should  be  denied.  If,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  testimony  is  such  as  to  dis- 
prove the  defendant's  guilt  of  the  offense  in 
the  nonbailable  degree,  or  if,  when  duly 
weighed,  it  is  such  that  a  fair-minded  man 
would  entertain  a  reasonable  doubt  of  g^ilt 
in  such  degree,  then  the  petitioner  is  en- 
titled to  bail.  Ex  parte  Hammock,  78  Ala. 
414. 

Upon  an  application  for  bail  by  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  the  burden  is  upon  the  re- 
lator to  show  that  he  is  illegally  deprived 
of  his  liberty;  and  the  officer  hearing  the 
case  should  require  the  pro4uction  of  all 
the  available  testimony  for  the  prosecution, 
and  should  if  necessary,  postpone  the  hear- 
ing until  it  can  be  obtained.  If,  upon  the 
whole  testimony  adduced  before  him,  he 
entertains  a  reasonable  doubt  whether  the 
relator  committed  the  act,  or  whether  in 
so  doing  he  was  guilty  of  a  capital  crime, 
he  should  admit  him  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
Bridewell,  supra. 

The  same  rule  will  be  applied  by  the  ap- 
pellate court  in  keeping  in  mind  the  prima 
facie  legal  presumption  that  the  action 
of  the  judge  below  was  correct.     Ibid. 

If,  upon  the  consideration  of  all  the 
evidence  introduced  on  the  application  for 
bail,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  it  is 
insufficient  to  create  a  reasonable  doubt 
of  the  petitioner's  guilt  of  a  capital  of- 
fense, bail  will  be  refused.  Ex  parte  Dykes, 
6  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  162,  117  Pac.  724;  Ex 
parte  Smith,  2  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  24,  99 
Pac.  893. 

In  order  to  deny  bail  it  is  not  necessary 
that  the  evidence  should  be  so  convincing 
as  to  justify  a  verdict  against  the  sus- 
pected party;  but  it  is  sufficient  if  it 
points  to  him  and  induces  the  belief  that  he 
may  have  committed  the  offense  charged. 
Ex  parte  Winthrop,  —  Cal.  — ,  40  Pac.  751. 

Under  a  Constitution  in  the  usual  form, 
where  the  proofs  go  no  further  than  to  es- 
tablish a  ''probability"  of  guilt,  the  ac- 
cused is  entitled  to  bail.  Gainev  v.  State, 
42  Fla.  607,  29  So.  405,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
32. 

In  an  application  for  bail  for  a  person 
charged  with  a  capital  offense,  the  burden 
is  upon  the  accused  to  show  that  he  or  she 
is  entitled  to  bail.  The  quant  am  of  proof 
required  is  a  sufficiency  to  show  from  a 
fair  consideration  of  all  the  evidence  that 
the  proof  is  not  evident  and  the  presump- 
tion is  not  great  that  the  accused  is  guilty 
of   a   capital   offense.     The   character    and 
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extent  of  tlie  proof  to  make  the  necessary 
offense  depend  upon  the  circumstances  of 
each  case.  Ex  parte  Nathan,  —  Fla.  — , 
60  So.  38. 

Where  the  testimony  is  of  less  probative 
force  than  is  necessary  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  to  show  evident  guilt  or 
a  great  presumption  of  guilt  of  a  capital 
oITcnse,  the  accused  is  entitled  to  bail. 
Where  the  proofs  establish  only  a  proba- 
bility of  guilt,  bail  should  be  allowed. 
Ibid. 

On  a  charge  of  capital  felony,  the  rule  is, 
''When  the  guilt  is  manifest  or  the  presump- 
tion strong,  the  party  should  be  committed 
to  jail;  when  the  evidence  does  not  pro- 
duce entire  conviction,  but  makes  in  the 
mind  a  belief  of  the  party's  guilt,  security 
to  answer  the  charge  should  be  required." 
State  V.  Wiley,  64  N.  C.  821. 

If  there  is  probable  cause  for  charging 
the  accused  with  murder,  he  will  not  be  ad- 
mitted to  bail  after  commitment  by  the 
coroner,  and  pending  the  hearing  before 
the  grand  jury.  Re  Collins,  11  Abb.  Pr. 
406. 

Where  circumstantial  and  contradictory 
statements  of  the  accused  pointed  strongly 
to  his  guilt  of  the  charge  of  murder,  the 
toMTt  refused  to  admit  him  to  bail.  Ex 
parte  Corriveau,  6  Lower  Can.  Rep.  (Dec. 
des  Tribunaux)    249. 

Upon  an  application  for  bail  before  an 
indictment,  if  the  prosecuting  attorney  re- 
sisting the  application,  makes  no  showing 
that  the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presump- 
tion great  of  the  guilt  of  the  accused,  he 
is  entitled  to  bail.  State  ex  rel.  Murray  ▼. 
District  Ct.  35  Mont.  604,  90  Pac.  613. 

In  Texas  the  testimony  must  make  it 
evident  that  the  accused  is  the  guilty 
party  or  he  is  entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
Jasef,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  24  S.  W. 
421. 

The  court  believing  the  evidence  to  show 
a  deliberate,  wanton  icilling  of  the  deceased 
by  the  accused,  bail  was  refused.  Cash  v. 
State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  24  S.  W.  408. 

Where  the  record  did  not  show  that  se- 
date mind  and  deliberate,  preconceived  pur- 
pose, which  indicate  express  malice,  and 
the  court  did  not  discover  those  circum- 
stances which  point  with  unerring  cer- 
tainty to  malice  express,  the  accused  was 
admitted  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Cooper,  31 
Tex.  185. 

The  terms,  "proof  is  evident  or  presump- 
tion great,*'  are  as  definite  to  the  legal 
mind  as  any  words  of  explanation  could 
make  them;  and  are  intended  to  indicate 
the  same  degree  of  certainty,  whether  t)io 
evidence  be  direct  or  circumstantial.  The 
design  is  to  secure  the  right  of  bail  in 
all  cases  except  in  those  in  which  the 
facts  might  show,  with  reasonable  cer- 
tainty, that  the  prisoner  is  guilty  of  a 
capital  offense.  McCoy  v.  State,  25  Tex, 
33,  78  Am.  Dec.  520. 

The  rule  in  Texas  for  determining  wheth- 
er or  not  bail  should  be  granted  is  as  fol- 
lows: "If  the  evidence  is  clear  and  strong, 
leading  a  well-guarded  and  dispassionate 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


judgment  to  the  conclusion  that  the  offense 
has  been  committed;  that  the  accused  is 
the  guilty  agent;  and  that  he  would  pro- 
bably be  punished  capitally  if  the  law  is 
administered,  bail  is  not  a  matter  of  right." 
Ex  parte  Evers,  29  Tex.  App.  539,  16  S. 
W.  343.  To  the  same  effect.  Ex  parte 
Foster,  5  Tex.  App.  625,  32  Am.  Rep.  577; 
Ex  parte  Smith,  23  Tex.  App,  100,  5  S.  W. 
99;   Ex  parte  Coldiron,  15  Tex.  App.  464. 

Stated  in  another  form,  it  is  thus  laid 
down:  "If,  upon  the  whole  testimony  ad- 
duced, the  court  or  judge  entertains  a  rea- 
sonable doubt  whether  the  relator  commit- 
ted  the  act,  or  whether  in  doing  so  he  was 
guilty  of  a  capital  crime,  bail  should  be 
granted."     Ex  parte  Evers,  supra. 

This  rule  applies  when  the  case  is  con- 
sidered on  appeal,  the  court  keeping  in 
mind  the  prima  facie  legal  presumption 
that  the  action  of  the  trial  judge  was 
correct.    Ibid. 

Unless  it  plainly,  clearly,  and  obviously 
appears  by  the  proof  that  the  accused  is 
guilty  of  the  charge  against  him,  he  is 
entitled  to  bail,  by  virtue  of  the  Texas  Con- 
stitution providing,  "All  persons  shall  be 
bailable  by  sufficient  sureties  unless  for 
capital  offenses  when  the  proof  is  evident." 
(Bill  of  Rights,  §  11.)  Ex  parte  Boyett,  19 
Tex.  App.  17. 

So,  where  robbery  committed  by  the  exhi- 
bition and  use  of  nre  arms  is  made  a  capi- 
tal offense,  if  the  proof  is  evident  that  the 
robbery  was  committed,  and  that  the  ac- 
cused are  the  guilty  parties,  and  that  fire- 
arms were  used  in  its  commission,  they  are 
not  entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Epps,  35 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  406,  34  S.  W.  113. 

A  case  of  murder  in  •  the  first  degree 
having  been  made  against  the  accused  be- 
yond any  controversy,  bail  was  held  proper- 
ly refused.  Ex  parte  Wright,  39  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  193,  45  S.  W.  693. 

In  Ruston  ▼.  State,  15  Tex.  App.  324, 
although  the  prosecuting  witness  charged 
the  accused  with  rape,  tne  court  said  that 
the  evidence  was  not  of  that  satisfactory, 
evident,  and  conclusive  character  which  au- 
thorized it  to  deny  bail. 

It  not  being  evident  from  the  facts  pre- 
sented to  the  court  on  the  application  for 
bail,  that  the  accused  is  guilty  of  murder 
in  the  first  degree,  he  is  entitled  to  bail. 
Ex  parte  Cook,  2  Tex.  App.  388. 

When  the  facts  show  with  reasonable 
certainty,  that  a  murder,  with  express  mal- 
ice, has  been  committed,  bail  should  be 
refused.  McCoy  v.  State,  26  Tex.  33,  78 
Am.  Dec  620;  Dniry  ▼.  State,  26  Tex.  46. 

0.  niuatraUve  casea^ 

1,  Bail  granted. 

The  following  cases  will  illustrate  cir- 
cumstance under  which  bail  has  been 
granted. 

Where,  on  the  hearing  for  admission  to 
bail,  the  state  introduced  the  indictment 
and  then  the  prisoners  gave  oral  excul- 
patory evidence,  and  the  state  refused  to 
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introduce  evidence  in  rebuttal,  it  was  held 
that  the  accused  should  have  been  admitted 
to  bail  in  such  reasonable  sum  as  would  be 
likely  to  insure  their  appearance.  Ex 
parte  Hammock,  78  Ala.  414. 

In  Ex  parte  King,  86  Ala.  620,  5  So.  863, 
the  accused  was  held  entitled  to  bail,  al- 
though it  appeared  that  previous  to  the 
homicide  he  was  heard  to  say  that  if  the 
deceased  "ever  made  a  break  at  him  lie 
would  kill  him/'  where  the  testimony 
showed  clearly  and  unmistakably  that  the 
accused  did  not  provoke  the  difficulty,  but 
that  to  all  appearances  he  desired  to  avoid 
it;  that  the  deceased  was  the  aggressor; 
that  he  was  both  violent  and  boisterous; 
that  he  struck  the  accused  with  sufficient 
force  to  stagger  him,  when  the  accused 
immediately  shot  and  killed  the  deceased. 
The  court  said  that  under  this  state  of  the 
evidence,  it  was  unable  to  say  that  the 
proof  was  evident  or  the  presumption  great 
that  there  had  been  a  deliberate,  premedi- 
tated killing. 

Although  the  accused  was  indicted  for 
murder,  where  it  appeared  that  the  al- 
leged crime  was  committed  in  an  attempt 
to  procure  an  abortion,  and  there  was  no 
evidence  of  an  intent  to  kill,  it  was  held 
that  the  prisoner  was  entitled  to  bail. 
Ex  parte  Wolff,  67  Cal.  94. 

Where  the  testimony  showed  merely  that 
the  body  of  a  murdered  person  was  found; 
that  a  few  days  before  the  discovery  of 
the  crime  the  person  charged  as  principal 
was  with  the  .deceased  when  she  left  a 
house  where  she  boarded;  that  the  princi- 
pal took  deceased's  clothes  from  her  board- 
ing place  early  the  morning  after  she  left; 
that  some  of  the  clothes  were  found  in  pe- 
titioner's home,  near  where  the  body  was 
found;  that  the  actions  of  petitioner  after 
the  discovery  of  the  crime  were  such  as 
to  arouse  suspicion;  that  something  re- 
sembling blood  was  found  on  the  floor  of  pe- 
titioner's home,  and  the  floor  was  scoured 
soon  after  the  discovery  of  the  crime; 
that  the  petitioner  is  a  married  woman 
living  with  her  husband  and  others  in  the 
same  house,  it  indicates  a  probability  that 
the  petitioner  knew  something  of  the  crime ; 
but  it  is  not  evident  proof,  nor  does  it 
justify  a  great  presumption,  that  the  peti- 
tioner, as  an  accessory  before  the  fact,  aid- 
ed, counseled,  hired,  or  otherwise  procured 
the  murder  to  be  committed.  Under  such 
circumstances  bail  is  proper.  Ex  parte 
Nathan,  —  Fla.  — ,  60  So.  38. 

The  evidence  being  that  the  accused  shot 
the  deceased  in  a  saloon;  that  no  one  had 
•hot  the  accused  before  he  went  into  the 
saloon,  but  that  when  he  came  out  he  had 
two  pistol  balls  in  his  head,  ranging  back- 
wards and  slightly  upwards;  that  there 
was  no  one  in  the  saloon  except  the  de- 
ceased, his  father,  and  brother,  who  could 
have  done  the  shooting;  that  just  as  the 
accused  left  the  saloon,  he  was  fired  at  and 
returned  the  fire;  that  he  immediately 
exclaimed:  "They  shot  me,"  and,  "Who 
would  not  shoot  who  had  been  shot  at 
twice?"  that  the  accused  had  fired  only 
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four  shots,  and  that  at  least  five  shots 
were  heard  by  several  disinterested  wit- 
nesses; that  a  ball  extracted  from  the  head 
of  the  accused  was  of  the  same  weight  as 
that  used  for  a  pistol  such  as  the  deceased, 
or  his  father  or  brother,  used,  and  of  too 
small  a  caliber  for  the  weapon  of  the  ac- 
cused,— ^it  was  held  that  the  accused  was 
entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Heffren,  27  Ind. 
87. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  there 
had  been  no  quarrel  between  the  deceased 
and  the  accused,  until  one  had  broken  out 
while  they  were  together  in  a  saloon; 
that  the  deceased,  who  was  the  stronger 
man,  had  perpetrated  violence  and  indig- 
nity on  the  accused,  who  was  intoxicated, 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  provoke  him  to  ex- 
treme anger;  that  the  accused,  as  soon  as 
he  could,  left  the  saloon  and  returned 
within  five  minutes  with  a  revolver,  and  im- 
mediately, on  re-entering  the  saloon,  shot 
the  deceased, — it  was  held  that  it  could 
not  be  fairly  said  that  it  was  clear  that 
there  was  sufficient  time  between  the  provo- 
cation and  the  act  for  the  passion  to  cool 
and  the  reason  to  resume  control,  or  that 
the  proof  was  evident  or  the  presumption 
strong  that  the  killing  was  malicious.  Ex 
parte  Moore,  30  Ind.  197. 

Where  the  killing  was  shown  to  have 
been  the  result  of  a  combat  entered  into 
upon  a  sudden  quarrel,  and  without  any 
previous  acquaintance  between  the  peti- 
tioner and  the  deceased,  it  was  held  that 
the  petitioner  was  entitled  to  bail.  Ex 
parte  Hock,  68  Ind.  206.' 

In  State  v.  Start,  —  Kan.  App.  — ,  54 
Pac.  22,  the  evidence  was  that  the  de- 
ceased saw  the  accused  holding  another 
man  whom  he  supposed  to  be  his  son,  and, 
upon  going  to  his  assistance,  was  shot  by 
the  accused  when  within  four  or  five  steps 
of  where  the  two  men  were  struggling, 
there  being  no  enmitv  between  the  deceased 
and  the  accused,  and  no  reason  shown  for 
the  killing.  It  was  held  that  the  defendant 
was  entitled  to  bail. 

Where  it  appeared  that  the  deceased  and 
the  accused  had  quarreled,  and  that  the 
accused,  while  walking  in  the  street  with  a 
friend,  met  the  deceased  and  a  friend,  the 
deceased  remarking:  "This  is  the  young 
man  who  was  going  to  whip  me;*'  that  the 
deceased  then  said  to  the  accused  that  if 
he  would  take  the  rocks  out  of  his  pocket, 
he  would  fight  him;  that  after  some  re- 
marks of  this  nature  the  accused  drew  a 
revolver  and  shot  the  deceased,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  bail.  State  v.  Bell. 
—  Kan.  App.  — ^  64  Pac.  504. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the 
prisoner,  who  was  greatly  agitated  over 
the  punishment  of  his  brother  by  the  de- 
ceased, a  school  teacher,  had  armed  him- 
self, and  had  then  sought  the  deceased  for 
an  explanation,  and  had  met  him  after 
school  on  the  latter's  way  home;  that  they 
had  engaged  in  an  angry  conversation,  and 
that  the  deceased,  who  was  a  larger  man 
than  the  accused,  began  beating  the  latter 
with  a  whip;   that  the  accused  retreated. 
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and  that  the  deceased  followed  up  his  at- 
tack, until  the  accused  drew  a  bowie-knife 
from  his  pocket  and  stabbed  the  deceased 
to  death,  it  was  held  that  the  prisoner  was 
entitled  to  bail.  £x  parte  Wray,  30  Miss. 
673. 

Where  the  evidence  was  that  the  accused 
■shot  the  deceased  while  the  latter  was  ad- 
vancing on  him,  threatening  to  use  a 
heavy  board,  and  that  the  deceased  was 
much  superior  in  strength  to  the  accused, 
and  was  infuriated  at  him  because  he  had 
attempted  to  interfere  with  the  deceased 
when  the  latter  threatened  to  beat  his  son, 
and  that  the  accused  happened  to  have  a 
gun  at  the  time  because  he  had  been  out 
hiinting,  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  bail.  Ex  parte  Majors,  —  Miss.  — , 
34   So.   161,   12   Am.   Crim.   Rep.   37. 

Where,  on  the  hearing  of  an  application 
for  bail,  seven  of  the  nineteen  witnesses 
whose  names  were  indorsed  on  the  indict- 
ment, and  seven  others,  failed  to  testify 
to  anything  inculpating  the  accused,  and 
there  was  nothing  to  suggest  that  the  wit- 
nesses not  in  attendance  had  any  knowledge 
of  the  case  not  possessed  by  those  examined, 
it  was  held  that  the  prisoner's  application 
should  have  been  granted.  Ex  parte  Floyd, 
60  Miss.  913. 

Upon  the  simple  showing  that  the  ac- 
cused stood  indicted  for  the  crime  of  rape, 
a  capital  felony,  together  with  the  proof 
that  he  had  property  of  the  value  of  $500, 
the  court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  bail. 
Ex  parte  Arthur,  — -  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
47   S.  W.  365. 

Where  the  testimony  of  accomplices 
made  out  a  case  of  coldblooded  murder 
against  the  accused,  but  the  evidence  cor- 
roborating them  was  circumstantial,  con- 
sisting of  declarations  and  conduct  of  the 
accused,  the  proof  of  the  prisoner's  con- 
nection with  the  crime  not  being  absolutely 
clear  and  conclusive  bevond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  it  was  held  that  he  was  entitled 
to  bail.  Ex  parte  Locklin,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  72  S.  W.  685,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
36. 

The  evidence  showing  that  the  cause  of 
the  killing  was  an  insult  to  a  female  rela- 
tive, which  would  require  a  charge  of  man- 
slaughter, it  was  held  that  the  accused  en- 
titled to  bail.  Ex  parte  Proctor,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  99  S.  W.  1010. 

The  evidence  failing  to  show  conclusively 
that  the  deceased  died  from  wounds  in- 
flicted by  the  accused,  it  was  held  that  the 
prisoner  was  entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte 
Pettis,  60  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  288,  131  S.  W. 
1081. 

The  judge  below  is  in  far  better  situation 
to  determine  the  credibility  of  witnesses 
on  the  application  for  bail  than  the  ap- 
pellate court,  and  therefore  great  deference 
must  be  paid  to  the  construction  placed 
upon  the  testimony  by  him.  Drury  v. 
State,  26  Tex.  45. 

The  evidence  showing  that  the  shooting 
was  probably  the  result  of  a  sudden  affray, 
the  accused  was  held  entitled  to  bail.     Ex 
parte  Dickson.  20  Tex.  App.  332. 
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Where  upon  the  hearing  the  prisoner 
procured  as  many  of  the  witnesses  whose 
names  were  indorsed  on  the  indictment  as 
he  was  able  to,  and  they  failed  to  identify 
him  as  the  murderer,  or  to  connect  him 
with  the  homicide,  it  was  held  that  he  waa 
entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Randon,  12  Tex. 
App.  146. 

\he  accused  is  entitled  to  bail  after  in- 
dictment, where  there  is  nothing  in  the 
testimony  to  connect  him  in  any  manner 
with  the  crime.  Ex  parte  Bomar^  9  Tex. 
App.  610. 

;9.  Bail  refused. 

The  following  cases  show  circumstances 
under  which  bail  has  been  refused: 

In  Ex  parte  Nettles,  68  Ala.  268,  the 
defendant  shot  the  deceased  at  his  place 
of  business,  and  accosted  him  there,  the 
tendency  of  the  testimony  being  that  the 
accubed  had  an  open  knife  in  his  hand. 
There  was  short  quarrel,  followed  by  a 
fatal  stab  with  the  knife.  Under  one  con- 
struction of  the  evidence  the  ofl'ense  was 
not  bailable,  under  the  other,  that  is,  that 
the  killing  was  not  capital,  the  offense 
was  bailable.  The  primary  court  having 
refused  bail,  the  appellate  court  refused 
to  disturb  its  ruling. 

Upon  an  application  for  bail,  exculpatory 
circumstances  related  by  the  accused  in 
his  confession  of  the  homicidd  not  sup- 
ported by  other  testimony  or  by  a  strong 
presumption  of  their  truth  arising  from 
the  confession  itself,  are  not  in  themselves 
sufficient  ground  for  admitting  the  prisoner 
to  bail.  State  v.  Abbot,  R.  M.  Charlt. 
(6a.)   244. 

The  evidence  establishing  without  con- 
flict that  the  accused  shot  and  killed  the 
deceased,  that  there  were  previous  threats 
by  the  prisoner  to  do  so,  that  the  weapon 
used  w^as  one  of  a  dangerous  and  deadly 
character,  and  that,  in  addition  to  such 
threats  and  the  character  of  the  weapon 
used,  there  were  circumstances  clearly  man- 
ifeiBting  the  existence  of  malicej  it  was 
held  that  the  accused  had  not  discharged 
the  burden  of  showing  that  the  proof  was 
not  evident  and  that  the  presumption  of 
guilt  was  not  strong.  Schmidt  ▼.  Sim- 
mons, 137  Ind.  93,  36  N.  E.  516. 

In  Brown  v.  State,  147  Ind.  28,  46  N.  E. 
34,  it  was  held  that  the  prisoners  were  not 
entitled  to  bail,  the  evidence  show^ing  that 
they  went  to  the  house  where  the  deceased 
was  just  before  daybreak,  claiming  to  be 
United  States  marshals  in  search  of  a  man ; 
that  after  they  called  one  man,  the  de- 
ceased, who  was  in  the  house*  took  a  shot- 
gun and  went  out  of  the  kitchen  door  'to 
a  smoke  house ;  that  the  accused,  when  they 
heard  the  opening  of  the  door,  went  around 
the  rear  of  the  house  and  saw  the  de- 
ceased, whom  they  could  not  recognize  on 
account  of  the  darkness,  standing  in  the 
smokehouse  door  holding  a  shotgun  in  his 
hand;  that  Ke  raised  it  up;  that  the  pri.«»- 
oners  said:  "Hands  up!"  that  the  deceased 
said:  "I  haint,  I  haint;"  that  immediately 
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a  shot  was  fired  by  one  of  the  accused 
which  killed  the  deceased, — the  court  say- 
ing that  the  evidence  did  not  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  the  accused  were  not  tres- 
passers, or  that,  at  the  time  the  shot  was 
nred,  they  or  either  of  them  were  in  immi- 
nent peril  of  life  or  of  great  bodily  harm, 
or  that  they  might  reasonably  have  be- 
lieved themselves  to  be  in  such  peril. 

Where  the  facts  established  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  court  that  the  two  prisoners 
accused  of  killing  the  deceased  were  riding, 
together  with  others,  in  a  wagon,  when 
one  of  them,  seeing  the  deceased,  who  was 
his  enemy,  and,  finding  an  opportunity  to 
confront  him  alone,  attacked  and  killed 
him  without  the  assistance  of  any  of  the 
others  and  without  legal  justification,  it 
was  held  that  the  assailant  should  be  denied 
bail,  but  that  the  other  prisoner  should 
be  admitted  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Hamilton, 
65  Miss.  147,  3  So.  241. 

In  Re  Bell,  113  Mo.  506,  21  S.  W.  221, 
the  supreme  court  refused  bail  before  in- 
dictment, where  the  onlv  evidence  was  that 
offered  at  the  preliminary  examination,  at 
wliich  the  accused  gave  no  evidence,  the 
facts  presented  by  the  prosecution  being 
without  explanation  or  extenuation. 

Where  the  evidence  of  guilt  was  strong 
and  the  prisoner  had  been  retaken  after 
an  escape,  the  court  refused  to  exercise 
its  discretionary  powers  to  bail.  State  v. 
Rockafellow,'  6  N.  J.  L.  332. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  de- 
ceased, while  in  conversation  with  a  man 
in  front  of  a  store,  was  approached  by  the 
accused,  who  said,  "Hello,  Dan,"  and  with- 
out other  warning  fired  two  shots  into  the 
deceased  in  quick  succession ;  fhat  the  .de- 
ceased fell,  and  the  accused  fired  four  more 
shots  into  him;  that  the  accused  then 
walked  off,  came  back,  and  putting  his 
pistol  close  to  the  head  of  the  deceased, 
snapped  it  once  or  twice,  and  with  an  oath 
said:  "I  told  you  I'd  kill  you.  You 
killed  my  boy,"  it  was  held  not  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  killing  was  in  the  heat  of 

Sassion,  so  as  to  entitle  the  prisoner  to  bail. 
:e    Fraley,   3   Okla.   Crim.   Rep.   719,   139 
Am.  St.  Rep.   988,  109  Pac.  295. 

The  evidence  showing  that,  in  a  dispute 
over  a  fence,  the  deceased  and  accused  had 
violent  words,  that  the  prisoner  walked  off 
a  few  steps,  opened  his  knife,  and  came 
back  and  made  a  remark  to  the  deceased, 
who  started  for  the  prisoner,  but  stopped 
3  or  4  feet  from  him,  and  made  no  further 
advance;  that  the  accused  said,  "Come  on 
with  it,  and  if  you  are  going  to  do  it,  do 
it,"  and  immediately  stabbed  him  in  the 
heart,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  bail.  Re  Rollin,  3  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  725, 
109  Pac.  288. 

The  testimony  indicating  that  the  kill- 
ing was  done  in  a  riot  by  a  body  of  men 
who  had  a  common  understanding  or  agree- 
ment that  they  should  resist  all  who  op- 
posed them,  to  the  extent  of  taking  life  if 
necessary  to  accomplish  their  purpose;  that 
the  defendant  was  a  party  to  this  combin- 
ation, and  that  he  was  present  upon  the 
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ground  with  full  knowledge  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  rioters,  giving  them  his 
encouragement,  it  was  held  that  bail  was 
properly  refused.  Com.  v.  O'Donnell  (0. 
&  T.)   12  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  142. 

It  appearing  that  there  had  been  bitter 
feelings  between  the  deceased  and  the  ac- 
cused, owing  to  the  fact  that  the  accused 
had  dunned  the  deceased  for  pay  for  cer- 
tain cigars  he  had  sold  him,  and  that  they 
met  in  a  saloon  and  quarreled  over  the 
matter,  and  the  accused  shot  the  deceased 
under  circumstances  which  made  it  im- 
probable that  he  acted  in  self-defense,  it 
was  held  that  bail  was  properly  refused. 
Handle  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
22  S.  W.  49. 

W^here  the  accused  claimed  to  have  shot 
the  deceased  in  self-defense,  but  his  account 
of  the  affair  made  after  the  shooting,  and 
that  told  on  the  application  for  bail,  were 
materially  different,  and  certain  physical 
facts  made  it  certain  that  the  shooting 
could  jiot  have  occurred  as  the  accused 
said,  he  was  refused  bail.  Exparte  Pace, 
—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  20  S.  W.  922. 

Where  the  only  question  on  the  applica- 
tion for  bail  was  as  to  the  identity  of  the 
person  committing  the  murder,  which  was 
with  express  malice,  the  court  refused  to 
reverse  the  judgment  refusing  bail.  Mc- 
Kinnev  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — y 
20  S.  \V.  363. 

Where  the  testimony  of  one  witness  made 
it  doubtful  whether  or  not  the  case  was 
one  in  which  the  accused  was  entitled  to 
bail,  while  the  testimony  of  another,  if 
true,  made  it  evident  that  the  killing  was 
upon  express  malice,  and  the  salient  points 
in  the  latter's  narrative  were  not  contra- 
dicted, and  where  if  untrue,  it  was  in  the 
power  of  the  accused  to  show  it,  bail  was 
refused.  Price  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  26  S.  W\  624. 

The  testimony  for  the  state  being  posi- 
tive and  unequivocal  that  the  accuseo,  in 
company  with  another,  killed  the  deceased 
by  shooting  him  tj^ough  a  window  at  night, 
the  defense  being  an  alibi,  it  was  held  that 
the  prisoner  was  properly  refused  bail.  Ex 
parte  Cabrera,  63  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  466,  110 
S.  W.  898. 

Where  the  accused  and  the  brother  of  the 
deceased   had   a  dispute,   and   the   accused 

called   the  brother,   "A  d d  liar,"   and 

while  the  brother,  unarmed  and  in  his 
shirt  sleeves,  was  in  the  act  of  dismount- 
ing from  his  horse,  the  accused  shot  at  him, 
and  the  deceased,  who  was  unarmed,  see- 
ing the  danger  of  his  brother,  started  to- 
ward the  accused  with  hands  uplifted  in 
an  imploring  attitude,  and  the  accused  shot 
him,  and  then  fired  another  shot  at  the 
brother,  it  was  held  that  the  accused  was 
not  entitled  to  bail.  Moore  v.  State,  31 
Tex.  572. 

Where  the  accused  was  the  seducer  of 
the  wife  of  the  deceased,  and  had  been  im- 
plored by  the  latter  to  leave  the  neighbor- 
hood, the  deceased  saying  that  unless  he 
did  go  one  or  the  other  of  them  must  die, 
and   it  appeared  that  the  accused  armed 
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himself  with  three  pistols  and  a  double- 
barreled  shotgun,  and  waylaid  and  killed 
the  deceased,  it  was  held  that  he  was  not 
entitled  to  bail.  Ex  parte  Mosby,  31  Tex. 
566,  98  Am.  Bee.  547. 

Where  the  evidence  was  that  the  deceased 
and  a  companion  were  riding  on  horseback, 
and  were  stopped  by  several  persons  who 
were  armed«  and  the  deceased  was  ordered 
to  give  up  his  pistol,  and  he  gave  it  to  his 
companion,  who,  in  obedience  to  orders 
from  the  assaulting  party,  laid  it  on  the 
ground,  and  afterwards  escaped  and  was 
fired  on  several  times  in  so  doing,  and 
that  soon  afterward  he  heard  four  shots, 
it  appearing  that  the  body  of  the  deceased 
was  found  a  few  hours  later  on  the  ground 
with  four  bullets  in  it,  and  that  a  short 
distance  away  one  of  the  assailants  was 
found  severely  wounded,  shot,  according  to 
the  companion  of  the  deceased,  by  another 
of  the  assailants,  it  was  held  that  the 
proof  of  the  defendant's  guilt  was  evident 
and  the  presumption  great,  so  that  they 
were  not  entitled  to  bail.  Herrin  v.  State, 
33  Tex.  638.  . 

That  the  accused  was  drunk  at  the  time 
of  the  homicide  does  not  entitle  him  to 
bail  on  the  theory  that  there  must  arise 
doubt  as  to  whether  the  proof  is  evident  of 
a  sufficient  intent  to  justify  a  capital  con- 
viction.   Ex  parte  £vers»  29  Tex.  App.  539, 

16  S.  W.  343. 

Where  several  persons  met  at  the  house 
of  the  deceased  at  night,  and  while  the 
accused  was  engaged  in  -beating  the  de- 
ceased with  a  pistol,  another  shot  and  killed 
him,  it  was  held  that  notwithstanding  the 
facts  did  not  in  terms  show  an  actual  agree- 
ment to  kill,  and  did  not  show  that  the 
parties  to  the  killing  went  to  and  left  the 
place  of  the  homicide  in  company  with 
each  other,  the  court  would  not  presume 
that  their  meeting  was  accidental,  and 
that,  while  there,  they  acted  with  different 
intents  in  committing  the  homicide,  and 
that,  because  the  accused  did  not  shoot  the 
deceased  when  he  had  %n  opportunity  to 
do  so,  he  was  not  the  principal  offender. 
The  burden  of  showing  this  was  held  to  be 
on  the  accused  in  order  to  entitle  him  to 
bail.    Ex  parte  Johnson,  30  Tex.  App.  279, 

17  S.  W.  410. 

Where  the  accused  killed  the  deceased 
because  of  the  fact  that  his  wife  told  him 
she  had  been  raped  by  the  latter  twenty 
years  before,  at  a  time  when  she  was  not 
the  wife  of  the  accused,  -the  defense  being 
that  the  killing  was  done  under  uncon- 
trollable passion,  it  was  held  that  bail  was 
rightfully  refused.  Ex  parte  Jones,  31 
Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  422,  20  S.  W.  983. 

The  accused  is  not  entitled  to  bail  on 
mere  proof  that  threats  were  made  by  the 
deceased  against  his  life,  which  threats 
he  had  good  reason  to  believe  would  be 
carried  into  execution.  Ex  parte  Taylor, 
33  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  631,  28  S.  W.  957. 

IX,  Amount  of  hail. 

In  determining  the  amount  of  bail  to 
be  demanded  in  capital  offenses,  the  courts 
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endeavor  to  fix  upon  such  sum  as  is  deemed 
sufiicient  to  secure  the  presence  of  the  ac- 
cused at  the  trial,  and  in  doing  so  they 
will  take  into  consideration  the  pecuniary 
ability  of  the  defendant. 

In  Re  Losasso,  15  Colo.  163,  10  L;R,A. 
847,  24  Pac.  1080,  it  is  said:  It 
must  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  l^al 
penalty  for  crime  is  inflicted  only  upon 
conviction,  and  that  the  object  of  impris- 
onment before  trial  is  safe-keeping,  not 
punishment.  If  the  presence  of  the  ac- 
cused for  trial  could  be  otherwise  assured, 
imprisonment  would  doubtless  be  entirely 
dispensed  with.  So  anxious  were  the  fram- 
ers  of  the  Constitutions,  state  and  Federal, 
to  guard  against  abuses  in  this  direction^ 
that  they  prohibited  the  exaction  of  "ex- 
cessive bail,"  «.  e.,  more  than  will  be  rea- 
sonably sufficient  to  prevent  evasion  of  the 
law  by  flight  or  concealment.  It  is  like- 
wise to  be  remembered  that  trial  does  not 
and  cannot,  as  a  rule,  so  speedily  follow 
presentment,  in  this  and  other  rapidly 
growing  western  commonwealths,  as  in 
England,  where  the  common-law  doctrine 
under  consideration  had  its  origin. 

In  State  v.  Crocker,  5  Wyo.  386,  40  Pac. 
681,  9  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  468,  it  is  said: 
"It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  our  laws 
are  intended  to  be  framed  upon  the  humane 
idea  that  no  man  is  to  be  punished  until 
he  has  been  convicted;  that  an  accused  is 
only  confined  in  jail  before  trial  and  con- 
viction to  secure  his  presence  at  the  trial, 
and,  if  convicted,  that  he  may  be  compelled 
to  undergo  sentence;  that,  however,  if, 
by  sureties,  his  presence  can  as  well  be  se- 
cured, it  is  deemed  wise  and  just  that  he 
shall,  until  trial  and  conviction,  be  allowed 
his  liberty,  except  in  capital  offenses  where 
the  proof  is  evident  or  the  presumption 
great,  in  which  cases  it  is  deemed  that  the 
offense  is  so  grave  that  it  is  not  safe  to 
allow  the  presence  of  the  accused  to  be  se- 
cured by  bail." 

The  bail  must  be  fixed  at  such  sum  as 
will  be  likely  to  secure  the  attendance 
of  the  accused  at  the  trial.  Ex  parte 
Heffren,  27  Ind.  87;  Ex  parte  Bridewell, 
57  Miss.  39. 

The  amount  of  bail  should  be  graded 
somewhat  by  the  pecuniary  ability  of  the 
prisoner.    Ex  parte  Hammock,  78  Ala.  414. 

This  should  be  determined  in  the  county 
from  which  the  case  comes,  and  not  by  the 
appellate  court.     Ibid. 

In  Ex  parte  Banks,  28  Ala.  89,  it  is  said 
that  the  fact  that  the  prisoner  is  a  man  of 
fortune  may  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
fixing  the  amount  of  bail.  The  bail  in 
this  case  was  fixed  at  $20,000. 

The  record  should  furnish  the  court  with 
information  as  to  the  pecuniary  circum- 
stances of  the  accused.  Ruston  v.  State, 
15  Tex.  App.  324;  Ex  parte  Coldiron,  15 
Tex.  App.  464. 

Upon  a  record  showing  that  the  accused 
had  property  of  the  value  of  $500,  the 
court  fixed  his  bail  at  $5,000.  Ex  parte 
Arthur,  —  Tex.  Grim.  Rep.  — ,  47  S.  W. 
365. 

In  Moore  y.  State,  36  Miss.  137,  where 
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it  was  shown  that  the  prisoner  had  ver^ 
little  property  and  was  in  bad  health,  bail 
was  fixed  at  $2,000. 

In  £x  parte  Wilson,  20  Tex.  App.  498, 
the  accused  being  very  poor  and  having 
few  friends,  bail  was  reduced  from  $7,000 
to  $3,500. 

There  being  nothing  in  the  record  to  show 
the  ability  oi  the  accused  to  give  bail,  tho 
court  declared  that  it  was  not  proper  to 
say  that  a  $3,000  bond  was  excessive.  Ex 
parte  Hanson,  27  Tex.  App.  591,  11  S.  W. 
641. 

Where  bail  was  fixed  in  a  certain  sum 
on  preliminary  examination,  it  was  held 
that  after  indictment  the  accused  had  no 
right  to  demand  admission  to  bail  in-  the 
sum  fixed  at  the  preliminary  hearing.  £x 
parte  Robinson,  108  Ala.  161,  18  So.  729. 

In  Ex  parte  Cochran,  20  Tex.  App.  242, 
the  record  showing  that  the  prisoner 
charged  with  murder,  and  being  entitled  to 
bail,  could  give  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $2,- 
500,  bail  was  fixed  at  that  amount. 

Bail  has  been  fixed  in  various  amounts, 
ranging  from  $100,000  to  $500.  The  fol- 
lowing cases  will  illustrate  the  practice  of 
the  courts  in  this  respect: 

In  Davis's  Case,  Chase,  1,  Fed.  Cas.  Ko. 
3,621a,  where  the  charge  was  treason,  bail 
was  fixed  at  $100,000. 

In  Com.  v.  Semmes,  11  Leigh,  665,  where 
the  condition  of  the  prisoner's  health  was 
such  as  to  render  his  further  imprisonment 
dangerous  to  his  life,  he  was  admitted  to 
bail  in  the  sum  of  $26,000. 

Where  the  proof  on  the  application  for 
bail  was  not  considered  strong  enough  by 
the  court  to  justify  the  conviction  against 
certain  defendants,  they  were  admitted  to 
bail  in  the  sum  of  $20,000.  People  v. 
Baker,  10  How.  Pr.  567,  2  Park.  Crim. 
Rep.   570. 

•  in  People  v.  Perry,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  27, 
after  two  disagreements  of  trial  juries,  the 
prisoner  was  admitted  to  bail  in  the  sum 
of  $20,000. 

Bail  fixed  at  $15,000.  Ex  parte  Cold- 
iron,  15  Tex.  App.  464;  Re  Alexander,  59 
Mo.  598,  21  Am.  Rep.  393  (after  two  mis- 
trials) . 

Ball  fixed  at  $13,000.  Ex  parte  Matlock, 
18  Tex.  App.  227. 

Bail  fixed  at  $12,000.  Ex  parte  Strange, 
59  Cal.  416. 

Bail  fixed  at  $10,000.  State  ▼.  Bell,  — 
Kan.  App.  — ,  54  Pac.  504;  State  v.  Start, 
—  Kan.  App.  — ,  54  Pac.  22;  Ex  parte 
Jack,  —  Miss.  — ,  22  So.  188;  Ex  parte 
Holland,  2  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  581,  100  Pac. 
50;  Ex  parte  Westmoreland,  2  Okla.  Crira. 
Rep.  512,  103  Pac.  370;  Ex  parte  Hay,  23 
Tex.  App.  585,  5  S.  W.  98;  Thompson  v. 
State,  25  Tex.  Supp.  395;  Ex  parte  Miller, 
41  Tex.  213  (upon  agreement) ;  Ex  parte 
Callaher,  25  Tex.  App.  455,  8  S.  W.  481 
(murder  of  two  persons) ;  People  v.  Baker, 
10  How.  Pr.  567,  2  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  570 
(where  the  court  did  not  consider  the  evi- 
dence sufficient  to  have  warranted  the  find- 
ing of  an  indictment  against  the  accused)  ; 
Ex  parte  Goans,  99  Mo.  193,  17  Am.  St. 
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Rep.  571,  12  S.  W.  636  (after  discharge 
by  coroner's  jury  and  the  committing  magis- 
trate, and  after  one  mistrial) ;  United 
States  V.  Jones,  3  Wash.  C.  C.  224,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  15,495  (charge  piracy). 
Bail  fixed  at  $8,000.     Ex  parte  Hayes, 

—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  38  S.  W.  1149.  Ex 
parte  Lochlin,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  72  S. 
W.  585,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  35;  Ex  parte 
Rice,  26  Tex.  App.  343,  9  S.  W.  615;  Ex 
parte  Rankin,  30  Tex.  App.  71,  20  S.  W. 
202;  Ex  parte  Wolff,  57  Cal.  94. 

Bail  fixed  at  $7,500.     Ex  parte  Wilson, 

—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  110  8.  W.  66. 
Bail    fixed    at'  $6,000.     Ex   parte    Bice, 

—  Tex.  Crim.  ^lep.  — ,  90  S.  W.  505;  Ex 
parte  Duncan,  27  Tex.  App.  485,  11  S.  W. 
442. 

Bail  fixed  at  $5,000.  Ex  parte  Patter- 
son, —  Miss.  — ,  22  So.  186;  State. v.  Wiley, 
64  N.  C.  821;  People  ▼.  Van  Home,  8 
Barb.  168;  People  v.  Porter,  8  Barb.  168, 
note;  Ex  parte  Dickson,  20  Tex.  App.  332; 
Ex  parte  Terry,  20  Tex.  App.  486 ;  Ex  parte 
Allen,  22  Tex.  App.  201,  2  S.  W.  588;  Ex 
parte  McDowell,  23  Tex.  App.  679,  5  S.  W. 
187;  Ex  parte  Henson,  24  Tex.  App.  305, 
5  S.  W.  684;  Ex  parte  Suddath,  25  Tex. 
App.  426,  8  S.  W.  479;  Ex  parte  Smith, 
26  Tex.  App.  134,  9  S.  W.  359;  Re  Puryear, 

—  Tex.  App.  —  11  S.  W.  32;  Ex  parte 
Hanson,  27  Tex.  App.  591,  11  S.  W.  641; 
Re  Foulk,  —  Tex.  App.  — ,  13  S.  W.  746; 
Ex  parte  Bates,  29  Tex.  App.  138,  15  S. 
W.  406;  Ex  parte  Albitz,  29  Tex.  App.  128, 
15  S.  W.  173;  Ex  parte  Hope,  29  Tex.  App. 
189,    15   S.   W.   602;    Ex  parte  Thompson, 

—  Tex.  App.  — *  15  S.  W.  912;  Ex  parte 
Moore,  —  Tex.  App.  — ,  16  S.  W.  764; 
Ex  parte  Jasef,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — , 
24  S.  W.  421;  Ex  parte  Fatheree,  34  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  594,  31  S.  W.  403;  Ex  parte 
Winters,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  32  S.  W. 
897;  Ex  parte  Dartner,  —  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  — ,  38  S.  W.  770,  Ex  parte' Spencer, 

—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  138  S.  W.  703. 
Bail  fixed  at  $4,000.    Ex  parte  Pettis,  60 

Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  288,   131  S.  E.  1081;   Ex 

parte  KUnde,  22  Tex.  App.  418,3  8.  W.  332. 

Bail  fixed  at  $3,000.     Ex  parte  Catron, 

—  Miss.  — ,  21  So.  1029,  Ex  parte  Scham- 
berger,  19  Tex.  App.  672. 

Bail  fixed  at  $2,500.     Ex  parte  Proctor, 

—  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  99  S.  W.  1010,  Ex 
parte  Bryant,  21  Tex.  App.  639,  2  S.  W. 
891;  Ex  parte  Jones,  26  Tex.  App.  597, 
10  S.  W.  114;  Ex  parte  Cosby,  —  Tex. 
Crim.  Rep.  — ,  54  8.  W.  587. 

Bail    fixed    at    $2,000.     Ex    parte    Wil- 
liams* 18  Tex.  App.  653. 
Bail  fixed  at  $1,000.     Ex  parte  Majors, 

—  Miss.  — ,  34  So.  .151,  12  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
37;  Ex  parte  Manley,  —  Miss.  — ,  20  So. 
1023. 

Bail  fixed  at  $500.  Ruston  y.  State,  15 
Tex.  App.  324  (charge  rape). 

In  Reg.  V.  McNaughten,  14  Cox.  C.  C. 
576,  where  it  appeared  that  a  homicide 
was  committed  by  officers  in  repelling  an 
unlawful  assembly  or  riot,  the  accused 
were  admitted  to  bail  on  their  own  recog- 
nizances in  the  sum  of  £100. 
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In  Ex  parte  Bryant,  34  Ala.  270,  where 
four  persons  were  accused  of  murder  in 
the  first  degree,  and  the  proof  not  being 
evident  or  the  presumption  great  as  to 
three  of  the  prisoners,  they  were  admitted 
to  bail  in  the  sums  of  $3,000,  $1,000,  and 
$600   respectively. 

In  Re  Wilson,  —  Tex.  App.  — ,  13  S. 
W.  609,  bail  was  fixed  for  various  de- 
fendants at  $5,000,'  $3,000  and  $2,000. 

In  People  v.  Smith,  1  Cal.  9,  the  de- 
fendants, who  were  charged  with  burning 
several  Indian  lodges  and  killing  several 
Indians,  were  each  permitted  to  enter  into 
a  recognizance  in  the  sum  of  $3,000. 

• 

X,  Rules  governing  appellate  court  on 
application  for  bail. 

The  appellate  courts  in  some  states  will 
not  interfere  with  the  action  of  the  lower 
court  upon  an  application  for  bail,  un- 
less there  has  been  a  manifest  abuse  of  its 
power  or  discretion.  In  others  the  appel- 
late court  will  weigh  the  evidence,  but  in 
all  courts  great  deiference  is  paid  to  the 
decision  of  the  lower  court,  on  the  ground 
that  the  judge  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
see  and  hear  the  witnesses. 

Whether  based  on  a  prima  facie  case  of 
murder,  on  evidence  of  probable  guilt,  on 
the  sickness  or  physical  cojidition  of  the 
defendant,  or  on  other  cause,  the  granting 
or  refusal  of  bail  in  capital  cases  is  pe- 
culiarly within  the  discretion  of  the  judge 
of  the  superior  court,  and  will  not  be 
controlled  unless  it  has  been  manifestly 
and  flagrantlv  abused.  Jernagin  v.  State, 
118  Ga.  307,^45  S.  E.  411,  12  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  45. 

When  the  right  to  bail  depends  upon  the 
hearing  of  testimony,  the  rule  of  the  ap- 
pellate court  is  not  to  reverse  the  finding 
of  the  primary  court.  Ex  parte  Allen, 
65  Ala. -258. 

If,  after  indictment,  there  is  no  doubt 
from  the  evidence  offered  at  the  hearing 
on  habeas  corpus  that  a  murder  has  been 
committed,  that  the  issue  is  as  to  the 
guilty  complicity  of  the  relator  with  the 
perpetrator,  and  that  issue  has  been  passed 
upon  in  the  court  below  on  the  credibility 
of  witnesses,  the  appellate  court  will  not 
reverse  the  judgment  of  the  lower  court 
refusing   bail.      Street   v.    State,    43    Miss. 

The  granting  or  refusal  of  bail  being  a 
matter  in  the  sound  descretion  of  the  court 
below,  an  appellate  court  will  not  control 
that  discretion,  unless  it  has  been  flagrant- 
ly abused.     Lester  v.  State,  33  Ga.  192. 

When  the  appellate  court  sits  in  re- 
vision of  a  judgment  of  the  lower  court, 
it  acts  on  the  conviction  made  upon  it  by 
a  perusal  of  the  testimony  in  tlie  record 
giving  to  the  judgment  of  the  inferior 
court  that  prima  facie  presumption  of  cor- 
rectness which  attaches  to  all  courts  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  strengthened  in  this 
class  of  cases  by  the  fact  that  the  judge 
of  the  lower  court  has  seen  the  witnesses 
and  heard  them  testify  under  circmil- 
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stances  which  made  it  his  duty  to  attend 
to  their  bearing  and  determine  their  credi- 
bility.    Ex  parte  Bridewell,  57  Miss.  39. 

When  the  question  is  presented  to  a 
revisory  court,  much  is  due  to  the  judg- 
ment of  the  primary  tribunal.  The  wit- 
nesses are  personally  before  it,  and  the 
examination  is  usually  had  near  the  scene 
of  the  alleged  offense,  and  in  the  midst  of 
the  circumstances  attending  the  transac- 
tion. In  all  investigations  of  criminal  ac- 
cusations, much  depends  upon  the  manner 
in  which  the  witnesses  testify,  the  feeling 
of  partiality  or  prejudice  they  may  mani- 
fest, and  their  general  demeanor.  These 
the  primary  court  has  the  opportunity  of 
observing,  and  it  should  be  clear  that  it 
has  erred  in  Its  judgment,  or  a  revisory 
court  shall  abstain  from  interference.  Ex 
parte  Sloane,  95  Ala.  22,  11  So.  14. 

Where  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
people  tends  to  show  that  the  accused  is 
guilty  as  charged,  and  that  on  the  part 
of  the  prisoner  tends  to  show  an  alibi,  the 
appellate  court  will  not  grant  bail  where 
it  has  been  denied  by  the  primary  magis- 
trate on  oral  evidence,  unless  such  denial 
appears  from  the  record  to  have  been  mani- 
festly and  clearly  erroneous.  Ex  parte 
Richardson,  96  Ala.  110,  11  So.  316. 

The  appellate  court  will  not  interfere 
after  the  district  court  has  acted,  unless 
it  clearly  appears  that  the  defendant  is 
entitled  to  bail.  State  v.  Zummo,  115  La. 
Ann.  466,  39  So.  442. 

If  the  appellate  court  cannot. say  that 
it  is  convinced  that  the  probate  court  clear 
ly  erred  in  refusing  bail,  the  renewed  appli- 
cation of  the  prisoner  in  the  higher  court 
for  admission  to  bail  will  be  refused.  Ex 
parte  Mc Anally,  53  Ala.  495,  25  Am.  Rep. 
646. 

In  Re  Troia,  64  Cal.  152,  28  Pac.  231, 
the  court  said:  "If,  on  habeas  corpus,  we 
are  ever  authorized  to  determine  the  credi- 
bility to  be  accorded  to  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  whose  material  statementa  con- 
flict, it  is  only  when  the  testimony  of  the 
material  witnesses  for  the  people  is  clear- 
ly shown  to  be  false  that  we  can  be  justi- 
fied in  discharging  the  prisoner  with  or 
without  bail." 

But  the  rule  that  the  appellate  court 
will  not  set  aside  a  decision  of  the  circuit 
judge  refusing  to  admit  the  accused  to 
bail,  where  he  has  had  the  opportunity  to 
see  and  hear  the  witnesses,  does  not  apply 
where  the  denial  of  bail  is  made  on  the 
record  of  the  evidence  before  the  commit- 
ting magistrate.  Ex  parte  Jones,  20  Ark. 
9. 

In  Indiana,  the  appellate  court,  upon 
an  application  for  bail,  will  weigh  the  evi- 
dence. Ex  parte  Moore,  30  Ind.  197;  Ex 
parte  Sutherlin,  66  Ind.  595;  Ex  parte 
Walton,  79  Ind.  600;  Ex  parte  Kendall, 
100  Ind.  599;  Ex  parte  Richards,  102 
Ind.  260,  1  N.  E.  639. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  appellate  court  to 
weigh  the  evidence  and  pass  upon  its  con- 
flict as  a  trial  court.  Brown  y.  State, 
147,  Ind.  28,  46  N.  E,  34. 
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decision  of  the  court  below,  the  appellate 
court,  will  not  treat  the  finding  of  the 
judge  below  as  having  the  same  legal  effect 
as  if  it  had  been  a  finding  on  the  final 
trial  on  an  ordinary  cause,  but  the  judges 
of  the  higher  court  will  consider  and  weigh 
the  evidence.  £x  parte  Heffren,  27  Ind. 
87. 

The  appellate  court  in  Texas  examines 
the  evidence  on  appeal  from  a  judgment 
in  habeas  corpus  proceedings  denying  bail. 
£x  parte  McKinney.  6  Tex.  App.  500.  To 
the  same  effect.  £x  parte  Williams,  18 
Tex.  App.  653. 

In  £x  parte  Matlock,  18  Tex.  App.  227, 
the  evidence  was  examined  by  the  appel- 
late court,  and  the  applicant  admitted  to 
bail  after  indictment,  the  decision  of  the 
lower  court  being  reversed. 

While  great  deference  will  be  paid  to  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below,  it  will  not 
be  binding  on  the  appellate  court  in  any 
state  of  the  case,  where  the  court  might 
be  impressed  with  reasonable  doubt,  or 
could  not  willingly  concur  in  its  correct- 
ness.    Ex  parte  Moore,  5  Tex.  App.  103. 

It  would  only  be  in  an  extreme  case  in 
which  it  was  evident  that  the  judge  below 
erred,  that  the  appellate  court  would  re- 
verse his  judgment  upon  a  matter  of  the 
conflict  of  evidence  and  the  credibility  of 
witnesses.  £x  parte  Beacom,  12  Tex.  App. 
318. 

The  appellate  court,  in  passing  upon  the 
applicant's  right  to  bail,  will  not  comment 
on  the  evidence.  Ex  parte  McKinney,  5 
Tex.  App.  500. 

In  State  ex  rel.  West  v.  Collins,  10 
N.  D.  464,  88  N.  W.  88,  12  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  41,  the  court  said:  "We  have  also 
reached  the  further  conclusion  that  any 
extended  presentation  or  discussion  of  the 
evidence  at  the  hands  of  this  court,  in  ad- 
vance of  the  trial  of  the  case  upon  the 
merits,  would  be  manifestly  improper.  In 
capital  cases  the  question  of  whether  the 
homicide  resulted  from  the  premeditated 
act  of  the  accused  is  ordinarily  one  of 
fact,  to  be  determined  by -the  jury  under 
proper  instructions  to  be  given  to  the 
jury  by  the  trial  court.  In  such  cases 
the  pivotal  question  of  the  grade  of  the 
homicide  ought  not,  in  our  judgment,  to 
be  made  the  subject  of  collateral  inquirv 
and  determination  in  advance  of  the  trial, 
except  in  cases  where  there  is  little  or  no 
ground  for  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
the  grade  or  degree  of  the  homicide.  In 
our  opinion  this  court  would  be  trenching 
upon  delicate  and  dangerous  ground  should 
it  attempt  to  pass  upon  the  crucial  ques- 
tion to  be  determined  hereafter  by  the 
jury  impaneled  to  try  and  decide  upon  the 
entire  matter  of  the  guilt  or  innocence  of 
the  accused,  including  the  matter  of  the 
nature  and  the  degree  of  the  homicide. 
Upon  such  considerations  we  are  con- 
strained to  refrain  from  any  discussion 
of  the  evidence  or  the  law  applicable  there- 
to." 

In  Louisiana,  whether  a  prisoner  charged 
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mail  is  discretionary  with  the  judge  em- 
powered to  issue  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus, 
and  a  mandamus  will  not  therefore  be  is- 
sued to  compel  the  district  court  to  admit 
the  accused  to  bail.  State  v.  Merrick,  10 
La.  Ann.  424.  H.  C.  S. 


LOUISIANA  SUPREME!  COURT. 

THOMAS  J.  ADAMS 

V. 

J.  W.  PORTER,  Plff.  in  CertiorarL 

(129  La.  1085,  57  So.  626.) 

Vendor  and  pnrdiaser  —  deficiency  -^ 
supply. 

When  there  is  a  deficiency  of  land  in  a 
sale  per  averaionem,  the  court  cannot  order 
the  vendor  to  supply  the  deficiency  out  of 
land  not  included  in  the  tract  intended  to  be 
sold. 

(January  15,  1912.) 

(CERTIORARI  to  the  Circuit  Court  of 
J  Appeals  for  the  Parish  of  Caddo  to 
review  a  judgment  modifying  a  judgment 
of  the  Judicial  District  Court  in  a  suit 
brought  to  recover  possession  of  certain 
real  estate.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Hall  &  Jack  and  Liverman, 
&  Pollock  for  applicant. 

Messrs.  Ijee,  Pegues,  &  Atkinson  for 
respondent. 

Breanx,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  suit  was  brought  by  plaintiff  to 
recover  the  following  described  tract  of 
land,  to  wit:  Commencing  in  the  center 
of  Wilson's  Ferry,  and  running  in  a  south- 
easterly direction  along  Bayou  Pierre,  to 
a  dry  bayou  south  of  a  cabin,  at  or  near 
the  east  and  west  line  of  section  5,  divid- 

Headnote  by  Bbeaux,  Ch.  J. 

* 

Note,  <—  May  vendor  he  required  to  make 
good  deficiency  in  tract  sold  out  of 
other  lands. 

The  decision  in  Adams  v.  Pobteb,  to  the 
effect  that  where  lands  are  sold  per  aver- 
aionem  or  in  gross,  the  vendor  cannot  be 
compelled  to  supply  the  deficiency  out  of 
other  lands,  even  where  it  is  assumed  that 
some  remedy  exists,  is  supported  by  the  au- 
thorities. Thus,  in  Gladstone  Realty  Co.  v. 
Currie,  126  La.  115,  52  So.  237,  as  is  set 
out  in  the  Adams  Case,  it  was  held  that 
the  right  of  action  by  a  purchaser  for  a 
deficiency  of  acreage  was  not  for  a  sup- 
plement of  area,  but  that,  in  case  of  a 
shortage,  the  remedy  was  for  a  diminution 
of  price,  under  Civ.  Code,  Art.  2494,  en- 
50 
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ing  the  N.  i  and  the  S.  1  of  S.  E.  i  of  sec- 
tion 5,  and  running  thenoe  east  between 
parallel  lines  to  the  east  boundary  of  the 
section,  containing  80  acres,  more  or  less. 

The  facts  are  slightly  complicated.  They 
are  in  the  main  that  on  the  22d  day  of 
December,  1908,  Thomas  J.  Adams,  the 
plaintiff,  sold  to  Joseph  W.  Porter,  the 
defendant,  a  tract  of  land  of  33  acres  for 
the  price  of  $1,200,  represented  by  the 
note  of  J.  W.  Porter  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, payable  on  January  1,  1010,  secured  by 
a  vendor's  mortgage  and  privilege.  On  the 
face  of  the  papers,  this  was  a  complete 
deed. 

Subsequently  the  parties  by  their  agree- 
ments beclouded  the  issues.  The  defendant, 
Porter,    agreed   with    plaintiff   to   transfer 


to  the  latter,  Adams,  the  land  described 
(which  was  mortgaged  at  the  time  to  a 
Mr.  Marsden)  in  exchange  for  plaintiff's 
land,  sold  as  above  mentioned,  and  for  the 
price  for  which  a  note  had  been  executed. 
In  order  to  enable  Porter,  the  defendant,  to 
make  title  to  Adams  to  the  80  acres  of 
land  above  described,  a  note  secured  by 
mortgage  and  vendor's  privilege,  as  above 
mentioned,  was  assigned  to  Porter  to  en- 
able him  to  pay  the  vendor's  privilege  and 
mortgage  due  by  him  (Porter)  on  the  land 
which  he  prcHnised  to  transfer  to  the 
plaintiff  in  exchange.  The  note  was  placed 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  K.  M.  Reeves  to  paj 
the  note  and  vendor's  privilege  due  by 
Porter  to  Marsden.  The  note  was  taken 
up  by  Reeves  for  account  of  Adams,  and 


titling  the  purchaser  thereto,  in  case  of  a 
shortage  of  ^^  part  or  more  of  the  meas- 
ure expressed  in  the  contract.  So,  in 
Clark  V.  Famsworth,  7  Kan.  App.  167,  53 
Pac.  93,  it  was  held  that  a  party  purchas- 
ing lots  on  the  margin  of  a  town  site  pur- 
chases only  the  land  contained  within  such 
lots,  and  that  he  cannot  recover  from  the 
grantor  a  sufficient  amount  of  land  owned 
by  such  grantor  adjoining  the  purchased 
lots,  and  outside  the  limits  of  the  town 
site,  to  make  up  a  deficiency  in  the  area  of 
the  purchased  lots,  but  that  the  remedy, 
if  any,  lay  in  other  directions. 

In  Wright  v.  Wright,  34  Ala.  194,  where 
the  deed  contained  a  complete  description  of 

?:overnment  surveys  and  metes  and  bounds, 
ollowed  by  a  designation  of  a  number  of 
acres  as  mere  matter  of  description,  the 
court,  in  holding  that  the  purchaser  was 
not  even  entitled  to  an  abatement  in  the 
purchase  money,  said  that  "the  vendor  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  is  not  bound  to  make 
good  the  deficiency,  and  the  vendee  is  not 
required  to  surrender  any  excess.  In  sales 
made  in  gross  this  rule  is  of  more  general 
application  than  when  the  sale  is  made 
per  acre." 

And  the  general  rule  is  not  only  that  the 
vendor  cannot  be  compelled  to  make  up 
anv  deficiency  from  other  lands,  where  the 
safe  is  in  gross,  but  that  the  vendee  can- 
not be  compelled  to  take  land  not  lying 
within  the  purchased  tract  in  lieu  of  a 
deduction  for  a  deficiency.  Thus,  in  Bar- 
ton V.  Bird,  1  Overt.  66,  where  a  certain 
tract  estimated  to  contain  a  certain  num- 
ber of  acres  was  sold  with  a  stipulation 
that  a  deduction  should  be  made  at  a 
certain  rate  for  any  deficiency,  it  was  held 
that  the  vendee  could  not  be  compelled  to 
take  lands  not  lying  within  the  tract  sold, 
as  delineated  on  a  plat  with  reference  to 
which  the  sale  was  made. 

But  where  the  sale  is  by  the  acre,  and 
not  in  srross,  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  stated, 
one  of  nazard,  it  seems  that,  in  some  in- 
stances at  least,  the  vendee  is  entitled  to 
have  a  deficiency  made  up  from  adjoin- 
ing lands.  Thus,  in  Norfolk  Trust  Co.  v. 
Foster,  78  Va.  414,  where  a  tract  supposed 
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to  contain  a  certain  number  of  acres  was 
sold  at  a  specified  sum  per  acre,  with  pro- 
vision that  the  boundaries  set  forth  in  the 
deed  were  not  accepted  as  strictly  correct, 
and  reference  was  made  to  a  survey  to  be 
made,  and  with  the  further  provision  that 
if  the  land  conveyed  contained  more  than 
the  estimated  acreage,  such  excess  should  be 
paid  for  at  a  certain  rate,  it  was  held  t&at 
equity  would  decree  the  purchaser  the  de- 
ficiency of  land  from  the  adjoining  land, 
or,  at  his  option,  the  value  thereof. 

And  where  the  sale  is  of  a  specified  part 
of  a  larger  tract,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
deficiency  must  be  made  up.  Thus,  in  Lee 
V.  Durret,  4  Bibb,  20,  where  A  purchased 
a  specified  number  of  acres  from  a  larger 
tract,  and  B  subsequently,  and  with  notice 
of  the  prior  purchase  of  A,  purchased  the 
residue  of  the  original  tract,  it  was  held, 
the  part  set  off  to  A  falling  short  of  the 
purchased  acreage,  that  B  must  convey  to 
him  sufficient  of  the  residue  to  make  up  the 
deficit.  But  in  Lebeau  v.  Bergeron,  14  La. 
Ann.  494,  where  adjoining  tracts  with  an 
established  dividing  line  were  purchased 
from  a  common  vendor,  it  was  held  that  if 
either  purchaser  has  not  the  amount  of 
land  called  for  by  his  deed,  he  cannot  re- 
cover the  deficiency  from  the  purchaser  of 
the  adjoining  tract. 

In  Quebec  the  question  seems  affected  by 
statute.  Thus,  in  St.-Aubin  v.  Brunet, 
Rap.  Jud.  Quebec,  40  C.  S.  83,  where  the 
vendor  of  one  parish  lot  owned  an  adjoin- 
ing lot,  and  the  statutes  required  the 
vendor  to  deliver  the  amount  mentioned 
in  the  contract,  it  was  held  that  he  could 
be  compelled  to  deliver  the  amount  called 
for  by  the  deed,  by  taking  the  shortage 
from  the  adjoinins  unsold  lot,  and  that  be 
could  not  limit  the  vendee  to  a  reduction 
in  price  for  the  deficiency. 

And  the  vendee  of  realty  may  expressly 
contract  that,  in  case  a  certain  tract  of 
land  sold  does  not  contain  a  specified  num- 
ber of  acres,  the  deficiency  will  be  made  up 
from  adjoining  lands,  and  such  a  contract 
will  be  enforced  at  the  suit  of  the  pur- 
chaser. Latimer  y.  Marchbanks,  57  S.  C. 
267,  35  S.  E.  481.  Q.  J.  a 
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it  remained  in  the  hands  of  Reeves  to 
guarantee  the  faithful  performance  on  the 
part  of  Porter  according  to  the  terms  of 
the  contract;  that  is  to  say,  to  guarantee 
the  valid  deed  and  title  to  the  tract  of  land 
which  he  had  promised  to  exchange  with 
plaintiff  for  tlie  land  sold  as  first  above 
mentioned. 

It  appears  on  the  face  of  the  papers  as 
a  sale,  but  in  reality  this  sale  was  a  step 
toward  the  exchange.  Some  time  after 
these  agreements,  defendant,  Porter,  de- 
livered two  mules  to  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
value  of  which  he  received  46  acres  of  land, 
the  very  land  that  he  had  under  private 
signature  agreed  to  make  title  to  plaintiff 
in  exchange  of  the  first  land  above  de- 
scribed, but  which  he  had  not  yet  delivered 
in  accordance  with  the  agreement.  The 
mules  transferred  for  the  land  had  been  in 
plaintiff's  possession  and  use  several  months 
when  this  suit  was  brought.  There  is  no 
question  but  that  the  transaction  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  involving 
the  two  mules  and  45  acres  of  land  is  com- 
plete and  irrevokable.  The  judge  of  the 
district  court  so  considered  this  paVt  of 
the  transaction,  and  so  did  the  circuit  court 
of  appeal. 

Plaintiff,  in  bringing  this  suit,  ignored 
entirely  the  exchange  of  land  for  mules; 
made  no  allegation  in  that  respect.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  we  must  give  effect  to 
this  part  of  the  exchange  between  the 
parties.  Had  the  defendant  undertaken, 
instead  of  the  transaction  about  lands,  to 
pay  the  $1,200  note,  and  had  transferred 
the  two  mules  in  part  payment,  observing 
the  proportion  of  the  45  acres  to  the  80 
acres  as  the  basis  of  value,  the  defendant 
would  then  have  paid  m^  of  the  note;  that 
is,  in  the  proportion  of  %o  ^  mo*  ^^^ 
value  of  the  land.  The  defendant  informed 
the  plaintiff  that  he  would  take  possession 
of  the  45  acres.  He  had  them  surveyed, 
and  became  the  owner  of  a  separate  tract 
of  the  east  side  of  the  tract  he  had  promised 
to  transfer  to  plaintiff  in  exchange. 

But  the  transaction  took  another  shape, 
and  from  it  grew  the  difference  between* 
the  parties.  The  plaintiff,  we  have  seen, 
was  to  receive  80  acres  of  land  in  exchange 
for  the  $1,200  note,  which  is  the  same 
thing  in  this  case  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
33-acre  tract  of  plaintiff,  as  before  men- 
tioned. But  this  transfer  of  the  80-acre 
tract  was  impossible  for  the  reason  that 
the  tract  as  described  contained  only  50 
acres.  It  was  not  possible  to  carve  out 
of  50  acres  two  tracts— one  of  45  acres, 
and  another  of  35  acres,  the  last  number 
being  the  number  of  acres  plaintiff  now 
claims  as  due  him  as  a  balance  of  land  on 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  exchange  made.  The  number  of  acres 
remaining  is  5  acres. 

Defendant's  contention  is  that  the  tract 
was  to  be  transferred  by  metes  and  bounds, 
and  that,  when  the  agreement  was  signed, 
it  was  expressly  understood  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  accept  the  number  of  acres  with- 
out the  reference  to  the  actual  number 
described  in  the  deed.  This  is  not  denied 
by  the  plaintiff.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  ad- 
mitted by  him  as  a  witness.  The  circuit 
court  of  appeal  undertook  to  settle  this  dif- 
ference between  the  parties  by  decreeing 
that  the  35  acres  of  land  should  be  taken 
from  the  45  acres  for  which  defendant  had 
conveyed  two  mules,  as  before  stated.  In 
this  opinion  we  are  unable  to  agree  with 
our  learned  brothers  of  the  circuit  court 
of  appeal.  Defendant  had  acquired  as  ab- 
solute right  and  title^  and  the  land  was 
not  subject  to  any  further  claim  in  the 
part  of  plaintiff.  He  could  not  be  made  to 
supplement  a  deficiency  of  measurement  in 
that  way.  It  would  have  been  taking  other 
land  to  supply  an  alleged  deficiency. 

A  very  similar  question  was  decided  in 
Gladstone  Realty  Co.  v.  Currie,  126  La. 
115,  52  So.  237,  in  which  it  was  decided 
that  lands  other  than  those  included  in  the 
metes  and  bounds  of  the  tract  sold  could 
not  be  taken  and  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
any  deficiency. 

These  45  acres  of  land  by  effect  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties  were  taken 
out  of  the  metes  and  bounds  of  the  tract 
which  defendant  had  promised  to  convey 
to  the  plaintiff  in  exchange.  The  same 
principle  applies  here  which  was  laid  down 
in  the  cited  case.  We  do  not  think  we 
would  be  justified  in  undoing  that  which 
the  parties  had  done  in  recalling  a  complete 
transaction  for  the  purpose  of  adjusting 
misunderstandings  (if  there  was  misunder- 
standing). As  this  was  an  important 
point,  that  relating  to  the  consent  pf  plain- 
tiff, we  will  transcribe  here  the  evidence 
upon  the  subject.  The  defendant  in  testify- 
ing said:  "That  plaintiff  understood  what 
he  was  getting,  and  that  the  description 
covered,  and  that  he  would  take  what  there 
was  according  to  lines  from  one  point  to 
the  other  on  Bayou  Pierre,  extending  back 
east  to  the  section   line." 

We  infer  that  one  of  the  principal  ob- 
jects of  plaintiff,  as  stated  by  him,  was 
to  become  the  owner  of  Wilson's  Ferry, 
which  it  appears  is  a  part  of  the  remain- 
ing 5  acres.  When  plaintiff  was  questioned 
as  a  witness  on  cross-examination,  he  was 
asked  if  defendant,  Porter,  advised  him 
that  he  was  falling  into  a  mistake  against 
his  interests.  His  answer  was  that  he  was 
so  advised  by  the  defendant.  The  ques- 
tion was  then  propounded  to  him:     "Did 


788 


LOUISIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Dec., 


you  not  tell  him  that  you  did  not  care  if 
you  got  30  acres  so  you  got  the  land  you 
wanted?"  The  answer  was:  "Just  as  I 
got  the  land  I  showed  him.  I  did  not  care." 
That  he  wanted  the  land  from  one  point 
of  the  bayou  to  the  other.  Witness  con- 
cludes by  stating  that  he  made  an  ex- 
change with  defendant  for  a  certain  num- 
ber of  acres  on  the  Douglas  place  for  the 
land  described  in  the  contract.  The  action 
should  be  for  an  amount  in  money  repre- 
senting the  deficiency. 

From  any  point  of  view,  plaintiff  would 
not  be  entitled  to  relief  in  this  case.  It 
is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  of 
appeal,  sitting  in  the  parish  of  Caddo,  is 
avoided,  annulled,  and  reversed,  the  costs 
in  that  court  to  be  paid  by  plaintiff.  It 
is  further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  the  judgment  of  the  district  court,  the 
decretal  part  of  which  reads,  in  substance, 
as  follows:  That  defendant,  J.  W.  Por- 
ter's, deed  to  plaintiff,  Thos.  J.  Adams,  con- 
veys the  land  contained  within  the  metes 
and  bounds  as  described  in  said  contract, 
less  45  acres  on  the  east  boundary,  being 
stiff  land,  accepted  from  plaintiff,  for  a 
pair  of  mules  delivered  to  and  accepted  by 
plaintiff,  plaintiff  to  pay  all  the  costs  of 
this  suit.  It  follows  from  the  foregoing 
that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  5  acres 
mentioned,  and  that,  in  case  the  defendant 
neglects  or  refuses  to  make  deed  to  these 
5  acres,  then  this  judgment  to  be  considered 
equivalent  to  a  title  between  parties  from 
the  date  of  its  rendition  and  among  all 
parties  after  it  will  have  been  recorded  as 
required. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is 
reinstated,  and  made  the  judgment  of  this 
court,  at  the  costs  of  plaintiff,  and  it  is 
remanded  to  the  District  Court  for  execu- 
tion. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  February 
12,  1912. 
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STATE  OF  MINNESOTA  EX  REL.  JOHN 

KINSELLA 

V. 

ADOLPH  0.  EBERHART,  Governor. 

(116  Minn.  313,  133  N.  W.  857.) 

Certiorari  —  removal  from  office  —  de- 
cision of  governor. 

1.  Certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  to  re- 
view the  decision  of  the  governor  in  re- 
moving a  county  official  from   office. 

Headnotes  by  Lewis,  J, 
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Officer   »  removal  —  malfeasance. 

2.  The  specifications  charging  relator 
with  malfeasance  and  nonfeasance  in  the 
office  of  county  attorney  constitute  legal 
and  substantial  grounds,  and  the  evidence 
reasonably  tends  to  sustain  the  decision 
of  the  governor  in  removing  him  from  of- 
fice. 

(December  22,  1911.) 

(^  ERTIORARI  to  review  the  action  of  re- 
,    spondent  in  removing  relator  from  the 
office   of   county   attorney   for   nonfeasance 
and  malfeasance  in  otnce.    Writ  discharged. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  John  B.  Richards,  Jr.,  for  relator: 
An  act  essentially  "judicial,"  within  the 
definitions,   vitally   affecting  private  right, 

Note,  —  Potver  of  court  to  review  ac^ 
tion  of  governor  in  removing  officer. 

The  cases  make  it  plain  that  the  courts 
will  not  review  the  governor's  determina- 
tion that  the  incumbent's  neglect  or  mis- 
conduct is  such  as  is  made  a  ground  for 
removal.  But  it  seems  that  the  courts 
will  look  into  the  questions  of  the  gov- 
ernor's power  and  jurisdiction,  and  of  the 
legality  or  existence  of  the  ground  assigned 
by  the  governor. 

Thus,  it  has  been  held  that  the  governor, 
in  removing  an  officer,  as  authorized  by 
the  legislature,  does  not  act  in  a  judicial 
capacity  within  the  meaning  of  the  Con- 
stitution, and  that  the  exercise  of  the 
power  by  him  cannot  be  inquired  into  by  a 
court  in  a  proceeding  in  quo  warranto,  al- 
though he  may  have  erred  in  exercising 
the  power.  The  only  question  which  the 
court  can  consider  is  whether  charges  in- 
volving official  conduct  have  been  pre- 
ferred, whether  the  parties  had  notice,  and 
whether  the  governor  acted  upon  the 
charges,  and  removed  the  respondent  for 
the  reason  stated  in  the  charges.  State  ex 
rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Hawkins,  44  Ohio  St. 
98,  6  N.   E.  228. 

But  attention  is  directed  to  a  holding 
that  the  action  of  the  President  of  the 
United  States,  under  a  statute  authorizing 
him  to  remove  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  for  cause,  cannot  be 
reviewed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  Dis- 
trict for  the  purpose  of  determining  the 
Sufficiency  of  the  causes  which  induced  the 
removal;  and  that  the  court  cannot  pre- 
sume that  the  President  acted  without 
cause  simply  because  none  is  specified  in  the 
order  of  removal.  United  States  ex  rel. 
Garland  v.  Oliver,  6  Mackey,  47. 

The  action  of  the  governor  in  suspending 
-a  railroad  commissioner  until  the  neid 
meeting  of  the  general  assembly,  as  author- 
ized by  statute,  upon  giving  him  notice  to 
appear  and  answer,  is  due  process  of  law, 
and  the  courts  cannot  go  l^hind  the  gov- 
ernor's action.  State  ex  rel.  Caldwell  v. 
Wilson,  121  N.  C.  425,  28  S.  E.  554. 

And  since  a  governor,  in  refusing  to  re- 
instate  a  military  officer  relieved  by  him 
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cannot,  under  our  system  of  government,  be 
beyond  review  by  the  judicial  department  of 
our  government. 

McConaughy  v.  Secretary  of  State,  106 
Minn.  392,  119  N.  W.  408;  Cooke  v.  Iver- 
Bon,  108  Minn.  388,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — , 
122  N.  W.  261;  Bagg's  Case,  11  Coke,  93; 
Chamberlain  t.  Sibley,  4  Minn.  300,  Gil. 
228;  State  ex  rel.  Banning  t.  Berry,  3 
Minn.  — ,  Gil.  190;  Hayne  v.  Metropolitan 
Trust  Co.  67  Minn.  245,  69  N.  W.  916; 
State  ex  rel.  Hart  y.  Duluth,  63  Minn.  238, 
39  Am.  St.  Rep.  595,  55  N.  W.  118;  Town- 
send  V.  Sauk  Centre,  71  Minh.  379,  74  N.  W. 
150;  State  ex  rel.  Hardy  v.  Clough,  64 
Minn.  380,  67  N.  W.  202;  State  ex  rel. 
Clapp  v.  Peterson,  50  Minn.  239,  62  N.  W. 
655;  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v.  Dart,  57  Minn., 


261,69  N.  W.  190;  State  ex  rel.  Childs  v. 
Griffen,  69  Minn.  311,  72  N.  W.  117;  State 
ex  rel.  Douglas  v.  Megaarden,  85  Minn.  41, 
89  Am.  St.  Rep.  634,. 88  N.  W.  412;  Throop, 
Pub.  Off.  §§  379,  398;  Dullam  v.  Willson,  63 
Mich.  392,  61  Am.  Rep.  128,  19  N.  W.  112; 
People  ex  rel.  Metevier  v.  Therrien/  80  Mich. 
187,  46  N.  W.  78;  Page  v.  Hardin,  8  B.  Mon. 
648;  State  ex  rel.  Police  Comrs.  v.  Pritch- 
ard,  36  N.  J.  L.  101;  Honey  v.  Graliam,  39 
Tex,  1. 

The  court  will  look  into  the  evidence  to 
determine  the  question  as  to  whether  there 
was  a  ''legal  cause"  and  a  '^substantial 
basis"  for  an  order  of  removal. 

State  ex  rel.  Hart  v.  Duluth,  63  Minn. 
238,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  55  N.  W.  118; 
Townsend   v.   Sauk   Centre,   71   Minn.   379, 


in  his  official  capacity  as  commander  in 
chief  of  the  state  troops,  acts,  not  in  a 
merely  ministerial  capacity,  but  in  a  mat- 
ter involving  the  exercise  of  judgment  and 
discretion  in  respect  of  the  efficiency  of 
the  military  service,  the  course  of  the  gov- 
ernor cannot  be  controlled  bv  a  writ  of 
mandamus  directing  the  reinstatement  of 
the  officer.  State  ex  rel.  Higdon  v.  Jelks, 
]38   Ala.   115,   35    So.   60. 

The  power  of  the  governor  to  remove  an 
officer  for  cause  upon  his  own  investigation 
is,  in  its  proper  sense,  an  administrative 
function,  and  not  judicial  in  the  sense  that 
the  officer  is  entitled  to  have  the  question 
of  cause  determined  by  the  courts  in  the 
first  instance,  or  by  appropriate  appellate 
proceedings.  State  ex  rel.  Churchill  v. 
Hay,  45  Neb.  321,  63  N.  W.  821. 

And  the  power  of  the  governor  under  a 
statute  providing  that  certain  officers  shall 
hold  office  for  a  certain  time  "unless  sooner 
removed  by  the  governor"  is  not  a  judicial 
function,  and  the  mere  fact  that  an  officer 
exercises  judgment  in  deciding  a  matter 
does  not  make  his  decision  of  a  judicial 
character,  so  that  it  may  be  reviewed  by 
certiorari.  The  power  conferred  is  essen- 
tially a  political,  governmental,  and  execu- 
tive duty,  and  therefore  beyond  the  control 
of  the  judiciary.  State  ex  rel.  Rawlinson 
V.  Ansel,  76  S.  C.  395,  67  S.  E.  185,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  613. 

In  determining  whether  charges  against 
n  public  officer  are  worthy  of  credit,  so  as 
to  warrant  his  dismissal,  a  governor  exer- 
cises judgment  and  discretion;  a^d  since, 
therefore,  in  such  circumstances,  he  acts 
officially,  and  not  in  a  purely  ministerial 
matter,  he  cannot  be  compelled  by  manda- 
mus to  revoke  an  order  suspending  an  of- 
ficer upon  charges  preferred.  Householder 
y.  Morrill.  55  Kan.  317,  40  Pac.  664. 

The  following  language  was  used  in 
Dubuc  V.  Voss,  19  La.  Ann.  210,  92  Am. 
Dec.  526:  "That  the  power  to  remove  is 
incident  to  the  power  to  appoint,  we  are 
not  aware  has  ever  been  contended  for  as 
appertaining  to  the  governors  of  states. 
The  character  of  their  functions  is  not,  in 
all  respects,  analogous.  Their  power  of  re- 
r,9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


moval,  we  apprehend,  is  generally  limited 
to  particular  cases  provided  for  by  statu- 
tory enactments.  It  would  seem  to  dero- 
gate from  the  efficiency  of  the  chief  execu- 
tive officer  of  a  state,  and  to  lower  the 
dignity  of  his  office,  if  the  grounds  upon 
which  he  makes  removals  should  be  need- 
lessly subject,  to  the  scrutiny  of  the  courts, 
and  liable  for  slight  reasons  to  be  annulled 
by  judicial  decrees.  But  there  must  some- 
where be  protection  to  the  honest  and  faith- 
ful incumbent,  if,  unhappily,  his  right  to 
hold  office  should  be  recklessly  violated  by 
the  head  of  the  executive  department.  To 
the  judiciary,  in  such  a  case,  would  attach 
the  delicate  and  ungrateful  duty  of  in- 
quiring whether  the  executive  had  infringed 
the  law.  Such  cases,  we  may  hope,  will  be 
of  rare  occurrence."  It  was  held  in  this 
case  that  where  the  governor  issued  a  com- 
mission for  an  office  which  recited  that  a 
person  holding  a  previous  commission  was 
removed,  the  presumption  was  that  the  re- 
moval was  effected  for  causes  provided  by 
the  statute,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  overcome  the  presumption,  the 
later  commission  would  supersede  the  for- 
mer one.  The  same  result  was  reached  in 
State  ex  rel.  Dayries  v.  Yoist,  25  La.  Ann. 
396;  and  it  was  reiterated  in  State  ex  rel. 
Richardson  v.  Graham,  25  La.  Ann.  73,  that 
the  mere  removal  of  the  incumbent  raises 
the  presumption  that  it  was  effected  for  a 
proper  cause  specified  by  the  statute;  and 
in  Kvans  v.  Populus,  22  La.  Ann.  121,  that 
the  presumption  prevails  in  the  absence  of 
countervailing  evidence. 

Where  the  governor  has  autKority  to  re- 
move an  officer  for  specified  causes,  his  ac- 
tion must  be  deemed  conclusive  as  to  the 
existence  of  the  cause  in  so  far  as  the  right 
to  the  office  is  concerned.  Whether  correct 
or  not,  there  is  no  authority  to  revise  it, 
and  consequently  it  is  not  reversible  by  the 
court.    Keenan  v.  Perry,  24  Tex.  253. 

So  the  Louisiana  court  holds  that  the 
legislative  grant,  of  power  to  the  governor 
to  remove  an  officer  for  a  certain  cause 
implies  authority  to  judge  of  the  existence 
of  that  cause;  and  that,  however  erroneous 
the   decision   of   the   governor   as    to   that 
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74  N.  W.  160;  People  ex  rel.  Haines  v. 
Smith,  45  N.  Y.  777;  People  ex  rel.  Metevier 
V,  Therrien,  80  Mich.  187,  45  N.  W.  78; 
People  ex  rel.  Dumahaut  v.  Fire  Comra.  96 
N.  Y.  672;  Triplett  v.  Munter,  50  Cal.  644; 
Smith  V.  Ling,  68  Cul.  324,  9  Pac.  171; 
Ponting  V.  Isaman,  7  Idaho,  681,  65  Pac. 
434;  State  ex  rel.  Bradford  v.  Scates,  43 
Kan.  330,  23  Pac.  479;  Com.  v.  McPeek, 
14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  215,  20  S.  W.  220;  Re  Adam, 
113  App.  Div.  534,  99  N.  Y.  Snpp.  273; 
People  ex  rel.  Trayer  v.  Bingham,  120  App. 
Div.  350,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  414;  People  ex 
rel.  Lathers  v.  Raymond,  129  App.  Div. 
477,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  365;  State  ex  rel. 
Herod  v.  Pidgeon,  8  Blackf.  132;  Minnesota 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  McNamara,  13  Minn.  508,  Gil. 
468;    Throop,   Pub.   Oflf.   §   392. 


Messrs.  B.  F.  Fowler,  John  Bwan,  and 
Alfred  W.  Mueller,  with  Mr.  George  T. 
Simpson,  Attorney  General,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  action  of  the  governor  was  not  a 
judicial   act. 

23  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  428; 
Wilcox  V.  People,  90  HI.  186;  Donahue  ▼. 
Will  County,  100  111.  94;  Lynch  v.  Chase, 
55  Kan.  367,  40  Pac.  666;  McMaster  t. 
Herald,  56  Kan.  231,  42  Pac.  697;  Keenan 
V.  Perry,  24  Tex.  255;  Murphy  ▼.  Webster, 
131  Mass.  482;  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen. 
▼.  Hawkins,  44  Ohio  St.  98,  5  N.  £.  228. 

Proceedings  neither  judicial  nor  quasi  ju- 
dicial in  their  nature  cannot  be  reviewed 
on  certiorari. 

Re  Wilson,  32  Minn.  145,  19  N.  W.  723; 


question  may  be,  it  is  not  subject  to  ex- 
amination by  the  court.  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Doherty,  25  La.  Ann.  119,  13  Am. 
Rep.  131,  indorsed  in  State  ex  rel.  Weber 
V.  Fisher,  26  La.  Ann.  537,  and  State  ex 
rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Barrow,  29  La.  Ann.  243; 
State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen.  v.  Lamantia,  33 
La.  Ann.  446;  State  v.  Abbott,  41  La.  Ann. 
1096,  6  So.  805;  State  ex  rel.  Winder  v. 
Cahen,  28  La.  Ann.  645.  This  principle  has 
been  recognized  in  cases  disposed  of  on 
other  grounds.  '  State  ex  rel.  Kuhlman  v. 
Rost,  47  La.  Ann.  53,  16  So.  776  and  State 
ex  rel.  Keller  v.  Rost,  47  La.  Ann.  61,  16 
So.  663.  And  the  appointment  of  a  person 
to  an  office  by  a  paper  reciting  that  the 
previous  incumbent  is  removed  is  the  proof 
of  the  existence  of  sufficient  cause  for  re- 
moval, the  finding  of  which  is  discretionary 
with  the  governor.  State  ex  rel.  Atty.  Gen. 
▼.  Barrow,  29  La.  Ann.  243. 

For,  since  the  law  does  not  specify  the 
manner  of  or  form  for  removing  an  officer, 
the  judiciary  is  without  power  to  prescribe 
.  one,  and  if  in  the  commission  for  the  office 
words  are  used  which  make  it  plain  that 
the  'previous  incumbent  is  or  has  been  re- 
moved, and  that  the  party  appointed  is  to 
act  in  the  place  of  such  previous  incum- 
bent, this  is  sufficient  to  operate  as  a  re- 
moval, and  to  entitle  the  party  to  take 
possession  of  the  office.  So  held  in  State 
V.  Abbott  41  La.  Ann.  1096,  6  So.  805, 
holding  that  a  commission  appointing  a 
certain  person  to  an  office  "vice"  the  previ- 
ous incumbent  was  a  sufficient  removal  of 
the  latter. 

In  Atty.  Gen.  ex  rel.  Taylor  v.  Brown,  1 
Wis.  513,  holding  that  the  courts  cannot 
inquire  into  the  motives  of  the  governor 
when  he  removes  an  officer  under  a  statute 
authorizing  him  to  do  so  "when  he  shall 
believe  that  the  best  interests  of  the  state 
demand  such  removal,"  the  court  had  this 
to  say:  "The  policy  of  our  Constitution 
and  laws  has  assigned  to  the  different  de- 
partments of  the  state  government  distinct 
and  different  duties,  in  the  performance  of 
which  it  is  intended  that  tliev  shall  be  en- 
tirely  independent  of  each  other;  so  that 
whatever  power  or  duty  is  expressly  given 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


to,  or  imposed  upon,  the  executive  depart- 
ment, is  altogether  free  from  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  other  branches  of  the  govern- 
ment. Especially  is  this  the  case  where 
the  subject  is  committed  to  the  discretion 
of  the  chief  executive  officer,  either  by  the 
Constitution  or  by  the  laws.  So  long  as 
the  power  is  vested  in  him,  it  is  to  be  by 
him  exercised,  and  no  other  branch  of  the 
government  can  control  its  exercise.  But 
it  would  be  alike  unbecoming  and  unwar- 
ranted on  our  part)  to  inquire  into  the 
motives  of  the  governor,  in  the  exercise  of 
a  discretion  given  to  him  alone,  in  'any 
( case.  He  is  responsible  for  his  acts  in  such 
case,  not  to  the  courts,  but  to  the  people; 
and  whenever  experience  shall  have  demon- 
strated the  impolicy  or  impropriety  of 
clothing  the  chief  executive  officer  of  the 
state  with  a  power  of  removing  inferior 
officers,  at  his  discretion,  or  'when  he  shall 
believe  the  best  interests  of  the  state  de- 
mand such,  removal,'  it  may  then  be  the 
time  for  the  people,  in  whose  hands  alone 
is  the  remedy,  to  eradicate  the  supposed 
evil.  But  courts  are  created  to  construe 
the  laws  as  they  are,  not  to  declare  what 
they  should  be." 

Power  conferred  by  a  provision  of  the  • 
state  Constitution,  that  the  governor  may 
remove  a  public  officer  after  "giving  to  such 
officer  a  copy  of  the  charges  against  him 
and  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his 
defense,"  is  executive,  and  not  judicial,  and 
was  intended  to  be  vested  exclusively  in 
the  governor;  and  when  these  two  require- 
ments are  complied  with,  the  courts  cannot 
inquire*  into  the  merits  of  the  removal.  Re 
Guden,  171  N.  Y.  629,  64  N.  E.  451. 

The  courts  are  without  power  to  inquire 
into  the  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  charges 
in  the  governor's  hearing,  and  his  findings 
are  not  reviewable  by  any  court  so  long  as 
his  action  is  within  the  limit  of  the  power 
conferred  upon  him  by  the  statute.  Camer- 
on v.  Parker,  2  Okla.  277,  38  Pac.  14. 

A  similar  declaration  in  State  ex  rel. 
Atty.  Gen.  v.  Johnson,  30  Fla.  433,  18 
L.K.A.  410,  11  So.  845,  was  placed  upon 
the  grounds  not  only  that  the  courts  were 
not  given  such  power  to  review,  but  also 
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Lemont  y.  Dodge  County,  30  Minn.  386,  40 
N.  W.  359;  Christlieb  v.  Hennepin  County, 
41  Minn.  142,  42  N.  W.  930;  Moede  t. 
Stearns  County,  43  Minn.  312,  45  N.  W. 
435;  State  ex  rel.  Hardy  v.  Clougli,  64 
Minn.  378,  67  N.  W.  202;  Minnesota  Sugar 
Co.  ▼.  Iverson,  91  Minn.  30,  97  N.  W.  454; 
Mayor  v.  Morgan,  7  Mart.  K.  S.  ],  18  Am. 
Dec.  232;  State  ex  rel.  Holden  v.  Lamber- 
ton,  37  Minn.  362,  34  N.  W.  336;  State  ex 
rel.  St.  Liouis  County  v.  Dunn,  86  Minn. 
301,  00  N.  W.  772. 

Certiorari  is  not  the  proper  remedy,  but 
the  relator  should  have  proceeded  by  quo 
warranto. 
.  Burke  v.  Leland,  51  Minn.  355,  53  N.  W. 
716;  Delahanty  v.  Warner,  75  111.  185,  20 
Am.   Rep.   237;    State  ex   rel.   Addison   v. 


Williams,^  25  Minn.  340;  State  y.  Sibley,  25 
Minn.  387;  State  ex  rel.  Bivy'ant  v.  Guidey, 

26  Minn.  313,  3  N.  W.  977;  State  ex  rel. 
Railson  v.  Sanderson,  20  Minn.  333,  3  N. 
W.  984;  State  ex  rel.  Probtsfield  v.  Sharp, 

27  Minn.  38,  6  N.  W.  408;  Barnum  v/  Gil- 
man,  27  Minn.  466,  38  Am.  Rep.  304,  8  N. 
W.  375;  State  ex  rel.  Simpson  v.  Dowlan, 
33  Minn.  536,  24  N.  W.  188;  State  ex  rel. 
Bend  v.  Harrison,  34  Minn.  526,  26  N.  W. 
729;  State  ex  rel.  Derusha  v.  McMartin,  42 
Minn.  30,  43  N.  W.  572;  Taylor  v.  Sullivan, 
45  Minn.  309,  11  L.R.A.  272,  22  Am.  St 
Rep.  729,  47  N.  W.  802;  Burke  v.  Leland,  5 J 
Minn.  355,  53  N.  W.  716;  State  ex  rel. 
Childs  V.  Holman,  58  Minn.  219,  59  N.  W. 
1006;  Trautmann  v.  McLeod,  74  Minn.  110, 
70   N.   W.   904;    State  ex   rel.  Douglas  y. 


that  the  state  senate  had  been  granted 
such  power.  In  commenting  upon  the  na- 
ture of  the  power  of  the  governor  under 
the  provision  of  the  state  Constitution  that 
certain  officers  might  be  suspended  from 
ottice  by  the  governor  for  malfeasance  or 
misfeasance  or  neglect  of  duty  in  office,  or 
the  commission  of  any  felony,  or  for  drunk- 
enness or  incompetency;  that  the  cause  of 
suspension  should  he  communicated  to*  the 
officers  and  to  the  senate  at  its  next  ses- 
sion; that  the  governor,  by  and  with  the 
advice  of  the  senate,  might  remove  any 
officer  not  liable  to  impeachment  for  any 
cause  above  named;  and  that  if  the  senate 
should  refuse  to  remove,  or  fail  to  take 
action  before  its  adjournment,  the  officer 
suspended  should  resume  the  duties  of  his 
office, — ^the  court  said:  "It  is,  however,  en- 
tirely unnecessary  to  ascertain  whether  the 
nature  of  the  power  is  strictlv  judicial,  or 
quasi  judicial,  or  administrative*,  or  what 
is  its  precise  classification,  since  we  are 
altogether  satisfied  that  it  is  not  a  power 
given  to  the  courts  by  the  fourth,  or 
judiciary,  article,  which  provides  that  the 
judicial  power  of  our  state  shall  be  vested 
in  the  courts  there  designated.  If  the 
power  is  judicial  in  its  character,  the  fact, 
nevertheless,  is  that  it  has  been  given  to 
the  governor  by  the  section  of  the  executive 
article  under  discussion,  and  not  to  the 
courts,  and  the  governor  exercises  it  as  n 
member  of  the  executive  department  of  the 
government,  and  not  as  a  court,  or  mem- 
ber of  the  judiciary  department;  and  the 
courts  enumerated  in  the  judiciary  article, 
§§  1  and  34,  as  the  depositories  of  the 
judicial  power  of  the  state,  cannot  exercise 
it  any  more  than  they  can  the  power  of 
trying  an  officer  under  impeachment;  and 
for  any  such  court  to  attempt  it  would  be 
a  no  less  bald  usurpation  of  the  constitu- 
tional power  of  the  chief  executive,  than 
an  attempt  to  entertain  an  impeachment 
trial  would  be  a  lawless  assumption  of  the^ 
exclusive  functions  of  the  senate,  under  the' 
29th  section  of  the  legislative  article,  to 
try  impeachments." 

And  it  was  held  in  Gray  y.  McLendon, 
134  Ga.  224,  67  S.  E.  859,  that  where  the 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


legislature  creates  an  office  and  provides 
that  the  jncumbent  may  be  suspended  by 
the  governor  and  removed  by  the  general 
assembly  for  such  causes  as  to  them  may 
seem  satisfactory,'  the  court  is  powerless 
to  review  the  action  of  the  governor  in  sus- 
pending, or  that  of  the  general  assembly  in 
removing,  the  incumbent,  the  court  saying 
that  where  the  power  of  removal  rests  in 
the  discretion  of  any  officer  or  body  of  of- 
ficers, the  exercise  of  such  discretion  will 
not  be  controlled  by  the  courts,  since  the 
officers  charged  with  the  duty  of  determin- 
ing the  sulliciency  of  the  causes  of  re- 
moval and  fitness  of  the  party  removed  to 
continue  in  office  are  presumed  best  quali- 
fied to  pass  upon  these  questions,  unless  by 
statute  their  power  is  limited  to  removal 
for  due  cause. 

Power  conferred  by  the  state  Constitu- 
tion upon  the  legislature  to  provide  by 
law  for  the  removal  of  county  officers  in 
such  manner  as  to  it  shall  seem  just  and 
proper  is  in  its  nature  political,  and  has 
reference  exclusively  to  the  polity  of  gov- 
ernment, which  would  be  inherently  de- 
fective if  no  remedy  of  a  summary  nature 
could  be  had  to  remove  from  office  a  per- 
son who,  after  his  election,  had  been  con- 
victed of  crime,  or  who  neglected  his  duty, 
or  who  was  guilty  of  malversation  in  the 
administration  of  his  office.  Under  such  a 
constitutional  provision,  the  legislature  is 
to  prescribe  the  mode  in  which  it  shall  be 
done,  and  this  includes  everything  neces- 
sary for  the  accomplishment  of  the  object. 
The  causes,  the  charges,  the  notice,  the  in- 
vestigation, and  the  determination,  and  by 
whom  these  shall  be  conducted  and  the  re- 
moval adjudged,  are  all  in  the  discretion 
of  the  legislature,  and  the  power  to  exer- 
cise these  functions  may  by  it.be  conferred 
upon  the  governor.  People  ex  rel.  Clay  v. 
Stuart,  74  Mich.  411,. 16  Am.  St.  Rep.  644, 
41  N.  W.  3091;  People  ex  rel.  Metevier  v. 
Therrien,  80  Mich.  187,  45  N.  W.  78.  It 
appears  in  the  latter  case,  however,  that 
the  legislature  not  only  vested  the  governor 
with  power  of  removal,  but  provided  that 
before  removal,  the  charges  must  be  made 
in   writing  by   affidavits   and  exhibited  to 
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Wilder,  75  Minn.  547,  78  N.  W.  83;  State 
ex  Vel.  Douglas  v.  Ritt,  76  Minn.  531,  79 
N.  W.  535 ;  State  ex  rel.  Getchell  v.  O'Con- 
nor, 81  Minn.  79,  83  N.  W.  498;  State  ex 
rel.  Olsen  v.  Board  of  Control,  85  Minn.  165, 
88  N.  W.  533;  State  ex  rel.  Douglas  v. 
Westfall,  85  Minn.  437,  57  L.R.A.  297,  89 
Am.  St.  Rep.  571,  89  N.  W.  175;  State  ex 
rel.  Douglas  v.  Grabarkiewicz,  88  Minn. 
16,  92  N.  W.  446;  State  ex  rel.  Murphy  v. 
Bernier,  98  Minn.  1,  38  N.  W.  368;  State 
ex  rel.  Young  v.  Hayes,  105  Minn.  399,  117 
N.  W.  615. 

liewls,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

In  response  to  a  petition  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  governor,  charging  relator  with  mal- 


feasance and  nonfeasance  in  the  office  of 
county  attorney  of  Lake  county,  a  special 
commissioner  was  appointed  under  the  pro- 
visions of  §  2668,  Rev.  Laws  1905,  the  evi- 
dence was  taken  and  reported,  and  relator 
was  removed  from  office  by  the  governor. 
Thereupon  relator  sued  out  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, directed  to  the  governor,  requiring 
him  to  return  and  certify  to  this  court  all 
the  files  and  proceedings  in  the  matter,  to 
the  end  that  his  action  be  reviewed.  With- 
out admitting  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
the  governor  complied  with  the  order,  made 
complete  return  of  the  proceedings,  and 
at  the  hearing  moved  to  quash  the  writ,  on 
the  ground  that  the  court  was  without 
jurisdiction.  The  questions  thus  presented 
are:    Has  the  court  the  power  to  review 


the  governor,  and  that  the  attorney  gen- 
eral or  prosecuting  attorney,  who  may  be 
directed  by  the  governor  to  make  the  in- 
quiry, shall  give  certain  notices  to  the  ac- 
cused. The  court  declared  that  such  an 
officer  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  office  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  that  this  re- 
quires notice,  a  hearing,  and  a  determina- 
tion. The  court  went  on  to  say:  "It  is 
claimed  by  respondent's  counsel  that,  the 
governor  having  passed  upon  the  sufficiency 
of  the  charges,  his  jurisdiction  thus  as- 
sumed cannot  be  questioned  by  this  court. 
This  is  not  so.  The  governor  cannot,  by 
any  act  of  his  own,  enlarge  the  power 
granted  him  by  the  legislature;  nor  can 
the  legislature,  by  any  act,  deprive  a  per- 
son of  a  right  to  hold  an  office  to  which 
he  had  been  elected  or  appointed,  and  whose 
duties  he  has  assumed,  except  by  consti- 
tutional methods,  by  due  process  of  law. 
The  governor  cannot  foreclose  the  right  of 
the  courts  to  preserve  to  such  officers  their 
constitutional  rights.  He  cannot  order  an 
inquiry  upon  charges  of  misconduct  not 
embraced  within  the  statute  granting  him 
power  to  act;  nor  can  he  act  upon  a  gen- 
eral charge  of  official  misconduct,  as  is  the 
third  charge  here,  without  any  specifica- 
tions under  it,  informing  the  executive  or 
the  accused  in  what  particular  thing  or 
things  this  official  misconduct  consists. 
And  while  he  had  authoritv,  under  the 
charges  filed  with  and  exhibited  to  him, 
to  order  an  inquiry  into  the  habitual 
drunkenness  of  Metevier,  and  the  fact  of 
his  laboring  at  that  time  under  delirium 
tremens,  caused  by  excessive  drink,  he 
could  not,  because  he  entertained  jurisdic- 
tion for  this  purpose,  and  had  a  right  to 
do  so,  extend  his  jurisdiction  further,  and 
go  outside  of  the  charges  made  to  him  in 
the  statutory  way;  nor  could  he  supple- 
ment and  aid  defective  and  imperfect 
charges  by  the  act  of  the  prosecuting  at- 
torney, or  other  officer  conducting  the  in- 
quiry, in  serving  upon  the  accused  at  the 
inquiry,  or  any  number  of  days  before,  less 
than  eight,  more  complete  and  specific  al- 
legations of  wrongdoing." 

Where    the    state    Constitution    simply 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


gives  to  the  governor  the  power  to  remove 
in  case  of  incompetency,  any  officer  whom 
he  may  appoint,  it  rests  with  him  to  de- 
termine for  himself  whether  the  cause  of 
removal  exists;  and  no  mode  of  inquiry 
being  prescribed  for  him  to  pursue,  it  rests 
with  him  to  adopt  that  method  of  inquiry 
which  his  judgment  may  dictate,  acting 
under  his  official  responsibility;  and  it  is 
not  for  the  courts  to  dictate  to  him  in 
what  manner  he  shall  proceed,  as  his  ac- 
tion is  not  subject  to  their  revision;  and 
therefore,  it  is  no  proper  objection  to  the 
removal  to  contend  that  it  should  have  been 
exercised  according  to  judicial  methods; 
that  is,  by  way  of  a  specific  charge,  notice, 
opportunity  for  defense,  hearing,  and  proof. 
Wilcox  V.  People,  90  111.  386. 

A  statute  vesting  the  power  of  removing 
officers  in  the  governor,  under  a  constitu- 
tional provision  that  the  legislature  may 
provide  for  the  removal  of  officers  for  mal- 
feasance or  nonfeasance  in  the  performance 
of  their  duties,  is  not  open  to  the  objec- 
tion that  it  unconstitutionally  confers  upon 
the  executive  powers  which  should  have 
been  vested  in  the  judiciary.  State  ex  rel. 
Clapp  V.  Peterson,  50  Minn.  239,  52  N.  W. 
655. 

The  governor's  power  to  remove  police, 
fire,  and  excise  commissioners  of  a  city 
whom  he  is  authorized  to  appoint  by  a 
statute  providing  that  all  such  appoint- 
ments shall  be  made  "with  power  of  sus- 
pension or  removal  at  any  time  for  cause" 
is  derived  from  the  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute itself,  and  not  from  the  provision  of 
the  state  Constitution,  that  the  governor 
shall  nominate  and  appoint  all  officers 
whose  offices  are  established  by  the  Con- 
stitution or  which  may  be  created  by  law, 
and  whose  appointment  or  election  is  not 
otherwise  provided  for,  "and  may  remove 
any  such  officer  for  incompetency,  n^lect 
of  duty,  or  malfeasance  in  ofiioe;"  and 
therefore,  the  governor  is  not  confined  to 
the  causes  of  removal  specified  in  the  Con- 
stitution, and  is  at  liberty  to  adopt  such 
mode  as  to  him  shall  seem  proper,  with- 
out interference  on  the  part  of  the  court. 
The  act  of  removal  is  not  judicial  or  quasi 
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the  action  of  the  chief  executive  of  the 
state  in  proceedings  of  this  character? 
And,  if  it  has,  does  the  record  show  a  legal 
and  substantial  basis  for  the  action  taken? 
1.  The  uncertainty  as  to  what  the  rule 
is  in  this  state  with  refez«&t!«  Vo  the  con- 
trol by  the  judiciary  over  the  executive  de- 
partment of  the  government  was  noted  in 
Cooke  V.  Iverson,  108  Minn.  388,  —  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  — -,  122  N.  W.  251,  and  the  decisions 
on  that  subject  were  reviewed  and  analyzed. 
That  was  an  action  to  enjoin  the  state  au- 
ditor from  issuing  warrants  under  a  law 
claimed  to  be  unconstitutional,  and  the  gov- 
ernor was  not  a  party,  and  hence  it  may  be 
claimed  that  what  was  said  with  reference 
to  the  chief  executive  was  unnecessary  to 
the  decision.     This  makes  it  necessary  to 


briefly  review  the  history  of  this  question, 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  scope  of 
the  decision  in  Cooke  v.  Iverson. 

The  law  under  consideration  in  Rice  v. 
Austin,  19  Minn.  103,  Gil.  74,  18  Am.  Rep. 
330,  authorized  the  governor  to  convey  cer- 
tain swamp  lands  to  commissioners  when 
satisfied  that  the  commissioners  had  con- 
structed the  road  as  provided  by  law.  The 
court  held  that  this  duty  was  imposed  on 
the  governor  in  his  official  capacity,  and  the 
decision  was  based  on  the  broad  grounu 
of  noninterference  by  the  judicial  depart- 
ment with  the  executive,  whether  ministe- 
rial or  otherwise,  although,  as  noted  in 
Cooke  V.  Iverson,  the  duty  imposed  on  the 
governor  was  not  of  purely  ministerial  char- 
acter.    In  State  ex  rel.  County  Treasurer 


judicial  in  character,  for  no  mode  of  in- 
quiry being  prescribed,  the  cause  that  may 
be  sufficient  for  removal,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  governor  as  he  shall  see  fit, 
and  he  is  not  Dound  to  examine  witnesses 
under  oath,  nor  is  his  refusal  to  allow  coun- 
sel fatal  to  his  action,  since  he  might  have 
proceeded  ew  parte.  Trimble  v.  People,  19 
Colo.  187,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  236,  34  Pac. 
981.  Subsequently  the  same  court  refused, 
in  an  ex  parte  proceeding  in  response  to 
an  executive  question,  to  inquire  into  the 
right  of  the  police  commissioner  to  retain 
his  office  notwithstanding  the  governor's 
attempted  removal,  in  Re  Fire  &  Excise 
Comrs.  19  Colo.  482,  36  Pac.  234.  In  ren- 
dering this  decision,  the  court  used  the 
following  language  by  way  of  explaining 
the  Trimble  Case:  "The  words  'without 
interference  on  the  part  of  the  courts,'  as 
the  context  shows,  have  reference  to  the 
procedure  only;  that  as  to  this,  the  execu- 
tive could  adopt  such  mode  as  he  might 
deem  proper  and  suited  to  the  occasion; 
that  it  was  not  contemplated  by  the  act 
that  he, should  be  required  to  institute  an 
inquiry  in  its  nature  judicial.  No  ques- 
tion was  then  mooted  as  to  the  power  of 
the  courts  to  entertain  any  appropriate 
proceeding  to  ascertain  the  title  to  the 
office  in  case  the  incumbent  should  attempt 
to  hold  over  in  opposition  to  the  executive 
order.  On  the  contrary,  in  that  case,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  was  invoked  by 
the  removed  official,  and  his  right  to  the 
seat  was  denied  as  a  result.  So,  also,  the 
following  language,  used  in  the  Trimble 
Case,  viz.:  'The  governor  having  deter- 
mined that  a  sufficient  cause  for  removal 
existed,  and  having  exercised  the  power 
confided  to  him,  relator  is  without  remedy 
in  this  proceeding,'  had  reference  to  the 
facts  then  before  the  court.  The  contest- 
ants, by  petition  and  answer,  had  brought 
the  facts  relied  on  fully  to  the  attention 
of  the  court  for  its  judgment  thereon; 
there  was  no  pretense  that  anything  fur- 
ther could  be  shown  material  to  the  issue. 
The  court  did  not  say  to  the  petitioner, 
'You  had  no  right  to  test  the  validity  of 
the  removal  in  this  proceeding;'  but  it  did 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.J 


say,  in  effect,  'The  facts  shown  by  the  rec- 
ord are  not  sufficient  to  warrant  a  decision 
in  your  favor,  and  the  judgment  of  ouster 
entered  by  the  district  court  was  unwar- 
ranted and  must  be  set  aside.'  That  no 
further  doubt  may  exist  upon  this  ques- 
tion, we  say,  without  hesitancy,  that  if  the 
executive  order  of  removal  is  questioned  by 
the  incumbent,  the  courts  have  the  power, 
and  it  is  exclusively  within  their  province, 
to  pass  upon  such  objections,  and  deter- 
mine, as  between  the  respective  claimants, 
the  right  to  the  office  in  question;  and  the 
Jaw  provides  a  plain  and  adequate  pro- 
cedure for  that  purpose;  and  a  speedy  de- 
termination of  such  question  is  insured  by 
express  statute.  Mills^s  Anno.. Stat.  (Colo.) 
p.  830.  All  law-abiding  citizens  will,  and 
all  others  should  be  required  to,  submit 
such  controversies  to  these  tribunals  for 
settlement.  The  district  attorney  is  em- 
powered by  statute  to  bring  an  action  for, 
that  purpose.  Code,  289."  The  decision* 
of  the  court  was,  as  already*  noted,  that  it 
would  not,  in  an  ew  parte  proceeding  in  re- 
sponse to  an  executive  question,  determine 
who  was  entitled  to  the  office. 

In  still  another  case  involving  the  same 
situation,  the  Colorado  court  held  that 
the  words  forbidding  the  removal  of  officers 
"for  political  reasons"  in  the  charter  au- 
thorizing the  governor  to  make  such  re- 
movals "at  any  time  for  cause,  to  be  stated 
in  writing,"  could  not  be  given  any  prac- 
tical effect  except  by  operating  on  the  con- 
science of  the  executive,  and  did  not  per- 
mit the  court  to  review  his  a.ction  on  the 
ground  that  a  removal  was  in  fact  made 
by  him  for  political  reasons,  where,  in  his 
written  statement  of  the  case,  he  disclaimed 
such  reasons.  People  ex  rel.  Engley  v. 
Martin,  19  Colo.  565,  24  L.R.A.  203,  36 
Pac.  543.  In  this  case,  the  court  said: 
"While  it  is  easy  to  perceive  the  purpose 
of  the  additional  words  in  the  charter  of 
1803,  forbidding  removals  for  political  rea- 
sons, it  is  not  so  easy  to  determine  how  to 
give  practical  effect  to  such  additional 
words.  It  is  a  presumption  of  law  that 
every  public  officer  does  his  duty.  This 
presumption    is    especially    strong    in    the 
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V.  Dike,  20  Minn.  363,  Oil.  314,  the  writ  of 
mandamus  was  directed  to  the  state  treas- 
urer and  the  secretary  of  state.  Rice  v. 
Austin  was  followed,  and  jurisdiction  was 
refused,  on  the  ground  that  courts  could  not 
fontrol  the  actions  of  any  member  of  the 
executive  department.  The  decision  in  St. 
Paul  &  G.  R.  Co.  y.  Brown,  24  Minn.  517, 
was  based  on  the  same  general  principle, 
and  the  court  held  that  the  duties  sought 
to  be  enforced  were  duties  belonging  to  the 
governor  as  an  executive,  and  that  the  court 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  him.  Again,  in 
Western  R.  Co.  v.  De  Graff,  27  Minn.  1,  6 
N.  W.  341,  the  action  was  in  part  to  enjoin 
the  governor  from  selling  certain  lands,  and 


the  court  applied  the  same  principle;  and 
Cornell,  J.,  writing  for  the  court,  said: 
"Every  act  done  or  attempted  to  be  done  by 
any  officer  of  the  executive  department  in 
his  official,  and  not  in  his  individual,  ca- 
pacity, is  shielded  from  all  judicial  inter- 
ference or  control,  either  by  mandamus  or 
injunction,  even  though  such  act  may  be 
founded  in  an  error  of  judgment,  or  an  en- 
tire misapprehension  of  the  official  duty 
under  the  law."  To  the  same  effect  are 
State  ex  rel.  Thompson  v.  Whitcomb,  28 
Minn.  60,  8  N.  W.  902,  and  State  ex  rel. 
Tuttle  V.  Braden,  40  Minn.  174,  41  N.  W. 
817. 
In  State  ex  rel.  Tuttle  t.  Braden  it  was 


case  of  the  governor, — the  chief  executive 
officer  of  an  independent  state.  If  any 
court  should  attempt  to  institute  an  in- 
quiry into  the  reasons  or  motives  which 
have  controlled  the  official  action  of  the 
governor,  great  difficulties  would  be  en- 
countered. These  difficulties  are  all  the 
greater  in  cases  where  improper  political 
motives  are  charged;  and  this,  for  the  rea- 
son that  that  the  persons  makine  such 
charges  may  themselves  be  actuated  l)y  im- 
proper political  motives.  Charges  of  im- 
proper motives  are  easily  made,  are  often 
untrue,  and  are  always  hard  to  prove. 
When  such  charges  are  made  in  respect  to 
an  act  not  wrong  in  itself, — an  act  ex- 
pressly authorized  for  cause  to  be  deter*" 
mined  by  the  officer  performing  the  act, — 
an  act  which  is  wrong  only  when  prompted 
by  an  impr<lper  reason  or  motive, — it  is 
practically  impossible  to  determine  judi- 
cially that  the  act  done  was  illegal,  on  the 
sole  ground  that  it  was  prompted  by  an 
improper  motive  or  unlawful  reason;  and 
•this  is  especially  true  where  the  officer  is 
required  by  law  to  state  in  writing  the 
cause  for  his  act,  and  his  written  state- 
ment shows  no  unlawful  reason." 

'I1ius  it  is  held  that  the  limit  of  judicial 
interference  in  such  cases  is  to  protect  the 
officer  in  his  right  to  a  hearing  on  specific 
charges;  or,  in  other  words,  to  require 
the  governor  claiming  the  right  of  removal 
to  keep  within  his  jurisdiction.  State  ex 
rel.  Churchill  ▼.  Hay,  46  Neb.  321,  63  N. 
W.  821. 

And  the  opinion  in  State  ex  rel.  Atty. 
Gen.  V.  Johnson,  supra,  was  referred  to 
in  a  subsequent  opinion  in  the  same  case 
(30  Fla.  499,  11  So.  855)  as  settling  the 
'proposition  that  there  is  but  one  i^iquiry 
which  the  court  can  make,  and  that  is, 
whether  or  not  the  act  for  which  the  al- 
leged suspension  was  "made  is,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  a  ground  for  removal  within  the 
grant  of  power  made  to  the  governor.  In 
this  case  the  court  added  that  where  the 
governor,  in  pursuance  of  his  constitutional 
power,  had  suspended  a  tax  collector,  ques- 
tions such  as  the  proper  office  hours  for 
the  collector,  'the  law  having  established 
none,  and  the  bona  fides  of  a  tax  debtor's 
tender  of  taxes  for  refusing  to  accept  which 
ay  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  officer  was  suspended,  are  considera- 
tions which  address  themselves  exclusively 
to  the  governor  in  forming  bis  judgment 
as  to  suspension,  and  that  the  senate,  and 
not  the  court,  has  the  power  to  consider 
them  and  review  his  judgment  thereon. 

With  respect  to  this  question  the  court 
said  in  Page  v.  Hardin,  8  B.  Mon.  648, 
that  where  the  governor  has  a  discretion- 
ary power,  or  where  on  any  ground  his 
act  is  made  conclusive  as  to  all  rights  in- 
volved, it  is  not  within  the  province  of  a 
court  to  inquire  into  the  propriety  or  im- 
propriety of  the  act;  but  that  the  question 
whether  there  is  such  a  power  in  a  given 
case,  or  whether  any  paiiiicular  power  or 
act  is  of  the  character  referred  to,  is  a 
judicial  question  whenever  the  right  in  liti- 
gation before  a  judicial  tribunal  depends 
upon  it  and  requires  its  decision.  ''If  any 
office,"  says  the  courts  "be  held  at  the  wiU 
of  the  governor,  the  appointee  could  not 
complain  of  the  violation  of  any  legal  right 
by  the  revocation  of  his  appointment,  how- 
ever sudden  or  groundless.  But  if  the 
governor  were  to  attempt  to  displace  any 
officer  at  his  mere  will,  he  might  undoubt- 
edly make  the  question  in  a  legal  contest 
with  a  proper  party,  whether  the  governor 
had  such  power,  and  whether  his  right  to 
the  office  was  terminated.  The  question  of 
right  on  his  part,  and  of  power  on  the  part 
of  the  governor,  would  be  the  same.  And  as 
he  might  unquestionably  assert  this  right  by 
appropriate  legal  remedy,  the  question  of 
power  would  necessarily  be  brought  within 
the  cognizance  of  the  court.  And  so  any 
power  claimed  or  exercised  by  the  governor 
may  be  brought  in  question  before  a  judi- 
cial tribunal,  if  it  be  relied  on  and  ma- 
terial, either  in  opposition  to  any  right 
asserted  by  legal  remedy,  or  in  support 
of  it." 

Generally  as  to  mandamus  to  tbe  gov- 
ernor, see  the  notes  in  6  L.R.A.(NjS,)  750, 
and  32  L.RA.(KS.)  355. 

As  to  i\iiether  mandamus  will  issue  to 
restore  to  office  one  who  has  been  illeerally 
removed,  see  the  note  to  State  ex  rel.  Moyer 
v.  Baldwin,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  49,  and  par- 
ticularly subdivision  III.  thereof,  relating 
to  the  immunity  of  heads  of  the  state. 

L.  A.  W. 
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attempted  .to  compel  the  state  auditor  to 
issue  a  permit  to  the  highest  bidder  at  a 
public  land  sale.  Demurrer  to  tlie  petition 
was  sustained,  on  the  broad  ground  that  the 
courts  had  no  jurisdiction  to  control  the 
auditor  in  the  performance  of  his  official 
duties.  Chief  Justice  GilfiUan  wrote  the 
opinion,  and  announced  ttie  rule  as  fol- 
lows: "In  Chamberlain  v.  Sibley,  4  Minn. 
300,  Gil.  228,  it  was  held  otherwise  in  re- 
spect to  official  acts  whicli  the  court  styled 
*not  necessarily  pertaining  to  the  duties  of 
the  executive,'  and  which,  if  the  law  so  pro- 
vided, might  as  well  be  done  by  one  officer 
as  another.  The  court,  however,  decided  in 
Rice  V.  Austin,  supra,  that  because  the 
Constitution  makes  the  different  depart- 
ments of  the  government  distinct  and  inde- 
pendent of  each  other,  neither  being  respon- 
sible to  the  other  for  the  performance  of  its 
duties,  neither  can  enforce  the  performance 
by  the  other  of  its  duties;  and  it  was  also 
decided  that  where  a  duty,  even  such  as 
may  be  called  ministerial,  is  cast  by  law 
upon  an  executive  officer  eo  nomine,  tlie  per- 
formance of  it  is  an  official  act,  although 
its  performance  might  have  been  intrusted 
to  some  other  officer.  This  has  ever  since 
been  accepted  as  the  law  of  this  state,  and 
was  followed  in  State  ex  rel.  County  Treas- 
urer V.  Dike,  and  Western  R.  Co.  v.  De 
GrafT,  supra. 

The  next  case  in  point  of  time  is  Hayne  v. 
Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  67  Minn.  246,  09  N. 
W.  916.  It  is  important,  in  that  it  marks 
a  radical  departure  from  the  broad  principle 
upon  which  the  previous  decisions  were 
based.  Up  to  that  time  no  distinction  was 
made  between  the  governor  and  other  mem- 
bers of  the  executive  branch  of  the  gov- 
ernment. All  stood  upon  the  same  ground, 
and  were  considered  absolutely  immune  by 
constitutional  segregation  from  judicial 
control.  In  the  Hayne  Case  a  peculiar  situ- 
ation was  presented.  The  state  auditor  de- 
clined to  turn  over  to  the  court  certain 
funds  which  he  held  in  trust  for  private 
parties.  *  Justice  Mitchell  expressed  the 
views  of  the  court,  and  called  attention  to 
the  previous  cases,  and  stated  that  this 
court  had  undoubtedly  gone  further  than 
any  other  in  holding  executive  officers  of 
the  state  exempt  from  the  control  of  the 
courts  in  the  performance  of  their  official 
duties,  especially  a«  to  executive  officers 
other  than  governor.  But  it  was  deemed 
unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  rule 
should  be  modified,  since  the  case  could  be 
distinguished  upon  the  ground  that  the 
state  had  no  interest  in  the  fund. 

In  Cooke  v.  Iverson  the  present  *chief 
justice  calls  attention  to  this  change  of 
position,  and,  after  referring  to  certain 
cases  wherein  this  court  entertained  pro- 
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I  ceedings  against  the  secretary  of  state  to 
I  direct  him  with  reference  to  the  making  up 
of  the  official  state  ballot,  says:  "Tliese 
election  cases  and  the  case  of  Hayne  v. 
Metropolitan  Trust  Co.  necessarily  hold 
that  such  offi<5er  may  be  controlled  by  the 
courts  in  the  discharge  of  purely  ministerial 
duties.  They  well  illustrate  the  necessity 
and  justice  of  such  control."  This  line  of 
thought  was  emphasized  by  calling  atten- 
tion to  the  power  of  the  secretary  of  state 
to  determine  whom  the  electors  may  or  may 
not  vote  for,  if  the  Constitution  placed  his 
action  beyond  the  control  of  the  courts. 
And  the  conclusion  reached  was  stated  as 
follows:  "Upon  principle,  and  a  full  con- 
sideration of  the  previous  decisions  of  this 
court  relevant  to  the  question,  we  hold  that 
courts  cannot,  by  injunction,  or  mandamus, 
or  other  process,  control  or  dhrect  the  head 
of  the  executive  department  of  the  state 
in  the  discharge  of  any  executive  duty  in- 
volving the  exercise  of  his  discretion;  but 
where  duties  purely  ministerial  in  character 
are  conferred  upon  the  chief  executive,  or 
any  member  of  the  executive  department, 
as  defined  by  our  Constitution,  and  he  re- 
fuses to  act,  or  when  he  assumes  to  act  in 
violation  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of 
the  state,  he  may  be  compelled  to  act,  or 
restrained  from  acting,  as  the  case  may  be, 
by  the  courts,  at  the  suit  of  one  who  is  in- 
jured thereby  in  his  person  or  property,  for 
which  he  has  no  other  adequate  remedy." 
'^Official  duty"  is  no  longer  the  criterion 
which  absolves  members  of  the  executive 
branch  of  the  government  from  judicial  con- 
trol. The  courts  of  last  resort  in  this 
country  have  been  radically  divided  on  the 
question.  As  this  court  formerly  stood,  it 
was  in  line  with  Arkansas,  Florida,  Georgia, 
Illinois,  Indiana,  Louisiana,  Maine,  Mich- 
inran,  Mississippi,  Missouri,  New  Jersey, 
New  York,  Tennessee,  Texas,  and  Massachu- 
setts*. The  fundamental  principle  upon 
which  the  decisions  holding  that  view  rests 
is  that,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Consti- 
tutions of  the  several  states,  the  executive 
and  judiciary  are  absolutely  independent  of 
each  other  within  the  sphere  of  their  re- 
spective powers.  This  court  is  now  in  ac- 
cord with  the  courts  of  last  resort  in  Ala- 
bama, California,  Colorado,  Kansas,  Ken- 
tucky, Maryland,  Montana,  Nebraska,  Ne- 
vada, North  Carolina,  and  Wyoming.  In 
these  jurisdictions,  dtities  imposed  by  law 
upon  the  chief  executive,  which  are  purely 
ministerial  in  their  nature,  and  which  do 
not  necessarily  pertain  to  the  functions  of 
the  office,  and  which  might  have  been 
imposed  upon  any  other  state  officer,  are 
subject  to  judicial  control.  Note  to  State 
ex  rel.  Irvine  v.  Brooks,  6  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
760.    The  difference  is  radical.    One  line  of 
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cases  recognizes  no  such  thing  as  purely 
ministerial  duties,  as  distinguished  from  po- 
litical duties,  and  Judge  Cooley's  remarks 
in. People  ex  rel.  Sutherland  v.  The  Governor, 
29  Mich.  320, 18  Am.  Rep.  89;,are  often  quot- 
ed in  support  of  this  line  of  reasoning.  On 
the  other  hand,  reasons  of  public  policy  and 
adequacy  of  remedy  have  been  considered 
sufficient  to  indicate  that  a  complete  separa- 
tion of  the  judiciary  and  the  executive  was 
not  contemplated  by  the  Constitution.  As 
expressed  by  Justice  Field  in  People  ex  rel. 
McCauley  v.  Brooks,  16  Cal.  11:  *'No  officer, 
however  high,  is  above  the  law,  and  when 
duties  are  imposed  upon  him  in  regard  to 
which  he  has  no  discretion,  and  in  the  ex- 
ecution of  which  individuals  have  a  direct 
pecuniary  interest,  and  there  is  no  other 
plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  remedy,  he  can 
be  required  to  perform  these  duties  by  the 
compulsory  process  of  mandamus."  And 
again,  in  speaking  of  the  independence  of 
the  departments  of  the  state  government: 
"There  is  no  such  thing  as  absolute  inde- 
pendence. Where  discretion '  is  vested  .  in 
terms,  or  necessarily  implied  from  the  na- 
ture of  the  duties  to  be  performed,  they  are 
independent  of  each  other,  but  in  no  other 
case.  Where  discretion  exists,  the  power 
of  each  is  absolute;  but  there  is  no  dis- 
cretion where  rights  have  vested  under  the 
Constitution  or  by,  existing  laws." 

Much  controversy  has  arisen  over  the  dif- 
ficulty of  distinguishing  between  so-called 
political  or  executive  duties,  which  may  be 
exercised  in  the  discretion  of  the  executive, 
and  those  which  are  definitely  defined  to  be 
performed  in  some  particular  manner.  We 
realize  the  delicacy  of  the  task  which  may 
be  presented  to  the  courts  in  some  cases  in 
concluding  when  jurisdiction  should  be  as- 
sumed, but  the  difficulty  of  so  doing  is  not 
conclusive  that  no  jurisdiction  lies  "for  the 
purpose' of  determining  the  doubt.  It  has 
been  suggested  that  the  judiciary  should  not 
assume  jurisdiction  in  any  case  involving 
the  action  of  the  governor,  for  the  reason 
that  the  court  might  not  be  able  to  enforce 
obedience  to  its  orders.  By  virtue  of  his 
position  as  the  commander  in  chief  of  the 
state's  military  forces,  the  governor  might 
possibly  successfully  resist  enforcement  of 
the  court's  writs;  but,  as  stated  in  State 
ex  rel.  Irvine  v.  Brooks,  supra,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  court  does  not  rest  upon  its 
physical  ability  to  enforce  its  judgments. 
Jurisdiction  depends  upon  the  right  of  the 
court  to  hear  the  matter  in  controversy 
and  to  declare  the  law.  The  governor,  un- 
der his  oath  of  office,  is  bound  to  enforce 
the  law,  and  it  will  not  be  presumed  that 
he  would  refuse  to  perform  duties  which 
the  court  of  last  resort  declared  to  be  im- 
posed upon  him.  On  the  contrary,  it  will 
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be  presumed  that,  in  doubtful  cases,  he 
would  desire  to  be  enlightened  and  guided 
by  the  judgment  of  that  tribunal  charged 
with  the  duty  of  declaring  the  law.  The 
wisdom  of  such  a  course  is  illustrated  .in 
the  present  case.  Being  doubtful  as  to 
the  extent  of  the  powers  conferred  upon 
him  by  law,  as  defined  by  the  decisions  of 
this  court,  the  chief  executive  responded  to 
the  writ  and  moved  that  it  be  qUashed,  for 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  judgment  of  the 
court. 

Although  the  governor  was  not  a  party 
to  the  action  in  Cooke  v.  Iverson,  and  the 
question  was  not  directly  raised,  there  is 
no  substantial  distinction  between  the  gov- 
ernor and  other  members  of  the  executive 
department  in  the  application  of  the  prin- 
ciple. The  Constitution  imposes  certain 
duties  and  powers  upon  the  governor,  while 
the  duties  of  the  other  members  of  the 
executive  [department]  are  left  for  legis- 
lative enactment.  But  additional  duties 
to  those  prescribed  by  §  4,  art.  5,  may  be 
imposed  on  the  governor  by  the  legislature. 
State  ex  rel.  Clapp  v.  Peterson,  50  Minn. 
239,  52  N.  W.  655,  In  either  case  immu- 
nity from  judicial  direction  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  act  to  be  performed.  -The 
distinction  is  marked  between  the  nature 
of  those  duties  which  necessarily  pertain 
to  the  ^office  of  the  chief  executive,  as  de- 
fined by  the  Constitution,  and  those  addi- 
tional duties  which  are  imposed  by  law 
upon  the  governor,,  but  which  might  have 
been  delegated  to  some  other  official.  But 
it  is  not  necessary  at  this  time  to  deter- 
mine whether  any  of  the  constitutional  du- 
ties of  the  governor  may  be  of  such  a  nature 
in  their  execution  as  to  be  subject  to  judi- 
cial review.  I'he  present  case  does  not  call 
for  a  consideration  of  that  question.  Al- 
though the  chief  executive  was  selected  as 
the  official  to  cause  removals  from  office, 
that  .duty  might  have  been  delegated  to 
some  other  proper  official,  such  as  the  at^ 
torney  general.  Was  such  duty  judicial  in 
character  and  subject  to  review  by  the 
court  ? 

Section  2668,  Rev.  Laws,  1905,  authorizes 
the  governor  to  remove  any  county  attorney 
from  office  whenever  it  appears  to  him  by 
competent  evidence  that  he  has  been  guilty 
of  malfeasance  or  nonfeasance  in  the  per- 
formance of  his  official  duties,  first  giving 
to  such  officer  a  copy  of  the  charges  against 
him  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.  Sec- 
tion 2669  provides  that,  when  charges  are 
preferred  against  any  such  officer,  the  gov- 
ernor shall  appoint  a  special  commissioner 
to  take  and  report  the  testimony.  The  gov- 
ernor then  has  before  him  the  evidence 
bearing  upon  the  question,  and  he  is  called 
upon  to  consider  it  and  pass  judgment  upon 
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the  ]B8ue8  presented.  It  is  apparent,  there- 
fore,  that  the  discretion  exercised  in  this 
instance  was  not  in  the  performance  of  an 
official  duty  as  defined  by  the  Constitution; 
but  it  does  not  follow  that  every  act  of  the 
chief  executive  which  involves  the  exercise 
of  discretion  is  final,  and  not  subject  to 
review  by  the  courts.  The  general  test  to 
determine  whether  such  acts  are  final  or 
subject  to  review  is  whether  they  are  ju- 
dicial or  quasi  judicial  in  their  nature. 
In  State  ex  rel.  St.  Louis  County  v.  Dunn, 
86  Minn.  301,  90  N.  W.  772,  it  was  held  that 
the  construction  and  application  by  the  state 
auditor  of  the  personal  property  tax  law 
amounted  to  the  exercise  of  judicial  func- 
tions, and  that  his  action  was  subject  to 
review.  So  in  Minnesota  Sugar  Go.  v. 
Iverson,  91  Minn.  30,  97  N.  W.  454,  we  held 
that  the  action  of  the  state  auditor  in  refus- 
ing to  allow  certain  sugar  bounties  was 
quasi  judicial  and  reviewable  by  writ  of 
certiorari.  Proceedings  for  the  removal  of 
a  public  official  by  the  governor  are  clearly 
of  judicial   character. 

2.  We  now  come  to  the  second  question, 
and  will  proceed  to  consider  whether  the 
governor  was  justified  in  the  action  taken. 
The  rules  by  which  the  court  is  guided  in 
such  proceedings  are  fully  stated  in  State 
ex  rel.  Hart  v.  Duluth,  53  Minn.  238,  39 
Am.  St.  Rep.  695,  55  N.  W.  118,  and  other 
cases,  and  it  will  only  be  necessary  to  brief- 
ly refer  to  them.  It  is  sufficient  if  the 
charges  are  stated  with  substantial  cer- 
tainty, and  appraise  the  officer  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  charges  are  based. 
The  specifications  and  evidence  must  relate 
to  the  administration  of  the  office, — must 
relate  to  something  of  a  substantial  nature 
directly  affecting  the  rights  and  interests 
of*  the  public.  Chargers  which  directly  in- 
volve the  qualifications  of  the  officer  as  a 
fit  person  to  hold  office  involve  the  rights 
and  interest^  of  the  public.  The  decision 
will  not  be  reversed  if  there  is  any  evidence 
of  a  legal  and  substantial  basis  reasonably 
tending  to  support  it.  Rulings  on  evidence 
may  be  considered,  but  a  strict  compliance 
with  legal  procedure  is  not  required.  The 
charges  are,  in  brief:  (1)  Thfft  the  relator 
refused  and  neglected  to  advise  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  in  reference  to 
certain  specified  matters;  (2)  that  he 
failed  and  neglected,  when  requested  by  the 
sheriff,  to  prosecute  violations  of  the  liquor 
laws;  (3)  that  seven  indictments  had  been 
returned  against  the  relator,  for  libel  and 
for  circulating  obscene  literature.  The  stat- 
ute does  not  authorize  removal  of  a  county 
attorney  simply  because  of  his  ignorance  of 
the  law,  for,  strange  as  it  may  seem,  the 
Constitution  does  not  require  such  officers 
to  be  attorneys  at  law,  or  that  they  be 
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learned  in  the  law.  State  ex  rel.  Knappen 
v.  Clough,  23  Minn.  17.  There  is  nothing 
to  prevent  a  layman,  absolutely  unqualified 
from  the  standpoint  of  knowledge  and  ex- 
perience, from  holding  the  office  of  county 
attorney,  and  then  securing  the  necessary 
legal  assistance  from  an  attorney.  The 
statute  and  Constitution,  however,  do  not 
justify  the  election  and  retention  in  office 
of  a  county  attorney  disqualified  in  other 
respects.  The  officials  of  the  county  are 
entitled  to  legal  advice  from  that  source 
in  the  performance  of  their  duties.  The 
prosecution  of  offenders  against  the  law  is 
placed  in  his  hands,  and  to  a  certain  extent, 
at  least,  by  virtue  of  his  standing  as  the 
legal  adviser  of  the  county  and  public 
prosecutor,  the  county  attorney  should  be  a 
man  of  fair  standing  as  a  citizen  and  fully 
in  sympathy  with  the  proper  administration 
of  his  office  and  the  enforcement  of  the 
laws.  The  terms '  "malfeasance"  and  "non- 
feasance" have  no  technical  meaning  in  the 
sense  in  which  tliey  are  employed.  Convic- 
tion of  a  crime  is  not  essential.  General 
incompetency  and  neglect  of  duty  constitute 
sufficient  ground  for  removal. 

We  do  not  propose  to  consider  each  speci- 
fication in  detail.  There  is  some  evidence 
reasonably  tending  to  show  that  relator 
refused  and  neglected  to  give  personally,  if 
he  were  able,  or  to  furnish,  proper  legal 
advice  for  the  benefit  of  the  county  com- 
missioners. Tlie  evidence  tends  to  show 
that  he  wholly  failed  to  comprehend  the 
duties  required  of  him  in  the  prosecution 
of  liquor  cases,  and  that  he  neglected  and 
refused  to  take  the  proper  steps  to  see  that 
the  laws  were  properly  enforced.  The  fact 
that  indictments  had  been  returned  against 
him,  standing  alone,  did  not  constitute  suffi- 
cient evidence  of  incompetency,  or  stamp 
him  as  an  offender  against  the  laws;  but 
we  are  not  prepared  to  state  that  the  re- 
turn of  the  indictments,  together  with  the 
obscene  pamphlet  circulated  by  him,  were 
not  proper  for  the  consideration  of  the  gov- 
ernor in  passing  upon  the  relator's  atti- 
tude as  a  defender  of  the  laws.  However 
tliat  may  be,  there  was  other  sufficient  evi- 
dence upon  that  point,  and  its  introduction 
cannot  be  considered  as  prejudicial.  The 
evidence  in  a  proceeding  of  this  character 
must  necessarily  take  a  wider  range  than 
permissible  in  a  court  of  law  under  the 
technical  rules  of  pleading. 

While  some  of  the  instances  relied  on  at 
the  hearing  to  prove  neglect  of  duty  were 
not  particularly  specified  in  the  petition,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  relator  was  pre- 
judiced. He  was  given  ample  opportunity 
to  place  before  the  governor  all  the  facts 
which  might  tend  to  explain  his  conduct. 

Writ  discharged- 
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FARMERS  k  MERCHANTS  IRRIGATION 
COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

S.  J.  HILL. 

/   (90  Neb.  847,  134  N.  W.  929.) 

Water  —  Irrlg^atlon  ditch  —  i^rantee  of 
land  —  maintenance  fee. 

A  purchaser  of  land  from  one  who  holds 
a  water  right  contract  thereon  with  an  ir- 
rigation company,  and  who  takes  title 
thereto  by  a  deed  containing  the  ordinary 
covenants  of  warranty,  with  no  reference 
to  the  question  of  water  rights,  and  who 
refuses  to  accept  water  from  the  company, 
is  not  personally  liable  for  the  maintenance 
fee  mentioned  in  the  water  right  contract 

Headnote  by  Hameb,  J. 


between  his  grantor  and  the  irrigation 
company;  and  an  action  cannot  be  main- 
tained against  him  to  recover  a  perwHial 
judgment  therefor. 

(February  29,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Dawson  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  maintenance  fee  for  an  irriga- 
tion ditch  to  use  water  from  which  land 
granted  to  defendant  was  entitled..  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  E.  A.  Cook,  for  appellant: 

The  water  right  attaches  to  the  land,  and 
thereby  passes  with  the  transfer  of  the  land. 

Farmers'  Canal.  Co.  v.  Frank,  72  Neb.  138, 
100  N.  W.  286. 


Note, -^  Personal  liahility  of  purchaser 
of  land  on  contract  under  which  it  i4 
supplied  with  water. 

The  question  here  presented  is  whether 
a  purchaser  of  land  necessarily  assumes 
personal  liability  upon  contracts  entered 
into  by  bis  grantor  with  reference  to  sup- 
plying water  to  the  land;  it  does  not  in- 
clude the  question  whether,  by  taking  one 
parcel  of  land  which  is  subject  to  an  ease- 
ment or  servitude  apparent  and  continuous 
in  favor  of  another  parcel,  the  grantee  as- 
sumes the  burden  of  such  easement. 

By  the  limitations  of  this  subject,  cases 
are  excluded  which  deal  with  the  personal 
liability  of  a  purchaser  of  land  on  a  don- 
tract  under  which  his  grantor  was  to  sup- 
ply water  to  other  land,  or  under  which 
the  land  purchased  was  subject  to  water 
privileges  in  fiivor  of  other  land. 

No  other  case  has  been  found  passing 
upon  this  precise  point.  The  general  prin- 
ciple involved  was  discussed,  however,  in 
Cole  V.  Hughes,  54  N.  Y.  444,  13  Am.  Rep. 
611,  which  was  a  case  of  a  party  wall.  The 
grantor,  one  Voorhees,  had  contracted  with 
an  adjoining  owner,  named  Dean,  that  the 
la,tter  might  erect  the  wall  for  their  com- 
mon benefit,  one  half  on  each  lot,  and  that 
whenever  he  [the  grantor],  his  heirs  or  as- 
signs, should  use  the  same,  he  or  they 
would  pay  Dean,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  for 
such  part  of  the  wall  as  should  be  -thus 
used.  The  court  held  that  since  Voorhees 
conveyed  no  land,  and  no  interest  in  land. 
Dean's  right  of  compensation  was  in  no 
way  charged  upon  the  Voorhees  lot;  and 
there  was  consequently  no  privity  of  estate 
between  them,  but  simply  privity  of  con- 
tract; and  that  under  such  conditions  the 
burden  of  the  covenant  did  not  run  with  the 
Voorhees  lot.  "There  is  a  wide  difference 
between  the  transfer  of  the  burden  of  a 
covenant  running  with  the  land,  and  of  the 
benefit  of  the  covenant;  or,  in  other  words, 
of  the  liability  to  fulfil  the  covenant,  and 
of  the  right  to  exact  its  fulfilment.  The 
benefit  will  pass  with  the  land  to  which  it 
is  incident,  but  the  burden  of  liability  will 
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be  confined  to  the  original  covenantor  un- 
less the  relation  of  privity  of  estate  or 
tenure  exists  or  is  created  between  the 
covenantor  and  covenantee  at  the  time  when 
the  covenant  is  made.  The  obligation  of 
all  contracts  is  ordinarily  limited  to  those 
by  whom  they  are  made,  and  if  privity  of 
contract  be  dispensed  with,  its  absence  must 
be  supplied  by  privity  of  estate." 

The  court,  in  Cole  v.  Hughes,  supra, 
quotes  from  2  Washburn  on  Real  Property, 
§  1205,  to  the  effect  that  when  one  who 
makes  a  covenant  with  another  in  respect 
to  land,  neither  parts  with  nor  receives  any 
title  or  interest  in  the  land,  at  the  same 
time  with  and  as  part  of  making  the  cove- 
nant, it  is  at  best  a  mere  personal  one, 
which  does  hot  bind  his  assignee;  and  that 
such  covenants,  and  such  only,  run  with 
the  land  as  concern  the  land  itself,  in 
whosesoever  hands  it  may  be,  and  become 
united  with  and  form  a  part  of  the  con- 
sideration for  which  the  land  or  some  in- 
terest in  it  is  parted  with  between  the  cave- 
nantor  and  covenantee. 

A  covenant  that  no  one  should  be  al- 
lowed to  erect  a  gristmill  upon  a  water 
privilege  conveyed  was  held  to  be  a  per- 
sonal covenant,  and  binding  only  the  cove- 
nantors and  their  personal  representatives. 
It  granted  no  interest  in  the  premises,  and 
created  no  charge  thereon.  The  covenantees 
did  not  derive  title  from  the  covenantors, 
but  the  covenant  was  an  independent  and 
personal  contract,  made  upon  and  for  a 
money  consideration,  in  no  way  connected 
with  the  title.  It  was  not  a  covenant  run- 
ning with  the  land,  charging  an  unnamed 
assignee.    Harsha  v.  Heid,  45  N.  Y.  415. 

Where  several  adjacent  mill  owners  con- 
tracted for  themselves,  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs, that  they  would  use  wheels  of  a  cer- 
tain kind,  it  was  held  that  since  there  was 
no  grant  of  any  interest  in  the  real  estate 
of  either  party  to  which  the  covenant  could 
be  annexed,  the  covenant  did  not  run  with 
the  land  so  as  to  bind  the  grantee  of  one  of 
the  mills.    Hurd  y.  Curtis,  19  Pick.  459. 

H.  C.  6h. 
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The  water  right  being  attached  to  the 
land  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  and  be- 
ing of  record,  the  appellee  had  knowledge 
of  such  water  right,  and  when  he  bought  the 
land  he  took  it  charged  with  all  obligations 
created  by  the  water  right  deed. 

Kinney,  Irrigation,  §  267;  2  Devlin, 
Deeds,  §  863;  3  Cyc.  565;  Frey  y.  Drahos, 
6  Neb.  2,  20  Am.  Rep.  353. 

Messrs.  H.  M.  Sinclair  and  W.  A.  Stew- 
art, for  appellee: 

This  contract  is  for  the  payment  of  money 
only,  and  purports  to  be  a  personal  contract 
between  the  appellant  on  the  one  hand  and 
appellee's  grantor  on  the -other.  The  per- 
sonal promise  of  the  maker  of  the  contract 
did  not  pass  and  attach  its  obligations  to 
the  appellee  by  operation  of  law. 

Cole  V.  Hughes,  54  N.  Y.  444,  13  Am.  Rep. 
611;  Brewer  y.  Marshall,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  337; 
Plymouth  y.  Carver,  16  Pick.  183;  Bron- 
son  y.  CoSin,  108  Mass.  175,  11  Am.  Rep. 
335;  Kettle  River  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern  R.  Co. 
41  Minn.  461,  6  L.R.A.  111,  43  N.  W.  469; 
Miller  v.  Noonan,  83  Mo.  343;  Wheeler  v. 
Schad,  7  Nev.  204;  Mygatt  v.  Coe,  124  N. 
Y.  212,  11  L.R.A.  646,  26  N.  E.  611;  Pen- 
dleton V.  Fosdick,  6  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  705; 
Middletown  v.  Newport  Hospital,  10  R.  I. 
310,  1  L.R.A.  101,  15  Atl.  800;  Columbia 
College  V.  Lynch,  47  Ho^.  Pr.  273;  Fresno 
Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Rowell,  80  Cal.  114, 
13  Am.  St.  Rep.  112,  22  Pac.  53;  Fresno 
Canal  &  Irrig.  Co.  y.  Dunbar,  80  Cal.  530, 
22  Pac.  275. 

The  ground  of  privity  of  estate  is  prop- 
erty, not  personal  relation. 

Bailey  v.  Sundberg,  1  C.  C.  A.  387,  1  U. 
S.  App.  101,  49  Fed.  583;  Educational  Soc. 
V.  Varney,  54  N.  H.  376;  Mygatt  v.  Coe,  124 
N.  Y.  212,  11  L.R.A.  646,  26  N.  E.  611; 
Pool  V.  Morris,  29  Ga.  374,  74  Am.  Dec.  68 ; 
Patton  y.  Pitts,  80  Ala.  373;  Kettle  River 
R.  Co.  y.  Eastern  R.  Co.  41  Minn.  461,  6 
L.R.A.  111,  43  N.  W.  469. 

• 

Hamer,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  in  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of 
the  district  court  for  Dawson  county,  dis- 
missing the  plaintiff's  action.  A  trial  wa^ 
had  to  the  court,  and  the  result  was  a  judg- 
ment for  the  defendant.  .The  plaintiff  filed 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  ground 
that  the  findings  and  judgment  were  not 
supported  by  sufficient  evidence,  that  they 
were  contrary  to  the  evidence,  and  that  the 
court  erred  in  dismissing  the  action. 

The  plaintiff,  the  Farmers  and  Merchants 
Irrigation  Company  (appellant*  in  this 
court),  commenced  an  action  in  the  district 
court  of  Dawson  county  against  the  de- 
fendant, S.  J.  Hill,  to  recover  a  judgment 
for  $750  and  interest  for  a  water  mainte- 
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nance  fee  for  the  years  1907,  1908,  and  1900. 
The  plaintiff  alleged  that  it  owned  and 
operated  an  irrigation  canal  and  furnished 
water  to  lands  upon  which  water  rights 
were  held,  and  t^tat  the  defendant  owned 
section  5  in  township  10  N.,  of  range  21  W., 
in  Dawson  county,  and  that  one  of  the  main 
ditches  of  the  plaintiff  passed  through  said 
land;  that  there  was  attached  to  said  land 
a  water  right  which  was  evidenced  by  a 
"water  right  deed"  for  500  acres  of  said 
land  lying  under  said  ditch,  which  deed 
was  of  record  at  the  time  the  defendant  pur- 
chased the  laud;  that  in  this  water  right 
deed  there  was  a  provision  which  required 
the  payment  of  50  cents  an  acre  as  an  an- 
nual'maintenance  fee;  that  the  plaintiff 
was  engaged  in  furnishing  water  to  water 
users  under  its  said  canal;  that  the  land  of 
the  defendant  was  susceptible  of  irrigation; 
that  no  part  of  said  maintenance  fee  had 
been  paid;  and  that  there  was  due  the 
plaintiff  from  the  defendant  $750  and  inter- 
est. The  defendant  answered  that  he  was 
the  present  owner  of  the  land,  but  denied 
all  the  other  matters  alleged. 

Upon  the  trial  the  plaintiff  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  deed  for  the  land  described  in  the 
petition,  together  with  the  indorsements 
thereon,  all  of  which  were  received  without 
objection.  There  was  also  offered  and  re- 
ceived in  evidence  a  "water  right  deed"  con- 
taining the  covenants  upon  which  plaintiff 
predicates  its  right  of  action.  The  deed  for 
the  land  is  one  of  general  warranty  run- 
ning from  the  Nikaniss  Company  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  contains  only  the  ordinary  and 
usual  covenants  in  such  a  deed.  The  water 
right  deed  from  the  plaintiff  to  the  Nikan- 
iss Company  contains  the  following*  condi- 
tions: 'That  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part  [The  Farmers  k  Merchants  Irrigation 
Co.],  for  and  in ' consideration  of  the  sum 
of  $1,750  to  it  in  hand  paid,  the  receipt 
whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  and  of  the 
further  annual  payment  hereinafter  men- 
tioned and  provided  for,  to  be  made  at  the 
times  named  in  this  deed,  have  sold  sub- 
ject to  the  limitations  and  conditions  here- 
inafter named,  and  by  these  presents  does 
sell  and  convey,  unto  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part  [Nikaniss  Company],  and  to 
its  heirs,  assigns,  and  legal  representatives, 
the  right  to  use  water  from  the  canal  of 
the  said  party  of  the  first  part,  during  the 
irrigation  season  of  each  and  every  year,  in 
an  amount  not  exceeding  the  rate  of  one 
cubic  foot  per  second  of  time  for  each  70 
acres  of  land  hereinafter  described,  to  be 
used  upon  and  for  the  purpose  of  irrigating 
the  said  land,  only,  the  same  being  situated 
in  the  county  of  Dawson,  state  of  Nebraska, 
to  wit:  All  that  part  of  section  5,  in  town- 
ship 10  north,  of  range  21  west,  lying  south 
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of  the  main  canal  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  (except  that  part  taken  up  hy  slough), 
containing  500  acres.  The  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  its  heirs,  assigns,  and  legal 
representatives,  agree  to ^  pay  to  the  party 
of  the  first  part,  its  successors  and  assigns, 
as  a  part  of  the  consideration  of  this  grant, 
annually  in  advance,  on  or  hefore  the  1st 
day  of  March  in  each  and  every  year,  the 
further  sum  of  $250,  the  same  heing  in  ad- 
dition to  the  consideration  above  expressed, 
and  the  amount  named  is  hereby  agreed 
upon  as  a  liquidated  sum  as  compensation 
to  the  first  party  for  maintaining  and 
operating  said  canal  which  it. hereby  prom- 
ises and  agrees  to  do,  and  the  said  party 
of  the  second  part  agrees  to  make  said  pay- 
ments well  and  truly,  at  the  times  herein 
named,  and  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed 
that  in  case  the  second  party  shall  fail  to 
make  said  payments  promptly,  then  the 
first  party  may,  at  its  election,  collect  said 
sum  or  sums  with  8  per  cent  interest  there- 
on from  and  after  default  in  payment  of 
the  same  by  suit  in  law  or  equity.  It  is 
further  agreed  that  if  the  first  party  shall 
elect  to  take  judgment  in  a  court  of  law 
for  any  sum  or  sums  due  on  said  annual 
payments,  that  the  same  shall  not  be  a  bar 
to  a  suit  in  equity  to  foreclose  the  lien  here- 
in given.  .  .  .  It  is  further  stipulated 
and  agreed,  and  this  conveyance  is  made 
upon  the  express  condition,  that  if  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  its  heirs,  as- 
signs, shall  at  any  time  fail,  neglect,  or  re- 
fuse to  make  any  oif  the  annual  payments 
hereinbefore  provided  for  at  the  time  the 
same  shall  become  due  and  payable,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  hereof,  the  said  first  party 
shall  have  the  election,  without  notice,  to 
furnish  the  supply  of  water,  and  to  sue  for 
said  annual  payment  in  law  or  equity,  at 
its  election,  or  upon  such  default  to  shut 
off  such  supply  and  to  cease  to  furnish 
water,  under  the  provisions  of  this  deed, 
until  payment  is  made  of  all  such  defaulted 
annual  payments  to  the  party  of  the  first 
part,  with  8  per  cent  interest  thereon,  from 
the  date  of  default  until  the  date  of  pay- 
ment, and  upon  such  payment,  said  second 
party  shall  be  reinstated,  with  all  the  righto 
and  privileges  theretofore  conferred  by  this 
deed,  and  it  is  expressly  stipulated  and 
agreed  that  said  second  party  shall  not 
maintain  any  suit  at  law  nor  in  equity 
against  the  party  of  the  first  part,  based 
upon  the  provisions  of  this  contract,  while 
in  default  of  any  of  the  annual  payments 
hereinbefore  referred  to,  the  payment  of 
such  annual  payments  being  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  performance  on  the  part 
of  the  first  party."  The  deed  from  the 
Nikaniss  Company  to  Silas  J.  Hill  is  of  the 
date  April  6,  1906,  and  was  filed  for  record 
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May  10, 1906,    The  "water  right  deed*'  from 
the  Farmers  &  Merchants  Irrigation  Com- 
pany to  the  Nikaniss  Company  is  of   tlie 
date  February  13,  1904,  and  was  filed  for 
record  February  24,  1904.    On  the  trial   it 
was  stipulated  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  cor- 
poration, and  that  the  defendant  had  paid 
no  part  of  the  maintenance  fee  claimed  by 
plaintiff  in  the  petition,  that  the  defendant 
owned  the   land   at  the  time  of  the   con- 
mencement  of  the  action,  and  that4ie  has 
owned  it  at  all  times  since  he  purchased  the 
same.    It  was  also  stipulated,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  case,  that  at  all  times  men- 
tioned in  the  petition  the  plaintiff  has  been 
willing  and  able  to  furnish  water  as  pro- 
vided in  the  "water  right  deed,"  but  that 
the  defendant  at  all  times  refused  to  recog- 
nize any  rights  or  liabilities  by  reason  of 
such  deed,  and  refused  to  ask  for  water  or 
to  accept  water  thereunder.     It  was   also 
agreed   that  the   "water   right  deed"    was 
duly  indexed  against  the  land  therein  de- 
scribed at  the  time  the  same  was  filed  for 
record. 

It  is  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff  that 
the  ''water  right  deed'"  attached  to  the 
land  and  passed  with  the  change  of  title, 
and  that  therefore  the  defendant  was  lia- 
ble to  pay  the  maintenance  fee  for  each 
year  as  it  matured.  It  is  said  in  plain- 
tiff's brief  that  under  the  rule  established 
by  this  court,  the  water  right  deed  attached 
to  the  land,  and  cannot  be  severed  from 
it.  The  appellee,  the  owner  of  the  land, 
is  the  only  person  who  can  receive  any  bene- 
fit from  this  water  right,  and  he,  in  turn, 
should  be  held  liable  to  pay  the  annual 
maintenance  fee."  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
contends  in  his  brief  "the  sole  question  in 
this  case  is.  Can  appellant  maintain  a 
cause  of  action  against  appellee  to  recover 
this  maintenance  fee,  there  having  been  no 
expressed  assumption  of  the  obligation  in 
the  deed  conveying  the  land  to  the  ap- 
pellee?" The  deiendant  contends  that  he 
cannot  be  heid  personally  liable,  and  tlie 
district  court  adopted  tnat  view  and  dis- 
missed the  case. 

Uhe  question  to  be  determined  is  whether 
the  defendant  has  assumed  the  obligations 
of  the  contract  entered  into  between  the 
irrigation  company  and  the  Nikaniss  Com- 
pany, the  original  owners  of  the  land.  The 
defendant  bought  the  land  and  received  a 
deed  which  was  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a 
warranty  deed,  and  did  not  mention  or 
refer  to  the  contract  sued  upon.  By  the 
purchase  of  the  land  and  by  receiving  the 
deed  does  the  defendant  assume  the  con- 
tract of  his  grantor,  and  is  he  personally 
charged  with  the  obligations  of  such  grant- 
or? 

It  is  argued  that   §   6825,  Anno.  Stat. 
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1909,  obligates  the  ditch  company  to  keep 
its  canal  in  repair,  and  that  therefore  the 
duty  which  the  legislature  fixes  upon  the 
ditch  company  creates  an  obligation  on  its 
patrons  to  provide  the  funds  necessary  for 
the  performance  of  the  duty.  The  contract 
sought  to  be  enforced  is  executory.  The 
suit  brought  is  in  personam.  It  is  brought 
against  the  person  instead  of  against  the 
thing,  and  is  not  a  suit  against  the  land 
to  enforce  an  alleged  lien,  but  it  is  an  ac- 
tion against  the  defendant;  and  the  theory 
upon  which  it  is  sought  to  be  maintained 
of  necessity  would  seem  to  imply  the  per- 
sonal promise  of  the  defendant  to  pay  the 
money.  The  conveyance  made  by  the  Ni- 
kaniss  Company  to  the  defendant,  Hill,  may 
have  transferred  to  him  all  the  property 
rights  which  the  Nikaniss  Company  had 
in  the  land  conveyed,  but,  if  the  grantee 
did  not  promise  in  any  manner  to  assume 
the  obligation  of  his  grantor,  how  can  he 
be  bound? 

The  argument  of  counsel  for  plaintiff  is 
that  "there  was  no  reservation  or  sugges- 
tion of  reservation  in  the  deed  from  the 
Nifcaniss  Company  to  appellee,  Hill.  That 
deed,  'Exhibit  B,'  it  is  submitted,  carried 
with  it  the  water  right  attached  to  this 
land  as  an  appurtenance  to  the  land.  The 
acceptance  of  the  deed  by  appellee/  Hill, 
from  the  Nikaniss  Company  was  an  accept- 
ance of  all  the  incidents  attached  to  or  be- 
longing to  the  land  transferred  to  appellee 
(defendant),  and  charged  him  with  the  con- 
ditions written  therein."  The  defendant. 
Hill,  is  a  stranger  to  the  original  contract 
made  between  the  Farmers  &  Merchants  Ir- 
rigation Company  and  the  Nikaniss  Com- 
pany. If  it  may  be  properly  said  that  the 
defendant,  Hill,  received  the  deed  to  the 
land  from  the  Nikaniss  Company  with  no- 
tice that  the  ditch  is  an  easement,  and  with 
notice  of  all  the  rights  of  the  ditch  com- 
pany (Arterburn  v.  Beard,  86  Neb.  733, 
126  N.  W.  379),  and  therefore  he  is  charged 
with  such  notice,  as  is  said  in  Seng  v. 
Payne,  87  Neb.  812,  128  N.  W.  625,  yet  it 
would  seem  that  that  does  not  in  any  way 
tend  to  establish  the  personal  liability  of  the 
defendant.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  seems 
to  have  been  unable  to  find  any  case  direct- 
ly in  point  which  supports  his  contention. 

We  have  attempted  to  carefully  examine 
each  of  the  several  irrigation  acts  passed 
by  the  legislature,  and  in  not  one  of  these 
acts  do  we  find  any  attempt  to  charge  the 
grantee  of  land  purchased  under  an  irriga- 
tion ditch  with  the  obligation  of  his  grantor 
to  personally  pay  for  the  maintenance  of 
the  ditch.  The  first  irrigation  law  passed 
was  approved  February  19,  1877,  and  is 
entitled,  "An  Act  to  Enable  Corporations 
Formed  for  the  Construction  and  Operation 
39  L.RJl.(N.S.)  61 


of  Canals  for  Irrigation  and  Other  Pur- 
poses, to  Acquire  Right  of  Way,  and  to  De- 
clare Any  Such  Canals  Works  of  Internal 
Improvement."  Laws  1877,  p.  168;  Comp. 
Stat.  1881,  chap.  16,  §§  168,  159.  The 
next  irrigation  act  is  chapter  68,  Laws 
1889.  This  was  followed  by  chapter  40, 
l:<aws  1893.  In  1895  a  comprehensive  irri- 
gation act  was  passed.  Laws  1895,  chap. 
69.  Section  46  of  this  particular  act  is 
the  section  referred  to  in  appellant's  brief 
as  §  6825,  Anno.  Stat.  1909.  In  that  sec- 
tion it  is  said:  "It  is  hereby  made  the  duty 
of  the'  owner  or  owners  of  any  such  ditch 
or  canal  to  keep  the  same  in  good  repair 
and  to  cause  the  water  to  fiow  through  the 
said  ditch  or  canal  to  the  extent  of  its  ca- 
pacity during  the  period  between  April  15 
and  November  1  each  year,  if  the  same  be 
demanded  and  the  supply  at  its  source  be 
sufficient."  We  call  attention  to  the  lan- 
guage of  the  statute  to  the  effect  that  the 
water  is  only  to  be  furnished  by  the  ditch 
owner  when  "the  supply  at  its  source  bo 
sufficient."  In  Crawford  Co.  v.  Hathaway 
(Crawford  Co.  v.  Hall)  67  Neb.  325,  60 
L.R.A.  889,  108  Am.  St.  Rep.  647,  93  N.  W. 
781,  this  court  held  that  vthe  act  of  1877 
was  an  implied  recognition  of  the  right  to 
appropriate  the  waters  of  the  public  domain 
according  to  the  custom  prevailing  In  the 
arid  states  immediately  west  of  us,  and  that 
the  irrigation  acts  of  1889  and  1895  ex- 
pressly recognized  and  prescribed  the  rights 
of  those  who  had  appropriated  the  public 
waters  and  applied  them  to  agricultural 
uses.  By  §§  42,  43,  chap.  69,  Laws  1895 
(Comp.  Stat.  1911,  chap.  93a,  art.  2,  §§  42, 
43),  it  is  provided:  "The  water  of  every 
natural  stream  not  heretofore  appropriated, 
within  the  state  of  Nebraska,  is  hereby  de- 
clared to  be  the  property  of  the  public,  and 
is  dedicated  to  the  use  of  the  people  of  the 
state,  subject  to  appropriation  as  hereinbe- 
fore provided."  And  in  the  next  section  it  is 
said:  "The  right  to  divert  unappropriated 
waters  of  every  natural  stream  for  bene- 
ficial use  shall  never  be  denied."  These 
sections  would  seem  to  make  the  water  in 
the  natural  streams  of  the  state  the  prop- 
erty of  the  public;  that  is,  the  property 
of  the  state,  subject,  however,  to  appropria- 
tion for  beneficial  uses.  This  would  seem  to 
be  specifically  said  by  Judge  Sedgwick  in 
Castle  Rock  Irrig.  Canal  &  Water  Power 
Co.  V.  Jurisch,  67  Neb.  377,  93  N.  W.  690. 
Section  6924x2,  Anno.  Stat.  1911,  provides: 
"Irrigation  works  constructed  under  the 
laws  of  this  state  are  hereby  declared  to  be 
common  carriers."  The  further  provision 
contained  in  the  section  is:  "The  owner  or 
operator  of  any  works  for  the  storage,  car- 
riage, or  diversion  of  water,  except  irriga- 
tion districts,  must  deliver  all  water  legal- 
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ly  appropriated  to  the  parties  entitled  to 
the  use  of  the  water  for  beneficial  purposes, 
at  a  reasonable  rate,  to  be  fixed  by  the 
state  railway  commission,  according  to  the 
law  in  such  cases  relating  to  common  car- 
riers." 

From  the  statutes  and  decisions  referred 
to  it  would  seem  that  the  waters  in  the 
running  streams  of  the  state  are  public 
property,  subject  to  be  diverted  and  applied 
for  beneficial  uses.  That  ditches  may  be 
constructed  to  carry  the  water  to  agricul- 
tural lands  for  a  reasonable  compensation 
would  seem  proper,  and  the  owner  of  the 
land  may  undoubtedly  obligate  himself  to 
assist  in  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  ditch.  If  the  owner  of  the  land,  after 
incurring  an  obligation  of  this  kind,  sells 
and  conveys  it,  is  there  any  obligation  upon 
the  part  of  his  grantee  to  keep  up  a  main- 
tenance fee,  although  he  has  not  undertaken 
to  do  so  by  any  personal  promise?  Wc 
think  that  the  following  authorities  tend 
to  show  that  the  defendant  is  not  person- 
ally liable,  and  some  of  these  decisions  per- 
haps tend  to  show  that  he  is  not  liable  as 
grantee  for  any  burden  unless  he  and  the 
plaintiff  in  the  tsase  are  privies  in  estate. 
17  Vin.  Abr.  of  Law  and  Equity  (Privity) 
p.  634 J  2  Bouvier's  Law  Diet.;  Hurd  v. 
Curtis,  19  Pick.  459;  Educational  Soc.  v. 
Varney,  54  N.  H.  376;  2  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
6th  ed.  §§  1203,  1205;  Cole  v.  Hughes,  54  N. 
y.  444,  13  Am.  Rep.  611;  Scott  v.  McMil- 
lan, 76  N.  Y.  141 ;  Nesbit  v.  Nesbit,  1  N.  C. 
90  (Taylor,  57) ;  Webb  v.  Russell,  3  T.  R. 
393,  1  Revised  Rep.  725 ;  Keppell  v.  Bailey, 
2  Myl.  &  K.  517,  Coop.  t.  Brougham,  278;  4 
Kent,  Com.  '473;  Mygatt  v.  Coe,  124  N.  Y. 
212,  11  L.R.A.  ^6,  26  N.  E.  611;  Pool  v. 
Morris,  29  Ga.  374,  74  Am.  Dec.  68;  Patton 
v.  Pitts,  80  Ala.  373;  Kettle  River  R.  Co. 
y.  Eastern  R.  Co.  41  Minn.  461,  6  L.R.A. 
111,  43  N.  W.  469;  Bloch  v.  Isham,  28 
Ind.  37,  92  Am.  Dec.  287;  Weld  v.  Nichols, 
17. Pick.  638;  Bally  v.  Wells,  3  Wils.  25. 
In  Fresno  Canal  &  Irrig  Co.  v.  Rowell,  80 
Cal.  114,  13  Am.  St.  Rep.  112,  22  Pac.  63, 
it  was  held:  ''Where  a  grantee  of  the  cov- 
enantor had  notice  of  the  water  right  when 
he  purchased  the  land,  but  did  not  know  its 
terms,  such  knowledge  was  sufficient  to  put 
him  upon  inquiry;  and  a  failure  to  do  so 
will  not  relieve  him  of  the  obligation  upon 
the  land."  In  the  same  case  it  was  held: 
"Under  Civil  Code  (Cal.)  §§  1460-1462, 
specifying  what  covenants  run  with  the 
land,  the  covenants  under  the  contract  in 
question  do  not  run  with  the  land,  not  be- 
ing contained  in  the  grant  of  the  estate, 
and  no  personal  judgment  can  be  had 
against  defendant,  but  the  lien  must  be 
foreclosed  against  the  land;  he  not  being 
a  bona  fide  purchaser  without  notice  of  the 
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lien."  An  examination  of  the  Civil  Code 
of  California  shows  that  proceedings  agaioBt 
the  land  by  foreclosure  of  the  alleged  lien 
lare  dependent  upon  the  Code  of  that  state. 
Civil  Code  (Cal.)  §§  1460,  1462,  2882,  2884. 
It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  California 
case  that,  although  the  statutes  of  that  state 
make  the  lien  created  by  the  contract  fol- 
low the  land,  yet  the  court  said:  "There 
can  be  no  judgment  against  defendant  per- 
sonally for  money,  but  the  lien  can  be  en- 
forced by  foreclosure  against  the  land,  and 
every/grantee  who  is  not  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser without  notice." 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  cites  Farmers' 
Canal  Co.  v.  Frank,  72  Neb.  136,  100  N.  W. 
286.  We  think  that  case  cannot  properly 
be  applied  to  the  consideration  of  this  one. 
It  required  in  its  determination  the  con- 
sideration of  §  6782,  Anno.  Stat.  1903. 
It  was  a  consideration  of  the  statement 
required  in  an  application  to  the  state 
board  of  irrigation  for  a  permit  to  appro- 
priate water.  This  court  held  that  it  was 
necessary  to  state  in  such  application  a 
description  of  the  land  to  be  irrigated.  The 
thing  determined  was  not  whether  there 
was  a  personal  liability  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  a  ditch.  It  was  merely  directory 
concerning  the  method  of  appropriating  wa- 
ter for  irrigation  purposes.  If  A.  purchases 
a  tract  of  land  upon  which  there  is  a  mort- 
gage, he  does  not  necessarily  assume  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage,  nor  does  he  become 
liable  in  an  action  at  law  upon  the  original 
note  which  the  mortgage  secures.  Of  course, 
if  he  does  not  pay  the  note  and  thereby 
satisfy  the  mortgage,  he  may  lose  his  title 
to  the  lahd  by  foreclosure.  Notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  he  may  lose  the  land,  he 
does  not  become  personally  liable  upon  the 
note.  This  is  so  plain  that  the  citation  of 
any  authority  would  seem  to  be  unneces- 
sary. In  Lexington  Bank  v.  Sailing,  66 
Neb.  180,  92  N.  W.  318,  it  is  held  that  the 
conveyance  of  land  subject  to  outstand- 
ing encumbrances  imposes  upon  the  pur- 
chaser no  obligation  to  pay  such  encum- 
brances. In  discussing  the  case  the  court 
saia:  "It  has  long  been  settled  in  this 
state  that  the  acceptance  of  a  deed  which, 
in  express  terms,  conveys  land  subject  to 
an  encumbrance,  does  not  impose  upon  the 
grantee  a  personal  obligation  to  pay  the 
debt.  He  is  in  such  case  interested  in  dis- 
charging the  encumbrance,  but  he  owes 
neither  the  grantor  nor  the  encumbrancer 
any  duty  arising  ex  contractu.  The  trans- 
action being  nothing  more  than  the  pur- 
chase of  an  equity  of  redemption,  no  im- 
plied agreement  is  deducible  from  it." 

We  approach  the  determination  of  this 
case  with  a  full  realization  of  the  impor- 
tance of  irri|fation  to  the  state.    While  the 
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great  bulk  of  farming  in  Nebraska  is  done 
upon  agricultural  lands  which  are  not  ir- 
rigated, jet  a  very  considerable  section 
must  always  depend  upon  the  successful 
application  of  water  to  agricultural  uses. 
This  section  of  our  state  is  already  pros- 
perous, and  is  destined  to  support  a  dense 
population.  Irrigation  is  to  be  encouraged 
and  protected  in  every  legitimate  way. 
While  the  plaintiff  may  be  obliged  to  fur- 
nish the  defendant  with  water  for  irriga- 
tion purposes  if  he  demands  it,  and  the 
plaintiff  has  it,  yet  the  refusal  of  the  de- 
fendant to  accept  tlie  water  does  not  create 
a  personal  liability  against  the  defendant. 
It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  that  the 
maintenance  fee  is,  by  the  terms  of  the 
"water  i:ight  deed,"  made  a  charge  upon  the 
land,  and  that  the  defendant  by  his  pur- 
chase of  the  land  became  personally  liable 
for  the  payment  of  such  maintenance  fee. 
The  trouble  with  this  contention  is  that 
neither  the  terms  of  his  deed  nor  the 
several  irrigation  acts  impose  upon  him  any 
such  personal  liability.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  trial  court  correctly  determined 
the  question  before  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is 
right,  and  it  is  affirmed. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREMB 
COURT. 

POCOMOKE  GUANO  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

CITY  OF  NEW  BERN. 

(158  N.  C.  354,  74  S.  E.  2.)  . 

Tax  —  Inspection  •*  license  •*  statutory 
conflict. 

1.  A  statute  imposing  a  tonnage  tax  for 
purposes  of  inspection  on  fertilizers,  and 
forbidding  "any  other  tax  to  be  levied  by 
county,  city,  or  town,"  does  not  forbid  a 
municipality  from  imposing  a  license  tax 
on  the  business  of  dealing  in  such  products. 


Same  —  license  —  storage  warefaonse. 

2.  Charter  authority  to  impose  a  tax  on 
trades  permits  the  imposition  of  a  Hx.  on 
the  maintenance  by  a  foreign  manufacturer 
of  a  warehouse  for  the  storage,  within  the 
municipality,  of  its  products  pending  de- 
liveries by  agents,  to  whom  the  orders  are 
forwarded  from  the  home  office  in  another 
state. 

(Brown  and  Allen,  JJ.,  dissent.) 

(March  13,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Craven  County 
holding  it  liable  in  an  action  submitted 
without  controversy  to  determine  the  lia- 
bility of  plaintiff  for  a  license  tax  which 
had  been  imposed  by  the  defendant  city. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Peatross  &  Savage  and  Moore 
&  Dunn,  for  appellant: 

The  designation  of  the  objects  of  taxation 
is  a  limitation  of  the  objects  that  could  be 
taxed.     . 

Plymouth  v.  Cooper,  136  N.  C.  1,  47  S. 
E.  120. 

The  commissioners  of  an  incorporated 
town  have  no  right  to  impose  any  tax, 
except  such  as  are  expressly  authorized  by 
the  acts  of  incorporation. 

Asheville  v.  Means,  29  N.  C.  (7  Ired.  L.) 
406. 

Mr.  R.  A.  Nunp,  for  appellee: 

Plaintiff  is  not  exempt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  the  privilege  tax  for  doing  business 
in  the  city. 

F.  S.  Royster  Guano  Co.  v.  Tarboro,  126 
N.  C.  71,  36  S.  E.  231;  Holland  v.  Isler,  77 
N.  C.  1;  Wilmington  v.  Macks,  86  N.  C. 
88,  41  Am.  Rep.  443;  State  v.  Worth,  116 
N.  C.  1007,  21  S.  E.  204:  State  v.  Irvin, 
126  N.  C.  989,  35  S.  E.  430. 

Clark,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Tliis  is  an  action  submitted  without  con- 
troversy to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff. 


Xotc,  —  Warehouse  tised  exclusively  for 
oimer^H  goods  or  products  as  sub- 
ject  of  license  tax. 

There  appears  to  be  little  authority  upon 
the  question  of  whether  the  maintenance  of 
a  storehouse  for  one's  own  convenience  is 
a  trade  or  occupation  upon  which  a  licensp 
tax  may  be  imposed. 

In  W.  W.  Cargill  Co.  v.  Minnesota,  180 
U.  S.  452,  45  L.  ed.  619,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
423,  it  was  held  that  the  requirement  of  a 
license  for  a  wareliouse  by  a  statute  regu- 
lating elevators  and  warehouses  on  railroad 
rights  of  way,  or  lands  used  in  connection 
with  a  railway  at  stations  and  sidings, 
was  not  forbidden  by  the  14th  Amendment 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  the  Federal  Constitution,  in  case  of  a 
warehouse  used  exclusively  for  the  storage 
of  the  grain  of  the  owner,  where  the  ware- 
house was  used  for  the  purpose  of  buying 
grain  from  the  public  and  was  a  sort  of  a 
public  market,  and  the  warehouseman  acted 
as  a  market  master,  weighmaster,  inspector, 
and  grader  of  the  grain.  The  court  quoting 
from  the  opinion  of  the  state  court,  which 
upheld  the  constitutionality  of  the  act, 
said:  "If  the  business  carried  on  at  this 
warehouse  consisted  of  nothing  more  than 
storing  defendant's  own  grain,  we  would 
concede  that  such  business  would  warrant 
but  little  interference  or  regulation  of  it 
by  the  state.  But  that  business  does  con- 
sist of  something  more.     It  was  conceded 
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Guano  Company,  is  liable  for  the  license 
tax  of  $50  prescribed  by  the  board  of  al- 
dermen of  the  city  of  New  Bern,  for  car- 
rying on  business  as  fertilizer  agents  or 
dealers,  for  twelvr  months  succeeding  the 
d&te  of  the  levy.  Rev.  §  2024,  authorizes 
any  municipal  corporation  to  "annually  lay 
a  tax  on  all  trades,  professions,  and 'fran- 
chises carried  on  or  enjoyed  within  the  city, 
unless  otherwise  provided  by  law.*' 

Such  license  tax  upon  a  trade  or  profes- 
sion is  not  forbidden  because  a  tonnage 
tax  for  purposes  of  inspection  has  been 
levied  by  the  state  under  a  statute  which 
forbids  ''any  other  tax  to  be  levied  by  coun- 
ty, city,  or  town."  That  provision  simply 
forbids  any  other  tonnage  tax.  It  does  not 
forbid  an  ad  valorem  tax  upon  the  goods 
stored  in  town,  nor  a  license  tax  upon  the 
calling  or  occupation  of  manufacturing  or 
dealing  in  fertilizers.  F.  S.  Royster  Guano 
Co.  V.  Tarboro,  126  N.  C.  68,  36  S.  E.  231 ; 
Pocomoke  Guano  Co.  y.  Biddle,  158  N.  C. 
212,  73  S.  £.  006. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  authorize 
the  levy  of  license  taxes  upon  trades,  pro- 


fessions, and  franchises  has  been  discussed 
and  sustained  also  in  Wilmington  v.  Macks, 
86  N.  C.  88,  41  Am.  Rep.  443;  SUte  v. 
Worth,  116  N.  C.  1007,  21  S.  E.  204;  State 
y.  Irvin,  126  N.  C.  089,  35  S.  £.  430;  State 
y.  Hunt,  129  N.  C.  686,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  758, 
40  S.  £.  216.  The  only  question  that  arises, 
therefore,  is  whether  the  occupation  or  call- 
ing exercised  by  the  plaintiff  comes  within 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance  which  levies  a 
tax  of  $50  upon  callings  and  professions, 
naming  among  others,  "fertilizer  manufac- 
turers, agents,  or  dealers." 

The  facts  agreed  on  are  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  a  company  engaged  in  manufacturing 
and  selling  fertilizer  and  fertilizer  mate- 
rial; that  it  has  no  factory  in  New  Bern^ 
and  that  the  orders  for  the  goods  are  re- 
ceived solely  at  Norfolk,  Virginia,  and  from 
thence  are  sent  to  its  agents,  who  maintain 
a  warehouse  in  the  city  of  New  Bern,  where 
its  fertilizers  and  fertilizing  material  are 
stored,  and  thence  are  shipped  out  upon  the 
orders  thus  sent  to  them  from  the  general 
office  in  Norfolk,  Virginia;  no  sales  being 
made  in  New  Bern. 


on  the  argument,  and  is  fairly  to  be  in- 
ferred from  the  findings  and  stipulation  of 
facts,  that  the  grain  is  purchased,  weighed, 
graded,  and  delivered  at  the  warehouse,  and 
that  defendant,  with  its  own  scales  and 
appliances,  weights  and  grades  the  grain. 
Under  these  circumstances,  the  warehouse 
is  a  sort  of  public  market  place,  where  the 
farmers  come  with  their  grain  for  the  pur- 
pose of  selling  the  same,  and  where  the 
purchaser,  a  party  in  interest,  acts  as  mar- 
ket master,  weighmaster,  inspector,  and 
grader  of  the  grain.  Surely  such  a  busi- 
ness is  of  a  public  character,  and  is  suffi- 
ciently affected  with  a  public  interest  to 
warrant  a  very  considerable  amount  of 
regulation  of  it  by  the  state.  The  business 
carried  on  by  defendant  at  its  warehouse  is 
similar  to  that  carried  on  at  a  large  num- 
ber of  other  warehouses  and  elevators  in 
this  state.  The  grain  crops  of  this  state 
constitute  by  far  the  most  important  part 
of  its  commerce  and  its  greatest  resource. 
It  is  important  to  see  that  correct  weights 
are  had;  that  uniform  grades  are  given; 
that  the  proper  amount  of  dockage  and  no 
more  is  taken;  that  no  dishonest  practices 
are  allowed,  and  no  undue  advantage  is 
permitted  to  be  taken.  Said  chapter  148 
requires  the  person  operating  such  an  ele- 
vator or  warehouse  to  procure  a  license  to 
be  issued  by  the  state  railroad  and  ware- 
house commission,  for  which  a  fee  of  $1  per 
year  must  be  paid.  The  act  also  provides 
that  such  license  may  be  revoked  by  the 
commission  if  the  warehouse  or  elevator  is 
operated  in  violation  or  in  disregard  of  the 
laws  of  this  state.  Section  2  provides  that 
any  person  attempting  to  run  such  an  ele- 
vator or  warehouse  without  a  license  may 
be  enjoined  in  a  suit  for  that  purpose. 
Section  3  provides  that  the  commission  may 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


make  suitable  and  necessary  rules  and 
regulations  for  the  government  of  public 
country  warehouses  and  elevators.  Then 
follow  other  provisions.  There  are  undoubt- 
edly many  provisions  in  the  act  which  ap- 
ply only  to  warehouses  and  elevators  in 
which  grain  is  stored  for  others  or  for  the 
public,  and  which  provisions  do  not  and 
cannot  apply  to  such  warehouses  as  the  one 
here  in  question.  Ther  are,  perhaps,  provi- 
sions in  the  act  which  it  would  be  uncon- 
stitutional to  apply  to  such  a  warehouse  as 
this.  But  such  matters  need  not  be  consid- 
ered at  this  time.  The  provision  requiring 
a  license  is  not  one  of  these.  This  disposes 
of  the  only  question  argued  which  it  is  nec- 
essary to  consider." 

In  Arlington  v.  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co. 
127  Ga.  721,  56*  S.  {].  1015,  where  the  mu- 
nicipality had  no  power  to  tax  a  railroad 
as  a  common  carrier,  it  was  held  that  a 
warehouse  used  only  to  store  goods  which 
were  in  its  custody  as  a  common  carrier 
was  a  mere  incident  to  its  business  as  such, 
and  could  not  be  segregated  and  made  sub- 
ject .to  an  occupation  tax. 

In  State  v.  Walker,  28  La.  Ann.  636, 
it  was  held  that  where  a  statute  required 
a  license  tax  to  be  paid  by  "each  keeper  of 
a  warehouse,  cotton  or  lumber  yard,  or  oth- 
er place  of  public  storage  for  hire,"  the  tax 
could  not  be  exacted  of  one  who  had  the 
usual  appendage  of  all  sawmills  doing  a 
considerable  amount  of  business,  upon  which 
the  lumber  sawed  at  the  mill  was  stacked 
for  sale,  where  it  appeared  that  he  did  not 
keep  lumber  on  storage  for  hire. 

For  a  note  on  power  of  municipality  to 
make  consistent  elements  or  operations  of 
a  business  independent  subjects  of  license 
tax,  see  note  to  Southern  Exp.  Co.  y.  R.  M. 
Rose  Co.  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  619.       J.  T.  W. 


1012. 


POCOMOKE  GUANO  CO.  v.  NEW  BERN. 


805 


Upon  these  facts,  it  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff  is  a  manufacturing  company  main- 
ttoining  an  agency  in  the  city  of  New  Bern, 
through  which  it  deals  in  fertilizers  and  fer- 
tilizing material,  storing  the  same  and  ship- 
ping out  and  distributing  the  fertilizers  and 
jfertilizing  material  upon  receipt  of  orders 
which  are  taken  and  accepted  at  Norfolk, 
Virginia.  It  is  not  material  that  no  fertil- 
izers are  manufactured  in  New  Bern  and 
that  no  sales  are  made  there.  The  de&ling 
consists  in  storing  and  keeping  the  goods 
on  hand,  and  shipping  them  out  from  time 
to  time  to  the  parties  who  have  brought 
the  same.  The  tax  is  upon  the  occupation 
or  calling  or  business,  whatever  it  may  be 
termed,  from  which  it  is  reaping  a  profit. 
Like  other  businesses,  professions,  and  call- 
ings that  are  t»xed  because  carried  on 
there,  this  plaintiff,  being  protected  in  the 
exercise  of  such  occupation  or  calling  by 
the  city,  is  subject  to  this  license  tax  as  the 
pro  rata  which  the  city  is  authorized  to  levy 
upon  it  in  return  for  such  protection.  Hol- 
land v.  Isler,  77  N.  C.  1. 

We  concur  in  the  judgment  below. 

Brown,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  unable  to  agree  with  the  conclusions 
of  the  court  that  the  tax  levied  by  the  city 
of  New  Bern  upon  the  plaintiff  was  valid. 
The  facts,  as  I  gather  them  from  the  rec- 
ords, are  that  the  plaintiff,  a  corporation 
doing  business  in  the  city  of  Norfolk,  leases 
a  warehouse  in  the  city  of  New  Bern  for  the 
storage  of  its  own  goods  only,  consisting  of 
fertilizers  and  fertilizing  material.  None  of 
these  goods  are  sold  in  the  city  of  New 
Bern,  but  the  sales  offices  of  the  plaintiff  are 
outside  of  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  at 
which  offices  it  receives  orders  from  the 
purchasers  of  fertilizer  through  traveling 
salesmen,  and  in  some  instances  by  mail. 
The  plaintiff  is  not  engaged  in  the'  selling 
of  fertilizer  in  New  Bern,  or  in  the  busi- 
ness of  a  warehouseman.  A  "warehouse- 
man" is  one  whose  storage  facilities  are 
open  to  the  public.  Whereas,  the  warehouse 
of  the  plaintiff  is  used  exclusively  for  the 
storage  of  its   own  properly. 

I  do  not  gainsay  the  right  of  the  general 
assembly  to  tax  trades,  professions,  and 
franchises;  but,  according  to  the  facts  of 
this  case,  the  plaintiff-  is  not  engaged  in  the 
exercise  of  either  within  the  city  of  New 
Bern.  The  case  came  before  the  superior 
court  in  the  form  of  a  controversy  submit- 
ted without  action,  in  which  it  appears 
affirmatively  that  the  plaintiff  is  not  en- 
gaged in  the  sale  of  fertilizer  in  North 
Carolina,  but  that  the  warehouse  in  ques- 
tion is  used  exclusively  for  the  private  stor- 
age of  its  own  material,  and  that*  deliver- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ies  are  made  from  that  upon  orders  received 
from  the  company's  offices  in  Norfolk. 

We  have  at  this  term  held  that  this  com- 
pany is  liable  for  the  ad  valorem  tax  upon 
the  value  of  its  fertilizers  stored  in  t^ 
city  of  New  Bern,  which  tax  the  company 
will  be  compelled  to  pay,  but  upon  the  facts 
agreed  I  find  no  warrant  whatever  to  tax 
it  either  as  trader  or  as  warehouseman.  In 
addition  to  the  heavy  ad  valorem  tax  ad- 
judged against  this  plaintiff  as  this  term, 
it  is  well  to  remember  that  it  also  pays  a 
tonnage  tax  of  20  cents  per  ton  upon  this 
very  fertilizer.  To  permit  the  city  to  tax 
this  plaintiff  as  dealer  or  warehouseman, 
when  in  fact  it  is  not  engaged  in  either 
capacity  in  this  state,  is  piling  Pelion  on 
Ossa  in  the  matter  of  taxation. 

Allen,  J.,  concurs  in  dissent. 


NORTH  CAROIilNA   SUPREMB 
COURT. 

E.  H.  CHEWNING  et  aL 

V. 

F.  C.  EASON  et  al.,  Appta. 

(168  N.  C.  678,  74  S.  E.  357.) 

Will  —  power  of  disposal  —  estate  cre- 
ated. 

A  devise  of  property  to  one  for  life,  and 
then  ''to  dispose  of  as  she  sees  proper,"  does 
not  convey  a  fee. 

(April  3,  1912.) 


JTotc.  —  Potccr  to  create  remainder  af- 
ter life  estate  with  absolute  power  of 
disposal. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  one  in  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  1186,  bearing  the  same  title, 
to  which  reference  is  made  for  the  earlier 
decisions  on  the  question. 

The  question  as  to  what  intention  in  re- 
gard to  the  nature  of  the  estate  to  be  taken 
by  a  devisee  may  be  deduced  from  a  power 
of  disposition  is  considered  in  a  note  to  Re 
Weien,  18  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   463. 

Rule  wnere  power  of  disposal  is  not  consid- 
ered to  be  property. 

In  Cross  v.  Hendry,  39  Ind.  App.  246,  79 
N.  E.  531,  where  testator  gave  all  hU  prop- 
erty to  his  wife,  "to  be  hers  during  her 
lifetime,"  adding,  "and  at  her  death  I  wish 
what  property  is  left  to  be  applied"  in  a 
certain  manner,  it  was  held  that  as  a  life 
estate  was  given  in  certain  and  express 
terms,  the  power  of  disposition  annexed 
did  not  operate  to  create  an  estate  in  fee. 

In  Beatson  v.  Bowers,  —  Ind.  App.  — , 
88  N.  E.  966,  affirmed  in  174  Ind.  601,  91 
K.  E.  922,  it  was  held  that  under  a  dped 
by    which   property   was   convej^ed   to   the 
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APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Anson  Coun- 
ty in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  determine  ownership  to  certain  lands 
under  the  will  of  Thomas  Chewning,  de- 
ceased.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Gu Hedge  &  Boggan,  F.  J. 
Coxe,  and  W.  E.  Brock,  for  appellants: 

The  law  strongly  iavors  the  creation  of  a 
fee  or  an  estate  of  inheritance,  especially 
by  will,  instead  of  a  life  estate  in  the  first 
taker. 

Leeper  v.  Keagle,  04  N.  C.  338;  Re  Whit- 
ney, 69  Misc.  131,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  909; 
Terhune  v.  Commercial  Nat.  Safe  Deposit 
Co.  245  111.  622,  92  N.  £.  532;  Hoxie  y. 
Chamberlain,  228  Pa.  31,  76  Atl.  423;  Mc- 


Knight  V.  McKnight,  120  Tenn.  431,  115  S. 
W.  134;  Hale  v.  Marsh,  100  Mass.  468. 

Messrs.  Robinson  &  Caudle,  for  appel- 
lees: 

The  devise  created  a  life  estate  only. 

Harrison  v.  Battle,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  k,  B. 
Eq.)  214;  Alexander  v.  Cunningham,  27  N. 
C.  (5  Ired.  L.)  433;  Bass  v.  Bass,  78  N.  C. 
375;  Patrick  v.  Morehead,  85  N.  C.  62,  30 
Am.  Rep.  684;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Livingston 
V.  Robins,  16  Johns.  537;  Long  v.  Wal- 
draven,  113  N.  C.  337,  18  S.  £.  251;  Parks 
V.  Robinson,  138  N.  C.  269,  50  S.  £.  649; 
31  Cyc.  1089;  2*Z  Am«  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
1097;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  60  W.  Va.  327, 
55  S.  E.  389,  9  Ann.  Cas.  943;  Steiff  v. 
Seibert,  128  Iowa,  746,  6  L.RJL.(N.S.)  118G, 
105   N.   W.   328;    Gardner,   Wills,   p.  476; 


grantee  during  her  life,  with  power  of  dis- 
position, the  limitation  for  life  controlled 
the  operation  of  the  power,  and  prevented 
the  estate  from  enlarging  into  a  lee. 

And  in  Foudray  v.  Foudray,  44  Ind.  App. 
444,  89  N.  £.  499,  it  was  held  that  as  a 
will  by  which  testator  devised  to  a  daughter 
certain  real  estate  for  and  during  her  nat- 
ural life,  with  full  power  of  disposition, 
gave  the  devisee  a  life  estate  by  certain 
and  express  terms,  the  uestowal  of  the 
power  of  disposition  would  not  enlarge  the 
estate  given  into  a  fee. 

In  Paxton  v.  Paxton,  141  Iowa,  96,  119  N. 
W.  284,  a  will  devising  to  testator's  wife  all 
his  property,  "to  b^  used  by  her  and  enjoyed 
as  she  may  choose  during  her  natural  life, 
and  at  her  death,  if  any  prot>erty  is  re- 
maining, to  be  divided  equally  among  my 
children,"  was  held  not  to  give  her  a  fee- 
simple  title,  the  court  saying:  ''A  devise 
which  passes  only  a  life  estate  may  never- 
theless be  coupled  with  a  provision  giving 
the  devisee  unlimited  power  of  disposal. 
The  devise  in  remainder  vests  at  once  in 
the  devisees  thereof  a  fee-simple  title 
to  whatever  may  remain  undisposed  of  un- 
der this  power,  subject  only  to  the  life 
estate  of  the  first  devisee." 

In  Hamilton  v.  Hamilton,  149  Iowa,  321, 
128  N.  W.  380,  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine 
that  a  life  estate  may  be  created  with  a 
power  annexed  authorizing  the  life  tenant 
to  defeat  or  extinguish  the  remainder  over 
by  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  fee,  is  too 
well  settled  in  Iowa  and  in  most  of  the 
states  to  admit  of  serious  argument. 

In  McCormick  v.  McCormick,  —  Ky.  — , 
121  S.  W.  450,  it  was  held  that  a  power  of 
sale  given  by  a  will  to  a  tenant  for  life  in 
no  wise  enlarged  her  life  estate. 

In  Woodward  v.  Anderson,  145  Ky.  134, 
140  S.  W.  57,  it  is  held  that  although  where 
property  is  devised  absolutely,  with  power 
of  unlimited  disposition,  and  by  a  subse- 
quent part  of  the  will  the  testator  under- 
takes to  devise  over  an  undisposed-of  re- 
mainder of  the  property,  the  limitation 
over  is  void,  yet  where  a*  life  estate  only 
is  devised,  with  power  of  disposition,  then 
the  limitation  over  of  such  of  the  devised 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


property  as  should  remain  undisposed  of  at 
the  death  of  the  life  tenant  is  valid. 

In  Marden  v.  Leimbach,  115  Md.  206,  80 
Atl.  958,  the  court,  in  holding  that  there 
was  no  inconsistency  between  the  granting 
clause  of  a  deed  conveying  an  estate  for 
life  and  the  habendum  clause  which  gave 
the  grantee  the  right  during  life  to  convey 
absolutely,  said  that  the  power  of  disposi- 
tion annexed  by  the  latter  provision  does 
not  enlarge  the  estate  conveyed  to  a  fee, 
it  being  a  well-settled  doctrine  of  law,  sus- 
tained by  all  the  authorities,  that  «here  an 
estate  is  given  to  a  person  generally  or  in- 
definitely, with  power  of  disposition,  such 
gift  carries  the  entire  estate;  but  where  the 
property  is  given  expressly  for  life,  and  a 
power  of  disposition  of  the  reversion  is  an- 
nexed, the  rule  is  different,  and  the  first  tak- 
er  has  but  an  estate  for  life  with  the  super- 
added power. 

In  Warren  y.  Ingram,  96  Miss.  438,  51 
So.  888,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  B,  422,  it  is  said 
that  the  -authorities  are  uniform  to  the  ef- 
fect that  a  devise  of  land  to  one  indefinitely, 
and  to  do  with  the  same  at  his  discretion, 
will  invest  him  with  the  fee;  but  if  the  de- 
vise is  for  life  only  and  to  do  with  at  hi^ 
discretion,  the  devisee  is  invested  with  a 
life  estate  only,  with  an  added  power. 

In  Tisdale  v.  Prather,  210  Mo.  402,  109 
S.  W.  41,  it  is  said  to  be  well  settled  that 
a  conveyance  which  confers  an  absolute  pow- 
er of  disposition  creates  a  fee-simple  estate 
in  the  grantee  if  by  deed,  or  in  the  devisee 
if  by  will,  in  the  absence  of  an  expressed 
intention  to  devise  a  life  estate  only. 

lu  Threlkeld  v.  Threlkeld,  238  *Mo.  459. 
141  S.  W.  1121,  it  is  held  that  an  absolute 
and  unrestricted  power  of  disposition  is  not 
inconsistent  with  a  life  estate,  and  that  a 
limitation  over  is  good,  although  the  first 
taker  has  such  power. 

And  in  Romjue  v.  Randolph,  —  Mo.  App. 
— ,  148  S.  W.  185,  it  is  said  that  the  pow- 
er of  absolute  disposal  over  property  will 
not  operate  as  the  devise  of  a  fee  in  realty, 
and  of  an  absolute  title  in  personalty,  where 
a  life  estate  only  is  devised;  and  that  in 
such  case  the  life  estate  is  not  enlarged  by 
an  unrestrained   power  of  sale,  but  such 
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Mansfield  t.  Shelton,  67  Conn.  390,  52  Am. 
St.  Rep.  288,  35  Atl.  271;  Peckham  v.  Lego, 
57  Conn.  553,  7  L.R.A.  419«  14  Am.  St.  Rep. 
130,  19  Atl.  392. 

Walker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  controversy  hetween  the  parties 
to  this  action,  arising  out  of  the  following 
facts:  Plaintiffs,  who  are  the  heirs  of 
Thomas  Chewning,  claim  that  they  are  the 
owners  of  the  tract  of  land  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  controversy;  and  defendants, 
who  are  the  heirs  of  Martha  Chewning,  dis- 
pute this  claim  and  assert  ownership  \n 
themselves.  The  land  was  owned  by  Thomas 
Chewning,  who,  by  his  will,  devised  it  to  his 
wife,  Martha  Chewning,  in  these  words:     "I 


give  and  bequeath  (after  all  my  just  debts 
shall  have  been  paid)  all  of  my  real  and  per- 
sonal property,  together  with  all  debts  ow- 
ing my  estate,  to  my  wife,  Martha  Chewning, 
during  her  natural  life,  and  then  to  dispose 
of  as  she  sees  proper."  If,  under  this  clause 
of  the  will,  Martha  Chewning  acquired  a 
life  estate  only,  with  power  of  disposal,  the 
plaintifts  are  entitled  to  the  land,  as  she 
failed  to  exercise  the.  power;  but  if  the 
grant  of  the  power  enlarged  the  estate  foi 
life,  which  is  expressly  given,  into  an  estate 
in  fee,  then  the  defendants  are  the  owners 
of  the  land.  The  court  below  was  of  opinion 
with  the  plaintiffs,  and  rendered  judgment 
accordingly,  from  which  the  defendants  ap- 
pealed. 
There   is   a   marked   distinction  between 


power  is  merely  one  of  appointment,  which, 
if  not  exercised,  leaves  the  estate  in  remain- 
der. 

In  Loosing  -v.  Loosing,  85  Neb.  66,  25 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  920,  122  N.  W.  707,  the  court 
said:  "While  cases  are  not  lacking  to  sus- 
tain the  proposition  that  a  power  of  sale 
added  to  a  life  estate  in  real  property 
vests  the  donee  with  an  estate  in  fee  sim- 
ple, we  think  the  weight  of  authority  is 
to  the  contrary." 

In  Parker  v.  Travers,  74  N.  J.  Eq.  812, 
71  Atl.  612,  it  is  said  that  the  rule  is  well 
established  in  New  Jersey  that  when  to  a 
life  estate  with  a  remainder  over  of  what 
may  be  undisposed  of,  there  is  added  a 
power  of  disposition,  the  property  right  or 
interest  of  the  life  tenant  is  not  ttiereby 
enlarged,  but  the  devisee  takes  a  life  es- 
tate only,  with  a  power  of  disposal,  to  be 
exercised  by  the  devisee  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  estate,  for  his  benefit. 

In  Southern  Pine  Lumber  Co.  v.  Arnold, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  139  S.  W.  917,  and  in 
the  same  case  on  former  appeal,  123  S.  VV. 
1162,  it  is  held  that  under  a  deed  convey- 
ing land  to  a  husband  in  trust  for  his  wife 
for  life,  and  in  trust  to  hold  the  remainder 
in  fee  for  such  persons  as  she  mi^ht  ap- 
point by  will  or  deed,  and  giving  her  a  pow- 
er of  disposition  during  life,  the  wife  ac- 
quired a  life  estate  which  was  not  en- 
larged by  her  power  of  disposal. 

The  rule  that  an  absolute  power  of  dis- 
position may  be  annexed  to  a  life  estate 
without  enlarging  it  into  a  fee  is  also  rec- 
ognized and  acted  upon  in  Pool  v.  Napier, 

145  Iowa,  699,  124  N.  W.  755;  Ironside  v. 
Ironside,  150  Iowa,  628,  130  N.  W.  414; 
Greenwalt  v.  Keller,  75  Kan.  578,  90  Pac. 
233;  Sutton  v.  Johnson,  —  Ky.  — ,  127 
S.  W.  747;  Huerkamp  v.  Huerkamp,  145 
Ky.  194,  140  S.  W.  182;  Park  v.  McCombs, 

146  Kv.  327,  142  S.  W.  401;  Richards  v. 
Morrison,  101  Me.  424,  64  Atl.  768;  Reed 
V.  Reed,  194  Mass.  216,  80  N.  E.  219;  Mur- 
doch V.  Murdoch,  97  Miss.  690,  53  So.  684. 

It  makes  no  difference  in  the  application 
of  this  doctrine  that  the  subject  of  the  gift 
is   personal   property.     Park   v.   McCombs, 
146  Ky.  327,  142  S.  W.  401. 
39  L.RJ^.(N.8.) 


Rule  where  power  of  disposal  and  life  es- 
tate are  considered  incompatible. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  McKnight  v.  Mc- 
Knight,  120  Tenn.  431,  115  S.  W.  134,  the 
courts  following  the  doctrine  laid  down  in 
the  earlier  Tennessee  decisions,  stated  it 
to  be  a  well-established  rule  of  property 
that  where  a  life  estate  is  conveyed  or  de- 
vised, '  coupled  with  the  absolute  and  un- 
qualified power  of  disposition  in  the  convey- 
ee  or  devisee,  the  law  converts  the  estate  in- 
to a  fee  because  of  the  incompatibility  and 
inconsistency  of  the  estate  given  and  the 
power  of  disposition  of  it;  but  that  where 
the  power  of  disposition  is  dependent  upon 
a  contingency,  is  Qualified,  limited,  or  re- 
stricted, only  a  life  estate  is  vested,  the 
obnoxious  incompatibility  not  being  in  such 
cases. 

And  in  Randall  v.  Harrison,  109  Va.  686, 
64  S.  E.  992,  it  was  held,  in  accordance 
with  the  doctrine  of  the  earlier  Virginia 
decisions,  that  a  gift  of  a  life  estate  with 
absolute  power  of  disposal  vests  in  the  first 
taker  a  fee  simple  in  lands,  and  an  abso- 
lute estate  in  personalty,  and  that  a  gift 
over  of  "what  may  be  left*'  is  void. 

The  doctrine  that  if  the  first  taker  is  giv- 
en an  estate  for  life,  coupled  with  an  un- 
limited power  of  disposition,  the  fee  or 
absolute  estate  vests  in  the  first  taker,  and 
the  limitation  over  is  void,  is  also  recog- 
nized in  Emert  v.  Blair,  121  Tenn.  240,  118 
S.  W.  685,  and  Newman  v.  Newman,  60  W. 
Va.  371,  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)   370,  55  S.  E.  377. 

Rule  sA  modified  by  statute. 

The  word  "purchaser,"  as  used  in  the 
Wisconsin  statute  of  1898,  which  provides 
that  when  an  absolute  power  of  disposition 
is  given  to  the  owner  of  a  life  estate,  such 
estate  shall  be  changed  into  a  fee  absolute 
as  to  the  rights  of  creditors  and  purchas- 
ers, but  subject  to  any  future  estates  lim- 
ited therein  in  case  the  power  shall  not  be 
executed  or  the  land  sold  for  the  satisfaction 
of  debts, — is  not  used  in  its  technical  sense, 
but  must  be  understood,  according  to  the 
common  and  approved  usage  of  the  lan- 
guage, as  meanmg  a  purchaser  for  a  valu- 
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property  and  power.  The  estate  devised  to 
Mrs.  Chewning  is  property;  the  power  of 
disposal,  a  mere  authority,  which  she  could 
exercise  or  not,  in  her  discretion.  She  had 
a  general  power  annexed  to  the  life  estate, 
which  she  derived  from  the  testator  under 
the  will.  If  she  had  exercised  the  power  by 
selling  the  land,  the  title  of  the  purchasers 
would  have  been  derived,  not  from  her,  who 
merely  executed  the  power,  but  from  the 
testator,  or  the  donor  of  the  power.  "The 
appointor  is  merely  an  instrument;  the  ap- 
pointee is  in  by  the  original  deed.  The 
appointee  takes  in  the  same  manner  as  if 
his  name  had  been  inserted  in  the  power, 
or  as  if  the  power  and  instrument  executing 
the  power  had  been  expressed  in  that  giving 
the  power.  He  does  not  take  from  the 
donee,  as  his  assignee."  2  Washb;  Real 
Prop.  320;  1  Sugden,  Powers,  1856  ed.  242; 
2  Sugden,  Powers,  22;  Doolittle  v.  Lewis, 
7  Johns  Ch.  45,  11  Am.  Dec.  389.  "In  the 
execution  of  a  power,  there  is  no  contract 
between  the  donee  of  the  power  and  the 
appointee.  The  donee  is  the  mere  instru- 
ment by  which  the  estate  is  passed  from 
the  donor  to  the  appointee,  and,  when  the 
appointment  is  made,  the  appointee  at  once 
takes  the  estate  from  the  donor  as  if  it 
had  been  conveyed  directly  to  him."  Nor- 
fleet  V.  Hawkins,  93  N.  C.  392.  It  does  not 
follow,  because  she  could  sell  and  convey 
the  land  undei  the  power,  that  she  thereby 
became  the  owner  in  fee.  We  must  ascer- 
tain the  intention  of  the  testator,  for  that 
is  the  prevailing  consideration  and  the  su- 


preme  rule   of    interpretation,   keeping    in 
mind,  of  course,  the  rules  of  construction 
as  our  guide,  and  looking  at  the  will  in  its 
entirety.     If  the  testator,  in  this  case,   in- 
tended to  devise  the  fee  to  his  wife,  it   is 
strange  that  he  should  have  expressly  and 
definitely  limited  the  estate  to  one  for  her 
life.    Naturally,  he  would  have  given  it  to 
her    without    restriction.     The    reasonable 
meaning  of  the  clause  is  that  she  should 
have  and  enjoy  the  property  for  the  term  of 
her  life,  with  a  general  power  of  appoint- 
ment or  disposal  of  the  reversion  by   her 
will,  or,  at  least,  subject  to  her  life  estate, 
if  she  chose  to  exercise  it,  and  the  great 
weight  of  authority  sustains  this  construc- 
tion.    The  doctrine  was  clearly  expressed 
by  Chancellor  Kent:    "If  an  estate  be  given 
to  a  person  generally  or  indefinitely,  with  a 
power  of  disposition,  it  carries  a  fee,  unless 
the  testator  gives  to  the  first  taker  an  es* 
tate  for  life  only,  and  annexes  to  it  a  power 
of  disposition  of  the  reversion.    In  that  case 
the  express  limitation  for  life  will  control 
the  operation  of  the  power,  and  prevent  it 
from  enlarging  the  estate  to  a  fee."   4  Kent, 
Com.  520,  521;  Jackson  ex  dem.  Livingston 
V.  Robins,  16  Johns.  537.     It  has  been  held 
that  a  devise  to  A.,  with  power  to  dispose 
at  pleasure,  is  considered  as  conveying  prop- 
erty, not  as  conferring  power;  for  the  words 
of  power  will  not  be  permitted  to  take  away 
what,  without  them,  is  expressly  given.     2 
Preston,  Estates,  81,  82;  Bradley  v.  West- 
cott,  ]3  Ves.  Jr.  453.     But  where  there  is 
an  express  and  inconsistent  estate  for  life 


able    consideration.      Perkinson   v.    Clarke, 
135  Wis.  584,  116  N.  W.  229. 

Extent  of  life  tenant's  power. 

The  power  of  disposal  given  by  a  will 
devising  property  to  one  for  life,  with  full 
power  of  disposition,  and  further  providing 
that  at  the  death  of  the  devisee,  should  any 
property  be  left  or  remain,  such  remaining 
property  should  go  to  others,  cannot  be 
considered  as  applying  only  to  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  life  estate,  as  such  construction 
would  not  only  require  that  the  language  of 
the  testator  be  given  a  forced  and  unnatural 
meaning,  but  also  would  make  the  power 
meaningless,  since,  in  the  ahsence  of  re- 
striction, therein,  the  owner  of  a  life  estate 
may  sell  it  as  other  interests  in  land  are 
sold.  Foudray  v.  Foudray,  44  Ind.  App.  444, 
89  N.  E.  499. 

Under  a  will  by  which  testator  be- 
queathed to  his  widow  all  his  real  estate 
and  personal  property,  "to  have  and  to  hold 
during  her  life,  and  to  do  with  the  same  as, 
in  her  judgment,  she  may  deem  best,"  the 
power  conferred  is  a  power  to  dispose  of  the 
fee,  and  not  the  life  estate  only.  Warren  v. 
Ingram,  96  Miss.  438,  51  So.  888,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  B,  422. 

On  the  other  hand  in  Brady  v.  Fuller,  78 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Kan.  448,  96  Pac.  854,  a  power  of  disposi- 
tion contained  in  a  deed  reserving  a  life  es- 
tate in  the  grantor,  and  further  reserving 
"the  power  to  mortgage,  encumber,  sel^ 
lease,  convey,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  said 
real  estate  at  any  time,"  was  held  to  be 
limited  to  a  control  and  disposition  of  the 
life  estate,  as  otherwise  it  would  be  a 
nullity. 

And  in  Wardner  v.  Seventh  Day  Baptist 
Memorial  Board,  232  111.  606,  122  Am.  St. 
Rep.  138,  83  N.  E.  ]077,  where  testator  pro- 
vided that  his  wife  should  "have  all  that 
remain  of  the  property  which  I  shall  die 
seised,  and  after  paying  .  .  .  [certain 
legacies]  is  to  use,  dispose  of,  and  control 
according  to  her  own  judgment  during  her 
natural  life,  and  if  she  shall  have  children 
by  me  they  shall  have  at  their  majority, 
or  their  survivors  of  them,  the  same  amount 
each  as  is  bequeathed  to  my  son.  .  .  . 
At  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  .  .  . 
[name]  all  that  remains  after  paying  the 
legacies  made  to  my  children  and  grand- 
children shall  be  divided  among  the  three 
societies  as  named  in  my  will,"  it  was  held 
that  there  being  no  words  in  the  will  dear- 
ly indicating  that  a  larger  power  was  in- 
tended, the  wife  was  given  only  a  power  of 
disposition  coextensive  with  her  life  estate. 

R  S.  O. 
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given,  the  construction  of  the  instrument  is 
altogether  different;  for  the  express  estate 
for  life  negatives  the  intention  to  give  the 
absolute  property,  and  converts  these  words 
into  words  of  mere  power,  which,  standing 
alone,  would  have  been  construed  to  convey 
an  interest.  This  appears  to  be  very  clearly 
established  by  the  cases  which  further  lay 
it  down,  that  where  an  interest,  and  not  a 
mere  power,  is  conferred,  the  absolute  prop- 
erty is  vested,  without  any  act  on  the  part 
of  the  legatee;  but,  where  a  power  only  is 
given,  the  power  must  be  executed,  or  it 
will  fail.  We  may  therefore  take  the  rule 
to  be  settled  that  where  lands  are  devised 
to  one  generally,  and  to  be  at  his  disposal, 
this  is  a  fee  in  the  devisee;  but  where  they 
are  devised  to  one  expressly  for  life,  and 
afterwards  to  be  at  his  disposal,  only  an 
estate  for  life  passes  to  the  devisee,  with  a 
bare  power  to  dispose  of  the  fee.  Anony- 
mous, Leon.  pt.  3,  p.  71;  Leife  v.  Salting- 
stone,  1  Mod.  189;  Tomlinson  v.  Dighton, 

1  Salk.  239,  1  P.  Wms.  149,  10  Mod.  31, 
Comyn's  Rep.  194;  Burleigh  v.  Olough,  52 
N.  H.  267,  13  Am.  Rep.  23  (where  many 
of  the  casea^are  collected  and  reviewed  and 
there  is  a  learned  discussion  of  the  ques- 
tion);  Stuai-t  V.  Walker,  72  Me.  145,  39 
Am.  Rep.  311;  Collins  v.  Wickwire,  162 
Mass.  143,  38  N.  E.  365 ;  '31  Cyc.  1089 ;  22 
Am.  &  Kng.  Enc.  Law,  1097;  Steiff  v.  Sei- 
bert,  128  Iowa,  746,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1186, 
105  N.  W.  328. 

The  text  writers  thus  state  the  general 
rule:  ''A  devise  of  a  life  interest  in  express 
terms,  coupled  with  a  power  in  the  life 
tenant  to  dispose  of  the  fee  simple  in  the 
property  by  his  will,  either  absolutely  and 
at  his  full  discretion  among  a  class  of  ob- 
jects to  be  selected  by  him,  or  among  a  class 
of  objects  pointed  out  by  the  testator,  gives 
the  first  taker  a  life  estate  only,  but  with  a 
power  to  appoint  the  fee  simple  by  his  will." 

2  Underbill,  Wills,  §  688.  "A  general  power 
of  disposition  includes  a  power  to  dispose 
of  the  property  by  deed  or  will,  and  prac- 
tically clothes  the  donee  with  all  functions 
of  oMoiership.  In  view  of  this  fact,  it  has 
occasionally  been  provided  by  statute,  and 
a  few  courts  have  reached  the  conclusion, 
without  the  help  of  the  legislature,  that  the 
devisee  of  a  life  estate,  with  a  general  power 
of  disposition,  ta^es  a  fee  simple,  and  that 
a  limitation  over  is  void.  But,  by  the  over- 
whelming weight  of  authority,  no  fee  results 
from  the  union  of  the  life  estate  and  the 
power,  but  both  remain  distinct,  and  the 
limitation  over  is  good  unless  defeated  by 
the  exercise  of  the  power  by  the  life  ten- 
ant." Gardner,  Wills,  p.  476.  This  doctrine 
.39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


has  been  adopted  and  applied  by  this  court 
in  several  cases.  It  is  stated  in  Patrick  v. 
Morehead,  85  N.  C.  62,  39  Am.  Rep.  684,  to 
have  been  settled  upon  unquestionable  au- 
thority that,  if  an  estate  be  given  by  will  to 
a  person  generally,  with  a  power  of  disposi- 
tion or  appointment,  it  carries  the  fee;  but 
if  it  be  given  to  one  for  life  only,  and  there 
is  annexed  to  it  such  a  power,  it  does  not 
enlarge  his  estate,  but  gives  him  only  an 
estate  for  life.  The  case  of  Long  v.  Wal- 
draven,  113  N.  C.  337,  18  S.  E.  251,  seems 
to  be  directly  in  point.  The  property,  in 
that  case,  was  given  to  the  testator's  wife 
during  her  natural  life,  and  after  her  death 
to  be  divided  among  the  heirs  of  her  broth- 
ers and  sisters,  except  as  to  one  third  there- 
of, which  was  left  "at  the  disposal  of  his 
wife,  to  be  left  as  she  may  will."  The  court 
held  that  she  acquired  but  an  estate  for 
life,  and  "that  an  express  estate  for  life  to 
the  wife,  with  a  power  to  dispose  of  the  fee, 
shall  not  turn  her  estate  for  life  into  a  fee,*' 
citing  Shermer  v.  Shermer,  1  Wash.  (Va.) 
^66,  1  Am.  Dec.  460,  Bass  v.  Bass,  78  N. 
C.  374,  Patrick  v.  Morehead,  86  N.  C.  62, 
39  Am.  Rep.  684,  and  Second  Reformed 
Presby.  Church  v.  Disbrow,  52  Pa.  219,  and 
stating  that  the  principal  case  should  be 
added  to  the  long  line  of  those  which  estab- 
lished the  same  doctrine.  See  also  Harrison 
V.  Battle,  21  N.  C.  (1  Dev.  k  B.  Eq.)  214; 
Alexander  v.  Cunningham,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired. 
L.)  433;  Parks  v.  Robinson,  138  N.  C.  269, 
60  S.  E.  649;  Morgan  v.  Morgan,  60  W.  Va. 
327,  56  S.  E.  389,  9  Ann.  Cas.  943;  Mans- 
field V.  Shelton,  67  Conn.  390,  52  Am.  St. 
Rep.  288,  35  Atl.  271.  Revisal,  §  3138, 
manifestly  has  no  application.  It  appears 
in  our  case  that  the  testator  intended  to 
pass  an  estate  of  less  dignity  than  a  fee. 
That  section  only  establishes  a  rule  between 
the  heir  and  the  devisee,  in  respect  to  the 
beneficial  interest  of  the  latter.  Alexander 
V.  Cunningham,  27  N.  C.  (5  Ired.  L.)   430. 

The  case  of  Herring  v.  Williams,  168  N. 
C.  1,  73  S.  E.  218,  decided  at  the  last  term, 
did  not  involve  the  question  now  presented. 
The  question  there  was  whether  there  was  a 
power  of  appointment  or  a  power  of  dis- 
posal, while  here  the  question  is,  the  power 
being  conceded,  whether  it  enlarged  the  life 
estate  into  a  fee.  In  the  Herring  Case,  the 
donee  had  sold  and  conveyed  the  land  by 
deed,  or  attempted  to  do  so,  while  in  this 
case  she  failed  altogether  to  exercise  the 
power. 

The  reversion  in  the  land  belongs  to  the 
heirs  of  Thomas  Chewning,  and  not  to  the 
heirs  of  the  donee  of  the  power,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  is  therefore  correct. 
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MoALESTER-EDWARDS    COAL    COMPA- 
NY et  al.,  Plflfs.  in  Err., 

V. 

STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA  EX  REL.  SAM ' 
J.  MARSHALL  et  al. 

(31  Okla.  629,  122  Pac.  194.) 

Mandamus  •*  to  compel  offlcial  action. 

The  proper  function  of  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus is  to  compel  the  doing  of  a  specific 
thing,  something  which  can  be  neither  di- 
minished nor  subdivided}  and  is  not  an  ap- 
propriate remedy  to  compel  a  general  course 
of  official  conduct  or  a  long  series  of  con- 
tinuous acts,   as   it  is   impossible  for  the 

Headnote  by  Dunn,  J. 


court  to  oversee  the  performance  of  such 
duties. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Pitts- 
burg County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  relators  in  a  mandamus  proceeding 
to  compel  defendants  to  furnish  to  relators 
such  timbers,  props,  and  cap  pieces  as  are 
necessary  to  keep  their  working  places  in 
safe  condition.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Stuart,  Gordon,  &  Lledtke,  for 
plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  writ  of  mandamus  did  not  lie  in 
this  cause,  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not 
a  proper  remedy. 


2Vote.  —  Af afulatnics  to  compel  perfortn" 
ance  of  continuous  acts  or  control 
general  course  of  ofUioial  conduct. 

For  a  note  on  mandamus  to  compel  pub- 
lic officials  to  enforce  the  liquor  law,  see 
People  ex  rel.  Bartlett  v.  Busse,  28  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    246. 

The  present  note  does  not  cover  the  ques- 
tion whether  mtfndatnus  is  a  proper  remedy 
to  compel  public  service  or  quasi  public 
corporations  to  perform  their  respective  du- 
ties. 

The  decision  in  McAlesteb-Edwaeds 
Coal  Co.  v.  State,  to  the  effect  that  a  writ 
of  mandamus  is  not  an  appropriate  remedy 
to  compel  a  general  course  of  official  con- 
duct or  a  series  of  continuous  acts,  is  in 
accord  with  the  weight  of  authority,  al- 
though there  are  decisions  to  the  contrary. 
The  reason  upon  which  these  cases  are 
founded  is  the  practical  impossibility  of  the 
courts  overseeing  the  performance  of  a 
long  series  of  continuous  acts,  and  the  fact 
that  a  course  of  conduct  extending  over  a 
considerable  period  necessarily  involves  the 
exercise  of  discretion  which  is  vested  in  an 
official. 

Thus,  in  People  ex  rel.  National  Cigar  Co. 
v.  Dulaney,  96  111.  503,  it  was  held  that 
mandamus  was  not  a  proper  remedy  to  com- 
pel the  commissioners  of  a  penitentiary  to 
perform  executory  contracts  for  convict  la- 
bor for  a  number  of  years.  The  court  said : 
"It  is  only  practicable  by  mandamus  to 
compel  the  performance  of  specific  acts 
where  the  duty  to  discharge  them  is  clear 
and  well  defined,  and  when  no  element  of 
discretion  is  involved  in  the  performance. 
In  the  case  in  hand  the  duties  to  be  co- 
erced, if  this  writ  is  allowed,  arise  out  of  a 
contract  that  requires  a  series  of  years  for 
its  performance,  and  must  of  necessity  in- 
volve in  some  degree  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion, or,  what  is  the  same  thing,  judgment 
in  the  management  of  the  business  to  which 
the  contract  refers.  In  such  cases  manda- 
mus is  not  an  appropriate  remedy." 

And  a  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  be 
issued  to  compel  aldermen  to  attend  meet- 
ings of  the  common  council  and  perform 
'^9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


their  general  official  duties.  People  ez  rel. 
Fitzgerald  v.  Whipple,  41  Mich.  548,  49  X. 
W.  922.  The  court  said:  "Mandamus  would 
be  entirely  ineffectual  in  reaching  the  mis- 
chief complained  of,  as  no  court  by  such 
means  could  keep  up  a  continuous  or  re- 
peated attendance.  Courts  are  not  created 
to  conduct  the  municipal  affairs  of  cities, 
and  nothing  short  of  any  such  general  super- 
vision would  reach  such  cases  as  the  pres- 
ent. The  remedy,  if  there  is  one,  is  not  ju- 
dicial. This  is  not  a  case  where  there  is 
some  specific  right  involved,  but  is  a  gen- 
eral violation  of  public  duty." 

And  in  People-  ex  rel.  Cady  v.  Ihnken. 
129  Mich.  466,  89  N.  W.  72,  it  was  held 
that  mandamus  would  not  lie  to  compel  a 
village  clerk  to  attend  the  meetings  of  the 
council. 

So,  a  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  be  issued 
at  the  instance  of  the  owner  of  half  of  the 
stock  of  a  corporation,  against  one  who 
owns  the  remainder,  commanding  the  lat- 
ter to  allow  the  former  at  all  times  free 
and  unrestrained  access  to  all  the  books, 
papers,  accounts,  mills,  offices,  and  other 
property  of  the  company  in  his  possession 
or  under  his  control,  and  to  permit  the  ap- 
plicant at  all  times  to  have  a  share  and 
control  in  the  management  and  direction  of 
all  the  affairs  and  business  of  the  company. 
State  ex  rel.  Rosenfeld  v.  Einstein,  46  N.  J. 
L.  479.  The  court  said:  "The  proper  prov- 
ince of  writs  of  mandamus  is  to  enjoin  the 
doing  of  particular  specified  acts,  and  not 
to  constrain  a  person  to  regulate  his  whole 
course  of  conduct  according  to  some  general 
principle.  The  latter,  however,  seems  to  be 
the  design  which  the  relator  has  in  view." 

And  the  court  will  not  compel  a  press  as- 
sociation by  mandamus  to  enter  Into  a 
contract  for  the  supplying  of  news  to  a 
newspaper,  since  it  cannot  compel  the  mak- 
ing of  a  contract,  because  the  element  of 
the  specific  act  to  be  performance  is  lack- 
ing, and  for  the  further  reason  that  a  con- 
tract of  this  kind  would  necessarily  involve 
and  require  for  a  long  time  the  exercise  of 
judgment,  continuous  supervision,  special 
experience,  and  business  discretion.  State 
ex  rel.  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Associated  Press, 


1912.       MoALESTER-ED WARDS  COAL  CO.  v.  STATE  EZ  UL.  MARSHALL. 


811 


Atlanta  ▼.  Wright,  119  Ga.  207,  45  S. 
E.  996;  Ward  v.  Beaufort  County,  146  N. 
C.  534,  125  Am.  St.  Rep.  489,  60  S.  E.  418. 

Mandamus  is  not  proper  to  be  used  as 
a  means  of  enforcing  a  continuous  li^jfi  of 
action,  or  for  carrying  on,  through' Ihe 
agency  of  the  court,  the  conduct  of  a 
general  business. 

19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  724; 
Ward  V.  Beaufort  County,  125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  496,  note;  State  ex  rel.  Hawes  v. 
Brewer,  4  Ann.  Cas.  197,  and  note,  39  Wash. 
65,  109  Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  80  Pac.  1001; 
Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Powers,  51  Mich. 
145,  16  N.  W.  314;  People  ex  rel.  Bartlett 
V.  Dunne,  219  111.  346,76  N.  E.  570;  State 
ex  rei.  Bross  v.  Carpenter,  51  Ohio  St.  83, 
46  Am.  St.  Rep.  556,  37  N.  E.  261. 


Messrs.  Lester  St  Hammond  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 

Damit  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

'lliis  case  presents  error  from  the  district 
court  of  Pittsburg  county.  September  13, 
1909,  defendants  in  error,  as  plaintiffs, 
filed  their  petition,  in  which  it  is  alleged 
that  the  defendant  the  McAlester-Edwards 
Coal  Company  is  a  cor|/oration,  and  that 
Jones  Keener  and  Arthur  Craig  are  mine 
foremen  thereof;  that  the  said  coal  com- 
pany is  engaged  in  the  business  of  mining 
coal,  and  has  employed  the  plaintiffs  as 
coal  miners;  that,  in  order  to  perform  their 
duties  in  safe^,  it  is  necessary  to  have 
sufficient  props,  caps,  and  timbers  of  suit- 


159  Mo.  410,-  51  L.R.A.  151,  81  Am.  St.  Rep. 
368,  60  S.  W.  91. 

And  a  writ  of  mandamus  will  not  issue 
at  the  suit  of  one  of  the  newly  elected  bail- 
iffs of  a  militia  district,  to  compel  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  elected  in  that  district  to 
make  an  apportionment  of  the  papers,  writs, 
and  other  processes  issuing  from  the  jus- 
tice's court  or  returnable,  thereto,  and  to 
turn  over  any  particular  part  of  them  to 
the  constable.  Jackson  v.  Cochran,  134  Ga. 
396,  67  S.  £.  825,  20  Ann.  Cas.  219.  The 
court  said:  "While  the  writ  of  mandamus 
will  issue  to  compel  a  due  performance  of 
official  duties,  it  will  not  be  granted  to  com- 
pel the  performance  of  such  a  series  of  acts 
as  that,  in  enforcing  the  observance  of  the 
writ,  the  court  issuing  the  same  would  have 
to  undertake  to  oversee  and  control  the 
general  course  of  official  conduct  of  the 
party  to  whom  the  writ  is  directed.  .  .  . 
Under  the  well-established  doctrines  set 
forth  above,  relative  to  the  scope  of  the 
writ  of  mandamus,  it  is  clearly  not  a 
remedy  appropriate  to  the  wrongs  of  which 
the  applicant  in  the  present  case  makes 
complaint.  In  the  iirst  place,  he  is  not  ask- 
ing that  the  magistrate  against  whom  he 
seeks  the  writ  be  compelled  to  perform 
some  specific  act  or  fulfil  some  'specific  offi- 
cial duty;  but  it  is  manifest  that,  if  he 
were  entitled  to  the  writ  on  his  petition,  he 
would  obtain  a  writ  regulating  and  control- 
ling the  magistrate  in  his  general  course 
of  oflicial  conduct.  Not  only  would  a  long 
series  of  official  acts  upon  the  part  of  the 
magistrate  be  ordered,  but  the  acts  sought 
to  be  compelled  are  of  such  a  character 
that  the  magistrate  has  a  very  large  dis- 
cretion relatively  to  the  demand  of  the  de- 
fendant in  error  in  regard  to  them.  For, 
even  of  no  exigency  has  arisen  which  would 
authorize  the  appointment  of  special  con*- 
stables  under  §  4085  or  4086  of  the  Civil 
Code,  certainly,  as  between  the  applicant 
for  the  writ  of  mandamus  and  the  other 
regularly  elected  constable  for  the  district, 
the  magistrate  would  have  a  large  dis- 
cretion in  apportioning  the  writs  and  proc- 
esses to  be  served." 

In  Mossy  v.  Harris,  25  La.  Ann.  623,  where 
39  L.RJ^.(N.S.) 


a  writ  of  mandamus  was  sought  to  compel 
the  tax  collector  to  accept  certain  warrants 
in  payment  of  license  taxes,  the  court  said: 
"It  is  the  province  of  courts  to  pass  on 
real  contests  between  parties,  enforce  or 
protect  specific  rights,  and  redress  actual 
wrongs,  and  not  to  issue  general  orders 
regulating  or  defining  the  duties  of  public 
officers.  Certainly,  this  last  is  not  the  pur- 
pose of  the  writ  of  mandamus.  To  author- 
ize it  there  must  appear  a  specific  minis- 
terial duty  which  the  applicant  has  a  di- 
rect tight  or  interest  in  having  enforced. 
The  relator  does  not  show  any  such  right, 
nor  that  he  will  suffer  any  particular  wrong 
by  the  alleged  refusal  of  the  defendant  to 
receive  the  said  warrants." 

In  State  ex  rel.  Broussard  v.  Henderson, 
117  La.  209,  41  So.  496,  where  the  sheriff 
denied  that  the  district  attorney  was  en- 
titled to  a  commission  on  fines  in  criminal 
cases,  and  refused  to  pay  such  commission 
on  certain  fines  already  collected,  and  de- 
clared his  intention  not  to  pay  a  com- 
mission on  future  fines,  it  was  held  in  a 
mandamus  suit  to  compel  the  payment  of 
the  commission,  that  the  only  amount  in 
dispute  was  the  commission  on  the  fines  al- 
ready collected,  and  that,  for  determining 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  the  com- 
mission on  future  fines  could  not  be  taken 
into  consideration,  since  courts  can  decide 
only  actual  controversies,  and  mandamus 
will  not  lie  to  compel  a  general  course  of 
official  conduct. 

In  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Powers,  51 
Mich.  145,  16  N.  W.  314,  where  an  applica- 
tion was  made  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  the  holder  of  the  county  office  of 
register  of  deeds  to  permit  the  agent  of  a 
foreign  corporation  to  have  access  to  the 
records  of  the  office,  in  order  to  ascertain 
and  state  the  character  of  the  titles  of  all 
the  real  estate  in  the  county,  and  to  con- 
struct a  complete  abstract  of  such  title  for 
the  benefit  of  the  corporation,  the  court 
said:  "A  single  consideration  of  a  practi- 
cal nature  may  be  suggested  here.  Grant- 
ing that  no  other  difficulties  appear,  it 
seems  evident  that  in  any  case  where  the 
claim  is  for  a  continuous  use  of  the  record 
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able  size  and  length  at  the  face  of  their 
respective  working  places,  with  which  to 
timber  the  mine  and  make  it  safe;  that 
under  the  law  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the 
said  coal  company  to  employ  a  competent, 
practical  mine  foreman  to  see  that  plain- 
tiffs have  props,  caps,  and  timbers  of  suit- 
able size  and  of  proper  length  sent  into 
the  mine  and  delivered  to  the  working  face; 
that  they  have  requested  the  said  coal  com- 
pany and  Keener  and  Craig  to  perform  this 
duty,  which  they  have  failed  to  do.  The 
prayer  is  as  follows:     ''Wherefore  relators 


pray  that  the  court  grant  an  altemative 
writ  of  mandamus  requiring  the  said  Mc- 
Alester-Edwards  Coal  Company  and  Jones 
Keener    and   Arthur    Craig   to   furnish     to 
your  r^ators,  and  all  other  miners  working 
in  their  said  mine,  at  Edwards,  Oklahoma, 
at  all  times,  such  timbers,  props,  and  cap 
pieces  as  are  necessary  to  keep  their  work- 
ing places  in  a  safe  condition,  and  that  they 
be  required  to  deliver  them  at  the  face  of 
their  working  places,   in   said  mine,"   etc 
On  this  petition,  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandamus   was   issued,   to   which    the    de- 


office  and  its  public  contents  from  day  to 
day  and  week  to  week,  and  not  merely  for  a 
single  occasion,  with  all  its  material  facts 
defined,  there  must  be  great,'  if  not  insuper- 
able, difficulty  in  enforcing  the  claim  by 
mandamus.  The  register  has  rights  and 
duties  which  must  be  respected;  so  the  gen- 
eral public  have  rights,  as  well  as  the 
claimant;  and  the  conditions  are  not  stead- 
ily the  same.  They  are  subject  to  variation. 
On  every  occasion  each  must  act  reason- 
ably, and  with  proper  regard  for  the  rights 
and  duties  of  the  others.  As  the  circum- 
stances vary  the  conduct  must  vary,  so  as  to 
secure  comformpuce  to  the  rule  of  reason- 
able action  by  which  the  right  is  to  be  reg- 
ulated. When  the  case  presents  a  single 
occasion,  and  calls  for  an  act  which  is  pres- 
ently determinate,  it  is  entirely  practicable 
to  direct  the  act  by  mandamus.  But  where 
the  case  contemplates  something  continuous, 
yet  variable  in  its  conditions  and  aptitudes, 
the  remedy  by  that  process  seems  an  unfit 
one.  It  is  the  office  of  mandamus  to  di- 
rect the  will,  and  obedience  is  to  be  en- 
forced by  process  for  contempt.  It  is  there- 
fore necessary  to  point  out  the  very  thing 
to  be  done;  and  a  command  to  act  accord- 
ing to  circumstances  would  be  futile." 

And  in  Webber  v.  Townley,  43  Mich.  534, 
38  Am.  Rep.  213,  5  N.  W.  971,^  where  a  writ 
of  mandamus  was  sought  by  abstracters  to 
compel  the  register  of  deeds  to  allow  them 
to  inspect  and  copy  the  public  records,  it 
was  refused;  and  it  was  held  that  no  right 
to  use  the  records  for  speculative  purposes 
existed,  the  court  pointing  out  the  in- 
convenience and  need  of  additional  facilities 
which  would  probably  arise  if  all  persons 
were  allowed  such  use  of  these  offices. 

But  in  Burton  v.  Tuite,  78  Mich.  303,  7 
L.R.A.  73,  44  N.  W.  282,  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus was  issued  at  the  instance  of  an  ab- 
stract maker  against  the  city  treasurer  to 
compel  him  to  permit  the  inspection  and 
examination  of  the  records  and  files  of  his 
office,  which  were  by  statute  public  records. 
The  court  said  that  they  did  not  agree  with 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Webber  v.  Town- 
ley,  supra,  nor  anticipate  that  hardly  any, 
if  any,  of  the  results  imagined  by  the  writer 
of  that  opinion,  would  ever  occur;  and  the 
case  of  Diamond  Match  Co.  v.  Powers,  su- 
pra, was  distinguished  upon  the  ground 
that  the  relator  in  that  case  was  not  a 
citizen  nor  an  inhabitant,  or  even  a  domes- 
tic corporation,  of  the  state,  but  a  foreign 
r,9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


corporation   whose   capacity   to   buy   lands 
or  hold  them  or  deal  in  them  was  not  shovm. 

In  Barber  v.  West  Jersey  Title  &  Guar- 
anty Co.  53  N.  J.'Eq.  168,  32  Atl.  222,  371, 
it  was  held  that  an  individual  or  a  corpora- 
tion has  the  right  of  access  to  the  public 
records  of  the  county  clerk's  office  for  the 
purpose  of  examining  any  title  in  which  he 
is  interested  without  paying  fees  to  the 
clerk,  and  that  the  right  might  be  enforced 
by  mandamus.  The  court  said:  "The  prop- 
er province  of  writ  of  mandamus  is  to  en- 
join the  doing  of  particular  acts,  and  not 
to  constrain  a  person  to  regulate  his  whole 
course  of  conduct  according  to  some  general 
principle.  ...  In  this  case  the  duty  of 
the  clerk  being  restricted  to  the  perform- 
ance of  a  specific  act,  a  complete  remedy 
will  be' afforded  by  the  writ  of  mandamus; 
the  rights  of  the  parties  being  settled,  if  the 
clerk  refuses  to  accede  to  a  proper  demand 
made  upon  him,  the  court  of  law  may  im- 
pose such  a  penalty  as  will  command  obedi- 
ence to  the  law." 

And  in  State  ex  rel.  Milwaukee  v.  Mil- 
waukee Electric  R.  &  Light  Co.  144  Wis. 
386,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  1025,  129  N.  W.  623, 
it  was  held  that  mandamus  would  issue  to 
compel  a  street  railway  company  to  sprinkle 
the  street  between  and  on  either  side  of  its 
track,  where  such  a  duty  is  required  by  a 
city  ordinance.  The  court  said:  ''Neither 
do  we  see  any  good  reason  for  saying  that 
relief  should  not  be  afforded  by  mandamus 
because  the  duty  to  sprinkle  is  a  continuous 
one.  If  the  legal  duty  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  is  clear,  the  relator  should  not  . 
be  denied  an  appropriate  remedy  because 
the  right  sought  to  be  enforced  is  not  of  a 
temporary  nature.  There  can  be  no  more 
objection  to  a  court  of  law  granting  per- 
manent relief  by  mandamus  in  an  appro- 
priate action,  than  there  is  to  a  court  of 
equity  granting  relief  in  a  proper  case  by 
a  mandatory  injunction.  The  cases  of  State 
ex.  rel.  Star  Pub.  Co.  v.  Associated  Press, 
159  Mo.  410,  51  L.R.A.  161,  81  Am.  St  Rep. 
368,  60  S.  W.  91;  Diamond  Match  Co.  v. 
Powers,  51  Mich.  145,  16  N.  W.  314;  State 
ex  rel.  Rosenfeld  v.  Kinstein,  46  N.  J.  L. 
479;  and  People  ex  rel.  National  Cigar  Co. 
V.  Dulaney,  90  111.  603,  cited  by  the  appel- 
lant, are  for  the  most  part  cases  where,  un- 
der the  established  facts,  the  right  to  tiie 
continuous  or  perpetual  relief  sought  was 
not  sufficiently  clear  to  warrant  the  judg- 
ments prayed  for."  J.  T.  W. 
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fendanU  filed  answer  setting  up,  among 
a  number  of  other  defenses,  tliat  the  mat- 
tery and  things  set  out  in  the  petition  were 
not  sufficient  to  justify  or  authorize  the 
issuance  of  the  writ  of  mandamus  against 
them.  After  trial  had,  the  court  issued  its 
peremptory  writ,  and  the  case,  after  motion 
for  new  trial  was  filed  and  denied,  has  been 
brought,  on  appeal,  to  this  court  for  review. 

Conceding  that  all  claims  made  by  plain- 
tiffs are  found  in  their  favor,  and  all  the 
other  defenses  presented  by  the  defendants 
are  adjudged  against  them,  the  determina- 
tion of  the  issue  presented  by  that  portion 
of  the  answer  of  the  defendants  above  noted, 
in  our  judgment,  is  conclusive  of  the  entire 
proceeding. 

Is  the  writ  of  mandamus  available  to 
plaintiffs  to  compel  the  defendants  to  fur- 
nish them,  at  all  times,  such  timbers,  props,, 
and  caps  as  are  necessary  to  keep  their 
working  places  in  safe  condition,  and  to 
require  them  to  deliver  the  same  at  the 
face  of  their  working  places? 

The  statute  relied  upon  by  plaintiffs,  and 
which,  for  the  purpose  of  this  hearing,  is 
assumed  to  be  valid,  is  found  in  the  Session 
Laws  of  Oklahoma  for  the  year  1909,  at 
pages  383,  384,  and  is  §  2  of  article  1  of 
chapter  23,  and  reads  as  follows:  "The 
mine  foreman  shall  see  that  all  miners 
in  said  mine  are  supplied  at  all  times  with 
such  timbers,  props,  and  cap  pieces  as 
are  necessary  to  keep  his  working  place  in 
a  safe  condition.  Such  timber  to  be  sawed 
square  as  near  as  possible,  in  proper  length 
to  fit  the  working  place.  All  such  timbers, 
props,  and  cap  pieces  shall  be  delivered  at 
the  face  of  the  miners'  working  place  in 
said  mine  by  company  men.  Timbers  in 
this  section  shall  mean  all  wood  to  be  used 
by  said  miner,  and  if  from  any  cause,  the 
timbers  cannot  be  supplied  where  required, 
the  said  mine  foreman  shall  instruct  the 
person  to  vacate  all  said  working  places 
until  supplied  with  the  timber  needed,  and 
shall  see  that  all  water  be  drained  or  hauled 
out  of  all  working  places  before  the  niiner 
enters,  and  as  far  as  practicable,  kept  dry 
while  the  miner  is  at  work.  The  term, 
'company  men'  as  used  in  this  act  shall 
mean  those  employed  regularly  as  day 
hands  and  paid  by  shift  wages." 

The  penalty  for  the  violation  of  any  of 
these  duties  is  made  a  misdemeanor.  Under 
the  foregoing  statute,  it  will  be  noted  that 
the  timbers,  props,  and  cap  pieces  which  are 
to  be  furnished  are  such  as  are  necessary 
to  keep  the  miners'  working  place  in  a 
safe  condition;  and  that  the  same  are  to 
be  sawed  square,  as  nearly  as  possible,  and 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  proper  length  to  fit  the  working  place. 
And  that  if  from  any  cause  the  timbers 
cannot  be  supplied  where  required,  it  is 
made  the  duty  of  the  foreman  to  instruct 
the  persons  to  vacate  the  working  places 
until  supplied  with  the  timber  which  is 
needed.  It  will  be  seen  at  a  glance  that 
the  perforniance  of  the  duties  required  by 
this  act  would  be  as  varying  in  tl  ir  meas- 
ure, quantity,  and  necessity,  as  all  the  dif- 
ferent conditions  in  the  various  mines  might 
or  would  present;  and  that  there  is  no 
definite,  certain,  specific  act  to  be  done, 
upon  which  the  court  may  place  its  judicial 
finger  and  say  that  herein  is  a  definite  duty 
owed,  and  a  thing  to  be  done,  which  has 
been  neglected.  If  any  writ  could  be  made 
effective,  it  would  be  essential  to  determine 
in  every  instance,  first,  whether  or  not  there 
was  a  necessity  for  the  props  and  timbers 
to  keep  any  particular  working  place  in  a 
safe  condition,  and  second,  what  should  be 
considered  to  be  the  proper  length  and  size 
to  fit  the  working  place,  so  as  to  make  it 
safe;  and  these  varying  and  uncertain  ele- 
ments would  of  necessity  further  depend, 
not  upon  a  specific  mandate  of  the  law,  but 
upon  the  judgment  and  opinion  of  the  dif- 
ferent mine  operatives  as  they  might  dif- 
ferently view  these  things  at  the  time, 
both  from  their  actual  contact  at  the  time 
and  place,  as  well  as  from  their  experience. 
The  writ  would  therefore  virtually  make 
of  the  court  an  overseer  of  all  these  con- 
tingent and  varying  duties,  which,  from  the 
nature  of  things,  it  could  not  assume.  Fur- 
thermore, it  is  to  be  noted  that  the  duty 
demanded  to  be  performed  is  a  continuing 
one,  for  it  is  sought  to  require  defendants 
to  furnish  these  props  and  timbers  at  all 
times. 

That  mandamus  is  not  the  proper  remedy, 
and  is  not  available  in  this  class  of  cases, 
is,  we  believe,  declared  by  all  of  the  courts. 
The  rule  is  stated  in  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  724,  as  follows:.  ''Mandamus  is 
not  an  appropriate  remedy  to  compel  a 
general  course  of  official  conduct  or  a  long 
series  of  continuous  acts,  as  it  is  impossible 
for  the  court  to  oversee  the  performance  of 
such  duties.  The  proper  function  of  a 
mandamus  is  to  compel  the  doing  of  a 
specific  thing;  something  which  can  be 
neither  diminished  nor  subdivided."  Sec 
13  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  497;  State  ex  rel.  Hawes 
V.  Brewer,  39  Wash.  66,  109  Am.  St.  Rep. 
858,  80  Pac.  1001,  4  Ann.  Cas.  197;  Jack- 
son V.  Cochran,  134  Ga.  396,  67  S.  E.  825, 
20  Ann.  Cas.  219;  State  ex  rel.  Star  Pub. 
Co.  V.  Associated  Press,  159  Mo.  410,  51 
L.R.A.  151,  81  Am.  St.  Rep.  368,  60  S.  W. 
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01 ;  People  ex  rel.  Lehmaier  t.  Intenirban 
Street  R.  Co.  177  N.  Y.  296,  69  N.  E.  696; 
People  ex  rel.  National  Cigar  Co.  t.  Du- 
laney,  96  III.  503;  Diamond  Match  Co.  t. 
P6wer8,  61  Mich.  146,  16  N.  W.  314;  Iron 
Age  Pub.  Co.  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  83 
Ala.  498,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  3  So.  449. 

The  supreme  court  of  Washington,  dis- 
cussing this  question  in  the  case  of  State  ex 
rel.  Hawes  v.  Brewer,  39  Wash.  65,  309 
Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  80  Pac.  1001,  4  Ann.  Cas. 
197,  says:  "The  demand  is  for  a  continu- 
ing course  of  action.  The  writ  cannot  be 
any  more  specific  than  the  petition,  and  the 
writ,  which  must  necessarily  issue  under  a 
petition  of  this  kind,  and  which  was  peremp- 
torily issued,  is  no  more  effective  than  the 
statute.  Each  equally  commands  the  officer 
to  perform  his  duty.  One  is  the  announce- 
ment of  the  law  by  the  lawmaking  power; 
the  other  is  the  announcement  of  the  law 
by  the  court.  The  remedy  by  mandamus 
contemplates  the  necessity  of  indicating  the 
precise  thing  to  be  done.  It  is  not  adapted 
to  cases  calling  for  continuous  action,  vary- 
ing according  to  circumstances.  It  is  the 
office  of  mandamus  to  direct  the  will,  and 
obedience  is  to  be  enforced  by  process  for 
contempt.  It  is  therefore  necessary  to 
point  out  the  very  thing  to  be  done,  and 
a  command  to  act  according  to  circum- 
stances would  be  futile."- 

This  case  is  distinguished  from  the  case 
of  Oklahoma  City  v.  Oklahoma  R.  Co.  20 
Okla.  1,  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  651,  93  Pac.  48, 
in  that  therein  there  was  a  definite,  specific, 
certain  service  to  be  performed,  which  was 
neither  increased  nor  diminished  nor  ren- 
dered uncertain  by  the  circumstances  under 
which  it  was  to  be  performed,  and  in  such 
cases  courts  have  held  that  the  writ  will 
issue. 

The  statute  fixed  its  own  sanction;  it 
provided  the  violation  of  the  act  should  be 
a  misdemeanor.  Such  a  trial  is  readily 
available  in  a  court  always  open;  while 
no  court  could  keep  a  case  open  for  months 
or,  perhaps,  years,  to  hear,  from  time  to 
time,  proceedings  for  contempt.  Iron  Age 
Pub.  Co.  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  83  Ala. 
498,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  3  So.  449. 

And  relators  have  a  better  and  more 
available  remedy  within  the  statute  than 
would  be  open  to  them  through  the  writ. 
The  decision  of  the  courts  are  all  against 
the  use  of  the  writ  in  a  case  of  this  kind. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  accord- 
ingly reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  dismiss  the  same. 

Turner,  Ch.  J.,  and  Kane  and  Hayes, 
JJ.,  concur.    Williams,  J.,  absent. 
M)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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T.   C.   JOPLINO 
v. 

BLUEFIELD     WATERWORKS     ft     IM- 
PROVEMENT COMPANY,  Plff.  in  Err. 

(_  w.  Va.  — ,  74  S.  E.  943.) 

Water  —  public  supply  —  rules  —  ef- 
fect on  contract. 

1.  The  rules  of  a  waterworks  company, 
adopted  for  the  government  of  its  relations 
with  its  patrons,  do  not  become  parta  of  a 
contract  between  it  and  a  patron,  made  in 
terms  and  upon  conditions  not  contemplated 
by  such  rules  and  regulations,  and  .radically 
different  therefrom. 

Same  —  adoption  ^  mode. 

2.  Such  rates  and  regulations,  to  be  ap- 
plicable and  effective,  must  enter  into  the 
contract  by  express  or  implied  adoption  at 
its  inception.  They  cannot  be  ingrafted  up- 
on a  contract,  complete  in  itself  and  inde- 
pendent of  them,  except  by  the  assent  of 
both  parties. 

Damages  -*  punitive  —  basis  for. 

3.  To  sustain  a  claim  for  punitive  dam- 
ages, the  wrongful  act  must  have  been  done 
maliciously,  wantonly,  mischievously,  or 
with  criminal  indifference  to  civil  obliga- 
tions. A  wrongful  act  done  under  a  bona 
fide  claim  of  right,  and  without  malice  in 
any  form,  constitutes  no  basis  for  such 
damages. 

(April  16,  1912.) 

Ij'VRROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Mercer 
J  County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  wrongful  act  of  de- 
fendant in  cutting  off  the  water  supply  from 
plaintiff's  storeroom.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Sanders  &  Crockett  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Ross  &  Kahle  and  D.  E. 
French  for  defendant  in  error. 

Poffenbarger,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

On  this  writ  of  error,  to  a  judgment 
against  a  waterworks  company  for  damages 
for  cutting  the  water  off  from  plaintiff's 
storeroom,    justification    of    the    act    com- 

Headnotes  by  PoFrENBAROER,  J. 


Note.  ^  Bight  to  shut  off  water  front 
whole  building  "because  of  one  ten* 
anVs  delinquency. 

The  earlier  cases  upon  the  question  stat- 
ed are  treated  in  the  note  to  State  ex  rel. 
Hallauer  v.  Gosnell,  61  L.R.A.  33,  at  pages 
107  et  seq. 

Since  the  compilation  of  that  note  but 
one  case,  aside  from  Joplino  v.  Blueftelo 
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plained  of  is  asserted  on  the  one  side,  and 
denied  on  the  other»  in  the  arguments  to 
overthrow  and  sustain  the  yerdict,  on  the 
ground  of  suiEciency  and  insufficiency  of  the! 
evidence,  and  as  the  basis  for  contentions' 
respecting  the  propriety  of  rulings  on  in- 
structions. Assuming  the  act  to  have  been 
done  without  right,  the  motive  of  the  de-< 
fendant  becomes  an  important  inquiry  in 
passing  upon  instructions  respecting  the* 
award  of  punitive  damages. 

The  plaintiff,  occupying  the  ground  floor 
of  a  certain  building,  had  contracted  with 
the  defendant  for  a  supply  of  water,  and 
paid  the  rent  therefor  in  advance,  as  re- 
quired by  a  rule  of  the  company.  Another 
tenant  having  taken  up  his  residence  on  the 
second  floor  of  the  same  building,  and  re- 
fused to  pay  the  water  rent  in  accordance 
with  the  rule,  the  defendant  cut  off  all  the 
water  from  the  building,  whereupon  this 
action  was  brought.  The  single  service  pipe, 
passing  through  the  ground  floor  and  on  up 
to  the  second,  was  equipped  with  a  cut-off, 
just  above  the  spigot  used  by  the  ground 
floor  tenant,  and  he  gave  the  defendant  per- 
mission to  enter  the  room  and  there  cut  the. 
water  off  from  the  second  floor;  but  the  ap- 
pliance was  such  that  any  person  could  have 
turned  the  water  on  again  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  company.  Accordingly,  it 
refused  to  turn  it  off  there  and  continue  the 
supply  to  the  lower  room,  but  offered  to 
continue  it,  il'  the  pipe  should  be  discon- 
nected above  the  spigot.    This  was  not  done. 


by  either  the  tenant  or  the  owner,  and  the 
water  was'  cut  off  agreeably  to  notice  of 
intent  to  do.  so,  after  demand  for  the  rental 
from  both  tenant  of  the  ground  floor  and 
the  owner  of.  the  building. 

The  company's  rules  1,  8,  and  22  are 
relied  upon  for  justiflcation  of  the  act  com- 
plained of,  as  being  reasonably  within  tho 
legal  deflnition  of  the  term,  and  as  having 
entered  into  and  become  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract. Rule  1  required  the  owner  of  the 
property  in  every  case  to  sign  a  permit, 
subject  to  the  rules  of  the  company.  Rule 
8  reserved  right  to  render  the  bill  to  the 
owner  of  the  property  for  the  entire  supply 
of  water  thereto,  in  case  of  occupancy  by 
more  than  one  person,  and  consumption  of 
water  by  all  Ihrough  a  single  tap,  and  to 
look  to  the  owner  for  the  entire  rent  for 
all  water  used  in  the  building,  and  gave 
notice  of  intention  not  to  attempt  to  collect 
rent  from  tenants,  unless  hydrants  and 
pipes  should  be  so  arranged  and  supplied 
with  stop  keys  as  to  give  the  agents  of  the 
company  perfect  and  absolute  control  over 
the  supply  to  each  individual  at  all  times; 
and  then  to  shut  off  the  water  from  all,  if 
any  refused  to  pay.  Rule  22  required  all 
flat  rate  rentals  to  be  paid  three  months 
in  advance,  and  all  meter  rentals  within 
one  month  after  the  rendition  of  the  service, 
and  reserved  the  right  to  cut  off  the  water 
for  noncompliance. 

As  the  contract  here  involved  was  made 
with   a   single   tenant,    and   not   with   the 


Watebworks  k  Imfbov.  Co.,  seems  to  have 
passed  directly  upon  the  question.  In  that 
case,  Cox  v.  Cynthiana,  123  Ky.  363,  96  S. 
W.  456,  it  was  held  that  the  regulation 
that  when  water  shall  be  supplied  to  one 
or  more  parties  through  a  single  tap,  the 
whole  bill  would  be  made  to  the  owner  of 
the  estate,  and  that  in  case  of  nonpay- 
ment the  water  supply  would  be  shut  off 
notwithstanding  one  or  more  parties  have 
paid  their  proportion  of  the  cost  of  the 
supply, — ^was  reasonable  and  valid,  and  war- 
ranted the  city  authorities  in  cutting  off 
the  whole  supply  of  a  building  supplied 
through  a  single  tap  as  against  a  tenant 
who  had  paid  his  rate  to  the  city,  the  city 
returning  or  tendering  back  such  payments, 
and  there  being  other  tenants  in  arrears. 
The  decision  was  upon  the  ground  that  the 
single  tap  clause  rendered  the  regulation 
valid,  it  being  said  that  ''in  order  to  sup- 
ply appellant  [tenant  who  had  paid],  it 
would  be  necessary  for  the  water  to  pass 
through  the  pipes  which  were  also  used 
by  the  other  tenants,  and  which  would  have 
permitted  them  to  have  used  the  water 
therefrom  without  paying  for  it  or  comply- 
ing with  the  city's  regiilations  as  to  pay- 
ment in  advance.  The  court  is  of  opinion 
that  under  these  circumstances  it  was  not 
an  unreasonable  regulation  for  the  city 
to  require  that  where  the  building  is  sup- 
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plied  through  a  single  tap,  all  of  the  water 
that  passed  through  that  tap  into  that 
building  should  be  paid  for  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  supplying  water  to  any  of  its 
occupants." 

The  general  subject,  "Establishment  and 
regulation  of  municipal  water  supply,"  is 
extensively  treated  in  the  note  to  State  ex 
rel.  Hallauer  v.  Gosnell,  61  L.R«A.  33.  And 
for  a  treatment  of  the  general  question  of 
discontinuing  service  to  compel  payment  of 
water  bills,  see  note  to  Mansfield  v.  Hum- 
phreys Mfg.  Co.  31  L.R.A.(N.S.)  301. 

As  to  right  to  compel  property  owner  to 
pay  for  water  furnished  to  former  occu- 
pant of  premises,  see  Linne  v.  Bredes,  6 
L.R.A.(M.S.)  707,  Covington  v.  Ratterman, 
17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  023,  and  the  note  appended 
to  Chicago  v.  Northwestern  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
1  L.R.A.(N.S.)  770.  And  as  to  right  to 
discontinue  service  to  compel  payments  of 
unpaid  claim  against  former  occupant,  see 
note  to  Mansfield  v.  Humphreys  Mfg.  Co. 
31  L.R.A.(N.S.)    303. 

As  to  validity  of  statute  holding  proper- 
ty owner  liable  for  water  furnished  tenant, 
see  note  to  East  Grand  Forks  v.  Luck,  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    198. 

And  as  to  right  of  water  company  to  re- 
fuse to  deal  with  tenant,  see  note  to  Bourke 
V.  Olcott  Water  Co.  33  L.R.A.(N.&.)   1016. 

Q.  J.  0. 
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owner  of  the  building,  as  contemplated  by 
the  rules,  the  position  assumed  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error  is  untenable.  There  was 
no  contract  with  the  owner,  no  written 
contract  with  anybody,  nor  an  agreement 
by  any  person  to  pay  for  water  furnished 
to  persons  other  than  himself.  The  plaintiff 
may  have  had  knowledge  of  the  company's 
rules.  Conceding  this,  he  knew  equally  well 
the  company  could  make  a  special  contract 
with  him.  His  money  had  been  accepted 
and  the  water  furnished.  If  the  agent  who 
made  the  apecial  contract  had  no  authority 
to  make  it,  restoration  of  the  money,  or  a 
portion  of  it  equal  to  the  unearned  rental, 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  release  from 
its  obligation;  and  it  was  neither  refunded 
nor  tendered. 

To  say  these  rules  became  a  part  of  the 
contract,  under  the  circumstances,  would 
permit  them  to  be  used  for  a  purpose  wholly 
different  from  that  for  which  they  were 
made  and  promulgated.  They  require  the 
owner  to  obtain  a  permit  and  agree  to  be 
liable  for  all  rentals  accruing  against  his 
tenants.  The  owner  might  be  willing  thus 
to  bind  himself  for  some  tenants,  but  not 
for  others,  and  he  has  the  right  to  assume, 
in  case  water  is  furnished  to  his  tenant 
without  such  an  agreement,  that  the  com- 
pany looks  to  the  tenant  for  the  rental. 
To  begin  a  supply  of  water  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, and  then  attempt  to  apply  and 
enforce  the  rule,  works  surprise^  injustice, 
and  hardship.  The  rules  do  not  contem- 
plate action  of  that  sort.  If  they  are  so 
burdensome  upon  property  owners,  or  so 
inconvenient  to  the  company,  as  to  create 
confusion  or  make  trouble  in  their  applica- 
tion and « enforcement,  the  remedy  is  a  re- 
vision of  the  rules,  not  to  put  in  water 
without  any  reference  to  them  and  then 
attempt  to  apply  them.  As  the  contract 
Iiere  involved  was  a  separate,  single,  and 
complete  contract,  not  within  nor  under  the 
rules,  breach  thereof  by  the  company  13 
clear,  and  the  rules  are  not  at  all  involved. 
Hence  there  is  no  occasion  to  say  whether 
tliey  are  reasonable,  and  such  as  the  com- 
pany could  lawfully  prescribe  and  enforce. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  $126,  re- 
citing an  allowance  of  $1  for  actual  dam- 
ages and  $125  for  punitive  damages.  This 
finding  and  two  instructions  given  by  the 
court,  over  the  objection  of  the  defendant, 
on  the  subject  of  punitive  damages,,  necessi- 
tate inquiry  as  to  whether  any  evidence  jus- 
tifying a  verdict  for  such  damages  was 
adduced.  One  of  these  instructions  author- 
ized the  finding  of  such  damages,  if  the  jury 
should  believe  the  action  of  the  company 
was  wilful,  wanton,  or  in  reckless  disregard 
of  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff;  and  the  other 
instructed  them  not  to  find  such  damages 
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unless  defendant's  action  was  malicious,  op- 
pressive, wanton,  or  wilful,  or  its  conduct 
reckless.    There  is  no  evidence  of  any  vio- 
lence or  reprehensible  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant.    It  merely  demanded  from 
the  plaintiff  and  the  owner  of  the  property 
the  payment  of  rental  in  advance  for  vrater 
to  be  supplied  to  Johnson,  tenant  of  the  sec- 
ond floor,  who  had  refused  to  pay,  declining 
further  to  furnish  water  for  the  first  floor 
with  the  water  cut  off  from  the  second,  a* 
proposed  by  the  plaintiff,  and  then  cut  off 
the  water  from  the  building.     Nothing  in 
the  evidence  Indicates  the  action  of  the  com- 
pany was  oppressive  in  any  peculiar  sense. 
Ample  opportunity  had  been  given  the  plain- 
tiff  to   secure    water   by    paying    a    small 
amount  for  a  short  time  that  it  did  not 
justly  owe  and  for  the  benefit  of  a  third 
party.    Had  he  paid  this,  he  would  no  doubt 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  it  back.     On 
the   whole,   the  evidence   indicates   nothing 
more  than  a  purpose  on  the  part   of  the 
company  to  test  the  validity  of  its  claim 
of   the   right,   under   the   circumstances   of 
the  case,  to  compel  such  payment  as  it  de- 
manded, or  to  cut  off  the  water  on  refusal 
thereof.     Nothing  indicates  any  intent  be- 
yond this.     In  other  words,  nothing   indi- 
cates intention  to  cut  off  the  water  merely 
to  injure  the  plaintiff,  or  to  enforce  a  right 
and  also  injure  the  plaintiff  otherwise  than 
incidentally.    The  sole  purpose  was  the  as- 
sertion of  a  claim  of  right  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.     Under  such  circumstances, 
there  is  no  right  to  a  verdict  for  exemplary 
or   punitive   damages.     To   justify  the   re- 
covery of  such  damages,  there  must  be  evi- 
dence  in   some   form  of  malice.     It  may 
consist  of  abusive  language,  violence,  inva- 
sion   of    another's    right    with    knowled^ 
thereof,   or  some  other  circumstance   from 
which    malice    can    be    implied.      Fink    v. 
Thomas,  60  W.  Va.  487,  66  S.  E.  650,  19 
Ann.  Cas.  571,  states  the  rule  as  follows 
in  an  action  for  assault  and  batterv:     ''In 
an  action  for  assault  and  battery,  punitive 
damages  cannot  be  found  unless  the  act  is 
unjustifiable,  wiliul,  wanton,  and  reckless, 
manifesting  malice."     The  court  has   thus 
stated  the  principle  or  basis  of  the  allow- 
ance of  such  damages.     In  the  opinion  in 
that  case.  Judge  Brannon  said:     "All  the 
books  say  that,  to  warrant  punitive  dam- 
ages, there  must  be  malice,  oppression,  or 
wanton,  wilful,  and  reckless  conduct.    .    .    . 
There  must  be  gross  fraud,  malice,  oppres- 
sion, or  wanton,  wilful,  or  reckless  conduct, 
or  criminal  indifference  to  civil  obligation." 
All  the  decisions  of  this  court  on  the  sub- 
ject  are  to  the   same  effect.     Pollock   on 
Torts,  pp.  185,  186,  marks  the  distinction. 
This  author  says  punitive  damages  are  such 
as  are  intended  to  express  indignation  at 
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the  defendant'tf  wrong,  and  then  proceeds  as 
follows:  "Damages  awarded  on  this  prin- 
ciple are  called  exemplary  or  vindictive. 
The  kind  of  wrongs  to  which  they  are  ap- 
plicable are  those  which,  besides  the  viola- 
tion of  a  right  or  the  actual  damage,  import 
insult  or  outrage,  and  so  are  not  merely 
injuries,  but  injuricB  in  the  strictest  Roman 
sense  of  the  term."  He  then  quotes  the 
following  as  indicating  the  basis  of  such 
damages,  from  Milwaukee  &  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Arms,  9;  U.  S.  489,  23  L.  ed.  374 :  '  "The 
tort  is  aggravated  by  the  evil  motive." 
Cooley  on  Torts,  3d  ed.  p.  1611,  marks  the 
distinction  thus:  "Motive  generally  be- 
comes important  only  when  the  damages  for 
a  wrong  are  to  be  estimated.  It  then  comes 
in  as  an  element  of  mitigation  or  aggrava- 
tion, and  is  of  the  highest  importance." 
Numerous  cases  cited  amply  sustain  the 
text. 

In  most  of  the  opinions  delivered  by 
courts,  and  the  text-books,  the  limits  of  the 
rule  are  defined  by  the  principle  of  inclu- 
sion, stating  what  conduct  will  authorize 
recovery  of  such  damages.  In  Lake  Shore 
A  M.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Prentice,  147  U.  S.  101, 
37  L.  ed.  97,  13  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  261,  the  court 
went  beyond  this  and  applied  the  principle 
of  exclusion,  saying:  "In  this  court  the 
doctrine  is  well  settled  that  in  actions  of 
tort  the  jury,  in  addition  to  the  sum  award- 
ed by  way  of  compensation  for  the  plaintiff's 
injury,  may  award  exemplary,  punitive,  or 
vindictive  damages,  sometimes  called  smart 
money,  if  the  defendant  has  acted  wantonly 
or  oppressively,  or  with  such  malice  as  im- 
plies a  spirit  of  mischief  or  criminal  indif- 
ference to  civil  obligations.  But  such  guilty 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is 
required  in  older  to  charge  him  with  exem- 
plary or  punitive  damages."  In  Philadel- 
phia, W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  V.  Quigley,  21  How. 
202,  16  L.  ed.  73,  a  verdict  was  set  aside 
for  allowance  of  exemplary  damages  in  the 
absence  of  malice,  and  the  court  said: 
"Whenever  the  injury  complained  of  has 
been  inflicted  maliciously  or  wantonly,  and 
with  circumstances  of  contumely  or  indig- 
nity, the  jury  are  not  limited  to  the  ascer- 
tainment of  a  simple  compensation  for  the 
wrong  committed  against  the  aggrieved  per- 
son. But  the  malice  spoken  of  in  this  rule 
is  not  merely  the  doing  of  an  unlawful  or 
injurious  act.  The  word  implies  that  the 
act  complained  of  was  conceived  in  the 
spirit  of  mischief,  or  of  criminal  indifference 
to  civil  obligations."  Sutherland  on  Dam- 
^gC8>  §§  392,  393,  reviewing  the  whole  sub- 
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ject,  shows  the  weight  of  authority  to  be  in 
accord  with  these  decisions  as  well  as  those 
of  our  own  court.  As  there  was  no  evidence 
of  malice  or  intent  to  bring  injury  upon  the 
plaintiff  beyond  what  was  necessarily  inci- 
dent to  the  assertion  of  the  claim  of  right 
in  good  faith,  it  was  improper  to  give  any 
instruction  on  the  subject  of  exemplary 
damages,  other  than  one  inhibiting  the  find- 
ing of  any. 

A  peremptory  instruction  to  find  for  the 
defendant  was  properly  refused  for  reasons 
stated.  Instructions  Nob.  2,  3,  4,  5,  and  10, 
predicating  defense  upon  the  rules  of  the 
company,  were  also  properly  refused,  since 
the  rules  are  in  no  way  involved.  Instruc- 
tions Nos.  6  and  7,  limiting  the  right  of  re- 
covery to  actual  damages,  should  have  been 
given,  and  the  court  erred  in  refusing  them. 
Instruction  No.  9,  limiting  recovery  to  $1, 
was  properly  refused,  and  the  court  erred 
in  giving  instruction  No.  8,  limiting  the  re- 
covery to  $1  for  actual  damages.  The  quan- 
tum of  damage  is  a  question  for  the  jury, 
not  for  the  court. 

For  the  errors  noted,  the  judgment  will 
be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a 
new  trial. 


KANSAS    SUPRBME    COURT. 

PENALOSA  STATE  BANK 

V. 

JAMES  F.  MURRAY,  Impleaded,  fte^ 

Appt. 

(86  Kan.  766,  121  Pac.  1117.) 

Will  —  devise  —  lien  of  existing  Judg- 
ment. 

Where  a  will  contains  a  provision  pur- 
porting to  devise  real  estate  to  several  per- 
sons,   followed   by  a   direction   that   it  be 

Ileadnote  by  Mason,  J. 

Note.  -*  Cmtversitm  by  directing  sale  af' 
ter  devising  land. 

There  seem  to  be  very  few  cases  in  which 
the  effect,  upon  the  operation  of  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable  conversion,  of  a  direct 
gift  of  property  to  the  persons  who  are  to 
receive  the  proceds  of  its  sale,  has  been 
expressly  considered.  As  the  doctrine  of 
equitable  conversion  is  not  a  fixed  rule  of 
law,  but  proceeds  upon  equitable  princi- 
ples, so  that  its  application  is  somewhat 
affected  by  the  connection  in  which  it  is  in- 
voked, the  ultimate  question  involved  in 
62 
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sold  by  the  executor  and  that  the  proceeds 
be  divided  equally  among  them,  the  right 
with  respect  to  such  property  acquired  by 
one  of  them  is  subject  to  the  lien  of  a 
judgment  existing  against  him  at  the  time 
of  the  testator's  death. 

(March  0,  1012.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Reno  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  the  sale  of  the  interest  of  a  devisee 
in  certain  real  estate  which  had  been  trans- 
ferred to  the  plaintiff  bank.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  H.  S.  Iiewls,  with  Mr.  W.  O.  Falr- 
chlldy  for  appellant. 


Messrs.  P.  F.  Prfgg  and  O.  M.  WU- 
liams  for  appellee. 

Kason,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Samuel  Sallee  died  January  20,  1909, 
owning  the  tract  of  land  hereafter  referred 
to.  He  left  a  will,  all  the  material  part 
of  which,  aside  from  the  appoinUnent  of 
executors,  was  comprised  in  these  two  para- 
graphs : 

"I  devise  bequeath  and  give  to  my  be- 
loved  children,  Adresta  Blanchet,.  Ellen 
Moore,  Mary  Devoe,  Delilah  Hafstrom, 
Emma  Murrah  and  John  J.  Sallee  all  of 
my  Homestead  located  on  the  S.  W.  i  Sec 
28  Town  26  Range  9  West  Reno  Co.  Kans. 
To  be  disposed  of  by  appraisement  or  Sale 


each  of  the  following  decisions  has  been 
indicated  in  the  statement  thereof,  wherever 
the  report  of  the  case  has  made  it  possible 
to  do  so: 

A  conclusion  directly  opposite  to  that  in 
Penalosa  State  Bank  v.  Mubray  was 
reached  in  Robison  v.  Botkin,  181  111.  182, 
64  N.  E.  915,  where  a  will  provided:  "The 
remainder  of  my  property,  both  real  and 
personal,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst 
my  beloved  children  [naming  them]  deduct- 
ing, however,  from  the  share  of  either  any 
obligation  or  indebtedness  they  may  owe 
the  estate.  In  case  the  heirs  can  agree  to 
divide  the  real  estate  I  desire  that  they  do 
BO.  If  this  cannot  be  done,  it  is  my  de- 
sire and  wish  that  the  executor  sell  the 
land," — it  was  held  that  as  the  du^y  en- 
joined upon  the  executor  to  sell  and  dis- 
tribute the  proceeds  was  an  absolute  one, 
there  was  an  equitable  conversion  by  the 
will  of  real  into  personal  property,  and 
therefore  that  the  children  took  no  title  to 
the  land  which  was  the  subject  of  levy  and 
sale.  With  reference  to  the  feature  of  the 
case  which  brings  it  within  the  scope  of  this 
note,  the  court  said:  "It  is  contended,  how- 
ever, that  by  the  third  clause  of  the  will, 
the  land  is  in  terms  devised  to  Ira  Botkin 
and  the  other  four  children  of  the  tes- 
tator therein  named,  and  that  that  clause 
should  prevail  over  the  subsequent  one  in 
conflict  with  it.  It  is  a- cardinal  rule  that 
the  entire  will  should  be  construed  together 
and  be  made  to  harmonize,  and  effect  be 
given  to  every  part,  if  possible;  and  that 
the  intention  of  the  testator  as  expressed 
in  the  will  should  be  ascertained  and  car- 
ried into  effect.  We  iind  no  necessary  con- 
flict between  the  two  clauses.  It  is  evident 
from  the  third  clause  that  the  testator  in- 
tended that  the  indebtedness  of  any  one  of 
his  children  to  the  estate  should  be  deducted 
from  his  share  of  the  estate,  and  that  they 
should  thus  be  made  equal ;  and  from  both 
the  clauses  together,  that  the  division  and 
distribution  should  be  made  in  personal 
property  altogether,  unless  they  agreed 
among  themselves  that  as  to  the  land  they 
would  take  it  as  land." 

In  Wayne  y.  Fonts,  308  Tenn.  145,  65  S. 
W.  471.  in  which  the  question  before  the 
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court  was  whether  the  share  of  a  beneficiary 
who  had  died  before  the  sale  took  p]a<^ 
passed  as  real  property  to  her  heirs,  or 
to  her  husband  as  personalty,  it  was  held 
that  under  the  terms  of  the  will,  which 
follow:  "I  will,  devise,  and  bequeath  all 
the  balance  of  my  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal to  [certain  persons].  ....  Said 
property,  real  and  personal,  .  .  .  shall 
be  sold  to  the  best  advantage  and  on  such 
terms  as  my  executors  shall  deem  advisa- 
ble, and  the  proceeds  paid  over  to  the  dev- 
isees and  legatees  hereinafter  indicated,** 
— an  equitable  conversion  took  place  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  in  the  disposing 
clause  testator  spoke  of  the  property  dealt 
with  as  both  "real  and  personal"  and  the 
fact  that  the  legal  title  and  the  beneficial 
interest  passed  to  the  same  persons  by  the 
terms  of  the  will,  the  court  saying:  "It  is 
true  that,  in  the  disposing  clause,  he  speaks 
of  the  property  dealt  with  as  both  'real  and 
personal,'  and  that  he  gives  a  definite  un- 
divided part  thereof  to  each  of  the  benefi- 
ciaries, yet  in  the  next  sentence  he  pro- 
vides that  all  of  'said  property,  real  and 
personal,  shall  be  sold'  by  his  executor,  and 
that  thjB  'proceeds  [be]  paid  over*  to  those 
indicated.  If  it  be  conceived  that  the  two 
provisions  are  in  conflict,  the  last  named, 
being  subsequent  in  position,  will  prevail. 
.  .  .  It  certainly  was  not  contemplated 
that  the  beneficiaries  should  take  and  hold 
the  property  in  specie,  byt,  on  the  contrary, 
that  they  should  only  receive  the  proceeds 
of  its  sale  in  money.  .  .  .  The  fact  that 
the  legal  title  and  the  beneficial  interest 
passed  to  the  same  persons  by  the  terms 
of  the  will  did  not,  of  itself,  prevent  a  con- 
version; for,  notwithstanding  that  fact,  it 
is  .entirely  obvious  that  the  testator  intend- 
ed the  executor  to  convert  the  land  into 
money;. and  that  intention,  being  lawful, 
must  prevail,  unless  and  until  it  shall  ap- 
pear that  those  benefited  made  an  election 
to  retain  the  realty  as  such,  thereby  affect- 
ing as  equitable  reconversion.  The  coinci- 
dence of  the  legal  title  and  beneficial  inter- 
est in  the  same  individuals  until  sale  could 
be  made,  was  a  part  of  the  testamentary 
scheme,  and  so  long  as  they  acquiesced  in 
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and  all  moneys  Received  from  Sudh  dis- 
position to  be  divided  equaly  among  the 
aboved  Persons  or  their  legal  heirs. 

'*A11  the  Rest  and  Residue  of  my  Estate 
Real  &  Personal  &  mixed  of  which  I  shall 
die  seized  &  possessed  or  to  which  I  shall 
be  entitled  at  my  decease  I  give  devise  and 
bequeath  to  be  equaly  divided  among  my 
above  named  children  or  their  legal  heirs." 

Prior  to  the  death  of  the  testator,  James 
F.  Murray  obtained  a  judgment  against  Em- 
ma Murray,  under  her  present  name  of 
Emma  Corley,  which  is  still  in  force.  In 
June,  1909,  Mrs.  Corley,  transferred  to  the 
Penalosa  State  Bank  all  her  rights  of  every 
character  acquired  under  the  will.  In 
August,  1909,  Murray  caused  an  execution 
to   be    issued    upon    his    judgment,    under 


which  he  sought  to  sell  the  interest  of  Mrs. 
Corley  in  the  land  described,  claiming  that 
at  the  death  of  her  father  she  had  become 
the  owner  of  an  undivided  one  sixth  thereof, 
and  that  the  lien  of  his  judgment  at  once 
attached  thereto.  The  bank  procured  an 
injunction  enjoining  the  sale  upon  the 
ground  that  under  the  will  Mrs.  Corley 
acquired  no  title  to  the  real  estate,  but 
merely  a  right  to  a  share  of  the  proceeds 
of  its  sale,  which  was  to  be  ipade  by  the 
executors.    Murray  appeals. 

Ordinarily,  where  land  is  directed  by  a 
will  to  be  sold,  the  proceeds  to  be  divided 
among  several  persons,  it  is  regarded  as 
converted  into  personalty  at  the  instant 
of  death,  upon  the  principle  that  equity  re- 
gards that  which  ought  to  be  done  as  al* 


the  provision  as  made,  the  duty  of  converting 
the  land  into  money  rested  upon  the  ex- 
ecutor, and  the  notional  change  of  the 
character  of  the  property  was  enective  for 
all  purposes  of  transmission  and  descent. 
To  hold  that  such  coincidence  of  itself  de- 
feated the  equitable  conversion  would  be  to 
destroy  the  most  important  feature  in  the 
scheme  of  the  will,  and  reverse  the  univer- 
sally acknowledged  rule  that  the  expressed 
intention  of  the  testator  must  control,  when 
not  in  contravention  of  some  principle  of 
law  or  sound  public  policy." 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Eneberg  v.  Carter,  98 
Mo.  647,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  684,  12  S.  W.  522, 
where  testator  directed  his  residuary  estate 
to  be  equally  divided  between  his  children, 
adding:  ''I  desire  that  my  executor  will 
dispose  of  all  of  my  real  estate  as  soon  as  it 
can  be  done  without  loss  to  my  estate," — 
it  was  held  that  the  fee  not  being  devised 
to  the  executor,  either  directly  or  by  neces- 
sary implication,  it  remained  in  the  heirs 
at  law,  both  by  the  devise  to  them  aa  well 
as  by  the  statute  of  descents,  until  it  should 
be  devested  by  a  sale  by  the  executor  under 
the  terms  of  the  will;  that  until  such  sale 
no  conversion  could  occur;  and  therefore 
that  the  son  had  such  an  interest  in  the 
land  pending  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
sale  as  was  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under 
an  execution. 

In  Wood's  Estate,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  429,  in 
which  the  ultimate  question  was  as  to  the 
devolution  of  the  share  of  a  deceased  benefi- 
ciary, the  testator  gave  his  residuary  estate, 
both  "real  and  personal,"  to  his  children 
and  grandchildren,  further  giving  his  ex- 
ecutors a  power  of  sale,  and  authoriz- 
ing and  airecting  them  "to  have  an 
appraisement  of  my  estate  made  as 
soon  as  possible  after  my  death,  and  that 
the  Delaware  Rolling  Mill  property  may  be 
taken  at  the  appraisement  by  either  of  my 
said  sons,  the  eldest  having  the  first  choice 
and  so  on  down  to  the  youngest,  and  if  not 
taken  by  either  of  them  then  to  be  sold," 
it  was  held  that,  read  in  connection  with 
what  precedes,  and  especially  in  view  of  the 
olear  gift,  with  appropriate  words  of  in- 
heritance, of  the  real  estate,  as  real  estate, 
39  J^IU.(N,a) 


contained  in  the  residuary  clause,  the 
clause  last  above  quoted  would  not  be  held 
to  work  a  conversion. 

In  Mellen  v.  Banning,  72  Hun,  176,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  542,  where  a  testator  devised 
all  his  real  estate  to  his  wife  and  children, 
and  gave  his  executors  a  power  of  sale  for 
the  purposes  of  a  division  or  distribution, 
or  for  any  other  purpose  that  they  in  their 
judgment  should  think  proper,  it  was  held 
that  there  was  no  equitable  conversion  of 
the  land  into  personalty  out  and  out,  and 
that  the  power  was  no  bar  to  an  action  for 
partition. 

In  Re  Bingham,  127  N.  Y.  296,  27  N.  E. 
1055,  it  was  held  that  the  language  usecl  in 
a  will  by  which  the  testator  gave  the  resi- 
due of  his  estate  to  his  "heirs  and  next  of 
kin  in  the  same  portions  in  which"  it 
"would  be  dividpd  or  distributed"  in  case  of 
his  death  intestate,  directed  it  to  be  dis- 
tributed and  paid  in  cash  in  five  years  from 
his  decease,  and  for  that  purpose  gave  to 
the  executors  a  power  of  sale,  did  not  im- 
port that  the  testator  intended  the  real 
should  be  treated  as  personal  property;  but 
that  the  contrary  was  fairly  indicated  by 
his  giving  the  property  to  his  heirs  as  weil 
as  the  next  of  kin,  to  be  divided  as  if  no 
will  was  made. 

But  in  Smith's  Estate,  4  Phila.  181,  where 
a  testator  in  one  item  of  his  will  devised  his 
estate,  real  and  personal,  to  his  children, 
their  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  share  and 
share  alike,  and  in  another  item  empowered 
his  executors  to  sell  and  convey  such  parts 
of  his  estate  as  they  might  deem  necessary 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  or  to  secure  a 
fund  for  the  support  and  education  of  his 
children,  it  was  held  that  the  legal  estate 
did  not  vest  in  the  children  by  the  terms 
of  the  will,  but  that  the  direction  to  sell 
worked  a  conversion,  broke  the  descent,  and 
vested  the  legal  estate  in  the  executors. 

Where  the  power  to  sell  real  estate  spe- 
cifically devised  is  discretionary,  the  doc- 
trine of  equitable  conversion  will  not  oper- 
ate constructively  to  convert  the  real  estate 
into  money  as  of  the  time  of  the  death  of 
testator,  so  as  to  prevent  a  mechanics'  lien 
attaching  thereto  befoi:^  ^he  ^eci|tion  Qt 
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ready  accomplished,  and  the  beneficiaries 
are  conceived  as  taking  personal  property, 
instead  of  real  estate.  In  '  that  situation 
the  doctrine  has  often  been  held  to  prevent 
the  land  being  taken  in  execution  upon  a 
judgment  against  one  of  the  legatees  (0 
Cyc.  851,  852),  although  that  application 
of  the  rule  is  refused  in  Indiana  (Comer 
V.  Light,  —  Ind.  —,  93  N.  E.  660,  Id.  94 
N.  E.  325).  A  distinction  is  sometimes 
made  where  the  sale  is  directed  to  be  post- 
poned until  the  happening  of  some  event, 
as  until  the  death  of  the  holder  of  a  life 
interest.  The  cases  bearing  especially  on 
that  feature  of  the  matter  collected  in  a 
note  in  20  LJl.A.(N.S.)  65,  69,  illustrate 
the  conflict  of  opinion  upon  other  phases 
as  well.  A  distinction  has  been  made  be- 
tween a  devise  to  an  executor,  with  direc- 
tions to  sell  and  divide  the  proceeds,  and 
the  conferring  on  him  of  a  mere  naked 
power  of  sale,  with  directions  to  execute 
it  in  that  manner.  See  Williams  v.  Lob- 
ban,  206  Mo.  399,  104  S.  W.  58,  and  cases 
there  cited.  It  is  not  necessary  to  attempt 
to  reconcile  or  to  choose  between  the  various 
views  that  have  received  judicial  support. 
The  theory  of  equitable  conversion  is  a 
fiction  invented  to  promote  justice  by  carry- 


ing out  the  purpose  of  the  testator^  and  it 
should  be  applied  with  that  purpose  in 
view.  We  think  that  here,  upon  a  con- 
sideration of  the  entire  instrument,  it  ia 
evident  that  the  testator  intended  that  upon 
his  death  his  children  should  become  owners 
of  the  land  devised,  that  they  did  so,  and 
that  the  judgment  lien  attached  to  the 
interest  of  Mrs.  Corley. 

This  case  differs  from  any  of  those  in 
which  the  provision  of  a  will  directing  the 
sale  of  real  estate  has  been  held  to  effect 
an  equitable  conversion,  in  this:  Here 
the  testator  expressly  devised  the  land  to 
the  persons  who  are  to  receive  the  pro- 
ceeds. While  he  may  be  regarded  as  having 
given  a  power  of  sale  to  his  executors,  with 
directions  to  exercise  it,  he  gave  them  noth- 
ing more.  He  not  only  omitted  explicitly 
to  vest  the  title  in  them,  he  explicitly  vest- 
ed it  in  his  .son  and  daughters.  His  pur- 
pose in  this  regard  was  not  expressed 
casually  or  incidentally,  but  in  such  a  way 
as  to  characterize  it  as  the  matter  holding 
the  first  place  in  his  thoughts.  The  only 
question  is  how  far  his  language  in  this 
regard  is  to  be  regarded  as  modified  by 
what  followed.  The  inquiry  is.  Just  what 
did  he  mean  by  the  addition,  "To  be  dis- 


the  power,  and  to  its  proceeds  thereafter 
(Ness  V.  Davidson,  49  Minn.  469,  52  N.  W. 
46  )s;  or  so  as  to  affect  the  rights  of  per- 
sons claiming  through  a  deceased  legatee. 
(Re  Tatum,  169  N.  Y.  514,  62  N.  E.  580). 

And  in  Re  Solliday,  175  Pa.  114,  34  Atl. 
648,  where  a  will  provided:  "All  the  estate, 
real  and  personal,  of  which  I  may  die 
seised,  possessed,  or  entitled  to,  I  give,  de- 
vise, and  bequeath  to  my  four  children," 
and  appointed  executors  "with  full  power 
to  settle  up  my  estate.  But  my  real  estate 
shall  not  be  sold  until  ten  years  after  my 
death," — it  was  held  that  as  the  power  of 
sale  given  the  executors  was  purely  dis- 
cretionary, and  there  being  no  bequest  of 
the  proceeds  of  sale  specifically  as  such,  and 
hence  no  implication  of  a  necessity  to  sell 
for  that  purpose,  there  was  no  conversion; 
and  therefore  that  the  share  of  a  devisee 
was  subject  to  the  lien  of  judgment  against 
him. 

And  in  Sheridan  v.  Sheridan,  136  Pa.  14, 
19  Atl.  1068,  where  testator  provided  as 
follows:  "I  direct  that  all  my  estate,  real, 
personal,  and  mixed  (except  as  hereinbefore 
disposed  of),  and  all  the  rest,  residue,  and 
remainder  thereof,  of  whatsoever  kind,  and 
wheresoever  situate,  shall  be  divided  into 
four  equal  shares  or  portions;  and  I  give, 
devise,  and  bequeath  unto,"  etc.,  and  fur- 
ther authorized  and  empowered  his  execu- 
tors to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  whole  or  any 
portion  of  his  real  and  personal  property 
"if  they  find  it  necessary  to  do  so  in  order 
to  make  a  fair  and  equitable  division  of  my 
estate,"  it  was  held  that  the  power  of 
sale,  being  contingent,  worked  no  such  con- 
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version  as  to  preclude  the  maintenance  of  a 
bill  for  partition. 

So  also,  in  Dunshee  v.  Dunshee,  234  Pa. 
550,  83  Atl.  422,  where  a  testator  directed 
his  residuary  estate  to  be  divided  among 
his  children,  and  further  provided:  "3kiy 
executors  may  sell  my  real  estate  and  make 
deeds  to  the  purchasers,  or  divide  the  whole 
or  what  remains  after  this  between  my 
heirs,"  it  was  held  that  as  the  direction  to 
sell  was  not  absolute,  and  as  there  was  no 
necessity  therefor  to  carry  out  the  provi- 
sion of  the  will,  and  as  there  was  noth- 
ing in  the  will  to  indicate  an  intention  that 
the  real  and  personal  estate  should  be  so 
blended  as  to  create  a  fund  to  be  bequeathed 
entirely  as  money,  there  was  no  such  con- 
version of  the  realty  as  to  preclude  the 
maintenance  of  a  bill  for  partition. 

There  are  a  number  of  instances  involving 
the  question  of  equitable  conversion  in 
which  a  direct  gift  of  property  was  followed 
by  a  provision  for  its  sale,  but  in  which  the 
fact  of  such  gift  seems  to  have  played  no 
part  in  the  conclusion  reached.  Some  of 
these  are  appended  as  being  of  possible  in- 
terest in  this  connection. 

In  Talbot  v.  Snodgrass,  124  Iowa,  681, 
100  N.  W.  600,  where  the  ultimate  question 
was  as  to  the  rights  of  legatees  under  a  will 
by  which  testator  devised  and  bequeathed 
the  remainder  of  his  estate,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  his  children,  and  in  a  subsequent 
paragraph  provided :  "If  I  should  die  seised 
of  any  real  estate  I  authorize  by  executor 
or  executors  to  sell  the  same  at  public  or 
private  sale  as  may  be  deemed  best  by  him, 
and  to  execute  conve^'anoes  therefor,  and  to 
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posed  of  by  appraisement  or  Sale  and  all 
moneys  Received  from  Sueh  disposition  to 
be  divided  equaly  among  the  aboved  Per- 
sons or  their  legal  heirs  T"  The  use  of  the 
word  "or''  suggests  that  by  "appraisement" 
he  may  have  meant  a  partition  by  agree- 
ment, the  respective  shares  to  be  made 
equal  by  appraisement.  Assuming,  how- 
ever, that  "or"  should  be  read  "and,"  the 
intention  being  that  the  sale  should  be 
made  by  the  executors,  the  result  is  much 
the  same.  Even  on  the  theory  of  an  equi- 
table conversion,  the  persons  among  whom 
the  proceeds  were  to  be  divided,  being  the 
same  persons  who  were  entitled  to  the 
property  if  it  were  regal'ded  as  real  estate, 
had  a  right  by  unanimous  agreement  to  ac- 
cept it  in  kind,  and  thus  avoid  a  sale.  9 
Cyc.  855.  They  could  therefore  by  united 
action  have  divided  the  land,  or  sold  it 
themselves  and  divided  the  money.  The 
sole  restraint  placed  upon  them  by  the  will, 
the  only  restriction  that  left  their  relation 
to  the  land  short  of  a  full  ownership,  was 
this:  No  one  or  more  of  them — fewer  than 
all — could  maintain  an  action  for  partition, 
and  by  that  means  compel  either  a  division 
in  kind  or  a  judicial  sale.    Unless  the  par- 


ties In  interest  should  agree  otherwise,  a 
sale  would  have  to  be  made  by  the  execu- 
tors. On  account  of  this  limitation,  their 
control  of  the  land  fell  by  so  much  short  of 
complete  and  absolute  dominion.  This  was 
not  enough  to  prevent  their  being  properly 
regarded  as  the  owners  of  the  land.  Hold- 
ing under  a  will  which  in  so  many  words 
devised  it  to  them,  their  enjoyment  of  the 
devise  being  burdened  by  only  so  slight 
a  condition,  they  could  not  fairly  be  said 
to  have  no  title  or  interest  in  it. 

The  statute  makes  a  judgment  a  lien 
upon  the  ''real  estate"  of  the  debtor  (Gen. 
Stat.  1909,  §  6011  [Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  416]), 
and  that  phrase  includes  "lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditamehts,  and  all  rights  thereto 
and  interest  therein,  equitable  as  well  as 
legal."  Gen.  Stat.  1909,  §  9037,  subd.  8. 
We  think  the  equitable  if  not  the  legal 
title  to  the  land  was  in  the  testator's  chil- 
dren, that  the  judgment  was  a  lien  upon 
Mrs.  Corley's  interest,  and  that  by  a  sale 
thereunder  her  rights  and  obligations  would 
be  transferred  to  a  purchaser. 

The  judgment  is  reversed  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  deny  the  in- 
junction  against   the   sheriff's  sale. 


divide  the  proceeds  as  herein  provided 
equally  among  my  children  after  paying 
my  debts,"  it  was  held  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  validity  of  a  limita- 
tion over,  the  case  would  be  regarded  as  re- 
lating entirely  to  the  distribution  of  person- 
al property. 

In  Fisher  v.  Banta,  66  N.  Y.  468,  where 
testator  by  his  will  directed  his  executors, 
after  his  youngest  child  should  arrive  at 
the  age  of  twenty-three,  to  divide  his  real 
estate  equally  between  two  sons,  and  by 
codicil  directed  his  executrix  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  all  his  real  estate,  it  was  held 
that  such  direction  operated  as  a  conver- 
sion of  the  real  estate  into  personalty  from 
the  time  of  testator's  death;  and  therefore 
that  upon  the  death  of  a  son  before  actual 
sale  his  interest  passed  to  his  personal  rep- 
resentatives. 

In  Green  v.  Johnson,  4  Bush,  164,  where 
a  testator  provided:  "All  the  rest  and  resi- 
due of  my  estate,  not  otherwise  directed,  I 
devise  and  require  to  be  equally  divided 
among  my  three  above-named  daughters," 
and  further  directed  his  executors  to  sell 
and  convey  all  his  lands,  with  certain  ex- 
ceptions, it  was  held  that  the  will  made  an 
equitable  conversion  of  the  realty  into 
money,  and  therefore  that,  upon  the  death 
of  a  legatee,  her  interest  in  the  land  was 
personalty,  to  which  her  administrator  was 
entitled.  ' 

In  Goldsmith  v.  Cone,  7  Ky.  L.  Rep.  520, 
where  a  testatrix  devised  her  estate  to 
her  husband  for  life,  and  provided  that 
after  his  death  it  should  be  divided  into 
two  portions  "which  are  given,  devised,  and 
3J»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


bequeathed  in  this  my  will  as  follows,"  and 
further  directed  a  sale  of  all  her  real  and 
personal  estate  "to  secure  a  division  and 
distribution  thereof  as  in  this  section  of  my 
will  provided,"  it  was  held  that  the  gift 
was  in  equity  one  of  personalty,  and  not  of 
land,  and  therefore  that  upon  the  death  of 
one  of  the  remaindermen  his  portion  passed 
as  personalty. 

In  Shaw  y.  Chambers,  48  Mich.  355,  12 
N.  W.  486,  where  testator,  after  making  a 
provision  for  his  wife  and  any  children 
that  they  might  have,  further  directed  that 
for  the  more  efficient  execution  of  the  pro- 
visions of  his  will  and  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  a  larger  income  for  the  bene- 
ficiaries, the  property  of  the  estate  should 
be  exchanged  by  the  executor  for  money  or 
interest-bearing  securities,  etc.,  it  was  held 
that  the  direction  worked  an  absolute  con- 
version for  the  purposes  of  the  will;  but 
did  not  render  rjealty  personal  property  so 
as  to  give  equity  jurisdiction  of  a  contro- 
versy between  one  claiming  it  through  a 
legatee  and  one  claiming  as  heir  at  law  of 
the  decedent. 

In  Dundas's  Appeal,  64  Pa.  325,  where  a 
testator  provided:  "All  the  remainder  of 
my  estate,  real,  personal,  and  mixed,  I  or- 
der and  direct  to  be  divided  into  40  equal 
parts  or  shares,  which  I  give  and  devise  as 
follows;"  and  further  gave  to  his  execu- 
tors full  power  and  authority  to  sell  the 
whole  or  any  part  of  his  estate,  it  was  said, 
obiter,  that  the  effect  of  such  a  power  of 
sale  was  to  convert  the  realty  into  person- 
alty, leaving  the  legatees  but  an  interest  in 
the  proceeds.  E.  S.  0, 
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COMMONWEALTH  OF  KENTUCKY, 

Appt., 

V. 

PETER  PAUL  APKINS. 
•(148  Ky.  207,  146  S.  W.  431.) 

Jurisdiction  —  venue  -*  murder  ^  act 
done  In  another  state. 

The  courts  of  one  state  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  try  one  for^e  murder  of  a  person 
who  dies  there  as  the  result  of  an  act  done 
in  another  state  after  the  performance  of 
which  the  deceased  removes  from  one  state 
to  the  other. 

(May  7,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  the  (Commonwealth  from  a 
judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jes- 
samine  County  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
an  indictment  charging  defendant  with 
murder.    Affirmed.  j 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  Oarnett,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  B.  A.  Crntchery  for  the  Com- 
monwealth : 

If  one  puts  into  operation  a  force,  po- 
tion, or  agent  in  another  state  or  country 
on  any  person,  for  the  purpose  of  producing 
death,  and  if  said  force,  potion,  or  agent 
does  not  spend  its  force,  and  become  latent 
or  cease  to  operate  upon  said  person  before 
coming  within  our  jurisdiction,  it  is  a  con- 
tinuous offense  and  follows  the  one  as 
saulted  so  long  as  the  force  or  agent  re- 
mains active. 

Jackson  ▼.  Com.  100  Ky.  269,  66  Am. 
St.  Rep.  336,  38  S.  W.  422,  1091;  Com.  v. 
Parker,  108  Ky.  679,  '57  S.  W.  484;  Com. 
V.  Van  Tuyl,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  1,  71  Am.  Dec 
455;  Bishop,  New  Crim.  Law,  §  110;  12 
C;yc.  208;  Com.  v.  Macloon,  101  Mass.  1, 
100  Am.  Dec.  89;  Simpson  v.  State,  02  Ga. 
41,  22  L.R.A.  248,  44  Am.  St.  Rep.  75,  17 
S.  £.  984;   State  v.  Hall,  114  N.  C.   909, 


Note,  ~  Juriadictiofi  of  homdcide  where 
mortal  wound  is  inflicted  in  one  state 
or  country  and  death  occurs  in  an' 

'    other,  -^ 

As  to  locality  of  crime  committed  by 
shooting  or  striking  across  state  boundary, 
see  note  to  State  v.  Hall,  28  L.R.A.  59. 

At  common  law  it  was  doubtful  whether 
the  killing  of  one  who  died  in  England  of 
a  blow  received  in  foreign  parts,  and  vice 
versa,  could  have  been  inquired  of.  But 
Parliament  interposed,  and  put  the  ques- 
tion to  rest  by  passing  the  statute  of  2  Geo. 
II.  chap.  21,  which  provides  that  when  the 
stroke  has  been  given  in  England  and  the 
death  occurs  out  of  England,  or  the  reverse, 
the  killing  may  be  inquired  of  in  that 
part  of  England  where  either  the  death  or 
stroke  shall  happen  respectively.  1  East, 
P.  C.  366. 

And  now  in  England:  "If  a  person  is 
feloniously  stricken,  poisoned,  or  otherwise 
hurt  upon  the  sea  or  at  any  place  out  of 
England  or  Ireland,  and  dies  of  such  stroke, 
etc.,  in  England  or  Ireland,  or,  being  feloni- 
ously stricken,  etc.,  in  England  or  Ireland, 
dies  of  the  same  at  sea  or  at  any  place  out 
of  England  or  Ireland,  the  offender,  whether 
principal  or  accessory,  may  be  indicted  in 
the  county  or  place  in  England  or  Ireland 
in  which  the  death,  stroke,  poison,  or  hurt 
happened."  9  Laws  of  England  (Halsbury) 
289,  citing  offenses  against  the  person  act 
1861  (24  &  25  Vict.  chap.  100),  §  10.  But 
the  foregoing  law  has  no  application  where 
the  injury  which  causes  death  is  inflicted 
upon  a  foreigner,  outside  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  King,  by  another  foreigner.  Reg. 
V.  Lewis,  7  Cox,  C.  C.  277,  Dears.  &  B.  C. 
C.  182,  3  Jur.  N.  S.  525,  26  L.  J.  Mag.  Cas. 
N.  S.  104,  5  Week.  Rep.  572;  Reg.  v.  Jame- 
^son  [1896]  2  Q.  B.  425,  per  Lord  Russell  of 
Killowen,  Ch.  J.,  at  p.  430,  12  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  227. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.> 


In  Parmele's  Wharton  on  the  Conflict  of 
Laws,  §  825  a,  it  is  stated  that  the  general 
principle  is  that  an  offense  is  deemed  to  be 
committed  in  the  jurisdiction  in  which  the 
acts,  or  series  of  acts,  of  which  it  is  predi- 
cated, culminate  or  take  effect. 

But  the  mere  fact  that  the  death  oc- 
curred in  a  particular  state  does  not,  in 
general;  confer  jurisdiction  of  the  offense 
upon  that  state;  nor  withdraw  the  case 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state  where 
the  fatal  blow  was  inflicted.    Ibid.    §  825  b. 

"It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  courts 
of  the  latter  place  [place  of  death]  do 
sometimes  have  jurisdiction.  But  we  are 
satisfied  that  when  this  is  so  it  is  not  be- 
cause the  crime  is  to  be  regarded  as  having 
been  committed  there,  but  because  some  rule 
of  law,  statutory  or  otherwise,  expressly 
confers  such  jurisdiction.  The  modern  and 
more  rational  view  is  that  the  crime  is  com- 
mitted where  the  unlawful  act  is  done,  and 
that  the  subsequent  death,  while  it  may  be 
sufficient  to  confer  jurisdiction,  cannot 
change  the  locality  of  the  crime."  State  v. 
Kelly,  infra. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  courts  of  the 
state  where  the  mortal  wound  is  inflicted, 
although  the  death  occurs  in  another  state, 
may  indict  and  punish  the  criminal.  State 
V.  McCoy,  8  Rob.  (La.)  545,  41  Am.  Dec. 
301;  State  v.  Foster,  7  La.  Afin.  265,  re- 
affirmed in  8  La.  Ann.  290,  58  Am.  Dec 
678;  State  v.  Garrison,  147  Mo.  548.  49  S. 
W.  508;  Roberson  v.  State,  42  Fla.  212,  2S 
So.  427 ;  Hunter  v.  State,  40  N.  J.  L.  495. 

And   the   following  cases,   as   additional 

authority  in  support  of  the  rule,  are  suf- 

flciently  set  out  in  CjpM.  v.  Apeins:   United 

States  V.  Guiteau,  1  Mackey,  498,  47  Am. 

Rep.   247;    Guiteau's    Case,    10    Fed.    161; 

Green   v.   State,  66  Ala.  40,   41  Am.  Rep. 

1744;  Com.  v.  Ball,  126  Ky.  642,  104  S.  W. 

•325;    State  v.   Kelly,  .76  Me.   331,  19  Am. 

^Rep.  620,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  343;  Stout  ¥. 
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28  L.R.A.  59,  41  Am.  St.  Hep.  822,  19  S. 
£.  602. 

Mr.  Alpha  Hubbard,  for  appellee: 

The  crime  of  felonious  homicide  consists 
in  the  striking  of  the  deadly  blow,  and 
the  subsequent  death  of  the  deceased  con- 
Btitutea  no  part  of  the  crime  itself. 

Com.  V.  Ball,  126  Ky.  542,  104  S.  W. 
325;  State  y.  Carter,  27  N.  J.  L.  409. 

The  offender  had  to  be  tried  in  the  coun- 
ty where  the  crime  was  committed. 

Rex  V.  Hargrave,  5  Car.  &  P.  170;  Unit- 
ed States  y.  Guiteau,  1  Mackey,  498,  47 
Am.  Rep.  247;  Green  y.  State,  66  Ala.  40, 
41  Am.  Rep.  744;  Stout  y.  State,  76  Md. 
317,  25  Atl.  299,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  398; 
People  y.  Gill,  6  Cal.  637;  State  y.  Gessert, 
21  Minn.  369;  State  y.  Kelly,  76  Me.  331, 
49  Am.  Rep.  620,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  343; 
Ex  parte  McNeeley,  36  W.  Va.  84,  15  L.R.A. 
229,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  831,  14  S.  E.  436; 
State  y.  Carter,  27  N.  J.  L.  500;  Robbins 
y.  State,  8  Ohio  St.  166. 


iMBSing,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : ' 

Peter  Paul  Apkins  was  indicted  by  the 
grand  jury  of  Jessamine  county  for  the 
wilful  murder  of  Lizzie  Young  Apkins  by 
administering  poison  to  her  and  also  by 
striking  her.  While  the  indictment  charged 
that  the  offense  was  committed  in  Jessa- 
mine county,  it  was  conceded  by  the  com- 
monwealth that  the  evidence  would  show 
that  the  blows  were 'struck  and  the  poison 
administered  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio;  and 
therefore  the  case  was  submitted  on  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts  to  the  court  with 
a  view  of  determining  whether  or  not  the 
Jessamine  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction. 
Upon  consideration  the  court  entered  the 
following  order:  "It  is  admitted  by  the 
attorney  for  the  commonwealth  that  the 
blows  inflicted  and  poison  administered 
that  caused  the  death  of  Lizzie  Young 
Apkins  were  inflicted  and  administered  to 
the  said  Lizzie  Young  Apkins  in  the  city 


State,  76  Md.  317,  25  Atl.  290,  9  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  398;   State  v.  Gessert,  21  Minn.  369. 

tinder  Florida  Rev.  Stat.  §  2360,  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  county  in  which  the  homi- 
cide is  commenced  has  jurisdiction,  al- 
though it  is  consummated  in  another  state. 
Davis  y.  State,  44  Fla.  32,  32  So.  822. 

And  the  same  conclusion  is  reached  in 
State  y.  Bowen,  16  Kan.  475,  upon  an  in- 
dictment for  murder,  where  the  statute  was 
silent  upon  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
where  the  wound  is  given  in  the  state  and 
death  ensues  without,  or  the  reverse.  It 
was  said :  "It  seems  to  us  .  .  .  reason- 
able to  hold  that  as  the  only  act  which  the 
defendant  does  towards  causing  the  death 
is  in  giving  the  fatal  blow,  the  place  where 
he  does  that  is  the  place  where  lie  commits 
the  crime,  and  that  the  subsequent  wan- 
derings of  the  injured  party,  uninfluenced 
by  the  defendant,  do  not  give  an  ambulatory 
character  to  the  crime;  at  least,  that  those 
movements  do  not,  unless  under  express 
warrant  of  the  statute,  change  the  place  of 
offense;  and  that  while  it  may  be  true  that 
the  crime  is  not  completed  until  death,  yet 
that  the  death  simply  determines  the  char- 
acter of  the  crime  committed  in  giving  the 
blow,  and  refers  back  to  and  qualifies  that 
act." 

Where  the  mortal  wound  was  inflicted  in 
Oklahoma  territory  it  was  held  in  Moran 
y.  Territory,  14  Okla.  644,  78  Pac.  Ill,  that 
the  crime  was  committed  there,  and  that 
the  death,  which  occurred  in  Indian  terri- 
tory, merely  determined  the  chara<lter  of 
the  crime,  that  is,  referred  back  to  and 
qualified  the  homicidal  act,  so  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  crime  was  properly  laid 
in  Oklahoma  territory.  To  the  same  effect 
see  Havlll  v.  United  States,  5  Okla.  Crim. 
Rep.  334,  115  Pac.  119,  appeal  dismissed  in 
113  Pac.  991. 

But  in  an  early  case  in  Virginia,  Com.  v. 
Linton,  2  Va.  Cas.  205,  it  was  held  that 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


where  a  person  was  fatally  stabbed  in  Vir- 
ginia and  died  in  another  state,  he  could 
not  be  tried  for  the  murder  in  the  former 
state.  Now,  however,  this  is  not  the  law, 
as  statute,  Virginia  Code,  3637,  gives  the 
courts  of  Virginia  jurisdiction. 

So  it  was*held  in  United  States  y.  Bladen, 
1  Cranch,  C.  C.  548,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,605, 
where  the  mortal  stroke  was  given  in  the 
coimty  of  Alexandria,  District  of  Colum- 
bia, and  the  death  happened  in  Maryland, 
that  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  was  without  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  crime  as  homicide,  since  it 
was  not  completed  in  that  county,  but  it 
possessed  jurisdiction  over  the  offense  as 
an  assault  and  battery. 

And  in  Com.  v.  Linton,  supra,  while  it 
was  held  that  the  defendant  could  not  be 
tried  in  Virginia  for  the  crime  for  which 
he  was  indicted,  he  could  be  examined,  in- 
dicted, and  tried  for  the  felonious  stabbing 
in  the  county  where  the  blow  was  inflicted. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  de- 
fendant with  inflicting  the  mortal  blows  in 
New  York,  and  the  death  ensued  in  New 
Jersey,  the  court  held  that  no  act  was  done 
in  that  state  by  the  defendant,  inasmuch 
as  he  sent  no  missile  or  letter  or  message 
that  operated  as  an  act  within  the  state, 
but  the  coming  of  the  party  injured  into 
the  state  afterwards  was  his  own  voluntary 
act,  and  in  no  way  the  act  of  the  defend- 
ant; and  that  therefore  the  prisoner  was 
not  triable  in  the  courts  of  that  state,  there 
being  no  statute  applicable  to  such  a  case. 
State  y.  Carter,  27  N.  J.  L.  499.  Vreden- 
burgh,  J.,  said:  "It  is  said  that  if  we  do 
not  take  jurisdiction,  the  defendant  will  go 
unpunished,  inasmuch  as,  the  party  injured 
not  dying  in  New  York,  he  could  not  be 
guilty  of  murder  there.  But  New  York 
may  provide  by  law  for  such  cases,  and  if 
she  does  not,  it  is  their  fault,  and  not  ours. 
The  act  done  is  against  their  sovereignty, 
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of  Cincinnati,  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  but  the 
death  resulted  from  the  same  in  the  state 
of  Kentucky  within  a  year  and  a  day  there- 
after. In  view  of  said  admission  by  the 
attorney  for  the  commonwealth,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  court  that  this  court  does 
not  have  jurisdiction  and  for  that  reason 
the  demurrer  is  sustained,  to  which  the 
commonwealth  excepts  and  prays  an  appeal 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  which  is  granted." 

The  commonwealth  admits  that  if  the 
agency  or  means  used,  to  wit,  the  poison 
which  appellee  is  alleged  to  have  employed 
to  do  death,  did  all  of  its  active  work 
while  the  deceased  remained  in  the  state  of 
Ohio,  the  offense  would  in  legal  contem- 
plation have  been  committed  in  that  state, 
and  that  the  courts  of  this  commonwealth 
would  have  no  jurisdiction.  It  is  further 
admitted  that  it  is  not  enough  to  confer 
jurisdiction  upon  the  courts  of  this  com- 
monwealth that  death  resulted  from  an 
unlawful  act  occurs  in  this  state.  But  it 
is  insisted  that  where  one  puts  into  opera- 
tion a  force  in  another  state,  having  in 
view  an  unlawful  purpose,  and  that  such 
force  does  not  manifest  itself  upon  the  per- 
son affected  until  such  person  has  come 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  state,  but 
that  it  does  thereafter  manifest  itself  in 
this  state  by  producing  death  to  the  one 
affected  thereby,  then  the  party  setting 
said  force  in  operation  has  committed  a 
crime  in  contemplation  of  law  within  this 
commonwealth. 

Applying  this  principle  to  the  facts  in 
the  case  at  bar,  it  is  the  contention  of  the 
commonwealth  that  although  appellee  ad- 
ministered the  poison  in  Cincinnati,  in  the 
state  of  Ohio,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not  take 


effect   and    produce   death   until   after    the 
victim  came  to  Kentucky,  in  legal  contem- 
plation the  poisoning  was  in  effect,    if  not 
in  fact,  done  in  this  state,  and  the   courts 
of    this    commonwealth    have    jurisdiction. 
It  is  admitted  that  no  authority  directly 
in  point  has  been  found  in  support  of  this 
theory.     But  it  is  urged  that  the  case  of 
Jackson  v.  Com.  100  Ky.  239,  66  Am.   St. 
Hep.  336,  38  S.  W.  422,   1091,  which    was 
cited  with  approval  in  Com.  v.  Parker,  108 
Ky.  679,  57  S.  W.  484,  illustrates  and  snp- 
ports  this  position.    In  that  case  two  young 
men  administered  cocaine  to  Pearl  Bryan 
in  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  and,  believing  her  to 
be  dead,  brought  her  over  into  Kentucky 
to   a    point    back    of    Newport,    and    there 
severed   her  head  from  her  body.     It  de- 
veloped that  she  was  not  dead,  so,  of  course, 
death  was  not  due  to  the  cocaine  adminis- 
tered to  her,  although  that  of  itself  might 
later  have  caused  death.    But  the  immedi- 
ate cause  of  death  in  her  case  was  the  sev- 
ering of  her  head  from  her  body.    Hence  the 
crime    for   which    the    defendants    in    that 
case  were   tried  was   the   murder   of    this 
unfortunate  girl  in  Kentucky,  and  not  for 
the  taking  of  her  life  by  administering  co- 
caine in  Ohio. 

Reliance  is  also  had  upon  the  case  of  Com. 
V.  Van  Tuyl,  1  Met.  (Ky.)  1,  71  Am.  Dec 
455.  Van  Tuyl  was  indicted  for  obtaining 
money  by  false  pretense.  It  developed  up- 
on the  trial  that,  while  in  the  state  of 
Ohio  with  a  negro  whom  he  represented  to 
be  a  runaway  slave  belonging  to  him,  he 
sold  the  negro  to  one  Jenkins  for  $500, 
which  was  to  be  paid  when  they  arrived 
in  Kentucky.  After  arriving  in  Kentucky, 
Jenkins  paid  the  $500  and  took  a  receipt, 


and  if  she  does  not  choose  to  avenge  it,  it 
is  not  for  us  to  step  in  and  do  it  for  them." 

It  has  been  held  that  the  legislature  of 
the  state  may  extend  its  jurisdiction  to  em- 
brace a  case  where  the  mortal  injuries  are 
inflicted  without  the  state  and  the  death 
occurs  within.  Com.  v.  Macloon,  301  Mass. 
1,  100  Am.  Dec.  89;  Tyler  v.  People,  8 
Mich.  320;  State  v.  Caldwell,  115  N.  C. 
794,  20  S.  E.  523;  Ex  parte  McNeelev,  36 
W.  Va.  84,  15  L.R.A.  226,  32  Am.  St.  Rep. 
831,  14  S.  E.  436. 

State  V.  Carter,  supra,  however,  sustains 
the  point  that  the  legislature  is  not  in- 
vested with  the  ability  to  pass  a  law  to 
punish  foreign  murder  where  the  death  of 
the  person  slain  happens  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  state.  But  in  Hunter  v.  State, 
40  N.  J.  L.  495,  Chief  Justice  Beasley  says 
that  the  view  indicated  by  the  justice  in 
delivering  the  opinion  in  State  v.  Carter 
was  "entirely  extra-judicial,"  and  he  com- 
mends the  courts  sustaining  statutes  that 
give  jurisdiction  to  states  where  the  deatli 
may  happen  to  take  place. 

And  in  Com  v.  Macloon,  101  Mass.  1, 
39  LJl.A.(N.S.) 


100  Am.  Dec.  89,  Mr.  Justice  Gray,  in  an- 
swering the  argument  against  the  exercising 
of  jurisdiction  by  the  courts  of  the  state 
where  the  death  may  happen,  said:  "The 
most  plausible  form  of  the  argument 
against  jurisdiction  is,  that  the  coming 
into  the  state  is  the  act  not  of  the  wrong- 
doer, but  of  the  injured  person,  and  there- 
fore should  not  subject  the  former  to  the 
jurisdiction,  merely  because  the  latter  hap- 
pens to  die  there.  *But  it  is  the  nature  and 
the  right  of  every  man  to  move  about  at  his 
pleasure,  except  so  far  as  restrained  by 
law;  and  whoever  gives  him  a  mortal  blow 
assumes  the  risk  of  this,  and  in  the  view 
of  the  law,  as  in  that  of  morals,  takes  his 
life  wherever  he  happens  to  die  of  that 
wound;  and  may  be  there  punished  if  the 
laws  of  the  country  have  been  so  framed 
as  to  cover  such  a  case." 

And,  of  course,  a  statute  like  that  pre- 
sented in  Green  v.  State,  66  Ala.  40,  41 
Am.  Hep.  744,  which  is  sufficiently  set  out 
in  Com.  ▼.  Apkins,  is  a  proper  exercise  of 
legislative  power  and  violative  of  no  con- 
stitutional provision.  K  M.  8. 
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in  which  Van  Tuyl  covenanted  that  he 
was  the  lawful  owner  of  the  negro,  who 
was  a  slave  for  life.  It  developed  that 
the  negro  was  not  a  slave,  but  free.  The 
lower  court  instructed  the  jury  that,  if  the 
negro  was  sold  and  delivered  to  Jenkins  in 
the  state  of  Ohio,  the  defendant  could  not 
be  convicted  in  this  state.  In  reversing 
this  ruling  upon  appeal  here  the  court 
said:  ''The  false  pretense  employed  is  only 
the  means  by  which  the  offense  is  perpe- 
trated. .  .  .  The  crime  is  not  commit- 
ted until  the  money  is  obtained.  '  The  fraud 
in  this  case  was  concocted  in  the  state  of 
Ohio,  and  the  representations  were  there 
made  which  were  designed  to  render  it 
successful,  but  it  became  mature  and  took 
effect  in  this  state;  for  here  the  scheme 
was  consummated,  the  sale  evidenced  by 
writing,  and  the  money  obtained  from  the 
person  defrauded.  The  crime  was  there- 
fore committed  in  this  state,  and  not  else- 
where, and  the  defendant  was  properly  in- 
dicted therefor  in  the  county  of  Carroll, 
where  the  money  was  paid  to  him." 

The  gravamen  of  the  offense  in  that  case 
was  obtaining  money  by  false  pretense. 
The  transaction  was  had  in  Kentucky,  al- 
though the  scheme  for  carrying  it  out,  as 
said  by  the  court,  was  laid  in  Ohio. 

In  Com.  V.  Ball,  126  Ky.  642,  104  S.  W. 
325,  this  court  had  under  consideration  a 
question  involving  facts  just  t!ie  reverse 
of  those  here  presented.  In  that  case  Ball 
and  others  were  indicted  by  the  grand 
jury  of  Bell  county  for  killing  Meade  Cot- 
trell.  It  was  shown  that  the  shooting  oc- 
curred in  this  state,. but  that,  after  Cot- 
trell  was  shot  and  wounded,  he  was  put 
upon  an  engine  and  carried  across  the  state 
line  into  Tennessee,  where  he  died.  It  was 
insisted  for  the  defendants  that  the  Ken- 
tucky court  was  without  jurisdiction,  and 
the  lower  court  adopted  this  view.  The 
commonwealth  appealed,  and,  upon  consid- 
eration here,  it  was  held  that  the  lower 
court  erred  in  instructing  the  jury  to  find 
for  the  defendants.  The  court  in  reaching 
-this  conclusion  cited  with  approval  the  fol- 
lowing excerpt  from  Robertson  on  Crim- 
inal Law,  §  214:  "At  common  law  the 
state  in  which  the  mortal  wound  was  given 
has  jurisdiction  in  cases  of  homicide,  so 
that,  if  a  mortal  wound  be  given  in  this 
state,  and  death  ensues  in  another,  the 
courts  of  this  state  have  jurisdiction  to 
try  the  offender;  the  going  of  the  injured 
party  into  another  state  being  his  own 
voluntary  act,  i(nd  not  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendant." The  court  also  quoted  from 
Bishop  on  Criminal  Law,  §  113,  as  fol- 
lows: **The  reader  perceives  that,  accord- 
ing to  these  cases,  the  crime  in  felonious 
homicide  consists  in  inflicting  the  blow, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


while  the  act  of  dying,  which  is  performed 
by  the  injured  person,  does  not  constitute 
any  part  of*  it,  or  at  least  such  a  part  as 
to  lay  the  foundation  for  a  jurisdiction 
over  the  offense.  This  accords  with  what 
was  before  held  in  England,  that  a  homi- 
cide is  committed  in  a  county  if  the  blow 
is  inflicted  in  it,  though  the  death  takes 
place  elsewhere."  The  opinion  then  con- 
cludes by  stating  that  these  citations  from 
Robertson  and  Bishop  are  "correct  state- 
ments of  the  law."  They  are,  in  fact,  but 
declaratory  of  the  common  law,  which  de- 
clared that  the  offender  had  to  be  tried 
in  the  county  where  the  crime  was  com- 
mitted, and  that  the  crime  was  committed 
where  the  blow  was  struck. 

In  Rex  V.  Hargrave,  6  Car.  &  P.  170,  de- 
cided in  1831,  one  Richard  Dodd  was  in- 
dicted for  the  crime  of  manslaughter  in 
the  county  of  Kent.  The  indictment 
charged  that  he  assaulted  and  beat  one 
James  Cox  in  the  county  of  Middlesex, 
and  that  Cox  afterwards  languished  and 
died  in  the  county  of  Kent.  The  court,  in 
holding  that  the  accused  must  be  tried  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex,  where  the  blows 
were  struck,  said:  "The  giving  of  the 
blows  which  caused  the  death  constitutes 
the  felony.  The  languishing  alone,  which 
is  not  any  part  of  the  offense,  is  laid  in 
Kent.  Tlie  indictment  states  that  the 
prisoners  were  then  and  there  present,  aid- 
ing and  abetting  in  the  commission  of  said 
felony.  That  must,  of  course,  apply  'to 
the  parish  .  .  .  where  the  blows  which 
constitute  the   felony  were   given." 

In  Alabama  there  is  a  statute  giving  the 
state  jurisdiction  in  felony  cases,  although 
the  injured  party  may  die  in  another  state. 
In  Green  v.  State,  66  Ala.  40,  41  Am.  Rep. 
744,  one  Green  was  indicted  for  murder. 
The  question  of  jurisdiction  was  raised, 
and  the  court,  in  disposing  of  the  matter, 
said:  "We  need  not  rest  the  decision  of 
this  question,  however,  on  this  particular 
construction  of  the  statute.  Our  view  is 
that  the  crime  of  murder  consists  in  the 
infliction  of  a  fatal  wound,  coupled  with 
the  requisite  contemporaneous  intent  or  de- 
sign, which  legally  renders  it  felonious. 
The  subsequent  death  of  the  injured  party 
is  a  result  or  sequence,  rather  than  a  con- 
stituent, elemental  part^of  the  crime.  This 
principle  is  correct,  we  think,  so  far  as 
affects  the  question  of  jurisdiction." 

In  Tennessee  there  is  a  statute  requiring 
all  criminal  cases  to  be  tried  in  the  county 
in  which  the  offense  may  have  been  com- 
mitted, and  the  supreme  court  of  that  state 
in  Riley  v.  State,  9  Humph.  646,  held  that 
the  offense  was  committed  at  the  place 
w lie  re  the  blow  was  struck,  though  the 
death    may   have   occurred   elsewhere;   the 
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court  saying:  'That  [the  blow]  alone  is 
the  act  of  the  party.  He  commits  this  act, 
and  the  death  is  only  a  consequence.  There- 
fore, when  the  legislature  enacts  that  the 
party  shall  be  tried  in  the  county  where 
the  offense  may  have  been  committed,  they 
intended  where  the  active  agency  of  the 
perpetrator  was  employed." 

In  People  y.  Gill,  6  Cal.  637,  the  court 
held  that  the  crime  of  murder  is  com- 
mitted at  the  time  when  the  fatal  blow  is 
struck. 

In  Stout  ▼.  State,  76  Md.  317,  25  Atl. 
299,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  398,  the  accused  was 
being  tried  for  murder  committed  by  poi- 
soning. The  poison  was  administered  in 
Maryland,  and  the  victim  died  in  Pennsyl- 
vania. The  question  of  jurisdiction  was 
raised,  and  the  court  said:  "In  9uch  case 
it  is  the  law  of  Maryland  that  is  violated, 
and  not  the  law  of  the  state  where  the 
death  may  happen  to  occur.  By  the  felo- 
nious act  of  the  accused,  not  only  is  there 
a  great  personal  wrong  inflicted  upon  the 
party  assaulted  or  mortally  wounded  while 
under  the  protection  of  the  law  of  the  state, 
but  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  state  where 
the  act  is  perpetrated  is  outraged;  and, 
though  death  may  not  immediately  follow, 
yet,  if  it  does  follow  as  a  consequence  of 
the  felonious  act  within  the  year,  the  crime 
of  murder  is  complete.  In  inflicting  the 
mortal  wound  then  and  there  the  accused 
expends  his  active  agency  in  producing  the 
crime,  no  matter  where  the  injured  party 
may  languish,  or  where  he  may  die,  if 
death  ensues  within  the  time  and  as  a 
consequence  of  the  stroke  or  poison  given. 
The  grade  and  characteristics  of  the  crime 
are  determined  immediately  tbat  death  en- 
sues, and  that  result  relates  back  to  the 
original  felonious  wounding  or  poisoning. 
The  giving  of  the  blow  that  caused  the 
death  constitutes  the  crime." 

In  State  v.  Gessert,  21  Minn.  369,  the 
accused  was  indicted  for  the  murder  of 
one  Savazyo.  The  evidence  showed  that 
the  wound  which  produced  death  was  given 
in  Minnesota,  but  the  death  occurred  in 
Wisconsin.  The  court  held  that  the  death 
in  Wisconsin  was  only  a  consequence  of 
the  act  committed  against  the  law  of  Min- 
nesota, and  that  the  courts  of  Minnesota 
had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  case. 

In  State  v.  Kelly,  76  Me.  331,  49  Am. 
Rep.  620,  5  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  343,  the  same 
rule  is  announced. 

In  United  States  v.  Guiteau,  1  Mackey, 
498,  47  Am.  Rep.  247,  it  was  held  that  the 
supreme  court  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
had  jurisdiction  to  try  the  accused,  charged 
with  the  murder  of  James  A.  Garfield,  al- 
though the  latter  died  in  New  Jersey.  The 
shot  was  fired  in  Washington.  The  death 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


occurred  in  New  Jersey.  The  supreme 
court,  in  an  elaborate  opinion,  held  that 
the  crime  was  committed  where  the  shoot- 
ing was  done. 

Thus  it  appears  that,  not  only  at  the 
common  law,  but  in' states  where  the  ques- 
tion of  jurisdiction  is  regulated  by  stat- 
ute, courts  have,  with  a  degree  of  uniform- 
ity, held  that  the  crime  is  committed  at 
the  place  where  the  act  is  done  which  re- 
sults in  the  injury  or  death;  and  that  the 
prosecution  for  such  act  is  properly  con- 
ducted at  the  place  where  the  act  is  done, 
and  not  where  the  death  may  occur.  Here 
it  is  conceded  that  the  assault  was  made 
and  the  poison  administered  in  the  city 
of  Cincinnati,  state  of  Ohio.  At  that  time 
both  the  victim  and  the  wrongdoer  were 
in  the  state  of  Ohio.  The  wrong  was  done 
there.  It  was  a  completed  transaction  so 
far  as  the  appellee  was  concerned,  as  much 
so  as  though  he  had  shot  her  or  otharwise 
infiicted  upon  her  person  a  mortal  wound, 
and,  according  to  the  well-recognized  rule, 
the  courts  of  that  state  alone  have  juris- 
diction to  punish  the  offense.  The  trial 
court  correctly  so  held. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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CHRISTOPHER  ROUSSEL 

V. 

JOSEPH  B.  DORNIER  et  al 

(130  La.  367,  57  So.  1007.) 

Voter  —  primary  election  —  eligibility 
of  candidate. 

1.  A  Democratic  parish  committee  has  no 
power  to  pass  upon  the  eligibility  of  can- 
didates for  public  office,  as  they  are  not 
charged  with  judicial  functions  nor  clothed 
with  juridical  power. 

Same  —  testing  right  —  party  plain tilT. 

2.  If  one  who  is  ineligible  has  received 
the  majority  of  votes  in  a  primary  election, 
his  right  to  hold  office  cannot  be  tested  in 
a  suit  brought  by  an  unsuccessful  candidate, 

Headnotes  by  Bbeaux,  Ch.  J. 

Note, '-' Power  to  determine  eligibility 
to  office  of  one  nominated  at  primary 
election. 

But  two  cases  aside  from  Rousstai  v. 
DoBNiEB  have  been  found  which  have  con- 
sidered the  question  of  the  power  to  deter- 
mine eligibility  to  office  of  one  nominated 
at  a  primary  election. 

In  Fuller  v.  Corey,  18  Idaho,  658,  110 
Pac.  1035,  the  county  auditor  refused  to 
place  on  the  official  ballot  a  nominee  under 
the  direct  primary,  on  the  ground  that  as 
he  had  failed  to  file  an  expense  account 
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■eeking  to  be  declared  entitled  to  the  of- 
fice, but  the  question  of  his  eligibility  must 
be  tested  in  a  suit  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  state. 

8.  As  the  Democratic  parish  committee 
is  without  legislative  authority   to  decide 

Question  of  eligibility,  this  court  cannot  or- 
er  it  to  do  so,  and  under  the  law  regu- 
lating primaries  this  court  is  without  au- 
thority to  decide  the  question  of  eligibility 
of  any  candidate. 

(March  11,  1012.) 

APPLICATION  for  writs  of  mandamus 
and  certiorari  to  review  the  action  of 
defendants  in  refusing  to  omit  the  name  of 
Joseph  B.  Dornier  from  the  primary  ballot 
as  candidate  for  the  office  of  sheriff,  and 
compel  them  to  do  so.  Dismissed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  B.  I^.  Forman  for  relator. 

BreauZy  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

Relator  and  three  other  citizens  were 
candidates  for  the  Democratic  nomination 
for  the  office  of  sheriff  of  the  parish  of  St. 
James.  Two  of  the  candidates,  Emile 
Dickey  and  Louis  Le  Bourgeois,  withdrew 
as  candidates  for  the  office  prior  to  the  23d 
day  of  January  last.  There  remained  two 
candidates, — relator,  Christopher  Roussel, 
and  Joseph  B.  Dornier. 

The  relator,  Roussel,  timely  objected  to 


the  candidacy  of  the  latter  on  the  ground 
that  he  .(Dornier)  was  a  deputy  registrar 
of  voters,  in  the  actual  exercise  of  the 
duties  of  that  office,  and  as  such  c^cer  was 
in  control  of  the  registration  of  the  parish 
of  St.  James;  that  he  issued  certificates  of 
registration  within  three  months  previous 
to  his  becoming  a  candidate  for  the  Dem- 
ocratic nomination  of  sheriff;  that  as 
Emile  Dickey  and  Louis  Le  Bourgeois  had 
withdrawn  their  candidacy  before  the  23d 
day  of  January,  and  as  Dornier  was  in- 
eligible for  reason  stated,  he  (Roussel) 
was  the  only  eligible  candidate. 

Relator  protested  against  the  refusal  of 
the  Democratic  committee  to  recognize  him 
as  the  only  candidate.  Notwithstanding  his 
protest,  the  committee  permitted  Joseph  B. 
Dornier  to  become  a  candidate,  and  his 
name  was  accordingly  printed  on  the  official 
ballot,  is  substantially  the  statement  of 
the  relator  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  and 
certiorari;  and,  further,  the  complaint  of 
relator  is  that,  as  Dornier  was  ineligible, 
he  (Roussel)  should  have  been  declared  the 
nominee  by  the  committee,  as  he  was  the 
only  eligible  candidate,  and  that  the  refusal 
of  the  committee  to  grant  his  application 
to  be  thus  declared  was  an  illegal  act  on 
the  part  of  the  Democratic  committee.  He 
(Roussel)  sought  to  have  the  alleged  il- 
legality corrected  by  applying  to  the  dis- 
trict court  for  St.  James  parish. 

Joseph  B.  Dornier  filed  an  exception  to 


within  ten  days  after  the  date  of  the  pri- 
mary election,  he  was,  by  provision  of  the 
nomination  law,  ineligible  to  become  a  can- 
didate for  the  office  for  which  he  was  nomi- 
nated. The  court  held  that  as  such  can- 
didate had  been  duly  and  regularly  certified 
by  the  canvassing  board  to  the  county  audi- 
tor as  having  received  the  nomination  of 
his  party,  the  auditor  was  without  power  to 
adjudge  such  nominee  ineligible,  and  issued 
a  peremptory  writ  of  mandate,  directing 
him  to  place  such  name  on  the  official  bal- 
lot as  the  nominee  of  his  party.  In  ren- 
dering its  opinion  the  court  said:  "The 
only  question  with  which  we  have  to  deal 
at  this  time  is  that  of  the  power  of  the 
county  auditor  to  refuse  to  have  the  name 
of  a  candidate  printed  on  the  official  ballot 
where  he  has  been  declared  by  the  canvass- 
ing board  to  be  the  nominee  of  his  party. 
On  this  question  there  can  be  but  little 
doubt.  The  duty  of  the  auditor  is  purely 
ministerial;  he  il^  vested  with  no  judicial 
powers  or  functions  in  the  matter.  He 
cannot  sit  in  judgment  on  the  candidate, 
and,  without  a  hearing,  declare  him  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  infiict  the  penalties. 
.  .  .  It  is  clearly  the  duty  of  the  audi- 
tor to  perform  the  duties  required  of  him 
by  law,  and  until  the  candidate  has  been 
judicially  declared  ineligible  to  have  his 
name  placed  upon  the  ticket,  the  auditor 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


has  but  one  duty  to  perform,  and  that  is  to 
cause  the  candidate's  name  to  be  printed 
on  the  official  ballot  along  with  all  the 
other  nominees  for  the  respective  offices. 
If  the  candidate  has  violated  the  law  and 
is  subject  to  its  penalties,  that  must  be  de- 
termined in  the  orderly  and  due  process  of 
law." 

In  Whitaker  v.  Swanner,  121  Ey.  281, 
89  S.  W.  184,  a  mandatory  injunction  was 
asked  to  compel  the  removal  from  the  of- 
ficial ballot  of  the  name  of  the  one  accorded 
the  nomination  at  the  primary  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  obtained  the  certificate 
of  nomination  by  the  use  of  money  suid 
whisky,  and  so  being  guilty  of  bribery,  he 
was,  under  the  statute,  excluded  from  office 
and  suffrage.  In  affirming  the  dismissal  of 
the  action  by  the  circuit  court  for  want  of 
jurisdiction,  the  court  said:  "We  think 
the  circuit  court  was  also  without  jurisdic- 
tion to  determine  in  this  action  the  fur- 
ther question  raised  by  the  petition,  viz., 
that  in  securing  his  nomination  by  the 
purchase  of  votes  with  money  and  whisky 
appellee  Swanner  disqualified  himself  for 
holding  the  office  of  sheriff,  if  elected,  and 
forfeited  his  right  to  the  nomination.  If 
he  secured  votes  at  the  primary  election  by 
bribery,  and  appellant  in  a  contest  before 
the  county  committee  had  made  proof  of 
that  fact  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  commit- 
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the  jurisdiction  of  the  court;  this  excep- 
tion was  sustained,  and  relator  RousseFs 
suit  dismissed  on  the  29th  day  of  February, 
1912.  On  the  2d  day  of  March,  1912,  this 
courts  on  relator's  motion,  ordered  the 
papers  to  be  forwarded  in  order  to  examine 
into  the  legality  and  validity  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. Whether  the  courts  have  juris- 
diction to  decide  the  question  now  at  issue 
is  now  before  us  for  decision. 

As  relates  to  form,  relator  has  complied 
with  every  requirement;  he  has  timely  pro- 
tested and  applied  to  the  court,  setting 
forth  the  rights  he  claims. 

In  the  absence  of  jurisdiction  conferred 
by  legislative  action,  the  political  com- 
mittee, appointed  under  the  statute  regulat- 
ing primary  elections,  are  without  the  pow- 
er, and  the  courts  are  without  the  juris- 
diction, to  determine  who  shall  be  the  can- 
didate or  who  shall  not  be  the  candidate 
because  of  the  eligibility  of  the  one  and  the 
ineligibility  of  the  other.  The  question  is 
limited  to  authority  conferred  or  not  con- 
ferred by  the  primary  election  law,  and  is 
not  before  the  court  under  the  remaining 
laws  (unrepealed)  relating  to  contested 
elections. 

The  committee  has  enumerated  powers; 
but  not  one  relates  to  the  power  of  passing 
upon  the  eligibility  of  a  candidate,  and  of 
directing  that  his  opponent  shall  be  the 
candidate.  A  candidate  may  protest  and 
assert  many  rights  before  the  committee; 
but  hia  protest  cannot  be  made  to  serve  the 
purpose  of  compelling  the  committee  to  pass 
upon  the  eligibility  of  his  opponent,  to  the 
end  that  he  may  be  declared  the  only  can- 
didate. 


To  grant  the  protest  here,  the  committee 
would  have  had  to  pass  upon  the  inelig:!- 
bility  of  the  protestee,  and  at  the  same 
time  rule  that  the  protestant,  a  minority 
candidate,  was  the  candidate.  Such  a  dec- 
laratioh  by  the  committee  could  only  be 
made  under  the  act  to  which  it  owes  ita 
existence.  The  committee  not  being  in- 
vested with  the  power  to  pass  upon  the 
qualification  of  candidates,  the  courts  are 
without  jurisdiction  to  compel  the  commit- 
tee to  decide,  or  to  assume  jurisdiction  of 
questions  not  within  the  committee's  poiprer 
to  decide. 

The  candidate  has  certain  personal  rig^hts, 
it  is  true;  but  they  are  not  unlimited;    at 
any  rate,  as  relates  to  the  eligibility  of  an 
opponent.     The  alleged  ineligibility  of   the 
candidate  raises  a  question   in  which    the 
state  is  concerned.     She  cannot  be  entirely 
ignored.     In  her  name,  only,  inquiry   can 
be  made  into  the  eligibility  of  the  one  ^^ho 
seeks  to  be  an  officer.    In  case  of  ineligibili- 
ty,   in    her   name    it   may   be   ascet^ined 
whether  the  election  is  null,  and  that  an- 
other election  should  be  ordered,  or  wheth- 
er the   minority   candidate  waa   the  legal 
candidate.     It  is  not  left  to  private  action 
by  private  person.     It  must  be  sought  bj 
the  state  and  private  persons  acting  with 
the  state.     It  does  not  lie  with  the  com- 
mittee to  decide  that  a  minority  candidate 
shall  be  the   local  executive  officer  of  the 
state,  or,  at  any  rate,  not  before  a  statute 
is  adopted  conferring  the  power  of  juris- 
diction. 

For  reasons  assigned,  the  order  nisi  is 
recalled  and  discharged,  and  relator's  de- 
mand is  denied  and  his  petition  dismissed. 


tee,  it  would  have  been  their  duty  to  deter- 
mine to 'what  extent  the  fairness  and  valid- 
ity of  the  primary  was  affected  thereby,  or 
whether  appellee  Swanncr  should  have  been 
refused  the  nomination  as  the  Republican 
candidate  for  sheriff  by  reason  thereof. 
The  question  of  whether  or  not  he  was 
guilty  of  the  offense  of  bribery  in  connec- 
tion with  the  primary  election  cannot  be 
collaterally  inquired  into,  as  here  at- 
tempted, but  can  be  determined  in  a  direct 
proceeding  and  trial  by  jury  under  indict- 
ment. 

"As  appellant's  right  to  have  his  name 
placed  on  the  ballots  and  under  the  Repub- 
lican party  device  is  dependent  upon  wheth- 
er he  received  at  the  hands  of  his  party 
the  nomination  for  the  office  of  sheriff  at 
the  primary  election,  and  the  statements 
of  his  petition  make  it  certain  that  the 
governing  authority  decided  and  declared 
that  appellee  Swanner  was,  in  that  election, 
nominated  by  the  Republican  party  as  their 
candidate  for  that  office,  it  follows  that 
the  general  demurrer  to  the  petition  should 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


have  been  sustained,  and  the  action  dis- 
missed, as  was  adjudged  by  the  lower 
court."  Thus  it  would  seem  that  the  coun- 
ty committee  would  have  had  authority  to 
adjudge  as  to  the  eligibility  of  the  candi- 
date on  satisfactory  proof  alone  of  the  facts 
alleged;  and  it  would  seem  that  the  same 
proof  ought  to  have  been  available  in  the 
action  for  injunction;  otherwise,  if  a  con- 
viction cannot  be  had  until  after  the  elec- 
tion, and  such  nominee  is  successful,  it  will 
result  either  that  the  election  will  be  de- 
clared void,  or  a  minority  candidate  will 
be  given  the  election,  according  as  the  stat- 
ute may  provide  in  such  cases;  either  of 
which  results  could  be  avoided  by  having 
the  question  settled  by  the  court  before 
the  election,  when  such  question  is  pre- 
sented. And  the  same  might  be  said  as  to 
the  result  of  the  decision  in  Roussel  v. 
DoRNiER,  as  it  is  apparent  from  that  deci- 
sion that  power  is  vested  nowhere  to  deter- 
mine the  eligibility  of  a  nominee  to  office 
until  after  election,  even  though  the  non- 
eligibility  is  plainly  disclosed.      J.  H.  B. 
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MARTIiAND  COURT  OP  APPEAIjS. 

GERMAN     UNION     FIRE     INSURANCE 
COMPANY,  Appt, 

V. 

FRED  Q.  CLARKE  COMPANY. 
(116  M<L  622,  82  AtL  974.) 

« 

Appeal  —  failnre  to  raise  question  — 
statutory  effect. 

1.  Failure  to  raise  the  question  of  the 
effect  of  failure  to  prove  payment  of  pre- 
mium in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy 
is  within  a  statute  providing  that  in  no 
case  shall  the  appellate  court  decide  any 
question  which  does  not  plainly  appear  to 
have  heen  raised  and  decided  below. 

Insurance  —  cancelation  —  notice  — 
sufficiency. 

2.  The  mailing  of  a  notice  of  an  inten- 
tion to  cancel  an  insurance  policy  five  days 
later,  which  is  not  received  until  two  days 
after  the  mailing,  is  not,  in  case  no  notice 


of  cancelation  is  given,  sufficient  to  render 
valid  the  cancelation  on  the  day  named,  un- 
der a  provision  in  the  policy  permitting 
cancelation  upon  giving  five  days'  notice 
thereof. 

Same  ^  tender  of  unearned  premium  — 
necessity. 

3.  A  tender  or  return  of  the  unearned 
premium  is  necessary  to  effect  the  cancela- 
tion of  an  insurance  policy,  under  a  provi- 
sion in  a  policy  providing  that  when  the 
policy  is  canceled  by  the  company  it  shall 
retain  only  the  pro  rata  premium. 

(December  6,  1011.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Balti- 
more City  in  plaintiff's  favor  iu  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  tc 
be  due  on  a  fire  insurance  policy.  Affirmed. 
The  facts  sre  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Arnold  li.  Davis  and  George  A. 
Finch,  for  appellant: 


Note, '^  From  what  time  does  notice  of 
canceltUion  of  fire  insurance  hecom^e 
effective. 

As  to  necessity  that  notice  of  maturity 
of  premiums  or  assessments  sent  through 
the  mail  be  received,  see  note  to  Kavanaugh 
V.  Security  Trust  k  L.  Ins.  Co.  7  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  263. 

On  the  question  as  to  return  of  premium 
as  condition  of  cancelation  of  insurance, 
see  note  to  Davidson  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   884. 

As  to  waiver  by  the  assured  of  the  return 
of  the  premium  upon  a  cancelation  of  the 
policy  by  the  insurer,  see  note  to  Buckley 
V.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  889. 

The  majority  of  the  fire  policies  used  at 
present  reserve  the  right  to  the  parties  to 
terminate  the  insurance  at  their  option. 

The  usual  provision  for  cancelation  is 
that  a  certain  number  of  days'  notice  must 
be  given  the  insured  of  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  the  insurer  to  cancel  the  same. 

The  New  York  standard  form  of  fire 
policy  contains  the  following  cancelation 
clause:  "This  policy  shall  be  canceled  at 
any  time  at  the  request  of  the  insured;  or 
by  the  company  by  giving  five  days'  notice 
of  such  cancelation." 

In  the  absence  of  express  stipulation  as 
to  the  required  notice,  it  has  been  held  that 
reasonable  notice  must  be  given.  Karelsen 
▼.  Sun  Fire  Office,  16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  239,  1  N. 
Y.  Supp.  387;  McLean  ▼.  Republic  F.  Ins. 
Co.  3  Lans.  421;  Chadbourne  v.  German- 
American  Ins.  Co.  31  Fed.  533;  and  see 
Lipman  ▼.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.  16  N.  Y.  S. 
R.  231, 1  N.  Y.  Supp.  384,  where  the  reasons 
for  this  rule  are  forcibly  presented,  but 
which  was  reversed  in  121  N.  Y.  458,  8 
L.ILA.  719,  24  N.  E.  699. 

But  in  Lipman  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co. 
121  N.  Y.  454,  8  L.R.A.  719,  24  N.  E.  699, 
at  was  held  that  the  cancelation  of  an  in- 
99  ;^RJL(N.aj 


surance  policy  which  provides  that  it  may 
be  terminated  on  notice,  is  effected  eo  in- 
atanti  on  notice  given  in  good  faith  by.  the 
insurer,  if  no  prefnium  has  been  paid.  To 
the  same  effect  is  Springfield  F.  k  M.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  McKinnon,  59  Tex.  507. 

In  Mueller  v.  South  Side  F.  Ins.  Co.  87 
Pa.  399,  the  policy  contained  a  stipulation 
that  for  any  cause  "it  shall  be  optional  with 
the  company  to  terminate  the  insurance 
after  notice  given  the  assured  or  his  repre- 
sentative, of  their  intention  to  do  so."  The 
company  gave  notice  that  the  policy  was 
canceled  for  nonpayment  of  the  premium. 
The  court  said:  "The  notice  was  sufficient, 
and  the  cancelation  took  effect  from  the 
service.  Had  the  premium  been  tendered 
and  refused,  within  a  reasonable  time,  a 
question  might  exist  which  is  not  now  in 
the  case.    There  was  no  offer  to  pay." 

In  Cain  v.  Lancashire  Ins.  Co.  27  U.  C. 
Q.  B.  453,  it  was  held,  under  a  provision  in 
the  policy  that,  "if  for  any  other  cause  the 
company  shall  so  elect,  it  shall  be  optional 
with  the  company  to  terminate  the  insur- 
ance after  notice  given  to  the  insured  or 
his  representatives  of  their  intention  to  do 
so,  in  which  case  the  company  shall  refund 
a  ratable  proportion  of  the  premium,"  the 
notice  to  insured,  together  with  a  tender 
of  the  unearned  premium,  terminated  the 
insurance.  The  trial  court  held  that  the 
notice  and  termination  of  the  insurance 
could  not  be  cotemporaneous,  that  it  was 
essential  that  some  interval  of  time  should 
elapse  between  the  notice  and  termination 
of  the  risk;  and  the  insured  contended  that 
the  notice  contemplated  by  the  condition 
was  a  notice  giving  to  insured  a  reasonable 
time  to  afford  him  an  opportunity  of  effect- 
ing a  new  insurance  previous  to  the  termi- 
nation of  the  defendants'  policy;  but  the 
court  said:  "We  cannot  accede  to  that  in- 
terpretation, for  were  we  to  do  so  we  would 
1  be  adding  a  term  to  the  con4ition  som^- 
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To  make  effective  the  written  notice  of 
cancelation  sent  by  the  insurer  to  the  in- 
sured, it  was  not  necessary  that  the  same 
should  be  accompanied  by  a  tender  of  the 
amount  of  the  unearned  premium. 

Phoenix  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brecheisen, 
60  Ohio  St.  542,  35  N.  £.  53;  Schwarzschild 
&  S.  Co.  y.  Phceniz  Ins.  Co.  115  Fed.  653, 
50  C.  C.  A.  672,  124  Fed.  52;  Davidson  v. 
German  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  487,  13  L.R.A. 
(K.S.)  884,  ($5  Atl.  096,  12  ^nn.  Cas.  1066; 
Webb  V.  Granite  State  F.  Ins.  Co.  164  Mich. 
139,  129  N.  W.  19;  Hopkins  v.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  78  Iowa,  346,  43  N.  W.  197;  Newark 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Sammons,  11  111.  App.  230; 
Fl  Paso  Reduction  Co.  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  121  Fed.  937 ;  Walthear  v.  Pennsylvania 
F.  Ins.  Co.  2  App.  Div.  328,  37  N.  Y.  Supp. 
857;  Parsons  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co. 
133  Iowa,  532,  110  N.  W.  907;  Vance,  Ins. 
§  183;  Backus  v.  Exchange  F.  Ins.  Co.  26 
App.  Div.  91,  49  N.  Y.  Supp.  677 ;  Stone  v. 
Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  105  N.  Y.  643,  12  N. 
E.  45. 


No  affirmative  act  of  cancelation  beyond 
the  giving  of  the  notice  was  necessary. 

American  Glove  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  F. 
Ins.  Co.  15  Cal.  App.  77,  113  Pae.  688; 
Philadelphia  Linen  Co.  v.  Manhattan  F. 
Ins.  Co.  8  Pa,  Dist.  R.  261;  Emmott  y. 
Slater  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  R.  I.  662;  3 
Cooley,  Briefs  on  Insurance,  2794. 

Messrs.  Gans  A  Haman  and  COiarles 
Markell,  for  appellee: 

Cancelation  of  a  New  York  standard 
form  of  fire  policy  cannot  be  effected,  at  the 
instance  of  the  company,  without  a  retorn 
or  tender  of  the  unearned  premium. 

American  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brooks,  83  Md. 
22,  34  Atl.  373;  Runkle  ▼.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co. 
6  Fed.  143;  Mohr  k  M.  Distilling  Co.  r. 
Ohio  Ins.  Co.  13  Fed.  74;  Lattan  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  453;  Agricultural  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Hamilton,  82  Md.  91,  30  L.R.A.  633, 
51  Am.  St.  Rep.  457,  33  Atl.  429;  Nitscit 
V.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  152  N.  Y.  635, 
46  N.  £.  1149;  Tisdell  v.  New  Hampshire 
F.  Ins.  Co.  155  N.  Y.  163,  40  L.R.A.  765, 
49    N.    E.    664;    Hartford    F.    Ins.    Co.    ▼- 


what  inconsistent  with  its  object  and  in- 
tehtion,  viz,,  the  right  to  put  an  end  to  the 
risk  at  any  time.  The  notice  contemplated 
by  the  condition  is  a  mere  signification  of 
the  will  and  exercise  of  the  option  reserved 
to  the  defendants,  and  such  notice,  together 
with  the  refunding  of  the  ratable  propor- 
tion of  the  premium,  terminates  the  insur- 
ance." 

In  the  absence  of  any  stipulation  in  the 
contract  as  to  the  manner  in  which  notice 
shall  be  given,  actual  personal  notice  must 
be  had.  Potomac  Ins.  Co.  v.  Atwood,  118 
111.  App,  349;  Farnum  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co. 
83  Cal.  246,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  23  Pac. 
869  (holding  notice  of  cancelation  sent  by 
mail  which  was  not  received  by  the  insured 
ineffective). 

So,  where  the  policy  provides  for  a  speci- 
fied number  of  days'  notice,  the  time  begins 
to  run  from  the  receipt  of  the  notice  by  the 
insured.  American  Glove  Co.  v.  Pennsylva- 
nia F.  Ins.  Co.  15  Cal.  App.  77,  113  Pa. 
688;  Potomac  Ins.  Co.  v.  Awtood,  118  111. 
App.  349 ;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tewes,  132 
111.  App.  321 ;  Colonial  Assur.  Co.  v.  National 
F.  Ins.  Co.  110  111.  App.  471 ;  Citizens'  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Henderson  Elevator  Co.  123  Ky.  478, 
124  Am.  St.  Rep.  371,  96  S.  W.  601,  re- 
hearing denied  in  123  Ky.  484,  124  Am.  St. 
Rep.  375,  97  S.  W.  810;  Continental  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Daniel,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1501,  78  S.  W. 
866;  Rosen -V.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co. 
106  Me.  229,  76  Atl.  688;  American  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Brooks,  83  Md.  22,  34  Atl.  373; 
Chrisman  &  S.  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  75  Mo.  App.  310;  Scheel  v.  German- 
American  Ins.  Co.  228  Pa.  44,  76  Atl.  507; 
Philadelphia  Linen  Co.  v.  Manhattan  F.  Ins. 
Co.  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  261;  Emmott  v.  Slater 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  R.  I.  562;  Schwarzchild 
&  S.  Co.  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  59  C.  C.  A. 
572,  124  Fed.  52,  affirming  115  Fed.  653. 

And  this  rule  is  also  recognized  in  the 
30  UR.A.(N,S.) 


following  cases:  National  Conduit  &  Cable 
Co.  V.  Commercial  Union  Assur.  Co.  135 
App.  Div,  136,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  7,  affirmed 
without  opinion  in  203  N.  Y.  580,  96  N.  E- 
1122;  Yoshimi  v.  Fidelity  F.  Ins.  Co.  99 
App.  Div.  69,  91  N.  Y.  Supp.  393;  Globe  A 
R.  F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Emil  Willbrandt  Surgical 
Mfg.  Co.  128  HI.  App.  262;  Wicks  Bros.  v. 
Scottish  Union  &  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  107  Wis. 
606,  83  N.  W.  781 ;  Northern  Pine  Crating 
Co.  V.  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  143 
Wis.  433,  128  N.  W.  70;  Dominion  Grange 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Bradt,  25  Can.  S.  C. 
164;  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  British  America 
Assur.  Co.  18  Ont.  Rep.  234. 

The  reason  for  this  construction  is  that 
the  notice  is  designed  to  give  the  insured 
an  opportunity  to  procure  other  insurance. 
Bard  v.  Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  108  Me.  506,  81 
Atl.  870;  Rosen  v.  German  Alliance  Ins. 
Co.  106  Me.  229,  76  Atl.  688;  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Tewes,  132  111.  App.  321;  Con- 
tinental Ins.  Co.  V.  Daniel,  25  Ky.  L.  Bep. 
1501,  78  S.  W.  866.« 

So,  a  letter  containing  a  notice  mailed 
November  29,  but  not  received  until  Decem- 
ber 2,  the  day  before  the  fire,  and  not  opened 
until  the  day  thereafter,  does  not  operate 
as  a  cancelation  of  the  policy,  under  a  pro- 
vision that  the  policy  may  be  canceled  by 
the  company  by  giving  five  days'  notice  of 
such  cancelation.  Partridge  ▼.  Milwaukee 
Mechanics'  Ins.  Co.  13  App.  Div.  519,  43 
N.  Y.  Supp.  632,  affirmed  without  opinion 
in  162  N.  Y.  697,  67  N.  E.  119. 

The  stipulation  in  a  fire  policy  for  five 
days'  notice  of  cancelation  is  governed  by 
the  general  rule  of  law  for  computing  time, 
by  excluding  the  first  day  and  counting  the 
days  as  legal  days  beginning  and  ending 
at  midnight,  notwithstanding  another  stip- 
ulation in  the  policy  that  the  insurance 
under  it  shall  begin  at  noon  and  expire  at 
noon  of  the  days  named.    Penii  Pli^te  Glass 
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Cameron,  18  Tex.  Civ.  App.  237,  45  S.  W. 
158;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  y.  McKenzie,  70 
111.  App.  615;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Tewes,  132  111.  App.  321;  Chrisman  ft  8. 
Bkg.  Co.  ▼.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  75  Mo. 
App.  310;  Gosch  ▼.  Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  33 
Fa,  Super.  Ct.  496;  Cooley,  Briefs  on  Insur* 
anoe,  2801;  Buckley  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co. 
188  N.  Y.  399,  13  L.ILA.(N.S.)  889,  81  N. 
E  165;  Baldwin  ▼.  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins. 
Co.  206  Pa.  248,  55  Atl.  970;  Philadelphia 
Linen  Co.  v.  Manhattan  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Pa. 
DiBt.  R.  261;  Kinney  v.  Rochester  German 
Ins.  Co.  141  111.  App.  543;  Peterson  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Co.  87  lU.  App.  567,  187  111. 
395,  58  N.  E.  1095,  111  HI.  App.  466;  Wil- 
liamson V.  Warfield,  P.  ft  H.  Co.  136  111. 
App.  168;  Phoenix  Assur.  Co.  v.  Munger 
Improved  Cotton  Mach.  Mfg.  Co.  92  Tex. 
297,  49  S.  W.  222;  Taylor  v.  Insurance  Co. 
of  N.  A.  25  Okla.  92,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  906, 
105  Pac.  354;  Continental  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Daniel,  25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1601,  78  S.  W.  866; 
Southern  Ins.  Co.  v.  Williams,  62  Ark.  382, 


35  S.  W.  1101;  Davidson  ▼.  German  Ins. 
Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  487,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  884, 
65  Atl.  996,  12  Ann.  Cas.  1065;  Webb  v. 
Granite  SUte  F.  Ins.  Co.  164  Mich.  139, 
129  N.  W.  19;  Schwarzchild  ft  S.  Co.  y. 
Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  115  Fed.  653;  El  Paso  Re- 
duction Co.  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  121 
Fed.  937. 

The  statement  in  the  cancelation  notice, 
that  the  premium  due  would  be  held  subject 
to  the  order  of  the  insured  and  the  return 
of  this  policy,  is  not  sufficient. 

Tisdell  y.  New  Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  155 
N.  Y.  163,  40  L.R.A.  765,  49  N.  E.  664; 
Runkle  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  6  Fed.  143; 
Mohr  ft  k.  Distilling  Co.  v.  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  13 
Fed.  74;  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brooks, 
83  Md.  34,  34  Atl.  373;  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Tewes,  132  HI.  App.  321;  Cooley, 
Briefs  on  Insurance,  2801. 

Stookbridge,   J.,   delivered  the   opinion 
of  the  court: 
This   case  involves  no  conflict  of   testi- 


Co.  y.  Spring  Garden  Ins.  Co.  189  Pa.  255, 
69  Am.  St.  Rep.  810,  42  Atl.  138. 

Accordingly  it  was  held  in  the  above  case 
that  an  affidavit  of  defense  was  insufficient 
which  averred  that  notice  of  cancelation 
was  served  on  the  7th,  where  the  loss  oc- 
curred at  10:30  P.  M.  on  the  12th  of  the 
same  month;  especially  as  the  hour  of  the 
service  of  the  notice  was  not  given.    Ibid. 

Mailing  a  letter  inclosine  policies  for  can- 
celation under  a  provision  in  the  policy  that 
the  "insurance  may  be  terminated  at  any 
time,  at  the  request  of  the  assured/'  will  ef- 
fect such  cancelation  only  when  it  is  actual- 
ly received  by  the  insurer  or  his  representa- 
tive; and  the  policies  will  be  binding  in 
case  of  loss  white  the  letter  is  in  the  mails. 
Crown  Point  Iron  Co.  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  127 
N.  Y.  608,  14  L.R.A.  147,  28  N.  E.  653. 

So,  under  a  statutory  provision  that  the 
insurance  may  be  terminated  by  giving 
written  notice  to  that  effect  to  the  insurer, 
a  letter  requesting  that  the  insurance  be 
terminated  takes  effect  from  the  time  of  its 
receipt  by  the  insurer,  and  not  from  the 
time  of  ito  being  posted.  Skillings  v.  Royal 
Ins.  Co.  23  Can.  Law  Times  Occ.  N.  294,  2 
Ont.  Week.  Rep.  123,  6  Ont.  L.  Rep.  401, 
affirming  22  Can.  Law  Times  Occ.  N.  258, 
1  Ont.  Week.  Rep.  411,  4  Ont.  L.  Rep.  123. 

In  Arnfeld  v.  Guardian  Assur.  Co.  172 
Pa.  605,  34  Atl.  580,  it  was  held  that  the 
cancelation  of  a  fire  policy  was  effected  im- 
mediately upon  the  taking  by  the  insured 
of  a  policy  in  another  company  for  the 
same  amount,  upon  receiving  notice  that 
the  first  company  intended  to  cancel  their 
policy  within  five  days  in  accordance  with 
its  terms,  where  his  purpose  in  doing  so  was 
not  to  increase  his  insurance,  but  to  sub- 
stitute the  policy  for  that  in  the  first  com- 
pany, notwithstanding  the  loss  occurred 
before  the  expiration  of  the  five  days  after 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  receipt  of  the  notice,  and  the  first  policy 
was  still  in  the  possession  of  the  insured, 
and  the  insured  had  the  right  to  take  out 
additional  insurance  if  he  saw  fit. 

But  the  mere  procurement  of  another 
policy  on  the  same  property  and  for  the 
same  amount,  after  the  notice  and  within 
the  five-day  limit,  does  not  disclose  an  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  insured  to  can- 
cel the  earlier  policy,  or  to  relieve  the  com- 
pany from  liability  thereon;  but  to  have 
such  effect  the  insured  must  have  consent- 
ed and  agreed  to  the  cancelation  and  the 
substitution  of  the  later  for  the  earlier  pol- 
icy. Scheel  v.  German-American  Ins.  Co. 
228  Pa.  44,  76  Atl.  607. 

So  a  delivery  by  the  insured  of  a  policy 
to  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  new 
policy  issued  in  lieu  thereof  does  not  effect  a 
cancelation  until  the  new  policy  is  issued, 
where  it  is  clear  that  such  was  the  inten- 
tion of  the  mrties.  Hickey  v.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  92  Hun,  192,  36  N.  Y.  Supp.  329. 

Of  course  there  may  be  an  immediate 
cancelation  by  a  subsequent  agreement, 
though  the  policy  provides  for  the  giving  of 
notice  for  a  certain  number  of  days.  Home 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Chattahoochee  Lumber  Co.  126 
Ga.  334,  65  S.  E.  11  (five  days'  notice); 
Cox  V.  'Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  133  Ga. 
176,  65  S.  E.  409  (thirty  days  notice) ; 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tewes,  132  111.  App. 
321 ;  Rosen  v.  German  Alliance  Ins.  Co.  100 
Me.  229,  76  Atl..  688  (ten  days'  notice) : 
Springer  v.  Anglo-Nevada  Assur.  Corp.  33 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  643,  11  N.  Y.  Supp.  533. 

And  a  reply  letter  accepting  a  proposition 
for  the  cancelation  of  the  policy  takes  ef- 
fect from  the  time  it  is  sent.  Home  Ins.  Co. 
y.  Chattahoochee  Lumber  Co.  126  Ga.  334, 
55  S.  E.  11.  A*  L«  R« 
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mony,  but  raises  three  questions  of  law, 
upon  the  answer  to  which  its  determination 
depends.  •  The  suit  is  upon  an  insurance 
policy  to  recover  the  amount  named  in  the 
policy;  a  loss  having  occurred  of  the  prop- 
erty insured. 

In  the  brief  and  at  the  oral  argument. 
it  was  urged  on  behalf  of  the  company  that 
there  could  be  no  recovery,  for  the  reason 
that  the  plaintiff  had  offered  no  afi&rmative 
proof  of  the  payment  of  the  premium,  which 
constituted  the  consideration  for  the  issu- 
ance of  the  policy.  A  careful  examination 
of  the  record  fails  to  disclose  that  any  ques- 
tion of  the  payment  of  the  premium  was 
raised  at  the  trial  of  the  case  belpw,  though 
the  payment  of  the  premium  is  recited  in 
the  declaration  to  have  been  made  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  and  the  policy 
offered  in  evidence  recites  as  the  considera- 
tion for  it  **$25  premium."  This  language 
in  the  policy  and  the  recital  in  the  declara- 
tion, in  the  absence  of  any  pleading  or  evi- 
dence denying  the  payment  of  the  premium, 
might  fairly  be  assumed  to  be  an  admission 
of  such  payment,  if  the  question  were  prop- 
erly before  us;  but  article  5,  §  9,  of  the 
Code,  expressly  provides  that  in  no  case 
shall  this  court  "decide  any  point  or  ques- 
tion which  does  not  plainly  appear  by  the 
record  to  have  been  tried  and  decided  by 
the  court  below,"  and  the  numerous  appli- 
cations of  this  provision,  of  which  the  case 
of  Baltimore  v.  Austin,  95  Md.  93,  61  Atl. 
S24,  is  but  an  illustration,  clearly  show 
that  this  defense  to  a  recovery  on  the 
policy,  not  liaving  been  passed  upon  by  the 
court  below,  cannot  properly  be  considered 
upon  an  appeal. 

The  ground  of  defense  upon  the  part  of 
the  company  is  the  cancelation  of  the  policy 
before  the  loss  occurred,  and  presents  two 
questions.  The  first  of  these  is  whether 
the  notice,  as  given  by  the  company,  was  a 
sufficient  notice,  and,  if  not,  whether  the 
notice  was  void  in  toto,  or  merelv  defective 
with  regard  to  a  matter  which  the  period 
that  intervened  between  the  notice  and  the 
loss  may  have  cured ;  and,  -secondly,  wheth- 
er a  return  or  tender  of  the  pro  rata  por- 
tion of  the  piemium  was  a  prerequisite  to 
a  valid  cancelation  of  the  policy.  The 
clause  providing  for  cancelation  was  what 
is  known  as  the  New  York  standard  form, 
and  reads  as  follows:  "This  policy  shall  be 
canceled  at  any  time  at  the  request  of  the 
insured;  or  by  the  company  by  giving  five 
days'  notice  of  such  cancelation.  If  the 
policy  shall  be  canceled  as  hereinbefore 
provided,  or  becomes  void  or  ceases,  the 
premium  having  been  actually  paid,  the  un- 
earned portion  shall  be  returned  on  sur- 
render of  this  policy  or  last  renewal;  this 
company  retaining  the  customary  short 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


rate;  except  that  when  this  policy  is  can- 
celed  by  this  company  by  giving  notioe  it 
shall  retain  only  the  pro  rata  premium." 

The  notice  in  this  case  bore  date  July  15, 
'09,  and  was  as  follows:  "The  German 
Union  Fire  Insurance  Company  herewith 
gives  five  days'  formal  notice  of  its  inten* 
tion  to  cancel  policy  No.  35,069  issued  to 
owner  and  mortgagee  for  $1,000,  covering 
property  located  at  48-54  River  street, 
Cleveland,  Ohio,  in  accordance  with  the 
stipulations  and  provisions  embraced  in 
lines  Nos.  51  to  55,  both  inclusive  of  the 
printed  conditions  of  said  policy,  to  wit." 
Then  follows  a  transcript  of  the  cancelation 
clause  of  the  policy,  after  which  the  notioe 
continues :  "Please  take  notice  that  all  lia- 
bility of  said  company  under  said  policy 
will  absolutely  cease  at  noon  July  20,  '09, 
unless  surrender  thereof  to  the  company  be 
made  sooner,  and  that  the  unearned  pre- 
mium due,  if  .any,  will  be  held  subject  to 
your  order  and  return  of  the  policy." 

This  notice  was  mailed  in  Baltimore,  by 
registered  moil,  on  the  day  of  its  date,  July 
15,  1909,  as  appeared  from  the  registration 
receipt  issued  by  the  Baltimore  postoffioe. 
The  return  card,  showing  the  receipt  of  this 
notice  by  the  addressee,  offered  in  evidence, 
shows  the  date  of  delivery  of  the  notice  of 
cancelation  to  have  been  July  17,  1909.  The 
insured,  therefore,  from  the  face  of  the 
papers,  had  not  five,  but  three,  days'  notice 
of  the  intention  of  the  appellant  company 
to  cancel  the  policy.  What  happened  after 
that  does  not  very  clearly  appear  from  the 
record,  but  apparently  the  policy  was  can- 
celed at  some  date,  presumably  the  20th  of 
July,  1909,  upon  the  records  of  the  com- 
pany; but  no  notice  of  the  fact  of  cancela- 
tion was  ever  communicated  to  the  appellee. 
In  this  condition  of  facts,  the  relative  posi- 
tions of  the  parties  are  well  defined  by  the 
opinion  rendered  by  this  court  in  the  case 
of  the.  American  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Brooks,  83 
Md.  22,  34  Atl.  373,  where,  in  a  similar 
case,  it  was  said  that,  "if  it  shall  be  can- 
celed by  the  company,  the  clause  further 
provides  that  if  the  premium  has  been  paid 
the  'unearned  portion  shall  be  returned  on 
surrender  of  the  policy,'  etc.,  'except  that 
when  the  policy  is  canceled  by  this  company 
by  giving  notice  it  shall  retain  only  the  pro 
rata  premium.  These  are  conditions  upon 
which  the  right  of  the  company  to  cancel 
rests;  they  must  be  strictly  construed  and 
strictly  performed.  Runkle  ▼.  Citizens'  Ins. 
Co.  (C.  C.)  6  Fed.  143;  Lattan  ▼.  Royal  Ins. 
Co.  45  N.  J.  L.  463.  Five  days'*  notice 
.  .  .  is  therefore  a  condition  precedent. 
.  .  .  It  is  clear  that  the  mere  service  of 
such  a  notice  as  this,  if  the  premium  had 
in  fact  been  paid  or  the  insured  was  charge- 
able with  its  receipt,  would  not  ipso  facto 
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work  a  cancelation.    The  policy  would  have    In  the  Federal  courts,  there  has  been  a  gen 


to  be  canceled  by  the  insurer  by  some  act 
clearly  indicating  that  he  had  done  so; 
.  .  .  and  this  act  could  not  be  effectually 
performed  under  the  provisions  of  the  'pol- 
icy until  the  five  days  had  expired." 

In  the  Brooks  Case,  the  notice  was  not 
received  by  the  insured  until  one  day  before 
the  time  named  for  cancelation,  and  it  is 
said  that  "this  was  not  within  the  right  re- 
served in  the  policy,  and  was  an  utterly  void 
act.  Had  the  attempt  to  cancel  been  made 
later  on,  another  question  would  have  aris- 
en, upon  which  we  have  now  no  occasion 
to  comment.  No  other  attempt  was  made, 
and  what  was  done  .  •  .  was  nugatory 
and  void." 

This  language  is  equally  applicable  in 
every  respect  with  regard  to  the  conditions 
contained  in  the  policy  and  the  notice  given, 
or  attempted  to  be  given,  in  the  case  before 
us,  and  would  of  itself  be  necessarily  con- 
clusive of  this  case,  without  some  evidence 
tending  to  show  a  cancelation  in  fact,  not 
earlier  than  July  22,  of  which  the  insured 
had  notice,  or  a  waiver  upon  the  part  of 
the  insured;  and  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
such  waiver.  To  effect  a  valid  cancelation 
of  a  policy,  there  must  be  a  present  purpose 
carried  out,  not  a  mere  intent  of  future 
action  (Chrisman  &  S.  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Hartford 
F.  Ins.  Co.  76  Mo.  App.  310) ;  or,  as  was 
said  in  John  R.  Davis  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hart- 
ford F.  Ins.  Co.  96  Wis.  226,  37  L.R.A.  131, 
70  N.  W.  84,  "there  must  be  an  actual 
notice  of  cancelation  .  .  .  not  a  mere 
notice  of  a  desire  to  cancel,  or  a  notice  that 
the  policy  will  be  canceled,  or  a  notice  to 
cancel;  and  the  notice  must  be  served  on  or 
given  to  the  proper  person." 

There  remains  to  be  considered  that  which 
is  probably  the  most  important  question  in 
the  case,  to  wit,  whether  a  return  or  tender 
of  the  pro  rata  part  of  the  premium  was  a 
prerequisite  to  any  valid  cancelation  of  the 
policy.  In  the  very  able  argument  and 
briefs   submitted    in   this   case,   practically 


eral  uniformity  of  decisions  to  the  effect 
that  the  return  or  tender  of  the  pro  rata 
portion  of  the  premium,  where  the  notice 
of  the  cancelation  had  been  given  by  the 
company,  is  not  a  prerequisite  or  condition' 
precedent  to  the  termination  of  the  policy, 
and  the  same  view  has  been  adopted  in  New 
Jersey,  Iowa,  and  Michigan.  Davidson  v. 
German  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  487,  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  884,  66  Atl.  996,  12  Ann.  Cas.  1066; 
Parsons  v.  Northwestern  Nat.  Ins.  Co.  133 
Iowa,  532,  110  N.  W.  907;  Webb  v.  Granite 
State  F.  Ins.  Co.  164  Mich.  139,  129  N. 
W.  19. 

A  contrary  view  was  expressed  by  the 
court  of  appeals  of  New  York  in  the  case 
of  Nitsch  V.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  162  N. 
Y.  635,  46  N.  E.  1149,  cited  in  Davidson 
V.  German  Ins.  Co.  74  N.  J.  L.  487,  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  886,  65  Atl.  996,  12  Ann.  Cas. 
10G5,  and  this  was  followed  later  by  the 
case  of  Tisdell  v.  New  Hampshire  F.  Ins. 
Co.  165  N.  Y.  163,  40  L.R.A.  766,  49  N.  E. 
664.  This  latter  case  is  chiefly  noteworthy 
for  the  dissenting  opinion,  filed  by  Parker, 
Ch.  J.,  and  which  dissenting  opinion  has 
been  the  basis  of  most  of  the  adjudication 
since,  which  have  taken  the  view  that  the 
return  or  tender  of  the  pro  rata  portion  of 
the  unearned  premium  was  not  a  prerequi- 
site to  cancelation.  The  prevailing  view  in 
the  Tisdell  Case,  however,  that  such  return 
or  tender  was  a  condition  precedent  was 
reaffirmed  by  a  unanimous  court  in  the  case 
of  Buckley  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  188  N.  Y. 
399,  13  L.RA.(N.S.)  889,  81  N.  E.  165; 
and,  while  the  inferior  courts  of  New  York 
have  not  always  followed  those  cases,  be- 
cause of  some  slight  variation  of  phrase- 
ology of  the  cancelation  clause,  as  in  the 
case  of  Walthear  v.  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins. 
Co.  2  App.  Div.  328,  37  N.  Y.  Supp.  867, 
they  have  never  denied  the  principle,  but 
have  sought  to  distinguish  the  cases  before 
them  by  reason  of  the  varied  phraseology. 

The  conclusion  of  the  New  York  court  of 


all  of  the  authorities  in  this  country  in  any  >  appeals,   as  announced   in   Tisdell  v.   New 


way  bearing  upon  this  question  have  been 
presented  to  the  court,  and  those  authori- 
ties present  some  divergence  of  views.  The 
cancelation  clause  has  not  been  uniform  in 
all  policies,  and  in  a  number  of  cases  which 
have  passed  upon  this  question  the  decision 
was  rested  upon  a  precise  construction  of 
the  particular  language  of  the  policy  before 
the  court.  In  so  far  as  the  adjudicated 
cases  have  dealt  with  policies  where  the 
cancelation  clause  was  different  from  that 
in  the  standard  form,  they  afford  but  little 
real  assistance  upon  this  question.  Refer- 
ence will  be  made,  therefore,  only  to  cases 
where  the  provision  for  cancelation  was 
identical  with  the  contained  in  this  policy. 


Hampshire  F.  Ins.  Co.  supra,  and  reaffirmed 
in  Buckley  v.  Citizens'  Ins.  Co.  supra,  has 
been  adopted  in  John  R.  Davis  Lumber  Co. 
V.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  96  Wis.  226,  37 
L.R.A.  131,  70  N.  W.  84;  PhcBuix  Assur. 
Co.  V.  Mungcr  Improved  Cotton  Mach.  Mfg. 
Co.  92  Tex.  297,  49  S.  W.  222;  Hartford 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  McKenzie,  70  111.  App.  619; 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cameron,  18  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  237,  45  S.  W.  168;  Peterson  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  87  111.  App.  672;  Pe- 
oria M.  k  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Botto,  47  111.  616; 
iEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Maguire,  51  III.  342;  Hol- 
lingsworth  v.  German  ia,  N.  H.  &  R.  F.  Ins. 
Cos.  46  Ga.  204,  12  Am.  Rep.  679;  Taylor 
V.  Insurance  Co.  of  N.  A.  26  Okla.  9^,  138. 
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Am.  St.  Rep.  906,  105  Pac.  354;  Davison 
y.  London  &  L.  F.  Ins.  Go.  189  Pa.  132,  42 
Atl.  2;  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Tewes,  132 
111.  App.  321;  Williamson  v.  Warfield,  P.  & 
H.  Co.  136  111.  App.  168;  Kinney  v.  Roch- 
ester German  Ins.  Co.  141  III.  App.  543; 
and  the  same  view  is  adopted  by  such  text 
writers  as  ^ay,  Wood,  Joyce,  and  Cooley. 

While  some  of  these  cases  have  been  de- 
cided by  divided  courts,  nevertheless  the 
great  weight  of  authority  is  in  support  of 
the  view  that  the  return  or  tender  of  the 
unearned  premium  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  of  cancelation  upon  the  part 
of  the  company,  with  which  view  we  concur. 
Entertaining  this  view  of  the  law  applicable 
to  the  case,  it  does  not  seem  necessary  to 
consider  in  detail  the  several  prayers  pre- 
sented to  the  trial  court;  and  it  will  be 
sufficient  to  say  that  we  find  no  reversible 
error  in  the  rulings  of  the  learned  judge 
who  heard  this  case.  The  judgment-  will 
therefore  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  ap- 
pellee. 


name  on  a  negotiable  promissory  note,  with- 
out "clearly  indicating,  by  appropriate 
words,  his  intention  to  be  bound  in  some 
other  capacity,"  his  rights  and  obligations 
are.  those  of  an  indorser,  and  the  maker  of 
the  note  is  the  primary  and  principal  debt- 
or. When,  therefore,  a  party  who  is  con- 
demned by  a  judgment  for  a  certain  amount 
executes  his  note  which  is  indorsed  by  other 
parties  (who  have  been  condemned  by  the 
same  judgment  as  his  sureties),  for  the 
purpose  of  borrowing  money  with  which  to 
pay  such  judgment,  the  proceeds  of  the  dis- 
count must  be  regarded  as  loaned  to  the 
maker,  and  the  payment  as  such  proceeds 
in  satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  as  a  pay- 
ment by  the  maker. 
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A.  N.  SAMPLE,  Applicant  for  Certiorari. 

(123  La.  791,  49  So.  526.) 

Subrogation  *  Jndgmerit  -^  clafmant. 

1.  Where  one,  not  the  maker,  places  his 

Headnotes  by  Monboe,  J. 


Mortgage  —  destruction  —  merger  — 
Yival. 

2.  Whilst  one  cannot  be,  at  the  same  time, 
owner  and  mortgagee  of  the  same  property, 
if  the  title  which,  apparently  conveying  per- 
fect ownership,  is  supposed  to  destroy  the 
mortgage  by  confusion,  turns  out  to  be  no 
title  or  an  imperfect  title,  the  mortgage, 
which  was  suspended,  and  thus  apparently 
destroyed,  upon  the  assumption  of  perfect 
ownership,  revives;  the  cause  of  its  sus- 
pension and  supposed  destruction  no  longer 
existing.  "The  effect  cannot  have  a  longer 
duration  than  the  cause." 

(April  26,  1909.)' 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  certiorari 
to  review  a  judgment  of  the  (}ourt  of 
Appeal,  Second  Circuit,  reversing  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Judicial  District  Court  for  the 
Parish  of  Caddo  in  defendant's  favor  in  an 
action  brought  to  subject  certain  lands  to 
a  judgment  lien.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Note,  —  Merger  of  mortgage  hy  convey- 
ance front  mortgagor  to  mortgagee  or 
revival  thereof  after  etich  cotweyance, 
where  there  are  intermediate  encwm^ 

i     Itranoes  upon  the  property. 

I.  General  rule,   834. 
.II.  Merger  as  a  question  of  intention. 

a.  In  genera],  837. 

b.  Where  mortgage  is  discharged  or 

surrendered. 

1.  Doctrine    that    discharge    or 
,  surrender  does  not  affect  pri- 
ority, 838. 

2.  Doctrine  that  priority  is  lost, 

840. 
8.  Where  discharge  is  procured 

by  fraud,  841. 
4.  Where     mortgage    previously 

assigned  as  collateral,  841. 
'   e.  Where  mortgagee  gives  or  receiver 
additional  consideration,  841. 

d.  Where   deed   to  mortgagee   is   in- 

valid, 842. 

e.  Recitals  in  deed,  842. 

f.  Where  int^Qtiox)  ip  expressed,  843, 
89  LJLA.(N.S.) 


jr.  Qeneral  rule. 

For  a  discussion  of  the  question  of  re- 
vival of  or  subrogation  to  a  discharged 
mortgage  in  favor  of  the  assignee  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  who  pays  it  as  against 
junior  lien,  see  note  in  16  L.R.A.(K.S.)  470. 

See  also  note  in  58  L.R.A.  788,  on  right 
to  reinstatement  of  mortgage  when  released 
or  discharged  by  mistake. 

The  general  rule  is  that  the  lesser  estate 
in  land  will  merge  in  the  greater  whenever 
the  two  estates  are  owned  by  the  same  per^ 
son.  lliis  rule,  however,  does  not  apply 
where  such  merger  would  be  inimical  to  the 
interests  of  the  owner,  hence,  unless  an  in- 
tention to  merge  with  knowledge  of  a 
junior  lien  or  liens  clearly  appears,  no  mer- 
ger results  from  the  acquirement  by  the 
holder  of  the  senior  mortgage  of  the  inter- 
ests of  the  mortgagor,  and  the  senior  mort- 
gage retains  its  priority  as  against  all  jun- 
ior or  intervening  liens  upon  the  mortgaged 
property;  and  this  is  true  whether  the  in- 
terest of  the  mortgagor  is  the  legal  title  te 
the  Und  or  the  mere  equity  of  redemption. 
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Messrs.  Hall  &  Jack,  for  applicant: 
Where  a  creditor  holds  a  first  duly  re- 
corded conventional  mortgage  upon  real 
estate  for  much  more  than  its  value,  and 
his  debtor  transfers  the  property  to  such 
creditor,  the  consideration  being  such  first 
mortgage  debt,  and  such  creditor  has  to 
relinquish  the  property  to  be  sold  under 
execution  made  upon  him  at  the  suit  of 
a  junior  mortgage  creditor  by  hypothecary 
actibn  against  him  as  a  third  possessor,  the 
mortgage  rights  of  such  creditor,  which  he 
held  on  the  property  before  his  possession 
of  it,  are  renewed,  after  his  relinquishment 
or  after  the  sale  under  execution  made 
upon  him. 

Millaudon  v.  Allard,  2  La.  547;  ChafTe  y. 
Morgan,  30- La.  Ann.  1307;  New  Orleans 
Ins.  Asso.  y.  Labranche,  31  La.  Ann.  841; 


Spencer  y.  Goodman,  33  La.  Ann.  909; 
Gates  y.  Gaither,  46  La.  Ann.  286,  15  So. 
50;  St.  Charles  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Fairex,  46 
La.  Ann.  1030,  15  So.  421;  Harrison  y. 
Ottman,  111  La.  740,  35  So.  844;  Merlin, 
Repertoire  13,  Verbo«  Subrogation  de  Per- 
sonnes,  |  4. 

Messrs.  T.  Alexander,  J.  A.  Thigpen, 
and  S.  Ii«  Herold,  for  respondents: 

The  conventional  mortgage  was  com- 
pletely extinguished  by  the  purchase  by 
the  mortgagee  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

Copes  y.  Guillebeau,  34  La.  Ann.  1036; 
Murphy  y.  Factor's  k  T.  {ns.  Co.  33  La. 
Ann.  463;  Wilmot  v.  The  Ouachita  Belle, 
32  La.  Ann.  611;  Mcllvaine  v.  Legare,  34 
La.  Ann.  926;  Chaffe  v.  Ludeling,  34  La. 
Ann.  967;  Abbeville  Rice  Mill  Co.  v.  Sham- 
baugh,  115  La.  1047,  40  So.  453. 


U.  S. — Factors'  k  T.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Murphy, 
111  U.  S.  738,  28  L.  ed.  582,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
679. 

Ala. — Fouche  v.  Swain,  80  Ala.  151. 

Ark. — Cbhn  v.  Hoffman,  46  Ark.  376; 
Garretson  v.  White,  69  Ark.  603,  65  S.  W. 
116. 

Cal. — ^Brooks  v.  Rice,  56  Cal.  428 ;  Rumpp 
V.  Gerkens,  59  Cal.  496;  Scrivner  v.  Dietz, 
84  Cal.  295,  24  Pac.  171;  Davis  v.  Randall, 
117  Cal.  12,  48  Pac.  906;  Hines  v.  Ward, 
121  Cal.  115,  53  Pac.  427. 

Colo. — Fassett  v.  Mulock,  6  Colo.  466. 

Fla.-~McAdow  v.  Wacliob,  45  Fla.  482,  33 
So.  702. 

Ga.— Woodside  v.  Lippold,  113  Ga  877,  84 
Am.  St.  267,  39  S.  £.  400;  Coleman  &  B.  Co. 
V.  Rice,  115  Ga.  510,  42  S.  £.  5. 

111.— Campbell  v.  Carter,  14  111.  289;  Jar- 
vis  y.  Frink,  14  111.  398;  Fitts  v.  Davis,  42 
111.  391;  Edgerton  v.  Young,  43  111.  464; 
Fowler  v.  Fay,  62  111.  375;  Huebsch  v. 
Scheel,  81  111.  281;  Richardson  v.  Hocken- 
hull,  85  111.  124;  Worcester  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Cheeney,  87  111.  602;  Shaver  v.  Williams, 
87  111.  469;  Rogers  v.  Herron,  92  111.  583; 
Lowman  v.  Lowman,  118  III.  582,  9  N.  E. 
245;  Watson  v.  Gardner,  119  111.  312,  10  N. 
£.  192;  Moffet  v.  Farwell,  222  111.  543,  78 
N.  E.  925. 

Ind.— Trost  v.  Davis,  31  Ind.  34;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Essex,  84  Ind.  144;  Hanlon  v. 
Doherty,  109  Ind.  37,  9  N.  E.  782;  Coburn 
y.  Stephens,  137  Ind.  683,  45  Am.  St.  Rep. 
218,  36  N.  E.  132;  Chase  v.  Van  Meter,  140 
Ind.  321,  39  N.  E.  455;  Swatts  v.  Bowen, 
141  Ind.  322,  40  N.  E.  1057. 

Iowa — ^Wickersham  v.  Reeves,  1  Iowa, 
413;  Vannice  v.  Bergen,  16  Iowa,  555,  85 
Am.  Dec.  531;  Lyon  v.  Mcllvaine,  24  Iowa, 
9;  Linscott  v.  Lamart,  46  Iowa,  312;  Stimp- 
son  y.  Pease,  53  Iowa,  572,  5  N.  W.  760; 
Pike  v.  Gleason,  60  Iowa,  150,  14  N.  W.  210; 
Weidner  v.  Thompson,  69  Iowa,  36,  28  N. 
W.  422;  Smith  y.  Swan,  69  Iowa,  412,  29 
N.  W.  402;  Gray  v.  Nelson,  77  Iowa,  63,  41 
N.  W.  566;  Bush  v.  Herring,  113  Iowa,  158, 
84  N.  W.  1036. 

Kan. — Shattuck  v.   Belknap   Sav.   Bank, 
63  Kan.  443,  65  Pac.  643. 
39  L.RJl.(N.S.) 


La. — ^Perret  y.  Sanarens,  26  La.  Ann. 
593.. 

Me. — Freeman  v.  Paul,  3  Me.  260,  14  Am. 
Dee.  237;  Carll  y.  Butman,  7  Me.  102; 
Thompson  v.  Chandler,  7  Me.  381 ;  Crosby  v. 
Chase,  17  Me.  369;  Campbell  v.  Knights,  24 
Me.  332. 

Mass. — ^New  England  Jewelry  Co.  v. 
Merriam,  2  Allen,  390;  Tucker  v.  Crowley, 
127  Mass.  402;  Keith  v.  Wheeler,  159  Mass. 
163,  34  N.  E.  174. 

Mich. — Snyder  y.  Snyder,  6  Mich.  470; 
Cooper  v.  Bigly,  13  Mich.  463;  Tower  v. 
Divine,  37  Mich.  443;  Cook  v.  Foster,  96 
Mich.  610,  55  N.  W.  1019;  Gibbs  v.  John- 
son, 104  Mich.  120,  62  N.  W.  145;  Quick 
y.  Raymond,  116  Mich.  15,  74  N.  W.  189. 

Mo. — Collins  V.  Stocking,  98  Mo.  290,  11 
S.  W.  750;  Wilson  v.  Vanstone,  112  Mo.  315, 
20  S.  W.  612;  Sieberling  v.  Tipton,  113  Mo. 
373,21  S.  W.  4;  Williams  v.  Brownlee,  101 
Mo.  309,  13  S.  W.  1049:  Hayden  v.  Lauffen- 
burger,  157  Mo.  88,  57  S.  W.  721 ;  Walker  v. 
Goodsill,  54  Mo.  App.  631. 

Neb.—Miller  v.  Finn,  1  Neb.  254:  Chap- 
pell  V.  Smith,  50  Neb.  116,  69  N.  W.  748; 
Peterborough  Sav.  Bank  v.  Pierce,  54  Neb. 
712,  75  N.  W.  20;  Topliff  v.  Richardson,  76 
Neb.  1J4,  107  N.  W.  114. 

Nev.— <5rellet  v.  Heilshorn,  4  Nev.  526. 

N.  H.— Stanton  v.  Thompson,  49  N.  H. 
272;  Green  v.  Currier,  63  N.  H.  563,  3  Atl. 
428. 

N.  J.— Parker  v.  Child,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  41 ; 
Hoppock  V.  Ramsey,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  413;  Mul- 
ford  V.  Peterson,  35  N.  J.  L.  127. 

N.  Y. — ^Vanderkemp  v.  Shelton,  11  Paige, 
28;  Sheldon  v.  Edwards,  35  N.  Y.  279; 
Brockway  v.  Tayntor,  5  N.  Y.  S.  R.  73; 
Zarowski  v.  Schroeder,  71  App.  DiV.  626, 
75  N.  Y.  Supp.  1021;  Townsend  v.  Provi- 
dent Realty  Co.  110.  App.  Div.  226,  96  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1091. 

Ohio— Bell  v.  Tenny,  29  Ohio  St.  240. 

Or. — Watson  v.  Dundee  Mortg.  &  Trust 
Invest.  Co.  12  Or.  474,  8  Pac.  548;  Katz  v. 
Obenchain,  48  Or.  352,  120  Am.  St.  Rep. 
821,  85  Pac.  617. 

Pa.— Hatz's  Appeal,  40  Pa.  209;  Pease  y. 
Doane,  33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  6. 
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LOUISIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Monroe,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  appears  that  the  defendant,  A.  N. 
Sample,  held  a  mortgage  for  nearly  $60,000 
on  Cotton  Point  Plantation,  in  Red  river 
parish,  executed  by  the  owners,  Mrs.  Sophie 
R.  Stringefellow,  H.  C.  Stringfellow,  and 
Miss  Georgia  Robinson;  that  in  October* 
1906,  Samuel  Light  obtained  judgment  for 
$1,000,  with  interest,  against  the  parties 
last  named  as  makers,  and  against  the 
plaintiffs  herein,  J.  C.  Pugh  and  J.  D.  Wil- 
kinson, as  indorsers,  of  a  promissory  note; 
that  H.  C.  Stringfellow  furnished  in  cash 
part  of  the  money  needed  to  pay  the  judg- 
ment so  obtained,  and,  in  order  to  get  the 
balance,  executed  another  note,  which  was 
also  indorsed  by  Pugh  and  Wilkinson,  and 


was  discounted  by  one  of  the  banks,  the 
proceeds  being  placed  to  the  credit  of  the 
account  of  Wilkinson,  who  thereupon  drew 
his  check  in  payment  of  the  judgment. 
When  the  note  last  mentioned  matured, 
Stringfelow  paid  the  interest  and  sub- 
stituted  another  note  similarly  indorsed,  in 
its  place,  and  the  same  thing  was  done, 
from  time  to  time,  until  February,  1908, 
when  Pugh  and  Wilkinson  paid  the  note 
maturing  at  that  time,  amounting  to 
$791,38.  In  this  connection,  we  make  the 
following  excerpts  from  the  testimony  of 
Mr.  Wilkinson:  After  stating  that  String- 
fellow furnished  some  cash  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  judgment,  he  says:  'The  bal- 
ance of  the  money  was  raised  on  a  note 


Tex. — Silliman  v.  Gammage,  65  Tex.  366. 

Vt.— Belknap  v.  Dennison,  61  Vt.  620,  17 
Atl.  738;  Howard  v.  Clark,  71  Vt.  424,  76 
Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  45  Atl.  1042. 

Wash.— Hitchcock  V.  Nixon,  16  Wash.  281, 
47  Pac.  412;  Fitch  v.  Appelgate,  24  Wash. 
26,  64  Pac.  147. 

Wis.— Scott    V.    Webster,    44    Wis.    186. 

Eng. — Forbes  v.  Moffatt,  18  Ves.  Jr.  384, 
11  Revised  Rep.  222, 17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  380; 
Adams  v.  Angell,  L.  R.  5  Ch.  Div.  634,  46 
L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  352,  36  L.  T.  N.  S.  334,  Hay- 
den  v.  Kirkpatrick,  34  Beav.  645,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  836,  13  L.  T.  N.  S.  56,  13  Week.  Rep. 
1010. 

Where  a  person  holding  the  mortgage  in 
trust  for  another  receives  a  deed  of  the 
property  in  trust  for  a  different  person, 
there  is  no  merger.  Scrivner  v.  Dietz,  84 
Cal.  295,  24  Pac.  171. 

A  distinction  is  made  in  Weidner  v. 
Thompson,  69  Iowa,  36,  28  N.  W.  422,  be- 
tween the  doctrine  of  merger  as  applied  to 
a  mortgagee  who  accepts  a  deed  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  a  subsequent  pur- 
chaser from  such  mortgagee,  and  while,  as 
to  the  former,  it  is  said  that  the  estates 
are  not  merged  as  against  a  junior  encum- 
brance, yet,  as  to  the  latter,  they  are  held 
to  be  merged;  and  it  is  pointed  out  that 
the  purchaser  from  the  mortgagee  does  not 
stand  in  the  position  of  a  mortgagee  ac- 
quiring the  mortgaged  land,  since  he  did 
not  purchase  the  mortgage  debt,  and  the 
mortgage  note  and  debt  were  not  trans- 
ferred to  him,  but  were  canceled.  It  is  not 
intended  in  this  note  to  consider  the  ques- 
tion of  merger  as  to  purchasers  from  the 
mortgagee,  or  as  to  subsequent  purchasers 
or  encumbrancers  from  the  mortgagor,  re- 
lying upon  the  recorded  discharge  of  the  en- 
cumbrance held  by  the  senior  mortgagee, 
since  such  cases  as  a  rule  raise  the  question 
whether  purchasers  or  encumbrancers  from 
the  mortgagor  have  a  right  to  rely  upon 
the  record,  especially  where  the  record  al- 
so discloses  a  deed  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty from  the  mortgagor  to  the  mortgagee, 
and  assume  therefrom  that  the  titles  have 
met  in  the  mortgagee  and  have  merged. 

Where  the  mortgagor  executes  a  convey- 
,39  Ji,R.A.(N.S.) 


ance  of  the  mortgaged  land  to  the  mort- 
gagee, upon  the  latter's  agreement  to  cancel 
the  note  and  mortgage,  the  latter,  after  hav- 
ing been  in  possession  of  the  property  for 
sometime  under  the  conveyance,  is  entitled 
to  have  his  title  cleared  as  to  d  junior  en- 
cumbrance of  which  he  had  no  knowledge  at 
the  time  he  released  his  note  and  mortgage, 
it  appearing  that  the  amount  due  on  the 
senior  mortgage  exceeds  the  value  of  the 
lien.  Garretson  y.  White,  69  Ark.  603,  65 
S.  W.  115. 

A  junior  mortgagee  cannot  eontiplain 
where  the  senior  mortgagee  takes  a  convey- 
ance of  the  legal  title  to  the  mortgaged 
premises,  where  the  amount  due  on  the 
mortgage  exceeds  the  value  of  the  land. 
Perret  v.  Sanarens,  26  La.  Ann.  593. 

It  does  not  constitute  a  merger  where  the 
mortgagor  practises  fraud  and  deceit  on  the 
mortgagee  in  inducing  the  latter  to  accept 
a  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  properly. 
Cook  v.  Foster,  96  Mich.  610,  66  N.  W. 
1019. 

Since  a  claimant  cannot  rely  upon  a  mort- 
gage though  it  is  prior  in  date  to  a  judg- 
ment, in  a  claim  of  title,  to  defeat  the  title 
of  the  judgment  creditor  based  on  an  execu- 
tion sale,  a  deed  of  the  property  to  the  mort- 
gagee subsequently  to  the  judgment  is  of  no 
avail  in  behalf  of  the  latter.  Maclntyre  v. 
Ferst,  101  Ga.  682,  28  S.  E.  989. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  mortgage  is  ex- 
tinguished by  the  acquirement  by  the  mort- 
gagee of  the  mortgaged  property  at  a  trus- 
tee's sale  in  bankruptcy,  and  hence  such 
mortgage  is  no  defense  to  the  lien  of  a 
junior  mortgage.  Murphy  y.  Factors'  &  T. 
Ins.  Co.  33  La.  Ann.  454. 

In  South  Carolina  a  merger  will  be  held 
to  result  from  the  acquirement  by  the  mort- 
gagee of  the  equity  of  redemption,  unless 
there  has  been  an  express  agreement  to  the 
contrary.  Agnew  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R 
Co.  24  S.  C.  18,  58  Am.  Rep.  237.  Apply- 
ing this  rule,  it  has  been  held  to  constitute 
a  merger  for  the  mortgagee  to  accept  a  con- 
veyance of  the  mortgaged,  premises  in  satis- 
faction of  the  mor^agor's  debt,  where  he 
formally  delivers  up  the  note  and' mortgsge, 
although  he  accepts  the  conveyance  and  de- 
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signed    by    Judge    Fugh    and    myself    and 
H.  G.  Stringfellow,  I  think  as  agent." 

Cross-examination : 

Q.  Have  you  any  of  those  notes? 

A.  I  have  but  one,  and  that  is  the  last 
one. 

Q.  Mr.  Wilkinson,  they  are  all  made  the 
same  way  that  this  one  is  made? 

A.  Yes,  sir;  similar  to  that  one.  I  would 
not  be  sure  that  Stringfellow  signed  them 
all  as  agent. 

Q.  This  one  appears  to  be  signed  as 
agent? 

A.  YeS|  sir;  the  first  note  was  for  more 
than  that  amount,  and  that  occurred  [re- 
sulted?] in  my  overpaying  the  judgment 
$100,  and  after  I  found  it  out  Mr.  Land 


gave  me  his  check*  and  that  note  had  credit 
for  that   amount.     I  think   it  was   $100. 

Q.  The  notes  were  all  similar  to  this 
in  form,  and  indorsed,  unless  some  were 
signed  H.  C.  Stringfellow,  without  say- 
ing "Agent?" 

A.  Yes,  sir;  The  first  note  was  indorsed 
by  Judge  Pugh  himself.  I  indorsed  some 
of  the  notes  afterwards,  per  me. 

There  is  no  suggestion  that  Stringfellow 
was  acting  for  anyone  else  than  himself, 
his  wife,  and  Miss  Robinson.  In  the  mean- 
while (between  the  date  of  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  and  the  payment  of  the  last 
note,  that  is  to  say,  in  March,'  1907)  the 
judgment  had  been  recorded,  and  is  said 
to  have  taken  effect  as  a  judicial  mortgage. 


livers  up  the  instrument  of  indebtedness  in 
ignorance  of  junior  liens  upon  the  land. 
Bleckeley  v.  Branyan,  26  S.  C.  424,  2  S.  £. 
319. 

The  doctrine  of  these  cases  is  questioned 
in  Glenn  v.  Rudd,  68  S.  C.  102,  102  Am.  St. 
Rep.  659,  46  S.  E.  555,  and  it  is  said  that 
this  view  is  at  variance  with  most  other 
jurisdictions,  and  Indeed  not  in  accordance 
with  the  authorities  cited  with  approval  in 
the  leading  opinion  in  Agnew  v.  Charlotte, 
('.  &  A.  R.  Co.;  and  the  court  points  out 
that  "even  in  those  states  where,  as  in  this 
state,  the  mortgagee  has  not  title  to  the 
land,  but  merely  a  lien  for  the  debt,  it  has 
been  generally  held  that  a  merger  will  not 
result  from  conveyance  of  the  land  to  the 
mortgagee,  where  there  is  an  intervening 
encumbrance,  even  where  there  is  no  evi- 
dence of  any  agreement  to  that  effect,  be- 
cause, unless  there  is  actual  proof  of  an  in- 
tention to  satisfy  the  mortgage,  it  is  pre- 
sumed the  mortgagee  does  not  intend  to 
release  his  security  when  it  is  necessary  for 
his  protection  against  such  intervening  en- 
cumbrance." 

//.  Merger  as  a  question  of  intention. 

a.  In  general. 

Although  the  mortgaged  property  is  sub- 
ject to  junior  liens,  generally  the  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  a  senior  mortgage  is 
merged  in  a  subsequently  acquired  equity  of 
redemption  or  title  to  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty is  to  be  determined  from  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  Brooks  v.  Rice,  56  Cal.  428; 
Huebsch  v.  Scheel,  81  111.  281;  Richardson 
V.  Hockenhull,  85  111.  124;  Worcester  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Cheeney,  87  111.  602;  Lowman  v. 
Lowman,  118  111.  582,  9  N.  E.  245;  Chase 
V.  Van  Meter,  140  Ind.  321,  39  N.  E.  455; 
Swatts  V.  Bowen,  141  Ind.  322,  40  N.  E. 
1057;  Wickersham  v.  Reeves,  1  Iowa,  413; 
Lyon  V.  Mcllvaine,  24  Iowa,  9;  Linscott  v. 
I^amart,  46  Iowa,  312;  Pike  v.  Gleason,  60 
Iowa.  150,  14  N.  W.  210;  Shattuck  v.  Belk- 
nap Sav.  Bank,  63  Kan.  443,  65  Pac.  643; 
Williams  v.  Brownlee,  101  Mo.  309,  13  S. 
W.  1049;  Hayden  v.  Lauffenburger,  157  Mo. 
88,  57  S.  W.  721;  Walker  v.  Goodsill,  54 
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Mo.  App  631;  Mulford  v.  Peterson,  36  N. 
J.  L.  127;  Townsend  v.  Provident  Realty 
Co.  110  App.  Div.  226,  96  N.  Y.  Supp.  1091; 
Howard  v.  Clark,  71  Vt.  424,  76  Am.  St. 
Rep.  782,  45  Atl.  1042. 

The  mortgage  will  be  kept  alive  in  favor 
of  the  mortgagee  if  this  appears  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  parties,  and  jus- 
tice is  thereby  subserved.  Mulford  v.  Peter- 
son, 35  N.  J.  L.  127. 

In  Factors'  &  T.  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Murphy,  111 
U.  S.  738,  28  L.  ed.  582,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  679, 
the  doctrine  is  asserted  that  "where  an  en- 
cumbrancer by  mortgage  or  otherwise  be- 
comes the  owner  of  the  legal  title  or  of  the 
equity  of  redemption,  the  merger  will  not 
be  held  to  take  place  if  it  be  apparent  that 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  owner,  or  if, 
in  the  absence  of  any  intention,  said  merger 
was  against  his  manifest  interest." 

Unless  the  intention  to  merge  is  expressly 
stated,  in  many  jurisdictions,  the  rule  ob- 
tains that  where  there  is  an  intervening  en- 
cumbrance, it  will  be  presumed,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  that  no  merger  was  intended  by  the 
mortgagee  in  accepting  from  the  mortgagor 
a  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 
Wilson  V.  Vanstone,  112  Mo.  315,  20  S.  W. 
612;  Green  v.  Currier,  63  N.  H.  563,  3  Atl. 
428;  Belknap  v.  Dennison,  61  Vt.  520,  17 
Atl.  738. 

In  Campbell  v.  Knights,  24  Me.  332,  it  is 
stated  as  a  general  rule  that  the  mortgage 
may  be  considered  as  still  subsisting  when 
it  is  for  the  interest  of  the  party  that  it 
should  be,  to  protect  himself  against  an- 
other charge  or  encumbrance  upon  the  es- 
tate; when,  however,  this  presumption 
would  be  inequitable,  or  contrary  to  the 
clear  intention  of  the  parties,  or  conducive 
to  fraud,  the  mortgage  is  regarded  as  ex- 
tinguished. 

This  rule  is  based  upon  the  presumption, 
as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  party  must 
have  intended  to  keep  on  foot  his  mortgage 
title,  when  it  is  essential  to  his  security 
against  an  intervening  title,  or  for  other 
purposes  of  security;  and  it  is  immaterial 
that  the  mortgagee,  through  ignorance  of 
the  intervening  title,  or  through  inadver- 
tence,   actually    discharged    the    mortgage 
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inferior  in  rank  to  the  special  mortgage 
held  by  Sample  on  Cotton  Point  Plan- 
tation, and  in  January,  1908,  the  owners 
and  mortgagors  made  a  conveyance  of  the 
plantation  to  Sample,  in  consideration  of 
the  surrender  and  cancelation  of  the  notes 
held  by  him  and  secured  by  the  mortgage 
mentioned.  In  April  following  Pugh  and 
Wilkinson  brought  this  hypothecary  action 
to  subject  the  plantation  to  the  alleged 
judicial  mortgage  resulting  from  the  in- 
scription of  the  Light  judgment,  to  the 
extent  of  the  $791.38  which  they  had  paid 
in  February, — ^their  position  in  the  matter 
being  that,  it  was  they  who  had  paid  the 
Light  judgment:  that,  by  virtue  of  such 
payment,  they  became  subrogated  to  the 
judicial   mortgage  resulting   from   the   in- 


scription of  that  judgment;  that  upon  the 
conveyance  of  the  mortgaged  property  to 
Sample,  the  superior  mortgage  held  by 
him  became  extinguished  by  confusion,  sjid 
the  judicial  mortgage  thus  held  by  them 
was  advanced  to  the  first  rank,  and  Ib 
now  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  property  as 
though  the  Sample  mortgage  had  never 
existed. 

Defendant,  Sample,  for  answer  denies 
that  plaintiff  paid  the  Light  judgment, 
and  alleges  that  it  was  paid  by  the  other 
judgment  debtors,  and  ceased  from  that 
time  to  be  a  debt.  In  the  alternative, 
and  in  case  the  court  should  hold  that 
the  judgment  in  question  could,  after  thus 
being  paid,  operate  as  a  judicial  mortgage 
on  the  property  of  the  judgment  debtor. 


and  canceled  the  notes,  and  really  intend- 
ed to  extinguish  them;  if  it  is  made  to  ap- 
pear that  such  intervening  title  existed, 
the  law  will  presume  conclusively  that  the 
mortgagee  could  not  have  intended  to  post- 
pone his  mortgage  to  the  subsequent  title. 
Indeed,  it  may  properly  be  said  that  when 
there  is  an  intervening  estate,  there  can  be 
no  merger  from  the  mere  union  of  the 
equitable  and  legal  estates,  since  the  doctrine 
of  merger  springs  from  the  fact  that,  when 
the  entire  equitable  and  legal  estates  are 
united  in  the  same  person,  there  can  be  no 
occasion  to  keep  them  distinct,  for  ordinar- 
ily it  could  be  of  no  use  to  the  owner  to 
keep  up  a  charge  upon  an  estate  of  which 
he  was  seised  in  fee  simple;  but  if  there  is 
an  outstanding  intervening  title,  the  foun- 
dation for  the  merger  does  not  exist,  and  as 
matter  of  law,  it  is  so  declared.  Of  course, 
if  the  purpose  to  extinguish  the  mortgage, 
notwithstanding  an  intervening  title,  is 
clearly  manifested,  as  when  the  very  ob- 
ject is  to  postpone  the  first  to  a  second 
mortgage,  and  the  mortgagor  is  willing  to 
surrender  his  interest  to  effect  that  object, 
it  would  be  unjust  to  the  mortgagor  to  up- 
hold the  mortgage,  and  it  would  not  be 
done.    Stanton  v.  Thompson,  49  N.  H.  272. 

In  the  absence  of  an  expressed  intention 
to  the  contrary,  the  intention  to  keep  the 
two  estates  separate  will  be  implied  and 
presumed  when  this  is  for  the  interest  of 
the  mortgagee,  and  there  are  many  cases 
in  which,  in  order  to  prevent  injustice, 
equity  will  presume  against  a  merger,  al- 
though all  the  essential  elements  of  a  tech- 
nical merger  are  present.  Katz  v.  Oben- 
chain,  48  Or.  352,  120  Am.  St.  Hep.  821,  85 
Pac.  617. 

So,  in  the  absence  of  proof  of  actual  in- 
tent on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee  that  his 
mortgage  lien  be  merged  in  the  subsequently 
acquired  equity  of  redemption,  the  court 
will  presume  against  such  merger,  where 
the  facts  and  situation  of  the  parties  ren- 
der such  presumption  proper.  Grellet  v. 
Heilshorn,  4  Nev.  526. 

Where,  because  of  the  interest  of  a  junior 
lien  upon  the  mortgaged  property,  it  is  ad- 
vantageous for  the  holder  of  the  senior 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


mortgage,  who  acquires  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, to  preserve  his  mortgage  lien, 
and  no  actual  intention  is  expressed,  or, 
as  in  the  case  of  an  infant  mortgagee,  the 
mortgagee  is  incapable  of  expressing  an  in- 
tention, the  court  will  consider  what  is  the 
most  advantageous  to  the  mortgagee,  and 
will  hold  the  mortgage  to  be  merged  or  not 
in  accordance  with  such  interest.  Forbes  v. 
Moffatt,  18  Ves.  Jr.  384,  11  Revised  Rep. 
222,  17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  380;  Bell  v.  Tenny, 
29  Ohio  St.  240. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  and  unfairness, 
equity  will  presume  against  the  merger  of 
a  mortgage  in  a  subsequently  acquired  equi- 
ty of  redemption^  where  such  presumption 
is  necessary  for  the  security  of  the  mort- 
gagee. Silliman  v.  Gammage,  55  Tex.  356. 
.  And  an  intention  not  to  merge  may  be 
inferred  from  the  fact  that  there  are  out- 
standing junior  liens  which  would  take  pre- 
cedence if  the  senior  mortgage  merged  in 
the  equity  of  redemption.  Townsend  v. 
Provident  Realty  Co.  110  App.  Div.  226, 
96  N.  Y.  Supp.  1091. 

So,  a  deed  by  a  mortgagor  in  satisfaction 
of  a  deed  of  trust  does  not  constitute  a 
merger  entitling  the  holder  of  a  junior  en- 
cumbrance to  priority  over  a  subsequent 
purchaser  from  the  grantee,  where  there  is 
no  evidence  of  any  intention  to  merge  any 
other  interest  of  the  holder,  if  the  first 
trust  deed  would  be  prejudiced  by  a  merger. 
Collins  V.  Stocking,  98  Mo.  290,  11  8.  W. 
750. 

But  this  presumption  is  not  conclusive; 
it  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  that  would 
warrant  a  jury  in  finding  that  a  merger 
had  been  expressly  agreed  to,  or  that  the 
mortgagee's  conduct  and  action  were  auch 
as  could  be  only  fairly  ascribed  to  an  in- 
tention to  merge.  Pease  v.  Doane,  33  Ps. 
Super.  Ct.  6,  Stanton  v.  Thompson,  supra. 

h»  Where  mortgage  is  discharged  or 
eurrendered, 

1.  Doctrine  that  discharge  or  surren' 
der  does  not  affect  priority. 

Where  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  to 
whether  the  mortgage  title  shall  merge  is 
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then  defendant  alleged  that  such  mortgage 
was  inferior  in  rank  to  that  held  by  him, 
which  latter  was  recorded  in  1905|  and 
was  the  consideration  of  the  transfer  to 
him  of  the  property  affected  by  it;  and 
he  prays  that  his  mortgage  be  recognized 
as  superior  to  the  other,  and  be  enforced 
accordingly. 

The  note  upon  which  the  money  was  ob- 
tained with  which  the  Light  judgment  was 
paid  was  made  payable  to  the  order  of  the 
bank,  was  signed  by  H.  C.  Stringfellow 
(either  individually  or  as  agent,  we  are  un- 
able to  say),  and  bore  the  indorsement  in 
blank  of  the  plaintiffs.  Under  the  law, 
as  it  now  stands, — ^"a  person  placing  his 
signature  upon  an  instrument  otherwise 
than  as  a  maker,  drawer,  or  acceptor,  is 


deemed  to  be  an  indorser,  unless  he  clearly 
indicates,  by  appropriate  words,  his  in- 
tention to  be  boupd  in  some  other  capac- 
ity."   Act  No.  64,  p.  167,  of  1904,  §  63. 

As  plaintiffs  placed  their  names  on  the 
note  in  question  (not  being  the  makers) 
without  indicating  that  they  intended  to 
be  otherwise  bound,  their  rights  and  obli- 
gations were  those  of  indorsers,  and  or- 
dinarily they  would  have  been  liable  to 
the  payee  or  subsequent  holders  only  on 
proof  of  presentment  and  demand  for  pay- 
ment and  notice  of  dishonor.  It  appears 
that  they  waived  presentment  for  pay- 
ment, demand,  notice,  pleas  of  division, 
and  discussion,  etc.;  but  the  fact  remains 
that,  apart  from  such  waiver  (which  Is 
included  in  the  printed  form  upon  which 


the  title  conveyed  subsequently  by  the  mort- 
gagor is  not  expressly  stated,  it  becomes  a 
question  of  fact,  although,  as  already  seen, 
the  very  fact  of  the  existence  of  a  junior 
encumbrance  raises  a  presumption  against 
an  intention  to  merge  the  title  under  the 
senior  mortgage  in  that  subsequently  con- 
veyed. The  question  has  frequently  arisen 
as  to  the  effect  of  the  circumstances  or  char- 
acter of  the  transaction  by  which  the  title 
of  the  mortgagor  passed  to  the  mortgagee 
upon  this  presumption  or  in  showing  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  In.  considering 
these  (questions,  the  court  has  not  always 
made  it  clear  whether  it  was  being  con- 
sidered as  a*  question  of  fact  or  of  law. 
The  cases,  however,  are  all  grouped  accord- 
ing to  the  character  of  the  transaction  or 
o^er  circumstances,  without  reference  to  the 
manner  in  which  the  question  was  treated 
by  the  court. 

By  the  weight  of  authority,  a  discharge 
by  the  mortgagee  of  his  lien  and  the  sur- 
render of  the  evidence  thereof  to  the  mort- 
gagor, in  consideration  of  a  conveyance  of 
the  interests  of  the  latter  to  the  former, 
does  not  operate  as  an  extinguishment  of 
the  lien  as  against  junior  or  intermediate 
encumbrances,  and  the  senior  lien  still  re- 
tains its  priority.  Different  theories  to 
sustain  this  doctrine  are  advanced  by  the 
cases,  but  with  few  exceptions  they  all 
reach  this  result. 

It  has  been  asserted  that  even  thoueh 
the  mortgagee,  through  ignorance  of  the 
junior  lien  or  through  inadvertence,  ac- 
tually discharges  his  mortgage  and  cancels 
the  notes  secured  thereby,  with  the  inten- 
tion to  extinguish  them,  nevertheless,  if  it 
is  made  to  appear  that  such  intervening 
title  exists,  the  law  will  presume  conclu- 
sively that  the  mortgagee  did  not  intend  to 
postpone  his  mortgage  to  the  subsequent 
title.     Stanton  v.  Thompson,  49  N.  H.  272. 

In  Seiberling  v.  Tipton,  113  Mo.  373,  21 
S.  W.  4,  holding  that  merely  satisfying  of 
record  a  deed  of  trust  on  receipt  of  a  con- 
veyance of  the  mortgaged  premises  does 
not  operate  as  a  merger  as  against  a  junior 
encumbrance  existing  at  the  time,  but  un- 
known to  the  holder  of  the  senior  encum- 
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brance,  it  is  said  that,  aside  from  giving 
notice,  the  statutory  entry  of  satisfaction 
of  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  has  no  great- 
er force  or  effect  than  a  receipt  acknowledg- 
ing payment  of  the  debt;  the  entry  makes 
prima  facie  evidence  of  payment,  but,  like 
a  receipt,  it  is  open  to  explanation,  and  it 
may  be  shown  by  parol  that  the  entry  of 
satisfaction  was  made  through  some  mis- 
take of  fact. 

And  the  doctrine  has  been  asserted  that 
the  holder  of  the  purchase  money  mortgage 
does  not  waive  satisfaction  of  or  discharge 
his  lien  by  taking  a  conveyance  of  the 
equity  of  rMemption,  although  upon  re- 
ceipt of  the  conveyance  he  cancels  the  mort- 
gage and  note,  since  he  previously  held  the 
mortgage  to  secure  the  debt,  but  afterwards 
he  holds  the  land  in  place  of  the  debt,  which 
was  satisfied.  If  the  equity  of  redemption 
came  to  him  burdened  with  a  lien  junior 
to  the  lien  of  his  mortgage,  he  still  holds 
the  land  with  his  prior  preferred  lien,  not- 
withstanding the  satisfaction  of  the  debt 
by  taking  the  equity  of  redemption.  Fitts 
V.  Davis,  42  111.  391. 

And  that',  although  a  mortgagee  releases 
his  mortgage  and  cancels  if  of  record  on 
receipt  of  a  conveyance  of  land  in  payment 
thereof,  nevertheless  the  mortgage  will  be 
considered  in  existence  as  against  a  junior 
encumbrance  of  the  existence  of  which  the 
senior  mortgagee  had  no  knowledge  at  the 
time  he  released  the  mortgage.  Woodhurst 
V.  Cramer,  29  Wash.  40,  69  Pac.  601. 

When  there  is  nothing  in  a  deed  convey- 
ing the  mortgaged  premises  from  the  mort- 
gagor to  the  mortgagee  showing  an  inten- 
tion to  merge  the  two  estates,  such  inten- 
tion is  not  proved  by  the  surrender  of  the 
note  and  the  release  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty by  the  mortgagee,  upon  receipt  of  the 
deed.  Moffet  v.  Farwell,  222  111.  543,  78 
N.  E.  925;  Farrand  v.  Long,  184  111.  100, 
66  N.  E.  313;  Richardson  v.  Hockenhull,  85 
111.  124. 

And  merger  is  not  established  by  the  fact 
that  the  mortgagee  accepted  the  deed  in  full 
satisfaction  of  his  debt,  and  surrendered  his 
note  and  mortgage.  Silliman  v.  Gammage, 
66  Tex.  366. 
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the  note  before  us  was  executed),  they  were 
liable  as  indorsers  only  upon  the  failure 
of  the  maker  to  pay,  and  they  acquired 
no  rights  against  him  until  they  did  pay. 
The  maker  was  therefore  the  principal 
debtor^  and  the  circumstances  that  they 
aided  him,  by  their  signatures,  to  borrow 
the  money  from  the  bank,  and  bound  them- 
selves, as  stated,  for  the  debt,  does  not 
affect  that  question.    The  money  that  was 


obtained  from  the  bank  was  not  theirs 
to  do  with  as  they  pleased.  It  was  ob- 
tained for  the  purpose  of  paying  a  judg- 
ment for  which  all  the  parties  were  bound, 
and  could  not  have  been  used  for  any  other 
purpose,  and,  having  been  used  for  that 
purpose,  the  fact  that  plaintiffs  were  subse- 
quently compelled,  on  Stringfellow's  de- 
fault, to  make  good  their  indorsement  to 
the  bank,  did  not  make  it  any  the  less  a 


That  the  mortgagee,  upon  accepting  a 
conveyance  of  ^he  mortgaged  premises  from 
the  mortgagor,  surrendered  to  the  latter 
the  notes  secured  by  the  mortgage,  is  no 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  merge  the  mort- 
gage in  the  after-acquired  title.  Hayden 
V.  Lauffenburger,  167  Mo.  88,  67  8.  W.  721. 

So,  the  fact  that  the  mortgagee  took  the 
property  in  full  for  his  mortgage,  and  en- 
tered a  discharge  of  the  mortgage  upon  the 
record,  is  not  a  material  circumstance  in 
determining  the  question  of  merger,  and 
does  not  affect  the  rule  that  a  senior  mort- 
gage does  not  merge  as  against  a  junior  lien 
where  it  is  clearly  against  the  interest  of 
the  holder  of  the  former  to  presume  an  in- 
tention to  merge.  Stimpson  v.  Pease,  63 
Iowa,  672,  5  N.  W.'760. 

But  see  Beacham  v.  Gurney,  infra,  2, 
as  to  effect  of  release  of  senior  mortgage 
with  knowledge  of  junior  lien. 

Where  all  tiie  evidence  shows  that,  on  ac- 
count of  subsequent  liens  upon  the  land,  the 
mortgagee  intended  to  and  did  hold  the 
mortgage  to  protect  himself  against  their 
enforcement,  there  is  no  merger,  although 
the  deed  to  the  mortgagee  recites  that  the 
consideration  thereof  is  a  satisfaction  of  the 
mortgage,  and  the  mortgage  is  surrendered. 
Smith  V.  Swan,  69  Iowa,  412,  29  N.  W.  402 ; 
Linscott  y.  Lamart,  46  Iowa,  312. 

As  against  a  junior  encumbrance,  the  lien 
of  the  trustee  is  not  in  equity  extinguished 
by  a  conveyance  of  the  encumbered  land  to 
the  holder  of  the  trust  deed;  and  this  is 
true  although  the  lien  is  formally  released 
on  the  record.  Sullivan  v.  Saunders,  66 
W.  Va.  360,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  66  S.  E. 
497,  19  Ann.  Gas.  480. 

Although  a  mortgage  is  discharged  of 
record,  equity  will  keep  it  alive  when*  jus- 
tice so  requires,  and  it  is  not  the  intention 
of  the  parties  that  the  mortgage  be  merged 
in  a  subsequent  executed  deed.  Hanlon  v. 
Doherty,  109  Ind.  37,  9  N.  E.  782. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  that  the  en- 
try of  satisfaction  was  by  mistake,  for 
merger  in  such  cases  does  not  take  away 
the  first  lien,  even  though  all  the  evidences 
of  the  debt  are  purposely  destroyed.     Ibid. 

In  Loveman  v.  Lowman,  118  111.  682,  9 
N.  E.  246,  it  is  asserted  as  a  general  rule 
that  the  doctrine  of  merger  will  not  apply 
where  a  mortgagee  receives  a  conveyance 
of  the  mortgaged  property  and  discharges 
the  mortgage,  if  he  retains  possession  of 
the  mortgage. 

2,  Doctrine  that  priority  is  lost. 

It  has  been  held  that,  in  the  absence  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


any  proof  of  fraud,  when  the  mortgagee  in- 
tentionally cajicels  his  mortgage  and  ac- 
cepts a  deed  from  the  mortgagor  of  the 
mortgaged  land,  he  takes  subject  to  a  junior 
recorded  encumbrance,  although  he  had  no 
actual  knowledge  of  the  same.  Frazee  v. 
Inslee,  2  N.  J.  Eq.  239.  In  this  case  the 
mortgage  held  entitled  to  priority  was  a 
renewal  of  a  mortgage  which  was  originally 
the  senior  mortgage,  but  the  priority  of 
lien  of  which  had  been  lost  by  the  execu- 
tion of  the  renewal,  being  the  mortgage  in 
question.  By  the  holding  equity  was  done 
in  that  the  original  senior  mortgage  was 
restored  to  priority  by  holding  the  renewal 
thereof  had  gained  priority  by  the  dis- 
charge of  what  had  formerly  been  the  junior 
mortgage,  but  which  had  gained  priority  by 
the  renewal  of  the  senior  mortgage.  This 
fact  undoubtedly  influenced  the  opinion. 

And  although  a  mere  conveyance  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  to  the  mortgagee  will 
not  constitute  a  merger  of  the  estates,  yet, 
where  the  mortgagee  discharges  his  mort- 
gage of  record  and  surrenders- up  the  mort- 
gage indorsing  the  same  satisfied,  the  es- 
tates are  merged,  although  the  mortgagee 
is  laboring  under  the  mistaken  belief  that 
the  holder  of  the  junior  encumbrance  made 
no  claims  upon  the  land;  and  equity  will 
refuse  to  restore  the  lien,  since  the  mort- 
gagee was  guilty  of  culpable  and  inexcusa- 
ble negligence  in  not  ascertaining  whether 
or  not  the  junior  encmnbrancer  would  en- 
force his  mortgage.  Woodside  v.  Lippold, 
113  Ga.  877,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  267,  39  S.  E. 
400. 

The  conclusion  is  also^  reached  in  Errett 
v.  Wheeler,  109  Minn.  167,  26  L.R.A.(NJS.) 
816,  123  N.  W.  414,  thi^t  a  mortgagee  who 
releases  and  discharges  his  morl^ge  upon 
receipt  of  the  conveyance  of  the  mortgaged 
premises,  with  knowledge  of  an  out^and- 
ing  adverse  claim,  is  not  entitled  to  have 
his  mortgage  reinstated  or  the  release  and 
satisfaction  set  aside,  in  order  that  it  take 
priority  over  such  outstanding  title;  and 
the  rule  is  asserted  that  while  there  can  be 
no  doubt  of  the  authority  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  a  proper  case,  to  reinstate  a  satis- 
fied mortgage  or  other  lien  upon  real  es- 
tate when  it  appears  to  have  been  given 
under  a  mistake,  inadvertence,  or  procured 
by  fraud,  nevertheless,  when  it  is  volun- 
tarily giVen  by  the  mortgagee  or  other  law- 
ful owner  of  the  mortgage,  without  pay-, 
ment  being  made,  or  when  not  necessary  to 
protect  some  other  interest,  the  equitable 
doctrine  of  subrogation  can  have  no  par- 
ticular application  in  proceedings  to  set  it 
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payment  with  money  borrowed  by  String- 
fellow  on  their  indorsement.  Plaintiffs' 
position,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  is  no  better, 
because  of  their  having  loaned  their  credit, 
than  it  would  have  been  if  they  had  loaned 
the  money  itself.  And  if  they  had  taken 
the  money  from  their  pockets  and  loaned 
it  to  Stringfellow,  and  he  and  Mrs.  String- 
fellow  and  Miss  Robinson  had  paid  the 
Light   judgment   with    it,    that    judgment 

aside,  except  perhaps  by  analogy.  It  is  not 
entirely  clear  what  theory  the  court  adopted 
in  reaching  its  conclusion,  since  the  dis- 
tinction is  apparently  in  the  mind  of  the 
court  and  is  drawn  between  substitution 
or  subrogation,  and  the  right  to  have  a 
discharge  of  the  mortgage  set  aside  and 
canceled;  but  the  question  whether  a  dis- 
charge or  release  of  the  mortgage  under 
the  circumstances  presented  would  consti- 
tute an  extinguishment  of  the  lien  so  as 
to  prevent  the  holder  of  the  mortgage  from 
relying  thereon,  as  against  the  outstanding 
title,  seems  not  to  have  been  considered, 
and  was  apparently  not  presented,  the  case 
being  tried  upon  the  theory  of  the  appli- 
cability of  the  doctrine  of  subrogation, 
which,  as  the  court  points  out,  is  not  ap- 
plicable to  such  a  case. 

Where  it  is  agreed  that  the  debt  to  the 
mortgagee  shall  be  in  full  for  all  claims 
against  the  mortgagor,  including  the  mort- 
gage debt,  which  is  to  be  satisfied  and  the 
note  and  mortgage  delivered  up,  and  this 
agreement  is  made  with  the  full  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  a  junior  encumbrance  on 
the  mortgaged  property,  the  senior  mort- 
gage is  merged  in  the  deed,  and  no  longer 
takes  priority  over  the  junior  mortgage. 
Beacham  v.  Gurney,  01  Iowa,  621,  60  N. 
W.  187. 

8.  Where    discharge    ia    procured    hy 

fraud. 

Equity  will  cancel  and  set  aside  a  satis- 
faction of  a  mortgage  and  foreclose  the 
same  in  behalf  of  the  mortgagee,  who  was 
induced  to  cancel  the  mortgage  in  reliance 
upon  a  deed  of  the  premises,  without  knowl- 
edge of  a  judgment  lien  thereon,  the  title 
being  represented  as  clear.  Hines  v.  Ward, 
121  Cal.  115,  53  Pac.  427. 

And  although  it  appears  that  the  mort- 
gagee intended  to  accept  a  deed  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  consideration  of 
the  discharge  of  the  mortgagor's  debt,  never- 
theless, if  he  was  induced  to  accept  the 
deed  in  payment  and  discharge  of  his  debt, 
through  fraudulent  representations  of  the 
mortgagor  that  the  premises  were  otherwise 
free  from  encumbrance,  equity  will  relieve 
him  fiOm  the  unconscionable  position  in 
which  this  fraud  has  placed  him,  by  rein- 
stating him  in  his  rights  under  his  note 
and  mortgage  as  they  existed  before  the 
taking  of  the  deed.  Howard  v.  Clark,  71 
Vt.  424,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  782,  45  Atl.  1042. 

And  where  the  discharge  of  a  mortgage 
and  the  acceptance  of  a  deed  of  the  mort- 
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would  have  been  satisfied,  and  would  at 
once  have  ceased  to  be  a  debt  against  those 
by  whom  it  was  thus  paid,  and,  not  be- 
ing a  debt,' it  could  not  have  operated  as 
a  mortgage  on  their  property.  The  judg- 
ment obtained  by  Light,  after  condemning 
the  different  parties,  reads:  "And  it  is 
further  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
sureties,  J.  C.  Pugh  and  J.  D.  Wilkinson* 
be,  and  they  are  hereby,  subrogated  to  all 

gaged  land  is  procured  by  the  fraud  of  the 
mortgagor  acting  in  connection  with  the 
holder  of  the  subsequent  encumbrance  as 
against  such  encumbrance,  equity  will  set 
aside  the  cancelation  and  reinstate  the 
mortgage.  Young  v.  Hall,  31  N.  J.  Kq.  429. 
Even  though  the  mortgagee  receives  a 
deed  of  the  mortgaged  property  with  the 
understanding  and  upon  the  agreement  that 
the  mortgage  debt  is  thereby  satisfied,  yet 
where  this  agreement  is  based  upon  false 
representations  and  assertions  and  covenants 
in  the  deed  that  the. property  is  unencum- 
bered, the  mortgagee,  as  against  a  subse- 
quent judgment  lien,  in  equity  will  be  per- 
mitted to  revive  his  mortgage,  and  recover 
thereon  as  though  the  deed  had  not  been 
made  and  the  mortgage  released.  Vannice 
v.  Bergen,  16  Iowa,  555,  85  Am.  Dec.  531. 

4.  Where  mortgage  previously  assigned 

as  collateral. 

A  conveyance  from  the  mortgagor  to  the 
original  mortgagee  does  not  constitute  -a 
merger  where  the  latter  had  previously  as- 
signed it  to  a  third  person  as  collateral  se- 
curity, even  though  he  discharged  the  mort- 
gage. Brown  v.  Blydenburgh,  7  N.  Y.  141, 
67  Am.  Dec.  506.  Cases  are  not  included 
which  pass  upon  the  question  of  merger 
by  a  conveyance  to  the  original  mortgagee 
after  he  has  parted  with  all  title  to  the 
mortgage. 

e.  Where  mortgagee  gives  or  receives 
additional  consideration. 

In  Illinois  if  the  mortgagee  accepts  from 
the  mortgagor  a  deed  in  foreclosure  of  his 
mortgage,  it  does  not  constitute  a  merger. 
Worcester  Nat.  Bank  v.  Cheeney,  87  111. 
602.  Nor  where  the  purpose  of  the  deed 
,is  to  give  the  mortgagee  additional  se- 
curity. Huebsch  v.  Scheel,  81  111.  281. 
Nor  where  there  is  no  additional  valuable 
consideration  accruing  to  the  mortgagee 
(see  Illinois  cases,  supra,  I.);  but  where 
the  mortgagee  receives  other  valuable  con- 
sideration in  addition  to  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, as  the  relinquishment  of  a  con- 
tingent right  of  dower  of  the  wife  of  the 
mortgagor  or  covenants  of  warranty  by  the 
mortgagor,  the  intention  to  merge  will  bo 
presumed.  Campbell  v.  Carter,  14  111.  286; 
Richardson  v.  Hockenhull,  85  111.  124; 
Shaver  v.  Williams,  87  111.  469. 

In  Campbell  v.  Carter,  14  111.  286,  the 
mortgagee,  after  having  recovered  judgment 
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the  rights  of  plaintiff  herein,  on  payment 
of  the  amount  of  this  judgment,  together 
with  all  costs." 

In  addition  to*  which  it  appears  that 
plaintiffs,  a  few  days  later,  when  the  judg- 
ment was  paid,  obtained  an  instrument  pur- 
porting to  be  a  subrogation  from  the  plain- 
tiff. But  the  provision  for  the  subro- 
gation contained  in  the  judgment  was 
superfluous,  since,  upon  payment  of  the 
judgment,  they  would  have  been  subro- 
gated by  operation  of  law;  and  the  instru- 
ment that  they  obtained  from  plaintiff  was 
of  no  use,  since  plaintiff  had  no  power 
to  subrogate  them  to  his  rights  in  a  judg- 


ment which  they  were  paying  for,  and 
with  money  borrowed  by,  the  other  plain- 
tiffs. What  plaintiffs  have  paidt  and  all 
that  they  have  paid,  was,  not  the  judgment 
in  question,  but  a  debt  represented  by  a 
note  dated  January  15,  1908,  made  payable 
in  thirty  days,  and  signed  by  H.  C.  String- 
fellow,  agent,  due  to  the  Commercial  Na- 
tional Bank,  upon  which  note  they  were  in- 
dorsers.  The  judgment  in  question  had 
been  paid  in  the  manner  stated,  nearly 
eighteen  months  before. 

Even,  however,  were  it  conceded  that  the 
Light  judgment  survives  and  operates  as  a 
judicial  mortgage,  the  most  that  plaintiffs 


on  his  notes  and  the  mortgage  securing 
the  same  was  endeavoring  to  enforce  satis- 
faction thereof  when  he  made  arrangements 
with  the  mortgagor  by  which  the  latter 
conveyed  to  him  by  warranty  deed  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  and  in  which  the  wife  of 
the  latter  joined  in  order  to  bar  her  dower, 
this  conveyance  to  be  in  satisfaction  and 
discharge  of  the  mortgage  debt;  and  upon 
accepting  the  conveyance  the  mortgagee  en- 
tered satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  This 
was  held  to  be  evidence  of  a  merger,  en- 
titling the  holder  of  a  junior  encumbrance 
to  priority. 

The  fact  that  the  mortgagee  gave  money 
consideration- for  the  conveyance  to  him  of 
the  equity  of  redemption,  and  also  surren- 
dered the  mortgage  note,  does  not  establish 
a  merger  as  against  the  junior  encum- 
brance, where  the  jury  found  as  a  matter 
of  fact  that  the  mortgage  debt  was  not 
paid,  and  that  the  parties  did  not  intend 
the  transaction  to  operate  in  discharge  of 
the  mortgage.  New  England  Jewelry  Co.  v. 
Merriam,  2  Allen,  390. 

In  the  preceding  case  the  court,  after  re- 
marking that  the  finding  of  fact  by  a  jury 
that  there  was  no  intention  of  merging  a 
mortgage  in  a  deed  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty, although  the  mortgage  was  surren- 
dered and  a  cash  consideration  also  given 
for  the  deed,  was  conclusive  on  the  question 
of  merger,  said  that  the  mortgage  and 
equity  of  redemption  would  not  merge  on 
account  of  the  intervening  junior  encum- 
brance, and  also  that,  as  the  mortgagee  took 
'possession  of  the  premises  after  condition 
broken,  his  legal  estate  remained,  notwith- 
standing the  mortgage  debt  might  have  been 
afterwards  paid  or  satisfied,  unless  dis-' 
charged  or  reconveyed,  and  any  remedy 
against  him  would  be  in  equity,  and  not  at 
law. 

A  deed  to  the  mortgagee^  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises,  in  consideration  of  some 
money  and  the  release  of  the  mortgage, 
does  not  merge  the  mortgage  as  against 
a  junior  lien.  Rumpp  v.  Gerkens,  59  Cal. 
496. 

Nor  does  a  conveyance  by  the  mortgagor 
of  the  mortgaged  premises  to  the  assignee 
of  the  senior  mortgage,  in  consideration  of 
the  sum  due  on  the  mortgage  and  a  further 
sum  paid,  have  the  effect  of  extin^ishing 
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the  mortgage  debt  and  the  lien  of  the  mor^ 
gage.    Bell  v.  Tenny,  29  Ohio  St.  240. 

And  it  does  not  constitute  a  merger  for 
the  mortgagee  to  purchase  the  equity  of  re- 
demption, although  he  paid  a  valuable  con- 
sideration therefor,  but  did  not  discharge 
the  mortgage  or  surrender  the  same  to  the 
mortgagor.  Gray  v.  Nelson,  77  Iowa,  63, 
41  N.  W.  666. 


d.  Where  deed  to  mortgagee  is  imvalUU 

A  mortgage  is  not  merged  where  the  deed 
conveying  the  equity  of  redemption  to  the 
mortgagee  is  invalid  because  fraudulent  as 
to  the  credidtors  of  the  mortgagor.  Hoyt 
V.  Dimon,  6  Day,  479;  Coleman  &  B.  Co. 
V.  Rice,  116  Ga.  510,  42  S.  E.  6;  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Essex,  84  Ind.  144;  Ladd  v.  Wig- 
gin,  35  N.  H.  421,  69  Am.  Dec.  651.  In  the 
latter  case  it  is  said  that  avoiding  the 
fraudulent  conveyance  revives  the  former 
lien  and  restores  the  parties  to  their  origi- 
nal position. 

Even  though  a  mortgage  would  be  merged 
in  an  unauthorized  or  fraudulent  convey- 
ance of  the  mortgaged  property  to  the 
mortgagee,  were  the  conveyance  to  stand,  it 
would  not  merge  where  the  conveyance  is 
set  aside.  Corwin  v.  CoUett,  16  Ohio  Sk 
289. 

0.  Beoitala  in  deed. 

Where  the  intent  to  keep  the  mortgage 
alive  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment conveying  the  mortgaged  prop»erty, 
this  intent  will  be  sustained.  Hatz's  Ap- 
peal, 40  Pa.  209.  When  not  expressed,  the 
question  of  intention  is  to  be  determined 
by  the  terms  of  the  deed  conveying  the 
equity  of  redemption  to  the  mortgagee,  to- 
gether with  the  surrounding  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances. Adams  v.  Angell,  L.  R.  5  Ch. 
Div.  634,  46  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  362,  36  L.  T.  N. 
S.  334.  But  the  mere  recital  in  a  deed  con- 
veying the  mortgaged  property  to  the  mort- 
gagee, that  it  is  made  subject  to  described 
junior  encumbrances,  does  not  operate  to 
mer^e  the  senior  mortgage  as  against  such 
junior  encumbrances.     Ibid. 

If  no  intention  is  expressed  upon  the 
face  of  the  deed  that  the  mortgage  is  to  be 
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coald  claim  would  be  that  the  property  be 
sold,  subject  to  Samples  mortgage  as  it 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  to 
him,  as  in  such  case  his  mortgage,  which 
had  been  in  a  condition  of  suspended  ani- 
mation, would  revive,  and,  as  it  seems  to 
be  understood  that  the  property  would  fall 
considerably  short  of  satisfying  it,  plain- 
tiffs would  get  nothing.  This  view  seems 
to  have  been  first  expressed  by  this  court 
in  the  case  of  Millaudon  v.  Allard,  2  La. 
647,  where  Martin,  J.,  said:  "But  the  ap- 
pellant's counsel  urges  that  the  mortgage 
creditor  who  purchases  the  premises  is  as 
if  subrogated  to  himself,  and  preserves  his 


mortgage  in  regard  of  a  posterior  mortgage, 
and  the  confusion  which  results  from  the 
purchase  suspends,  indeed,  his  mortgage, 
but  does  not  absolutely  destroy  it.  He  can- 
not have  a  mortgage  on  his  own  estate. 
This  principle  appears  to  us  to  be  correctly 
established  by  Merlin.  13  Repertoire,  verho 
subrogation  de  personnes,  §  4.  He  says  the 
effect  cannot  have  a  longer  duration  than 
the  cause.  If  the  latter  be  temporary  only, 
the  former  cannot  be  perpetual." 

Which  means  that,  whilst  one  cannot  be, 
at  the  same  time,  owner  and  mortgagee 
of  the  same  property,  if  the  title  which, 
apparently  conveying  perfect  ownership,  is 


discharged,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case  requiring  that  such 
an  intention  be  imputed  to  the  parties  upon 
equitable  grounds,  the  mere  conveyance  of 
land  to  a  person  holding  a  senior  encum- 
brance thereon  will  not  operate  to  merge 
the  latter's  mortgage  as  against  a  junior 
encumbrance,  although  the  deed  recites 
that  it  is  given  subject  to  the  latter  mort- 
gage.   Fowler  v.  Fay,  62  111.  376. 

The  mortgage  will  not  merge  in  the  sub- 
sequently acquired  title  of  the  mortgagor 
where  the  deed  recognizes  the  mortgage, 
and  the  situation  of  the  parties  clearly  in- 
dicates that  there  is  no  intention  to  allow 
a  subsequent  lien  to  take  priority.  Walker 
y.  Goodsill,  64  Mo.  App.  631. 

Although  a  deed  from  the  mortgagor  to 
the  mortgagee  recites  that  the  considera- 
tion thereof  is  a  satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  the  mortgage  is  surrendered,  the 
titles  are  not  merged  where  it  clearly  ap- 
pears that,  on  account  of  subsequent  liens 
upon  the  land,  the  mortgagee  intended  to 
and  did  hold  the  mortgage  to  protect  him- 
self against  their  enforcement.  Smith  v. 
Swan,  69  Iowa,  412,  29  N.  W.  402;  Linscott 
V.  Lamart,  46  Iowa,  312. 

And  although  a  deed  recites  that  it  is 
executed  to  cancel  a  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gage is  not  merged  therein  as  to  a  subse- 
quent lien,  where,  by  agreement  between 
the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  the  latter 
retains  the  note  and  mortgage  as  a  protec- 
tion against  such  lien.  Crosby  v.  Chase, 
17  Me.  369. 

But  where  the  first  mortgagee  purchases 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  takes  a  deed 
in  which  he  assumes  and  agrees  to  pay 
other    mortgages    thereon,    and    hold    the 

grantor  remediless  with  reference  thereto, 
is  mortgage  is  merged  in  his  deed,  and 
the  junior  encumbrance  is  no  longer  af- 
fected thereby.  Kneeland  y.  Moore,  138 
Mass.  198. 

So,  acceptance  of  a  warranty  deed  of  the 
mortgaged  land  containing  a  clause  that 
the  mortgagee  assumes  a  junior  mortgage 
and  agrees  to  pay  the  same,  and  the  can- 
celation of  the  note  and  mortgage  and  de- 
livery thereof  to  the  mortgagor,  will  operate 
as  a  merger  as  to  the  junior  mortga^^e. 
Ernst  V.  McChesney,  186  111.  617,  58  N.  E. 
899. 
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/.  Where  intention  is  expressed. 

If  the  intention  is  expressed,  that  will 
control;  if  not,  the  intention  of  the  mort- 
gagee will  be  presumed  in  accordance  with 
his  interests.  Belknap  v.  Dennison,  61  Vt. 
620,  17  Atl.  738. 

Although  ordinarily  the  fact  of  the  ex- 
istence of  a  junior  lien  raises  a  presump- 
tion that  the  holder  of  the  senior  mortgage 
does  not  intend  to  merge  the  same  in  a 
subsequently  acquired  title  in  the  lienor, 
yet  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted  by 
clear  proof  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties  that  the  mortgage  should  merge  in 
the  subsequently  acquired  title,  as  where 
the  very  object  is  to  postpone  a  senior  to 
a  junior  mortgage,  and  the  mortgagor,  in 
order  to  effectuate  that  object,  surrenders 
or  conveys  to  the  holder  of  the  senior  mort- 
gage his  interest  in  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty.   Stanton  y.  Thompson,  49  N.  H.  272. 

So,  where  the  mortgagee  takes  a  deed  of 
mortgaged  premises  and  agrees  to  pay  both 
prior  and  subsequent  mortgages  on  the 
property,  his  lien  will  be  regarded  as 
merged  in  his  deed,  and  the  subsequent  en- 
cumbrance will  take  priority.  Brown  v. 
Stead,  6  Sim.  635,  2  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  46. 

The  conveyance  by  the  mortgagor  to  the 
mortgagee  of  the  former's  interest  in  the 
mortgaged  premises  does  not  merge  the 
titles,  where  the  parties  have  expressly 
stipulated  that  the  conveyance  shall  not 
have  that  effect.  Agnew  v.  Charlotte,  0.  & 
A.  R.  Co.  24  S.  C.  18,  68  Am.  Rep.  237; 
Abbott  V.  Curran,  98  N.  Y.  665. 

And  a  mortgage  does  not  merge  in  a  sub- 
sequently acquired  title  to  the  property, 
where  it  is  expressly  agreed  that  the  mort- 
gagee shall  hold  the  note  and  mortgage  for 
the  protection  and  fortification  of  his  title 
against  a  junior  lien  on  the  property. 
Hulshoff  V.  Bowman,  19  Ohio  C.  C.  654,  10 
Ohio  C.  D.  343. 

So,  a  special  agreement  between  the  mort- 
gagor and  the  mortgagee  made  upon  the  lat- 
ter receiving  a  conveyance  of  the  mort- 
gaged premises  from  the  former,  that  the 
estates  are  to  be  kept  separate  in  order  to 
enable  the  mortgagee  to  toreclose  his  mort- 
gage and  thus  cut  off  a  junior  encum- 
brance, precludes  the  merger.  Gibbs  v. 
Johnson,  104  Mich.  120,  62  N.  W.  146. 
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supposed  to  destroy  the  mortgage  by  con- 
fusion, turns  out  to  be  no  title  or  an  im- 
perfect title,  the  mortgage,  which  was  sus- 
pended and  apparently  destroyed,  upon  the 
assumption  of  perfect  ownership  in  the 
mortgagee,  is  revived;  the  cause  of  the 
supposed  destruction  no  longer  existing. 
This  principle,  we  take  it,  underlies  the 
decisions:  In  Judice  v.  Kerr,  8  La.  Ann. 
462,  in  which  it  appears  that,  though  a 
conveyance  from  the  husband  to  the  wife 
was  set  aside,  the  right  of  the  wife  to 
assert  her  legal  mortgage  on  the  property 
so  conveyed  was  reserved.  In  Wilson  v. 
Curtis*  13  La.  Ann.  601,  where,  it  having 
been  found  that  a  sale  by  one  Blacketer  to 
Wilson  of  certain  property  which  had  been 
attached  by  Curtis  on  a  claim  against 
Blacketer  was  simulated  and  fraudulent, 
it  was  held  that  Wilson  was  entitled  to  be 
heard  in  the  assertion  of  certain  mortgage 
and  privileged  claims  on  the  same  prop- 
erty. In  Chaffe  v.  Morgan,  30  La.  Ann. 
1307,  in  which  it  was  held  (quoting  from 
the  syllabus) :  "The  setting  aside,  for 
any  cause  of  the  sale  of  an  immovable, 
made  by  a  debtor  to  his  creditor,  who  had 
a  mortgage  on  the  immovable,  will  not 
impair  any  l^al  rights  on  the  property 
which  the  creditor  had  in  virtue  of  his 
mortgage." 

In  New  Orleans  Ins.  Asso.  v.  Labranche, 
31   La.   Ann.   841,  where   the   court   said: 

"Our  [Revised  Civil]  Code  provides,  in 
article  3409,  which  is  similar  to  Code 
Napoleon  2147:  The  servitudes  and  incor- 
poreal rights  which  the  third  possessor 
holds  on  the  property,  before  his  posses- 
sion of  it,  are  revived,  after  his  relinguish- 
ment  or  after  the  sale  made  under  execu- 
tion against  him.'  Under  this  unambigu- 
ous provision  were  Montegut  evicted,  by 
the  benevolence  of  the  lawmaker,  would 
come  the  restitutio  ad  integrum.  The  an- 
nulment or  rescission  of  the  sale  would 
have  the  effect  of  placing  the  parties  in 
the  position  they  held  before  the  sale;  each 
party  being  restored  to  the  rights  he  then 
had,  and  abandoning  those  which  had,  in- 
effectually, been  transported  [transferred] 
to  him." 

And  in  the  cases  of  Spencer  v.  Goodman, 
33  La.  Ann.  909;  Dawson  v.  Thorpe,  39 
La.  Ann.  366,  1  So.  686;  Gates  v.  Gaither, 
46  La.  Ann.  289,  15  So.  50;  Harrison  v. 
Ottman,  111  La.  740,  35  So.  844.  And  so, 
in  the  instant  case,  if  the  defendant  did 
not,  by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  to  him, 
get  a  perfect,  unencumbered  title  to  the 
property  in  question,  his  mortgage  was  not 
destroyed  by  confusion. 

If  he  did  get  such  a  title,  then  the  prop- 
erty   is    not   encumbered    by    the    judicial 
mortgage  set  up  by  plaintiffs. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


We  therefore  conclue  that  there  ia  eixor 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal, 
reversing  the  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  it  is 
accordingly  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  said  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Appeal 
be  avoided  and  reversed,  and  that  the 
judgment  of  the  District  Court  be  affirmed; 
plainti£fB  to  pay  all  coata. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  May  2^ 
1909. 
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STATE  OF  LOUISIANA 
v. 

JOHN  ELEATINE,  Appt 
(130  La.  434,  58  So.  139.) 

Sunday  —  receiving  verdict  —  validity. 

There  is  nothing  in  act  No.  6  of  1904 
which  adds  to  the  pre-existing  prohibitions 
against  the  performance  of  judicial  acts  on 
Sunday,  and  since  the  passage  of  that  act» 
as  before,  though  no  judicial  acts  done  on 
Sunday  are  valid,  ministerial  acts  are. 
Hence,  when  a  criminal  case  has  been  given 
to  a  jury,  the  verdict  may  be  returned  into, 
and  received  by,  the  court,  on  Sunday, 
though  no  judgment  can  be  rendered  there- 
on on  that  day. 

(March  11,  1912.) 

Headnotes  by  Monbob,  J. 


Note.  ^  Receiving   verdict   on    Sunday, 

Earlier  cases  on  this  subject  may  be  found 
in  notes  to  Parsons  v.  Lindsay,  3  LJLA. 
658,  and  Henderson  v.  Reynolds,  7  LJLA. 
327. 

By  the  common  law  Sunday  was  a  non- 
judicial day,  dies  donUnicua  non  est  dies 
juridicu8,  and  authorities  which  have  looked 
upon  the  receiving  of  a  verdict  as  a  judicial 
act  have  held  its  reception  on  Sunday  in- 
valid. Nabors  v.  State,  6  Ala.  200;  Weldon 
V.  Colquitt,  62  Ga.  449,  35  Am.  Rep.  128 
iohiter)',  Shaw  v.  M*Combs,  2  Bay,  232; 
Harper  v.  State,  43  Tex.  431. 

But  a  distinction  is  made  between  judi- 
cial acts  and  those  of  a  ministerial  charac- 
ter; and  it  seems  to  be  generally  held  that, 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute,  ministerial  acts 
performed  on  Sunday  are  valid;  conse- 
quently where  a  verdict  is  deemed  a  minis- 
terial act,  its  reception  on  Sunday  is  held 
valid.  Hodge  v.  State,  29  Fla  500,  10 
So.  556;  State  v.  Ford,  37  La.  Ann.  443; 
State  V.  Canty,  41  La.  Ann.  589,  6  So. 
338;  Burrage  v.  State,  —  Miss.  — ,  58  So. 
217;  Territory  v.  Nichols,  3  N.  M.  103,  2 
Pac.  78;  State  v.  Straub,  16  Wash.  Ill,  47 
Pac.  227. 

So,  some  cases  hold  that  a  verdict  may 
be   received  on  Sunday  on  the  ground  erf 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Judicial  District  Court  for  the 
Parish  of  St.  John  the  Baptist  convicting 
him  of  a  felonious  assault.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  H.  X.  Gautier  for  appellant. 
Mr.  G.  A.  Gondran,  with  Messrs.  Wal- 
ter Galon,-  Attorney  General,  and  li.  H. 
Marrero,  Jr.,  for  the  State. 


Monroe,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Defendant  was  charged  with  felonious 
assault  by  shooting,  and,  having  been  con- 
victed and  sentenced,  presents  his  case  to 
this  court  by  means  of  certain  bills  of  ex- 
ception and  an  assignment  of  error,  from 
which  latter  and  from  the  face  of  the  rec- 
ord it  appears  that  the  trial  was  in  prog- 


neoessity  (State  v.  Ford,  37  La.  Ann.  443; 
Burrage  v.- State,  —  Miss.  — ,  68  So.  217; 
Territory  v.  Nichols,  3  N.  M.  103,  2  Pac. 
78;  even  though  it  is  a  judicial  act  (Hil- 
ler  V.  English,  4  Strobh.  L.  486);  and  see 
note  7  L.R.A.  327. 

And  in  some  states  the  reception  of  a 
verdict  is  authorized  by  statute,  either  ex- 
pressly (State  V.  Wilson,  121  Mo.  434,  26 
S.  W.  367;  State  v.  Crisp,  126  Mo.  605,  29 
8.  W.  699;  State  v.  Rover,  13  Nev.  17; 
Pulling  V.  People,  8  Barb.  384;  Ex  parte 
Tice,  32  Or.  179,  49  Pac.  1038) ;  or  by  con- 
struction (Meece  v.  Com.  78  Ky.  686;  Mil- 
ligan  V.  Territory,  2  Okla.  104,  37  Pac. 
1059). 

Other  cases,  without  discussing  explicitly 
the  grounds  of  their  decisions,  have  held 
that  verdicts  were  not  invalid  because  re- 
ceived on  Sunday.  Stone  v.  United  States, 
167  U.  S.  178,  42  L.  ed.  127,  17  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  778,  affirming  12  C.  C.  A.  461,  29  U. 
S.  App.  32,  64  Fed.  667;  Chamblee  v.  State, 
78  Ala.  466;  Simmons  v.  State,  129  Ala. 
41,  29  So.  929;  Rawlins  v.  State,  124  Ga. 
31,  62  S.  E.  1,  affirmed  in  201  U.  S.  638, 
60  L.  ed.  899,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  660,  6  Ann. 
Cas.  783-,  Baxter  v.  People,  3  111.  368;  Joy 
V.  State,  14  Ind.  139;  Jones  v.  Johnson,  61 
Ind.  257;  State  v.  Atkinson,  104  La.  670, 
29  So.  279  {obiter) ;  Tuttle  v.  Tuttle,  146 
N.  C.  484,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  481,  59  S. 
E.  1008 ;  State  v.  Penley,  107  N.  C.  808,  12 
8.  E.  455;  State  v.  Vamado,  126  La.  732, 
62  So.  1006;  Shearman  v.  State,  1  Tex. 
App.  216,  28  Am.  Rep.  402  {obiter) -y  Mc- 
Einney  v.  State,  8  Tex.  App.  626;  Powers 
V.  State,  23  Tex.  App.  42,  6  S.  W.  153; 
Brown  v.  State,  32  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  119,  22 
S.  W.  696;  Moore  v.  State,  49  Tex.  Crim. 
Rep.  499,  96  S.  W.  321. 

Where  in  a  capital  case  a  verdict  is 
brought  in  and  read  on  Sunday,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  associate  judge,  sheriff,  jury, 
and  defendant,  and  the  jury  discharged; 
and  on  the  following  Monday,  the  defendant 
being  in  open  court,  the  verdict  is  there 
read  and  entered  by  the  court  and  judg- 
ment pronounced, — such  proceeding  is  regu- 
lar. Sanford  v.  State,  143  Ala.  78,  39  So. 
370. 

So,  where  the  court  below  commenced  the 
final  charge  to  the  jury  before  12  o'clock 
on  Saturday  night  and  concluded  it  after 
that  hour,  and  the  jury  remained  in  their 
room  until  after  the  Sabbath  had  passed 
away  and  then  returned  their  verdict,  it 
was  held  in  Gholston  v.  (^ohlston,  31  Ga. 
625,  that  this  did  not  vitiate  the  verdict, 
notwithstanding  there  may  have  been  rea- 
son to  believe  that  they  bad  come  to  an 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


agreement  on  the  Sabbath  day,  and  notwith- 
standing the  judge  caused  the  jury,  by  con- 
sent of  the  parties,  to  come  into  court  on 
the  Sabbath,  but,  upon  the  withdrawal  of 
the  consent  by  one  party,  remanded  them 
before  the  verdict  had  been  read. 

So,  where  claimant  consented  that  a  ver- 
dict might  be  returned  into  court  in  her 
absence,  the  fact  that  it  was  so  returned 
on  the  Sabbath  day  is  not  cause  for  a  new 
trial;  it  appearing  that  the  jury  had  been 
previously  sent  out  to  make  up  their  ver- 
dict and  they  did  not  agree  upon  the  same 
until  after  the  Sabbath  began.  Bernstein 
V.  Myers,  99  Ga.  90,  24  S.  E.  864. 

And  where  in  a  justice's  court  a  case  on 
appeal  was  tried  and  submitted  to  a  jury 
on  Saturday,  and,  being  unable  to  agree  be- 
fore the  intervention  of  Sunday,  the  jury 
continued  their  deliberations  until  Sunday 
evening,  when,  having  agreed,  the  court 
was  opened,  the  verdict  received,  and  the 
jurors  discharged,  such  verdict  so  rendered 
and  received  was  held  legal.  Weaver  v. 
Carter,  101  Ga.  206,  28  S.  E.  869. 

In  Johnston  v.  People,  31  111.  469,  the 
court,  in  holding  a  recognizance  taken  on 
Sunday  valid  and  binding,  said  that  gen- 
erally judicial  acts  cannot  be  performed  on 
Sunday,  yet,  verdicts  of  juries  have  been 
received  on  that  day  and  held  valid. 

Where  the  accused  was  tried  at  a  special 
term  of  the  court  which  expired  Saturday 
night  at  12  o'clock,  and  the  jury,  still  being 
in  the  jury  room,  returned  their  verdict 
soon  after  that  time,  it  was  held  in  Bales 
V.  Com.  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  297,  11  S.  W.  470, 
that  the  verdict  was  properly  received,  since 
the  regular  term  having  begun  on  the  fol- 
lowing Monday,  the  court  did  not  lose 
jurisdiction  of  the  case  by  the  expiration 
of  the  special  term. 

Where  the  term  legally  expired  at  mid- 
night Sunday,  unless,  in  point  of  fact  the 
court  had  adjourned  earlier,  the  reception 
of  the  verdict  on  Sunday  was,  in  Tavlor  v. 
Ervin,  119  N.  C.  274,  26  S.  E.  876,  held 
legal. 

In  Hoghtaling  v.  Osborn,  16  Johns.  119, 
it  was  held  proper  to  receive  the  verdict  on 
Sunday,  presuming  that  the  jury  were  im- 
paneled before  that  day  commenced. 

So,  in  Hiller  v.  English,  4  Strobh.  L. 
486,  it  is  held  that  where  Sunday  falls  with- 
in a  term,  a  verdict  received  on  that  day 
is  valid. 

In  Huffman  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  174, 
12  S.  W.  588,  it  was  held  not  error  to  re- 
ceive a  verdict  on  Sunday,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  defendant's  counsel,  the  defendant 
himself  being  present.  J.  D.  C. 
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ress  on  Saturday,  June  17,  1911,  and,  save 
for  two  short  recesses,  continued,  without 
interruption,  until  quite  late  that  night, 
when  the  jury,  having  received  the  charge 
of  the  court,  retired  to  deliberate  upon 
their  verdict,   "and   the   court  took   a   re- 


» 


cess. 

The  minutes  then  continue  as  follows: 

It  being  12:16  A.  M.,  the  recess  being 
over,  the  court  resumed  its  business. 

Present,  counsel  for  the  state;  also  pres- 
ent, the  accused  and  his  counsel.  The 
jury  came  into  court  in  charge  of  the  sher- 
iff, and,  on  being  called  and  all  present, 
through  their  foreman,  presented  the  fol- 
lowing verdict,  to  wit:  "June  17,  1911 — 
Guilty  as  charged.  [Signed]  J.  N.  Gaudet, 
Foreinan." 

The  jury  was  then  polled,  the  verdict  on 
motion  of  the  district  attorney  recorded, 
the  accused  remanded,  and  the  jury  dis- 
charged. 

According  to  the  minutes  as  we  inter- 
pret them,  the  jury  retired  and  found  the 
verdict  before  midnight  of  Saturday,  but 
the  verdict  was  returned  into  and  received 
by  the  court  on  Sunday  morning,  after  a 
recess,  which  terminated  at  12:15  a.  u. 
The  learned  counsel  for  defendant  con- 
tends that  under  the  Jaw  as  it  now  stands 
the  verdict  should  be  set  aside,  and  he 
cites  act  No.  6  of  1904,  which  reads: 
"That,  whenever  the  impaneling  of  a  jury 
or  the  taking  of  evidence,  on  the  trial  of 
any  case,  shall  have  been  begun,  but  not 
concluded,  at  the  time  at  which  there  shall 
intervene  any  legal  holiday  or  legal  half 
holiday,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  presiding 
judge,  and  within  his  discretion,  to  order 
said  trial  to  be  proceeded  with  upon  said 
legal  holiday,  if  not  a  Sunday  or  Christ- 
mas Day,  or  upon  said  legal  half  holiday, 
and  all  proceedings,  thereafter  had  in  the 
trial  of  said  case,  shall  have  the  same 
force  and  effect  as  though  had  on  a  day 
not  a  legal  holiday  or  legal  half  holiday." 

And  all  laws  in  conflict  are  repealed. 

We  find  nothing  in  the  statute  cited 
which  adds  to  the  pre-existing  prohibitions 
against  the  performance  of  judicial  acts  on 
Sunday,  the  evident  purpose  being  merely 
to  allow  such  acts  to  be  performed,  under 
the  conditions  stated  upon  legal  holidays, 
other  than  Sunday  and  Christmas  Day. 

In  State  v.  Ford,  37  La.  Ann.  466,  how- 
ever, in  which  the  verdict  though  received 
and  announced  before  midnight,  was  re- 
corded a  few  minutes  after  that  hour,  on 
Sunday  morninfi^,  this  court  quoted  with  ap- 
proval the  rule  stated  by  Mr.  Bishop,  as 
follows:  "Though  Sunday  is  dies  non  ju- 
riduyus,  wherein  no  judicial  act  is  valid,  but 
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ministerial  acts  are,  a  verdict  received  on 
Sunday  is  good,  yet  not  a  judgment  on  the 
verdict.  And  on  Sunday  the  court  may 
find  that  the  jury  cannot  agree,  and  dis- 
charge them." 

The  ruling  so  made  was  approved  in 
State  V.  Canty,  41  La.  Ann.  589,  6  So.  338, 
and  in  State  v.  Atkinson,  104.  La.  570,  29 
So.  279,  though  in  the  case  last  mentioned 
the  verdict  was  returned  on  Thanksgiving 
Day.  In  State  v.  Varnado,  126  La.  742- 
743,  52  So.  1006,  the  verdict  was  received 
and  recorded  and  the  jury  discharged  on 
Sunday,  and  this  court  said:  "It  is  set- 
tled beyond  controversy  that  the  receiving 
and  recordation  of  a  verdict  on  a  Sunday 
or  other  dies  non  furidioua  is  permissible.** 

That  it  was  not  the  purpose  of  act  No. 
6  of  1904  to  change  the  rule  upon  the 
subject  is  evident  from  the  language: 
"Whenever  the  impaneling  of  a  jury  or  the 
taking  of  evidence,  on  the  trial  of  any  case, 
shall  have  been  begun,  but  not  concluded," 
etc 

In  a  case  therefore  such  as  this,  where 
the  impaneling  of  the  jury  and  the  taking 
of  the  evidence  has  been  concluded,  and  the 
jury  has  found  the  verdict,  before  the  ad- 
vent of  the  dies  non  juridictte,  the  law 
finds  no  application.  In  State  v.  Duncan, 
118  La.  702,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  791,  43  So. 
283,  11  Ann.  Cas.  557  (to  which  the  learn- 
ed counsel  refers),  the  point  presented  for 
decision,  and  decided,  was  that  act  No.  3, 
of  1904,  making  "general  election"  days 
legal  holidays,  did  not  render  void  judicial 
proceedings  held  on  a  day  upon  which  was 
held  an  election  less  than  a  general  elec- 
tion. And,  whilst  it  was  said  that  a  sanc- 
tity is  attributed  to  Sunday,  apart  from 
any  statutory  enactments,  there  is  nothing 
in  the  opinion  from  which  the  idea  can  be 
deduced  that,  therefore,  the  return  of  a 
verdict  on  that  day  would  be  unlav^ful. 

A  motion  for  new  trial  was  filed  on  the 
ground  that  one  of  the  veniremen,  selected 
as  a  juror,  had,  before  being  called  to  serve, 
expressed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  of  the 
defendant,  and  had  said  that,  if  he  were 
chosen  as  a  juror,  he  would  find  guilty  as 
charged.  But,  on  the  hearing  of  the  mo- 
tion, defendant  entirely  failed  to  sustain 
the  allegation  to  that  effect. 

Defendant  was  allowed  to  amend  his  mo- 
tion on  the  hearing  of  it  in  order  to  charge 
that  one  of  the  jurors  was  asleep  during 
the  trial:  and  there  was  some  testimonv 
given  to  that  effect,  as,  also,  some  to  the 
contrary.  The  trial  judge,  in  signing  what 
are  called  "the  consolidated  bills  of  ex- 
ception," says:  "The  court  will  I'eiterate 
what  it  said  in  its  oral  reasons  for  refusing 
the  new  trial  relative  to  the  charge  that 
Dr.   Winceslas   Lions,   one   of   the   jurors, 
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slept  during  the  trial  of  the  case.  The 
court  said  that  this  charge  was  a  myth; 
that  this  juror  sat  on  the  front  bench,  at 
the  very  feet  of  the  judge,  where  he  could 
be  seen  at  all  times  during  the  progress  of 
the  trial;  and  that  such  an  attempted  mis- 
conduct on  his  part,  or  on  the  part  of  any 
other  juror,  would  have  met  with  a  most 
severe  reprimand  at  the  hands  of  the  court." 

The  juror  who  sat  next  to  Dr.  Lions 
fully  corroborates  the  statement  of  the 
judge.  We  are  therefore,  of  opinion  that 
the  charges  contained  therein  were  not  well 
founded,  and  that  the  motion  for  new  trial 
was  properly  overruled.  There  are  some 
other  matters  presented  by  bills  of  excep- 
tion, but  they  have  been  practically  aban- 
doned, and  are  without  merit. 

The  judgment  appealed  from  is  accord- 
ingly affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied,  April  8, 
1912. 
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PETITION  OF  GEORGE  W.  MAXFIELD. 

I  ,(—  Ide.  — ,  82  Atl.  1008.) 

Bank  — special  deposit  —  recovery  from 
receiver. 

1.  A  package  of  bills  marked  with  the 
owner's  initials,   and  delirered  to  a  bank 


for  safe-keeping,  and  for  which  a  receipt 
stating  that  fact  is  executed  by  the  cash- 
ier, is  a  special  deposit,  which  the  owner  is 
entitled  to  have  returned  to  him  in  case 
the  assets  of  the  bank  pass  into  the  hands 
of  a  receiver. 

Trusts  —  following  trust  funds  —  iden- 
tiflcaUon. 

2.  That  a  package  of  bills  delivered  to  a 
bank  for  safe-keeping  as  a  special  deposit 
cannot  be  identified  when  the  assets  pass 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  does  not  destroy 
the  prior  right  of  the  owner  to  payment 
out  of  such  assets,  if  the  cash  on  hand  never 
fell  below  the  amount  of  the  deposit  after  it 
was  made. 

(April  8,  1912.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Penobscot  County  for  the  opinion 
of  the  Law  Court  of  a  petition  for  an  or- 
der directing  the  receiver  of  the  bankrupt 
firm  of  T^ler,  Fogg,  &  Company  to  deliver 
to  petitioner  a  special  deposit  of  money 
which  he  had  made  in  the  bank.    Granted. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  £.  O.  Ryder,  for  petitioner: 

The  deposit  by  the  petitioner  of  the  pack- 
age of*  money  for  safe-keeping  was  a  special 
deposit,  and  the  title  to  the  property  re- 
mained in  the  petitioner. 

3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  824;  Mutual 
Acci.  Asso.  V.  Jacobs,  141  III.  261,  16 
L.R.A.  616,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  31  N.  £. 
414;  Dawson  v.  Real  Estate  Bank,  6  Ark. 
297;  Alston  v.  State,  92  Ala.  124,  13  L.R.A. 
659,  9  So.  732;  McLain  v.  Wallace,  103 
Ind.  562,  5  N.  E.  911  j  Pattison  v.  Syracuse 
Nat.  Bank,  80  N.  Y.  82,  36  Am.  Rep.  582; 


Note,  —  When  is  a  battle  deposit  special. 

For  the  earlier  eases  upon  the  question 
when  a  deposit  in  bank  is  special  so  that 
the  title  remains  in  the  depositor,  see  note 
to  Mutual  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Jacobs,  16  L.R.A. 
516. 

'*A  special  deposit  is  where  the  whole  con- 
tract, is  that  the  thing  deposited  shall  be 
safely  keptj  and  that  identical  thing  re- 
turned to  the  depositor."  1  Morse,  Banks 
k  Bkg.  4th  ed.  §  183. 

"It  is  only  where  the  special  money  or 
thing  deposited  is  received  by  the  bank  to 
be  kept  to  itself  and  returned  in  corpore  on 
demand,  that  the  deposit  can  be  claimed  to 
be  tiPecial."  Re  Mutual  BIdg.  Fund  Soc. 
2  Hughes,  374,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,976. 

"If  the  agreement  between  the  parties  is 
that  the  identical  coin  or  currency  shall  be 
laid  aside  and  returned,  then  it  is  a  special 
deposit.  But  if  the  agreement  is  that  the 
money  shall  be  returned  not  in  the  specific 
coin  or  currency  deposited,  but  in  an  equal 
sum,  it  is  a  general  deposit.  In  either  case 
the  money  is  deposited  for  safe-keeping, 
and  the  only  distinction  between  the  two 
kinds  of  deposit  is  in  the  character  Of  the 
return  that  is  to  b€  mdde  thereof  to  the 
39  L,R,A.{N,8.) 


depositor,  whether  it  shall  be  returned  in 
the  identical  thing  deposited,  or  in  kind." 
Warren  v.  Nix,  97  Ark.  374,  135  S.  W.  896. 

So,  it  has  bieen  held  that  the  deposit  of 
a  sum  of  money  in  a  bank  to  secure  the 
purchase  of  certain  city  bon^s,  in  the  event 
they  are  awarded  to  the  bank,  the  money  to 
be  returned  to  the  depositor  in  the  event 
the  bonds  are  not  awarded  to  the  bank,  or 
upon  the  depositor's  taking  up  the  last 
bond  of  the  issue,  in  the  event  the  bonds 
are  so  awarded,  is  a  special  deposit  which 
may  be  recovered  from  a  receiver  of  the 
bank,  subsequently  appointed,  after  the  de- 
positor has  bought  and  taken  up  from  the 
bank  all  of  such  bonds  as  are  offered  for  de- 
livery. Miami  v.  Shutts,  59  Fla.  462,  51 
So.  929. 

And  a  sum  of  money  in  gold  coin,  de- 
livered to  the  acting  president  of  a  bank 
in  his  room,  as  a  pledge  to  protect  the  bank 
from  liability  or  loss  under  a  contract  to 
furnish  a  bail  bond,  for  which  coin  a  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  or  receipt  is  executed  by 
the  vice  president  and  teller  of  the  bank, 
stating  that  it  is  payable  only  on  release  of 
bond  and  not  subject  to  check,  and  which, 
coin  afterwards,  but  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  depositor,  goes  into 


848 


MAINE  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


State  v.  Carson  City  Sav.  Bank,  17  Key. 
146,  30  Pac.  703. 

Tyler,  Fogg  k  Co.  became  a  trustee  of 
the  fund  and  answerable  as  such  to  the 
petitioner. 

Lynam  v.  Belfast  Nat.  Bank,  98  Me. 
448,  67  Atl.  799;  Boettcher  v.  Colorado 
Nat.  Bank  15  Colo.  16,  24  Pac.  582. 

So  far  as  appears,  all  other  moneys  re- 
ceived on  deposit  by  the  firm  prior  the 
the  time  its  vaults  were  closed,  became  the 
property  of  the  firm. 

National  Mahaiwe  Bank  v.  Peck,  127 
Mass.  298,  34  Am.  Rep.  368;  Wasson  v. 
Lamb,  120  Ind.  614,  6  LJLA.  191,  16  Am. 
St.  Rep.  342,  22  N.  £.  729;  Camp  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  44  Fla.  497,  103  Am.  St.  Rep. 
173,  33  So.  241;  Reynes  v.  Dumont,  130 
U.  S.  364,  32  L.  ed.  934,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 


486;  Clark  v.  Northampton  Nat.  Bank, 
160  Mass.  26,  36  N.  E.  108;  Straus  t. 
Tradesmen's  Nat.  Bank,  122  N.  Y.  379, 
25  N.  E.  372;  School  Dist.  v.  First  Nat. 
Bank,  102  Mass.  174;  Grissom  v.  Com- 
mercial Nat.  Bank,  87  Tenn.  350,  3  L.R.A. 
273,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  10  S.  W.  774. 

lif  the  money  deposited  by  Mr.  Maxfield 
can  be  traced  into  the  general  fund  of  the 
bankrupt  firm,  and  at  no  time  was  that 
fund  less  than  the  amount  of  the  special 
deposit,  the  petitioner  need  go  no  further. 

Houghton  V.  Davenport,  74  Me.  590 ; 
Cushman  y.  Goodwin,  95  Me.  353,  50  Atl. 
50;  First  Nat.  Bank  y.  Eastern  Trust  & 
Blq;.  Co.  108  Me.  79,  79  Atl.  4. 

A  special  deposit  cannot  be  used  or  ap- 
propriated by  a  bank  without  a  breach  of 
trust. 


the  bank  vaults  through  the  regular  chan- 
nels, is  a  special  deposit,  to  the  return  of 
which  the  depositor  is  entitled,  upon  the 
release  of  the  bond,  after  the  bank  has  be- 
come insolvent.  Anderson  v.  Pacific  Bank, 
112  Cal.  698,  32  L.R.A.  479  53  Am.  St.  Rep. 
228,  44  Pac.  1063. 

And  money  deposited  in  a  bank  by  a 
prospective  purchaser  of  a  machincf,  to  be 
paid  over  to  the  vender  provided  the  ma- 
chine fulfils  the  guaranty,  after  trial,  and 
for  which  the  bank  cashier  executes  a  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  payable  to  the  vender, 
provisionally,  which  certificate  is  retained 
by  the  bank,  the  depositor  receiving  no  de- 
posit slip,  certificate  of  deposit,  or  other 
writing  for  the  money  deposited,  is  a  spe- 
cial deposit  which  may  be  recovered  as  a 
preferential  claim,  in  case  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver  for  the  bank.  Shopert  v. 
Indiana  Nat.  Bank,  41  Ind.  App.  474,  83 
N.  E.  515. 

Likewise,  money  or  checks  for  a  part  pay- 
ment on  the  purchase  price  of  real  estate, 
placed  by  the  depositor  in  a  bank  for  safe- 
keeping until  the  approval  of  the  abstract 
of  title,  or  the  happening  of  some  other  con- 
tingency, and  not  to  be  checked  out  by  him; 
or  placed  in  the  bank  under  an  agreement 
that  it  shall  act  as  bailee  or  agent,  and  de- 
liver the  money  to  the  seller  under  certain 
conditions,  or  apply  it  to  some  special  pur- 
pose,— is  a  special  deposit,  which  the  bank, 
as  agent  or  bailee,  has  no  right  to  use  or 
mingle  with  its  own  funds.  Covey  v.  Can- 
non, —  Ark.  — ,  149  S.  W.  614. 

And  money  left  with  a  bank  to  be  paid 
to  a  certain  person  on  presentation  by  him 
of  a  warranty  deed  conveying  certain  land 
to  the  depositor,  with  an  abstract  showing 
good  title  in  the  grantor,  for  which  money 
the  bank  gives  a  receipt,  reciting  that  it  is 
received  for  such  purpose,  constitutes  a  spe- 
cial deposit  which  the  owner  is  entitled  to 
recover  in  case  the  assets  of  the  bank  pass 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  although  the 
money,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  owner,  is  treated  by  the  bank  the  same 
as  any  general  deposit  and  ia  mixed  with  the 
general  funds  of  the  bank«  Kimmel  y,  Pick- 
bi)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


son,  5  S.  D.  221,  25  L.R.A.  309,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  869,  68  N.  W.  561. 

Where  a  debtor,  desiring  to  pay  a  creditor 
in  another  city,  deposited  the  amount  of  his 
debt  in  a  bank,  to  be  by  it  transmitted  and 
paid  to  the  creditor,  and  the  bank  ordered 
another  bank  in  the  creditor's  city  to  pay 
the  amount  to  the  creditor  and  charge  the 
same  to  it,  the  refusal  of  the  creditor,  upon 
demanding  payment  of  the  amount  from 
the  second  bank,  to  accept  from  the  lat- 
ter in  payment  either  credit  upon  his  own 
account  with  it  or  exchange  on  the  first 
bank,  fixes  the  character  of  the  order  of  the 
first  bank  to  the  second  as  a  special  de- 
posit for  the  creditor,  for  which,  as  such, 
he  is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  against 
a  receiver  of  ^e  second  bank.  Moreland  v. 
Brown,  30  C.  C.  A.  23,  56  U.  S.  App.  722, 
86  Fed.  267. 

And  a  draft  sent  to  a  bank,  which  is  the 
correspondent  of  a  certain  other  bank,  for 
the  credit  of  the  account  of  the  latter  bank, 
for  the  use  of  the  depositor's  agent,  is  a 
special  deposit,  which,  may  be  recovered  by 
the  depositor  from  the  first  bank,  in  case 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  second  before  the  de- 
posit has  been  actually  transmitted  to  it, 
or  drawn  out  by  it,  for  the  use  of  the  agent 
of  the  depositor.  American  Exch.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Loretta  Gold  &  S.  Min.  Co.  166  111. 
103,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  46  N.  E.  202. 

And  a  remittance  to  a  bank  for  the  ac- 
count of  another  bank,  of  which  the  first 
bank  is  correspondent,  with  instructions  to 
the  second  banK  to  pay  the  amount  thereof 
to  a  third  bank,  is  a  special  deposit,  made 
for  a  particular  purpose,  and  in  the  nature 
of  a  bailment,  the  amount  of  which  the  re- 
mitter, never  having  parted  with  his  title 
thereto,  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  bank 
which  received  credit  therefor,  in  case  the 
latter,  being  insolvent,  but  having  more 
than  the  amount  of  this  special  deposit  in 
its  vaults  at  all  times  after  the  receipt 
thereof,  has  suspended  payment  and  closed 
its  doors  without  having  paid  the  amount 
as  instructed.  Montagu  v.  Pacific  Bank, 
81  Fed.  602. 

A  deposit  is  also  special,  so  that  it  can 
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Foster  v.  Essex  Bank,  17  Mass.  479,  9 
Am.  Dec.  168;  Englar  v.  Oflfutt,  70  Md. 
7H,  14  Am.  St.  Rep.  332,  16  Atl.  497. 

Trust  money  mingled  with  trustee's  mon- 
ey may  be  followed. 

2  Lewin,  Tr.  894;  2  Perry,  Tr.  837,  838; 
Central  Nat.  Bank  y.  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S.  54,  26  L.  ed.  693;  First 
Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Hummel,  14  Colo.  259,  8 
L.R.A.  788,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  257,  23  Pac. 
986;  Independent  Dist.  v.  King,  80  Iowa, 
497,  45  N.  W.  908;  Carley  t.  Graves,  85 
Mich.  483,  24  Am.  St.  Rep.  99,  48  N.  W. 
710;  Frith  v.  Cartland,  2  Hem.  &  M.  420, 
34  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  301,  11  Jur.  N.  S.  238, 
12  L.  T.  N.  8.  175,  13  Week.  Rep.  493; 
Pennell  v.  DelTell,  4  De  G.  M.  &  G.  382, 
1  Eq.  Rep.  679,  23  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  115,  18 
Jur.  273,  1  Week.  Rep.  499. 


In  equity  money  may  be  followed  which 
has  no  earmarks. 

Knatchbull  v.  Hallett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div. 
696,  49  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  415,  42  L.  T.  N.  8. 
421,  28  Week.  Rep.  732;  Central  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  104  U.  8. 
54,  26  L.  ed.  693;  Farmers'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank 
v.  King,  57  Pa.  202,  98  Am.  Dec.  215;  Har- 
rison V.  Smith,  83  Mo.  210,  53  Am.  Rep. 
571;  Taylor  ▼.  Plumer,  3  Maule  &  S.  562, 
2  Rose,  415,  16  Revised  Rep.  361;  Lynam 
V.  Belfast  Nat.  Bank,  98  Me.  448,  57  Atl. 
799. 

Mr.  Charles  H.  Bartlett,  receiver  in 
propria  persona: 

The  transaction  disclosed  by  the  evidence 
was  simply  a  gratuitous  bailment. 

4  Words  &  Phrases,  3160;  Black's  Law 
Diet.  2d  ed.  114. 


be  recovered  from  a  receiver  of  the  bank  in 
preference  to  claims  of  general  creditors, 
where  a  certified  check,  which  a  bank  re- 
fuses to  receive  on  general  deposit  to  the 
credit  of  an  undesirable  customer,  is  left, 
indorsed  payable  to  the  bank,  for  the  spe- 
cific purpose  of  taking  up  a  check  of  like 
amount  which  the  customer  has  drawn 
against  the  bank,  with  the  paying  teller, 
who  gives  a  receipt  therefor,  and  for  more 
than  four  months  carries  the  check  in  his 
cash,  with  a  memorandum  expressing  the 
purpose  thereof,  after  which  he  sends  the 
check  forward  through  the  clearing  house 
for  collection,  and  in  its  place  causes  a  cer- 
tificate of  deposit  to  be  made  out,  reciting 
that  the  bank  has  deposited  the  amount  of 
the  check,  and  showing  by  indorsement  on 
the  back  that  it  represents  the  said  check, 
and  which  is  retained  until  it  comes  into 
the  hands  of  the  receiver.  Star  Cutter  Co. 
V.  Smith,  37  111.  App.  212. 

And  a  fund  placed  in  a  trust  company 
to  the  credit  of  a  bank  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  paying  drafts  drawn  by  a  construction 
company  on  the  bank  in  payment  of  items 
of  construction  in  connection  with  a  certain 
railway,  the  bank  having  agreed  that  the 
fund  shall  be  used  for  no  other  purpose, 
constitutes  a  special  deposit,  to  which  the 
holders  of  such  drafts  for  construction  work 
are  entitled,  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  of 
their  respective  drafts,  upon  the  failure  of 
the  bank.  McBride  v.  American  R.  &  Light- 
ing Co.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  127  S.  W.  220. 

But  a  bank  deposit  is  not  necessarily 
special  and  may  be  shown  to  be  general, 
although  the  pass  book  given  by  the  bank  to 
the  depositor  describes  the  deposit  as  a  spe- 
cial deposit,  and  the  bank  also  furnishes  the 
depositor  with  a  form  of  a  filled  out  check 
to  be  used  in  drawing  on  the  deposit,  upon 
which  is  written  the  words  "special  de- 
posit." Carr  v.  State,  104  Ala.  43,  16  So. 
155. 

And  a  deposit  of  money  paid  into  a  sav- 
ing bank  over  the  counter,  no  pains  being 
taken  to  keep  it  separate  from  other  money 
or  to  preserve  its .  identity,  is  not  a  special 
deposit,  though  made  pursuant  to  an  adver- 
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tisement  of  a  bank,  which  had  suspended 
payments  over  its  counter,  that  it  would 
resume  business  "by  receiving  special,  sepa- 
rate deposits  in  trust  to  new  account,  pledg 
ing  the  bank  to  use  the  deposits  only  in 
payment  of  checks  against  that  new  ac- 
count." Re  Mutual  Bldg.  Fund  Soc.  2 
Hughes,  374,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,976. 

So,  money  deposited  in  a  bank  by  the 
clerk  of  a  court,  who  is  also  register  in 
chancery,  pursuant  to  a  statute  authorizing 
him  to  deposit  in  bank  all  moneys  brought 
into  court  and  paid  to  him  by  or  for  any 
suitor,  which  money  is  not  treated  by  the 
bank  as  a  special  deposit,  but  is  mingled 
with  the  general  funds  of  the  bank,  does 
not  constitute  a  special  deposit.  Ret  an  v. 
Union  Trust  Co.  134  Mich.  1,  95  N.  W. 
1006. 

And  money  deposited  in  a  bank  by  an 
executor  to  the  credit  of  the  estate  of  the 
deceased,  subject  to  checks  drawn  by  the 
executor  in  his  ofiicial  capacity,  and  with- 
out any  promise  on  the  part  of  the  bank  to 
keep  the  identical  money  and  to  return  it 
to  nim,  is  not  a  special  deposit,  although 
made  with  the  knowledge  of  the  bank  that 
the  money  is  a  trust  fund  held  by  the  execu- 
tor. Officer  V.  Officer,  120  Iowa,  389,  90 
Am.  St.  Rep.  365,  94  N.  W.  947. 

Where,  pending  litigation  over  the  ques- 
tion of  title  and  ownership  of  certain  land 
in  the  possession  of  a  tenant,  it  was  agreed 
between  the  parties  that  the  tenant  should 
deposit  in  a  certain  bank  the  money  repre- 
senting the  landlord's  share  of  the  rentals 
arising  from  the  land  during  the  pendency 
of  the  litigation,  to  abide  the  final  decision 
of  the  controversy  over  the  title,  and  then 
to  go  to  the  successful  party,  and  there  was 
no  express  agreement  or  understanding  be- 
tween the  claimants  and  the  bank  that  the 
deposit  should  be  special,  it  is  merely  a  gen- 
eral deposit.  Minard  ▼.  Watts,  186  Fed. 
245. 

And  monev  left  with  a  bank  for  future  in- 
vestment  in  a  real  estate  mortgage,  which  is 
entered  and  posted  in  the  books  of  the  bank 
the  same  as  any  regular  deposit,  and  mingled 
with  the  funds  of  the  bank,  and  for  which 
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A  special  deposit  must  be  traced  like 
other  trust  property. 

Butler  V.  Sprague,  66  N.  T.  392;  Italian 
Fruit  &  Importing  Co.  v.  Penniman,  100 
Md.  698,  1  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   252,  61  Atl.  694. 

If  the  petitioner  be  entitled  to  receive 
his  property,  it  must  be  on  the  ground  of 
identification,  and  not  on  the  ground  of 
preference  as  a  creditor. 

Bromley  v.  Cleveland,  0.  C.  k  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  103  Wis.  562,  79  N.  W.  741;  Re 
First  State  Bank,  149  Iowa,  662,  129  N. 
W.  70;  Crawford  County  v.  Strawn,  15 
L.RJ^.(N.S.)  1100,  84  C.  C.  A.  653,  157 
Fed.  49;  Wetherell  v.  O'Brien,  140  111.  146, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  29  N.  E.  904. 

The  burden  is  on  the  petitioner  to  iden- 
tify his  property  or  at  least  to  trace  it 
into  some  specific  fund  on  which  equity 
can  impress  a  trust. 

Goodell  V.  Buck,  67  Me.  614;  Portland 
ft  H.  S.  B.  Co.  V.  Locke,  73  Me.  370; 
Houghton  V.  Davenport,  74  Me.  590;  Cuah- 
man  v.  Goodwin,  95  Me.  353,  50  Atl.  50; 
First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eastern  Trust  k  Bkg. 
Co.  108  Me.  79,  79  Atl.  4;  Little  v.  Chad- 
wick,  151  Mass.  109,  7  L.R.A.  570,  23  N. 
E.  1005;  Lowe  v.  Jones,  192  Mass.  94,  6 
L.ILA.(N.S.)  487,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  225, 
78  N.  E.  402,  7  Ann.  Cas.  551;  Hewitt  v. 
Hayes,  205  Mass.  356,  137  Am.  St.  Rep. 
448,  91  N.  E.  332;  Slater  v.  Oriental  Mills, 


18  R.  I.  352,  27  Atl.  443 ;  Moore  v.  Taylor, 
251  ni.  468,  96  N.  E.  229;  Bishop  v. 
Mahoney,  70  Minn.  238,  73  N.  W.  6; 
Jones  y.  Chesebrough,  106  Iowa,  303,  75 
N.  W.  97;  Twohy  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Mel- 
bye,  78  Minn.  857,  81  N.  W.  20;  Bradley 
V.  Chesebrough,  111  Iowa,  126,  82  N.  W. 
472;  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S.  64,  26  L.  ed. 
693;  Re  Hallett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div.  696, 
49  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  415,  42  L.  T.  N.  S.  421, 
28  Week.  Rep.  732;  Re  Mulligan,  116  Fed. 
715;  28  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed. 
1120;  1  Perry,  Tr.  6th  ed.  §  128;  2  Perry, 
Tr.  6th  ed.  §  828,  note  p.  1361;  3  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  3d  ed.  §  1048,  note  F. 

When  the  funds  of  several  oestuia  que 
trust  are  commingled,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence,  withdrawals  from  the  fund  are 
presumed  to  be  made  in  the  same  order  in 
which  they  were  deposited. 

28  Am.  ft  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  1116» 
note  4;  Hewitt  v.  Hayes,  205  Mass.  365, 
137  Am.  St.  Rep.  448,  91  N.  E.  332;  Oay- 
ton's  Case,  1  Meriv.  572. 

Mr.  Edgar  M.  Simpson  for  committee 
of  unsecured  creditors. 

t 

• 

'Whitebonse,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  a  petition  filed  by  George  W. 
Maxfield  in  the  matter  of  the  receivership 


the  depositor  receives  an  ordinary  pass 
book,  in  which  the  money  is  credited  to  him 
and  charged  to  the  bank,  docs  not  consti- 
tute a  special  deposit,  which  the  depositor 
is  entitled  to  recover  from  an  assignee  of 
the  bank  after  its  insolvency,  in  preference 
to  other  creditors.  Wetherell  v.  O'Brien, 
140  111.  146,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  221,  29  N.  E. 
904,  reversing  41  111.  App.  142. 

Likewise,  a  deposit  of  money  in  a  bank 
to  secure  a  surety  on  a  bond,  for  which  the 
depositor  receives  a  duplicate  deposit  slip 
bearing  a  written  memorandum  to  that  ef- 
fect, and  against  which  he  subsequently 
draws  a  check  payable  to  "certificates  of  de- 
posit," fdr  which  he  receives  two  certifi- 
cates of  deposit,  one  to  be  held  by  the  surety 
and  the  other  to.  secure  another  set  of 
bondsmen, — is  not  a  special  deposit,  al- 
though the  depositor  did  not  understand 
the  force  and  efi'ect  of  the  duplicate  deposit 
slip  and  of  the  check  when  he  received  the 
one  and  signed  and  delivered  the  other,  but 
thought  the  papers  were  merely  receipts  for 
the  money.  Dearborn  v.  Washington  Sav. 
Bank,  13  Wash.  345,  42  Pac.  1107. 

And  a  roll  of  bills,  neither  wrapped  nor 
tied  nor  inclosed  within  any  kind  of  re- 
ceptacle, left  at  a  bank  by  the  owner,  with- 
out expecting  a  return  of  the  identical  roll 
of  bills,  but  with  the  statement  that  he  be- 
lieves he  will  leave  it  for  a  few  days  and 
that  he  wants  the  bank  to  keep  it  for  a  few 
days,  for  which  he  is  given  an  ordinary 
pass  book  in  which  the  transaction  is  en- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tered  as  an  ordinary  deposit,  no  request 
being  made  that  the  money  be  kept  apart 
from  the  funds  of  the  bank,  no  special 
agreement  being  made  as  to  the  character 
of  the  deposit,  and  ordinary  deposit  slips 
being  prepared  at  the  time,  from  which  the 
books  of  the  bank  are  afterward  written  up, 
— is  not  a  special  deposit,  to  the  return  of 
which  the  depositor  is  entitled  upon  the 
failure  of  the  bank  and  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver  therefor,  although  he  says  at  the 
time  of  the  deposit,  that  he  does  not  want 
a  check  book,  because  he  intends  drawing 
all  the  money  in  a  few  days,  and  that  it 
is  not  necessary  that  he  have  a  bank  book; 
and  further,  that  he  does  not  want  to  be- 
come a  regular  depositor  at  the  bank.  State 
ex  rel.  Coleman  v.  Dickerson,  71  Kan.  760, 
81  Pac.  497. 

A  deposit  of  a  draft  in  a  bank  to  the 
credit  of  a  pledgee  of  goods  which  the  de- 
positor desires  to  purchase,  made  for  the 
sole  purpose,  which  is  made  known  to  the 
bank,  of  obtaining  the  release  of  the  goods 
from  the  custody  of  the  pledgee,  but  without 
special  instructions  to  the  bank  in  regard 
to  it,  is  not  a  special  deposit,  in  the  nature 
of  a  bailment,  which  will  entitle  the  owner 
to  priority  over  other  general  creditors  of 
the  bank,  in  case  the  bank  fails  and  is 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  before  the 
proceeds  of  the  draft,  which  is  forwarded 
for  collection  and  duly  paid,  are  returned 
to  the  bank.  Schofield  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cochran, 
119  Ga.  901,  47  S.  E.  208. 
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of  Tyler,  Fogg,  &  Company,  asking  the 
court  to  issue  an  order  directing  the  re- 
ceiver of  that  firm  to  restore  to  him  a 
package  of  money  containing  $500  in  bills, 
which  the  petitioner  deposited  with  the 
cashier  of  the  firm  for  safe-keeping  April 
22,  1911. 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  peti- 
tioner that  this  was  a  special  deposit, 
which  was  not  to  be  mingled  with  the 
general  funds  of  the  bank  and  form  a  part 
of  its  disposable  capital,  but  was  to  be 
kept  by  it,  and  be  specifically  returned. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  is  contended  in  be- 
half of  the  receiver  that  this  was  an  ordi- 
nary general  deposit  of  money  with  the 
bank,  which  transferred  the  title  to  the 
bank  and  created  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor  between  the  bank  and  the  pe- 
titioner. 

It  is  not  in  controversy  that  on  the  22d 
day  of  April,  1911,  the  petitioner,  George 
W.  Maxfield,  hastily  entered  the  banking 
rooms  of  Tyler,  Fogg,  k  Company,  and  de- 
livered to  the  cashier  a  package  of  bills 
containing  $500,  taking  from  him  a  receipt 
of  the  following  tenor: 

April  22,  1911. 
Received  of  George  W.  Maxfield  $500  for 
safe-keeping. 

$600.  P.  pro.  Tyler,  Fogg,  &  Co., 

Ralph  P.  Preble,  Cashier. 


According  to  the  testimony  of  the  peti- 
tioner, the  deposit  was  made  under  the  fol- 
lowing circumstances:  He. received  a  tele- 
gram in  the  early  afternoon  of  Saturday, 
April  22d,  requesting  his  presence  in  New 
York  the  next  morning,  and,  in  order  to 
comply  with  this  request,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary for  him  to  take  the  1:50  train  at 
Bangor  in  seventeen  minutes  from  the  time 
he  received  the  telegram.  He  had  lately 
received  the  package  of  $600  in  bills  from 
the  Augusta  Trust  Company,  with  the  ordi- 
nary bank  wrapper  around  it  marked 
''$600."  On  this  wrapper,  he  marked  his 
initials,  "G.  W.  M.,"  with  a  pencil,  and 
on  his  way  to  the  railroad  station  stepped 
into  the  banking  rooms  of  Tyler,  Fogg,  k 
Company,  and  delivered  the  package  to  the 
cashier,  Mr.  Preble,  stating  that  he  wanted 
to  leave  that  money  there;  that  he  didn't 
want  to  buy  anything,  and  didn't  want  to 
sell  anything;  that  he  simply  wanted  to 
leave  that  package  there  until  he  got  back 
from  New  York.  The  cashier  replied: 
"Mr  Maxfield,  you  can  haye  the  money  any 
moment  you  call  for  it/'  The  petitioner 
testifies  that  the  cashier  started  to  open 
the  package,  and  he  said  to  him:  "Don't 
meddle  with  that.  Don't  meddle  with  that. 
That  is  all  right."  "He  says,  'All  right,  I 
just  wanted  to  count  it,'  and  he  counted 


And  a  sum  of  monev  deposited  in  a  bank, 
with  a  contract  for  tne  drilling  of  a  well, 
to  secure  the  payment  to  the  contractor  of 
the  agreed  consideration  for  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  which  sum  is  not  intended 
to  be  kept  separate  from  the  other  funds 
of  the  bank,  but  is  treated  the  same  as 
moneys  received  from  other  depositors,  is 
not  a  special  deposit,  although  entered  by 
the  bank  on  its  books  in  what  it  calls  a 
"trust  fund  account."  Butcher  v.  Butler, 
134  Mo.  App.  61,  114  S.  W.  664. 

Where  a  bank,  having  an  excess  of  cur- 
rency, but  being  short  of  exchange,  draws 
a  draft  upon  another  bank,  where  the  con- 
ditions are  the  reverse,  and  sends  it  cur- 
rency to  meet  the  draft  when  it  is  returned 
in  the  course  of  business,  the  currency  thus 
sent  does  not  constitute  a  special  deposit. 
Bank  of  Blackwell  v.  Dean,  9  Okla.  626,  60 
Pac.  226. 

And  a  general  deposit,  evidenced  by  an 
ordinary  certificate  of  deposit,  does  not  be- 
come special,  so  that  it  may  be  reclaimed 
out  of  the  general  funds  of  the  bank  in  the 
hands  of  an  assignee  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors, bv  reason  of  a  mere  unfulfilled  promise 
of  the  Dank  to  put  away  the  amount  there- 
of in  a  separate  package  and  keep  it  until 
the  depositor  shall  come  again  for  it  as  he 
needs  it.  Bay  or  v.  American  Trust  &  Sav. 
Bank,  167  111.  62,  41  N.  £.  622. 

But  a  certain  sum  in  currency,  delivered 
to  one  of  a  partnership  conducting  a  bank. 
89  Ufi^Ai'^.S.)  ^ 


in  his  private  office  at  the  bank,  by  one 
about  to  lease  property,  to  be  held  as  se- 
curity for  the  faithful  performance  of  the 
covenants  of  the  lease,  for  which  a  re- 
ceipt stating  that  fact  is  executed  by  the 
partner  in  the  name  of  the  partnership,  and 
which  is  afterwards,  though  without  the 
knowledge  or  acquiescence  of  the  parties 
to  the  lease,  turned  over  to  one  of  the  tellers 
and  by  him  mingled  with  the  funds  of  the 
bank,  and  accounted  for  on  the  books  of 
the  bank  by  a  certificate  of  deposit,  pay- 
able to  the  bankers,  which  is  never  deliv- 
ered to  anyone,  but  is  pinned  to  the  dupli- 
cate, in  the  possession  of  the  bank,  of  the 
receipt  given  to  the  depositor,  while  not  a 
special  deposit  in  the  sense  that  the  trans- 
action is  a  mere  bailment  for  the  safe-keep- 
ing of  the  money  for  the  depositor,  where 
the  identical  thing  is  to  be  returned  to  him, 
does  constitute  a  trust  fund,  and  does  not 
belong  to  the  bank  as  a  part  of  its  general 
fund,  and  may  be  recovered,  in  case  of  the 
failure  of  the  bank,  if  the  fund,  though  not 
the  identical  money,  can  be  traced  and  iden- 
tified. Woodhouse  v.  Crandall,  197  111.  104, 
68  L.R.A.  386,  64  N.  E.  292. 

As  to  the  measure  of  care  required  of  a 
bank  in  keeping  special  deposits,  see  note 
to  Gray  v.  Merriam,  32  L.R.A.  769. 

As  to  the  duty  of  a  bank  as  to  the  pay- 
ment of  money  held  as  bailee,  see  note  to 
People's  Nat.  *Bank  v.  Wheeler,  21  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  816,  A.  C.  W, 
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it  and  wrot€  the  receipt  pretty  fast;   for 
I  had  only  seven  minutes/' 

There  is  no  •  necessary  conflict  between 
the  testimony  of  the  petitioner  and  that  of 
the  cashier  in  relation  to  the  material  facts. 
The  cashier  does  not  recollect  seeing  the 
initials  of  Mr.  Maxfield  upon  £he  bank 
wrapper,  but  would  net  say  they  were  not 
there.  He  also  admits  that  it  would  be 
his  natural  course  to  put  a  strap  around 
the  bills  and  put  them  away  as  a  package, 
but  would  not  say  that  he  did  not  put 
the  same  strap  around  the  package,  if  he 
took  it  off.  The  cashier  also  states  that 
he  does  not  recollect  the  petitioner's  re- 
quest that  he  should  not  meddle  with  the 
package. 

The  petitioner  returned  from  New  York 
on  the  next  Saturday  afternoon,  April  29tli, 
but  not  in  season  to  call  for  his  package 
of  money  that  day.  The  great  fire  of  April 
30th  occurred  the  next  day  (Sunday),  and 
rendered  it  impossible  to  open  the  vault  of 
the  firm  until  May  25th.  But,  before  the 
vault  was  opened,  the  petitioner  made  a 
demand  upon  the  senior  member  of  the 
firm  for  his  money,  and  was  informed  that 
it  would  be  delivered  to  him  as  soon  as  the 
vault  was  opened.  But,  before  the  opening 
of  the  vault,  tlie  firm  was  dissolved  by  a 
decree  of  court,  and  a  receiver  appointed, 
who  took  over  all  the  assets  of  the  firm. 
From  the  time  the  money  was  deposited 
with  the  firm,  April  22d  until  the  close 
of  the  banking  hours  on  April  29th,  cash 
was  received  and  paid  out  by  the  firm  in 
the  usual  course  of  its  banking  business. 
When  the  vault  was  opened  by  the  receiver, 
there  was  on  hand  in  the  vault  in  cash 
$1,620.21,  and  at  no  time  after  the  peti- 
tioner's deposit  to  the  time  the  assets  were 
taken  over  by  the  receiver  was  there  less 
than  $500. 

At  the  time  the  vault  was  opened,  there 
were  two  $500  packages  in  it;  but  the  cash- 
ier was  unable  to  state  whether  ejther  of 
them  had  the  petitioner's  initials  upon  it 
or  not.  The  cash  was  kept  in  the  vault, 
and  the  checks  received  were  deposited 
daily  with  the  Kenduskeag  Trust  Com- 
pany; and  at  the  time  the  receiver  took 
possession  there  was  on  deposit  in  that 
company  the  sum  of  $2,859.55  in  addition 
to  the  amount  of  cash,  above  stated,  in  the 
vault  of  T^ler,  Fogg,  &  Company.  The 
cashier  expressly  states  that,  after  he 
counted  the  petitioner's  money,  he  deposit- 
ed it  in  the  cash  drawer,  where  all  the 
cash  receipts  were  deposited  that  were  re- 
ceived during  the  week  following  the  de- 
posit in  question;  but  there  is  no  evidence 
that  any  other  package  of  money  was  de- 
posited that  week  expressly  "for  safe-keep- 
ing," or  under  circumstances  similar  \o 
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those  of  the  petitioner's  deposit.  So  far  as 
appears,  all  other  moneys  received  by  the 
firm  prior  to  the  closing  of  its  vault  were 
general  deposits,  which  created  the  rela- 
tion of  debtor  and  creditor  between  the  de- 
positor and  the  firm. 

In  response  to  an  inquiry  by  counsel  for 
the  defendant  whether,  in  his  opinion,  judg- 
ing from  all  he  knew  of  the  dealings  in 
the  bank,  the  petitioner's  package  was  in 
the  bank  at  the  time  the  vault  was  closed, 
the  cashier  says:  ''Couldn't  state;  I  have 
no  opinion  on  that  subject." 

At  the  close  of  the  testimony,  by  agree- 
ment of  the  parties,  the  questions  involved 
were  reported  for  the  determination  of  the 
law  court. 

It  is  well-recognized  and  familiar  law 
that  ^Meposits  made  with  bankers  are  eith- 
er general  or  special.  In  the  case  of  a  spe- 
cial deposit,  the  bank  merely  assumes  the 
charge  or  custody  of  property,  without  au- 
thority to  use  it;  and  the  depositor  is  en- 
titled to  receive  back  the  identical  money 
or  thing  deposited.  In  such  case,  the  right 
of  property  remains  in  the  depositor,  and, 
if  the  deposit  is  of  money,  the  bank  may 
not  mingle  it  with  its  own  funds.  The  re- 
lation created  is  that  of  bailor  and  bailee, 
and  not  that  of  creditor  and  debtor."  Als- 
ton V.  State,  92  Ala.  124,  13  L.R.A.  659,  9 
So.  732;  3  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  824;  Mc- 
Lain  v.  Wallace,  103  Ind.  562,  6  N.  £.  911, 
912;  Pattison  v.  Syracuse  Nat.  Bank,  80 
N.  Y.  82-90,  36  Am.  Rep.  582. 

In  Mutual  Acci.  Asso.  v.  Jacobs,  141  111. 
261,  16  L.R.A.  516,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  302, 
36  N.  E.  414,  the  court  said:  "As  we  un- 
derstand the  question,  there  is  a  wide  dif- 
ference between  a  special  and  a  general  de- 
posit, as  those  terms  are  understood,  not 
only  by  bankers,  but  by  the  public  who 
are  transacting  business  daily  with  banks. 
Where  money  of  any  description  is  deposit- 
ed in  a  bank,  and  the  identical  gold,  silver, 
or  bank  bills  which  were  deposited  are  to 
be  returned  to  the  depositor,  and  not  the 
equivalent,  the  deposit  will  be  special. 
.  .  .  Where  ...  a  package  of  bills 
or  currency  is  received  in  the  bank  as  a 
special  deposit,  the  identical  money  to  be 
returned,  the  bank  has  no  authority  to  use 
the  money  in  its  business." 

So,  in  National  Mohaiwe  Bank  v.  Peck, 
127  Mass.  298,  34  Am.  Rep.  368,  the  court 
said:  "Money  deposited  in  a  bank  does  not 
remain  the  property  of  the  depositor,  upon 
which  the  bank  has  a  lien  only;  but  it  be- 
comes the  absolute  property  of  the  bank. 
.  .  .  The  bank  being  the  absolute  owner 
of  the  money  deposited,  and,  being  a  mere 
debtor  to  the  depositor  for  his  balance  of 
account,  holds  no  property  in  which  the  de- 
positor has  any  title  ox  r^l^t."     See  iilso 
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Grissom  y.  Commercial  Nat.  Bank,  87  Tenn. 
350,  3  L.RJI.  273,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  669, 
10  8.  W.  774;  School  Dist.  v.  First  Nat. 
Nat.  Bank,  102  Mass.  174;  Clark  v.  North- 
ampton Nat.  Bank,  160  Mass.  26,  35  N.  E. 
108.  In  Boettcher  y.  Colorado  Nat.  Bank, 
16  Colo.  16,  24  Pac.  582,  the  court  thus 
speaks  of  a  special  deposit:  A  deposit  is 
not  general,  but  a  trust  fund,  when  there 
is  an  expressed  agreement  to  that  effect, 
or  there  are  circumstances  which  give  to 
the  transaction  the  nature  of  a  special  de- 
posit. 

When  these  well-settled  rules  of  law, 
which  are  well  understood  by  men  of  af- 
fairs and  constantly  observed  in  the  prac- 
tical management  of  banking  business,  are 
applied  to  the  facts  and  circumstances, 
above  stated,  in  the  case  at  bar,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  court  that  the  plaintiff's 
contention  must  be  sustained,  and  that  his 
delivery  of  the  package  of  $500  in  bills  to 
the.  cashier  of  Tyler,  Fogg,  &  Company, 
must  be  deemed  a  special  deposit,  which 
created  the  relation  of  bailor  and  bailee  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  not  a  general  de- 
posit, which  created  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor  between  them.  It  became  a 
special  trust  fund,  to  be  held  by  the  bank 
for  the  petitioner,  and  restored  to  him 
on  demand  a  few  days  later.  It  did  not 
become  a  part  of  the  general  funds  of  the 
bank,  to  be  used  in  the  conduct  of  its 
business. 

The  law  prescribes  no  particular  formu- 
la for  the  contract  involved  in  making  a 
special  deposit.  Like  all  true  contracts,  it 
grows  out  of  the  mutual  intention  and  un- 
derstanding of  the  parties;  and  the  sources 
of  evidence  and  means  of  proof  are  no  more 
difficult  or  complex  than  in  most  other  in- 
quiries constantly  arising  in  the  courts. 
The  purpose  and  terms  of  the  deposit  may 
be  explicitly  stated,  or  the  intention  of  the 
parties  may  be  inferred  from  their  declara- 
tions, considered  in  connection  with  their 
conduct  and  all  of  the  circumstances.  In 
this  case,  the  declarations  of  the  petitioner 
at  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  money 
to  the  cashier  unmistakably  show  that  he 
understood  the  deposit  to  be  a  special  one; 
and  that  the  identical  money  was  to  be  re- 
turned to  him  on  demand.  The  receipt 
written  by  the  cashier  himself,  stating  ex- 
pressly that  the  money  was  received  "for 
safe-keeping,"  is  of  the  highest  significance 
in  its  tendency  to  prove  that  the  cashier 
had  the  same  understanding  of  it.  The 
term  "safe-keeping"  aptly  expressed  the 
duty  imposed  upon  the  cashier  as  bailee  of 
a  special  deposit,  but  was  wholly  inap- 
propriate and  superfluous  as  applied  to  a 
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general  deposit,  which  was  to  be  mingled 
with  other  funds  and  become  a  part  of  the 
property  of  the  bank.  The  evidence  cannot 
be  consistently  reconciled  with  the  proposi- 
tion that  the  money  was  left  as  a  general 
deposit,  but  fully  warrants  the  conclusion 
that  the  package  was  received  "for  safe- 
keeping,'' to  be  held  in  trust  as  the  proper- 
ty of  the  petitioner. 

But  it  has  been  seen  that  neither  of 
the  $500  packages  found  in  the  vault  after 
it  was  opened,  nor  any  other  money  found 
there  has  been  identified  by  any  distin- 
guishing marks  as  the  money  deposited  by 
the  petitioner;  and  it  is  contended  in  be- 
half of  the  defendant  that,  in  any  event, 
the  petitioner  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  of  $500  in  this  proceeding,  for  the 
reason  that  his  money,  having  been  mingled 
with  the  moneys  of  other  depositors  and 
paid  out  indiscriminately,  can  no  longer 
be  identified  in  the  hands  of  the  receiver. 
But  it  has  been  seen  that  all  of  the  moneys 
received  from  depositors  after  the  receipt 
of  the  petitioner's  package  were  general  de- 
posits, which  became  the  property  of  the 
bank;  and  that  the  cash  in  the  vault  was 
not  less  than  $500  at  any  time  during  that 
week.  The  petitioner's  package  was  the 
only  special  deposit  and  the  only  trust 
fund  held  by  the  firm  at  that  time.  The 
petitioner's  difficulty  arising  from  a  failure 
to  identify  his  money  by  distinguishing 
marks  is  therefore  readily  solved  by  an 
application  of  the  established  principle  of 
equity  that,  "when  one  makes  a  draft  from 
a  fund  composed  partly  of  his  own  money 
and  partly  of  money  of  another,  .  .  . 
the  presumption  is  the  draft  was  intended 
to  be  made  and  was  made  from  the  draw- 
er's own  funds."  Hall  v.  Otis,  77  Me.  125. 
In  Knatchbull  v.  Hallett,  L.  R.  13  Ch.  Div. 
696,  it  was  decided  that,  if  money  held  by 
a  trustee  has  been  mingled  with  his  pri- 
vate funds  in  his  bank  account,  the  cestui 
que  trust  can  follow  it,  and  has  a  charge 
on  the  balance  in  the  banker's  hands.  It 
was  further  held  that  the  rule  attributing 
the  first  drawings  out  to  the  first  payments 
in  does  not  apply,  except  as  between  the 
moneys  of  different  ceatuia  que  trust*  whose 
moneys  are  commingled  by  the  common 
trustee;  and  that,  as  between  the  individ- 
ual funds  and  trust  funds,  the  drawer  must 
be  taken  to  have  drawn  his  own  money  in 
preference  to  the  trust  money.  The  prin- 
ciple is  thus  stated  in  2  Perry  on  Trusts, 
2d  ed.  §§  837,  838:  "If  trust  money  is 
mixed  in  the  same  parcel  with  the  trustee's 
own  money,  it  may  be  said  that  the  trust 
money  has  run  into  the  general  mass,  and 
has  become  absorbed,  and  that  the  cestui 
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que  trust  has  no  lien;  but  such  cannot  be 
the  case.  .  .  .  Although  every  identi- 
cal piece  of  coin  cannot  be  ascertained  in 
a  given  mass,  yet,  there  being  so  much 
trust  money  in  the  parcel,  the  cestui  que 

trust  is  entitled  to  so  much  of  it 

If  a  trustee  deposits  trust  moneys  in  bank 
to  his  own  credit  .  .  .  the  court  will 
disentangle  the  accounts  and  give  the  cestui 
que  trust  what  belongs  to  him."  This  prin- 
ciple has  received  the  emphatic  approval 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  Central  Nat.  Bank  v.  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  104  U.  S.  64,  26  L.  ed.  693, 
and  of  our  own  court  in  Houghton  v.  Dav- 
enport, 74  Me.  596;  see  also  Lynam  ▼. 
Belfast  Nat.  Bank,  98  Me.  448,  67  Atl.  ] 
799;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  Eastern  Trust  & 
Bkg.  Co.  108  Me.  79,  79  Atl.  4;  Farmers' 
&  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  King,  67  Pa.  202,  98 
Am.  Dec.  215;  Harrison  v.  Smith,  83  Mo. 
210,   53   Am.  Rep.  571. 

It  thus  appears  from  this  beneficent 
doctrine  of  equity  that,  when  trust  money 
is  mingled  in  the  same  parcel  with  the 
trustee's  own  funds,  the  question  is  not 
necessarily  whether  the  trust  money  can  be 
identified  by  distinguishing  earmarks,  but 
whether  it  can  be  traced  into  the  hands  of 
the  trustee,  ''either  in  its  original  or  its 
altered  state."  The  petitioner's  money  was 
/eceived  by  the  firm  of  Tyler,  Fogg,  &  Com- 
pany in  a  fiduciary  capacity,  and  mingled 
with  its  private  funds.  Moneys  paid  out 
during  the  week  following  April  22d  are 
presumed  to  have  been  paid  from  the 
private  funds  of  the  firm,  and  not  from 
the  petitioner's  trust  money.  The  entire 
amount  of  cash  on  hand  at  the  time  the 
vault  was  opened  was  charged  with  a 
trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  pre- 
sumption is  that  $500  of  the  $1,620.21  in 
money  found  in  the  vault  and  turned 
over  to  the  receiver  belonged  to  the  peti- 
tioner. As  trustee  of  the  petitioner  for 
his  $500,  the  firm  would  have  been  bound 
to  restore  that  sum  to  him  on  demand,  if 
a  receiver  had  not  been  appointed.  A  de-' 
mand  was  made  by  the  petitioner  upon  the 
receiver  for  the  return  of  his  money  soon 
after  the  latter  took  possession  of  the 
assets  of  the  firm  on  the  9th  day  of  June, 
1911.  The  receiver  is  now  bound  to  re- 
store to  the  petitioner  the  sum  of  $500, 
deposited  with  the  firm  by  him  April  22, 
1911;  and  it  is  ordered  that  the  sum  of  $500 
be  paid  to  the  petitioner  by  the  receiver, 
with  interest  thereon  from  the  5th  day  of 
September,  1911,  the  date  of  the  petition. 
The   certificate   must   accordingly   be: 

Petition  sustained. 

Claim  for  $500  and  interest  allowed. 
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Contract  —  indndnir  breach  —  liability. 

1.  Legitimate  competition,  by  fair  means, 
is  always  lawful,  and  no  cause  of  action 
accrues  to  one  who  is  unable  to  compete 
with  his  stronger  competitor,  notwithstand- 
ing his  business  be  injured  by  the  competi- 
tive strife.  But  unfair  competition  is,  and 
always  has  been,  frowned  upon  by  the  law, 
and  the  trend  of  the  decisions  sustains  the 
proposition  that  it  is  a  violation  of  a  legal 
right  to  interfere  with  contractual  relations 
recognized  by  law,  if  there  be  no  sufficient 
justification  for  the  interference. 

Unfair  trade  ~  competition  —  lefirality. 

2.  It  is  impossible  to  formulate  any  gen- 
eral rule  or  definition  whereby  one  may  de- 
termine with  accuracy  what  is  fair  competi- 
tion, and  what  is  not.  Each  case  must 
depend,  for  its  correct  solution,  upon  its 
own  peculiar  facts  and  circumstances. 

Contract  ~  Inducing  breach  ~  malice. 

3.  It  is  an  actionable  tort  for  one  to  ma- 
liciously interfere  with  a  contract  between 
two  parties,  and  induce  one  of  them  to  break 
that  contract,  to  tlie  injury  of  the  other. 

Same  ~  persuasion  ~  legality. 

4.  It  is  not  unlawful  for  one,  by  fair 
means  and  lawful  argument  or  persuasion, 
to  interfere  with  the  contractual  relations 
of  another,  and  without  doubt  one  person 
has  the  legal  right  to  persuade  another  to 
leave  hs  employer's  service,  or  to  quit  trad- 
ing with  another,  provided  always  such  per- 
suasion and  argument  is  fair,  and  not  un- 
lawful, and  is  made  with  the  honest  intent 
and  purpose  of  fairly  bettering  one's  own 
business,  trade,  or  employment,  and  not  for 
the  primary  object  of  wrongfully  destroy- 
ing honest  competition,  or  wrongfully  in- 
juring one's  competitor. 

Definition  —  malice. 

5.  **Malioe,"  in  the  sense  used  hereinj 
means  a  wrongful  act  done  intentionally, 
without  just  cause  or  excuse. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

Headnotes  by  Rokcbtson,  Ci 


Xote.  ~  As  to  right  of  action  for  damages 
for  inducing  a  breach  of  contract,  see  notes 
to  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  v.  Gardiner  Dairy 
Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  746,  and  Swain  v.  John- 
son, 28  L.RA.(N.S.)  616,  and  related  notes 
there  referred  to.  See  also,  in  this  connec- 
tion, the  case  of  Sleeper  v.  Baker,  post,  864. 
Generally,  as  to  the  effect  of  bad  motive  to 
make  actionable  what  otherwise  would  not 
be,  see  note  to  Passaic  Print  Works  ▼.  Ely 
&  W.  Dry-Goods  Co.  62  LJLA.  678. 
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ERROR  to  the   District  Court  for  Kay 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  alleged  malicious  interference 
'with    plaintiff's    business.      Afiirmed. 

Statement  by  Robertson,  C: 

In  the  winter  of  1904-0o,  Ragains,  the 
plaintiff  below,  took  from  the  Chickaskia 
river  and  stored  in  the  city  of  Blackwell 
a  large  quantity  of  merchantable  ice,  with 
intent  to  sell  the  same  at  retail  to  the  mer- 
chants and  other  customers  in  said  city. 
In  pursuance  of  such  intent,  he  solicited 
and  procured  contracts  with  a  large  num- 
ber of  such  customers,  and  made  all  neces- 
sary arrangements  for  the  complete  estab- 
lishment of  a  retail  ice  business  in  said 
cily,  and,  in  fact,  began  to  distribute  ice 
among  his  customers.  Schonwald,  one  of 
the  defendants  below,  who  was  also  the 
general  manager  and  agent  of  the  Black- 
well  Ice  Company,  the  other  defendant,  ac- 
cording to  the  averments  of  the  petition^ 
with  a  malicious,  wrongful,  and  unlawful 
intention  of  injuring  plaintiff  in  and  about 
his  said  business,  and  of  wholly  destroying 
his  said  business  and  depriving  said  plain- 
tiff of  his  customers  for  the  sale  of  his 
ice,  and  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the 
purchasers  of  plaintiff's  ice,  with  whom 
plaintiff  had  contracts,  to  disregard  their 
said  contracts  and  to  refuse  to  accept  plain- 
tiff's ioe  thereunder,  did,  during  the  months 
of  February,  March,  April,  and  May,  1905, 
acting  jointly  and  in  conjunction,  one  with 
the  other,  and  with  various  other  ice  com- 
panies (naming  them),  represent  to  the 
persons  with  whom  plaintiff  had  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  ice  and  with  the  customers 
of  his  retail  ice  business  that  plaintiff  was 
not  a  member  of  the  combination  or  as- 
sociation of  ice  dealers,  and  could  not,  there- 
fore, purchase  from  the  manufacturers  of 
ice  in  that  and  the  adjacent  territory  any 
amount  with  which  to  supply  his  customers, 
and  that  if  they,  the  said  customers  and 
consumers,  and  the  persons  with  whom 
plaintiff  had  contracts,  purchased  ice  from 
plaintiff,  that  they,  the  said  defendants, 
and  each  of  them,  and  all  other  persons 
engaged  in  the  sale  of  ice  in  the  eily  of 
Blackwell,  would  refuse  to  sell  or  deliver 
ice  to  any  such  person  so  purchasing  from 
plaintiff,  and  further  represented  to  plain- 
tiff's customers  and  the  persons  with  whom 
he  had  contracts  for  the  sale  of  ice  that 
plaintiff  would  be  unable  to  purchase  ice 
from  any  manufacturer  on  account  of  com- 
binations and  understandings  had  with  such 
manufacturer  by  defendants,  and  that  at 
such  time  as  his  customers  had  exhausted 
the  supply  of  natural  ice  stored  by  plain- 
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tiff,  such  customers  and  persons  with  whom 
plaintiff  had  contracts  would  be  unable  to 
procure  or  purchase  from  defendants  or 
any  other  person  any  ice  for  their  use,  and 
that,  in  furtherance  of  the  design  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  in  carrying  out  the 
threats  and  representations  so  made,  the 
said  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  did  re- 
fuse to  sell  to  persons  who  bought  ice  from 
plaintiff,  and  said  defendants  and  each  of 
them  did  refuse  to  sell  ioe  to  any  person 
with  whom  plaintiff  had  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  ice,  unless  and  until  said  persons 
and  said  customers  had  agreed  and  prom- 
ised to  disregard  their  contract  of  purchase 
which  they  had  made  with  the  plaintiff,  and 
would  further  agree  not  to  accept  any  fur- 
ther delivery  of  ice  ftom  said  plaintiff; 
that  said  false  ahd  malicious  representa- 
tions, threats,  and  intimidating  statements, 
as  above  related,  so  made  by  Schonwald 
and  the  Blackwell  Ice  Company,  by  and 
through  its  officers,  agents,  and  employees, 
did  intimidate,  coerce,  and  influence  the 
persons  with  whom  plaintiff  had  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  ice,  and  the  customers  of 
plaintiff's  retail  ice  business  in  the  city 
of  Blackwell,  to  break  the  said  contracts 
had  with  plaintiff,  and  did  cause  all  of 
them  to  refuse  to  purchase  or  accept  the 
delivery  of  ice  from  plaintiff,  and  that 
thereby  said  defendants  by  their  said  wrong- 
ful, illegal,  and  malicious  representations, 
intimidating  statements,  and  conduct,  did 
wholly  and  completely  ruin  and  destroy 
plaintiff's  retail  ioe  business  in  the  city  of 
Blackwell;  and  that  said  defendants  did 
wrongfully,  unlawfully,  and  maliciously, 
and  with  a  malicious  intent  to  destroy 
plaintiff's  business  and  to  injure  him,  in- 
fluence all  persons  manufacturing  ice  for 
sale  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  city  of  Black- 
well  and  vicinity  to  refuse  to  sell  or  de- 
liver any  ice  to  plaintiff  for  sale  to  the 
residents  of  said  city,  all  to  his  great  dam- 
age, etc. 

The  court,  in  its  instructions  to  the  jury, 
held  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence 
to  support  the  allegations  of  conspiracy  by 
defendants  and  other  ice  companies,  and 
'therefore  withdrew  that  issue  from  their 
consideration;  and  no  finding  was  made  by 
the  jury  upon  that  question,  and  the  same 
will  therefore  receive  no  further  considera- 
tion. 

The  answers  of  defendants  were  in  effect 
general  denials.  Trial  was  had  to  a  jury, 
and  a  general  verdict  was  returned  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defendants, 
which  verdict  was  by  the  trial  court  ap- 
proved and  judgment  in  accordance  there- 
with was  duly  entered,  from  which  said 
judgment  defendants  bring  error* 
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Mr.  C.  6.  Hornor,  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror: 

No  action  will  lie  for  interference  with 
trades,  callings,  and  contracts,  in  the  way 
of  ordinary  competition. 

Cooley,  Torts,  497;  Mogul  S.  8.  Co.  v. 
McGregor  [1892]  A.  C.  26,  61  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
N.  S.  295,  66  L.  T.  N.  S.  1,  40  Week.  Rep. 
337,  7  Asp.  Mar.  L.  Cas.  120,  66  J.  P.  101, 
affirming  L.  R.  23  Q.  B.  Div.  598,  L.  R. 
21  Q.  B.  Div.  544;  Allen  v.  Flood  [1898] 
A.  C.  163,  67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  119,  77  L. 
T.  N.  S.  717,  46  Week.  Rep.  258,  17  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  285;  Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hollis 
(Bohn  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Northwestern  Lumber- 
men's Asso.)  64  Minn.  223,  21  L.R.A.  337, 
40  Am.  St.  Rep.  319,  65  N.  W.  1119;  J. 
F.  Parkinson  Co.  v.  Building  Trades  Coun- 
cil, 154  Cal.  681,  21  L.RJl.(N.S.)  550,  98 
Pac.  1027,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1165;  Boyson  v. 
Thorn,  98  Cal.  678,  21  LJt.A.  233,  33  Pac. 
492;  Chambers  v.  Baldwin,  91  Ky.  121,  11 
L.R.A.  646,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  15  S.  W. 
67;  Bourlier  Bros.  v.  Macauley,  91  Ky. 
136,  11  L.R.A.  650,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  171, 
16  S.  W.  60;  Glencoe  Land  &  Gravel  Co. 
V.  Hudson  Bros.  Commission  Co.  138  Mo. 
439,  36  L.R.A.  804,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  560, 
40  8.  W.  93;  Lewis  v.  Huie-Hodge  Lumber 
Co.  121  La.  658,  46  So.  686;  Passaic  Print 
Works  V.  Ely  &  W.  Bry  Goods  Co.  62  L.R.A. 
673  and  note,  44  C.  0.  A.  426,  105  Fed. 
163;  Macauley  Bros.  v.  Tierney,  19  R.  I. 
256,  37  L.R.A.  455,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  770, 
33  Atl.  1;  Robison  v.  Texas  Pine  Land 
Asso.  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  40  S.  W.  843; 
Baker  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  23  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1174,  66  L.R.A.  275,  64  S.  W.  913; 
Payne  v.  Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  13  Lea,  507, 
49  Am.  Rep.  666;  Vegelahn  v.  Guntner, 
167  Mass.  92,  36  L.R.A.  722,  67  Am.  St. 
Rep.  443,  44  N.  E.  1077;  Chambers  v. 
Baldwin,  11  L.R.A.  645,  and  note,  91  Ky. 
121,  34  Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  15  S.  W.  57. 

Messrs.  John  S.  Burger  and  Moss,  Tur- 
ner, &  Mclnnls  for  defendant  in  error. 

Robertson,  C,  filed  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

There  is  but  one  question  in  this  cast- 
that  demands  the  consideration  of  the  court. 
Was  it  an  actionable  tort  for  Schonwald 
and  the  Blackwell  Ice  Company  to  procure, 
induce,  and  cause,  as  charged  in  the  petition, 
the  persons  who  had  contracts  with  Rag- 
ains  for  the  purchase  of  his  ice  at  retail 
to  ignore  and  violate  their  contracts  under 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case? 
The  general  verdicit  of  the  jury  was  a  find- 
ing on  all  the  facts  as  alleged  in  the  pe- 
tition necessary  to  sustain  the  judgment. 
Ro  that  the  real  inquiry  may  be  narrowed 
down  to  the  issue  raised  by  counsel  for 
plaintiffs  in  error,  viz.,  that  the  petition 
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did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action. 

The  question  involved  is  of  more  than 
passing  interest  to  the  people  of  this  state, 
the  correct  solution  of  which  requires  not 
only  careful  consideration  of  the  immediate 
questions  primarily  involved,  but  also  the 
careful  consideration  of  the  so-called  ''busi- 
ness interests*'  of  the  state,  as  contradiB- 
tinguished  from  the  interests  of  all  the 
people  of  the  state,  for  all  will,  in  a  greater 
or  lesser  degree,  be  primarily  affected.  In 
order  to  better  understand  the  real  issue 
as  submitted  to  the  jury  by  the  court,  we 
will  insert  the  two  instructions  which  deal 
directly  with  the  question  under  considera* 
tion.     They  are  as  follows: 

"You  are  instructed  that  if  you  believe 
from  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  James  G.  Raga^ns, 
in  the  winter  of  1906  made  certain  con- 
tracts and  agreements  with  parties  in  the 
city  of  Blackwell,  as  alleged  in  his  petition, 
to  agree  to  purchase  ice  of  and  from  said 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant,  the  Black- 
well  Ice  Company,  through  its  agent  and 
representative,  Dave  Schonwald,  or  by  Dave 
Schonwald  alone,  with  the  malicious,  wrong- 
ful, and  unlawful  intention  of  injuring  this 
plaintiff,  and  destroying  his  business,  and 
depriving  plaintiff  of  customers  for  the 
sale  of  the  said  ice,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
procuring  purchasers  of  plaintiff's  ice  with 
whom  the  plaintiff  had  contracts  to  disre- 
gard the  same,  and  to  refuse  to  carry  out 
the  contracts  theretofore  made  with  tho 
said  plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  patrons  did 
refuse,  by  reason  of  the  wrongful  acta  of 
the  defendants,  their  agents  or  employees, 
to  purchase  ice  of  and  from  the  plaintiff, 
then  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  plain- 
tiff and  against  the  defendants,  and  each  of 
them,  for  such  sums  as  you  believe  will 
fairly  and  reasonably  compensate  him  for 
damages  sustained,  not  to  exceed  the 
amount  prayed  for  in  plaintiff's  petition. 

"You  are  instructed  that  the  material 
and  controlling  questions  for  you  to  de- 
termine in  this  case  are:  First.  Was 
there  a  contract  by  and  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  certain  customers,  as  alleged  in 
plaintiff's  petition,  or  any  of  them,  where- 
by it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  said  customers  that  the  said 
customers  were  to  purchase  of  and  from  the 
plaintiff  ice  that  he  was  to  deliver  upon 
his  delivery  of  the  same?  Second.  Were 
the  customers  of  the  plaintiff  knowingly 
induced  by  the  defendants,  or  either  of 
them,  or  by  their  agents  and  employees, 
under  their  direction,  to  break  said  con* 
tracts  with  the  plaintiff,  intending  thereby 
to  injure  said  plaintiff  and  derive  a  bene- 
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fit  therefrom?  Third.  Did  injuries  result 
to  the  pUintiffr 

If  these  instructions  fairly  and  corre<^t- 
\j  state  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  at 
bar,  then  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court 
is  right,  and  must  be  affirmed;  for,  while 
there  are  other  errors  assigned,  such  as  the 
admission  and  rejection  of  testimony,  yet 
it  is  tacitly  agreed  by  counsel  that  the  ques- 
tion first  above  alluded  to  is  the  real  and 
controlling  question  in  the  case. 

In  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  'Go.  v.  Mc- 
Connell  (C.  C.)  82  Fed.  65,  Judge  Clark 
said:  "It  needs  no  extended  statement  to 
make  it  manifest  that  the  right  to  carry 
on  a  business  without  interference,  without 
fraud,  and  without  obstruction,  is  one  of 
the  most  valuable  of  all  rights.  Indeed, 
in  the  commercial  world,  the  right  of  great- 
est value  is  the  right  to  freely  carry  on 
a  lawful  business  without  unlawful  inter- 
ruption. It  is  a  substantial  right,  which 
may  be  protected  by  any  remedy  known  to 
the  court  as  fully  as  a  constitutional  or 
statutory  right,  and  as  fully  as  a  right 
in  the  ordinary  forms  of  property."  Nims, 
on  Unfair  Business  Competition,  p.  347, 
in  discussing  this  question,  says:  "It  has 
long  been  a  recognized  principle  of  common 
law  that  the  prevention  and  curbing  of 
competition  is  an  unlawful  act.  The  restric- 
tion of  the  freedom  of  trade  is  considered 
to  be  against  public  policy,  and  injurious 
to  general  welfare.  During  the  past  few 
years  there  has  been  a  growing  demand 
made  on  courts  and  legislatures  that  they 
take  measures  to  limit  the  freedom  of  com- 
petition of  the  so-called  trusts,  and  also 
that  they  take  other  measures  to  give  the 
small  dealer  larger  protection  and  free- 
dom in  competition.  All  these  demands 
are  made  for  the  benefit  of  those  who  are 
not  able  to  cope  with  the  great  powers  of 
the  commercial  world  that  have  come  into 
existence  under  the  law  as  it  now  exists. 
These  demands  are  socialistic  in  their  na- 
ture. Freedom  of  competition,  under  mod- 
ern conditions,  seems  to  lead  to  a  monop- 
oly,— tne  very  evil  which  the  common  law 
sought  to  avoid.  This  condition  has  been 
reached,  in  part,  by  the  application  of  the 
very  rules  laid  down  by  the  common  law 
to  prevent  monopoly.  The  discussion  of 
these  questions  by  the  courts  is  to  be  found 
largely  in  cases  dealing  (a)  with  the  right 
which  it  is  claimed  every  man  has  to  carry 
on  his  trade  or  calling  without  molestation 
or  interruption,— cases  dealing  principally 
with  rights  of  labor  organizations  as  to 
boycott,  strikes,  lockouts,  etc.;  (b)  with 
the  right  of  persons  under  contract  with 
each  other  as  against  one  who  intention- 
ally causes  a  breach  of  that  contract. 
Cases  of  this  sort  are  not  usually  classed 
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as  unfair  competition  cases,  but  the  prin- 
ciples involved  in  them  go  straight  to 
the  question  of  fairness  and  honesty  in 
business  competition.  If  the  limits  to 
the  right  of  one  merchant  to  interfere 
with,  to  block,  harrass,  and  to  injure,  the 
trade  of  a  competitor,  are  not  defined 
clearly,  it  means  that  the  freedom  of  use 
of  capital  in  conmiercial  enterprises  will 
be  hampered  and  restricted  unnecessarily. 
If  the  business  world  is  not  certain  of  its 
rights  as  against  those  who  intentionally 
and  wrongfully  procure  the  breaking  of  con- 
tracts for  their  own  gain,  public  confidence 
in  the  binding  force  of  contracts,  which 
is  now  none  too  strong,  will  be  weakened.*' 
legitimate  competition,  by  fair  means, 
is  always  lawful,  and  no  cause  of  action 
accru^  to  one  who  is  unable  to  compete 
with  his  stronger  competitor,  notwithdtand- 
ing  his  entire  business  be  swept  away  by 
the  competitive  strife.  But  unfair  com- 
petition is,  and  always  has  been,  frowned 
upon  by  the  law,  and  the  trend  of  the  de- 
cisions from  Lumley  v.  Gye,  2  Kl.  &  Bl. 
216,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  463,  17  Jur.  N.  S. 
827,  1  Week.  Rep.  432,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas. 
706,  to  the  present  time  seems  to  sustain 
the  proposition  that  it  is  a  violation  of  a 
legal  right  to  interfere  with  contractual 
relations  recognized  by  law,  if  there  be  no 
sufficient  justification  for  the  interference. 
Prof.  Bruce  Wyman,  in  his  Control  of  the 
Market,  tersely  states  the  situation  as  it 
now  exists,  as  follows:  "Generally  speak- 
ing, a  state  of  free  competition  has  been 
for  several  centuries  considered  to  be  for 
the  best  Interest  of  society;  and  therefore, 
in  modern  times,  almost  every  business  has 
been  opened  to  almost  every  man;  but 
at  all  times  in  economic  history  both  re- 
striction and  freedom  are  to  be  found  in 
the  law;  the  proportion,  however,  changing 
greatly.  In  one  epoch  there  is  much  legal 
limitation  with  little  freedom  left;  in  an- 
other age  it  is  almost  universal  competition 
with  some  little  regulation  to  be  found. 
.  .  .  But  the  modern  conclusion,  after 
some  bitter  experience,  is  that  freedom  can 
be  allowed  only  where  conditions  of  virtual 
competition  prevail,  for,  where  there  is  mo- 
nopoly without  stem  restriction,  there  is 
always  great  mischief.  .  .  .  Undoubted- 
ly, therefore,  the  spirit  of  our  present  age 
demands  that  the  great  business  enterprises 
shall  be  conducted  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  society.  The  present  pro- 
gram of  organized  society  is  to  see  to  it 
that  those  who  have  gained  a  substantial 
control  of  the  market  shall  not  be  left  free 
to  exploit  those  who  look  to  them  to  sup- 
ply their  needs.  Men  now  see  clearly  that 
freedom  of  action  may,  even  in  the  indus- 
trial world,  work  injuriously  for  the  pub- 
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lie,  and  it  must  then  be  reBtrained  in  the 
public  interest.  We  have  seen  the  results 
of  unrestrained  power,  and  we  must  not 
wish  those  who  have  control  of  our  des- 
tinies be  left  to  do  with  us  as  they 
please.  .  .  .  The  attempt  in  every  mod- 
ern case  of  this  sort  is  therefore  to  show 
something  more  than  mere  competition, — 
to  show  in  the  particular  case  there  are 
some  special  circumstances  which  bring  the 
case  outside  the  ordinary  course  of  com- 
petition." And,  as  illustrative  of  this  idea, 
he  cites  us  a  striking  instance,  the  case  of 
Passaic  Print  Works  v.  Ely  &  W.  Dry- 
Goods  Co.  62  L.R.A.  673,  44  C.  C.  A. '426, 
105  Fed.  163,  wherein  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  sought  to  be  enjoined  from  sell- 
ing certain  brands  of  calico  at  a  price  less 
than  that  fixed  by  the  manufacturer.^  The 
court,  speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  Thayer, 
decided  against  the  manufacturer,  and 
among  other  things  said:  "The  owner  of 
property,  rea]  or  personal,  has  an  undoubt- 
ed right  to  sell  it  and  to  offer  it  for  sale 
at  whatever  price  he  deems  proper,  al- 
though the  effect  of  such  offer  may  be  to 
depreciate  the  market  value  of  the  com- 
modity which  he  thus  offers,  and  incidental- 
ly to  occasion  loss  to  third  parties  who  have 
the  same  kind  or  species  of  property  for 
sale."  The  point  is  made  in  that  case  that 
competition  is  an  absolute  justification,  re- 
gardless of  the  circumstances.  But  this 
means  fair  competition.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  case  of  Tuttle  v.  Buck,  107  Minn.  145, 
22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  699,  131  Am,  St.  Rep. 
446,  119  N.  W.  946,  16  Ann.  Cas.  807,  held 
the  other  way,  that  being  the  case'where  a 
banker,  a  man  of  great  wealth  and  infiuenoe 
in  the  community,  maliciously  established 
a  barber  shop  and  engaged  a  barber  to 
carry  on  the  business,  and  used  his  personal 
influence  to  attract  customers  from  the 
plaintiff's  shop,  not  for  any  legitimate  pur- 
pose of  his  own,  but  to  injure  the  plain- 
tiff. Mr.  Justice  Elliott,  speaking  of  the 
principle  involved,  said:  "It  must  be  re- 
membered that  the  common  law  is  the  re- 
sult of  growth,  and  that  its  development 
has  been  determined  by  the  social  needs  of 
the  community  which  it  governs.  It  is  the 
resultant  of  conflicting  social  forces,  and 
those  forces  which  are  for  the  time  dom- 
inant leave  their  impress  upon  the  law. 
.  .  .  For  generations  there  has  been  a 
practical  agreement  upon  the  proposition 
that  competition  in  trade  and  business  is 
desirable;  and  this  idea  has  found  expres- 
sion in  the  decisions  of  the  courts,  as  well 
as  in  statutes.  But  it  has  led  to  grievous 
and  manifold  wrongs  to  individuals,  and 
many  courts  have  manifested  an  earnest  de- 
sire to  protect  the  individual  from  the  evils 
which  result  from  unrestrained  business 
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competition.  The  problem  has  been  to  so 
adjust  matters  as  to  preserve  the  principle 
of  competition,  and  yet  guard  against  its 
abuse  to  the  unnecessary  injury  to  the  in* 
dividual.  ...  To  divert  to  one's  self 
the  customers  of  a  business  rival  by  the 
offer  of  goods  at  lower  prices  is  in  general 
a  legitimate  mode  of  serving  one's  own  in- 
terest, and  justifiable  as  fair  competition. 
But  when  a  man  starts  an  opposition  place 
of  business,  not  for  the  sake  of  profit  to 
himself,  but  regardless  of  loss  to  himself, 
and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  driving  his  com- 
petitor out  of  business,  and  with  the  inten- 
tion of  himself  retiring  upon  the  accom- 
plishment of  his  malevolent  purpose,  he 
is  guilty  of  a  wanton  wrong  and  an  action- 
able tort."  This  case,  while  undoubtedly 
stating  the  law  applicable  to  the  peculiar 
facts  there  existing,  goes  farther  than  most 
of  the  courts  in  the  enunciation  of  the  prin- 
ciple which  guarantees  the  rights  of  an 
individual  to  protection  from  an  unfair 
competition.  However,  under  our  present 
economic  and  industrial  conditions,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  of  the  soundness  of  the  doc- 
trine therein  announced. 

In  the  case  of  London  Guarantee  &  Acci. 
Co.  V.  Horn,  206  111.  493,  99  Am.  St.  Rep. 
185,  69  N.  E.  626,  Horn  was  a  servant  of 
Arnold  &  Company,  and  in  the  course  of 
his  employment  by  an  accident  he  sustained 
a  severe  injury  to  his  hand.  His  em- 
ployers protected  themselves  from  such  ac- 
cidents by  a  policy  in  the  London  Guar- 
antee &  Accident  Company.  Horn  brought 
suit  againset  Arnold  &  Company,  and  re- 
covered $3,500  damages.  Pending  appeal, 
the  agent .  of  the  insurance  company  at- 
tempted to  settle  with  Horn,  and,  failing, 
told  him  that  he  would  procure  his  discharge 
from  Arnold  &  Company,  unless  he  settled. 
Horn  still  refused  to  settle.  Whereupon 
the  agent  of  the  insurance  company  did 
secure  Horn's  discharge  by  Arnold  &  Com- 
pany by  the  threat  to  cancel  the  entire 
policy  in  case  they  refused  to  discharge 
him.  In  an  action  by  Horn  against  the 
insurance  company  for  wrongfully  inter- 
fering with  his  contract  of  employment 
with  Arnold  &  Company,  it  was  held  that  be 
could  recover,  and  Mr.  Justice  Scott,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said: 
"It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  act  of  the 
defendant,  complained  of,  was  wrongful  and 
in  the  legal  sense  of  the  term,  malicious," 
because  without  justification.  In  Moran  v. 
Dunphy,  177  Mass.  485,  62  L.R.A.  115,  83 
Am.  St.  Rep.  289,  69  N.  E.  125,  it  was  said: 
"We  apprehend  that  there  no  longer  is  any 
difficulty  in  recognizing  that  a  right  to  be 
protected  from  malicious  interference  may 
be  incident  to  a  right  arising  out  of  a  con- 
tract, although  a  contract,  so  far  as  per- 
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fonnance  is  concerned,  imposes  a  duty  only 
on  the  promisor.  Again,  in  the  case  of  a 
contract  of  employment,  even  when  the  em- 
ployment is  at  will,  the  fact  that  the  em- 
ployer is  free  from  liability  for  dischar- 
ging the  plaintiff  does  not  carry  with  it 
immunity  to  the  defendant,  who  has  con- 
trolled the  employer's  action  to  the  plain- 
tiff's harm."  In  Qulnn  v.  Leathem  [1901] 
A.  C.  p.  496  (which  effecutually  answers 
and  disposes  of  Allen  y.  Flood,  67  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  N.  8.  119,  [1898]  A.  C.  163,  77  L.  T. 
N.  S.  717,  46  Week.  Rep.  268,  17  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  286,  the  strongest  case  supporting  the 
contrary  doctrine),  it  is  said:  "It  is  a. 
violation  of  legal  right  to  interfere  with 
contractual  relations  recognized  by  law, 
if  there  be  no  sufficient  justification  for 
the  interference."  The  earliest  reported  case 
dealing  with  this  question,  so  far  as  we 
have  been  able  to  discover,  is  Lumley  v. 
Gye,  supra.  In  that  case  a  Miss  Wagoner 
had  contracted  with  Lumley  to  sing  at  his 
theater.  Gye  induced  her  to  break  her 
contract  and  sing  for  him.  The  decision  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  inducement  of  Gye' 
was  a  legal  wrong.  Mr.  Justice  Erie  in  his 
opinion  said :  "He  who  maliciously  procures 
a  damage  to  another  by  violation  of  his 
right  ought  to  be  made  to  indemnify,  and 
that  whether  he  procures  an  actionable 
wrong  or  a  breach  of  contract.  He  who 
procures  the  nondelivery  of  goods  according 
to  contract  may  inflict  an  injury  the  same 
as  he  who  procures  the  abstraction  of  goods 
after  delivery;  and  both  ought,  on  the  same 
ground,  to  be  made  responsible."  This  case, 
notwithstanding  the  dissenting  opinion  of 
Lord  Coleridge  (upon  which  all  cases  hold- 
ing that  such  interference  is  not  actionable 
appear  to  be  based),  seems  to  state  the  law 
as  followed  by  the  courts  of  England  even 
unto  the  present  time,  and  is  cited  with 
approval  and  followed  in  all  the  reported 
cases  that  sustain  the  doctrine  herein  con- 
tended for.  The  case  of  Glamorgan  Goal 
Co.  T.  South  Wales  Miners'  Federation 
[1903]  2  K.  B.  645,  decided  in  1903,  is  one 
of  the  later  English  cases  upholding  this 
same  view,  and,  in  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion in  that  case  as  written  by  Lord  Justice 
titirling,  it  is  said:  "The  justification  set 
np  seems  to  me  to  amount  to  no  more  than 
this, — ^that  the  course  which  they  took, 
although  it  might  be  to  the  detriment  of 
the  masters,  was  for  the  pecuniary  interest 
of  the  men;  and  I  think  it  wholly  insuffi- 
cient. The  defendants  took  active  steps  to 
carry  this  policy  into  effect,  and,  as  I  have 
said,  interfered  to  bring  about  the  •  viola- 
tion of  legal  rights."  A  careful  investiga- 
tion of  the  cases  shows  that  the  rule  an- 
nounced in  Lumley  ▼.  Gye,  supra,  which 
may  be  said  to  have  establisiied  the  Eng- 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


lish  doctrine,  has  also  been  adopted  and  fol- 
lowed by  a  majority  of  the  courts  of  the 
American  states,  and  without  doubt  is  the 
law  of  the  land  on  the  subject. 

It  is  exceedingly  difficult,  however,  to 
determine  with  accuracy  what  is  fair  com- 
petition and'  what  is  not,  and  what  acts 
are  malicious  and  unjustifiable.  It  seems 
to  be  impossible  to  formulate  any  general 
rule  or  definition  that  will  answer  for  all 
cases,  but  each  must  depend,  for  its  correct 
solution,  upon  its  own  peculiar  facts  and 
circumstances.  Thus,  in  Keeble  v.  Hicker- 
ingill,  11  East,  674,  note:  Plaintiff  owned  a 
decoy  pond,  and  put  upon  it  decoy  ducks, 
nets,  etc.,  for  taking  fowl.  "Defendant^ 
knowing  which,  anc^  intending  to  damnify 
the  plaintiff  in  his  vivary,  and  to  fright 
and  drive  away  the  wild  fowl,  used  to  re- 
sort thither,  and,  to  deprive  him  of  his 
profit,  did  .  .  .  resort  to  the  head  of 
the  said  pond  and  vivary,  and  did  dis- 
charge six  guns  laden  with  gunpowder,  and 
with  the  noise  and  stink  of  the  gunpowder 
did  drive  away  the  wild  fowl  then  being 
in  the  pond.  .  .  .  The  defendant  with 
design  to  damnify  the  plaintiff  . 
did  place  himself  with  a  gun  near  the  vi- 
vary and  there  did  discharge  the  said  gun 
several  times,  .  .  .  whereby  the  wild 
fowl  were  frightened  away  and  did  forsake 
the  said  pond."  Sir  John  Holt,  in  the 
opinion  in  that  case,  said:  Making  a  decoy 
is  lawful;  using  the  ground  for  that  pur- 
pose is  profitable.  If  man  hath  a  property, 
he  may  employ  it  for  his  pleasure  and  prof- 
it, as  for  alluring  and  procuring  ducks  to 
come  to  his  pond.  "To  learn  the  trade  of  se- 
ducing other  ducks  to  come  there  in  order 
to  be  taken  is  not  prohibited  either  by 
the  law  of  the  land  or  the  moral  law.  .  .  . 
When  a  man  useth  his  art  or  his  skill  to 
take  them,  to  sell  and  dispose  of  for  his 
profit,  this  is  his  trade,  and  he  that  hin- 
ders another  in  his  trade  or  livelihood  is 
liable  to  an  action  for  so  hindering  him. 
Why  otherwise  are  scandalous  words  spoken 
of  a  man  in  his  profession  actionable  when, 
without  his  profession,  they  are  not  so? 
Though  they  do  not  effect  any  damage,  yet 
they  are  mischievous  in  themselves,  and 
therefore  in  their  own  nature  productive 
of  damage,  and  therefore  an  action  lies 
against  him.  Such  are  all  words  that  are 
spoken  of  a  man  to  disparage  him  in  his 
trade  that  may  bring  damage  to  him. 
.  .  .  How  much  more  when  the  defend- 
ant doth  an  actual  and  real  damage  to  an- 
other When  he  is  in  the  very  act  of  re- 
ceiving profit  by  his  employment  .  .  . 
Where  a  violent  or  malicious  act  is  done 
to  a  man's  occupation,  profession,  or  way 
of  getting  a  livelihood,  there  an  action  lies 
in  all  cases."    This  case  is  frequently  cited 
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as  authority  that  a  right  of  action  existed 
at  common  law  on  account  of  injury  to  a 
man  in  his  trade  or  calling.  To  our  minds 
no  possible  doubt  exists  but  that  the  com- 
mon law  has  been,  and  is  now,  sufficiently 
comprehensive  to  furnish  a  full  and  com- 
plete remedy  for  the  wrong  complained  of 
in  the  petition  in  the  case  at  bar.  So,  also, 
is  it  our  belief  that  the  common  law  in 
these  later  days,  with  the  ever-increasing 
demands  made  upon  it  for  protection  to 
the  individual  by  reason  of  our  material 
developments  along  industrial  and  economic 
lines,  is  sufficiently  broad  and  comprehen- 
sive to  relieve  against  such  unfair  and  op- 
pressive acts  as  those  charged  in  the  peti- 
tion, and  its  applicability  cannot  be  doubt- 
ed. Wyman  on  Control  of  Market,  p.  8, 
says:  "Mo  one  can  carefully  study  the  au- 
thorities on  the  subject  without  feeling  that 
we  are  just  entering  upon  an  important 
development  of  the  common  law.  What 
branches  of  industry  will  eventually  be  of 
such  public  importance  as  to  be  included  in 
the  category  of  public  concerns,  and  to 
what  extent  the  control  of  the  courts  will 
be  carried  in  the  effort  to  solve  by  law  the 
modern  economic  problems,  it  would  be 
rash  to  predict.  Enormous  business  com- 
binations, virtual  monopolization  of  the  ne- 
ce'ssaries  of  life,  the  strife  of  labor  and  cap- 
ital, now  the  concern  of  the  economist  and 
tlie  statesman,  may  prove  susceptible  of  le- 
gal control  through  the  doctrine  of  this  spe- 
cial law.  General  doctrines  have  been  es- 
tablished; and  upon  their  successful  work- 
ing out  depends  to  a  large  extent  the  future 
economic  organization  of  the  country. 
Only  if  the  courts  can  adequately  control 
the  established  monopolies  in  all  contingen- 
cies may  the  business  of  these  concerns  be 
left  in  private  hands."  We  need  not,  there- 
fore, concern  ourselves  further  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  the  relief  afforded  by  the  common 
law  is  adequate,  for  without  doubt  it  is 
amply  sufficient;  but  let  us  continue  our 
investigation  to  the  ascertainment  of 
whether  or  not  the  facts  of  the  instant  case 
warrant  the  relief,  which  the  law,  at  all 
times,  has  stood  and  now  stands  ready  to 
give. 

In  Quinn  v.  Leathern,  supra.  Lord  Mac- 
naghten  said:  "'An  act  which  does  not 
amount  to  a  legal  injury  cannot  be  action- 
able because  it  is  done  with  a  bad  intent.' 
That,  in  my  opinion,  is  the  sum  and  sub- 
stance of  Allen  V.  Flood  [1898]  A.  C.  1, 
67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  119,  77  L.  T.  N.  S.  717, 
46  Week.  Rep.  258,  17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  285;" 
and  Lord  Lindley  in  the  same  case  said 
that  Allen  v.  Flood,  supra,  established  the 
fact  that  Allen  "infringed  no  right  of  the 
plaintiffs,  even  although  he  acted  mali- 
ciously." The  question  was  later  considered 
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by  the  House  of  Lords  in  1901,  when  it  was 
held  that  a  combination  of  two  or  more  per- 
sons, without  excuse  and  without  justifica- 
tion, to  injure  a  man  in  his  trade  by  per- 
suading or  inducing  his  customers  not  to 
trade  with  him,  or  his  servants  or  cus- 
tomers to  break  his  employ,  is  actionable, 
provided  he  suffers  damage.  Freedom  for 
fair  competition  is  guaranteed  to  all,  and, 
even  though  this  competition  results  in  the 
ruin  of  the  competitor's  business  and  the 
loss  of  all  his  property,  there  can  be  no 
right  of  action  unless  the  successful  com- 
petitor has  done  some  malicious,  intentional 
wrong,  which  is  unjustifiable,  and  which 
is  the  cause  of  damage  to  the  injured  or 
complaining  party.  The  American  cases  pre- 
sent a  seemingly  hopeless  conflict  of  opinion 
on  the  subject,  yet,  with  the  above  rule 
as  a  guide,  it  may  safely  be  said  that  the 
doctrine  as  announced  in  Lumley  v.  Gye, 
supra,  is  recognized  and  followed  by  the 
majority  of  the  American  courts,  and  is 
amply  sustained,  in  our  opinion,  by  the 
weight  of  authority,  as  it  certainly  is  by 
\iie  better  reason,  as  viewed  in  the  light 
of  our  present  industrial  and  economic  con- 
ditions. The  leading  American  case  involv- 
ing and  sustaining  this  principle  is  Angle 
V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  &  O.  R.  Co.  161  U.  S.  1, 
38  L.  ed.  55,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  240.  The 
opinion  is  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  and 
among  other  things  he  says:  "It  has  been 
repeatedly  held  that,  if  one  maliciously  in- 
terferes in  a  contract  between  two  parties, 
and  induces  one  of  them  to  break  that  con- 
tract, to  the  injury  of  the  other,  the  party 
injured  can  maintain  an  action  against  the 
wrongdoer.  Green  v.  Button,  2  Gromp.  M. 
&  R,  707,  1  Gale,  349,  1  Tyrw.  &  G.  118, 
5  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  81,  in  which  the  defend- 
ant by  falsely  pretending  to  one  party  to 
a  contract  that  he  had  a  lien  upon  certain 
property  prevented  such  party  from  deliv- 
ering ft  to  the  plaintiff,  the  other  party  to 
the  contract,  and  was  held  responsible  for 
the  loss  occasioned  thereby.  Lumley  v.  Gve, 
2  El.  &  Bl.  216,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  463, 
17  Jur.  N.  S.  827,  1  Week.  Rep.  432,  1  Eng. 
Rul.  Cas.  706,  in  which  a  singer  had  en- 
tered into  a  contract  to  sing  only  at  the 
theater  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
maliciously  induced  her  to  break  that  con- 
tract, and  was  held  liable  to  the  damages 
sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in  consequence 
thereof.  Bowen  v.  Hall,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div. 
333,  337,  17  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  285,  in  which 
it  was  held  that  an  action  lies  against  a 
third  person  who  maliciously  induces  an- 
other to  break  his  contract  of  exclusive  per- 
sonal service  with  an  employer,  which 
thereby  would  naturally  cause,  and  did  in 
fact  cause,  an  injury  to  such  employer.  In 
the  opinion  of  Brett,  L.  J.,  it  was  said: 
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That  wherever  a  man  does  an  act  which 
in  law  and  in  fact  is  a  wrongful  act,  and 
such  an  act  as  may,  as  a  natural  and  prob- 
able consequence  of  it,  produce  injury  to 
another,  and  which  in  the  particular  case 
does  produce  an  injury,  an  action  on  the 
case  will  lie.  This  is  the  proposition  to 
be  deduced  from  the  case  of  Ashby  v.  White, 
2  Ld.  Raym.  938,  1  Kng.  Rul.  Cas.  621.  If 
these  conditions  aib  satisfied,  the  action 
does  not  the  less  lie  because  the  natural 
and  probable  consequences  of  the  act  com- 
plained of  is  an  act  done  by  a  third  person, 
or  because  such  act  so  done  by  the  third 
person  is  a  breach  of  duty  or  contract  by 
him,  or  an  act  illegal  in  his  part,  or  an  act 
otherwise  imposing  an  actionable  liability 
on  him.'  Walker  v.  Cronin,  107*  Mass.  555, 
in  which  a  manufacturer  was  held  entitled 
to  maintain  an  action  against  a  third  party 
who,  with  the  unlawful  purpose  of  pre- 
venting him  from  carrying  on  his  business, 
wilfully  induced  many  of  his  employees  to 
leave  his  employment,  whereby  the  manu- 
facturer lost  their  services  and  the  profits 
and  advantages  which  he  would  have  de- 
rived therefrom.  Benton  ▼.  Pratt,  2  Wend. 
385,  20  Am.  Dec.  623.  Rice  v.  Manley, 
60  N.  )i.  82,  23  Am.  Rep.  30,  in  which  a 
party  had  contracted  to  sell  and  deliver  to 
plaintiffs  a  quantity  of  cheese,  but,  having 
been  made  to  believe  through  the  fraud  of 
the  defendant  that  the  plaintiffs  did  not 
want  the  cheese,  sold  and  delivered  it  to 
him,  and  it  was  held  that  an  action  could 
be  maintained  against  the  defendant  for 
the  damages  wnich  the  plaintiffs  sustained 
from  failing  to  get  the  cheese.  Jones  v. 
Stanly,  76  N.  C.  355,  356,  in  which  the 
court  said:  *It  was  decided  in  Haskins  v. 
Royster,  70  N.  C.  601,  16  Am.  Rep.  780, 
that,  if  a  person  maliciously  entices  labor- 
ers or  croppers  to  break  their  contracts  with 
their  employer  and  desert  his  service,  the 
employer  may  recover  damages  against  such 
person.  The  same  reasons  cover  every  case 
where  one  person  maliciously  persuades  an- 
other to  break  any  contract  with  a  third 
person.  It  is  not  confined  to  contracts  for 
service.'  Under  these  authorities,  if  the 
Omaha  Company  had  by  its  wrongful  con- 
duet,  simply  induced  the  Portage  Company 
to  break  its  contract  with  Angle,  it  would 
have  been  liable  to  him  for  the  damages 
sustained  thereby."  The  essence  of  this 
decision  is  found  in  the  syllabus,  which 
reads:  "If  one  maliciously  interferes  in  a 
contract  between  two  parties  and  induces 
one  of  them  to  break  that  contract  to  the 
injury  of  the  other,  the  party  injured  can 
maintain  an  action  against  the  wrongdoer. 
Where  one  railroad  company  by  its  wrong- 
ful conduct  induced  another  railroad  com- 
pany to  break  its  contract  with  a  contract- 
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or  for  its  construction,  it  is  liable  to  him 
for  the  damages  sustained  thereby;  a  for- 
tiori, when  it  not  only  induces  a  breach  of 
the  contract  by  the  latter  company,  but 
also  disables  it  from  performance."  In  the 
case  of  Walker  ▼.  Cronin,  supra,  used  ap- 
provingly by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  in  Angle  ▼.  Chicago,  St.  P. 
M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  supra,  it  was  held  that  "it 
is  a  familiar  and  well-established  doctrine 
of  the  law  upon  the  relation  of  master 
and  servant  that  one  who  entices  away  a 
servant  or  induces  him  to  leave  his  master 
may  be  held  liable  in  damages  therefor, 
provided  there  exists  a  valid  contract  for 
continued  service,  known  to  the  defendant. 
It  has  sometimes  been  supposed  that  this 
doctrino  sprang  from  the  English  statute 
of  laborers,  and  was  confined  to  menial 
service.  But  we  are  satisfied  that  it  is 
founded  upon  the  legal  right  derived  from 
the  contract,  and  not  merely  upon  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant,  and  that  it 
applies  to  all  contracts  of  employment,  if 
not  to  contracts  of  every  description."  In 
Rice  V.  Manley,  66  N.  Y.  82,  the  supreme 
court  said  in  the  syllabus:  "S.  agreed  to 
sell  and  deliver  to  plaintiff  a  quantity  of 
cheese.  Defendant,  by  fraudulent  and  false 
representations,  induced  S.  to  sell  and  de- 
liver the  cheese  to  him.  The  agreement  be- 
tween S.  and  plaintiff  was  not  in  writing, 
and  was  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds, 
but  it  would  have  been  performed  by  S.  but 
for  defendant's  fraud.  Held,  that  plaintiff 
could  maintain  an  action  against  defend- 
ant for  the  damages  sustained."  23  Am. 
Rep.  30.  In  Gore  ▼.  Condon,  87  Md.  368, 
40  L.R.A.  382,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  352,  39  Atl. 
1042,  is  found  the  following:  "The  right  to 
maintain  the  action  can  also  be  sustained 
upon  the  doctrine  that  a  man  who  induces 
one  of  two  parties  to  a  contract  to  break 
it,  intending  thereby  to  injure  the  other 
or  to  obtain  a  benefit  for  himself,  does  the 
other  an  actionable  wrong."  In  Lucke  v. 
Clothing  Cutters'  &  T.  Assembly  No.  7507, 
K.  L.  77  Md.  396,  19  L.R.A.  408,  39  Am. 
St.  Rep.  421,  26  Atl.  505,  it  is  said  in  the 
syllabus:  "If  a  contract  would  have  been 
performed  but  for  the  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  of  a  third  person,  an  action 
will  lie  against  him  although  the  contract 
could  not  have  ,been  enforced  by  action. 
Interference  with  the  free  exercise  of  an- 
other's trade  or  occupation  or  means  of 
livelihood  by  fraud  or  force,  such  as  pre- 
venting people,  by  threats  or  intimidation, 
from  trading  with  or  continuing  him  in 
their  employment,  is  an  actionable  wrong." 
In  Chipley  v.  Atkinson,  23  Fla.  206,  11  Am. 
St.  Rep.  367,  1  So.  934,  Mr.  Justice  Raney 
says :  "An  employee  may  maintain  an  action 
for  damages  against  a  third  party  mall- 
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ciously  procuring  an  employer  to  discharge 
him  from  employment  under  a  legal  con- 
tract for  a  certain  period,  pending  such' 
period,  provided  damages  result  to  the  em- 
ployee from  his  discharge;  and  under  the 
same  circumstances  the  action  may  be  main- 
tained, though  the  employment  is  not  for  a 
fixed  period.  Though  no  contract  exists  be- 
tween the  master  and  servant,  and  no  legal 
right  as  between  them  is  violated,  still  the 
servant  may  maintain  an  action  for  dam- 
ages against  a  third  person  who  has  mali- 
ciously procured  his  discharge."  While  in 
Doremus  v.  Hennessy,  176  111.  608,  43  L.R.A. 
797,  802,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  203,  62  N.  E. 
924,  54  N.  £.  524,  the  supreme  court  of 
Illinois  says:  "The  common  law  seeks  to 
protect  every  person  against  the  wrongful 
acts  of  others,  whether  committed  alone  or 
by  combination;  and  an  action  may  be  had 
for  injuries  done  which  cause  another  loss 
in  the  enjoyment  of  any  right  or  privilege 
or  property.  .  .  .  Losses  wilfuly  caused 
by  another  from  motives  of  malice  to  one 
who  seeks  to  exercise  and  enjoy  the  fruits 
and  advantages  of  his  own  enterprise,  in- 
dustry, skill,  and  credit  will  sustain  an  ac- 
tion. It  is  clear  that  it  is  unlawful  and 
actionable  for  one  man,  from  unlawful  mo- 
tives, to  interfere  with  another's  trade  by 
fraud  or  misrepresentation,  or  by  molest- 
ing his  customers  or  those  who  would  be 
customers,  or  by  preventing  others  from 
working  for  him,  or  causing  them  to  leave 
his  employ  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation 
or  physical  or  moral  intimidation  or  persua- 
sion, with  an  intent  to  inflict  an  injury 
which  causes  loss."  It  must  be  observed 
that  the  case  last  cited  holds  that  it  is  un- 
lawful and  actionable  for  a  man,  for  unlaw- 
ful motives,  to  interfere  with  another's 
trade,  etc.,  by  fraud  or  misrepresentation 
or  physical,  or  moral  intimidation  or  per- 
suasion, with  intent  to  inflict  an  injury 
which  causes  loss. 

That  case  does  not  hold  it  to  be  unlaw- 
ful for  one,  by  fair  and  lawful  argument 
and  persuasion,  to  interfere  with  the  con* 
tractual  relations  of  another,  and  without 
doubt  a  person  has  the  legal  right  to  per- 
suade one  to  leave  his  employer's  service, 
or  to  quit  trading  with  another,  provided, 
always,  such  persuasion  and  argument  is 
fair  and  not  unlawful,  and  is  made  and 
done  with  the  honest  intent  and  purpose  of 
fairly  bettering  one's  own  business,  trade, 
or  employment,  and  not  for  the  primary  ob- 
ject of  wrongfuly  destroying  honest  compe- 
tition. In  the  instant  case,  had  the  conduct 
of  Schonwald  and  the  ice  company  been 
directed  and  governed  solely  by  the  desire 
to  legitimately  eliminate  Ragains's  retail 
ice  business  by  fair  competition,  no  action 
could  have  been  maintained  against  them; 
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but  it  is  plainly  evident  that  they  were  not 
so  limited,  directed,  or  actuated.  The 
threats,  coercions,  and  intimidating  state- 
ments made  by  them  to  the  customers  of 
Ragains  had  for  their  sole  and  primary  ob- 
ject, not  the  building  up  of  their  own  legiti- 
mate business,  but  the  destruction  of  Ra- 
gains's  business;  and  that,  too,  by  the  most 
unreasonable,  unfair,  coercive,  and  unjusti- 
fiable methods.  The  only  legitimate  result 
of  their  conduct,  as  is  plainly  shown  by  the 
testimony,  from  the  commencement  of  the 
troubles  between  them,  was  to  injure  un- 
fairly, and  without  sufficient  excuse  or  jus- 
tification, the  business  of  Ragains.  They 
did  not  sell  their  ice  cheaper.  They  did  not 
claim  to  have  a  better  grade  or  quality  of 
ice.  They  did  not  offer  better  delivery  fa- 
cilities. They  did  not  offer  any  inducement 
by  way  of  credits,  or  time,  in  payment  of 
accounts.  They  did  not  show  by  any  le- 
gitimate or  reasonable  or  justifiable  meth- 
od that  the  customers  by  patronizing  them 
would  obtain  better  results,  or  better 
service,  than  Ragains  could  furnish,  and 
their  sole  and  only  excuse  was  that  they 
enjoyed  a  monopoly  of  the  ice  business  in 
Blackwell  and  vicinity,  and  thereby  con- 
trolled the  ice  market,  and  that,  unless  the 
customers  who  had  contracts  with  Ragains 
would  forthwith  break  and  violate  these 
contracts,  they  could  not  have  or  purchase 
any  ice  from  said  defendants  in  case  Ra- 
gains's  ice  supply,  for  any  reason,  ahould 
become  exhausted;  and  they  further  in- 
formed said  customers  that  Ragains  could 
not,  in  the  event  of  his  supply  becoming  ex- 
hausted, purchase  ice  from  any  other  per- 
son who  supplied  said  city  with  ice,  on  ac- 
count of  combinations  and  understandings 
had  by  said  defendants  with  other  ice  com- 
panies, the  benefits  of  which  said  combina- 
tion were  denied  Ragains,  and  that  there- 
fore the  said  customers  would  be  unable  to 
procure  any  ice  at  all.  There  was  no  possi- 
ble excuse  or  justification  for  such  conduct. 
The  actions  of  defendants  without  doubt 
were  malicious  and  unwarranted. 

By  the  term  "malicious"  we  do  not  mean 
that  defendants  were  actuated  by  motives 
of  ill  will  against  Ragains  personally,  but 
by  it  is  meant  an  unreasonable  and 
wrongful  act,  done  intentionally,  without 
just  cause  or  excuse.  In  16  Am.  ft  Eng. 
Enc.  Law  2d  ed.  1112,  the  reason  for  stat- 
ing these  acts  to  be  malicious  is  given  as 
follows:  "Breach  of  contract  gives  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  contracting  party  guil- 
ty of  the  breach,  and  is  therefore  a  wrong- 
ful or  unlawful  act.  The  procurement  of 
a  breach  of  contract  is  wrongful;  and,  if 
the  procurement  is  intentional  and  withoni 
excuse,  it  follows  that  it  is  malicious.**  The 
reasons  fo^  ^his  4efiliitioQ  have  been  object 
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ed  to  as  containing  a  step  which  assumes 
too  much,  in  that  the  procurement  of  an 
act  which  gives  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  actor  is  universally  wrongful.  Subject 
to  the  limitations  and  restrictions  herein- 
before alluded  to,  we  are  not  willing  to  as- 
sent to  this  criticism.  However,  there  is 
another  definition  of  the  term  "malicious," 
in  the  adjudicated  cases,  which  is  not  open 
to  this  objection,  and  it  is  sufficiently  com- 
prehensive to  meet  the  requirements  of  the 
present  case.  Brett,  L.  J./  in  Bowen  v. 
Hall,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  338,  1  Eng.  Rul. 
Cas.  717,  defines  a  malicious  act  ''as  one 
done  for  the  indirect  purpose  of  injuring  the 
plaintiff  or  benefiting  the  defendant  at  the 
expense  of  the  plaintiff."  In  Keeble  v. 
Hickeringill,  11  East,  574,  note,  it  was  held 
that  malice,  or  the  intent  to  injure,  will, 
under  certain  circumstances,  cause  an  act, 
otherwise  legal,  to  become  illegal.  Lord 
Watson,  in  Allen  v.  Flood  [1898]  A.  C.  92, 
said:  "The  existence  of  a  bad  motive  in  the 
case  of  an  act  which  is  not  in  itself  illegal 
will  not  convert  that  act  into  a  civil  wrong 
for  which  reparation  is  due.  A  wrongful 
act  done  knowingly  and  with  a  view  of  its 
injurious  consequences  may,  in  the  sense  of 
law,  be  malicious;  but  such  malice  derives 
its  essential  character  from  the  circum- 
stance that  the  act  done  constitutes  a  vio- 
lation of  the  law."  And  in  the  same  case, 
in  discussing  what  would  excuse  a  man 
from  the  charge  of  malice,  lie  said:  "He 
shall  act  honestly  .  .  .  and  shall  not  be 
prompted  by  a  desire  to  injure  the  person 
who  is  affected  by  his  act."  Bowen,  L.  J., 
in  Allen  v.  Flood,  supra,  said:  In  order  to 
justify  the  intentional  doing  of  "that 
which  is  calculated,  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  events,  to  damage,  and  which  does  in 
fact  damage  another,  in  that  other  per- 
son's property  or  trade  .  .  .  [you  must 
have  some]  just  cause  or  excuse."  Which 
was  afterwards  characterized  by  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Halsbury  as  "exactly  accurate."  Jus- 
tice Oliver  Wendell  Holmes  said  that 
"when  a  responsible  defendant  seeks  to 
escape  liability  from  an  act  which  he  had 
notice  was  likely  to  cause  temporal  damage 
to  another,  he  must  show  justification."  In 
19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  623,  it 
is  said:  "Malice"  in  its  legal  sense  "means 
a  wrongful  act  done  intentionally,  without 
just  cause  or  excuse."  Lord  Campbell,  in 
Ferguson  v.  Kinnoull,  9  Clark  &  F.  321, 
said :  "  'Malice'  in  the  legal  acceptation  of 
the  word  is  not  confined  to  personal  spite 
against  individuals,  but  consists  in  a  con- 
scious violation  of  the  law,  to  the  prejudice 
of  another."  In  Page  v.  Cushing,  38  Me. 
623,  •'malice"  is  defined  as:  "Acts  wilfully 
and  designedly  done  which  are  unlawful  are 
malicious  in  respect  to  those  to  whom  they 
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are  injurious."  Bowen,  L.  J.,  in  Mogul  S. 
S.  Co.  V.  McGregor,  L.  R.  23  Q.  B.  Div.  612, 
said:  "Maliciously  means  and  implies  an 
intention  to  do  an  act  which  is  wrongful, 
to  the  detriment  of  another." 

Viewed  in  the  light  of  the  above  defini- 
tions, we  are  willing  to,  and  do,  say  that 
the  acts  of  the  defendants  under  the  facts 
and  circumstances  of  the  case  at  bar  were 
malicious  and  were  without  proper  or  suffi- 
cient justification  or  excuse.  The  learned 
trial  judge  happily  stated  the  correct  rule 
of  law  applicable  to  this  case  in  his  instruc- 
tions to  the  jury.  The  jury  resolved  the 
question  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  on  con- 
flicting testimony,  which,  however,  was 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict.  The  ver- 
dict being  general,  it  is  presumed  that  a 
finding  was  made  on  every  question  neces- 
sary to  sustain  the  same.  Should  the  con- 
clusion as  reached  in  this  case  be  other- 
wise, under  our  present  industrial  and 
economic  conditions,  gross  wrongs  could, 
and  doubtless  would,  be  committed  in  the 
name  of  commercial  freedom  or  legal  com- 
petition. Great  interests — financial,  indus- 
trial, or  other — could,  by  the  strength  of 
an  unfair  and  wrongful  combination,  dis- 
guised as  competition,  arbitrarily  and  un- 
justly control  the  markets  of  the  state  as 
to  ail  commodities.  The  result  would  be  the 
elimination  of  fair  and  honest  competition, 
without  which  there  can  be  no  freedom  in 
the  commercial  world,  or  in  other  lines  of 
human  endeavor.  It  therefore  becomes  the 
duty  of  the  courts  to  protect  the  weak  from 
the  intentional  and  unjustifiable  wrongs  of 
the  powerful,  and  for  that  purpose  the  bene- 
ficent provisions  of  the  ever-growing  and 
developing  common  law  are  amply  able  to 
correct  the  evils  complained  of.  It  is  pe- 
culiarly the  duty  of  the  state  to  control  by 
proper  regulation  all  businesses  which  are 
of  common  and  public  interest.  As  was  well 
said  by  Prof.  Wyman  in  his  Control  of  the 
Market:  "All  businesses,  both  great  and 
small,  are  subject,  to  be  sure,  to  that  gen- 
eral police  power  of  the  state,  whereby  in 
any  civilized  society  an  effort  is  made  to 
so  order  things  that  one  may  not  use  his 
own  so  as  to  injure  another.  But  the  com- 
parison of  the  large  amount  of  regulation 
which  is  considered  proper  for  the  state  to 
impose  upon  a  monopolized  business  which 
the  small  amount  of  regulation  which  is 
considered  proper  for  the  state  to  enforce 
in  regard  to  competitive  business  is  in  itself 
significant  enough.  The  difference  which 
is  shown  is  more  than  one  of  degree.  It 
becomes  one  in  kind.  In  the  ordinary  busi- 
ness where  regulation  by  competition  is 
stiU  sufficient  the  law  cannot  question  the 
decision  of  the  proprietor  to  refuse  to  sell 
to  a  particular  applicant,  or  to  discriminate 
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in  his  prices.  But  where  the  business  is  in 
the  hands  of  a  monopolistic  combination, 
refusal  to  sell  may  become  a  conspiracy,  and 
discrimination  may  be  held  illegal." .  It 
therefore  becomes  the  duty  of  the  courts  to 
guard  with  jealous  care  all  the  various 
interests  of  our  commercial  and  industrial 
world,  to  the  end  that  every  man  may,  so 
far  as  possible,  be  guaranteed  entire  free- 
dom of  competition  in  every  field  of  human 
activity,  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  con- 
sistent with  the  larger  common  interests  of 
the  whole. 

Having  reached  this  conclusion,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  consider  the  other  assignment 
of  error,  llie  judgment  of  the  District 
Court  of  Kay  County  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 


NORTH  DAKOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 

S.  H.  SLEEPER,  Appt., 

V. 

G.  W.  BAKER  et  al.,  Respts. 

(—  X.  D.  — ,  134  N.  W.  716.) 

Trial  »  motion  to  exclude  evidence  » 
sufficiency. 

1.  An  objection  to  the  introduction  of 
any  evidence  upon  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  must  specially 
point  out  wherein  the  complaint  is  defec- 
tive. 

Same  —  defects  reached. 

2.  An  objection  to  the  evidence,  which  is 
based  upon  and  calls  attention  to  substan- 
tial defects  in  a  count  of  a  complaint  mere- 
ly, will  not  reach  a  misjoinder  of  actions 
or  formal  defects  in  pleading. 
Pleading:  —  sufficiency  to  adnilt  proof. 

3.  As  against  such  a  motion  to  exclude 
all  of  the  evidence,  one  count,  although  mis- 
joined,  if  otherwise  stating  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, will  be  allowed  to  stand. 

Conspiracy  —  to  Induce  breach  of  con- 
tract —  liability. 

4.  The  civil  action  of  conspiracy  is  a  tort 
action,  and  cannot,  in  general,  be  main- 
tained for  inducing  a  third  person  to  break 
his  contract  with  the  plaintiff;  the  conse- 
quence at  law  being  only  a  broken  contract 
for  which  the  party  to  the  contract  may 
have  his  remedy  by  suing  upon  it.  In  order 
to  sustain  such  an  action,  it  is  generally 
necessary  that  there  shall  be  an  averment 

Headnotes  by  Bbuce,  J. 

Note.  —  As  to  the  right  of  action  for  dam- 
ages for  inducing  a  breach  of  contract,  see 
Schonwald  v.  Ragains,  ante,  854,  and  the  an- 
notations referred  to  in  the  footnote  there- 
to. 
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and  proof  of  the  commission  of  an  act 
which,  if  done  by  one  alone,  would,  at  tbe 
common  law,  constitute  a  ground  for  an  ac- 
tion on  the  case.  The  action  will  not  gen- 
erally lie  for  merely  inducing  another  to 
break  his  contract,  except  where  direct 
fraud  or  force  or  coercion  nas  been  used. 

(December  19,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Ward  County 
in  defendants'' favor  in  an  action  brouglit 
to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  two 
contracts  for  the  sale  of  certain  lands,  and 
for  alleged  conspiracy  to  break  said  eon- 
tracts.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Brnce,  J.: 

Facts :  This  action  was  brought  by  S.  H. 
Sleeper,  appellant,  to  recover  damages  for 
the  breach  of  two  contracts,  one  with  tbe 
defendants  G.  W.  Baker  and  C.  E.  Brace, 
copartners,  known  as  "Baker  &  Brace,"  and 
the  other  with  Frank  D.  Banta  and  Lincoln 
Banta,  copartners,  known  as  "Banta  Broth- 
ers*'' and  joining  these  defendants  and  each 
of  them  as  individuals  in  a  tort  action 
by  reason  of  an  alleged  conspiracy  to  break 
said  contracts.  The  trial  court  sustained 
a  motion  to  exclude  all  of  the  testimony 
under  the  complaint,  on  the  grounds  that 
no  cause  or  causes  of  action  were  therein 
set  forth.  This  motion  specifically  stated 
wherein  the  several  counts  failed  to  state 
causes  of  action,  but  made  no  point  as  to 
misjoinder  of  actions  or  as  to  any  other 
defects  in  the  pleadings.  After  the  grant- 
ing of  this  motion  and  the  exclusion  of  the 
testimony,  another  motion  was  made  to 
dismiss  the  action  "on  the  ground  and  for 
the  reason  that  the  complaint  failed  to 
allege  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action."  This  request  was  also  granted, 
and  the  action  was  dismissed,  but  without 
prejudice  to  the  plaintiff.  The  error  com- 
plained of,  and  for  which  a  reversal  is 
asked  on  this  appeal,  is  the  action  of  th^ 
court  in  granting  such  motions. 

The  first  count  of  the  complaint  is  in 
contract  against  th^  defendants  Baker  k 
Brace.  It  first  sets  up  a  contract  between 
the  plaintiff,  S.  H.  Sleeper,  and  the  de- 
fendants Banta  Brothers,  made  on  the 
Ist  day  of  May,  1906,  wherein  and  where- 
by  it  was  agreed  that  the  plaintiff,  Sleeper, 
"should  furnish  lands  for  sale  to  pur- 
chasers to  be  furnished  by  said  defendants 
(Banta  Brothers),  and  that,  for  each  acre 
sold  to  purchasers  furnished  by  said  Banta 
Brothers,  the  plaintiff  should  allow  them 
the  sum  of  $3  per  acre,  and  a  refund  of 
$29  railroad  fare  for  each  purchaser*  who 
actually  purchased  land  shown  by  the  said 
Sleeper,  plaintiff  herein,  to  said  defendants 
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or  their  customers.  That  in  the  months 
of  August  and  September,  1906,  the  plain- 
tiff, having  listed  and  inquired  about  and 
arranged  for  the  sale  of  a  large  amount  of 
lands  to  customers  of  said  Banta  Brothers, 
did  show  to  defendants  Banta  Brothers, 
large  quantities  of  said  lands  so  to  be  had 
for  their  said  customers,  and  which  this 
plaintiff  had  the  right,  as  agent,  to  sell, 
and  for  which  he  had  the  right  to  procure 
customers  under  contract  hereinafter  moje 
particularly  set  forth,  together  with  other 
lands  also  shown  to  customers  of  said  de- 
fendants, Banta  Brothers,  in  the  months 
of  August  and  September  of  the  year  1906. 
That  said  lands  were  so  exhibited  to  defend- 
ants, wherein  and  whereby  it  was  agreed 
number,  in  said  months  of  August  and  Sep- 
tember, and  large  quantities  of  land  here- 
inafter more  specifically  set  forth  were,  by 
reason  of  said  showing  and  exhibition,  sold 
to  the  customers  of  the  defendants  Banta 
Brothers,  all  of  the  land  in  this  complaint 
mentioned  being  so  sold;  and  the  said 
lands  were  exhibited  to  said  customers  at 
an  expense  to  this  plaintiff  of  not  less  than 
$630.50.  That  in  the  month  of  July,  A.  D. 
1906,  and  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
the  contract  between  the  defendants  Banta 
Brothers,  and  the  plaintiff^  Sleeper,  the 
said  Sleeper  made  and  entered  into  a  cer- 
tain contract,  partly  oral  and  partly  writ- 
ten, with  Baker  &  Brace,  the  other  defend- 
ants, wherein  and  whereby  it  was  agreed 
that  the  said  Baker  &  Brace  would,  and 
did,  by  the  terms  of  said  contract,  give  au- 
thorily  to  said  plaintiff.  Sleeper,  to  sell 
any  of  the  lands  which  they  had  in  their 
hands  as  agents  for  sale,  to  any  person 
whomsoever,  and  that,  as  compensation  to 
said  Sleeper  if  said  sale  was  made,  he,  the 
said  Sleeper,  should  receive  the  differ  Ace 
between  the  price  given  him  upon  the  said 
lands  and  a  net  price  by  said  last-named 
defendants.  Baker  &  Brace,  or  that,  in  case 
of  a  sale  by  Baker  &  Brace  to  any  cus- 
tomers furnished  by  said  S.  H.  Sleeper  or 
procured  or  introduced  to  said  Baker  & 
Brace  by  said  Sleeper,  they  (Baker  k 
Brace)  were  to  pay  to  said  Sleeper  $1.50 
an  acre.  That  under  the  terms  of  said  con- 
tract with  Baker  &  Brace,  the  plaintiff, 
Sleeper,  exhibited  5,080  acres  of  land  (in 
said  complaint  particularly  described)  to 
said  Banta  Brothers,  and  a  number  of 
other  persons,  'all  of  said  persons  as  afore- 
said being  furnished  by  said  S.  H.  Sleeper 
to  Baker  &  Brace  under  the  terms  and 
provisions  of  the  contract  before  set  forth, 
and  that  Baker  &  Brace  sold  to  said  per- 
sons the  said  land,  amounting  in  all  to 
6,080  acres  of  land,'  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
Sleeper,  was  entitled  to  receive  from  said 
Baker  &  Brace  $1.50  per  acre  for  such  land, 
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amounting  in  all  to  the  sum  of  $7,620,  with 
interest  thereon  from  the  Ist  day  of  March, 
I  1907,  and  amounting  in  all  to  the  sum  of 
^  $8,642,35,  no  part  of  which  has  been  paid." 
The  second  count  is  in  contract  against 
Banta  Brothers,  and  is  substantially  as 
follows:  "That  in  the  sale  of  said  lands 
this  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily  be- 
lieves the  fact  to  be  that  Banta  Brothers 
&  Company,  a  copartnership  hereinbefore 
named  as  defendants,  and  Frank  D.  Banta 
and  Lincoln  Banta,  received  as  commission 
on  the  sale  of  said  lands  and  retained 
lands  by  way  of  commission,  in  the  sum 
of  not  less  than  $35,000.  That  of  said 
commissions  so  received  by  the  said  Frank 
D.  Banta,  Lincoln  Banta,  and  Banta  Broth- 
ers k  Company,  the  sum  of  $19,760  is  just- 
ly due  and  owing  from  said  Lincoln  Banta, 
Frank  D.  Banta,  and  Banta  Brothers  &  Com- 
pany under  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the 
contract  between  plaintiff  and  said  defend- 
ants in  this  paragraph  mentioned,  no  part 
of  which  has  been  paid,  though  payment 
thereof  has  been  demanded,  and  no  ac- 
counting for  which  has  been  rendered  the 
plaintiff,  though  a  demand  for  an  account- 
ing has  been  made  upon  the  defendants  in 
this  paragraph  mentioned  and  each  of 
them.  That  the  said  amount  of  $19,760 
and  interest  from  the  1st  day  of  March, 
1907,  is  justly  due  and  owing,  as  this 
afiiant  is  informed  and  verily  believes,  by 
said  defendants  in  this  paragraph  men- 
tioned, to  the  plaintiff,  said  interest 
amounting,  at  the  date  hereof,  to  the  sum 
of  $2,051.14,  making  a  total  now  justly  due 
and  owing  of  $22,411.14,  no  part  of  which 
has  been  paid,  though  payment  thereof 
has  been  demanded. 

The  third  count  purports  to  be  an  ac- 
tion in  conspiracy,  and  is  as  follows: 
"That,  in  reliance  upon  the  said  contracts 
with  the  several  defendants  named  in  this 
action,  and  depending  in  good  faith  upon 
the  same,  and  fulfilling  the  same  on  the 
part  of  this  plantiff  in  good  faith,  the 
plaintiff  expended  large  sums  of  money  and 
time  for  the  purpose  and  in  showing  pros- 
pective purchasers  the  lands  alleged  here- 
inbefore to  have  been  sold,  and  in  furnish- 
ing buyers  to  said  Baker  &  Brace  and  fur- 
nishing lands  to  said  Frank  D.  Banta, 
Lincoln  Banta,  and  Banta  Brothers  & 
Company,  and  did,  in  all  things,  comply 
with  the  terms  of  the  two  said  contracts  in 
this  complaint  mentioned,  and  performed 
in  all  things  the  said  contracts,  and  did 
earn,  as  this  plaintiff  is  informed  and  verily 
believes,  the  sums  of  money  hereinbefore 
alleged  to  be  due  and  owing,  and  the  said 
services  and  sums  of  money  so  expended 
were  of  reasonable  value  to  the  defendants 
in  this  action  of  the  sums  claimed  to  be 
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due  and  owing  this  plaintiff  under  the 
terms  of  said  contracts.  That  heretofore, 
and  in  pursuance  and  performance  of  said 
contracts,  this  plaintiff  did  procure  and 
introduce  to  Baker  &  Brace,  as  purchasers 
for  lands,  all  persons  hereinbefore  named, 
and  others,  about  the  month  of  August  or 
September,  in  the  year  1906 ;  and  by  reason 
of  said  procuring  of  said  lands  for  said 
Banta  Brothers  &  Company,  Frank  D. 
Banta,  and  Lincoln  Banta,  so  sold  and  pur- 
chased as  aforesaid,  this  plaintiff  did  in 
all  matters  and  things  comply  with  the 
terms  of  said  contracts  with  all  of  the  de- 
fendants hereinbefore  named.  That  the 
said  Frank  D.  Banta,  Lincoln  Banta,  and 
Banta  Brothers  &  Company,  and  6.  W. 
Baker  and  C.  E.  Brace,  disregarding  the 
terms  of  said  contracts  hereinbefore  set 
forth  and  alleged,  which  were  then  known 
to  all  the  defendants,  and  with  the  intent 
to  cheat  and  defraud  this  plaintiff,  did,  in 
the  months  of  August  and  September,  A.  d. 
1006,  and  afterwards,  and  prior  to  the 
date  hereof,  falsely,  fraudulently,  and  with 
the  intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plain- 
tiff, conspire  together  to  prevent  this  plain- 
tiff from  collecting  any  of  the  moneys  due 
to  this  plaintiff,  as  hereinbefore  alleged, 
by  ignoring  this  plaintiff  as  the  agent  of  all 
of  said  parties  under  the  terms  of  said 
contracts,  and  by  dealing  directly  with  each 
other  without  the  intervention  or  the 
agency  of  this  plaintiff,  and  by  pretended 
sales  of  various  and  sundry  of  the  said 
lands  hereinbefore  described,  prior  to  the 
actual  and  bona  ffde  sales  which  were 
thereafter  made,  after  said  pretended  sales, 
and  by  various  and  sundry  unlawful  and 
deceitful  schemes  to  deceive,  each  and  all 
of  said  defendants  have  conspired  together 
for  the  purposes  of  defeating  and  cheating 
this  plaintiff  out  of  moneys  alleged  to  be 
due  and  owing  by  fraud  and  deceit  as  afore- 
said. That  this  plaintiff  did  not  know  for 
about  the  period  of  one  year  or  more  after 
the  consummation  of  said  conspiracy  afore- 
said, that  the  same  existed;  does  not  know 
exactly  how  much  land  was  sold,  but  be- 
lieved that  large  amounts  were  sold  on 
which  this  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  commis- 
sions in  addition  to  those  hereinafter  set 
forth  and  alleged.  That  the  plaintiff  was 
deceived  by  said  defendants  and  each  of 
them  to  bis  damage  in  the  sums  hereinbe- 
fore allege<l  to  be  due  and  owing,  having 
relied  on  the  honesty  and  integrity  of  the 
said  defendants  and  each  of  them,  by  false 
and  fraudulent  transactions  and  statements 
hereinbefore  made  in  pursuance  of  and  car- 
rying out  the  said  conspiracy  in  this  para- 
graph alleged ;  and  that  said  defendants  and 
each  of  them  did  profit)  and  have  kept  and 
retained,  for  the  \i8e  and  benefit  Qf  s^i4  de- 
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fendants  and  each  of  them,  commissions 
and  lands  received  by  them  as  commissions 
by  reason  of  the  agency  and  performance 
of  the  contract  hereinbefore  set  forth,  by 
plaintiff,  the  said  sums  of  money  hereinbe- 
fore alleged  to  be  due  and  owing  by  de- 
fendants to  plaintiff  in  the  respective  sums 
alleged  against  them  and  each  of  them,  to- 
gether with  the  other  and  large  commis- 
sions, aggregating  much  more  than  the 
amounts  alleged  to  be  due,  and  that  said 
defendants  were  entitled  to  keep  and  re- 
tain." 

The  prayer  for  relief  ie  as  follows: 
"Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  judgment  in  his 
favor,  and  against  Frank  D.  Banta,  Lin- 
coln Banta,  and  Banta  Brothers  &  Com- 
pany, for  the  sum  of  $22,411.14,  and  against 
G.  W.  Baker,  C.  E.  Brace,  and  G.  W. 
Baker  and  C.  E.  Brace,  copartners,  as  Baker 
&  Brace,  for  the  sum  of  $8,622.46,  and 
against  all  of  the  defendants  herein  for 
the  sum  of  $31,000,  with  interest  from  this 
date  until  paid  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per 
annum,  and  that  the  defendants  Baker  & 
Brace  be  enjoined,  pending  this  litigation, 
from  collecting  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
Baker  &  Brace  and  against  this  plaintiff; 
that  the  defendants  and  each  of  them  be 
compelled  to  .render  a  full  and  complete 
account  of  all  of  said  transactions  set 
forth  in  this  complaint  by  order  of  this 
court;  and  that  the  plaintiff  have  such 
further  relief  as  to  the  court  seems  just 
and  meet  in  the  premises." 

Messrs.  LeSueur  St  Bradford  and  Ry- 
erson  &  Nash  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Winslow  Evans  and  Bowen  A 
Adams  for  respondents. 

Bruce,  J^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Three  causes  of  action  are  intended  to 
be  set  forth  in  the  complaint.  Two  are 
separate  and  distinct  actions  upon  the  con- 
tract, against  separate  and  distinct  defend- 
ants, and  one  is  an  action  of  tort  against 
all  of  the  defendants. 

It  is  for  this  court  to  determine  whether 
such  complaint  is  vulnerable  to  a  motion 
to  exclude  all  of  the  testimony  for  the  fail- 
ure of  the  several  counts  to  state  sufficient 
causes  of  action,  and  which  motion,  though 
specifically  pointing  out  wherein  such  fail- 
ure consists,  raises  no  objection  to  the  mis- 
joinder of  the  parties  or  of  the  actions, 
nor  to  the  form  of  the  pleadings. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  first  count 
of  the  complaint  states  a  cause  of  action 
in  contract  against  the  defendants  Baker 
&  Brace,  and  that  the  trial  court  erred  in 
excluding  all  of  the  evidence  thereunder, 
and  in  directing  a  dismissal  of  the  action 
in  so  far  as  this  count  was  concerned. 
Ther^   ia,   \t   is   true,   a  question   as  to 
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whether  the  joinder  or  attempted  joinder  of 
two  causes  of  action  upon  the  contract 
with  separate  and  distinct  defendants,  and 
with  another  separate  and  distinct  action 
in  tort  against  all  of  the  defendants,  does 
not  render  the  complaint  defective;  but, 
since  this  point  was  not  raised  by  motion 
or  demurrer  preliminary  to  the  trial  in 
the  court  below,  nor  even  by  a  specific  ob- 
jection pointing  out  the  defect  in  the  mo- 
tion to  exclude  the  evidence,  or  in  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  on  that  trial,  we  hold  that 
these  objections,  if  any,  were  waived,  and 
that  the  lower  court  erred  in  excluding  all 
of  the  evidence  under  the  complaint.  "If 
there  is  but  one  righteous  man  in  Sodom, 
the  city  may  stand," — and  there  appears 
to  be  at  least  one  righteous  count  in  this 
complaint.  James  River  Nat.  Bank  ▼.  Pur- 
chase, 9  N.  D.  280,  83  N.  W.  7. 

We  now  come  to  the  second  count  in  the 
complaint,  which  also  is  on  the  contract. 
This  count  is  against  the  defendants  Banta 
Brothers.  The  causes  of  action  against 
Baker  &  Brace  and  against  Banta  Brothers 
are  separate  and  distinct,  and  should  be 
separately  stated  (see  §  6877,  Rev.  Codes, 
1905),  even  if  they  can  be  properly  joined, 
and  there  is  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
former  portions  of  the  complaint  can  be 
prefixed  to  the  paragraphs  just  quoted  and 
be  made  a  part  thereof,  so  as  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action.  Even  if  they  could,  how- 
ever, no  cause  of  action  in  contract  is  stated 
against  Banta  Brothers.  The  complaint, 
indeed,  as  we  view  it,  does  not  allege  that 
Banta  Brothers  owe  Sleeper  anything  on 
the  contract,  but  rather  that  Sleeper  owes 
Banta  Brothers  commissions  at  the  rate  of 
$3  per  acre.  The  fact,  if  fact  it  be,  that 
Banta  Brothers  received  thereunder  $35,- 
000  commission  from  other  parties,  is,  under 
this  count,  no  concern  of  the  plaintiff.  No 
cause  of  action  on  the  contract  is  stated  in 
the  complaint  against  Banta  Brothers. 

The  next  count,  if  count  it  be,  is  a  count 
in  tort  or  for  conspiracy,  and,  although  on 
the  oral  argument  counsel  for  appellant 
hardly  mentioned  the  subject,  it  was  the 
sufficiency  of  this  count  that  furnished  the 
main  matter  in  controversy  both  on  the 
trial  below  and  in  the  printed  briefs  of 
counsel  on  this  appeal. 

We  must  remember  at  the  outset  that, 
although  the  complaint  seeks  to  establish  a 
conspiracy,  mere  opprobrious  epithets  do 
not  change,  in  any  way,  the  nature  of  the 
action.  The  action  is  a  civil  and  not  a 
criminal  one.  Indeed,  as  was  said  by  Lord 
Holt  in  the  case  of  Savile  v.  Roberts,  1  Ld. 
Raym.  374:  "Though  in  the  old  books 
such  actions  are  called  conspiracies,  yet  they 
are  nothing  in  fact  but  actions  upon  the 
case."  It  is  generally  pply  w)i^Q  m^n  con- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


spire  to  violate  the  primary,  and  not  the 
mere  contractual,-  rights  of  another  that  the 
civil  action  of  conspiracy  will  lie.  As  one 
authority  puts  it:  "An  act  which,  if  done 
by  one  alone,  constitutes  no  ground  of  an 
action  on  the  case,  cannot  be  made  the 
ground  of  such  action  by  alleging  it  to  have 
been  done  by  and  through  a  conspiracy  of 
several."  "The  quality  of  the  act,  and  the 
nature  of  the  injury  inflicted  by  it,"  the 
courts  say,  "must  determine  the  question 
whether  the  action  will  lie."  Kimball  v. 
Harman,  34  Md.  407,  6  Am.  Rep.  340; 
Savile  ▼.  Roberts,  supra. 

Although  there  are  a  number  of  cases  to 
the  contrary,  the  weight  of  American  au- 
thority seems  to  hold  to  this  rule.  See  1 
Jaggard,  Torts,  p.  636;  1  Addison,  Torts,, 
p.  7.  Even  the  cases  which  are  often 
cited  in  contradiction  to  it  often  fail  to 
bear  out  the  contention  of  their  propon- 
ents^ In  the  case  of  Van  Horn  v.  Van 
Horn,  62  N.  J.  L.  284,  10  L.R.A.  184,  20 
Atl.  485,  for  instance,  the  act  was  done  by 
an  outsider,  and  was  a  malicious  libel  to 
character  and  to  business;  and  the  same 
is  true  of  Lally  v.  Cantwell,  30  Mo.  App. 
524.  In  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Stanly,  76  N. 
G.  355,  a  malicious  desire  to  injure  the 
plaintiff,  and  not  the  mere  desire  to  profit 
one's  self,  is  the  gravaman  of  the  action. 
The  same  is  also  true  of  the  case  of  Delz 
V.  Vinfree,  80  Tex.  400,  26  Am.  St.  Rep. 
755,  16  S.  W.  Ill,  and  even  of  the  leading 
English  case  of  Lumley  v.  Gye,  2  El.  &  Bl. 
216,  22  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  463,  17  Jur.  827, 
1  Week.  Rep.  432,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Gas.  706,  on 
which  the  minority  American  rule  seems  to 
be  grounded.  In  the  leading  American 
minority  case  of  Angle  ▼.  Ghicago,  St.  P. 
M.  &  O.  R.  Co.  151  U.  S.  1,  38  L.  ed.  56, 
14  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  240,  upon  which  the  plain- 
tiffs rely,  there  are  to  be  found  both  a 
malicious  motive,  positive  tortious  acts, 
and  positive  injury,  which  an  action  on  a 
contract  against  the  contracting  party 
could  hardly  have  reached.  The  cases,  in- 
deed, are  generally  cases  where  the  solici- 
tation was  by  an  entire  ouf&ider,  and  were 
accompanied  by  fraud  or  intimidation. 
It  is  also  true  that  there  is  a  line  of  cases 
where  laborers  were  induced  to  break  their 
contracts  of  employment,  and  which  also 
hold  to  a  contrary  rule.  See  Haskins  v. 
Royster,  70  N.  C.  601,  16  Am.  Rep.  780; 
Walker  v.  Cronin,  107  Mass.  565;  Map- 
strick  V.  Ramge,  9  Neb.  390,  31  Am.  Rep. 
415,  2  N.  W.  739.  These  cases,  however, 
belong  to  a  class  of  their  own,  and  they 
are  historically  grounded  in  the  deep-rooted 
policy  of  the  old  English,  and  even  early 
colonial  American  law,  which  almost  gave 
to  the  employer  a  property  right  in  his 
employe^i  which  was  evidenced  b^  the  etat* 
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utes  of  laborers,  of  Elizabeth,  and  of  Ed- 
ward VI.,  and  which  tied  the  laborer  to  the 
land  and  dictated  and  controlled  his  con- 
tracts of  employment.  They  are  chiefly  to 
be  found  in  the  Southern  states,  and  in 
those  of  the  East,  where,  at  an  early  time, 
the  institution  of  slavery  not  only  gave  to 
the  master  a  property  right  in  his  em- 
ployee, but  bonded  servants  were  common. 
See  1  Addison,  Torts,  p.  7;  Chambers  v. 
Baldwin,  91  Ky.  121,  11  L.R.A.  545,  34 
Am.  St.  Rep.  165,  15  S.  W.  67,  58;  1 
Jaggard,  Torts,  p.  636. 

The  rule,  indeed,  has,  except  where  direct 
fraud  or  coercion  has  been  used,  or  where 
no  adequate  action  upon  the  contract  would 
lie  against  the  guilty  parties,  rarely  been 
extended  to  the  breach  of  contracts  general- 
ly. The  whole  question  is  so  thoroughly 
and  adequately  discussed  in  the  case  of 
Chambers  v.  Baldwin,  supra,  and  under  a 
very  similar  state  of  facts,  that  we  will 
refrain  from  lengthening  this  opinion;  and, 
without  necessarily  affirming  all  that  is  in 
that  opinion  contained,  we  will  refer  to  it 
for  a  discussion  of  the  law.  The  rule,  as 
we  see  it,  is  substantially  this:  "That 
an  action  cannot  in  general  be  maintained 
for  inducing  a  third  person  to  break  his 
contract  with  the  plaintiff;  the  conse- 
quence after  all  being  only  a  broken  con- 
tract for  which  the  party  to  the  contract 
may  have  his  remedy  by  suing  upon  it." 
Ashley  v.  Dixon,  48  N.  Y.  430,  8  Am.  Rep. 
659;  Brentman  v.  Note  (City  Ct.  N.  Y.) 
3  N.  Y.  Supp.  420;  Boyson  v.  Thorn,  98 
Cal.  578,  21  L.R.A.  233,  33  Pac.  492;  Kim- 
ball V.  Harman,  supra. 

It  is  true  that  the  Wisconsin  case  of 
Martens  v.  Reilly,  109  Wis.  464,  84  N.  W. 
840,  seems  to  support  the  position  of  the 
appellant;  but  this  case  is  not  only  can- 
trary  to  the  weight  of  American  authority 
(see  Jaggard,  Torts,  p.  696),  but,  as  we 
will  hereafter  see,  was  decided  under  a 
peculiar  local  statute.  The  same  is  true 
of  the  cases  of  White  v.  White,  132  Wis. 
121,  111  N.  W.  1117,  and  Randall  v.  Lon- 
storf,  126  Wis.  147,  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  470, 
105  N.  W.  663.  In  the  latter  case,  also, 
something  greater  than  a  breach  of  con- 
tract was  involved,  namely,  a  breach  and 
annulment  of  the  marriage  relationship,  in 
which  the  state  as  well  as  the  individual  is 
concerned.  Anyway,  all  of  the  Wisconsin 
cases  are  decided  under  a  statute  in  regard 
to  conspiracy  which  is  radically  different 
from  our  own.  To  use  the  language  of  the 
admirable  note  to  the  case  of  Randall  v. 
Lonstorf,  supra,  which  is  to  be  found  in 
6  Ann.  Cas.  375:  "The  reported  case  can- 
not be  said  to  be  in  conflict  with  the  rule 
which  is  generally  recognized.  The  case 
turned  on  the  construction  of  the  Wiscon- 
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sin  statute  defining  conspiracy,  and  it  waa 
merely  held  that  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  brought  the  case  within  that 
portion  of  the  statute  which  makes  it  un- 
lawful for  any  two  or  more  persons  to 
combine  or  agree  together  'for  the  purpose 
of  maliciously  compelling  another  to  do  or 
perform  any  act  against  hia  will,  or  pre- 
venting or  hindering  another  from  doing 
or  performing  any  lawful  act.'"  The  court 
held,  in  the  Wisconsin  case,  that  the  con- 
spiracies or  agreements  were  for  the  pur- 
pose of  "preventing  a  lawful  act,"  i.  e^ 
the  fulfilment  of  the  contracts.  Our  stat- 
ute (§  8768,  Rev.  Codes,  1906)  only  makes 
the  prevention  of  the  doing  of  a  lawful  act 
unlawful  when  that  prevention  is  brought 
about  "by  force,  threats,  intimidation,  or 
by  interfering  or  threatening  to  interfere 
with  tools,  implements,  or  property  be- 
longing to  or  used  by  another,  or  with  the 
use  or  employment  thereof." 

We  hold,  therefore,  that  the  trial  court 
did  not  err  in  excluding  all  the  evidence  as 
to  the  alleged  conspiracy,  and  if  this  were 
the  only  count  we  would  affirm  the  judg- 
ment. We  are,  however,  as  we  have  be- 
fore said,  equally  satisfied  that  an  action 
in  contract  is  sufficiently  pleaded  in  the 
complaint  as  against  the  defendants  Baker 
&  Brace,  in  so  far,  at  least,  as  to  render  it 
invulnerable  to  a  motion  on  the  trial  to 
exclude  all  of  the  testimony,  and  io  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  action  after  such  testi- 
mony was  excluded,  which  merely  specify 
basic  faults  in  substance,  and  do  not  call 
attention  to  misjoinder  or  lack  of  form. 

The  judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  re- 
versed, and  the  case  is  remanded  for  a  new 
trial.  The  costs  will  be  taxed  against  the 
respondents. 

Go88,  J.,  being  disqualified,  did  not  par- 
ticipate. Honorable  Charles  A.  Pollock, 
Judge  of  the  Third  Judicial  District,  sat  in 
his  place: 
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GEORGE  BOLLN  COMPANY 

V. 

NORTH  PLATTE  VALLEY  IRRIGA- 
TION COMPANY. 

(-—  Wyo.  — ,  121   Pac.  22.) 

Statute  —  passage  —  mandatory  con- 
stitutional requirements. 

1.  A    constitutional    provision    requiring 

Note.  —  Constitutionality  of  statute 
maJcing  owner  personally  liahle  to 
laborers  or  materialmen  because  of 
noyicompliance  tiHth  provisions  for 
their  protection. 

Gibbs  V.  Tally,  133  Cal.  373,  60  LJLA. 
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the  presiding  officer  of  each  house,  in  the 
presence  of  the  house  over  which  he  pre- 
sides, to  sign  all  bills  passed  immediately 
after  their  titles  have  been  publicly  read, 
and  the  fact  of  the  signing  to  be  at  onoe 
entered  upon  the  journal,  is  mandatory. 

Same  —  record  of  passage  —  mistake  ^ 
rejection. 

2.  An  erroneous  number  of  original  bill, 
employed  by  mistake  of  the  clerk  in  at- 
tempting to  give  a  double  description  to  a 
bill  signed  by  the  presiding  officer  of  a  leg- 
islative body,  while  giving  its  correct  num- 
ber ns  enrolled  bill,  will  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage if  the  records  show  that  the  speci- 
fied number  of  original  bill  was  not  passed, 
but  that  the  enrolled  bill  mentioned  was 
passed,  duly  signed,  and  filed  in  the  proper 
archives. 

Constitutional  law  —  contractors'  sup- 
plies —  personal  liability  of  owner. 

3.  The  attempt  to  make  an  owner  who 
fails  to  take  from  one  contracting  to  con- 
struct for  him  a  ditch  or  reservoir  a  bond 
conditioned  to  pay  all  claims  for  materials, 
farm  produce,  provisions,  or  goods  of  any 
kind  furnished  the  contractor  or  subcon- 
tractor, personally  liable  for  such  claims, 
is  invalid,  as  taking  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  denying  him  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  so  far  as  it  attempts 
to  include  claims  for  materials  which  do 
not  go  to  enhance  the  value  of  his  proper- 

ty. 

Bond  —  to  protect  materialmen  —  fix- 
ing penalty. 

4.  A  statute  requiring  a  property  owner 
to  take  a  good  and  sufficient  bond  from  one 
contracting  to  do  work  for  him,  to  pay 
claims  of  laborers  and  materialmen,  is  insuf- 
ficient which  does  not  fix  any  method  for 
ascertaining  the  penalty  of  the  bond. 


Constitutional   law   —  bond   to   secure 
materialmen  —  limitation  of  surety. 

5.  Limiting  the  surety  which  a  property 
owner  may  take  from  one  contracting  to  do 
work  for  him  to  secure  payment  of  laborers 
and  materialmen  to  incorporated  companies 
deprives  him  of  his  liberty  to  contract,  and 
denies  him  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws. 

(February  13,  1912.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  District  Court  for 
Converse  County  for  the  decision  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  questions  arising  in 
an  action  brought  to  hold  defendant  liable 
for  the  value  of  supplies  furnished  to  a 
contractor,  because  of  its  failure  to  take 
the  statutory  bond  from  him.  Answer 
favorable  to  defendant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinioa 

Mr.  F.  H.  Harvey  for  plaintiff. 

Messrs.  Clark  &  Clark,  for  defendant: 

A  failure  of  the  journal  affirmatively  to 
show  a  proper  signing  defeats  the  bill. 

State  ex  rel.  Hynds  v.  Cahill,  12  Wyo. 
226,  75  Pac.  433;  State  ex  rel.  Cheyenne  v. 
Swan,  7  Wyo.  166,  40  L.R.A.  196,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  889,  51  Pac.  209. 

An  affirmative  showing  has  not  been 
made. 

Cohn  y.  Kingsley,  5  Idaho,  416,  38  L.R.A. 
74,  49  Pac.  985;  Hunt  v.  State,  22  Tex. 
App.  401,  3  S.  W.  233;  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.  V.  Smyth,  103  Fed.  376;  State  v.  Bur- 
lington  k  M.  River  R.  Co.  60  Neb.  741,  84 
N.  W.  254;  Fillmore  v.  Van  Horn,  129 
Mich.  52,  88  N.  W.  69. 

Such  a  statute  is  an  unwarranted  inter- 
ference with  the  right  to  contract,  and  con- 


815,  65  Pac.  970,  cited  in  Geoboe  Bollk 
Co.  V.  North  Platte  Valley  Ibriq.  Co., 
holds  that  an  owner  of  property  who 
has  made  and  filed  a  valid  contract 
for  the  placing  of  a  building  thereon, 
under  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  stat- 
ute, the  entire  contract  price  may  be 
applied  to  the  claims  of  laborers  and 
materialmen,  cannot  constitutionally  be  re- 
quired to  furnish  a  bond  which  will  make 
him  liable  to  them  in  an  additional  amount 
in  case  their  claims  are  not  satisfied  by  the 
contractor. 

But  it  has  been  held  within  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  provide  that  the  owner 
of  a  building  shall  be  liable  to  materialmen 
and  laborers  for  the  full  value  of  their 
material  and  labor,  if  he  fails  to  execute 
his  contract  in  a  certain  form  and  file  it  in 
the  recorder's  office,  althou^  he  has  paid 
the  contractor  the  contract  price.  Kellogg 
V.  Howes,  81  Cal.  170,  6  L.R,A.  588,  22  Pac. 
509. 

And  it  is  held  that  a  statute  making  an 
owner  who  fails  to  comply  with  its  re- 
quirement as  to  the  form  and  filing  of  the 
contract,  liable  for  the  claims  of  material- 
men and  laborers,  though  they  may  ex- 
ceed the  contract  price,  does  not  uncon- 
39L.R.A.(N.S.) 


stitutionally  interfere  with  his  right  to  con- 
tract, or  make  him  liable  to  a  penalty,  nor 
does  it  otherwise  unconstitutionally  inter- 
fere with  his  rights.  Chicago  Lumber  Co.  y. 
Newcomb,  19  Colo.  App.  265,  74  Pac.  786. 

As  to  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute 
giving  a  mechanics'  lien  contrary  to  the 
agreement  of  the  contractor,  see  the  note  to 
Kelly  V.  Johnson,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)   573. 

As  to  whether  a  building  contractor's 
bond  indemnifies  the  owner  against  mechan- 
ics' liens  when  none  are  especially  men- 
tioned, see  the  note  in  24  L.R.A.(N.S?)  1075. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  subcontractor,  mate- 
rialman, or  laborer  to  maintain  an  action 
on  a  contractor's  bond  to  the  owner,  see  the 
note  in  27  L.R.A.(N.S.)   573. 

As  to  the  liability  of  sureties  on  the  con- 
tractor's bond  to  laborers  or  materialmen 
who  are  not  entitled  to  a  lien,  when  the 
bond  is  conditioned  against  liens  or  claims, 
see  the  note  in  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  889. 

As  to  the  effect  of  surrender  or  discbarge 
by  the  owner  of  property,  of  a  bond  given 
by  the  contractor,  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  materialmen  and  laborers,  upon  the 
right  of  the  latter  to  recover  thereon,  see 
the    note    in    18    L.R.A.(N.S.)     455. 

L.  A.  W. 
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travenes  the  constitutional  provisions  which 
prohibit  the  taking  of  property  without 
due  process  of  law.    It  is  class  legislation. 

Gibbs  y.  Tally,  133  Gal.  373,  60  L.R.A. 
816,  65  Pac.  970. 

This  statute  denies  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws. 

Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Ellis,  166  U.  S. 
160,  41  L.  ed.  666,  17  ^Sup.  Ct.  Hep.  266; 
Shaughnessy  v.  American  Surety  Co.  138 
Cal.  643,  69  Pac.  260,  71  Pac.  701. 

Beard,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  case  comes  to  this  court  on  questions 
reserved  by  the  district  court  of  Converse 
county  and  certified  here  for  decision  as  to 
the  constitutionality  of  chapter  78  of  the 
Session  Laws  of  1909,  entitled,  "An  Act  to 
Protect  Laborers,  Mechanics,  Ranchmen, 
Farmers,  Merchants,  and  Other  Persons 
Furnishing  Work  or  Labor,  Material,  Ranch 
or  Farm  Products,  Goods  or  Provisions,  to 
Contractors  oi  Subcontractors  in  the  Con- 
struction of  Ditches,  Canals,  and  Reser- 
voirs," and  now  being  §§  3823,  3824,  and 
3826,  Comp.  Stat.  1910;  the  reserved  ques- 
tions being  as  follows: 

"(1)  In  the  passage  of  chapter  78  of  the 
Session  Laws  of  Wyoming  1909,  did  the 
legislature  violate  the  provisions  of  §  28 
of  article  3  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state 
of  Wyoming? 

"(2)  Does  the  journal  of  the  senate  of 
the  tenth  state  legislature  of  the  state  of 
Wyoming  sufficiently  show  the  signing  by 
the  president  of  the  senate,  in  the  presence 
of  the  senate,  of  chapter  78  of  the  Session 
Laws  of  Wyoming  1909  f 

*'(3)  Does  the  first  sentence  of  §  1  of 
chapter  78  of  the  Session  Laws  of  Wy- 
oming 1909  violate  the  provisions  of  §  6 
of  article  1  of  the  Constitution  of  the  state 
of  Wyoming? 

"(4)  Does  the  first  sentence  of  §  1  of 
chapter  78  of  the  Session  Laws  of  Wyoming 
1909  violate  the  provisions  of  §  1  of  the 
14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States?" 

Section  28,  art.  3,  of  the  Constitution, 
referred  to  in  the  first  question,  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  presiding  officer  of  each  house 
shall,  in  the  presence  of  the  house  over 
which  he  presides,  sign  all  bills  and  joint 
resolutions  passed  by  the  legislature  im- 
mediately after  their  titles  have  been  pub- 
licly read,  and  the  fact  of  signing  shall  be 
at  once  entered  upon  the  journal."  On  this 
branch  of  the  case  two  questions  are  pre- 
sented: First.  Is  this  provision  of  the 
Constitution  mandatory?  Second.  If  so, 
does  the  senate  journal  show  a  compliance 
with  such  provision?  The  first  question  is 
very  ably  and  elaborately  discussed  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


State  ex  rel.  Hynds  ▼.  Cahill,  12  Wyo.  225, 
75  Pac.  433;  and,  while  the  question  was 
there  left  undecided,  because  not  necessary 
to  a  determination  of  the  case,  we  think 
one  reading  that  discussion  can  arrive  at 
no  other  conclusion  than  that  the  court 
as  then  constituted  would  have  held  the 
provision  mandatory  had  it  been  necessary 
to  decide  the  point.  The  court  as  now  con- 
stituted deems  it  sufficient,  without  encum- 
bering the  reports  by  repeating  what  was 
there  said,  to  concur  in  and  adopt  as  the 
basis  of  its  decision  the  reasoning  in  that 
case,  and  to  now  hold  the  provisions  of  said 
§  28,  art.  3,  of  the  Constitution,  to  be  man- 
datory. 

Second.  Does  the  senate  journal  show 
a  compliance  with  that  provision  of  the 
Constitution?  It  is  contended  by  counsel 
for  defendant  that  it  does  not;  but,  to  the 
contrary,  shows  affirmatively  that  at  the 
time  the  bill  was  signed  by  the  president 
of  the  senate  it  bore  a  different  title  than 
that  of  chapter  78,  Session  Laws  1909,  and 
related  to  an  entirely  different  subject. 
The  only  entry  found  in  the  senate  journal 
with  reference  to  the  signing  by  the  pres- 
ident of  the  senate  of  the  act  in  question 
is  found  on  page  621,  senate  journal  1909, 
under  the  heading,  "Signing  of  Enrolled 
Acts,"  and  is  as  follows:  "Mr.  President 
thereupon  gave  notice  that  he  was  about 
to  sign,  and  he  did,  thereupon,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  senate,  affix  his  official  signa* 
ture  to  the  following  enrolled  acts,  to  wit: 
.  .  .  house  enrolled  act  No.  73,  original 
being:  house  bill  No.  96 — A  bill  for  an  act 
relating  to  the  issuance  of  certificates  of 
appropriation  under  permit,  and  to  the  use 
of  the  waters  of  the  state  of  Wyoming  for 
power  purposes."  The  journal  entries  un- 
der the  heading  and  recital  above  set  out 
describe  more  than  twenty  bills  as  being 
then  signed,  two  preceding  and  the  others 
following  the  one  set  out  above,  and  in  each 
instance  describes  the  bill  in  the  same  man- 
ner by  giving  the  number  of  the  enrolled 
act,  the  number  of  the  original  house  bill, 
and  the  title  of  the  act.  An  examination 
of  said  chapter  78,  Session  Laws  1909,  on 
file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
discloses  that  it  bears  at  the  top  of  the 
first  page  the  following:  "Original  house 
bill  No.  69."  "Enrolled  act  No.  73"— fol- 
lowed by  the  title  and  body  of  the  act  as 
published  in  the  Session  Laws  1909  as  chap- 
ter 78.  The  house  journal  shows  that  house 
bill  No.  96,  bearing  the  title  as  recited  in 
the  senate  journkl,  passed  the  house  (H.  J. 
p.  313),  went  to  the  senate,  and  was  there 
referred  to  a  committee  (S.  J.  p.  272),  was 
reported  back  to  the  senate  by  the  commit- 
tee without  recommendation  (S.  J.  p.  317), 
and  was  indefinitely  postponed  by  the  adop- 
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lion  of  the  report  of  the  committee  of  the 
whole  of  the  senate  so  recommending  (S.  J. 
pp.  330,  331).  House  hill  No.  96,  therefore, 
never  passed  the  senate  or  became  an  en- 
rolled act.  The  history  of  house  bill  No. 
69,  as  briefly  stated,  is  as  follows:  As 
introduced  and  as  it  passed  the  house  it 
bore  the  title  of  chapter  78,  S.  L.,  was 
amended  in.  the  senate,  the  house  con- 
curred in  the  senate  amendment,  and  passed 
the  bill  as  amended,  was  reported  by  the 
house  enrolling  committee  as  properly  en- 
rolled as  "enrolled  act  No.  73,"  and  as  such 
signed  by  the  speaker  of  the  house.  H.  J. 
pp.  154,  654,  657,  679;  and  S.  J.  pp.  314, 
439,  443,  478.  House  bill  No.  69,  therefore, 
as  shown  by  the  journals,  was  regularly 
passed  by  both  houses,  was  properly  en- 
rolled as  "enrolled  act  No.  73,"  and  duly 
signed  by  the  speaker  of  the  house;  and  the 
enrolled  act  on  file  in  the  office  of  the  sec- 
retary of  state  bears  the  signature  of  the 
speaker  of  the  house,  the  president  of  the 
senate,  and  of  the  governor,  approving  the 
same.  If  there  was  simply  a  conflict  be- 
tween the  enrolled  act  and  the  senate  jour- 
nal as  to  the  signing  of  the  bill,  the  latter, 
being  the  best  evidence,  should  control. 
But  here  we  find  not  only  such  a  conflict, 
but  a  conflict  in  the  journal  recital  itself. 
Either  the  recital  that  the  bill  then  signed 
was  "house  enrolled  act  No.  73,"  or  that  it 
was  house  bill  No.  96 — a  bill  for  an  act," 
etc.,  is  erroneous.  .We  must  therefore  look 
beyond  the  single  journal  entry  for  evi- 
dence as  to  which  of  the  two  is  correct. 
Tracing  the  history  of  the  two  bills, — 
house  bill  No.  69  and  house  bill  No.  96, — as 
shown  by  the  journals,  we  have  little  diffi- 
culty in  arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  it 
was  "enrolled  act  No.  73"  which  was  in 
fact  house  bill  No.  69.  The  senate  jour- 
nal recites  that  the  president  of  the  senate 
gave  notice  that  he  was  about  to  sign  and 
did  then  sign  certain  enrolled  acts.  Then 
follows  the  description  of  the  bills  then 
signed,  and  in  each  instance  the  number  of 
the  enrolled  act  is  given  as  well  as  the 
other  description;  and,  had  the  journal  in 
this  instance  contained  the  number  of  the 
enrolled  act  only,  it  would  no  doubt  have 
been  sufficient.  Again,  house  bill  No.  96, 
never  having  passed  the  senate  or  become 
an  enrolled  act,  could  not  properly  have 
been  among  the  bills  then  signed;  while 
house  bill  No.  69  had  been  regularly  passed 
by  both  houses,  had  been  properly  enrolled, 
bore  the  signature  of  the  speaker  of  the 
house,  and  was  in  proper  condition  to  be 
then  signed. by  the  president  of  the  senate. 
How  the  eri'or  in  the  senate  journal  oc- 
curred we  have  no  means  of  knowing ;  but  it 
seems  quite  probable  that  on  that  last  busy 
session  of  the  senate  the  clerk  inadvertently 
transposed  the  figures  "6"  and  "9,"  and  in 
80  L.R.A.(NJ9.) 


writing  up  the  journal  in  full  from  his  min- 
utes took  the  title  from  house  bill  No.  96, 
instead  of  from  enrolled  act  73.  But,  how- 
ever the  error  may  have  occurred,  we  think 
the  recital  in  the  journal,  which  is  sup- 
ported by  the  enrolled  act  and  by  all  other 
recitals  in  the  journal  with  reference  to  the 
bill,  must  be  taken  as  speaking  the  truth, 
and  that  the  other  description  of  the  bill 
must  be  rejected  as  the  erroneous  one. 
Such  being  our  opinion,  the  first  reserved 
question  is  answered  in  the  negative,  and 
the  second  in  the  affirmative. 

The  third  and  fourth  questions  call  for 
a  determination  of  the  validity  of  the  first 
sentence  of  §  1  of  the  statute  in  question 
on  other  grounds.  Counsel  for  defendant 
contend  that  it  violates  §  6,  art.  1,  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  state,  which  provides: 
"No  person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty, 
or  property  without  due  process  of  law;" 
and  also  the  provisions  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment to  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  that  no  state  shall  make  or  enforce 
any  law  denying  to  any  person  within  its 
jurisdiction  the  equal  protection  of  the 
laws.  The  part  of  the  statute  thus  ques- 
tioned is  as  follows:  "Whenever  any  ditch 
or  canal  company,  or  other  owner  or  own* 
ers,  shall  contract  with  any  person,  per- 
sons, or  corporation,  for  the  construction  of 
its,  his,  or  their  ditch,  canal,  or  reservoir, 
or  any  part  thereof,  such  company,  owner, 
or  owners,  shall  take  from  the  person,  per- 
sons, or  corporation  with  whom  such  con- 
tract is  made,  a  good  and  sufficient  bond  in 
some  guaranty  or  surety  company  author- 
ized to  do  business  in  this  state,  conditioned 
that  such  contractor  or  contractors'  shall 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  all  laborers,  me- 
chanics, materialmen,  ranchmen,  farmers, 
merchants,  and  other  persons  who  supply 
such  contractor  or  contractors,  or  any  of 
his  or  their  subcontractors,  with  labor, 
work,  materials,  ranch  or  farm  products, 
provisions  or  goods  of  any  kind,  all  just 
debts  incurred  therefor  in  carrying  on  such 
work,  which  bond  shall  be  filed  by  such 
company  or  other  owner  in  the  office  of  the 
county  clerk  and  ex  officio  register  of  deeds 
in  the  county  where  the  principal  work  of 
such  contractor  shall  be  carried  on;  and  if 
any  such  ditch  or  canal  company  or  other 
owner  or  owners  shall  fail  to  take  such 
bond,  such  ditch  or  canal  company  or  other 
owner  or  owners  shall  be  liable  to  the  per- 
sons herein  mentioned  to  the  full  extent  of 
all  such  debts  so  contracted  by  such  con- 
tractor, or  contractors,  or  any  of  his  or 
their  subcontractors."  [§  3823.]  The  other 
provisions  of  the  act  relating  to  actions  on 
the  bond,  etc.,  are  not  involved  in  this  case. 
The  effect  of  the  statute,  if  it  can  be  upheld, 
is  to  extend  the  application  of  the  principles 
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upon  which  mechanics'  lien  laws  are  found- 
ed, and  to  render  the  owner  personally  lia- 
ble, not  only  for  the  labor  and  materials 
which  actually  go  into  the  improvement  and 
thereby  enhance  the  value  of  the  property, 
but  also  for  all  just  debts  incurred  by  the 
contractor  or  any  of  his  subcontractors  for 
Labor,  work,  material,  ranch  or  f-arm  prod- 
ucts, provisions  or  goods  of  any  kind  in 
carrying  on  such  work,  unless  he  takes 
from  the  contractor  the  bond  provided  for 
by  the  statute.  That  the  legislature  cannot 
make  the  owner  personally  liable  for  other 
things  or  to  a  greater  amount  than  it  can 
create  a  lien  upon  his  property  we  have 
no  doubt;  and,  if  the  statute  under  con- 
sideration does  BO,  to  that  extent  it  is  in- 
valid. In  many  states  the  liens  given  for 
labor  performed  for  or  for  materials  fur- 
nished to  the  contractor  or  subcontractor 
are  limited  by  the  statutes  to  the  contract 
price  between  the  owner  and  the  original 
contractor,  or  to  a  lesser  amount,  or  to  the 
amount  due  or  to  become  due  to  the  con- 
tractor at  the  time  of  giving  notice,  etc. 
In'  other  states  a  lien  is  given  for  labor  and 
materials  without  regard  to  the  contract 
price  or  the  state  of  the  account  between 
the  owner  and  the  contractor.  The  latter 
class  of  statutes  has  been  many  times  at- 
tacked as  unconstitutional  on  the  grounds 
that  are  here  urged  against  the  statute 
above  quoted.  In  a  majority  of  the  state 
courts,  and  in  the  Federal  courts,  the  con- 
stitutionality of  such  statutes  has  been 
upheld  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
labor  'Or  materials  which  have  actually 
gone  into  the  building  or  other  structure 
or  improvement,  upon  the  principle  that 
equitably  those  who  have  furnished  labor 
or  materials  which  have  gone  into  and 
thereby  increased  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty should  be  compensated  therefor  by  the 
owner  who  has  been  benefited  thereby. 
Many  cases  are  cited  and  reviewed  by  Judge 
Lurton  in  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Great  South- 
em  Fireproof  Hotel  Co.  30  C.  C.  A. 
108,  68  U.  S.  App.  397,  86  Fed.  370, 
which  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  193 
U.  S.  632,  48  L.  ed.  778,  24  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
676.  But  our  statute  goes  much  fur- 
ther, and  imposes  upon  the  owner  an  obli- 
gation to  require  the  contractor  to  give  se- 
curity for  debts  that  he  or  any  of  his  sub- 
contractors may  contract  with  third  per- 
sons for  supplies  and  goods  of  any  kind  in 
carrying  on  the  work,  and  which  do  not 
enter  into  or  become  a  part  of  the  work,  or 
enhance  its  value,  and  for  which,  but  for 
the  statute,  the  owner  is  in  no  wise  liable. 
89  L.R.A.(NJS.) 


To  illustrate:     The  first  eight  items  of  the 
account  in  suit  are: 

March  3.  2  kerchiefs  20,  Oshoes 

1.76,  W.  Sox  1.00 Rowe  2.95 

Mits  1.26  2  shirU  1.00  Underwear 
2.76     «     6.00 

Jumper  .85  Blanket  1.25   "     2.10 

The  account  contained  many  items  of 
like  kind,  and  also  dry  goods,  pipes,  and 
tobacco,  etc.  Upon  what  principle  of  na- 
tural justice  can  one  who  lets  a  contract 
for  the  construction  of  a  ditch,  canal,  or 
reservoir  be  required  to  take  security  or  to 
become  personally  liable  for  debts  which 
may  be  contracted  by  the  contractor  or  any 
of  his  subcontractors  for  goods  or  supplies 
which  do  not  enter  into  the  work  or  add  to 
its  value,  and  from  which  one  derives  no 
benefit?  What  justice  is  there  in  requiring 
a  homesteadet,  desert  entryman,  or  other 
landowner  who  lets  a  contract  for  the  con- 
struction of  a  ditch  to  conduct  water  onto 
his  land  to  take  security  from  such  con- 
tractor that  he  (the  contractor)  will  pay 
all  debts  contracted  by  him  or  any  of  his 
subcontractors  for  groceries,  clothing,  bed- 
ding, etc.,  in  carrying  on  the  work?  We 
confess  we  can  see  none.  The  statute  goe3 
beyond  the  principles  upon  which  lien  laws 
have  been  sustained,  viz.y  that  the  property 
is  enhanced  in  value  to  the  extent  of  the 
value  of  the  labor  and .  materials  actually 
going  therein.  In  the  Jones  Case,  supra, 
30  C.  C.  A.  on  page  126,  it  is  said:  "If, 
then,  this  statute  does  not  unduly  restrain 
the  owner's  liberty  of  contract,  considered 
as  an  incident  to  the  right  of  owning,  pos- 
sessing, and  enjoying  property,  the  law 
must  be  constitutionally  unobjectionable. 
If,  however,  this  legislation  is  the  mere  ar- 
bitrary exercise  of  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment, unauthorized  by  the  established  prin- 
ciples of  private  right,  and  not  having  the 
sanction  of  natural  justice,  it  is  not  the 
law  of  the  land.  But  we  have  already  seen 
that  the  underlying  purpose  of  the  act  is 
not  to  arbitrarily  and  unnecessarily  op- 
press the  owner  in  any  incident  of  his  right 
as  owner,  but  to  secure  those  who,  by  their 
labor  or  materials,  have  contributed  to  the 
improvement  of  the  owner's  property. 
That  the  liens  under  consideration  are  giv- 
en to  secure  debts  which  are  primarily 
the  debts  of  another  would  be  fatal  to  the 
legislation,  as  taking  the  property  of  one 
to  pay  the  debts  of  another,  but  for  the 
equity  arising  from  the  use  of  the  labor  and 
materials  by  the  owner."  In  the  present 
case  there  is  no  allegation  that  a  single 
item  of  the  account  sued  on  was  for  labor 
or  materials  that  went  into  the  work;  but 
for  goods,   wares,   and  merchandise  .to  be 
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used  as  supplies  in  the  construction  of  a 
tunnel  on  the  line  of  an  irrigating  canal, 
as  set  forth  in  an  itemized  account  at- 
'  tached  to  the  petition;  the  account  consist- 
ing principally  of  provisions,  clothing,  bed- 
ding, hay,  and  grain.  The  equities  upon 
which  the  law  giving  a  lien  for  labor  and 
materials  was  upheld  in  the  Jones  Case  are 
entirely  wanting  in  this  case;  and  the  stat- 
ute, in  so  far  as  it  requires  the  owner  to 
take  security  or  become  personally  liable 
for  other  debts  of  the  contractor  or  subcon- 
tractors than  for  those  things — labor  or 
materials — entering  into  the  construction 
of  the  work,  and  contributing  to  the  im- 
provement of  the  property,  and  enhancing 
its  value,  in  effect  takes  the  property  oT 
the  owner  to  pay  the  debts  of  another  and 
is  "fatal  to  the  legislation." 

A  statute  of  Kansas  provided:  "That 
whenever  any  railroad  company  shall  con- 
tract with  any  person  for  the  construction 
of  its  road  or  any  part  thereof,  such  rail- 
road company  shall  take  from  the  person 
with  whom  such  contract  is  made,  a  good 
and  sufficient  bond,  conditioned  that  such 
person  shall  pay  all  laborers,  mechanics, 
and  materialmen,  and  persons  who  supply 
such  contractor  with  provisions  or  goods 
of  any  kind,  all  just  debts  due  to  such  per- 
sons, or  to  any  person  to  whom  any  part 
of  such  work  is  given,  in  carrying  on  such 
work,"  etc.  This  seems  to  have  been  taken 
as  the  model  from  which  our  statute  was 
drawn,  as  it  appears  to  be  in  almost  iden- 
tical language  with  a  few  additions,  and 
extending  the  liability  to  debts  contracted 
by  any  subcontractors;  and  as  we  learn  by 
reference  to  the  house  journal,  pp.  251,  252, 
the  words,  "in  some  guaranty  or  surety 
company  authorized  to  do  business  in  this 
state,"  were  not  in  the  original  bill,  but 
were  inserted  by  amendment.  We  are 
aware  that  the  Kansas  statute  has  been  en- 
forced by  the  courts  of  that  state,  but  fail 
to  find  where  its  constitutionality  has  been 
raised  or  passed  upon  by  the  courts  of  that 
state  on  the  questions  involved  in  this  case. 
In  California  a  statute  required  a  bond 
to  be  filed  with  the  contract  in  at  least 
26  per  cent  of  the  contract  price,  to  secure 
laborers  and  materialmen;  and  providing 
that  a  failure  so  to  do  made  the  owner  per- 
sonally liable.  The  statute  had  been  en- 
forced by  the  courts  for  some  time  without 
its  constitutionality  being  questioned  on 
the  grounds  that  it  deprived  the  party  of 
his  liberty  of  contract,  or  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  or  of  equal 
protection  of  the  laws.  But  the  statute 
was  so  attacked  in  the  case  of  Gibbs  v. 
Tally,  133  Cal,  373,  60  L.R.A.  815,  66  Pac. 
970,  and  held  unconstitutional  as  violative 
of  §  ],  art.  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  that 
89  L.R.A.{N.S.) 


state,  and  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States.  Statutes 
making  a  railroad  company  liable  for  labor 
and  materials,  instead  of  giving  a  lien  on 
the  road  therefor,  have  been  upheld  upon 
the  same  principle  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  mechanics'  lien  laws,  but  no  further,  so 
far  as  we  have  been  advised. 

Another  objection  to  this  statute,  urged 
by  counsel  for  defendant,  while  not  a  con- 
stitutional question,  may  be  properly  men- 
tioned here.  That  is,  the  amount  or  pen- 
alty of  the  bond.  The  statute  requires  a 
good  and  sufficient  bond,  conditioned  for 
the  payment  of  all  just  debts  contracted 
by  the  contractor  or  any  of  his  subcon- 
tractors for  specified  items  in  carrying  on 
the  work,  but  fails  to  provide  any  method 
by  which  the  amount  of  the  liability  can  be 
determined  at  the  time  the  bond  is  exe- 
cuted. It  seems  unreasonable  to  require  a 
bond  in  an  unlimited  amount;  and  equally 
unreasonable  to  suppose  that  any  surety  or 
guaranty  company  would  be  willing  to  be- 
come surety  on  a  bond  so  conditioned  with- 
out the  extent  of  its  liability  being  therein 
fixed  at  a  specific  sum.  Suppose  the  owner 
takes  a  bond  in  an  amount  reasonably  be- 
lieved to 'be  sufficient  at  the  time,  but  it 
should  turn  out  to  be  entirely  insufficient  in 
amount.  By  the  terms  of  the  statute  he 
would  be  personally  liable  at  least  for  the 
excess.  When  a  bond  is  required  by  a  stat- 
ute, it  should  provide  some  method  by 
which  the  obligor  and  his  sureties — ^and  in 
this  instance  the  owner  as  well — can  as- 
certain and  fix  a  definite  amount  beyond 
which  they  could  not  be  held.  Whether  a 
bond,  if  given,  containing  no  penalty,  would 
be  valid  and  enforceable,  is  quite  a  different 
question  from  requiring  a  bond  containing 
certain  conditions  without  prescribing  the 
penalty  for  a  breach  of  those  condtions. 
Perhaps  this  defect  might  be  cured  by  a 
provision  for  an  official  approval  of  the 
bond,  in  which  case  such  approval  might  be 
held  to  attest  the  sufficiency  of  the  penalty 
as  well  as  of  the  sureties. 

The  only  remaining  question  to  be  con- 
sidered is  that  the  bond  required  by  the 
statute  must  be  "in  some  guaranty  or  sure- 
ty company  authorized  to  do  business  in 
this  state."  Prior  to  the  adoption  of  this 
statute,  aiid  a  similar  one  applying  to  rai1> 
road  companies,  passed  at  the  same  session 
of  the  legislature,  all  bonds  required  by  law. 
so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  discover,  were 
permitted  to  be  given  with  either  personal 
or  surety  company  security;  and  if  person- 
al security  is  sufficient  for  public  officers, 
executors,  administrators,  etc.,  and  in  court 
proceedings,  why  not  in  this  class  of  bonds? 
As  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio  in  the 
case    of    State    ex    rel.    McKell    v.    Rob- 
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bins,  71  Ohio  St.  273-291,  60  L.R.A. 
427,  73  N.  £.  470,  2  Ann.  Cas.  486. 
"It  Ib  very  plain  that  the  security  com- 
panies may  be  greatly  benefited  by  this 
legislation,  but  an  adequate  correspond- 
ing benefit  or  protection  to  the  general 
public,  such  as  would  justify  such  a 
radical  and  drastic  limitation  upon  indi- 
vidual rights,  is  not  apparent."  The  Ohio 
statute  considered  in  that  case,  requiring 
official  bonds  (with  certain  exceptions)  and 
administrators'  bonds  above  $2,000,  to  be 
surety  company  bonds,  unless  an  affidavit 
was  filed  that  application  had  been  made 
to  such  company  and  refused,  was  held  to 
be  unconstitutional.  The  statute  we  are 
considering  places  it  within  the  power  of 
the  half  dozen  surety  companies  authorized 
to  do  business  in  this  state  to  prevent  any 
ditch  or  canal  company,  or  other  owner, 
from  letting  a  contract  for  the  construction 
of  any  ditch,  canal,  or  reservoir,  except 
under  the  penalty  of  becoming  personally  li- 
able for  the  unlimited  •debts  of  others  for 
things  which  have  not  gone  into  the  work, 
and  due  to  persons  with  whom  the  owner 
has  no  contractual  relations.  Or,  if  they 
become  surety  on  such  bond,  they  may 
charge  what  they  please  therefor.  Such  a 
requirement,  in  our  opinion  is  not  only  an 
unwarranted  restriction  upon  the  liberty  to 
contract,  but  a  denial  of  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws;  and  in  so  far  as  the  stat- 
ute requires  a  surety  or  guaranty  company 
bond,  and  creates  a  personal  liability  for 
other  things  than  labor  and  materials  whicii 
actually  go  into  the  work  and  thereby  en- 
hance the  value  of  the  property,  it  must  be 
held  to  be  unconstitutional  and  void. 

To  that  extent  the  third  and  fourth  ques- 
tions are  answered  in  the  affirmative. 

Soott  and  Potter,  JJ.,  concur. 


RHODE   ISIiAXD   SUPREME   COURT. 

CHARLES  E.  BLAKE,  Trustee,  etc.,  of  N. 
Curtis  Fletcher  &  Company, 

V. 

ATLANTIC  NATIONAL  BANK. 

(33  R.  I.  464,  82  Atl.  225.) 

Contract  —  promise  of  stranger  —  as- 
sent —  bankruptcy. 

1.  A  bank  cannot  assent  to  the  ratification 


by  a  partnership  of  the  individual  debt  of* 
a  partner  to  it  after  the  partnership  has 
become  insolvent,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to 
apply  collateral  held  to  secure  firm  obliga- 
tions in  satisfaction  of  such  indebtedness. 

Partnership  —  contracts  —  ratiflcation. 

2.  That  a  contract  signed  by  one  partner 
was  in  fact  a  partnership  matter  is  estab- 
lished by  testimony  of  the  one  who  signed  it 
that  it  was  intended  as  such,  and  a  letter 
signed  by  the  other  partner  agreeing  that 
such  partner's  signature  shall  be  assumed 
as  that  of  the  firm. 

.     (March    4,    1912.) 

I  •EXCEPTIONS  by  defendant  to  rulings 
Id  of  the  Superior  Court  for  Providence 
and  Bristol  Counties  made  during  the 
trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover  col- 
laterals of  the  insolvent  partnership,  which 
defendant  claimed  to  retain  in  satisfaction 
of  a  note  made  by  N.  Curtis  Fletcher 
which  had  been  adopted  by  the  firm. 
Judgment  for  defendant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

MessrSi  John  S.  Murdock  and  Percy  W. 
Gardner,  for  defendant: 

A  third  person  may  enforce  .a  prom- 
ise made  for   his   benefit. 

Lawrence  v.  Fox,  20  N.  Y.  268;  Urqu- 
hart  V.  Brayton,  12  R.  I.  169;  Wood  v. 
Moriarty,  16  R.  L  618,  9  Atl.  427;  Wilbur 
V.  Wilbur,  17  R.  L  295,  21  Atl.  497;  Smith 
V.  Union  Ins.  Co.  26  R.  I.  260,  105  Am.  St. 
Rep.  882,  65  Atl.  716;  Gould  v.  United 
Traction  'Employees  Mut.  Aid  Asso.  26 
R.  L   142,  68  Atl.  624. 

The  fact  that  the  promise  made  for  the 
benefit  of  the  bank  is  in  the  nature  of  an 
assumption  by  a  firm  of  an  individual 
liability  does  not  alter  the  general  rule. 

Merriman  v.  Social  Mfg.  Co.  12  R.  I. 
176;  Dean  v.  Collins,  15  N.  D.  536,  9 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  96,  125  Am.  St  Rep.  610, 
108  N.  W.  242,  11  Ann.  Cas.  1027;  Arnold 
V.  Nichols,  64  N.  Y.  117;  J.  &  H.  Qasgens 
Co.  V.  Silber,  93  Wis,  579,  67  N.  W.  1122; 
Warren  v.  Farmer,  100  Ind.  693. 

The  fact  of  bankruptcy  does  not  alter 
the  rights  of  the  defendant. 

Re  Downing,  1  Dill.  33,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
4,044;  Burdick,  Partn.  1906  p.  296;  Re 
Long,  7  Ben.  141,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,476. 

Mr.  Charles  R.  Haslam,  with  Messrs. 
Gardner,  Pirce,  &  Thorn  ley,  for  plain- 
tiff. 


Note, -^  Bight  of  creditor  after  promU' 
or*8  hanhruptcy  to  adopt  and  enforce 
his  assumption  of  another*s  debt. 

This  note,  as  the  title  indicates,  is  con- 
fined strictly  to  the  question  whether  one 
for  whose  benefit  the  promise  was  made 
must  assent  to  the  agreement  before  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.} 


bankruptcy  of  the  promisor  in  order  to  en- 
force such  promise  against  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  The  American  authorities  show  a 
decided  conflict  of  opinion  on  this  ques- 
tion; on  the  other  hand,  the  English  cases 
are  unanimous  in  holding  that  the  assent 
must  be  made  efi'ective  before  the  bankrupt- 
cy of  the  promisor. . 
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8weetland»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  in  assumpsit,  brought 
by  Charles  £.  Blake,  trustee  in  bankruptcy 
of  N.  Curtis  Fletcher  9l  Company  a  copart- 
nership composed  of  N.  Curtis  Fletcher  and 
William  R.  Potter  against  the  Atlantic 
National  Bank.  The  case  was  tried  before 
a  justice  of  the  superior  court  sitting 
without  a  jury.  The  case  is  now  before 
this  court  upon  the  defendant's  excep- 
tion to  the  decision  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff. 

In  September,  1907,  the  said  N.  Curtis 
Fletcher  signed  his  own  name  to  an  under- 
writing agreement  as  to  certain  bonds  of 
the  United  Illuminating  Company.  Other 
'persons  also  signed  this  agreement.  By 
the  terms  of  tne  agreement  each  person 
signing  became  obligated  to  the  Atlantic 
National  Bank  for  the  amount  set  oppo- 
site his  name  in  consideration  of  a  loan 
made  by  the  bank  to  the  nominee  of  the 
underwriters.  The  amount  set  opposite 
the  name  of  N.  Curtis  Fletcher  was  $1,700. 
By  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Fletcher  he  signed 
the  underwriting  agreement  in  behalf  of 
the  copartnership.  In  the  early  part  of 
November,  1907,  Mr.  Potter  was  consider- 
ing a '  dissolution  of  the  firm ;  and  Mr. 
Fletcher  demanded  from  him  that  he  should 
sign  an  acknowledgment  that  the  obliga- 
tion on  the  underwriting  agreement,  aris- 
ing from  the  signature  of  Mr.  Fletcher, 
was  a  firm  obligation.     Mr.  Potter  testi- 


fied that  up  to  that  time  he  had  understood 
that  the  underwriting  agreement  was  an 
individual  transaction  of  Mr.  Fletcher. 
After  considerable  controversy  between  the 
partners,  Mr.  Potter  signed  the  acknowl- 
edgment, which  was  dated  as  of  the  date 
of  the  underwriting  agreement.  In  this 
written  acknowledgment  Mr.  Potter  agreed 
that  the  signature  of  Mr.  Fletcher  upon 
the  underwriting  agreement  "shall  be  and 
is  hereby  assumed  by  N.  Curtis  Fletcher 
9l  Company.'*  The  said  partnership  was 
not  dissolved  at  that  time. 

On  January  28,  1908,  N.  Curtis  Fletcher 
&  Company  obtained  a  loan  from  the  At- 
lantic National  Bank,  the  defendant,  and 
gave  to  said  bank  the  firm's  promissory 
note  for  $5,800,  payable  on  demand.  The 
firm  deposited  and  pledged  with  the  bank 
as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of 
said  note  certain  shares  and  a  bond  of 
the  United  States  Steel  Corporation.  In 
said  note  the  copartnership  gave  to  the 
bank  authority  to  sell  the  collateral  se- 
curity at  public  or  private  sale  on  non- 
payment of  the  note,  to  apply  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale  to  the  payment  of  the 
note,  and  also  to  apply  the  surplus  of  such 
net  proceeds  after  payment  of  said  note 
to  the  payment  of  any  other  note  or  claim 
against  said  firm  held  by  the  bank.  On 
February  7,  1908)  said  copartnership  was 
adjudged  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
appointed  the  trustee  in'  bankruptcy  of 
said  copartnership.     After  the  bankruptcy 


Thus,  an  agreement  by  a  partnership  to 
assume  separate  debts  of  each  partner  will 
not  entitle  separate  creditors  to  prove  their 
claims  as  joint  creditors  of  the  firm  against 
the  partnership  estate,  where  they  did  not 
assent  to  the  arrangement  before  bankrupt- 
cy. Re  Isaacs,  3  Sawy.  35,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
7,093,  6  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  92. 

And  in  Scull  v.  Alter,  16  N.  J.  L.  147, 
ft  was  held  that  a  creditor  must  assent  to 
the  transfer  of  liability  where  one  firm  as- 
sumes the  debt  of  another. 

In  Robb  y.  Mudge,  14  Gray,  534,  it  was 
held  that  an  agreement  by  a  partner  who 
purchased  partnership  property  to  assume 
firm  indebtedness  must  be  assented  to  by  the 
firm  creditors  before  conunencement  of  in- 
solvency proceedings,  to  enable  such  creditors 
to  prove  their  debts  against  the  separate 
estate   before   separate   creditors   are   paid. 

But  in  Re  Downing,  1  Dill.  33,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  4,044,  where  a  firm  creditor  was  permit- 
ted to  prove  his  claim  against  the  es- 
tate of  the  partner,  who  had  purchased  the 
assets  of  the  firm  and  agreed  to  pay  all  the 
debts,  the  court,  in  the  course  of  its  opinion, 
said  that  a  promise  by  one  to  another  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person  may,  according 
to  the  prevailing  American  doctrine,  be  en- 
forced at  law  in  the  nanle  of  the  latter,  es- 
pecially where,  as  was  true  in  the  case  at 
bar,  the  promisor  receives  a  fund  or  propcr- 
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ty  with  which  to  make  such  payment.  And 
such  promise  is  not  defeated  by  subsequent 
bankruptcy  of  the  promisor,  and  may  be  as- 
sented to,  and  the  benefits  thereof  claimed, 
at  any  time  either  before  or  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  tho  debtor.  And  Re  Bowling  was 
cited  with  approval  and  followed  in  Re 
Long,  7  Ben.  141,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  8,476,  the 
latter  case  criticizing  the  case  which  held 
that  creditors  most  assent  to  such  agreement 
before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  promisor. 

And  in  Re  Rice,  9  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  373, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  11,750,  it  seems  to  have  been 
assumed  that  a  purchasing  partner's  as- 
sumption of  the  firm  debts  was  sufficient  to 
entitle  the  firm  creditors,  to  share  with  his 
individual  creditors  in  his  buikrupt  estate, 
without  any  question  as  to  assent  by  the 
former. 

A  promise  by  one  partner  to  pay  all  firm 
debts  is  enforceable  against  the  separate 
estate  of  such  partner  by  firm  creditors,  and 
they  may  share  pari  pnaau^  though  they  did 
not  know  of  the  promise  when  made  and  the 
consideration  did  not  move  from  them;  and 
the  benefit  of  this  promise  can  be  claimed 
either  before  or  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the 
debtor.  Re  Collier,  12  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg. 
266,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  3,002. 

And  in  Colt  v.  Wilder,  1  Edw.  Ch.  484,  in 
holding  that  a  private  debt  assumed  on  the 
formation  of  a  partnership  may  be  proved 
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the  defendant  was  informed  by  Mr.  Flet- 
cher that  the  underwriting  obligation  aria* 
ing  from  his  signature  upon  the  underwrit- 
ing agreement  was  a  firm  obligation,  and 
the  defendant  also  received  from  Mr. 
Fletcher  a  copy  of  the  above-mentioned 
written  acknowledgment  of  Mr.  Potter. 

After  the  bankruptcy  of  the  copartner- 
ship, the  defendant  sold  said  collateral 
security,  and  from  the  net  proceeds  of  the 
sale  satisfied  the  indebtedness  upon  said 
note  for  $6,800,  and  also  satisfied  the  obli- 
gation of  $1,700  upon  the  underwriting 
agreement.  The  plaintiff  protested  against 
the  action  of  the  bank  in  treating  said 
claim  for  $1,700  as  firm  indebtedness,  and 
has  brought  this  action*  to  recover  the  bal- 
ance of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
said  collateral  security  remaining  after 
the  payment  of  the  note  of  $5,800,  and 
interest  thereon.  The  plaintiff  claims  that 
the  indebtedness  of  $1,700  in  question  was 
originally  the  individual  obligation  of  Mr. 
Fletcher,  and  that  the  paper  signed  by 
Mr.  Potter  in  November,  1907,  is,  at  most, 
merely  evidence  of  an  assumption  by  the 
firm  of  that  individual  indebtedness  of  a 
partner.  This  was  the  finding  of  the  jus- 
tice of  the  superior  court.  The  defendant 
urges  that,  even  if  this  is  the  conclusion 
properly  to  be  drawn  from  the  testimony, 
and  although  the  defendant  was  not  aware 
of  the  assumption  by  the  firm  of  the  part- 
ner's individual  obligation  until  after  the 
bankruptcy  of  the  firm,  and  hence  its  assent 


must  have  been  given  after  the  bankrupt- 
cy, still  the  assent,  when  it  was  given, 
would  make  the  bank  a  creditor  of  the 
firm  from  the  time  of  the  assumption,  and 
the  bank  would  be  entitled  to  apply  the 
balance  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  said 
collateral  security  in  satisfaction  of  this 
claim  of  $1,700  as  an  obligation  of  the 
firm,  under  the  authorization  contained  in 
the  note  given  by  the  firm  to  the  bank. 

The  defendant  bases  its  contention  upon 
the  authority  of  the  Rhode  Island  cases, 
which  uphold  the  right  of  a  third  person 
to  enforce  a  promise  made  by  one  person 
to  another  for  the  benefit  of  said  third 
person,  although  the  consideration  does  not 
move  from  such  third  person,  and  although 
he  was  not  cognizant  of  the  promise  when 
it  was  made.  This  court  has  frequently 
recognized  such  a  doctrine.  Urquhart  v. 
Brayton,  12  R.  I.  169;  Merriman  v.  Social 
Mfg.  Co.  12  R.  I.  175;  Wood  v.  Moriarty, 
16  R.  I.  518,  9  Atl.  427 ;  Wood  v.  Moriarty, 
16  R.  I.  201,  14  Atl.  855 ;  Munroe  v.  Provi- 
dence Permanent  Firemen's  Relief  Asso. 
19  R.  I.  363,  34  Atl.  149;  Smith  v.  Union 
Ins.  Co.  25  R.  I.  260,  106  Am.  St.  Rep. 
882,  65  Atl.  715;  Gould  v.  United  Trac- 
tion Employees  Mut.  Aid  Asso.  26  R.  I. 
142,  58  Atl.  624.  However,  the  third  per- 
son acquires  no  rights  under  the  promise 
made  for  his  benefit  until  he  accedes  to  it. 
It  must  clearly  appear,  by  suit  brought 
upon  the  agreement  or  in  some  other  man- 
ner,  that  the   third   person  knows  of  the 


against  the  partnership  assets,  and  that 
without  creditor's  express  assent,  the  court 
said  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  complain- 
ant to  show  that  by  any  act  on  his  part  he 
assented  to  the  agreement  between  the  part- 
ners at  the  time  of  forming  the  partnership, 
to  assume  his  debt  and  become  his  joint 
debtors.  It  is  sufficient  that  they  did  so 
agree  between  themselves,  and  that  an  as- 
signment has  been  made  creating  a  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  the  firm. 

English    cases. 

Assent  before  bankruptcy  to  agreement  by 
a  partnership  to  assume  separate  debts  of 
one  partner  is  necessary  to  enable  separate 
creditors  to  prove  against  the  bankrupt's 
estate.  Ex  parte  Williams,  Buck,  Bankr. 
13. 

And  to  the  same  effect  is  Ex  parte  Apple- 
by, 2  Beacon,  Bankr.  482,  where,  upon  the 
dissolution  of  a  partnership,  the  continuing 
partner  agreed  to  assume  the  partnership 
debts. 

And  also  Ex  parte  Parker,  2  Mont.  D.  & 
DeG.  511,  where  a  partnership  assumed  the 
liability  of  one  of  the  partners. 

In  Ex  parte  Freeman,  Buck,  Bankr.  471, 
it  was  held  that  the  joint  creditors  not  hav- 
ing, previous  to  bankruptcy,  accepted  as  a 
sole  debtor  the  continuing  partner,  who,  on 
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dissolution  of  the  partnership,  had  covenant- 
ed to  pay  the  firm  debts,  they  could  not 
prove  against  his  separate  estate.  It  was 
said:  "The  engagement  of  one  partner  with 
the  other  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  firm  can, 
as  to  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  be  consid- 
ered only  as  a  proposal  that  he  is  willing 
to  become  their  sole  debtor.  If  they  accede 
to  this  proposal  before  the  bankruptcy,  then 
a  contract  to  that  effect  is  concluded,  and 
under  the  bankruptcy  they  are  his  separate 
creditors.  But  their  acceptance  of  him  as 
their  separate  debtor  after  the  bankruptcy 
comes  too  late,  for  he  is  then  incapable  of 
contract. 

And,  also,  in  Ex  parte  Fry,  1  Glyn  k  J. 
96,  where  one  of  three  partners  assigned 
his  interest  in  the  partnership  property  to 
two  continuing  partners,  who  agreed  to  pay 
the  debts  of  the  three,  and  afterwards  be- 
came bankrupt,  it  was  held  that  the  joint 
creditors  of  the  three  were  not  entitled  to 
prove  against  the  estate  of  the  two,  there 
having  been  no  acceptance  prior  to  the  bank- 
ruptcy, of  the  continuing  partners  as  debt- 
ors. 

And  in  Ex  parte  Bonbonus,  8  Ves.  Jr.  540, 
there  is  a  dictum  to  the  effect  that  when^  a 
general  partnership  agrees  to  take  upon  it- 
self the  demand  to  the  individual,  the  cred- 
itor must  show  consent  to  be  the  creditor  of 
the  general  partnership  only.  J.  H.  B. 
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promise  in  his  fayor,  or  the  assumption 
by  a  stranger  of  the  debt  due  to  him,  ac- 
cepts the  new  agreement,  and  assents  to 
its  terms.  Until  such  circumstances  ap- 
pear showing  accession  on  his  part,  the 
third  person  is  not  in  position  to  avail 
himself  of  any  benefit  under  the  agreement. 
Before  such  accession  on  his  part,  his  right 
to  insist  upon  the  performance  of  the  prom- 
ise in  his  favor  may  be  lost  by  revocation 
or  release  between  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment, or  by  the  intervention  of  the  rights 
of  others.  Wood  v.  Moriarty,  16  R.  I.  201, 
14    Atl.   855. 

Such  assent,  to  be  effective,  must  be 
given  before  the  bankruptcy  of  the  prom- 
isor. This  view  is  in  accord  with  the 
general  doctrine  of  the  Rhode  Island  cases 
as  to  the  position  of  the  beneficiary  under 
such  promise  before  his  assent  to  it.  It 
also  agrees  with  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority that  the  indebtedness  of  a  bank- 
rupt may  not  be  increased  in  this  manner 
after  bankruptcy.  Re  Isaacs,  3  Sawy.  35, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,093.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion* that,  if  the  indebtedness  of  $1,700  to 
the  defendant  bank  is  to  be  regarded  as  the 
individual  obligation  of  the  partner  Flet- 
cher, assumed  by  the  firm,  the  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  bank  to  such  an  arrangement, 
made  after  the  firm's  bankruptcy,  will  not 
constitute  the  defendant  a  creditor  of  the 
firm,  and  that  the  defendant  cannot  be 
permitted  to  use  the  firm's  property,  in 
the  defendant's  hands  at  the  time  of  the 
bankruptcy,  to  satisfy  such  indebtedness. 

We  think,  however,  that  it  is  established 
by  the  testimony  that  the  obligation  aris- 
ing from  the  underwriting  agreement  was 
an  indebtedness  of  the  copartnership  orig- 
inally, and  not  an  indebtedness  assumed  by 
the  firm.  The  partner  Fletcher,  who  signed 
the  agreement,  testified  that  in  doing  so 
he  acted  for  the  firm,  and  that  the  obli- 
gation was  always  that  of  the  corpartner- 
ship.  The  partner  Potter  does  not  deny 
that  it  was  in  fact  a  firm  obligation.  The 
limit  of  his  testimony  in  that  regard  is 
that  up  to  the  time  of  signing  the  letter 
of  acknowledgment,  in  November,  1907, 
he  "understood  it  as  individual  under- 
writing." There  was  a  long  interview  be- 
tween the  partners  in  November,  1907,  when 
Mr.  Potter  had  the  intention  of  withdraw- 
ing from  the  firm,  and  as  a  result  of  that 
conference,  in  which  the  matter  must  have 
been  thoroughly  considered,  Mr.  Potter 
signed  the  letter,  addressed,  not  to  the  At- 
lantic National  Bank,  but  to  his  partner, 
Mr.  Fletcher.  In  this  letter  Mr.  Potter 
agrees  that  ''your  signature  on  the  agree- 
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meni  with  the  Atlantic  National  Bank 
.  .  .  shall  be  and  is  hereby  assumed  by 
S.  Curtis  Fletcher  &  Company."  Although 
the  language  of  the  letter  is  that  the  "sig- 
nature" of  Mr.  Fletcher  is  assumed,  the 
circumstances  show  that  the  letter  was 
not  intended  by  the  partners  as  the  as- 
sumption by  the  firm  of  a  new  obligation, 
but  as  an  acknowledgment  or  ratification 
of  the  act  of  Mr.  Fletcher  in  a  transaction 
which  he  had  always  regarded  as  part  of 
the  firm's  business.  According  16  the  tes- 
timony of  the  partner  Potter,  the  business 
of  the  firm,  which  was  that  of  a  banker 
and  broker,  was  divided  into  two  depart- 
ments. One  of  these,  which  the  witness 
calls  the  "New  York  end,"  was  under  his 
charge. 

He  testified  that  he  "had  very  little  to 
do  with  the  corporate  end,  with  the  corpo- 
ration.   My  end  was  the  New  York  end." 

C.  Q.  38.     You  were  the  inside  man? 

A.  I  had  the  New  York  end. 

C.  Q.  39.  Mr.  Fletcher  was  interested 
in  these  various  companies,  a  director,  was 
he  not? 

A.  That  was  his  department;  yes. 

This  testimony  is  corroborative  of  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Fletcher,  and  explains 
that,  though  the  underwriting  agreement 
was  signed  in  furtherance  of  the  copart- 
nership business,  the  details  were  not 
known  to  Mr.  Potter,  as  they  belonged  to 
Mr.  Fletcher's  department,  with  which  he 
"had  very  little  to  do."  Mr.  Potter  also 
testified  that  the  firm  did  not  receive  any 
consideration  for  his  signature  upon  the 
letter  in  question.  It  is  therefore  quite 
unlikely,  when  the  partner  Potter  believed 
that  he  was  about  to  retire  from  the  firm, 
that  without  consideration  he  would  have 
agreed  to  increase  the  indebtedness  of  the 
firm  by  assuming  the  individual  debts  of 
his  partner,  and  thus  reduce  the  value  of 
his  own  share  in  the  copartnership.  It 
is  more  in  accord  with  probability  that 
at  this  conference  in  November,  1907,  he 
learned  the  true  nature  of  the  underwrit- 
ing obligation,  and  signed  the  said  letter 
as  a  ratification  of  the  act  of  his  partner 
performed  for  the  firm. 

In  the  transcript  we  find  no  contradic- 
tion of  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Fletcher,  while 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  strongly 
corroborate  him.  Decision  should  have 
been  for  the  defendant  upon  the  facts  of 
the  case. 

Opportunity  will  be  given  to  the'  plain- 
tiff on  March  11,  1912,  to  show  cause  why 
the  case  should  not  be  transmitted  to  the 
Superior  Court,  with  direction  to  enter 
judgment  for  the  defendant  for  costs. 
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CATHERINE  CRAFT 

V. 

BOSTON  ELEVATED  RAILWAY  COM- 
PANY. 

(211  Mass.  374,  97  N.  E.  610.) 

Carrier  —  closing  door  on  passenger  — 
eTidence  of  negligence. 

The  closing  of  the  door  of  a  street  car  up- 
on a  passenger  as  he  is  attempting  to  enter 
the  car,  to  his  injury,  shows  prima  facie  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  the  street  car  com- 
pany, although  a  passenger  may  have  in- 
tentionally started  the  mechanism  which 
caused  the  door  to  close. 

(March  1,  1012.) 


REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Suf- 
folk County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Judicial  Court  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence,  after  an  instruction  that 
the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  warrant 
a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Alonzo  E.  Tont,  for  plaintiff: 

The  evidence  showing  the  nature  of  the 
accident  and  the  surrounding  circumstan- 
ces would  justify  the  jury  in  finding  the 
defendant  negligent,  first,  in  not  properly 
safeguarding  its  passengers;  second,  in  em- 
ploying improper  or  unsafe  appliances. 

Nellis,   Street  R.   Acfei.   Law,   670;    Pev- 


Note.  —  Carrier* s  liability  for  injury  to 
passenger  front  door  of  vehicle. 

As  to  liability  of  a  carrier  for  accidents 
resulting  from  leaving  vestibule  doors  open, 
see  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  645.  And  the  duty  of  a 
carrier  to  provide  and  keep  gates  on  street 
cars  and  interurban  cars  closed  is  discussed 
in  a  note  appended  to  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  346. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  carrier  for  injury 
to  a  passenger  by  a  draft  or  rain  from  op- 
en windows  or  doors,  see  11  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
926. 

The  variety  of  circumstances  under  which 
injuries  to  passengers  by  vehicle  doors  have 
occurred  makes  it  impossible  to  lay  down 
any  general  rules  concerning  liability  for 
such  injuries.  • 

In  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.  v.  Stanley, 
61  Md.  266,  48  Am.  Rep.  96,  where  plain- 
tiff was  groping  in  the  dark  for  the  purpose 
of  shutting  the  door  to  keep  out  the  cinders 
and  smoke  as  the  train  was  passing  through 
a  tunnel,  and  the  door  suddenly  swung,  and 
plaintiff's  arm  was  driven  through  the  glass, 
injuring  it,  the  question  of  negligence  was 
held  to  be  for  the  jury. 

In  Trumbull  v.  Donahue,  18  Colo.  App. 
460,  72  Pac.  684,  it  was  held  that  the  car- 
rier was  liable  where  plaintiff  was  standing 
on  the  platform,  because  of  the  crowded  con- 
dition of  the  train,  supporting. himself  by 
the  door  frame,  when  the  brakenian  opened 
nd  closed  the  door,  catching  plaintiff's  hand, 
there  being  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
the  brakeman  had  observed  the  dangerous 
position  of  plaintiff's  band. 

In  Kentucky  &  I.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Quinkert,  2 
Ind.  App.  244,  28  N.  E.  338,  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  was  sustained  where  plaintiff,  up- 
on finding  that  the  train  had  not  stopped 
at  the  proper  place  for  her  to  alight,  was 
told  by  an  employee  to  remain  on  the  plat- 
form, when  the  train  was  suddenly  started, 
shutting  the  door  on  her  finger,  the  court 
saying  that  while  they  doubted  if  failure  to 
secure  the  door  so  it  would  not  shut  tended 
to  show  negliG:ence,  there  was  sufficient  evi- 
dence of  negligence,  independent  of  that,  to 
prevent  dismissal  of  the  suit. 

In  Madden  v.  Missouri  P.  R*  Co.  50  Mo. 
39  L.R.A.(N,S.) 


App.  666,  evidence  that  a  train  was  started 
without  giving  plaintiff  opportunity  to 
alight,  and,  as  she  steadied  herself  by  taking 
hold  of  the  door  frame,  the  brakeman,  see- 
ing her,  pulled  the  cord  and  stopped  the 
train  suddenly,  so  that  the  door  swung 
against  her  hand,  was  held  to  make  out  a 
prima  facie  case  for  plaintiff. 

In  McGlynn  v.  Brooklyn  Crosstown  R.  Co. 
6  N.  Y.  S.  R.  51,  evidence  that  the  sliSing 
door  was  closed  on  plaintiff's  finger  was 
held  to  be  sufficient  to  charge  defendant 
with  negligence,  as  plaintiff  should  have 
been  given  sufficient  opportunity  to  leave  the 
car. 

In  Poole  V.  Georgia  R.  k  Bkg.  Co.  89  Ga. 
320,  15  S.  E.  321,  the  carrier  was  held  lia- 
ble to  a  passenger  who  was  not  given  time 
to  board  the  train  properly,  and  was  injured 
by  the  door,  which  was  not  securely  fast- 
ened, swinging  to  and  catching  his  hand,  the 
court  saying  that  the  controlling  fact  was 
that  plaintiff  was  not  given  sufficient  time  to 
board  the  car. 

In  Colwell  V.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  57  Hun, 
452,  10  N.  Y.  Supp.  636,  where  plaintiff  arose 
to  alight  as  a  trainman  opened  the  door, 
when  a  sudden  stoppage  of  the  car  and  the 
releasing  of  the  door  by  the  trainman  caused 
it  to  close  on  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that  the 
carrier  was  negligent,  the  court  saying : 
"Either  a  door  should  have  been  provided 
which,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  would 
remain  stationary  after  having  been  opened 
by  the  trainman  to  permit  the  egress  of 
passengers,  or  the  trainman  should  have  ex- 
ercised due  care  to  prevent  any  injury  to 
passengers  by  a  door  which  he  had  opened 
to  offer  them  an  exit,  and  which  was  under 
his  immediate  control  at  the  time." 

In  Carroll  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co, 
186  Mass.  97,  71  N.  E.  89,  evidence  that  a 
passenger  on  an  electric  car  intended  to 
alight,  but,,  on  finding  that  his  stop  had  not 
l)een  reached,  steadied  himself  by  taking 
hold  of  the  door  casing,  when  the  conductor, 
facing  him,  shut  the  door  on  his  hand,  was 
held  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  of  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  defendant  and  absence 
of  contributory  negli|y[en^  OB  the  part  of 
plaintiff. 


1912. 


CRAFT  V,  BOSTON  ELBV.  R.  00. 


879 


erly  v.  Boston,  136  Mass.  366,  49  Am.  Rep. 
37;  Qraham  v.  Badger,  164  Mads.  42,  41 
N.  £.  61;  Savage  ▼.  Marlborough  Street 
R.  Co.  186  Mass.  203,  71  N.  E.  531;  Heb- 
blethwaite  v.  Old  Colony  Street  R.  Co. 
192.  Mass.  295,  78  N.  E.  477 ;  Minihan  v. 
Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  197  Mass.  367,  83  N. 
E.  871;  James  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  201 
Mass.  263,  87  N.  E.  474;  Glennen  v.  Bos- 
ton Elev.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  497,  32  L.RJ^. 
(N.S.)  470,  93  N.  E.  700;  Brisbin  v.  Bos-, 
ton  Elev.  R.  Co.  207  Mass.  553,  93  N.  E. 
572;  Kuhlen  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co. 
193  Mass.  341,  7  LJl.A.(N.S.)  729,  118 
Am.  St.  Rep.  516,  79  N.  E.  816.;  Pomeroy 
V.  Boston  &  N.  Street  R.  Co.  193  Mass. 
607,  79  N.  E.  764;  Egan  v.  Old  Colony 
Street   R.    Co.    195   Mass.    159,   80   N.   E. 


696;  Marshall  v.  Boston  &  W.  Street  R. 
Co.  195  Mass.  284,  81  N.  E.  196;  Qilmore 
v.  Brooklyn  Heights  R.  Co.  6  App.  Div. 
117,  39  N.  Y.  Supp.  417. 

Defendant  was  bound  to  furnish  safe 
methods  of  transportation,  and  the  nature 
of  the  accident  was  such  that  proof  of 
it  alone  raises  a  presumption  of  negligence. 

Eaton  V.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.  11  Allen, 
600,  87  Am.  Dec.  730;  Simmons  ▼.  New 
Bedford,  V.  St  N.  S.  B.  Co.  97  Mass.  361, 
93  Am.  Dec.  99;  Ware  v.  Gay,  11  Pick.  106; 
McElroy  ▼.  Nashua  &  L.  R.  Corp.  4  Cush. 
400,  50  Am.  Dec.  794;  Littlejohn  v.  Fitch- 
burg  R.  Co.  148  Mass.  478,  2  L.R.A.  502, 
20  N.  E.  103;  Isbell  v.  Pittsfield  Electric 
Street  R.  Co.  196  Mass.  296,  82  N.  E.  3; 

The  levers  operating  the  door  could  be 


In  Larson  ▼.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  — • 
Mass.  — ,  98  N.  E.  1048,  it  was  held  that  a 
passenger  who  arose  and  started  toward  the 
door  as  the  car  approached  her  station  was 
not  negligent  in  placing  her  hand  against 
the  door  to  steady  herself,  and  while  the 
lurching  of  the  car  did  not  show  negligence 
on  the  part  of  defendant,  it  might  have  op- 
erated as  a  warning  to  the  servant  in  charge 
of  the  door  that  persons  approaching  it 
might  be  thrown  against  it  and  placed  in*  a 
position  making  it  dangerous  to  open  the 
door  at  that  time. 

In  Jones  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  1  Times 
L.  R.  333,  which  was  an  action  for  injury 
to  plaintifiTs  elbow  by  the  door  being 
slammed  against  it  by  the  porter,  the  court 
said  that  while  slamming  the  doors  was  not 
necessarily  negligence,  it  certainly  was  not 
evidence  of  care;  and  it  might,  under  certain 
circumstances,  be  very  strong  evidence  of 
negligence. 

In  Wood  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
109  App.  Div.  770, 96  N.  Y.  Supp.  419,  where 
plaintiff,  while  sitting  in  the  baggage  com- 
partment, which  was  the  only  part  of  the 
car  warm  enough  for  comfort,  where  he  was 
recognized  as  a  passenger  by  the  conductor, 
inaidvertently  projected  his  elbow  between 
slats  at  the  back  of  his  seat,  and  was  in- 
jured by  a  door  which  slid  between  the  slats 
and  the  wall,  it  was  held  that  the  court 
could  not  say,  as  matter  of  law,  that  a  prop- 
er place  had  been  provided  for  the  passen- 
ger, or  that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  sitting  with  his  elbow  through 
the  slats. 

In  Sturdivant  v.  Ft.  Worth  k  D.  C.  R.  Co. 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  —,  27  S.  W.  170,  whether 
the  construction  of  the  door  by  which  plain- 
tiff's hand  was  injured  was  such  as  to  show 
negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant,  and 
whether  plaintiff  was  .guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  bracing  himself  against  the 
door,  which  had  the  appearance  of  a  blank 
wall,  while  he  was  drying  his  hands  after 
washing  at  the  basin,  were  held  to  be  ques- 
tions for  the  jury. 

In  Romine  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co. 
24  Ind.  App.  230,  56  N.  E.  245,  where  plain- 
tiff was  looking  out  of  the  ffftr  door,  steady- 
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ing  himself  by  placing  his  hand  against  the 
closet,  when  the  conductor  approached,  with- 
out plaintiff's  knowledge,  opening  and  clos- 
ing^ the  closet  door  (}uickly,  and  crushing 
plaintiff's  finger,  which  slipped  into  the 
crack,  it  was  held  that  the  question  of  neg- 
ligence was  for  the  jury. 

However,  in  Murphy  v.  Atlanta  &  W.  P. 
R.  Co.  89  Ga.  832,  15  S.  E.  774,  in  which  the 
circumstances  were  identical  with  thosd  of 
Romine  v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.,  except 
that  plaintiff  was  standing  because  no  seats 
were  available,  it  was  held  that  the  circum- 
stances failed  to  show  any  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant. 

In  Weinschenk  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H. 
R.  Co.  190  Mass.  250,  76  N.  £.  662,  evidence 
that  plaintiff  went  to  the  platform  to  be 
ready  to  alight  as  soon  as  the  train  reached 
the  station,  when  a  sudden  jolt  swung  the 
door  to,  catching  her  hand,  was  held  to  show 
no  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

In  Guthman  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  63  N.  Y. 
Supp.  139,  where  plaintiff  herself  opened  the 
door,  which  shut  upon  her  hand  when  the 
car  stopped  with  a  jerk,  it  was  held  that  she 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  which 
would  bar  recovery. 

In  Maillefert  v-  Interborough  Rapid  Tran- 
sit Co.  50  Misc.  160,  98  N.  Y.  Supp.  207, 
where  plaintiff,  while  entering  a  car  door 
which  had  been  only  partly  opened,  on  being 
jostled  by  the  crowd,  placed  his  hand  on  the 
door  at  the  instant  it  was  opened  wider,  so 
that  his  finger  was  caught  between  the  door 
and  the  frame  into  which  it  slid,  it  was 
held  that  no  negligence  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant was  shown. 

In  Rubin  v.  Interborough  Rapid  Transit 
Co.  —  Misc.  ~,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  60,  it  was 
held  that  if  the  agents  of  defendant  used 
due  care  in  closing  the  door,  it  could  not  be 
held  liable  for  the  acts  of  those  within  the 
car  in  pushing  plaintiff  into  the  position 
in  which  he  was  injured  by  the  door. 

In  Brineger  v.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  24 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1973,  72  S.  W.  783,  where  plain- 
tiff, on  the  train  approaching  a  station, 
stood  in  the  open  door  with  his  hand  on  the 
casing,  when  it  was  injured  as  a  passenger 
pushed  the  door  shut  when  the  brakeman, 
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protected  or  disabled  by  single  mecbanical 
devices. 

Beattie  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  201  Mass. 
3,  86  N.  £.  020;  Cassady  v.  Old  Colony 
Street  R.  Co.  184  Mass.  156,  63  L.RJL. 
285,  68  N.  E.  10;  Carroll  v.  Boston  Elev. 
R.  Co.  200  Mass.  527,  86  N.  E.  793;  James 
v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  204  Mass.  158,  90 
N.  E.  613. 

Mr.  H.  S.  MacPherson  for  defendant. 

Hammond,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  only  question  is  whether  there  was 
evidence  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant. 
At  the  time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff 
was  entering  the  car  by  the  right-hand 
door,  which  wieiB  at  the  forward  end  of 
the  car.  The  door  is  46  inches  in  width 
and  the  aperture  is  divided  in  the  middle 
by  a  perpendicular  rod.  The  door  in  clos- 
ing passes  outside  this  rod,  leaving  a  space 
of  about  3  inches.  'The  rod  is  apparently 
designed  as  a  handhold  to  steady  passen- 
gers when  entering  or  alighting  from  the 


car,  and  to  separate  outgoing  and  incom- 
ing passengers."  The  plaintiffs  evidence, 
which  is  not  contradicted,  was  that  the 
car  was  pretty  well  filled,  she  being  the 
last  passenger  to  enter  at  this  door,  all 
the  seats  being  occupied,  "and  there  were 
a  few  people  standing  in  the  aisle."  Sbe 
was  passing  to  the  left  of  the  rod  previous- 
ly mentioned  when  suddenly,  without 
warning,  the  door  started  to  close  and 
struck  her,  pinning  her  body  against  this 
rod.  The  door  starts  to  close  slowly  and 
increases  its  speed  as  it  acquires  momen- 
tum. Her  head,  one  shoulder,  part  of  her 
body,  and  one  leg  were  on  the  inside,  the 
other  shoulder,  leg,  and  part  of  her  body 
being  held  outside  the  door.  She  struggled 
to  free  herself  and  was  assisted  by  passen- 
gers to  a  seat,  and  did  not  then  or  at 
any  other  time  see  the  conductor,  and  had 
no  communication  with  any  employee  of 
the  defendant.  She  saw  the  motorman  in- 
closed within  his  cab,  his  back  being  turned 
toward  her. 

There  was  testimony  to  the  effect  that 


who  did  not  see  plaintiff's  position,  called 
out  to  shut  the  door,  recovery  was  denied, 
on  the  ground  of  contributory  negligence. 

In  Texas  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Overall,  82  Tex. 
247,  18  S.  W.  142,  it  was  held  that  for 
plaintiff  to  place  his  hand  in  a  position 
where  the  door  would  strike  it  if  closed  was 
negligence;  and  the  mere  fact  that  the  door 
was  closed  by  the  brakeman  would  not  make 
defendant  liable  unless  it  appeared  that 
the  brakeman  saw  plaintiff's  position. 

In  Ham  v.  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  07  Ga. 
411,  24  S.  E.  152,  it  was  held  that  the  car- 
rier was  not  liable  to  plaintiff,  who,  while 
passing  from  one  car  to  another,  behind  a 
train  employee,  was  injured  by  his  hand 
being  caught  when  the  employee  shut  the 
door,  there  being  no  act,  negligent  or  other- 
wise, which  fairly  could  be  treated  as  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

In  Christensen  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R. 
Co.  35  Utah,  137,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  265,  99 
Pac.  676,  18  Ann.  Cas.  1159,  the  court  says 
that  while  it  is  not  necessarily  negligence 
per  ae  for  a  passenger  to  rest  his  hand  on 
the  door  jamb  while  attempting  to  leave  the 
car,  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  carrier 
will  not  be  inferred  from  the  mere  fact 
that  the  door  slammed  shut,  injuring  the 
hand. 

The  carrier  is  not  bound  to  have  the  up- 
per part  of  the  car  door  constructed  of  glass, 
so  that  persons  approaching  it  from  oppo- 
site directions  may  see  each  other,  and  avoid 
injury  as  the  door  is  swung  open.  Graeff 
V.  Philadelphia  k  R.  R.  Co.  161  Pa.  230, 
23  L.R.A.  606,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  885,  28  Atl. 
1107. 

In  Cormier  y.  Dominion  Atlantic  R.  Co. 
36  N.  B.  10,  where  a  passenger  on  a  steam- 
boat was  injured  by  a  door  swinging  to  and 
catching  his  fingers,  it  was  held  that  the 
company  was  not  obliged  to  provide  fasten- 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


ers  to  keep  the  doors  open,  or  to  keep  such 
fasteners  in  repair. 

'In  Hannon  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  182 
Mass.  425,  65  N.  E.  809,  it  was  held  that 
opening  the  door  of  an  elevated  car  before  it 
came  to  a  full  stop  was  not  negligence  which 
would  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  for  injury 
to  his  finger,  which  was  caught  by  the  door 
as  he  was  standing  near  it,  preparatory  to 
alighting. 

In  Hardwick  v.  Georgia  R<  &  Bkg.  Co.  83 
Ga.  507,  11  S.  E.  832,  where  plaintiff  went 
to  the  car  door,  which  had  been  left  open  by 
the  conductor,  and  placed  his  hand  against 
the  frame  to  steady  himself  as  the  door 
was  swung  shut  by  a  sudden  stopping  of  the 
train,  it  was  held  the  injury  was  a  purely 
accidental  one  for  which  the  company  was 
not  liable. 

And  in  Skinner  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R 
Co.  128  N.  C.  435,  39  8.  E.  65;  Muller  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  48  Misc.  524,  97  N.  T. 
Supp.  270;  and  Graf  v.  West  Jersey  ft  8.  R 
Co.  —  N.  J.  L.  — ,  62  Atl.  333,  it  is  held 
that  when  the  motion  of  a  train  which  caus- 
es the  door  to  shut  on  plaintiff's  hand  ia  not 
more  than  the  usual  motion  of  the  car,  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant  is 
shown. 

In  Maddox  v.  London,  C.  &  D.  R.  Co.  38 
L.  T.  N.  S.  458,  where  plaintiff  was  com- 
pletely inside  the  car  when  a  servant  of  the 
company  closed  the  door,  catching  his  thumb 
in  the  hinge,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  negligence,  to  go  to  the  jury. 

And  it  was  also  so  held  in  Benson  v.  Fur^ 
ness  R.  Co.  88  L.  T.  N.  S.  268,  and  Dniry  v. 
North  Eastern  R.  Co.  [1901]  2  K.  B.  322, 
70  L.  K,  B.  N.  S.  830,  84  L.  T.  N.  S.  658,  the 
court  saying  that  the  carrier  was  not  bound 
to  give  notice  to  passengers  seated  inside 
the  cur  that  the  door  was  about  to  be  closed. 
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it  is   possible   for  a   passenger   to  operate 
the  door  by  the  levers  in  the  rear. 

The  car  was  standing  for  the  reception  of 
passengers,  and  in  attempting  to  enter 
the  car  at  the  place  and  at  that  time 
the  plaintiff  had  so  far  entered  the  car 
that  the  defendant  owed  to  her  the  duty 
of  a  common  carrier  to  a  passenger.  The 
car,  the  door,  and  all  'the  leyers  for  mov- 
ing them,  were  under  the  exclusive  care 
and  control  of  the  defendant.  The  clos- 
ing of  the  door  under  the  circumstances 
was  evidence  of  negligence;  and  since  the 
door  was  under  the  care  of  the  defendant, 
and  since  there  was  absolutely  no  explana- 
tion of  the  cause  for  the  movement  of  the 
door,  the  negligence  was  prima  facie  that 
of  the  defendant.  And  that  is  so  even  if 
some  passenger  might  have  intentionally 
started  the  machinery  by  which  it  was 
closed.  It  was  the  defendant's  duty  not 
only  to  use  care  to  see  that  its  servants 
and  agents  properly  managed  the  machin- 
ery, but  also  to  see  that  no  stranger 
started  the  mechanism.  The  doctrine  of 
res  ipso  loquitur  applies.  White  v.  Bos- 
ton &  A.  R.  Co.  144  Mass.  404,  11  N.  E. 
552;  Savage  v.  Marlborough  Street  R.  Co. 
186  Mass.  203,  71  N.  E.  531;  Hebbleth- 
waite  V.  Old  Colony  Street  R.  Co.  192 
Mass.  205,  78  N.  E.  477,  and  cases  cited. 
See  also  James  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  201 
Mass.  263,  87  N.  E.  474,  and  cases  cited; 
Beattie  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  201  Mass. 
3,  86  N.  E.  020,  and  cases  cited;  Rockwell 
V.  McGovern,  202  Mass.  6,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1022,  88  N.  E.  436. 

In  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  re- 
port the  entry  must  be: 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for  $850.- 


WISCONSIN  SUPRSMB  COURT. 

C.  J.  HA6HEGGER  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

WILLIAM  KING,  Appt. 

(—  Wis.  — ,  135  N.  W.  166.) 

Appeal  —  facts  omitted  from  verdict  — 
presumption  as  to  finding. 

1.  A  statutory  provision  that  facts  suces- 
sary  to  support  a  judgment  founded  on  a 


special  verdict  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
determined  in  conformity  with  the  judg- 
ment, although  omitted  from  the  verdict, 
does  not  apply  where  there  was  a  special  re- 
quest to  submit  the  question  to  the  jury. 

Parent  and  child  —  agency  —  engaging 
physician. 

2.  A  boy  operating  his  father's  automobile 
for  his  own  pleasure  or  convenience  has  no 
implied  authority  to  engage  a  physician  at 
his  father's  expense,  to  attend  a  person 
whom  he  accidentally  injured  by  the  vehicle. 

(March  12,  1012.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jefferson  County 
in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  compensation  for  medical  services 
rendered  at  the  request  of  defendant's  son, 
for  whose  contract  defendant  was  alleged 
to  be  responsible.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Kading  &  Kading  for  appel- 
lant. 

Messrs.  Arthur  Mnlberger  A  R.  W. 
liueclE  for  respondents. 

Timlin,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiffs,  suing  for  medical  services 
performed  upon  one  Richard  Karge,  had 
a  verdict,  finding  that  Charles  King,  the 
minor  son  of  defendant,  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  in  which  Karge  was  injured, 
had  general  pennission  from  his  father  to 
run  and  operate  his  father's  automobile, 
and  that  the  services  in  question  were  per- 
formed at  the  request  of  Charles.  It  is 
conceded  that  this  verdict  alone  would  not 
support  the  judgment;  but  it  is  said  that 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
must  be  taken  to  find,  under  chapter  346, 
Laws  of  1007  (§  2858m,  Rev.  Stat.),  either 
that  the  defendant  authorized  Charles  to 
employ  the  plaintiffs,  or  ratified  such  em- 
ployment. But  this  statute  does  not  apply, 
so  far  as  authorization  is  concerned,  be- 
cause the  defendant  Requested  that  that 
question  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

We  do  not  find  any  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  Charles  King  was  authorized  by 
the  defendant,  his  father,  to  employ  the 
doctors  for  Karge.  The  latter  had  been  run 
over   and  injured   in   the   public  street  by 


Note,  -—  Authority  of  child  to  hind  par^ 
ent  hy  contracts  other  than  those  far 
necessaries. 

The  decision  in  Hadhbogeb  v.  King,  to  the 
effect  that  a  son  operating  his  father's  au- 
tomobile for  his  own  pleasure  has  no  im- 
plied authority  to  engage  a  physician  at  his 
father's  expense,  to  attend  a  person  whom  he 
accidentally  injured  while  driving  the  ma- 
chine, is  particularly  valuable,  as  it  appears 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  56 


to  be  the  only  case  which  has  ever  consid- 
ered the  precise  point. 

It  is  well  established  by  the  decisions  that 
the  mere  fact  of  relationship  of  parent  and 
child  is  insufficient  to  charge  the  parent  on 
contracts  entered  into  by  the  child  for  ar- 
ticles other  than  necessaries.  In  order  to 
bind  the  parent  in  such  cases,  it  is  held 
necessary  to  show  either  an  express  or  im- 
plied authority  from  the  parent.  29  Cyc. 
1664. 
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Charles  King,  while  the  latter  was  using 
his  father's  automobile  for  his  own  pleas- 
ure or  convenience.  It  was  stipulated  on 
the  trial  in  this  case  that  this  was  purely 
ace iden tali  and  without  fault  on  the  part 
of  Charles  King.  The  injured  boy  was 
taken  to  a  nearby  hospital  by  the  hospital 
superintendent,  who  telephoned  for  one  of 
the  plaintiffs;  and  Charles  King  took  this 
doctor  in  his  automobile  to  the  hospital, 
informing  him  of  the  occurrence,  and  while 
at  the  hospital  requested  the  doctor  to 
give  the  injured  boy  every  attention  to  save 
his  life.  He  did  not  attempt  to  contract 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant;  nor  did  the 
doctors  communicate  with  the  defendant  at 
any  time  before  the  completion  of  the 
services,  for  the  value  of  which  this  suit 


is  brought.  When  the  injured  boy  was 
about  to  be  discharged  from  the  hospital, 
the  hospital  superintendent.  In  an  inter> 
view  with  defendant,  told  him  that  the 
boy's  mother  was  poor  and  would  prob- 
ably never  be  able  to  pay  for  the  hospital 
charges,  and  requested  defendant  to  do 
something  toward  paying  the  bill,  where- 
upon the  defendant  paid  the  hospital  bill, 
informing  the  superintendent  that  he  was 
not  responsible.  The  second  day  after  this 
he  received  a  bill  from  the  plaintiffs  for 
their  services.  He  had  heard  that  doctors 
were  attending  the  injured  boy  at  the  hos- 
pital, but  did  not  know  they  were  making 
a  claim  against  him  until  he  received  this 
latter  bill,  which  he  refused  to  pay.  The 
circuit  judge,  after  submitting  the  special 


It  requires  a  greater  degree  of  proof  of 
the  father's  consent  and  authority  to  his 
child  to  make  purchases  upon  the  father's 
Credit  where  the  articles  are  not  necessary 
than  where  they  are  such.  Fowlkes  v.  Bak- 
er, 29  Tex.  135,  04  Am.  Dec.  270.  The  court 
said:  "The  result  of  all  the  authorities 
seems  to  be  properly  laid  down  by  Parsons 
in  his  treatise  on  Contracts,  vol.  1,  p.  253: 
'That,  where  the  goods  are  not  necessaries, 
the  father's  authority  must  be  proved  to  ren- 
der him  liable;  where  th^y  are  necessaries, 
the  father's  authority  is  presumed,  unless 
he  supplies  them  himself  or  was  ready  to 
supply  them.  Where  the  infant  lives  with 
the  father,  or  under  his  control,  his  judg- 
ment as  to  what  are  necessaries  will  be  so 
far  respected  that  he  will  be  held  liable  only 
for  things  furnished  to  the  infant  to  relieve 
him  from  absolute  want.  Where  the  infant 
does  not  live  with  the  father,  but  has  vol- 
untarily left  him,  the  authority  of  the  father 
must  be  strictly  proved,  unless,  perhaps,  in 
cases  of  absolute  necessity;  and  where  he 
has  been  deserted  by  the  father,  or  driven 
away  from  him,  either  by  command  or  cruel 
treatment,  there  the  infant  carries  with  him 
credit  and  authority  of  the  father  for  neces- 
saries.' " 

In  Freeman  v.  Robinson,  38  N.  J.  L.  383, 
20  Am.  Rep.  399,  where  goods  were  sold  to 
a  son  without  the  order.  Knowledge,  or  con- 
sent of  the  father,  it  was  held  that  the 
latter  could  not  be  charged  on  the  ground 
of  the  son's  agency  in  making  the  contract 
in  his  father's  name. 

And  where  there  is  no  evidence  that  a  son 
had  authority  to  bind  his  parent,  the  latter 
is  not  liable  for  a  broker's  commission  on  a 
loan  secured  by  the  direction  of  the  son. 
McMahon  v.  Smith,  136  App.  Div.  839,  121 
N.  Y.  Supp.  736. 

And  authority  sufficient  to  bind  a  father 
for  purchases  made  by  his  daughter  is  not 
shown  where  it  appears  that  the  person  from 
whom  the  purchases  were  made  had  knowl- 
edge that  there  was  a  matrimonial  difficul- 
ty in  the  father's  family,  and  that  a  notice 
had  been  published  warning  people  against 
trusting  the  wife,  and  it  appears  further 
that,  upon  telephoning  th^  father's  office,  his 
89  L.R.A,(N.S.)       ^ 


son  stated  that  matrimonial  difficulties  ex- 
isted and  that  the  seller  would  have  to  take 
his  chances.  Cousins  v.  Boyer,  114  App. 
Div.  787,  100  N.  Y.  Supp.  290. 

So,  a  father  is  not  liable  for  servioeB 
rendered  in  tutoring  his  minor  son,  who 
lives  with  and  is  supported  by  him,  during 
vacation,  where  the  father  is  not  consulted 
about  and  does  not  consent  to  the  employ- 
ment. Peacock  v.  Linton,  22  R.  I.  328,  53 
L.R.A.  192,  47  Atl.  887. 

Express  authority  given. 

A  parent  is  liable  for  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise  furnished  to  his  child  of  full 
age,  where  they  are  furnished  at  the  in- 
stance and  request  of  the  parent.  Elle- 
barger  v.  Swiggett,  1  Ind.  App.  698,  28  N. 
E.  110. 

And  where  a  father  authorized  a  merchant 
to  let  his  minor  daughter  have  whatever  she 
wanted  out  of  the  store,  he  is  liable  for  ar- 
ticles usually  sold  by  the  merchant  which 
the  daughter  bought,  although  they  were  not 
necessary  or  such  as  a  prudent  parent  would 
furnish.    Harper  v.  Lemon,  38  Ga.  227. 

And  where  a  father  leaves  the  entire  man- 
agement of  the  making  of  a  contract  for 
tuition  in  a  school  to  his  son,  and  a  eon- 
tract  for  an  entire  school  year  is  made,  the 
father  is  liable  for  the  full  year's  tuition, 
although  the  son  withdraws  from  the  school 
on  his  own  account  when  the  school  year  is 
about  half  up.  Center  v.  Rush,  36  Misc.  294, 
71  N.  Y.  Supp.  767. 

So,  where  a  son's  account  is  contracted 
with  the  authority  of  the  father,  it  is  a  con- 
tract binding  upon  the  latter,  and  the  prom- 
ise of  the  father  to  pay  the  account  in  cer- 
tain events  is  admissible.  Brown  v.  Deloach, 
28  Ga.  486. 

I 

Authority  implied  from  child's  employment 

by   father. 

Where  a  son  is  employed  in  his  father's 
grocery,  sells  goods,  gives  orders  to  runners 
for  goods,  and  orders  stock  in  his  father's 
name,  the  father  suffers  him  to  act  as  a 
general  agent  both  in  buying  and  selling, 
and  the  public  are  justified  in  assuming  that 
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verdict  to  the  jury,  stated  that  Charles 
King  had  no  actual,  oral  or  written,  di- 
rect authority  from  his  father  to  employ 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  stated,  but 
that  he  had  implied  authority  as  matter 
of  law.  Upon  this  showing,  can  there  be 
any  recovery  against  the  defendant?  There 
is  no  evidence  of  ratification,  and  judgment 
did  not  go  upon  that  ground. 

The  law  relating  to  the  agency  of  serv- 
ants to  bind  the  employer  to  pay  for  physi- 
cians or  nurses  in  attendance  upon  per- 
sons injured  by  the  negligence  of  such 
servants  will  be  found  in  Adams  v.  South- 
ern R.  Co.  16  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  Gas.  N.  S. 
pp.  360  to  379,  where  the  cases  are  collect- 
ed. Also  in  Hanscom  v.  Minneapolis  Street 
R.  Co.  53  Minn.  119,  20  L.RJl.  695,  54  N. 


W.  944.  The  employment  must  have  been 
of  such  nature  that  this  act  of  the  serv- 
ant is  reasonably  within  its  scope,  as  in 
the  case  of  a  general  superintendent  of  a 
railway  company,  general  manager  or  agent, 
and  by  some  authorities  a  railroad  conductor. 
Terre  Haute  &  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Stockwell,  118 
Ind.  98,  20  N.  E.  650;  Louisville,  E.  k  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  McVay,  98  Ind.  391,  49  Am. 
Rep.  770.  These  cases  go  largely  upon  the 
corporate  character  of  the  employer,  the 
usual  practice  pursued,  and  the  great 
exigency  which  arises  in  railroad  disasters 
and  the  dangerous  character  of  the  busi- 
ness. A  mere  chauffeur  or  automobile 
driver  in  a  town  where  the  employer  is 
known  and  can  be  readily  reached  by  tele- 
phone, or  by  other  speedy  and  certain  means 


he  possesses  all  the  powers  requisite  to  a 
general  agent  in  buying  and  selling.  Thur- 
ber  V.  Anderson,  88  111.  167. 

And  in  such  a  case  the  father  is  liable  for 
a  bill  of  cigars  and  imported  ale  ordered 
and  used  by  the  son  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  father.    Ibid. 

And  where  a  son  acts  for  his  father  in 
procuring  a  mortgage,  taking  upon  himself 
the  whole  negotiation,  deciding  upon  the  se- 
curity, satisfying  himself  respecting  the  ti- 
tle, attending  to  the  execution  of  the  paper, 
receiving  the  money  from  his'  father,  and 
paying  it  over  to  the  mortgagor,  and  do- 
ing everything  which  an  agent  could  do  in 
a  similar  transactiop,  he  is  his  father's 
agent,  although  he  testifies  that  he  was  act- 
ing as  the  agent  of  the  mortgagor ;  and  this 
is  especially  true  where  he  admits  that  he 
was  his  father's  agent  just  prior  to  and 
after  the  execution  of  the  mortgage.  Matte- 
son  V.  Blackmer,  46  Mich.  393,  9  N.  W. 
446. 

And  the  jury  may  properly  find  that  a 
son  was  acting  as  agent  for  his  father  in 
contracting  in  his  own  name  for  a  large 
amount  of  stone-work  on  his  father's  burial 
lot,  where  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that 
the  son  had  little  property,  that  he  told  his 
father  of  the  contract,  and  conferred  with 
him  from  time  to  time;  that  he  was  his 
father's  general  agent  for  the  transaction 
of  business,  and  that  the  father,  before  he 
was  taken  sick,  had  in  mind  the  idea  of 
putting  the  improvement  upon  the  lot,  and 
that  neither  during  the  progress  of  the  work 
nor  after  it  was  completed  was  anything 
said  betwen  the  father  and  the  son  to  show 
that  it  was  intended  by  the  latter  as  a  gift 
to  his  father,  who,  it  appeared,  was  a  man 
of  advanced  age,  and  had  been  confined  to 
the  house  for  a  number  of  years,  and  who, 
it  was  shown,  had  signed  an  application  for 
a  permit  to  do  the  work,  addressed  to  the 
superintendent  of  the  cemetery,  before  the 
commencement  of  the  work.  Ford  v.  Line- 
han,  146  Mass.  283,  15  N.  E.  591. 

But  a  father  is  not  liable  to  a  carriage 
builder  for  repairs  made  upon  wagons  sent 
by  his  son  to  be  sold,  where  there  is  no  proof 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


that  the  son  was  authorized  by  the  father 
to  order  repairs,  and  the  defendant  testified 
that  he  could  not  say  whether  the  father 
ever  authorized  the  son  to  direct  the  re- 
pairs, and  that  he  took  it  for  granted  that 
a  man's  son  had  authority  to  order  them 
or  he  would  not  have  come  with  the  wagons. 
Walsh  V.  Curley,  42  N.  Y.  S.  R.  470,  16  N. 
Y.  Supp.  871. 

And  where  it  appears  that  the  son  of  a 
mortgagee  was  authorized  merely  to  receive 
and  collect  the  payments  on  the  mortgage 
as  they  fell  due,  the  father  is  not  bound 
by  the  agreement  of  the  son  to  receive  a 
part  of  the  principal  in  advance  and  extend 
the  time  of  payment  for  the  residue,  al- 
though the  father  consented  to  receive  the 
payment  in  advance  without  having  knowl- 
edge of  the  agreement  for  extension.  Ritch 
V.  Smith,  82  N.  Y.  627. 

Where  daughter  has  limited  authority  to  act 

for  mbther. 

A  mother  is  not  bound  by  letters  written 
by  her  adult  daughter,  who  was  living  at 
home,  by  which  she  undertook  to  authorize 
the  sale  of  land  owned  by  her  mother,  where 
it  clearly  appears  that  the  mother  was  not 
present  when  the  letters  were  written  or 
signed  in  her  name,  did  not  dictate  them, 
and  did  not  know  the  contents  of  them,  al- 
though there  had  been  a  general  understand- 
ing in  regard  to  the  selling  of  the  property, 
and  the  daughter  was  verbally  authorized  to 
transact  a  part  of  the  mother's  business,  in- 
cluding the  business  pertaining  to  this  prop- 
erty. Hickox  V.  Bacon,  17  S.  D.  563,  97 
N.  W.  847. 

And  in  Re  Acken,  144  Iowa,  519,  123  N. 
W.  187,  Ann.  Cas.  1912  A,  1166,  where  a 
daughter  who  was  her  mother's  attorney  in 
fact  made  a  conveyance  of  property  to  her- 
self during  her  mother's  lifetime,  it  was 
held  that  such  an  attorney  had  no  implied 
authority  to  deal  with  and  make  convey- 
ances to  herself,  and  that  no  presumption 
of  gift,  and  no  inference  as  to  a  considera- 
tion of  natural  love  and  affection,  could 
arise  under  such  circumstances* 
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of  communication,  would  not  ordinarily 
poBsesB  such  authority.  Neither  would  an 
infant  son  using  his  father's  automobile 
under  like  circumstances.  This  follows 
from  the  logic  of  the  decisions  in  Baker  ▼. 
Witten,  1  Okla.  160,  30  Pac.  491;  Malone 
V.  Robinson,  —  Miss.  — ,  12  So.  709 ;  Holmes 
y.  McAllister,  123  Mich.  493,  48  L.R.A.  396, 
82  N.  W.  220;  Hiroux  ▼.  Baum,  137  Wis. 
197,  19  L.R.A. (N.S.)  332,  118  N.  W.  633; 
Kuraba  v.  Gilham,  103  Wis.  312,  79  N.  W. 
325.  Besides,  the  stipulation  entered  into 
upon  the  trial,  to  the  effect  that  the  inju- 
ries here  were  the  result  of  mere  accident, 
for  which  the  boy  in  charge  of  the  auto- 
mobile was  not  to  blame,  cut  away  the 
groundwork  of  such  implied  agency,  even 
if   otherwise    within   the    reasonable   scope 


of  employment,  by  reason  of  an  implied 
authority  to  save  the  employer  from  dam- 
ages caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  em- 
ployee. Godshaw  v.  J.  M.  Struck  k  Bro. 
109  Ky,  285,  61  L.R. A.  668,  68  S.  W.  781 ; 
Lithgow  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  Samuel,  24  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  1590,  71  S.  W.  906;  Evans  v.  Marion 
Min.  Co.  100  Mo.  App.  670,  76  S.  W.  178; 
Cox  V.  Midland  Counties  R.  Co.  3  Exch. 
268,  18  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  66,  13  Jur.  65. 
The  conclusion  of  the  trial  Court  that  the 
boy  had  in  law  implied  authority  to  em- 
ploy physicians  at  the  expense  of  his  father 
was  incorrect,  and  the  judgment  must  be 
reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  render  judgment 
for  defendant. 


Implication  of  authority  from  parent's  pay- 
ment of  debts  contracted  by  child. 

It  is  generally  held  thai  an  implied  au- 
thority in  a  child  to  bind  a  parent  is  shown 
where  it  appears  that  the  latter  has  paid 
accounts  charged  to  him  by  his  child,  with- 
out giving  notice  not  to  make  further 
charges.  This  result  was  reached  in  the 
following  cases:  McKenzie  v.  Stevens,  19 
Ala.  691  (although  the  former  account 
was  contracted  fifteen  months  before)  ; 
Bryan  v.  Jackson,  4  Conn.  288  (although 
the  father  instructed  his  son  not  to  make 
further  charges) ;  Bailey  v.  King,  41  Conn. 
365  (where  payments  for  charges  were 
made  subsequently  to  a  notice  not  to  trust 
the  son);  Wilkes  v.  McClung,  32  Ga.  507; 
Fowlkes  V.  Baker,  29  Tex.  135,  94  Am.  Dec. 
270  (where  the  son  was  residing  on  the 
father's  plantation^. 

And  tne  fact  that  previous  purchases 
made  by  the  son,  which  were  regularly  paid 
for  by  the  father,  were  made  from  other 
merchants  than  the  plaintiff,  will  not  pre- 
vent the  latter  from  recovering  for  goods 
sold  to  the  son  in  reliance  upon  the  author- 
ity implied  from  the  father's  general  course 
of  dealing  with  other  merchants.  Fowlkes 
y.  Baker,  supra. 

In  Emery-Bird-Thayer  Dry  Goods  Co.  v. 
Coomer,  87  Mo.  App.  404,  where  it  was 
sought  to  hold  a  daughter  personally  liable 
for  dry  goods  purchased  at  a  store  where 
she  was  accustomed  to  make  such  pur- 
chases, which  were  charged  to  her  mother, 
it  was  held  that  the  daughter  was  not  lia- 
ble, the  court  saying  that  the  fact  that  she 
had  become  of  age  when  the  particular  pur- 
chases were  made  did  not  affect  the  case, 
but  she  still  continued  to  be  the  agent  of 
the  mother  in  such  transactions. 

But  sufficient  proof  of  agency  .  is  not 
shown  to  bind  a  father  for  goods  furnished 
his  daughter,  who  is  of  full  age  and  living 
with  her  father,  although  it  is  proved  that 
she  had  previously  bought  goods  at  the 
same  store  and  charged  them  to  her  father, 
and  that  he  had  paid  the  bills  without  ob- 
jection, where  the  father  testifies  that  he 
never  had  had  any  dealing  with  the  plain- 
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tiff,  and  that  he  did  not  know  that  any  bills 
were  being  run,  and  had  never  authorized 
the  payment  of  any  bills  for  his  daughter. 
White  V.  Mann,  110  Ind.  74,  10  N.  E.  629. 

And  no  authority  in  the  daughter  is 
shown  from  the  fact  that  goods  had  previ- 
ously been  delivered  to  her  and  had  been 
paid  for,  where  it  was  shown  by  the  father 
that  such  purchases  were  paid  for  by  a 
check  signed  by  the  mother.  Cousins  y. 
Boyer,  114  App.  Div.  787,  100  N.  Y.  Supp. 
290. 

And  in  Alscliuler  v.  Anderson,  142  111. 
App.  323,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  a 
parent  pays  one  account  without  protest 
does  not  render  him  liable  for  goods  subse- 
quently purchased  by  his  child,  which  were 
not  shown  to  be  necessaries. 

Implication  of  authority  from  use  of  fath- 
er's name  on  notes,  etc. 

In  Weaver  y.  Ogletree,  39  Ga.  586,  the 
evidence  showed  that  a  son  had  been  using 
the  name  of  his  father  for  years  on  his  own 
notes,  and  that  this  fact  was  known  to  the 
father.  And  where  the  latter  was  silent 
when  a  holder  of  a  note  presented  it  to  the 
father  to  be  divided  into  two  smaller  notes, 
and  said  nothing  to  the  holder  that  the  note 
presented  was  not  genuine,  but  referred  him 
to  the  son,  who  promptly  agreed  to  divide 
the  note,  and  soon  after  brought  two  notes 
with  the  name  of  himself  and  his  father 
upon  them,  it  was  held  that  the  father  was 
liable,  since  the  jury  were  authorized  by 
the  evidence  to  find  that  the  son  had  au- 
thority to  sign  his  father's  name,  or,  if  not, 
that  the  latter,  by  his  conduct,  ratified  the 
act  of  the  son. 

And  where  a  father  had  been  accustomed 
to  assume  the  liability  of  indorser  on  prom- 
ises on  which  his  name  had  been  written 
by  his  son,  and  he  did  not  deny  the  validity 
of  the  indorsement  in  question  until  his  son 
had  absconded,  sufficient  authority  of  the 
son  to  indorse  his  father's  name  appears, 
and  he  is  liable  therefor.  Abeel  v.  Seymour, 
6  Hun,  656. 

In  Muller  v.  Barker,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  388, 
it  was  held  that  a  father  wtis  not  legally 
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chargeable  for  a  check  forged  in  his  name 
by  his  son. 

And  in  Greenfield  Bank  ▼.  Crafts,  2  Al- 
len, 269,  where  a  father  set  up  the  defense 
to  an  action  on  notes  that  his  signature 
thereto  was  forged,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  be  made  liable  by  proof  that  there 
had  been  a  large  nmnber  of  other  similar 
drafts  indorsed  with  his  name  in  circula- 
tion, where  it  was  not  shown  that  the  father 
had  any  knowledge  of  such  drafts,  since 
authority  by  the  son  so  to  use  the  father's 
name  could  be  implied  only  from  a  course 
of  dealing  which  was  known  to  the  father, 
or  from  a  knowledge  of  and  acquiescence  in 
the  use  of  the  father's  name  by  his  son  in 
the  manner  in  which  it  had  been  used  upon 
the  paper  in  question. 

Goods  purchased  for  place  in  which  father 

is  interested. 

A  father  cannot  be  charged  for  hay  de- 
livered on  a  farm  which  he  had  formerly 
owned  and  bought  hay  for,  because  of  the 
statement  of  his  son  that  his  father  was 
connected  with  the  place  and  would  pay  for 
the  hay.  Nuckolls  v.  St.  Clair,  1  Colo.  App. 
427,  29  Pac.  284. 

And  want  of  knowledge  that  the  father 
had  sold  the  farm  upon  which  delivery  of 
bay  was  made,  and  reliance  upon  a  former 
course  of  dealing  with  the  son  for  the 
father,  will  charge  the  latter,  if  at  all,  only 
up  to  the  time  the  plaintiff  has  knowledge 
of  the  change  of  ownership,  without  proof 
of  the  son's  agency  and  authority  to  bind 
his  father.    Ibid. 

Agency  where  child  contracts  for  himself. 

A  father  is  not  liable  for  goods,  wares, 
or  merchandise  necessary  for  the  mainte- 
nance of  a  minor  son,  or  in  the  management 
of  a  farm  which  the  father  bought  and 
placed  his  wife  and  son  upon,  where  the 
son  is  carrying  on  the  farm  on  his  own  ac- 
count, and  his  mother  is  keeping  house  for 
him,  and  he  procures  the  goods  on  his  own 
credit.  Bushnell  v.  Bishop  Hill  Colony,  28 
111.  204. 

And  no  question  lor  the  jury  is  raised 
where  the  seller  of  a  piano  admitted  that  a 
son  did  not  tell  him  that  he  was  buying 
the  piano  for,  or  as  the  agent  of,  his  father, 
bdt  testified  that  he  inferred  that  the  son 
was  so  doing  because  he  said  that  he  would 
have  to  consult  his  folks  before  buying,  it 
appearing  that  he  issued  a  receipt  to  the 
son  for  a  part  payment  made  by  him  and 
took  his  individual  note  for  the  balance, 
and  at  one  time  commenced  a  suit  on  the 
note  against  the  son.  Fisher  v.  Lutz,  146 
Wis.  664,  132  N.  W.  692. 

And  no  lien  attaches  to  a  father's  land 
for  lumber  sold  to  a  son  who  was  farming 
his  father's  land  and  using  such  of  the 
proceeds  as  he  saw  fit,  although  part  of  it 
was  used  for  improvements  on  the  land, 
where  the  contract  was  made  with  the  son 
in  his  own  name,  and  his  individual  notes 
were  given,  since  the  son  had  no  interest  in 
the  land  and  had  no  authority,  either  ex- 
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press  or  implied,  to  bind  his  father  for  the 
purchase  price  of  the  lumber.'  Hoag  v. 
Hay,  103  Iowa,  291,  72  N.  W.  625. 

Cases  involving  stepchildren  and  son-in-law. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  against  a  step- 
father for  money  lent  to  his  stepson  in  the 
absence  and  without  the  request  or  promise 
of  the  stepfather;  nor  upon  proof  merely  of 
a  contract  of  the  stepson  in  the  making  of 
which  the  father  did  not  have  anything  to 
do,  for  the  use  of  a  stock  pasture;. nor  upon 
proof  merely  that  the  defendant's  stock 
went  into  and  used  the  plaintiff's  stock 
pasture,  without  proof  of  any  express  con- 
tract or  promise  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant to  pay  therefor,  or  of  any  facts  from 
which  the  law  would  imply  such  a  promise. 
Pike  V.  Bright,  29  Ala,  332,. 

The  fact  that  a  son-in-law  had,  with  his 
father-in-law's  knowledge  and  consent,  sold 
or  exchanged  other  land  of  which  the  father- 
in-law  had  subsequently  executed  the  deed 
in  accordance  with  the  agreement  made, 
tends  at  most  to  show  a  special  and  not  a 
general  agency,  and  the  father-in-law,  not 
having  held  his  son-in-law  out  as  his  gen- 
eral agent,  is  not  bound  by  his  fraudulent 
representations.  Hovey  v.  Brown,  59  N. 
H.  114. 

Evidence  that  in  other  instances  in  which 
a  son-in-law  had  sold  land  of  which  his 
father-in-law  subsequently  executed  the 
deed,  the  father-in-law  .had  no  interest  in 
the  premises  conveyed,  except  as  security  for 
money  loaned  to  his  son-in-law,  negatives 
the  idea  of  any  relation  of  principal  and 
agent  between  them  as  to  such  land.    Ibid. 

And  evidence  that  a  father-in-law  signed 
a  deed  written  by  his  son-in-law,  conveying 
certain  land,  is  not  evidence  of  the  son-in- 
law's  agency  for  the  former  to  make  repre- 
sentations concerning  the  quantity  of  land 
sold,  where  it  appears  that  the  land  in 
question  belonged  to  the  son-in-law.     Ibid. 

Ratification. 

Where  a  father,  after  goods  had  been  pur- 
chased by  his  adult  son,  stated  that  they 
had  been  rightfully  charged  to  the  father,  • 
and  that  he  would  pay  for  them,  he  thus 
recognizes  the  agency  of  his  son,  and  he  is 
liable.    Booker  v.  Tally,  2  Humph.  308. 

And  where  a  son  had  previously  pur- 
chased goods  of  the  plaintiff  with  his  fath- 
er's consent,  the  jury  are  warranted  in  in- 
ferring the  father's  consent  where  the  son 
bought  goods  in  his  father's  name  on  six 
months'  credit,  and  the  plaintiff  immediate- 
ly notified  the  father  by  letter  of  the  trans- 
action, expressing  a  confidence  that  it  was 
correct,  and  that  the  son  had  been  duly  au- 
thorized, but  the  father  failed  to  reply  to 
the  letter.     Thayer  v.  White,  12.  Met.  343. 

And  the  court  is  warranted  in  saying  that 
such  consent  is  proof  either  of  an  original 
authority  or  of  a  subsequent  affirmative,  by 
which  the  father  is  bound.    Ibid. 

And  where  a  minor  son,  without  his 
father's  express  approval  and  apparently 
against  his  wishes,  exchanged  his  father's 
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horse  for  another,  the  father  cannot  main- 
tain replevin  for  the  horse  exchanged  by  his 
son,  where  he  did  not  repudiate  the  bargain 
for  about  two  months,  made  no  objection 
when  the  horse  was  brought  home  by  the 
son,  but  retained  and  used  the  horse,  and 
made  no  remonstrance  against  the  retention 
of  his  horse  by  the  person  exchanging  with 
his  son.    Hall  y.  Harper,  17  HI.  82. 

But  a  father  is  not  liable  for  the  price 
of  a  horse  sold  to  his  son,  who  lived  with 
the  father  and  cultivated  a  part  of  his  farm, 
where  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  son's 
being  under  full  age  or  to  connect  the 
father  with  the  transaction,  notwithstand- 
ing the  fact  that  there  was  evidence  that 
on  one  occasion  the  father  was  seen  riding 
with  the  son  in  a  buggy  drawn  by  the  horse 
in  question.  Gregory  v.  Herring,  73  N.  C. 
518. 

And  a  father  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
purchases  made  by  his  daughter  on  the 
ground  of  estoppel,  where  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  purchases  made  by  his  daughter 
for  which  it  was  sought  to  hold  him  liable. 
White  V.  Mann,  110  Ind.  74,  10  N.  E.  629. 

And  where  a  son  did  not  act  or  assume 
to  act  as  the  agent  of  his  father  in  pur- 
chasing a  piano,  and  had  no  authority  to 
make  such  purchase,  there  can  be  no  ratifi- 
cation of  the  contract  by  the  father.  Fisher 
V.  Lutz,  146  Wis.  664,  132  N.  W.  592. 

See  also  Holt  v.  Baldwin,  under  section 
on  "Questions  for  the  jury." 

Questions  for  the  jury. 

■ 

The  question  of  whether  a  parent  made 
his  daughter  his  agent  in  purchasing  goods 
is  one  of  fact,  and  where  the  finding  of  the 
trial  court  is  sustained  by  the  evidence,  it 
will  not  be  disturbed.  White  v.  Mann,  110 
Ind.  74,  10  N.  E.  629. 

Where  facts  are  proved  from  which  the 
Jaw  will  presume  a  son's  authority  to  bind 
his  father  for  goods  furnished,  and  there  is 
no  proof  offered  to  rebut  this  presumption, 
it  is  proper  to  charge  the  jury  that  if  they 
believe  the  evidence,  they  must  find  for  the 
plaintiff.  McKenzie  v.  Stevens,  19  Ala.  691. 
The  court  said :  "A  father  is  not  bound  by 
'  the  contract  of  the  son,  even  for  articles 
suitable  and  necessary,  unless  an  actual  au- 
thority be  proven,  or  the  circumstances  be 
sufficient  to  imply  one.  But  here  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  proof  fully  justified  the 
legal  presumption  of  the  existence  of  such 
authority,  and  that  the  court  in  the  charge 
only  declared  what  that  presumption  was. 
On  the  contrary,  it  is  insisted  that  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  son  was  authorized  to  bind 
the  father,  in  the  contracting  the  account 
sued  on,  is  a  question  of  fact  exclusively  for 
the  jury,  and  that  in  the  charge  given  the 
court  invaded  the  province  of  the  jury.  The 
question  is,  undoubtedly,  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact,  where,  the  facts  being  as- 
certained, the  court  will  direct  the  jury  as 
to  the  legal  inference  they  would  be  bound 
to  make.  The  facts  were  proven  to  the 
jury,  from  which,  according  to  the  authori- 
ties above  cited,  the  law  presumed  an  au- 
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thority  from  the  father  to  the  son  to  buy 
the  goods,  and  there  was  no  proof  to  rebut 
the  presumption.  This,  we  think,  author- 
ized the  court  to  charge  the  jury  that,  if 
they  believed  the  facts,  they  were  bound  to 
infer  the  authority;  in  other  words,  they 
were  bound  to  find  for  the  plaintiff,  etc." 
In  Holt  ▼.  Baldwin,  46  Mo.  265,  2  Am. 
Rep.  515,  where  it  was  sought  to  hold  a 
parent  liable  for  the  price  of  a  horse  bought 
by  his  minor  son,  an  instruction  to  the  ef- 
fect that  if  the  father,  after  the  sale  of  the 
horse,  ratified  the  act  and  promised  to  pay 
for  it,  he  would  be  liable,  was  held  errone- 
ous. The  court  said:  "It  assumes  as  a 
matter  of  law  what  should  have  lieen  left 
to  the  jury  to  determine  as  a  question  of 
fact.  The  instruction  assumes  and  declares 
the  liability  of  the 'defendant  upon  the  sole 
ground  of  his  supposed  subsequent  ratifica- 
tion and  promise,  leaving  out  of  view  en- 
tirely the  question  of  the  son's  agency  in 
the  transaction.  If  the  defendant  was  Ua-» 
ble  at  all,  it  was  because  he  had  authorized 
the  purchase,  either  expressly  or  by  im- 
plication. Whether  there  was  any  such  ex- 
press or  implied  authority  was  a  matter  for 
the  jury  to  inquire  into,  and  not  for  the 
court  to  assume  as  a  matter  of  law.  The 
fact  of  a  subsequent  ratification  and  prom- 
ise was  legitimate  and  persuasive  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury,  from  which  they  might 
have  found  that  the  purchase  was  made  by 
the  son' as  the  defendant's  agent,  acting  un- 
der authoritv  either  expressed  or  implied. 
The  moral  obligation  of  a  father  to  support 
his  child  does  not  make  him  legally  liable 
to  pay  his  child's  debts;  and  U)  charge  a 
father  on  his  son's  contracts,  the  same  cir^ 
cumstances  must  be  shown  as  to  charge  an 
uncle,  a  brother,  or  any  third  person.  Tht 
son  need  not,  however,  have  an  express  au- 
thority to  bind  his  parent;  for  an  authority 
may  be  implied  under  certain  circum- 
stances, and  it  is  always  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  the  circumstances  are  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose.'  (Tyler,  Infancy  & 
Coverture,  106,  §  64.)  The  general  doctrine 
on  this  subject  is  that  the  'only  ground  upon 
which  an  infant  can  bind  others  by  his 
contract  is  that  of  an  express  or  implied 
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NEBRASKA  SUPREMB  COURT. 

FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  (JF  SUPERIOR 

V. 

J.  F.  BRADSHAW,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  H.  N. 
Bradshaw,  Deceased,  et  al.,  Appts. 

(—  Neb.  — ,  135  N.  W.  830.) 

Pledge  —  surrender  —  loss. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  a  special  bail- 

Headnote  by  Reese,  Ch.  J. 

Note,  —  Effect  of  surrender  of  pledged 
property  upon  rights  of  pledgee. 

This  note  does  not  include  cases  where  the 
pledgeor  obtains  possession  of  the  property 
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ment,  a  pledge  will  be  deemed  to  be  waived 
or  lost  by  the  surrender  of  the  pledged  prop- 
erty by  the  pledgee. 

(April  20,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Nuckolls 
\.  uunty  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  foreclose  the  lien  of  an  alleged 
pledge  of  certain  corporate  stock  to  secure 
the  payment  of  notes  made  to  plaintiff  by 
H.  N.  Bradshaw,  since  deceased.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Grosvenor  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Stubbs  &  Stubbs  for  appellee. 


Reese,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  to  foreclose  the  lien 
of  an  alleged  pledge  of  certain  shares  of 
the  capital  stock  of  plaintiff,  which  it  is 
alleged  were  pledged  to  plaintiff  to  secure 
the  payment  of  certain  promissory  notes 
made  to  plaintiff  by  H.  N.  Bradshaw  in 
his  lifetime,  but  who  is  now  deceased.  A 
trial  was  had  to  the  district  court,  which 
resulted  in  findings  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
and  decree  for  the  sale  of  the  stock.  De- 
fendants  appeal. 

It  is  not  deemed  necessary  to  set  out 
nor  to  even  refer  to  the  pleadings,  as  they 


surreptitiously  or  fraudulently,  or  without 
the  consent  or  ratification  of  the  pledgee; 
nor  cases  where  the  property  is  taken  from 
the  possession  of  the  pledgee  on  judgment 
or  execution;  nor  cases  of  actual  substitu- 
tion of  other  property  for  that  first  pledged. 
Neither  does  it  include  cases  dealing  with 
the  necessity  under  the  statute  of  frauds 
for  actual  or  continuous  change  of  posses- 
sion of  personal  property  sold;  but  it  is 
limited  to  cases  of  voluntary  surrender  to 
the  pledgeor  or  his  agent. 

Lien  has  been  defined  as  "the  right  of 
one  man  to  retain  property  in  his  posses- 
sion belonging  to  another  until  certain  de- 
mands  of  the  party  in  possession  are  satis- 
fied." Grose,  J.,  in  Hammonds  v.  Barclay, 
2  East,  235. 

The  ancient  rule. 

"In  the  old  Roman  law,  the  pledgee,  after 
receiving  possession  of  the  pledge,  could 
legally  return  it  to  the  pledgeor,  to  be  used 
by  him,  either  for  a  consideration  or  as  a 
gratuity;  and  that  did  not  impair  the  valid- 
ity of  the  pledge.  But  such  is  not,  clearly, 
the  modern  law  of  either  England  or  the 
United  States,  or  the  countries  of  the  Civil 
law."    Denis,  Contracts  of  Pledge,  §  135. 

"The  old  civil  law  of  the  Digest,  it  is 
true,  was  more  indulgent,  and  permitted 
the  pledge  to  be  delivered  to  the  pledgeor 
without  prejudice  to  the  security,  in  a  man- 
ner that  would  not  be  allowed  at  the  pres- 
ent day.  Thus,  in  book  xiii.  of  the  Digest, 
title  vii.,  law  35,  Modestinus  says:  'A 
pledge  transfers  only  the  possession  to  the 
creditor,  the  property  remaining  in  the 
debtor;  yet  the  debtor  may  have  the  use  of 
it,  either  as  a  gratuity,  or  for  hire.'  And 
Paulus,  in  the  same  title,  law  37,  says: 
'If  I  lend  a  pledge  to  the  owner  thereof,  I 
retain  possession  by  means  of  the  loan; 
for  before  the  debtor  borrowed  it,  the  pos- 
session was  not  in  him;  and  when  he  bor- 
rowed it,  it  was  my  intention  still  to  retain 
the  possession,  and  it  was  not  his  to  ac- 
quire it.*  Pothier's  Pandects,  vol.  vii.  p. 
360."  Casey  v.  Cavaroc,  96  U.  S.  467,  24  L. 
ed.  779. 

"As  to  this  law  of  the  Digest,  Mr.  Bell, 
in  his  Commentaries  on  the  Scotch  Lnw,  re- 
marks as   follows:      'Voet   very  justly  ob- ' 
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serves,  in  criticizing  this  law,  that  to  per- 
mit such  practices  were  to  endanger  the 
safety  of  other  creditors,  and  to  sanction 
a  fraud  upon  the  rule  which  requires  pos- 
session to  complete  a  real  right  to  movables; 
and  that  no  true  analogy  can  hold  between 
the  law  of  Rome,  where  hypothecs  without 
possession  were  admitted,  and  the  laws  of 
modern  commercial  nations,  in  which  the 
rule  is  established  that  possession  preserves 
property.  It  is  true,'  Bell  continues,  'that, 
in  the  course  of  many  contracts,  there  is  a 
necessity  for  separating  property  and  pos- 
session; and  that  the  mere  circumstance  of 
goods  being  in  the  hands  of  another  on  ^ 
temporary  contract  will  not  deprive  the 
real  proprietor  of  his  right,  in  favor  of  the 
creditors  of  the  temporary  possessor.  And 
there  seems  to  be  no  doubt  that  the  right 
of  a  pledgee  will  also  be  sufficiently  strong 
to  support  this  temporary  dereliction  of 
possession,  in  the  course  of  necessary  opera- 
tions on  it;  the  manufacturer  or  other  hold- 
er being  custodier  for  the  pledgee,  without 
injury  to  the  real  security.  But  the  doc- 
trine delivered  by  Voet  is  sound,  where  the 
possession  is  given  up  without  necessity  to 
the  owner  of  the  goods.'  2  Bell,  Com.  7th 
ed.  p.  22."     Ibid. 

General  modern  rule. 

"From  these  authorities,  it  seems  to  be 
evident  that,  in  the  French  law,  at  least, 
the  text  of  which,  in  this  regard,  is  the 
same  as  that  of  Louisiana,  a  delivery  by  the 
owner  of  securities  by  way  of  pledge,  fol- 
lowed by  a  return  thereof  to  him,  for  the- 
purpose  of  enabling  him  to  collect  them  and 
apply  the  money  to  his  own  use,  on  sub- 
stituting others  in  their  stead,  and  with 
general  liberty  of  substitution,  and  to  ap- 
pear as  the  owner  and  possessor  thereof  in 
his  dealings  with  others  (the  title  of  the 
securities  not  being  transferred  to  the  cred- 
itor), is  not  such  a  delivery  of  possession, 
as  is  necessary  to  establish  the  privilege  due 
to  a  pledge  as  to  third  persons.  It  would 
be  contrary  to  the  very  letter  of  the  law 
to  allow  such  a  transaction  to  have  that 
effect.  It  would  not  be  mere  evidence  of 
fraud,  which  might  be  rebutted  by  counter 
evidence;  but  it  would  be  contrary  to  the 
rule  of  law  adopted  to  prevent  fraud.     In 
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are  in  the  usual  form,  since,  as  we  view 
the  case,  it  must  be  disposed  of  upon  the 
facts  either  admitted  or  conclusively  shown 
by  the  evidence.  A  brief  history  of  the 
case  will  render  it  more  easily  understood. 
On  the  25th  day  of  October,  1803,  a  cer- 
tificate for  74.42  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  plaintiff  was  issued  to  H.  N.  Brad- 
shaw,  and  on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1894, 
another  certificate  was  issued  to  him  for 
3.33  shares  of  stock,  making  in  the  aggre- 
gate 77.75  shares  held  by  him.  Without 
so  deciding,  we  will  assume  that  those  cer- 
tificates were  pledged  to  secure  certain  in- 
debtedness due  plaintiff  upon  his  promis- 
sory notes  held  by  it.  The  capital  stock 
of  the  bank  was  $100,000,  represented  by 
shares   of  the   par   or  face  value   of  $100 


each.  Later  on  it  was  found  that  the 
capitalization  of  the  bank  was  greater  than 
its  business  and  condition  required,  and, 
by  the  consent  of  the  Comptroller  of  the 
Currency,  it  was  scaled  down  to  $50,000, 
and  stock  issued  for  one  half  the  number 
of  shares  of  the  first  issue.  On  the  10th 
of  January,  1901,  the  original  certificate 
having  been  canceled,  a  certificate  for  38.875 
shares  was  issued  to  H.  N.  Bradshaw.  On 
the  21st  day  of  the  following  February 
(1901)  H.  N.  Bradshaw  died,  the  last- 
named  certificate  being  in  the  bank,  as 
were  a  number  of  other  papers  belonging 
to  the  decedent.  Some  time  shortly  after 
his  decease  the  bank  delivered  to  his  widow, 
Mrs.  £.  J.  Bradshaw,  a  number  of  papers 
belonging    to    the    decedent,    and    among 


other  words,  as  to  third  persons,  it  would 
not  be  a  pledge  at  all  within  the  meaning 
and  requirements  of  the  law."    Ibid. 

Every  reason  of  policy  that  has  ever  in- 
duced courts  to  watch  with  suspicion  sales 
-  and  mortgages  unaccompanied  by  posses- 
sion, and  to  presume  them  fraudulent  when 
secret  and  known  only  to  the  parties,  ap- 
plies with  yet  greater  force  to  a  secret  con- 
tinuance of  lien  after  the  owner  receives 
voluntary  possession.  It  opens  a  wide  door 
to  fraud  and  abuse.  McFarland  v.  Wheeler, 
26  Wend.  467. 

Due  and  reasonable  care  should  be  ob- 
served by  the  pledgee  to  negative  the  exist- 
ence of  ostensible  ownership  in  the  pledgeor, 
and  to  this  end  such  means  should  be  re- 
sprted  to  as  fairly  to  inform  or  put  third 
persons  on  inquiry.  The  law  does  not  re- 
quire more  than  this.  Philadelphia  Ware- 
house Co.  V.  Winchester,  156  Fed.  600. 

FiBST  Nat,  Bank  v.  Bradshaw  follows 
the  general  modern  rule  that,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  a  special  bailment,  a 
pledge  will  be  deemed  to  be  waived  or  lost 
by  the  voluntary  and  unconditional  sur- 
render of  the  pledged  property  by  the 
pledgee  to  the  pledgeor.  Eastman  v.  Avery, 
23  Me.  248;  Day  v.  Swift,  48  Me.  368;  Col- 
lins V.  Buck,  63  Me.  459;  Kimball  v.  Hil- 
dreth,  8  Allen,  167;  Wilkie  v.  Day,  141 
Mass.  68,  6  N.  E.  542;  Barrett  v.  Cole,  49 
N.  C.  (4  Jones,  L.)  40;  Smith  v.  Sasser, 
49  N.  C.  (4  Jones,  L.)  43;  Russell  v.  Fill- 
more, 15  Vt.  130. 

In  order  to  preserve  his  lien,  the  pledgee 
must  retain  actual  and  continuous  posses- 
sion of  the  pledged  article.  Gamson  v. 
Pritchard,  210  Mass.  298,  96  N.  E.  716. 

A  pledgee  who,  upon  naked  request,  re- 
turns the  property  to  the  pledgeor  for  no 
special,  limited,  or  temporary  purpose  of 
his  own,  and  not  for  his  own  benefit,  loses 
his  lien.  Hickok  v.  Cowperthwait,  137  App. 
Div.  94,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  78. 

The  pledgee  loses  his  lien  by  letting  the 
property  go  back  into  the  possession  of  the 
pledgeor,  to  be  used  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
latter.    Colby  v.  Cressy,  5  N.  H.  237. 

If  the  pledgee  takes  possession  of  the 
property  and  immediatelv  delivers  it  to  the 
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pledgeor,  or  permits  it  to  go  back  into  his 
possession,  the  special  property  created  by 
the  bailment  or  pledge  is  determined  and 
gone.  Fletcher  v.  Howard,  2  Aik.  (Vt) 
115,  16  Am.  Dec.  686. 

If  a  pledgee,  after  taking  formal  posses- 
sion of  property,  leaves  it  in  the  possession 
of  the  pledgeor,  he  loses  his  lien,  although 
the  property  is  marked  with  his  initials. 
Goodrich  v.  Dore,  194  Mass.  493,  80  N.  E. 
480. 

The  pledgee  of  carriages  loses  his  lien 
when,  after  taking  formal  possession,  he 
leaves  them  in  the  possession  of  the  pledge- 
or, with  the  agreement  that  the  latter  may 
use  and  let  them  in  his  business.  Thomp- 
son V.  Dolliver,  132  Mass.  103. 

If  the  pledgee,  after  taking  formal  pos- 
session of  a  carry-all  and  chaise,  leaves  it 
in  the  absolute  custody  of  the  pledgeor,  for 
him  to  use,  even  though  only  by  the  most 
careful  drivers,  the  pledgee  thereby  releases 
his  lien.    Walker  v.  Staples,  5  Allen,  34. 

The  pledgee  loses  his  lien  when  he  per- 
mits the  pledgeor  to  remove  the  goods  from 
his  possession,  notwithstanding  an  express 
stipulation  that  the  lien  should  remain  as 
before;  this  would  be  recognizing  a  right 
to  retain  after  the  property  had  ceased  to 
be  retained.  McFarland  v.  Wheeler,  26 
Wend.  467. 

When  a  pledgee  allows  the  property  to  be 
removed  from  a  warehouse  to  the  premises 
of  the  pledgeor,  simply  taking  his  receipt 
of  the  goods  "on  storage,"  and  the  pledgeor 
sells  the  property  to  bona  fide  purchasers, 
the  pledgee's  lien  is  gone  as  against  those 
purchasers.  Geddes  v.  Bennett,  6  La.  Ann. 
516. 

Where  pledgees  placed  a  stock  of  pledged 
goodiB  in  a  store  operated  by  the  pledgeor, 
and  allowed  him  to  mingle  his  goods  with 
the  pledged  goods  and  sell  indiscriminately 
as  his  own,  their  lien  was  gone  as  against 
attaching  creditors  of  the  pledgeor.  Jack- 
son y.  Kincaid,  4  Okla.  554,  46  Pac.  587. 

The  indorsement  and  delivery  of  stock 
certificates  to  another  as  security,  the 
pledgee  holding  them  in  his  hand  for  an 
instant  and  then  returning  them  to  the 
pledgeor,  who  keeps  them  among  his  own 
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which  was  the  certificate  of  stock  of  the 
date  of  January  10,  1901,  on  the  hack  of 
which  was  written:  "Left  as  security 
to  note  of  H.  N.  B.  Bo  (to?)  Bank.  C.  E. 
A«"  (C.  £.  A.  are  the  initial  letters  of  C. 
E.  Adams,  the  cashier  of  the  bank.  There 
was  no  indorsement  or  transfer  by  H.  N. 
Bradshaw.)  The  certificate  was  retained  by 
Mrs.  Bradshaw  in  her  possession  until  the 
2d  day  of  January,  1906,  near  five  years,  and 
during  which  time  the  surplus  of  dividends, 
after  the  pa3rment  of  interest  upon  the 
notes  of  H.  N.  Bradshaw,  was  paid  to  her, 
and  by  her  distributed  to  the  heirs  of  his 
estate.  On  the  said  2d  day  of  January, 
at  the  suggestion  of  the  bank  oflScers,  she 
surrendered  the  certificate  in  her  possession 
to  the  bank,   and   it   was   indorsed,   "Can- 


celed by  re-issue  to  E.  J.  Bradshaw,  No. 
209.  1-2-06,"  and  a  certificate  was  issued 
to  her,  in  her  name,  for  an  equal  number 
of  shares.  On  the  5th  day  of  January, 
1906,  that  certificate  was  assigned  by  her 
to  "the  estate  of  H.  N.  Bradshaw;"  the 
assignment  being  witnessed  by  C.  £.  Adams, 
the  then  president  of  the  bank,  and  soon 
thereafter  she  delivered  the  certificate  to 
J.  F.  Bradshaw,  the  administrator  of  the 
estate  of  H.  N.  Bradshaw,  deceased,  and 
he  has  retained  its  possession  ever  since, 
it  being  shown  that  it  was  in  his  posses- 
sion at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this  cause. 
From  the  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  cer- 
tificate to  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  early  in  1901, 
to  the  date  of  the  trial,  the  certificate 
had   never   been   in   the   possession   of  the 


papers,  constitutes  no  valid  pledge  as 
against  creditors  of  the  pledgeor.  McFall 
V.  Buckeye  Grangers  Warehouse  Asso.  122 
Cal.  468,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  47,  65  Pac.  253. 

If  a  bank  delivers  back  to  the  pledgeor  a 
note  held  as  security,  to  be  used  by  him  at 
his  pleasure  in  the  prosecution  of  his  busi- 
ness, the  bank  no  longer  looking  to  the  note 
as  its  security,  but  trusting  te  the  honor 
of  the  pledgeor,  such  surrender  puts  an  end 
to  the  lien  of  the  bank  upon  the  note.  Citi- 
zens' Nat.  Bank  v.  Hooper,  47  Md.  88. 

If  the  pledgee  intrusts  a  pledged  note  to 
the  pledgeor  in  such  a  way  that  the  latter 
may  go  into  the  market  and  probably  mis- 
lead people  into  the  belief  that  he  is  the 
owner,  and  a  person  in  good  faith  pays  him 
money  on  the  note,  the  pledgee  loses  his 
lien  as  against  such  person.  Kellogg  v. 
Tompson,  142  Mass.  76,  6  N.  E.  860. 

Where  a  mill  company  purchased  grain 
with  drafts  to  be  cashed  by  a  bank,  and 
deposited  the  grain  in  warehouses,  taking 
receipts  in  the  name  of  the  bank,  and  de- 
livering them  to  it  as  security,  the  bank 
had  a  Hen  on  the  grain,  the  validity  of 
which  depended  upon  its  possesion  of  the 
property;  and  while  the  grain  remained  in 
the  warehouses  and  the  bank  held  the  re- 
ceipts the  possession  was  sufficient:  but 
when  the  receipts  were  indorsed  and  deliv- 
ered back,  together  with  the  grain,  to  the 
mill  company,  the  latter  had  lx)th  title  and 
possession,  and  the  lien  of  the  bank  was  ex* 
tinguished  as  against  the  creditors  of  the 
mill  company.  Salinas  City  Bank  v.  Graves, 
79  Cal.  192,  21  Pac.  732. 

Where  a  dealer  in  iron  pledged  his  stock 
of  goods  about  once  a  month  to  secure  loans, 
the  pledgee  taking  formal  or  symbolic  pos- 
session each  time,  and  appointing  pledgeor's 
bookkeeper  his  agent  to  hold  possession  later 
releasing  quantities  as  needed  for  deliveries 
to  purchasers,  but  where  there  was  no  sepa- 
ration of  the  pledged  goods,  but  a  continu- 
ous intermixture  of  pledged  with  unpledged 
property,  it  was  held  that  possession  was 
not  retained  in  the  pledgee  sufficient  to  hold 
his  lien;  the  arrangement  was  made  with 
the  obvious  purpose,  or  at  least  with  the 
effect,  of  enabling  the  pledgeor  to  carry  on 
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his  business  in  the  usual  manner  and  with- 
out exciting  suspicion,  and  thus  was  di- 
rectly opposed  to  the  object  of  the  rule  that 
pledgees  must  retain  possession  in  order  to 
prevent  pledgeors  from  misleading  others 
into  the  belief  that  they  are  the  real  owners. 
Moors  V.  Heading,  167  Mass.  322,  57  Am. 
St.  Rep.  460,  45  N.  E.  760. 

A  leading  case  upon  the  necessity  of  pos- 
session in  the  pledgee  is  Casey  v.  Cavaroc, 
96  U.  S.  467,  24  L.  ed.  779.  In  that  case, 
a  bank  agreed  to  deposit  certain  bills  and 
notes  with  its  president  and  his  private 
firm  as  a  pledge  to  secure  a  loan  from  a 
third  party.  The  notes  were  selected  by 
the  bank  clerk,  placed  in  an  envelop  by 
themselves,  and  handed  to  the  president  for 
the  purpose  stated.  He  delivered  them  to 
the  cashier  of  the  bank  for  safe-keeping  and 
for  collection  and  renewal.  They  were  kept 
thus  separate,  but,  so  far  as  the  public 
could  preceive,  the  bank  continued  to  have 
possession  ancTcontrol  of  them  in  its  own 
right,  and  they  appeared  to  be  equally  lia- 
ble with  the  other  assets  to  the  claims  of 
all  the  creditors;  and  it  was  held  that  this 
was  not  sufficient  possession  in  the  pledgee 
or  in  a  third  person  agreed  upon  by  the 
parties  to  protect  the  lien  as  against  third 
persons. 

Exceptions;  delivery  for  sale. 

But  the  general  rule  prohibiting  the 
pledgee  from  surrendering  the  property  to 
the  pledgeor  upon  pain  of  losing  his  lien 
thereby  is  subject  to  several  important  ex- 
ceptions. Thus,  he  may  deliver  the  prop- 
erty over  to  the  pledgeor  for  the  express 
purpose  of  selling  it  for  the  benefit  of  the 
pledgee.  Eplan  v.  Wheat,  134  Ga.  511,  68 
S.  E.  78  (diamond  ring)  ;  Durfee  v.  Harper, 
22  Mont.  354,  56  Pac.  582;  Rose  v.  Coble, 
61  N.  C.  (Phill.  L.)  517  (horse);  Winslow 
V.  Herriman  Iron  Co.  —  Tenn.  — ,  42  S.  W. 
698. 

"Possession  in  the  plaintiff,  or  the  right 
thereto,  was  necessary  for  the  preservation 
of  this  lien.  But  such  possesion  could  have 
been  constructive  as  well  as  actual,  and 
what  will  amount  to  a  possession  sufficient 
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bank,  either  actual  or  constructive,  nor  had 
any  information  been  given  Mrs.  Brad- 
shaw  or  the  administrator  that  the  bank 
claimed  a  lien  upon  the  stock  as  pledgee, 
no  demand  ever  having  been  made  for  its 
surrender,  nor  did  either  one  have  any 
knowledge  that  such  lien  or  pledge  was 
claimed,  nor  did  the  bank  ever  take,  or 
cause  to  be  taken,  any  steps  to  obtain  the 
possession  of  the  certificate. 

It  is  contended  by  defendant  that,  assum- 
ing that  the  stock,  as  originally  issued, 
had  been  pledged,  the  lien  of  the  bank  had 
been  waived  and  lost  by  the  surrender  and 
the  subsequent  issues  of  the  stock,  as 
above  outlined,  with  the  total  absence  of 
any  claim  of  a  lien  upon  it.  There  is  no 
intimation   of   fraud   or   deception   on  the 


part  of  E.  J.  Bradshaw,  the  widow  of  de- 
ceased. Did  plaintiff  waive  its  lien?  In 
Mahoney  v.  Hale,  66  Minn.  463,  69  N.  W. 
334,  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota,  in 
discussing  the  law  of  pledge,  says:  ''To 
constitute  a  pledge,  the  pledgee  must  take 
possession,  and  to  retain  it  he  must  retain 
possession.  An  actual  delivery  of  property 
capable  of  personal  possession  and  a  con- 
tinued change  of  possession  is  essential. 
In  case  of  a  pledge  the  requirement  of 
possession  in  the  pledgee  is  an  inexorable 
rule  of  law  adopted  to  prevent  fraud  and 
deception;  for,  if  the  debtor  remains  in 
possession,  the  law  presumes  that  those 
who  deal  with  him  do  so  on  the  faith  of 
his  being  the  unqualified  owner  of  the 
goods.     .     .     .    There  must  not  only  be  an 


for  the  continuance  of  a  lien  will  depend 
upon  the  nature  of  the  articles,  and  the  in- 
tention of  the  parties.  Standing  trees  or 
mill  logs  cannot  be  in  such  obvious  personal 
possession  as  chattels  of  a  less  bulky  and 
more  portable  description.  One  may  have 
a  valid  lien  upon  property  while  it  is  in 
the  hands  of  the  person  who  pledged  it; 
as  if  an  innholder  should  have  a  horse  for 
the  purpose  of  being  fed  only,  which  he  had 
before  pledged  to  his  creditor  to  secure  a 
debt;  or  if  a  watchmaker  deliver  a  watch 
as  a  pledge  and  afterwards  receive  it  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  showing  it  to  a  friend, 
or  to  repair,  in  neither  case  is  the  lien  ex- 
tinguished; for  the  right  of  immediate  pos- 
session is  in  the  pledgee,  and  the  possession 
of  the  pledgeor  is  that  of  the  pledgee;  it 
being  parted  with  for  a  specific  purpose,  not 
inconsistent  >yith  the  existence  of  the  pledge. 
And  it  is  immaterial  whether  such  qualified 
possession  in  the  pledgeor  is  in  obedience  to 
the  agreement  made  when  the  pledge  was 
given,  or  by  a  subsequent  understanding 
between  the  parties,  provided  there  be  no 
relinquishment  of  that  possession^  which 
perfected  the  lien."  Bradeen  v.  Brooks,  22 
Me.  463. 

So,  a  pledgee  with  power  to  sell  the  prop- 
erty does  not  lose  his  lien  by  employing  the 
pledgeor  as  his  agent  to  make  the  sale,  nor 
by  allowing  him  to  contract  in  his  own 
name,  nor  by  delivering  the  goods  on  his 
order.    Thayer  v.  Dwight,  104  Mass.  254. 

The  right  of  the  pledgee  to  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  the  pledged  property  is  not 
lost  as  between  the  parties,  or  as  against 
the  purchaser  with  notice  of  the  pledge, 
simply  because  he  delivers  the  warehouse 
receipt  to  the  pledgeor  as  his  agent,  to  car- 
ry out  the  contract  of  sale.  Rice  &.  B.  Malt- 
ing Co.  ▼.  International  Bank,  185  111.  422, 
56  N.  E.  1062. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  one  party  is 
to  advance  money  to  anotlier  for  the  manu- 
facture of  bricks,  the  former  to  retain  them 
as  security  as  fast  as  they  shall  be  made, 
such  pledgee  does  not  lose  his  lien  by  per- 
mitting the  pledgeor  to  have  charge  of  the 
property  according  to  the  contract,  nor  by 
giving  him  limited  authority  to  act  as  his  ' 
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special  agent  in  the  sale  of  small  quantities 
of  brick  at  retail.  Macomber  v.  Parker,  14 
Pick.  497. 

In  Oakes  v.  Moore,  24  Me.  214,  41  Am. 
Dec.  379,  a  case  of  a  lien  more  like  a  mort- 
gage than  a,  pledge,  it  was  held  that  the 
lienee  would  not  lose  his  lien  by  suffering 
the  property  to  go  into  the  general  posses- 
sion of  the  lienors,  with  the  expectation 
raised  by  them  that  he  would  be  paid  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  its  sale,  subject  to  his 
right  to  resume  the  lien  in  case  of  nonpay- 
ment. 

A  pledgee's  surrender  of  property  for  the 
purpose  of  receiving  from  the  transaction 
payment  of  his  debt  is  not  a  waiver  of  his 
lien.  Fairbanks  v.  Sargent,  117  N.  Y.  320, 
6  L.R.A.  475,  22  N.  E.  1039. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  if,  af  iar  taking 
possession,  the  pledgee  permits  the  prop- 
erty to  be  returned  to  the  pledgeor  for  the 
purpose  pf  sale,  the  pledgeor  to  notify  him 
whenever  any  purchaser  should  be  found, 
and  only  the  pledgee  to  give  title  and  take 
the  pay,  he  loses  his  lien  as  against  an  at- 
taching creditor  of  the  pledgeor  or  subse- 
quent purchasers  in  good  faith.  Shaw  ▼. 
Wilshire,  65  Me.  485. 

Delivery  for  collection. 

In  the  same  way,  as  an  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  pledged  commercial  paper  may 
be  delivered  to  the  pledgeor  for  collection, 
to  the  account  of  the  pledgee.  Dickey  v. 
Pocomoke  City  Nat.  Bank,  89  Md.  280,  43 
Atl.  33;  Leahy  v.  Simpson,  60  Mo.  App.  83; 
White  v.  Piatt,  6  Denio,  269. 

Thus,  the  pledgee  may  deliver  pledged 
notes  to  the  pledgeor  for  convenience  in  col- 
lection, and  to  be  collected  for  the  account 
of  the  pledgee,  or  to  be  replaced  by  others, 
without  affecting  the  lien.  Clark  ▼.  laelin, 
21  Wall.  360,  22  L.  ed.  568. 

A  pledgee  of  notes  may,  without  losing 
his  lien,  deliver  them  back  to  the  pledgeor 
for  convenience  in  collecting,  and  in  order 
that  they  may  be  collected  when  due  and  be 
delivered  to  the  makers  when  paid,  then  to 
be  replaced  by  other  notes  as  security,  the 
pledgeor  undertaking  to  keep  the  security 
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actual  delivery,  as  diBtinguished  from  a 
mere  pretense,  but  the  change  of  posses- 
sion must  be  continuing;  not  formal,  but 
substantial."  In  Jones,  Pledges  and  Col- 
lateral Securities,  2d  ed.  §  40,  it  is  said: 
"It  is  a  well-settled  principle  that  a  de- 
livery back  of  the  possession  of  the  thing 
pledged  terminates  the  pledgee's  title,  un- 
less such  redelivery  be  for  a  temporary 
purpose  only,  or  be  to  the  pledgeor  in  a 
new  character,  such  as  special  bailee,  or 
agent," — and  a  large  number  of  cases  are 
cited  in  the  note  as  sustaining  the  doc- 
trine. The  rule  is  stated  in  22  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  8G0,  to  be:  "In  general. 
— ^The  pledgee  must  not  only  obtain  pos- 
session of  the  property  pledged,  but  must 
also  retain  possession*  and  a  delivery  back 


of  the  property  with  the  consent  of  the 
pledgee  terminates  the  bailment  and  the 
pledgee's  lien."  The  rule  is  well  supported 
by  the  citation  of  authorities  in  the  foot* 
note.  See  also  Casey  v.  Cavaroc,  96  U. 
S.  467,  24  L.  ed.  779;  Walker  v.  Staples, 
5  Allen,  34;  Walcott  v.  Keith,  22  N.  H. 
196;  Black  v^  Bogert,  65  N.  Y.  601;  Col- 
lins ▼.  Buck,  63  Me.  459;  Kimball  v.  Hil- 
dreth,  8  Allen,  167;  Thompson  v.  Dol- 
liver,  132  Mass.  103;  McFarland  v.  Wheel- 
er, 26  Wend.  467;  Smith  v.  Sasser,  49  N. 
C.  (4  Jones,  L.)  43;  Hickok  v.  Cowper- 
thwait,  137  App.  Div.  94,  122  N.  Y.  Supp. 
78.  In  Harding  v.  Eldridge,  186  Mass.  39, 
71  N.  E.  115,  it  is  said:  "It  is  uniformly 
held  that  by  a  contract  of  pledge  only  a 


good  at  all  times.  Samson  ▼.  Rouse,  72  Vt. 
422,  48  Atl.  666. 

Collateral  notes  held  as  a  pledge  may  be 
returned  to  the  pledgeor  (a  banker)  for  the 
purpose  of  safe-keeping  and  collection,  with- 
out depriving  the  pledgee  of  his  lien.  Re 
Reeve,  111  Iowa,  260,  82  N.  W.  912. 

Under  the  provision  of  a  code  that  the 
voluntary  restoration  of  property  to  its 
owner  by  the  holder  of  a  lien  thereon,  de- 
pendent on  possession,  extinguishes  the  lien, 
a  note  and  mortgage,  being  "things  in  ac- 
tion," are  subjects  of  lien  without  change 
of  possession,  and  not  being  dependent  upon 
possession,  their  redelivery  to  the  pledgeor 
for  collection  does  not  extinguish  the  lien. 
Merced  Bank  v.  Price,  9  Cal.  App.  177,  98 
Pac.  383. 

Delivery  for  exchange. 

Also,  the  pledgee  may  deliver  property  to 
the  pledgeor  for  exchange,  the  substituted 
property  to  become  security  in  its  stead. 
So,  the  delivery  by  the  pledgee  to  the  pledge- 
or of  a  life  insurance  policy  held  as  securi- 
ty for  the  payment  of  a  note,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  procuring  a  paid-up  policy  to  be 
issued  in  lieu  thereof,  does  not  devest  the 
lien  under  which  it  was  held.  Castle  v. 
Hickman,  -^  Cal.  — ,  41  Pac.  1036. 

A  pledgee  of  bonds  may,  without  losing 
his  lien,  deliver  them  to  the  pledgeor  for  the 
special  purpose  of  getting  them  exchanged 
for  other  bonds',  the  others  to  be  returned 
to  the  pledgee  as  a  substituted '  security. 
Havs  V.  Riddle,  1  Sandf.  248. 

A  pledgee  does  not  lose  his  lien  by  deliver- 
ing certificates  of  stock  over  to  the  pledgeor 
as  his  agent  to  get  them  exchanged  for  other 
stock,  under  an  agreement  that  the  new 
stock  shall  be  issued  in  the  pledgee's  name, 
and  if  the  pledgeor  takes  the  new  stock  in 
his  own  name,  he  holds  it  as  agent  and 
trustee  for  the  pledgee.  McClung  v.  Col  well, 
107  Tenn.  692,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  961,  64  S. 
W.  890. 

The  pledgee  of  a  note  does  not  lose  his 
lien  by  delivering  it  back  to  the  pledgeor 
under  an  a^eement  that  the  latter  is  to 
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return  either  the  same  or  another  note. 
Way  V.  Davidson,  12  Gray,  465,  74  Am.  Dec. 
604. 

Delivery  for  specialj  temporary  use. 

Neither  does  the  pledgee  lose  his  lien  by 
delivering  the  property  to  the  pledgeor  for 
a  particular,  temporary  use,  under  a  special 
arrangement.  Thus,  where  a  ship  captain 
pledged  a  chronometer  to  his  employers,  the 
shipowners,  and  they  allowed  him  to  use 
it  on  a  particular  voyage,  it  was  held  that 
they  did  not  legally  part  with  their  pos- 
session, but  his  possession  was  theirs;  he 
had  no  interest  in  the  chronometer,  but  only 
a  license  or'  permission  to  use  it  for  a  lim- 
ited time  while  he  continued  their  servant, 
and  employed  it  for  the  purpose  of  navigat- 
ing their  ship.  Reeves  v.  Capper,  5  Bing. 
N.  C.  136,  2  Jur.  1067,  6  Scott,  877,  1  Arn- 
old, 427. 

A  pledgee  does  not  lose  his  lien  simply  by 
consenting  that  the  pledgeor  may  take  the 
property  (a  team  of  horses)  for  a  special 
purpose,  so  that  if  the  pledgeor  takes  them 
at  another  time  for  a  different  purpose,  he 
may  be  guilty  of  larceny.  Bruley  v.  Rose, 
57  Iowa,  651,  11  N.  W.  629. 

The  fact  that  the  pledgee  allows  the 
pledgeor  to  wear  a  suit  of  clothes  and  ride 
a  bicycle  which  were  ,held  as  security  for 
board  does  not  show  such  a  surrender  as  to 
devest  the  lien.  Henry  v.  State,  110  Ga. 
760,  78  Am.  St.  Rep.  137,  36  S.  E.  55. 

A  pledgee  of  oxen  may  loan  them  to  the 
pledgeor  temporarily  for  a  particular  use 
without  losing  his  lien,  and  may  maintain 
trover  against  a  third  person  for  wrong- 
fully retaining  them.  Hutton  v.  Arnett 
61  111.  198. 

Where  a  pledgee  of  an  omnibus  loaned 
it  temporarily  to  the  pledgeor,  and  it  was 
subsequently  returned  to  him,  his  lien  still 
subsisted,  and  a  mortgagee  thereafter  would 
take  his  lien  subject  to  the  pledge.  Cooper 
V.  Ray,  47  111.  63. 

A  pledgee's  lien  upon  a  team  and  harness 
is  not  lost  by  his  permitting  the  pledgeoi 
to  have  the  temporary  use  oi  the  same  for 
a  specific  purpose,  with  the  distinct  under- 
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special  title  passes  to  the  pledgee,  which 
depends  on  actual  possession,  while  the 
general  right  of  property  remains  in  the 
pledgeor;  and,  in  order  to  hold  and  pre- 
serve his  lien,  there  must  be  not  only  a 
physical  delivery,  where  the  chattel  can 
thus  be  transferred,  but  continued  posses- 
sion also  retained,"— citing  cases. 

As  we  have  seen,  the  cerMficate  for  the 
38.875  shares  was  issued  to  H.  N.  Brad- 
shaw  on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1901, 
and  remained  in  the  bank  until  after  his 
death,  which  occurred   February  21,   1901. 


Soon  after  his  death,  the  certificate  was 
delivered  to  Mrs.  Bradshaw,  and  she  re- 
tained the  exclusive  possession  of  it  until 
about  the  2d  day  of  tfauuary,  1906,  a 
period  of  nearly  five  years,  during  which 
time  the  surplus  of  dividends,  after  pay- 
ing interest  on  the  notes,  was  paid  to  her, 
and  during  which  time  no  intimation  was 
ever  conveyed  to  her  that  a  lien  of  pledge 
was  claimed.  On  the  last-named  date  she 
surrendered  the  certificate,  and  one  was 
issued  to  her  in  her  name  and  delivered 
to  her,  which  she  retained  for  a  short  time. 


standing  that  it  is  to  be  delivered  back  to 
the  pledgee  immediately  thereafter,  and  a 
chattel  mortgage  executed  upon  it  by  the 
pledgeor  while  thus  in  possession  of  the 
property  is  subject  to  the  pledge.  Clare  v. 
Agerter,  47  Kan.  604,  28  Pac.  694. 

The  fact  that  the  pledgee  and  pledge 
holder  permit  the  pledgeor  to  use  pledged 
machinery  at  times  in  his  business  does  not 
derogate  from  the  validity  of  the  pledge. 
Jacquet  v.  His  Creditors,  38  La.  Ann.  863. 

The  fact  that  the  pledgeor,  after  the  de- 
livery of  a  pledged  threshing  machine  to 
tiie  pledge  holder,  even  with  the  knowledge 
and  consent  of  the  pledgee,  for  a  time  as- 
sists the  pledge  holder  m  moving  and  set- 
.  ting  up  the  machine,  and  advises  him  as  to 
managing  the  same,  does  not  necessarily 
render  the  holding  of  the  pledge  void  a.H 
against  creditors  of  the  pledgeor.  The 
change  of  possession  is  sufficiently  contin- 
uous to  preserve  the  lien.  Hilliker  v.  Kuhn, 
71  Cal.  214,  16  Pac.  707. 

But,  as  against  an  innocent  purchaser,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  pledgee  loses  his  lien 
by  redelivery  of  the  property,  even  if  only  a 
loan  to  the  pledgeor,  who  works  for  him, 
and  for  a  special,  temporary  purpose.  Bod- 
enhammer  v.  Newsom,  50  N.  C.  (5  Jones, 
L.)   107,  69  Am.  Dec.  775. 

And  where  a  silver  cornet  was  pledged 
by  a  tenant  to  the  landlord  as  security  for 
rent,  and  later  the  tenant  was  permitted 
to  borrow  it  for  use,  and  did  not  return  it, 
it  was  held  that  the  lien  was  gone.  Re 
Harlow,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  6,070. 

Delivery  to  third  person  agreed  upon. 

Under  a  statute  in  Louisiana  the  lien  of  a 
pledgee  is  not  destroyed  when  the  property 
is  placed  by  the  pledgee  in  the  hands  of 
a  third  person  agreed  upon  by  the  parties. 
Peters  v.  Pacific  Guano  Co.  42  La.  Ann.  690, 
7  So.  700. 

And  the  fact  that  the  pledge  holder  se- 
lected by  the  parties  is  an  employee  of  the 
pledgeor  does  not  affect  the  validity  of  the 
pledge.  Weems  v.  Delta  Moss  Co.  33  La. 
Ann.  973. 

The  validity  of  a  pledge  of  mining  stock 
is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  pledgee, 
with  the  consent  of  the  pledgeor,  places  the 
property  in  a  pool  in  the  hands  of  a  trus- 
tee of  the  pledgeor ;  although  he  thereby  loses 
actual  possession,  he  still  retains  construc- 
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tive  possesion.    Van  Cise  v.  Merchant's  Nat. 
Bank,  4  Dak.  485,  33  N.  W.  897. 

A  pledgee  does  not  lose  his  lien  simply 
because  he  puts  the  property  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  servant  of  tne  pledgeor  as  his 
special  agent,  nor  because  the  go^s  are  not 
removed  from  the  premises  of  the  pledgeor, 
provided  that  they  are  in  the  legal  oontrol 
and  custody  of  such  agent.  Sumner  y.  Ham- 
let, 12  Pick.  76. 

Delivery  to  pledgeor  as  agent  of  pledgee. 

The  pledgeor  himself  may  be  considered 
as  trustee  <id  hoc  of  the  property,  and  be 
given  possesion,  provided  his  tenure  be  pre- 
carious and  clearly  for  the  account  of  the 
pledgee.  Conger  v.  New  Orleans,  32  La. 
Ann.  1250. 

A  bank  holding  bills  of  lading  on  hides  as 
security  does  not  lose  its  lien  by  indorsing 
the  bills  to  the  pledgeors  upon  their  agree- 
ment to  receive  the  hides  from  the  carriers 
as  agents  of  the  bank,  and  to  deliver  to  the 
bank  the  leather  tanned  from  the  identical 
hides.  Moors  v.  Wyman,  14i3  Mass.  60,  15 
N,  E.  104. 

A  pledgee  may  deliver  goods  to  the  pledge- 
or as  his  agent,  to  hold  for  the  account  and 
benefit  of  the  former  until  remittance  shall 
be  made.  Carter  v.  Arguimbau,  31  Abb.  N. 
C.  3. 

The  lien  of  the  pledgee  is  not  afi'ected  by 
the  fact  that  the  pledgeor  was  employed  by 
him  to  handle  the  goods.  Griffith  v.  Bright- 
well,  10  Kv.  L.  Rep.  814. 

Where  the  pledgee  directed  the  pledgeor 
as  his  agent  to  lease  a  pledged  piano  to  a 
third  person  in  the  pledgee's  name,  and  the 
pledgeor  took  it  away,  but  leased  it  in  his 
own  name  and  collected  the  rent,  and  the 
pledgee,  immediately  upon  learning  of  the 
wrong,  explained  the  facts  to  the  lessor  and 
made  other  arrangements  with  him,  it  was 
held  not  to  be  such  a  voluntary  delivery  of 
possession  of  the  pledged  article  as  to  de- 
stroy the  lien.  Palm  tag  v.  Doutrick,  59  Cal. 
154,  43  Am.  Rep.  245. 

Miscellaneous. 

The  pledgee  may  also  deliver  the  property 
into  the  possession  of  the  pledgeor  under 
various  other  special  arrangements.  Thus, 
a  prospective  purchaser^of  land,  who  has  the 
right  to  temporary  possession  of  the  abstract 
of  title,  does  not  lose  that  right  by  deliv- 
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when  she  transferred  and  delivered  it  to 
the  administrator  of  the  estate  of  H.  N. 
Bradshaw,  who  retained  its  possession 
from  that  time  on.  No  demand  was  ever 
made  for  its  possession,  nor  was  any  claim 
of  pledge  made.  Under  all  authority  this 
must  be  held  to  have  been  a  waiver  of  any 
lien  which  might  have  existed  during  the 
life  of  Dr.  Bradshaw.  It  is  unfortunate 
to  plaintiff  that  we  must  so  hold,  for,  if 
Dr.  Bradshaw  owed  the  bank  at  the  time 
of  his  decease,  every  principle  of  honor 
would  require  that  the  debt  be  paid;   but 

ering  the  abstract  back  to  the  owner  of  the 
land  for  the  special  purpose  of  examination 
and  answering  objections,  the  abstract  then 
to  be  restored  to  the  purchaser.  Roberts  v. 
Wyatt,  2  Taunt.  268,  11  Revised  Rep.  660. 

A  pledgeor's  offer  to  permit  pledged  brick 
to  remain  on  his  premises  and  keep  it  in  his 
possession  and  care  until  sold  is  not  a  stip- 
ulation for  exclusive  possession,  but  only 
a  concession  on  his  part,  and  the  pledgee's 
acceptance  of  the  oner,  and  his  agreement 
that  the  pledgeor  should  have  the  first  right 
to  purchase  the  brick,  and  the  exclusive 
right  to  control  the  sale  or  other  disposi- 
tion thereof  without  reference  to  possession, 
cannot  be  considered  such  a  surrender  as  to 
defeat  his  lien.  Thompson  v.  Colvin,  53  Or. 
488,  101  Pac.  201. 

Where  a  wagon  maker  and  blacksmith 
agree  to  make  wagons  jointly,  the  former 
to  do  the  woodwork  and  painting  and  the 
latter  to  furnish  the  shop  and  do  the  iron 
work,  and  to  advance  money  and  materials 
for  the  former,  and  in  return  to  have  and 
hold  the  wagons  until  the  proceeds  should 
repay  him  for  the  advancements,  and  where 
the  wagons  had  thus  been  in  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  blacksmith  for  at  least  a 
month,  and  were  kept  upon  his  premises  and 
were  marked  with  his  name,  his  allowing 
the  wagon  maker  to  paint  them  was  not  a 
surrender  sufficient  to  defeat  his  lien  upon 
the  share  of  the  other.  Waldie  v.  Doll,  29 
Cal.  555. 

A  vendor  of  trees  for  lumber  purposes, 
who,  under  the  contract  of  sale,  retains 
''possession"  until  the  lumber  is  paid  for, 
does  not  lose  his  lien  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  be  allows  the  vendee  to  cut  and  remove 
the  timber  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  and  according  to  the  intention  of 
the  parties,  and  the  usual  course  of  proceed- 
ing in  relation  to  such  property.  Bradeen 
▼.  Brooks,  22  Me.  465. 

A  creditor  holding  a  note  as  collateral 
security  may  deliver  it  to  the  maker,  to  be 
pledged  to  a  second  person,  and  to  be  re- 
turned immediately  thereafter,  without  los- 
ing his  lien.  Cahn  v.  Ford,  42  La.  Ann.  965, 
8  So.  477. 

Where  it  U  the  custom  of  brokers  upon 
the  day  when  a  loan  is  repayable  to  return 
the  securities  to  the  borrower  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  for  the  borrower  to  pay  the  debt 
later  in  the  day,  or  return  the  securities,  or 
others  of  equal  value,  a  broker  does  not  lose 
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payment  cannot  be  enforced  by  this  action 
without  running  counter  to  the  great 
weight  of  authority.  Payment  will  have 
to  be  enforced  by  a  resort  to  the  assets  of 
his  estate,  if  at  all. 

It  follows  that  the  decree  of  the  District 
Court  will  have  to  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings, 
which  is  done. 

lielton  and  Sedgwick,  JJ.,  not  sitting. 


his  lien  upon  such  securities  by  thus  re- 
turning them;  he  does  not  thereby  intend 
to  surrender  his  securities.  Burra  v.  Ricar- 
do,  1  Cab.  &  El.  478. 

The  fact  that  the  pledgee  delivers  the 
property  to  one  ignorant  of  the  pledge,  in 
whose  name  it  is  shipped,  and  that  the 
property  is  consigned  to  the  pledgeor  in  or- 
der to  save  freight  charges,  under  an  ar- 
rangement made  by  the  latter  before  the 
property  was  pledged,  does  not  terminate 
the  lien,  where  the  pledgee  employs  an  agent 
to  take  charge  of  the  property  during  trans- 
portation, and  the  pledgeor  never  actually 
regains  possession.  Cooley  v.  Minnesota 
Transfer  R.  Co.  53  Minn.  327,  39  Am.  St. 
Rep.  609,  55  N.  W.  141. 

Where  the  pledgeor,  a  building  contract- 
or, becomes  insolvent,  the  mere  presentation 
to  his  assignee  in  insolvency  by  the  pledgee, 
who  was  also  the  assignee  of  moneys  to  be- 
come due  under  a  building  contract  from 
the  owner  to  the  contractor,  of  the  note 
pledged,  as  an  unsecured  claim,  and  its  re- 
jection by  the  assignee  in  insolvency,  with- 
out any  further  effort  on  the  part  of  the 
pledgee  to  enforce  the  claim  against  the 
contractor,  does  not  Work  a  forfeiture  of  his 
right  to  enforce  the  security  against  the 
owner  of  the  building.  Perry  v.  Parrott, 
135  Cal.  238,  67  Pac.  144. 

The  fact  that  after  the  death  of  the 
pledgeor,  pledged  paper  was  found  among 
his  effects,  pinned  to  the  original  note  which 
was  thereby  secured,  but  which  had  been 
renewed  and  another  substituted,  is  not 
sufficient  to  show  a  surrender  of  the  pledge 
by  the  pledgee,  when  it  appears  that  the 
pledgeor  had  been  administrator  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  pledgee,  and  as  such  had  taken 
possession  of  all  papers  of  the  latter,  and 
when  their  correspondence  does  not  in  any 
degree  bear  out  the  theory  of  surrender. 
Davis  V.  Bean,  78  Fed.  41. 

Although  the  lien  of  the  pledgee  of  per- 
sonal property  to  secure  the  payment  of 
purchase  money  is  lost  by  the  voluntary 
and  unconditional  delivery  of  the  property 
to  the  pledgeor,  this  does  not  prevent  the 
parties  from  contracting  for  a  lien  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage  which,  as  between 
themselves,  will  be  good  even  after  such  de- 
livery; in  such  case  the  lien  does  not  de- 
pend upon  possession,  but  upon  contract. 
Gregory  v.  Morris,  96  U.  S  619,  24  L.  ed. 
740.  H.  C.  Sh. 
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(Department  No.  1.) 

DUDLEY  H.  ROCKWELL,  Appt., 

V. 

EILER'S  MUSIC  HOUSE,  Respt. 
(67  Wash.  478,  122  Pac.  12.) 

Ijandlord  and  tenant  —  lease  for  pro- 
hibited nse  —  concealment  —  right 
of  lessee. 

One  leasing  a  portion  of  a  building  for 
a  moving  picture  show  cannot,  upon  sur- 
rendering the  lease,  recover  from  the  lessor 
rent  paid  in  advance,  and  for  time  when  he 
had  no  use  of  the  premises,  and  the  cost 
of  necessary  alterations,  upon  the  refusal 
of  the  police  department  to  permit  him  to 
operate  the  establishment  for  the  intended 
purpose  because  it  lacked  the  fire  escapes 
prescribed  by  the  municipal  ordinances,  on 
the  theory  that  the  lessor  knew  that  the 
building  could  not  be  used  for  the  purpose 
intended,  and  neglected  to  inform  him  of  the 
fact. 

(March    16,   1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Pierce 
(.'ounty  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  rent  paid  in .  advance, 
and  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  paid 
by  plaintiff  for  repairs  and  improvements 
on  the  leased  building.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Stallcup  &  Keyes  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Walter  M.  Harvey  for  respondent. 

Gose,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  en- 
tered in  favor  of  the  defendant,  after  a  de- 
murrer had  been  sustained  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  plaintiff  had  declined  to 
.plead  further.  The  appellant  predicates 
his    cause    of   action    upon   a   lease    which 


bears  date  July  7,  1910.  The  lease  pro- 
vides: ''That  said  party  of  the  first  part 
[the  respondent]  does  by  these  presents 
lease  and  demise  unto  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part  [the  appellant]  that  part 
of  the  second  and  third  fioors  commonly 
known  as  the  Temple  of  Music,  situate  and 
being  in  that  building  described  as  843-845 
C  street,  Tacoma,  Washington,  and  room 
number  one  (1)  on  the  second  fioor,  with 
the  appurtenances,  for  the  term  of  five 
(5)  years,  from  the  Ist  day  of  August, 
one  thousand  nine  hundred  and  ten,  for 
the  sum  of  twelve  thousand  dollars 
($12,000),  payable  in  gold  coin  of  the 
United  States  of  America,  as  follows,  to 
wit:  The  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sixty- 
five  dollars  ($165)  per  month  for  the  first 
year;  one  hundred  and  ninety  dollars 
($190)  per  month  for  the  second  year, 
and  two  hundred  and  fifteen  dollars  ($215) 
per  month  for  the  third,  fourth,  and  fifth 
years,  as  follows,  to  wit:  The  sum  of  three 
hundred  and  eighty  dollars  ($380)  at  the 
time  of  the  signing  of  this  lease,  being 
payment  for  the  first  and  last  month's 
rent,  the  receipt  whereof  is  hereby  ac- 
knowledged, and  the  rent  thereafter  shall 
be  paid  on  the  Ist  of  each  and  every 
month  thereafter  in  advance  during  the 
said  term  of  this  lease.  ..."  The 
lease  further  provides  that  the  respondent 
may  re-enter  the  premises  and  remove  all 
persons  therefrom  in  case  of  a  default  in 
the  payment  of  rent,  or  if  default  shall  be 
made  in  any  of  the  covenants  of  the  lease; 
and  obligates  the  appellant  to  pay  the  rent 
in  the  manner  stipulated.  It  further  pro- 
vides that  the  respondent  shall  pay  for 
light  used  by  the  appellant,  and  for  the 
power  to  run  the  organ  in  the  building; 
that  all  improvements  and  changes  made 
by  the  appellant  shall  be  at  his  expense ; 
that  they  shall   conform  to  the  insurance 


Note.  —  Liidbility  for  rent  as  affected  hy 
fact  that  property  cannot  he  devoted 
to  use  intended  without  alteration  to 
conform  to  police  regulations,. 

In  I^uthold  v.  Stickney,  ante,  231,  it  was 
lield  that  the  owner  of  a  building  wlio,  dur- 
ing the  term  of  a  lease  thereof,  unlawfully 
fails  to  equip  such  building  with  fire  es- 
capes, cannot  maintain  an  action  upon  such 
lease  for  rent. 

As  to  effect  upon  lease  of  property  for 
saloon,  of  passage  of  prohibitory  laws  dur- 
ing term,  see  notes  to  Heart  v.  East  Tennes- 
see Brewing  Co.  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  964; 
O'Byrne  v.  Henley,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  497; 
Hecht  V.  Acme  Coal  Co.  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
773. 

As  to  the  enforcement  by  public  officers  of 
restrictions  or  conditions  as  to  the  use  of 
leased  premises,  as  constructive  eviction  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tenant,  see  note  to  Taylor  v.  Finnigan,  2 
L.R.A.(^.S.)    973. 

As  to  the  landlord's  breach  of  covenant 
to  repair  or  make  improvements  as  defense 
to  action  for  rent,  see  note  to  Young  y. 
Berman,  34  L.RJ^.(N.S.)   977. 

And  as  to  the  landlord's  breach  of  cove- 
nant to  repair  or  make  improvements  as 
justification  of  abandonment  of  premises, 
see  note  to  Partridge  v.  Dykins,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  984. 

As  to  the  validity  of  contracts  in  busi- 
ness which  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to  transact, 
see  note  to  Levison  v.  Boas,  12  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  575. 

As  to  effect  of  passage,  before  expiration 
of  the  time  of  performance  of  contract,  of 
statute  rendering  performance  impossible, 
see  note  to  American  Mercantile  Exch.  v. 
Blunt,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  415.  K  M.  & 
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laws  and  ordinances  of  the  city;  that  they 
shall  become  a  part  of  the  building  and 
remain  therein  after  the  expiration  of  the 
lease;  and  that,  if  they  increase  the  cost 
of  the  insurance  on  the  building,  'the  ex- 
cess shall  be  borne  by  the  appellant.  The 
complaint  is  of  too  great  length  to  be  set 
forth  in  exienao.  It  alleges,  in  substance, 
tliat  the  appellant,  with  the  knowledge  of 
the  respondent,  leased  the  premises  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  a  moving  picture 
show;  that  the  premises  prior  to  and  at 
the  time  of  the  letting  were  used  for  pub- 
lic shows  and  entertainments,  and  were 
equipped  with  chairs  and  seats  for  that 
purpose;  that  the  appellant  did  not  know 
that  the  premises  could  not  be  used  for 
the  contemplated  purpose;  that  the  re- 
spondent "did  not  disclose"  to  the  appel- 
lant that  the  premises  could  not  "be  any 
longer  used  for  such  purposes,"  or  for  the 
use  of  audiences  for  any  purpose,  "until 
an  exit  for  escape  in  case  of  fire"  should 
be  constructed  extending  over  a  part  of 
the  building  not  included  in  the  lease;  that 
it  was  agreed  that  the  appellant  should 
make  certain  alterations  and  permanent  im- 
provements, "the  same  being  considered 
taken  and  accepted  as  part  payment  in 
the  rental  charge  of  said  premises,  so  that 
the  cash  rate  of  the  monthly  rental  was 
proportionately  reduced  as  stated  in  the 
lease  in  consideration  of  the  same;"  that 
the  appellant  entered  into  the  possession 
of  the  premises  and  completed  the  im- 
provements on  the  30th  day  of  September; 
that  the  chief  of  the*  fire  department  of 
the  city  then  notified  the  appellant  that 
the  premises  could  not  be  used  for  moving 
picture  shows  until  an  exit  was  construct- 
ed in  conformity  with  the  city  ordinance; 
that  the  respondent  refused  to  construct 
the  exit;  that  the  appellant,  on  October 
35th,  opened  the  show,  and  was  arrested 
by  the  city  authorities;  that  on  the  25th 
day  of  October,  the  respondent  refusing  to 
construct  an  exit,  the  appellant  "then 
and  there  surrendered  such  leasehold  es- 
tate and  the  keys  thereof"  to  the  respond- 
ent; and  that  it  has  since  had  the  posses- 
sion and  control  of  the  premises.  It  is 
further  alleged:  "That  thereafter,  and  on 
or  about  the  4th  day  of  November,  1010, 
the  said  defendant  commenced  an  action 
against  this  plaintiff  upon  said  lease  con- 
tract for  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sixty- 
five  dollars  ($165)  for  the  rent  for  the 
month  of  October,  1910;  that  thereafter, 
while  said  action  was  still  pending,  the 
said  defendant  agreed  to  and  did  termi- 
nate the  said  lease,  and  accepted  the  said 
surrender    theretofore   made   of    the   same. 


}» 
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.  ^The  appellant  seeks  to  recover  upon  three 
'  causes  of  action.  The  first  cause  of  action 
is  for  the  recovery  of  $215  paid  as  rental 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  lease, 
for  the  rent  of  the  last  month  of  the  term. 
The  second  cause  of  action  is  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  rent  paid  for  the  months  of  July, 
August,  and  September,  1910.  The  third 
cause  of  action  is  for  the  recovery  of  the 
amount  paid  by  the  appellant  for  repairs 
and  improvements  on  the  building,  upon 
the  allegation  that  the  improvements  are 
of  a  "lasting  and  beneficial"  character. 
The  three  causes  of  action  are  so  inti- 
mately associated  that  we  will  consider 
them  together. 

There  being  no  restrictions  in  the  lease 
as  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  premises 
may  be  used,  the  appellant  was  at  liberty 
to  use  them  for  all  lawful  purposes.  Hay- 
ton  V.  Seattle  Brewing  k  Malting  Co.  66 
Wash.  248,  37  L.RJL.(N.S.)  432,  119  Pac. 
739. 

The  lease  is  complete  in  itself,  and  its 
terms  cannot  be  changed  by  a  contempora- 
neous parol  agreement.  Hockersmith  v. 
Ferguson,  63  Wash.  581,  116  Pac.  11. 

The  appellant  cannot  recover  under  the 
terms  of  the  lease  by  the  matter  pleaded. 
The  allegation  is  that  he  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  ordinance  requiring  the  construction 
of  an  exit  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  use  of 
the  building  for  a  moving  picture  show,  and 
that  the  respondent  "did  not  disclose"  that 
fact  to  him.  This  is  true  for  two  reasons: 
(1)  The  lease  does  not  limit  the  use  of 
the  building;  and  (2)  the  city  ordinances 
operate  with  all  the  force  of  a  statute 
within  the  limits  of  the  municipality,  and 
all  persons  "within  the  corporate  territory 
are  bound  to  take  notice  of  their  provi- 
sions" when  duly  enacted  and  promulgated, 
and  to  obey  them.  28  Cyc.  291,  292.  All 
persons  who  contract  within  the  limits  of 
a  municipality  in  reference  to  matters  which 
are  governed  by  police  ^regulations  are 
charged  with  knowledge  of  their  provisions. 
Xorth  Birmingham  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Calder- 
wood,  89  Ala.  247,  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  106,  7 
So.  360;  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Bruns- 
wick &  W.  R.  Co.  87  Ga.  386,  13  S.  E.  520; 
Hope  V.  Alton,  214  111.  102,  73  N.  E.  406; 
Palmyra  v.  Morton,  25  Mo.  593;  Buffalo  v. 
Webster,  10  Wend.  100. 

It  is  not  important  whether  the  matter 
<)et  forth  in  the  complaint  be  treated  as 
a  re-entry  and  termination  of  the  lease  for 
the  nonpayment  of  rent  or  a  surrender.  In 
<^ither  case,  there  was  a  termination  of  the 
elation  of  landlord  and  tenant,  and  the 
"ight  of  the  landlord  to  accrued  rent  was 
fixed  and  determined  by  the  terms  of  the 
lease.  "A  surrender  has  no  effect  upon 
the   liability   of   the   tenant   for   rents   ac- 
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crued  at  the  time  of  the  surrender.  And 
this  is  true  though  the  rent  was  payable 
in  advance  for  a  period  beyond  the  time  of 
the  surrender,  and  a  fortiori,  rent  paid  in 
advance  cannot  be  recovered  on  surrender." 
1.8  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  295.  The 
name  rule  is  well  stated  in  American  Bond- 
ing Co.  V.  Pueblo  Invest.  Co.  9  L.II.A.  (N.S.) 
657,  80  C  C.  A.  97,  150  Fed.  17,  10  Ann. 
Cas.  357,  as  follows:  "The  termination 
of  a  lease  during  its  term  by  surrender,  by 
▼e-entry,  or  by  eviction  without  more,  dis- 
charges the  lessee  from  liability  for  rents 
that  have  not  accrued,  but  leaves  him  liable 
for  all  the  rents  which  have  accrued  and 
become  due,  and  for  the  performance  of  all 
covenants  whose  fulfilment  is  due."  See 
also  Cameron  v.  Little,  62  Me.  650;  Learned 
V.  Ryder,  61  Barb.  552;  Sperry  v.  Miller, 
16  n1  Y.  407.  Taylor  v.  Finnigan,  189  Mass. 
568,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)  973,  76  N.  E.  203,  Is 
an  instructive  case  upon  all  the  questions 
under  consideration,  and  is  directly  in 
point.  In  that  case  it  was  held  that  a  les- 
sor of  a  building  used  by  the  lessee  as  a 
theater,  who  has  not  covenanted  to  make 
repairs,  does  not  breach  the  lease  by  failing 
to  furnish  additional  means  of  egress  or-, 
•iered  by  the  inspector  of  public  buildings, 
for  want  of  which  the  lessee's  license  to 
carry  on  theatrical  performances  was  sus- 
pended. In  that  case,  as  in  the  case  at 
bar,  it  was  alleged  that  the  order  requiring 
additional  means  of  egress  could  not  be 
complied  with  within  the  portion  of  the 
building  demised  to  the  defendant.  In  ad- 
dressing itself  to  that  question,  the  court 
observed  that  there  was  no  averment  that 
upon  request  the  landlord  refused  to  assent 
to  such  repairs  being  made  by  the  lessee, 
so  far  as  they  were  necessary  to  comply 
with  the  order.  Nor  is  there  such  an  al- 
legation in  the  complaint  in  the  case  at 
bar.  The  averment  here  is  that  the  re- 
spondent refused  to  provide  the  means  of 
egress.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
what  the  appellant's  rights  would  be  if,  up- 
on request,  the  respondent  had  refused  him 
permission  to  construct  an  exit  upon  the 
walls  of  the  unleased  portion  of  the  prem- 
ises. Nor  is  it  necessary  to  consider  wheth- 
er such  right  was  implied  from  the  terms 
of  the  lease  and  the  facts  pleaded.  Rosen- 
baum  ▼.  United  States  Credit  System  Co. 
64  N.  J.  L.  34,  44  Atl.  966,  cited  by  the 
appellant,  is  not  in  point.  The  decision 
in  that  case  is  based  upon  the  principle 
that  a  mistake  in  regard  to  the  law  of 
another  state  is  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  it 
was  held  that,  where  an  employer,  with 
knowledge  of  the  laws  of  a  sister  state,  en- 
gages an  employee  who  has  no  knowledge 
of  the  laws  of  that  state,  to  enter  into  a 
contract  for  service  to  be  rendered  th^r^in 
89  L.R.A.(NJ3.) 


forbidden  by  the  laws  of  that  state,  the  em- 
ployer is  liable  for  damages  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud.  It  is  scarcely  necessary 
to  say  that  the  case  is  not  in  point.  Nor 
are  the  authorities  upon  the  question  of  a 
failure  of  consideration  pertinent  to  the 
facta  pleaded. 

In  conclusion  it  suffices  to  say  that  the 
use  of  the  premises  was  not  limited  by  the 
terms  of  the  lease;  that  the  lease  is  com- 
plete in  itself;  that  the  respondent  did  not 
engage  to  make  any  repairs  or  improve- 
ments upon  the  premises;  that  the  appel- 
lant did  engage  to  make  certain  improve- 
ments; that  both  parties  were  hound  to 
take  notice  of  the  police  regulations  of  the 
city  where  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
tract was  situated;  that  there  is  no  averment 
that  the  respondent  misled  the  appellant, 
or  that  it  refused  to  permit  him  to  construe* 
the  exit  upon  the  wall  of  the  building  with- 
out the  terms  of  the  lease;  that,  upon  the 
cancelation  or  surrender  of  the  lease,  the 
appellant  was  obligated  to  pay  all  rent  that 
had  accrued  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  and 
that  the  complaint,  when  read  with  the 
lease,  shows  no  breach  of  any  of  its  terms 
or  of  any  legal  duty  upon  the  part  of  the 
respondent. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 

Chadwlcky  Parker,  and  Crow,  JJ.^  con- 
cur. 
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(Department  No.   2.) 

EURETTA  REYNOLDS,  Respt, 

V. 

LOS  ANGELES  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  COM- 

PANY,  Appt. 

•(—  Cal.  — ,  122  Pac.  962.) 

Negligence  —  forgetfulness  of  excaTa- 
tlon  —  injury. 

Forgetfulness  by  an  aged  tenant  whoee 
faculties  were  unimpaired,- of  a  trench  which 
had  been  made  upon  the  property  by  a  li- 
censee during  the  day,  when  returning  to  the 
house  after  doing  an  errand  in  the  evening, 
which  results  in  her  falling  into  the  excava- 
tion, is  negligence  as  matter  of  law,  jnrhich 
will  prevent  her  holding  the  licensee  liable 
for  the  resulting  injury. 

(March    16,    1912.) 


jf^ote,  —  Forgetfulness  of  ohstacle  or  de» 
feet  as  contributory  negligence. 

It  is  not  the  purpose  of  this  note  to  con- 
sider the  general  question  of  forgetfulness 
of  a  dangerous  position,  as  of  a  railroad 
crossing,  but  to  limit  its  discussion  to  cases 
where  there  was  some  particular  tangible 
pl^Qt^fkCl^  or  defect  which  had  been  momen* 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Los  Angeles 
County  in  plaintitT's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
,  fendant's  negligence.     Heversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Willlain  A.  Cheney  and  lie 
Roy  M.  Edwards,  for  appellant: 

The  injuries  received  by  the  plaintiff  were 
directly  and  proximately  caused  by  contrib- 
utory negligence  upon  her  part. 

Davis  V.  California  Street  Cable  R.  105 
Cal.  131,  38  Pac.  647;  McGraw  v.  Friend  & 
T.  Lumber  Co.  120  Cal.  674,  52  Pac.  1004; 
Dufour  V.  Central  P.  R.  Co.  67  Cal.  322,  7 
Pac.  770;  Brett  v.  Frank,  153  Cal.  267,  94 
Pac.  1051 ;  Bruker  v.  Covington,  69  Ind.  33, 


35  Am.  Rep.  202;  Casey  ▼.  Fitchburg,  162 
Mass.  321,  38  N.  £;.  499;  Indianapolis  v. 
Cook,  99  Ind.  10;  Hesser  v.  Grafton,  33  W. 
Va.  548,  11  S.  E.  211;  Bedford  v.  Neal,  143 
Ind.  425,  41  N.  E.  1029,  42  N.  E.  815. 

The  fact  that  plaintiff  was  an  old  person 
does  not  free  her  from  being  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  this  case. 

Worthington  v.  Mencer,  96  Ala.  310,  17 
L.R.A.  407,  11  So.  72;  Winn  v.  Lowell,  1 
Allen,  177;  Hilborn  v.  Boston  &  N.  Street 
R.  Co.  191  Mass.  14,  77  N.  E.  646; 
Hawes  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  192  Mass. 
324,  78  N.  E.  480;  Karl  v.  Juniata  County, 
206  Pa.  633,  56  Atl.  78;  Smith  v.  Cairo,  48 
111.  App.  166;  Mt.  Vernon  v.  Brooks,  39 
111.  App.  426. 


tarily  forgotten  by  the  plaintiff,  such  as 
a  hole  at  the  crossing.  Thus,  there  are  ex- 
cluded cases  such  as  Mau  v.  Morse,  3  Colo. 
App.  359,  33  Pac.  283,  where  a  man  while 
looking  down  an  elevator  shaft  was  killed 
by  the  elevator  descending  upon  him. 

Cases  between  master  and  servant  are  ex* 
eluded. 

Cases  relating  to  defects  in  streets  and  to 
the  liability  of  municipal  corporations  in 
connection  therewith  are  excluded,  as  that 
part  of  the  subject  is  treated  in  the  note  to 
Lerner  v.  Philadelphia,  21  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
651. 

As  to  the  question  as  relating  to  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  a  tenant  in  matters 
between  landlord  and  tenant,  see  the  note  to 
Walsh  ▼.  Schmidt,  34  L.R.A.(X.S.)  808, 
and  that  matter  is  also  here  excluded. 

For  cases  on  intoxication  as  affecting  neg- 
ligence, see  the  note  to  Kingston  v.  Ft. 
Wayne  &  E.  R.  Co.  40  L.R.A.  131. 

For  cases  on  care  required  of  one  in  sud- 
den emergency,  see  the  note  to  Leniay  v. 
Springfield  Street  R.  Co.  37  L.R.A.(K.S.) 
43. 

It  is  not  intended  to  include  cases  wliich 
turn  upon  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  had 
reasonable  cause  to  suppose  that  an  ob- 
struction had  been  removed,  or  that  in  the 
natural  course  of  things  it  would  have  been 
removed,  though  that  element  is  present 
in  some  of  the  cited  cases. 

The  reader  will  observe  that  in  Reyn- 
olds V.  Los  Angeles  Gas  &  Electbic  Co. 
it  was  held  that  momentary  forgetfulness 
of  a  danger  not  induced  by  some  sudden 
and  adequate  disturbing  cause  is  "itself,  as 
matter  of  law,  contributory  negligence  bar- 
ring  a   recovery." 

As  stated  in  the  opinion  the  court  fol- 
lows the  cases  of  Davis  v.  California  Street 
Cable  R.  Co.  105  Cal.  131,  38  Pac.  647,  and 
McGraw  v.  Frielid  &  T.  Lumber  Co.  120 
Cal.  574,  52  Pac.  1004,  which  are  therein 
reviewed  at  length. 

*  In  accidents  of  this  kind  bo  much  depends 
upon  the  particular  circumstances  of  each 
case  that  little  is  to  be  gained  by  any  at- 
tempt at  general  rules. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  67 


Holes  and  excavations. 

In  Anderson  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  19 
Wash.  340,  53  Pac.  345,  where  the  plain- 
tiff's intestate  while  going  home  at  night 
from  work  crossed  a  lot  of  the  defendant's 
which  people  were  in  the  habit  of  crossing, 
and  fell  into  an  excavation  and  was  killed, 
the  court  said :  "It  having  been  shown  that 
the  deceased  had  knowledge  of  the  excava- 
tion as  aforesaid,  and  it  also  appearing 
that  he  had  been  in  the  habit  or  had  fre- 
quently crossed  the  tract  in  question  up  to 
the  time  of  the  injury,  and  the  pit  being 
open  and  exposed  and  nothing  to  prevent 
its  being  seen,  at  least  when  near  it,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  he  had  knowledge 
of  its  existence,  and  was  chargeable  with 
negligence  in  attempting  to  cross  when  it 
was  so  dark  that  he  could  not  see  the  pit 
or  follow  the  paths  wliich  had  been  used 
by    people    in   crossing    the   tract." 

So,  in  Eisenberg  v.  Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  33 
Mo.  App.  85,  where  the  plaintiff's  horsos 
were  killed  and  his  wagon  injured  by  his 
driver  driving  into  an  excavation  upon  or 
near  the  defendant's  road,  upon  which  he 
was  an  invitee,  the  court,  while  holding  the 
plaintiff  a  mere  licensee,  yet  said:  "In  the 
case  at  bar  the  danger  was  neither  a  hidden 
nor  a  recent  danger.  The  excavation  exist- 
ed before  the  road  was  built.  The  plain- 
tiff knew  the  exact  situation  for  years;  his 
drivers  knew  it.  This  verv  driver  had  trav- 
eled  over  the  road  repeatedly  on  the  day  of 
the  accident.  He  discussed  such  dangers 
when  they  were  in  his  full  view,  in  broad 
daylight,  with  bis  fellow  servant,  and  know- 
ing what  risk  he  undertook,  voluntarily  as- 
sumed it,  although  he  might  have  used  an- 
other and  safer  road." 

And  in  Bond  v.  Smith,  113  N.  Y.  378,  21 
N.  E.  128,  where  the  plaintiff's  intestate, 
a  watchman,  was  killed  by  falling  into  an 
area  on,  an  alley,  and  had  been  accustomed  to 
pass  through  the  alley  nightly  and  knew 
all  about  the  danger,  the  court,  while  think- 
ing that  the  defendants  were  not  guilty  of. 
any  negligence,  also  held  that  there  had 
been  no  evidence  produced  by  the  plaintiff 
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Messrs.  Morton,  Riddle,  &  HoUzer  for 

reBpondent. 

Henshaw,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  personal  injuries, 
^rom  the  judgment  following  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  from 
the  order  denying  its  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
defendant  appeals. 

Plaintiff  was  living  as  tenant  in  a  small 
house  situated  ahout  10  feet  from  the  side- 
walk in  the  middle  of  a  60-foot  lot.  Across 
this  lot  and  under  the  plaintiff's  house  run- 
ning parallel  to  the  street  was  a  zanja 
owned  by  the  city  of  Los  Angeles.  This 
zanja  was  leased  to  the  defendant  under  a 
contract  compelling  defendant  to  keep  it  in 
repair.  The  old  zanja  pipe  required  re- 
newal, and  defendant  undertook  to  replace 
it  with  a  new  concrete  pipe.  Defendant  en- 
tered upon  the  premises  with  the  express 
license  of  the  owner  thereof,  and  proceeded 
to  dig  a  trench  to  uncover  the  old  pipe  from 
the  southerly  line  of  the  lot  to  the  house. 
This  trench  was  so  dug  in  the  daytime, 
plaintiff  having  knowledge  of  the  digging, 
and  watching  the  men  at  work.    The  trench 


was  about  3  feet  wide  and  from  1  to  3 
feet  deep.  The  dirt  removed  in  di^rging  was 
thrown  up  along  the  street  side.  There  was 
access  to  the  rear  of  the  house  upon  both 
sides  of  it,  but  the  path  habitually  used  ex- 
tended along  the  south  side  where  the 
trench  had  been  dug.  Such  were  the  physi- 
cal   conditions. 

Plaintiff  was  an  elderly  woman  about 
seventy-five  years  of  age,  but  physically  vig- 
orous. She  raised  and  tended  a  flock  of 
fifty  or  sixty  chickens,  took  care  of  a  cow, 
sold  and  herself  distributed  the  milk;  she 
cooked  her  own  meals,  did  her  own  house- 
work, and  was  a  rapid  and  sure-footed  walk- 
er. She  had  never  been  sick  a  day  in  her 
life,  or,  if  so,  it  was  so  long  ago  that  she 
had  forgotten  it.  Such  is  her  own  testi- 
mony. 

About  8  o'clock  of  the  evening  of  the  ac- 
cident, it  being  then  very  dark,  plaintiff 
left  her  residence  by  the  back  door  to  de- 
liver milk  to  her  neighbors.  She  first  start- 
ed to  go  around  by  the  path  on  the  south 
side  of  the  house,  but  remembered  the  open 
ditch,  and,  not  knowing  in  what  condition 
it  was  left,  turned  about  and  walked  with 
perfect  safety  around  the  north  side  of 
the  house  to  the  street.     Upon   returning 


as  to  the  lack  of  contributory  negligence 
on  the  part  of  her  intestate. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Kelly  v.  New  York 
C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  29  N.  Y.  S.  R.  646,  9  N.  Y. 
Supp.  90,  the  court  set  aside  a  nonsuit  in  a 
case  where  the  plaintiff  was  injured  by 
stumbling  on  uneven  planking  patching  a 
hole  in  the  defendant's  bridge,  on  a  night 
when  it  was  quite  dark  and  the  thermome- 
ter was  ten  below  zero,  and  he  was  walk- 
ing rapidly  along  with  his  hands  in  his 
pockets.  He  testified  that  he  had  seen 
several  patches  on  the  bridge,  but  whether 
he  had  seen  this  particular  one  or  not  he 
did  not  remember. 

Where  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of 
a  railroad  which  had  the  right  for  certain 
purposes  to  use  the  track  of  the  defendant 
railroad  at  a  place  where  the  latter  crossed 
the  highway,  and,  owing  to  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant,  there  was  a  hole  in  the 
planking  between  the  tracks,  known  to  the 
plaintiff,  who,  while  endeavoring  to  un- 
couple cars  on  his  own  road,  and  not  think- 
ing about  the  hole,  moved  with  the  cars 
and  caught  his  foot  in  the  hole  and  was  in- 
jured, it  was  held  that  it  was  error  to  di- 
rect a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  Snow  v. 
Housatonic  R.  Co.  8  Allen,  441,  85  Am.  Dec. 
7.20. 

Snow  and  ice. 

In  Waterburv  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  104  Iowa,  '32,  73  N.  W.  341,  where  the 
plaintiff  had  been  injured  by  slipping  on 
the  ice  of  a  railway  platform,  the  court, 
in  reversing  a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff, 
said:  "Having  full  knowledge  as  to  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dangerous  condition  of  this  incline,  and  the 
point  near  it, — having  passed  over  it  a  few 
minutes  before  with  his  mother,  when  he 
says  he  was  especially  careful, — he  proceeds 
to  step  backwards  upon  it  without  exer- 
cising any  care  whatsoever.  From  the  un- 
disputed facts, — from  his  own  evidence, — 
but  one  conclusion  can  be  drawn,  and  that 
is  that  he  was  guilty  of  negligence  which  re- 
sulted in  his  injury.  It  does  not  appear 
that  there  was  any  necessity  for  stepping 
backwards  onto  this  incline,  which  he  laiew 
was  especially  dangerous,  save  to  escape  the 
wind,  and  that  would  not  justify  his  so  do- 
ing without  exercising  any  care  for  his 
saiety." 

But  a  different  view  was  taken  of  the 
situation  in  Dewire  v.  Bailey,  131  Mass. 
169,  41  Am.  Rep.  219,  where  the  plaintiff 
testified  that  as  he  went  into  a  building  to 
attend  a  paid  entertainment,  he  noticed 
that  there  was  ice  and  snow  on  the  plank 
sidewalk,  but  he  did  not  slip  going  in;  that, 
at  the  close  of  the  entertainment,  he  was 
among  the  last  to  leave;  and  that,  after  the 
accident  happened,  he  noticed  that  the  side- 
walk in  front  of  the  door  where  be  fell 
was  in  the  same  condition  as  when  he  went 
in;  and  that  he  stepped  carefully  in  going 
out, — ^the  court,  in  setting  aside  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant,  said:  "The  nature  of  the 
obstruction  in  this  case,  as  shown  by  the 
exceptions,  was  such  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  submitted  to  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  plaintiff,  even  if  he  knew  the 
condition  of  the  sidewalk  at  the  time  be 
attempted  to  pass  over  it,  was,  under  the 
circumstances,  in  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
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home  a  few  minutes  later,  plaintiff  testified 
that  she  was  in  a  hurry,  and  had  for<;otten 
entirely  about  the  ditch.  "It  never  entered 
my  mind."  "I  never  thought  of  it,  until  I 
fell  into  it."  "I  was  in  a  hurry,  and  I 
"w^alked  right  into  it.  That  is  the  whole 
upshot  of  it.  If  I  had  thought  of  it»  I  would 
never  have  walked  into  it." 

Under  this  condition  of  the  evidence,  ap- 
pellant contends  that  respondent  as  matter 
of  law  brought  about  her  injury'  by  her 
own  contributory  negligence,  and  is  thus 
*  barred  of  a 'recovery.  Kespondent's  position 
is  that  whether  or  not  her  temporary  for* 
getfulness  which  led  to  and  resulted  in  her 
injury  constituted  contributory  negligence 
was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.  Un- 
doubtedly the  general  rule  is  as  laid  down 


in  29  Cyc.  641,  as  follows:  "Whether  an 
injured  person  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  failing  to  observe  the  danger 
is  usually  for  the  jury  to  determine  under 
the  particular  facts  of  the  case."  And  in 
support  of  this  text  decisions  of  this  court 
are  cited.  It  is  true,  also,  that  some  courts 
have  declared  that  under  circumstances  sim- 
ilar to  those  here  presented  the  question 
should  be  referred  to  the  jury.  In  other 
words,  they  have  held  that  temporary  for- 
getfulness  of  a  known  danger,  even  without 
some  sudden  or  great  disturbing  cause,  does 
not  constitute  negligence- as  matter  of  law. 
Of  such  cases  are  Kelly  v.  Blackstone,  14/ 
Mass.  448,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  38  N.  E. 
217;  Meridian  v.  McBeath,  80  Miss.  485, 
32   So.   53,  and  Collins  v.  Janesville,   111 


prudence   and   due   care   in   attempting  to 
pass  over  it  in  the  manner  he  did." 

Defects  in  buildings. 

In  Chicago,  P.  4  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Doyle, 
119  III.  App.  303,  it  was  held  that  it  was 
error  to  refuse  a  nonsuit  where  the  plaintiff 
was  injured,  as  he  claimed,  owing  to  the 
negligent  arrangement  of  doors  and  steps 
in  a  stairway  with  which  he  was  entirely 
familiar. 

But  in  Gordon  v.  Cummings,  162  Mass. 
513,  9  L.R.A.  640,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  846, 
25  N.  E.  978,  it  was  held  that  it  was  error 
to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  the 
owners  of  a  building  which  the  plaintiff, 
a  letter  carrier,  was  entering,  there  being 
two  similar  entrances  close  together,  one  of 
them  being  the  elevator  shaft,  through  which 
he  fell,  he  being  aware  of  the  similarity. 
The  court  said  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  plaintiff  offered  any  sufficient 
evidence*  of  due  care,  that  his  previous 
knowledge  of  the  dangerous  proximity  of 
the  two  entrances  was  not  conclusive  that 
he  was  not  exercising  due  care  in  attempt- 
ing to  enter. 

In  Scriver  v.  Lowe,  32  Ont.  Rep.  290,  the 
defendants  were  engaged  in  putting  elec- 
trical fittings  into  a  house  in  which  the 
plaintiff  was  a  lodger;  and,  leaving  their 
work  to  go  to  dinner  at  midday,  left  in  an 
unprotected  state  two  holes  in  the  floor  of 
the  bath  room,  one  of  which  they  had  made 
for  the  purposes  of  the  work,  and  the  other 
of  which  was  a  stovepipe  hole,  which  they 
had  uncovered.  While  they  were  absent  the 
plaintiff  went  into  the  bath  room  to  wash 
her  hands,  observed  the  holes,  and  avoided 
them  in  going  to  the  washstand,  but,  on 
leaving  it,  she  forgot  one  of  the  holes, 
stepped  into  it,  and  was  bruised  and 
strained  in  consequence.  Robertson,  J., 
said:  "It  was  a  case  of  'momentary  for- 
getfulness,'  and  that,  in  my  judgment,  does 
not  constitute  negligence.  Plaintiff  had 
not  seen  the  holes  in  the  floor  before  the 
occasion  in  question.  She  stepped  over  the 
one  at  the  door,  when  she  saw  the  other  in 
front  of  the  washstand,  which  she  went 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


r  to  the  bath  room  to  use.  Instead  of  stand- 
ing in  front  of  the  washstand,  to  avoid  the 
larger  hole,  she  stood  at  the  end  of  it,  and 
her  skirts  apparently  covered  the  other. 
After  performing  her  ablutions,  she  turned 
round  to  leave  the  stand,  and,  in  turning, 
one  of  her  feet  went  into  the  other  hole, 
and  the  injury  was  occasioned  thereby.  To 
my  mind,  there  could  be  very  little  doubt 
as  to  the  inference  to  be  drawn  from  these 
circumstances,  but  it  was  not  for  the  judge 
to  say;  it  was  a  question  of  fact  as  to 
what  was  the  proper  inference  to  be  deduced 
from  the  facts  in  proof,  and  in  that  case  it 
was  for  the  jury  to  decide." 

In  Bassett  v.  Fish,  75  N.  Y.  303,  the 
court,  while  reversing  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  a  school  teacher,  for  injury  in  fall- 
ing through  a  hole  in  the  floor  of  a  room 
in  the  schoolhouse,  nevertheless  considered 
that  she  was  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  in  that  she  had  seen  the  hole 
once  three  weeks  before  the  accident,  she 
having  been  since  that  time  occupied  in  her 
duties  in  another  room,  but  on  the  day  of 
the  accident  was  teaching  a  class  in  the 
room  where  the  hole  was  and  was  walking 
to  and  fro  instructing  them  when  she  fell 
through  it.  The  court  said  she  had  a 
right  to  suppose  that  as  great  a  hole  as  the 
one  in  question  would  have  been  repaired  in 
the  interval  that  had  elapsed. 

Miscellaneous. 

In  West  Kentucky  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Pharis, 
25  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1838,  78  S.  W.  917,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  not  contributory  negligence 
as  a  matter -of  law  for  a  woman  fifty-eight 
years  of  age  to  stumble  over  a  telephone 
wire  partly  embedded  in  the  snow  in  the 
street,  which  she  had  seen  in  an  accidental 
and  cursory  way  some  four  days  before,  it 
being  half-past  six  on  the  morning  of  a 
cloudy  day  as  she  was  hurrying  to  her 
work  through  the  falling  snow  with  her 
mind  upon  the  serious  condition  of  her 
sick  sister,  whom  she  had  attended  during 
the  greater  part  of  the  previous  night.  The 
court  said:  "Under  such  circumstances 
it    is    not   strange   to   have   forgotten   the 
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Wis.  348,  87  N.  W.  241.  This  last  case, 
liowever,  recognizes  the  conflict  of  authority 
which  exists  upon  this  proposition,  saying: 
"Some  courts  have  held  that,  if  a  person 
knows  of  a  dangerous  defect  in  a  sidewalk, 
he  is  bound  at  his  peril  to  remember  it. 
Oilman  v.  Deerfield,  15  Gray,  677;  Bruker 
V.  Covington,  69  Ind.  35,  35  Am.  Rep.  202." 
This  is  the  view  which  has  uniformly  pre> 
vailed  in  this  state.  As  it  is  contributory 
negligence  as  matter  of  law  to  approach 
a  railroad  crossing  without  stopping,  or 
looking  or  listening,  so  it  has  been  held  that 
momentary  forgetfulness  of  a  danger,  which 
forgetfulness  is  not  induced  by  some  sudden 
and  adequate  disturbing  cause,  is  itself  as 
matter  of  law  contributory  negligence  bar- 
ring a  recovery.    The  question  was  first  pre- 


sented under  circumstances  very  similar  to 
those  in  the  case  at  bar  in  Davis  v.  Cali- 
fornia Street  Cable  R.  Co.  105  CaL  131,  3S 
Pac.  647.  In  the  Davis  Case  defendant  had 
placed  an  iron  rail  to  be  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  its  street  railway  track  in 
front  of  the  house  in  which  plaintiff  lived. 
It  had  remained  there  about'  four  weeks 
An  alarm  of  fire  having  been  sounded  in 
the  nighttime,  plaintiff  came  out  of  her 
house  and  started  across  the  sidewalk  to 
discover  the  whereabouts  of  the.  fire.  She 
forgot  the  presence  of  the  rail,  tripped,  fell, 
and  was  injured.  This  court  said:  "We 
quite  agree  with  counsel  for  appellant  that 
previous  knowledge  or  familiarity  with  the 
dangerous  place  or  obstruction  in  a  high- 
way  is   not  per  ae  conclusive  evidence  of 


presence  of  the  fallen  wires  or  the  danger  of 
catching  her  foot  in  one  of  their  loops." 

In  Fox  V.  Sackett,  10  Allen,  536,  87  Am. 
Dec.  682,  the  plaintiff,  while  driving  in  the 
highway  in  the  afternoon,  saw  a  wagon 
left  there  by  the  defendant.  In  the  evening 
the  plaintiff,  having  dropped  a  blanket  from 
his  wagon,  drove  at  a  gentle  trot  looking 
out  on  one  side  of  the  road  for  the  blanket, 
while  his  companion  looked  out  for  it  on 
the  other  side,  and,  going  along  in  this 
way,  struck  the  wagon  without  seeing  it,  the 
night  being  dark,  and  was  injured,  and  it 
was  held  that  it  was  error  to  direct  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant. 

'  In  Wood  V.  Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  100 
Ala.  660,  13  So.  552,  it  was  held  that  the 
jury  was  properly  instructed  to  find  for  the 
defendant  in  an  action  by  a  passenger 
against  a  railroad  for  injuries  due  to  fall- 
ing over  lumber  on  the  platform  in  the  mid- 
dle of  the  night,  altliough  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  in  failing  to  have  the 
passageway  cleared  of  obstructions,  or  hav- 
ing sufficient  light  to  enable  the  passengers 
to  see  them.  The  plaintiff  had  testified  that 
he  had  seen  the  lumber  and  obstruction  on 
the  platform  and  knew  its  location,  but  at 
the  time  he  stumbled  upon  it  "he  did  not 
recollect  the  fact  that  he  had  seen  the  tim- 
ber the  evening  before."  The  court  summar- 
ized the  evidence  as  being  to  the  effect  "that 
the  route  from  the  station  house  to  the 
train  was  over  a  platform  prepared  by  the 
defendant  for  the  use  of  passengers;  that 
there  were  pieces  of  lumber  and  cross-ties 
on  the  platform  obstructing  in  part  the 
passageway;  that  there  was  room  sufficient 
for  passengers  on  the  platform  between  the 
pile  of  lumber  and  the  edge  of  the  plat- 
form ;  that  it  was  dark,  and  defendant  had 
no  lights,  and  that  in  attempting  to  reach 
the  train  at  the  place  where  passengers 
were  accustomed  to  board  the  train,  he 
stumbled  over  the  obstruction  and  was  in- 
jured." 

Where  the  plaintiff's  intestate  was  killed 
by  an  electric  wire,  it  was  held  that  the 
court  properly  charged  the  jury  that  "if 
the  deceased,  knowing  the  proximity  of  this 
wire  and  the  danger  thereof,  became  preoc- 
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cupied  in  any  way  and  forgot  about  the 
danger,  and  his  so  doing  was  a  failure  to 
remain  as  alert  and  watchful  as  a  rea- 
sonably careful  man  should  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, then  there  can  be  no  recov- 
ery in  this  action;"  and  a  judgment  for  the 
defendant  was  affirmed.  Buckley  v.  West- 
chester Lighting  Co.  93  App.  Div.  436,  87  X. 
Y.  Supp.  763  (affirmed  in  183  N.  Y.  506, 
76N.  E.  1090). 

In  Bliss  V.  Boeckh,  8  Ont.  Rep.  451,  it 
was  shown  that  the  plaintiff  was  thorough- 
ly familiar  with  a  certain  lane  in  which 
there  were  gates  and  a  crossbeam  about  9^ 
feet  high  which  it  was  held  the  defendant 
had  no  right  to  have  in  the  lane.  One  day 
when  the  roadway  was  somewhat  elevated 
with  snow  and  ice,  the  plaintiff,  on  the  top 
of  a  large  load,  gave  up  his  attention  to 
driving  his  horses  through  the  narrow  gate- 
way, and  did  not  think  of  the  beam  over- 
head, and  was  struck  by  it  and  injured,  and 
the  court  declined  to  disturb  a  verdict  in 
his  favor. 

Where  the  plaintiff,  knowing  tbat  there 
were  projecting  perpendicular  supply  pipes 
close  by  a  private  way,  and,  being  at  the 
time  in  a  covered  wagon  where  he  could  not 
see  very  well,  backed  his  horse  over  one  of 
the  pipes  and  broke  its  leg,  it  was  held  that 
as  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  pipes,  he 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  Bom- 
berger  v.  American  Iron  &  Steel  Mfg.  Co. 
33  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  299. 

Reference  may  be  made  in  this  connection 
to  Giles  v.  London  County  Council,  68  J.  P. 
10,  2  L.  G.  R.  326,  where  many  cricket  fields 
were  laid  out  upon  a  certain  green,  each 
marked  by  a  number,  the  marking  flag  in 
question  having  been  put  some  distance 
back  of  the  wicket  by  one  of  the  plain- 
tiff's fellow  players,  and  he,  in  running  to 
catch  a  ball,  ran  into  it  and  was  injured, 
it  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover;  but 
the  decision  of  the  court  was  particularly 
on  the  point  that  there  was  no  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant.  It  does  not  ap- 
pear whether  the  plaintiff  was  aware  of  the 
location  of  the  flag,  although  the  court  stat- 
ed that  he  must  be  deemed  to  have  assumed 
the  risk.  B.  B.  B. 
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contributory  negligence  in  failing  to  avoid 
it.  In  this  case  if  the  plaintiff'a  house  had 
been  falling,  rendering  great  haste  in  es- 
caping from  imminent  danger  neceissary, 
the  haste,  excitement,  and  fear  might  rea- 
sonably be  held  sufficient  to  obliterate 
all  memory  or  thought  of  the  pres- 
ence of  the  .obstruction  upon  the  side- 
walk. But  that  is  not  this  case.  .  .  . 
No  danger  could  have  been  apprehended 
by  Mrs.  Davis  from  the  fire  after  she 
reached  the  sidewalk,  but  mere  curiosity 
induced  her  to  start  to  go  down  the  street 
to  see  where  the  fire  was.  That  she  forgot 
the  presence  of  the  rail  is  not  disputed  in 
the  evidence,  but  that  the  circumstances 
justified  her  forgetful ness  and  consequent 
want  of  care  cannot  be  conceded."  Under 
this  state  of  facts  it  was  held  that  as 
matter  of  law  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence.  In  McGraw  v. 
Friend  &  T.  Lumber  Co.  120  Cal.  574,  52 
Pac.  1004,  a  pedestrian  walking  on  a  dark 
night  along  a  sidewalk  in  process  of  repair, 
and  knowing  it  to  be  in  a  dangerous  con- 
dition, sought  to  excuse  himself  from  cul- 
pability for  the  injuries  which  he  received 
by  showing  that  at  the  moment  of  the 
injury  his  attention  was  distracted  by  an 
expiring  street  light.  It  was  held  that 
the  question  of  contributory  negligence  un- 
der those  circumstances  was  one  of  law  for 
the  court,  and  that  as  matter  of  law  he  -was 
guilty  of  such  negligence.  These  and  other 
authorities  are  reviewed  in  Brett  v.  Frank, 
15.3  Cal.  274,  94  Pac.  1051,  and  the  rea- 
soning and  doctrine  upheld  and  applied  to 
the  case  of  an  employee  who  momentarily 
forgot  the  existence  of  a  shaft  hole  into 
which  he  fell  and  was  injured.  In  the  opin- 
ion in  that  case  full  recognition  is  given  to 
the  circumstances  where  preoccupation  or 
forgetfulness  do  not  bar  a  recovery,  and  it 
is  said:  But  "there  was  no  sudden  emer- 
gency, no  stress  of  peril,  no  haste  in  the 
performance  of  the  work.  The  case  does  not 
belong  to  the  exceptional  class  which  we 
have  been  considering." 

The  effort  to  distinguish  the  case  at  bar 
from  these  cases  is  hopeless.  True,  plaintiff 
was  aged,  but,  if  the  effect  of  age  was  to 
impair  her  faculties  in  any  respect,  common 
prudence  and  the  requirements  of  law  de- 
manded from  her  the  exercise  of  care  suf- 
ficient to  make  good  these  defects.  Mt. 
Vernon  v.  Brooks,  39  III.  App.  426;  36  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  400.  She  was  subjected 
to  no  peril,  stress,  or  strain;  no  haste  was 
imposed  upon  her;  no  excuse  for  her  for- 
getfulness was  shown. 

The  judgment  and  order  are  therefore  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:  Ix>rigaii,  J.;  Melvin,  J. 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


MICHIGAN  SUPREMB  COURT. 

JULIA  WINES 

V. 

CROSBY  &  COMPANY  et  al.,  Plffs.  in  Err, 

(—  Mich.  — ,  136  N.  W.  96.) 

Corporation  —  sale  of  dangerous  article 
—  personal  liability  of  officer. 

A  managing  officer  of  a  corporation  which 
is  engaged  in  the.  manufacture  for  general 
consumption  of  an  article  dangerous  to  use 
is  personally  liable  for  injury  to  a  consum- 
er by  its  use,  if  he  knows  of  its  dangerous 
character  and  actively  promotes  its  manu- 
facture and  sale. 

(March   12,    1912.) 

Ij>RROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
J  County  to  rfeview  a  judgment  in  plain- 
tiff's favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendants'  negligence. 
Afiirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edwin  Henderson  and  Alex- 
ander J.  Groesbeck  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror. 

Mr.  James  U.  Ponnd»  for  defendant  in 
error : 

Defendant  Charles  F.  Crosby  is  liable  for 
plaintiff's  injury. 

Clement  v.  Crosby  &  Co.  167  Mich.  643, 
122  N.  W.  263. 

JSote,  —  Personal  liability  of  officer  or 
director  of  corporation  for  personal 
injuries  form  torts  in  connection  with 
its  business, 

A  few  of  the  cases  on  this  question  accept 
the  distinction  .between  misfeasance  and 
nonfeasance,  which  has  sometimes  been  ap- 
plied to  the  question  of  the  liability  of  a 
servant  to  third  persons  for  his  own  neg- 
ligence. (On  that  question,  see  notes  to 
Mayer  v.  Thompson-Hutchison,  Bldg.  Co,  28 
L.R.A.  433,  and  Ward  v.  Pullman  Co.  25 
L.RA. (N.S.)  343,  and  especially  the  criti- 
cism therein  of  such  distinction.)  It  is  held 
that  the  officer  may  be  held  personally  liable 
where  the  injuries  result  from  negligence  in 
respect  of  matters  under  his  personal  super- 
vision or  control,  or  from  orders  promulgat- 
ed by  him. 

Thus,  the  president  of  a  corporation  who, 
as  its  controlling  officer,  had  charge  of  work 
in  constructing  a  building,  is  personally 
liable  for  negligent  failure  to  erect  a  scaffold 
which  was  needed  to  protect  persons  near 
the  walls.  Mayer  v.  Thompson-Hutchison 
Bldg.  Co.  104  Ala.  611,  28  L.R.A.  433,  63 
Am.  St.  Rep.  88,  16  So.  620. 

So,  an  officer  who  is  a  general  managing 
agent  of  a  lumber  company  may  be  held 
personally  liable  for  setting  an  inexperi- 
enced and  ignorant  employee  at  work  on  a 
machine  which  the  former  knew  to  be  dan- 
gerous.   Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb  Lumber  Co. 
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Stone,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff,  a  married  woman  twenty- 
eight  years  old  at  the  time  of  the  injury 
herein  complained  of,  brought  this  action 
against  Charles  F.  Crosby,  Crosby  &  Com- 
pany, and  the  6-5-4  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, the  last  two  named  defendants  being 
corporations,  to  recover  damages  for  a  per- 
sonal injury  received  by  her  on  June  35, 
1907,  through  a  severe  burning  occasioned 
by  the  alleged  inflammable  nature  of  a 
compound,  or  stove  polish,  known  as  "6- 
5-4.  Self  Shining  Lusta,"  that  she  was 
using  to  polish  a  Peninsular  coal  range.  It 
was  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  that  the  art- 
icle in  question  was  manufactured  and  sold 
by  the  two  corporations  named  as  defend- 
ants, and  that  the  business  was  managed 
and  Controlled  by  the  defendant  Charles 
F.  Crosby,  as  an  officer  of  said  companies. 

No  question  is  raised  in  the  case  as  to 
the   sufficiency   of   the   declaration,   and   it 


may  be  said  that  the  alleged  duties  of  the 
defendants  are  substantially  as  stated  in 
the  case  of  Clement  v.  Crosby  k  Co.  148 
Mich.  293,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  588,  111  N.  W. 
745,  12  Ann.  Cas.  265,  and  157  Mich.  643, 
122  N.  W.  263.  Upon  the  trial  the  testi- 
mony on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  tended  to 
show  that  the  composition  known  as  ''SS- 
4"  consisted  of  75  per  cent  or  a  little  more 
of  naphtha,  and  that  it  was  a  highly  in- 
flammable substance,  and  dangerous  to  be 
used  by  persons  ignorant  of  its  ingredients. 
The  plaintiff  testified  that  she  purchased 
from  a  grocer  the  can  of  "6-5-4"  a  few 
days  before  the  injury,  that  this  was  the 
first  can  she  had  ever  used,  and  that  she 
read  the  directions  carefully.  Among  the 
directions  were  these  words:  "6^-4  will 
burn  when  brought  into  contact  with  flame." 
Plaintiff  further  testified  that  when  she 
started  to  polish  the  stove,  about  11  o'clock 
▲.  M.,  she  noticed  that  it  was  a  trifle  warm 
over  the  fire  box;  that  she  had  been  burn- 


00  Wis.  225,  28  L.R.A.  439,  48  Am.  St.  Rep. 
Oil,  63  N.  W.  93.  The  principal  ground  of 
this  decision  is  that  the  efficient  cause  of 
the  injury,  so  far  as  the  officer  was  con- 
cerned, was  misfeasance,  and  not  nonfeas- 
ance, within  the  rule  that  where  injury  is 
caused  to  a  third  person  through  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  servant,  the  principal  or  mas- 
ter alone  is  liable,  if  the  agent  is  guilty  of 
nonfeasance  merely;  but  that  the  agent  or 
servant  may  be  held  personally  liable,  when 
he  is  guilty  of  misfeasance. 

And  the  president  of  an  incorporated 
omnibus  line  is  liable  to  a  passenger  who  re- 
ceives personal  injuries  as  the  result  of  be- 
ing forcibly  ejected  from  the  conveyance  by 
a  servant,  under  the  express  order  of  the 
president  to  eject  all  colored  persons.  Peck 
V.  Cooper,  112  111.  192,  54  Am.  Rep.  231. 
But  where  an  order  directing  servants  to 
eject  certain  persons  from  railroad  premises 
is  deemed  to  be  that  of  the  company  merely 
tranmitted  by  the  president  to  the  serv- 
ants, the  president  cannot  be  held  liable  for 
a  personal  injury  resulting  from  the  exces- 
sive and  improper  violence  on  the  part  of 
the  servant  in  carrying  out  the  order,  al- 
though it  is  said  that  if  the  order  promul- 
gated was  that  of  the  president  personally, 
he  would  be  liable  for  the  injuries.  Hewett 
V.  Swift,  3  Allen,  420. 

By  way  of  illustration,  attention  is  also 
directed  to  Favorite  v.  Cottrill,  62  Mo.  App. 
119,  which,  largely  upon  the  authority  of 
Peck  y.  Cooper,  supra,  holds  that  the  presi- 
dent of  a  corporation  who  directs  its  serv- 
ants to  destroy  the  property  of  a  compet- 
itor is  personally  liable  for  the  damage  in- 
flicted. 

The  fact  that  the  corporation  itself  is 
liable  does  not  affect  the  liability  of  the 
ofiicer.    Peck  v.  Cooper,  supra. 

It  is  said  that  it  is  only  where  the  officer 
has  been  guilty  of  active  personal  negli- 
gence, that  is,  of  some  act  of  misfeasance, 
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that  he  can  be  made  to  answer  to  third 
parties.  O'Neil  v.  Young  &  Sons'  Seed  & 
Plant  Co.  58  Mo.  App.  628. 

So,  if  the  president  of  a  corporation  did 
not  know  of  the  defectiveness  of  an  appli- 
ance furnished  by  the  corporation,  which  he 
directed  a  servant  to  use,  he  is  not  liable 
to  the  latter  for  the  injuries  which  he  sus- 
tained while  using  it.  tbid.  The  court  fur- 
ther declared  in  this  case  that  if  the  officer 
had  inspected  the  appliance  and  negligently 
failed  to  find  a  defect,  even  then  he  was 
guilty  of  but  a  nonfeasance,  for  which  the 
corporation  alone  could  be  held. 

Attention  is  also  directed  to  Lundy  ▼. 
Delmas,  104  Cal.  655,  26  L.R.A.  651,  38  Pac. 
445,  holding  that  regents  of  the  University 
of  California,  who  constituted  a  corporation, 
and  were  expressly  declared  by  statute  not 
to  be  deemed  public  officers,  could  not  be 
held  individually  liable  for  personal  injur- 
ies caused  by  negligence  respecting  poles 
and  wires  of  a  telegraph  and  telephone  line 
maintained  by  the  corporation. 

It  was  held  in  Th^rien  v.  Brodie.  Rap. 
Jud.  Quebec  4  C.  S.  23,  that  the  directors 
of  a  corporation  were  not  personally  liable 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  explosion  of  a  de- 
fective boiler;  and  the  decision  was  placed 
upon  the  ground  that  while  the  evidence 
showed  a  want  of  watchful  attention,  which 
the  use  of  such  hazardous  articles  demand- 
ed, there  was  no  such  individual  fault  on 
the  part  of  the  directors  as  rendered  them 
personally  liable  for  the  injury,  it  appear- 
ing that  they  had  no  reason  to  believe  that 
the  servants  placed  in  charge  of  the  boiler 
were  untrustworthy  or  incompetent. 

It  is  similarly  declared  in  Van  Antwerp 
V.  Linton,  89.Hun,  417,  35  N.  Y.  Supp.  318, 
affirmed  without  additional  opinion  in  157 
N.  Y.  716,  63  N.  E.  1133,  that  where  athletic 
grounds  belonging  to  a  domestic  corporation 
were  put  in  a  condition  for  an  exhibition 
by  a  committee  of  directors  appointed  for 
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ing  soft  coal  or  coke,  she  did  not  remem- 
ber which;  that  the  back  griddles  and 
middle  griddles  were  cold;  that  she  put  her 
hand  on  the  griddle  over  the  fire  box,  and 
that  it  did  not  burn  her  hand,  but  was 
warm;  and  that  she  applied  the  prepara- 
tion with  a  cotton  rag,  which  absorbed  the 
liquid  more  or  less.  The  directions  were: 
"Use  6  cent  flat  bristle  brush."  The  plain- 
tiff further  testified  that  she  covered  the 
entire  top  of  the  stove,  including  the  grid- 
dles over  the  fire  box,  and  nothing  hap- 
pened; that  the  fire  box  was  getting  cooler; 
that  she  noticed  a  place  near  the  stovepipe 
which  did  not  suit  her,  and  wliich  she  had 
skipped;  that  the  stovepipe  was  in  the 
middle  of  the  stove,  back  of  the  two  cen- 
tral griddles,  and  was  not  over  the  fire 
pot;  that  she  had  the  can  in  her  left  hand 
and  the  rag  in  her  right,  and  dipped  the 
rag  into  the  can  to  apply  some  of  the  prep- 
aration; that,  as  she  was  leaning  over,  some 
of  the   preparation   dropped   on  the  stove. 


on  the  griddle  over  the  fire  box,  and  imme- 
diately ignited,  and  she  was  very  severely 
burned,  resulting  in  the  loss  of  the  fingers 
upon  one  hand,  and  the  use  of  the  other 
hand.  That  the  plaintiff'  has  sustained 
severe  and  permanent  injuries  is  not  ques- 
tioned. 

We  shall  not  quote  the  testimony  in  ex- 
tensOf  but  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there 
was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendant Crosby  &  Company  was  the  manu- 
facturer of  said  "6-5-4"  from  1905  down 
to  the  time  of  the  injury  complained  of, 
and  that  during  all  of  that  time  the  de- 
fendant Charles  F.  Crosby  had  been  the 
president  of  the  company,  and  that  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  the  article  in  ques- 
tion were  under  his  immediate  supervision, 
and  that  he  knew  the  constituent  parts  of 
said  compound  and  had  personally  made 
sales  of  the  same  while  he  was  an  officer 
of  said  corporation. 

The  defendants  offered  no  testimony,  but 


that  purpose,  personal  liability  upon  the 
part  of  the  members  of  the  committee  for 
injuries  from  a  defective  grand  stand  could 
not  be  predicated  of  their  being  directors, 
officers,  or  stockholders  in  the  corporation. 
And  it  was  further  held  that  they  could 
not  be  held  liable  as  agents  or  servants  of 
the  corporation  since  the  duties  for  the 
breach  of  which  they  were  sought  to  be  held 
liable  were  corporate  ralher  than  individu- 
al, within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  that  if 
tlie  duty  omitted  by  the  agent  or  servant 
devolved  upon  him  purely  from  his  agency 
or  employment,  his  omission  is  only  a  duty 
he  owes  his  principal  or  master,  and  the 
master  alone  is  liable;  while  if  the  duty 
rests  upon  him  in  his  individual  character, 
and  is  one  that  the  law  imposed  upon  him 
independently  of  his  agency  or  employment, 
then  he  is  liable. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  directors  of  an 
exhibition  company  employed  a  person  to 
display  fireworks  does  not  render  them 
liable  for  personal  injuries  resulting  from 
negligence  in  the  manufacture  or  manner  of 
handling  of  the  explosives,  it  not  appearing 
that  they  gave  any  specific  directions,  or 
that  they  were  present  when,  or  knew  any- 
thing about  the  manner  in  which,  the  dis- 
play was  conducted.  Bianki  v.  Greater 
American  Exposition,  3  Neb.  (Unof.)  656, 
92  N.  W.  615. 

But  the  president  of  an  incorporated  po- 
litical club,  who  purchased  fireworks  and 
procured  them  to  be  exploded  in  a  public 
street,  is  liable  for  resulting  injuries  to  a 
third  person,  upon  the  theory  that  the  ex- 
plosion of  fireworks  in  a  public  street  is  a 
public  nuisance,  and  that  all  participants 
in  the  creation  of  a  public  nuisance  are  li- 
able to  answer  for  its  ill  effects.  Jenne  y. 
Sutton,  43  N.  J.  L.  257,  39  Am.  Rep.  578. 

The  liability  of  the  officers  of  a  corpora- 
tion for  negligence  in  storing  giant  powder 
in  violation  of  law  depends  upon  their  ex- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ercise  of  reasonable  diligence  and  the  con- 
trol and  supervision  of  the  business;  and 
they  are  liable  if,  and  only  •  if,  they  had 
knowledge  of  the  nuisance,  or  could  by  ex- 
ercising ordinary  diligence  have  known  it; 
and  their  liability  is  not  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  amount  of  explosives  stored 
did  not  exceed  the  quantity  permitted  by 
municipal  ordinance,  where  it  did  exceed 
that  authorized  by  statute.  Cameron  v. 
Kenyon-Connell  Commercial  Co.  22  Mont. 
312,  44  L.R.A.  508,  74  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  56 
Pac.  358.  In  this  case,  the  court  also  de- 
clared that  the  n6nexecution  of  the  duty  of 
directors  which  results  in  the  positive  act 
of  a  creation  and  maintenance  of  a  con- 
tinuing nuisance  by  the  corporation,  on  ac- 
count of  which  a  third  person  is  killed, 
amounts,  unless  explained,  to  a  misfeasance 
on  their  part,  or  if  they  have  actual  knowl- 
edge of,  and  authorized  the  nuisance,  to 
malfeasance;  and  is  not  merely  a  nonfeas- 
ance, for  which  their  liability  can  be  limit- 
ed to  the  croporation  only. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  dealer  for  per- 
sonal injuries  from  an  article  not  obvi- 
ously dangerous,  see  the  note  in  13  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   382. 

As  to  the  liability  of  the  manufacturer  of 
dangerously  defective  machines,  see  the 
note  in  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1103. 

As  to  the  applicability  of  the  rule  of 
re8  ipsa  loquitur  in  an  action  for  personal 
injuries  from  defects  in  articles  manufac- 
tured or  sold  by  the  defendant,  see  the  note 
in  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  949. 
*  For  a  recent  case  on  the  liability  of  a 
manufacturer  or  dealer  for  injuries  caused 
by  defects  in  an  automobile,  see  the  case  of 
Olds  Motor  Works  v.  Shaffer,  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  660. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  druggist  for  in- 
juries  to  a  stranger  from  a  drug  or  poison 
sold  by  him,  see  the  note  in  13  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
646.  L.  A.  W. 
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at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff's  case  thie 
defendant  Charles  F.  Crosby  requested  the 
court  to  direct  a  verdict  in  his  favor  for 
the  following  reasons: 

*'  ( 1 )  Because  there  is  no  proof  in  the  case 
of  any  negligence  on  his  part. 

"(2)  Because  the  compound  in  question 
was  sold  by  Crosby  &.  Company  a  Michigan 
corporation,  or  by  the  6-5-4  Manufacturing 
Company,  and  that  said  corporations  are 
legal  entities  and  responsible  in  law  for 
their  actions. 

''(3)  Because  the  stockholders  of  a  cor- 
poration are  not  in  any  way  responsible 
for  the  torts  of  the  corporation. 

''(4)  Because  the  allegations  of  negli- 
gence contained  in  the  declaration  as  to  the 
defendant  Charles  F.  Crosby  are  not  sup- 
ported by  any  evidence  in  the  case. 

"(5)  Because  there  is  no  evidence  in  the 
case  that  would  warrant  a  jury  in  finding 
that  Charles  F.  Crosby,  having  actual 
know^Iedge  ol  the  defects  in  the  product  of 
the  Crosby  &  Company  wilfully  and  fraud- 
ulently placed  the  same  on  the  market. 

''(6)  Because  there  is  no  evidence  sup- 
porting the  theory  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
effect  that  there  was  any  spontaneous  com- 
bustion or  explosion  which  resulted  in  the 
damage  to  the  plaintiff  as  claimed  by  the 
declaration. 

"(7)  Because  there  are  no  contractual 
relations  between  the  defendant  Charles  F. 
Crosby  and  the  plaintiff,  or  between  Charles 
F.  Crosby  and  any  of  the  parties  through 
whom  said  compound  waa  sold." 

The  defendants  Crosby  &  Company  and 
the  6-6-4  Manufacturing  Company  request- 
ed the  direction  of  a  verdict  in  their  favor 
for  the  following  reasons: 

''  ( 1 )  Because  the  allegations  of  negligence 
contained  in  the  declaration  are  not  sup- 
ported by  any  evidence  in  the  case. 

"(2)  Because  there  is  no  evidence  in  the 
case  that  the  compound  in  question,  through 
the  use  of  which  the  plaintiff  claims  she 
was  injured,  was  at  any  time  sold  or 
manufactured  by  the  defendants. 

"(3)  Because  there  is  no  evidence  in  the 
case  that  would  warrant  the  jury  in  find- 
ing that  Crosby  &  Company,  having  actual 
knowledge  of  the  defects  in  their  products, 
wilfully  or  fraudulently  placed  the  same  on 
the  market. 

"(4)  Because  there  is  no  evidence  in  the 
case  that  the  composition  kjiown  as  '6-5-4* 
is  per  86  dangerous  to  human  life. 

"(5)  Because  there  was  no  evidence  sup- 
porting the  theory  of  the  plaintiff  to  the 
effect  that  there  was  any  spontaneous  com- 
bustion or  explosion  which  resulted  in  the 
damage  to  the  plaintiff  as  claimed  Hby  the 
declaration. 

^'(6)  Because  all  the  proof  in  the  case 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


shows  that  the  compound  in  question  could 
not  ignite  except  when  brought  in  contact 
with  a  flame  or  that  which  amounted  to  a 
white  heat,  and  that  plaintiff  testified  that 
there  was  no  such  flame  or  heat  present." 

These  requests  or  motions  were  refused, 
and  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  un- 
der the  charge  of  the  court,  and  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  against 
all  of  the  defendants  in  the  sum  of  $12,000. 
A  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  by  the 
defendants,  which  was  granted  as  to  the  de* 
fendant  the  6-5-4  Manufacturing  Company, 
and  denied  as  to  the  defendants  Crosby  & 
Company  and  Charles  F.  Crosby.  The  last- 
named  defendants  duly  ^cepted  to  the  rea- 
sons denying  said  motion,  and  they  have 
brought  the  case  here  on  writ  of  error. 

There  are  twenty-two  assignments  of  er- 
ror, but  counsel  for  appellants  have  only 
argued  and  called  attention  to  the  eleventh, 
twelfth,  and  twenty-second. 

1.  The  eleventh  assignment  of  error  is  to 
the  effect  that-  the  court  erred  in  refusing 
to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  Charles 
F.  Crosby  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  his 
motion  to  direct  a  verdict.  Appellants' 
counsel  state  the  rule  to  be  that  "an  officer 
or  director  of  a  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  its  torts,  unless  he  has  participated 
therein."  They  cite  in  support  of  this  doc- 
trine 21  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  880, 
and  cases  there  cited.  We  think  that  the 
rule  of  law  stated  is  correct,  but  it  is  also 
true  that  the  converse  of  the  proposition  is 
the  law  where  there  has  been  such  partici- 
pation. 

Upon  this  branch  of  the  case  the  trial 
court  charged  the  jury  as  follows:  "You 
can  only  find  against  Mr.  Crosby  if  it  ap- 
pears, and  you  find  it  is  a  fact,  that  he 
had  knowledge  of  the  dangerous  character 
of  this  compound,  and  that  he  was  actively 
promoting  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  this 
compound,  as  an  officer  with  authority  in 
the  corporation.  If  you  find  that  he  was 
not  actively  promoting  the  manufacture 
and  sale  of  this  compound,  knowing  it  to 
be  dangerous,  as  an  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion, you  cannot  find  against  him."  We 
think  that  the  learned  circuit  judge  stated 
the  rule  correctly,  and  that  he  did  not  err 
in  refusing  to  direct  a  verdict  for  said  de- 
fendant. We  are  of  opinion  that  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  upon  this  point,  as  to 
this  defendant,  to  carry  the  case  to  the 
jury.  The  following  cases  are  in  point 
here:  Favorite  v.  Cottrill,  62  Mo.  App.  119. 
In  this  suit  plaintiff  sued  the  defendants 
for  the  destruction  of  his  business  as  bill 
poster  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis.  The  de- 
fendant corporation  was  engaged  in  the 
same  business,  and  its  codefendant  was  its 
president  and  general  manager.    As  to  joint 
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liability,  the  couH  said:  "The  Eng- 
lish rule,  as  declared  by  Lord  Holt  in  the 
case  of  Lane  v.  Cotton,  12  Mod.  488,  is 
that,  for  the  neglect  of  the  servant,  third 
persons  can  have  no  remedy  against  him, 
but  that  the  master  alone  is  chargeable; 
but  for  a  misfeasance  or  actual  tort,  an 
action  will  lie  against  the  servant  because 
he  is  a  wrongdoer.  The  general  principle 
is  that  those  who  participate  in  the  com- 
mission of  a  trespass  by  counseling,  aid- 
ing, or  abetting  it,  are  equally  liable  with 
the  person  who  actually  committed  it."  The 
doctrine  of  this  case  seems  to  be  that,  when 
a  trespass  or  tort  has  been  committed  by 
a  corporation,  both  the  corporation  and 
the  agent  under  whose  direction  it  acted 
are  jointly  liable  therefor.  Peck  v.  Coop- 
er, 112  111.  102,  54  Am.  Rep.  231.  This 
action  was  brought  to  recover  for  damages 
claimed  to  have  been  sustained  by  plaintiff 
by  being  forcibly  ejected  from  an  omnibus 
controlled  &nd  operated  by  the  defendant. 
The  court  said:  "The  fact  that  appellant 
was  the  president  of  the  corporation  is  no 
protection  to  him  in  the  commission  of  an 
illegal  act,  and  where  an  officer  of  an  in- 
corporation performs  an  illegal  act  result- 
ing in  an  injury  to  another,  he  is  liable. 
Nor  does  it  exonerate  him  from  such  lia- 
bility because  the  corporation  may  also  be 
liable."  Cameron  v.  Kenyon-Connell  Com- 
mercial Co.  22  Mont.  312,  44  L.R.A.  508, 
74  Am.  St.  Rep.  602,  56  Pac.  358.  This 
case  goes  to  the  extent  of  holding  that 
the  directors  of  a  corporation  are  person- 
ally liable  for  the  death  of  one  killed  by 
an  explosion  of  powder  unlawfully  kept  in 
the  corporation's  warehouse,  though,  they 
had  no  knowledge  thereof,  for,  by  exercis- 
ing ordinary  diligence  as  directors,  they 
could  have  known  that  the  warehouse  con- 
tained an  unlawful  amount.  This  action 
was  brought  jointly  against  the  company 
and  the  directors.  Nunnelly  v.  Southern 
Iron  Co.  04  Tenn.  307,  28  L.R.A.  421,  20  S. 
W.  361;  Davenport  v.  Newton,  71  Vt.  11, 
42  Atl.  1087.  In  this  case  the  doctrine  is 
stated  that,  to  make  a  director  of  a  corpo- 
ration personally  liable  for  its  torts,  he 
must  have  done  something  through  his  acts 
also.  The  mere  fact  that  he  is  one  of  the 
board  of  directors  is  not  sufficient.  Refer- 
ring to  Nunnelly  v.  Southern  Iron  Co.  su- 
pra, the  court  said:  "The  only  question  of 
which  there  can  be  any  serious  doubt  in 
this  class  of  cases  is  whether  the  officer  or 
agent  has  participated  in  the  wrong  so  that 
it  may  justly  be  regarded  as  his  act;  that, 
if  he  has,  his  liability  is  indisputable." 
Hewett  V.  Swift,  3  Allen,  420.  In  Fanning 
V.  D.  M.  Osborne  &  Co.  102  N.  Y.  441,  7  N. 
E.  307,  action  was  brought  against  D.  M. 
Osborne  &  Company,  a  corporation,  and 
30  L.R.A-(N.S.) 


David  M.  Osborne,  its  president.  The  court 
said:  "It  appears  that  .  .  .  [Mr.  Os- 
borne] was  president  of  the  corporation 
.    .    .    but   it   is  not   shown   that   he  ad- 
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vised  or  approved,  either  in  his  individual 
capacity  or  as  trustee,  of  the  acts  of  the 
corporation.  The  point  that  he  was  not 
shown  to  have  personally  intermeddled  in 
the  matter  was  specifically  taken,  and  upon 
the  case  as  presented  we  think  the  judg- 
ment against  him  individually  is  erro* 
neous."  Wester velt  v.  Demarest,  46  N.  J. 
L.  37,  60  Am.  Rep.  400.  This  case  holds 
that  the  publication  by  savings  bank  direc- 
tors that  "directors  and  stockholders  are 
personally  responsible  for  its  debts,"  if  the 
statement  is  false,  lays  foundation  for  an 
action  for  deceit  against  the  persons  mak- 
ing the  representations.  Montfort  v. 
Hughes,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  501;  Phelps  v.  Waitj 
30  N.  Y.  78;  Suydam  v.  Moore,  8  Barb. 
358;  Bell  V.  Josselyn,  3  Gray,  300,  63  Am. 
Dec.  741;  Greenberg  v.  Whitcomb  Lumber 
Co.  00  Wis.  225,  28  L.R.A.  430,  48  Am.  St. 
Rep.  Oil,  63  N.  W.  03;  10  Cyc.  824,  020, 
033. 

2.  The  twelfth  assignment  of  error  is  to 
the  point  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing 
to  direct  a  verdict  for  defendant  Crosby  & 
Company  for  the  reasons  set  forth  in  its 
motion  to  direct  a  verdict.  The  argument 
in  support  of  this  assignment  of  error  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  testimony  absolutely 
failed  to  show  that  the  compound  sold  to 
plaintiff  as  claim  was  manufactured  by  the 
defendant  Crosby  k  Company.  We  cannot 
agree  with  this  contention,  and  we  have  al- 
ready referred  to  the  testimony  tending  to 
show  such  fact.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  upon  this 
point  to  carry  the  case  to  the  jury. 

3.  The  twenty-second  assignment  of  er- 
ror is  that  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to 
grant  the  defendants  Crosby  and  Crosby  k 
Company  a  new  trial  for  the  reasons  set 
forth  in  their  motion  for  a  new  trial.  The 
argument  in  support  of  this  assignment  of 
error  is  that  the  verdict  against  Charles 
F.  Crosby  was  clearly  against  the  weight 
of  evidence.  Counsel  find  no  fault  with 
the  charge  of  the  court  upon  that  subject, 
but  quote  from  it  with  approval,  claiming, 
however,  that  there  was  no  testimony  to 
support  a  verdict  as  to  said  defendant.  We 
do  not  agree  with  counsel  in  this  claim,  as 
already  pointed  out.  The  general  doctrine 
as  to  liability  of  manufacturers  in  cases  of 
this  nature  is  discussed  in  Clement  v.  Cros- 
by k  Co.  supra,  and  we  need  not  repeat  it 
here. 

We  find  no  reversible  error  in  the  record, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is 
affirmed. 
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LAFAYETTE  STREET  CHURCH  SOCIETY 
OF  BUFFALO,  Reapt., 

V. 

HERBERT  F.  J.  NORTON,  Appt. 
(202  N.  Y.  379,  95  N.  E.  819.) 

Trust  —  establishment  by  parol. 

1.  The  effect  of  an  absolute  deed  of  church 
property  by  its  trustees  to  a  stranger  can- 
not be  controlled  by  parol  evidence  that  the 
transfer  was  made  upon  the  understanding 
that  the  grantee  should  take  the  property  in 


trust  in  order  to  secure  a  revenue  from  it 
by  leasing  it  for  a  purpose  which  the  mem- 
bers of  the  church  would  not  sanction. 

Same  —  relation  of  partners  —  trust. 

2.  The  fac(  that  one  taking  a  conveyance 
of  property  from  a  religious  association  is 
a  brother  and  partner  of  one  of  the  trustees 
does  not  prevent  his  becoming  a  purchaser 
of  the  property,  or  establish  a  relation  of 
confidence  between  the  parties  which  would 
uphold  a  parol  promise  to  hold  the  property 
in  trust  for  tne  association,  against  the 
terms  of  the  absolute  conveyance. 

Deed  —  trust  —  confirmation  in  grantee. 

3.  Confirmation  in  the  grantee  of  title  to 


Note.  —  Orantee'a  oral  promise  to  grant- 
or  to  Hold  in  tr%ist  as  giving  rise  to 
constructive  trust, 

I.  Scope,    906. 
II.  Enforceability  as  an  express  trust. 

a.  In  general,  907. 

b.  Where  local  statute  of  frauds  does 

not  require  writing,  909. 
m.  Grounds  upon   which  equity  will  en- 
force promise. 

a.  In  general,  910. 

b.  actual  fraud. 

1.  In  general,  911. 

2.  When  fraudulent  intent  infer- 

able. 

(a)  Preliminary    statement, 

911. 

(b)  Failure    or    refusal    to 

perform. 

(1)  In  general,  911. 

(2)  As  giving  rise  to 
inference  of  actual 
fraudulent  intent, 
913. 

[(e)  From    activity    in    pro- 
curing   conveyance. 

(1)  Generally,  914. 

(2)  Instances  where 
motive  of  grantor 
was  to  avoid  fam- 
ily troubles,  915. 

[( 3 )  Instances  where 
anticipated  danger 
of  litigation  or 
prosecution  influ- 
enced grantor,  910. 

[(4)  Instances  where 
conveyance  was  in- 
tended to  protect 
grantor's  family, 
917. 

'(6)  Instances  where 
conveyance  was  in 
nature  of  family 
arrangement,  917. 

[(6)  Instances  in  which 
conveyance  was  by 
way  of  advance- 
ment of  child,  920. 

[(7 )  Instances     where 
property     conveyed 
to      facilitate      its 
management,  920. 
M  L.R.A.(K.S.V 


III.  b«  2— continued. 

(8)  Instances  where 
conveyance  was  in 
nature  of  testamen- 
tary disposition, 
921. 

(9)  Instances  in  which 
conveyance  was  by 
way  of  security, 
922. 

8.  Where  creation  of  written  in- 
strument contemplated,  923. 
e.  Constructive  fraud.  923. 

1.  In  general,  923. 

2.  Where  relation  of  parties  is 
'  that  of  principal  and  agent, 

or  partners,  924. 

3.  Where  one  party  sustains  re- 

lation   of    confidential    ad- 
viser, 924. 

4.  Where    parties    are    husband 

and  wife,  925. 

5.  Where     parties     are     parent 

and  child,  grandparent  and 
grandchild,       father-in-law, 
son-in-law,  etc,  926. 
0.  Where    parties    are    brother 
and  sister,  928. 
d.  Accident  or  mistake,  928. 
6.  Part  performance   of  oral   agree- 
ment taking  case  out  of  statute, 
928. 


/.  Scope. 

Other  aspects  of  the  general  question  as 
to  when  a  trust  will  grow  out  of  an  oral 
promise  have  been  treated  in  notes  to  Cross- 
/nan  y.  Keister,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  and 
McDowell  V.  McDowell,  31  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
176,  entitled,  '^Impressing  share  of  heir, 
devisee,  or  legatee  with  constructive  trust 
because  of  his  fraud  in  frustrating  deced- 
ent's intention  to  give  the  property  to  a 
third  person,"  and  the  note  to  Winder  v. 
Scholey,  33  L.R.A.(N.S.)  995,  upon  the 
question  whether  a  constructive  trust  may 
be  based  upon  an  undertaking  to  hold  for 
the  benefit  of  another  property  received 
through  devise  or  inheritance,  where  no 
actual  testamentary  intention  has  been 
frustrated;  which  notes  contain  some  dis- 
cussion of  the  evidentiary  basis  upon  which 
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property  conveyed  by  the  trustees  of  a  re- 
ligious society,  which  conveyance  was  made 
in  consideration  of  the  execution  of  mort- 
gages for  the  full  value,  and  is  claimed  to 
have  been  in  trsut,  is  effected  by  the  ac- 
ceptance at  the  expiration  of  the  mortgage 
of  a  partial  payment  thereon,  and  the  ex- 
tension of  the  time  for  paying  the  balance, 
with  promise  to  make  payments  in  instal- 
ments. 

Trusts  «>  unconscionable  conduct  —  ac- 
counting for  profits. 

4.  A  transaction  by  which  a  religious  so- 
ciety, for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  un- 
used and  unproductive  property,  which   it 


has  been  unable  to  do  otherwise,  conveys  it 
to  a.  stranger,  taking  mortgages  for  its  full 
value,  upon  condition'  that  he  shall  care  for 
and  rent  the  property,  pay  the  rent  to  the 
society,  and  reconvey  it  in  case  he  cannot 
effect  a  lease,  is  not  so  unconscionable  as  to 
require  him  to  account  as  trustee  for  the 
profits  in  case,  after  caring  for  the  prop- 
erty for  a  number  of  years,  he  sells  it  at  a 
large  advance  in  price. 

(Gray,  Vann,  and  Chase,  J  J.,  dissent.) 

(June  13,  1911.) 


equity   will   proceed   to   raise   a   trust   ex 
maleficio. 

Reference  may  also  be  made  in  this  con- 
nection to  the  note  to  Logan  v.  Brown,  20 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  298,  entitled,  "Parol  agree- 
ment to  take  title  to  real  property,  sell 
the  same,  and  account  for  the  proceeds,  as 
affected  by  the  statute  of  frauds  ;*'  and 
the  note  to  Vickers  v.  Vickers,  24  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1043,  entitled,  "Will  donor's  expec- 
tation that  the  donee  will  allow  him  to 
share  in  the  benefit  of  the  property  raise 
an  implied  trust  to  that  effect?" 

The  aim  of  the  present  note  is  to  collate 
the  cases  involving  the  question  under  what 
circumstances  '  a  constructive  trust  will 
arise  where  a  grantee  has  orally  agreed 
with  his  grantor,  or  with  the  person  fur- 
nishing the  consideration  for  the  convey- 
ance, to  hold  the  property  conveyed  as  a 
trustee.  Its  scope  does  not  therefore  re- 
quire the  inclusion  of  the  numerous  deci- 
sions on  the  question  as  to  when  a  con- 
structive trust  will  arise  out  of  an  agree- 
ment to  buy  land,  or  bid  it  in  at  a  judicial 
sale,  for  another's  benefit.  (See,  in  this 
connection,  a  note  in  5  L.R.A. (N.S.)  112, 
entitled,  "Statute  of  frauds  as  affecting 
right  to  equitable  relief  against  one  who 
has  purchased  land  in  his  own  name,  in 
violation  of  his  agreement  to  purchase  for 
and  in  the  name  of  another.)  Nor  does 
it  include  cases  in  which  a  constructive 
trust  is  based  solely  upon  the  existence  of 
a  fiduciary  relation  between  the  grantor 
and  grantee,  independently  of  any  agree- 
ment to  hold  the  property  in  trust. 

II.  Enforceability  aa  an  express  trust, 

a.  In  general. 

It  is  uniformly  held,  wherever  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds  in  force  contains  a  provision 
requiring  express  trusts  to  be  created,  or 
evidenced,  by  writing,  that  an  oral  agree- 
ment between  grantor  and  grantee  that 
the  property  conveyed. shall  be  held  in  trust 
for  the  grantor  cannot  be  enforced  as 'an 
express  trust.  Patton  v.  Beecher,  62  Ala. 
679;  Manning  v.  Pippin,  86  Ala.  357,  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  5  So.  672;  Kinley  v. 
Thelen,  168  Cal.  176,  110  Pac.  613;  Dean  ▼. 
Dean,  6  Conn.  286;  Brown  v.  Brown,  66 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Conn.    493,    34    Atl.    490;    McCartney    ▼. 
Fletcher,   11   App.   D.   C.   1;    Stevenson  v. 
Crapnell,  114  111.  19,  28  N.  £.  379;  Biggins 
V.    Biggins,    133   111.   211,   24   N.    E.   616; 
Champlin  v.  Champlin,  136  111.  309,  29  Am. 
St.  Rep.  323,  26  N.  E.  526;  Moore  v.  Hors- 
ley,  156  111.  36,  40  N.  E.  323;  Ellis  v.  Hill, 
162  III.  557,  44  N.  E.  8.58:  Davis  v.  Stam- 
baugh,  163  HI.  557,  43  N.  E.  170;  May  field 
V.  Forsyth,  164  111.  32,  45  N.  E.  403;  God- 
schalk   V.   Fulmer,   176   111.   64,   51    N.   E. 
852,  affirming  on  rehearing  45  N.  E.  809; 
Williams  V.  Williams,  180  111.  361,  54  N. 
E.  229;   Monson  v.  Hutchin,   194  HI.  431, 
62   N.   E.   788;    Potter  v.   Clapp,   203   111. 
592,  96  Am.   St.   Rep.   322,   68  N.   E.   81; 
Skahen  v.   Irving,  206  111.  697,  69   N.   E. 
510;    Lancaster  v.   Springer,  239   III.   472, 
88  N.  E.  272;     Stubbings  v.  Stubbihgs,  248 
111.  406,  94  N.  E.  54;  Prouty  v.  Moss,  111 
111.  App.  536;  Fouty  v.  Fouty,  34  Ind.  433; 
Pennington  v.    Flock,   93   Ind.   378;    Mohn 
V.    Mohn,    112    Ind.    285,    13    N.    E.    869; 
Montgomery  v.  Craigi   128  Ind.  48,  27  N. 
E.  427;  Shaw  v.  Jones,  156  Ind.  .60,  59  N.  E. 
166;  Hemstreet  v.  Wheeler,  100  Iowa,  290, 
69  N.   W.   521;    Gregory  v.   Bowlsby,    116 
Iowa,  327,  88  N.  W.  822;  Luckhart  v.  Luck- 
hart,  120  Iowa,  248,  94  N.  W.  461;  Donald- 
son V.  Empire  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  130  Iowa, 
467,  106  N.  W.  192;  Morrall  v.  Waterson, 
7  Kan.  199 ;  Gee  v.  Thrailkill,  46  Kan.  173, 
25  Pac.  588;  Gerrv  v.  Stimson,  60  Me.  186; 
Wentworth  v.  Shibles,  89  Me.  167,  36  Atl. 
108;   McElderry  v.  Shipley,  2  Md.  25,   56 
Am.  Dec.  703;  Hertle  v.  McDonald,  2  Md. 
Ch.  128;  Clagett  v.  Hall,  9  GiU.  &  J.  80; 
Titcomb  v.  Morrill,  10  Allen,  16;   Walker 
V.  Looke,  6  Cush.  90;  Blodgett  v.  Hildreth, 
103  Mass.  484;  Fitzgerald  v.  Fitzgerald,  168 
Mass.  488,  49  N.  E.  431;   Brown  v.  Bron- 
son,  35  Mich.  415;  Palmer  v.  Sterling,  41 
Mich.  218,  2  N.  W.  24;  Pierson  v.  Conley, 
95  Mich.  619,  55  N.  W.  387;   Waldron  v. 
Merrill,   154   Mich.   203,   117   N.   W.   631; 
Babbitt  v.   Bennett,   68  Minn.  260,   71   N. 
W.  22;  Henderson  v.  Murray,  108  Minn.  76, 
133   Am.   St.   Rep.   412,    121    N.   W.   214; 
Moore  v.  Jordan,  65  Miss.  229,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.    641,   3    So.   737;    Home   v.   Higgins, 
76  Miss.  813,  25  So.  489;   Green  v.  Gates, 
73  Mo.  116;  Rogers  v.  Ramey,  137  Mo.  698, 
39   S.  W.  66;   Hillman  v.  Allen,   145  Mo. 
638,   47    S.   W.   609;    Bartlett  ▼.  Tinsley, 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  fourth  department,  affirming 
a  judgment  of  a  Special  Term  for  Erie 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  require  defendant  to  transfer,  or 
account  for  the  proceeds  of,  a  half  interest 
in  a  mortgage.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Callen,  Ch.  J.: 

This  action  was  brought  to  impress  a 
trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  a  mort- 
gage for  $52,000  held  by  the  defendant,  to 
compel  the  transfer  thereof  to  the  plaintiff, 
with  an  accounting  for  all  moneys  paid 
thereon,  and  to  enjoin  the  defendant  from 
assigning  or  encumbering  said  mortgage 
during  the   pendency   of   the   action.     The 


answer,  after  admitting  certain  allegations 
of  the  complaint,  denied  the  remainder,  and 
pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations  for  the 
period  of  six  years.  After  a  trial  at  special 
term,  judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  substantially  in  accordance  with 
its  prayer  for  relief,  as  to  an  undivided  half 
of  the  inortgage  held  by  the  defendant  when 
the  action  was  commenced;  the  other  half 
having  been  previously  assigned  to  a  bona 
fide  purchaser.  The  appellate  division 
unanimously  affirmed,  and  the  defendant 
appealed  to  this  court. 

The  facts  found,  some  details  being  omit- 
ted, are  substantially  as  follows:  The  plain- 
tiff is  a*  religious  corporation,  and  the  de- 
fendant is  a  practising  lawyer,  the  brother 
and  law  partner  of  Nathaniel  W.  Norton, 


176  Mo.  319,  76  S.  W.  143;  Heil  v.  Heil, 
184  Mo.  665,  84  S.  W.  45;  Crawley  v. 
Crafton,  193  Mo.  421,  91  S.  W.  1027; 
Budnek  v.  Budnek,  128  Mo.  App.  319,  107 
S.  W.  458;  Chowen  v.  Phelps,  26  Mont.  624, 
69  Pac.  54;  Hansen  v.  Berthelsen,  19  Neb. 
433,  27  N.  W.  423;  O'Brien  v.  Gaslin,  20 
Neb.  347,  30  N.  W.  274;  Dailey  v.  Kins- 
ler,  31  Neb.  340,  47  N.  W.  1045;  Thomas 
V.  Churchill,  48  Neb.  266,  67  N.  W.  182; 
Veeder  v.  McKinley-Lanning  Loan  &  T.  Co. 
61  Neb.  892,  86  N.  W.  982;  Marvel  v. 
Marvel,  70  Neb.  498,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  972, 
97  N.  W.  640;  Farrington  v.  Barr,  36  N. 
H.  86 ;  Whvte  v.  Arthur,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  621 ; 
Slocum  v.  'Wooley,  43  N.  J.  Eq.  461,  11 
Atl.  264;  Coffey  v.  Sullivan,  63  N.  J.  Eq. 
296,  49  Atl.  520;  Movan  v.  Hays,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  339;  Sturtevant  v.  Sturtevant,  20  N. 
Y.  39,  75  Ahl  Dec.  371 ;  Hutchinson  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 84  Hun,  482,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  390; 
Nevius  v.  Nevius,  117  App.  Div.  236,  101 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1091;  Hubbard  v.  Sharp,  27 
N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  455,  11  N.  Y.  S.  R.  802; 
Dickenson  v.  Dickenson,  6  N.  C.  (2  Murph.) 
279;  Grove  v.  Kase,  2  Dauphin  Co.  Rep. 
125;  Kinsey  v.  Bennett,  37  S.  C.  319,  15  S. 
E.  965;  Salisburv  v.  Clarke,  61  Vt.  453, 
17  Atl.  135;  Spaulding  v.  Collins,  51  Wash. 
488,  99  Pac.  306;  Kalinowski  v.  McNeny, 
—  Wash.  — ,  123  Pac.  1074;  Fairchild  v. 
Rasdall,  9  Wis.  379;  Bird  v.  Morrison,  12 
Wis.  139;  Pavev  v.  American  Ins.  Co.  66 
Wis.  221,  13  N.  W  925;  Fillingham  v. 
Nichols,  108  Wis.  49,  84  N.  W.  15;  Illinois 
Steel  Co.  V.  Konkel,  146  Wis.  558,  131  N. 
W.  842;  Jones  v.  Van  Doren,  18  Fed.  619. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  that  a  contract  to  convey  land  shall 
be  void  unless  in  writing,  and  that  no 
trust  in  real  property  shall  be  valid  un- 
less created  by  writing  or  by  operation  of 
law,  a  promise  by  a  grantee  to  reconvey 
to  a  grantor  is  invalid,  and  cannot  be  en- 
forced as  such.  Brison  v.  Brison,  75  Cal. 
525,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  17  Pac.  689. 

An  oral  promise  by  a  grantee  to  receive 
and  hold  the  land,  in  express  trust  to  com- 
pensate the  grantor,,  is  not  enforceable,  by 
virtue  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Manning 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


V.  Pippen,  86  Ala.  357,  11  Am.  St  Rep.  46, 

5  So.  672. 

The  case  is  the  same  where  the  agree- 
ment is  between  the  grantee  and  the  person 
furnishing  the  consideration  for  the  con- 
veyance. Robinson  v.  Robinson,  46  Ark. 
481;  Wilson  v.  Warner,  84  Conn.  660,  80 
Atl.  718;  Johnston  v.  Johnston,  138  III. 
385,  27  N.  E.  930;  Murray  v.  Murray,  153 
Ind.  14,  53  N.  E.  946;  Andrew  v.  Andrew, 
114  Iowa,  524,  87  N.  W.  494;  Hoon  v.  Hoon, 
126  Iowa,  391,  102  N.  W.  106;  Groesbeck 
V.  Seeley,  13  Mich.  346;  Newton  v.  Sly, 
15  Mich.  391 ;  Johnson  y.  Johnson,  16  Minn. 
512,  Gil.  462;  Luse  v.  Reed,  63  Minn.  5, 
66  N.  W.  91;  Watson  v.  Pinckney,  29  Jones 

6  S.  188,  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  790. 

Nor  can  an  oral  agreement  between  the 
grantee  and  grantor  to  hold  in  trust  for 
the  benefit  of  a  third  person  be  enforced  as 
an  express  trust.  Tillman  v.  Kifer,  166 
Ala.  403,  52  So.  309;  Spradling  v.  Sprad- 
ling,  —  Ark.  — ,  142  S.  W.  848;  Smith 
V.  Mason,  122  Cal.  426,  66  Pac.  143: 
Verzier  v.  Convard,  76  Conn.  1,  62  Atl.  255; 
Smith  y.  Hollenback,  61  III.  223;  Adams 
V.  Adams,  79  III,  617;  Scott  v.  Harris,  113 
111.  447;  Larmon  y.  Knight,  140  III.  232, 
33  Am.  St.  Rep.  229,  29  N.  E.  1116,  30  N. 
E.  318;  Marie  M.  E.  Church  v.  Trinity  M. 
E.  Church,  205  111.  601,  69  N.  E.  73:  R'vder 
V.  Ryder,  244  III.  297,  91  N.  E.  451 ;  *Cox 
V.  Arnsmann,  76  Ind.  210;  Wright  v. 
Moody,  116  Ind.  175,  18  N.  E.  608;  McClain 
V.  McClain,  57  Iowa,  167,  10  N.  W.  333; 
McGinness  v.  Barton,  71  Iowa,  644,  33  N. 
W.  152;  Willis  v.  Robertson,  121  Iowa, 
380,  96  N.  W.  900;  Heddleston  v.  Stoner, 
128  Iowa,  625,  106  N.  W.  56;  Re  Hall,  132 
Iowa,  664,  110  N.  W.  148;  Schurz  v.  Schurz, 
—  Iowa,  — ,  128  N.  W.  944;  Ingham  v. 
Burnell,  31  Kan.  333,  2  Pac.  804;  Rofpers 
v.  Richards,  67  Kan.  706,  74  Pac.  255; 
WoVmald  v.  Heinze,  28  Kv.  L.  Rep.  1022, 
90  S.  W.  1064;  Philbrook  v.  Delano,  29 
Me.  410;  Wolf  v.  Corby,  30  Md.  856;  Camp- 
bell v.  Brown,  129  Mass.  23;  Moran  v. 
Somes,  154  Mass.  200,  28  N.  E.  152;  Shatter 
y.  Huntington,  53  Mich.  310,  19  N.  W.  11; 
Thompson  v.  Marley,  102  Mich.  476,  60  N. 
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who  was  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  church, 
and  had  been  for  a  long  time  prior  to  the 
transaction  in  question.  In  January,  1901, 
the  plaintiff  owned  two  church  structures, 
one  known  as  the  "Old  Church  Property," 
which  was  no  longer  used  for  religious  wor- 
ship, and  the  other  with  a  new  and  valu- 
able edifice  thereon,  w^hich  was  in  constant 
use  for  church  purposes.  The  society  was 
heavily  in  debt,  and  the  expense  of  holding 
the  "Old  Church  Property"  was  so  great 
that  "it  was  imperatively  necessary"  to 
lease  or  sell  it  "in  order  to  secure  present 
revenue."  It  was  subject  to  a  mortgage  for 
$60,000,  and,  while  the  carrying  charges  for 
interest  and  taxes  amounted  to  a  large  sum 
annually,  the  income  was  but  nominal.  For 
a  long  time  efforts  had  been  made  to  sell 


it,  without  success,  and  it  was  impossible 
to  lease  it  at  a  satisfactory  rental,  except 
for  use  as  a  theater,  and  some  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  congregation  were  unwilling 
that  it  should  be  leased  for  that  purpose. 
At  the  annual  meeting  held  on  the  8  th  of 
January,  1901,  a  resolution  was  passed,  au- 
thorizing the  trustees  to  sell,  lease,  or  oth- 
erwise dispose  of  it,  and  to  execute  the  ne- 
cessary instruments  to  carry  the  resolution 
into  effect.  Thereafter  at  a  meeting  of  the 
board  of  trustees  the  defendant's  brother, 
one  of  their  number,  stated  that  after  vari- 
ous negotiations,  '*in  view  of  the  difiiculty 
of  making  a  lease  direct,  because  of  tlie 
opposition  of  the  people  in  the  church  to 
its  leasing,  an  arrangement  was  proposed 
by  which  the  property  should  be  transferred 


W.  976;  Sheldon  v.  Carr,  139  Mich.  654, 
103  N.  W.  181;  Randall  v.  Constans,  33 
Minn.  329,  23  N.  W.  530;  Pollard  v.  Mc- 
Kenney,  69  Neb.  742,  96  N.  W.  679,  101 
N.  W.  9;  Elder  v.  Webber,  3  Neb.  (Unof.) 
534,  92  N.  W.  126;  Hall  v.  Congdon,  65 
N.  H.  104;  Eaton  v.  Eaton,  35  N.  J.  L.  290; 
Arnwine  v.  Carroll,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  620;  Baker 
V.  Baker,  75  N.  J.  Eq.  305,  72  Atl.  1000; 
Cardiff  v.  Marquis,  17  N.  D.  110,  114  N. 
W.  1088;  Salter  v.  Bird,  103  Pa.  436; 
Braden  v.  Workman,  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  224, 
1  Atl.  655;  Robinson  v.  Robinson,  29  W. 
N.  C.  150;  Lloyd  v.  IngUs,  1  Dessauss.  Eq. 
333;  Rogers  v.  Rogers,  52  S.  C.  388,  29  S. 
E.  812. 

The  same  doctrine  sometimes  finds  expres- 
sion in  the  statement  that  oral  proof  can- 
not be  heard  to  engraft  an  express  trust 
upon  a  deed  absolute  in  terms.  See  Mc- 
Donald V.  Hooker,  57  Ark.  632,  22  S.  W. 
665,  23  S.  W.  678;  Salyers  v.  Smith,  67 
Ark.  526,  55  S.  W.  936;  Louisville  A  N 
R.  Co.  V.  Ramsay,  134  Ga.  107,  67  S.  E. 
652;  Lawson  v.  Lawson,  117  111.  98,  7  N.  E. 
84;  Pillsburv- Washburn  Flour  Mills  Co. 
v.  Kistlor,  53  Minn.  123,  64  N.  W.  1063, 
and    cases    following. 

In  t1»e  absence  of  a  confidential  relation, 
or  of  facts  raising  a  trust  by  operation  of 
law,  a  trust  cannot  be  imposed  upon  the 
grantee  under  an  absolute  deed  unless  it  be 
declared  bv  a  writing.  Gray  v.  Walker, 
157  Cal.  3dl,  108  Pac.  278. 

No  parol  trust  can '  be  engrafted  on  a 
legal  title  which  the  instrument  of  convey- 
ance makes  absolute  on  its  face,  unless  its 
execution  is  procured  by  fraud.  Smith  ▼. 
Smith,  153  Ala.  504,  45  So.  168. 

If  land  is  conferred  by  an  absolute  deed, 
no  express  trust  in  favor  of  the  grantor 
can  be  raised  by  proof  of  a  parol  agreement 
by  the  grantee  to  hold  the  property  in  trust 
or  reconvey  it.  Barr  v.  O'Donnell,  76  Cal. 
469,  9  Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  18  Pac.  429. 

And  an  absolute  conveyance  of  land  can- 
not, after  its  execution,  be  turned  into  a 
trust  by  any  oral  declarations  of  the  par- 
ties thereto.  Sherman  v.  Sandell,  106  Cal. 
373,  39  Pac.  797. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.> 


5.  WJiere  local  statute  of  frauds  does 
not  require  toriting. 

Even  where  some  equivalent  to  the  7th 
section  of  the  English  statute  of  frauds  has 
not  been  enacted,  so  that  an  express  trust 
in  lands  may  be  created  in  favor  of  a  third 
person  by  a  parol  declaration  made  prior 
to  or  contemporaneously  with  the  transfer 
of  the  legal  title  (Pittman  v.  Pittman, 
107  N.  C.  1^9,  11  L.R.A.  456,  12  S.  E.  61; 
Dover  v.  Rhea,  108  N.  C.  88,  13  S.  E.  164; 
Hughes  ▼.  Pritchard,  122  N.  C.  69,  29  S.  E. 
93;  Owens  v.  Williams,  130  N.  C.  165,  41 
S.  E.  93;  Sykes  v.  Boone,  132  N.  C.  109, 
95  Am.  St.  Rep.  619,  43  S.  E.  645;  Murphy 
V.  Hubert,  7  Pa.  420;  Freeman  v.  Freeman, 
2  Pars.  Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  81;  Haywood  v.  Ens- 
ley,  8  Hump.  460;  Thompson  v.  Thompson, 
—  Tenn.  — ,  64  S.  W.  146;  Renshaw  v. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  —  Tenn.  — ,  63  S.  W. 
194;  Mee  v.  Mee,  113  Tenn.  453,  106  Am. 
St.  Rep.  865,  82  S.  W.  830;  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Waller,  116  Tenn.  1,  115  Am.  St.  Rep. 
763,  96  S.  W.  811,  7  Ann.  Cas.  1078)  ;  it 
is  nevertheless  held  that  except  in  cases  of 
fraud,  mistake,  or  undue  influence,  a  parol 
trust  to  arise  by  reason  of  the  contract  or 
agreement  of  the  parties  thereto  will  not 
be  set  up  or  engrafted  in  favor  of  the 
grantor  upon  a  written  deed  conveying  to 
the  grantee  the  absolute  title,  and  giving 
clear  indication  on  the  face  of  the  instru- 
ment that  such  a  title  was  intended  to  pass. 
In  such  case,  and  to  that  extent,  the  doc- 
trine of  parol  trusts  is  subordinated  to 
another  well-recognized  principle  of  law, 
that  when  parties  have  formally  and  ex- 
clusively expressed  their  entire  contract  in 
writing,  the  same  shall  not  be  contradicted 
or  changed  by  contemporaneous  stipula- 
tions or  agreements  resting  in  parol.  Gav- 
lord  V.  Gaylord,  160  N.  C.  222,  63  S.  E. 
1028;  Ricks  v.  Wilson,  154  N.  C.  282,  70 
S.  E.  476;  Porter  v.  Mayfield,  21  Pa.  263; 
Troll  V.  Carter,  16  W.  Va.  667;  Pusev  v. 
Gardner,  21  W.  Va.  469;  Poling  v.  Wil- 
liams, 56  W.  Va.  69,  46  S.  E.  704 ;  Richard- 
I  son  ▼.  McConaughey,  55  W.  Va.   646,  47 
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at  a  price  stated  to  some  person  who  should 
take  the  property,  subject  to  the  present 
Erie  County  Bank  mortgage,  and  himself 
give  back  a  mortgage  upon  the  property  for 
tne  balance  of  the  purchase  price,  as  agreed 
upon.  If  such  price  could  be  agreed  upon 
with  such  person,  then  that  person  to  whom 
the  property  was  transferred  would  be  at 
liberty  to  enter  into  a  lease  with  the  par- 
ty." Thereupon  a  resolution  was  adopted 
directing  application  to  be  made  to  the 
court  for  authority  to  sell  the  property  for 
a  sum  not  less  .than  $320,000,  of  which 
$60,000  was  to  be  represented  by  the  old 
mortgage  and  the  balance  by  a  new  mort- 
gage upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as 
should  be  agreed  upon.  The  application 
was    accordingly    made,    and    leave    was 


granted  by  the  court,  authorizing  the  sale 
on  the  terms  specified.  Thereafter  a  deed 
of  the  property  was  made  to  the  defendant 
for  tho  sum  of  $120,000,  which  the  trial 
court  found  was  the  full  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  a  mortgage  executed  by  him  to 
the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $60,000,  but 
without  any  bond  or  personal  obligation  for 
the  payment  of  said  sum,  and  a  lease  was 
made  by  the  defendant  to  the  theater  people 
for  the  term  of  five  years.  Just  before  the 
expiration  of  the  demised  term,  in  April, 
1006,  the  defendant  wrote  to  the  plaintifT, 
offering  to  pay  $20,000  on  his  mortgage, 
then  past  due,  and  asking  for  an  extension 
of  time  for  the  payment  of  the  balance. 
The  request  was  granted,  and  the  defend- 
ant paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $20,000 


S.  E.  287;    Crawford  v.  Workman,  64  W. 
Va.  19,  61  S.  E.  322. 

And  although  the  local  statute  of  frauds 
may  not  preclude  the  engrafting  6f  an 
express  trust  by  parol  evidence  upon  an 
absolute  conveyance,  yet  the  rule  of  evi- 
dence as  to  varying  or  contradicting  the 
terms  of  a  written  instrument  will  render 
parol  evidence  inadmissible  to  show  that 
the  grantee  in  an  absolute  conveyance 
took  as  trustee,  where  the  deed  by  its 
terms  confers  on  the  grantee  a  discretion 
to  dispose  of  the  land  as  he  pleases.  Mee 
v.  Mee,  113  Tenn.  453,  106  Am.  St.  Rep.  865, 
82  S.  W.  830. 

But  in  Texas,  where,  on  account  of  the 
absence  of  any  equivalent  to  the  7th  sec- 
tion of  the  English  statute  of  frauds,  ex- 
press trusts  resting  in  parol  are  held  to 
be  enforceable  (see,  inter  alia,  Miller  v. 
Thatcher,  9  Tex.  482,  60  Am.  Dec.  172; 
Bailey  v.  Harris,  19  Tex.  108;  Leakey  v. 
Gunter,  26  Tex.  400;  Holland  v.  Farthing, 
2  Tex.  Civ.  App.  155,  21  S.  W.  67;  Whit- 
field V.  Diffie,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — -,  105 
S.  W.  324;  Smalley  v.  Paine,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  130  S.  W.  739;  Landrum  v.  Lan- 
drum,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  130  S.  W. 
907).  The  rule  followed  seems  to  permit 
the  enforcement  of  such  a  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  grantor  (see  Mead  v.  Ran- 
dolph, 8  Tex.  191;  Reeves  v.  Bass,  39  Tex. 
618;  Craig  v.  Harless,  33  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
257,  76  S.  W.  594;  Rogers  v.  Tompkins, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  87  S.  W.  379). 

In  the  absence  of  a  statutory  provision 
makiner  it  necessary  that  an  express  trust 
shall  be  created  or  evidenced  by  a  written 
instrument,  equity  will  enforce  an  oral 
agreement  between  a  vendee  of  land  under 
a  bond  for  title  and  a  third  person,  by 
which  the  latter  advanced  the  purchase 
money  and  took  a  deed  in  his  own  name  as 
security  for  the  loan,  agreeing  to  convey 
to  the  vendee  upon  repayment.  Jones  v. 
M'Dousral,  32  Miss.  179;  Cloninger  v.  Sum- 
mit, 55  N.  C.  (2  Jones,  Eq.)  513;  Turner 
V.  Eford,  58  N.  C.  (5  Jones  Eq.)  106; 
Cohn  V.  Chapman,  62  N.  C.  (Phill.  Eq.)  92, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


93  Am.  Dec.   600;   Avery  v.  Stewart,   136 
N.  C.  426,  68  L.RJ^.  776,  48  S.  E.  775. 

As  to  whether  a  constructive  trust  will 
arise  out  of  such  a  transaction,  see  Mose- 
ley  V.  Moseley,  86  Ala.  289,  5  So.  732,  and 
Hoover  v.  Strohm,  44  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  177, 
hereinafter  set  forth. 

Ill,  €hrounds  upon  which  equUy   tciU 
enforce  promise, 

a.  In  general. 

It  is  well  settled,  however,  that  notwith- 
standing the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  the  presence  of  fraud,  accident,  or 
mistake  in  the  transaction  will  warrant 
the  interposition  of  equity,  which  will 
compel  the  performance  of  the  oral  promise 
by  fastening  a  constructive  trust  upon  the 
conscience  of  the  grantee. 

But,  as  in  other  classes  of  cases  in 
which  constructive  trusts  are  sought  to  be 
established,  the  courts  require  evidence 
which  is  clear,  satisfactory,  and  convinc- 
ing. 

Thus,  in  Brock  v.  Brock,  90  Ala.  86,  9 
L.RA..  287,  8  So.  11,  it  is  said:  '*No  parol 
trust  will  be  engrafted  on  a  legal  title 
which  the  instrument  of  conveyance  makes 
absolute  on  its  face,  unless  with  the  great- 
est caution,  and  where  the  fraud  necessary 
to  create  the  trust  is  established  by  clear 
and  convincing  proof." 

The  evidence  which  will  authorize  the 
court  to  find  that  a  conveyance  of  land 
which  is  absolute  in  terms  was  in  reality 
made  upon  a  trust  must  be  clear,  satisfac- 
tory, and  convincing.  Sherman  v.  Sandell. 
106  Cal.  373,  39  Pac.  797;  Bohm  ▼.  Bohm, 
9  Colo.  100,  10  Pac.  790. 

A  trust  ex  maleficio  can  be  established 
only  by  evidence  which  is  clear,  definite, 
and  unequivocal  in  its  character.  Ryder 
V.  Ryder,  244  111.  297,  91  N.  E.  451. 

Before  a  deed  absolute  upon  its  face  can 
be  impressed  with  a  parol  trust  ex  male- 
ficio the  evidence  must  be  clear,  precise, 
and  indubitable.  Grove  ▼.  Case,  2  Danphia 
Co.  Rep.  125. 
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on  account  of  the  mortgage.  Thereupon  the 
defendant  sold  and  'conveyed  the  premises 
for  the  sum  of  $172,000.  Subsequently  the 
plaintiff  brought  this  action,  claiming  that 
the  defendant  held  the  property  conveyed 
to  it  as  its  trustee  and  for  its  benefit,  and 
asking  judgment  that  he  account  for  what 
he  had  received  on  the  sale. 

Messrs.  Moses  Shire  and  Vernon  Cole, 

for  appellant: 

The  court  committed  reversible  error  in 
excluding  the  proof  of  what  the  trustees, 
at  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting,  stated  to 
Herbert  J.  Norton. 

Tilson  V.  Terwilliger,  66  N.  Y.  273 ;  Wal- 
dele  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  96  N.  Y. 
283,  47  Am.  Rep.  41;  Holcomb  v.  Campbell, 


118  N.  Y.  62,  22  N.  E.  1107;  1  Greenl.  Ev. 
13th  ed.  §  108,  129-131. 

One  trustee  of  a  corporation  may  deal 
with  the  corporation.  The  rest  of  the  board 
of  trustees  may  treat  with  him  as  with  a 
stranger;  if  the  deal  is  open  and  above- 
board,  and  no  undue  advantage  is  taken, 
the  transaction  is  entirely  valid. 

Gamble  v.  Queens  County  Water  Co.  123 
N.  Y.  91,  9  L.R.A.  627,  25  N.  E.  201;  Barr 
V.  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.  126  N.  Y. 
265,  26  N.  E.  145;  Strobel  v.  Brownell,  16 
Misc.  660,  40  N.  Y.  Supp.  702;  Barr  v. 
Pittsburgh  Plate-Glass  Co.  6  C.  C.  A.  260, 
17  U.  S.  App.  124,  57  Fed.  86;  Angell  & 
A.  Priv.  Corp.  §  233;  Ely  v.  Sprague, 
Clarke,  Ch.  361;  Allen  v.  Gillette,  127  U.  S. 
689,  32  L.  ed.  271,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1331; 


b.  Actfial  fraud* 

1,  In  general. 

There  must  be  something  more  than 
mere  receipt  of  title  to  real  estate,  with 
a  parol  promise  to  hold  it  subject  to  a 
trust;  there  must  be  some  interference  with 
the  owner  of  the  property,  by  means  of 
which  he  is  induced  to  forego  the  execution 
by  himself  of  his  designs,  and  leave  the  ex- 
ecution to  the  party  deluding  him  by  a 
false    promise,    and    through    such    false 

Eromise  obtaining  a  title  to  the  property, 
antry  ▼.  Lantry,  61  111.  469,  2  Am.  Rep. 
310. 

In  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute  and  establish  a  trust  ex  maleficio, 
the  transaction  by  means  of  which  the  own- 
ership of  the  property  is  obtained  must  he 
in  fact  a  scheme  of  actual  deceit,  in  other 
words,  there  must  be  an  eleQient  of  positive 
fraud  accompanying  the  promise  and  by 
means  of  which  the  acquisition  of  the  legal 
title  is  wrongfullv  consummated.  Davis  ▼. 
Stambaugh,  163  III.  657,  43  N.  E.  170. 

The  frauds  which  will  raise  a  constructive 
trust  against  the  grantee  are  those  which 
induce  the  conveyance,  or  which  consist  in 
a  refusal  to  execute  defeasances  or  other 
instruments  to  witness  the  trust,  or  which 
secure  the  execution  of  an  instrument  dif- 
ferent from  the  one  agreed  upon,  and  the 
like..  McClain  v.  McClam,  67  Iowa,  167,  10 
N.  W.  333. 

When  it  is  made  to. appear  that  an  in- 
nocent party  has  been  led  bv  fraudulent 
practice  or  deception,  into  parting  with  his 
property,  a  constructive  trust  arises;  and 
notwithstanding  the  general  rule,  a  court 
of  equity  will  grant  relief  to  the  extent  of 
enforcing  a  parol  contract  entered  into  at 
the  time,  and  may  otherwise  by  its  decree 
protect  and  enforce  the  rights  of  the  in- 
nocent party.  Newis  v.  Topfer,  121  Iowa, 
433,  96  N.  W.  995. 

In  Moseley  v.  Moseley,  86  Ala.  289,  5  Sa 
732,  it  is  said  that  the  rule  as  recognized 
and  adopted  in  Alabama  is  that  the  title 
must  be  obtained  by  a  false  and  fraudulent 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


promise  to  hold  and  use  the  same  for  the 
expressed  and  agreed  uses  and  purposes, 
and  subsequently  converted  to  otlier  pur- 
poses, or  claimed  by  the  grantee  as  his  own ; 
that  mere  subsequent  fraud  is  not  suffi- 
cient, but  there  must  be  fraud  in  the  origi- 
nal transaction,  which  must  be  of  such  a 
character  as  to  constitute  a  fraudulent 
contrivance  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  the 
legal  title.  Where  there  is  no  fraud  or 
imposition  in  acquiring  the  title  by  means 
of  the  verbal  promise  or  agreement,  equity 
will  not  enforce  it  in  contravention  of  the 
expressed  declaration  of  the  statute. 

2,  When  fraudulent  intent  inferable. 

(a)  Preliminary  statement. 

While  there  is  complete  accord  in  tlie 
statement  of  the  rule,  there  is  naturally 
considerable  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  grantee  may  be  inferred  from  any  given 
set  of  circumstances.  To  avoid  the  injustice 
arising  from  the  repudiation  of  a  parol 
trust,  courts  of  equity  have  frequently 
jseized  upon  the  slightest  circumstances  con- 
nected with  the  procurement  of  the  con- 
veyance to  avoid  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

(h)  Failure  or  refusal  to  perform, 

(1)  In  general. 

It  is  well  settled  that  neither  the  failure 
of  the  grantee  to  perform  his  oral  promise 
to  hold  property  upon  trust  (Smith  v. 
Smith,  163  Ala.  504,  45  So.  168;  Brison 
V.  Brison,  76  Cal.  625,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  189, 
17  Pac.  689;  Willis  v.  Robertson,  121  Iowa, 
380,  96  N.  W.  900;  Randall  v.  Constans, 
33  Minn.  329,  23  N.  W.  530;  Rvan  v.  Wil- 
liams, 92  Minn.  606. 100  N.  W.  380;  Pollard 
V.  McKenney,  69  Neb.  742,  96  N.  W.  679, 
101  N.  W.  9;  Lovett  ▼.  Taylor,  54  N.  J. 
Eq.  311,  34  Atl.  896;  Avery  v.  Stewart, 
136  N.  C.  426,  68  L.R.A.  776,  48  S.  E.  776; 
Perkins  y.  Cheairs,  2  Baxt.  194;  Krouskop 
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Twin  Lick  Oil  Co.  t.  Marbury,  91  U.  S.  693, 
23  L.  ed.  331,  3  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  688;  Leav- 
enworth County  V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co,  134  U.  S.  709,  33  L.  ed.  1064,  10  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  708. 

The  fact  that  Nathaniel  W.  Norton  was 
one  of  the  plaintiff's  board  of  nine  trustees 
does  not  impress  upon  the  property  a  trust, 
so  that  the  defendant  was  forbidden  to  pur- 
chase it,  as  he  did  under  all  the  facts,  with 
open  and  clear  disclosures,  as  shown  by 
the  proofs  and  findings  herein. 

RoDertson  v.  Bullions,  1.1  N.  Y.  265; 
Gram  v.  Prussia  Emigrated  E.  L.  German 
Soc.  36  N.  Y.  163;  Petty  v.  Tooker,  21  N.  Y". 
267;  Madison  Ave.  Baptist  Church  v.  Bap- 
tist Church,  46  N.  Y.  131;  Landers  v.  Frank 


Street  M.  E.  Church,  97  N.  Y.  119;  Wheat- 
on  V.  Gates,  18  N.  Y.  395. 

Mr.  George  Clinton,  for  respondent: 

The  facts  found  by  the  court  create  an 
equitable  trust  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Religious  Corporations  Law,  §  5;  Moore 
V.  St.  Thomas's  Church,  4  Abb.  N.  C.  56; 
People  ex  rel.  Freeman  v.  Hulbert,  46  N.  Y, 
110;  X  Parsons,  Contr.  62;  Gram  v.  Prus- 
sia Emigrated  E.  L.  German  Soc.  36  N.  Y. 
161;   Robertson  v.  Bullions,  11  N.  Y.  243. 

The  court  correctly  excluded  the  testi- 
mony onered  to  show  what  certain  trustees 
said  to  defendant  after  the  meeting  of 
January  26,   1901. 

Tilson  V.  Terwilliger,  56  N.  Y.  273;  Jex 
V.  Board  of  j^ducation,  1  Hun,  157;  New 
York  L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v.  Beebe,  7  N.  Y. 


V.  Krouskop,  95  Wis.  296,  70  N.  \V.  475), 
nor  the  breach  or  violation  thereof  (Ara- 
monette  v.  Black,  73  Ark.  310,  83  S.  W. 
910;  Spradling  v.  Spradling,  —  Ark.  — , 
142  S.  W.  848;  Grossman  v.  Keister,  220 
111.  69,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  114  Am.  St. 
Rep.  305,  79  N.  E.  68;  Andrew  v.  Andrew, 
114  Iowa,  524,  87  N.  W.  494;  Newis  v. 
Topfer,  121  Iowa,  433,  96  N.  W.  905;  Hed- 
dleston  v.  Stoner,  128  Iowa,  625,  105  N.  W. 
56;  Harper  v.  Harper,  5  Bush,  176;3ullen- 
kamp  v.  Bullenkamp,  34  App.  Div.  193,  54 
N.  Y.  Supp.  482,  8.  c.  43  App.  Div.  510, 
60  N.  Y.  Supp.  84;  Parrish  v.  Parrish, 
33  Or.  486,  54  Pac.  352;  Robinson  v.  Rob- 
inson, 29  W.  N.  C.  159;  Grove  V.  Kase,  2 
Dauphin  Co.  Rep.  125),  nor  the  grantee's 
repudiation  (Patton  v.  Beecher,  02  Ala. 
579;  Willis  v.  Robertson,  121  Iowa,  380, 
96  N.  W.  900;  Gaylord  v.  Gaylord,  150  N. 
C.  222,  63  S.  E.  1028),  or  refusal  to  per- 
form (Barr  v.  O'Donnell,  76  Cal.  469,  9 
Am.  St.  Rep.  242,  18  Pac.  429;  Verzier  t. 
Convard,  75  Conn.  1,  52  Atl.  255;  Newis 
V.  Topfer,  121  Iowa,  433,  96  N.  W.  905; 
Tatge  V.  Tatge,  34  Minn.  272,  25  N.  W.  596, 
26  N.  W.  121;  Henderson  v.  Murrav,  108 
Minn.  76,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  121  N. 
W.  214:  Weiss  v.  Heitkamp,  127  Mo.  23, 
29  S.  W.  709;  Hutchinson  v.  Hutchinson, 
84  Hun,  482,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  390;  Watson 
V.  Pincknev,  29  Jones  &  S.  188.  18  N.  Y. 
Supp.  790;*  Barry  v.  Hill,  166  Pa.  344,  31 
Atl.  126;  Braun  v.  First  German  E.  L. 
Church,  198  Pa.  152,  47  Atl.  963;  Simon's 
Estate,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  450;  Richardson 
V.  McConauffhey,  55  W.  Va.  646,  47  S.  E. 
287;  Fairchild  v.  Rasdall,  9  Wis.  379),  is 
fraud;  although  it  has  been  held  in  some 
instances  (see  Brock  v.  Brock,  and  Gregory 
V.  Bowlsby,  infra)  that  such  failure  or  re- 
fusal may  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
determining  whether  the  promise  was  made 
with  fraudulent  intent. 

Thus,  in  Brock  v.  Brock,  90  Ala.  86,  9 
L.R.A.  287,  8  So.  11,  it  is  said:  "The 
mere  breach  of  an  oral  agreement,  standing 
alone,  though  often  a  moral  wrong,  is  not 
sufficient  to  establish  that  fraud  in  procur- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ing  the  title  which  is  requisite  to  render  the 
grantee  or  devisee  a  trustee  ex  m<ilcficio; 
although  the  fact  of  such  breach  may,  of 
course,  be  looked  to,  in  connection  with 
the  other  circumstances  of  the  case,  as 
sometimes  constituting  one  of  several  links 
in  a  chain  of  facts  going  to  prove  fraud. 
If  this  were  not  so  the  statute  of  frauds 
would*  practically  be  repealed,  because  no 
case  can  arise  in  the  courts  under  it  ex- 
cept where  such  a  breach  is  charged,  other 
than  cases  of  fraud,  either  positive  or  con- 
structive." 

The  mere  failure  or  refusal  to  perform 
a  parol  agreement,  which  was  made  in  good 
faith,  to  reconvey  to  the  grantor  upon  re- 
quest, is  not  fraud.  Feeney  v.  Howard,  70 
Cal.  525,  4  L.R.A.  826,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  162, 
21  Pac.  984;  Williams  v.  Williams,  180 
III.  361,  64  N.  E.  229. 

The  mere  refusal  of  a  supposed  trustee 
to  execute  a  parol  trust,  or  the  denial  of 
its  existence,  is  not  such  a  fraud  as  will 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
and  authorize  a  court  of  equity  to  enforce 
the  trust.  McCartnev  v.  Fletcher,  11  App. 
D.  C.  1;  Scott  v.  Harris,  113  HI.  447;  Davis 
V.  Stambaugh,  163  III.  657,  46  N.  E.  170; 
McClain  v.  McClain,  67  Iowa,  167,  10  N. 
W.  333. 

While  breach  of  a  contract  on  the  part  of 
a  grantee  to  hold  the  lands  conveyed  in 
trust  may  be  considered,  it  is  not  alone  suf- 
ficient to  establish  fraud,  but  there  must  be 
also  some  clear  and  explicit  evidence  of 
fraud  or  *  imposition  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  conveyance  to  constitute  the 
grantee  a  trustee  ew  maleficio,  Gregory  t. 
Bowlsby,  115  Iowa,  327,  88  N.  W.  822. 

A  representation  on  the  part  of  the 
grantee  that  if  the  grantor  would  convey  ta 
him  a  fee  simple,  he  would  hold  in  trust 
for  the  grantor,  and  would  reconvey  the 
same  to  him  at  any  time  on  request,  or. 
in  case  of  his  death,  to  a  third  person,  is  not 
such  a  fraudulent  representation  as  will 
avoid  the  deed.  Representations  upon 
which  fraud  can  be  predicated  must  be  of 
an  existing  fact,  or  of  a  fact  alleged  to 
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369;  Hay  v.  Piatt,  66  Hun,  488,  21  N.  Y. 
Supp.  362. 

Cnllen,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  facts  found 
b^  the  trial  court  do  not  support  the  judg- 
ment. The  foundation  of  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  relief  are  the  two  findings:  *'That 
it  was  not  the  understanding  of  the  trus- 
tees that  the  transfer  to  a  third  person 
.should  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  its  real  own- 
ership of  the  property.  That  it  was  the  un- 
derstanding and  intent  of  the  trustees  that 
the  property  should  be  conveyed  to  a  third 
person  to  hold  for  the  church  and  lease  to 
the  theater  people,  in  order  to  cover  up  and 
conceal  from  tlie  church  members  the  fact 


that  it  was  in  reality  leasing  to  them." 
There  is  no  finding  that  the  defendant  ever 
agreed  to  hold  the  lands  conveyed  to  him 
in  trust  for  the  plaintiff,  and,  on  the  con- 
trary, there  is  an  express  finding,  to  wliich 
I  shall  hereafter  ajlude,  which  negatives 
any  such  promise  or  agreement.  And  even 
had  such  a  promise  been  made,  it  not  being 
in  writing,  the  promise  with  the  two  find- 
ings I  have  quoted  would  be  insuflicient 
alone  to  establish  the  trust  and  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  relief.  Wood  v.  Rabe,  96  N.  Y. 
414,  48  Am.  Rep.  640. 

It  is  the  settled  law  of  this  state  that 
parol  evidence  is  inadmissible  to  limit  the 
effect  the  law  attributes  to  the  delivery  of 
a  deed  to  a  grantee.  Hamlin  v.  Hamlin,  192 
N.  Y.  164,  168,  84  N.  E.  805,  806,  was  an 


exist,  and  not  a  mere  promise  to  somethinir 
afterwards.     Fouty  v.  Fouty,  34  Ind.  433. 

(2)  As  giving  rise  to  inference  of  ac' 
tual  fraudulent  intent. 

One  court  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold  that 
proof  of  an  intention  not  to  perform  at  the 
time  of  making  a  promise  is  not  enough 
to  establish  an  actual  fraudulent  intent. 
In  Tatge  v.  Tatge,  34  Minn.  272,  26  N.  W. 
596,  26  N.  W.  121,  an  intention  on  the 
part  of  a  grantee  at  the  time,  of  taking  a 
conveyance  not  to  perform  a  promise  to 
hold  the  property  in  trust  is  neld  to  be 
no  ground  for  declaring  a  trust  ex  nKtle- 
/icio,  the  court  saying:  "The  authorities 
are  uniform  that  a  mere  refusal  to  per- 
form a  verbal  promise^  void  under  the 
statute,  is  no  ground  for  relief  on  the 
ground  of  fraud.  This  is  so  for  the  mani- 
ifest  reason  that  if  a  party  chooses  to  go 
outside  of  the  law,  and  trust  to  the  honor 
of  another,  he  must  take  the  consequence 
of  his  misplaced  confidence;  and,  in  such 
a  case,  we  fail  to  see  how  it  cnn  make  any 
difference  whether  the  promisor  did  or 
did  not  at  the  time  intend  to  fulfill  the 
promise.  The  case  is  obviously  different 
where  there  has  been  some  concealment,  or 
misrepresentation  of  facts  or  of  the  real 
nature  of  the  transaction,  or  some  oppres- 
sion, intimidation,  undue  influence,  or  the 
like,  by  means  of  which  a  party  has  been 
deceived  or  entrapped  into  making  the 
conveyance.  But^  notwithstanding  certain 
loose  remarks  in  some  of  the  cases,  we  find 
no  well-considered  cnse  which  holds  that  the 
mere  intention  not  to  perform  will,  in  and 
of  itself  alone,  furnish  a  ground  for  re- 
lief on  the  ground  of  fraud." 

But  there  is  authority  to  the  contrary, 
and,  indeed,  a  majority  of  the  cases  appear 
to  proceed  on  the  contrary  assumption. 

Thus,  in  Pollard  v.  McKenney,  69  Neb. 
742,  96  N.  W.  679,  101  N.  W.  9,  it  is  held 
that  ordinarily  a  false  representation  upon 
which  fraud  may  be  predicated  must  be 
of  an^ existing  fact,  or  a  fact  alleged  at  the 
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time  to  exist,  and  cannot  consist  of  a  mere 
promise  to  be  performed  in  the  future,  but 
that  if  the  intention  not  to  perform  the 
promise  be  shown  to  have  existed  at  the 
time  the  promise  was  made,  the  promise  is 
fraudulent. 

And  in  Parrish  v.  Parrish,  33  Or.  486, 
54  Pac.  352,  the  court  said:  "The  essence 
of  the  fraud  consists  in  the  existence  of  a 
wrongful  intent  at  the  time  to  eventually 
appropriate  the  property  while  lending 
countenance  to  the  .belief  in  the  owner  that 
it  was  designed  to  be  used  for,  and  would 
finally  inure  to,  his  benefit.  It  differs  from 
a  promise  with  a  purpose  of  complying 
therewith  at  the  appointed  time,  and  a 
breach  thereof,  for  it  is  settled  and  con- 
ceded that  a  mere  failure  to  fulfil  the 
promise  is  not  fraud,  and  the  statute  ap- 
plies in  such  a  case:  but  if  the  evil  in- 
tent primarily  existed,  as  above  sugtrested, 
the  transaction  is  fraudulent,  and  without 
the  statute." 

Actual  fraud  may  be  found  in  the  fact, 
admitted  by  demurrer,  that  a  promise  by  a 
grantee  to  Veconvey  upon  request  was  made 
without  any  intention  of  performing  it. 
Brison  V.  Brison,  75  Cal.  625,  7  Am.  St. 
Rep.  189,  17  Pac.  689. 

In  Qrote  v.  Grote,  121  App.  Div.  841, 
106  N.  Y.  Supp.  986,  where  it  was  admitted, 
for  the  purposes  of  demurrer,  that  the 
grantee  rtever  intended  to  carry  out  an 
agreement  with  the  grantor  to  give  him 
board  and  lodging  as  long  as  he  should 
require  it,  but  made  that  agreement  solely 
to  induce  him  to  convey  the  property  to 
her,  and  that  he  did  so  convey  it,  believ- 
ing and  relying  upon  this  promise,  it  was 
said  that  if  these  allegations  should  be 
established  on  the  trial,  a  strong  case 
could  be  made  out,  charging  the  grantee 
as  a  trustee  ex  maleficio. 

And  in  Haigh  v.  Kaye,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  469, 
41  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  567,  26  L.  T.  N.  S.  675, 
20  Week.  Rep.  597,  where  the  grantor  con- 
veyed property  without  actual  consider- 
ation, upon  an  oral  agreement,  admitted  by 
the  grantee,  to  hold  for  the  grantor's  bene* 
58 


914 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


June, 


action  by  the  wife  to  set  aside  a  deed  made 
by  her  to  her  husband,  on  the  claim  that 
she  delivered  the  deeds  "simply  to  help  him 
temporarily,  in  case  he  needed  the  money 
for  his  business.'  This  court  said,  through 
Gray,  J.:  "If  we  should  give  full  effect  to 
the  plaintiff's  claim,  it  would  be  to  hol'd  the 
delivery  by  her  oi  the  deeds  to  have  been 
conditional,  and  not  absolute;  but'  that 
would  be  violative  of  the  settled  rule  in  this 
state  tnat  a  delivery  cannot  be  made  to  the 
grantee  conditionally.  Any  oral  condition 
accompanying  the  delivery  in  such  case 
would  be  repugnant  to  the  terms  of  the 
deed,  and  parol  evidence  to  prove  that  there 
was  such  a  condition  attached  to  the  deliv- 
ery is  inadmissible"  (p.  168), — citing  Sou- 
verbye  v.  Ardenj  1  Johns.  Ch.  240;  Worrall 


fit,  and  to  reconvey  upon  request,  it  was 
held  that  the  statute  of  frauds  would  not 
preclude  the  court  from  decreeing  a  re- 
conveyance. 

If  by  a  false  and  fraudulent  oral  promise, 
which  he  intended  at  the  time  of  making 
it  afterward  to  violate,  the  grantee  in- 
duces the  making  of  the  conveyance,  equity, 
by  reason  of  his  fraud,  will  fasten  upon 
him  a  constructive  trust  in  behalf  of  the 
grantor.  Brown  v.  Doane,  86  Ga.  32,  11 
L.R.A.  381,  12  S.  E.  17;). 

A  promise  made  without  any  intention 
of  performing  it  is  fraudulent.  Hays  ▼. 
Gloster,  88  Cal.  660,  26  Pac.  367. 

(c)  From  tuitivitu  in  procuring  convey^ 

ance, 

(1)   Generally. 

Perhaps  the  most  satisfactory  inference 
of  a  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of  a 
grantee  is  to  be  derived  from  his  activity 
in  procuring  the  conveyance;  and  in  the 
instances  hereinafter  detailed  in  which 
equity  has  compelled  the  performance  of 
the  promise,  it  will  be  found  that  the 
grantee  made  some  representation,  or  other- 
wise took  an  active  part  in  inducing  the 
grantor  to  convey. 

Thus,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  im- 
position on  the  part  of  the  grantee  in 
obtaining  a  conveyance,  equity  will  not  en- 
force an  oral  promise  to  hold  for  the 
grantor's  benefit.  Skahen  v.  Irving,  206 
111.  597,  69  N.  E.  610. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  misrepresenta- 
tion, imposition,  circumvention,  artifice, 
or  concealment,  or  abuse  of  confidential  re- 
lations in  obtaining  a  deed,  the  grantee 
cannot  be  held  a  trustee  eo?  maleficio  be- 
cause of  his  failure  to  perform  an  alleged 
parol  agreement  to  hold  the  property  upon 
trust.  Verzier  v.  Convard,  75  Conn.  1,  52 
Atl.  255. 

A  complaint  simply  alleging  a  parol  agree- 
ment between  the  parties  to  deeds  of  par- 
tition, whereby  one  received  more  than  his 
share,  to  hold*  the  land  in  trust,  and  trans- 
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V.  Munn,  6  N.  Y.  229,  65  Am.  Bee.  330; 
Wallace  v.  Berdell,  97  N.  Y.  13;  Blewitt  ▼. 
Boorum,  142  N.  Y.  357,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  600, 
37  N.  £.  119.  There  can  be  no  distinction 
as  to  this  element  between  the  case  at 
bar  and  that  cited.  There  it  was  attempted 
to  stiow  the  title  was  to  pass  to  the  hus- 
band by  the  deed  merely  temporarily;  here, 
that  it  was  not  to  pass  at  all.  As  to  such 
a  claim  it  is  said  in  Wallace  v.  Berdell,  su- 
pra: "The  general  term^  in  their  opinion 
say  that  they  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
evidence  leads  to  but  one  conclusion; 
namely,  that  the  trust  deed  was  made  for  a 
temporary  purpose  only.  ...  If  this  be 
the  correct  view  of  the  facts,  the  conclusion 
that  the  deed  was  invalid  is  clearly  erro- 
neous.    .  >.     .    The   delivery   having 


fer  to  the  other  when  required  such  portion 
thereof  as  would  make  the  parts  owned  by 
each  in  severalty  of  equal  value,  and  the 
violation  of  such  agreement,  but  contain- 
ing no  allegation  that  the  conveyance  was 
obtained  by  fraud  or  deceit,  does  not  es- 
tablish a  case  for  the  intervention  of  equity. 
Barr  v.  O'Donnell,  76  Cal.  469,  9  Am.  St. 
Rep.  242,  18  Pac.  429. 

Where  H  appears  that  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion was  made  by  a  husband  to  his  wife 
without  any  suggestion  or  procurement 
whatever  on  her  part,  and  during  a  pe- 
riod of  separation  between  them  occasioned 
by  his  drunken  habits,  that  she  at  first  re- 
fused to  accept  the  deed,  and  persisted  in 
declining  to  do  so,  until  she  finally  yielded 
to  the  persuasion  of  her  father  and  the 
further  solicitations  of  the  husband,  there 
is  not  satisfactory  'proof  that  at  the  time 
the  deed  was  accepted  the  wife  entertained 
any  fraudulent  purpose  not  to  perform  the 
alleged  oral  promise  to  reconvey  should 
the  grantor  reform  his  intemperate  habits, 
and  returij  to  live  with  her.  Brock  v. 
Brock,  90  Ala.  86,  9  L.R.A.  287,  8  So.  11 

And  equity  will  not  raise  a  trust  ex  male- 
ficio: 

— ^where  a  conveyance  was  made  by  the 
grantor  of  his  own  motion  and  without  any 
solicitation,  undue  influence,  or  fraud  upon 
the  part  of  the  grantee,  though  at  the  time 
the  grantor  expressed  confidence  that  the 
grantee  would  do  what  was  riffht.  Doran 
V.  Doran,  99  Cal,  311,  33  Pac.  929. 

— where  there  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  the  grantee  ever  uttered  a  word  to 
induce  the  conveyance  to  himself,  or  to 
prevent  a  conveyance  from  the  grantor  to 
the  person  claiming  to  be  the  beneficiary 
of  a  parol  promise.  Lantry  y.  Lantry,  51 
111.  459,  2  Am.  ]^ep.  310. 

— where  the  evidence  showed  only  that 
the  grantee  took,  without  consideration, 
and  it  was  not  shown  that  he  ever  asserted 
title  in  himself,  or  did  any  act  in  contra- 
vention of  the  alleged  agreement  to  hold 
for  another.  Barry  v.  Hill,  166  Pa,  344, 
31  Atl.  126. 
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to  the  grantee  himself,  neither  party  would 
have  been  permitted  to  show,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  defeating  the  rights  of  the  ceaiuia 
que  iruatent,  tliat  the  delivery  was  with 
intent  that  the  deed  sliould  not  take  effect, 
or  that  it  should  not  take  effect  unless 
again  delivered,  or  unless  the  grantor 
sliould  aiterward  determine  that  it  should 
take  effect,  or  upon  any  other  contingency 
whatever,  contrary  to  the  terms  of  the 
instrument."  97  N.  Y.  24.  Therefore,  to 
uphold  the  judgment  below  some  other  ele- 
ment must  be  established  than  those  I  have 
referred  to.  Doubtless,  a  relation  of  con- 
fidence between  the  parties  would  be  suffi- 
cient had  the  defendant  made  a  promise  to 
hold  the  lands  in  trust  (Wood  v.  Rabe,  su- 
pra), and  it  is  claimed  that  such  relation 


was  established  by  tne  fact  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  law  partner  of  his  brother, 
Nathaniel  W.  Norton,  who  was  one  of  the 
trustees.  Now,  while  the  defendant  could 
not  retain  any  advantage  he  might  gain 
over  the  plaintiff  by  virtue  of  this  relation, 
still  the  relation  did  not  necessarily  pre- 
clude him  from  becoming  a  purchaser  of 
the  property,  and  so  the  trial  court  found. 
At  the  time  the  trustees  of  the  plaintiff 
voted  to  sell  and  convey  the  property  to  the 
defendant,  they  also  authorized  the  execu- 
tion of  an  agreement  with  the  defendant  as 
to  his  responsibilities.  The  agreement  recited 
the  conveyance  for  the  sum  of  $120,000, 
'  represented  by  a  mortgage  of  $60,000  then 
on  the  property,  and  a  further  mortgage 
of  $60,000  to  be  given  to  the  paintiff;  that 


But  equity  will  raise  a  trust  ex  male- 
fioio: 

— ^where  the  execution  of  a  conveyance 
was  induced  by  a  promise  that  it  should 
not  go  into  effect  or  be  filed  for  record 
until  approved  by  the  grantor*s  attorneys, 
and  should  be  destroyed  if  not  so  approved, 
which  promise  was  made  by  the  grantee 
with  a  fraudulent  intention  of  not  comply- 
ing therewith.  Smith  v.  Smith,  153  Ala. 
504,   45   So.   168; 

— ^where  a  husband  intending  to  convey 
property  to  his  wife,  was  induced  by  a 
friend  to  convey  the  property  to  him  in 
order  to  avoid  any  suspicion  that  the 
transfer  was  made  to  defraud  creditors, 
the  friend  representing  that  he  would  hold 
the  property  in  trust  for  the  wife,  or 
would  convev  it  to  her.  Fischbeck  v.  Gross, 
112  111.  208; 

— where  the  party  to  whom  an  absolute 
doed  is  made  obtains  the  execution  and 
delivery  thereof  to  himself  by  fraud  and 
imposition  upon  the  frantors,  on  a  parol 
promise  to  hold  the  land  in  trust  for 
them.  Williams  v.  Williams,  180  111.  361, 
54  N.  E.  229; 

— where  an  uncle  conveyed  to  a  niece 
who  had  acquired  great  infiuence  over  him, 
at  her  suggestion,  and  in  reliance  upon  her 
promise  to  hold  for  his  benefit,  and  to 
roconvey  on  request.  Hansen  v.  Barthel- 
sen,   19  Neb.  433,  27  N.  %V.  423; 

— where  a  mortgagor  executed  a  power 
of  sale  to  the  mortgagee  upon  the  under- 
Htnnding  that  he  would  settle  a  portion  of 
the  property  for  the  use  of  the  mortgagor's 
wife.    Blount  v.  Carroway,  67  N.  C.  396. 

And  in  Booth  v.  Turle,  L.  R.  16  Eq.  183, 
21  Week.  Rep.  721,  where  one  desirous 
of  disposing  of  his  interest  in  property 
held  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  as- 
signed the  agreement  to  a  purchaser,  with^ 
the  oral  understanding  that  certain  stables 
on  the  premises  should  be  held  in  trust  for 
him,  and  made  a  reduction  in  the  purchase 
price  upon  that  understanding  and  agree- 
ment, and  the  plaintiff  remained  in  pos- 
session without  the  payment  of  rent  or 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


other  consideration,  it  was  held  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  had  no  application. 

Where  a  widow,  in  order  to  relieve  cer- 
tain real  estate  descending  to  her  from  her 
first  husband  from  the  operation  of  a  stat- 
ute limiting  her  right  to  convey  the  same 
during  a  second  contemplated  marriage, 
and  being  induced  by  virtue  of  the  intimate 
and  confidential  relations  existing  between 
her  and  her  intended  husband's  family  to 
rely  on  the  integrity  and  good  faith  of 
the  grantee,  conveyed  such  realty  to  the 
wife  of  the  brother  of  her  intended  hus- 
band, relying  upon  the  verbal  agreement 
of  the  latter  to  reconvey  it  to  her  after 
the  marriage  had  taken  place,  equity  will 
enforce  the  promise.  Catalini  v.  Catalini, 
124  Ind.  54,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  73,  24  N.  E. 
375.  This  case  has  been  referred  to  in 
subsequent  decisions  by  the  same  court  as 
an  extreme  case,  and  as  resting  largely 
upon  the  consideration  that  the  person  seek- 
ing to  enforce  the  trust  was  not  in  the 
position  of  a  mere  volunteer. 

Although  the  motive  for  the  conveyance 
has  not  the  slightest  bearing  on  the  ques- 
tions upon  which  the  decisions  turn,  the 
desirability  of  bringing  into  juxtaposition 
cases  the  circumstances  of  which  are  simi- 
lar has  suggested  the  following  arrange- 
ment, based  on  the  character  of  the  tran- 
saction involved: 

(2)  Instances  where  motive  of  grantor 
%Das  to  avoid  family  troubles. 

In  several  instances  the  motive  actuat- 
ing the  grantor  arose  out  of  family 
troubles. 

Equity  will  not  raise  a  constructive 
trust : 

— where  a  conveyance  was  made  at  the 
instance  of  the  grantor,  to  aid  him  in  free- 
ing his  land  from  any  dower  claim  or 
right  of  his  wife,  with  whom  he  was  then 
having  trouble,  and  to  save  the  property 
for  his  grandchildren  by  a  former  wife, 
and  it  did  not  appear  that  the  grantee  in- 
duced  the   making   of   the   conveyance   by 
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there  was  a  proposition  form  one  Eeruan 
and  others  to  take  a  lease  of  the  property 
for  the  period  of  five  years,  and  to  pay  as 
rent,  $4,000  a  year  quarterly,  in  advance,  as 
well  as  all  taxes  and  assessments,  and  to 
keep  the  buildings  insured  for  a  sum  not 
less  than  $25,000,  loss  payable  to  mort- 
gagee; that  the  lessees  proposed  to  make 
certain  improvements  upon  the  property. 
It  then  contained  an  agreement  by  the  de- 
fendant that  he  would,  so  far  as  ne  was 
able,  safeguard  "himself  and  mortgagees" 
by  seeing  to  it  that  the  contracts  for  such 
improvements  were  carried  out,  and  that 
the  improvements  were  paid  for  by  the 
lessees;  that  the  work  done  in  improvements 
should  not  interfere  with  the  building  laws 
of  the  city,  and  that  the  property  should 


not  be  wasted  or  made  of  less  value  by 
reason  of  any  improvements  being  begun 
and  then  abandoned,  which  should  be  pro- 
vided for  either  by  giving  a  bond  or  deposit 
by  James  L.  Kernan  and  others  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  costs  of  the  proposed  improve- 
ments, or  in  some  other  manner.  It  fur- 
ther provided  that  if  the  lease  contemplated 
should  not  be  made,  the  defendant  should 
reconvey  the  property  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
take  a  discharge  of  his  iportgage.  Lastly, 
the  defendant  agreed  to  collect  the  rents 
under  the  lease  as  the  same  should  become 
due,  and  immediately  pay  over  the  same  to 
the  plaintiff,  **to  the  extent  of  $4,000  year- 
ly," which  rent  should  be  in  lieu  of  interest 
upon  the  mortgage  debt  upon  said  prop> 
erty;    and    the    defendant    was    not    to    be 


fraud  or  promise  to  execute  some  instru- 
ment showing  the  trust  character  of  the 
conveyance.  Willis  v.  Robertson,  121  Iowa, 
380,  96  N.  W.  900; 

— where  the  grantor,  having  some  trouble 
with  his  wife,  in  order  to  place  his  prop- 
erty so  that  she  could  establish  no  claim 
upon  it  in  case  of  litigation,  had  a  deed 
prepared  and  made  it  over  to  his  brother, 
with  the- understanding  and  agreement  that 
it  should  be  reconveyed  on  demand.  Gav- 
lord  V.  Gaylord,  160  N.  C.  222,  63  S.  E. 
1028; 

— where  the  grantor  conveyed  property 
to  a  sister  to  hold  for  him  so  as  to  protect 
it  from  any  claim  of  his  wife,  who  was 
separated  from  him,  there  being  neither 
fraud  nor  mistake  in  the  transaction. 
Holtheide  v.  Smith,  24  ICy.  L.  Rep.  2535, 
74  S.  W.  689. 

(3)  Instances  where  anticipated  dan^ 
ger  of  litigation  or  prosecution  <n- 
fluenccd  grantor. 

Sometimes  an  anticipated  danger  of 
litigation  or  criminal  prosecution  has  in- 
fluenced the  conveyance. 

It  has  been  held  that  there  is  no  con- 
structive trust: 

— where  the  grantor,  at  the  suggestion 
of  his  family  that  he  should  p'jt  his 
property  out  of  his  hands  until  an  antici- 
pated danger  of  litigation  should  have 
passed,  but  fully  understanding  at  the 
time  he  executed  the  conveyance  that,  in 
case  of  a  refusal  of  the  grantee  to  re- 
convey,  he  would  be  without  remedy,  con- 
veyed to  his  mother,  with  the  understand- 
ing that,  when  it  should  become  safe  to 
do  so,  she  should  reconvey  to  him.  Tatge 
v.  Tatge,  34  Minn.  272,  25  N.  W.  696,  26 
N.  W.  121; 

— ^where  the  grantor,  being  apprehensive 
of  arrest  and  prosecution,  and  desirous  so 
to  arrange  his  affairs  that  he  might  escape 
from  the  country,  conveyed  certain  realty 
upon  his  own  motion  and  without  any  soli- 
citation or  instigation  on  the  part  of  the 
grantee,  to  his  brother,  without  consider- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ation,  upon  his  agreement  to  hold  the  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
grantor  and  his  heirs.  Fairchild  v.  Ras- 
dall,   9   Wis.   379. 

But  a  constructive  trust  has  been  held 
to  exist: 

— where  the  grantee  procured  land  to  be 
conveyed  to  her  without  consideration,  by 
representing  that  it  was  liable  to  seizure 
for  the  debts  of  a  corporation  in  which 
the  grantor  was  a  stockholder,  and  that 
if  the  grantor  would  so  convey  said 
premises,  she  would,  upon  demand,  recon- 
vey to  him.  Chamberlain  v.  Chamberlain, 
7  Cal.  App.  634,  95  Pac.  659; 

— ^where  the  grantee  obtained  the  convey- 
ance without  consideration  by  representing 
to  the  grantor  and  his  wife  that  there  vrsm 
danger  of  the  property  being  levied  upon 
by  a  creditor,  and  that  if  they  would  deed 
it  to  him  he  would  keep  it  until  their 
son  was  of  age,  and  convey  it  to  him. 
Miller  v.  Pearce,  6  Watts  &  S.  97;, 

— ^where  the  grantdr,  under  an  unifounded 
apprehension  of  criminal  prosecution,  con- 
veyed to  another  upon  a  parol  agreement 
to  retransfer  when  the  difliculty  should 
have  passed,  especially  where  the  grantor 
had  been  allowed  to  remain  in  possession 
of  the  property,  and  had  paid  off  the  mort- 
gage thereon  in  the  meantime.  Davies  v. 
Otty,  35  Beav.  208,  5  New  Reports,  391, 
34  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  252,  12  L.  T.  N.  S. 
789,  13  Week.  Rep.  484; 

— ^where,  at  the  instance  of  the  grantee, 
and  under  the  apprehension  that  the  prop- 
erty would  be  seized  and  sold  in  satis- 
faction of  the  fine  for  an  offense  for  which 
the  grantor  was  under  indictment,  a  con- 
veyance was  made  to  a  relative,  without 
consideration,  upon  an  oral  agreement  to 
reconvey  on  demand.  Cordova  v.  Lee,  — 
jex.  — ,  14  S.  W.  208. 

A  complaint  alleging  that  the  grantor, 
induced  by  the  grantee's  promises,  repre- 
sentations, and  pretenses  that  he  would 
manage  the  grantor's  affairs  so  as  to  re- 
lieve him  of  his  then-present  embarrass- 
ment, and  would  retransfer  the  property' 
to  him,  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  of 


1911. 


LAFAYETTE  STREET  CHURCH  SOC.  ▼.  NORTON. 


917 


personally  obligated  to  pay  more  moneys 
than  be  had  received.  As  to  this  agree- 
ment, the  special  term  expressly  found  '*that 
at  the  meeting  of  the  trustees  held  on  the 
26th  of  January,  1901,  Nathaniel  W.  Nor- 
ton informed  the  trustees  that  his  brother 
would  take  the  property  on  the  terms  men- 
tioned in  said  contract,  and  upon  no  other 
terms;  that  he  had  no  money  to  invest 
in  the  property,  and  could  not  pay  any- 
thing for  carrying  it  during  the  leasehold 
period."  This  finding  of  the  trial  court 
necessarily  excludes  any  promise,  agree- 
ment,  or  assent  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant to  anything  except  that  which  is  pro- 
vided for  in  the  written  agreement.  He 
distinctly  defines  his  position  and  the  terms 
on  which  he  would  accept  the  conveyance 


to  the  trustees  of  the  plaintiff,  and  with 
full  knowledge  of  those  terms  and  con- 
ditions the  trustees  directed  the  conveyance 
to  him,  and  entered  into  the  agreement 
the  defendant  proposed.  It  is  to  be  noted 
that  the  agreement  in  one  contingency,  and 
only  in  one  contingency,  provides  for  a 
reconveyance  of  the  property;  that  is,  in 
case  the  proposed  lease  should  not  be 
executed;  and  the  agreement  also  provides 
that  the  defendant  shall  safeguard  not  only 
the  plaintiff,  but  himself,  by  seeing  that 
the  lessees  pay  for  the  improvements  they 
may  make  in  the  property.  In  the  face 
of  this  agreement  and  the  findings  of  the 
court  as  to  it,  it  seems  to  me  idle  to  claim 
that  the  property  was  impressed  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  with  any  trust  in 


his  property,  but  that  the  grantee  knew 
his  representations  to  be  false  and  untrue, 
and  that  the  same  were  made  with  intent 
to  deceive  and  defraud,  sets  forth  matters 
constituting  a  cause  of  action.  Hays  ▼. 
Gloster,  88  Cal.  560,  26  Pac  367. 

(4)  Instances   where   conveyance   was 
intended  to  protect  grantor's  family. 

In  other  instances  the  conveyance  has 
been  made  with  the  idea  of  protecting  the 
grantor  or  his  family  from  the  conse- 
quences of  his  improvidence. 

The  courts  have  held  no  constructive 
trust  to  exist  in  the  following  instances: 

— ^where  a  son  of  unsteady  habits  con- 
veyed to  his  mother,  to  enable  her  to  man- 
age his  property  for  him,  there  being  no 
fraud  or  imposition  in  the  transaction. 
Home  V.  Higgins,  76  Miss.  813,  25  So. 
489; 

— ^where  the  grantor  was  induced  to  deed 
the  property  to  his  mother  to  preserve  it 
from  the  consequences  of  his  improvidence, 
there  being  no  deceit,  false  representation, 
or  mistake  in  the  transaction.  Lovell  v. 
Taylor,  54  N.  J.  Eq.  311,  34  Atl.  896; 

—where  a  brother  transferred  to  a  sister 
his  interest  in  his  father's  estate,  to  pre- 
serve it  for  his  family  against  his  credit- 
ors, upon  his  own  suggestion,  and  without 
any  undue  influence,  persuasion,  or  mis- 
representation on  the  part  of  the  grantee. 
Simon's  Estate,  20  Pa.  Super.   Ct.  450; 

— where  the  grantor  conveyed  property  to 
a  sister  residing  in  his  family,  for  the 
purpose  of  protecting  his  family  against 
the  consequences  of  his  improvidence,  there 
being  no  fraud,  mistake,  or  contrivance. 
Salisbury  v.  Clarke,  61  Vt.  453,  17  Atl. 
135; 

— where  the  grantor,  at  the  suggestion 
and  on  the  persuasion  of  her  husband, 
who  had  become  insolvent,  and  who  was 
apprehensive  that  his  creditors  would  at- 
tempt to  subject  the  premises  to  the 
payment  of 'his  debts,  conveyed  them  to  an 
inmate  of  her  household,  who  for  several 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


years  had  been  received  into  and  treated 
as  a  member  of  her  family,  and  was  a 
trusted  •  confidential  friend,  without  con- 
sideration, upon  his  promise  that  he  would 
hold  for  her  use,  and  on  request  would 
reconvey  to  her,  or  surrender  the  convey- 
ance to  be  canceled.  Patton  v.  Beecher, 
62  Ala.  579; 

— ^where  one  who  had  inherited  property 
from  her  father,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
administrator  of  her  father's  estate,  who 
supposed  that  a  conveyance  of  the  estate 
to  a  third  person  would  be  effectual  to 
coerce  a  favorable  settlement  of  a  claim 
against  his  decedent  as  surety  on  a  bond, 
conveyed  to  a  sister,  who  took  no  part 
in  the  scheme  other  than  to  receive  the 
conveyance.  Moore  v.  Jordan,  65  Miss. 
229,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  641,  3  So.  737. 

Where  there  was  no  evidence  that  a 
conveyance  from  a  brother  to  a  sister  was 
solicited  or  induced  by  her,  equity  will  not 
enforce  against  her  heirs  an  oral  promise 
to  hold  in  trust  for  the  grantor.  Biggins 
V.   Biggins,   133  III.  211,  24  N.  E.   516. 

For  another  instance  in  which  the  con- 
veyance was  made  by  the  grantor  wit  * 
the  idea  of  protecting  himself  from 
threatened  embarrassments,  but  in  which 
a  fiduciary  relation  between  the  grantor 
and  grantee  was  an  element,  see  Rozell  v. 
Vansyckle,  11  Wash.  79,  39  Pac.  270,  infra, 
under  heading,  "Construqtive  Fraud." 

In  the  group  of  cases  immediately  fol- 
lowing, the  conveyance  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  family  arrangement. 

(6)  Instances  where  conveyance  was  in 
nature  of  family  arrangement. 

In  the  absence  of  an  averment  of  undue 
influence  arising  out  of  confidential  re- 
lations, or  other  circumstances  of  fraud 
between  the  parties,  to  constitute  the 
grantee  a  trustee  ew  maleficio  a  bill  aver- 
ring that  property  was  conveyed  to  the 
grantee  on  the  trust  and  confidence  that 
the  grantee  would  hold  it  for  the  grantor's 
children,  and  would  at  a  later  time  execute 
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favor  of  the  plaintiff,  or  that  the  defend- 
ant's obligations  and  relations  to  the  prop- 
erty were  anywise  different  from  those  ex- 
pressed in  the  conveyance  and  agreement. 
If-  there  is  any  inconsistency  between  the 
finding  quoted  and  the  other  findings  made 
by  the  trial  court,  the  appellant  is,  under 
the  settled  rules  of  practice,  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  the  one  most  favorable  to  him. 
I  think  also  that  tlie  plaintiff,  by  its 
subsequent  conduct,  ratified  and  confirmed 
the  conveyance  to  the  defendant.  -The  trial 
court  found  that  in  April,  1906,  five  years 
after  the  transaction,  and  within  a  few 
days  before  the  expiration  of  the  lease  to 
the  theater  company,  the  defendant  wrote 
to  the  trustees  of  the  plaintiff,  offering  to 
pay   $20,000    on    the    plaintiff's   mortgage. 


and  asking,  in  consideration  thereof,   that 
the  remainder  be  allowed  to  stand  for  four 
years,  $5,000  to  be  paid  each  year  on   the 
principal,  together  with  interest  r  that  the 
trustees  adopted  a  resolution  that  the   re- 
quest of   the  defendant  be  complied   with, 
and  thereupon   the  defendant  paid  to   the 
plaintiff  tlie  sum  of  $20,000.     It   is    very 
probably  true  that,   no  new  consideration 
being  advanced,  the  payment  by  the  defend- 
ant of  $20,000,  already  due  on  the  mort- 
gage, was  not  a  sufficient  consideration  for 
its  extension,  and  the  plaintiff  might  have 
insisted  on  the  immediate  payment  of  the 
balance,  despite  of  its  receipt  of  the  $20,000 
on  the  condition  stated.     But  the  receipt 
of  the  money  seems  to  me  plainly  an  ac- 
knowledgment that  the  deed  given  by  the 


a  deed  to  them,  does  not  state  a  case  for 
equitable  relief.  Tillman  v.  Kifer,  166  Ala. 
403,  52  So.  309. 

Where  property  was  conveyed  by  the 
grantor  to  his  intended  wife,  in  consider- 
ation of  marriage,  an  oral  agreement  on 
her  part  that  she  would  take  only  a  life 
esttite  therein,  and  that  after  her  death 
it  should  go  to  his  children,  even  if  es- 
tabjished  by  evidence,  is  not  enforceable  in 
equity.  Ryder  v.  Ryder,  244  111.  297,  91 
N.  E.  451. 

Where  the  grantor  conveyed  and  to  his 
intended  wife  upon  a  verbal  agreement  that 
she  should  hold  it  in  trust  for  both  of  them, 
equity  will  not  enforce  the  agreement. 
Mcscall  V.  Tully,  91  Ind.  96. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud,  deceit,  or  mis- 
representation of  any  kind  in  obtaining  a 
deed,  equity  will  not  enforce  an  alleged 
parol  promise  by  a  wife  to  hold  property 
conveyed  to  her  by  her  husband  in  trust 
for  him.     McCartney  v.  Fletcher,  11  App. 

D.  C.  1. 

Where  a  husband  procured  title  to  prop- 
erty purchased  by  him  to  be  made  to  his 
wife,  with  the  understanding  between  them 
that  when  he  desired  she  would  convey 
to  him,  equity  will  not  enforce  the  promise. 
Johnston  v.  Johnston,   138  111.  385,  27  N. 

E.  930. 

Where  no  fraudulent  representations 
were  made,  nor  any  undue  means  resorted 
to  to  influence  the  grantor  to  make  a  con- 
vevance  to  his  wife,  but  the  matter  was 
talked  over  amon^  the  parties,  and  the 
grantor  acted  of  his  own  free  will  and  ac- 
cord, without  any  particular  persuasion, 
equity  will  not  enforce  an  oral  promise  to 
hold  for  the  j?rantor*s  benefit.  Moore  v. 
Horsley,  156  111.  30,  40  N.  E.  323. 

Where  by  a  voluntary  conveyance,  un- 
tainted with  fraud,  and  unaffected  by  any 
written  declaration  of  trust,  a  grantor 
conveyed  property  to  his  wife,  she  cannot 
be  held  trustee  thereof,  although  the  grant- 
or made  the  conveyance  to  preserve  and 
protect  his  home,  and  she  accepted  it  to 
assist  him,  and  joined  in  carrying  his 
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desire  into  execution.     Fitzgerald  v.  Fitz- 
gerald, 168  Mass.  488,  47  N.  E.  431. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  show  that 
a  conveyance  waa  obtained  from  a  hus- 
band -by  his  wife  through  undue  influence 
or  fraudulent  misrepresentation,  she  will 
not  be  held  a  trustee  ex  maleficio  for  the 
benefit  of  their  children.  Scott  v.  Harris, 
113  ni.  447. 

Where  a  husband  agreed  with  his  wife 
that  the  lands  conveyed  by  him  to  her 
should  be  held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
their  children,  the  alleged  trust  cannot  be 
enforced.  Moran  v.  Somes,  154  Mass.  200, 
28  N.  E.  152. 

But  where  a  wife  procures  a  conveyance 
of  lands  from  her  husband  by  promising 
to  make  a  will  in  his  favor,  and  does  so 
with  a  fraudulent  intent  not  to  comply 
with  her  promise,  the  fraud  will  vitiate 
the  transaction,  and  equity  in  such  case 
will  declare  the  grantee  to  be  a  trustee 
ex  malefioio;  and  the  conduct  of  the  wife 
after  the  execution  of  the  deed  may  be 
looked  to  as  an  aid  in  determining  what 
her  intention  was  when  she  obtained  the 
deed.  Manning  v.  Pippen,  86  Ala.  357,  11 
Am.  St.  Rep.  46,  5  So.  572. 

Where  no  fraud  was  practised  on  a 
mother  to  induce  her  to  convey  land  to  one 
of  her  sons,  who  agreed  to  hold  it  for 
her  benefit  during  her  life,  and  upon  her 
death  upon  a  secret  trust  for  a  brother, 
there  is  no  constructive  trust.  Brown  v. 
Brown,  66  Conn.  493,  34  Atl.  490. 

But  where  a  mother  was  induced  to  con- 
vey property  to  a  son  in  trust  for  his 
brother,  on  'account  of  the  latter's  dissi- 
pated habits,  without  other  consideration 
than  the  parol  understanding  that  he  would 
reconvey  to  his  brother  when  he  should  be- 
come temperate,  without  an  intention  on 
the  part  of  the  grantee  to  perform  his 
promise,  but  with  the  intention  of  claiming 
and  holding  absolutely  for  himself,  equity 
will  declare  him  a  trustee.  Nordholt  v. 
Nordholt,  87  Cal.  552,  22  Am.  St.  Rep. 
268.  26  Pac.  599.  , 

Where   the   grantor,    then   about   to  te 
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plaintiff  was  effective  to  pass  the  title  to 
the  defendant,  and  that  the  title  was  then 
in  him.  On  no  other  possible  theory  could 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  facts*  then  known 
to  it,  have  been  entitled  to  the  money.  If 
the  defendant  held  title  simply  as  the 
trustee  or  dummy  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was 
not  entitled  to  money  from  him  unless, 
under  its  instructions,  he  had  sold  the  prop- 
erty on  its  behalf,  of  which  there  is  no 
finding,  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  plaintiff 
claims  to  have  been  ignorant  at  the  time 
of  any  sale. 

Nor  am  I  disposed  to  look  upon  the 
transaction  as  so  unconscionable  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant,  or  prejudicial  to  the 
plaintiff,  as  is  contended.  The  members  of 
the  church  empowered  the  trustees  to  sell 


the  property,  the  use  of  which  the  church 
no  longer  required.  No  fraud  was  practised 
upon  them.  The  trustees  had  made  diligent 
effort  in  that  behalf  and  failed.  The  prop- 
erty was  producing  no  income,  and  carry- 
ing it  was  a  severe  burden  upon  tlie  re- 
sources of  the  church.  Proposals  were  made 
to  lease  it  for  the  purpose  of  a  theater, 
but  the*trusteeB,  while  they  were  not  un- 
willing that  it  should  be'^occupied  for  that 
purpose,  were  unwilling  that  the  church 
should  lease  it  for  such  a  use,  fearing  dis- 
satisfaction on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
church  members.  Thereupon  the  scheme 
was  planned  which  was  subsequently  car- 
ried through,  and  which  resulted  in  the 
property  being  used  as  a  theater.  In  the 
adoption  pf  this  plan  the  trustees  exhibited 


married  and  to  go  to  the  state  of  Texas, 
thinking  she  might  never  return  to  live 
at  the  (Hd  home,  conveyed  her  interest  there- 
in to  her  brother,  with  the  understanding 
and  agreement  that  if  she  never  returned, 
he  was  to  own  and  hold  the  land,  but  if  she 
returned  from  Texas  to  live  at  the  old 
home,  he  was  to  give  up  the  land  and 
deed  to  her,  equity  will  not  enforce  the 
promise.  Stevenson  v.  Crapnell,  114  III. 
19,  28  N.  E.  379. 

Where  one  of  the  members  of  a  family 
in  whose  name  title  had  been  taken  -to 
the  premises  upon  which  they  all  lived, 
working  together  to  earn  the  purchase 
price,  notified  the  family  that  he  expected 
soon  to  be  married,  whereupon  it  was  in- 
sisted that  some  arrangement  should  be 
made  to  safeguard  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties, and  the  land  was  conveyed  to  their 
mother,  under  an  agreement  that  she  should 
hold  it  until  her  death,  when  it  should  be 
equally  divided  among  the  children,  equity 
will  not  enforce  the  promise.  Champlin 
V.  Champlin,  136  111.  309,  29  Am.  St. 
Rep.  323,  26  1^.  £.  526. 

Where  the  children  of  a  decedent,  rely- 
ing on  the  verbal  promise  of  one  of  them 
to  convey  back  the  lands  when  his  father's 
estate  was  settled,  or  pay  for  the  same, 
voluntarily  conveyed  their  interests  in  the 
land  to  him,  no  trust  arose.  Mayfield  v. 
Forsyth,  164  111.  32,  45  N.  E.  403. 

But  a  petition  stating  that  at  the  re- 
quest of  their  father,  plaintiffs  met  him  at 
the  home  of  a  son-in-law;  that  the  father 
then  and  ther^  requested  them  to  deed  to 
him  their  interest  in  the  realty  left  by 
their  deceased  mother,  in  order  that  he 
might  use  and  farm  the  land  to  better  ad- 
vantage; and  that  he  then  and  there  ver- 
bally agreed  that  he  would  hold  the  land, 
would  not  sell  or  dispose  of  the  same,  and 
that  the  net  proceeds  and  accumulations 
should  and  would  descend  to  them  at  his 
death;  that,  believing  in  such  promises, 
they  executed  a  deed  to  him  without  con- 
sideration; that  the  father  did  not  intend 
to  carry  out  the  arrangement  or  agreement 
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on  his  part,  but  made  the  representations 
and  agreement  for  the  sole  purpose  of 
cheating  and  defrauding  them  out  of  their 
interest  in  the  land  of  their  deceased 
mother, — recites  facts  showing  a  construc- 
tive trust  in  favor  of  the  grantors.  Greg- 
ory v.  Bowlsby,  115  Iowa,  327,  88  N.  W. 
822. 

Where  one  who  had  become  pecuniarily 
embarrassed  and  intemperate,  in  pursuance 
of  a  verbal  agreement  between  and  among 
himself,  his  wife,  his  brother-in-law,  and 
his  father,  the  two  last  named  being  sure- 
ties on  a  bond  given  by  him,  that  the 
brother-in-law  should  pay  certain  of  his 
debts,  in  consideration  for  which  he  was 
to  convey  to  the  brother-in-law  certain 
land,  a  portion  of  which  was  to  be  recon- 
veyed  to  the  grantor's  wife,  did  so  con- 
vey, equity  will  enforce  the  agreement. 
Teague  v.  Fowler,  56  Ind.  569. 

Where  a  grantee,  the  mother  of  her 
immediate  grantor,  who  acted  merely  as  a 
conduit  for  title,  expressed  an  intention 
that  at  some  future  time  she  would  con- 
vey the  land  to  the  grantor  as  a  provision 
for  him,  there  is  no  constructive  trust. 
Henninger  v.  McGuire,  146  Iowa,  270,  125 
N.  W.  180. 

For  other  instances  in  which  the  con- 
veyance was  made  as  a  family  arrangement, 
but  in  which  a  fiduciary  relation  between 
the  grantor  and  grantee  was  an  element, 
see  Brison  v.  Brison,  75  Cal.  525,  7  Am. 
St.  Rep.  189,  17  Pac.  689;  Hayne  v.  Her- 
mann, 97  Cal.  259,  32  Pac.  171;  Lauricella 
V.  Lauricella,  161  Cal.  61,  118  Pac.  430; 
Larmon  v.  Knight,  140  111.  232,  33  Am. 
St.  Rep.  229,  29  N.  E.  1116,  30  N.  E.  318; 
Ruhe  V.  Ruhe,  113  Md.  695,  77  Atl.  797; 
Thompson  v.  White,  1  Dall.  424,  1  L.  ed. 
206,  1  Am.  Dec.  252;  Bowler  v.  Curler, 
21  Nev.  158,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  501,  26  Pac. 
226;  Goldsmith  v.  Goldsmith,  145  N.  Y. 
313,  39  N.  E.  1067;  Foote  v.  Foote,  53 
Barb.  258;  Hanson  v.  Svarverud,  18  N. 
D.  550,  120  S.  W.  550,  fully  set  forth 
infra,  under  the  heading,  ^'Constructive 
fraud." 
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some  moral  cowardice,  but  committed  no 
fraud.  The  plan  was  to  convey  the  property 
to  someone  who  would  take  it  at  its  full 
value,  the  purchase  money  to  be  secured 
by  a  mortgage  on  the  land,  but  without 
personal  liability  of  the  grantee.  He  was 
to  make  the  lease  to  the  theater.  If  the 
negotiations  for  the  lease  failed,  the  prop- 
erty was  to  be  reconveyed  to  the  church. 
If  the  lease  was  made,  the  grantee  was  to 
pay,  on  account  of  the  interest  on  the 
mortgage,  only  the  amount  of  rent  he  might 
receive.  By  this  arrangement  the  plain- 
tiff was  no  worse  off  than  it  was  before, 
for  if  there  was  no  lease,  the  property 
was  reconveyed.     If  there  was  a  lease,  the 


plaintiff  would  get  just  what  it  was  willing 
to  receive,  had  the  trustees  had  the  moral 
courage  to  rent  the  property  for  a  theater. 
The  defendant  became  personally  liable  for 
the  rent  he  might  receive,  and,  if  he  failed 
to  pay  it,  the  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff, 
which  ran  only  for  a  year,  could  be  im- 
mediately foreclosed.  What  the  plaintiff 
undoubtedly  did  lose  was  the  chance  of  the 
appreciation  in  the  value  of  the  property. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  plaintiff  got  the 
defendant's  obligation  to  collect  the  rent, 
look  after  the  property,  to  care  and  super- 
intend the  improvements,  and  so  arrange 
chat  there  should  be  no  charge  against  the 
property  for  the  cost  of  such  improvements 


(0)  Instances  in  which  conveyance  %o€is 
by  xoay  of  advancement  of  child. 

Sometimes  the  question  under  discus* 
sion  has  arisen  in  relation  to  a  conveyance 
to  a  son-in-law  by  way  of  an  advancement 
to  the  grantor's  daughter. 

Where  a  woman's  father  made  a  con- 
veyance to  her  husband  as  an  advance  to 
her,  there  being  no  fraud  in  the  transac- 
tion, there  is'no  constructive  trust.-  Mere- 
dith V.  Meredith,  160  Ind,  299,  50  N.  E. 
29;  Acker  v.  Priest,  92  Iowa,  610,  61  N.  W. 
235;  Braden  v.  Workman,  1  Sadler  (Pa.) 
224,  1  Atl.  655. 

Nor  will  equity  raise  a  trust  in  a  case 
where  a  father  wished  to  make  an  advance 
to  his  daughter,  but  executed  a  deed  to  her 
husband,  who,  however,  made  no  promise 
to  hold  it  for  his  wife's  benefit  to  induce 
the  execution,  but  merely  expressed  an  in- 
tention that  it  should  be  for  her,  and 
added  *'that^  if  he  did  not  get  it  in  his  own 
name,  he  did  not  want  it  at  all."  Dilts 
V.  Stewart,  1  Sadler  (Pa.)  230,  1  Atl.  587. 

(7)  Instances  where  property  conveyed 
to  facilitate  its  management. 

In  the  following  instances  property  was 
conveyed  in  order  to  facilitate  the  grantee's 
management  of  it. 

It  has  been  lieM  that  no  trust  ew  male- 
ficio  will  be  declared: 

— ^where  a  wife  voluntarily  conveyed 
property  to  her  husband  without  consider- 
ation, to  enable  him  to  manage  her  busi- 
ness for  her.  Stubbings  v.  Stubbings,  248 
111.  406,  94  N.  E.  64; 

— ^where  at  the  instance  of  the  grantor, 
her  brother  left  his  home  in  a  foreign  state 
upon  an  agreement  that  her  farm  should 
be  conveyed  to  his  wife,  that  he  should 
move  upon  the  farm,  furnish  the  grantor 
with  a  home,  and  keep  the  farm,  if  it  could 
be  saved  from  the  deots  and  encumbrances 
resulting  from  the  grantor's  improvidence. 
McHenry  v.  McHenry,  248  111.  606,  94 
N.  E.  84; 

— ^wbere  one  going  out  of  the  state,  and 
wishing  to  leave  his  business  in  the  hands 
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of  an  agent,  solicited  one  to  become  his 
agent,  and  conveyed  land  to  him  to  enable 
him  to  sell  it  and  give  a  deed  for  it. 
MorraU  v.  Waterson,  7  Kan.  199; 

— ^where  the  grantor  conveyed  his  in- 
terest in  certain  property  to  his  sister, 
who  was  his  cotenant  thereof,  with  a  full 
understanding  of  the  consequences  of  his 
act,  to  avoid  the  annoyance  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  property  incident  to  having  the 
title  standing  in  the.  name  of  both,  rely- 
ing upon  her  oral  agreement  to  hold  it 
in  trust  for  him,  there  being  no  fiduciary 
relation  between  the  parties  or  undue  ad- 
vantage taken.  Hutchinson  v.  Hutchin- 
son,   84   Hun,   482,    32   N.   Y.    Supp.    390; 

— ^where  the  grantor  conveyed  to  his 
father-in-law,  a  man  of  considerable  in- 
fluence in  the  locality,  in  order  that  he 
might  use  his  influence  in  opposition  to  the 
extension  of  a  street  across  the  property, 
and.  upon  his  verbal  promise  to  reconvey, 
and  the  father-in-law  died  before  so  doing. 
Slocum  V.  Wooley»  43  N.  J.  Eq.  451,  11 
Atl.   264; 

— ^where  no  deception  was  employed  by 
the  grantee,  who  accepted  an  absolute  con- 
veyance of  the  property,  made  for  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  enabling  him  to  make 
sales,  pay  off  an  indebtedness,  and  if  pos- 
sible, save  something  out  of  the  proceeds 
for  the  grantor.  Braun  v.  First  German 
E.  L.  Church,  198  Pa.  152,  47  Atl.  963 ; 

— ^where  the  grantor,  without  accident, 
or'  mistake  or  fraud  on  the  part  of  the 
grantee  in  procuring  the  conveyance,  deeded 
property  to  her  son  for  the  purpose  of- en- 
abling him  to  defend  the  title  against  a 
threatened  suit,  with  the  understanding 
that  he  would  hold  *it  for  her  benefit 
Jones  V.  Van  Doren,  18  Fed.  618. 

But  where  an  illiterate  grantor  executed 
a  conveyance  to  her  brother  for  the  purpose 
of  prosecuting  certain  trespassers,  under 
a  verbal  promise  to  reconvey  as  soon  as 
the  purpose  for  which  the  deed  was  given 
should  be  accomplished,  there  is  a  con- 
structive trust.  Lee  v.  Lee,  11  Rich.  Eq. 
574. 

And  where  the  grantee  fraudulently,  by 
false  representations  that  he  would  faitli- 
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by  the  failure  of  the  lessees  themselves  to 
pay  therefor.  For  these  services  the  defend- 
ant could  not  recover  any  compensation 
from  the  plaintiff.  The  only  inducement 
for  him  to  do  this  work  and  assume  the 
obligations  was  the  chance  that  he  might 
make  a  profit  on  the  sale  of  the  property, 
and  it  was  doubtless  due  to  the  efforts  of. 
himself  and  Luther,  with  whom  the  court 
found  he  agreed  to  divide  the  profits,  that 
a  profit  was  fin..Ily  realized.  Often  an 
option  is  giyen  on  real  estate  for  a  nominal 
consideration,  in  the  belief  or  hope  that  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  given  may  be  able 
to  effect  a  sale  where  the  owner  had  been 
unable  to  do  so.     I  am  by  no  means  cer- 

fully  act  as  agent  of  the  grantor,  and  with 
the  fraudulent  intent  and  design  of  re- 
taining the  land  as  his  own,  induced  the 
grantor,  who  was  about  to  enter  the  mili- 
tary service  of  the  United  States,  and  de- 
sired before  doing  so  to  make  dome  pro- 
vision for  payment  of  his  debts,  to  con- 
vey to  him,  with  the  parpl  understanding 
and  agreement  that  he  would  sell  a  eufii- 
cient  amount  to  pay  the  debts,  and  would 
reconvey  the  balance,  equity  will  raise  a 
constructive  trust.  Newell  ▼.  Newell,  14 
Kan.  202. 

So,  also,  where  the  grantee  acted  in  bad 
faith  and  fraudulently  in  inducing  the 
grantor,  who  was  about  to  enter  tlie  mili- 
an  agreement  that  if  he  would  do  so  he 
would  furnish  bail  for  the  grantor,  who 
was  under  arrest,  and  upon  his  appearance 
and  compliance  with  the  bail  bond,  would 
reconvey,  to  leave  the  deed  in  his  hands 
during  his  imprisonment,  and  permit  him, 
as  agent  or  trustee,  to  have  charge  of  all 
his  business,  representing  that  he  would 
account  to  the  grantor  upon  his  release,  and 
would  reconvey  to  him  the  property,  equity 
will  raise  a  trust  eof  maleficio.  Jasper  v. 
Hazen,  1  N.  D.  76,  44  N.  W.  1018. 

For  other  instances  in  which  the  con- 
veyance was  made  with  the  idea  of  enabling 
the  grantee  to  manage  the  property  for 
the  grantor's  benefit,  but  in  which  a  fidu- 
ciary relation  between  the  grantor  and 
grantee  was  an  element,  see  Butler  v. 
Hyland,  89  Cal.  676,  26  Pac.  1108;  Jones 
V.  Jones,  140  Cal.  587,  74  Pac.  143;  Brophy 
V.  Lawler,  107  III.  284;  Giffen  v.  Taylor, 
139  Ind.  573,  37  N.  E.  392;  Bullenkamp 
V.  Bullenkamp,  43  'App.  Div.  510,  60  N. 
Y.  Supp.  84;  Parrish  v.  Parrish.  33  Or. 
486,  54  Pac.  352,  fully  set  forth  infra, 
under  the  heading  "Constructive  fraud." 

(8)  Instances   tthere   ctniveyance   was 
fn  nature  of  testamentary  disposition* 

It   frequently   happens   that  the   motive 
actuating  the  conveyance  gives  it  somewhat 
the   character  of   a  testamentary   disposi- 
tion. 
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tain  that,  taking  the  transaction  between 
the  parties  solely  as  it  appears  on  the  face 
of  the  instruments  executed  by  them,  the 
transaction  was  not  a  beneficial  one  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  did  not  enable  it  to  make  a 
sale  that  by  its  own  efforts  it  would  have 
been  unable  to  effect. 

The  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and 
new   trial  granted;    costs   to   abide   event. 

Gray,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  vote  for  the  affirmance  of  the  judgment. 
Ihe  case  differs  from  that  of  Hamlin  v. 
Hamlin,  192  N.  Y.  164,  84  N.  E.  805,  where 
it  was  sought  to  prove  that  a  deed  had  been 
conditionally  delivered.    Here,  that  the  de- 

.  Equity  will  not  enforce  the  grantee's 
promise: 

— ^where  a  conveyance  was  made  without 
any  solicitation  on  the  part  of  the  grantee, 
who  verbally  promised  to  hold  the  property 
in  trust  to  sell,  and  from  the  proceeds  to 
pay  legacies  named  in  the  grantor's  will. 
Adams  v.  Adams,  79  111.  617; 

— ^where  a  husband,  in  anticipation  of 
an  early  death,  voluntarily  conveyed  lands 
to  his  wife,  who  promised  to  carry  out  his 
wishes  with  regard  to  them.  Davis  v. 
Stambaugh,    163    111.    657,   43    N.    £.    170; 

— ^where  the  grantor,  being  ill,  and  desir- 
ing to  miUce  a  distribution  of  property 
among  her  children,  and  to  save  the  expense 
of  guardianship  for  one  of  them  who  was 
a  minor,  conveyed  property  to  a  daughter, 
who  orally  agreed  to  convey  a  one-half 
interest  therein  to  her  brother,  on  his  re- 
quest, after  he  should  become  of  age,  but 
who  was  not  shown  to  have  used  any  un- 
due infiuence  or  fraud  in  procuring  the 
convcvance.  Peterson  v.  Boswell,  137  Ind. 
211,  36  N.  E.  845; 

— where,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  on  the 
part  of  the  grantee,  the  grantor,  being  very 
sick  and  expecting  to  live  but  a  short  time, 
conveyed  property  to  his  daughter  without 
any  consideration,  with  the  understanding 
between  them  that  the  conveyance  was 
made  in  order  that  the  daughter  might  have 
the  property  at  the  grantor's  decease,  and 
that  if  the  grantor  recovered  and  wanted 
the  property  back  the  daughter  would  re- 
convev.  Wentworth  v.  Shibles,  89  Me.  167, 
36  Atl.  108. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  constructive  trust 
has  been  held  to  exist: 

— ^where  a  grantee,  after  ascertaining 
that  his  old  and  infirm  mother  intends  to 
devise  property  to  a  grandson,  advises 
her  that  the  best  way  to  accomplish  such  a 
purpose  is  to  convey  the  land  to  him,  he 
intending  at  the  time  to  dispose  of  it  in 
a  different  way.  Ammonette  v.  Black,  73 
Ark.  310,  83  S.  W.  910; 

— ^where  the  grantee,  who  was  the  con- 
fidential adviser  of  the  grantor,  persuaded 
the  grantor,  who  desired  to  make  a  final 
disposition  of  her  property  so  that  it  should 
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livery  of  the  deed  was  absolute  is  not  dis- 
puted. The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  is  that 
the  conveyance  was  upon  trust,  and  that 
the  defendant  must  account  for  bis  acta 
as  its  trustee.  It  was  found  *'that  the  de- 
fendant knew  that  the  plaintiff's  trustees, 
in  conveying  the  property  to  him,  did  so 
simply  for  the  purpose  that  he  might  hold 
the  same  for   plaintiff's  benefit  and  lease 


it  to  the  theater  people."  This  finding  has 
been  unanimously  affirmed,  and  is  con- 
clusive as  to  the  nature  of  the  defendant's 
title. 

Haisht,  "Werner,  and  Willard  Bart- 
lett,  JJ.,  concur  with  Cnllen,  Ch.  J. ;  Vann 
and  Chase,  J  J.,  concur  with  Gray,  J. 


go  at  her  death  to  certain  nephews  and 
nieces,  not  to  make  a  will,  but  to  execute 
an  absolute  deed  to  him,  by  leading  her  to 
believe  that  he  would  carry  out  her  de- 
sire and  intention  concerning  the  property. 
Aldrich  y.  Hassinger,  13  Haw.  138; 

— ^where  a  father,  wishing  to  make  some 
arrangement  whereby  certain  realty  would 
become  the  property  of  his  two  daughters 
after  his  death,  at  first  requested  his  attor- 
ney to  take  title  in  his  name  and  hold  it 
for  them,  and,  upon  the  attorney's  declin- 
ing to  do  so,  thereafter  conveyed  it  to  a 
son,  with  the  understanding  that  he  should 
deed  it  to  his  sisters  after  the  father^s 
death.  Hilt  ▼.  Simpson,  230  111.  170,  82 
N.  E.  588; 

— where  a  mother,  ill  in  bed,  at  the  soli- 
citation of  her  children,  conveyed  without 
consideration  her  property  to  one  of  them, 
who  had  the  confidence  of  all,  upon  his 
agreeing  to  hold  it  for  the  benefit  of  all, 
to  avoid  the  expense  of  distributing  it 
through  the  courts.  Stahl  v.  Stahl,  214 
111.  131,  68  L.R.A.  617,  105  Am.  St.  Rep. 
101,  73  N.  E.  319,  2  Ann.  Cas.  774; 

— where  a  mother,  during  her  last  ill- 
ness, believing  that  she  would  not  recover, 
conveyed  all  of  her  real  estate  to  her  hus- 
band, at  his  request,  and  upon  his  oral 
promise  to  devise  said  real  estate  to  their 
demented  child,  and  care  for  him  during 
the  father's  natural  life.  Schneringer  v. 
Schneringer,  81  Neb.  661,  116  N.  W.  491; 

— where  a  wife  prevailed  upon  her  hus- 

'band,  who  was  fatally  ill,  to  convey  certain 

of   his   property    to    her    by    promising   to 

make  a  certain  disposition   thereof  among 

his   heirs   at   law,    and   wilfully    failed    to 

make  such  disposition.    Pollard  v.  McKen- 

ney,  69  Neb.  742,  96  N.  W.  679,  101  N.  W. 
9." 

'in  Becker  v.  Schwerdtle,  141  Cal.  386, 
74  Pac.  1029,  it  was  held  that  the  allejra- 
tions  of  a  complaint  setting  forth  that  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  mother  and 
son,  that  the  most  confidential  relations  al- 
ways existed  between  them,  that  while  very 
ill,  and  believing  that  she  had  but  a  few 
days  to  live,  and  placing  every  trust  and 
confidence  in  the  defendant,  and  desiring 
him  to  have  all  her  property  on  her  death, 
and  without  seeking  or  obtaining  advise 
from  any  person,  the  mother  delivered  a 
deed  of  all  her  property  to  her  son,  stating 
to  him  at  the  time  that  in  case  of  her  re- 
covery she  would  expect "  him  to  pay  her 
$20  per  month  for  her  support,  that  de- 
fendant did  not  say  whether  or  not  he 
would  comply  with  said  request,  but,  hav- 
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ing.  great  trust  and  confidence,  she  believed 
he  would  comply  with  it,  and  that  since 
her  recovery  he  has  refused '  to  pay  her 
the  said  $20  per  month,  and  that  when  the 
deed  was  delivered  the  defendant  did  not 
intend  to  comply  with  her  request,  but,  li^ 
accepting  the  deed  and  by  his  silence, 
fraudulently  induced  her  to  believe  that 
her  request  would  be  complied  with, — 
were  sufficient  to  warrant  the  interposition 
of  a  court  of  equity. 

Where  a  wife  to  whom  property  was  con- 
veyed by  her  husband's  mother  represented 
to  her  that  she  was  without  a  relative  in 
the  world,  and  that  if  she  should  die  all 
her  property  would  go  to  her  husband,  it 
was  held  that  the  trial  court  would  have 
been  justified  in  finding  a  trust  ex  male- 
ficio,  Luse  V.  Reed,  63  Minn.  5,  65.  N.  W. 
91. 

For  other  instances  in  which  the  con- 
veyance was  made  as  a  mode  of  effectuat- 
ing a  desired  disposition  of  property  after 
the  grantor's  death,  but  in  which  a  fidu- 
ciary relation  between  the  grantor  and 
grantee  was  an  element,  see  Kimball  v. 
Tripp,  136  Cal.  631,  69  Pac.  428;  Cooney 
v.  Glynn,  167  Cal.  583,  108  Pac  506; 
Fisk's  Appeal,  81  Conn.  433,  71  Atl.  65s*; 
Grossman  v.  Keister,  223  111.  69,  8  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  698,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  305,  79  N.  E. 
58;  Newis  v.  Topfer,  121  Iowa,  433,  06  N. 
W.  905;  McClellan  v.  Grant,  83  App.  Div. 
599,  82  N.  Y.  Supp.  208,  affirmed  without 
opinion  in  181  N.  Y.  581,  74  N.  E.  1119: 
Lang  V.  Lang,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  891;  Ahrens 
v.  Jones,  169  N.  Y.  555,  88  Am.  St.  Rep. 
620,  62  N.  E.  666,  fully  set  forth  infra, 
under   the   heading,    "Constructive    fraud." 

(9)  Instances  in  which  amveyance  troJ 
hy  toay  of  security. 

In  some  cases  the  question  under  dis* 
cussion  has  arisen  in  relation  to  convey- 
ances made  by  way  of  security. 

Where  a  mortgagor  quitclaimed  to  the 
mortgagee,  in  reliance  on  an  oral  ajrree- 
ment  that  the  property  would  be  reeon- 
veyed  upon  payment  of  the  indebtedness, 
there  is  no  constructive  trust.  Donaldson 
V.  Empire  Loan  &  Invest.  Co.  130  Iowa,  467, 
106  N.  W.  192. 

But  where  a  creditor  induced  his  debtor 
to  convey  to  him  realty  worth  much  more 
than  the  debt,  at  a  time  when  a  larae 
part  of  the  debt  had  already  been  dis- 
charged by  money  then  in  the  creditor's 
hands,  which  was  unknown  to  the  debtor, 
upon    an   oral   promise   to   reconvey  upoa 
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payment  of  the  debt,  equity  will  constitute 
him  a  trustee  ex  maleficto,  Goodwin  v. 
McMinn,  103  Pa.  646,  74  Am.  St.  Rep. 
703,  44  Atl.   1094. 

And  where  the  grantee  obtained  a  deed 
to  be  made  to  him  under  an  agreement 
and  promise  on  his  part  that  he  would 
sell  the  land,  and  use  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  in  paying  off  the  grantor's  debts,  equity 
will  enforce  the  promise.  DifBe  V.  Thomp- 
son,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  90  S.  W.  193. 

Where  a  mortgagee  obtained  an  absolute 
deed  of  the  mortgaged  property  by  repre- 
senting that  if  the  owner  and  her  husband 
would  make  him  a  deed  of  the  land,  abso- 
lute on  its  face,  he  would  endeavor  to 
sell  the  land,  or  a  part  of  it,  at  private 
sale,  at  its  highest  market  value,  and,  after 
satisfying  his  claim,  would  pay  over  the 
remainder  of  the  money,  or  reconvey  the 
remainder  of  the  land  unsold  after  satis- 
faction of  the  debt;  and  that  he  was  a 
shrewd  business  man  and  a  man  of  means, 
and  could  get  a  better  price  for  the  land 
than  the  owner  or  her  nusband;  and  the 
grantor,  fearing  that,  as  the  undertaking 
was  to  be  by  parol,  it  would  not  be  bind- 
ing, objected  to  it,  and  at  first  declined 
to  sign  a  deed,' but  was  prevailed  upon  by 
the  grantee  to  go  with  him  to  a  lawyer's 
office,  who,  upon  hearing  of  the  proposed 
arrangement,  pronounced  it  as  binding  as 
if  reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  the 
grantee,  equity  will  enforce  the  promise. 
Clark  V.  Haney,  62  Tex.  511,  50  Am.  Rep. 
536. 

Where  a  deed  was  procured  without  con- 
sideration by  the  grantee's  agreement  to 
raise  money  on  the  land  of  the  grantor, 
the  grantee  is  a  trustee  ex  maleficto,  Dan- 
zeisen's  Appeal,  73  Pa.  65. 

In  Barton  v.  McMillan,  20  Can.  S.  C. 
404,  where  one  agreed  to  make  a  loan  to  the 
owner  of  property,  taking  an  absolute  deed 
thereof  as  security,  and  executed  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  property,  at  the 
agreed  price,  telling  the  solicitor  that  he 
would  advise  him  by  telephone  whether  the 
deed  would  be  taken  in  his  own  name  or 
his  daughter's,  and  the  next  day  a  tele- 
phone mcFsnge  came,  instructing  the  solic- 
itor to  make  the  deed  in  the  name  of  the 
daughter,  and  the  evidence  tended  to  show 
that  the  daughter  was  aware  of  the  agi'ee- 
ment,  although  she  claimed  to  have  pur- 
chased the  property  absolutely  and  upon 
her  own  account,  it  was  held  that  the  agree- 
ment would  be  enforced  as  against  the 
daughter,  notwithstanding  the  statute  of 
frauds. 

In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  imposition 
in  acquiring  title,  no  trust  ex  maleficio  can 
be  based  on  the  refusal  of  one  who,  at 
the  instance  of  the  vendee  in  a  land  con- 
tract, has  advanced  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  price  and  received  an  absolute 
conveyance  from  the  vendor,  to  perform  his 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement  to  con- 
vey to  the  vendee  on  being  repaid.  Moseley 
T.'Moseley,  86  Ala.  289,  5  So.  732. 
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But  where  a  vendee  under  a  land  con- 
tract procures  another  to  advance  pur- 
chase money  and  take  title  in  his  own 
name,  under  a  verbal  promise  to  convey 
to  the  vendee  upon  repayment  of  the  ad- 
vances, equity  will  raise  a  trust  ew  male- 
ficio. Hoover  v.  Strohm,  44  Pa.  Super. 
Ct.  177.  See  also,  in  this  connection. 
Spies  V.  Price,  91  Ala.  166,  8  So.  405, 
and  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge,  3  Story,  81,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,266,  under  heading,  'Tart  per- 
formance of  oral  agreement  taking  case 
out  of  statute,"  infra* 

3,  Where  creation   of  written   instru' 
ment  contemplated: 

The  failure  to  carry  out  a  promise  to 
execute  a  written  declaration  of  trust  will 
not,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  accident,  or 
mistake,  render  parol  evidence  admissible 
to  show  that  the  grantee  in  an  absolute 
conveyance  was  to  hold  in  trust  for  the 
grantor.    Dean  y.  Dean,  6  Conn.  285. 

But  where,  as  a  part  of  the  original 
contract  through  which  one  becomes  an 
absolute  grantee,  but  is  in  fact  constituted 
merely  a  trustee,  he  agrees  to  execute  a 
declaration  of  trust  and  preserve  the  same 
for  the  grantor's  use,  but  fraudulently  fails 
and  refuses  to  do  so,  the  terms  of  such 
trust  may  be  proved  by  parol  evidence, 
notwithstanding  the  statute  of  frauds,  even 
though  there  may  have  been  no  premedita^ 
tion  of  fraud.  Hall  v.  Linn,  8  Colo.  264, 
5  Pac.  641. 

Where  property  was  conveyed  upon  the 
faith  that  a  declaration  of  trust  had  been 
or  would  be  signed  by  the  grantee,  equity 
will  enforce  the  trust.  Hacker's  Estate,  5 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  586. 

And  see  also  Barnard  v.  Flinn,  8  Ind. 
204,  under  heading,  "Accident  or  mistake," 
infra. 

c.  Constructive  fraud. 

Although,  as  stated  in  the  introductory 
portion  of  this  note,  it  does  not  include 
^ases  in  which  a  constructive  trust  is  based 
solely  on  the  existence  of  a  fiduciary  rela- 
tion between  the  grantor  and  grantee,  in- 
dependently of  any  agreement  to  hold  the 
property  in  trust,  there  are  a  number  of 
decisions  in  which  the  controlling  element 
seems  to  have  been  the  fiduciary  relation 
between  the  promisor  and  the  promisee, 
rather  than  any  actual  fraudulent  intent 
at  the  time  of  making  the  promise.  These 
will  be  found  under  this  head. 

1.  In  general, 

A  constructive  trust  may  arise  where 
the  relation  between  one  making  a  con- 
veyance in  reliance  on  the  grantee's  parol 
promise  and  such  grantee  is  a  confidential 
one.  Brison  v.  Br i son,  75  Cal.  525,  7  Am. 
St.  Rep.  189,  17  Pac.  689. 

Where  a  general  fiduciary  relation  exists 
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and  actual  confidence  is  also  reposed  in  the 
grantee,  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  or 
prove  a  fraudulent  intent  existing  at  the 
time  of  the  conveyance,  in  order  to  es- 
tablish a  constructive  trust.  Alaniz  v. 
Casenave,  91  Cal.  41,  27  Pac.  521. 

Where  a  grantee  and  grantor  of  land 
stand  in  fiduciary  relations  to  each  other, 
and  the  deed  is  executed  without  consider- 
ation other  than  a  promise,  express  or  im- 
plied, of  the  grantee,  to  hold  the  land  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  out  an  express 
trust  in  favor  of  the  grantor,  which  is  not 
put  in  writing,  and  is  therefore  invalid  as 
an  express  trust  in  the  land,  the  confidence 
which  induced  the  transaction  having  act- 
ually or  presumably  arisen  from  the  fidu- 
ciary relations,  the  violation  by  the  grantee 
of  the  terms  of  the  parol  agreement  as  an 
«^ press  trust  constitutes  a  constructive 
fraud,  makes  him  an  involuntary  trustee 
of  the  land  for  the  use  of  the  grantor,  and 
gives  the  grantor  the  right  to  have  the 
deed  declared  void,  and  to  a  decree  that 
the  land  is  property  of  Ihe  grantor,  not- 
withstanding the  execution  of  the  deed. 
Jones  ▼.  Jones,  140  Cal.  587,  74  Pac.  143; 
Cooney  ▼.  Glynn,  167  Cal.  583,  108  Pac. 
506. 

Where  a  conveyance  is  made  between 
parties  standing  in  a  fiduciary  relation  to 
eiBich  other,  on  a  parol  agreement  of  the 
grantee  to  hold  the  land  in  trust  for  or 
convey  it  to  someone  else,  when  in  fact 
the  grantee  has  no  intention  of  performing 
the  agreement,  but  intends  to  retain  the 
benefit  of  the  conveyance  for  his  own  use, 
the  law  raises  a  constructive  trust,  and 
takes  the  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Crossman  v.  Keister, 
223  111.  69,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  114  Am. 
St.  Rep.  305,  79  N.  E.  58. 

Where  there  is  fraud  or  artifice  in  pro- 
curing the  title  to  property,  or  the  same 
is  wrongfully  taken  or  retained  in  his  own 
name  by  one  occupying  a  fiduciary  rela- 
tion, a  trust  results  in  favor  of  the  party 
equitably  entitled.  Randall  v.  Constans, 
33  Minn.  329,  23  N.  W.  630. 

If  a  party  obtained  the  legal  title  to 
property  by  virtue  of  a  confidential  rela- 
tion, and  under  such  circumstances  that 
he  ought  not,  according  to  the  rules  of 
equity  and  good  conscience,  to  hold  the 
benefits  of  such  circumstances  or  rela- 
tions, a  court  of  equity  will  raise  a  trust 
by  construction,  and  fasten  it  upon  the 
conscience  of  the  offending  party,  and  con- 
vert him  into  a  trustee  of  the  Ie?al  title. 
Pollard  V.  McKenney,  69  Neb.  742,  96  N. 
W.  679,  101  N.  W.  9;  Koefoed  v.  Thomp- 
son, 73  Neb.  128,  102  N.  W.  268. 

2,  Where  relation  of  parties  is  that  of 
principal  and  agent,  or  partners. 

Where  the  grantee  is  a  mere  conduit  for 
the  transfer  of  title  from  a  husband  to 
wife,  equity  will  raise  a  constructive  trust 
in  him,  pursuant  to  the  agreement  by  which 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


I  he  obtained  the  deed  to  the  property.     Cox 
V.  Arnsmann,  76  Ind.  210. 

Even  though  there  is  no  fraud  in  the 
procurement  of  the  conveyance,  a  con- 
structive trust  will  arise  where  the  grantee 
takes  as  the  agent  of  the  grantor,  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  out  an  agreed  distri- 
bution in  the  event  of  the  grantor's  death. 
Kimball  v.  Tripp,  136  Cal.  631,  69  Pac 
428.    ■      • 

In  Seichrist's  Appeal,  66  Pa.  237,  where 
one  who  had  purchased  part  of  a  tract  of 
land  from  another,  who  held  it  under  a 
contract  therefor,  obtained  a  deed  for  the 
whole  tract  upon  his  undertaking  that  be 
would  hold  title  to  the  portion  not  pur- 
chased by  him  in  trust  for  the  vendee,  and 
that  he  would  convey  to  him  upon  his 
paying  his  share  of  the  purchase  money, 
it  was  held  that  his  i^use  of  the  confi- 
dence reposed  .  in  him  rendered  him  a 
trustee  ex  maleficio. 

Where  one  conveyed  his  half  interest  in 
land  without  consideration  to  his  partner, 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  the  latter 
to  secure  a  new  loan  to  redeem  the  land 
from  a  mortgage  foreclosure,  leaving  him 
in  possession  thereof  under  a  verbal  agree- 
ment that  he  would  so  redeem  for  their 
joint  benefit,  and  account  for  one  half  of 
the  rents  and  profits,  and  in  due  time 
reconvey  to  the  grantor,  equity  will  raise 
a  trust  ex  maleficio,  Koefoed  v.  Thompson, 
73  Neb.  128,  102  N.  W.  268. 

3.  Where  one  party  sustains  relation  of 
confidential  adviser. 

Where  the  leader  of  a  religious  society, 
by  virtue  of  pretended  revelations,  in- 
duced the  members  to  convey  their  lands 
to  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  community, 
equity  will  enforce  a  trust.  Scott  v. 
Thompson,  21  Iowa,  599. 

Where  the  parties  active  in  procuring 
the  execution  of  an  absolute  conveyance  by 
a  woman,  then  on  her  deathbed,  to  her 
stepfather;  were  the  stepfather  and  the 
minister  in  charge  of  the  church  to  which 
she  befonged,  who  knew  her  desire  was  not 
to  confer  a  benefit  upon  the  grantee,  but 
to  provide  for  her  children,  there  is  a 
constructive  fraud  which  will  raise  a  trust 
ex  maleficio.  Newis  v.  Topfer,  121  Iowa, 
433,  96  N.  W.  905. 

Evidence  that,  at  the  time  of  the  making 
of  a  deed  to  one  who  was  the  priest  in 
charge  of  the  church  of  which  the  grantor 
was  a  member,  and  whom  the  grantor  was 
accustomed  to  consult  on  business  matters, 
the  grantor  was  a  widower  over  seventy 
years  of  agre,  ill,  childish,  and  was  having 
some  trouble  with  his  children;  that  the 
grantee  repeatedly  advised  and  urgt^d  him 
to  deed  the  land  to  him  and  he  would  deed 
it  back  whenever  he  requested  it,  and 
would  keep  him  out  of  trouble  with  his 
family;  that  thereafter,  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  grantee,  but  relying  upon  such 
advice  and  promise,  and  believing  that  if 
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he  acted  upon  them  he  would  be  relieved  I 
of  his  troubles,  he  made  the  deed  in  ques- 
tion, is  sufficient  to  raise  a  trust  ex  male- 
ficio.      Henderson    v.    Murrav,    108    Minn. 
76,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  412,  121  N.  W.  214. 

McClellan  v.  Grant,  83  App.  Div.  599, 
82  N.  Y.  Supp.  208,  affirmed  without  opin- 
ion in  181  N.  Y.  581,  74  N.  E.  1119,  where 
an  old  and  illiterate  woman,  whose  •  only 
son  had  left  home  and  had  not  communi- 
cated with  her  for  manv  vears,  conveyed 
certain  realty  to  her  pastor,  who  was  her 
confidential  adviser,  upon  the  understand-' 
ing  that  if  the  son  should  ever  turn  up, 
the  pastor  would  convey  the  property  to 
him,  it  was  held  that  although  there  was 
no  distinct  finding  or  charge  of  fraud,  yet, 
on  account  of  the  confidential  relation 
existing  between  the  parties,  and  the  pre- 
sumption following  therefrom,  the  grantee 
became  a  trustee  ex  malcficiOf  and  therefore 
that  the  pastor's  heirs  were  accountable 
to  the  son  for  the  property. 

In  Rozell  v.  Vansvckle,  11  Wash.  79, 
39  Pac.  270,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
grantor  was  an  old  man  very  ignorant,  il- 
literate, mentally  weak,  easily  alarmed, 
and  easily  imposed  upon;  that  the  grantee, 
in  whom  he  had  implicit  confidence,  was 
rreatlv  his  superior  in  mental  sagacity; 
that  at  and  immediately  prior  to  execut- 
ing the  deed  he  feared  that  a  third  party 
was  seeking  to  establish  false  claims 
n<;ninst  him,  and  for  the  purpose  of  pro- 
tectinor  the  land  in  question  therefrom 
sought  the  advice  of  the  grantee,  who,  by 
his  conduct  and  conversation,  added  great- 
ly to  the  fears  and  apprehensions  under 
which  the  grantor  was  then  laboring,  and 
encouraged  him  to  deed  the  property  to 
him,  assuring  him  that  he  would  reconvey 
upon  request,  it  was  held  that  the  trans- 
action raised  a  trust  ex  maleficio. 

4,  Where    parties    are    hushand    and 

wife. 

In  view  of  the  provision  of  the  Cali- 
fornia Code  that  either  husband  or  wife 
may  enter  into  transactions  with  each 
other  subject  to  the  general  rules  which 
control  the  actions  of  persons  occupying 
confidential  relations  with  each  other,  and 
of  an  averment  in  an  action  to  establish 
a  trust  ex  malefi<*i0j  that  the  plaintiff  had 
at  all  times  confidence  in  his  said  wife  and 
her  devotion  and  fidelity  to  him,  and 
that  he  made  the  deed,  having  confidence  in 
his  said  wife  and  in  her  representation 
and  promises,  and  relying  upon  the 
same,  the  relation  between  a  husband  who 
conveyed  land  to  his  wife  relying  upon  her 

Earol  promise  that  she  would  reconvev  to 
im  upon  his  request  may  be  considered 
as  confidential,  both  in  law  and  in  fact; 
and  equity  will  enforce  the  promise  as  a 
constructive  trust.  Brison  v.  Brison,  75 
Cal.  625,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  189,  17  Pac.  689. 
Where  a  husband  caused  land  held  in 
trust  for  him  to  be  conveyed  to  his  wife 
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upon  her  oral  agreement  that  she  would 
hold  it  in  trust  for  him  during  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  for  his  son  and  her- 
self, in  equal  proportions,  a  constructive 
trust  arises  which  equity  will  enforce. 
Havne  v.  Hermann,  97  Cal.  269,  32  Pac. 
171. 

Where  a  wife  conveyed  property  to  her 
husband  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him 
to  maintain  an  action  to  oust  a  tenant, 
equity  will  enforce  a  constructive  trust. 
Jones  V.  Jones,  140  Cal.  587,  74  Pac.  143. 

A  trust  by  operation  of  law  is  estab- 
lished by  proof  that  a  grantor  conveyed 
lands  by  deed  absolute  on  its  face  to  his 
wife,  in  reliance  upon  an  oral  agreement 
between  them  that  she  would  hold  the 
same  in  trust  for  him  during  his  lifetime, 
and  that  upon  his  death  she  would  hold 
one  half  thereof  as  her  own  property,  and 
would  convey  the  other  half  to  his  father 
and  mother  in  equal  shares.  Lauricell'a  v. 
Lauricella,  161  Cal.  61.  118  Pac.  430. 

Where  a  husband  induced  his  wife,  who 
was  dangerously  ill  and  did  not  expect  to 
recover,  to  execute  an  absolute  conveyance 
to  him  upon  his'  promise  that  he  would 
hold  the  property  conveved,  as  she  desired, 
in  trust  for  her  two  children,  he  is,  not- 
withstanding the  statute  of  frauds,  charge- 
able in  equity,  on  parol  proof  of  such  facts, 
with  constructive  fraud,  ifrom  which  the  law 
raises  a  trust  ex  male  ficio,  Fisk's  Appeal, 
81  Conn.  433,  71  Atl.  559. 

Where  the  evidence  showed  that  a  hus- 
band made,  repeated  requests  that  his  wife 
should  transfer  to  him  her  rights  in  a 
land  contracts  held  by  her,  which  she  per- 
emptorily refused  to  do,  until,  being  upon 
her  deathbed,  but  being  sensible  that  she 
would  be  ttnable  to  make  the  required  pay- 
ments, and  realizinsr  that  her  children 
would  be  without  other  means,  and  that 
one  of  them  being  a  minor,  it  would  be 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  for  them  to  raise 
the  money  after  her  death  wherewith  to 
comply  with  her  contract,  she  finally  yield- 
ed to  her  husband's  request  to  transfer  the 
propertv  to  him,  in  reliance  on  his  promise 
to  hold  it  for  her  children, — he  will  be 
held  a  trustee  ex  maleficio.  Larmon  v. 
Knijrht,  140  III.  232,  33  Am.  St.  Rep.  229, 
29  N.  E.  1116,  30  N.  E.  318. 

Averments  of  a  bill  in  equity  that  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife,  considering  the  ad- 
visability of  preserving  a  home  in  their 
old  age  for  each  other  and  for  their  chil- 
dren, mutually  agreed  that  the  title  to  cer- 
tain property  owned  by  the  husband  should 
be  placed  in  the  name  of  the  wife,  and 
that  she  should  hold  the  property  for  his 
benefit,  and  that  in  pursuance  of  this  un- 
derstanding the  husband  conveyed  to  a 
third  person  without  any  pecuniary  consid- 
eration, who  thereafter  transferred  the 
property  to  the  wife,  are  sufficient  to  es- 
tablish a  constructive  trust  in  favor  of  the 
husband.  Ruhe  v.  Ruhe,  113  Md.  595,  77 
Atl.  797. 

In  Ahrens  v.  Jones,  169  N.  Y.  655,  88 
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Am.  St.  Rep.  620,  62  N.  E.  666,  where  the 
prantor,  being  sick,  and  not  expected  to 
live,  and  being  desirous  of  disposing  of  his 
property  before  he  died,  conveyed  certain 
premises  to  his  wife  with  the  express  un- 
derstanding between  them  that  the  wife 
should  pay  a  sum  of  money  to  certain 
grandchildren,  which  the  wife,  after  her 
husband's  death,  refused  to  do,  it  was  held 
that  equity  would  declare  the  grantee  a 
trustee  ew  maleficio  for  £he  protection  of 
the    grantor's    intended    beneficiaries. 

In  Lang  v.  Lang,  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  891, 
where  a  husband  being  ill  and  desiring  to 
make  a  larger  provision  for  his  wife  than 
the  law  would  allow  her  upon  his  death  in- 
testate, at  her  request  deeded  property  to 
her  upon  an  understanding  that,  in  the 
event  of  his  death,  the  premises  should  be 
hers,  and  that  if  at  any  time  during  his 
life  he  should  desire  the  premises  returned 
to  him,  she  would  reconvey  them,  it  was 
held  that  the  agi*eement  having  been  made 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife,  and  she  having 
obtained  the  title  under  the  arrangement, 
she  could  not  be  heard  to  say  that  it  could 
not  be  enforced,  because  not  in  writing. 

In  Gallagher  v.  Gallagher,  135  App.  Div. 
457,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  18  (affirmed  without 
opinion  in  202  N.  Y.  672,  96  N.  E.  1115), 
where  a  husband  had  conveyed  certain 
realty  to  his  wife  for  the  purpose  of  enab- 
ling her  to  qualify  as  a  surety  on  bonds 
given  by  him  in  the  conduct  of  his  business 
as  a  contractor,  upon  an  oral  agreement 
that,  after  the  bonds  were  satisfied,  she 
should  reconvey  the  premises  to  him  or  to 
anyone  he  might  name,  on  demand,  it  was 
held  that,  in  view  of  the  confidential  rela- 
tion in  reliance  upon  which  property  had 
been  conveyed,  equity  would  enforce  the 
agreement. 

In  Parrish  v.  Parrish,  33  Or.  486,  64  Pac. 
352,  where  a  wife  obtained  from  her  hus- 
band, who  was  old  and  feeble,  deeds  to 
his  property,  representing  to  him  that  be- 
cause of  his  infirmity  he  could  not  efficiently 
manage  it,  and  that  if  he  would  place  the 
title  in  her  name  she  would  safely  keep, 
manage,  and  protect  the  same  for  his  use 
and  benefit  and  to  his  best  interest,  it 
was  held  that  she  would  be  declared  a  trus- 
tee ex  maleficio. 

Where  a  wife  conveyed  property  through 
an  intermediary  to  her  husband,  at  his 
suggestion,  and  under  the  representations 
of  a  relative  that  he  might  be  relied  upon, 
under  a  parol  agreement  that  he  would 
settle  the  fee  upon  the  wife's  heirs,  and  he 
died  before  doing  so,  it  was  held  that  the 
promise  would  be  enforced  as  against  his 
heirs,  the  court  taking  the  view  that  his 
failure  to  perform  was  a  fraud  in  law, 
which  would  take  the  case  out  of  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.  Thomson  v.  White,  1  Dall. 
424,  1  L.  ed.  206,  1  Am.  Dec.  252. 

But  in  McCartney  v.  Fletcher,  11  Apt). 
D.  C.  1,  the  tiatural  and  reasonable  confi- 
dence subsisting  between  husband  and  wife, 
and  their  motive  for  mutual  co-operation 
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for  success  in  life,  seems  to  have  been  re- 
garded as  insufficient  to- establish  such  a 
fiduciary  relation  as  will  raise  a  construc- 
tive trust. 

6,  Wliere  parties  are  parent  and  child, 
grandparent  and  grandchild,^  father ^ 
in-law,  siyn^in-law,  etc* 

A  father  bears  no  such  confidential  or 
fiduciary  relations  to  his  adult  children  as 
to  bring  transactions  between  them,  relat- 
ing to  the  land  of  either,  under  suspicion. 
Gregory  v.  Bowlsbv,  116  Iowa,  327,  88  N. 
W.   822. 

The  fact  that  the  instrument  was  made 
from  father  to  daughter,  and  the  alleged 
fact  that  it  was  without  consideration,  do 
not,  in  and  of  themselves,  raise  a  pre- 
sumption of  fraud.  Smith  v.  Mason,  122 
Cal.  426,  56  Pac.  143. 

The  fact  that  the  grantee  was  the  daugh- 
ter-in-law of  a  grantor  is  not  of  itself  suf- 
ficient to  prove  a  fiduciary  relation,  but  is 
an  important  circumstance  bearing  upon 
the  existence  of  such  relation.  Chamberlain 
V.  Chamberlain,  7  Cal.  App.  634,  95  Pac. 
669. 

And  in  many  instances  a  constnictive 
trust  has  been  raised  upon  an  oral  promise 
between  parties  sustaining  the  relationship 
to  each  other  of  parent  and  child. 

In  Butler  v.  Hyland,  89  Cal.  676,  26  Pac. 
1108,  where  the  grantor,  a  girl  of  sixteen, 
conveyed  property  to  her  aunt,  who  stood 
to  her  in  loco  parentis,  at  the  request  of 
the  aunt,  who  desired  to  protect  the  grantor 
from  the  importunity  of  her  brother,  and 
upon  the  oral  understanding  that  the  aunt 
would  hold  it  in  trust  for  her,  it  was  held 
that  equity  would  enforce  the  trust. 

Where,  at  and  about  the  time  when  a 
deed  from  a  daughter  to  her  mother  was 
made  and  delivered,  it  appeared  that  the 
position  of  the  mother  was  one  of  domi- 
nance and  authority  over  the  daughter,  and 
of  the  daughter  of  dependence  upon  the 
mother;  that  the  daughter  confided  in  and 
trusted  her  mother  implicitly;  that  she 
was  an  invalid  and  unacquainted  with 
business  aflTairs;  that  nothing  was  paid  or 
agreed  to  be  paid  to  her  for  the  property 
so  conveyed;  that  she  had  no  independent 
advice,  and  did  not  understand  that  she 
was  devesting  herself  absolutely  of  all  her 
property  rights, — equity  will  convert  the 
holder  of  the  legal  title  into  a  trustee  for 
the  party  who,  in  equity,  is  regarded  as  the 
beneficial  owner.  White  v.  Ross,  160  111. 
56,  43  N.  E.  336. 

Where  a  grantor  conveyed  to  his  father- 
in-law  without  consideration  other  than 
his  promise  to  hold  it  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  the  grantor  or  his  heirs,  and  the 
conveyance  was  made  because  of  the  confi- 
dential and  influential  relation  which  exist- 
ed between  the  parties,  equity  will  enforce 
the  trust.  Bowler  v.  Curler,  21  Nev.  168, 
37  Am.  St.  Rep.  501,  26  Pac.  226. 

In  Cardiflf  v.  Marquis,  17  N.  D.  110,  114 
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N.  W.  1088,  where  a  conveyance  of  real 
estate  was  delivered  by  a  daughter  to  her 
father  without  any  consideration,  for  the 
purpose  of  selling  and  conveying  the  land, 
and  by  reason  of  the  father's  death  before 
payment  of  the  consideration  by  the  party 
to  whom  the  land  was  sold  by  him,  his 
promise  to  hold  for  his  daughter's  benefit  re- 
mained unperformed,  it  was  held  that  a 
court  of  equity  will  enforce  the  trust,  upon 
the  ground  of  constructive  fraud,  based  on 
the  relations  of  confidence  existing  between 
the  parties. 

In  Young  v.  Peachy,  2  Atk.  254,  where 
a  father,  in  order  to  protect  an  entailed 
estate  from  the  creditors  of  his  daughter's 
husband,  persuaded  her  to  join  in  a  common 
recovery,  by  virtue  of  which  he  became 
vested  with  the  absolute  title,  it  was  held 
that,  in  view  of  the  father's  breach  of 
trust  in  attempting  to  make  use  of  the 
property  for  a  different  purpose  than  that 
for  which  the  conveyance  was  obtained, 
and  of  the  confidential  relationship  existr 
ing  between  the  parties,  equity  would  re- 
lieve from  the  conveyance,  on  the  ground  of 
fraud. 

Where  a  mother,  in  consequence  of  a  sug- 
gestion made  by  her  son,  with  whom  she 
resided,  and  upon  whom  she  relied  for  the 
transaction  of  her  business,  canceled  her 
will  and  conveyed  her  property  to  him, 
relying  upon  his  promise  to  hold  it  in  trust 
for  his  sister,  equity  will  raise  a  construc- 
tive trust.  Cooney  v.  Glynn,  157  Cal.  683, 
108  Pac.  606. 

Where  a  son  took  advantage  of  his  moth- 
er's confidence  to  obtain  title  from  her 
without  consideration,  by  a  promise  to  re- 
move the  encumbrances,  and  then  reconvey 
to  her  an  undivided  third  of  the  premises, 
and  refused  to  reduce  the  agreement  to 
writing  or  to  reconvey  the  land,  there  is 
such  an  abuse  of  confidence  as  to  vest  of 
court  of  equity  with  jurisdiction  to  inquire 
thoroughly  into  the  entire  transaction,  and 
set  aside  the  conveyance,  or  administer  oth- 
er proper  relief.  Bohm  v.  Bohm,  9  Colo. 
100,  10  Pac.  790;  Jerome  v.  Bohm.  21  Colo. 
322,  40  Pac.  570. 

W^here  a  grantor,  who  had  a  life  estate 
in  certain  property,  conveyed  it  to  the  re- 
mainderman, who,  until  his  marriage,  had 
lived  with  her  as  her  son^  in  order  that  a 
portion  of  the  property  might  be  sold  to 
pay  accummulated  taxes  and  assessments, 
upon  the  latter's  representation  that,  im- 
mediately after  making  the  sale,  he  would 
make  a  declaration  of  trust  of  an  estate 
for  life  in  the  balance  of  the  property  in 
the  grantor's  favor,  there  is  a  constructive 
trust.    Brophy  v.  Lawler,  107  111.  284. 

Where  a  daughter  obtained  a  conveyance 
from  her  father,  then  80  years  old  and 
feeble,  with  the  understanding  that  it  was 
to  be  in  full  of  her  share  in  his  estate,  at 
the  same  time  deeding  land  ow^ned  by  her  to 
him,  with  the  understanding  that  it  was 
to  be  a  sister's  portion,  agreeing  that  if  the 
father  should  die  without  having  the  deed 
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recorded,  it  should  be  returned  to  her,  and 
she  would  then  convey  the  property  to  the 
sister,  and  the  proof  tends  strongly  to  show 
that  she  did  not  intend  to  perform  her 
promise,  but  made  the  agreement  with  a 
fraudulent  intent  and  purpose  in  her  mind 
to  influence  her  father  not  to  convey  the 
land  to  her  sister,  in  order  that  she  might 
profit  thereby,  equity  will  raise  a  construc- 
tive trust.  Crossman  v.  Keister,  223  111. 
69,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  114  Am.  St,  Rep. 
305,  79  N.  E.  58. 

Where  a  favorite  grandson,  under  the 
pretense  of  aiding  his  grandparents,  ob- 
tained a  conveyance  by  representing  that, 
if  they  would  deed  the  property  to  him,  he 
would  take  care  of  it,  see  to  the  liens  and 
taxes,  and  sell  it  and  account  for  the  pro- 
ceeds, charging  whatever  his  services  were 
worth,  and  would  at  any  time  reconvey  any 
portion  not  sold,  there  is  a  constructive 
trust.  Giffen  v.  Taylor,  139  Ind.  673,  37  N. 
E    392. 

*In  Goldsmith  v.  Goldsmith,  146  N.  Y.  313, 
39  N.  E.  1067,  where  a  mother  owning  prem- 
ises used  as  a  home  for  the  family,  having 
met  with  an  accident  which  incapacitate^ 
her  for  the  further  care  and  management  of 
the  property,  conveyed  it  to  a  son,  upon  a 
promise  upon  his  part  to  hold  it  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  other  four  children,  in  common 
with  himself,  the  arrangement  being  found- 
ed upon  the  trust  and  confidence  growing 
out  of  the  family  relationship,  and  being 
intended  as  a  settlement  of  the  family  af- 
fairs; and  it  was  a  further  part  of  the  ar- 
rangement that  the  son  should  pay  interest 
on  a  mortgage  and  taxes,  but  should  re- 
ceive his  board  in  the  family  without 
charge;  and  the  plan  was  carried  out  for 
some  years,  until  the  promise  was  finally 
repudiated  by  the  grantee,  it  was  held  th.it 
upon  the  whole  transaction,  including  the 
confidential  relation  of  the  parties,  and  \]ts 
nature  as  a  family  arrangement,  equity 
would  impose  upon  the  property  and  its  pro- 
ceeds an  implied  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children. 

In  Foote  v.  Foote,  58  Barb.  258,  where 
realty,  the  title  to  which  was  in  the  gran- 
tee's father,  but  the  consideration  for  which 
had  mainly  been  furnished  by  the  mother, 
had  been,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
property  and  of  keeping  it  for  the  motlier's 
use,  conveyed  without  consideration  to  two 
of  their  sons,  one  of  whom  subsequently  con- 
veyed it  to  the  otlier,  who  conveyed  to 
a  third  son  without  consideration,  and  upon 
the  agreement  that  he  should  hold  it  for  the 
mother's  benefit,  and  the  son,  during  his 
life,  recognized  her  as  the  owner  of  the 
property,  and  made  a  will  devising  it  to. 
her,  which,  however,  was  inoperative,  it  was 
held  that  equity  would  raise  a  trust  ex 
maleficio  which  would  preclude  his  heirs 
from  claiming  the   property. 

A  complaint  alleging  that  a  deed,  abso- 
lute in  form,  from  .parents  to  their  sons, 
was  executed  solely  in  reliance  on  the  con- 
fidence   existing    between   them   and   their 
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sons,  and  in  reliance  on  their  sons'  promise 
to  accept  the  deed  in  trust  for  the  use  of 
the  grantors  while  they  lived,  and  after 
their  death  to  convey  the  land  equally 
among  all  the  children  of  the  grantors, 
states  a  cause  of  action  for  declaring  the 
deed  to  have  been  executed  in  trust  for  said 
purpose,  and  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce 
the  promise,  as  the  refusal  to  carry  it  out 
is  constructively  fraudulent.  Hanson  v. 
Svarverud,  18  N.  D.  550,  120  N.  W.  550. 

In  Landrum  v.  Landrum,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — >  130  S.  W.  907,  where  the  grantor 
conveyed  to  his  son  to  enable  him  to  sell 
property  to  a  third  person,  who  contem- 
plated purchasing  it,  it  being  understood 
and  agreed  that  the  son  would  turn  over  to 
his  parents  the  entire  amount  received  as 
purchase  money,  and  the  presumption  aris- 
ing from  tlie  transaction  is  that,  but  for  the 
son's  promise,  which  was  violated,  the 
grantor  would  have  inserted  in  the  deed 
some  condition  of  defeasance,-  or  the  deed 
would  have  been  so  drawn  as  to  show  the 
true  agreement  between  them,  it  was  held 
that  the  son  was  chargeable  with  construc- 
tive fraud. 

0,  Where  parties  are  brother  dnd  sieter. 

The  relationship  of  brother  and  sister  is 
not  in  itself  a  fiduciary  relation,  although 
it  is  a  material  circumstance  in  considering 
the  question  whether  in  fact  such  a  relation 
existed.  Odell  v.  Moss,  130  Cal.  352,  62 
Pac.  555. 

No  confidential  relation  between  a  broth- 
er and  sister  from  which  constructive  fraud 
in  a  conveyance  from  the  former  to  the  lat- 
ter may  be  inferred  is  created  by  such  rela- 
tionship, where,  although  he  lived  with  her, 
he  supported  himself,  and  had  charge  of 
his  own  business.  Biggins  v.  Biggins,  133 
Ilk  211,  24  N.  E.  516. 

In  Bullenkamp  y.  Bullenkamp,  43  App. 
Div.  510,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  84,  where  a  sister 
owning  property  which  had  become  so  en- 
cumbered by  taxes  and  assessments  that 
unless  a  considerable  payment  was  made 
thereon,  it  would  be  sold,  conveyed  it  at  the 
instance  of  her  brother  to  his  wife,  with  full 
understanding  of  the  situation  and  of  the 
effect  of  her  act,  the  circumstances  being 
such  that  necessity,  and  not  the  influence 
of  the  brother,  was  evidently  the  inducing 
cause,  it  was  held  that  no  such  relation  of 
trust  and  confidence  existed  as  would  war- 
rant the  enforcement  of  an  oral  agreement 
to  reconvey. 

d.  AccideifU  or  tnistdke,  . 

Where  it  was  intended  that  the  grantee 
in  an  absolute  conveyance  should,  as  part 
of  the  transaction,  execute  a  declaration  of 
trust,  but  within  a  few  days  he  suddenly 
died,  leaving  the  contract  yet  incomplete, 
equity  will  enforce  the  trust.  Barnard  v. 
Flinn,  8  Ind.  204. 

When  the  grantor,  on  her  deathbed,  was 
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led  by  her  advisers,  who,  however,  were  not 
actuated  by  unworthy  motives,  to  believe 
that  a  will  only  was  to  be  executed  by  her, 
which  would  provide  for  a  devise  of  prop- 
erty to,  or  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of,  her 
children,  and  did  not  know  that  she  was 
signing  an  absolute  conveyance,  the  grantee 
is  chargeable  as  a  trustee  for  the  grantor 
and  her  heirs.  Newis  v.  Topfer,  121  Iowa, 
433,  96  N.  W.  905.       .' 

e.  Part  performance  of  oral  agreement 
taJcing  case  out  of  statute. 

It  is  a  familiar  doctrine  of  equity  that 
part  performance  may  take  an  oral  contract 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of 
frauds.  The  following  decisions  deal  with 
the  question  as  to  when  an  agreement  that 
the  grantee  shall  hold  in  trust  the  property 
conveyed  falls  within  the  operation  of  this 
doctrine. 

The  giving  of  the  deed  is  not  such  part 
performance  as  will  take  out  of  the  statute 
of  frauds  an  oral  promise  to  hold  upon  trust 
to  reconvey  to  the  grantor.  Feeney  v.  How- 
ard, 79  Cal.  525,  4  L,R.A.  826,  12  Am.  St. 
Rep.  162,  21  Pac.  984. 

And  in  McCartney  v.  Fletcher,  11  App. 
D.  C.  1,  it  was  held  that  even  where  a 
parol  agreement  or  understanding  that 
property  conveyed  shall  be  held  upon  trust 
is  clearly  proved,  the  mere  making  of  the 
deeds,  or  directing  them  to  be  made,  to  the 
grantee,  is  not  a  sufficient  part  performance 
to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
for  if  so,  the  statute  would  simply  be  ren- 
dered nugatory  and  without  effect. 

Where  the  conduct  of  the  parties  pending 
and  following  the  giving  of  a  deed  condi- 
tioned for  the  support  of  the  grantor  during 
his  lifetime,  but  otherwise  absolute  in  its 
terms,  was  throughout  entirely  consistent 
with  its  provisions,  and  there  is  nothing  t^ 
suggest,  even  remotely,  that  there  was  any 
other  agreement  between  the  parties  than 
that  which  the  deed  evidences,  the  giving  of 
the  deed  cannot  be  regarded  as  such  a  part 
performance  as  to  take  an  alleged  oral 
agreement  to  hold  in  trust  for  the  grantor's 
heirs  after  his  death  out  of  the  statute  of 
frauds.  Verzier  v.  Convard,  75  Conn.  1,  52 
Atl.  255. 

But  in  Hayden'v.  Denslow,  27  Conn.  335, 
it  was  held  that  as  an  agreement  to  convey 
land  without  consideration,  upon  the  under- 
standing that  it  should  be  reconveyed  to 
the  grantor's  wife,  either  by  deed  or  by  will, 
had  been  executed  on  the  one  part  by  the 
making  of  the  conveyance,  it  was  by  this 
part  execution  taken  out  from  the  operation 
of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Compare  Teague 
V.  Fowler,  56  Ind.  569,  hereinbefore  set  forth 
under  heading,  "Actual  fraud." 

And  in  Gallagher  v.  Northrup,  215  HI. 
563,  74  N.  E.  711,  where  a  father  trans- 
ferred land  to  a  son  without  other  consider- 
ation than  his  verbal  agreement  to  recon- 
vey to  his  mother,  and  the  son  never  had 
possession,  and  under  the  agreement  was 


1912. 


LAFAYETTE  STREET  CHURCH  SOC.  ▼.  NORTON. 


929 


not  to  become  entitled  to  possession,  but 
the  possession  remained  in  the  mother,  it 
was  held  that  she  could,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, invoke  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  enforce  the  execution  of  a  deed 
by  the  son. 

In  Jeremiah  y.  Pitcher,  26  App.  Div.  402, 
49  N.  Y.  Supp.  788,  affirmed  without  opin- 
ion in  163  N.  Y.  674,  67  N.  E.  1113,  where 
a  real  estate  dealer  having  an  insane  wife, 
in  order  to  deal  in  property  free  from  any 
claim  of  dower  therein  on  the  part  of  his 
wife,  who  was  incompetent  to  release  it, 

Surchased  property  in  the  name  of  his 
aughter,  upon  her  promise  to  coiivey  it 
as  he  might  thereafter  direct,  it  was  held 
that  equity  would  enforce  the  agreement, 
the  court  saying:  "The  case  at  bar  does 
not  come  within  the  statute  of  frauds;  it  is 
a  parol  agreement,  fully  performed  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff.  He  has  paid  the  pur- 
chase price  of  this  property,  entered  into 
possession,  received  the  rentals  and  other 
incomes,  paid  the  taxes,  discharged  the  pur- 
chase-money mortgages  making  use  of  the 
property  in  his  business  as  a  dealer  in  real 
estate,  for  the  benefit  of  himself  and  family, 
relying  upon  the  promise  of  his  daughter  to 
reconvey  such  property  upon  his  order,  and 
the  defendant  cannot  now  plead  the  statute 
of  frauds  to  protect  her  in  the  ownership 
of  this  property.  The  transaction  took 
place  under  circumstances  which  made  it 
impossible,  without  defeating  the  end  which 
was  sought,  to  have  the  trust  appear  in 
writing;  under  circumstances  which  pecul- 
iarly obligated  the  daughter  to  accept  the 
trust;  and  the  plaintiff  having  parted  with 
the  legal  title  to  his  property,  with  no  in- 
tent to  defraud,  but  to  enable  him  to  carry 
on  his  business  advantageously,  and  thus 
to  provide  for  his  unfortunate  wife  and  his 
family,  a  court  of  equity  would  fail  in  its 
duty  if  it  refused  to  decree  a  specific  per- 
formance on  the  part  of  the  defendant  of 
her 'part  of  the  agreement." 

The  continued  possession  of  the  grantor 
is  not  such  a  part  performance  of  an  alleged 
parol  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  grantee 
to  hold  the  property  for  the  grantor's  bene- 
fit as  will  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute 
of  frauds.  Spaulding  v.  Collins,  61  Wash. 
488,  99  Pac.  306. 

Where  a  purchaser  of  land,  having  made 
partial  payment,  and  being  unable  to  com- 
plete the  payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
procures  a  third  person  to  loan  or  advance 
the  money  for  that  purpose,  to  whom  he 
causes  a  conveyance  to  be  made  by  his 
vendor,  the  title  to  be  conveyed  to  him  on 
repayment,  and  has-been  permitted  to  con- 
tinue in  possession  of  the  land,  and  has 
repaid  the  money  advanced,  equity  will  com- 
pel the  execution  of  the  trust  by  enforcing 
specific  performance  of  the  contract.  Spies 
▼.  Price,  91  Ala.  166,  8  So.  406. 

In  Jenkins  v.  Eldredge,  3  Story,  181,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  7,266,  where  a  vendee  under  a  land 
contract,  being  unable  to  comply  with  its 
terms,  procured  a  third  person  to  aid  him 
by  satisfying  the  vendor  and  taking  the  title 
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himself,  executing  a  release  of  his  own 
claim,  it  was  held  that  as  the  release  would 
not  have  been  executed  but  upon  the  faith 
that  the  property  was  to  be  held  in  trust 
for  his  benefit,  its  execution  was  a  part 
performance  of  the  agreement,  which  would 
take  it  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

E.  8.  0. 
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BOWLINO  QREEN  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

(147  Ky.  460,  144  S.  W.  377.) 

Appeal  ^  amendment  —  absence  from 
record. 

1.  A  suggested  amendment  to  a  pleading 
not  made  part  of  the  record  by  order  of 
court  or  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  con- 
sidered on  appeal. 

Carrier  —  rights  of  boy  forcibly  kept 
on  car  by  motorman. 

2.  A  street  railway  company  is  liable  for 
the  death  of  a  boy  whom  the  motorman  in 
charge  of  the  car  has  received  for  trans- 
portation to  the  police  station,  where  he 
refuses  to  permit  him  to  leave  the  car,  and 
in  attempting  to  restrain  him  from  doing  so 
*the  boy  falls  under  the  wheels  and  is  killed, 
since  the  boy,  being  a  passenger,  is  entitled 
to  treatment  as  such,  and  to  have  the  car 
stopped  at  his  request  to  give  him  an  op- 
portunity safely  to  alight. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

k  PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
ixthe  Circuit  Court  for  Warren  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  defendant's  negligence.  Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Note.  —  Lewis  v.  Bowling  Green  R.  Co. 
seems  to  be  a  case  of  first  impression  as  to 
the  duty  and  liability  of  a  carrier  toward 
one  who  is  detained  upon  its  cars  against 
his  will,  as  a  careful  search  has  failed  to 
disclose  other  cases  discussing  the  question 
involved  in  that  case. 

The  liability  of  a  carrier  for  an  assault 
by  its  servant  upon  a  passenger  while  on 
its  train  is  discussed  in  a  note  to  Houston 
&  T.  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Bush,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1201.  And  as  to  the  liability  of  a  carrier 
for  an  assault  bv  an  employee  upon  a  pas- 
senger outside  the  car  or  train,  see  Bloms- 
ness  V.  Puget  Sound  Electric  R.  Co.  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   764,  and  note. 

As  to  the  liability  of  a  carrier  for  the 
wrongful  arrest  of  a  passenger  by  its  serv- 
ant, see  notes  to  Schmidt  v.  New  Orleans 
R.  Co.  7  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162,  and  Moore  v. 
Lousiana  k  A.  R.  Co.  34  LJIA.(NJ3.)  299. 
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Messrs.  Bradbnrn  A  Basham  and  J.  H. 
Gilliam  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  T.  !¥.  Thomas,  R.  G.  P.  Thom- 
as, and  Sims  A  Rodes  for  appellee. 

Xmiiiy  J.^  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  action  was  instituted  by  appellant 
afrainst  the  Bowling  Green  Railway  Com- 
pany, Hubert  Meyers,  and  W.  C.  Brown- 
Held.  Appellee  filed  a  demurrer  to  the  peti- 
tion, and  the  court  sustained  it,  and  appel- 
lant offered  to  file  an  amended  petition;  but 
appellee  objected,  and  the  court  sustained 
its  objection  and  refused  to  allow  it  to  be 
filed. 

The  amended  petition  was  not  made  a 
part  of  the  record  by  either  an  order  of 
court  or  by  a  bill  of  exceptions;  therefore  it 
cannot  be  considered  on  this  appeal,  al- 
though it  is  copied  into  the  record.  Horts- 
man  v.  Covington  &  L.  R.  Co.  18  B.  Mon. 
218;  Nolan  v.  Feltman,  12  Bush,  119;  De- 
honey  V.  Bell,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep.  76,  30  S.  W. 
400;  Stafford  v.  Dyer  County  Bank,  19  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  166,  39  8.  W.  708,  and  McGrew  v. 
Congleton,  139  Ky.  616,  102  S.  W.  1185. 
Therefore  the  only  question  for  considera- 
tion is:  Did  the  allegations  of  the  original 
petition  state  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
railway  company? 

It  is  hot  necessary  for  us  to  consider 
the  petition  with  reference  to  the  allega- 
tions against  Meyers  and  Brown  field,  as  ap- 
pellant, at  the  time  he  offered  his  amended 
petition,  dismissed  his  action  against  them. 
The  petition  was  inartfully  drawn.  We 
glean  from  it,  however,  the  following  facts: 
The  railway  company  had  a  passenger  car 
upon  its  track  in  the  suburbs  of  Bowling 
Green,  which  was  moved,  or  intended  to  be 
moved,  through  the  city;  that  the  car 
was  stopped  upon  the  track  near  the 
home  of  the  parents  of  appellant's  deced- 
ent, who  was  only  thirteen  years  of 
age  and  small  for  his  age;  that  Meyers 
and  Brownfield  forcibly  took  charge  of 
the  boy  and  dragged  him  to  the  rear  of 
the  car;  that  he  was  there  received 
by  the  motorman  of  the  car  and  dragged  to 
the  front  platform;  that  the  motorman  held 
liim  with  one  hand  and  undertook  to  oper- 
ate the  car  with  the  other;  that  he  put  the 
car  in  motion  and  ran  it  very  fast;  that 
he  told  the  boy,  while  he  was  dra^fging  him 
along  the  aisle  of  the  car  to  the  front  plat- 
form, that  he  was  going  to  take  him  down- 
town and  deliver  him  to  the  police;  that 
the  boy  was  very  much  frightened  and  was 
crying;  that  he  begged  the  motorman  to  let 
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him  off  the  car,  and  said  he  wanted  to  go 
home  to  his  parents;  that  the  motorman 
refused  to  let  him  off,  and  he  attempted  to 
leap  from  the  car,  and  the  motorman  tried 
to  jerk  him  back,  which  caused  him  to  fall 
under  the  wheels  of  the  car,  which  ran  over 
and  killed  him.  It  was  alleged  that  all  this 
was  wrongfully  and  negligently  done;  that 
the  railway  company  was  negligent  in  em- 
ploying and  placing  on  its  car  to  manage 
and  control  it  an  inexperienced  youth,  with 
but  little,  if  any,  knowledge  of  how  to  oper- 
ate and  control  cars  propelled  by  electricity, 
and  that  the  motorman,  on  account  of  his 
youth  and  inexperience,  was  not  capable  of 
discharging  the  duties  assigned  to  him. 
Many  other  allegations  were  made  in  the 
petition;  but  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer  to 
them.  The  allegations  already  referred  to, 
admitted  as  they  were  by  the  demurrer, 
authorized  a  recovery  on  behalf  of  appel- 
lant. 

Appellee's  counsel  contend  that  the  rail- 
way was  not  responsible  for  assaults  and 
batteries  committed  by  its  agents  and  serv- 
ants. This  is  true  when  they  are  not  com- 
mitted in  their  line  of  duty,  or  in  the  ap- 
parent scope   of   their  employment.      It  is 
true    the    petition    says    that   Meyers    and 
Brownfield  assaulted  the  boy ;  that  they  laid 
violent  hands  upon  him  and  put  him  on  the 
rear  platform  of  the  car;  that  he  was  as- 
saulted by  the  motorman  of  the  car,  who 
laid  violent  hands  upon  him  and  took  him 
through  the  car  to  the  front  platform,  as 
before  stated.    The  petition  gives  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  assault  and  battery  commit- 
ted by  the  agent  of  the  railway  company. 
The  facts  alleged  show  that  the  boy  was 
carried   onto   the   car  for   the   purpose   of 
carrying   him   into  the   city;    therefore  he 
became    a    passenger,    and    the    motorman 
should  have  exercised  care  to  conduct  him 
safely.     If  he  had  a  right  to  receive  him 
as  a  passenger,  under  the  facts  stated  in 
the  petition,  he  had  no  right  to  compel  him 
to  remain  a  passenger  upon  the  car,  and 
it  was  negligence  upon  the  part  of  the  mo- 
torman   in    not   stopping   the   car,    so  the 
boy  could  get  off,  when  he  requested  that  it 
be  done;  and  the  motorman  was  negligent 
in  jerking  the  boy,  when  he  attempted  t^ 
leap  off  the  car,  which  caused  him  to  fall 
under  the  wheels.  , 

Therefore  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  lower  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer, and  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and 
the  case  remanded  for  further  proceedings 
consistent  herewith. 
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a  C.  CORDILL 

V. 

MATER  ISRAEL,  Appt. 

(130  I4U  138,  67  So.  778.) 

Party     wall  —  presamption  ^  vacant 
property. 

1.  The  presumption  of  article  677  of  the 
Civil  Code  that  a  division  wall  betwixt  two 
buildings  is  a  wall  in  common  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  division  wall  between  a  building 
and  a  vacant  lot. 

Same  —  payment  for  nae  —  sale  —  war- 
ranty* 

2.  A  division  wall  between  a  building  and 
a  vacant  lot  remains  the  exclusive  property 
of  the  owner  of  the  building  until  the  owner 
of  the  adjoining  lot  pays  its  value  or  one 
half  of  the  cost  of  construction.  Where,  in 
such  a  case,  the  owner  of  the  vacant  lot 
sells  the  same  with  the  buildings  and  im- 
provements thereon,  the  warranty  clause  of 
the  deed  does  not  cover  that  portion  of  the 
division  wall  resting  on  the  vacant  lot. 
Quoad  the  division  wall,  such  sale  transfers 
only  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  make  the 
division  wall  a  wall  in  common  by  paying 
one  half  of  its  value  or  cost  of  construction. 

(February  12,  1910.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Civil  District  Court  for  the  Parish 
of  Orleans  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  compel  contribution  to  the  cost 
of  a  party  wall.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Rouse,  Grant,  A  Grant  ior  ap- 
pellant. 

Messrs.  Howe,  Fenner,  Spencer,  A 
Cocke  for  New  Orleans  Real  Estate,  Mort- 
gage, k  Securities  Company. 

Iiandy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  for  one  half 
of  the  cost  of  a  division  wall,  erected  at 
the  expense  of  the  plaintiff,  and  used  by 
the  defendant  in  the  construction  of  a  build- 
ing on  his  adjoining  vacant  lot. 

Headnotes  by  Land,  J. 

Note.  —  For  cases  on  the  question  whether 
the  mere  existence  of  a  party  wall  is  suf- 
ficient to  charge  grantee  with  notice  of 
agreement  by  predecessor  to  contribute  to 
cost  in  event  of  using  wall,  see  the  note  to 
Hawkes  v.  Hoffman,  24  LJLA.(N.S.)  1038. 
For  the  general  subject  of  enforcement  of 
obligation  to  contribute  to  cost  of  party 
walls,  by  or  against  grantees  or  successors 
in  title,  see  the  note  to  Cook  v.  Paul,  66 
L.R.A.  673. 
;i.B,Au(N,S.) 


The  defendant  answered,  denying  liabil- 
ity, and  averring  that  he  purchased  the  ad- 
joining lot  with  all  the  buildings  and  im- 
provements thereon,  including  the  portion 
of  the  party  wall  on  his  lot,  with  full  war- 
ranty of  title,  from  the  New  Orleans  Real 
Estate,  Mortgage,  &  Securities  Company, 
called  his  "vendor  in  warranty.'' 

The  said  company,  for  answer  to  the  call 
in  warranty,  averred  that  it  sold  to  defend- 
ant the  vacant  lot  next  to  the  building  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  that  respondent  did  not 
sell  or  undertake  to  sell  any  interest  in 
the  adjoining  wall  of  plaintiff's  building. 
There  was  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  for  $2,453.92,  with 
legal  interest  from  May  20,  1909,  until  paid, 
and  for  costs,  and  also  against  the  de- 
fendant on  the  call  in  warranty.  The  de- 
fendant has  appealed. 

Counsel  for  appellant  admits  the  correct- 
ness of  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  submits  that  the  only  question  for 
this  court  to  determine  is  the  liability  of 
the  warrantor.  The  contention  of  the  appel- 
lant is  thus  stated  in  his  brief:  "Where  a 
lot  of  ground  is  sold  with  the  buildings  and 
improvements  thereon,  with  full  warranty, 
and  the  only  buildings  and  improvements 
thereon,  are  the  party  walls  erected  on 
either  side,  the  purchaser  has  a  right  to 
assume  that  he  acquired  by  his  purchase  the 
right  to  use  such  party  walls  for  the  sup- 
port of  his  buildings,  without  being  ob- 
liged to  pay  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  lots 
on  either  side  for  such  use." 

On  the  other  hand,  counsel  for  the  war- 
rantor contend  that  the  defendant  acquired 
by  his  purchase,  so  far  as  the  adjoining  wall 
of  plaintiff  was  concerned,  nothing  more 
than  a  right  to  make  it  a  party  wall  by 
paying  one  half  of  the  value  thereof. 

It  appears  that  the  buildings  on  three 
lots  fronting  on  Canal  street  were  destroyed 
by  fire.  Buildings  were  reconstructed  on 
two  of  the  lots,  leaving  the  intervening  lot 
vacant.  This  vacant  lot  was  purchased  by 
defendant  after  the  reconstruction  of  the 
building  on  either  side.  Plaintiff  rested  one 
half  of  his  wall  on  the  vacant  lot,  but  had 
no  right  to  compel  the  owner  thereof  to  con- 
tribute to  the  raising  of  this  wall.  Civ. 
Code,  art.  675.  The  vendor  of  defendant 
contributed  nothing  to  the  building  of  the 
wall,  but  preserved  the  right  of  making  it  a 
wall  in  common  by  paying  to  the  plaintiff 
one  half  he  had  paid  out  for  its  construc- 
tion. Civ.  Code,  art.  676.  Hence  it  follows 
that  the  vendor  of  the  defendant  had  no 
ownership  in  the  wall  that  it  could  transfer 
to  him  or  any  other  person.  Nemo  plus 
juris  ad  alium  transferre  potest  quatn  ipse 
hahet.     Pefendan^    4oes    pot    dispute    t^^e 
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above  propositioDi  but  contends  that  bis 
vendor  nevertheless  did  transfer  to  him, 
with  warranty,  that  portion  of  the  wall 
that  rested  on  the  vacant  lot.  The  argu- 
ment of  defendant  is  that  such  portion 
of  the  wall  was  included  in  the  term  "build- 
ings and  improvements  thereon,"  used  in 
the  act  of  sale,  and  that  the  presumption 
was  that  the  wall  was  one  in  common.  In 
support  of  the  last  contention,  the  defend- 
ant cites  article  677  of  the  Civil  Code, 
which  reads  as  follows:  "Every  wall  which 
is  a  separation  betwixt  buildings  as  high 
as  the  upper  part  of  the  first  story,  or  be- 
twixt the  yard  and  garden  in  the  cities  and 
towns,  and  their  suburbs,  of  this  state 
and  even  any  other  inclosure  in  the  fields, 
shall  be  presumed  to  be  in  common,  if  there 
be  no  title,  proof,  or  mark  to  the  contrary." 

On  the  face  of  this  article,  the  presump- 
tion is  only  prima  facie,  and  must  yield  to 
proof  that  the  adjoining  owner,  claiming  to 
own  one  half  of  the  wall  erected  by  his 
neighbor,  did  not  contribute  to  the  building 
of  the  wall,  find  has  not  paid  one  half  of 
the  cost  of  its  construction.  Moreover,  the 
article  relates  to  a  wall  which  is  a  separa- 
tion betwixt  buildings,  and  neither  the  let- 
ter nor  the  reason  of  the  law  apply  to  a 
wall  which  rests  in  part  on  vacant  ground. 

Article  653  of  the  Code  Napoleon  reads 
as  follows:  "Dans  les  villes  et  les  cam- 
pagnes,  tout  mur  servant  de  separation 
entre  batiments  jusqu'a  Therbage,  ou  entire 
cours  et  jar  dins,  et  meme  entre  enclos  dans 
les  champs,  est  presume  mitoyen,  s'il  n'y  a 
titre  on  marque  du  contraire.''         * 

This  article  corresponds  substantially 
with  article  677  of  the  Civil  Code  of  1870, 
which,  however,  contains  the  additional 
word  "proof.**  Fuzier  Herman,  in  his  anno- 
tations under  C.  N.  653,  cites  the  court  of 
cassation  and  commentators  to  the  effect 
that  this  presumption  does  not  apply  where 
there  is  an  edifice  on  one  side  and  a  court 
or  garden  on  the  other,  or  where  one  of  the 
buildings  was  constructed  after  the  erection 
of  the  wall.  See  Id.  vol.  1,  pp.  901  and 
002.  We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  opposite  views  of  a  few  of  the 
French  commentators. 

Baudry-Lacantinerie,  in  commenting  on 
the  same  article,  argues  that  the  law  says 
between  houses,  then  between  yards  and 
gardens;  but  it  does  not  say  between  a 
house  and  a  yard  or  a  garden.  An  analysis 
of  article  677  of  our  Civil  Code  will  lead 
to  the  same  conclusion.  When  plaintiff's 
wall  was  constructed,  the  lot  now  owned  by 
the  defendant  was  vacant,  and  there  is  no 
presumption  in  law  or  in  reason  that  the 
wall  was  the  common  property  of  the  plain- 
39  L,R.A.(N.a) 


tiff  and  the  vendor  of  the  defendant.  In 
fact,  the  wall  belonged  to  the  plaintiff  alone, 
and  the  defendant  had  no  just  reason  tor 
thinking  otherwise  when  he  purchased  the 
adjoining  vacant  lot. 

A  dividing  wall  between  yards  and  gar- 
dens neoessarily  benefits  the  adjoining  pro- 
4>rietor8  from  the  time  of  its  completion. 
It  is  otherwise  with  a  division  wall  between 
a  house  and  a  vacant  lot. 

The  contention  of  the  defendant  that  his 
vendor  sold  him  the  portion  of  the  wall 
resting  on  the  vacant  lot  is  repelled  by  the 
decision  of  the  court,  on  rehearing,  in  the 
case  of  Lavergne  v.  Lacoste,  26  La.  Ann. 
509.  This  case  was  carefully  considered, 
and,  on  rehearing,  the  opinion  was  handed 
down  by  Ludeling,  Ch.  J.,  who  said,  in  part, 
as  follows:  "In  our  former  opinion  and 
decree,  we  refused  to  allow  the  plaintiff 
anything  for  the  half  of  the  cost  of  wall  A. 
This  was  an  error.  When  wall  A  was  built, 
the  owner  of  the  contiguous  lot  refused  to 
pay  for  the  wall.  The  owner  of  that  lot, 
however,  could  always  make  the  wall  a  wall 
in  common  by  paying  half  of  its  cost.  He 
sold  the  lot  to  the  plaintiff,  who  subse- 
quently sold  it  to  the  defendant.  Did  said 
sales  relieve  the  owner  of  the  Burgunder 
lot  from  paying  for  the  wall  in  common 
when  he  desired  to  use  it?  We  think  not. 
The  right  which  the  original  owner  had  to 
make  the  wall  a  wall  in  common  by  payin<; 
for  it,  passed  with  the  lot  to  the  vendee, 
but  nothing  more.  The  vendor  of  the  de- 
fendant did  not  sell  his  wall,  but  only  the 
lot  which  he  had  bought  from  Burgunder." 

The   facts   of  that  case  may   be  briefly 
stated  as  follows: 

In  1841,  Blasco  purchased  a  vacant  lot, 
upon  which  he  erected  a  building;  the  v^U 
resting  one  half  on  his  own  lot  and  the 
other  half  on  the  adjoining  lot.  In  1859, 
the  Lavergne  minors  purchased  the  Blasco 
lot,  with  the  buildings  and  improvements 
thereon,  and  in  the  same  year  purchased 
the  adjoining  lot  from  Burgunder.  In  1866, 
the  Lavergne  minors  sold  to  Mrs.  Lacoste 
the  Burgunder  lot.  Immediately  after  her 
purchase,  Mrs.  Lacoste  caused  buildings  to 
be  erected  on  her  lot,  resting  them  on  the 
wall  of  the  building  on  the  Blasco  lot.  The 
Lavergne  minors  brought  suit  to  recover 
from  Mrs.  Lacoste  one  half  of  the  value  of 
said  wall.  Counsel  for  defendant  argue 
that  the  sale  in  the  Lavergne-Lacoste  Case 
did  not  include  the  buildings  and  improve- 
ments. The  answer  is  that  a  division  wall 
between  a  building  and  a  vacant  lot  forms 
no  part  of  the  buildings  and  improvements 
on  the  lot.  Such  a  wall  remains  the  exclu- 
sive property  o|  the  owner  of  the  building 
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until  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  lot  pays 
one  half  of  ita  value  or  cost  of  its  construe* 
tion.  In  the  Lavergne-Lacoste  Case,  supra, 
one  of  the  justices  dissented,  and  we  do  not 
consider  the  decision  as  haying  the  weight 
of  8iare  deeiais.  We,  however,  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  dictum  of  the  court  in  that 
case  is  fully  sustained  hy  reason  and  au- 
thority. 

It  is  therefore  ordered  that  the  judgment 
below  be  affirmed,  and  that  the  defendant 
and  appellant  pay  coats  of  appeaL 


MSSRASKA  SUPRBMB  OOX7RT. 

ELIZABETH  A.  KEFF 
▼. 

XBilL  BRANDEIS,  Appt., 

and 
ARTHUR  D.  BRANDEIS. 

f(—  Neb.  — ,  136  N.  W.  232.) 

Antomoblle  —  oolllslon  —  owner'a  11a- 
blUty. 

1.  To    sustain    a   recovery    for    injuries 

Headnotes  by  Babnbs,  J. 


caused  by  being  run  down  by  an  automobile 
owned  by  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  must 
show  by  a  preponderance  of  titie  evidence 
that  the  person  in  charge  of  the  machine 
was  the  defendant's  servant,  and  was  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  engaged  in  the  master's 
business  or  pleasure,  with  the  master's 
knowledge  and  direction. 

Master  and  servant  —  chauffeur  —  bor- 
rowed car. 

2.  The  defendant  agreed  with  a  third 
party,  for  a  stated  monthly  compensation, 
to  take  charge  of  his  automobile,  keep  it  at 
a  garage,  wash  it,  polish  it>  keep  it  ready 
for  running  at  all  times,  and  furnish  a 
chauffeur  to  the  defendant  whenever  he 
might  desire  to  use  his  car.  Defendant 
loaned  the  car  to  another,  and  the  keepers 
of  the  garage  sent  it  out  in  charge  of  their 
man  for  the  use  of  the  borrower.  After 
such  use,  and  while  the  chauffeur  was  re- 
turning the  car  to  the  garage,  he  ran  into 
a  vehicle  driven  by  the  plaintiff  and  her 
husband,  and  injured  her.  Held,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  accident  no  such  relation 
of  master  and  servant  or  of  principal  and 
agent  existed  between  the  defendant  and  the 
chauffeur  as  would  render  defendant  liable 
for  such  injuries. 
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If ote,  ^  Liability  of  antotnohile  otvner 
for  negligence  of  chauffeur  furnished 
by  third  person. 

As  indicated  by  the  title,  this  note  in- 
cludes only  cases  which  pass  upon  the  lia- 
bility of  automobile  owners  for  injuries  re- 
sulting from  the  negligence  of  chauffeurs 
furnished  by  third  persons.  It  does  not 
include  cases  where  the  title  to  the  auto- 
mobile had  not  passed  to  one  sought  to  be 
held  liable,  as,  for  example,  where  such  a 
machine  is  being  demonstrated  for  the  pur- 
poses of  sale  at  the  time  of  the  accident. 
Neither  does  the  note  cover  the  question  of 
the  liability  of  an  owner  for  injuries  caused 
by  his  automobile  while  it  is  being  used  by 
a  servant  or  a  third  Person  for  his  own 
business  or  pleasure.  The  latter  question 
is  covered  in  the  note  to  Bilcy  v.  Roach,  37 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  834,  and  in  the  notes  there 
referred  to. 

The  question  under  consideration  is  also, 
of  course,  distinct  from  that  involved  in 
Gerretson  v.  Rambler  Garage  Co.  —  Wis. 
— ,  —  L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  136  N.  W.  186,  and 
similar  cases  passing  upon  the  question  of 
who  is  liable  for  an  injury  occurring  while 
a  leased  automobile  is  being  driven  by  a 
chauffeur  furnished  by  the  lessor.  In  these 
cases  the  lessor  is  the  owner  of  the  car,  for 
which  he  furnishes  the  chauffeur,  whereas 
in  the  cases  under  consideration  in  this 
note  the  automobile  is  owned  by  one  person 
and  the  chauffeur  is  furnished  by  another. 

But  two  cases  have  been  disclosed  which 
deal  with  the  question  involved  in  the  pres- 
ent note. 

In  Norris  v.  Wolseley  Tool  &  Motor  Car 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Co.  (1907)  62  Sol.  Jo.  116,  cited  in  2  But- 
terworth's  Dig.  834,  it  was  held  that  there 
was  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  could  find 
that  the  chauffeur  was  the  servant  of  a  pro- 
prietor of  a  garage  where  the  owner  of  the 
machine  had  contracted  with  such  proprie- 
tor to  garage  his  car  and  supply  a  chauf- 
feur at  so  much  a  week,  and,  through  the 
negligence  of  a  chauffeur  furnished,  a  per- 
son was  Injured  while  the  car  was  being 
driven  by  the  chauffeur  for  his  own  pur- 
poses, contrary  to  the  orders  of  the  owner 
of  the  car. 

A  different  conclusion,  however,  was 
reached  in  Perkins  v.  Stead,  23  Times  L.  R. 
433,  where  the  facto  were  somewhat  differ- 
ent. 

In  that  case,  where  the  defendant  pur- 
chased and  paid  for  a  motor  car  and  his 
vendor  agreed  to  provide  a  driver  to  drive 
the  car  to  a  certain  point  outeide  of  London 
and  deliver  it  there,  it  was  held  that  the 
driver,  while  managing  the  car  on  the  way 
to  that  point,  was  under  the  control  of  the 
purchaser  of  the  car,  and  that  the  latter 
was  liable  to  one  who  was  injured  by  it 
while  under  the  control  of  the  driver  re- 
ferred to.  Quoting  from  23  Times  L.  R. 
434:  "Mr.  Justice  Ridley,  in  giving  judg- 
ment, said  that  they  thought  that  the 
learned  judge  was  right  in  his  decision.  It 
must  be  remembered  that  cases  of  this  kind 
differed  very  materially  in  the  particular 
facts  upon  which  they  arose.  It  was  not 
very  easy  to  reconcile  all  the  cases,  and  he 
was  not  going  to  endeavor  to  do  it.  He 
wished  to  put  what  he  had  to  say  upon 
the  ground  given  bv  Lord  Russell  in  Jones 
V.  ScuUard,  14  Times  L.  R.  580,  [1898]  2 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  Emil  Brandeis 
from  a  judgment  of  the  District  Court 
for  Douglas  County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained-by  plaintiff  as  the  result  of  a  col- 
lision with  an  automobile  of  which  appel- 
lant was  the  owner.     Reversed. ' 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Greene,  Breckenrldge,  A  Mat- 
ters, for  appellant: 

No  such  relation  of  master  and  servant 
or  of  principal  and  agent  existed  between 
the  chauffeur  and  defendant  as  would  ren- 
der the  latter  liable. 

State  y.  Sarlls,  135  Ind.  195,  34  N.  E. 
1129;  Turner  v.  Cross,  83  Tex.  218,  15 
L.R.A.  262,  18  S.  W.  578;  McCroskey  v. 
Hamilton,  108  Ga.  640,  75  Am.  St.  Rep. 
79,  34  S.  E,  111;  Kingan  v.  Silvers,  13  Ind. 
App.  80,  37  N.  E.  414;  Butler  v.  Townsend, 
126  N.  Y.  105,  26  N.  E.  1017;  Louisville 
&  N.  R  Co.  V.  Pendleton,  126  Ky.  605,  104 
8.   W.   382;    Dorsey  v.   Bedford,   —   R.   I. 


—,  67  AtL  367;  Doran  v.  Thomsen,  74  N. 
J.  L.  445,  66  Atl.  897,  76  N.  J.  L,  754, 
19  LJt.A.(N.S.)  335,  131  Am..  St.  Rep. 
677,  71  Atl.  296;  King  v.  New  York  C.  k 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  181,  23  Am.  Rep. 
37;  Wyllie  v.  Palmer,  337  N.  Y.  248,  19 
L JELA.  285,  33  N.  E.  381 ;  Higgins  ▼.  West- 
em  U.  Teleg.  Co.  156  N.  Y.  75,  60  Am. 
St.  Rep.  537,  50  N.  E.  500;  Lotz  v.  Hanlon, 
217  Pa.  339,  10  Ii.RJL.(N.S.)  202,  118  Am. 
St  Rep.  922,  66  Atl.  525,  10  Ann.  Gas. 
731;  Herlihy  v.  Smith,  116  Mass.  266;  Cun- 
ningham y.  Castle,  127  App.  Div.  580,  111 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1057;  Jones  v.  Hoge,  47  Wash. 
663,  14  L.R.A.(N.S,)  216,  125  Am.  St.  Rep. 
915,  92  Pac.  433;  Reynolds  v.  Buck,  127 
Iowa,  601,  103  N.  W.  946;  Clark  v.  Buck- 
mobile  Co.  107  App.  Div.  120,  94  N.  Y. 
Supp.  771;  Slater  v.  Advance  Thresher  Co. 
97  Minn.  305,  5  L.R.A.(N.S.)  598,  107  N. 
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Messrs.  W.  J.  Connell  and  "W.  P. 
Thomas  for  appellee  E.  A.  Neff.  Mr. 
John  Ii.  Kennedy  for  appellee  A.  D. 
Brandeis. 


Q.  B.  565,  67  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  895,  79  L. 
T.  N.  S.  386,  when  he  said:  'It  is  clear 
upon  the  authorities  that  it  is  not  at  all 
impossible  for  a  man  to  be  in  the  practical 
relation  of  servant  to  two  different  em- 
ployers. It  is  clear  that,  although  Loveday 
(the  driver  of  the  carriage  in  that  case) 
was  in  the  general  employment  of  Walker  (a 
livery  stable  keeper),  he  may  at  the  time 
have  been  in  the  particular  emplojrment  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  servant  of  the  de- 
fendant in  relation  to  the  particular  mat- 
ter of  driving  the  defendant's  carriage.  The 
question  is  whether  he  was  so.'  Dealing, 
in  his  judgment  in  the  same  case,  with  the 
case  of  Rourke  v.  White  Moss  Colliery  Co. 
(L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  205),  Lord  Russell  said: 
'That  case  makes  it  quite  clear  that  a  man 
may  be  the  general  servant  of  one  person 
and  yet  at  the  same  time  be  the  servant 
of  another  in  relation  to  a  particular  mat- 
ter, and  it  also  shows  that  the  important 
element  whereby  to  determine  whether  he  is 
the  servant  of  the  one  person  or  of  the 
other,  in  relation  to  the  particular  business 
on  which  he  is  engaged,  is  which  of  the  two 
persons  had  the  control  of  him  in  the  con- 
duct of  that  business.'  Lord  Russell,  tak- 
ing that  as  the  principle  which  he  had  to 
apply,  held  that  in  the  case  before  him,  in- 
asmuch as  the  brougham,  the  horse,  the 
harness,  and  the  livery  belonged  to  the 
person  hiring  the  services  of  the  driver, 
there  was  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  would 
be  justified  in  coming  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  driver  was  upon  the  occasion  in  ques- 
tion acting  as  the  servant,  not  of  the  livery 
stable  keeper,  but  of  the  person  who  hired 
him.  In  the  present  case  there  was  no  hcrrse 
or  harness,  but  they  had  the  motor  car  and 
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the  power  in  the  machinery  itself.    Making 
the  distinctions  which  it  was  necessary  to 
make  on  account  of  the  facts,  the  case  was 
one,  in  his  opinion,  in  which  the  driver  who 
Was    lent   for   the    purpose   of   taking    the 
motor  car  to  Barnet  was  in  the  position  of 
being  the  servant  of  the  defendant,  whilst 
he  still  remained  in  his  general  character 
of    servant    to   the    Argyll    Company.      He 
failed  to  distinguish  this  case  from   Jones 
V.  Scullard.     The  facts  differed,  but  if  the 
judge  was  right  in  saying  that  the  bargain 
was  complete,  and  that  the  defendant  be- 
came the  owner  of  the  car  and  had  posses- 
sion  of    it,    and   that   the   servant   of   the 
Argyll  Company  was  only  lent  for  the  pui^ 
pose  of  taking  the  car  to  Barnet,  he  thought 
he  was  in  the  service  of  the  defendant  for 
this  particular  purpose.     It  was   unneces- 
sary to  decide  whether  he  also  remained  in 
the  service  of  the  Argyll  Company  at  that 
time.    They  had  before  them,  not  the  Argyll 
Company,  but  the  defendant;  and,  applying 
the  principle  as  well  as  he  could,  he  thought 
the  judge  had  artived  at  the  right  conclu- 
sion, and  the  appeal  must  therefore  be  dis- 
missed." 

For  a  note  on  cartman  as  independent 
contractor,  see  note  accompanying  Burns  v. 
Michigan  Paint  Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S,)  816. 

For  a  note  on  who  is  responsible  for  acts 
of  drivers  furnished  with  hired  vehicles, 
see  notes  to  Frerker  v.  Nicholson,  13  L.R^. 
(N.S.)  1122,  and  Morris  v.  Tredo,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   33. 

And  see  exhaustive  note  in  37  L.R.A.  33. 
on  the  general  question  as  to  which  of  two 
or  more  persons  is  master  of  another  who 
is  conceded  to  be  the  servant  of  one  of 
them.  J.  T.  W. 
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Barnes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Action  in  the  district  court  of  Douglas 
county  by  Elizabeth  A.  Neff  against  Emil 
Brandeis  and  Arthur  Brandeis  to  recover 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  as  the  result  of  a  collision  with 
an  automobile  of  which  Emil  Brandeis  was 
the  owner.  There  were  two  trials  in  the 
district  court.  On  the  first  trial  the  jury 
were  directed  to  return  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  Arthur  Brandeis,  and  upon 
the  question  of  the  liability  of  Emil  the 
jury  disagreed.  On  the  second  trial  the 
plaintiff  had  the  verdict  and  judgment, 
and  the  defendant  (Emil  Brandeis)  has  ap- 
pealed. 

It  appears  that  in  April,  1906,  Emil 
Brandeis  was  the  owner  of  two  automobiles, 
one  of  which  was  called  the  ''White 
Steamer,'*  which  was  kept  for  him  by  the 
Powell-Bacon  Automobile  Company  of 
Omaha,  Nebraska,  under  an  agreement 
which  was  described  by  Mr.  Po^-^11  in  sub- 
stance as  follows:  "I  was  to  wash  the 
machine,  polish  it,  store  it,  and  keep  it 
ready  for  running  at  all  times.  I  was  to 
furnish  a  man  at  any  time  Mr.  Brandeis 
might  call  for  it.  Mr.  Brandeis  was  to  pay 
me  so  much  a  month  for  storing  the  ma- 
chine, washing  it,  keeping  it  in  good  shape, 
and  was  also  to  pay  me  a  stated  sum  for  the 
man.  Mr.  Brandeis  could  call  on  the  man, 
— for  that  man  any  time  of  day  or  night, 
and  keep  him  as  long  as  he  wanted  him. 
Mr.  Brandeis  said  that  he  did  not  want  to 
have  the  care  of  a  man,  to  keep  his  eye 
on  him  all  the  time,  and  he  would  prefer 
to  pay  me  a  certain  sum  per  month  with 
the  understanding  that  I  should  keep  the 
man  at  work,  but  have  him  subject  to  his 
call.  I  told  Mr.  Brandeis  that  1  was  per- 
fectly willing  to  do  that;  that  a  man  would 
be  at  his  call  and  disposal  at  any  time 
he  should  phone  or  give  instructions  to 
have  him  sent  out." 

The  defendant  corroborated  this  state- 
ment, and  further  testified  as  follows: 

Q.  Who  furnished  the  chauffeur  that 
drove  your  cars  on  April  15,  1906,  and  prior 
to  that  time? 

A.  The  Powell-Bacon  Automobile  Ck>m- 
pany. 

Q.  Did  you  have  some  agreement  or  ar- 
rangement under  which  the  chauffeurs  were 
furnished  by  them? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  What  was  itT  State  what  was  said 
as  nearly  as  you  can. 

A.  I  kept  my  automobiles  at  the  Powell- 
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Bacon  garage.  They  looked  after  them  in 
the  way  of  furnishing  oil  and  gasolene  and 
repairs  and  extras,  and  furnishing  the 
chauffeurs  whenever  I  wanted  to  use  the 
cars. 

Q.  How  much  did  you  pay?     •    •     • 

A.  $80  a  month. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  on  the 
15th  day  of  April,  1906,  the  defendant 
loaned  his  automobile  to  his  brother,  Mr. 
Arthur  Brandeis;  that  he  did  not  use  or 
even  see  his  car  on  that  day. 

Defendant  also  testified  as  follows: 

Q.  Who  did  use  it,  if  you  know? 

A.  My  brother. 

Q.  Your  brother,  which  one?    A*  D.t 

A.  A.  D. 

Q.  That  is  Arthur  Brandeis? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  State  whether  that  car  was  used  at 
all  or  out  for  your  personal  pleasure  or 
business. 

A.  No,  sir.     •     •     . 

Q.  How  did  your  brother  Arthur  happen 
to  be  using  this  machine  on  this  particular 
day  in  question? 

A.  Well,  he  asked  me,  I  believe  it  was 
in  the  forenoon,  whether  he  could  use  my 
car,  and  I  think  he  said  he  wanted  to  go 
out  to  his  farm,  and  I  said,  'Tes,"  and  he 
telephoned  up  to  the  Powell-Bacon  garage. 

Q.  In  other  words,  you  loaned  it  to 
him  for  that  afternoon? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  You  made  no  use  of  it  yourself  at 
all? 

A.  No,  sir. 

With  respect  to  the  delivery  and  return 
of  the  machine,  Mr.  Brandeis  further  testi- 
fied: 

Why,  I  had  an  arrangement  at  any  time 
I  wanted  to  use  either  of  the  cars  I  would 
telephone,  and  they  would  furnish  a  man 
to  take  me  out  riding,  and  take  the  car 
back  to  the  garage. 

Q.  Who  would  take  the  ear  back? 

A.  The  man  that  ran  it, — the  chauffeur 
that  ran  the  car. 

Q.  You  may  state  whether  or  not  the 
driver.  Bell,  Arthur  Bell,  who  drove  that 
car  on  the  atternoon  of  the  day  when  the 
collision  with  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Neff  occurred, 
had  to  your  knowledge  ever  driven  you? 

A.  Why,  I  did  not  know  Mr.  Bell. 

Q.  And  had  he  to  your  knowledge  driven 
either  of  your  cars  before  this  particular 
day? 

A.  I  would  not  know  that  either. 

Q.  State  whether  or  not  you  had  the 
same  chauffeur  continuously? 
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A.  No.  The  agreement  was  that  they 
were  to  furnish  any  chauffeur  they  had 
there  that  was  at  leisure  that  they  could 
furnish.  There  wasn't  any  particular  chauf- 
feur. 

Q.  So  you  woul4  have  sometimes  one  and 
sometimes  another? 

A.  Yes,  sir.    .    .    . 

Q.  You  had  nothing  to  do  with  select- 
ing the  particular  chauffeur  for  a  par- 
ticular trip? 

A.  No;  I  just  telephoned  them  to  send 
the  car  around. 

It  also  appears  that  the  defendant  never 
paid  the  chauffeur  anything,  but  paid  the 
Powell-Bacon  Company  for  his  services, 
which  payment  was  included  in  the  $80 
per  month,  as  above  stated.  It  further 
appears  that  on  the  afternoon  of  the  15th 
day  of  April,  1006,  the  Powell-Bacon  Com- 
pany sent  the  defendant's  automobile  out 
in  charge  of  a  chauffeur  named  Arthur  Bell, 
who  testified  that,  acting  upon  the  order 
of  Mr.  Powell,  he  took  the  car  in  question 
to  the  home  of  Arthur  Brandels,  and  waited 
there  for  some  time;  that  Mr.  Arthur 
Brandeis  and  his  family  came  out,  got  into 
the  car,  and  he  drove  them  to  Arthur's 
farm;  that  upon  his  return  he  left  them  at 
their  home,  and  started  to  take  the  car 
back  to  the  garage;  that  on  his  way  there 
he  had  a  collision  with  a  vehicle  driven  by 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  which  caused 
the  injuries  of  which  she  complained. 

On  cross-examination  Mr.  Powell  stated: 
"I  cannot  give  the  exact  conversation,  but 
the  substance  was  that  I  told  Mr.  Brandeis 
that  he  could  have  the  man  any  time  he 
saw  fit,  and  that  the  man  would  be  sub- 
ject to  his  direction  when  he  left  my  place. 
.  .  .  Inhere  was  something  said.  I  told 
Mr.  Brandeis  that  he  had  the  direction  of 
the  man,  and  that  he  was  responsible  for 
the  man  after  he  left  my  place.' 
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On  cross-examination  the  defendant  gave 
the  following  testimony : 

Q.  It  was  your  arrangement  with  the 
Powell-Bacon  Company  that  while  he  was 
out  in  the  service  with  your  automobile, 
running  it  for  you  or  your  friends  by  your 
authority,  that  he  was  doing  that  for  you, 
was  it  not?    .    .    . 

A.  I  presume  so. 

Q.  And  he  would  so  continue  to  run  the 
machine  for  you  and  by  your  authority 
until  he  returned  the  machine  to  the  garage, 
was  not  that  true?  And  is  not  that  correct 
under  the  arrangements  you  had  with  the 
Powell-Bacon  Company? 

A.  It  would  be  if  he  took  the  car  to  the 
garage  after  he  got  through.    •    •    • 
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Q.  Then  after  he  got  back  to  the 
garage  and  had  delivered  it,  he  then  would 
be  out.  of  your  direction  and  no  longer  sub- 
ject to  it,  is  that  not  correct? 

A.  Yes;  Powell  might  send  him  out  with 
some  other  man's  car  right  away. 

Q.  When  he  came  back  and  returned  the 
machine  to  the  garage,  then  he  ¥rould  no 
longer  be  subject  to  your  control;  hia  con- 
nection with  you  then  ceased  for  the  time 
being? 

A.  I  suppose  so. 

The  foregoing  is  the  evidence,  but  not  all 
of  it,  and  about  the  facts  thus  established 
there  seems  to  be  no  dispute.  At  the  close 
of  the  evidence  the  defendant  requested 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  to  return  a 
verdict  in  his  favor.  His  motion  was  over- 
ruled, and  that  ruling  is  now  asaig^ned  as 
error.  It  is  strenuously  contended  by  coun- 
sel that  upon  the  evidence  contained  in  this 
record  there  can  be  no  recovery  against  the 
defendant.  It  appears  from  the  pleadings 
and  the  evidence  that  this  suit  was  brought 
against  Emil  Brandeis  on  the  theory  that 
Bell,  the  chauffeur,  was  his  servant;  and 
it  is  contended  that  the  facts  do  not  support 
that  theory. 

It   is   the   well-settled   rule   that    where 
one  person  has  sustained  an  injury  from 
the  negligence  of  another,  he  must  in  gen- 
eral proceed  against  him  by  whose   n^li- 
gence  the  injury  was  occasioned.     If,  how- 
ever, the  negligence  which  caused  the  in- 
jury was  that  of  a  servant  while  engaged 
in   his  master's  business,  the  person  sus- 
taining the  injury  may  disregard  the  im- 
mediate author  of  the  mischief  and  hold 
the  master  responsible  fojr  the  damages  sus- 
tained.    The    master   selects    the    servant, 
and  the  servant  is  subject  to  his  control, 
and,  in  respect  to  the  civil  remedy,  the  act 
of  the  servant  is,  in  law,  regarded  as  that 
of  the  master.     But  it  is  not  enough,  in 
order  to  establish  a  liability  of  one  person 
for  the  negligence  of  another,  to  show  that 
the  person  whose  negligence  caused  the  in- 
jury was,   at  the  time,    acting   under  an 
employment  by  the  person  who  is  sought 
to  be  charged.     It  must  be  shown,  in  ad- 
dition, that  the  employment  created  the  re- 
lation of  master  and  servant  between  them. 
King  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  86 
N.  y.  181,  23  Am.  Rep.  37. 

In  Wyllie  v.  Palmer,  137  N.  Y.  248,  19 
L.R.A.  285,  33  N.  £.  381,  it  was  held  that 
the  doctrine  of  respondeat  superior  applies 
only  when  the  relation  of  the  master  and 
servant  is  shown  to  exist  between  the 
wrongdoer  and  the  person  sought  to  be 
charged  for  the  result  of  some  neglect  or 
wrong  at  the  time  and  in  respect  to  the 
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▼eiy  transaction  out  of  which  the  injury 
arose.  Higgins  y.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
166  N.  Y.  75,  66  Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  50  N. 
£.  500;  Itoran  y.  Thomsen,  74  N.  J.  L. 
445,  66  Atl.  897. 

In  Lotz  y.  Hanlon,  217  Pa.  339,  10  L.RJL. 
(N.6.)  202,  118  Am.  St.  Rep.  922,  66  Atl. 
625,  10  Ann.  Gas.  731,  the  court  held  that 
where  plaintiff's  suit  is  to  recover  for  in- 
juries received  by  being  run  down  by  an 
automobile  owned  by  the  defendant,  he 
must  show  not  only  that  the  person  in 
charge  of  the  machine  was  the  defendant's 
servant,  but  also  that  he  was  at  the  time 
engaged  on  the  master's  business  with  the 
master's  knowledge  and  direction.  It  was 
said  in  the  body  of  the  opinion:  "But  it 
comes  to  nothing  that  the  driver  was  the 
defendant's  servant,  if  it  appears  that,  at 
the  time  the  accident  happened,  he  was  not 
on  the  master's  errand  or  business." 

In  Slater  v.  Advance  Thresher  Co.  97 
Minn.  305,  6  L.R.A.(N.S.)  698,  107  N.  W. 
133,  the  supreme  court  of  Minnesota  said: 
''The  expression  'in  the  course  of  his  em- 
ployment' means,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
'while  engaged  in  the  service  of  the  master,' 
and  nothing  more.  It  is  not  synonymous 
with  'during  the  period  covered  by  his  em- 
ployment.' " 

Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  vigorously  as- 
serts that  the  cross-examination  of  the  de- 
fendant and  the  witness  Powell  established 
the  relation  of  principal  and  agent  between 
the  defendant  and  the  chauffeur,  and  was 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict.  This 
seems  to  have  been  the  theory  upon  which 
the  trial  court  submitted  the  case  to  the 
jury. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  on  their  cross-examination,  and 
upon  which  plaintiff's  counsel  relieS  to  sus- 
tain the  judgment,  is  not  sufficient  to 
render  the  defendant  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  the  chauffeur.  It  did  not  change 
the  terms  of  the  agreement,  as  stated  by 
the  witnesses  on  their  direct  examination. 
It  was  nothing  more  than  their  opinion  of 
the  legal  effect  of  that  agreement.  As  such 
it  was  entitled  to  little,  if  any,  considera- 
tion. 

It  must  be  remembered  that  the  evidence 
dearly  shows  that  the  chauffeur  whose  neg- 
ligence caused  the  injury  of  which  the 
plaintiff  complains  was  the  hired  servant 
of  the  Powell-Bacon  Company,  and  not  of 
the'  defendant;  and  where,  as  in  the  case 
at  bar,  the  defendant  had  not  used  his  car 
for  any  purpose,  but  had  merely  loaned  it 
to  another,  and  had  no  control  over  its 
movements  or  the  conduct  of  the  chauffeur, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  owner  of  the 
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car  wouM  not  be  liable  for  the  negligence 
of  the  servant  of  another. 

Again,  it  would  seem  clear,  from  the 
evidence,  that  if  the  chauffeur,  in  returning 
the  defendant's  car  to  the  garage,  had,  by 
his  negligence,  injured  or  wrecked  it,  the 
Powell-Bacon  Company,  whose  servant  he 
was,  would  have  been  liable  to  the  defend- 
ant therefor;  and  it  cannot  be  said  that 
the  chauffeur  was  his  agent  to  such  an  ex- 
tent as  to  make  defendant  liable  to  third 
persons  for  the  chauffeur's  negligence  while 
returning  the  car  to  the  garage. 

While  the  legal  questions  involved  in 
this  case  have  been  often  decided,  it  has 
been  difficult  to  find  an  adjudicated  case 
where  the  facts  are  the  same  as  those  in 
the  case  at  bar.  Parsons  v.  Wisner  (Sup.) 
113  N.  Y.  Supp.  922,  is  perhaps  the  nearest 
in  point  of  any  of  the  cases.  There  the 
owner  of  an  automobile  loaned  it  to  his 
brother,  and  the  keeper  of  a  garage  fur- 
nished the  chauffeur  to  run  it.  The  court, 
in  passing  on  the  liability  of  the  owner, 
said:  "Upon  the  case  presented  it  is  estab- 
lished by  a  clear  preponderance  of  evidence 
that  the  chauffeur  in  charge  of  the  machine 
at  the  time  of  the  accident  was  not  in  the 
employ  of  the  defendant,  and  never  had 
been  in  his  employ,  and  that  he  was  not 
engaged  in  the  business  of  the  defendant, 
or  under  his  direction  and  control,  at  that 
time."  Upon  the  facts  there  stated  and  for 
those  reasons,  a  judgment  against  the  owner 
of  the  automobile  was  reversed.  It  appears 
that  the  rule  there  announced  is  approved 
and  supported  by  Babbitt,  Law  Applied  to 
Motor  Vehicles,  §  682;  Berry,  Automobiles, 
§  148;  Cunningham  v.  Castle,  127  App. 
Div.  580,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  1057;  Reynolds 
V.  Buck,  127  Iowa,  601,  103  N.  W.  946. 
To  hold  the  defendant  liable  upon  the  facts 
of  this  case,  we  are  required  to  infer  that 
the  chauffeur  whose  negligence  was  the 
eausQ  of  the  accident  was  at  that  point  of 
time  the  servant  of  the  defendant  and  under 
his  control.  We  are  of  opinion  that  such 
an  inference  is  too  farfetched,  and  is  not 
warranted  by  the  evidence. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  are  un- 
able to  sustain  the  judgment  in  this  case 
upon  either  the  law  of  master  and  servant, 
or  of  principal  and  agent.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion that  the  trial  court  erred  in  overruling 
the  motion  for  a  directed  verdict.  The 
judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  therefore 
reversed,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  in  harmony  with  this  opin- 
ion. 

Letton,  J.J  concurs  in  the  conclusion* 
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FRANK  ENGLEHART,  Respt. 

(18  Idaho,  548,  111  Pac.  3.)   • 

Note  —  defense  —  failure  of  considera- 
tion. 

1.  The  maker  of  a  promissory  note  can- 
not avoid  payment  of  the  same  on  the 
grounds  of  failure  of  consideration,  where 
the  answer  and  proofs  admit  that  there  was 
not  a  total  failure  'of  consideration,  and 
that  he  in  fact  received  and  retains  a  part 
of  the  consideration  as  the  same  was  agreed 
upon. 

Headnotes  by  Ailshie,  J. 


Same  —  partial  failure  of  consideration 
—  remedies. 

2.  Where  there  has  been  a  partial  failure 
of  consideration  for  the  execution  of  a 
promissory  note,  the  maker  of  the  note,  in 
order  to  obtain  relief,  must  either  rescind 
the  contract  and  return  the  consideration 
received,  or  claim  damages  for  breach  of  the 
contract,  or  pursue  some  remedy  whereby 
the  holder  of  the  note  may  be  enabled  to  re- 
ceive just  compensation  for  such  part  of  the 
consideration  as  actually  passed. 

(September  19,  1910.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Elmore 
County  in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be 


Note,  ^  PaUurt>   of   consideration   as  a 
defense  to  action  on  a  purchase  price 
'    note, 

■ 

I     I.  Distinction   between    action    for    pur- 
chase price  and  action  on  note  for 
same,  938. 
II.  Distinction  between  want  and  failure 
of  consideration,  938. 

III.  Doctrine  that  want  or  failure  of  con- 

sideration is  defense,  939. 

IV.  Doctrine  that  partial  want  or  failure 

is  no  defense  pro  tanto. 

a.  Tn  ^neral,   943. 

b.  When  amount  is  unliquidated,  945. 
V.  Eil'ect  of  warranty  clause  in  contract. 

a.  In  general,  946. 

b.  Rule  that  right  is  not  affected  by 

clause,  947. 

c.  Rule   that   remedy   is   limited   to 

action  on  covenant,  948. 
VI.  Statutory  provisions,  948. 
VII.  Pleading. 

a.  As  affected  by  distinction  between 

total  want  and  partial  want  or 
failure  of  consideration,  949. 

b.  Necessity  of  special  plea  in  order 

to  make  defense  of  total  want  or 
failure  of  consideration,  949. 

c.  Necessity  of  special  plea  in  order 

to  make  defense  of  partial'  want 
or  failure,  950. 

d.  Right  to  plead  partial  failure  in 

bar  of  action,  950. 
8.  Right  to  prove  partial  failure  of 
consideration  under  plea  of  total 
failure,  951. 

J.  J>isti7iction  between  action  for  pur^ 
chase  price  and  action  on  note  for 
same. 

In  Obbard  v.  Betham,  Moody  &  M.  483, 
8  L.  J.  K.  B.  254,  a  distinction  is  made 
between  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods 
and  an  action  on  a  security  given  therefor, 
and  it  is  said  that  in  the  former  the  value 
only  can  be  recovered,  while  in  the  latter  a 
full  recovery  may  be  had  unless  there  has 
been  a  total  failure  of  consideration,  since 
39  L.ILA.(N.8.) 


there  can  be  no  deduction  for  partial  failure 
of  consideration,  as  for  inferiority  of  the 
article  furnished  to  that  ordered. 

And  Washburn  v.  Picot,  14  N.  C.  (3  Dev. 
L.)  390,  quotes  with  approval  from  Tye  r. 
Gwynne,  2  Campb.  346,  to  the  effect  "that 
there  is  a  distinction  between  the  contract 
and  the  security.  If  part  of  the  contract 
arises  on  a  good  consideration  and  part  on 
a  bad  one,  it  is  divisible,  but  it  is  otherwise 
as  to  the  security,  that  being  entire. 

The  objection  to  the  defense  of  partial 
failure  of  consideration  where  the  action  in 
on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of 
property,  while  conceding  that  if  the  action 
is  for  the  value  of  the  property  the  defen.v 
is  permissible,  is  not  sound,  and  is  now 
seldom,  if  ever,  relied  upon.  It  is  answered 
in  Harrington  v.  Stratton,  22  Pick.  510, 
wherein  the  court  says:  "It  is  difficult  to 
perceive  why  the  great  principle  upon  which 
the  necessity  of  a  cross  action  was  origin* 
ally  urged  in  such  case,  that  the  defense 
was  founded  upon  an  independent  cause  of 
action,  is  not  substantially  disregarded  as 
much  in  the  rule  admitting  evidence  of  a 
breach  of  warranty  or  fraudulent  represen- 
tation in  reduction  of  damages,  in  the  case 
of  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  contract  to 
pay  for  an  article  at  an  agreed  price,  as  in 
a  suit  upon  a  promissory  note  given  for  the 
same  article." 


II.  Distinction  tetween  want  and  fail- 
ure  of  consideration, 

A  want  of  consideration  for  a  note  arises 
where  the  note  at  its  inception  was  given 
and  received  without  anything  of  value 
passing  between  the  parties  in  consideration 
thereof,  as  where  the  note  was  given  in 
payment  of  property  the  title  to  wnich'has 
entirely  failed  owing  to  a  defect  therein  at 
the  inception  of  the  note.  Hodgkins  v. 
Moulton,  100  Mass.  311.  Failure  of  con- 
sideration, total  or  partial,  occurs  when  a 
consideration  good  and  sufficient  at  the 
time   the   agreement   waB  made,   by   some 
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due  on  a  certain  promissory  note.  Re- 
yersed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  B.  M.  Wolfe,  for  appellant: 

The  failure  of  the  defendant  to  set  up 
in  his  answer  either  a  rescission  of  the 
contract  hy  returning  or  offering  to  return 
the  water  right  puts  it  beyond  him  to  re- 
fuse the  payment  of  the  note. 

Cowen  y.  Harrington,  6  Idaho,  329,  48 
Pac.  1059. 

A  collateral  contemporaneous  agreement 
proyiding  that  the  note  should  not  be  paid 
in  the  event  that  an  executory  contract 
which  was  the  consideration  of  the  note 
should  not  be  performed  does  not  defeat 
the  negotiability  of  the  note  in  the  hands 


of  an  indorsee,  though  he  had  notice  of 
such  agreement. 

United  States  Nat.  Bank  y.  Floss,  38  Or. 
68,  84  Am.  St  Rep.  752,  62  Pac  751;  Siegel, 
C.  &  Co.  y.  Chicago  Trust  &  Sav.  Bank, 
131  lU.  569,  7  L.R.A.  537,  19  Am.  St. 
Rep.  61,  23  N.  E.  417. 

Failure  of  consideration  after  assign- 
ment is  no  defense. 

Spliyallo  y.  Patten,  38  Cal.  138,  99  Am. 
Dec.  368;  1  Beach,  Priy.  Corp.  §  245. 

Mr.  J.  6.  Watts  for  respondent. 

Allshie,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  on  a  promissory  note. 
Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  a  bona  fide 


breach  of  contract,  mistake,  or  accident, 
afterwards  fails.    Ibid.< 

In  Washburn  v.  Picot,  14  N.  C.  (3  Dev. 
L.)  390,  the  language  of  Lord  EUenborough 
in  T;  ^  v.  Gwvnne,  2  Campb.  346,  is  quoted 
with  approval,  to  the  effect  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  want  of  consideration 
and  failure  of  consideration,  the  former 
may  be  given  in  evidence  to  reduce  the  dam- 
ages or  defeat  the  plaintiff's  action,  the 
latter  cannot,  but  furnishes  a  distinct  and 
independent  cause  of  action. 

The  distinction  is  also  made  in  Walters 
y.  Armstrong,  5  Minn.  448,  Gil.  364,  be- 
tween partial  failure  of  consideration  and 
the  want  of  consideration,  and  the  former 
is  said  to  presuppose  a  valid  consideration 
to  have  been  in  existence  at  the  inception 
of  the  note,  while  the  want  of  consideration 
merely  meant  that  the  consideration  at  the 
inception  of  the  note  was  inadequate  or 
wholly  lacking. 

In  "Brown  v.  Roberts,  90  Minn.  314,  96  N. 
W.  793,  however,  it  is  said  that  a  distinc- 
tion has  sometimes  been  made  between  a 
partial  failure  of  consideration  and  a  par- 
tial want  of  consideration,  but  that  the 
latter  is  always  a  defense  pro  ianto  as  be- 
tween the  original  parties  to  a  note  in  an 
action  thereon.  And  the  general  doctrine 
is  also  asserted  that  whatever  doubt  there 
may  have  been  at  one  time  on  the  question, 
in  view  of  later  decisions  it  must  be  held 
that  a  partial  want  or  failure  of  considera- 
tion can  be  shown  if  properly  pleaded  as  a 
defense  pro  tanio  to  a  negotiable  instru- 
ment in  the  hands  of  the  original  payee,  or 
of  a  party  standing  in  his  shoes. 

In  Furber  v.  Fogler,  97  Me.  585,  65  Atl. 
614,  a  distinction  is  made  between  want  or 
failure  of  consideration,  which  is  a  com- 
plete defense  or  defense  pro  tanto  to  an 
action  between  the  parties  to  a  negotiable 
instrument,  and  the  mere  inadequacy  of 
consideration,  and  it  is  said  that  the  latter 
does  not  constitute  a  defense  in  whole  or 
pro  tanto. 

As  shown  in  the  next  subdivision,  at  the 
present  time  by  the  weight  of  authority  no 
distinction  is  made  between  a  want  of  con- 
sideration and  a  failure  of  consideration  as 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


regards  the  right  to  rely  upon  either  as  a 
defense  to  an  action  on  a  purchase  price 
note.  The  one  is  now  a  defense  to  the  same 
extent  as  the  other. 

///•  Doctrine  that  want  or  faiVu/re  of 
consideration  is  defense. 

If  the  amount  to  be  deducted'  is  ascer- 
tainable, by  the  great  weight  of  authority, 
even  where  not  expressly  authorized  by 
statute,  want  or  failure  of  consideration, 
total  or  partial,  is  a  defense  either  in  toto 
or  pro  tanto  as  the  case  may  be,  to  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price 
of  property,  where  the  action  is  between  the 
original  parties  or  by  a  subsequent  holder 
of  the  note  chargeable  with  knowledge  or 
notice  of  the  equities  of  the  buyer. 

U.  S.— Withers  v.  Greene,  9  How.  213,  13 
L.  ed.  109;  Martin  v.  Bartow  Iron  Works, 
35  Ga.  320,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  9,157;  American 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Watkins,  66  C.  C.  A.  Ill,  119 
Fed.  545,  writ  of  certiorari  denied  in  190 
U.  S.  568,  47  L.  ed.  1183,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
864;  Williams  v.  Neely,  69  L.R.A.  232,  67 
C.  C.  A.  171,  134  Fed.  1. 

Ala. — ^Agnew  v.  Walden,  84  Ala.  502,  4 
So.  672;  Brown  v.  Freeman,  79  Ala.  406; 
Peden  v.  Moore,  1  Stew.  &  P.  71,  21  Am. 
Dec.  649. 

Ark. — ^Wheat  v.  Dotson,  12  Ark.  699; 
Smith  v.  Capers,  13  Ark.  9;  Keller  v. 
Vowell,  17  Ark.  446. 

Cal. — Russ  Lumber  k  Mill  Co.  v.  Muscu- 
piabe  Land  &  Water  Co.  120  Cal.  521,  66 
Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  52  Pac.  995. 

Ind.— Catlett  v.  M'Dowell,  4  Blackf.  556; 
Doremus  v.  Bond,  8  Blackf.  368;  Davis  v. 
Jackson,  22  Ind.  233;  Schaffner  v.  Kober, 
2  Ind.  App.  409,  28  N.  E.  871. 

Iowa. — Citv  Deposit  Bank  v.  Green,  138 
Iowa,  156,  lis  N.  W.  893. 

Kan. — French  v.  Gordon,  10  Kan.  370; 
Scantlin  v.  Allison,  12  Kan.  85;  Dodge  v. 
Oatis,  27  Kan.  762;  Thompson  v.  Wheeler 
k  W.  Mfu.  Co.  29  Kan.  476. 

Me. — ^Wadsworth  v.  Smith,  23  Me.  562; 
Herbert  v.  Ford.  29  Me.  546;  Pratt  v.  John- 
son, 100  Me.  443,  62  Atl.  242. 

Md.~Bea11  v.  Pearre,  12  Md.  660, 
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purchaser  of  the  note  prior  to  maturity. 
Defendant  answered,  admitting  the  execu- 
tion of  the  note  and  that  the  same  had  not 
been  paid^  but  denied  that  the  plaintifiF  was 
a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  note  by  indorse- 
ment prior  to  maturity  thereof.  The  de- 
fendant also  alleged  as  a  defense  that  the 
note  was  executed  as  part  payment  for  a 
water  right  from  the  Great  Western  Beet 
Sugar  Company,  and  that  the  company 
promised  and  agreed  to  construct  reser- 
voirs, canals,  and  ditches,  and  furnish  the 
defendant  with  water  for  his  tract  of  land, 
comprising  160  acres,  which  constituted 
the  consideration  for  the  note  sued  upon. 
It  was  also  alleged  in  the  answer  that  the 


plaintiff  was  vice  president  and  agent  of 
the  Great  Western  Beet  Sugar  Company  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made  and  the 
note  was  executed,  and  that  he  had  full 
knowledge  of  the  consideration  and  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  entered  into.  The 
defendant  by  way  of  showing  failure  of 
consideration,  alleged  in  paragraph  9  of 
his  answer  as  follows:  "That  said  ditch 
was  not  completed  as  agreed  by  the  said 
Great  Western  Beet  Sugar  Company  on 
the  31st  day  of  May,  1907,  and  is  not  now 
completed  of  sufficient  capacity  to  deliver 
water  to  this  defendant  and  others  entitled 
to  water  under  said  ditch,  and  that  water 
was  not  delivered  to  the  land  of  defendant 


Mass.— Perley  v.  Balch,  23  Pick.  283,  34 
Am.  Dec.  66;  Haycock  v.  Band,  5  Cush.  26; 
Daggett  V.  Daggett,  8  Cuah.  620;  Burnett 
V.  Smith,  4  Gray,  60;  Davis  v.  Elliott,  15 
Gray,  90;  Stacy  v.  Kemp,  97  Mass.  166; 
Hodgkins  v.  Moulton,  100  Mass.  311;  Davio 
V.  Bean,  114  Mass.  368;  Black  v.  Ridgway, 
131  Mass.  80;  Shoe  k  Leather  Nat.  Bank 
V.  Wood,  142  Mass.  663,  8  N.  E.  763. 

Mich. — Sebrmg  v.  Hazard,  128  Mich.  333, 
87  N.  W.  257. 

Minn. — Stevens  v.  Johnson,  28  Minn.  172, 
9  N.  W.  677 ;  Nichols  A  S.  Co.  v.  Soderquist, 
77  Minn.  509,  80  N.  W.  630;  Brown  v.  Rob- 
erts, 90  Minn.  314,  96  N.  W.  793. 

Miss.—- Rasberry  v.  Moye,  23  Miss.  320; 
Brewer  v.  Harris,  2  Smedes  &  M.  84,  41 
Am.  Dec.  587. 

Mo.— Wade  V.  Scott,  7  Mo.  609;  Barr  v. 
Baker,  9  Mo.  860;  Smith  v.  Busby,  15  Mo. 
388,  57  Am.  Dec.  207;  Gamache  v.  Grimm, 
23  Mo.  38;  Copeland  v.  Loan,  10  Mo.  268; 
Catterlin  v.  Lusk,  98  Mo.  App.  182,  71  S. 
W.  1109. 

Neb.— Lanning  v.  Bums,  36  Neb.  236,  54 
N.  W.  427 ;  Snyder  v.  Johnson,  69  Neb.  266, 
95  N.  W,  692. 

N.  *M.— Staab  v.  Ortiz,  3  N.  M.  33,  1  Pac. 
857. 

N.  Y.— Earl  v.  Peck,  64  N.  Y.  596;  Gil- 
lespie v»  Torrance,  25  N.  Y.  306,  82  Am. 
Dec.  355;  Spalding  v.  Vandercook,  2  Wend. 
431;  Burton  v.  Stewart,  3  Wend.  236,  20 
Am.  Dec.  692;  Judd  v.  Dennison,  10  Wend. 
512;  Payne  v.  Cutler,  13  Wend.  605;  Bat- 
terman  v.  Pierce,  3  Hill,  171;  Carter  v. 
Hamilton,  Selden,  Notes,  251,  reversing  11 
Barb.  147;  Sawyer  v.  Chambers,  43  Barb. 
622;  Buhrman  v.Baylis,  14  Hun,  608. 

Okla.— Hagan  v.  Bigler,  6  Okla.  575,  49 
Pac.  1011. 

Or.— Davis  v.  Wait,  12  Or.  425,  8  Pac. 
356. 

Pa. — Steinhauer  v.  Witman,  1  Serg.  &  R. 
438;  Steigleman  v.  Jeffries,  1  Serg.  &  R. 
477,  7  Am.  Dec.  626;  Hart  v.  Porter,  5  Serg. 
&  R.  201. 

S.  C. — Gray  v.  Handkinson,  1  Bay,  278; 
Barnes  v.  Shelton,  Harp.  L.  33,  18  Am.  Dec. 
642;  Rouse  v.  Sarratt,  74  S.  C.  575,  54  S. 
E.  757. 

Tenn. — ^Edwards  v.  Porter,  2  Coldw.  42. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Tex.— Williams  v.  Finley,  99  Tex.  468,  90 
S.  W.  1087;  Blanks  v.  Ripley,  8  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  156,  27  S.  W.  732;  Stribling  v.  Gray, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  81  S.  W.  789;  Nations 
V.  Thomas,  25  Tex.  Supp.  221. 

Wash. — Bay  View  Brewing  Co.  v.  Teck- 
lenberg,  19  Wash.  469,  53  Pac  724. 

Wis. — Norton  v.  Rooker,  1  Pinney  (Wis.) 
195;  Butler  v.  Titus,  13  Wis.  430;  Griffiths 
V.  Parry,  16  Wis.  219;  Peterson  v.  Johnson, 
22  Wis.  21,  94  Am.  Dec.  581;  Steekbauer 
V.  Leykom,  130  Wis.  438,  110  N.  W.  217. 

Eng. — ^Forman  v.  Wright,  11  C.  B.  488, 
20  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  145,  16  Jur.  706;  Agra 
&  M.  Bank  v.  Leighton,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  56, 
4  Hurlst.  &  C.  656,  36  L.  J.  Exch.  N.  S.  33. 

And  failure  of  consideration  may  be  used 
as  a  defense  to  mitigate  the  amount  of  re- 
covery in  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the 
Property,  for  which  some  benefit  admittedly 
as  been  received.  Hansford  v.  Mills,  9 
Port.   (Ala.)  509. 

Beall  V.  Pearre,  12  Md.  550,  holds  that 
the  maker  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  personalty  may  defend  an  action 
upon  it  by  showing,  in  mitigation  of  the 
amount  to  be  recovered  thereon,  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration,  and  that  this  is 
the  only  remedv;  he  cannot  bring  a  sepa- 
rate action  for  fraud  or  breach  of  warranty, 
even  though  he  attempted  to  make  the  de- 
fense of  partial  consioeration,  and  was  er- 
roneously denied  the  right  to  do  so  by  the 
trial  court. 

The  reason  for  permitting  the  defense  of 
partial  failure  of  consideration  in  an  action 
on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of 
an  article  is  well  stated  in  Harrington  v. 
Stratton,  22  Pick.  510.  On  this  point  it  is 
said :  ''The  strong  argument  for  the  admis* 
sion  of  such  evidence  in  reduction  of  dam- 
ages in  cases  like  the  present  is  that  it  will 
avoid  circuity  of  action.  It  is  always  de- 
sirable to  prevent  a  cross  action  where  full 
and  complete  justice  can  be  done  to  the 
parties  in  a  single  suit,  and  it  is  upon  this 
ground  that  the  courts  have  of  late  been 
disposed  to  extend  to  the  greatest  length 
compatible  with  the  legal  rights  of  the  par- 
ties, the  principle  allowing  evidence  in  de- 
fense or  in  reduction  of  damages  to  be 
introduced,  rather  than  to  compel  the  de- 
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prior  to  the  3l8t  day  of  May,  1908,  and 
has  not  yet  heen  delivered  to  said  defend- 
ant in  any  sufficient  quantity  to  water 
said  land,  or  in  any  quantity  whatever 
more  than  Bufficient  to  water  1^  acres  as 
above  stated.'* 

The  plaintiff  moved  for  judgment  on  the 
pleadings,  and  this  motion  was  predicated 
OB  the  theory  that  the  answer  did  not 
show  a  failure  of  consideration,  and  that, 
under  the  authority  of  Cowen  v.  Harring- 
ton, 5  Idaho,  329,  48  Pac.  1059,  and  Cald- 
well V.  Ruddy,  2  Idaho,  6,  1  Pac.  339,  the 
defendant  could  not  successfully  defend  on 
the  ground  of  want  of  consideration,  where 
his  answer  showed  on  its  face  that  a  part 


consideration  had  in  fact  been  received,  and 
that  there  had  not  beeil  a  total  failure  of 
consideration,  and  that  defendant  had  not 
returned  the  water  contract  and  considera- 
tion received,  and  had  never  attempted  to 
rescind  the  contract,  and  set  up  no  claim, 
by  way  of  cross  complaint  or  otherwise, 
for  damages  for  breach  of  the  contract. 
Under  the  authority  of  Cowen  v.  Harring- 
ton and  Caldwell  v.  Ruddy,  supra,  the  an- 
swer was  not  sufficient  to  defeat  plaintiff's 
recovery  on  the  grounds  of  failure  of  con- 
sideration. A  party  cannot  execute  his 
promissory  note,  and  let  the  matter  run 
until  after  its  maturity  and  suit  is  brought 
on  it,  and  then  successfully  defend  on  the 


fendant  to  resort  to  his  cross  action.  As  it 
seems  to  us,  the  same  purpose  will  be  fur- 
ther advanced,  and  with  no  additional  evils, 
by  adopting  a  rule  on  this  subject  equally 
broad  in  its  application  to  cases  of  actions 
on  promissory  notes  between  the  original 
parties  to  the  same,  as  to  actions  on  the 
original  contract  of  sale,  and  holding  that, 
in  either  case,  evidence  of  false  representa- 
tions as  to  the  quality  or  character  of  the 
article  sold  may  be  given  in  evidence  to 
reduce  the  damages,  although  the  article 
has  not  been  returned  to  the  vendor.  Under 
the  rules  of  this  court,  the  plaintiff  may 
require  notice  of  the  defense  relied  upon  to 
be  given  seasonably,  to  prevent  surprise, 
and  thus  obviate  all  objections  arising  from 
that  source." 

And  in  Peden  t.  Moore,  1  Stew.  &  P.  71, 
21  Am.  Dee.  649,  one  of  the  early  cases  on 
the  subject,  the  doctrine  is  asserted  that 
"wherever  a  defendant  can  maintain  a  cross 
action  for  damages  on  account  of  a  defect 
in  personal  property  purchased  by  him,  or 
for  a  noncompliance  by  the  plaintiff  with 
his  part  of  the  contract,  he  may  in  defense 
to  an  action  upon  his  note,  made  in  conse- 
quence of  such  purchase  or  contract,  claim 
a  deduction  corresponding  with  the  injury 
he  has  sustained." 

On  the  same  point,  and  in  holding  that  a 
partial  failure  of  consideration  for  a  note 
given  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  is  a  good 
defense  pro  ianio  in  a  suit  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  note,  in  Wadsworth  v.  Smith, 
23  Me.  562,  the  court  reasons:  "Why 
should  the  payee  recover  the  full  amount  of 
the  bill,  when  it  is  perceived  that  he  will 
be  obliged  to  return  a  part  of  that  amount 
upon  a  recovery  against  him  by  the  defend- 
ant in  another  suit,  and  that  suit  arising 
out  of  no  covenant  of  a  higher  nature,  and 
expressly  affording  a  remedy,  as  it  would 
in  the  case  of  a  suit  upon  a  note  given  for 
the  price  of  real  estate  conveyed?  It  is  no 
sufficient  reason  to  allege  that  he  might  be 
surprised  by  the  defense  of  a  partial  failure 
of  the  consideration ;  for  it  is  admitted  that 
he  must  expect  to  be  prepared  for  the  de- 
fense of  a  total  failure;  and  one  can  rarely 
occasion  greater  surprise  than  the  other. 
49  Mt*A.(N,a} 


Courts  are  to  be  presumed  so  to  administer 
the  law  as  to  prevent  injustice  by  the  sur- 
prise of  a  defense  which  could  not  have  been 
anticipated.  It  is  not  perceived  that  there 
can  be  more  difficulty  or  inconvenience  in 
receiving  and  acting  upon  the  testimony 
to  prove  a  partial  failure  of  consideration, 
when  the  suit  is  upon  the  bill  or  note,  than 
when  it  is  for  the  price  of  goods  sold  and 
delivered.  In  both  ca&es,  by  admitting  the 
defense,  circuity  of  action  may  be  avoided. 
There  may  not  unfre^uently  be  absolute  in- 
justice in  the  exclusion  of  such  a  defense. 
The  promisee  or  payee  may  be  destitute  of 
all  other  property  than  the  bill  or  note,  or 
be  otherwise  so  situated  that  to  refuse  to 
admit  such  a  defense  is  for  all  beneficial 
purposes  to  refuse  all  means  of  redress  to 
the  party  aggrieved." 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Hathorn  t. 
Wheelwright,  99  Me.  351,  59  Atl.  517,  2 
Ann.  Cas.  428:  "Whenever  a  promissory 
note  is  given  for  two  or  more  independent 
considerations,  and  there  is  a  failure  of 
consideration  as  to  one,  as  where  the  title 
to  one  of  the  articles  sold  is  not  in  the 
vendor  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  or  whero 
there  is  a  breach  of  warranty  or  a  misrep- 
resentation as  to  quality,  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  circuity  of  action  the  law  will 
allow  the  defendant,  in  an  action  between 
the  original  parties,  or  between  others 
standing  in  no  better  position,  to  show  such 
partial  failure  of  consideration  in  reduction 
of  damages." 

A  failure  of  consideration,  either  total  or 
partial,  is  a  defense  complete  or  pro  ianio 
to  an  action  at  law  on  a  note,  since  such 
defense  may  diminish  the  multiplicity  and 
circuity  of  actions,  which  it  is  the  policy 
of  the  law  to  discourage.  Brewer  v.  Harris, 
2  Smedes  k  M.  84,  41  Am.  Dec.  587.  The 
defendant,  if  he  can  establish  a  total  failure 
of  consideration,  is  entitled  to  a  general 
verdict  in  his  favor;  if  he  establishes  only 
a  partial  failure  of  consideration,  he  is  en- 
titled to  a  deduction  in  accordance  with  the 
facts.  Byrd  v.  Campbell  Printing-Press  ft 
Mfg.  Co.  94  6a.  41,  20  S.  E.  253. 

The  early  rule  as  stated  by  the  Minne- 
sota court  wi^s  that  wher^  the  consideration 
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ground  of  want  of  consideration,  where  he 
himself  admits  that  there  was  not  a  total 
failure  of  consideration,  and  that  he  in  fact 
received  a  part  of  the  consideration.  He 
certainly  has  a  remedy  unless  the  note 
has  passed  into  the  hands  of  an  innocent 
third  party,  and  in  this  case  the  evidence 
was  sufficient  from  which  to  conclude  that 
plaintiff  was  not  an  innocent  holder  of  the 
note.  But  the  maker  of  the  note  cannot  re- 
tain such  consideration  as  he  has  received, 
and  at  the  same  time  successfully  resist 
the  payment  of  the  obligation.  He  must 
either  rescind,  or  seek  damages  for  breach 
of  the  contract,  or  pursue  some  other  rem- 


edy which  will  permit  the  party  to  whom 
the  obligation  is  due  to  receive  such  com- 
pensation as  is  justly  due  him  under  the 
contract,  or  have  a  return  of  the  considera- 
tion. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
is  remanded,  with  direction  to  the  trinl 
court  to  permit  the  defendant  to  amend 
his  answer,  or  to  file  a  cross  complaint, 
if  he  sees  fit  so  to  d<f. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  costs  in  iavor 
of  appellant. 

SnlliTan,  Ch.  J.,  concurs. 


in  a  note  was  admittedly  a  valuable  one, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake  the  note 
is  not  subject  to  impeachment  for  partial 
want  or  failure  of  consideration.  Leighton 
V.  Grant,  20  Minn.  345,  Oil.  298.  In  Wal- 
ters V.  Armstrong,  5  Minn.  448,  Gil.  364, 
the  rule  is  asserted  that  a  partial  want  of 
consideration  or  mere  inadequacy  of  con- 
sideration cannot  be  interposed  as  a  defense 
to  a  note.  Walters  v.  Armstrong  is  referred 
to  in  Torinus  v.  Buckham,  29  Minn.  128, 
12  N.  W.  348,  and  it  is  pointed  out  that 
that  was  a  case  of  partial  want  of  con- 
sideration, rather  than  of  partial  failure  of 
consideration.  And  the  doctrine  therein  as- 
serted is  held  not  to  apply  to  a  case  involv- 
ing a  note  the  consideration  for  which  has 
partially  failed.  And  in  Stevens  v.  John- 
son, 28  Minn.  172,  9  N.  W.  677,  the  rule 
is  asserted  that  the  better  doctrine  is  that 
partial  want  or  failure  of  consideration 
may  be  shown  in  defense  to  an  action  on 
notes  although  negotiable,  if  in  the  hands 
of  the  original  holder  or  other  person  af- 
fected by  the  equities  existing  between  the 
parties;  and  it  is  said  that  a  partial  want 
or  failure  of  consideration  may  properly  be 
pleaded  and  proved  in  defense,  to  reduce 
the  damages  recoverable.  And  the  rule  now 
obtains  that  want  or  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration, if  properly  pleaded,  may  be 
shown  as  a  defense  in  whole  or  pro  tanto, 
in  an  action  on  a  negotiable  instrument; 
and  in  later  decisions  it  is  said  that  while 
a  distinction  has  sometimes  been  made  be- 
tween a  partial  failure  of  consideration  and 
a  partial  want  of  consideration,  either  is  a 
defense  pro  tanto  as  between  the  original 
parties  to  ths  note  or  holder  with  notice. 
Brown  v.  Roberts,  90  Minn.  314,  96  N.  W. 
793;  Nichols  &  S.  Co.  v.  Soderquist,  77 
Minn.  509,  80  N.  W.  630.  And  this  is  true 
although  the  note  is  given  for  the  purchase 
price  of  real  estate.  Durment  v.  Tuttle,  60 
Minn.  426,  52  N.  W.  909;  Torinus  v.  Buck- 
ham,  29  Minn.  128,  ]2  N.  W.  348. 

In  New  York  it  has  been  said  that  the 
defense  of  total  failure  of  consideration  is 
proper,  but  where  the  consideration  is  only 
partial  the  defense  can  go  only  by  way  of 
recoupment,  which,  except  for  the  form  of 
pleading,  means  substantially  the  same 
39  L,R.A.(N.S.) 


thing.  Batterman  v.  Pierce,  3  Hill,  171. 
But  this  distinction  is  not  maintained  by 
the  New  York  cases.  Thus,  Spalding  v. 
Vandercook,  2  Wend.  431,  holds  that  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration  may  be  given 
in  evidence  to  reduce  the  amount  of  com- 
plainant's recovery  in  an  action  on  a  note; 
and  reference  is  made  to  Beecker  v.  Vroo- 
man,  13  Johns.  302,  holding  that  deceit  in 
a  sale  of  the  chattel  may  1^  shown  in  bar 
or  in  mitigation,  and  it  is  said  that  the 
same  principle  will  admit  the  defense  of 
partial  failure  of  consideration.  And  in 
Burton  v.  Stewart,  3  Wend.  236,  20  Am. 
Dec.  692,  partial  failure  of  consideration 
of  a  note  is  held  a  proper  defense  pro  tanto 
in  a  suit  on  a  note  between  the  parties, 
thereto,  where  notice  of  the  defense  isgiven. 
And  the  rule  is  stated  in  Lewis  v.  Wilson, 
1  Edw.  Oh.  305:  "In  an  action  at  law 
founded  upon  the  original  consideration  of 
a  sale,  or  upon  the  security  given  for  the 
purchase  money,  the  defendant  may  give  in 
evidence,  under  a  notice  with  his  plea,  a 
fraud  or  deceit  in  the  sale,  or  a  breach  of 
warranty,  and  may  show  a  total  or  partial 
failure  of  consideration;  and  he  will  either 
defeat  the  action  altogether,  or  lessen  the 
amount  of  the  recovery  against  him,  accord- 
ing to  circumstances." 

Another  court  drawing  the  same  distinc- 
tion as  the  early  New  York  case  mentioned 
(Batterman  v.  Pierce)  holds  that  a  failure 
of  consideration,  to  be  a  defense  to  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note,  must  be  total,  and  when 
some  portion  of  the  consideration  yet  re- 
mains, the  defense  can  go  in  only  by  way 
of  recoupment  of  damages  for  the  partial 
failure.  Packwood  v.  Clark,  2  Sawy.  646, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  10,656. 

A  distinction  has  sometimes  been  made 
between  cases  involving  a  partial  failure  of 
the  consideration  for  a  note  ffiven  for  per- 
sonal property,  and  when  given  for  real 
estate.  This  distinction  is  made  in  Her- 
bert V.  Ford,  29  Me.  546,  holding  that  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration  is  a  defense 
pro  tanto  to  an  action  on  a  note  given  for 
the  purchase  price  of  property  other  than 
real  estate,  conveyed  by  instrument  contain- 
ing covenants  of  warranty;  and  it  is  un- 
necessary in  making  this  defense  that  t^ers 
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should  be  A  restoration  by  the  defendant  of 
what  he  received  under  the  contract.  Other 
cases  drawing  the  same  distinction  may  be 
found  under  subdivision  v.  c. 

And  in  Pedcn  v.  Moore,  1  Stew,  k  P.  73, 
21  Am.  Dec.  649,  it  is  said  that  "when  real 
estate  is  the  consideration,  the  law  perhaps 
is  different,  and  a  partial  defect  in  title, 
so  long  as  tiio  contract  is  unrescinded,  could 
not  be  alleged  as  a  defense  to  an  action  for 
the  purchase  money;  and  this  difference  is 
to  be  attributed  to  the  extensive  jurisdic- 
tion exercised  by  chancery  over  the  title  to 
real  estate,  by  causing  it  to  be  perfected; 
and  to  the  additional  cause  that  the  vendee 
sustains  no  injury  by  a  defect  of  title  so 
long  as  he  retains  the  possession." 

But  by  the  weight  of  authority  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration  for  a  note  given  for 
the  purchase  price  of  real  estate  may  bo 
availed  of  as  a  defense  pro  tanto  in  an 
action  on  the  note,  to  the  same  extent  as 
when  the  consideration  of  the  note  is  per- 
sonal property.  Durment  v.  Tuttle  and 
Torinus  v.  Buckham,  supra. 

In  an  early  Georgia  case  it  is  held  that 
in  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the  pur- 
chase price  of  land,  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration is  no  defense.  Jordan  v.  Jordan, 
Dudley  (Ga.)  181.  At  least,  unless  that 
part  which  has  failed  may  b^  clearly  and 
distinctly  ascertained.  Hinton  v.  Scott, 
Dudley  (Ga.)  245.  But  in  Gauldin  v. 
Shehee,  20  Ga.  631,  it  is  held  that  the  de- 
fense of  partial  failure  of  consideration 
may  be  made  in  an  action  on  a  note  for  the 
purchase  price  of  land,  where  the  failure 
of  consideration  is  based  upon  misrepre- 
sentations as  to  the  Quantity  of  the  land. 
And  the  general  rule  is  asserted  in  Satter- 
field  V.  Spier,  114  Ga.  127,  39  S.  E.  930, 
that  partial  failure  of  consideration  is  a 
good  defense  pro  ianto  to  an  action  on  a 
note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of  land, 
where  it  is  specially  pleaded.  And  this  rule 
is  recognized  in  Krauss  v.  Flournoy,  7  Ga. 
App.  322,  66  S.  E.  805.  In  other  cases  it  is 
held  that  the  general  rule  sustaining  the 
right  to  reduce  the  amount  to  be  recovered 
by  showing  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion applies  to  an  action  on  a  note  given 
for  the  purchase  price  of  real  estate,  where 
tfie  partial  failure  does  not  relate  to  the 
title.  Wheat  v.  Dotson,  12  Ark.  699;  Smith 
▼.  Capers,  13  Ark.  9. 

So,  where  there  is  a  partial  failure  of  the 
consideration  for  a  note  given  for  land,  it 
may  be  relied  upon  as  a  defense  pro  tanto 
to  the  note  where  not  based  upon  a  defect 
in  the  title,  but  some  other  fact,  such  as 
fraud  or  misrepresentation.  As  where  the 
purchaser  obtains  a  perfect  title  to  the 
whole  estate  and  vet  finds  the  estate  to  be 
different  from  what  it  was  fraudulently 
represented  to  be,  he  can  have  no  remedy 
upon  any  covenants  usually  found  in  the 
conveyance,  and  hence  must  rely  upon  the 
remedy  which  the  law  provides.  This  might 
be  by  independent  action  for  the  fraud,  but 
to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  as  well  as  to 
protect  the  purchaser  against  insolvency  of 
39  LJR.A.(N.S.) 


the  grantor,  the  former  may  make  his  de- 
fense in  an  action  by  the  latter  on  the  note 
given  for  the  land.    Hammatt  y.  Emerson, 
27  Me.  308,  46  Am.  Dec  698,  followed  in 
Coburn  v.  Ware,  30  Me.  202;  Morrison  v. 
Jewell,  34  Me.  146;  Thompson  y.  Mansfifeld, 
43  Me.  490;  Hodgdon  v.  Golder,  76  Me.  293. 
It  has  been  held  that  a  failure  of  the  con- 
sideration of  a  purchase  price  note,  in  whole 
of  in  part,  after  a  valid  assignment  thereof 
before  maturity,  will  not  avail  the  makers 
I  as  a  defense  in  a  suit  by  the  assignee,  even 
I  though  the  latter  had  full  knowledge  of  the 
j  original  consideration  for  which   the  note 
was  given  prior  to  acquiring  it.    Splivallo 
y.  Patten,  38  Cal.  138,  99  Am.  Dec.  358. 

rr.  Doctrine  that  partial  want  or  fail- 
ure is  no  defense  pro  tanto, 

a»  In  ffeneralm 

In  other  jurisdictions,  while  it  is  con- 
ceded that  total  failure  of  the  consideration 
for  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of 
property  is  a  defense  in  toto  to  an  action 
on  the  note,  it  is,  however,  apparently  de- 
nied that  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
constitutes  a  defense  even  pro  tanto,  and 
the  defendant  is  denied  the  right  to  assert 
such  a  defense  either  under  a  general  plea 
or  by  a  special  plea  or  answer. 

U.  S. — Boone  y.  Queen,  2  Cranch,  C.  C. 
371,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,643;  Varnum  v.  Mauro, 

2  Cranch,  C.  C.  425,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  16,889; 
Greenleaf  v.  Cook,  2  Wheat.  13,  4  L.  ed. 
172;  Scudder  v.  Andrews,  2  McLean,  464, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  12,564.  But  see  later  Federal 
cases,  supra,  III. 

Del.—Mills  y.  Gilpin,  2  Harr.   (Del.)  32. 

D.  C— Brown  y.  Ohio  Nat.  Bank,  18  App. 
D.  C.  609. 

Ky.— -Ousley  y.  Beasley,  4  Bibb,  277; 
Coleman  v.  Harper,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  602; 
Wood  V.  Waters,  1  Litt.  176,  13  Am.  Dec. 
228;  Wise  v.  Kelly,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  645; 
Ball  V.  Jackson,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  176;  Wil- 
liams V.  Briscoe,  1  A.  K.  Marsh.  168. 

N.  J. — ^Bouker  v.  Randies,  31  N.  J.  L. 
336;  Allen  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  20 
N.  J.  L.  620,  disapproved  in  Wyckoff  v. 
Runyon,  33  N.  J.  L.  107  (quoted  from 
infra). 

N.  C— Jones  v.  Rhea,  122  N.  C.  721,  30 
S.  E.  346;  Johnston  v.  Smith,  86  N.  C.  498; 
Evans  v.  Williamson,  79  N.  C.  86;  Wash- 
bum  V.  Picot,  14  N.  C.  (3  Dev.  L.)  390. 

W.  Va.~Williamson  v.  Cline,  40  W.  Va. 
194,  20  S.  E.  917.    - 

Eng. — ^Morgan  v.  Richardson,  1  Campb. 
40,  note,  7  East,  482,  3  Smith,  487,  10  Re- 
vised Rep.   624,  note;    Archer  v.   Bamford, 

3  Stark.  175,  1  L.  J.  K.  B.  228;  Obbard  v. 
Betham,  Moody  &  M.  483,  8  L.  J.  K.  B.  254. 
But  see  English  cases,  supra.  III. 

Disapproving  the  doctrine  that  partial 
failure  of  consideration  is  not  a  defense  pro 
ianto,  Beasley,  Ch.  J.,  in  Wyckoff  v.  Run- 
yon, 33  N.  J.  L.  107,  remarked  that  "it  has 
never  given  satisfaction  either  to  the  bench 
or  to  the  le^al  profession.    And  it  would 
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have  been  singular  if  this  distaste  of  the 
rule  had  not  prevailed,  for  to  reject  a  de- 
fense merely  on  the  ground  that  a  note  has 
passed  between  the  parties,  in  cases  in 
which  such  defense  would  otherwise  be  le- 
gitiiHate,  certainly  savors  more  of  super- 
Auous  refinement  than  of  practical  wisdom. 
In  the  absence  of  the  note  now  in  suit,  a 
partial  failure  of  the  subject  of  the  sale 
could  have  been  shown  as  a  defense  pro 
tanto.  Why  then  between  the  same  parties 
should  the  giving  of  the  note  cut  off  such 
defense?  There  is  clearly  no  more  incon- 
venience in  trying  the  question  of  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration  in  the  one  case  than 
in  the  other;  nor  is  a  plaintiff  in  any  de- 
gree more  liable  to  be  taken  by  surprise 
when  his  action  is  based  upon  a  note  than 
he  would  be  if  he  resorted  to  the  considera- 
tion of  the  note  as  the  foundation  of  hia 
action.  While,  on  the  other  hand,  the  ob- 
vious inconvenience,  not  to  say  palpable  in- 
justice, of  the  operation  of  the  rule  in 
question,  is  often  painfully  manifest.  Its 
inevitable  result,  whenever  applied,  is  to 
double  litigation,  for  the  failure  of  the  con- 
sideration, the  proof  of  which  is  excluded, 
lays  the  ground  for  a  cross  action;  and  in 
those  cases  in  which  the  plaintiff  in  the 
first  suit  chances  to  be  insolvent,  such  cross 
action  fails  altogether  to  retrieve  the  money 
which  has  been  unjustly  taken  from  the 
defendant.  In  such  a  formula  I  can  see 
nothing  but  an  obstacle  to  the  attainment 
of  an  ultimate  decision  on  the  merits  of 
the  case." 

While  the  foregoing  cases  may  be  said  to 
sustain  the  doctrine  as  stated  and  language 
is  to  be  found  in  the  opinions  supporting 
the  same,  yet  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
opinions  are  entirely  clear  on  the  subject. 
The  difficulty  is  that,  as  a  rule,  the  facts 
appearing  in  the  opinions  in  many  of  the 
cases  do  not  clearly  show  whether  or  not 
the  court  had  squarely  before  it  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion was  a  good  defense  pro  tanto  to  an 
action  on  a  note  if  properly  pleaded,  al- 
though as  stated  the  reasoning  of  the  court 
sustains  the  doctrine  that  a  partial  failure, 
even  under  such  circumstances,  is  not  a  de- 
fense pro  tanto.  The  same,  however,  may 
also  be  said  of  Pulsifer  v.  Hotchkiss,  12 
Conn.  234,  and  yet  in  a  later  case  in  that* 
court  (Avery  v.  Brown,  31  Conn.  398),  it 
is  pointed  out  that  this  was  really  not  the 
point  before  the  court,  and  that  it  is  not 
authority  for  this  doctrine. 

The  Pulsifer  Case  has  frequently  been 
construed  as  supporting  the  doctrine  that 
partial  failure  of  consideration  is  not  a  de- 
fense pro  tanto  in  an  action  on  a  note.  Al- 
though there  is  language  used  in  the  opin- 
ion which  gives  some  support  to  this  view, 
the  opinion  as  a  whole,  however,  indicates 
that  the  question  the  court  was  really  con- 
sidering was  whether  a  partial  failure  of 
consideration,  the  amount  of  which  was  un- 
liquidated, was  a  bar  to  an  action  on  a  note, 
rather  than  whether  or  not  it  could  be 
availed  of  in  mitigation  of  the  amount 
sought  to  be  recovered;  and  this  has  been 
;^y  i.,K,A.(N.S.) 


the  construction  placed  upon  this  decision 
in  later  decisions  by  the  same  court. 

In  Avery  v.  Brown,  it  is  said  that  the 
Pulsifer  Case  "has  sometimes  been  misun- 
derstood, and  we  think  does  not  sustain  the 
position  to  support  which  it  was  cited  by 
the  counsel  in  the  case  before  us.  It  was 
not  in  that  case  decided  that  the  defendant 
could  take  no  advantage  of  the  plaintiff's 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  and 
the  consequent  failure  of  consideration  for 
the  note,  because  he  had  not  repudiated  the 
contract  and  restored  or  offered  to  restore 
the  consideration,  such  as  it  wsls,  to  the 
plaintiff;  but  only  that  if  the  failure  of 
consideration  was  partial  only,  and  not  en- 
tire, he  could  in  tnat  particular  case  take 
no  advantage  of  such  partial  failure,  be- 
cause the  defendant's  damage,  or  the  amount 
to  be  deducted  from  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
was  merely  conjectural,  unliquidated,  and 
incapable  of  liquidation  by  any  known  rule. 
.  .  .  The  judge  does  not  mean,  as  the 
counsel  assume,  that  if  the  partial  failure 
of  consideration  was  owing  to  the  plaintiffs 
fraud,  no  advantage  could  be  taken  of  it 
to  reduce  the  plaintiff's  recovery,  because 
the  defendant  had  not  repudiated  the  con- 
tract and  restored  the  consideration,  but 
because  the  amount  to  be  deducted  was  un- 
liquidated, and  incapable  of  liquidation  by 
any  known  rule.  .  .  .  When  personiU 
property  is  sold  with  a  warranty  of  sound- 
ness, and  proves  unsound,  and  suit  is 
brought  for  the  price  of  it,  the  defendant's 
damages  by  reason  of  such  unsoundness  are 
in  one  sense  unliquidated  and  uncertain, 
but  id  certum  eat  quod  certum  reddi  potest. 
.  .  .  There  is  no  more  difficulty  in  show- 
ing by  evidence  the  damages  which  a  party 
has  sustained  by  reason  of  another's  fraud 
or  breach  of  contract  in  relation  to  the 
quantity,  quality,  or  value  of  property  of 
either  kind,  when  as  a  defendant  he  seeks 
to  have  that  damage  applied  in  reduction 
of  the  plaintiffs  claim  against  him  for  the 
stipulated  price  of  such  property,  than  there 
is  when  the  i)urchaser  sues  for  the  recovery 
of  the  same  damages  in  another  suit." 

The  fact  that  the  Connecticut  decision  re- 
ferred to  shows  that  the  earlier  Connecticut 
case  on  this  point  has  been  misconstrued 
raises  a  question  as  to  whether  or  not  other 
cases  which  also  seemingly  pikssed  upon  the 
point  really  had  the  question  presented. 
Thus,  in  the  opinions  in  the  following  cases, 
language  may  be  found  sustaining  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  as  stated;  nevertheless  a  close 
examination  of  the  cases  fails  clearly  to 
show  that  the  specific  question  was  raised. 
The  facts  as  they  are  disclosed  in  the  opin- 
ions would  seem  rather  to  indicate  the  real 
question  before  the  court  to  have  been 
whether  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
was  a  complete  defense  to  the  action,  or 
whether  the  defense  could  be  made  under 
the  pleadings. 

In  3rown  v.  Ohio  Nat.  Bank,  18  ApP- 
D.  C.  609,  the  rule  is  stated  that  it  is  settled 
law  that  failure  of  consideration  must  be 
total  to  constitute  a  good  defense  to  an  ac- 
tion tlpon  a  promise,  tne  case  in  this  respect 
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citing  and  relying  upon  Greenleaf  v.  Cook, 
2  Wheat.  13,  4  L.  ed.  172. 

And  Mills  v.  Gilpin,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  32, 
holds  that  partial  failure  of  consideration 
cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defense  to  an  action 
on  a  bill,  but  it  must  be  the  subject  of  a 
crofls  action. 

In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for 
goods  purchased,  a  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration based  on  the  bad  quality  of  the 
goods  is  no  defense.  Morgan  v.  Richardson, 
1  Gampb.  40,  note,  7  East,  482,  3  Smith, 
487,  10  Rerised  Rep.  624,  note.  To  the 
same  effect,  see  Tye  y.  Gwynne,  2  Gampb. 
346. 

Neither  the  defense  of  entire  or  partial 
failure  of  consideration  may  be  made  to  an 
action  on  a  note,  unless  there  has  been  a 
rescission  or  an  offer  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract out  of  which  the  note  grew.  Stone  v. 
Peake,  16  Vt.  213;  Burton  v.  Schermerhorn, 
21  Vt.  289.  And  the  rule  is  settled  in  Ver- 
mont that  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
is  no  defense,  even  pro  ianto,  unless  the 
amount  of  the  failure  is  liquidated.  See 
infra,  6. 

This  doctrine,  however,  was  questioned 
and  disapproved  in  Kelly  v.  Pember,  35  Vt. 
183,  wherein,  referring  to  the  rule  that  a 
partial  failure  of  consideration  is  no  de- 
fense to  a  note  where  there  has  been  no 
offer  to  rescind  the  contract,  Peck,  J.,  says: 
"I  never  could  see  why  such  defense  ought 
not  to  be  allowed  in  actions  on  notes  and 
bills  of  exchange  as  well  as  in  other  actions, 
except  where  the  suit  on  such  paper  is  by 
an  innocent  holder  for  value.  If  there  is 
such  a  rule,  there  ought  not  to  be;  it  is 
sustained  by  no  principle  of  policy,  conven- 
ience, or  justice.  While  a  promissory  note 
remains  in  the  hands  of  the  original  con- 
tracting parties,  there  is  no  sound  reason 
why  it  should  receive  any  more  protection 
or  immunity  in  this  respect  than  any  other 
contract." 


note.    Riddle  v.  Gage,  37  N.  H.  519,  75  Am. 
Dec.  151. 

Thus,  where  a  note  is  given  for  different 
tracts  or  parcels  of  land,  and  the  title  as  to 
one  of  the  tracts  entirely  fails,  and  hence 
the  amount  of  the  failure  of  consideration 
may  be  ascertained  by  mere  computation,  a 
defense  of  partial  failure  of  consideration 
can  be  made  as  to  such  parcel,  but  not  as 
to  the  other  parcels  where  there  has  been 
a  partial  failure  merely.  Drew  v.  Towle, 
27  N.  H.  412,  59  Am.  Dec.  380. 

But  now,  by  statute,  partial  failure  of 
consideration,  wherever  total  failure  or 
want  of  consideration  would  be  a  defense, 
is  also  a  defense,  and  the  amount  need  not 
be  liquidated.  Pike  v.  Taylor,  49  N.  H.  124; 
Butler  V.  Northumberland,  50  N.  H.  33. 

In  Vermont,  except  as  changed  by  statute, 
the  rule  obtains  that  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration is  not  a  defense  pro  tanto  to  an 
action  on  a  note,  unless  the  amount  to  be 
deducted  by  reason  of  the  failure  is  liqui- 
dated or  of  certain  computation.  Walker 
V.  Smith,  2  Vt.  639 ;  Stone  v.  Peake,  16  Vt. 
213;  Richardson  v.  Sanborn,  33  Vt.  76;  Fos- 
ter V.  Phaley,  35  Vt.  303;  Thrall  v.  Horton. 
44  Vt.  386 ;  Hoyt  v.  McNally,  66  Vt  38,  28 
Atl,  417;  Craigue  v.  Hall,  73  Vt.  104,  50 
Atl.  806. 

In  order  that  the  defendant  be  entitled  to 
an  abatement  from  the  sum  for  which  a 
note  is  given,  in  assessing  the  damages  in 
an  action  thereon,  fraud  must  be  shown  in 
procuring  the  note  for  the  sum  named,  and 
an  offer  by  the  defendant  to  rescind,  also 
the  ability  by  computation  to  fix  the  amount 
to  be  deducted.  Harrington  y.  Lee,  33  Vt. 
249. 
'  Partial  failure  of  consideration  is  no  an- 
swer to  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  an  article,  unless  the 
amount  is  certain  and  liquidated.  Goldie 
&  Mc.  C.  Co.  v.  Harper,  31  Ont.  Rep.  284. 
The  amount  sought  to  be  deducted  must  be 
liquidated  and  a  matter  of  definite  compu- 
tation. Day  V.  Nix,  9  J.  B.  Moore,  159,  2 
L.  J.  G.  P.  133. 

Thus,  a  plea  to  an  action  on  a  bill  of 
exchange,  in  substance  that  the  defendant 
accepted  the  bill  on  the  faith  of  the  goods 
being  shipped  at  certain  times,  some  of 
which  were  shipped,  but  not  all,  but  admit- 
ting acceptance  and  liability  for  those 
shipped,  constitutes  a  good  defense  pro 
tanto  to  the  action,  the  plea  clearly  showing 
the  value  of  the  goods  received  and  accept- 
ed. Agra  k  M.  Bank  v.  Leighton,  L.  R.  2 
Exch.  66,  4  Hurlst.  &  C.  656,  36  L.  J.  Exch. 
N.  S.  33.  In  reaching  this  conclusion,  the 
court  points  out  that  it  is  not  intended  to 
throw  doubt  upon  the  cases  holding  that, 
where  the  defendant  seeks  to  discharge  him- 
self on  the  ground  of  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration he  cannot  do  so  by  setting  up 
partial  failure  where  based  upon  unliqui- 
dated damages. 

In  Pulsifer  v.  Hotchkiss,  12  Conn.  234,  in 
an  action  of  assumpsit  in  which  the  general 
issue  is  pleaded,  the  rule  is  recognized  that 
the  amount  to  be  recovered  on  a  note  given 

tation,  does  not  constitute  a  defense  to  the  '  for  the  purchase  price  of  property  may  be 
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h.  When  amount  is  unliquidated. 

The  New  Hampshire  court,  while  holding 
that  partial  failure  is  a  good  defense  if  the 
amount  is  liquidated  (Earl  v.  Page,  6  N.  S. 
477,  26  Am.  Dec.  711;  Haseltine  v.  Guild, 
11  N.  H.  390),  denies  that  a  mere  partial 
failure  of  consideration  constitutes  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  the  property,  where  the 
amount  is  not  liquidated.  Chase  v.  Weston, 
32  N.  H.  413  (note  given  for  land  conveyed 
with  covenants  of  warranty;  breach  of  war- 
ranty relied  on  for  failure  of  considera- 
tion) ;  Fletcher  v.  Chase,  16  N.  H.  38  (facts 
similar  to  the  preceding  case) ;  Riddle  v. 
Gage,  37  N.  H.  519,  75  Am.  Dec.  161; 
Nichols  V.  Hunton,  45  N.  H.  470  (Partial 
failure  of  consideration,  if  the  amount  is 
fraud) ;  Pike  y.  Taylor,  49  N.  H.  1^4. 

It  makes  no  difference  whether  the  note 
is  given  for  personalty  or  realty;  partial 
failure  of  consideration,  if  the  amount  is 
not  liquidated  or  readily  subject  to  compu- 
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reduced  by  showing  a  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration if  the  amount  is  liquidated. 

Where  the  parties  have  agreed  upon  the 
amount,  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
may  be  relied  upon  as  a  defense  pro  ianio, 
but  not  where  the  extent  of  the  failure  is 
open.  Elminger  v.  Drew,  4  McLean,  388, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  4,416. 

In  Massachusetts  it  is  well  settled  that 
where  there  is  a  partial  want  of  considera- 
tion, as  in  case  ot  a  note  given  on  two  dis- 
tinct considerations,  one  of  them  invalid, 
it  is  no  obje<;tion  to  the  reduction  of  the 
damages  that  the  amount  to  be  deducted 
is  unliquidated.  Parish  v.  Stone,  14  Pick. 
198,  26  Am.  Dec.  878;  Harrington  v.  Strat- 
ton,  22  Pick.  510.  And  this  is  the  general 
rule  supported  by  the  weight  of  authority. 
See  cases  supra.  III. 

But  even  where  the  rule  obtains  that  the 
amount  of  the  failure  of  consideration  need 
not  be  liquidated,  it  is  clear  that  where, 
in  a  suit  on  a  note,  the  matter  as  to  which 
there  has  been  a  partial  failure  of  consid- 
eration is  so  uncertain  in  its  character  that 
there  is  no  method  by  which  the  damage 
arising  therefrom  may  be  estimated  or  de- 
termined, the  partial  failure  will  not  affect 
the  recovery.  Schaffner  v.  Kober,  2  Ind. 
App.  409,  28  N.  £.  871. 


F.  Effect  of  warranty  olatMe  in  oan- 

tract. 


a.  In  general. 

Whether  the  right  to  defend  pro  tanto 
an  action  on  a  note  for  failure  of  consid- 
eration is  affected  by  the  existence  in  the 
contract  which  constitutes  the  consideration 
for  the  note,  of  covenants  of  warranty  re- 
lating to  the  subject-matter  of  the  failure 
of  consideration,  is  a  question  as  to  which 
the  courts  .are  not  in  entire  accord.  In  some 
cases  a  distinction  is  made  between  the 
right  to  make  such  defense  when  there  are 
no  covenants  in  the  contract,  and  the  right 
as  to  contracts  containing  such  covenants. 
These  cases  are  disposed  of  apparently  on 
the  theory  that  a  grantee  in  a  deed  contain- 
ing covenants  of  warranty  must  pay  the 
purchase  money  and  rely  upon  the  cove- 
nants for  redress.  But  this  doctrine  does 
not  prevail  in  many  jurisdictions.  Another 
remedy  is  afforded  the  purchaser.  He  may 
defend  an  action  on  a  note  for  the  purchase 
money  by  showing  a- total  or  partial  failure 
of  consideration,  based  upon  a  defect  in  his 
title,  although  he  is  also  protected  by  cove- 
nants of  warranty.  In  the  latter  class  of 
cases  the  courts  refuse  to  distinguish  be- 
tween contracts  containing  warranty  clauses 
and  those  in  which  there  are  no  such  con- 
tracts, and,  in  effect  or  expressly,  deny  the 
soundness  of  the  distinction  between  the 
two  classes  of  contracts  as  made  by  some 
courts. 

The  fallacy  of  this  distinction  is  pointed 
out  in  Peden  v.  Moore,  1  Stew.  &  P.  71,  21 
Am.  Dec.  649.  The  court  reasons:  "Where 
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fraud  enters  into  the  transaction,  it  is  com- 
petent for  the  defendant,  upon  proof  of  it, 
to  show  a  defect  in  the  consideration  in 
diminution  of  damages.  This  qualified  ad- 
mission of  the  defense  originated  from  the 
rule  that  fraud  avoids  a  contract  ah  initio. 
In  point  of  justice  I  can  discover  no  suffi- 
cient reason  for  permitting  the  defense  to 
be  set  up,  where  there  is  a  fraud  in  the 
.transaction,  and  denying  it  where  there  is 
a  false  warranty  unaccompanied  by  a  fraud. 
In  either  case  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to 
^aduate  the  plaintiff's  recovery  by  the  in- 
jury which   the  defendant  has  sustained." 

Considering  the  question  with  reference 
to  a  warranty  in  the  sale  of  land,  breached 
by  a  defect  in  title,  thereby  destroying  tbe 
consideration  for  a  note  given  for  the  land, 
in  Tallniadge  v.  Wall  is,  25  Wend.  107,  the 
court  said:  "I  can  see  no  good  reason  why 
the  defendant,  to  avoid  circuity  of  action, 
should  not  be  permitted  to  plead  such  total 
failure  of  consideration  as  an  absolute  bar 
to  the  suit,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
note  or  bond  had  been  given  upon  the  sale 
of  a  horse  warranted  sound,  which  turned 
out  to  be  unsound  and  entirely  valueless. 
In  either  case  it  may  be  said  that  the  whole 
consideration  had  not  failed,  as  the  war- 
ranty itself  formed  a  part  of  the  considera- 
tion for  the  note  or  bond  given  upon  the 
purchase.  But  the  effect  of  setting  up  such 
a  defense  would  operate  as  an  estoppel  to 
the  purchaser,  if  he  should  attempt  to  bring 
an  action  for  a  breach  of  warranty  after 
he  had  been  once  satisfied  for  his  damages 
in  this  manner;  or  if  the  jury  found  a  ver- 
dict which,  in  terms  or  by  necessary  impli- 
cation, negatived  the  existence  of  the  facts 
set  up  in  his  plea." 

On  the  same  point  in  Wade  v.  Scott,  7 
Mo.  609,  it  is  said  that  "it  is  more  reason- 
able that  when  a  suit  is  brought  to  recover 
the  price  of  an  article,  that  any  reduction 
of  the  stipulated  price  to  which  the  defend- 
ant may  be  entitled,  either  from  a  fraud 
or  breach  of  warranty  in  the  sale,  should  be 
made  in  the  action  in  which  the  price  is 
sought  to  be  recovered,  than  that  he  should 
be  driven  to  his  cross  action  for  a  redress 
of  the  injury.  This  course  avoids  circuity 
of  action.  A  second  suit  about  the  same 
matter  should  not  be  tolerated,  where  a 
fair  opportunity  can  be  afforded  by  the  first 
to  do  complete  justice  to  the  parties.  And 
when  individuals  are  apprised  that  this  de- 
fense will  attach  to  the  security  they  mav 
receive  for  an  article  sold,  they  will  be  less 
eager  to  obtain  an  advantage  in  their  con- 
tracts, than  if  they  are  taught  that  a  note, 
when  once  given,  must  be  paid  and  the  in- 
jured party  driven  to  his  cross  action  for 
redress.  Many  would  submit  to  the  im- 
position sooner  than  redress  themselves  bv 
a  suit,  who  would  readily  make  a  defense, 
were  it  permitted  in  an  action  for  the  price 
of  an  article  in  the  sale  of  which  they  nave 
been  wronged.  The  better  opinion  seems  to 
be  that  this  defense  will  not  be  allo^i 
unless  the  party  relying  on  it  has  previoos- 
ly  given  his  adversary  notice  that  be  would 
insist  on  it  at  the  trial." 
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5.  Bute  that  right  is  not  affected  by 

clause. 

A  buyer  may  plead  want  of  consideration, 
partiid .  or  complete,  to  an  action  upon  a 
note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of  prop- 
erty, where  there  has  been  a  breach  of  war- 
ranty. Huntington  v.  Lombard,  22  Wash. 
202,  60  Pac  414.  And  where  pleaded,  the 
defense  of  partial  failure  of  consideration 
for  breach  of  warranty  may  be  made.  Cbr- 
nish  y.  Friedman,  94  Ark.  282,  126  S.  W. 
1079.  And  it  constitutes  a  good  defense 
pro  tawto.  Comparet  v.  Johnson,  6  Blackf. 
59. 

For  the  purpose  of  avoiding  circuity  of 
action,  the  defendant  in  an  action  on  a 
note  may  allege  and  prove  in  defense, 
either  of  the  entire  action  or  pro  tanto, 
total  or  partial  failure  of  consideration, 
based  upon  a  breach  of  warranty  or  fraud 
in  the  sale  of  property  in  payment  of  which 
the  note  was  given.  Hodgkins  v.  Moulton, 
100  Mass.  811. 

And  where  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion is  relied  upon,  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract or  offer  to  return  the  property  is  not 
a  prerequisite  to  the  right  to  make  the  de- 
fense, and  although  the  defendant  may  be 
able  to  sustain  an  independent  action  for 
fraud  or  breach  of  warranty,  he  may  also 
prove  in  reduction  of  damages  such  fraud 
or  breach  of  warranty  as  constituting  a 
partial  failure  of  consideration.  Herbert 
V.  Ford,  29  Me.  546. 

And  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  war- 
ranty is  express  or  implied.  The  purchaser 
of  goods  in  either  case  may  show  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration  in  defense  pro  ianto 
of  an  action  against  him  on  a  note  given 
for  the  purchase  money,  without  returning 
the  goods.  Brantley  v.  Thomas,  22  Tex. 
270. 

In  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  land,  al- 
though a  deed  of  conveyance  contains  cove- 
nants of  warranty  and  seisin,  total  failure 
of  title  may  be  depended  upon  as  a  defense 
to  the  note  on  the  ground  of  total  failure 
of  consideration,  the  covenants  themselves 
not  being  sufficient  consideration.  Hice  v. 
Goddard,  14  Pick.  293,  disapproving  Lloyd 
v.  Jewell,  1  Me.  360,  10  Am.  Dec.  73. 

And  by  the  weight  of  authority,  the  de- 
fendant may  mitigate  damases  recoverable 
on  a  note  given  for  land,  where  there  has 
been  a  partial  failure  of  consideration  ow- 
ing to  a  defective  title,  provided  the  defense 
is  specially  pleaded.  Davis  v.  Bean,  114 
Mass.  358;  McHenry  v.  Yokum,  27  111.  160; 
Schuchmann  v.  Knoebel,  27  III.  175;  Tall- 
madge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend.  107. 

In  Williams  v.  Neely,  69  L.R.A.  232,  67 
C.  C.  A.  171,  134  Fed.  1,  the  rule  is  stated 
that  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
wrought  oy  a  defective  title  is  a  good  de- 
fense pro  tanto  to  an  action  upon  a  note 
for  the  purchase  price  of  land  conveyed  by 
warranty  deed. 

Unless  the  purchaser  of  land  has  agreed 
to  run  the  risk  of  title,  he  may  defend  him- 
self in  an  action  on  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  money,  by  showing  that  the  title 
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is  defective,  either  in  whole  or  in  part^ 
without  reference  to  whether  or  nof  there 
are  covenants  of  general  warranty  and  title 
in  the  instrument  of  conveyance.  Roland  v. 
Miller,  3  Watts  &  8.  390;  Wilson  v.  Coch- 
ran, 46  Pa.  229;  Gross  v.  Noble,  67  Pa.  74. 

In  many  jurisdictions,  however,  in  order 
that  this  defense  be  availed  of,  the  defect 
in  the  title  must  expose  the  purchaser  to 
the  danger,  or  in  fact  to  the  certainty,  of 
eviction.  Cooper  v.  Singleton,  19  Tex.  260, 
70  Am.  Dec.  333. 

According  to  the  holding  of  these  cases,  al- 
though a  deed  contains  a  warranty  clause, 
if  a  legal  eviction  is  shown  or  a  liability  to 
an  eviction,  a  defense  of  partial  failure  of 
consideration  may  be  made  in  an  action  on 
a  note  ffiven  for  the  purchase  price  of  the 
land.  Price  v.  Blount,  41  Tex.  472;  Zim- 
pelman  v.  Hipwell,  4  C.  C.  A.  615,  2  U.  S. 
App.  568,  54  Fed.  851. 

In  Frisbie  v.  Hoffnagle,  11  Johns.  50,  the 
defense  of  failure  of  consideration  of  a  note 
given  for  land  was  permitted  where  it  ap- 
peared that  the  title  had  failed  by  reason 
of  the  sale  of  the  land  under  a  judgment 
against  the  grantor,  although  the  defendant 
had  not  been  evicted  and  the  conveyance  was 
by  warranty  deed.  The  rule,  however,  in 
New  York,  as  announced  in  later  cases,  is 
that  eviction  or  something  tantamount 
to  eviction,  is  necessary  to  entitle  the  de- 
fendant to  make  the  defense  of  failure  of 
consideration.  Bibbard  v.  Johnson,  19 
Johns.  77;  Whitney  v.  Lewis,  21  Wend.  132; 
Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25  Wend.  107.  In  the 
latter  case,  referring  to  Frisbie  v.  Hoffnagle, 
it  is  said  that  the  court  probably  proceeded 
upon  the  ground  that  there  was  a  moral 
certainty  that  the  defendant  must  be  turned 
out  of  possession  under  the  sheriff's  deed. 

The  reason  for  limiting  the  right  to  set 
up  failure  of  consideration  as  a  defense  to 
cases  where  there  has  been  an  eviction,  or 
something  tantamount  to  an  eviction,  is 
thus  stated  in  Tallmadge  v.  Wallis,  25 
Wend.  107:  "Where  there  is  a  covenant  of 
warranty  merely,  which  covenant  is  not 
broken  until  there  has  been  an  eviction,  or 
something  equivalent  to  an  eviction,  there 
appears  to  be  great  difficulty  in  permitting 
the  purchaser  to  show  a  total  or  a  partial 
failure  of  title,  either  in  bar  of  the  suit  or 
to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  recovery.  It 
is  a  well-known  fact  that  land  is  frequently 
conveyed  with  general  warranty,  which  is 
warranty  against  eviction  only,  when  both 
parties  to  the  sale  perfectly  understand  that 
the  title  is  doubtful,  or  that  there  is  some 
outstanding  contingent  interest  which  may, 
perhaps,  at  a  future  period,  be  the  means  of 
evicting  the  purchaser;  and  to  protect  the 
purchaser  and  enable  him  to  recover  against 
the  vendor  in  case  of  eviction,  the  covenant 
of  warranty  is  inserted  in  the  deed.  And 
yet  in  many  cases  of  this  kind,  the  pur- 
chaser continues  to  hold  and  enjoy  the 
land  until  all  question  as  to  the  title  is  re- 
moved, by  lapse  of  time  or  otherwise.  Now, 
in  such  cases,  if  the  purchaser  were  permit- 
ted to  set  up  an  outstanding  title  in  the 
original  patentees  or  their  heirs^  or  in  some- 
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one  who  had  receired  a  title  directly  or  in- 
directly from  them,  it  might  be  very  diffi- 
cult, if  not  impossible,  for  the  vendor  to 
trace  a  perfect  claim  of  title  from  the  orig- 
inal patentee  to  himself,  although  he  was 
in  fact  the  legal  owner  of  the  premises  at 
the  time  of  the  sale.  Permitting  the  pur- 
chaser to  set  up  such  a  defense  before  evic- 
tion would,  as  a  general  rule,  be  making  a 
new  contract  for  the  parties  which  they 
never  intended  to  make  for  themselves." 

And  in  Hoy  v.  Taliaferro,  8  Smedes  &  M. 
727,  it  is  said  that  where  there  has  been  an 
eviction,  the  defense  of  failure  of  considera- 
tion may  be  let  in  because  the  superiority  of 
the  outstanding  title  is  then  established  by 
a  judicial  determination. 


o.  Bule  that  remedy  is  limited  to  ao' 
tinti  an  covenant. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  there  is  a 
remedy  by  action  for  breach  of  warranty,  if 
the  defendant  has  been  put  in  possession  of 
a  portion  of  the  land  purchased,  he  can- 
not successfully  defend  an  action  on  a  note 
given  for  the  purchase  price  by  showing  a 
partial  failure  of  consideration,  based  upon 
his  inability  to  obtain  possession  of  all  the 
land.     Johnson  v.  Lewis,  10  Mo.  153. 

And  it  is  held  in  early  Maine  cases  that, 
in  an  action  on  a  note  or  notes  given  for 
the  purchase  price  of  real  estate  conveyed 
by  deed  containing  the  usual  covenants  of 
warranty  and  seisin,  it  is  not  competent  to 
show,  by  way  of  defense,  failure  of  title  or 
partial  failure  of  title  or  want  of  title  in 
the  grantor,  the  theory  being  that  the 
remedy  is  by  action  on  the  covenants,  and 
that  the  covenants  themselves  are  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  for  the  note.  Lloyd  v. 
Jewell,  1  Me.  352,  10  Am.  Dec.  73;  Howard 
V.  Witham,  2  Me.  390;  Wentworth  v.  Good- 
win, 21  Me.  150. 

If  there  are  no  covenants  of  title,  failure 
of  title  is  a  defense.  Howard  y.  Witham, 
2  Me.  390. 

Notwithstanding  a  covenant  of  general 
warranty  in  a  deed  of  land,  if  the  grantor 
has  no  title  thereto,  this  fact  may  be  given 
in  evidence  In  defense  of  an  action  on  notes 
given  for  the  purchase  price,  brought  either 
by  the  grantor  or  a  subsequent  holder  stand- 
ing in  the  shoes  of  the  grantor;  but  a 
defect  of  title  must  be  entire,  so  that  noth- 
ing valuable  passes  by  the  deed ;  if  anything 
actually  passes  to  the  grantee,  although  less 
than  an  absolute  interest,  it  becomes  a  case 
of  unliquidated  damages,  the  remedy  for 
which  is  by  action  for  breach  of  covenant. 
Jenness  v.  Parker,  24  Me.  289. 

The  rule  obtaining  in  Maine,  that  a  par- 
tial failure  of  title  constituted  no  defense  to 
a  suit  on  a  note  given  for  the  real  estate, 
has  been  abrogated  by  a  statute  authorizing 
such  a  defense  in  any  proceeding  in  which 
the  amount  due  on  a  note  given  for  the 
price  of  land  is  in  question  and  a  total  fail- 
ure of  consideration  would  be  a  defense. 
Hathorn  v.  Wheelwright,  99  Me,  361,  69  Atl. 
39  I.,R.A.(N.S.) 


517,  2  Ann.  Gas.  428;  Tattle  t.  Tattle,  101 
Me.  287,  64  Atl.  496,  8  Ann.  Gas.  260. 

In  Wheat  v.  Dotson,  12  Ark.  699,  it  i^ 
held  that  partial  failure  of  consideration 
may  be  relied  upon  as  a  defense  to  ap  action 
on  a  note  given  for  real  estate,  providing 
the  failure  does  not  relate  to  title.  It  can- 
not, however,  be  relied  upon  if  failureT  of 
consideration  does  relate  to  the  title. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  as  to  the 
acceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchange  accept- 
ed in  part  payment  of  real  estate  who 
receives  some  consideration  therefor,  and 
does  not  rescind  the  contract,  it  is  no  de- 
fense that,  by  reason  of  false  representations 
of  the  vendor,  consideration  for  the  bill 
has  in  part  failed.  Archer  v.  Bamford,  3 
Stark.  175,  1  L.  J.  K.  B.  228. 

Although  in  Florida  by  statute  partial 
failure  of  consideration  may  be  shown  with 
like  efficiency  as  where  the  failure  is  total, 
nevertheless  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion where  based  on  a  failure  to  receive  the 
quantity  of  land  described  in  a  deed  is  not 
a  gdod  defense  to  an  action  on  a  note  given 
for  the  land,  even  to  the  extent  of  the  de- 
ficiency. Reddick  y.  Mickler,  23  Fla.  335,  2 
So.  698. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  partial  failure 
of  the  consideration  for  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  of  land,  based  on  an  encum- 
brance on  the  title  which  the  defendant  fias 
paid,  is  no  defense,  although  the  encum- 
brance constitutes  a  breach  of  the  covenant. 
Hassam  v.  Dompier,  28  Vt.  32. 


F/.  Statutory  provieiona. 

The  matter  is  now  regulated  in  many 
states  by  statutes  which  provide  that  total 
or  partial  failure  of  Consideration  is  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  on  a  purchase  price  note 
to  the  extent  of  the  failure,  providing  the 
plaintiff  is  not  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value 
of  the  note  sued  on. 

111.— Davis  V.  McVickers,  11  HI.  327; 
Beers  v.  Williams,  16  111.  69;  Bryant  f. 
Sears,  16  111.  288;  Hill  v.  Enders,  19  111. 
163;  Marsh  v.  Bennett,  22  111.  313;  Mor- 
gan V.  Fallenstein,  27  111.  31;  McHenry  v. 
Yokum,  27  111.  160;  Schuchmann  y.  Knoe- 
bel,  27  111.  175;  Great  Western  Ins.  Go.  v. 
Rees,  29  111.  272;  Ghristy  v.  Ogle,  33  111. 
295 ;  Keith  v.  Mafit,  38  111.  303 ;  Vining  ▼ 
Leeman,  45  111.  246;  Oertel  v.  Schroeder,  48 
111.  133;  Jones  v.  Buffum,  50  111.  277;  Leg- 
gat  y.  Sands  Ale  Brewing  Go.  60  III.  158; 
Honeyman  y.  Jarvis,  64  111.  366;  Gage  v. 
Lewis,  68  111.  604;  Wadhams  v.  Swan, 
109  111.  46;  Mann  v.  Smvser,  76  111.  365; 
Day  y.  Milligan,  72  111.  App.  324;  Robert- 
son v.  Merriam,  106  111.  App.  610. 

Iowa — Griffey  v.  Payne,  Morris  (Iowa) 
68;  Piano  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Farrell,  110  Iowa,  577, 
81  N.  W.  772. 

Mo. — Shepherd  y.  Padgitt,  91  Mo.  App. 
473;  Danforth  v.  Grookshanks,  68  Mo.  App. 
311;  Robinson  v.  Powers,  63  Mo.  App.  290; 
Brown  v.  Weldon,  27  Mo.  App.  251;  Briscoe 
y,  Kinealy,  8  Mo.  App.  76;  Bank  of  Ghilli- 
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eothe  y.  Ornsdorff,  126  Mo.  App.  654,  105 
S.  W.  664. 

But  under  such  a  statute  the  vendee  of 
land  cannot  retain  the  title,  although  only 
colorable,  and  remain  in  undisturbed  pos- 
session, and  defend  an  action  on  notes  given 
for  the  purchase  price.  Vining  v.  Leeman, 
45  III.  246. 

In  Florida  hj  statute  partial  failure  of 
consideration  may  be  pleaded  as  a  defense 
to  an  action  on  a  purchase  price  note,  with 
like  efficiency  as  where. the  failure  is  total. 
Stafford  v.  Anders,  8  Fla.  34;  Jones  v. 
Strecter,  8  Fla.  88. 

But  where  the  action  is  on  a  note  given 
for  land,  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
based  on  the  fact  that  in  area  the  land 
is  less  than  that  described  in  the  deed  is 
not  a  good  defense,  even  to  the  extent  of 
the  deficiency.  Reddick  v.  Mickler,  23  Fla. 
335,  2  So.  698. 

In  Maine  the  rule  formerly  obtained  that 
a  partial  failure  of  title  constituted  no  de- 
fense to  a  suit  on  a  note  given  for  real 
estate,  but  this  rule  has  been  abrogated  by 
statute  authorizing  such  defense  in  any  pro- 
ceeding in  which  the  amount  due  on  a  note 
given  for  the  price  of  land  is  in  question, 
and  a  total  failure  of  consideration  would 
be  a  defense  thereto.  Hathorn  v.  Wheel- 
wright, 00  Me.  351,  50  Atl.  517,  2  Ann. 
Cas.  428;  Tuttle  v.  Tuttle,  101  Me.  287,  64 
Atl.  496,  8  Ann.  Gas.  260. 

In  Maryland  by  statute  absence  or  failure 
of  consideration  is  now  a  matter  of  defense, 
and  a  partial  failure  of  consideration  is  a 
defense  pro  ianto,  whether  the  failure  is  an 
ascertained  or  unliquidated  amount,  or 
otherwise.  Burke  v.  Smith,  111  Md.  624, 
75  Atl.   114. 

In  Vermont  by  statute  partial  failure  of 
consideration  may  be  pleaded  and  relied  up- 
on as  a  defense  pro  tanto  to  an  article  on  a 
note  between  the  original  parties.  This 
statute,  however,  does  not  extend  to  actions 
on  a  note  by  the  subsequent  holder  thereof, 
without  reference  to  any  question  of  notice. 
Thrall  v.  Horton,  44  Vt.  386;  Hoyt  v.  Mc- 
Nally,  66  Vt.  38,  28  Atl.  .417;  Burgess 
V.  Nash.  66  Vt  44,  28  Atl.  419;  Russell  v. 
Rood,  72  Vt.  238,  47  Atl.  789;  Craigue  v. 
Hall,  73  Vt.  104,  50  Atl.  806. 

In  Williamson  v.  Cline,  40  W.  Va.  194, 
20  S.  E.  917,  it  is  asserted  that  at  common 
law  a  partial  failure  of  consideration  or 
want  of  consideration  is  not  a  defense  pro 
ianto,  even  to  an  action  on  a  note,  but  it 
is  said  that  by  statute  a  partial  failure 
of  consideration  is  now  a  good  defense  pro 
tanto,  but  as  the  statute  does  not  specific- 
ally cover  cases  involving  a  want  of  con- 
sideration, such  defense  cannot  be  made. 

The  rule  is  asserted  in  Acme  Food  Go.  v. 
Older,  64  W.  Va.  255.  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  807, 
61  S.  E.  235,  that  u  i  action  may  be  main- 
tained upon  a  purchase  price  note  and  the 
whole  amount  recovered  in  the  absence  of 
proof  of  failure  of  consideration;  but  if  the 
thing  for  which  the  note  is  given  fails,  this 
can  be  shown  by  way  of  defense  in  whole 
or  in  part  as  the  case  may  be. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


VII.  Piettding, 

a.  A9  affected  hy  distinction  hetween 
total  %cant  and  partial  want  or  fail' 
ure  of  consideration. 

The  defenses  of  want  of  consideration  and 
total  or  partial  failure  of  consideration  are 
distinct,  and  either  defense  must  be  specific- 
ally pleaded  in  order  to  be  availed  of. 
The  defendant  cannot  plead  one  defense  and 
prove  another  under  this  plea.  If  there 
has  been  only  a  partial  failure  of  considera- 
tion, it  must  be  specifically  pleaded,  and 
cannot  be  proved  under  a  plea  of  total  fail- 
ure of  consideration.  Wadhams  v.  Swan, 
100  HI.  46. 

Making  the  same  distinction  in  Moore  v. 
Boyd,  95  Ind.  134,  the  rule  is  stated  that 
want  of  consideration  is  a  good  defense,  and 
may  be  pleaded  generally,  while  failure  of 
consideration  to  be  good  must  be  pleaded 
specifically;  and  a  want  of  consideration 
may  be  pleaded  to  a  part  as  well  as  to  the 
whole  of  a  cause  of  action. 

And  in  Billan  v.  Hercklebrath,  23  Ind.  71, 
it  is  said  that  a  general  answer  of  no  con- 
sideration is  good,  but  a  general  answer  of 
entire  or  partial  failure  of  consideration  is 
not  good,  since  an  answer  of  entire  or  par- 
tial failure  of  consideration  must  be  set  up 
the  fact's  showing  the  failure,  and  if  they  do 
not  show  such  failure,  a  mere  averment  of 
failure  as  a  conclusion  is  not  sufficient. 

Want  of  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a 
promise,  or  failure  of  consideration  after 
the  promise  is  made,  is  a  good  defense  to  an 
action  on  a  note,  and  may  be  made  under 
a  plea  of  nonassumpsit,  but  a  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration  cannot  be  set  up  as  a 
defense  to  such  an  action  under  this  plea. 
Williams  v.  Hicks,  2  Vt.  36,  10  Am.  Dec. 
693.    • 

A  total  or  entire  failure  of  consideration 
on  the  ground  of  fraud  or  otherwise  may  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue 
without  notice,  but  a  partial  failure  cannot 
be  given  in  evidence  without  a  special  no- 
tice, since  it  does  not  go  to  the  foundation 
of  the  case  and  show  that  the  plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  anything,  but  is 
merely  in  mitigation  of  damages.  People 
ex  rel.  Fleming  v.  Niagara,  G.  P.  12  Wend. 
246;  Jones  v.  Swan,  6  Wend.  689. 

Where  the  article  is  of  any  value,  notice 
milst  be  given  of  the  defense  of  partial 
failure  of  consideration,  but  if  the  consider- 
ation entirely  fails,  the  defense  of  total  fail- 
ure of  consideration  may  be  given  under 
the  general  issue.  Wade  v.  Scott,  7  Mo. 
509. 

5.  Necessity  of  special  plea  in  order  to 
nuike  defense  of  total  wwnJt  or  fail' 
ure  of  consideration. 

To  avail  himself  of  a  defense  of  total 
failure  of  consideration  for  a  note,  the  de- 
fendant need  not  plead  the  same,  although 
based  on  a  charge  of  fraud.  Sill  v.  Rood, 
15  Johns.  230. 

The    failure    of    consideration    may    be 
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shown  under  plea  of  general  issue.  Carl- 
isle y.  Terra  Haute  &  R.  R.  Co.  6  Ind.  316; 
People  ex  rel.  Fleming  v.  Niagara  C.  P. 
12  Wend.  246;  Jones  v.  Swan,  6  Wend.  689; 
Williams  V.  Hicks,  2  Vt.  36,  19  Am.  Dec. 
693;  Wade  v.  Scott,  7  Mo.  509;  Cragin  y. 
Fowler,  34  Vt.  326,  80  Am.  Dec.  680. 

Under  a  plea  of  nonassumpsit,  although 
no  notice  of  special  defense  is  given,  the 
defendant  has  the  right  to  show  a  total 
failure  or  want  of  consideration  for  the  note 
sued  on.  Ferguson  y.  Oliver,  8  Smedes  k  M. 
332. 

A  plea  going  to  the  entire  failure  of  con- 
sideration, based  upon  the  fraud  of  the 
plaintiff,  is  a  good  defense  to  the  note  if 
established.  Bates  y.  Hinton,  4  Mo.  78; 
Casey  y.  Smales,  4  Mo.  77. 

Where  the  defendant  has  received  no  con- 
sideration for  a  note,  he  may  plead  and  relj 
upon  the  failure  of  consideration  as  a  de- 
fense to  an  action  thereon,  without  show- 
ing or  offering  to  show  a  rescission  of  tlv^ 
contract.  Russ  Lumber  &,  Mill  Co.  v.  Mus- 
cupiable  Land  &  Water  Co.  120  Cal.  521, 
65  Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  52  Pac.  995. 

In  Indiana  by  statute,  where  there  is  a 
total  failure  of  consideration  for  a  note, 
the  defendant  in  an  action  thereon  may 
plead  same  as  a  defense.  Davis  v.  Clements, 
2  Blackf.  3  (note  given  for  land)  ;  Bowles 
y.  Newby,  2  Blackf.  364  (note  given  for 
goods  thereafter  to  be  delivered) ;  Kernodle 
V.  Hunt,  4  Blackf.  57  (note  given  for  pur- 
chase price  of  goods). 

Under  the  general  issue,  the  defendant 
may  defeat  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a 
promissory  note  by  showing  a  want  or  fail- 
ure of  consideration,  or  he  may  reduce  the 
damages  by  showing  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration. Catlett  v.  M'Dowell,  4  Blackf. 
556;  Tucker  y.  Tipton,  4  Blackf.  529. 


o.  Neoe^aity  of  special  plea  in  order  to 
make  defense  of  partial  want  or  faiU 
ure. 

To  be  entitled  to  set  up  a  defense  of  par- 
tial want  or  failure  of  consideration  in  miti- 
gation of  damages  in  an  action  on  a  note, 
special  notice  thereof  must  be  given.  Eld- 
ridge  y.  Mather,  2  N.  Y.  157;  Pike  v.  Tay- 
lor, 49  N.  H.  124;  Anderson  v.  Young,  74 
N.  H.  428,  69  Atl.  122. 

And  evidence  of  a  partial  failure  of  con- 
sideration is  not  admissible  under  a  general 
denial,  and  it  does  not  justify  a  defendant  in 
repudiating  a  note  in  toto,  Wray  v.  Miller, 
120  N.  Y.  Supp.  787. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  the  defense  of 
partial  failure  of  consideration  is  admissi- 
ble under  the  general  issue.  Catlett  v. 
M'Dowell,  4  Blackf.  556;  Tucker  v.  Tipton,  4 
Blackf.  529;  Comparet  y.  Johnson,  6  Blackf. 
59. 

In  Desha  y.  Robinson,  17  Ark.  228,  the 
doctrine  is  asserted  that  "in  all  that  class 
of  cases  commonly  called  partial  failure  of 
consideration,  whether  involving  bad  faith 
or  not,  or  where  fraud  has  intervened, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


whether  in  the  obtaining  or  .in  the  perfor- 
mance of  contracts,  or  there  has  been  a 
breach  of  warranty,  fraudulent  or  not,  or  of 
any  other  stipulation  of  the  contract  sued 
upon,  entitling  the  defendant  to  a  eroea  ac- 
tion against  the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages 
for  such  failure,  fraud,  or  breach,  he  may, 
if  he  elects  to  do  so,  instead  of  resoiting  to 
such  cross  action,  plead  the  matter  by  spec- 
ial sworn  plea,  under  the  provisions  of  our 
statute,  or,  if  upon  a  verbal  contract,  plead 
the  general  issue,  and  give  notice  of  the 
matter  relied  upon,  and  claim  a  reduction 
of  the  amount  the  plaintiff  would  other- 
wise recover,  corresponding  with  the  injury 
he  has  sustained." 

It  is  clear  that  the  defense  of  partial  fail- 
ure of  consideration  may  be  made  in  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  or  bill  if  introduced  under  a 
special  plea;  and  in  such  a  case  no  offer 
to  return  the  article  purchased  is  necessary. 
Rasberry  v.  Moye,  23  Miss.  320. 

So,  the  defense  of  partial  failure  of  eon- 
si  deration  may  be  made  to  an  action  on  a 
note  or  on  a  bond  if  specially  pleaded  or 
set  up  by  way  of  recoupment,  or  as  a  bar 
to  so  much  of  the  demand  as  may  be  thus 
answered.    Keller  v.  Vowell,  17  Ark.  445. 

In  reduction  of  damages  under  the  nils 
which  permits  such  defense  when  it  is  prop- 
erly pleaded,  to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  a 
partial  want  of  consideration  is  always  a 
defense  pro  tanto,  Hodgkins  v.  Mou'lton, 
100  Mass.  311. 

The  defendant  may  avail  himself  of  falac 
representations  or  fraud  of  the  plaintiff  as 
showing  a  partial  failure  of  consideration 
for  a  note.    Burnett  v.  Smith,  4  Gray,  50. 

In  Reese  v.  Gordon,  19  Cal.  147,  an  ac- 
tion on  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price 
of  land  conveyed  without  warranty,  the 
right  to  assert  a  partial  failure  of  consider- 
ation as  a  defense  pro  iwnto  to  such  an  ac- 
tion for  the  purchase  price  is  denied.  It 
is,  however,  said  that  in  cases  of  fraud  or 
warranty,  a  partial  failure  may  sometimes 
be  given  in  evidence  in  reduction  of  dam- 
ages, but  that  the  practice  in  this  respect 
proceeds  upon  .the  principle  of  a  cross  ac- 
tion, and  an  affirmative  right  of  action 
must  exist  in  favor  of  the  party  seeking  i^ 
lief  in  that  form. 

And  in  Lattin  v.  Vail,  17  Wend.  188,  it 
is  held  that  the  existence  of  an  outstanding 
encumbrance  is  not  a  defense  of  total  fail- 
ure of  consideration  for  a  note  given  for 
the  purchase  price  of  land  conveyed  with 
covenants  of  warranty;  but  this  decision 
is  apparently  based  on  the  ground  that  the 
plea  did  not  show  either  fraud  or  failure  of 
consideration. 


d.  Right  to  plead  partial  failure  in  M* 

of  action, 

A  plea  of  partial  failure  of  considera* 
tion  does  not  set  up  a  complete  defense,  but 
only  a  bar  to  the  extent  of  the  failure  of  th« 
consideration.  Lowenstine  y.  Males,  3  Ohio 
Dec.  Reprint,  330. 
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Hence  it  is  not  proper  to  plead  partial 
failure  of  consideration  as  a  complete  bar 
to  the  action.  Billan  v.  Hercklebrath,  23 
Ind.  71.    (And  see  Daniels  v.  Enqlehabt.) 

The  plea  is  not  good  as  a  plea  in  bar, 
but  only  as  a  plea  in  mitigation.  Desha 
▼.  Robinson,  17  Ark.  228. 

And  a  plea  to  an  action  on  a  note  setting 
up  partial  failure  of  consideration,  basea 
upon  the  fraud  of  the  seller,. is  not  a  good 
plea,  since  it  does  not  go  to  the  entire  con- 
sideration. Montgomery  y.  Tipton,  1  Mo. 
446. 

It  is,  of  course,  true  that  before  a  defend- 
ant can  entirely  defeat  an  action  on  a  note 
given  for  the  purchase  price  of  property,  he 
must  show  an  entire  want  or  failure  of  con- 
sideration. Partial  failure  of  consideration 
cannot  be  alleged  in  bar.  Lewis  y.  McMil- 
len,  41  Barb.  420. 

It  does  not  constitute  a  bar  to  an  action 
upon  a  note,  and  can  be  availed  of  only  by 
way  of  set-off  or  by  original  action  for 
damages.  Brevoort  v.  Hughes,  10  Colo.  App. 
379,  50  Pac  1060. 

On  a  plea  of  failure  of  consideration,  if 
the  failure  is  only  partial,  the  defendant 
is  not  entitled  to  keep  back  the  full  amount 
of  the  note.  Pettillo  ▼.  Hopson,  23  Ark. 
196. 


e.  Right  to  prove  partial  failure  of  oon^ 
ttideration  under  plea  of  total  fail^ 
ure. 

Under  an  answer  setting  up  facts  showing 
an  entire  failure  of  consideration,  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration  for  the  note  sued 
upon  may  be  proved  and  allowed.  Billan  v. 
Hercklebrath,  23  Ind.  71;  Landry  v.  Dur- 
ham, 21  Ind.  232;  Sinex  v.  Toledo,  L.  &  B. 
R.  Go.  27  Ind.  365;  Schaffner  v.  Kober,  2 
Ind.  App.  POO,  28  N.  E.  871;  Webb  v. 
Deitch,  17  Ind.  340. 

Although  a  plea  is  not  good  as  setting  up 
a  total  failure  of  consideration,  since  it  docs 
not  aver  a  rescission  of  the  contract  and 
the  return  of  the  property,  or  an  offer  to 
return  it,  or  any  excuse  for  not  doing  so, 
nevertheless  it  may  be  sufficient  to  entitle 
the  defendant  to  show  the  facts  relied  upon 
in  mitigation.  Rotan  v.  Nichols,  22  Ark.  244. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  plea  of  total 
failure  of  consideration  includes  a  partial 
failure  of  consideration,  and  under  such  a 
plea  the  defendant  may  obtain  an  abate- 
ment in  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid,  if  the 
evidence  show  a  partial  failure  and  the 
extent  thereof.  Otis  Bros.  v.  Holmes,  109 
Ga.  775,  86  S.  E.  119;  Morgan  v.  Printup, 
72  Ga.  n. 

Brantley  v.  Thomas,  22  Tex.  270,  73  Am. 
Dec.  264,  also  holds  that  the  defense  of 
partial  failure  of  consideration  may  be 
made  in  the  plea  alleging  as  a  defense  a 
total  failure  of  consideration.  Followed  in 
Outta  Percha  &  Rubber  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Cle- 
burne, 102  Tex.  36,  112  S.  W.  1047. 

A.  a.  6. 
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GEORGE  E.  CARLETON 

V. 

PATRONS'     ANDROSCOGGIN     MUTUAL 
FIRE  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

(_  Me.  — ,  82  Atl.  649.) 

Insnranoe  —  time  of  inception  —  notifl* 
edition  of  protection. 

1.  A  notification  from  an  insurance  com* 
pany  that  it  would  protect  until  the  appli- 
cation is  acted  upon  does  not  place  the  in- 
surance in  force  from  that  date,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  truthfulness  of 
statements  in  the  application  at  the  incep- 
tion of  the  contract. 

Same  »  representations  —  trnthf nlnes8 
»  time  of  testlnif. 

2.  A  representation  in  an  application  for 
insurance  as  to  the  existence  of  other  insur- 
ance on  the  property  must  be  true  when  the 
application  is  accepted,  to  comply  with  a 
requirement  that  all  facts  stated  in  the 
application  must  be  true  under  penalty  of 
avoiding  the  contract,  and  if  untrue  at 
that  time,  its  truthfulness  when  made  is 
immaterisL 

Same  »  intent  to  secure  additional  in- 
surance ^  motive  ^  effect. 

8.  The  mere  suggestion  to  an  insurance 
agent  that  other  insurance  may  be  secured 
upon  the  property  will  not  estop  the  insurer 
from  contesting  the  validity  of  the  policy 
issued  by  it  if  other  insurance  is  obtained 
contrary  to  the  terms  of  its  policy,  if  nei- 
ther it  nor  its  agent  had  notice  that  addi- 
tional insurance  was  in  fact  obtained. 

Same  ^  assessment  of  premium  note  — 
waiver. 

4.  An  inadvertent  assessment  against  the 
premium  note  of  a  mutual  insurance  policy 
will  not  waive  an  objection  to  the  validity 
of  the  policy  on  the  ground  that  other  in- 
surance existed  upon  the  property  contrary 
to  its  terms,  nor  amount  to  a  ratification 
of  the  contract. 

Same  »  additional  insurance  —  avoid- 
iniT  policy. 

6.  Existing  additional  insurance  upon 
property  unknown  to  the  one  issuing  a 
policy  thereon  avoids  the  latter  policy, 
which  provides  that  if  assured  now  has  or 
shall  hereafter  make  any  other  insurance 

Note.  ^  Duty  to  notify  insurer  of  facts 
which  develop  after  eulymission  of 
application,  "but  before  delivery  of 
policy  or  certificate. 

This  note  is  supplementary  to  the  one  to 
Merriman  v.  Grand  Lodge  Degree  of  Honor, 
8  L.R.A.(N.S.)  983. 

The  question  indicated  by  the  title  to  this 
note  is  modified  in  form  in  Cableton  v. 
Patbonb'  Andbosoogoin  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co., 
where  it  is  stated  as  being  whether  or  not 
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on  the  property  without  assent  of  the  in- 
surer, the  policy  shall  be  yoid. 

Same  —  divisibility  of  policy  —  building 
and  contents. 

6.  A  policy  of  insurance  upon  a  building 
and  contents,  which  is  yoid  as  to  building 
because  of  the  existence  of  additional  in- 
surance contrary  to  its  provisions,  is  void 
also  as  to  the  contents. 

(March  25,  1912.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Oxford  County  for  the  determina- 
tion by  the  Law  Court  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  an  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on 
a  fire  insurance  policy.  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Artease  E.  Stearns  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  John  A.  Morrill,  for  defendant: 

Thtj  policy  was  rendered  void  by  breach 
of  the  covenants,  and  by  misstatements  of 
material  facts,  contained  in  the  written 
application  signed  by  the  plaintiff. 

1  May,  Ins.  4th  ed  §§  49  et  seq.  p.  83; 
Wainer  v.  Milford  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  163 
Mass.  335,  11  L.R.A.  598,  26  N.  E.  877; 
Allen  V.  Massachusetts  Mut.  Acci.  Asso. 
167  Mass.  18,  44  N.  E.  1053;  Thayer  v. 
Middlesex  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  10  Pick.  326; 
Whiting  V.  Massachusetts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co. 
129  Mass.  241,  37  Am.  Rep.  317;  Hoyt  v. 
Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98  Mass.  539; 
Markey  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  103 
Mass.  78;  Real  Estate  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Roessle,  1  Gray,  336;  Markey  v.  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  118  Mass.  178;  Piedmont 
&  A.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Ewing,  92  U.  8.  377,  23 
L.  ed.  610;  Steinle  v.  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co. 
26  C.  C.  A.  491,  52  U.  S.  App.  235,  81  Fed. 
489;  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schultz,  25  C.  C. 
A.  453,  42  U.  S.  App.  483,  80  Fed.  337; 
Blumer  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  45  Wis.   622; 


Kimball  v.  MtnA  Ins.  Co.  9  Allen,  540,  85 
Am.  Dec.   786;   Lynn  v.   Burgoyne,    13    B. 
Mon.  400;   Betcher  v.  Capital  F.  Ins.   Ck>. 
78  Minn.  240,  80  N.  W.  971;   Johnson  ▼. 
American    Ins.    Co.   41    Minn.   396,   43    N. 
W.   59;    Philbrook   v.   New   England   Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  37  Me.  137;  Gardiner  v.  Pisca- 
taquis Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  38  Me.  439;  EjiowI- 
ton  V.   Patrons  Androscoggin  F.  Ins.   Co. 
100  Me.  481,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.)    517,  62  Ail. 
289;  Towle  v.  Dirigo  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  107 
Me.  317,  78  Atl.  374. 

The  policy  was  rendered  void  by  the  prior 
valid  insurance  in  the  Connecticut  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  existing  when  the  ap- 
plication was   accepted. 

Lindley  v.  Union  Farmers'  Mut.  F.  las. 
Co.  65  Me.  368,  20  Am.  Rep.  701;  Bigelow 
V.  Granite  State  F.  Ins.  Co.  94  Me.  39,  46 
Atl.  808;  Jackson  v.  Massachusetts  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  23  Pick.  418,  34  Am.  Dec.  69; 
Thomas  v.  Builders'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  119 
Mass.  121,  20  Am.  Rep.  317;  Jersey  City 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Nichol,  35  N.  J.  Eq.  291,  40 
Am.  Rep.  625;  Keyser  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  66  Mich.  664,  33  N.  W.  756;  Clark  v. 
New  England  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  6  Cush. 
342,  53  Am.  Dee.  44;  Hardy  v.  Union  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  4  Allen,  217;  Hayes  v.  Milford 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  170  Mass.  492,  49  N.  E. 
754;  Gale  v.  Belknap  County  Ins.  Co.  41 
N.  H.  170;  Gee  v.  Cheshire  County  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  65  N.  H.  65,  20  Am.  Rep.  171; 
Schenck  v.  Mercer  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
24  N.  J.  L.  447 ;  Fireman's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Holt, 
35  Ohio  St.  189,  35  Am.  Rep.  601;  Love  joy 
V.  Augusta  Mut.  F. 'Ins.  Co.  45  Me.  472; 
Day  V.  Charter  Oak  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  51 
Me.  91. 

Whitehouse,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  is  an  action  upon  a  policy  of  fire 


it  is  necessary  that  a  representation  in  an 
application  for  insurance  shall  be  true  at 
the  time  when  the  application  is  accepted 
and  the  contract  completed,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  answered  in  the  afiirmative. 

On  the  contrary,  in  Schroeder  v.  Trade 
Ins.  Co.  109  111.  157,  where  an  application 
made  to  one  insurance  Company  was,  by 
agreement  between  the  applicant  and  an- 
other insurance  company,  made  the  applica- 
tion on  which  a  policy  was  issued  by  the 
latter  company,  it  was  held  that  the  ap- 
plication is  to  be  regarded  as  stating  the 
condition  of  the  property  at  its  date,  and 
where  subsequent  to  that  date  and  before 
the  policy  was  issued  a  chattel  mortgage 
had  been  placed  on  the  property,  it  is  not 
a  breach  of  the  policy  rendering  it  void,  al- 
though the  policy  referred  to  the  applica- 
tion and  made  it  a  part  of  the  contract, 
and  a  warranty  by  the  assured  of  the  con- 
ditions, situation,  or  occupancy  of  the  prop- 
erty; and  provided,  further,  th^t  any  omis- 
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sion  to  make  known  every  fact  material 
to  the  risk  or  any  misrepresentation  what- 
soever, either  in  the  written  application  or 
otherwise,  should  render  the  policy  void. 

In  Day  v.  Hawkeye  Ins.  Co.  72  Iowa,  597, 
34  N.  W.  435,  a  foreclosure  proceeding  be- 
gun after  the  date  of  the  application  and 
before  the  same  was  approved  and  the 
policy  issued  was  held  not  to  be  a  breach 
of  the  provision  in  the  policy  that  the  com- 
mencement of  foreclosure  or  other  proceed- 
ings upon  any  mortgage,  lien,  or  other  en- 
cumbrance of  any  kind  should  render  the 
policy  void.  The  view  is  taken  in  this 
case  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to 
have  issued  the  policy  at  once,  but  having 
allowed  several  days  to  elapse  before  so 
issuing  the  policy,  and  knowing  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  property  was  liable  to  change 
in  the  interval,  and  having  employed  no 
means  to  inform  itself  of  any  chan^;,  it 
took  the  risk  in  regard  to  such  change. 

W.  A.  B, 
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insurance  bearing  date  July  1,  1910,  but 
actually  issued  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  July  26,  1910,  in  the  form  pre- 
scribed by  law  for  the  Maine  standard 
policy,  with  a  rider  attached  thereto.  It 
contains  the  following  stipulation:  "This 
policy  shall  be  void  if  any  material  fact 
or  circumstance  stated  in  writing  has  not 
been  fairly  represented  by  the  insured;  or 
if  the  insured  now  has  or  shall  hereafter 
make  any  other  insurance  on  the  said  prop- 
erty, without  the  assent  in  writing  or  in 
print  of  the  company." 

Two  defenses  to  this  action  are  interposed 
by  the  defendant:  First,  that  the  policy 
was  rendered  void  by  misstatement  of  ma^ 
terial  facts  contained  in  the  written  ap- 
plication signed  by  the  plaintiff;  and, 
second,  that  by  a  stipulation  in  the  policy 
itself  it  was  rendered  void  by  a  prior  valid 
insurance  policy  in  the  Connecticut  Fire 
Insurance  Company  existing  when  the  ap- 
plication for  the  policy  in  suit  was  ac- 
cepted. The  case  comes  to  the  law  court 
on  report. 

The  following  facts  are  either  established 
by  agreement  of  the  parties  or  by  satis- 
factory evidence  in  the  case.  July  1,  1910, 
the  plaintiff  made  a  written  applicaiton  to 
the  directors  of  the  defendant  company 
through  W.  M.  White,  its  licensed  agent, 
for  an  insurance  of  $1,550  upon  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  policy,  and  at  the 
same  time  executed  a  premium  note  to  the 
company  for  the  sum  of  $77.50,  but  the 
application  was  returned  by  the  secretary 
for  the  reason  that  in  his  opinion  the 
amount  of  insurance  named  was  excessive. 

July  6«  1910,  the  plaintiff  made  an  amend- 
ed application  to  the  directors  of  the  com- 
pany for  an  insurance  of  $1,050  upon  the 
same  property,  and  at  the  same  time  re- 
duced the  amount  of  the  premium  note  to 
$52.50;  both  application  and  premium  note 
being  redated  July  6,  1910,  and  the  receipt 
of  this  revised  application  and  premium 
note  was  duly  acknowledged  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  company  in  a  letter  to  the 
agent,  White,  dated  July  9,  1910,  in  which 
he  said :  **I  will  refer  George  E.  Carleton's 
application  to  the  directors  on  the  25th, 
and  I  think  it  will  be  accepted  in  its  present 
form,  but  am  not  sure.  We  will  protect 
until  they  decide  and  I  notify  him." 

At  the  next  regular  meeting  of.  the  board 
of  directors  held  July  25,  1910,  the  plain- 
tiff's application  with  others  was  accepted, 
and  soon  after  the  policy  of  insurance  in 
suit  was  issued  and  forwarded  to  the  plain- 
tiff by  mail. 

In  the  application  of  July  6th  were  the 
following  question  and  answer,  namely: 
•■Q.  Is  there  any  other  insurance  on  this 
property,  if  so,  give  name  of  company  and 
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amount?     A.  $1,000,  expires  next  Friday, 
Connecticut  Fire  Insurance  Company." 

Thereupon  the  following  covenant  is  ap- 
pended to  the  application:  **I  hereby  cove- 
nant to  and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  com- 
pany that  the  foregoing  is  a  just,  full,  and 
true  exposition  of  all  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances in  regard  to  the  condition, 
situation,  value,  and  risk  of  the  property 
to  be  insured  so  far  as  the  same  are  known 
to  the  applicant  and  are  material  to  the 
risk." 

July  15,  1910,  the  plaintiff  obtained  a 
policy  of  insurance  through  the  local  agent 
at  Rumford  Falls,  of  the  Connecticut  Fire 
Insurance  Company,  for  $1,250  upon  the 
same  buildings  described  in  the  policy  in 
suit,  without  disclosing  to  that  agent  the 
pendency  of  his  application  to  the  defend- 
ant company,  and  this  policy  was  held  by 
the  plaintiff  August  8,  1910,  when  the  plain- 
tiff's buildings  were  destroyed  by  fire.  The 
Connecticut  Company  at  first  denied  their 
liability  on  the  plaintiff's  policy,  claiming 
that  the  other  insurance  had  been  obtained 
by  the  plaintiff  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  that  company  or  its  agent,  but 
later,  without  admitting  their  liability,  the 
company  paid  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
$700  as  a  compromise.  It  satisfactorily 
appears  from  the  testimony  that  no  officer 
or  agent  of  the  defendant  company  had 
knowledge  of  the  Connecticut  policy  until 
after  the  fire,  it  also  appears  from  the 
plaintifl^s  own  testimony  that  the  secre- 
tary's letter  to  Mr.  White  of  July  9th,  in 
which 'he  stated  that  the  plaintiff's  applica- 
tion would  be  referred  to  the  directors  on 
the  25th,  was  read  to  the  plaintiff  July  14, 
1910.  At  their  next  regular  meeting  August 
29,  1910,  the  directors  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany discussed  the  plaintiff's  loss,  and  the 
next  day  the  secretary  notified  him  that  the 
company  denied  its  liability  for  the  loss 
of  his  buildings. 

It  appears  that,  in  making  an  assess- 
ment of  5  per  cent  on  premium  notes,  the 
plaintiff's  note  was  included,  and  that  he 
was  notified  that  an  assessment  of  $1.67  had 
been  made  on  his  note.  This  assessment 
the  plaintiff  paid  on  the  5th  of  the  follow- 
ing October,  but  it  was  claimed  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff's 
premium  note  was  erroneously  included  in 
the  assessment  through  inadvertence,  and 
on  November  2,  1910,  the  cash  premium, 
premium  note,  and  assessment  were  re- 
turned to  the -plaintiff  by  the  defendant 
company. 

It  is  not  in  controversy  that,  in  an  inter* 
view  with  the  agent.  White,  before  the  pol- 
icy in  suit  was  actually  issued,  July  25th, 
the  plaintiff  stated  to  the  agent  that  he  did 
not  think  $1,050  was  enough,  and  that  he 
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was  going  to  Rumford  and  get  some  insur- 
ance up  there,  and  that  the  agent  told  him 
if  he  was  not  satisfied  with  that  amount  he 
could  get  more  insurance  in  some  other 
company  the  same  as  he  himself  had  done. 
But  the  plaintiff  admits  that,  at  the  time 
of  the  application  for  the  policy  in  suit  was 
filled  out,  the  agent  suggested  to  him  that 
he  should  state  when  his  former  Connecti- 
cut policy  expired,  and  told  him  that  the 
company  would  want  to  know  about  that 
other   insurance,  and  when  it  expired. 

It  has  been  seen  that  the  question  of 
the  acceptance  of  the  plaintiff's  revised  ap- 
plication of  July  6th,  for  the  policy  in  suit, 
was  referred  to  the  decision  of  the  directors 
of  the  defendant  company  at  their  meet- 
ing of  July  25th,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was 
duly  informed  on  July  14th  that  it  would 
not  be  accepted  until  the  25th,  if  at  all; 
and  it  is  not  in  controversy  that  the  ap- 
plication was  not  accepted  until  July  25th, 
and  that  the  policy  was  not  in  fact  made 
out  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  until  a 
short  time  thereafter. 

It  is  obviously  unnecessary  to  cite  au- 
thorities in  support  of  the  proposition  that 
upon  the  facts  above  stated  there  could 
be  no  perfect  contract  of  insurance  between 
tliese  parties  until  the  plaintiff's  applica- 
tion was  accepted  by  the  directors  of  the 
defendant  company,  although  -the  policy, 
which  was  actually  made  after  July  25tli, 
bears  date  July  Ist.  A  policy  of  insurance 
is  a  contract  between  the  parties,  and,  like 
all  other  contracts  founded  upon  a  proposal 
on  one  sid^  and  acceptance  on  the  other, 
it  does  not  become  operative  as  a  complete 
and  valid  contract  until  the  application  for 
it  is  accepted.  Wood,  F.  Ins.  §§  0  et  seq.; 
May,  Ins.  §§  49  et  seq.;  Wainer  v.  Milford 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Go.  163  Mass.  339,  11  L.R.A. 
508,  26  N.  E.  877;  Allen  v.  Massachusetts 
Mut.  Acci.  Asso.  167  Mass.  18,  44  N.  E. 
1053;  Hoyt  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  98 
Mass.  53$>;  Markey  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  103  Mass.  78. 

But  it  appears  that  in  his  letter  of  July 
9,  respecting  the  probable  action  of  the 
directors  upon  the  application  of  th«  plain- 
tiff, the  secretary  of  the  company  wrote, 
^'We  will  protect  until  they  decide  and  I 
notify  him;"  and  it  is  contended  by  coun- 
sel that  "tae  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely 
upon  this  .representation  that  from  that 
time  he  was  insured  as  fully  as  if  he  had 
the  written  policy  in  his  possession.  But 
it  is  important  to  remember  that  the  plain- 
tiff's loss  did  not  occur  between  the  date 
of  the  application  and  the  time  of  its  ac- 
ceptance, but  after  its  approval  by  the 
directors  on  July  25th,  and  after  the  de- 
livery of  the  policy  to  the  plaintiff.  Wheth- 
er the  secretary's  assurance  of  protection 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


in  the  meantime  would  have  created  any 
liability  on  the  part  of  the  company  for  a 
loss  which  occurred  before  the  company's 
acceptance  of  the  application  and  delivery 
of  the  policy  is  a  question  not  now  before 
the  court.  The  plaintiff  has  declared  upon 
a  policy  of  insurance  which  could  not  take 
effect  as  a  completed  contract  until  July 
25th,  and  he  must  recover,  if  at  all,  upon 
that  contract,  and  not  upon  the  personal 
assurances  of  the  secretary  prior  to  that 
time,  with  reference  to  the  possible  con- 
iingency  of  a  loss  occurring  before  the  ac- 
ceptance of  the  application  and  issuance  of 
the  policy. 

The  covenants  and  representations  oen- 
tained  in  the  application  of  July  6th  have 
already  been  recited  in  the  statement  of 
facts;  and  it  has  been  seen  that,  when  the 
application  was  made,  the  agent  called  the 
plaintiff's  attention  to  the  question  and  an- 
swer in  regard  to  other  insurance,  and 
stated  to  him  that  the  directors  would  wish 
to  know  about  other  insurance.  It  was 
necessary  that  such  representation  in  the 
application  should  be  true  at  the  time  when 
the  application  was  accepted  and  contract 
completed. 

In  May  on  Insurance,  vol.  1,  §  190,  p. 
385,  4th  ed.  it  is  said:  "A  representation 
is  a  continuous  statement  from  the  time  it 
is  made  during  the  progress  of  the  negotia- 
tions, and  down  to  the  time  of  the  com- 
pletion of  the  contract;  so  that  though  in 
point  of  fact  the  representation  De  true 
when  actually  made,  yet,  if  by  some  change 
intervening  between  that  tiihe  and  the  time 
of  completion  of  the  contract  it  then  be- 
comes untrue,  it  will  avoid  the  contract, 
if  the  change  be  material  and  to  the  preju- 
dice of  the  insurers,  or  be  such  as  might 
probably  influence  their  opinion  as  to  the 
advisibility  of  accepting  the  risk.  The  law 
regards  it  as  made  at  the  instant  the  con- 
tract is  entered  into.  And  the  same  rule 
applies  in  case  of  concealment."  See  also 
Piedmont  &,  A.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ewing,  92  U. 
S.  377,  23  L.  ed.  610;  Blumer  v.  Phcenix 
Ins.  Co.  45  Wis.  622. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  plaintiff's  repre- 
sentation in  regard  to  other  insurance  in 
his  application  of  July  6th,  which  he  cove- 
nanted to  be  a  full  and  true  exposition  of 
all  the  facts,  etc.,  was  not  a  full  statement 
in  regard  to  other  insurance  on  July  25 
when  his  application  was  accepted  and  the 
contract  made,  for  the  reason  above  stated 
that  in  the  meantime,  namely,  July  15th, 
the  plaintiff  had  procured  other  insurance 
on  the  same  buildings  for  $1,250  in  the 
Connecticut  Fire  Insurance  Company,  with- 
out the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, and  was  still  the  holder  of  that  pol- 
icy at  the  time  of  the  fire  on  August  8th« 
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TIm  contract  made  with  the  defendant  com- 
pany applied  to  a  risk  materially  different 
from  that  described  in  the  plaintiff's  ap- 
plication. The  minds  of  the  parties  did 
not  meet  in  mutual  understanding  of  the 
situation  existing  at  the  time  the  applica- 
tion was  accepted,  and  the  policy  never 
became  a  valid  contract  between  the  par- 
ties. The  fact  that  the  feasibility  of  pro- 
curing further  insurance  was  mentioned  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  agent,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  expressed  an  intention  to  ob- 
tain other  insurance,  will  not  constitute 
a  waiver  or  estoppel  on  the  defendant;  it 
being  admitted  that  no  officer  or  agent  of 
the  company  had  any  knowledge  until  after 
the  fire  that  the  plaintiff  had  in  fact  ob- 
tained other  insurance.  Schenck  ▼.  Mercer 
County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  24  N.  J.  L.  447; 
Gray  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  166  N.  Y. 
180,  49  N.  E.  676;  Stone  v.  Howard  Ins. 
Co.  163  Mass.  476,  11  L.R.A.  771,  27  N. 
E.  6;  Parker  v.  Rochester  German  Ins. 
Co.  162  Mass.  479,  39  N.  £.  179;  2  May, 
Ins.  p.  1183,  note  "a." 

Nor  did  the  assessment  by  the  directors 
of  6  per  cent  on  the  plaintiff's  premium 
note  constitute  sufficient  evidence  of  either 
a  waiver  or  ratification  on  the  part  of  the 
company.  The  defendant's  claim  that  the 
plaintiff's  note  was  inadvertently  included 
in  the  assessment  is  rendered  probable  by 
the  fact  that  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  insur- 
ance was  rejected  at  the  same  meeting,  and 
that  his  assessment  of  $1.67,  the  cash 
premium  and  premium  note,  were  subse- 
quently returned  to  the  plaintiff.  But,  in 
any  event,  it  has  been  frequently  held  that 
a  premium  note,  given  on  a  policy  which 
does  not  become  operative,  cannot  be  en- 
forced, and  it  is  not  even  necessary  for  the 
company  to  make  a  formal  declaration  that 
the  note  is  void.  2  May,  Ins.  §  346,  p. 
760;  Betcher  v.  Capital  F.  Ins.  Co.  78  Minn. 
240,  80  N.  W.  971.  And  in  this  state  it 
has  been  frequently  held  that  when  the 
note  was  originally  valid,  and  the  policy 
was  rendered  void  by  a  subsequent  breach, 
a  subsequent  assessment  is  no  waiver  of  the 
breach.  Knowlton  y.  Patrons  Androscog- 
gin F.  Ins.  Co.  100  Me.  481,  2  L.RA.(N.S.) 
617,  62  Atl.  289,  and  cases  cited;  Towle 
v.  Dirigo  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  107  Me.  317,  78 
Atl.  374. 

But  the  stipulation  in  the  policy  itself, 
that  it  shall  be  void  "if  the  insured  now 
has,  or  shall  hereafter  make,  any  other 
insurance  oh  the  said  property  without  the 
assent  in  writing  or  in  print  of  the  com- 
pany," constitutes  another  insuperable  ob- 
jection to  the  maintenance  of  this  action. 
At  the  time  the  plaintiff's  application  of 
July  6th  w^s  accepted  by  the  defendant 
company,  it  has  been  seen  that  the  plain- 1 
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tiff  in  fact  had  other  valid  insurance  to 
the  amount  of  $1,250  in  the  Connecticut 
Fire  Insurance  Company,  which  he  had  pro- 
cured on  July  16th,  and  that  no  officer  or 
agent  of  the  defendant  company  had  any 
knowledge  of  such  prior  insurance  until 
after  the  fire. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  under  such  a 
stipulation,  the  plaintiff's  policy  in  the  de- 
fendant company,  if  otherwise  operative, 
was  rendered  void  by  the  existence  of  a 
prior  valid  insurance.  Lindley  v.  Union 
Farmers'  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  66  Me.  368,  20 
Am.  Rep.  701;  Bigelow  v.  Granite  State 
F.  Ins.  Co.  94  Me.  39,  46  Atl.  808.  The 
last-named  case  is  cited  by  counsel  as  au- 
thority for  the  plaintiff;  but  it  distinctly 
appears  that  the  agent  of  the  Imperial  In- 
surance <?ompany,  one  of  the  companies 
involved  in  that  case,  had  knowledge  of  the 
fact  of  the  prior  insurance  there  in  ques- 
tion, admittcid  its  liability,  and  paid  its 
proportion  of  the  loss,  and  it  was  properly 
held  upon  these  facts  that  that  company 
had  waived  the  stipulation  in  this  policy 
in  regard  to  the  assent  in  writing.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  appears  that  the  defendant 
company  in  that  case  had  no  knowledge 
of  a  prior  insurance  in  the  Imperial  Com- 
pany, and,  there  being  no  stipulation  in  the 
policy  permitting  other  insurance,  judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  defendant. 

It  is  also  familiar  law  that  such  a  con- 
tract of  insurance  is  entire,  and,  if  void 
on  account  of  prior  insurance  on  the  build- 
ings, insurance  on  the  furniture  cannot 
be  recovered.  Day  v.  Charter  Oak  F.  &,  M. 
Ins.  Co.  61  Me.  91;  Dolloff  y.  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  82  Me.  266,  17  Am.  St.  Rep.  482,  19 
Atl.  396. 

The  certificate  must  accordingly  be  judg- 
ment for  the  defendaut. 


MARTIiAND  COURT  OF  APPBALS. 

BIRDIE  J.  DUDROW  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

JAMES  R.  KING  et  al. 
(—  Md.  — ,  83  Atl.  34.) 

Descent  ^  property  purchased  by  heir 
»  half  blood. 

The  joining  by  ozm  of  several  children  in 
a   deed   of    property    inherited   from    their 

Note,  ^  Effect  of  conveyance  and  recon- 
veyance of  estate  acquired  hy  inher- 
itance  upon   its   course   of   descent. 

It  was  a  rule  of  the  common  law  that 
descent  must  be  traced  from  the  first  pur- 
chaser; hence,  where  there  was  a  failure  of 
lineal  heirs,  the  inheritance  descended  to  the 
heirs   of  the  body   of   that  ancestor  from 
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father,  to  9.  stranger,  for  the  purpose  of  se- 
curing a  title  to  himself  in  the  whole  prop- 
erty, which  was  done  under  the  erroneous 
belief  that  he  could  not  take  title  directly 
from  the  coheirs,  does  not  change  the  char- 
acter of  the  title  held  by  him  as  heir  from 
inheritance  to  purchase,  and  therefore  it 
will  descend  under  the  statute  providing 
for  inherited  land  descending  to  heirs  of  the 
lialf  blood  as  well  as  of  the  whole  blood, 
and  not  under  the  provision  for  the  descent 
of  land  secured  by  purchase ;  at  least  where 
the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  he 
should  not  alienate  the  property,  but  permit 
it  to  return  to  the  cograntors  at  his  death. 

(January  9,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  an  order  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Frederick  County 
ratifying  an  auditor's  account  distributing 


to  defendants  a  certain  amount,  part  of 
the  proceeds  of  sale  of  the  real  estate  of 
Edmund  Dorsey  King,  deceased.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Glenn  H.  Wortbington  for  appel- 
lants. 

The  two  deeds  of  conveyance  and  recon- 
veyance break  the  descent  and  change  the 
title  from  one  by  descent  to  one  by  pur- 
chase. 

14  Cyc.  33;  Nesbitt  v.  Trindle,  64  Ind. 
183;  Holme  v.  Shinn,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  49 
Atl.  151;  1  Co.  Litt.  chap.  1,  §  4,  p.  13; 
2  Bacon,  Abr.  **302,  303;  Freeman  v.  Allen, 
17  Ohio  St.  527 ;  Price  v.  Langf ord,  1  Salk, 
337;  Doe  ex  dem.  Harman  v.  Morgan,  7 
T.  R.  104. 

Messrs.  TJrner  &  Urner,  for  appellees: 

It  is  not  necessary  for  the  intestate  to 


whom,  either  in  reality  or  by  fiction  of 
law,  it  originally  descended.  In  the  United 
States,  the  common  law  of  descent  has  been 
so  completely  superseded  by  statute  that, 
in  the  absence  of  some  express  statutory 
provision,  the  source  of  the  intestate's  title 
is  not  regarded  as  material.  (See  14  Cyc. 
28,  note  6,  28  Am.  ^  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  298, 
note  5.)  The  rule  above  referred  to  is, 
however,  preserved  to  some  extent  by  statu- 
tory provisions  of  the  type  involved  in 
DuDROW  V.  King,  which  recognize  a  distinc- 
tion between  land  acquired  by  the  intestate 
by  purchase, — the  term  "purchase"  being 
here  used  in  its  colloquial  sense, —  and  land 
which  has  been  derived  from  some  ancestor, 
and  direct  that  the  latter  shall  go  to  those 
of  the  intestate's  next  of  kin  who  are  of  the 
blood  of  the  ancestor  from  which  it  came. 
The  same  idea  is  found  in  statutes  provid- 
ing that  lands  inherited  by  a  wife  from  her 
husband  cannot  be  aliened  by  her  during  a 
subsequent  marriage,  and,  in  the  event  of  her 
death  during  coverture,  shall  go  to  the  chil- 
dren of  the  husband  from  whom  the  lands 
came. 

The  basis  of  the  difiference  of  opinion 
which  is  disclosed  by  a  few  decisions  upon 
the  question  under  discussion  appears  to 
lie  in  the  circumstance  that,  while  some 
courts  look  only  at  the  legal  title  under 
which  the  intestate  held,  in  determining  the 
character  of  the  property  as  ancestral  or 
nonancestral,  others  regard  the  continuity 
of  the  intestate's  equitable  title  as  the  test. 

In  Doe  ex  dem.  Harman  v.  Morgan,  7  T. 
R.  104,  where  one  seised  in  fee  of  an  inlierit- 
ance  by  descent  ex  parte  matema  conveyed 
the  property  in  fee  by  way  of  mortgage, 
and  the  mortgagee,  on  repayment,  recon- 
veyed  to  the  mortgagor,  it  was  held  that 
the  line  of  descent  was  thereby  broken,  and 
that  the  estate  descended  to  the  paternal 
heir 

In  Holme  v.  Shinn,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  49  Atl. 
151,  where  the  life  tenant,  his  wife,  and  the 
remainderman  had  conveyed  property  taken 
by  them  under  a  devise,  to  a  third  party 
who  immediately  reconveyed  the  property 
to  them  as  joint  tenants,  it  was  held  that 
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the  survivor  of  them,  who  was  the  origi- 
nal remainderman,  took,  not  under  the  de- 
vise, but  by  purchase;  and  therefore  that 
those  of  his  heirs  who  were  not  of  the  blood 
of  the  original  devisor  were  not  excluded 
from  inheriting.  The  court  said:  *'It  ib 
true  that  the  conveyance  of  James  [the  re- 
mainderman] to  Van  Meter  was  without 
consideration,  but  it  was  made  for  the  pur- 
pose of  passing  the  title  to  Van  Met^r  in 
fee,  and  it  was  good  for  that  purpose,  though 
voluntary,  for  it  was  part  of  their  joint 
purpose  that  Van  Meter  should  reconvey  snch 
title  as  he  acquired  to  James.  When  be 
made  such  conveyance,  James's  title  came 
from  him  by  conveyance.  No  one  was  en- 
titled to  question  what  James  did  with  the 
lands.  He  might  convey  them  or  devise 
them.  His  prospective  or  presumptive  heirs 
at  law,  though  of  the  blood  of  Ann  Smith, 
had  no  interest  in  the  lands,  and  he  might 
at  will  transmute  by  proper  conveyance  the 
estate  he  had  received  by  her  devise  into  an 
estate  by  purchase,  inheritable  by  his  heirs 
ffenerallv.** 

In  Kihlken  v.  Kihlken,  59  Ohio  St  106, 
51  N.  E.  969,  where  an  owner  of  ancestral 
lands,  in  view  of  a  possible  adverse  judg- 
ment against  him,  conveyed  them  to  his 
brother  on  a  written  agreement  that  they 
should  be  reconveyed  on  request,  and  before 
his  death  made  the  request,  but  died  he- 
fore  a  reconveyance  was  made,  it  was  held 
that  the  lands  had  lost  their  ancestral  char- 
acter, and  that  the  persons  who,  had  there 
been  no  conveyance,  would  have  inherited 
them,  had  no  standing  to  object  to  a  recon- 
veyance to  the  widow. 

In  Nesbitt  v.  Trindle,  64  Ind.  183,  where 
a  widow  contemplating  a  second  marriage, 
with  the  view  of  avoiding  the  operation  of 
a  statute  providing  that  a  woman  cannot, 
during  coverture,  alien  lands  inherited  from 
a  former  husband,  and  that  if  she  shall  die 
during  such  subsequent  marriage,  the  land 
shall  go  to  the  children  of  the  husband  from 
whom  the  lands  came,  conveyed  in  fee,  with 
covenants  of  general  warranty  and  for  an 
expressed  consideration,  although  without 
any  actual  money  consideration,  to  a  third 
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get  hifl  title  by  direct  descent  from  the  fa- 
ther in  order  for  it  to  go  to  all  of  his 
brothers  and  sisters  or  their  descendants, 
of  the  blood  of  the  father. 

Stewart  v.  Evans,  3  Harr.  &  J.  287 ;  Stew- 
art V.  Jones,,  8  Gil.  &  J.  1;  Freeman  v.  Al- 
len, 1/  Ohio  St.  627;  Carter  v.  Day,  59  Ohio 
St.  96,  69  Am.  fc>t.  Rep.  757,  51  N.  E.  967; 
Helfingfer  v.  Wolff,  11  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint, 
906;   Abbot  T.   Burton,  2  Salk.   591. 

Pearce,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Frederick  county,  ratifying 
an  auditor's  account  distributing  the  sum 
of  $1,045.10,  part  of  the  proceeds  of  sale 
of  the  real  estate  of  Edmund  Dorsey  King, 
of  Frederick  county,  deceased,  and  the  sole 


question  presented  is  whether  the  distri- 
bution shall  be  to  the  next  of  kin  of  the 
whole  blood  alone,  or  to  the  next  of  kin  of 
both  the  whole  and  half  blood. 

Singleton  King  died  intestate  in  1897, 
seised  of  a  farm  in  Frederick  county,  Mary- 
land, containing  155  acres,  and  leaving  a 
widow,  Caroline  King,  and  eight  children, 
his  only  heirs  at  law.  Four  of  these  chil- 
dren Singleton  L.  King,  James  Harrison 
King,  Mary  Jane  Browning,  and  William 
Kin^  were  by  the  first  wife  of  the  deceased, 
and  four,  viz,,  Mrs.  Manzella  Bell,  J.  Beall 
King,  E.  Dorsey  King,  and  Caroline  0. 
Harris,  were  by  the  second  wife.  His  wid- 
ow, Caroline  King,  was  his  third  wife,  and 
had  no  children.  The  real  estate  in  ques- 
tion, therefore,  descended  upon  the  death  of 
Singleton  King  to  the  above-named  eight 


person  who,  in  pursuance  of  the  understand- 
ing of  the  parties,  reconveyed  to  her  after 
the  second  marriage  had  taken  place,  it  was 
lield  that  the  effect  of  the  transaction  was 
to  break  the  descent,  the  court  saying: 
"While  said  Harriet  remained  a  widow,  she 
had  the  right  to  dispose  of  said  property, 
either  for  or  without  a  consideration;  her 
motives  in  the  conveyance  were  not  materi- 
al; and  she  could  not  be  chargeable  with 
fraud  upon  her  children,  by  conveying  it 
without  consideration,  because  they  had  no 
](>gal  interest  in,  or,  at  that  time,  right  to, 
it.  She  did  so  dispose  of  it,  and  subse- 
quentlv  acquired  it  by  a  new  title.  After 
that  she  did  not  hold  the  land  by  virtue  of 
her  previous  marriage,  and  the  restriction 
upon  her  right  to  alienate,  contained  in 
§  18  of  the  statute  of  descents,  ceased  to  be 
operative  upon  it ;  and  the  only  right  of  her 
children  to  inherit  it  was  contingent  upon 
her  owning  it  at  her  death." 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Helfinger  v.  Wolff, 
11  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  906,  it  is  held  that  the 
owner  of  property  acquired  by  descent  does 
not,  by  conveying  it  without  consideration 
to  one  who  immediately  reconveys,  thereby 
interrupt  the  course  of  descent  and  become 
a  taker  by  purchase.  The  court  said:  "The 
deed  to  L.  J.  D.  [the  intermediary]  was 
clearly  not  intended  to  give  him  anything 
but  a  naked  legal  title  in  trust  to  reconvey. 
No  motive  appears  unless  it  be  an  intent 
to  break  the  course  of  descent.  Mrs.  Wolff 
still  retained  the  entire  equitable  title,  and 
had  there  been  a  statute  of  uses  in  Ohio, 
and  the  use  been  expressed  in  the  deed,  the 
statute  would  itself  have  executed  the  use 
at  once  by  giving  her  the  legal  title  again." 

Where,  pursuant  to  a  direction  by  a  tes- 
tator that  his  lands  should  be  equally  di- 
vided among  all  his  children,  the  division  to 
be  made  by  three  persons  to  be  appointed  by 
his  executors,  the  lands  were  allotted  among 
the  children,  after  which  there  was  an  ex- 
change of  lands  between  two  of  the  children, 
each  conveying  to  the  other  for  a  nominal 
money  consideration,  each  is  to  be  regarded 
as  taking  as  a  purchaser,  and  not  under  the 
devise  from  their  father.  Brower  v.  Hunt, 
18  Ohio  St.  311. 
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It  may  be  of  interest  in  the  present  con- 
nection to  note  that  it  has  been  held  that 
the  exchange  of  deeds  of  release  between 
heirs  of  property  for  the  purposes  of  parti- 
tion, even  though  purporting  to  be  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  does  not  affect  the 
character  as  ancestral  property  of  the  tract 
taken  by  each  in  severalty.  This  is  because 
partition  acts  only  on  the  possession,  and 
not  on  the  title.  See  Martin  v.  Martin,  98 
Ark.  93,  135  S.  W.  348  (dictum) ;  Conkling 
V.  Brown,  8  Abb.'Pr.  N.  S.  345;  Carter  v. 
Day,  59  Ohio  St.  96,  69  Am.  St.  Rep.  757, 
61  N.  E.  967;  contra,  Wilson  v.  Hall,  ,6 
Ohio  C.  C.  570,  3  Ohio  C.  D.  589. 

And  the  same  is  the  case  where  property 
is  set  off  to  an  heir  in  partition  proceed- 
ings. Carter  v.  Day,  59  Ohio  St.  96,  69 
Am.  St.  Rep.  757,  51  N.  E.  967 ;  Schumucker 
V.  Adams,  45  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  58. 

But  in  Freeman  v.  Allen,  17  Ohio  St.  527, 
it  is  held  that  where  a  party  to  a  proceeding 
for  partition  elects  to  take  it  at  its  ap- 
praised value,  so  much  of  the  title  as 
comes  to  him  by  descent  remains  in  him 
unchanged  by  the  proceedings,  but  that  the 
balance  of  his  title  is  a  title  by  purchase; 
and  this  although  the  appraised  value  of  the 
lands  thus  acc^uired  by  him  happens  to  be 
the  exact  equivalent  of  his  share  in  the 
property. 

A  widow  purchasing  property  of  her  de- 
ceased husband  upon  a  partition  sale,  pay- 
ing no  money,  but  instead  receipting  for  her 
distributive  share  of  the  estate,  takes  by 
purchase,  and  not  by  descent.  Spencer  v. 
McGonagle,  107  Ind.  410,  8  N.  E.  266. 

Allusion  only  need  here  be  made  to  the 
English  decisions  to  the  effect  that  the  in- 
heritable quality  of  an  estate  is  not  af- 
fected where  the  person  receiving  it  by  in- 
heritance makes  a  feoffment,  or  levies  a  fine, 
and  declares  the  use  to  himself  or  his  right 
heirs,  or  where  a  portion  thereof  remains 
unlimited.  Among  these  are  Abbot  v.  Bur- 
ton, 2  Salk.  591;  Godbold  v.  Freestone,  3 
I>ev.  406;  Harris  v.  Bishop  of  Lincoln,  2  P. 
Wms.  135;  Hutchcson  v.  Hammond,  3  Bro. 
Ch.  128.  E.  S.  0. 
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children,  subject  to  the  dower  of  the  widow, 
Caroline  King.  Edmund  Dorsey  King  be- 
came the  administrator  of  his  father,  and 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  his  brothers 
and  sisters  and  with  Caroline  King  to  pur- 
chase all  their  interest  in  said  real  estate 
for  the  sum  of  $6,986.25,  but  being  advised 
erroneously  that  he  could  not  purchase  di- 
rectly from  them,  because  he  was  the  ad- 
ministrator of  their  father,  he  united  with 
them  in  conveying  said  real  estate  by  deed 
dated  January  8,  1898,  to  Wm.  P.  N.  Law- 
son,  with  the  understanding  among  all  said 
parties  that  said  Lawson  should  immediate- 
ly convey  the  same  to  said  Edmund  Dorsey 
King  by  a  deed  then  prepared,  and  intend- 
ed vo  *be  of  even  date  with  the  deed  to  said 
Lawson.  This  deed  to  Lawson  was  not 
acknowledged  by  all  the  grantors  until 
January  27,  1898,  as  they  resided  in  differ- 
ent places,  but,  when  it  was  acknowledged 
by  all,  Lawson,  by  deed  dated  February  2, 
1898,  conveyed  the  property  to  Edmund 
Dorsey  King,  it  being  described  in  the  deed 
to  Lawson  as  the  same  which  descended 
from  Singleton  King  to  his  eight  above- 
named  children,  subject  to  the  dower  of 
Caroline  King,  and  being  described  in  the 
deed  from  Lawson  as  the  same  described 
in  "a  deed  from  Caroline  King  and  others 
of  even  date  herewith,  and  intended  to  be 
recorded  herewith,  to  the  said  Wm.  P.  N. 
Lawson."  The  same  consideration  was  ex- 
pressed in  both  deeds,  viz.,  $6,986.25,  but 
Lawson  did  not  pay  the  same  nor  any  sum 
whatever  to  any  of  the  grantors  in  the 
deed  to  him,  nor  did  he  receive,  nor  was 
he  intended  to  receive,  any  beneficial  inter- 
est whatever  in  said  real  estate;  but  he 
accepted  said  conveyance  to  him,  in  trust  to 
convey  the  property  to  said  Edmund  Dor- 
sey King,  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose 
for  which  he  did  convey  it,  and  Edmund 
Dorsey  King,  concurrently  witn  the  deliv- 
ery of  both  said  deeds,  paid  the  entire  pur- 
chase money  to  his  stepmother  and  his 
brothers  and  sisters.  Edmund  Dorsey  King 
died  intestate  in  1910,  leaving  surviving 
him  no  child  or  descendant,  no  father  or 
mother,  brother  or  sister,  but  leaving  two 
nieces,  Mabel  S.  King,  a  child  of  his  de- 
ceased brother,  J.  Beall  King,  and  Birdie 
J.  Dudrow,  a  child  of  his  deceased  sister 
Manzella  Bell,  as  the  only  descendants  of 
his  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  whole  blood, 
and  leaving  also  a  number  of  nieces  and 
nephews,  descendants  of  his  brothers  and 
sisters  of  the  half  blood,  all  of  whom  are 
named  in  the  proceed injjs. 

The  real  estate  in  question  was  sold  un- 
der a  decree  of  court  by  the  trustee  appoint- 
ed for  that  purpose  for  $15,530,  and,  the 
sale  being  reported,  the  purchaser  filed  ex- 
ceptions thereto,  because  of  the  claim  of  the 
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nieces  and  nephews  of  the  half  blood  to 
an  interest  in  said  real  estate;  they  not 
having  been  made  parties  to  the  proceed- 
ings. They  were  thereupon  made  parties 
by  order  of  court,  upon  petition  of  the  pur- 
chaser, and  all  appeared  and  answered 
said  petition,  setting  up  their  claim  in  their 
answers,  and  the  two  nieces  of  the  whole 
blood  demurred  to  said  answers.  The  sale 
was  ratified  and  an  auditor's  account  was 
stated  distributing  the  net  proceeds  equally 
between  the  two  nieces  of  the  whole  blood, 
upon  the  theory  that  Edmund  Dorsey  King 
took  title  to  the  whole  tract  by  purchase. 
Exceptions  were  filed  to  this  account  by 
the  nieces  and  nephews  of  the  half  blood, 
which  exceptions  were  sustained,  and  the 
satid  auditor's  account  was  rejected,  and  the 
auditor  was  directed  to  state  another  ac- 
count distributing  seven  eighths  of  the  net 
proceeds  to  the  two  nieces  of  the  whole 
blood,  and  one  eighth  to  the  nieces  and  neph- 
ews of  the  whole  and  half  blood.  Upon  this 
basis,  the  sum  of  $1,045.10  is  distributed 
to  the  nieces  and  nephews  of  the  half 
blood,  and  to  that  distribution  the  two 
nieces  of  the  whole  blood  except,  and  their 
exceptions  being  overruled,  and  the  au- 
ditor's account  being  ratified,  they  have 
appealed. 

Sections  3  and  4  of  article  46  of  the 
Code  provide  that  where  the  estate  de- 
scended to  the  intestate  on  the  part  of  the 
father,  if  there  be  no  child  or  descendant  or 
father  living,  shall  descend  to  the  broth- 
ers and  sisters  of  the  intestate  of  the  blood 
of  the  father  and  their  descendants  equally. 
Section  19  of  article  46  provides  that  if 
the  estate  shall  be  vested  in  the  intestate 
by  purchase,  or  shall  descend  to  or  vest 
in  him  in  any  other  manner  than  by  descent 
on  the  part  of  the  father  or  mother,  and 
there  be  no  child  or  descendant  of  the  in- 
testate, then  the  estate  shall  descend  to  the 
brothers  and  sisters  of  the  intestate  of  the 
whole  blood  and  their  descendants  in  equal 
degree  equally.  Section  26  provides  that 
there  shall  be  no  distinction  between  broth- 
ers and  sisters  of  the  whole  and  half  blood, 
all  being  descendants  of  the  same  father, 
where  the  estate  descended  on  the  part  of 
the  father. 

Upon  the  death  of  his  father  intestate, 
Edmund  Dorsey  King  took  one  eighth  of 
the  land  in  question  by  descent  from  him, 
and  the  only  question  for  us  is  whether  the 
effect  of  the  two  conveyances  above  men- 
tioned broke  this  descent  and  changed  his 
title  to  that  one  eighth  from  a  title  by 
descent  to  one  by  purchase.  The  learned 
judges  of  the  circuit  court  held  that  no 
change  of  title  was  effected,  and  we  are  of 
opinion  their  decision  was  correct.  It  ii 
quite  clear  from  the  admitted  facts  in  the 
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case  that  there  was  no  actual  intention  on 
the  part  of  £dmund  Dorsey  King,  by  adopt- 
ing the  course  of  conveyancing  used,  to 
effect  any  change  in  the  title  which  he  took 
from  his  father  to  that  one  eighth  of  the 
estate,  and  that  no  change  could  have  been 
eU'ected,  if  he  had  taken  a  conveyance,  as 
he  contemplated,  from  his  brothers  and  sis- 
ters of  their  seven  eighths  of  the  estate. 
The  question  could  not  have  arisen  but  for 
the  erroneous  advice  given  him  that  he 
could  not  acquire  any  title  by  direct  pur- 
chase from  them.  It  may  be  observed  here 
that  the  demurrer  of  the  appellants  to  the 
answer  of  the  appellees  admits  the  aver- 
ments of  the  eighth  and  ninth  paragraphs 
of  the  answer,  that  "it  was  understood  be- 
tween Edmund  Dorsey  King  and  his  broth- 
ers and  sisters  that  he  should  not  dispose 
of  said  farm,"  and  "that,  on  his  death, 
it  would  descend  by  inheritance  to  all  of 
his  said  brothers  and  sisters,  if  living,  and 
if  not,  then  to  their  descendants  per  stirpes, 
.  .  .  as  they  did  not  know  there  was 
any  difference  in  law  as  to  the  right  of 
inheritance  between  the  children  of  the 
first  wife  and  those  of  the  second  wife. 
.  .  .  And  that  they  would  not  have 
agreed  to  sell  him  their  interests  in  said 
farm  at  the  valuation  of  $45  per  acre,  being 
$20  less  per  acre  than  the  land  was  worth, 
if  it  had  not  been  for  their  understanding 
that  he  was  not  to  dispose  of  said  farm,  and 
that  it  would  come  back  to  them  or  their 
descendants  on  his  death."  This  con- 
sideration could  not,  of  course,  defeat  an 
intention  to  break  the  course  of  descent  by 
an  apt  conveyance,  nor  could  it  control  the 
operation  of  a  conveyance,  the  clear  legal 
effect  of  whicli  was  to  break  the  descent, 
although  not  so  intended;  but  it  is  an  ele- 
ment of  this  case  not  to  be  disregarded  in 
the  light  of  all  the  cases  upon  the  subject. 
The  general  rule  is  that  if  one  who  is 
in  by  descent  conveys  his  interest  away, 
and  it  be  conveyed  back  to  him,  he  holds 
thereafter  by  purchase,  and  not  by  descent. 
The  rule  is  stated  thus  in  1  Coke  upon  Lit- 
tleton, 12b:  "If  a  man  be  seised  of  lands 
as  heire  of  the  part  of  his  mother,  and  mak- 
eth  a  feoffment  in  fee,  and  taketh  back  an 
estate  to  him  and  to  his  heires,  this  is  a 
new  purchase,  and  if  he  dyeth  without  is- 
sue, the  heires  of  the  part  of  the  father 
shall  first  inherit."  The  authorities,  an- 
cient and  modern,  agree  that  this  is  the 
general  rule.  But  in  a  note  by  Mr.  Har- 
grave  to  the  above  text  of  Coke,  it  is  said: 
"But  here  Lord  Coke  must  be  understood 
to  speak  of  two  distinct  conveyances  in  fee ; 
the  first  passing  the  use  as  well  as  the  pos- 
session to  the  feoffee,  and  so  completely 
devesting  the  f coffer  of  all  interest  in  the 
land;  and  the  ^cond  regranting  the  estate 
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to  him.  For,  if  in  the  first  feoffment  the 
use  had  been  expressly  limited  to  the  fe- 
offer  and  his  heirs,  or  if  there  was  no  dec- 
laration of  uses,  and  the  feoffment  was 
not  on  such  a  consideration  as  to  raise  an 
use  in  the  feoffee,  and  consequently  the  use 
resulted  to  the  feoffer,  in  either  case  he  is 
in  of  his  ancient  use,  and  not  by  purchase." 
It  is  upon  the  doctrine  of  this  note  of  Mr. 
Hargrave  that  the  court  below  was  satis- 
fied to  rest  its  decision.  That  doctrine,  how- 
ever, is  supported  by  law  writers  of  high 
authority,  and  by  cases  illustrating  its  ap- 
plication. 3  Greenleaf's  Cruise  on  Real 
Property,  title  "Descent,"  pp.  338,  341, 
states  the  law  in  almost  the  exact  words  of 
Mr.  Hargrave's  note,  to  which  he  refers  on 
page  338,  and  on  page  341  cites  Godbold  v. 
Freestone,  3  Lev.  406,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
He  states  that  case  as  follows:  "A  person 
seised  of  lands  by  descent  eso  parte  maierna 
made  a  feoffment  of  them  to  uses,  .  .  . 
to  the  use  of  himself  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of 
his  body  on  his  wife  begotten,  remainder  to 
his.  own  right  heirs.  .  .  .  Adjudged  that 
upon  the  death  of  the  husband  without  is- 
sue, the  remainder  descended  to  the  heirs 
of  the  feoffer  ea  parte  tnatema,  because  the 
ancient  fee  remained  in  him."  And  he  aiids 
on  page  341:  "Where  a  fine  was  levied  or 
a  common  recovery  suffered,  if  the  use  was 
not  altered,  the  mode  of  descent  was  not 
changed."  In  a  more  modern  work,  Broom 
A,  Hadley's  Commentaries,  top  page  660, 
the  same  doctrine  is  stated  thus:  If  one 
seised  ex  parte  matema  "made  a  feoffment 
in  fee  so  as  to  part  with  the  estate  abso- 
lutely, and  then  took  a  reconveyance,  the 
descent  was  broken,  but  if  he  made  a  .con- 
veyance for  the  purpose  of  creating  partic- 
ular estates  and  limited  the  ultimate  fee 
to  himself,  this  was  held  to  be  the  same  es- 
tate that  he  had  before,  and  it  descended  to 
the  heir  ew  parte  matema.  The  estate 
which  is  taken  back  must  be  in  reality  a 
new  estate,  and  not  merely  a  part  of  the 
old  estate,"  unless  it  comes  within  the  stat- 
ute of  3  &  4  William  IV.  chap.  106,  §  1,  en- 
acted in  1833,  which  changed  the  rule  pre- 
viously stated,  but  which  is,  of  course,  not 
in  force  in  Maryland. 

The  great  case  of  Cave  v.  Holford,  3  Ves. 
Jr.  650,  is  the  most  interesting  discussion 
of  the  principles  here  involved  which  we 
have  examined.  In  that  case  the  opinions 
of  Justices  Rooke,  Heath,  and  Buller  given 
in  the  court  of  common  pleas  controlled  the 
decision,  while  Chief  Justice  Eyre  dissented, 
and  the  opinions  of  each  of  these  justices 
are  reported  in  full,  the  editor  of  the  Re- 
ports referring  to  it  as  a  case  involving 
deep  research  of .  authority. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  common 
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pleas  was  affirmed  by  the  high  court  of 
chancery,  but  that  decision,  having  been 
rendered  in  1798,  is  not  binding  upon  us 
as  authority,  and  we  are  free  to  consider 
it  with  that  deference  which  is  due  to  all 
the  cases  of  the  higher  courts  of  England. 
In  this  spirit  we  have  examined  that  case, 
and  in  our  judgment  the  conclusion  of  Chief 
Justice  Eyre  rests  upon  principles  more  in 
accord  with  justice,  and  with  an  enlightened 
view  of  the  application  of  legal  principles, 
and  more  in  consonance  with  the  views  of 
the  courts  of  this  country  upon  this  ques- 
tion. The  form  in  which  the  question  was 
there  presented  was  whether  the  convey- 
ance by  a  testator  of  property  devised  by 
his  will  was  a  revocation  of  the  will  as  to 
that  property  upon  the  ground  that  after- 
acquired  property  could  not  pass  by  the 
will.  The  conveyances  which  were  there 
held  to  operate  as  a  revocation  of  the  will 
were  of  lease  and  release,  and  Chief  Justice 
Eyre  said:  "Let  the  operation  of  .  .  . 
[this]  conveyance  be  what  it  may,  the  tes- 
tator died  seised  of  that  estate  which  he 
had  at  the  time  he  executed  the  will; 
.  .  .  and  that  I  may  be  clearly  under- 
stood when  I  say  the  same  estate,  I  do  not 
mean  the  identity  of  the  land,  but  the 
qu^ity  of  estate  and  interest  in  that  land. 
I  mean  to  argue  that  he  died  seised  of  the 
old  use  to  which  the  new  estate,  right,  title, 
and  possession  (to  use  the  words  of  the 
statute)  that  was  for  a  moment  in  the 
trustees,  under  the  conveyance,  had  united 
itself,  not  as  a  new  estate,  right,  title,  and 
possession,  but  according  to  the  quality, 
manner,  form,  and  condition  of  that  old 
use,  for  those  are  the  words  of  the  statute. 
Here  I  take  my  ground  .  .  .  The  intent 
of  the  parties  in  .  .  .  [this]  deed  and 
the  whole  substantial  effect  (be  its  formal 
operation  what  it  may)  was  simply  to 
secure  a  jointure  of  £1,400,  and  the  estate 
subject  to  that  was  not  intended  to  be  al- 
tered or  in  any  manner  affected;  and,  as 
far  as  the  form  of  the  conveyance  purports 
to  alter  the  nature  and  quality  of  the  es- 
tate, it  goes  beyond  the  object  of  the  con- 
veyance. Courts  of  justice  not  only  do  not 
incline  to  allow  the  form  of  the  conveyance 
to  go  beyond  the  intention,  but  will  be 
ready  to  adopt  all  expedients  to  prevent  it, 
and  to  confine  the  operation  of  every  con- 
veyance to  the  special  purpose," — citing 
for  this  purpose  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Par- 
sons V.  Freeman,  3  Atk.  741.  Referring  to 
Tickner  v.  Tickner,  the  chief  justice  said: 
"They  [the  judges]  wisely  determined  the 
purpose  of  the  conveyance  was  everything* 
the  form  nothing;  .  .  .  and  upon  that 
authority,  supported  by  that  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke in  Parsons  v.  Freeman,  ...  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  authorities  will  be 
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better  supported  by  declaring  that  this 
conveyance  is  not  a  revocation,  .  .  .  than 
by  the  contrary  determination."  It  is  sig- 
nificant, moreover,  that  in  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justice  Rooke  he  observes  "you  must 
distinguish  between  an  intention  to  have 
the  land  as  a  new  purchase,  and  an  inten- 
tion to  revoke  the  will," — thus  intimating 
a  distinction  between  the  case  of  a  mere 
conveyance  and  reconveyance  to  aooom- 
plish  some  collateral  purpose,  and  a  case 
involving  also  the  question  of  the  revocation 
of  a  will  as  to  the  special  property  under 
consideration  as  a  result  of  a  conveyance 
and  reconveyance  after  the  execution  of  the 
will.  And  in  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice 
Buller  in  the  same  case,  he  refers  to  God- 
bold  V.  Freestone,  3  Lev.  406,  and  Abbott 
V.  Burton,  2  Salk,  590,  in  both  of  which 
the  estate  taken  back  was  held  to  be  of 
the  old  use,  and  therefore  to  go  to  the  heir 
ex  parte  matema,  and  he  says:  "In  these 
two  last  cases  there  was  no  question  about 
a  revocation."  The  principles  thus  an- 
nounced are  not  without  support  by  anal<^ 
in  our  own  decisions.  In  Iiynn  v.  G«phart> 
27  Md.  563,  where  the  question  before  the 
court  was  as  to  changing  the  quality  of 
property  from  real  to  personal  by  a  deed 
of  trust,  our  predecessors  said:  "The  in- 
clination of  courts  of  equity  upon  this 
branch  of  jurisprudence  is  not  generally  to 
change  the  quality  of  the  property,  unless 
there  is  some  clear  intention  or  act  bj 
which  a  definite  character,  either  as  money 
or  land,  has  been  unequivocally  fixed  upon 
it  throughout." 

The  views  expressed  by  Chief  Justice  Eyre 
above  are  in  exact  accord  with  the  lan- 
guage of  Judge  Robinson  in  Rawlings  v. 
Lowndes,  34  Md.  643,  where  he  said:  *^At 
common  law  the  widow  was  entitled  to 
dower  in  the  lands  and  tenements  by  which 
the  husband  was  seised  as  of  an  estate  of 
inheritance  during  the  coverture.  If,  how- 
ever, the  seisin  was  merely  instantaneous, 
intended  as  a  means  of  accomplishing  some 
ulterior  purpose  in  regard  to  the  estate, 
the  husband  being,  as  it  were,  a  conduit 
through  which  the  estate  passed,  without 
any  intention  to  clothe  him  with  a  beneficial 
interest,  the  widow  would  not  be  entitled 
to  dower,  as  for  instance  a  conveyance  to 
a  trustee  to  reconvey,  or  as  put  in  the  old 
books,  a  levy  by  way  of  a  fine,  the  conusee 
rendering  back  by  the  same  fine  the  lands 
and  tenements  to  the  conusor.  The  hus- 
band in  such  cases  holds  the  bare  legal 
title  without  any  beneficial  interest  2 
Crabb,  Real  Prop.  61;  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
176;  (JO.  Litt.  31b."  And  in  Glenn  v.  Qark, 
53  Md.  606,  this  is  said  to  be  "the  esUb- 
lisbed  law  in  Maryland."  The  cases  of 
Freeman  v.   Allen,    17   Ohio   St.   527,  ud 
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Carter  v.  Day,  69  Ohio  St.  96,  69  Am.  St. 
Rep.  757,  61  N.  £.  967,  both  cases  for  par- 
tition of  land  of  which  the  ancestor  died 
seised,  support  the  conclusion  reached  m 
this  case  hy  the  circuit  court,  and  the  case 
of  Helfinger  v.  Wolff,  11  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint, 
006,  which  is  not  a  case  for  partition,  will 
be  found  especially  instructive.  That  case 
is  fully  and  clearly  reasoned,  and  the  con- 
clusion reached  by  the  court  is  thus  ex- 
pressed: ''Where  .  .  .  one  owning  both 
the  legal  and  equitable  estates  by  descent 
momentarily  parts  by  her  own  act  with  the 
mere  technical  legal  title,  retaining  the 
entire  beneficial  interest,  which  standing 
alone  would  have  descended  as  ancestral, 
thus  creating  a  mere  dry  trust,  which  is 
held  to  her  unqualified  use,  the  immediate 
reacquirement  of  the  naked  title  does  not 
break  the  descent  and  constitute  her  a 
new  source  of  title,  for  she  conveyed  the 
legal  title  to  her  own  use.*' 

This  case  has  been  argued  *for  the  appel- 
lants with  great  zeal  and  very  ably,  and 
their  argument  is  sustained  by  the  decision 
in  Holme  v.  Shinn,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  1,  49  Atl. 
151,  in  an  elaborate  opinion  by  the  chancel- 
lor, and  also  by  the  case  of  Nesbitt  v.  Tnn- 
die,  64'  Ind.  185,  but  we  are  not  able  to 
adopt  the  views  there  held  for  the  reasons 
already  stated. 

Order  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  appellees 
above  and  below. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 

iETNA  INDEMNITY  COMPANY,  Appt., 

V. 

STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI  FOR  USE  OF 
EVA  MAE   GALLASPY  et  al. 


STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI  FOR  USE  OF 
EVA  MAE  GALLASPY  et  al.,  Cross 
Appts., 

V. 

J.  B.  McALPIN  et  al. 

(—  Miss.  — ,   67    So.   980.) 

Bond  ^  substitution  ^  effect  on  exist- 
ing liability. 

1.  Sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond  are  not 


relieved  from  liability  for  an  existing  de- 
falcation by  an  order,  upon  their  petition 
for  the  execution  of  a  new  bond  by  the 
guardian,  that  a  new  bond  be  recorded,  and 
that  the  petitioning  sureties  be  relieved 
from  further  liability  on  the  bond. 

Same  ^  prior  defalcation  ^  liability. 

2.  Sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guardian,  ex- 
ecuted after  he  has  converted  property  of 
his  ward  to  his  own  use,  are  liable  for  the 
defalcation  if,  after  the  bond  is  executed, 
he  continues  solvent,  so  that  he  could  have 
restored  the  funds  to  the  trust,  which  he 
failed  to  do. 

Party  ^  character  ^  guardian  ad  litem 
—next  friend. 

3.  That  one  seeking  to  hold  the  bond 
of  a  guardian  liable  to  restore  to  the  ward 
money  converted  by  the  guardian  to  his 
own  use  designates  himself  as  guardian  <id 
litenij  rather  than  as  next  friend,  will  not 
defeat  the  action. 

(March  25,  1912.) 

CROSS  APPEALS  from  a  decree  of  the 
Chancery  Court  for  Newton  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  against  the  ^tna  Indem- 
nity Company,  but  in  favor  of  J.  B.  Mc- 
Alpin  et  al.,  in  a  suit  on  the  bonds  of  G. 
M.  Gallaspy,  guardian  of  the  use  plaintiffs; 
the  Indemnity  Company  appealing  from  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  held  it  liable  as 
surety,  and  the  state  appealing  from  so 
much  as  exonerated  the  sureties  on  the 
other  bond.     Reversed  on  the  cross  appeal. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  I.  Mnnn  and  Amis  &  Dunn 
for  appellant. 

Mr.  J.  R.  Byrd  and  Byrd  &  Wilson, 
for  appellees: 

The  bondsmen  of  a  guardian  are  liable 
for  the  neglect  or  failure  of  the  guardian 
to  collect  any  outstanding  indebtedness  due 
the  ward,  where  the  same  could  have  been 
collected,  had  he  exercised  reasonable  dili- 
gence. This  includes  money  he  might  have 
collected  from  himself. 

15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  118, 
119;  Parker  v.  Medsker,  80  Ind.  155;  State 
V.  Dennis,  58  Mo.  App.  568;  Clark  v.  Wil- 
kinson, 59  Wis.  543,  18  X.  W.  481;  Mat- 
thews V.  Mauldin,  142  Ala.  434,  38  So.  849, 
4  Ann.  Cas.  344. 


Note, ^Liability  of  sureties  on  guards 
ian*8  hond  for  defalcation  prior  to 
the  execution  thereof^ 

Under  the  general  rule  that  a  bond  is 
prospective  only  in  operation,  and  that 
sureties  are  not  liable  for  defaults  of  their 
principal  which  took  place  before  the  exe- 
cution of  the  bond,  unless  made  so  by  its 
terms  (Moore  v.  Hanscom,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  103  S.  W.  665),  it  has  been  held  that, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  61 


in  the  absence  of  a  plain  expression  of  in- 
tention in  the  bond  that  it  is  to  be  retro- 
spective in  its  operation,  sureties  on  the 
bond  of  a  guardian  are  not  liable  for  his 
misapplication  or  conversion  of  property  of 
the  ward  to  his  own  use  prior  to  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond  (Lowry  v.  State,  64  Ind. 
421 ;  Parker  v.  Medsker,  80  Ind.  155 ;  Wil- 
liams V.  State,  89  Ind.  570;  Howe  v.  White, 
162  Ind.  74,  69  N.  E.  684;  State  ex  rel. 
Towler  v.  Shackleford,  56  Miss.  648;  Freed- 
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MayeSy  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

On  the  27th  day  of  June,  1899,  G.  M. 
Gallaspy  was  appointed  as  guardian  of  his 
three  minor  children  by  the  chancery  court 
of  Newton  county.  At  the  time  of  the  ap- 
pointment there  seems  to  have  been  very 
little  personal  estate  for  him  to  take  charge 
of,  and  the  court  required  only  a  $500  bond 
to  be  executed  for  each  child.  It  appears 
that  each  of  these  bonds  had  the  same  sure- 
ties.  It  appears  that,  after  the  guardian 
assumed  the  duties  as  such,  he  paid  little 
attention  to  his  accounting  with  the  court 
for  a  long  while,  and  there  seems  not  to 
have  been  much  necessity  for  the  same, 
since  little  money  came  into  his  hands 
which  required  accounting  to  the  court,  and 


the  court  itself  seems  to  have  made  some 
orders  excusing  the  guardian  from  account- 
ing. None  of  these  things  become  of  im- 
portance in  deciding  this  case,  so  we  give 
this  only  passing  notice. 

In  December,  1905,  the  guardian  received 
for  each  of  the  wards  $1,712.13  as  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  their  interest  in  cer- 
tain timber  sold  to  a  lumber  company.  Tlie 
validity  of  this  sale  is  not  drawn  in  quea- 
tion.  When  this  amount  due  each  ward  was 
received  by  the  guardian,  he  was  only  under 
a  bond  of  $500  to  each  ward,  and,  although 
the  guardian  filed  an  inventory  in  the  court 
on  December  25,  1905,  reporting  the  sale, 
and  disclosing  that  on  December  1,  1905, 
he  had  received  for  each  of  his  wards  the 
amount  of  $1,712.13,  the  court  did  not  at 


man  v.  Vallie,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  75  S. 
W.  322),  although  the  guardian,  during 
the  time  the  bond  is  in  force,  has  reported 
to  the  proper  court  and  acknowledged  his 
true  indebtedness  to  the  ward,  but  has  had 
no  assets  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the 
ward  (Lowry  v.  State,  64  Ind.  421). 

So,  the  sureties  on  a  bond  conditioned  for 
the  future  faithful  performance  of  a  guard- 
ianship are  not  liable  for  an  actual  waste 
of  the  ward's  money  by  the  guardian  before 
the  execution  of  the  bond.  Sebastian  v. 
Bryan,  21  Ark.  447. 

And  the  sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond, 
not  being  liable  for  the  value  of  property  of 
the  ward  which  the  guardian  has  sold  and 
converted  to  his  own  use  before  the  execu- 
tion of  the  bond,  are  not  liable  for  the 
guardian's  failure  to  account  for  the  value 
of  such  property,  although  the  bond  is  con- 
ditioned that  the  guardian  shall  faithfully 
account  with  the  court  for  the  manage- 
ment of  the  ward's  estate.  State  ex  rel. 
Towler  v.  Shackleford,  56  Miss.  648. 

On  .the  other  hand,  in  Matthews  v.  Maul- 
din,  142  Ala.  434,  38  So.  849,  4  Ann.  Cas. 
344,  it  was  held  that  the  sureties  on  a  new 
bond  given  by  a  guardian  are  liable,  upon 
the  ground  of  the  guardian's  obligation  to 
make  a  true  account,  for  a  misappropria- 
tion of  the  ward's  funds  which  took  place 
before  the  giving  of  the  bond. 

And  in  Fogarty  v.  Ream,  100  111.  366,  it 
was  held  that  a  surety  on  a  guardian's 
bond  is  liable  for  funds  due  from  the  guard- 
ian to  hia  ward,  and  so  reported  by  the 
guardian  at  and  subsequent  to  the  time  of 
his  appointment  and  the  execution  of  the 
bond,  although  the  guardian  had  previously 
wasted  the  funds,  and  did  not  have  them 
in  his  possession  at  that  time,  and  was  then, 
and  has  ever  since  continued  to  be,  insol- 
vent. 

And  sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond,  though 
liable  only  for  defaults  of  the  guardian 
occurring  after  the  execution  of  the  bond, 
are  liable  for  the  amount  of  a  loan  of  the 
ward's  money,  previously  made  by  him, 
without  an  order  of  the  court  for  that  pur- 
pose, to  a  firm  of  which  he  was  a  member, 
for  which,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  bond,  he  held  a  note  made  by  the  firm 
and  payable  to  him,  as  guardian,  where  tbe 
firm  was  then,  and  for  several  years  after- 
ward remained,  solvent,  so  that  the  note 
could  have  been  collected  by  proper  attea- 
tion,  but  the  guardian  made  no  effort  to 
collect  it,  and  the  money  due  thereon  was 
lost  through  tlvs  subsequent  insolvency  of 
the  firm.  McWilliams  v.  Norfleet,  63  Miss. 
183. 

In  several  cases,  the  form  of  the  bond  has 
been  held  to  render  the  sureties  thereon  lia- 
ble for  a  prior  defalcation  of  the  principal. 
Thus,  sureties  of  a  guardian  have  been  held 
liable  for  his  prior  misappropriation,  waste, 
or  conversion  of  property  of  the  ward  to  his 
own  use,  under  bonds  conditioned  as  fol- 
lows : — 

— ^that  he  shall  pay  to  the  ward  all  sums 
due  him  upon  the  determination  of  the 
guardianship.  State  v.  Buck,  63  Ark.  218, 
37  S.  W.  881. 

—that  he  "shall  faithfully  discharge  the 
office  and  trust  of  such  guardian,  according 
to  law."  Knox  v.  Kearns,  73  Iowa,  286,  34 
N.  W.  861". 

— ^that  he  shall  "well  and  faithfully  per- 
form all  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by 
law."  Douglass  v.  Kessler,  —  Iowa,  — ,  7 
N.  W.  619. 

— ^that  he  shall  faithfully  execute  his 
guardianship  and  render  an  account  there- 
of, and  deliver  up  or  pay  to  the  ward  all 
such  estate  as  he  ought  to  be  possessed  of, 
or  to  such  other  person  as  shall  be  lawfully 
authorized  to  receive  the  same,  and  do  and 
perform  all  and  every  other  act  and  duty 
which  by  law  guardians  are  required  to  do 
and  perform.    Steele  v.  Reese,  6  Yerg.  263. 

And  the  surety  on  the  bond  of  a  guard- 
ian, conditioned  that  he  shall  well,  trulyi 
and  faithfully  execute  and  discharge  his 
office  as  guardian,  and  render  a  true  ac- 
count, is  liable  for  money  received  by  the 
guardian  for  property  of  the  ward  prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  bond,  for  which  he  has 
never  accounted.  Merrells  v.  Phelps,  34 
Conn.  109. 

So,  also,  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guard- 
ian, executed  upon  his  appointment  in  a 
county  to  which  he  has  removed  after  htr- 
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that  time  require  any  additional  bond,  al- 
though the  guardian's  report  showed  that 
he  held  three  times  as  much  money  for  his 
wards  as  his  bonds  covered.  On  May  13, 
1907,  nearly  eighteen  months  after  the  filing 
of  the  inventory  showing  the  sale  of  the 
wards'  property,  and  when  this  amount  had 
been  in  possession  of  the  guardian  since  De- 
cember 1st  under  the  $500  bonds,  it  appears 
that  an  application  was  filed  by  the  sure- 
ties on  the  first  bonds,  seeking  to  be  re- 
leased therefrom,  and  the  court  made  an 
order  that  the  sureties  on  the  first  bonds  be 
relieved  from  further  liability,  and  that  a 
new  bond  be  executed,  which  was  accord- 
ingly done  on  the  13th  day  of  May,  1907. 
This  new  bond  was  executed  in  the  sum  of 
$6,000,  and  was  given  as  a  security  for  all 


three  of  the  children.  Accordingly,  after 
the  execution  of  the  new  bond,  the  guardian, 
without  ever  having  made  any  settlement 
of  his  accounts  up  to  this  time  under  the 
old  bonds,  was  continued  as  guardian  under 
this  bond  until  some  time  in  1910,  when  he 
died. 

It  indisputably  appears  that  when  the 
guardian  sold  the  timber  to  the  lumber  com- 
pany, in  December,  1905,  he  received  there- 
for the  sum  of  $12,400,  one-seventh  of 
which,  or  the  sum  of  $1,712.13,  belonged  to 
each  of  the  wards.  It  further  appears  that 
the  whole  amount,  including  the  minors'  in- 
terest, was  deposited  in  the  Bank  of  De- 
catur to  the  individual  credit  of  G.  M.  Gal- 
laspy,  then  engaged  in  a  mercantile  busi- 
ness, and  all  of  said  money  was  checked  out 


ing  served  as  guardian  in  another  county, 
and  conditioned  that  he  shall  faithfully 
discharge  all  the  duties  required  of  him 
by  law,  shall  faithfully  account  with  the 
probate  court  for  the  management  of  the 
property  and  estate  of  the  ward,  and  shall 
also  deliver  up  said  property  agreeably  to 
the  order  of  the  court  or  the  directions  of 
law,  and  shall  in  all  respects  perform  the 
duty  of  guardian  according  to  the  law, — 
are  liable  for  moneys  of  the  ward  received 
by  the  ffuardian  and  appropriated  to  his  in- 
dividual use,  during  the  prior  guardianship, 
and  stated  in  his  account  and  settlement  of 
that  guardianship  as  due  the  ward.  State 
y.  Stewart,  36  Miss.  652. 

And  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guardian, 
conditioned  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his 
duties  according  to  law,  are  liable  for  his 
failure  to  pay  over  the  balance  against  him 
on  his  final  settlement,  although  it  is  made 
up,  in  part,  of  sums  carried  forward  in  his 
settlement,  but  received  and  misappro- 
priated by  him  before  the  execution  of  the 
bond.    State  v.  Bilby,  60  Mo.  App.  162. 

But  in  Lincoln  Trust  Co.  v.  Wolff,  91  Mo. 
App.  133,  it  was  held  that  the  sureties  on 
a  bond  of  this  kind  are  not  liable  for  the 
guardian's  conversion  of  property  of  the 
ward  to  his  own  use  prior  to  the  execution 
of  the  bond,  unless  the  guardian's  breach 
of  duty  is  continued  after  the  execution  of 
the  bond  by  his  cariying  the  converted  as- 
set forward  into  a  final  settlement  of  his 
account  as  guardian,  when  the  sureties  will 
be  bound  by  the  judgment  of  final  settle- 
ment, and  estopped  to  go  behind  that  judg- 
ment to  show  that  the  breach  was  actually 
committed  before  they  became  sureties. 

Under  a  statute  providing  that  "the  sure- 
ties of  any  guardian  who  apprehend  danger 
of  pecuniary  loss  by  reason  of  such  surety- 
ship may  apply  to  the  chancellor  having 
jurisdiction,  by  petition,  and  on  convincing 
the  chancellor,  in  term  time,  that  such  dan- 
ger really  exists,  an  order  shall  be  made 
requiring  such  guardian  to  give  another 
bond,"  and  **ii  the  new  bond  be  given,  the 
sureties  on  the  former  bond  shall  not  be 
liable  thereon,  except  as  to  all  acts  of  the 
guardian  up  to  the  time  of  executing  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


new  bond," — sureties  on  the  bond  of  a 
guardian,  executed  upon  the  petition  of  his 
original  sureties  for  relief,  are  not  liable 
for  any  default  of  the  guardian  prior  to 
the  execution  of  the  new  bond.  McWilliams 
V.  Norfleet,  60  Miss.  987. 

But  under  a  statute  for  the  relief  of  sure- 
ties, providing  that,  upon  the  application 
of  the  surety  of  a  guardian,  who  wishes  to 
discharge  himself  from  further  liability 
on  his  bond,  the  guardian  shall  be  required 
to  execute  "a  further  bond  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  condition  ol  the  former  bond, 
with  such  additional  security  as  may  be 
approved,"  a  surety  on  the  new  bond  of  a 
guardian,  conditioned  that  the  guardian 
shall  "faithfully  perform  the  trus&  of  his 
guardianship,  being  the  condition  of  the 
said  former  bond,"  is  liable  for  all  defalca- 
tions of  the  guardian,  as  well  those  which 
took  place  before  the  execution  of  his  un- 
dertaking as  those  which  happened  after- 
ward.   Armstrong  v.  State,  7  Blackf.  81. 

And  under  a  statute  providing  that  the 
surety  of  a  guardian  may  complain,  and 
the  ordinary  may  discharge  the  surety,  and 
such  guardian  shall  be  discharged  from  his 
trust  unless  he  gives  new  and  sufficient  se- 
curity, and  that  such  new  sureties  shall 
be  liable  as  well  for  past  as  future  waste 
or  misconduct  of  the  guardian,  the  sureties 
on  a  substituted  guardian's  bond  are  liable 
for  any  waste  of  the  guardian,  and  while, 
primarily,  the  sureties  on  both  bonds  are 
severally  liable  to  the  ward  for  waste  prior 
to  the  second  bond,  as  between  themselves, 
the  last  silreties  are  first  bound.  Sutton  v. 
Williams,  77  Ga.  670,  1  S.  E.  175. 

But  while  the  sureties  6n  a  new  bond 
of  a  guardian,  executed  pursuant  to  an  or- 
der of  the  court  upon  the  petition  of  former 
sureties  for  relief,  and  conditioned  that  the 
guardian  shall  faithfully  perform  his  trust, 
become  primarily  liable  with  the  former 
sureties  for  funds  of  the  ward  wasted  by 
the  guardian  before  the  giving  of  the  new 
bond,  the  ward  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  sum  of  the  penalties  of  the  two  bonds, 
and  if  the  first  set  of  sureties  have  paid 
out  of  counter  security  furnished  them  an 
amount  equal  to  the  penalty  of  their  bond, 
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to  pay  for  the  different  indebtedness  and 
for  investments  in  conducting  the  business 
in  which  Gallaspy  was  engaged  at  the  time, 
and  that  this  was  done  between  December 
1,  1905,  and  May  13,  1907,  the  date  of  the 
new  bond.  In  other  words,  Gallaspy  took 
this  whole  sum  and  treated  it  as  his  own, 
and  converted  it  to  his  own  use  and  dis- 
posed of  it  prior  to  the  giving  of  the  second 


bond,  and  that  he  had  not  only  done  this, 
but  that  he  had  overdrawn  some  $4,000. 
While  the  record  unquestionably  shows 
that  while  acting  under  the  first  bonds  he 
had  converted  to  his  own  use  the  monev 
belonging  to  his  wards,  it  also  appears  that 
on  May  13,  1907,  when  this  bond  was  ex- 
ecuted, Gallaspy  was  still  solvent  and 
worth  several  thousand  dollars  more  than 


which  is  equal  to  or  greater  than  the  pen- 
alty of  the  new  bond,  the  penalties  of  both 
bonds  must  be  regarded  as  satisfied.  Field 
v.  Pelot,  M'Mull.  Eq.  369. 

Additional  sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond, 
or  sureties  on  an  additional  or  cumulative 
bond,  furnished  under  some  statutory  pro- 
vision, without  the  discharge  of  the  prior 
sureties,  are  generally  held  to  have  as- 
sumed liability  for  past  as  well  as  future 
defaults  of  the  guardian.  Thus,  one  who,  as 
supplemental  security,  executes  a  guard- 
ian's bond  which  has  been  preciously  exe- 
cuted by  the  guardian  and  other  sureties, 
becomes  liable  as  an  original  obligor,  and 
is  liable  for  a  default  prior  to  his  execu- 
tion of  the  bond.  Ammons  v.  People,  11 
111.  6. 

And  sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond  given 
as  new  and  additional  security  for  the 
proper  conduct  and  accounting  of  the  guard- 
ian, without  the  discharge  of  the  sureties 
on  the  prior  bond^  become  cosureties  with 
those  on  the  first  bond  for  any  past  as  well 
as  future  waste,  and  are  liable  to  the  ward; 
to  the  extent  of  their  bond,  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  guardian's  devastavit.  Rem- 
ington V.  Hopson,  137  Ga.  95,  72  S.  E.  918. 

Likewise,  a  surety  on  a  bond  given  by  a 
guardian  as  additional  security,  on  account 
of  the  supervening  insufficiency  of  the  sure- 
ty on  his  original  bond,  who  was  not  there- 
by released,  which  new  bond  is  conditioned 
that  the  guardian  shall  faithfully  account 
with  the  probate  court,  as  directed  by  law, 
for  the  management  of  the  property  and 
estate  of  the  ward,  and  deliver  up  the  said 
property  agreeably  to  the  order  of  the 
court  or  the  direction  of  law, — is  liable  for 
property  which  came  into  the  guardian's 
hands  and  was  maladmihistered  by  him  be- 
fore the  execution  of  the  new  bond.  State 
use  of  Baird  v.  Hull,  53  Miss.  626. 

And  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guardian, 
conditioned  that  he  shall  faithfully  "dis- 
charge all  the  duties  imposed  upon  him  by 
law,"  and  filed  pursuant  to  an  order  of 
the  court  requiring  an  additional  bond  to 
be  filed,  on  account  of  the  insufficiency  of 
the  existing  bond,  the  sureties  on  the  old 
bond  not  being  discharged,  nor  the  guardian 
discharged  or  reappointed,  but  continuing 
to  act  under  the  original  appointment, — are 
liable  for  a  default  of  the  guardian  previous 
to  the  filing  of  such  bond.  Douglass  v. 
Kessler,  67  Iowa,  63,  10  N.  W.  313. 

So,  also,  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guard- 
ian, given  upon  the  petition  of  his  prior 
sureties,  under  a  statutory  provision,  as 
"other  and  further  security,"  are  liable 
equallv  with  the  prior  sureties  for  all  de- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


faults  of  the  guardian,  including  those  for 
which  he  was  responsible  before  the  date 
of  the  second  bond.  Com.  v.  Cox,  36  Pa. 
442. 

And  sureties  upon  a  new  and  additional 
bond  of  a  guardian,  executed  pursuant  to 
a  statutory  notice  given  by  sureties  on  a 
prior  bond  for  the  purpose  of  relieving 
themselves  from  future  liability,  which  new 
bond  is  merely  cumulative  and  does  not 
relieve  the  sureties  on  the  old  bond,  other 
than  those  giving  such  notice, — are  liable 
equally  with  the  remaining  sureties  on  the 
old  bond  for  money  received  and  converted 
by  the  guardian  before  the  execution  of 
the  new  bond.  Abshire  v.  Rowe,  112  K\. 
545,  56  L.RJl.  936,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  302,  CG 
S.  W.  394. 

And  sureties  on  a  new  bond  of  a  guard- 
ian, executed  under  statutory  provisions, 
upon  a  petition  of  his  prior  sureties,  as  au 
additional  and  cumulative  security  to  the 
ward,  for  the  entire  guardianship,  after  tlie 
guardian  has  received  the  entire  estate  uf 
the  ward,  and  has  used  or  wasted  the 
ward's  money,  are  liable  as  cosureties  with 
the  original  bondsmen,  in  proportion  to  the 
amounts  of  the  respective  bonds,  for  the 
defalcation,  and  are  liable  to  contribution 
to  one  of  the  original  sureties  against  whom 
the  amount  of  the  guardian's  default  has 
been  recovered,  the  guardian  himself  being 
insolvent.  Bell  v.  Jasper,  37  N.  C.  (2  Ired. 
Eq.)   597. 

In  the  same  way,  sureties  on  a  "renewal" 
bond  of  a  guardian,  required  by  statute,  and 
which  is  cumulative  security  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  duties  of  the  guardiansnip, 
are  liable  as  cosureties  with  the  sureties  on 
the  prior  bond  or  bonds  of  the  guardian,  in 
proportion  to  the  amounts  of  the  respective 
bonds,  fdr  all  defaults  of  the  guardian,  no 
matter  when  such  defaults  occurred.,  wheth- 
er wholly  before  they  became  sureties,  or 
after;  and  all  the  sureties  are  liable  to  con- 
tribute to  each  other  for  any  sums  paid 
by  one  of  them  on  account  of  defaults  of 
the  guardian.  Jones  v.  Hays,  38  N.  C. 
(3  Ired.  Eq.)  602,  44  Am.  Dec.  78. 

But  in  Tennessee  it  has  been  held  that 
the  sureties  on  a  "renewal"  bond  of  a 
guardian,  required  by  statute  upon  his 
periodical  statement  of  his  ward's  estate, 
and  which  is  cumulative  to  the  prior  bond 
or  bonds,  are  liable  in  the  first  instance  for 
all  the  delinquencies  of  the  guardian, 
though  committed  before  the  execution  of 
their  bond.  Collins  v.  Knight,  3  Tenn.  Ch. 
183;  Crook  v.  Hudson,  4  Lea,  448. 

A.  C,  W. 
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was  due  his  wards.  Therefore,  when  he 
executed  this  second  bond,  he  was  indebted 
to  )iis  wards  for  the  amount  of  money 
which  he  had  converted,  and  he  was  amply 
able  to  have  paid  their  claim.  It  appears 
that  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1909, 
and  nearly  two  years  after  the  giving 
of  the  second  bond,  and  without  ever  hav- 
ing made  any  accounting  to  the  court  of 
the  money  of  the  wards  previously  con- 
verted by  him,  Gallaspy  became  insolvent, 
and  in  the  early  part  of  1910  was  put 
into  bankruptcy,  dying  about  May  of  the 
same  year. 

After  his  death  a  suit  was  instituted  by 
J.  R.  Rowzee,  in  behalf  of  the  wards,  and 
describing  himself  in  the  suit  "as  guardian 
ad  litems"  This  suit  is  instituted  in  the 
chancery  court  against  .the  bondsmen  on 
both  bonds,  seeking  to  hold  both  sets  of 
sureties  liable.  The  case  was  heard,  and  the 
chancery  court  held  that  the  second  bond 
alone  was  liable  for  the  indebtedness  due  by 
the  guardian  to  the  wards,  and  dismissed 
the  suit  as  to  the  sureties  on  the  first 
bonds.  From  this  judgment  the  Indemnity 
Company  prosecutes  a  direct  appeal,  and 
the  so-called  "guardian  ad  litem"  prosecutes 
a  cross  appeal.  The  bond  company  con- 
tends that  the  first  bond  is  liable  alone,  and 
the  "guardian  ad  litem"  claims  that  both 
bonds  are  liable.  The  question  is  whether 
or  not  the  first  bond  is  liable,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  the  second,  or  whether  or  not  the 
second  bond  is  liable,  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  first,  or  whether  both  bonds  are  liable. 
It  appears  that  the  total  sum  due  all  the 
wards  is  over  $8,000,  more  than  the  total 
amount  of  both  bonds;  the  second  bond  be- 
ing for  $d,000,  and  the  first  three  bonds 
each  being  for  the  sum  of  $500.  We  want 
to  emphasize  the  fact  that,  although  it 
appears  that  the  actual  conversion  of  the 
property  by  the  guardian  took  place  while 
ae  was  acting  as  guardian  under  the  first- 
bonds,  yet  at  the  time  the  second  bond  was 
given,  and  for  nearly  two  years  after 
the  guardian  entered  upon  his  duty  as 
guardian  under  the  second  bond,  he  was 
solvent,  and  the  amount  due  the  wards 
could  have  been  made  out  of  him  at  any 
time  up  to  the  latter  part  of  1909. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  sure- 
ties on  the  first  bonds  applied  to  the  court, 
under  the  authority  of  §  2407  of  the  Codf 
of  1906,  authorizing  the  court,  on  petition 
of  the  sureties,  to  require  the  guardian 
to  execute  a  new  bond.  It  is  practically 
conceded  on  both  sides  that  this  petition 
was  filed,  and  that  the  court  required  the 
execution  of  a  new  bond.  No  question  is 
raised  as  to  the  validity  of  the  court's  ac- 
tion in  this  regard.  The  order  is  made 
bv  the  court  on  the  13th  day  of  May,  1907, 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


and  recites  that  'Mt  is  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  sureties  be  relieved  from  further 
liahility  on  said  bond,  and  that  the  new 
bond  be  recorded."  From  the  order  made 
by  the  court  it  plainly  appears  that  a 
new  bond,  and  not  an  additional  bond,  was 
taken,  and  it  is  also  plain  that  this  new 
bond  was  intended  to  be  a  security  for  fur- 
ther, and  not  past,  derelictions  of  duty  on 
the  part  of  the  guardian.  In  the  case  of 
State  ex  rel.  Towler  v.  Shackleford,  56  Miss. 
648,  this  court  held  that  a  guardian's  bond 
had  no  retrospective  operation,  unless  such 
bond  plainly  indicates  an  intention  that  it 
should  have  a  retrospective  effect.  To  the 
same  effect  are  the  cases  of  Lewenthall  v. 
State,  51  Miss.  645;  State  use  of  Baird 
V.  Hull,  53  Miss.  626;  McWilliams  v.  Nor- 
fieet,  60  Miss.  987;  McWilliams  v.  Norfieet, 
63  Miss.  183. 

In  view  of  the  above  decisions,  and  since 
it  is  plain  that  the  guardian  converted  the 
funds  of  the  wards  to  his  own  use  while 
acting  as  guardian  under  the  first  bonds, 
it  must  follow  that  appellant  is  not  liable 
on  its  bond  for  the  actual  conversion  of  the 
funds;  but  the  first  bondsmen  are,  and  the 
court  erred  when  it  dismissed  this  suit  as 
to  them. 

This  breach  Aaving  occurred  while  the 
first  bonds  were  current,  those  bonds  are 
liable  to  all  damages  that  accrue  to  the 
wards  on  account  of  that  breach;  but  this 
conclusion  does  not  result  in  releasing  the 
sureties  on  the  second  bond.  The  amount 
of  both  bonds  is  not  sufficient  to  make  the 
wards  whole,  so  there  can  arise  in  this  case' 
no  conflicting  rights  as  between  the  bonds- 
men themselves,  or  as  to  their  liability  be- 
tween themselves.  While  the  court  held  in 
the  case  of  McWilliams  v.  Norfleet,  63 
Miss.  183,  wnen  it  was  before  the  court  for 
the  second  time,  that  the  new  bond  of  a 
guardian  was  prospective,  and  not  retro- 
spective, it  also  held  that  a  guardian's  bond 
"imports  responsibility  for  losses  occasioned 
by  negligence  pr  inattention,  as  well  as 
for  the  corruption,  of  the  guardian.  It 
cannot  be  that  a  breach  of  the  first  bond 
confers  any  immunity  upon  .  .  .  the 
sureties  on  his  second  bond  for  an  infrac- 
tion ol  the  latter.  They  are  liable  not  only 
for  money  and  assets  of  the  wards'  estate 
which  'actually  came  into  the  hands'  .  .  . 
after  the  second  bond  was  executed,  but 
also  for  such  as  he  might  and  could  have 
collected  and  reduced  to  possession  by  a 
faithful  administration  of  his  office.  Any 
other  doctrine  would  be  a  novelty  in  the 
law  in  relation  to  guardians  and  trusts." 
And  the  court  further  holds  that  it  is  the 
duty  of  a  guardian,  whether  acting  under  a 
first  or  a  second  bond,  to  "exercise  reason- 
able care  and  diligence  in  the  management 
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of  the  ward's  estate,  to  .collect  debts  and 
securities  belonging  to  the  estate,  and  to 
administer  the  trust  confided  to  him  for 
the  benefit  of  the  wards,  and  not  for  the 
advantage  of  himself."  In  the  McWilliams 
Case,  63  Miss.  183,  after  declaring  the  above 
rule  of  law,  the  court  held  the  second  bond 
of  a  guardian  liable  for  the  failure  of  the 
guardian  to  collect  from  himself  and  part- 
ners, while  solvent,  a  note  which  was  lost 
to  the  wards  on  account  of  this  neglect  and 
the  subsequent  insolvency  of  himself  and 
partners,  although  it  appeared  that  the 
improper  dealings  with  the  fund  of  the 
wards  took  place  under  a  former  bond. 
This  rule  was  declared  in  the  cases  of 
Crump  Y.  Gerock,  40  Miss.  765,  Banks  v. 
Machen,  40  Miss.  256,  Moffatt  v.  Lough- 
ridge,  51  Miss.  211,  and  in  Ames  v.  Wil- 
liams, 74  Miss.  404,  20  So.  877.  The  law 
announced  by  the  above  cases  is  the  uni- 
versal law,  so  far  as  we  have  been  iLble  to 
ascertain  it. 

When  this  second  bond  was  given,  al- 
though the  actual  conversion  of  these 
wards'  property  had  taken  place  under  the 
first  bond,  the  guardian  was  solvent  and 
fully  able  to  pay  the  amount  then  due  the 
wards.  The  amount  was  lost  to  them  be- 
cause the  guardian  failed  and  neglected  to 
pay  over  the  amount  to  them  .as  he  should 
have  done,  and  it  was  because  of  this  neg- 
lect that  they  lost  their  money.  It  is  true 
that  in  this  case  it  was  a  debt  owing  by  the 
guardian  to  the  wards,  and  not  the  debt 
of  a  third  party.  It  is  also  true  that  the 
neglect  of  the  guardian  was  the  failure  to 
pay  over  for  the  wards,  while  he  was  sol- 
vent, and  from  himse]f,  a  sum  of  money 
which  he  had  converted,  and  which  be- 
longed to  them.  But  this  fact  cannot  af- 
fect the  legal  principle.  The  duty  imposed 
by  law  for  him  to  protect  his  wards  from 
loss  by  neglect  to  exercise  reasonable 
diligence  to  collect  debts  owing  to  them 
rested  more  heavily  upon  him  when  he  was 
their  debtor  by  his  own  wrongful  act  than 
it  would  if  he  had  merely  failed  to  collect  a 
debt  from  some  third  party.  Under  these 
circumstances  the  law  would  hold  his  bonds- 
men liable  under  a  state  of  facts  that  might 
exculpate  them  under  other  circumstances. 
A  rule  of  law  that  would  exculpate  a  guard- 
ian for  failing  to  collect  from  himself  when 
ne  had  wrongfuly  converted  the  funds  of 
his  ward,  merely  because  the  debt  was  ow- 
ing by  him,  and  he  as  an  individaul  would 
have  to  make  the  payment  to  himself  as 
guardian,  would  be  a  perversion  of  the 
right,  and  we  apprehend  that  no  court  will 
ever  so  hold.  Of  course,  it  must  appear  in 
every  case  that  the  guardian  was  solvent 
and  could  have  been  made  responsible  dur- 
ing the  currency  of  the  second  bond.  In 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


short,  it  must  be  shown  that  the  wards 
have  actually  suffered  loss  by  reason  of  the 
neglect.  If  it  were  shown  that  the  guardian 
was  insolvent,  and  that  at  no  time  during 
the  life  of  the  second  bond  could  the 
amount  have  been  collected,  the  second  bond 
would  not  be  liable  for  the  neglect,  because 
no  damage  was  done  by  it. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  y.  Hicks,  97  Ky. 
116,  30  S.  W.  3,  the  court  held  that,  "if 
one  was  solvent  when  he  qualified  as  guard- 
ian, a  note  then  due  from  him  to  the  ward's 
estate  will  be  treated  as  cash  assets,  there- 
by rendering  the  sureties  on  his  bond  lia- 
ble for  the  amount  of  the  note"  if  he  sub- 
sequently becomes  insolvent  without  having 
paid  the  ward  the  amount  due  him;  the 
bond  is  liable  for  this  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  guardian  tq  do  his  duty  and  collect 
the  debt,  and,  of  course,  it  can  make  no 
difference  whether  the  debt  due  the  ward 
is  a  note  or  an  open  account.  The  evidence 
of  the  indebtedness  does  not  affect,  in  any 
way,  the  liability  of  the  bondsmen  for  same. 
So,  also,  in  the  case  of  United  States  Fi- 
delity &  G.  Co.  y.  State,  40  Ind.  App.  136, 
8;  N.  E.  226,  it  is  held  that  where  one  is 
appointed  guardian  of  a  minor's  estate, 
who,  at  the  time,  of  assuming  the  trust,  is 
personally  indebted  to  the  estate,  the  guard- 
ian must  pay  the  debt>  separate  the  amount 
of  it  from  his  own  funds,  and  invest  it  for 
the  benefit  of  the  ward,  if  he  be  solvent  at 
the  time,  and  his  failure  to  so  invest  it  is 
a  conversion  of  that  amount  of  the  ward's 
funds  to  his  own  use,  and  the  bond  is  lia- 
ble, dee  also  State  ex  rel.  McClamrock  v. 
Gregory,  119  Ind.  503,  22  N.  E.  1;  Sar- 
gent v.  Wallis,  67  Tex.  483,  3  S.  W.  721; 
Mattoon  y.  Cowing,  13  Gray,  387;  McGill 
y.  O'Connell,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  256;  Martin  v. 
Davis.  80  Wis.  376,  60  N.  W.  171. 

There  was  a  breach  of  both  bonds,  and  the 
amount  adjudged  to  be  due  the  minors  ab- 
sorbs both  bonds.  Both  having  been 
breached  during  the  currency  of  esich,  nei- 
ther had  right  to  complain  that  both  are 
made  liable  for  the  breach  that  occurred 
during  the  currency  of  each  bond.  Both  are 
independently  and  separately  liable  in  the 
full  penalty,  since  the  damage  done  to  the 
wards  exceeds  the  penalty  of  both.  The 
burden  that  either  bond  is  made  to  bear 
is  neither  lessened  nor  increased  by  the 
fact  that  the  other  is  also  liable  for  a  differ- 
ent breach  of  faith  in  regard  to  the  preser- 
vation of  the  same  fund.  Both  bonds  were 
given  to  make  secure  the  fund,  and,  if  it 
takes  them  both  to  do  that  for  which  they 
were  given,  neither  has  any  ground  of  com- 
plaint. If  no  second  bond  had  been  given, 
the  first  would  have  been  liable,  because 
the  actual  conversion  had  taken  place  dur* 
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ing  its  enrreiicy.  If  the  money  had  eimply 
been  owing  the  guardian  from  a  third 
person,  and  had  heen  lost  to  the  wards 
by  the  neglect  of  the  guardian,  the  second 
bond  would  have  been  liable;  and  this 
is  just  what  occurred,  except  that  the  debtor 
was  the  guardian  himself. 

But  it  is  further  azgued  that  this  suit 
cannot  be  maintained,  because  brought  by 
Rowzee  as  "guardian  ad  litem"  and  not  as 
next  friend.  In  answer  to  this  argument 
we  have  only  to  say  that  where  a  minor's 
interests  are  at  stake,  and  when  the  record 
shows  that  a  person  instituting  a  suit  is 
in  reality  acting  as  the  "next  friend"  of 
the  minor,  this  court  will  not  look  with 
critical  eyes  on  the  characterization  which 
the  next  friend  chooses  to  give  himself  in 
the  pleadings.  We  shall  treat  him  as  in 
truth  what  he  is, — the  friend  of  the  minor, 
— and  trust  to  the  sound  judgment  of  the 
infants'  court  to  require  of  him  the  full  dis- 
charge of  his  duty  to  the  minor,  by  what- 
ever name  such  person  chooses  to  designate 
his  representative  character. 

It  follows  that  this  case  is  affirmed  on 
direct  appeal,  and  reversed"  on  cross  appeal, 
with  direction  to  enter  judgment  here  on 
cross  appeal  against  the  sureties  on  the 
first  bond  for  the  full  penalty  of  the  bond. 

So  ordered. 

Suggestion  of  error  overruled. 


NEW   TORK    COURT    OF   APPSAIiS. 

PEOPLE  OF  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK, 

Respt, 

V. 

MICHAEL  COSMO,  Appt 

(205  N.  Y.  91,  98  N.  E.  408.) 

Jury  ~  property  qualifications  ~  waiy- 
er. 

The  statutory  property  qualification  for 
a  trial  juror  may  be  waived  in  a  criminal 


case,  and  is  so  by  failing  to  object  to  his 
serving  until  after  verdict. 

(March  26,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  a  Trial  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court 
for  Orange  County,  convicting  him  of  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  William  A.  Parsball,  with  H. 

B.  FuUerton  and  Howard  M.  Starr,  for 
appellant: 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Barnes  was 
not  a  qualified  juror. 

Kelley  v.  People,  56  N.  Y.  666,  14  Am. 
Rep.  342;  Armsby  v.  People^  2  Thomp.  & 

C.  167;  People  v.  Dunn,  167  N.  Y.  628,  43 
L.RJL.  247,  62  N.  E.  672;  Hudson  v.  Caryl, 
44  N.  Y.  663;  Sands  v.  Kimbark,  27  N.  Y. 
147;  Cancemi  v.  People,  18  N.  Y.  128; 
Wynehamer  v.  People,  13  N.  Y.  378;  People 
V.  Ransom,  7  Wend.  417;  Shepherd  v.  Peo- 
ple, 26  N.  Y.  406;  Vose  v.  Cockcroft,  44  N. 
Y.  416;  Pierson  v.  People,  79  N.  Y.  424, 
36  Am.  Rep.  624;  People  v.  Bradner,  107 
N.  Y.  1,  13  N.  E.  87. 

Messrs.  Thomas  C.  Rogers  and  Jona- 
than* B.  Wilson,  Jr.,  for  the  People: 

The  jury  which  tried  defendant  was  le- 
gally constituted. 

People  V.  Thayer,  132  App.  Div,  693, 
116  N.  Y.  Supp.  821;  Eggleston  v. 
Smiley,  17  Johns.  133;  Hayes  v.  Thomp- 
son, 16  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  220;  Seacord 
v.  Burling,  1  How.  Pr.  176;  Bennett  t. 
Matthews,  40  How.  Pr.  428;  Stedman  y. 
Batchelor,  49  Hun,  390,  3  N.  Y.  Supp.  680; 
Dayharsh  v.  Enos,  6  N.  Y.  531;  People  v. 
Jewetty  6  Wend.  389;  People  v.  Rathbun, 
21  Wend.  642;  People  v.  Mack,  36  App. 
Div.  114,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  698;  Stephens  v. 
People,  19  N.  Y.  649;  Pierson  v.  People,  79 
N.  Y.  424,  36  Am.  Rep.  524;  Stokes  ▼. 
People,  63  N.  Y.  173,  13  Am.  Rep.  492; 
People  V.  Dunn,  167  N.  Y.  528,  43  L.R.A. 
247,  62  N.  E.  672;  Wassum  v.  Feeney,  121 
Mass.  94,  23  Am.  Rep.  268. 


Note* ^'Waiver   of   property    qttalifioa' 

tUfn  of  juror. 

The  general  rule  as  to  waiver  of  lack  of 
qualification  of  a  juror  appears  to  be  that 
qualifications,  the  lack  of  which  do  not  af- 
fect the  ability  of  the  juror  to  render  a  fair 
and  impartial  verdict,  are  waived  by  failure 
to  object  to  such  juror  till  after  verdict, 
although  the  disqualification  was  not  known 
till  that  time. 

Upon  the  general  question  of  disqualifica- 
tion of  a  juror  as  ground  for  a  new  trial, 
see  the  note  to  Jewell  v.  Jewell,  18  L.R.A. 
473,  in  subdivision  4  of  which  will  be  found 
some  earlier  cases  within  the  scope  of  the 
present  note. 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


The  property  qualification  for  jury  serv- 
ice is  obviously  one  the  lack  of  which  does 
not  effect  the  ability  of  a  juror  to  render  a 
fair  and  impartial  verdict,  and  the  over- 
whelming weight  of  authority  is  that  such 
disability  is  not  a  ground  for  objection 
after  verdict.  Hammer  v.  Eddins,  3  Stew. 
(Ala.)  192;  Frank  v.  State,  39  Miss.  706; 
State  T.  Crawford,  3  N.  C.  2  Hayw.  298; 
State  V.  Davis,  126  N.  C.  1007,  35  S.  E. 
464;  Schuster  v.  La  Londe,  67  Tex.  28; 
Ohio  River  R.  Co.  v.  Blake,  38  W.  Va.  718, 
18  S.  E.  967. 

In  Kingen  v.  State,  46  Ind.  132,  it  was 
held  that  an  objection  to  a  juror  on  this 
ground  came  too  late  after  the  jury  was 
sworn. 
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Werner,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  has  been  found  guilty  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  upon  evidence 
which  amply  supports  the  verdict,  and  his 
appeal  to  this  court  is  based  upon  a  record 
which  presents  but  one  question  worthy  of 
discussion.  That  question  is  whether  the 
trial  court  should  have  granted  the  defend- 
ant's motion  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on 
the  ground  that  a  juror,  accepted  without 
challenge  by  the  prosecution  and  the  de- 
fense, did  not  have  the  property  qualifica- 
tions required  by  the  statute. 

The  defendant  was  indicted  on  the  12th 
day  of  December,  1910,  by  a  grand  jury 
of  Orange  county,  and  charged  with  the 
crime  of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  in 
shooting  and  killing  one  Dominick  Marone, 
In  the  city  of  Middletown,  in  Orange  coun- 
ty, on  the  13th  day  of  November,  1910.  He 
was  arraigned,  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  was 
brought  to  trial  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1911. 
In  the  selection  of  a  jury,  fifty-eight  of  the 
summoned  jurors  were  examined  before  the 
panel  of  twelve  was  completed.  The  sixth 
juror  called  was  one  Charles  W.  Barnes, 
who  was  accepted  by  both  sides.  The  trial 
proceeded,  and  the  prosecution  established, 
by  abundant  evidence,  the  shooting  by  the 
defendant,  the  death  of  his  victim  as  the 
result,  and  the  surrounding  circumstances 
which  clearly  warranted  the  conclusion  that 
the  homicide  was  a  deliberate  and  premedi- 
tated murder.  The  defendant  pleaded  self- 
defense,  and  produced  some  evidence  to  sup- 
port his  plea.  The  case  was  submitted  to 
the  jury  under  a  charge  that  was  fair  and 
free  from  substantial  error,  and  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  murder  in 
the  first  degree.  Counsel  for  the  defendant 
challenges  this  verdict  as  unsupported  by 
the  evidence;  but  a  careful  review  of  the 
record  has  convinced  us  that  the  jury  came 
to  a  just  conclusion. 

After  the  imposition  of  sentence,  and  on 


the  15th  day  of  July,  1911,  counsel  for  the 
defendant  made  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
verdict,  as  stated,  on  the  ground  that 
Barnes  was  incompetent  to  serve  as  a  juror, 
because  he  lacked  the  property  qualifica- 
tions which  the  statute  requires  a  trial 
juror  to  have. 

As  to  the  facts  bearing  upon  this  ques- 
tion, there  is  no  dispute.    It  appears  that 
on  the  15th  day  of  July,  1908,  the  proper 
functionaries  of  Orange  county  made  and 
filed  a  list  of  jurors  for  the  ensuing  three 
years.    At  that  time,  Charles  Barnes  was  a 
resident  of  Goshen,  in  Orange  county,  and 
living  with  Ada  Barnes,  his  wife,  who  was 
then  the  owner  of  real  estate  in  that  town 
of  the  value  of  at  least  $2,000,  for  which 
she  was  assessed.    The  husband  then  owned 
no  real  estate,  or  any  interest  in  any;  and 
he  was  not  assessed  for  any  personal  prop- 
erty.    He  was  qualified,  however;    for  he 
was  the  husband  of  a  woman  who  was  the 
owner  of  a  freehold  estate  of  the  value  of 
$150,  belonging  to  her  in  her  own   right. 
Judiciary  Law,  art.  16,  §  502.    In  less  than 
a  year  after  the  name  of  Barnes  had  thus 
been  placed  on  the  jury  list,  his  property 
qualification  was   removed.     On   or   about 
April   1,   1909,  Mrs.   Barnes  sold   her  real 
estate,   and  from   that  time   forth   neither 
husband  nor  wife  appear  to  have  had  anv 
interest  of  any  kind  in  real  estate.    Neither 
was  he  thereafter  assessed  for  any  personal 
property.    This  was  the  condition  of  affairs 
when,  on  the  8th  day  of  May,  1911,  a  special 
panel   of   fifty  jurors  was   drawn   for  the 
defendant's  trial.     Barnes  was  one  of  the 
fifty,   and  when  he  was  sunmioned  he  in- 
formed the  deputy  sheriff  who  served  him 
with  the  notice  that  he  did  not  think  he 
was  qualified  to  serve  as  a  juror  because 
he  was   not  the  owner  of   property.     The 
deputy  sheriff  very  properly  concluded  that 
the  question  was  not  for  him  to  decide;  and 
he  served  his  notice.     At  the  opening  of 
the  trial,  Barnes  appeared,  but  said  noth- 


At  least,  the  fact  that  a  juror  was  not 
a  freeholder  is  not  a  ground  for  a  new  trial 
unless  it  is  further  shown  that  probable 
prejudice  resulted  from  his  sitting  on  the 
jury.  Martinez  v.  State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep. 
— ,  57  S.  W.  838;  Williamson  v.  State,  36 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  225,  36  S.  W.  444;  Leeper 
V.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  63,  14  S.  W.  398. 

And  in  Orcutt  v.  Carpenter,  1  Tyler 
(Vt.)  250,  4  Am.  Dec.  722,  where  a  juror 
was  qualified  when  his  name  was  put  in 
the  jury  box,  his  subsequent  disqualification 
by  devesting  himself  of  his  freehold  can- 
not be  taken  advantage  of  after  verdict. 

Especially  will  the  fact  that  a  juror  is 
not  a  freeholder  furnish  no  ground  for  a 
new  trial  when  the  parties  failed  to  inter- 
rogate the  jury  as  to  their  qualification  in 
this  respect.  People  v.  Sanford,  43  Cal. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


29;  Kstep  v.  Waterous,  45  Ind.  140; 
Gillooley  v.  State,  58  Ind.  182;  Corley  v. 
State,  —  Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  65  S.  W. 
1073. 

And  in  International  &  0.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Woodward,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App.  389,  63  S. 
W.  1051,  it  is  held  that  the  fact  that  a 
juror  was  not  a  freeholder  was  not  a  ground 
for  new  trial,  though  the  juror  answered  on 
his  voir  dire  that  he  was  qualified,  as  it 
was  the  duty  of  appellant  to  inform  him- 
self as  to  the  qualification  of  the  juror  so 
as  to  make  the  objection  at  the  proper  time. 

However,  in  Lamphier  v.  State,  70  Ind. 
317,  a  new  trial  was  awarded  because  it 
appeared  that  the  court  and  counsel  were 
deceived  by  a  juror's  answers  as  to  hii 
qualification  as  a  freeholder.  R.  L.  & 
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ing  of  his  lack  of  property  qualifications. 
He  was  the  sixth  man  drawn,  and  was 
accepted  by  both  sides  without  challenge. 
He  sat  through  the  trial,  and  participated 
in  the  deliberations  of  the  jury  and  in  ren- 
dering the  verdict. 

The  sacredness  and  importance  of  the 
right  to  trial  by  jury  is  attested  by  the 
arrangement,  no  less  than  by  the  language, 
of  our  Constitution.  The  first  great  com- 
mand of  that  charter  of  our  rights  provides 
that  "no  member  of  this  state  shall  be  dis- 
franchised, or  deprived  of  any  of  the  rights 
or  privileges  secured  to  any  citizen  thereof, 
unless  by  the  law  of  the  land,  or  the  judg- 
ment of  his  peers"  (article  1,  §  I) ;  and  the 
second  is  that  "the  trial  by  jury  in  all  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used  shall 
remain  inviolate  forever."  Article  1,  §  2. 
And,  as  if  to  lend  solemnity  and  emphasis 
to  this  declaration  in  the  second  section, 
it  is  further  ordained  that  "a  jury  trial  may 
.be  waived  by  the  parties  in  all  civil  cases 
in  the  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law." 
Article  1,  §  2.  The  inevitable  implication 
of  this  language  is  that  the  citizen  is  not 
only  entitled  to  the  trial  by  jury  in  all 
cases  in  which  it  has  been  heretofore  used, 
but  that  in  criminal  cases  in  which  it  has 
been  heretofore  used  it  cannot  be  waived 
by  either  party.  The  period  referred  to  in 
the  expression  "heretofore  used"  is  the 
time  which  antedates  the  adoption  of  the 
original  Constitution,  when  the  common  law 
was  in  force.  Duffy  v.  People,  6  Hill,  76. 
It  must  follow  that,  if  the  right  itself  can- 
not be  waived,  neither  can  there  be  a  waiver 
of  anything  that  is  essential  to  the  full 
benefit  or  protection  which  the  right  is 
designed  to  safeguard.  Cancemi  v.  People, 
18  N.  Y.  128,  136. 

From  time  immemorial,  a  common-law 
jury  has  consisted  of  twelve  men.  When  or 
how  that  number  acquired  its  historic  sa- 
credness, no  one  can  tell;  for  the  origin  of 
the  institution  itself  has  been  lost  in  the 
darkness  of  antiquity.  Much  less  does  his- 
tory inform  us  with  exactness  as  to  the 
ancient  qualifications  required  of  these 
twelve.  There  seems  to  have  been  a  time 
when  they  were  witnesses  who  decided  cases 
upon  their  personal  knowledge  of  the  mat- 
ters in  controversv.  ^n  the  feudal  davs, 
they  were  required  to  be  freemen ;  and  from 
this  circumstance  it  may  be  surmised  that 
some,  if  not  all,  were  owners  of  property. 
With  the  development  of  civilization  and 
the  gradual  establishment  of  property  rights, 
there  came  a  period  when  the  ownership 
of  property  was  probably  regarded  as  some- 
thing of  an  index  to  the  intelligence,  char- 
acter, and  standing  of  men  in  their  com- 
munities, and  as  a  convenient  basis  for  the 
arbitrary  fixing  of  a  class  from  which  the 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


ultimate  selection  of  jurors  was  to  be  made. 
In  England  this  qualification  seems  to  have 
been  at  first  confined  to  such  capital  cases 
as  treason,  misprison  of  treason,  and  mur- 
der (1  Hale,  P.  C.  283;  1  Bishop,  Grim. 
Proc.  2d  ed.  §  021);  and  we  know  that 
later  it  was  extended  by  statute,  so  that 
when  the  common  law  took  root  in  Ameri- 
can soil  we  ingrafted  upon  the  jury  system 
the  property  qualification  which,  to  some 
extent,  and  in  one  form  or  another,  has 
survived  to  this  day.  From  this  short  and 
im]>erfect  reference  to  the  history  of  the 
subject,  we  perceive  that,  although  the  jury 
as  an  institution  reaches  backward  beyond 
the  memory  or  knowledge  of  man,  it  has 
had  to  be  adapted  to  the  ever-changing  con- 
ditions brought  about  by  the  progress  of  the 
centuries.  Through  it  all,  only  two  things 
have  remained  fixed  and  immovable:  The 
common-law  jury  must  have  twelve  men, 
and  these  twelve,  although  taken  from  a 
class  whose  general  qualifications  may  be 
arbitrarily  fixed  by  law,  are  chosen  by  a 
selective  process  which,  although  constant- 
ly changing  in  form,  is  always  designed  to 
secure  the  service  of  intelligent  and  impar- 
tial citizens  who  will  be  alike  the  con- 
servators of  the  obligations  of  the  st^te  and 
the  rights  of  the  individual. 

Thus  we  see  that  the  right  of  trial  by  jury, 
both  in  England  and  here,  is  imbedded  in  the 
Constitution;  and  with  us  it  is  a  right 
which,  in  criminal  cases,  cannot  be  waived. 
But  the  method  of  securing  that  right,  in 
respect  of  selecting  men  who  are  deemed 
qualified  to  act  as  jurors,  is  one  of  legis- 
lative cognizance  which  is  subject  to  any 
change  that  does  not  trench  upon  the  fun- 
damental right.  People  v.  Dunn,.  157  N.  Y. 
528,  636,  43  L.R.A.  247,  52  N.  E.'  572; 
Stokes  V.  People,  53  N.  Y.  164,  13  Am.  Rep. 
492. 

None  of  the  Constitutions  of  this  state 
have  ever  prescribed  the  qualifications  of 
jurors.  From  the  earliest  time,  there  has 
been  legislation  upon  the  subject,  and  it  has 
been  frequently  changed.  In  1699  the  colo- 
nial legislature  of  New  York  passed  an  act 
prescribing  that  jurors  should  have  in  their 
own  right  a  good  house  or  messuage  with 
10  acres  of  freehold;  and  in  the  cities  of 
New  York  and  Albany  a  dwelling  house,  free 
from  all  encumbrances,  or  a  personal  estate 
of  the  value  of  £50  current  money  of  the 
province.  Colonial  Laws  of  N.  Y.  vol.  1, 
chap.  66,  p.  387.  With  various  unimportant 
modifications  in  respect  of  property  qualifi- 
cation, this  continued  to  be  the  law  in  the 
colony  and  state  (Laws  1788,  chap.  41; 
Laws  1808,  chap.  98;  1  Rev.  Laws  of  1813, 
chap.  4)  until  the  adoption  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  when,  for  the  first  time,  jurors 
outside  of  the  cities  of  New  York,  Albany, 
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and  Hudson  were  put  upon  the  same  footing 
with  .jurors  in  those  cities,  and  were  quali- 
fied, if  assessed  for  $250  of  personal  prop- 
erty. Without  pursuing  this  statutory  his- 
tory in  detail,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  we 
have  now  a  variety  of  statutes,  which  have 
been  collated  in  the  judiciary  law,  setting 
forth  different  standards  of  qualification 
for  jury  service  and  various  methods  of 
selection.  The  general  statute,  relating  to 
all  parts  of  the  state  not  governed  by  spe- 
cial laws,  prescribes  that  a  person  to  be 
qualified  as  a  trial  juror  in  a  court  of  rec- 
ord must  be:  "1.  A  male  citizen  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  a  resident  of  the  county.  2. 
Not  less  than  twenty-one  nor  more  than 
seventy  years  of  age.  3.  Assessed,  for  per- 
sonal property,  belonging  to  him,  in  his 
own  right,  to  the  amount  of  $260;  or  the 
owner  of  a  freehold  estate  in  real  property, 
situated  in  the  county,  belonging  to  him  in 
his  own  right,  of  the  value  of  $150;  or 
the  husband  of  a  woman  who  is  the  owner 
of  a  like  freehold  estate,  belonging  to  her, 
in  her  own  right.  .  .  .  4.  In  the  posses- 
sion of  his  natural  faculties,  and  not  infirm 
or  decrepit.  5.  Free  from  all  legal  excep- 
tions; of  fair  character;  of  approved  in- 
tegrity: of  sound  judgment;  and  well  in- 
formed."   Consol.  Laws,  chap.  30,  §  502. 

The  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  for 
the  defendant  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that 
these  statutory  re€(uireroents  are  manda- 
tory; that  in  capital  cases  nothing  can  be 
waived;  that  a  person  called  as  a  juror  in 
such  a  case,  who  has  not  every  one  of  the 
prescribed  qualifications,  is  in  fact  not  a 
juror;  and  that  therefore  the  defendant  has 
not  had  a  trial  by  such  a  common-law  jury 
as  the  Constitution  {guarantees.  We  shall 
endeavor  to  point  out,  as  briefly  as  possible, 
what  we  regard  as  the  fallacy  of  this  argu- 
ment. 

The  one  thing  guaranteed  by  the  Consti- 
tution is  the  right  of  trial  by  jury  in  all 
cases  in  which  it  had  been  used  before  the 
adoption  of  either  of  our  successive  Consti- 
tutions. We  have  already  called  attention 
to  the  fact  that  this  means  a  common-law 
jury  of  twelve,  drawn  by  some  process  in 
which  the  final  right  of  selection  is  pre- 
served to  the  citizen.  This  process  of  se- 
lection is  necessarily  a  matter  to  be  regu- 
lated by  statute.  The  legislature,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  undoubted  power  in  the  prem- 
ises, has  provided  that  in  counties  governed 
by  the  general  law,  as  distinguished  from 
special  statutes  of  local  application,  there 
shall  be  made* in  every  third  year  a  list  of 
the  male  citizens  who  have  the  statutory 
qualifications  to  serve  as  jurors  in  courts 
of  record,  and  from  these  lists  there  shall 
be  a  drawing  of  jurors  for  the  several  terms 
of  such  courts.  At  the  very  inception  of 
39  L.R.A.(X.S.) 


this  proceeding,  a  general  list  is  to  be  made, 
which  is  to  stand  for  three  years  or  longer, 
if  no  new  list  is  made  within  that   time. 
It   goes   without   saying    that   some    auch 
regulation  is  a  necessity,  because  it  would 
be   practically   impossible  to  make   a   new 
list  for  each  of  the  many  terms  of  court 
that  are  held  in  every  year;  and  it  is  ob- 
vious that  such  a  regulation  must  be  sup- 
plemented by  legislation  to  provide  for  such 
unforeseen  contingencies  as  may  arise  dur- 
ing the  time  such  a  list  is  in  existence. 
Some  men  die;   others  are  shorn  of  their 
property    qualifications;    still    others    loee 
their  natural  faculties;  many  remove  from 
the  county  in  which  they  resided  when  the 
list  was  made;  and  a  few  are  specifically 
disqualified  for  service  in  a  particular  case. 
To  meet  these  contingencies,  the  legislature 
has  further  provided  that  "an  objection  to 
the  qualifications  of  a  juror  is  available 
only  upon  a  challenge''    (Code  Civ.   Proc. 
§  1180),  and  has  enacted  very  definite  pro- 
visions regulating  this  right  of  challenge. 
By  still  other  statutes,  it  is  prescribed  that 
this  provision  governing  procedure  in  civil 
cases  shall   be   applicable   in  all  criniinal 
cases  triable  in  courts  of  record.    Code  Civ. 
Proc.  §   3347,  subd.  7;    Code  Crim.  Proc. 
§§  362  et  seq.    In  both  of  these  Codes,  it  is 
further  provided  that  "the  first  twelve  per- 
sons who  appear,  as  their  names  are  drawn 
and  called,  who  are  approved  as  indifferent 
between  the  parties,  and  are  not  discharged 
or  excused,  must  be  sworn;  and  constitute 
the  jury  to  try  the  issue."    Code  Civ.  Proc. 
§  1166;  Code  Crim.  Proc.  §  387.    In  crim- 
inal trials,  a  challenge  to  the  panel  ''must 
be  taken  before  a  juror  is  sworn,  and  must 
be    in    writing,    specifying    distinctly    the 
facts  constituting  the  ground  of  challenge" 
(Code  Crim.  Proc.  §  363);  and  when  the 
challenge  is  to  an  individual  juror  it  "must 
be  taken  when  the  juror  appears,  and  be- 
fore he  is  sworn"  (Code  Crim.  Proc.  §  371), 
although  in  the  latter  case  "the  court  may, 
in  its  discretion,  for  good  cause,  set  aside 
a  juror  at  any  time  before  evidence  is  given 
in  the  action."    Ibid.  The  reasons  for  these 
precise  and  definite  rules  of  procedure  are 
not  far  to  seek.    The  jury  system  is  a  sa- 
cred institution;  but  it  is  also  a  very  prac- 
tical one.    The  individual  has  his  rights: 
but  so  has  the  estate.    It  would  be  no  less 
intolerable    than    impracticable     if,    after 
every  trial,  there  could  be  an  investigation 
into  matters  affecting  the  qualifications  of 
jurors  which  are  readily   ascertainable  in 
advance.      Such   procedure   would   place  a 
premium    upon    the    neglect    to    ascertain 
whether  a  juror  is  qualified;  for  few  men 
would  challenge  a  juror  if,  by  their  failure 
to  do  so,  they  could  gain  a  chance  for  a 
new  trial  in  case  of  defeat.    The  public  in- 
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convenience  is,  moveover,  a  matter  of  far- 
reaching  importance.  If  defeated  parties 
were  in  all  cases  to  be  permitted  to  move 
for  new  trials  on  such  grounds  as  that  a 
juror  has  passed  the  age  of  seventy  when 
he  sits  in  a  case,  or  has  disposed  of  his 
property,  or  that  he  is  lacking  in  any  other 
of  the  several  technical  qualifications  which 
do  not  affect  his  intelligence  and  fairness, 
no  judgment  would  ever  be  safe  from  at- 
tack, and  no  trial  could  ever  be  confined  to 
anything  like  well  defined  or  limited  issues. 
It  is  not  claimed  that  the  juror  Barnes  was 
not  fair  or  impartial;  and,  for  aught  we 
know,  he  nuiy  have  been  a  much  better  juror 
than  some  others  whose  property  qualifica- 
tions are  not  questioned.  T^e  matter  was 
one  which  was  open  to  investigation  when 
Barnes  was  called ;  and  the  defendant's  fail- 
ure to  interpose  a  challenge  must  be  deemed 
a  waiver  of  the  objection  which  might  have 
been  taken.  "A  known  cause  of  challenge  is 
always  waived  by  withholding  it,  and  rais- 
ing it  as  an  objection  after  verdict,  since 
such  a  practice  is  incompatible  with  the 
good  faith  and  fair  dealing  which  should 
characterize  the  administration  of  justice. 
Therefore,  in  order  to  make  an  objection  to 
a  juror  available  after  verdict,  the  object- 
ing party  must  prove  that  it  was  unknown 
to  him,  and  that  it  would  not  have  been 
disclosed  to  him  by  a  proper  inquiry  before 
the  jury  was  sworn."  1  Thomp.  Trials, 
§  114. 

The  trend  of  authority  in  those  states 
where  the  question  has  arisen  is  in  the 
direction  of  holding  that  a  new  trial  will 
not  be  granted,  as  a  matter  of  right,  for  a 
cause  of  challenge  not  discovered  until  after 
verdict^  whether  the  case  be  civil  or  crim- 
inal. 1  Thomp.  Trials,  §  116,  and  cases  in 
the  notes.  In  Wisconsin  the  rule  in  crim- 
inal cases  seems  to  be  confined  to  those 
which  are  not  capital  (State  v.  Vogel,  22 
Wis.  471),  and  in  Michigan  the  doctrine  of 
waiver  has  been  held  inapplicable,  in  any 
criminal  case.  Hill  v.  People,  16  Mich. 
351.  The  supreme  court  of  Illinois  once 
held  that  objections  to  a  juror  could  not  be 
waived  in  a  criminal  case  (Guykowski  v. 
People,  2  111.  476),  but  later  changed  its 
views,  and  decided  that  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  made  after  a  verdict  in  a  capital  case, 
should  not  be  granted  where  an  unchal- 
lenged juror,  who  had  not  the  statutory 
property  qualifications,  was  one  of  the 
twelve  who  rendered  the  verdict.  Chase  v. 
People,  40  111.  352.  This  is  also  the  position 
taken  by  the  highest  court  of  California, 
in  People  v.  Sanford,  43  Cal.  29,  and  of 
Indiana,  in  Croy  v.  State,  32  Ind.  389,  in 
which  the  question  was  identical  with  the 
one  before  us. 

The  precise  question  has  not  been  decided 
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in  this  state.    Tbe  nearest  approach  to  it  is 
found  in  People  v.  Morrinsey,   1  Sheldon, 
295,  a  case  of  murder,  where  a  juror  was 
over  the  statutory  age  of  sixty,  and  no  ob- 
jection was  made  until  the  question  was 
presented   on   a  motion   for   a  new   trial. 
Upon  appeal,  from  the  order  denying  the 
motion,  the  general  term  of  the  superior 
court  of  Buffalo  held  that  the  objection  was 
niade  too  late.    In  People  v.  Mack,  35  App. 
Div.  114,  54  K.  Y.  Supp.  698,  Mr.  Justice 
Merwin,    in   the   third   department,    wrote 
for  a  unanimous  court  in  a  case  involving 
the  charge  of  assault  in  the  first  degree. 
There  it  was  held  that  a  motion  in  arrest 
of  judgment  would  not  be  granted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  wife  of  one  of  the  jurors 
was  related,  within  the  prohibited  degrees, 
to  the  father  of  the  complainant,  when  no 
challenge  had  been  interposed,  and  it  did 
not  appear  that  the   defendant  had  been 
prejudiced;   and  in  People  v.  Thayer,  132 
App.  Div.  693,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  821,  the 
same  court,  in  a  case  of  robbery  in  the  first 
degree,   decided   that  an  objection  to   the 
qualifications  of  a  juror,  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  over  seventy  years  of  age,  could  not 
be  successfuly  raised  for  the  first  time  on 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial  after  verdict;  and 
that  a  failure  to  challenge  the  juror  was  a 
waiver  of  the  objection.     In  the  case  of 
People  V.  Jewett,  6  Wend.  386,  389,  the  de- 
fendant, who  was  indicted  for  conspiracy, 
pleaded  the  disqualification  of  one  of  the 
grand  jurors,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not 
the  property  required  by  the  statute.     To 
this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  upon 
the  issue  thus  raised  the  matter  came  be- 
fore Mr.  Justice  Sutherland  of  the  supreme 
court.    In  a  very  interesting  discussion,  de- 
voted principally  to  the  question  whether 
grand  jurors  were  required  to  be  freehold- 
ers, the  learned  justice  held  that  an  ex- 
ception to  a  grand  juror  will  not  be  heard 
or  allowed  after  an  indictment  found.     By 
way  of  illustration,  he  argued:  '1  appre- 
hend a  verdict,  either  in  a  civil  or  criminal 
case,  would  not  be  set  aside  merely  on  the 
ground  that  one  or  more  of  the  jurors  had 
not  the  property  qualification  required  by 
law.     It  very  frequently  occurs  that  such 
mistakes  are  made  in  the  panel;  and  jurors 
undoubtedly  sometimes  serve  without  the 
requisite  legal  qualifications.     But,  if  the 
objection  is  not  raised  when  the  jury  is 
drawn,  the  parties  are  concluded,  although 
the  fact  may  not  have  come  to  their  knowl« 
until  after  the  trial.     I  speak  of  strictly 
legal   and  technical  objections,  not  of  ob- 
jections which  go  to  the  character  of  the 
juror,    and    show   that    he    labored    under 
prejudices   and  prepossessions   which   ren- 
dered him  incapable  of  acting  impartially 
in  the  case,  and  that  in  all  human  prob- 
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ability  there  haa  not  been  a  fair  trial.  I 
have  no  doubt  that  cases  of  that  description 
might  exist,  in  which  it  would  be  competent 
and  proper  for  the  court  to  set  aside  a 
verdict;  but  they  must  be  characterized  by 
very  strong  and  peculiar  circumstances." 
(p.   389.) 

Although  this  diotum  was  ohiter,  we 
quote  it  as  an  accurate  expression  of  a 
sound  rule,  which  may,  without  injustice, 
be  applied  in  all  criminal  cases,  including 
those  of  capital  degree.  In  the  case  at 
bar,  as  we  have  already  shown,  the  person- 
al qualifications  of  the  juror  Barnes  are  not 
questioned;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
defendant  was  in  any  wise  prejudiced  by 
the  juror's  laok  of  property  qualification. 
All  the  pertinent  facts  existed  when  the 
juror  was  called,  and  a  few  questions  would 
have  elicited  the  truth.  Although  the  case 
involves  the  solemn  issue  of  life  and  death, 
we  think  it  would  be  trifling  with  the  ad- 
ministration of  justice  to  hold  that  the  de- 
fendant is  entitled  to  a  new  trial  in  these 
circumstances.  He  has  had  a  trial,  con- 
ducted according  to  the  established  forms  of 
law,  and  his  guilt  has  been  certified,  upon 
competent  and  sufficient  evidence,  by  a 
jury  of  twelve  in  number,  who  were  capa- 
ble of  deciding  his  case  fairly  and  impar- 
tially. That  IS  all  that  was  guranteed  to 
him  by  the  Constitution  (People  v.  Dunn, 
157  N.  Y.  528,  636,  43  L.R.A.  247,  62  N.  E. 
672;  Stokes  v.  People,  63  N.  Y.  164,  13 
Am.  Rep.  492),  and  he  should  not  now  be 
heard  upon  technical  and  purely  statutory 
objections,  which  do  not  affect  the  meritis 
of  his  case,  and  which  he  might  have  made, 
but  failed  to  make,  at  the  trial,  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  law. 

The  cases  relied  upon  by  the  defendant 
are  not  in  point.  His  principal  authority 
(Cancemi  v.  People,  18  N.  Y.  128,  136) 
presents  a  condition  radically  different  from 
that  before  us.  There  the  defendant,  on 
trial  for  murder,  consented  to  the  with- 
drawal of  a  juror  and  to  the  continuance 
of  the  trial  with  the  remaining  eleven.  It 
was  held  that  eleven  men  do  not  constitute 
such  a  jury  as  is  guaranteed  by  the  Con- 
stitution, and  the  defendant  could  not  con- 
sent to  being  tried  by  eleven  men  any  more 
than  he  could  consent  to  be  tried  by  two  or 
three  men;  for  neither  of  these  numbers, 
nor  any  number  less  than  twelve  would 
make  a  common-law  jury.  In  Kelley  v. 
People,  66  N.  Y.  666,  577,^14  Am.  Rep.  342, 
and  Armsby  v.  People,  2  Thomp.  &  C.  167, 
161,  both  criminal  cases  arising  out  of  one 
theft,  a  juror  was  challenged,  because  he 
had  not  the  statutory  property  qualifica- 
tions. The  challenge  was  sustained,  and  the 
ruling  was  affirmed  on  appeal.  In  the  early 
case  of  People  v.  McKay,  18  Johns.  213, 
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where  the  defendant  was  convicted  of  mur- 
der, he  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  the  venire  to  summon  jurors 
was  not  under  seal.  This  was  held  a  suffi- 
cient warrant  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  rea- 
son is  obvious.  The  district  attorney  there 
admitted  that,  in  view  of  the  clerk's  failure 
to  properly  authenticate  the  venire,  and 
the  sheriff's  neglect  to  make  an  official 
return  thereto,  it  was  as  though  .them  had 
been  no  venire  whatever.  That  was  a  de- 
fect, moreover,  which  was  not  known  to 
the  defendant  at  the  trial;  and  no  exam- 
ination of  the  juror's  would  have  disclosed 
it.  There  are  cases  on  the  brief  of  defend- 
ant's counsel,  such  as  People  v.  Ransom, 
7  Wend.  417;  Pierson  v.  People,  79  N.  Y. 
424,  429,  35  Am.  Rep.  524;  and  People  v. 
Bradner,  107  N.  Y.  1,  13  N.  E.  87,  in  all  of 
which  the  regularity  of  the  trials  was  sus- 
tained on  appeal.  They  all  contain  some 
observations  that  are  germane  to  the  gen- 
eral subject  of  trial  by  jury;  but  they  de- 
cide nothing  that  it  helpful  or  authorita- 
tive in  the  case  at  bar. 

The   judgment   of   conviction   should   be 
affirmed. 

Oullen,    Ch.    J.,    and    Gray,     Hal^ht, 
Vann,  Hiscock,  and  Collin,  JJ.,  concur. 
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(—Wash.  — ,  122  Pac.  606.) 

Judgment  —  action  on  building  con- 
tract ^  conclusiveness  —  subsequent 
evidence. 

A  judgment  denying  relief  in  an  action 
to  recover  the  contract  price  and  enforce 
a  mechanics'  lien  for  laying  a  tile  floor, 
because  the  contract  had  not  been  substan- 
tially performed,  is  conclusive  against  an- 
other action  to  enforce  the  contract  price, 
based  upon  evidence  that  since  the  former 
action  the  owner  had  completed  the  work 
at  a  nominal  cost. 

(April  3,  1912.) 

Note,  ~^  Conclusiveness  of  judgment  as 
affected  by  suhsequetit  events  dis- 
proving the  ground  on  which  it 
rested. 

This  note  does  not  deal  with  the  subject 
of  direct  attack  upon  judgments  for  newly 
discovered  evidence  or  otherwise,  and  pre- 
supposes that  the  judgment  in  question  is 
in  full  force  and  effect. 

The  reader  will  observe  that  in  Thompson 
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APPEAL  hy  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Kittitas 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  contract  price  for 
the  laying  of  a  tile  floor.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  S.  IE.  Wager,  for  appellant: 

The  judgment  in  the  former  action  con- 
clusively shows  upon  its  face  that  it  was  a 
judgment  upon  the  mepts,  and  that  no 
parol  evidence  can  be  introduced  to  vary 
its  terms  or  to  explain.it. 

State  ex  rel.  Schmidt  v.  Superior  Ct.  62 
Wash.  666,  114  Pac.  427;  Nunn  v.  Mather, 


60  Wash.  484,  111  Pac.  566;  State  ex  rel. 
Jensen  v.  Bell,  34  Wash.  185,  75  Pac.  641; 
Marble  Sav.  Bank  v.  Williams,  23  Wadh. 
766,  63  Pac.  511;  Olson  v.  Title  Trust  Co. 
58  Wash.  599,  109  Pac.  49;  McGuire  v. 
Bryant  Lumber  &  Shingle  Mill  Co.  53  Wash. 
426,  102  Pac.  237;  Gould  t.  Austin,  52 
Wash.  457,  100  Pac.  1029. 

Where   there    is   no   substantial   compli-. 
ance  with  a  contract,  there  can  be  no  re- 
covery. 

Washington  Bridge  Co.  v.  Land  &  River 
Improv.  Co.  12  Wash.  272,  40  Pac.  982; 
Edison   General   Electric   Co.   v.   Canadian 


V.  Washington  Nat.  Bank,  there  was  no 
new  actionable  fact  in  the  second  action, 
but  the  plaintiff  simply  offered  additional 
evidence  of  what  has  been  a  fact  before  the 
first  action,  although  the  new  evidence  con- 
sisted of  an  evidential  fact  which  came  into 
existence  after  the  first  judgment;  and  in 
the  latter  respect  the  case  differs  some- 
what from  cases  where  the  evidential  fact, 
as  well  as  the  ultimate  fact  on  which  it 
bears,  was  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the 
judgment,  though  not  discovered  until 
afterwards.  The  case  therefore  emphasizes 
the  strictness  of  the  rule  that  the  effect  of 
a  judgment  as  res  judicata  cannot  be 
avoided  by  the  discovery  of  new  evidence 
bearing  on  a  fact  or  issue  involved  in  the 
original  action  as  distinguished  from  a 
subsequent  fact  or  event  which  creates  a 
new  legal  situation. 

To  grant  relief  for  what  existed  before, 
but  was  not  made  to  appear,  would  be  in 
effect  a  rehearing.  '  Dewey  v.  St.  Albans 
Trust  Co.  60  Vt.  1,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  84,  12 
Atl.  224. 

There  is,  however,  at  least  one  case  where 
a  judgment  against  a  fact  was  held  to  be 
no  bar  to  a  new  action.  A  suit  was  brought 
against  the  representative  of  an  estate  for 
an  accounting  and  division,  where  the  will, 
after  making  provision  for  the  widow,  di- 
rected that  each  surviving  child  should  be 
entitled  to  a  certain  percentage,  the  shares 
of  the  daughters  to  be  in  trust  for  their 
benefit  with  remainders  over.  The  decree 
was  made  upon  the  erroneous  theory  that 
there  were  four  surviving  children,  and  it 
directed  a  division  to  the  trustee  of  the 
plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  the  daughters, 
of  certain  cash  and  security.  Upon  her 
death,  in  an  action  in  which  the  remainder- 
men of  her  share  were  parties,  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
testator,  there  were  five  surviving  children, 
one  brother  dying  after  his  father,  but  be- 
fore the  first  suit,  and  that  the  said  daugh- 
ter at  the  time  of  the  first  suit  was  entitled, 
as  one  of  her  deceased  brother's  next  of 
kin,  to  his  share  absolutely,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  first  judgment  was  not  an  adjudi- 
cation against  her  upon  this  point.  The 
court  states  that  the  duties  of  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  estate  were  fully  satisfied 
by  the  payment  directed  by  the  decree  in 
the  first  action;  that  the  duties  of  the 
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trustees  of  said  daughter  were  fully  satis- 
fied by  receiving  funds  in  excess  of  what 
they  were  entitled  to;  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary, either  for  the  protection  of  the  repre- 
sentative of  the  estate  or  of  the  trustees, 
that  the  question  as  to  the  time  of  the 
death  of  the  brother  should  have  been  de- 
termined in  the  first  action;  that  under  the 
terms  of  the  will  the  interest  of  the  re- 
maindermen in  the  trust  could  not  have 
been  determined  until  the  death  of  the  life 
beneficiary,  and  that  therefore  the  repre- 
sentatives of  the  daughter  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  raise  and  contest  the  sub- 
ject in  the  second  action  with  the  remain- 
dermen. Ashhurst  v.  Lippincott,  66  N.  J. 
£q.  840,  42  Atl.  1017.  It  is  submitted  that 
this  decision  cannot  be  supported  on  prin- 
ciple. But  the  reader  will  remember  that 
there  is  an  inveterate  tendency  of  the  courts 
to  exclude  if  possible  the  question  of  res 
judicata  where  there  are  successive  account- 
ings in  the  same  trust  estate  and  the  fund 
is  undistributed. 

Cases  are  rare  where  the  question  of  res 
judicata  has  been  considered  by  reason  of 
a  new-bom  evidentiary  fact,  but  such  may 
have  been  the  circumstance  which  led  to  the 
later  discovery  in  Fetter  v.  Beale,  1  Salk. 
11,  where  the  plaintiff,  having  recovered  in 
assault  and  battery,  discovering  later  that 
his  skull  was  factured,  brought  another  ac- 
tion for  the  additional  injury.  But  the 
court,  in  overruling  his  demurrer  to  a  plea 
of  former  recovery,  said,  per  Holt,  Ch.  J.: 
"Every  new  dropping  is  a  new  nuisance,  but 
here  is  not  a  new  battery,  and  in  trespass 
the  grievousness  or  consequence  of  the  bat- 
tery is  not  the  ground  of  the  action,  but 
the  measure  of  the  damages,  which  the 
jury  must  be  supposed  to  have  considered 
at  the  [former]  trial." 

While  the  note  does  not  purport  to  deal 
exhaustively  with  cases  where  it  is  held 
or  contended  that  the  subsequent  events 
have  created  a  new  legal  situation,  some 
cases  of  that  kind  will  be  referred  to  for 
the  purpose  of  illustrating  the  distinction 
between  them  and  cases  like  Thompson  v. 
Washington  Nat.  Bank,  where  the  sig- 
nificance of  the  subsequent  event  is  merely 
in  its  tendency  to  show,  or  its  demonstra- 
tion, that  the  judgment  was  rendered  upon 
an  erroneous  assumption  or  finding  upon  an 
issue  of  fact  then  before  the  court. 
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P.  Nav.  Co.  8  Wash.  370,  24  L.R.A.  336, 
40  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  36  Pac.  260;  Morti- 
mer V.  Dirks,  67  Wash.  402,  107  Pac.  184. 

Messrs.  Hovey  &  Hale,  for  respondent: 

The  first  judgment  being  of  dismissal 
only,  the  burden  of  proving  its  character 
as  rc%  judicata  was  upon  defendant. 

Fahey  v.  Esterley  Mach.  Co.  44  Am.  St. 
Rep.  664,  note. 

Defendant  offered  nothing  whatever  in 
this  direction  beyond  the  pleadings;  but 
the  plaintiff  showed  affirmatively  that  the 
present  action  is  upon  changed  conditions 
and  after  tender  of  performance  of  that 
which  was  held  in  the  former  trial  to  be  a 
condition  precedent,  either  one  of  which 
takes  the  case  out  of  res  judicata. 

23  Cyc.  1161,  1290;  24  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 


Law,  777;  Fahey  v.  Esterley  Mach.  Co.  44 
Am.  St.  Rep.  668,  note;  Guilford  ▼.  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  69  Minn.  332,  50  Am. 
St.  Rep.  407,  61  N.  W.  324;  Whitlock  v. 
Appleby,  49  Mo.  App.  296. 

Ellis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  material  facts  in  this  case  are  as 
follows:  On  February  23,  1909,  the  re- 
spondent, plaintiff  below,  contracted  with 
appellant  to  furnish  the  tiling  and  lay  -a 
tile  fioor  in  the  appellant*s  bank  building 
at  Ellensburg,  Washington,  for  an  agreed 
consideration  of  $229.96..  On  March  2, 
1909,  the  respondent  claimed  that  the  work 
was  completed;  but  the 'appellant,  claiming 
that  the  work  was   not  performed    in  ac- 


Thus,  former  adjudications  are  not  a  bar 
where  a  new  legal  cause  of  action  has  come 
into  existence  since  the  first  judgment,  as, 
for  example,  successive  matters  of  neglect 
of  duty  by  a  trustee,  or  of  additional 
wrongs  by  a  spouse,  or  new  acts  of  nui- 
sance, or  successive  breaches  of  a  covenant 
to  repair,  or  the  fact  of  payment  or  tender 
or  notice  or  any  prerequisite  by  reason  of 
the  nonexistence  of  which  the  first  action 
was  lost. 

So,  of  course,  where  the  cause  of  action 
rests  Upon  independent  occurrences  subse- 
quent to  the  first  judgment,  the  latter  is 
no  bar:  As,  judgment  for  the  defendant  in 
an  action  for  money  had  and  received  is  no 
bar  to  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived since  the  judgment  in  the  prior  ac- 
tion (Morrison  v.  Beckey,  6  Watts,  349) ; 
nor  is  a  judgment  for  the  defendant  in  an 
action  for  conversion  a  bar  to  an  action  for 
a  conversion  committed  after  such  judg- 
ment (Stone  V.  Addy,  168  Mass.  26,  46  K.  E. 
431) ;  so,  a  judgment  enjoining  an  individ- 
ual from  receiving  any  salary  as  a  county 
officer  under  a  general  appointment  is  not 
conclusive  against  his  receiving  a  salary 
as  such  county  officer  under  an  appoint- 
ment subsequent  to  the  prior  judgment 
(Freman  v.  Marshall,  137  Cal.  169,  69  Pac. 
986). 

Again,  where,  after  the  plaintiff  has  been 
defeated  in  his  action  by  reason  of  some 
defect,  a  valid  statute  is  passed  curing  the 
defect,  it  is  held  that  the  first  adjudication 
is  no  bar  to  an  action  resting  upon  the 
statute.  Steele  County  v.  Erskine,  39  C. 
C.  A.  173,  98  Fed.  216,  affirming  87  Fed. 
630;  Reals  v.  Amador  County,  36  Cal.  624; 
Utter  v.  Franklin,  172  U.  S.  416,  43  L.  ed. 
498,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  183. 

See  also  in  effect  the  decision  in  Wrought 
Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Attica,  119  N.  Y.  204, 
23  N.  E.  642,  wherej  however,  the  question 
does  not  seem  to  have  been  raised. 

In  Miles  v.  Strong,  68  Cohn.  273,  36  Atl. 
66,  where  a  judgment  went  against  the 
plaintiff  in  equity,  because  he  had  asked 
a  court  of  equity  to  take  jurisdiction  of  a 
mere  legal  question  relating  to  the  title  to 
land,  and  afterwards  the  legislature  passed 
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an  act  allowing  questions  of  this  character 
to  be  determined  in  equity,  it  was  held  that 
the  first  judgment  was  no  bar  to  a  second 
action  after  the  statute. 

So,  there  is  a  new  cause  when  tho  first 
action  was  prematurely  brought,  and  so  was 
lost  by  reason  of  the  lack  of  an  element 
which  cannot  be  proved  on  account  of  its 
lack  of  existence  (McFarlane  v.  Cuahman, 
21  Wis.  401;  Whitlock  v.  Appleby,  49  Mo. 
App.  296) :  such  as  notice  (Peck  v.  Kaston. 
74  Conn.  456,  61  Atl.  134;  New  En|»land 
Bank  v.  Lewis,  8  Pick.  113;  Rose  v.  Haw- 
ley,  133  N.  Y.  316,  31  N.  E.  236),  or  pay- 
ment, or  tender  (Dwyer  v.  Goran,  29  Iowa. 
126;  Naftzger  v.  Gregg,  —  Cal.  —-,  31  Pac. 
612). 

So,  also,  of  course,  where  a  claim  or  in- 
stalment sued  on  becomes  due  after  the  first 
judgment,  a  new  legal  situation  is  pre- 
sented. 

Similarly,  a  failure  of  consideration  to 
a  contracting  party  arising  after  a  judg- 
ment against  him  may  afford  him  ground  of 
relief  in  a  new  action.  Hurst  v.  Means,  2 
Sneed,  646;  Smith  v.  McCluskey,  45  Barb. 
610. 

But  where  the  first  action  is  lost  because 
of  an  incurable  defect,  there  is,  of  coursts 
no  new  legal  feature  in  the  second  action. 
Thus,  where  the  plaintiff  had  lost  his  action 
on  a  promissory  note,  which  was  excluded 
in  evidence  because  not  stamped  as  required 
by  the  war  revenue  law,  and  later  he  had 
the  note  stamped  and  then  brought  an- 
other action  in  assumpsit  for  the  debt  cov- 
ered by  the  note,  it  was  held  that  the  judg- 
ment in  the  first  action  was  a  bar  to  the 
second  action,  as  there  was  in  the  first  ac- 
tion a  failure  of  evidence  which  could  not 
be  thereafter  supplied.  Roney  v.  Westlake, 
216  Pa,  374,  116  Am.  St  Rep.  772,  05  Atl. 
807,  9  Ann.  Gas.  184. 

The  same  general  reasoning  which  applies 
to  actions  prematurely  brought  includes 
those  which  rest  on  a  subsequently  acquired 
title  (see  Gore  v.  Gore,  101  Tenn.  620,  49 
S.  W.  737;  Amesti  v.  Pastro,  49  Cal.  325; 
Jones  v.  Petaluma,  36  Cal.  231 ;  Compare  in 
this  connection  Byers  v.  Neal,  43  Cal.  210) ; 
or  on  subsequent  wrongs  by  a  spouse  done 
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cordance  with  the  contract,  refused  to  pay 
for  it.  The  respondent  thereafter,  on  May 
26,  1909,  filed  his  claim  of  lien  for  the 
full  amount  of  the  contract  price,  and,  on 
June  29,  1909,  commenced  an  action  num- 
bered 4,114,  in  the  superior  court  for  Kit- 
titas county,  to  foreclose  the  lien.  The  ap- 
pellant contested  that  action,  alleging  that 
the  work  was  not  completed  in  accordance 
with  the  contract;  that  the  tiling  was 
worthless  and  of  an  inferior  grade;  that 
it  was  carelessly  and  negligently  laid,  and, 
instead  of  being  white,  as  agreed,  was  dark, 
dirty,  stained,  and  discolored.  That  ac- 
tion was  tried  to  the  court,  and,  on  Jan- 
uary 25,  1910,  a  judgment  was  entered 
therein  which,  omitting  formal  parts,  was 
as  follows: 


After  listening  to  the  testimony  of  the 
witnesses  on  behalf  of  both  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants,  and  the  argument  of 
counsel,  the  court  took  said  cause  under 
advisement.  And  now,  therefore,  on  this 
the  24th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1910,  the 
court  being  fully  advised  in  the  premises, 
and  having  duly-  considered  the  same,  it  is 
by  the  court  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed 
that  the  plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  said 
action,  and  that  said  cause  be,  and  the 
same  hereby  is,  dismissed.  And  it  is  fur- 
ther ordered  and  decreed  that  the  defend- 
ant, Washington  National  Bank,  have  and 
recover  of  and  from  the  plaintiff,  George 
H.  Thompson,  its  costs  and  disbursements 
expended  in  this  action,  taxed  at  the  sum 
of  thirty-seven  and  ^oo  dollars,  and  that 


since  a  judgment  refusing  a  divorce  from 
him  (Wagner  v.  Wagner,  104  Cal.  293,  37 
Pac.  935;  Glaude  v.  Peat,  43  La.  Ann.  161, 
8  So.  884) ;  or  on  new  conditions  surround- 
ing a  child  whose  custody  has  been  once  ad- 
judged (Lemunier  v.  McCearly,  37  La.  Ann. 
133;  Weir  v.  Marley,  99  Mo.  484,  6  L.R.A. 
672,  12  8.  W.  798;  People  ex  rel.  Barry  v. 
Mercein,  3  Hill,  399,  38  Am.  Dec.  644); 
or  on  acts  of  a  trustee  subsequent  ^o  a 
judgment  dismissing  proceedings  against 
him  (see  Williamson  v.  Grider,  97  Ark.  688, 
135  S.  W.  361) ;  or  on  circumstances  exist- 
ing at  the  time  of  a  second  application  for 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of  a  debtor, 
where  an  earlier  application  has  been  denied 
(Nash  V.  Meggett,  89  Wis.  486,  61  N.  W. 
283). 

The  underlying  ground  of  these  decisions 
is  that  the  judgment  in  the  first  action  sim- 
ply adjudicated  that,  as  matters  then  stood, 
,  there  was  no  cause  of  action.  This  may  be^ 
illustrated  further,  for  example,  by  the 
fdllowing  cases: 

In  Weis  v.  Meyer,  65  Ark.  18,  17  8.  W. 
339,  it  was  held  that  an  adjudication  that 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  an  easement 
of  access  to  a  river  was  not  conclusive  in 
his  favor  in  a  subsequent  action  after  the 
dominant  tenement  had  been  'gashed  away, 
wherein  it  was  found  that  the  easement  was 
appurtenant  to  the  dominant  tenement,  and 
was  gone  with  it. 

Where  the  assignee  of  a  mortgage 
brought  an  action  to  foreclose  it,  and  was 
answered  by  the  defendants  that  prior  to 
the  recording  of  the  assignment  they  had 
obtained  judgment  against  the  mortgagee 
quieting  their  title  to  the  land,  they  had 
judgment  in  the  foreclosure  suit  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  in  the  suit  to 
quiet  title  was  a  bar.  Thereupon  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  foreclosure  was  granted  leave  to 
open  the  judgment  in  the  suit  to  quiet 
title,  under  the  statute  allowing  a  judgment 
on  publication  to  be  set  aside  within  three 
years  under  certain  circumstances,  and  set 
up  his  mortgage  and  asked  to  have  it  fore- 
closed in  the  action;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  judgment  in  the  first  suit  of  foreclosure 
was  not  a  bar.  The  court  said  that  the 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


first  judgment  in  foreclosure  simply  decided 
that,  as  matters  then  stood,  the  plaintiff 
had  no  cause  of  action.  Messing  v.  Faulk- 
ner, 83  Kan.  116,  109  Pac.  1001. 

Where  the  plaintiff  brought  an  action  on 
a  policy  of  insurance,  it  was  stricken  from 
the  docket  on  motion  of  the  defendant. 
Thereafter  the  plaintiff  brought  another  ac- 
tion on  the  same  policy  and  was  defeated 
on  the  ground  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 
Thereupon  he  took  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
motion  striking  the  first  case  from  the 
docket,  and  had  the  case  restored  to  the 
docket,  and  it  was  held  that  the  judgment 
in  the  second  action  was  no  bar  to  the  ac- 
tion first  brought,  as  the  judgment  decided 
only  that  there  was  no  right  of  action  at 
the  time  that  the  second  action  was  begun. 
Vincent  v.  Mutual  Reserve  Fund  Life  A^so. 
77  Conn.  281,  58  Atl.  963. 

Where  the  plaintiff  had  lost  certain  cer- 
tificates of  stock  in  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion and  brought  an  action  against  it  for 
new  certificates,  which  it  offered  to  issue 
on  his  giving  a  bond  for  double  the  par 
value  of  the  stock,  judgment  went  for  the 
defendant,  because  the  plaintiff  would  not 
give  the  bond.  Six  years  later  the  same 
result  was  had  in  an  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiffs'  assignee.  Four  years  after- 
wards such  assignee  brought  a  third  action, 
and  it  was  held  that  the  former  actions 
were  not  rea  judicata,  especially  as  greater 
time  had  elapsed  in  which  nothing  had  been 
heard  of  the  lost  certificates.  Guilford  v. 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  59  Minn.  332,  60  Am. 
St  Rep.  407,  61  N.  W.  324. 

In  this  connection  it  is  interestinsr  to 
refer  to  two  cases  which  find  their  support 
on  the  ground  of  after  acquired  title. 
Trumble  made  an  assignment  to  Carmer  of 
her  interest  in  a  certain  estate,  and  there- 
after assigned  the  same  interest  to  Still, 
who  brought  an  action  against  Carmer  to 
set  aside  his  assignment  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  fraudulent,  and  recovered  judgment. 
Carmer  thereupon  procured  from  Trumble 
a  new  assignment,  and  brought  an  action 
against  Still  to  have  her  assignment  set 
aside  -  as  fraudulent,  and  also  to  have  the 
first   judgment   reformed.     The  court  held 
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execution  issue  therefor.  It  is  further  or- 
dered that  the  mechanics'  lien  filed  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  property  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  office  of  the  auditor  of  Kit- 
titas county,  Washington,  on  the  26th  day 
of  May  1900,  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is, 
canceled  and  satisfied. 

Ralph  Kauffman,  Judge. 

No  appeal  was  taken  from  that  judg- 
ment. 

In  September,  1910,  the  respondent  com- 
menced this  action  in  the  same  court,  upon 
the  same  contract,  to  recover  the  contract 
price  for  the  same  work,  but  without  seek- 
ing to  assert  any  lien.  The  appellant  in 
defense  set  up  the  judgment  in  the  prior 
action  as  rea  judicata.  The  cause  was  tried 
to  the  court  upon  a  statement  of  agreed 
facts,  the  material  parts  of  .which  were  as 
hereinbefore  set  out,  and  in  addition  it  was 
admitted  that  in  May,  1910,  the  plaintiff 
offered  to  complete  the  contract,  which  of- 
fer the  defendant  refused,  and  that  the 
only  -defect  in  the  work  was  the  discolora- 
tion and  stain  of  the  tiling,  and  that  the 
defendant,  after  the  judgment  was  entered 
in  the  first  action,  had  the  discoloration 
and  stain  removed  by  an  expert  tile  layer 


at  a  cost  of  $14.  A  statement  of  the  trial 
judge,  setting  forth  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  former  judgment  was  rendered,  was  ad- 
mitted in  evidence,  as  follows:  "At  the 
trial  of  the  cause  No.  4,114,  between  the 
same  parties  to  this  action,  embracing  the 
same  subject-matter  as  the  cause  on  trial, 
the  court  held  that  the  cause  should  be  dis- 
missed, for  the  reason  that  no  substantia) 
compliance  with  the  contract  had  been  proT- 
en,  solely  in  that  the  tiled  floor  in  ques- 
tion was  by  the  plaintiff  left  in  a  stained 
and  discolored  condition,  and  the  plaintiff 
had  refused,  on  demand  of  the  defendant, 
to  remedy  this  defect,  and  the  plaintiff  con- 
tending and  testifying  to  the  effect  that  he 
had  fully  complied  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract."  The  introduction  of  this  state- 
ment was  objected  to  by  the  appellant  as 
incompetent  to  impeach  the  recitals  of  the 
former  judgment.  All  objection  to  the 
trial  judge  testifying  was  waived. 

The  court  found,  as  to  the  contract  and 
prior  suit,  substantially  as  above  set  out 
and  in  addition  the  further  admitted  facts 
that,  about  May  10,  1910,  the  respondent 
tendered  a  full  performance  and  offer  to 
cleaii  the  floor,  which  tender  was  refused 
by  the  appellant,   and  that  the   appellant 


that  the  first  judgment  could  not  be  modi- 
fied, and  that  that  part  of  his  action  must 
fail,  but  that  the  defense  that  the  second 
assignment  was  fraudulent  had  not  been 
available  to  Carmer  in  the  first  action,  as 
that  was  something  which  belonged  to 
Trumble  to  decide  whether  to  raise  such  a 
defense  or  not,  and  therefore  the  judgment 
in  the  first  action  was  not  a  bar  to  the 
present  action.  Carmer  v.  Still, '53  Misc. 
443,  103  N.  Y.  Supp.  '247. 

A  judgment  creditor  (Sterling)  assigned 
his  judgment.  The  assignee  sued  upon  it 
and  recovered  a  second  judgment  against 
the  judgment  debtor  and  issued  execution. 
This  was  restrained  in  an  action  alleging 
that  the  assignment  of  the  judgment  was 
a  fraud  and  a  sham  and  for  the  benefit  of 
the  assignor,  and  to  procure  set-offs,  and 
that  since  the  second  judgment  he  had  ac- 
quired offsets  against  the  judgment  creditor 
under  the  original  judgment;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  second  judgment  was  not  res 
judicata  against  him  as  to  the  assignee's 
cause  of  action,  the  appellate  court  revers- 
ing an  order  dissolving  the  injunction,  and 
saying:  "The  contention  that  the  judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  appellee.  Chamberlain, 
against  the  appellant,  is  conclusive  of 
Chamberlain's  ownership  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion therein  sued  on,  is  not  sound.  The 
petition  shows  that  at  the  time  this  judg- 
ment was  rendered,  appellant  had  no  off- 
sets against  Sterling,  and  therefore  had  no 
such  interest  in  the  real  or  beneflcfal  owner- 
ship of  the  original  judgment  upon  which 
the  suit  was  brought  as  would  have  entitled 
him  to  question  Chamberlain's  right  to  re- 
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cover  against  him  on  the  written  transfer 
of  said  judgment,  which  placed  the  appar- 
ent legal  title  thereto  in  Chamberlain.  U 
appellant  can  prove  the  allegations  of  his 
petition,  equity  forbids  that  he  be  required 
to  pay  this  judgment,  and,  pending  a  hear- 
ing on  the  facts,  he  is  entitled  to  have  the 
enforcement  of  the  judgment  enjoined." 
Trammel  v.  Chamberlain,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  128  S.  W.  429. 

While  not  within  the  scope  of  this  not«, 
it  may  be  noted  that  successive  judgments 
for  the  plaintiff  are  permissible  for  suc- 
cessive acts  of  nuisance  (Piatt  Bros.  &  Co. 
V.  Waterbury,  80  Conn.  179,  125  Am.  St. 
Rep.  Ill,  67  Atl.  608;  see  also  dictum  by 
Holt,  Ch.  J.,  in  Fetter  v.  Beale,  1  Salk.  11) ; 
so  also  for  successive  damages  from  tlie 
same  nuisance  (Gulf,  C.  k  S.  F.  H.  Co.  v. 
Moseley,  6  Ind.  Terr.  369,  98  S.  W.  129; 
Haller  v.  Pine,  8  Blackf.  175,  44  Am.  Dec. 
762;   Miles  v.  Wingate,  6  Ind.  458). 

In  Shafer  v.  Stonebraker,  4  Gill.  &  J* 
345,  it  was  held  that  a  judgment  for  the 
defendant  in  an  action  for  causing  water 
to  flow  back  on  the  plaintiff's  mill  wheel 
was  not  a  bar  to  another  action  setting  up 
the  same  thing,  but  the  case  was  decided 
on  technicalities  of  pleading  and  of  the 
nature  of  the  record. 

It  may  be  noted  that  a  judgment  errone- 
ous in  law,  as  shown  by  subsequent  deci- 
sions of  the  higher  court,  is  still  an  ad- 
judication in  spite  of  the  error.  People  ex 
rel.  Bryant  v.  Holladay,  93  Cal.  241,  27 
Am.  St.  Rep.  186,  29  Pac.  54;  Cain  ▼• 
Union  Cent.  L.  Ins.  Co.  123  Ky.  59,  124  Am. 
St.  Rep.  313,  93  S.  W.  822.  B.  B.  B. 
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itself  cleaned  the  floor  at  an  expense  of  $12. 
On  these  findings,  the  court  entered  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  respondent  for  the  amount 
prayed  for,  less  $12,  and  for  costs.  From 
that  judgment,  this  appeal  was  prosecuted. 

The  sole  question  for  our  consideration 
is:  Was  the  judgment  in  the  first  action 
a  bar  to  the  respondent's  recovery  in  the 
second  T  The  doctrine  of  res  judicata  is 
grounded  in  estoppel.  In  every  such  case, 
the  burden  of  proof  that'  the  prior  judg- 
ment disposed  of  the  identical  issues  in- 
volved in  the  later  suit  rests  upon  him  who 
seeks  to  assert  the  estoppel.  In  order  to 
sustain  this  burden,  two  things  only  are 
essential:  "(1)  That  the  issue  in  the  sec- 
ond action,  upon  which  the  judgment  is 
brought  to  bear,  was  a  material  issue  in 
the  first  action,  necessarily  determined  by 
the  judgment  therein;  (2)  that  the  former 
judgment  was  upon  the  merits."  1  Free- 
man, t[udgm.  4th  ed.  §  256. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  seems  to 
be  little  necessity  for  looking  beyond  the 
record  in  the  former  suit,  to  ascertain 
what  was  the  real  issue  brought  before 
the  court  and  necessarily  determined  by 
the  former  judgment.  The  complaint  in 
that  case  set  up  but  a  single  cause  of  ac- 
tion. It  alleged  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract, the  performance  of  the  work,  and 
the  defendant's  failure  to  pay  the  contract 
price,  and  prayed  for  judgment  for  the  con- 
tract price  and  a  foreclosure  of  the  lien. 
The  answer  admitted  the  making  of  the 
contract,  admitted  the  failure  to  pay  the 
contract  price,  denied  the  performance  of 
the  work,  and  set  up  as  an  affirmative  de- 
fense and  counterclaim  that  the  tiling  was 
60  laid  and  was  so  stained  and  discolored 
as  to  be  an  injury  to  the  property,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  refused  to  remedy  the 
defect.  The  prayer  was  for  judgment  for 
damages  on  the  counterclaim.  The  affirma- 
tive defense  and  counterclaim  was  traversed 
by  the  reply. 

It  is  manifest  that  there  was  thus  pre- 
sented one  issue,  and  but  one,  without  a 
determination  of  which  the  judgment  as 
entered  could  not  have  been  reached,  viz.: 
Had  the  plaintiff  substantially  performed 
his  contract?  A  determination  of  that  is- 
sue  was  essential  to  any  judgment.  It  was 
the  one  issue  going  to  the  merits.  The 
judgment  was  that  the  plaintiff  take  noth- 
ing by  his  action,  and  that  the  cause  be 
dismissed.  That  judgment,  whether  right 
or  wrong,  necessarily  determined  that  there 
had  been  no  substantial  performance  of  the 
contract  by  the  plaintiff.  If  on  the  record 
there  could  be  any  doubt  as  to  what  issue 
the  judgment  determined,  that  doubt  was 
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removed  by  the  court's  statement  that  tlie 
sole  issue  determined  was  that  there  bad 
been  no  substantial  performance  of  the  con- 
tract. 

There  remains  but  one  inquiry:  What 
was  the  issue  in  the  second  action  upon 
which  the  judgment  in  the  first  is  brought 
to  bearT  The  complaint  in  the  second  ac- 
tion sets  up  the  same  cause  of  action  as 
that  in  the  first,  and  in  practically  the 
same  language,  except  that  no  lien  is 
claimed.  The  issue  tendered  clearly  was 
the  same  as  that  in  the  first  action,  wb.: 
Had  the  plaintiff  substantially  performed 
the  contract?  The  fact  that  at  the  second 
trial  he  was  able  to  prove  what  the  court 
had  adjudged  he  did  not  prove  at  the  first 
did  not  change  the  issue.  The  fact  that 
events  subsequent  to  the  first  suit  proved 
to  a  demonstration  that  the  work  was  sub- 
stantially completed  when  he  turned  it  over 
to  the  defendant  cannot  alter  the  case,  in 
the  absence  of  a  new  trial  regularly  granted 
on  motion.  It  was  incumbent  upon  the 
plaintiff  at  the  first  trial  to  prove  this  sub- 
stantial performance,  since  he  claimed  per- 
formance and  had  refused  to  further  per- 
form. Washington  Bridge  Co.  v.  Land  & 
River  Improv.  Co.  12  Wash.  272,  40  Pac. 
982;  Edison  General  Electric  Co.  v.  Cana- 
dian P.  Nav.  Co.  8  Wash.  370,  24  L.RjI. 
315,  40  Am.  St.  Rep.  910,  36  Pac.  260.  It 
is  admitted  that  he  had  the  opportunity  to 
clean  the  tiling  himself,  and  thus  make  the 
demonstration  prior  to  the  first  trial.  The 
means  of  proof  of  substantial  performance 
were  as  available  to  him  then  as  now,  and 
that  was  the  sole  issue.  We  know  of  no 
rule  of  law  or  principle  of  equity  which 
will  permit  a  contractor  who  has  turned 
over  the  work  contracted  for  as  completed, 
refused  to  further  perform,  sued  for  the 
contract  price,  submitted  his  evidence  of 
substantial  performance  to  the  court,  and 
failed  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  against 
him,  to  thereafter,  by  mere  offer  to  further 
perform,  reopen  the  issue  and  retry  his 
cause  of  action  on  the  same  evidence,  plus 
evidence  of  the  subsequent  offer  to  perform 
and  evidence  of  the  actual  cost  to  complete 
performance.  Additional  evidence  to  the 
same  issue  does  not  change  the  issue.  The 
respondent,  at. the  time  of  the  first  suit, 
had  either  wilfully  and  intentionally  re- 
fused to  complete  his  contract,  or  had  sub- 
stantially performed  it.  The  judgment 
determined  that  he  had  refused  to  substan- 
tially perform.  Having  elected  his  ground 
and  stood  upon  his  claim  of  performance, 
and  the  court  having  in  effect  found  that 
he  had  broken  his  contract,  he  could  not 
thereafter  make  the  contract  a  basis  of  any 
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relief,  in  the  absence  of  an  appeal.  Morti- 
mer V.  Dirks,  67  Wash.  402,  107  Pac.  184. 
If  an  adjudication  against  bim  on  one  ten- 
tative claim  of  performance  is  not  rea  ju- 
'  dicata,  then  a  second  would  not  be.  There 
would  be  no  end  of  the  litigation.  He 
might  at  various  stages  of  a  more  or  less 
complete  performance  of  the  work  repeat- 
edly invoke  the  court's  decision  as  to  wheth- 
er there  was  a  substantial  performance,  by 
a  mere  offer  to  further  perform  on  each 
holding  of  the  court  that  the  prior  per- 
formance was  not  complete.  Such  experi- 
mental use  of  the  courts  is  not  compatible 
with  an  orderly  administration  of  justice. 
"No  court,  we  think,  has  gone  so  far  as  to 
allow  a  litigant  to  experiment  with  a  court 
by  trying  his  case  piecemeal."  Sweeney  v. 
Waterhouse  &  Co.  43  Wash.  613,  617,  86 
Pac.  046. 

While  it  is  true,  as  said  in  23  Cyc.  1161, 
that,  "when  new  facts  intervene  before  the 
second  suit,  furnishing  a  new  basis  for  the 
claims  and  defensea  of  the  parties,  respec- 
tively, the  issues  are  no  longer  the  same, 
and  consequently  the  former  judgment  can- 
not be  pleaded  in  bar,"  the  same  text  con- 
tinues: "But  the  change  of  facts  will  not 
affect  the  estoppel,  if  no  new  element  is  in- 
troduced, and  the  legal  rights  and  rela- 
tions of  the  parties  remain  as  before."  23 
Cyc.  pp.  1161,  1162.  Thomas  v.  Joslyn,  36 
Minn.  1,  1  Am.  St.  Rep.  624,  20  N.  W.  344; 
Givens  v.  Thompson,  110  Mo.  432,  10  S. 
W.  833.  The  status  of  the  parties,  in  their 
relation  to  each  other  and  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  actions,  was  fixed  once  for 
all  by  the  respondent  when  he  abandoned  the 
work  and  turned  it  over  as  completed,  re- 
fusing to  do  more.  The  issue  in  each  ac- 
tion was  as  to  whether  the  work  was  then 
substantially  performed.  "The  rule  is  that, 
in  an  action  between  the  same  parties,  a 
judgment  therein  is  rea  judicata  as  to  all 
points  in  issue,  and  also  all  points  which 
might  have  been  raised  and  adjudicated." 
Olson  T.  Title  Trust  Co.  58  Wash.  500,  100 
Pac.  40;  State  ex  rel.  Schmidt  v.  Superior 
Ct.  62  Wash.  556,  114  Pac.  427;  McPherson 
Bros.  Co.  T.  Okanogan  County,  61  Wash. 
230,  112  Pac.  207. 

The  judgment  in  the  first  action,  whether 
right  or  wrong,  determined,  the  issue  now 
presented.  No  appeal  having  been  taken 
therefrom,  that  determination  was  final. 
The  defense  of  rea  judicata  should  have 
been  sustained. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  for  dismissal. 

Dunbar,   Ch.  J.,   and   Mount,   Morris, 
and  Fullerton,  JJ.,  concur. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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ST.   LOUIS   &  SAN   FRANCISCO   RAIL- 
ROAD COMPANY,  Appt., 
v. 

IDA  MOORE  et  aL 
(—  Miss.  — ,  58  So.  471.) 

Negligence  —  fog  —  Inability    to    stop 
train. 

1.  A  railroad  company  is  reckless  in  run- 
ning a  train  so  rapidly  through  a  town  on 
a  foggy  night  that  it  could  not  be  stopped 
by  the  use  of  the  ordinary  means  and  ap- 
pliances within  the  distance  in  which  an 
object  could  be  discovered  on  the  track  by 
the  glare  of  the  headlight. 

Appeal  —  instruction  —  damages  —  ab- 
sence of  evidence. 

2.  Instructing  a  jury  to  allow  damages 
for  pain  suffered  by  one  killed  by  another's 
negligence,  if  any  is  shown  by  the  record, 
is  not  reversible  •  error,  although  the  evi- 
dence shows  instant  death,  since  evidence 
of  pain  being  absent,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  jury  did  not  allow  anything  for  it. 

Trial  —  instruction  —  punitive  damages 
—  definition. 

3.  The  court  need  not  define  punitive 
damages  in  authorizing  the  jury  to  allow 
such  damages  for  wrongfully  causing  death. 

Damages  —  death  —  loss  of  compan- 
ionship. 

4.  The  damages  to  be  awarded  the  widow 
and  children  of  one  killed  by  another's  neg- 
ligence may  include  compensation  for  the 
injury  due  to  loss  of  his  companionship^ 
under  a  statute  providing  that  the  person 
suing  shall  recover  such  damages  as  the 
jury  may  allow,  taking  into  consideration 
all  damages  of  every  kind  to  any  and  all 
parties  interested  in  the  suit 

(May  6,  1912.) 

Note.  —  Rate  of  speed  preventino  sfop- 
page  of  trains  within  distance  dis- 
closed by  headlight. 


This  note  is  not  intended  to  include 
where  a  locomotive  was  equipped  with  an 
improper  or  defective  headlight. 

As  to  liability  for  killing  or  injuring  live 
stock  on  track  because  of  lack  of  proper 
headlight,  see  note  attached  to  Hanger  v. 
Chesapeake  R.  Co.  ante,  271. 

As  to  duty  of  railroad  employees  to  keep 
a  lookout  for  live  stock  on  track,  see  note 
in  24  L.R.A.(N.8.)    868. 

As  will  be  seen  by  the  cases  collected  in 
this  note,  there  is  a  conflict  of  opinion  as 
to  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company  under 
ordinary  weather  conditions  so  to  run  its 
trains  that  they  can  be  stopped  within  the 
distance  shown  by  the  glare  of  the  head- 
light. 

Thus,  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Kelton, 
112  Ala.  5.33,  21  So.  819;  Louisville  &  N. 
R.  Co.  V.  Davis,  103  Ala.  661,  16  So.  10: 
Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  ▼.  Ingram,  98  Ala. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Lee  Ck^unty 
in  plaintiffs'  fayor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent 
killing  of  plaintiffs'  intestate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  E.  O.  Sykes,  Jr.,  and  J.  W. 
Buchanan,  for  appellant: 

Even  where  the  railroad  company  violated 
the  statute  as  to  speed,  one  who,  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  could  have  avoid- 
ed injury  from  the  act  of  the  company,  can- 
not recover  for  such  injury. 

Vicksburg  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc€k>wan,  62 
Miss.  682,  62  Am.  Rep.  205;  Crawley  ▼. 
Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  70  Miss.  340,  13  So. 
74;  Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Stroud,  64  Miss. 
784,  2  So.  171;  Winterton  v.  Illinois  C.  R. 


Co.  73  Miss.  831,  20  So.  157;  Howell  v. 
Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  75  Miss.  243,  36  LJLA. 
545,  21  So.  746;  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  Ruff,  95  Miss.  165,  48  So.  184;  Alabama 
&  V.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Carter,  77  Miss.  517,  27 
So.  993;  Collins  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  77 
Miss.  855,  27  So.  837;  Vicksburg  R.  Power 
&  Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  Marlett,  78  Miss.  872,  29 
So.  62;  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Telcg.  Co. 
V.  Baker,  85  Miss.  492,  37  So.  1012. 

The  charge  on  the  measure  of  damages 
given  plaintiff  was  erroneous. 

Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  ▼.  Smith,  82 
Miss.  658,  35  So.  168;  Wagner  v.  Gibbs, 
80  Miss.  63,  92  Am.  St.  Rep.  598,  31  So. 
434;  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Williams, 
87  Miss.  354,  39  So.  489;   St.  Louis  &  S. 


395,  12  So.  801;  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co. 
V.  McGill,  121  Ala.  230,  77  Am.  St.  Rep. 
52,  25  So.  731;  Central  of  Georgia  R.  Co. 
V.  Main,  143  Ala.  149,  42  So.  108;  Southern 
R.  Co.  V.  Pogue,  145  Ala.  444,  40  So.  565, 
it  was  held  that  a  railroad  company  in- 
juring stock  by  running  a  train  in  the 
nighttime  at  such  a  rapid  rate  of  ispeed 
that  it  was  impossible,  by  the  use  of  ordi- 
nary means  and  appliances,  to  stop  the 
train  and  prevent  injury  within  the  dis- 
tance wifhin  which  stock  upon  the  track 
could  be  seen  by  the  aid  of  the  headlight,  is 
guilty  of  negligence. 

And  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Chris- 
tian Moerlein  Brewing  Co.  150  Ala.  300,  43 
So.  723,  a  charge  to  the  jury  "that  if  they 
believed  from  the  evid^ce  that  defendant's 
locomotive  was  running  at  such  a  rapid 
rate  of  speed  that  it  would  have  been  impos- 
sible, by  the  use  of  ordinary  means  and  ap- 
pliances, to  stop  the  locomotive  to  prevent 
the  injury  to  the  stock  within  the  distance 
in  which  stock  .  .  .  could  be  seen  by 
aid  of  the  headlight,  then  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence,"  was  held  correct. 

And  also  in  Birmingham  Mineral  R.  Co. 
V.  Harris,  08  Ala,  326,  13  So.  377,  it  was 
held  that  a  requested  charge,  "if  the  jury 
believe  that  at  the  rate  of  speed  at  which 
defendant's  trains  were  running  they  could 
not  have  stopped  within  the  distance  with- 
in which  the  headlights  would  reveal  stock, 
and  that  such  headlights  were  used  on  many 
well-regulated  railroads  at  the  time,  your 
verdict  must  be  for  defendants,"  was  prop- 
erly refused,  as  ignoring  the  engineer's  duty 
not  to  run  his  train  at  a  negligent  rate  of 
speed. 

And  in  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyon,  62 
Ala.  71,  in  commenting  on  a  charge  to  the 
jury  in  effect  that  it  was  negligence  to  run 
a  train  at  such  a  speed  that  it  could  not 
be  stopped  in  less  than  the  distance  shown 
by  the  glare  of  the  headlight,  it  was  said 
that  "those  who  employ  the  tremendous 
yet  easily  controllable  power  of  steam  en- 
gines on  railroads  must  be  vigilantly  care- 
ful to  avoid  committing  with  them  the  de- 
struction they  are  capable  of  effecting;  and 
due  care  to  this  end  is  not  observed  when 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


a  train  is  run  thereon  at  such  speed  that 
it  cannot  be  stopped  within  the  limit  at 
which  the  engineer  can  plainly  see  upon  a 
straight  track  an  object  of  the  size  of  a 
man  or  a  young  mule." 

But  the  rule  followed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Alabama  does  not  prevail  in  other 
jurisdictions,  and  so  in  Vizacchero  v.  Rhode 
Island  Co.  26  R.  I.  392,  69  L.R.A.  188,  59 
Atl.  105,  in  criticizing  the  holding  of  the 
trial  judge  that  the  servant  of  an  electric 
railroad  company  was  negligent  in  running 
a  car  so  rapidly  that,  with  the  appliances 
at  his  command,  he  could  not  stop  the  car 
after  a  man  was  distinguishable  by  the 
headlight,  it  was  said  that  the  distance  at 
which  the  light  of  the  car  can  be  seen  by 
travelers,  so  as  to  enable  them  conveniently 
to  leave  the  track, — not  the  distance  that 
the  motorman  could  see  ahead, — is  the 
standard  by  which  the  speed  of  the  car 
should  be  regulated;  and  as  it  is  not  the 
duty  of  the  car  to  stop  within  the  illumina- 
tion of  the  headlight,  its  speed  need  not  be 
restricted  to  the  rate  prescribed  by  such 
a  necessity. 

And  in  Winston  v.  Raleigh  &  G.  R.  Co. 
90  N.  C.  66,  a  charge  in  substance  that  a 
railroad  company  cannot  run  its  trains  in 
the  nighttime  faster  than  at  a  speed  which 
would  admit  by  the  use  of  brakes  of  being 
checked,  and  the  train  brought  to  a  stop 
before  it  has  traversed  the  space  illumi- 
nated by  the  headlight,  without  incurring 
liability  for  injury  to  stock  straying  on  its 
roadbed,  was  held  error,  where,  as  in  the 
case  at  bar,  every  reasonable  precaution 
was  taken.  The  court  said  that  a  railroad 
company  cannot  be  held  to  the  rigid  rule  of 
accountability  laid  down  by  the  trial  court, 
that  unless  a  train  can  be  stopped  before 
reaching  an  object  brought  to  view  by  the 
headlight,  it  must  slacken  its  speed  so  that 
it  can  be  brought  to  a  standstill,  as  such  a 
rule,  if  it  prevailed,  would  seriously  impair 
the  usefulness  of  railroad  transportation, 
which  depends  largely  upon  the  regularity 
and  rapidity  of  its  runnings  by  night  as 
well  as  by  day. 

And  also  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Milam,  9  Lea,  223,  a  charge  in  effect  that 
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F.  R.  Ck).  v.  Garner,  06  Miss.  577,  51  So. 
273. 

MesHrs.  Clayton,  Mitchell,  &  Clayton, 

for  appellees: 

If  the  engineer  saw  the  person,  and  it 
was  apparent  or  ought  to  have  been  ap- 
parent to  the  engineer  that  the  position 
occupied  by  such  person  was  one  of  peril, 
and  one  from  which  he  could  not,  by  reason- 
able action,  extricate  himself,  or  that  the 
person  was  unaware  of  his  position  of  peril, 
then  it  was  the  duty  of  the  engineer  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  to  prevent  injury. 

Christian  v.  Illinois  C.  R.  Co.  71  Miss. 
237,  15  So.  71;  Morehead  v.  Yazoo  k  M. 
Valley  R.  Co.  84  Miss.  124,  36  So.  151; 
Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Pittman,  97  Miss.  416, 

52  \30,  207;  Jackson  Electric  R.  Light  & 
P.  Co.  v.  Carnahan,  95  Miss.  73,  48  So. 
617;  33  Cyc.  798;  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Cbat- 
man,    124    Ga.   1026,    6    L.R.A.(N.S.)    289, 

53  S.  E.  692,  4  Ann.  Cas.  675;  Florida  C. 
&  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  37  Fla.  406,  20 
So.    559;    Deans   v.   Wilmington   &   W.    R. 


Co.  107  N.  C.  686,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.   904, 
12  S.  E.  77. 

When  the  employees  of  the  railroad  at- 
tempt to  exculpate  themselves  by  giving 
an  explanation  of  the  cause  of  an  injury, 
and  the  testimony  or  physical  facts  demon- 
strate or  tend  to  do  so,  that  the  employees 
are  not  correct,  then  this  question  must  be 
left  to  the  jury. 

Scott  V.  Yazoo  k  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  72 
Miss.  37,  16  So.  205;  O'Kelly  v.  Yazoo  & 
M.  Valley  R.  Co.  94  Miss.  638,  47  So.  660 ; 
Cottrell  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  80  Miss.  617, 
32  So.  1;  Combs  v.  Mobile  &  0.  R.  Co.  92 
Miss.  532,  46  So.  168;  Harrison  v.  Southern 
R.  Co.  93  Miss.  49,  46  So.  408. 

If  the  night  was  dark  and  foggy,  de- 
fendant was  negligent  in  speed.  This  case 
should  have  been   left  to  the  jury. 

New  Orleans  &  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Brooks, 
85  Miss.  275,  38  So.  40;  Hopson  v.  Kansas 
City,  M.  k  B.  R.  Co.  87  Miss.  796,  40  So. 
872;  Kansas  City,  M.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Can- 
trell,  70  Miss.  331,  12  So.  344;  Abernathy 


though  all  prescribed  precautions  were  ob- 
served, negligence  could  be  predicated  of 
running  a  train  at  such  a  rate  of  speed  that 
it  could  not  be  stopped  within  the  distance 
the  headlight  would  discover  objects  on  the 
track  was  held  erroneous,  as,  the  fact  that  a 
train  could  not  be  stopped  'within  the  dis- 
tance mentioned  is  not  the  true  test  of  over- 
speeding  or  recklessness,  nor  one  from 
which  a  jury  could  be  authorized  to  infer 
the  fact  of  recklessness.  The  question  of 
recklessness  or  excessive  speed  is  one  to  be 
determined  by  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances at  the  time,  and  not  by  the  arbi- 
trary rule  suggested  as  to  the  distance  an 
obstruction  could  be  seen  by  the  aid  of  the 
headlight. 

The  only  Texas  case  is  Caldwell  v.  Hous- 
ton k  T.  C.  R.  Co.  54  Tex.  Civ.  App.  399, 
117  S.  W.  488,  which  was  an  action  against 
a  railroad  for  negligent  killing.  The  court 
said  that  to  entitle  recovery  plaintiff  had 
the  burden  of  proving  that  the  trainman 
could,  by  ordinary  care  after  discovery  of 
the  decedent,  have  stopped  the  train  in  time 
to  prevent  a  collision;  and  in  its  argument 
to  show  that  such  fact  was  impossible,  al- 
luded to  the  evidence  that  the  headlights  on 
that  railroad  were  so  adjusted  that  the 
focus  fell  upon  the  track  from  300  to  400 
feet  in  front  of  the  engine,  and  that  the 
train  which  killed  decedent  could  not  have 
t)een  stopped  in  less  than  510  feet;  so  it  is 
reasonable  to  infer,  though  that  point  was 
not  discussed,  that  that  court  would  not 
predicate  negligence  upon  a  rate  of  speed 
which  would  prevent  the  stopping  of  a 
train  within  the  distance  shown  by  the 
glare  of  the  headlight;  and  especially  in 
view  of  the  fact  that  the  court  did  say  that 
"after  giving  to  every  testimonial  fact  in 
the  record  its  full  probative  force,  we  have 
failed  to  find  any  showing  of  negligence 
upon  which  a  recovery  could  be  sustained." 
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Effect  of  fog,  rain,  or  snow. 

The  general  rule  is  that  unusual  weather 
conditions  are  a  circumstance  which  a  jury 
may  well  take  into  account  in  determining 
the  negligence.  Yet  though  inability  to 
stop  a  train  within  the  distance  shown  by 
the  headlight  may  not  of  itself,  under  such 
conditions,  be  considered  negligence,  as  will 
be  seen,  a  failure  to  use  due  care  under 
such  conditions  will  enable  a  recovery  for 
any  resulting  injury.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  MooBE,  which,  to  support  its  deci- 
sion, cites  many  of  the  cases  collected  in 
this  note,  seems  to  have  gone  farther  than 
most  of  them  in  holding  that,  in  spite  of 
unusual  weather  conditions,  the  train  must 
be  under  such  control  that  it  will  be  pos- 
sible to  stop  it  within  the  distance  shown 
by  the  glare  of  the  headlight. 

In  Georgia  R.  k  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Wall,  80  Ga. 
202,  7  S.  E.  639,  it  was'  held  that  uncon- 
tradicted evidence  that  a  heavy  fog  pre- 
vented the  glare  of  the  headlight  from  pene- 
trating to  a  distance  within  which  it  would 
be  possible  to  stop  a  train  from  the  time 
stock  was  first  seen  upon  the  track  would 
be  a  complete  defense  to  a  charge  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  railroad. 

And  in  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v. 
Thomas,  10  Ga.  App.  45,  72  S.  E.  514,  which 
cites  Georgia  R.  k  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Wall,  supra, 
with  approval,  there  is  good  ground  for 
the  inference  that  the  same  decision  would 
be  made  where  the  stopping  of  a  train  with- 
in the  distance  shown  by  the  glare  of  the 
headlight  was  prevented  by  the  engineer's 
vision  being  obscured  by  faUing  rain  and 
the  natural  accumulation  of  mist  on  the 
front  window  of  the  cab.  It  was  said: 
"The  law  expects  railroad  companies  to  run 
their  passenger  trains  on  schedule  so  far 
as  they  may  be  able  to  do  so;  and  they  are 
not  ordinarily  required,  when   it  is  foggy 


1012. 


ST.  LOUIS  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  MOORE. 


981 


▼.  Mobile,  J.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  97  Miss.  851,  ■ 
63  So.  539;  O'Kelly  ▼.  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley 
R.  Co.  94  Miss.  635,  47  So.  660;  Southern 
R.   Co.   y.  Pittman,   97   Miss.  416,   52   So. 
207. 

McLean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellees,  who  are  the  widow  and 
children  of  one  L.  D.  Moore,  brought  suit 
against  the  appellant,  alleging  that  their 
husband  and  father  was  killed  by  the  de- 
fendant through  the  wilful,  wanton,  and 
gross  negligence  of  the  employees  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  killing  occurred 
within  the  limits  of  the  incorporated  city 
or  town  of  Nettleton.  The  suit  was  for 
$15,000,  and  the  jury  returned  a  verdict 
for  $4,500.  The  evidence  discloses  the  fol- 
lowing facts: 

Mr.  Moore  was  killed  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  town  of  Nettleton,  at  about 
12  o'clock  midnight.  The  deceased  had 
been  to  Memphis,  and  had  returned  that 


night  on  the  train  to  Nettleton,  and  had 
been  drinking  to  some  extent,  and  was  per- 
haps under  the  influence  of  liquor.  The 
train  which  killed  him  was  not  the  train 
on  which  he  returned  to  Nettleton.  Just 
before  his  death,  he  was  seen  by  the  engineer 
and  fireman  in  charge  of  the  train  that 
ran  over  him,  sitting  between  the  rails 
of  the  railroad  track,  and  was  within  less 
than  200  yards  of  the  regular  passengei; 
depot  at  Nettleton,  and  between  the  depot 
and  the  switch  to  the  west  of  the  depot. 
The  train  that  killed  him  was  going  east, 
and  was  running,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  engineer  and  fireman  in  charge 
of  the  train,  from  30  to  35  miles  an  hour. 
The  engineer  testified  that  he  was  on  the 
lookout;  that  the  track  was  perfectly 
straight  for  a  distance  of  from  a  half  mile 
to  a  mile  west  of  the  point  where  decedent 
was  killed;  that,  when  he  first  discovered 
the  man  on  the  track,  the  engine  was  about 
200  feet  from  him;  that  the  night  was  dark 
and  foggy,  and  that  it  was  impossible  for 


or  raining,  to  reduce  thejr  trains  to  such  a 
rate  of  speed  as  that  the  engineer  may  be 
in  a  position  to  discover  live  stock  on  the 
track  in  time  to  prevent  injuring  them." 

And  also  in  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Melton,  2  Lea,  262,  the  court  said:  "We 
cannot  admit  that  if  the  light  becomes  ob- 
scure from  natural  causes,  without  any  de- 
fect in  the  light  and  appurtenances,  without 
any  fault  upon  the  part  of  the  employees, 
that  in  all  cases,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the 
company  is  to  be  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences,— or,  in  other  words,  they  cannot 
run  on  a  dark  night.  Instances  might  occur 
in  which  danger  from  collision  and  other- 
wise might  imperatively  demand  that  the 
train  proceed  at  all  events,  and  it  would 
be  difficult  to  lay  down  any  rule  by  which 
it  might  be  determined  how  far  ahead  the 
light  should  be  thrown  to  make  it  lawful 
for  th^  train  to  run." 

In  Hilliker-Krebs  Bldg.  &  Mfg.  Co.  ▼. 
Birmingham  R.  &  Electric  Co.  100  Ala.  424, 
14  So.  200,  it  was  held  that  if  the  dampness 
on  the  headlights  due  to  misting  rain  ob- 
scures the  transparency  of  the  glasS;  or  if 
smoke  ftom  coke  ovens  near  by  had  settled 
on  and  obscured  the  track,  the  running  of 
the  train  with  reasonable  care,  in  view  of 
these  circumstances,  could  not  be  deemed 
negligent,  though  trains  could  not  be 
stopped  in  time  to  avoid  the  killing  of  stook 
on  the  track. 

And  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  71 
Ala.  487,  it  was  said  that  if,  from  fog  or 
driving  rain  or  snow,  the  light  cast  from  a 
proper  headlight  was  obscured,  the  running 
of  the  train  with  reasonable  care,  in  view 
of  that  circumstance,  could  not  be  deemed 
negligent. 

And  this  qualification  of  the  rule  predi- 
cating negligence  of  the  running  of  the 
train  at  such  speed  that  it  is  impossible 
to  stop  the  train  within  the  glare  shown 
l^  the  headlight  was  approved  in  Central 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Ingram,  98  Ala.  395,  12 
So.  801,  if  the  injury  is  not  attributable  to 
the  rate  of  speed  in  view  of  the  ordinary 
darkness  of  the  night,  but  results  from  in- 
tervening unusual  causes,  such  as  heavy  or 
falling  rain  or  snow.  But  it  was  held  that 
if  a  bank  or  wall  of  fog  appears  ahead  of 
the  train,  and  the  railroad  company  know- 
ingly runs  a  train  under  such  conditions  as 
render  it  impossible  for  those  in  charge  of 
the  train  to  prevent  injury  to  stock  stray- 
ing on  the  track,  it  should  be  held  respon- 
sible for  the  loss. 

And  also  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Alpine,  75  Ala.  113,  in  reaffirming  the 
qualification  made  in  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Jones,  71  Ala.  487,  the  court  said  that  if 
a  train  had  proper  headlights  and  brakes  in 
good  order,  if  it  was  skilfully  officered,  was 
not  running  with  undue  speed,  and  if  the  of- 
ficers and  agents  directing  the  movement  of 
the  train  were  attentive  and  vigilant  and 
guilty  of  no  negligence,  then,  if  by  reason  of 
the  weather  or  other  unavoidable  hindrance 
an  animal  was  not  seen  on  the  track  until  it 
was  too  late  to  stop  the  train  by  the  use  of 
the  appliances  belonging  to  it,  the  railroad 
company  is  not  liable  for  the  loss. 

And  in  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  148 
Ala.  35,  41  So.  427,  it  was  said  that  when 
a  bank  or  wall  of  fog  or  strip  of  smoke  ap- 
pears ahead  of  the  train  and  across  the 
track,  hiding  from  view  objects  that  may 
be  beyond  it,  on  or  near  the  track,  com- 
mon prudence  should  suggest  to  the  engi- 
neer that  he  do  not  plunge  heedlessly  on, 
with  undiminished  speed,  reckless  of  con- 
sequences, but  that  he  secure  control  of  the 
train  and  proceed  with  caution  and  care 
commensurate  with  the  danger  until  the 
usual  conditions  are  restored.  And  to  the 
same  effect  is  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  v. 
McGill,  121  Ala.  230,  77  Am.  St.  Rep.  52, 
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him  to  have  stopped  his  train,  running  at 
that  rate  of  speed,  within  the  distance 
shown  by  the  glare  from  the  headlight  of 
the  engine.  The  headlight  was  burning 
brightly,  and  ordinarily  he  could  see  an 
object  on  the  track  for  a  distance  of  from 
200  to  300  yards ;  that  the  reason  -why  he 
did  not  discover  the  man  on  the  traclc  that 
night  was  because  it  was  dark  and  foggy, 
and  the  fog  prevented  him  from  seeing  the 
knan. 

For  the  plaintiff  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  that,  even  though  they  may  believe 
from  the  testimony  that « the  deceased  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  and  was 
a  trespasser,  notwithstanding  if  they  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that  the  injury  was 
wilfully,  wantonly,  or  recklessly  inflicted, 
the  jury  should  find  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
second  instruction,  related  alone  to  dam- 
ages. The  third  instruction  related  to  the 
form  of  the  verdict.  The  fourth  instruc- 
tion told  the  jury  that  although  they  may 
believe  from  the  testimony  that  the  de- 
ceased, at  the  time  of  the  injury,  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence,  yet  if  they  fur- 
ther believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  de- 
ceased was  in  a  position  of  peril,  and  the 
engineer  saw  his  position  of  peril  and  ap- 
preciated his  danger,  and  that  the  deceased 
could  not,  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
effort,  extricate  himself  from  such  position 
in  time  to  have  avoided  the  injury,  and 
that  the  engineer  saw  the  deceased  in  such 
position  in  time  to  have  avoided  the  injury 
by  tne  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  and  that 
afterwards  said  engineer  wilfully,  wanton- 
ly, or  recklessly  ran  the  train  upon  the  de- 
ceased and  inflicted  the  injuries  com- 
plained of,  then  they  should  find  for  the 
plaintiff. 

For  the  defendant  only  one  instruction 
was  refused,  which  was  a  peremptory  in- 
struction to  find  for  the  defendant.  In- 
struction No.  1  for  the  defendant  charged 
that  if  the  jury  believed  from  the  testi- 
mony that  the  engineer,  as  soon  as  he  dis- 
covered the  deceased  on  the  track,  did  what 
he  could  to  stop  the  train  by 'applying  his 
air  brakes  in  emergency  and  sanding  his 
track  and  also  sounding  the  alarm,  then 
the  jury  should  find  for  the  defendant.  By 
the  second  instruction  for  the  defendant  the 
jury  was  charged  that  if  the  evidence  in 
the  case  showed  that  the  deceased  was 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  which  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  his  death,  and  unless 
the  jury  believed  from  a  preponderance  of 
the  testimony  in  the  case  that  the  engineer 
saw  the  deceased  on  the  track  and  appreciat- 
ed his  peril  at  a  sufficient  distance  from  the 
deceased  for  the  engineer  to  have  stopped 
his  train  before  striking  the  deceased,  and 
that  unless  the  engineer  wilfully,  wantonly, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  recklessly  failed  to  stop  the  train,  then 
the  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant. 
These  were  all  of  the  instructions  that  were 
given  for  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defend- 
ant, except  instructions  as  to  the  form  of 
the  verdict,  and  except  as  to  the  elements 
of  damage.  The  instructions  were  too  lib- 
eral for  the  defendant,  but  of  this  defend- 
ant cannot  complain. 

It  is  manifest  from  these  instructions 
that  the  only  question  that  was  submitted 
to  the  jury  as  to  the  liability  of  the  de- 
fendant was  whether  the  injury  was  in- 
flicted through  the  wilful,  wanton,  or  reck- 
less conduct  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
The  evidence  in  the  case  is  conflicting  as 
to  when  and  from  what  point  the  engineer 
discovered,  or  could  have  discovered,  the 
perilous  position  of  the  deceased,  and  as 
to  the  character  of  the  night;  the  testimony 
for  the  plaintiff  supporting  the  contention 
that  the  night  was  clear,  and  that  there 
was  nothing  to  prevent  the  engineer  from 
seeing  the  perilous  position  of  the  plaintiff 
at  such  a  point  as  he  could,  by  the  exercise 
of  proper  care,  l^ave  avoided  the  injury. 
The  testimony  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  night  was  dark 
and  foggy;  but,  as  the  jury  has  passed 
upon  the  question  of  fact,  this  court  has  no 
power  to  disturb  the  verdict. 

The  ground  upon  wnich  the  defendant 
based  its  peremptory  instruction  is  that 
the  night  was  so  dark  and  foggy  it  was 
impossible  for  the  train  to  be  stopped  with- 
in the  distance  shown  by  the  glare  of  the 
headlight.  It  may  be  said  that,  if  the  evi- 
dence of  the  defendant  is  true  upon  this 
proposition,  it  fastens  liability  upon  the 
defendant.  The  law  is  well  settled  that  it 
is  negligence  in  a  railroad  company  to  run 
its  train  in  the  nighttime  at  such  a  speed 
that  it  is  impossible,  by  the  use  of  ordinaxy 
means  and  appliances,  to  stop  the  train 
within  the  distance  in  which  obstructions 
upon  the  track  can  be  seen  by  the  aid  of 
the  headlight  of  the  engine,  and  that,  if 
anything  in  surrounding  conditions  and  cir- 
cumstances suggests  an  increase  of  care  in 
the  operation  of  a  railroad  train  to  avoid 
peril  and -damage,  the  duty  to  increase  such 
care  proportionately  increases.  Such  is  in 
accordance  with  the  great  weight  of  au- 
thority and  with  the  better  reason.  Central 
R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Ingram,  98  Ala.  395,  12 
So.  801 ;  Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Lyon,  62 
Ala.  71;  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones, 
71  Ala.  487;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Gentry,  103  Ala.  635,  16  So.  9;  Louisville 
&  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Davis,  103  Ala.  661,  1« 
So.  10;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Coch- 
ran, 105  Ala.  354,  16  So.  797;  Alabama 
Midland  R.  Co.  v.  McGill,  121  Ala.  230. 
77  Am.  St.  Rep.  52,  26  So.  731.     In  Cin- 
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cinnati  N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Com.  126 
Ky.  712,  17  L.R.A.(N.S,)  661,  104  S.  W. 
771,  it  is  held,  affirming  the  rule  in  Louis- 
ville, C.  &  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Com.  80  Ky.  143, 
44  Am.  Rep.  468,  that  it  is  an  indictable 
offense  as  a  conunon-law  nuisance  for  a 
railroad,  at  a  crossing  of  the  turnpike, 
to  habitually  run  its  trains  at  an  un- 
safe and  unreasonable  rate  of  speed,  and 
so  rapidly  as  to  endanger  and  injure 
persons  traveling  upon  a  turnpike,  without 
giving  warning  signals  and  taking  precau- 
tions to  avoid  injuring  persons  by  approach- 
ing trains. 

All  of  the  authorities  above  cited  are 
where  the  train  was  running  in  the  coun- 
try through  a  sparsely  settled  section,  and 
where  no  speed  limit  by  law  was  placed 
upon  a  railroad.  To  run  at  night  a  rail- 
road train  propelled  by  the  powerful  and 
dangerous  agency  of  steam  or  electricity, 
through  an  incorporated  city  or  town,  and 
in  violation  of  the  statute,  at  such  a  rate 
as  to  make  it  impossible,  by  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care,  to  stop  the  train  within 
the  distance  shown  by  the  glare  of  the  head- 
light of  the  engine,  must,  from  the  neces- 
sities of  the  case,  be  regarded  and  looked 
upon  as  reckless  conduct.  The  common  law, 
as  contradistinguished  from  statutory  taw, 
is  nothing  more  or  less  than  common  sense, 
honestly  applied  to  the  practical  affairs 
of  life;  and  it  is  manifest  that  to  run  a 
train  of  cars,  propelled  as  aforesaid,  at 
such  a  dangerous  rate  of  speed,  through  a 
populous  section  of  the  country,  is  danger- 
ous in  the  extreme,  well  calculated  to  pro- 
duce injury,  not  only  to  persons  on  the 
track,  but  to  the  passengers  on  the  train, 
and  may  well  be  characterized  as  reckless 
conduct,  and  such  as  the  law  denominates 
wilfulness.  In  Stevens  v.  Yazoo  &  M.  Val- 
ley R.  Co.  81  Miss.  ]95,  32  So.  311,  this 
court  held  that  it  was  gross  negligence  to 
run  a  train  in  the  daytime,  through  a  pop- 
ulous portion  of  a  city  or  town,  at  a  danger- 
ous rate  of  speed.  If  this  be  true,  it  is 
even  more  reckless  to  run  a  train  at  night 
through  an  incorporated  city  or  town,  and 
within  the  yards,  at  such  a  rate  that  it 
cannot  be  stopped  within  the  distance  shown 
by  the  glare  of  the  headlight. 

Instruction  No.  2,  given  for  the  plain- 
tiff, is  criticized  by  appellant  upon  the 
following  grounds:  First,  that  it  instruct- 
ed the  jury  that  they  might  consider  the 
pain  suffered  by  the  deceased  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death;  second,  that  the  instruc- 
tion told  the  jury  that  they  might  return 
a  verdict  for  punitive  damages,  in  addition 
to  the  compensatory  damages,  but  failed 
to  instruct  the  jury  what  punitive  damages 
are. 

In  answer  to  the  first  proposition: 
30  L.R.A,(N.S.) 


Granting  that  in  the  instant  case  death 
was  instantaneous,  and  that  intestate  sus- 
tained no  pain,  either  mental  or  physical, 
it  is  no  ground  for  reversing,  because,  if  it 
be  conceded  that  there  was  no  evidence 
from  which  the  jury  could  infer  pain,  it 
must  be  presumed  that  the  jury  in  its 
verdict  did  not  include  anything  for  the 
pain  and  suffering.  The  instruction  reads: 
*'The  mental  and  physical  suffering  which 
he  endured,  if  any  be  shown  by  the  record." 
If  it  be  error,  it  is  therefore  harmless;  and 
looking  through  the  entire  record,  and  tak- 
ing into  consideration  the  amount  of  the 
verdict,  we  cannot  say  that  the  instruction 
is  reversible  error.  The  verdict  was  evi- 
dently right  on  the  facts. 

As  to  the  second  proposition,  it  is  not 
at  all  necessary  that  the  jury  should  be 
instructed  as  to  what  constitutes  punitive 
damages.  As  this  court  has  held,  it  is 
proper  to  do  so;  but  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  a  jury  understands  what  is  meant  by 
punitive  damages,  as  much  so  as  tliey  under- 
stand what  is  meant  by  actual  or  compen- 
satory damages,  and  if  the  defendant  in 
this  case  had  desired,  the  court  would  have 
given  it  an  instruction  defining  what  is 
meant  by  punitive  or  exemplary  damages. 

The  only  portion  of  the  instruction  which 
has  given  us  any  difficulty,  although  the 
appellant  does  not  complain  of  that  por- 
tion of  the  instruction,  is  that  which. says 
that,  in  fixing  the  amount  of  the  damages, 
"you  may  take  into  consideration  the  loss 
to  the  wife  and  the  children  of  the  deceased 
of  the  companionship  of  the  husband  and 
the  father."  According  to  the  great  weight 
of  authority,  both  in  England  and  in  Amer- 
ica, loss  to  the  wife  and  children  of  the 
society  and  companionship  of  the  husband 
and  father  is  not  an  element  of  damage; 
but  it  is  to  be  observed  that  all  of  these 
authorities  are  predicated  upon  a  statute 
entirely  different  from  the  statute  under 
consideration.  Section  721  of  the  Code  of 
1906  provides,  in  actions  for  injuries  pro- 
ducing death,  that  "in  such  action  the  party 
or  parties  suing  shall  recover  such  damages 
as  the  jury  may  award,  taking  into  con- 
sideration all  damages  of  every  kind  to  the 
decedent,  and  all  damages  of  every  kind 
to  any  and  all  parties  interested  in  the 
suit."  It  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is 
a  very  marked  distinction  between  this  stat- 
ute an(>  the  former  statutes  in  this  state; 
and  it  is  to  be  further  observed  that  the 
law,  in  the  progress  of  human  events,  has 
more  and  more,  as  the  years  succeed  each 
other,  become  more  liberal  in  allowing  dam- 
ages  for  the  death   of  a  party. 

At  common  law  an  action  for  damages 
did  not  survive  the  death  of  the  party  in- 
jured.   An  action  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
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ages  for  the  wrongful  killing  of  a  human 
being  was  the  result  of  the  statute  of  9 
&  10  Vict.,  passed  in  1846,  and  known  as 
"Lord  Campbell's  act."  By  that  law  it 
is  provided  that  ''the  jury  may  give  such 
damages  as  they  may  think  proportioned 
to  the  injury  resulting  from  such  death  .to 
the  parties  respectively,  for  whom  and  for 
whose  benefit  such  aciion  shall  be  brought." 
[18  Stat,  at  L.  291,  chap.  93.]  Though 
varying  considerably  in  their  provisions, 
statutes  of  practically  the  same  import  have 
been  enacted  in  most  of  the  states  of  the 
American  Union.  Under  Lord  Campbeirs 
act,  and  also  under  the  statutes  of  almost 
all  the  states  in  this  country,  including  the 
former  statu tiB  of  this  state,  it  is  a  well- 
settled  proposition  that  the  jury,  in  esti- 
mating damages,  are  confined  to  the 
pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  the  surviving 
husband,  wife,  parent,  child,  or  other  kindred 
of  the  deceased,  and  cannot  take  into  con- 
sideration their  mental  suffering,  nor  is 
the  jury  authorized  to  give  damages  by 
way  of  the  solatium.  This  was  the  rule 
of  this  state  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the 
law  of  1898,  which  is  brought  forward  in 
the  Code  of  1906,  and  is  the  statute  now 
under  consideration. 

In  order  to  determine  the  question,  we 
may  well  look  to  the  decisions  of  other 
courts  construing  statutes  similar  to  the 
one  now  under  consideration.  The  Califor- 
nia statute  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  377)  pro- 
vided that  "such  damages  may  be  given 
as,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
may  be  just."  The  California  court,  in 
construing  this  statute,  has  repeatedly  held 
that  damages  may  be  given  for  the  mental 
anguish  of  the  surviving  wife,  child,  etc., 
as  well  as  for  the  loss  of  society,  and  that 
the  jury  are  not  limited  in  assessing  dam- 
ages to  the  actual  pecuniary  loss  of  the 
plaintiff.  In  Bceson  ▼.  Green  Mountain 
Gold  Min.  Co.  57  Cal.  20,  it  was  said: 
"We  think  that  the  social  and  domestic 
relations  of  the  parties,  their  kindly  de- 
meanor toward  each  other,  the  society,  were 
parts  of  'all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,' 
for  the  jury  to  take  into  consideration  in 
estimating  what  damages  would  be  just 
from  a  pecuniary  point  of  view,  especially 
as  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  show 
that  the  jury  were  instructed  that  they 
might  give  damages  by  way  of  solace."  The 
same  was  held  in  Cook  v.  Clay  Stscet  Hill 
R.  Co.  60  Cal.  604;  also  in  Myers  v,  San 
Francisco,  42  Cal.  215;  McKeever  v.  Mar- 
ket Street  R.  Co.  59  Cal.  294;  Nehrbas  v. 
Central  P.  R.  Co.  62  Cal.  320;  Cleary  v. 
City  R.  Co.  76  Cal.  240,  18  Pac.  269.  In 
this  latter  case  the  chief  justice  said:' 
"The  mental  anguish  and  suffering  of  the 
parents,  in  addition  to  the  medical  attend-  ' 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


ance  and  funeral  expense,  are  elements 
which,  under  our  peculiar  statute  .  .  . 
are  proper  to  be  considered  in  determining 
the  amount  of  the  recovery."  In  the  subse 
quent  case  of  Munro  v.  Pacific  Coast  Dredg- 
ing &  Reclamation  Co.  84  Cal.  515,  18  Am. 
St.  Rep.  248,  24  Pac.  303,  the  court  says: 
"We  are  of  opinion  that  the  court  erred  in 
including  in  the  instruction  the  words  'sor- 
row, grief,  and  mental  suffering  occasioned 
by  the  death  of  the  son  to  his  mother.*  In 
thus  directing  the  jury  the  court  fell  into 
an  error.  In  our  opinion  the  damage  should 
be  confined  to  the  pecuniary  loss  suffered 
by  the  mother,  and  the  loss  of  the  comfort, 
society,  support,  and  protection  of  de- 
ceased." The  latest  utterance  of  the  Cali- 
fornia court  is  Green  v.  Southern  California 
R.  Co.  —  Cal.  — ,  67  Pac.  4,  which  was  a 
suit  by  the  husband  and  child  for  the  death 
of  the  wife  and  mother,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  "as  damages,  all  pecuniary  loss 
suffered  by  them  from  loss  of  society,"  etc 
(In  this  connection  we  call  attention  to  the 
fact  that  in  13  Cyc.  371,  it  is  stated  that 
"in  an  action  ...  by  a  husband  or 
wife  for  the  death  of  his  or  her  spouse, 
.  .  .  damages  cannot  be  recovered  for  the 
loss  of  the  society  of  the  deceased;"  and 
among  other  authorities  refers  to  Munro 
V.  Pacific  Coast  Dredging  &  Reclamation 
Co.  and  Beeson  v.  Green  Mountain  Gold 
Min.  Co.  supra.  These  authorities  hold  to 
the  contrary,  as  we  have  shown  above.) 

The  Virginia  statute  (Code  1873,  chap. 
145,  §  8)  provides  that  "the  jury  in  any 
such  action  may  award  such  damages  as  to 
it  may  seem  fair  and  just."  In  construing 
this  statute  the  court  held,  in  Matthews  v. 
Warner,  29  Gratt.  670,  26  Am.  Rep.  396. 
and  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Nocll.  32 
Gratt.  394,  that  the  jury  were  not  confined 
to  mere  pecuniary  damages,  but  may  award 
such  damages  as  it  may  deem  to  be  fair 
and  just  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  The  South  Carolina  statute  is  that 
"the  jury  may  give  such  damages  as  they 
may  think  proportioned  to  the  injury  re- 
sulting." In  Petrie  v.  Columbia  &  G.  R. 
Co.  29  S.  C.  303,  7  S.  E.  515,  it  was  held 
that  under  this  statute  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintiffs,  the  children  of  the 
deceased,  to  prove  that  they  had  been  pecu- 
niarily damaged,  or  that  they  had  any 
legal  claim  on  the  deceased  for  their  sup- 
port. In  Paterson  v.  Wallace,  1  Macq.  Sc. 
App.  Cas.  748,  damages  are  allowed  by  way 
of  solatium.  In  Matthews  v.  Warner,  su- 
pra, the  court,  in  discussing  this  question, 
says:  "It  was  argued  very  earnestly  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant  that 
such  a  construction  of  the  statute  as  we 
have  here  given  would  result  in  great  in- 
justice, if  juries  are  to  be  turned  loose  to 
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assess  damages  according  to  their  own 
notions  as  to  compensation  for  the  mental 
sutfering  and  agony  of  a  mother  losing  her 
child,  or  of  a  wife  losing  her  husbandi  un- 
restrained by  statutory  enactment,  confin- 
ing them  to  the  actual  pecuniary  injury 
resulting  in  death.  There  are  two  answers 
to  such  arguments.  One  is:  Ita  est  scripta 
lex.  The  other  is:  We  must  presume  the 
legislature  knew  the  force  and  effect  of 
their  own  enactments.  They  must  have 
been  cognizant  of  the  statutes  and  the  de- 
cisions under  them,  and  they  must,  with 
such  knowledge,  have  known  the  force  and 
effect  of  the  language  they  used."  The 
Virginia  statute,  which  was  being  con- 
sidered by  the  court,  was  that  "the  jury  in 
any  such  action  may  award  such  damages 
as  to  it  may  seem  fair  and  just;"  and  the 
instruction  complained  of  simply  followed 
the  statute. 

In  St.  Louis  &  N.  A.  R.  Co.  y.  Mathis, 
76  Ark.  184,  113  Am.  St.  Rep.  35,  91  S. 
W.  763,  it  was  held  that,  in  an  action  by 
minor  children  fo>r  the  death  of  their  father, 
the  industry,  commercial  character,  and 
parental  care  and  affection  of  the  deceased 
may  be  taken  into  consideration  in  esti- 
mating the  damages.  In  St.  Louis,  I.  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Haist,  71  Ark.  258,  100  Am. 
St.  Rep.  66,  72  S.  W.  893,  it  was  held 
that  a  minor,  in  a  suit  for  the  death  of  her 
father,  is  entitled  to  recover  for  the  care, 
support,  and  maintenance,  and  such  advan- 
tages and  benefits  in  the  way  of  training 
and  education,  both  morally  and  intellec- 
tually, as  she  would  have  received  from  him 
if  his  death  had  not  occurred. 

By  far  the  best-considered  case  upon  this 
subject  to  be  found  in  all  the  books  is 
Florida  C.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Foxworth,  41 
Fla.  1,  79  Am.  St.  Rep.  149,  26  So.  338.  The 
Florida  statute  (Laws  1883,  chap.  3439) 
provides  that  the  jury  may  give  such  dam- 
ages "as  the  party  entitled  to  sue  may  have 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the 
party  killed."  After  a  very  exhaustive  and 
thorough  investigation  of  the  subject,  the 
conclusion  reached  by  the  Florida  court  is 
as  follows:  "In  estimating  the  pecuniary 
loss  sustained  by  the  widow,  the  jury  may 
properly  take  into  consideration  her  loss 
of  the  comfort,  protection,  and  society  of 
the  husband,  in  the  light  of  all  the  evidence 
in  the  case  relating  to  the  character,  habits, 
and  conduct  of  the  husband  as  husband, 
and  to  the  marital  relations  between  the 
parties  at  the  time  of  and  prior  to  his 
death;  and  they  may  also  consider  his 
services  in  assisting  her  in  the  care  of  the 
family,  if  any,  but  the  widow  is  not  en- 
titled to  recover  for  her  mental  anxiety  or 
distress  over  the  death  of  her  husband," 
etc. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


In  determining  what  damages  are  re- 
covered in  actions  like  the  one  under  con- 
sideration, we  must  look  alone  to  the  stat- 
ute. This  is  the  measure  and  the  limit  of 
the  right;  and  after  a  full  consideration 
of  the  question  our  conclusion  is  that,  in 
a  suit  by  a  widow  and  children  for  the 
death  of  the  husband  and  parent,  the  jury 
may  take  into  consideration  the  loss  to  the 
wife  and  children  of  the  companionship, 
protection,  and  society  of  the  husband  and 
father,  but  not  by  way  of  solatium.  In 
Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Ander- 
son, 89  Miss.  732,  41  So.  263,  the  exact 
question  now  under  consideration  was  not 
discussed,  though  the  present  statute  was 
under  review  by  the  court. 

Affirmed. 
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CELIA  COHEN,  Respt., 
v. 

CITY  OF  NEW  YORK,  Appt. 

(204  N.  Y.  424,  97  N.  E.  866.) 

Highway  —  defect  —  delay  in  placing: 
barriers  —  negllg:enee. 

Delay  for  four  hours  by  a  municipality 
in  placing  barriers  at  a  small  ditch  or 
gully  washed  by  an  unprecedented  storm  in 
a  park  road,  which  is  not  extraordinarily 
dangerous,  to  prevent  injury  to  travelers,  is 
as  matter  of  law  not  negligence  where  the 
locality  is  neither  central  nor  much  trav- 
eled. 

(Chase,  J.,  dissents.) 

(February  13,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,     Second    Department,     reversing    a 

Note.  —  The  general  subject  of  liability  of 
municipal  corporations  for  defects  or  ob- 
structions in  streets  is  treated  in  the  note 
to  Elam  v.  Mt.  Sterling,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
513,  including  the  degree  of  diligence  or 
care  as  affecting  liability  (pp.  577  et  seq.). 
And  see  specifically  as  to  duty  in  respect  of 
park  paths  p.  574,  and  as  to  duty  to  furnish 
barriers  p.  676,  of  that  note. 

See  also  as  to  duty  of  town  or  municipal- 
ity to  provide  barriers  to  protect  travelers 
from  obstructions  outside  the  highway,  note 
in  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  980,  and  later  case. 
Speck  V.  Bruce  Twp.  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  203; 
and  as  to  duty  to  provide  barriers  against 
abandoned  highways,  note  in  37  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1158.  As  to  what  injuries  may  be 
deemed  to  have  been  proximately  caused  by 
absence  of  guard  rail  in  highway,  see  note 
to  Lyons  v.  Watt.  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1136, 
and  later  case,  Mineral  City  v.  Gilbow,  26 
L.R.A.(JS.S.)    627. 
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judgment  of  a  Trial  Term  for  Kings  Coun- 
ty dismissing  the  complaint  and  granting 
A  new  trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
iiave  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  D.  Bell  and  Frank  Jul!  • 
an  Price,  with  Mr.  Archibald  R.  Wat- 
son, for  appellant: 

The  city  cannot  be  held  liable  for  the 
policeman's   failure   to   give   notice   of   the 

gully- 

Woodhull  V.  New  York,  150  N.  Y.  450, 
44  N.  E..  1038;  Gartland  v.  New  York 
Zoological  Soc.  135  App.  Div.  170,  120  N. 
y.  Supp.  24. 

Mr.  Abraham  C.  Cohen,  with  Mr. 
Michael  H.  Harris,  for  respondent: 

The   defendant  was  negligent. 

Corcoran  v.  New  York,  188  N.  Y.  131,  80 
N.  E.  660;  Chisholm  v.  State,  141  N.  Y. 
246,  36  N.  E.  184;  Weed  v.  Ballston  Spa. 
76  N.  Y.  329;  McGuire  v.  Spence,  91  N.  Y. 
303,  43  Am.  Rep.  668;  Brusso  v.  Buffalo, 
«0  N.  Y.  679. 

The  city  is  liable  if  the  police  officer 
knew  of  the  gully  before  the  accident. 

Fisher  ▼.  Wakefield  Park  Realty  Co.  135 
App.  Div.  808,  120  N.  Y.  Supp.  129;  Far- 
ley V.  New  York,  152  N.  Y.  222,  67  Am. 
St.  Rep.  511,  46  N.  E.  506;  Rehberg  v.  New 
York,  91  N.  Y.  137,  43  Am.  Rep.  657; 
'iSvogood  V.  New  York,  102  N.  Y.  216,  6 
N.  E.  276;  Hawley  v.  Gloversville,  4  App. 
Div.  343,  38  N.  Y.  Supp.  647;  Parks  v. 
New  York,  111  App.  Div.  839,  98  N.  Y. 
Supp.  94. 

Hlscock,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

While  plaintiff  was  riding  in  a  carriage 
at  about  half-past  12  in  the  afternoon  of 
October  9,  1903,  over  one  of  the  roads  in 
Prospect  Park  in  the  borough  of  Brooklyn, 
the  carriage  ran  into  a  gully  at  the  side  of 
the  road  and  was  tipped  over,  and  she  was 
injured,  and  she  has  brought  this  action  on 
the  theory  that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  negligence  in  respect  to  said  defect. 

Commencing  on  the  morning  of  October 
8th    and    continuing    without    interruption 
from   that   time   until    after   the   accident, 
there  was  a  rainfall   of  very  unusual   ex- 
tent in  the  city  of  Brooklyn.     The  result 
of  this,   amongst  other  things,  was   to  so 
raise  the  water  in  one  of  the  lakes  in  the 
park  system  that,  notwithstanding  the  ef- 
forts of  employees  to  prevent  it,  the  water 
overflowed     and,     passing    some    distance, 
spread  over  the  road  at  the  point  of  acci- 
dent and  washed  out  a  gully  several  inches  I 
in  depth.     One  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  ' 
was  a  policeman  stationed  near  the  place  * 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  accident;  and,  while  his  evidence  was 
variable  and  unsatisfactory,  the  jury  prob- 
ably would  have  had  the  right  to  say  that 
he  discovered  the  defect  in  the  roadway  at 
about  half-past  8  in  the  morning  of  the 
day  of  the  accident.  He  thereafter  tele- 
phoned to  his  police  station,  about  a  mile 
away,  some  message,  the  purport  of  which 
is  not  given,  except  that  it  is  assumed  that 
it  related  in  some  way  to  the  conditions 
which  have  been  detailed.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  record  to  indicate  whether  the 
locality  in  question  was  a  central  one,  or 
whether  the  roadway  where  plaintiff  was 
traveling  at  that  time  was  much  used  or 
not. 

The  question,  of  course,  under  these 
circumstances  is  whether  a  jury  would  hare 
had  the  right  to  say  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  because  it  did  not,  bv 
barriers  or  in  some  other  manner,  guard 
the  defective  highway;  for  it  must  be  con- 
ceded that  it  was  impossible  to  repair  the 
road  until  the  waters  receded  at  some 
time  after  the  accident.  I  am  of  the  opis- 
ion  that  it  would  not  have  been  permis- 
sible to  allow  the  jury  to  say  this,  and  that 
therefore  the  trial  judge  was  correct  in  his 
disposition  of  the  case. 

It  will  be  assumed,  for  the  appellant's 
counsel  seems  to  so  assume,  that  the  police- 
man was  an  agent  of  the  city  for  the  pur- 
pose of  receiving  notice  of  the  condition  of 
the  highway,  and  that  it  was  his  duty  to 
communicate  his  knowledge  to  his  supe- 
riors, in  order  that  it  might  be  passed  along 
to  those  officials  who  were  charged  with  the 
duty  of  repairing  or  guarding  against  the 
defect.  The  rule  in  this  case,  where  the  de- 
fect arose  without  fault  on  the  part  of  the 
city,  is  that  it  wouM  not  be  charged  with 
negligence  until  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time 
in  which  to  communicate  knowledge  and 
notice  of  the  defect,  and  of  a  reasonable 
time  after  such  notice  and  knowledge  with- 
in which  to  repair  or  guard  against  the 
same.  Farley  v.  New  York,  162  N.  Y.  222. 
226,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  611,  46  N.  E.  606; 
Sprague  v.  Rochester,  159  N.  Y.  20,  26, 
63  N.  E.  697. 

Many  times  the  question  whether  reason- 
able diligence  has  been  exercised  is  one  of 
fact  for  the  jury;  but  at  others,  when  there 
is  no  dispute  of  fact,  the  question  is  one  of 
law.  Hedges  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  49 
N.  Y.  223;  Wright  v.  Bank  of  the  Metro- 
polis, 110  N.  Y.  237,  249,  1  L.R.A.  289,  6 
Am.  St.  Rep.  366,  18  N.  £.  79.  And  in 
determining  how  speedily  a  municipality 
should  be  required  to  act  in  such  a  case  as 
this  to  avert,  accidents  a  limit  must  some 
time  be  reached,  where  the  period  between 
discovery  of  the  defect  and  the  accident  is 
so  short  that  a  jury  should  not  be  allowed 
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to  say,  as  a  question  of  fact,  that  due  dili- 
l^ence  has  been  lacking.  I  think  that  the 
present  one  is  such  a  case,  and  that  the 
defendant  should  not  be  held  liable  because 
it  failed  within  about  four  hours  to  remedy 
a  defect,  not  extraordinarily  dangerous, 
•caused  by  a  storm,  of  almost  unprecedented 
severity  in  a  locality  not  appearing  to  have 
been  either  central  or  much  traveled  at 
that  time.  It  must  be  assumed  that  after 
such  a  rainfall  as  this  was  there  were  un- 
usual demands  on  the  city  of  many  kinds 
and  in  many  localities. 

While  no  cases  have  been  cited  involving 
facts  similar  to  those  here  presented,  there 
are  those  which  in  a  general  way  sustain 
our  view. 

Rehberg  v.  New  York,  91  N.  Y.  137,  144, 
43  Am.  Rep.  667,  was  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  fall 
of  some  bricks  which  had  been  piled  in  the 
street.  The  accident  occurred  about  noon 
on  May  6th.  The  pile  was  completed  May 
3d,  and  was  commenced  on  or  before  April 
'29th,  and,  as  the  jury  would  have  been 
warranted  in  finding,  had  reached  the  safe- 
ty limit  as  early  as  Wednesday  or  Thurs- 
day previous  to  the  accident.  A  policeman 
aaw  the  pUe  from  time  to  time  while  it 
was  going  up ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he 
notified  any  officer  or  department  of  the 
<:ity  government.  It  was  said  by  the  court: 
"Notice  to  the  policeman  of  this  unlawful 
•obstruction  was,  we  think,  notice  to  the 
city,  and  the  city  is  chargeable  with  any 
neglect  on  his  .part,  ...  or  for  any 
negligence  in  permitting  the  obstruction  to 
'cxist.  Whether,  in  view  of  the  distribution 
of  municipal  powers  .  .  .  and  the  time 
which  would  be  required  by  the  city  after 
notice  to  cause  the  obstruction  to  be  re- 
moved, the  city  acted  with  reasonable  dili- 
gence after  notice  to  the  policeman  of  its 
existence,  and  whether  there  was  time  after 
■such  notice  to  have  removed  the  obstruc- 
tion before  the  happening  of  the  accident, 
were  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury,  to  be 
determined  upon  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case.  The  question  presented  is  not 
free  from  difficulty;  but  we  are  of  opinion 
that  the  case  ought  to  have  been  submitted 
to  the  jury  upon  the  question  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant.  If  the  city 
omitted  to  act  with  reasonable  diligence 
after  notice  of  an  unlawful  obstruction  in 
the  street,  ...  we  think  it  would  be 
no  defense  that  it  may  not  have  known 
that   the  obstruction  was  in  fact  danger- 
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It  thus  appears  that  in  this  case  the 
•question  of  the  negligence  of  the  city  in 
not  removing  the  bricks  was  regarded  as 
'''not  free  from  difficulty,"  when  it  had  had 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


notice  of  the  obstruction  several  days  be- 
fore the  accident. 

In  Blakeley  v.  Troy,  18  Hun,  167,  it  was 
held,  ds  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  neglect 
of  the  city  to  remove  ice  before  1  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon,  which  had  formed  the 
night  before,  was  not  enough  to  make  the 
city  liable. 

In  Reed  v.  Detroit,  99  Mich.  204,  68  N. 
W.  44,  it  was  held  that  the  existence  of  a 
hole  in  a  culvert  in  a  public  street  from  6 
o'clock  in  the  morning  until  8  o'clock  in 
the  evening  was  not  for  a  sufficient  time 
to  permit  a  jury  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  constructive  notice. 

In  McKormick  v.  West  Bay  City,  110 
Mich.  266,  68  N.  W.  148,  an  alderman  of 
the  city  and  a  member  of  the  committee  on 
streets,  at  about  noon  discovered  that  a 
plank  had  been  removed  from  a  walk  on  one 
of  the  public  streets.  He  replaced  it  with- 
out fastening  it,  and  notified  the  street 
commissioner  that  evening,  and  the  defect 
was  repaired  the  next  morning.  It  Was 
held,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  there  was  no 
unreasonable  delay,  either  in  giving  notice 
of  or  in  repairing  the  defect. 

I  think  that  the  insufficiency  of  the  time 
wfiich  elapsed  in  the  present  case  between 
discovery  of  the  defect  and  the  accident,  for 
the  purpose  of  charging  the  defendant  with 
negligence,  is  also  made  very  apparent  by 
contrast  with  the  facts  in  the  cases  cited  by 
the  plaintiff  to  sustain  a  right  of  recovery. 

In  Kunz  v.  Troy,  16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  469,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  696,  the  recovery  was  permit- 
ted for  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in 
not  removing  a.  counter  which  had  re- 
mained on  the  sidewalk  from  Tuesday  until 
Saturday  afternoon. 

In  Higgins  v.  Brooklyn,  Q.  C.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
54  App.  Div.  69,  66  N.  Y.  Supp.  334,  it 
appeared  as  a  basis  for  plaintiff's  recovery 
that  for  one  or  two  weeks  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  accident  a  railroad  tie  had  been 
left  in  the  gutter  between  the  crosswalk 
and  the  curb  of  the  street  at  an  unlighted 
corner,  and  that  one  of  defendant's  police 
officers  had  been  thrown  by  the  same  tie 
two  nights  before  the  accident,  and  had  re- 
ported the  occurrence 'to  the  captain  of  the 
police  precinct. 

In  Turner  v.  Newburgh,  109  N.  Y.  301, 
4  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  16  N.  E.  344,  the  loose 
stone  in  the  street  which  caused  plaintiff's 
accident  had  been  in  such  condition  for  a 
week  or  more  before  the  accident. 

As  has  been  stated,  no  case  has  been 
cited,  and  a  careful  search  has  failed  to 
find  one,  in  which,  under  such  conditions  as 
surrounded  this  plaintiff's  accident,  a  mu- 
nicipality has  been  held  negligent  because 
it  has  not  repaired  or  guarded  a  defect  in 
a  street  within  about  four  hours  after  dis- 
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covery  by  such  an  agent  as  a  policeman, 
and  I  think  it  would  be  going  altogether 
too  far  to  impose  such  a  degree  of  lia- 
bility. 

In  my  opinion,  the  order  of  the  Appel- 
late Division  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  Trial  Term  affirmed,  with 
costs  in  both  courts. 

Chase,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  gully  was  10  to  20  inches  deep,  con- 
cealed by  water  overflowing  the  entire  road- 
way, and  consequently  the  defect  was  an 
extraordinarily  dangerous  one.  It  was 
known  to  the  city,  and  not  discoverable  by 
travelers  without  a  special  examination. 
In  my  judgment,  it  was  a  question  of  fact 
whether  the  failure  to  put  up  a  barrier 
or  give  notice  to  travelers  was  negligence. 

The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Cnllen,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gray,  Werner,  and 
Collin,  JJ.,  concur  with  HIscock,  J.  Wil- 
lard  Bartlett,  J.,  concurs  in  result. 

Chase,  J.,  reads  dissenting  memorandum. 


NORTH  CAROLINA   SUPREME 
COURT. 

RE    HUGH    ALDERMAN. 


WILLIAM  F.  ALDERMAN,  Appt. 

(157  N.  C.  507,  73  S.  E.  126.) 

Judgment  —  awarding  custody  of  chil- 
dren —  effect  In  other  state. 

A  judgment  in  a  divorce  proceeding  giv- 
ing the  father  the  right  to  receive  visits 
from    a    child    of   the   tnarriage,    which    is 


awarded  to  the  mother,  is  not,  under  the 
full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Federal 
''Constitution,  binding  upon  the  courts  of  an- 
other state  to  which  the  child  and  mother 
remove  and  where  they  take  up  their  domi- 
cil. 

(December  20,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  petitioner  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Buncombe 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  habeas 
corpus  proceeding  to  secure  possession  of 
petitioner's  infant  child.    Affirmed. 

•    Statement  by  Brown,  J.: 

This  is  a  proceeding  in  habeas  corpus, 
instituted  by  the  petitioner,  Wm.  F.  Alder- 
man, to  determine  the  custody  of  Hugh 
Alderman,  the  infant  son  (four  years  of 
age)  of  petitioner  and  his  former  wife,  the 
respondent,  Sarah  E.  Alderman,  who  now 
resides  with  her  child  at  Brevard,  North 
Carolina.  The  cause  was  heard  in  the  6U- 
perior  court  of  Buncombe  county  by  hia 
Honor,  Judge  Webb,  who  made  findings  of 
fact    and    rendered    judgment   aa    follows: 

"This  cause  coming  on  to  be  heard  before 
the  undersigned  judge,  James  L.  Webb,  and 
being  heard  upon  the  affidavits  ^led  by  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant,  I  find  the  follow- 
ing facts: 

"( 1 )  I  find  as  a  fact  that  W.  F.  Alder- 
man and  Sarah  £.  Alderman  were  married 
in  the  state  of  Florida  about  7th  day  of 
June,  1899,  and  lived  together  as  man  and 

wife  until  about  the :—  day  of  , 

1909. 

"(2)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  during  the 
years  1909  and  1910  W.  F.  Alderman  aban- 
doned Sarah  £.  Alderman,  and  thereupon. 
Sarah  £.  Alderman,  who  was  then  with 
her    child,    Hugh    Alderman,    visiting    her 


Note,  —  Extraterritorial  effect  of  judg^ 
ment  awarding  custody  of  children 
upon  divorce  of  parents. 

As  to  jurisdiction  to  award  custody  of 
child  temporarily  within  the  state  but 
domiciled  elsewhere,  see  note  to  Lanning 
v.  Gregory,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)   690. 

The  earlier  cases  on  the  subject  here  an- 
notated  are  to  be  found  in  a  subdivision 
of  the  note  to  Benton's  Succession,  59 
L.R.A.  177. 

Some  apparent  conflict  is  noticed  in  the 
cases  which  pass  upon  the  extraterritorial 
efi'ect  of  a  judgment  awarding  the  custody 
of  children  upon  a  divorce  of  the  parents. 
Some  cases  hold  that  while  the  judgment  is 
res  judicata  in  the  state  of  its  rendition 
and  elsewhere  so  far  as  the  parents  are 
concerned,  it  is  not  res  judicata  as  to  the 
right  of  some  other  state,  where  the  chil- 
dren may  subsequently  be,  to  determine  the 
custody  of  the  children  as  their  welfare 
may  require.  People  ex  rel.  Hickey  v. 
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Hickey,  86  111.  App.  20;  Thorndike  v.  Rice, 
24  Month.  L.  Rep.  19,  cited  in  People  ex 
rel.  Hickey  v.  Hickey,  86  III.  App.  27:  Re 
Bort,  25  Kan.  308,  37  Am.  Rep.  255;  Avery 
V.  Avery,  33  Kan.  1,  52  Am.  Rep.  523,  5 
Pac.  419;  Keenan  v.  Keenan,  5  Ohio  N.  P. 
N.  S.  12,  17  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  5S1. 
Re  Alderman. 

So  a  decree  of  divorce  obtained  by  tlio 
wife,  a  resident  of  Colorado,  against  her 
husband  domiciled  in  North  Carolina,  with- 
out personal  service  upon  him,  under  which 
she  is  awarded  the  custody  of  a  child,  whose 
possession  she  seeks  in  North  Carolina,  is 
of  no  validity  in  the  latter  state,  either 
as  to  the  relation  of  the  parties  or  as  to  the 
custody  of  the  child,  which  at  the  time 
of  the  Colorado  proceeding  was  domiciled 
with  its  father  in  North  Carolina.  Harris 
V.  Harris,  115  N.  C.  587,  44  Am.  St.  Rep. 
471,  20  S.  E.  387. 

And  a  decree  of  divorce  of  a  court  of  an- 
other jurisdiction  awarding  the  custody  of  a 
child  of  the  parties  to  one  of  them,  passed 
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parents  in  the  state  of  North  Carolina,  in- 
stituted divorce  proceedings  in  the  courts 
of  the  state  of  Florida,  alleging .  wilful, 
continued,  and  obstinate  desertion  on  the 
part  of  W.  F.  Alderman,  and  the  said  Sarah 
E.  Alderman  was  on  February  28,  1911, 
granted  a  divorce  from  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony upon  the  ground  of  wilful,  continued, 
and  obstinate  desertion. 

"(3)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  during  the  re- 
lationship of  man  and  wife,  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  there  was  born 
Hugh  Alderman,  the  child  in  question,  who 
is  now  a  little  more  than  four  years  of  age. 

"(4)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  in  the  decree 
that  was  signed  in  the  divorce  proceedings 
in  the  state  of  Florida,  rendered  February 
28,   1911,  the   following  clause   and  para- 


graph appears:  'It  is  further  ordered,  ad- 
judged, and  decreed  that  the  complainant, 
Sarah  £.  Alderman,  have  and  she  is  granted 
the  custody  of  the  child,  Hugh  Alderman, 
provided  that  the  defendant,  W.  F.  Alder- 
man shall  be  allowed  to  visit  said  child 
at  such  times  as  may  to  the  said  Sarah 
£.  Alderman  seem  reasonable,  an4  the  child, 
Hugh  Alderman,  may  visit  the  defendant, 
William  F.  Alderman,  at  such  times  and 
under  such  circumstances  and  conditions 
as  are  reasonable  and  expedient,  and  the 
child  may  at  least  be  permitted  to  visit 
said  William  F.  Alderman  for  two  weeks 
at  a  time  every  three  months  if  the  said 
William  F.  Alderman  so  desires  or  elects.' 
"(5)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  the  child, 
Hugh   Alderman,    is    a   frail    and   delicate 


while  the  child  is  in  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia, does  not  preclude  the  courts  of  the 
District  from  determining  the  question  of 
the  custody  of  the  child.  Seeley  v.  Seeley, 
30  App.  D.  C.  191,  12  Ann.  Cas.  1068, 
wherein,  upon  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding 
brought  to  enforce  the  foreign  decree,  it  was 
held  that  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  was 
not  involved.  The  court  said  that  the  wel- 
fare of  the  child  is  the  predominant  consid- 
eration at  all  times  and  under  all  circum- 
stances. 

Of  such  prime  importance  is  the  welfare 
of  the  child  that  the  court  may  disregard 
the  fact  that  under  a  foreign  judgment  of 
divorce  the  custody  of  the  children  has  been 
given  to  one  of  the  parents,  and  give  them 
to  some  third  party.  Re  Bort,  25  Kan.  308, 
37  Am.  Rep.  256. 

So  the  court  in  Re  Bort,  supra,  after 
reaching  the  conclusion  that  the  full  faith 
and  credit  clause  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
has  no  application  to  cases  of  this  kind, 
said:  "We  understand  the  law  to  be,  when 
the  custody  of  children  is  the  question,  that 
the  best  interest  of  the  children  is  the 
paramount  fact.  Rights  of  father  and 
mother  sink  into  insignificance  before  that. 
Even  when  father  and  mother  are  living 
together,  a  court  has  the  power,  if  the 
best  interests  of  the  child  require  it,  to 
take  it  away  from  both  parents  and  com- 
mit the  custody  to  a  third  person." 

Where  a  court  of  a  sister  state  grants  a 
divorce,  without  finding  the  father  unfit 
temporarily,  and  awards  the  custody  of  the 
minor  -children  to  the  mother,  such  decree 
does  not  deprive  the  father,  who  subsequent- 
.  ly  in  another  state  sues  out  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  to  obtain  possession  of  the  children, 
of  his  natural  right  to  the  custody  of  such 
children  against  any  person  except  the 
mother;  and  upon  her  death,  such  right 
ceases  to  be  affected  by  such  award.  Clarke 
v.  Lvon,  82  Neb.  625,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  171, 
118  N.  W.  472. 

Other  cases,  on  the  other  hand,  sustain 
the  proposition  that  a  decree  of  divorce, 
fixing  the  custody  of  the  children  of  the 
marriage,  rendered  in  accordance  with  the 
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laws  of  another  state,  by  a  court  having 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties,  will  be  given  full  force  and  ef- 
fect in  other  states  as  long  as  the  circum- 
stances attending  the  adoption  of  the  decree 
remain  the  same.  Hardin  v.  Hardin,  168 
Ind.  362,  81  N.  E.  60;  People  ex  rel.  Allen 
V.  Allen,  40  Hun,  611,  appeal  dismissed  in 
105  N.  Y.  628,  11  N.  E.  143;  Wilson  v. 
Elliott,  96  Tex.  472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928, 
73  S.  W.  946;  ruling  on  the  question  certi- 
fied followed  in  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  483,  75 
S.  W.  368;  Bennett  v.  Bennett,  Deady,  299, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,318. 

.  In  Morrill  v.  Morrill,  83  Conn.  479,  77 
Atl.  1,  it  was  held  that  where  a  court  hav- 
ing jurisdiction  of  the  parties  and  the  sub- 
ject-matter granted  a  divorce  and  awarded 
the  custody  of  the  children  to  one  of  the 
parties,  its  jurisdiction,  even  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  statute  upon  the  subject, — 
there  was  a  statute  in  the  case  at  bar. 
Gen.  Stat.  §  4558, — is  a  continuing  one,  so 
that  the  power  of  the  court  to  amend,  modi- 
fy, or  annul  its  order  of  custody  as  the 
welfare  of  the  children  under  existing  con- 
ditions may  demand,  ever  after  remains, 
notwithstanding  that  the  party  to  whose 
custody  they  were  awarded  by  the  original 
decree  has  become  a  resident,  with  the 
children,  in  a  foreign  country;  and  that 
the  extraterritorial  effect  of  any  order  modi- 
fying the  original  decree  as  to  the  custody 
of  the  children  is  that  it  should,  according 
to  the  customary  comity  of  states  and  na- 
tions, be  recognized  and  enforced ;  and  in  the 
states  of  the  American  Union,  by  force  of 
the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Feder- 
al Constitution,  must  be  recognized  and  en- 
forced so  long,  and  only  so  long,  as  the  cir- 
cumstances attending  its  adoption  remain 
unchanged. 

People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen,  40  Hun,  611, 
which  is  set  out  in  a  note  in  59  L.R.A.  177, 
was  dismissed  upon  appeal  in  105  N.  Y. 
628,  11  N.  E.  143,  for  the  reason  that  the 
courts  below,  upon  a  view  of  alf  the  existing 
facts  relating  to  the  welfare  and  interests  of 
the  infants,  exercised  their  discretion  in 
awarding  to  the  mother  the  custody  of  the 
children;  and  in  so  doing  gave  to  the  for- 
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child,  and  that  said  child  was  at  the  time 
of  the  institution  of  the  divorce  proceed- 
ings in  the  state  of  Florida,  and  prior 
thereto,  and  has  been  at  all  times  since, 
residing  with  its  mother,  Sarah  E.  Alder- 
man, and  grandparents.  Rev.  Paul  F.  Brown 
and  wife,  at  Brevard,  Transylvania  county. 
North   Carolina. 

*' (6)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  the  child's 
health  is  such  that  it  would  jeopardize  it 
to  carry  it  from  the  mountains  of  Western 
North  Carolina  to  the  state  of  Florida, 
especially  during  the  warm  season  of  the 
year. 

"(7)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  the  mother  of 
the  child,  Sarah  £.  Alderman,  is  an  intel- 
ligent, refined.  Christian  woman,  living  with 
her  parents.  Rev.  Paul  F.  Brown  and  wife 
at  Brevard,  North  Carolina,  and  that  Rev. 
Paul  F.  Brown  is  the  pastor  of  the  Presby- 
terian Church  in  Brevard,  North  Carolina. 

"(8)  I  find  as  a  fact  that  Sarah  £.  Al- 
derman, the  mother  of  Hugh  Alderman,  and 
her  parents,  Rev.  Paul  F.  Brown  and  wife, 
the  grandparents  of  Hugh  Alderman,  are 
people  of  sufficient  means  to  properly  care 
for  and  make  comfortable  and  educate  the 
child,  and  I  further  find  that  the  moral 
welfare  of  the  child,  Hugh  Alderman,  is* 
being  well  guarded. 

"(9)  I  further  find  as  a  fact  that  prior 
to  the  institution  of  the  divorce  proceed-, 
ings  in  the  state  of  Florida  by  Sarah  E. 
Alderman  v.  W.  F.  Alderman,  and  since 
said  proceedings  were  instituted,  and  prior 
to  and  since  the  decree  of  separation  and 
divorce  was  rendered  therein,  the  said  Wil- 
liam F.  Alderman  had  in  his  employ  a 
stenographer,  one  Georgia  V.  Farmer,  and 
that  he  became  infatuated  with  said  woman. 


conducting  himself  in  a  way  not  becoming 
a  man  of  a  family,  with  a  living  wife,  that 
he  showed  the  said  Georgia  Farmer  many 
attentions  in  various  ways,  riding  upon 
street  cars  with  her,  carrying  her  to- 
restaurants,  theaters,  purchasing  small 
articles  of  various  kinds  for  her,  taking 
trips  with  her  on  trains,  visiting  her  board- 
ing house, .  removing  the  photo  of  Sarah  £. 
Alderman^  his  wife,  from  the  locket  on 
his  watch  chain,  which  locket  contained  the 
minature  photo  of  Sarah  E.  Alderman  and 
one  of  their  children,  now  dead,  and  placing 
in  said  locket  the  minature  of  Georgia  Far- 
mer. 

.  "I  further  find  as  a  fact  that  William  F. 
Alderman  prior  to  the  date  of  the  decree 
in  said  divorce  proceedings,  and  while  the 
decree  for  alimony  was  being  considered, 
had  one  Roena  Floyd,  a  single  woman,  to 
deed  to  (Georgia  Farmer,  his  stenographer^ 
for  a  nominal  sum  of  $10,  a  house  and  lot 
in  the  city  of  Jacksonville,  Florida,  and  the 
said  deed  was  not  registered  until  after 
said  decree  for  divorce  was  signed,  to  wit, 
on  March   23,   1911. 

"I  further  find  that  after  the  institution 
of  this  suit  in  the  superior  court  of  Bun- 
combe county  to  obtain  the  child  Hugh 
Alderman,  the  said  William  F.  Alderman 
attempted  to  kidnap  or  get  possession  of  the 
said  Hugh  Alderman  by  having  a  colored 
boy  to  secretly  get  him  out  of  the  posses- 
sion of  his  mother,  Sarah  E.  Alderman, 
carry  him  to  Hendersonville,  through  the 
country,  a  distance  of  20  miles,  there  to 
be  turned  over  to  William  F.  Alderman  to 
be  carried  to 'the  state  of  Florida. 

"  ( 10 )  I  further  find  as  a  fact  that  Wil- 
liam F.  Alderman  has  no  permanent  place 


eign  decree  not  the  force  of  an  estoppel, 
or  the  conclusive  effect  sometimes  due  to  a 
judgment,  but  simply  regarded  it  as  a  fact 
or  circumstance  bearing  upon  the  discre- 
tion to  be  exercised,  without  dictating  or 
controlling  it.  And  see  to  the  same  effect 
Re  Davis,  25  Ont.  Rep.  579. 

In  State  ex  rel.  Hahn  v.  King,  109  La. 
161,  33  So.  121,  the  binding  effect  of  a  for- 
eign judgment  giving  the  custody  of  a  child 
to  one  of  the  parents  was  recognized  on  the 
ground  of  estoppel.  In  that  case,  where  a 
father  was  ordered  under  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  to  place  a  minor  child,  of  whom  he 
had  the  possession,  in  the  custody  of  its 
mother,  under  the  terms  of  a  judgment  of 
divorce  which  the  latter  obtained  in  an- 
other state  against  her  husband,  it  was  held 
that  the  father  of  the  child,  the  husband, 
was  estopped  from  contesting  that  judg- 
ment, because  on  the  trial  of  the  writ  he 
testified  hiiftself  that  under  authority  6f 
that  judgment  he  had  contracted  a  second 
marriage. 

As  stated  above  the  foreign  decree  or  or- 
der is  not  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  proceeding 
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to  modify  it,  by  proof  that  the  situation 
and  character  of  the  respective  parties  hav^ 
so  changed  as  to  render  it  to  the  interests 
of  the  infants  that  they  be. committed  to  the 
care  of  the  mother.  Wilson  v.  Elliott.  9(5 
Tex.  472,  97  Am.  St.  Rep.  928,  73  S.  W. 
946;  1  Parmele's  Wharton,  Confl.  L.  531. 

So  a  foreign  decree  giving  the  custody  of 
the  children  to  the  mother  is  not  binding 
in  another  state,  where  it  appears  that  the 
father  is  the  more  suitable  person  to  care 
for  them.  Kentzler  v.  Kentzler,  3  Wash. 
166,  28  Am.  St.  Rep.  21,  28  Pac.  370. 

Of  Thomdike  v.  Rice,  24  Month.  L.  Rep. 
20,  it  was  said  in  People  v.  Allen,  supra: 
"It  was  held  that  a  decree  of  a  tribunal 
as  to  the  custody  of  a  child  was  never 
final,  but  that  the  same  tribunal,  or  an- 
other where  the  child  was  either  temporari- 
ly or  permanently  staying,  might  consider 
the  case  upon  the  facts  then  existing,  and, 
looking  at  the  welfare  of  the  child,  should 
determine  whether  any  and  what  change 
should  be  made  in  regard  to  its  custody.* 
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of  abode^  no  settled  home,  in  which  to 
properly  care  for  the  child,  Hugh  Alder- 
man, and  I  further  find  as  a  fact  that  the 
Bald  William  F.  Alderman  id  not  a  suitable 
person  to  have  the  care  and  custody  of  the 
child,  Hugh  Alderman,  at  this  time. 

"(11)  1  further  find  as  a  fact  that  Sarah 
£.  Alderman,  the  mother  of  Hugh  Alder- 
man, is  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  have  the 
care  and  custody  of  Hugh  Alderman,  the 
child  in  question,  in  looking  after  the 
health,  training,  and  moral  development  of 
the  child. 

"(12)  I  further  find  as  a  fact  that  Sarah 
£.  Alderman  does  not  object  to  W.  F.  Alder- 
man visiting  and  being  allowed  to  see  the 
child,  Hugh  Alderman,  under  proper  and 
reasonable   conditions. 

"The  foregoing  facts  are  found  from  the 
large  number  of  affidavits,  perhaps  fifty  or 
more,  filed  by  both  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant, and  from  the  facts  appearing  and 
found  by  me,  I  conclude  as  a  matter  of  law : 

"(1)  That  the  court  is  of  the  opinion 
that  this  is  not  a  proper  case  where  the  writ 
of  habeas  corpus  will  lie. 

"(2)  That  if  it  is  a  case  where  such  writ 
will  lie,  from  the  foregoing  findings  of 
fact,  the  court  is  of  opinion  that  it  is  for 
the  best  interest  of  the  child,  Hugh  Alder- 
man, to  be  left  in  th&  possession  of  and 
under  the  care  and  custody  of  its  mother, 
Sarah  £.  Alderman,  and  it  is  so  ordered. 

"(3)  It  is  further  ordered  that  W.  F. 
Alderman  be  allowed  to  visit  s^id  child, 
Hugh  Alderman,  at  the  home  of  its  mother 
at  such  times  and  under  such  conditions 
as  the  mother  of  said  child  may  deem  ad- 
visable. 

"(4)  It  is  further  ordered  that  the 
prayer  of  the  petitioner  be  and  the  same  is 
hereby  refused,  and  it  is  further  ordered 
that  the  petitioner,  W.  F.  Alderman,  pay 
all  the  costs  of  this  action  to  be  taxed  by 
the  clerk  of  the  superior  court  of  Buncombe 
county.' 
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Messrs.  D.  L.  English  and  Afark  W. 
Brown,  for  appellant: 

A  foreign  decree  determining  the  custody 
of  a  child  in  a  suit  for  divorce  in  which 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject- 
matter  and  of  the  parties  is  conclusive  of 
all  questions  as  to  the  right  of  custody 
which  might  have  been  urged  at  the  time 
the  decree  was  rendered. 

Bidwell  V.  Bidwell,  139  N.  C.  402,  2 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  324;  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  797, 
52  S.  E.  55:  Wakefield  v.  Ives,  36  Iowa, 
238;  Wilson  v.  Elliott,  96  Tex.  472,  97  Am. 
St.  Rep.  928,  73  S.  .W.  940,  32  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  483,  75  S.  W.  368;  Dubois  v.  Johnson, 
96  Ind.  6;  Umlauf  v.  Umlauf,  27  III.  App. 
375;  Jennings  v.  Jennings,  56  Iowa,  288, 
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9  N.  W.  222;  State  ex  rel.  Lembke  v.  Bech- 
del,  37  Minn.  360,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  854,  34 
N.  W.  334,  7  Am.  Crim.  Rep.  227;  White 
v.  White,  76  Iowa,  218,  39  N.  W.  277; 
Teter  v.  Teter,  88  Ind.  494;  Merceiii  v.  Peo- 
ple, 25  Wend.  64,  35  Am.  Dec.  653;  Taylor 
V.  Jeter,  33  6a.  195,  81  Am.  Dec.  202; 
Bennett  v.  Bennett,  Deady,  299,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1,318;  Barber  v.  Barber,  21  How.  582, 
16  L.  ed.  226;  Christmas  v.  Russell,  5  Wall. 
299,  18  L.  ed.  478;  Cheever  v.  Wilson,  9 
Wall.  108,  19  L.  ed.  604.' 

The  primary  right  to  the .  custody  and 
control  of  children,  without  regard  to  sex, 
and  with  slight  qualification  as  to  early 
infancy,  is  in  the  father. 

14  Cyc.  806,  note  90;  Newsome  v.  Bunch, 
144  N.  C.  15,  56  S.  £.  509;  Latham  v. 
Ellis,  116  N.  C.  30,  20  S.  £.  1012;  Stetson 
v.  Stetson,  80  Me.  485,  15  Atl.  60;  Ham- 
mond V.  Hammond,  90  Ga.  527,  16  S.  E. 
265;  People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen,  40  Hun, 
611;   Baily  v.  Schrader,  34  Ind.  260. 

Mr.  Welch  Galloway,  for  appellee: 

Habeas  corpus  will  not  lie  in  this  case. 

Re  Parker,  144  N.  C.  175,  56  S.  E.  878; 
Wilson  v.  Elliott,  96  Tex.  472,  97  Am.  St. 
Rep.  928,  73  S.  W.  946. 
•  The  courts  of  this  state  will  not  allow 
the  child  to  be  taken  out  of  their  juris- 
diction. 

Harris  v.  Harris,  115  N.  C.  587,  44  Am. 
St.  Rep.  471,  20  S.  E.  187;  Re  Turner,  151 
N.  C.  474,  66  S.  E.  431. 

The '  physical,  moral,  and  spiritual  wel- 
fare of  the  child  is  the  only  safe  guide  in 
cases  of  this  kind;  and  the  courts  will  be 
guided  by  those  surroundings. 

Re  Lewis,  88  N.  C.  34;  Jones  v.  Cotten, 
108  N.  C.  458,  13  S.  E.  101;  Re  Turner, 
151  N,  C.  474,  66  S.  E.  431;  Hurd,  Habeas 
Corpus,  528;    Schouler,  Dom.  Rel.  248. 

Broivn,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

It  appears  from  the  findings  of  his  Honor 
that  the  petitioner  and  respondent  were 
divorced  by  the  courts  of  the  state  of 
Florida,  where  they  resided  in  1900  and 
1910,  at  the  instance  of  the  respondent, 
upon  the  ground  of  wilful,  continued,  and 
obstinate  desertion  by  petitioner  of  his 
wife  and  only  child,  and  the  general  custody 
of  the  child  was  awarded  to  the  mother, 
who  afterwards  removed  with  her  child  to 
Brevard,  North  Carolina,  where  she  now 
resides  with  her  father. 

The  custody  of  children  in  cases  of  the 
divorce  and  separation  of  their  parents  is 
a  subject  as  delicate  as  any  with  which 
courts  have  to  deal.  The  good  of  the  child 
should  be,  and  always  is,  the  chief  thing 
to  be  regarded  and  the  governing  principle 
which    guides    the   judge.      All    other    con- 
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siderations  sink  into  insignificance.  Many 
cases  and  text  writers  can  be  cited  where 
the  principle  is  announced  that  the  physical, 
moral,  and  spiritual  welfare  of  the  child 
is  the  only  safe  guide  in  cases  of  this  kind; 
and  the  courts  will  be  guide^  by  those  sur- 
roundings. Re  Lewis,  88  N.  C.  34;  Jones 
V.  Gotten,  108  N.  C.  458,  13  S.  E.  161;  Re 
Turner,  151  N.  C.  474,  66  S.  E.  431;  Hurd, 
Habeas  Corpus,  528;  Schouler,  Dom.  Rel. 
248;  2  Bishop,  Marr.  &  Div.  §  529;  Um- 
lauf  V.  Umlauf,  27  111.  App.  378.  One 
who  reads  the  findings  and  the  judgment 
of  the  just  and  learned  judge  who  heard 
this  matter  in  the  court  below  must  con- 
clude that  no  other  consideration  than  the 
child's  welfare  influenced  his  decision  to 
remand  the  child  to  the  care  of  its  best 
friend,  the  mother.  The  love  of  the  mother 
for  her  child,  regardless  of  conditions  and 
environments,  has  been  proven  by  the  his- 
tory of  the  ages,  and,  while  her  devotion 
can  be  counted  upon  almost  unfailingly,  it 
is  sad  to  say  that  sometimes  the  tie  be- 
tween father  and  child  is  a  different  matter, 
and  requires  the  strong  arm  of  the  law 
to  regulate  it  with  some  degree  of  humanity 
and  tenderness  for  the  child's  good. 

But  the  petitioner  contends  that  undei* 
the  Florida  decree  he  has  a  vested  right 
in  the  partial  custody  of  the  child,  which 
this  court  is  bound  to  respect  and  enforce 
under  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of 
the  Federal  Constitution.  That  part  of 
the  decree  of  the  Florida  court  which  pe- 
titioner invokes  reads  as  follows:  "W.  F. 
Alderman  shall  be  allowed  to  visit  said 
child  at  such  times  as  may  to  said  Sarah 

E.  Alderman  seem  reasonable,  and  the  child, 
Hugh,  may  visit  the  defendant,  W.  F.  Al- 
derman, at  such  times  and  under  such  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions  as  are  reason- 
able and  expedient,  and  said  child  may  at 
least  be  permitted  to  visit  W.  F.  Alder- 
man for  two  weeks  at  a  time,  etc.,  if  W. 

F.  Alderman  desires."  The  language  used 
would  seem  to  indicate  that  the  mother  is 
expected  to  exercise  careful  supervision  and 
control  over  the  child,  and  that  her  consent 
orpermission  is  necessary  before  the  child 
can  visit  its  father  even  for  two  weeks  at 
a  time.  But  nevertheless,  if  the  language 
used  was  compulsory  in  its  terms,  that 
clause  of  the  decree  is  not  such  a  judgment 
of  another  state  which  the  courts  of  this 
state  are  bound  to  enforce. 

All  states  and  governments  possess  inher- 
ent power  over  the  marriage  relation,  its 
formation  and  dissolution,  as  regards  its 
own  citizens,  and,  as  both  the  husband  and 
wife  were  citizens  of  Florida  and  properly 
before  its  court  as  parties  to  the  suit,  we 
must  give  full  faith  and  credit  to  the  annul- 
ment of  their  marriage.  Atherton  v.  Ather- 
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ton,  181  U.  S.  365,  45  L.  ed.  794,  21  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  544;  Haddock  v.  Haddock,  201 
U.  S.  563,  50  L.  ed.  867,  26  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 

525,  5  Ann.  Cas.  1. 

But  the  infant  child  of  their  union  is 
not  property,  and  the  father  can  have  no 
vested  right  in  the  child  or  its  services  un- 
der a  decree  divorcing  the  parents.  Such 
decree  as  to  the  child  has  no  extraterritorial 
eilect  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  btatc 
where  it  was  rendered.  The  child  is  now 
a  citizen  of  North  Carolina,  and,  as  such 
peculiarily  under  its  guardianship,  and  the 
courts  of  this  state  will  not  remand  it  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  another  state,  especially 
where,  as  in  this  case,  it  is  so  manifestlv 
against  the  true  interests  of  the  child. 
"Minors  are  the  wards  of  the  nation,  and 
even  the  control  of  them  by  parents  is  sub- 
ject to  the  unlimited  supervisory  control 
of  the  state."  1  Tiedeman,  State  &  Federal 
Control,  p.  336;  Starnes  v.  Albion  Mfg.  Co. 
147  N.  C.  559,  17  L.R.A.(N.S,)  602,  61  S.  E. 

526,  15  Ann.  Cas.  470.  In  this  case  it  is 
said:  "The  supreme  right  of  the  state  to 
the  guardianship  of  children  controls  the 
natural  rights  of  the  parent  when  the  wel- 
fare of  society  or  of  the  children  themselves 
conflicts  with  parental  rights."  Therefoie 
it  follows  that,  when  this  child  became  a 
citizen  and  resident  of  this  state  and 
duly  domiciled  here,  it  is  no  longer  un- 
der the  control  of  the  Florida  courts.  In 
Re  Bort,  25  Kan.  308,  37  Am.  Rep.  255, 
the  full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Fed- 
eral Constitution  was  invoked  by  the  peti- 
tioner in  support  of  his  supposed  right  un- 
der a  decree  in  another  state.  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer  (afterwards  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States)  denied  the  correctness 
of  such  position,  saying:  "This  claim  seems 
to  rest  on  the  assumption  that  the  parents 
have  some  property  rights  in  the  possession 
of  their  children,  and  is  very  justly  repu- 
diated by  the  courts  of  Massachusetts.  2 
Bishop,  Marr.  &  Div.  5th  ed.  204."  The 
same  question  was  before  the  Kansas  court 
again  in  1885,  and  it  held  that  the  decree 
of  the  foreign  court  in  no  manner  concluded 
other  courts  of  the  state  where  the  child 
is  then  residing,  as  to  the  best  interests  of 
the  child.  Avery  v.  Avery,  33  Kan.  1,  52 
Am.  Rep.  623,  6  Pac.  419,  citing  and  ap- 
proving Re  Bort.  To  the  same  efTect  is 
the  decision  of  the  court  of  appeals  of 
New  York  in  People  ex  rel.  Allen  v.  Allen, 
105  N.  Y.  628,  11  N.  E.  143.  In  Wilson 
V.  Elliott,  96  Tex.  474,  "73  S.  W.  946,  75 
S.  W.  368,  the  same  question  was  consid- 
ered by  the  supreme  court  of  Texas,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  decree  of  the  court  of 
another  state  awarding  the  custody  of  a 
child  was  not  binding  upon  the  courts  of 
Texas  under  the  full  faith  and  credit  clause 


1011. 


Re  alderman. 


993 


of  the  Federal  Constitution  after  the  child 
had  become  domiciled  in  Texas.  The  court 
says:  "Were  the  subject-matter  of  the  de- 
cree property  or  a  matter  in  which  the 
parents  were  solely  concerned,  the  decree 
would,  by  reason  of  said  article,  be  entitled 
to  the  effect  which  the  trial  court  has  given 
it.  But  neither  of  these  propositions  is 
true.  The  child  is  not  in  any  sense  property 
of  the  parents.  It  is  also  equally  well  es- 
tablished that  the  government  has  an  in- 
terest in  the  welfare  and  consequently  in 
the  question  of  the  custody  and  environ- 
ments of  the  child,  and  to  this  the  rights  of 
the  parents  are  entirely  subordinate."  See 
also  Legate  v.  Legate,  87  Tex.  252,  28  S.  W. 
281;  State  ex  rel.  lAsserre  v.  Michel,  105 
La.  741,  54  L.R.A.  927,  30  So.  122. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed*  ) 


KANSAS   SUPREMB   COURT. 

STATE    OF    KANSAS    EX    REL.    W.   R. 
STUBBS,  Governor, 

v. 

JOHN  S.  DAWSON,  Attorney  General. 

(86  Kan.  180,  119  Pac.  360.) 

Governor   ^   powers   —   constitutional 
provision. 

1.  The  provision  of  article  1,  §  3,  of  the 
Constitution,  which  vests  the  supreme  execu- 
tive power  in  the  governor,  implies  tliat  the 
governor  is  the  highest  in  authority  in  the 
executive  department,  with  such  power  as 
will  secure  a  faithful  execution  of  the  laws 
in  the  manner  and  by  the  methods  pre- 
scribed by  the  Constitution  and  statutes, 
enacted  in  harmony  with  that  instrument. 

Attorney  general  ^  duty  prosecution  of 
actions. 

2.  The  statute,  making  it  the  duty  of 
the  attorney  general,  when  required  by  the 
governor)  to  appear  for  the  state  and  prose- 
cute in  any  court  or  before  any  officer,  in 
any  cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  in 
which  the  state  may  be  a  party  or  inter- 
ested, in  mandatory. 

Same  —  liquor  law  —  examination  of 
witnesses. 

3.  A  proceeding  for  the  examination  of 
witnesses  under  the  provisions  of  the  pro- 
h-ibitorv.law  (Gen.  Stat.  1909,  §  4366)  is 
a  matter  before  an  officer,  in  which  the 
state  is  interested;  and  when  required  by 
the  governor  the  attorney  general  has  no 
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discretion  to  refuse  to  prosecute  in  such  a 
proceeding. 

Governor  —  naming  witness. 

4.  In  such  a  proceeding  as  that  referred 
to  in  the  above  paragraph,  and  in  the 
situation  shown  by  the  facts  in  this  case, 
it  is  within  the  authority  of  the  governor 
to  name  the  witness  to  be  subpoenaed  and 
examined. 

(Porter  and  West^  J  J.,  dissent.) 

(December  9,  1911.) 

ON  DEMURRER  to  the  answer  to  an  ap- 
plication by  the  state  for  a  writ  of 
mandamus  to  require  the  Attorney  General 
to  issue  a  subpcena  and  summon  a  witness 
relative  to  the  violation  of  the  prohibitory 
law.    Demurrer  sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated   in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  S.  D.  Bishop,  for  plaintiff: 

The  governor  has  power  and  authority 
to  execute  the  laws. 

Re  Railroad  Comrs.  15  Neb.  679,  50  N. 
W.  276 ;  Re  Davies,  168  N.  Y.  89,  56  L.R.A. 
855,  61  N.  E.  118;  Petterson  v.  State,  — 
Tex.  Crim.  Rep.  — ,  58  S.  W.  100;  People 
V.  Salsbury,  134  Mich.  537,  96  N.  W.  936; 
State  ex  rel.  Jameson  v.  Denney,  118  Ind. 
382,  4  L.R.A.  79,  21  N.  E.  252. 

The  duty  of  the  attorney  general  to  is- 
sue a  subpoena  for  the  said  J.  E.  House, 
and  compel  him  to  testify  as  prayed  for, 
upon  request  of  the  governor,  is  mandatory. 

State  ex  rel.  Haskell  v.  Huston,  21  Okla. 
782,  97  Pac.  982;  Wilkinsorf  v.  Winne,  15 
Minn.  159,  Gil..  123;  Hening  v.  Nelson,  20 
Ga.  583;  Grimball  v.  Marshall,  3  Smedes 
&  M.  359;  State  v.  Bowles,  70  Kan.  821, 
69  L.R.A.  176,  79  Pac.  726;  Emery  v.  State, 
101  Wis.  627,  78  N.  W.  149;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  People,  5  Colo.  60; 
State  ex  rel.  Nolan  v.  District  Ct.  22  Mont. 
25,  55  Pac.  916. 

Even  if  the  attorney  general  is  clothed 
with  discretion,  to  refuse  to  call  a  witness 
who  openly  declares  he  was  an  eyewitness 
to  the  commission  of  a  crime  would  be  an 
abuse  of  discretion,  and -mandamus  should 
issue. 

Jackson  County  y.  State,  147  Ind.  476, 
46  N.  E.  908;  People  ex  rel.  Green  v.  Cook 
County,  176  111.  576,  52  N.  E.  334;  State 
ex  rel.  Hathaway  v.  State  Bd.  of  Health, 
103  Mo.  22,  15  S.  W.  322;  State  ex  rel. 
Kelleher  v.  St.  Louis  Public  Schools,  134 
Mo.  296,   56  Am.  St.  Rep.  503,  35  S.  W. 


Note.  —  While,  no  ^cases  exactly  in  point 
have  been  found  upon  th^  power  of  the 
governor  of  a  state  to  require  the  institu- 
tion and  prosecution  of  criminal  proceed- 
ings, that  power  is  sustained  indirectly  by 
State  V.  Bowles,  70  Kan.  821,  69  L.R.A.  176, 
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79  Pac.  726;  Emery  v.  State,  101  Wis.  627, 
78  N.  W.  345;  and  State  ex  rel.  Haskell  v. 
Huston,  21  Okla.  782,  97  Pac.  982,  which 
are  sufficiently  set  out  in  State  IX  8EL. 
Sttjbbs  v.  Dawsow. 
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617;   State  ex  rel.  Folk  ▼.  Talty,  166  Mo. 
529,  66  S.  W.  361. 

Messrs.  S.  N.  Hawkes  and  S.  M.  Brew- 
ster  for  defendant. 

Benson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  in  mandamus  to  re- 
quire the  attorney  general  to  prosecute  a 
proceeding  under  a  section  of  the  prohibi- 
tory liquor  law,  which  authorizes  the  at- 
torney gCTieral  and  prosecuting  attorneys 
who  may  be  notified,  or  who  have  knowl- 
edge of  the  violations  of  that  act,  to  issue 
subpoenas  and  examine  witnesses  touching 
its  violation.  Laws  1909,  chap.  164^  §  6, 
Gen.  Stat.  1909,  §  4366. 

The  application  for  the  writ  states  the 
following  facts:  In  June,  1911,  a  news- 
paper writer,  residing  in  Topeka,  wrote  a 
letter  to  a  syndicate  of  newspapers,  pub- 
lished throughout  the  state,  containing  the 
following  statement:  ''The  writer  spent 
a  portion  of  an  evening  in  a  club  in  a  small 
Kansas  town  not  long  ago.  The  town  is  in 
territory  supposed  to  be  strictly  dry.  Still 
they  were  selling  beer  openly  over  a  bar. 
With  these  conditions  prevailing  every- 
where, why  should  all  the  odium  of  the 
situation  be  hung  on  Cherokee  and  Craw- 
ford counties  T" 

On  July  Ist  following,  the  governor  di- 
rected the  attorney  general  to  subpoena  the 
writer  of  the  letter,  and  hold  an  inquiry, 
as  provided  in  §  4366  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  !1909,  as  shown  by  the  following 
communication':  "Dear  Mr.  Dawson:  In 
a  recently  published  newspaper  article 
signed  by  J.  E.  House,  of  Topeka,  Kansas, 
appears  the  statement  that  he  spent  a  por- 
tion of  an  evening  in  a  club  in  a  small 
Kansas  town  not  long  since,  where  they 
were  selling  beer  openly  over  a  bar.  He 
also  asserted  that  the  cities  of  Lawrence 
and  Emporia  are  overrun  with  bootleggers, 
and  that  the  situation  at  Leavenworth, 
Wichita,  and  Topeka  were  such,  and  nobody 
conversant  with  the  situation  believes  there 
is  not  law  violation.  Judging  from  thie 
public  admission,  I  am  constrained  to  be- 
lieve Mr.  House  to  be  in  possession  of  evi- 
dence of  law  violation  that  would  'serve 
to  speedily  and  justly  punish  the  guilty. 
Therefore  you  are  hereby  directed  to  sub- 
poena the  said  J.  E.  House,  hold  an  in- 
quisition, and  take  his  testimony  relative 
to  this  violation  of  the  prohibitory  liquor 
law,  and  from  such  testimony,  if  specific, 
base  a  prosecution  of  the  violators.  I  will 
appreciate  a  prompt  action  upon  the  part 
of  your  department." 

The  attorney  general  answered  as  fol- 
lows: "Your  Excellency;  Your  letter  of 
July  7,  erroneously  ^&ted.  July  1,  at  hftnd. 
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In  it  you  call  my  attention  to  the  signed 
newspaper  article  of  J.  E.  House,  junior 
editor  of  the  Topeka  Capital.  That  article 
stated,  among  some  general  and  indefinite 
allegations  relating  to  violations  of  the 
prohibitory  law,  that  Mr.  House  has  re- 
cently attended  a  dinner  at  a  private  club 
in  a  small  town,  at  which  liquors  were  sold 
I  had  already  taken  up  this  matter  on  June 
30th  by  correspondence  with  Mr.  House, 
and  obtained  such  information  as  he  cared 
to  give.  Perhaps  this  occasion  is  a  good 
time  for  your  Excellency  and  myself  to  un- 
derstand our  relative  positions  concerning 
matters  of  this  sort.  You  'directed'  me  to 
subpoena  Mr.  House  and  make  him  tell 
what  he  knows  about  the  matters  contained 
in  his  article.  That  'direction'  is  not  with- 
in the  scope  of  your  authority;  neither  was 
your  telegram  of  some  time  ago,  that  I 
should  subpoena  Judge  Sapp  and  make  bim 
come  to  Topeka  on  a  similar  errand.  These 
are  matters  left  to  my  discretion.  The  law 
authorizes  the  senate  of  the  state  of  Kansas, 
or  the  house  of  representatives,  or  the  gov- 
ernor to  'direct'  the  attorney  general  to 
prosecute  or  defend  any  case  of  public  con- 
cern, but  such  'direction'  must  give  the  at- 
torney general  the  facts  concerning  the 
specific  subject-matter  to  be  litigated,  the 
parties  to  the  litigation,  and  the  names  of 
the  witnesses  by  whom  the  facts  can  be 
proven.  Anything  less  definite  than  this 
is  not  a  'direction'  at  all;  anything  more 
is  beyond  the  scope  of  your  authority.  I 
trust  that  you  will  believe  that  this  letter 
is  written  in  the  most  kindly  and  courteous 
spirit,  and  is  only  done  to  set  your  Excel- 
lency right  as  to  the  relationship  of  our 
respective  departments,  and  to  avoid  mis- 
understanding in  the  future.  As  hereto- 
fore, my  department  will  prosecute  or  de- 
fend any  specific  case  in  which  your  Excel- 
lency is  interested;  but  I  must  have  the 
facts  and  the  witnesses  in  all  such  cases, 
for  only  in  such  manner  and  by  such  means 
can  any  litigation  be  successful." 

Thereupon  the  governor  replied,  calling  at- 
tention to  certain  constitutional  provisions, 
quoting  the  statement  contained  in  the  let- 
ter as  copied  above,  and  saying:  "In  your 
reply  of  the  7th  you  say:  'I  had  already 
taken  up  this  matter  on  June  30th,  by 
correspondence  with  Mr.  House,  and  ob- 
tained such  information  as  he  cared^to  give.' 
Under  the  Constitution  of  this  state  I  am 
held  responsible  for  the  execution  of  the 
laws  of  the  state.  I  may  not  satisfied  to 
accept  ^such  information  as  he  cared  to 
^ive.'  I  request  that  you  subpcena  Mr.  J. 
E.  House,  under  the  provisions  of  para- 
graph 4366  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909, 
and  compel  him  under  oath  to  disclose  all 
the  information  and  knowledge  he  has  te- 


1911. 


STATE  EX  MX.  STUBBS  v.  DAWSON. 


995 


garding  the  incident  referred  to,  and  all 
other  information  he  has  respecting  the  vio- 
lation of  the  laws  of  this  state  relating  to 
intoxicating  liquors;  and  I  further  request 
that  this  be  done  at  once,  and  such  proceed- 
ings instituted  as  the  evidence  so  secured 
warrants." 

The  attorney  general  responded,  saying 
that  his  attention  was  first  called  to  the 
article  referred  to  on  June  30th,  and  that 
he  had  that  day  addressed  a  letter  to  the 
writer  (Mr.  House),  setting  out  a  copy, 
and  adding:  "His  reply  was  strictly  of 
a  personal  nature,  and  I  do  not  think  it 
proper  to  furnish  it.  But  in  addition  to 
his  written  reply,  I  took  the  matter  up  with 
him  personally,  and  learned  what  I  sur- 
mised, which  was  that  Mr.  House,  being  a 
guest  and  a  stranger,  did  not  know  who 
were  selling  liquors  nor  the  persons  who 
were  buying  liquors,  and  he  had  nothing 
to  tell  of  any  consequence,  nor  upon  which 
to  base  a  prosecution.  So,  too,  his  general 
statements  that  Wichita,  Leavenworth,  To- 
peka,  and  Lawrence  were  overrun  with  boot- 
leggers. Mr.  House  only  knows  such  mat- 
ters by  mere  hearsay,  and  on  that  subject 
he  is  possessed  of  no  information  that  would 
be  of  the  slightest  assistance  to  a  prosecut- 
ing officer." 

The  governor,  in  another  letter,  then 
called  attention  to  the  positive  nature  of 
the  statement  contained  in  the  article  pub- 
lished in  newspapers  over  the  state,  and 
said:  "It  is  impossible  for  me  to  conceive 
of  ordinary  social  functions  where  'they 
were  selling  beer  openly  over  a  bar.'  Like- 
wise it  is  impossible  for  me  to  conceive  of 
an  answer  to  your  official  communication  as 
attorney  general  calling  for  information 
respecting  infractions  of  the  prohibitory 
law  of  this  state,  being  'of  so  strictly  a 
personal  nature'  that  you  do  not  think  it 
proper  to  furnish  it  to  the  chief  executive 
officer  of  the  state,  whose  duty  it  is,  under 
the  Constitution,  to  see  that  the  laws  are 
faithfully  executed.  Your  letter  was  signed 
in  your  official  capacity.  It  would  be  im- 
possible to  reply  thereto  in  a  manner  that 
would  be  so  'strictly  personal'  as  to  be  im- 
proper to  be  seen."  References  were  again 
made  in  this  letter  to  the  Constitution  and 
certain  statutory  provisions,  followed  by 
the  statement:  "For  the  purpose  of  enab- 
ling me  to  'faithfully  execute  the  laws  of 
this  state,  it  is  necessary  that  a  proceedini; 
be  instituted,  and  that  Mr.  J.  E.  House  be 
subpoenaed  to  testify  and  give  information 
as  to  the  city  and  the  building  wherein  he 
was  present  when  intoxicating  liquors  weYe 
sold  over  a  bar,  and  also  that  he  be  required 
to  give  the  names  of  any  persons  who  were 
present,  known  to  him;  that  he  give  under 
oath  a  full  statement  of  perBQQ9  who  have 
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told  him  of  the  violations  of  law,  to  the 
end  that  such  persons  may  be  subpcenaed. 
.  .  .  If  these  statements  made  by  Mr. 
House  over  his  signature  are  pure  fabrica- 
tion and  without  foundation,  I  want  the 
world  to  know  it,  in  order  that  the  good 
name  of  this  state  may  be  protected.  .  .  . 
I  therefore  once  again  request  that  you  in- 
stitute proceedings  of  inquiry,  and  that  you 
subpoena  Mr.  J.  E.  House,  of  Topeka,  Kan- 
sas, to  appear  before  you  at  a  time  and 
place  to  be  designated  in  the  subpoena,  then 
and  there  to  testify  under  oath  concerning 
any  violations  of  the  provisions  of  the  pro- 
hibitory law  of  this  state." 

This  letter  indicated  the  purpose  of  the 
governor  to  apply  to  this  court  for  a  writ 
of  mandamus.  The  attorney  general  re- 
sponded: "Yours  of  to-day  at  hand.  I  am 
entirely  willing  to  arrange  a  test  case  in 
^he  supreme  court  to  determine  whether  the 
subpoenaing  of  witnesses  by  the  attorney 
general  is  left  to  his  discretion  or  to  the 
governor,  and  therefore,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose, for  the  present  I  most  respectfully  de- 
cline to  issue  a  subpoena  for  Mr.  J.  E. 
House." 

The  application  states  that  Mr.  House 
has  knowledge  and  information  that  would 
enable  the  attorney  general  to  prosecute 
suits  to  suppress  violations  of  the  law  re- 
ferred to,  which  cannot  be  'obtained  from 
him  otherwise  than  by  proceedings  under 
the  section  referred  to,  and  which  it  is  al- 
leged, it  is  the  duty  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral to  institute;  wherefore  the  relator 
prays  that  he  be  compelled  by  mandamus 
to  so  proceed  as  requested,  and  to  furnish 
to  the  governor  a  copy  of  the  testimony 
when  taken.  The  defendant  answered  the 
application  without  issuance  of  an  al- 
ternative writ,  the  relator  demurred  to  the 
answer,  and  thus  the  issue  is  presented. 

The  answer  admits  the  material  facts 
stated  in  the  application,  but  denies  that 
the  writer  referred  to  has  knowledge  or  in- 
formation concerning  violations  of  the  pro- 
hibitory law  which  could  be  of  value  to  a 
prosecuting  officer  in  the  prosecution  of 
suits  to  suppress  such  violations.  The  an- 
swer also  sets  out  various  reasons  why  the 
attorney  general  believed  it  unwise  to  com- 
ply with  the  governor's  requirement,  and 
avers  that  he  has  acted  in  entire  good  faith 
in  the  matter.  Among  the  reasons  so  given, 
it  is  stated,  in  substance,  that  he  had  pro- 
ceeded in  another  way  to  investigate  the 
transaction  referred  to  in  the  newspaper 
ai'ticle;  that  from  such  investigation  he 
believed  the  writer  of  the  latter  was  mis- 
taken as  to  the  intoxicating  quality  of  the 
iKJverage;  that  Mr.  House,  through  his 
weekly  letters  to  Kansas  newspapers, 
reaches  a  circulation  of  150,000;  that  the 
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782,  97  Pac.  982,  has  been  found  illuminat- 
ing an  instructive.  A  statute  of  Oklahoma 
contains  a  provision  like  our  own,  requir- 
ing the  attorney  general  to  prosecute  and 
defend  actions  and  proceedings  when  re- 
quested by  the  governor.  Construing  this 
statute,  and  the  constitutional  provisions 
that  the  governor  shall  cause  the  laws  to  be 
faithfully  executed,  it  was  held  that  the 
governor  of  Oklahoma,  under  the  Constitu- 
tion  and  statutes  of  that  state,  had  the 
power  to  dismiss  an  action,  brought  by 
the  attorney  general  in  the  name  of  the 
state,  Und  that  he  might  himself  maintain 
an  action  in  the  name  of  the  state  to  pro- 
hibit the  attorney  general  from  carrying  on 
the  action  brought  by  that  officer.  Whether 
under  our  laws  the  governor  would  have 
this  power  of  dismissal  does  not  arise  here, 
but  the  decision  cited  is  instructive  con- 
cerning the  principles  involved,  and  reviews 
many  authorities. 

For  the  reasons  stated,  the  answer  is  held 
insufficient,  and  the  demurrer  thereto  is 
sustained. 

West,  J.,  dissenting: 

The  state  government  is  not  modeled  on 
the  cabinet  system.  On  the  contrary,  the 
Constitution  expressly  provides  (art.  1, 
§  1)  that  the  executive  department  shall 
consist  of  a  governor,  lieutenant  governT>r, 
secretary  of  state,  auditor,  treasurer,  at- 
torney general,  and  superintendent  of  pub- 
lic instruction.  These  officers  are  all  chosen 
by  the  people,  all  under  like  oath,  and  alike 
subject  to  impeachment.  Each  has  a  field 
of  official  discretion  which  cannot  be  in- 
vaded by  any  other  officer.  It  is  the  un- 
questioned and  unchanging  law  that  official 
discretion  cannot  be  controlled  by  manda- 
mus. As  said  in  Martin  v.  Ingham,  38 
Kan.  651,  17  Pac.  168:  "The  only  acts  of 
public  functionaries  which  the  courts  ever 
attempt  to  control  by  either  injunction  or 
mandamus  are  such  acts  only  as  are  in 
their  nature  strictly  ministerial;  and  a 
ministerial  act  is  one  which  a  public  officer 
or  agent  is  required  to  perform  upon  a 
given  state  of  facts,  in  a  prescribed  man- 
ner, in  obedience  to  the  mandate  Of  legal 
authority,  and  without  regard  to  his  own 
judgment  or  opinion  concerning  the  pro- 
priety or  impropriety  of  the  act  to  be 
performed."  Here,  in  order  to  form  the 
basis  for  the  issuance  of  the  writ,  it  has 
been  necessary  to  rule  that  the  act  directed 
to  be  done  is  one  clearly  ministerial  and 
outside  the  pale  of  discretion.  This  con- 
clusion is  founded  on  a  provision  of  the 
statute  that  the  attorney  general  shall, 
"when  required  by  the  governor  or  either 
branch  of  the  legislature,  appear  for  the 
state  and  prosecute  or  defend,  in  any  other 
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court,  or  before  any  officer,  in  any  cause 
or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  in  which  tliis 
state  may  be  a  party  or  interested."  Laws 
1879,  chap.  166,  §  71,  Gen.  Stat.  1909, 
§  8906.  This  section  vests  no  other  or 
greater  power  in  the  governor  than  in 
either  branch  of  the  legislature,  and  the 
effect  of  the  decision  is  that  the  require- 
ment by  the  latter  would  be  compulsonr 
upon  the  attorney  general  to  subpcena,  be- 
fore himself  or  some  other  officer,  any  cer- 
tain witness  which  either  house  of  the  leg- 
islature should  deem  requisite. 

While  the  word  "prosecute"  does  doubt- 
less imply  the  commencement,  as  well  as 
the  continuance  of  a  proceeding,  it  is  well 
to  notice  the  language  of  the  statute  under 
which  inquisitions  may  be  held.  Section 
4366  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909  (Laws 
1909,  chap.  164,  §  6),  provides  that  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  attorney  general, 
upon  proper  notification,  forthwith  diligen^ 
ly  to  inquire  into  the  facts  of  the  alleged 
violation  of  the  prohibitory  law,  and  for 
that  purpose  he  is  "authorized"  (not  re- 
quired) to  issue  subpoenas  for  such  persoai 
as  he  shall  have  reason  to  believe  have  any 
information,  etc.  The  same  section  express- 
ly provides  that  "if  the  testimony  so  taken 
shall  disclose  the  fact  that  an  offense  has 
been  committed,  .  .  .  the  attorney  gen- 
eral .  .  .  shall  prosecute  the  person  or 
persons  committing  such  offense."  Henee, 
under  this  statute,  the  duty  to  prosecute, 
and  the  beginning  of  a  prosecution,  can 
arise  only  after  the  testimony  has  been 
taken,  and  the  taking  of  such  testimony  is 
not  a  prosecution,  or  the  beginning  there- 
of, but  a  mere  step  preparatory  thereto.  A 
mere  preliminary  step,  taken  in  view  of  a 
possible  future  prosecution,  cannot,  without 
wresting  language  from  its  ordinary  mean- 
ing, be  held  to  be  included  in  the  section 
requiring  the  attorney  general  to  appear 
for  the  state  and  prosecute  or  defend  in 
any  cause  or  matter.  In  an  inquisition,  the 
attorney  general  is  not  defending  anyone, 
and  is  not  prosecuting  anyone,  but  is  mere- 
ly procuring  testimony  in  order  to  see 
whether  a  prosecution  shall  be  instituted. 

In  a  county  where  the  county  attorney 
fails  or  refuses  to  enforce  the  law,  §  4378 
of  the  General  Statutes  of  1909  (Laws  1887, 
chap.  166,  §  5),  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
attorney  general  to  enforce  it  himself. 
"And  for  that  purpose  he  may  appoint  as 
many  assistants  as  he  shall  see  fit."  Would 
it  be  contended  that  any  other  officer  can 
dictate  to  him  who  his  appointees  shall  be^ 
or  whom  he  shall  "see  fit"  to  appoint?  He 
is  merely  authorized  to  make  such  appoint- 
ments, as  he  is  by  the  other  section  author- 
ized to  subpoena  witnesses.  There  is  no 
'  mandatory  requirement  contained  in  either. 
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If  once  the  domain  of  discretion  is  invaded, 
if  the  attorney  general  cannot  be  permitted 
to  exercise  in  good  faith  his  own  judgment 
touching  the  steps  preliminary  or  prepara- 
tory to  a  prosecution  no  reason  suggests 
itself  why  he  should  be  permitted  to  exer- 
cise it  in  respect  to  the  witnesses  he  shall 
call  during  a  trial,  the  order  in  which  they 
shall  be  introduced,  the  questions  he  shall 
propound,  or  the  policy  to  be  pursued. 
Anyone  who  has  had  experience  in  conduct- 
ing prosecutions  arising  out  of  the  prohibi- 
tory law  knows  that  caution  and  tact,  as 
well  as  good  judgment  and  legal  learning, 
are  necessary;  and  it  is  often  essential  that 
the  prosecutor,  instead  of  putting  a  hostile 
witness  in  position  to  warn  the  culprit,  let 
not  his  left  hand  know  what  his  right 
hand  doeth.  To  require  my  mandamus  the 
performance  of  an  act  so  manifestly  within 
the  realm  of  official  discretion,  one  at  most 
authorized,  but  not  required,  by  the  stat- 
ute, sets,  in  my  judgment,  a  dangerous 
precedent,  and  departs  from  the  theory 
upon  which  the  executive  department  of  the 
government  has  heretofore  been  conducted. 

Porter,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  concur  in  the  foregoing  dissenting 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  West.  I  think  it  is 
due  to  the  attorney  general  to  say  that  no 
pretense  is  made  that  he  has  been  or  is  op- 
posed to  the  enforcement  of  the  prohibitory 
law,  or  that  he  has  even  been  lukewarm  in 
the  performance  of  his  duties  in  that  re- 
spect. On  the  contrary,  the  record  in  this 
case  discloses,  that  every  person  familiar 
with  public  affairs  knows  to  be  true,  that 
the  attorney  general  has  devoted  a  very 
large  portion  of  his  time  and  energies  since 
he  took  his  office  to  the  vigorous  enforce- 
ment of  the  liquor  law  in  every  part  of  the 
state  where  it  has  been  violated.  It  is  to 
be  regretted  that  this  court  has  been  called 
upon  to  give  serious  and  grave  considera- 
tion to  what  turns  out  to  be  a  mere  "temp- 
est in  a  teapot."  From  the  correspondence 
between  the  two  officials,  which  was  con- 
ducted entirely  through  the  public  press,  in- 
stead of  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  course, 
it  seems  to  be  the  desire  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties to  have  a  certain  person  compelled  to 
testify  as  a  witness  concerning  his  knowl- 
edge of  alleged  violations  of  the  prohibi- 
tory law.  If  the  only  purpose  of  the  gover- 
nor was  to  bring  about  the  prosecution  of 
some  person  or  persons  supposed  to  have 
violated  the  law,  it  seems  quite  obvious 
that  all  that  was  necessary  for  him  to  do 
in  the  discharge  of  his  supreme  executive 
duty  of  enforcing  the  law  was  to  direct  the 
attorney  general  to  investigate  the  alleged 
violation,  and  to  prosecute  the  guilty  per- 
sons, furnishing  such  information  as  he 
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possessed  as  to  names  of  witnesses,  and 
leaving  it  to  that  officer  to  use  his  own 
judgment  and  discretion  as  to  the  means  to 
be  employed  in  such  prosecution.  The  stat- 
ute prescribes  what  the  duties  of  the  attor- 
ney general  are  when  he  has  been  notified 
that  the  law  has  been  violated.  It  author- 
izes, but  does  not  require,  him  to  issue 
subpoenas  for  such  witnesses.  If,  in  his 
judgment,  he  has  sufficient  information  to 
warrant  the  filing  of  an  information,  he 
may  proceed  at  once,  without  causing  any 
witness  to  be  examined  before  an  officer. 

Ample  means  are  provided  by  the  Con- 
stitution for  removing  from  office  an  un- 
faithful constitutional  officer.  If  the  at- 
torney general  fail  to  perform  his  duty,  or 
acts  corruptly,  he  can  be  removed  by  im- 
peachment; but  we  have  no  right  to  compel 
him  to  perform  any  act  which  is  discre- 
tionary.' This  court  has  in  a  number  of 
instances  ousted  from  office  a  county  at- 
torney who  so  neglected  the  prosecution  of 
criminal  cases  as  to  forfeit  his  right  to  the 
office;  but  no  one  has  ever  supposed  the 
court  could  by  mandamus  compel  a  county 
attorney  to  perform  an  act  which  involves 
his  discretion;  for  instance,  to  call  a  par- 
ticular witness  to  the  stand,  or  to  conduct 
a  prosecution  in  a  particular  way.  The 
effect  of  the  decision  in  this  case  is  that 
at  tlie  suit  of  the  governor,  this  court  can 
by  mandamus  compel  the  attorney  general 
to  conduct  the  prosecution  of  any  criminal 
or  civil  proceeding  in  the  way  the  gover- 
nor has  directed,  and  to  call  to  the  stand 
any  witness  whom  the  governor,  for  any 
purpose  of  his  own,  may  desire  to  have  tes- 
tify, and  without  regard  to  whether  to  do 
so  would,  in  the  judgment  and  discretion 
of  the  chief  law  officer,  prejudice  the  best 
interests  of  the  state.  If  the  governor  has 
this  authority,  he  necessarily  has  the  power 
to  direct  when  the  examination  of  such 
witness  shall  end,  what  questions  shall  be 
asked,  and  may  direct  and  control  the.  con- 
duct of  any  prosecution  which  the  attorney 
general  has  instituted  for  the  enforcement 
of  any  law. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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Marshaling    —    double    mortgages    — 
compelling  resort  to  wife's  land. 
1.  One    having    a    second   mortgage    lien 
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on  property  of  a  man  alone,  cannot,  under 
the  doctrine  of  marshaling,  compel  a  prior 
mortgagee  having  a  lien  on  that  prop- 
erty and  also  on  property  of  the  debtorV 
wife  as  security  for  the  husband's  debt, 
to  resort  primarily  to  the  wife's  property, 
so  as  to  permit  him  to  make  his  claim  out 
of  that  of  the  husband. 

Subrogation   —   wife's   heirs   —  mort- 
gAgcB  —  husband's  land. 

2.  Children  of  a  wife  who  mortgaged 
her  real  estate  as  surety  for  her  husband's 
debt  may,  in  case  the  mortgagee  resorts  to 
her  property,  be  subrogated  to  the  right  of 
the  mortgagee  against  property  of  the  hus- 
band on  which  he  also  had  a  lien,  as  against 
the  claim  of  a  second  mortgagee  of  the 
husband's    property    alone. 

(March    8,    1012.) 


APPEAL  by  petitioners  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Henderson  Coun- 
ty dismissing  their  petition  for  subrogation 
to  the  rights  of  the  Ohio  Valley  Banking 
&  Trust  Company  in  certain  land  upon 
which  it  had  foreclosed  a  mortgage,  and 
which  had  belonged  to  their  mother  and  nad 
been  mortgaged  as  security  for  the  debt  of 
their  father,  in  a  proceeding  to  foreclose  an- 
other mortgage  upon  the  individual  prop- 
erty of  their  father.    Beversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commission- 
er's opinion. 

Messrs.  Vance  A  Heilbronner,  for  ap- 
pellants : 

The  children  of  the  wife  have  the  right, 
during  the  life  of  the  husband,  to  be  sub- 
stituted   to   the    rights   of   tl^e   mortgagee 


Note,  —  Bfight  of  junior  creditor  to  com^ 
j)el  paramount  creditor  to  rcBort  pri- 
marily to  property  of  third  person 
which  may  be  subjected  to  payment 
of  his  claim. 

While  the  question  herein  discussed, 
whether  a  junior  claimant  having  right  of 
recourse  to  property  of  the  debtor  only  may 
compel  a  paramount  creditor  having  a  right 
to  resort  both  to  the  common  debtor  and  a 
third  person,  first  to  exhaust  his  remedy 
against  the  third  person;  and  the  question 
whether  a  junior  claimant  is  entitled  to  be 
subrogated  to  the  claim  of  the  paramount 
creditor  against  the  third  person,  are  close- 
ly related,  cases  of  the  latter  character  do 
not  fall  within  the  scope  of  this  note. 

It  is  a  well  established  qualification  of  the 
general  rule  that  where  there  are  two  cred- 
itors of  one  debtor,  the  first  having  two 
funds  to  which  he  may  resort  for  the  sat- 
isfaction of  his  debt,  and  the  second  being 
able  to  reach  only  one  of  the  funds,  the  first 
shall  resort  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt 
to  that  fund  which  he  alone  can  reach, 
and  thus  leave  to  the  junior  creditor  the 
only  means  he  has  for  obtaining  payment 
of  his  demand;  that  both  funds  must  be  de- 
rived from  a  common  source,  or  be  in  the 
hands  of  the  common  debtor.  Ex  parte 
Kendal,  1  Rose,  71,  17  Ves.  Jr.  514,  11 
Revised  Rep.  122;  Robinson  v.  Lehman,  72 
Ala.  401;  Ayres  v.  Husted,  15  Conn.  504; 
Stevens  v.  Church,  41  Conn.  369;  Quinni- 
piac  Brewing  Co.  v.  Fitzgibbons,  73  Conn. 
196,  47  Atl.  128;  Wise  v.  Shepherd,  13  111. 
41;  Boone  v.  Clark,  129  111.  466,  5  L.R.A. 
276,  21  N.  E.  850;  Carter  v.  Tanners'  Leath- 
er Co.  196  Mass.  163,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  966, 

81  N.  E.  902;  Lee  v.  Gregory,  12  Neb.  282, 
11  N.  W.  297;  Haas  v.  Bank  of  Commerce, 
41  Neb.  754,  60  N.  W.  85;  Citizens  State 
Bank  v.  Iddings,  60  Neb.  709,  84  N.  W.  78 ; 
Cooper  Wagon  &  Buggy  Co.  v.  Irvin,  83 
Neb.  832,  120  N.  W.  430;  Mason. v.  Hull, 
55  Ohio  St.  256,  45  N.  E.  632;  Ebenhardt's 
Appeal,  8  Watts  &  S.  327;  Lloyd  v.  Gal- 
braith,  32  Pa.  103;   Fessler  v.  Hickemell, 

82  Pa.  150;  Jones's  Estate,  15  Phila.  584; 
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Fish's  Estate,  16  Phila.  373;  Blank  v. 
Eichelberger,  6  W.  N.  C.  25;  House  v. 
Thompson,  3  Head,  512;  Foy  v.  Sinclair,  93 
Tenn.  296,  30  S.  W.  28 ;  Rogers  v.  Blum,  56 
Tex.  1;  Rixey  v.  Pearre  Bros.  89  Va.  113, 
15  S.  E.  498;  Blakemore  v.  Wise,  95  Va: 
269,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  781,  28  S.  £.  332: 
Peery  v.  Elliott,  101  Va.  709,  44  S.  E.  919. 

And  see,  as  supporting  the  same  propo- 
sition, although  not  laying  it  down  in  ex- 
press terms,  the  other  cases  cited  through- 
out this  note. 

This  qualification  of  the  general  rule  lb, 
however,  subject  to  the  exceptions  that 
where,  from  independent  equities,  there  is 
a  duty  on  the  part  of  the  third  person  to 
exonerate  the  common  debtor,  the  courts 
will  enforce  that  duty  at  the  instance  of  the 
inferior  creditor.  This  exception  has  al- 
ready been  discussed  in  a  note  to  Carter  v. 
Tanners'  Leather  Co.  12  L.RJL(N.S.)  965, 
and  therefore  need  here  be  pursued  no  fur- 
ther. 

Creditors  having  a  lien  on  the  property 
of  a  husband  cannot  compel  another  creditor 
of  the  husband  having  security  on  property 
of  both  hiisband  and  wife,  to  resort  primari- 
ly to  that  of  the  wife.  Buck  v.  Bransford, 
58  Ark.  289,  24  S.  W.  103;  Ayres  v.  Husted, 
15  Conn.  604;  Trentman  v.  Eldridge,  9S 
Ind.  525;  Woollen  v.  Hillen,-  9  Gill.  185, 
62  Am.  Dec.  690;  Johns  v.  Reardon,  11  Md. 
465;  Cooper  Wagon  &  Buggy  Co.  v.  Irvin, 
83  Neb.  832,  120  N.  W.  430;  Stewart  v. 
Stewart,  207  Pa.  69,  56  Atl.  323;  Norman  v. 
Norman,  26  S.  C.  41;  11  S.  E.  1096;  Hall 
V.  Hyer,  48  W.  Va.  353,  37  S.  E.  594 ;  Swift 
V.  Kortrecht,  60  C.  C.  A.  429,  112  Fed.  709. 

Especially  where  other  creditors  have  a 
lien  on  the  wife's  property.  Ayers  ▼. 
Husted,  15  Conn.  504. 

•  Or  where  the  pledgee  has  agreed  that  the 
wife's  property  shall  not  be  resorted  to  as 
a  means  of  satisfying  the  principal  debt,  un- 
less the  husband's  property  proves  insuffi- 
cient. Buck  V.  Bransford,  58  Ark.  289,  24 
S.  W.   103. 

The  general  creditors  of  an  insolvent  can- 
not require  another  creditor  having  a  lien 
upon  the  property  of  the  insolvent  and  hii 
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under  said  mortgage,  and  have  the  land 
of  the  huBband  subjected  to  their  claim, 
and  placed  in  a  condition  to  make  it  avail- 
fi^le  when  the  time  shall  arrive  at  which 
they  will  be  entitled  to  the  use  of  the'  es- 
tate. 

Brightwell  ▼.  Com.  70  Ky.  537;  Simmons 
V.  McKay,  6  Bush,  26;  Bickel  v.  Judah,  3 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  728;  Weakley  v.  Davis,  — 
Ky.  — >  44  S.  W.  637. 

Mr.  W.  P.  McClain,  with  Mr.  Thomas 
B.  Ward,  for  appellee: 

The  principle  of  subrogation  rests  mainly 
upon  the  ground  that  one  pays  the  debt  of 
another  which  he  was  legally  bound  to  pay. 

Allen  V.  Perrine,  103  Ky.  621,  41  L.R.A. 
351,  46  S.  W.  500. 

These  plaintiffs  have  never  paid  anything 


at  all.  The  father  of  these  plaintiffs,  who 
are  seeking  subrogation,  inveigled  the  de- 
fendant, Hill,  into  signing  his  notes  as 
surety  and  accepting  a  mortgage  on  this 
property,  by  telling  him  this  mortgage  was 
paid  and  would  be  released. 

Olay,  C,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

On  April  14,  1893,  W.  T.  Gaines  borrowed 
of  the  Ohio  Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Com- 
pany the  sum  of  $1,150,  for  which  he  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  his  two  promissory 
notes,  one  for  $400,  payable  in  four  months, 
and  one  for  $750,  payable  in  twelve  months 
from  date.  To  secure  the  payment  of  the 
notes,  W.  T.  Qaines  and  his  wife,  Mary 
Gaines,  the  mother  of  appellants,  Morris 


wife,  first  to  exhaust  the  property  of  the 
wife.  Hughes  v.  Shannon,  13  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
782. 

It  is  therefore  error  to  direct  that  the 
residue  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  prop- 
erty of  which  husband  and  wife  were  joint 
tenants,  remaining  after  the  satisfaction  of 
debts  for  which  the  wife  was  the  husband's 
surety,  shall  be  divided  between  the  wife 
and  other  creditors  of'  the  husband;  but 
where  the  payment  of  the  debts  for  which 
the  wife  was  surety  has  exhausted  more 
than  one  half  of  the  proceeds,  the  residue - 
belongs  to  the  wife.  Glaser  v.  Hellsman,  1 
Ohio  L.  J.  140. 

And  so,  where  one  cotenant  is  joined  with 
the  other  in  a  mortgage  given  to  secure  the 
debt  of  the  other,  he  is  entitled  to  one  half 
the  surplus  arising  on  foreclosure  in  his 
own  right,  and  to  the  other  half  as  against 
a  judgment  creditor  of  his  cotenant,  to  the 
extent  to  which  his  interest  has  been  taken 
to  pay  the  other's  debt.  Weaver  v.  Keith, 
3  Del.  Co.  Rep.  516. 

The  owner  of  a  junior  judgment  cannot 
require  a  judgment  against  the  judgment 
debtor  and  his  surety  to  be  satisfied  out  of 
the  property  of  the  latter.  Wise  v.  Shep- 
herd, 13  III.  41. 

The  seniority  of  a  mortgage  belonging  to 
a  trust  estate  is  not  affected  by  the  cir- 
cumstance that  the  trustee  may  have  a 
riglit  to  make  the  debt  out  of  the  bond  of 
his  predecessor  in  the  trust,  in  consequence 
of  the  improper  conduct  of  the  latter  in 
making  the  loan  for  which  the  mortgage 
was  given.    Shuey  ▼.  Latta,  00  Ind.  136. 

The  holder  of  a  note  with  sureties  will 
not,  in  favor  of  the  holder  of  an  unsecured 
obligation  of  the  same  debtor,  be  compelled 
to  resort  to  .the  sureties  for  payment,  in 
preference  to  the  debtor's  estate.  Re  Hob- 
son,  81  Iowa,  392,  11  L.R.A.  255,  46  N.  W. 
1095. 

In  Bradley  v.  Bond,  101  Md.  691,  61  Atl. 
504,  it  appeared  that  C,  being  pressed  by  his 
creditor  for  a  sum  of  money  with  which  to 
purchase  certain  property,  raised  part  of 
the  sum  and  guaranteed  a  mortpape  taken 
on  the  property  for  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
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chase  money.  The  holder  of  the  mortgage 
becoming  dissatisfied  with  the  security,  C 
confessed  judgment  by  way  of  further  secur- 
ity. Upon  this  state  of  fact  it  was  held 
that  the  debt  represented  by  the  mortgage 
being  really  the  debt  of  C,  which  he  ought 
to  have  paid  and  promised  to  pay,  subse- 
quent judgment  creditors  could  not  require 
the  holder  of  the  judgment  to  resort  pri- 
marily to  the  mortgage  security. 

The  assignee  in  bankruptcy  of  a  mort- 
gagee cannot  require  the  mortgagee  to  re- 
sort to  a  surety  for  the  debt.  Thompson 
V.  Spittle,  102  Mass.  207. 

The  vendor  of  land  cannot  be  required  by 
a  subsequent  purchaser  thereof  at  an  execu- 
tion sale,  to  resort  to  a  surety  for  the  pur- 
chase money  before  enforcing  his  lien 
against  the  land.  Cole  County  v.  Angney, 
12  Mo.  132. 

A  subsequent  encumbrancer  cannot  require 
the  paramount  creditor  to  resort  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  property  pledged  by  a  sure- 
ty. Lee  v.  Gregory,  12  Neb.  282,  11  N.  W. 
297;  Rogers  v.  Blum,  56  Tex.  1. 

A  subsequent  lienor  cannot  require  a 
paramount  judgment  creditor  first  to  ex- 
haust the  land  belonging  to  a  surety,  on 
which  the'  judgment  is  a  lien.  Mason  v. 
Hull,  55  Ohio  St.  256,  45  N.  E.  632. 

The  holder  of  a  mechanics'  lien  cannot  re- 
quire a  mortgagee  having  a  superior  lien 
to  exhaust  his  remedies  by  action  against 
the.  maker  and  indorser  of  the  note  secured 
by  the  mortgage.  Jenkins  v.  Smith,  21 
Misc.  750,  48  N.  Y.  Supp.  126. 

The  assignee  of  a  stock  which  has  been 
pledged  by  a  debtor  cannot  compel  the 
pledgee  to  resort  in  the  first  instance  to  an 
indorser.  Union  Bank  v.  Laird,  2  Wheat. 
390,  4  L.  ed.  269. 

The  creditors  of  a  corporation  cannot  re- 
quire a  secured  creditor  to  proceed  against 
the  indorsers  and  guarantors  of  a  note  repr 
resenting  the  debt  secured,  before  resorting 
to  the  security.  Garrett  v.  Burlington 
Plow  Co.  70  Iowa,  697,  59  Am.  Rep.  461, 
29  N.  W.  395. 

Creditors  of  a  corporation  cannot  require 
the  holder  of  its  bonds  to  have  recourse  in 
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and  Sarah  Gaines,  mortgaged  to  the  Ohio 
Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Company  three  lots 
of  ground  in  Henderson,  Kentucky.  Two  of 
these  lots  belonged  to  W.  T.  Gaines,  while 
the  third  belonged  to  Mary  Gaines ;  it  having 
been  conveyed  to  her  by  Alexander  Rankin 
and  wife  by  deed  dated  December  1,  1885, 
and  recorded  in  Deed  Book  No.  11,  p.  250, 
Henderson  county  clerk's  office.  On  Au- 
gust 27,  1896,  W.  T.  Gaines  executed  to  ap- 
pellee, Eli  Hill,  a  mortgage  on  his  individ- 
ual property  theretofore  mortgaged  to  the 
Ohio  Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Company  to 
secure  Hill  as  surety  in  two  notes  to  the 
Henderson  Trust  Company  of  Henderson, 
Kentucky.  On  April  22,  1897,  the  Ohio 
Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Company  brought 
suit  to  enforce  its  mortgage  lien,  and  to 
subject  the  mortgaged  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  two  notes  executed  to  it  by 


W.  T.  Gaines.  In  December,  1899,  appellee, 
Eli  Hill,  alleging  that  be  had  paid  the  in- 
debtedness for  which  he  was  surety,  brought 
suit  to  recover  a  personal  judgment  against 
W.  T.  Gaines,  and  to  enforce  his  mortgage 
lien. 

These  actions  were  brought  during  the 
lifetime  of  Mary  Gaines,  and  were  after- 
wards consolidated.  On  February  26,  189S, 
and  after  the  death  of  Mary  Gaines,  the 
Ohio  Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Companj 
amended  its  petition,  and  set  forth  the 
death  of  Mary  Gaines  and  the  names  of  her 
surviving  children,  to  wit,  Morris  C.  Gaines, 
Sarah  Gaines,  William  Gaines,  Harrii 
Gaines,  Mamie  Gaines,  and  Virginia  Gaines, 
all  infants,  who  were  thereafter  brought 
before  the  court  by  proper  process.  At  that 
time,  the  ages  of  the  children  were  as  fol- 
lows:     Morris,    fifteen;    Sarah,    thirteen; 


the  first  instance  to  the  personal  liability 
of  the  stockholders  thereon.  Carter  v.  Neal, 
24  Ga.   346,   71   Am.   Dec.    136. 

Where  money  has  been  loaned  by  a  cor- 
poration on  its  bond  and  mortgage,  and  its 
stockholders  have  bound  themselves  as  sure- 
ties for  the  repayment  of  the  loan,  other 
creditors  of  the  corporation  cannot  compel 
the  lender  to  exhaust  first  his  remedy 
against  the  sureties.  South  Carolina 
Mfg.  Co.  ▼.  Bank  of  the  State,  6  Rich.  £q. 
227. 

Conversely,  but  in  accordance  with  the 
same  principle  upon  which  the  foregoing  de- 
cisions are  based,  it  has  been  held  that  the 
creditors  of  a  surety  may  compel  a  resort 
in  the  first  instance  to  the  property  of  the 
principal  debtor.  Foy  v.  Sinclair,  93  Tenn. 
296,  30  S.  W.  28. 

So,  the  holder  of  a  judgment  against  a 
husband  who,  by  deed  voidable  by  his 
creditors,  had  conveyed  property  to  his  wife, 
who  had  mortgaged  it,  together  with  prop- 
erty of  her  own,  for  her  own  benefit,  may  re- 
quire the  mortgagee  to  resort  in  the  first 
instance  to  the  land  of  the  wife.  Quinnipiac 
Brewing  Co.  ▼.  Fitzgibbons,  73  Conn.  191, 
47  Atl.  128. 

And  persons  to  whom  land  has  been  con- 
veyed by  a  surety  may  require  a  creditor  to 
apply  on  his  claim  any  available  property 
of  the  principal,  provided  it  can  be  done 
without  too  great  delay  or  prejudice  to  the 
rights  of  the  creditor.  Rixey  v.  Deitrick,  85 
Va.  42,  6  S.  E.  615. 

But  equity  will  not  compel  the  paramount 
creditor  to  proceed  against  the  principal 
debtor  before  having  recourse  to  the  surety, 
where  such  course  would  involve  a  consider- 
able delay,  and  the  funds  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  surety's  property  are  in  court 
and  immediately  available;  but  in  such 
case  the  equities  will  be  preserved  by  sub- 
rogating the  creditors  of  the  surety  to  the 
judgment  against  the  principal  debtor. 
Xetf's  Appeal,  9  Watts  &  S.  36. 

A  creditor  of  an  insolvent  partnership 
will  not  be  required  to  resort  to  the  person- 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


al  estate  of  a  deceased  partner  at  the  in- 
stance of  those  who  have  become  creditors 
of  the  firm  subsequently  to  the  partner's 
decease.  Ex  parte  Kendall,  17  Ves.  Jr.  514, 
1  Rose,  71,  11  Revised  Rep.  122. 

The  mortgagee  of  partnership  property 
cannot  insist  that  a  judgment  against  the 
firm  shall  be  satisfied  from  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  the  property  of  an  individual 
partner.   Bertolet's  Estate,  1  Woodw.   Dec.  8. 

But  where  by  statute  all  obligations  and 
assumptions  of  partners  are  made  several 
as  well  as  joint,  so  that  a  judgment  against 
the  firm  is  a  lien  on  separate  as  well  as 
joint  property  of  the  partners,  a  creditor 
of  an  individual  partner  cannot  require  one 
having  a  judgment  against  the  firm  to  pro^ 
ceed  against  the  firm  property  in  the  first 
instance.    House  v.  Thompson,  3  Head,  5\i. 

The  holder  of  a  note  cannot  be  required 
to  exhaust  collaterals  deposited  by  tlie 
payee  in  order  to  receive  a  proportional 
share  of  the  assets  of  the  insolvent  maker. 
Campbell  v.  J.  I.'  Campbell  Co.  117  La.  402, 
418,  41  So.  696,  702. 

The  innocent  holder  of  a  note  who  has 
taken  it  as  collateral  cannot  be  required  by 
the  maker,  who  claims  that  the  note  was 
obtained  by  fraud,  to  resort  to  other  col- 
lateral before  proceeding  to  judgment.  Haas 
V.  Bank  of  Commerce,  41  Neb.  754,  60 
N.  W.  85. 

A  similar  decision  was  made  in  Moyses  v. 
Bell,  62  Wash.  534,  114  Pac.  193,  where  the 
maker  claimed  fhat  the  consideration  for 
the  note  had  failed. 

Where  the  paramount  creditor  has  a 
judgment  against  two  persons,  and  the 
junior  creditor  against  one  of  them  only, 
the  latter  cannot  compel  the  former  to  take 
the  land  of  the  other  only,  it  not  appearing 
which  of  the  two  ought  to  pay  the  debt  due 
the  paramount  creditor,  nor  any  equitable 
right  being  shown  in  one  of  them  to  have 
the  debt  charged  on  the  other  alone.  Dorr 
V.  Shaw,  4  Johns.  Ch.  17. 

"In  case  of  a  joint  debt  due  to  one  credit- 
or by  two  persons,  and  a  several  debt  due 
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William,  eleven;  Harris,  ten;  Mamie, 
seven,  and  Virginia,  three.  Prior  thereto, 
certain  property  belonging  to  W.  T.  Gaines 
had  been  sold,  and  the  greater  portion  of 
the  bank's  debt  was  satisfied.  There  re- 
mained  unsold  the  lot  belonging  to  Mrs. 
Gaines  and  the  lot  involved  in  this  contro- 
versy. On  September  13,  1902,  it  was  ad- 
judged that  there  was  still  due  the  bank 
on  its  original  judgment  the  sum  of  $338.- 
58,  with  interest  from  July  23,  1000,  and 
costs,  and  that  the  lot  belonging  to  Mary 
Gaines  be  sold  for  the  payment  thereof. 
This  lot  was  appraised  at  $600.  It  was 
purchased  by  Thos.  £.  Ward,  attorney  for 
W.  T.  Gaines,  for  the  latter;  but,  he  having 
declined  to  pay  for  it,  it  was  turned  over 
to  the  bank. 

As  a  defense  to  the  suit  of  Eli  Hill,  W. 
T.  Gaines  pleaded  a  discharge  in  bankrupt- 


cy. Hill  charged  fraud  on  the  part  of 
Gaines.  This  contention  was  sustained,  and 
on  January  29,  1904,  personal  judgment 
was  rendered  in  favor  of  Hill.  Subsequent- 
ly it  was  found  that  one  lot  belonging  to 
W.  T.  Gaines  remained  unsold,  and  the 
court  ordered  a  sale  of  this  lot  to  satisfy 
Hill's  judgment.  The  lot  was  sold,  and 
appellee,  Hill,  became  the  purchaser  at  the 
price  of  $510.  To  this  branch  of  the  case, 
the  infant  children  of  Mary  Gaines  were 
not  parties,  as  their  father,  who  was  alive, 
was  sole  owner  of  the  property  mortgaged 
to  Hill.  After  the  sale,  however,  appel- 
lants, Morris  and  Sarah  Gaines,  filed  their 
petition,  asking  to  be  made  parties,  and 
that  it  be  taken  as  an  answer,  counterclaim, 
and  cross  petition  against  appellee.  Hill. 
In  addition  to  the  foregoing  facts,  the  pe- 
tition alleges   that  appellants,  as  children 


by  one  of  them  to  another  creditor,  if  the 
joint  creditor  obtains  a  judgment  against 
the  joint  debtors,  and  the  several  creditor 
subsequently  obtains  judgment  against  his 
several  debtor,  a  court  of  equity  will  not 
compel  the  joint  creditor  to  go  against  the 
funds  o|  one  of  his  joint  debtors,  so  as  to 
leave  'the  second  judgment  '  in  full  force 
against  the  funds  of  the  other  several  debt- 
or; at  least,  it  would  not  do  so,  unless  it 
should  appear  that  the  debt  ought  to  be 
paid  by  one  of  the  debtors  only,  or  there 
should  be  some  other  supervening  equity 
which  should  furnish  a  ground  for  the  inter- 
position of  the  court."  Ayres  v.  Husted,  15 
Conn.  504. 

A  junior  judgment  creditor  cannot  re- 
quire a  paramount  creditor  holding  a  judg- 
ment against  several  joint  debtors  to  re- 
sort primarily  to  the  funds  of  one  of  them, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  the  debt, 
though  joint  in  form,  ought  to  be  paid  by 
one  of  the  debtors  onlv,  or  that  there  is 
some  other  supervening  equity;  and  the 
death  and  insolvency  of  the  common  debtor 
is  not  such  a  supervening  equity.  Sanders 
V.  Cook,  22  Ind.  436. 

Creditors  obtaining  judgments  subse- 
quently to  the  alienation  of  part  of  his 
lands  by  their  debtor  cannot  require  a 
creditor  whose  judgment  antedates  the 
alienation  to  have  recourse  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  the  lands  aliened.  Reynolds  v. 
Tooker,  18  Wend.  691 ;  Blackemore  v.  Wise, 
95  Va.  269,  64  Am.  St.  Rep.  781,  28  S.  E. 
332. 

A  creditor  whose  judgment  is  enforceable 
against  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  of  land  sold  by  the  debtor  cannot 
insist  that  a  creditor  whose  judgment,  hav- 
ing been  recovered  prior  to  the  sale,  is  en- 
forceable against  the  land,  shall  go  against 
the  land.  Withers  v.  Carter,  4  Gratt.  407, 
50  Am.  Dec.  78. 

A  conveyed  certain  realty  to  B,  subject  to 
the  lien  of  a  certain  judgment  against  him, 
which  B  undertook  to  pay  out  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  B  mortgaged  the  property, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  subsequently  reconveyed  to  A  a  por- 
tion thereof,  which  the  mortgagee  released 
from  the  lien  of  his  mortgage.  Upon  this 
state  of  fact  it  was  held  in  Blank  v.  Eichel- 
berger,  6  W.  N.  C.  25,  that  the  mortgagee 
could  not  require  the  judgment  creditor  to 
resort  in  the  first  instance  to  the  proceeds 
of  the  property  reconveyed  to  A. 

A  legatee  has  no  right  to  require  a  judg- 
ment which  is  a  charge  upon  the  property 
of  his  decedent  and  also  upon  land  of  which 
the  decedent  was  tenant  in  tail,  to  be  satis- 
fied primarily  out  of  the  latter  property. 
Douglas  V.  Cooksey,  Ir.  Rep.  2  Eq.  311. 

Where  land  has  bene  sold  by  order  of  the 
court  to  facilitate  the  distribution  of  an 
estate,  and  purchased  by  the  administrator, 
who  sold  it  to  another,  the  heirs  cannot  be 
required  by  the  purchaser  to  resort  to  the 
sureties  on  the  administrator's  bond,  before 
enforcing  their  equitable  lien  against  the 
land  for  the  purchase  money.  Strange  v. 
Keenan,  8  Ala.  816. 

A  shipped  grain  to  B,  sending  him  by 
mail  the  bill  of  lading,  which  B  pledged  to 
a  bank  as  security  for  a  loan.  The  railway 
company  delivered  the  grain  to  B  without 
authority  from  the  bank,  and  over  the  ob- 
jection of  A,  who  had  learned  while  the 
grain  was  in  transit  that  B  had  failed.  Af- 
terward A,  on  the  theory  that  the  sale  to 
B  had  been  rescinded,  replevied  the  grain 
and  disposed  of  it  for  his  own  benefit.  Dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  the  replevin  action,  the 
bank  intervened  and  asserted  its  rights  un- 
der the  bill  of  lading.  The  court  found  that 
A  was  entitled  to  the  property  as  against  B, 
but  that  the  bank  was  entitled  to  it  as 
against  A.  Judgment  was  accordingly  giv- 
en for  the  value  of  the  grain  in  favor  of  the 
bank,  and  against  A.  Upon  this  state  of 
fact  it  was  held,  in  Citizens  State  Bank  v. 
Iddings,  60  Neb.  709,  84  N.  W.  78,  that  the 
bank  could  not  be  required  by  A  to  satis- 
fy its  claim  against  B  by  enforcing  against 
the  railway  company  a  right  of  action  re- 
sulting from  the  wrongful  delivery  of  the 
grain.  E.  S.  0. 
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of  their  mother,  succeeded  to  two-sixths  in- 
terest in  their  naother's  property  on  her 
death,  subject  to  their  father's  right  of  curt- 
esy; that,  the  lot  in  controversy  having 
been  sold  to  pay  their  father's  debt,  they 
were  entitled  to  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  the  hank  in  the  remaining  lot  owned  by 
their  father,  and  to  have  the  lot  sold  to 
repay  them  for  their  lot  sold  to  satisfy  his 
debt.  Appellee  filed  an  answer,  admitting 
practically  all  the  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion, but  denied  that  the  debt  to  the  Ohio 
Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Company  was  the 
debt  of  W.  T.  Gaines,  and  alleged  that  the 
money  was  borrowed  for  the  benefit  of  ap- 
pellants' mother,  Mary  Gaines.  This  lat- 
ter allegation  was  denied  by  reply.  Upon 
submission  of  the  case,  judgment  was  en- 
tered dismissing  appellants'  petition,  and 
confirming  the  commissioner's  report  of 
sale.  From  that  judgment,  this  appeal  is 
prosecuted. 

As  the  two  notes  executed  to  the  Ohio 
Valley  Banking  &  Trust  Company,  and  the 
mortgage  by  which  they  are  secured,  show 
that  the  money  was  borrowed  by  W.  T. 
Gaines,  we  must  hold,  in  the  absence  of 
evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  the  debt 
was  his,  and  that  Mary  Gaines,  his  wife, 
mortgaged  her  property  merely  to  secure 
his  debt.  With  this  question  eliminated, 
we  have  the  following  case:  W.  T.  Gaines 
borrowed  from  the  bank  $1,150.  To  secure 
this  indebtedness,  he  and  his  wife  mort- 
gaged, not  only  his,  but  her,  property.  Her 
property  being  pledged  as  security  for  his 
debt,  she,  though  incurring  no  personal  lia- 
bility, was  in  effect  his  surety  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  property  so  mortgaged.  Tlie 
mortgage  to  the  bank  was  duly  recorded. 
Subsequently  appellee,  Hill,  took  a  mort- 
gage from  W.  T.  Gaines,  in  which  the  lat- 
ter's  wife  did  not  join,  covering  only  W. 
T.  Gaines's  individual  property  embraced 
in  the  mortgage  to  the  bank.  Pending  the 
proceedings  by  the  mortgagees  to  enforce 
their  liens,  Mary  Gaines,  the  mother  of  ap- 
pellants, died.  She  left  six  children,  ap- 
pellants and  four  others,  all  of  whom  were 
infants.  Their  mother's  property  descend- 
ed to  them,  subject  to  their  father's  right 
of  curtesy.  The  property  descending  to 
them  was  subjected  by  the  bank  to  the 
payment  of  their  father's  debt,  leaving 
unsubjected  the  lot  in  controversy,  which 
belonged  to  their  father,  the  principal  debt- 
or. The  question  is,  "Are  they  entitled  to 
be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  bank 
in  this  lot  as  against  appellee,  the  second 
mortgagee  ? 

For  appellee,  it  is  insisted  that,  as  he 
had  a  lien  on  the  husband's  property  only, 
while  the  bank  had  a  lien  on  both  the  hus- 
band's and  wife's  property,  he  could  have 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


compelled  the  bank,  under  the  doctrine  of 
marshaling,  to  exhaust  the  wife's  property 
before  proceeding  against  the  husband's 
properly.  The  doctrine  of  marshaling, 
however,  applies  where  the  two  funds  or 
pieces  of  property  belong  to  a  common  debt- 
or, and  therefore  has  no  application  to  the 
facts  of  this  case.  On  the  contrary,  it  is 
well  settled  that  a  creditor  who  has  a  claim 
against  two  debtors,  on^  a  principal  and 
the  other  a  surety,  cannot  be  compelled  by 
another  creditor  of  the  principal  debtor  to 
exhaust  his  remedy  against  the  surety  be- 
fore proceeding  against  the  principal. 
Trentman  v.  Eldridge,  98  Ind.  525;  Gar- 
rett V.  Burlington  Plow  Co.  70  Iowa,  697, 
59  Am.  Rep.  461,  29  N.  W.  396;  Thomp- 
son V.  Spittle,  102  Mass.  207;  Mason  v. 
Hull,  55  Ohio  St.  256,  45  N.  £.  632;  Stew- 
art  ▼.  Stewart,  207  Pa.  59,  56  Atl.  323. 

For  a  like  reason  a  second  mortgagee 
having  a  lien  on  a  husband's  pr5perty  can- 
not require  a  prior  mortgagee  having  a 
lien  on  the  same  property,  and  also  on  the 
property  of  the  wife,  which  was  pledged 
merely  to  secure  the  husband's  debt,  first 
to  exhaust  the  wife's  property  before  pro- 
ceeding to  subject  the  husband's  4>roperty. 
In  this  case,  the  bank's  mortgage  was  on 
record.  Appellee  acquired  his  mortgage 
with  notice  of  the  fact  that  all  of  the  prop- 
erty covered  by  it  was  embraced  in  the 
mortgage  to  the  bank,  and  that  the  bank, 
if  necessary,  could  subject  it  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt.  Therefore,  if  appellants 
are  held  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
bank  in  the  property  in  controversy,  appel- 
lee's position  is  no  worse  than  if  the  bank 
had  first  subjected  the  property  in  contro- 
versy, which,  manifestly,  it  had  the  right 
to  do.  That  being  true,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  the  mother  of  appellants,  if 
alive,  could  have  successfully  asserted  her 
right  to  subrogation.  Consequently  appel- 
lants, who  stand  in  her  shoes,  and  whose 
property  was  taken  to  pay  their  father's 
debt,  should  have  the  same  right.  National 
Exch.  Bank  v.  Silliman,  65  N.  Y.  475.  Nor 
is  the  fraud  of  appellants'  father  sufficient 
to  defeat  their  right.  They  do  not  claim 
through  him,  and  what  he  did,  tlierefore, 
cannot  affect  them.  Nor  can  laches  be 
imputed  ta  them ;  for,  being  infants,  it  can- 
not be  said  that  they  have  failed  for  an  un- 
reasonable length  of  time  to  assert  their 
rights. 

The  lot  formerly  owned  by  Mary  Gaines 
descended  to  appellants  and  her  other  chil- 
dren, subject  to  their  father's  right  of 
curtesy,  which  was  a  life  estate  in  the 
whole  thereof,  as  he  and  Mary  Gaines  were 
married,  and  the  lot  was  acquired,  and 
they  had  issue  born  alive,  before  the  enact- 
ment of  the  Weissinger  act  in  1894-  (Laws 
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1804,  chap.  76).  Rose  v.  Rose,  104  Ky.  48, 
41  L.R.A.  353,  84  Am.  St.  Rep.  430,  46 
S.  W.  524;  Mitchell  v.  Violett,  104  Kv. 
77,  47  S.  W.  195.  This  lot  sold  for  $350, 
a  sum  suflScient  to  pay  the  balance  of  the 
bank's  lien.  Being  subrogated  to  the  bank's 
lien  on  the  fot  in  controversy,  which  be- 
longed to  their  father,  to  the  extent  of  the 
value  of  their  interest  in  the  lot  that  be- 
longed to  their  mother,  and  which  was  sold 
to  pay  their  father's  debt,  it  follows  that 
they  are  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  lot  in 
controversy  for  the  sum  of  $350,  the  price 
the  lot  brought,  less  the  cash  value  of 
their  father's  life  interest  therein  on  the 
day  the  lot  formerly  belonging  to  their 
mother  was  sold.  As  the  other  children 
of  Mary  Gaines  are  necessary  parties  to 
the  action,  appellants,  on  the  return  of 
the  case,  will  make  them  parties  plain- 
tiff with  ^heir  consent,  or  parties  defend- 
ant, in  case  they  refuse  to  unite  as  plain- 
tiffs. The  court  will  then  adjudge  appel- 
lants and  the  other  children  of  Mary  Gaines 
a  lien  on  the  lot  in  controversy  as  above 
indicated,  which,  if  voluntarily  discharged 
by  appellee,  will  entitle  him  to  have  the 
sale  confirmed.  In  the  event  of  his  refusal 
to  pay  off  the  lien  so  adjudged,  the  court 
will  set  aside  the  sale,  and  order  a  resale 
of  the  property,  and  apply  the  proceeds 
thereof,  first,  to  the  payment  of  the  lien 
in  favor  of  the  children. 

Judgment  reversed,  and  cause  remanded 
for  proceedings  consistent  with  this  opinion. 


XORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREMB 
COURT. 

W.  P.  BURRUS,  Appt., 
▼. 

H.  WITCOVER. 

(158  N.  C.  384,  74  8.  E.  11.) 

Conflict  of  laws  ^  gambling  transac- 
tion —  enforcement  of  contract. 

1.  The  courts  of  a  state  where  gambling 
transactions  are  illegal  will  not  enforce  a 


contract  growing  out  of  such  transaction 
made  in  another  state,  even  though  the 
transaction  is  valid  there. 

Gaming  —  transaction  in  fntnres  — 
draft  for  margins  —  right  of  ac- 
ceptor to  repudiate. 

2.  That  the  acceptor  of  a  drs^ft  the  pro- 
ceeds of  which  are  to  furnish  margins  in  an 
illegal  transaction  in  futures  was  not 
a  party  to  the  illegal  transaction  does 
not  prevent  his  setting  up  the  illegality  of 
such  transaction  out  of  which  the  consid- 
eration for  the  acceptance  grew,  to  defeat 
liability   thereon. 

(March   13,   1012.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superfor  Court  for  Craven  County 
in  defendant's  favor  jn  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  payment  of  the  amount  due  on 
an  accepted  draft.     Affirmed4 

Statement  by  Allen,  J. : 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  on  a  draft 
for  $800,  drawn  June  4,  1906,  at  Marion, 
South  Carolina  by  W.  A.  GU>dbold,  in  favor 
of  Burrus  &  Strakley,  and  accepted  by  the 
defendant  Witcover.  The  defendant  set  up 
as  a  defense  that  the  consideration  for  his 
acceptance  was  a  gambling  contract  be- 
tween the  said  Godbold  and  the  plaintiff 
for  the  purchase  of  cotton.  The  plaintiff 
offered  evidence  that  he  was  the  owner  of 
the  draft,  and  admitted  that  the  firm  of 
Burrus  &  Strakley  had  negotiated  a  num- 
ber of  contracts  for  Godbold  for  the  pur- 
chase of  cotton  on  margin,  known  as  '^fu* 
ture  contracts,"  and  that  the  draft,  which 
is  the  basis  of  this  action,  was  drawn  to 
enable  the  said  Godbold  to  furnish  margins 
for  other  contracts,  or  to  pay  debt  for  mar- 
gins. The  defendant  introduced  a  certified 
copy  of  the  law  of  South  Carolina,  from 
which  it  appears  that  contracts  for  the 
sale  of  cotton  and  other  things  are  illegal, 
when  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  deliver  the  property,  the  subject  of  the 
contract,  and  for  settlements  to  be  made 
upon  the  basis  of  the  difference  in  mar-  ^ 
ket  values;   and  the  plaintiff  said,  on  his 


Note,  ^  Right  to  refuse  payment  of 
draft  the  proceeds  of  which  are  used 
in  an  illegal  transaction. 

Stated  in  another  way,  the  inquiry  to 
which  this  note  is  addressed  is  whether  the 
illegality  of  a  transaction  affecting  the  va- 
lidity of,  or  title  to,  a  draft,  is  available  as 
a  defense  to  a  drawee  who  was  not,  nomin- 
ally at  least,  a  party  to  the  transaction, 
when  sued  upon  his  acceptance.  The  note 
does  not,  therefore,  include  decisions  as  to 
the  effect,  as  between  the  parties,  of  the 
transfer  of  a  negotiable  instrument  to  se- 
cure money  for  gambling  (as  to  which, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


see  note  to  Burke  v.  Buck,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
627)  or  other  unlawful  purposes;  or  as  to 
the  right  of  an  innocent  holder  to  enforce 
payment  of  an  instrument  which,  as  between 
the  parties  thereto,  is  invalid  as  having 
grown  out  of  an  illegal  transaction. 

In  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Spaids,  8 
111.  App.  493,  recovery  was  denied  on  a 
draft  indorsed  by  the  payee  over  to  the 
winner  in  a  gambling  transaction.  The 
court  following  Chapin  v.  Dake,  57  111.  295, 
11  Am.  Rep.  15,  which  involved  the  question 
of  title  as  between  the  indorser  and  in- 
dorsee of  a  draft  transferred  in  considera- 
tion of  a  gaming  debt,  in  holding  that  such 
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examination,  that  he  did  not  commence  his 
action  in  South  Carolina,  because  he  knew 
he  could  not  collect  a  gambling  debt  in  the 
courts  of  that  state.  Upon  these  admis- 
sions by  the  plaintiff,  his  Honor  directed 
a  judgment  of  nonsuit  to  be  entered,  and 
the  plaintiff  excepted  and  appealed. 

Messrs.  Galon  &  Gaion,  for  appellant: 

In  order  to  set  up  the  statute  law  of  a 
foreign  state  the  same  must  be  pleaded  and 
proved. 

Hall  V.  Southern  R.  Co.  148  N.  C.  361, 
69  S.  E.  879;  Lassiter  v.  Norfolk  &  C.  R. 
Co.  136  N.  C.  91,  48  S.  E.  642,  1  Ann.  Cas. 
466. 

Defendant  could  not  take  advantage  of 
the  illegal  transaction. 

Kingsbury  v.  Suit,  66  N.  C.  603;  Calvert 
V.  Williams,  64  N.  C.  168;  Ballard  v. 
Green,  118  N.  C.  392,  24  S.  E.  777;  Gooch 
V.  Faucett,  122  N.  C.  275,  39  L.R.A.  835, 
29  S.  E.  362;  Scott  v.  Duffy,  14  Pa.  18. 

Messrs.  Abernathy  &  Davis  for  appellee. 

Allen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff  objected  to  the  introduction 
of  the  certified  copy  of  the  laws  of  South 
Carolina;  and,  while  we  think  it  was  com- 
petent, it  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  material 
to  the  decision  of  this  case,  as  our  courts 
would  not  aid  in  the  enforcement  of  the 
contract,  if  it  is  a  |aming  contract,  al- 
though valid  in  South  Carolina.  Gooch 
v.  Faucett,  122  N.  C.  272,  30  L.R.A.  835, 
.29  S.  E.  362;  Cannaday  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  143  N.  C.  443,  8  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
939,   118  Am.  St.  Rep.  821,  55   S.  E.  836. 


In  the  latter  case,  after  stating  that  or- 
dinarily matters  bearing  upon  the  execu- 
tion, interpretation,  and  validity  of  a  con- 
tract are  determined  by  the  law  of  the  place 
where  it  is  made,  Justice  Connor  says: 
"The  exceptions  to  the  general  rule  are 
thus  stated  by  Mr.  Lawson,  the  editor  of 
the  excellent  and  exhaustive  article  on  'Con- 
tracts,' in  9  Cyc.  674:  *The  general  doc- 
trine, that  a  contract,  valid  when  it  is 
made,  is  valid  also  in  the  courts  of  any 
other  country  or  state,  when  it  is  sought 
to  be  enforced,  even  though,  had  it  been 
in  the  latter  country  or  state,  it  would  be 
illegal,  and  hence  unenforceable,  is  subject 
to  several  exceptions:  (1)  When  the  con- 
tract in  question  is  contrary  to  good 
morals;  (2)  when  the  state  of  the  forum, 
or  its  citizens,  would  be  injured  by  the 
enforcement  by  its  courts  of  contracts  of 
the  kind  in  question;  (3)  when  the  con- 
tract violates  the  positive  legislation  of  the 
state  of  the  forum, — that  is,  is  contrary 
to  its  Constitution  or  statutes;  and  (4) 
when  the  contract  violates  the  public  policy 
of  the  state  of  the  forum.  These  excep- 
tions are  grounded  on  the  principle  that 
the  rule  of  comity  is  not  a  right  of  any 
state  or  country,  but  is  permitted  and  ac- 
cepted by  all  civilized  communities  from 
mutual  interest  and  convenience,  and  from 
a  sense  of  the  inconvenience  which  would 
otherwise  result,  and  from  moral  necessity 
to  do  justice,  in  order  that  justice  may  be 
done  in  return.*  '* 

That  the  contract  between  Godbold  and 
the  plaintiff,  as  described  by  the  plaintiff, 
is  one  condemned  by  the  laws  of  this  state, 
cannot  be  questioned  ( Revisal  1906,  §§  1689, 


contract  of  indorsement  is  void  under  the 
statute  against  gaming,  and  that  the  prop- 
erty in  the  draft  still  remained  in  the 
payee. 

And  in  Dade  v.  Madison,  5  Leigh,  401, 
there  is  a  dictum  to  effect  that  a  draft 
drawn  for  money  won  at  unlawful  gaming 
would  be  invalid  in  the  hands  of  an  inno- 
cent  holder. 

In  Flower  v.  Sadler,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div. 
572,  there  is  a  dictum  to  the  effect  that  in 
an  action  by  an  indorsee  of  a  bill  of  ex- 
change against  the  acceptor  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  it  is  no  defense  that  the  bill 
was  indorsed  by  the  drawer  to  a  third  par- 
ty in  order  to  stifle  a  prosecution  for  felony. 

A  case  which,  although  not  in  point,  may 
be  of  interest  in  the  present  connection,  is 
Johnson  v.  Lansley,  12  C.  B.  469,  where  two 
parties  jointly  made  bets  on  a  horse  race 
and  the  one  who  received  tne  winnings  gave 
the  other  a  bill  for  his  share,  which  was 
accepted  by  a  third  person  who  was  not  a 
part  to  the  betting.  It  was  held  that  re- 
covery on  the  bill  was  not  precluded  by  §  18, 
8  &  9  Vict.,  which  enacted  "that  all  contracts 
or  aafreements.  whether  by  parol  or  in  writ- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


^ng,  by  way  of  gaming  or  wagering,  shall 
be  null  and  void,  and  that  no  suit  shall  be 
brought  or  maintained  in  any  court  of  law 
or  equity  for  recovering  any  sum  of  money 
or  valuable  thing  alleged  to  be  won  upon 
any  wager,  or  which  shall  have  been  depos- 
ited in  the  hands  of  any  person  to  abide  the 
event  on  which  any  wager  shall  have  been 
made."  Jervis,  C.  J.,  said:  "There  is  noth- 
ing there  to  show  this  transaction  illegal, 
Hunt  [one  of  the  winners]  was  bound  upon 
by  every  principle  of  justice  to  pay  this 
money  to  Johnson  [the  other  winner].  And 
the  circumstance  of  Lansley  [acceptor  of 
bill]  being  substituted  for  Hunt  cannot 
make  that  illegal  which,  as  between  Johnson 
and  Hunt,  would  not  have  been  so."  And 
Maulc,  J.,  said :  "The  money  which  was  the 
consideration  for  this  bill  was  money  which 
Hunt  was  bound  to  account  for  to  Johnson. 
The  losers  could  not  get  it  back  from  Hunt, 
and  it  would  be  a  very  unjust  thing  that 
he  should  keep  the  whole.  Before  the  stat- 
ute 8  &  9  Vict.  chap.  109,  be  clearly  would 
have  been  bound  to  pay  over  the  money,  and 
I  find  nothing  in  that  statute  to  excuse  him 
from  doing  sq/'  J.  H.  B. 
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3823,  and  3824),  and  one  who  is  a  party 
to  such  a  contract  is  not  only  indictable, 
but  the  statute  says,  in  language  that  can- 
not be  misunderstood,  that  "no  action  shall 
be  maintained  in  any  court  to  enforce 
any  such  contract,  whether  the  same  was 
made  in  or  out  of  the  state,  or  partly  in 
and  partly  out  of  this  state,  and  whether 
made  by  the  parties  thereto  by  themselves, 
or  by  or  through  their  agents,  immediate- 
ly or  mediately;  nor  shall  any  party  to 
any  such  contract,  or  any  agent  of  any 
such  party,  directly  or  remotely  connected 
with  any  such  contract  in  any  way  what- 
ever, have  or  maintain  any  action  or  cause 
of  action  on  account  of  any  money  or  other 
thing  of  value  paid  or  advanced  or  hypoth- 
ecated by  him  or  them  in  connection  with 
or  on  account  of  such  contract  and  agency." 

It  would  seem  to  follow  necessarily  that 
the  plaintiff  cannot  maintain  his  action  in 
our  courts,  except  upon  the  ground  that 
the  defendant  wa?  not  a  party  to  the  illegal 
contract,  and  that  he  is  bound  by  his  ac- 
ceptance. The  difficulty  with  this  position 
is  that  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
ant were  parties  to  the  contract,  and  the 
only  consideration  for  the  acceptance  of 
the  draft  by  the  defendant  was  to  enable 
Godbold  to  continue  his  illegal  transactions. 

The  exact  question  seems  to  have  been 
decided  in  England  ii;  1794,  in  Steers  v. 
Lashley,  6  T.  R.  61,  which  was  approved 
on  this  point  in  Embrey  v.  Jemison,  131 
U.  S.  347,  33  L.  ed.  176,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
776,  and-  this  last  case  was  cited  with  ap- 
proval by  our  court  in-  Garseed  v.  Stern- 
berger,  335  N.  C.  502,  47  S.  E.  603. 

The  case  of  Steers  v.  Lashley,  supra, 
"was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
by  Wilson  on  the  defendant,  and  indorsed 
over  by  the  former  to  the  plaintiff  after 
it  had  been  accepted  by  the  defendant.  At 
the  trial  at  the  sittings  at  Westminster  be- 
fore Lord  Kenyon,  it  appeared  that  the  de- 
fendant had  engaged  in  several  stockjob- 
bing transactions  with  different  persons,  in 
which  Wilson  was  employed  as  his  broker, 
and  had  paid  the  differences  for  the  defend- 
ant. That,  a  dispute  arising  between  Wil- 
son and  the  defendant  respecting  the 
amount  of  those  differences,  the  matter 
was  referred  to  .the  plaintiff  and  three 
others,  who  awarded  £306,  12s.  6d.  to  be 
due  from  the  defendant  to  Wilson;  for  £100 
part  of  which  Wilson  drew  the  bill,  on 
which  this  action  was  brought.''  Lord 
Kenyon  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  bein^  of 
opinion  that,  as  the  bill  grew  out  of  a  stock- 
jobbing transaction,  which  was  known  to 
the  plaintiff,  he  could  not  recover  upon 
it.  and  in  delivering  his  opinion  he  said: 
"Tf  the  plaintiff  had  lent  this  money  to  the 
defendant  to  pay  the  differences,  and  had  ' 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


afterwards  received  the  bill  in  question 
for  that  sum,  then,  according  to  the  prin- 
ciple established  in  Petrie  v.  Hannay,  3 
T.  R.  418,  he  might  have  recovered.  But 
here  the  bill  on  which  the  action  is  brought 
was  given  for  these  very  diiterenoes;  and 
therefore  W^ilson  himself  could  not  have 
enforced  payment  of  it.  Then  the  security 
was  indorsed  over  to  the  plaintiff,  he  know- 
ing of  the  illegality  of  the  contract  between 
Wilson  and  the  defendant,  for  he  was  the 
arbitrator  to  settle  their  accounts;  and, 
under  such  circumstances,  he  cannot  be 
permitted  to  recover  on  the  bill  in  a  court 
of  law." 

This  language  was  quoted  in  Embrey  v. 
Jemison,  supra,  and  the  court  further  says 
in  that  case:  "While  there  are  authorities 
that  seem  to  support  the  position  taken  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  we  are  of  opinion 
that,  upon  principle,  the  original  payee  can- 
not maintain  an  action  on  a  note,  the  con- 
sideration of  which  is  money  advanced  by 
him  upon  or  in  execution  of  a  contract  of 
wager;  he  being  a  party  to  that  contract, 
or  having  directly  participated  in  the  n(^ak- 
ing  of  it  in  the  name  of  or  on  behalf  of 
one  of  the  parties." 

The  cases  of  Williams  ▼.  Carr,  80  N.  C. 
299,  and  Mallard  v.  Green,  118  N,  C.  392, 
24  S.  E.  777,  are  not  in  conflict  with  these 
views,  as  they  are  interpreted  in  the  latter 
case,  where  the  court  says,  after  referring 
to  parts  ol  the  charge  of  the  judge  of  the 
superior  court:  "This  means,  if  the  jury 
believed  that  Duke  loaned  the  money  and 
had  no  connection  with  the  speculations, 
that  it  was  a  valid  contract,  and  plaintiff 
would  be  entitled  to  recover.  Williams  v. 
Carr,  8(»  N.  C.  294." 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  con- 
sideration for  the  acceptance  by  the  de- 
fendant was  illegal,  and  that  there  is  no 
error. 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPEAIiS. 

ED  RIDER,  Appt., 

V. 

JOHN  G.  DELKER  &  SONS  COMPANY. 
(145  Ky.  634,  140  S.  W.  1011.) 

Corporation  —  preferred  st<x;k  —  rights 
of  creditors. 

1.  A  holder  of  preferred  stock  in  a  corpo- 
ration cannot  enforce  its  redemption  at  par, 

Note,  —  Right  of  preferred  fttocTe  to  pref" 
eretice  aa  to  capital. 

The  earlier  cases  on  this  question  are 
collected  in  a  note  to  Field  v.  L^mson  &  G. 
Mfg.  Co.  27   L.R.A.  136,  which   is  supple- 
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as  provided  in  his  contract,  if  the  assets  of 
the  company  are  not  sufficient  to  pay  its 
debts. 

Receiver  —  corporation  —  right  of  pre- 
ferred stockholders. 

2.  A  bolder  of  preferred  stock  in  a  corpo- 
ration, whose  contract  entitles  him  to  have 
his  stock  redeemed  at  par,  is  not  entitled  to 
have  the  concern  placed  in  the  hands  of  a 
receiver,  in  a  proceeding  to  enforce  his  con- 
tract right  of  redemption,  by  showing  that 
it  is  a  losing  venture,  and  that  its  assets 
are  not  sufficient  to  pay  its  debts,  where  his 
right  to  redemption  fails  because  of  insuf- 
ficiency of  assets. 

(December  1,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Daviess  Coun- 
ty in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  par  value  of  stock  held  by 
plaintiff  in  the  defendant  corporation,  to- 
gether with  accumulated  dividends  there- 
on. Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Gilbert  Holbrook,  F.  J.  Las- 
well,  and  Sweeney,  Ellis,  &  Sweeney  for 

appellant. 

•Messrs.  George  W.  Jolly  and  G.  S. 
Walker,  for  appellee: 

No  part  of  the  capital  stock  can  be  re- 
turned to  a  stockholder  or  used  in  redemp- 
tion of  his  stock  until  all  debts  are  paid 
or  provided  for. 

Marshall,  Corp.  695,  597;  Hamlin  v.  To- 
ledo, St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  36  L.ILA.  826. 
24  C.  C.  A.  271,  47  U.  S.  App.  422,  78  Fed. 
671 ;  Taft  v.  Hartford,  P.  &  F.  R.  Co.  8  R. 
I.  310,  5  Am.  Rep.  576;  Cook,  Corp.  3d  ed. 
§  271. 

The  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take 
charge  of  and  administer  the  entire  corpo- 
rate property  "is  a  purely  ancillary  rem- 
edy, and  cannot  l>e  maintained  in  a  pro- 
ceeding instituted  solely  for  that  purpose." 

Vila  V.  Grand  Island  Electric  Light,  lee 
&  Cold  Storage  Co.  68  Neb.  222,  63  L.R.A. 
791,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  400,  94  N.  W.  136, 
97  N.  W.  613,  4  Ann.  Cas.  65. 

Where  a  party  may  resort  to  an  injuiw- 


mented  by  a  note  to  Lloyd  v.  Pennsylvania 
Electric  Vehicle  Co.  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  228. 
.  As  shown  in  the  earlier  notes,  the  cases 
support  the  rule  that,  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  or  contractual  provisions  to  the 
contrary,  preferred  stock  is  not  entitled 
to  any  preference  over  common  stock  in 
relation  to  the  capital;  and  that  the  terms 
"preferred  stock"  or  "preferred  shares"  or- 
dinarily have  reference  to  the  income  only, 
and  do  not  import  a  preference  as  to  capi- 
tal. And  see,  in  this  connection,  Rideb 
V.  John  G.  Deleeb  &  Sons  Co.  and  Fryer 
V.  Wiedemann,  post,  1009. 

Where,  however,  by  the  articles  of  in- 
corporation the  holders  of  preferred  stock 
are  given  a  first  lien  on  its  property  and  as- 
sets, the  rights  of  the  holders  of  such  stock 
will  be  protected  and  enforced  as  against 
the  holders  of  the  common  stock.  Kent  v. 
Honsinger,    167    Fed.   619. 

The  mere  fact  that  upon  the  expiration 
of  the  patents  in  which  the  whole  of  the 
capital  is  invested  there  may  not  be  suf- 
ficient property  with  which  to  pay  the  par 
value  of  the  preferred  stock  will  not  entitle 
the  holders  thereof  to  compel  the  corpora- 
tion to  maintain  a  sinking  fund  to  secure 
payment  of  their  stock  upon  dissolution, 
under  a  charter  provision  that,  upon  liqui- 
dation or  dissolution  of  the  corporation, 
the  holders  of  preferred  stock  should  receive 
the  par  value  of  the  stock  from  the  assets, 
and  the  balance  be  divided  among  the  com- 
mon stockholders,  in  the  absence  of  an  ex- 
press contract  so  to  do.  Mellon  v.  Missis- 
sippi Wire  Glass  Co.  77  N.  J.  Eq.  498,  78 
Atl.   710. 

As  shown  in  the  earlier  notes  referred  to, 
holders  of  preferred  stock,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  or  contractual  provisions  to 
the  contrary,  cannot  claim  a  preference  over 
the  creditors  of  the  corporation.  To  th^ 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


same  effect  are  Weaver  Power  Co.  v.  Elk 
Mountain  Mill  Co.  164  N.  C.  77,  69  S.  E. 
747  (holding  provision  on  stock  certificates 
that  they  "shall  be  a  preferred  lien  on  the 
assets  of  the  company"  not  to  place  holder 
in  position  of  a  creditor,  but  only  to  give 
him  a  preferred  lien  on  the  assets  of  the 
corporation  when  in  liquidation  over  the 
common  stockholders) ;  Fryer  ▼.  Wiede 
mann,  post,  1009;  Rideb  v.  John  Q.  Delko 
&  Sons  Co. 

Holders  of  preferred  stock  cannot,  as 
against  subsequent*  creditors,  claim  the 
proceeds  of  a  policy  of  insurance  taken  out 
by  the  corporation  upon  the  life  of  its  man- 
ager to  secure  the  retirement  of  the  pre- 
ferred stock,  when  it  was  paid  for  out 
of  the  assets  of  the  company,  and  the  hold- 
ers of  such  stock  are  treated  as  stock- 
holders, and  not  creditors,  by  the  statute 
of  incorporation.  Ellsworth  v.  Lyons,  104  C. 
C.  A.  1,  181  Fed.  65. 

And  it  makes  no  difference  that  credit- 
ors are  not  shown  to  have  extended  credit 
upon  the  supposition  that  the  life  insurance 
policy  was  a  corporate  asset  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts.    Ibid. 

The  holders  of  preferred  stock,  vho  pu^ 
chased  the  stock  in  consideration  of  the 
agreement  by  the  corporation  to  permit 
them  to  act  as  their  factors  and  handle  the 
entire  production  of  their  mill  as  long  ss 
they  were  holders  of  the  stock,  and  that  the 
corporation  would  redeem  the  stock  at  par 
upon  the  change  of  account  or  engasrement 
of  other  factors,  are  not  creditors  or  enti- 
tled to  share  as  such  upon  the  voluntary  li- 
quidation of  the  company,  but  are  only  en- 
titled to  share  with  the  other  holders  of 
preferred  stock.  Farrish-Stafford  Co.  ▼• 
Charlotte  Cotton  Mills  Co.  157  N.  C.  188. 
72  IS,  :e,  973,  A.  L.  R. 
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tion  or  attachment,  a  receiver  will  not  be 
appointed.  Moreover,  in  a  case  where  the 
chancellor  has  the  power  to  make  Buch  ap- 
pointment, the  appointment  ia  within  his 
tsound  discretion. 

34  Cyc.  25,  26;  Tarvin  y.  Walker's  Creek 
Coal  &  Coke  Co.  109  Ky.  582,  60  S.  W.  185 ; 
Harmon  t.  Kentucky  Coal,  Iron  &  Develop- 
ment Co.  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  12,  21  S.  W.  1055. 

TauMing,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  John  Q.  Delker  &  Sons  Company  is 
a  Kentucky  corporation.  It  has  an  issue  of 
both  common  and  preferred  stock.  Under 
the  provisions  of  the  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion of  said  company  the  preferred  stock 
"shall  be  subject  to  redemption  by  the  cor- 
poration at  its. option  at  any  time  after 
five  years  from  the  organization  of  the 
corporation,  upon  six  months'  previous  no- 
tice to  the  holder  or  holders  of  said  stock, 
by  the  payment  of  its  par  value  and  any 
accumulated  dividends;  and  any  holder  of 
said  stock,  or  any  part  thereof,  shall  like- 
wise have  the  right  at  any  time  after  five 
years  from  the  date  of  the  organization 
of  the  corporation,  to  have  his  stock  re- 
deemed upon  six  months'  previous  notice 
to  the  corporation,  by  the  payment  to  him 
of  its  par  value  and  any  accumulated  divi- 
dends." Upon  the  certificates  of  preferred 
stock  there  is  the  following  indorsement: 
"The  said  stock  represented  by  this  cer- 
tificate is  subject  to  redemption  by  the 
corporation,  at  its  option  at  any  time 
after  five  years  from  the  organization  of 
the  corporation,  upon  six  months'  previous 
notice  to  the  holder  of  this  certificate,  by 
the  payment  of  the  par  value  of  said  stock 
and  any  accumulated  dividends;  and  any 
holder  of  this  certificate  shall  likewise  have 
the  right  at  any  time  after  five  years  from 
the  date  of  the  organization  of  said  corpora- 
tion, to  have  the  stock  represented  by  this 
certificate  redeemed  upon  six  months'  pre- 
vious notice  to  the  corporation,  by  the  pay- 
ment to  him  of  the  par  value  of  said  stock 
and  any  accumulated  dividends." 

Ed  Rider  was  the  owner  of  five  shares  of 
the  preferred  stock  in  this  corporation.  He 
brought  a  suit  in  which  he  sought  to  recov- 
er of  the  corporation  the  par  value  of  the 
five  shares  of  stock  held  by  him,  together 
with  the  accumulated  dividends  thereon. 
He  alleged  that  the  notice  required  by  the 
articles  of  incorporation  had  been  complied 
with;  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  have 
the  corporation  receive  his  certificate  and 
pay  him  in  cash  therefor,  as  in  the  contract 
provided.  A  demurrer  was  sustained  to 
this  petition;  and  in  the  second  amended 
petition  he  alleged,  in  substance,  that  the 
corporation  was  hopelessly  insolvent;  and 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


I  he  asked  that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to 
take  charge  of  and  wind  up  its  affairs.  A 
demurrer  was  sustained  to  the  petition  as 
amended.  He  declining  to  plead  further,, 
it  was  dismissed.    He  appeals. 

It  is  insisted  for  appellee  that  the  notice 
was  insufiScient;  but  from  the  conclusion 
which  we  have  reached  it  is  unnecessary  to 
pass  upon  this  question,  as  the  case  must 
turn  ultimately  upon  the  larger  question, 
to  wit,  the  right  of  the  holder  of  preferred 
stock  in  a  corporation  to  have  the  corpora- 
tion return  to  him  his  money  with  inter- 
est when  the  financial  condition  of  the  cor- 
poration is  such  that  it  is  unable  to  pay 
its  debts.    This  is  the  real  question. 

For  appellant  it  is  urged  that,  under  the 
articles  of  incorporation  and  by  virtue  of 
the  indorsement  on  the  certificate  of  stock 
which  was  issued  to  him,  he  has  a  contract 
with  the  company  which  he  is  entitled  to 
have  enforced;  that  he  is  in  fact  a  creditor 
of  the  corporation.  As  between  appellant 
and  the  holders  of  the  common  stock  in  this 
corporation,  he  is  undoubtedly,  by  virtue 
of  the  provision  in  the  articles  of  incorpo- 
ration and  indorsement  upon  this  certificate 
of  stock,  above  referred  to,  entitled  to  have 
the  relief  sought  granted,  unless  the  rights 
of  creditors  would  be  affected  thereby.  The 
capital  of  a  corporation  is  the  sum  total 
of  its  stock,  whether  common  or  preferred. 
Certificates  of  stock  are  mere  evidences  that 
the  holders  thereof  have  invested  the  sums 
called  for  in  the  certificates  in  the  enter- 
prise. They  run  the  risk  of  losing  their 
stock  if  the  business  is  not  a  success.  As 
between  themselves  and  third  persons  who 
deal  with  the  corporation  and  give  it  cred- 
it, their  stock  is  equally  liable.  It  is  only 
in  cases  where  the  corporation  is  solvent 
and  the  rights  of  creditors  will  not  be  in- 
juriously affected  thereby  that  agreements 
as  to  preferences  among  themselves  may  be 
enforced.  The  entire  capital,  without  re- 
gard to  any  arrangement  which  may  exist 
between  common,  and  preferred  stockhold- 
ers, is  at  all  times  subject  to  and  liable 
for  the  debts  of  the  corporation,  and  no 
part  of  the  capital  can  be  withdrawn  from 
the  business  until  the  debts  of  the  corpora- 
tion are  satisfied. 

In  Thompson  on  Corporations,  2d '  ed. 
vol.  4,  §  3608,  the  rights  of  preferred  stock- 
holders, as  between  themselves  and  cred- 
itors of  the  company,  are  fully  discussed, 
and  that  learned  author  adopts  as  the  cor- 
rect rule  the  opinion  of  the  court  in  Heller 
V.  National  Marine  Bank,  89  Md.  606,  46 
L.R.A.  438,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  212,  43  Atl. 
800.  It  was  there  held  that,  as  between 
creditors  and  ordinary  preferred  stockhold- 
ers, the  latter,  as  owners  of  the  property 
of  an  insolvent  corporation,  are,  upon  a  dis- 
64 


1010 


KENTUCKY  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Dk^ 


irtbution  of  its  assets,  entitled  to  nothing 
until  its  creditors  are  first  fully  paid; 
that  no  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  a  cor- 
poration can  be  withdrawn  for  the  purpose 
of  repaying  the  principal  of  the  capital 
until  the  debts  of  the  corporation  iire  paid; 
and  that  ordinary  preferred  stock  has  no 
lien  on  the  property  of  a  corporation.  In 
this  state  there  is  no  statute  giving  to  the 
holders  of  preferred  stock  a  lien  upon  the 
property  of  the  company,  and  hence  the 
stock  in  question  is  what  is  termed  by 
the  author  "ordinary  preferred  stock."  The 
same  authority  announces  the  principle 
that  "a  preferred  stockholder  will  not  be 
allowed  to  share  in  any  surplus  money  in 
the  treasury  of  the  corporation  in  accord- 
ance with  an  agreement  to  that  effect, 
where  it  will  work  gross  injustice  to  cred- 
itors;" and  the  cases  of  Culver  v.  Reno  Real 
Estate  Co.  91  Pa.  367,  and  Phillips  v.  East- 
ern R.  Co.  138  Mass.  122,  are  cited  as  sup- 
porting this  view. 

In  10  Cyc.  568,  preferred  stock  is  de- 
fined as  "not  an  indebtedness  of  the  corpo- 
ration, or  an  absolute  agreement  to  pay 
certain  dividends  upon  its  shares,  but  is 
merely  a  pledge  of  its  profits  in  favor  of 
certain  shares  in  preference  to  the  others; 
in  other  words,  an  agreement  to  give  a 
preference  to  particular  shares  over  the 
other  Shares  in  the  division  of  profits,  but 
only  in  case  there  shall  be  profits  to  divide. 
Hence,  if  it  appears  in  any  case  that  no 
profits  have  been  earned,  the  holders  of 
preferred  stock  cannot  maintain  actions 
against  the  company  to  enforce  payment  of 
the  guaranteed  dividends."  And  again,  on 
page  575,  same  volume,  we  find  the  fol- 
lowing: "It  may  be  stated  generally  that 
preferred  shareholders  occupy  the  status  of 
shareholders  or  members,  and  that  their 
right  of  preference  is  only  a'  right  of 
preference  in  the  distribution  of  divi- 
dends over  the  common  shareholders.  It 
seems  that  such  a  shareholder  has  no  pref- 
erence over  creditors  upon  the  winding  up 
of  the  corporation;  but  that  his  rights  are 
to  have  his  preferred  dividend,  in  case  there 
is  a  surplus  which  can  properly  be  divided 
among  shareholders,  and  there  can  be  no 
such  surplus  so  long  as  debts  of  the  corpo- 
ration  remain   unpaid   as  they  mature." 

In  Hamlin  v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R. 
Co.  36  L.R.A.  826,  24  C.  C.  A.  277,  47  U. 
S.  App.  422,  78  Fed.  670,  the  distinction 
between  a  creditor  and  a  stockholder, 
whether  common  or  preferred,  in  a  corpo- 
ration, is  thus  stated:  "There  is  a  wide 
difference  between  the  relation  of  a  creditor 
and  a  stockholder  to  the  corporate  prop- 
erty: One  cannot  well  be  a  creditor  as  re- 
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spects  creditors  proper,  and  a  stockholder 
by  virtue  of  a  certificate  evidencing  his  con- 
tribution to  the  capital  of  the  corporation. 
Stock  is  capital,  and  a  stock  certificate  but 
evidences  that  the  holder  has  ventured  his 
means  as  a  part  of  the  capital.  It  is  a 
fixed  characteristic  of  capital  stock  that  no 
part  of  it  can  be  withdrawn  for  the  purpose 
of  repaying  the  principal  of  the  capital 
stock  until  the  debts  of  the  corporation 
are  paid.  These  principles  are  elementary. 
.  .  .  The  chance  of  gain  throws  on  the 
stockholder,  as  respects  creditors,  the  entire 
risk  of  the  loss  of  his  contribution  to  cap- 
ital. 'He  cannot  be  both  a  creditor  and 
debtor  by  virtue  of  his  ownership  of  stock.' 
.  .  .  If  the  purpose  in  providing  for 
these  peculiar  shares  was  to  arrange  mat- 
ters so  that,  under  any  circumstances,  a 
part  of  the  principal  of  the  stock  might 
be  withdrawn  before  the  full  discharge  of 
all  corporate  debts,  the  device  would  he 
contrary  to  the  nature  of  capital  stock,  op- 
posed to  public  policy,  and  void  as  to  cred- 
itors affected  thereby.  ...  If  that  was 
the  purpose  of  this  arrangement,  most 
doubtful  language  was  employed.  There  13 
a  sense  in  which  every  shareholder  is  a 
creditor  of  the  corporation  to  the  extent  of 
his  contribution  to  the  capital  stock. 
In  that  sense  every'  incorporation  includes 
its  capital  stock  among  its  liabilities.  But 
that  creditor  relation  is  one  which  exists 
only  between  the  corporation  and  its  share- 
holders. It  is  a  liability  which  is  post- 
poned to  every  other  liability,  and  no  part 
of  the  capital  stock  can  be  lawfully  re- 
turned to  the  stockholders  until  all  debts 
are  paid  or  provided  for.  The  violation 
of  this  well-understood  principle  is  a  breach 
of  trust,  and  a  creditor  affected  thereby 
may  pursue  the  stockholders,  and  recover 
as  for  an  unlawful  diversion  of  assets. 
.  .  .  Although  appellants  were  not  cred- 
itors proper,  yet  they  show  a  case,  on  the 
face  of  their  certificates,  entitling  them  to 
a  preference  over  common  stockholders  in 
relation  to  both  dividends  and  capital.  Or- 
dinarily preferred  stock  is  entitled  to  no 
preference  over  other  stock,  in  relation  to 
capital.  But  where  there  is  an  expressed 
agreement  giving  such  a  preference,  not  pro- 
hibited by  local  law  nor  the  charter,  we 
see  no  reason  why  it  is  not  a  valid  contract, 
as  between  the  corporation  and  such  pre- 
ferred stockholders,  and  binding  upon  the 
common  stockholders."  To  the  same  effect 
is  Taft  V.  Hartford,  P.  k  F.  R.  Co.  8  R.  I. 
310,  5  Am.  Rep.  575.  We  are  cited  to  no 
authority  holding  to  the  contrary  in  any 
case  where  preferred  stockholders  are  not 
by  special   statute  given  a  lien  upon  the 
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property  of  the  company;  and  the  chancel- 
lor correctly  held  that  the  plaintiff  failed 
to  state  a  cause  of  action  in  the  petition 
or  either  of  the  amendments  offered  there- 
to. 

Nor  was  he  entitled,  under  the  prayer 
of  his  petition,  to  have  the  corporation 
placed  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver.  The  al- 
legations on  the  part  of  a  stockholder  that 
a  corporation  is  insolvent  and  that  it  is 
a  losing  venture  are  not  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  receivership,  for,  as  said  in  Thomp- 
son on  Corporations,  vol.  6,  2d  ed,  §  6346, 
'4n  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  to 
the  contrary,  the  mere  insolvency  of  a  cor- 
poration is  not  sufficient  in  equity  to  au- 
thorize the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  unless 
there  is  some  evidence  of  waste,  extrava- 
gance, carelessness,  dissensions,  or  fraud 
which  gives  ground  to  apprehend  that  the 
property  will  suffer,  and  there  is  no  rea- 
sonable prospect  that,  if  let  alone,  the  cor- 
poration will  soon  become  safely  solvent." 
There  is  no  charge  of  fraud,  waste^^  extrava- 
gance, or  mismanagement  in  the  conduct  of 
the  business  on  the  part  of  the  company, 
and  in  the  absence  of  such  a  charge  the 
chancellor  would  not  have  been  authorized 
in  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  the 
purpose  of  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the 
company.  To  the  same  effect  is  the  text 
in  10  C^c.  1305,  where  it  is  said:  'In  the 
absence  of  enabling  statutes,  courts  of  chan- 
cery have  no  jurisdiction  to  decree  the  dis- 
solution of  a  corporation;  nor,  as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  can  such  a  court,  during  the  life 
of  the  corporation,  wind  up  its  business 
and  sequestrate  its  property  and  effects, 
on  the  application  of  a  shareholder  as 
such." 

In  Worth  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Bingham,  64  C. 
C.  A.  119,  116  Fed.  786,  a  majority  of  the 
shareholders  of  a  private  corporation 
prayed  its  dissolution  on  the  ground  of 
insolvency,  and  that  its  business  was  being 
carried  on  at  a  loss.  The  court  refused 
to  appoint  a  receiver  with  a  view  to  wind- 
ing up  its  affairs,  on  the  ground  that,  in 
the  absence  of  some  charge  that  its  officers 
were  guilty  of  some  illegal,  fraudulent,  or 
other  wrongdoing  in  the  conduct  of  the 
business,  a  court  of  equity  was  without 
authority  to  decree  its  dissolution.  See 
also  Cronin  v.  Potters*  Co-op.  Co.  11  Ohio 
Dec.  Reprint,  749.  The  application  for  a 
receivership  was  merely  an  incident  to  the 
relief  sought,  and  appellant,  not  being  en- 
titled to  the  relief  sought  under  the  original 
petition,  the  chancellor  did  not  err  in  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  thereto  and  in  refusing 
his  application  for  a  receiver. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
39  L,R,A,(N.S.) 
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CHARLES  WIEDEMANN  et  al. 

(148  Ky.  379,  146  S.  W.  752.) 

Corporation  —  preferred  stock  —  prior- 
ity over  creditors. 

1.  A  holder  of  preferred  stock  in  a  cor- 
poration, whose  certificate  provides  that  no 
lien  shall  be  placed  upo'n  the  corporate 
property  without  his  consent,  is  not  enti- 
tled to  priority  over  corporate  creditors  in 
the  distribution  of  its  assets. 

Same  —  advances  by  directors  —  prior- 
ity. 

2.  Directors  and  holders  of  common  stock 
in  a  corporation,  although  occupying  a  posi- 
tion of  trust  towards  preferred  stockholders, 
do  not,  by  lending  money  to  the  corpora- 
tion to  enable  it  to  carry  on  its  business, 
even  as  to  such  an  amount  as  to  render  the 
preferred  stock  worthless,  postpone  their 
claims  to  repayment  to  the  retirement  of 
the  preferred  stock,  which  was  issued  un- 
der an  agreement  that  no  lien  should  be 
placed  on  the  property  of  the  corporation 
without  consent  of  the  preferred  stock- 
holders. 

Same  —  failure  to  wind  up  —  effect. 

3.  The  claims  of  directors  and  holders  of 
common  stock  of  a  corporation  for  money 
advanced  to  keep  it  a  going  concern  will 
not  be  postponed  in  the  winding  up  of  the 
corporation  to  the  retirement  of  preferred 
stock,  because  at  the  time  they  assumed 
the  management,  the  assets  were  sufficient 
to  pay  preferred  stockholders  in  full,  had 
the  concern  been  wound  up  at  that  time. 

(May  16,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  intervener  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Campbell  Coun- 
ty allowing  claims  of  appellees  in  an  ac- 
tion for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  of 
the  Highland  Hotel  Company,  and  dismis- 
sing intervener's  petition  for  the  establish- 
ment of  priority  in  favor  of  the  preferred 
creditors  in  the  distribution  of  the  assets 
of  the  company  over  the  claims  of  appel- 
lees and  all  creditors  whose  indebtedness 
was  incurred  subsequent  to  the  issuance  of 
the  preferred  stock.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Aubrey  Barbour  and  Fred  B. 
Bassman  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Dolle,  Taylor,  &  0*Donnell 
and  Ramsey  Washington,  for  appellee 
Wiedemann : 

As  against  creditors  a  holder  of  prefer- 
red stock  has  no  greater  rights  than  com- 

Note.  —  As  to  right  of  preferred  stock  to 
preference  as  to  capital,  see  Rider  v.  John 
G.  Delker  k  Sons  Co.  ante,  1005,  and  notes 
referred  to  in  the  footnote  under  that  case. 
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mon  stockholders,  and  the  corporation  can- 
not give  them  greater  rights  in  the  assets 
of  the  corporation,  as  against  creditors, 
unless  by  virtue  of  an  express  statutory 
provision. 

Ellsworth  v.  Lyons,  104  C.  C.  A.  1,  181 
Fed.  66. 

Officers,  directors,  or  stockholders  who  ad- 
vance money  to  a  corporation  are  entitled 
to  share  in  its  assets  with  other  general 
creditors. 

Standard  Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  v.  Excelsior 
Ref.  Co.  108  La.  74,  32  So.  221;  Hooven 
Mercantile  Co.  v.  Evans  Min.  Co.  103  Pa. 
28,  44  Atl.  277 ;  Welch  v.  Sargent,  127  Cal. 
72,  69  Pac.  319;  Hill  v.  Standard  Teleph. 
Mfg.  Co.  209  Pa.  231,  68  Atl.  147. 

Mr.  James  C.  Wright  for  appellee  Craw- 
ford. 

Clay,  C.|  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  Highland  Hotel  Company  was  a  cor- 
poration organized  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
ducting a  hotel  in  the  district  of  Highlands, 
Campbell  county,  Kentucky.  Its  original 
capital  stock  was  $50,000,  divided  into  500 
shares  of  $100  each.  In  July,  1905,  its 
capital  stock  was  increased  from  $50,000 
to  $80,000;  the  additional  $30,000  being 
preferred  stock,  divided  into  300  shares  of 
$100  each.  The  certificates  of  preferred 
stock  contained  the  following  provision: 
'The  holders  of  this  preferred  stock  are 
entitled  to  receive  cumulative  dividends  at 
the  rate  of  not  over  six  per  cent  (6%) 
per  annum,  out  of  the  profits  of  the  com- 
pany, payable  quarterly  on  the  1st  day  of 
January,  April,  July,  and  October  of  each 
year,  and  to  have  preference  over  the  com- 
mon stockholders  both  as  to  assets  of  the 
company,  in  the  event  of  the  distribution 
thereof  by  reason  of  dissolution  or  other- 
wise, and  as  to  dividends,  and  to  have 
priority  in  these  respects  over  the  holders 
of  any  other  issue  of  stock.  No  mortgages 
or  lien  of  any  nature  shall  be  placed  up- 
on the  property  of  the  company  without 
the  unanimous  consent  of  the  preferred 
stockholders;  otherwise,  said  pref<^rred 
stock  shall  have  no  voting  power.  The  com- 
pany may  at  any  time,  cumulative  divi- 
dends at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent  (6%)  per 
annum  having  been  paid  thereon,  retire  any 
of  the  shares  of  the  preferred  stock  at  the 
rate  of  $110  per  share." 

In  August,  1906,  the  corporation  was  au- 
thorized to  increase  its  common  stock  from 
$50,000  to  $80,000;  the  additional  $30,000 
of  common  stock  to  be  divided  into  300 
shares  of  $100  each.  Only  10  of  these  ad- 
ditional shares  were  ever  issued.  The  high- 
est indebtedness  authorized  by  the  original 
articles  of  incorporation  was  $30,000.  In 
July,  1907,  the  limit  of  indebtedness  was, ' 
if  ;.,^A,(N,S,) 


by  amended  articles  of  incorporation,  in- 
creased to  $100,000.  By  another  amend- 
ment, in  August,  1908,  the  limit  was  in- 
creased  to   $126,000. 

On    January    22,    1909,    Charles    Wiede- 
mann, one  of  the  appellees,  filed  an  action 
in  the  Campbell  circuit  court  against  the 
hotel   company  for  the  appointment   of   a 
receiver,   on  the  ground  that  it  was  im- 
possible to  conduct  the  company  with  prof- 
it,  and   that   it   was   hopelessly   insolvent. 
A   receiver  was  appointed,   and  the  cause 
referred   to   the   master   commissioner,    to 
hear  proof  and  report  on  claims.     Claims 
of  appellees  Wiedemann  and  Crawford  were 
allowed.     Appellant,  Robert  N.  Fryer,  the 
holder  of  10  shares  of  the  preferred  stock, 
intervened  in  the  action.    He  alleged  that, 
at  the  time  of  th^  issue  of  the  $30,000  pre- 
ferred  stock,   the   assets   of  the   company 
were  amply  sufficient  to  pay  all  of  its  out- 
standing   indebtedness,    including   the   pre- 
ferred stock;  that  a  large  portion  of  Wiede- 
mann's  indebtedness  was  incurred  by  the 
company  after  the  issue  of  the  preferred 
stock,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  pre- 
ferred stockholders;  that  the  assets  of  the 
company  were  insufficient  to  pay  its  indebt- 
edness, i^t  by  reason  of  any  destruction  or 
depreciation  of  the  property,  but  by  reason 
of  its  excessive  indebtedness;  that  $30,000 
was  the  limit  of  indebtedness  permitted  by 
the  articles  of  incorporation  to  be  incurred 
by  said  company.     It  was  further  alleged 
that  Wiedemann  ha^l  been  a  large  stock- 
holder in  the  company  since  its  organiza- 
tion.    At  the  time  of  the  creation  of  the 
indebtedness  to  himself,  he  was  the  owner 
of  a  large  majority  of  the  common  stock, 
and  was  also  a  director.     The  intervening 
petitioner    asked    that    he    be    allowed    to 
prosecute   the   cause   set  up   in   his   inter- 
vening petition  on  behalf  of  the  preferred 
stockholders,  and  prayed  for  a  decree  ad- 
judging   that    the    preferred    stoddiolders 
have  priority  in  the  distribution  of  the  as- 
sets  of  the   company   over  the   claims  of 
Wiedemann    and    all    creditors,   whose   in- 
debtedness was  incurred  subsequent  to  the 
issue  of  the  preferred  stock.     To  this  pe- 
tition a  demurrer  was  sustained. 

By  amended  petition  it  was  alleged  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  organization  of  the  High- 
land Hotel  Company,  appellees,  Wiedemann 
and  Crawford,  subscribed  for  and  became 
the  owners  of  76  and  20  shares,  respective- 
ly, of  the  common  stock;  that  on  or  about 
February  1,  1907,  Wiedemann  became  the 
owner  of  320  shares,  and  Crawford  of  150 
shares,  of  the  510  shares  of  common  stock; 
that  one  Clarence  Wagner  was  the  owner 
of  5  shares,  and  one  Robert  Nagel  the  own- 
er of  6  shares;  that  about  that  time  Wiede- 
mann^  Wagner^  and  Nagel  were  elected  di- 
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rectors,  and  Wiedemann  was  elected  presi- 
dent; that  said  persons  continuously  served 
and  acted  in  said  capacity  up  to  the  time 
of  the  institution  of  the  action  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver;  'that  during  all 
of  said  time  the  said  Clarence  Wagner  was 
only  a  nominal  director  in  said  company, 
and  acted  as  such  in  the  interest  of  said 
Wiedemann,  and  that  said  Robert  Nagel 
was  only  a  nominal  director,  and  acted  in 
all  respects  as  such  in  the  interest  of  said 
L.  J.  Crawford."  It  was  further  alleged 
in  the  amended  petition  that,  at  the  time 
Wiedemann  and  Crawford  acquired  control 
of  the  company,  its  total  indebtedness,  in- 
cluding mortgage  indebtedness  of  $8,000, 
incurred  prior  to  the  issue  of  the  preferred 
stock,  was  only  $28,000;  that  at  the  time 
of  the  institution  of  the  suit  by  Wiedemann 
the  indebtedness  of  the  company  aggregated 
$104,882.62,  exclusive  of  the  $8,000  mort- 
gage claim,  and  exclusive  of  mortgage 
claims  aggregating  $22,000  against  the 
property  known  as  "The  Shelly  Arms;" 
that,  of  said  aggregate  indebtedness,  the 
sum  of  $56,909.03  was  the  indebtedness  to 
Wiedemann,  and  $20,540  the  indebtedness 
to  Crawford,  leaving  a  balance  of  $27,- 
335.50  as  indebtedness  .to  other  unsecured 
creditors;  that,  of-  this  balance,  $15,000  was 
to  a  bank,  and  for  which  Wiedemann  and 
Crawford  were  sureties.  It  is  further  al- 
leged in  the  petition  that,  of  the  money 
advanced  by  Wiedemann  and  Crawford, 
$30,000  was  used  in  making  changes  and 
additions  to  the  Altamont  Hotel,  and  the 
remainder  was  used  in  paying  the  oper- 
ating expenses  of  the  hotel;  that  all  the 
property  of  the  Highland  Hotel  Company 
was  appraised  at  $107,814;  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  aggregated  $77,450;  that 
one  L.  C.  Widreg,  as  representative  of 
Wiedemann  and  Crawford,  became  the  pur- 
chaser at  that  price.  It  is  also  alleged 
that,  at  the  time  Wiedemann  and  Craw- 
ford purchased  control  of  the  property,  the 
company  could  obtain  no  further  credit, 
and  was  about  to  be  forced  intjp  dissolu- 
tion* that,  if  it  had  been  dissolved  at  that 
time,  the  property  could  have  been  sold 
for  a  sum  sufficient  to  pay  the  preferred 
stockholders  in  full;  that  for  some  time 
thereafter  the  assets  of  the  corporation 
would  have  paid  its  current  indebtedness 
and  the  preferred  stockholders  in  full;  that 
Wiedemann  and  Crawford  had  advanced 
the  money  when  no  credit  could  be  ob- 
tained from  anyone  else;  that,  if  the  claims 
of  Wiedemann  and  Crawford  are  permitted 
to  have  priority  over  the  claims  of  the  pre- 
ferred stockholders,  it  would  be  a  payment 
to  them  to  the  extent  of  $30,000  out  of 
the  property  of  the  preferred  stockholders; 
that  the  advancements  made  by  Wiedemann 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  Crawford  were  made  when  the  com- 
pany was  operating  at  a  loss  of  $1,000  a 
month;  that  the  company  operated  at  a 
loss  during  all  of  said  time,  except  during 
the  months  of  June,  July^  August,  and  Sep- 
tember, 1908,  when  there  was  a  profit;  that, 
if  Wiedemann  and  Crawford  are  permitted 
to  have  priority  over  the  preferred  stock- 
holders, this  would  be  in  violation  of  the 
contract  under  which  the  preferred  stock 
was  issued,  and  would  be  in  violation  of 
the  relation  of  trust  which  Wiedemann  oc- 
cupied towards  the  preferred  stockholders 
as  the  president  and  director  of  the  com- 
pany, and  which  Crawford  occupied  to- 
wards them  as  a  stockholder  and  a  virtual 
director,  acting  through  Robert  Nagel.  The 
amended  petition  then  concludes  with  a 
prayer  to  the  effect  that  the  preferred  stock 
be  given  priority  over  the  claims  of  Wiede- 
mann and  Crawford,  and  asks  for  a  person- 
al judgment  against  them  for  any  balance 
of  the  amount  of  the  preferred  stock  which 
the  assets  of  the  company  might  fail  to 
satisfy.  To  the  intervening  petition,  as 
finally  amended,  a  general  demurrer  was 
sustained,  and,  the  petitioner  refusing  to 
plead  further,  the  petition  was  dismissed. 
From  that  judgment. he  appeals. 

Appellant  states  the  main  question  raised 
by  his  petition  as  amended,  as  follows: 
"Does  the  preferred  stock  of  the  described 
character,  on  distribution  of  the  assets  of 
the  corporation,  have  priority  oyer  the  cor- 
poration's unsecured  indebtedness  to  a  di- 
rector and  a  common  stockholder  acting 
as  director,  incurred  without  the  consent 
of  the  preferred  stockholders  f  In  this 
connection  it  is  proper  to  say  that,  while 
under  a  statute  providing  that  preferred 
stock  may,  by  recorded  agreement,  be  made 
a  lien  on  the  franchise  and  property  of  the 
corporation,  which  shall  "have  priority  over 
any  subsequently  created  mortgage  or  other 
encumbrance,"  stockholders  who  have  been- 
given  a  preference  in  such  manner  pre- 
scribed in  the  statute  have  been  held  to 
be  entitled  to  be  preferred  to  the  extent 
specified  therein  (Md.  Laws  1880,  chap. 
474;  Heller  v.  National  Marine  Bank,  89 
Md.  602,  45  L.R.A.  438,  73  Am.  St.  Rep. 
212,  43  Atl.  800),  such  is  not  the  rule  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  authority  (Ham- 
lin v.  Toledo,  St.  L.  k  E.  C.  R.  Co.  36 
L.R.A.  826,  24  C.  C.  A.  271,  47  U.  S.  App. 
422,  78  Fed.  664;  Guarantee  Trust  Co.  v. 
Galveston  City  R.  Co.  46  C.  C.  A.  306, 
107  Fed.  311 )»  On  the  contrary,  preferred 
stock  makes  the  holders  thereof  stockhold- 
ers, and  not  creditors,  and,  except  as  to  the 
preference  in  the  payment  of  dividends, 
gives  them  the  same  rights,  and  no  greater, 
and  subjects  them  to  the  same  liabilities, 
as  the  holders  of  common  stock,  except  in 
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so  far  as  they  may  be  given  other  rights,  or 
relieved  from  liabilities,  by  the  charter  or 
by  statute.  As  against  creditors,  they 
have  no  greater  rights  than  common  stock- 
holders, and  the  corporation  cannot  give 
them  greater  rights  in  the  assets  of  the 
corporation  as  against  creditors,  unless  by 
virtue  of  an  express  statutory  provision. 
2  Clark  &  M.  Corp.  §  413.  As  preferred 
stock  is  a  part  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
corporation,  holders  of  such  stock  are  not 
preferred  to  the  creditors  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  the  distribution  of  its  assets.  Con- 
sequently the  preferred  stockholders  can- 
not be  reimbursed  before  the  corporate 
debts  are  paid.  Warren  v.  King,  108  U.  S. 
389,  27  L.  ed.  769,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  789; 
Hamlin  v.  .Toledo,  St.  L.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co. 
36  L.R.A.  829,  24  C.  C.  A.  271,  47  U.  S. 
App.  422,  78  Fed.  664;  Lloyd  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania Electric  Vehicle  Co.  75  N.  J.  Eq.  263, 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  228,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  657, 
72  Atl.  16,  20  Ann.  Cas.  119. 

Even  if  it  be  conceded  that  the  contract 
in  the  certificates  of  preferred  stock  to  the 
effect  that  "no  mortgage  or  lien  of  any 
nature  shall  be  placed  upon  the  property 
of  the  company  without  the  unanimous  con- 
sent of  the  preferred  stockholders''  is  a 
valid  contract  between  the  preferred  stock- 
holders and  the  common  stockholders,  who 
are  also  creditors,  we  conclude  that,  inas- 
much as  a  lien  is  something  distinct  from 
a  claim  and  is  in  the  nature  of  a  security, 
the  words  "lien  of  any  nature"  do  not  in- 
clude the  claims  of  general  creditors.  Roch- 
ester Distilling  Co.  v.  O'Brien,  72  Hun,  462, 
25  N.  Y.  Supp.  281.  As  no  liens  of  any 
kind  were  placed  upon  the  property  after 
the  issue  of  the  preferred  stock,  and  as  the 
claims  of  appellees,  Wiedemann  and  Craw- 
ford, are  unsecured,  it  follows  that  the  pro- 
vision of  the  contract  referred  to  is  elimi- 
nated from  the  case. 

But  it  is  claimed  that  appellees  violated 
the  spirit  of  the  contract  between  the  com- 
mon stockholders  and  the  preferred  stock- 
holdiers  by  going  ahead  and  incurring  an 
indebtedness  after  the  issue  of  the  prefer- 
red stock,  large  enough  to  wipe  out  the 
preferred  stock.  It  is  contended  that  this 
was  wrong,  because  Wiedemann  as  a  di- 
rector, and  Crawford  as  a  common  stock- 
holder, occupied  a  position  of  trust  towards 
the  preferred  stockholders,  and  should  not 
have  incurred  an  indebtedness  that  ren- 
dered the  preferred  stock  worthless.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  petition  and  the  amend- 
ments thereto  that  appellees,  Wiedemann 
and  Crawford,  simply  loaned  the  corpora- 
tion money  to  improve  its  property  and  to 
conduct  a  hotel.  They  loaned  this  money 
at  a  time  when  it  could  not  borrow  from 
others.  There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud  or 
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bad  faith  on  the  part  of  appellees.     There 
is  an  allegation  to  the  effect  that  two  of 
the  directors  represented  them,  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  they  represented  them  in 
any  wise  differently  from  the  way  they  rep- 
resented the   other  stockholders.     Nor  are 
the  two  directors   accused   of   representing 
Wiedemann   and   Crawford   improperly,  or 
of  acting  in  bad  faith  towards  the  corpora- 
tion or  the  stockholders.    Not  only  is  there 
an  absence  of  any  charge  of  fraud  or  bad 
faith  on  the  part  of  appellees,  or  any  one 
representing  them,  but  the  petition  shows 
that  appellees,  Wiedemann  and   Crawford, 
owned  a  majority  of  the  common  stock,  and 
were  therefore  most  interested  in  the  suc- 
cess of  the  company,  and  made  the  loans 
to  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  keep- 
ing it  going.     Conceding  that  both  Wiede- 
mann and  Crawford   occupied  the  position 
of  trust  toward  the  preferred  stockholders 
and   the    corporation,    it   does    not    appear 
wherein    they    in   any   manner   abused  the 
trust.     So   far  as  the   record   shows,  thej 
made  an  honest  effort  to  continue  the  busi- 
ness,  and   showed   their   faith   in    its  ulti- 
mate success  by  putting  up  large  sums  of 
money,     which     they     can    never     recover. 
While  it  may  be  true  that  a  director,  in 
becoming  a  creditor  of  a  corporation,  may 
not  take  advantage  of  his  position  and  ob- 
tain any  preference  over  other  creditors,  it 
is  well  settled  that  he  may,  in  good  faith, 
make  a  loan  to  the  corporation.     Osborne 
v.  Monks,   14  Kv.   L.   Rep.  606,   21   S.  W. 
101;  3  Clark  &  M.  Corp.  786.     This  is  all 
that   appellees   did    in   this   case.      Having 
in  good  faith  advanced  the  money  to  the 
corporation,  they  are  entitled  to  share  in 
the    distribution    of   the    assets    upon    the 
same  terms  as  the  other  unsecured  credit- 
ors.    Hooven  Mercantile  Co.  v.  Evans  Min. 
Co.    193    Pa.    28,    44    Atl.    277;    Standard 
Cotton  Seed  Oil  Co.  v.  Excelsior  Ref.  Co. 
108  La.  74,  32   So.  221. 

But  it  is  insisted  that  the  corporation 
had,  at  the  time  appellees  took  chaige  of 
it,  and  for  some  time  thereafter,  sufficient 
assets  to  pay  the  preferred  stockholders, 
and  that  appellees  should  have  then  wound 
up  the  corporation,  and  not  attempted  to 
continue  the  business  to  the  detriment  of 
the  preferred  stockholders.  It  must  be  it- 
membered,  however,  that  the  stock  of  every 
corporation  is  much  more  valuable  when  it 
is  a  going  concern.  It  is  the  duty  of  the 
directors,  therefore,  to  make  an  honest 
effort  to  continue  the  business  of  the  cor- 
poration. This  is  all  that'  appellees  did. 
Appellees  were  holders,  not  only  of  common 
stock,  but  of  preferred  stock.  Having  xnoie 
stock  than  the  other  stockholders,  they  were 
more  interested  in  the  success  of  the  cor- 
poration than  anyone  else.    Had  they  tac- 
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ceeded  in  the  undertaking,  they  would  have 
been  commended.  Having  failed,  and  there 
being  no  evidence  of  fraud,  bad  faith,  or 
negligent  management  of  the  company's  af- 
fairs, they  should  be  treated  as  any  other 
creditors,  and  their  claims  will  not  be  post- 
poned until  after  preferred  stockholders 
have  been  paid. 

Other  questions  are  discussed  by  counsel 
for  appellant,  but  we  deem  it  unnecessary 
to  consider  them.  We  conclude  that  the 
petition  as  amended  failed  to  show  appel- 
lant entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  and 
that  the  demurrer  thereto  was  properly  sus- 
tained. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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STATE  OF  OHIO,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

BOONE. 

(84  Ohio  St.  346,  95  N.  E.  924.) 

Health  —  vital  statistics  —  compulsory 
service  —  constitutionality. 

1.  Sections  14,  17,  and  21  of  "An  Act  to 
Establish  a  Bureau  of  Vital  Statistics  and 
to  Provide  for  the  Prompt  and  Permanent 
Registration  of  All  Births  and  Deaths  Oc- 

Headnotes  by  the  Coubt. 


Note, "  Constitutionality  of  statutes  in 
relation  to  vital  statistics. 

No  case  has  been  found  which  sustains  the 
position  taken  in  State  v.  Boone.  On  the 
contrary,  there  are  two  decisions  which 
hold  that  the  failure  to  provide  compensa- 
tion for  attending  physicians  who  are  re- 
quired to  report  births  and  deaths  or  the 
presence  of  an  infectious  disease  does  not 
render  the  law  unconstitutional. 

Thus,  in  Com.  v.  McConnell,  116  Ky.  368, 
76  S.  W.  41,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  re- 
quiring physicians  and  midwives  without 
compensation  to  keep  a  registry  of  all  births 
and  deaths  at  which  they  have  profession- 
ally attended,  showing  name,  sex,  and  color, 
and  names,  ages,  and  residence  of  the  par- 
ents, and  to  deposit  a  copy  in  the  office  of 
the  county  clerk,  is  not  unconstitutional, 
but  is  a  valid  police  regulation^ 

Likewise,  in  State  v.  Wordin,  56  Conn. 
216,  14  Atl.  801,  it  was  held  that  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  physicians  having  a  patient 
within  the  limits  of  the  city  suffering  from 
an  infectious  disease,  to  report,  under  a 
penalty,  that  fact  to  the  mayor  or  clerk  of 
the  board  of  health,  together  with  the  name 
of  the  patient  and  the  street  and  number 
of  the  house  where  treated,  was  not  uncon- 
stitutional because  of  its  failure  to  provide 
compensation  for  the  service  required. 

In  Robinson  v.  Hamilton,  60  Iowa,  134, 
46  Am.  Rep.  63,  14  N.  W.  202,  it  was  held 
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curring  within  the  State  of  Ohio"  (99  Ohio 
Laws  296 ) ,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  a  physi- 
cian or  midwife  in  attendance  upon  a  case 
of  confinement,  are  unconstitutional  and 
void,  because  they  were  enacted  by  an  un- 
necessary, unreasonable,  and  arbitrary  exer* 
cise  of  the  police  power. 

On  rehearing. 

Statute  —  partial  invalidity  —  effecst  on 
whole. 

2.  The  requirement  that  physicians  and 
midwives  shall  certify  items  numbered  5, 
6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  16,  16,  17,  and  18, 
in  §  14,  of  ''An  Act  to  Establish  a  Bureau 
of  Vital  Statistics  and  to  Provide  for  the 
Prompt  and  Permanent  Registration  of  All 
Births  and  Deaths  within  the  State  of 
Ohio"  (99  Ohio  Laws,  296),  is  an  unwar- 
ranted and  unreasonable  exercise  of  police 
power;  and  for  the  reason  that  §§  13,  14 
17,  and  21  of  said  act  require  a  certificate 
of  all  items  mentioned  in  said  §  14,  and^ 
recognize  no  other  certificate  as  complete' 
and  proper,  each  and  all  of  said  sections, 
so  far  as  they  apply  to  physicians  and 
midwives,  are  unconstitutional  and  void. 

(Spear,  J.,  dissents  in  part.) 

(June  13,  1911.) 

I  TERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Hardin 
Id  County  to  review  a  judgment  reversing 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
convicting  defendant  of  violating  the  act  re- 

that  a  statute  requiring  physicians  and 
midwives  to  report  births  and  deaths  to 
the  clerk  of  the  courts  was  not  unconstitu- 
tional or  unjust  and  oppressive.  The  court 
said  however:  "We  have  not  been  favored 
with  an  argument  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  are  therefore  not  informed  of  the 
grounds  upon  which  the  statute  in  question 
was  assailed  in  the  court  below,  and  is 
claimed  to  be  unconstitutional.  It  can- 
not be  expected  that  we  shall  consider  argu- 
ments of  which  we  have  not  heard,  or  that 
we  will  imagine  objections  and  discuss 
them.  .  .  .  The  statute  requires  the 
collection  of  statistics  pertaining  to  the 
population  of  the  state  and  the  health  of 
the  people,  which  may  import  information 
useful  in  the  enactment  of  laws,  and  valua- 
ble to  science  and  the  medical  profession, 
to  whom  the  people  look  for  remedies  for 
disease  and  for  means  tending  to  preserve 
health.  The  objects  of  the  statute  are  with- 
in the  authority  of  the  state,  and  may  be 
attained  in  the  exercise  of  its  police  power." 
The  title  of  a  statute  "An  Act  to  Provide 
for  the  Registration  of  Marriages,  Births, 
and  Deaths"  is  sufficiently  specific  constitu- 
tionally to  authorize  the  incorporation  into 
the  statute  of  a  provision  requiring  physi- 
cians and  midwives  to  keep  a  registry  of  all 
births  and  deaths  at  which  they  have  pro- 
fessionally attended,  and  to  deposit  a  copy 
in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk.  Com.  v. 
McConnell,  supra.  A.  L.  R. 
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lating  to  the   registration  of  births.     Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Timothy  S.  Hogan,  Attorney 
General,  Fred  H.  Klrtley,  and  James  R. 
Stlllings,  for  the  State: 

An  act  to  establish  a  bureau  of  yital 
statisties,  and  to  provide  for  the  prompt 
and  permanent  registration  of  all  births, 
etc.,  is  a  police  regulation  imposing  a  pen- 
alty irrespective  of  criminal  intent,  and  it 
contains  no  exception  in  favor  of  any  per- 
son. 

State  y.  Rippeth,  71  Ohio  St.  85,  72  N. 
E.  298;  Farrell  v.  State,  32  Ohio  St.  466, 
30  Am.  Rep.  614. 

The  filing  of  a  birth  certificate  is  re- 
quired of  all  physicians.  The  law  operates 
upon'  all  physicians  in  the  state  of  Ohio 
alike,  and  equal  protection  is  not  denied 
where  a  law  operates  upon  all  persons  and 
upon   all  property  similarly  located. 

Harmon  v.  State,  66  Ohio  St.  249,  58 
L.R.A.  618,  64  N.  E.  117;  State  v.  Gravett, 
66  Ohio  St.  289,  5^  L.R.A.  791,  87  Am.  St. 
Rep.  605,  62  N.  E.  325;  State  v.  Gardner, 
58  Ohio  St.  699,  41  L.R.A.  689,  65  Am.  St. 
Rep.  785,  51  N.  E.  136;  Sipe  v.  Murphy,  49 
Ohio  St.  536,  17  L.R.A.  184,  31  N.  E.  884. 

Mr.  George  B.  Orane,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

Under  pretense  of  police  regulation,  the 
state  cannot  be  permitted  to  encroach  upon 
any  of  the  just  rights  of  the  citizen  which 
the  Constitution  intended  to  secure  against 
abridgment. 

Slaughter-House  C^ses,  16  Wall.  87,  21 
L.  ed.  412;  Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S. 
133,  38  L.  ed.  385,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499. 

Wide  as  is  this  power,  everything  and 
anything  done  under  state  authority  can- 
not be  justified  under  it.  The  act  done 
must  fall  within  the  legal  bounds  of  the 
police  power.  If  it  exceeds  those  bounds, 
and  prejudices  life,  liberty,  property,  equal- 
ity before  the  law,  or  privilege  or  im- 
munity, it  justifies  Federal  intervention, 
under  the  14th  Amendment,  because  it  vio- 
lates that  amendment. 

State  V.  Goodwill,  33  W.  Va.  179,  6 
L.R.A.  621,  25  Am.  St.  Rep.  863,  10  S.  E. 
285;  Ruhstrat  v.  People,  185  111.  133,  49 
L.R.A.  181,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  30,  57  N.  E. 
41,  12  Am.  Grim.  Rep.  453;  Frost  v.  Chi- 
cago, 178  III.  250,  49  L.R.A.  657,  69  Am. 
St.  Rep.  301,  62  N.  E.  869;  State  ex  rel. 
Godard  v.  Johnson,  61  Kan.  803,  49  L.R.A. 
662,   60   Pac.   1068. 

Davis,  J;,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  in  error  was  indicted  for 
an  alleged  violation  of  an  act  entitled  "An 
Act  to  Establish  a  Bureau  of  Vital  Sta- 
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tistics  and  to  Provide  for  the  Prompt  and 
Permanent  Registration  of  All  Births  and 
Deaths  Occurring  within  the  State  of  Ohio" 
(99  Ohio  Laws,  296).  A  demurrer  to  the 
indictment  was  overruled  by  the  common 
pleas  court,  and  the  defendant  was  put  up- 
on trial,  found  guilty,  and  sentenced.  The 
circuit  court  reversed  the  judgment  for 
error  in  rejecting  certain  testimony  offered 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  state  prosecutes 
error  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  and  to  affirm  the  judgment  of 
the  court  of  common  pleas. 

The  attorney  general  and  his  associates 
insist  that  the  act  referred  to  is  a  conatl- 
tutional  exercise  of  legislative  power,  and 
that  the  evidence  which  was  rejected  in  the 
trial  court  was  properly  held  to  be  inad- 
missible; while  the  defendant  still  main- 
tains that  the  proffered  evidence  was  admis- 
sible, and  that  the  act  under  which  the 
indictment  was  framed  is  unconstitutional. 
We  shall  review  the  latter  contention  only. 

That  the  general  grant  in  the  Constitu- 
tion of  the  legislative  power  includes  police 
power  is  conceded;  and  that  the  registra- 
tion ol  births,  deaths,  marriages,  and  the 
like,  may  be  included  in  a  proper  exercise 
of  the  police  power  is  also  conceded.  But 
it  is  disputed  that,  while  requiring  the 
registration  of  such  facts  as  may  naturally 
and  readily  come  to  the  knowledge  of  per- 
sons present  at  a  birth,  death,  or  marriage, 
the  state  may  compel  such  persons  to  in- 
quire for,  investigate,  and  report  upon,  cer- 
tain collateral  matters  which  may  be  inter- 
esting and  of  possible  value  to  a  bureau  of 
statistics,  and  that,  too,  without  substan- 
tial compensation.  We  understand  the 
counsel  for  the  state  to  maintain  the  af- 
firmative kll  along  the  line  of  this  conten- 
tion. 

The  police  power  is  inherent  in  sovereign- 
ty; and  its  exercise  is  justified  by  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  occasi6n.     Its  foundation  is 
the  right  and  duty  of  the  government  to 
provide  for  the  common  welfare  of  the  gov- 
erned.   It  is  tersely  expressed  in  the  max- 
im, 8alu8  populi  auprema  lex.    While,  there- 
fore, a  broad  discretion  is  given  to  the  1^- 
islature  to  provide  for  the  general  welfare, 
it  necessarily  is  not  an  arbitrary  or  un- 
limited disci^tion;   for,   if  it  were  beyond 
judicial  control  or  review,  it  would  amount 
to  a  practical   abrogation  of  all  constitu- 
tional  guaranties   of   personal    rights,  and 
the  undefined  boundaries  of  legislative  pow- 
er could  be  extended  so  as  to  authorize  the 
worst  and  most  irresponsible  form  of  des- 
potism,— a  legislative  despotism  conducted 
in  the  name  of  the  people. 

Hence  it  has  been  held,  not  only  in  this 
state,  but  in  a  great  number  of  cases  both 
in  the  Federal  and  state  courts,  that  it  ia 
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within  the  Judicial  power  to  declare  void  an 
nnnecessarj  or  unreasonable  exercise  of  po- 
lice power.  This  rule  was  approved  and 
applied  in  Phillips  y.  SUte,  77  Ohio  St. 
214,  82  N.  E.  1064:  "To  justify  the  state 
in  thus  interposing  its  authority  in  behalf 
of  the  pubKc,  it  must  appear,  first,  that  the 
interests  of  the  public  generally,  as  distin- 
guished from  those  of  a  particular  class, 
require  such  interference;  and,  second,  that 
the  means  are  reasonably  necessary  for  the 
accomplishment  of  the  purpose,  and  not  un- 
duly oppressive  upon  individuals.  The  leg- 
islature may  not,  under  the  guise  of  pro- 
tecting, .  .  .  arbitrarily  interfere  with 
private  business,  or  impose  unusual  and 
unnecessary  restrictions  upon  lawful  occu- 
pations. In  other  words,  its  determination 
as  to  what  is  a  proper  exercise  of  its  police 
powers  is  not  final  or  conclusive,  but  is 
subject  to  the  supervision  of  the  courts." 
Lawton  v.  Steele,  152  U.  S.  133,  38  L.  ed. 
385,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499.  See  also  nu- 
merous eases  cited  in  22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  939. 

We  need  not  inquire  whether  the  state 
may  not  require  a  physician  or  midwife  to 
report  to  the  proper  authority,  for  registra- 
tion, the  fact  of  a  birth  which  has  come 
under  his  or  her  observation,  first,  because 
it  is  conceded  that  it  may  do  so,  and,  sec- 
ond, because  it  obviously  has  some  relation 
to  the  public  welfare,  and  it  cannot  be  very 
burdensome  to  comply  with  such  regula- 
tion. But  this  statute  goes  much  further. 
It  imposes  upon  the  physician  or  midwife 
the  duty  of  investigating  and  certifying  as 
to  certain  facts  which  would  not  necessari- 
ly or  naturally  come  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  attending  physician  or  midwife,  via., 
whether  the  birth  was  legitimate  or  illegiti- 
mate, and,  except  in  case  of  illegitimacy, 
the  full  name,  residence,  color  or  race, 
birthplace,  age,  and  occupation  of  the  fath- 
er; also  the  maiden  name  in  full,  residence, 
color  or  race,  birthplace,  age,  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  mother;  likewise  the  number  of 
this  child  of  the  mother,  and*  the  number 
of  living  children  of  the  mother.  It  is  fur- 
ther provided  that  no  certificate  shall  be 
held  to  be  complete  and  correct  which  does 
not  supply  all  of  the  items  of  information 
called  for  therein,  or  satisfactorily  account 
for  their  omission;,  and  that  the  physician 
or  midwife  who  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
file  a  proper  certificate  of  birth  with  the 
local  registrar,  within  the  time  required  by 
the  act,  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor, and,  upon  conviction  thereof, 
shall  be  fined,  etc.  In  short,  a  professional 
attendant  at  a  birth  is  required  to  enter 
upon  an  inquiry  as  to  nonprofessional  ques- 
tions, to  supply  information  to,  it  may  be, 
a  nonprofessional  official,  "clothed  with  a 
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little  brief  authority,"  in  relation  to  mat- 
ters which  perhaps  are  interesting  as  vital 
statistics,  but  as  to  which  it  requires  more 
than  appears  in  this  statute,  or  in  the  argu- 
ments in  this  case,  to  show  that  they  are 
necessary  or  even  closely  related  to  the 
public  safety,  the  public  morals,  or  the  pub- 
lic welfare;  an  inquiry,  too,  which  could 
be  just  as  well  and  more  appropriately  con- 
ducted, reported  upon,  and  certified  to,  by 
the  local  registrar  or  a  township  assessor 
or  a  census  taker. 

The  physician  or  midwife  is  compelled, 
under  the  penalties  of  the  statute,  to  insti- 
tute and  carry  out  the  necessary  investiga- 
tion and  to  "supply  all  of  the  information 
called  for"  without  compensation.  The  con- 
tention is  made  on  the  part  of  the  state 
that  statutes  which  impose  the  duty  of 
making  such  report  or  certificate  are  not 
unconstitutional,  because  they  do  not  pro- 
vide for  compensation  to  physicians.  While 
we  do  not  regard  this  point  as  decisive  of 
the  present  case,  yet  we  are  not  prepared 
to  yield  unqualified  assent  to  the  proposi- 
tion thus  broadly  stated.  None  of  the  cases 
cited  for  the  state  in  that  connection  ap- 
pears to  have  been  carefully  considered,  ex- 
cept State  V.  Wordin,  66  Conn.  216,  14  Atl. 
801.  In  one  of  them,  indeed,  Robinson  v. 
Hamilton,  60  Iowa,  134,  46  Am.  Rep.  63, 
14  N.  W.  202,  it  is  frankly  said:  "We 
have  not  been  favored  with  an  argument  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant,  and  are  therefore 
not  informed  of  the  grounds  upon  which 
the  statute  in  question  was  assailed  in  the 
court  below  and  is  claimed  to  be  unconstitu- 
tional. It  cannot  be  expected  that  we  shall 
consider  arguments  of  which  we  have  not 
heard,  or  that  we  will  imagine  objections 
and  discuss  them."  Besides  the  case  does 
not  seem  to  go  further  than  the  defendant 
in  this  case  concedes  the  law  to  be.  The 
Connecticut  case  referred  to,  after  a  state- 
ment of  the  guaranties  of  personal  liberty 
contained  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  contains  the  following  language: 
"But  these  provisions  place  no  limitation 
upon  the  power  of  the  legislature  of  this 
state  to  require  gratuitous  service  from  one 
member  of  the  community  in  the  protection 
of  the  lives  of  all,  other  than  that  which 
would  have  been  equally  upon  it  in  their 
absence,  namely,  that  it  shall  not  violate 
fundamental  principles  and  purposes  of  the 
social  compact."  This  language  should  be 
read  in  the  light  of  the  facts  of  that  case; 
but,  assuming  that  it  correctly  states  the 
law  in  its  general  application,  there  is 
grave  reason  to  doubt  whether  it  is  sound 
law  in  this  jurisdiction,  owing  to  specific 
provisions  of  the  ordinance  of  1787. 

The  purview  of  that  famous  act  of  Con-^ 
gress  is  expressly  "for  the  government  of 
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the  territory  of  the  United  States  north- 
west of  the  River  Ohio."  The  first  twelve 
sections  of  the  ordinance  obviously  provided 
for  the  temporary  government  of  the  terri- 
tory, until  it  should  be  divided  and  organ- 
ized into  states.  Then  follows  something  of 
more  enduring  interest.  We  quote:  "And 
for  extending  the  fundamental  principles  of 
civil  and  religious  liberty,  which  form  the 
basis  whereon  these  republics,  their  laws, 
and  Constitutions  are  erected;  to  fix  and 
establish  those  principles  as  the  basis  of  all 
laws,  Constitutions,  and  governments,  which 
forever  hereafter  shall  be  formed  in  the 
said  territory;  to  provide,  also,  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  states,  and  permanent  gov- 
ernment therein,  and  for  their  admission  to 
a  share  in  the  Federal  councils  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  states,  at  as  early 
periods  as  may  be  consistent  with  the  gien- 
eral  interest:  It  is  hereby  ordained  and 
declared  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that 
the  following  articles  shall  be  considered  as 
articles  of  compact  between  the  original 
states  and  the  people  and  states  in  the  said 
territory,  and  forever  remain  unalterable, 
unless  by  common  consent,  to  wit."  Then 
follow  the  several  articles  of  compact.  We 
quote  from  only  two  of .  them.  It  is  pro- 
vided in  article  II.  that  "no  man  shall  be 
deprived  of  his  liberty  or  property  but  by 
the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  the  law  of  the 
land;  and  should  the'  public  exigencies 
make  it  necessary,  for  the  common  preser- 
vation, to  take  any  person's  property,  or 
to  demand  his  particular  services,  full  com- 
pensation shall  be  made  for  the  same." 

Perhaps  it  may  be  said  that  the  adop- 
tion of  a  Constitution  by  the  people  of  Ohio 
superseded  the  ordinance  of  1787,  and  that 
the  Constitution  of  Ohio  contains  no  such 
provision  as  that  which  we  have  quoted 
from  article  II.  of  the  ordinance  of  1787. 
We  recur  again  to  the  "articles  of  com- 
pact," and  quote  from  article  V.:  "And 
whenever  any  of  the  said  states  shall  have 
60,000  free  inhabitants  therein,  such  state 
shall  be  admitted,  by  its  delegates,  into  the 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  states  in  all  re- 
spects whatever:  Provided,  the  Constitu- 
tion and  government,  so  to  be  formed,  shall 
be  Republican,  and  in  conformity  to  the 
principles  contained  in  these  articles."  If 
our  Constitution,  instead  of  creating  a  Re- 
publican form  of  government  for  the  state, 
had  provided  a  pure  Democracy,  a  govern- 
ment directly  by  the  people,  and,  so  framed, 
it  had  been  accepted  by  the  President  and 
Congress  of  the  United  States,  there  might 
have  been  some  reason  for  the  claim  that, 
in  that  respect,  the  compact  which  was  to 
"remain  forever  unaltered,  unless  by  com- 
mon consent,"  had  been  repealed  by  impli- 
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cation;  yet,  even  under  such  circumstances, 
a  conclusive  presumption  would  not  he 
raised  that  the  compact  had  been  altered, 
without  the  common  consent  of  all  the  par- 
ties thereto.  But  if  the  convention  which 
prepared  our  Constitution  had  omitted 
from  the  Bill  of  Rights  the  fan&ous  inter- 
diction against  slavery,  contained  in  article 
VI.  of  the  ordinance,  would  that  have  justi- 
fied the  conclusion  that  the  compact  was 
altered,  and  that  the  existence  of  slavery 
in  Ohio  would  be  constitutional?  Or,  to 
put  the  question  in  another  form,  if  our 
Constitution  contained  nothing  whatever 
in  regard  to  the  privilege  of  the  writ  of 
habeas  corpus,  or  to  trial  by  jury,  or  to 
proportional  representation  of  the  people 
in  the  legislature,  or  to  the  prohibition  of 
cruel  and  unusual  punishments,  it  could 
not  be  justly  inferred  that  the  great  com- 
pact had  been  altered,  and  that  these  privi- 
leges and  guaranties  had  been  subtracted 
from  the  rights  of  the  citizens,  and  were 
not  included  among  the  rights  reserved  by 
the  people  (Const,  of  Ohio,  art.  1,  §  20), 
because  there  would  have  been  nothing  in 
the  Constitution  which  was  inconsistent 
with  the  ordinance,  and  the  declared  pur- 
pose thereof,  "to  fix  and  establish  those 
principles  as  the  basis  of  all  laws,  Consti- 
tutions, and  governments,  which  forever 
hereafter  shall  be  formed  in  the  said  terri- 
tory," and  that  these  "articles  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  articles  of  compact  between  the 
original  states  and  the  people  and  states 
in  the  said  territory,  and  forever  remain 
unalterable,  unless  by  common  consent." 

In  Hogg  V.  Zanesville  Canal  &  Mfg.  Co.  5 
Ohio,  410,  at  page  416,  Hitchcock,  J.,  speak- 
ing of  a  clause  in  article  IV.  of  the  ordi- 
nance, said:  "This  portion  of  the  ordi- 
nance of  1787  is  as  much  obligatory  upon 
the  state  of  Ohio  as  our  own  Constitution. 
In  truth  it  is  more;  for  the  Constitution 
may  be  altered  by  the  people  of  the  state. 
while  this  cannot  be  altered  without  the 
assent  both  of  the  people  of  this  state  and 
of  the  United  States,  through  their  repre- 
sentatives. It  is  an  article  of  compact, 
and,  until  we  assume  the  principle  that  the 
sovereign  power  of  the  state  is  not  bound 
by  compact,  this  clause  must  be  considered 
obligatory."  And  in  Hutchinson  v.  Thomp- 
son, 9  Ohio,  52,  at  page  62,  Grimke,  J.,  re- 
marked: "But  when  application  for  ad- 
mission into  the  Union  was  made  by  the 
people  inhabiting  the  eastern  part  of  the 
territory,  modifications  in  several  parts  of 
the  ordinance  yrere  asked  for,  and  they 
were  granted  by  the  United  States  as  one 
party,  to  the  state  as  the  other.  This  seems 
to  show  that  the  people  of  Ohio  have  so 
far  treated  the  articles  of  compact  as  of 
perpetual  obligation.     The  alterations  pro- 
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posed  were  with  a  view  to  the  immediate 
formation  of  a  state  Constitution,  and  were 
of  no  importance  if  the  state  should  have 
a  right  to  annul  the  ordinance  the  moment 
it  assumed  that  condition." 

Similar  language  is  found  in  the  opinion 
in  Cochran  ▼.  Loring,  17  Ohio,  409,  424, 
425,  and  the  foregoing  quotations  remain 
as  the  unmodified  expressions  of  this  court 
upon  this  subject. 

We  are  not  unaware  of  various  dicta 
which  have  appeared  from  time  to'  time  in 
opinions  by  learned  justices  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  beginning  with 
Pollard  V.  Hagan,  3  How.  212,  11  L.  ed. 
565;  Permoli  v.  New  Orleans,  3  How.  669, 
11  L.  ed.  739,  and  Strader  ▼.  Graham,  10 
How.  82,  13  L.  ed.  337.  But  it  requires 
no  acute  analysis  to  differentiate  those 
cases  and  to  show  that  they  do  not  go  very 
thoroughly  into  the  question  whether  the 
ordinance  of  1787  can  be  superseded,  other- 
wise than  by  the  "common  consent"  of  the 
parties  to  the  compact,  as  required  by  the 
terms  of  the  ordinance,  or  whether  such 
''common  consent"  ever .  has  been  given ; 
and,  giving  the  fullest  effect  that  can  be 
claimed  from  those  remarks  by  the  distin- 
guished judges,  it  is  obvious  that  they 
ignore  the  distinction  between  a  mere  act 
of  Congress,  which  may  be  repealed  or  sup- 
erseded by  subsequent  acts,  and  a  solemn 
and  formal  '"compact,"  in  the  nature  of  a 
treaty  as  it  were,  between  the  proprietary 
states  and  the  people  and  states  of  the  ter- 
ritory which  was  subsequently  to  be  erected 
into  several  states  of  this  Union.  They 
ignore,  moreover,  the  fact  that  the  com- 
pact, on  the  good  faith  of  which  the  origi- 
nal proprietors  ceded  this  territory  to  the 
United  States,  expressly  declared  that  the 
principles  declared  therein  shall  be  the 
basis  of  "a41  laws,  Constitutions  and  gov- 
ernments which  forever  hereafter  shall  be 
formed  in  the  said  territory;"  and  at  best 
these  declarations  rest  on  no  stronger 
foundation  than  the  provision  of  the  com- 
pact itself,  namely,  that  a  state,  with  con- 
stitutional limitations  as  provided,  "shall 
be  admitted,  by  its  delegates,  into  the  Con- 
gress of  the  United  States,  on  an  equal 
footing  with  the  original  states,  in  all  re- 
spects whatever."  See  cases  above  cited 
and  Escanaba  &  L.  Transp.  Co.  v.  Chicago, 
107  U.  S.  678,  688,  689,  27  L.  ed.  442,  446, 
447,  2  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  185,  194;  Van  Brock- 
lin  v.  Tennessee  (Van  Brocklin  v.  Ander- 
son) 117  U.  S.  151,  159,  29  L.  ed.  845,  847, 
6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  670;  Sands  ▼.  Manistee 
River  Improv.  Co.  123  U.  S.  288,  295,  296, 
31  L.  ed.  149,  151,  152,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  113; 
Willimette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hatch,  125 
U.  S.  1,  9,  10,  31  L.  ed.  629,  632,  633,  8  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  811.  Whatever  that  clause  may 
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mean,  it  certainly  does  not  mean  that  all 
state  Constitutions  shall  be  or  are  alike, 
nor  that  a  new  state  erected  in  the  North- 
west territory,  shall  be  understood  to  sur- 
render all  the  guaranties  of  the  compact 
as  a  condition  of  admission  as  a  state. 

We  have  thus  briefly  indicated  the  rea- 
sons for  our  belief,  that  the  Great  Charter 
of  the  Northwest  territory  is  still  under, 
and  above,  and  before,  all  laws  or  Constitu- 
tions which  have  yet  been  made  in  the 
states  which  are  parts  of  that  territory; 
and  that  under  its  guaranties  the  state  has 
not  the  right  to  draft  a  citizen  into  partic- 
ular service  without  substantial  compensa- 
tion. At  least,  it  is  clear  to  us  that  the 
provisions  of  this  statute  which  require  a 
professional  man  to  search  out  nonprofes- 
sional information,  and  certify  it  to  state 
authorities,  are  unnecessary,  unreasonable, 
and  arbitrary,  and  are  not,  therefore,  a 
valid  exercise  of  police  power.  The  de- 
murrer to  the  indictment  should  have  been 
sustained,  and  therefore  the  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  reversing  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  affirmed, 
and  defendant  discharged. 

Spear,  Ch.  J.,  and  Shaack,  Price, 
Johnson,  and  Donahue,  JJ.,  concur. 

A  rehearing  having  been  granted,  Davis, 
Ch.  J.,  on  January  16,  1912,  handed  down 
the  following  additional  opinion  (85  Ohio 
St.  313,  97  N.  E.  975): 

This  case  is  fully  reported  with  opinion 
in  84  Ohio  St.  346,  ante,  1013,  95  N.  E. 
924.  A  motion  for  rehearing  was  enter- 
tained because  of  an  uncertainty  which 
seemed  to  exist  to  some  extent,  as  to  the 
scope  of  the  syllabus  in  the  former  report. 
There  is  no  ambiguity  in  the  opinion;  but 
since,  by  a  rule  of  this  court,  the  syllabus 
must  be  confined  to  the  points  of  law  aris- 
ing from  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  which 
have  been  determined  by  the  court,  and 
since  the  syllabus  is  the  expression  of  all 
the  concurring  judges,  doubt  seems  to  have 
arisen  whether  the  syllabus  and  the  opinion 
were  in  harmony. 

Whether  a  physician  or  midwife  might  or 
might  not  be  required,  by  a  proper  statute, 
to  report  a  birth  at  which  he  or  she  had  at- 
tended, was  not  a  point  considered  or  de- 
cided, because  it  was  not  disputed,  and  was 
expressly  conceded  by  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror, as  expressly  stated  in  the  opinion. 
But,  although  this  much  was  conceded  to 
be  true,  it  was  argued,  and  so  held  by  the 
court,  that  paragraphs  or  items  numbered 
5,  6,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  15,  16,  17,  and 
18,  in  §  14  of  "An  Act  to  Establish  a  Bureau 
of  Vital  Statistics  and  to  Provide  for  the 
Prompt  and  Permanent  Registration  of  All 
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BirthB  and  Deaths  Occurring  within  the 
State  of  Ohio"  (90  0.  L.  296),  were  an  un- 
warranted and  unreasonable  exercise  of  po- 
lice power;  and  that  these  items  are  so 
interlaced  and  interwoven  into  the  texture 
of  §§  13,  14,  17,  and  21  of  said  act  as  to 
render  each  entire  section  unconstitutional 
and  void,  so  far  as  they  relate  to  physi- 
cians and  midwives;  §  13  making  it  the 
duty  of  the  attending  physician  or  mid- 
wife to  file  a  certificate  of  birth  giving  all 
of  the  particulars  required  by  the  act;  §  14 
for  the  same  reason;  §  17  making  it  the 
duty  of  the  state  registrar  to  prepare  blanks 
and  issue  detailed  instructions  to  carry  out 
the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  providing  that 
no  other  blanks  shall  be  used;  and  §  21 
making  it  a  penal  offense  for  neglect  or  re- 
fusal to  file  "a  proper  certificate,"  the  def- 
inition of  a  proper  certificate  being  fixed  by 
§§  13,   14,  and  17. 

For  the  reason,  therefore,  that  the  ob- 
jectionable items  of  §  14  are  expressly  re- 
quired by  all  of  the  sections  mentioned 
above  to  be  joined  with  those  conceded  to 
be  soi^d,  the  court  could  not  separate  the 
former  from  the  latter  and  declare  part  of 
the  sections  valid.  The  legislature  may 
rectify  its  error  by  future  enactment. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court,  re- 
versing the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas,  is  affirmed,  on  the  ground  that 
the  demurrer  to  the  indictment  ought  to 
have  been  sustained,  and  defendant  dis- 
charged. 

Shauck,  Price,  Johnson,  and  Dona- 
hue, JJ,,  concur. 

Spear,  J.,  dissenting: 

I  am  in  accord  with  that  part  of  the 
majority  opinion  given  upon  the  rehearing, 
wherein  it  is  held  with  emphasis,  as  was 
foreshadowed  in  the  opinion  given  when 
the  case  was  first  reported,  to  the  effect 
that  the  general  assembly  has  power  to  re- 
quire physicians  to  certify  to  the  proper 
board  such  information  respecting  births 
and  deaths  as,  speaking  in  general  terms, 
will  naturally  come  within  the  knowledge 
or  observation  of  an  attending  physician. 
This  upon  the  ground  that  the  physician  is 
licensed  by  the  state.  Sections  1269  to 
1295,  General  Code.  This  requirement  is 
therefore  not  unreasonable,  and  it  is  horn- 
book knowledge  that,  where  special  privi- 
leges are  accorded  by  the  state,  special 
duties  in  connection  therewith  may  be  exact- 
ed, without  awarding  money  compensation 
therefor. 

But  I  dissent  from  the  holding  on  the  re- 
hearing which  will  have  the  effect  to  de- 
stroy the  act  utterly.  This  judgment  is  put 
upon  the  ground  that  the  provisions  of  the 
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act  which  were  within  the  power  of  the 
general  assembly  to  enact  are  so  inter- 
woven with  those  admittedly  invalid  as  to 
make  the  whole  invalid.  This  ia  a  holding 
that  the  general  assembly  would  not  have 
passed  the  portions  of  the  act  which  it  is 
now  admitted  that  body  had  power  to  pass, 
without  including  the  provisions  which  ar> 
condemned.  In  other  words,  a  hungry  man 
presumably  would  reject  a  half  a  loaf,  un- 
less he  was  offered  a  whole  loaf.  I  can 
find  no  such  legislative  purpose  in  the 
words  or  object  of  the  act.  The  universal 
rule  is  that  a  part  of  a  law  may  be  uncon- 
stitutional while  there  is  no  such  objection 
to  the  remaining  parts,  and  in  such  case 
all  of  the  law  stands,  except  the  part  which 
is  unconstitutional.  The  use  of  the  word 
"all"  in  §  13,  and,  perhaps,  elsewhere  in 
the  act,  purporting  to  require  the  physician 
to  certify  all  the  matters  purporting  to  be 
required  by  the  act  generally,  is  not  con- 
trolling; nor  should  it  create  donbt  as  to 
other  portions  of  the  act.  Necessarily  and 
reasonably  the  "all"  should  be  held  to  mean 
all  those  matters  which  the  general  assem- 
bly has  the  power  to  require  to  be  certified; 
and  the  "proper  certificate"  required  to  be 
filed  by  the  provisions  of  §  21  would  natu- 
rally mean  such  certificate  as  the  board 
has  legal  power  to  require;  its  power  in 
that  respect  being  now  defined  by  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court. 

This  view  of  the  act  does  not  affect  the 
defendant  in  the  case.  He  was  properly  or- 
dered discharged  by  this  court.  The  dis- 
charge may  well  rest  upon  the  ground  thai 
the  evidence  adduced  at  the  trial  was  in- 
sufficient to  justify  a  verdict  and  judgment 
against  hinu 
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NORFOLK  FIRE  INSURANCE  CORPORA- 
TION, Plff.  in  Err., 
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T.  GILBERT  WOOD. 

(—  Va.  — ,  74  8.  E.  186.) 

Insaranoe  —  limitation  of  additioDal 
policies  ^  fraudulent  Insertion  —  ef- 
fect. 

The  insertion  by  an  insurance  agent  who 
has  failed  to  secure  all  the  insurance  to  be 
placed  on  a  building,  of  a  clause  in  tbe 
policy  issued  by  him  making  it  void  if  ad- 
ditional insurance  is  taken,  will  not  pre- 
vent recovery  on  the  policy  in  case  of  lo8S» 

Note.  —  The  parol-evidence  rule  as  to 
varying  or  contradicting  written  contracts, 
as  affected  by  the  doctrine  of  waiver  or 
estoppel  as  applied  to  policies  of  insurance. 
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although  the  intended  amount  was  placed 
with  other  companies. 

(March  14,  1012.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Notto- 
way County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
fire  insurance  policy.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Peatrosa  A  Savage  for  plaintiff 
in  error. 

Messrs.  Gaakle  A  Caakle,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

The  company  is  estopped  from  denying 
liability  on  the  ground  that  its  policies  for- 
bade additional  insurance  without  its  con- 
sent. 

Independent  School  Dist.  v.  Fidelity  Ins. 
Co.  113  Iowa,  66,  84  N.  W.  966;  Kitchen  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  67  Mich.  136,  68  Am. 
Rep.  344,  23  N.  W.  616;  Brumfield  v.  Union 
Ins.  Co.  87  Ky.  122,  7  S.  W.  893;  Steers 
V.  Home  Ins.  Co.  38  La.  Ann.  962;  Smith 
V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  91  Cal.  823,  13  L.RJL 
476,  26  Am.  St.  Rep.  191,  27  Pac.  738; 
Smith  V.  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins.  Co.  —  Cal. 
— ,  27  Pac.  742;  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Wells,  89  111.  82;  Commercial  Union 
Assur.  Co.  V.  Urbansky,  113  Ky.  624,  68 
S.  W.  663;  Dalton  v.  Milwaukee  Mechanics' 
Ins.  Co.  126  Iowa,  377,  102  N.  W.  120; 
Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Norwood,  16  C. 
C.  A.  136,  32  U.  S.  App.  490,  69  Fed.  71; 
McElroy  v.  'British  American  Assur.  Co. 
36  C.  C.  A.  616,  94  Fed.  990;  Palatine  Ins. 
Co.  V.  McElroy,  40  C.  C.  A.  441,  100  Fed. 
391 ;  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  Union  Bank  &  T.  Co. 
49  C.  C.  A.  666,  111  Fed.  697. 

Keltb,  P.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Wood,  the  defendant  in  error,  who  was 
the  owner  of  a  building  at  Burkeville,  then 
in  course  of  construction,  was  approached 
by  Jones,  the  Burkeville  agent  of  the  Nor- 
folk Fire  Insurance  Corporation,  who  asked 
to  be  allowed  to  write  a  policy  of  insurance 
on  the  property  for  $7,600.  This  Wood  re- 
fused to  do,  saying  that  he  had  promised 
other  agents  insurance  on  the  building, 
but,  after  the  other  agents  were  satisfied, 
he  would  give  the  agent  of  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror a  policy.    Jones  insisted  on  $7,600,  say- 


ing that  he  was  a  local  agent  and  entitled 
to  more  insurance  than  outsiders,  but  Wood 
said  that  he  could  not  fulfil  his  promise 
to  other  agents  if  he  did  this,  but  that  he 
would  give  Jones  $6,000;  and  a  policy  was 
written  for  tliat  sum.  Wood  then  called 
the  attention  of  the  agent  to  the  fact  that 
the  premium  was  too  large,  and  that  the 
policy  should  be  what  is  known  as  a  "build- 
er's risk,"  and  this  error  was  corrected. 

The  policy  thus  taken  expired  on  Novem- 
ber 12th  at  12  o'clock,  and  on  November 
11th  a  Mr.  Legg,  the  managing  underwriter 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  came  to  Burke- 
ville for  the  purpose  of  inspecting  the  prop- 
erty, and  he  in  company  with  Wood  and 
Jones,  the  agent,  inspected  the  building- 
l^gg  stated  that  his  company  would  like 
to  carry  $16,000  upon  it,  and  later  Jones 
saw  Wood  and  tried  to  induce  him  to  per- 
mit him  to  write  $16,000  on  the  building, 
to  which  Wood  replied  that  he  would  not 
give  it  all  to  one  company,  as  he  had  prom- 
ised other  agents.  Jones,  the  agent,  then 
asked  to  be  allowed  to  write  $7,600,  but 
Wood  told  him  he  could  write  $6,000  or 
nothing.  On  the  next  day,  November  12th, 
just  about  one  hour  before  the  first  pol- 
icy expired,  Jones  again  saw  Wood,  and 
asked,  ''Have  you  agreed  to  let  me  control 
the  full  amount  of  insurance  on  that  hotel 
building?"  Wood  replied,  "No,"  whereup- 
on Jones  produced  and  delivered  the  policy 
now  sued  on.  Wood  put  the  policy  in  his 
pocket,  and  went  into  the  schoolhouse  where 
he  was  teaching.  The  delivery  and  conver- 
sation took  place  during  the  recess  of 
school.  Wood  did  not  unfold  the  policy, 
but  looked  at  the  face  of  it,  and  did  not 
read  or  open  it  until  after  the  fire. 

The  policy  contained  the  following  clause : 
"This  entire  policy,  unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  agreement  indorsed  hereon  or 
added  hereto,  shall  bd  void  if  the  insured 
has  or  shall  hereafter  make  or  procure 
any  other  contract  of  insurance,  whether 
valid  or  not,  on  property  covered  in  whole 
or  in  part  by  this  policy." 

At  sundry  times  subsequent  to  November 
12th,  and  before  the  fire  occurred,  Wood 
took  out  other  policies  on  the  building  ag- 
gregating $6,600,  making  a  total  insurance 
with  the  policy  in  this  suit  of  $11,600. 

The  property  was  destroyed  by  fire  on 


is  treated  in  the  note  to  Haapa  v.  Metro- 
politan L.  Ins.  Co.  16  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1165. 
As  to  effect  of  nonwaiver  agreement  on 
conditions  existing  at  inception  of  insur- 
ance policy,  see  note  to  Gish  v.  Insurance 
Co.  of  N.  A.  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  826.  And  as 
to  power  of  agents  to  bind  insurer  by  oral 
waiver  or  estoppel  in  pais  as  to  forfeitures 
occurring  after  issuance  of  policy  and  be- 
fore loss,  under  policies  of  insurance  requir- 
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ing  consent  or  waiver  to  be  in  writing,  see 
note  to  Industrial  Mut.  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Thompson,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1064.  As  to 
effect  of  agent's  insertion  in  application,  oi 
false  answers  to  questions  correctly  an- 
swered by  insured,  see  note  to  Deming 
Invest.  Co.  v.  Shawnee  F.  Ins.  Co.  4  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  607.  The  digest  of  this  series  should 
be  consulted  for  later  cases  on  these  various 
pointf, 
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February  2,  1910,  with  a  total  loss,  and 
proof  of  loss  was  duly  given,  but  the  com- 
pany refused  to  pay  upon  the  sole  ground 
that  the  clause  above  quoted  had  been  vio- 
lated. Thereupon  Wood  brought  suit,  and, 
when  all  of  his  evidence  had  been  produced 
before  the  jury,  the  defendant,  without  in- 
troducing any  testimony,  demurred,  where- 
upon the  jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $5,000,  with  interest 
from  May  25,  1910,  subject  to  the  opinion 
of  the  court  upon  the  demurrer.  The  court 
overruled  the  demurrer  and  entered  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant 
company  applied  for  and  obtained  a  writ 
of  error,  which  brings  before  us  for  con- 
sideration the  rulings  of  the  court  upon  tlie 
trial. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  took  several  ex- 
ceptions to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  to 
permitting  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  prior 
to  the  issuance  of  the  policy  in  suit  he  had 
told  the  agent  of  the  defendant  that  he  in- 
tended Jto  take  additional  insurance  in 
other  companies,  that  the  agent  had  solicit- 
ed as  much  insurance  a£  $15,000  on  the  in- 
sured premises,  and  other  evidence  of  like 
character,  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  ob- 
jected to  because  it  tended  to  vary  the 
terms  of  a  written  instrument,  but  which 
the  court  admitted  upon  the  ground  that  it 
tended  to  establish  a  state  of  facts  which 
estopped  the  defendant  from  claiming  a  for- 
feiture for  breach  of  tbe  condition  of  the 
policy  against  additional  insurance.  We 
shall  consider  the  assignments  of  error  as 
to  the  admissibility  of  testimony  along  with 
that  with  respect  to  the  judgment  upon  the 
demurrer  to  the  evidence,  for  they  all  in- 
volved the  same  general  principle. 

In  Southern  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Yates,  29 
Gratt.  585,  Judge  Staples,  after  stating  the 
familiar  rule  of  evidence  that  all  previous 
verbal  agreements  must  be  taken  to  be 
merged  in  the  written  agreement  of  the 
parties  made  for  the  purpose  of  embodying 
.the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  designed  to 
be  the  depositary  and  proof  of  their  final 
intention,  says:  "The  exceptions  to  this 
rule  that  are  sanctioned  by  the  courts  are 
found  in  those  cases  in  which  the  insured 
is  misled  by  the  assurances  or  declarations 
of  the  agent  of  the  insurer,  or  where  the 
latter  seeks  to  take  advantage  of  a  for- 
feiture of  his  own  creation,  or  where  the 
insured  has  given  a  correct  description  of 
the  property,  which  has  not  been  followed 
by  the  insurers  or  their  agents  in  prepar- 
ing the  policy,  or  where  the  parties  stand 
on  unequal  ground,  and  one  of  them  uses 
his  superior  knowledge  or  influence  to  mis- 
lead the  other  as  to  the  true  import  of  the 
contract.  ...  It  must  be  conceded  that 
many  of  these  exceptions,  if  they  can  be 
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so  termed,  are  utterly  irreconcilable  with 
the  rule  itself,  or  any  just  principle  upon 
which  it  is  founded.  In  such  cases  it  is 
said,  however,  the  oral  evidence  is  not 
offered  to  contradict  the  writing,  but  to 
show  that  the  representation  as  it  is  writ- 
ten ought  not  to  be  used  against  the  party, 
upon  the  ground  of  an  equitable  estoppel," 
— citing  Georgia  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kinnier, 
28  Gratt.  88,  and  Manhattan  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Weill,  28  Gratt.  389,  26  Am.  Rep,  364. 
Lynchburg  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  West,  76  Va. 
575,  44  Am.  Rep.  177,  fully  supports  South- 
ern Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Yates,  and  reinforces 
the  doctrine  there  maintained  by  additional 
authorities. 

In  Mutual  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ward,  95  Va. 
231,  28  S.  £.  209,  it  is  said  thtft  "facts 
relating  to  the  risk,  communicated  to  such 
an  agent  of  an  insurance  company  .  .  . 
before  or  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  policy 
in  suit,  bind  the  company,  whether  com- 
municated to  it  by  such  agent  or  not;"  and 
that,  "notwithstanding  the  provision  in  an 
insurance  policy  which  avoids  the  policy 
if  there  be  'other  insurance'  on  the  prop- 
erty, unless  it  be  made  known  to  the  com- 
pany and  indorsed  on  the  policy  or  other- 
wise acknowledged  in  writing,  if  the  ex- 
istence of  such  'other  insurance'  was  com- 
municated to  such  an  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, .  .  .  the  company  is  estopped  to 
enforce  the  forfeiture,  although  the  agent 
may  have  neglected  to  communicate  his 
knowledge  to  the  company,  and  the  com- 
pany was  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  at  the 
time  the  policy  was  issued,  unless  the  limi- 
tation upon  the  agent's  powers  was  in  some 
way  brought  home  to  the  assured.*' 

And  in  Farmers*  A,  M.  Benev.  F.  Ina 
Asso.  V.  Williams,  95  Va.  248,  28  S.  E.  214. 
it  is  held  that  '^knowledge  of  facts  material 
to  the  risk,  communicated  to  the  agent  of 
an  insurance  company  who  fills  out  tbe 
application  for  the  policy,  which  is  subse- 
quently delivered,  is  imputed  to  the  com- 
pany, whether  communicated  to  it  by  its 
agent  or  not,  unless  it  is  shown  that  spe- 
cial limitations  on  the  powers  of  the  agent 
were  known  to  the  assured." 

By  these  authorities,  we  think  it  is 
abundantly  established  that  if  insurance 
in  other  companies  had  existed  at  the  time 
df  the  negotiations  which  led  to  the  execn* 
tion  and  delivery  of  the  policy  in  suit,  and 
the  fact  that  there  was  such  other  insur 
ance  upon  the  property  had  been,  before  tbe 
issuing  of  this  policy,  communicated  ^ 
Jones,  the  agent,  and  with  that  knowledge 
he  had  received  the  premium  and  issued  the 
policy,  the  company  would  have  been  af- 
fected by  his  knowledge  of  that  fact  and 
been  estopped  to  insist  upon  the  forfeiture. 

In    tbe   case   under   consideration,  there 
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was  no  other  policy  in  actual  existence,  but 
it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  in  error  was 
willing  to  write  a  policy  for  $15,000  upon 
the  property.  There  was,  then,  no  exces- 
sive insurance.  It  further  appears  that 
it  applied  for  and  insisted  upon  being  per- 
mitted to  write  a  policy  larger  than  the 
one  in  suit ;  that  it  was  informed  through 
its  agent  that  Wood  declined  to  give  them 
more  than  $5,000  of  insurance,  upon  the 
ground  that  he  had  entered  into  agree- 
ments with  other  insurance  companies  to 
permit  them  to  w^rite  policies  upon  his 
building.  Almost  at  the  instant  when  the 
policy  in  suit  was  delivered,  the  agent  re- 
newed the  request  and  was  again  informed 
that  he  could  write  $5,000  or  nothing,  be- 
cause of  the  agreement  which  Wood  had 
entered  into  with  other  companies,  though 
other  policies  had  not  in  point  of  fact  been 
issued.  Thereupon,  with  this  knowledge 
the  premium  was  received  and  the  policy 
was  issued,  and  without  being  read,  as  was 
also  known  to  the  agent,  was  put  by  Wood 
into  his  pocket,  and  he  went  about  his 
duties  as  schoolmaster. 

It  would  be  a  somewhat  singular  result 
if  the  policy  should  be  held  good,  notwith- 
standing the  clause  of  forfeiture,  in  case  of 
concurrent  insurance,  if  the  concurrent  poli- 
cies had  actually  been  issued  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  insurance  company 
through  its  ageift;  but  that  the  forfeiture 
should  prevail  if,  in  reliance  upon  the 
act  of  the  company  through  its  agent  in 
receiving  the  premium  and  issuing  the  pol- 
icy with  full  knowledge  of  his  purpose. 
Wood  should  take  out  other  insurance  in 
pursuance  of  what  he  conceived  to  be  bind- 
ing agreements  with  other  companies  to 
that  effect. 

We  have  reached,  then,  this  point,  that 
the  authorities  establish  that  the  policy 
under  consideration  would  not  have  been 
defeated  by  the  actual  existence  of  other 
policies,  because  the  insurance  company 
would  have  been  estopped  by  its  knowledge 
of  the  facts  to  insist  upon  the  forfeiture; 
but  it  is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  the  estoppel  did  not  arise,'  although 
the  premium  was  received  and  the  policy 
issued  with  full  knowledge  that  the  insured 
intended  to  do,  and  had  actually  agreed 
to  do,  that  which,  if  executed,  would  have 
tied  the  hands  of  the  conipany.  In  both  in- 
stances the  result  is  the  same;  as  a  moral 
question,  both  seem  to  involve  identical 
propositions,  and  there  is  abundance  of  au- 
thority in  support  of  both. 

In  Kitchen  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  67 
Mich.  135,  58  Am.  Rep.  344,  23  N.  W.  616, 
where  an  applicant  for  fire  insurance  told 
the  agent  that  he  meant  to  obtain  further 
insurance  in  other  companies,  and  asked 
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him  so  to  notify  the  company  he  represent- 
ed, the  agent  replied  that  it  would  be  need- 
less to  do  so  until  such  insurance  was  ob- 
tained. The  applicant  had  no  notice  of  any 
limitations  upon  the  agent's  authority. 
Held,  that  the  company  was  estopped  from 
denying  liability  on  the  ground  that  its 
policies  forbade  additional  insurance  with- 
out its  consent. 

In  Erb  v.  Fidelity  Ins.  Co.  99  Iowa,  727, 
69  N.  W.  261,  it  was  held  that  a  provision 
of  a  policy  of  insurance  against  additional 
insurance  was  waived  where  the  agent  of 
the  insurer,  whose  knowledge  is  imputable 
to  it,  knows  at  the  time  the  policy  is  issued 
that  an  existing  policy  issued  by  another 
company  is  about  to  be  renewed. 

In  Fitchner  v.  Fidelity  Mut.  Fire  Asso. 
103  Iowa,  277,  72  N.  W.  530,  it  was  held 
that  the  insurance  company  is  charged 
with  the  knowledge  of  its  soliciting  agent 
that  the  insured  desiredi  and  was  placing 
$12,000  of  concurrent  insurance  on  the 
merchandise. 

In  Independent  School  Dist.  v.  Fidelity 
Ins.  Co.  113  Iowa,  65,  84  N.  W.  956,  where 
an  insurance  company  issued  a  policy  on 
certain  property,  while  its  agent  who  pro- 
cured the  risk  knew  of  a  certain  other 
policy  to  be  obtained  on  the  same  property, 
it  consented  to  the  additional  insurance, 
and  its  policy  was  not  void  in  consequence 
thereof  since  its  agent's  knowledge  was  the 
knowledge  of  the  company. 

See  St.  Paul  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wells,  89 
111.  82. 

In  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  v.  Norwood, 
16  C.  C.A.  136,  32  U.  S.  App.  490,  69  Fed. 
71,  the  general  agent  of  certain  insurance 
companies  called  upon  the  plaintiff  and 
asked  to  be  allowed  to  place  some  of  the 
insurance  on  plaintiff's  stock.  He  inquired 
how  much  insurance  plaintiff  intended  to 
carry,  and  plaintiff  told  him  $40,000,  and 
subsequently  authorized  him  to  place  $10,- 
000  of  such  insurance.  The  general  agent 
afterwards  delivered  to  plaintiff  policies, 
including  two  of  $2,500  each,  to  which  were 
attached  riders  allowing  other  insurance  to 
the  amount  of  $27,500,  and  both  contained 
the  condition  that  if  the  assured  should 
have  or  afterwards  effect  other  insurance, 
without  the  written  consent  of  the  com- 
pany, the  policy  should  be  void,  and  also 
provided  that  only  certain  specified  officials 
should  have  authority  to  waive  or  modify 
the  conditions  of  the  policy.  When  plain- 
tiff received  the  policies,  he  examined  them 
to  see  that  the  amounts  were  correct,  but, 
relying  on  his  conversation  with  the  agent, 
did  not  examine  them  further,  and  placed 
them  in  his  safe.  It  was  held  "that  by  de- 
livering the  policies  with  knowledge, 
through    their    agent,    of    the    amount    of 
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insurance  intended  to  be  taken,  the  com- 
panies waived  the  condition  as  to  other 
insurance,  and  were  estopped  to  set  the 
same  up,  after  a  loss;  plaintiff  having  a 
right  to  rely  on  such  knowledge  of  the 
agent/' 

See  McElroy  y.  British  America  Assure 
Co.  36  C.  C.  A.  615,  94  Fed.  990;  Palatine 
Ins.  Co.  V.  McElroy,  40  C.  C.  A.  441,  100 
Fed.  391;  Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  Union  Bank, 
ft  T.  Co.  49  C.   C.  A.  655,   111   Fed.  697. 

What  we  have  said  and  the  authorities 
we  have  discussed  in  no  way  conflict  with 
the  opinion  of  this  court  in  Metropolitan 
L.  Ins.  Co.  Y.  Hall,  104  Va.  672,  62  S.  £. 
346,  where  it  was  held,  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover on  a  life  insurance  policy,  that  "a 
contemporaneous  parol  agreement  or  under- 
standing between  the  agent  of  an  insurance 
company  who  solicits  the  insurance  and  the 
insured  as  to  the  time  and  place  of  paying 
the  premiums,  different  from  that  stated 
in  the  policy,  cannot  be  given  in  evidence, 
as  it  varies  or  contradicts  the  terms  of  the 
written  contract  of  the  parties."  The  effort 
of  the  insured  there  was  virtually  to  intro- 
duce into  the  policy  of  insurance  a  new 
term  with  respect  to  the  authority  of  the 
agent,  doing  away  with  the  limitation  which 
the  company  had  imposed  upon  the  agent's 
authority,  which  it  was  held  could  not  be 
done,  unless  the  company,  by  a  course  of 
business  or  otherwise,  had  waived  the  limi- 
tation on  the  agent's  power.  In  other 
words,  that'  case  in  substance  reaffirms  the 
law  as  stated  by  Judge  Staples  in  Southern 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Yates,  supra,  which  al- 
ready appears  in  this  opinion,  aftd  need 
not  be  repeated. 

This  case  is  considered  as  upon  a  demur- 
rer to  the  evidence,  and,  without  again  dis- 
cussing rule  governing  courts  in  such  cases, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in 
the  judgment  complained  of,  which  is  af- 
firmed. 


BCASSAGHUSETTS    SIJPBEME    JUDI- 
CIAL COURT. 

JAMES    M.    SWIFT,    ATTORNEY    GEN- 
ERAL, EX  REL.  STATE  TREASURER 

V. 

CHARLES   N.   BARNEY,   Admr.,   etc.,   of 
Frank  Sweetser,  Deceased. 

(211  Mass.  134,  97  N.  E.  750.) 

Inheritance  tax  —  property  within  state 
—  limit. 

1.  Under  a  statute  imposing  an  inherit- 
ance tax  upon  all  property  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  commonwealth,  and  pro* 
viding  that  no  bequest,  devise,  or  distribu- 
tive share  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  unless  its  value  exceeds  a  oer- 
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tain  amount,  only  property  within  the  com- 
monwealth is  to  be  considered  in  determin- 
ing  whether  or  not  the  specified  amount  is 
exceeded,  and  if  such  property  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  amount  no  tax  can  be  imposed,  al- 
though the  sum  received  by  the  beneficiajy 
from  portions  of  the  estate  located  in  other 
jurisdiction  exceeds  the  specified  limit. 

Statute  —  construction  —  official  cna- 
tom. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  ambiguity  in  a  stat- 
ute, the  practice  of  the  taxing  officers  with 
respect  to  the  levying  of  inheritance  taxes 
cannot  be  taken  into  consideration  in  as- 
certaining the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

(February  28,  1912.) 

RESERVATION  by  the  Supreme  Judicial 
Court  for  Suffolk  County  for  the  de- 
termination by  the  full  court  of  a  bill  filed 
for  the  collection  of  a  legacy  and  succession 
tax  upon  property  passing  by  the  will  of  de- 
ceased to  the  residuary  legatees  named 
therein.    Bill  dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  James  M .  Swift,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, and  Fred  T.  Field,  Assistant  Attor- 
ney General,  for  plaintiff: 

There  is  no  exemption  from  tax,  sinee 
the  value  of  each  bequest  exceeds  $1,000; 
but  the  tax  is  computed  only  upon  prop- 
erty within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  common- 
wealth. 

McCurdy  v.  McCurdy,  197  Mass.  248,  16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  329,  83  N.  E.  881,  14  Ann. 
Cas.  859 ;  Kingsbury  v.  Chap  in,  196  Mass. 
533,  82  N.  E.  700,  13  Ann.  Cas.  738;  Minot 
v.  Winthrop,  162  Mass.  113,  26  L.R^. 
259,  38  N.  E.  512. 

In  determining  whether  property  was 
within  the  exemption  provided  for  by  the 
statutes,  ''it  has  been  the  uniform  practice 
of  administrative  officers  of  *  the  common- 
wealth ...  to  consider  both  proper- 
ty within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  common- 
wealth and  property  without  such  juris- 
diction." 

United   States  ▼.  Cerecedo   Hermanos   j 

Note, '^  Must  property  out  of  state  he 
included  4n  fixing  exemptions  under 
inheritance  tax. 

The  question  presented  in  Swm  V.  Bab- 
KEY,  whether,  granting  that  property  of  a 
nonresident  located  out  of  the  taxing  state 
is  not  itself  subject  to  the  inheritance  tax 
of  such  state,  it  may  be  considered  in  de- 
termining whether  property  within  the  state 
is  or  is  not  subject  to  exemptions  under  the 
inheritance  tax,  seems  to  be  one  of  novelty 
in  the  courts.  The  question  is,  of  course, 
distinct  from  the  question  whether  or  not 
property  outside  of  the  state  may  be  taxed, 
and,  except  where  the  statutes  render  the 
answer  clear,  is  one  of  considerable  nicety. 
The  rule  that  "where  both  the  domicil  of 
the  decedent  and  the  situs  of  the  property 
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Compaffia,  209  U;  S.  338,  52  L.  ed.  821,  28 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  532;  Rogers  v.  Goodwin,  2 
Mass.  475;  Boston  v.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co. 
]86  Mass.  274,  71  N.  E.  295;  Smith  v. 
Wenz,  187  Mass.  421,  73  N.  E.  651. 

Messrs.  O.  N.  Barney  and  H.  T.  lium- 
mus  for  respondent. 

Morton,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  is  the  administrator  with 
the  will  annexed  of  one  Frank  D.  Sweetser, 
who  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  domiciled 
in  Martinez,  in  the  state  of  California. 
The  will  was  duly  proved  in  California. 
By  the  will  the  testator  gave  to  a  niece  a 
legacy  of  $500,  and  bequeathed  the  rest 
and  residue  to  two  sisters  and  a  brother 
in  equal  shares.  The  estate  amounted  to 
$16,144.20,  of  which  $1,116.07  was  in  this 
commonwealth.  This  was  all  that  was  act- 
ually or  constructively  here,  or  that  came 
into  the  hands  of  the  defendant.  The  leg- 
acy of  $500  was  paid  by  the  executor  in 
California,  and  he  distributed  the  rest  and 
residue,  amounting  to  nearly  $5,000  each, 
between  the  sisters  and  the  brother.  The 
defendant  paid  from  the  estate  in  his  hands 
tlie  debts  due  to  Massachusetts  creditors, 
the  expenses  of  administration  here,  and 
the  funeral  charges  incurred  here,  and  at 
the  request  of  the  executor  in  California 
divided  what  remained,  which  amounted  to 
$631.08,  equally  between  the  residuary  lega- 
tees, each  receiving  in  full  $210.36.  The 
treasurer  and  receiver  general  has  assessed 
a  legacy  and  succession  tax  upon  the  estate 
thus  paid  over  to  and  distributed  by  the 
defendant  amongst  the  residuary  legatees, 
and  brings  this  bill  to  enforce  its  payment, 
contending  that  the  amounts  severally  re- 
ceived by  the  residuary  legatees  from  the 
estate  in  California  should  be  taken  into 
account    in    determining    whether    the    be- 


quests to  them  exceeded  $1,000  in  value, 
and  if  they  do,  as  it  is  plain  that  they  do 
if  that  rule  is  to  be  applied,  that  when  the 
estate  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  is  lia- 
ble to  a  legacy  and  succession  tax.  We 
do  not  understand  the  defendant  to  contro- 
vert this  if  the  rule  contended  for  by  the 
treasurer  and  receiver  general  is  the  correct 
rule.  The  defendant  on  the  other  hand 
contends  that  the  amounts  received  by  the 
residuary  legatees  from  the  California  es- 
tate should  not  be  taken  into  account  in 
determining  whether  the  bequests  to  them 
exceed  $1,000  in  value,  and  if  it  should  not, 
then  he  contends,  and  the  attorney  general, 
as  we  understand  him,  concedes,  that  the 
tax  was  unlawfully  and  improperly  as- 
sessed. 

The  testator  died  in  November,  1908. 
The  statute  then  in  force  was  Stat.  1907, 
chap.  563,  §  1;  now  Stat.  1909,  chap.  490, 
part  4,  §  1.  That  statute,  so  far  as  appli- 
cable to  the  case  before  us,  provides  that 
"all  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
commonwealth,  corporeal  or  incorporeal, 
and  any  interest  therein,  whether  belonging 
to  inhabitants  of  the  commonwealth  or 
not,  which  shall  pass  by  will,  or  by  the 
laws  regulating  intestate  succession,  or  by 
deed,  grant,  or  gift,  except  in  cases  of  a 
bona  fide  purchase  for  full  consideration  in 
money  or  money's  worth,  made  or  intended 
to  take  effect  in  possession  or  enjoyment 
after  the  death  of  the  grantor,  to  any  per- 
son, absolutely  or  in  trust,  except,"  etc. 
Then  follow  the  exceptions,  which  include 
husband  and  wife  and  children  and  certain 
other  near  relatives  and  connections  of  the 
decedent.  These  are  divided  into  two 
classes,  A  and  B.  The  statute  then  goes 
on:  "And  such  property  which  shall  so 
pass  to  or  for  the  use  of  a  member  of  class 
A  shall  be  subject  to  a  tax  on  1  per  cent 
of   its  value  for  the  use   of   the  common- 


are  in  a  foreign  state  or  county,  no  tax  is 
payable,  although  the  succession  devolves 
upon  a  resident  citizen"  (37  Cyc.  1561), 
would  seem  to  afford  no  inherent  obstacle 
to  holding  that,  for  the  purpose  of  reaching 
the  whole  estate  of  a  decedent,  foreign  prop- 
erty descending  to  a  resident  could  be  con- 
sidered in  connection  with  local  property 
descending  to  such  resident,  in  order  to 
bring  the  total  above  the  exempted  amount, 
so  that  the  local  property  mignt  be  subject 
to  tax.  Such  a  rule  would,  at  least,  pre- 
vent the  scattering  of  an  estate  in  such 
manner  as  to  escape  all  inheritance  taxes, 
whereas,  if  locally  situated,  it  would  have 
been  subject  to  the  tax.  However,  in  juris- 
dictions such  as  Massachusetts,  where  the 
statutes  render  it  clear  that  only  property 
within  the  taxing  state  may  be  taken  into 
account  in  determining  exemptions,  a  rule 
fluch  as  is  above  suggested  could  not  be  ap- 
plied. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


As  to  effect  on  transfer  tax  of  apportion- 
ing property  of  nonresident  decedent  within 
the  state,  to  payment  of  debts  or  legacies 
which  are  exempt  or  subject  to  a  reduced 
rate,  see  note  to  Re  Ramsdill, .  18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    946. 

As  to  liability  to  pay  transfer  or  inherit- 
ance tax  in  respect  to  stock  in  domestic  cor- 
poration belonging  to  the  estate  of  a 'non- 
resident, see  notes  to  Neilson  v.  Russell,  19 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  887,  and  Re  Culver,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    384. 

As  to  liability  pf  insurance  policy  issued 
by  a  domestic  corporation  upon  the  life  of 
a  nonresident,  to  a  local  transfer  tax,  see 
note  to  Re  Gordon,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1089. 

The  question  of  the  subjection  to  inherit- 
ance tax  of  debts  due  to  nonresident,  se- 
cured by  mortgage  upon  land  within  the 
state,  is  treated  in  the  note  to  Bradley  v. 
Merriam,  9  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1104. 

G.  J.  C. 
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wealth,  if  such  value  does  not  exceed," 
etc.  The  same  language  is  used  in  regard 
to  class  B,  except  that  the  tax  is  3  per 
cent  instead  of  1  per  cent.  It  is  manifest 
that  the  words  "such  property"  refer  to  the 
words  with  which  the  section  begins,  name- 
ly: "All  property  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  commonwealth  .  .  .  wliich  shall 
pass  by  will"  or  in  the  manner  there  speci- 
fied. In  other  words,  it  is  on  property 
within  the  commonwealth,  and  on  that 
alone  that  the  tax  is  imposed.  The  attor- 
ney general  not  only  does  not  controvert 
'  this,  but  agrees  that  the  statute  must  be 
so  construed.  After  providing  that  admin- 
istrators and  executors  shall  be  liable  for 
the  taxes,  the  statute  continues:  "But  no 
bequest,  devise,  or  distributive  share  of  an 
estate  which  shall  so  pass  to  or  for  the 
use  of  a  husband,  wife,  father,  mother, 
child,  or  adopted  child  of  the. deceased,  un- 
less its  value  exceeds  $10,000,  and  no  other 
bequest,  devise,  or  distributive  share  of 
an  estate,  unless  its  value  exceeds  $1,000, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
part."  It  is  plain,  we  think,  that  the  "be- 
quests, devise,  or  distributive  share"  re- 
ferred to  is  of  property  within  the  juris- 
diction of  this  commonwealth.  The  section 
deals  with  property  in  this  commonwealth 
and  nowhere  else.  The  word  "estate"  in 
the  connection  in  which  it  is  used  means, 
and  can  only  mean,  property  in  this  com- 
monwealth. It  necessarily  follows  that, 
in  determining  whether  "a  bequest,  devise, 
or  distributive  share"  is  or  is  not  exempt, 
the  treasurer  and  receiver  general  has  no 
right  to  take  into  account  the  amount  re- 
ceived by  the  devisees  or  distributees  from 
property  situated  in  another  state  or  coun- 
try. To  do  so  would  be  to  tax  the  devisee 
or  distributee  indirectly  for  such  property 
to  an  amount  equal  to  the  amount  of  the 
exemption  here,  and  would  be  contrary  to 
the  principle  on  which  the  legacy  and  suc- 
cession tax  is  based,  which  is  that  it  is 
"an  excise  tax  upon  the  privilege  of  passing 
the  title  to  property  on  the  death  of  its 
owner."  Kingsbury  v.  Chapin,  198  Mass. 
533,  537,  82  N..  E.  700,  ^02,  13  Ann.  Cas. 
738.  In  order  to  be  valid,  the  tax  must  be 
levied  by  the  authority  that  confers  the 
privilege  upon  property  which  passes  by 
virtue  of  the  privilege. 

It  is  immaterial  what  the  practice  of 
the  administrative  officers  of  the  common- 
wealth, charged  with  the  duty  of  collecting 
legacy  and  succession  taxes,  may  have  been 
in  regard  to  considering  property  within 
and  without  the  commonwealth.  It  is  only 
when  a  statute  is  of  doubtful  import,  and 
the  practice  has  been  long  continued  and 
acquiesced  in  by  all  parties  interested,  that 
it  can  be  resorted  to  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
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tion  of  the  statute.  In  the  present  case  we 
discover  no  such  ambiguity  in  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  as  to  justify,  as  an  aid  to 
construction,  a  resort  to  the  practice  of  the 
officers  charged  with  its  execution,  even  if 
we  assume  that  the  practice  had  been  suf- 
ficiently long  continued  to  render  it  other- 
wise admissible. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  previous  history 
of  the  statute  which  tends  to  show  that  it 
should  be  construed  differently  from  what 
we  have  construed  it. 

Bill  dismissed  with  costs. 
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OF  AFPEAIiS. 

L.  A.  WRITTEN,  Appt., 

V. 

THOMAS  G.  WHITTEN  et  aL 

(—  W.  Va.  — ,  74  S.  E.  237.) 

Husbamd     and     wife  —  iiiTestments  — 
other's  name  —  gift  —  trust. 

Money  of  a  wife  invested  in  land  in  the 
husband's  name  is  presumptively  a  gift, 
and,  in  the  absence  of  facts  and  circum- 
stances rebutting  the  presumption,  such  as 
violation  of  a  prior  or  contemporaneous 
agreement  to  take  the  title  in  the  wife's 
name,  ignorance  of  its  having  been  taken 
in  the  husband's  name,  subsequent  expendi- 
ture of  the  wife's  money  in  improvements 
thereon,  an  effort  on  her  part  to  obtain  the 
title  after  discovery  of  its  condition,  con- 
trol of  the  property  as  her  own  against 
the  husband,'  or  the  like,  there  is  no  re- 
sulting trust  in  her  favor. 

(February  27,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Monroe  County 
in  defendants'  favor  in  a  suit  for  the  par- 
tition of  certain  land.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  H.  Crosier  and  R.  L.  Clark 
for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Rowan  &  Meadows,  for  appel- 
lees Stull: 

If  John  G.  Whitten  purchased  the  land 
in  question,  with  the  separate  estate  of  his 

Headnote  by  Poffenbabges,  J. 


Xote.  —  As  to  the  effect  of  investment  by 
husband  in  his  own  name  of  wife's  separate 
property  in  real  estate  to  create  a  trust  in 
her  favor,  see  notes  to  Sparks  v.  Tavlor.  6 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  381,  and  Wright  v.  Wright, 
26  L.R.A.(N.S.)  161.  For  presumption  as 
to  common  hoard  when  earnings  of  both 
spouses  or  family  are  invested  in  the  name 
of  one  spouse,  see  note  to  Beck  ▼.  3Beck,  35 
L.R.A;(N.S.)   713. 
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wife,  and  without  her  knowledge  or  consent  I 
took  the  title  in  his  own  name,  a  resulting 
trust  arose  in  favor  of  his  wife,  which  will 
be  enforced  by  a  court  of  equity;  and  if 
the  money  so  invested  was  intended  as  a 
loan  or  gift  the  establishment  of  this  fact 
devolved  on  the  husband  or  on  those  claim- 
ing under  him. 

Standard  Mercantile  Co.  ▼.  Ellis,  48  W. 
Va.  309,  37  S.  E.  593;  Smith  ▼.  Turley,  32 
W.  Va.  14,  0  S.  E.'46;  Berry  v.  Wiedman, 
40  W.  Va.  3d,  62  Am.  St.  Rep.  866,  20  8. 
E.  817;  Skaggs  v.  Mann,  46  W.  Va.  209, 
32  S.  E.  110;  Cresap  v.  Cresap,  64  W.  Ya. 
581,  46  S.  E.  582 ;  1  Beach,  Eq.  Pr.  §  183 ; 
Perry,  Tr.  §  127;  Almond  v.  Wilson,  75 
Va.  626. 

PofTenbarger,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

Sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  establish 
a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of  the  devisees 
of  a  deceased  widow  against  the  heirs  of 
the  deceased  husband  is  challenged  by  this 
appeal  from  a  decree  in  a  partition  suit 
in  favor  of  the  former. 

At  the  time  of  his  death,  in  1890,  John 
G.  Whitten  held  the  legal  title  to  a  tract 
of  land,  containing  67  acres,  on  which  he 
resided,  and  a  small  adjacent  tract.  In 
1882,  a  commissioner  of  the  circuit  court 
of  Monroe  county  conveyed  to  him  and 
Thos.  G.  Whitten,  his  brother,  as  assignees 
of  H.  M.  Lockridge,  a  purchaser  at  a  ju- 
dicial sale,  a  tract  of  169  acres  and  32 
poles,  out  of  which  the  latter,  under  a  vol- 
untary partition,  conveyed  to  the  former 
the  57-acre  tract.  In  1886,  the  other  small 
tract  was  conveyed  to  John  G.  He  died 
in  1890,  leaving  his  wife,  Sally  A.,  sur- 
viving, who  resided  on  the  57-acre  tract 
until  her  death,  in  1907,  leaving  a  will, 
bequeathing  and  devising  all  of  her  prop- 
erty, "both  personal  and  real,"  to  Geo.  Stull 
and  Cora  M.  Stull,  his  wife,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  her  debts.  This  suit  was 
brought  by  a  collateral  heir  of  John  G, 
Whitten,  his  brother,  L.  A.  Whitten, 
against  numerous  other  heirs,  for  partition 
of  the  land,  and  the  Stulls  were  made  par- 
ties to  it  on  their  petition,  claiming  titlf 
to  all  of  it  by  virtue  of  the  will,  upon  the 
theory  of  equitable  title  in  the  testatrix 
by  reason  of  alleged  payment  o(  all  the 
purchase  money  out  of  money  belonging  to 
her,  and  the  court  upheld  and  enforced 
their  claim  as  to  the  67  acres  by  the  de- 
cree appealed  from. 

Three  witnesses  swear  the  deceased  hus- 
band had  admitted  payment  for  the  land  i 
with  his  wife's  money,  and  her  title  to  it, 
and  his  duty  to  convey  it  to  her.  Two  of 
them  say  $250  of  the  purchase  money  came 
from  her  father's  estate,  one  of  whom  fur- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ther  says  he  was  present  when  Shannon 
Baker,  her  brother,  paid  it  either  to  John 
G.  Whitten  or  Lockridge.  Another  says 
he  married  into  the  family,  and  knows 
the  purchase  money  came  from  her  father's 
estate,  but  details  no  dates,  amounts,  or 
circumstances.  Two  of  them  mention  an  ad- 
ditional sum  of  $35,  put  in  on  the  original 
transaction  with  the  $250,  which  she  had 
saved  from  the  proceeds  of  sales  of  farm 
products.  By  way  of  rebuttal,  two  wit- 
nesses say  John  Baker,  the  wife's  father, 
died  only  ten  years  before  the  date  of  their 
testimony,  fifteen  years  or  more  after  the 
date  of  the  first  purchase.  Four  witnesses 
testify  to  the  wife's  admissions  of  title  in 
the  husband's  heirs,  and  her  inability  to 
sell  or  dispose  of  the  land,  or  obtain  more 
than  the  use  of  it  during  her  life,  but  not 
to  any  denia\  of  payment  of  purchase 
money  out  of  her  funds,  or  admission  of 
payment  otherwise.  As  to  the  total  amount 
of  purchase  money,  there  is  no  evidence; 
but  the  petition,  treated  as  a  cross  bill, 
contains  an  undenied  allegation  that  it 
was  $400,  which,  under  the  rule,  is  taken 
as  true. 

Failing  to  observe  the  eflfect  of  the  rela- 
tion of  husband  and  wife  upon  the  trans- 
action, relied  upon  as  having  vested  equi- 
table title  in  Mrs.  Wliitten,  the  decree  seems 
to  treat  it  as  •  one  between  strangers,  in 
which  proof  of  payment  of  money  alone 
establishes  a  resulting  trust  in  favor  of 
him  who  paid  the  money;  the  legal  title 
having  been  conveyed  to  another.  The  mar- 
ital relation  of  the  parties  introduces  an 
exception,  not  always  mentioned,  however, 
in  dealing  with  cases  in  which  it  is  a  factor. 
The  rule  aa  stated  in  Skaggs  v.  Mann,  46 
W.  Va.  209,  33  8.  E.  110,  is  somewhat 
broader  than  the  authority  cited  for  it 
(Berry  v.  Wiedman,  40  W.  Va.  36,  52  Am. 
St.  Rep.  866,  20  S.  E.  817),  which,  though 
placing  the  burden  upon  the  husband  to 
prove  the  money  invested  was  a  gift,  says 
the  fact  is  "prima  facie  established  by 
proof  of  her  knowledge  and  consent."  This 
qualification  is  unnoticed  in  the  quotation 
of  the  rule  in  Skaggs  v.  Mann.  Cresap 
V.  Cresap,  64  W.  Va.  581,  46  S.  E.  582,  ob- 
serves it.  Deck  V.  Tabler,  41  W.  Va.  332, 
56  Am.  St.  Rep.  837,  23  S.  E.  721 ;  McClin- 
tock  V.  Loisseau,  31  W.  Va.  865,  2  L.R.A. 
816,  8  S.  E.  612,  and  Lockhard  v.  Beckley, 
10  W.  Va.  87,  go  further,  declaring  a  pre- 
sumption of  gift  without  proof  of  knowl- 
edge and  consent  on  the  part  of  the  wife 
whose  money  has  been  so  invested  in  the 
name  of  the  husband,  which  must  be  re- 
butted by  proof  of  her  ignorance  of  the  fact, 
or  her  objection  to  the  form  of  the  con- 
veyance, or  some  other  fact  inconsistent 
with  the  presumption. 
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This  subject  is  more  thoroughly  consid- 
ered in  McGinnis  v.  Curry,  13  W.  Va.  29, 
than  in  any  other  of  our  decisions.  There 
the  deed  was  taken  in  the  husband's  name 
with  the  approbation  of  the  wife,  but  Judge 
Green  clearly  expresses  the  opinion  that 
the  result  ought  to  have  been  the  same  in 
the  absence  of  proof  of  that  fact.  In  other 
words,  he  thought  the  burden  was  upon 
the  wife  to  negative  the  presumption  of 
a  gift.  We  read:  "It  is  equally  well  set- 
tled that  such  a  resulting  trust  will  not 
arise,  where  the  party  who  advanced  the 
purchase  money  bears  certain  close  rela- 
tions to  the  party  in  whose  name  the  deed 
is  taken.  If  a  father  advances  the  pur- 
chase money,  for  instance,  and  the  deed  is 
taken  in  the  name  of  a  wife  or  child. 
Shaw  V.  Read,  47  Pa.  96.  So,  too,  if  a 
grandparent  advances  the  purchase  money, 
and  the  deed  be  taken  in  the  name  of  a 
grandchild,  even  though  the  father  be  not 
dead,  the  presumption  would  be  that  it  was 
intended  as  a  gift,  and  no  remitting  trust 
would  arise.  This  is  a  legitimate  inference 
from  the  English  cases.  See  Ebrand  v. 
Dancer,  2  Ch.  Cas.  26;  Lloyd  v.  Read,  1 
P.  Wms.  607;  Kilpin  v.  Kifpin,  1  Myl.  & 
K.  520.  In  these  and  other  instances,  in 
which  the  law  presumes  that  the  person 
advancing  the  money  intended  it  as  a  gift 
to  the  person  in  whose  name  the  deed  is 
made,  this  presumption  is  one  of  fact,  and 
not  of  law,  and  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence 
or  circumstances.  The  presumption,  that 
the  advancement  of  the  purchase  money 
was  intended  as  a  gift  is  not  confined  to 
the  case  where  the  person  making  the  ad- 
vancement was  under  legal  obligations  to 
support  the  other  party.  A  grandparent  is 
under  no  such  obligation  to  support  a 
grandchild,  especially  when  its  father  is 
living;  and  yet  the  more  recent  English 
cases,  above  cited,  assume  that  a  gift  would 
be  presumed  in  such  a  case,  where  a  deed 
is  taken  in  the  name  of  the  grandchild, 
and  the  purchase  money  advanced  by  the 
grandparent." 

The  following  from  Schouler's  Dom.  Rel. 
§  119,  agrees  with  this  view:  "So,  too, 
land  or  other  property  bought  by  the  hus- 
band with  his  wife's  money,  but  in  his  own 
name,  and  without  any  agreement  that  the 
purchase  shall  be  to  her  separate  use,  or 
the  title  taken  in  her  name,  will  not,  as 
a  rule,  as  presumptions  have  ruled  hither- 
to, be  treated  as  her  separate  property." 
Wells,  Separate  Property  of  Married 
Women,  §  212,  conforms,  saying:  "Some- 
thing depends  on  the  form  of  the  convey- 
ance, and  more  still  probably  on  the  intent 
of  the  transaction.  Where  her  money 
pays  for  the  land,  and  the  deed  is  taken 
in  the  name  of  the  husband  and  wife  & 
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jointly,  and  their  heirs  and  assi^n^B,  and 
there  is  no  evidence  of  an  intention  on  her 
part  to  create  a  trust,  the  legal  inference 
is  that  she  thereby  conferred  an  interest 
on  her  husband,  such  as  the  deed  expresses; 
and  no  trust  by  operation  of  law  will  arise 
for  herself  or  her  heirs.*'  So  does  Bishop 
Law  of  Married  Women,  vol.  2,  §  118,  quot- 
ing the  following  with  approval:  "The 
authorities  simply  show  that  the  same  facts 
which  would  raise  a  resulting  trust  as  be- 
tween strangers  do  not  necessarily  do  so 
as  between  parent  and  child,  or  husband 
and  wife;  the  presumption  in  such  cases 
being,  until  rebutted,  that  an  advancement 
or  provision  was  intended,  but  this  pre- 
sumption being  liable  to  rebuttal.  There 
is,  therefore,  no  uniform  and  unbending 
rule.  The  question  resolves  itself  into  one 
of  intent;  and  each  case,  subject  to  those 
general  prima  facie  presumptions,  must  de- 
pend upon  its  individual  facts." 

However  the  rule  may  have  been  stated 
from   time   to   time,   the   fact   is   that,    in 
every  case  in  which  this  court  has  upheld 
and  enforced  a  claim  to  a  resulting  trust 
in  favor  of  a  wife  as  against  the  heirs  of 
her  husband,  she  has  clearly  rebutted   the 
presumption  of  a  gift.    In  Skaggs  v.  Mann 
a  prior  or  contemporaneous  agreement   to 
talce  the  deed  in  the  wife's  name,  and  her 
ignorance  of  the  breach  of  that  agreement, 
were   shown.     In    Berry    v.   Wicdman    the 
chief  value  of  the  property  was  in  the  im- 
provements made  by  the  wife,  at  her  own 
cost,    subsequent   to    the    purchase    of    the 
land.    Her  uniform  claim  of  ownership  and 
recognized  control  of  the  property,  during; 
her   husband's   life,   were   also  shown.      In 
Cresap   v.    Cresap    the   allegations    treated 
as  sufficient  on  demurrer  were  substantiallv 
that  the  property  had  been  conveyed  to  the 
husband  without  the  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  wife,  and  that,  on  discovery  of  the 
fact,  she  had  repeatedly  demanded   a  con- 
veyance to  her,  which   was   promised,   but 
never  executed.    An  equally  strong  case  on 
the  facts  was  shown  in  Standard  Mercan* 
tile  Co.  V.  Ellis,  48  W.  Va.  309,  37  S.  E. 
593.     We   quote:      "The  proof  appears    t 
plainly    establish    that    the    property    was 
paid  for  with  the  wife's  money,  and  was  to 
be  deeded  to  her,  but  that  the  title  bond, 
without  her  knowledge  or  consent,  and  ap- 
parently without  his  knowledge,  was  taken 
in   his   name.     When   she   discovered  this, 
she  sent  the  title  bond  by  her  son  to  have 
a  deed  for  the  property  made  to  herself.*' 
This  conduct  of  the  wife  clearly  n^^tiTed 
the  presumption. 

The  presumption  of  a  gift  under  such 
circumstances  accords  with  general  legal 
principles.  Ordinarily  services  rendered  by 
one  of  two  persons  standing  in  close  re- 
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lationship,  by  blood  or  marriage,  tcr  the 
other,  is  in  law  gratuitous,  unless  an  ex- 
press agreement  to  compensate,  or  facts 
from  which  it  arises  by  inference,  is  shown. 
In  the  absence  of  a  contrary  agreement,  ex- 
press or  shown  by  circumstances  importing 
it,  property  passing  from  one  of  such  per- 
sons to  the  other  is  ordinarily  deemed  a 
gift.  Money  of  the  husband  invested  in 
the  name  of  the  wife  is  always  prima  facie 
a  gift.  Why  should  not  the  money  of  a 
wife  invested  in  the  name  of  the  husband 
be  so  regarded?  By  the  weight  of  au- 
thority, here  as  elsewhere,  it  is,  as  we 
have  shown. 

Proof  of  Mrs.  Whitten's  ignorance  of 
the  character  of  the  conveyance  and  of 
violation  of  any  prior  or  contemporaneous 
agreement  is  wholly  lacking.  Slie  fur- 
nished only  a  part  of  the  money.  Know- 
ing the  title  was  in  her  husband's  name 
before  his  death,  she  made  no  demand  for 
it,  and  died,  leaving  it  in  his  heirs;  and 
her  will  makes  na  specific  reference  to  it. 
Moreover,  she  died  believing  she  had  no 
title  to  it.  There  is  no  proof  of  any  im- 
provements of  the  property  at  her  expense. 
So  the  facts  and  circumstances,  consid- 
ered as  a  whole,  confirm  rather  than  repel 
the  natural  presumption  of  a  gift. 

Record  title  in  the  heirs  ought  to  be 
overcome  by  clear  and  explicit  evidence,  if 
at  all.  Prima  facie,  they  are  the  owners 
of  the  property.  Ordinarily  written  evi- 
dence of  title  to  land  is  required.  Title 
resting  on  oral  evidence  is  recognized  in 
a  few  instances,  but  in  all  such  cases  clear 
and  full  proof  is  required.  Smith  v.  Tur- 
ley,  32  W.  Va.  14,  9  S.  E.  46.  In  neither 
character  nor  quantity  does  the  evidence 
here  measure  up  to  this  requirement. 

Our  conclusion  is  to  reverse  the  decree, 
dismiss  the  petition  of  George  Stull  and 
Cora  M.  Stull,  treated  as  a  cross  bill,  and 
remand  the  cause  for  further  proceedings. 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 

GEORGE  W.  RISER,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

BOARD   OF   COUNTY   COMMISSIONlERS 
OF  LOGAN  COUNTY  et  al. 

(85  Ohio  St.  129,  97  N.  E.  62.) 

Constitutional  law  —  removal  of  mill- 
dams  —  compensation. 

The  amendment,  in  parentheses,  to  Re- 
vised Statutes  3880,  §  4567c,  passed  March 
23,  1893  (90  0.  L.  123),  authorizes  the  tak- 
ing of  private  property  in  the  improvement 
of,  and  removal  of  an  obstruction  from,  a 

Headnote  by  the  Couirr. 
39  L.ILA.(N.S.) 


living  stream  for  the  public  benefit,  with- 
out compensation  to  the  owner,  in  violation 
of  article  1,  §  19,  of  the  Constitution,  and 
is  therefore  null  and  void. 

(November  21,  1911.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Logan 
County  to  review  a  judgment  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
in  defendants*  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
restrain  defendants  from  removing  plain- 
tifiPs  milldam  and  destroying  the  water 
power  and  water  rights  enjoyed  by  him. 
Reversed.  * 

.  Statement  by  Davis,  J. : 

On  the  6  th  day  of  August,  1909,  George 
W.  Kiser,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  commenced 
his  action  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
Logan  county,  Ohio,  to  restrain  the  above- 
named  defendant  in  error  from  removing 
his  milldam  and  destroying  the  water  power 
afforded  thereby  and  the  water  rights  there- 
tofore enjoyed  by  him,  which  they  were 
threatening  to  do  in  pursuance  of  the  find- 
ings and  orders  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  of  Logan  county,  Ohio,  in  a 
proceeding  on  the  petition  of  Mary  Con- 
nolly, C.  K.  Hartzler,  and  others,  under  f§ 
4567a,  4567b,  and  4567c  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  Ohio,  all  without  allowing  or 
paying  to  him  any  compensation.  Among 
other  grounds  for  injunction,  t-he  plaintiff 
in  error,  in  his  said  petition  below,  com- 
plained that  all  the  said  proceedings  and 

Note,  -;•  Right  to  talce  private  property 
for  public  iMe  without  compensation 
on  the  theory  that  it  has  been  aban^ 
doned. 

No  other  decision  has  been  disclosed  on 
this  question. 

Acts  providing  for  the  taking  of  water 
rights  in  case  of  abandonment  have  been 
given  effect  where  provision  for  compensa- 
tion was  made. 

In  Curtiss  v.  Smith,  35  Conn.  156,  a  stat- 
ute of  this  kind  was  construed,  and  the 
report  of  the  committee  assessing  damageb 
was  accepted  and  judgment  rendered  for 
the  amount  assessed.  The  act  in  this  case 
provided  that  "no  such  dam  shall  be  erected 
to  the  injury  of  any  mill  lawfully  existing 
either  above  or  below  it  on  the  same  stream, 
or  to  the  injury  of  any  mill  site  on  the 
same  stream  on  which  a  mill  or  milldam 
shall  have  been  lawfully  erected  and  used, 
unless  the  right  to  maintain  a  mill  on  such 
last-mentioned  site  shall  have  been  lost  or 
defeated  by  abandonment  or  otherwise."  It 
was  held  that  this  act  did  not  contemplate 
a  literal  loss  of  the  right  to  use  such  mill 
site,  but  only  such  a  neglect  on  the  part  of 
the  owner  as  showed  that  he  did  not  again 
intend  improving  it  for  milling  purposes. 
The  court  said:  "Tbe  difficulty  in  the  case 
seems  to  be  in  ascertaining  in  what  sense 
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orders  of  said  board  are  void,  for  the  reason 
that  the  provisions  of  said  sections  of  the 
statute  are  in  conflict  with  §  19,  art.  1,  of 
the  Constitution  of  Ohio.  On  the  5th  day 
of  August)  1909,  a  temporary  injunction 
was  allowed,  and  an  undertaking  was  filed 
and  approved.  On  the  30th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1909,  the  answer  of  all  the  defendants 
below  was  filed.  On  the  18th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, 1009,  plaintiff  below  filed  his  motion 
to  reform  said  answer,  which  motion  was 
overruled  by  the  court  of  common  pleas,  on 
the  22d  of  November,  1909.  On  the  30th 
day  df  April,  1910,  the  cause  was  heard  on 
the  petition,  answer,  and  evidence,  and  that 
court  thereupon  found  and  decreed  for  the 
defendants.  The  plaintiff,  having  filed  his 
appeal  bond  on  the  6th  day  of  May,  1910, 
perfected  his  appeal  to  tlie  circuit  court  of 
Logan  county.  The  plaintiff,  at  the  October 
term  of  the  circuit  court,  1910,  on  leave, 
withdrew  his  said  motion  to  reform  the 
answer,  and  filed  his  motion  for  judgment 
on  the  pleadings;  that  the  proceedings  and 
orders  alleged  in  the  plaintiff's  petition  are 
void,  and  that  the  temporary  injunction 
theretofore  allowed  be  made  perpetual,  and 
for  costs;  on  consideration  whereof  the 
circuit  court  overruled  the  same,  and,  the 
plaintiff  not  desiring  to  offer  any  evidence, 
said  cause  was  submitted  to  the  court  on 
said  petition  and  answer,  and  on  considera- 
tion the  circuit  court  found  and  decreed  for 
the  defendants,  dissolved  said  injunction, 
and  dismissed  said  petition,  and  gave  judg- 


ment against  the  plaintiff  for  costs.  The 
plaintiff  in  error  has  filed  his  petition  in 
error  in  this  court  to  reverse  the  judgmenU 
of  the  circuit  court  and  court  of  common 
pleas. 

Mr.  James  Kernan,  for  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

The  provision  of  the  statutes  authorizing 
the  board  to  appropriate,  take,  and  destroy 
this  private  property,  ^'without  bargain  ur 
compensation,"  is  void. 

Smith  V.  Atlantic  &  G.  W.  R.  Co.  25  Ohio 
St.  91;  Norton  v.  McLeary,  8  Ohio  St. 
209;  Reckner  v.  Warner,  22  Ohio  St,  275. 

Mr.  Ernest  Thompson,  for  defendants 
in  error: 

The  private  rights  in  easements  which  no 
longer  serve  the  purpose  for  which  said  ease- 
ment was  originally  created,  are  not  para- 
mount, but  are  subservient  to  the  "'public 
health,  convenience,  and  welfare." 

Sessions  v.  Crunkilton,  20  Ohio  St.  349: 
22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  916,  919 ;  People 
ex  rel.  New  York  Electric  Lines  Co.  v. 
Squire,  107  N.  Y.  593,  14  N.  E.  820.  af- 
firmed in  145  U.  S.  175,  36  L.  ed.  666,  12 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  880;  Com.  v.  Alger,  7  Cush. 
63;  Bowditch  v.  Boston,  101  U.  S.  16,  25 
L.  ed.  980;  Carthage  v.  Frederick,  122  X. 
Y.  268,  10  L.R.A.  178,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  400, 
25  N.  E.  480;  Arnold  v.  Yanders,  56  Oliio 
St.  417,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  753,  47  N.  E.  50; 
Marmet  v.  State,  45  Ohio  St  63,  12  N.  E. 
463;   Lawton  v.  Steele,   152  U.  S.   133,   38 


the  legislature  intended  to  be  understood 
by  the  language  used.  If  we  construe  it 
literally,  it  is  difiicult  to  see  how  a  person 
who  owns  a  mill  site  could  in  any  case  lose 
the  right  to  maintain  a  mill  on  it  by 
abandonment  or  otherwise.  A  mill  site 
comprehends  not  only  the  site  of  the  mill 
building,  but  also  the  water  power  con- 
nected therewith  for  milling  purposes.  Now, 
inasmuch  as  a  party  has  absolute  dominion 
over  his  own  property,  subject  only  to  tl»e 
right  of  eminent  domain  on  the  part  of  the 
government,  in  what  sense  can  it  be  said 
that,  bv  abandonment  or  otherwise,  he  can 
lose  the  right  to  maintain  a  mill  upon  a 
mill  site  that  he  owns?  If  the  right  is 
lost,  where  has  it  gone?  If  another  has  ac- 
quired it,  by  prescription  or  otherwise,  that 
person  is  now  the  owner,  and  these  pro- 
ceedings should  be  brought  against  him, 
when  the  same  question  would  arise.  .  .  . 
This  statute  unmistakably  shows  a  desire 
and  intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature, 
that  all  the  water  power  of  the  state  shall 
be  improved  by  somebody  for  milling  pur- 
poses. A  preference  is  shown  for  the  owner, 
and  if  it  appears  in  a  given  case  that  a 
mill  or  mill  dam  has  been  erected  and  used 
upon  a  mill  site,  it  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
sufficient  assurance  that  it  will  be  im- 
proved again  by  the  owner  for  milling  pur- 
poses, and  the  mill  site  shall  be  exempt 
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from  the  operation  of  the  statute,  unless  it 
appears  that,  by  long- con  tinned  nonuser, 
all  intention  so  to  improve  it  at  any  time 
has  been  abandoned,  when  all  right  on  the 
part  of  the  owner  so  to  improve  it,  in  pref- 
erence to  other  proprietors  on  the  stream, 
shall  be  deemed  to  be  lost  or  defeated  br 
abandonment  or  otherwise.  It  shall  be  pre- 
served to  him,  and  he  shall  have  the  Ti^^t 
to  maintain  a  mill  on  the  site  in  preference 
to  others,  so  long  as  there  is  any  reasonable 
expectation  that  the  object  that  the  statute 
has  in  view  will  be  carried  out  by  the  own- 
er; but  when  that  ceases  to  exist,  his  pre- 
ferred right  to  maintain  a  mill  on  the  site 
becomes  lost  or  defeated  by  abandonment 
or  otherwise.  It  may  be  said  that,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  the 
law  appropriates  all  mill  sites  to  public  use, 
but  leaves  the  privilege  of  carrying  out  the 
object  of  the  statute  in  each  particular  case 
to  the  owner  and  other  proprietors  on  the 
stream.  To  the  owner  it  gives  a  superior 
right,  and  to  the  other  proprietors  an  in- 
choate right,  to  the  same  mill  site.  If  the 
owner  abandons  his  privilege,  then  his  su- 
perior right  is  gone,  and  the  case  is  the 
same  as  it  would  have  been  if  no  mill  or 
milldam  had  ever  been  erected  on  the  site, 
and  the  maxim  applies,  prior  tempore  prior 
jure.  No  other  sensible  construction  can  be 
given  to  the  statute."  J.  T.  W. 
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L.  ed.  385, 14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  499;  Watcrtown 
V.  Mayo,  109  Mass.  315,  12  Am.  Rep.  694; 
Boston  Beer  Co.  ▼.  Massachusetts,  97  U.  S. 
25,  24  L.  ed.  989;  New  Orleans  Waterworks 
Co.  T.  St.  Tammany  Waterworks  Co.  4 
Woods,  134,  14  Fed.  194. 

Davis,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Whether  or  not  a  proprietor,  has  aban- 
doned his  rights  or  his  property  is  usually 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  answer, 
and  the  answer  must  depend  primarily  upon 
an  intention  by  the  proprietor  to  abandon. 
This  must  be  found  from  all  the  facts  and 
circumstances  of  the  case.  But  mere  non- 
user  is  not  ordinarily  sufficient  to  establish 
the  fact  of  abandonment;  and  both  reason 
and  authority  suggest  a  doubt  whetlier  non- 
user  for  a  period  of  statutory  limitation, 
as  in  this  case  five  years,  would  be  proof  of 
abandonment,  unless  accompanied  by  a  pos- 
session adverse  to  the  proprietor.  In  this 
case,  however,  we  may  put  aside  considera- 
tion of  the  sufficiency  of  the  findings  by  the 
county  commissioners,  and  we  may  even 
waive  all  questions  concerning  the  authority 
of  the  general  assembly  to  declare  property 
or  rights  to  be  abandoned  upon  such  find- 
ings, because  the  case  may  be  readily  re- 
solved upon  another  objection  to  the  statute 
under  which  these  proceedings  were  had. 

The  parenthetic  provision  of  the  statute 
which  controls  this  case  was  inserted  by 
amendment,  in  an  act  passed  April  11,  1884 
(81  0.  L.  135),  and  is  as  follows:  "(But  in 
any  case  where  a  mill  has  become  useless 
or  has  been  destroyed,  and  has  so  remained 
for  more  than  ten  years,  without  any  at- 
tempt to  repair  or  rebuild  the  same,  the 
milldam  and  water  rights  and  privileges  be- 
longing to  the  same  shall  be  deemed  aban- 
doned, and  the  right  thereto,  as  against  the 
public  health,  convenience,  and  welfare,  un- 
der this  act,  shaH  cease  and  be  barred;  and 
the  commissioners  may,  under  this  act, 
without  bargain  or  compensation,  cause 
such  milldam  to  be  removed,  and  the  water 
course  upon  which  it  is  located  cleaned  out 
and  improved,  when  an  apportionment  has 
been  made,  as  hereinbefore  stated.)" 

By  an  act  passed  March  23,  1893  (90  O. 
L.  123 ) ,  the  period  of  limitation  in  the  pro- 
vision above  quoted  was  changed  from  ten 
to  five  years;  and  so  it  has  remained. 

If  it  be  conceded  that  "such  milldam"^> 
that  is,  a  milldam  existing  under  the  condi- 
tions stated  in  this  amendment — may  be 
seized  and  destroyed  by  the  county  commis- 
sioners for  the  public  welfare,  yet  it  is 
'apparent  that,  so  long  as  any  value,  how- 
ever small,  remains  in  the  milldam  and 
water  rights,  the  taking  of  it,  "without  bar- 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


gain  or  compensation,"  is  a  violation  of 
article  1,  §  19,  of  the  Constitution  of  Ohio. 

The  argument  is  made  that  the  Constitu- 
tion emanated  from  the  people,  and  that  the 
welfare  of  the  people  is  par-amount  to  any 
private  interest.  Very  true,  but  written 
Constitutions  have  heretofore  been  framed 
chiefly  to  protect  the  weak  from  the  strong, 
and  to  secure  to  all  the  people  "equal  pro- 
tection and  benefit."  They  have  been  con- 
structed upon  the  theory  that  majorities  can 
and  will  take  care  of  themselves;  but  that 
the  safety  and  happiness  of  individuals  and 
minorities  need  to  be  secured  by  guaranties 
and  limitations  in  the  social  compact,  called 
a  "Constitution."  Hence,  while  it  is  de- 
clared in  article  1,  §  19,  of  our  Constitution, 
that  private  property  shall  be  held  "subser- 
vient to  the  public  welfare,"  it  is  also  de- 
clared that  it  shall  ever  be  held  inviolate, 
and  shall  not  be  taken  for  the  public  use 
without  compensation,  in  most  cases  com- 
pensation first  to  be  made  in  money. 

It  is  regrettable  that  there  should  be  an 
apparent  necessity  for  restating  such  famil- 
iar principles;  but  there  seems  to  be  a 
growing  disposition  to  legislate,  by  ordi- 
nance and  by  general  statute,  regardless  of 
constitutional  limitations,  thus  imposing 
upon  the  courts  the  odium  of  declaring  them 
to  be  unconstitutional. 

A  further  contention  is  made  that  the 
plaintiff  in  error  has  lost  all  of  his  property 
rights,  "as  against  the  public  health,  con- 
venience, and  welfare,"  because  of  nonuser 
and  failure  to  repair  for  more  than  five 
years,  when  the  amendment  to  Revised 
Statutes,  §  4567c,  declares  that  in  such  case 
"the  milldam  and  water  rights  and  privi- 
leges belonging  to  the  same  shall  be  deemed 
abandoned,  and  the  right  thereto  as  against 
the  public  health,  convenience,  and  welfare, 
under  this  act,  shall  cease  and  be  barred." 
Waiving,  as  we  did  at  the  outset,  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  legislative  power  to  so  de- 
clare, and  granting  the  contention  to  bo 
true  as  a  general  proposition,  it  seems  to 
us  that  there  are  at  least  two  answers  to  it 
in  the  present  case. 

This  is  not  a  prosecution  for  nuisance, 
nor  a  proceeding  to  abate  a  nuisance.  It  is 
a  proceeding  under  §§  4567a,  4567b,  and 
4567c  of  the  Revised  Statutes  for  the  im- 
provement of  a  living  stream  by  the  removal 
of  a  milldam  alleged  to  hinder  the  free  pas- 
sage of  water  in  the  natural  channel  of  such 
stream.  In  §  4567c,  excepting,  of  course, 
the  amendment  in  parentheses,  which  is 
now  under  review,  the  legislature  recog- 
nized the  constitutional  right  of  the  owner 
to  compensation  and  damages.  The  remov- 
al of  a  dam  under  this  act  is  called  an  im- 
provement for  the  public  welfare.  It  is  de- 
clared that  "if  they    [the  commissioners] 
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find  that  such  improvement  and  removal 
.  .  .  will  be  conducive  to  the  public 
health,  convenience,  or  welfare,  they  shall 
report  their  findings  in  writing  and  order 
the  auditor  to  enter  the  same  on  the  journal, 
and  they  shall  at  once  proceed  to  negotiate 
with  the  owner  or  owners  for  the  purchase 
of  such  milldam  or  milldams,  of  all  rights, 
title,  and  interest  they  may  have  to  or  in 
the  same,"  etc.  Elsewhere  in  the  same  sec- 
tion provision  is  made  for  ascertaining  and 
apportioning  compensation  and  damages  up- 
on failure  to  agree  with  the  owner  or  own- 
ers, or  upon  objections  by  the  petitioners. 

Then  follows  this  amendment,  which  at- 
tempts to  foreclose  inquiry  into  the  fact  of 
abandonment,  and  declares  that  upon  the 
mere  nonuser  and  failure  to  repair  for  more 
than  five  years,  "the  same  shall  be  deemed 
abandoned,"  and  the  commissioners  are  au- 
thorized to  proceed,  "without  bargain  or 
compensation,"  to  remove  the  dam  and  to 
clean  out  and  improve  the  water  course. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  dam  and 
water  rights  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror could  have  been  removed  in  the  improve- 
ment of  the  living  stream  for  the  public 
welfare,  just  as  in  the  other  cases  provided 
for  in  these  sections,  because  all  private 
property  in  held  "subservient  to  the  public 
welfare,"  whether  it  has  been  abandoned  or 
not;  but  "private  property  shall  ever  be 
held  inviolate"  (Const,  art.  1,  §  19),  and 
when  the  owner  is  compelled  to  yield  his 
rights  to  public  use,  he  is  guaranteed  com- 
pensation. Therefore,  when  the  legislature 
undertook  to  authorize  the  commissioners 
to  seize  the  property  of  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror, "without  bargain  or  compensation,"  it 
went  entirely  beyond  the  limitations  of  the 
Constitution. 

Again,  the  defendants  in  error  are  es- 
topped by  their  own  answer  in  this  case 
from  making  this  contention.  31  Cyc.  87- 
90.  Answering  the  plaintiff's  petition,  they 
expressly  admit  the  first  allegation  therein, 
namely,  "that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of 
the  milldam  and  water  rights  sought  by  the 
proceedings  and  orders  mentioned  and  re- 
ferred to  in  his  petition  to  be  destroyed," 
etc.  If  he  is  still  the  owner  of  the  dam 
and  water  rights,  he  has  not  lost  them.  If 
the  property  is  of  any  value  whatever, 
whether  a  mill  or  a  million,  he  is  entitled  to 
compensation  under  the  Constitution. 
Therefore  the  amendment  of  Revised  Stat- 
utes, §  4567c,  in  parentheses,  passed  April 
11,  1884  (81  O.  L.  135),  and  itself  amended 
March  23,  1893  (90  O.  L.  123),  is  null  and 
void,  because  it  is  in  conflict  with  article  1, 
§  19,  of  the  Constitution. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  and 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


are  reversed,  and  injunction  made  perpetual, 
as  prayed  in  plaintiff's  petition. 

Spear,    Ch.    J.,    and    Shauck,     Price, 
Johnson,  and  Donahue,  JJ.,  concur. 
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EXCHANGE  BANK  OF  WEWOKA  et  aL, 

Plffs.  in  Err., 

V. 

SAMUEL  BAILEY. 

(29  Okla.  246,  116  Pac.  812.) 

Receiver  —  mismanaged  corporation  — 
rights  of  minority. 

1.  Where  the  property  of  a  corporation  is 
being  mismanaged,  or  is  in  danger  of  being 
lost  to  the  stockholders  and  creditors 
through  mismanagement,  collusion,  or  fraud 
of    its    officers    and    directors,    a    court    of 

Headnotes  by  Hates,  J. 

Note.  —  Inherent  jurisdiction  of  equity, 
Independently  of  statute f  at  the  tn- 
stance  of  stoclcholder,  to  appoint  a  re^ 
ceiver  or  wind  up  a  corporation  be- 
cause of  mismanagement  or  fraud  of 
its  officers, 

I.  General  rule,  1032. 
II.  Where    fraud    or    mismanagement    ia 
chargedi 

a.  Dissolution  of  corporation,     1034. 

b.  Apj)ointment  of  receiver. 

1.  In  general,  1038. 

2.  Receiver  pendente  lite,   1041. 
III.  Where  corporation  is  no  longer  a  going 

concern,    1043. 
rV.  Where  purpose  of  organization  is  im- 
possible of  attainment,  1044. 

J.  General  rule. 

The  general  rule  has  been  asserted  that 
corporations  are  the  creatures  of  the  state, 
hence,   in  general,  their  life  depends  upon 
the  action  of  the  state  or  the  stockholders 
as  a  whole;  and  especially  if  a  going  con- 
cern  whose   charter   or   franchise   has   not 
yet  expired,  they  cannot,  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  be  dissolved  at  the  instance  of  a 
stockholder  by  an  action  in  equity  for  that 
purpose,   and   therefore   equity    is   without 
jurisdiction  of  a  suit  by  a  stockholder,  th<> 
principal  purpose  of  which  is  to  wind  up  the 
affairs  of  the  corporation  or  to  have  a  re- 
ceiver   appointed   with   that   end   in   view. 
(As  appears  in  the  next  subdivision  some 
of  the  jurisdictions  make  an  exception  in 
case  of  fraud  or  mismanagement,  and  other 
exceptions  also  are  subsequently  noted.) 

Fed. — ^Republican  Mountain  Silver  Mines 
V.  Brown,  24  L.R.A.  776,  7  C.  C.  A.  412; 
19  U.  S.  App.  203,  68  Fed.  644;  Taylor 
V.  Decatur  Mineral  &  Land  Co.  112  Fed.  449, 
Affirmed  in  52  C.  C.  A.  6SG,  115  Fed.  1022; 
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equity  has  inherent  power  to  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver for  the  property  of  Buch  corporation, 
and  tty  require  the  onicers  to  make  an  ac- 
counting, upon  petition  of  a  minority  stock- 
holder therefor. 

Corporation  —  snit  by  stockholder  — 
request  for  action. 

2.  Where  the  officers,  of  whose  misman- 
agement and  misconduct  of  plaintiff  stock- 
holder complains,  are  in  control  of  the  cor- 
poration, both  by  being  the  officers  thereof 
and  the  holders  of  a  majority  of  the  stock, 
it  is  not  necessary  for  a  complaining  stock- 
holder to  show  as  a  condition  necessary  to 
maintain  his  suit,  that  he  first  made  de- 
maud  on  said  officers  to  proceed  on  behalf  of 
the  corporation  to  remedy  the  wrongs  com- 
plained of. 

(July  11,  1911.) 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Semi- 
nole County  to  review  a  judgment  in 
plaintiff's  favor,  and  an  order  granting  a 
new  trial  and  refusing  to  vacate  and  set 
aside  the  same,  in  a  suit  for  the  dissolu- 
tion of  a  corporation  and  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Aubrey  H.  Fowler,  for  plaintiffs  in 
error: 

Unless  power  has  been  expressly  con- 
ferred by  statute  upon  courts  of  equity, 
such  courts  have  no  jurisdiction  to  dis- 
solve a  corporation  and  decree  the  winding 
up  of  its  affairs  at  the  suit  of  a  stock- 
holder. 

O'Connor  v.  Knoxville  Hotel  Co.  93  Tenn. 
708,  28  8.  W.  308;  People  ez  rel.  Daniels 


Conklin  v.  United  States  Shipbuilding  Co. 
HO  Fed.  219;  Pearce  v.  Sutherland,  90 
C.  C.  A.  519,  164  Fed.  609;  Re  Electric  Sup- 
ply Co.  175  Fed.  612;  Lyon  v.  McKeefrey, 
96  C.  C.  A,  340,  171  Fed.  384;  Harden  v. 
Xewton,  14  Blatchf.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,- 
054. 

Cal.— Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  76  Am. 
Dec.  508,  1  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  80;  State  Invest. 
&  Ins.  Co.  V.  Superior  Court,  101  Cal.  135, 
35  Pac.  549;  Davis  v.  Randall,  117  Cal.  12, 
48    Pac.    906. 

Colo. — People  ex  rel.  Daniels  v.  District 
Ct.  33  Colo.  293,  80  Pac.  908. 

Ga. — Croft  v.  Lumpkin  Chestatteo  Min. 
Co.  61  Ga.  465. 

111. — Wheeler  v.  Pullman  Iron  &  Steel  Co. 
143  111.  197,  17  L.RA.  818,  32  N.  K.  420; 
People  V.  Weigley,  156  III.  491,  40  N.  E. 
300;  Coquard  v.  National  Linseed  Oil  Co. 
171  III.  480,  49  N.  E.  563;  Bixler  v.  Sum- 
mer fltld,  195  HI.  147,  62  N.  E.  849. 

Ind. — ^Wayne  Pike  Co.  v.  Hammons,  129 
Ind.  368,  27  N.  E.  487;  Supreme  Sitting,  0. 
1.  H.  V.  Baker.  134  Ind.  293,  20  L.R.A.  210, 

33  N.  E.  1128. 

Iowa. — French  v.  Gifford,  30  Iowa,  148; 
Wallace  v.  Pierce-Wallace  Pub.  Co.  101 
Iowa,  313,  38  L.R.A.  122,  63  Am.  St.  Rep. 
389,  70  N.  W.  216;  Stewart  v.  Pierce,  116 
Iowa,  751,  89  N.  W.  234. 

Kan. — Feess  v.  Mechanics'  State  Bank,  84 
Kan.  828,  -^L.R.A.  ( N.S. )  — ,  115  Pac.  563. 

Ky. — Oldham  v.  Mt.  Sterling  Improv.  Co. 
103  Ky.  529,  45  S.  W.  779;  Com.  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 29  Ky.  L.  Rep.  622,  94  S.  W.  639. 

La. — Baker  v.  Louisiana  Portable  R.  Co. 

34  La.  Ann.   754. 

Me. — Ulmer  v.  Maine  Real  Estate  Co.  93 
Me.  324,  45  Atl.  40. 

Md. — ^Mason  v.  Supreme  Court,  E.  L.  77 
Md.  483,  39  Am.  St.  Rep.  433,  27  Atl.  171; 
Barton  v.  International  Fraternal  Alliance, 
85  Md.  14,  36  Atl.  658. 

Mo.— State  ex  rel.  Donnell  v.  Foster,  225 
Mo.   171,  126  S.  W.   184. 

Mont. — State  ex  rel.  Independent  Dist. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second  Judicial  Dist.  Ct.  15 
Mont.  324,  27  L.RJl.  392,  48  Am.  St.  Rep. 
682,  39  Pac.  316. 

Neb.— Vila  ▼.  Grand  Island  Electric 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Light  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  68  Neb.  222, 
63  L.R,A.  791,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  400,  94 
N.  W.  136,  97  N.  W.  613,  4  Ann.  Cas.  59. 

N.  J. — Benedict  v.  Columbus  Constr.  Co. 
49  N.  J.  Eq.  23,  23  Atl.  485. 

N.  Y. — ^Denike  v.  New  York  &  R.  Lime  & 
Cement  Co.  80  N.  Y.  599;  Abbott  v.  Ameri- 
can Hard  Rubber  Co.  33  Barb.  578;  Lati- 
mer v.  Eddy,  46  Barb.  61;  Oilman  v.  Green 
Point  Sugar  Co.  61  Barb.  9;  Magee  v. 
Geneseo  Academy,  17  N.  Y.  S.  R.  221,  1 
N.  Y.  Supp.  709;  Ramsey  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  7 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  156;  Bliven  v.  Peru  Steel  & 
I.  Co.  60  How.  Pr.  280;  Verplanck  v.  Mer- 
cantile Ins.  Co.  1  Edw.  Ch.  84. 

Ohio. — Cincinnati,  H.  k  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Duck- 
worth, 2  Ohio  C.  C  618,  1  Ohio  C.  D.  618; 
Robison  v.  Cleveland  City  R.  Co.  7  Ohio 
S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  312;  Cronin  v.  Potters*  Co- 
op. Co.  11  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint.  748,  29  Ohio 
L.  J.  52;  North  Fairmount  Bldg.  &  Sav.  Co. 
V.  Rehn,  8  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  594. 

Or.— Wills  V.  Nehalem  Coal  Co.  52  Or. 
70,  96  Pac.  528. 

Tenn. — State  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  &  T.  Co. 
8  Humph.  235. 

Tex. — ^People's  Invest.  Co.  v.  Crawford,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  45  S.  W.  738. 

Wis.— Strong  v.  McCagg,  65  Wis.  624,  13 
N.  W.  895;  Hinckley  v.  Pfister,  83  Wis. 
64,  53  N.  W.  21. 

A  court  of  chancery  by  virtue  of  its  gen- 
eral equity  powers,  in  the  absence  of  express 
statutory  authority,  is  not  authorized  to 
dissolve  a  corporation,  or  distribute  the  as- 
sets of  a  corporation  pursuing  its  ordinary 
business,  so  as  to  effect  a  practical  disso- 
lution of  the  corporation.  Harden  v.  New- 
ton, 14  Blatchf.  376,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6,054. 

The  reason  for  denying  equity  jurisdic- 
tion to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  a  corpora- 
tion has  been  stated  thus:  "A  corporation 
owes  its  life  to  the  sovereign  power,  and 
under  what  circumstances  it  shall  forfeit 
or  be  deprived  of  that  life  depends  upon 
the  same  power.  A  corporation  may  be 
dissolved  by  forfeiture  through  abuse  or 
neglect  of  its  franchises;  but  such  forfei- 
ture, unless  there  be  special  provisions  by 
statute,  can  only  be  enforced  by  the  sover- 
eign in  some  proceeding  instituted  in  its 
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V.  District  Ct.  33  Colo.  293,  80  Pac. 
908;  People's  Invest.  Co.  v.  Crawfard,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  45  S.  W.  738;  Smith, 
Receiverships  §  342;  Baker  v.  Backus,  32 
111.  79;  Oldham  v.  Mt.  Sterling  Improv. 
Co.  103  Ky.  529,  45  S.  W.  779;  Phila- 
delphia &  M.  R.  Co.'s  Petition,  187  Pa. 
123,  40  Atl.  967;  State  v.  Merchants'  Ins. 
&  Trust  Co.  8  Humph.  236;  Hinckley  v. 
Pfister,  83  Wis.  64,  53  N.  W.  21;  Strong 
▼.  McCagg,  55  Wis.  624,  13  N.  W.  895; 
Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  81 
Tex.  573,  17  S.  W.  67;  Denike  v.  New  York 
&  R.  Lime  &  Cement  Co.  80  N.  Y.  599; 
Utah,  N.  AC.  R.  Co.  v.  Utah  &  C.  R.  Co. 
110  Fed.  879;  Worth  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Bingham, 
54  C.  C.  A.  119,  116  Fed.  785;.  2  Cook, 
Corp.  1768,  §  629;  Com.  v.  Richardson,  29 


Ky.  L.  Rep.  622,  04  S.  W.  639;  Heap  t. 
Heap  Mfg.  Co.  07  Mich.  147,  56  N.  W.  349 ; 
Ulmer  v.  Maine  Real  Estate  Co.  93  Me.  324, 
45  Atl.  40;  Decker  v.  Gardner,  124  N.  Y. 
334,  11  L.R.A.  480,  26  N.  E.  814;  Wheeler  v. 
Pullman  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  143  111.  107,  17 
L.R.A.  818,  32  N.  E.  420;  Coquard  v.  Na- 
tional Linseed  Oil  Co.  171  111.  480,  40  N.  E. 
563;  People  ex  rel.  Port  Huron  k  G.  R.  Co. 
V.  Circuit  Judge,  31  Mich.  456;  Baker  v. 
Louisiana  Portable  R  Co.  34  La.  Ann. 
754;  French  v.  Gifford,  30  Iowa,  148; 
Supreme  Sitting,  O.  I.  H.  v.  Baker,  134 
Ind.  203,  20  L.R.A.  210,  33  N.  E.  1128. 

Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  in  account- 
ing, because  the  demands  as  alleged  in  the 
bill  were  not  disputed,  being  evidenced  by 


behalf."     Denike  v.  New  York  &  R.  Lime 
&  Cement  Co.  80  N.  Y.  599. 

On  this  point,  in  Robertson  v.  Bullions, 
11  N.  Y.  243,  the  court  reasoned;  "If  it 
be  admitted  that  a  court  of  equity  has 
power,  by  virtue  of  its  general  jurisdiction 
over  every  species  of  trust,  to  interfere  at 
the  instance  of  a  corporator,  in  cases  of 
gross  violation  of  duty  by  the  managing 
officers  of  a  civil  corporation,  which  is 
at  least  doubtful,  the  question  still  remains, 
How  may  this  jurisdiction  be  exercised? 
Does  it  extend  to  the  removal  of  the  offi- 
cers of  the  corporation?  It  is  difficult  to 
conceive  from  what  source  the  court,  in- 
dependent of  legislative  enactment,  could 
derive  such  a  power.  This  class  of  officers 
receive  their  authority  directly  from  the 
sovereignty  of  the  state.  The  statute  pre- 
scribes their  qualifications,  the  mode  of 
their  election,  and  the  tenure  of  their  offi- 
cers. What  power  has  the  court  of  chan- 
cery, or  any  other  court,  to  set  aside  the 
statute,  to  impose  conditions  to  the  hold- 
ing of  the  office  which  the  statute  does  not 
impose?  There  is  a  wide  difference  be- 
tween this  description  of  officers  and  mere 
private  trustees,  whose  powers  rest  solely 
upon  individual  contract.  There,  if  the  con- 
ditions of  the  contract  be  violated,  the  office 
is  rightfully  forfeited;  and  the  court  may 
enforce  this  forfeiture  at  the  instance  of 
the  party  aggrieved.  But  the  powers  of 
corporate  officers  have  a  source  above  that 
of  mere  private  contract,  over  which  the 
court  of  chancery  has  no  paramount  author- 
ity. No  such  power  was  ever  asserted  or 
claimed  by  the  English  court  of  chancery." 

II,  Where  fraud  or  mismanagement  in 
*         charged, 

a,  IHssolution  of  corporation. 

In  some  of  the  foregoing  cases,  equity 
jurisdiction  to  dissolve  a  corporation  at 
the  instance  of  the  stockholder  was  denied, 
although  fraud  or  mismanagement  of  the 
affairs  of  the  corporation  by  its  officers  vras 
charged.  The  question  whether  such  charge 
constitut'Cd  an  exception  to  the  general  rule 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


was  not,  however,  specifically  considered, 
the  general  rule  being  asserted  and  applied 
without  discussing  this  point.  But  even 
where  the  question  has  been  squarely  raised, 
in  many  jurisdictions  it  has  been  denied 
that  fraud  or  mismanagement  of  the  corpo- 
rate property  by  its  officers  affords  any 
ground  for  equity  jurisdiction  to  dissolve 
the  corporation  in  a  suit  by  a  stockholder. 
Chandler  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Loring,  113  III.  App. 
423;  French  v.  Gifford,  30  Iowa,  148;  Wal- 
lace V.  Pierce- Wallace  Pub.  Co.  101  Iowa, 
313,  38  L.R.A.  122,  63  Am.  St.  Rep.  389, 
70  N.  W.  216;  Mason  v.  Supreme  Court, 
E.  L.  77  Md.  485,  39  Am.  St.  Rop.  433, 
27  Atl.  171 ;  Barton  v.  International  Fra- 
ternal Alliance,  85  Md.  14,  36  Atl.  658; 
State  ex  rel.  Donnell  v.  Foster,  225  Mo.  171, 
125  S  W.  184;  Vila  v.  Grand  Island 
Electric  Light,  Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  OS 
Neb.  232,  63  L.R.A.  791,  110  Am.  St.  Rep. 
400,  94  N.  W.  136,  97  N.  W.  613,  4  Ann. 
Cas.  59;  People's  Invest.  Co.  v.  Crawford, 
—  Tex.   Civ.  App.  —,   45  S.  W.   738. 

Thus,  it  has  been  asserted  that  the  infi- 
delity or  misconduct  of  some  or  even  of  all 
of  the  trustees  or  managers  of  a  corpora- 
tion affords  no  ground  for  taking  away 
the  rights  of  shareholders  who  constitute 
the  company,  either  by  dissolving  it  or  tak- 
ing away  its  management  and  placing  it  in 
the  hands  of  an  officer  of  the  court.  In  such 
a  case,  the  principles  of  remedial  or  prevent- 
ive justice  go  no  farther  than  to  enjoin  or 
forbid  the  misconduct,  or  remove  the  un- 
faithful officer.  A  court  may  enjoin  the 
trustee  or  suspend-  or  remove  him,  and  if 
necessary  may  order  a  new  election,  but 
cannot  i?ubstitute  its  own  officer.  W^ater- 
bury  V.  Merchants'  Union  Exp.  Co.  50 
Barb.  157 ;  Belmont  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  52  Barb. 
637. 

And  the  nile  has  been  stated  that,  in  ciic 
absence  of  statutes  enlarging  the  powers, 
the  general  rule  is  that  a  court  possessed 
with  chancery  powers  merely  has  no  juris- 
diction, at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder,  to  dis- 
solve a  corporation  and  decree  its  winding 
up  for  the  misuser  or  nonuser  of  its  fran- 
chise, or  for  any  other  cause.  Wills  v. 
Nehalem  Coal  Co.  52  Or.  70.  96  Pac  528. 
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note  and  overdraft,  definite  and  certain; 
and  the  only  thing  the  corporation  could 
recover  in  this  action,  or  anyone  for  it,  was 
a  money  judgment. 

Gaines  ▼.  Miller,  111  U.  S.  305,  28  L.  ed. 
466,  4  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  426;  Bolt  v.  Gray,  54 
S.  C.  05,  32  S.  £.  148;  Boyce  v.  Allen, 
106  Iowa,  249,  74  N.  W.  948;  1  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  3d  ed.  §  178;  Shields  v.  Barrow,  17 
How.  130,  15  L.  ed.  158;  Schwalber  v.  Eb- 
man,  62  N.  J.  Eq.  314,  49  Atl.  1085;  Nor- 
deen  v.  Buck,  79  Minn.  352,  82  N.  W.  644; 
Galusha  ▼.  Wendt,  114  Iowa,  697,  87  N.  W. 
512;  Kuhl  T.  Pierce  County,  44  Neb.  584, 
62  N.  W.  1066;  Whitney  v.  Fairbanks,  54 
Fed.  985;  Paton  v.  Majors,  48  Fed.  210; 
Buzard  ▼.  Houston,  119  U.  S.  347,  30  L. 
ed.  451,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  249;  Security  Sav. 


&  L.  Asso.  v.  Buchanan,  14  0.  0.  A.  97,  31 
U.  S.  App.  244,  66  Fed.  799;  Merrill  v. 
Lake,  18  Ohio,  377,  47  Am.  Dec.  377 ;  Jew- 
ett  V.  Bowman,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  174;  Badger 
Y.  McNamara,  123  Mass.  117;  Passyunk 
Bldg.  Asso's  Appeal,  83  Pa.  441;  Norwich 
&,  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Storey,  17  Conn.  370; 
Long  V.  Cochran,  9  Phila.  267;  Santacruz 
V.  Santacruz,  44  Miss.  720;  Youngblood 
V.  Youngblood,  54  Ala.  486;  Huff  v.  Ripley, 
58  Ga.  11;  Suter  ▼.  Matthews,  115  Mass. 
253. 

The  evidence  of  complainant  upon  the 
hearing  is  much  weaker  than  the  averments 
in  his  bill,  and  the  evidence  nowhere,  and 
in  no  manner,  supports,  or  even  hints  at, 
the  intimation  alleged  in  the  bill;  and  in 
no  manner  empowers  the  court  to  grant  the 


And  that,  in  the  absence  of  a  permissive 
statute,  courts  of  equity  have  no  power  to 
dissolve  a  ^ing  business  corporation,  and 
to  that  end  appoint  a  Receiver  for  the  se- 
questration of  the  corporate  property,  even 
thouj^h  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
tlie  corporation  is  alleged.  People  ex  rel. 
Daniels  v.  District  Court,  33  Colo.  203, 
80  Pac.  908. 

Compare  with  Jones  v.  Pearl  Min.  Co.  20 
Colo.  417,  38  Pac.  700,  sustaining  a  bill  in 
equity  on  demurrer,  although  the  relief 
sought  was  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
and  the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  on  the 
{ground  that  the  directors  were  guilty  of 
negligence,  fraud  and  mismanagement  of  the 
corporate  business,  as  well  as  ultra  vires 
acts.  The  court  said  that  the  relief  sought 
was  general,  and  any  relief  might  be  award- 
ed to  which,  upon  the  liearing,  the  facts 
showed  that  the  stockholders  were  entitled, 
and  hence  it  was  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  particular  relief  which  should  be  grant- 
ed. 

In  the  absence  of  statutes  to  that  effect, 
a  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  over 
a  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  restraining 
their  operations  or  winding  up  their  con- 
cerns, and  the  court,  by  the  appointment  of 
a  receiver  and  the  sale  of  corporate  property 
and  a  settlement  of  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration, cannot  accomplish  in  an  indirect 
wav  that  which  it  has  no  power  to  accom- 
plish directly.  Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cnl.  145, 
76  Am.  Dec.  508,  1  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  80. 

The  general  rule  has  been  asserted  in 
Ohio  that,  Unless  expressly  authorized  by 
statute,  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  decree 
the  dissolution  of  a  corporation  at  the  in- 
stance of  a  stockholder  thereof.  Cincin- 
nati, H.  &  D.  R.  Co.  V.  Duckworth,  2  Ohio 
C.  C.  518,  1  Ohio  C.  D.  618. 

And  it  has  been  said  that  this  rule  ap- 
plies although  the  officers  of  the  corporation 
nave  wasted  and  misapplied  its  funds. 
Robison  v.  Cleveland  City  R.  Co.  7  Ohio 
S    &  C.  P.  Dec.  312. 

Or  are  managing  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration in  their  own  interests,  and  es- 
peciallv  in  the  interests  of  one  of  them. 
39  L.iLA.(N.S.) 


Cronin  v.  Potters'  Co-op.  Co.  11  Ohio  Dec. 
Reprint,  748,  29  Ohio  L.  J.  62. 

And  it  has  been  said  that  this  rule  ap- 
plies although  it  is  alleged  that  the  corpora- 
tion is  insolvent,  and  the  directors  have 
been  guilty  of  mismanagement  and  fraudu- 
lent acts  in  the  performance  of  their  duties 
as  directors.  North  Fairmount  Bldg.  & 
Sav.  Co.  8  Ohio  S.  &  C.  P.  Dec.  594,  6  Ohio 
N.  P.  185. 

And,  while  conceding  that  a  stockholder  is 
entitled  to  injunctive  relief  where  he  shows 
that  a  person  holding  a  majority  of  the 
stock  of  a  corporation  is  director,  president, 
and  treasurer  of  the  company,  and  is  wrong- 
fully using  its  property  to  the  injury  of  the 
minority  of  the  stockholders,  and  to  his 
own  advantage,  it  has  been  held  that  such 
facts  do  not  entitle  him  to  a  dissolution 
of  the  corporation,  in  the  absence  of  a  stat- 
ute authorizing  equity  to  grant  such  relief. 
Bixler  v.  Summerfield,  195  111.  147,  62  N. 
E.  849. 

On  the  other  hand,  in  Thoroughgood  v. 
Georgetown  Water  Co.  —  Del.  Ch.  — ,  77 
Atl.  720,  while  the  general  doctrine  is  rec- 
ognized that  there  is  no  inherent  power  in 
a  court  of  equity  to  appoint  receivers  of 
corporations  on  the  ground  of  insolvency, 
yet  rt  is  asserted  that  where,  as  a  basis 
for  such  interference,  gross  mismanagement, 
positive  misconduct,  or  other  grounds  show- 
ing a  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  offi- 
cers of  the  corporation,  are  alleged  or  es- 
tablished, courts  of  equity  do,  independent- 
ly of  statute,  appoint  receivers  of  corpora- 
tions, and  through  them  take  possession  of 
the  propertv  of  the  corporation  to  adminis- 
ter their  affairs,  enjoin  interference  by  their 
officers,  collect  their  assets,  convert  theii* 
property  into  money,  wind  up  their  affairs, 
and  distribute  the  assets  among  the  credit- 
ors and  stockholders. 

A  case  passing  upon  this  question,  which 
has  caused  considerable  comment  in  that  it 
fully  sustains  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  appoint  a  receiver  of  the  corporation  at 
the  instance  of  the  stockholder,  and  even  to 
dissolve  the  corporation,  is  Miner  v.  Belle 
Isle  Ice  Co.  93  Mich.  97,  17  L.R.A.  412. 
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relief  prayed  at  the  request  of  complainant^ 
even  if  he  is  a  shareholder  in  the  corpora* 
tion. 

Moses  T.  Tompkins,  84  Ala.  613,  4  So. 
763;  Miller  v.  Murray,  17  Colo.  408,  30 
Pac.  46;  Taylor  v.  Holmes,  127  U.  S.  480, 
32  L.  ed.  179,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1192;  Dodge 
V.  Woolsey,  18  How.  331,  15  L.  ed.  401; 
Dunphy  v.  Traveller  Newspaper  Asso.  140 
Mass.  495,  16  N.  E.  426;  Allen  y.  Wilson, 
28  Fed.  677;  Hawes  v.  Oakland  (Hawes  v. 
Contra  Costa  Water  Co.)  104  U.  S.  450, 
26  L.  ed.  827;  Quincy  v.  Steel,  120  U.  S. 
241,  30  L.  ed.  624,  7  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  520; 
McHenry  y.  New  York,  P.  &  O.  R.  Co.  22 
Fed.  130;  Dimpfell  v.  Ohio  &  M.  R.  Co. 
110  U.  S.  209,  28  L.  ed.  121,  3  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  573;  Foote  v.  Cunard  Min.  Co.  5  Mc- 


Crary,  251,  17  Fed.  46;  Bill  v.  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  16  Fed.  14;  Zieghler  ▼.  Lake 
Street  Elev.  R.  Co.  22  C.  C.  A.  465,  46  U. 
S.  App.  242,  76  Fed.  662;  Watson  v.  Unit- 
ed  States  Sugar  Refinery,  15  C.  0.  A.  662, 
34  U.  S.  App.  81,  68  Fed.  769;  Brewer  v. 
Boston  Theatre,  104  Mass.  378;  Dillon 
V.  Lee,  110  Iowa,  156,  81  N.  W.  245;  Rob- 
inson V.  West  Virginia  Loan  Co.  90  Fed. 
770;  Higgins  v.  Lansingh,  154  III.  301,  40 
N.  E.  362;  Joy  v.  Ft.  Worth*  Compress 
Co.  24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  94,  58  S.  W.  173. 

Messrs.  Crump,  Rogers,  A  Harris  for 
defendant  in  error. 

Hayes,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  ot  the 
court: 
This  action  was   originally  brought  by 


53  N.  W.  218.  This  case  involved  flagrantly 
fraudulent  acts  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
the  corporation,  who  were  the  owners  of 
the  majority  of  the  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion, and  who  were  using  the  stock  of  the 
corporation  for  their  own  benefit  and  tb  the 
injury  of  the  minority  stockholders.  The 
court  admitted  the  general  rule  that  courts 
of  equity  have  no  power  to  wind  up  a  cor- 
poration in  the  absence  of  statutory  author- 
ity, but  said  that  to  this  rule  there  were 
exceptions,  that  "when  it  turns  out  that  the 
purposes  for  which  a  corporation  ,  was 
formed  cannot  be  attained,  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  wind  up  its  affairs;  that  the 
ultimate  object  of  every  ordinary  trading 
corporation  is  the  pecuniary  gain  of  its 
stockholders;  that  it  is  for  this  purpose, 
and  no  other;  that  the  capital  has  been  ad- 
vanced; and  if  circumstances  have  rendered 
is  impossible  to  continue  to  carry  out  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  formed  with  profit 
to  its  stockholders,  it  is  the  duty  of  its 
managing  agents  to  wind  up  its  affairs.  To 
continue  the  business  of  the  company  under 
such  circumstances  would  involve  both  an 
unauthorized  exercise  of  the  corporate  fran- 
chises and  a  breach  of  the  charter  contract.'* 
Another  case  sustaining  this  doctrine  to 
a  limited  extent  is  Fougeray  v.  Cord,  50 
N.  J.  Eq.  185,  24.Atl.  499,  where  the  facts 
presente(]^  a  case  of  fraud  fully  as  flagrant 
as  that  presented  in  the  Michigan  case.  In 
this  case  a  receiver  was  appointed,  and  an 
order  made  distributing  among  the  stock- 
.  Iiolders  that  portion  of  the  property  of  tho 
corporation  consisting  of  real  estate  sold  on 
land  contract.  This  distribution  was  treat- 
ed by  the  court  as  a  dividend,  and  it  was 
pointed  out  that  the  distribution  did  not 
dissolve  the'  corporation,  or  prevent  the 
officers  from  continuing  with  its  manage- 
ment aside  from  this  property.  The  doc- 
trine is  here  asserted  that  it  is  "the  pecu- 
liar province  of  this  court  not  only  to  right 
wrongs  already  committed,  but  to  protect 
property  from  future  injury  and  waste  by 
withdrawing  it  from  the  reach  of  danger. 
In  the  case  of  a  wilful  breach  of  trust,  it 
not  only  compels  the  guilty  trustee  to  re- 
store the  trust  property,  but  removes  it 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


from  the  possession  and  control  of  the 
custodian  who  has  proved  untrustworthj. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  character  of  a  trad- 
ing corporation  tp  prevent  the  application 
of  this  remedy."  It  is  impossible  to  leave 
the  complainant  shareholders  property  in- 
terests in  the  control  of  the  corporation 
without  leaving  it  in  the  control  of  the  de- 
fendants, found  guilty  of  fraud.  "They  have 
proved  themselves  wholly  untrustworthy,  so 
that,  if  this  were  a  case  of  partnership,  toe 
court  would  dissolve  it  at  once  ajid  divide 
the  property.  The  exigency  of  the  case 
demands  the  same  remedy  here,  as  far  aa 
it  is  necessary  to  ascertain  and  give  com- 
plainant his  share.  This,  as  I  have  al- 
ready shown,  can  be  done  without  dissolv- 
ing the  corporation,  or  seriously  interfer- 
ing with  the  conduct  of  its  business." 

Apparently  in  recognition  of  this  rule,  it 
has  been  asserted  that  unless  a  corporation 
is  insolvent,  or  its  affairs  are  being  fraudu- 
lently mismanaged  by  its  officers  in  au- 
thority, a  court  of  equity  ought  not,  at 
the  instance  of  a  stockholder  and  in  the 
absence  of  statutory  authority,  interfere  to 
appoint  a  receiver  with  a  view  of  windin;:? 
up  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  (Texas 
Consol.  Compress  &  Mfg.  Asso.  v.  Storrow, 
34  C.  C.  A.  182,  92  Fed.  5). 

And  that  insolvency  without  fraud, 
waste,  or  extravagance  is  no  ground  for 
appointing  a  receiver  for  winding  up  the 
affairs  of  a  corporation.  Worth  Mfg.  Co,  v. 
Bingham,  54  C.  C.  A.  119,  116  Fed.  785 

The  power  of  equity  to  wind  up  the  af- 
fairs of  a  corporation  is  also  apparently 
recognized  in  Klugh  v.  Coronaca  Mill.  Co. 
66  S.  C.  100,  44  S.  E.  566,  holding  that  a 
complaint  by  a  stockholder  seeking  this  re- 
lief is  defective  unless  it  charges  the  ofiicers 
either  with  fiaudulent  or  ultra  vires  acts 
relative  to  the  corporate  property,  or  with 
negligence  in  the  management  of  the  affairs 
of  the  corporation.  Approved  in  Brookshire 
V.  Farmers'  Alliance  Exch.  73  S.  C.  131,  52 
S.  E.  867. 

In  Cantwell  v.  Columbia  Lead  Co.  199 
Mo.  1,  97  S.  W.  187,  sustaining  the  power 
of  equity  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corpo- 
ration at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder,  od 
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defendant  in  error,  suing  on  behalf  of  him- 
self and  for  the  benefit  of  the  Exchange 
Bank  of  Wewoka,  Indiana  Territory,  a  cor- 
poration, against  plaintiffs  in  error  as  de- 
fendants. After  answer  was  filed  by  de- 
fendants, the  cause  was  referred  to  the 
master  in  chancery  to  take  evidence  and 
report  his  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law  thereon.  The  evidence  was  taken 
before  the  master  on  June  26,  1906;  but 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  report  on  the 
facts  or  conclusions  of  law  was  made  before 
the  admission  of  the  state  into  the  Union. 
After  admission  of  the  state  into  the  Union, 
the  cause  was  transferred  to  the  district 
court  of  Seminole  county,  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  enabling  act  and  the  Schedule 
to    the    Constitution.      Thereafter,    on    the 


5th  day  of  March,  1908,  it  stipulated  by 
the  parties  to  the  action  that  the  evidence 
taken  in  the  cause  before  the  master  in 
chancery  should  be  submitted  to  the  court 
in  which  the  cause  was  then  pending,  the 
same  as  if  taken  before  that  court;  and 
that  the  court  should  hear  and  dispose  of 
said  cause  upon  said  evidence.  Thereupon 
plaintiffs  in  error  filed  their  demurrer  to 
the  evidence,  and  the  court,  upon  hearing 
the  same,  sustained  it  and  dismissed  the 
cause,  upon  the  ground  that  the  court  was 
without  jurisdiction.  Thereafter,  upon 
plaintiff's  motion,  a  new  trial  was  granted. 
Subsequently  a  motion  was  made  by  de- 
fendants to  vacate  and  set  aside  the  order 
granting  a  new  trial.  It  is  from  these 
orders  granting  a  new  trial   and  refusing 


the  ground  of  fraud  in  the  management  of 
the  affairs  of  the  corporation,  it  is  admitted 
that  courts  have  hesitated  to  lift  the  affairs 
and  assets  of  the  corporation  out  of  the 
hands  of  its  board  of  directors,  and  admin- 
ister them  through  receivers,  but  it  is  said 
that  ''this  court  has  never  denied  power  in 
a  chancellor  to  prevent  a  scheme  of  irrepa- 
rable injury  and  wrong,  merely  because  the 
movers  in  that  scheme  speak  and  act  in  a 
corporate  capacity  rather  than  in  an  indi- 
vidual capacity.  That  solvent  corporations 
are  wrecked  for  purely  selfish  and  illegal 
purposes,  that  minority  interests  are  'frozen 
out,'  that'  business  immorality  has  run 
amuck  under  the  assumption  that  courts  are 
powerless,  is  too  true.  But  the  assumption 
IS  wrong.  Judicial  hesitancy  does  not  mean 
judicial  atrophy  or  paralysis.  The  board 
of  directors  of  a  corporation  are  but  trus- 
tees of  an  estate  for  all  the  stockholders, 
and  may  not  only  be  amenable  to  the  law, 
personally,  for  a  breach  of  trust,  but  their 
corporate  power,  under  color  of  office,  to 
effectuate  a  contemplated  wrong,  may  be 
taken  from  them  when,  by  fraud,  conspira- 
cy, or  covinous  conduct,  or  extreme  misman- 
agement, the  rights  of  minority  stockholders 
are  put  in  imminent  peril,  and  the  under- 
lying, original,  corporate  entente  cordidle 
is  unfairly  destroyed.  It  would  be  a  sad 
commentary  on  the  law,  if,  when  the  trus- 
tee of  a  corporate  estate  is  making  an 
improper  disposition  of  it,  or  has  shown 
improper' partiality  towards  one  of  its  con- 
flicting parties,  or  has  put  the  estate  in  a 
fix  it  is  liable  and  likelv  to  be  either  wasted 
or  destroyed,  or  mercilessly  taken  from  all 
and  given  to  a  part,  a  court  could  not  reach 
out  its  arm  and  preserve  and  administer  the 
estate." 

While  the  preceding  case  is  not  overruled 
in  State  ex  rel.  Donnell  v.  Foster,  225  Mo. 
171,  125  S.  W.  184,  it  is  pointed  out  that, 
while  the.  petitioner  therein  did  pray  for  the 
dissolution  of  the  corporation,  nevertheless 
the  only  question  presented  on  appeal  was 
the  validity  of  an  order  refusing  to  revoke 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  it  is 
said  that  no  conclusion  was  announced  in 
the  case  except  that  the  court  had  jurisdie- 
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tion  to  appoint  a  receiver,  and  the  case  did 
not  involve  the  power  of  the  court  of  equity 
to  dissolve  a  corporation.  In  the  Foster 
Case  the  court  adheres  to  the  general  rule 
that  equity  has  no  power  at  the  suit  of  a 
stockholder  to  dissolve  a  corporation,  unless 
expressly  authorized  in  that  regard,  al- 
though fraud  and  mismanagement  by  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  are  alleged.  It 
is  not  entirely  clear  whether  the  receiver 
appointed  in  Cantwell  v.  Columbia  Lead  Co. 
was  merely  for  the  purpose  of  preserving 
the  property  of  the  corporation  pending  a 
trial  of  the  charges  of  fraudulent  manage- 
ment, or  whether  the  receiver  was  appointed 
with  a  view  to  dissolution  of  the  corpora- 
tion, since  relief  of  the  latter  character  was 
specifically  asked. 

In  Ponca  Mill  Co.  v.  Mikesell,  55  Neb.  98, 
75  N.  W.  46,  being  a  proceeding  to  establish 
and  foreclose  a  lien  upon  corporate  prop- 
erty at  the  instance  of  a  stockholder,  and 
to  appoint  a  receiver  of  the  corporation  on 
the  ground  of  fraudulent  management  by 
the  officers,  the  doctrine  is  asserted  that 
where  the  property  of  a  corporation  is  being 
mismanaged,  and  is  in  danger  of  being  lost 
through  the  collusion  and  fraud  of  the  of- 
ficers, eispecially  where  they  are  using  it 
for  their  individual  ends  to  the  detriment 
of  the  stockholders,  a  receiver  will  be  ap- 
pointed; and  it  is  said  that  when  it  clearly 
appears  that  the  officers  or  a  majority  of 
the  stockholders  of  a  corporation  are  abusing 
their  power  by  misappropriating  the  corpo- 
rate property,  by  using  the  corporate  means 
for  their  individual  profit,  or  by  so  acting 
as  wilfully  and  wrongfully  to  jeopardize  the 
corporate  business,  then  the  court  should 
not  hesitate  to  afford  relief,  since  "no  one 
is  more  helpless  unless  aided  by  the  arm 
of  the  law,  than  the  holder  of  a  small  por- 
tion of  the  stock  of  a  corporation,  when  the 
large  stockholders  combine  to  advance  their 
private  interests  at  the  expense  of  the  cor- 
poration." 

In  Vila  V.  Grand  Island  Electric  Light, 
Ice  &  Cold  Storage  Co.  68  Neb.  232,  63 
L.R.A.  791,  110  Am.  St.  Rep.  400,  94  N.  W. 
136,  97  N.  W.  613,  4  Ann.  Cas.  59,  it  is 
pointed  out  that  Ponca  Mill  Co.  v.  Mike- 
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to  vacate  and  Bet  aside  the  same  that  this 
appeal  is  prosecuted. 

The  rule  prevailing  in  this  court  is  that 
this  court  will  very  seldom  and  very  re- 
luctantly reverse  a  decision  or  order  of  the 
trial  court  which  grants  a  new  trial.  It 
will  be  done  only  when  it  can  be  seen,  be^ 
yond  all  reasonable  doubt,  that  the  trial 
court  has  manifestly  and  materially  erred 
with  respect  to  some  pure,  simple,  and  un- 
mixed question  of  law,  and  that  except  for 
such  error,  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court 
would  not  have  been  so  made.  Hogan  v. 
Bailey,  27  Okla.  16,  110  Pac.  890;  Citizens' 
State  Bank  v.  Chattanooga  State  Bank,  23 
Okla.  787,  101  Pac.  1118;  Linderman  v. 
Nolan,  16  Okla.  352,  83  Pac.  796.  Since 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  establish  all 


the  material  facts  alleged  in  plaintiff's  pe- 
tition, the  sole  question  presented  for  our 
determination  here  is:  Whether  plaintiff, 
under  the  facts  alleged  in  his  petition,  is 
entitled  to  any  relief  that  any  court  of 
equity  has  jurisdiction  to  administer.  In 
granting  the  new  trial,  the  trial  court,  in 
effect,  held  that  when  it  sustained  the  de- 
murrer to  the  evidence  and  dismissed  the 
cause  for  want  of  such  jurisdiction,  it  had 
committed  error,  and  that  the  trial  court 
had  jurisdiction  to  grant  plaintiff  relief 
upon  the  evidence  and  pleadings.  Unless 
the  trial  court  was  in  error  in  this  conclu- 
sion, its  order  granting  a  new  trial  should 
be  permitted  to  stand.  For  the  purpose  of 
determining  this  question,  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  set  out  in  hwe  verba  the  allega- 


sell,  supra,  involved  an  action  by  a  stock- 
holder to  establish  and  foreclose  a  lien  upon 
corporate  property,  and  by  the  same  order 
which  granted  this  relief  a  receiver  was 
appointed  on  the  ground  that  the  majority 
stockholders  were  mismanaging  the  corpo- 
rate business  and  misappropriating  corpo 
rate  property;  and  it  is  said  that  the  case* 
furnishes  no  authority  for  the  doctrine  that 
a  receiver  may  be  appointed  at  the  instance 
of  a  stockholder,  where  that  is  the  sole  re- 
lief sought,  or  even  where  the  dissolution 
of  the  corporation  is  also  sought,  since  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case 
unless  expressly  authorized  by  statute. 


h,  AppohUtnent  of  receiver* 
1.  In  general. 

The  same  reasons  exist  for  the  refusal  by 
a  court  of  equity  to  appoint  a  general  re- 
ceiver as  a.  step  in  winding  up  the  affairs 
of  a  corporation,  as  in  decreeing  the  disso- 
lution of  the  corporation.  Indeed,  the  two 
questions  usually  present  themselves  con- 
temporaneously, and  are  disposed  of  upon 
the  same  ground.  This  was  true  as  to 
Waterbury  v.  Merchants'  Union  Exp.  Co.  50 
Barb.  157;  Belmont  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  52  Barb. 
637,  and  People  ex  rel.  Daniels  v.  District 
Ct.  33  Colo.  293,  80  Pac  908;  Neall  v. 
Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  76  Am.  Dec.  508,  1  Mor. 
Min.  Rep.  80. 

In  many  cases,  however,  the  power  of 
equity  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corpora- 
tion, at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder  alleging 
fraud  and  mismanagement  of  the  corporate 
property  or  affairs  by  its  officers,  has  been 
disposed  of  where  it  did  not  clearly  appear 
whether  the  court  regarded  the  receiver  as 
a  general  receiver  possessing  the  powers  of  a 
general  receiver,  and  hence  virtually  effect- 
ing a  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  or  as  a 
receiver  pendente  h"<e,  and  therefore  pos- 
sessing only  the  power  of  preserving  the 
property. 

Hence,  it  has  been  necessary  to  a  certain 
extent  to  treat  the  two  questions  separately, 
but  this  is  not  on  the  theory  that  there  is 
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any  distinction  between  the  principle  ap- 
plicable where  a  receiver  is  sought  as  a 
step  toward  the  dissolution  of  a  corpora- 
tion, and  where  dissolution  is  sought  with- 
out that  intermediate  step.  Of  course,  in 
either  case  the  question  of  jurisdiction  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  ultimate  purpose  of 
the  suit;  if  that  is  the  dissolution  of  the 
corporation,  the  entire  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion is  properly  disposed  of.  by  the  question 
whether  equity  has  jurisdiction  to  grant 
such  relief.  The  question  of  equity  juris- 
diction to  appoint  a  receiver  pendente  lite 
of  the  corporation,  or  of  a  portion  of  the 
corporate  property,  pending  litigation  by  a 
stockholder  to  have  set  aside  fraudulent 
transactions  by  the  officers  of  the  corpora- 
tion with  reference  to  the  corporate  prop- 
erty, is,  however,  a  different  question,  and 
involves  entirely  different  principles.  In 
the  latter  class  of  cases,  the  ultimate  end 
sought — the  recovery  of  property  of  the 
corporation  fraudulently  diverted  by  its  of- 
ficers— is  clearly  within  the  equity  powers 
of  the  court,  and  hence  the  coUrt  has  juris- 
diction of  the  proceeding  if  a  showing  is 
made  which  authorizes  a  stockholder  to 
maintain  the  suit;  and  this  is  true  although 
the  dissolution  of  the  corporation  is  also 
asked  for,  and  although  the  court  may  deny 
relief  of  the  latter  character. 

But  receivers  appointed  upon  the  dissolu- 
tion of  a  corporation,  or  as  a  step  to  that 
end,  are  representatives  of  the  corporate 
body,  and  generally  are  vested  with  the 
title  to  the  corporate  property  and  succeed 
to  its  powers  and  franchises.  Decker  v. 
Gardner,  124  N.  Y.  334,  11  L.R.A.  480, 
26  N.  E.  814.  Hence,  where  part  of  the 
relief  sought  is  the  appointment  of  a  gen- 
eral receiver  of  the  corporation,  such  relief 
has  been  denied  upon  the  theory  that  in 
this  manner  the  court  would  indirectly  ef- 
fect the  dissolution  of  the  corporation. 

Thus,  in  Neall  v.  Hill,  16  Cal.  145,  76  Am. 
Dec.  508,  1  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  80,  it  is  said 
that  a  decree  appointing  a  receiver  of  a  cor- 
poration at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder,  if 
permitted  to  stand,  must  necessarily  result 
in  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  and  in 
that   event   the   court  would   have .  accom- 
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tions  of  the  petition.    A  statement  of  the 
substance  thereof  will  be  sufficient. 

The  Exchange  Bank  is  a  corporation,  or- 
ganized and  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
institution  of  this  action  under  the  lawa 
of  the  Indian  territory,  with  its  principal 
place  of  business  at  Wewoka.  It  is  alleged 
that  said  corporation  was  organized  on 
the  Ist  day  of  December,  1903,  with  a  capi- 
tal stock  of  $15,000,  divided  into  600  shares 
at  $25  each;  that  plaintiff  subscribed  for 
and  has  continued  to  be  the  owner  of  240 
shares  of  said  stock,  and  that  T.  G.  Cut- 
liQ  and  his  two  sons,  C.  Guy  Cutlip  and 
William  Cutlip,  subscribed  for  the  remain- 
ing 360  shares;  and  that  defendants  Peach- 
er  and  Fowler  each  purchased  20  shares 
from  the  said  Cutlips.    T.  G.  Cutlip,  C.  Guy 


Cutlip,  and  William  Cutlip  are  directors 
of  said  corporation,  and  are  respectively 
its  president,  cashier,  and  assistant  cash- 
ier. Plaintiff  paid  in  cash  for  his  shares 
of  stock  the  sum  of  $6,000,  and  has  re- 
ceived .certificates  of  stock  therefor.  He 
alleges  that  at  the  meeting  of  the  stock- 
holders in  January,  1905,  no  certificate  or 
statement  of  the  condition  of  the  affairs 
of  the  bank  was  made  or  rendered,  and  that 
the  president  and  the  cashier  of  the  bank 
refused,  to  make  a  statement  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  bank  for  the  past  year,  or  of 
the  profits  of  said  year ;  that  •  they  made 
a  verbal  statement  to  plaintiff  of  tue  prof- 
its for  two  years,  but  have  steadily  refused 
to  make  or  furnish  a  statement  in  writing 
since  its  beginning,  or  to  make  any  state- 


Slished  in  an  indirect  mode  that  which  it 
as  no  authority  to  do  directly. 

And  in  Brpwn  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  5  Mo. 
App.  1,  the  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to 
appoint  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  at  the 
instance  of  the  stockholder  is  denied  on  the 
ground  that  such  appointment  would  work 
the  dissolution  of  the  corporation,  and  hence 
the  court  would  be  doing  indirectly  that 
which  it  could  not  do  directly. 

In  Verplanck  v.  Mercantile  Ins.  Co.  2 
Paige,  438,  it  is  said  that  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver  for  the  purpose  of  winding  up 
the  affairs  of  the  corporation  ordinarily  con- 
stitutes a  virtual  dissolution  of  the  corpo- 
ration. 

And  upon  this  theory  it  has  been  said 
that  the  remedial  powers  exercised  by  courts 
of  equity  where  fraud,  mismanagement,  and 
collusion  on  the  part  of  the  corporate  au- 
thorities is  alleged,  extend  no  further  than 
the  granting  of  an  injunction  against  any 
special  mismanagement  on  the  part  of  the 
corporate  officers;  and  although  the  facts 
shown  may  be  sufficient  foundation  for 
such  an  injunction,  the  court  will  not  en- 
large its  jurisdiction  by  taking  the  affairs 
of  the  corporation  out  of  the  management 
of  its  own  officers,  and  placing  them  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver.  Mason  v.  Supremo 
Court,  E.  L.  77  Md.  485,  39  Am.  St.  Rep. 
433,  27  Atl.  171;  Barton  v.  International 
Fraternal  Alliance,  85  Md.  14,  36  Atl.  658. 

And  in  Howe  v.  Deuel,  43  Barb.  504,  it 
is  said  that,  except  perhaps  as  to  moneyed 
or  insolyent  corporations,  a  receiver  should 
not  be  appointed  to  take  possession  of  the 
property  of  a  corporation  on  application  of 
a  stockholder,  although  he  charges  fraud 
against  some  of  the  trustees  or  directors. 

The  general  doctrine  has  been  stated  in 
Texas  that  a  court  of  equity,  by  virtue  of 
its  general  equitable  jurisdiction,  will  not 
appoint  a  receiver  of  a  corporation  and 
assume  control  and  management  of  its  af- 
fairs at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder,  although 
he  charges  fraud,  mismanagement,  and  col- 
lusion on  the  part  of  the  corporate  author- 
ities, nor  where  he  charges  ultra  vires  acts 
of  the  directors  or  of  the  corporation  itself; 
but  that  equity  will  assume  jurisdiction  to 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


wind  up  the  affairs  of  a  corporation  at  the 
suit  of  a  stockholder  where  the  object  of 
the  corporation  has  become  manifestly  im- 
possible of  attainment.  People's  Invest.  Co. 
V.  Crawford,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  45  S. 
W.  738.  But  see  infra,  Falfurrias  Immigra- 
tion Co.  V.  Spielhagen. 

In  Devine  v.  Frankford  Steel  k  Forging 
Co.  205  Pa.  114,  64  Atl.  678,  on  a  bill  by 
a  stockholder  for  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  corporation  from  making  certain  con- 
tracts affecting  the  corporate  property  and 
defeating  the  purpose  for  which  the  corpo* 
ration  was  organized,  and  for  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  the  former  remedy  waa 
held  proper,  but  not  the  latter.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  discussed  and  the  ground  of  the 
decision  is  not  stated. 

It  has  been  said  to  be  proper  to  refuse  to 
appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corporation  where 
the  granting  of  such  relief  would  necessarily 
result  in  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation 
and  a  forfeiture  of  its  charter.  Mason  v. 
Supreme  Court,  E.  L.  77  Md.  483,  39  Am. 
St.  Rep.  433,  27  Atl.  171. 

And  in  the  absence  of  statutory  author- 
ity, a  court  of  equity  will  not  dissolve  a 
corporation  on  the  application  of  a  stock- 
holder, nor  will  it  lay  hold  of  the  property 
of  a  corporation  which  is  a  going  concern, 
and  by  means  of  a  receiver  wind  up  its 
business  and  distribute  the  assets,  because 
that  would  be  tantamount  to  a  dissolution. 
Ulmer  v.  Maine  Real  Estate  Co.  93  Me.  324, 
45  Atl.  40. 

In  Elwood  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  41  Kan. 
475,  21  Pac.  673,  although  the  question  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  equity  was  not  discussed 
or  referred  to,  the  court,  at  the  instance  of 
a  stockholder  of  a  bank  then  in  process  of 
voluntary  liquidation  by  its  oilicers,  ap- 
pointed a  receiver,  it  being  alleged  that  the 
bank,  through  gross  mismanagement  of  its 
officers,  had  become  insolvent,  and  that  its 
officers  and  managing  agents  were  fraudu- 
dently-  squandering  its  estates,  and  that 
unless  relief  was  immediately  granted,  great 
and  irreparable  injury  would  result  to  the 
stockholders. 

In  other  jurisdictions,  without  clearly  in- 
dicating that  the   receiver   asked  for  and 
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ment  as  to  the  gross  profits  of  the  bank, 
the  salaries,  cost,  and  expenses  expended 
by  the  bank;  and  .that  all  facts  relative 
thereto  have  with  fraudulent  intent,  been 
concealed  from  the  knowledge  of  the  plain- 
tiff, who  has  repeatedly  demanded  of  the 
president  and  cashier  a  written  statement 
of  the  affairs  and  conditions  of  the  bank. 
He  alleges  that  defendant  T.  G.  Cutlip, 
president  of  the  bank,  has  constantly  over- 
drawn  his  account  from  $2,000  to  $5,000; 
and  that  on  January  6,  1905,  his  account 
was  overdrawn  to  an  amount  exceeding 
$4,000;  that  on  January  28th  of  the  same 
year,  he  had  an  overdraft  of  $1,008.97,  and 
an  item  in  the  cash  account  against  him  of 
$2,960;  and  that  the  bank  also  held  un- 
secured notes  executed  by  him  as  follows: 


One  note  for  $400,  one  note  for  $5,425, 
making  a  total  indebtedness  due  by  T.  G. 
Cutlip,  the  president  of  the  bank,  in  the 
sum  of  $10,783.97;  that  the  cashier,  C. 
Guy  Cutlip,  was  at  the  same  time  owing 
the  bank  two  notes  aggregating  $561.53, 
making  a  total  due  the  bank  from  its 
president  and  cashier  of  $11,345.50,  a  little 
less  than  four  fifths  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  bank,  and  considerable  more  than 
the  capital  stock  owned  by  the  members  of 
the  Cutlip  family;  and  that  on  February 
28th  preceding  the  6th  day  of  March,  190.i, 
on  which  this  action  was  filed,  there  was 
only  about  $1,000  in  the  bank  to  meet  the 
demands  of  its  business;  that  defendants 
T.  G.  Cutlip,  C.  Guy  Cutlip,  and  William 
Cutlip  are  of  one  family  and  sustain  the 


appointed  was  merely  a  receiver  pendente 
Htey  courts  have  sustained  the  power  of 
equity  to  appoint  receivers  for  corporations 
where,  because  of  the  fraud  or  mismanage- 
ment of  the  officers  of  the  corporation,  the 
property  of  the  corporation  was  imperiled, 
and  hence  a  receivership  necessary  to  pre- 
serve the  same.  Indeed,  in  a  Texas  case 
the  rule  is  asserted  that  the  "right  of  a 
minority  stockholder  to  maintain  a  suit  in 
behalf  of  the  corporation  against  its  de- 
faulting officers  and  directors,  to  recover 
funds  .and  property  of  the  corporation 
fraudulently  appropriated  by  them,  and  for 
the  redress  of  other  fraudulent  and  ultra 
vires  acts,  cannot  be  questioned,  and  the 
weight  of  authority  supports  the  proposi- 
tion that,  in  a  suit  oi  this  character,  a 
court  of  equity  has  the  inherent  power  in 
a  proper  case  to  displace  the  management 
of  guilty  or  negligent  officials  by  the  instru- 
mentality of  a  receiver.  This  power,  how- 
ever, will  not  be  exercised  and  the  property 
of  the  corporation  taken  out  of  the  hands 
of  the  managers  selected  by  it,  unless  such 
course  is  necessary  for  the  preservation  of 
the  property,  and  for  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  the  minority  stockholders."  An- 
swering the  objection  that  a  court  of  equity 
is  without  authority  to  appoint  a  receiver 
in  a  suit  to  preserve  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration from  the  fraudulent  acts  of  the 
directors,  by  removing  the  same  from  their 
custody,  because  such  appointment  would 
result  in  the  dissolution  of  the  corporation, 
which  could  not  be  decreed  by  the  court 
upon  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  therefore 
to  allow  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
would  be  to  accomplish  indirectly  that 
which  the  court  has  no  power  to  do  di- 
rectly, the  court  said  that  the  objection  was 
not  sound,  that  "the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver does  not  necessarily  result  in  the  dis- 
solution of  the  corporation.  That  result 
may  finally  be  reached,  but  does  not  follow 
as  a  matter  of  course  from  the  appointment 
of  a  receiver,  and  the  mere  probability  that 
the  dissolution  of  the  corporation  may  re- 
sult should  not  tie  the  hands  of  a  court 
of  equity,  and  prevent  the  use  of  the  only 
remedy  adequate  to  the  prevention  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


wrongful  and  fraudulent  acts  of  the  officers 
and  majority  stockholders,  the  continuance 
of  which  will  work  irreparable  injury  to  the 
minority  stockholder.**  Falfurrias  Immi- 
gration Co.  V.  Spielhagen,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  129  S.  W.  164. 

And  the  doctrine  has  been  asserted  that 
the  insolvency  of  a  corporation,  coupleJ 
with  gross  mismanagement  of  its  affairs  br 
its  board  of  directors,  as  well  as  misconduct 
on  their  part  constituting  a  breach  of  trust, 
authorizes  a  court  of  equity,  at  the  suit  of 
mortgage  bondholders  and  stockholders,  to 
appoint  a  receiver  independently  of  any 
statutory  authority  (United  States  Ship- 
building Co.  V.  Conklin,  60  C.  C.  A.  680,  126 
Fed.  132)  ;  ^nd  that  equity  has  inherent 
power  to  appoint  a  receiver  for  a  corpora- 
tion where  it  is  being  mismanaged  and  its 
estates  are  in  danger  of  being  lost  to  the 
stockholders  through  the  collusion  and  fraud 
of  its  officers  and  director;,  it  appearing 
that,  by  reason  of  the  fraud,  the  corporation 
is  in  imminent  danger  of  insolvency  (Cam- 
eron V.  Grovel  and  Improv.  Co,  20  Wash, 
169,  72  Am.  St.  Rep.  26,  54  Pac.  1128). 

So,  where  the  board  of  directors  are  ma- 
jority stockholders,  and  are  managing  the 
corporation  for  their  own  benefit  and  divert- 
ing its  funds  and  income  to  themselves,  the 
minority  stockholders,  or  any  of  them,  are 
entitled  to  relief  either  by  injunction,  if 
that  remedy  will  correct  the  evil,  or,  if 
necessary,  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
And  this  is  true  although  there  is  also  a 
remedy  at  law.  Columbus  Nat.  Sand  Dredg* 
ing  Co.  V.  Washed  Bar  Sand  Dredging  Co. 
136  Fed.  710. 

In  sustaining  the  equity  power  of  a  cor- 
poration to  take  charge  of  the  affairs  of  a 
corporation,  in  Featherstone  v.  Cooke,  L.  R- 
16  Eq.  298,  the  court  reasons  thus:  **With 
regard  to  private  partnerships,  nothing  is 
of  more  frequent  occurrence  than  the  quar- 
rels of  partners.  If  parties  quarrel,  oust 
each  other  from  the  management,  or  so  con- 
duct themselves  that  the  partnership  cannot 
go  on  with  advantage,  it  is  everyday's  prac- 
tice for  the  court  to  interfere  by  injunction, 
and  appoint  a  receiver  if  necessary.  With 
regard  to  public  companies,  I  apprehend  the 
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relation  to  each  other  of  father  and  sons; 
that  they  own  and  control  the  majority  of 
the  capital  stock,  and  are,  by  reason  there- 
of, able  to  manipulate  and  control  its  busi- 
ness, and  are  doing  so  for  their  own  per- 
sonal welfare  and  interest,  without  regard 
to  the  rights  and  interests  of  plaintiff  as 
one  of  its  stockholders;  that  they  have 
and  are  appropriating  the  moneys  of  the 
bank  to  their  own  personal  use  and  benefit 
over  the  protest  of  plaintiff;  that  they  re- 
fuse to  permit  plaintiff  in  any  manner  to 
participate  in  the  management  and  control 
of  the  business,  or  to  give  to  him  any  in- 
formation concerning  the  same,  or. to  per- 
mit him  to  examine  and  ascertain  for  him- 
self its  condition;  that  the  bills  receivable 
account  of  the  bank  is  short  in  the  amount 


.  of  $331.53,  for  which  shortage  the  cashier 
I  can  give  no  account;  that  the  bank  has 
deposits  subject  to  check  in  the  amount  of 
$9,576.20,  and  owes  no  certificates  of  de- 
posits the  amount  of  $500;  that  it  owes 
the  Traders*  Bank  of  Kansas  City,  Mis- 
souri, $4,500,  and  other  indebtedness,  mak- 
ing a  total  of  $5,459.46,  to  secure  which 
a  large  amount  of  the  bills  receivable  of 
the  bank  have  been  pledged  as  security; 
and  that  the  bank  now  has  on  hand  only 
$1,311.84  in  cash  with  which  to  make  pay- 
ment of  its  depositors;  that  among  the 
bills  receivable  of  the  bank,  which  is  made 
to  show  as  assets,  is  an  item  against  one 
J.  E.  Sivils  for  $1,161,  which  the  said  Sivils 
claims  to  be  paid;  and  that  plaintiff  is  un- 
able to  determine   from  the  books  of   the 


same  principle  is  applicable.  If  a  state  of 
things  exists  in  which  the  governing  body 
are  so  divided  that  they  cannot  act  together, 
and  there  is  the  same  kind  of  feeling  be- 
tween the  members  as  there  is  frequently 
in  the  case  of  private  partnerships,  it  is 
clearly  within  the  rule  of  this  court  to  in- 
terfere, and  it  will  do  so."  Followed  in 
Trade  Auxiliary  Co.  v.  Vickers,  L.  R.  10 
E().  303,  21  Week.  Hep.  838.  And  this  doc- 
trine is  also  sustained  in  Cantwell  v.  Co- 
lumbia Lead  Co.  199  Mo.  1,  97  S.  W.  167, 
and  Ponca  Mill  Co.  v.  Mikeaell,  55  Neb.  98, 
75  N.  W..  46,  both  of  which  have  already 
been  commented  on.  See  "Dissolution  uf 
corporation,"  supra. 

2,  Receiver  pendente  lite. 

Receivers  pendente  lite  are  merely  tempo- 
rary officers  of  the  court  and  do  not  possess 
the  powers  of  a  permanent  receiver,  unless 
such  power  is,  by  order  of  the  court,  ex- 
pressly conferred  upon  them;  hence  it  is 
that  ordinarily  the  appointment  of  a  re- 
ceiver pendente  lite  does  not  effect  the  dis- 
solution of  a  corporation.  Decker  v.  Gard- 
ner, 124  N.  Y.  334,  11  L.R.A.  480,  26  N.  E. 
814. 

Hence,  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to 
appoint  a  receiver  to  preserve  the  property 
of  a  corporation  pendente  lite,  although  it 
would  not  have  the  power  to  appoint  a  re- 
ceiver to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration. Sternberg  v.  Wolff,  50  N.  J.  Eq. 
555.  42  Atl.  1078. 

Making  this  distinction,  in  State  ex  rel. 
Independent  Dist.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Second  Judi- 
cial Dist.  Ct.  15  Mont.  324,  27  L.R.A.  392, 
48  Am.  St.  Rep.  682,  39  Pac.  316,  it  is  said 
that  ordinarily  the  power  of  a  receiver, 
when  put  in  motion,  of  necessity  supersedes 
corporate  power,  and  necessarily  displaces 
corporate  management  and  substitutes  its 
own,  but  that  there  is  a  distinction  between 
the  appointment  of  a  receiver  for  the  pur- 
pose of  effecting  the  dissolution  of  the  cor- 
poration, and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver 
pendente  lite  in  an  action  by  a  stockholder 
to  compel  an  accounting  and  restitution  by 
officers  of  the  corporation  for  the  fraudulent 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


mismanagement  of  the  affairs  of  the  cor- 
poration, or  to  restrain  such  mismanage- 
ment. In  the  latter  case  the  receiver  is  to 
act  only  while  a  determination  of  these 
matters  are  pending,  and  has  no  authority 
to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the  corporation 
while  the  charges  of  fraud  and  mismanage- 
ment are  being  investigated  in  the  trial  of 
the  action;  and  it  is  said  that  in  such  a 
case  no  other  adequate  remedy  exists;  that 
the  appointment  of  the  receiver  is  not  nec- 
essarily a  proceeding  to  dissolve  the  corpo- 
ration, nor  will  it  necessarily  result  in  its 
extinction;  that  the  property  and  assets  of 
the  corporation  which  are  being  dissipated 
and  fraudulently  absorbed  will  be  preserved 
and  rightfully  applied  under  the  supervision 
of  the  court,  and  may  be  restored  to  thfr 
officers  of  the  corporation  when  there  has 
been  a  change  of  officers,  or  when  it  is 
deemed  prudent  and  safe  to  restore  the 
property  and  affairs  of  the  corporation  to 
its  duly  constituted  officers.  On  this  point 
the  court  quotes  with  approval.  Re  Lewis, 
52  Kan.  660,  35  Pac.  287. 

And  in  Edison  v.  Edison  United  Phono- 
graph Co.  52  N.  J.  Eq.  620,  29  Atl.  195,  it 
is  said  that  the  power  of  the  court  of  equity 
to  appoint  a  receiver  of  a  corporation,  either 
because  it  has  no  properly  constituted  gov- 
erning body  or  because  there  are  such  dis- 
sensions in  its  governing  body  as  to  make 
it  impossible  for  the  corporation  to  carry 
on  its  business  with  advantage  to  its  stock- 
holders, must  be  regarded  as  settled;  but  it 
is  said  that  this  power  must  be  exercised 
with  great  caution,  and  only  for  such  time 
and  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be  necessary 
to  preserve  the  property  of  the  corporation 
and  to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of 
its  stockholders,  and  that  as  soon  as  a  law- 
fully constituted  and  competent  governing 
body  .comes  into  existence,  whether  it  is 
brought  into  existence  by  an  adjustment  of 
the  dissensions  or  by  the  election  of  a  new 
body,  and  such  body  is  ready  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  property  of  tne  corporation 
and  proceed  in  the  proper  discharge  of  its 
duties,  the  court  must  lift  its  hand* and 
retire. 
The  power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  appoint 
66 
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bank  whether  the  same  has  been  paid  or 
not;  that  the  bank  is  insolvent;  and  plain- 
tijff  thereupon  closes  his  petition  with  the 
following  prayer:  "Wherefore  plaintiff  de- 
mands judgment,  and  that  it  be  decreed 
herein:  (1)  That  a  receiver  be  appointed 
to  take  charge  of  said  bank  and  its  entire 
property,  both  real  and  personal,  and  all 
other  assets,  and  convert  them  into  money 
and  pay  off  the  depositors.  (2)  That  after 
the  depositors  are  paid  in  full,  that  the 
just  debts  owing  by  the  said  bank  be  paid, 
and  that  the  residue  be  ratably  distributed 
among  the  stockholders  in  accordance  with 
their  several  rights.  (3)  That  the  presi- 
dent and  the  cashier  and  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  said  bank  be  required  to  make 
disclosal  by  production  of  the  books   and 


papers  belonging  to  said  bank,  and  that  an 
accounting  of  the  transactions,  profits,  and 
expenses  of  the  operation  of  the  said  bank 
since  its  organization  be  taken,  and  that 
the  profits  of  said  bank,  if  any,  be  distrib- 
uted as  justice  requires,  and  that  all  sums 
improperly  drawn  from  said  bank  by  the 
defendant  T.  G.  Cutlip  or  members  of  his 
family  be  returned  to  said  bank,  or  charged 
in  the  final  distribution  to  the  guilty  pa^ 
ties.  (4)  That  said  moneys  due  from  the 
president  or  directors  of  said  bank  be  paid 
to  the  receiver  for  the  benefit  of  said  cor- 
poration. (5)  That  the  said  corporation 
be  dissolved  and  its  charter  revoked,  and 
for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  may  be 
just,  necessary,  and  equitable." 
The   principal    contention   of   defendants 


a  receiver  for  a  corporation  at  the  instance 
of  the  stockholders  thereof,  where  the  of- 
ficers of  the  corporation  have  been  guilty 
of  illegal,  fraudulent,  and  ultra  vires  acts, 
is  also  sustained  in  DuPuv  v.  Transporta- 
tion &  Terminal  Co.  82  Md.  408,  33  Atl. 
889.  In  reaching  this  conclusion  the  court 
said  that  if  it  were  powerless  to  appoint  a 
receiver  under  such  circumstances,  not  only 
would  the  law  be  open  to  grave  reproach 
for  inefficiency,  but  serious  wrongs  would  go 
unredressed,  and  fraud  of  a  stupendous 
character  would  escape  and  go  unrebuked. 
The  purpose  of  a  receiver  in  this  case  was 
.  to  compel  an  accounting  and  restoration  on 
the  part  of  the  officers  of  the  company.  On 
the  general  question  of  equity  jurisdiction 
in  such  cases,  the  doctrine  is  asserted  that 
"a  stockholder,  though  owning  but  a  single 
share,  may  invoke  and  set  in  motion  the 
plenary  and  far-reaching  powers  of  a  court 
of  equity,  to  investigate,  strike  down,  and 
strip  of  its  covering  any  act  of  the  cor- 
poration to  which  he  belongs,  when  that 
act  is  tainted  with  fraud,  or  is  ultra  vires 
or  illegal.  This  jurisdiction  is  one  of  the 
most  salutary  and  conservative  possessed 
by  a  court  of  equity,  and  neither  the  adroit- 
ness of  the  imputed  fraud,  nor  the  skill  that 
seeks  to  hide  the  illegality  of  the  impeached 
transaction,  will  thwart  the  exercise  of  the 
court's  coercive  and  remedial  authority. 
Mere  internal  dissensions  among  stockhold- 
ers, or  mere  differences  or  disputes  as  to 
corporate  management,  so  long  as  the  of- 
ficers or  stockholders  do  no  act  that  is 
fraudulent,  illegal,  or  ultra  vires^  will  not 
warrant  the  intervention  of  a  court  of  chan- 
cery; because,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  ille- 
gality, or  conduct  that  is  ultra  vires,  the 
will  of  the  majority  is  entitled  to  control 
the  policy  and  the  business  of  the  body 
corporate.*' 

Even  though  a  corporation  is  solvent,  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  to  take  charge 
and  control  of  the  affairs  and  concerns  of 
the  corporation  until  a  recognized  board  of 
directors  is  obtained,  faithfully  and  ef- 
ficiently to  conserve  the  interests  of  all  the 
stockholders,  is  within  the  proper  exercis<i 
of  the  juriadiction  of  the  chancery  court, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


where  such  course  is  rendered  necessary  by 
the  action  of  contesting  boards  of  directors. 
Jasper  Land  Co.  v.  Wallis,  123  Ala.  652, 
26  So.  659. 

In  Abbot  Y.  American  Hard  Rubber  Co. 
33  Barb.  578,  without  discussing  this  ques- 
tion, at  the  suit  of  a  stockholder  a  receiver 
pendente  lite  was  appointed  to  take  chargt^ 
of  the  property  of  the  corporation,  which 
had  been  conveyed  by  the  directors  in  vio- 
lation of  their  duties  to  the  stockholders. 

It  has  been  said  that  while  the  right  to 
wind  up  a  corporation  and  to  decree  it? 
dissolution  may  exist  only  in  the  state, 
nevertheless  a  court  of  equity  may  compel 
a  fraudulent  trustee  to  account,  and  if,  in 
so  doing,  it  is  necessary  to  the  preservation 
of  the  property  of. the  corporation  for  the 
benefit  of  the  parties  lawfully  entitled 
thereto,  a  receiver  may  also  be  appointed. 
Chandler  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Loring,  113  111.  App. 
423. 

Courts  of  equity,  if  not  so  authorized  by 
statute,  do  not  exercise  jurisdiction  to  dis- 
solve corporations  or  distribute  their  assets, 
although  they  may  afford  a  stockholder  re- 
lief from  the  malfeasance  of  those  intrusted 
with  the  management  of  the  corporate  busi- 
ness, and  to  this  end,  if  such  a  course  is 
necessary,  may  appoint  a  receiver  for  the 
corporation.  French  v.  Gifford,  30  Iowa, 
148.  A  receiver  was  not,  however,  appoint- 
ed in  this  case,  the  court  holding  that  such 
a  severe  remedv  was  not  necessarv. 

And  in  Wallace  v.  Pierce- Wallace  Pub. 
Co.  101  Iowa,  313,  38  L.R.A.  122,  63  Am. 
St.  Rep.  389,  70  N.  W..236,  although  the 
general  doctrine  is  conceded  to  be  that,  in 
the'absence  of  express  statutory  authority,  a 
court  of  equity  is  without  jurisdiction  to 
dissolve  a  corporation,  wind  up  its  affairs, 
or  sequestrate  its  property,  it  is  asserted, 
however,  that  there  are  cases  where  a  re- 
ceiver will  be  appointed  for  the  property  of 
a  corporation,  as  where  its  oflSeers  are 
guilty  of  the  misappropriation  of  the  funds 
of  the  corporation. 

While  the  rule  prevails  in  Wisconsin  that 
a  stockholder  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in 
equity  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  a  corpora- 
tion (Strong  T.  McCagg,  55  Wis.  624,  13  K. 
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is  that  a  court  of  equity,  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  authority,  has  no  jurisdiction 
over  corporations  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
creeing their  dissolution  and  the  distribu- 
tioQ  of  the  assets  of  the  corporation  among 
the  stockholders  at  the  suit  of  one  or  more 
of  the  stockholders;  and  that,  since  one 
of  the  reliefs  for  which  plaintiff  in  this 
proceeding  asks  in  his  prayer  is  that  the 
corporation  be  dissolved  and  its  assets  dis- 
tributed among  its  stockholders,  after  pay- 
ing all  debts  of  the  corporation,  the  trial 
court  is  without  jurisdiction.  This  conten- 
tion, in  so  far  as  it  applies  solely  to  pro- 
ceedings to  dissolve  corporations  and  to  wind 
up  their  affairs,  finds  support  in  §  110, 
Pomeroy's  £q.  Jur.,  in  the  following  lan- 
guage:    ''It  is  well  settled,  with  scarcely  a 


dissenting  voice,  that  in  the  absence  of  ez« 
press  statutory  authority,  a  court  of  equity 
has  no  power  to  dissolve  a  corporation,  or 
to  wind  up  its  affairs  and  Sequestrate  its 
property."  This  statement  from  the  text 
is  supported  as  a  general  rule  of  law  by 
almost  all  the  decided  cases;  but  the  emi- 
nent author  states  in  the  same  section  that 
"a  few  exceptions  have,  however,  been  ad- 
mitted to  this  rule;  as,  where  the  corpora- 
tion had  utterly  failed  of  its  purpose  be- 
cause of  fraudulent  mismanagement  and 
misappropriation  of  its  funds  by  the  presi- 
dent and  manager,  who  owned  a  majority 
of  its  stock,  a  receiver  was  appointed  to 
wind  up  its  affairs  at  the  suit  of  a  mi- 
nority stockholder." 

Some  cases  hold  that  a  court  of  equity 


W.  895;  Hinckley  ▼.  Pflster,  83  Wis.  64,  53 
N.  W.  21),  it  is,  however,  held  that  where 
the  property  of  a  corporation  is  being  mis- 
managed, and  is  in  danger  of  being  lost  to 
the  stockholders  and  creditors  through  the 
collusion  and  fraud  of  its  officers  and  di- 
rectors, the  only  place  of  safety  for  the 
business  and  property  of  the  company  is  in 
the  hands  of  the  court,  through  a  receiver 
pendente  lite,  Haywood  v.  Lincoln  Lumber 
Co.  64  Wis.  639,  26  N.  W.  184. 

And  in  Davis  ▼.  United  States  Electric 
Power  &  Light  Co.  77  Md.  35,  25  Atl.  982, 
the  power  of  a  court  to  appoint  a  receiver 
for  a  corporation  at  the  instance  of  a  stock- 
holder is  asserted,  although  it  is  admitted 
that  the  court  would  have  no  jurisdiction 
to  dissolve  the  corporation  except  as  au- 
thorized by  statute.  As  to  the  right  to 
appoint  a  receiver,  it  is  said  that  the  power 
is  a  discretionary  one,  to  be  exercised  with 
great  circumspection  and  only  in  cases 
where  there  is  fraud,  spoliation,  or  immi- 
nent danger  of  loss  of  the  property  if  im- 
mediate possession  is  not  taken  by  the 
court;  and  these  facts  must  be  clearly 
proved.  But  where  these  conditions  havo 
been  fully  met,  courts  do  not  hesitate  to 
appoint  receivers  over  the  property  of  cor- 
porations, for  the  benefit  of  all  concerned, 
during  the  controversy. 
'  A  stockholder  of  a  corporation  may  have 
a  receiver  appointed  of  a  particular  fund 
the  proceeds  of  an  unlawful  act,  although 
the  court  will  not  appoint  a  receiver  to  take 
entire  charge  of  the  corporate  property,  even 
though  fraud  on  the  part  of  some  of  the 
officers  of  the  corporation  is  alleged.  Bel- 
mont V.  Erie  R.  Co.  52  Barb.  637;  Fisk  v. 
Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  36  How.  Pr.  20. 

///.  Where  corporation  to  no  longer  a 
going  concern. 

It  is  within  the  inherent  power  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  give  relief  to  stockholders 
of  an  insolvent  corporation,  by  compelling 
an  equitable  distribution  of  its  assets,  for 
any  infringement  of  their  equitable  rights 
as. members  and  beneficiaries  of  the  corpo- 
ration, if  the  corporation  is  unable,  by  rea- 
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son  of  the  default  of  its  agents,  to  obtain 
any  adequate  remedy  within  a  reasonable 
time.  Porter  v.  Industrial  Information  Co. 
5  Misc.  262,  26  N.  Y.  Supp.  328. 

Thus,  where  the  officers  of  a  corporation 
have  sold  all  of  its  property  except  book 
accounts  owing  to  it,  and  it  has  transacted 
no  business  for  some  period  of  time,  but 
they  refuse  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of  the 
corporation,  and  by  such  conduct  they  are 
depriving  the  complaining  stockholder  of 
his  share  of  the  corporate  estates  and  cor* 
respondingly  enriching  themselves,  a  court 
of  equity  has  power,  at  the  suit  of  the 
stockholder,  to  take  jurisdiction  to  appoint 
a  receiver  to  perform  the  functions  which 
such  officers  have  wrongfully  and  fraudu- 
lently refused  to  perform.  Seering  v.  Black, 
140  Wis.  413,  122  N.  W.  1055. 

So,  where,  by  sale  of  the  property  of  a 
corporation,  the  functions  of  the  corpora- 
tion have  ceased,  its  managers  are  bound 
to  account  for  the  money  belonging  to  the 
corporation,  and  when  they  improperly  re- 
tain the  same,  equity,  at  the  instance  of 
any  stockholder,  will  decree  distribution  of 
same  among  the  various  stockholders.  Cra- 
mer V.  Bird,  L.  R.  6  Eq.  143. 

This  rule  also  applies  where  the  corporato 
property  is  abandoned,  or  where  there  are 
no  persons  authorized  to  take  charge  of  or 
conduct  its  affairs,  although  power  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  does  not  exist  in  case  of  an 
existing  corporation  equipped  with  compe- 
tent officers.  Baker  v.  Louisiana  Portable 
R.  Co.  34  La.  Ann.  754. 

In  Noble  v.  Gadsden  Land  k  Improv.  Co. 
133  Ala.  250,  91  Am.  St.  Rep.  27,  31  So. 
856,  it  is  conceded  that  where  the  corpora- 
tion is  a  going  concern,  minority  stockhold- 
ers cannot  maintain  a  bill  to  have  it  dis- 
solved, or  to  have  its  assets  distributed.  It 
is,  however,  asserted  that  where  a  corpora- 
tion has  been  abandoned  by  stockholders 
and  officers,  and  is  therefore  powerless  to 
protect  its  assets  and  to  discharge  its  duty 
to  the  stockholders,  minority  stockholders 
may  invoke  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  to 
rescue  the  trust  fund  from  the  perils  en- 
dangering the  same, .and  also  to  distribute 
the  assets. 
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may  dissolve  a  corporation,  but  only  under 
extreme  circumstances.  It  is  unnecessary, 
however,  to  decide  in  this  case  under  what 
circumstances,  if  any,  a  court  of  equity 
may  decree  a  dissolution  of  a  corporation 
and  wind  up  its  affairs,  for,  while  this  is 
one  of  the  reliefs  prayed  for  by  plaintiff's 
petition,  it  is  not  the  only  relief  asked, 
and  the  facts  alleged  clearly,  we  think,  en- 
title plaintiff  to  other  relief  w^hich  a  court 
of  equity  may  administer;  and  if  we  as- 
sume, without  decidinpf,  that  the  trial  court 
was  without  jurisdiction  to  dissolve  this 
corporation  and  to  wind  up  its  affairs, 
there  being  other  relief  which  it  can  afford 
to  plaintiff  upon  the  petition,  the  cause 
should  not  be  dismissed.  It  is  apparent 
from  plaintiff's  prayer  that  the  principal 
relief  he  seeks  is  a  dissolution  of  the  cor- 
poration and  a  final  settlement  of  its  af- 
fairs with  its  creditors  and  its  stockhold- 
ers; but  his  prayer  also  asks  for  general 
relief,  in  that,  in  addition  to  the  specific 
relief  prayed  for,  he  prays,  in  the  fifth  para- 
graph of  his  prayer,  for  such  other  and 
further  relief  as  may  seem  just,  necessary, 
or  equitable;  and  in  addition  to  the  gen- 
eral relief  asked,  plaintiff  prays  that  de- 
fendants Cutlips,  the  officers  of  the  bank, 
shall    be   required   to   make  an   accounting 


and  return  to  the  bank  all  amounts  of  mon- 
ey that  have  been  improperly  drawn  from 
the  bank  by  them;  and  that  the  depositors 
and  debts  of  the  corporation  be  paid;  and 
that  a  receiver  be  appointed  to  take  charge 
of  the  bank  and  its  entire  property  for 
these  purposes. 

"The  inherent  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  appoint  receivers  of  corporations, 
in  proper  cases,  independently  of  statutory 
authorization,  has  been  frequently  recog- 
nized.  The  cases  in  which  the  power  » 
most    frequently    invoked    are    as    follows: 

(1)  In  suits  by  stockholders  seeking  a  rem- 
edy for  breaches  of  their  fiduciary  duty  by 
the  directors  or  officers  of  the  corporation. 

(2)  After  dissolution,  where  no  means  arc 
provided  by  statute  or  otherwise  for  wind- 
ing up  the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  (3) 
When  the  corporation  has  no  properly  con- 
stituted governing  body,  or  there  are  such 
dissensions  in  its  governing  body  as  to 
make  it  impossible  for  the  corporation  to 
carry  on  its  business  with  advantage.  (4) 
In  suits  by  judgment  creditors  of  the  cor- 
poration. (5)  In  suits  for  the  foreclosure 
of  mortgages  or  other  liens  upon  the  corpo- 
rate property."    5  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  116. 

Section  3482,  Ind.  Terr.  Statutes,  in  force 
in  the  jurisdiction  where  this  action  arose 


Although  a  corporation  has  not  been  dis- 
solved in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
a  statute  relative  thereto,  equity  will  never- 
theless take  jurisdiction  at  the  instance  of 
a  stockholder,  to  distribute  the  estates,  giv- 
ing the  same  relief  as  though  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  had  been  followed,  it  appear- 
ing that  there  are  no  officers  of  the  corpo- 
ration in  existence  and  no  organization 
maintained.  Greenleaf  v.  Land  &  Lumber 
Co.  146  N.  C.  505,  60  S.  E.  424. 

When  a  corporation  has  ceased  to  do  busi- 
ness for  a  long  term  of  years,  and  has  no 
board  of  directors  that  can  be  approached, 
or  its  board  of  directors  are  unknown,  and 
all  the  incorporators  are  brought  before  the 
court,  and  a  third  person  is  trying  to  make 
way  with  all  the  property  of  the  corpora- 
tion, equity  will  assume  jurisdiction  and 
grant  a  recovery  of  the  property  in  the  name 
of  the  stockholder  bringing  the  suit,  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  corporation  and  the 
sharoholdors.  Tennessee  Mountain  Petrole- 
um &  Min.  Co.  V.  Ayers,  —  Tenn.  — ,  43  S. 
W.  744. 

Where  there  is  no  person  then  in  being 
authorized  to  take  charge  of-  and  conduct 
the  affairs  of  the  corporation,  if  those  who 
own  a  majority  of  the  stock  neglect  to  elect 
directors  to  take  charge  of  the  property  of 
the  corporation,  the  minority  are  not  to  be 
the  sufferers  in  consequence  of  such  neglect, 
but  the  court  will  appoint  a  receiver  to  take 
charge  of  the  effects  of  the  company  and 
preserve  them  for  the  stockholders.  Law- 
rence V.  Greenwich  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  Paige,  587. 

So,  where  through  the  death  of  the  prin- 
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cipal  manager  and  the  majority  owner  of 
the  stock  of  the  corporation,  the  corporation 
is  left  without  any  corporate  agency,  and 
the  personal  representative  of  such  deceased 
refuses  to  join  in  the  appointment  of  some 
person  to  act  in  that  regard,  the  court,  at 
the  instance  of  one  of  the  stockholders,  will 
appoint  a  receiver.  Re  Belton,  47  La.  Ann. 
1614,  30  L.R.A.  648,  18  So.  642. 

A  court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to 
appoint  a  receiver  for,  and  remove  the 
assignee  of,  a  bank,  holding  under  an  a$^- 
signment  of  the  assets  of  the  bank  by  its 
president  and  cashier  without  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  shareholders,  the  purpose  of  the 
assignment  being  to  divert  the  assets  of  the 
bank  Mitchell  v.  Bank  of  St.  Paul,  7  Minn. 
252,  Gil.  192. 

IV.  Where  purpose  of  organization  i» 

impoHSible  of  attainment. 

Equity  has  jurisdiction  of  a  proceeding 
for  the  dissolution  of  a  nongoing  corpora- 
tion which  has  utterly  failed  of  the  object 
for  which  it  was  formed.  Minona  Portlani 
Cement  Co.  v.  Reese,  167  Ala.  485,  52  So. 
523.  And  a  stockholder  may  maintain  a 
bill  to  wind  up  a  corporation  where  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  organized  has  be- 
come impossible  of  performance.     O'Connor 

V.  Knoxville  Hotel  Co.  93  Tenn.  708,  28  S. 
W.  308.  Or  where  it  has  become  impossi- 
ble to  accomplish  the  charter  purposes  of 
the  corporation,  or  when  its  affairs  have 
been  so  managed  that  failure  or  ruin  is 
inevitable.  Ulmer  v.  Maine  Real  Estate 
Co.  93  Me.  324,  45  Atl.  40. 
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and  was  begun,  provides  that  "whenever  it 
shall  not  be  forbidden  by  law,  and  shall  be 
deemed  fair  and  proper  in  any  case  in 
equity,  the  court,  judge,  or  chancellor  shall 
appoint  some  prudent  and  discreet  person 
as  receiver,  who  shall.     .     .     ." 

The  foregoing  statute  constitutes  in  no 
way  a  limitation  upon  the  general  powers 
of  a  court  of  equity  to  'appoint  receivers. 
"The  power  to  appoint  a  receiver  is  neces- 
sarily inherent  in  a  court  which  possesses 
equitable  jurisdiction.  It  is  exercised  when 
an  estate  or  fund  is  in  existence  and  there 
is  no  competent  person  entitled  to  hold  it; 
or  the  person  so  entitled  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  trustee,  and  is  misusing  or  misapply- 
ing the  trust;  or  the  property  is  about  to 
be  removed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  court; 
and  generally  when  it  is  necessary  to  se- 
cure rights  and  prevent  a  failure  of  jus- 
tice. The  property  is  thus  placed  in.  the 
hands  of  an  officer  of  the  law  in  order  that 
it  may  be  under  the  protecting  care  and 
control  of  the  court  and  be  delivered  un- 
impaired to  the  persons  to  whom  it  is 
legally  ascertained  to  belong."  2  Water- 
man, Corp.  §  356.  See  also  Morawetz,  Priv. 
Corp.  §  642. 

The  officers  of  a  corporation  in  the  man- 
agement and  control  of  its  assets  are  the 


trustees  of  the  stockholders,  and  are  charged 
with  the  faithful  management  of  the  cor- 
porate property  for  the  accomplishment  of 
the  purposes  for  which  the  corporation  is 
chartered;  and  where  the  corporation  is  in- 
solvent, as  the  bank  is  alleged  to  be  in  this 
case,  they  are  also  the  trustees  of  the  credit- 
.ors.  It  would  certainly  be  a  confession  of 
extreme  weakness  in  the  power  of  a  court 
of  equity,  which  is  presumed  to  afford  a 
remedy  where  no  adequate  remedy  at  law 
can  be  had,  to  hold  that  plaintiff  in  this 
case,  under  the  facts,  can  be  afforded  no 
relief  in  equity;  that  he  must  resort  to  a 
court  of  law  and  have  the  corporation  bring 
its  action  against  these  delinquent  officers, 
who,  for  the  purpose  of  such  suit,  are  them- 
selves the  corporation,  and  would  control 
every  act  of  the  corporation  in  the  prose- 
cution of  that  suit.  How  are  these  officers 
to  be  made  to  repay  to  the  corporation  the 
assets  they  have  withdrawn  from  it  by  an 
action  at  law,  when  they  must  themselves 
bring  that  action,  and  would  be  practically, 
so  far  as  the  prosecution  of  such  action  is 
concerned,  both  plaintiffs  and  defendants? 
Again,  how  is  plaintiff  to  know  what  kind 
of  an  action  and  what  relief  he  is  to  ask 
for  in  a  court  of  law,  when  he  is  without 
access  to  the  books  of  the  corporation,  and 


Since  a  private  corporation  entered  into 
solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  shareholders, 
and  involving  no  public  duty,  may  be  dis 
solved  by  the  stockholders,  on  the  -same 
principle,  when  the  purpose  of  such  associa- 
tion has  failed,  there  is  in  the  chancery 
court  an  inherent  power  to  administer  the 
property  so  as  to  restore  to  the  stockholders 
their  ultimate  interest.  Merchants'  & 
Planters*  Line  v.  Waganer,  71  Ala.  581,  ap- 
proved in  Noble  v.  Gadsden  Land  &  Im- 
prov.  Co.  133  Ala.  260,  91  Am.  St.  Rep. 
27,  31  So.  856. 

So,  where  a  private  business  corporation 
has  failed  of  the  purposes  and  objects  of  its 
creation,  a  single  stockholder  may  maintain 
a  bill  in  equity  for  its  dissolution  and  the 
distribution  of  its  assets  among  those  en- 
titled thereto.  And  this  without  reference 
to  the  solvency  of  the  corporation.  Ross  v. 
American  Banana  Co.  150  Ala.  268,  43  So. 
817. 

So,  where  a  private  corporation,  although 
solvent  in  that  it  owes  no  debts,  is  a  failure, 
and  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  organ- 
ized are  impossible  of  attainment,  and  it 
has  been  abandoned  bv  its  officers  and  its 
assets  are  being  sacrificed  in  the  payment  of 
taxes  and  expenses,  the  minority  stock- 
holders may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to 
have  the  corporate  assets  sold  and  the  pro* 
ceeds  distributed  among  the.  stockholders. 
Central  Land  Co.  v.  Sullivan,  152  Ala.  360, 
44  So.  644,  15  Ann.  Cas.  420. 

The  reason  for  this  rule  is  thus  stated  in 
Benedict  v.  Columbus  Constr.  Co.  49  N.  J. 
Eq  23,  23  Atl.  485:  "Where  it  plainly  ap- 
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pears  that  the  object  for  which  the  company 
was  formed  is  impossible  of  attainment,  it 
becomes  the  duty  of  the  company's  agents 
to  put  an  end  to  its  operations  and  wind 
up  its  affairs,  and  should  they,  even  though 
supported  by  a  majority  of  the  sharehold- 
ers, pursue  operations  which  must  event- 
ually be  ruinous,  any  shareholder  feeling 
aggrieved  would,  upon  plain  equitable 
principle,  be  entitled  to  the  assistance  of 
this  court,  and  a  decree  should  be  made 
compelling  the  directors  to  wind  up  the 
company's  business  and  distribute  the  as- 
sets among  those  who  are  entitled  to  them, 
unless  they  can  lawfully  be  used  for  other 
business  purposes  allowed  by  the  charter. 
This  course  is  pursued  in  case  of  partner- 
ships in  similar  situation,  and,  for  the  rea- 
sons there  controlling,  I  perceive  no  reason 
why  it  should  not  also  be  pursued  in  the 
case  of  corporations." 

The  same  reason  is  advanced  in  Porter  v. 
Industrial  Information  Co.  5  Misc.  262,  25 
N.  Y.  Supp.  328,  holding  that  whenever  it 
proves  impossible  to  attain  the  real  objects 
for  which  a  Corporation  is  formed,  or  when 
the  failure  of  the  company  has  become  in- 
evitable, it  is  the  duty  of  the  company's 
agents  to  put  an  end  to  its  operations  and 
to  wind  up  its  affairs;  and  if  the  majority 
should  attempt  to  continue  the  company's 
operations  in  violation  of  its  charter,  or 
should  refuse  to  make  a  distribution  of  the 
assets,  any  shareholder  is  entitled  to  the 
assistance  of  the  court  to  compel  the  dis- 
tribution  of  the  corporate  assets. 

A.  G.  S. 


1046 


OKLAHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Apr^ 


defendant  officers  conceal  from  him  the  facts 
relative  to  its  management  and  the  condi- 
tion of  its  business?  To  compel  the  per- 
formance of  a  trust  and  prevent'  its  abuse 
is  one  of  the  peculiar  and  valuable  powers 
of  a  court  of  equity;  and,  where  the  officers 
of  a  bank,  as  in  this  case,  have  converted 
the  money  and  property  of  the  corporation  ' 
to  their  own  use,  until  the  amount  they 
owe  the  bank  exceeds  the  total  deposits, 
and  when  the  bank  has  only  approximately 
$1,000  with  which  to  meet  a  liability  of 
more  than  $9,000  to  its  depositors,  if  such 
acts  do  not  constitute  fraud,  they  at  least 
constitute  such  gross  mismanagement,  the 
bank  being  insolvent,  as  to  justify  a  court 
of  equity,  in  reaching  out  its  arm  and  pro- 
tecting the  minority  stockholders  and  the 
creditors  of  the  bank,  by  placing  the  assets 
of  the  bank  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver,  and 
requiring  an  accounting  of  its  officers  and 
restoration  of  those  assets  they  have  with- 
drawn and  appropriated  to  their  own  use. 
This  power  of  a  court  of  equity  finds  sup- 
port in  numerous  cases.  Cameron  v.  Grove- 
land  Improv.  Co.  20  Wash.  169,  72  Am.  St. 
Rep.  26.  54  Pac.  1128;  Davis  v.  United 
States  Electric  Power  &  Light  Co.  77  Md. 
35,  25  Atl.  982;  Haywood  v.  Lincoln  Lum- 
ber Co.  64  Wis.  639,  26  N.  W.  184;  Ponca 
Mill  Co.  V.  Mikesell,  55  Neb.  08,  75  N.  W. 
46;  Edison  v.  Edison  United  Phonograph 
Co.  62  N.  J.  Eq.  620,  29  Atl.  195;  Neall  v. 
Hill,  16  Cal.  146,  76  Am.  Dec.  508,  1  Mor, 
Min.  Rep.  80;  Wayne  Pike  Co.  v.  Ham- 
mons,  129  Ind.  368,  27  N.  E.  487;  Mer- 
chants' &  Planters*  Line  v.  Waganer,  71 
Ala.  581. 

Nor  was  it  necessarv,  in  order  to  en- 
title  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action,  that 
he  request  the  defendant  officers  and  di- 
rectors to  prosecute  an  action  to  obtain  the 
relief  desired,  for  w^hen  the  defendant  of- 
ficers are  directors  of  the  corporation  and 
own  the  controlling  stock,  and  are  in  com- 
plete control  of  the  "corporation,  and  are 
shown  to  occupy  such  a  relation  to  the 
transaction  complained  of  that  they  would 
be  antagonistic  to  the  prosecution  of  an  ac- 
tion which  a  complaining  shareholder  would 
request,  a  demand  that  such  offixiers  bring 
and  prosecute  the  action  in  the  name  of  the 
corporation  would  be  useless  and  is  not 
necessary.  Ponca  Mill  Co.  v.  Mikesell,  55 
Neb.  98,  76  N.  W.  46;   10  Cyc  978. 

.  We  do  not  undertake  to  anticipate  the 
final  judgment  in  this  case  by  suggesting 
any  provisions  that  such  judgment  should 
contain,  in  the  event  judgment  is  ultimate- 
ly rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Those 
are  matters  to  be  determined  by  the  trial 
court  after  a  hearing  and  examination  of 
the  evidence  and  findings  of  fact.  It  is  suf- 
ficient for  the  purpose  of  this  proceeding, 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


that  under  the  facts  alleged  in  the  petition, 
the  court  has  jurisdiction  under  plaintiff's 
petition  to  grant  him  some  relief. 

Several  propositions  are  urged  by  defend- 
ants in  their  brief  relative  to  the  facts  as 
established  by  the  evidence  in  the  trial 
court,  in  which  there  is  conflict,  which  they 
contend  show  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
no  relief  in  this -action.  Questions  of  fact 
are  primarily  for  the  trial  court;  and  the 
propositions  involving  the  evidence  can  be 
presented  to  the  trial  court  at  the  new 
trial.  The  order  of  the  trial  court  is  af- 
firmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT, 

SAN  ANTONIO  GAS  &  ELECTRIC  COM- 
PANY, Appt., 

V. 

MRS.  SENOVIA  OCON  et  al. 

(—  Tex.  —,  146  S.  W.  162.) 

Electricity  —  defective  wiring:  ^  liabili- 
ty  for    injury  —   gratnitons    service. 

An  electrical  company  is  not  liable  for 
the  death  of  one  driving  in  a  highway,  by 
his  vehicle  coming  in  contact  with  a  wire 
negligently  permitted  to  sag  after  being 
strung  across  the  street  by  one  to  whom  it 
has. agreed,  if  such  person  will  place  the 
wires  for  reception  of  the  current,  and  con- 
nect them  with  the  poles  of  the  electrical 
company,  to  furnish  current  free  of  charge 
for  a  celebration  in  a  park,  and  the  over- 
turning of  the  seats  thereby,  if  the  companv 
has  no  notice  of  the  defective  condition  of 
the  wire. 

(April  10,   1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  San  Antonio  Gas 
&  Electric  Company  from  a  judgment  of 
tlie  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  for  the  Fourth 
Supreme  Judicial  District,  afiirmlng  a  judg- 
ment of  the  District  Court  for  Bexar  Coun- 

!Sot€,  —  Liability  of  electric  company 
for  injury  by  wire  strung  by  a  third 
person  to  connect  with  its  system. 

Generally,  as  to  liability  for  injuries  by 
electric  wires  in  highway*  see  note  in  31 
L.R.A.  566,  and  note  supplemental  thereto 
in  22  L.R.A.(N.S,)   1169. 

As  to  duty  of  electric  light  company  with 
respect  to  wires  or  fixtures  in  private  prop 
erty,  see  note  in  13  L,RA.(N.S.)  226,  and 
note  supplemental  thereto  in  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   816. 

The  question  under  annotation,  so  far  as 
it  applies  to  the  liability  of  one  furnishing 
an  electrical  current  to  be  distributed  by  an- 
other,  is  treated  in  the  note  to  Fickeisen  t. 
Wheeling   Electrical   Co.   27    LJLA.(N.S.) 
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ty  in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  death  of  plain- 
tiffs' intestate,  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  defendant's  negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Ogden,  Brooks,  &  Napier  for 
appellant. 

Messrs.  Thad  T.  Adams  and  A.  F.  W. 
Macmanns  for  appellees. 

Bibrelly  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  a  suit  by  the  widow  and  children 
of  Jacinto  Ocon,  against  the  San  Antonio 
Gas  &  Electric  Company,  Martin  Wright, 
and  the  city  of  San  Antonio  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  his  death,  alleged  to  have  occurred 
by  the  joint  negligence  of  said  defendants. 

It  was  alleged  by  plaintiffs  that,  while  Ja- 
cinto Ocon  was  driving  a  delivery  wagon 
along  a  public  street  in  the  city  of  San  An- 
tonio, the  umbrella,  attached  to  the  seat  of 
the  wagon  came  in  contact  with  a  wire 
stretched  across  the  street,  and  thereby  the 
seat  on  which  he  was  riding  was  pulled  off, 
and  he  was  thrown  to  the  ground  and  re- 
ceived injuries  from  which  he  died.  It  was 
also  alleged  that  the  wire  was  stretched 
across  the  street^  by  the  defendant  Martin 
Wright,  an  electrical  contractor,  for  the  de- 
fendant San  Antonio  Gas  &  Electric  Com- 
pany, and  when  completed  was  turned  over 
to  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company. 

The  grounds  of  negligence  set  out  and  re- 
lied upon  as  relating  to  the  wire  were  that' 
it  was  improperly  insulated,  improperly 
strung  on  the  poles  in  such  a  way  as  to 
make  it  a  constant  danger  to  the  traveling 


public,  and  its  manner  of  stringing  was,  in 
violation  of  the  ordinances  of  the  city,  less 
than  25  feet  above  the  curbing.  Greater 
particularity  in  stating  plaintiffs'  pleadings 
is  not  essential  to  a  full  understanding  of 
the  material  issues  involved. 

The  city  of  San  Antonio  was  dismissed 
from  the  suit,  upon  the  ground  that  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  could  not  be  liable  for 
an  injury  resulting  in  death.  Martin 
Wright,  among  other  things,  pleaded  spe- 
•cially  the  statute  of  limitations  upon 
which  the  jury  were  instructed  by  the  court 
to  find  in  his  favor. 

The  San  Antonio  Gas  &  Electric  Company, 
among  other  pleas  not  necessary  to  men- 
tion, pleaded  that  it  was  not  responsible 
for  the  death  of  Ocon,  because  the  wire  men- 
tioned in  plaintiffs'  petition  was  neither 
constructed,  owned,  nor  controlled  by  it. 

The  cause  having  been  tried  with  the  as- 
sistance of  a  jury,  verdict  was  rendered  for 
plaintiffs  for  $5,000,  and  duly  apportioned 
among  those  entitled  to  receive  it. 

The  material  facts  developed  in  th^  case 
are  practically  without  dispute,  and  show 
that  in  September,  1907,  the  ^lexican  people 
of  San  Antonio,  wishing  to  celebrate  some 
event  of  interest  to  them,  appointed  a  com- 
mittee to  confer  with  the  defendant  San  An- 
tonio Gas  &  Electric  Company  and  arrange 
for  lighting  San  Pedro  park,  where  the 
celebration  was  to  take  place.  The  com- 
mittee conferred  with  the  general  manager 
of  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company,  and  it  was 
agreed  that  this  company  would  furnish, 
free  of  charge,  the  electric  current  for  light- 
ing the  park,  if  the  committee  for  the  Mexi- 


893.  A  later  case  on  that  point,  however, 
is  here  presented. 

In  Perry  v.  Ohio  Valley  Electric  R.  Co. 
—  W.  Va.  — ,  74  S.  E..  993,  it  was  held  that 
the  generating  company  that  sells  and  deliv- 
ers electricity  to  a  distributing  company  is 
under  no  obligation  to  see  that  the  distrib- 
uting company's  lines  over  which  the  cur- 
rent is  carried  to  consumers  are  in  safe  con- 
dition; and  so  a  generating  company  was 
not  liable  for  death  of  a  boy  who  took  hold 
of  a  piece  of  telephone  wire  which  one  of  his 
companions  had  thrown  over  a  guy  wire 
which  was  fastened  around  the  electric  light 
pole  about  2  inches  above  span  wire  support- 
ing an  arc  light,  and  which  come  in  contact 
with  it,  and  which,  because  of  lack  of  insula- 
tion between  the  span  wire  and  the  electric 
light  wire,  had  become  charged  with  elec- 
tricity and  BO  charged  the  piece  of  tele- 
phone wire.  This  case  cites  and  follows 
as  authority,  Fickeisen  v.  Wheeling  Elec- 
trical Co.  67  W.  Va.  335,  27  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
893,  67  S.  E.  788. 

Antonio  Gas  k  Electric  Co.  v.  Ocon  is 
in  accord  with  the  view  taken  in  Perry  v. 
Ohio  Valley  Electric  R.  Co.,  that  the  vendor 
company  has  not  the  duty  of  inspecting  the 
wires  of  the  purchasing  company.  But  it 
39  L.R.A.(N.lS.) 


will  be  noted  that  it  was  said  in  the  first 
case  that  it  was  not  decided  that  the  Gas 
&  Electric  Company  would  not  have  had 
the  duty  to  see  that  the  dangerous  condition 
was  removed  if  it  had  had  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  defective  condition  of  the  wire. 

And  in  Lewis  v.  Bowling  Green  Gaslight 
Co.  135  Ky.  611,  22  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1169,  197 
S.  W.  278,  in  reversing  a  judgment  in  de- 
fendant's favor,  it  was  held  that  the  vendor 
of  electricity  which  turns  a  powerful  cur- 
rent onto  private  wires  strung  along  the 
highway  is  bound  to  inspect  them  from  time 
to  time  to  see  that  they  are  securely  fast- 
ened and  properly  insulated,  although  they 
do  not  belong  to  it.  In  this  case  the  vendor, 
of  a  corporation  furnishing  electricity  in 
a  certain  city,  furnished  the  electric  power 
for  a  private  electric  light  line  extending 
beyond  the  limits  of  such  city  to  supply 
some  suburban  residents  with  lights  for 
their  dwellings,  and  one  of  the  wires  had 
parted  and  sagged  to  within  6  or  7  feet  of 
the  sidewalk,  and  a  pedestrian  taking  hold 
of  the  same  was  killed. 

Other  cases  in  point  upon  the  question  un- 
der annotation  will  be  found  in  the  note  to 
Fickeisen  v.  Wheeling  Electrical  Co.  27 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   893.  J.  H.  B. 
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can  people  would  put  up  the  wiring  and 
provide  everything  for  the  reception  of  the 
current.  In  pursuance  of  this  understand- 
ing, the  wire  with  which  the  umbrella  on 
deceased's  wagon  came  in  contact  was  erect- 
ed by  the  defendant  Martin  Wright,  through 
one  of  his  employees,  at  the  request  of 
and  for  the  committee  for  the  Mexican 
celebration;  and  he  was  paid  for  the  work 
by  this  committee.  The  committee  directed 
the  electrical  contractor  where  to  place  the 
wires,  and  all  poles  and  other  material 
were  supplied  either  by  the  committee  or 
the  electrical  contractor;  and  the  San  An- 
tonio Gas  &  Electric  Company  gave  no  in- 
structions as  to  where  or  how  to  place  the 
wires,  and  had  nothing  to  do  with  placing 
the  wire  across  the  street.  In  preparing 
the  wires  for  receiving  the  electric  current, 
the  contractor  for  the'  Mexican  society  at- 
tached one  to  the  pole  of  the  Gas  &  Electric 
Company,  extending  across  one  of  the  pub- 
lic streets  of  the  city.  This  was  the  wire 
upon  which  the  umbrella  attached  to  the 
deceafied's  wagon  was  caught,  and  by  which 
he  was  thrown  from  the  wagon,  receiving 
injuries  from  which  he  died.  Where  this 
wire  was  attached  to  the  Gas  &  Electric 
Company's  pole,  a  switch  was  there  placed 
by  the  contractor  for  the  committee;  and 
the  point  where  the  wire  in  question  left 
the  pole  was  25  or  30  feet  above  the  street 
curbing.  After  this  wire  was  attached  to 
the  pole  and  a  switch  placed  there  by  the 
committee's  contractor,  the  Gas  &  Electric 
Company  did  nothing  more  than  to  run  a 
connection  from  the  transformer  on  its  pole 
down  to  the  side  of  the  pole  to  the  point 
where  the  committee  had  directed  a  switch 
placed,  and  by  the  means  of  a  short  wire 
connect  with  the  top  of  such  switch.  When 
the  w^ire  was  thrown  down,  it  was  repaired 
by  Martin  Wright,  the  electrical  contractor, 
and  after  the  celebration  was  over,  having 
lasted  for  three  days,  the  electrical  contract- 
or had  his  employees  take  the  wires  down 
and  return  them  to  his  shop.  The  current 
furnished  by  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
was  connected  with  the  wire  in  question  by 
means  of  throwing  the  switch  which  was 
placed  on  the  pole  by  the  defendant  Martin 
Wright;  and  this  switch  was  thrown  each 
night  by  the  park  policeman,  at  the  instance 
of  the  celebration  committee,  in  order  to 
secure  the  current.  At  the  time  of  the 
accident,  the  current  was  not  on  the  wire 
complained  of.  The  Gas  &  Electric  Com- 
pany received  no  compensation  for  fur- 
nishing the  current.  The  facts  do  not  dis- 
close how  long  the  wire  across  the  street 
from  which  contact  with  the  wagon  caused 
the  death  of  Ocon,  was  in  a  sagging  con- 
dition; but  it  was  shown  that  on  the  night 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


previous   the   wire   was   up   and    properly 
constructed. 

The  question  involved  in  this  case  does 
not  embrace  the  liability  of  defendant  Gas 
&  Electric  Company  for  damages  resulting 
from  contact  with  the  dangerous  and  potent 
force  of  an  electric  current.  The  uncontra- 
dicted facts  exclude  that  issue,  and  we  are 
circumscribed  to  the  sole  question  of  its 
liability  for  damages  resulting  from  con- 
tact with  a  plain  wire,  strung,  owned,  and 
controlled  by  others  than  the  Gas  &  Elec- 
tric Company.  The  only  connection  with 
the  wire  in  question  attributed  to  this 
company  is  its  tacit  or  implied  consent  that 
the  wir'e  might  be  attached  to  its  pole,  for 
the  purpose  of  furnishing  the  owners  or 
lessees  of  the  wire  the  electric  current  for 
temporarily  lighting  the  park  for  a  cele- 
bration conducted  bv  such  owner  or  lessees. 

The  evidence  discloses,  without   dispute, 
that  the  wire  in  question  was,    in  the  be- 
ginning, properly  strung,  and  that  its  sag- 
ging condition  occurred  afterwards.    It  was 
not  shown   by  the  evidence  at  'what  time 
the  defective  condition  of  the  wire  occurred, 
or  how  long  it  had  remained  in  such  con- 
dition, or  that  the  condition  the  wire  was 
in   at  the   time   Ocon's   umbrella   came  in 
contact  with  it  was  known  to  this  defend- 
ant.   We  think  that  at  the  time  the  implied 
consent  of  this  defendant  to  its  codefendent, 
Martin  Wright,  or  the  committee   for  the 
Mexican  celebration,  was  given,   to  attach 
the  wire  to  its  pole,  in  so  far  as  any  injurr 
might  result  from  such  wire  independent  of 
the  electric  current,  by  reason   of   its  im- 
proper construction,  this  defendant  was  not 
legally    bound    to   see    that   the    wire   was 
properly  strung;  and,  in  the  absence  of  act- 
ual  knowledge  that  it  was   improperly  or 
defectively  strung,  the  Gas  &  Electric  Com- 
pany could  presume  that  those  who  were  in 
charge  of  stringing  the  wire,  and  for  whose 
benefit  it  was  strung,  would   perform  the 
work  in  a  proper  manner  and  in  compliance 
with  the  city  ordinance.     We  do  not  wish 
to  be  understood  as  holding  that  this  rule 
is  applicable  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the 
electric  current  and  as  to  injuries  received 
by  third  parties  from  such  current,  for  we 
think  a   different   rule   applicable  in  such 
case,  but  solely  upon  the  ground  that  "elec- 
tricity is  a  silent,  deadly,  and  instantaneous 
force;    and  one  who  uses    it  for   profit  is 
bound  to  exercise  care  corresponding  to  the 
dangers  incident  to  its  use."    Rowe  v.  Tar- 
Ibrville  Electric  Co.  213  III.  318,  72  N.  E. 
711;     McLaughlin    v.    Louisville    Electric 
Light  Co.   100  Ky.  173,  34  L.RJL  812,  37 
S.  W.  851;  Cooley^  Torts,  1492. 

Nor  do  we  wish  to  be  understood  as  hold- 
ing that,  if  the  defective  condition  of  the 
wire   was   known   to   the   Gas   &   Electric 
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Company,  the  duty  did  not  devolve  upon  it 
to  Bee  that  the  wire  was  repaired  or  de- 
tached from  its  pole.  However,  the  doctrine 
of  knowledge  or  notice  from  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care  cannot,  we  think,  be  invoked 
in  such  case  as  to  the  defective  condition 
of  the  wire,  independent  of  the  deadly  cur- 
rent; but  actual  notice  to  the  Gas  &  Elec- 
tric Company  of  the  wire's  defective  con- 
dition must  have  been  shown.  This  arises 
from  the  fact  that  the  Gas  &  Electric  Com- 
pany was  under  no  obligation  to  repair  the 
wire  of  its  codefendant,  or  to  see  that  the 
wire  was  properly  strung,  except  when  the 
electric  current  was  on,  and  where  the  in- 
jury resulted  from  such  current.  Again, 
we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  in  this 
connection,  as  holding  that  actual  knowl- 
edge of  the  wire's  sagging  condition  on 
the  part  of  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
would,  as  a  general  rule  and  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  where  others  were  permitted 
simply  to  attach  their  wire  to  its  pole,  as 
in  this  instance,  create  a  liability  against 
such  company,  but  we  think  liability  in 
case  of  actual  notice  of  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  wire  would  arise  only  in  a 
case  like  the  one  under  consideration,  where 
the  injury  was  inflicted  upon  one  using  a 
public  thoroughfare.  Safety  to  one  in  the 
use  of  a  public  street  or  thoroughfare  de- 
mands the  application  of  a  different  rule 
than  should  be  applied  to  places  of  a  pri- 
vate or  less  public  character.  This  would 
seem  to  be  just,  since,  under  such  circum- 
stances, the  company  is  authorized  to  de- 
tach such  wire  from  its  premises;  and  we 
think  that,  even  though  there  was  not 
primarily  any  obligation  imposed  upon  this 
company  to  use  any  care  to  see  that  the 
wire  was  properly  strung  without  respect 
to  the  electric  current,  and  therefore, 
strictly  speaking,  the  doctrine  of  negli- 
gence is  not  applicable,  yet  such  obligation 
would  arise  from  its  continued  consent  to 
the  use  of  its  pole  after  knowledge  of  a 
condition  of  the  wire  as  a  constant  menace 
of  danger  to  the  safety  of  public  travel. 

We  venture  to  assert  that  no  text-book  or 
case  can  be  found  that  carries  the  doctrine 
of  negligence  further  than  we  have  here  an- 
nounced it;  but  we  do  not  think  we  have 
gone  further  than  justice  and  expediency 
demand.  It  is  clearly  the  right  of  a  pub- 
lic service  corporation,  obliged  to  exercise 
its  functions  for  the  convenience  and  benefit 
of  the  public,  to  demand  the  detachment  of 
a  wire  negligently  or  defectively  strung  to 
its  pole,  when  notice  of  such  defective  con- 
dition of  the  wire  has  been  received;  and 
the  failure  to  act  with  reasonable  prompt- 
ness under  such  circumstances  will  make  its 
negligence  concurrent  with  that  of  the 
owner  of  the  defective  wire  attached  to  its 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


pole,  when  the  safety  of  public  travel  is 
endangered.  This  rule,  however,  does  not 
affect  the  present  case,  since  it  was  not 
shown  that  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
had  notice  of  the  sagging  of  the  wire. 

There  is  no  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
a  number  of  legal  propositions  presented  in 
support  of  the  cause  of  action  here  sought 
to  be  maintained  against  the  Gas  &  Electric 
Company;  but  we  do  not  think  they  are 
in  the  remotest  degree  applicable  to  the 
facts  of  the  case.  For  instance,  it  is  not 
denied  that,  where  a  party  sustains  an  in- 
jury from  the  concurring  negligence  of 
several,  he  may  recover  therefor  against  all 
or  either  of  them.  But  what  fact  is  there 
in  this  case  that  tends  to  show  that  there 
was  any  negligence  or  concurring  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Gas  &  Electric  Company 
tending  to  cause  the  injuries  of  Ocon  from 
which  he  died?  It  cannot  be  said  the  negli- 
gence arising  from  the  sagging  wire  across 
the  public  street,  in  violation  of  the  city 
ordinances,  was  its  neglect,  for  the  most 
potent  reason  that  the  wire  was  not  so 
strung  or  so  allowed  to  sag  and  remain  in 
that  condition  across  tlie  street  bv  tlie 
Gas  &  Electric  Company,  since  the  undis- 
puted facts  show  that  the  company  had 
nothing  to.  do  with  the  stringing  of  the 
wire,  nothing  to  do  with  placing  it  across 
the  street,  no  control  over  the  wire,  no 
ownership  of  or  interest  in  the  wire,  noth- 
ing to  do  with  securing  the  permit  from 
the  city  to  string  the  wire,  and  no  notice 
of  its  condition.  In  short,  the  evidence  fails 
wholly  to  show  there  was  any  duty  on  the 
part  of  this  company  that  it  owed  to  the 
deceased  or  the  public,  the  violation  of 
which  was  shown  in  order  to  constitute 
negligence*.  It  was  not  the  duty  of  this 
deifendant  to  repair  the  defective  wire,  or 
to  in  any  manner  interfere  with  its  position, 
in  the  absence  of  knowledge  of  its  con- 
dition. 

In  order  to  impute  negligence  to  this  de- 
fendant, it  was  necessary-  to  show  that  it 
violated  some  duty  it  owed  to  the  public, 
and  to  the  deceased  as  a  component  of  the 
public,  or  to  him  personally  by  reason  of 
some  other  connected  relationship.  Unless 
the  death  of  Ocon  was  due  to  the  breach 
of  some  duty  this  company  owed  him,  there 
could  be  no  recovery  against  it  in  this 
action.  Negligence  is  imputable  only  for 
a  breach  of  an  existing  duty  due  by  the 
person  sought  to  be  held  responsible.  San 
Antonio  Edison  Co.  v.  Dixon,  17  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  320,  42  S.  W.  1009;  16  Cyc.  475;  1 
Thomp.  Neg.   §  3. 

To  hold  that  the  care  devolved  upon  such 
public  service  corporation  as  the  Gas  & 
Electric  Company  to  look  after  the  con- 
struction   and    maintenance    of    wires    in- 
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stalled  by  or  untfer  the  direction  of  private 
persons  or  concerns,  without  reference  to 
their  adaptability  to  safely  carry  the  elec- 
tric current,  would  impose  upon  such  com- 
panies burdens  so  great  as  to  clearly  render 
their  existence,  and  hence  their  service  to 
the  public,  impracticable,  if  not  impossible. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  enlarge  upon  the  dis- 
agreeable consequences  of  such  a  ruling; 
but  it  should  be  enough  to  say  that  such  a 
doctrine  is  repugnant  to  reason  and  justice. 
It  would  not  only  make  Cain  the  keeper  of 
his  brother  Abel,  but  would  impose  upon 
him  a  vicarious  atonement  for  the  sins  of 
his  brother,  whether  of  omission  or  com- 
mission. 

We  have  been  cited  by  learned  counsel  for 
defendants  in  error  to  a  number  of  cases 
thought  to  bear  upon  the  question  presented 
by  the  facts  of  this  case;  but  we  are  not 
able  to  appreciate  their  analogy  to  the  case 
at  bar.  The  case  of  Wehner  v.  Lager  felt, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  620,  66  S.  W.  221,  was 
for  damages  received  from  an  electrical 
shock  under  the  following  circumstances: 
"One  of  the  electric  wires  so  maintained 
and  operated  by  appellants  was  suspended 
from  poles  along  the  north  side  of  San 
Antonio  street,  one  of  the  principal 
thoroughfares  of  .  .  .  [the.  city  of  El 
Paso]  and  charged  with  a  strong  and  dan- 
gerous current  of  electricity.  Below  and 
near  this  wire  was  suspended  from  the  same 
poles  one  that  was  uninsulated,  the  end  of 
which  was  broken  and  hanging  within  a 
foot  or  two  of  and  above  the  sidewalk  on 
the  north  side  of  said  street.  The  insula- 
tion of  the  upper  wire,  through  which  the 
strong  electric  current  was  conveyed,  was 
worn  and  abraded.  In  contact  with  one  of 
its  abrasions  was  a  small  bale  wire,  which 
extended  therefrom,  and  rested  upon  the 
uninsulated  and  broken  wire  beneath,  there- 
by conveying  to  and  charging  it  with  a 
strong  and  dangerous  current  of  electricity 
from  the  defectively  insulated  wire  above, 
thus  rendering  .the  uninsulated  hanging 
wire  very  dangerous  to  persons  passing 
along  said  street  and  sidewalk.  This  dan- 
gerous condition  of  the  wire  existed  on  the 
day  ...  [of  the  injury],  and  had  been 
maintained  continuously  for  about  two 
weeks  prior  to  and  up  to  that  time,  and,  by 
the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  could  and 
should  have  been  known  by  the  appellants. 
.  .  .  The  appellee,  Dagmer  Lagerfelt,  a 
little  ten-year-old  girl,  .  .  .  while  walk- 
ing along  said  sidewalk  in  ignorance  of  the 
danger,  came  in  contact  with  the  uninsu- 
lated hanging  wire,  charged  with  a  strong 
and  dangerous  current  of  electricity  in 
the  manner  and  by  the  means  aforesaid," 
and  was  seriously  and  painfully  injured. 
The  mere  statement  of  the  case  makes  ap- 
S9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


parent  its  lack  of  similarity  to  the  ea*e 
under  consideration.  The  wire  permitted  to 
hang  from  the  defendant's  poles  in  that  ca?^ 
was  heavily  charged  with  an  electric  cur- 
rent, and  was  with  1  or  2  feet  of  tk 
sidewalk  and  from  the  ground.  This  va< 
clearly  negligence,  notwithstanding  the 
piece  of  wire  belonged  to  another.  The  wire 
itself  was  uninsulated,  and  so  was  the 
wire  of  the  defendant  in  that  case  connected 
with  the  hanging  wire  defectively  insulate*! 
and  heavily  charged  with  a  dangerous  cur- 
rent. The  court  of  civil  appeals  correctk 
held  the  defendant  chargeable  with  the 
knowledge  of  the  condition  of  the  wire;  bnt 
such  holding  throws  no  light  upon  the  case 
at  bar. 

The  case  of  Washington  Gaslight  Ca  t. 
District   of    Columbia,   161    U.    S.   316,  40 
L.   ed.   712,   16  Sup.   Ct.   Rep.    564,  was  a 
suit  by  the  District  of  Columbia  to  recover 
judgment  for  an  amount  it  had   been  ^^ 
quired  to  pay  Marietta  M.  Parker  for  in- 
jury she  received  by  stepping  into  an  open 
gas  box  constructed  in  the  sidewalk.    Mr 
Justice  White,  who  wrote  the   opinion  in 
that  case,  states  the  evidence  to  have  be^n 
that  the  gas  box  in  question  was  placed  bj 
the  gas  company  in  the  center  of  the  side 
w&lk  in  the  city  of  Washington  in  1873,  it 
being  one  of  the  customary  appliances  usel 
by  the  company  when  connecting  its  main 
with  a  house  where  gas  was  to  used;  that 
this  box  consisted  of  an   iron    cylinder,  4 
inches  wide  and  2^  feet  deep,  with  an  iroa 
cover.      The    box    served    the    purpose  of 
affording  access  to  a  cock   in   the  service 
pipe  which   later  conducted  the  gas  from 
the  main  of  the  company  to  the  gas  meter 
in  the  house;  whence  it  was  carried  to  the 
burner.     By  means  of  this  box  or  cylinder. 
on   removing   the   cover   therefrom  with  t 
key  made  for  the  purpose,  the  cock  in  the 
service  pipe  could  be  reached,  and  the  ga> 
be  thus  turned  on  or  off  from  the  house. 
This  box  was  placed  in  the  sidewalk  so  a> 
to  be  level  with  its  surface,  and  the  cover 
thereon  was  held   in  place  by  lugs  which 
slipped    into  slots   made   for   the   purpose. 
The   box  was   put   in  by  the   company  in 
accordance   with   its   general   method  uwd 
for  introducing  gas,  and  in  compliance  with 
the  form   of  structure   pointed   out  by  an 
Ordinance  of  the  board  of  common  council 
of  the  city  of  Washington.     The  gas  box 
was  put  in  at  the  request  of  the  owner  of 
the  premises  in  front  of  which  it  was  situ- 
ated.    It  was  constructed  by  the  gas  com- 
pany, which  furnished  the  materials,  and 
worked  as  any  other  plumber  would  have 
done,  being  paid  therefor  by  the  owner  of 
the  premises.     In  order  to  do  this  work, 
the  gas  company  had  first  to  obtain  from 
the  city  permission  to  open  the  street  to 
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make  the  requisite  connection,  and  paid  to 
the  district  a  permit  fee  of  $  1.  When  the 
gas  box.  was  first  constructed,  it  was  done 
in  a  proper  manner;  but  at  the  time  of  the 
injury,  and  for  some  time  before,  was  out  of 
repair  and  in  a  defective  condition.  It  was 
shown  that  in  case  the  owner  of  the  premi- 
ses ceased  to  take  gas,  the  box  became  the 
property  of  the  gas  company,  and  that  com- 
pany never  permitted  the  Wner  of  the 
premises  to  have  a  key  to  the  box,  and  the 
company  exercised  exclusive  control,  main- 
tenance, and  supervision  of  the  gas  box. 
It  will  be  observed  from  the  statement  of 
the  case  that  the  duty  of  the  gas  company 
was  to  maintain  the  gas  box,  over  which 
it  had  exclusive  control,  from  which  fact 
it  logically  follows  that  a  failure  to  do  this 
in  a  proper  manner  would  constitute  negli- 
gence from  which  liability  would  ensue. 
The  case  ii>  t«  no  essential  particular  analo- 
gous to  the  one  under  consideration,  and 
cannot  serve  as  a  guide  in  its  disposition. 

The  two  cases  thus  analyzed  are  the  ones 
upon  which  counsel  placed  the  greatest 
stress,  and  it  is  not  essential  to  review  the 
others.  In  fact,  we  have  been  unable  to 
find  any  case  in  the  books,  and  we  have 
been  cited  to  none,  that  are  similar  in  the 
facts  upon  which  the  recovery  in  this  Case 
is  sought.  Likewise  the  text-books  we  have 
>  consulted  are  barren  of  authority  relevant 
to  the  subject.  The  case  has  been  given 
careful  consideration  and  we  are  unable  to 
find  substantial  legal  grounds  upon  which 
to  approve  the  judgment  of  the  honorable 
court  of  civil  appeals  in  affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court. 

The  cause  will  therefore  be  reversed  and 
here  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  San 
Antonio  Gas  &  Electric  Company;  and  it  is 
BO  ordered* 
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(66  Wash.  59],  120  Pac.  87.) 

Intoxicating  liquor  —  unbroken  pack- 
ages —  character. 

A   package,   to   be  unbroken   within    the 
meaning  of  a  law  permitting  liquor  to  be  de- 


livered in  unbroken  packages  in  dry  terri- 
tory, need  not  necessarily  be  the  one  re- 
ceived by  the  wholesaler,  but  he  may  fill  a 
smaller  receptacle,  as  a  demijohn,  from  a 
larged  one,  and  deliver  it  in  the  unbroken 
form  in  which  he  prepares  it. 

(January  15,  1012.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Snohomish 
County,  convicting  him  of  violating  the  lo- 
cal-option law.     Reversed. 

The  facts  Ate  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Hatliaway  &  Alston,  with  Mr. 
E.  C.  Dalley,  for  appellant: 

Defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  stat- 
ute construed  according  to  its  plain  reading. 

United  States  v.  Wiltberger,  5  Wheat.  92, 
5  L.  ed.  42;  Cook  v.  State,  26  Ind.  App.  278, 
59  N.  E.  480. 

Mr.  Ralph  C.  Bell,  for  respondent: 

The  section  under  which  this  prosecution 
is  instituted,  and  the  term  "unbroken  pack- 
age" in  the  exception  thereto,  should  be  in- 
terpreted liberally,  in  the  light  of  the  evil 
sought  to  be  remedied  and  the  object  to  be 
attained. 

36  Cyc.  1162;  Re  Sehneck,  78  Kan.  207,  96 
Pac.  43;  State  v.  Twin  City  Teleph.  Co.  104 
Minn.  270,  116  N.  W.  836'. 

Morris,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Appellant  was  convicted  of  a  violation  of 
the  local-option  law,  of  1900,  in  bringing 
liquor  into  a  dry  unit  in  quantities  less  than 
an  unbroken  package.  The  admitted  facts 
are  these:  Appellant  is  an  employee  of  a 
wholesale  liquor  dealer  at  Snohomish,  a  wet 
unit,  of  whom  a  resident  of  Everett,  a  dry 
unit,  had  ordered  a  demijohn  of  intoxicating 
liquor.  This  demijohn  was  filled  by  the 
d^ler  at  Snohomish  from  a  larger  recepta- 
cle in  his  store,  and  when  so  filled  was 
brought  to  Everett,  and  delivered  to  the 
customer  in  the  same  condition  in  which  it 
left  Snohomish.  Upon  these  facts  arises  tlie 
only  question  in  the  case:  What  is  an  "un- 
broken package,"  within  the  meaning  of  §  18 
of  that  act,  Rem.  k  Bal.  Code,  §  6309,  which 
provides  that  the  act  shall  not  apply  to  de- 
liveries of  unbroken  packages  at  residences, 
which  are  not  places  of  business  or  of  public 
resort,  by  wholesalers,  in  their  own  convey- 
ances, or  by  any  common  carrier? 

The  court  below  held  that  the  words  "un- 


Note,  —  What  constitutes  an  original  or 
unbroken  package. 

It  may  be  stated  that  in  general  an  orig- 
inal package  is  that  package  which,  accord- 
ing to  custom  respecting  the  particular  ar- 
ticle shipped,  is  usually  delivered  by  the 
vendor  to  the  carrier  for  transportation, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  delivered  as  a  unit  to  the  consignee. 
This  definition,  in  substance,  has  been  stat- 
ed in  numerous  cases,  as  illustrated  by  the 
following  definitions:  An  original  packa^^e 
is  a  bundle  put  up  for  transportation  or 
commercial  handling,  and  usually  consists 
of  a  number  of  things  bound  together,  con- 
venient for  handling  and  conveyance.    The 
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broken  package"  should  be  so  construed  as 
to  mean  the  original  package  as  put  up  by 
the  manufacturer,  and  in  which  the  whole- 
saler received  the  liquor,  and  only  a  deliv- 
ery of  such  original  package,  within  a  dry 
unit,  came  within  the  exemption  of  the  law. 
We  do  not  so  interpret  the  law.  Without 
special  reference  to  the  cases,  it  has  been 
generally  held  that  by  the  words  ''original 
package,''  in  cases  involving  the  right  to 
ship  intoxicating  liquor  into  a  state  prohib- 
iting its  sale,  was  meant  any  form  of  re- 
ceptacle that  would  hold  a  fixed  quantity 
with  reference  to  safe  and  convenient  trans- 
portation; and  when  so  shipped  it  was  im- 
material what  the  form  or  size  of  the  pack- 
age was,  as  the  importer  had  a  right  to  de- 
termine the  quantity  desired,  and  so  long  as 


this  quantity  came  to  him  in  the  unbroken 
or  original  package  in  which  it  was  shipped, 
however  small  the  package  was,  it  was  pro- 
tected as  an  original  package.  In  State  ei 
rel.  Cochran  v.  Winters,  44  Kan.  728,  10 
L.R.A.  616,  25  Pac.  237,  it  is  aaid:  "Tbe 
'original  package'  .  .  .  was  and  is  the  pack- 
age of  the  importer  as  it  existed  at  the  time 
of  its  transportation  from  one  state  into  the 
other.*'  In  Cook  v.  Marshall  County,  119 
Iowa,  384,  104  Am.  St.  Rep.. 283,  93  N.  W. 
372,  the  court  says:  **It  relates  wholly  to 
goods  as  prepared  for  transportation,  and 
has  no  necessary  reference  whatever  to  the 
package  originally  prepared  or  put  up  by  the 
manufacturer."  A  package  put  up  in  tite 
usual  way  employed  for  transportation  br 
honest  dealers,  and  in  a  bona  fide  receptacle 


words  "original  package"  have  reference  to 
the  unit  which  the  carrier  receives,  trans- 
ports, and  delivers  as  an  article  of  com- 
merce. McGregor  v.  Cone,  104  Iowa,  405, 
39  L.R.A.  484,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  522,  73  N. 
W.  1041.  "An  original  package,  as  governed 
by  interstate  commerce  law,  is  that  which 
is  delivered  by  the  importer  to  the  carrier 
at  the  initial  point  of  shipment,  and  retains 
its  form  and  contents  until  received  by  the 
consignee  in  the  same  condition  as  when 
shipped,"  but  which  ceases  to  be  such  when 
broken  for  sale  of  smaller  units  contained 
in  the  larger  package.  Re  Agnew,  89  Neb. 
306,  35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  836,  131  N.  W.  817. 
"Speaking  generally  ...  an  original 
package,  as  applied  to  interstate  and  inter- 
national commerce,  is  a  package,  bundle, 
or  aggregation  of  goods  put  up  in  whatever 
form,  covering,  or  receptacle  for  transporta- 
tion, and  as  a  unit  transported  from  one 
state  or  nation  to  another."  Austin  v. 
State,  101  Tenn.  563,  50  L.R.A.  478,  70  Am. 
St.  Rep.  703,  48  S.  W.  305,  affirmed  in  179 
U.  S.  343,  45  L.  ed.  224,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
132.  "An  'original  package'  is  such  form 
and  size  of  package  as  is  used  by  produ- 
cers or  shippers  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
both  convenience  in  handling  and  security 
in  transportation  of  merchandise  between 
dealers  in  the  ordinary  course  of  actual 
commerce."  Com.  use  of  Philadelphia  Coun- 
ty V.  Schollenberger,  156  Pa.  201,  22  L.R.A. 
155,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  488,  36  Am.  St. 
Rep.  32,  27  Atl.  30.  "The  package  con- 
sists of  a  number  of  things  bound  together, 
convenient  for  handling  and  conveyance.  A 
package  means  a  bundle  put  up  for  trans- 
portation or  commercial  handling.  It  is  a 
thing  in  form  to  become  as  such  an  article 
of  merchandise  or  transportation  or  deliv- 
ery from  hand  to  hand."  State' ex  rel.  Gelpi 
V.  Board  of  Assessors,  46  La.  Ann.  145,  49 
Am.  St.  Rep.  318,  15  So.  10,  cited  with  ap- 
proval in  Henderson  v.  Ortte,  114  La.  523. 

38  So.  440.  "The  original  package  is  the 
package  delivered  by  the  importer  to  the 
carrier  at  the  initial  place  of  shipment,  iii 
the  exact  condition  in  which  it  was  shipped. 
If  in  single  bottles,  shipped  singly,  or  if 
in  packages  or  three  or  more,  securely  fast- 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ened  together  and  marked,  or  if  in  a  box, 
barrel,  crate,  or  other  receptacle,  the  single 
bottle,  in  the  one  instance,  the  three  or  more 
bottles,  in  another  instance,  the  barrel,  box. 
crate,  or  other  receptacle,  respectively  con- 
stitute the  original  package.  If  sold  or  de- 
livered, it  must  be  sold  or  delivered  as 
shipped  and  received."  Guckenheimer  v. 
Sellers,  81  Fed.  997.  See  also  the  defini- 
tion given  by  the  Kansas  supreme  court  in 
State  ex  rel.  Cochran  v.  Winters,  44  Kan. 
728,  10  L.R.A.  616,  26  Pac.  237,  which  is 
set  out  in  State  v.  Maise. 

Under  these  rules  it  would  seem  that 
the  size  and  form  of  the  package  would  be 
immaterial,  and  that  single  articles,  no 
matter  how  small,  would  be  considered  as 
original  packages  if  they  were  packed  and 
shipped  singly,  except,  perhaps,  where  the 
shipment  was  made  in  the  form  chosen  mere- 
ly to  evade  local  laws.  Thus  it  has  been 
held  that  the  fact  that  the  article  is  in 
packages  suitable  for  retail  trade  to  indi- 
vidual customers  does  not  destrov  the 
character  of  what  would  otherwise  consti- 
tute original  packages  (Schollenberger  v. 
Pennsylvania,  171  U.  S.  1,  43  L.  ed.  49,  18 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  757,  reversing  Com.  v.  Paul, 
170  Pa.  284,  30  L.R.A.  396,  5  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  606,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  776,  33  Atl.  82; 
Com  V.  Schollenberger,  170  Pa.  296,  33  Atl. 
85;  and  Com  v.  Paul,  170  Pa.  296,  33  Atl. 
85  [this  case  does  not,  aa  is  indicated  by 
some  digesters  and  annotators,  directly  over- 
rule Com.  use  of  Philadelphia  County  v. 
Schollenberger,  156  Pa.  201,  22  L.R.A.*155, 
4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  488,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  3i, 
27  Atl.  30],  holding  that  a  ten-pound  pack- 
age of  oleomargarin  manufactured,  packed, 
marked,  and  imported  as  a  single  package, 
constituted  an  original  package  of  com- 
merce; Henderson  v.  Ortte,  supra,  holding 
that  various  parts  of  a  sewing  machine, 
packed  in  separate  parcels,  all  of  which  vere 
inclosed  in  a  larger  package,  rendered  the 
inclosing  package  an  original  one),  unless 
the  form  and  size  of  the  package  is  not  that 
usually  adopted  in  the  trade  for  the  purpose 
of  transportation,  but  was  adopted  with  a 
view  to  evade  the  local  laws  by  bringinfr  the 
article  within  the  protection  of  the  Feder- 
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ordinarily  used  in  shipment,  and  not  evi- 
dently put  up  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the 
law  of  a  sister  state,  is  regarded  as  an  orig- 
inal package,  so  long  aa  it  remains  in  the 
unbroken  condition  in  which  it  existed  dur- 
ing its  transportation.  17  Am.  &  £ng.  £nc. 
Law  (2d  ed.)  292,  204;  7  Cyc.  429. 

Applying  the  reasoning  and  principle  of 
these  various  decisions  to  the  question  sub- 
mitted, the  answer  is  readily  determined, 
and  it  must  be  held  that  an  unbroken  pack- 
age is  the  package  in  the  original  form  in 
which  it  was  made  by  the  shipper  for  ship- 
ment and  delivery  into  a  dry  unit,  providing 
the  receptacle  used  is  one  ordinarily  used 
by  honest  dealers  in  the  same  business,  and 
is  recognized  commercially  as  such  a  recep- 
tacle.   This  means  thai,  if  four  residents  of ' 


a  dry  unit  each  ordered  a  quart  of  whisky 
from  a  dealer  in  a  wet  unit,  such  dealer 
could  not  send  a  gallon  cask  into  the  dry 
unit,  and  deliver  a  quart  to  each  customer. 
Neither  could  a  number  of  residents  of  a 
dry  unit  join  together  and  order  the  dealer 
in  the  wet  unit  to  pack  a  barrel  with  bot- 
tled beer,  for  convenience  of  shipment,  send 
it  into  the  dry  unit,  and  deliver  to  each  cus- 
tomer the  number  of  bottles  he  desired.  In 
each  of  these  instances,  the  liquor  would  be 
delivered  to  the  customer  from  a  broken 
package,  which,  to  our  mind,  is  plainly 
what  the  law  intended  to  prevent.  To  adopt 
the  view  of  the  lower  court  would  be  to  say 
that  the  law  gives  the  citizen  in  the  dry 
unit  the  right  to  use  liquor  in  his  private 
home.     It  forbids  him  procuring  the  liquor 


al  Constitution  (Austin  v.  Tennessee,  179 
r.  S.  343,  45  L.  ed.  224,  21  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
132,  attirming  101  Tenn.  563,  50  L.R.A.  478, 
70  Am.  St,  Kep.  703,  48  S.  W.  305;  Com. 
use  of  Philadelphia  County  v.  SchoUenber- 
ger,  156  Pa.  201,  22  L.R.A.  155,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  488,  36  Am.  St.  Rep.  32,  27  Atl. 
30). 

And  it  has  been  held  that  the  package 
need  not  be  the  one  originally  put  up  by  the 
manufacturer,  but  that  a  wholesaler  may 
break  up  the  manufacturer's  package  into 
"unbroken  packages,"  provided  such  pack- 
ages are  such  as  are  ordinarily  used  by  hon- 
est dealers  in  the  same  business.  See  State  v. 
Maire.  a  case  somewhat  analogous  to  that 
of  State  v.  Matre  is  State  v.  Southard.  60 
Ark.  247,29  S.  W.  751,  wherein  a  distiller 
filled  «a  45-gallon  barrel  with  whisky,  and 
placed  a  government  stamp  upon  it  for  that 
amount,  but  subsequently  surrendered  such 
stamp,  and  receiving  nine  5-galion  stamps  in 
lieu  thereof,  divided  the  barrel  into  nine  5- 
gallon  packages,  stamped  them,  and  sold 
them  as  original  packages,  it  being  held, 
over  the  contention  that  the  barrel  was  the 
original  package,  and  that  there  could  be 
but  one  original  package,  that  the  5-gallon 
packages  sold  were  original  packages  with- 
in the  meaning  of  a  statute  permitting 
manufacturers  of  liquors  to  sell  in  original 
packages  of  not  less  than  5  gallons  without 
license.  Although  neither  of  these  cases  in- 
volves interstate  commerce,  there  seems  to 
be  no  reason  why  the  rule  as  laid  down  by 
them  should  not  be  applicable  to  interstate 
commerce,  assuming,  of  course,  that  the 
breaking  up  of  the  manufacturer's  package 
occurred  before  export. 

But  the  fact  that  the  internal  revenue  de- 
partment for  purposes  of  taxation  has  rec- 
ognized a  package  as  an  ''original  package" 
does  not  necessarily  render  it  such  under 
the  commerce  clause,  where  the  packages  are 
of  such  size  that  they  may  be  repacked  in 
additional  coverings,  "at  the  option  of  the 
consignor.  McGregor  v.  Cone.  104  Iowa. 
465,  39  L.RJ^.  484,  65  Am.  St.  Rep.  622,  73 
K  W.  1041. 

A  few  cases  have  passed  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  shipping  single  articles  in  individual 
39  L-R.A(N.S.) 


packages.  Thus,  in  Re  Beine,  42  Fed.  545, 
single  bottles  of  beer  and  whisky,  packed 
and  sealed  or  nailed  up  in  boxes  made  of 
pasteboard  or  wood,  and  not  packed  in  any 
other  box,  but  shipped  singly  and  separate- 
ly,- as  so  many  distinct  and  separate  pack- 
ages, were  held  to  constitute  original  pack- 
ages of  commerce.  And  in  State  ex  rel. 
Cochran  v.  Winters,  44  Kan.  728,  10  L.R.A. 
616,  25  Pac.  237,  in  reaching  a  similai  con- 
clusion, the  court  said:  '*It  is  for  the  im- 
porter to  determine  how  large  or  how 
small  the  package  should  be,  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  package  should  be  made 
up,  and  the  materials  used  in  making  it  up. 
Certainly  an  importer  has  as  much  right, 
under  the  Federal  Constitution,  to  import 
into  a  state  and  sell  against  its  laws  a  sin- 
gle gill  of  intoxicating  liquor  as  he  has  to 
import  into  such  state  and  sell  against  its 
laws  a  gallon,  or  a  barrel,  or  a  hogshead  of 
the  same  interdicted  article."  So,  single 
pasteboard  boxes  conforming  to  the  internal 
revenue  laws,  and  containing  ten  cigarettes 
each,  when  not  inclosed  in  any  other  pack- 
ages or  wrappings,  but  loose  and  separate, 
were  held  to  constitute  an  original  package, 
in  Iowa  v.  McGregor,  76  Fed.  956,  and  in 
Sawrie  v.  Tennessee,  82  Fed.  615.  These 
latter  decisions,  however,  in  view  of  later 
cases  hereinafter  set  out,  seem  questionable. 
The  majority  of  cases  which  have  defined 
the  term  ^'original  package"  have  involved 
an  aggregation  of  articles  or  packages 
packed  and  shipped  generally  for  conven- 
ience sake  in  a  larger  package.  The  well- 
settled  rule  among  this  class  of  cases  is 
that  the  large  bundle  or  receptacle,  and  not 
the  individual  articles  or  packages  compris- 
ing the  larger  unit<  constitutes  the  "origin- 
al package"  of  commerce.  Thus,  in  May  v. 
New  Orleans,  178  U.  S.  496,  44  L.  ed.  1165, 
20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  976,  affirming  51  La.  Ann. 
1064,  25  So.  059,  it  was  held  that  original 
packages  of  imported  goods  consist  of  the 
boxes,  cases,  or  bales  in  which  the  goods 
were  shipped,  and  not  the  smaller  packages 
therein  contained,  although  these  are  the 
packages  in  which  the  goods  are  put  up 
by  the  manufacturer;  and  that  opening  the 
shipping  boxes  or  cases  for  sale  or  delivery 
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in  the  dry  unit,  except  he  may  accept  a  de- 
livery of  liquor  from  a  wet  unit;  provided, 
if  he  wishes  liquor  that  is  packed  by  the 
manufacturer  in  barrels,  or  other  large 
forms  of  shipment,  he  may  order  and  re- 
ceive nothing  less  than  a  barrel,  or  such 
other  large  receptacle.  A  quart  may  be 
sufficient  for  his  needs,  but  he  must  never- 
theless buy  the  barrel  or  case  to  obtain  the 
quart.  Such  an  interpretation  of  the  legis- 
lative intent  does  not  appeal  to  us  as  in 
the  interest  of  temperapce  and  sobriety, 
which  was  the  purpose  of  the  law.    It  sav- 


ors rather  of  the  reverse,  and  fixes  the  leg- 
islative -intent  as  encouraging  the  sale  of 
liquor  in  large  quantities,  rather  than,  as 
we  read  the  law,  permitting  the  sale  in  the 
smallest  quantity  desired,  provided  only  the 
delivery  be  made  in  the  unbroken  package 
in  which  it  was  shipped. 

It  follows  the  appeal  is  well  taken,  and 
the  judgment  is  reversed. 

Crowy  Chadwick,  and  Ellis,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


of  the  separate  parcels  contained  therein 
destroyed  their  distinctive  character  as  im- 
ports. 

So,  it  was  held  in  Austin  v.  Tennessee, 
supra,  that  paper  packages  of  cigarettes, 
each  3  inches  in  length  and  i  inch  in  width, 
containing  ten  cigarettes,  without  any  ship- 
ping address  on  such  packages,  when  they  are 
taken  from  a  loose  pile  of  such  packages  at 
the  factory  by  an  express  company  in  a 
basket  which  it  furnislies,  in  which  it  car- 
ries them,  and  from  which  it  empties  them 
on  the  counter  of  a  consignee  in  another 
state,  do  not  constitute  an  original  package 
in  interstate  commerce;  especially  where 
such  method  is  employed  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  local  laws.  And  the  same  conclu- 
sion was  reached  in  Cook  v.  Marshall  Coun- 
ty, 196  U.  S.  261,  49  L.  ed.  471,  25  Sup.  Ct. 
Rep.  233,  affirming  119  Iowa,  384,  104  Am. 
St.  Jlep.  283,  93  N.  W.  372,  which  differs 
from  the  Austin  Case  only  in  the  fact  that 
it  does  not  appear  what  means  was  used  in 
transporting  the  cigarettes,  except  the  in- 
ference that  they  were  shoveled  in  and  out 
of  the  car,  and  that  they  were  shipped 
loose,  the  packages  not  being  separately  or 
otherwise  addressed,  by  an  express  com- 
pany, which  merely  issued  a  receipt  in  du- 
plicate. 

And  in  McGregor  v.  Cone,  supra,  w^ooden 
boxes  in  which  cigarettes  were  shipped  were 
held  to  be  the  original  packages  rather  than 
the  individual  packages  of  cigarettes,  under 
the  rule  that  an  original  package  is  the 
unit  which  the  carrier  receives,  transports, 
and  delivers  as  an  article  of  commerce.  And 
the  same  was  held  true  of  bottles  of  whisky, 
each  sealed  up  in  a  paper  wrapper  or  box, 
and  packed  together  in  uncovered  wooden 
boxes  furnished  by  the  carrier,  and  marked 
"to  be  returned,*'  in  Re  Harjnon,  43  Fed. 
372,  it  being  said  that  the  wooden  box,  and 
not  the  bottles,  constitutes  an  "original 
package;"  and  of  small  bottles  of  whisky, 
each  wrapped  in  tissue  paper,  and  labeled 
"original  package,"  shipped  in  open  wooden 
boxes,  in  Keith  v.  State,  91  Ala,  2,  10 
L.R.A.  430,  8  So.  353,  it  being  said  that  the 
small  size  of  the  package,  if  the  bottles  be 
otherwise  considered  original  packages, 
should  have  no  bearing  upon  the  question, 
but  that  merely  labeling  each  bottle  "orig- 
inal package"  did  not  make  it  one,  if  it  was 
not  really  an  original  package;  and  of 
sealed  bottles  of  intoxicating  bitters  shipped 
-n  inclosed  wooden  boxes,  in  Harrison  v. 
W)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


State,  91  Ala.  62,  10  So.  30;  and  of  boUles 
of  whisky  inclosed  in  a  wooden  box,  in  Ver- 
non V.  State,  161  Ala.  83,  60  So.  57;  and 
of  bottles  of  whisky  shipped  in  both  open 
and  closed  boxes,  in  Smith  v.  State,  54  Ark. 
248,  16  S.  W.  882;  and  of  bottles  of  medi- 
cine separately  wrapped,  but  packed  in  a 
box  for  shipping  in  State  v.  Parsons,  124 
Mo.  436,  6  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  250,  46  Am. 
St.  Rep.  457,  27  S.  W.  1102;  and  of  half- 
pint  flasks  of  whisky,  each  packed  in  a 
sealed  paper  box  and  shipped  in  a  largnr 
covered  wooden  box,  in  Haley  v.  State,  42 
Neb.  656,  47  Am.  St.  Rep.  718,  60  N.  W. 
962;  and  of  individual  packages  of  "Uneeda 
Biscuit,"  packed  and  shipped  in  larger 
receptacles,  in  Re  Agnew,  89  Neb.  306,  35 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  836,  131  N.  W.  817;  and  in 
Re  King,  89  Neb.  298,  131  N.  W.  820,  and 
in  Re  Page,  89  Neb.  299,  131  N.  W.  820; 
and  of  packages  of  oleomargarin,  each  la- 
beled "original  package,"  fastened  together 
and  packed  in  a  larger  receptacle,  in  Com.  v. 
Leslie,  20  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  529;  and  of  ^mall 
bottles  of  liquors,  each  sealed  and  put  up  in 
a  pasteboard  box  and  shipped  in  quantities 
in  larger  wooden  boxes,  in  Com.  v.  Bishman, 
138  Pa.  639,  21  Atl.  12;  and  of  bottles  of 
whisky  and  beer,  each  sealed  up  in  paper 
and  packed  together  in  uncovered  wooden 
boxes,  in  State  v.  Chapman,  1  S.  D.  414,  10 
L.RJ^.  432,  47  N.  W.  411;  and  of  canned 
goods  shipped  in  quantity  in  larger  boxes, 
in  McDerraott  v.  State,  143  Wis.  18,  — 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  — ,  126  N.  W.  888,  21  Ann. 
Cas.  1315. 

But  where  the  open  boxes  are  furnished 
by  the  carrier  without  the  knowledge  or 
agency  of  the  consignor,  it  has  been  held 
that  where  small  bottles  of  spirituous  li- 
quors are  each  inclosed  in  a  paper  bag  and 
tied  with  a  string  about  the  cork,  the  bags 
being  labeled  with  the  kind  and  quantity  of 
the  contents,  and  the  consignee's  name,  each 
bottle,  and  not  the  boxes,  constitutes  an 
"original  package."  Tinker  v.  State,  98  Ala. 
115,  11  So.  383. 

And  where  liquid  in  casks  is  shipped  in 
carload  lots,  the  casks,  and  not  the  car,  are 
the  "original  packages,"  within  the  pure 
food  and  drug  act  of  1906,  authorizing  the 
seizure  of  adulterated  articles  while  remain- 
ing in  the  "original  unbroken  packages." 
United  States  v.  65  Casks  Liquid  Extract, 
170  Fed.  449,  affirmed  in  99  C.  C.  A.  667, 
175  Feu.  1022.  And  the  same  conclusion  was 
reached  as  to  sacks  of  flour  shipped  in  ear- 
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load  lots  in  Lasater  t.  Purcell  Mill  &  Ele- 
vator Co.  22  Tex.  Civ.  App.  33,  54  S.  W.  425. 

A  lew  decisions  have  reached  a  conclusion 
contrary  to  ttiat  reached  in  the  majority  ol 
the  cases.  Thus,  in  Re  May,.  82  Fed.  422, 
and  in  (State  v.  Goetze,  43  W.  Va.  495,  64 
Am.  St.  Rep.  871,  27  S.  E.  225,  the  courts 
went  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  individual 
boxes  of  cigarettes  constituted  "original 
packages,"  even  though  they  had  been  placed 
in  a  larger  box  for  convenience  in  shipping. 
And  the  same  is  true  of  the  cases  of  Collins 
V.  Hills,  77  Iowa,  181,  3  L.R.A.  110»  41  N. 
W.  571,  wherein,  in  holding  that  bottles  of 
liquor  packed  in  both  open  and  closed  boxes 
and  barrels  constitute  the  original  packages, 
the  court  said:'  "When  defendant  purchased 
one  hundred  bottles  of  either  beer  or  whisky, 
he  in  effect  purchased  that  number  of  pack- 
ages of  the  article;  and  when  he  sold  by  the 
bottle  the  transaction  was  of  the  same  char- 
acter. The  fact  that,  as  a  matter  of  con- 
venience in  handling  during  the  transpor- 
tation of  the  property,  the  bottles  were 
packed  in  boxes  and  barrels,  can  make  no 
difference  as  to  the  character,  in  law,  of  the 
transaction.  If  he  had  the  right  to  bring 
the  liquor  within  the  state,  and  to  sell  it 
here,  he  had  the  right  to  adopt  such  means 
and  mode  of  shipment  as  best  suited  his 
convenience  or  interest;"  of  State  v.  Coonan, 
82  Iowa,  400,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  670,  48 
N.  W.  921,  wherein  it  was  held  that  sealed 
bottles  packed  in  boxes  and  barrels  con- 
stituted original  packages;  and  of  State  v. 
Miller,  86  Iowa,  638,  63  N.  W.  330,  wherein 
it  was  held  that  bottles  of  beer,  although 
packed  and  shipped  in  boxes,  constituted 
ori^nal  packages.  But  these  cases  cannot  be 
considered  good  law,  as  the  decisions  of  the 
United  States  Supreme  Court  in  the  Austin 
and  Cook  Cases,  supra,  oppose  Re  May;  and 
the  Collins,  Coonan,  and  Miller  Cases  were, 
in  effect,  overruled  by  McGregor  v.  Cone, 
supra. 

An  exception  to  the  general  rule  seems  to 
arise  where  goods  are  sold  through  an  agent, 
and  are  set  aside  for  designated  purchasers 
before  shipment.  This  is  upon  the  ground 
that  the  doctrine  of  "original  packages"  pri- 
marily concerns  the  right  to  sell  within  the 
prohibiting  or  taxing  state  goods  coming  in 
from  outside.  Thus,  in  Rearick  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania, 203  U.  S.  607,  61  L.  ed.  295,  27  Sup. 
Ct.  Rep.  159,  reversing  26  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
384,  it  was  held  that  where  a  foreign  cor- 
poration, dealing  through  an  agent,  sold 
brooms,  which,  after  being  tagged  and 
marked  and  tied  up  together  in  bundles  con- 
venient for  shipping,  were  so  shipped  and 
then  delivered  to  the  respective  purchasers, 
each  broom  so  marked  was  held  to  be  spe- 
cifically appropriated  to  the  specific  con- 
tract, and  therefore  to  constitute  the  origin- 
al packages,  rather  than  the  whole  bundle. 
And  a  similar  conclusion  was  reached  in 
State  V.  Eckenrode,  148  Iowa,  173,  127  N. 
W.  56,  which  followed  the  Rearick  Case. 
And  see  Caldwell  v.  North  Carolina,  187 
U.  S.  622,  47  L.  ed.  336,  23  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
229,  and  Stone  v.  State,  117  Ga.  292,  43 
8.  E.  740.  But  no  such  distinction  was 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)       • 


made  in  Parks  Bros.  v.  Nez  Perce  County, 
13  Idaho,  298, 121  Am.  St.  Rep.  261,  89  Pac. 
949,  12  Ann.  Cas.  1113,  where,  upon  facts 
and  contentions  similar,  with  the  exception 
that  the  separately  labeled  packages  were 
inclosed  in  a  box,  to  those  in  the  Rearick 
Case,  a  contrary  conclusion  was  reached. 
And  this  rule  seems  inapplicable  where  the 
different  packages  are  not  set  aside  for  or 
addressed  to  particular  customers  (Canton 
V.  McDaniel,  188  Mo.  207,  86  S.  W.  1092; 
Croy  V.  Olbion  County  (Croy  v.  Epperson) 
104  Tenn.  525,  51  L.RA.  254,  78  .Mn,  St. 
Rep.  931,  58  S.  W.  235 ;  Loverin  &  B.  Co.  v. 
Tansil,  118  Tenn.  717,  102  S.  W.  77),  or 
where  the  goods  are  consigned  and  charged 
to  the  so-called  agent  individually  (Kim- 
mell  T.  State,  104  Tenn.  184,  56  S.  W.  854). 
As  to  what  amounts  to  retail  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,  as  distinguished  from 
wholesale,  see  note  to  Re  Metz  Bros.  Brew- 
ing Co.  32  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  622.  G.  J.  C. 
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PITTSBURGH  RAILWAYS  COMPANY, 

Appt. 

234  Pa.  335,  83  Atl.  207.) 

Street  railway  —  oolllslon  —  stepping  in 
front  of  car  —  nearsightedness. 

Nearsightedness  will  not  relieve  one  from 
the  charge  of  contributory  negligence,  who 
steps  upon  a  street  car  track  immediately 
in  front  of  a  moving  car,  where  the  view  of 
the  track  is  unobstructed. 

(January  2,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  tlie  Court  of  Common  Pleas  Number 
3  of  the  Allegheny  County  in  plaintiff's  fav- 

Note,  —  Care  required  from  one  of  de- 
fective  eight,  in  using  atreeta. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  the  note  to 
Keith  V.  Worcester  k  B.  Valley  Street  R. 
Co.  14  L.R.A.(N.S.)  648. 

For  the  general  subject  of  contributory 
negligence  as  affecting  liability  of  municipal 
corporations  for  defects  and  obstructions 
in  streets,  see  the  note  to  Lerner  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 21  L.R.A.(N.S.)    614. 

For  the  duty  of  carrier  to  blind  passenger, 
see  the  note  to  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Rives,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)   564. 

It  is  pointed  out  in  the  said  note  first 
referred  to,  that  the  cases  which  state  that 
a  blind  person  or  one  with  defective  eye- 
sight, in  using  the  streets,  is  required  to 
take  greater  care  than  one  not  similarly  af- 
flicted, are  not  in  general  to  be  understood 
as  meaning  that  a  higher  degree  of  care  is 
required  of  those  so  afflicted.  It  will  be  seen 
that  on  its  face  there  is  nothing  necessarily 
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or  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  'William.  A.  Challener  and 
Clarence  Burleigh  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Thomas  M.  &  Body  P.  Mar- 
shall, for  appellee: 

A  nearsighted  person  may  recover  for  an 
injury  negligently  inflicted  upon  him,  if  he 
uses  the  degree  of  care  of  which  he  is  cap- 
able under  all  the  circumstances. 

Thompson  v.  Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  218 
Pa.  444,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1162,  120  Am.  St. 
Rep.  897,  67  Atl.  768,  11  Ann.  Cas.  894; 
Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  481;  Beach,  Contrib. 
Neg.  §  397 ;  Davenport  v.  Ruckman,  37  N.  Y. 
568;  Swift  v.  Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit 
R.  Co.  123  N.  Y.  646,  25  N.  E.  378;  Rob- 
bins  V.  Springfield  Street  R.  Co.  165  Mass. 
30,  42  N.  E.  334;  Baltimore  Traction  Co.  v. 
Wallace,  77  Md.  435,  26  Atl.  518. 

Plaintiff  was  still  a  passenger  for  hire 
while  being  transferred,  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  company  to  exercise  a  high 
degree  of  care. 


Sowaah  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  18S 
Pa.  618,  41  Atl.  743;  Keator  v.  Scranton 
Traction  Co.  191  Pa.  102,  44  L.RjiL.'546, 
71  Am.  St.  Rep.  758,  43  Atl.  86;  South  Gov- 
ington  k  C.  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Beatty,  20  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  1845,  50  S.  VV.  239 ;  Chicago  &  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Winters,  175  111.  294,  51  N.  E.  901; 
Colorado  Springs  &  C.  C.  Dist.  R.  Co.  v. 
Petit,  37  Colo.  326,  86  Pac.  121. 

W^hether  or  not  the  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury  under  the  circumstances. 

Callahan  v.  Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  184 
Pa.  425,  39  Atl.  222;  Maher  v.  Philadel- 
phia Traction  Co.  181  Pa.  391,  37  Atl.  571; 
Hamilton  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  201 
Pa.  351,  50  Atl.  946;  Taylor  v.  Delaware 
&  H.  Canal  Co.  113  Pa.  162,  57  Am.  Rep. 
446,  8  Atl.  43;  Henderson  v.  United  Trac- 
tion Co.  202  Pa.  527,  51  Atl.  1027;  Thatcher 
V.  Central  Traction  Co.  vl66  Pa,  66,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.  645,  30  Atl.  1048;  Jackson  v.  Pitte- 
burgh,  A.  &  M.  Traction  Co.  159  Pa.  399,  28 
Atl.  257. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  if  the  car  had  made 
the  safety  stop,  or  had  been  running  at  the 


contrary  to  this  in  the  statement  in  Flynn 
v.  PiTTSBUBGH  R.  Co.*,  that  the  nearsighted- 
ness of  the  plaintiff  "imposed  upon  her' the 
duty  of  greater  precaution  to  avoid  injury." 
But  it  should  be  noted  that  in  the  earlier 
Pennsylvania  case  of  Karl  v.  Juniata  Coun- 
ty, 206  Pa.  633,  56  Atl.  78,  cited  in  .the 
earlier  note,  "a  degree  of  care  ...  be- 
yond the  usual  and  ordinary"  was  said  to  be 
required  of  one  with  impaired  vision. 

In  Apperson  v.  Lazro,  44  Ind.  App.  186, 
87  N.  E.  97,  88  N.  E.  99,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  who  was  run  into  by 
an  automobile  on  the  highway,  he  being 
very  nearsighted,  the  court  said:  "The 
plaintiff  was  infirm  and  had  such  defective 
eyesight  that,  according  to  his  own  testi- 
mony, he  was  unable  to  distinguish  the  fea- 
tures of  a  person  within  conversational  dis- 
tance. He  was  walking  along  the  western 
edge  of  the  beaten  roadway,  looking  down- 
ward, it  seems,  to  make  sure  of  his  footing. 
Other  than  this,  there  appears  to  have  been 
nothing  unusual  or  extraordinary  in  his  con- 
duct, until  he  was  startled  by  the  approach 
of  the  automobile.  Up  to  this  time  at  least, 
there  was  nothing  in  his  actions  that  would 
indicate  carelessness  or  negligence  on  his 
part.  The  fact  that  he  was  almost  blind  and 
was  traveling  upon  the  highway  unattended 
does  not  constitute  negligence.  ...  A 
blind  man  walking  upon  the  highway  is 
bound  to  use  ordinary  care  only,  in  deter- 
mining which  the  jury  should  consider  the 
blindness,  other  infirmities,  and  all  circum- 
stances bearing  upon  the  question  as  to 
what  care  was  reasonably  necessary  to  in- 
sure his  safety." 

In  Chesapeake  &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Lvsher, 
107  Md.  237,  126  Am.  St.  Rep.  389,  68  Atl. 
619,  the  plaintiff,  a  blind  man  employed  in 
the  school  for  the  blind  in  Baltimore,  for 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


four  years  had  pursued  a  certain  route  from 
his  home  to  the  school ;  he  moved  along  the 
street 'by  passing  his  cane  over  the  street 
in  front  of  him,  feeling  along  with  his 
cane,  and  following  the  curbstone  as  much 
as  he  could;  he  testified  that  he  was  pro- 
ceeding in  this  way  when  he  fell  into  a 
hole  in  the  sidewalk  made  by  the  defendant, 
and  left  there  unguarded.  In  affirming  a 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  and  holding  that 
the  questions  of  negligence  and  contributor}* 
negligence  were  properly  left  to  the  jury, 
the  court  said:  ''The  vital  question  in  the 
case  was  whether  the  plaintiff,  a  blind  man, 
exercised  due  care  in  passing  along  the  side- 
walk on  the  west  side  of  Bradford  street 
on  the  day  of  the  accident.  By  the  defend- 
ant's fifth  prayer,  the  qyestion  of  due 
care  was  directly  submitted  to  the  jury,  to 
the  effect  that,  if  the  jury  believed  the  acci- 
dent would  not  have  happened  if  the  plain- 
tiff had  used  proper  care  on  hia  part,  then 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  must  be  for  the  de- 
fendant. By  its  ninth  prayer,  the  jury  were 
further  told  that,  if  they  believe  that  both 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  negligent 
then  their  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant, 
as  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  his  neg- 
ligence contributed  to  the  accident."  The 
jury  was  also  instructed  that  the  measure 
of  the  plaintiff's  care  was  "ordinary  care, 
such  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man,  in  his 
condition  as  to  sight,  would  be  expected  to 
exercise." 

In  Wedderbum  v.  Detroit,  144  Mich.  684, 
108  N.  W.  102,  where  the  plaintiff  had  been 
injured  by  stumbling  over  a  flagstone  left 
for  a  long  time  upon  the  sidewalk,  it  was 
held  that  she  was  entitled  to  show  the  de- 
fective condition  of  her  eyesight  as  bearing 
upon  the  question  of  due  care  on  her  part. 

B.  B.B. 
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usual  rate  of  speed,  the  plaintiff  would  have 
crossed -in  safety. 

Harkins  y.  Pittsburg,  A.  &  M.  Traction 
Co.  173  Pa.  149,  33  Atl.  1044;  Smith  v. 
Philadelphia  Traction  Co.  3  Pa.  Super.  Ct. 
129;  Beard  v.  Reading  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  3 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  171;  Haughey  v.  Pittsburg 
R.  Co.  210  Pa.  363,  59  Atl.  1110;  Kuntz  ▼. 
New  York,  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  206  Pa.  162, 
55  Atl.  915;  Conyngham  y.  Erie  Electric 
Motor  Go.  15  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  573;  Shaugh- 
nessy  v.  Consolidated  Traction  Co.  17  Pa. 
Super.  Ct.  588;  Oehmler  v.  Pittsburg  R.  Co. 
25  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  617 ;  Malone  v.  Pittsburgh 
ft  L.  E.  R.  Co.  152  Pa.  390,  26  Atl.  638. 

Brown,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  contributory  negligence  of  the  plain- 
tiff below  was  so  clear  that  the  defendant's 
motion  for  a  nonsuit  should  have  prevailed, 
or,  at  the  close  of  the  testimony,  a  verdict 
ought  to  have  been  directed  in  its  favor. 
After  leaving  a  street  car  on  California 
avenue,  in  the  city  of  Allegheny,  the  ap- 
pellee, with  several  others,  walked  down 
an  alley  to  Beaver  avenue,  for  the  purpose 
of  boarding  a  car  on  the  south  side  of  that 
avenue.  There  were  two  tracks  of  the  de- 
fendant company  upon  it,  and  to  reach  the 
one  on  the  south  side  it  was  necessary  to 
cross  over  the  one  on  the  north.  The  testi- 
mony of  the  appellee  is  that,  after  she  had 
passed  ont  of  the  alley,  she  stepped  down 
from  the  curb  of  the  pavement,  and  looked 
and  listened  for  an  approaching  car,  and, 
having  neither  seen  nor  heard  one,  passed 
over  the  space  between  the  curb  and  first 
track,  less  than  8  feet  in  width,  continu- 
ing to  look  and  listen  for  a  car.  The  day 
was  clear  and  bright,  and  there  was  noth- 
ing to  obstruct  a  view  of  the  track  for  more 
than  a  mile  in  the  direction  from  which 
the  car  came  that  struck  her,  for  it  was 
straight  and  level  for  that  distance.  She 
was  struck  just  as  her  feet  were  upon  the 
track,-  though  the  coming  of  the  car  could 
have  been  seen  for  the  distance  stated.  That 
she  was  struck  the  instant  she  got  ujion  the 
track  is  not  to  be  questioned. 

William  Hiens,  a  witness  to  the  accident, 
who  was  called  by  the  plaintiff,  testified  as 
follows : 

Q.  Where  was  the  car  when  she  stepped 
on  the  track? 

A.  The  car  was  very  near  on  top  of  her 
when  she  stepped  on  the  track.    .    .    . 

Q.  And  the  car  was  on  top  of  her  when 
she  stepped  on  the   first  rail,   wasn't  it?. 

A.  Yes,  sir. 

Q.  And  she  practically  stepped  in  front  of 
that  moving  car,  didn't  she? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Her  own  daughter,  Mrs.  Lillian  Mulroy, 
who  witnessed  tlie  collision,  stated  that  as 
soon  as  her  mother  stepped  across  the  first 
rail  the  car  struck  her  about  the  center  of 
the  track.  In  Crooks  v.  Pittsburg  R.  Co. 
216  Pa.  590,  66  Atl.  142,  we  said:  "Where  a 
foot  passenger  walks  or  steps  directly  in 
front  of  an  approaching  car,  and  is  struck 
at  the  instant  he  sets  his  foot  between  the 
rails,  there  is  but  one  inference  which  can 
reasonably  be  drawn  from  that  fact,  and 
that  is  the  inference  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. .  .  .  The  testimony  is  undisput- 
ed as  to  the  manner  in  which  this  most 
unfortunate  accident  occurred.  As  we  have 
seen,  one  step,  or  at  the  most  two,  carried 
the  deceased  from  a  point  outside  the  line 
of  the  track  into  collision  with  the  car. 
It  must  have  occurred  in  less  than  a  second 
of  time.  The  facts  speak  for  themselves. 
The  action  of  the  deceased  can  only  be  char- 
acterized as  contributory  negligence."  And 
so  here  the  act  of  the  appellee  in  stepping  on 
the  track  when  the  car  which  struck  her 
was  but  a  few  feet  from  her,  and  which  she 
must  have  seen  and  heard  if  she  had  been 
looking  and  listening,  must  be  regarded  as 
contributory  negligence,  barring  her  right  to 
recover,  even  if  the  defendant  company  was 
negligent. 

But  it  is  urged  that  the  appellee  ought 
not  to  be  adjudged  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  as  a  matter  of  law,  for  two 
reasons:  First,  she  was  nearsighted;  and, 
second,  as  there  was  a  safety  stop  a  few  feet 
from  the  alley,  in  the  direction  from  which 
the  car  came,  she  had  a  right  to  presume  it 
would  stop  there.  These  two  circumstances 
were  not  sufficient  to  nend  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  her  contributory  negligence. 
Though  nearsighted,  she  admitted  that  she 
could  see,  for  she  says  she  looked  to  see 
whether  a  car  was  coming,  and,  even  when 
protesting  her  nearsightedness,  she  again 
admitted  that  she  could  see  a  moving  object 
across  the  street  frdm  her.  If  she  had 
looked  when  she  was  about  to  put  her  foot 
on  the  track,  she  would  have  seen  the  car, 
which  was  then  nearer  to  her  than  the  width 
of  the  street.  If  she  was  nearsighted,  there 
was  the  greater  reason  for  caution  on  her 
part  in  crossing  the  street.  Her  nearsight- 
edness, instead  of  relieving  her  from  the 
duty  of  ordinary  care,  imposed  upon  her  the 
duty  of  greater  precaution  to  avoid  injury. 
Central  R.  Co.  v.  Feller,  84  Pa.  226;  Marks 
V.  Petersburg  R.  Co.  88  Va.  1,  13  S.  E.  299; 
McKinney  v.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  87 
Wis.  282,  68  N.  W.  380,  69  N.  W.  499. 
"Those  who  are  deficient  in  any  one  of  their 
senses  must  all  the  more  diligently  use  the 
others.  Thus  a  deaf  man  should  look  up 
and  down  the  track  even  more  closely  than 

'  might  be  necessary  if  he  could  hear  well; 

67 
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and  one  whose  eyesight  is  defective  ought  to 
listen  all  the  more  carefully  for  trains." 
2  Sheann.  &  Redf.  Neg.  6th  ed.  §  481.  If 
the  appellee  had  looked  before  she  stepped 
upon  the  track,  she  would  have  known  that 
the  car  had  not  stopped  at  the  safety  stop. 
The  learned  trial  judge  correctly  instructed 
the  jury  that  she  could  not  escape  the 
charge  of  contributory  negligence  by  reason 
'of  being  nearsighted,  nor  relieve  herself  of 
that  charge  under  a  belief  that  the  car 
would  stop  at  the  safety  stop ;  but  he  should 
have  gone  further,  and,  in  view  of  her  clear 
contributory  negligence,  to  which  we  have 
referred,  affirmed  defendant's  point. 

The  first  assignment  is  sustained,  and  the 
judgment  reversed. 


mSW  HAMPSHIRE   SUPREME 
COURT. 

CHARLES   A.  MADDEN,   Admr.,   etc.,   of 

Helen  Yarsansky,  Deceased, 

v. 

BOSTON  k  MAINE  RAILROAD. 

(76  N.  H.  379,  83  AtL  129.) 

Negligence  —  fire  on  premises  —  duty 
to  trespassing  children. 

A  railroad  company  which  does  not  know 
of  the  presence  of  children  on  its  track,  and 


is  not  charged  with  knowledge  that  they 
are  likely  to  be  there  because  of  their  habit 
of  using  it  as  a  playground,  is  not,  when 
burning  the  grass  off  the  right  of  way, 
bound  to  anticipate  the  presence  of  chil- 
dren, and  warn  them  away,  under  penalty 
of  being  liable  for  injury  to  one  who  tres- 
passes upon  the  track  and  is  burned. 

(April  2,  1912.) 

TRANSFER  by  the  Superior  Court  of 
Cheshire  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  upon  plaintiff's  exceptions, 
after  direction  of  a  verdict  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant, of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  resulting  in 
death,  which  were  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.  Excep- 
tions overruled. 

Plaintiff's  intestate,  a  child  six  years  of 
age,  was  burned  so  badly  that  she  died 
from  the  injuries,  through  her  clothing  ig- 
niting from  the  fire  which  was  burning  up- 
on or  adjacent  to  defendant's  right  of  way, 
upon  which  its  employees  were  engaged  in 
removing  and  burning  grass  and  weeds. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Joseph  Madden,  for  plaintiff: 

Permitting  the  fire  to  travel  and  spread 
was  practically  a  new  setting  on  the  land 
adjoining  the  Yarsansky  home,  and  it  was 
active  intervention. 


Note.  —  Duty  to  guard  against  injury  to 
trespasahig  children  hy  fire. 

That  the  general  rule  that  the  mere  fact 
that  a  trespasser  is  a  child  will  not  create 
nor  impose  on  the  owner  of  property  any 
duty  to  keep  his  premises  safe  finds  no  ex- 
ception in  the  case  of  one  who  has  set  out 
a  fire  on  his  premises  is  evident  from  the 
decisions  in  Madden  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co. 
and  the  few  cases  collected  in  this  note, 
all  of  which  deny  the  liability,  whether  the 
jurisdiction  is  in  general  committed  to  the 
turntable  doctrine  or  not. 

In  Erickson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  82 
Minn.  60,  51  L.R.A.  645,  83  Am.  St.  Rep. 
410,  84  N.  W.  402,  where  it  appears  that 
defendant  set  fire  to  stumps  and  rub- 
bish on  its  right  of  way  and,  a  child  four 
years  of  age  went  to  the  fire,  and  while 
playing  with  it  was  burned  so  severely 
that  she  died,  it  was  held  that  defend- 
ant was  not  bound  to  exercise  ordinary 
care  so  to  guard  a  fire  on  its  right  of  way 
that  children  intruding  thereon  could  not 
come  in  dangerous  contact  with  the  fire, 
though  induced  so  to  do  by  its  attractive- 
ness. The  court  said:  It  set  fire  to  rub- 
bish on  its  right  of  way  presumably  for  the 
purpose  of  getting  rid  of  it.  In  so  doing 
it  was  executing  upon  its  own  premises,  in 
a  lawful  way,  necessary  work.  It  exercised 
no  actual  force  against  the  child,  and  the 
danger  of  injury  from  tlie  fire  was  not  con- 
cealed. The  child  was  an  intruder  upon  de- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


fendant's  land,  and  by  her  own  act  was  in- 
jured by  meddling  with  the  fire.  It  is  true 
she  knew  no  better  and  was  an  innocent 
trespasser,  but  the  innocence  of  the  intruder 
in  cases  of  this  kind  does  not  necessarily 
establish  the  legal  duty  of  the  landowner  to 
protect  him  from  injury.  The  law  does  not, 
as  a  general  rule,  impose  restraints  and 
conditions  upon  an  owner's  lawful  and  nec- 
essary use  of  his  land  which  is  only  dan- 
gerous to  persons  who  intrude  thereon. 

And  in  Paolino  v.  McKendall,  24  R.  I. 
432,  60  L.R.A.  133,  96  Am.  St.  Rep.  736, 
53  Atl.  268,  it  was  said  that' one  who,  for 
the  purpose  of  burning  up  waste  material, 
starts  a  fire  on  vacant  land,  need  not  so 
guard  it  as  to  prevent  injury  to  one  who 
is  attracted  there  by  childish  instincts,  as 
no  satisfactory  ground  could  be  found  for 
the  distinction  sought  to  be  made  between 
infants  and  adults  in  the  duty  of  the  owner 
or  occupier  of  land  to  a  mere  trespasser  to 
keep  his  premises  safe. 

In  Coleman  v.  Robert  Graves  Co.  39  Misc. 
85,  78  N.  Y.  Supp.  893,  it  was  held  that 
one  who  kindles  a  pile  of  shavings  on  his 
own  premises,  in  the  pro|)er  conduct  of  his 
business,  owes  no  duty  of  active  vigilance 
to  prevent  children  from  playing  with  the 
fire,  and  so  was  not  liable  for  injuries  re- 
ceived by  a  nine-year-old  girl,  who,  while 
poking  in  the  ashes,  allowed  her  dress  to 
catch  "fire.  The  court  said:  "The  burning 
of  the  chips  or  shavings  thrown  out  from 
the  defendant's  factory,  it  must  be  assumed. 


1912. 


MADDEN  ▼.  BOSTON  &  M.  R.  CO. 


1069 


Felch  ▼.  Concord  R.  Co.  66  N.  H.  320,  29 
Ail.  567. 

Defendant  was  guilty  of  culpable  ignor- 
ance of  the  presence  of  these  children. 

Mitchell  ▼.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  68  N.  H. 
96,  34  Atl.  674;  Hobbs  ▼.  George  W.  Blan- 
chard  &  Sons  Co.  76  N.  H.  73,  18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  939,  70  Atl.  1082;  Nashua  Iron  & 
Steel  C<x  ▼.  Worcester  &  N.  R.  Co.  62  N. 
H.  162. 

Mr.  Jtohn  B.  Allen  for  defendant. 

Walker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

One  of  the  facts  it  was  essential  for  tbe 
plaintiff  to  prove  or  establish  by  a  pre- 
ponderance! of  evidence  was  that  the  de- 
fendant wais  guilty  of  a  breach  of  some  duty 
it  owed  to  the  intestate,  which  naturally 
resulted  in  her  injury.  But  its  duty  to  her, 
if  she  was  a  trespasser  when  her  injury  oc- 
curred, would  not  be  the  same  as  it  would 
if  she  was  not  a  trespasser. 

It  was  a  matter  in  dispute  at  the  trial 
whether  she  was  on  the  defendant's  land 
when  she  emught  fire,  or  on  her  father's 
premises.     According  to  the  testimony,  no 


one  saw  her  when  her  clothing  caught  fire; 
and  she  was  first  seen  on  the  defendant's 
land,  enveloped  in  flames.  How  she  caught 
fire  was  not  disclosed  by  the  evidence;  nor 
did  it  apppear  where  she  was  at  that  par- 
ticular time.  As  ruled  by  the  court,  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  deceased  was  not  a 
trespasser  when  she  caught  fire.  She  was 
first  discovered  on  the  defendant's  right  of 
way  after  her  clothing  was  on  fire.  How 
long  she  had  been  there  is  not  disclosed  by 
the  evidence;  and  it  would  be  the  merest 
conjecture  to  suppose  that  the  fire  came  in 
contact  with  her  while  she  was  upon  her 
father's  premises,  and  that  she  then  escaped 
over  the  wall  onto  the  defendant's  land.  She 
must  be  treated  as  a  trespasser. 

The  only  evidence  that  the  defendant's 
servants  actually  knew  of  her  presence  was 
that  when  they  were  attracted  by  her 
screams  she  was  only  some  16  feet  from 
them;  and  from  this  it  is  argued  that  they 
must  have  known  she  was  about  there  be- 
fore she  caught  fire.  In  the  absence  of  any 
evidence  that  she  had  occupied  that  position 
for  more  than  an  instant  of  time,  or  where 
she  caught  fire,  or  that  she  had  done  any- 


was  done  foir  the  purpose  of  properly  con- 
ducting its  business.  While  it  might  be  ap- 
prehended that  children  playing  upon  the 
vacant  lot  of  the  defendant  would  play 
around  the  fire,  and  even  play  with  the  fire, 
and,  as  urged  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  be 
enticed  to  search  in  the  hot  ashes  for  the 
pieces  of  brass,  the  setting  fire  to  a  pile 
of  shavings  on  the  lot  was  not  in  the  nature 
of  a  trap  for  the  unwary.  A  child  of  nine 
years  knows  that  fire  will  bum.  The  little 
girl,  as  she  says,  was  aware  of  this.  There 
was  fire  in  the  ashes,  and  she  used  a  stick. 
She  did  not  think  her  dress  would  take  fire; 
neither  would  the  defendant's  employee, 
who  threw  out  the  chips  and  set  fire  to 
them.  The  accident  which  overtook  this 
child  is  extraordinary;  one  which,  in  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  forethought,  would 
not  have  been  apprehended.  But  it  is  not 
necessary  to  place,  the  decision  upon  that 
ground.  The  defendant  here,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances .  .  .  owed  no  duty  to  the 
plaintiff  requiring  active  vigilance  to  pre- 
vent the  occurrence  of  such  an  accident." 

In  Kalz  V.  Winona  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  76 
Minn.  351,  79  N.  W.  310,  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damiiges  for  fatally  burning  a 
child  by  fire  set  out  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany on  its  rigtht  of  way  for  purposes  of 
consumption  of  grass  thereon,  it  was  held 
that,  as  the  evidence  strongly  supported  the 
contention  of  delfendant  that  the  child  was 
a  trespasser,  a  refusal  to  direct  a  verdict 
for  defendant  was  error.  In  this  case  there 
Mas  apparently  no  contention  by  plaintiff 
that  defendant  would  be  liable  even  though 
the  child  was  a  trespasser,  but  he  based  his 
right  to  recover  on  the  theory  that  the  child 
was  burned  outside  the  right  of  way,  at  a 
place  to  which  the  fire  set  had  spread, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


which  the  appellate  court  held  to  be  con- 
trary to  the  evidence. 

Generally  as  to  duty  to  discover  peril  or 
disability  of  trespasser,  see  note  in  69 
L.R.A.  643. 

Application  of  turntable  doctrine.         ' 

In  Erickson  t.  Great  Northern  R.  Co. 
supra,  the  court,  while  approving  the  so- 
called  turntable  doctrine,  declined  to  ex- 
tend its  application  to  the  case  at  bar,  and, 
in  discussing  the  limits  of  that  doctrine, 
said:  It  is  not  practicable  to  lay  down 
any  absolute  rule  as  to  the  limitations.  The 
manifest  trend,  however,  of  all  the  decisions 
of  this  court,  is  to  limit  its  application  to 
attractive  and  dangerous  machinery  and  to 
other  similar  cases  where  the  danger  is 
latent.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
cases  may  not  arise  outside  of  this  classifi- 
cation to  which  the  doctrine  may  be  extend- 
ed, but  we  do  hold  that,  as  a  general  rule, 
the  doctrine  of  the  turntable  cases  must  be 
limited  to  cases  of  attractive  and  dangerous 
machinery  and  to  other  similar  cases  where 
the  danger  is  latent.  This  rule  may  not 
be  strictly  logical,  but  it  is  a  necessary  one, 
unless  landowners  are  to  be  made  insurers 
of  the  safety  of  children  when  trespassing 
upon  their  premises. 

But  in  Paolino  v.  McKendall  and  Cole- 
man V.  Robert  Graves  Co.  supra,  the  turn- 
table doctrine  was  disapproved;  the  court 
in  the  first  case  stating  that  it  is  a  doc- 
trine which  construes  a  mere  temptation,  as 
an  allurement  sufficient  legally  to  constit\\te 
an  invitation  to  enter  the  premises  of  an- 
other. 

As  to  the  extent  of  application  of  at- 
tractive nuisances,  see  note  in  19  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1124.  J.  n.  B. 
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thing  before  screaming  to  attract  the  atten- 
tion of  tiie  men  engaged  in  their  work  on 
the  track,  it  cannot  be  reasonably  inferred 
that  they  knew  of  her  presence  in  their 
vicinity  before  she  caught  fire.  The  evidence 
is  not  sufficient  to  authorize  a  finding  that 
they  knew  she  was  in  a  place  of  danger  un- 
til she  was  in  imminent  peril. 

Nor  does  the  evidence  have  any  legitimate 
tendency  to  show  that  the  workmen  ought 
to  have  known  that  she  or  other  little  chil- 
dren were  liable  to  be  there.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  defendant's  way  was  fre- 
quented by  children.  It  had  not  been  used 
as  a  playground;  and  there  was  no  reason 
to  anticipate  that  children  would  trespass 
upon  it  when  it  was  being  burned  over.  It 
is  argued  that  the  fire  was  attractive  to 
children,  and  that  the  defendant,  knowing 
this  fact,  ought  to  have  anticipated  that 
they  would  trespass  upon  its  way  to  play 
with  the  fire.  But'  this  assumption  is  not 
universally  true;  for  many  children  are  re- 
pelled by  the  sight  of  a  conflagration.  It  is 
impossible,  without  other  evidence,  to  ac- 
count for  the  presence  of  the  deceased  on 
the  defendant's  way.  What  induced  her  to 
go  there  is  problematical;  and  it  cannot  be 
inferred  that  she  was  there  because  the  fire 
attracted  her,  in  order  to  draw  the  further 
inference  that  the  railroad  men  ought,  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  to  have 
known  of  her  presence  in  time  to  warn  her 
of  her  danger.  When  she  screamed,  nothing 
could  be  done  to  save  her.  If,  therefore,  it 
would  have  been  the  defendant's  duty  to 
warn  her  of  her  danger,  or  to  drive  her 
from  its  land,  if  its  servants  had  known  or 
ought  to  have  known  of  her  presence  ( Hobbs 
V.  George  W.  Blanchard  &  Sons  Co.  75  N. 
H.  73,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.)  93,  70  Atl.  1082; 
Buch.  V.  Amory  Mfg.  Co.  69  N.  H.  257,  76 
Am.  St.  Rep.  163,  44  Atl.  809),  the  fact  that 
it  cannot  be  charged  with  that  knowledge 
prevents  the  application  of  that  doctrine, 
and  shows  that  her  injury  is  not  attribut- 
able to  its  violation  of  any  duty  it  owed  to 
her.  It  had  a  right  to  burn  the  dry  grass 
by  the  side  of  its  track,  without  keeping 
watch  for  casual  trespassers  who  might  pos- 
sibly get  into  the  flames  and  be  injured 
(Shea  V.  Concord  &  M.  R.  Co.  69  N.  H.  361, 
41  Atl.  774).  Whether,  if  it  had  known  the 
deceased  was  present,  it  would  have  been 
its  duty  to  protect  her  from  being  burned 
by  the  fire,  on  the  ground  tliat  the  fire  was 
"active  intervention"  by  the  landowner,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  consider. 

The  exception  to  the  exclusion  of  evidence 
of  the  declaration  of  the  little  girl  an 
hour  after  the  accident,  explaining  how  she 
caught  fire,  presents  no  question  of  law  for 
the  dourt.  The  evidence  mav  have  been  ex- 
eluded  by  the  court  as  a  matter  of  discre- 
39  L.R,A,(N.S.) 


tion.    "Much  must  be  left  to  the  diseretion 
of  the  court  in  admitting  or  rejecting  such 
testimony."   Dorr  v.  Atlantic  Shore  Line  B. 
Co.  76  N.  H.  160,  162,  80  AtL  336,  337. 
Exceptions  overruled. 

All  concur. 
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Rk  will  of  WARREN  B.  FIELD,  De- 
ceased. 

AMERICAN  SOCIETY  FOR  PSYCHICAL 
RESEARCH,  Appt. 

MARY  H.  McALISTER,  Re»pt. 

(204  N.  Y.  448,  97  N.  E.  881.) 

Will  —  sigrnature  —  superadded  sheets. 

A  holographic  will  executed  on  a  printed 
blank  is  properly  subscribed  by  the  tes- 
tator at  the  end  of  it,  if  the  signature  ap- 
pears in  the  proper  place  in  the  blank,  al- 
though in  the  blank  left  for  the  diflposing 
clause  testator  states  that  he  disposes  of 
his  property  as  per  the  provisions  of  the 
pages  attached  and  consecutively  numbered 
to  a  number  specified,  which  sheets  are  then 
pinned  in  the  blank,  one  on  top  of  the  other, 
with  writing  on  one  side  only,  and  when 
read  as  though  inserted  where  pinned,  the 
will  reads  logically  and  consecutively. 

(February  20,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  a  legatee  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Second  Department,  afiferming  a  de- 
cree of  the  Surrogate's  Court  for  Kings 
County  refusing  to  admit  to  probate  the 
will  of  Warren  B.  Field,  deceased.  Re- 
versed. 

Statement  by  Vann,  J.: 

A  paper  purporting  to  be  the  last  will  and 
testament  of  Warren  B.  Field,  deceased, 
dated  January  10,  1910,  was  refused  probate 
by  the  surrogate  of  Kings  county  on  the  25th 
of  July,  1910.  The  American  Society  for 
Psychical  Research,  one  of  the  legatees  not 
cited  in'  the  surrogate's  court,  appealed  to 
the  appellate  division,  where  the  order  of 
the  surrogate  was  unanimously  affirmed,  and 
thereupon  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court. 

The  paper  was  partly  written  and  partly 

Note.  —  The  question  when  a  will  is 
deemed  to  have  been  signed  or  subscribed 
at  the  end  t^  treated  in  noAes  to  Sears  v. 
Sears,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  353,  Mader  v.  Apple. 
23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  515,  and  Re  Stinson,  30 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1173. 

The  question  whether  writing  the  name 
in  the  body  of  a  holographic  will  is  a  signa- 
ture thereto  is  discus^sed  in  the  note  to 
Meads  v.  Earle,  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)  64. 
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printed;  but  all  the  writing  was  by  the  de- 
cedent's own  hand.  In  drafting  it,  a  print- 
ed form  was  used,  .consisting  of  one  sheet,  at 
the  head  of  the  first  page  of  which  the 
printed  part  was  as  follows:    "In  the  name 

pf  God,  Amen.    I,   ,  being  of  sound 

and  disposing  mijid  and  memory,  and  con- 
sidering the  uncertainty  of  this  life,  do 
piake,  publish,  and  declare  this  to  be  my  last 
will  and  testament  as  follows:  First,  after 
all  my  lawful  debts  are  paid,  I."  Then  fol- 
lowed a  blank  space  of  5  or  6  inches.  Neiir 
the  bottom  of  the  sheat  was  the  following 

printed  matter :    "I  hereby  appoint 

to  be  execut...  of  this  my  last  will  and 
testament,  hereby  revoking  all  former  wills. 
In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  sub- 
scribed my  name  and  affixed  my  seal  the 

day  of   ......   in  the  year  of  our 

Lord  one  thousand,  nine  hundred  

Witnesses." 

The  first  blank  in  the  printed  form  was 
filled  with  the  name  of  the  decedent,  and  the 
last  blanks  with  the  name  of  the  Kings 
County  Trust  Company,  as  executor,  and 
the  date  in  the  clause  commencing  "In  wit- 
ness whereof."  In  the  blank  space  of  5  or 
6  inches,  and  directly  beneath  the  print- 
ed line  reading,  "First,  after  all  my  lawful 
debts  are  paid,  I,"  the  decedent  wrote  as 
follows:  '*wi\\  and  direct  that  my  estate  be 
settled  as  per  the  provisions  of  the  pages 
hereto  attached  and  numbered  from  one  to 
six  inclusive,  and  this  is  to  stand  unchal- 
lenged and  unchanged  in  any  form  provided 
I  decease  before  a  will  is  drawn  by  my  at- 
torney." Immediately  after  these  words  in 
said  blank  space,  there  was  attached,  by 
two  pins,  six  sheets  in  the  handwriting  of 
the  decedent,  numbered  by  him  at  the  top 
consecutively  from  one  to  six,  which  con- 
tain the  disposing  provisions  of  the  will. 
The  first  of  the  attached  sheets  begins  as 
follows:  "January  10,  1910.  Provisions 
which  I  desire  made  in  my  will  and  which, 
should  I  pass  away  before  will  is  drawn, 
that  I  desire  executed  exactly  as  though 
drawn  in  an  ironclad  legal  form.  There- 
fore, I,  Warren  B.  Field,  of  42  Garden 
Place,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y.,  do  appoint  as  my  at- 
torney to  draw  said  will  the  law  firm  of 
George  V.  Brower,  Temple  Bar,  Brooklyn, 
N.  Y.,  and  as  executor  of  my  said  will  the 
Kiugs  County  Trust  Company,  of  Brooklyn, 
N.  Y.,  under  the  following  positive  direc- 
tions and  instructions,  to  wit."  Then  fol- 
low the  testamentary  dispositions  made  in 
great  detail.  The  last  sentence  of  the  sixth 
sheet  of  those  attached  in  simply  a  direc- 
tion to  pay  a  certain  fund  in  various  propor- 
tions to  three  individuals. 

Nothing  was  written  in  the  blank  spaces 
of  the  printed  form,  except  as  stated.  The 
signature  of  the  decedent  was  written  in  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


usual  place  on  the  right-hand  side  at  the 
bottom  of  the  printed  form,  directly  beneath 
the  clause  commencing,  "in  witness  where-' 
of,"  as  filled  out  with  the  date.  The  signa- 
tures of  the  two  witnesses  were  to  the  left 
of  the  signature  of  the  decedent,  and  right 
beneath  the  printed  word  "witnesses"  on  the 
form.  Below  the  signatures  was  a  printed 
attestation  clause;  but  it  was  not  filled  out 
or  signed.  When  the  paper  was  signed  by 
the  decedent  and  the  two  witnesses,  the  six 
separate  pages  were  already  attached  in  the 
manner  above  described.  Due  proof  of  the 
execution  of  the  paper  as  a  will  in  compli- 
ance with  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
was  shown  by  the  testimony  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses.  The  original  paper,  furnished 
for  use  on  this  review,  reads  continuously 
and  naturally  from  the  beginning  to  the  end 
thereof;  each  of  the  "attached  sheets"  be- 
ing written  on  one  side  only,  so  that  it  can 
be  conveniently  turned  over  backward  in 
reading  the  instrument  in  the  usual  way. 

Mr.  Miles  M.  Dawson,  for  appellant: 

Upon  the  respondent's  theory  that  the 
will  should  be  read  commencing  at  the  top 
of  the  printed  form,  the  will  is  notwith- 
standing signed  at  the  end  thereof. 

Re  O'Neil,  91  N.  Y.  616;  Re  Dake,  98  App. 
Div.  628,  90  N.  Y.  Supp.  213;  Re  Andrews, 
162  N.  Y.  1,  48  L.R.A.  662,  76  Am.  St.  Rep. 
294,  66  N.  E.  629,  43  App.  Div.  394,  60  N. 
Y.  Supp.  141. 

Messrs.  McKeen,  Brewster,  &  Morgan, 
for  respondent  Mary  H.  McAlister: 

The  will  was  not  subscribed  at  the  end 
thereof. 

Re  Fults,  42  App.  Div.  594,  69  N.  Y. 
Supp.  766;  Re  Whitney,  163  N.  Y.  269,  60 
Am.  St.  Rep.  616,  47  N.  E.  272;  Re  Field, 
144  App.  Div.  737,  129  N.  Y.  Supp.  690; 
Re  Emmons,  110  App.  Div.  701,  96  ^.  Y. 
Supp.  606;  Re  Dake,  75  App.  Div.  403,  78 
N.  Y.  Supp.  29;  Re  Andrews,  162  N.  Y.  1, 
48  L.R.A.  662,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  66  K. 
E.  529;  Re  O'Neil,  91  N.  Y.  616;  Re  Blair, 
84  Hun,  681,  32  N.  Y.  Supp.  846. 

Vann,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  surrogate  refused  probate,  because 
the  paper  purporting  to  be  a  will  was  not 
"subscribed  by  the  testator  at  the  end" 
thereof  as  required  by  statute,  and  the  de- 
cree was  affirmed  by  the  appellate  division 
for  the  same  reason.  As  the  essential  facts 
were  stipulated,  and  the  original  paper  it- 
self is  produced  as  one  of  the  facts  agreed 
upon,  the  question  whether  it  was  signed  at 
the  end  is  a  question  of  law.  The  entire 
printed  form  was  treated  below  as  the  first 
page,  the  sheets  numbered  from  one  to  six 
as  succeeding  pages,  and  thus  the  conclusion 
was  reached  that  the  decedent  did  not  sign 
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at  the  end  of  the  paper.  When  read  in  ti^U 
way  the  instroment  does  not  read  naturally 
or  consecutively,  and  does  not  make  sense. 
The  physical  position  of  the  six  sheets,  the 
place  and  method  of  attaching  them,  and 
the  closing  paragraphs  at  the  bottom  of  the 
printed  form,  are  substantially  ignored.  The 
natural  order  of  reading  the  paper  is  sub- 
verted and  an  artificial  order  substituted, 
not  to  aid,  but  to  oyertum,  the  obvious  in- 
tention. The  natural  order  of  reading  it  is 
to  begin  with  the  opening  words  on  the 
printed  blank  and,  continuing  with  form  and 
sense  reasonably  connected,  to  read  the  first 
of  the  numbered  sheets,  and,  turning  it  over 
in  the  usual  way  with  legal  papers,  to  read 
the  other  sheets  in  their  actual  order,  and 
after  the  last  has  been  read,  to  turn  that 
over  also,  when  the  closing  paragraphs  of 
the  printed  form  follow,  the  end  of  the  in- 
strument is  reached,  and  no  part  thereof 
follows  the  signature.  Who  would  read  it 
in  any  other  way,  unless  he  wished  to  de- 
stroy it  as  a  will?  Who  would  turn  over 
the  six  sheets  without  reading  them,  read 
the  testimonium  clause,  and  then  turn  back 
to  read  the  rest?  In  reading  an  ordinary 
card  calendar  with  the  record  of  the  month 
of  December  printed  on  the  card  itself  and 
descriptive  matter  printed  above,  with  the 
records  of  the  other  months  on  slips  at- 
tached in  the  usual  way,  that  of  January 
being  on  top,  who  would  not  regard  Decem- 
ber as  the  end,  both  of  the  calendar  and  the 
card?  The  slips  become  by  the  place  and 
method  of  attachment  virtually  embodied  in 
the  card.  80  the  six  sheets  of  the  paper  in 
question  are  part  of  the  body  of  the  will, 
being  physically  incorporated  therein,  and 
not,  as  in  some  of  the  cases,  wholly  without 
the  body  and  merely  referred  to  therein. 
The  essence  of  the  paper  subscribed  is  not 
the  printed  form  alone,  but  the  printed  form 
with  the  six  sheets  so  inserted  therein  as  to 
become  blended  therewith  at  the  point  of 
insertion.  Thus  the  physical  and  the  liter- 
ary beginning,  body,  and  end  of  the  instru- 
ment are  the  same,  and  the  signature  of  the 
testator  is  found  at  the  end. 

The  position  of  the  courts  below,  how^ 
ever,  finds  some  support  in  the  adjudged 
cases;  for  we  have  gone  far  to  protect  tes- 
tators from  the  danger  of  imposition  and 
fraud  through  unauthorized  additions  and 
changes  in  their  wills.  That  danger  does 
not  exist  when,  as  in  this  case,  the  will  is 
holographic,  and,  while  we  do  not  regard  that 
fact  as  controlling,  it  is  worthy  of  remark 
that  none  of  the  six  numbered  sheets  could 
have  been  changed  without  the  co-operation 
of  the  testator  himself.  While  the  pins 
could  be  removed  and  other  sheets  substitut- 
ed, this  is  true  of  many  wills  written  on 
different  sheets  and  fastened  together  by  riv- 
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ets'or  tape.  There  is  no  statute  forbidding 
the'use  of  separate  sheets,  or  directing  how 
they  shall  be  joined  together.  Cases  where 
wills  have  been  altered  after  execution  are 
very  rare,  as  the  records  of  the  courts  show, 
while  cases  where  the  intention  of  the  tes- 
tator has  been  wholly  defeated  by  a  rigid 
construction  of  the  statute  requiring  sub- 
scription at  the  end  of  the  will  are  alann- 
ingly  frequent.  Thus,  Judge  Cullen,  writing 
for  the  appellate  division  in  Re  Andrews,  43 
App.  Div.  394,  401,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  141,  146, 
said:  ''With  every  disposition  to  uphold 
this  will,  we  do  not  see  how  it  can  be  done 
by  this  court.  If  limitations  or  qualifica- 
tions are  to  be  made  on  the  cases  on  which 
this  opinion  is  based,  those  limitations  must 
proceed  from  the  court  of  appeals.  If  the 
decision  now  made  by  us  should  be  upheld 
by  that  court,  it  will  follow  that  at  least 
six  wills  (including  one  in  the  fourth  de- 
partment. Re  Fults,  42  App.  Div.  593,  69  N. 
Y.  Supp.  766),  undoubtedly  containing  the 
true  testamentary  dispositions  of  testators, 
and  executed  by  those  testators  with  the  in- 
tent to  conform  with  the  statutes  of  this 
state,  will  have  been  held  void  because  of 
the  interpretation  placed  on  the  statutory 
requirements  for  ssifeguards  against  fraud. 
The  rule  which  our  decision  enforces  in 
this  case  operates  only  to  prevent  fraudu- 
lent additions  to  testamentary  instruments, 
and  not  as  a  security  against  wills  forged 
in  their  entirety.  We  think  the  decisions  of 
the  courts  of  this  state  will  be  examined  in 
vain  in  the  attempt  to  find  six  cases  of  al- 
leged fraudulent  additions  to  wills,  or  even 
half  that  number;  and  it  must  be  conceded 
that  as  to  this  supposed  danger  the  remedy 
has  proved  in  practice  far  worse  than  the 
disease.  In  England  a  statute  similar  to 
our  own,  and  construed  as  strictly  by  the 
courts  of  that  country  as  our  statute  has 
been  construed  by  our  courts,  was  passed  in 
1837  (1  Vict.  chap.  26).  The  evils  resulting 
from  it  proved  so  great  that  in  1853  (15 
and  16  Vict.  chap.  24)  it  was  modified.  1 
Jarman  Wills,  6th  Am.  ed.  106." 

The  evil  of  fraudulent  changes  in  wills 
is  rare,  while  the  evil  of  defeating  wills  al- 
together in  the  manner  suggested  is  com- 
mon. Hence  we  think  we  have  gone  far 
enough  in  the  direction  of  rigid  construc- 
tion, and  that  the  doctrine  of  certain  au- 
thorities should  not  be  extended,  lest,  in 
the  effort  to  prevent  wrong,  we  do  more 
harm  than  good. 

The  appellate  division,  not  without  some 
reason,  relief  upon  Re  Whitney,  153  jN.  Y. 
259,  60  Am.  St.  Rep.  616,  47  N.  E.  272,  and 
Re  Andrews,  162  N.  Y.  1,  48  L.RA.  662, 
76  Am.  St.  Rep.  294,  56  N.  E.  529.  In 
the  earlier  case,  the  facts,  a»  stated  by 
Judge  Edward  T.  Bartlett,  in  his  opinioii. 
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were  as  follows:  "The  will  is  drawn  upon 
a  printed  blank  covering  only  one  page,  and 
the  testator  and  subscribing  witnesses 
signed  at  the  foot  thereof.  The  subdivisions 
of  the  will,  marked,  respectively,  'first'  and 
'second,'  fill  the  entire  blank  space  in  the 
printed  form,  and  at  the  end  of  the  second 
aubdivision  are  the  words  'see  annexed 
sheet.'  On  a  separate  slip  of  paper  arc 
written  two  additional  subdivisions,  marked, 
respectively,  'third'  and  'fourth,'  and  this 
is  attached  to  the  face  of  the  will,  immedi- 
ately over  the  first  and  second  subdivisions, 
by  metal  staples,  so  that  the  slip  annexed 
has  to  be  raised  up  or  turned  back,  in  order 
to  read  the  first  two  clauses."  We  held  that 
probate  of  the  instrument  was  properly  de- 
nied, citing  Re  O'Neil,  91  N.  Y.  516,  and 
Re  Conway,  124  N.  Y.  465,  11  L.RA.  796, 
26  N.  E.  1028. 

In  the  O'Neil  Case,  the  instrument  was 
drawn  on  a  printed  blank,  the  formal  com- 
mencement being  on  the  first  page,  and  the 
formal  termination  at  the  foot  of  the  third 
page.  The  blank  space  was  filled  on  the 
first,  second,  and  third  pages,  and  the  last 
or  thirteenth  clause  of  the  will  was  partly 
written  on  the  third,  and  the  balance  car- 
ried over  to  the  blank  fourth  page.  The 
names  of  the  testator  and  the  witnesses  were 
subscribed  near  the  bottom  of  the  third 
page,  below  the  formal  printed  termination 
of  the  will,  and  there  only.  The  last  clause 
was  below  and  beyond  the  signature. 

In  the  Conway  Case,  there  was  a  similar 
state  of  facts,  with  the  exception  that  at 
the  end  of  the  provisions  in  the  body  of 
the  will  were  the  words  "carried  to  back  of 
will,"  and  upon  the  back  of  the  sheet  was 
the  words  "continued."  Following  this  word 
were  various  bequests,  and  then  below  them 
were  added  the  words  "signature  on  face 
of  the  will,"  and  there  only  was  the  will 
signed. 

In  the  Whitney  Case,  as  Is  well  said  by 
the  learned  counsel  for  the  appellant,  the 
order  of  the  sheets  had  to  be  disturbed,  if 
the  will  was  to  be  read  consecutively,  while 
in  the  case  at  bar  the  order  must  be  dis- 
turbed violently,  if  one  is  to  escape  reading 
the  will  consecutively.  The  sheets  attached 
in  the  Whitney  will  covered  the  preceding 
clauses  thereof,  and  prevented  its  being  read 
consecutively;  in  the  case  at  bar,  they  cov- 
ered only  the  subsequent  clauses,  and  so  en- 
able it  to  be  read  consecutively.  In  other 
words;  we  held  in  the  Whitney  Case  that 
when  the  instrument  could  not  be  read  with- 
out turning  the  leaves  backward  and  for- 
ward, it  did  not  comply  with  the  statute. 
That  is  not  this  case,  and  while  the  facts 
are  somewhat  similar,  the  principle  involved 
cannot  be  extended  without  danger. 
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In  Re  Andrews,  a  printed  form  was  used, 
consisting  of  one  sheet,  the  two  leaves  of 
which  were  joined  from  top  to  bottom  on  the 
left  side.  After  the  printed  formal  part  at 
the  top  of  the  first  page  was  a  blank  space 
that  was  filled  by  the  draftsman,  who  then 
skipped  the  second  page,  which  had  the 
attestation  clause  at  the  top,  and  filled  the 
third,  writing  at  the  top  thereof  "2d  page." 
He  then  wrote  on  the  second  page,  at  the 
top,  "3d  page,"  filled  out  the  attestation 
clause  directly  beneath,  and  it  was  sub- 
scribed and  witnessed  at  that  point  only. 
Hence  the  end  of  the  will  was  found  on 
the  second  page,  and  the  part  written  on 
the  third  page  was  neither  subscribed  by 
the*  testator,  nor  incorporated  by  reference 
into  the  part  that  was  subscribed  by  him. 
When  read  in  its  natural  order,  the  will 
did  not  run  consecutively.  It  did  not  make 
sense  without  skipping  backward  and  for- 
ward. As  was  said  by  Judge  Bartlett  in  his 
opinion:  "We  have  here  on  one  entire  j)ieoe 
of  paper,  folded  so  as  to  make  four  pages, 
a  complete  will,  so  far  as  form  goes,  on 
the  first  and  second  pages,  and  then  fol- 
lows on  the  third  page  of  the  blank,  and 
after  the  signatures  of  testatrix  and  wit- 
nesses on  the  second  page  of  the  blank,  a 
page  marked  '2d  page,'  not  connected  with 
the  will  proper  in  any  way,  but  complete  by 
itself."  162  N.  Y.  10,  48  L.R.A.  662,  76  Am. 
St.  Rep.  294,  56  N.  E.  532. 

We  regard  the  decision  in  the  Andrews 
Case  as  extreme,  and  as  marking  a  bound- 
ary beyond  which  we  should  not  go.  The 
natural  end  of  a  will  is  where  the  draftamaii 
stopped  writing  in  the  consecutive  order 
of  composition,  which,  in  the  Andrews  will, 
preceded  the  third  page,  and  in  thtf  will  be- 
fore us  succeeded  the  six  numbered  pages. 
The  will  before  us,  when  read  consecutively 
as  the  mass  of  mankind  would  read  it,  has 
the  signature  at  the  physical  and  natural 
end  thereof.  We  think  that  the  will  of  the 
decedent  should  have  been  admitted  to  pro- 
bate. We  base  our  decision  largely  on  the 
natural  and  consecutive  method  of  reading, 
without  turning  backward  or  skipping  a 
part  and  then  looking  forward,  only  to  turn 
backward  again,  in  order  to  have  the  sense 
connected  and  continuous.  Form  should  not 
be  raised  above  substance,  in  order  to  de- 
stroy a  will,  and  the  substantial  thing  in 
this  case  is  a  paper  which  reads  straight- 
forward and  without  interruption  from  the 
beginning  to  the  end,  and  when  thus  read 
the  signature  is  found  at  the  end. 

The  order  of  the  Appellate  Division  and 
decree  of  the  Surrogate  should  be  reversed, 
with  costs  in  all  courts  payable  out  of  the 
estate,  and  the  proceeding  remitted  to  the 
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Surrogate  of  Kings  County,  with  directions 
to  admit  the  will  to  probate. 

Cnllen,  Ch.  J.,  and  Halght,  Werner, 
WllUurd  Bartlett,  Chase,  and  Golllii, 
JJ^  concur. 


COIiOBABO  SUPREME  COURT. 

(In  Banc.) 

TUNNEL    MINING    ft    LEASING    COM- 
PANY, Appt., 

V. 

J.  E.  COOPER. 

(60  Colo.  390,  115  Pac.  901.) 

Trial  —  ezcesslve  verdict  —  remittitur 
•i-  judgment  for  new  trial. 

1.  The  court  cannot  enter  judgment  upon 


a  verdict  after  remittitur,  which  was  ex- 
cessive as  a  result  of  passion  or  prejudice, 
where  the  statute  provides  for  a  new  trial 
in  such  cases. 

Same  —  finding  of  prejudice. 

.  2.  A  finding  h^  a  court  that  the  verdict 
in  a  personal-injury  action  was  ezoessiTe, 
and  its  direction  of  a  remittitur,  amomits, 
as  matter  of  law,  to  a  finding  that  it  was 
the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice,  where, 
under  the  statute,  the  court  has  no  au- 
thority to  interfere  with  the  verdict  ex* 
oept  for  such  cause,  although  the  court  may 
expressly  declare  that  it  is  not  ahle  to  see 
that  the  verdict  is  the  result  of  passion  or 
prejudice. 

Same  ^  judicial  declaration  of  preju- 
dice. 

3.  The  court  will  declare  that  the  allow- 
ance of  $38,760,  for  injury  to  a  miner  capa- 
ble of  earning  $1,200  per  year,  which  con- 
sists of  the  fracture  of  his  collar  bone, 
which  shortened  in  knitting,  and  of  three 


Note,  —  Potver  of  trial  court  to  cure  an 
excessive  verdict  by  requiring  or  per' 
mitUng  a  reduction  where  true  fneas- 
ure  of  damages  not  ascertainable  hy 
fnere  computation, 

I*  Introductory,  1064.  ^ 

II.  Peremptory  reductions,  1064. 
TTT.  Permissive  remittiturs, 
a.  In  general. 

1.  Theory  that  trial  court  has 

power,     1067. 

2.  Contrary  doctrine,  1076. 

b.  Where  there  is  prejudice  or  pas- 
sion. 

1.  Not  allowable,  1079. 

2.  Allowable,  1083. 

/.  Introductory, 

This  note  relates  to  the  power  of  the 
trial  court,  and  is  limited  to  verdicts  in  ac- 
tions where  the  damages  are  not  capable 
of  computation.  Cases  where,  under  the 
local  practice,  motions  for  a  new  trial  are 
made  in  the  appellate  court,  or  before  a 
general  term,  are  not  included. 

For  cases  on  the  power  of  appellate  courts 
to  interfere  with  verdict  for  excessive  dam- 
ages, see  the  note  to  Burdict  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  26  L.R.A.  384.  The  questions  as 
to  the  reduction  of  verdicts  which  exceed 
the  claim  of  the  declaration  or  writ,  and  as 
to  reductions  for  the  purpose  of  ousting  ap- 
pellate courts,  are  also  excluded. 

The  practice  by  the  trial  court  of  deny- 
ing a  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  condition 
that  the  plaintiff  remit  a  part  of  a  verdict, 
even  in  cases  where  the  damages  are  not 
liquidated,  is  growing  in  favor,  and  this  is 
now  the  more  general  rule,  though  it  is 
still  opposed  in  some  jurisdictions.  A  few 
courts  go  further  and  permit  this  practice 
by  the  trial  courts  even  where  there  is  pas- 
sion and  prejudice  in  the  verdict  As  to 
peremptory  reductions,  there  seems  to  be 
no  court  except  that  of  Wisconsin  which  re- 
quires a  reduction  of  part  of  a  verdict  for 
damages  of  this  character  without  the  con- 
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sent  of  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  verdict 
is  rendered. 

The  remittitur  of  wrongful  items  is,  of 
course,  not  within  the  scope  of  this  note, 
but  it  mav  be  mentioned  that,  following 
the  general  rule  as  to  such  items,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  remittitur  of  exempUrr 
damages  will  cure  a  wrongful  inclusion  of 
them  in  the  case,  if  such  inclusion  has  not 
had  an  improper  influence  on  the  rest  of 
the  verdict.  (See  Freiberg  v.  Elliott,  — 
Tex.  — ,  8  S.  W.  322;  Stone  v.  Chicago, 
St,  P.  M  &  O.  R.  Co.  88  Wis.  98,  59  N.  W. 
457;  also  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  t. 
Morgan,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  45  S.  W.  169, 
which  was,  however,  reversed  on  another 
ground  in  92  Tex.  98,  46  S.  W.  281.  The 
reader  will  remember  that  the  action  of 
the  trial  court  in  ordering  a  new  trial  ab- 
solutely for  excessive  unliquidated  damages 
is  rarely  disturbed  in  the  appellate  courts. 

II,  Perem.ptory  reductions. 

As  heretofore  stated,  in  actions  for  un- 
liquidated damages  the  trial  court  may  not 
enter  reductions  of  damages  without  the 
consent  of  the  party  favorc^d  by  the  verdict 
Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131  U.  S.  22,  33  L.  ed. 
110,  9  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  606  {dictum) ;  Dul^e  t. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  172  Fed.  684 
{dictum)  affirmed  in  112  C.  C.  A.  564,  192 
Fed.  30.6;  Albin  v.  Kinney,  96  HI.  214 
{dictum)  Brown  v.  McLeish,  71  Iowa,  38J, 
32  N.  W.  386;  Sourwine  v.  Truscott  25 
Hun,  67  (as  explained  in  Williams  v.  Em- 
pire Woolen  Co.  7  App.  Div.  346,  39  N.  Y. 
Supp.  941) ;  Isley  v.  Virginia  Bridge  &  Iron 
Co.  143  N.  C.  51,  55  S.  E.  416;  Atchison,!. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V  Cogswell,  23  Okla.  181. 
20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  837,  99  Pac  923;  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Frith,  105  Tenn.  167,  58 
S.  W.  118  {dictum) ;  Young  v.  Cowden,  98 
Tenn.  577,  40  S.  W.  1088  {dictum);  Ro^r 
ers  V.  Bailey,  68  W.  Va.  186,  69  S.  E.  69S. 
See  also,  as  indicating  a  similsr  view, 
Dickie  V.  Henderson,  95  Ark.  78,  128  S.  W. 
561;   Shayne  v.  White,  81  App.  Div.  600, 


1011. 


TUNNEL  MINING  &  L.  CO.  v.  COOPER. 


1065 


ribs,  which  failed  to  unite,  so  that  normal 
protection  is  not  given  to  certain  vital 
parts,  and  he  has  to  wear  a  belt  to  protect 
them,  and  the  shortening  of  one  leg  a  half 
inch,  so  that  he  is  left  slightly  lame,  is, 
because  of  its  amount,  the  result  of  passion 
or  prejudice,  or  of  a  total  misconception  by 
the  jury  of  its  duties  and  obligations. 

(May  1,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Teller  County, 
entered  upon  a  verdict  in  plaintiff's  favor, 
after  remittitur,  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  the  n^ligence 
of  defendant's  servant.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Milton  Smith  and  Charles  R. 
Brock,  for  appellant: 

The  court  erred  in  allowing  a  remittitur, 


and  in  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
upon  the  filing  of  such  remittitur. 

F.  M.  Davis  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  White, 
31  Colo.  82,  71  Pac.  384;  Deep  Min.  &, 
Drainage  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  21  Colo.  633,  43 
Pac.  210;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Fox,  11 
Bush,  496;  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Soott, 
34  Colo.  99,  81  Pac.  763. 

Mr.  Csharles  O.  Butler,  for  appellee: 

The  verdict  was  not  the  result  of  passion 
or  prejudice. 

Mitchell  V.  Broadway  k  S.  A.  R.  Co.  70 
Hun,  387,  24  N.  Y.  Supp.  32;  Chicago  ft  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Flaherty,  106  111.  App.  14;  Postal 
Teleg.  Cable  Co.  v.  Coote,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  57  S.  W.  9ia;  Colorado  Springs  Electric 
Co.  V.  Soper,  38  Colo.  126,  88  Pac  161; 
Todd  V.  Demeree,  16  Colo.  88,  24  Pac.  563; 
Browns  v.  Lutin,  16  Colo.  App.  263,  64  Pao. 
674;  Haycraft  v.  Griggsby,  94  Mo.  App.  74, 


81  N.  Y.  Supp.  372.  See  contra,  Wisconsin 
cases,  infra. 

In  Kennon  v.  Gilmer,  131  U.  S.  22,  33 
L.  ed.  110,  9  Sup.  Ct;  Rep.  696,  an  action 
for  personal  injuries,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  in  reversing  the  decision 
of  the  supreme  court  of  a  territory,  which 
reduced  the  amount  of  a  judgment  abso- 
lutely, without  giving  the  plaintiff  his  elec- 
tion said,  after  referring  to  the  Montana 
statutes:  "Under  these  statutes,  as  at 
common  law,  the  court,  upon  the  hearing  of 
a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  may,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  judicial  discretioUi  either  abso- 
lutely deny  the  motion,  or  grant  a  new  trial 
generally,  or  it  may  order  that  a  new  trial 
be  had  unless  the  plaintiff  elects  to  remit  a 
certain  part  of  the  verdict,  and  that,  if  he 
does  so  remit,  judgment  be  entered  for  the 
rest.  ...  In  a  case  in  which  damages 
for  a  tort  have  been  assessed  by  a  jury  at 
an  entire  sum,  no  court  of  law,  upon  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  for  excessive  damages 
and  for  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  verdict,  is  authorized,  according  to 
its  own  estimate  of  the  amount  of  damages 
which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have  recovered, 
to  enter  an  absolute  judgment  for  any  other 
sum  than  that  assessed  by  the  jury." 

In  Massadillo  v.  Nashville  &  K.  R.  Co. 
89  Tenn.  661,  16  S.  W.  445,  where  the 
plaintiff,  under  protest,  remitted  a  part  of 
the  verdict  in  order  to  prevent  a  new  trial, 
it  was  held  that  this  was  error;  that  there- 
fore the  verdict  must  be  considered  as  in- 
tact; and  as  it  appeared  to  be  excessive,  and 
showed  that  there  was  passion  and  preju- 
dice, a  new  trial  was  ordered. 


Cutting  off  defendant's  appeal 

In  this  connection  it  may  be  noted  that 
the  court  may  not,  as  a  condition  of  a  re- 
duction, cut  off  the  defendant's  right  to  ap- 
peal. 

In  Hall  V.  Northwestern  R.  Co.  81  S.  C. 
B22,  62  S.  E.  848,  where  the  trial  court  or- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dered  "that  if  the  defendant,  within  thirty 
days  from  the  date  of  the  filing  of  this  or- 
der, tenders  to  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $10,000 
and  costs,  in  full  satisfaction  of  said  ver- 
dict, and  if  the  plaintiff  declines  to  accept 
said  amount  and  release  the  defendant  upon 
record  from  all  further  liability  for  said 
verdict,  then  a  new  trial  is  ordered;  but  if 
defendant  fail  or  decline,  within  said  period 
of  time^  to  make  the  tender  aforesaid,  then 
a  new  trial  be,  and  is  hereby,  refused,'* — 
it  was  held  that  this  order  was  erroneous, 
and  that  it  must  be  changed  to  an  order 
granting  the  defendant  a  new  trial  unless 
the  plaintiff  should,  within  a  certain  time, 
remit  $5,000  from  the  verdict,  which  was 
for  $16,000. 

The  same  was  held  in  a  similar  case  in 
Jackson  v.  Southern  Cotton  Oil  Co;  81  S. 
C.  564,  62  S.  E.  854. 

See  also  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Wallace,  90  Miss  609,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  321, 
43  So.  469  (infra.  III.  a,  1,  Constitutional 
power  of  trial  court). 

In  Nashville,  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Foster, 
10  Lea,  351,  the  court,  in  reversing  the 
judgment,  said:  "Upon  considering  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  the  court  below  stated 
that  for  certain  specified  reasons  he  con- ' 
sidered  the  verdict  excessive;  but  that,  if 
the  plaintiff  would  consent  to  reduce  it  one 
half,  or  to  $5,000,  he  would  not  grant  a  new 
trial;  but  if  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  so  re- 
duce the  amount  of  the  verdict,  the  defend- 
ant must  agree  not  to  appeal,  or  else  the 
verdict  should  stand  for  the  whole  amount; 
whereupon  the  plaintiff  offered  to  reduce  the 
amount  of  recovery  to  $5,000,  if  the  defend- 
ant would  agree  not  to  appeal,  and  would 
pay  the  amount  and  all  costs  promptly. 
This  defendant  declined  to  do.  Whereupon 
the  court  overruled  his  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  This  proceeding  was  in  effect  an  at- 
tempt to  compel  the  defendant  to  compro- 
mise the  suit  by  paying  an  amount  fixed 
by  the  court  ordse  pay  the  whole  amount 
of  a  verdict  which,  as  is  fairly  deducible 
from  the  record,  he  considered  excessive  to 
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67  S.  W.  965;  La  Salle  Pressed  Brick  Co.  v. 
Coe,  126  111.  App.  308;  Harrison  v.  Harri- 
son, 129  Ga.  282,  68  S.  £.  831;  Papot  v. 
Southwestern  R.  Co.  74  Ga.  296;  City  & 
Suburban  R.  Co.  ▼.  Waldhaur,  84  Ga.  706, 
11  S.  E.  452;  Bennett  ▼.  Runyon,  4  Dana, 
422;  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Connelly,  9 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  993,  7  S.  W.  914;  Peoria,  D.  ft 
£.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Rice,  46  111.  App.  60;  Deep 
Min.  ft  Drainage  Co.  v.  Fitzgerald,  21  Colo. 
633,  43  Pac.  210. 

Bailey,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  this  action,  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  personal  injuries,  the  plaintiff  had 
a  verdict  for  (38,750.  One  assignment  of 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  based  upon 


the  fifth  subdivision  of  §  217  of  the  Code, 
providing  therefor,  where  excessive  damage^ 
appear  to  have  been  given  under  the  influ- 
ence of  passion  or  prejudice.  The  trial 
court  found  thp  award  excessive,  and  ad- 
vised the  plaintiff  that  a  new  trial  would 
be  granted,  unless  $28,750  were  remitted 
from  the  verdict.  To  this  plaintiff  assented 
and  there  was  judgment  for  $10,000.  The 
defendant  objected  and  excepted  to  the  or- 
der allowing  such  remittitur,  and  to  the 
judgment  for  $10,000,  claiming  that,  since 
the  verdict  was  held  excessive,  it  had  an 
absolute  right,  under  the  Code,  io  a  new 
trial. 

These  objections,  with  many  others,  are 
here  for  consideration,  the  case  having  been 


the  extent  of  $6,000.    He  should  have  grant- 
ed a  new  trial." 

It  may  be  here  noted  that  in  St.  Louis 
ft  N.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Mathis,  76  Ark.  184,  113 
Am.  St.  Rep.  85,  91  S.  W.  763,  it  was  held 
"that  it  was  beyond  the  power  of  a  legisla- 
ture to  prohibit  an  inquiry  in  this  court 
as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sus- 
tain the  amount  of  damages  assessed  by  a 
jury,  or  require  a  litigant  to  surrender  his 
right  of  appeal  as  a  condition  upon  which 
he  may  accept  the  reduction  bv  the  trial 
court  of  an  excessive  verdict,"  and  that 
therefore  the  statute  of  Arkansas  of  1901 
was  BO  far  invalid.  The  statute  provides: 
"  'The  verdict  of  any  jury,  rendered  in  any 
action  for  the  recovery  of  damages,  where 
the  measure  thereof  is  indeterminate  or  un- 
certain, shall  not  be  held  to  be  excessive, 
or  be  set  aside  as  excessive,  except  for 
some  erroneous  instruction,  or  upon  evi- 
dence^ aside  from  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages assessed,  that  it  was  rendered  imder 
the  influence  of  passion  or  prejudice;  pro- 
vided, that  the  circuit  judge  presiding  at 
the  trial  may,  on  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
filed  by  the  losing  party,  if  he  deems  the 
verdict  excessive,  indicate  the  amount  of 
such  excess,  and  thereupon,  if  the  losing 
party  shall  offer  to  file  and  enter  of  record 
a  release  of  all  errors  that  may  have  ac- 
crued at  the  trial  if  the  prevailing  party 
will  remit  the  amount  so  deemed  excessive, 
and  the  prevailing  party  shall  refuse  to  re- 
mit the  same,  the  verdict  shall  be  set 
aside.' " 

Wisconsin   practice, 

In  Wisconsin  there  has  recently  been 
created  a  peculiar  method  or  practice  which 
involves  the  reduction  of  a  verdict  without 
the  plaintiff's  consent,  and  the  cutting  off  of 
the  defendant's  right  of  appeal  as  a  condi- 
tion. This  is  stated  in  Heimlich  v.  Tabor, 
123  Wis.  565,  68  L.R.A.  669.  102  N  W.  10, 
as.  on  the  one  hand,  permitting  the  plain- 
tiff to  remit,  "and  also  to  permit  the  de- 
fendant, in  such  a  situation,  to  terminate 
the  litigation,  whether  plaintiff  is  willing 
or  not,  by  consenting  to  judgment  for  a  sura 
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sufficiently  less  than  the  verdict  to,  in  the 
judgment  of  the  court,  cure  the  error." 

This  method  was  laid  down  as  the  course 
to  be  pursued  in  the  appellate  court,  in 
Rueping  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  123 
WU.  319,  101  N.  W.  710,  and  is  Ulustrated 
in  Beach  v.  Bird  ft  W.  Lumber  Co.  135 
Wis.  550,  116  N.  W.  245,  where  the  court 
said,  in  affirming  the  judgment:  'The 
plaintiff  had  a  verdict  for  $20,000,  and  the 
trial  court,  upon  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
stating,  among  other  things,  that  the  dam- 
ages awarded  by  said  verdict  were  exces- 
sive, granted  said  motion  conditionallr; 
that  is  to  say,  regarding  $9,000  as  the 
maximum  amount  for  which  an  impartial 
jury  would  probably  find  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  $5,000  as  the  minimum,  he 
awarded  to  the  plaintiff  the  option  to  take 
judgment  for  $5,000  and  costs,  to  the  de- 
fendant the  option  to  submit  to  judgment 
for  $9,000  and  costs,  and  in  case  neither 
party  exercised  his  option,  the  verdict  to 
be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  The 
plaintiff  elected  to  take  judgment  for  $5,000 
damages,  and  for  this  amount,  with  costs, 
judgment  was  rendered  in  his  favor."  Ani 
the  opinion  of  the  trial  judge  was  approTed, 
wherein  he  said:  'The  right  and  duty  of 
this  court  to  give  the  parties  the  option  of 
having  judgment  entered  for  a  leas  amount 
rather  than  be  compelled  to  retry  the  case 
are  no  longer  in  doubt  in  this  state.  Ruep- 
ing V.  Chicago  A,  N.  W.  R.  Co.  123  Wis. 
319,  101  N.  W.  710;  Heimlich  v.  Tabor. 
123  Wis.  566,  68  L.R,A.  669,  102  N.  W.  10. 
And  it  is  immaterial  what  caused  the 
jury  to  render  the  excessive  verdict.  It  is 
sufficient  that  it  is  excessive,  from  preju- 
dice or  other  cause.  An  excessively  lar^ 
verdict,  in  the  absence  of  any  other  explan- 
ation, may  be  usually  treated  as  prima 
facie  evidence  that  the  jury  was  not  m- 
prejudiced,  fair,  and  impartial.  .  . 
The  court  is  not  authorized  to  determine 
what  amount  of  damages  the  plaintiff  shall 
recover,  thus  substituting  his  judgment  for 
that  of  the  jury.  But  the  court  is  to  de- 
termine the  maximum  and  minimum 
amounts  that  an  impartial  and  unprejudiced 
jury  would  probably  name,  as  no  two  jnrie*. 
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brought  up  by  defendant  for  review  on  ap- 
peal. 

Whatever  the  rule  may  be  in  other  juris- 
dictions, in  this  state  it  is  settled,  in  the 
case  of  F.  M.  Davis  Iron  Works  Co.  ▼. 
White,  31  Colo.  82,  71  Pac.  384,  in  a  weU 
and  carefully  considered  opinion,  upon  a 
comprehensive  review  of  all  the  decisions 
to  this  point,  that  where,  in  an  action  for 
damages  for  personal  injuries,  and  in  other 
like  actions,  the  verdict  is  excessive,  and  is 
returned  as  a  result  of  passion  or  prejudice, 
it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  trial  court  to 
allow  a  remittitur  of  the  excess,  and  enter 
a  judgment  for  the  residue,  but  that  the 
verdict  must  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
granted.  The  conclusion  of  the  court  in 
that  case,  in  an  opinion  by  Chief  Justice 


Campbell,  was  stated  in  this  emphatic  and 
unmistakable  language: 

"The  result  of  our  conclusion  is — and  that 
is  the  only  point  which  we  decide — that,  un- 
der our  Code,  where,  in  an  action  for  per- 
sonal injuries,  and  others  standing  on  like 
grounds,  a  verdict  is  excessive,  and  was  re- 
turned as  the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice 
upon  the  part  of  the  jury,  it  should  be  set 
aside  in  its  entirety  and  a  new  trial  award- 
ed; and  that  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  a 
trial  court  to  order  a  remittitur  as  to  the 
part  which  it  deems  excessive,  and  enter 
judgment  for  the  residue,  because  the  en- 
tire verdict  is  vitiated  by  the  improper  mo- 
tive, and  it  is  impossible  for  the  court  to  de- 
termine  that  any  particular  part  is  free 
from  objection  and  some  other  part  is  bad. 


fair  and  impartial  and  unprejudiced,  would 
arrive  at  the  same  amount.  The  question 
is,  what  would  be  the  smallest  amount  that 
any  such  jury  might  assess,  and  what  the 
largest  amount  that  any  other  such  jury 
might  honestly  assess?  and  the  only  way 
suggested  for  solving  this  question  is  by  as- 
certaining what  such  juries  have  done  in 
similar  cases,  and  what  amounts  have  been 
held  to  be  excessively  large  or  small.  When 
these  two  limits  have  been  arrived  at,  rea- 
sonable doubts  being  resolved  in  favor  of 
making  the  minimum  small  and  the  maxi- 
mum large,  the  court  then  gives  the  defend- 
ant the  option  of  consenting  to  judgment 
against  him  for  the  larger  amount,  and  if 
he  does  not  so  elect,  the  option  is  then  given 
to  the  plaintiff  to  take  judgment  for  the 
smaller  amount,  and,  in  the  event  of  neither 
option  being  exercised,  the  verdict  is  set 
aside  and  a  new  trial  awarded." 

This  is  an  abandonment  of  the  former 
views  of  the  court,  as  shown  in  Schultz 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  48  Wis.  375, 
4  N.  W.  399,  where  the  court  said:  "The 
learned  circuit  judge  denied  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  but  stated  that  he  thought  the 
damages  assessed  by  the  jury  excessive; 
and  he  declined  to  sign  judgment  for  the 
sum  so  as'^essed  until  the  plaintiff  stipulat- 
ed to  discharge  the  judgment  if  the  de- 
fendant should,  within  sixty  days  after  the 
judgment  should  be  signed,  pay  thereon  the 
sum  of  $3,000,  together  with  the  costs.  .  . 
.  We  are  aware  of  no  law  or  rule  of  prac- 
tice which  authorizes  the  court  to  impose 
the  terms  here  imposed  as  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  signing  jud<rment.  The  court  may 
grant  or  refuse  a  new  trial,  or,  in  a  proper 
case,  may  grant  a  new  trial  nisi;  but 
should  do  one  thing  or  the  other.  It  should 
not,  as  was  done  in  this  case,  require  the 
prevailing  party  to  remit  a  portion  of  the 
damage  awarded,  and  then  deprive  the  other 
party  of  the  benefit  of  the  reductfon  un- 
less he  submits  to  onerous  terms."  But  the 
court,  considering  that  the  entire  damages 
awarded  by  the  verdict  in  the  first  pl^ce 
were  not  so  great  as  to  have  required  them 
to  reverse  the  judgment,  it  was  afiirmed. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


111.  Permissive  remittiturs, 

a.  In  general, 

1,  Theory  that  trial  court  has  power. 

As  heretofore  stated,  it  is  now  the  more 
general  rule  that  the  trial  court  may  make 
an  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
upon  the  condition  that  the  successful  party 
will  remit  a  certain  sum  from  the  verdict, 
although  the  amount  remaining  is  not  ca- 
pable of  definite  computation  from  the  evi- 
dence. Northern  P.  R.  Co  v.  Herbert,  116 
U.  S.  642,  29  L.  ed.  755,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
590;  Blunt  v.'  Little,  3  Mason,  102,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  1,578;  Bierbach  y.  Goodyear  Rub- 
ber Co.  15  Fed.  490  (C  C.  E.  D.  Wis.); 
Wood  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  88  Fed.  44; 
Porter  v.  Delaware,  L.  k  W.  R.  Co.  134  Fed. 
155  (C.  C.  D.  N.  J.) ;  Darnell  v.  Krouse,  134 
Fed.  509  (C.  C.  E.  D.  Pa.),  Bulduzzi  v. 
James  Ramage  Paper  Co.  140  Fed.  95  (C.  C. 
D.  Vt.) ;  Scheu  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  141 
Fed.  495  (C.  C.  W.  D.  Pa.)  Duke  v.  St 
Louis  &  S.  F.  R  Co.  172  Fed.  684  (C.  C. 
W.  D.  Ark.) ;  Gagnon  v.  Klauder-Weldon 
Dyeing  Mach.  Co.  174  Fed.  477  (C.  C.  N.  D. 
N.  Y.) ;  Latchtimacker  v.  Jacksonville  Tow- 
ing &  Wrecking  Co.%181  Fed.  276  (C.  C.  S. 
D.  Fla.) ;  Montgomery  Traction  Co.  v. 
Knabe,  158  Ala.  458,  48  So.  501;  Southern 
P.  Co.  V.  Tomlinson,  4  Ariz.  126,  33  Pac 
710;  Gila  Valley  G.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall,  13 
Ariz.  270,  112  Pa.  845,  overruling  South- 
em  P.  Co.  V.  Fitchett,  9  Ariz.  128,  80  Pac. 
369;  Little  Rock  &  Ft.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Barker, 
39  Ark.  491  (remittitur  voluntarily  of- 
fered) ;  George  v.  Law,  1  Cal.  363;  Benedict 
V.  Cozzens,  4  Cal.  381;  Phelps  v.  Cogswell, 
70  Cal.  201,  11  Pac.  628;  Davis  v.  Southern 
P.  Co.  98  Cal.  13,  32  Pac.  646;  Tobin  v. 
Omnibus  Cable  Co.  —  Cal.  — ,  34  Pac.  124; 
North  v.  New  Britain,  77  Conn.  715,  58 
Atl.  699;  Noxon  v.  Remington,  78  Conn. 
296,  61  Atl.  963;  Sinclair  v.  Washington  ft 
G.  R.  Co.  MacArth..  k  M.  13 ;  Hennessy  v. 
District  of  Columbia,  8  Mackey,  220; 
Thomas  t.  Fisclier,  71  111.  576;  Chicago,  B. 
&  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Dickson,  88  111.  431;  Albin  v. 
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The  learned  district  judge,  upon  first  im- 
pression, was  of  opinion  that  the  verdict 
should  be  set  aside  in  its  entirety;  but,  up- 
on subsequent  investigation,  concluded  that 
the  power  to  order  a  remittitur,  though  not 
strictly  one  that  was  inherent  in  the  court, 
might  nevertheless  be  exercised  if  the  plain- 
tiff consent,  because  the  reduction  of  the 
verdict  is  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and 
therefore  he  is  not  in  a  position  to  com- 
plain. This  reason,  at  first  blush  plausible, 
is  the  one  often  given.  The  injury  to  a 
defendant'  in  such  circumstances  does  not 
consist  in  the  mere  striking  from  a  verdict 
of  a  portion  of  it,  but  in  entering  judgment 
against  him  for  any  part  of  a  verdict,  the 
whole  of  which  is  vitiated  by  improper  mo- 
tives of  a  jury.     The  judgment  should  be 


reversed  and  the  cause  remanded,  and  it  ii 
so  ordered." 

So  that,  if  it  can  be  fairly  seen  and  faeli 
that  the  jury  here  returned  an  excessiTe  ver* 
diet,  influenced  by  passion  or  prejudice,  oi 
from  any  wrongful  motive,  a  nevir  trial  must 
be  granted,  as  it  is  a  just  inference  that  a 
finding  for  the  plaintiff  at  all  may  have 
been  brought  about  by  improper  considera- 
tions. 

The  legislature  has  given  to  a  losing  par- 
ty an  absolute  right  to  a  new  trial  ^rfaen  be 
brings  his  cause  within  any  of  the  sevea 
stated  grounds  for  which  new  trials  are  to 
be  granted  under  the  Code.  The  provisiaa 
upon  which  the  court  acted  in  allowing  the 
remittitur  in  this  case,  and  which  ground. 


Kinney,  96  111.  214;  Union  Rolling  Mill  Co. 
V.  Gillen,  100  Dl.  52;  Libby,  McNeill  & 
Libby,  v.  Scherman,  146  III.  540,  37  Am. 
St.  Rep.  191,  34  N.  E.  801;  Clayton  v. 
Brooks,  160  111.  97,  37  N.  E.  574,  affirm- 
ing 31  111.  App  62;  Cicero  &  P.  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Brown,  193  111.  274,  61  N.  E.  1093; 
Amann  t.  Chicaeo  Consol.  Traction  Co.  243 
m.  263,  90  N.  E.  673;  Conrad  Seipp  Brew- 
ing Co.  V.  Doody,  25  111.  App.  305;  Kolb  v. 
Flages,  27  111.  App.  531;  Chicago  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Des  Lauriers,  40  111.  App.  654; 
Stummer  v.  Pitchman,  22  111.  App.  399; 
Goldie  V.  Werner,  50  111.  App.  297,  affirmed 
in  151  III  551,  38  N.  E.  95;  Illinois  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  Robinson,  58  111.  App.  181;  West 
Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Wheeler,  73  111. 
App.  368  (in  effect) ;  Hay  market  -Theater 
Co.  V.  Rosenberg,  77  111.  App.  183;  McNulta 
V.  Hendele,  92  111.  App.  273;  Johnson  v. 
Eckberg,  94  111.  App.  634 ;  Hirsch  v.  Chicago 
Consol.  Traction  Co.  146  111.  App.  501; 
Tucker  v.  Hyatt,  151  Ind.  332,  44  L.R.A. 
129,  51  N.  E.  469;  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V  Beckett,  11  Ind.  App.  547,  39 
N.  E.  429;  Brockman  v.  Berryhill,  16  Iowa, 
183 ;  Van  Winter  v.  Henry  County,  61  Iowa, 
684,  17  N.  W.  94;  Duffy  v.  Dubuque,  63 
Iowa,  171,  50  Am.  Rep.  743,  18  N.  W.  900; 
Baxter  v.  Cedar  Ri^ids,  103  Iowa,  599, 
72  N.  W.  790;  Doran  v.  Cedar  Rapids  &  M 
C.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  442,  90  N.  W.  815; 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Mitchell,  56  Kan.  324, 
43  Pac.  244;  Argentine  v.  Bender,  71  Kan. 
422,  80  Pac.  935 ;  Chicago,  R.  I  &  P.  R.  Co. 
v.  Brandon,  77  Kan.  612,  95  Pac.  573;  Lan- 
dry V.  New  Orleans  Shipwriprht  Co.  112  La. 
515,  36  So.  548;  Reems  v.  New  Orleans  Q. 
N.  R.  Co.  126  La.  511,  52  So.  681  (recogniz- 
ing the  power) ;  Detzur  v.  B.  Stroh  Brew- 
ing Co.  139  Mich.  282,  44  L.R.A.  500,  77 
N.  W.  948;  Marshall  v.  Saginaw  Valley 
Traction  Co.  157  Mich.  541,  122  N.  W.  131; 
Craig  v.  Cook,  28  Minn.  232,  9  N.  W.  712; 
Pratt  V.  Pioneer-Press  Co.  35  Minn.  251,  28 
N.  W.  708;  Hall  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  N  R.  Co. 
46  Minn.  439,  49  N.  W.  239 ;  Trow  v.  White 
Bear,  78  Minn.  433,  80  N.  W.  1117;  Mc- 
Knight  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Sto.  M.  R. 
Co  96  Minn.  480,  105  N.  W.  673;  Viou  v. 
Brooks  Scanlon  Lumber  Co.  99  Minn.  97, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


108  N.  W.  891,  9  Ann.  Caa.  318;    Gosa  t. 
Goss,  102  Minn.  346,  113  N.  W.  690;  Burn- 
side  V.   Minneapolis   &   St.   L.    R.   Co.    110 
Minn.  401,  125  N.  W.  895;  Qark  v.  Scanda- 
navian-American  Bank,  113  Minn.   93,  12S 
N.  W.  1114;  Kerling  v.  G.  W.  Van  Dosen  & 
Co.  113  Minn.  501,  123  N.  W.  1048;  Loyd  v. 
Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  53  Mo.  App.  509; 
Walser  v.  Thies,  56  Mo.  App.  89 ;  Burdict  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  123  Mo.  221,   26  LJLA. 
384,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  628,  27   S.   W.  453; 
Gordon    v.    Kansas   City   Southern    R.   Co. 
222   Mo.   616,    121   S.   W.   80;    Barbour  t. 
McKee,  7  Mo.  App.  587;  Holmes   v.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  48  Mo,  App.  79  (in 
effect) ;  Freeman  v.  Missouri  &  K.  Teleph. 
Co.  160  Mo.  App.  271,  142  S.  W.  733 ;  LewU 
v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  36  Mont.  207,  92  Pa<-- 
469;  Harrington  v^  Butte,  A.  &   P.  R.  Cou 
39  Mont.  22,  101  N.  W.  149;   Fremont^  E. 
&  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  French,  48  Neb.  63S, 
67  N.  W.  472;  Schofield  v.  Territory,  9  N.  M. 
526,  56  Pac.  306  (apparently) ;  O'Donnell  t. 
American  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  41  App.  Div.  307, 
58  N.  Y.  Supp.  640;  Branagan  r.  Long  Is- 
land R.  Co.   28  App.  Div.   461,   51   N.   Y. 
Supp.  112  (recognizing  the  power)  ;  Kalfnr 
V.  Broadway  Ferry  &  M  Ave.  R,  Co.  34  App. 
Div.  267,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  503    (recognizing 
the  power);  affirmed  in  161  N.  Y.  660,  57 
N.  E.  1113;    (see  also  Williams  v.  Empire 
Woolen  Co.  7  App.  Div.  345,  39  N.  Y^.  Supp, 
941,  for  an  explanation  of  Sourwine  v.  Trus- 
cott,  25  Hun,  67;  Harvev  v.  Atlantic  Coast 
Line  R.  Co.  153  N.  C.  567,  69  S.  E.  627; 
Carl  V.  Pierce,  20  Ohio  C.  C.  68,   10  Ohio 
C.  D.  711;  Pendleton  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Rah- 
maun,  22  Ohio  St.  446  (not  essential  to  de* 
cision) ;  Adcock  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  45  Or.  173, 
77  Pac.  78;  Sorenson  v.  Oregon  Power  Co. 
47  Or.  24,  82  Pac.  10;  Doyle  v.  Southern 
P.  Co.  56  Or.  495,  108  Pac.  201;   Wireing 
V.  Smith,  222  Pa.  8,  70  Atl.  906;  Myers  v. 
Litts,    3   Lack.  Leg.  News,   363;    Smith  v. 
Times  Pub.  Co.  178  Pa.  481,  35  L.RJI.  810. 
36  Atl.  296  (obiter)  ;  Finch  v.  Finch,  21  S. 
C.  342;  Hall  v.  Northwestern  R.  Co.  81  S.  C 
522,  62  S.  E.  848;  Branch  v.  Bass,  5  Sneed, 
^66;   Young  v.  Cowden,  98  Tenn    577.  40 
S.  W.  1088;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Fi-ith, 
105  Tenn.  167,  58  S.  W.  118;  Alabama  G. 
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among  others,  was  relied  upon  by  defendant 
for  a  new  trial,  reads  thus: 

"Fifth.  Excessive  or  inadequate  damages 
appearing  to  have  been  given  under  the  in- 
fluence of  passion  or  prejudice." 

It  is  apparent  that  trial  courts  here,  un- 
der this  provision,  no  Jonger  have  power  to 
set  aside  verdicts  because  simply  excessive, 
but  can  only  do  so  when  it  is  also  found 
that  the  excess  award  is  due  to  passion  or 
prejudice.  When  the  finding  is  that  the 
verdict  was  so  reached,  a  new  trial  must  be 
granted,  as  it  is  then  beyond  the  power  of 
the  court  to  permit  a  remittitur  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  verdict,  and  enter  a  judgment 
for  such  sum  as,  in  its  judgifient,  the  jury 
should  have  returned. 

Substantial  support  is  found  for  this  view 


In  the  case  of  Wall  ▼.  Livezay,  6  Colo,  at 
page  465,  where  this  is  said:  "In  relation 
to  the  amount  of  damages  awarded  the 
plaintiff,  we  have  to  say  that,  in  cases  of 
this  character,  the  law  does  not  warrant  us 
in  disturbing  the  verdict  where  no  impor- 
tant error  has  occurred  on  the  trial  unless 
the  amount  of  damages  allowed  is  so  mani- 
festly disproportionate  to  the  injury  re- 
ceived as  to  make  it  apparent  that  the  jury 
were  influenced  by  prejudice,  misapprehen- 
sion, or  by  some  corrupt  or  improper  con- 
sideration." 

And  again,  in  Denver  y.  Dunsmore,  7 
Colo.  328,  3  Pac.  705,  this  court  said: 
"Second.  U^on  the  exception  reserved  to  the 
overruling  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
on  the  ground  assigned  by .  appellant,  that 


S.  R.  Co.  V.  Roberts,  113  Tenn.  488,  67 
L.R.A.  495,  82  S.  W.  314,  3  Ann.  Cas.  937 ; 
(for  Texas  cases  see  infra) ;  Reddon  v. 
Union  P.  R.  Co.  5  Utah,  344,  15  Pac.  262; 
Brown  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  7  Utah,  288, 
26  Pac.  579;  Kennedy  v.  Oregon  Short  Line 
R.  Co.  18  Utah,  325,  54  Pac.  988;  Preston 
V.  Bowen,  6  Munf.  271  (apparently) ;  Mc- 
Donough  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  15  Wash. 
244,  46  Pac.  334;  Tyler  v.  North  American 
Transp.  &  Trading  Co.  24  Wash.  252,  64 
Pac.  162;  Grisson  v.  Hofius,  39  Wash.  51, 
80  Pac.  1002,  4  Ann.  Cas.  125;  Comrade  v. 
Atlas  Lumber  &  Shingle  Co.  44  Wash.  470, 
87  Pac.  617;  Bailey  v.  Cascade  Timber  Co. 
35  Wash.  295,  77  Pac.  377  {dictum)  ;  Schultz 
V.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  48  Wis.  375, 
4  N.  W.  399;  Corcoran  v.  Harran,  55  Wis. 
120,  12  N.  W.  468;  Gillen  v.  Minneapolis, 
St.  P.  &  8.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  91  Wis.  633, 
65  N.  W.  373;  Donovan  v.  Chicapjo  &  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  93  Wis.  373,  67  N.  W.  721;  Taylor 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  103  Wis.  27,  79 
N.  W.  17;  Heimlich  v.  Tabor,  123  Wis.  565, 
68  L.R.A.  669,  102  N.  W.  10 ;  Beach  v.  Bird 
&  W.  Lumber  Co.  135  Wis.  550,  116  N.  W. 
246;  (see  oontra^  Nudd  v.  Wells,  11  Wis. 
408).  See  also,  as  indicating  a  like  opinion, 
Chinningham  v.  Underwood,  53  C.  C.  A.  93, 
116  Fed.  803;  Richardson  v.  Birmingham 
Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  116  Ala.  381,  22  So.  478; 
Alabama  &  V.  R  Co.  ▼.  Davis,  69  Miss.  444, 
13  So.  693. 

The  contrary  opinions  expressed  in  Zur- 
fluh  V.  People's  R.  Co.  46  Mo.  App.  636,  and 
in  Unterberger  v.  Scharff,  51  Mo.  App.  102, 
are  to  \>e  disregarded,  in  view  of  the  fore- 
going Missouri  cases. 

In  the  brief  report  of  Sourwine  v.  Trus- 
cott,  25  Hun,  67,  it  is  stated  that  it  was 
held  "that  the  county  court,  on  adjudging 
the  damages  to  be  excessive,  could  only  or- 
der a  new  trial;  it  had  no  power  to  order 
judgment  for  a  reduced  sum,  the  damages 
being  unliquidated,  and  the  jury  being  the 
only  tribunal  by  whom  the  amount  of  the 
dam  ft ''OS  could  hp  fixed."  But  it  is  stated 
in  Williams  v.  Empire  Woolen  Co.  7  App. 
Div.  345.  39^  N.  Y.  Supp.  941,  that  "the 
case  of  Sourwine  v.  Truscott,  supra;  cited 
hy  the  appellant,  was  a  case  where  a  trial 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


had  been  had  in  the  county  court  and  a 
verdict  rendered,  and  the  county  court  fell 
into  the  error  of  having  ordered  absolutely 
a  reduction  of  the  verdict." 

In  Pendleton  Street  R.  Co.  y.  Rahmann, 
22  Ohio  St.  446,  where  the  court,  on  a  ver- 
dict of  $10,000  gave  the  plaintiff  his  election 
to  take  $5,000  or  a  new  trial,  the  court, 
in  affirming  the  judgment,  stated  that  they 
did  not  find  that  the  original  verdict  was 
excessive,  and  therefore  thought  that  there 
could  be  no  objection  to  the  reduced  verdict, 
and  that  they  could  not  presume  that  there 
had  been  prejudice  and  passion,  which,  un- 
der the  statute,  would  have  required  a  new 
trial. 

In  Smith  v.  Times  Pub.  Co.  178  Pa.  481, 
35  L.R.A.  819,  36  Atl.  296,  a  case  without 
the  scope  of  this  note,  Mitchell,  J.,  remarked 
that  "if  is  customary,  in  setting  aside  ver- 
dicts as  excessive,  for  the  common  pleas  to 
fix  an  amount  whieh,  in  their  judgment, 
would  not  be  unreasonable,  and  to  give  the 
party  the  choice  to  accept  it,  or  toke  the 
chances  of  a  new  trial." 

In  Preston  v.  Bowen,  6  Munf.  271,  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  against  an  official  sur- 
veyor, for  failure  to  furnish  copies  of  offi- 
cial surveys  and  for  conspiracy  to  defraud, 
where  the  trial  court  thought  the  damages 
excessive,  but  had  denied  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  after  a  remittitur,  and  this  judg- 
ment was  afldrmed,  the  case  Is  not  suffi- 
ciently reported  to  show  whether  there  was 
any  basis  of  computation. 

In  Huston  v.  Quincy,  O.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co. 
151  Mo.  App.  335,  131  S.  W.  714,  where  the 
trial  court  granted  a  new  trial  for  other 
reasons,  notwithstanding  remittiturs,  on 
appeal,  the  court,  in  reversing  the  judg- 
ment, directed  judgment  on  the  remittiturs. 

Constitutional  power  of  trial  court. 

In  Yazoo  &  M.  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Wallace 
90  Miss.  609,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  321,  43  So' 
469,  where  the  trial  court  refused  to  reduce 
a  verdict  of  $50,000,  on  the  ground  that  it 
had  no  power  under  the  statute,  the  su- 
preme court,  in  reversing  the  ludgment  for 
various  reasons,  stated,  that  the  statute  in 
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the  damages  yiven  by  the  jury  were  exces- 
sive, many  of  the  same  principles  just  an- 
nounced apply.  The  true  measure  of  dam- 
ages is,  as  contended  for,  compensatory 
only.  But  where  the  amount  of  damages 
does  not  depend  on  computation,  as  in  cases 
for  personal  injuries,  as  we  said  in  Wall  v. 
Livezay,  supra:  *It  is  exclusively  the  prov- 
ince of  the  jury  to. estimate  and  assess  the 
damages^  and  the  amount  to  be  allowed  in 
such  cases  rests  largely  in  their  sound  dis- 
cretion.' And,  as  there  announced,  to  war- 
rant the  court  in  interfering  with  that  dis- 
cretion, it  must  be  apparent  that  the 
amount  of  damages  given  by  the  jury  is  so 
disproportionate  to  the  injury  received  as 
to  show  that  the  jury  were  influenced  by 


prejudice,  misapprehension,  or  by  some  cor 
rupt  or   improper  consideration." 

To  the  like  effect  is  Denver  &  R.  G.  H. 
Co.  V.  Heckman,  45  Colo.  470,  101  Pac  975. 

In  18  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  at  page  125,  it  is 
said:  "When  by  statute  a  new  triai  is 
given  as  of  right  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
recovery  is  excessive,  a  remittitur  canoct 
be  entered  without  his  consent." 

In  14  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  page  756,^  it  is  said: 
''Where  the  damages  are  unliquidated  or 
there  is  no  fixed  rule  by  which  the  measure 
of  damages  can  be  ascertained,  as  in  torta 
and  personal-injury  cases,  the  aniount  is  re- 
ferred to  the  discretion  of  the  jury,  and  the 
court  will  not  ordinarily  interfere.  In  such 
cases  no  mere  difference  of  opinion  as  to  tbe 
amount  of  damages  will  justify  an  interfer- 


question  was  unconstitutional,  and  said: 
"Section  4910  of  the  Code  of  1906  is  this 
(italics  being  ours)  'The  circuit  court  shall 
not  in  any  case  have  the  authority  to  cause 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  a  remittitur  on  pain 
of  suffering  a  new  trial,  but  if  there  is 
no  other  error  committed  during  the  trial 
of  any  such  cause  except  that  the  verdict 
is,  iji  the  opinion  of  the  court,  exoessivey 
the  court  shall  overrule  the  defendant's 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  But  the  supreme 
court  may,  where  it  thinks  the  verdict  of 
the  jury  excessive,  reverse  the  case  unless 
the  appellee  will  enter  a  remittitur  in  such 
sum  as  the  supreme  court  shall  direct." 
The  court  said:  "This  statute  is  plainly 
unconstitutional  and  void.  It  is  for  tbe 
benefit  of  plaintiffs.  It  shuts  out  defend- 
ants from  having  complete  and  final  dis- 
position of  their  rights  in  a  forum  pro- 
vided by  the  organic  law  for  all,  and  into 
which  they  have  been  forced  by  plaintiffs. 
It  compels  them  to  appeal  which  otherwise 
they  might  not  wish  to  do,  and  then  con- 
cludes with  a  clause,  as  a  salve,  by  attempt- 
ing, in  the  very  face  of  the  Constitution, 
to  give  the  supreme  court  original,  instead 
of  mere  appellate,  jurisdiction.  It  works 
only  against  the  defendant  litigant.  If  the 
verdict  against  him  be  for  too  much,  he 
must  bear  the  injustice;  but  note,  if  it  be 
for  too  little,  the  favored  plaintiff  is  not 
concluded,  but  may  move  for  new  trial.  If 
the  jury  gave  too  much,  by  a  miscalcula- 
tion of  the  amount  due  on  a  promissory 
note,  the  defendant  must  suffer  or  appeal. 
He  must  do  this,  even  if  the  verdict  be 
without  any  sort  of  support  in  the  evi- 
dence. No  other  than  the  monstrous  con- 
clusions above  indicated  can  be  drawn  from 
this  act.  .  .  .  Such  a  clause  as  §  4910 
would  hardly  have  received  a  vote  in  a 
convention  of  the  people  to  adopt  a  Con- 
stitution. If  adopted  by  such  a  convention, 
it  would  probably  be  void,  as  in  conflict 
with  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States, 
which  forbids  the  deprivation  of  property 
'without  due  process  of  law.'  Our  own  Con- 
stitution provides  (§  31)  that  'the  ripht  of 
trial  by  jury  shall  remain  inviolate*  When 
this  was  adopted,  'trial  by  jurv'  meant  a 
39  I..R.A.(N.S.) 


I  trial  in  court  under  the  forms  of  law, 
with  a  judge  presiding  to  direct  the  pro- 
ceedings in  conformity  with  it.  Twelve 
men  in  the  woods  or  on  a  street  corner 
were  not  imagined." 

Where  rule  not  applicable. 

An  error  of  law  affecting  the  entire  ver- 
dict will  not  be  cured  by  a  remittitur. 

Thus,  in  Jacoby  v.  Johnson,  56  C.  C.  A. 
637,  120  Fed.  487,  an  action  for  tearing 
down  the  plaintiff's  signs,  it  was  held  to  be 
error  to  allow  a  remittitur,  where  there  waa 
a  failure  of  the  court  sufficiently  to  in- 
struct the  jury  upon  the  measure  of  dani- 
ages,  which  omission  affected  here  the 
whole  verdict. 

So,  where  the  jury  were  erroneously  per- 
mitted to  find  punitory  damages,  but  did 
not  state  them  separately,  it  was  held  tluit 
the  error  was  not  cured  by  a  remittitur 
which  did  not  show  to  what  it  applied. 
Reed  V.  Keith,  99  Wis.  672,  75  N.  W.  392. 

In  reversing  the  judgment  in  Re  Holmes, 
79  HI.  App  59,  the  court  said:  "If  the 
court  was  of  opinion,  as  it  stated  on  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  for  new  trial,  'that 
for  the  alleged  improper  remarks  of  plain- 
tiff's counsel  to  the  jury  said  verdict 
should  be  reduced  to  $400,'  then  a  new  trial 
should  have  been  granted,  for  it  seems  im- 
possible that  the  learned  trial  jud;re  could 
liave  determined  to  what  extent  the  ver- 
dict was  induced  bv  counsel's  remarks." 

In  Flood  V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  1^2 
Minn.  81,  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1196,  112  X.  W. 
875,  the  court,  in  reversing  the  judement, 
said:  "The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for 
plaintiff  in  the. sum  of  $15,000,  which  the 
trial  court  considered  excessive,  and  re- 
duced it  by  one  third.  To  what  extent  the 
verdict  was  influenced  by  the  condition  of 
the  switch,  as  found  by  the  juror  who 
visited  the  yards,  does  not  appear;  but  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  knowledge  e* 
obtained  was  prejudicial,  and  under  "Uf^ 
circumstances  the  error  cannot  be  cured 
by  a  mere  reduction  of  the  verdict." 

In  Lauth  v.  Chicago  Union  Traction  Ca 
244  111   244,  91  N.  E.  431,  reversing  146  HI 
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ence  by  the  court  unless  the  amount  is  so 
unreasonable  and  excessive  as  to  be  indica- 
tive of  passion,  prejudice,  partiality,  or  cor- 
ruption of  the  jury." 

The  case  of  Thomas  v.  Womack,  13  Tex. 
580,  was  an  action  for  damages  for  assault 
and  personal  injury;  there  was  a  verdict  for 
$10,000;  upon  motion  for  new  trial  the 
plaintiff  remitted  $8,500 ;  thereupon  the  mo- 
tion was  denied  and  judgment  entered  for 
$1,500.  From  this  ruling  defendant  ap- 
pealed, and  assigned  error  upon  it,  and  the 
court,  after  commenting  upon  the  authori- 
ties relied  upon  to  support  the  ruling,  said: 

"These,  it  will  be  seen,  are  but  the  ordi- 
nary cases  of  permitting  a  remittitur  where 
the  measure  of  damages  is  matter  of  law, 
and  the  court  can  determine  with  certainty 


what  damages  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover by  applying  the  law  to  the  evidence. 
But  the  present  is  a  very  different  case. 
Here  the  law  furnishes  no  other  criterion 
by  which  to  measure  the  damages  which 
may  be  given  than- the  discretion  and  sense 
of  right  and  justice  of  the  jury;  and  re- 
serves to  the  court  no  other  control  over  the 
verdict  than  to  grant  a  new  trial  where  the 
damages  are  so  excessive  as  to  bear  the 
evident  impress  of  prejudice,  passion,  gross 
ignorance,  or  corruption.  ...  In  cases 
where  there  is  no  certain  measure  of  dam- 
ages .  .  .  the  court  will  not  substitute 
its  own  sense  of  what  would  be  the  proper 
amount  of  the  verdict,  and  will  not  set  aside 
a  verdict  for  excessive  damages,  unless  there 
is  reason  to  believe  that  the  jury  were  actu- 


App.  584,  for  the  admission  of  incompe- 
tent testimony,  where  there  had  been  a 
remittitur  by  the  appellate  court  the  su- 
preme court  said :  "Where  an  error  has  been 
committed  as  to  some  substantive  fact 
which  bears  upon  the  right  of  recovery  or 
the  measure  of  damages  in  respect  to  some 
matter  which  is  not  susceptible  of  compu- 
tation, a  remittitur  will  not  cure  it." 

So,  in  Hughes  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
150  Iowa,  232,  129  N.  W.  956,  it  was  held 
that  an  erroneous  instruction  as  to  dam- 
ages under  the  circumstances  was  not  cured 
by  the  remittitur. 


Where  plaintiff  objects. 

If  the  plaintiff  enters  a  remittitur  in 
accordance  with  the  court's  conditional 
order,  he  cannot  question  the  order,  or 
appeal  from  it.  Pensacola  Gas  Co.  v.  Peb- 
ley,  25  Fla.  381,  5  So.  593;  McCausland  v. 
Wonderly,  56  111.  410;  Colorado  City  v. 
Liafe,  28  Colo.  468,  65  Pac.  630. 

Where  the  plaintiff  in  his  remittitur  ob- 
jected to  the  court's  jurisdiction  to  make 
a  conditional  order,  as  no  notice  had  been 
given,  it  was  held  that  his  appeal  was 
properly  dismissed.  Harrington  v.  Butte, 
A.  &  P.  R.  Co.  39  Mont.  22,  101  Pac.  149. 

In  Alabama  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Davis,  69 
Miss.  444,  13  So.  693,  the  court,  in  affirming 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiff,  said;  ^'The 
cross  appeal  is  not  maintainable.  The  con- 
.sent  to  a  remittitur  was  not  compulsorily 
obtained.  The  appellee  might  have  declined 
to  yield  to  what  she  thought  the  arbitrary 
^^ourse  of  the  court,  and,  if  the  court  had 
persisted,  and  had  actually  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  awarded  a  new  trial,  by  taking 
appropriate  steps  the  appellee  might  have 
had  this  court  rectify  the  arbitrary  action 
complained  of,  if,  indeed,  it  had  been  as- 
certained to  be  wrongful.  The  appellee 
prudently  chose  not  to  take  the  hazard  of 
that  heroic  course,  and  must  be  held  to  have 
voluntarily  consented  to  the  remittitur. 
She  made  her  election  to  take  the  sure 
Biim  of  $2,000  rather  than  incur  the  chances 
of  total  loss,  and  we  are  not  prepared  to 
39  L.R.A.(X.S.) 


say  she  did  not  act  wisely  in  making  that 
election." 

But  it  was  held  in  Massadillo  ▼.  Nash-    . 
ville  &  E.  R.  Co.  89  Tenn.  661,  15  S.  W. 
445,  that  it  was  error  to  permit  a  remittitur 
"under  protest." 

For  cases  where,  on  the  plaintiff's  de- 
clining to  remit,  the  order  granting  a  new 
trial  was  affirmed,  see  Gregg  v.  San  Fran- 
cisco &  N.  P.  R.  Co.  69  Cal.  312;  Swett  ▼. 
Gray,  141  Cal.  63,  74  Pac.  439;  Ingraham  v. 
Weidler,  139  Cal.  588,  73  Pac.  415;  Howey 
V.  New  England  Nav.  Co.  83  Conn.  278,  76 
Atl.  469;  Rigney  v.  Tacoma  Light  &  Water 
Co.  9  Wash.  245,  37  Pac.  297;  McOwen  v. 
Seattle  IBlectric  Co.  48  Wash.  362,  93  Pac. 
518. 

But  in  Plaunt  v.  Railway  Transfer  Co. 
90  Minn.  499,  97  N.  W.  433,  where  the 
plaintiff  declined  to  consent  to  a  reduction 
of  $450  from  a  verdict  for  $600,  the  appel- 
late court  directed  the  verdict  to  be  rein- 
stated, on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  ex- 
cessive. See  also,  Beller  v.  Levy,  127  N. 
Y.  Supp.  237,  for  a  similar  decision. 

In  Kohler  v.  Fair  haven  &  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
8  Wash.  455,  36  Pac  253,  681,  where  the 
plaintiff  appealed  from  an  order  granting 
a  new  trial,  having  refused  to  enter  a  re- 
mittitur, it  was  held  that,  on  appeal,  he 
could  not  be  allowed  to  enter  the  remittitur, 
as  there  was  nothing  that  the  appellate 
court  could  do  under  the  circumstances 
but  affirm  the  order  for  a  new  trial. 

Judicial  statements  and  explanations  of  the 

rule. 

In  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  116 
U.  S.  642,  29  L.  ed.  755,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
590,  the  court  said  in  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  the  supreme  court  of  a  territory, 
which  had  affirmed  a  judgment  in  an  ac- 
tion for  personal  injuries  where  the  trial 
court  had  ordered  a  new  trial  unless  the. 
plaintiff  would  remit  $15,000  of  $25,000, 
which  he  did:  "The  exaction,  as  a  condi- 
tion of  refusing  a  new  trial,  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  remit  a  portion  of  the  amount 
awarded  by  the  verdict,  was  a  matter  with- 
in the  discretion  of  the  court.    It  held  that 
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ated  hj  passion,  or  by  some  undue  influence, 
perverting  the  judgment.  .  .  .  No  more 
will  the  court  substitute  its  sense  of  what 
.would  be  the  proper  amount  of  the  verdict 
where  it  is  so  excessive  as  to  warrant  the 
belief  that  the  jury  have  been  misled  either 
by  passion,  prejudice,  or  ignorance ;  but  will 
set  the  verdict  aside  altogether,  and  grant 
a  new  trial.  For  to  permit  the  verdict  to 
be  reduced  to  an  amount  which  the  court 
might  think  reasonable  in  such  a  case  would 
be  to  substitute  the  opinion  of  the  judge 
for  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  and,  in  effect,  to 
deny  the  aggrieved  party  the  right  to  a  trial 
by  an  impartial  jury.  Where  the  verdict 
was  confessedly  so  flagrantly  excessive  as  the 
remittitur  admits  it  to  have  been  in  this 
case,  it  must  be  ascribed  to  prejudice,  par- 


tiality, passion,  or  some  undue  or  improper 
influence  or  cause,  perverting  the  judgment 
of  the  jury;  and  to  permit  any  part  of  it  to 
stand  would  not  be  consistent  with  tlie  pres- 
ervation of  the  impartiality,  inte^ity,  and 
purity  of  the  trial  by  jury." 

The  right,  by  this  provision,  to  grant 
new  trials  because  of  excessive  verdicts,  un- 
less influenced  by  passion  or  prejudice,  hav- 
ing been  withdrawn  from  the  eoarts,  it 
logically  follows  that  when,  under  this  par- 
ticular subdivision  of  the  Code,  it  ww 
found  that  the  verdict  was  excessive,  and  a 
remittitur  of  nearly  three-fourths  of  it  was 
required,  such  finding,  although  the  judge 
may  have  declared  that  he  was  not  able  to 
say  that  the  verdict  was  returned  as  the 
result  of  passion  or  prejudice,  was,  as  mat- 


the  amount  found  was  excessive,  but  that 
no  error  had  been  committed  on  the  trial. 
,In  requiring  the  remission  of  what  was 
deemed  excessive,  it  did  nothing  more  than 
require  the  relinquishment  of  so  much  of 
the  damages  as,  in  its  opinion,  the  jury 
had  improperly  awarded.  The  corrected 
verdict  could  therefore  be  properly  allowed 
to  stand." 

In  Montgomery  Traction  Co.  v.  Knube, 
158  Ala.  458,  48  So.  501,  the  court  said,  in 
declining  to  interfere  with  a  judgment 
entered  after  a  certain  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages had  been  remitted  by  the  plaintiff: 
"On  motion  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  account 
of  excessive  damages,  followed  by  the  offer 
of  the  plaintiff  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  a 
certain  amount,  the  trial  court,  if  of  opin- 
ion that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover, 
but  that  the  judgment  is  excessive,  may 
properly  make  such  reduction  of  the  verdict, 
and  enter  judgment  accordingly.  Indeed, 
that  such  power  and  authority  inhere  in  the 
trial  court  seems  to  be  fully  recognized  by 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Richardson  v. 
Birmingham  Cotton  Mfg.  Co.  116  Ala.  381, 
22  So.  478.  See  also  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  V.  Frith  105  Tenn.  167,  58  S  W. 
118;  13  Cyc.  134." 

In  Gila  Valley,  G.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall, 
13  Ariz.  270,  112  Pac.  845,  where  the 
court  below,  upon  the  plaintiff's  offer  of 
remittitur,  entered  a  judgment  for  the 
balance,  the  appellate  court,  in  affirming  the 
judgment,  stated  that  the  court  below  had 
determined  that  the  jury  was  not  influenced 
by  passion  or  prejudice,  and  that  they  saw 
no  reason  for  not  accepting  its  conclusion, 
and  (overruling  Southern  P.  Co.  v.  Fitchett, 
9  Ariz.  128,  80  Pac.  359)  said:  "There  is 
authority  for  the  position  that  in  no  case 
of  unliquidated  damages  should  the  court 
permit  a  remission  where  the  verdict  is  ex- 
cessive, without  the  consent  of  the  defend- 
ant; but  as  we  now  view  it,  the  great 
weight  of  authority  supports  the  practice. 
.  .  .  It  is  argued  that  to  permit  a  re- 
mittitur, or  to  require  it  as  a  condition  of 
refusing  a  new  trial,  is  to  substitute  the 
court's  judgment  for  that  of  a  jury,  to  the 
lattor  of  which  the  defendant  is  entitled. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


But  it  is  to  the  jury's  judgment  that  de- 
fendants object  when  they  appeal  to  the 
court  for  new  trials  on  the  ground  of  exces- 
sive verdicts." 

In  George  v.  Law,  1  Cal.  363,  it  was  held 
that  where  the  court  orders  a  nevr  trial  un- 
less the  plaintiff  remits  part  of  his  ver- 
dict, and  the  plaintiff  thereupon  does  so 
remit,  there  is  no  ground  to  object  to  the 
remittitur,  as  it  makes  the  judgment  smal- 
ler. 

In  Libby,  McNeill,  &  Libby  v.  Scherman, 
146  111.  540,  37  Am.  St.  Rep.  191,  34  N.  E. 
801,  the  court  said:  'It  is  urged  that  the 
court  erred  in  rendering  judgment  for 
$5,000,  after  finding  that  the  damages 
awarded  by  the  jury  were  excessive,  and 
requiring  the  plaintiff  to  remit  $2,500  from 
the  amount  awarded,  under  penalty  of  set- 
ting the  verdict  aside  and  granting  a  nev 
trial.  The  practice  of  requiring  the  plain- 
tiff to  remit  a  portion  of  his  damages,  and 
rendering  judgment  for  the  residue,  where 
there  is  no  ground  for  a  new  trial,  except 
that  the  damages  awarded  by  the*  jury  are 
excessive,  is  so  well  established  in  this  state 
that  it  cannot  now  be  successfully  called 
in  question." 

In  Kolb  V.  Flages,  27  111.  App  531,  th* 
court,  in  afiirming  a  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiff where  there  had  been  a  remittitur  in 
an  action  for  damages  by  a  savage  do^, 
said:  ''It  is  well  settled  practice  in  this 
state  to  enter  judgment  in  cases  sounding 
in  damages,  after  requiring  the  plaintiff  to 
remit  from  the  verdict  rendered  by  the 
jury,  and  while  such  remittitur  will  not  al- 
ways be  regarded  by  the  reviewing  court 
as  removing  all  vice  from  the  verdict,  yet 
it  will,  as  a  rule,  sanctify  it." 

In  Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
Beckett,  11  Ind.  App.  547,  33  N.  E,  429, 
which  was  an  action  for  putting  a  passen- 
ger off  a  train  because  of  a  refusal  to  pay 
an  excess  of  fare,  the  court  said,  in  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  where  the  trial  court  had 
required  the  plaintiff  to  remit  part  of  the 
verdict  or  submit  to  a  new  trial:  ''The 
right  of  the  trial  court  to  direct  or  permit 
a  remission  of  a  part  of  a  verdict  in  case» 
^  where    there    is    no    definite    standard   b? 
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ter  of  law,  a  finding  to  that  effect,  and  the 
verdict  muBt  be  so  treated.  Upon  such  a 
verdict,  defendant  had  an  absolute  right, 
under  the  Code,  to  a  new  trial,  and  the 
court  had  no  more  authority  to  deny  it,  or 
disregard  a  portion  of  the  verdict  and  enter 
a  judgment  upon  the  residue,  than  it  had 
to  deny  the  plaintiff  a  jury  trial,  or  enter 
judgment  against  it  without  any  trial  at 
all.  Still,  without  a  verdict  for  that  sum, 
and,  indeed,  without  a  lawful  verdict,  judg- 
ment was  given  for  $10,000  upon  the  mere 
consent  of  plaintiff  to  accept  it.  That  ac- 
tion was  a  plain  violation  of  law,  because 
what  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  gives,  in 
the  situation  here  disclosed,  and  all  that 
it  gives,  is  a  right  to  the  losing  party  to 


have,  and  it  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  grant,  a  new  trial. 

In  Sloan  v.  New  York  C.  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
1  Hun,  640,  a  personal-injury  case,  the 
New  York  court  said:  "The  court  cannot, 
in  an  action  of  tort,  reduce  the  verdict  of 
a  jury  because  it  is  deemed  excessive.  The 
only  remedy  in  such  a  case  is  to  set  it 
aside  and  order  a  new  trial."        • 

In  18  Enc.  PI.  &  Pr.  page  144,  it  is  said: 
''Where  the  damages  are  so  excessive  as  to 
be  accounted  for  only  on  the  ground  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  jury,  a 
remittitur  will  not  cure  the  error,  as  such 
passion  or  prejudice  will  be  deemed  to  have 
influenced  the  finding  of  the  jury  on  the  Ist 
sues  of  fact." 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Coon,  69 


which  to  measure  the  damages  seems  not 
to  have  been  definitely  determined  in  our 
state.  .  .  .  While  there  is  some  con- 
flict of  authority^  the  great  preponderance 
of  the  decisions  appears  to  favor  the  right 
of  the  courts  to  direct  conditionally  the 
remission  of  a  part  of  the  damages  in  such 
cases  where  they  deem  them  excessive." 

In  Detzur  v.  B.  Stroh  Brewing  Co.  119 
Mich.  282,  44  L.R.A.  500,  77  N.  W.  948, 
where,  upon  a  verdict  of  $10,000  the  court 
required  a  remittitur  of  $6,500,  the  appel' 
late  court,  in  affirming  the  judgment,  said: 
''We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  making 
a  new  trial  dependent  upon  a  refusal  to 
remit  a  portion  of  the  verdict  in  cases  of 
this  kind,  is  a  well-settled  practice  in  this 
state,  where,  as  in  this  case,  the  amount  of 
unliquidated  damage  is  the  only  question 
involved.  It  has  always  been  considered 
lawful  for  the  trial  judge  in  such  a  case  to 
set  aside  a  verdict  as  excessive;  and  it  has 
been  a  common  practice  to  grant  a  portion 
of  the  relief  asked  by  requiring  a  remission 
of  a  portion  of  the  verdict  as  a  condition 
upon  which  the  new  trial  will  be  denied. 
This  has  always  been  a  matter  of  discretion 
and,  where  it  is  not  clearly  erroneous,  the 
action  of  the  trial  court  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed." 

In  Branagan  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  28 
App.  Div.  461,  61  N.  Y.  Supp.  112,  where 
the  trial  court  had  said:  "If  it  were  not 
that  I  consider  the  weight  of  precedent 
against  it,  I  should  certainly  grant  a  new 
trial  unless  plaintiff  stipulated  to  reduce 
the  verdict  to  $500,"  the  appellate  division, 
in  commenting  upon  this,  and  in  reducing 
the  verdict,  or  ordering  a  new  trial  unless 
it  was  reduced,  said:  "The  final  sentence 
may  be  open  to  the  construction  that  the 
learned  justice  stated  that  the  weight  of 
precedent  was  against  the  right  of  the  trial 
court  to  set  aside  or  to  reduce  a  verdict  at 
the  trial  term,  and  it  is  only  for  this  rea- 
son that  we  take  occasion  to  say  that  the 
residence  of  such  a  power  in  the  court  at 
trial  term  is  inherent  and  beyond  question, 
and  needs  no  citation  of  authority.  We 
have  had  frequent  occasion  during  the  exist- 
ence of  the  present  appellate  division  of  the 
39  LJl.A.(N.S.) 


supreme  court  to  exercise  the  power  of  re- 
ducing verdicts  which  we  considered  exces- 
sive, but  this  power  can  never  be  used  more 
satisfactorily  than  at  the  trial  term,  where 
the  court  has  the  opportunity,  not  only  of 
seeing  and  hearing  the  parties  and  wit- 
nesses, but  of  judging  of  their  behavior  on 
the  stand.  Bannon  v.  McGrane,  13  Jones 
&  S.  517.  It  is  to  be  regretted  that  this 
power  has  not  more  frequently  been  resort- 
ed to  in  cases  where  it  is  so  clear  that  such 
manifest  injustice  has  been  done  that  the 
appellate  division  has  been  constrained  to 
review  and  reduce  the  amount  of  verdicts 
which  have  apparently  been  rendered  under 
the  influence  of  passion,  prejudice,  partial- 
ity, sympathy,  or  misconception."  This  was 
quoted  with  approval  in  Kalfur  v.  Broad- 
way Ferry  &  M.  Ave.  R.  Co.  34  App  Div. 
267,  54  N.  Y.  Supp.  503.  Compare  a  con- 
trary dictum  of  Hunt,  Ch.  J.,  in  Caasin  ▼. 
Delany,  38  N.  Y.  178. 

In  Young  v.  Cowden,  98  Tenn.  577,  40 
S  W.  1088,  the  court,  in  affirming  a  judg- 
ment where  there  had  been  a  remittitur, 
said:  "We  see  no  valid  objection  to  the 
rule  as  laid  down  and  followed  in  this 
state,  and  in  almost  all  the  states  of  the 
Union,  of  suggesting  a  remittitur  as  a  con- 
dition of  not  granting  a  new  trial,  and 
while  it  cannot  be  made  peremptory  upon 
the  plaintiff,  but  must  remain  optional, 
still,  when  it  is  accepted  by  plaintiff,  and 
there  is  no  attempt  to  prevent  an  appeal  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  thus  to 
coerce  him  to  submit  to  the  judgment,  he 
has  no  right  to  complain,  inasmuch  as  the 
court  fixes  the  damages  at  an  amount 
lower  than  that  fixed  by  the  jury." 

In  Corcoran  v.  Harran,  55  Wis.  120,  12 
N.  W.  468,  where  the  appellate  court  had 
permitted  the  plaintiff  in  assault  and  bat- 
tery to  remit  a  part  of  the  damages  given 
by  the  verdict,  the  court  said:  "The  prac- 
tice adopted  by  the  trial  judge  is  clearly 
sanctioned  by  the  great  weight  of  author- 
ity. We  must  therefore  hold  that,  in  ac- 
tions of  tort  as  well  as  contract,  where  the 
damages  are  clearly  excessive,  the  trial 
judge  may  either  grant  a  new  trial  abso- 
lutely, or 'give  the  plaintiff  the  option  to 
68 
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Tex.  730,  7  S.  W.  492,  the  court,  in  a  suit 
for  personal  injury  to  a  passenger,  said: 
"The  trial  judge  concluded  that  it  was  ex- 
cessive, as  he  required  plaintiff  to  enter  a 
remittitur  of  $3,000  as  a  condition  to  his 
overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  If 
the  judge  was  of  opinion  the  verdict  was 
excessive,  he  should  have  granted  a  new 
trial.  The  damages  are  assessed  by  the 
jury;  if  the  verdict  is  excessive,  the  judge, 
in  actions  like  this,  has  no  measure  by 
which  to  determine  how  much  it  is  exces- 
sive; his  attempt  to  do  so  is  an  invasion  of 
the  rights  of  the  jury.  His  only  course  in 
such  a  case  is  to  grant  a  new  trial." 
•  Since,  therefore,  on  principle  and  author- 
ity, the  finding  of  the  court  that  the  verdict 
was  excessive  must  be  treated,  in  legal  ef- 


fect, as  a  finding  that  it  was  returned  under 
the  influence  of  passion  or  prejudice,  it  vbs 
reversible  error  to  allow  plaintifiT  to  remit 
a  portion  of  it,  and  enter  judgment  for  the 
residue,  because  the  gist  of  the  whole  mai- 
ter  is  that  no  trial  by  an  impartial  jury  hu 
been  had.  To  permit  the  court,  in  sudi  sit- 
uation, to  substitute  its  judgment,  as  to  the 
amount  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  hEJ% 
for  that  of  a  jury,  would  be  in  effect  to 
deny  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  snch  a 
trial  as  the  general  laws  provide  and  the 
Constitution  guarantees. 

Independent  of  a  consideration  of  the 
finding  of  the  court  in  its  purely  legal  ef- 
fect, in  the  light  of  former  decisions  of  th^ 
court,  and  of  the  courts  of  last  resort  in 
other  states,  upon  the  same  question,  it  is 


remit  the  excess;  and  in  case  he  does  so 
order,  the  verdict  to  stand  for  the  residue. 
Certainly  the  practice  will  tend  to  promote 
justice  and  lessen  the  expense  to  litigants 
and  the  public.  Besides,  the  allowance  of 
such  option  is  no  more  of  an  exercise  of 
arbitrary  power  by  the  trial  judge  than  it 
would  be  for  him  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
absolutely,  upon  the  sole  ground  that  it  is 
excessive,  and  then,  in  effect,  direct  a  jury 
to  bring  in  a  verdict  for  a  smaller  sum, 
but  not  in  excess  of  an  amount  named  by 
the  court.  But  we  are  unwilling  to  say  that 
the  verdict,  as  returned  in  this  case,  was 
so  excessive  as  to  authorize  the  interfer- 
ence of  this  court." 

The  excess  in  such  cases  is  not  necessarily 
the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice.  See 
infra,  III.  b,  1. 

In  Conrad  Seipp  Brewing  Co.  v.  Doody, 
26  111.  App.  305,  the  court,  while  inclined 
to  disagree  with  the  remittitur  in  the  trial 
court,  nevertheless  said:  "Unless  we  can 
clearly  see  that  the  verdict  is  the  result 
of  misapprehension  or  of  passion,  We  are 
not  authorized  to  set  it  aside." 

Texas. 

In  Texas  the  earlier  cases  were  opposed 
to  the  power  of  the  trial  court  of  allowing 
a  remittitur  where  there  was  no  criterion 
of  computation.  Thomas  v.  Womack,  13 
Tex.  680;  Heidenheimer  v.  Schlett,  63  Tex. 
394;  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Coon,  69 
Tex.  730,  7  S.  W  492;  Kaufman  v.  Arm- 
strong, 74  Tex.  65,  11  S.  W.  1048;  Clifford 
V.  Lee,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  23  S.  W.  843 ; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  — 
Tex.  Civ.  App  —,37  S.  W.  992;  Nunnally 
V.  Taliaferro,  82  Tex.  286,  18  S.  W.  149. 
And  it  was  held  in  Hoskins  v.  Huling,  4 
Tex.  L.  Rev.  183,  that  the  statute  permit- 
ting a  remittitur  did  not  apply  in 'such 
case,  the  court  there  saying:  '*It  is  pro- 
vided by  statute  that  any  party  in  whose 
favor  a  verdict  has  been  rendered  may,  in 
open  court,  remit  any  part  of  such  verdict 
(Rev.  Stat.  art.  1351),  and  that  such  re- 
mittitur, from  the  makinc^  thereof,  shall 
cure  any  error  iu  th^  verdict  Qr*  judgment 
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by  reason  of  such  excess.  (Rev.  Stat,  art 
1357.)  These  provisions  of  the  statute, 
however,  do  not  apply  in  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  a  tort,  when  the  damages 
are  uncertain  and  rest  within  the  discretion 
and  sense  of  justice  of  the  jury.  .  .  . 
In  cases  where  there  is  no  certain  measure 
of  damages,  or  where  the  evidence  does  not 
clearly  and  definitely  ascertain  the  amount 
which  should  be  awarded,  the  court  cannot 
substitute  its  own  sense  of  what  would  be 
the  proper  amount  of  the  verdict,  bnt  must 
set  the  verdict  aside  altogether  and  gnmt 
a  new  trial." 

In  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Perry,  S 
Tex.   Civ.  App.   78,   27  S.  W.   496,  where, 
during  the  argument  for  a  new  trial,  the 
verdict   being   for    $9,000,    the    trial  court 
intimated   that   he   thought   a   verdict  for 
more  than  $5,000   was  excessive,  and  the 
plaintiff  thereupon  voluntarily  remitted  one 
half  the  verdict,  without  direct  suggestion 
or  condition  from  the  court,  the  appellate 
court,  in   reversing  the  judgment  also  on 
other  grounds   said:    'It  is  quite  clear  to 
our  minds  that  the  trial  judge  regarded  the 
verdict  for  $9,000  as  excessive,  and  so  ^^ 
garding  the  verdict,  he  would  have  doubt- 
less done  his  duty  and  granted  a  new  trial 
but  for  the  entering  of  the  remittitur.    It 
is    equally    clear    that    appellee's    counsel 
understood  the  views  of  the  judge  as  to  the 
verdict,  and  filed  a  remittitur  to  meet  the 
difficulty,  cure  the  error,  and  obtain  favor- 
able action  on  the  motion  for  new  trial. 
There  is  no  statutory  authority  in  our  trial 
courts  to  receive  a  remittitur  to  cure  the 
error  of  excessiveness  in  a  verdict  where  the 
excess  is  not  ascertainable  by  any  rules  of 
law   or   certain   fixed   methods  of  calcula- 
tion, and  the  decisions  of  our  supreme  court 
have  condemned  the  practice  as  erroneous. 
.     .     .    Had  the  remittitur  not  been  in  re- 
sponse to  the  views  of  the  trial  judge  that 
the  verdict  was  excessive,  but  purely  volun- 
tary on  the  part  of  appellee,  an  entirely 
different  question  would  be  presented^ 
our    consideration.     It   is    fairly   manifest 
from  the  language  of  the  trial  judge,  quali- 
fying the  bill   of  exceptions    that  he  W 
counsel    for   appellee  undersiand   that  n^ 
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inconceivable  that,  upon  the  facts  proven,  a 
verdict  for  the  extraordinary  sum  of  $38,- 
750  represents  the  sound,  wholesome,  unim- 
passioned  and  impartial  judgment  of  a  jury, 
whose  sole  duty,  under  the  law  and  facts, 
was  to  award  just  and  reasonable  compensa- 
tory damages  only.  Upon  all  of  the  evi- 
dence, the  amount  of  the  award  here,  con- 
sidered in  comparison  with  verdicts  in  simi- 
lar cases,  which  our  own  and  other  courts 
of  last  resort  have  said  furnish  inherent 
evidence,  solely  because  of  the  large  sums 
allowed,  of  having  been  returned  through 
the  influence  of  passion  or  prejudice,  such 
or  like  considerations  must  also  be  held  to 
have  been  the  moving  cause  for  the  one  un- 
der review.  We  are  all  the  more  persuaded 
to  this  view  because  another  jury,  at  a  for- 


mer trial,  having  equal  opportunity  with 
the  one  that  returned  this  verdict,  to  ascer- 
tain and  know  the  character  and  extent  of 
the  ihjuries  sustained,  and  as  well  all  the 
facts  and  grounds  upon  which  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  at  all  were  based,  fixed  the 
sum  of  $5,200  as  proper  compensation;  and 
by  the  further  fact  that  the  presiding  judge 
at  the  trial  in  which  this  particular  verdict 
was  returned  required  that  $28,750  should 
be  remitted  therefrom ;  and  also  by  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  the  plaintiff  consented  to  the 
surrender  of  that  vast  sum.  If  $38,750 
fairly  represented  the  amount  which  plain- 
tiff justly  ought  to  recover  for  the  injuries, 
temporary  and  permanent,  which  he  sus- 
tained, and  for  his  mental  suffering  and 
physical  pain,  we  are  quite  persuaded  that 


considered  the  verdict  excessive.  He  might 
as  well,  as  far  as  effect  be  concerned,  have 
told  counsel  that  he  considered  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  based  upon  excessiveness  of 
the  verdict  as  well  grounded,  and  then  re- 
ceived the  remittitur  as  curing  the  error. 
If  the  views  of  the  trial  court  as  to  ex- 
cessive verdict  had  not  been  made  to  ap- 
pear, then  the  question  of  the.  excessiveness 
of  the  verdict  as  originally  rendered  would 
be  addressed  to  this  court." 

But  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  y. 
Wilkes,  68  Tex.  618,  2  Am.  St.  Rep.  515, 
5  S.  W.  491,  where  the  plaintiff's  attorney 
voluntarily  remitted  a  part  of  the  damage, 
the  court  affirmed  the  judgment  on  the 
ground  that  as  the  original  amount  was 
not  excessive,  there  could  be  no  objection 
to  the  remission. 

And  in  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  Co.  v.  Re- 
decker,  75  Tex.  310,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  887, 
12  S.  W.  855,  an  action  bv  a  father  for 
the  loss  of  his  son,  it  was  held  that  as  it 
was  possible  from  the  evidence  to  make  an 
estimate  of  the  loss  with  some  distinctness, 
there  .was  no  error  in  a  remittitur  which 
left  the  damage  less  than  was  indicated  by 
the  evidence. 

But  since  the  passage  of  §  1029a,  1 
Sayles's  Civil  Statutes,  which  gives  the 
court  of  civil  appeals  power  to  refuse  to 
grant  a  new  trial  on  condition  that  a  party 
will  remit  a  part  of  the  damages,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  trial  court  may  take  a 
similar  course. 

In  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  v.  John- 
son, 24  Tex.  Civ.  App.  180,  58  S.  W.  622, 
the  court  said:  "If  the  remittitur  entered 
in  the  district  court  is  the  same  as  this 
court  would  have  required,  the  result  is 
the  same  as  if  this  court  had  enforced  it. 
If  less,  this  court  may  require  further  re- 
duction, and  the  result  would  be  the  same 
as  if  this  court  had  exacted  the  entire  re- 
duction. We  do  not  deny  the  district 
court's  power  or  discretion  to  grant  new 
trials  in  cases  of  excessive  verdicts,  but 
we  think  if  they  see  fit  to  entertain  a  re- 
mittitur, there  is  no  necessity  of  our  re- 
versing the  judgment  upon  that  ground, 
when  we  have  express  authority  to  require 
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remittiturs,  which  carries  the  power  to  ap- 
prove them." 

In  San  Antonio  &  A.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Connell, 
27  Tex.  Civ.  App.  533,  66  S.  W.  246,  the 
court  approved  ttie  practice  of  a  remittitur 
in  the  trial  court,  but  required  an  addition- 
al remittitur  as  a  condition  of  affirmance. 
A  similar  course  as  to  successive  remittiturs 
was  followed  in  International  &  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Williams,  55  Tex.  Civ.  App.  176,  1J8 
S.  W.  758,  and  in  Producers  Oil  Co.  v. 
Barnes,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — y  120  S.  W. 
1023;  also  in  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co. 
V.  Shaughnessy,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  81 
S.  W.  1026,  where,  however,  on  rehearing, 
the  case  was  reversed  on  another  ground. 

And  the  practice  of  remittiturs  in  the 
trial  court  as  a  condition  of  denying  mo- 
tions for  a  new  trial  is  now  established. 
Ft  Worth  &  D.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Linthicum,  33 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  375,  77  S.  W.  40;  Hous- 
ton, E.  &  W.  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Jackson,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  61  S.  W.  440;  St.  Louis  South- 
western R.  Co.  V.  Hengst,  36  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
217,  81  S.  W.  832;  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Rhodes,  35  Tex.  Civ.  App.  432,  80 
S.  W.  869;  St.  Louis  Southwestern  R.  Co. 
V.  Price,  44  Tex.  Civ.  App.  217,  99  S.  W. 
120;  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Poe, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  62  S.  W.  1071; 
Roscoe,  S.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  127  S.  W.  872;  Southwestern 
Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Gehring,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  137  S.  W.  754. 

2,  Contrary  doctrine. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  view  obtains 
that  the  trial  court  may  not  allow  remit- 
titurs where  there  is  no  basis  of  computa- 
tion. F.  M.  Davis  Iron  Works  Co.  v. 
White,  31  Colo.  82,  71  Pac.  384;  Tunnel 
MiN.  &  Leasing  Co.  v.  Coopeb;  Savannah 
F.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Harper,  70  Ga.  119; 
Carlisle  v.  Callahan,  78  Ga.  320,  2  S.  E. 
751;  Brunswick  Light  &  Water  Co.  v.  Gale, 
91  Ga.  813,  18  S.  E.  11;  Albany  v.  Sikes, 
94  Ga.  30,  26  L.R.A.  6.53,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
132,  20  S.  E.  257;  Central  of  ■  Georgia  R. 
Co.  V.  Perkerson,  112  Ga.  923,  63  L.R.A. 
210,  38  S.  E.  365,  overruling  Central  R.  Co. 
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it  is  highly  improbable  that  another  jury 
would  have  declared  less  than  one  seventh 
as  much  sufficient  to  satisfy  his  claim;  nor 
is  it  likely  that  the  judge  presiding  at  the 
trial  in  which  the  verdict  was  returned, 
being  well  and  fully  advised,  with  all  ma- 
terial facts  before  him,  would,  or  could,  un- 
der such  circumstances,  say  that  the  amount 
returned  was  almost  four  times  the  sum 
which,  in  his  calm,  impartial,  and  judicial 
judgment,  the  jury  should  have  g^ven;  nor 
does  it  seem  possible  that  had  the  plaintiff 
himself,  or  his  counsel,  believed  that  he  was 
entitled,  in  fairness  and  truth,  to  $38,750, 
there  would  have  been  voluntarily  remitted 
of  that  amount,  once  secured  to  him,  more 
than  two  thirds  of  it. 
The  plaintiff  was  by  occupation  a  miner, 


and  able,  according  to  proofs,  by  workiii<: 
I  continuously,  to  earn  approximately  $1,200 
a  year.  That  plaintiff  was  seriously,  pain- 
fully, and  to  a  degree  permanently,  injnrfd, 
seems  clear  from  the  evidence.  It  appears 
that  his  right  collar  bone  was  fractured, 
and  three  ribs  of  the  lower  left  side  broken; 
that  his  general  circulation  was  impaired, 
and  that  the  broken  ribs  have  never  united, 
but  extend  out  from  the  general  contoar 
of  the  chest  about  an  inch,  and  do  not  gm 
such  full  protection  to  some  of  the  vital 
parts  as  they  should  and  would  afford  in 
normal  condition.  That  the  right  collir 
bone  is  shortened  one  half  an  inch,  and  also 
the  left  leg,  to  a  like  extent,  which  makes 
him  permanently  lame.  He  is  compelled  to 
constantly  wear  a  belt,  to  mitigate  the  dis- 


V.  Crosby,  74  Ga.  737,  58  Am.  Rep.  463; 
Daniel  v.  Bailey,  118  Ga.  408,  45  S.  £.  379; 
Tifton,  T.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Chastain,  122  Ga. 
250,  50  S.  E.  105;  Seaboard  Air-Line  R. 
Co.  V.  Randolph,  129  Ga.  796,  59  S.  E. 
1110  (brushing  aside  any  remarks  to  the 
contrary  in  Augusta  R.  Co.  v.  Glover,  92 
Ga.  132,  18  S.  E.  406) ;  Southern  R.  Co.  v. 
Tollerson,  135  Ga.  74,  68  S.  E.  798; 
Brown  v.  Morris,  3  Bush,  81;  Louisville  & 
N.  R.  Co.  V.  Earl,  94  Ky.  368,  22  S.  W.  607 ; 
Hanson  v.  Henderson,  20  S.  D.  456,  107 
N.  W.  670;  Murray  v.  Leonard,  11  S.  D. 
22,  75  N.  W.  272  (as  suggesting,  if  not 
necessarily  holding,  this  view)  ;  Unfried  v. 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  34  W.  Va.  260,  12 
S.  E.  612;  Osborne  v.  County  Ct.  68  W. 
Va.  189,  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  418,  69  S.  E. 
470  (as  stating  this  view)  ;  Watt  v.  Watt 
[1905]  A.  C.  115,  74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  438, 
69  J.  P.  249,  53  Week.  Rep.  547,  92  L.  T. 
N.  S.  480,  21  Times  L.  R.  386,  2  Ann.  Cas. 
672. 

It  will  be  seen  that  in  Tunnel  Min.  & 
Leasing  Co.  v.  Coopeb,  it  is  held  that  under 
the  Colorado  statute  the  power  to  set  aside 
a  verdict  as  excessive  is  confined  to  cases 
of  prejudice  and  passion,  and  that  there- 
fore, if  the  court  interferes  at  all,  it  must 
order  a  new  trial. 

The  court  follows  the  decision  in  F,  M. 
Davis  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  White,  31  Colo. 
82,  71  Pac.  384,  as  will  be  seen  from  its 
quotation  of  the  opinion  in  that  case. 
These  cases  would  seem  to  settle  the  law  in 
Colorado,  but  they  do  not  refer  to  Colorado 
City  V.  Liafe,  28  Colo.  468,  65  Pac.  630, 
where  both  parties  appealed,  and  the  court, 
in  affirming  the  reduced  judgment,  said: 
"The  plaintiff  voluntarily  remitted  $15,000. 
It  was  not  the  less  voluntarv  because  the 
court  declined  to  allow  the  verdict  of 
$20,000  to  stand,  and  intimated  that  unless 
there  was  a  remitment  he  would  grant  a 
new  trial;  because  the  plaintiff  had  the 
alternative  of  submitting  to  a  new  trial  or 
accepting  a  verdict  for  the  sum  of  $5,000; 
and  having  accepted  a  verdict  for  the  sum 
of  $5,000,  we  think  he  cannot  now  complain 
that  the  court  refused  to  enter  judgment 
upon  the  verdict  as  rendered. 
39  L,RA,(N,S.) 


In  Savannah,  F.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Harper. 
70  Ga.  119,  where  the  trial  court  W 
ordered  a  new  trial  unless  the  plaintiff 
would  write  off  part  of  the  verdict,  which 
he  did,  the  judgment  was  reversed.  The 
court  quoted  the  statute  which  provided 
that  "the  question  of  damages  being  one 
for  the  jury,  the  court  should  not  inter- 
fere, unless  the  damages  are  either  so  small 
or  excessive  as  to  justify  the  inference  of 
gross  mistake  or  undue  bias"  and  said: 
"To  require  a  portion  of  the  amount  so 
found  by  them  to  be  remitted,  and  the 
balance  to  stand  as  their  verdict,  it  seems 
to  us  unauthorized,  either  by  the  words  of 
the  law,  or  by  the  precedents  and  practice 
in  such  cases." 

In  Carlisle  v.  Callahan,  78  Ga.  320,  2  S. 
E.  751,  an  action  for  damages  in  forcibk 
entering  and  holding  certain  property,  the 
court  said:  "The  court  has  no  power  to 
write  off,  or  order  written  off,  any  part 
of  a  verdict  for  damages  in  an  action  sound- 
ing in  tort,  where  the  tort  is  to  the  person: 
aliter,  where  it  is  to  property." 

But  the  practice  was  also  condemnftd  in 
torts  as  to  property  in  Albany  v.  Sikes, 
94  Ga.  30,  26  L.R.A.  653,  47  Am.  St.  Rep. 
]32,  20  S.  E.  267;  Daniel  v.  Bailey,  118  Ga. 
408,  45  S.  E.  379;  Southern  R.  Co.  t. 
Tollerson,  135  Ga.  74,  68  S.  E.  798. 

In  Brunswick  Light  k  Water  Co.  v.  Gaki 
91  Ga.  813,  18  S.  £.  11,  the  court  said: 
"Where  the  action  is  tor  a  personal  injury 
and  for  pain  and  suffering  resulting  there- 
from, and  there  are  no  other  elements  of 
damage  for  which  a  recovery  can  be  had 
such  as  loss  of  earning  capacity,  etc,  tliere 
is  no  guide  or  criterion  by  which  the 
amount  of  damages  may  be  measured,  ex- 
cept the  enlightened  conscience  of  impar- 
tial jurors.  There  is  no  criterion,  therefore, 
by  which  the  court  can  estimate  the  proper 
amount  of  damages,  and  he  has  no  power  to 
reduce  the  verdict  by  ordering  a  certain 
amount  written  off.  If  the  verdict  is  so 
excessive  as  to  cause  him  to  suspect  bias 
or  prejudice,  he  can  set  it  aside  and  order 
a  new  trial  before  another  jury,  but  he  must 
do  this  unconditionally." 

In  Central  of  Georgia  R,  Co.  v,  Pertor 
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comfort  caused  by  the  condition  of  the 
broken  ribs.  No  injury  is  shown  to  his 
mental  faculties;  none  of  his  limbs  were 
broken,  and  none  of  his  senses  are  impaired. 
The  testimony  shows  that  at  the  time  of  the 
trial  he  was  able  to  be  about  without  the 
aid  of  crutches  or  other  assistance,  and  that 
he  had  recently  been  upon  prospecting  tours. 
The  only  direct  evidence  going  to  his  abil- 
ity to  work  at  the  time  af  the  trial  was  the 
answer  of  the  physician  who  attended  him 
in  his  illness,  to  the.  question  whether,  in 
his  present  condition,  he  could  do  a  man's 
work,  which  was,  "Not  at  the  present  time." 
The  nature  and  extent  of  the  injuries  con- 
sidered, the  verdict  is  quite  the  largest  to 
be  found  in  the  annals  of  judicial  history. 
The  deliberations  of  the  jury   are  secret; 


the  presence  or  absence  of  passion  or  preju- 
dice concerning  them  must  therefore,  as*  a 
rule,  be  determined  from  the  amount  of  the 
verdict  itself.  If  there  is  in  the  verdict  in- 
herent evidence  of  such  passion  or  preju- 
dice, there  should  be  no  hesitancy  on  the 
part  of  the  court  to  so  declare,  and  act  ac- 
cordingly. There  are  three  cases  of  special 
interest  which  have  been  determined  by  this 
court,  where  it  was  held  that  the  verdicts, 
because  of  their  respective  amounts,  carried 
inherent  evidence  that  they  were  induced  by 
passion  or  prejudice.  We  refer  to  the  rea- 
soning in  these  opinions  in  support  of  our 
conclusion  here,  as  being  in  harmony  with 
it.  The  cases  are  Deep  Min.  &  Drainage  Co. 
V.  Fitzgerald,  21  Colo.  533,  43  Pac.  210,  F. 
M.  Davis  Iron  Works  Co.  v.  White,  31  Colo. 


son,  112  Ga.  923,  53  L.R.A.  210,  38  S.  E. 
365,  the  court  said:  "After  mature  con- 
sideration, we  are  of  the  opinion  that  upon 
principle  the  rule  denying  the  power  of  a 
trial  judge  to  order  a  remittitur  as  a  con- 
dition to  the  overruling  of  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  in  actions  for  personal  injuries 
should  apply  with  equal  force  to  an  action 
for  a  tortious  homicide;  and,  indeed,  to  all 
cases  where,  by  the  application  oif  fixed 
principles  of  law  to  the  evidence,  the  ex- 
cess in  a  verdict  cannot  be  accurately  as- 
certained." 

In  view  of  the  more  recent  Greorgia  cases 
it  may  be  doubted  whether  the  court  would 
now  approve  the  decision  in  Savannah,  F. 
&  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Godkin,  104  Ga.  655,  69 
Am.  St.  Rep.  187,  30  S.  E.  378,  where  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  be- 
fore any  intimation  by  the  trial  court, 
"wrote  oflT"  a  part  of  the  verdict,  and  in 
affirming  the  judgment  so  reduced  the  ap- 
pellate court  said:  "It  does  not  appear  from 
the  record  that  a  new  trial  was  refused  in 
this  case  because  of  the  voluntary  action 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  in  writing  off 
a  portion  of  his  verdict.  .  .  .  The  vol- 
untary reduction  of  the  verdictf  by  plain- 
tiff's counsel,  whether  they  had  a  right  to 
take  such  action  or  not,  is  not  a  matter 
of  which  the  defendant  can  complain." 

In  Louisville  k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Earl,  94  Ky. 
368,  22  S.  W.  607,  where  the  court,  on  con- 
dition of  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
required  the  plaintiff  to  consent  to  the  re- 
duction of  a  verdict  of  $4,000  to  $2,500,  the 
appellate  court  said:  "Both  parties  com- 
plain, and  it  is  evident  that  if  the  com- 
pany were  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  it  should 
have  been  granted  without  the  imposition 
of  any  terms.  If  not,  the  appellee  should 
have  had  her  judgment  in  pursuance  of  the 
jury  finding.  In  any  event,  the  judgment 
for  $2,500  is  erroneous,  and  must  be  re- 
versed." 

It  may  be  noted  that  in  Merrick  v.  Holt, 
8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  162,  the  court,  in  reversing 
a  judgment  where  there  had  been  a  remit- 
titur, did  so  on  the  ground  that  the  entire 
verdict  was  impeached  with  the  taint  of 
positive  wrong  or  reckless  indifference;  and 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


that  a  similar  principle  is  stated  in  the  re- 
versal in  Evansville  Grain  Co.  v.  Stout,  14 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  927,  where,  however,  the  case 
is  not  sufficiently  reported  to  show  what 
had  occurred  in  the  trial  court. 

The  former  English  practice  was  to  order 
a  new  trial  if  the  parties  would  not  come 
to  terms.  See  Davidson  v.  Molyneux,  17 
L.  T.  N.  S.  289. 

However  in  Belt  v.  Lawes,  L.  R.  12  Q. 
B.  Div.  356,  53  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  249,  50 
L.  T.  N.  S.  441,  32  Week.  Rep.  607,  an  ac- 
tion for  libel,  the  court  approved  the  course 
of  the  trial  court  in  refusing  a  new  trial  on 
condition  that  the  plaintiff  remit  a  certain 
part  of  his  damages. 

But  in  Watt  v.  Watt  [1905]  A.  C.  115, 
74  L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  438,  69  J.  P.  249, 
53  Week.  Rep.  547,  92  L.  T.  N.  S.  480, 
21  Times  L.  R.  386,  2  Ann.  Cas.  672,  where 
the  court  of  appeal  had  made  an  order  for 
a  new  trial  unless  the  plaintiff  consented  to 
a  reduction,  which  he  did,  the  House  of 
Lords  reversed  the  judgment,  holding  that 
the  court  had  no  power,  on  consent  of  one 
party,  to  render  judgment  for  an  amount 
different  from  that  found  by  the  jury. 
Halsbury,  L.  C,  stated  that  the  question 
was  raised  in  the  Belt  Case,  but  was  not 
necessary  for  its  decision,  and  said:  "The 
theory  of  all  the  cases  seems  to  me  to  be 
that  the  right  of  the  court  to  interfere 
with  a  jury's  verdict  was  only  to  be  by  the 
assent  of  both  parties.  Assume  it  to  be 
the  constitutional  view  that  a  person  can 
only  have  damages  assessed  against  him  for 
a  tort,  what  right  has  a  couH:  to  intervene 
and  say  that  damages  which,  in  its  judg- 
ment, are  appropriate,  shall  be  the  amount 
assessed  against  himf  The  only  judgment 
by  a  jury  is  one  which  the  court  itself,  by 
the  hypothesis,  says  is  unreasonable  and  ex- 
cessive. Has  not  the  defendant  a  right  to 
say,  1  refuse  to  have  judgment  assessed 
against  me  by  a  court.  The  law  gives  me 
a  right  to  a  jury,  and  how  does  the  fact 
that  a  jury  have  already  found  a  verdict 
against  me,  which  you  decide  cannot  be  al- 
lowed to  stand,  because  it  is  unreasonable 
and  excessive,  displace  my  right  to  have  the 
verdict   of    a    jury    upon    the    question  ?"* 
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82,  71  Pac.  384,  and  Denver  &  R.  G.  R.  Co. 
y^,  Scott,  34  Colo.  99,  81  Pac.  763.  In  each 
the  record  shows  the  injuries  to  have 
been  certainly  as  grievous  as  those  received 
by  plaintiff,  and  without  doubt,  in  the  Fitz- 
gerald Case,  vastly  more  serious  and  abid- 
ing. 

An  instructive  and  leading  case,  also  in 
accord  with  our  views,  where  a  large  num- 
ber of  authorities  are  reviewed*  and  dis- 
cussed, is  that  of  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Go.  ▼. 
Fox,  11  Bush,  495.  That  was  an  action 
for  personal  injuries,  to  recover  the  sum  of 
$150,000,  with  $5,000  added  for  medical 
treatment  and  attendance,  and  $500  for 
baggage  lost.  The  verdict  was  for  $35,500. 
The  opinion  states  that  the  value  of  the  bag- 
gage was  shown  to  have  been  $500,  and  the 


expense  of  medical  treatment  and  attend- 
ance $5,000;  and  for  personal  injuries,  $30,- 
000.  There  was  no  evidence  in  the  case  of 
passion  or  prejudice,  except  as  furnished 
by  the  amount  of  the  verdict.  Upon  a  full 
consideration  of  the  whole  record,  and  a 
searching  analysis  of  the  entire  transaction, 
the  court  reached  the  conclusion  that  the 
amount  of  the  verdict  alone  furnished  evi- 
dence that  it  must  have  been  reached 
through  the  influence  of  passion  or  preju- 
dice. The  injuries  to  Fox  .seem  to  have 
been  far  more  severe  and  permanent,  and 
his  suffering  far  greater,  than  plaintifTs. 
In  concluding  the  opinion,  having  reference 
to  the  duties  and  obligations  of  courts  un- 
der such  circumstances,  it  was  said: 
"We  concede   that  courts  of  all  grades 


Lord  Davey,  in  concurring,  said:  "Can  the 
court,  when  it  considers  that  the  damagea 
are  disproportionate  and  excessive,  say 
there  shall  be  no  new  trial  if  the  plaintiff 
is  willing  to  accept  a  verdict  for  a  reduced 
amount,  or  (in  other  words),  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  plaintiff,  impose  upon  the  de- 
fendant, without  his  consent,  the  payment 
of  damages,  the  amount  of  which  has  been 
fixed  by  the  court,  and  not  by  a  jury?  It 
was  held  by  the  court  of  appeal  in  Belt  v. 
Lawes,  supra,  that  the  court  has  this  juris- 
diction. ...  No  authority  for  the 
proposition  laid  down  in  Belt  v.  Lawes, 
supra,  is  quoted  by  the  learned  judges  in 
that  case,  and  no  authority  earlier  than 
that  case  was  brought  to  our  attention  by 
Mr.  Mathew  in  his  very  careful  argument. 
On  the  other  hand,  there  are  numerous 
dicta  of  learned  judges  to  the  contrary." 

Upon  this  side  of  the  question  reference 
may  be  made  here  to  the  views  expressed 
in  some  of  the  earlier  Texas  cases,  although 
no  longer  of  force  in  that  jurisdiction. 

In  Thomas  v.  Womack,  13  Tex.  580,  an 
action  for  assault  and  battery,  where  the 
plaintiff  remitted  $8,500  from  a  verdict  of 
$10,000,  the  court,  in  reversing  the  judg- 
ment, said:  "Where  the  verdict  was  con- 
fessedly BO  flagrantly  excessive  as  the  re- 
mittitur admits  it  to  have  been  in  this  case, 
it  must  be  ascribed  to  prejudice,  partiality, 

Sassion,  or  some  undue  or  improper  in- 
uence  or  cause,  perverting  the  judgment 
of  the  jury;  and  to  permit  any  part  of  it 
to  stand  would  not  be  consistent  with  the 
preservation  of  the  impartiality,  integrity, 
and  purity  of  the  trial  by  jury.  .  .  ^ 
Where  the  law  recognizes  some  fixed  rules 
and  principles  to  regulate  the  measure  of 
damages,  by  which  it  may  be  determined  in 
how  much  the  verdict  is  excessive,  as  in 
actions  on  contracts,  and  for  torts  done  to 
property,  the  value  of  which  may  be  ascer- 
tained by  evidence,  a  remittitur  of  the  ex- 
cess may  be  received  as  an  answer  to  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
excessive  damages.  .  .  .  But  where  there 
are  no  such  rules  and  principles  by  which 
to  ascertain  the  excess,  and  it  is  uncertain 
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and  considerable,  a  new  trial  ought  to  be 
awarded*" 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Coon,  69 
Tex.  730,  7  S.  W.  492,  where  the  jud^ent 
was  reversed  for  other  reasons,  and  the 
original  verdict  was  for  $10,000,  the  court 
said:  "As  the  case  will  be  reversed  for  the 
error  just  pointed  out,  we  do  not  deem  it 
proper  to  express  our  opinion  as  to  whether 
the  verdict  was  excessive.  The  trial  judge 
concluded  that  it  was  excessive,  as  he  re- 
quired plaintiff  to  enter  a  remittitur  of 
$3,000  as  a  condition  to  his  overruling  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  If  the  judge  was 
of  opinion  the  verdict  was  excessive,  he 
should  have  granted  a  new  trial.  The  dam- 
ages are  assessed  by  the  jury ;  if  the  verdict 
is  excessive,  the  judge,  in  actions  like  this, 
has  no  measure  by  which  to  determine  hov 
much  it  is  excessive;  his  attempt  to  do  bo 
is  an  invasion  of  the  rights  oi  the  jury. 
His  only  course  in  such  a  case  is  to  grant 
a  new  trial." 

In  Nunnally  v.  Taliaferro,  82  Tex.  286, 
18  S.  W.  149,  where,  in  an  action  of  slan- 
der,  the  plaintiff  remitted  the   exemplary 
damages  and  part  of  the  actual  damages, 
the  court,*  in  reversing  the  judgment,  said 
as  to  this  practice  that  where  the  "excess  is 
not  ascertainable  by  any  rules  of  law,  aod 
'the  excess  is  uncertain  and  considerable,' 
it   should   not   be    permitted.      Thomas  ▼• 
Womack,  13  Tex.  584.    In  a  case  like  this, 
the  discretion  of  the  jury  and  their  sense 
of  right  and  justice,  as  applied  to  the  facts, 
is  the  only  guide  the  law  furnishes  for  the 
measure     of     damages.       This     discretion, 
whether    legally    and    wisely    exercised  or 
abused,    is   ascertained  from   their  verdict 
alone.    If,  then,  a  remittitur  be  allowed  and 
judgment  is  entered  not  predicated  on  that 
verdict,  but  for  a  different  sum,  can  it  be 
said  that  the  judgment  for  damages  is  that 
ascertained  and  reached  by  the  discretion 
of  the  jury  and  their  sense  of  right  and 
justice   under  the   facts?      Unquestibnahly 
not.    Concede  that  the  evidence  authorised 
a  verdict  for   plaintiff  for  damages;  how 
was  the  court  to  determine  the  amount  of 
such  damages,  after  deciding  that  the  v<B^ 
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should  exercise  extreme  caution  in  interfer- 
ing with  the  verdicts  of  juries,  and  th^t 
an  appellate  court  should  hesitate  not  only 
because  of  the  delicacy  of  undertaking 
to  set  aside  the  finding  of  the  constitutional 
triers  of  fact,  but  because  of  the  concur- 
rence with  the  jury  of  the  judge  presiding 
at  the  trial.  But  if,  after  giving  due  weight 
to  the  verdict  of  the  jury  and  the  approvel 
of  the  circuit  judge,  this  court  is  clearly 
convinced,  in  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff 
is  only  entitled  to  recover  compensatory 
damages,  that  the  jury  has  gone  beyond 
compensation,  and  inflicted  punishment  on 
the  defendant,  under  the  influence  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice,  it  is  bound  by  the  weight- 
iest considerations  of  duty  to  direct  a  new 
trial.    To  refuse  to  do  so  is  to  abandon  the 


defendant  to  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  jury. 
The  supervising  control  of  the  courts,  both 
of  original  and  appellate  jurisdiction,  is, 
in  this  country,  an  integral  part  of  the 
jury  system,  and  as  indispensable  to  the 
right  administration  of  justice  as  the  panel 
of  twelve  men. 

''We  are  well  satisfied  that  the  damages 
are  excessive  and  the  result  of  passion  or 
prejudice  in  the  jury,  and  the  judgment  is 
reversed  and  the  cause  is  remanded,  with 
directions  to  grant  the  appellant  a  new 
trial." 

These  suggestions  are  specially  applicable 
here,  and  correctly,  as  we  think,  indicate 
the  duty  of  the  court  in  the  present  case, 
as  upon  a  full  consideration  of  the  entire 
record,  with  all  inferences  legitimately  to 


diet  was  excessive  and  allowing  the  remit- 
titur? It  could  only  be  determined  by  the 
court's  own  construction  of  the  testimony; 
or,  in  other  words,  the  amount  permitted  to 
remain  would  be  that  which  the  court's  dis- 
cretion and  sense  of  right  and  justice,  under 
the  facts,  recognized  as  being  the  proper 
measure  of  damages.  This  would  mani- 
festly be  the  substitution  of  the  court's 
opinion  for  that  of  the  jurv,  and  necessarily 
a  trial  of  the  cause  exclusively  by  the  court. 
Thomas  v.  Wo^lack,  13  Te?.  686;  Gulf,  C. 
&  S.  F.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Coon,  69  Tex.  730,  7  S. 
W.  402.  There  are  disclosures  made  by  the 
record  sustaining  the  charge  that  the  ver- 
dict was  infiuenced  by  passion  and  pre- 
judice or  other  improper  motives.'^' 


$» 


h.  Where  there  is  prejudice  er  paesion, 

X.  Not  allowable. 

It  is  generally  held,  even  in  jurisdictions 
which  generally  permit  a  remittitur,  that 
such  a  remittitur  will  not  cure  a  verdict 
tainted  by  prejudice  and  passion.  Southern 
P.  Co.  V.  Tomlinson,  4  Ariz.  126,  33  Pac. 
710  (dictum)  ;  Loewenthal  v.  Streng,  90  111. 
74;  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cummings, 
20  III.  App.  333;  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.  v. 
Barnett,  66  III.  App.  384;  West  Chicago 
Street  R.  Co.  v.  Krueger,  68  III.  App.  460; 
West  Chicago  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Johnson,  69 
111.  App.  147;  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Bin- 
kopski,  72  111.  App.  22;  Chicago  Street  R. 
Co.  V.  Wheeler,  73  111.  App.  368  (in  effect) ; 
Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Fennimore,  78  111. 
App.  478;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Greao,  78 
III.  App.  127;  Nicholson  v.  O'Donald,  79 
HI.  App.  195;  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co. 
V.  Hoffa'rt,  82  111.  App.  539;  Chicago  Ter- 
minal Transfer  R.  Co.  v.  Helberg,  99  111. 
App.  563;  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co. 
V.  Story,  104  111.  App.  132;  Belt  R.  Co.  v. 
Charters,  123  III.  App.  322;  Sackheim  v. 
Miller,  136  III.  App.  132;  (see  contra,  Illi- 
nois C.  R.  Co.  V.  Ebert,  74  III.  399) ;  Ahrens 
V.  Fenton,  138  Iowa,  659,  116  N.  W.  233; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cone,  37 
Kan.  567,  15  Pac.  499;  Steinbuchel  v. 
Wright,  43  Kan.  307,  23  Pac.  560;  Atchison, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Dwelle,  44  Kan.  394,  24 
Pac.  600;  Parsons  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Montgom- 
ery, 46  Kan.  120,  26  Pac.  403;  Bell  v.  Morse, 
48  Kan.  601,  29  Pac.  1086;  Drumm  ▼. 
Cessnum,  58  Kan.  331,  49  Pac.  78;  Atchison 
V.  Plunkett,  61  Kan.  207,  59  Pac.  646;  Ar- 
gentine V.  Bender,  71  Kan.  422,  80  Pac.  935 
(dictum);  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Brandon,  77  Kan.  612,  95  Pac.  673  (dio- 
turn) ;  Chitty  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
148  Mo.  64,  49  S.  W.  868;  Partello  v.  Mis- 
souri P.  R.  Co.  217  Mo.  646,  117  S.  W. 
1138;  Doty  v.  Steinberg,  26  Mo.  App.  328; 
Adcock  V.  Oregon  R.  Co.  45  Or.  173^  77 
Pac.  78  (dictum). 

In  Southern  P.  Co.  ▼.  Tomlinson,  4  Ariz. 
126,  33  Pac.  710,  the  court,  in  affirming  a 
judgment  entered  upon  a  remittitur,  said: 
''Of  course,  if  it  is  apparent  to  the  trial 
court  that  the  verdict  was  the  result  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice,  a  remittitur  should  not 
be  allowed,  but  the  verdict  should  be  set 
aside.  In  passing  upon  this  question  the 
court  should  not  look  alone  to  the  amount 
of  the  damages  awarded,  but  to  the  whole 
case,  to  determine  the  existence  of  passion 
or  prejudice,  and  to  determine  how  far  such 
passion  or  prejudice  may  have  operated  in 
influencing  the  finding  of  any  verdict 
against  the  defendant.  When  the  circum- 
stances, as  they  may  appear  to  the  trial 
court,  indicate  that  the  jury  deliberately 
disregarded  the  instructions  of  the  court, 
or  the  facts  of  the  case,  a  remittitur  should 
not  be  allowed,  but  a  new  trial  should  be 
granted." 

In  Belt  R.  Co.  v.  Charters,  123  111.  App. 
322,  the  court  said,  in  reversing  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiff,  where  a  child  injured  oir  a 
turntable  recovered  a  verdict  of  $14,000, 
which  was  reduced  to  $7,000:  "We,  how- 
ever, believe  that  no  case  can  be  found 
in  which  a  judgment  based  upon  a  remitti- 
tur, although  approved  by  the  trial  judge, 
has  been  allowed  to  stand  where  the  re- 
viewing tribunal  is  satisfied  from  the  record 
that  the  verdict  rendered  was  based  upon 
passion  or  prejudice,  or  was  founded  upon  a 
misconception  of  the  evidence.  In  such  a 
case  the  infirmity  pervades  the  entire  ver- 
dict; and  the  remission  of  the  one  half  or 
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be  drawn  therefrom,  we  reach  the  irresist- 
ible conclusion  that,  when  viewed  in  the 
light  of  the  facts  and  circumstances  dis- 
closed hy  the  evidence,  a  verdict  of  such 
unusual  proportions  must  have  been  the 
result  of  either  passion  or  prejudice,  or  of 
a  total  misconception  by  the  jury  of  its 
duties  and  obligations  under  the  law.  In 
either  event  it  is  vitiated  in  its  entirety. 
Upon  the  authority  of  F.  M.  Davis  Iron 
Works  Co.  V.  White,  supra,  such  a  verdict 
could  not  properly  be  made  the  basis  for 
any  judgment  whatever.  A  new  trial  should 
have  been  granted. 

There  is  no  general  charge  of  negligence 
in  the  complaint.  The  negligence  com- 
plained of  is  alleged  specifically^  and  is 
charged  in  these  words: 


''Plaintiff  alleges  that  on  the  said  1st 
day  of  May,  1905,  when  the  plaintiff  entered 
on  the  first  work  of  the'  day,  the  defendant 
Walter  Swanson  entered  the  stope  and 
ordered  him  to  get  a  bar  and  spread  the 
top  posts  of  the  top  square  set  so  as  to 
allow  a  displaced  cap  to  slip  back  in  its 
place;  that  plaintiff  refused  to  do  so,  reply- 
ing to  Swanson  that  the  braces  below  were 
shot  away  and  it  was  dangerous  to  spread 
top  posts  without  restoring  them,  and  that 
if  let  alone  he  would  restore  the  cap  to 
its  place  safely  and  properly;  that  said 
Swanson,  then  knowing  that  the  braces 
were  shot  away,  and  that  pressure  spreading 
the  top  posts  would  probably  cause  tlie  en- 
tire timbering  to  collapse,  without  replac- 
ing the  braces,  negligently  spread  the  top 


of  any  other  part  of  the  whole  amount  does 
not  free  the  remaining  part  from  the  taint." 

In  Atchison,  T.  &.  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Cone, 
37  Kan.  667, 16  Pac.  499,  the  court,  in  revers- 
ing a  judgment  where,  upon  a  verdict  of 
$50,000,  there  had  been  a  remittitur  of  $25,- 
000,  said:  "Evidently  when  the  court  be- 
low required  the  plaintiff  either  to  remit 
$26,000  of  the  damages  found  in  his  favor, 
or  to  take  a  new  trial,  the  court  must  have 
found  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury  was  ren- 
dered under  the  influence  of  passion  or  preju- 
dice. And  certainly  if  one  half  of  the  ver- 
dict was  rendered  under  the  influence  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice,  the  other  half  must  also 
have  been  rendered  under  the  influence  of 
passion  or  prejudice;  and,  as  it  is  doubtful 
whether  the  jury  should  have  rendered  any 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  it  may  be 
that  this  passion  or  prejudice  affected  the 
entire  verdict  and  also  the  special  findings, 
and  caused  the  jury  to  find  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  where,  except  for  the  passion  or 
prejudice,  they  would  not  have  found  in  his 
favor  at  all." 

In  Adcock  v.  Oregon  R.  Co.  45  Or.  173, 
77  Pac.  78,  the  court,  in  affirming  a  judg- 
ment where  there  had  been  a  remittitur, 
said:  "We  are  clear,  therefore,  that  it  is 
within  the  power  of  a  trial  court,  as  a  con- 
dition to  overruling  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  to  require  the  entry  of  a  remittitur  of 
a  part  of  the  verdict  in  an  action  of  tort, 
when,  in  its  opinion,  the  verdict  is  excessive. 
It  is  contended,  however,  that  in  this  case 
the  court  could  not  have  required  the  plain- 
tiff to  remit  one  half  of  the  verdict  in  her 
favor,  except  upon  the  theory  that  the  jury 
Were  influenced  by  passion  and  prejudice. 
If  such  had  been  the  view  entertained 
by  the  court,  the  proper  practice  would 
undoubtedly  have  been  to  grant  a  new  trial, 
as  the  part  of  the  verdict  allowed  to  stand 
would  have  been  as  much  tainted  by  passion 
and  prejudice  as  that  which  was  remitted. 
Where  the  damages  assessed  are  excessive, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  trial  court,  or  not 
justified  by  the  evidence,  the  error  may  in 
many  cases  be  obviated  by  remitting  the 
excess;  but  where  it  clearly  appears  that 
the  jury  were  influenced  by  passion  or  prej-  ' 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


udice,  the  error  cannot  be  cured  by  merely 
remitting  a  part  of  the  verdict,  but  it  must 
be  entirely  rejected.*' 

The  same  view  has  been  taken  where  the 
verdict  was  the  result  of  inconsiderate  judg- 
ment or  unfairness.  Thus,  where  the  trial 
court  allowed  a  remittitur  for  an  amount 
which  it  still  considered  to  be  $300  too 
much,  the  appellate  court,  in  reversing  the 
judgment,  said:  "In  the  face  of  this  ex- 
pressed opinion,  finding  in  reality  that  the 
verdict,  as  returned,  was  excessive,  and  in 
the  face  of  the  fact  that,  as  remitted  hr 
plaintiff,  it  was  still  excessive  by  at  least 
$500,  it  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand.  It  has 
repeatedly  been  held  by  this  court  that,  if  a 
verdict  for  damages  is,  in  the  judgment  of 
the  trial  court,  excessive,  and  the  result  of 
inconsiderate  judgment  or  unfairness  of  a^ 
tion,  it  is  its  duty  to  set  it  aside  and  award 
a  new  trial,  instead  of  ordering  a  remittitur 
of  the  amount  deemed  to  be  excessive.'' 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Richards,  5S 
Kan.  344,  49  Pac.  436. 

So,  where  the  jury  has  misconceived  the 
evidence.  In  Szczech  v.  Chicago  City  R.  Co. 
157  111.  App.  150,  the  court,  in  reversing  a 
judgment  where  there  had  been  a  remittitur, 
said:  "The  verdict  is  clearly  the  result  of 
a  misconception  of  the  probative  force  of 
the  evidence  by  the  jury.  The  remittitur  of 
four  tenths  of  the  amount  of  the  verdict, 
so  far  from  curing  the  vice  confessedly  in  it, 
but  accentuates  its  illegality.  The  assess- 
ment of  damages,  proceeding,  as  it  does, 
upon  improbable  premises,  cannot  be  nfiain- 
tained.  It  is  clearly  excessive  as  including 
compensation  for  ailments  not  traceable, 
upon  a  proper  weighing  of  the  evidence,  to 
the  accident  chargeable  to  the  negligence  of 
defendant." 

Probably  the  trial  judge  did  riot  intend  to 
suggest  and  defect  as  serious  as  passion  or 

Prejudice  in  the  verdict  in  Beller  v.  l«^7' 
8  Misc.  182,  124  N.  Y.  411,  where,  in  re- 
ducing a  verdict,  he  said:  "It  is  apparent 
to  me  that  the  jury,  in  awarding  her  the 
sum  of  $750,  must  have  been  influenced  bv 
sympathy  or  partiality.  Tlie  amount  ^ 
awarded  is  excessive  for  the  in  juries  r** 
ceived,  and  should  be  reduced  to  the  sum  o' 
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posts  with  a  crossbar,  and  thereby  caused 
the  whole  timbering  at  the  point  to  col- 
lapse, burying  plaintiff  in  the  ruins,  with- 
out any  fault  or  negligence  on  his  part." 

The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  shows  that 
the  thing  which  in  fact  caused  the  timber- 
ing to  collapse,  burying  him  in  the  ruins, 
was  the  act  of  Swanson  in  giving  a  violent 
surge  on  the  bar  and  throwing  his  weight 
heavily  against  one  of  the  posts  of  the 
square  set. 

Upon  his  cross-examination  the  following 
testimony  was  adduced  to  this  point: 

Q.  Do  you  mean  to  tell  the  jury  that  the 
collapse  occurred  without  the  stopping  bar 
being  tightened  any  more  at  all? 

A.  Yes,  sir. 


Q.  How  did  that  happen? 

A.  Mr.  Swanson  was  standing  here,  and 
I  stepped  back,  started  to  step  out  from 
here,  where  it  was  perfectly  safe,  and 
Mr.  Swanson  yelled  at  me;  he  said,  The 
bar  isn't  tight  yet,'  at  the  same  time  giving 
a  violent  surge  on  the  bar,  throwing  his 
weight  heavily  against  this  corner  post 
here,  and  the  square  sets  collapsed,  and 
caught  both  of  us. 

There  was  other  testimony  by  plaintiff, 
which  showed  that  the  bar  between  the 
square  sets  had  not  been  tightened,  and 
that  there  was  no  pressure  from  it  against 
the  timbers,  and  that  the  violent  surge  upon 
the  bar  and  pressure  of  Swanson  upon  the 
corner  post,  in  throwing  his  weight  heavily 


$350,  to  which  reduction  the  plaintiff  should 
stipulate;  and  on  her  refusal  to  so  stipu- 
late, I  order  a  new  trial,  without  costs." 
But  on  appeal  (127  N.  Y.  Supp.  237)  the 
verdict  was  restored  as  not  excessive,  the 
court  seeing  nothing  in  the  contention  that 
the  jury  was  swayed  by  sympathy. 

Excess  is  not  necessarily  due  to  passion 
or  prejudice.  In  Lewis  y.  Northern  P.  R. 
Co.  36  Mont.  207,  92  Pac.  469,  the  court 
said,  in  affirming  a  judgment  where  a  re- 
mittitur of  $7,400  had  been  made  from*  a 
verdict  of  $17,400:  "In  a  given  case,  it  may 
be  that  the  amount  awarded  is  due  to  mis- 
calculation, or  based  upon  a  wrong  stand- 
ard. In  such  cases  the  excessive  award  is 
not  the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice,  but 
the  result  of  an  honest  mistake ;  and  in  any 
case  there  is  no  presumption  of  wrongdoing, 
unless  the  award  is  so  grossly  out  of  pro- 
portion to  the  injury,  looking  to  all  the 
circumstances,  as  that  it  cannot  be  other- 
wise accounted  for;  for  the  statute  (Code 
Civ.  Proc.  §  1171,  subd.  6)  allows  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  of  passion  or  prejudice 
only  when  one  or  the  other  is  apparent." 

In  Baxter  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  103  Iowa,  599, 
72  N.  W.  790,  the  court  said:  "Conceding 
that  the  effect  and  purpose  of  what  was 
done  were  to  overrule  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  on  condition  that  the  plaintiff  would 
accept  judgment  for  the  amount  for  which 
it  was  rendered,  and,  if  he  would  not,  that 
the  motion  would  be  sustained,  that  does 
not  show  that  the  district  court  found  that 
the  jury  was  influenced  by  passion  and 
prejudice  in  reaching  its  verdict.  It  merely 
shows  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  the 
evidence  did  not  authorize  a  verdict  for  so 
large  an  amount  as  that  fixed  by  the  jury. 
Juries  may,  and  frequently  do,  err  in  esti- 
mating the  amount  of  a  recovery,  when 
there  is  no  ground  for  claiming  that  they 
were   influenced  by  prejudice  or  passion." 

In  Doran  v.  Cedar  Rapids  &  M.  C.  R.  Co. 
117  Iowa,  442,  90  N.  W.  815,  the  court  said: 
"As  to  the  complaint  that  the  verdict  was 
the  result  of  passion  and  prejudice,  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  the  only  evidence  of  pas- 
sion and  prejudice  relied  on  is  the  amount 
of  damages  named  in  the  verdict.  It  is  not 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


contended  but  that  there  was  some  evidence 
to  support  a  verdict,  and  therefore  the  mere 
fact  that  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plain- 
tiff would  certainly  not  indicate  passion  and 
prejudice.  It  is  true  that  the  trial  court 
found  the  amount  of  the  verdict  to  be  ex- 
cessive, and  refused  a  new  trial  only  on  con- 
dition that  a  considerable  amount  should 
be  remitted.  But  an  excessive  verdict  is  not 
necessarily  a  verdict  which  results  from 
passion  and  prejudice.  We  could  not  assent 
to  a  proposition  that  wherever  the  trial 
court  finds  that  the  verdict  was  for  too 
large  an  amount  in  cases  of  personal  injury, 
we  should  conclude  that  it  ought  to  have 
been  entirely  set  aside  on  the  other  ground." 
In  Argentine  v.  Bender,  71  Kan.  422,  80 
Pac.  935,  where  the  trial  court  had  given 
the  plaintiff  the  opportunity  of  remitting 
two  thirds  of  a  verdict  of  $7,500,  stating 
that  "the  error  of  the  jury  in  fixing  the 
amount  of  damages  does  not  permeate  the 
entire  verdict,  but  only  affects  the  amount 
of  the  same,"  the  appellate  court,  in  af- 
firming the  judgment  on  the  remittitur, 
said:  "This  court  must  enter  upon  the 
consideration  of  this  case  with  the  assump- 
tion that  the  evidence  could  not  sustain  the 
recovery  of  a  greater  amount  than  $2,500. 
This  is  conclusively  settled  for  the  present 

Purpose  by  the  action  of  the  district  court, 
he  mere  fact  that  the  jury,  in  estimating 
plaintiff's  damage,  so  far  exceeded  this  lim- 
it, must  be  regarded  as  having  some  ten- 
dency to  show  unfairness.  If  aided  by  any- 
thing in  the  evidence  or  elsewhere  in  the 
record  tending  in  the  same  direction,  or 
possibly  if  not  offset  by  something  of  a 
contrary  tendency,  this  fact  alone  might 
justify  a  conclusion  that  the  jury  were  in- 
fluenced by  passion  or  prejudice,  and  re- 
quire a  reversal.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
very  departure  from  a  proper  amount 
should  be  otherwise  accounted  for  if  a  rea- 
sonable basis  for  so  doing  can  be  found. 
A  sufficient  explanation  of  the  course  of  the 
jury,  without  involving  the  supposition  that 
they  were  actuated  by  unfair  motives,  may 
be  found  in  the  meagerness  of  the  instruc- 
tion given  them  as  a  guide  to  the  amount  of 
recovery." 
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against  it,  was  in  fact  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  collapse.  It  is  urgently  argued  by 
counsel  that  there  is  such  variance  between 
the  proofs  which  show  the  particular  negli- 
gence which  resulted  in  the  injury  com- 
plained of,  and  that  which  is  specifically 
charged  in  the  complaint,  as  having  oc- 
casioned it,  that  a  recovery  in  the  present 
state  of  the  record  cannot  properly  be  sus- 
tained. While  we  do  not  place  the  reversal 
of  the  judgment  upon  this  assignment,  we 
recognize  the  force  of  the  claim,  and  sug- 
gest, in  the  event  of  a  new  trial,  that  the 


complaint,  out  of  proper  caution,  be  amend- 
ed to  correspond  to  the  proof. 

Since  we  conclude  that  the  judgment 
must,  in  any  event,  be  reversed  for  the  rea- 
son stated,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  and  un- 
wise to  consider  or  pass  upon  the  other 
numerous  errors  assigned  and  argued.  The 
judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded to  the  trial  court  for  further  pro- 
ceedings, in  conformity  with  the  views  hen 
expressed. 

Reversed  and  remanded. 


In  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co,  v.  Des.Laur- 
iers,  40  III.  App.  654,  where,  in  an  action 
for  the  death  of  a  child  three  years  of  age, 
the  trial  court  required  a  reduction  of  the 
verdict  from  $3,750  to  $2,000,  to  prevent 
the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  the  court,  in 
affirming  the  judgment,  said:  "This,  it  is 
said,  was  a  substitution  of  the  verdict  of 
the  judge  for  that  of  the  jury,  and  thus  not 
only  deprived  the  defendant  of  its  right 
to  a  trial  by  jury,  but  is  a  clear  indication 
that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  trial  judge,  the 
verdict  was  the  result  of  passion  or  preju- 
dice. .  .  •  Where  juries  are  left  to  esti- 
mate damages,  not  from  evidence,  but  from 
their  varying  observation  and  opinions 
founded  thereon,  it  is  not  to  be  wondered 
at  that  their  verdict  should  differ  as  widely 
as  have  the  circumstances  by  which  they 
have  been  surrounded.  There  are,  doubtless, 
many  parents  who  could  truthfully  affirm 
that,,  however  poignant  their  sorrow,  the 
death  of  a  chila  of  three  could  not  be  con- 
sidered a  pecuniary  loss  to  its  parents; 
many  other  parents  think  very  dinerently. 
The  trial  judge  in  this  case  did  not  agree 
with  the  jury  in  this  regard;  but  in  the 
entire  absence  of  evidence  upon  the  question, 
how  can  it  be  said  that  the  verdict  of  the 
jury  was  the  result,  not  of  their  honest  con- 
victions, but  of  passion  or  prejudice?'' 

Yet,  upon  the  question  whether,  in  a  par- 
ticular case,  there  has  been  prejudice  or 
passion,  the  amount  or  proportion  of  the  re- 
mittitur is  generally  an  important  element. 
And  there  are  many  cases  where  the  deci- 
sion that  there  was  such  prejudice  and  pas- 
sion rested  largely,  if  not  entirely,  upon 
the  relation  of  the  amount  of  the  remittitur 
to  the  verdict.  Thus,  this  has  been  done 
where  the  verdict  was  reduced: 

—  by  A.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cummings,  20  111.  App.  333. 

—  by  §.  Chicago  &  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Bin- 
kopski,  72  111.  App.  22. 

—  by  f.  Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Fenni- 
more,  78  111.  App.  478. 

— ^by  }  North  Chicago  Street  R.  Co. 
▼.  Hoffart,  82  III.  App.  539. 

—by  tV  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  V.  Story,  104  III.  App.  132. 

—  by  i.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Cone,  37  Kan.  607.  15  Pac.  499;  Atchison 
V.  Plunkett,  61  Kan.  297,  59  Pac.  646; 
Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Dwelle,  44 
Kan.  394,  24  Pac.  500. 
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—  by  f .  Bell  v.  Morse,  48  Kan.  601,  29 
Pac.  1086. 

—I  by  J.  Steinbuchel  ▼.  Wright,  43  Kaa. 
307,  23  Pac.  660. 

In  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Cummings, 
20  111.  App.  333,  where,  upon  the  require- 
ment of  tne  court,  the  plaintiff  abated  more 
than  two  thirds  of  his  verdict  in  an  action 
where  he  was  assaulted  by  the  defendant's 
conductor,  the  appellate  court,  while  seem- 
ing to  think  that  there  would  have  been  no 
error  in  law  in  affirming  the  judgment,  stst* 
ed,  that  they  had  power  to  reverse  where 
that  course  would  best  tend  to  promote  the 
impartial  administration  of  justice,  and 
said:  "A  verdict  in  such  a  case  as  this, 
so  excessive  that  seven  tenths  of  it  will  he 
remitted  to  prevent  a  new  trial,  cannot  hut 
be  regarded  as  the  result  of  fiassion  and 
prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  jury,  and  it  is 
difficult  to  see  how  the  vice  in  such  a  verdict 
can  be  cured  by  a  remittitur,  for  the  pas- 
sion and  prejudice  was  in  the  jury,  and 
must  have  entered  into  and  penneatei  the 
whole  finding,  and  must  abide  in  that  which 
remains  as  well  as  in  that  which  is  re- 
mitted." 

In  Ahrens  v.  Fenton,  138  Iowa,  559,  113 
N.  W.  233,  where  the  jury  allowed  the  de- 
fendant damages  on  a  counterclaim,  inclnd- 
ing  exemplary  damages  for  the  malicious 
suing  out  of  an  attachment,  the  trial  court 
reduced  both  the  actual  and  the  exemplarr 
damages  of  the  defendant.  The  appellate 
court,  in  reversing  the  judgment  on  the 
plaintiff's  appeal,  said:  "The  trial  court 
evidently  thought  the  verdict  was  the  result 
of  passion  and  prejudice,  for  it  reduced  the 
allowance  of  exemplary  damages  from  $800 
to  $500.  ...  As  the  allowance  of  ex- 
emplary damages  is  wholly  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  jury  in  a  case  where  there 
is  a  legal  basis  for  the  allowance  of  such 
damages  (Reizenstein  v.  Clark,  104  Iowa, 
287,  73  N.  W.  688),  the  finding  of  the  jurr 
can  only  be  interfered  with  on  the  ground 
of  such  error  of  judgment  as  to  indicate 
passion  and  prejudice;  and  where  the  allow- 
ance is  so  grossly  excessive  under  the  en* 
dence  that  it  should  not  be  allowed  to  stand, 
the  verdict  should  be  set  aside.  Saunders  t. 
Mullen,  66  Iowa,  728,  24  N.  W.  529;  Tyn- 
berg  V.  Cohen,  76  Tex.  409,  13  S.  W.  315. 
If  the  verdict  is  vitiated  by  improper  con- 
duct of  the  jury,  it  is  vitiated  as  a  whole. 
and  not  simply  to  the  extent  that  the  trial 
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court  may  think  it  in  excess  of  what  should 
reasonably  be  allowed.  Darland  v.  Wade,  48 
Iowa,  647;  Loewenthal  v.  Streng,  00  111.  74. 
The  trial  court  should  have  sustained  plain- 
tiff's motion  for  new  trial,  and  in  rendering 
judgment  against  plaintiff  for  a  portion  of 
the  amount  found  by  the  jury  to  he  due  by 
way  of  exemplary  damages  committed  an 
error." 

But,  on  the  other  hand  a  heavy  reduction 
from  a  verdict  has  often  been  approved  as 
not  necessarily  indicating  that  tne  original 
verdict  was  the  result  of  prejudice  and 
passion. 

Thus,  judgments  have  been  affirmed  where 
the  verdict  has  been  reduced : 

—  hy  f.  Goldie  v.  Werner,  50  Dl.  App. 
297  (affirmed  in  151  111.  551.  38  N.  E.  95.) 

—^by  over  45  per  cent.  Doran  v.  Cedar 
Rapids  &  M.  C.  R.  Co.  117  Iowa,  442,  90 
N.  W.  815;  Baxter  v.  Cedar  Rapids,  103 
Iowa,  599,  72  N.  W.  790;  Carl  v.  Pierce,  20 
Ohio  C.  C.  68,  10  Ohio  C.  D.  711. 

So,  in  a  number  of  cases,  reductions  in  the 
trial  court  have  been  followed  by  further  re- 
mittiturs in  the  appellate  court,  which  to- 
gether reduced  the  verdict  in  a  material 
proportion. 

Thus,  a  verdict  for: 

—  $7,500,  reduced  to  $4,000,  was  further 
reduced  on  appeal  to  $1,000  (Phelps  v.  Cogs- 
well, 70  Cal.  201^  11  Pac.  628). 

—  $12,500,  reduced  to  $10,000,  was  fur- 
ther reduced  to  $7,000  (Burdict  v.  Missouri 
P.  R.  Co.  123  Mo.  221,  26  L.R.A.  384,  45 
Am.  St.  Rep.  528,  27  S.  W.  453). 

— $50,000,  reduced  to  $35,000,  was  further 
reduced  to  $25,000  (Gordon  v.  Kansas  City 
Southern  R.  Co.  222  Mo.  516,  121  S.  W.  80). 

—  $10,000,  reduced  to  $6,300,  was  further 
reduced  to  $5,000  ( Fremont,  E.  &  M.  Valley 
R.  Co.  V.  French,  48  Neb.  638.  67  N.  W.  472). 

—  $25,000,  reduced  to  $15,000,  was  fur- 
ther reduced  to  $10,000  (O'Donnell  ▼.  Amer- 
ican Sugar  Ref.  Co.  41  App.  Div.  307,  58 
N.  Y.  Supp.  640). 

— $2,250,  reduced  to  $1,600,  was  further 
reduced  to  $1,000  (Comrade  v.  Atlas  Lum- 
ber &  Shingle  Co.  44  Wash.  470,  87  Pac 
517). 

2,  Allotodhle, 

In  a  number  of  jurisdictions  remittiturs 
are  allowed  although  the  amount  of  the 
original  verdict  is  the  result  of  prejudice 
or  passion.  Craig  v.  Cook,  28  Minn.  232, 
9  N.  W.  712 ;  Trow  v.  White  Bear,  78  Minn. 
433,  80  N.  W.  1117;  Bremer  v.  Minneapolis, 
St.  P.  &  Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  96  Minn.  469.  105 
N.  W.  494;  Goss  v.  Goss,  102  Minn.  346,  113 
N.  W.  690;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Frith, 
105  Tenn.  167,  68  S.  W.  118;  Alabama  G.  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Roberts,  113  Tenn.  488,  67  L.R.A. 
496,  82  S.  W.  314,  3  Ann.  Cas.  937;  Gulf, 
C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Darby,  28  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  413,  67  S.  W.  446;  Gulf,  B.  &  K.  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  O'Neill,  32  Tex.  Civ.  App.  411,  74 
S.  W.  960;  Galveston,  H.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Wallis,  47  Tex.  Civ.  App.  120,  104  S.  W. 
418;  Reddon  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  5  Utah, 
344,  15  Pac  262  (cited  and  followed  in 
Kennedy  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  R.  Co.  18  I 
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Utah,  326,  64  Pac.  988)  ;  Brown  v.  Southern 
P.  R,  Co.  7  Utah,  288,  26  Pac.  579;  Gillen 
v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R.  Co. 
91  Wis.  633,  65  N.  W.  373;  Heimlich  v. 
Tabor,  123  Wis.  565,  68  LJI.A.  669,  102  N. 
W.  10;  Beach  v.  Bird  &  W.  Lumber  Co.  135 
Wis.  550,  116  N.  W.  245;  McNamara  v.  Mc- 
Namara,  108  Wis.  613,  84  N.  W.  901  (dio- 
turn). 

In  Craig  v.  Cook,  28  Minn.  232,  9  N.  W. 
712,  an  action  for  assault  and  forcible  ejec- 
tion from  premises  of  one  in  possession, 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  $1,200,  and  the 
trial  court,  on  the  ground  that  the  damages 
were  so  clearly  excessive  as  to  evince  some- 
thing like  passion  or  prejudice,  required  a 
new  trial  or  a  remittitur  of  $9()0.  The  ap- 
pellate court  held  that  the  finding  of  pas- 
sion and  prejudice  was  not  before  them  for 
review,  and  afiirmed  the  judgment  as  with- 
in the  right  of  the  trial  court  when  it  con- 
siders there  has  been  passion  or  prejudice, 
although  it  should  usually  in  such  cases  or- 
der a  new  trial. 

In  Trow  v.  White  Bear,  78  Minn.  433,  80 
N.  W.  1117,  the  court,  in  afiirming  a  judg- 
ment where  a  remittitur  from  $1,400  to 
$800  had  been  made,  said:  "The  position 
of  appellant's  counsel  is  that,  where  it  is 
determined  by  the  trial  court  that  excessive 
damages  h^ve  been  so  awarded  by  a  jury, 
a  new  trial  should  be  granted,  and  the  error 
of  the  jury  cannot  be  corrected  by  a  reduc- 
tion of  the  verdict.  Taken  from  a  statu- 
tory point  of  view,  there  is,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  writer,  much  logic  and  good  sense 
in  counsel's  position.  Our  statutes  provide 
for  granting  a  new  trial  in  cases  where  ex- 
cessive damages  have  been  awarded  by  a 
jury  acting  under  the  influence  of  passion 
and  prejudice,  and  contain  no  exception  or 
saving  clause  luder  which  the  trial  court 
may  correct  the  erroneous  conduct  of  the 
jury  by  reducing  the  verdict.  A  strict  fol- 
lowing of  the  statutes  would  therefore  re- 
quire a  new  trial  whenever  such  a  verdict 
is  returned.  But  the  practice  of  correcting 
the  error  of  the  jury  by  reducing  the  dam- 
ages to  what  the  trial  court  deems  reason- 
able and  fair,  not  only  in  cases  where  it 
is  found  that  the  jury  was  actuated  by  mo- 
tives otiier  than  passion  and  prejudice,  but 
in  cases  where  there  was  no  other  apparent 
cause,  is  too  firmly  rooted  in  this  state  to 
be  now  departed  from.  Of  course,  in  cases 
where  there  is  such  a  degree  of  passion  and 
prejudice  as  to  make  it  clear  to  the  court 
that  it  permeated  the  entire  case,  and  in- 
fluenced the  jury  upon  questions  other  than 
damages,  such  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  jury  (for  it  amounts  to  misconduct) 
will  not  be  overlooked,  or  any  attempt  made 
to  correct  it  by  a  reduction  of  damages." 

After  this  decision  any  doubt  shown  by 
the  opinion  in  Hall  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  N.  R. 
Co.  46  Minn.  439,  49  N.  W.  239,  may  be 
disregarded. 

In  Goss  V.  Goss,  102  Minn.  346, 113  N.  W. 
690  the  court,  in  affirming  a  judgment, 
said:  "The  rule  is  too  well  settled  to  be 
seriously  questioned  that  the  trial  court 
may,  in  actions  of  tort,  as  well  as  in  actions 
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on  contract,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  judi- 
cial discretion,  when  it  deems  a  verdict  ex- 
cessive and  the  result  of  passion  and  preju- 
dice on  the  part  of  the  jury,  deny  a  new 
trial  on  condition  that  the  prevailing  party 
remit  such  sum  as  shall  leave  the  recover}*^ 
not  excessive  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
When,  however,  the  damages  are  so  exces- 
sive, and  the  circumstances,  as  disclosed  by 
the  evidence  as  to  other  issues,  are  such  as 
to  indicate  a  fair  probability  that  the  jury 
were  influenced  by  passion  or  prejudice  in 
the  determination  of  the  other  issues,  a 
new  trial  should  be  granted.  Whether  in 
any  given  case  a  new  trial  should  be  granted 
or  denied  on  condition  that  the  verdict  be 
reduced  rests  largely  in  the  sound  judicial 
discretion  of  the  trial  court." 

In  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Frith,  105 
Tenn.  167,  58  S.  W.  118,  the  court  said,  in 
affirming  a  judgment  against  a  telegraph 
company  for  negligence  in  failure  to  deliver 
a  telegram,  where  there  had  been  a  remit- 
titur: "An  ingenious  and  forcible  argument 
is  made,  and  it  is  not  without  authority, 
that  in  actions  for  personal  injuries,  when 
there  is  no  fixed  standard  for  the  measure 
of  damages,  every  verdict  which  is  by  the 
trial  court  considered  as  excessive  must  be 
so  deemed  on  account  of  passion,  prejudice, 
corruption,  or  caprice  on  the  j)art  of  the 
jury;  and  that  when  a  trial  court  refuses 
to  approve  such  verdict,  it  can  only  be  upon 
such  ground.  Even  if  this  be  conceded  to  be 
true,  and  if  it  be  admitted  that  in  the 
present  case  the  trial  judge  refused  to  ap- 
prove the  verdict  because  he  deemed  it  to 
be  so  excessive  as  to  indicate  passion,  preju- 
dice, corruption,  or  caprice,  still  the  ques- 
tion remains,  should  the  verdict  be  set 
aside,  or  a  less  amount  approved  and  judg- 
ment rendered  therefor  upon  a  remittitur? 
Although  a  verdict  may  be  the  result  of 
passion,  prejudice,  caprice,  or  corruption, 
it  is  nevertheless  a  valid  verdict  until  and 
unless  it  is  set  aside.  If  it  is  reduced  by 
the  trial  judge  to  such  an  amount  as  makes 
it  a  proper  verdict  on  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  this  is  assented  to  by  the  plaintiff,  it  is 
purged  of  its  taint,  and  judgment  may  be 
rendered  for  such  reasonable  amount  with- 
out the  necessity  of  another  trial.  This  has 
been  the  practice  and  rule  of  this  court  and 
the  court  below  for  a  long  number  of  years ; 
and  we  can  see  no  reason  why  it  should  not 
apply  in  cases  of  tort  as  well  as  in  ca^es  of 
contract.  It  is  true  a  plaintiff  cannot  be 
forced  to  remit,  and  if  he  protest  and  object 
the  trial  court  should  not  render  judgment, 
but  should  grant  a  new  trial.  The  trial 
judge  can  only  suggest,  and  if  the  plaintiff 
accept  without  protest  or  objection,  then 
judgment  may  be  rendered  by  the  court." 

In  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Rolwrts.  113 
Tenn.  488,  67  L.R.A.  495,  82  S.  W.  314,  3 
Ann.  Cas.  937,  the  court  said:  "In  a  num- 
ber of  cases  it  has  been  held  that  when  the 
damages  are  so  excessive  as  to  evince  pas- 
sion, prejudice,  or  caprice,  the  error  cannot 
be  corrected  by  remittitur,  because  such 
passion,  prejudice,  and  caprice  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  permeated  the  entire  verdict, 
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and  to  have  influenced  or  caused  the  finding 
of  the  question  of  any  liability  on  the  facts. 
.  .  .  We  cannot  admit  the  soundness  of 
the  view  of  these  cases  under  our  practice." 

And  it  seems  from  the  opinion  that  the 
3ourt  probably  took  a  similar  view  in 
Branch  v.  Bass,  5  Sneed,  366,  where,  in  an 
action  for  damages  for  the  abduction  of  the 
plaintiff's  daughters^  two  thirds  of  a  verdi<rt 
of  $20,000  had  been  remitted  in  the  trial 
court  to  save  a  new  trial,  and  it  was  held 
on  appeal  that  this  was  the  proper  course  to 
pursue. 

In  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  t.  Darby,  28 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  413,  67  S.  W.  446,  the  court 
said:  The  verdict  of  the  jury  was  i[or  $22.- 
500.  The  appellee  voluntarily  remitted 
$7,500  thereof,  and  the  trial  court,  being  of 
the  opinion  that  it  was  still  excessive,  re- 
quired a  further  remittitur  of  $5,000,  whicli 
was  made,  and  judgment  was  entered  for 
$10,000.  This  amount  is  not  complained  of, 
but  the  complaint  is  that  the  «Lmount  of 
the  verdict  was  so  excessive  as  to  show  such 
a  bias  on  the  part  of  the  jury  as  prevented 
them  from  giving  proper  consideration  to 
the  facts.  It  is  a  peculiar  case,  but  the 
amount  for  which  the  judgment  was  entered 
having  b^en  arrived  at  by  remitter,  and 
being  an  amount  that  this  court  can  ap- 
prove, and  the  verdict  as  to  liability  being 
supported  by  the  evidence,  and  there  being 
no  other  ground  for  a  reversal  thereof,  it  is 
our  duty  to  affirm  the  judgment." 

This  case  was  followed  in  Gulf,  B.  &  K. 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  O'Neill,  32  Tex.  av.  App.  411, 
74  S.  W.  960,  where  the  court  said:  "Coun- 
sel discusses  only  the  excessiveness  of  the 
verdict,  and  is  insistent  upon  the  proposition 
that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed  be- 
cause the  facts  and  the  amount  of  the  ver- 
dict show  that  the  jury  was  infiuenced  by 
passion  and  prejudice;  that  the  trial  court 
held  that  they  were  by  recjuiring  the  re- 
mitter; and  that,  as  the  passion  affected  the 
amount,  it  naturally  affected  the  verdict 
on  the  issue  of  liability.  This  question  ha« 
heretofore  been  presented,  and  has  been 
determined  against  the  contention  of  appel- 
lant." 

In  Galveston,  H.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wallis,  47 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  120,  104  S.  W.  418,  in  an  ac- 
tion for  death  by  negligence,  where  the  trial 
court  had  made  a  remittitur  a  condition  of 
denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  appel- 
late court,  in  affirming  the  judgment,  said: 
"We  understand  the  contention  of  appellant 
under  this  assignment  to  be  that  because  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  was  so  excessive  as  to 
indicate  tha't  it  was  the  result  of  some  iifl- 
proper  motive,  it  should  be  set  aside  and  a 
new  trial  granted,  notwithstanding  the  re- 
mittitur filed  by  appellees  may  have  reduced 
the  judgment  to  a  reasonable  amount. 
There  is  force  in  the  contention  that  where 
the  evidence  is  conflicting  upon  the  issue  of 
liability  and  the  verdict  against  the  de- 
fendant is  so  unreasonably  large  as  to  show 
passion  or  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the 
jury,  that  the  right  of  "the  defendant  to  a 
trial  by  a  fair  and  impartial  jury,  is  denied 
when  he  is  forced  to  accept  upon  the  issue 
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of  liability  the  verdict  of  a  jury  that  has 
shown,  by  the  unreasonable  amount  of  the 
damages  assessed,  that  it  has  been  intiu- 
enced  by  prejudice,  sympathy,  or  some  other 
improper  motive  The  point,  however,  was 
expressly  decided  by  this  court  against  ap- 

Sellant's  contention  in  the  case  of  Gulf,  C. 
S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Darby,  supra,  and,  by  tho 
refusal  of  a  writ  of  error,  that  decision  was 
approved  by  the  supreme  court." 

In  Reddon  v.  Union  P.  R.  Co.  6  Utah, 
344,  15  Pac.  262,  the  court,  in  affirming  a 
judgment  said:  "The  appellant  asks  that 
the  judgment  be  reversed  because  the  dam- 
ages were  excessive,  appearing  to  have  been 
given  under  the  influence  of  passion  or 
prejudice.  The  argument  is  that  the  trial 
court,  having  determined  that  the  damages 
are  excessive,  it  taints  the  whole  verdict, 
and  that  none  of  it  should  stand.  The  prac- 
tice which  was  pursued  in  this  case  is  thor- 
oughly established  by  precedent.  1  Suther- 
land, Damages,  813^-815,  and  cases  there 
cited.  It  is  a  supervision  which  courts  exer- 
cise over  verdicts  for  the  protection  of  de- 
fendants in  what  are  deemed  to  be  proper 
cases,  and  if  the  rule  is  ever  to  be  disturbed, 
it  should  be  on  the  application  of  parties 
injured,  and  not  those  who  are  benefited 
by  it.  We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the 
damages,  after  the  reduction,  are  excessive, 
in  view  of  the  severe  character  of  the  in- 
juries." 

In  Brown  v.  Southern  P.  R.  Co.  7  Utah, 
288,  26  Pac.  579,  where  the.  verdict  was  for 
$12,000,  which  was  reduced  in  the  trial 
court  to  $10,000,  on  appeal  the  judgment 
was  reversed  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict 
was  given  under  the  influence  of  prejudice 
or  passion;  but  the  plaintiff  then  offering 
to  reduce  his  verdict  to  $4,000,  judgment 
was  affirmed  for  that  amount. 

In  Gillen  v.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &,  S.  Ste. 
M.  R.  Co.  91  Wis.  633,  65  N.  W.  373,  an 
action  for  putting  a  passenger  off  a  train, 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  $1,500.  The 
trial  court  made  the  denial  of  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  conditioned  on  the  plaintiff's 
remitting  $750,  and  the  appellate  court 
made  an  affirmance  conditional  on  the  fur- 
ther remittance  for  all  damages  in  excess 
of  $350.  The  court  said:  *The  judge 
might  well  have  set  aside  the  verdict  alto- 
gether, for  the  large  proportion  of  the  ver- 
dict which  he  required  to  be  remitted  suffi- 
ciently indicates  that  he  entertained  the 
opinion  that  the  verdict  was  to  large  as  to 
make  it  manifest  that  it  was  the  product 
of  prejudice,  partiality,  or  other  improper 
bias.  The  parties  are  entitled  to  have  even 
an  assessment  of  damage  made  by  a  fair 
and  impartial  jury,  and  to  have  the  impar- 
tial judgment  of  the  jury  in  that  behalf. 
But  the  trial  court  has  a  large  discretion, 
in  such  cases,  whether  it  will  allow  a  part 
to  be  remitted  and  the  verdict  to  stand  for 
the  balance,  or  whether  it  will  set  the 
verdict  aside  altogether  and  grant  a  new 
trial." 

Any  hesitation  or  doubt  in  the  Gillen  Case 
is  now  immaterial,  as  the  doctrine  is  em- 
phatically approved  in  the  Heimlich  Case, 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


123  Wis  565,  68  L.R.A.  669,  102  N.  W.  10, 
and  the  Beach  Case,  135  Wis.  550,  116  N. 
W.  245. 

Passion  and  prejudice  affecting  other  ques- 
tions than  amount  of  damages. 

While  the  language  of  some  of  the  opin- 
ions is  very  broad,  probably  no  court  would 
avowedly  hold  that  a  verdict  tainted  with 
passion  and  prejudice  in  matters  of  fact  out- 
side the  question  of  the  amount  of  damages 
should  be  permitted  to  stand  for  any  pur- 
pose or  in  any  amount.  The  court  in  such 
cases  should  set  it  entirely  aside.  Ewing  v. 
Stickney,  107  Minn.  217,  119  N.  W.  802; 
see  also  the  foregoing  quotations  from  Trow 
V.  White  Bear  and  Goss  v.  Goss. 

So,  also,  the  affirming  opinion  -in  Mc- 
Knight  V.  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M. 
R.  Co.  96  Minn.  480,  105  N.  W.  673,  indi- 
cates that  the  passion  and  prejudice  might 
be  so  great  as  to  require  a  new  trial,  and 
this  was  the  ground  of  the  decision  in  Ger- 
mann  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.  114  Minn. 
247,  130  N.  W.  1021. 

In  McNamara  v.  McNamara,  108  Wis. 
613,  84  N  W.  901,  where,  in  an  action  by 
a  son  against  his  father  for  services  for  as- 
sisting him  in  his  practice  as  a  physician, 
the  verdict  was  $11,000,  from  which  there 
was  a  remittitur  of  $5,000  in  the  trial 
court,  the  appellate  court,  in  reversing  the 
judgment,  said:  "Where  it  appears  with 
reasonable  certainty^ that  the  recovery  is. 
so  excessive  as  to  create  the  belief  that  the 
jury  have  been  misled  by  'passion,  preju- 
dice, or  ignorance '  the  trial  court  may 
either  granl  a  new  trial  absolutely,  or  g^ve 
the  plaintiff  the  option  to  remit  the  im- 
proper excess.  But  the  rule  is  only  applic- 
able in  cases  where  it  is  clear  that  the  per- 
verse conditions  mentioned  only  affected  the 
amount,  of  the  recovery.  If  it  appears  that 
the  elements  of  passion  and  prejudice  may 
have  entered  into,  and  probably  did  affect, 
the  decision  of  other  questions  in  the  case, 
the  court's  duty  is  to  grant  a  new  trial  ab- 
solutely. Such  we  believe  to  be  the  situa- 
tion in  this  case."  \  B.  B.  B. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 

FENNER  B.  BAKER,  Appt., 
v. 

W.  W.  BAILEY. 

(—  Ark.  — ,  145  S.  W.  632.) 

Innkeeper  —  passing  time  —  liability 
for  baggage. 

1.  One  who  goes  into  a  hotel  merely  to 

Note. '^  What  acts  with  respect  to  hag- 
gage  of  an  intending  guest  will  initi- 
ate the  relation  of  innkeeper  and 
guest  so  as  to  create  liahility  for  its 
loss  or  injury. 

This  question  was  treated  in  the  note  in 
23  L.R.A.(N.S.)    1107,  and,  in  addition  to 
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pass  the  time  and  write  letters,  without 
registering  or  purchasing  any  accommoda- 
tions, is  not  a  guest  so  as  to  render  the 
keeper  responsihie  for  the  safe-keeping  of 
his  baggage. 

Same  —  eratuitous  bailee—  liability. 

2.  The  acceptance  by  a  hotel  porter  of 
baggage  from  one  who  intends  to  become  a 
guest  at  the  hotel,  but  does  not  do  so,  es- 
tablishes merely  a  gratuitous  bailment,  and 
the  innkeeper  is  bound  to  use  only  slight 
care  in  protecting  it. 

Trial  —  loss  of  baggage  —  care  —  ques- 
tion for  Jury. 

3.  Whether  or  not  an  innkeeper  who  has 
assumed  the  obligation  of  a  gratuitous 
bailee  for  the  care  of  baggage  has  per- 
formed his  duty  is,  in  case  of  an  attempt 
to  hold  him  liable  for  its  loss,  a  question 
for  the  jury. 

(March  18,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Sebastian  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  enforce  the  liability  of  defendant  as  an 
innkeeper  for  the  loss  of  certain  baggage 
while  in  his  possession.     Reversed. 

Statement  by  Klrby,  J.: 

Appellant,  a  traveling  salesman,  brought 
suit  against  appellee  for  the  loss  of  one  of 
his  grips  containing  wearing  apparel  and 
other  personal  effects.  He  was  passing 
through  Ft.  Smith  on  his  journey,  and  on 
arriving  there  handed  his  baggage,  two 
grips,  to  the  porter  of  the  Hotel  Main,  who 
was  at  the  station  to  receive  the  baggage  of 
incoming  guests.  The  complaint  alleged 
"that  plaintiff  went  direct  to  the  hotel  from 
said  station  with  the  intention  of  remaining 
until  some  time  the  following  day;  but,  up- 
on arriving  at  said  hotel,  found  that  the 
train  he  would  take  would  depart  much 
earlier  than  he  had  anticipated,  and,  owing 
to  the  time  of  the  departure,  he  did  not 
procure  a  room,  but  remained  in  and  about 
the  hotel."  The  answer  denied  that  appel- 
lant became  a  guest  at  the  hotel,  and  any 
liability  for  the  loss  of  his  grip.    He  testi- 


fied:    "I  Was  under  the  impression  that  the 
Kansas  City  Southern  train  going  north  left 
something  like  4  or  5  o'clock  next  moming, 
and  gave  the  porter  the  bag^ga^e  with  the 
expectation  of  staying  all  night  there  if  the 
train  did  go  at  this  time.    When  I  reached 
the  hotel,  I  found  that  the  train  'went  oat 
earlier   than   I   expected,   upon    inquiry  of 
the  clerk,  and  consequently  I  did  not  have 
any  time  to  speak  of  to  get  any  sleep  if  I 
had  gone  to  bed,  and  did  not  reig:ister.    If  I 
had  known  the  train  was  to  leaire  as  early 
as  it  did,  I  would  have  checked  my  baggage 
at  the  station,  and  not  gone  to  the  hoteL^ 
He  stated  further  that  he  arrived   at  the 
hotel  about  10  o'clock,  too  late  for  supper, 
and  went  out  to  a  near-by  restaurant  for 
that  meal,  which  consumed  some  time;  that 
he  later  returned  to  the  hotel  and  ^wrote  some 
letters,  and  stayed  in  and  around  there  until 
the  time  of  the  departure  of  hia   expected 
train,  when  he  asked  the  clerk  for  his  gripe, 
and  only  one  was  returned  to  him,  the  one 
containing  the  wearing  apparel   and   other 
effects  not  being  found.     There   "was   some 
testimony  relative  to  the  rules  of  the  hotel. 
as  to  its  liability  for  baggage  only   when 
checked  and  put  in  the  baggage  room,  and 
that  there  was  a  notice  to  this  effect  upon 
the   check  •  room   door.     From   other    testi- 
mony, it  was  doubtful  whether  this  notice 
was  in  such  a  place  as  would  likely  attract 
the  attention  of  or  be  seen  by  persons  re- 
quired to  observe  its  provisions.     The  hotel 
porter  testified  that  he  took  all  the  grips 
that  were  handed  to  him  at  the   station: 
that  he  supposed  he  got  the  two  belonging  to 
appellant,  although  he  did  not  know  him. 
and  that  it  was  so  dark  at  the  station  that 
he  could  not  easily  recognize   any  of  the 
persons   turning  their   grips  over   to   him. 
He  said,  also,  that  he  brought  all  the  bag- 
gage delivered  to  him  to  the  hotel;    that 
none  was  lost;  and  that  he  put  it  down  on 
the  floor  of  the  lobby  at  the  accustomed 
place.    When  appellant  got  ready  to  leave, 
he  inquired  for. and  demanded  his  grips,  but 
only  one  was  delivered  to  him;  the  clerk  not 
being    able    to    find    the    other,    which    be 


the  cases  therein  cited,  reference  may  be  had 
to  Flint  V.  Illinois  Hotel  Co.  149  111.  App. 
404,  declaring  that  the  relation  of  innkeep- 
er and  guest  may  be  established  by  the  re- 
ception of  baggage  by  the  innkeeper;  and 
that  therefore  where  baggage  is  delivered 
to  an  innkeeper  as  the  property  of  an  in- 
tending guest,  who,  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter,  actually  becomes  a  guest, 
the  responsibility  of-  the  innkeeper  for  the 
safe-keeping  of  the  baggage  relates  back  to 
the  time  when  it  was  delivered. 

Generallv,  as  to  when  the  relation  of  inn- 
keeper  and  guest  is  initiated,  gee  the  note  to 
the  case  of  Memphis  Hotel  Co.  v.  Hill,  34 
L.RA.(N.S.)  420.  The  case  itself  holds 
39  L.R.A.(N,S.) 


that  a  traveltr  who  is  met  at  the  door  of 
an  inn  by  a  servant  of  the  establishment*  and 
delivers  to  him  his  baggage,  which  is  placed 
with  that  of  other  guests,  and  who  repairs  to 
the  dining  room,  where  he  is  served  with 
food  for  which  he  pays  the  customary  price, 
is  a  guest,  for  the  safety  of  whose  baggage 
the  innkeeper  is  responsible,  although  he 
does  not  register  or  notify  the  clerk  or 
other  officer  of  his  intention  to  become  a 
guest,  or  give  any  directions  as  to  the  care 
of  the  baggage. 

On  the  duty  of  an  innkeeper  as  to  effects 
of  one  who  has  left  without  intention  of  re- 
turning as  a  guest,  see  the  note  in  28  LJRA- 
(N.S.)  496.  L.  A.  W- 
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thought  might  have  been  taken  by  mistake 
by  some  of  the  baseball  club  that  had  gone 
from  the  hotel  out  to  Poteau,  Oklahoma,  to 
play  there  the  next  day.  The  clerk  also 
stated  that  it  was  the  rule  of  the  hotel  to 
require  baggage  checked  before  any  respon- 
sibility for  loss- was  assumed  by  it,  of  which 
rule  notices  were  posted  in  the  hotel.  There 
was  testimony,  also,  as  to  the  value  of  the 
lost  grip  and  its  contents.  The  court  direct- 
ed a  verdict  for  appellee.  From  the  judg- 
ment thereon,  this  appeal  comes. 

Messrs.  H.  C.  IxKsklar  and  Fred  A.  Is- 
grlg,  for  appellant: 

If  the  porter  of  a  hotel  had  authority  to 
receive  baggage  of  guests,  and  appellant's 
baggage  was  delivered  to  the  porter  at  the 
station,  the  hotel  keeper  became  liable  for 
the  redelivery  of  the  same  to  the  appellant. 

Goskery  y.  Nagle,  83  6a.  606,  6  L.R.A. 
483,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  333,  10  S.  E.  491; 
Eden  v.  Drey,  75  111.  App.  102;  Williams 
v.  Moore,  69  111.  App.  618;  Dickinson  ▼. 
Winchester,  4  Gush.  114,  50  Am.  Dec  760; 
Sasseen  v.   Clark,   37  Ga.  242. 

If  appellant  delivered  his  baggage  to  the 
porter  of  the  hotel  at  the  station,  and  went 
direct  to  the  hotel  himself,  with  the  inten- 
tion of  remaining  over  night  at  the  hotel, 
but,  upon  arriving  at  the  hotel,  found  his 
train  would  depart  at  a  much  earlier  hour 
than  he  had  anticipated,  and  for  this  reason 
did  not  register  or  take  a  room,  but  re- 
mained in  and  about  the  public  room  of 
the  hotel,  he  became  a  guest. 

Overstreet  v.  Moeer,  88  Mo.  App.  72; 
Hill  V.  Memphis  Hotel  Co.  124  Tenn.  376, 
34  L.RA.(N.S.)   420,  136  S.  W.  997. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  baggage 
should  be  in  the  innkeeper's  special  keeping, 
but  it  is  generally  sufficient  that  it  is  in  the 
inn  under  his  implied  care. 

Packard  v. -Northcraf t,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  439; 
Norcross  v.  Norcross,  53  Me.  163. 

Messrs.  Read  A  McDonougb,  for  appel- 
lee: 

The  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  never 
having  existed,  defendant  is  not  liable. 

Bunn  V.  Johnson,  77  Mo.  App.  696 ;  Hill  v. 
Memphis  Hotel  Co.  124  Tenn.  376,  34  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  420,  136  S.  W.  997;  Gastenhofer  v. 
Clair,  10  Daly,  266;  Tulane  Hotel  Co.  v. 
Holohan,  112  Tenn.  214,  105  Am.  St.  Rep. 
930,  79  S.  W.  113,  2  Ann.  Cas.  345;  16 
Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  618;  Brewer  v.  Cas- 
well, 132  Ga.  663,  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1107, 
131  Am.  St.  Rep.  216,  64  S.  E.  674,  16  Ann. 
Cas.  936. 

The  liability  of  the  gratuitous  bailee  in 
case  of  loss  arises  only  in  consequence  of 
gross  ne<]^ligence  on  his  part. 

16  Am.  &  .Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  631; 
O'Brien  v.  Vaill,  28  Flft.  ^27,  1  Am.  St. 
38  Iy,I^.A.(N.S.) 


Rep.  219,  1  So.  137;  Wear  v.  Gleason,  52 
Ark.  364,  20  Am.  St  Rep.  186,  12  S.  W. 
756. 

Kirby,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  insisted  that  appellant  became  a 
guest  of  the  hotel,  and  that  it  was  liable 
to  him  as  such  for  the  loss  of  his  property; 
but  we  do  not  agree  to  this  contention.  In 
Gastenhofer  v.  Clair,  10  Daly,  265,  the  court 
said:  "The  universal  rule  seems  to  be  that 
one  cannot  become  the  g^est  of  a  hotel  un- 
less he  procures  some  accommodation.  He 
must  procure  a  meal,  room,  drink,  feed  for 
his  horse,  or  at  least  offer  to  buy  something 
of  the  innkeeper,  before  he  becomes  a  guest." 
Tulane  Hotel  Co.  v.  Holohan,  112  Tenn. 
216,  105  Am.  St  Rep.  930,  79  S.  W.  113, 
2  Ann.  Cas.  346.  In  Hill  v.  Memphis  Hotel 
Co.  124  Tenn.  376,  34  L.R.A.(N.8.) 
420,  136  S.  W.  997,  the  court  said: 
"To  establish  the  relation  of  host  and 
guest,  the  traveler  must  visit  the  inn 
for  the  purpose  of  availing  himself  of  the 
entertainment  offered,  and  the  innkeeper 
must  receive  the  traveler  for  the  purpose  of 
entertaining  him,"  and  it  is  not  necessary 
that  he  should  register.  And  further:  "An 
application  to  the  innkeeper  for  entertain- 
ment is  sufficient  notice  of  the  traveler's  in- 
tention to  become  a  g^est;  and  supplying 
his  wants  and  furnishing  the  entertainment 
in  the  way  in  which  the  innkeeper  publicly 
professes  to  entertain  travelers  are  suffi- 
cient acceptance  to  constitute  the  relation 
of  host  and  guest."  "It  is  sufficient  if  he 
visit  the  inn  for  the  purpose  of  receiving 
entertainment  and  is  entertained  by  the 
keeper."  Appellant  did  not  take  supper 
nor  a  room,  neither  did  he  buy  anything  at 
the  hotel  after  his  arrival,  and,  at  most, 
wrote  a  few  letters  upon  its  stationery  with- 
out expense  to  himself*  According  to  his 
own  statement,  he  spent  nothing  but  the 
evening  with  the  hotel;  neither  did  he  offer 
to  spend  anything  else,  and  we  hold  that  he 
did  not  become  a  guest  thereof  under  the 
circumstances,  and  the  hotel  company  in- 
curred no  liability  on  that  account. 

Its  porter,  however,  was  duly  authorized 
for  that  purpose,  and  received  the  baggage 
of  appellant,  at  the  train,  who  at  the  time 
of  its  delivery  to  him  intended  to  become  a 
guest  of  the  hotel,  and  the  undisputed  tes- 
timony shows  that  the  grip  containing  the 
wearing  apparel  was  not  returned  to  him. 
Certainly,  if  he  had  procured  some  enter- 
tainment or  refreshment  at  the  hotel,  the 
relation  of  guest  and  host  would  have  been 
established,  and  the  hotel  com{Tany's  liabil- 
ity fixed  in  accordance  with  such  relation. 
Not  having  done  so,  and  the  porter  of  the 
hotel  having  received  his  grips  and  placed 


1088 


ARKANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Jas^ 


them  in  the  hotel,  along  with  the  baggage 
of  all  others  stopping  there,  the  hotel  there- 
by became  a  bailee  of  such  baggage.  The 
bailment,  being  solely  for  the  bailor's  bene- 
fit, was  a  gratuitous  one,  and  the  hotel  was 
only  bound  to  the  use  of  slight  care  in  the 
protection  of  the  property,  and  responsible 
for  its  loss  only  in  case  of  gross  neglect. 
16  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  pp.  618,  531; 
Wear  v.  Gleason,  52  Ark.  364,  20  Am.  St. 
Rep.  186,  12  S.  W.  756;  Van  Zile,  Bailm.  § 
19;  Story,  Bailm.  §  23. 

As  to  whether  the  bailee,  the  hotel,  ex- 
ercised the  care  the  law  required  in  the  pro- 
tection of  appellant's  property,  or  was  guil- 
ty of  such  gross  negligence  as  would 
make  it  responsible  for  the  loss  thereof,  was 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury,  under  proper  instructions  from  the 
court.  Preston  v.  Prather,  137  U.  S.  604, 
34  L.  ed.  788,  11  Sup.  Gt.  Rep.  162. 

It  follows  that  the  court  erred  in  direct- 
ing a  verdict,  and  the  judgment  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 


CAIilFORNIA  SUPREAfE  COURT. 

(Department  No.    1.) 

RE  ESTATE  OF  PATRICK  KIRBY,  De- 
ceased. 

JAMES  KIRBY,  Assignee,  Appt 

BRIDGET  MANNION,  Admx.,  etc.,  of  Jane 
Roach,  et  al.,  Respts. 

(—  Cal.  — ,  121  Pac.  370.) 

Descent  —  murder  of  ancestor  —  statu- 
tory disinheritance. 

A  conviction  of  manslaughter  does  not 
come  within  a  statute  forbidding  an  heir  to 
inherit  any  portion  of  the  estate  of  an 
ancestor  for  whose  murder  he  has  been  con- 
victed, where  by  statute  technical  words  are 


to  receive  their  technical  meaning  in  stato- 
tory  construction. 

(January  27,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  James  Kirby,  assignee  of 
an  interest  in  the  estate  of  Patrick 
Kirby,  deceased,  from  an  order  of  the  Su- 
perior Court  for  the  City  and  Gouitj  d 
San  Francisco  distributing  said  estate.  Bt 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Sullivan  St  Sullivan  and  Theo. 
J.  Roche,  for  appellant: 

In  the  absence  of  the  positive  deelar- 
ation  contained  in  §  1409,  Civil  Code,  ap 
pellant's  assignor  would  still  be  entitled 
to  inherit. 

Re  Stanford,  126  Cal.  114,  45  L.RJL  7S8, 
68  Pac.  462;  Carpenter's  Estate,  170  Pl 
203,  29  L.R.A.  145,  50  Am.  St.  Rep.  763, 
32  Atl.  637;  Shellenberger  v.  Ransom,  41 
Neb.  631,  25  L.R.A.  564,  59  N.  W.  935, 
Deem  v.  Milliken,  53  Ohio  St.  668,  44  X.  £. 
1134;  Owens  v.  Owens,  100  N.  C.  240.  6 
S.  E.  794;  Gollnik  v.  Mengel,  112  Minn.  ^49. 
128  N.  W.  292;  Re  Kuhn,  125  Iowa,  449. 
101  N.  W.  151,  2  Ann.  Cas.  657;  Wdlner 
V.  Eckstein,  105  Minn.  444,  117  N.  W.  S31 

Messrs.  Culllnan  &  Hickey,  for  respond 
ents: 

Under  the  conunon  law  one  who  felo- 
niously killed  another  could  not  inherit 
from  the  slain  person. 

Box  V.  Lanier,  112  Tenn.  393,  64  L.1U 
458,  79  S.  W.  1042 ;  Lundy  v.  Lundf,  24 
Can.  S.  C.  650;  Gollnik  v.  Mengel,  U- 
Minn.  349,  128  N.  W.  292 ;  Rigga  v.  Pahner. 
115  N.  Y.  506,  5  L.R.A.  340;  12  Am.  St 
Rep.  819,  22  N.  E.  188;  Wellner  v.  Eck 
stein,  105  Minn.  444,  117  N.  W.  830. 

SbavF,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  final  order  of 
distribution  of  the  estate  of  Patrick  Kirbr. 
deceased. 


Note. -^  Homicide   as   affecting   devolU' 
tion  of  property. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  that  part  of 
the  note  in  3  L.R.A.(N.S.)  726,  which  ap- 
plies to  transfers  by  devise  or  operation  of 
common-law  rules,  and  is  intended  to  in- 
clude only  such  cases  as  have  been  decided 
since  that  time.  The  part  of  that  note  that 
relates  to  the  proceeds  of  life  insurance  is 
supplemented  by  the  note  to  Filmore  v. 
Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  28  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
675. 

In  Perry  v.  Strawbridge,  209  Mo.  621,  16 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  244,  123  Am.  St.  Rep.  510,  108 
S.  W.  641,  14  Ann.  Cas.  92,  it  was  held  that 
a  husband  who  murders  his  wife  cannot  in- 
herit one  half  of  her  estate  under  a  statute 
which  gives  the  widower  of  a  childless  wife 
one  half  the  estate  of  which  she  di^  seised:  ^ 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  so  a  claim  to  title  to  such  an  estate  b} 
children,  by  a  former  marriage,  of  a  tma 
who  killed  his  wife  and  then  committe'^ 
suicide,  was  denied. 

In  Beddingfield  v.  Estill,  118  Tenn.  39. 
9  L.R.A.(N.S.)  640,  100  S.  W.  108,  11  Ann. 
Cas.  904,  it  was  held  that  a  man  holding  t^ 
estate  by  entireties  with  his  wife  does  not. 
upon  her  death,  inherit  it  from  he'-,  with:? 
the  meaning  of  a  statute  which  protide^ 
that  anyone  who  feloniously  kills  one  from 
whom  he  would  inherit  property  shall  for- 
feit all  right  thereto. 

In  Wellner  v.  Eckstein,  105  Minn.  444,  iK 
N.  W.  830,  by  reason  of  a  divided  court  the 
question  of  the  right  of  a  widow  who  h^ 
murdered  her  husband  that  she  might  re- 
quire his  realty,  to  inherit  under  the  statute 
of  descent,  was  not  decided. 

3ut  in  Gollnik  ▼.  Mengel,  112  Minn.  349. 
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Patrick  Kirby  died  intestate  on  January  I 
18,  1910,  leaving  neither  wife,  issue,  father, 
nor  mother  surviving.  His  surviving  heirs, 
according  to  §  1386  of  the  Civil  Code, 
were  two  brothers,  Michael  and  James  Kir- 
by,  one  sister,  Bridget  Mann  ion,  and  the 
children  of  Ellen  Daly,  a  deceased  sister. 
On  December  1,  1010,  Michael  Kirby  trans- 
ferred his  interest  in  Patrick's  estate  to 
one  James  Kirby,  a  son  of  said  MichaeL 
Said  James  Kirby  is  the  appellant  herein. 
On  February  23,  1910,  Michael  Kirby  was 
duly  charged  by  information,  in  the  supe- 
rior court  of  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco,  with  the  murder  of  said  Patrick 
Kirby.  On  July  1,  1910,  he  was,  upon  said 
charge,  convicted  of  the  crime  of  man- 
slaughter. An  appeal  was  taken  from  the 
judgment  of  conviction,  and  it  has  been 
affirmed  and  has  become  final.  Because  of 
this  conviction,  the  court  below  refused  to 
distribute  the  share  of  Michael  Kirby  to 
his  assignee,  James  Kirby,  and  distributed 
the  entire  estate  to  the  other  persons  above 
mentioned.  It  is  claimed  that  this  waq 
error. 

By  §  1386,  if  a  person  dies  intestate,  leav- 
ing neither  issue,  husband  nor  wife,  father 
nor  mother  surviving,  his  estate  goes  to  his 
brothers  and  sisters,  and  to  the  children  or 
grandchildren  of  any  deceased  brother  or 
sister  by  right  of  representation.  An  ex- 
ception to  this  rule  is  declared  by  §  1409, 
a  new  section  added  to  the  same  title  in 
1905.  It  is  as  follows:  "No  person  who 
has  been  convicted  of  the  murder  of  the  de- 
cedent shall  be  entitled  to  succeed  to  any 
portion  of  his  estate;  but  the  portion  there- 
of  to   which   he   would    otherwise   be    en- 


titled to  succeed  descends  to  the  other  per- 
sons entitled  thereto  under  the  provisions 
of  this  title."  If  Michael  Kirby  was  not 
"convicted  of  the  murder"  of  Patrick  Kirby 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  then 
James  Kirby,  the  assignee  of  Michael,  is 
entitled  to  succeed  to  one  fourth  of  the 
estate.  What,  then,  is  the  true  meaning 
of  the  words  last  quoted? 

"Words  and  phrases  are  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  context  and  approved  usage  of 
the  language;  but  technical  words  and 
phrases,  and  such  others  as  may  have  ac- 
quired a  peculiar  and  appropriate  meaning 
in  law,  or  are  defined  in  the  succeeding 
section,  are  to  be  construed  according  to 
such  peculiar  and  appropriate  meaning  or 
definition."  Civil  Code,  §  13.  The  word 
"murder"  is  a  technical  word.  It  not  only 
has  acquired  a  peculiar  and  appropriate 
meaning  in  the  law  of  this  state,  and  in  the 
law  generally,  but  it  has  been  precisely  de- 
fined by  our  statute.  The  Penal  Code  de- 
fines it  as  follows:  "Murder  is  the  un- 
lawful killing  of  a  human  being,  with 
malice  aforethought."  Section  187.  It  is 
divided  into  two  degrees,  the  first  degree 
including  all  premeditated,  wilful,  and  de- 
liberate murders,  and  all  killing  done  in 
the  perpetration  or  attempt  to  perpetrate 
certain  lesser  crimes,  the  second  including 
all  other  kinds  *  of  murder.  Section  189. 
Murder  of  the  first  degree  is  punishable  by 
death  or  imprisonment  for  life.  Murder  ci 
the  second  degree  by  imprisonment  not  less 
than  ten  years.  In  ordinary  u«iage  and  at 
common  law  the  word  has  the  same  mean- 
ing. Webster's  Diet ;  1  Wharton,  Crim.  Law. 
§  303.     The  word  "manslaughter,"  whether 


128  N.  W.  292,  it  was  held  that  under  the 
statutes  a  widow  who  had  been  convicted  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree,  because  of  the 
killing  of  her  husband,  was  not  barred  from 
her  statutory  inheritance  in  her  husband's 
property  because  his  death  was  caused  by 
her  criminal  act;  the  ground  for  the  de- 
cision being  that  the  court  deemed  itself 
powerless  to  interfere  with  the  statutDry 
devolution  of  property,  though  recognizing 
the  injustice  of  permitting  a  murderer  to 
inherit  the  property  of  the  victim.  Judge 
O'Brien  said:  "We  are  now  asked  to  add  a 
clear  and  unambiguous  statute  an  exception, 
and  while  the  demand  in  this  instance  ap- 
peals to  every  normal  person's  sense  of  jus- 
tice, it  would  establish  a  rule  of  construc- 
tion the  limitation  of  which  no  one  could 
foresee.  This  is  well  illustrated  by  the 
present  case.  The  respondent  was  convicted 
of  murder  in  the  second  degree,  which  ex- 
cludes the  idea  of  deliberation  or  premedita- 
tion, so  that  the  motive  for  the  crime 
could  not  have  been  the  acquisition  of  her 
husband's  property.  If  her  right  to  inherit 
in  this  case  is  denied,  the  saire  reasoning 
A'ould  justifv  a  similar  denial  where  the 
39  L.R.A.(N:s.) 


claimant  was  convicted  of  homicide  in  a 
still  lower  degree,  and  the  judgment  of 
judicial  officers  as  to  when  and  in  what 
capes  the  statutory  heir  is  entitled  to  in- 
herit would  be  substituted  for  a  legislative 
determination  of  that  question."  But  Judge 
Lewis,  who  concurred  in  the  result,  because 
of  the  fact  that  it  did  not  conclusively  ap- 
pear that  the  murder  was  committed  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  property  of  her 
husband,  said:  "I  am  of  the  opinion  that 
the  statute  of  descent  was  never  intended  to 
apply  to  a  case  such  as  Wellner  v.  Eckstein, 
supra.  When  a  statute  may  be  construed 
in  accordance  with  reason,  and  a  strict  read- 
ing of  the  language  leads  to  a  result  ab- 
horrent *to  reason,  the  rule  of  implied  ex- 
ception should  apply.  In  the  application 
of  this  rule  to  cases  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree,  1  can  see  no  infringement  of  the 
legislative  power,  nor  danger  of  conflict 
between  the  co-ordinate  branches  of  the  gov- 
ernment. According  to  the  construction 
given  the  statute  by  the  majority,  it  be- 
comes an  inducement  for  the  commission 
of  murder."  J.  H.  B, 
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in  common  usage,  at  common  law,  or  by 
our  statute,  has  a  very  different  meaning. 
The  Penal  Code  defines  it  as  "the  unlawful 
killing  of  a  human  being,  without  malice," 
and  d^lares  it  to  be  of  two  kinds:  First, 
"voluntary,— upon  a  sudden  quarrel  or  heat 
of  passion;"  second,  "involuntary, —  in  the 
commission  of  an  unlawful  act,  not  amount- 
ing to  felony;  or  in  the  commission  of  a 
lawful  act  which  might  produce  death,  in 
an  unlawful  manner,  or  without  due  caution 
or  circumspection."  The  meaning  at  com- 
mon law  and  in  ordinary  usage  is  sub- 
stantially the  same.  See  Webster's  Diet. 
1  Wharton,  Crim.  Law,  §§  304,  305.  It 
will  be  noted  that  it  excludes  the  element 
of  deliberation  and  premeditation. 

With  relation  to  each  other,  the  provi- 
sions of  the  four  Codes  must  be  construed 
as  though  they  were  all  parts  of  the  same 
statute.  Pol.  Code,  §  4480.  From  these 
rules  and  definitions  the  conclusion  neces- 
sarily follows  that  a  conviction  of  man- 
slaughter is  not  a  conviction  of  murder. 
It  is  a  conviction  of  a  different  offense,  an 
offense  which  does  not  include  all  the 
criminal  elements  of  the  crime  of  murder. 
The  distinction  has  indeed  been  carried  so 
far  that  it  is  well  settled  that  a  conviction 
of  manslaughter  upon  a  charge  of  murder 
is,  in  legal  effect,  an  acquittal  of  the  mur- 
der charge.  People  v.  Gilmore,  4  Cal.  370, 
60  Am.  Dec.  620;  People  v.  Backus,  6  Cal. 
278;  People  v.  Gordon,  99  Cal.  230,  33  Pac 
901;  People  v.  Muhlner,  116  Cal.  307,  47 
Pao.  128.  It  follows  that  Michael  Kirby 
has  not  been  convicted  of  the  murder  of 
Patrick  Kirby;  that  he  does  not  come  with- 
in the  exception  made  by  §  1409,  and  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  share  provided  by 
I  1386.  Whether  this  accords  with  natural 
right  and  justice  is  a  question  upon  which 
we  cannot  enter.  The  right  of  inheritance 
in  this  state  does  not  depend  upon  the 
ideas  of  court  or  counsel  as  to  justice  and 
natural  right.  The  entire  matter  is  in  the 
control  of  the  legislature,  and  depends 
wholly  upon  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
regardless  of  our  notions  of  natural  right 
and  justice.  Re  Wilmerding,  117  Cal.  284, 
49  Pac.  181;  Sharp  v.  Loupe,  120  Cal.  91, 
52  Pac.  134,  586;  Re  Porter,  129  Cal.  88, 
79  Am.  St.  Rep.  78,  61  Pac.  659.  The  stat- 
ute having  made  the  distinction  ^between 
murder  and  manslaughter,  the  courts  can- 
not ignore  it,  or  create  a  definition  of  the 
word  "murder"  different  from  that  de- 
clared in  the  statute  and  from  that  of  the 
common-law  and  ordinary  usage.  There  is 
no  ambiguity  in  the  language,  and  nothing 
is  left  to  construction.  The  appellant 
should  have  received  one  fourth  of  the  es- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tate,  and  the  refusal  to  give  it  to  him  vu 
erroneous. 
The  order  is  reversed. 

We  concur:     Slosa,  J.;  AncelloCti,  J. 


NEW  TORK  COURT  OF  APPEAIA. 

HENRY  W.  WATSON,  Respt, 

V. 

CARMELO  GUGINO,  Appl 

(204  N.  Y.  535,  98  N.  £.  18.) 

Corporation  —  contract  for  services  ^ 
duration  —  vrlUidrawal  —  liability. 

A  promoter  of  a  corporation  who  under- 
takes, as  part  of  the  inducement  to  the  un- 
dertaking, to  devote  his  whole  time  and 
attention  to  the  corporate  buainess,  with- 
out specifying  the  period  over  which  the 
services  are  to  extend,  is  not  bound  to  con- 
tinue such  services  for  a  reasonable  time, 
but  may  cease  to  render  them  at  pleasure, 
ivithout  liability  to  persons  who  invested 
their  money  on  the  faith  of  the  promise,  al- 
though the  withdrawal  of  the  service  wrecks 
the  corporation. 

(March  8,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  Fourth  Department,  reversing  » 
judgment  of  nonsuit  of  a  Trial  Term,  Part 
III.,  for  Erie  County,  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  alleged  breach  of 
contract  to  organize  a  corporation  for  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  macaroni.  Be- 
versed. 

Statement  by  Vann,  J.: 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages from  the  defendant  on  account  of  his 
alleged  breach  of  a  contract  made  by  him 
with  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the  trial,  it  ap- 
peared that  for  some  time  prior  to  October, 
1904,  the  firm  of  Gugino  Brothers,  com- 
posed of  Carmelo  and  Natale  Gugino,  was 
engaged  in  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
macaroni  in  the  city  of  Buffalo.  Tliey  had 
a  plant,  machinery,  and  stock  worth  about 
$10,000,  of  which  Carmelo  owned  two  thirds 
and  Natale  one  third.  About  the  20th  of 
October,  1904,  Carmelo,  who  was  an  expert 
manufacturer  of  macaroni,  familiar  vith 
the  business  and  acquainted  with  the  cus- 
tomers, induced  the  plaintiff,  who  knev 
nothing   about   the   manufacture,   business, 

Note.  —  As  to  duration  of  contract  of 
luring  which  specifies  no  term,  but  fixes 
compensation  at  a  certain  amount  per  day, 
week,  month,  or  year,  see  note  to  Warden 
V.  Hinds,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.)   529. 
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or  customerB,  to  purchase  the  interest  of 
Natale,  and  he  did  so,  paying  therefor  the 
sum  of  $3,400  in  cash.  On  the  same  day 
that  the  money  was  paid,  Carmelo  and  the 
plaintiff  entered  into  an  agreement  of  which 
the  following  is  a  copy,  the  purely  formal 
parts  being  omitted: 

"The  said  parties  above  named  have 
agreed,  and  by  these  presents  do  agree,  to 
form  and  organize  a  corporation  under  and 
pursuant  to  the  laws  of  the  state  of  New 
York,  to  carry  on  and  conduct  the  business 
heretofore  conducted  by  Qugino  Brothers, 
and  to  that  end  and  purpose  the  said  Car- 
melo Gugino  hereby  agrees  to  put  into  said 
corporation  all  of  his  interest  and  property 
now  owned  by  him  in  said  copartnership  of 
Gugino  Brothers,  and  the  sum  of  eight  hun- 
dred dollars  ($800)  in  cash;  and  the  said 
Henry  W.  Watson  hereby  agrees  to  put 
into  said  corporation  all  the  property  this 
day  sold  to  him  by  Natale  Gugino,  being 
said  Natale  Gugino's  interest  in  said  co- 
partnership business  of  Gugino  Brothers, 
and  also  to  put  into  said  corporation  the 
sum  of  four  hundred  dollars  ($400).  And 
the  said  Carmelo  Gugino,  in  the  consider- 
ation of  the  forming  and  organizing  of  said 
corporation,  hereby  covenants  tliat  the  title 
to  all  the  property  used  in  the  said  copart- 
nership business  of  Gugino  Brothers  is  free 
and  clear  of  any  lien  or  encumbrance,  and 
that  the  machinery  used  in  the  plant  of 
Gugino  Brothers  is  in  perfect  running  order 
and  in  good  repair. 

'The  said  parties  further  agree  that  upon 
the  organization  of  said  corporation,  sixty- 
five  shares  of  the  stock  therein  shall  and 
will  be  issued  to  Carmelo  Gugino,  and  he 
is  to  be  president  and  manager  thereof;  one 
share  of  stock  in  said  corporation  to  be 
issued  to  Antonio  Gugino,  and  he  is  to  be 
vice  president  of  said  corporation;  one 
share  of  stock  to  be  issued  to  Henry  W. 
Watson,  who  is  to  be  the  secretary  and 
treasurer  of  said  corporation;  and  the  re- 
maining thirty-three  shares  of  stock  is  to  be 
issued  to  Hiram  R.  Watson. 

"The  said  Carmelo  Gugino  further  agrees 
to  devote  his  whole  time  and  attention  to 
the  said  corporation  business,  and  is  to 
receive  the  weekly  salary  of  twenty  dollars 
($20),  and  the  said  Henry  W.  Watson  is 
to  receive  a  weekly  salary  of  fifteen  dol- 
lars ($15),  and  also  to  devote  his  entire 
time,  and  the  said  Antonio  Gugino  is  to 
receive  the  weekly  salary  of  ten  dollars 
($10) ;  and  it  is  further  agreed  that  the 
said  Henry  W.  Watson  shall  have  entire 
charge  of  the  office  work,  and  all  checks 
of  said  corporation  to  be  signed  by  treas- 
urer and  countersig^ned  by  the  president. 

"The  said  Carmelo  Gugino  hereby  gives 
said  Henry  W.  Watson  an  option  on  siz- 
3»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


teen  shares  of  stock  in  said  corporation,  and 
the  said  Carmelo  Gugino  hereby  agrees  to 
sell  unto  the  said  Henry  W.  Watson  six- 
teen shares  of  stock  at  $100  per  share,  at 
any  time  within  six  months,  upon  demand, 
and  in  the  event  of  such  transfer  of  stock, 
an  inventory  is  to  be  had  and  proportionate 
dividends  apportioned  at  date  of  transfer, 
before  said  transfer. 

"Carmelo  Gugino  further  agrees  that  if, 
by  reason  of  illness  or  other  cause  of  which 
said  Carmelo  Gugino  does  not  now  know 
of,  which  would  necessitate  his  giving  up 
business,  said  Carmelo  Gugino  agrees  to 
provide  a  person  fully  as  competent  as  he 
is,  and  who  is  acceptable  to  said  Henry 
W.  Watson,  to  take  his  place." 

Within  a  few  days  after  the  agreement 
was  executed,  the  parties  organized  a  cor- 
poration under  the  name  of  ''the  Gugino 
Macaroni  Company,''  each  transferred  his 
interest  in  the  firm  assets  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  each  paid  thereto  the  amount 
agreed  upon.  Officers  were  elected  and  stock 
issued  in  accordance  with  the  terntis  of  the 
agreement.  The  directors  were  the  three 
officers,  who  were  also  the  incorporators. 
The  corporation  accepted  the  property 
transferred  and  the  money  paid  to  it,  and 
forthwith  employed  the  parties  and  paid 
them  the  salaries  agreed  upon.  For  a  short 
time,  Carmelo  attended  to  his  duties,  the 
enterprise  prospered,  and  the  company 
made  money.  Evidence  was  given  tending 
to  show  that  after  a  few  months  had  passed 
Carmelo  left  the  business,  at  first  tempor- 
arily, under  the  pretext  of  sickness,  and 
then  permanently.  He  ceased  to  be  either 
an  officer  or  director.  He  substituted  his 
brother  Natale  in  his  place  as  manager,  and 
not  only  abandoned  the  business  absolutely, 
but  organized  a  rival  corporation,  which 
undersold  the  Gugino  Company  and  took 
away  its  customers.  In  February,  1906, 
it  was  forced  out  of  business,  and  its  assets 
were  sold  at  a  sacrifice. 

The  plaintiff,  alleging  that  he  lost  the 
greater  part  of  his  investment  through  the 
failure  of  the  defendant  "to  devote  his 
whole  time  and  attention  to  the  said  cor- 
poration business,"  as  provided  in  the  con- 
tract, brought  this  action  to  recover  $3,400 
as  damages  for  the  breach  of  said  covenant. 
While  fraud  in  making  the  contract  is  sug- 
gested, but  not  distinctly  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  no  evidence  was  given  in  sup- 
port of  that  theory.  On  the  trial,  at  the 
close  of  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  moved  to  dismiss  the  complaint, 
substantially  on  the  grounds,  among  others, 
that  the  cause  of  action,  if  any,  did  not 
l>elong  to  the  plaintiff,  but  to  the  corpora- 
tion, and  that  no  period  was  specified  in 
the  contract  during  which  Carmelo  was  to 
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devote  his  whole  time  and  attention  to  the 
buBinesB.  The  motion  was  granted,  al- 
though the  plaintiff  asked  to  go  to  the 
jury.  An  exception  was  taken  to  this  rul- 
ing, and  no  other  appears  in  the  record. 
On  appeal,  the  appellate  division  reversed 
the  judgment  entered  accordingly  and 
granted  a  new  trial.  The  defendant  ap- 
pealed to  this  court,  and  at  first  did  not 
give  the  usual  stipulation  for  judgment  ab- 
solute; but  this  omission  was  finally  cor- 
rected by  stipulation  and  order. 

Messrs.  Thomas  E.  Boyd,  and  Henry 
W.  WilUs,  with  Mr.  Gordon  F.  Mat- 
thews, for  appellant: 

Plaintiff  established  no  breach  of  the 
agreement,  rather  that  it  was  modified,  and 
as  modified  fully  performed  by  defendant. 

Kidd  V.  Belden,  19  Barb.  266;  Jenks  v. 
Robertson,  2  Thomp.  &  G.  255,  affirmed  in 
58  N.  y.  621;  Brooklyn  Oil  Refinery  v. 
Brown,  61  N.  Y.  643;  Rutty  v.  Consoli- 
dated Fruit  Jar  Co.  62  Hun,  492,  6  N.  Y. 
Supp.  23;  Myers  v.  DeMier,  62  N.  Y.  647; 
Weller  v.  Tuthill,  66  N.  Y.  347. 

Any  breach  by  defendant,  if  made,  was 
waived  by  plaintiff,  who  was  first  in  default 
in  performing  the  agreement. 

Winch  V.  Mutual  Ben.  Ins.  Co.  86  N.  Y. 
618;  Dunn  v.  Steubing,  120  N.  Y.  232,  24 
N.  E.  316;  Pike  v.  Nash,  3  Abb.  App.  Dec. 
610,  1  Keyes,  335;  Allen  v.  Robinson,  2 
Barb.  341 ;  Sinclair  v.  Tallmadge,  35  Barb. 
602;  Parker  v.  Parmele,  20  Johns.  130,  11 
Am.  Dec.  253;  Johnson  v.  Wygant,  11 
Wend.  48;  Gallagher  v.  Nichols,  60  N.  Y. 
438;  Martin  v.  Johnston,  6  Misc.  310,  26 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1105,  affirmed  in  148  N.  Y. 
740,  42  N.  E.  724. 

Mr.  Edward  C.  Randall  for  respondent : 

Vann,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  learned  justices  of  the  appellate  divi- 
sion held  that  the  action  was  not  brought 
by  one  stockholder  against  another  to  re- 
cover for  corporate  losses,  and  that  the 
covenant  of  the  defendant  to  devote  his 
whole  time  and  attention  to  the  business 
of  the  corporation  was  personal  to  the 
plaintiff.  They  also  held  in  effect  that  said 
covenant  required  the  defendant  to  con- 
tinue with  the  corporation  for  a  reason- 
able time,  and  that  it  was  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury  to  decide  "whether  the 
agreement  was  broken  by  the  defendant  to 
the  damage  of  the  plaintiff."  140  App. 
Div.  33,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  321. 

The  defendant  claims  that,  while  the  cor- 
poration was  not  bound  by  the  agreement 
entered  into  between  its  promoters  before  it 
wras  organized,  it  had  the  power,  when  in- 
corporated, to  ratify  the  contract,  which, 
39  L.RA.(N.S.) 


on  the  happening  of  that  event,  becans  it« 
property,  so  far  as  it  applied  to  the  ecr- 
porate  business,  and  could  be  enforced  bj 
it  or  against  it.  He  further  claima  th^ 
just  before  the  corporation  was  formed  the 
plaintiff  owned  an  interest  in  the  oopartKi- 
ship  assets  worth  $3,400  and  had  the  sas, 
of  $400  in  money,  while  at  the  same  time 
the  defendant  had  an  interest  in  the  copart- 
nership assets  worth  $6,800  and  had  the  sum 
of  $800  in  money;  that,  pursuant  to  the  coc- 
tract  between  the  promoters,  of  which  tk 
corporation  is  presumed  to  have  had  knowl- 
edge as  soon  as  it  was  incorporated,  th^ 
transferred  to  it  their  re.^pective  inters 
in  the  firm  property  and  paid  over  to  it 
said  sums  of  money;  that  the  corporfttios 
promptly  accepted  said  transfers,  employed 
the  promoters,  who  were  also  the  inter- 
porators,  at  the  salaries  provided,  and  thus 
adopted  the  contract  and  made  it  its  own; 
that  the  promoters'  agreement  thereup» 
became  the  property  of  the  corporation,  a&d 
imposed  upon  it  a  corresponding  liabilitri 
that  the  legal  interest  of  the  promoter 
therein  then  ceased,  and  in  the  place  of 
such  interest  and  of  the  property  and  mooej 
transferred,  they  simply  owned  shares  d 
stock  in  the  corporation;  that  thencefor- 
ward their  sole  interest  was  that  of  stock 
holders;  and  that  for  any  subsequent 
breach  by  either  of  the  provisions  relsti^ 
to  corporate  matters,  the  only  remedj  o^ 
the  other  was  through  the  corporation  in 
an  action  brought  by  it,  or,  if  it  refused  to 
act,  or  was  under  hostile  control,  by  s  Rf*^ 
resentative  action  brought  by  one  stod- 
holder  in  behalf  of  all ;  the  corporation  b^ 
ing  made  a  party  defendant.  Much  couii 
be  said  in  support  of  this  theory;  hut  i 
majority  of  the  judges  prefer  not  to  cob- 
sider  it,  as  the  order  appealed  from  mu^- 
be  reversed,  in  any  event,  upon  anothef 
ground. 

The  covenant  sued  upon  is  as  foliov?: 
"The  said  Carmelo  Gugino  further  agrees  to 
devote  his  whole  time  and  attention  to  the 
said  corporation  business,  and  is  to  receiv? 
the  weekly  salary  of  $20."  It  is  to  be  ob^ 
served  that  no  period  of  service  was  speei 
fied,  and  even  if  the  stipulation  as  to  ''tit 
weekly  salary"  implies  a  hiring  by  the 
week,  it  would  not  aid  the  plaintiff.  Tl* 
effect  of  a  general  contract  of  hiring,  to 
time  being  specified,  varies  in  different 
jurisdictions.  In  England,  it  is  prcsumeJ 
to  be  a  hiring  for  a  year,  regardless  of  ^ 
nature  of  the  service,  unless  there  is  « 
custom  relating  to  the  subject,  and  it  ap- 
pears that  the  contract  was  made  wit- 
reference  to  the  custom.  Fawcett  v.  Ca^fc 
3  Nev.  &  M.  177,  6  Barn.  &  Ad.  904.  3 
L.  J.  K.  B.  N.  S.  113;  Lillev  v.  El  win,  V 
Q.  B.   742,   17  L.  J.  Q.  B.  N.  S.  132,  l- 
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Jur.  623;  Davie  y.  Marshall,  4  L.  T.  N.  S. 
216,  9  Week.  Rep.  520.  In  some  states,  a 
stipulation  as  to  the  method  of  payment, 
such  as  weekly,  monthly,  or  yearly,  is  held 
to  denote  the  period  of  servioe  contracted 
for.  Tatterson  y.  Suffolk  Mfg.  Go.  106 
Mass.  66;  Franklin  Min.  Go.  v.  Harris,  24 
Mich.  116;  Beach  v.  MuUin,  34  N.  J.  L. 
343.  In  this  state,  the  rule  is  settled 
that,  unless  a  definite  period  of  service  is 
specified  in  the  contract,  the  hiring  is  at 
will;  and  the  master  has  the  right  to  dis- 
charge, and  the  servant  to  leave,  at  any 
time.  In  Martin  y.  Kew  York  L.  Ins.  Go. 
148  N.  Y.  117,  42  N.  E.  416,  the  defendant 
employed  the  plaintiff  to  take  charge  of 
its  real  estate  department  at  a  salary  of 
$5,000  a  year.  Subsequently  his  salary  was 
raised  to  $6,500,  and  finally  to  $10,000  a 
year,  payable  monthly.  We  held  that  the 
hiring  was  at  will,  and  that  the  contract 
could  be  terminated  at  any  time  by  either 
party.  Judge  Bartlett,  speaking  for  the 
court,  adopted  the  language  used  by  Mr. 
Wood  in  §  136  of  his  work  on  Master  and 
Servant,  as  follows:  "The  rule  is  inflexible 
that  a  general  or  indefinite  hiring  is  prima 
facie  a  hiring  at  will;  and  if  the  servant 
seeks  to  make  it  out  a  yearly  hiring,  the 
burden  is  upon  him  to  establish  it  by  proof. 
A  hiring  at  so  much  a  day,  week,  month, 
or  year,  no  time  being  specified,  is  an  in- 
definite hiring,  and  no  presumption  at- 
taches that  it  was  for  a  day  even,  but 
only  at  the  rate  fixed  for  whatever  time 
the  party  may  serve.  ...  A  contract 
to  pay  one  $2,600  a  year  for  services  is 
not  a  contract  for  a  year,  but  a  contract 
to  pay  at  the  rate  of  $2,600  a  year  for 
services  actually  rendered,  and  is  determin- 
able at  will  by  either  party.  Thus,  it  will 
be  seen  that  the  fact  that  the  compensation 
is  measured  at  so  much  a  day,  month,  or 
year  does  not  necessarily  make  such  hir- 
ing a  hiring  for  a  day,  month,  or  year,  but 
that  in  all  such  cases  the  contract  may 
be  put  an  end  to  by  either  party  at  any 
time,  unless  the  time  is  fixed,  and  a  re- 
covery had  at  the  rate  fixed  for  the  services 
actually  rendered."  148  N.  Y.  121,  42  N.  E. 
417. 

This  rule  was  deliberately  adopted,  all 
the  judges  concurring  to  settle  the  difl'er- 
ences  of  opinion  which  had  prevailed  in  the 
lower  courts.  It  applies  to  the  contract  be- 
fore us,  and  must  control  the  decision  of 
this  appeal,  unless  the  theory  of  the  appel- 
late division  is  correct,  that  the  covenant, 
under  the  circumstances,  means  a  hiring  for 
a  reasonable  time.  No  authority  was  cited 
by  the  learned  court  in  support  of  this 
position.  As  the  contract  is  in  writing,  it 
is  presumed  to  express  all  that  tlie  parties 
intended.  No  parol  evidence  was  ofTercd  to 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


explain  any  latent  ambiguity.  No  contract 
can  be  implied,  because  the  express  contract 
covers  the  entire  subject-matter.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  context  to  enlarge  the  cove- 
nant, and  no  stipulation  inconsistent  with 
a  hiring  at  will.  Even  when  the  contract  is 
read  in  the  light  of  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances, that  the  defendant  had  much 
experience  in  the  business  and  the  plain- 
tiff none,  it  does  not  change  the  hiring  from 
an  unspecified  into  a  specified  period  of 
service,  or  to  one  for  a  reasonable  time. 
The  other  attending  circumstance,  that  the 
interest  of  the  defendant  in  the  business 
was  double  that  of  the  plaintiff,  was  doubt- 
less regarded  as  enough  to  hold  him  in  his 
position  as  manager.  When  the  parties  con- 
tracted for  a  hiring  at  will,  it  is  presumed 
that  they  meant  a  hiring  at  will,  and  that 
if  they  had  intended  a  hiring  for  a  reason- 
able time,  they  would  have  said  so. 
Whether  the  covenant  was  personal  to  the 
plaintiff  or  finally  passed  to  the  corpora- 
tion, either  party  could  end  the  service  at 
any  time.  The  right  of  the  master  to  dis- 
charge, and  of  the  servant  to  leave,  was  ab- 
solute. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record  that  justi- 
fied the  action  of  the  Appellate  Division, 
and  their  order  must  therefore  be  reversed, 
and  the  judgment  of  the  Trial  Term 
affirmed,  with  costs  in  both  courts. 

Cnllen,  Gh.  J.,  and  Gray,  Haigbt, 
Werner,  Hlscock,  and  Gollin,  JJ.,  concur. 


OKI/AHOMA   SUPRSMB   GOURT. 

(Division  No.  1.) 

D.  M.  BLUNK,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

B.  J.  WAUGH  et  al. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  122  Pac.  717.) 

Intoxicating  liquor  —  possessory  action 
—  evidence. 

1.  In  an  action  by  one  individual  against 
another  individual  to  recover  the  possession 

Headnotes  by  Ames,  G. 


Note,  —  Right  of  one  who  intends  to 
make  an  illegal  use  of  property  to 
invoice  aid  of  court  for  recovery  front 
one  who  has  wrongfully  taiken  the 
same. 

As  to  the  general  question  of  the  right 
to  levy  legal  process  upon  intoxicating  li- 
quors, see  Hines  v.  Stahlj  20  L.RA.(N.S.) 
1118,  and  note.  It  is  to  be  observed  that 
this  note  does  not  include  cases  as  to  the 
right  of  the  government  or  official  to  con- 
fiscate property;  nor  cases  that  turn  upon 
the     lawfulness    or    unlawfulness    of    the 
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of  intoxicating  liquors,  it  is  not  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  affirmatively  show  that 
the  defendant  did  not  secure  possession  of 
the  liquors  under  the  provisions  of  §  7,  art. 
3,  of  chapter  69  of  the  Session  Laws  of  the 
state,  1907  and  1908. 

Same  —  distributing  agent  —  rights. 

2.  One  Blunk,  doing  business  under  the 
name  "Oklahoma  Distributing  Company/' 
was  engaged  in  the  business  of  receiving 
large  consignments  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
consigned  to  him  as  consignee  by  a  brewery 
in  another  state.  These  consignments  were 
intended  for  distribution  to  a  number  of 
individuals  whose  names  were  written  upon 
the  respective  parcels.  Blunk's  business 
was  to  pay  the  freight,  receive  the  ship- 
ments, and  deliver  the  several  parcels  to 
the  various  persons  whose  names  were  writ- 
ten thereon.    Held: 

(a)  That  this  business  is  in  violation  of 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Oklahoma  (Comp. 
Laws  1909,  §  4180). 

(b)  That  this  business  is  not  protected 
by  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States  regulating  interstate  commerce  in 
intoxicating  liquors. 

(c)  That  the  courts  will  not  entertain  an 
action  of  replevin  to  enable  Blunk  to  recover 
such  intoxicating  liquors  from  a  trespasser, 
where  it  is  shown  by  his  pleadings  in  the 
case  that  the  purpose  of  his  attempted  re- 
covery is  to  engage  in  a  business  in  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  the  state. 

(March  12,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  for  Okla- 
homa County  to  review  an  order  sus- 


taining a  motion  to  quash  a  writ  of  re- 
plevin  procured  by  plaintiff  for  the  re- 
covery of  possession  of  intoxicating  liquori 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinioi. 

Messrs.  Giddings  &  Glddings  for  pUii- 
tiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Charles  West,  Attorney  Genenl, 
amicus  gwtub: 

The  business  of  transporting  Iiqu<ff  fc: 
another  from  depot  to  home  is  illegal. 

United  States  v.  First  Nat.  Bank,  1% 
Fed.  336;  Delamater  ▼.  South  Dakota.  201 
U.  6.  93,  51  L.  ed.  724,  27  Sup.  Cl  Ke?. 
447,  10  Ann.  Cas.  733;  State  v.  Wignsll 
150  Iowa,  650,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.)  507,  1^ 
N.  W.  936. 

Ames,  C,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tk 
court: 

D.  M.  Blunk,  the  plaintiff,  brought  is 
action  of  replevin,  in  the  superior  court  d 
Oklahoma  county,  against  B.  J.  Waugh  asd 
John  Queenan,  the  defendants,  to  record: 
the  possession  of  l05  caslcs  of  beer.  He 
alleged  that  he  was  the  special  owner  of  tk 
beer,  because  it  had  been  shipped  to  tk 
Oklahoma  Distributing  Company,  wHcli 
was  the  name  under  which  he  was  doifig 
business,  from  St.  Louis,  Missouri,  and  thit 
his  purpose  was  to  deliver  it  to  cert^ia 
parties,  for  whose  benefit  it  was  intended 
by  the  shippers.  He  procured  the  issuuce 
of  a  writ  of  replevin,  and  in  his  affidant 
on  which  the  writ  was  based  he  sets  op 


seizure  of  the  property.  So  the  right  to 
maintain  an  action  for  the  conversion  of 
such  property  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the 
note. 

The  courts  are  not  in  accord  as  to  wheth- 
er one  who  intends  to  make  an  unlawful 
us6  of  property  may  invoke  the  aid  of  the 
courts  to  recover  possession  of  it  from  one 
who  has  wrongfully  deprived  him  of  the 
possession  thereof. 

Thus,  in  Ridgeway  v.  West,  60  Ind.  371, 
which  was  an  action  of  replevin  by  the 
owner  of  gambling  devices,  against  an  of- 
ficer who  had  seized  them,  the  court  held 
that,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  or  ordi- 
nance authorizing  their  seizure  and  destruc- 
tion, the  owner  was  entitled  to  recover  their 
possession.         s 

In  Monty  v.  Ameson,  25  Iowa,  383,  where 
intoxicating  liquor  belonging  to  plaintiff 
was  seized  by  an  officer  under  an  execution 
against  another  person,  it  was  held  that 
plaintiff  could  recover  possession  of  it  in 
an  action  of  replevin,  though  it  was  kept 
by  him  in  violation  of  law. 

And  in  Barron  v.  Arnold,  16  R.  I.  22, 
11  Atl.  298,  which  was  an  action  of  replevin 
for  liquors  attached  while  in  the  hands  of 
an  agent  for  the  agent's  debt,  it  was  held 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  them, 
though  they  were  being  kept  for  sale  in 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


violation  of  law,  notwithstanding  a  statuu 
which  provided  that  "no  action  of  any  kis:: 
shall  be  had  or  maintained  in  any  court  ei 
this  state  for  the  possession  or  value  of  aoj 
liquors  held,  purchased,  or  sold  eontrirj 
to  the  provisions  of  this  chapter;"  this  pro- 
vision being  held  to  operate  only  to  preveit 
the  enforcement  of  an  unlawful  transaeti^s 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  not  ts 
render  such  property  open  as  free  booty  to 
anyone  who  might  seize  it. 

However,  in  the  similar  case  of  Doaohw 
V.  Maloney,  49  Conn.  163,  under  a  statute 
providing:  "Nor  shall  any  action  be  m&is- 
tained  for  the  possession  of  any  intoxicatu>l 
liquor  held  by  the  owner  or  possessor  there- 
of contrary  to  law,"  it  is  held  that  recoT?rt 
of  possession  cannot  be  had,  the  court  saj- 
ing:  "Therefore,  if,  by  hisill^al  act  sod 
intent,  the  owner  of  intoxicatmg  Hquon 
makes  them  a  nuisance,  and  while  in  tbit 
condition  they  are  lost  to  his  possession  br 
the- peaceful  act  of  an  officer  of  the  law,  no* 
der  the  forms  of  law,  it  will  leave  them  is 
his  possession  so  far  forth  as  this  writ  ^ 
replevin  is  concerned;  and  this,  not  because 
the  defendants  have  any  rights  in  the  oa^* 
ter  which  it  is  bound  thus  to  protect,  but 
for  the  reason  that,  in  listening  to  the  com- 
plaint of  the  plaintiffs,  the  court  has  coa» 
to  a  knowledge  of  the  fact  that  they  sre 
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the  facts  constituting  his  claim  of  special 
ownership  as  follows:  ''Now  comes  D.  M. 
Blunk,  plaintiff,  doing  business  under  the 
name  and  style  of  the  Oklahoma  Distribut- 
ing Company,  and  says  that  he  is  the 
special  owner  of,  and  entitled  to  the  im- 
mediate possession  of,  the  following  de- 
scribed property,  to  wit,  106  casks  of  An- 
heuser-Bush  beer,  known  as  Budweiser 
beer,  each  cask  marked  'B.  S.,'  and  each 
cask  of  the  value  of  $10.02,  said  105  casks 
being  of  the  aggregate  value  of  $1,052.10, 
each  cask  containing  thereon  certain  tags 
by  which  it  could  further  be  identified,  but 
said  tags  have  been  destroyed  and  obliter- 
ated by  the  defendants  since  they  obtained 
possession  thereof,  as  hereinafter  set  forth, 
and  plaintiff  cannot  give  any  further  de- 
scription thereof.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  his 
special  ownership  of  said  beer  arises  out  of 
the  following  facts:  That  said  beer  was 
shipped  from  the  state  of  Missouri  by  the 
Anheuser-Busch  Company,  consigned  to  the 
Oklahoma  Distributing  Company,  which  is 
the  style  under  which  plaintiff  is  doing 
business,  to  certain  parties  in  Oklahoma 
City,  whose  names  were  marked  upon  each 
cask,  but  whose  names  have  been  obliter- 
ated by  the  defendants  since  they  took  pos- 
session thereof;  it  being  intended  by  the 
consignors  and  consignees  that  plaintiff,  in 
whose  name  they  were  consigned  for  the 
benefit  of  said  parties,  should  receive  the 
same  from  the  railroad  company,  pay  the 
freight  thereon,  and  deliver  same  to  said 


consignee.  That  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the 
immediate  possession  of  said  beer,  but  the 
same  is  wrongfully  detained  from  him  by 
the  said  defendants,  and  that  said  property 
was  not  taken  in  execution  or  on  any  order 
of  judgment  against  said  plaintiff,  or  for 
the  payment  of  any  tax,  fine,  or  amerce- 
ment assessed  against  him,  or  by  virtue  of 
any  order  of  delivery  issued  in  replevin, 
or  any  other  valid  means  or  final  process 
issued  against  him."  Some*of  the  material 
facts  disclosed  by  this  affidavit  are:  (1) 
That  the  beer  was  shipped  from  another 
state;  (2)  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  con- 
signee; (3)  that  he  was  doing  business 
under  the  name  of  the  Oklahoma  Distribut- 
ing Company;  (4)  that  the  names  of  a 
number  of  people  were  marked  on  the 
casks;  (5)  that  it  was  intended  by  both 
the  consignor  and  the  consignees  that  the 
plaintiff  should  receive  the  beer  from  the 
railroad  company;  (6)  that  he  should  pay 
the  freight  thereon;  (7)  and  that  he  should 
deliver  the  same  to  the  various  persons  for 
whom  it  was  intended.  Bond  was  given, 
a  writ  was  issued,  and  the  beer  taken  under 
the  writ.  The  defendants  filed  a  motion  to 
quash  the  writ,  for  the  following  reasons: 
"That  the  affidavit  filed  in  said  cause  is 
insufficient  in  that  it  does  not  state  that 
said  property  wais  not  taken  under  or  by 
reason  of  any  order,  execution,  or  writ 
issued  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  pro- 
visions of  §  7  of  article  3  of  chapter  69  of 
the  Session  Laws  of  the  state  of  Oklahoma 


asking  its  aid  in  regaining  possession  of 
that  which  by  their  act  had  become  a  nui- 
sance; which  they  held  and  intended  to 
use  in  violation  of  law;  and  which  the  law 
does  not  recognize  as  property.  And  upon 
this  knowledge,  the  statute  compels  the 
court  to  close  its  ear  to  any  further  sug- 
gestion from  them;  they  are  not  to  have 
its  assistance  in  violating  the  law,  and  by 
the  statute  this  result  ensues,  regardless  of 
the  fact  that  this  complaint  is  against  de- 
fendants, who  gained  a  peaceful  possession 
of  the  liquors  under  forms  of  law,  and  not 
against  an  officer  who  had  seized  them  for 
condemnation  as  a  nuisance.  The  illegal 
acts  and  intents  of  the  plaintiffs  are  proven 
in  a  cause  instituted  by  themselves;  and 
they  have  had  their  day  in  court  upon  that 
question.    This  satisfies  the  law." 

In  Robertson  v.  Porter,  1  Ga.  App.  223, 
57  S.  E.  993,  the  court  denies  the  right  of 
a  person  to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  in 
recovering  property  intended  to  be  used  for 
an  uniaT^ui  purpose,  saying:  "Courts  are 
created  for  the  upholding  of  the  law  and 
of  morals,  and  will  therefore  decline  to  al- 
low their  processes  used  to  further  the  main- 
tenance of  crimes  and  public  evils.  The 
law  has  the  right  of  self-defense;  it  will 
not,  by  its  own  strong  arm,  assist  in  placing 
into  the  possession  of  anyone  instrumental i- 
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ties  designed  for  no  other  purpose  than  the 
breaking  of  the  law.  .  .  .  The  plain- 
tiff, by  his  demurrer,  is  not  entitled  to  chal- 
lenge the  legality  of  the  raid,  or  of  the 
methods  by  which  the  property  was  seized, 
or  of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  being 
held.  So  long  as  he  concedes,  as  he  must 
do  in  order  to  demur,  that  the  articles 
sought  to  be  recovered  are  instrumentalities 
of  crime,  designed  for  that  use,  and  in- 
tended to  be  returned  to  that  employment, 
the  law  will  not  hear  him  at  all." 

In  Mar ien thai,  L.  &  Go.  v.  Shafer,  6  Iowa, 
223,  in  which  the  vendors  of  intoxicating 
liquor  sought  by  replevin  to  recover  pos- 
session of  them  after  they  had  been  seized 
by  an  officer  under  an  attachment  by  credit- 
ors of  the  vendee,  the  vendors  claiming 
ownership  of  the  liquors  on  the  ground  that 
the  sale  was  illegal  and  void,  it  was  held 
that  they  were  not  entitled  to  the  aid  of 
the  court  in  recovering  possession  of  them, 
but  that  they  would  be  left  in  the  hands  of 
the  officer,  regardless  of  whether  the  officer 
could  sell  them  without  violation  of  law. 

And  in  Howe  v.  Stewart,  40  Vt.  145,  the 
court  says  the  courts  will  not  a^d  in  re- 
claiming the  possession  of  liquors  when  sold 
and  held  with  the  deliberate  intention  of 
violating  the  law,  R.  L.  S. 
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for  the  years  1907  and  1908,  commonly 
called  the  'Billupa  bill.'  That  said  affi- 
davit is  insufficient  in  that  it  does  not 
show  that  the  plaintiff  or  affiant  has  such 
an  ownership  in  the  property  as  entitles 
him  to  the  possession  thereof."  This  mo- 
tion was  sustained  by  the  trial  court,  and 
this  appeal  is  prosecuted  to  review  that 
ruling. 

The  first  question  presented  is  whether 
or  not  it  is  necessary,  in  an  action  of  re- 
plevin to  recover  intoxicating  liquors,  for 
the  plaintiff  to  show  that  they  have  not 
been  seized  by  the  defendants  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  §  7,  art.  3,  chap.  69,  of 
the  Session  Laws  of  1907  (Comp.  Laws  1909, 
§  4186),  which   provides  as   follows:    "No 
liquors,  vessels,  fixtures,  furniture,  or  other 
property  seized  by  virtue  of  any  warrant 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall 
be  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  officer 
seizing  same  under  any  replevin  or  other 
process."     The  affidavit  complies  with  the 
requirements  prescribed  for  an  affidavit  in 
replevin.    Comp.  Laws  1909,  §  6688.    There 
is  nothing  in  this  record  to  show  that  the 
defendants   are   officers,   or   that   they  had 
seized,  or  had  a  right  to  seize,  the  liquor 
by  virtue  of  any  authority.     If  they  were 
officers  and  had  made  this  seizure  pursuant 
to  their  duties,   it  would  have  been  very 
easy  for  them  to  have  disclosed  this  fact, 
and  thereby  brought  themselves  within  the 
protection  of  the  statute  quoted.    It  is  the 
settled  law  of  this  state  that  a  person  may 
acquire    intoxicating    liquors    in    a   lawful 
way  and  for  'lawful  purposes.     Schwedes  v. 
State,  1  Okla.  Grim.  Rep.  246,  99  Pac.  804; 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  26  Okla. 
300,   109  Pac.  230;   Titsworth  v.  Stai»,  2 
Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  268,  101  Pac.  288;  Gulf, 
C.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  28  Okla.  754, 
35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   456,  116  Pac.  176.     It  is 
also  held  that  the  mere  possession  of  in- 
toxicating liquor  in  considerable  quantities 
is  not  a  violation  of  the  law.     Johnson  v. 
State,    6   Okla.   Crim.   Rep.   490,    119   Pac. 
1019;    McCarthy   v.    State,   6   Okla.   Crim. 
Rep.  483,  119  Pac.  1020. 

As  such  liquors  may  be  lawfully  held,  the 
mere  fact  that  one  seeks  to  recover  their 
possession  by  an  action  of  replevin  does  not 
raise  any  presumption  that  the  defendants 
have  seized  them  because  the  plaintiff  was 
holding  them  for  the  purpose  of  violating 
the  law,  and  it  therefore  follows  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  required  to  negative  the 
theory  that  he  is  guilty  of  an  intent  to 
violate  the  law,  because  guilt  is  'never  pre- 
sumed. We  do  not  think,  therefore,  that 
the  first  ground  of  the  motion  to  quash 
is  well  taken.  This  conclusion  finds  sup- 
port in  Easter  v.  Traylor,  41  Kan.  493,  21 
Pac.  606;  Ament  v.  Greer,  37  Kan.  648,  16 
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Pac.     102;     Black,    Intoxicating     Liquors, 
§  342. 

A.  more  serious  question  is  raised  by  tbe 
second  ground  of  the  motion  to  quash, 
and  in  considering  this  question  we  win 
determine:  First,  whether  the  business  in 
which  the  plaintiff  is  engaged  ia  in  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  this  state;  second,  if 
so,  is  it  protected  by  the  Constitution  and 
laws  of  the  United  States  regulating  intei^ 
state  commerce;  and,  third,  if  not  so  pro- 
tected, has  the  plaintiff  such  a  right  of 
property  in  the  liquors  as  will  be  protected 
in  a  civil  action. 

The  affidavit  in  replevin  has  been  previ- 
ously analyzed.    The  business  in  which  the 
plaintiff   is   engaged    is   that   of    receiving 
large  consignments  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
paying  the  freight  thereon,  and  delivering 
the  same  to  numerous  persons    for  whom 
the   various   packsges   are   intended.     The 
name  under  which   the  plaintiff   transacts 
this    business     is    suggestive, — ^"Oklahoma 
Distributing  Company."     It   does   not  ap- 
pear whether  the  plaintiff  is  the  agent  for 
the  consignors  or  the  ultimate  purchasers, 
or  both,  or  whether  the  orders  are  solicited 
by  him.    But  it  does  distinctly  appear  that 
he   is  engaged   in  the   business    as   stated. 
Such   a  business  might  be   carried   on  in 
various  ways.     The  105  persons   for  whom 
these  105  casks  of  beer  were  intended  might 
have   requested  the  plaintiff   to   make  the 
order  for  them,  and  he  might   have  com- 
municated this  request  to  the  brewery,  and 
the  brewery  might  have  consigned  him  the 
beer  with  the  several  names  of  these  105 
persons  on  the  several  casks.     The  plain- 
tiff might  have  solicited  the   orders   from 
these  105  persons,  and  then  ordered  from 
the  brewery.    The  brewery  might  have  sold 
direct  to  the  105  persons,  and  shipped  to 
the  plaintiff  to  distribute  for  it.    It  is  mani- 
fest that,  in  order  to  engage  in  this  bnai- 
ness,  there  must  have  been  concert  of  ac- 
tion between  the  plaintiff  and  the  brewery, 
and  likewise  between  the  plaintiff  and  the 
individuals  for  whose  benefit  the  beer  was 
shipped.    Section  4180  of  Comp.  Laws  1909 
is  as  follows:     "It  shall  be  unlawful  for 
any    person,    individual,    or    corporate,   to 
manufacture,    sell,    barter,   give    away,   or 
otherwise  furnish,  except  as  in  this  act  pro- 
vided, any  spirituous,  vinous,  fermented,  or 
malt  liquors,  or  any  imitation  thereof  or 
substitute    therefor;     or    to    manufacture, 
sell,  barter,  give  away,  or  otherwise  furnish 
any  liquors  or  compounds  of  any  kind  or  de- 
scription whatsoever,  whether  medicated  or 
not,  which  contain  as  much  as  one  half  of 
1  per  centum  of  alcohol,  measured  by  vol- 
ume, and  which  is  capable  of  being  nsed 
as    a   beverage,   except   preparations   com- 
pounded  by   any  licensed   pharmicist,  the 
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sale  of  which  would  not  subject  him  to  the 
payment  of  the  special  tax  required  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States;  or  to  ship  or 
in  any  way  convey  such  liquor  from  one 
place  within  this  state  to  another  place 
therein,  except  the  conveyance  of  a  lawful 
purchase  as  herein  authorized;  or  to  solicit 
the  purchase  or  sale  of  any  such  liquors, 
either  in  person  or  by  sign,  circular,  letter, 
card,  price  list,  advertisement,  or  otherwise, 
or  to  distribute,  publish,  or  display  any 
advertisement,  sign,  or  notice  where  any 
such  liquor  may  be  manufactured,  bartered, 
sold,  given  away,  or  otherwise  furnish,  or 
to  have  the  possession  of  any  such  liquors 
with  the  intention  of  violating  any  of  the 
provisions  of  this  act.  A  violation  of  any 
provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  a  mis- 
demeanor, and  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine 
of  not  less  than  $50  nor  more  than  $500, 
and  by  imprisonment  for  not  less  than 
thirty  days  nor  more  than  six  months;  pro- 
vided, however,  that  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  not  apply  to  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  unfermented  cider  and  wine  made 
from  apples,  grapes,  berries,  or  other  fruit 
grown  in  this  state,  and  to  the  use  of 
wine  for  sacramental  purposes  in  religious 
bodies." 

If  the  plaintiff  was  the  agent  of  the  brew- 
ery and  was  distributing  its  beer  for  its 
benefit,  it  is  manifest  that  he  was  furnish- 
ing such  liquor  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  statute.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
plaintiff  received  this  consignment  as  the 
agent  of  the  105  persons  to  whom  the  beer 
was  to  be  delivered,  it  is  plain  that,  after 
he  received  it  from  the  railroad  company, 
it  had  been  delivered  to  the  consignee,  he 
being  the  consignee,  and  that  his  subse- 
quent acts  in  delivering  the  105  casks  to  the 
105  owners  was  conveying  it  from  one  place 
to  another  within  this  state.  It  is  likewise 
manifest,  if  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in 
tlie  business  on  his  own  account,  that  he 
was  merely  operating  a  saloon  in  this  in- 
genious manner,  and  that  therefore  he  was 
either  selling  or  giving  away,  or  otherwise 
furnishing,  the  beer.  It  is  manifest  there- 
fore that  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  is 
in  violation  of  the  laws  of  this  state. 

The  next  inquiry,  therefore,  is  whether 
such  unlawful  business  is  protected  by  the 
Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States 
regulating  interstate  commerce.  The  Con- 
stitutional provision  is  as  follows  (article 
1,  §  8) :  "Congress  shall  have  power: 
.  .  .  To  regulate  commerce  with  foreign 
nations,  and  among  the  several  states,  and 
with  the  Indian  tribes;  ...  to  make 
all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper 
for  carrying  into  execution  the  foregoing 
powers,  and  all*  other  powers  vested  by  this 
Constitution  in  the  government  of  the 
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United  States,  or  in  any  department  or 
ofheer  thereof."  Under  this  section  of  the 
Constitution,  it  was  held,  in  Leisy  v.  Hard- 
in, 135  U.  S.  100,  34  L.  ed.  128,  3  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  36,  10  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  681,  popu- 
larly known  as  the  "original  package  de- 
cision," that  intoxicating  liquors  were  pro- 
tected as  interstate  commerce  after  their 
shipment  into  a  prohibition  state,  and  until 
their  sale  in  the  original  package  in  which 
they  were  transported.  As  the  effect  of  this 
decision  was  practically  to  strike  down  the 
prohibition  laws  of  any  state,  Congress 
passed  an  act  on  August  8,  1890,  commonly 
known  as  the  "Wilson  act,"  providing  as 
follows  (Act  Aug.  8,  1890,  chap.  728,  26 
Stat,  at  L.  313,  3  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  853, 
U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  1901,  p.  3177) :  "That  all 
fermented,  distilled,  or  other  intoxicating 
liquors  or  liquids  transported  into  any 
state  or  territory,  or  remaining  therein,  for 
use,  consumption,  sale,  or  storage  therein, 
shall,  upon  arrival  in  such  state  or  terri- 
tory, be  subject  to  the  operation  and  effect 
of  the  laws  of  such  state  or  territory 
enacted  in  the  exercise  of  its  police  powers, 
to  the  same  extent  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  though  such  liquids  or  liquors  had 
been  produced  in  such  state  or  territory, 
and  shall  not  be  exempt  therefrom  by  rea- 
son of  being  introduced  therein  in  original 
packages  or  otherwise." 

The  question  soon  arose  as  to  the  proper 
interpretation  of  the  words  "upon  arrival 
in  such  state,"  ahd  they  were  finally  in- 
terpreted to  mean  Upon  arrival  in  the  state 
and  delivery  to  the  consignee.  State  v.  18 
Casks  of  Beer,  24  Okla.  786,  25  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  492,  104  Pac.  1093;  St.  Louis  &  S. 
F.  R.  Co.  ▼.  State,  26  Okla.  300,  109  Pac. 
230;  Schwedes  v.  State,  1  Okla.  Crim.  Rep. 
245,  99  Pac.  804;  High  t.  State,  2  Okla. 
Crim.  Rep.  161,  28  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162,  101 
Pac.  115;  Rhodes  v.  Iowa,  170  U.  S.  412, 
42  L.  ed.  1088,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  664;  Vance 
V.  W.  A.  Vandercook  Co.  170  U.  S.  468, 
42  L.  ed.  1111,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  674;  Hey- 
man  v.  Southern  R.  Co.  203  U.  S.  270,  61  L. 
ed.  178,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  ^104,  7  Ann.  Cas. 
1130;  Adams  Exp.  Co.  v.  Kentucky,  20f 
U.  S.  129,  51  L.  ed.  987,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
606.  On  March  4,  1909,  Congress,  in  order 
to  further  restrict  interstate  commerce  in 
intoxicating  liquors,  enacted  §§  238,  239, 
and  240,  of  the  New  Federal  Criminal  Code 
(Act  March  4,  1909,  chap.  321,  35  Stat, 
at  L.  1136,  1137;  Fed.  Stat.  Anno.  Supp 
1909,  472,  473,  U.  S.  Comp.  Stat.  Supp. 
1909,  pp.  1464,  1465).  Section  238  is  as 
follows:  "Any  officer,  agent,  or  employee 
of  any  railroad  company,  express  company, 
or  other  common  carrier,  who  shall  know- 
ingly deliver  or  cause  to  be  delivered  to  any 
person  other  than  the  person  to  whom  it 
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has  been  consigned,  unless  upon  the  written 
order  in  each  instance  of  the  bona  fide  con- 
signee, or  to  any  fictitious  person,  or  to  any 
person  under  a  fictitious  name,  any  spirit- 
uous, vinous,  malted,  fermented,  or  other 
intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind,  which  has 
been  shipped  from  one  state,  territory,  or 
district  of  the  United  States,  or  place  non- 
contiguous to  but  subject  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion thereof,  into  any  other  state,  terri- 
tory, or  district  of  the  United  States,  or 
place  noncontiguous  to  but  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  or  from  any  foreign 
country  into  any  state,  territory,  or  dis- 
trict of  the  United  States,  or  place  noncon- 
tiguous to  but  subject  to  the  jurisdiction 
thereof,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  five 
thousand  dollars,  or  imprisoned  not  more 
than  two  years,  or  both."  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  this  section  accomplishes  two 
objects:  First,  it  prohibits  any  employee  of 
any  carrier  from  delivering  such  a  ship- 
ment to  any  one  except  the  bona  fide  con- 
signee, or  upon  his  written  order;  and, 
second,  it  prohibits  any  such  employee  from 
making  any  such  delivery  to  any  fictitious 
person,  or  to  any  person  under  a  fictitious 
name.  The  question  may  arise  as  to 
whether  the  Oklahoma  Distributing  Com- 
pany is  a  fictitious  name;  but  it  ia  not 
necessary  for  us  to  determine  that  precise 
question  in  this  case. 

Section  239  is  as  follows:  ''Any  rail- 
road company,  express  company,  or  other 
common  carrier,  or  any  other  person,  who, 
in  connection  with  the  transportation  of 
any  spirituous,  vinous,  malted,  fermented,  or 
other  intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind,  from 
one  state,  territory,  or  district  of  the 
United  States,  or  place  noncontiguous  to 
but  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  into 
any  other  state,  territory,  or  district  of 
the  United  States,  or  place  noncontiguous 
to  but  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof, 
or  from  any  foreign  country  into  any  state, 
territory,  or  district  of  the  United  States,  or 
place  noncontiguous  to  but  subject  to  the 
jurisdiction  thereof,  shall  collect  the  pur- 
chase price  or  an^  part  thereof,  before,  on, 
or  after  delivery,  from  the  consignee,  or 
f^om  any  other  person,  or  shall  in  any  man- 
ner act  as  the  agent  of  the  buyer  or  seller 
of  any  such  liquor,  for  the  purpose  of  buy- 
ing or  selling  or  completing  the  sale  there- 
of, saving  only  in  the  actual  transportation 
and  delivery  of  the  same,  shall  be  fined  not 
more  than  five  thousand  dollars."  It  will 
be  noticed  that  this  section  prohibits  C.  O. 
D.  business,  and  also  prohibits  any  person 
from  in  any  manner  acting  as  the  agent  of 
the  buyer  or  seller  of  any  such  liquor,  for 
the  purpose  of  buying  or  selling  or  com- 
pleting the  sale  thereof,  saving  only  in 
the  actual  transportation  and  delivery.  Un- 
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der  this  section  Judge  Amidon,  sitting  u  i 
district  judge  in  North  Dakota,  has  sni- 
tained  the  conviction  of  a  bank  for  collect- 
ing a  draft  to  which  was  attached  i 
shipper's  order  bill  of  lading  for  a  con- 
signment of  liquor.  United  States  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank   (D.  C.)   190  Fed.  336. 

Section  240  is  as  follows:  "Whotn: 
shall  knowingly  ship  or  cause  to  be  shipped, 
from  one  state,  territory,  or  district  of  tlK 
United  States,  or  place  noncontiguoas  to 
but  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  into 
any  other  state,  territory,  or  district  of  the 
United  States,  or  place  noncontiguous  to 
but  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  thereof,  or 
from  any  foreign  country  into  any  state, 
territory,  or  district  of  the  United  States, 
or  place  noncontiguous  to  but  subject  to 
the  jurisdiction  thereof,  any  package  of  or 
package  containing  any  spirituous,  vinoos, 
malted,  fermented,  or  other  intoxicating  li- 
quor of  any  kind,  unless  such  package  be  so 
labeled  on  the  outside  cover  as  to  plaialj 
show  the  name  of  the  consignee,  the  natnre 
of  its  contents,  and  the  quantity  contaioel 
therein,  shall  be  fined  not  more  than  fivf 
thousand  dollars ;  and  such  liquor  shall  be 
forfeited  to  the  United  States,  and  may  U 
seized  and  condemned  by  like  proceeding 
as  those  provided  by  law  for  the  seizure  wd 
forfeiture  of  property  imported  into  the 
United  States  contrary  to  law."  It  will  be 
observed  that  this  section  prohibits  the  ship- 
ment of  intoxicating  liquors  in  interstate 
commerce  without  plaintiff  designating  th< 
name  of  the  consignee,  the  contents  of  t!:e 
package,  and  the  quantity  of  liquor. 

It  is  manifest  that  these  three  sectiooj 
greatly  limit  the  previous  course  of  dealics 
in  interstate  shipments  of  intoxicating  l** 
quors,  and,  broadly  speaking,  they  limit 
such  commerce  to  a  direct  transportation 
only  of  the  liquor  from  the  seller  to  the 
buyer.  If  the  plaintiff  is  "any  person  under 
a  fictitious  name,"  then  it  was  a  criminal 
offense  for  the  carrier  to  deliver  to  him  the 
liquor.  If  he  was  the  bona  fide  consignee 
then  the  interstate  transaction  was  com- 
pleted upon  delivery  to  him,  and  any  subse- 
quent delivery  by  him  to  the  105  owners 
was  a  plain  violation  of  the  state  Isw.  If 
he  was  not  the  bona  fide  consignee,  then  it 
was  a  violation  of  the  congressional  act  for 
the  liquor  to  he  delivered  to  him  withcot 
a  written  order.  If  he  was  acting  as  tbe 
agent  of  the  buyer  in  completing  this  sal^ 
then  he  was  guilty  of  a  criminal  offense. 
If  he  was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  seller 
in  completing  the  sale,  then  he  was  guilty 
of  a  criminal  offense.  '  If  the  payment  w 
the  freight  was  a  payment  of  the  purcl*'* 
price,  or  any  part  thereof,  then  a  crimin*^ 
offense  was  committed.  Even  before  the** 
Iwt  expressions  of  Congress  on  the  subject, 
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the  court  had  held  that  a  state  had  the 
power  to  prohibit  a  foreign  dealer  in  liquors 
from  maintaining  a  soliciting  agent  in  the 
state,  although  the  sales  were  not  com- 
pleted until  acceptance  outside  the  state, 
and  the  agent  did  nothing  but  solicit  the 
orders.  Delamater  v.  South  Dakota,  205  U. 
S.  93,  61  L.  ed.  724,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  447, 
10  Ann.  Cas.  733.  And  in  Buchanan  v. 
State,  4  Okla.  Crim.  Rep.  645,  36  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  83,  112  Pac.  32,  it  was  held  that  an 
agent  of  the  buyer  of  intoxicating  liquor 
sold  in  violation  of  the  law  is  guilty  of  a 
crime.  And  in  the  recent  case  of  State  v. 
WtgnaU,  150  Iowa,  650,  34  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
607,  128  N.  W.  935,  the  supreme  court  of 
Iowa  has  upheld  &  statute  prohibiting  a  con- 
signee from  employing  a  third  person  to 
transport  intoxicating  liquor  from  the  de- 
pot to  his  residence,  although  the  correct- 
ness of  this  decision  is  subject  to  doubt 
in  view  of  §  238  of  the  Penal  Laws  previ- 
ously quoted,  as  well  as  the  decisions  of 
this  court  and  of  the  criminal  court  of  ap- 
peals of  this  state,  which  have  previously 
been  cited.    Comp.  Laws  1900,  §  4197. 

The  argument  is  made  by  the  plaintiff, 
however,  that  if  these  105  casks  of  beer 
might  have  been  shipped  in  105  separate 
express  packages,  and  have  been  delivered 
by  the  express  company  to  the  105  con- 
signees, there  is  nothing  illegal  in  the  busi- 
ness which  he  is  transacting.  This  argu- 
ment, however,  overlooks  the  fundamental 
and  substantial  difference  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  express  company.  The  ex- 
press company  is  a  common  carrier  pure 
and  simple,  and  can  be  compelled  to  accept 
for  transportation  and  delivery  any  legiti- 
mate article  of  commerce,  and  its  entire 
service  rendered  in  connection  with  a  ship- 
ment of  intoxicating  liquors  is  in  the  actual 
transportation  and  delivery  thereof.  For 
us  to  believe  this  of  the  plaintiff  requires 
an  amount  of  credulity  which  we  do  not 
possess.  The  plaintiff  is  engaged  in  the 
business  of  receiving  large  consignments  of 
intoxicating  liquor  by  interstate  carrier, 
and  distributing  them  to  a  large  number 
of  small  consumers  in  Oklahoma  City.  He 
is  either  the  bona  fide  consignee  of  these 
large  shipments,  or  he  is  not.  If  he  is  the 
bona  fide  consignee,  it  is  plain  that  the 
shipment  is  terminated  when  received  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  certainly  his  disposition 
of  it  thereafter  cannot  possibly  be  protected 
as  a  part  of  interstate  commerce.  To  do  so 
would  in  substance  reinstate  the  original 
package  law,  which  Congress  has  expressly 
legislated  against.  If  the  plaintiff  is  not 
tlie  bona  fide  consignee,  then  his  business 
involves  a  violation  of  the  sections  in  the 
Penal  Laws  of  1909,  which  we  have  quoted. 
It  therefore  seems  to  us  a  demonstrable  fact 
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.  that  the  business  of  the  plaintiff  is  not, 
and  cannot  be,  protected  by  the  Consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
this  conclusion  is  reached  without  consider- 
ing several  other  aspects  of  the  plaintiff's 
business  which  seem  to  conflict  with  those 
sections  of  the  Penal  Laws. 

The  last  question  for  consideration,  then, 
is  whether  the  plaintiff  will  be  permitted  to 
recover  this  property  which  he  designs  to 
use  in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  state. 
Will  the  courts  open  their  doors  to  enable 
a  man  to  engage  in  a  business  which  is  con- 
demned by  the  law?  In  this  case  the  plain- 
tiff bases  his  application  for  the  writ  of 
replevin  upon  a  desire  to  complete  a  viola- 
tion of  our  laws,  which  the  seizure  by  the 
defendants  has  interrupted.  It  seems  to  us 
that  the  mere  asking  of  this  question  is  its 
answer,  and  particularly  is  this  true  when 
we  bear  in  mind  the  provision  of  our  statute 
(Comp.  Laws  1909,  §  4192)  which  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "There  shall  be  no  property  rights  of 
any  kind  whatsoever,  in  any  liquors,  vessels, 
appliances,  fixtures,  bars,  furniture,  and  im- 
plements kept  or  used  for  the  purpose  of 
violating  any  provision  of  this  act."  Some 
of  the  cases  which  support  this  conclusion 
are  Oviatt  v.  Pond,  29  Conn.  479;  Preston 
V.  Drew,  33  Me.  558,  54  Am.  Dec.  639;  Lord 
V.  Chadbourne,  42  Me.  429,  66  Am.  Dec. 
290;  Barron  v.  Arnold,  16  R.  I.  22,  11  Atl. 
298;  Harrison  v.  Nichols,  31  Vt.  709,  There 
are  several  decisions  which  hold  that,  in 
the  absence  of  a  statute  to  the  contrary,  the 
owner  of  such  liquors  may  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  their  possession.  Smith  v.  Dinkel- 
spiel,  91  Ala.  528,  8  So.  490;  Niles  v. 
Fries,  35  Iowa,  41;  Priest  v,  Pinkham,  18 
N.  H.  520.  .Other  cases  are  referred  to  in 
23  Cyc.  334,  and  17  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
2d  ed.  302. 

It  is  well  established — we  might  say  uni- 
versally establishedT— that  the  courts  will 
not  enforce  any  rights  which  directly  arise 
out  of  an  illegal  contract.  Holden  v.  Lynn, 
__  Okla.  — ,  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  239,  120  Pac. 
246;  Citizens'  Nat.  Bank  v.  Mitchell,  24 
Okla.  488,  103  Pac.  720,  20  Ann.  Cas.  371; 
Wagner  v.  Minnie  Harvester  Co.  25  Okla. 
558,  106  Pac.  969;  Binswanger  v.  Stanford, 
28  Okla.  429,  114  Pac.  621,  in  which  the 
earlier  Oklahoma  cases  are  cited;  Bowman 
V.  Phillips,  41  Kan.  364,  3  L.R.A.  361,  13 
Am.  St.  Rep.  292,  21  Pac.  230;  Tatum  v. 
Kelley,  25  Ark.  209,  94  Am.  Dec.  717; 
Graves  v.  Johnson,  156  Mass.  211,  15  L.R.A. 
834,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  446,  30  N.  E.  818; 
Banchor  v.  Mansel,  47  Me.  58;  Hanauer  v. 
Doane,  12  Wall.  342,  20  L.  ed.  439;  Fisher 
V.  Lord,  63  N.  H.  514,  3  Atl.  927. 

If  the  courts  will  not  open  their  doors  to 
enforce  an  illegal  contract,  we  do  not  think 
tliey  should  lend  their  aid  to  enable  a  per- 
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son  to. unlawfully  engage  in  the  liquor  traf- 
fic, particularly  where  the  statute  provides 
that  "there  shall  be  no  property  rights  of 
any  kind  whatsoever"  in  any  liquors  kept  or 
used  for  illegal  purposes. 

The  attorney  general  presents  an  elab- 
orate brief  in  support  of  the  position  that 
the  various  acts  of  Congress  prohibiting  the 
introduction  of  intoxicating  liquors  into  the 
Indian  county  are  still  in  force  in  this 
state ;  but,  in  view  of  the  conclusion  that  we 
have  reached,  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  de- 
termine this  question. 

For  the  reasons  herein  stated,  we  think 
the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  should  be 
affirmed. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  April  0, 
1912. 


ARKANSAS  SUPREB£E  COURT. 

T.  M.  DODSON  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

TURNER  BUTLER,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  Joseph 

Meehan,  Deceased. 

MALINDA  M.  PL  AIR,  Intervener. 

(—  Ark.  — ,  142  8.  W.  603.) 

Judgment  —  reversal  —  restitution  — 
contempt. 

Contempt  proceedings  will  not  lie  to  en- 
force an  order, of  restitution  of  money  se- 
cured in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  which 
is  subsequently  reversed,  if,  when  the  order 
is  passed,  the  money  is  no  longer  in  pos- 
session of  the  judgment  creditor. 

(January  1,  1912.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Ashley  Ccfontr 
adjudging  them  in  contempt  for  failure  to 
obey  an  order  directing  them  to  pay  maaej 
into  court  for  distribution.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Greaves  St  Martin  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Turner  Butler  and  George  W. 
Norman  for  appellee. 

Frauenthal,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  de- 
claring the  appellants  guilty  of  contempt 
for  a  failure  to  comply  with  an  order  id- 
judging  that  they  pay  into  court  ceitAis 
funds  received  by  them  under  a  judgment 
which  was  subsequently  reversed;  The  eise 
has  been  before  this  court  on  two  former 
occasions,  and  the  opinions  then  rendered 
will  be  found  in  the  cases  of  Butler  v.  Dod- 
son,  reported  in  78  Ark.  669,  94  S.  W.  703, 
and  96  Ark.  616,  130  S.  W.  581. 

Briefly  stated,  the  matters  leading  np  to 
the  present  appeal  are  these:  The  appel- 
lants originally  instituted  an  action  for  debt 
against  one  Joseph  Meehan,  and  at  the  same 
time  sued  out  a  writ  of  attachment,  whidi 
was  levied  upon  certain  personal  property 
owned  by  him.  The  attached  property  was 
sold  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  the  circuit 
judge,  made  in  vacation,  which  was  subse 
quently  confirmed  by  the  circuit  court;  toil 
the  proceeds  arising  therefrom  were  then 
held  by  the  sheriff  making  the  sale.  In  that 
suit,  Malinda  Plair  intervened,  and  claimed 
the  property  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage  exe 
cuted  to  her  by  said  Meehan.    Upon  a  trial 


Note.'^Befnsal  to  restore  money  or 
property  secured  under  judgment 
subsequently  reversed  or  set  aside, 
as  contempt. 

The  decision  in  Dodson  v.  Butler,  to  the 
effect  that  contempt  proceedings  will  not 
lie  to  enforce  an  order  of  restitution  of 
money  secured  in  satisfaction  of  a  judg- 
ment which  was  subsequently  reversed, 
where,  when  the  order  was  passed,  the 
money  was  no  longer  in  the  judgment  cred- 
itor's possession,  is  in  accord  with  the  rule 
that  courts  have  not  the  power  to  punish 
by  contempt  proceedings  disobedience  of 
their  orders  of  restitution,  where  it  is  not 
found  that  the  specific  property  in  question, 
or  the  specific  fund  involved,  is  in  the  pos- 
session or  under  the  control  of  the  one  or- 
dered to  make  restitution. 

This  rule  was  given  effect  in  Johnson  v. 
Yoemans,  41  Ga.  368,  by  holding  that  a 
party  who  was  successful  on  the  trial  of  a 
possessory  warrant,  and  received  the  prop- 
erty in  controversy  upon  giving  security, 
could  not  be  attached  for  contempt,  when, 
before  the  reversal  of  the  judgment  under 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


which  he  had  received  possession,  be  hid 
sold  the  property.    The  court  said:    "John- 
son, by  his  answer,  shows  that  it  is  out  of 
his  power  to  deliver  the  property.    Is  a  man 
in  contempt  for  failing  to  obey  an  order  of 
the  court  which  it  is  admitted  he  cannot 
obey?    At  the  time  he  disposed  of  the  prop- 
erty there  was  no  order  requiring  him  not 
to  do  so,  and  it  is  not  therefore  proper  to 
punish  him  for  contempt  in  selling  it;  and 
it  is  just  as  improper  to  punish  him  for 
contempt   for   not  obeying  the  order  now 
that  it  is  impossible  for  him  to  do  so.   For 
myself,   I   am   of   opinion   that,   after  th« 
property  was  turned  over  to  Johnson,  oa 
his  giving  the  bond  required  by  the  statnk. 
there  could  be  no  supersedeas  of  the  judi:- 
ment.    It  is  idle  to  talk  about  superseding 
a  judgment  that  has  been  performed,  and 
when  the  property  was,  in  pursuance  of  thf 
judgment,  turned  over  to  Johnson,  on  h" 
giving  the  bond  required  by  the  statute,  the 
judgment  was  performed.    If,  subsequentlv 
to  this,  a  certiorari  was  sued  out,  and  the 
judgment  was  reversed,  it  was  not  in  th< 
power  of  the  court  to  order  the  property 
back  by  such  a  proceeding  as  this.    Whj 
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of  the  case  in  the  circuit  court,  the  attach- 
ment was  dissolved,  and  personal  judgment 
was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  appetlaifts 
against  the  estate  of  Meehan  (who  in  the 
meanwhile  had  died)  for  the  amount  of 
their  debt,  and  also  in  favor  of  Melinda 
Plair  for  the  amount  of  her  debt;  and  the 
court  then  adjudged  that  the  funds  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  attached  property  should  be  divided 
between  the  appellants  and  said  Plair  in 
proportion  to  the  amounts  for  which  they 
had  recovered  judgment.  No  appeal  was 
taken  from  the  order  dissolving  the  attach- 
ment, but  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court 
from  the  judgment  ordering  the  distribution 
of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff. 
No  supersedeas  was  given  to  stay  the  fur- 
ther proceedings  under  said  judgment  of 
distribution,  and  the  sheriff  by  virtue  there- 
of paid  to  appellants  their  proportion  of 
the  funds  arising  from  the  sale  of  said  at- 
tached property. 

In  disposing  of  that  appeal,  this  court 
affirmed  the  personal  judgment  in  favor  of 
appellants  for  the  recovery  of  their  debt, 
but  reversed  so  much  thereof  as  ordered  any 
portion  of  *the  funds  arising  from  the  sale 
of  the  attached  property  turned  over  to 
them.  The  cause  was  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions for  further  proceedings  to  determine 
the  amount  due  to  Malinda  Plair  upon  her 
mortgage,  and,  upon  such  amount  being  as- 
certained, it  was  ordered  that  the  money  in 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff  should  be  applied  to 
the  payment  thereof,  and  that  the  balance, 
if  any,  should  be  paid  to  the  legal  represen- 
tatives of  Meehan,  deceased. 

Upon  the  case  being  remanded  to  the  cir- 


cuit court,  the  respective  parties  appeared, 
and  that  court  proceeded  to  try  the  issues 
as  to  the  amount  which  was  due  from  Mee- 
han to  Malinda  Plair  on  said  mortgage,  and 
as  to  the  amount  which  had  been  paid  to  ap- 
pellants by  order  of  the  court  out  of  the 
funds  arising  from  the  sale  of  said  at- 
tached property.  The  jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict finding  that  the  mortgage  indebtedness 
to  Malinda  Plair  amounted  to  $2,591.32, 
and  that  the  sum  of  $1,232.75  had  been  paid 
to  appellants  out  of  funds  arising  from  the 
sale  of  said  attached  property.  The  court 
then  proceeded  to  hear  the  motion  of  said 
intervener,  Plair,  to  require  appellants  to 
pay  the  money  tlius  received  by  them  into 
court,  and  entered  a  judgment  in  which  is 
the  following:  "The  court  doth  order  and 
adjudge  that  the  plaintiffs,  T.  M.  Dodson 
and  C.  W.  Dodson,  shall,  within  thirty  days 
from  this  date,  pay  into  court  the  said  sum 
of  $1,232.75,  to  be  distributed,  after  being  so 
paid  into  court,  according  to  the  further  or- 
der thereof  to  be  made  herein."  From  that 
judgment,  an  appeal  was  taken  to  this 
court,  and  the  same  was  affirmed.  But  in 
the  opinion  rendered  in  that  case  it  was 
stated:  "The  question  whether  the  judg- 
ment can  be  enforced  by  contempt  proceed- 
ings is  not  presented  by  the  record,  and  we 
do  not  decide  that  point." 

The  judgment  of  affirmance  was  rendered 
in  July,  1910,  and  in  August,  1910,  upon 
motion  of  appellee,  the  circuit  court  made 
an  order  commanding  appellants  "to  show 
cause,  if  any  they  had,  why  they  should 
not  be  adjudged  in  contempt  of  this  court 
for  failing  to  pay  into  court  the  sum  of 
money    in   obedience   to   the   order   of  this 


is  not  this  just  such  a  case  as  one  in  which 
a  money  judgment  is  had,  and  the  money 
collected  under  it,  and  subsequently  the 
judgment  is  reversed  on  certiorari?  Can 
the  magistrate,  in  such  a  case,  order  the 
money  paid  back,  and  punish  the  party  for 
contempt  if  he  fails?  Clearly  not.  And  so 
I  think  in  this  case.  Having  permitted 
the  judgment  to  be  performed,  before  he 
sued  out  his  certiorari,  Yoemans  is  left,  on 
the  reversal  of  the  judgment,  to  the  ordi- 
nary remedies.  He  can  proceed  against 
Johnson,  as  though  such  judgment  had 
never  been  had,  but  he  cannot  punish  him 
for  having  obeyed  it  whilst  it  was  unre- 
versed." 

But  in  accord  with  the  distinction  drawh 
in  Dodson  v.  Butler,  where  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  person  ordered  to  make  resti- 
tution has  not  the  money  or  the  property 
in  his  possession,  it  seems  to  be  generally 
held  that  he  may  be  punished  for  contempt 
if  he  fails  to  comply  with  an  order  directing 
restitution. 

Thus,  in  Jenkins  v.  State,  60  Neb.  205, 
82  N.  W.  622,  where  the  Code  conferred 
upon  courts  of  record  authority  to  punish 
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as  for  criminal  contempt  any  wilful  dis- 
obedience of,  or  resistance  wilfullv  offered 
to,  any  lawful  process  or  order  of  the  court, 
it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  in  a  replevin 
suit,  who  received  possession  of  tlie  property 
after  giving  the  statutory  bond,  might  be 
convicted  of  a  contempt  where  he  wilfully 
failed  to  comply  with  an  order  for  restitu- 
tion made  after  the  judgment  of  the  lower 
court  in  his  favor  was  vacated  upon  appeal. 

But  it  was  held  in  this  case  that  the  de- 
fendant might  purge  himself  from  the  con- 
tempt by  showing  that  his  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  order  was  due  to  an  inability, 
not  voluntarily  created,  to  obtain  the  prop- 
erty or  the  necessary  funds.    Ibid. 

In  Dawley  v.  Brown,  43  How.  Pr.  17, 
where  judgment  had  been  awarded  to  the 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
possession  of  certain  premises,  and  the  judg- 
ment was  set  aside,  it  was  held  that  dis- 
obedience of  an  order  directing  a  restitution 
of  the  premises  might  be  treated  as  a  con- 
tempt. 

And  a  party  to  an  action  is  punishable  as 
for  a  contempt  by  commitment,  for  a  failure 
to  comply  with  an  order  of  restitution  di- 
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court  heretofore  made."  Notice  of  this  or- 
der being  served  upon  appellants,  they  filed 
a  response  thereto,  in  which,  amongst  other 
things,  they  stated  that,  "if  any  sum  of 
money  was  paid  to  these  respondents  in  this 
cause,  said  sum  of  money  has  long  since 
been  expended,  and  the  same  is  not  now  in 
the  possession,  custody,  or  control  of  the  re- 
spondents;" and  therein  also  alleged  that 
"the  only  lawful  way  in  which  said  money 
can  be  recovered,  if  these  respondents  owe 
defendant  any  sum,  which  they  deny,  would 
be  to  procure  a  judgment  and  sue  out  exe- 
cution thereon."  The  court  held  that  the 
matters  set  out  in  the  response  were  not 
sufficient  to  set  up  a  d«ifense  to  the  motion 
asking  that  appellants  be  adjudged  guilty 
of  contempt  for  failure  to  pay  said  money 
into  court,  and  thereupon  it  entered  a  judg- 
ment declaring  them  guilty  of  contempt, 
and  further  ordered  that  they  ''be  impris- 
oned in  the  county  jail  of  Ashley  county 
until  they  comply  with  said  orders,  or  be 
otherwise  legally  discharged  from  said  im- 
prisonment." 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  this  was  a  pro- 
ceeding to  require  a  restitution  by  judg- 
ment creditors  of  money  received  by  them 
under  an  order  or  judgment  of  court  whicii 
was  subsequently  declared  erroneous  and 
annulled,  and  to  enforce  such  restitution  by 
attachment  and  punishment  as  for  contempt 
in  failing  to  comply  with  the  order  directing 
such  restitution.     In  this  case,  certain  at- 


tached personal  property  had  been  sold  mi- 
der  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court,  asd 
thh  funds  arising  therefrom  had  by  its  or- 
der been  paid  to  appellants.     SubsequentlT 
tlie  judgment  was  reversed,  and   that  por- 
tion thereof  adjudging  appellants    entitled 
to  any  part  of  the  funds  arising  from  the 
sale  of  the  attached  property  was  annulled. 
It  is  well  settled  that  when  a  judgment  Is 
reversed  'restitution  must  be   made    of  all 
that  has  been  received  under   it.      When  a 
court  enters   a  judgment  which    is    subse- 
quently   declared    erroneous    and    reTersed, 
the  party  against  whom  such  judgment  was 
rendered  should  be  restored  to  all  that  he 
has  lost  thereunder,  so  far  as  this  <:an  be 
done.    In  the  case  of  Bank  of  United  States 
v.  Bank  of  Washington,  6  Pet.  8,  8  I^  ed. 
299,  it  is  said:     "The  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment gives  a  new  right  or  cause  of  actios 
against  the  parties  to  the  judgment^   and 
creates  a  legal  obligation  on  their  part  to 
restore  what  the  other  party   has   lost  by 
reason  of  the  erroneous  judgment;    and,  as 
between  the  parties  to  the  judgment,  there 
is  all  the  privity  necessary  to  sustain  and 
enforce  such  right."     As  long  as  the  erro- 
neous judgment  is  in  force,  it  is  a  protect iob 
to  an  officer  acting  thereunder,  and  to  all 
persons  who  purchase  in  good   faith.     Bat 
such  judgment  is  no  protection  to  the  partr 
in  whose  favor  it  was  rendered,  because  it 
was  subsequently  reversed  and   as    to  him 
became  the  same  as  if  it  never   had  been 


recting  her  to  restore,  by  payment  to  the 
county  treasurer,  money  obtained  by  her 
from  the  depositary  of  the  court  under  and 
by  virtue  of  a  judgment  previously  ren- 
dered in  her  favor  and  thereafter  reversed 
on  appeal.  Devlin  v.  Hinman,  161  N.  Y. 
116,  65  N.  E.  386. 

And  in  Anonymous,  2  Salk.  688,  it  was 
held  that  where  a  judgment  is  set  aside  for 
irregularity  after  it  has  been  satisfied,  no 
scire  facias  for  restitution  is  necessary,  but 
an  attachment  should  be  granted  upon  the 
rule  for  contempt  if  there  is  not  a  restitu- 
tion. 

In  Greer  v.  .McClelland,  1  Phila.  128, 
where  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  judgment 
in  ejectment,  whicli  was  afterwards  set 
aside  by  an  agreement  of  the  parties  under 
which  their  relation  to  the  land  was  en- 
tirely changed,  and  the  possession  left  in 
the  defendant,  it  was  held  that  restitution 
mic^ht  be  enforced  bv  order  and  attachment 
for  contempt. 

In  Newell  v.  Hall,  74  App.  Div.  278,  77 
N.  Y.  Supp.  610,  it  appeared  that  one  sec- 
tion of  the  Code  provided  that  the  court 
had  power  to  punish  by  fine  and  imprison- 
ment, or  both,  a  party  to  an  action  for  the 
nonpayment  of  money  ordered  by  the  court 
to  be  paid,  in  a  casp  wliore  by  law  execution 
could  not  be  awarded  for  the  collection  of 
it,  and,  further,  that  in  any  other  case 
where  an  attachment  or  other  proceeding 
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to   punish   for  contempt  had  usually    been 
adopted  to  enforce  a  civil  remedy,   or  pro- 
tect the  rights  of  a  party,  the  punishment 
referred  to  might  be  imposed;  another  sec- 
tion provided  that  where  any  sum  of  mon^} 
directed  to  be  paid  by  a  court  was  not  pai! 
within    the    time    specified,    an    executicD 
might  issue  against  the  personal   property 
of  the  party  required  to  pay,  but    further 
provided    that    nothing   therein    should    be 
so   construed   as   to   relieve    a    party    from 
punishment  as  for  contempt  of   court   for 
disobedience  to  an  order  in  any  case  where 
the   remedy   of   enforcement   by-  such    pro- 
ceedings then  existed;   and  a  third  section 
provided  that  where  the  offense  consisted  of 
a   refusal   to  obey  an  order  requiring  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  money,  and  the  court 
was  satisfied  that  a  personal  demand  had 
been  made  and  payment  refused  or  neglected, 
it  might  issue  without  notice  a  warrant  to 
commit    the    offender   to    prison    until    the 
money  was  paid,  or  until  he  was  disebar(!e«i 
according  to  law.    Under  these  several  pro- 
visions   it    was    held   that   the    court    ha<I 
power  to  punish  the  plaintiff  for  contempt 
where  it  appeared  that  a  receiver  had  been 
appointed  who  had  collected  and  paid  money 
to  the  plaintiff,  which  the  latter  refused  to 
return  after  the  receiver's  appointment  hati 
been  set  aside  and  an  order  made  for  the 
return  of  the  money.  J.  T,  W. 
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made.  The  court,  by  its  own  act  having 
occasioned  wrong  by  the  rendition  of  an 
erroneous  judgment,  has  the  inherent  power 
by  summary  proceedings  to  afford  redress 
to  the  injured  party.  The  redress  to  which 
the  aggrieved  party  is  entitled  is  the  resti- 
tution of  the  specific  property  which  he  has 
lost  by  the  enforcement  of  the  erroneous 
judgment,  if  that  can  be  done.  It  is  the 
duty  and  legal  obligation  of  the  party  to  the 
action  securing  such  property  to  make  res- 
titution upon  a  reversal  of  such  erroneous 
judgment;  and  the  court,  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  and  of  the  par- 
ties, has  ample  authority  to  enforce  the  per- 
formance of  that  duty.  Galpin  v.  Page,  18 
Wall.  374,  21  L.  ed.'  965;  Reynolds  v. 
Harris,  14  Cal.  677,  76  Am.  Dec.  459 ;  Jones 
v.  Hacker,  5  Mass.  264;  Fleming  v.  Riddick, 
5  Gratt.  272,  50  Am.  Dec.  119;  Lott  v. 
Swezey,  29  Barb.  87;  Haebler  v.  Myers, 
132  N.  Y.  363,  16*  L.R.A.  588,  28  Am.  St. 
Rep.  589,  30  N.  E.  963;  Hess  v.  Deppen, 
125  Ky.  424,  101  8.  W.  362,  15  Ann.  Gas. 
670. 

But  an  erroneous  judgment  is  valid  until 
it  is  reversed.  By  the  rendition  of  such 
judgment,  it  is  the  court  which  makes  the 
mistake,  and  not  the  party  in  whose  favor  it 
is  rendered.  The  judgment,  though  errone- 
ous, is  not  void,  and  protects  all  persons 
acting  under  it  until  it  is  reversed.  The 
judgment  creditor  wlio  has  simply  permit- 
ted the  law  to  take  its  course,  and  re- 
ceived money  on  the  judgment  in  his  ftfvor, 
is  only  liable  for  the  money  so  received 
after  such  judgment  is  reversed.  Freeman, 
Executions,  §  346;  Rorer,  Judicial  Sales, 
§§  500,  599. 

Where  property  has  been  recovered  or 
money  has  been  received  upon  a  judgment 
subsequently  reversed,  the '  remedy  of  the 
judgment  debtor  is  to  obtain  restitution  of 
the  identical  property  recovered,  or  specific 
money  received,  if  that  can  be  done ;  but,  in 
event  this  cannot  be  had,  because  the  same 
is  not  in  the  possession  of  tlie  judgment 
creditor,  then  the  remedy  of  the  judgment 
debtor  is  the  recovery  against  him  for  the 
value  of  such  property  obtained  by  him,  or 
of  such  money  received.  In  such  a  case,  the 
remedy  afforded  to  the  judgment  debtor  is 
thus  stated,  in  substance,  by  Freeman  on 
Judgments,  and  is  quoted  with  approval  by 
this  court  in  the  case  of  McCrackcn  v.  Paul, 
65  Ark.  556,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  948,  47  6.  W. 
855:  "Plaintiff  purchasing  at  his  execution 
sale  on  reversal  of  the  judgment  under 
which  the  sale  is  made,  is  entitled  to  the 
benefits  of  the  order  of  restitution,  so  that 
he  may  restore  the  property  in  specie,  if  he 
can.  If  he  cannot,  he  is  responsible  to  the 
defendant  for  its  loss.  If  the  property  is 
purchased  by  a  third  person,  the  measure  of 
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damages  is  the  price  it  brought  at  the  sale, 
and  interest;  and  if  the  defendant  is  pur- 
chaser, there  is  no  recovery  against  plain- 
tiff, except  for  money  paid,  because  the  de- 
fendant has  what  he  claims."  See  also 
Ringgold  V.  Randolph,  13  Ark.  328;  Stout 
V.  Brown,  67  Ark.  481,  55  S.  W.  838. 

When  the  property  taken  under  a  judg- 
ment which  is  subsequently  reversed  is  in 
the  actual  possession  or  control  of  the  judg- 
ment creditor,  or,  in  case  the  identical  funds 
received  by  him  thereon  are  still  in  his  pos- 
session or  under  his  control,  then  the  court 
may  compel  specific  restitution  thereof  by 
a  proper  order,  and,  in  event  such  order  is 
not  complied  with,  may  enforce  the  same  by 
contempt  proceedings.  18  Enc.  PL  &  Pr. 
182. 

As  is  said  in  the  case  of  Meeks  v.  State, 
80  Ark.  579,  98  S.  W.  378:  "According  to 
the  decided  weight  of  authority,  an  order 
directing  the  payment  of  specific  funds  ad- 
judged to  be  in  the  possession  or  control 
of  the  person  at  the  time  of  the  trial  may  be 
enforced  by  contempt  proceeding,  and  pun- 
ishment may  be  inflicted  for  disobedience  of 
the  order."  See  also  Hand  v.  Haughland, 
87  Ark.  105,  112  S.  W.  184. 

But  this  power  to  punish,  as  in  cases  of 
contempt  for  disobedience  of  such  order  of 
restitution,  only  applies  where  the  court  has 
first  found  that  the  specific  property,  or  the 
specific  funds,  are  in  the  possession  or  under 
the  control  of  the  person  ordered  to  make 
restitution  thereof  at  the  time  of  the  trial. 
Coughlin  V.  Ehlert,  39  Mo.  285 ;  Glements  v. 
Tillman,  79  Ga.  451,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  441, 
5  S.  E.  194.  A  party  may  be  put  in  con- 
tempt for  disobeying  a  lawful  Qrder  of  court 
for  the  performance  of  acts  within  his  pow- 
er. But  where  such  order  is  for  the  pro- 
duction of  specific  property  or  specific  funds, 
before  it  can  be  said  that  he  is  in  contempt 
of  the  court  in  failing  to  comply  with  its 
order  to  produce  or  restore  tlie  same,  he 
must  be  able  and  unwilling  to  obey  the 
order.  When  such  judgment  creditor  shows 
that  his  failure  to  make  restitution  is  not 
attributable  to  mere  contumacy,  but  is  due 
to  an  inability  to  comply  with  the  order, 
for  the  reason  that  he  has  not  the  posses- 
sion and  control  of  the  specific  funds  or- 
dered restored,  then  he  purges  himself  of 
any  contempt  for  which  he  can  be  legally 
punished.  Jenkins  v.  State,  60  Neb.  205, 
82  N.  W.  622. 

This  is  not  a  case  where  a  party  had 
wrongfully,  and  without  the  order  of  the 
court,  taken  the  possession  of  attached  prop- 
erty which  was  still  in  cuatodia  legis.  That 
would  be  in  the  nature  of  an  abuse  of  the 
process  of  the  court,  and  punishable  as  such, 
as  was  held  in  the  case  of  Atkins  v.  Swope, 
38  Ark.  628.    In  the  case  at  bar.  the  appel- 
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lants  received  the  money  upon  an  order  of 
court,  valid  at  the  time  of  such  receipt.  If 
the  funds  so  received  by  them  were  spent  in 
good  faith  before  the  reversal  of  such  judg- 
ment and  the  institution  of  these  restitu- 
tion proceedings,  and  if  they  did  not  actual- 
ly have  same  in  their  possession  or  under 
their  control  at  the  time  of  the  trial  there- 
of, then  it  was  error  to  require  specific 
restitution  of  such  funds,  and  to  adjudge 
them  in  contempt  of  court  upon  failure  to 
comply  with  such  order. 

In  their  response,  the  appellants  in  effect 
alleged  that  they  had  obtained  the  money 
lawfully  from  the  officer  under  an  order  of 
court,  and  had  thereafter,  in  good  faith,  dis- 
posed thereof,  and  that  they  did  not  have 
possession  or  control  of  such  money  or 
funds,  either  at  the  time  of  the  institution 
of  the  proceedings  for  restitution,  or  of  the 
trial  thereof.  If  these  allegations  are  true, 
the  appellants  should  not  be  adjudged  in 
contempt  of  court  for  failure  to  comply  with 
its  order  to  make  restitution  of  these  spe- 
cifio  funds.  In  such  event,  the  remedy  of 
the  judgment  debtor  is  to  obtain  judgment 
against  appellants  for  the  full  amount  paid 
to  them  upon  the  reversed  judgment,  with 
interest.  By  §  1240  of  Kirby's  Digest,  it  is 
provided:  "If  any  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  shall  be  reversed  by  tlie  supreme  court 
on  writ  of  error  or  appeal,  and  such  judg- 
ment may  have  been  carried  into  effect  be- 
fore the  reversal  thereof,  such  defendant 
may  recover  from  the  plaintiff  in  such 
judgment  the  full  amount  paid  thereon, 
including  costs." 

We  are  of  opiinon  that  the  iremedy  given 
by  this  statute  is  not  exclusive,  where  the 
specific  property  or  funds  recovered  or  re- 
ceived upon  such  judgment,  before  reversal 
thereof,  are  still  in  the  possession  or  under 
the  control  of  the  party  obtaining  same  at 
the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  restitution  thereof.  We  think 
that  the  court  has,  in  such  case,  the  inherent 
power  to  order  the  restitution  of  such  spe- 
cific property  or  funds,  and  to  enforce  snch 
order  by  proceedings  in  the  nature  of  con- 
tempt. The  remedy  given  by  the  statute  is 
cumulative  in  such  case;  and  it  becomes  the 
sole  remedy  in  those  cases  only  where  the 
specific  property  or  fund  is  not  in  the  pos- 
session or  control  of  the  party  obtaining  it 
under  the  judgment  which  was  subsequently 
reversed. 

In  the  present  case,  the  circuit  court  en- 
tered an  order  finding  that  the  appellants 
had  received,  on  a  judgment  which  was  sub- 
sequently reversed,  the  sum  of  $1,232.75, 
and  adjudging  that  they  should  pay  the 
same  to  the  appellee.  This,  we  tliink,  was 
in  effect  hold  by  this  court,  upon  the  former 
appeal,  to  be  a  judgment  against  appellants 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


for  said  sum.     Upon  this  judgment,  tbtf^ 
fore,  an  execution  may  be  issued. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  tk 
Circuit  Court  erred  in  finding  that  the  re- 
sponse filed  by  the  appellants  did  not  gUtf 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense  to  t^s 
contempt  proceeding.  For  this  error,  the 
judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  caose  it 
manded  for  a  new  trial. 


ARKANSAS  SUPRBMS  COUBT. 

FRED  ASHFORD  et  al.,  Appts, 

V. 

A.  J.  MACE. 

[^  Ark.  —,  146  S.  W.  474.) 

liandlord   and   tenant  —  illegal  nse- 
knowledge  of  intentipn  ^  effect. 

A  lease  is  not  rendered  void  bv  mtn 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  ic- 
tention  to  sublet  the  premises  for  the  pur- 
pose of  running  a  bawdyhouse. 

(Hart  and  Kirby,  J  J.,  dissent) 
(March  11,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgiuat 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Garland  Cm- 
ty  in  plaintiff^s  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  rent  alleged  to  be  due  and  as- 
paid.  '  Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Greaves  St  Martin,  for  appel- 
lants: 

Where  real  property  is  leased  with  knowl- 
edge that  it  is  to  be  used  for  an  illegi^ 
purpose,  a  recovery  cannot  be  had. 

Sherman  v.  Wilder,  106  Mass.  537;  Rib? 
V.  Jordan,  122  Mass.  231 ;  Graves  v.  Joha 
son,  179  Mass.  63,  88  Am.  St.  Rep.  355 
60  N.  E.  383;  Benjamin,  Contr.  2d  ed.  2SJ> 
2  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  8th  ed.  §§  521,  644; 
18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  316;  Sherman  t. 

iV^ofe.  —  Effect  of  landlord's  krwtUdsc 
that  tenant  intends  to  use  premie 
in  violation  of  law. 

This  note  is  supplementary  to  the  notet^" 
Harbison  v.  Shirley,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  6« 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  court  in  Ass- 
ford  V.  Mace  make  a  distinction  as  to  Ef^ 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  landlord,  aB*- 
an  intention,  that  the  leased  premises  are  to 
be  used  in  violation  of  law.  This  distisf- 
tion  has  been  noted  in  previous  caseS'  bet 
by  reference  to  the  earlier  note  it  will/* 
seen  that  not  all  courts  have  agreed  »^t^ 
the  court  in  Ashford  v.  Mace,  but  tlnj 
some  liave  refused  to  enforce  the  t«rmf  <>^ 
a  lease  wliere  the  premises  were  rented  viu 
the  mere  knowledge  on  the  part  of  th«  l»f^ 
I  lord  that  they  were  to  be  used  in  violatJ** 
of  law. 
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Wilder,  106  Mass.  537;  Edelmuth  t.  Mc- 
Garren,  4  Daly,  467 ;  Ernst  v.  Crosby,  140  N. 
Y.  364,  35  N.  £.  603;  Mitchell  v.  Scott,  62 
N.  H.  596;  Dougherty  v.  Seymour,  16  Colo. 
289,  26  Pac.  823;  Sprague  t.  Rooney,  104 
Mo.  349,  16  S.  W.  505 ;  Ryan  v.  Potwin,  62 
111.  App.  134;  Chateau  v.  Singla,  114  Cal. 
91,  33  L.RJL  750,  55  Am.  St.  Rep.  63, 
45  Pac.  1015;  Mound  v.  Barker,  71  Vt. 
253,  76  Am.  St.  Rep.  767,  44  Atl.  346; 
Ralston  t.  Boady,  20  Ga.  449;  Kathman  v. 
Walters,  22  La.  Ann.  54;  Hunstock  v.  Pal- 
mer, 4  Tex.  Civ.  App.  469,  23  S.  W.  294; 
State  T.  Wilson,  73  Kan.  334,  117  Am.  St. 
Rep.  511,  80  Pac.  639,  84  Pac.  737. 

The  lessor  is  criminally  liable  for  leasing 
the  premises. 

State  v.  Porter,  38  Ark.  637;  Lismore  v. 
State,  94  Ark.  207,  126  S.  W.  853 ;  Com.  v. 
Harrington,  3  Pick.  26;  Dougherty  ▼.  Sey- 
mour, 16  Colo.  289,  26  Pac.  823;  Benjamin, 
Contr.  2d  ed.  248;  Tucker  v.  West,  29  Ark. 
386;  Martin  v.  Hodge,  47  Ark.  378,  58  Am. 
Rep.  763,  1  S.  W.  694. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

One  who  runs  a  bawdyhouse  is  indictable 
and  punishable  in  this  state  for  misdemean- 
or. 

State  T.  Porter,  38  Ark.  637;  Lismore  t. 
State,  94  Ark.  207,  126  S.  W.  853. 

All  persons  who  aid,  participate  in,  or 
assent  to  the  commission  of,  misdemeanors, 
are  indictable  and  punishable  as  principals. 

Bishop,  New  Crim.  Law,  §  1090;  Com.  t. 
Harrington,  3d  Pick.  26 ;  Dougherty  ▼.  Sey- 
mour, 16  Colo.  289,  26  Pac.  823;  Cahn  v. 
State,  110  Ala.  56,  20  So.  380;  Com.  v.  Kel- 
lar,  8  Ky.  L.  Rep.  537;  Bourlier  y.  Com. 
10  Ky.  L.  Rep.  164;  Rhodes  t.  Com.  10  Ky. 
L.  Rep.  722;  Ford  ▼.  Com.  11  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
860;  State  v.  Frazier,  79  Me.  95,  8  Atl. 
347;  State  ▼.  Leach,  50  Mo.  535;  People  v. 
Erwin,  4  Denio,  129;  Smith  v.  State,  6 
Gill,  425;  Com.  v.  Johnson,  4  Clark  (Pa.) 
308;  Wolf  V.  State,  3  Shannon  Gas.  345; 
Bishop,  Contr.  §  560;  Martin  ▼.  Hodge,  47  ' 


Ark.  378,  58  Am.  Rep.  963,  1  8.  W.  694; 
Tucker  v.  West,  29  Ark.  386. 
Messrs.  Rector  A  Sawyer,  for  appellee: 
The  mere  avowal  by  the  lessee  of  an  in- 
tent to  use  the  leased  premises  for  an  im- 
moral purpose  does  not  justify  the  lessor  in 
repudiating  his  contract. 

Michael  v.  Bacon,  49  Mo.  474,  8  Am.  Rep. 
140;  O'Brien  v.  Brietenbach,  1  Hilt.  304; 
Almy  T.  Greene,  13  R.  I.  350;  Updike  v. 
Campbell,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  570;  Tegler  ▼. 
Shipman,  33  Iowa,  194,  11  Am.  Rep.  118; 
Hill  y.  Spear,  60  N.  H.  253,  9  Am.  Rep.  205; 
Smith  V.  White,  L.  R.  1  Eq.  626,  35  L.  J. 
Ch.  N.  S.  454,  14  Week.  Rep.  510,  14  L.  T. 
N.  B.  350. 

Wood,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
whether  or  not  mere  knowledge  on  the  part 
of  the  lessor  that  his  lessee  intended  to 
sublet  the  premises  leased  for  the  purpose 
of  running  a  bawdyhouse  would  render  the 
contract  or  lease  void.  In  the  case  of 
O'Bryan  v.  Fitzpatrick,  48  Ark.  487,  3  8. 
W.  527,  liquor  was  sold  with  knowledge  on 
the  part  of  the  seller  that  the  liquor  would 
be  resold  in  violation  of  the  law,  and  under 
circumstances  which  showed  that  the  seller 
intended  that  it  should  be  resold.  This 
court,  speaking  through  Judge  Cockrill, 
said:  "Mere  knowledge  by  the  vendor  that 
liquor  is  to  be  resold  in  violation  of  the  stat- 
ute, without  a  participation  In  the  illegal 
act,  will  not  vitiate  the  sales  he  may  make 
to  the  intermediate  dealers ;  .  •  •  but  if 
the  vendor  designedly  contributes  to  the 
scheme,  or  is  to  derive  a  benefit  from  it,  or 
if  there  is  a  unity  of  purpose  between  him 
and  the  party  to  be  supplied,  he  is  infected 
with  the  latter's  criminality,  and  the  con- 
tract is  void." 

In  Anheuser-Busch  Brewing  Asso.  T. 
Mason,  44  Minn.  318,  9  L.R.A.  506,  20  Am. 
St.    Rep.    580,   46   N.    W.   558,   the   court. 


In  Stillman  v.  Loveless,  152  HI.  App.  332, 
where  the  agent  of  the  landlord  understood 
that  the  premises  were  to  be  used  for 
gambling,  it  was  held  that  there  could  be 
no  recovery  for  rent  during  a  period  when 
the  premises  were  vacant.  It  does  not  clear- 
ly appear  from  the  opinion  in  this  case 
whether  the  court  regarded  mere  knowledge 
as  sufficient  to  avoid  the  lease,  or  whether 
it  is  meant  to  state  that  the  agent  partici- 
pated in  the  unlawful  purpose. 

In  Hickey  v.  Sciutto,  10  B.  C.  187,  where 
a  building  which  had  not  a  sufficient  num- 
ber of  rooms  to  comply  with  the  law  as  to 
hotels  was  leased  with  the  agreed  purpose 
of  both  parties  that  it  should  be  used  as  a 
hotel,  the  lease  was  held  void,  and  recovery 
of  rent  was  denied. 

In  McRae  v.  Cassan,  15  N.  M.  496,  110 
Pac.  574.  it  was  assumed  that  it  was  neces- 
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sary  to  show  an  intent,  and  that  mere 
knowledge  that  the  leased  building  was  to 
be  used  as  a  house  of  prostitution  was  not 
sufficient  to  avoid  the  lease;  but  there  is 
no  direct  holding  to  this  effect. 

In  Burgett  v.  Loeb,  43  Ind.  App.  657,  88 
N.  E.  346,  a  case  not  exactly  in  point,  a 
lease  of  a  building  for  saloon  purposes  for 
a  period  of  five  years  was  held  not  void, 
although  the  lessee  had  a  license  for  only 
one  year,  and  without  a  license  it  was 
against  the  law  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors. 

So,  in  Gaston  v.  Gordon,  208  Mass.  265, 
94  N.  £.  307,  it  was  helil  that  a  lease  that 
bound  the  lessee  to  use  the  leased  premises 
for  the  period  of  three  years  for  the  retail 
liquor  busincRS  was  not  rendered  void  be- 
cause the  lepRce  failed  to  obtain  a  license, 
without  which  his  selling  would  be  in  viola- 
tion of  law.  W.  A.  E. 
70 
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after  referring  to  the  cases  of  Tracy  v.  Tal- 
mage,  14  N.  Y.  162,  67  Am.  Dec.  132,  and 
Hill  y.  Spear,  50  N.  H.  253,  9  Am.  Rep. 
205,  said:  "These  cases,  now  regarded  as 
leading  on  this  side  of  the  Atlantic,  an- 
nounce the  rule  to  he  that  mere  knowledge 
by  a  vendor  of  the  unlawful  intent  of  a 
vendee  will  not  bar  a  recovery  upon  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  yet,  if  in  any  way  the  former 
aids  the  latter  in  his  unlawful  design  to  vio- 
late a  law,  such  participation  will  prevent 
him  from  maintaining  an  action  to  recover. 
The  participation  must  be  active  to  some 
extent.  The  vendor  must  do  something  in 
furtherance  of  the  purchaser's  design  to 
transgress,  but  positive  acts  in  aid  of  the 
unlawful  purpose  are  sufficient,  though 
slight."  Continuing,  the  court  said:  "While 
ft  is  certain  that  a  contract  is  void  when 
it  is  ill^al  or  immoral,  it  is  equally  as 
certain  that  it  is  not  void  simply  because 
there  is  something  immoral  or  illegal  in  its 
surroundings  or  connections.  It  cannot  be 
declared  void  merely  because  it  tends  to  pro- 
mote illegal  or  immoral  purposes.  The 
American  text  writers  generally  admit  this 
to  be  the  prevailing  rule  of  law  in  the 
States  upon  this  point." 

There  is  an  exception  to  the  rule  in  cases 
where  the  seller  knows  that  the  commodity 
sold  is  intended  to  be  used  by  the  buyer 
"in  flagrant  violation  of  the  fundamental 
rights  of  man  or  of  society,  as  in  cases  of 
murder,  treason,  or  other  heinous  felonies 
that  are  mala  in  ae.**  See  Steele  v.  Curie, 
4  Dana,  381 ;  Anheuser-Busch  Brewing  Asso. 
T.  Mason,  44  Minn.  318,  9  L.R.A.  506,  20 
Am.  St.  Rep.  580,  46  N.  W.  658 ;  Hanauer  v. 
Doane,  12  Wall.  342,  20  L.  ed.  439 ;  Milner 
V.  Patton,  49  Ala.  423;  Lewis  v.  Latham, 
74  N.  C.  283;  Bickel  v.  Sheets,  24  Ind.  1. 
In  the  cases  of  Tatum  v.  Kelley,  25  Ark. 
209,  94  Am.  Dec.  717,  Ruddell  v.  Landers, 
25  Ark.  238,  04  Am.  Dec.  719,  and  McMurtry 
V.  Ramsey,  25  Ark.  350,  the  court  held  that 
the  payee  in  a  note  given  for  the  purchase 
of  articles  to  be  used  in  the  war  between 
the  states,  who  knew  at  the  time  the  articles 
were  to  be  used  in  aid  of  the  Confederate 
states,  could  not  recover.  These  decisions 
were  based  upon  the  ground  that  the  buyer 
was  engaged  in  rebellion,  which  was  trea- 
son, against  the  government,  and  that  there- 
fore the  seller,  knowing  of  these  facts,  con- 
curred with  and  actively  promoted  the  trea- 
sonable purpose  of  the  buyer.  From  the 
viewpoint  of  the  judges  who  then  consti- 
tuted the  court,  and  who  participated  in  and 
rendered  these  opinions,  it  was  treason 
against  the  government  to  sell  articles  to 
be  used  by  the  Confederate  army.  Hence 
those  cases  came  within  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule.  But  in  the  later  cases  this 
court,  while  citing  these  decisions  in  25th 
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Arkansas,  nevertheless  refused  to  follov 
them  in  cases  similar  to  the  one  under  coi- 
sideration. 

While  the  keeping  of  bawdybouses  on  t^ 
count  of  its  corrupting  influence  on  public 
morals  and  its  detrimental  effects  upon  so- 
ciety, has  been  denounced  in  the  jurispn- 
dence  of  civilized  nations  as  a  common  nci- 
sance,  a  flagrant  misdemeanor,  nevertheless 
it  has  not  heretofore  been  classified  by  Iiv 
makers  and  law  writers  among  the  heinoci 
felonies,  such  as  treason,  murder,  rape,  etc 
3  Coke,  Ins.  205;  1  Bishop,  Grim.  Lav, 
1083—3;  1  Russell,  Crimes,  299;  4  BI.  Com. 
1671;  Rex  v.  Higginson,  2  Burr.  1232;  Eei 
V.  Rogier,  2  Dowl.  &  R.  431,  1  Bam.  &  C 
272,  25  Revised  Rep.  393;  1  Wharton,  Grin. 
Law,  §  1449.  Hence  it  is  within  the  rule, 
and  not  the  exception  mentioned  abore. 
In  the  case  of  Hollenberg  Music  Co.  t. 
Berry,  85  Ark.  11,  122  Am.  St.  Rep.  1' 
106  S.  W.  1172,  where  the  seller  knew  tbtt 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  buyer  to  use 
the  article  purchased  in  a  house  of  prosti- 
tution, this  court  cited  all  the  former  cases, 
but  followed  the  rule  announced  bv  Chief 
Justice  Cockrill  in  O'Bryan  v.  Fitzpatrkk, 
supra,  and  said:  "The  rule  supported  bj 
the  weight  of  authority,  and  approved  bj 
this  court,  is  that,  though  the  contract  is 
entered  into  by  one  of  the  parties  for  tbe 
furtherance  of  an  illegal  purpose,  the  eoa- 
tract  will  not  be  rendered  illegal  as  to  tbe 
other  party,  though  he  had  knowledge  of 
such  illegal  purpose,  provided  he  does  noth- 
ing in  furtherance  thereof."  Again,  in  Bel- 
mont V.  Jones  House  Furnishing  Co.  ^ 
Ark.  96,  140  Am.  St.  Rep.  112,  125  a  VT. 
651,  the  same  rule  is  recognized  and  ad- 
hered to. 

The  instant  case  cannot  be  distingaii)>:^ 
in    reason    and    principle    from    the  lattr 
cases.    The  lower  court,  in  its  admission  ard 
exclusion  of  evidence,  and  in  the  giving  ani 
refusing   of   prayers   for    instructions,  fol- 
lowed the  rule  announced  bv  this  court  it 
Belmont  v.  Jones  House  Furnishing  C-a  ar: 
Hollenberg  Music  Co.  v.  Berry,  supra,   ^^f 
believe   that  the  rule  announced   in  t?ie?« 
cases  is  in  accord  with  the  iveight  of  as* 
thority  in  this  country,  though  we  are  free 
to  confess  that  there  is  great  conflict  in  tbe 
adjudicated  cases.     In  9  Cyc.  p.  571.  it  >> 
said:     "In  the  United  States,  while  ««» 
courts  have  followed  the  English  rule,  in<*t 
of  the  courts  have  taken  a  different  Ti«w 
and  have  held  that  the  mere  knowledirc  of 
the  seller  of  goods  or  services,  or  of  tbe 
vendor  or  lessor  of  property,  that  the  bujer 
intends   an  illegal  use  of  them,  is  oo  d^ 
fense  to  an  action  for  the  price  or  for  rpct." 
From  such  research  as  we  have  been  abfc  to 
give,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  a  • 
correct  statement.     See  Ralston  v.  Boadj, 
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20  Qa.  449;  Michael  t.  Bacon,  40  Mo.  474, 
8  Am.  Rep.  138;  Almy  v.  Greene,  13  R.  I. 
350.    One  of  the  moet  exhaustive  and  thor- 
oughly considered  cases  in  this  country  is 
that  of  Hill  v.  Spear,  50  N.  H.  253,  9  Am. 
Rep.  205,  where  the  authorities  in  the  opin- 
ion and  in  the  dissenting  opinion  are  ex- 
tensively reviewed.    In  that  case  the  court 
said:     "We  are  hound  to  look  at  the  con- 
tract   alone,    quite    independent   of    subse- 
quent transactions  growing  out  of  it.    The 
contract  was  ended  when  Stewart  delivered 
the  goods,  and  subsequent  dealings  with  the 
property  by  Emerson  and  others,  either  In 
furtherance  of  or  contrary  to  the  original 
design  of  the  purchaser,  cannot  relate  back 
to  the  original  sale,  and  make  that  illegal 
which  at  the  conclusion  of  the  original  con- 
tract was  not  illegal."     So  here  the  con- 
tract of  lease  was  complete  when  the  par- 
ties agreed  upon  the  price  to  be  paid,  the 
time  the  premises  were  to  be  occupied,  and 
when  possession  thereof  was  taken  under  the 
contract.     Although   the   lessor   may   have 
had  knowledge  that  the  premises  would  he 
used    for    an     immoral    purpose,    unless, 
coupled  with  that  knowledge,  there  was  an 
intention  on  his  part  when  he  executed  the 
lease  that  the  premises  should  be  used  for 
such   immoral  purpose,  the  lease  contract 
would  not  be  void.     Unless  there  was   a 
common  intent  on  the  part  of  the  lessor 
and  the  lessee  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  that  the  leased  premises  should  be 
used  for  the  unlawful   purpose  indicated, 
the  contract  would  not  be  against  public 
policy  and  void.    The  lessor  is  not  the  keep- 
er of  the  conscience  of  the  lessee,  and  has 
no  police  control  over  him  in  such  matters, 
and  mere  knowledge  on  the  lessor's  part  that 
the  lessee  is  going  to  use  the  premises  for 
an  unlawful  purpose  does  not  make  the  les- 
sor a  participant  in  that  purpose;  for  mere 
knowledge  that  the  lessee  may  or  will  use 
the  premises  for  an  unlawful  purpose  is  not 
of  itself  sufficient  to  show  (hat  the  lessor 
intended  that  they  must  or  shall  be  so  used. 
The  lessee  might  change  his  mind  and  use 
the  leased  premises  for  a  lawful  purpose.      If 
he  did  not  do  so,  but  proceeded  to  put  the 
premises  to  an  unlawful  use,  then  the  les- 
sor might  sue  in  equity  to  restrain  the  un- 
lawful use,  but  he   could  not  forfeit  the 
lease.     See  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  379. 
Tlie  lease  contract  is  good,  unless,  as  stated, 
the  intention  of  both  parties  in  making  it  is 
that  the  premises  shall  be  used  for  the  un- 
lawful purpose.    In  the  case  of  Armstrong 
v.      American      Exch.     Nat.      Bank,      133 
U.     S.     469,     33    L.    ed.     760,     10     Sup. 
Gt.     Rep.     461,     the     court     says:      "An 
obligation    will   be   enforced,   although    in- 
directly connected  with  an  illegal  transac- 
tion, if  it  is  supported  by  an  independent 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


consideration,  so  that  the  plalntiiP  does  not 
require  the  aid  of  the  illegal  transaction 
to  make  out  his  case,"— -citing  a  number  of 
authorities.  The  appellee  did  not  require 
the  aid  of  the  illegal  use  of  the  property 
to  enable  him  to  recover  on  the  lease  con- 
tract. The  consideration  of  that  was  inde- 
pendent of  the  illegal  use  to  which  the  prem- 
ises were  afterwards  devoted.  See  Arm- 
strong V.  American  Exch.  Nat.  Bank^  supra. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Hart  and  KIrby,  JJ.^  dissent. 
Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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ENDA.  R.  KOHNY,  Admrx.,  etc.,  of  Albert 

B.  Kohny,  Deceased,  Respt., 

▼. 

WILLIAM   a   DUNBAR,   Probate   Judge, 

Appt. 

(21  Idaho,  268,  121  Pac.  644.) 

Hnsband  and  wif e  —  oommanity. 

1.  Under  the  statute  of  this  state 
(§§  2680,  3060,  Rev.  Codes),  all  property 
acquired  after  marriage  by  either  husband 
or  wife,  not  defined  by  §§  2676  and  2679 
as  the  separate  property  of  the  husband  or 
wife,  is  community  property. 

Same  —  management  —  statntory  pTO- 
Tision. 

2.  Under  the  provisions  of  §  2686,  the  hus- 
band has  the  management  and  control  of 
the  community  property,  with  the  like  abso- 
lute power  of  disposition  as  he  has  of  his 
separate  property. 

Same  ^  descent. 

3.  Under  the  provisions  of  §  6713,  on  the 
death  of  either  husband  or  wife,  one .  half 
of  the  community  property  goes  to  the  sur- 
vivor, subject  to  the  community  debts,  and 
the  other  half  is  subject  to  the  testamentary 
disposition  of  the  deceased  husband  or  wife. 

Same  ^  respective  rights  of  parties. 

4.  Under  the  community  property  law  of 
this  state,  the  wife  has  an  equal  interest 
and  ownership  with  the  husband  in  com- 

Headnotes  by  Ailshie,  J. 

Note. -^  Idahility  of  community  property 
to  succession  tax. 

This  note  is  supplemental  to  a  note  cov- 
ering the  same  question,  appended  to  Re 
Moffitt,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)   208. 

Aside  from  Kohny  v.  Dunbab,  no  other 
case  subsequent  to  that  note  has  been  found 
which  has  passed  upon  the  question  as  -to 
whether  community  property  is  liable  to 
the  succession  tax. 

In  Re  Majot,   199  N.  Y.  29,  29  L.R.A. 
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munity  property,  and  the  only  particular  in 
which  their  rights  differ  is  in  the  fact  that 
the  statute  constitutes  the  husband  the 
managing  and  sales  agent  and  trustee  of  the 
community  partnership,  and  authorizes  him 
to  sell  and  pass  title  to  such  property,  and 
exercise  absolute  control  over  the  same. 

Same  ^  right  of  surviving  wife. 

5.  The  one-half  interest  which  the  wife 
receives  from  the  community  property  upon 
the  death  of  her  husband  comes  to  her  in 
her  own  right  by  reason  of  the  death  of  the 
community  agent  and  her  survival  of  the 
dissolution  of  the  community  partnership. 

Tax  —  Inheritance  —  community. 

6.  The  wife  is  not  liable  under  §  1873, 
Rev.  Codes,  upon  the  death  of  her  husband, 
to  pay  an  inheritance  tax  on  her  one  half 
of  the  community  property,  for  the  reason 
that  the  property  does  not  pass  to  her  "by 
will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  this  state." 

Deflnltlon  —  Intestate  laws. 

7.  "The  intestate  laws  of  this  state"  com- 
prise that  body  of  laws  which  provide  and 
prescribe  the  devolution  of  estates  oi  per- 
sons who  die  without  disposing  of  their 
property  by  last  will  or  testament.  One 
who  dies  intestate  dies  without  leaving  a 
will  and  without  disposing  of  his  property 
and  estate  by  will  or  testament. 

(January  30,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Ada  County 
reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Probate  Court 
which  refused  to  settle  the  accounts  of  the 
administratrix  until  she  had  paid  an  in- 
heritance tax.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  tha  opinion. 

Messrs.  D.  O.  McDougall,  Attorney 
General,  O.  M.  Tan  Duyn  and  J.  H. 
Peterson,  Assistant  Attorneys  General, 
and  C.  P.  McCarthy,  for  appellant: 
.  Inheritance  tax  statutes  should  be  given 
a  reasonable  and  liberal  interpretation,  with 
a  view  to  effectuate  the  intention  of  the 
legislature. 

State  ex  rel.  Foot  v.  Bazille,  97  Minn.  11, 
6  L.R.A.(N.S:)  732,  106  N.  W.  93,  7  Ann. 
Cas.  1066;  State  ex  rel.  Kalmes  v.  Vance, 
97  Minn.  532,  106  N.  W.  98;  Re  Gordon,  186 
N.  Y.  471,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  lOSO,  70  N.  E. 
722;  Re  Moffitt.  153  Cal.  359,  20  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)    207,  95  Pac.  653,  1025. 


The  legal  title  to  the  community  prop- 
erty is  in  the  husband. 

Re  Burdick,  112  Cal.  387,  44  Pac  734; 
Spreckels  v.  Spreckels,  116  CaL  339,  36 
L.R.A.  497,  68  Am.  St.  Rep.  170,  48  Pac. 
228;  Sharp  v.  Loupe,  120  Cal.  89,  52  Pac 
134,  586. 

The  interest  of  the  wife  is  a  mere  expect- 
ancy, like  the  interest  which  any  heir 
may  possess  in  the  property  of  his  ancestor. 

Re  Moffitt,  153  Cal.  359,  20  I/.R.A.(K.S.i 
207,  95  Pac.  653,  1025 ;  Van  Maren  v.  Joan- 
son,  16  Cal.  308;  Packard  v.  Arellanes,  17 
Cal.  625 ;  Fallrock  Irrig.  Dist.  v.  Abila,  K>« 
Cal.  362,  39  Pac.  794;  Piatt,  Property 
Rights  of  Married  Women,  §  38,  p.  122: 
People  V.  Lebus,  —  Cal.  — ,  96  Pac.  11  IS: 
Re  Kennedy,  157  Cal.  523,  29  L.R.A.(X.S.l 
428,  108  Pac.  280;  Re  Wilmerding,  117  CaL 
284,  49  Pac.  181;  Billings  v.  People,  1^9 
111.  472,  59  L.R.A.  807,  69  N.  E.  798: 
Hall  V.  Johns,  17  Idaho,  224,  105  Pac.  71: 
Ray  V.  Ray,  1  Idaho,  666 ;.  WiUon  v.  Wilson, 
6  Idaho,  597,  67  Pac.  708;  Bedal  v.  Sake. 
10  Idaho,  270,  66  L.R.A.  60,  77  Pac  63S: 
Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Baldwin  (Bank  of 
Commerce  v.  Bowers)  14  Idaho,  75,  17 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    676,  93  Pac.  604. 

Messrs.  Cavanah  A  Blake  and  J.  F. 
Nugent,  for  respondent: 

The  wife's  half  interest  in  the  commu- 
nity property,  and  which  her  husband  can- 
not dispose  of  by  will,  is  not  inherited  from 
him. 

Re  Moffitt,  153  Cal.  359,  20  L  R.A.(X.S.) 
207,  95  Pac.  654,  1025;  McKay,  Communitr 
Property,  §  462;  Wright  v.  Hays,  10  Tex. 
130,  60  Am.  Dec.  200;  Edwarda  v.  Brown. 
68  Tex.  329,  4  S.  W.  380,  5  S.  W.  87 ;  Kirch- 
er  V.  Murray,  54  Fed.  626;  Cullers  v.  Jamw, 
66  Tex.  494,  1  S.  W.  314;  Arnold  v.  Hodpe, 
20  Tex.  Civ.  App.  211,  49  S.  W.  715: 
Johnson  v.  ITarrison,  48  Tex.  268;  Holyoke 
V.  Jackson,  3  Wash.  Terr.  236,  3  Pac.  841: 
Sadler  v.  Niesz„  5  Wash.  182,  31  Pac,  630, 
1030;  Adams  v.  Black,  6  Wash.  628,  33  Pat 
1074;  Tustin  v.  Adams,  87  Fed.  377;  War- 
burton  V.  White,  176  U.  S.  484,  44  L.  ed. 
656,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  404 ;  Arnett  v.  RcaJe, 
220  U.  S.  311,  53  L.  ed.  477,  36  L.R.i- 
(N.S.)    1040,  31  Sup.  Ct  Rep.  425;  Ryan 


(N.S.)  780,  92  N.  E.  402,  where  certain 
property  acquired  in  a  state  where  the  law 
gave  the  wife  no  community  interest  in  her 
husband's  property  was  claimed  to  be  ex- 
^  empt  from  the  transfer  tax  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  country  where  the  husband  and 
wife  had  previously  lived  and  were  mar- 
ried, and  which  gave  the  wife  community 
interest  in  it,  the  decision  that  such  prop- 
erty was  subject  to  the  tax  was  based  on 
the  grounds  that  the  laws  of  such  foreign 
country  had  no  extraterritorial  effect.  The 
roTirt  declined  to  decide  as  to  whether  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


community  interest  of  a  wife  in  the  prop- 
erty of  the  husband,  under  the  law  of  such 
foreign  country,  is  such  as  to  constitute  her 
the  present  and  continuin*?  owner  durinr 
their  married  life,  of  an  undivided  one-haU 
interest  in  his  personal  property  acquire*! 
during  his  residence  in  such  foreign  coun- 
try. 

For  a  note  on  conflict  of  laws  as  to  matri- 
monial property,  see  29  L.R.A.  (N.S.)  'SI- 
As  to  succession  tax  on  dower,  curtesy, 
statutorv  homestead,  or  allowances,  see  note 
in  29  L.R.A. (N.S.)  428.  J.  H.  B. 
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V.  Fergusson,  3  Wash.  366,  28  Pac.  910; 
Lawrence  v.  Bellingham  Bay  &  B.  C.  R. 
Co.  4  Wash.  664,  30  Pac.  1099;  Re  Hill,  6 
Wash.  285,  33  Pac.  685;  Re  Cannon,  18 
Wash.  101,  60  Pac.  1021;  Re  Riemann,  42 
Misc.  648,  87  N.  Y.  Supp.  731;  Re  Weiler, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  608 ;  Re  Starbuck,  137  App. 
Div.  866,  122  N.  Y.  Supp,  685;  Re  Green, 
86  Misc.  1,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  863;  Common- 
wealth's Appeal,  34  Pa.  204;  SmaH's  Es- 
tate, 11  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  1. 

An  inheritance  or  succession  tax  la  a 
special,  not  a  general,  tax,  and  must  be 
strictly  construed  against  the  government, 
and  favorably  to  the  taxpayer. 

People  V.  Koenig,  37  Colo.  283,  85  Pac. 
1130,  11  Ann.  Cas.  140;  Lynch  v.  Union 
Trust  Co.  90  C.  C.  A.  147,  164  Fed.  163; 
Eidman  v.  Martinez,  184  U.  S.  678,  46  L. 
ed.  697,  22  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  615;  Clapp  ▼. 
Mason,  94  U.  S.  589,  24  L.  ed.  212;  27  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  p.  340. 

Ail8hie,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  appeal  involves  the  construction  of 
§  1873  of  the  Rev.  Codes,  commonly  known 
as  the  "inheritance  tax  law."  The  respond- 
ent, Edna  R.  Kohny,  is  the  widow  of  Albert 
B.  Kohny,  deceased,  and  is  the  administra- 
trix of  his  estate.  On  the  9th  of  February, 
1009,  the  administratrix  duly  made  and  re- 
turned to  the  probate  court  of  Ada  county 
an  appraisement  of  the  estate  of  her  de- 
ceased husband,  which  showed  the  estate  to 
be  of  the  value  of  $88,962.70,  of  which  sum 
$25,485  WHS  the  separate  estate  of  Albert 
B.  Kohny  and  $63,477.70  represented  the 
community  estate  and  property  of  Albert 
B.  Kohny  and  Edna  R.  Kohny,  his  wife. 
The  administratrix  offered  to  pay  the  in- 
heritance tax  upon  one  half  of  the  commu- 
nity property  less  the  amount  of  her  exemp- 
tion under  §  1877,  but  the  probate  judge 
refused  to  settle,  approve,  and  allow  her 
final  account  until  she  first  paid  the  in- 
heritance tax  upon  the  whole  of  the  com- 
munity property,  less  her  exemption  of  $10,- 
000.  The  administratrix  appealed  to  the 
district  court  from  the  ruling  and  order 
of  the  probate  judge,  and  her  contention 
was  there  sustained,  and  the  probate  judge 
thereupon  appealed  to  this  court. 

Section  1873  of  the  Rev.  Codes  provides, 
among  other  things,  as  follows:  "All  prop- 
erty which  shall  pass  by  will  or  by  the 
intestate  laws  of  this  state,  from  any  per- 
son who  may  die  seised  or  possessed  of  the 
same  while  a  resident  of  this  state,  .  .  . 
shall  be  and  is  subiect  to  a  tax  hereinafter 
provided  for,  to  be  paid  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  proper  county.  .  .  . "  It  necessarily 
follows  from  the  plain  wording  of  the  stat- 
ute that  this  tax  is  laid  upon  the  transfer 
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of  any  and  all  property  "which  shall  pass 
by  will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of  this 
state."  The  vital  question  then  to  be  de- 
termined is  whether  the  one-half  interest 
which  the  wife  has  in  the  community  prop- 
erty passes  to  her  by  will  or  by  the  intestate 
laws  of  the  state.  This  proposition  may  be 
further  reduced  for  the  reason  that  it  is 
not  contended,  that  she  receives  It  by  will, 
so  the  only  remaining  question  is:  Does 
she  receive  a  one-half  interest  in  the  com- 
munity property  through  or  under  the  in- 
testate laws  of  this  state? 

It  ought  not  to  be  difficult  to  determine 
what  is  meant  by  the  words  "intestate  laws 
of  this  state."  One  who  dies  intestate  dies 
without  leaving  a  will  and  without  dispos- 
ing of  his  property  and  estate  by  last  will 
and  testament.  Re  Green,  68  Misc.  1, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  863;  4  Words  &  Phrases, 
3732;  23  Cyc.  41,  notes  40  and  41.  The 
intestate  laws  of  this  state  comprise  that 
body  of  the  statutes  which  provide  and  pre- 
scribe the  devolution  of  estates  of  persons 
who  die  without  disposing  of  their  estates 
by  last  will  or  testament.  In  other  words, 
intestate  laws  deal  with  intestate  estates, 
and  provide  for  the  passing  of  title  to  such 
person  or  persons  as  the  lawmakers  in  their 
judgment  and  wisdom  have  thought  best 
entitled  to  such  estates.  Now,  then,  it  be- 
ing conceded  that  Albert  B.  Kohny  did  not 
dispose  of  his  property  and  estate  by  will, 
and  that  he  therefore  died  intestate,  the 
question  to  be  determined  is.  Did  his  widow, 
Edna  R.  Kohny,  come  into  the  possession 
and  enjoyment  of  one  half  of  the  commu- 
nity estate  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  intes- 
tate laws  of  the  state?  In  order  to  intelli- 
gently determine  this  question,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  the  nature  and  character  of 
the  estate  known  as  "community  property." 

Section  3060  of  the  Rev.  Codes  defines 
community  property  as  follows:  "Commu- 
nity property  is  property  acquired  by  hus- 
band and  wife,  or  either,  during  marriage, 
when  not  acquired  as  the  separate  property 
of  either-"  Chapter  3,  title  2,  of  the  Civil 
Code,  comprising  §§  2674  to  2693,  inclusive, 
is  devoted  to  the  subject  "Husband  and 
Wife."  Section  2676  defines  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife,  and  2677  gives  her  the 
"management,  control,  and  absolute  power 
of  disposition  of  her  separate  property," 
both  real  and  personal,  and  authorizes  her 
to  sell  and  convey  her  separate  property 
without  procuring  the  consent  or  concur- 
rence of  her  husband.  Section  2679  defines 
the  separate  property  of  the  husband,  and 
§  2680  is  as  follows:  "All  other  property 
acquired  after  marriage  by  either  husband 
or  wife,  including  the  rents  and  profits  of 
-the  separate  property  of  the  husband  and 
wife,  is  community  property,  unless  by  the 
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instrument  by  which  any  such  property  is 
acquired  by  the  wife,  it  is  provided  that  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  be  applied  to  her 
sole  and  separate  use;  in  which  case  the 
management  and  disposal  of  such  rents  and 
profits  belong  to  the  wife,  and  they  are  not 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  husband." 

Section  2686  constitutes  the  husband  the 
agent  and  trustee  of  the  marital  commu- 
nity, and  is  as  follows:  "The  husband  has 
the  management  and  control  of  the  com- 
munity property,  with  the  like  absolute 
power  of  disposition  (other  than  testamen- 
tary) as  he  has  of  his  separate  estate;  but 
such  power  of  disposition  does  not  extend  to 
the  homestead,  or  that  part  of  the  common 
property  occupied  or  used  by  the  husband 
and  wife  as'  a  residence."  It  will  be  seen 
from  an  examination  of  the  chapter  on  Hus- 
band and  Wife,  and  especially  the  above 
enumerated  sections,  that  the  law  deals  with 
the  husband  and  wife  as  a  kind  of  part- 
nership with  reference  to  all  their  commu- 
nity property  accumulations.  It  segregates 
all  property  "owned  by  .  .  .  [the  wife] 
before  her  marriage  and  that  acquired  aft- 
erwards by  gift,  bequest,  or  descent,  or  that 
which  she  shall  acquire  with  the  proceeds 
of  her  separate  property"  as  her  "separate 
estate,"  and  it  likewise  segregates  "all  prop- 
erty owned  by  the  husband  before  marriage 
and  that  acquired  by  gift,  bequest,  devise, 
or  descent"  as  his  "separate  property."  It 
then  provides  "all  other  property  acquired 
after  marriage  by  either  husband  or  wife" 
shall  constitute  the  community  property. 
The  statute  therefore  intends  that  all'  prop- 
erty acquired  by  either  the  joint  effort  of 
the  two  members  of  the  community  or  their 
individual  and  separate  effort  shall  consti- 
tute a  community  fund  and  estate.  The 
lawmakers  evidently  thought  it  wise  and 
expedient  in  the  interest  of  business  and 
commercial  transactions,  that  this  commu- 
nity have  a  business  and  managing  agent 
vested  with  the  authority  to  manage,  sell, 
and  transfer  such  property,  and  so  they 
prescribed  by  §  2686  supra,  that  the  hus- 
band should  be  the  managing  and  sales 
agent  and  a  kind  of  trustee  for  the  com- 
munity. The  statute,  however,  has  given  to 
the  husband  no  better  or  higher  title  to  the 
community  property  than  it  has  given  to 
the  wife. 

The  only  difference  or  distinction  what- 
ever the  law  has  made  between  the  hus- 
band and  wife  with  reference  to  community 
property  is  that  during  the  continuance  of 
the  community  the  husband  is  the  managing 
agent,  vested  with  absolute  power  of  dispo- 
sition of  the  property,  and  that  the  wife 
cannot  sell  or  encumber  such  property  ex- 
cept in  specified  instances.  The  receipts, 
however,  from  any  disposition  that  may  be 
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made  of  the  property,  still  remain  conuci]- 
nity  property,  and  the  wife's  interest  in  tU 
receipts  from  any  sale  of  community  prop- 
erty are  just  as  great  as  they  were  in  the 
original  community  property  which  vas 
thus  sold  or  transferred. 

Section  6713  of  the  Bev.  Codes,  wiiidi 
was  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  death  ci 
Albert  B.  Kohny,  provides:  "Upon  fat 
death  of  either  husband  or  wife,  one  half  of 
the  community  property  shall  go  to  the  sui- 
vivor,  subject  to  the  community  debts,  a&d 
the  other  half  shall  be  subject  to  the  tets- 
mentary  disposition  of  the  deceased  hus- 
l>and  or  wife,  subject  also  to  the  commnnitj 
debts.  In  case  no  testamentary  dispositiia 
shall  have  been  made  by  the  deceased  hus- 
band or  wife  of  his  or  her  half  of  the  cchb* 
munity  property,  it  shall  descend  equallT 
to  the  legitimate  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their 
bodies.  If  there  be  no  issue  of  said  it 
ceased  living,  or  none  of  their  represenu- 
tives  living,  then  the  said  community  prop- 
erty shall  all  pass  to  the  survivor,  to  the 
exclusion  of  collateral  heirs,  subject  to  the 
community  debts,  the  family  allowance,  and 
the  charges  and  expenses  of  administrt- 
tion." 

The  foregoing  section  of  the  statute  re^ 
ognizes  the  husband  and  wife  as  equal  part- 
ners in  the  community  estate,   and  it  au- 
thorizes each  to  dispose  of  his  or  her  half 
by  will.    It  also  provides  that  the  survivor 
shall  continue  to  be  the  owner  of  half  of 
such  property,  subject  only  to  the  pavmest 
of  the  community  debts.    This  statute  clear- 
ly and  unmistakably  provides  that  the  sur- 
viving spouse  take  his  or  her  half  of  ti» 
con^munity  property,  not  by  succession,  d^ 
scent,  or  inheritance,  but  as  survivor  of  the 
marital    community    or    partnership.     Tbe 
same  section  provides,  further,  thal^  in  the 
event  there  be  no  issue  of  the  marriage  lin- 
ing at  the  time  of  the  death  of  one  of  tbe 
spouses,  and  he  or  she  leaves  no  will  or  tes- 
tament, the  half  of  the  community  properlr 
which  belonged  to  the  deceased  shall  go  to 
the  survivor  as  an  heir,  and,  therefore,  bv 
descent  and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  **in- 
testate  laws  of  this  state."     While,  there- 
fore, the  survivor  in  this  case  receivea  the 
entire  community  estate  by  reason  of  the 
death  of  her  husband,  half  of  it  was  already 
hers,  and   the  only  additional    interest  or 
right  she  acquires  in  that  half  by  reason  of 
the  death  of  her  husband  is  the  rigM  o^ 
management,  control  and  disposition.    The 
death  of  the  statutory  managing  agent  aod 
trustee  leaves  the  wife  without  such  agent, 
and  reduces  her  to  the  status  of  a  feme  i'^^ 
and  the  law  authorizes  her  to  act  in  her 
own  right.    Death  has  worked  a  dissolution 
of  the  community  partnership,  and  left  the 
surviving  partner  to  act  for  herself.   She  al* 
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so  receives  the  other  half  of  the  commnnitj 
property,  but  by  an  entirely  different  means. 
It  comes  to  her  likewise  by  reason  of  the 
death  of  the  husband,  but  through  the  means 
of  her  heirship.  The  statute  makes  her  an 
heir  of  her  husband,  and  so,  in  the  absence 
of  testamentary  disposition  of  the  husband's 
share  of  the  community  property,  she  in- 
herits his  half,  and  therefore  takes  her  share 
under  the  intestate  laws  of  the  state.  It 
is  clear,  however,  that  she  does  not  inherit 
her  share  of  the  common  property. 

Counsel  for  appellant  have  called  our  at- 
tention to  the  case  of  Hall  v.  Johns,  17 
Idaho,  224,  106  Pac  71,  wherein  this  court 
said:    "The  title  to  community  property  is 
in  the  husband,  and  during  the  existence  of 
the   community  the  wife's   interest   in  the 
community  property  is  a  mere  expectamy." 
That  case  involved  the  right  of  the  wife  tc 
contract  in  a  matter  which  did  not  have  ref- 
erence to  her  separate  property  and  estate, 
and  to  bind  the  community  thereby,  and  the 
above  observation  was  made  in  the  course 
of  a  consideration  of  the  power  of  the  wife 
to  bind  herself  or  separate  estate  or  the 
community  estate  by  contract  which  had  no 
reference  to  her  separate  property  and  es- 
tate.   It  was  held  that  she  could  not  bind 
the  community  in  such  manner,  and  in  that 
connection  it  was  suggested  that  her  inter- 
est during  the  continuance  of  the  marital 
relation  was  a  mere  expectancy.     Similar 
language  has  been  frequently  used  by  the 
courts,  and  especially  in  California,  as  will 
be  seen  from  an  examination  of  Re  Burdick, 
112   Cal.   387,   44   Pac.    734;    Spreckels   v. 
Spreckels,  116  Cal.  339,  36  L.R.A.  497,  68 
Am.  St.  Rep.  170,  48  Pac.  228,  and  Re  Mof- 
fitt,  l63  Cal.  369,  20  L.R.A.(N.S.)   207,  95 
Pac.   663,   1026.     The   California  court   in 
Re  Moffitt,  supra,  held  under  a  statute  al- 
most identical  with  ours,  that  the  interest 
of  the  wife  in  the  community  property  dur- 
ing the  continuance  of  the  community  is  a 
mere  expectancy,  and  that  upon  the  death 
of  the  husband  the  wife  takes  her  share  of 
the  community  property,   not  as  survivor 
or  in  her  own  right,  but  (in  some  manner 
not  clearly  disclosed)    under  the  intestate 
laws  of  the  state  or  the  laws  of  descent 
and  succession,  and  that  she  is  liable  to 
pay  an  inheritance  tax  on  her  half  of  such 
estate.     That  case  apparently   rests   upon 
the  authority  of  Re  Burdick  and  Spreckles 
V.  Spreckels.     The  Burdick  Case  held  that 
the  "wife  takes  her  interest  in  such  property 
(community  property)  by  way  of  succession 
from  the   husband,   and  through   distribu- 
tion of  his  estate."    Mr.  Justice  Harrison 
dissented  from  that  view,  and  wrote  a  sep- 
arate opinion  dealing  with  this  phase  of  the 
statute,    and    Mr.    Justice    Garoutte    con- 
curred in  this  dissent.    The  opinion  by  Jus- 
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tice  Harrison  is  very  clear  and  concise,  and^ 
to  our  minds,  expresses  the  logical  and  rea- 
sonable interpretation  of  the  statute,  and  is 
better  reasoned  than  the  opinion  of  the 
court.  Among  other  things  he  says:  "She 
receives  it  [half  the  community  property], 
however,  not  as  the  heir  of  her  husband, 
but  in  her  own  right  as  her  half  of  the 
property  which  was  acquired  by  herself 
and  her  husband  during  the  marriage,  but 
freed  from  all  restrictions  in  its  use  and 
enjoyment,  and  with  the  same  title  as  if 
the  nuirriage  had  been  dissolved  by  a  decree 
of  divorce."  The  community  property  law 
has  been  in  force  in  Washington  since  about 
1869.  It  has  been  changed  slightly  from 
time  to  time  with  reference  to  the  right  of 
disposition  of  the  property  and  the  man- 
agement and  control  by  tlie  husband,  but 
the  community  property  law  in  the  main 
has  been  in  force  continuously  in  that 
state.  In  Warburton  v.  White,  18  Wash. 
511,  52  Pac.  233,  532,  the  question  arose 
as  to  the  necessity  of  the  wife  joining  the 
husband  in  the  disposition  of  community 
property.  The  case  was  carried  by  writ  of 
error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and  in  Warburton  v.  White,  176 
U.  S.  485,  44  L.  ed.  5S6,  20  Sup.  Ct.  Rep. 
404,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  (now 
Chief  Justice)  White,  reviewed  the  Wash- 
ington decisions  on  the  subject,  and  con- 
sidered the  matter  at  some  length,  and  in 
commenting  upon  the  right  or  interest  of 
the  wife  in  the  community' property,  said: 
"Property  acquired  during  marriage  with 
community  funds  became  an  acquit  of  the 
community,  and  not  the  sole  property  of  the 
one  in  whose  name  the  property  was  bought, 
although  by  the  law  existing  at  the  time, 
the  husband  was  given  the  management, 
control,  and  power  of  sale  of  such  property; 
this  right  being  vested  in  him,  not  because 
he  was  the  exclusive  owner,  but  because  by 
law  he  was  created  the  agent  of  the  com- 
munity, the  proceeds  of  the  property  being 
sold  by  him  becoming  an  acqudt  of  the 
community,  subject  to  the  trust  which  the 
statute  imposed  upon  the  husband,  from  the 
very  nature  of  the  property  relation  en- 
gendered by  the  provision  for  the  commu- 
nity." In  Arnett  v.  Reade,  220  U.  S.  311, 
66  L.  ed.  477,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1040,  31 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  425,  the  Warburton  Case 
was  quoted  with  approval,  and  the  court, 
speaking  through  Mr.  Justice  Holmes,  said: 
"It  is  very  plain  that  the  wife  has  a  greater 
interest  than  the  mere  possibility  of  an  ex- 
pectant heir;  for  it  is  conceded  by  the 
court  below  and  everywhere,  we  believe,  that 
in  one  way  or  another  she  has  a  remedy  for 
an  alienation  made  in  fraud  of  her  by  her 
husband." 
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Mr.  McKay  of  the  Seattle  bar,  in  his 
work  on  the  Law  of  Community  Property, 
p.  642,  says:  "In  Washington  the  queistion 
has  not  been  expressly  decided  whether  the 
wife  takes  her  moiety  by  inheritance  from 
her  husband,  but  the  decisions  defining  her 
right  are  so  clear  and  decisive  that  but 
one  conclusion  is  possible,  viz.,  that  she  does 
not.  Assuming  this  conclusion  to  be  true, 
no  inheritance  tax  could  be  imposed  on  her 
moiety  on  the  death  of  her  husband."  In  a 
note  to  the  same  section  (476)  the  author 
says:  "The  state  board  of  tax  commission- 
ers expressly  disclaim  any  power  to  impose 
an  inheritance  tax  on  the  survivor's  share 
of  the  common  property."  Since  the  inter- 
ests of  both  husband  and  wife  are  the  same 
and  equal  in  and  to  the  community  prop 
erty,  and  each  takes  one  half  upon  the  death 
of  the  other,  and  each  may  dispose  of  a  one- 
half  interest  therein  by  will,  it  is  clear  to  us 
that,  if  the  wife  must  pay  an  inheritance 
tax  on  her  half  of  the  property  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  the  husband  would 
likewise  be  obliged  to  pay  an  inheritance 
tax  on  his  half  of  the  property  on  the 
death  of  his  wife.  The  law  clearly  places 
them  both  on  an  tquality  in  this  respect. 
This  illustration,  however,  accentuates  the 
unreasonableness  of  the  contention,  for  no 
one  claims  that  the  husband  is  required  to 
pay  such  tax  on  his  interest  in  the  com- 
munity estate. 

Counsel  have  called  our  attention  to  a 
number  of  other  authorities  which  consider 
and  discuss  this  question,  but  we  shall  not 
enter  upon  an  analysis  of  them  here.  The 
following  are  some  of  the  cases  which  deal 
with  this  question:  Wright  v.  Hays,  10 
Tex.  130,  60  Am.  Dec.  200;  Edwards  v. 
Brown,  68  Tex.  329,  4  S.  W.  380,  5  S.  W. 
87;  Kircher  v.  Murray  (C.  C.)  64  Fed.  626; 
Tustin  V.  Adams  (C.  C.)  87  Fed.  377; 
Holyoke  v.  Jackson,  3  Wash.  Terr.  236,  3 
Pac.  841;  Adams  v.  Black,  6  Wash.  628, 
33  Pac.  1074;  Re  Hill,  6  Wash.  286,  33 
Pac  686;  Re  Starbuck,  137  App.  Div.  866, 
122  N.  Y.  Supp.  686;  Re  Green,  68  Misc.  1, 
124  N.  Y.  Supp.  863 ;  Re  Weiler,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  608;  Billings  v.  People,  189  111.  472, 
69  L.R.A.  807,  69  N.  E.  798 ;  Re  Gordon, 
186  N.  Y.  471,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.r  1089,  79 
N.  E.  722. 

We  conclude  that  upon  the  death  of  hus- 
band or  wife  the  survivor  takes  one  half 
of  the  property  in  his  or  her  own  right  as 
survivor,  and  is  not  liable  under  ^  1873 
to  pay  an  inheritance  tax  on  such  interest 
in  the  community  estate. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed,  with  costs  in 
favor  of  respondent; 

Stevrart,  Ch.  J.,  and  SnlUvan,  J.,  con- 
cur. 
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GERTRUDE  L.  JENREE 
v. 

METROPOLITAN      STREET     RAILWAY 
COMPANY  et  al.,  Appts. 

(86  Kan.  479,  121  Pac.  610.) 

Sidewalk  —  duty  to   repair  —  rallwaj 
company. 

1.  A  city  ordinance  granted  to  a  street 
railway  company  the  right  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  ito  railway  over  a 
viaduct  forming  a  part  of  a  street  in  the 
city.  One  of  the  conditions  was  that  the 
railway  company  should  repair  and  main- 
tain in  good  condition  and  safe  for  public 
travel  all  parts  of  the  viaduct.  The  ordi- 
nance was  accepted,  and  the  railway  was 
constructed  and  operated.  A  sidewalk  form- 
ing a  part  of  the  structure,  but  not  the 
part  used  by  the  railway  company,  was  Buf- 
fered to  become  out  of  repair  and  unsafe  for 

Headnotes  by  Bxtbch,  J. 

Note,  —  Will    breach    of   contrtu^   tpUh 

'municipality  to  Iceep  a  street  or  High" 

way  in  repair  sustain  an  action  by  a 

person  injured  directly  against  tJto 

contractor. 

As  indicated  in  its  title,  this  note  is  con- 
cerned merely  with  the  question  whether 
the  breach  of  a  contract  with  a  municipality 
to  keep  a  street  or  highway  in  repair  will 
render  the  contractor  directly  liable  to  a 
person  injured  because  of  a  defect  or  dan- 
gerous condition  of  the  highway  for  which, 
in  the  absence  of  such  a  contract,  it  would 
not  be  responsible.  The  general  subject  of 
the  liability  of  a  street  railway  company 
for  a  defect  in  the  track  or  street  is  covered 
in  the  notes  to  Groves  v.  Louisville  K.  Co. 
52  L.R.A.  448,  and  Slater  v.  North  Jersey 
Street  R.  Co.  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  841,  and  the 
cases  there  cited  are  not  in  point  in  this 
note,  except  as  they  may  involve  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  contract  by  a  street  rail- 
way company  with  the  municipality  to  keep 
the  highway  in  repair  affords  an  independ- 
ent ground  of  liability,  assuming  that  the 
company  has  not  been  guilty  of  any  act  or 
omission  in  respect  of  its  track  or  highway 
which  would  render  it  responsible  in  thie 
absence  of  such  a  contract.  The  question, 
moreover,  presupposes  that  the  contractor 
has  been  guilty  of  a  breach  of  his  contract 
for  which  he  would  be  answerable  at  least 
to  the  municipality;  and  is  therefore  not 
concerned  with  cases  that  turn  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  duty  of  the  contractor 
under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  whether 
there  had,  in  fact  or  law,  been  a  breach  ef 
that  duty. 

The  doctrine  that  a  contract  with  a  mu- 
nicipality to  keep  a  street  or  highway  in 
repair  will  sustain  an  action  by  the  person 
injured,  directly  against  the  contractor,  has 
been  adopted  in  a  number  of  cases  either 
as  the  sole  or  as  an  alternative  ground  of 
liability  on  the  part  of  a  street  railway  Com- 
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use,  in  consequence  of  which  the  plaintiff, 
while  traveling  on  the  sidewalk,  was  in- 
jured. Held,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  di- 
rectly from  the  railway  company  the  dam- 
ages resulting  fr^  i  the  injury. 

Municipal   corporation  ^  ordinance  — 
street  repair  —  primary  liability. 

2.  The  ordinance  further  provides  that 
the  railway  company  shall  respond  to  the 
city  and  save  it  harmless  from  damage  re- 
sulting from  acts  and  negligence  of  the  rail- 
way company.  Held,  this  provision  of  the 
ordinance  merely  secures  to  the  city  the 
right  to  be  reimbursed  in  the  event  that  its 
own  liability,  which,  under  the  law,  still 
exists,  shall  be  enforced.  It  does  not  con- 
line  the  railway  company's  liability  to  the 
city  alone. 

(February  10,  1912.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Wyandotte 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendants' negligence.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  O.  Ij.  Miller.  C  A.  Miller,  and 
Xathan  Oree  for  appellants. 

Mr.  James  F.  Getty,  for  appellee  t 

One  who,  for  a  consideration,  agrees  with 
a  municipal  corppration  to  perform  a  public 
duty  which  the  law  imposes  upon  it,  and 
negligently  fails  to  perform  such  duty,  is 
liable  jointly  with  such  corporation  to  one 
who  is  injured  by  reason  of  such  failure. 

McMahon  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  76  N.  Y. 
231;  Union  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Stone,  54  Kan. 


pany  that  has  so  contracted  toward  a  per- 
son injured  by  a  defect  in  the  street.  Rock- 
ford  City  R.  Co.  V.  Matthews,  60  111.  App. 
207  {dictum) ;  Ober  v.  Crescent  City  R.  Co. 
44  La.  Ann.  1050,  32  Am.  St.  Rep.  366,  11 
So.  818;  McMahon  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co. 
75  N.  Y.  231;  Brooklyn  v.  Brooklyn  City 
H.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  475,  7  Am.  Rep.  469;  Sul- 
livan V.  Staten  Island  Electric  R.  Co.  60 
App.  Div.  558,  64  N.  Y.  Supp.  01;  Bateman 
V.  Forty-Second  Street  k  M.  k  St.  N.  Ave. 
R.  Co.  5  N.  Y.  Supp.  13. 

So,  where  the  duty  to  repair  a  street  is 
imposed  upon  a  railway  company  by  stat- 
ute or  ordinance,  one  injured  as  the  result 
of  the  breach  of  that  statutory  duty  may 
maintain  a  suit  against  the  company.  May- 
berry  V.  Second  &  T.  Streets  Pass.  R.  Co.  9 
W.  y.  C.  404.  And  this  is  so  whether  the 
city  is  liable  (Doyle  v.  New  York,  68  App. 
Div.  588,  69  N.  Y.  Supp.  120)  or  not  (Hous- 
ton City  R.  Co.  V.  Dawson,  2  Posey  Unrep. 
Cas.   (TeiC.)   223). 

And  in  Philadelphia  ▼.  Weller,  4  Brewst. 
(Pa.)  24,  it  is  held,  as  against  the  conten- 
tion that  a  street  railway  was  primarily 
liable  for  death  by  nonrepair  of  street,  that 
it  is  immaterial  whether,  under  the  acts 
of  assembly  and  the  city  ordinances,  tlic 
primary  duty  to  keep  the  streets  in  repair 
is  upon  the  city  or  railway  company,  for 
both  are  liable  in  damages  to  a  citizen  in- 
jured by  neglect  to  repair,  and  he  may  re- 
cover against  whichever  party  he  sues. 

So,  in  Simon  t.  Metropolitan  Street  R. 
Co.  29  Misc.  126,  60  N.  Y.  Supp.  251,  it  is 
held  that  notice  is  not  a  condition  prece- 
dent to  the  performance  by  a  street  rail- 
way of  the  duty  assumed  by  it  of  keeping 
the  public  thoroughfare  in  repair,  neglect 
of  which  renders  it  liable  in  a  civil  action 
to  any  one  of  the  public  sustaining  special 
damage  from  such  neglect. 

And  it  is  held  in  Indianapolis  Traction  & 
Terminal  Co.  v.  Springer,  47  Ind.  App.  36, 
93  N.  E.  707,  that  where  the  duty  on  the 
part  of  a  railway  company  to  repair  the 
street  is  one  imposed  by  law,  a  failure  so 
to  do  renders  the  company  liable  for  any 
injury  resulting  therefrom. 

So,  a  person  injured  by  reason  of  a  de- 
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fective  highway  bridge  which  a  railroad 
company  undertakes  U}  care  for  and  main- 
tain may  sue  the  company  notwithstanding 
that  an  action  would  lie  for  the  injury 
against  the  township.  Gates  t.  Pennsylva- 
nia R.  Co.  16  L.R.A.  654  (see  note  to  this 
case  as  to  right  of  one  injured  on  highway 
to  proceed  in  the  first  instance  against  the 
one  ultimately  liable). 

So,  one  contracting  with  the  state  to  re- 
pair a  canal  (Phinney  y.  Boston  Elev.  R. 
Co.  201  Mass.  286,  131  Am.  St.  Rep.  400, 
87  W.  E.  490;  Fulton  F.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Bald- 
win, 37  N.  Y,  648;  Robinson  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 34  N.  Y.  389,  90  Am.  Dec.  713),  or 
canal  bridge  (French  v.  Donaldson,  67  N. 
Y.  406;  Johnson  v.  Belden,  47  N.  Y.  130; 
Conroy  v.  Gale,  6  Lans.  344,  affirmed  in  47 
N.  Y.  666),  is  liable  to  a  suit  by  one  suffer- 
ing special  damage  as  the  result  of  the 
breach  of  such  contractual  duty. 

And  where  a  company  contracted  with  a 
city  to  lay  water  pipes  and  to  keep  the 
work  properly  guarded,  and  to  be  responsi- 
ble for  damages  which  might  occur  by  the 
neglect  of  their  employees,  a  party  injured 
through  a  defect  or  want  of  repair  in  a 
street,  occasioned  by  the  neglect  or  careless- 
ness of  such  a  contractor  in  doing  the  work, 
or  of  those  for  whose  acts  he  is  responsible, 
may,  at  his  election,  sue  the  contractor  for 
redress,  or  pursue  his  remedy  against  the 
municipality.  St.  Paul  Water  Co.  v.  Ware, 
16  Wall.  566,  21  L.  ed.  486. 

That  a  contractor  may  be  held  directly  re- 
sponsible to  one  injured  in  consequence  of  the 
breach  of  its  statutory  or  contractual  duty 
to  keep  a  street  or  highway  in  repair  is  al- 
so assumed  in  some  cases  in  which  the  lia- 
bility in  the  particular  instance  was  denied 
because  a  breach  of  such  duty  had  not  been 
established.  See,  for  example:  Crotty  v. 
Danbury,  79  Conn.  379,  65  Atl.  147;  Leary 
T.  Boston  Elev.  R.  Co.  180  Mass.  203,  62  N. 
E.  1;  Hyde  v.  Boston,  186  Mass.  115,  71  N. 
E.  118;'Rnell  v.  Rochester  R.  Co.  64  Hun, 
476,  19  N.  Y.  Supp.  406;  Swift  v.  Brook- 
lyn Heights  R.  Co.  134  App.  Div.  134,  118 
N.  Y.  Supp.  827;  Campbell  v.  Frankford  & 
S.  City  R.  Co.  139  Pa.  522,  21  Atl.  92. 
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83,  37  Pac.  1012;  Robinson  y.  Chamberlain, 
34  N.  Y.  389,  90  Am.  Dec.  713;  Fulton  F. 
Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  37  N.  Y.  648;  Johnson 
y.  Belden,  47  N.  Y.  130;  French«y.  Donald- 
son, 67  N.  Y.  496;  Weet  y.  Brockport,  16 
N.  Y.  163;  Bolster  y.  Ithaca  Street  R.  Co. 
79  App.  Diy.  239,  79  N.  Y.  Supp.  697; 
Doyle  y.  New  York,  68  App.  Div.  688,  69 
N.  Y.  Supp.  120;  Gates  y.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  160  Pa.  60,  16  L.R.A.  654,  24  Atl.  638 ; 
St.  Paul  Water  Co.  y.  Ware,  16  Wall.  666, 
21  L.  ed.  486;  Kincaid  y.  Walla  Walla  Val- 
ley Traction  Co.  67  Wash.  334,  136  Am.  St. 
Rep.  982,  106  Pac  918;  Bateman  y.  Forty- 
Second  Street  U.  &  St.  N.  Aye.  R.  Co.  6 
N.  Y.  Supp.  13. 

The  railway  company  and  the  city  were 
properly  joined. 

Kansas  City  y.  File,  60  Kan.  167,  66  Pac. 
877;  Union  Street  R.  Co.  y.  Stone,  64  Kan. 
83,  37  Pac  1012;  Osage  City  y.  Larkin,  40 
Kan.  206,  2  L.R.A.  66,  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  186, 
19  Pac.  668;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  y. 
Merrill,  61  Kan.  671,  60  Pac.  819;  Kansas 
City  y.  Siangstrom,  63  Kan.  431,  36  Pac. 
706;  Fliege  y.  Kansas  City  W^estern  R.  Co. 
82  Kan.  147,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  734,  107  Pac. 
656;  Carstesen  y.  Stratford,  67' Conn.  428, 
36  Atl.  276;  Call  y.  Portsmouth  K.  &  Y. 
Street  R.  Co.  69  N.  H.  562,  46  Atl.  405; 
Jarrell  y.  Wilmington,  4  Penn.  (Del.)  464, 
66  Atl.  379;  Pollock,  TorU,  181,  182;  Sweet 
y.  Perkins,  196  N.  Y.  482,  90  N.  E.  60; 
Eining  y.  Georgia  R.  &  Electric  Co.  133 
Ga.  458,  66  S.  E.  237 ;  Clabaugh  y.  Southern 
Wholesale  Grocers'  Asso.  181  Fed.  706; 
Brown  y.  Coxe  Bros.  &  Co.  75  Fed.  689; 
Allison  y.  Hobbs,  96  Me.  26,  61  Atl.  245; 
Day  y.  Louisyille  Coal  &  Coke  Co.  60  W.  Va. 
27,  10  L.R.A.(N.S.)  167,  53  S.  E.  776; 
Strauhal  y.  Asiatic  S.  S.  Co.  48  Or.  100, 
86  Pac.  230. 

The  judgment  may  stand  against  the  city, 
eyen  if  reversed  as  to  the  railway  company. 

St.  John  y.  Andrews  Institute,  191  N.  Y. 
264,  83  N.  E.  981,  14  Ann.  Cas.  708;  Hub- 
bell  y.  Meigs,  60  N.  Y.  480;  Buflfum  y.  Rams- 
dell,  •66  Me.  252,  92  Am.  Dec  689;  Whiting 
y.  Cochran,  9  Mass.  632;  Shirley  y.  Lunen- 
burg, 11  Mass.  379;  Citizens'  R.  &  Light 
Co.  y.  Atwood,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  138 
S.  W.  1101 ;  Sweeney  v.  Hanley,  61  C.  C.  A. 
163,  126  Fed.  97;  Louisville  Southern  R. 
Co.  y.  Tucker,  105  Ky.  492,  49  S.  W.  314; 
Mulderig  y.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  C.  R.  Co. 
116  Mo.  App.  655,  04  S.  W.  801;  Norton  y. 
Parker,  17  Ohio  C.  C.  715,  8  Ohio  C.  D. 
672;  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  y.  Enos,  92 
Tex.  677,  50  S.  W.  928;  Alter  y.  State,  62 
Neb.  239,  86  N.  W.  1080;  Southern  R.  Co. 
y.  Forgey,  105  Va.  599,  54  S.  E.  477 ;  Kansas 
City  y.  File,  60  Kan.  157,  55  Pac.  877; 
Washington  Gaslight  Co.  y.  Lansden,  172  U. 
S.  634,  43  L.  ed.  543,  19  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  296. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Borch,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

An  ordinance  of  the  city  granted  to  the 
railway  company  the  right  to  construct, 
maintain,  and  operate  street  railways  upon 
the  streets  of  the  city,  and  upon  and  over 
certain  viaducts  and  bridges  forming  por- 
tions of  such  streets.  Section  25  of  the 
ordinance  contained  the  following  pro- 
vision: "Said  railway  company  shall  re- 
floor,  repair,  and  maintain  in  good  con- 
dition and  safe  for  public  travel  all  parts 
of  the  aforesaid  bridges  and  yiaducts,  in- 
cluding the  viaduct  approaches."  The  terms 
of  the  ordinance  were  accepted  by  the  rail- 
way company,  and  a  line  of  street  railway 
was  constructed  upon  and  operated  over 
what  is  known  as  the  ''Seventh  street  yia- 
duct,"  over  the  tracks,  yards,  and  grounds 
of  the  Union  Pacific  and  Chicago,  Rock 
Island,  &  Pacific  Railroad  Companies.  A 
sidewalk  forming  part  of  the  viaduct  was 
negligently  suffered  to  become  out  of  repair 
and  dangerous  for  public  use,  in  consequence 
of  which  the  plaintiff,  while  traveling  upon 
it,  was  seriously  injured.  She  recovered 
damages  against  both  the  city  and  the  rail- 
way company,  and  both  appeal. 

The  railway  company  denies  liability 
under  the  section  of  the  ordinance  referred 
to,  and  reinforces  its  contention  by  appeal- 
ing to  another  section,  numbered  13,  which 
reads  as  follows:  "In  constructing,  repair- 
ing, and  operating  such  street  railway,  said 
company  shall  use  every  reasonable  and 
proper  precautions  to  avoid  damages  or  in- 
jury to  persons  or  property,  and  shall  at 
all  times  respond  to  the  city  of  Kansas  Citf, 
and  save  it  harmless  from  all  and  every 
damage,  loss,  cost,  or  expense  caused  or 
occasioned  by  reason  of  any  act  or  negli- 
gence of  said  company  in  the  construction, 
reconstruction,  repairing,  or  repaying  of 
said  streets,  or  the  operation  of  said  street 
railway,  or  by  reason  of  any  and  every  act 
done  under  the  provisions  of  this  ordi- 
nance." 

The  argument  is  that  the  ordinance  is 
merely  a  private  contract  between  the  city 
and  the  railway  company;  that  §  25  merely 
determines  between  the  parties  which  one 
of  them  shall  be  to  the  expense  of  keepinj^ 
the  yiaduct  in  repair  and  safe  for  public 
use;  that  §  13  limits  the  liability  of  the 
railway  company  to  respond  in  damages  to 
actions  by  the  city;  and  that  the  plaintiff, 
not  being  privy  to  the  contract,  and  being 
only  incidentally  and  indirectly  benefited 
by  it,  is  not  entitled  to  sue  for  a  breach 
of  it.  The  sidewalk  is  6  feet  wide,  and 
is  supported  by  cantilevers  on  the  east  side 
of  the  yiaduct.  West  of  the  sidewalk  is  i 
roadway  for  vehicles,  and  the  railway  track 
is  laid  upon  this  portion  of  the  structora 
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The  railway  company  made  no  use  of  tbe 
sidewalk,  and  the  regulation  concerning 
it  had  no  reference  to  the  construction, 
maintenance,  or  operation  of  the  railway 
itself,  to  that  the  duty,  default,  and  liabil- 
ity of  the  railway  company,  if  any  existed, 
hiy  outside  the  scope  and  boundaries-  of  its 
ordinary  business.  The  petition  counted 
upon  the  negligence  of  the  company  in  suf- 
fering the  sidewalk  to  become  out  of  repair 
and  unsafe  for  use«  The  ordinance  was 
pleaded  as  the  source  of  the  company's 
duty  to  keep  the  sidewalk  in  proper  condi- 
tion. If  the  duty  existed,  it  was  created 
by  that  instrument. 

The  railway  company  refuses  to  view  the 
ordinance  as  anything  but  a  private  con- 
tract. It  is  more  than  a  contract,  and  there 
are  cogent  reasons  for  giving  to  §  25  the 
effect  of  a  public  statute.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary, however,  to  rest  the  decision  upon 
this  ground,  and  the  obligation  of  the  rail- 
way company  may  be  treated  simply  as  one 
which  was  contractually  assumed.  In 
granting  to  the  railway  company  the  right 
to  occupy  and  use  the  streets  for  railway 
purposes,  the  city  was  acting  in  its  gov- 
ernmental capacity  for  the  welfare  of  the 
general  public  Its  private,  proprietary 
affairs  yrere  not  involved,  except  as  they 
might  be  related  in  the  most  incidental  way 
to  the  public  ends  to  be  attained^  The  bene- 
fit resulting  from  a  secure  sidewalk  was 
one  to  be  reaped  by  the  public.  The  main- 
tenance of  such  a  way  was  a  matter  of  pub- 
lic concern.  The  duty  to  keep  the  side- 
walk in  a  condition  which  would  prevent  it 
from  becoming  a  public  nuisance,  and  which 
would  permit  all  pedestrians,  including  the 
plaintiff,  to  use  it  in  safety,  was  a  public 
duty,  and  the  manifest  purpose  of  §  25  was 
to  cast  this  duty  which  the  city  owed  to 
the  traveling  public,  including  the  plaintiff, 
upon  the  railway  company  as  a  condition  to 
the  street  railway  grant.  The  city  was  not 
engaging  a  contractor  or  employing  an 
agent  or  servant  to  perform  for  it  and 
on  its  behalf  the  work  of  inspection,  repair, 
reconstruction,  and  the  like,  essential  to 
the  maintenance  of  a  secure  way.  It  was 
taking  advantage  of  an  opportunity  to 
shift  the  whole  burden  of  taking  those  steps 
upon  another,  who  should  stand,  in  relation 
to  the  public  safety  and  convenience,  in  the 
city's  place  and  stead.  The  obligation  be- 
ing a  public  one,  to  be  performed  for  the 
public  benefit,  the  party  assuming  it  was 
responsible  to  the  public.  Therefore  the 
contract  was  one  for  the  benefit  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  member  of  the  public 

The  principle  involved  was  apprehended 
and  stated  with  reasonable  clearness  by 
Lord  Abinger  in  the  case  of  Winterbottom 
V.  Wright,  10  Mees.  &  W.  109,  114,  which 
39  L.R.A.(NJ3.) 


is  one  of  the  familiar  landmarks  of  the 
law  on  the  subject  of  liability  to  third 
persons  for  the  negligent  breach  of  a  con- 
tractual duty.  The  opinion  contains  the 
following  observations:  ''Where  a  party  be- 
comes responsible  to  the  public  by  under- 
taking a  public  duty,  he  is  liable,  though 
the  injury  may  have  arisen  from  the  negli- 
gence of  his  servant  or  agent.  So,  in  cases 
of  public  nuisances,  whether  the  act  was 
done  by  the  party  as  a  servant  or  in  any 
other  capacity,  you  are  liable  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  any  person  who  suffers. 
Those,  however,  are  cases  where  the  real 
ground  of  the  liability  is  the  public  duty, 
or  the  commission  of  the  public  nuisance. 
There  is  also  a  class  of  cases  in  which 
the  law  permits  a  contract  to  be  turned  in- 
to a  tort;  but  unless  there  has  been  some 
public  duty  undertaken,  or  public  nuisance 
committed,  they  are  all  cases  in  which  an 
action  might  have  been  maintained  upon 
the  contract."  Perhaps  the  leading  Ameri- 
can cases  in  which  the  principle  has  been 
stated  and  applied  are  Brooklyn  y.  Brook- 
lyn City  R.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  475,  7  Am.  Rep. 
469,  and  MdMahon  v.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co. 
75  N.  Y.  231.  In  the  Brooklyn  Case  a  por- 
tion of  the  opinion  reads  as  follows:  "A 
municipal  corporation  by  the  conferring  and 
acceptance  of  a  charter  with  powers  of  open- 
ing and  controlling  streets  and  ways  has 
put  upon  it  the  correlative  duty  to  the 
public  of  keeping  those  ways  in  repair,  so 
that  they  may  be  safe  for  the  passage  of 
the  public  When  one  contracts  with  that 
corporation  to  keep  any  portion  of  those 
streets  in  repair,  in  consideration  of  a 
license  to  use  them  to  his  benefit  in  an  es- 
pecial manner,  he  in  effect  contracts  to 
perform  that  duty  to  the  public  in  the  place 
and  stead  of  the  municipality,  and  the  way 
is  given  over  to  him  for  that  purpose,  and 
he  takes  it  into  his  care  and  charge  there- 
for; and  his  failure  to  perform  his  contract 
is  a  failure  to  do  that  duty,  and  the  dam- 
ages which  naturally  and  proximately  re- 
sult from  nonperformance  are  all  the  dam- 
ages which  naturally  and  proximately  fall 
upon  the  corporation  from  the  duty  not  be- 
ing performed.  The  different  priciples 
which  govern  the  different  classes  of  cases 
grow  out  of  the  differences  in  the  contracts 
with  which  the  classes  of  cases  are  respec- 
tively concerned.  The  one  relates  to  private 
matters  alone.  The  other  relates  to  matters 
with  which  the  public  and  third  persons 
are  also  concerned.  And,  as  we  read  the 
decision  in  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  34 
N.  Y.  389,  90  Am.  Dec  713,  that  case  goes 
on  the  same  principle,  or  one  near  of  kin. 
That  was  an  action  against  the  defendant, 
a  contractor  with  the  state  to  keep  in  re- 
pair a  section  of  the  canals,  for  an  injury 
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resulting  to  a  boat  of  the  plaintiff  from  a 
lock  gate  being  out  of  repair.  It  was  held 
that,  by  the  contract  of  the  defendant  with 
the  state,  he  assumed  the  duties  and  was 
invested  with  the  powers  of  a  public  officer, 
and  that  the  portion  of  canals  covered  by 
the  defendant's  contract  was  a  public  high- 
way; that  he,  by  his  contract,  assumed  the 
duty  of  keeping  in  repair  a  public  thbrough- 
fare,  and  was  therefore  liable  in  a  civil 
action  to  any  one  of  the  public  sustain- 
ing special  damage  from  his  neglect  to  keep 
it  in  repair.  His  contract  was  not  with  the 
injured  party,  but  with  the  state.  But 
it  was  a  contract  to  perform  a  duty  to  the 
public,  for  a  neglect  of  which  the  state, 
but  for  its  sovereignty,  would  be  liable  to 
the  party  injured.  And  so,  by  the  force 
of  his  contract,  he  having  thereby  assumed 
public,  duties,  he  was  held  liable  to  one  in- 
jured by  a  neglect  to  perform  them.''  47 
N.  Y.  485.  In  the  McMahon  Case  the  con- 
clusion of  the  court  is  stated  in  the  head- 
note  to  the  opinion  as  follows:  "Where  one 
contracts  with  a  municipality  to  perform  in 
i<^  stead  the  duty  resting  upon  it  of  keep- 
ing its  streets  in  repair  and  safe  for  the 
passage  of  the  public,  and  where,  because  of 
neglect  to  perform  the  duty,  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion arises  against  the  municipality,  the 
action  may  be  brought  by  the  party  injured 
directly  against  the  contractor."  75  N.  Y. 
231. 

It  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  plaintiff 
was  a  stranger  to  the  contract.  The  sub- 
ject of  the  undertaking  was  a  sidewalk, 
safe  for  use  as  such.  The  public  interest 
in  that  subject  cannot  be  refined  away, 
and,  unless  mere  fiction  and  form  are  to 
prevail  over  substance  and  fact,  the  contract 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  every  individual 
whose  rights  as  one  of  the  public  might  be 
specially  affected.  Bccaiuse  the  city  owed 
the  plaintiff  the  duty  to  keep  the  sidewalk 
in  repair  and  safe  for  travel,  the  plaintiff 
had  a  legal  interest  in  the  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  so  became  privy  to  it. 
"To  give  a  third  party  who  may  derive  a 
benefit  from  the  performance  of  the  promise 
an  action,  there  must  be,  first,  an  intent 
by  the  promisee  to  secure  some  benefit  to 
the  third  party,  and,  second,  some  privity 
between  the  two,  the  promisee  and  the 
party  to  be  benefited,  and  some  obligation 
or  duty  owing  from  the  former  to  the  latter 
which  would  jjive  him  a  legal  or  equitable 
claim  to  the  benefit  of  the  promise,  or  an 
equivalent  from  him  personally.  It  is 
true  there  need  be  no  privity  between  the 
promisor  and  the  party  claiming  the  benefit 
of  the  undertaking,  neither  is  it  necessary 
that  the  latter  should  be  privy  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  promise:  but  it  does  not 
follow  that  a  mere  volunteer  can  avail 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


himself  of  it.  A  legal  obligation  or  datj 
of  the  promisee  [in  this  case  the  city]  to 
him  [the  plaintiff]  will  so  connect  him  with 
the  transaction  as  to  be  a  substitute  for 
any  privity  with  the  promisor  [the  railway 
company]  or  the  consideration  of  the  prom- 
ise, the  obligation  of  the  promisee  furnish- 
ing an  evidence  of  the  intent  of  the  latter 
'to  benefit  him,  and  creating  a  privity  by 
substitution  with  the  promisor."  Vroomao 
V.  Turner,  69  N.  Y.  280,  283,  25  Am.  Rep. 
195.  The  words  of  the  contract,  "safe  for 
public  travel,"  were  equivalent  to  "safe  for 
the  traveling  public;"  and  in  principle  the 
plaintiff,  as  a  traveler  on  the  sidewalk, 
stood  toward  the  railway  company  in  the 
same  relation  of  privity  that  a  mortgagee 
bears  to  a  grantee  of  the  mortgagor,  who 
assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  the  mortgage 
debt.  In  the  case  of  Mott  v.  Water  Co.  43 
Kan.  12,  15  L.R.A.  375,  30  Am.  St.  Rep. 
267,  28  Pac.  989,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
the  water  company  was  not  liable  to  ao  in- 
dividual for  damages  which  it  had  agreed 
with  the  city  to  pay  when  occasioned  by 
an  insufficient  supply,  the  city  itself  was 
under  no  obligation  either  to  furnish  water 
or  to  pay  the  contemplated  damage.  Here 
the  duty  rests  upon  the  city  to  keep  the 
street  safe  for  use  and  to  pay  all  damages 
which  result  proximately  from  a  breach 
of  the  duty.  It  may  be  observed,  how- 
ever, that  the  modern  tendency  is  to  hold 
that  a  contract  made  between  a  munici- 
pality and  a  public-service  corporation 
inures  directly  to  the  benefit  of  the  in- 
dividual citizen  in  the  very  cases  in  which 
the  city  rests  under  no  legal  duty  or  lia- 
bility respecting  the  subject  of  the  contract 
Independent  School  Dist.  v.  Le  Mars  City, 
Water  &  Light  Co.  131  Iowa,  14,  10  L.RJL 
(N.S.)  859,  107  N.  W.  944;  Pond  ▼.  New 
Rochelle  Water  Co.  183  K.  Y.  330,  1  L.RA. 
(N.S.)  958,  76  N.  E.  211,  5  Ann.  Caa.  604. 

Section  13,  upon  which  the  railway  com- 
pany relics,  must  be  interpreted  in  the  light 
of  the  true  meaning  and  effect  of  §  25.  It 
is  not  clear  that  the  damages  suffered  bv 
the  plaintiff  fall  within  the  terms  of  §  13. 
There  is  a  room  for  the  contention  that  the 
city  is  to  be  indemnified  only  for  damages 
resulting  from  the  prosecution  of  street 
work  in  a  negligent  or  otherwise  wrongful 
manner.  Leaving  this  question  undeter 
mined,  however,  the  section  merely  secures 
to  the  city  the  right  of  reimbursement  in 
the  event  that  its  liability,  which,  notwith- 
standing the  railway  company's  contract 
remained  uncanceled,  should  be  enforced. 

In  the  brief  for  the  city  reasons  are 
given  for  reversing  the  judgment  against 
the  city  in  case  it  should  be  reversed  as  to 
the  railway  company.    Because  of  the  coa- 
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elusion  which  the  court  has  reached,  the 
question  thus  presented  need  not  he  decided. 
The  judgment  of  the  District  Court  is  af- 
firmed. 


FLORIDA  SUPREMB  COURT. 


MAGGIE  HELL,  by   Guardian   ad  Litem, 


DV    iiv 
Appt., 


V. 

GARY  HILL,  by  Next  Friend. 

(—  Fla.  — ,  66  So.  941.) 

Husband  and  wife  —  desertion  —  what 
oonstltates. 

1.  The  essence  of  a  wilful,  obstinate  deser- 
tion by  a  wife  consists  in  her  refusing  to 
live  with  her  husband  when  he  does  his 
marital  duty,  and  wants  her  to  live  with 
him. 

Divorce  —  desertion  —  duty  of  husband. 

2.  Where  a  very  young  wife,  without  her 
husband's  consent,  goes  to  her  parents' 
home,  and  soon  thereafter  the  first  child  of 
the  couple  is  born  at  her  parents'  home^  and 
the  husband  makes  no  proper  ciffort  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duty  to  the  wife  and  child, 
and  the  wife  and  child  remain  with  her  par- 
ents, he  is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  on  the 
statiitory  ground  of  a  wilful,  obstinate  de- 
sertion by  his  wife. 

(December  8,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  county 
in  complainant's  favor  in  a  suit  for  di- 
vorce.  .  Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Wllllani  B.  Farley,  for  appellant: 

Complainant  was  not  entitled  to  a  divorce 
on  the  ground  of  desertion. 

Williams  v.  Williams,  130  N.  Y.  193, 
14  L.R.A.  221,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  617,  29 
N.  E.  98;  Herold  v.  Herold,  9  L.R.A.  696, 
and  note,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  210,  20  Atl.  376; 
Newing  ▼.  Newing,  46  N.  J.  Eq.  498,  18 
Atl.  166 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  80  Mich.  672, 
46  N.  W.  365;  14  Cyc.  613  (b.) ;  Hardie  v. 
Hardie,  162  Pa.  227,  26  L.R.A.  697,  29 
Atl.  886;  Dennis  v.  Dennis,  68  Conn.  186, 
34  L.R.A.  459,  67  Am.  St.  Rep.  96,  36  Atl. 
34. 

Messrs.  Thomas  E.  Walker  and  Paul 
Carter,  for  appellee: 

If  the  husband  establishes  a  matrimonial 
domicil,  and  makes  a  peremptory  and  uncon- 
ditional demand  upon  the  wife  to  live  with 
him,  her  refusal  to  do  so,  if  without  justifi- 

Headnotes  by  Whitfield,  Ch.  J. 


Note.  —  See  note,  post,  1118. 
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cation  and  persisted  in  for  the  statutory 
period  of  time,  constitutes  a  desertion. 
14  Cyc.  613.  [ 

"Whitfield,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  complainant  husband  obtained  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  "wilful,  obstinate, 
and  continued  desertion  of  complainant  by 
the  defendant  for  one  year,"  and  the  defend- 
ant wife  appealed.  It  is  alleged  that  the 
parties  were  married  September  8,  1908; 
that  shortly  after  the  marriage  the  defend- 
ant wife  without  cause  deserted  the  com- 
plainant husband  and  remained  away  for 
six  weeks,  but  by  persuasion  of  the  husband 
she  returned;  that  she  then  lived  with  com- 
plainant till  July  12,  1909,  when  she  again, 
without  reason  and  without  cause,  deserted 
complainant,  and  returned  to  her  parents' 
home,  where  she  has  continuously  remained 
ever  since,  notwithstanding  complainant 
has  tried  to  persuade  her  to  return  to  the 
home  of  complainant,  but  she  refuses  to  re- 
turn, and  complainant  has  no  hopes  of  her 
ever  returning  because  of  her  extreme  youth 
and  of  the  influence  of  her  mother  over  her. 
The  bill  of  complaint  was  not  demurred  to, 
and,  after  final  decree,  all  fair  intendments 
should  be  indulged  in  favor  of  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  pleading.  Kir  ton  ▼.  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  67  Fla.  87,  49  So.  1026. 

It  is  essential  to  prove  an  intention  to 
desert  where  the  ground  upon  which  a  di- 
vorce is  sought  is  wilful,  obstinate,  and 
continued  desertion.  Continued  separation 
between  husband  and  wife,  which  may  be 
consistent  under  the  proofs  with  no  inten- 
tion to  wilfully  and  obstinately  desert,  is 
not  a  desertion  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.  Crawford  v.  CraVford,  17  Fla. 
180. 

If  a  wife  deserts  without  cause,  and  after- 
wards realizes  that  she  has  acted  foolishly, 
and  would  return  if  the  way  was  open  for 
her,  but  her  husband  refrains  from  doing 
anything  to  induce  her  to  return,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  her  absence  a  ground  of 
divorce,  her  desertion  is  not  obstinate. 
Trail  v.  Trail,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  231. 

The  essence  of  the  wrong  of  desertion  by 
a  wife  consists  in  her  refusing  to  live  witk. 
her  husband  when  he  wants  her  to  live  with 
him.  Newing  v.  Newing,  45  N.  J.  Eq.  498, 
18  Atl.  166. 

When  a  husband,  not  entirely  blame 
less  for  the  act,  makes  no  effort  to  prevent 
his  desertion  by  his  wife,  and  acquiesces  in 
and  appears  satisfied  with  its  continuance, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  desertion.  Herold  v.  Herold,  47  N.  J.  Eq. 
210,  9  L.R.A.  696,  20  Atl.  375. 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  husband  was 
about  seventeen  and  the  wife  about  fifteen 
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years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  marriage; 
that  they  lived  for  a  time  with  the  hus- 
band's parents,  and  the  wife  was  not  happy 
in  her  new  surroundings;  that  the  couple 
removed  to  a  home  given  by  the  husband's 
father  Aot  far  from  the  parental  home; 
that  life  here  was  not  happy  for  the  young 
wife,  because  of  the  uncongenial ity  of  the 
husband's  parents;  that  the  first  time  the 
wife  left  the  husband  as  alleged  it  was  to 
yisit  her  parents  not  far  off;  that  on  July 
12th  the  wife  went  to  visit  her  parents,  and 
met  her  husband  at  church  the  next  day; 
that  they  disagreed  there,  and  she  returned 
to  the  home  of  her  parents,  and  he  to  his 
home.  There  was  little  if  any  communi- 
cation between  the  couple  thereafter;  and 
in  September,  1909,  a  child  was  born  to 
the  couple.  It  clearly  appears  that  the  hus- 
band made  no  proper  and  sufficient  manly 
effort  to  prevail  upon  his  wife  to  return  to 
his  home.  The  birth  of  the  child  two 
months  after  her  return  to  her  parents' 
home  is  some  justification  for  remaining 
there,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  hus- 
band paid  any  attention  whatever  to  his* 
child,  or  manifested  any  desire  to  do  so 
as  he  should  have  done ;  there  being  no  indi- 
cation that  he  could  not  have  done  so  had 
he  desired  to,  even  though  he  was  not  on 


very  friendly  terms  with  his  wife's  parents. 
This    condition    did    not    relieve    the    com- 
plainant of  his  obligations  as  busb&nd  and 
father,  but  imperatively  demand<Kl   persist- 
ent effort  in  the  line  of  parental  duty.     He 
failed  to  do  his  full  duty,  and    thia    indi- 
cates a  desire  on  his  part  to  allow   time 
to  mature  a  cause  of  divorce  on  the  ground 
of  desertion.     The  entire  evidence  does  not 
show  a  wilful,   obstinate   desertion    of   the 
husband  by  the  wife,  particularly   in   view 
of  the  peculiar  duties  due  from,   the    hus- 
band and  father  to  his  wife  and  infant  child 
under  the   circumstances   disclosed    by    the 
record.     It   is   his   duty  to  do  ail    in    his 
power  to  make  a  happy  home  for  his  wife 
and  child,  and  to  make  the   relations   be- 
tween the  wife  and  his  parents  as  pleasant 
as  possible.    This  case  is  wholly  unlike  that 
of  Hudson  V.  Hudson,  59  Fla.  529,  29  KILA. 
(N.S.)   614,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  141,  51  So. 
857,  21  Ann.  Cas.  278. 

The  evidence  does  not  show  a  wilfnl  and 
obstinate  desertion  of  the  complainant  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  decree  is  reversed. 

Shackleford  and  €k>ckrell«  JJ.,  concur. 

Taylor,  Hocker,  and  Parkliill,  JJ.,  eon- 
cur  in  the  opinion. 


Note. ^Effort  by  one  spouse  to  induce 
the  other  to  return  home  as  a  conAU 
~l[ion  of  desertion  "by  the  latterm 

I.  Scope,    1118. 

n.  In  general,  HI©- 
m.  Duty  of  husband. 

a.  Separation  not  caused  by  his  mis- 

cpnduct. 

1.  Generally,  1120. 

2.  Consent  or  mutual  agreement, 

1121. 
8.  Unjustified  and  wilful  depar- 
ture of  wife,    1122. 

b.  Separation  caused  by  his  miscon- 

duct,   1123. 
IV.  Duty  of  wife. 

a.  Separation  not  caused  by  her  mis- 
conduct, i:i25. 

^  Effect   of  wife's  consent   or  mis- 
conduct, 1126. 

/.  Scope. 

The  question  here  discussed  is  as  to 
whether  the  party  alleged  to  have  been  de- 
serted was  bound  to  take  the  initiative  and 
induce  a  reconciliation  and  the  other 
spouse's  return.    The  question  whether  the 


party  aHeged  to  have  been  deserted  is 
bound  to  accept  the  deserter's  offer  to  re- 
turn is  not  within  the  scope  of  the  note. 

The  duty  of  the  husband  will  be  treated 
separately  from  that  of  the  wife,  because 
in  a  few  jurisdictions  it  is  expressly  de- 
clared that  the  duty  devolving  upon  the  wife 
is  not  always  the  same  as  that  imposed 
upon  the  husband  in  similar  circumstances, 
and  for  the  further  reason  that,  although 
in  other  jurisdictions  this  distinction  is  not 
expressly  made,  it  may  have  entered  into 
the  decisions,  inasmuch  as  a  determination 
of  this  question  is  apt  to  turn  upon  the 
particular  facts  of  a  case. 

Elsewhere  discussed  are  such  analogous 
questions  as  condonation  of  desertion;  ^ 
whether  the  plaintiff's  desertion  or  cruelty 
constitutes  a  defense  to  an  action  for  di- 
vorce upon  the  ground  of  the  defendant's 
subsequent  adultery;  •  whether  insisting 
upon  a  separation  constitutes  cruelty;' 
desertion  by  forcing  spouse  to  leave  marital 
home ;  *  whether  the  refusal  of  the  wife  to 
follow  the  husband  upon  a  change  of  domi- 
cil  constitutes  desertion;  B  and  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  relations  between  one  spouse 
and  the  relatives  of  the  other  upon  the 
question  of  desertion  or  cruelty .8 


1  See  the  note  to  Lafiamme  v.  Laflamme, 
post,  1133. 

«  See  the  note  to  Ellett  v.  Ellett,  post,  1135. 

»  See  McClintock  v.  McClintock,  post,  1127. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


4  Note  in  29  L.R.A.(N.S.)   614. 
BNote  in  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)   145. 
6  Notes  in   13  L.R.A.(N.S.)    222,  and  34 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   759. 
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II,  In  ffeneraU 

Thifl  question,  depending  as  it  does  large- 
ly upon  the  particular  facts  presented,  does 
not  lend  itself  to  any  generalization  further 
than  the  statement  that  the  courts  quite 
uniformly  make  an  effort  at  reconciliation 
a  condition  of  desertion,  except,  of  course, 
where,  in  a  particular  case,  the  arbitrary 
application  of  that  doctrine  would  work 
a  hardship  or  injustice.  The  rule  is  not, 
as  has  sometimes  been  intimated  or  declared 
obiter,  that  when  one  party,  without  cause, 
terminates  the  cohabitation  by  desertion, 
the  other  is  not  bound  to  take  any  steps 
to  restore  it.7  The  rule  is  rather  that  a 
divorce  will  not  be  granted  for  abandon- 
ment only,  if  it  appears  that  the  parties 
may  be  reconciled  by  a  reasonable  effort 
on  the  part  of  the  complaining  party ;  i 
and  certainly   neither  party   can   make   a 


separation  which  was  b^gun  mad  prolonged 
by  their  common  consent  a  ground  of  di- 
vorce, where  neither  has  ever  made  an  effort 
at  reconciliation.*  A  fortiori,  where  one 
spouse  withdraws  from  cohabitation,  enter- 
taining a  reasonable  belief  that  by  reason  of 
the  actual  misconduct  of  the  other  the  co- 
habitation cannot  be  longer  continued  with 
health,  safety,  or  sell-respect,  wilful  deser- 
tion does  not  begin  until  the  offending  party 
has  in  good  faith  exhausted  all  reasonable 
efforts  to  right  the  wrong,  and  to  satisfy 
the  injured  spouse  that  there  will  be  no  re- 
currence of  the  causes  which  induced  the 
separation,  nor  until  the  lapse  of  a  reason- 
able time  for  a  consideration  of  the  over- 
tures for  a  reconciliation.^^  To  be  effective, 
the  overtures  must  be  made  before  the  other 
party  acquires  a  right  to  divorce;  l^  and 
they  must  be  bona  fide,!'  and  not  made 
simply  for  the  purpose  of  laying  a  founda- 


7  Ford  V.  Ford,  143  Mass.  677,  10  N.  E. 
474,  which  makes  such  a  declaration  sum- 
marily, although  it  holds  only  that  where 
a  husband  files  a  libel  for  divorce  for  adul- 
tery before  the  lapse  of  the  statutory  period 
of  desertion,  he  cannot  maintain  a  suit 
upon  the  ground  of  desertion  upon  the 
lapse  of  such  statutory  period. 

While  the  point  involved  in  this  note 
was  apparently  not  urged  in  t'rather  v. 
Prather,  26  Kan.  273,  the  existence  of  anv 
duty  upon  the  part  of  the  husband  to  seek 
a  reconciliation  under  the  facts  of  that  case 
was  negatived  by  the  court's  statement 
that  a  wife  cannot  deliberately  abandon  her 
husband,  sue  for  separate  maintenance,  and, 
when  defeated  in  such  action,  issue  under 
the  advise  of  counsel  formal  propositions 
for  reconciliation,  which  are  never  received 
by  the  husband,  and  then,  without  per- 
sonally approaching  him,  defeat  an  action 
for  abandonment. 

And  the  existence  of  any  duty  upon  the 
part  of  the  husband  in  this  respect  was 
negatived  in  Fulton  v.  Fulton,  36  Miss.  617, 
holding  that  where  a  wife  unjustifiably  left 
her  husband  because  of  his  refusal  to  per- 
mit the  visits  of  a  son  by  a  former  mar- 
riage, her  officer  to  return  to  him  upon  the 
condition  that  the  son  should  visit  her  did 
not  terminate  the  desertion,  nor  deprive  it 
of  the  character  of  wilfulness,  so  as  to 
disentitle  the  husband  to  a  divorce. 

s  Friemann  v.  Friemann,  120  Mo.  App. 
430,  97  S.  W.  186. 

•  Gilmer  v.  Gilmer,  37  Mo.  App.  672. 

10  Stocking  V.  Stocking,  76  Minn.  292,  79 
N.  W.  172,  608. , 

11  If  an  offending  husband  desires  to  put 
his  wife  in  fault  as  a  deserter  by  an  offer 
of  reconciliation,  it  must  be  made  before 
she  acquires  the  right  to  a  divorce  against 
him.  Benkert  v.  Benkert,  32  Cal.  467; 
Bovaird  v.  Bovaird,  78  Kan.  316,  96  Pac. 
666. 

isPhelan  v.  Phelan,  136  111.  446,  26  N. 
E.  751;  Paul  v.  Paul,  76  111.  App.  383; 
39  L.ILA.<N.S.) 


Grady  v.  Grady,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  64  Atl. 
440;  Middleton  v.  Middleton,  187  Pa.  612, 
41  Atl.  291. 

And  if,  at  the  time  of  offering  to  return 
to  live  with  his  wife,  the  husband  was  in 
fact  living  in  adultery,  or  was  at  least 
willing  to  let  her  believe  that  he  was  so 
living,  the  offer  to  return  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  one  made  in  good  faith.  Lister 
V.  Lister,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  109,  66  Atl.  1093, 
affirmed  without  additional  opinion  in  66 
N.  J.  Eq.  434,  67  Atl.  1132;  Fred  v.  Fred, 
67  N.  J.  Eq.  495,  68  Atl.  611. 

The  expression  of  a  willingness  to  re- 
ceive the  wife  again,  when  made '  under 
duress  of  arrest  for  nonsupport,  and  neither 
accompanied  nor  followed  by  any  facts  or 
even  words  to  indicate  that  he  was  honestly 
desirous  that  she  should  return,  cannot  be 
considered  as  sufficient  proof  that  he  wished 
to  change  their  relation  or  the  separation 
to  come  to  an  end,  so  as  to  entitle  him  to  a 
divorce  upon  the  ground  of  wilful  and  ob- 
stinate desertion.  Broom  v.  Broom,  47  N. 
J.  Eq.  216,  20  Atl.  377,  affirmed  without 
additional  opinion  in  49  N.  J.  Eq.  347,  26 
Atl.  963. 

See  also  Howard  v.  Howard,  134  Gal.  346, 
66  Pac  367,  where  it  was  contended  that 
the  husband  was  not  entitled  to  a  divorce 
for  desertion  since  his  effort  to  bring  about 
a  reconciliation  was  not  sincere  or -made 
in  good  faith,  and  the  court  seems  to  ac- 
cept the  contention  as  a  logical  one,  but 
held  that  it  did  not  apply  since  the  offer 
was  made  in  good  faith. 

It  is  held  in  McMullin  v.  McMullin,  140 
Cal.  112,  73  Pac.  808,  that  where  the  parties 
to  the  marriage  separate  by  consent,  in 
which  case  either  party  may  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  revoke  his  consent, 
and  in  good  faith  seek  a  reconciliation  and 
restoration,  the  refusal  of  the  other  to 
yiefd  constitutes  desertion,  which,  if  con- 
tinued for  a  year,  becomes  a  ground  for 
divorce.  In  this  case  there  is  a  strong  dis- 
senting  opinion,  which  takes  the  position 
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tion  for  the  8uit.i<  So,  too,  they  must  have 
been  conciliatory,  and  without  unreasonable 
conditions,i4  such  as,  for  instance,  requir- 
ing a  wife  to  relinquish  all  claims  in  the 
husband's  real  estate;  i<^  and  not  merely  re- 
quests which  are  formal  and  perfunctory,l6 
or  which  partake  of  the  nature  of  a  com- 
mand rather  than  of  an  invitation,n  or  are 
couched  in  terms  calculated  to  arouse  re- 
sentment, is  In  short,  the  invitation  must 
have  at  least  the  appearance  of  being  sin- 
cere, and  must  manifest  an  actual  desire 
for  the  absent  one's  return.!*  Indeed,  it  is 
held  that  where  the  husband's  misconduct 
on  account  of  which  the  wife  left,  is  such 
that  it  in  itself  constitutes  a  ground  for 
divorce,  he  cannot,  by  mere  invitation  to 
her  to  return,  put  her  in  the  position  of 
a  wife  who  has  wilfully  and  obstinately  de- 
serted the  husband,  even  if  she  refuses  to 
come  back.M 

In  Louisiana  this  question  is  governed  by 


a  statute  providing  that  the  abandonment 
with  which  the  husband  or  wife  is  charged 
must  be  made  to  appear  by  three  reiter- 
ated summonses  made  to  him  or  her  from 
month  to  month,  directing  him  or  her  to 
return  to  the  place  of  the  matrimonial  domi- 
cil,  and  followed  by  a  Judgment  which  baa 
sentenced  him  or  her  to  comply  with  such 
request,  together  with  a  notification  of  uid 
judgment  given  to  him  or  her  from  mouth 
to  month  for  three  successive,  times.'! 

III.  Duty  of  huaband. 


a.  Separation  not  caused  by  Ms 

conduct. 


1.  Generally. 

The  husband  must  seek  the  wile's  retani 
after  a  separation,>S  and  he  cannot,  with- 
out doing  this,  accept  her  departure  as  a 
desertion  and  demand  a  divorce,^  where  she 


that  the  evidence  showed  that  the  officer 
of  reconciliation  was  not  made  in  good 
faith. 

W  Olcott  v.  Olcott,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  26 
Atl.  469. 

l4Middleton  ▼.  Middleton,  187  Pa.  612, 
41  Atl.  291. 

A  husband  must,  in  a  conciliatory  man- 
ner and  in  good  faith,  and  without  con- 
ditions, invite  the  wife  to  return,  before 
wilful  desertion  and  abandonment  can  be 
made  out  of  her  continuation  of  a  volun- 
tary separation  which  took  place  upon  his 
demand,  when  he  refused  longer  to  live 
with  her  upon  her  confession  that  she  no 
longer  loved  him,  although  she  was  willing 
to  remain  with  him  for  appearance  sake. 
Woolard  v.  Woolard,  18  App.  D.  C.  326. 

To  entitle  a  husband  who  deserts  his 
wife  to  invoke  a  statutory  provision  that 
the  husband  may  choose  any  reasonable 
place  or  mode  of  living,  and  that,  if  the 
wife  does  not  conform  thereto,  it  is  de- 
sertion, he  must  show  that  the  place  or 
mode  of  living  chosen  by  him  is  reasonable. 
Kenniston  v.  Kenniston,  6  Cal.  App.  657, 
02  Pac.  1037. 

"Day  V.  Day,  84  Iowa,  221,  60  N.  W. 
979. 

16  A  husband  who  leaves  his  wife,  and 
unsuccessfully  prosecutes  an  action  for  di- 
vorce upon  the  alleged  ground  of  her  im- 
potency,  cannot  render  her  the  deserter  by 
taking  a  witness  with  him  and  making 
a  formal  and  perfunctory  request  for  her 
return  to  the  marital  home,  where  she  re- 
plies that  she  will  take  the  matter  under 
consideration  and  he  never  thereafter  makes 
any  overtures.  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  20 
Pa.  Co.  Ct.  41. 

HMusf^rave  v.  Musgrave,  185  Pa.  260, 
39  Atl.  961. 

18  A  husband  who  leaves  his  wife  cannot 
make  her  the  deserter  by  making  a  formal 
offer  of  a  home  to  her  in  a  letter  couched 
in  terms  calculated  to  arouse  resentment 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  opposition,  and  not  giving  her  a  rea- 
sonable time  to  consider  the  matter.  Bea- 
ton V.  Heaton,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  6d8. 

l»  Wright  V.  Wright,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — , 
43  Atl.  447. 

ao  Crickler  v.  Crickler,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  427, 
43  Atl.  1064. 

SI  Derby  v.  Dancey,  112  La.  891,  36  Sa 
795,  in  which  the  court  said  that  the  law 
presupposes  the  possibility  of  a  reconcilia- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  that  no  separation 
can  be  decreed  for  cause  of  abandonment 
without  a  strict  compliance  of  all  the 
requisites  of  the  statute. 

ft»  Briggs  v.  Briggs,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  59 
Atl.  878. 

M  A  husband  cannot  accept  the  departure 
of  his  wife  from  the  home  as  a  desertion 
and  demand  a  divorce,  when  he  refuses  to 
invite  her  return,  makes  no  effort  to  in- 
duce her  to  resume  her  place  in  his  hoase- 
hold,  and  rejects  her  overtures  for  a 
reconciliation. .  McElhaney  v.  McElhanev, 
126  Iowa,  333,  101  N.  W.  93. 

A  husband  will  not  be  granted  a  divorce 
for  desertion  where  he  made  no  effort  to 
induce  the  wife  to  return  to  him  after  the 
dismissal  of  a  former  suit  instituted  by 
him  upon  the  same  ground,  and  after  a 
continuance  granted  therein  upon  her  state- 
ment to  the  judge  that  she  was  willing  to 
live  with  him  if  he  would  treat  has  as  his 
wife.  Bradley  v.  Bradley,  160  Mass.  25S. 
35  N.  E.  482.  The  court  said  in  this  case 
that,  so  far  from  showing  desertion  by  her 
since  the  first  suit  was  dismissed,  these 
facts  indicated  desertion  by  him. 

Where  a  man  uses  undue  means  to  coeree 
a  girl  of  fourteen  to  marry  him  against 
her  declarations  that  she  has  no  love  for 
him,  and  contrary  to  the  advice  of  friends, 
he  will  not  be  divorced  for  her  absence 
among  her  friends  without  clear  and  de- 
cided efforts  to  win  her  affections  and  in- 
duce her  to  live  with  him.  Bigelow  t. 
Bigelow,  Wright    (Ohio)    416. 
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fails  to  return  from  a  Tisit,**  or  after  going 
away  for  medical  attention,^  or  to  engage 
in  business  ;S0  and  the  same  is  true  where 
the  estrangement  follows  the  husband's  de- 
parture from  home  for  the  purpose  of  find- 
ing employment,>7  or  because  of  financial 
necessity.^  But  the  right  of  the  husband 
to  a  decree  upon  the  ground  of  desertion  is 
not  dependent  upon  his  having  made  an  ef- 
fort to  effect  a  reconciliation,  where  the 
circumstances  attending  or  following  the 
separation  affdrd  a  ground  for  reasonable 
belief  that  any  such  effort  on  his  part  to 
induce  the  wife's  return  would  most  prob- 
ably have  resulted  in  strengthening  her  de- 
termination to  remain  away,*^  that  is, 
where  it  is  reasonably  clear  that  any  efforts 
on  his  part  would  have  been  unavailing,M  or 
that,  even  if  successful  in  bringing  the  de- 
sertion to  an  end,  it  would  be  so  only  tem- 
porarily .'^    The  true  rule  has  been  stated  to 


be  that  when  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  separation  occurred  were  such  as  to  im- 
pose upon  the  husband  the  duty  of  using 
active  efforts  to  terminate  it,  by  making 
such  advances  or  concessions  as  might  rea- 
sonably be  expected  to  induce  the  wife  to 
return  to  him,  he  is  excused  from  making 
such  efforts  when,  and  only  when,  it  is  man- 
ifest from  the  facts  in  the  case  that  to  do  so 
will  be  unavailing.**  .  ' 

2,  Consent  or  mutual  agveemtnJt. 

A  voluntary  separation  does  not  amount 
to  desertion,  nor  can  desertion  be  inferred 
from  the  mere  unaided  fact  that  the  parties 
do  not  live  together.  To  establish  a  ease 
of  desertion,  it  should  appear  that  the  wife 
left  her  husband  of  her  own  accord,  without 
his  consent  and  against  his  will,  or  that 
she  obstinately  refused  to  return  without 
just  cause  upon  his  request,**  and  therefore, 


s^An  effort  to  induce  the  wife's  return    that  he  had  returned.     Frarell  ▼•  Frarell, 


is  necessary  to  entitle  a  husband  to  a  di 
vorce  for  desertion  where,  after  giving 
peaceably  with  him  for  thirty  five  years, 
she  left  their  home  and  went  to  a  distant 
state  on  a  visit,  after  which  no  correspond- 
ence passed  between  the  parties.  Wright  v. 
Wright,  80  Mich.  572,  46  N.  W.  365. 

And  it  was  declared  in  Conger  v.  Conger, 
13  N.  J.  Eq.  286,  that  where  the  wffe  left 
home  with  the  consent  of  her  husband,  and 
with  a  bona  fide  purpose  of  visiting  her 
mother,  her  subsequently  formed  purpose 
not  to  return  could  not  convert  her  absence 
into  a  wilful  desertion  as  of  the  date  of  her 


Wright  (Ohio)  466. 

**  The  fact  that  a  wife  who  was  separated 
from  her  husband  by  reason  of  financial 
necessity  may  not  have  wanted  him  to  come 
to  her  until  he  could  support  her  and  the 
family  does  not  absolve  him  from  his  duty 
to  find  her  and  solicit  her  return.  Ferrari 
V.  Ferrari,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  22  Atl.  261. 

a*  Trail  V.  Trail,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  231. 

*0  Hudson  V.  Hudson,  59  Fla.  629,  29 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  614,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  141, 
61  8o.  857,  21  Ann.  Cas.  278;  Ojserkis  t. 
Ojserkis,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  62  Atl.  118; 
Currier  v.  Currier,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  7,  69  Atl. 


departure,  the  court  apparently  taking  the  I  *»  *®™®^  "V^i^^^^  ^^^^^}?^S^  opinion  in 


position  that  she  did  not  become  a  wilful 
deserter  until  her  husband  had  made  an 
effort  to  induce  her  to  return  and  she  had 
refused. 

*SA  divorce  will  not  be  granted  a  hus- 
band upon  the  ground  of  desertion,  where 
the  wife  left  the  home  temporarily  for  medi- 
cal attention,  and  remained  away  during 
convalescence,  and  for  a  few  months  there- 
after due  to  the  express  indifference  of  the 
husband,  who  a  few  months  after  her  de- 
parture sold  the  household  furniture  and 
never  requested  her  to  return.  Kupka  v. 
Kupka,  132  Iowa,  191,  109  N.  W.  610. 

**A  husband  who  permits  his  wife  to 
engage  in  business  elsewhere  than  at  their 
home  city,  without  making  any  effort  to 
have  her  remain  with  him,  and  without 
offering  any  inducements  for  her  return, 
and  who  on  the  contrary  appears  pleased 
at  her  departure,  is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce 
for  desertion,  since  her  departure  was  not 
afsfainst  his  will.  Beller  v.  Beller,  50  Mich. 
40,  14  N.  W.  696. 


68  N.  J.  Eq.  797,  64  Atl.  1133. 

*l  Where  a  husband  is  in  no  way  respon- 
sible for  his  wife's  departure,  and  it  is 
apparent  from  the  circumstances  that  an 
honest  effort  on  his  part  to  terminate  the 
separation  will  be  unavailing,  or  only  tem- 
porarily successful,  no  duty  to  make  such 
effort  devolves  upon  him.  Purnell  v.  Pur- 
nell,  —  N.  J.  — ,  70  Atl.  187.  So,  too, 
where  her  desertion,  though  not  without 
some  fault  on  his  part,  was  unjustified. 
Lammertz  v.  Lammertz,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  649, 
46  Atl.  271. 

>*  Hall  V.  Hall,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  469,  46  Atl. 
866;  Hall  v.  Hall,  66  K  J.  Eq.  709,  66 
Atl.  300.  The  latter  decision,  although 
affirming  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  53  Atl.  456,  thus 
states  the  rule  in  correction  of  a  statement 
in  the  opinion  in  63  Atl.  456,  to  the  effect 
that  when  the  facts  show  that  the  action 
of  a  wife  in  leaving  her  husband  is  the 
result  of  a  settled  determination  on  her 
part  to  separate  from  him,  the  husband 
is  not  bound  to  seek  her  out  and  endeavor 
to  induce  hereto  return  to  him;  but  that  it 


*7A  wife  who  goes  to  live  with  her  is  only  when  the  wife  leaves  her  husband 
friends  when  her  husband  departs  to  work  on  the  impulse  of  the  moment,  without 
at   a   distance   for   several    months    is   not  |  premeditation,  that  this  duty  rests  on  the 


guilty  of  wilful  desertion,  where  it  does 
not  appear  that  upon  his  return  he  sought 
her,  desired  her  to  return,  or  informed  her 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  71 


latter. 

**  Jenninjfs  v.  Jennings,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  38; 
Taylor  v.  Taylor,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  207. 
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where  the  parties  are  living  apart  under  ar- 
ticles of  Beparation,M  or  where  the  husband 
assenta  either  expressly  or  by  implication  to 
the  separation  or  to  the  wife's  continued 
abBence,M  he  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  di- 
vorce until  he  has  revoked  that  consent  by 
seeking  a  reconciliation^  by  something  more 
than  a  mere  request  for  her  return,  unac- 
companied by  an  offer  in  any  sense  of  pro- 
tection, maintenance,  or  a  home,  or  a  mani- 
festation of  any  sincere  desire  to  reinstate 
her  to  the  conjugal  relation.*?  And  espe- 
cially where  the  parties  separate  after  the 
marriage  an4  never  live  together,  the  wife 
does  not  become  a  deserter  until  she  has  re- 
fused a  bona  fide  offer  of  a  home.M  Like- 
wise, where  the  wife  leaves  upon  the  hus- 
band's insistence,  although  it  was  induced 
by  her  eonduct,**  or  the  parties  separate 
because  of  mutual  incOmpatibility,M  or  be- 
cause of  a  quarel,^  the  husband  will  not 
be  granted  a  divorce,  unless  he  sincerely  and 
unreservedly  sought  her  return,  for,  as  said 
in  one  ease  when  a  husband,  upon  disagree- 


ment with  his  wife  and  her  declaration  ihat 
she  will  not  live  with  him,  assents  to  her 
going  where  she  chooses,  and  furnishes  her 
with  money  for  her  support,  and  never  in- 
sists, as  a  condition  of  her  support,  that  she 
shall  perform  her  duties  as  a  wife,  although 
he  asks  and  entreats  her  to  come  back,  it 
has  too  much  the  character  of  a  friendly  ar- 
rangement to  be  called  wilful,  obstinate,  anU 
continued  desertion.^ 

8.  Vnjustifled  and  wilful  departure  0/ 

wife. 

The  view  has  been  taken  that  where  the 
wife  deserts  the  husband  without  cause,  be 
is  not  called  upon  to  make  overtures  to  her 
or  to  entreat  her  to  return,  upon  the  theorr 
that  his  silence  should  be  construed  as  a 
consent  to  her  separation  from  him;  ^  and 
that  it  is  sufficient  in  such  circumstances 
if  the  wife  has  not  refused  an  uncondition- 
al offer  to  return.^  While  this  position  msy 
be  warranted  under  the  peculiar  facts  of  a 
particular    case,^   or   under    a    particular 


M  And  where  the  parties  are  living  aparty 
under  articles  of  separation,  a  divorce  for 
desertion  will  not  oe  granted  where  the 
plaintiff  has  not  expressed  a  desire  to  re- 
voke the  agreement.  Moores  v.  Moores,  16 
N.  J.  Eq.  275. 

MRose  V.  Rose,  60  Mich.  02,  14  N.  W. 
711;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  31  Mo.  24;  Scott 
V.  Scott,  44  Mo.  App.  600. 

MReed  V.  Reed,  62  Ark.  611.  97  S.  W. 
230;  Gates  v.  Gates,  60  N.  J.  Eq.  100,  43 
Atl.  436,  affirmed  without  additional  opin- 
ion in  60  N.  J.  Eq.  486,  46  Atl.  1100; 
Ojserkis  v.  Ojserkis,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — f  62 
Atl.  113;  Currier  v.  Currier,  68  N.  J.  Eq. 
7,  60  Atl.  4,  affirmed  without  additional 
opinion  in  68  N.  J.  Eq.  707,  64  Atl.  1133; 
Luper  V.  Luper,  —  Or.  — ,  06  Pac.  1090; 
Butler  V.  Butler,  1  Pars.  Sel.  Eq.  Cas.  320. 

S7Eisenberg  v.  Eisenberg,  1  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
500. 

M  Ball  V.  Ball,  8  Pa.  Dist.  R.  678. 

MSmithkin  v.  Smithkin,  62  N.  J.  Eq. 
161,  40  Atl.  816. 

M  Where,  from  mutual  dislike,  incompati- 
bility of  temper,  uncongenial ity,  or  other 
cause,  the  parties  voluntarily  separate,  such 
separation,  however  long  continued,  will  not 
of  itself  constitute  desertion  on  either  side, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute;  and  it 
becomes  such  when,  and  only  when,  a  re- 
newal of  marital  cohabitation  is  sincerly 
sought  by  the  complaining  party.  Hankin- 
son  V.  Hankinson,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  66. 

So,  a  husband  who  makes  no  effort  to 
induce  his  wife's  return  will  not  be  granted 
a  divorce  for  desertion  against  his  wife, 
where  she  left  as  a  result  of  their  mutual 
incompatibility,  it  appearing  that  there 
were  some  things  alleged  against  the  hus- 
band which  would  j?ive  countenance  to  the 
wife's  departure.  Thorpe  v.  Thorpe,  0  R.  I. 
67. 

41  An  order  denying  the  husband  a  di- 
80  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


vorce  for  desertion  will  not  be  disturbed 
where  it  appears  that  the  parties  have 
been  living  separate  and  apart  for  several 
years,  owing  to  a  trifling  quarrel,  and  that 
neither  of  them  has  ever  attempted  to  be- 
come reconciled,  or  to  resume  the  marital 
relations,  but  that  they  have  been  mutuallj 
satisfied  with  existing  relations,  without 
making  any  serious  charges  of  misconduct 
against  each  other.  Hosmer  v.  Hosmer,  53 
Minn.  602,  66  N.  W.  630. 

So,  a  husband  who  makes  no  effort  at 
a  reconciliation  will  not  be  entitled  to  a 
divorce  for  wilful  and  malicious  desertion, 
where,  upon  the  wife's  departure  as  the 
result  of  a  quarrel,  he  declared  that  tliis 
act  ended  everything  betweeii  them.  Thorpe 
V.  Thorpe,  30  Pittsb.  L.  J.  N.  S.  133. 

No  such  abandonment  as  constitutes  a 
ground  for  limited  divorce  is  shown  by  tSe 
fact  that  the  parties  were  living  apart  a< 
the  result  of  a  disagreement,  and  with  the 
virtual  consent  and  approbation  of  tlie 
plaintiff  (husband).  Adams  v.  Adams,  20 
N.  Y.   Supp.   766. 

4«  Goldbeck  v.  Goldbeck,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  42. 

4«  Ogilvie  V.  Ogilvie,  37  Or.  171,  61  Pac 
627. 

44  Seeds  v.  Seeds,  130  Iowa,  717,  117 
N.  W.  1060   (desertion  by  wife). 

45  To  entitle  a  husband  to  a  divorce  npon 
the  ground  of  wilful  desertion,  it  is  not 
necessary  that  he  manifest  an  active  Hesirp 
for  her  return,  where  she  left  him  without 
legal  cause  and  without  his  consent  or 
connivance,  and  soon  thereafter  instituted 
a  suit  for  separate  maintenance.  Hitch- 
cock V.  Hitchcock,  16  App.  D.  C.  81. 

So,  where  a  wife  leaves  her  husband  with 
the  purpose  of  not  returning,  althousfb  she 
leads  him  to  believe  that  she  will  return, 
and  immediately  institutes  in  bad  faith  an 
action  for  divorce,  it  cannot  be  said  that 
because  he  has  not  since  solicited  her  re- 
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8tatute,M  the  better  rule,  as  a  general  prop- 
osition, would  Beem  to  be  that  though  the 
wife's  desertion  may  have  been  wilful  and 
unjustified,  it  does  not  become  obstinate, 
so  as  to  constitute  a  ground  for  divorce, 
until  the  husband  has  sought  a  reconcilia- 
tion,^7  since  it  devolves  upon  the  husband, 
as  the  head  of  the  household,  to  take  the  in- 
itiative in  the  maintenance  or  re-establish- 
ment of  domestic  harmony .46  Where,  by  re- 
fusing to  accompany  him  upon  his  change 
of  domicil,^  or  in  some  other  manner,  the 
wife  wilfully  and  unjustifiably  separates 
herself  from  her  husband,  and  he  passively 
acquiesces  in  the  separation,^  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  hdr  absence  a  ground  for 
divorce,Bl  he  will  be  denied  relief.  A  for- 
iiari,  where  it  appears  that  the  wife  had 
on  previous  occasions  left  him,  but  had  al- 
ways yielded  to  his  persuasions  to  return. 


his  failure  to  urge  her  return  will  be  fatal 
to  his  application  for  relief;  M  and  likewise 
he  has  no  standing  to  seek  a  divorce  where 
he  has  ignored  her  conciliatory  letters  upon 

the  assumption  that  they  were  insincere  and 
untruthfuLM 


5«  SeparaHcn  eauaed  hy  hi9  mUeon^ 

duc$* 

The  reasons  which  impel  the  courts  to 
charge  the  husband  with  the  duty  of  seeking 
the  return  of  a  wife  who  has  left  him  with- 
out his  own  fault  apply  with  greater  force 
where  her  departure  was  due  to  misconduct 
on  his  part.  He  must  make  an  effort  at 
reconciliation  where  he  is  not  blameless  for 
the  separation.^    Thus,  where  he  is  himself 


turn,  and  is  willing  for  her  to  stay  away, 
he  has  consented  to  the  separation,  so  as 
to  disentitle  him  to  a  divorce  upon  the 
ground  of  desertion.  Bedford  v.  Kedford, 
162  Mo.  App.  127,  144  S.  W.  126. 

46  A  statute  authorizing  a  divorce  for 
wilful  or  malicious  desertion  or  absence  of 
either  party  without  a  reasonable  cause, 
for  two  years,  was  held  in  Lanier  v.  Lan- 
ier, 6  Heisk.  462,  to  warrant  a  divorce  in 
favor  of  the  husband,  irrespective  of  his 
efforts  for  a  reconciliation,  where  his  wife 
left  him  without  cause  during  a  sickness, 
there  being  ground  for  suspicion  on  his 
part  that  his  illness  was  due  to  poison  ad- 
ministered by  her. 

The  view  was  taken  in  Patterson  v.  Pat- 
terson, 46  Wash.  296,  88  Pac.  196,  that  a 
statute  merely  providing  that  "abandon- 
ment for  one  year"  should  be  a  cause  for 
divorce  did  not  require  that  a  husband  who 
was  abandoned  by  his  wife  should  make 
any  effort  to  induce  her  to  return,  the  court 
saying:  ''Whether  or  not  this  is  a  wise 
statute,  and  whether  it  would  not  be  better 
to  require  the  husband,  after  desertion  by 
the  wife,  to  make  an  earnest  effort  to  se- 
cure her  ^return  before  instituting  divorce 
proceedings,  and  whether  the  question  of 
the  age  of  the  parties  and  their  situation 
sliould,  or  should  not,  accord  the  court 
Home  discretion  in  the  premises,  are  ques- 
tions that  are  not  before  us,  but  are  mat- 
ters that  might  pertinently  be  addressed 
to  the  attention  of  the  legislature." 

47  Sterling  v.  Sterling,  71  N.  J.  Eg.  69, 
63  Atl.  648;  Tavlor  v.  Taylor,  73  N.  J.  Eq. 
746,  70  Atl.  323;  Hunt  V.  Hunt,  —  N.  J. 
Eq.  — ,  59  Atl.  642. 

And  where  a  husband  who  is  told  by  his 
wife  that  she  is  about  to  leave  him,  invites 
her  to  remain  with  him,  but  never  there- 
after asks  her  to  return  or  remonstrates 
with  her  for  her  continued  absence,  al- 
though he  at  all  times  knew  where  she  was, 
he  will  be  deemed  to  have  acquiesced  in 
her  absence,  and  cannot  successfully  seek 
a  decree  of  divorce  upon  the  ground  of 
89  L.R.A.(NJ3.) 


obstinate  desertion.  Payne  t.  Paynoi  — 
N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  28  Atl.  449. 

46  Wood  ▼.  Wood,  63  N.  J.  Eq.  688,  63 
Atl.  61. 

4eGunther  v.  Gunther,  —  N.  J.  Bq.  — , 
67  Atl.  1016. 

60  Although  the  wife's  departure  is  un- 
justified, yet  where  it  appears  from  the 
fact  that  he  never  asked  her  to  return,  and 
from  other  circumstances,  that  he  passively 
acquiesced  in  the  separation,  he  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  divorce  for  desertion,  under  a 
statute  defining  desertion  to  be  the  volun- 
tiury  separation  of  one  of  the  married  par- 
ties from  the  other,  or  the  voluntary  re- 
fusal to  renew  a  suspended  cohabitation 
without  justification  either  in  the  consent 
or  the  wrongful  conduct  of  the  other. 
Droege  t.  Droege,  65  Mo.  App.  482;  Davis 
V.  Davis,  60  Ma  App.  646. 

In  Twigg  v.  Twigff,  107  Md.  676,  69  Atl. 
617,  the  court,  in  aenving  the  husband  a 
divorce  for  desertion,  thus  summarized  the 
evidence:  ''So  far  as  the  plaintiff  was  con- 
cerned, the  separation  was  regarded  by  him 
with  entire  complacency,  a  complacency  so 
profound  that  he  has  been  living  in  the 
same  city  with  his  wife  and  seven  children 
for  nearly  four  years,  and  has  made  abso- 
lutely no  effort  either  to  win  her  back,  or  to 
meet  in  any  way  the  natural  obligation 
under  which  he  was  and  is  to  provide  for 
and  take  care  of  his  own  flesh  and  blood." 

61  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  207,  fol- 
lowing Bowlby  V.  Bowlby,  25  N.  J.  Eq.  406, 
affirmed  without  additional  opinion  in  26 
N.  J.  Eq.  570. 

68  Smith  V.  Smith,  72  N.  J.  Eq.  6,  66  AtL 
986. 

66  Meier  t.  Meier,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  9,  69  AtL 
234. 

64  A  husband  who,  not  being  blameless 
for  the  act,  makes  no  effort  to  prevent  his 
desertion  by  his  wife,  and  appears  to  ac- 
quiesce in  and  be  satisfied  with  its  contin- 
uance, is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  desertion.  Herold  v.  Herold,  47 
N.  J.  Eq.  210,  9  L.RJL.  696,  20  Atl.  375. 
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guilty  of  desertion,!^!^  or  cruelty,**  or  even 
where  his  conduct  has  been  nothing  more 
than  overbearing  and  unkind,(»7  or  conaiBted 
only  of  threats,**  he  will  be  denied  a  divorce 
unless  he  takes  proper  steps  to  induce  her 
to  return,  and  to  assure  her  of  her  future 
happiness  in  the  home.  This  applies  not 
only  where  the  indignities  to  which  he  sub- 
jects the  wife  justify  her  in  leaving  the 
marital  home,  though  not  themselves  con- 
stituting grounds  for  divorce,**  but  even 
where  his  treatment  of  her  is  merely  a  pro- 
voking cause  of  the  separation,  but  not  a 


justification  therefor.*0  This  rule,  of  oofurK, 
applies  whlBre  the  wife  leaves  in  obedience 
to  his  counsel,*^  or  where  he  excludes  the 
wife  from  the  home  and  forbids  her  to  re- 
main there,*s  or  because  she  cannot  live 
peaceably  with  the  members  of  his  family 
in  the  household,**  and  even  where  the  wife 
leaves  the  husband  because  of  his  miscon- 
duct and  declares  that  she  will  not  return, 
he  cannot  seize  upon  that  declaration  and 
make  it  a  pretext  for  disposing  of  his  home, 
so  as  to  prevent  her  from  returning,  and 
then  claim  that  he  is  entitled  to  a  divorce.** 


**A  husband  who  deserted  bis  wife  after 
his  discharge  from  arrest  for  cruel  treat- 
ment is  in  no  position  to  claim  that  she 
is  the  deserter,  where  he  never  made  anv 
effort  at  reconciliation.  Goldstein  v.  Gold- 
stein, —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  26  Atl.  862. 

A  husband  who  without  cause  deserts 
his  wife  cannot  make  her  the  deserter  by 
showing  that  he  requested  her  to  come  and 
reside  with  him,  but  must  show  that  he 
in  good  faith  offered  her  a  home.  Phelan 
V.  Phelan,  135  111.  445,  25  N.  E.  761;  Paul 
V.  Paul,  75  111.  App.  383. 

So,  where  the  wife  leaves  the  marital 
home  under  circumstances  that  more  nearly 
tend  to  place  him  in  the  position  of  a  de- 
serter, he  cannot,  in  turn,  base  an  action 
of  divorce  for  desertion  upon  her  absence, 
without  making  an  offer  of  reconciliation 
in  good  faith  and  with  the  appearance  of 
sincerity.  Spille  v.  Spille,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  647, 
61  Atl.  742. 

**And  a  husband  will  not  be  granted  a 
divorce  for  desertion  from  the  wife  who  left 
him  because  of  his  cruelty,  and  thereafter 
stated  in  response  to  a  conciliatory  letter 
of  his  that  any  attempt  at  reconciliation 
was  useless,  where  thereafter  he  became 
satisfied  with  the  separation,  and  admits 
that  he  did  not  care  about  her  coming  back. 
Grant  v.  Grant,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  602. 

Where  the  wife  leaves  the  husband  by 
reason  of  his  cruel  and  inhuman  treatment, 
the  separation  is,  so  far  as  she  is  concerned, 
involuntary  at  its  inception,  and  it  does  not 
thereafter  become  voluntary  so  as  to  con- 
stitute a  ground  of  divorce,  where  he  makes 
no  effort  at  a  reconciliation.  Jakubke  v. 
Jakubke,  125  Wis.  635,  104  N.  W.  704. 

A  husband  who  by  personal  violence, 
gross  language,  and  constant  neglect,  has 
driven  the  wife  from  his  home,  is  not  en- 
titled to  a  divorce  for  desertion,  where  he 
has  made  no  effort  to  induce  her  to  return. 
Meldowney  v.  Meldowney,  27  N.  J.  Eq.  328. 

*7A  husband  whose  wife  leaves  him  be- 
cause of  his  overbearing  and  unkind  con- 
duct is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  upon  the 
ground  of  desertion,  unless  he  makes  sin- 
cere and  opportune  concessions  and  ad- 
vances to  induce  her  return.  Hall  v.  Hall, 
69  N.  J.  Eq.  402,  45  Atl.  690,  modified  for 
further  reasons  in  60  N.  J.  Eq.  469,  46 
At\.  866. 

**A  divorce  for  wilful  desertion  will  not 
be  granted  in  favor  of  a  husband  whose 
wife  left  him  because  of  threats  superin- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


duced  by  his  belief  that  she  took  money  in 
his  possession,  where,  upon  discovering  that 
she  did  not  take  it,  he  took  no  steps  to  in- 
duce her  return,  or  to  assure  her  of  her 
future  happiness  in  the  home,  for  in  such 
circumstances  the  desertion  is  not  wilful, 
but  is  deemed  to  have  been  with  bis  eonsent. 
Ward  V.  Ward,  7  Penn.  (Del.)  3Ck,  75  Atl 
611. 

A  divorce  from  the  wife  upon  the 
ground  of  obstinate  desertion  will  not  be 
granted  where  she  leaves  because  of 
threatening  language  and  conduct  of  the 
husband,  and  he,  instead  of  seeking  to  in- 
duce her  to  return,  publishes  an  advertise- 
ment stating  that  she  has  left  him  and 
warning  the  public  against  trusting  her 
on  his  account.  Rittenhouse  v.  Rittenhouse, 
29  N.  J.  Eq.  274. 

**  Dwyer  v.  Dwyer,  16  Mo.  App.  422. 

eo  Cornish  v.  Cornish,  23  N.  J.  Eq.  209; 
Bowlby  V.  Bowlby,  26  N.  J.  Eq-  406, 
affirmed  without  additional  opinion  in  25 
N.  J.  Eq.  670;  Van  Wart  v.  Van  Wart,  57 
N.  J.  Eq.  598,  41  Atl.  965;  Loux  v.  Loux, 
67  N.  J.  Eq.  561,  41  Atl.  368 ;  Sarfaty  t. 
Sarfaty,  59  N.  J.  Eq.  193,  45  Atl.  261. 

81 A  wife  is  not  guilty  of  wilful  de- 
sertion of  her  husband  where  she  leaves  the 
home  upon  what  she  regards  as  his  counsel 
or  consent,  and  he  maKcs  no  effort  to  in- 
duce her  to  return;  and  it*  is  immaterial 
whether  or  not  she  misunderstood  his  lan- 
guage, for  it  was  his  duty  to  invite  her 
to  return  if  he  repented  and  desired  her  to 
return,  or  if  he  was  misunderstood.  Smith- 
son  V.  Smithson,  7  Mackey,  227. 

**  And  a  husband  who  excludes  his  wife 
from  their  home,  and  tells  her  she  can  no 
longer  remain  there,  cannot  convert  ber 
absence  into  a  desertion  by  writing  a  cold 
and  formal  note  which  is  more  of  a  com- 
mand than  an  invitation,  that  she  return 
to  his  house,  "which  you  have  wilfully  and 
without  cause  deserted,"  the  letter  contain- 
ing an  intimation  of  his  purpose  to  insti- 
tute proceedings  fol*  divorce  if  she  neglect- 
ed to  comply  with  his  request.  Mus^rave 
V.  Musgrave,  185  Pa.  260,  39  Atl.  961. 

**  When  a  wife  leaved  her  husband  with 
the  announcement  that  she  cannot  live  with 
his  mother,  her  departure  does  not  become, 
wilful  and  obstinate  desertion  until  he 
makes  a  bona  fide  effort  of  reconciliation. 
Edwards  v.  Edwards,  69  N.  J.  Eq.  622,  61 
Atl.  531. 

**  Gillinwaters  v.  Gillinwaters,  28  Mo.  60. 
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IV.  Duty  of  wife, 

a.  Separation  not  caused  by  her  titte« 

Cimduct, 

The  duty  of  a  deserted  husband  to  induce 
the  return  of  the  wife  does  not  devolve  with 
all  its  rigor  upon  a  deserted  wife,<s  and  al- 
though a  divorce  will  npt  be  decreed  to  the 
wife  merely  upon  evidence  that  the  husband 
went  away  and  lived  apart  from  her,66  a 
deserted  wife  is  not  bound  to  hunt  for  the 
husband,  or  to  go  to  the  place  to  which  he 
has  fled.OT  And  no  duty  devolves  upon  her 
to  seek  the  return  of  an  absent  husband, 
who  deserted  her  without  reason  on  his  part 
or  fault  on  hers,M  or  who  left  with  her  con- 
sent to  obtain  employment,  but  failed  in 
any  way  to  contribute  to  her  support  on 
account  of  his  drunkenness.<H»  Indeed,  the 
position  has  been  taken  that  where  the  hus- 
band's desertion  is  wilful  and  without  cause, 
the  wife  may  be  found  entitled  to  a  divorce 
although  she  ignored  his  indefinite  and  ob- 
viously insincere  letters  touching  upon  an 
ultimate  resumption  of  the  marital  rela- 
tion.'^O  So,  where  he  deserts  her  after  mak- 
ing her  life  miserable  in  pursuance  of  an 
avowed  purpose,  she  is  relieved  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  making  an  effort  to  terminate  the 
separation,7l  for  if  by  his  conduct  he  has 
alienated  her  affections,  and  given  her  good 
cause  to  dislike  him,  and  to  have  no  desire 
to  live  with  him,  he  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  her  feelings  to  excuse  himself  for  the 
continued  desertion,  without  any  serious 
and  honest  effort  to  terminate  itJS 

But  where  the  husband's  departure  does 
not  constitute  desertion  in  the  first  in- 
stance,7<  as  in  the  case  of  an  enforced  sep- 
aration because  of  the  wife's  ill  health,?^ 


his  absence  does  not  become  desertion  until 
the  wife  in  good  faith  deinands  a  resump- 
tion of  the  marital  relationship.  So,  where, 
so  far  from  attempting  to  effect  a  reconcil- 
iation, a  wife  is  prosecuting  a  suit  for  di- 
vorce on  the  ground  of  adultery,  she  cannot 
maintain  that  the  separation  during  the 
pendency  of  such  suit  was  obstinate  on  the 
part  of  the  husband  as  that  term  is  iised 
with  reference  to  desertion  as  a  ground  for 
divorce.^ 

And  while  a  wife  is  not  justified  in  leav- 
ing merely  because  of  quarrels  with  the  hus- 
band,76  nor  relieved  of  the  duty  to  seek  a 
reconciliation  merely  because  to  some  ex- 
tent their  financial  circumstances  were  re- 
duced by  his  dissipated  habits,77  where  she 
leaves  the  husband  because  of  intoxication, 
cruelty,  and  other  misconduct  of  such  a 
character  that  he  is  deemed  the  deserter, 
a  divorce  will  be  granted  her,  unless  dur- 
ing the  statutory  period  of  desertion  he  re- 
forms with  her  knowledge.7>  Indeed,  it  has 
even  been  held  that  where  the  separation  is 
due  to  the  cruelty  and  drunkenness  of  the 
husband,  it  is  his  duty  to  reform  his  habits, 
and  after  such  reformation  within  the  stat- 
utory period,  to  seek  out  the  wife  and  urge 
her  to  return,  giving  her  reasonable  assur^ 
ances  of  his  sincerity,  of  his  reformation, 
and  of  her  probable  safety  in  resuming  the 
marital  relation,?^  although  it  is  otherwise 
where  it  appears  that  the  wife  failed  to 
keep  him  informed  as  to  her  whereabouts, 
and  otherwise  apparently  acquiesced  in  the 
separation  without  regard  to  whether  he 
had  reformed  or  not.>0  Where  her  acquies- 
cence in  his  continued  absence  is  superin- 
duced by  a  reasonable  belief  that  if  he 
should   return,   he  would,  notwithstanding 


WMcVickar  v.  McVickar,  46  N.  J.  Eq. 
490,  19  Am.  St.  Eep.  422,  19  Atl.  249;  Wil- 
son V.  Wilson,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  237,  67  Atl.  552. 

66  Cook  V.  Cook,  13  N.  J.  Eq.  263. 

67  Millowitsch  V.  Millowitsch,  44  111.  App. 
367. 

66  Sargent  v.  Sargent,  36  N.  J.  Eq.  644. 
6»Coe  V.  Coe,  68  N.  J.  Eq.  157,  69  Atl. 
1059. 

70  Gordon  v.  Gordon,  208  Pa.  186,  57 
Atl.  625. 

71  Martin  v.  Martin,  78  N.  J.  Eq.  423, 
79  Atl.  261. 

72  Smith  V.  Smith,  55  N.  J.  Eq.  222,  37 
Atl.  49. 

78  Provost  V.  Provost,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  204, 
63  Atl.  619. 

74  An  enforced  separation  because  of  the 
wife's  ill  health  does  not  become  desertion 
•n  the  part  of  the  husband,  where,  convales- 
cent, she  makes  no  offer  to  return,  after 
having  been  compelled  to  refuse  compli- 
ance with  his  request  that  she  do  so,  be- 
cause made  before  her  recovery.  Kecch  v. 
Keech,  L.  R.  1  Prob.  &  Div.  641,  38  L.  J. 
Prob.  K  S.  7,  19  L.  T.  N.  S.  462. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


75  Chipchase  v.  Chipchase,  —  N.  J.  Eq. 
— f  22  Atl.  688  affirmed  without  additioniu 
opinion  in  49  N.  J.  Eq.  594,  26  Atl.  468. 

76  A  wife  is  not  justified  in  leaving  the 
marital  home  merely  because  of  auarrels 
with  the  husband;  and  when  she  aoes  bo, 
she  cannot  assert  that  there  is  a  desertion 
on  his  part,  where  she  never  ofifers  to  re- 
turn; and  her  duty  to  make  the  offer  is 
not  affected  by  his  removal  to  a  foreign 
country,  it  not  appearing  that  the  place  of 
his  residence  was  unknown  to  her.  Ed- 
wards v.  Edwards,  20  Grant,  Ch.  (U.  C.)  392. 

77  Provost  v.  Provost,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  204, 
63  Atl.  619. 

78  McVickar  ▼.  McVickar,  46  N.  J.  Eq. 
490,  19  Am.  St.  Rep.  422,  19  Atl.  249. 

78Jerolaman  v.  Jerolaman,  —  N.  J.  Eq. 
— ,  54  Atl.  166;  Lister  v.  Lister,  65  N. 
J.  Eq.  109,  65  Atl.  1093,  affirmed  without 
additional  opinion  in  66  N.  J.  Eq.  434,  57 
Atl.  1132. 

80  But  the  wife  cannot  escape  the  conse- 
quences of  her  failure  to  notify  the  husband 
that  she  would  come  to  him  if  he  would 
reform,  upon  the  ground  that  she  did  not 
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her  efforts  to  effect  his  reformation,  resume 
his  course  of  objectionable  conduct,  she  will 
not  be  denied  a  divorce;  *i  nor  is  her  right 
to  relief  affected  by  the  fact  that  she  made 
an  offer  to  live  with  him  conditional  upon 
his  giving  up  his  habits  of  intemperance 
and  gambling,  at  least  where  it  appears 
that  at  the  time  of  the  offer  he  was  living 
in  adultery  and  stated  that  he  had  given 
up  his  wife.M 

b.  Effect  of  wife's  consent  or  mtooon- 

Although,  as  stated  in  the  last  subdivi- 
sion, the  duty  of  the  deserted  wife  to  invite 
her  husband  to  return  is  not  measured  by 
the  rule  which  is  applied  to  the  case  of  a 
deserted  husband,  reason  and  justice  make 
it  at  least  her  duty,  when  her  husband  has 
been  absent  from  her  for  years  pursuant 
to  their  express  and  mutual  agreement, 
plainly  to  signify  to  him  when  it  is  possible 


for  her  to  do  so,  that  she  withdraws  from 
that  agreement,  before  his  absence  will  be- 
come an  obstinate  desertion.sS  It  is  fatal  to 
the  wife's  application  for  divorce  upon  the 
ground  of  desertion,  that  she  has  consented 
to  the  separation  either  by  way  of  a  mntnsl 
agreement,*^  or  by  implication  arising  from 
the  fact  that  she,  without  objection,  permit- 
ted him  to  leave  for  a  trifling  cause;  U  and 
this  is  especially  true  where,  in  pursuance 
of  an  antenuptial  agreement^  the  parties 
have  never  lived  together.ss 

Likewise  the  wife's  failure  to  make  tnr 
effort  towards  reconciliation  disentitles  her 
to  a  divorce  where  she  refused  to  follow  the 
husband  when  he  left  because  of  trouble 
with  members  of  her  family ;  S7  or  where  she 
voluntarily  absented  herself  and  subjected 
the  husband  to  groundless  charges;  n  or 
where  he  abandoned  her  after  being  arrested 
upon  her  complaint  and  discharged  from 
the  charge.^  L.  A.  W. 


know  whether  or  not  he  had  reformed, 
where  he  left  her  with  her  approval  to  find 
employment  after  he  had  lost  his  position 
because  of  drunkenness,  and  she  failed  to 
keep  him  informed  as.  to  her  whereabouts, 
and  otherwise  apparently  acquiesced  in  the 
separation  without  regard  to  whether  he 
had  reformed  or  not.  Grover  v.  Grover,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  771,  60  Atl.  1051. 

•1  Wilson  v.  Wilson,  66  N.  J.  Eq.  237, 
67  Atl.  552. 

M  Gibson  v.  Gibson,  29  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  25. 

M  Coetill  V.  Costill,  47  N.  J.  Eq.  346,  21 
Atl.  35. 

M  King  T.  King,  36  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  33. 

A  wife  is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  upon 
the  ground  of  abandonment  and  failure  to 
support,  where  the  parties  separated  and 
remained  apart  by  mutual  consent,  neither 
making  any  effort  at  reconciliation,  and  the 
husband  never  having  been  requested  to 
contribute  to  the  support  of  his  family,  and 
never  having  refused  to  make  such  pro- 
vision. Barnett  v.  Bamett,  27  Ind.  App. 
466,  61  N.  E.  737. 

IngersoU  v.  Ingersoll,  49  Pa.  249,  88  Am. 
Dec.  500,  holds  merely  that  separation  by 
mutual  agreement,  made  necessary  by  the 
husband's  thriftlessness,  does  not  of  itself 
constitute  wilful  and  malicious  desertion 
on  his  part,  although  he  failed  to  provide 
for  his  wife  or  to  answer  her  letters. 

Sft  And  where  the  husband  leaves  as  the 
result  of  a  quarrel,  and  without  objection 
on  the  part  of  the  wife,  his  desertion  will 
not  be  deemed  obstinate  so  as  to  entitle  her 
to  a  divorce,  where,  although  she  sees  him 
often,  she  neither  by  word  or  act  indicates 
that  she  is  willing  that  he  shall  return. 
Kipp  V.  Kipp,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  585,  78  Atl.  682. 

86Wliere,  in  pursuance  of  an  antenuptial 
agreement,  the  parties  lived  separately,  the 
husband  cannot  be  deemed  to  have  aban- 
doned or  deserted  her  so  as  to  entitle  her 
to  a  decree  of  separation,  where  she  has 
made  no  attempt  to  require  him  to  live 
with  her.  Dennison  v.  Dennison,  52  Misc. 
37,  102  N.  Y.  Rupp.  621. 
39  L.R.A.{N.S.) 


Where  the  parties  intermarry  clandeS' 
tinely  without  any  intention  of  establishing 
a  matrimonial  domicil,  and  on  an  sgree 
ment  to  live  separately  for  the  present,  the 
separate  living  of  the  husband  will  not 
be  a  desertion  of  the  wife  until  she  repudi- 
ates the  agreement  for  separate  living  br 
offering  to  live  with  him,  and  demands  that 
he  should  provide  for  their  living  together; 
and  a  demand  by  the  wife  that  the  hus^ 
band  should  support  her  will  not  be  suifi- 
cient  unless  accompanied  by  a  bona  fide 
offer  to  live  with  him.  McAllister  v.  Hfr 
Allister,  71  N.  J.  Eq.  13,  62  Atl.  113L 

Where  it  appears  that  the  parties  sepsr- 
ated  temporarily  and  by  mutual  consent  the 
day  following  the  marriage,  and  that  short- 
ly thereafter  the  wife  came  to  the  locm 
fori  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  acquir- 
ing a  residence  in  order  to  get  a  divorce, 
and  has  remained  steadfast  to  that  pn^ 
pose,  it  is  clear  that  .the  separation  vss 
not  against  her  will  and  she  wUl  not  be 
granted  a  divorce.  McGean  r.  HcGeaa,  63 
N.  J.  Eq.  285,  49  Atl.  1083. 

S7  The  wife  will  not  be  granted  a  divorce 
for  desertion  by  her  husband,  who,  upon 
being  upbraided  by  her  father,  left  the 
home  with  the  request  that  she  aocompanr 
him,  with  which  she  refused  to  conform, 
where  she  has  never  offered  to  live  with  him 
or  expressed  her  willingness  to  do  so. 
Mayer  v.  Mayer,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  411. 

MA  wife  who  voluntarily  absents  he^ 
self  from  the  marital  home  for  a  number 
of  years,  and  subjects  her  husband  to  suits 
upon  groundless  charges,  cannot,  merely 
because  he  refused  to  let  her  stay  in  the 
home,  upon  her  sudden  appearance  there 
with  friends,  have  a  decree  of  serrate 
maintenance  upon  the  ground  of  their  liv- 
ing apart  "without  her  fault,"  unless  the 
manner  of  her  return  was  of  a  conciliatorr 
nature  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  possi- 
bility that  she  came  to  resume  the  marital 
relation.     Jenkins  v.  Jenkins,  104  III.  134. 

89  A  wife  whose  husband  abandoned  her 
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after  his  discharge  from  arrest  upon  her 
complaint  for  cruel  treatment  will  not  be 
granted  a  divorce  for  desertion,  where  it 
appears  that  the  separation  was  quite  to 
her  liking,  and  she  never  made  any  effort 
at  reconciliation.  Goldstein  ▼.  Goldstein, 
—  N.  J.  £q.  — ,  26  AtL  862. 
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J.  D.  MoCLINTOCE. 
(147  Kj.  409,  144  S.  W.  68.) 


Venue  —  divorce  —  residence  of  wife. 

1.  A  wife  who  has  separated  from  her 
husband  and  gone  to  the  oome  of  a  relative 
to  live,  with  the  intention  of  making  it  her 
home,  establishes  there  a  residence  so  as  to 
give  the  courts  of  the  county  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  by  her  for  divorce. 

Divorce  —  separation  —  pounds  —  im- 
pairing health. 

2.  Under  a  statute  permitting  the  court 
to  grant  a  separation  for  such  cause  as,  in 
its  discretion,  it  may  deem  sufficient,  one 
may  be  granted  with  separate  maintenance 
to  a  wiife  whose  husband  has  treated  her 
with  indifference  and  neglect,  and  said  and 
done  things  in  the  presence  of  strangers  to 
annoy  and  humiliate  her,  has  exhibited  rage 
towards  her  without  cause,  and  told  her 
they  must  separate,  the  effect  of  wiiich  has 
been  to  make  her  ilL  * 

Same  —  alimony  ^  amonnt. 

3.  $100  per  month  may  he  awarded  to  a 
wife  as  support,  upon  granting  her  a  sepa- 
ration from  her  husband,  with  the  custody 
and  care  of  her  infant  child,  where  he  is 
worth  from  $20,000  to  $40,000,  and  has  an 
income  from  his  business  of  from  $2,000  to 
$3,000. 


(March  7,  1912.) 

# 

APPEAL  hy  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Fayette  County, 
dismissing  her  petition,   and  denying  her 
any  relief  whatever  in  a  suit  for  divorce. 
Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  George  G.  Webb  and  Talbot  A 
Whitley,  for  appellant: 

There  can  be  no  doubt  about  the  jurisdie- 
tion  of  the  Fayette  circuit  court  to  try  and 
determine  plaintiff's  case. 

Gooding  v.  Gooding,  19  Ky.  L.  Rep.  967, 
42  S.  W.  1123;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  12 
Bush,  487;  Hall  y.  Hall,  102  Ky.  290,  43 
S.  W.  429. 

The  mother,  when  a  suitable  person,  is 
the  proper  one  to  have  charge  of  the  child. 

Irwin  v.  Irwin,  106  Ky.  636,  49  S.  W. 
432,  06  Ky.  320,  28  6.  W.  664,  30  S.  W. 
417;  Thiesing  v.  Thiesing,  16  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
115,  26  S.  W.  718 ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  1  Duv. 
160;  Baker  v.  Baker,  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  536, 
86  S.  W.  729. 

Allowance  for  the  support  and  mainte- 
nance of  the  appellant  and  her  child  should 
be  granted. 

Tuggles  V.  Tuggles,  17  Ky.  L.  Rep»  221, 
30  S.  W.  875;  Tilton  v.  Tilton,  16  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  539,  29  S.  W.  200;  Pore  v.  Pore»  20 
Ky.  L.  Rep.  1981,  50  S.  W.  681. 

Mr.  Maury  Kemper  also  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Allen  A  Duncan  and  Denis 
Dnndon  for  appellee. 

Lasslng,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Appellant  and  appellee  were  married  in 
July,  1906,  and  separated  in  August,  1009. 
Shortly  after  the  separation  she  instituted 
a  suit  for  divorce  a  menaa  et  thoro,  on  the 
statutory  grounds  of  cruel  and  inhuman 
treatment.  The  answer  is  a  traverse.  Much 
proof  was  taken,  covering  practically  all  of 
the  married  life  of  the  litigants,  and  upon 
final  submission  the  chancellor  dismissed 
the  petition,  and  denied  plaintiff  any  relief 
whatever.    She  appeals. 

In  the  lower  court  the  point  was  made 
that  the  Fayette  circuit  court  had  no  juris- 
diction to  try  and  determine  the  case.  The 
evidence  shows  that  when  appellant  left  her 
husband's  home  in  Paris,  Bourbon  county, 
she  went  out  to  the  home  of  a  relative  near 
that  city,  and  a  few  days  later  went  to  Lex- 
ington to  the  home  of  another  relative. 
Shortly  thereafter  she  brought  this  suit  in 
Fayette  county.  She  had  no  home  of  her 
own  to  go  to,  and  had  to  decide  where  she 
wanted  to  live.  It  was  purely  a  matter  of 
election  on  her  part,  and,  as  said  by  this 
court  in  Gooding  v.  Gooding,  19  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  967,  42  S.  W.  1123,  "the  intention  of 
the  party  and  fact  of  location  at  any  point 
make  the  residence."     It  is  conceded  that, 


Note. —  No  other  cases  have  been  found 
which  deal  with  the  question  whether  the 
mere  fact  that  a  spouse  insisted  upon  a 
separation,  apart  from  other  acts  or  state- 
ments, constitutes  eruelty  within  the  divorce 
law. 
39  LJLA.(NJ3.) 


The  question  whether,  an  effort  by  one 
spouse  to  induce  the  other  to  return  home 
is  a  condition  of  desertion  by  the  latter  is 
treated  in  the  note  to  Hill  v.  Hill  ante,  1118. 
In  that  note  also  will  be  found  references 
to  other  notes  on  analogous  questions. 
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had  she  rented  premises  in  Lexington  and 
gone  to  housekeeping,  under  the  authority 
of  the  Gooding  Case,  her  residence  would 
have  been  established  in  Fayette  county; 
but  that,  because  she  stopped  with  a  rela- 
tive, a  different  rule  should  apply.  This 
reasoning  is  not  sound.  One  may  have  a 
residence  in  a  boarding  house  as  well  as  in 
a  rented  building  or  property  owned  out- 
right. The  question  is  not  how  she  lived,  but 
had  she  determined  to  make  Iiexington  her 
home?  In  her  petition  she  says  that  she 
had,  and  the  best  evidence  of  such  deter- 
mination on  her  part  we  find  in  her  going 
there  and  declaring  when  she  filed  her  suit 
that  it  was  her  home.  The  trial  court  cor- 
rectly so  held.  While  denying  the  plaint iiT 
any  relief  whatever,  the  chancellor  in  his 
judgment  awarded  to  her  the  custody  of 
their  eighteen-months-old  child,  and  directed 
that  her  husband  should  pay  monthly  for 
the  support  of  herself  and  her  child,  during 
this  litigation,  $62.50  per  month;  but  made 
no  provision  for  the  support  of  either  the 
appellant  or  the  child  after  the  termination 
of  this  litigation.  The  judgment  giving  to 
the  wife  the  custody  of  the  child  was  emi- 
nently proper,  and  the  provision  made  for 
its  father  to  see  it  at  stated  intervals  and 
to  have  the  custody  of  it  on  certain  days 
of  the  week  was  fair  and  reasonable  to  both 
parties.  The  child  is  still  in  the  custody  of 
the  court;  and,  although  no  order  has  been 
made  by  the  court  for  its  support  by  its 
father  after  the  termination  of  this  litiga- 
tion, the  chancellor  would  have  ample  power 
to  make  such  further  order  from  time  to 
time  as  its  needs  and  condition  required. 

The  real  question  raised  upon  this  appeal 
was  the  correctness  of  the  chancellor's  rul- 
ing in  dismissing  plaintiffs  petition.  Under 
our  rule  of  evidence,  allowing  neither  hus- 
band nor  wife  to  testify  in  divorce  proceed- 
ings, it  frequently  happens  that  no  accurate 
insight  into  their  home  life  can  bo  obtained, 
and  we  are  furnished  but  fragmentary  or 
broken  bits  of  evidence  of  their  marital 
woes.  This  record  presents  such  a  case. 
Appellee,  at  the  date  of  their  marriage,  was 
past  fifty  years  of  age.  Appellant  was  about 
twenty-five.  His  habits  in  life  were  fixed. 
Hers  were  in  the  formative  period.  He  was 
a  man  of  the  world,  of  large  business  ex- 
perience. She  was  raised  in  the  country, 
and  was  apparently  younger  in  experience 
than  in  years.  He  was  a  shrewd,  cool,  cal- 
culating, methodical  business  man;  she,  an 
unsophisticated  country  girl.  She  was  of  a 
very  affectionate  disposition;  he  not  at 
all  demonstrative.  Shortly  after  their  mar- 
riage she  was  taken  sick  of  a  trouble  pecul- 
iar to  women,  and  it  became  necessary  for 
her  to  submit  to  a  surgical  operation  a  few 
months  after  their  marriage.  She  remained 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


at  the  hospital  in  Lexington  for  some  weeki 
and  until  she  was  apparently  relieved  of  the 
trouble.  About  a  year  after  her  retain 
home  a  girl  baby  was  born  to  them.  ThB 
record  furnishes  but  little  evidence  of  their 
home  life  during  the  interval  between  her 
return  from  the  hospital  and  the  birth  of 
their  child.  Some  difference  arose  between 
them  as  to  the  proper  method  of  raising  the 
child.  Appellee  did  not  think  that  his 
wife's  milk  was  sufficiently  noarishing.  She 
insisted  that  it  was  and  wanted  to  nurse 
her  baby,  and  was  opposed  to  raising  it  oa 
a  bottle.  After  some  considerable  troahk 
over  the  matter,  she  was  perniitted  to  bsTe 
her  way.  But  this  difference  was  eVidentij 
not  regarded  by  her  as  of  a  serious  nature, 
because  in  the  spring  of  1908,  when  she  went 
on  a  visit  to  some  of  her  people  in  St  Paul, 
Minnesota,  she  wrote  frequent  letters  to 
Iier  husband,  and  from  the  tone  thereof  it 
is  apparent  that  she  entertained  none  other 
than  the  kindliest  of  feelings  towards  him. 
All  of  these  letters  are  filled  with  terms  of 
endearment,  and  manifest  beyond  question 
that  she  was  entertaining  no  feeling  of  re- 
sentment toward  her  husband  for  his  trying 
to  make  her  wean  her  baby  or  raise  it  bf 
hand. 

She    was    a    member    of    the    Christian 
Church   before  they  were  married,  and  it 
appears  that,  during  a  revival  in  the  Chris- 
tian Church  in  Paris  in  the  winter  of  1908 
and  1909,  at  the  earnest  solicitation  of  John 
McClintock,  a  brother  of  appellee,  she  put 
her  letter  in  that  church,  and,  while  she 
made  no  secret  at  her  home  of  her  intention 
so  to  do,  and  discussed  the  matter  with  her 
brother-in-law,  Mr.  McClintock,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  her  husband,*  it  is  reasonably  appar- 
ent that  her  husband  did  not  know  she  had 
done  so,  and  did  not  discover  this  fact  until 
the   latter  part   of   February   or  early  in 
March,    1909.      His    attention    was   drawn 
sharply  to  this  fact  by  a  request  on  the  part 
of  his  wife  that  he  pay  her  dues  to  the 
church,  then  amounting  to  some  $12  or  $13. 
He  became  very  much  offended  on  account 
of  his  wife's  having  put  her  letter  in  the 
church  without  notifying  him,  and  worked 
himself  up  into  such  a  rage  over  it  that  it 
was  necessary  to  send  for  and  have  a  doctor 
minister  to  him  in  order  to  quiet  his  nerres. 
At  that  time,  and  while  he  was  in  what  the 
witnesses  term  a  'tantrum,**  he  notified  his 
wife  that  there  would  have  to  be  a  separa- 
tion.   Insisting  that  she  had  done  no  wrong 
in  transferring  her  membership  from  t^J* 
country  church  to  the  city  church  of  the 
same  faith,  and  that  he  was  wholly  vn]^' 
tified  in  treating  her  in  the  way  and  man- 
ner in  which'  he  was  on  account  of  it,  she 
nevertheless  pleaded  with  him  not  to  carry 
out  his  intention  of  separating  from  her, 
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and  urged  that,  even  though  he  had  no  re- 
gard  for  her,  he  should  not  do  so  on  ac- 
count of  their  child.  He  left  the  home  on 
that  night,  and  did  not  return  for  two  days. 
According  to  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses, 
when  he  did  return,  he  still  said  that  a 
separation  would  be  necessary  and  insisted 
that  it  should  take  place,  and  wanted  to  ar- 
range to  have  one  of  his  wife's  relatives 
make  proper  division  of  his  estate  among 
himself,  his  wife,  and  their  child.  He  was 
a  member  of  the  First  Presbyterian  Church, 
which,  at  that  time,  however,  was  not  hold- 
ing, services  regularly.  From  that  time  un- 
til their  separation  it  is  apparent  that  the 
home  life  of  Mrs.  McGlintock  was  very  un- 
happy. Mr.  McGlintock  was  engaged  In 
looking  after  his  business  affairs.  He  would 
eat  his  breakfast  in  the  morning,  go  down- 
town, returning  at  noon  for  his  lunch,  when 
he  would  again  leave,  and  not  return  until 
time  for  dinner  in  the  evening,  and  after 
dinner  it  was  his  custom  to  go  back  down- 
town and  remain  there  until  0  or  10  o'clock. 
His  wife  spent  practically  all  of  her  time  at 
home  with  her  baby.  She  saw  little  of  her 
husband.  He  paid  but  little  attention  to 
her.  The  servant  testifies  that  many  times 
she  found  her  in  tears,  and  that  this  was 
particularly  true  during  the  two  latter 
months  of  her  stay  at  her  husband's  home, 
when  she  cried  most  every  day.  Tlie  latter 
part  of  June,  or  early  in  July,  the  baby  was 
taken  sick  *  with  summer  complaint  and 
whooping  cough.  Dr.  Vansant  was  called 
upon  to  treat  her.  Mrs.  McGlintock  did 
not  think  that  the  child  was  improving  un- 
der this  treatment,  and  became  dissatisfied 
with  it,  and  wanted  another  doctor.  Her 
mother  had  a  prescription  which  she  had 
used  successfully  in  the  treatment  of  her 
own  family  and  others  for  whooping  cough, 
and  she  wanted  it  filled  and  the  child  given 
some  of  that  medicine.  It  thereupon  result- 
ed that,  on  account  of  the  anxiety  of  each 
parent  for  the  health  and  welfare  of  their 
child,  another  quarrel  was  brought  on,  and 
again  he  notified  his  wife  that  they  would 
have  to  separate;  that,  while  he  had  sought 
to  avoid  it,  he  found  it  to  be  necessary.  At 
that  time  she  was  in  a  highly  nervous  con- 
dition, due  to  the  return  of  the  old  trouble 
for  which  she  had  been  treated  at  the  hos- 
pital prior  to  the  birth  of  her  child,  and  the 
worry  incident  to  its  present  sickness,  and, 
following  this  quarrel  with  her  husband 
and  the  announcement  on  his  part  that 
there  would  have  to  be  a  separation,  she 
was  taken  down  sick  and  remained  in  bed 
under  the  care  of  a  physician  and  a  nurse 
for  some  eight  or  ten  days.  During  this 
illness  her  husband  paid  no  attention  to  her 
whatever,  did  not  go  to  het*  room  or  mani- 
fest any  interest  in  her  further  than  to  in- 
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quire  of  the  nurse  how  she  was.  When  she 
had  practically  recovered  from  this  illness, 
she  notified  her  brother,  living  in  the  North- 
west, of  the  trouble  slie  was  having  with 
her  husband,  and  he  came  on  to  render  such 
assistance  as  he  could.  He  called  upon  her 
husband  for  an  explanation  of  his  conduct, 
and  asked  him  why  he  had  notified  his  wife 
that  there  would  have  to  be  a  separation.  Ap- 
pellee at  first  denied  having  made  the  state- 
ment, but,  when  confronted  by  his  wife  with 
the  charge  that  he  had,  he  admitted  that  he 
had  lost  control  of  his  temper,  and  did  not 
know  what  he  did  say.  He  made  no  effort 
whatever  to  effect  a  reconciliation  with  his 
wife  and  offered  no  explanation,  further 
than  that  he  had  lost  his  temper,  for  the 
way  and  manner  in  which  he  had  treated 
her.  Shortly  thereafter  she  took  her  baby 
and  left  his  home,  and  thus  the  separation, 
which  he  had  declared  in  February  or  March 
was  necessary,  was  brought  about. 

He  insists  that  the  whole  trouble  was  due 
to  the  presence  in  his  home  of  his  wife's 
mother  a  good  part  of  the  time,  and  her  sis- 
ter on  two  or  three  occasions,  and  perhaps 
a  dissipated  brother,  who  visited  them  on 
one  occasion  for  a  few  weeks.  There  is  no 
foundation  in  fact  for  this  charge.  The  rec- 
ord shows  that  there  was  never  the  slightest 
disagreement  or  unpleasantness  between  Mr. 
McGlintock  and  either  Mrs.  Rogers,  his 
mother-in-law,  or  her  sister.  Miss  Rogers. 
The  relation  between  them  at  all  times  was 
cordial.  It  is  in  proof  that  he  insisted  on 
Mrs.  Rogers  making  her  home  with  them, 
and  Miss  Rogers  was  there  for  the  purpose 
of  assisting  his  wife  with  sewing  for  his 
wife  and  her  baby.  Nothing  occurred  to 
mar  the  pleasantness  of  the  family  relations 
during  the  period  that  they  were  visited  by 
his  brother-in-law,  although  it  is  shown  that 
during  his  stay  there  he  was  frequently  in- 
toxicated, and  Mr.  McGlintock  would  have 
to  go  out  and  bring  him  in,  much  to  their 
mortification,  though  he  did  not  complain  to 
the  family  or  anyone  else,  so  far  as  the 
record  shows,  or  blame  his  wife  on  account 
of  the  trouble  they  were  having  or  humilia- 
tion they  were  being  put  to  because  of  her 
dissipated  brother.  The  whole  trouble,  as 
appears  from  this  record,  is  that  Mr.  Mc- 
Glintock, prior  to  his  marriage,  had  become 
so  fixed  in  his  ways  and  habits  of  living, 
and  had  been  so  accustomed  to  doing  as  he 
pleased,  that  he  found  it  difficult  to  accom- 
modate himself  to  the  changed  condition, 
and  he  was  wholly  lacking  in  appreciation 
of  the  duties  which  tlie  marriage  state  im- 
posed upon  him.  Instead  of  treating  his 
wife  like  a  helpmate  or  companion,  he 
seemed  to  look  upon  her  as  a  tool  or  piece 
of  machinery,  brought  into  the  house  to  add 
to  his  further  pleasure.    Many  illustrationi 
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are  given. In  the  record  evidencing  this  lack 
of  appreciation  of  the  duties  he  owed  to  his 
wife.  Instead  of  trying  to  please  her,  he 
was  given  to  saying  things  and  doing  things 
in  the  presence  of  visitors  that  were  calcu- 
lated to  greatly  annoy  and  embarrass  her. 
When  she  traded  with  merchants  who  were 
not  customers  of  his  in  his  business,  he 
threatened  to  advertise  her  if  she  did  not 
quit.  When  she  used  the  long-distance  tele- 
phone in  an  emergency  call  to  talk  to  a  lady 
friend  in  Lexington  who  had  been  very  nice 
to  her,  he  notified  her  that,  if  she  did  not 
stop  it,  he  would  take  out  the  telephone. 
And  just  a  short  time  before  the  separation, 
when  she  was  sitting  on  their  porch,  in  the 
presence  of  two  neighbor  women,  he  asked 
her  if  she  had  given  their  child  the  medicine, 
as  directed.  She  stated  that  she  had  not,  be- 
cau^  the  child  had  been  asleep  most  of  the 
time;  and  in  a  very  unkind,  fault-finding 
tone,  he  said:  "About  as  I  expected;"  and 
then  stated  that  he  would  have  to  get  a 
trained  nurse  to  attend  to  the  wants  of  his 
child. 

'  Although  finding  fault  with  her  because 
she  had  transferred  her  membership  to  her 
own  church  without  consulting  him,  there 
is  not  a  line  of  evidence  that  during  the 
three  years  of  their  married  life  he  ever  ac- 
companied her  to  church  or  offered  to  ac- 
company her  to  church,  either  to  his  or  to 
her  church.  His  lady  acquaintances 
called  upon  them  after  their  marriage,  and 
appellant  wished  to  return  the  calls  of  some 
of  them  who  lived  too  far  away  for  her  to 
walk  conveniently.  It  is  in  proof  that  he 
declined  to  furnish  her  a  means  of  convey- 
ance in  order  that  she  might  return  these 
calls;  nor  was  he  willing  to  share  even  a 
part  of  this  expense,  although  it  is  shown' 
that  he  is  worth  from  $20,000  to  $40,000 
and  had  a  good  business  that  produced  an- 
nually from  $2,000  to  $3,000  besides.  Fre- 
quently she  wanted  money,  and  his  response 
to  her  would  be  that  she  did  not  have  sense 
enough  to  spend  money  intelligently,  and, 
when  he  did  give  her  any,  he  did  it  appar- 
ently begrudgingly.  During  the  whole  and 
particularly  the  latter  part  of  their  mar- 
ried life,  according  to  the  record,  he  was 
dogmatic,  domineering,  and  dictatorial  in 
his  treatment  of  her,  and,  while  he  fur- 
nished her  a  good  home,  suitable  provisions, 
necessary  clothing,  and  the  service  of  serv- 
ants when  required,  he  seemed  utterly  ob- 
livious of  the  fact  that  the  one  thing  needed 
by  his  wife  to  make  her  supremely  happy 
was  withheld  from  her.  She  wanted  some 
manifestation,  some  evidence,  that  he  loved 
and  cared  for  her.  She  wanted  to  feel  that 
she  was  more  to  him  than  the  dogs  of  his 
kennel,  or  his  moneys  in  the  bank,  or  his 
interests  in  the  many  businesses  conducted 
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by  him.  These  essentials  to  her  happiness 
were  wholly  lacking;  and  it  is  not  surpris- 
ing that  when,  for  the  second  time,  he  told 
her  there  would  have  to  be  a  sepantion, 
she  acceded  to  his  demands^  accepted  tlie 
inevitable,  and  left  him. 

We  have  carefully  searched  the  record, 
and  find  no  evidence  of  any  wrongdoing 
whatever  upon  her  part.  When  her  babj 
was  to  be  bom,  she  went  to  an  infirmary, 
away  from  him,  alone,  to  pass  through  that 
trying  ordeal.  She  returned  to  him  as  booi 
as  she  was  able  to  do  so,  and  from  that  time 
on  she  was  a  dutiful,  loving  wife.  She 
wanted  to  raise  her  baby  herself,  as  ererj 
true  mother  wants  to  do.  She  was  opposed 
to  raising  it  by  hand  as  he  wanted  her  to 
do,  and  surely  this  desire  on  her  part  fur- 
nished to  her  husband  no  just  ground  of 
complaint.  The  transfer  of  her  letter  from 
the  country  church  to  the  city  chnrdi 
should  have  been  pleasing  to  him  rather 
than  otherwise,  for  his  brother  was  a  pillar 
in  that  church,  and  he  seems  fond  of  his 
brother.  Since  he  had  not  been  accompanj- 
ing  his  wife  to  church,  either  to  his  ovn 
or  to  hers,  the  reason  he  gives  for  wanting 
to  know  when  she  was  going  to  put  her 
letter  in  the  church  is  not  satisfactorr. 
And  since  no  complaint  was  made  until  ehe 
was  called  upon  to  pay  her  church  dues,  we 
are  forcibly  impressed  with  the  idea  that 
he  opposed  the  transfer  of  membership  in 
order  to  avoid  the  expense.  But,  whatever 
his  reasons  for  objecting  may  have  heen, 
the  conduct  of  his  wife  furnished  him  no 
ground  of  complaint. 

And,  lastly,  coming  down  to  the  tronhle 
that  culminated  in  her  leaving  home,  she 
did  nothing  which  any  fond  and  considerate 
mother  might  not  do.  The  medicine  which 
Dr.  Vansant  was  giving  was  doing  the  child 
no  good.  She  was  with  it  day  and  night, 
watching  over  it,  and  knew  much  hetter 
than  her  husband  the  effect  the  medicine 
was  having  upon  it,  and  she  wanted  a 
change;  and  instead  of  finding  fault  vitb 
her  for  wanting  a  change,  he  should  hare 
joined  her  in  welcoming  any  suggestioo 
that  would  look  toward  the  improvement  of 
the  child.  Instead,  however,  of  sympathis- 
ing with  his  wife  in  her  distress  over  itB 
sickness,  we  find  him  fiying  into  a  rage 
and  declaring  that  nothing  short  of  > 
separation  would  satisfy  him. 

The  question  that  presents  itself  is,  To 
what  extent  must  a  wife  submit  to  indig- 
nities of  this  character?  How  far  shall  her 
feelings  be  outraged  because  of  the  ungoT* 
ernable,  uncontrollable  temper  of  her  hus- 
band? Will  the  law  afford  her  no  relief,  or 
must  she  silently  submit  to  this  character 
of  treatment  until  he  actually  physicallj 
ejects  her  from  his  home  I    She  is  not  seek' 
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ing  an  absolute  divorce,  but  merely  a  sep- 
arate maintenance.  Section  2121  of  the 
Kentucky  Statutes  provides,  in  part,  that 
"judgment  for  separation  or  divorce  from 
bed  and  board  may  also  be  rendered  for 
any  of  the  causes  which  allow  divorce, 
or  for  such  other  cause  as  the  court  in  its 
discretion  may  deem  sufficient."  In  Free- 
man V.  Freeman,  11  Ky.  L.  Rep.  824,  13  S. 
W.  247,  and  again  in  Zumbiel  v.  Zumbiel, 
113  Ky.  841,  69  S.  W.  708,  this  statute  was 
construed.  In  the  former  case,  in  speaking 
of  the  power  of  the  court,  it  is  said:  "It 
is  plain,  however,  from  the  language  of  the 
statute,  that  he  is  not  restricted  to  the  stat- 
utory grounds  which  authorize  an  absolute 
divorce.  Before  the  adoption  of  our  stat- 
utes the  law  gave  to  the  wife,  upon  suffi- 
cient grounds,  the  right  to  a  decree  of  sep- 
aration and  alimony,  although  no  legal 
cause  for  divorce  existed."  And  in  the  lat- 
ter case  the  court  said:  ''It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  circuit  court  is  not  restrict- 
ed to  the  statutory  causes  for  granting  di- 
vorces a  vinculo  matrimonii  in  granting  di- 
vorce from  bed  and  board.  He  may,  in  his 
discretion,  grant  the  latter  separation  for 
a  less  cause  than  those  enumerated  in  the 
statute.  Section  2117.  But,  as  said  in 
Shrock  V.  Shrock,  4  Bush,  684:  'Of  course, 
the  discretion  thus  conferred  is  not  to  be 
understood  as  arbitrary  or  unlimited,  but  a 
sound  legal  discretion,  and  only  to  be  exer- 
cised for  such  causes  as  may  be  deemed 
sufficient,  when  considered  with  a  just  and 
reasonable  regard  to  the  legal  rights  and 
obligatipns  of  both  parties.' "  In  Keinhard 
V.  Heinhard,  96  Wis.  655,  65  Am.  St.  Rep. 
66,  71  N.  W.  803,  the  court  had  under  con- 
sideration the  right  of  a  wife  to  a  divorce 
from  her  busband  on  the  ground  of  cruel 
and  inhuman  treatment.  It  was  shown  in 
that  case  that  they  lived  in  the  same  house, 
ate  at  the  same  table  the  food  prepared  by 
her,  and  that  frequently  he  failed  to  speak 
to  her  except  in  an  unkind  manner  for  as 
much  as  three  months  at  a  time.  The 
court  held  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  the 
decree,  and  in  the  course  of  the  opinion 
said:  "Marriage  implies  companionship, 
and  is  supposed  to  be  based  upon  mutual 
regard  and  affection.  For  a  husband  and 
wife  to  live  and  sleep  in  the  same  house, 
and  eat  at  the  same  table  food  prepared 
by  the  wife,  without  the  husband  speaking 
to  the  wife,  except  in  anger,  for  a  period 
of  three  months  at  a  time,  must  have  been, 
at  least,  very  disagreeable,  if  not  unbear- 
able. That  such  was  the  fact  does  not  seem 
to  be  very  seriously  disputed.  It  certainly 
evinced  abnormal  affections,  persistent  wan- 
tonness, and  deliberate  perversity.  The 
effect  of  such  conduct  upon  a  nervous,  sen- 
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sitive  woman  can  better  be  Imagined  than 
described,  and  may  have  seriously  impaired 
the  plaintiffs  health,  as  found  by  the  court. 
This  court  has  repeatedly  held  that  personal 
violence,  whether  actual  or  threatened,  or 
even  gross  and  abusive  language,  is  not  ab- 
solutely essential  to  constitute  cruel  and 
inhuman  treatment."  In  Robinson  v.  Rob- 
inson, 66  N.  H.  600,  15  L.R.A.  121,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  632,  23  Atl.  362,  a  divoroe  was 
sought  upon  the  ground  of  cruelty,  and 
"treatment  endangering  reason  or  injuring 
health,"  as  authorized  by  the  statute.  It 
appears  that  in  that  case  the  parties  were 
married  and  lived  happily  together  for  two 
years,,  when  the  wife  became  interested  in 
Christian  Science,  attended  lectures,  took  a 
course  of  instruction,  and  subsequently  re- 
ceived the  degree  of  Doctor  of  Christian 
Science.  She  began  and  continued  to  prac- 
tise as  such  doctor.  Her  husband  did  not 
believe  in  the  doctrine,  and  had  no  sym- 
pathy with  his  wife  in  her  advocacy  of  or 
practice  under  it.  He  did  not  object  to 
her  believing  in  it,  but  was  opposed  to  her 
practising  it,  because  it  exposed  him  to 
ridicule  and  injured  his  business  as  a  drug- 
gist; and  he  requested  his  wife  to  give  it  up. 
She  refused  to  do  so  and  a  separation  re- 
sulted.* Thereafter  he  sought  to  bring 
about  a  reconciliation  and  induce  his  wife 
to  return  to  him,  making  as  a  basis  of  such 
proposition,  however,  that  she  give  up  the 
practice  of  Christian  Science.  This  she  de- 
clined to  do.  The  court  found  that  the  only 
ground  for  difference  between  them  rested 
in  her  determination  to  practise  this  doe- 
trine,  in  which  she  was  a  firm  believer.  In 
disposing  of  the  question  the  court  said: 
"Whether  one  party  has  been  so  treated  by 
the  other  as  seriously  to  injure  health  or 
endanger  reason  is  a  pure  question  of  fact. 
It  cannot  be  declared  as  matter  of  law  that 
any  particular  treatment  may  not  have  that 
effect.  The  gist  of  these  causes  of  divorce 
is  the  injury  to  health  and  the  danger  to 
reason.  Conduct  which  to  a  serious  extent 
produces  either,  though  not  intended  to  have 
such  a  result,  •  •  •  is  a  cause  of  di- 
vorce." We  have  no  such  statute  as  that 
upon  which  the  judgment  in  the  case  quoted 
from  was  rested.  But  the  provision  of  the 
Kentucky  statute  is  even  broader,  in  that  it 
authorizes  the  chancellor,  in  the  exercise  of 
his  discretion,  to  grant  to  the  wife  a  separ- 
ate maintenance  where,  from  the  evidence, 
it  appears  that  the  best  interests  of  the 
parties  require  it,  even  though  a  cause  for 
absolute  divorce  may  not  have  been  made 
out. 

In  Gardner  V.  Gardner,  104  Tenn.  410,  78 
Am.  St.  Rep.  924,  58  S.  W.  342,  the  court, 
in  considering  the  plaintiffs  rights  under  a 
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statute  very  similar  to  ours,  said:     "It  is 
now  well  settled  by  this  court  that  cruel 
and  inhuman  treatment  within  the  meaning 
of  the  statute  is  not  confined  to  acts  of  per- 
sonal violence,  but  includes  such  treatment 
as  endangers  the  wife's  health  and  renders 
cohabitation  intolerable."     The  ground  up- 
on which  the  divorce  was  sought  there  was 
excessive  intercourse.     In  Cole  v.  Cole,  23 
Iowa,   433,   a   divorce   was   sought   on   the 
ground   of   cruel   and   inhuman   treatment. 
In  the  course  of  the  opinion  the  court  said: 
''If  the  conduct  is  marked  with  cruelty,  if 
it  is  cruel  and  unfeeling,  indicating  an  ab- 
sence of  til  at  kindness  and  tenderness  that 
belongs  to  a  human  being,  it  is  sufficient, 
if  it  endangers  life."    In  tliat  state  the  stat- 
ute authorized  a  divorce  for  cruel  and  in- 
human treatment  endangering  life,  and  in 
the  case  under  consideration  it  was  insisted 
tliat  any  treatment  which  merely  showed 
an  injury  to  health  would  not  authori^  a 
divorce  under  this  statute.    But  the  court, 
in  further  considering  the  question,  said: 
"It  is  true  that  not  every  fancied  or  real 
wrong  which  may  for  a  while  render  un- 
pleasant the  complainant's  life  or  subject 
her  to  momentary  pain  or  temporary  illness 
would  amount  to  legal  cruelty.    Btit  if  the 
act  involves — that  is,  if  it  is  connected  by 
natural   consequences   or  effects  with — ^the 
health,  not  for  a  moment,  not  temporarily, 
but   to   its   actual    and   real   prejudice,    it 
fimounts    to    legal    cruelty."      In    Reed    v. 
Reed,  4  Nev.  395,  the  court  used  this  lan- 
guafje:      "Tliere    may   be    extreme    cruelty 
without  the  slightest  violence.    The  happi- 
ness of  a  life  may  be  destroyed  by  a  course 
of  conduct  which  could  furnish  no  ground 
for   apprehending   bodily   harm   or   injury. 
.    •     •    In   our   judgment   it   is  the   effect 
and  probable  consequence  of  the  misconduct 
complained  of  which  should  control  the  ac- 
tions of  the  courts  more  than  anything  else. 
Hence,  if  it  appear  probable  that  the  life  of 
one  of  the  parties  is  rendered  miserable  by 
any  character  of  misconduct  on  the  part  of 
the  other,  although  no  personal  violence  be 
appreliended,  or  if  there  be  reason  to  ap- 
prehend bodily  harm  if  the  marriage  rela- 
tions be  continued,  the  separation  should  be 
decreed."     In  Glass  v.  Wynn,  76  Ga.  819, 
in  defining  legal  cruelty,  the  court  uses  this 
language:     "Mental  anguish,  wounded  feel- 
ings, constantly  aggravated  by  repeated  in- 
sults   and   neglect,   are   as   bad   as   actual 
bruises  of  the  person;  and  that  which  pro- 
duces the  one  is  not  more  cruel  than  that 
which  causes  the  other."    In  My  rick  y.  My- 
rick,  67  Ga.  771,  after  reviewing  at  length  I 
the  facts  of  the  various  cases  under  which  ' 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


a  divorce  was  authorized  on  the  grouiid  of 
cruel  treatment,  the  court  says :  "Thus,  if 
the  husband,  by  neglect  and  indifference,  or 
by  studied  acts  of  insult  and  wrong  prac- 
tised upon  the  wife,  that  have  an  open  and 
manifest  tendency  to  degrade  the  wife  in 
her  social  position,  to  render  her  life  miser- 
able and  unhappy,  to  make  her  life  intol- 
erable, and  her  intercourse  with  her  hus- 
band a  source  of  pain  and  suff'ering  ratber 
than  of  pleasure  and  happinees,  although  no 
personal  violence  is  done  or  threatened,  in 
all  such  cases  a  divorce  should  he  grant- 
ed." In  Rosenfeld  v.  Rosenfeld,  21  Cola 
16,  40  Pac.  49,  the  court  said:  **The  law 
does  not  require  that  acta  of  cruelty  author- 
izing a  divorce  should  show  that  it  was  ab- 
solutely impossible  for  the  parties  to  Im 
together  as  husband  and  wife.  Extreme 
cruelty,  under  our  statute,  may  consist  of 
words  and  of  personal  treatment  and  con- 
duct short  of  acts  of  personal  or  physical 
violence."  And  in  Marks  ▼.  Marks,  62 
Minn.  212,  64  N.  W.  661,  it  is  held  that  "a 
systematic  course  of  ill-treatment,  coiisiBt- 
ing  of  continual  scolding  and  fault-finding, 
using  unkind  language,  studied  contempt, 
and  many  other  petty  acts  of  a  maliciotiB 
nature,  may,  when  sufficiently  long  contin- 
ued, and  when  producing  sufficiently  serious 
results,  constitute  cruel  and  inhuman  treat- 
ment." 

Upon  the  current  weight  of  authoritj, 
it  may  be  said  that  any  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  husband  or  wife  which  is  calculated 
to  seriously  impair  the  health  or  perma- 
nently destroy  the  happiness  of  the  other  is 
sufficient  ground  to  justify  an  absolute  di- 
vorce; and  that  a  divorce  from  bed  and 
board  will  be  granted  upon  grounds  insof- 
ficient  to  Support  a  decree  of  absolute  di- 
vorce. In  either  case  the  object  of  the 
court  is  not  to  punish  the  offender,  but  to 
protect  the  unfortunate;  and  while  a  decree 
should  never  be  granted  upon  slight  differ- 
ences, which  are  likely  to  arise  from  time 
to  time  in  the  best  of  well-regulated  fami- 
lies, it  should  not  be  denied  when  it  is 
made  clearly  to  appear  that  the  conduct 
of  the  offending  party  is  such  that  to  con- 
tinue the  marital  relation  would  either  per- 
manently destroy  the  happiness  or  min 
the  health  of  the  other. 

In  the  case  at  bar  it  cannot  be  doubted 
that  the  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  hus- 
band in  the  early  spring  that  there  would 
have  to  be  a  separation  had  a  very  serious 
and  injurious  effect  upon  the  life  and  health 
of  his  wife,  for,  according  to  the  testimonj 
of  his  servant,  who  was  a  meet  unwilling 
witness   upon   this   point,   appellant  spent 
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much  of  her  time  in  tears  thereafter.  And 
while  she  bore  her  sorrow  in  silence  and 
with  becoming  fortitude,  this  cruel,  inex- 
cusable, and  uncalled-for  declaration  on  tbe 
part  of  her  husband  undoubtedly  caused 
*  her  great  mental  distress  and  suffering, 
and,  when  it  was  repeated  in  August,  it  so 
unnerved,  unstrung,  and  affected  her  that 
she  become  very  sick,  and  was  for  some 
time  under  the  care  of  a  physician. 

If  appellant  had  done  anything  in  any 
way  to  justify  this  treatment  on  the  part 
of  her  husband,  the  record  fails  to  disclose 
it.  In  all  of  the  testimony  that  he  has  pro- 
duced there  is  not  even  an  intimation  that 
she  was  not  at  all  times  a  kind,  affectionate, 
loving,  and  dutiful  wife.  Physically  weak 
and  nervous,  this  conduct  on  his  part  had  a 
very  injurious  effect  upon  her  health.  She 
did  not  want  a  separation.  She  did  every- 
thing that  a  woman  could  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  do  to  avoid  it,  afnd  only  finally 
yielded  to  this  expressed  desire  of  her  hus* 
band  when  she  was  satisfied  that  it  could 
not  be  avoided.  To  deny  her  any  relief  un- 
der such  circumstances  would  be  both  in- 
equitable and  unjust.  If  the  conduct  of  her 
husband  has  made  life  so  intolerable  in  his 
home  that  she  can  no  longer  remain  there 
without  endangering  her  health  and  de- 
stroying permanently  her  peace  and  happi- 
ness, he  should  be  required  to  support  her 
elsewhere;  and  the  chancellor,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  his  discretion,  should  have  so  di- 
rected. 

The  evidence  shows  that  appellee  is  worth 
from  $20,000  to  $40,000,  and  has  an  in- 
come of  from  $2,000  to  $3,000.  His  wife 
has  nothing.  The  court  properly  awarded 
her  the  custody  of  her  child.  It  must  be 
supported.  The  provision  which  the  chan- 
cellor made  is  not  sufficient,  taking  into  con- 
sideration his  financial  condition  and  stand- 
ing in  life.  He  should  have  allowed  her  at 
least  $100  a  month  for  the  support  of  her- 
self and  child;  and  this  sum  may  be  in- 
creased as  the  child  grows  older  and  its 
wants  and  necessities  for  clothing,  school- 
ing, etc.,  require  the  expenditu*'e  of  addi- 
tional sums,  or  it  may  be  reduced  if  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  parties  require  it.  The 
judgment  is  reversed  and  cause  remanded, 
with  instructions  to  the  chancellor  to  enter 
a  judgment  granting  to  appellant  the  relief 
sought;  to  wit,  a  divorce  from  bed  and 
board  and  a  separate  maintenance,  which  he 
will  fix  in  his  order  for  the  present  at 
$100  per  month,  to  be  paid  upon  the  first  of 
each  and  every  month. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied* 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
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CIAL COURT. 

FRANCIS  X.  LAFLAMMB 

V. 

MARY  H.  LAFLAMME. 

(210  Mass.  156,  06  N.  E.  62.) 

Divorce  —  desertion  —  renewal  of  oo- 
habltation  —  effect. 

Under  a  statute  permitting  divorce  for  de- 
sertion for  three  years  next  preceding  the 
filing  of  the  libel,  renewal  of  cohabitation 
as  man  and  wife,  even  for  four  days  after 
the  three  years  have  expired,  removes  the 
cause  of  divorce,  which  is  not  revived  by 
renewed  desertion  at  the  expiration  of  the 
four  days. 

(October  17,  1911.) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Wor- 
cester County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court,  after  a  ruling 
against  libellant,  of  a  proceeding  to  secure  a 
divorce  on  the  ground  of  desertion.  Libel 
dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  Williams  and  S.  D.  Vincent 
for  libellant. 

No  appearance  for  libellee. 

Sheldon,  J.,  delivered  the  opmion  of  the 
court: 

We  must  take  it  that  no  difficulty  arose 
in  this  case  under  the  provisions  of  Rev. 
Laws,  chap.  162,  §§  4,  6.  The  only  question 
is  whether,  upon  the  findings  of  the  judge, 
it  ought  to  be  ruled  as  matter  of  law  tliat 
the  libel  cannot  be  maintained.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  this  ruling  properly  was  made. 
■  It  is  true,  as  was  argued  in  behalf  of  the 
appellant,  that  in  December,  1009,  he  had 
become  entitled  to  a  divorce  from  his  wife 
on  the  ground  of  her  desertion.  Cargill  v. 
Cargill,  1  Swabey  &  T.  235.  He  did  not, 
however,  attempt  to  avail  himself  of  this 
right,  but  visited  her  at  the  house  in  which 
she  was  living,  at  Milford,  in  this  common- 

Note. '^  Divorce :  condonation  of  desei*- 

tton. 

The  Oregon  court  takes  the  position  that 
a  case  of  desertion  is  not  a  proper  one  for 
the  application  of  the  rule  that  the  subse- 
quent cohabitation  is  upon  an  implied  or 
express  understanding  that  the  offender,  in 
seeking  a  renewal  of  the  marriage  relation, 
is  acting  in  good  faith,  and  is  promising  not 
to  repeat  the  ofl'ense,  so  that  wlien  a  breach 
of  this  condition  occurs,  the  former  offense 
is  revived.  "This,"  says  the  court,  "in  gt  n- 
cral  terms,  is  the  law  of  condonation,  ap- 
plicable to  a  cause  of  action  for  divorce 
arising  out  of  a  specific  or  single  act,  sncli 
as  cruelty  or  adultery.  But  desertion,  for 
which  a  divorce  will  be  granted,  is  a  breach 
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wealth,  and  remained  there  with  her  for 
about  four  days.  During  this  period,  it  is 
found  that  "they  cohabited  together  as  man 
and  wife."  This  was  a  complete  renewal  in 
all  respects  of  the  marriage  relation  be- 
tween them.  It  was  not  simply  that  they 
occupied  the  same  room  and  bed,  although 
this  also  was  found.  Accordingly  we  need 
not  consider  whether  the  latter  fact  alone, 
unexplained,  would  not  import  as  a  neces- 
sary inference  the  complete  cohabitation  as 
man  and  wife  which  has  been  found.  The 
wife's  desertion  ceased  and  he  again  re- 
ceived her  as  his  wife  when  they  thus  re- 
sumed the  matrimonial  relations  that  had 
been  interrupted  in  1906  by  her  desertion. 
If  afterwards,  no  matter  how  soon,  she  de- 
serted him  anew,  this  was  merely  a  new  act 


of  misconduct  on  her  part.  But  it  is  not 
barely  "utter  desertion  continued  for  three 
consecutive  years"  that  is  a  ground  for  di- 
vorce under  our  statute;  the  three  consecu- 
tive years  must  have  been  "next  prior  to  . 
the  filing  of  the  libel."  Rev.  Iaws,  chap. 
152,  §  1.  Here,  the  parties  lived  together 
as  husband  and  wife  in  December  of  1909, 
though  only  for  four  days;  and  so  there 
was  no  desertion  for  the  "three  consecntiTe 
years  next  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  libeL" 
For  this  reason,  no  cause  of  divorce  was 
shown  at  the  hearing,  and  the  ruling  made 
was  correct.  Gaillard  v.  Gaillard,  23  Miu. 
162. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  husband's  con- 
duct in  resuming  matrimonial  relations 
with  his  wife  was  merely  a  condonation  or 


of  matrimonial  dutv,  accompanied  by  an  in- 
tent to  desert  in  the  mind  of  the  offender, 
concurrently  existing  in  uninterrupted  com- 
bination during  at  least  the  entire  statu- 
tory period  of  one  year,  and  until  the  entry 
of  a  decree.  ...  It  must  be  a  continu- 
ous, unbroken  desertion.  Two  periods  of 
desertion  cannot  be  added  together  for  the 
purpose  of  making  up  the  time  required  by 
the  statute."  Luper  v,  Luper,  '- —  Or.  — , 
96  Pac.  1099.  A  like  result  is  reached  in 
Burk  V.  Burk,  21  W.  Va.  445  (in  which  it 
appeared  that  the  husband  cohabited  with 
his  wife  for  the  greater  part  of  the  statu- 
tory period  before  instituting  the  suit) ; 
and  Tracey  v.  Tracey,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  43 
Atl.  713. 

And  it  has  been  declared  by  the  English 
courts  that  as  soon  as  there  is  a  resumption 
of  cohabitation,  the  previous  desertion  is 
blotted  out.  Williams  v.  Williams  [1904] 
P.  145,  73  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  31,  68  J.  P. 
188,  90  L.  T.  N.  S.  174,  23  Times  L.  R.  213; 
Ex  parte  Aldridge,  1  Swabey  &  T.  88. 

So,  it  is  held  that  where  the  husband 
makes  the  absent  wife  occasional  visits,  and 
at  times  remains  overnight,  and  occupies 
the  same  bed  with  her,  the  continuity  of 
her  desertion  will  be  broken,  even  though 
it  be  conceded  that  she  was  guilty  of  wil- 
ful desertion  in  the  first  instance.  Reed  v. 
Reed,  62  Ark.  611,  37  S.  W.  230.  In  this 
case  the  court  said:  "We  do  not  hold  that 
a  husband  whose  wife  had  wilfully  deserted 
him  would,  if  he  afterwards  visited  her 
and  assisted  in  supporting  her,  necessarily 
lose  his  right  to  divorce,  or  condone  such 
desertion.  Such  acts  might,  under  some 
circumstances,  evince  regret*  for  her  absence 
and  a  desire  for  her  return,  and  serve  to 
make  more  clear  the  fault  of  the  wife  in 
remaining  away  from  his  home.  But,  if  he 
goes  further,  and  continues  to  exercise  the 
right  of  matrimonial  intercourse  upon  such 
visits,  he  will  be  treated  as  having  con- 
doned the  conduct  of  the  wife,  and  the  con* 
tinuity  of  her  desertion  will  be  broken." 

This  being  true,  there  is  no  abandonment 
for  a  year  within  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute, where,  within  one  year  before  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit,  the  parties  met  and 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


cohabited  on  different  occasions.     Woolfolk 
V.  Woolfolk,  96  Ky.  657,  29  S.  W.  742. 

So,  where  a  husband  deserts  his  wife  and 
again  leaves  heft*  after  a  reconciliation  of 
but  ten  days,  during  which  the  parties  lived 
together  as  man  and  wife,  the  continuity  of 
the  separation  is  broken,  and  the  two 
periods  of  desertion  cannot  be  tacked  so  u 
to  entitle  the  wife  to  a  divorce  upon  the 
statutory  ground  of  "wilful,  continued,  and 
obstinate  desertion  for  the  term  of  three 
years."    Gaillard  v.  Gaillard,  23  Miss.  152. 

And  where  the  husband  visits  the  wife 
and  cohabits  with  her  on  several  occasions, 
remaining  at  least  on  one  occasion  a  wevk 
or  more,  he  will  be  deemed  to  have  con- 
doned her  desertion.  Phelan  v.  Phelan,  135 
111.  445,  25  N.  E.  751. 

But  making  a  single  visit  to  the  absent 
wife  within  the  space  of  two  years,  and 
remaining  on  that  occasion  with  her  during 
one  night  and  a  portion  of  two  days,  does 
not  constitute  a  condonation  of  her  wilful 
desertion,  where  it  was  not  then  or  at  any 
other  time  agreed  that  she  would  return  and 
perform  her  marital  duties,  and  she  at  no 
time  evinced  an  inclination  to  do  so.  Ken- 
nedy V.  Kennedy,  87  III.  250. 

And  a  divorce  from  a  wife  for  **ntter 
desertion  continued  for  three  consecntive 
years,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute, 
may  be  granted  where  she  deserts  her  hus- 
band and  remains  away  from  him  for  the 
full  period  continuously,  and  unreasonablr 
refuses  to  return,  although  once  during 
that  time  he  visited  her,  and  for  two  or 
three  nights  occupied  the  same  bed  witli 
her.  Danforth  v.  Danforth,  88  Me.  120,  31 
LJI.A.  608,  61  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  33  Atl.  781. 

As  to  whether  the  plaintiffs  desertion  or 
cruelty  or  nonsupport,  etc.,  constitutes  a 
defense  to  an  action  for  divorce  for  subse- 
quent adultery,  see  the  note  to  Ellett  t. 
Ellett,  post,  1135. 

See  also  the  note  to  Hill  v.  Hill,  ante,  1118, 
dealing  with  the  question  whether  an  effort 
by  one  spouse  to  induce  the  other  to  return 
home  is  a  condition  of  desertion  by  the  lat- 
ter, and  also  containing  references  to  other 
L.RJ^.  notes  on  analogous  questions. 

L.  A.  W. 
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conditional  for^veness  of  her  previoiis  mis- 
conduct; and  that  her  subsequent  refusal 
to  accompany  or  follow  him  to  his  home 
in  Canada  was  the  beginning  of  a  new  de- 
sertion by  her  (Franklin  v.  Franklin,  190 
Mass.  340,  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  145,  77  N.  E.  48, 
6  Ann.  Cas.  851),  which  avoided  the  effect 
of  his  condonation,  and  so  entitled  him  to 
rest  his  libel  upon  her  first  desertion.  If 
we  assume  that  this  reasoning  otherwise 
would  be  correct,  yet  we  have  not  here  a 
case  of  mere  condonation,  although  it  doubt- 
less included  that  element.  It  was  volun- 
tary action  on  the  part  of  the  libellant, 
which,  by  putting  an  end  to  the  earlier  de- 
sertion, made  it  impossible  to  say  that  any 
desertion  had  continued  for  the  statutory 
period  up  to  the  filing  of  this  libel.  It  was 
an  absolute  removal  of  the  existing  clause 
of  divorce,  and  the  fact  that  it  involved  also 
a  forgiveness  of  the  past  wrong  that  had 
been  done,  cannot  diminish  its  full  effect. 

The  cases  of  Danforth  v.  Danforth,  88  Me. 
120,  31  L.R.A.  608,  51  Am.  St.  Rep.  380,  33 
Atl.  781,  and  Kennedy  v.  Kennedy,  87  III. 
250,  turned  on  the  fact  that  in  them  no  com- 
plete renewal  of  matrimonial  cohabitation 
was  found.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
whether,  under  the  same  facts,  we  should 
be  inclined  to  follow  those  decisions.  See 
VVoolfolk  V.  Woolfolk,  96  Ky.  657,  29  S.  W. 
742;  Burk  v.  Burk,  21  W.  Va.  445;  Reed 
V.  Reed,  62  Ark.  611,  37  S.  W.  230;  Holmes 
V.  Holmes,  44  Mich.  555,  7N.  W.  228. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  report,  the  libel 
must  be  dismissed. 

So  ordered. 


KOBTH  OAROIjINA  SUPREHB 
COURT. 

F.  M.  ELLETT,  Appt., 

V. 

ELIZABETH  B.  ELLETT. 
(167  N.  C.  161,  72  S.  E.  861.) 

Evidence  *—  adultery  — •  character. 

1.  To  justify  a  divorce  for  adultery,   a 
preponderance  of  evidence  of  the  fact  is  suf- 


ficient;  it  need  not  be  clear,  cogent,  and 
convincing. 

Divorce  —  abandonment  —  adultery  ^ 
effect. 

2.  That  a  man  maliciouslv  turned  his  wife 
out  of  doors  is  no  defense  to  a  suit  by  him 
for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  her  subse- 
quent adultery,  where  she  could  have  main- 
tained an  action  for  separate  maintenance. 

(Hoke,  J.,  dissents  in  part.) 

(November  22,  1911.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Rockingham 
County  in  defendant's  favor  in  a  suit  for 
a  divorce.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the,  opinion. 
Messrs.  F.  L.  Fuller,  C.  O.  McMtchael, 
A.  D.  Ivle,  and  W.  P.  Bynum  for  appel- 
lant. 
Mr.  A.  Ii.  Brooks  for  appellee. 

Clark,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  an  absolute  divorce^ 
brought  by  the  husband  against  the  wife. 

The  seventh  issue  was  as  follows:  ''(7) 
Did  the  defendant  commit  adultery  with  one 
George  B.  Gatling,  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint?" On  this  issue,  the  judge  charged: 
''The  plaintiff  must  show  such  adulter- 
ous intercourse  by  evidence  which  is  clear, 
cogent,  and  convincing.  If  you  find  from 
the  evidence,  which  is  clear,  cogent,  and  con- 
vincing, that  the  defendant  committed  adul- 
tery with  George  B.  Gatling,  your  answer 
to  the  seventh  issue  will  be,  'Yes.'  If  not, 
your  answer  to  the  seventh  issue  will  be, 
'No.' "  The  exception  of  the  plaintiff  to  this 
charge  must  be  sustained.  In  criminal  cases 
the  burden  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  prove 
the  charge  "beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,"  or 
"to  the  satisfaction  of  the  jury."  But  in 
civil  cases  the  rule  is  that  the  party  upon 
whom  lies  the  burden  of  proof  is  called  up- 
on to  establish  his  allegation  merely  "by  the 
preponderance  of  the  evidence."  There  are 
some  exceptions  to  this  in  matters  of  an 
equitable  nature,  as  to  which  the  evidence 
must   be   "clear,    strong,   and   convincing." 


Sot€,-^IHvorce:  desertion  or  cmelty 
as  a  recriminatory  defense  to  «u&- 
sequent  adultery. 

See  the  note  to  Hill  v.  Hill,  ante,  1118,  for 
reference  to  other  notes  on  analogous  ques- 
tions. 

Upon  the  principle  that  the  province  of 
the  courts  in  divorce  proceedings  is  to  grant 
relief  to  those  who  have  been  wronged,  it 
is  settled  in  this  country,  except  under 
statutory  provisions  hereinafter  shown,  that 
one  who  has  been  guilty  of  misconduct  which 
is  in  itself  a  ground  for  absolute  divorce 
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has  no  standing  to  demand  a  divorce  upon 
the  ground  of  the  other  party's  subsequent 
adultery.  This  is  upon  the  ground  that, 
since  the  legislature  has  seen  fit  to  put 
other  marital  misconduct  upon  the  same 
basis  as  adultery  as  a  ground  for  absolute 
divorce,  the  parties  will  be  denied  relief  be- 
cause they  are  deemed  in  equal  fault,  al- 
though the  misconduct  of  one  may  involve 
more  of  moral  turpitude  than  the  other. 
This  principle,  however,  does  not  apply 
where  the  plaintiff's  misconduct  falls  snort 
of  that  which  constitutes  a  ground  for  abso' 
lute  divorce.    A  fortiori,  a  wife  cannot  de- 
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For  instance,  when  a  party  asserts,  and  en- 
deavors to  prove  by  parol,  that  a  deed  which 
U  absolute  on  its  face  was  in  fact  a  mort- 
gage. 8  Enc.  Ev.  714;  Watkins  v.  Wil- 
liams, 123  N.  C.  174,  31  S.  E.  388;  Porter 
V.  White,  128  N.  C.  46,  38  S.  E.  24,  and 
cases  cited  therein.  The  same  rule  as  to 
intensity  of  proof  applies,  also,  where  a 
party  seeks  Uie  reformation  of  a  written 
instrument.  Ely  v.  Early,  94  N.  G.  1; 
Kornegay  v.  Everett,  99  N.  C.  30,  6  S.  E. 
418;  Hemphill  ▼.  HemphUl,  99  N.  C.  436,  6 
8.  E.  201;  Southern  Finishing  &  Ware- 
house Co.  V.  Ozment,  132  N.  C.  846,  44  S. 
£.  681.  Also  the  same  intensity  of  proof 
is  required  to  prove  the  terms  of  a  lost  will, 
and  there  are  a  few  other  instances.  But 
they  are  all  cases  in  which  formerly  the 


facts  would  have  been  found  by  the  chan- 
cellor. Ferrell  v.  Broadway,  95  N.  C.  651. 
Such  intensity  of  proof  is  not  required  as 
to  the  issues  in  divorce,  which,  is  an  action 
at  law.  Certainly  it  has  never  been  re- 
quired in  this  state. 

It  is  true  that  in  Kinney  ▼.  Kinney,  140 
N.  C.  321,  63  S.  E.  97,  the  judge  charged  the 
jury  that  the  evidence  of  adultery  must  be 
''strong,  convincing,  and  conclusive,"  but, 
notwithstanding  tnis  erroneous  charge,  the 
jury  found  the  issue  "Yes,"  and  therefore 
there  was  no  appeal  by  the  plaintiff  which 
would  have  presented  the  question  as  to  the 
correctness  of  that  part  of  the  charge. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  however,  that,  in- 
asmuch as  the  jury  found  "Yes,"  in  response 
to  the  eighth  issue,  "Did  the  plaintiffj  be- 


fend  an  action  for  divorce  upon  the  ground 
of  adultery  by  setting  up  misconduct  on 
the  part  of  the  husband,  which,  although 
not  a  ground  for  absolute  divorce,  would 
have  entitled  her  to  immediate  relief  such 
as,  for  instance,  a  decree  of  separate  main- 
tenance, since  in  such  circumstances  she 
cannot  be  heard  to  contend  that  when  she 
was  left  without  the  necessaries  of  life,  she 
was  justified  in  forming  a  new  alliance. 
This  last  is  substantially  the  position  of 
Ellett  v.  Ellett,  which  also  4ntimate8 
that,  if  left  without  means  or  provisions,  in 
circumstances  which  did  not  afford  any  im- 
mediate relief,  she  might  perhaps  excuse 
the  formation  of  a  new  alliance  so  as  to  dis- 
entitle the  husband  to  a  divorce  for  adul- 
tery. 

It  has  been  'said  in  cases  holding  deser- 
tion or  cruelty,  when  itself  a  ground  for 
absolute  divorce,  a  good  defense  to  adultery, 
that  the  English  ecclesiastical  courts  took 
the  contrary  view,  but  such  is  not  the  case, 
for  at  the  time  those  courts  considered  the 
question,  desertion  or  cruelty  was  not  a 
ground  for  absolute  divorce,  and  therefore 
one  guilty  of  cruelty  or  desertion  was  not 
in  eodem  delicto  with  one  wh'o  was  guilty 
of  adultery.  For  this  reason  it  was  held 
that  a  wife  could  not  plead  cruelty  as  a 
bar  to  divorce  for  her  violation  of  the  mar- 
riage bed.  Harris  v.  Harris,  2  Hagg  Eccl. 
Rep.  376;  Chambers  v.  Chambers,  1  Hagg. 
Consist.  Rep.  439.  In  other  cases,  the  ec- 
clesiastical courts  assumed  or  recognized 
that  cruelty  was  not  a  bar:  Dillon  v.  Dil- 
lon, 3  Curt.  Eccl.  Rep.  86,  holding  that  the 
allegation  of  cruelty  in  bar  is  not  rendered 
permissible  by  the  fact  that  the  cruelty  may 
have  been  committed  with  the  ulterior  de- 
sign of  getting  rid  of  the  wife  by  driving 
her  into  adultery;  Cocksedge  v.  Cocksedge, 
1  Rob.  Eccl.  Rep.  90,  holding  that  while 
cruelty  cannot  be  pleaded  alone  in  bar,  it 
may  be  set  up  in  connection  with  a  recrimi- 
nation of  adultery,  upon  the  theory  that  it 
lays  a  good  ground  for  the  probability  of 
the  truth  of  the  charge  of  adultery;  and 
Arkley  v.  Arkley,  3  Phillim,  Eccl.  Rep.  500, 
holdiiisr  that  the  husband's  cruelty,  though 
not  a  bar  to  a  eliarge  of  adultery,  might  be 
39  L.B,A.(N.S.) 


pleaded  as  introductory  to  the  history  of 
an  adulterous  intercourse. 

That  desertion  was  likewise  not  a  bar  to 
an  action  for  divorce  for  adultery  seems  to 
have  been  the  position  taken  by  the  eccle- 
siastical courts.  This  rule  was  recognized 
in  Forster  v.  Forster,  1  Hagg.  Consist.  Rep. 
144;  and  it  was  declared  obiter  in  Sullivan 
V.  Sullivan,  2  Addams,  Eccl.  Rep.  290,  that 
the  husband's  desertion,  though  malicious, 
was  not  a  bar  to  a  divorce  for  the  wife's 
adultery,  since  desertion  was  not  a  sub- 
stantive ground  of  divorce. 

Later  in  England  this  matter  was  ex- 
pressly adjusted  by  statute  which  gave  the 
courts  jurisdiction  to  deny  a  divorce  where 
the  plaintiff  had.  been  guilty  of  certain 
specified  acts  or  misconduct  "conducing  to 
the"  defendant's  adultery.  While  it  will 
be  of  no  avail  in  this  connection  to  discuss 
the  cases  which  involve  merely  the  appli- 
cation of  that  statute,  a  further  point  made 
in  two  of  such  cases  throws  considerable 
light  upon  the  position  of  the  English 
courts.  Thus,  after  denying  a  divorce  in 
obedience  to  the  statute  referred  to,  the 
court  in  Lempriere  v.  Lempriere,  L.  R.  1 
Prob.  &  Div.  669,  37  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  78, 
19  L.  T.  N.  S.  60,  16  Week.  Rep.  1192,  inti- 
mated that  possibly  if  the  husband  were  to 
seek  merely  a  judicial  separation  on  the 
ground  of  adultery,  the  fact  that  he  had 
been  guilty  of  cruelty  and  desertion  would 
disentitle  him  to  the'relief  sought,  since  so 
far  as  a  judicial  separation  was  concerned, 
adultery  and  cruelty  stood  upon  the  same 
basis.  This  point  was  passed  upon  in  Hodg- 
son V.  Hodgson,  74  L.  J.  Prob.  N.  S.  140 
[1906]  P.  233,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  446,  53  Week. 
Rep.  623,  21  Times  L.  R.  601,  where,  sifter 
a  dissolution  of  the  marriage  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  the  husband  was  denied,  apparently 
by  virtue  of  the  same  statute,  the  petitioner 
filed  an  amended  bill  for  a  judicial  separa- 
tion, upon  the  ground  of  adultery,  and  the 
question  arose  as  to  whether  the  desertion 
would  constitute  a  defense  to  such  petition. 
The  court  said  that  it  felt  bound  to  do 
what  in  its  opinion  the  ecclesiastical  conrta 
would  have  done  in  similar  circumstances, 
if  a  divorce  a  fn^n9a  et  thoro  had  been 


1911. 


ELLETT  T.  ELLETT. 


1137 


fore  the  time  of  tne  alleged  adultery,  mali- 
ciouaiy  turn  the  defendant  out  of  doors?" 
that  the  error  in  the  instruction  as  to  the 
intensity  of  the  proof  on  the  seventh  issue 
was  harmless  error.  But  this  propostion 
is  neither  good  law  nor  good  morals.  There 
is  no  legal  or  moral  reason  why  a  woman 
who  has  been  abandoned  by  her  husband 
shall  be  privileged  to  commit  adultery  any 
more  than  if  she  were  a  widow  or  a  single 
woman.  It  is  true  that»  prior  to  the  act  of 
1872  (now  Revisal  1908,  §  1661  [2]),  such 
was  deemed  the  law  in  this  state  (Moss  v. 
Moes,  24  N.  C.  [2  Ired.  L.]  55),  and  that 
the  same  was  practically  reiterated  after 
that  act  in  Tew  v.  Tew,  80  N.  C.  3i6,  30 
Am.  Rep.  84,  but,  as  was  strongly  intimated 
in  Steel  v.  Steel,  104  N.  C.     636,  10  S.  £. 


707,  the  latter  decision  cannot  be  sustained, 
"and  was  evidently  tinged  by  the  restrict* 
ive  ideas  of  the  older  law."  The  court 
further  says  in  the  latter  case  that  the 
reason  of  the  former  law  was  that  the  wife, 
having  no  property  (which  at  that  time 
all  belonged  to  the  husband,  as  the  law 
was  formerly),  might  be  forced,  and  proba- 
bly would  be,  to  form  a  new  connection,  in 
order  to  obtain  a  support,  "but  now,  under 
our  statutes  of  1869,  1874,  and  1870,  she 
can  compel  her  husband  to  provide  her  ade- 
quate support,  both  for  herself  and  her 
children."  Steel  v.  Steel  in  effect  overruled 
Tew  v.  Tew  on  that  point. 

Nor  is  an  agreement  for  separation,  as 
formerly,  ipso  facto  void,  because  "against 
law  and  public  policy."    As  Smith,  Gh.  J., 


sought  upon  the  ground  of  adultery,  and 
thereupon  proceeded  to  hold  that  since  de- 
sertion for  a  certain  period  had,  by  statute, 
been  made  a  ground  of  relief,  and  that 
since  the  desertion  in  this  case  had  brought 
about  the  wife's  adultery,  a  decree  of  judi- 
cial separation  should  have  been  denied  the 
husband.  So,  it  seems  that  even  in  the 
English  courts  the  test  for  determining 
whether  the  parties  were  in  the  same  fault 
so  as  to  warrant  the  application  of  the  doc- 
trine of  recrimination  was  not  whether  the 
respective  acts  of  misconduct  were  of  the 
same  moral  turpitude,  but  was  essentially 
whether  the  law  attached  to  them  the  same 
legal  consequences.  In  short,  any  miscon- 
duct which  stood  legally  on  a  level  with 
adultery  was,  in  England,  a  good  recrimi- 
natory defense  thereto,  and  therefore  con- 
duct which  was  a  ground  for  a  judicial 
separation  only  was  not  a  bar  to  an  abso- 
lute divorce  for  adultery,  although  it  was 
a  bar  to  a  judicial  separation,  even  though 
the  latter  was  sought  upon  the  ground  of 
adultery. 

This  is  quite  in  harmony  with  the  Ameri- 
can cases  which  hold  that  where  the  legis- 
lature has  put  desertion,  cruelty,  and  adul- 
tery on  the  same  level  by  making  them  all 
a  ground  for  absolute  divorce,  each  is  a 
good  recriminatory  defense  to  the  other. 
The  only  American  cases  found  to  dissent 
from  this  proposition  are  decisions  of  the 
courts  of  Illinois,  where  it  seems  that  de- 
sertion and  cruelty  are  grounds  for  divorce 
a  vinculo  matrimonii  only.  But  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  the  cases  do  not  discuss  the 
matter,  but  simply  declare  summarily  that 
a  right  of  action  upon  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery is  not  affected  by  the  fact  of  the  plain- 
tifl^s  previous  desertion  (Bast  v.  Bast,  82 
111.  584;  Huling  v.  Huling,  38  III.  App.  144), 
or  "extreme  and  repeated  cruelty"  (Stiles 
V.  Stiles,  167  111.  678,  47  N.  E.  867,  obiter; 
Zimmerman  v.  Zimmerman,  242  III.  552,  90 
N.  E.  192;  Hughes  v.  Hughes,  133  111.  App. 
654). 

But  as  said  before,  it  is  settled  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority  that  where  cer- 
tain marital  misconduct  is  a  ground  for 
divorce  a  vinculo  matrimonii,  it  is  a  good 
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recriminatory  defense  to  an  action  for  di- 
vorce upon  the  ground  of  adultery.  Where 
each  of  the  married  parties  has  committed 
a  matrimonial  offense  which  the  law  has 
made  a  ground  for  divorce  in  favor  of  the 
other,  so  that  the  conduct  of  each,  disasso- 
ciated from  that  of  the  other,  warrants  a 
divorce  in  'favor  of  the  latter,  the  court  will 
grant  the  prayer  of  neither.  This  prevents 
a  divorce  for  adultery  in  favor  of  one  guilty 
of  legal  cruelty  (Wilson  v.  Wilson,  89  Neb. 
749,  132  N.  W.  401;  Church  v.  Church,  16 
R.  I.  667,  7  L.R.A.  385,  19  Atl.  244;  Pease 
V.  Pease,  72  Wis.  136,  39  N.  W.  133;  Bor- 
deaux V.  Bordeaux,  30  Mont.  36,  75  Pac. 
624,  assuming,  incidentally  to  the  discus- 
sion of  other  matters,  that  the  husband's 
cruelty  was  a  good  defense  to  a  divorce  upon 
the  ground  oi  adultery,  where  the  statute 
defined  recrimination  as  "a  shewing  by  de- 
fendant of  any  cause  of  divorce  against 
the  plaintiff,"  and  another  provision  made 
cruelty  a  ground  for  divorce) ;  and  like- 
wise makes  desertion,  when  continued  for 
the  statutory  period,  a  good  defense  to  an 
action  for  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery (Pierce  v.  Pierce,  70  Vt.  270,  40  Atl. 
728). 

The  argument  is  that  the  rule  of  recrimi- 
nation applies  to  all  the  causes  for  divorce, 
and  that  an  action  for  divorce  on  any  one 
of  the  statutory  grounds  may  be  defeated 
by  proof  of  the  existence  of  another  statu- 
tory ground,  without  resard  to  the  nature 
or  gravity  of  the  several  causes;  and  that 
therefore  an  appellate  court  will  not  set 
aside  a  decree  denying  to  the  husband  a 
divorce  for  adultery  where  he  had  been 
guilty  of  extreme  cruelty  and  gross  neglect 
of  duty,  and  the  decree  was  rendered  in 
the  exercise  of  the  discretion  granted  in  a 
statute  providing  that,  when  the  parties  ap- 
pear to  be  in  equal  wrong,  the  court  may 
in  its  discretion  refuse  to  grant  a  divorce. 
Day  V.  Day,  71  Kan.  385,  80  Pac.  974,  6 
Ann.  Cas.  169.  Here  the  court  referred  to 
the  rule  of  the  ecclesiastical  courts  that  there 
could  be  no  recrimination  unless  the  offenses 
were  of  the  same  character,  and  also  the 
rule  of  some  American  cases  that  have  re- 
fused to  allow  a  cause  to  be  barred  by  any 
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pointed  out  in  Sparks  v.  Sparks,  94  N.  C. 
632,  the  law  now  recognizes  the  validity, 
under  certain  conditions,  of  such  a  deed,  by 
providing  in  Code,  §  1831  (now  Revisal,  § 
2116),  that  "every  woman  who  shall  be  liv- 
ing separate  from  her  husband  .  .  . 
under  a  deed  of  separation  executed  by  said 
husband  and  wife,  and  registered,  .  .  . 
shall  be  deemed  and  held  ...  a  free 
trader,"  etc.  SparKs  v.  Sparks,  supra,  has 
been  cited  as  authority  in  Smith  v.  King, 
107  N.  C.  273,  12  S.  E.  57;  Cram.  v.  Cram, 
116  N.  C.  294,  21  S.  E.  197.  Besides,  un- 
der Code,  §  1292  (now  Revisal,  §  1567),  the 
wife  who  has  been  abandoned  or  deserted 
by  her  husband  can  sue  for  a  support  for 
herself  and  children,  without  asking  for  a 
divorce.  Cram  v.  Cram,  116  N.  C.  288,  21 
S.  E.  197;  Skittletharpe  v.  Skittletharpe, 
130  N.  C.  72,  40  S.  E.  851;  Bidwell  v. 
Bid  well,  139  N.  C.  409,  2  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
324,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  797,  52  S.  E.  55. 
Our  older  authorities,  therefore,  which  made 
the  adultery  of  the  wife  committed  after 


desertion  or  abandonment  by  her  husband^ 
no  ground  for  divorce,  are  without  the 
reason  which  gave  support  to  such  rulings. 
They  have  now  as  little  support  in  law  as 
they  ever  had  in  morals. 

The  remedy  which  the  statute  gives  to  a 
wife  abandoned  or  deserted  by  her  hus- 
band is  alimony  and  divorce  a  menw  et 
ihoro.  It  does  not  privilege  either  one  to 
commit  adultery.  If  she  does,  the  husband 
is  entitled  to  a  divorce.  This  was  the  ec- 
clesiastical law.  Nelson,  Divorce,  §  430.  His 
wrong  does  not  authorize  her  to  commit  a 
greater  one.  She  can  go  back  to  live  with 
him  after  his  desertion;  but  he  cannot  be 
required  to  live  with  her  after  her  adulteir. 
The  American  decisions  are  conflicting,  being 
based  upon   statutes  of  varying  tenor. 

Besides,  in  this  case,  the  husband  placed 
the  wife  in  a  sanatorium  for  the  cure  of  her 
habit  of  drunkenness,  and  paid  her,  or  for 
her  benefit,  regularly  $50  per  month  for  her 
support  under  the  agreement  of  separation. 
He  also  paid  her  $400  per  year  rent  for  a 


matrimonial  offense  other  than  *  adultery, 
but  held  that  since  the  legislature,  in  pre- 
scribing ten  grounds  for  divorce,  had  treated 
each  ground  as  the  equal  of  any  other,  and 
had  visited  upon  each  offense  the  same  legal 
consequences,  the  court  could  not  well  dis- 
tinguish between  them  because  one  offense 
might  appear  to  involve  more  of  turpitude 
or  disgrace  than  the  other. 

Likewise  it  was  declared  in  Hall  v.  Hall, 
4  Allen,  39,  that  whatever  may  be  the  doc- 
trine in  jurisdictions  in  which  desertion 
was  not  a  legal  ground  for  divorce  from 
the  bonds  of  matrimony,  there  was  no  suf- 
ficient reason  why  desertion  continued  for 
the  statutory  period  might  not  be  set  up 
in  defense  of  the  wife's  libel  against  the 
husband  charging  him  with  adultery,  where, 
as  in  Massachusetts,  a  continued  wilful  de- 
sertion by  the  wife  for  the  period  of  five 
years  would,  as  respects  her  husband,  who 
had  fully  observed  his  conjugal  duties,  be 
as  good  a  cause  for  divorce  as  adultery. 
To  a  like  declaration,  the  New  Jersey  court 
added  that  it  would  be  inconsistent  to  grant 
a  divorce  to  one  who  is  himself  liable  to  a 
charge  which,  if  true,  is  a  foundation  for  a 
divorce.  Reading  v.  Reading,  —  N.  J.  Eq. 
— ,  6  Atl.  721  (denying  husband  who  was 
guilty  of  cruelty  a  divorce  for  the  wife's 
subsequent  adultery).  In  Rapp  v.  Rapp, 
infra,  it  was  pointed  out  that  cruelty  was 
a  ground  of  divorce  a  menaa  et  ihoro  only. 

Indeed,  it  is  held  that  where  desertion 
is  a  ground  for  absolute  divorce,  the  court 
will  seize  upon  the  husband's  desertion  for 
the  statutory  period  as  a  Teeriminatory  de- 
fense, though  it  is  not  pleaded  by  the  wife, 
where  in  his  suit  upon  the  ground  of  adul- 
tery he  has  shown  his  own  guilt.  Rapp  v. 
Rapp,  67  N.  J.  Eq.  236,  58  Atl.  167. 

It  has  been  further  held  that  a  statute 
providing  that  the  court  may  deny  a  divorce 
though  the  adultery  be  established,  in  case 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  connivance,  condonation,  or  laches,  does 
not  impliedly  abrogate  the  principle  that 
one  cannot  have  redress  for  breach  of  the 
marriage  contract  which  he  has  violated 
by  committing  an  offense  of  Hie  legal  status, 
so  as  to  disentitle  a  wife  who  is  sued  for 
a  divorce  upon  the  ground  of  adultery,  to 
set  up  the  recriminatory  defense  of  cruelty 
and  inhuman  treatment.  Pease  v.  Pease,  li 
Wis.  136,  39  N.  W.  133.  So*  in  Nagel  ▼. 
Nagel,  12  Mo.  53,  in  which  a  husband  wai 
denied  a  divorce  for  the  wife's  adultery, 
where,  in  confirmation  of  the  wife's  recrimi- 
natory plea,  the  husband  was  found  guilty 
of  cruelty  and  inhuman  conduct,  the  court 
pointed  out  that,  although  it  was  possibly 
true  that  by  enacting  a  statute  providing 
that  in  case  of  collusion,  or  where  ''both 
parties  have  been  guilty  of  adultery,"  no  di- 
vorce shall  be  decreed,  the  legislature  in- 
tended at  the  time  to  limit  recrimination  to 
cases  of  adultery,  it  was  but  just  to  allow 
recrimination  for  all  enumerated  offenses, 
where,  since  the  passage  of  the  act  referred 
to,  the  grounds  of  divorce  had  been  extended 
from  adultery  and  desertion  merely,  so  that 
there  were  nine  separate  causes  for  divorce, 
and  the  principle  pervading  the  whole  act 
seemed  to  be  that  a  divorce  should  be  de- 
creed only  to  an  innocent  party. 

Recognizing  that  intolerable  severity  snd 
refusal  to  support,  which  is  a  ground  for 
absolute  divorce,  is  a  defense  to  an  action 
for  an  absolute  divorce  upon  the  ground  of 
the  wife's  adultery,  the  court  in  Tillison  v. 
Tillison,  63  Vt.  411,  22  Atl.  531,  holds  thit 
the  rule  is  not  applicable,  and  the  defend- 
ant will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  sucfa 
conduct  in  defense,  where  a  previous  bill 
for  divorce  based  upon  those  grounds  was 
dismissed  on  its  merits. 

So,  the  rule  does  not  apply  where  the 
plaintiff's  conduct,  although  partaking  of 
the  nature  of  the  acts  prescribed  in  the 
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honw  worth  |5,000,  which  he  had  given  her, 
and  supported  the  children  himself.  She  waB 
not  therefore  subjected  to  temptation  by 
the  necessity  of  procuring  a  support,  which 
was  the  reason  for  the  rulings  of  the  court 
in  Tew  v.  Tew,  80  N.  C.  316,  30  Am.  Bep. 
84,  and  cases  prior  thereto. 

It  may  be  that  on  another  trial  the  jury 
will  again  find  the  wife  was  not  guilty,  but 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  new  trial,  to 
the  end  that  the  issue  may  be  submitted  un- 
der proper  instructions  as  to  the  intensity 
of  proof  required  to  establish  the  charge. 

iLrror. 

Allen,  J.,  concurs  in  result. 

Hoke,  J.,  concurring  in  the  result: 

I  concur  in  the  decision  awarding  a  new 

trial  in  this  case  for  the  error  in  the  charge 

of  the  court  on  the  degree  of  proof  required 

to  establish  the  seventh  issue,  and  it  may 


be  that  there  are  no  facts  amounting  to 
legal  evidence  tending  to  show  tuat  plaintiff 
maliciously  turned  defendant  out  of  doors. 
I  do  not  agree  to  the  position,  however,  nor 
do  I  think  that  it  has  the  support  of  any 
authoritative  decision,  that  a  husband  who 
has  wrongfully  abandoned  his  wife  may 
successfully  maintain  an  action  for  divorce 
a  vinculo  on  account  of  her  adultery.  Un- 
der a  long  line  of  well-considered  prece- 
dents, relief  in  such  case  was  denied,  not  be- 
cause the  act  of  the  wife  was  justifiable, — 
it  was  never  so  regarded, — ^but  because  the 
hysband,  on  account  of  his  own  conduct  in 
wrongfully  withdrawing  his  association  and 
protection  from  the  wife,  was  not  in  a 
position  to  ask  relief  from  the  court 
Neither  the  moral  nor  the  legal  aspect  of 
this  position  is  changed,  because  the  wife 
may,.^nder  certain  conditions,  now  obtain 
alimony.  The  doctrine  and  the  principle 
upon  which  it  rests  lie  deeper,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  should  now  and  always  prevail. 


statute  in  relation  to  absolute  divorce,  does 
not,  because  not  sufficiently  serious  or  for 
other  reasons,  amount  to  the  marital  of- 
fenses specified.  Thus,  a  divorce  will  not 
be  denied  upon  the  finding  that,  although 
the  wife's  conduct  did  not  amount  to  deser- 
tion, there  was  on  her  part  an  unmindful- 
ness  of  the  marital  obligations  (Cushman 
V.  Cushman,  194  Mass.  38,  79  N.  E.  809) ; 
nor  will  it  be  denied  where  the  plaintiff's 
conduct,  though  justifying  the  defendant's 
separation,  did  not  constitute  statutory 
cruelty  (Bailey  v.  Bailey,  67  N.  H.  402,  29 
Atl.  847).  So,  a  divorce  will  be  granted 
notwithstanding  a  recriminatory  defense  of 
desertion,  where  the  conduct  alleged  did  not 
in  fact  constitute  desertion,  either  because 
the  separation  occurred  by  the  defendant's 
consent  (Stokes  v.  Stokes,  1  Mo.  320),  or 
had  not  continued  for  the  statutory  period 
(Adams  v.  Adams,  17  N.  J.  £q.  324;  Mc- 
Cannon  v.  McCannon,  73  Vt.  147,  60  Atl. 
799),  at  the  time  of  the  defendant's  adul- 
tery (Wilson  V.  Wilson,  40  Iowa,  230;  Du- 
pont  V.  Dupont,  10  Iowa,  112,  74  Am.  Dec. 
378;  Hall  V.  Hall,  4  Allen,  39;  Clapp  v. 
Clapp,  97  Mass.  531;  Walker  v.  Walker, 
172  Mass.  82,  61  N.  E.  465). 

And  the  rule  of  recrimination  does  not 
applv  where  the  statute  vests  a  discretion 
in  the  court  to  grant  either  absolute  or 
limited  divorces,  it  being  held  in  such  cir- 
cumstances that  the  applicant  must,  in  or- 
der to  obtain  relief  a  vinculo  matrimonii, 
be  without  reproach,  and  however  guilty  the 
defendant,  if  the  applicant  is  chargeable 
either  with  similar  guilt  or  with  an  offense 
to  which  the  law  attaches  similar  conse- 
quences, the  relief  must  be  denied;  but  that 
if  the  applicant,  though  not  thus  guilty,  is 
still  not  blameless,  the  relief  must  be  lim- 
ited to  a  divorce  a  mensa  ei  ihoro.  Through 
the  application  of  this  doctrine,  it  was  held 
that,  to  be  an  absolute  bar,  desertion  must 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


have  continued  long  enough  to  constitute 
a  statutory  ground  of  divorce,  and  that 
where  a  wife's-  desertion  had  not  continued 
for  the  statutory  period,  though  she  was  en- 
titled to'  equitable  relief  upon  the  ground 
of  the  husband's  subsequent  adultery,  that 
relief  must  be  limited  to  a  divorce  a  mensa 
ei  ihoro,  where  her  departure  was  without 
excuse  or  justification.  Conant  v.  Conant, 
10  Cal.  249,  70  Am.  Dec.  717. 

And,  of  course,  a  wife  who  is  guilty  of 
abandonment  cannot  claim  a  divorce  for 
the  husband's  subsequent  adultery,  under  a 
statute  authorizing  a  divorce  "in  favor  of 
the  wife,  where  the  husband  shall  have  left 
her  for  three  years  with  intention  of  aban- 
donment, or  where  he  shall  have  abandoned 
her  and  lived  in  adultery  with  another 
woman."  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  23  S.  W.  1022. 

Then  again,  where  the  conduct  alleged  in 
defense  is  such  as  is  made  a  ground  for  di- 
vorce only  from  bed  and  board,  although 
it  is  such  as  is  made  in  other  jurisdictions 
a  ground  for  absolute  divorce,  it  is  held 
to  constitute  no  defense  to  subsequent  adul- 
tery. Thus,  it  is  held  in  New  York  that 
cruel  and  inhuman  treatment  entitling  the 
party  to  a  limited  divorce  is  not  a  good 
defense  against  a  complaint  showing  a  right 
to  an  absolute  divorce  on  the  ground  of 
adultery.  Griffin  v.  Griffin,  23  How.  Pr. 
183.  So  it  was  held  in  a  later  case  that 
the  husband's  abandonment,  though  of  suf- 
ficient duration  to  entitle  the  wife  to  a 
limited  divorce,  cannot  be  regarded  as  dis- 
entitling him  to  a  divorce  upon  the  ground 
of  her  subsequent  adultery,  upon  the  theory 
that  because  he  deserted  the  defendant  he 
thereby  consented  to  the  adultery  charged 
against  her,  or  that  there  was  in  any  sense 
either  connivance,  privity,  or  procurement 
of  the  act.  Mattison  v.  Mattison,  60  Misc. 
673,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  1024,  expressly  dis- 
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approving  a  holding  to  the  contrary  in  a 
referee's  report  which  was  affirmed  per 
curiam  in  Richardson  v.  Richardson,  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  912.  In  the  Mattison  Case  the 
court  said :  "Abandonment  confers  no  license 
on  the  deserted  party  to  offend  against  the 
marital  vows.  If  deserted,  she  has  her 
remedy  under  the  law;  but  she  may  not 
violate  its  enactments  without  incurring 
its  penalties.  I  am  not  unmindful  of  the 
duties  imposed  upon  the  husband,  nor  of 
the  consequences  which  may  result  when 
an  abandoned  wife,  a  stranger  in  a  great 
city,  is  forced  to  battle  against  adverse  cir- 
cumstances. However,  if  spouses  live  apart, 
whether  by  consent  or  by  decree,  each  is 
liable  for  any  transgression  of  the  conjugal 
relationship;  and,  should  either  disobey  the 
statute,  an  action  for  divorce  would  lie, 
and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  same  rule  ap- 

£lies  to  the  case  of  desertion.  In  the  cause 
efore  me,  the  abandonment  was  conceded, 
and,  whether  justified  or  not,  need  not,  in 
the  view  I  take  of  it,  be  considered."  But 
see  Reading  v.  Reading,  —  N.  J.  Eq.  — ,  6 
Atl.  721,  supra.  The  Richardson  Case,  in 
which  it  appeared  that  the  wife  left  the 
husband  wilfully  and  unjustifiably  and 
without  other  reason  than  that  she  had 
ceased  to  love  him,  placed  its  decision  not 
only  upon  the  broad  ground  that  one  who 
breaks  the  marriage  contract  should  not  be 
permitted  to  take  advantage  of  the  other's 
subsequent  breach  of  it,  or  claim  absolution 
for  herself  and  punishment  for  him;  but 
also  upon*  the  ground  that  she  must  be 
deemed  to  have  consented  and  connived  at 
his  offense.  In  discussing  the  latter  ground, 
the  referee  said  that  since  the  wife  testified 
that  she  naturally  supposed  that  when  she 
left  him  he  would  seek  the  embraces  of 
other  women,  she  must  be  deemed  to  have 
consented  to  such  action  on  his  part,  and 
also  to  have  connived  in  the  sense  of  "wink- 
ing at"  or  helping  by  not  hindering. 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  Mattison 
Case,  supra,  the  court  called  attention  to 
the  fact  that  the  wife  had  a  remedy  which 
she  should  have  pursued  instead  of  violat- 
ing the  marriage  vows.  This  is  not  only  in 
line  with  the  position  taken  in  Ellett 
V.  ELLEnrr,  but  also  accords  with  a  state- 
ment in  an  English  case.  Thus,  in  referring 
to  the  early  English  decisions,  the  court  said 
in  Hodgson  v.  Hodgson,  74  L.  J.  Proh-  N.  S. 
140  [1906]  P.  233,  93  L.  T.  N.  S.  446,  63 
Week.  Rep.  623,  21  Times  L.  R.  601,  that  it 
was  easy  to  understand  why  in  some  cases 
cruelty  had  been  held  not  a  bar,  since  cruelty 
was  committed  at  some  time  when  the  par- 
ties were  living  together,  and  that  the  mo- 
ment the  wife  chose  to  separate  from  the 
husband  she  could  at  once  have  taken  pro- 
ceedings in  the  ecclesiastical  courts  on  the 
ground  of  cruelty,  and  that  therefore  it  was 
'  of  no  use  for  her  afterwards  to  say,  when 
she  was  charged  with  subsequent  adultery, 
that  her  misconduct  occurred  after  the  hus- 
band's cruelty, — that  is,  inasmuch  as  she 
had  a  remedy  at  the  time,  she  had  no  rea- 
son herself  to  become  guilty  of  matrimonial 
misconduct. 
39  li.R.A,(N.S.) 


Likewise,  in  Van  Horn  t.  Arantes,  116 
La.  130,  40  So.  692,  the  failure  of  the  wile 
to  pursue  the  statutory  remedies  was  held 
fatal  to  her  recriminatory  defenses  of  aban- 
donment and  nonsupport.  Here  it  was 
pointed  out  that,  to  be  a  ground  for  a  sepa* 
ration  from  bed  and  board,  abandonmeiit 
must,  under  the  statute,  be  established  by 
three  monthly  reiterated  summonses  direet- 
ing  the  absent  spouse's  return,  followed  br 
a  judgment  directing  compliance  and  three 
monthly  notices  of  such  judgment.  In  ad- 
dition to  this,  another  statute  made  the  hus- 
band's wilful  desertion  and  failure  to  sup- 
port a  misdemeanor,  and  authorized  tbi> 
courts  to  suspend  sentence  and  order  the 
payment  »f  a  wedcly  sum  to  the  wife.  The 
court  declared  that  since  the  wife  h&d 
neither  taken  the  statutory  steps  in  rela- 
tion to  a  separation  from  bed  and  board  for 
abandonment,  nor  availed  herself  of  the 
statute  which  indirectly  afforded  her  a  re 
lief  for  nonsupport,  there  was  no  eonduci 
on  the  part  of  the  husband  which  consti- 
tuted even  a  ground  for  a  separation  from 
bed  and  board.  In  a  general  way  the  court 
stated  the  true  rule  to  be  that,  to  admit  of 
recrimination,  the  mutual  fault  of  the  par- 
ties must  be  such  as  to  furnish  grounds 
for  a  divorce  or  separation  from  bed  an  J 
board,  and  must  be  of  a  similar  nature  or 
gravity. 

In  this  connection,  attention  is  also  di- 
rected to  Mayer  v.  Mayer,  5  Ohio  Dec.  Re- 
print, 444,  which  seemed  to  attach  little  or 
no  importance  to  the  fact  that  the  wife 
had  in  fact  obtained  a  decree  for  separate 
maintenance,  where  the  husband  had  wil- 
fully deserted  her,  whom  he  had  married 
after  seducing  her  while  the  wife  of  an- 
other,— holding  that  in  such  circumstauces 
he  must  be  deemed  to  have  abandoned  her 
knowing  her  weakness  and  liability  to  com- 
mit adultery,  and  that  therefore  his  peti- 
tion for  a  divorce  against  her  on  that 
ground  should  be  dismissed.         L.  A.  W. 
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Vendor  and  purchaser  —  rescission  — 
fraud  *—  negligence  of  purchaser. 

That  a  purchaser  might  have  ascertained 

Note,^Fratid:  may  fraud  he  predi- 
cated of  tnisstatefnent  aa  to  titU  to 
real  property. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  purchaser  of  land  to 
rely  upon  representations  of  the  seller  « to 
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the  untruthfulness  of  the  representation 
does  not  prevent  his  rescinding  a  contract 
for  purchase  of  real  estate  because  the  vend- 
or falsely  represented  that  he  bad  a  good 
title,  that  the  land  was  in  a  recorded  plat 
to  which  the  deed  referred,  and  that  he 
would  build  an  electric  railway  line  and  a 
highway  to  the  property. 

(April  10,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  judgments 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  King  County 
in  plaintiffs'  favor  in  actions  brought  to  re- 
scind a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  cer- 
tain real  estate.     Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Frederick  R.  Bnrch  and  Oliver 
Hnlback,  for  appellants: 

Failure  of  title  will  not,  under  any  cir- 
cumstances, support  a  decree  of  rescission 
and  cancelation  of  the  deeds. 

Washington  Cent.  Improv,  Co.  v.  Row- 
lands, 11  Wash.  212,  39  Pac.  366;  Slaugh- 
ter y.  Gerson,  13  Wall.  379,  20  L.  ed.  627; 
West  Seattle  Land  &  Improv.  Co.  v.  Herren, 
16  Wash.  665,  48  Pac.  341;  Griffith  ▼. 
Strand,  19  Wash.  686,  54  Pac.  613;  Walsh 
V.  fiushell,  26  Wash.  576,  67  Pac.  216;  Sam- 
son V.  Beale,  27  Wash.  657,  68  Pac.  180; 
Hulet  V.  Achey,  39  Wash.  91,  80  Pac.  1105; 
Irby  V.  Tilsley,  41  Wasb.  211,  83  Pac  97; 
Tacoma  v.  Tacoma  Light  &  Water  Co.  16 


boundaries,  see  note  in  14  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
1210;  whether  fraudulent  representations 
by  the  vendor  as  to  area  within  boundaries 
correctljT  pointed  out  are  actionable,  see 
note  in  23  L.R.A.(N.S.)  487;  and  whether 
fraudulent  representations  by  the  vendor  of 
the  extent  or  proportion  of  land  of  a  par- 
ticular kind  included  within  the  tract  sold 
are  actionable  where  the  purchaser  inspects 
the  laud,  see  note  in  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  55; 
as  to  misrepresentations  as  to  the  location 
of  land,  see  note  in  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  301; 
whether  or  not  false  statements  as  to  cost, 
selling  or  market  price  of  property,  or  as  to 
offers  therefor,  constitute  fraud,  see  note  in 
35  L.R.A.(N.S.)  175;  as  to  whether  false 
statements  as  to  the  use  to  which  property 
is  to  be  put  are  ground  for  rescinding  a  deed 
thereof,  see  note  in  32  L.R.A.(N.S.)  127; 
and  as  to  the  effect  of  the  purchaser's  con- 
cealment or  misrepresentation  of  facts  af- 
fecting the  value  of  real  estate,  see  note  in 
30   L.R.A.(N.S.)    748. 

The  present  note  is  supplemental  to  a  note 
on  the  same  subject  in  28  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
202. 

Executory  contracts. 

As  to  executory  contracts  to  purchase 
real  property,  the  rule  very  generally  ob- 
tains that  if  the  vendor's  title  to  the  prop- 
erty is  defective,  the  purchaser  may  rescind 
the  contract  of  purchase,  and  recover  the 
amount  paid  thereon,  without  reference  to 
whethet  or  not  the  vendor  made  false  or 
fraudulent  statements  as  to  the  title.  Min- 
to  V.  Moore,  1  Ala.  App.  556,  55  So.  642; 
Musselwhite  v.  Oleson,  60  Fla.  342,  53  So. 
944;  Tague  v.  McColm,  145  Iowa,  179,  123 
N.  W.  960;  Parsons  v.  Kelso,  141  Mo.  App. 
369,  125  S.  W.  227;  Kling  v.  A.  H.  Greef 
Realty  Co.  —  Mo.  App.  — ,  148  S.  W.  203; 
Justice  V.  Button,  89  Neb.  367,  38  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1,  131  N.  W.  736;  Reynolds  v. 
White,  143  App.  Div.  596,  128  N.  Y.  Supp. 
529;  Davis  v.  Lee,  52  Wash.  330,  132  Am. 
St.  Rep.  973,  100  Pac.  752;  Colpe  v.  Lind- 
blom,  57  Wash.  106,  lOd  Pac.  634:  Mc- 
Whorter  v.  Fomay  Bros.4f  Washws  125 
Pac.  164. 

And  the  rule  applies  although  the  con- 
tract of  purchase  merely  calls  for  a  quit- 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


claim  deed.  Davis  v.  Lee,  52  Wash.  330, 
132  Am.  St.  Rep.  973,  100  Pac.  752. 

And  also  where,  because  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  records  of  title,  the  vendor  is 
unable  to  produce  evidence  of  a  marketable 
title  at  the  time  agreed  upon.  McDermott 
V.  Chatfleld,  —  Cal.  App.  — ,  123  Pac.  539; 
Crim  V.  Umbsen,  155  Cal.  697,  132  Am.  St. 
Rep.  127,  103  Pac.  178. 

Where  the  title  is  defective,  a  purchaser 
of  real  estate  on  executory  contract  mav 
refuse  to  complete  the  contract,  without  ref- 
erence to  whether  it  is  procured  through  the 
fraud  of  the  vendor.  Wilson  v.  Bolen,  152 
111.  App.  210;  Rochells  v.  Brockman,  152 
III.  App.  253. 

For  a  fraudulent  representation  by  the 
vendor  of  real  estate  as  to  his  title,  the 
purchaser  may  either  rescind  the  executory 
contract  of  purchase,  or  he  may  sue  and  re- 
cover damages  resulting  to  him  from  sudi 
fraud.  Maxwell  v.  Sherman,  —  Ala.  — ,  66 
So.  620. 

Where  the  vendor  of  land,  by  selling  same 
by  executory  contract,  receives  from  the 
purchaser  money  paid  in  reliance  upon  false 
representations  by  the  former  that  he  has 
a  valid  title  to  the  land,  the  money  so  paid 
may  be  recovered  by  the  purchaser  in  an 
action  at  law.  O'Neal  v.  Miller,  9  Ga.  App. 
180,  70  S.  E.  971. 

In  Allen  v.  Talbot,  —  Mich.  — ,  131  N.  W. 
97,  without  discussing  the  question  as  to  the 
right  to  rely  thereon,  it  is  held  that  false 
statements  by  the  vendor  with  reference  to 
his  title,  if  relied  upon  by  the  purchaser  of 
real  estate  by  executory  contract,  authorize 
a  rescission  of  the  contract. 

And  for  false  representations  by  the  vend- 
or that  the  land  he  is  selling  is  entitled  to 
certain  water  rights,  the  purchaser,  if  he 
relies  thereon,  mav  rescind  the  executory 
contract  of  purcfiase,  and  recover  the 
amount  paid  on  the  purchase  price.  Marti- 
nez V.  Coggin,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  136  S. 
W.  699. 

On  the  theory  that  it  constituted  a  con- 
structive fraud  for  the  vendor  to  under- 
take to  sell  land  to  which  he  does  not  have 
the  title  he  purports  to  have,  the  right  of  a 
purchaser  to  rescind  is  sustained  in  Jay  v. 
Sweatt,  8  Ga.  App.  481,  70  R.  E.  16. 

It  has  been  held  that  to  obtain  a  rescis- 
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An, 


Wash.  288,  47  N.  W.  738,  17  Wash.  458, 
50  Pac.  65;  Simons  v.  Cissna,  52  Wash.  115, 
100  Pac.  200. 

The  promise  to  build  an  electric  railroad 
to  Everett,  or  to  build  a  wagon  road  to 
English,  or  to  furnish  an  abstract,  is  not 
an  existing  material  fact. 

13  Cyc.  583;  2  Pom.  £q.  Jur.  385;  1 
Beach,  Contr.  978;  Dawe  ▼.  Morris,  149 
Mass.  188,  4  L.R.A.  158,  14  Am.  St.  Rep. 
404,  21  N.  E.  313;  Adams  ▼.  Schiffer,  11 
Colo.  15,  7  Am.  St.  Rep.  202,  17  Pac.  21; 
Beard  v.  Bliley,  3  Colo.  App.  479,  34  Pac. 
271;  Moore  v.  Cross,  87  Tex.  567,  29  S.  W. 
1051;  Balue  ▼.  Taylor,  136  Ind.  368,  36 
N.  E.  269;  Smith  ▼.  Parker,  148  Ind.  127, 
45  N.  E.  770;  Chicago,  T.  &  M.  C.  R.  Co. 


▼.  Titterington,  84  Tex.  218,  31  Am.  Si  Sep. 
39,  19  S.  W.  472. 

Whatever  representations  concerning  title 
were  made,  they  are  merged  in  the  warran- 
ties and  covenants  in  the  deed;  and  plain- 
tiff's remedy  for  any  failure  of  title  or 
peaceable  enjoyment  is  an  action  on  the 
covenants  and  warranties  contained  in  tbe 
deed. 

West  Coast  Mfg.  &  Invest.  Co.  v.  West 
Coast  Improv.  Co.  25  Wash.  627,  62  L.R^ 
763,  66  Pac.  97;  Jackson  v.  McAulev,  13 
Wash.  298,  43  Pac.  41;  Leddy  v.  Enoe,  6 
Wash.  247,  33  Pac.  508,  34  Pac  665 ;  Decker 
V.  Schulze,  11  Wash.  47,  27  L.R.A  835,  48 
Am.  St.  Rep.  858,  39  Pac.  261;  1  Sogdei. 
Vendors,  p.  383;  Rawlins  v.  Timberlake, 
6  T.  B.  Mon.  225;  James  v.  M'Kernoo,  6 


sion  of  an  executory  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  real  estate  on  the  ground  of  fraud- 
ulent representations  by  the  vendor  as  to  en- 
cumbrances on  the  property,  the  burden  is 
upon  the  purchaser  to  prove  the  fraud,  and 
also  to  establish  his  right  to  rescind  be- 
cause thereof.  Adams  v.  Hill,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  149  S.  W.  349. 

The  right  to  rescind,  either  on  the  ground 
of  defect  or  failure  of  title,  or  false  repre- 
sentations as  to  title,  is  lost  if  not  exer- 
cised before  the  defect  complained  of  has 
been  cured  by  the  vendor.  Buckingham  v. 
Thompson,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  136  S.  W. 
652. 

In  an  action  to  rescind  an  executory  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  real  estate  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  in  that  there  was  an  encum- 
brance existing  against  the  property,  oral 
evidence  to  show  that  the  purchaser  knew 
of  the  encumbrance  and  assumed  same  is 
inadmissible  where  the'  written  contract 
is  not  ambiguous,  and  contains  no  reference 
to  an  encumbrance,  and  provides  how  the 
purchase  price  shall  be  paid.  Parsons  v. 
Kelso,  141  Mo.  App.  369,  125  S.  W.  227. 
The  foregoing  case  is  not  disposed  of  on  the 
theory  of  fraud,  but  on  the  theory  that  a 
court  of  equity  in  a  proper  case  will  de- 
clare a  rescission  of  an  executory  contract 
to  purchase  real  estate  for  the  violation  of 
covenants  in  the  same,  since  it  would  be 
against  conscience  to  permit  a  person  to  vio- 
late such  a  contract  and  still  hold  the  other 
party  thereto  to  a  compliance  with  iV 


Executed  contracts. 

And  even  as  to  executed  contracts  of  sale, 
the  rule  has  been  applied  that  the  purchas- 
er of  real  estate  under  such  a  contract  may 
rescind  for  defective  title,  and  recover  the 
purchase  price  paid,  and  the  doctrine  is  as- 
serted that  it  is  not  necessary  in  such  case 
to  prove  actual  fraud  or  misrepresentation 
on  the  part  of  the  vendors.  "It  is  enough  if 
both  parties  believed  defendants  possessed  a 
good  title  which  they  were  authorized  to 
convev.  and  it  was  subsequently  found  that 
the  title  was  in  third  parties,  and  the  deed 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


to  plaintiff  proved  ineffective  to  vest  in  ber 
the  property  she  had  purchased.  Such  mis- 
take would  involve  no  fraud  in  the  moral 
sense  of  that  word ;  but  to  permit  the  seller 
to  insist  upon  an  advantage  so  obtained,  and 
refuse  to  place  the  purchaser  in  statu  911a, 
so  far  as  that  is  possible  by  a  proper  ^ 
cree,  would  be  to  make  the  law  an  instm- 
ment  of  fraud."  Strothers  ▼.  Leigh,  151 
Iowa,  214,   130  N.  W.  1019. 

So,  where  a  purchase  of  real  estate  is 
made  under  a  mistake  as  to  title,  the  par- 
chaser,  upon  discovering  tbe  mistake,  is  en- 
titled to  rescind,  although  the  contract  has 
been  executed.  Howard  v.  Sebastian,  143 
Ky.  237,  136  S.  W.  226. 

Although  the  contract  for  the  sale  of  land 
is  executed,  the  title  having  wholly  failed, 
the  purchaser  is  entitled  to  defend  an  ac- 
tion t>y  the  vendor  on  purchase  money  notes, 
by  setting  up  such  failure  of  consideration, 
and  also  entitled  in  the  same  action  to  re- 
cover the  amount  paid  on  the  purchase 
price.  Joiner  v.  Ardmore  Loan  A^  X.  Co.  — 
Okla.  — ,  124  Pac.  1073. 

The  purchaser  of  land  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage the  interest  on  which  the  vendor  false- 
ly represented  he  had  paid  is  entitled  to  ^^ 
cover  the  amount  of  unpaid  interest,  where 
the  purchaser  relied  upon  the  statements  of 
the  vendor  in  this  regard.  Tinunerman  ▼• 
Whiting,  —  Minn.  — ,  137  N.  W.  9. 

False  and  fraudulent  representations  u 
to  the  title  to  land,  if  relied  upon,  furnish 
ground  for  an  action  for  deceit,  although 
the  land  is  conveyed  by  a  quitclaim  deed. 
Carr  v.  Sanger,  138  App.  Div.  32,  122  N.  Y. 
Supp.  593. 

It  has  been  held  that  when  land  is  eon- 
veyed  by  quitclaim  deed,  although  the  grant- 
or had  no  title  thereto,  there  is  not  a  fail- 
ure of  consideration,  and  the  purchaser  is 
not  entitled  to  recover  the  purchase  price 
paid,  on  the  theory  that  to  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  give  a  quitclaim  deed  the  sane 
effect  as  a  deed  of  warranty.  A  recovery, 
however,  may  be  had  if  the  vendor  has  been 
guilty  of  false  representations  as  to  title, 
and  such  representations  induce  the  pur 
chaser  to  contract  for  the  land.  Goldman  t. 
Hadley,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  122  8.  W.  282. 
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Johns.  543;  Bumptls  v.  Platner»  1  Johns. 
Ch.  213;  Woodruff  v.  Bunce,  9  Paige,  443, 
38  Am.  Dec.  650;  Denston  v.  Morris,  2  Edw. 
Ch.  37;  Simpson  v.  Hawkins,  1  Dana,  303; 
Chase  v.  Weston,  12  N.  H.  413;  English  ▼. 
Thomasson,  82  Ky.  281;  Litchfield  v.  Cow- 
ley, 34  Wash.  574,  76  Pac.  81;  Johansson 
V.  Stephanson,  154  U.  S.  625,  appx.  and  23 
L.  ed.  1009,  14  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  1180. 
Mr.  James  A.  Snoddy,  for  respondents: 
Knowledge  by  the  vendor  of  the  falsity 
of  hit  representations  is  not  necessary. 

20  Cyc  27;  Kirkpatrick  v.  Reeves,  121 
Ind.  280,  22  N.  £..130;  Hanson  v.  Tomp- 
kins, 2  Wash.  611,  27  Pao.  73;  Sears  v. 
Stinson,  3  Wash.  618,  29  Pac.  206;  Lawson 
V.  Vernon,  38  Wash.  429,  107  Am.  St  Rep. 
880,  80  Pac.  559;  9  Cyc.  418. 


The  representation  that  the  vendors  in- 
tended, and  their  promise,  to  construct  two 
means  of  access  to  this  land,  the  land  hav- 
ing no  other,  and  the  promise  to  furnish  an 
abstract  showing  clear  title,  were  made  with 
an  intention  to  induce  a  purchase,  were  ma- 
terial, and  are  proved  to  have  been  false. 
This  justifies  rescission. 

Livermore  v.  Middlesborough  Town  liands 
Co.  106  Ky.  140,  50  S.  W.  6;  Edgington  v. 
Fitzmaurice,  L.  R.  29  Ch.  Div.  459,  50  J.  P. 
52,  56  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  650,  53  L.  T.  N.  S. 
369,  33  Week.  Rep.  911;  Old  Colony  Trust 
Co.  ▼.  Dubuque  Light  ft  Traction  Co.  89 
fred.  794;  20  Cyc.  63b. 

As  to  the  covenant  of  seisin,  it  was  brok- 
en as  soon  as  it  was  made. 

Wick  V.   Rea,   54   Wash.   424,   103   Pac. 


Right   to    rely   on    representations. 

In  general. 

Where  the  land  ia  in  another  state,  a 
person  taking  an  encumbrance  thereon  has 
the  right  to  rely  upon  positive  statements  of 
fact  as  to  the  title  to  the  land  and  the  pri- 
ority of  the  security.  Hall  v.  Bank  of  Bald- 
win, 143  Wis.  303,  127  N.  W.  969. 

If  the  purchaser  of  land  has  actual  knowl- 
edge that  the  title  is  not  as  represented, 
and,  notwithstanding,  carries  out  the  con- 
tract on  his  part,  it  cannot  be  said  that  he 
relied  on  the  false  representations  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  entitle  him  to  damages.  How- 
erton  v.  Augustine,  145  Iowa,  240, 121  N.  W. 
373. 

Whether  matter  of  opinion. 

Whether  a  representation  as  to  title  to 
real  property  is  but  a  matter  of  opinion, 
upon  which  a  charge  of  deceit  cannot  be 
founded,  and  therefore  the  rule  of  caveat 
emptor  applies,  and  requires  the  purchaser 
to  exercise  due  diligence  instead  of  relying 
upon  the  representations,  depends  upon  the 
form  of  the  representation.  If  the  vendor 
assumes  to  represent  his  title  as  good  when 
he  knows  it  is  bad,  and  the  vendee  is  de- 
ceived thereby,  he  cannot  escape  liability  for 
deceit  by  claiming  that  the  representation 
is  but  a  matter  of  opinion.  Carr  v.  Sanger, 
138  App.  Div.  32,  122  N.  Y.  Supp.  593. 

And  in  this  connection  see  also  the  lan- 
guage used  in  Snyder  v.  Stemmons,  151  Mo. 
App.  156,  131  S.  W.  724,— an  action  for 
fraud  and  deceit  practised  by  the  vendor  of 
real  estate  in  asserting  ownership  of  and 
title  to  the  property  be  sold,  wherein  the 
doctrine  is  asserted:  "If  the  defendant  had 
affirmed  positive  knowledge  of  his  owner- 
ship when  he  had  no  positive  knowledge,  and 
the  purchaser  had  relied  upon  the  assertion, 
then  responsibility  would  have  been  visited 
upon  him;  because  in  such  case  he  would 
have  been  conscious  that  he  was  ignorant 
concerning  the  subject-matter  of  which  he 
spoke,  yet  falsely  asserting  that  it  was 
within  his  own  personal  knowledge." 

But  in  Corbett  v.  McGregor,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  131  6.  W.  422,  although  the  evi- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dence  showed  that  the  vendor  of  real  estate, 
in  an  executed  contract  for  the  exchange 
thereof,  represented  that  he  had  a  good  title 
to  the  land  and  that  the  abstract  showed  it; 
that  the  abstract  had  been  examined  by  a 
certain  lawyer  and  the  title  to  the  land 
pronounced  good,  it  was  nevertheless  held 
that  such  representations  constituted  a  mere 
matter  of  opinion,  and  hence  did  not  con- 
stitute fraud,  although  the  title  of  the  vend- 
or was  defective;  especially  where  the  pur- 
chaser relied  upon  the  opinion  of  the  attor- 
ney to  whom  the  vendor  referred,  rather 
than  the  opinion  of  the  vendor.  And  this  is 
true,  although  the  vendor  had  previously 
been  informed  by  a  third  person  that  he 
claimed  the  title  to  the  property,  and  was 
about  to  bring  an  action  against  the  vendor 
to  test  the  same.  The  court  said  that  the 
failure  to  inform  the  purchaser  of  this  fact 
did  not  constitute  fraud  which  would  justi- 
fy a  rescission  of  the  contract,  since  the 
purchaser  acted  upon  the  opinion  of  the 
attorney  rather  than  that  of  the  vendor. 
It  was,  however,  conceded,  that  if  the 
fendor  had  known  of  an  outstanding  title 
paramount  to  his  own,  and  had  not  revealed 
that  fact  to  the  purchaser,  and  the  pur- 
chaser had  acted  in  the  matter  on  his  rep- 
resentations, it  would  form  a  ground  for  re- 
scission ;  but  it  is  said  that  it  was  not  known 
then  to  anyone,  nor  is  it  known  now,  that 
any  person  had  title  to  the  land  superior 
to  that  of  the  vendor.  In  this  connection, 
and  as  bearing  upon  the  question  whether 
the  mere  fact  that  there  is  danger  of  litiga- 
tion over  the  title  to  the  land  is  not  itself  a 
sufficient  defect  to  render  the  title  unmar- 
ketable, see  note  in  38  L.R.A.(N.S.)  14. 

Negligence  of  purchaser. 

Where  one  party  to  an  exchange  of  prop- 
erty relies  on  a  warranty  of  title,  such  war- 
ran^  amounts  to  a  written  representation 
of  title  i  and  he  is  not  precluded  by  a  mere 
lack  of  prudence  in  a  preliminary  investi- 
gation of  the  title  from  recovering  damages 
if  the  title  turns  out  not  to  be  as  represent- 
ed. If  he  in  fact  relied  upon  the  representa- 
tions, he  is  not  to  be  defeated  in  his  action 
for  deceit  by  proof  that  a  reasonably  pru- 
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462;  Thomas  T.  West    k  Wheeler,  64  Wash. 

344,  116  Pac.  1074;  Black  v.  Barto,  65 
Wash.  502,  118  Pac.  623. 

Selling  the  land  upon  representations  that 
the  same  is  free  and  clear  from  liens  and 
encumbrances,  when  it  is  not,  entitles  the 
vendee  to  rescind. 

Moody  ▼.  Spokane  Street  R.  Co.  6  Wash. 
699,  32  Pac.  751;  Friday  v.  Parkhurst,  13 
Wash.  439,  43  Pac.  362;  2  Warvelle,  Vend- 
ors, 2d  ed.  996;  Shaw  y.  O'Neill,  45  Wash. 
103,  88  Pac.  Ill;  Davis  v.  Lee,  52  Wash. 
336,  132  Am.  St.  Rep.  973,  100  Pac.  752; 
Morris  v.  Whitcher,  20  N.  Y.  41;  Best  v. 
OfBeld,  59  Wash.  466,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  55, 
110  Pac.  17;   Stelter  ▼.  Fowler,  62  Wash. 

345,  113  Pac.  1096,  114  Pac  879;  Younge 
V.  Harris,  2  Ala.  108;  Smith  v.  Robertson, 
23  Ala.  312;  Lindsey  v.  Veasy,  62  Ala. 
421;  Crutchfield  v.  Danilly,  16  Ga.  432; 
Andjerson  v.  Buck,  66  Iowa,  490,  24  N.  W. 
10;  Breckinridge  v.  Moore,  3  B.  Mon.  629; 
Parkam  v.  Randolph,  4  How.  (Miss.)  435, 
35  Am.  Dec.  403;  Shiffer  v.  Dietz,  53  How. 
Pr.  372,  83  N.  Y.  300;  Woods  v.  North,  6 
Humph.  309(  44  Am.  Dec.  312;  Kenny  v. 
Hoffman,  31  Gratt.  442;  Bryant  v.  Boothe, 
30  Ala.  311,  68  Am.  Dec.  117;  Hayes  v. 
Nourse,  8  N.  Y.  S.  R.  397 ;  Napier  v.  Elam, 
6  Yerg.  108;  Ingram  v.  Morgan,  4  Humph. 
66,  40  Am.  Dec.  626;  Topp  v.  White,  12 
Heisk.  165;  Fristoe  v.  Laytham,  18  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  157,  36  S.  W.  920;  Mauk  v.  Lee,  66 
Wash.  184,  119  Pac.  185;  Blum  v.  Smith, 
66  Wash.  192,  119  Pac.  183;  Dickerson  v. 
Spokane,  26  Wash.  292,  66  Pac.  381;  Brow- 
der  V.  Phinney,  30  Wash.  74,  70  Pac.  264; 
Filley  v.  Murphy,  30  Wash.  1,  70  Pac.  107; 
Russner  ▼.  McMillan,  37  Wash.  422,  79  Pac. 
988;  State  ex  rel.  Barto  v.  Drainage  Comrs. 
46  Wash.  474,  90  Pac.  660;  Brown  ▼.  Bald- 
win, 46  Wash.  114,  89  Pac.  483;  McMillen 
V.  Hillman,  66  Wash.  27,  118  Pac.  903. 

Dunbar,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

These  two  actions  were  brought  by  the 
respondents  severally  and  separately  to  re- 
scind a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  lands. 


and  were  afterwards,  for  convenienee  sake 
and  for  economy,  joined  and  tried  together. 
In  what  may  be  termed  the  Fischer  Case, 
the  complaint,  after  setting  up  the  inter- 
est of  Clarence  D.  Hillman  and   liis   rela- 
tion   to    the    C.    D.    Hillman's    Snohomtsh 
Land   &   Railroad   Company,   matters    con- 
cerning which  there  seems  to  be   no   real 
controversy,  alleges :    That  Clarence  D.  Hill- 
man represented  and  claimed  that  he  owned 
and  had  a  perfect  title  to  certain  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint.    That  said  lands 
were  free  and  clear  of  any  and  all  liens  and 
encumbrances.     That   there   were    no    out- 
standing claims  to  them  or  interest  therein. 
That  Hillman  also  represented  that  he  was 
going  to  cause  to  be  constructed   in  dose 
proximity  to  said  lands  an  electric  interur- 
ban  railway,  extending  from  Everett,  in  the 
county  of  Snohomish,  to  Bellingham,  in  the 
county  of  Whatcom;  represented  and  prom- 
ised that  he  would  cause  to  be  constructed  a 
good  wagon  Toad  from  said  lands   to  the 
town  of  English,  in  the  county  of  Snoho- 
mish, and,  in  connection  with  such  represen- 
tations and  promises,  offered  said  lands  for 
sale  to  plaintiff,  and  by  and  through  said 
representations  and  promises  sought  to  in- 
duce plaintiff  to  purchase  the  same,  in  addi- 
tion thereto  promising  and  agreeing  that,  if 
plaintiff  would  purchase  said  lands,  Hillman 
would  furnish  to  plaintiff  an  abstract  show- 
ing such  title  as  he  claimed  and  represented 
that  he  had,  and  that  he  would   at   once 
proceed  to  do  the  various  things  which,  it 
was  represented  by  him,  he  was  going  to  do, 
and  which  he  promised  to  do.    That  there 
were  situated  upon  the  lands  certain  build- 
ings,  with   certain   furniture   and    fixtures 
therein,     which     the     defendant     Hillman 
claimed  and  represented  that  he  owned  and 
would  sell  with  the  land  upon  which  they 
were  located.    That  the  defendant  Hillman 
then    represented    that    such    lands    were 
known  as  lots  2,  3,  4,  13,  and  14,  in  blodc 
109,  and  lots  6,  6,  7,  and  8,  in  block  110,  of 
C.  D.  Hillman's  Birmingham  water  front  ad- 
dition to  the  city  of  Everett,  division  No.  3. 
That  a  plat  of  said  division  and  addition 


dent  person  would  have  acted  otherwise,  and 
would  have  ascertained  the  facts  by  an  ex- 
amination which  the  contract  did  not  call 
for.  Howerton  v.  Augustine,  146  Iowa,  246, 
121  N.  W.  373. 

The  doctrine  has  been  asserted  that  in  a 
contract  for  the  sale  of  land,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  purchaser  to  guard  himself  against 
defects  of  title;  and  if  he  fails  to  do  so,  it 
is  his  own  folly,  for  the  law  will  not  afford 
him  a  remedy  from  the  consequences  of  his 
own  n^ligence.  If,  however,  representa- 
tions are  made  by  the  vendor  which  may 
reasonably  be  relied  upon  by  the  purchas- 
er, and  they  constitute  a  material  induce- 
ment to  the  contract,  and  are  false  within 
39  LJLA.(N.S.) 


the  knowledge  of  the  party  making  them, 
and  cause  loss  and  damage  to  the  party 
relying  on  them,  and  he  has  acted  with  ordi- 
nary prudence  in  the  matter,  he  is  entitled 
to  relief.  Shell  v.  Roseman,  165  N.  C.  90, 
71  S.  E.  86. 

Waiver  of  right  to   rescind. 

That  a  purchaser  of  real  estate,  before 
undertaking  to  rescind  for  defect  in  title, 
prosecuted  proceedings  to  quiet  the  title  he 
had  acquired,  which  were  unsuccessful,  is 
not  a  waiver  of  or  bar  to  his  right  to  re- 
soind  for  such  defect.  Strothers  v.  Leigh, 
151  Iowa,  214, 130  N.  W.  1019.       A.  G.  S, 
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was  of  record  in  the  oiRoe  of  the  auditor  of 
Snohomish  county.  That  Hillman  offered 
the  lands  to  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $1,600, 
and  the  buildings  and  furniture  and  fixtures 
therein  for  an  additional  $100.  That  plain- 
tiff, relying  upon  the  representations  and 
promises  of  Hillman,  and  believing  the  same 
to  be  true,  and  that  Hillman  would  do  all 
that  he  represented  and  promised  that  he 
would  do,  agreed  to  purchase  the  lands 
shown  to  him  and  represented  to  be  techni- 
cally known  as  hereinbefore  stated,  and  on 
or  about  the  20th  day  of  November,  1009, 
paid  Hill  the  sum  of  $1,700;  and  said 
Hillman  caused  to  be  executed  and  delivered 
to  plaintiff  a  purported  deed  to  the  same  (a 
copy  of  which  deed  is  set  forth  in  the  com- 
plaint), and  upon  the  delivery  of  said  deed 
promised  plaintiff  that  he  would  furnish  tlie 
abstract  theretofore  promised  within  the 
course  of  a  few  days.  That,  relying  upon 
the  representations  aforesaid,  plaintiff  en- 
tered upon  said  lands  and  commenced  and 
made  various  improvements  thereon,  wliich 
were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  $1,635. 

The  plaintiff  alleges:  That  none  of  tlie 
representations  made  by  Hillman  as  induce- 
.ments  to  plaintiff  to  purchase  the  lands 
were  true  when  made;  nor  have  they  since 
transpired.  That  neither  the  said  Clarence 
D.  Hillman  nor  the  said  C.  D.  Hillmau*s 
Snohomish  Land  &  Railroad  Company,  at 
the  time  said  representations  were  made, 
was  the  owner  of  said  lands,  free  and  clear 
of  liens  and  encumbrances,  or  free  and  clear 
of  outstanding  claims  and  interests,  nor 
were  they  the  owners  of  the  buildings  upon 
the  lands,  nor  the  furniture  or  furnishings 
therein;  but,  on  the  contrary,  they  were 
owned  by  the  Lake  Godwin  Lumber  &  Shin- 
gle Company,  and  are  now  owned  by  it. 
That  neither  said  Hillman  nor  the  C.  D. 
Hillman's  Snohomish  County  Land  &  Rail- 
road Company  owned  or  had  a  title  to  said 
lands,  free  and  'clear  of  liens  and  encum- 
brances or  outstanding  interests.  That  at 
no  time  was  there,  or  is  there  now,  of  record 
in  the  office  of  the  county  auditor  of  the 
county  of  Snohomish,  any  plat  showing  or 
containing  a  third  subdivision  of  C.  D. 
Hillman 's  Birmingham  water  front  addi- 
tion to  the  city  of  Everett,  and  that  the  pur- 
ported deed,  hereinbefore  set  forth,  given  to 
this  plaintiff  upon  his  payment  of  said  sum 
of  $1,700  in  cash  to  said  Hillman,  does  not 
describe  any  land  in  the  county  of  Snoho- 
mish, or  elsewhere,  susceptible  of  identifi- 
cation, and  has  no  value  to  this  plaintiff  as 
muniment  of  title.  Alleges  that  neither 
said  Hillman  nor  the  said  C.  D.  Hillman's 
Snohomish  County  Land  Sl  Railroad  Com- 
pany, nor  anyone  else,  has  built  or  caused 
to  be  built  any  electric  railroad  in  close 
proximity  to  said  lands,  or  built  any  road 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


from  said  lands  to  the  town  of  English; 
nor  have  they  made  any  improvements 
promised  plaintiff  by  them  that  they  would 
make;  nor  have  they  ever  given  or  fur- 
nished to  this  plaintiff  any  abstract  of  title 
showing  a  good  title  in  fee  in  said  Hillman 
nor  the  said  C.  D.  Hillman's  Snohomish 
County  Land  &  Ri^ilroad  Company,  free  and 
clear  of  all  encumbrances;  nor  have  they 
given  or  furnished  to  this  plaintiff  any  ab- 
stract of  title  whatsoever,  although  during 
the  time  since  the  said  20th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1909,  they  have  often  been  requested 
so  to  do.  And  plaintiff  alleges  that,  at  the 
time  Hillman  made  such  representations 
and  promises  with  respect  to  title  and  with 
regard  to  the  intended  and  promised  im- 
provements, said  representations  and  prom- 
ises were  false,  and  were  known  by  the  said 
Hillman  to  be  false  and  untrue.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  certain  expenses  incurred  by 
plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  title 
to  the  land,  and  the  discovery  by  the  plain- 
tiff that  the  representations  made  by  Hill- 
man as  to  the  title  were  false  and  untrue. 
Alleged  the  discovery  that  there  was  no 
plat  of  the  third  addition  of  C.  D.  Hill- 
man's  Birmingham  Water  Front  .Addition 
to  the  city  of  Everett.  That  the  lands 
had  been  located  in  another  division  than 
that  described,  and  that  they  discovered 
that  the  defendants  did  not  own  the  build- 
ings or  furniture  which  they  represented  to 
the  plaintiff  that  they  did  own.  That  im- 
mediately upon  making  such  discoveries 
plaintiff  gave  notice  to  the  defendants  of 
his  rescission  of  the  pretended  purchase,  and 
tendered  to  them  a  good  and  sufficient  deed 
of  reconveyance,  containing  an  exact  de- 
scription of  the  land  described  in  the  deed 
which  had  been  furnished  him,  and  his  sur- 
render of  the  possession  of  said  lands,  to- 
gether with  the  buildings  thereon,  furniture, 
and  equipment,  etc.,  and  demanded  of  them 
the  re'turn  to  this  plaintiff  of  the  amount 
paid,  together  with  the  expenses  incurred  by 
the  plaintiff;  and  plaintiff  continued  the 
tender  and  made  it  good*  in  court,  and 
prayed  for  a  judgment  for  $3,247  against 
the  defendants  Clarence  D.  Hillman  and  C. 
D.  Hillman's  Snohomish  County  Land  & 
Railroad  Company.  Demurrer  was  inter- 
posed to  this  complaint,  which  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court.  The  defendants  inter- 
posed an  answer,  admitting  certain  things 
and  denying  o.^liers,  and  the  cause  went  to 
trial.  The  court,  after  a  view  of  the  prem- 
ises, decreed  that  the  contract  of  purchase' 
be  rescinded  and  annulled,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  recover  of  the  defendants  $2,281, 
together  with  the  costs  and  expenses  of  this 
action. 
I  What  is  said  in  relation  to  this  case  ap- 
plies with  equal  force  to  the  companion  case 


1146 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Apl, 


of  Staats  ▼.  Hillman,  so  that  we  will  not 
discuss  them  separately. 

It  is  earnestly  contended  by  appellants 
that  the  demurrers  to  these  complaints 
should  have  been  sustained;  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  in  a  position  to  ascertain  the  truth- 
fulness of  the  statements  and  representa- 
tions made  by  the  defendants;  that  there 
was  no  fiduciary  relation  existing;  and  that 
it  was  the  pliiintiff's  duty  to  ascertain  the 
truth  or  falsity  of  said  statements;  and 
many  cases  are  cited  to  sustain  this  rule. 
It  may  be  admitted  that  some  of  the  earlier 
cases  decided  by  this  court,  notably  the  case 
of  Newland  y.  Dobson,  11  Wash.  90,  39  Pac. 
240,  laid  down  a  rule  that  gives  color,  at 
least,  to  appellants'  contention,  and  that  the 
language  used  was  broad  enough  to  sustain 
such  contention.  But  that  rule  has  been 
mitigated  by  the  later  decisions  of  this 
court,  and,  as  we  view  it  now,  was  prob- 
ably not  fully  justified  by  the  authorities 
extant  at  the  time  it  was  announced.  It 
has  been  supplanted  by  the  more  reason- 
able and  humane  rule  that  a  party  will  not 
be  allowed  to  shield  himself,  because  the 
party  with  whom  he  was  dealing  was  care- 
less or  too  confiding;  and  that,  while  the 
state  cannot  stand  in  loco  parentis  to  all  its 
citizens,  the  crafty  and  designing  will  not 
be  allowed,  by  cunning  artifice  tending  to 
deceive  the  simple-minded,  to  rob  them  of 
what  justly  belongs  to  them. 

This  doctrine  was  announced  in  Wooddy 
V.  Benton  Water  Co.  54  Wash.  124,  132  Am. 
St.  Rep.  1102,  102  Pac.  1054,  where  it  was 
said:  "Nor  can  we  agree  with  the  court 
below  that  the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor 
applies  to  the  representations  made  by  the 
respondents,  to  the  effect  that  the  entire 
tract  was  under  the  level  of  the  canal  and 
susceptible  of  irrigation  therefrom.  Strong 
language  has  been  used  by  this  and  other 
courts  in  defining  the  duties  of  purchasers, 
from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  vend- 
ors have  an  unbridled  license  to  \ie  and  de- 
ceive; but  such  has  never  been  the  law,  and 
the  tendency  of  the  more  recent  cases  has 
been  to  restrict,  rather  than  extend,  the  doc- 
trine of  caveat  emptor"  The  court  then 
quotes  from  Strand  v.  Griffith,  38  C.  C.  A. 
444,  97  Fed.  854,  where  it  was  said:  "There 
is  no  rule  of  law  which  requires  men,  in 
their  business  transactions,  to  act  upon  the 
presumption  that  all  men  are  knaves  and 
liars,  and  which  declares  them  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  refuses  them  redress,  when- 
ever they  fail  to  act  on  that  presumption. 
The  fraudulent  vendor  cannot  escape  from 
liability  by  asking  the  law  to  applaud  his 
fraud  and  condemn  his  victim  for  his  cre- 
dulity. *No  rogue  should  enjoy  his  ill-gotten 
plunder,  for  the  simple  reason  that  his  vic- 
tim is  by  chance  a  fool.* "  And  citing  Noves 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


V.  Belding,  6  S.  D.  603,  59  N.  W.  1069, 
where  the  court  said:  "The  unmistakable 
drift  is  towards  the  just  doctrine  that  the 
wrongdoer  cannot  shield  himself  from  litbU- 
ity  by  asking  the  law  to  condemn  the  cre- 
dulity of  hiB  victim."  [Fargo  Gas  &  Coke  Ca 
V.  Fargo  Gas  &  Electric  Co.  4  N.  D.  224,  37 
L.R.A.  593,  59  N.  W.  1066.]  See  also  Wat- 
son  y.  Molden,  10  Idaho,  570,  79  Pac  503. 
In  14  Am.  &  £ng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  pp.  120. 
121,  the  rule  is  thus  stated :  "By  the  over- 
whelming  weight  of  authority,  ordinary  pru- 
dence and  diligence  do  not  require  a  person 
to  test  the  truth  of  representations  made  to 
him  by  another  as  of  his  own  knowledge, 
and  with  the  intention  that  they  shall  be 
acted  upon,  if  the  facts  are  peculiarly  with- 
in the  other  party's  knowledge  or  means  of 
knowledge,  though  they  are  not  exdusivelj 
so,  and  though  the  party  to  whom  the  rep- 
resentations are  made  may  have  an  oppor- 
tunity of  ascertaining  the  truth  for  himself. 
By  the  weight  of  authority,  and  in  reason 
the  rule  that  a  person  who  is  voluntariW 
blind  as  to  facts  concerning  which  false  rep 
resentations  are  made  cannot  complain  if 
the  same  applies  only  where  the  parties  hare 
equal  present  opportunity  and  means  to  as- 
certain the  truth  at  the  time  of  the  t^ansa^ 
tion;  and  does  not  apply  merely  beca12se.it 
is  possible  to  ascertain  the  facta.  Indeed, 
it  has  been  held  that  a  person  is  justified 
in  relying  on  a  representation  made  to  bim 
in  all  cases  where  the  representation  is  1 
positive  statement  of  fact,  and  where  an  in- 
vestigation would  be  required  to  discover 
the  truth."  The  doctrine  announced  in  this 
case  has  been  reaffirmed  many  times  since 
by  this  court.  See  also,  as  sustaining  this 
rule:  McMuUen  v.  Rousseau,  40  Wash.  497. 
82  Pac.  883;  Lindsay  v.  Davidson,  57  Wash. 
517,  107  Pac.  514;  Bailie  v.  Parker,  56 
Wash.  353,  105  Pac.  834 ;  Best  v.  Offield,  59 
Wash.  466,  30  L.R.A.(N.S.)  65,  110  Pa*. 
17 ;  West  v.  Carter,  54  Wash.  236,  103  Par 
21;  Godfrey  v.  Olson,  —  Wash.  — ,  122 
Pac.  1014. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that  these  were  . 
not  simply  the  expressions  of  opinion  made 
by  the  vendor,  wherein  another  rule  obtains, 
but  were  statements  of  fact  which  were  ^^ 
lied  upon  as  facts  by  the  purchaser.  The 
demurrers  were  properly  overruled,  and  the 
trial  of  the  cause  upon  its  merits  justified 
the  decree  rendered  by  the  court.  The  de 
fendants  in  this  case  were^  to  say  the  lesat 
smooth,  experienced  real-estate  men,  who 
resorted  to  extreme  measures  to  sell  the 
lands  ofTered.  Excursions  were  promoted 
and  cl ackers  employed  to  harangue  the 
credulous  and  unsuspecting,  while  the  pn^ 
chasers  in  these  particular  cases  were  men 
of  simple  habits  and  thought,  seafaring  men 
who  had  spent  their  lives  at  sea,  and  ]rere 
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not   mentally   equipped   to  withstand   the 
blandiflhmenta  which  were  brought  to  beai 
upon  them. 
The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

Mount,  Morris,  Fnllertoiiy  and  Bills, 
JJ.,  concur. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEAIjS. 

ALBERT    PETERSON,    Admr.,    etc.,    of 
Charles  Peterson,  Deceased,  Respt., 

▼. 
P.  BALLANTINE  ft  SONS,  Appt. 

(206  N.  Y.  29,  98  N.  E.  202.) 

Highway  — >  crossing  street  —  negligence 
of  pedestrian. 

One  who  attempts  to  cross  a  street  diag- 
onally at  a  point  other  than  a  cross  walk, 
having  his  ears  covered  and  looking  straight 
ahead,  without  heed  to  traffic  on  the  street, 
is  negligent,  and  cannot  recover  for  injuries 
received  by  being  run  down  by  a  passing 
team. 

(March  19,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Su- 
preme Court,  Second  Department,  affirming 
a  judgment  of  the  Trial  Term,  Part  IV.,  for 
King's  County,  in  plaintiff's  favor,  and  from 
an  order  denying  a  motion  for  new  trial  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
the  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  alleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant's servant.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
.Mr.  Grant  C.  Fox,  with  Messrs.  Ash- 
bel  P.  Fltcb,  Mott  ft  Grant,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  plaintiff's  intestate  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law. 

Perez  v.  Sandrowitz,  180  N.  Y.  397,  73 
N.  E.  228;  Baxter  v.  Auburn  ft  S.  Electric 
R.  Co.  100  N.  Y.  439,  83  N.  E.  469;  Weiss 
V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  33  App.  Div. 
221,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  449;  Wecker  v.  Brook- 
lyn, Q.  C.  &  S.  R.  Co.  136  App.  Div.  340 
120  N.  Y.  Supp.  1020;  Barker  v.  Savage,  45 
N.  Y.  191,  6  Am.  Rep.  66;  Dolfini  v.  Erie 
R.  Co.  178  N.  Y.  1,  70  N.  E.  68;  Smedis 
V.  Brooklyn  &  R.  B.  R.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  14; 
Wieland  v.  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  167 
X.  Y.  19,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  707,  60  N.  E. 
;».34;  Bel  ton  v.  Baxter,  54  N.  Y.  245,  13 
Am.  Rep.  578;   McClain  y.  Brooklyn  City 

Note.  •*  As  to  duty  of  pedestrian  cross- 
ing or  traveling  public  street  to  avoid  pass- 
ing teams,  see  notes  to  Spokane  Toilet  Sup- 
ply Co.  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  161,  and  Mugge  v. 
Bracken,  ante,  481r 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


R,  Co.  116  N.  Y.  465,  22  N.  E.  1062;  Har- 
vey V.  Nassau  Electric  R.  Co.  36  App.  Div. 
307,  65  N.  Y.  Supp.  20;  Wiwirowski  v. 
Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.  124  N.  Y.  420, 
26  N.  £.  1023. 

Mr.  Martin  T.  Manton,  for  respondent: 
Plaintiff's  intestate  was  free  from  con- 
tributory negligence. 

Harrison  y.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
127  App.  Div.  804,  111  N.  Y.  Supp.  812; 
Paulding  y.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
132  App.  Div.  70,  116  N.  Y.  Supp.  518; 
Hickman  y.  William  Schimper  &  Co.  125 
App.  Div.  217,  109  N.  Y.  Supp.  326;  Kettle 
V.  Turl,  162  N.  Y.  258,  56  N.  E.  626;  Hod- 
ges y.  Wescott  Exp.  Co.  39  App.  Div.  346, 
57  N.  Y.  Supp.  318. 

Gray,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellate  division,  by  a  divided 
court,  has  affirmed  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  upon  the  verdict  of  a  jury, 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
of  the  defendant  upon  a  charge  of  negli- 
gence. The  plaintiff  alleged  that  the  death 
of  his  intestate  was  caused  by  the  negligent 
driving  of  the  horses  attached  to  a  wagon 
belonging  to  the  defendant,  in  one  of  the 
streets  of  the  borough  of  Brooklyn,  and 
that  the  deceased  did  not  contribute  to  the 
result  by  any  negligence  on  his  part.^  The 
accident  occurred  in  the  daytime,  while  the 
deceased  was  crossing  Forty-Second  street, 
between  Third  and  Second  avenues.  One 
of  the  defendant's  brewery  wagons,  drawn 
by  a  pair  of  horses  and  driven  by  one  of  its 
men,  was  coming  from  Third  avenue,  at  the 
time.  The  horses  came  into  collision  with 
the  deceased,  who  fell  and  was  run  over  by 
one  of  the  front  wheels  of  the  wagon.  While 
the  way  in  which  the  accident  happened  was 
disputed,  the  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  war- 
ranted ijie  jury  in  finding  it  to  have  been 
as  stated.  The  testimony  of  plaintiff's  chief 
witness  of  the  occurrence  justified  the  ju- 
rors in  believing  that  the  horses  were  being 
driven  at  a  fast  gait,  and  that  the  driver 
and  a  fellow  servant  occupying  the  seat  with 
him  were  looking  over  their  shoulders,  in 
the  direction  of  where  an  organ  grinder  was 
playing.  Upon  the  question  of  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant's  servants,  there  is 
no  serious  contention.  They  were  inatten- 
tive and  failed  in  their  duty,  while  driving 
through  the  public  street,  to  be  watchful 
lest  they  should  cause  injury  to  others  hav- 
ing equal  rights  to  be  there. 

But  the  plaintiff  was  wholly  unable  to 
support  the  allegation  of  his  complaint  by 
any  evidence  proving,  or  tending  to  show, 
that  the  deceased  did  not  contribute  to  the 
accident.  It  was  shown  by  the  same  witness 
to  whom  reference  has  been  made,  a  Mrs. 
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McLoughlin,  that  she  was  at  the  window  of 
her  house  when  the  deceased  was  leaving 
the  sidewalk  and  started  to  cross  the  street 
When  he  got  to  a  point  about  the  middle  of 
the  street,  the  horses  were  coming  fast  to- 
wards him,  and  she  saw  him  struck  down 
by  them.  She  says  that  he  had  "a  heavy 
overcoat  turned  up  and  a  heavy  earcap 
down/'  The  witness  narrated  the  occur- 
rence, as  she  watched  it  from  her  window, 
from  the  time  he  left  the  sidewalk.  From 
her  account  it  appears  that  the  deceased 
"did  not  go  straight.  He  went  .  .  . 
slanting,  .  •  .  more  towards  Third  ave- 
nue," in  "the  direction  from  which  the  hors- 
es were  coming."  There  was  "a  clear  space" 
between  him  and  them.  There  "was  nothing 
to  prevent  him  from  seeing  the  brewery 
horses."  He  walked  at  "the  same  gait  all 
the    time,    .    .    .    until    he    was    struck." 

She  was  asked  and  answered  the  following 
questions : 

Q.  At  that  time  did  you  see  him  look 
towards  the  brewery  horses? 

A.  No,  sir.  I  did  not.  He  was  going 
right  straight  across. 

Q.  Was  he  looking  up,  or  looking  down, 
that  you  could  see? 

A.  He  was  looking  right  straight  across 
ahead  of  him. 

Q.  Right  in  front  of  him? 

A.'  Yes,  sir;  right  ahead  of  him.  He  was 
going  catercornered  across  the  street. 

Q.  You  did  not  see  him  do  anything  at 
the  time  but  keep  on  walking? 

A.  No.  sir.  He  did  not  move,  only  go 
right  ahead. 

(^.  Did  not  go  any  faster? 

A.  No,    sir. 

That  was  all  of  the  evidence  upon  the 
subject  of  the  conduct  of  the  deceased,  from 
the  one  witness  upon  whom  the  plaintifif 
relied,  and,  so  far  from  exonera^^ing  him 
from  fault,  it  leads  to  the  inference  that,  if 
in  the  position  of  the  faculty  of  observa- 
tion, he  failed  to  exercise  it  at  a  moment 
when  it  was  highly  incumbent  upon  him  to 
do  so. 

He  had  the  right  to  cross  the  street  be- 
tween its  regular  crossings;  but  he  was 
bound,  when  doing  so,  to  be  reasonably  care- 
ful, and  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  liability  for  the 
accident,  however  negligent  its  servants,  un- 
less he  could  adduce  evidence,  which  proved, 
or  tended  to  prove,  that  the  deceased  was 
free  from  fault  at  the  time.  The  difficulty 
with  the  case  is  in  the  plaintifif's  failure  in 
that  respect. 

Less  evidence  may  be  required  to  show 
freedom  from  fault  where  the  injured  party 
is  dead;  but,  nevertheless,  there  must  be 
some  facts  which,  reasonably  considered, 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


permit  of  such  an  inference.  The  relaxation 
of  the  rule  is  not  as  to  the  burden  of  proof 
on  the  plaintiff,  in  such  an  event.  It  is  as 
to  the  quantum  of  proof,  and  greater  lati- 
tude is  allowed  in  permitting  the  inference 
of  an  exercise  of  care.  Baxter  ▼.  Auburn  ft 
S.  Electric  R.  Co.  190  N.  Y.  439,  83  N.  K 
469.  It  was  as  essential  to  plaintiff's  ease 
to  establish  that  by  some  evidence,  as  it 
was  to  show  the  negligence  for  which  the 
defendant  was  responsible;  for,  where  both 
parties  concur  in  acts  causing  the  injur?, 
the  blame  cannot  be  placed  exclusively  upoo 
the  defendant.  And  where  the  evidence  is 
as  consistent  with  a  neglect  of  duty  or  care 
on  the  part  of  the  injured  party,  as  it  is  with 
their  exercise,  upon  what  principle  shall  t 
jury  be  allowed  to  speculate  upon  the  prolh 
abilities?  On  the  evidence  it  is  impossible 
to  conclude  whether  the  deceased  was  in 
some  condition  which  rendered  him  indiffer- 
ent to  danger  (as  to  which  there  was  sonie 
evidence  in  the  case),  or  whether  he  was 
reckless  of  the  possible  impediment  to  bear- 
ing or  sight  from  the  turned  up  overcoat 
and  the  turned  down  earcaps. 

This  case,  in  its  material  facts,  is  not  to 
be  distinguished  from  that  of  Perez  v. 
Sandrowitz,  180  N.  Y.  397,  73  N.  R  228, 
where  we  reversed  a  judgment  recovered  hj 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  following  quotation 
from  the  opinion  in  the  latter  case  is  appo- 
site :  "The  deceased  was  going  in  the  direc- 
tion from  which  the  horses  were  coming. 
The  danger  was  apparent,  and  had  be  used 
his  eyes,  as  he  was  bound  to  do,  it  must  hare 
been  evident  to  him.  However  negligent 
the  driver  of  the  wagon,  the  plaintiff's  evi- 
dence failed  to  meet  the  burden  imposed  by 
the  law  in  such  cases,  of  showing  that  the 
deceased  was  free  from  fault/'  Page  400  of 
380  N.  Y. 

The  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  dis- 
missal of  the  complaint  upon  its  motion, 
and  therefore  the  judgment  should  be  re- 
versed and  a  new  trial  ordered,  with  costs 
to  abide  the  event. 

Cttllen,  Ch.  J.,  and  Halght,  Vann, 
Werner,  Hiscock,  and  CoHln,  JJ.,  concur. 
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GEORGE  FRANK  SMITH 

V. 

DAVID  B.  CROCKETT  COMPANY,  Appt 

(85  Conn.  282^82  Atl.  669.) 

Principal  and  agent  —  bribery  of  paf- 
chasing  agents  —  efTect. 

I.  No  compensation  can  be  recovered  by 
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a  salesman  for  services  rendered  under  a 
contract  which  contained  a  provision  for 
reimbursing  him  a  certain  sum  to  be  al- 
lowed purchasing  agents  for  turning  busi- 
ness his  way. 

ESvidence  —  bonna  to  sales  agent  •*  pur- 
pose. 

2.  In  an  action  by  a  sales  agent  to  recover 
compensation  under  a  contract  which  con- 
tains a  provision  for  reimbursing  him  for 
money  paid  unknown  persons  as  bonuses^ 
evidence  is  admissible  that  the  bonuses  were 
used  to  influence  purchasing  agents  in  order 
to  secure  their  business. 

(March  7,  1012.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  New  Haven 
County    in   plaintiff's   favor    in   an    action 
brought  to  recover  compensation  fdt  serv- 
ices rendered  under  a  contract  for  salary 
and  expenses.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion.     ^ 
Mr.  James  A.  Marr  for  appellant. 
Mr.  WlUiam  B.  Stoddard  for  appellee. 

Hally  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Paragraph  1  of  the  complaint  alleges  that 
on  the  6th  of  April,  1906,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendant  entered  into  the  following 
written   agreement: 

• 

April  6,  1900. 

Agreement  made  this  day  between  the 
David  B.  Crockett  Company  of  Bridgeport, 
party  of  the  first  part,  and  Mr.  G.  F.  Smith 
of  Milford,  Connecticut,  party  of  the  second 
part.  The  party  of  the  first  part  agrees  to 
pay  the  party  of  the  second  part  the  sum  of 
two  thousand  dollars  ($2,000).  per  annum, 
and  if  the  sales  of  the  said  party  of  the 
second  part  reach  the  sum  of  thirteen  thou- 
sand dollars  ($13,000)  between  the  first  day 
of  May,  1906,  and  the  first  day  of  May, 
1907,  they  agree  to  pay  the  further  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars  ($500),  and  if  the  sales 
reach   twenty   thousand   dollars    ($20,000) 


the  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars  ($1,000)  will 
be  paid  in  addition  to  the  $2,000.  The  par- 
ty of  the  second  part  agrees  on  his  part  to 
use  his  best  endeavors  to  sell  the  goods  man- 
ufactured by  the  party  of  the  first  part  to 
railroads,  steam,  trolley,  etc.;  the  party  of 
the  first  part  agrees  also  on  the  first  of 
every  month  to  pay  the  party  of  the  second 
part  one  hundred  dollars  ($100)  for  expen- 
ses during  the  month  following,  also  to  al- 
low the  party  of  the  second  part  to  pay  to 
persons  unknown  to  the  party  of  the  first 
part  a  bonus  amounting  to  not  more  than 
twenty-five  cents  (26  cts.)  per  gallon. 

Paragraphs  2  and  8  allege  that  the  plain- 
tiff continued  in  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ant under  said  contract,  performing  his  du- 
ties, until  October  1,  1909,  when  by  mutual 
agreement  said  contract  was  abandoned, 
and  that  there  remains  due  the  plaintiff 
under  the  contract,  for  .salary  and  expenses, 
the  sum  of  $2,500,  for  which  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars was  filed  by  the  plaintiff,  showing 
the  amount  of  his  salary  during  said  period 
to  be  $7,000  the  amount  of  his  expenses 
incurred  to  be  $4,200,  and  the  amount  paid 
to  him  to  be  $8,660.  In  its  second  defense 
the  defendant  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the 
agreement  under  which  the  plaintiff  sues 
provides  that,  in  order  to  make  sales  of  the 
goods  in  question,  the  plaintiff  was  permit- 
ted to  pay  a  bonus  of  not  more  than  25 
cents  per  gallon  to  persons  who  were  to 
be  unknown  to  the  defendant,  and  that  it 
was  so  made  for  unlawful  objects,  and  that 
it  is  void  as  being  contrary  to  public  policy. 

The  defendant  attached  to  his  answer  a 
statement  showing  that,  in  rendering  the 
services  and  incurring  the  expenses  for 
which  this  suit  is  brought,  the  plaintiff  paid 
bonuses  to  persons  unknown  to  the  defend- 
ant, and  which  have  been  repaid  to  the 
plaintiff,  to  the  amount  of  $547.95.  The 
court  found  that  the  defendant  had  paid  to 
the  plaintiff  the  $7,000  salary,  the  $547.95 
bonuses,  and  that  there  was  due  the  plain- 


Note.  —  StUemnen'a  right  to  recover  com- 
pensation as  affected  hy  employment 
of  improper  methods  to  make  sales. 

This  note  is  confined  solely  to  the  right 
of  a  salesman  to  recover  compensation  where, 
as  in  Smith  v.  David  B.  Cbockett  Co.,  with 
knowledge  of  his  employer  the  salesman 
uses  improper  methods  to  effect  a  sale,  and 
'  which  in  no  way  prejudices  his  principal. 
Aside  from  Smith  v.  David  B.  Crockett 
Co.,  but  one  other  case  has  been  found 
which  has  considered  this  question,  and^  it 
is  in  accord  with  the  latter  case  in  holding 
that,  such  agreements  being  contrary  to 
public  policv,  recovery  cannot  be  had. 
40  L,R,A,(ff»S.) 


Thus  in  McDonell  v.  Rigney,  108  Mich. 
276,  66  N.  W.  52,  it  was  held  that  an  agree- 
ment between  a  real  estate  agent  receiving 
commissions  for  the  sale  of  certain  lots  and 
the  owner  of  those  lots,  that  the  agent 
should  make  colorable  purchases  of  the  lots 
for  the  purpose  of  inducina  others  to  buy, 
is  void  as  against  public  policy,  and  so  a 
nonsuit  was  properly  granted  in  an  action 
to  recover  commissions  on  sale  of  lots  made 
by  those  means. 

For  note  on  fraud  and  secret  dealings  or 
interest  of  real  estate  brokers  as  affecting 
their  commissions,  see  note  in  45  L.R.A.  1. 

•  J.  Q.  B. 
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tiff  $1,750  under  the  provision  of  the  con- 
tract giving  him  $100  a  month  for  expenses, 
which  sum  with  interest  made  up  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  of  $1,927.33. 

During  the  trial  the  defendant,  in  support 
of  its  claim  that  said  agreement  for  the  pay- 
ment of  bonuses  was  illegal,  asked  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  witness  various  questions  to 
show  what  was  done  in  the  payment  of 
bonuses,  and  whether  they  were  paid  to  the 
agents  who  purchased  goods,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  influencing  such  agents  to  pur- 
chase such  goods  for  their  principals.  These 
questions  were  excluded  by  the  trial  court, 
apparently  upon  the  grounds  that  the  provi- 
sion concerning  the  payment  of  bonuses, 
even  though  invalid,  is  separable  from  the 
other  provisions  of  the  agreement,  and  is  not 
the  provision  of  the  contract  sued  upon  or 
sought  to  be  enforced  by  the  plaintiff.  That 
such  was  the  view  of  the  trial  court  is  in- 
dicated by  its  statement  in  excluding  the  of- 
fered evidence  that,  if  the  plaintiff  were 
seeking  to  recover  the  $500  bonus  which  he 
had  paid  out,  he  would  be  "standing  on  quite 
a  different  basia." 

We  are  of  opinion  that  by  the  present 
action  the  plaintiff  is  in  effect  asking  the 
court  to  enforce  the  objectionable  provision 
of  the  contract  concerning  bonuses.  While 
the  finding  shows  that  the  plaintiff  has  been 
repaid  the  large  sum,  which  in  accordance 
with  the  items  of  the  contract  he  paid  as 
bonuaes,  he  has  not  been  fully  paid,  as  the 
contract  provided  he  should  be,  for  his  serv- 
ices in  procuring  such  sales,  and  he  is  by 
this  action  asking  for  the  payment  of  the 
remainder  of  the  compensation  which  under 
the  contract  he  was  to  receive  for  his  serv- 
ices and  expenses  in  making  sales  by  the 
method  providing  by  the  contract.  The  duty 
of  the  plaintiff  under  the  contract,  and  the 
real  and  only  purpose  for  which  he  was  em- 
ployed, and  for  which  he  was  to  be  paid, 
was  to  make  sales  of  the  goods  manufac- 
tured by  the  defendant.  What  these  goods 
were  the  contract  does  not  indicate,  any 
further  than  that  they  were  goods  to  be  sold 
by  the  gallon.  The  finding,  however,  states 
that  they  were  varnishes.  The  plaintiff  was 
to  sell  these  goods  to  "railroads,  steam, 
trolley,"  etc.  The  contract  provided  that  in 
order  to  make  such  sales  the  plaintiff  might 
pay  bonuses  to  parties  unknown  to  the  de- 
fendant. It  also  contemplated  the  plaintiff 
would  devote  his  time,  wholly  or  in  part,  to 
the  making  of  such  sales,  and  would  incur 
other  expenses  than  the  payment  of  the 
bonuses.  For  all  such  services  and  expenses, 
if  the  sales  made  between  ^ay,  1906,  and 
May,  1907,  did  not  reach  $13,000,  the  plain- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tiff  was  to  receive  $2,000  per  annum,  the  far- 
ther sum  of  $100  per  month,  and  apparently 
such  sum  as  he  should  pay  in  bonuaes  to  un- 
known parties  not  exceeding  25  cents  per 
gallon. 

In  accomplishing  the  sales  which  he  has 
made,  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff  has  paid 
between  $500  and  $600  as  bonxieea,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  contract. 
If  these  bonuses  were  intended  to  be  paid, 
and  were  paid,  as  bribes  to  purchasing 
agents  of  the  railroads  to  induce  such  agents 
to  purchase  the  defendant's  vamislies  for 
their  principals,  or  to  afford  such  agenti 
the  opportunity  of  graft,  which  is  the  re- 
ceiving of  personal  gain  without  rendering 
compensatory  services,  by  persons  holding 
positions  of  trust  and  confidence,  and  is  but 
a  form  of  bribery  (State  v.  Sheridan,  14 
Idaho, '222,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.)  497,  93  Pac. 
656;  Dixon  ▼.  Chappell,  133  Ky.  663,  US 
S.  W.  929;  Quinn  v.  Review  Pub.  Co.  55 
Wash.  69,  133  Am.  St.  Rep.  1016,  104  Pac. 
181,  19  Ann.  Cas.  1077),  if  such,  we  repeat. 
were  the -purposes  of  these  bonuses,  this  pro- 
vision of  the  contract  was  intended  to  in- 
duce persons  to  violate  the  confidence  ^^ 
posed  in  them  by  their  employers  and  prin- 
cipals. Such  an  agreement  is  opposed  to 
honesty  in  business.  It  is  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy.  It  is  illegal,  and  the  time  spent 
and  the  expense  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in 
so  accomplishing  or  attempting  to  so  accom- 
plish sales  were  as  much  a  part  of  the  iUe- 
gal  transactions  as  was  the  actual  payment 
of  the  bonus  itself.  If  such  was  the  real 
character  of  this  provision,  the  plaintiff 
could  neither  recover  for  services  rendered, 
nor  for  expenses  incurred,  nor  for  bonoaes 
paid  in  making  the  sales. 

The  law  will  not  compensate  the  plain- 
tiff for  such  act,  or  for  any  act  or  service 
or  expense  whatever  rendered  or  incurred  in 
the  accomplishment  or  attempt  to  accom- 
plish sales  by  such  methods.  The  promise 
to  pay  for  such  services  .would  be  based  up- 
on an  illegal  consideration.  Every  contract 
the  consideration  of  which  is  illegal  is  void, 
and  so  is  every  engagement  which  has  such 
illegal  contract  as  its  basis,  or  which  may 
properly  be  considered  part  and  parcel  of 
such  contract.  Sturges  v.  Bush,  5  Day,  452, 
460.  "Contracts  which  are  opposed  to  open, 
upright,  and  fair  dealing  are  exposed  to 
public  policy.  A  contract  by  which  one  is 
placed  under  a  direct  inducement  to  violate 
the  confidence  reposed  in  him  by  another  is 
of  this  character."  Rice  v.  Wood,  H3 
Mass.  135,  18  Am.  Rep.  459.  "Courts  not 
only  redress  fraud,  but  seek  to  prevent  it  by 
removing  temptation."  McDonald  ▼.  Haugh- 
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ton,  70  N.  C.  309.  "The  law  avoids  con- 
tracts and  promises  made  with  a  view  to 
place  one  under  wrong  influences;  those 
which  offer  him  a  temptation  to  do  that 
which  may  affect  injuriously  the  rights  and 
interests  of  third  persons."  Bollman  v. 
Loomis,  41  Conn.  581,  684.  Neither  courts 
of  law  nor  equity  are  open  to  enforce  such 
contracts.  If  both  parties  are  in  pari  delic- 
to, the  courts  will  leave  them  where  they 
find  them. 

This  rule,  however,  permits  either  party 
to  plead  and  prove  by  proper  evidence  the 
illegal  character  of  the  contract.  Funk  v. 
Gallivan,  49  Conn.  124,  128,  44  Am.  Rep. 
210. 

We  come,  then,  to  the  questions  of  wheth- 
er the  defendant  should  have  been  permitted 
to  prove  facts  showing  that,  by  the  language 
used,  the  parties  contemplated  that  the  bo- 
nuses should  be  paid  for  corrupt  and  un- 
lawful purposes. 

An  agreement  to  pay  a  bonus  is  not  neces- 
sarily a  corrupt  and  unlawful  agreement. 
Generally  a  bonus  is  a  sum  given  or  paid 
beyond  what  is  legally  required  to  be  paid 
to  the  recipient.  The  words  "payment  of  a 
bonus"  may  also  be  used  in  the  sense  of 
payment  of  a  bribe  (Century  Dictionary) ; 
of  the  payment  of  a  sum  to  weaken  or  de- 
stroy the  fidelity  of  a  trusted  agent. 

The  defendant  had  pleaded  that  the  pro- 
vision for  the  payment  of  bonuses  to  un- 
known persons  was  for  unlawful  purposes, 
and  was  void,  as  contrary  to  public  policy. 

If,  when  read  in  connection  with  the  en- 
tire writing,  the  provision  in  question  was 
^ambiguous  or  of  doubtful  import,"  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  under  its  answer  to 
present  evidence  showing  in  wliat  sense  the 
parties  used  the  word  "bonus"  (Adams  v. 
Turner,  78  Conn.  38,  46,  46  Atl.  247 ;  Parker 
V.  Selden,  69  Conn.  662,  38  Atl.  212;  Re 
Curtis,  64  Conn.  501,  514,  42  Am.  St.  Rep. 
200,  30  Atl.  760)  and  that  it  was  used  with 
the  intention  of  providing  for  the  payment 
of  bonuses  for  unlawful  and  corrupt  pur- 
poses. 

This  rule  does  not  permit  either  party 
to  a  contract  to  testify  on  direct  examina- 
tion what  the  intention  of  the  parties  was, 
or  what  his  intention  was,  in  using  the 
words  or  terms  of  doubtful  import,  but  only 
to  prove  facts  and  circumstances  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  writing  itself,  tending  to 
prove  in  what  sense  the  parties  used  such 
words  or  terms.  Brown  v.  Slater,  16  Conn. 
102,  196,  41  Am.  Dec.  136;  Fairfleld  v.  Law- 
son,  50  Conn.  501,  510,  47  Am.  Rep.  660. 
Such  was  the  apparent  purpose  of  the  ques- 
39  L.RA.(N.S.), 


tions  asked  the  plaintiff  which  were  ex- 
cluded. 

We  think  the  defendant  was  entitled  to 
prove  to  whom,  and  under  what  circum- 
stances, and  for  what  purposes,  the  bonuses 
were  in  fact  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  court  erred  in  excluding  the  questions 
asked  of  the  plaintiff  for  that  purpose,  and 
in  holding  that  the  provision  respecting  the 
payment  of  bonuses  was  separable  from 
those  regarding  the  payment  of  the  $2,000  a 
year,  and  the  $100  a  month. 

There  is  error,  and  a  new  trial  is  ordered. 

In  this  opinion  the  other  Judges  concur. 


WASHINGTON  SUPRBME  COURT. 
(Department  No.   2.) 

ROBERT  JOHNS,  Doing  Business  under  the 
Name  of  Standard  Talking  Machine  Com- 
pany, Appt., 

V. 

OZIAS  P.  JAYCOX  et  al.,  Respts. 

;(67  Wash.  403,  121  Pac.  854.) 

Principal  and  agent  •*  warranty  to  ef- 
fect sale  ^  binding  effect. 

1.  A  traveling  agent  for  the  sale  of  talk- 
ing machines,  who  carries  printed  order 
blanks,  has  no  implied  authority  to  war- 
rant that  one  buying  a  large  number  of 
machines  to  be  given  away  for  advertising 
purposes  will  sell  a  certain  number  of  rec- 
ords for  each  machine  within  a  given  time 
after  it  is  given  out,  and  the-  purcliaser 
therefore  has  no  right  of  action  for  breach 

Note,  •*  Extent  of  a  commercial  traveU 
er's  implied  or  oatetiaible  authority  to 
tcart'anf  goods. 

The  majority  of  the  eases  which  have 
passed  upon  tiie  implied  autliority  of  com- 
mercial travelers  to  warrant  limit  the  au- 
thority as  it  is  limited  in  Johns  v.  Jatcox, 
to  making  such  warranties  as  are  usual  or 
customary  to  the  business  in  which  such 
traveler  is  engaged. 

Thus,  in  Dingle  v.  Hare,  7  C.  B.  N.  S. 
145,  29  L.  J.  C.  P.  N.  S.  14,3,  6  Jur.  N.  S. 
679,  1  L.  T.  N.  S.  38,  it  was  held  that  where 
it  is  usual  for  fertilizers  to  be  sold  with  a 
warranty,  that  a  traveling  commercial 
agent  has  implied  authority  to  warrant 
that  the  superphosphates  in  certain  fertiliz- 
ers sold  by  him  contain  a  certain  per  cent 
of  lime. 

In  Pickert  v.  Marston,  68  Wis.  405,  60 
\m.  Rep.  876,  32  N.  W.  550,  it  was  held 
that  a  traveling  aprent  for  a  fish  house  1ms 
implied  authority  to  make  the  usual  war- 
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of  Buch  warranty,  if  authority  to  make  it 
had  not  been  actually  conferred  upon  the 
agent. 

Sale  •*  waiyer  of  warranty  —  necessity 
for  goods. 

2.  That  when  a  customer  learns  that  the 
seller  repudiates  a  guaranty  made  by  his 
agent  to  effect  the  sale  of  his  product,  he 
has  placed  himself  in  a  position  where  he 
must  have  the  goods,  does  not  affect  the  ef- 
fect of  his  ordering  them  to  be  shipped 
with  knowledge  of  the  repudiation,  as  a 
waiver    of  the  warranty. 

(March  9,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Walla  Walla 
County  for  less  than  the  relief  demanded 
in  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  balance 
due  on  a  written  contract  for  goods  alleged 
to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ants. Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  W.  B.  Mitton  and  "Brooks  A 
Bartlett,  for  appellant: 

If  defendants  had  information  and  knowl- 
edge of  facts  which,  in  the  exercise  of  com- 
mon sense  and  ordinary  prudence,  were  suf- 
ficient to  put  them  upon  inquiry  and  lead 
them  to  knowledge  of  the  truth,  they  will 
be  liable  the  same  as  if  they  had  actual 
knowledge. 

Estee,  PI.  §2732;  Hospes  ▼.  North  West- 
ern Mfg.  &  Car  Co.  48  Minn.  174,  15  L.ILA. 
470,  31  Am.  St  Rep.  637,  50  N.  W.  1117. 

Mere  representations  by  way  of  com- 
mendation, or  which  merely  express  the 
vendor's  opinion,  belief,  judgment,  or  esti- 
mate, do  not  constitute  warranties. 

Sauerman  v.  Simmons,  74  Ark.  563,  86 
S.  W.  429;  Collins  t.  Tigner,  5  Penn.  (Del.) 
346,  60  Atl.  978. 

Where  a  party  makes  false  representa- 
tions of  material  facts  which  he  believes 
to  be  true,  and  the  other  party  has  equal 
opportunity  of  ascertaining  their   truth  or 


ranties,  and  it  is  for  the  jury  to  say  wheth- 
er a  warranty  that  fish  intended  to  bo 
shipped  a  long  distance  would  reach  the 
purchaser  in  good  condition  is  such  a  usual 
one. 

In  Herring  v.  Skaggs,  62  Ala.  180,  34 
Am.  Rep.  4,  a  salesman  of  safes  was  held  to 
have  such  implied  authority  to  warrant  as 
is  customary  in  the  sale  of  such  articles,  and 
if  the  jury  should  find  that  it  was  cus- 
tomary to  warrant  that  the  safe  was  made 
of  a  certain  peculiar  tough  kind  of  iron, 
and  would  withstand  any  attempt  by  a 
burglar,  armed  with  the  best  implements  of 
his  trade  to  enter  it,  for  a  certain  period 
of  time,  such  warranty  would  bind  his  prin- 
cipal, in  the  absence  of  an  express  prohibi- 
tion brought  to  the  notice  pf  the  purchaser. 
On  a  second  appeal  of  this  case,  reported  in 
73  Ala.  446,  it  is  stated  that  the  custom 
of  sellers  of  safes  must  be  so  well  settled, 
notorious,  and  continuous  as  to  raise  a  fair 
presumption  that  it  was  known  to  buyer 
and  seller,  and  that  the  sales  were  made  in 
reference  to  it. 

In  Reynolds  v.  Mayor,  L.  &,  Co.  39  App. 
Div.  218,  67  N.  Y.  Supp.  1145,  the  court 
lays  down  the  same  rule,  and  says  that 
where  it  is  shown  that  the  salesman  always 
assumed  to  warrant  goods,  and  that  it  was 
the  universal  custom  of  dealers  in  plumb- 
ers' supplies  so  to  warrant,  the  jury  might 
find  that  a  traveling  salesman  of  a  plumb- 
er's supply  house  had  implied  authority  to 
warrant  that  a  certain  tank  was  as  good  as 
that  of  another  make  named  by  the  pur- 
chaser. 

So,  it  was  held  in  Waupaca  Electric  Light 
&  R.  Co.  V.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  &  Light 
Co.  112  Wis.  469,  88  N.  W.  308.  that  a 
salesman  of  electrical  machinery  may  make 
the  usual  and  customary  warranties. 

So,  where  the  warranty  was  usual  or  cus- 
tomary, it  has  been  held  that  a  salesman 
has  implied  authority  to  warrant, 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


— ^that  automobile  oil  is  noninflammable 
and  safe.  Conkling  v.  Standard  Oil  Co. 
138  Iowa,  596,  116  N.  W.  822; 

— that  a  binder  will  do  as  good  work  as 
any  other  in  the  market.  Canham  v.  Piano 
Mfg.  Co.  3  N.  D.  229,  65  N.  W.  583; 

— that  a  band  cutter  and  feeder  will  do 
good  work.  Parsons  Band  Cutter  &  Self 
Feeder  Co.  v.  Haub,  83  Minn.  180,  86  N.  W. 
14; 

— that  a  pump  is  good.  Nelson  v.  Cowing, 
6  Hill,  336; 

— ^that  clocks  will  run  and  keep  good  time 
for  twelve  months  with  proper  care.  Wood- 
ford V.  McClenahan,  9  111.  85. 

So,  a  salesman  has  been  held  to  have  im- 
plied authority  to  warrant  the  goods  sold 
by  him  generally.  Hunter  v.  Jameson,  2J 
N.  C.  (6  Ired.  L.)  252  (clocks);  Murray 
V.  Brooks,  41  Iowa,  45  (reapers). 

In  Boothby  v.  Scales,  27  Wis.  ©26,  a 
salesman  authorized  to  sell  fanning  mills 
was  held  to  have  implied  authority  to  war- 
rant the  mill  to  clean  grain  for  the  market 
by  running  through  once,  and  for  seeding 
by  running  through  twice;  that  it  would 
clean  a  certain  number  of  bushels  per  hour, 
and  that  it  would  separate  oats  from  wheat, 
unless  the  purchaser  knew  that  the  sales- 
man's authority  was  limited,  and  that  he 
was  exceeding  his  powers. 

In  the  absence  of  a  custom  or  usage  so  to 
warrant,  the  implied  authority  of  a  travel- 
ing salesman  to  warrant  has  been  denied. 

— ^where  a  salesman  assumed  to>warrant 
that  goods  manufactured  by  his  employers 
and  known  as  "zebeline"  were  absolutely  all 
wool.  Ellner  v.  Priestley,  39  Misc.  535,  80 
N.  Y.  Supp.  371 ; 

— ^where  a  salesman  assumed  to  warrant 
that  oil  sold  by  him  would  dry  in  twentv- 
four  hours.  Pennsvlvania  &  D.  Oil  Co.  v. 
Spitelink,  27  Misc.  557,  58  N.  Y.  Supp.  311 : 

— where  a  salesman  assumed  to  warrant 
that  fiour  sold  by  him  would   keep  sweet 
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falsity,  or  has  the  means  of  informing  him- 
self by  use  of  reasonable  diligence,  such 
statements  do  not  furnish  a  ground  for  even 
equitable  relief. 

Brooks  V.  Hamilton,  15  Minn.  26,  Gil. 
10;  Buckner  v.  Street,  5  McCrary,  69,  15 
Fed.  365;  Seeley  v.  Reed,  26  Fed.  361; 
Maniock  v.  Fairbanks,  46  Wis.  415,  32 
Am.  Rep.  716,  1  N.  W.  167;  Parke  v.  Bos- 
ton, 175  Mass.  464,  66  N.  E.  718;  Stim- 
son  V.  Helps,  9  Colo.  33,  10  Pac.  290;  South- 
ern Development  Co.  v.  Silva,  125  U.  S. 
247,  31  L.  od.  678,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  881,  16 
Mor.  Min.  Rep.  435. 

Messrs.  T.  P.  Gose  and  C.  O.  Gose  for 
respondents. 

EHIs,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Action  to  recover  a  balance  due  upon  a 
written  contract  for  200  talking  machines 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants 
through  an  agent.     The  material  facts  are 


nearly  all  admitted,  The  machines  were 
purchased  to  give  away  to  defendants'  cus- 
tomers as  an  advertisement.  When  first  ap- 
proached, the  defendants  declined  to  make 
the  purchase.  The  agent  then  proposed  that, 
if  the  defendants  would  execute  the  printed 
form  of  contract  which  he  produced,  he 
would  give  them  a  written  guaranty  that 
the  defendants  would  sell  an  average  of 
twenty-five  records  to  each  customer  to 
whom  a  machine  was  given.  Thereupon  the 
defendants  and  the  plaintiff  by  his  agent 
executed  in  duplicate  and  mutually  de- 
livered the  printed  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase of  200  machines,  with  nine  7 -inch 
records  each,  at  a  priqe  of  $8.20  for  each 
machine  and  its  nine  records.  In  the  con- 
tract the  plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish  to  de- 
fendants any  number  of  7-inch  disc  records 
at  30  cents  each  net,  with  the  understand- 
ing that  they  would  be  retailed  by  defend- 
ants at  50  cents  each  or  given  away  with- 
out charge.     The   agent   then  executed   in 


during  a  long  sea  voyage.  Upton  v.  Suf- 
folk County  Mills,  11  Cush.  586,  59  Am. 
Dec.  163.  Compare  with  Talmage  v.  Bier- 
hause,  infra; 

— where  a  salesman  for  a  manufacturer 
of  felt  cloth  assumed  to  warrant  that  the 
goods  would  make  an  ulster,  and  that  it 
**wears  like  buckskin."  Bierman  v.  City 
Mills  Co.  10  Misc.  140,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  929. 
This  case  was  reversed  on  other  grounds  in 
161  N.  Y.  482,  37  L.R.A.  799,  56  Am.  St. 
Rep.  635,  45  N.  E.  856. 

In  Troy  Grocery  Co.  ▼.  Potter,  139  Ala. 
359,  36  So.  12,  it  was  held  that  the  mere 
fact  that  one  is  a  traveling  salesman  for  a 
fish  packing  house,  with  authority  to  take 
orders  for  fish,  did  not  give  him  implied 
authority  to  bind  his  house  by  warranty 
that  the  fish  would  keep  sound  for  twelve 
months. 

The  commercial  traveler  has  implied  au- 
thority, to  warrant  that  the  goods  sold  by 
him  will  be  equal  to  the  sample.  Thus,  in 
I^omis  Mill  Co.  v.  Vawter,  8  Kan.  App. 
437,  57  Pac.  43,  a  general  traveling  agent 
for  the  sale  of  fiour  to  be  manufactured 
for  the  purchaser  was  held  to  have  implied 
authority  to  warrant  that  it  would  be  equal 
to  certain  brands  made  by  another,  and 
adopted  as  a  sample  for  the  purchase  of 
such  sale. 

And  in  Dreyfus  v.  Goss,  67-  Kan.  57,  72 
Pac.  637,  a  traveling  salesman  for  a  liquor 
house  was  held  to  have  implied  authority  to 
warrant  that  the  goods  would  be  of  the 
character  and  quality  of  the  sample  carried 
by  him. 

Nothing  is  said  as  to  implied  authority 
to  warrant  in  Victor  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v. 
Rheinschild,  25  Kan.  534,  but  a  sewing 
macliine  company  was  held  bound  by  the 
warranty  of  one  who  represented  himself 
as  a  general  agent,  that  the  machines  were 
better  than  those  of  another  company  named 
by  the  dealer. 
39  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


In  Talmage  v.  Bierhause,  103  Ind.  270, 
2  N.  E.  716,  an  argument  that  it  was  neces- 
sary to  prove  that  sales  such  as  were  un- 
der consideration  were  usually  attended 
with  warranties  was  disapproved,  and  it  was 
held  that  a  traveling  salesman  upon  whom 
had  been  conferred  general  authority  to  sell 
rice  would  be  presumed  to  have  authority 
to  warrant  that  the  rice  would  keep  all  sum- 
mer, if  kept  in  a  dry,  cool  place. 

In  Haynor  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Davis,  147  N.  C. 
267,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  193,  61  S.  E.  64,  noth- 
ing is  said  as  to  the  necessity  of  proving 
that  warranty  is  customary.  An  agent  for 
the  sale  of  what  was  claimed  to  be  a  non- 
alcoholic beverage  was  held  to  have  implied 
authority  to  warrant  the  same  to  be  such, 
and  the  company  was  bound  by  the  agent's 
agreement  with  the  customer  to  make  goo<] 
any  sum  such  customer  would  be  required 
to  pay  because  of  its  alcoholic  nature. 

The  implied  authority  of  a  commercial 
traveler  to  warrant  the  character  of  oil 
sold  by  him  does  not  include  the  power  to 
warrant  as  to  subsequent  sates  made  by  his 
principals  direct.  W'ait  v.  Borne,  123  N.  Y. 
592,  26  S.  E.  1053. 

The  salesman  has  usually  no  implied  au- 
thority to  warrant  as  to  matters  other 
than  those  directly  connected  with  the  arti- 
cle he  is  selling.  Thus,  in  Lucile  Min.  Co. 
V.  Fairbanks,  M.  k  Co.  27  Ky.  L.  Rep.  1100, 
87  S.  W.  1121,  a  salesman  of  pumps  was 
held  to  have  no  implied  authority  to  war- 
rant that  a  boiler  of  the  purchasers  was  of 
sufficient  size  to  operate  the  pump  at  a  cer- 
tain rate. 

And  in  J.  M.  Case  Mill  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Vick- 
ers,  —  Ky.  — ,  144  S.  W.  76,  a  salesman  of 
flour  milling  machinery  was  held  to  have  no 
implied  authority  to  warrant  that  the  pow- 
er in  the  purchaser's  mill  was  sufficient  to 
operate  a  sifter  system  which  the  salesman 
had  sold.  W.  A.  E. 


73 


1154 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Max.. 


the  name  of  the  plaintiff,  and  delivered  to 
the    defendants,    the    following    guaranty: 

Part  of  contract  attached. between  Stand- 
ard Talking  Machine  Company  and  O.  P. 
Jaycox  k  Company.  All  machines  and 
records  not  sold  or  given  away  four  months 
from  receipt  of  goods,  and  returned  in 
good  condition  freight  paid  to  Chicago, 
Illinois.  Cost  price  of  each  machine  and 
records  will  be  refunded  to  A.  P.  Jaycox 
&  Company.  Guarantee  sale  of  twenty-five 
records  on  average^  to  each  machine  given 
away  four  months  from  date  customer  has 
received  machine. 

Standard  Talking  Machine  Company, 
[Signed]    F.   P.   Howard,    Salesman. 

The  memorandum  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendants was  a  carbon  duplicate;  but  it  wa» 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  agent  did 
not  send  to  him  the  original  nor  any  copy 
thereof,  but  only  the  plaintiff's  duplicate  of 
the  printed  contra(5t.  There  being  no  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary,  we  must  assume  this 
as  a  fact.  There  was  evidence  that  one  of 
the  defendants.  Bridges,  before  payment  for 
the  first  shipment  of  machines  had  been 
made,  called  upon  the  plaintiff's  manager  in 
Chicago,  and  was  there  informed  that  the 
plaintiff  would  not  guarantee  sales  of  rec- 
ords; that  the  agent  had  no  authority  to 
do  80;  that  no  more  goods  would  be  shipped 
until  there  was  a  definite  understanding, 
and  that  an  understanding  was  then  reached 
that  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  held  to  guar- 
antee the  sales  of  records.  The  defendant 
Bridges  claimed  that  he  had  no  memory  of 
such  an  agreement.  It  is  unquestioned, 
however,  that,  after  a  part  of  the  machines 
and  records  were  delivered,  and  a  further 
instalment  was  ordered,  the  plaintiff,  be  in;.' 
then  informed  of  the  memorandum,  wrote 
to  the  defendants  that  he  would  not  guar- 
antee the  sales  of  the  records;  that  the 
agent  had  no  such  authority;  that  the  order 
would  be  held  up  awaiting  reply,  "and  if 
satisfactory  to  you,  you  can  wire  us  upon 
receipt  of  this  commnnicntion  and  we  will 
make  prompt  shipment  of  the  order."  The 
defendants  replied  by  wire,  "Ship  fifty  ma- 
chines and  records  as  ordered  at  once."  At 
that  time  the  defendants  were  compelled 
to  have  the  remaining  number  of  the  ma- 
chines to  supply  to  customers  to  whom  tick- 
ets had  already  been  isaiied.  The  remaininst 
machines  and  records  were  then  furnished. 
A  part  of  the  agreed  purchase  price  remain 
ing  unpaid,  action  was  commenced  for  ilM 
recovery.  The  defendants  interposed  a 
counterclaim  for  loss  of  profits  upon  salen 
of  records  which  should  have  been  made  to 
meet  the  guaranty  contained  in  the  memor- 
andum. The  cause  was  tried  to  the  court 
without  a  jury.  The  court  found  that  the 
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guaranty  was  a  part  of  the  contract;  that 
defendants'  loss  of  profits  was  $400;  that 
there  remained  unpaid  of  the  purchase  price 
$410.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  $10  and  costs.  The  plain- 
tiff has  appealed. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  memoran- 
dum of  guaranty  was  never  a  part  of  the 
contract,  because  the  agent  had  no  authority 
to  make  it;  that  when  he  appeared  with  s 
printed  form  of  contract  lie  was  without 
apparent  authority  to  modify  it,  and  the 
respondents  were  not  warranted  in  believing 
that  he  had  authority  to  make  the -memo- 
randum of  guaranty  or  warranty.  Wliile  an 
agent's  authority  can  hardly  be  limited  by 
the  form  of  blanks  he  carries,  that  circom- 
stance  and  the  nature  of  the  business 
should  put  a  purchaser  on  inquiry.  The 
apparent  scope  of  his  authority  was  that  of 
a  sales  agent,  and  it  is  upon  the  powers  im- 
plied by  that  relation  that  any  sound  deci- 
sion of  this  case  must  rest.  There  is  much 
seeming  confusion  in  the  adjudicated  cases 
upon  this  question.  There  are  decision? 
which  hold  that  an  agent  upon  whom  gener- 
al authority'  to  sell  is  conferred  will  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  authority  to  warrant  unless 
the  contrary  appears.  Talmage  v.  Bier- 
haiise,  103  Ind.  270.  2  N.  E.  716:  Woodford 
V.  McClenahan,  0  111.  85;  Alpha  Mills  v. 
Watertown  Steam  Engine  Co.  116  K.  C 
797,  21  S.  E.  917;  Dennis  v.  Ashley,  15  Mo. 
453;  Milburn  v.  Belloni,  34  Barb.  607: 
Manley  v.  Ackler,  7-6  Hun;  64u,  28  N.  Y. 
iSupp.  181;  Schuchardt  v.  Allen,  1  WaU. 
359,  17  L.  ed.  642.  But  an  examination  of 
those  cases  shows  that,  while  announcing  a 
very  broad  rule,  they  in  reality,  when  ap- 
plied to  the  given  facts,  go  only  to  the  ex- 
tent that  the  implied  power  of  warranty  by 
the  agent,  upon  which  a  purchaser  may  re^ 
ly,  extends  to  those  things  necessary  to  con- 
summate the  contract  and  usuallv  Incident 
thereto  and  relating  to  the  title,  quality,  or 
condition  of  the  thing  sold.  In  none  of 
them  was  the  rule  actually  applied  as  au- 
thorizing warranties  so  extraordinary  as 
that  here  presented. 

A  careful  consideration  of  the  authorities 
cited  in  the  briefs,  as  well  as  an  independ- 
ent search,  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that 
the  rule  laid  down  in  31  Cyc,  as  the  one 
supported  by  the  more  numerous  and  more 
recent  decisions,  is  also  the  one  in  oonw- 
nance  with  the  better  reason.  It  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  rule  which  is  supported  by  the 
more  numerous  and  more  recent  decision* 
is  that,  if  in  the  sale  of  that  kind  or  class 
of  goods  which  the  agent  is  empowered  to 
sell,  it  is  usual  in  the  market  to  give  a  vi^r 
ranty,  the  agent  may  give  that  warranty  in 
order  to  effect  a,  sale,  and  the  law  presume? 
that  he  has  such  authoritv;  and  that  if  an 
agent  with  express  authority  to  sell  has  no 
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actual  authority  to  warrant,  no  authority 
can  be  implied,  where  the  property  is  of  a 
description  not  usually  sold  with  warranty.. 
.  .  .  The  implied  power  of  an  agent  to 
warrant  title  and  quality  rests  upon  the 
necessity  and  propriety  of  such  warranties 
in  the  sale  of  goods.  It  is  not  therefore  to 
be  extended  to  other  warranties  of  an  ex- 
traordinary sort,  however  impossible  the 
agent  may  find  it  to  make  a  sale  without 
giving  such  warranties."  31  Cyc.  pp.  1353, 
1355,   1356. 

The  correct  principle,  briefly  stated,  is 
that  an  agent  under  a  general  employment 
to  make  sales  is  impliedly  authorized  to 
employ  only  those  means  for  the  purpose 
usual  to  the  business,  and  that  >the  pur- 
chaser cannot  safely  assume  that  he  has 
authority  to  make  any  extraordinary  guar- 
anty or  warranty,  or  one  beyond  the  usage  of 
the  business  in  which  the  agent  is  employed. 
Upton  y.  Suffolk  County  Mills,  11  Gush.  586, 
59  Am.  Dec.  163;  Wait  v.  Borne,  123  N. 
Y.  692,  26  N.  E.  1053;  Bierman  v.  City 
Mills  Co.  10  Misc.  140,  30  N.  Y.  Supp.  9^9; 
Hayner  v.  Churchill,  29  Mo.  App.  676;  Pal- 
mer V.  Hatch,  46  Mo.  585;  Keese  y.  Bates, 
94  Va.  321,  26  S.  E.  865;  Waupaca  Electric 
Light  A  R.  Co.  y.  Milwaukee  Electric  R.  & 
Light  Co.  112  Wis.  469,  88  N.  W.  308; 
Troy  Grocery  Co.  y.  Potter,  139  Ala.  369, 
36  So.  12;  Anderson  y.  Bruner,  112  Mass. 

The  rule  thus  stated  appeals  to  us  the  one 
best  calculated  to  preserve  that  just  bal- 
ance which  the  law  is  intended  to  maintain, 
between  a  reasonable  protection  of  the  prin- 
cipal from  the  unauthorized  acts  of  his 
agent,  and  a  reasonable  protection  of  the 
purchaser  from  an  unwarranted  repudiation 
by  the  principal  of  the  acts  of  the  agent. 
We  have  been  cited  to  no  authority,  and  a 
careful  search  haa  revealed  none,  in  which 
it  has  eyer  been  held  that  an  agent  em- 
ployed to  make  sales  at  wholesale  has  an 
implied  authority  not  only  to  warrant  the 
quality  of  the  thing  sold,  but  also  to  guar- 
antee that  the  purchaser  will  make  sales 
thereof  at  retail  in  any  particular  amount 
or  at  any  given  profit.  A  more  extraor- 
dinary guaranty  can  hardly  be  imagined. 
We  can  conceive  of  no  sound  principle  upon 
which  such  a  holding  could  rest.  There  was 
no  evidence  of  any  prevailing  custom  in 
the  business  of  selling  talking  machines, 
which  would  warrant  an  assumption  on  the 
purchaser's  part  that  the  guaranty  was  au- 
thorized. The  extraordinary  nature  of  the 
guaranty  made  proof  of  such  custom  es- 
sential to  a  recovery  upon  the  guaranty, 
in  the  absence  of  any  showing  of  an  express 
authority.  So  far  as  disclosed,  there  wan 
no  such  custom. 

As  has  been  said  in  a  similar  case: 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


"Usages  of  trade  are  not  recognizable,  un- 
less they  have  the  essential  elements  of  cer- 
tainty, notoriety,  and  continuity,  bringing 
themselves  home  to  the  knowledge  of  those 
who  are  concerned  in  the  trade  or  business 
to  which  they  may  pertain.  The  courts 
adhere  strictly  to  this  principle,  as  essential 
to  a  fair  administration  of  justice.  If  it 
were  departed  from,  uncertainty,  insecurity 
in  the  transaction  of  business,  ana  injustice  . 
would  result.  Parties  could  not  know  what 
were  their  rights  or  duties,  if  they  were  to 
be  determined  by  loose  evidence  of  some' 
merely  local,  indefinite,  and  partial  usage.*' 
Herring  y.  Skaggs,  73  Ala.  446,  454,  455; 
Upton  y.  Suffolk  County  Mills,  11  Cush. 
686,  69  Am.  Dec.  163. 

The  respondents  argue  that,  since  the 
guaranty  induced  the  contract,  there  was  no 
contract  if  the  guaranty  be  held  void.  It  is 
manifest  that,  since  the  respondents  had  no 
right  to  rely  upon  the  guaranty  made  by 
the  agent,  they  cannot  be  heard  to  say  that 
they  did  so  rely.  In  the  absence  of  a  rati- 
fication by  the  appellant,  they  can  base  no 
rights  either  of  an  attack  or  oefense  upon 
the  guaranty.  There  is  no  question  that,  if 
a  principal  elect  to  ratify  a  contract  which 
the  agent  was  not  authorized  to  make,  he 
must  ratify  the  whole  of  it.  If  he  ratifies 
the  contract,  he  ratifies  the  warranties.  But 
in  this  case  there  was  no  such  ratification. 
The  record  shows  that  the  appellant  pointed- 
ly repudiated  the  guaranty  as  soon  as  he 
learned  of  it,  and  refused  to  further  pro- 
ceed with  the  contract  if  the  guaranty  was 
insisted  upon.  The  eyidence  shows  an  ac- 
quiescence by  the  respondents  in  that  repu- 
diation. They  accepted  the  performance  of 
tue  contract  without  an  afiSrmance  of  the 
guaranty.  When  the  appellant  wrote  them 
to  the  effect  that  no  further  shipment  would 
be  made  so  long  as  the  guaranty  was 
claimed,  the  respondents  answered  author- 
izing the  shipment  as  requested  by  the  let- 
ter, thus  plainly  waiving  the  guaranty  and 
affirming  the  contract  without  it.  It  can 
make  no  difference  that  they  then  had  made 
arrangements  to  give  away  the  whole  num- 
ber of  macliines.  That  arrangement  had 
been  made  by  them,  not  in  reliance  upon 
any  act  of  the  appellant  indicating  a  ratifi- 
cation of  the  guaranty,  but  in  sole  reliance 
upon  the  guaranty  of  the  agent,  which,  as 
we  have  seen,  was  of  so  extraordinary  a 
character  that  they  had  no  right  to  assume 
his  authority  to  make  it.  To  hold,  as  con- 
tended by  counsel,  that  the  appellant  with- 
out knowledge  or  ratification  should  be  es- 
fttopped  to  question  the  guaranty  because 
the  respondents  had  placed  tnemsclves  in  a 
position  where  they  must  have  the  ma- 
chines, in  reliance  upon  the  guaranty,  would 
be  to  hold  that  the  principal  would  be  bound 
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in  almost  every  instance  by  the  unauthor- 
ized acts  of  the  agent,  however  palpably 
beyond  the  scope  of  his  employment.  It 
would  be  in  effect  to  say  that  though  in 
law  the  purchaser  had  no  right  to  rely  upon 
a  guaranty  on  its  face  beyond  the  scope  of 
the  agent's  employment,  yet,  if  he  does  so 
rely  to  his  injury,  the  principal  will  be 
bound.  The  paradox  in  too  plain  to  require 
further  comment. 

The  court  was  in  error  in  sustaining  the 
counterclaim.  The  finding  that  there  was  a 
balance  of  $410  due  upon  the  purchase  price 
of  the  machines  was  not  excepted  to  by 
either  party.  The  cause  is  therefore  re- 
manded, with  direction  to  modify  the  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  making  it  for 
the  sum  of    $410  and  costs. 

Dunlmr,  Ch.  J.,  and*  Crow,  Morris,  and 
Cliadwick,  JJ.,  concur. 


WASHINGTON  SUPREME:  COURT. 
(Department  No.   1.) 

G.  A.  C.  ROCHESTER,  Admr.,  etc.,  of  W. 

C.  Bell,  Deceased,  Appt., 

y. 

SEATTLE,      RENTON,      &      SOUTHERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY,   Respt. 

(67  Wash.  645,  122  Pac.  23.) 

Damages  —  wrong^ful     death  •*  minor 
heirs. 

1.  The  damages  to  be  recovered  by  a  child 
for  the  wrongful  death  of  its  father  are  not 
limited  to  those  suffered  before  attaining 
majority,  under  a  statute  giving  heirs  a 
right  of  action  for  death,  and  providing 
that  if  deceased  leave  no  widow  or  issue, 
then  his  parents,  sisters,  or  minor  brothers 
who  may  be  dependent  upon  him  for  Sup- 
port, may  maintain  the  action,  the  jury  to 
allow  such  damages  as,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, may  seem  just. 


Trial  —  Instruf^on  —  measare  of  dam- 
ages —  wrongful  death. 

2.  Whether  or  not  the  jury  should  be  in- 
structed to  allow  a  minor  such  damages  as 
they  find  he  would  suffer  after  majority, 
because  of  the  wrongful  killing  of  his  father, 
will  depend  upon  the  character  of  the  evi- 
dence, indicating  the  probability  of  euch 
loss  because  of  the  character  of  the  father. 

(March  20,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  King  County, 
granting  a  new  trial  after  verdict  in  kis 
favor  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  death  of  his  intestate,  which 
was  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Peters  &  Powell,  for  appellant: 

Whether  a  minor  child  will  suffer  any 
damages  after  attaining  majority  is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  to  determine  under  all  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case. 

Redfield  v.  Oakland  Ck>nBol.  Street  R.  Co. 
110  Cal.  277,  42  Pac.  822,  1063;  Valente  t. 
Sierra  R.  Co.  158  Cal.  412,  111  Pac.  95; 
Tuteuf-  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  77  Wis. 
505,  46  N.  W.  897 ;  Tilley  v.  Hudson  River 
R.  Co.  29  N.  Y.  252,  86  Am.  Pec.  297 ;  (Gal- 
veston, H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex. 
643,  11  S.  W.  127;  Demarest  v.  Little,  47 
N.  J.  L.  28;  Beaumont  Traction  Co.  v. 
Dilworth,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  94  S.  W. 
352. 

The  damages  sought  to  be  recovered  by 
a  minor  child  cannot  be  limited  to  the 
period  of  minority. 

Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Frosty  93 
Ark.  183,  124  S.  W.  748;  Paris  A  G.  N.  R. 
Co.  V.  Robinson,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ^  127 
S.  W.  294;  Missouri,  K.  A  T.  R.  Co.  t. 
Butts,  —  Tex  Civ.  App.  — ,  132  S.  W.  88; 
Texas  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Martin,  26  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
204,  60  S.  W.  803 ;  Petrie  v.  Columbia  &  G. 
R.  Co.  29   S.  C.  303,   7   S.  £.  516;   Butte 


Note.  —  Is  minor's  right  to  damages  for 
the  negligent  Icilling  of  parent  lim- 
ited to  the  period  of  minority. 

This  note  is  supplementary  to  that  to 
Butte  Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  18  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)   1205. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  in  this  note 
to  collect  in  general  the  cases  in  which  an 
adult  child  has  been  allowed  to  recover, 
such  as  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  63 
Md.  135;  Demarest  v.  Little,  47  N.  J.  L. 
28;  Petrie  v.  Columbia  &  G.  R.  Co.  29  S. 
C.  303,  7  S.  E.  515;  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex.  643,  11  S.  W.  127; 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Butts,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  132  S  W.  88;  Tuteur  v.  Chi- 
cago &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  77  Wis.  505,  46  N.  W. 
897.  In  principle,  if  an  adult  child  may 
recover  in  such  actions  there  is  no  reason 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


why  recovery  by  a  minor  child  should  be 
limited  to  the  period  of  minority;  but  the 
note  has  been  confined  to  cases  in  which  the 
question  annotated  has  been  directly  con- 
sidered by  the  court. 

In  Kansas  City  Southern  R.  Co.  ▼.  Frost, 
93  Ark.  183,  124  S.  W.  749,  it  is  held  that 
recovery  by  a  minor  child  is  not  limited  to 
the  period  of  his  minority,  the  court  stating 
that  the  right  to  recover  damages  in  snch 
cases  is  limited  by  the  statute  only  to  the 
damages  suffered,  and  not  to  any  period  of 
life.  It  is  held  further  in  this  case  that 
the  right  to  recover  beyond  minority  de- 
pends upon  the  evidence;  and  that,  on  the 
whole,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  to  say 
whether  or  not  damages  for  a  period  be- 
yond minority  may  be  recovered. 

So,  in  Paris  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
—  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  127  S.  W.  294,  it  was 
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Electric  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1205,  90  C.  C.  A.  240,  164  Fed.  *308 ;  Balti- 
more k  0.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  60  Md.  449;  Bal- 
timore &  O.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  63  Md.  135; 
Lazelle  v.  Newfane,  70  Vt.  440,  41  Atl.  611; 
Pensylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  55  Pa.  499. 
Mr.  Morris  B.  Sachs  for  respondent. 

Gose,  J.,  delivered  the  opimon  of  the 
court : 

This  action  is  prosecuted  by  the  admin- 
istrator of  the  estate  of  W.  C.  Bell,  de- 
ceased, for  the  recovery  of  damages  sus- 
tained by  his  heirs  in  consequence  of  his 
death,  which  it  is  alleged  was  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant.  There  was  u 
verdict  for  the  plaintiflf  for  $17,500.  The 
court  granted  a  new  trial  upon  the  sole 
ground  that  he  had  erred  in  instructing  the 
jury  that,  in  estimating  damages,  they  could 
include  such  pecuniary  loss  as  they  might 
find  from  the  evidence  the  minor  son  of  the 
deceased  would  suffer  after  attaining  his 
majority  by  reason  of  his  father's  death. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  denied  in 
all  other  respects.  The  plaintiff  has  ap- 
pealed from  the  order  granting  a  new  trial. 

On  April  30,  }910,  the  respondent  was  op- 
erating an  electric  railway  in  the  city  of 
Seattle,  and  between  that  citv  and  the  town 
of  Ren  ton.  On  the  dat^  stated  the  appel- 
lant's intestate  lost  his  life  in  consequence 
of  a  collision  between  the  respondent's  pas- 


senger car,  upon  which  he  was  riding,  and 
one  of  its  freight  cars.  At  the  trial  of  the 
case  the  negligence  of  the  respondent  was 
conceded,  and  the  single  question  submitted 
to  the  jury  was  the  measure  of  damages. 
The  decedent  was  forty-six  years  of  age  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  and  his  sole  heir  is  a 
son  fourteen  years  of  age,  who  is  not  of  nor- 
mal mentality.  He  was  a  lawyer,  by  pro- 
fession, a  resident  of  Harrodsburg,  Ken- 
tucky, and  had  voluntarily  retired  from  the 
circuit  court  bench  of  that  state  a  few 
months  before  his  untimely  death,  after  hav- 
ing served  a  term  of  six  years. 

The  single  question  presented  by  the 
appeal  is  whether  the  court  erred  in  in- 
structing the  jury  that  they  could  allow 
such  pecuniary  loss  as  the  evidence  showed 
the  son  would  sustain  after  his  majority, 
from  the  father's  death.  The  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  based  upon  the  statute.  Rem.  k  Bal. 
Code,  §  183.  The  applicable  part  of  the  stat- 
ute is  as  follows:  *'When  the  death  of  a 
person  is  caused  by  the  wrongful  act  or 
neglect  of  another,  his  heirs  or  personal  rep- 
resentatives may  maintain  an  action  for 
damages  against  the  person  causing  the 
death.  //  the  deceased  leave  no  widow  or 
issue,  then  his  parents,  sisters,  or  minor 
brothers  who  may  he  dependent  upon  him 
for  support,  and  who  are  resident  icithin 
the  United  States  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
may    maintain    said    action,      ...      In 


held  that  the  damages  resulting  to  a  child 
from  the  wrongful  death  of  its  father  are 
not  limited  by  statute  to  the  period  of  the 
child's  n  inority. 

The  holding  in  Redfleld  v.  Oakland  Consol. 
Street  R.  Co.  110  Cal.  277,  42  Pac.  822, 
100.3,  cited  in  note  in  18  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1206,  is  approved  in  Simoneau  v.  Pacific 
Electric  R.  Co.  159  Cal.  494,  115  Pac.  320, 
and  Valente  v.  Sierra  R.  Co.  158  Cal.  412, 
111  Pac.  95;  and  in  Peters  v.  Southern  P. 
Co.  IGO  Cal.  48,  116  Pac.  400,  it  is  held,  in 
accordance  witli  the  decision  in  the  Rcd- 
iield  Cajve,  that  the  damages  recoverable  by 
minor  children  are  not  confined  to  the 
period  of  minority. 

As  shown  in  the  earlier  note,  there  is 
some  authority  for  limiting  the  recovery  to 
the  period  of  minority.  The  statement  there 
made,  however,  that  the  weight  of  author- 
ity is  to  that  effect,  is  hardly  justified  when 
it  is  noted  that  in  the  following  cases, — 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  33  ^r<l.  542; 
Paltimore  &  R.  Tump.  Road  v.  State,  ?1 
Md.  573,  18  Atl.  884:  McPherPon  v.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  97  Mo.  253.  10  R. 
W.  846;  Dolahunt  v.  United  Teleph.  k  Telcg. 
Co.  215  Pa.  241.  114  Am.  St.  Rop.  958.  64 
Atl.  515:  Iloadlev  v.  International  Paper 
Co.  72  Vt.  79,  47  Atl.  169,— which  were 
cited  in  .^^upport  of  that  statement,  the  in- 
structions which  did  in  form  so  limit  the 
reroverv  were  complained  of,  not  by  the 
plaintiff,  but  by  the  defendant, — on  other 
39  L.R.A.(KS.) 


grounds,  of  course, — and  hence  those  cases, 
while  certainly  not  authority  against  that 
statement,  cannot  properly  be  regarded  as 
affirmative  authority  in  its  favor.  It  also 
is  to  be  observed  from  the  earlier  note  that 
some  of  the  cases  merely  limit  the  recovery 
to  the  period  of  minority  as  to  particular 
elements  of  damages. 

In  Atlanta  &  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Venable,  67 
Qa.  697,  where  the  trial  court  had  allowed 
damages  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of  the 
injury  to  the  parent,  instead  of  from  the 
death,  the  appellate  court  held  that  such 
damages  should  have  been  computed  from 
the  date  of  the  death;  and  in  computing 
the  amount  by  which  the  verdict  was  re- 
duced, the  court  recognized  the  fact  that 
the  damages  were  limited  to  the  period  of 
minority;  but  there  is  no  discussion  nor 
holding  on  this  point.  There  is  also  a  state* 
ment  to  tiie  eflfect  that  rpcoverv  in  such 
cases  is  limited  to  the  period  of  minority, 
in  Davis  v.  Southwestern  R.  Co.  41  Ga.  223, 
but  it  is  not  clear  that  this  was  necessarv 
to  tlie  decision  in  this  case.  The  reason  for 
this  limitation  of  the  right  of  recovery  of 
minor  children,  as- recognized  by  the  G<»orpia 
courts,  doubtless  arises  from  the  statute 
which  was  held  in  the  subsequent  Georgia 
case  of  Coleman  v.  Hyer,  113  Ga.  420,  38 
S.  E.  962,  to  exclude  adult  children  from 
tlie  benefit  of  a  lecoverv  thereunder,  the 
words  **child  or  children"  being  limited  in 
meaning  to  minor  children.  W.  A.  E. 
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every  such  action  the  jury  may  give  such 
damages  as,  under  all  circumstances  of  the 
case,  may  to  tliem  seem  just."  The  old  stat- 
ute (2  Ballinger's  Anno.  Codes  A  Statutes, 
§  4828)  was  amended  by  Laws. of  1909, 
p.  425,  by  adding  the  words  whicli  we  haye 
italicized.  We  think  the  instruction  is  a 
correct  interpretation  of  the  statute,  and 
that  the  court  erred  in  granting  a  new  trial. 
Indeed,  we  do  not  think  the  statute  is  sus- 
ceptible of  any  other  reasonable  interpreta- 
tion. To  construe  the  statute  in  any  other 
way  would  require  us  to  read  into  the  stat- 
ute the  word  "minor"  before  both  the  words 
"heirs"  and  "issue."  There  is  nothing  in 
the  language  to  indicate  in  the  remotest  way 
that  the  lawmaking  branch  of  the  govern- 
ment intended  such  interpolation.  Indeed, 
such  construction  would  be  an  entire  emas- 
culation of  the  statute.  It  would  lead  to  the 
absurd  result  that,  under  certain  contingen- 
cies, an  adult  dependent  sister  would  have 
a  cause  of  action,  while  an  adult  dependent 
daughter  would  not  have  a  cause  of  action. 
It  cannot  be  doubted,  we  think,  that  even 
under  the  statute  prior  to  the  1909  amend-* 
ment,  the  instruction  would  be  correct.  As 
amended,  however,  the  statute  is  entirely 
free  from  doubt,  unless  we  assume  that  the 
legislature  intended  a  limitation  which  it 
did  not  express  in  words.  The  fact  that  it 
made  provision  for  minor  dependent  brothers 
shows  clearly  that  the  preceding  words  were 
advisedly  used.  One  of  two  views  must  ob- 
tain. It  must  be  held  either  that  the  word 
"heirs,"  in  the  first  part  of  the  statute,  em- 
braces and  defines  the  several  classes,  "wid- 
ow," "issue,"  "parents,"  "sister,"  and  "minor 
brothers,"  or  that  the  words  "heirs"  and 
"widow  or  issue"  are  intended  to  be  synon- 
ymous terms.  In  either  case  the  instruction 
is  correct. 

The  trial  court  granted  the  new  trial  be- 
cause he  was  of  the  opinion  that  the  con- 
struction put  upon  the  old  statute  by  this 
court  enunciated  a  principle  not  in  har- 
mony with  the  instruction.  The  respondent 
takes  a  like  view.  The  cases  relied  upon  as 
announcing  a  view  not  in  harmony  with  the 
instruction  are  Dahl  v.  Tibbals,  5  Wash.  269, 
31  Pac.  808;  Noble  v.  Seattle,  19  Wash.  133, 
40  L.K.A.  822,  52  Pac.  1013;  Manning  v. 
Taconia  R.  &  Power  Co.  34  Wash.  406, 
75  Pac.  994.  In  the  Dahl  Case  the  action 
was  prosecuted  by  the  widow  and  minor 
children  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for 
wrongfully  causing  the  death  of  the  husband 
and  father.  The  only  question  before  the 
court  was  the  capacity  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
maintain  the  action.  The  court,  however, 
said :  "The  sole  object  of  such  statutes  is 
to  give  a  right  of  action  for  damages  in 
favor  of,  or  for  the  behefit  of,  those  who 
mav  be  deprived  of  support  and  maintenance 
39*L.R.A.(N.S.) 


by  death  caused  by  the  wrongfiil  'act  or 
omission  of  another.'"     In  the  Noble  Case 
it  was  held  that  there  was  no  right  of  ac- 
tion in  the  father  and  mother  for  the  wrong- 
ful death  of  an  adult  bachelor  son.    In  that 
case,  also,  the  court  said  that  the  right  of 
action  only  existed  in  favor  of  those  hein 
to   whom  the   deceased  while    living  owed 
the  legal  djity  of  support.   In  the  Manning 
Case   the   niother,   the   father    being  dead, 
sought    to    recover   damages   arising  from 
the  death  of  her  adult  bachelor  son,  alleg- 
ing that  his  death  resulted  from  the  wrong* 
ful  act  of  the  defendant.    It  waa  held,  upon 
the  authority  of  the  Noble  Case,  that  she 
had  no  right  of  action.     The  court,  how- 
ever, took  occasion  to  intimate  that  it  did 
not  think  the  Noble  Case  correctly  inter- 
preted the  statute,  but  that  it  would  ad- 
here to  it  on  the  ground  of  stare  decisis.   It 
is   apparent  that  the   quotation   from  the 
Dahl   Case   is   only  dictum,  and   that  the 
statement  of  the  same  nature  in  the  Noble 
Case  was  not  called  for  by  the  facts  before 
the   court.     It   is   also   apparent   that  the 
court  was  not  called  upon  to  meet  the  pre- 
cise question  before  us  in  any  of  these  cases. 
If  it  may  be  said  that  they  involved  a  simi- 
lar principle,  a  sufficient   answer  is:    (1) 
That  we  are  not  disposed  to  extend  the  rule 
of  these  cases  beyond  their  letter,  and  (2) 
that  we  are   here   construing   the  law  as 
amended.     The  instruction  is  supported  by 
the  following  cases  from  other  jurisdictions 
where  the  cause  of  action  was  predicated 
upon  the  allegation  that  death  was  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant:    Red- 
field  V.  Oakland  Consol.  Street  R.  Co.  1)0 
Cal.  277,  42  Pac.  822,  1063;  Valente  v.  Sier 
raR.  Co.  158  Cal.  412,111  Pac.  95;  Tuteur 
V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  77  Wis.  605,  46 
N.  W.  897 ;  Tilley  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co. 
29  N.  Y.  252,  86  Am.  Dec.  297;  Galveston, 
H.  &  S.  A.  R.  Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex.  643,  11 
S.  W.  127;  Beaumont  Traction  Co.  v.  Dil- 
worth,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — -,  94  S.  W.  352; 
Paris  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  127  S.  W.  294;  Missouri,  K. 
&  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Butts,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — , 
132  S.  W.  88 ;  Demarest  v.  Little,  47  N.  J.  L. 
28;  Kansas  Citv  Southern  R.  Co.  v.  Frost 
93  Ark.  183,  124'S'.  W.  749;  Petrie  v.  Colnin- 
bia  &  G.  R.  Co.  29  S.  C.  303,  7  S.  E.  515; 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  63  Md.  135; 
Lazelle  v.  Newfane,  70  Vt.  440,  41  Atl.  511; 
Duzan  v.  Myers,  30  Ind.  App.  227,  96  Am. 
St.  Rep.   341,  65  N.   E.   1046;    Butte  Elec- 
tric R.  Co.  V.  Jones,  90  C.  C.  A.  240.  18 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   1205,  164  Fed.  308  (9th  Ct). 
The  Redfield  Case  was  prosecuted  by  the 
husband   and   minor  children   for  damage* 
arising   from   the    death    of    the    wife  and 
mother.     The  California  statute    (Code  of 
Civil    Procedure,    §    377)    upon   which  tb« 
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cause  of  action  was  rested  gave  a  right  of 
action  in  such  cases  to  the  "heirs  or  per- 
gonal representatives"  of  the  deceased.  In 
that  case  the  following  instruction  was  ap- 
proved: *'The  pecuniary  interest  of  children 
in  the  lives  of  their  parents  does  not  neces- 
sarily end  with  their  arrival  at  the  age  of 
majority;  but  you  may  allow  for  the  proba- 
ble loss  of  any  benefit,  if  any,  of  a  pecuni- 
ary value,  which  the  child  would  probably 
receive  from  its  mother  after  its  arrival  at 
tnajority."  The  court  said,  in  commenting 
upon  the  instruction:  ''Besides,  the  statute 
<ioi>H  not  limit  the  right  to  prosecute  the 
action  or  to  recover  damages  to  minor 
children  or  minor  heirs."  In  the  Valentc 
Case  the  California  court  again  ruled 
that  the  statute  does  not  limit  the  right  of 
lecovery  to  minor  children,  and  approved  an 
instruction  similar  to  the  one  given  in  the 
Red  field  Case.  In  the  Tuteur  Case  a  re- 
co\ery  was  had  for  the  pecuniary  loss  sus- 
tained by  adult  children  for  the  death  of 
their  mother;  their  father  being  dead.  The 
statute  upon  which  that  action  rested  gave 
a  right  of  action  to  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  deceased  person,  and  directed 
that  the  amount  recovered  should  belong 
and  be  paid  over  to  the  "lineal  descendants" 
of  the  "lineal  ancestors"  where  neither  a 
husband  nor  a  widow  survived  the  deceased. 
Sanborn  &  B.  Stat.  (Wis.)  1898,  §  4256.  In 
the  Tilley  Case  an  instruction  was  ap- 
proved which  directed  the  jury  that,  for  the 
wrongful  death  of  the  parent,  they  were  at 
liberty  to  allow  damages  to  the  children 
through  the  whole  period  of 'their  probable 
lives.  The  court  said:  "Nor  do  I  perceive 
any  sutficient  legal  reason  for  limiting  the 
damages  to  the  minority  of  the  children  if 
the  jury  are  legally  persuaded  they  would 
continue  after  that  age."  The  decision  was 
based  on  a  statute  permitting  a  recovery 
for  the  benefit  of  the  "widow  and  next  of 
kin."  Laws  of  New  York  1849,  chap  256. 
In  the  Kutac  Case  the  right  of  recovery 
was  not  limited  to  the  period  of  the  niinori- 
ty  of  the  children.  In  speaking  of  the  rights 
of  the  adult  child  of  the  deceased,  the  court 
said:  "He  was  a  surviving  child  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  the  statute  makes  no  distinction 
upon  this  ground."  The  statute  referred  to 
authorizes  a  recovery  for  the  benefit  of  the 
^'husband,  wife,  children,  and  parents."  Re- 
vised Statutes  (Tex.)  1895,  art.  3021.  In 
the  Demarest  Case  the  beneficiaries  of  the 
recovery  were  the  adult  children  of  the 
deceased.  The  statute  in  that  state  permits 
a  recovery  to  the  extent  of  the  pecuniary  in- 
jury resulting  to  the  "widow  and  next  of 
kin."  In  the  Frost  Case  the  trial  court 
refused  to  confine  the  recovery  to  the  dam- 
ages suffered  by  the  children,  in  conse- 
quence to  the  death  of  the  father,  to  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


period  of  their  minority.  The  court  said 
that  the  right  to  recover  was  limited  only 
by  the  statute  to  the  damages  suffered,  "and 
not  to  any  period  of  life."  The  statute  gave 
a  right  of  recovery  to  the  "widow  and  next 
of  kin."  Arkansas  Digest,  Kirby,  1904, 
§  6290.  In  the  Petrie  Case  all  of  the  chil- 
dren of  the  deceased  were  adults.  The  con- 
tention there  made,  that  no  damages  could 
be  recovered  for  their  benefit  unless  they 
had  some  legal  claim  on  the  deceased,  was 
held  untenable.  The  statute  permitted  a 
recovery  for  the  benefit  of  the  "wife,  hus- 
band, parent,  and  children"  of  the  deceased. 
In  the  Jones  Case  the  ruling  of  the  trial 
court,  extending  the  right  of  recovery  on  be- 
half of  the  son  beyond  the  period  of  minori- 
ty, was  approved.  The  cause  of  action  arose 
in  the  state  of  Montana.  The  court  said  that 
the  Redfield  Case  (California)  was  based 
upon  a  statute  "precisely  similar"  to  the 
Montana  Case,  and  that  the  Tilley  Case 
(New  York)  was  based  upon  a  statute  "sim- 
ilar in  effect."  The  necessary  deduction  is 
that  thtt  court  construed  .the  words  in  the 
California  statute,  "heirs  or  personal  repre* 
sentatives,"  and  the  words  in  the  New  York 
statute,  "widow  and  next  of  kin,"  as  prac- 
tically synonymous. 

The  respondent  has  cited  the  following 
authorities:  Baltimore  &  R.  Tump.  Road 
V.  State,  71  Md.  573,  18  Atl.  884;  Goss  v. 
Missouri  P.  R.  Co.  50  Mo.  App.  615;  Dela- 
hunt  V.  United  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co.  215  Pa. 
241,  114  Am.  St.  Rep.  958,  64  Atl.  515; 
Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Golway,  6  App. 
D.  C.  143;  Hoadley  v.  International  Paper 
Co.  72  Vt.  79,  47  Atl.  169;  Coleman  v. 
Hyer,  113  Ga.  420,  38  S.  E.  963  (Ga.)  ; 
Dueber  v.  Northern  P.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  100 
Fed.  425.  In  the  first  case  cited  the  trial 
court  instructed  the  jury  that  the  damages 
should  be  estimated  to  the  time  the  chil- 
dren attained  their  majority.  The  defend- 
ant appealed.  While  the  court  said  the  in- 
struction was  correct,  the  question  was  not 
before  it  for  decision.  In  the  Goss  Case  it 
was  held  that  the  children  are  only  entitled 
"by  law  to  support  of  the  father  during 
minority."  The  language  of  the  statute  is 
not  set  out  in  the  opinion.  In  the  Dela- 
hunt  Case  there  was  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  appealed.  The 
statute  is  not  set*  forth.  The  trial  court 
limited  the  recovery  to  loss  sustained  by 
the  children  for  support  and  education  dur- 
ing their  minority.  Tn  the  Golway  Case  the 
court  held  that  "prospective  gifts"  were  not 
recoverable  as  an  element  of  damages  in 
behalf  of  adult  sons.  In  the  Hoadley  Case 
the  trial  court  instructed  the  jury  that,  in 
estimating  the  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by 
minor  children  in  the  death  of  their  father, 
the    physical,    moral,    and    intellectual    in- 
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struction  and  training  which  they  would 
have  received  from  him  had  lie  lived  were 
proper  elements  for  their  consideration. 
'Ihe  defendant's  contention  that  this  waa 
not  a  proper  element  of  damages  was  re- 
jected. The  question  presented  in  this  case 
was  not  considered.  The  Coleman  Case  and 
other  cases  cit^d  from  the  state  of  Georgia 
hold  that  the  word  ''children"  in  a  similar 
statute  means  minor  children  only.  The 
Dueber  Case  is  based  upon  the  same  facts 
as  the  Noble  Case.  The  respondent  has  cited 
a  number  of  Maryland  cases  which  we  need 
not  consider,  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the 
later  case  of  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  State, 
63  Md.  135,  in  principle  supports  the  in- 
struction in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  justifies  the  in- 
struction. It  seems  hardly  necessary  to  say 
that,  if  the  deceased  had  been  an  immoral 
and  improvident  man,  or  in  bad  health,  so 
that  it  would  have  been  mere  guesswork  for 
the  jury  to  find  that  the  minor  son  would 
suffer  any  pecuniary  loss  after  his  majority, 
then  such  an  instruction  would  not  be 
proper.  In  other  words,  the  facts  in  the 
particular  case  must  determine  whether  the 
instruction  should  be  given.  We  think  the 
instruction  was  correct,  and  that  the  court 
was  in  error  in  granting  a  View  trial. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  instruc- 
tions to  enter  a  judgment  upon  the  verdict. 

Dnnbur,  Ch.  J.,  and  Parker,  Crow,  and 
Chadwlck,  JJ.,  concur. 
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COURT. 

M.  D.  ROUSE  et  al.,  Respts., 

V. 

JIM  BRANCH  et  al.,  Appts., 

(—  S.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E.  133.) 

Will  •—  forfeiture  for  contesting  — >  for- 
gery. 

Contesting  a  will  upon  probable  cause  for 
alleged  forgery  does  not  work  a  forfeiture 


under  a  provision  therein  that  if  anyone 
mentioned  in  the  will  shall  attempt  to 
break  it,  he  shall  have  only  a  nominal  sum, 
and  his  share  shall  be  divided  amongst  oth- 
er persons  mentioned. 

(March  25,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for 
Barnwell  County  in  plaintifTs'  favor  in  an 
action  for  the  partition  of  certain  real  es- 
tate left  by  the  will  of  W.  H.  Mears,  de- 
ceased, and  for  the  construction  of  said  will 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bates  &  Slmms,  for  appellant 
executors : 

Where  there  was  prohahilis  causa  liti- 
gandi,  and  there  was  no  gift  over  of  the 
legacy  or  devise,  a  legatee  or  devisee  did 
not,  by  unsuccessfully  contesting  the  valid- 
ity of  the  will,  forfeit  the  legacy  or  devise 
given  to  him. 

Powell  v.  Morgan,  2  Vern.  90;  Morris  v. 
Burroughs,  1  Atk.  399;  Lloyd  v.  Spillet,  3 
P.  wins.  344,  2  Atk.  148. 

But  if  there  was  a  gift  over  of  the  legacy 
or  devise,  the  breach  of  the  condition  would 
work  a  forfeiture. 

Cleaver  v.  Spurling,  2  P.  Wms.  528: 
Smithsonian  Inst.  v.  Meech,  169  U.  S.  398, 
42  L.  ed.  793,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  396;  Fifield 
V.  Van  Wyck,  94  Va.  557,  64  Am.  St.  Kep. 
745,  27  S.'e.  446. 

The  condition  in  the  will  was  not  invalid 
as  contrary  to.  the  policy  of  the  law. 

Cooke  V.  Turner,  15  Mees.  &  W.  727. 
14  Sim.  493;  Evanturel  v.  Evanturel,  L.  K. 
6  P.  C.  1,  43  L.  J.  P.  C.  N.  S.  68,  31  L.  T. 
N.  S.  105,  23  Week.  Rep.  32:  Donegan  v. 
Wade,  70  Ala.  601 ;  Hoit  v.  Hoit,  42  X.  J. 
Eq.  388,  69  Am.  Rep.  43,  7  Atl.  85«: 
Thompson  v.  Gaut,  14  Lea,  310;  Bradford 
V.  Bradford,  19  Ohio  St.  546,  2  Am.  Rep. 
419;  Breithjtupt  v.  Bauskett,  1  Rich.  Eq. 
465;  Mallet  v.  Smith,  6  Rich.  Eq.  18,  60 
Am.  Dec.  107;  Chew's  Appeal,  45  Pa.  228; 
Van  Dyke's  Appeal,  60  Pa.  491 ;  Cochran  v. 
Cochran,  127  Pa.  486,  17  Atl.  981 ;  Friend's 
Estate,    209    Pa.    442,    68    L.R.A.    447,   58 


Note.  —  What    amounta    to     a    contest 
within   forfeiture   clause   in   will. 

This  is  a  continuation  of  the  same  sub- 
ject discussed  in  the  note  to  Re  Hite,  21 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  053. 

As  to  the  effect  generally  of  a  provision 
in  a  will  that  anv  benoficiarv  who  contests 
the  instrument  shall  forfeit  his  interest, 
see  note  to  Re  Friend,  68  L.R.A.  447. 

Conditions  for  the  forfeiture  of  vested  in- 
terests once  bestowed  by  will  are  not  be- 
loved of  the  law.  .  They  must  be  strictly 
construed  in  favor  of  the  threatened  bene- 
ficiary, and  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  th« 
39  L;R,A.(N.S.) 


forfeiture  is  upon  the  party  asserting  it. 
Re  Wall,  76  Misc.  106,  136  N.  Y.  Supp.  452. 
"While  'contest/  as  used  in  statutes,  mar 
be  treated  as  a  Svord  of  art,'  it  is  hardly 
.such  in  ordinary  use  and  signification.  The 
definition  by  Webster  is  'to  make  a  suhiect 
of  dispute;  to  call  in  question;  to  dispute. 
It  is  frequently  used  in  the  sense  of,  *to 
litigate,'  'oppose,'  'to  challenge.'  'to  re- 
sist,' and,  as  applied  to  leeal  proceed inps. 
it  ordinarily  implies  a  dispute  between 
parties  plaintiff  and  defendant  before  a 
court  which  is  to  decide  the  question  put  in 
issue.  It  is  the  contention  of  appellant  thit 
the  words  'shall  contest  the  same,'  as  em- 
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Atl.  853;  Jackson  v.  Westerfield,  61  How. 
Pr.  399;  Re  Barandon,  41  Misc.  380,  84  N. 
Y.  Sup^.  937;  Grote's  Estate,  2  How.  Pr. 
N.  S.  140 ;  Re  Stewart,  1  Connolly,  412,  6  N. 
Y.  Supp.  32 ;  Magee  v.  O'Neill,  19  8.  C.  170, 
45  Am.  Rep.  765;  Re  Hite,  155  Cal.  436, 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  953,  101  Pac.  443,  17  Ann. 
Cas.  993. 

Mr.  1¥.  B.  DeLoach  also  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  1¥.  A.  Holnian  and  R.  C.  Hoi- 
man  fcr  respondents. 

Gary,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  record  contains  this  statement: 
'This  is  an  action  for  partition  between  the 
plaintiffs  and  the  defendants,  other  tlian 
the  executors,  of  the  real  estate  left  by  the 


late  W.  H.  Mears,  of  Hampton  county^ 
said  state,  under  the  terms  of  his  last 
will  and  testament,  and  for  the  construc- 
tion of  the  said  will.  The  defendant  ex- 
ecutors in  their  ansWer  likewise  desired 
the  instruction  of  the  court  as  to  the  rights, 
of  the  various  pai*tie8  under  said  will;  and 
all  the  defendants  denied  the  right  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  any  interest  in  said  estate, 
by  reason  of  having  required  the  will  to  be 
proven  in  due  form  of  law,  contending  that 
the  same  was  a  forgery,  and  because  of  tlie 
proceeding  thereunder  taken,  as  contained 
in  the  printed  record  now  on  file  in  the  su- 
preme court  in  the  case  of  Thomas  v. 
Rouse,  which  record  is  likewise  printed 
herein,  as  required  by  respondents." 

The  following  provision   appears   in  the 


ployed  by  the  testator  in  the  will  before  us, 
ougiit  to  be  construed  as  referring  to  a 
direct  assault  upon  the  entire  instrument 
as  a  will,  upon  grounds  which,  if  estab- 
lished, would  render  it  void  in  all  its  parts. 
Tliut  such  an^attack  would  be  a  contest  of 
the  will  is  certain,  but  that  an  attack  upon 
tiie  validity  of  a  material  part  of  the  will 
which,  if  successful,  would  destroy  the  in- 
tegrity of  the  plan  adopted  by  the  testatov 
for  the  distribution  of  the  estate,  is  not  also 
a  contest  within  the  fair  meaning  of  the 
words,  cannot  be  conceded."  Moran  \. 
Moran,  144  Iowa,  451,  30 .  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
808,  123  N.  W.  202. 

It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  tendency  of 
the  courts  is  to  look  to  the  essence  of  the 
condition  imposed  upon  a  legacy,  and  give 
effect  to  the  lawful  intention  of  the  testator, 
and  they  will  therefore  decline  to  put  any 
strained  or  overtechnical  construction  upon 
the  verbiage  employed,  to  enable  a  legatee 
to  occupy  the  position  of  one  who  aflirms  a 
will  so  far  as  it  is  to  his  own  profit,  and 
at  tlie  same  time  repudiates  the  validity  of 
its  provisions  for  the  benefit  of  others. 
Such  a  position  is  inequitable.     Ibid. 

Roi'SK  v.  Branch  holds  that,  under  a 
will  providing  that  if  any  of  the  bene- 
ficiaries shall  enter  a  suit  in  law  to  break 
the  will,  such  beneficiary  shall  have  a  mere 
nominal  sum,  instead  of  his  legacy,  and  the 
remainder  of  his  share  shall  be  divided 
nn^ong  others,  a  beneficiary  does  not  for- 
feit his  share  by  attempting  to  show  upon 
probable  cause  that  the  will  is  a  forgery. 
Public  policy  forbids  that  he  should  be  thus 
coerced  into  partaking  of  the  fruit  of  what 
he  believes  to  be  a  crime. 

In  Kayhart  v.  Whitehead,  77  N.  J.  Eq.  12, 
76  Atl.  241,  the  will  provided  that  if  any 
beneliciary  should  file  a  caveat  against  the 
same,  or  in  any  other  manner  assist  in  an 
attempt  to  prevent  its  probate,  all  the  ex- 
penses of  probating  the  will  should  be  taken 
by  the  executor  from  the  share  of  such 
beneficiarv.  In  an  action  bv  the  executor  to 
recover  or  retain  from  certain  lecracios  the 
expenses  of  the  probate,  after  deciding  that 
the  above  provision  of  the  will  was  valid, 
the  court  held  not  only  that  the  beneficiary 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


who  filed  the  caveat  was  liable  for  his  share 
of  the  expense,  but  that  two  others  were  al- 
so liable,  because  they  conferred  with  the 
caveator  and  aided  or  assisted  hi&  solicitors 
of  record  in  the  matter  of  securing  or  seeing 
witnesses;  one  of  these  beneficiaries  was^ 
held  liable  also  because  she  assured  tlie  cave- 
ator in  writing  that  if  the  executor  did  not 
pay  his  legacy,  she  would  pay  him  the  same 
amount;  she  was  also  present  in  the  or- 
phans' court  when  the  probate  contest  was 
on,  and  heard  without  protest  the  state- 
ment by  an  attorney  that  he  appeared  to 
argue  on  her  behalf  against  the  admission 
of  the  will  to  probate;  his  appearance  for 
her  was  made  a  matter  of  record,  and  in 
the  decree  granting  the  probate  it  was  re- 
cited that  he  appeared  and  was  heard  for 
her,  and  an  allowance  was  made  to  him  as 
fees  as  her  counsel.  She  also  filed  an  ap-  * 
peal  to  the  prerogative  court  from  the  decree 
of  the  orphans*  court  admitting  the  will  to 
probate,  and  since,  upon  such  appeal,  the 
whole  question  of  probate  comes  up  de  notTo, 
this  was  held  to  be  of  itself  an  attempt 
to  prevent  the  probate  of  the  will. 

The  mere  filing  of  a  caveat,  however,  will 
not  be  construed  as  a  contest  of  a  will, 
within  the  meaning  of  a  provision  therein 
that  any  legatee  contesting  or  attempting 
to  contest  the  will  shall  lose  his  legacy. 
McCahan's  Estate,  221  Pa.  188,  70  Atl.  711. 

A  beneficiary  who  opposes  the  probate 
of  a  will  on  the  grounds  of  alleged  incom- 
petency to  make  the  will,  and  undue  influ- 
ence alleged  to  have  been  exercised  upon 
the  testator,  even  though  there  be  probable 
cause  for  such  allegations,  thereby  makes  a 
contest  of  the  will  sufficient  to  work  a  for- 
feiture, under  a  provision  lor  forfeiture  in 
case  of  contest.  Re  Miller,  156  Cal.  119,  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   868,  103  Pac.  842. 

Where  a  testator  without  right  willod  the 
separate  property  of  his  wife  to  his  children, 
and  provided  that  if  any  one  of  them  should 
contest  the  will  he  should  forfeit  his  share, 
it  was  held  that  each  party  was  thus  put 
upon  an  election,  and  that  when  one  of  the 
beneficiaries  contested  the  will  on  the  ground 
that  the  property  was  either  the  separate 
property  of  his  mother,  or  the  community 
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will:  "If  any  of  the  parties  above  men- 
tioned shall  enter  a  suit  in  law  to  break 
my  will,  he  shall  have  $5  only,  and  his 
share  shall  be  divided  among  them  men- 
tioned in  the  fourth  division  of  my  will." 
The  appellants'  attorneys  in  their  argu- 
ment, after  discussing  the  authorities,  say: 
'According  to  the  weight  of  the  foregoing 
authorities,  the  following  principles  seem  to 
be  established:  (1)  Conditions  annexed  to 
legacies  and  devises,  providing  a  forfeiture 
in  case  the  will  is  contested,  are  valid.  (2) 
In  case  of  a  legacy,  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion will  not  work  a  forfeiture,  unless  there 
is  a  gift  over  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
legacy.  (3)  If  there  is  no  gift  over,  and 
there  was  prohahilia  causa  litigandi,  a 
breach  of  the  condition  will  'not  work  a 
forfeiture,  either  as  regards  a  legacy  or  de- 
vise. (4)  Where  the  will  is  contested  on 
behalf  of  an  infant  legatee  or  devisee,  the 
forfeiture  will  not  be  decreed,  irrespective 
of  whether  there  was  a  gift  over  or  not." 

In  the  first  place,  let  us  turn  to  Our  own 
decisions  to  see  to  what  extent  this  question 
is  determined  by  them.  In  the  case  of  Mal- 
let V.  Smith,  6  Rich.  £q.  12,  60  Am.  Dec. 
107,  the  testator  by  his  will  made  certain 
provisions  for  some  of  his  slaves,  whidh 
were    void    under    the    statute.     He    be- 


queathed to  his  sister,  J.  M.,  $2^000,  made 
her  one  of  his  residuary  legatees,  and  then 
provided  as  follows:  "Should  any 'of  tl» 
legatees  under  this  my  will  complain,  or 
express  any  dissatisfaction  with  my  dis- 
position of  my  estate  herein  made,  I  hereby 
direct  and  empower  my  executors,  in  their 
discretion,  to  revoke  any  and  all  legacies 
such  complaining  legatee  or  le^tees  might 
have  been  entitled  to,  and  to  dispose  of  the 
same  between  my  other  legatees,  as  to  mv 
executors  nuiy  seem  just  and  proper."  The 
chancellor  on  circuit  used  the  language  in 
that  case:  "It  is  insisted  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant  that  the  complainant  has 
forfeited  her  legacy  of  $2,000,  as  well  as 
her  interest  in  the  residue,  by  calling  in 
question  the  validity  of  the  provisions  made 
in  the  fourth  clause.  The  general  propo- 
sition on  this  subject  was  established  m 
early  as  Powell  v.  Morgan,  2  Vem.  91. 
That  was  a  legacy  upon  condition  that  the 
legatee  did  not  disturb  or  interrupt  the  vill 
of  the  testatrix.  The  validity  of  the  vill 
was,  however,  unsuccessfully  contested  br 
the  legatee.  It  was  held  that  this  was  no 
forfeiture  of  the  legacy,  as  there  was  pro- 
bahilis  causa'  litigandi,  and  such  is  now 
the  well-settled  doctrine,  to  wit,  that  euch 
condition  is  considered  in  terrorem  mei-elj. 


property  of  his  father  and  mother,  he 
elected  to  recover  as  lieir  of  his  mother,  and 
thereby  forfeited  his  right  as  devisee  of  his 
father;  he  could  not  recover  in  both  capaci- 
ties. Massie  v.  Massie,  54  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
617,  118  S.  W.  219. 

Where  testator  left  a  widow  and  children 
by  her,  and  children  by  two  deceased  wives, 
and  provided  in  his  will  that  if  any  of  the 
beneficiaries  should  attempt  to  change  or 
break  the  will,  the  property  should  go  to 
his  surviving  wife  and  his  children  by  her, 
it  was  held  that  a  suit  by  children  of  the 
first  marriage  to  try  title  to,  and  for  par- 
tition of,  the  land,  was  a  contest  such  as  to 
work  a  forfeiture,  and  that  the  forfeiture 
was  of  the  rights  of  all  the  devisees,  wheth- 
er they  joined  in  the  attack  upon  the  will 
or  not.  Perrv  v.  Rogers,  52  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
594,  114  S.  W.  897. 

Under  a  provision  in  a  will  to  the  effect 
that  if  a  legatee  should  in  any  way  dispute 
the  will  or  the  validity  thereof,  his  legacy 
should  be  of  no  effect,  but  should  fall  into 
the  residuary  estate,  when  a  legatee  joins 
with  others  in  bringing  an  action  to  have 
the  will  declared  invalid,  he  thereby  works 
a  breach  of  the  condition,  and  the  fact  that 
the  legacy  has  been  paid  over  to  him  before 
the  suit  is  brought  against  the  will  does  not 
affect  the  result;  the  executor  of  the  will 
may  recover  it  back.  Kelley  v.  Winslow, 
73  Misc.  642.  131  N.  Y.  Supp.  65. 

In  Re  Wall,  76  Misc.  106,  136  N.  Y.  Supp, 
452,  it  was  held  that  the  condition  in  a 
will  for  forfeiture  in  case  of  contest  was 
invalid,  because  there  was  no  gift  over  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


case  of  forfeiture,  and  therefore  the  court 
did  not  decide  whether  the  mere  institution 
of  an  action  to  contest  the  validity  of  the 
will,  which  was  discontinued  after  joinder 
of  issue,  was  such  a  contest  as  to  amount 
to  a  breach  of  the  condition. 

Under  a  provision  of  a  will  that  in  cue 
any  of  the  legatees  shall  contest  the  same, 
he  shall  forfeit  his  legacy,  it  was  held,  in 
Moran  v.  Moran,  144  Iowa  451,  30  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  898,  123  N.  W.  202,  that  a  suit  in- 
stituted and  prosecuted  by  legatees  assert- 
ing title  in  themselves  independently  of  the 
will,  to  a  large  part  of  the  estate  which  the 
testator  had  undertaken  to  dispose  of  by 
that  instrument,  was  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion. 

Upon  the  probate  of  their  father's  will 
either  of  three  courses  was  open  to  the  ap- 
pellants. They  could  yield  to  its  terms,  and. 
by  accepting  the  legacies,  abandon  all  claims 
of  right  in  hostility  to  the  will;  or  they 
could  by  proper  action  in  court  seek  to  have 
tlie  will  decreed  invalid  in  its  entirety,  upon 
allegation  of  proper  grounds  therefor:  or, 
without  asserting  the  invalidity  of  the  in- 
strument as  a  will,  they  could  bring  action 
to  defeat  its  provisions  by  claiming  owner- 
ship in  themselves  of  the  property  of  the 
estate  independent  of  the  will.  They  oho^ 
the  latter  course,  denying  the  testator  s  ti- 
tle to  the  land,  and  impeaching  the  validity 
of  the  devise  thereof  by  the  will,  and  this 
election  we  think  was  a  breach  of  the  condi- 
tion which  the  testator  annexed  to  his  gifts. 
Ibid.  H.  C.  Sh. 
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and  does  not  operate  a  forfeiture  of  the 
legacy.  But  where  there  is  not  simply  a 
declaration  of  forfeiture,  but  a  valid  be- 
quest to  a  third  person  in  case  of  breach  of 
the  condition,  then  if  the  legatee  controvert 
the  will,  his  interest  will  cease  and  vest 
in  the  other  legatee.  The  exception  is  dis- 
cussed by  Sir  William  Qrant  in  Lloyd  v. 
Bran  ton,  3  Meriv.  117.  He  says  that  dif- 
ferent reasons  have  been  assigned  by  dif- 
ferent judges  for  the  operation  of  a  devise 
over;  some  holding  that  it  was  a  clear 
manifestation  of  intention  that  the  declara- 
tion of  forfeiture  was  not  merely  in  ter- 
rorem,  and  others  that  it  was  the  interest 
of  the  devisee  over  which  made  the  differ- 
ence. But  all  agree  that  there  must  be  a 
valid  devise  over,  in  order  to  defeat  the 
legacy."  He  declared  that  the  said  clause 
of  the  will  was  null  and  void.  There  was 
an  appeal  to  the  court  of  appeals,  in  equity, 
and  the  case  was  heard  by  Chancellors 
Johnston,  Dunkin,  Dargan,  and  Wardlaw, 
the  opinion  of  the  court  being  delivered  by 
Chancellor  Wardlaw,  who,  after  stating 
that  said  court  was  content  with  the  chan- 
cellor's conclusion,  and,  in  general,  with  his 
reasoning,  although  there  was  not  entire 
concurrence  of  the  members  of  the  court  in 
the  same  views,  used  the  following  lan- 
guage: 

"Without  intention  or  authority  to  com- 
mit the  court  to  this  extent,  I  express  my 
own  opinion,  in  which  Chancellor  Johnston 
fully  concurs,  that  a  condition  subsequent 
of  this  description  is  void,  whether  there  be 
a  devise  over  or  not,  as  trenching  on  the 
liberty  of  the  law'  1  Shep.  Touch.  132,  and 
violating  public  policy.  In  Morris  v.  Bur- 
roughs, 1  Atk.  404,  Lord  Hardwicke  held 
such  a  condition  to  be  clearly  in  terrorem, 
and  that  no  forfeiture  could  be  incurred 
by  contesting  any  disputable  matter  in  a 
court  of  justice.  In  Powell  v.  Morgan,  2 
Vern.  91,  cited  in  the  circuit  decree,  it  was 
adjudged  that  breach  of  such  condition  in- 
volves no  forfeiture,  where  there  is  proba- 
bilia  cau8a  litigandu  In  one  of  the  latest 
cases  on  this  subject,  Cooke  v.  Turner,  15 
Mees.  &  W.  727,  a  condition  was  supported 
as  valid  that,  if  the  devisee  should  dispute 
the  sanity  and  competency  of  testator  to 
make  n  will  (although  testator  had  been 
found  by  inquest  to  be  a  lunatic),  or  should 
refuse,  when  required  by  the  executors,  to 
confirm  the  will,  the  disposition  in  favor  of 
such  devisee  should  be  revoked.  In  deliver- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  exchequer.  Lord 
Cranworth,  now  Lord  Chancellor,  then  Sir 
R.  M.  Rolfe,  admits  that  the  policy  of  the 
state  prevents  a  testator  from  making  the 
continuance  of  an  estate  depend  on  the 
legatee's  committing  a  crime,  or  refraining 
to  do  that  which  it  is,  or  may  be,  the  in- 
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terest  of  the  state  that  he  should  do,  such 
as  that  he  should  not  marry,  should  not  en- 
gage in  commerce,  should  not  plow  hia 
arable  land,  or  should  not  do  anything  else, 
the  performance  of  which  partakes  of  the 
character  of  a  duty  of  imperfect  obligation ; 
but  he  insists  that  there  is  no  dutv  of 
perfect  or  imperfect  obligation  on  an  heir 
to  contest  his  ancestor's  sanity,  and  that 
it  matters  nothing  to  the  state  whether  tlie 
land  be  enjoyed  by  devisee  or  heir.  It 
seems  to  me  that  this  is  a  very  narrow 
view  of  public  policy.  It  is  the  interest 
of  the  state  that  every  legal  owner  sliouUl 
enjoy  his  estate,  and  that  no  citizen  sliouM 
be  obstructed,  by  the  risk  of  forfeiture, 
from  ascertaining  his  rights  by  the  law  of 
the  land.  It  may  be  politic  to  eneoura^re 
parties  in  the  adjustment  of  doubtful  rights 
by  arbitration  or  by  private  settlement; 
but  it  is  against  the  fundamental  principles 
of  justice  and  policy  to  inhibit  a  party 
from  ascertaining  his  rights  by  appeal  to 
the  tribunals  established  by  the  state  to 
settle  and  determine  conflicting  claims.  If 
there  be  any  such  thing  as  public  policy,  it 
must  embrace  the  right  of  a  citizen  to  Iiavc 
his  claims  determined  by  law.  .  .  .  But 
the  doctrine  of  the  validity  of  such  a  con- 
dition, where  there  is  a  devise  over,  is  too 
firmly  established  to  be  overruled,  except 
upon  grave  consideration  in  some  case 
where  the  point  is  necessarily  involved  i:i 
the  decision ;  and  that  is  not  the  fact  here." 
The  decree  was  affirmed. 

There  is  also  another  case  in.  our  re- 
ports which  we  will  discuss  later.  Turn- 
ing to  the  authorities  elsewhere,  we  quote 
the  following  language  from  the  cn^^c  of 
Cooke  v.  Turner,  supra:  "The  cnnditions* 
said  to  be  void,  as  trenching  on  the  liberty 
of  law,  are  those  which  restrain  a  party 
from  doing  some  act  which  it  is  supposed 
the  state  has  or  may  have  an  interest  to 
have  done.  The  state,  for  obvious  oansps. 
is  interested  that  its  subjects  should  marry, 
and  therefore  will  not,  in  general,  allow 
parties,  by  contracts  or  conditions  in  a 
will,  to  make  the  continuance  of  an  estate 
depend  on  the  owner  not  doin^]^  that  which 
it  either  is  or  may  be  the  interest  of  the 
state  that  he  should  be.  So  the  state  is 
interested  in  having  its  subjects  embarked 
in  trade  or  agriculture,  and  therefore  will 
not  allow  a  condition  defeating  an  estate 
in  case  its  owner  should  engage  in  com- 
merce, or  should  plow  his  arable  lands,  or 
the  like.  The  principle  on  which  such  con- 
ditions are  void  is  analogous  to  that  on 
which  conditions  defeating  an  estate,  unless 
the  owner  commits  a  crime,  are  void.  In 
the  latter  case,  the  condition  has  a  tendency 
to  the  violation  of  a  positive  duty:  in  the 
former,  to  prevent  the  performance  of  what 
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partakes  of  the  character  of  imperfect  obli- 
gation. But  in  the  case  of  a  condition 
such  as  that  before  us,  the  state  has  no 
interest  whatever-i  apart  from  tlie  interest 
of  the  parties  themselves.  There  is  no 
duty  [either  perfect  or  imperfect]  on  the 
part  of  an  heir  .  .  .  to  contest  his  an- 
cestor's sanity.  It  matters  not  to  the  state 
whether  the  land  is  enjoyed  by  the  heir  or 
the  devisee;  and  we  conceive,  therefore,  that 
tlie  law  leaves  the  parties  to  make  just 
what  contracts  and  what  engagements  they 
may  think  expedient  as  to  raising  or  not 
raising  questions  of  law  or  fact  among  one 
another,  the  sole  result  of  which  is  to  give 
the  enjoyment  of  the  property  to  one  claim- 
ant, rather  than  another.  .  .  .  Where 
a  condition  is  bad  on  grounds  of  public 
policy,  it  must  obviously  be  bad  whether 
it  be  precedent  or  subsequent.  The  law 
will  no  more  allow  anything  contrary  to 
public  policy  to  be  made  the  means  where- 
by a  party  shall  entitle  himself  to  an 
estate,  than  [it  will  allow  it  to  be  a  means] 
whereby  he  shall  be  made  to  lose  that  of 
which  he  is  already  in  possession."  See 
also  Smithsonian  Inst.  v.  Meech,  169  U.  S. 
398,  42  L.  ed.  793,  18  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  396; 
Re  Kite,  155  Cal.  436,  101  Pac.  443,  and 
notes  to  that  case  in  17  Ann.  Cas.  993,  and 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  953. 

Conceding  that  the  four  propositions 
hereinbefore  mentioned,  for  which  the  appel- 
lants' attorneys  contend,  are  sound  as  gen- 
eral statement  of  law,  it  does  not  follow 
that  they  are  applicable  to  the  facts  of 
this  case. 

The  cases  of  Mallet  v.  Smith,  6  Rich.  Eq. 
12,  60  Am.  Dec.  107,  and  Cooke  v.  Turner, 
supra,  show — in  fact,  the  principle  does  not 
seem  to  be  disputed — ^that  a  testator  cannot 
provide  that  the  continuance  of  an  estate 
shall  depend  upon  the  condition  that  the 
devisee  or  legatee  shall  not  marry,  or  engage 
in  commerce,  or  sow  his  arable  lands,  or 
the  like,  as  such  condition  would  be  against 
public  policy.  We  thus  see  that  all  con- 
ditions in  wills  upon  which  an  estate  shall 
be  allowed  to  continue  in  the  devisee  or 
lejratee  arc  not  valid;  and  the  question  in 
this  case  is  whether  the  right  to  contest  a 
will  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  forgery 
stands  upon  the  same  footing  as  the  right 
to  contest  a  will  when  there  is  a  condition 
that  the  devisee  or  legatee  shall  not  marry, 
or  engage  in  commerce,  or  sow  his  arable 
land,  and  the  like. 

In  tlie  case  of  Breithaupt  v.  Bauskett,  1 
Rich.  Eq.  465,  the  court  had  before  it  the 
question  whether  a  devise  to  a  mistress  or 
illegitimate  children,  under  the  statute,  was 
absolutelv  void,  or  onlv  voidable  at  the  elec- 
tion  of  the  wife  or  legitimate  children,  and 
used  this  language:  "Chief  Justice  Spen- 
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oer,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  saja 
that  Vhenever  the  act  done  tftkes  effect 
as  to  some  purposes,  and  is  void  as  to 
persons  having  an  interest  in  impeaching 
it,  the  act  is  not  a  nullity;  and  therefore, 
in  a  legal  sense,  it  is  not  utt-erly  void,  but 
merely  voidable.'  Another  test  of  a  voiu 
act  or  deed  is  that  every  stranger  may  take 
advantage  of  it,  but  not  a  voidable  one. 
Humph restons's  Case,  Leon.  pi.  2.  p.  21\ 
Vin.  Abr.  title  Void  and  Voidable  A.  pL  IL 
Again,  a  thing  may  be  void  in  several  c^ 
grees:  Ust.  Void  so  as  if  never  done,  in  a}! 
purposes,  so  as  all  persons  may  take  advai- 
tage  thereof;  2d.  Void  to  some  purp<s? 
only;  3d.  So  void  by  operation  of  law  tlut 
he  that  will  have  the  benefit  of  it  but 
make  it  good.' " 

A  forged  will  certainly  conies  under  the 
first  head.  No  case  has  been  cited,  and  ve 
do  not  believe  anv  can  be  found,  sustain- 
ing  the  proposition  that  a  devisee  or  l^atee 
shall  not  have  the  right,  upon  probable 
cause,  to  show  that  a  will  is  a  lor^en-. 
without  Incurring  the  penalty  of  forfeitio<; 
the  estate  given  to  him  by  the  will.  Tbe 
right  of  a  contestant  to  institute  judicial 
proceedings  upon  probable  cause,  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  will  was  ever  executed  bv 

• 

the  apparent  testator,  is  founded  upon 
justice  and  morality.  If  a  devisee  should 
accept  the  fruits  of  the  crime  of  forgcir 
under  the  belief,  and  upon  probable  cau% 
that  it  was  a  forgery,  he  'would  thereby 
become  morally  a  particeps  criminiSf  and 
yet,  if  he  is  unwilling  to  commit  this  moral 
crime,  be  confronted  with  the  alternative 
of  doing  so,  or  of  taking  the  risk  of  los- 
ing all  under  the  will,  in  case  it  should  be 
found  not  to  be  a  forgery.  Public  policy 
forbids  that  he  should  be  tempted  in  sncii 
a  manner.  This  is  far  more  obnoxious  to 
public  policy  than  a  condition  in  the  vill 
against  marriage. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Woods  and  Hydrick,  JJ.,  concui; 
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FRED  O.  GRAY. 
(—  Me.  — ,  83  Atl.   1.) 

lilen  •—  storage  of  hay  —  right. 

The  owner  of  a  farm  who  permits  hay  to 

Note.  '^  Right  of  one  not  in  the  storage 
business  to  a  common^law  lien  for 
storage  charge. 

Obviously,  this  note  does  not  purport  to 
cover  the  cases  of  warehousemen,  carriers, 
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be  stored  on  it  under  an  agreement  for  the 
payment  of  storage  charges  has  not,  unless 
the  contract  provides  therefor,  any  lien  upon 
the  property  to  secure  payment  of  the  char- 
ges. 

(April  22,  1912.) 

1j>XCEPTI0NS  by  plaintijQf  to  rulings  of 
\i  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  for  Frank- 
lin County,  made  during  the  trial  of  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
alleged  conversion  of  a  certain  amount  of 
pressed  hay,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  for 
defendant.     Sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Mr.  Frank  W.  Butler,  for  plaintiff: 
Defendant'  had  no  lien  for  storage  at  com- 
mon law. 

Grinnell  y.  Cook,  3  Hill,  491,  38  Am.  Dec. 
663;  Healey  v.  Gray,  68  Me.  489,  28  Am. 
Rep.  80;  Ingallsbee  v.  Wood,  33  N.  Y.  577, 
88  Am.  Dec.  409;  Jones,  Liens,  §  968; 
Rivara  v.  Ghio,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  268;  Alt  v. 
Weidenberg,'  6  Bosw.  176;  Merritt  v. 
Peirano,  10  App.  Div.  563,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
97;  Re  Kelly,  18  Fed.  528;  Trust  v.  Pirsson, 
1  Hilt.  292;  Taylor  v.  Dexter  Engine  Co. 
146  Mass.  613,  16  N.  £.  462;  Whitlock 
Mach.  Co.  v.  Holway,  92  Me.  4i4,  42  Atl. 


innkeepers,  livery-stable  keepers,  garage 
owners,  or  artisans.  Indeed,  the  question 
discussed  is  whether  the  considerations 
which  govern  the  courts  in  giving  a  common- 
law  lien  to  warehousemen  and  others  in  the 
business  of  storing  goods  require  or  permit 
a  lien  in  favor  of  an  ordinary  owner  of  prop- 
erty who  stores  goods  thereon. 

The  common-law  lien  given  to  warehouse- 
men does  not  extend  to  cases  of  private 
storage.  Merritt  .v.  Peirano,  10  App.  Div. 
663,  42  N.  Y.  Supp.  97,  affirmed  without 
additional  opinion  in  167  N.  Y.  541,  60 
N.  E.  1116  (pointing  out  that  the  statute 
gives  a  lien  only  to  a  warehouseman  or  a 
person  lawfully  engaged  exclusively  in  the 
business  of  storing  goods  for  hire).  In 
Alton  V.  New  York  Taxicab  Co.  66  Misc. 
191,  121  N.  Y.  Supp.  271,  decided  upon  the 
authority  of  the  last  case,  it  appeared  that 
there  was  a  failure  to  remove,  after  no- 
tice, goods  stored  for  mutual  benefit. 

So,  a  private  person  who  is  under  no 
legal  obligations  to  receive  and  keep  goods 
cannot  claim  a  lien  for  storage  upon  prop- 
erty whose  temporary  custody  he  accepts. 
Lyungstrandh  ▼.  William  Haaker  Co.  16 
Misc.  387,  38  .N.  Y.  Supp.  129;  Rivara  v. 
Ghio,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  264. 

Therefore,  in  the  absence  of  an  agreement, 
the  common  law  does  not  give  a  lien  to  a 
landlord  for  storage  charges  on  property 
left  on  his  premises  by  an  outgoing  tenant 
(Whitlock  Mach.  Co.  v.  Holway,  92  Me. 
414,  42  Atl.  799) ;  and  this,  although  he  is 
entitled  to  compensation  for  the  storage 
(Preston  v.  Neale,  12  Gray,  222). 

A  fortiori,  a  landlord  cannot  claim  a  lien 
upon  the  property,  as  against  the  tenant's 
mortgagee.  Whitlock  Mach.  Co.  v.  Holway, 
supra;  Brunswick-Balke-Collender  Co.  v. 
Murphy,  89  Miss.  264,  42  So.  288. 

But  it  seems  that  leaving  the  goods  on  the 
landlord's  premises  after  he  has  given  no- 
tice that  he  will  claim  a  lien  if  they  are  not 
removed  constitutes  an  assent  to  the  lien 
which  will  render  it  enforceable  under  the 
statute  in  relation  to  warehousemen. 
Schneider  v.  Dayton,  111  Mich.  396,  69  N. 
^.  829  (declaring  that  while  the  landlord 
,  was  not  a  warehouseman  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute,  yet,  as  between  himself 
and  the  tenant,  he  had  asserted  his  rights 
as  such). 

There  are  cases  Which,  while  denying  a 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


lien,  do  not  hold  that  there  cannot  be  a  lien 
in  any  event,  but  are  governed  by  -special 
circumstances  which  woul/i  probably  for- 
bid a  lien  in  favor  of  even  a  warehouseman. 
Thus,  it  is  held  that  where  it  is  expressly 
agreed  that  payments  of  storage  charges 
are  to  be  made  at  specified  times,  but  there 
is  no  agreement  that  the  goods  shall  re- 
main until  that  time,  there  is  no  implied 
understanding  that  payment  is  to  be  made 
before  delivery  of  the  goods,  and  there  is 
therefore  no  lien.  Webster  v.  Keck,  64  Neb. 
1,  89  N.  W.  410  (  agreement  by  a  tenant, 
who  left  property  on  the  landlord's  premis- 
es, that  he  would  pay  a  certain  amount 
monthly  until  the  goods  were  removed,  there 
being  no  agreement  that  the  property  should 
remain  that  long,  or  that  payment  should  be 
made  when  the  property  was  removed). 

So,  no  lien  exists  in  favor  of  the  owner 
of  a  store,  who  grants  to  another  the  right 
to  store,  repair  and  sell  pianos  therein  for 
a  specified  amount,  payable  at  the  expira- 
tion of  each  month,  it  being  agreed  that  the 
contract  should  not  be  regarded  as  a  lease. 
This  was  held  to  differ  very  mucn  from  an 
agreement  with  a  warehouseman ;  but  it  was 
declared  that  even  if  it  could  be  so  re- 
garded, the  agreement  for  the  payment  at 
the  expiration  of  each  month  was  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  retention  of  a  lien. 
Trust  ▼.  Pirsson,  1  Hilt,  29^.  Upon  the 
authority  of  this  case  it  was  held  in  Re 
Kelly,  18  Fed.  628,  that  in  New  York  a  per- 
son who  is  neither  a  warehouseman  nor  in 
the  business  of  storing  goods  has  no  lien 
for  compensation  .upon  articles  privately, 
stored  by  him. 

Grenerally  as  to  innkeepers'  liens,  see  the 
note  in  21  L.R.A.  229;  and  as  to  the  lien  of 
an  innkeeper  on  property  of  a  third  person, 
in  possession  of  a  guest,  see  the  note  in  24 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   fl58. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  garage  owner  to  a 
lien,  see  subdivision  X.  of  the  note  in  1 
L.R.A.(iS.S.)    240. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  carrier  to  a  lien  for 
demurrage,  see  the  note  in-  3  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
327. 

As  to  whether  the  improvement  of  per- 
sonal property  at  the  request  of  the  bailee 
creates  a  liability  against  the  bailor  or  the 
property,  see  the  note  in  38  L.R.A.  (N.S.) 
97.  L.  A.  W. 
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799;  Preston  v.  Neale,  12  Gray,  222;  Stod- 
dard V.  Crocker,  100  Me.  450,  62  Atl.  241. 
Mr.  Elmer  E.  Richards  for  defendant. 

King,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Action  of  trover  for  the  value  of  a 
certain  quantity  of  pressed  hay.  It  appears 
from  the  exceptions  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  in  1907  of  an  undivided  half  of  a 
farm;  that  the  hay  in  question  was  cut  that 
year  on  the  farm,  pressed,  and  stored  on  the 
premises;  that  in  1908  the  plaintiff  sold 
and  conveyed  her  half  of  the  farm  to  her 
cotenant,  and  thereafter  the  cotenant  sold 
and  conveyed  the  farm  to  the  defendant, 
the  pressed  hay  still  being  stored  thereon; 
that,  after  the  defendant  came  into  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  he  notified  the  plain- 
tiff to  remove  .the  hay;  and  that,  if  it  re- 
mained there,  storage  would  be  claimed,  and 
there  was  some  evidence  introduced  tend- 
ing to  show  an  agreement  to  pay  storage. 
The  question  was  whether  the  defendant 
had  lien  on  the  hay  for  storage  after  his 
notice  that  storage  would  be  claimed. 

The  presiding  justice  gave  the  jury  ex- 
plicit instructions  relating  to  the  question 
whether  there  was  a  contract  on  the  plain- 
tiff's part  to  pay  storage,  and  then  said: 

"If  they  did  come  to  an  understanding, 
if  a  proposition  was  made,  and  assented  to 
by  her,  that  storage  should  be  paid  from 
that  time,  then  I  give  you  this  rule,  as  it 
lies  in  my  mind  at  present,  that  the  defend- 
ant would  be  entitled  to  retain  possession 
of  that  hay  until  a  fair  reasonable  price  for 
the  storage  was  made  or  tendered.  We 
have  a  class  of  cases  on  the  subject  of  liens 
where  things  are  put  into  the  possession  of 
another  to  do  something  to  them,  to  mend 
them,  or  repair  them,  or  do  work  upon 
them,  in  which  case  the  one  who  does  the 
work  is  entitled  to  retain  them  until  pay 
for  the  work  is  made  to  him.  And  I  think, 
and  so  rule  to  you,  and  it  will  be  your  guide 
in  this  case,  that  where  one  places  a  thing 
to  be  kept,  to  be  stored,  for  pay,  under  an 
agreement  or  an  understanding  that  it  is  to 
be  paid  for,  that  he  is  entitled  to  keep  it 
until  hfe  is  paid." 

It  is  not  claimed  that  the  defendant  had 
any  statutory  lien,  nor  that  ne  had  any 
lien  on  the  hay  by  virtue  of  any  express 
contract  therefore  in  the  nature  of  a  pledge. 
Did  he  have  a  common-law  lien,  so  called, — 
a  lien  arising  under  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law?  We 'think  not.  It  is  quite  im- 
possible to  find  "uniform  rules  by  which  it 
may  always  be  determined  when  a  common - 
law  lien  results.  "Derived  from  the  civil 
law.  and  founded  on  considerations  of 
equity  and  justice,  the  rules  by  which  they 
are  governed  vary  with  the  grounds  on 
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which  such  rights  are  given*"  White  y. 
Smith,  44  N.  J.  L.  105,  106,  4J  Am.  Rep. 
347. 

Particular  liens  have  always  been  admit- 
ted by  the  common  law  in  favor  of  tUoee 
persons,  such  as  innkeepers,  carriers,  com- 
mon carriers,  and  warehousemen,  who  an 
bound  by  law  to  serve  the  public  in  their 
trades  and  occupations.  And  the  privilege 
of  a  particular  lien — the  privilege  to  d* 
tain  and  hold  the  possession  of  some  p::r 
ticular  property  of  another  as  security  for 
some  debt  or  obligation — ^has  been  ext^ndfU 
to  other  persons,  in  a  variety  of  cases, 
where  such  persons  by  their  labor  and  skill 
have  imparted  an  additional  value  to  the 
goods.  This  includes  artisans,  tradesmen, 
mechanics,  and  laborers  who  receive  prop- 
erty (although  not  obliged  to  receive  it) 
for  the  purpose  of  mending,  repairing,  t&d 
improving  its  condition  for  hire;  and  tbey 
have,,  by  the  common  law,  a  lien  on  sadi 
property  until  the  reasonable  charges  for 
their  labor  and  expenses  thereon  are  paid. 

But  the  defendant,  under  the  facts  in  this 
case,  cannot  be  classed  with  those  persons 
who  are  allowed  liens  because  they  are 
bound  by  law  to  receive  and  care  for  the 
goods  of  others.  He  was  under  no  obli- 
gation to  permit  the  hay  to  remain  on  hii 
premises.  He  was  not  a  wa^houseman, Dor 
in  the  business  of  storing  goods.  He  was, 
at  most,  a  voluntary  bailee  of  the  hav, 
under  an  agreement  with  the  owner  that 
he  was  to  be  paid  reasonable  compensation 
for  its  storage.  Nor  can  he  be  reasonablj 
classed  with  those  persons  who  are  given 
liens  on  specific  property  which  has  bees 
enhanced  in  its  intrinsic  value  by  their  skill 
and  labor  bestowed  upon  -it.  True,  the 
storage  of  the  hay  may  properly  be  regard- 
ed as  beneficial  to  its  owner,  for  it  ma? 
have  preserved  it  from  deterioration  and  de- 
struction; but  we  do  not  think  it  can  be 
held  that,  by  the  mere  storage  of  the  hav, 
the  defendant  has  added  to  its  intrinsic 
value,  and  thereby  become  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  it,  under  the  application  of  this  rule  of 
the  common  law. 

As  suggested  above,  any  effort  to  subject 
common-law  Hens  to  uniform  rules  is  neces- 
sarily unsatisfactory;  and  therefore  it  be- 
comes most  important,  in  the  deiermination 
of  whether  or  not  a  lien  should  be  admit- 
ted in  any  given  case,  to  examine  and  con- 
sider judicial  precedents. 

Our  attention  has  not  been  directed  to 
any  case,  and  we  have  found  none,  in  anv 
jurisdiction,  which  decisively  admits  a  lien 
under  facts  and  circumstances  like  those  in 
the  case  at  bar.  Mr.  Lummus,  in  his  recent 
work  on  Liens,  cited  by  defendant,  savg: 
'"There  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for  limits 
ing  the  lien  to  persons  making  a'  business 
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of  acting  as  warehousemen.  It  seems  that 
any  person  having  possession  of  the  goods 
and  a  valid  claim  for  storing  them  ought 
to  have  a  lien."  Section  73.  No  authori- 
ties, however,  are  cited  which  directly  sup- 
port that  proposition.  In  §  76  he  cites 
Schneider  v.  Dayton,  111  Mich.  396,  69  N. 
\V.  829,  as  an  authority  for  a  lien  where 
notice  was  given  that  storage  would  be 
charged,  and  the  owner  of  the  goods  made 
no  reply.  But  we  find,  upon  examination  of 
the  report  of  that  case,  that  the  notice  to 
the  owner  of  the  goods  was  that  the  land- 
lord "would  insist  upon  a  lien  for  storage," 
and  the  court  held  that  inasmuch  as  a  lien 
for  the  storage  was  claimed  in  the  notice, 
and  the  owner  did  not  remove  the  goods, 
the  lien  was  assented  to. 

In  Whitlock  Mach.  Co.  v.  Holway,  92  Me. 
414,  42  Atl.  799,  cited  by  the  plaintiff,  this 
court  said:  "But,  in  the  absence  of  any 
agreement,  the  common  law  does  not  give 
to  a  person,  not  an  innkeeper  or  warehouse- 
man, a  lien  on  personal  property  for  its 
storage."  It  is  suggested  that  the  above- 
quoted  statement  is  only  a  dictum^  as  the 
case  did  not  really  involve  that  question. 
There  may  be  merit  in  that  suggestion,  for 
that  was  a  case  where  a  tenant  left  6n  the 
premises  a  machine  the  title  to  which  was 
in  the  plaintiff,  and  the  question  was 
whether,  under  those  circumstances,  th*^ 
landlord  had  a  lien  on  the  machine  for  its 
storage.  But,  if  that  statement  be  only  a 
dictum,  it  is,  we  think,  a  correct  statement 
of  the  law  as  understood  and  applied  by 
this  court,  and  also  in  accordance  with 
judicial  precedent  elsewhere. 

In  Allen  v.  Ham,  63  Me.  532,  it  was  held 
that  a  livery-stable  keeper,  who  had  a  horse 
in  his  possession  which  he  had  been  keeping 
under  an  express  contract  with  the  owner 
of  the  horse  to  pay  $1  per  day  for  its  care 
and  keeping,  had  no  lien  at  common  law  on 
the  horse  for  any  care  and  keeping  fur- 
nished prior  to  the  passage  of  act  1872. 
chap.  27,  which  provided  a  statutory  lien 
for  pasturing,  feeding,  and  shelterina 
animals.  The  court  there  said:  "Not  bein<ir 
an  innkeeper,  or  farrier,  or  trainer,  he  has 
no  such  lien  by  the  common  law.  Miller  v. 
^larston,  35  Me.  153,  56  Am.  Dec.  694.  He 
has  none  by  any  agreement  with  the  re- 
spondent amounting  to  a  pledp^e." 

This  court  having  thus  held  tnat  a  stable 
keeper  had  no  lien  at  common  law  for  sta- 
bling and  feeding  a  horse  under  an  express 
agreement  to  pay  therefor,  a  fortiori  must 
it  be  held  that  a  person  who  is  not  a  ware- 
houseman, nor  in  the  business  of  storing 
goods,  but  who  permits  the  property  of  an- 
other to  remain  on  his  premises,  under  an 
agreement  that  storage  is  to  be  paid,  has 
no  lien  therefor  at  common  law.  Stoddard 
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v.  Crocker,  100  Me.  450,  62  Atl.  241,  may 
be  cited  as  holding  by  implication  that  only 
warehousemen  have  a  lien  at  common  law 
for  storage. 

In  Jones  on  Liens,  §  068,  it  is  said:  "In 
some  states  a  person  not  a  warehouseman, 
and  not  in  the  business  of  storing  goods, 
has  no  lien  on  goods  for  his  compensation 
for  storing  them,  unless  there  be  an  ex- 
press agreement  for  a  lien,  or  it  is  the  legal 
duty  of  one  to  receive  and  hold  the  goods. 
A  mere  volunteer,  under  no  such  obligation, 
who  accepts  the  temporary  custody  of 
goods  without  any  agreement  for  a  lien,  can 
claim  none  for  his  compensation." 

In  Re  Kelly,  18  Fed.  528  (D.  C.  S.  D.  N. 
Y.),  it  is  said:  "The  authorities  in  this 
state  hold  that  a  person  not  being  a  ware- 
houseman, nor  in  the  business  of  storing 
goods,  who  has  articles  on  private  storage, 
has  no  lien  upon  them  for  his  compensation 
any  more  than  a  landlord  has  on  his  ten- 
ant's  goods  for  rent."  See  also  Grinnell  v. 
Cook,  3  Hill,  485,  38  Am.  Dec.  663;  Rivara 
V.  Ghio,  3  E.  D.  Smith,  267,  268;  Merritt  v. 
Peirano,  10  App.  Div.  563,  42  N.  Y.  Supp. 
97;  White  v.  Smith,  44  N.  J.  L.  105,  109, 
43  Am.  Rep.  347;  Preston  v.  Neale,  12 
Gray,  222. 

If  it  be  said  that  considerations  of  equity 
and  justice  seem  to  require  that  there 
should  be  a  lien  wherever  a  valid  claim  for 
storage  exists,  the  answer  may  be  made  that 
such  a  lien  can  always  be  provided  for  by 
contract  between  the  parties,  and  it  may 
be  created  by  legislative  enactment. 

It  is  therefore  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that  the  ruling  at  nisi  prius,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled  to  a  lien  for  the 
storage  of  the  hay  if  there  was  an  under- 
standing or  agreement  between  the  parties 
that  the  storage  was  to  be  paid  for,  was  er- 
roneous, 4nd  accordingly  the  entry  must  be: 

Exceptions  sustained. 


NEW  TORK  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 

MARIANNE  DUPONT,  Respt., 

V. 

VILLAGE  OF  PORT  CHESTER,  Appt. 

(204  N.  Y.  351,  97  N.E.  735.) 

Highway  ^  duty  to  remove  snow  from 
cross   walk. 

1.  Under  a  charter  dutv  to  remove  ob- 

Sate,  ^^  Duty    to    remove    »now    or    ice 
from  cross  wallcs. 

An  exhaustive  note  to  Klam  v.  !Mt.  Sterl- 
ing, 20  L.R.A.(N.S.)  513,  rovers  all  phases 
of  the  question  as  to  liability  of  municipal 
corporations  for  defects  or  obstruct  ions  in 
streets,  and  bc<?inning  at  pa«re  6.3G,  the 
particular  question  of  snow  und  ice  is  con- 
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fltructions  and  encroachbients  from  cross 
walks,  a  village  is  not  bound  to  keep  its 
crosa  walks  free  from  accumulations  of  snow 
and  ice,  unless  dangerous  formations  or  ob- 
stacles have  been  created.    . 

Municipal  corporation  — -  leaving  snow 
on  cross  walks  —  neg^Ugence. 

2.  A  village  which  is  not  required  to  re- 
move the  snow  from  its  streets  is  not  negli- 
gent iu  leaving  the  snow  as  it  falls  upon 
cross  walks  to  facilitate  driving  in  the 
street,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  way 
in  which  it  falls  or  the  form  which  it  subse- 
tjuently  takes  which  creates  an  encumbrance, 
obstruction,  or  special  danger. 

Appeal  —  presumption  of  sufficiency  of 
evidence  — -  absence  of  certificate. 

3.  Absence  of  a  certificate  that  the  print- 
-ed  case  contains  all  the  evidence  in  an  at- 
tempt to  review  exceptions  taken  at  the 
trial  does  not  entitle  the  appellate  court  to 
assume  that  there  was  evidence  at  the  trial 
jiiufiicient  to  sustain  the  verdict,  when  the 
record  does  not  disclose  it,  since  such  cer- 
tificate is  not  necessary  to  raise  such  ques- 
tion. 

(February  2,  1912.) 

A  PPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of 
1\.  the  Appellate  Division  of  the  Supreme 
-Court,  Second  Department,  affirming  a  judg- 
ment of  a  trial  term  for  Westchester 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor,    and    from    an 


order  denying  a  new  trial,  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 
fendant's negligence.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Jerome  Alvord  Peclt,  for  appellant: 

The  defendant  discharged  its  full  diitr  to 
the  plaintiff  when  it  caused  this  croas  walk 
to  be  cleaned  between  2:30  and  4:30  o'dotk 
on  the  day  she  was  injured. 

Ballard  v.  Hamburg,  143  App.  Div.  719, 

128  N.  Y.  Supp.  325;  Lichtenstein  v.  Nev 
York,  159  N,  Y.  600,  54  N.  h.  67;  Kort- 
lang  V.  Mt.  Vernon,  129  App.  Div.  535,  114 
N.  Y.  Supp.  252;   Winckler  v.  New  York, 

129  App.  Div.  45,  113  N.  Y.  Supp.  412; 
Taylor  v.  Yonkers,  105  N.  Y.  202,  59  Am. 
Rep.  492,  11  N.  E.  642;  Schneider  v.  New 
York,  143  App.  Div.  216,  128  N.  Y.  Supp. 
45. 

Mr.  Michael  J.  Tierney,  with  Mr.  De 
Witt  H.  Uyon,  for  respondent: 

The  negligence  of  the  defendant  wu 
clearly  established,  and  justified  the  jury  in 
finding  that  it  not  only  allowed  the  danger- 
ous condition  of  the  cross  walk  to  remaii 
after  notice  of  its  existence,  but  had,  in 
fact,  actually  created  it  by  the  embank- 
ments of  snow  on  both  sides  of  the  cross 
walk. 

Kopper  V.  Yonkers,  110  App.  Div.  748,  97 


sidered.  The  purpose  of  the  present  note  is 
to  set  out  the  decisions  upon  this  point  ren- 
dered subsequent  to  that  note,  holding  to 
the  limitation  of  duty  as  to  cross  walks, 
and  not  including  cases  generally  upon  duty 
Jis  to  sidewalks. 

As  to  liability  of  townships  generally  for 
-defects  in  highways,  see  note  to  James  v. 
Wellington  Twp.  13  L.R.A.(N.S.)  1219. 

In  DupoNT  V.  Port  Chester,  a  distinction 
is  drawn  between  the  duty  of  a  municipali- 
ty in  regard  to  the  care  of  sidewalks  and 
its  duty  in  regard  to  cross  walks,  the  court 
saying  that,  in  the  absence  of  express 
provision  of  statute,  the  obligation  to  keep 
sidewalks  free  from  snow  and  ice  does  not 
apply  to  tbe  same  extent  to  cross  walks. 
The  removal  of  all  snow  and  ice  at  every 
-crossing  would  materially  interfere  with  the 
convenient  and  practical  use  of  the  street 
for  driving,  and,  moreover,  because  ordi- 
nary travel  necessarily  carries  more  or 
less  snow  upon  the  cross  walks,  it  would 
by  impossible,  except  by  continuous  effort, 
to  keep  such  cross  walks  entirely  clear. 

The  duty  of  a  municipality,  particularly  a 
village,  as  to  cross  walks,  is  performed  when 
they  are  kept  free  from  dangerous  forma- 
tions or  obstacles,  and  a  temporary  cover- 
ing of  snow  from  curb  to  curb,  left  to 
facilitate  the  use  of  the  street  for  driving, 
does  not  of  itself  create  a  dangerous  condi- 
tion such  as  to  require  removal  by  the 
municipality,  unless  by  some  particular  for- 
mation it  constitutes  a  special  obstruction. 
DupoNT  V.  Port  Chester. 
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In  reversing  a  judgment  for  plaintitl,  who 
fell  upon  an  icy  cross  walk  at  tbe  foot  of 
a  steep  descent,  just  after  a  freeze  following 
a  period  of  thawing  and  raining,  at  a  time 
when  all  the  streete  were  covered  with  icf. 
the  court  said  that  it  is  not  every  ridge  or 
lump  of  ice  which  will  render  a  municipality 
liable  in  damages  to  one  injured  tlierebv, 
expecially  such  ridges  and  lumps  as  are 
necessarily  formed  in  variable  weather  up- 
on cross  walks  where  horses,  sleighs,  and 
people  pass  and  repass;  in  such  cases  tlie 
municipality  is  bound  to  use  reasonable  care 
only.  Comstock  v.  Schuylerville,  139  App. 
Div.  378,  124  N.  Y.  Supp.  92. 

In  Brennan  v.  New  York,  130  App.  Div. 
267,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  which  is  discussed 
in  DupoNT  v.  Port  Chester,  the  facts 
showed  that  for  nearly  two  days  a  storm 
had  continued  with  alternating  freezing  and 
thawing,  and  this,  together  with  the  ordi- 
nary travel  in  the  streets,  was  deemed  tbe 
cause  of  the  presence  of  the  ice  upon  tbe 
cross  walk.  It  is  manifest,  says  the  court, 
that  the  cross  walk  could  not  be  kept 
free  from  enow  and  slush  during  the  period 
in  question,  if  the  city  had  any  such  dutv: 
the  locality  was  a  busy  one,  and  the  fttreets 
covered  with  snow,  which  every  passing  ve- 
hicle carried  along  and  dropped  even- 
where.  No  such  impossible  task  belong!)  to 
the  city.  There  must  be  reason  in  all  things. 
even  in  an  action  for  damages  against  i 
citv.  This  decision  was  affirmed  in  197  X. 
Y.  544,  91  N.  E.  1110. 
Actionable  negligence  by  the  municipalitr 
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K.  Y.  Supp.  425,  affirmed  in  188  N.  Y.  592, 
81  N.  E.  1168;  Brennan  v.  New  York,  130 
App.  Div.  267,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  578. 

Chase,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff  at  about  11  o'clock  on  the 
night  of  December  23,  1904,  fell,  while 
crossing  over  the  brick  pavement  at  the 
intersection  of  North  Main  and  Adee  streets 
in  the  defendant  village,  and  received  the 
injuries  for  which  this  action  is  brought. 
.The  sidewalks  along  the  streets  used  by  her 
were  clear  of  snow  and  ice. 

The  plaintiff  testified  that  in  crossing  the 
street  she  first  stepped  in  water,  then  took 
three  more  steps,  when  her  feet  went  out 
from  under  her,  and  she  fell.  She  further 
testified  that,  so  far  as  she  observed,  the 
condition  of  the  street  between  the  curbs 
was  all  the  same;  that  she  did  not  see  the 
ice  before  she  fell,  although  after  she  was 
down  she  saw  ice  all  around  her,  and  that 
it  was  very  rough.  The  brick  pavement 
was  covered  with  an  accumulation  of  snow 
and  ice  from  3  to  6  inches  deep,  and  it  had 
been  in  that  condition  for  several  days. 
There  was  a  slight  grade  toward  Nortli 
Main  street.  There  had  been  a  week  or 
more  of  snowstorms  and  cold  weather,  and 
on  the  day  of  the  accident,  and,  perhaps  on 


the  day  preceding,  it  had  moderated.  In 
the  line  of  the  sidewalk,  on  the  west  side 
of  North  Main  street,  where  people  cross 
Adee  street  at  the  intersection  of  said 
streets,  there  was  some  depression  in  the 
snow  and  ice,  which  was  from  2  to  4  feet 
wide.  It  was  caused  by  people  treading 
upon  the  snow  as  it  fell,  and  as  so  packed 
down  it  was  in  sonx.e  places  smooth  and  in 
some  places  rough.  The  condition  of  such 
crossing  extended  from  curb  to  curb,  and 
was  not  confined  to  a  particular  place.  The 
cross  walks  of  the  village  were  all  in 
practically  the  same  condition.  There  had 
been  severe  weather  and  frequent  storms, 
and  there  were  great  quantities  of  snow 
and  ice  in  the  village,  and  sleighs  drawn  by 
horses  were  used  upon  the  streets.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  three  persons 
had  fallen  while  crossing  at  the  inter- 
section of  said  streets  during  the  day  or 
the  day  preceding  the  accident  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  one  of  the  persons  so  falling  had 
called  the  attention  of  a  trustee  of  the 
village  to  the  fact  of  his  fall,  and  he  testi- 
fied that  he  told  the  trustee  that  the  walk 
was  in  a  dangerous  condition  and  should  be 
cleaned.  The  particular  place  where  the 
plaintiff  and  the  others  mentioned  slipped 
and  fell  does  not  appear.  It  may  in  each 
case  have  been  within  the  bounds  of   the 


cannot  be  predicated  of  its  allowing  a  gut- 
ter 10}  inches  wide  between  the  sidewalk 
and  the  cross  walk  to  become  filled  with 
snow,  ice,  water,  and  dirt  which,  not  being 
sufficiently  frozen  to  bear  the  weight  of  a 
pedestrian  who  steps  upon  it,  instead  of 
across  the  gutter,  causes  her  to  fall;  a  mu- 
nicipality in  the  latitude  of  Dunkirk  can- 
not be  expected  to  keep  its  streets  and  gut- 
ters free  from  such  material  in  March,  nor 
can  it  be  expected  to  keep  such  material 
packed  down  and  solid.  O'Connor  v.  Dun- 
kirk, 143  App.  Div.  696,  128  N.  Y.  Supp. 
.358,  motion  for  reargument,  and  for  leave 
to  appeal  to  court  of  appeals,  denied  in 
145  App.  Div.  908,  129  N.  Y.  S.  1137,  judg- 
ment reaffirmed  without  opinion  in  130  N. 
Y.  Supp.  1142. 

But  if  a  city  fails  to  keep  its  sidewalks 
in  a  reasonably  safe  condition,  so  that  pe- 
destrians are  forced  to  walk  in  the  streets, 
and  if  it  negligently  allows  water  to  escape 
from  broken  mains  into  the  streets  and 
freeze  there  in  gullies,  such  city  is  liable  for 
injuries  sustained  by  one  slipping  upon  ice 
thus  formed.  Belleview  v.  England,  —  Ky. 
— ,  118  S.  W.  994. 

Where  a  wooden  approach  from  a  side- 
walk to  a  crossing  is  built  on  a  slant,  with- 
out cleats,  and  becomes  coated  with  ice 
by  reason  of  a  storm,  thereby  giving  rise 
to  personal  injury  to  a  pedestrian,  the  mu- 
nicipality is  not  liable  simply  on  account 
of  tne  slippery  condition  of  the  approach, 
unless,  after  actual  or  implied  notice,  it 
allows  the  dangerous  condition  to  remain; 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)  74 


but  the  law  requires  a  corporation  so  to 
construct  its  walks  that  they  will  be  reason- 
ably safe  under  all  ordinary  climatic  con- 
ditions incident  to  that  locality,  and  with 
reference  to  the  topography  of  the  place, 
and  if  the  slipperiness  of  the  walk,  when 
combined  with  a  defect  in  its  construction, 
causes  an  accident,  the  city  will  be  liable. 
Although  the  icy  condition  is  a  cause  of 
the  accident  over  which  the  municipality  has 
no  control,  yet  it  may  be  a  cause  which  it 
should  have  anticipated,  and  should  have 
guarded  against.  Smith  v.  Yankton,  23  S. 
D.  352,  121  N.  W.  848. 

Where  contractors,  under  a  permit  from 
a  municipality,  were  working  upon  a  street, 
and  in  their  operations  were  drawing  water 
from  a  hydrant  and  pouring  it  upon  the  sur- 
face of  the  street  at  the  rate  of  17  or  18  gal- 
lons per  minute,  sixteen  hours  per  day  for 
over  two  weeks,  and  this  water  froze  in  con- 
secutive layers  until  the  street  was  a  mass 
of  ice  from  curb  to  curb,  and  where  a  horse 
bring  driven  along  the  street  slipped  upon 
a  ridge  of  this  ice  and  received  injuries  such 
that  it  had  to  be  killed,  this  ice  was  deemed 
a  defect  in  the  street.  The  city  under  its 
permit,  and  by  work  done  under  its  super- 
vision, suffered  its  contractor  to  place  an  ob- 
stacle to  travel  in  its  public  street.  The 
court  expressly  calls  attention,  moreover, 
to  the  fact  that  this  case  is  not  in  the  cate- 
gory of  the  so-called  "snow  and  ice  cases," 
in  that  the  cause  of  this  accumulation  was 
not  natural,  but  artificial.  Loretz  v.  New 
York,  132  N.  Y.  Supp.  988.  H.  C.  Sh. 
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depression  or  upon  the  sides  thereof,'  upon 
level  and  smooth,  or  rough,  uneven,  or 
slightly  sloping,  ice  formations.  The  exact 
place  where  they  slipped  may  have  been  and 
probably  was  different  in  each  case. 

There  is  a  difference  in  the  duty  of  a 
municipality  regarding  the  care  of  side- 
walks used  wholly  by  pedestrians,  and 
cross  walks,  or  places  where  people  cross 
over  streets,  which  are  used  in  winter  with 
teams  attached  to  sleighs.  .Where  a  street 
in  a  village  is  traveled  by  the  public  with 
sleighs  in  the  usual  way,  when  there  is  an 
accumulation  of  snow  tiiereon,  particularly 
in  streets  without  specially  formed  cross 
walks,  the  removal  of  all  show  and  ice  at 
every  crossing  would  materially  interfere 
with  the  convenient  and  practical  use  of  the 
street  for  trucking  and  driving.  Even  if 
the  entire  removal  of  snow  from  a  cross 
walk  is  desirable  for  its  use  by  pedestrians, 
the  ordinary  travel  upon  a  street  neces- 
sarily carries  more  or  less  snow  upon  the 
cross  walk,  and  when  it  thaws  and  freezes 
with  the  varying  temperature  it  would  be 
quite  impossible,  except  by  continuous  ef- 
fort, to  keep  cross  walks  or  crossings 
wholly  free  from  snow  and  ice.  We 
repeat  that  the  obligation  resting  upon  a 
municipality  to  keep  its  sidewalks  free  from 
snow  and  ice  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  ex- 
press provision  of  statute,  apply  to  the  same 
extent  to  a  cross  walk  or  crossing  on  a  pub- 
lic street. 

By  the  charter  of  the  village  of  Port 
Chester,  it  is  provided  that  the  trustees 
shall  have  power,  and  it  shall  be  their  duty : 
"To  prevent  and  remove  all  encumbrances, 
obstructions,  and  encroachments,  from  any 
cause  whatever,  upon  the  public  streets,  al- 
leys, bridges,  docks,  public  squares  or 
grounds,  sidewalks,  or  cross  walks  of  said 
village,  and  to  cause  the  same  to  be  re- 
moved, and  the  streets  to  be  cleansed  and 
unobstructed.  .  .  ."  Laws  of  1868,  chap. 
818,  title  3,  §  1,  subd.  7.  "to  compel  all 
persons  to  keep  clean  and  remove  from  the 
sidewalks  and  gutters  in  front  of  the 
premises  owned  or  occupied  by  them,  all 
snow,  ice,  and  dirt,  and  to  keep  the  said 
sidewalks  and  gutters  and  streets  clean." 
Subdivision  8. 

The  charter  does  not  expressly  provide 
that  the  village  shall  keep  the  cross  walks 
of  the  village  free  from  snow  and 
ice.  The  duty  resting  upon  municipal 
corporations  to  remove  accumulations 
of  snow  and  ice  becomes  imperative 
only  when  dangerous  formations  or 
obstacles  have  been  created.  Harrin<7. 
ton  V.  Buffalo,  121  N.  Y.  147.  24 
N.  E.  180;  Taylor  v.  Yonkers,  105  N.  Y. 
202,  209,  59  Am.  Rep.  492,  11  M.  E.  642; 
Kinney  v.  Troy,  108  N.  Y.  667,  15  N.  E. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


728;  O'Shaughnessey  v.  Middleport,  93  App. 
Div.  93,  86  N.  Y.  Supp.  944;  Owen  v.  New 
York,  141  App.  Div.  217,  126  K.  Y,  Supp. 
38. 

In  a  municipality,  particularly  a  village. 
wiiere  it'  is  not  required  by  charter  thai 
snow  and  ice  be  removed  from  the  entire 
street,  the  duty  as  to  cross  walks  and 
crossings  is  performed  when  they  are  kept 
free  from  dangerous  formations  or  obsta- 
cles. A  temporary  condition  caused  bj 
storms  that,  for  the  time  being,  cover  the 
roadway  with  snow  from  curb  to  curb,  doe» 
not  of  itself  create  a  dangerous  conditioa 
of  the  street,  and  if  it  is  left  to  facilitate 
the  use  of  the  street  for  driving  or  other- 
wise it  is  not  negligence  on  iJie  part  of  the 
municipality,  unless  there  is  something  in 
the  way  in  which  the  snow  is  left,  or  tbe 
form  which  it  subsequently  takes,  as  to 
thereby  create  an  encumbrance,  obstruction, 
or.  special  danger. 

In  this  case,  where  there  was  no  struc- 
tural defect  in  the  crossing  itself,  and  its 
temporary  condition  was  the  same  from 
curb  to  curb  and  as  at  all  the  other  cron- 
ings  in  the  village,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  slipped  by  reason  of  any 
particular  formation  of  snow  or  ice  ot  ob- 
struction or  dangerous  formation  upon  the 
crossing  or  street,  the  municipality  is  not 
liable. 

In  Brennan  v.  New  York,  130  App.  Div. 
267,  268,  114  N.  Y.  Supp.  578,  580,  the 
court,  referring  to  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment obtained  in  an  action  for  persoDsl  in- 
juries incurred  by  a  fall  upon  a  cross  walk, 
say:  "The  claim  is  that  the  plaintif 
slipped  on  hard  or  packed  siiow  or  ice  on 
the  cross  walk.  It  is  not  enough  to  shov 
snow  or  ice  to  show  that  the  city  was 
negligent.  In  this  variable  winter  clim&te 
of  ours,  falls  of  snow,  followed  by  rain  or 
by  thawing,  and  then  by  freezing,  and  6o 
alternating  from  day  to  day,  are  conmion. 
The  city  is  in  no  way  responsible  for  such 
conditions;  nor  is  the  impracticable  duty 
put  upon  it  of  keeping  the  streets  free  of 
such  snow  and  slush.  This  general  con- 
dition all  over  the  city  is  the  work  of 
nature,  and  cannot  be  guarded  against 
But  if  the  city  should  negligently  suffer 
snow  and  ice  to  remain  and  accumulate  in 
a  particular  place  until  it  became  of  a 
permanent  nature,  and  a  dangerous  ob- 
struction to  pedestrians,  then  it  would  be 
liable,  and  this  is  the  measure  of  its  lia- 
bility." The  judgment  of  reversal  entered 
in  the  Brennan  Case  was  affirmed  in  thi» 
court.  Brennan  v.  New  York,  197  N.  Y. 
544,  91,  N.  E.  1110. 

The  evidence  disclosed  by  the  record  in 
this  case  is  not  sufficient  to  sustain  tbe 
judgment  against  the  defendant. 
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The  respondent  asserts  that  the  certifi- 
cate to  the  printed  case  does  not  show 
that  such  case  contains  all  the  evidence  re- 
ceived upon  the  trial,  and  that  therefore 
the  appellate  division  had,  and  this  court 
has,  the  right  to  assume  that  evidence  was 
*  given  upon  the  trial  to  sustain  the  verdict. 
Such  a  certificate  is  necessary  for  the  ap- 
pellant when  he  seeks  to  show  that  the 
judgment  is  contrary  to  the  evidence  or 
against  the  weight  of  evidence;  but  it  is 
not  necessary  to  enable  him  to  review  the 
exceptions  taken  at  the  trial,  including  an 
exception  to  a  motion  for  a  nonsuit  or  dis- 
missal of  the  complaint.  Halpin  v.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  118  N.  Y.  165,  23  N.  E.  482;  Bray- 
ton  V.  Sherman,  119  N.  Y.  623,  23  N.  £. 
471;  Rosenstein  v.  Fox,  150  N.  Y.  354,  44 
N.  £.  1027.  An  exception  to  a  nonsuit  or 
dismissal  of  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  does  not  show  a  cause 
of  action  raises  a  question  of  law  that  can 
be  reviewed  in  this  court,  unless  the  de- 
cision of  the  appellate  division  is  unani- 
mous. 

ihe*  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  granted,  costs  to  abide  the  event. 

Cvllen,  Ch.  J.,  and  Gray,  Haiirlit, 
Vann,  Wlllard  Bartlett,  and  Hlscock, 
JJ.,  concur. 


FLORIDA  SUPREMB  COtTRT. 

8.  T.  SHAYLOR,  Exr.,  etc.,  of  John  N.  D. 
Cloud,  Deceased,  et  al.«  Appts., 

V. 

J.  L.   CLOUD. 

(—  Fla.  — ,  67  Bo.  666.) 

Vendor  and  purcdiaaer  —  Hen  —  ori- 
gin. 

1.  A  vendor's  lien  upon  land  conveyed  by 
him  does  not  result  from  agreement,  but  it 

Headnotes  by  Wuitfield,  J. 


is  a  right  given  by  implication  of  law  and 
enforceable  in  equity  where  the  vendor  is  en- 
titled to  it. 

Same  —  enforcement  —  time. 

2.  Where  land  is  conveyed  and  a  note  is 
taken  for  the  purchase  price  without  any 
collateral  security  or  contract  mortgage  up- 
on the  property  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  price,  the  law  by  implication 
gives  to  the  vendors  a  right  in  tlie  nature  of 
a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  purchase 
price,  which  right,  if  not  waived  or  aban- 
doned, may  be  enforced  in  equity  at  any 
time  before  the  remedy  by  action  on  the 
note  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Same  *—  loss  —  expiration  of  legal  right. 

3.  A  vendor's  lien  is  a  right  created  by 
law  as  an  incident  to  the  debt,  and  ceases 
to  be  available  in  equity  when  the  debt  is 
not  enforceable  at  law. 

Pleading  ^  vendor's  Hen  —  Hmitatlon 
^  demurrer. 

4.  Where,  in  a  suit  to  enforce  a  vendor's 
implied  lien,  it  clearly  appears  by  the  spe- 
cific allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint, 
admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  the  remedy 
for  recovery  of  the  debt  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land  conveyed  is  barred  by  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  the  vendor's  implied  lien 
will  not  be  enforced;  and,  in  the  aosence  of 
other  equities  to  sustain  the  bill  of  com- 
plaiut>  it  is  subject  to  appropriate  demurrer. 

(February  5,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  an  order 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Alachua 
County  sustaining  a  demurrer  to  a  bill 
filed  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  upon  certain 
real  estate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.   T.  B.  Ellis,   Jr.,   and  George 
U.  Walker  &  Son  for  appellants. 
Mr.  F.  IT.  Smltli  for  appellee. 

Whitfield,  Ch.  J.,  delivemd  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

It  appears'  that  in  March,  1903,  John 
N.  D.  Cloud  conveyed  certain  land  to  J.  L. 


Note.  —  Effect  of  statutory  tar  of  action 
for  purchase  money  upon  right  to  en^ 
force  vendor's  lien. 

As  to  effect  of  bar  of  principal  debt  on 
right  to  foreclose  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust, 
see  note  to  Kulp  v.  Kulp,  21  L.R.A.  5.50. 

As  to  effect  of  bar  of  other  remedies  to 
prevent  a  sale  under  power  in  trust  deed  or 
mortgage,  see  note  to  Foot  v.  Burr,  13 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1210. 

The  authorities  are  in  conflict  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  effect  of  statutory  bar 
of  action  for  purchase  money  upon  the  right 
to  enforce  the'  vendor's  lien. 

Rule  in  case  of  mere  equitable  lien  raised 
by  implication  of  law. 

In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held,  in  ac- 
cord with  Shaylob  v.  Cloud,  that  the  ven- 
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dor's  lien  raised  by  implication  of  law  and 
enforceable  in  equity  is  a  mere  remedy  or  se- 
curity, an  incident  to  the  debt,  and  ceases 
to  be  available  in  equity  when  an  action  to 
enforce  the  debt  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations.  Waddell  v.  Carlock,  41  Ark. 
623;  llett  v.  Collins,  103  111.  74;  Cassell  v. 
Lowry,  164  Ind.  1,  72  N.  E.  640;  Day  v. 
Baldwin,  34  Iowa,  380;  Yeates  v.  Weeden,  6 
Bush,  438;  Littlejohn  v.  Gordon,  32  Miss. 
2.35;  Madison  County  v.  Powell,  71  Miss. 
618,  15  So.  109;  Borst  v.  Corey,  16  N.  Y. 
505;  Callender  v.  Basquin,  26  Ohio  C.  C. 
540;  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  9  Baxt.  71;  Thompson 
V.  Thompson,  3  Lea,  126;  Pitschki  v.  Ander- 
son, 40  Tex.  1 ;  Rindge  v.  Oliphint,  62  Tex. 
682;  Johnson  v.  Dyer,  19  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
602,  47  S.  W.  727 ;  Laird  v.  Murray,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  111  S.  W.  780. 
In  Fisher  v.  Fisher,  9  Baxt.  71»  where  the 
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Cloud,  the  consideration  being  $1,100,  for 
which  a  note  was  given  by  J.  L.  Cloud  to 
John  N.  D.  Cloud  payable  January  1,  1005. 
John  N.  D.  Cloud  died  in  1904.  By  will 
he  bequeathed  the  land  and  the  note  to 
his  mother,  Nancy  J.  Cloud,  who  being  a 
resident  of  Georgia  and  non  compos  mentis, 
B.  F.  Langford  was  there  appointed  guar- 
dian of  her  person  and  property.  8.  T. 
Shay  lor  qualified  in  August,  1904,  as  ex- 
ecutor of  the  will  of  John  N.  D.  Cloud. 
The  note  for  the  purchase  price  not  having 
been  paid,  this  suit  was  instituted  March 
23,    1911,    by    S.   T.    Shaylor   as   executor, 


Nancy  J.  Cloud,  by  her  next  friend,  and  B. 
F.  Langford,  as  her  guardian,  against  J.  L 
Cloud  to  enforce  a  vendor's  implied  lien 
upon  the  land  for  the  unpaid  purchase  price 
of  it,  represented  by  the  note  given  by  the 
vendee  to  the  vendor  at  the  time  cl  the 
conveyance. 

A  demurrer  to  the  bill  of  complaint  upon 
the  specific  grounds  of  laches,  and  that  the 
note  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, and  the  vendor's  lien,  being  merely 
an  incident  to  the  debt,  is  also  barred,  wu 
sustained   with   leave   to  amend,   and  the 


legal  title  passed  to  the  vendee  by  an  ab- 
solute conveyance,  withoift  any  reservation 
of  a  lien,  the  court  said:  "The  vendor  in 
such  a  case  has  lost  his  right  to  recover  the 
purchase  money,  and  cannot  have  an  im- 
plied lien  to  secure  that  which  he  has  no 
right  to  recover."  And  it  was  pointed  out 
that  the  sale  by  title  bond  or  a  lien  re- 
tained upon  the  face  of  the  deed  stand  on  a 
different  footing. 

In  Cassell  v.  Lowry,  164  Ind.  1,  72  N. 
E.  640,  it  was  held  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  employ  a  limitation  statute  to  aid 
a  vendee  in  removing  from  his  title  a  cloud 
upon  it  by  his  confessed  failure  to  pay  for 
the  property  as  he  has  agreed  to  do,  where 
under  the  system  of  procedure  there  is  but 
one  form  of  action,  and  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations applies  alike  to  actions  at  law  and 
suits  in  equity. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  held  that  the 
vendor's  lien  is  enforceable,  though  the  debt 
is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Relfe 
V.  Relfe,  34  Ala.  600,  73  Am.  Dec.  467; 
Bizzell  V.  Nix,  60  Ala.  281,  31  Am.  Rep.  38; 
Flinn  v.  Barber,  61  Ala.  630;  Shorter  v. 
Frazer,  64  Ala.  74 ;  Chapman  v.  Lee,  64  Ala. 
483;*  Ware  v.  Curry,  67  Ala.  274;  Lingan 
V.  Henderson,  1  Bland,  Ch.  236;  Morcton  v. 
Harrison,  1  Bland,  Ch.  491;  Baltimore  &  O. 
R.  Co.  V.  Trimble,  61  Md.  99  (owelty  award- 
ed in  partition  proceedings,  which  was  held 
to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  vendor's  lien  and 
governed  by  the  same  principles) ;  Lewis  v. 
McDowell,  88  N.  C.  261 ;  Smith  v.  O'Connor, 
6  Ohio  Dec.  Reprint,  934. 

In  Maryland  the  courts  put  a  vendor's 
lien,  so  far  as  the  applicability  of  limita- 
tions is  concerned,  upon  the  same  ground 
with  a  lien  by  mortgage.  It  is  said  that  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  "continues  for  twenty 
years,  not  because  of  the  seal  attached  to 
the  mortgage,  for  sealed  instruments  in 
this  state  are  barred  by  twelve  years,  but 
because  it  is  a  deed  of  conveyance,  the  rights 
imder  which  are  not  barred  except  by  the 
lapse  of  twenty  years,  by  analogy  to  the 
time  of  limitations  under  the  sieitute  of 
James,  which  saves  the  right  of  entry  for 
that  period."  Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Trimble,  61  Md.  112. 

And  in  Moreton  v.  Harrison,  1  Bland,  Ch. 
491,  it  was  said:  ''An  equitable  lien  is  found- 
ed upon  the  principle  that  the  legal  title 
has  not  been  parted  with,  or  ought  not  to  be 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


considered  as  completely  vested  in  the 
vendee,  until  the  whole  purchase  moner 
has  been  paid.  ...  If  the  whole  legal 
title  remains  in  the  vendor,  he  may  bring 
an  ejectment,  to  which  a  limitation  of  not 
less  than  twenty  years  is  a  bar;  but  if  the 
formal  legal  title  has  been  parted  with  by 
the  vendor  before  payment,  then  his  having 
so  ceded  it  gives  him  an  equitable  right  to 
enforce  payment  here  [in  chancery]  with  all 
the  advantages  he  had  as  the  actual  hold- 
er of  the  legal  title,  that  is,  as  a  mortgagee 
coming  here  [in  chancery]  to  foreclose;  ui 
which  case,  by  analogy  to  the  statute  of 
limitations,  no  time  short  of  the  lapse  of 
twenty  years  is  ever  deemed  sufficient  to 
raise  a  presumption  of  satisfaction."  To 
the  same  effect  is  Lingan  v.  Henderson,  1 
Bland,  Ch.  236. 

In  Relfe  v.  Relfe,  34  Ala.  500,  73  Am. 
Dec.  467,  it  was  held  that  the  lien  for  the 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  under  an 
executory  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  could 
not  be  regarded  as  a  stale  demand  within 
less  than  twenty  years  after  the  sale,  when 
the  presumption  of  payment  arises.  It  wu 
said  by  the  court :  "The  principle  which  pre- 
serves liens,  notwithstanding  the  bar  of  the 
debt,  is  neither  confined  to  those  secured  by 
a  conveyance,  as  for  example  a  mortgage, 
nor  to  those  secured  by  a  sealed  instrument, 
nor  even  to  those  provided  by  an  express 
contract.  .  .  .  The  principle  is  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  does  not  extinguish 
the  debt,  but  merely  bars  the  remedy  by  ac- 
tion at  law ;  and  there  is  no  inconsistency  in 
the  prosecution  of  another  remedy  after  the 
action  at  law  is  barred." 

In  School  Directors  v.  Anderson,  2S  La. 
Ann.  739,  it  was  held  that  an  action  to  dis- 
solve a  sale  of  land  on  the  ground  that 
the  purchase  price  was  not  paid  was  not 
barred  because  an  action  on  the  notes'  given 
therefor  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations. 

— applicability  of  limitation  statutes  other 
than   those   affecting   the   debt 

In  Missouri  it  is  held  that  the  mere 
equitable  lien  of  the  vendor  not  reserve  bj 
express  contract  is  in  the  nature  of  an  im- 
plied trust,  and  as  such  the  provision  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  concerning  trusts 
growing   out  of   realty,    which    limits  the 
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complainants    appealed    from    such    order, 
which  is  assigned  and  argued  as  error. 

By  §  1726  of  the  General  Statutes 
(§  1294,  Revised  Statutes),  an  action  upon 
any  contract,  obligation,  or  liability  found- 
ed upon  an  instrument  of  writing  not  under 
seal  must  be  commenced  within  five  years. 
This  suit  is  to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien  upon 
land,  that  is  raised  only  by  implication  of 
law,  and  the  suit  was  not  commenced  with- 
in five  years  from  the  date  of  the  convey- 
ance of  the  land,  or  from  the  date  of  the 
maturity  of  the  note  not  under  seal  given 
for  the  purchase  price. 


A  vendor's  lien  upon  land  conveyed  by 
him  does  not  result  from  agreement,  but 
it  is  a  right  given  by  implication  of  law 
and  enforceable  in  equity  while  the  vendor 
is  entitled  to  it.  See  Johnson  v.  McKinnon, 
45  Fla.  388,  34  So.  272;  McKinnon  v.  John- 
son, 54  Fla.  538,  45  So.  451. 

Where  land  is  conveyed  and  a  note  is 
taken  for  the  purchase  price,  without  any 
collateral  security  or  contract  mortgage  up- 
on the  property  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  purchase  price,  the  law  by  implication 
gives  to  the  vendors  a  right  in  the  nature 
of  a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the  pur- 


right  to  enforce  the  same  to  ten  years,  is 
applicable.  Zoll  V.  Carnahan,  83  Mo.  35; 
Hockaday  v.  Irawther,  17  Mo.  App.  636, 

It  has  been  held  that  the  equitable  lien 
of  a  vendor  who  has  conveyed  the  land  by 
deed  is  barred  by  seven  years'  possession 
by  the  vendee  after  the  maturity  of  the 
debt,  by  the  provisions  of  a  statute  which 
declares  that  no  suit  at  law  or  in  equity 
shall  be  prosecuted  to  enforce  any  claim  to 
lands  but  within  seven  years  next  after  the 
cause  of  action  accrued.  Sheratz  v.  Nicode- 
mus,  7  Verg.  9;  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  3 
Lea,  126.  Sut  see  infra,  Gudger  v.  Barnes, 
4  Heisk.  670,  as  to  the  application  of  the 
statute  where  the  conveyance  is  by  title 
bond;  and  also  Wood  v.  Neely,  7  Baxt.  586, 
as  to  the  application  of  the  statute  where 
the  vendor  retains  a  lien  on  the  face  of  the 
deed. 

So  a  vendor's  lien  is  extinguished  by  the 
statutory  bar  of  action  for  the  purchase 
money,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Califor- 
nia Civil  Code,  §  3046,  giving  one  who 
sells  real  property  a  vendor's  lien  thereon, 
independent  of  possession,  for  the  remain- 
ing unpaid  and  unsecured  purchase  price, 
otherwise  than  by  the  personal  obligation  of 
the  buyer;  and  under  §  2911,  which  provides 
that  a  lien  is  extinguished  by  the  lapse  of 
time  within  which,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  an  action  can 
be  brought  upon  the  principal  obligation. 
California  Sav.  Bank  y.  Parrish,  116  Cal. 
254,  48  Pac.  73. 

In  Washington  ▼.  Soria,  73  Miss.  665, 
65  Am.  St.  Rep.  655,  19  So.  485,  it  was  held 
that  since  a  vendor  of  land  mi^ht  have 
brought  an  action  at  law  against  .  the 
vendee  to  recover  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  his  proceeding  in  equity  to  subject 
the  land  to  the  satisfaction  thereof  cannot 
be  said  to  rest  upon  the  "existence  of  a 
trust  not  cognizable  by  the  courts  of 
common  law,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
provisions  of  §  2763  of  the  Co'de,  which  lim- 
its to  ten  years  the  period  in  which  suit  may 
be  brought,  but  is  governed  by  §  2762,  which 
declares  that  "whenever  there  be  a  concur- 
rent jurisdiction  in  the  courts  of  the  com- 
mon law  and  in  the  courts  of  equity,  of  any 
cause  of  action,  the  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter limiting  a  time  for  the  commencement 
of  a  suit  for  such  cause  of  action  in  a  court 
of  common  law  shall  apply  to  all  suits  to 
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be  brought  for  the  same  cause  of  action  in 
a  conrt  of  equity." 

A  bill  to  enforce  against  the  land  a  note 
given  by  a  married  woman  for  the  purchase 
money,  thereof  is  subject  to  the  statute  of 
limitations  applicable  to  that  form  of  in- 
debtedness, notwithstanding  that  the  note 
of  a  married  woman  is  not  enforceable  as 
a  personal  obligation.  McNair  v.  Stanton, 
57  Miss.  298. 

It  was  held  in  the  above  case  that  while 
the  note  of  a  married  woman  was  not  en- 
forceable as  a  personal  obligation,  she  will 
be  compelled  by  a  court  of  chancery  to  pay 
it  or  surrender  the  property  acquired  by  its 
execution,  and  because  of  this  it  was  con- 
tended that,  inasmuch  as  the  obligation  to 
surrender  the  land  is  a  trust  raised  and 
imposed  upon  her  by  a  court  of  equity,  it 
becomes  barred  only  after  the  period  of 
limitation  prescribed  by  the  Code  in  cases 
of  trusts  not  cognizable  in  courts  of  law. 

Failure  to  present  a  claim  for  unpaid  pur- 
chase money  to  the  administrator  of 
vendee's  estate  within  two  years  from  the 
grant  of  his  letters,  as  provided  by  statute 
requiring  all  claims  against  a  decedent's  es- 
tate, to  be  presented  to  the  personal  repre- 
sentative within  a  given  time,  or  be  for- 
ever barred,  is  a  bar  to  a  bill  to  foreclose 
a  vendor's  lien  for  the  purchase  money  for 
certain  lands  for  which  a  note  had  been 
given.  Linthicum  v.  Tapscott,  28  Ark.  267. 
The  court  said :  "A  vendor's  lien  is  a  rem- 
edy or  security, — not  a  right  of  property,* 
and  does  not  vary  the  nature  of  the  debt 
or  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  and  cannot  be  enforced 
after  the  bar  of  the  statute  has  attached  to 
the  debt." 

But  the  failure  of  the  vendor,  who  after- 
wards becomes  the  administrator  of  the 
vendee's  estate,  to  bring  his  claim  for  the 
unpaid  purchase  money  into  the  adminis- 
tration, does  not  preclude  the  subsequent  en- 
forcement of  his  equitable  lien  as  a  vendor, 
notwithstanding  the  statute  of  nonclaim,  es- 
pecially where  the  estate  was  in  fact  insolv- 
ent, and  the  entire  assets  required  to  pay 
the  debts  of  the  estate  that  were  presented 
and  allowed.    Flinn  v.  Barber,  61  Ala.  530. 

And  in  Hood  v.  Hammond,  128  Ala.  569, 
86  Am.  St.  Rep.  159,  30  So.  540,  it  was  ex- 
pressly held  that  the  failure  of  the  vendor 
to  present  his  lien  notes  to  the  administra- 
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chase  price,  which  right,  if  not  waived  or 
abandoned,  may  be  enforced  in  equity  at 
any  time  before  the  remedy  by  action  on  the 
note  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
But,  where  the  remedy  by  action  at  law 
on  the  note  is  barred  by  the  statute  of 
limitations,  the  vendor's  lien  given  by 
implication  of  law  will  not  be  enforced  in 
equity.  The  lien  is  a  right  created  by  law 
as  an  incident  to  the  debt,  and  ceases  to 
be  available  in  equity  when  the  debt  is  not 
enforceable  at  law.  A  vendor  can  ordinarly 
have  no  greater  right  by  implication  of  law 
than  he  has  by  contract,  when  the  implied 
riglit  is  an  incident  to  the  contract  right. 


In  this  case  no  coUatenJ  tecarity  or  mori* 
gage  was  taken,  and  the  note  given  for  the 
purchase  price  was  not  renewed  or  put  in 
judgment  so  as  to  continue  the  right  to 
recover  the  debt. 

Where,  in  a  9uit  to  enforce  a  vendor^i 
implied  lien,  it  clearly  appears  by  the 
specific  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint, 
admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  the  remedy 
for  recovery  of  the  debt  for  the  purchsM 
price  of  land  conveyed  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  the  vendor's  implied 
lien  will  not  be  enforced;  and,  in  t^ 
absence  of  other  equities  to  sustain  the  bill 


tor  within  the  time  required  by  the  statute 
of  nonclaim,  or  to  file  them  in  the  probate 
court  within  nine  months  after  the  declar- 
ation of  insolvency  of  the  estate,  as  provid- 
ed by  statute,  will  not  cut  off  the  vendor's 
lien  and  remedy  for  its  enforcement.  "Such 
failures,"  it  was  said  in  the  above  case, 
"would  only  operate  to  bar  the  right  of  the 
vendor  to  participate  in  the  distribution 
of  the  estate." 

'Ihe  question  whether  the  statute  of  non- 
claim  is  equivalent  of  limitations  within 
the  rule  that  the  running  of  the  latter 
against  the  debt  secured  will  bar  the  remedy 
on  the  mortgage  is  treated  in  the  note  io 
31  L.R.A.(W.S.)    1013. 

Rule  where  vendor  retains  the  legal  title. 

It  has  been  held  that  where  the  contract 
for  the  sale  of  land  provides  that  the  vendor 
shall  retain  tlie  legal  title  until  the  pur- 
chase money  is  paid,  it  is  competent  for  the 
^endor  to  enforce  specific  execution  of  the 
contract,  and  to  subject  the  land  to  sale 
for  the  purchase  money  in  arrears,  at  any 
time  short  of  the  period  sufficient  to  raise 
the  presumption  of  payment,  notwithstand- 
ing the  bar  of  the  statute  of  limitations  to 
an  action  at  law  to  recover  the  purchase 
money.  Hanna  v.  Wilson,  3  Gratt.  243,  46 
Am.  Dec.  190;  Phillips  v.  Adams,  78  Ala. 
225. 

To  the  same  effect  are  the  following  cases, 
where  vendor  gave  bond  for  title:  Erskine 
V.  North,  14  Gratt.  60;  Coles  v.  Withers,  33 
Gratt.    186;    Paxton   v.   Rich,   85   Va.   378, 

I  L.R.A.  639,  7  S.  E.  631 ;  Hull  v.  Hull,  35 
W.  Va.  155,  29  Am.  St.  Rep.  800,  13  S.  E. 
49;  Evans  v.  Johnson,  39  W.  Va.  299,  23 
L.R.A.  737,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  912,  19  S.  E. 
623;  and  Tunstall  v.  Withers,  86  Va.  892, 

II  S.  E.  565;  Magruder  v.  Peter,  11  Gill  A 
J.  217  (which  held  that  only  lapse  of  time 
from  which  the  presumption  of  payment 
arises  will  cut  off  vendor's  lien,  even  though 
he  has  parted  with  the  legal  title  reserved  in 
the  deed)  ;  Randall  v.  Jaques,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  11,553  (w^here  vendor  -took  purchase 
money  mortgage). 

In  Phillips  v.  Adams,  78  Ala.  225,  it  was 
held  that  the  lien  of  a  vendor  of  land,  when 
no  conveyance  is  executed,  is  regarded  in 
the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  and  is  not  im- 
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paired  or  destroyed  because  an  action  at  law 
for  the  purchase  money  may  be  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations;  that  it  doea 
not  become  a  stale  demand,  if  a  bill  in 
equity  to  enforce  the  lien  is  filed  within 
less  than  twenty  years  after  the  sale. 

And  in  McGehee  v.  Blackwell,  28  Ark.  27, 
where  the  vendor  retained  the  legal  title, 
giving  a  bond  for  title  to  the  vendee,  it  wu 
pointed  out  that  he  had  three  remedies, 
viz.,  an  action  of  law  upon  the  note,  an  ac- 
tion at  law  for  possession  of  the  land,  and 
an  action  in  equity  to  enforce  his  lien  and 
subject  the  land  to  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
which  under  the  statute  were  subject  to 
different  periods  of  limitation;  and  that 
though  one  remedy  may  be  barred,  he  might 
pursue  another  that  was  not  barred. 

Accordingly,  in  Coldcleugh  v.  Johnson,  34 
Ark.  312,  it  was  held  that  only  the  bar  of 
adverse  possession  of  the  land  for  such 
time  as  would  bar  an  action  at  law  for  its 
recovery  can  ,  prevent  the  vendor  by  title 
bond  from  proceeding  in  rem  in  a  court 
of  equity  to  enforce  his  specific  lien  upon 
the  land  itself.  To  the  same  effect  are  Hall 
V.  Denckla,  28  Ark.  510;  Butler  v.  Douglass, 
1  McCrary,  630,  3  Fed.  612;  which  followed 
Hall  V.  Benckla;  Hardin  v.  Boyd,  113  U.  S. 
750,  28  L.  ed.  1141,  5  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  771, 
which  followed  Coldcleugh  v.  Johnson ;  Lew- 
is V.  Hawkins,  23  Wall.  119,  23  L.  ed.  113. 
and  Butler  v.  Douglass,  1  McCrary,  630,  3 
Fed.  612,  which  also  involved  conveyances 
mad^  in  Arkansas,  and  followed  the  law  of 
that  jurisdiction. 

In  Williams  v.  Young,  71  Ark.  164.  71  8. 
W.  669,  it  is  held  that  a  trust  relation  arises 
where  land  is  sold  and  notes  given  for  the 
purchase  price,  and  a  bond  for  title  to  be 
made  by  the  vendor  upon  the  payment  of  the 
notes;  and  that  the  statute  of  limitations 
will  not  begin  to  run  until  there  is  a  de- 
termination of  the  trust  relation. 

And  in  Adair  v.  Adair,  78  Mo.  630.  it  wai 
held  that  where  the  vendor  reserves  tiie  legal 
title  as  security  for  the  unpaid  purchase 
money,  the  possession  of  the  vendee  is  con- 
sistent with  the  contract,  and  cannot  be 
deemed  adverse,  and  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions will  not  begin  to  run  until  there  is  an 
express  repudiation  of  the  contract. 

Driver  v.  Hudspeth,  16  Ala.  348,  was  a 
proceeding  under  a  statute,  at  the  instance 
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of  complaint,  it  is  subject  to  appropriate 
demurrer.  See  2  Jones,  Liens,  2d  ed.  § 
1099 ;  '2  Warvelle,  Vendors,  §  709 ;  29  Am. 
A  Eng.  £nc.  Law,  2d  ed.  759;  Trotter  v. 
Erwin,  27  Miss.  772;  Stephens  y.  Shannon, 
43  Ark.  464;  Borst  v.  Corey,  16  N.  Y. 
505;  Howard  v.  Windom,  86  Tex.  660,  26 
S.  W.  483. 

A  contrary  rule  in  Maryland  seems  to  be 
based  on  analogy  to  the  English  statute  of 
limitations  as  to  the  right  of  entry.  See 
Baltimore  &  0.  R.  Co.  v.  Trimble,  51  Md. 
99.  The  Alabama  cases  and  possibly  others 
do  not  accord  with  the  decided  weight  of 
authority.     In  Browne  v.  Browne,  17  Fla. 


607,  36  .Am.  Rep.  96,  and  Jordan  y.  Say  re, 
24  Fla.  1,  3  So.  329,  the  lien  was  created 
by  a  mortgage  under  seal,  and  the  court 
held  that,  there  being  in  the  mortgage  an 
express  promise  to  pay  the  debt,  the  statute 
of  limitations  respecting  instruments  under 
seal  is  applicable  where  the  contract  mort- 
gage is  being  foreclosed,  even  though  the 
note  evidencing  the  debt  is  barred  by  the 
five-year  statute  of  limitation. 
The  order  is  afiirmed. 

Taylo'r,    Shacklcford,    Cockrell,    and 
Hocker,  J  J.,  concur. 


of  a  vendee  holding  a  bond  for  title,  to  com- 
pel  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
vendor,  who  had  died,  to  make  him  title. 
The  purchase  money  had  not  been  paid,  but 
an  action  at  law  on  the  notes  given  for  it 
was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
It  was  held  that  a  vendor  retaining  the  legal 
title,  and  entering  into  bo^d  for  its  convey- 
ance only  on  payment  of  the  purchase 
money,  had  a  lien  in  the  nature  of  a  mort- 
gage; that  this  lien  the  court  would  not 
devest  until  the  purchase  money  was  paid, 
and  that  it  was  not  impaired  because  an  ac- 
tion at  law  for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase 
money  was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. The  court  said:  "The  fact  that  the 
notes  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions does  not  destroy  the  lien,  which  is  re- 
garded in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage.  If 
the  vendor,  whoee  notes  are  barred,  or. his 
heirs  after  his  death,  should  bring  eject- 
ment to  recover  the  land,  and  thus  drive  the 
purchaser  into  a  court  of  equity  to  enjoin 
the  action,  it  is  very  clear  to  my  mind  that 
the  court  of  chancery  would  not  interfere 
until  he  had  paid  up  the  purchase  money, 
the  remedy  to  recover  which  at  law  had 
been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations. 
The  court  of  equity  would  not  decree  a  spe- 
cific performance  in  favor  of  one  who  with- 
holds the  compensation  he  stipulated  to  pay, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  legal  remedy  to 
recover  it  is  barred.  The  vendor  is  not 
bound  to  sue  upon  his  note,  but  may  rest 
upon  the  security  furnished  by  his  lien." 
In  Gudger  v.  Barnes,  4  Heisk.  570,  it  was 
held  in  the  case  of  contract  for  conveyance 
by  title  bond,  the  legal  title  being  retained 
as  security  for  the  purchase  money,  that  the 
lien  thus  retained  was  not  a  claim  for 
land  within  the  provision  of  a  statute  lim- 
iting suits  at  law  or  in  equity  to  enforce 
any  claim  to  lands,  to  seven  years,  and  was 
not  barred  by  the  fact  that  the  purchaser 
held  possession  of  the  land  under  his  con- 
tract for  seven  years,  for  the  reason  tliat  the 
vendor  held  his  lien  in  pursuance  of  the  con- 
tract of  the* parties,  and  the  vendee  held  his 
land  likewise  in  pursuance  of  the  same 
contract,  and  not  adversely"  to  the  right  of 
the  vendor,  and  therefore  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations could  not  operate  to  perfect  a  ricrlit 
in  him,  or  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  vendor 
aerainst  which  there  had  been  no  adverse 
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holding  or  antagonism  asserted.  The  court 
said  that  this  "applies  witn  perfect  accur- 
acy to  the  lien  of  the  vendor,  whether  re- 
tained on  the  face  of  the  deed,  or  created  by 
contract  by  retention  of  the  legal  title  for 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money."  To 
the  same  effect  is  White  v.  Blackemore,  8 
Lea,  49.  Ray  v.  Goodman,  1  Sneed,  587, 
was  expressly  overruled  by  the  court  in 
Gudger  v.  Barnes. 

But  in  Trotter  v.  Erwin,  27  Miss.  772,  it 
was  held  that  the  foreclosure  of  tlie  vendor's 
lien  was  barred  when  the  debt  was  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations,  though  it 
appeared  that  the  vendor  never  conveyed, 
but  gave  merely  bond  for  title,  and  of- 
fered to  convey  upon  the  payment  of  the 
purchase  money.  The  court  said  in  effect 
that  a  vendor's  lien  is  not  a  mortgage,  that 
it  has  merely  the  incident  of  a  mortgage 
of  being  enforceable  in  equity  against 
the  property  subject  to  the  vendor's  equi- 
table claim;  but  consists  solely  in  debt, 
and  must  be  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of 
the  debt,  and  cannot  be  enforced  when  the 
debt  could  not  be,  and  consequently  it  can- 
not be  enforced  when  the  debt  is  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations. 

Rule  where  vendor  retains  lien  on  the  face 

of  the  deed. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  lien  reserved  on 
the  face  of  the  deed  is  but  an  incident  to 
the  debt  thereby  secured,  and  that  an  action 
to  foreclose  the  lien  is  barred  when  the  debt 
is  barred  by  limitation :  Chase  v.  Cartri|J^it, 
63  Ark.  358,  22  Am.  St.  Rep.  207,  14  S.  \V. 
90;  Stephens  v.  Shannon,  43  Ark.  464.; 
Benedict  v.  Griffith,  92  Ark.  195,  122  S.  W. 
.479;  Hemingway  v.  Long,  23  Kv.  L.  Rep. 
1757,  66  S.  W.  278;  Hale  V.  Baker,  60  Tex. 
217;  Stephens  v.  Mathews,  69  'lex.  341,  6 
S.  W.  567;  Brown  v.  Cates,  99  Tex.  133,  87 
S.  W.  1149;  Dupree  v.  Mansur,  214  U.  S. 
161,  63  L.  ed.  950,  29  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  548, 
reversing  80  C.  C.  A.  213,  150  Fed.  329. 
Contraf  Buckner  v.  Street,  6  McCrary,  69, 
15  Fed.  365  (C.  C.  E.  D.  Ark.),  holding  a 
plea  of  statute  of  limitations  to  note  given 
for  purchase  money  unavailing  to  proceeding 
to  foreclose  a  vendor's  lien  reserved  in  the 
deed  by  which  the  lands  were  conveyed. 

In  Hale  v.  Baker,  60  Tex.  217,  the  court 
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pointed  out  that  when  the  debt  is  barred 
by  limitationB,  a  vendor  who  has  reserved  a 
lien  must  rely  for  his  remedy  upon  the  as- 
sertion of  such  rights  only  as  his  superior 
title  to  the  land  confers  upon  him  as  its 
owner,  such  as  an  action  to  recover  posses- 
sion. 

Thus,  it  is  held  in  Texas  that  a  Tendor 
who  has  reserved  a  lien  upon  the  face  of  the 
deed,  to  secure  the  unpaid  purchase  money, 
is  entitled,  upon  default  of  payment  by  the 
vendee,  to  reclaim  the  land  in  an  action  for 
the  possession,  notwithstanding  the  right  of 
action  for  the  recovery  of  the  purchase 
money  is  barred  by  limitation.  Baker  v. 
Ramey,  27  Tex.  52;  White  v.  Cole,  87  Tex. 
600,  29  S.  W.  769;  McPherson  v.  Johnson, 
69  Tex.  484,  6  S.  W.  798;  Johnson  v.  Lock- 
hart,  16  Tex.  Civ.  App.  32,  40  S.  W.  640; 
Dittman  v.  Iselt,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  52 
S.  W.  96;  Farmers*  Loan  k  T.  Co.  v.  Beck- 
ley,  93  Tex.  267,  64  S.  W.  1027;  Lumpkin 
v.  Story,'  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  134  S.  W. 
298;  Shotwell  v.  McCardell,  19  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  174,  47  S.  W.  39  (applying  same  rule 
in  case  of  judicial  sale  of  land  by  admin- 
istrator made  under  order  of  court). 

This  is  upon  the  theory  that  the  reserva- 
tion in  the  deed  to,  secure  the  unpaid  pur- 
chase money  renders  the  contract  executory, 
and  the  superior  title  remains  in  the  vendor 
until  the  purchase  money  is  paid.    Ibid. 

So,  if  the  vendor  acquires  possession  after 
the  vendee  has  made  default,  he  cannot  be 
turned  out  by  an  action  of  trespass  to  try 
title,  although  the  purchase  money,  as  a 
debt,  be  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tion. Dunlap  V.  Wright,  11  Tex.  697,  62 
Am.  Dec.  506;  Burgess  v.  MilUcan,  60  Tex. 
307;  McPherson  v.  Johnson,  69  Tex.  484,  C 
S.  W.  798. 

And  a  conveyance  in  consideration  of  an 
annuity  to  be  paid  to  the  graofeors  during 
their  lives,  which  reserved  a  lien  on  the  land 
to  secure  the  payment  thereof,  entitles  the 
heirs  of  the  grantors  to  recover  the  land, 
though  the  debt  due  by  the  grantee  to  the 
grantors  was  barred  by  limitations.  McRae 
V.  Poor,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  48  S.  W.  47. 

In  Wood  V.  Neely,  7  Baxt.  686,  it  was 
held  that  the  enforcement  of  a  lien  retained 
by  the  vendor  on  the  face  of  the  deed  was 
not  a  claim  for  land,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  limiting  suits  at  law  or  in  equi- 
ty to  enforce  any  claim  to  lands  to  seven 
years,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the 
purchaser  held  possession  of  the  land  under 
his  contract  for  seven  years,  for  the  reason 
that  the  vendor  held  his  lien  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract  of  the  parties,  and  the  vendee 
held  the  land  likewise  in  pursuance  of  the 
same  contract,  and  not  adversely  to  the 
right  of  the  vendor,  and  therefore  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  could  not  operate  to  per- 
fect a  right  to  him,  or  to  defeat  the  right 
of  the  vendor,  against  which  there  had  been 
no  adverse  holding  or  antagonism  asserted. 

Rule  where  notes  given  for  the  purchase 
money  contain  stipulation  that  a  lien 
should  exist  upon  the  land. 

In  Waddell  v.  Carlock,  41  Ark.  523,  it 
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was  held  that  a  note  which  recited  that  it 
was  given  for  the  purchase  moiiej  of  the 
lands,  describing  them,  and  adding:  '^This 
note  is  to  stand  aa  a  lien  on  said  land  nntil 
fully  paid,"  was  not  thereby  made  a  lien  to 
any  greater  extent  or  with  any  other  legal 
effect  than  that  which  attaches  in  equiij 
to  all  notes  of  like  character  given  for  tik 
purchase  money  of  land.  The  court  said: 
"It  was  not  a  mortgage,  for  it  conTeyed 
nothing.  M or  was  it  like  a  title  bond,  leav- 
ing the  legal  titie  in  the  hands  of  tbe 
vendor." 

In  Texas  it  is  held  that  a  stipulation  that 
a  lien  should  exist  upon  the  land  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  money  con- 
tained in  the  notes  given  for  the  purclukse 
price,  which  are  executed  simultaneously 
with  the  deed,  is  equally  effective  as  though 
the  lien  had  been  reserved  in  the  face  of  tbe 
deed,  and  that  the  lien  may  be  enforced  by 
a  recovery  of  the  land  though  the  notes  are 
barred  by  the  statute  of  1  imitations,  as 
shown  in  the  subdivision  "Rule  where  vendor 
retains  lien  on  the  face  of  the  deed."  Bar- 
ber V.  Hoffman,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  37  S. 
W.  769;  Ellis  v.  Hannay,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
— ,  64  S.  W.  684 ;  Miller  v.  Linquist,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  141  S.  W.  170;  Bucklev  v. 
Runge,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  136  S.  W.  533. 

While  it  is  held  that  a  mere  aasi^ee  of  a 
note  given  to  secure  the  purchase  money 
of  land,  for  which  an  express  lien  is  re- 
served by  the  vendor,  may  have  the  land 
sold  and  its  proceeds  applied  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  purchase  money  note  held  by 
him,  he  must  do  this  before  the  note  is 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations^  since 
the  mere  assignment  of  the .  note  does  not 
carry  with  it  the  superior  title  to  the  land, 
which  is  vested  in  the  vendor  until  the  pur- 
chase money  is  paid.  Stephens  v.  Mathews. 
69  Tex.  341,  6  S.  W.  667;  Farmers'  Loan  * 
T.  Co.  V.  Beckley,  93  Tex.  267,  54  S.  W. 
1027. 

Yet  after  the  note  has  been  barred  by 
limitation,  the  original  vendor  may  assig:D 
his  superior  legal  title  to  the  holder  of  &e 
note,  who,  as  assignee  of  the  note  and  the 
legal  title,  may,  in  case  the  statute  of  limi- 
tation has  been  pleaded,  recover  the  land  in 
like  manner  as  the  vendor  could  in  case  he 
retained  the  notes.  Abernathy  v.  Bass,  9 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  239,  29  S.  W.  398;  White 
V.  Cole,  87  Tex.  500,  29  S.  W.  759;  Ditt- 
man V.  Iselt,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  52  S.  W. 
96;  Jackson  v.  Bradshaw,  24  Tex.  Civ.  App. 
30,  57  S.  W.  878 ;  Ellis  v.  Hannay,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — ,  64  S.  W.  684 ;  Finks  v.  Aheel, 
33  Tex.  Civ.  App.  567,  77  S.  W.  650;  Ruth- 
erford v.  Mothershed,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  360. 
92  S.  W.-  1021;  Atteberry  v.  Burnett*  52 
Tex.  Civ.  App.  617,  114  S.  W.  159. 

Rule  where  vendor  takes  mortgage  which 
shows  that  it  is  given  for  the  purchase 
money. 

The  rule  in  Texas,  which  permits  a  re- 
covery of  the  land  after  an  action  to  en- 
force payment  of  the  purchase  money  is 
barred  by  limitation,  where  a  lien   is   re- 
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served  on  the  face  of  the  deed,  is  applicable, 
though  the  conveyance  is  by  an  absolute 
deed,  where  the  vendor  takes  a  mortgage 
executed  simultaneously  with  the  deed, 
which  shows  that  it  is  given  for  the  unpafd 
purchase  money.  Dunlap  v.  Wright,  11  Tex. 
.)97,  62  Am.  Dec.  506;  Jackson  v.  Palmer, 
52  Tex.  427 ;  Burgess  v.  Millican,  60  Tex. 
397  (applying  rule  in  case  of  judicial  sale 
of  land  by  administrator  made  under  order 
of  court). 

Effect  of  new  promise  or  acknowledgment, 
of  the  debt  to  remove  bar  of  statute  of 
limitations  to  enforce  vendor's  lien. 

A  renewal  of  a  purchase  money  note  giv- 
en for  land,  or  a  new  promise,  will  not 
only  extend  the  vendee's  legal  responsibility 
for  the  debt,  but  also  prolong  the  life  of  the 
vendor's  lien,  and  put  the  statute  of  limita- 
tion in  operation  against  it  only  from  the 
maturity  of  the  renewal,  or  from  the  date 
of  the  new  promise.  Poindexter  v.  Rawlings, 
106  Tenn.  97,  82  Am.  St.  Rep.  869,  59  S. 
W.  766;  Moreton  v.  Harrison,  1  Bland,  Ch. 
491;  Howard  v.  Windom,  86  Tex.  560,  26 
S.  W.  483;  Moran  v.  Wheeler,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  26  S.  W.  297. 

But  as  against  a  subsequent  grantee  of 
the  land,  the  lien  cannot  be  enforced  be- 
yond the  statutory  limitation  which  would 
bar  an  action  upon  the  notes  given  for  the 
purchase  money,  and  the  first  grantee  can- 
not extend  the  lien  by  recognition  and  pay- 
ments on  the  debt.  Tate  v.  Hawkins,  81 
Ky.  677,  60  Am.  Rep.  181;  McElwee  v. 
McElwee,  97  Tenn.  649,  37  S.  W.  560. 

However,  in  Beck  v.  Tarrant,  61  Tex. 
402,  it  was  held  that  the  revival  of  a  person- 
al judgment  rendered  against  the  maker  of 
a  note  given  for  the  purchase  money  of  land 
operated  to  preserve  the  vendor's  lien  after 
limitation  would  have  barred  a  recovery  up- 
on the  note  and  furnished  a  foundation  for 
proceedings  against  a  purchaser  of  the  land 
from  the  original  vendee,  to  foreclose  the 
vendor's  lien. 

Effect  of  vendee's  discharge  in  bankruptcy. 

The  vendor's  right  to  enforce  the  equitable 
lien  for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  against 
the  land  is  not  affected  by  the  vendee's  dis- 
charge in  bankruptcy,  where  it  does  not 
appear  that  the  bankrupt  court,  by  any 
proceeding,  had  sold  the  land  for  creditors, 
or  that  it  had  ever  been  listed  as  a  part  of 
his  assets.  Barnett  v.  Salyers,  11  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  466,  12  S.  W.  303. 

And  in  Lewis  v.  Hawkins,  23  Wall.  119, 
23  L.  ed.  113,  it  was  held  that  the  discharge 
in  bankruptcy  released  th^  vendee  from 
personal  liability  for  his  debt,  but  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  cannot  avail  to  protect 
the  land  in  the  hands  of  the  purchaser  of 
it  from  the  vendee,  from  the  vendor's  lien 
upon  it  for  the  purchase,  money,  upon  the 
th^ry  that  the  execution  of  notes  for  the 
purchase  money  and  the  title  bond  between 
the  vendor  and  vendee  established  an  ex- 
press trust  in  the  vendor  for  the  legal  title, 
and  the  vendee  for  the  purchase  money,  and 
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that,  as  between  trustee  and  cestui  que 
trust  in  the  case  of  an  express  trust,  the 
stutute  of  limitations  has  no  application. 

A.  L.  R. 


MISSOURI   SUPREME   COURT. 
(Division  No.    1.) 

LIZZIE  VANTINE 

V. 

MARY  BUTLER  et  al.,  Appts. 

(—  Mo.  — ,  144  S.  W.  807.) 

Evidence  —  to  support  declarations  of 
pedigree  —  necessity. 

1.  Preliminary  proof  of  relationship  is 
necessary  to  support  declarations  tending  to 
establish  pedigree. 

Same  —  snfflclency. 

2.  Sufficient  extrinsic  proof  of  relation- 
ship to  support  declarations  of  a  woman 
since  deceased,  that  a  child  was  the  daughter 
of  a  man  to  whose  estate  she  was  attempt- 
ing to  establish  heirship,  exists  where  it  is 
shown  that  the  woman,  who  was  the  wife 
of  the  man,  was  driven  from  home  pregnant, 
and  shortly  after  bore  a  daughter,  and  that, 
after  staying  in  the  neighbornood  of  her 
former  home  for  several  years,  disappeared 
with  the  announced  intention  of  going  to  a 
certain  place,  and  was  never  again  seen  in 
that  community;  that  shortly  afterwards  a 
woman  with  her  physical  characteristics, 
habits,  and  beliefs  appeared  with  a  child 
corresponding  to  the  one  which  had  disap- 
peared, arrived  at  a  town  near  where  the 
woman  announced  she  was  going,  and  made 
the  declarations  in  controversy,  while  the 
father  and  members  of  his  family  recognized 
that  the  missing  child  was  living  in  the  lo- 
cality to  which  tiie  woman  went. 

• 

(February  29,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Boone  County 
in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action  brought  to 
establish  her  right  as  a  pretermitted  heir  in 
the  estate  of  her  alleged  father.   Affirmed. 

Statement  by  "Woodson,  J.: 

Counsel  for  appellants  make  the  following 
brief  and  clear  statement  of  the  issues, 
which  I  adopt  as  a  partial  statement  of  the 
case,  viz,: 

"This  cause  is  in  this  court  by  appeal  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  Mary  Butler, 
Loutitia  Phelan,  and  Mary  Butler,  the 
younger,  and  Vincent  D.  Phelan,  executors  of 
the  last  will  and  testament  of  John  Butter, 
deceased,  defendants   in   the   above-entitled 


Note.  —  As  to  admissibility  of  declarations 
of  relatives  of  claimant  upon  the  issue  of 
his  relationship  or  heirship  to  d'^codent,  see 
note  to  Re  Hartman,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  530. 
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cause,  from  a  decree  and  judgment  of  the 
circuit  court  of  Boone  county,  Missouri,  iu 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  establishing  her  right 
AS  a  pretermitted  heir. 

**lhe  petition  is  in  ordinary  form,  and 
jilleges  that  John  Butler  died  testate  on  Oc- 
tober   ,  1906,  as  to  all  his  heirs  except 

this  plaintiff,  and  that,  by  his  last  will  and 
.testament,  he  devised  to  his  present  widow, 
Mary  Butler,  all  his  real  estate  to  hold  dur- 
ing her  natural  life,  and,  after  her  death, 
•disposed  of  it  in  fee  to  his  children  and 
grandchildren  as  provided  in  said  will,  not 
mentioning  the  plaintiff  in  his  will  in  any 
way ;  that  said  John  Butler  possessed  at  the 
tin.e  of  his  death  about  2,000  acres  of  land 
.and  personal  property  of  about  $10,000; 
tliat  said  land  is  fully  set  out  and  described 
in  the  said  petition;  that  plaintiff  is  an  heir 
At  law  in  said  estates  aTid  entitled  to  a  one- 
sixth  undivided  interest  therein,  both  in  the 
realty  and  the  personalty  thereof,  after  the 
marital  rights  of  the  widow  have  been  as- 
•signcd  and  set  off  to  her;  that  said  will  of 
said  John  Butler,  deceased,  has  been  duly 
prol;ated,  and  that  by  the  terms  of  said  will 
Mary  Butler  and  Vincent  D.  Phelan  are 
named  as  executors,  and  have  duly  qualified 
as  siicli  and  taken  possession  of  both  the  per* 
.sonal  and  real  estate  of  the  said  deceased. 
Wherefore  plaintiff  prays  that  issues  be 
framed  to  determine  the  facts  aforesaid,  and 
that  she  be  adjudged  a  daughter  and  a 
lawful  heir  of  said  John  Butler,  and  entitled 
io  a  one-sixth  interest  in  his  estate,  both 
real  and  personal,  and  a  tenant  in  common 
with  the  defendants  in  all  of  said  real  es- 
tate, and  that  an  accounting  be  had  between 
her  and  said  executors,  heirs,  and  devisees, 
and  for  all  such  other  and  further  relief  as 
to  the  court  may  seem  just  in  the  premises. 
The  petition  in  this  case  was  filed  on  the 
llth  day  of  January,  1908.  On  June  J, 
'  1008,  these  defendants  filed  an  answer  deny- 
ing each 'and  every  allegation  in  said  peti- 
tion. The  record  discloses  that  the  ques- 
tion of  the  heirship  of  the  plaintiff  was  the 
only  vital  issue  in  controversy  between  the 
parties  to  this  proceeding." 

The  evidence  in  the  case  is  quite  volumi- 
-nous.  Some  sixty  witnesses  testified  in  the 
case  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  none  for  de- 
fendants, and  their  testimony  covers  over 
200  pages  of  closely  printed  matter.  For 
that  reason,  it  will  be  impractical  to  set  out 
even  a  summary  of  the  testimony  of  each. 
We  will,  however,  state  generally  what  the 
evidence  tended  to  show,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

John  Butler,  the  allecred  father  of  the 
plaintiff,  died  testate  in  Boone  county  in  the 
fall  of  3006,  owning  about  1.800  acres  of 
land,  described  in  the  pleadings,  and  about 
$15,000  worth  of  personal  property  The  will 
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was  duly  probated,  and  he  deviBed  the  laadi 
to  his  widow,  Mary  Butler,  for  life,  with  the 
remainder  in  specific  portions  to  the  other 
defendants.  John  Butler  and  his  first  wife, 
•Jane  Butler,  whom  it  is  claimed  was  the 
mother  of  the  plaintiff,  were  Irish  Catholics, 
who  came  from  New  York  to  this  state 
about  the  year  1857.  They  then  had  two 
children,  Harry  and  William.  Butler  wu 
a  carpenter,  and  lived  at  or  near  Sturgeon, 
in  said  county,  until  August,  1857,  when  he 
moved  to  a  farm  near  there.  On  the  16th 
day  of  that  month  a  third  child  was  bora 
unto  them,  whom  they  named  Annie  Butler. 
Some  time  later  they  moved  to  another  fum 
near  by,  where  he  resided  until  his  death, 
and  where  he  accumulated  hia  property.  He 
farmed,  engaged  in  the  mercantile  busines*, 
and  operated  a  grist  and  a  saw  mill.  He 
and  his  wife  did  not  live  happily  together, 
but  there  is  no  suggestion  that  she  was  un- 
faithful to  him.  He  was  high-tempered, 
exacting,  and  dictatorial,  believing  that  the 
wife  is  the  servant  of  the  husband,  or,  at  aaj 
rate,  he  acted  on  the  theory  that  he  had  the 
right  to  inflict  corporal  punishment  upon 
her  whenever  he  saw  fit  to  do  eo.  In  a  fit 
of  temper,  about  the  year  1859,  he  beat  her 
up  badly,  and  drove  her  from  home,  she 
carrying  the  visible  marks  of  hia  bnitalitT 
with  her.  She  was  pregnant  at  the  time, 
and,  when  driven  from  home,  she  started 
afoot  to  Sturgeon,  some  miles  away,  and 
was  found  by  the  wayside  in  a  hazel  thicket, 
about  to  be  confined.  W.  T.  Mathis  and  oth- 
ers discovered  her,  and  carried  her  to  a  new 
hotel  he  was  building  in  Sturgeon.  He  put 
up  a  bed  for  her,  and  placed  her  upon  it 
whereat  the  first  night  thereafter  she  gave 
birth  to  a  baby  girl  claimed  to  be  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case.  She  remained  there  only 
three  or  four  days,  until  she  could  walk. 
when  she  took  the  child  back  to  the  neigh- 
borhood of  the  home  from  which  she  had 
been  driven.  The  exact  date  of  the  birth  b 
not  stated,  except  it  was  "in  plum  or  hazel- 
nut time,''  which,  of  course,  was  in  mid- 
summer  or  early  fall. 

Shortly  after  the  separation,  Butler  sent 
the  three  older  children  back  to  New  York, 
and  he  joined  the  Union  army  at  the  out- 
break of  the  war,  and  served  throughout 
that  entire  period.  He  never  retured  t^ 
Missouri  until  1865,  when  he  came  back  to 
his  old  home,  «iear  Sturgeon. 

During  the  first  two  or  three  years  of  But- 
ler's absence,  his  wife  and  child,  according 
to  the  testimony  of  many  witnesses,  lived 
with  various  neighbors  near  her  old  home, 
working  when  she  could,  but  depending 
largely  upon  charity.  At  one  time  she  lived 
in  the  county  poorhouse,  and  subsequent- 
ly she  went  to  Columbia,  Missouri,  snd 
worked  there  for  a  while,  and  in  1862  she 
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returned  to  Sturgeon,  where  she  worked  for 
John  Moyhiban  and  others.  In  1863  she  and 
her  baby  left  Sturgeon  and  went  to  Mexico, 
Missouri,  some  15  or  20  miles  east.  That 
was  the  last  time  they  were  ever  seen  in 
Boone  county.  Butler  never  questioned  the 
legitimacy  of  the  child,  but  frequently  after 
his  return  from  the  war,  and  after  her  de- 
parture from  the  country,  he  spoke  of  the 
child,  and  upon  several  occasions  expressed 
to  the  neighbors  a  desire  to  locate  her;  but 
as  a  rule  he  was  Very  reticent  about  his  wife 
and  this  child. 

Annie  Butler,  a  daughter  of  the  deceased, 
John  Butler,  knew  she  had  a  sister,  and 
some  two  or  three  months  prior  to  her  mar- 
riage  she  told  the  witness,  W.  T.  Mathis,  in 
the  presence  of  Laura  Hawkins,  a  neighbor 
girl,  that  she  had  a  sister  living  in  Monroe 
county,  near  Paris. 

Ihe  following  facts  are  practically  undis- 
puted, viz,:  Mrs.  Butler's  given  name  was 
Jane,  and  her  maiden  name  was  Jane  Gor- 
den.  At  the  date  of  the  separation,  she  was 
about  thirty  years  of  age,  of  rather  fair 
complexion,  dark  brown  hair,  blue  eyes,  dark 
eyelashes,  medium  height,  and  inclined  to  be 
fleshy.  Mrs.  Butler  was  at  times  intem- 
perate, and  prior  to  the  separation  she  be- 
came intoxicated,  fell  in  an  open  fire,  and 
burnt  one  of  her  arms  very  seriously,  re- 
sulting in  a  permanent  disfigurement.  Tlie 
child  was  first  called  Caledonia  by  her  moth- 
er, but  prior  to  leaving  Boone  county  she 
changed  her  name,  and  called  her  Lizzie. 
The  first  thing  heard  of  Mrs.  Butler  and  th«> 
child  after  they  left  Sturgeon  for  Mexico 
was  in  the  month  of  October,  1863.  One 
evening  in  that  month  a  woman  with  a  child 
came  from  the  direction  of  Mexico  on  a 
foraging  wagon  of  a  company  of  Union  sol- 
diers bivouacked  on  the  highway  leading 
from  Mexico  to  Paris.  Some  of  these  sol- 
diers testified  that  the  child  was  four  or  five 
years  old  with  dark  hair.  They  remained 
in  the  camp  overnight,  and  in  the  morning 
Colonel  Forbes,  commander  of  the  company, 
turned  the  child  over  to  Dan  Wyman,  who 
was  running  a  hack  from  Mexico  to  Paris. 
The  latter  departed  with  the  child  in  the 
hack  for  Paris.  The  soldiers  subsequently 
in  November  saw  the  child  in  Paris,  and 
still  later  they  saw  her  there  at  the  home  of 
Mr.  Wetmore.  After  living  with  the  latter 
six  or  seven  months,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wetmore 
adopted  the  child,  and  reared  and  educated 
her,  where  she  lived  as  a  daughter  until 
she  was  married.  Shortly  after  the  child 
arrived  at  Wyman's,  this  same  woman 
appeared  at  Paris,  who  had  a  badly  burned 
arm.  She  said  her  name  was  Jane  Butler, 
and  that  the  child  was  hers,  and  its  name 
was  Lizzie.  Fach  of  them  were  known  in 
that  community  by  their  respective  names. 
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Mrs.  Butler  stated  to  various  persons  in  and 
about  Paris  that  she  was  the  wife  of  John 
Butler,  of  Boone  county,  and  that  he  was 
the  father  of  the  child;  also,  that  she  had  by 
him  three  other  children  living  in  Boone 
<!Ounty.  There  was  some  evidence  which  al- 
to tended  to  show  that  the  child  was  the 
daughter  of  Jane  Qorden,  the  maiden  name 
of  Mrs.  Butler.  This  woman  who  claimed  to 
be  Mrs.  Butler  sympathized  with  the  Union 
'^ause,  and  was  a  Catholic,  and  objected  to 
Mrs.  Wetmore  raising  the  child,  because  she 
was  not  a  Catholic,  and  did  not  sympathize 
vith  the  Union  cause.  When  Mrs.  Wetmore 
refused  to  give  up  the  child,  the  mother 
called  upon  the  Union  soldiers  for  assistance 
•n  procuring  its  custody.  This  trouble, 
which  assumed  an  ugly  form  at  first,  was, 
lowever,  compromised,  and  Mrs.  Wetmore 
flfave  the  mother  a  photograph  of  the  child 
jind  she  left  Paris,  and  has  never  been  heard 
>f  since,  except  in  a  general  way  that  she 
had  long  since  died.  John  Butler  subse- 
quently remarried,  and  they  separated,  and 
ne  again  married.  There  are  some  addition- 
dil  detail  facts  which  will  be  noticed  in  the 
opinion. 

The  court  found  the  issues  for  the  plain- 
tiflf,  and  rendered  judgment  accordingly.  In 
due  time,  and  in  proper  form,  some  of  the 
defendants  appealed  to  this  court. 

Messrs.  lilliitecotton  St  Wicrht  for  appel- 
lants. 

Messrs.  Glllespy  A  Conley,  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  declarant  must  be  related  to  the  per- 
son by  blood  or  marriage,  as  to  whose  pedi- 
gree his  declarations  are  offered;  he  may  be 
related  to  the  plaintiff,  in  which  case  his 
declarations  tend  to  prove  the  pedigree  of 
the  plaintiff,  or  to  the  deceased,  in  which 
case  his  declarations  tend  to  prove  the  pedi- 
gree of  the  deceased. 

Wigmore,  Ev.  §  1491,  note  2;  Re  Hart- 
man,  157  Cal.  206,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  530,  107 
Pac.  105,  21  Ann.  Cas.  1302;  Re  Clark,  13 
Cal.  App.  786,  110  Pac.  828;  Overby  v. 
Johnston,  42  Tex.  Civ.  App.  348,  94  S.  W. 
131;  Fowler  v.  Simpson,  79  Tex.  614,  23 
Am.  St.  Rep.  370,  16  S.  W.  682;  Sitler  v. 
Gehr,  105  Pa.  577,61  Am.  Rep.  207;  Smith 
V.  Smith,  140  Wis.  699,  123  N.  W.  146; 
Hubatha  v.  Meyerhofer,  79  N.  J.  L.  264,  75 
Atl.  454;  Mann  v.  Cavanaugh,  110  Ky.  776, 
62  S.  W.  854. 

The  statements  made  by  Mrs.  Butler  as 
to  her  name  and  the  name  by  which  she  was 
known  in  Paris,  and  the  statements  of  wit- 
nesses that  the  child  in  Paris  was  called 
Lizzie  Butler,  is  not  hearsay,  but  primary, 
evidence.  It  is  relied  on  as  a  source  of 
knowledge. 

Willis  V.  Quimby,  31  N.  H.  485 ;  Harris  v. 
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Martin,  160  N.  C.  367,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  531, 
64  S.  E.  126,  17  Ann.  Cas-  685;  Gillian  v. 
State,  3  Tex.  App.  132;  Berniaud  v.  Beecher, 
71  Cal.  38,  11  Pac.  802;  1  Wigmore,  Ev. 
§  667;  Koth  v.  Pallachucola  Club,  70  S.  C. 
514,  61  S.  E.  78;  People  ex  rel.  Yates  v. 
Ferguson,  8  Cow.  102;  Rich  v.  Mayer,  20 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  107,  7  N.  Y.  Supp.  69;  People 
V.  Leong  Quong,  60  Cal.  107,  4  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  334;  Laflin  &  R.  Powder  Co.  v.  Steyt- 
ler,  146  Pa.  434,  14  L.R.A.  690,  23  Atl.  215; 
6  Enc.  Ev.  922;  Howard  v.  Russell,  76  Tex. 
171,  12  S.  W.  526;  NcXeil  v.  O'Connor,  79 
Tex.  227,  14  S.  W.  1058;  Nehring  v.  McMur- 
rian,  94  Tex.  45,  67  S.  W.  943,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ;  45  S.  W.  1032 ;  15  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  2d  ed.  p.  918;  Mullery  v.  Hamilton,  71 
Ga.  720,  51  Am.  Rep.  288;  La  Riviere  v. 
La  Riviere,  77  Mo.  512;  Long  v.  McDow, 
87  Mo.  197;  State  v.  Ellwood,  17  R.  I.  763, 
24  Atl.  782;  Schott  v.  Pellerim,  —  Tex.  Civ. 
App.  — ,  43  S.  W.  944. 

Woodson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

1.  The  BoI«  ground  assigned  by  counsel 
for  appellants  for  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
•.8  thus  stated :  "The  court  committed  error 
in  admitting  the  testimony  of  certain  wit- 
nesses as  to  the  identity  of  Jane  Butler  by 
Jane  Butler's  own  declaration  with  no  other 
ordof,  and  also  as  to  her  relation  to  John 
Butler  for  the  same  reason." 

"The  fact  of  the  relationship  of  the 
declarant  must  be  established  by  evidence 
other  than  her  own  declaration  before  the 
declaration  became  admissible."  Or,  to  put 
it  another  way:  "Not  only  is  it  necessary, 
in  order  that  the  declaration  of  a  person 
afterwards  deceased  should  be  admissible  in 
cases  of  pedigree,  that  the  declarant  should 
have  been  related  to  the  family  in  question, 
or  connected  with  the  same  by  marriage, 
but  this  relationship  must  be  established  by 
some  proof  other  than  the  declaration  it- 
self." Or,  further,  the  rules  of  evidence 
governing  statements  of  this  kind  are:  " ( 1 ) 
The  statement  must  be  made  ante  litem  mo- 
tarn.  (2)  The  declarant  must  be  dead.  (3) 
k  prior  condition  to  both  of  these  is,  that  it 
should  be  proved  by  some  source  of  evidence 
independent  of  the  statement  itself,  that  the 
person  making  the  statement  is  related  to 
the  family  of  whom  she  speaks."  In  sup- 
port of  that  proposition,  we  are  cited  to  the 
following  authorities:  1  Wharton,  Ev.  p. 
209;  Elliott,  Ev.  §§  380,  381;  Wigmore,  Ev. 
§  1490;  16  Cyc.  p.  1229;  Kennedy,  Trial  Ev. 
p.  22;  2  Jones,  Ev.  p.  712.  In  brief,  the 
position  of  counsel  for  appellants  is  this: 
That  there  is  no  evidence  whatever  preserved 
in  this  record  which  shows  or  warranted  the 
trial  court  in  finding  that  the  woman  and 
child  who  appeared  in  Paris  in  October, 
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1863,  and  known  as  Jane  Butler  and  Lizzie 
Butler,  were  the  wife  and  child  of  John  But- 
ler, late  of  Sturgeon,  Boone  county,  Mis- 
souri, or  that  Jane  and  Lizzie  were  their 
true  names,  save  and  except  the  declarations 
of  the  former  to  the  effect  that  such  were 
their  names,  and  that  they  bore  those  re- 
lations to  him. 

Under  the  authorities  cited,  counsel  insist 
that  those  declarations  were  inadmissible  in 
evidence  for  the  reasons  previously  stated, 
and  that  they  should  be  stricken  out  by  this 
Qourt,  the  judgment  reversed,  and  the  bill 
dismissed,  for  the  reason  that,  when  u 
stricken  out,  there  would  remain  no  suffi- 
cient evidence  to  support  the  findings  of  the 
court.  The  clearest  and  soundest  statement 
of  the  rule  governing  the  admission  of  dec- 
larations of  persons  as  to  pedigree  and  re- 
lationship is  stated  in  16  Cyc  p.  1229,  at 
follows :  "Notwithstanding  an  early  tenden- 
cy to  regard  intimate  acquaintance  with  the 
family  as  a  sufficient  basis  for  knowledge 
as  to  facts  of  pedigree,  and  so  to  receive  the 
declarations  of  family  physicians,  intimate 
friends,  persons  living  in  the  family,  or 
servants  and  other  persons  having  adequate 
knowledge  of  facts  of  family  genealogy  or 
opportunities  for  acquiring  it^  the  rule  ii 
now  settled  that,  both  in  cases  of  reputa- 
tion and  of  direct  statements,  the  only  com- 
petent declarants  are  those  related  to  the 
family;  and  that  consequently  the  declara- 
tions as  to  pedigree  made  by  intimate 
friends,  neighbors,  or  even  by  persons  living 
in  the  family,  or  by  servants,  however  trust- 
worthy or  long  employed  in  the  f&mily,  are 
incompetent.  A  second  condition  of  relevan- 
cy is  that  the  declarant  should  be  disinter- 
ested to  the  extent  of  having  no  motive 
which  can  fairly  be  assumed  to  be  such  as 
would  induce  him  to  state  the  fact  otherwise 
than  as  he  understood  it.  The  statement, 
therefore,  must  be  shown  to  have  been  made 
ante  litem  motam-;  a  fortiori,  before  com- 
mencement of  a  suit  involving  the  issue  to 
which  the  declaration  relates.  It  is  not  ma- 
terial, however,  that  a  controversy  has  aris- 
en regarding  a  cognate  matter,  unless  b- 
deed  it  clearly  foreshadows  one  on  the  pre- 
cise subject-matter  of  the  declaration;  that 
a  controversy,  since  entirely  abated,  once 
existed;  or  that  a  state  of  affairs  is  known 
to  exist  out  of  which  a  controversy  may  at 
anv  tihie  arise.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
declaration  is  inadmissible  if  a  controver 
sy  in  fact  exists,  although  the  declarant  be 
ignorant  of  it,  or  it  has  not  reached  the 
stage  of  litigation.  A  declaration  made  ex- 
pressly with  a  view  to  a  probable  future  con- 
test is  admissible  quantum,  valeat;  but  dec- 
larations made  in  the  process  of  collecting 
evidence  to  substantiate  the  claim  involved 
in  a  subsequent  lis  are  incompetent.    It  is 
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universally  held  that  declarations  in  pedi- 
gree cases  are  not  admissible  unless  the 
declarant  is  dead." 

Some  of  the  states  announce  a  more  liberal 
rule;  for  instancci  the  court  of  appeal  of 
California  in  the  case  of  Re  Clark,  13  Cal. 
App.  786,110  Pac.  828,  held  that  the  decla- 
rations of  the  deceased  father  of  claimants 
to  the  estate  of  an  intestate,  that  the  in- 
testate was  his  sister,  made  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  intestate,  were  admissible  without 
extrinsic  preliminary  proof  of  the  relation- 
ship of  the  father  to  the  intestate.  This 
same  general  principle  seems  to  be  support- 
ed by  the  following  authorities:  2  Wig- 
more,  Ev.  §  1491;  Re  Hartman,  157  Cal. 
206,  36  L.R.A.(N.S.)  530,  107  Pac.  105,  21 
Ann.  Cas.  1302;  Overby  v.  Johnson,  42  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  348,  94  S.  W.  131;  Fowler  v. 
Simpson,  79  Tex.  614,  23  Am.  St.  Rep.  370, 
36  S.  W.  682;  Sitler  v.  Gehr,  305  Pa.  677,  61 
Am.  Rep.  207;  Smith  v.  Smith,  340  Wis. 
699,  323  N.  W.  346;  Hubatka  v.  Meyerhofer, 
79  N.  J.  L.  264,  76  Atl.  464;  Mann  v.  Cav- 
anaugh,  110  Ky.  776,  62  S.  W.  854.  In  our 
opinion,  the  former  rule  is  the  wiser  and 
more  sound  of  the  two  for  the  reason  that, 
if  the  preliminary  proof  of  relationship  is 
not  required,  great  injustice  might  be  done, 
or  a  gross  fraud  perpetrated  by  a  design- 
ing person,  by  simply  declaring  that  he  or 
some  member  of  his  family  was  related  to 
a  deceased  person,  who  has  no  opportunity 
to  contradict  the  statement  or  disprove  the 
fact.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind  that  such 
evidence  is  purely  hearsay,  unsanctioned  by 
any  form  of  oath;  therefore  no  punishment 
could  be  inflicted  upon  the  declarant  while 
living  for  his  prevarication,  nor  successfully 
combated  in  many  cases  after  death.  For 
this  reason  it  seems  to  us  thut  a  reasonable 
weight  of  preliminary  proof  of  relationship 
should  be  required  before  receiving  the  dec- 
larations of  such  witnesses.  In  other  words, 
all  reasonable  precautions  should  be  used 
to  protect  the  fountain  source  of  such  evi- 
dence, which  at  best  is  very  unsatisfactory, 
from  fraud  and  pollution.  The  degree  of 
such  proof  must  of  necessity  depend  largely 
upon  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each 
particular  case,  and  no  hard  and  fast  or  un- 
bending iron  rule  can  be  laid  down  and  en- 
forced alike  in  all  cases.  The  following 
cases  will  somewhat  illustrate  the  degree  of 
such  proof  that  is  required  in  a  case:  Ful- 
kerson  v.  Holmes,  117  U.  S.  389,  loc.  cit.  397, 
29  I.  cd.  915,  918,  6  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  780; 
Vowlcs  V.  Young,  33  Ves.  Jr.  147,  9  Revised 
Rep.  164;  Monkton  v.  Atty.  Gen.  2  Rubs. 
&  M.  157;  Young  v.  Schulenberg,  165  N.  Y. 
385,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  730,  59  N.  E.  135; 
Re  Robb,  37  S.  C.  39,  36  S.  E.  241 ;  Brown  v. 
Lazarus,  6  Tex.  Civ.  App.  81,  25  S.  W.  71 ; 
Fowler  v.  Simpson,  79  Tex.  614,  23  Am.  St. 
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Rep.  370,  16  S.  W.  682;  Louder  t.  Schluter, 
78  Tex.  106,  14  S.  W.  206,  207;  22  Am.  & 
Eng.  Enc.  Law,  2d  ed.  644,  and  cases  cited ; 
Layton  y.  Kraft,  111  App.  Div.  842,  98  N. 
Y.  Supp.  72. 

So  considering  this  case  under  the  rule 
of  the  law  thus  enunciated,  were  the  decla- 
rations of  Mrs.  Jane  Butler  regarding  the 
relationship  she  and  Lizzie  Butler,  the  re- 
spondent in  this  case,  bore  to  John  Butler, 
of  Sturgeon,  Missouri,  admissible  in  evi- 
dence? In  our  opinion  that  question  should 
be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  for  the  rea- 
son that  in  our  judgment  this  record 
abounds  with  such  preliminary  proof,  and 
is  ample  to  satisfy  even  a  more  stringent 
rule  than  that  announced  by  the  authorities 
before  mentioned.* 

Briefly  stated,  the  proof  is  as  follows 
(for  convenience,  we  will  use  the  name, 
"Paris  Butler,"  when  referring  to  the  Jane 
Butler,  who  appeared  in  Paris  with  the 
child  Lizzie  in  the  fall  of  1863) :  Independ- 
ent of  the  means  by  which  the  fact  was 
brought  about,  Paris  Butler  was  known  for 
a  year  or  more  up  to  her  death  in  and  about 
Paris  as  Jane  Butler,  presumably  from  her 
declarations;  that  was  also  the  name  of 
the  wife  of  John  Butler,  who  disappeared 
in  3863.  The  latter  was  about  thirty  years 
of  age  when  she  was  driven  from  her  home, 
and  the  former,  according  to  the  opinion  of 
the  witnesses,  appeared  to  be  about  thirty- 
five  when  she  appeared  in  Paris  in  the  fall 
of  1863.  Both  had  blue  eyes,  dark  eye- 
brows, and  dark  auburn  hair.  Jane  Butler 
had  rather  a  fair  complexion,  while  Paris 
Butler  was  of  rather  a  dark  complexion. 
This,  however,  might  be  accounted  for,  as 
suggested  by  counsel  for  respondent,  by  the 
fact  that  she  was  five  or  six  years  older  at 
the  latter  date,  and  may  have  been  tanned 
by  exposure  during  her  wanderings.  Each 
of  them  were  about  the  same  height  and 
weight,  and  both  "chubby;"  Paris  Butler 
being  probably  a  little  heavier.  Both  were 
nervous,  excitable,  and  of  a  roving  disposi- 
tion,— more  marked  in  Paris.  Both  were 
sad  and  sombre  in  disposition.  Each  was 
poor,  and  had  to  toil  with  her  hands  for  a 
living.  Jane  Butler  was  at  times  addicted 
to  drink.  Tlie  record,  as  to  Paris,  in  that 
regard  is  silent.  Both  were  Catholics  and 
sympathized  with  the  Union  cause.  This 
appears  more  from  the  conduct  of  Paris 
than  from  her  words.  Jane  Butler  was  the 
mother  of  four  children,  the  youngest  a  girl 
named  Lizzie,  born  in  the  fall  of  3859,  and 
had  dark  hair.  Tlie  last  time  Jane  Butler 
and  Lizzie,  her  daughter,  were  ever  seen  on 
this  earth,  so  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  was 
when  they  left  Sturgeon  for  Mexico  in  the 
year  of  3863;  and  the  first  time  Paris  But- 
ler and  Lizzie,  her  daughter,  were  ever  seen 
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or  heard  of  on  this  earth,  was  when  they  | 
mounted  the  foraging  wagon  of  the  Union 
soldiers,  a  few  miles  from  Mexico,  and  rode 
thereon  to  the  camp,  near  Paris.  The  exact 
period  which  expired  between  the  time  the 
former  departed  for  Mexico  and  the  time 
when  the  latter  appeared  at  the  camp  is 
not  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  but  it  could 
not  have  exceeded  a  few  months.  The  latter 
child  was  four  or  five  years  of  age  when 
first  seen  at  the  camp,  in  October,  1863. 
Her  hair  was  dark  and  her  eyes  were  blue. 
Both  women  had  a  badly  burnt  arm, 
amounting  to  a  disfigurement.  The  husband 
of  Jane  Butler  was  a  Catholic,  and 'served 
in  the  Union  army.  The  conduct  of  Paris 
Butler,  emphasizing  her  words  in  her  ap- 
peal to  the  soldiers  for  aid  in  recovering 
the  custody  of  her  child,  tends  to  show  that  i 
her  husband  was  also  a  Union  soldier  and 
a  Catholic  in  religion.  John  Butler,  the 
husband  of  Jane  Butler,  and  father  of  Liz- 
zie Butler,  knew  that  the  two  latter  had 
disappeared  from  Boone  county,  and  upon 
several  occasions  expressed  a  desire  to  find 
the  latter.  And  Annie  Butler,  the  daugh- 
ter of  Jane  and  John  Butler,  and  sister  of 
Lizzie  Butler,  knew  that  the  two  jatter  had 
disappeared,  and  she  told  Mr.  Matins  and 
others  that  her  sister  Lizzie  lived  in  Mon- 
roe county,  near  Paris. 

When  we  further  consider  the  fact,  that 
Boone,  Audrain,  and  Monroe  counties  all 
adjoin  each  other,  and  were  connected  by 
railroads,  with  a  somewhat  sparse  popula- 
tion, and  where  all  must  have  had  more  or 
less  acquaintance  with  each  other,  it  seems 
to  me  as  almost  inconceivable  that  Jane 
Butler  and  her  daughter  Lizzie  could  all  at 
once  disappear  from  the  face  of  the  earth 
while  going  from  Sturgeon  to  Mexico;  and 
that  almost  immediately  thereafter  her 
daughter  Lizzie  could,  unknown  to  the  whole 
world,  spring  into  existence  a  few  miles 
north  of  Mexico,  and  both  go  to  Paris,  the 
former  remaining  there  about  a  year,  and 
the  latter  until  she  reached  womanhood, 
without  exciting  word  of  comment,  or  call- 
ing forth  an  investigation  of  any  kind,  ex- 
cept upon  the  reasonable  theory  that  Jane 
Butler  and  her  daughter  Lizzie  of  Sturgeon 
were  none  other  than  Jane  Butler,  whom 
we  have  been  calling  "Paris  Butler,"  and 
her  daughter  Lizzie.  Even  in  the  absence 
of  the  declarations  of  Paris  Butler  as  to 
the  relationship  she  and  her  daughter  bore 
to  the  deceased,  John  Butler,  the  evidence 
disclosed  by  this  record  is  ample  to  estab- 
lish the  fact  that  Jane  and  Lizzie  Butler  of 
Sturgeon  were  the  same  persons  as  Jane 
and  Lizzie  Butler  of  Paris.  And,  when  we 
corroborate  that  evidence  with  the  declara- 
tions of  Paris  Butler,  then  their  identity 
is  established  almost  beyond  a  reasonable 
39  L.R,A.(N.S.) 


doubt.  No  four  persons  could  have  so  many 
qualities  in  common  with  each  other.  More- 
over, the  same  nameis  and  ages,  pedignei 
and  family  history  point  with  an  unerring 
finger  to  the  fact  that  they  are  the  sune 
persons.  In  our  opinion  the  evidence  wai 
ample  to  support  the  findings  and  judg- 
ment of  the  court. 

We  therefore  aflSrm  the  judgment. 

All  concur^ 


OKIiAHOBIA  SUPREME  COURT. 
(DlTlsion  No.   2.) 

SPRINGFIELD  FIRE  A  MARINE  INSUB- 
ANCE  COMPANY,  Plflf.  in  Err, 

V. 

HARRY  HOMEWOOD. 

(—  Okla.  — ,  122  Pac  196.) 

Insurance  —  statutory  Talaation  —  lia- 
bility. 

1.  Where  a  fire  insurance  policy  vis 
written  and  the  loss  occurred  while  §  3199 
of  Wilson's  Rev.  &  Anno.  Stat.  1903  (which 
provided  that  "all  insurance  companies  is- 
suing policies  in  this  territory  shall  be  re- 
quired to  pay  in  case  of  total  loss  the  full 
amount,  and  in  case  of  partial  loss,  sh&U 
be  required  to  pay  the  amount  of  loss  m 
sustained  for  which  the  property  is  insured; 
provided,  however,  that  no  policy  shall  be 
issued  which  shall  contain  a  sum  greater 
than  75  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty so  insured")  and  §  3204  of  Wilson's 
Rev.  k  Anno.  Stat.  1903  (which  provided 
that,  "if  there  is  no  valuation  in  the  poliqr, 
the  measure  of  indemnity  in  an  insuraoee 
against  fire  is  the  full  amount  stated  in  the 
policy;  but  the  effect  of  a  valuation  is  a 
policy  of  fire  insurance  is  the  same  as  in 
policy  of  marine  insurance"),  were  in  force, 
the  company  was  liable,  in  case  of  total 
loss,  for  the  full  amount  of  the  policy. 

Headnotes  by  Rosseb,  C. 

Note,  ^^  Constructive   total    loss  of  tn- 
sured  building. 

This  is  a  continuation  of  the  same  eub- 
ject  treated  in  the  note  to  Monteleone  v. 
Royal  Ins.  Co.  56  L.R.A.  784. 

In  that  note,  it  is  stated  that  two  rules 
have  been  adopted:  The  earlier  one,  that 
the  loss  is  total  whenever  the  buildini?  has 
been  so  injured  as  to  lose  its  identity  and 
specific  character  as  such;  and  the  other, 
that  it  is  not  totally  destroyed  so  long  as 
a  substantial  remnant  remains  which  a  pru- 
dent, uninsured  person  would  use  in  rt 
building. 

In  one  recent  case,  both  rules  seem  to  ap- 
ply and  it  is  held  that  where  a  jury  upon 
substantial  evidence  finds  that  the  building 
has  lost  its  identitv  and  specific  character 
as  a  building,  and  that  it  haa  become  so  far 
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Same  —  total  loss. 

2.  When  all  combustible  material  in  a 
railroad  car  is  destroyed  by  fire,  leaving 
only  tlte  trucks  and  steel  used  in  its  con- 
struction, and  ^hat  is  so  injured  by  the  fire 
as  not  to  be  of  use  in'  rebuilding  tbe  car, 
there  is  a  total  loss,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  fire  insurance  policy,  although  the 
trucks  and  steel  may  be  worth  a  small  per 
cent  of  the  original  value  of  the  car  as 
old  irons  or  scraps. 

Same  -*  appraisal  —  necessity. 

3.  Where  there  was  a  total  loss  of  prop- 
erty covered  by  a  fire  insurance  policy,  gov- 
erned by  the  provisions  of  §§  3199  and  3204 
of  Wilson's  Rev.  &  Anno.  Stat.  1903,  no  ap- 
praisement was  necessary,  though  the  policy 
provided  for  appraisement  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  bringing  suit  thereon. 

(January  16,  1912.) 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Potta- 
watomie County  to  review  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  plaintitl  in  an  action  brougi.i  lo 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a 
fire  insurance  policy.    Aitirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  Commission- 
er's  opinion. 

Messrs.  Bnrwell  Crockett  A  Johnson, 
for  plaintiff  in  error: 

There  was  some  considerable  property  of 
value,  such  as  the  steel  and  iron,  left  as 
salvage  from  the  car  after  the  fire.  Under 
these  circumstances  the  insurance  company 
was  entitled  to  have  the  damages  appraised. 

Carroll  v.  Girard  F.  Ins.  Co.  72  Cal.  297, 
13  Pac.  863;  Zaiesky  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  102 
Iowa,  613,  71  N.  W.  566;  Chippewa  Lum^ 
ber  Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  80  Mich.  116,  44 
N.  W.  1055 ;  Gauche  v.  London  &  L.  Ins.  Co. 


disintegrated  that  it  cannot  be  properly 
designated  as  a  building,  even  though  a  por- 
tion thereof  remains  standing,  and  when 
the  jury  finds  as  well  that  the  portion  which 
remains  standing  is  not  such  as  a  reason- 
ably prudent  man  without  insurance,  desir- 
ing a  building  like  the  one  insured  prior 
to  the  fire,  would  use  as  a  basis  on  which  to 
rebuild  or  restore  the  same  to  its  prior  con- 
dition, it  is  therebv  conclusively  settled 
that  the  loss  is  total.  Stevens  v.  Norwich 
Union  F.  Ins.  Co.  120  Mo.  App.  88,  96  S. 
W.  684. 

Most  of  the  recent  cases,  however,  follow 
the  latter  rule  as  laid  down  above,  and  ap- 
ply the  test  of  a  substantial,  usable,  rem- 
nant remaining. 

In  applying  that  rule  and  that  test,  the 
courts  have  held  the  loss  to  be  total  under 
the  following  circumstances: 

— where  an  engine  and  dynamo  insured 
as  component  parts  of  a  manufactory  were 
badly  damaged,  but  not  entirely  destroyed, 
the  court  saying  that  the  issue  as  to  the 
amount  of  loss  was  not  whether  in  its  dam- 
aged state  the  machinery  might  have  some 
value  for  other  purposes,  but  whether  it 
had  any  value  left  in  it  for  the  purposes  of 
tiie  factory  in  case  the  latter  should  be  re- 
stored and  operated;  and  that,  if  the  ma- 
chinery could  not  by  repairs  and  replace- 
ments be  restored  to  its  intended  use  as 
an  integral  part  of  the  factory,  the  fact 
that  it  might  be  sold  for  junk  or  even  re- 
paired in  a  way  to  make'  it  useful  for  other 
purposes,  and  therefore  of  some  value,  did 
not  alter  its  status  as  property  totally  de- 
stroved.  Rogers  v.  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co. 
167  Mo.  App.  671,  139  S.  W.  266; 

— where  barroom  fixtures  and  furniture 
were  blackened  and  charred  by  fire,  but  not 
entirely  destroyed;  the  principle  there 
stated  being  that,  if  property  or  any  part 
uf  it  is  so  damaged  by  fire  as  to  render  it 
useless  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  has 
been  used,  such  damage  amounts  to  total 
loss  within  the  meaning  of  the  law.  Man- 
chester F.  Assur.  Co.  ▼.  Feibelman,  118  Ala. 
308,  23  So.  769; 

— ^where  tbe  walls  and  other  portions  of 
89  L.R.A,(N.S.) 


the  building  left  by  the  fire  were  of  no 
value  in  rebuilding.  Eureka  F.  A  M.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Gray,  24  Ohio  C.  C.  268; 

— where  a  building  was  entirely  de- 
stroyed, and  the  stone  foundation  on  which 
it  rested  was  rendered  valueless  for  any 
purpose,  i^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Glasgow  Electric 
Light  &  P.  Co.  107  Ky.  77,  52  S.  W.  975; 

— where  a  dwelling  house  was  entirely 
burned  except  a  glass  front  door,  which  was 
crushed  after  removal.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Noe,  75  Ark.  406,  88  S.  W.  672 ; 

— where  a  part  of  a  building  was  burned 
and  the  roof  over  that  part  fell  in,  the 
rest  being  left  charred  and  damaged,  and 
the  sides  burned  through  in  places,  so  that 
experienced  builders  testified  that  the  build- 
ing was  left  a  mere  shell  worthless  for  re- 
pair, and  not  usable  as  a  basis  for  repair; 
the  court  remarking  that  to  make  the  loss 
total  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  fire  should 
entirely  destroy  and  work  an  extinction  of 
the  house.  H  inkle  v.  North  River  Ins.  Co. 
—  W.  Va.  — ,  76  S.  E.  64; 

— ^where  three  walls  of  a  building  were 
entirely  destroyed,  although  a  small  por- 
tion of  the  fourth  was  used  in  rebuilding, 
but  so  used  over  the  protest  of  the  superin- 
tending architect,  and  where  no  joists  or 
flooring  were  left  fit  for  use,  and  where  only 
a  small  part  of  the  foundation  wall  could 
be  reused.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Mur- 
phy, —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  61  8.  W.  956; 

— where  a  courthouse  of  three  stories  was 
so  burned  that  the  basement,  the  walls  and 
floors  of  the  first  story,  the  floors  and  part 
of  the  walls  of  the  second  story,  and  part 
of  the  floors  and  part  of  the  walls  of  the 
third  story,  remained,  but  the  walls  were 
so  sprung,  cracked,  and  impaired  by  water 
and  heat  that  they  were  unsafe  for  use  in 
rebuilding,  and  must  needs  be  torn  down, 
at  least  to  the  top  of  the  flrst  story,  even 
though  there  was  some  evidence  that  por- 
tions could  have  been  retained  and  the 
building  reconstructed.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  v.  Bourbon  County  Ct.  116  Ky.  109,  72 
S.  W.  739; 

— ^where  a  private  car  was  destroyed  by 
fire  as  completely  as  a  fire  could  destroy. 
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4  Woods,  102,  10  Fed.  347;  Kahnweiler  v. 
Phoenix  Ina.  Co.  67  Fed.  662;  Fowble  v. 
rhttjiiix  liis.  Co.  10«  Mo.  App.  527,-81  S. 
\V.  485 ;  Stevens  v.  Norwich  Union  F.  Ins . 
Co.  120  Mo.  App.  88,  96  S.  W.  684;  Phcsnix 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Carnahan,  63  Ohio  St.  258,  58 
N.  E.  805;  Graham  v.  German  American 
Ins.  Co.  76  Ohio  St.  374,  15  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
1055,  79  N.  E.  931,  9  Ann.  Cas.  79;  Hood 
V.  Hartshorn,  100  Mass.  117,  1  Am.  Rep. 
89;  United  States  v.  Robeson,  9  Pet.  319, 
9  L.  ed.  142;  Fisher  v.  Merchants'  Ins.  Co. 
95  Me.  486,  85  Am.  St.  Rep.  428,  60  Atl. 
282;  United  States  v.  Ellis,  2  Ariz.  253, 
14  Pac.  300;  Adams  v.  South  British  &  Nat. 
F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  70  Cal.  198,  11  Pac.  627; 
Carroll  v.  Gerard,  F.  Ins.  Co.  72  Cal.  297, 
13  Pac.  863;  Old  Saucelito  Land  &  Dry 
Dock  Co.  V.  Commercial  Union  Assur.  Co. 
66  Cal.  253,  6  Pac.  232;  Delaware  ft  H. 
Canal  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania  Coal  Co.  50  N. 
Y.  260. 

Under  an  open  policy  it  is  incumbent  on 
the  insured  to  show  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty destroyed  in  an  action  to  recover  for  a 
loss. 

4  Cooley,  Briefs  on  Insurance,  p.  3078; 
Williams   v.  Continental  Ins.   Co.  24  Fed. 


767 ;  Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  t.  Lewis,  23  Fit 
193,  1  So.  863;  German  F.  Ins.  Co.  t.  Vob 
Gunten,  13  111.  App.  593;  Millaudon  v.  West- 
ern Marine  &,  F.  Ins.  Co.  9  La.  27,  29  Am. 
Dec.  433;  Germier  v.  Springfield  F.  k  M. 
Ins.  Co.  109  La.  341,  33  So.  361;  Home  Ina. 
Co.  V.  Stone  River  Nat.  Bank,  88  Tenn.  3G9, 
12  S.  W.  915. 

The  measure  of  the  amount  insured  is  en- 
titled to  recover  is  the  fair  cash  value  of 
the  property  at  the  time  and  place  of  the 
loss,  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  the  in- 
surance. 

Mack  V.  Lancashire  Ina.  Co.  2  MeCrarr, 
211,  4  Fed.  59;  Perry  v.  Mechanics'  Mui 
Ins.  Co.  11  Fed.  485;  State  Ina.  Co.  v.  Tst- 
lor,  14  Colo.  499,  20  Am.  St.  Rep.  281,  24 
Pac.  333;  Holter  Lumber  Co.  t.  Fireman's 
Fund  Ins.  Co.  18  Mont.  282,  45  Pac  207; 
Huckins  v.  People's  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  31  N. 
H.  238;  Fowler  v.  Old  North  State  Ins.  Co. 
74  N.  C.  89;  Grubbs  t.  North  Carolina 
Home  Ins.  Co.  108  N.  C.  472,  23  Am.  St 
Rep.  62,  13  S.  E.  236;  Boyd  t.  Royal  Ini. 
Co.  Ill  N.  C.  372,  16  S.  £.  389;  Ellmaker 
V.  Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  5  Pa.  183. 

Appraisers  must  give  notice  of  the  time 
and  plaoe  of  hearing  or  meeting,  and  eieh 


although  the  iron  and  steel  left  might  have 
a  small  value  aa  scraps,  but  could  not  be 
used  in  rebuilding  the  car.  Springfield  F. 
&  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Homewood. 

Under  a  contract  whereby  a  company  was 
to  equip  the  property  of  another  with  fire 
extinguishers,  and  was  to  be  indemnified  by 
the  other  for  any  loss  or  damage  by  fire 
which  might  occur  to  the  materials  and 
equipment  while  on  the  premises  of  that 
other,  where  a  fire  destroyed  certain  ma- 
terials, but  left  unharmed  other  materials 
that  had -been  placed  underground  accord- 
ing to  the  contract,  it  was  held  that,  since 
the  latter  became  useless  for  the  purposes 
of  the  contract  when  the  plant  was  de- 
stroyed, the  loss  was  total  in  the  sense  of 
the  contract,  and  liability  therefor  was  not 
dependent  upon  actual  destruction  by  fire 
of  the  materials  in  the  structure;  and  since 
the  contract  imposed  no  duty  upon  the  com- 
pany to  recover  such  materials,  it  was  not 
chargeable  with  their  value  as  wreckage. 
Schaeflfer  Piano  Mfg.  Co.  v.  National  Fire 
Extinguisher  Co.  78  C.  C.  A.  293,  148  Fed. 
169. 

As  stated  in  the  former  note,  the  result 
is  sometimes  affected  by  laws  or  ordinances 
prohibiting  repair  of  the  building  in  its 
original  character.  In  such  cases  the  loss 
will  be  considered  total,  even  though  por- 
tions of  the  structure  may  be  left  unharmed. 

So  where  the  loss  by  fire  is  partial,  but 
the  injury  by  the  fire  has  rendered  the  build- 
ing unfit  for  use  for  the  purpose  for 
which  it  was  constructed,  and  where  there 
are  ordinances  or  laws  prohibiting  its  re- 
construction, the  loss  is  total.  In  this  case 
the  building  was  a  frame  structure,  and  its 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


reconstruction  as  such  within  the  fire  limita 
was  prohibited  by  city  ordinances.  Palatine 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Nunn,  —  Miss.  — ,  55  So.  44. 

Where  walls  only  are  left  standing  after 
the  fire,  and  these  may  possibly  be  utilized 
in  rebuilding,  yet,  if  they  are  condemned 
by  city  authorities  and  ordered  removed, 
the  loss  is  total;  and  this  result  is  not  af- 
fected by  the  question  whether  the  author!* 
ties  are  right  or  wrong  in  their  judgment 
that  the  walls  are  unsafe.  New  Orleans 
Real  Estate  Mortg.  k  Secur.  Co.  t.  Teuton^ 
Ins.  Co.  128  L&.  45,  54  So.  466. 

The  fact  that  it  would  cost  more  to  use 
the  materials  left  than  to  use  new  materials 
goes  to  show  that  the  loss  is  total.  Hiskle 
V.  North  River  Ins.  Co.  supra. 

Fire  insurance  upon  a  vessel  to  lie 
moored  in  a  river  for  use  as  a  hospital  for 
two  years  is  not  maritime,  but  is  governed 
by  the  rules  of  ordinary  fire  insurance,  and 
it  is  therefore  incorrect  to  charge  a  jury 
that  if,  in  their  judgment,  the  cost  of  r^ 
pairs  after  a  fire  would  be  more  than  tbe 
vessel  would  be  worth  when  repaired,  they 
should  bring  in  a  verdict  as  for  total  loss. 
Detroit  v.  Grummond,  58  C.  C.  A.  301,  121 
Fed.  963. 

Where  a  lessee  of  a  hotel  took  out  a  policy 
on  the  ''use  and  occupancy"  of  the  build- 
ing, and  it  was  so  far  destroyed  by  &re 
that  the  business  connected  w^ith  it  could 
not  be  carried  on  until  repairs  had  been 
made,  there  was  held  to  be  a  total  los  ol 
the  use  and  occupancy  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy,  although  some  of  the  rooios 
were  not  materially  damaged.  Chatfield  v. 
MtuA  Ins.  Co.  71  App.  Biv.  164,  75  X.  T. 
Supp.  620.  H.  C.  Sh. 
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party  must  be  afforded  an  opportunity  to 
introdnoe  evidence  in  support  of  his  con- 
tention. 

Ostrander,  Fire  Ins.  2d  ed.  §  292,  p.  642; 
Schoenich  v.  American  Ins.  Co.  109  Minn. 
388,  124  N.  W.  6;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
650;  1  Clement,  Fire  Ins.  p.  167,  rule  60; 
Slater  v.  La  Grande  Light  &  P.  Co.  43  Or. 
131,  72  Pac'.  738;  Shively  v.  Knoblock,-  8 
Ind.  App.  433,  35  N.  E.  1028;  Continental 
Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Garrett,  60  C.  C.  A.  396, 125  Fed. 
589;  Schreiber  ▼.  German-American  Hail 
Ins.  Co.  43  Minn.  367,  46  N.  W.  708;  Mason 
V.  Fire  Asso.  of  Philadelphia,  23  S.  D.  431, 
122  N.  W.  423;  Curtis  v.  Sacramento,  64 
Cal.  102,  28  Pac.  108;  Graham  ▼.  Woodall, 
86  Ala.  313,  6  So.  687;  Dormoy  v.  Knower, 
56  Iowa,  722,  8  N.  W.  670;  Tiffany  v.  Cof- 
fey, 142  Mo.  App.  210,  125  S.  W.  1178; 
Warren  v.  Tinsley,  3  C.  C.  A.  613,  2  U.  S. 
App.  507,  53  Fed.  689 ;  Elmendorf  v.  Harris, 
23  Wend.  628,  35  Am.  Dec.  587;  McFarland 
▼.  Mathis,  10  Ark.  560;  McMahon  ▼.  New 
York  &  E.  R.  Co.  20  N.  Y.  468;  Day  v. 
Hammond,  67  N.  Y.  479,  15  Am.  Rep.  522; 
Crowell  ▼.  Davis,  12  Met  293;  Billings  ▼. 
Billings,  110  Mass.  226;  Hills  ▼.  Home  Ins. 
Co.  129  Mass.  346;  Williams  ▼.  Schmidt,  54 
111.  209,  2  Mor.  Min.  Rep.  ^3;  Ingraham  v. 
Whitmore,  75  111.  24;  Alexander  ▼.  Cun- 
ningham, 111  IlL  511;  Lincoln  ▼.  Taunton 
Copper  Mfg.  Co.  8  Cush.  416. 

Messrs.  Blakeney  A  Maxey  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

Rosser,  C,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
This  was  an  action  on  a  fire  insurance 
policy  by  Harry  Homewood,  hereinafter 
called  plaintiff,  against  the  Springfield  Fire 
k  Marine  Insurance  Company,  hereinafter 
called  defendant,  to  recover  for  the  burning 
of  a  certain  private  car,  known  as  "Ger- 
trude," the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
policy  was  issued  September  10,  1907,  for 
one  year,  and  the  loss  occurred  on  the  27th 
of  November,  1907,  at  Tecumseh,  in  this 
state. 

There  are  only  two  questions  raised  by 
defendant's  brief:  First.  That  the  loss  was 
not  appraised  before  suit  was  brought,  as 
provided  by  the  policy.  It  was  stipulated  in 
the  policy  that,  in  case  of  a  disagreement 
between  the  insurer  and  the  insured,  the 
amount  of  loss  should  be  determined  by  ap- 
praisement, the  insured  to  select  one  ap- 
praiser, the  company  another,  and  the  two 
appraisers  thus  selected  to  choose  the  third, 
and  the  three  to  appraise  the  property.  At 
the  time  the  policy  was  written,  and  when 
the  loss  occurred,  §  3199  of  Wilson's  Rev.  k 
Anno.  Stat,  was  in  force.  That  section  wais 
as  follows:  "All  insurance  companies  is- 
suing policies  in  this  territory  shall  be  re- 
quired to  pay  in  case  of  total  loss  the  full 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


amount,  and  in  case  of  partial  loss,  shall 
be  required  to  pay  the  amount  of  loss  so 
sustained  for  which  the  property  is  insured; 
provided,  however,  that  no  policy  shall  be 
issued  which  shall  contain  a  sum  greater 
than  75  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty so  insured."  This  section  is  quoted  in 
Farmers'  k  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cuff,  29  Okla. 
106,  35  L.RJ^.(N.S.)  892,  116  Pac.  436,  in 
the  discussion  of  the  necessity  of  appraising 
property  destroyed  by  fire.  Section  3204 
of  Wilson's  Rdv.  k  Anno.  Stat,  was  also 
in  force,  both  at  the  time  the  policy  was 
written  and  when  the  loss  occurred.  That 
section  provided  that,  "if  there  is  no  valua- 
tion in  the  policy,  the  measure  of  indemnity 
in  an  insurance  against  fire  is  the  full 
amount  stated  in  the  policy;  but  the  effect 
of  a  valuation  in  a  policy  of  fire  insurance 
is  the  same  as  in  policy  of  marine  insur- 
ance.**  This  section  was  construed  in -the 
case  of  Oklahoma  Farmers'  Mut.  Indemnity 
Asso.  ▼.  McCorkle,  21  Okla.  606,  97  Pac. 
270.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  under  that 
section,  that,  "in  the  event  of  total  loss  the 
amount  of  insurance  mentioned  in  the  policy 
was  payable  absolutely,  without  further 
evidence  as  to  the  actual  loss."  See  also 
Word  V.  Southern  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  112  Ga. 
586,  37  S.  E.  897;  Havens  v.  Germania  F. 
Ins.  Co.  123  Mo.  403,  26  L.R.A.  107,  45  Am. 
St.  Rep.  570,  27  S.  W.  718;  Lancashire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Bush,  60  Neb.  116,  82  N.  W.  313; 
Oshkosh  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Germania  F.  Ins. 
Co.  71  Wis.  464,  6  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  37  N. 
W.  819;  Reilly  v.  Franklin  Ins.  Co.  43  Wis. 
449,  28  Am.  Rep.  652.  Both  these  sections 
were  repealed  by  the  act  of  March  26,  1909 
(Laws  1909,  chap.  21,  art.  2). 

Two  questions  then  arise.  The  first  is. 
Was  there  a  total  loss?  And  the  second, 
If  the  loss  was  total,  was  appraisement  nec- 
essary? It  appears  from  the  evidence  that 
everything  combustible  in  and  about  the 
car  was  burned,  and  all  of  the  car  that 
could  bum  was  burned,  and  all  of  the  con- 
tents that  could  be  burned  were  burned. 
All  that  was  left  was  the  iron  and  steel  work 
of  the  car,  and  that,  according  to  the  testi- 
mony, was  so  injured  and  changed  by  the 
fire  as  to  make  it  incapable  of  use  in  an- 
othe/  car,  and  had  no  value  except  as  scrap 
iron  or  rubbish.  It  was  then  a  total  loss, 
so  far  as  it  was  possible  for  fire  to  make  it 
a  total  loss. 

In  the  case  of  Seyk  v.  Millers'  Nat.  Ins. 
Co.  74  Wis.  67,  3  L.R.A.  523,  41  N.  W.  443, 
where  a  similar  question  was  involved,  the 
court  said:  "Were  the  insured  buildings 
wholly  destroyed,  within  the  meaning  of 
§  1943  T  The  evidence  is  that  all  the  com- 
bustible material  in  the  structures  was  de- 
stroyed, and,  although  portions  of  the  brick 
walls  were  left  standing,  yet  they  were  use- 
76 
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less  as  walls,  and  many,  perhaps  most,  of 
the  bricks  therein,  were  spoiled  by  the  heat. 
It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  identity  and 
specific  character  of  the  insured  buildings 
were  destroyed  by  the  fire,  although  there 
was  not  an  absolute  extinction  of  all  the 
parts  thereof.  This  was  an  entire  destruc- 
tion of  the  buildings,  within  the  meaik^g  of 
the  statute." 

In  Palatine  Ins.  Co.  t.  Weiss,  109  Ky.  464, 
59  S.  W.  609,  the  court  said:  ''It  is  un- 
necessary to  multiply  citations  from  au- 
thorities bearing  upon  this  question.  It  is 
the  opinion  of  the  court  that  the  words  'total 
loss,'  when  applied  to  a  building,  do  Aot 
mean  that  the  materials  of  which  the  build- 
ing was  composed  were  all  totally  destroyed 
and  obliterated.  It  is  jiot  necessary  that 
all  of  the  parts  and  materials  composing 
the  building  should  be  absolutely  and  physi- 
cally destroyed;  but  the  inquiry  always  is: 
Does  the  insured  building,  after  the  fire, 
still  exist,  preserving  substantially  its  iden- 
tity, or  has  it  become  so  broken  and  disin- 
tegrated that  it  cannot  be  designated  as  the 
structure  which  was  insured?  There  may 
be  a  total  loss,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  even  though  some  parts  of  the  build- 
ing may  remain  standing  after  the  fire.  See 
Wood,  Ins.  §  107;  May,  Ins.  §  420a;  Ostran- 
der,  Ins.  2d  ed.  §  610;  Biddle,  Ins.  §  1375; 
Joyce,  Ins.  §§  3025,  3030;  Beach,  Ins.  §  890; 
Black,  Law  Diet.  'Total  Loss;'  Judah  v. 
Randal,  2  Cai.  Cas.  324 ;  Harriman  v.  Queen 
Ins.  Co.  49  Wis.  71,  6  N.  W.  12."  See  also 
Murphy  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  26  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  241,  64  S.  W.  407;  Havens  v. 
Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  123  Mo.  403,  20  L.R.A. 
107,  45  Am.  St.  Rep.  570,  27  S.  W.  718; 
O'Keefe  v.  Liverpool,  L.  k  G.  Ins.  Co.  140 
Mo.  658,  39  L.R.A.  819,  41  S.  W.  922;  Ham- 
burg-Bremen F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Garlington,  66 
Tex.  103,  59  Am.  Rep.  613,  18  S.  W.  337; 
Williams  v.  Hartford  Ins.  Co.  54  CaL  442, 
35  Am.  Rep.  77. 

In  Liverpool  &  L.  &  G.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Heck- 
man,  64  Kan.  388,  67  Pac.  879,  the  court 
said:  "The  phrase  'total  loss,'  or  its  equiv- 
alent, 'wholly  destroyed,*  as  used  when  ap- 
plied to  the  subject  of  insurance,  does  not 
contemplate  the  entire  annihilation  or  ex- 
tinction of  the  property  insured.  NorMoes 
it  require  that  any  portion  of  the  property 
remaining  after  loss  shall  have  no  value 
for  any  purpose  whatever;  but  it  means 
only  destruction  of  the  property  insured  to 
such  extent  as  to  deprive  it  of  the  character 
in  which  it  was  insured." 

When  the  car  was  burned,  nothing  re- 
mained but  the  dihria  or  scraps.  Although 
they  may  have  had  some  value,  3  or  3i  per 
cent  of  the  total  value,  still  it  was  destroyed 
as  a  car;  and  fire  had  done  all  the  damages 
it  was  possible  for  fire  to  do  it.  Destruc- 
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tion  by  fire,  so  far  as  fire  eoold  destroy, 
was  the  thought  that  was  in  the  parties' 
minds  at  the  time  the  policy  was  writteii. 
Total  loss  occurred,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  policy,  when  everything  was  destroyed 
that  fire  could  destroy. 

It  is  obvious  that  if  the  total   amount 
of  the  policy  was  payable  in  the  event  of 
total  loss,  no  appraisement  was  neoessaiy. 
The  amount  of  the  policy  was  the  amount 
payable,  and  there  waA  nothing  to  mppraise. 
While  the  exact  point  was  not  deeided  in 
either  case,  the  reasoning  of  both  Oklahoma 
Farmers'  Mut.  Indemnity  Asso.  v.  McCor- 
kle,   21   Okla.   606,   97   Pac   270,    and   the 
Farmers'  k  M.  Ins.   Co.  v.  Cuff,  29  Okla. 
106,   35   L.R.A.(N.S.)    892,    116    Pac.   435, 
leads  to  this  conclusion.    In  the  case  of  Osh- 
kosh  Gaslight  Co.  v.  Germania  F.  Ins.  Co. 
71  Wis.  464,  5  Am.  St.  Rep.  233,  37  N.  W. 
819,  the  court,  speaking  of  a  similar  statute 
to  the  one  in  force  at  the  time  the  policy  in 
this  suit  was  written  and  the  loss  occurred, 
said:    "The  statute  must  be  regarded  as  a 
part  of  the  contract  of  insurance,  and  the 
amount  written  in  the  policy  as  liquidated 
damages  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  conclo- 
sively  in  such  contract."    In  Lancashire  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Bush,  60^  Neb.  116,  82  N.   W.  310, 
the  court  said:    "The  statute,  which  is  to 
be  regarded  as  part  of  the  contract^  fixes 
conclusively  the  worth  of  the  building  which 
is  the  subject  of  insurance.    If  the  property 
is  wholly  destroyed,  its  actual  value  is  not 
to  be  determined  by  evidence,  agreement,  or 
arbitration.     The   damages   are  liquidated, 
and  the  measure  of  recovery  already  ascer- 
tained."    A  large  number  of  cases,  amon^ 
which  are  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Eddy.  36  Xeb. 
461,  19  L.R.A.  707,  54  N.  W.  856;  O'Keefe  v. 
Liverpool,  L.  k  G.  Ins.  Co.  140  Mo.  558,  39 
L.R.A.  819,  41  S.  W.  922;  Baker  ▼.  Phcenii 
Assur.  Co.  57  Mo.  App.  559 ;  Bartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Bourbon  County,  115  Ky.  109,  72  & 
W.  739;  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Noe,  75 
Ark.  406,  88  S.  W.  572;  Marshal  y.  Ameri- 
can Guarantee  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  Mo.  App. 
18,  and  iEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shacklett,  —  Tex. 
Civ.  App.  — f  57  S.  W.  583,  sustain  the  doc- 
trine that;  under  statutes  similar  to  the  one 
governing  this  case,  no  appraisement  ia  nec- 
essary, although  stipulated  for  in  the  poli- 
cy; and  it  was  held  in  Pennsylvania  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Drackett,  62  Ohio  St.  41,  81  Am.  St 
Rep.  608.  57  N.  E.  962 ;  and  Seyk  v.  Millers' 
Nat.  Ins.  Co.  74  Wis.  67,  3  L.R.A.  523,  41 
N.  W.  443,  that  a  voluntarv  submission  to 
arbitration    did   not    preclude    the    insured 
from  recovering  the  face  of  the  policy,  where 
there  was  a  total  loss,  though  the  aw*ard  was 
for  a  less  amount. 

Defendant's  second  contention  is  that  the 
court  erred  in  permittinsr  Gertrude  Home- 
wood,  the  wife  of  plaintiff,  to  testify  in  the 
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case.  The  execution  of  the  policy  is  admit- 
ted, and  the  destruction  of  the  property  by 
fire  was  amply  proved  by  seTeral  witnesseSi 
both  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant. 
Mrs.  Homewood's  testimony  was  entirely  im- 
material. It  was  not  necessary  to  prove 
the  value  of  the  property.  Marshall  v.  Amer- 
ican Guarantee  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  Mo. 
App.  18,  when  the  execution  of  the  policy 
was  shown,  and  the  destruction  proven  to 
be  a  total  loss,  the  liability  of  the  company 
was  established.  These  facts  were  practi- 
cally admitted  by  the  company,  and  were 
proven  by  the  other  witnesses.  Whether 
Mrs.  Homewood's  evidence  was  competent 
or  not  cannot  affect  the  decision  of  the  case. 
However,  she  testified  that  she  had  full  con-, 
trol  of  the  car  and  the  contents  in  the  ab- 
sence of  her  husband,  and  her  testimony  was 
confined  to  conditions  and  transactions  ex- 
isting and  occurring  in  his  absence.  Her 
testimony  appears  to  have  been  competent. 
The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Per  Curiam: 

Adopted  in  whole. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied* 


ARIZONA  SUPREBOB  COURT. 

W.  G.  DUMONT,  Appt., 

•      V. 

HARRT   E.   HEIGHTON,   Admr.,   etc,   of 
Charles  H.  Ferry,  Deceased. 

'(—  Aria.  — ,  123  Pac.  306.) 

Master  and  servant  —  death  of  employ- 
er —  termination  of  contract. 

1.  The  death  of  the  employer  within 
the  year  will  not  terminate  a  contract  for 
the  services,  for  a  year,  of  one  to  do  the 
annual  assessment  work  on  mining  claims 
and  take  care  of  the  camp  and  other  prop- 
erty of  the  employer,  the  services  not  to  be 
rendered  under  the  direction  of  the  employ- 
er. 

Same  —  statutory  direction  —  effect. 

2.  A  statute  requiring  the  personal  repre- 
sentative to  take  into  possession  all  the 
property  of  the  decedent  does  not  terminate 
a  contract  for  the  care,  for  a  year,  of  the 
decedent's  mining  camp  and  other  proper- 


ty, and  the  doing  of  the  assessment  work 
on  the  mining  claims. 

(May  2,  1912.)] 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Pima  County 
noiding  that  the  contract  of  employment 
for  the  care  for  a  year  of  a  mining  claim 
and  for  assessment  work  on  certain  mining 
claims  terminated  with  the  death  of  plain- 
tiff's employer  and  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
cover from  the  estate  the  sum  of  $93.  Ke- 
versed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Mark  A.  Smith  and  lieslle  C. 
Hardy,  for  appellant: 

Ihe  contract  of  employment,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  did  not  terminate  with  the  death  of 
the  master,  Chas.  H.  Ferry. 

2  Parsons,  Contr.  5th  ed.  pp.  530,  533; 
Chamberlain  v.  Dunlop,  126  N.  Y.  45,  22 
Am.  St.  Rep.  811,  26  N.  £.  966;  Kernochan 
V.  Murray,  111  N.  Y.  306,  2  L.R.A.  183,  7 
Am.  St.  Rep.  744,  18  N.  £.  868;  Janin  v. 
Browne,  59  Cal.  44;  Harrison  v.  Conlan, 
10  Allen,  85;  Billings's  Appeal,  106  Pa. 
558. 

Mr.  Selim  M.  Franklin,  for  appellee: 

If  the  contract  was  for  such  personal 
service  that  it  would  terminate  with  the 
death  of  the  servant;  so,  on  the  other  hand, 
and  as  corollary  thereto,  it  must  terminate 
with  the  death  of  the  master. 

Lacy  V.  Getman,  119  N.  Y.  116,  6  L.R.A. 
728,  16  Am.  St.  Rep.  806,  23  N.  £.  452; 
i5abcock  v.  Goodrich,  3  How,  Pr.  N.  S.  63; 
20  Am.  k  Eng.  Enc,  Law,  45;  Castro  v. 
Murray,  47  Or.  67,  81  Pac.  388,  883;  Harris 
V.  Johnson,  98  Ga.  434,  25  S.  E.  525;  Zin- 
nell  V.  Bergdoll,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct  508; 
Howe  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Rosenstcel,  24 
Fed.  583;  Yerrington  ▼.  Greene,  7  R.  I.  589, 
84  Am.  Dec.  578. 

Ross,  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  instituted  this 
suit  against  the  defendant,  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Chas.  H.  Ferry,  deceased,  on 
a  contract  for  wages  after  the  term  of  the 
contract  had  expired,  alleging  a  breach 
thereof  by  the  administrator.  Tlie  contract 
was  for  one  year's  services  by  the  plaintiff 
doing  assessment  work  on  twelve  mining 
claims,  and  taking  the  proper  care  of  camp 


Note,  —  Termination  of  contract  of  em-» 
ployment  by  death  of  one  of  the  par^* 
tiee. 

m 

The  cases  upon  this  auestion  are  collected 
in  a  note  appended  to  Mendenhall  v.  Davis, 
21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  914. 

Apparently  the  only  case  upon  the  ques- 
tion, decided  since  the  publication  of  that 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


note,  is  Re  McPhee,  156  Cal.  335,  104  Pac. 
455,  in  which  it  is  held  that  men  employed 
to  fell  trees  and  make  them  into  ties  at 
a  certain  price  per  tie,  without  any  specif- 
ic number  of  trees  being  contracted  for,  had 
no  interest  in  the  timber,  and  the  employ- 
ment was  ended  by  the  death  of  the  employ* 
er«  R.  L.  S. 
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and  other  property  belonging  to  deceased 
Ferry,  for  which  services  the  plaintiff  was 
to  receive  $150  per  month,  beginning  Jan- 
uary 1,  1910,  and  ending  January  1,  1911. 
Ferry  was  to  furnish  all  camp  tools  and  ex- 
plosives within  reason.  On  the  2d  day  of 
May,  1910,  Chas.  H.  Ferry  died.  The  plain- 
tiff was  discharged  by  the  administrator 
and  dispossessed  of  the  mines  and  improve- 
ments of  the  deceased  on  the  23d  day  of  May, 
1910.  He  sues  for  ten  months'  salary,  al- 
leging his  damages  at  the  stipulated  wages 
of  $150  per  month  or  $1,600.  A  jury  was 
impaneled  in  the  lower  court,  and  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  introduced  their  evidence, 
but  the  jury  was  discharged,  without  ren- 
dering any  verdict,  upon  the  following  stip- 
ulation: 

It  is  hereby  stipulated  by  the  respective 
parties  in  the  above-entitled  action  that  the 
jury  be  discharged,  and  that  the  cause  be 
submitted  to  the  court  for  its  determina- 
tion; that  if  the  court  find  that  the  con- 
tract of  employment  alleged  in  plaintiff's 
complaint  terminated  with  the  death  of 
the  defendant  Ferry,  that  the  plaintiff  re- 
cover from  the  estate  of  the  said  Ferry  the 
sum  of  ninety- three  ($93)  dollars;  and 
that  if  said  contract  survived  the  death  of 
the  said  Ferry  that  he  recover  from  the  es- 
tate the  sum  of  twelve  hundred  thirty-eight 
($1,238)  dollars,  together  with  his  costs, 
and  the  interest  upon  the  respective 
amounts  recovered. 
Dated  this  12th  day  of  June,  1911. 

Mark  A.  Smith, 

Leslie  C.  Hardy, 

Attorneys  for  Plaintiff. 

Selim  M.  Franklin, 

Attorney  for  Defendant. 

The  lower  court,  agreeable  to  such  stip- 
ulation, thereafter  "reached  the  conclusion 
that  as  a  matter  of  law  the  contract  ter- 
minated by  the  death  of  Ferry,  or  rather 
by  the  demand  made  by  the  administrator 
upon  Mr.  Dumont  for  the  possession  of  the 
property,"  and  rendered  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  $93.  The  appellant  (the 
plaintiff  below)  assigns  nine  errors  in  the 
court  below.  We  set  jrth  two  of  such  as- 
signments, which  present  the  only  question 
to  be  decided  by  us;  the  other  matters,  as 
we  conceive  them,  being  concluded  by  the 
above  stipulation.  Those  two  errors  are, 
first,  that  "the  court  erred  in  finding  and 
holding  that  the  contract  of  employment 
terminated,  as  a  matter  of  law,  by  the 
death  of  the  master,  Chas.  H.  Ferry,  for 
the  reason  that  as  a  matter  of  law  the  said 
contract  did  not  terminate  with  the  death 
of  the  master;"  and,  second,  in  "holding 
that  the  contract  of  employment  terminated 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


by  the  demand  made  by  the  special  admis- 
istrator  upon  the  appellant." 

The  stipulation  entered  into  by  the  pa^ 
ties  in  the  course  of  the  trial  leaves  but 
one  question  to  be  decided,  and  that  is  as 
to  whether  this  was  a  personal  contract 
that  terminated  with  the  master's  death. 
The  contract  in  hoc  verba  is  as  follows: 
"Apropos  of  our  conversations  and  previoaa 
letters,  I  now,  after  consultation  with  Mr. 
Ferry,  am  able  to  state  to  you  here  what 
will  be  expected  of  you  in  way  of  work  and 
care  of  camp  and  salary  to  be  paid.  There 
are  twelve  (12)  outlying  claims  in  which 
Mr.  Ferry  and  I  are  equal  owners.  These 
claims  he  agreed  to  do  the  location  and  as- 
sessment work  for  his  interest,  being  that 
I  discovered  them.  You  will  be  expected  to 
do  the  assessment  work  on  these  twelve 
claims,  and  take  proper  care  of  camp  and 
other  property  belonging  to  Mr.  €.  E 
Ferry,  for  which  he  is  willing  to  pay  yoa 
one  hundred  and  fifty  ($160)  per  month, 
beginning  Jan.  1st,  1910,  to  Jan.  1,  1911. 
You  can  use  camp  tools,  and  Mr.  Ferry  is 
willing  .to  furnish  all  explosives  within 
reason.  The  law  requires  $100  worth  of 
work  on  each  and  every  claim,  and  whether 
it  is  done  on  one  or  for  a  group  there  must 
be  $100  worth  of  work  done  for  every  claim. 
This  work  will  require  your  affidavit  You 
can  begin  your  assessment  work  now  or  anj 
time  during  the  year,  but  you  ought  to 
begin  in  time."  The  plaintiff,  in  his  com- 
plaint, alleges  that  under  the'  contract  it 
became  his  duty  to  take  "possession  of  all 
the  property  herein  mentioned  and  de- 
scribed, and  care  for  or  cause  to  be  cared 
for  the  same,  and  to  prevent  injury  or  waste 
thereof,  .  .  .  to  do  or  cause  to  be  done 
within  the  year  beginning  January  1st, 
1910,  the  annual  assessment  work  on 
twelve  of  said  mining  claims,  said  Ferry  to 
furnish  all  tools,  powder,  caps,  fuse,  and 
things  necessary  to  perform  such  work.' 
And  further  alleges  that  he  did  thereafter 
take  possession  of  such  property.  Freeman 
in  his  notes  to  Hawkins  ▼.  Ball,  68  Am. 
Dec.  755,  says :  "The  law  presumes  that  the 
parties  to  a  contract  bind  not  only  them- 
selves, but  their  personal  representatives. 
A  personal  representative  is  thecefore  lia- 
ble on  all  the  contracts  of  the  decedent 
which  were  broken  in  his  lifetime,  and,  ex- 
cept those  contracts  whose  performance  re- 
quires his  personal  skill  and  taste,  on  sH 
those  that  are  broken  after  his*  death." 
Sustaining  his  statement  of  the  law,  be  fur- 
ther quotes  from  2  Chitty,  Contr.  11th  Am. 
ed.  1406 :  "  *An  executor  or  adminirtrator  i< 
liable,  in  general,  to  the  extent  of  the  assets 
which  come  to  his  hands  to  be  administertsl 
upon  all  the  contracts  of  the  deceased  i^ 
maining  undischarged  at  his  death.    Ac- 


1912. 


DUMONT  V.  HEIGHTON. 


1189 


cordingly,  the  executor  or  adminietrator 
is  liable,  bo  far  aa  he  has  assets,  for  debts 
of  every  description  due  from  the  deceased, 
either  debts  of  record,  as  judgments,  stat- 
utes, or  recognizances,  or  debts  on  spe- 
cial contract,  as  for  rent,  or  on  bonds,  cove- 
nants, or  the  like,  under  seal,  or  debts  on 
simple  contracts  as  notes  unsealed  and 
promises  not  in  writing,  either  expressed  or 
implied.'  In  this  all  the  authorities  agree" 
— citing  many  cases.  The  author  also  says 
in  the  same  note:  "Contracts  strictly  per- 
sonal in  their  nature  determine  upon  death 
of  the  party  by  whom  the  personal  service 
is  to  be  performed.  In  such  cases  the  per- 
sonal representatives  of  the  deceased  con- 
tractor are  not  liable  for  the  performance 
of  his  contracts.  This  is  the  only  excep- 
tion to  the  rule  that  the  personal  repre- 
sentative of  a  decedent  is  bound  to  perform 
his  contracts.  The  exception  itself  is  very 
generally  admitted,  but  the  difficulty  arises 
in  determining  what  contracts  come  within 
it''— citing  authorities.  "The  question,  aft- 
er all,  is  one  to  be  determined  by  ascertain- 
ing the  intention  of  the  parties.  And  if 
from  the  construction  of  the  contract  it 
appears  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  is 
that  the  contractor  alone  in  person  is  t6 
perform  it,  and  that  it  is  not  to  be  per- 
formed by  any  other  person,  then  the  con- 
tract is  to  be  regarded  as  personal  within 
the  meaning  of  the  exception." 

In  this  case  Ferry  owned  some  mining 
claims  upon  which  he  wanted  the  assess- 
ment work  done  for  the  year  1910.  He  also 
owned  some  houses  and  improvements  either 
on  or  adjacent  to  these  twelve  claims  of 
which  plaintiff  was  to  be  caretaker.  In  one 
of  the  hoiises  there  was  a  small  stock  of 
goods,  and  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  look  after  that  also.  Ferry 
himself  lived  in  New  York,  and  was  on  the 
ground  only  occasionally,  and  then  for  the 
general  purpose  of  consulting  his  superin- 
tendent and  taking  a  general  survey  of 
his  properties.  His  purpose  in  making  this 
contract  with  the  plaintiff,  of  course,  was 
to  have  the  assessment  work  done  so  as  to 
preserve  his  rights  and  to  have  the  im- 
provements cared  for  and  protected.  The 
contract  for  services  was  let  in  full  view 
of  these  circumstances.  It  was  a  matter 
of  little  concern  to  Ferry  as  to  who  should 
do  the  assessment  work,  providing  it  was 
done  under  the  terms  of  the  contract.  The 
part  of  the  contract  with  reference  to  look- 
ing after  and  caring  for  the  property  did 
not  necessarily  call  for  a  person  with  pecu- 
liar skill,  ability,  or  taste.  It  seems  to  us 
that  it  must  have  been  the  intention  of 
Ferry,  when  he  entered  into  this  contract 
with  plaintiff,  to  bind  himself  and  his  es- 
tate to  the  complete  fulfilment  of  its  terms. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


We  do  not  think  that  the  conclusion  at 
which  we  have  arrived  in  this  case  is  at 
variance  with  the  decision  of  the  court  in 
the  case  of  Lacy  v.  Getman,  119  N.  Y.  109, 
6  L.R.A.  728,  16  Am.  St  Rep.  806,  23  N.  K. 
452,  cited  by  appellee  as  the  leading  case 
on  tiiis  subject.  In  the  Lacy-Getman  Case 
the  testator,  who  had  employed  Lacy  to  do 
appropriate  and  ordinary  work  for  a  period 
of  one  year  on  his  farm,  in  his  will  be- 
queathed a  life  estate  in  the  farm  to  his 
widow,  and  the  house  and  control  of  all  his 
personal  property  whatsover  in  the  house 
and  on  the  farm  during  the  term  of  her 
natural  life.  The  court  in  that  case  made 
this  observation:  ''It  is  obvious  at  once  that 
an  element  has  come  into  the  case  as  now 
presented  which  was  not  there  when  the 
general  term  first  held  that  the  contract 
survived.  It  now  appears  that  the  execu- 
trix could  not  have  performed  her  side 
of  the  contract  at  all  after  the  death  of 
McMahan  by  force  of  her  official  authority, 
because  she  had  neither  the  possession  of ' 
the  farm  or  personal  property  upon  it,  and 
no  right  to  such  possession  during  the  life 
of  the  widow.  She  had  no  power  to  put 
her  servant  upon  the  land,  or  employ  him 
about  it,  and  in  her  representative  char- 
acter she  had  not  the  slightest  interest  in 
his  service,  and  could  derive  no  possible 
benefit  from  it.  .  .  .  We  have,  then,  the 
peculiar  case  of  a  contract  made  to  work 
for  McMahan,  and  under  his  direction  and 
control,  which  could  not  be  performed  be- 
cause of  his  death,  transmuted  into  a  con- 
tract to  work  for  Mrs.  Getman  upon  a  farm 
which  she  did  not  possess,  and  had  no  right 
to  enter."  And  the  court  further  on  states : 
"And  so  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  death 
of  the  servant,  employed  to  render  personal 
services  under  the  master's  daily  direction, 
dissolves  the  contract."  As  stated,  the  serv- 
ices to  be  rendered  by  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case  were  not  to  be  under  the  personal 
directions  or  supervision  of  Ferry.  Indeed, 
it  may  be  said  that  the  plaintiff  was  placed 
in  absolute  charge  and  control  to  do  the 
assessment  work  in  any  manner  he  chose 
within  the  time  limited,  and  to  look  after 
and  care  for  the  improvements  without  any 
directions  or  instructions  of  a  daily  or  per- 
sonal nature  from  Ferry.  In  the  case  of 
Zinnell  v.  Bergdoll,  19  Pa.  Super.  Ct.  608, 
cited  by  appellee,  after  discussing  the  facts 
in  relation  to  the  employment  and  services 
of  the  plaintiff  by  the  deceased,  the  court 
said:  "There  being  no  evidence  from  which 
a  contract  to  render  services  upon  the  one 
hand,  and  pay  for  them,  upon  the  other, 
for  a  longer  peri<)d  than  each  current  month 
upon  which  the  partjes  entered  could  have 
been  implied,  it  was  error  to  submit  the 
case  to  the  jury  in  this  manner."    Thus  it 
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will  be  seen  that  in  thu  case  there  was  a 
lack  of  contract. 

The  appellee  also  insists  that  the  con- 
tract sued  on  in  this  case  was  terminated 
by  the  death  of  Ferry,  for  the  reason  that 
our  statute  (Civ.  Code  1901,  H  1826)  pro- 
vides that  "the  executor  or  administrator 
must  take  into  his  possession  all  the  estate 
of  the  decedent,  real  and  personal,  and  col- 
lect all  debts  due  to  the  decedent  or  to  the 
estate."  The  possession  of  the  plaintiff  was 
tiie  possession  of  Ferry,  and,  upon  the  death 
of  Ferry  and  the  appointment  of  an  admin- 
istrator, by  operation  of  law,  the  possession 
was  transferred  to  the.  administrator,  and 
therefore  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  was, 
in  fact,  the  possession  of  the  administrator. 
The  administrator  doubtless  would  have  had 
the  right  to  discharge  plaintiff  from  the 
performance  of  his  contract  for  any  neglect 
of  duty  or  any  wilful  conduct  injurious  to 
the  interests  he  represented,  or  for  dis- 
honesty, or  for  refusal  to  permit  the  admin- 
istrator to  exercise  his  powers  and  duties 
as  administrator  in  any  manner  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  terms  of  his  contract. 

We  think  the  lower  court  committed  error 
in  not  giving  judgment  to  the  appellant  for 
the  sum  of  $1,238,  together  with  his  costs 
and  interest. 

The  case  is  remanded  to  the  superior 
court  in  and  for  Pima  county,  with  direc- 
tions that  judgment  be  entered  for  appel- 
lant for  said  sum  of  $1,238,  together  with 
costs  and  interest,  the  judgment  to  be  paid 
in  the  due  course  of  the  administration  of 
said  estate. 

Franklin,    Ch.    J.,   and   Oanninglutin, 

J.,   concur. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied. 
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PEOPLE  OP  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

V. 

REGNERUS  Y.  DANTUMA,  Plff.  in  Err. 

(252  111.  561,  96  N.  E.  1087.) 

Trademark  —  unloii  label  —  reffiatra- 
tlon. 

1.  The  legislature  may  provide  for  the 
registration  of  a  union  label,  and  make  the 
unauthorized  use  thereof  a  misdemeanor. 

Pleading  ~  rariance  —  ownership  of 
label. 

2.  An  allegation  of  infringement  of  a 
label  of  a  local  trader  council  is  not  sup- 
ported by  proof  of  infringement  of  a  label 
of  an  international  union. 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Trademark  —  union  label  —  unlawful 
use  —  subcontractor. 

3.  One  not  entitled  to  use  a  union  label, 
who  contracts  to  do  a  job  of  printing,  ii 
not  subject  to  a  penalty  for  use  of  the  label 
on  the  work  if  it  is  placed  there  by  a  sub- 
contractor who  has  a  right  to  use  it,  and 
to  whom  the  job  was  sublet  in  good  faith 
with  nothing  in  the  contract  to  prevent  ii 

(December  21,  1911«) 

I?  RROR  to  the  Municipal  Ckiurt  of  Cbi- 
j  cago  to  review  a  judgment  conTicting 
defendant  of  unlawfully  using  a  union 
label.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Jesse  Holdom,  with  Mr.  Thomas 
F.  Monahan,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  Zach  Hofheimer,  with  Messrs.  ^W. 
H.  Stead,  Attorney  General,  Jobn  E.  TT. 
Wayman,  and  W.  Ed^ar  Sampson,  for 
the  People. 


Hand,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  ihi 
court: 

This  was  a  criminal  prosecution  com- 
menced in  the  municipal  court  of  Chicago, 
against  Regnerus  Y.  Dantuma  and  Gean 
Forget,  doing  business  as  the  Galbraith 
Press,  for  violating  §  5  of  chapter  140  of 
Hurd's  Statutes  of  1909,  hy  unlawfolh 
using  and  displaying  the  union  label  of  tlu 
Allied  Printing  Trades  Council  of  Chicago, 
on  120,000  cards  which  they  printed  upon 
the  order  of  J.  L.  Clark,  for  Si.  Vincent'i 
Infant  Asylum.  A  jury  was  waived  and 
the  case  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  at  tite 
close  of  all  the  evidence  Forget  was  dii- 
charged,  and  a  fine  of  $100  was  imposed 
upon  Dantuma,  and  he  was  ordered  to  stand 

Ifote.^-'Law  cm  to  union  labels. 

I.  Protection  as  trademark,  119L 
n.  Protection   on  ground  <^  unfair  cash 
petition. 

a.  In  general,  1194. 

b.  Who  entitled  to  ns^  1197. 

e.  Right  to  relief  against  man1lfa^ 

&rers  of  imitative  label,  1198. 
d.  Right    to    relief    as    affected  by 
wording  of  label,   1198. 
in.  Rights  and  remedy  of  person  assertiog 
right  to  use  label  where  denied  bj 
union,   1199. 
IV.  Constitutionality  of  statutes  for  pro- 
tection of  union  labels,  1199. 
V.  Civil  suit  based  upon  statute. 

a.  In  general,  1200. 

b.  Relief  as  affected  by  extent  of  vi^ 

1201. 
e.  Miscellaneous,  1201. 
VL  Criminal  prosecutions, 
a.  In  general,  1202. 
b.  Form  of  indictment,  1202. 
e.  Matters  of  evidence,  1202. 
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committed  until  the  fine  and  coete  were 
paid.  He  has  sued  out  a  writ  of  error 
from  this  court  to  review  said  judgment, 
and  has  assigned  as  error,  first,  that  the 
statute  under  which  he  was  prosecuted  and 
convicted  is  unconstitutional;  and,  second- 
I7,  conceding  said  statute  to  be  consti- 
tutional, that  the  evidence  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  support  the  conviction. 
.  Sections  1,  3,  and  6  of  the  statute  under 
consideration  read  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  Whenever  any  person  or  any 
association  or  union  of  workingmen  has 
heretofore  adopted  or  used,  or  shall  here- 
after adopt  or  use,  any  label,  trademark, 
term,  design,  device,  or  form  of  advertise- 
ment, for  the  purpose  of  designating,  mak- 
ing  known,    or   distinguishing   any   goods. 


wares,  merchandise,  or  other  product  of 
labor  as  having  been  made,  manufactured, 
produced,  prepared,  packed,  or  put  on  sale 
by  such  person  or  association  or  union  of 
workingmen,  or  by  a  member  or  members 
of  such  association  or  union,  it  shall  be 
unlawful  to  counterfeit  or  imitate  such 
label,  trademark,  term,  design,  device,  or 
form  of  advertlBement,  or  to  use,  sell,  offer 
for  sale,  or  in  any  way  utter  or. circulate 
any  counterfeit  or  imitation  of  any  such 
labels,  trademark>  term,  design,  device,  or 
form  of  advertisement." 

"Sec.  3.  Every  such  person,  association, 
or  union  that  has  heretofore  adopted  or 
used,  or  shall  hereafter  adopt  or  use,  a  label, 
trademark,  term,  design,  device,  or  form 
of  advertisement,  as  provided  in  section  one 


/•  Protection  as  tradetnark. 

The  courts  are  not  agreed  on  the  question 
whether  a  union  label  in  the  absence  of 
statute,  constitutes  a  technical  trademark. 
In  some  jurisdictions  it  is  held  that  a  union 
label  does  not  constitute  a  technical  trade- 
mark, for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  affixed  to 
any  article  to  which  the  union  adopting  the 
label  or  any  of  its  members  have  any  pro- 
prietary right,  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  it  does  not  denote  the  origin  of  the 
article  or  its  quality. 

Thus,  a  label  adopted  by  a  union  of  work- 
ingmen to  indicate  that  the  article  to 
which  it  is  affixed  was  manufactured  by 
their  labor  has  been  said  not  to  be  a  trade- 
mark, for  the  reason  that  the  members  of 
the  union  had  not  applied  it  to  any  vendible 
commodity  placed  upon  the  market,  in 
which  they  deal  or  of  which  they  are  the 
owners  or  manufacturers,  and  also  because 
it  wants  every  essential  element  of  a  trade- 
mark in  that  it  does  not  indicate  by  what 
person  the  articles  to  which  it  is  affixed 
were  made,  but  only  membership  in  a  cer- 
tain association;  that  there  is  no  exclu- 
sive use  of  it,  but  many  persons  not  con- 
nected in  business  and  unknown  to  each 
other  may  lawfully  use  it,  and  its  rightful 
use  is  not  connected  with  any  business; 
that  it  cannot  be  transferred  with  any  busi- 
ness and  its  use  is  dependent  only  on  mem- 
bership in  the  association.  Weener  v.  Bray- 
ton,  152  Mass.  101,  8  L.R.A.  640,  25  N. 
E.   46. 

But  in  Tracy  v.  Banker,  170  Mass.  266, 
39  L.R.A.  508,  49  N.  E.  308,  it  is  said: 
Such  a  label  "is  part  of  the  well-known 
machinery  of  trade  unions,  and  the  use  of 
it  is  found,  if  a  finding  be  necessary,  to  be 
of  value  to  the  union  and  its  members.  It 
would  not  be  traveling  too  far  from  the 
record,  perhaps,  if  we  should  assume  that 
the  use  of  the  label  is  in  fact,  as  certain- 
ly it  migl^t  be,  of  far  more  economic  im- 
portance to  the  union  than  are  many  or 
most  of  the  trademarks,  strictly  so  called, 
which  are  protected  by  the  courts.  Never- 
theless, technical  difficulties,  which  would 
have  been  hard  to  escape  from  without 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


some  subtlety  or  a  statute,  prevented  the 
plaintiff  from  recovering  in  a  case  like 
this." 

And  it  has  been  held  that,  since  an  asso- 
ciation of  workingmen  is  neither  a  manu- 
facturer nor  dealer,  and  has  no  trade  in 
which  the  trademark  can  be  used,  a  mark 
adopted  to  distinguish  articles  produced  by 
them,  as  the  labor  of  any  of  their  members, 
is  not  a  trademark.  Com.  v.  Norton,  16 
Pa.  Super.  Ct.  423. 

In  denying  that  a  label  adopted  by  a 
trades  union  constituted  a  legal  trademark, 
in  Cigar  Makers'  Protective  Union  No.  98 
V.  Conhaim,  40  Minn.  243,  3  L.R.A.  125, 
12  Am.  St.  Rep.  726,  41  N.  W.  943,  the  court 
based  its  decisions  upon  the  ground  that 
the  union  was  not  a  business  corporation, 
association,  or  partnership  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  or  sale  of  the  article  to  which 
the  label  was  affixed;  that  anyone  joining 
any  of  the  local  unions  acquires  the  right 
to  use  the  label,  and  his  right  continues  so 
long  as  he  remains  a  member;  and  a 
manufacturer  acquires  the  right  to  use  it 
only  by  employing  members  of  the  union, 
and  loses  the  right  to  use  it  when  he  ceases 
to  employ  such  members.  It  is  said  that 
when  affiixed  the  symbol  does  not  indicate 
the  kind  or  quality,'  nor  by  whom  made; 
that  anyone  seeing  it  affixed  to  an  article 
cannot  tell  who  of  the  many  thousands 
of  individuals  authorized  to  use  it  had 
made,  or  caused  to  be  made,  the  article  to 
which  it  is  affixed.  All  that  he  can  learn 
from  it  is  that  the  article  was  made  by 
some  one  of  the  many  thousands  entitled  to 
use  the  symbol;  that  the  right  in  trade- 
marks, or  the  exclusive  right  to  use  certain 
symbols  or  devices  placed  upon  goods  of- 
fered for  sale,  is  property,  and  hence  the 
law  affords  a  remedy  to  the  owner  against 
one  who  violates  the  right.  The  court  de- 
fines a  trademark  as  a  word,  mark,  or 
device  adopted  by  a  manufacturer  or  vendor 
to  distinguish  his  productions  from  other 
productions  of  the  same  article;  hence  it 
is  said  to  be  essential  that  the  symbol  or 
device  shall  be  adopted  to  distinguish  the 
productions  of  the  manufacturer  or  vendor 
ifrom  those  of  others,  and  it  must  so  dis- 
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(1)  of  this  act,  shall  file  the  same  for 
record  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  state, 
by  leaving  two  (2)  copies,  counterparts,  or 
facsimiles  thereof  with  said  secretary,  and 
by  filing  therewith  a  sworn  statement  speci- 
fying the  name  or  names  of  the  person, 
association,  or  union  on  whose  behalf  such 
label,  trademark,  term,  design,  device,  or 
form  of  advertisement  shall  be  filed,  the 
class  of  merchandise,  and  a  particular  de- 
scription of  the  goods  to  which  it  has  been 
or  is  intended  to  be  appropriated;  that 
the  party  so  filing,  or  on  whose  behalf 
Much  label,  trademark,  term,  design,  device, 
or  form  of  advertisement  shall  be  filed,  has 
the  right  to  the  use  of  the  same,  and  that 
no  other  person,  firm,  association,  union, 
or  corporation  has  the  right  to  such  use. 


either  in  the  identical  form  or  in  any  sacfa 
near  resemblance  thereto  as  may  be  calcu- 
lated to  deceive,  and  that  the  facsimile 
copies  or  counterparts  filed  therewith  are 
true  and  correct.  There  shall  be  paid  for 
such  filing  and  recording  a  fee  of  one  (1) 
dollar.  Any  person  who  shall  for  himself, 
or  on  behalf  of  any  other  person,  assoeia- 
tion,  or  union,  procure  the  filing  of  an? 
label,  trademark,  term,  design,  device,  or 
form  of  advertisement  in  the  office  of  tlie 
secretary  of  state,  under  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  by  making  any  false  or  frauduleat 
representations  or  declarations,  verbally  or 
in  writing,  or  by  any  fraudulent  meana, 
shall  be  liable  to  pay  any  damages  sustained 
in  consequence  of  any  such  filing,  to  be  re- 
covered by  or  on  behalf  of  the  party  injured 


tinguish  them.  There  is  a  very  strong  dis- 
senting opinion  by  Judge  Mitchell,  con- 
curred in  by  Vanderburgh,  Judge. 

Although  not  necessary  to  the  decision 
in  Carsons  v.  Ury,  5  L.R.A.  614,  39  Fed. 
777,  it  is  conceded  that  a  label  by 
a  trade  union  or  association  does  not 
answer  to  the  definition  ordinarily  giv- 
en of  a  technical  trademark,  because 
it  does  not  indicate  with  any  degree 
of  certainty  by  what  particular  person 
or  firm  the  article  to  which  it  is  af- 
fixed is  manufactured,  nor  does  it  serve 
to  distinguish  the  goods  of  one  manufac- 
turer from  another,  and  the  user  has  no 
vendible  interest  in  the  label,  but  merely  a 
right  to  use  it  on  articles  of  his  own  make 
so  long  as  he  remains  a  member  of  the 
union.  Hence  the  court  cannot  interfere 
to  protect  such  a  label  as  ordinary  trade- 
mark cases,  on  the  ground  that  one  person 
is  appropriating  a  mark,  symbol,  device  or 
word  which  has  become  the  exclusive  prop- 
erty of  another,  when  used  by  him  to  distin- 
guish goods  of  a  certain  class. 

In  other  jurisdictions  a  more  liberal  view 
is  taken,  and  it  is  said  that  a  trademark 
is  calculated  to  distinguish  the  article  to 
which  it  is  attached  from  those  of  other 
makers  or  vendors,  and  it  need  not  in- 
dicate any  particular  person  as  maker, 
manufacturer,  or  vendor,  or  give  the  name 
or  address  of  either.  When  the  mark  has 
become  recognized  by  purchasers  as  a  dis- 
tinctive designation,  it  will  be  sufficient  in- 
dication of  the  origin  or  ownershp  within 
the  rule  requisite  to  its  protection  as  such, 
although  purchasers  may  not,  from  the 
label  or  otherwise,  be  abfe  to  tell  the  par- 
ticular maker  or  seller  of  the  article.  (jk>d- 
illot  V.  Harris,  81  N.  Y.  263. 

And  it  has  been  said  that,  apart  from 
its  application  and  use,  a  trademaiic  has  no 
recognized  ownership;  its  value  is  in  its 
employment  in  marking  the  goods  upon 
which  it  is  placed;  this  gives  to  it  the 
character  of  property.  It  is  then  a  symbol 
of  reputation  and  good  will.  State  v.  Bish- 
op, 128  Mo.  373,  29  L.R.A.  200,  49  Am. 
St.   Rep.   669,    31    S.   W.    9. 

The  reasoning  against  the  right  of  a  labor 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


union  to  acquire  a  property  right  in  a  label, 
as  urged  in  Weener  v.  Brayton  and  Cigar 
Makers'  Protective  Union  No.  98  v.  Cod- 
haim,  supra,  —  that  the  label  did  not  in- 
dicate by  what  persons  the  articles  labeled 
were  made,  but  only  indicated  that  thej 
were  made  by  one  of  many  persons  who 
were  not  connected  with  each  other  in  any 
business, — is  answered  in  Schmalz  v.  Wool* 
ey,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  303,  43  L.R.A.  86,  73  Am.  St 
Rep.  637,  41  AtL  939,  wherein  it  is  said  that 
this  objection  unduly  restricts  the  law  of 
trademarks  as  everywhere  recognized,  for 
it  is  established  that  whatever  to  the  qual- 
ity indicated  by  a  trademark,  the  mark 
need  not  point  out  the  particular  person 
from  whom  that  <^uality  is  derived.  The 
law  has  placed  no  limit  upon  the  number  of 
persons  who  may  unite  for  business  pur- 
poses and  jointly  acquire  property  in  the 
trademark,  and  yet  it  is  evident  that  if 
there  be  many,  some  of  them  may  have  no 
personal  share  in  producing  the  article  iden- 
tified by  the  mark. 

Following  the  same  line  of  reasoning,  in 
denying  the  rule  that  a  union  label  does 
not  constitute  a  technical  trademark,  it  has 
been  asserted  that  the  fact  that  goods  are 
produced  by  the  work  of  one  person  in 
the  service  of  another  to  whom  they  be- 
long, and  that  a  label  cannot  be  placed  upon 
them  without  the  consent  of  the  owner,  is 
not  a  bar  to  the  right  of  the  workman, 
through  the  means  of  a  trademark  whieh 
he  has  affixed  to  the  product  of  his  labor, 
to  acquire  a  right  of  property  in  sueh 
trademark,  since  the  good  will  in  the  result 
of  his  work  in  his  department  of  business,  in 
the  production  of  articles  of  merchandise, 
may  be  essentially  valuable  to  him;  ud 
what  may  be  available  to  one  may  in  like 
manner  be  accomplished  by  an  association 
of  workmen  engaged  in  the  same  business 
and  the  production  of  similar  articles  of 
merchandise  for  the  market.  People  v. 
Fisher,   60  Hun,  652,  3  N.   Y.^Supp.  786. 

Hence,  members  of  a  trade  union  mar 
adopt  as  a  trademark  a  label  to  designate 
the  result  of  their  labor,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose it  is  entitled  to  protection  in  it3  re- 
lation to  such   products   as   a  proprietarr 
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thereby  in  any  court  having  jurisdiction, 
and  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  not  exceed- 
ing two  hundred  (200)  dollars,  or  by  im- 
prisonment not  exceeding  one  year,  or  both 
such  fine  and  imprisonment.  The  secretary 
of  state  shall  deliver  to  such  person,  asso- 
ciation, or  union  so  filing  or  causing  to 
be  filed  any  such  label,  trademark,  term, 
design,  device,  or  form  of  advertisement  so 
many  duly  attested  certificates  of  the  re- 
cording of  the  same  as  such  person,  asso- 
ciation, or  union  may  apply  for,  for  each 
of  which  certificates  said  secretary  shall  re- 
ceive a  fee  of  one  (1)  dollar.  Any  such 
certificate  of  record  shall,  in  all  suits  and 
prosecutions  under  this  act,  be  sufficient 
proof  of  the  adoption  of  such  label,  trade- 
mark,   term,    design,    device,    or    form    of 


advertisement.  Said  secretary  of  state 
shall  not  record  for  any  person,  union,  or 
association  any  label,  trademark,  term,  de- 
sign, device,  or  form  of  advertisement  that 
would  reasonably  be  mistaken  for  any  label, 
trademark,  term,  design,  .device,  or  form 
of  advertisement  theretofore  filed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  any  other  person,  union,  or  asso- 
ciation." 

"Sec.  5.  Every  person  who  shall  use  or 
display  the  genuine  label,  trademark,  or 
form  of  advertisement  of  any  such  person, 
association,  or  union,  in  any  manner  not 
authorized  by  such  person,  union,  or  asso- 
ciation, shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor, and  shall  be  punished  by  imprison- 
ment in  the  county  jail  not  less  than  three 
months  nor  more  than  one  year,  or  by  a 


right  for  their  benefit.  The  fact  that  their 
work  is  not  performed  under  a  single  em- 
ployment, but  under  many  different  em- 
ployers in  as  many  widely  separated  shops, 
goes  to  the  value  of  the  mark  in  its  appli- 
cation to  the  articles  made  by  them,  rather 
than  to  the  right  to  its  protection  as  such. 
Ibid. 

The  contention  that  ownership  of  the  arti- 
cle to  which  a  trademark  is  affixed  is  neces- 
sary to  the  acquisition  of  a  property  right 
in  the  mark  is  denied  in  Schmalz  v.  Wooley, 
57  N.  J.  Eq.  303,  43  L.R.A.  86,  73  Am. 
St  Rep.  637,  41  Atl.  939,  and  it  is  said 
that  this  personal  element  is  not  impor- 
tant; that  "the  public  object  sought  in  the 
protection  of  trademarks  is  to  bring  upon 
the  market  a  better  class  of  commodities, 
and  the  means  for  attaining  that  object  is 
by  securing  to  those  who  are  instrumental 
in  supplying  the  market  whatever  reputa- 
tion they  gain  by  their  efforts  toward  that 
end.  The  workman  by  whose  handicraft 
the  commodity  is  made  is  one  of  these  in- 
struments, just  as  is  his  employer  who  fur- 
nishes the  raw  material  and  owns  and  sells 
the  finished  product;  and  if  the  former  is 
permitted  by  the  owner  to  place  upon  the 
commodity  a  mark  to  indicate  whose  work- 
manship it  is,  and  thereby  commend  his 
workmanship  to  other  employers,  this  li- 
cense from  the  owner  should  be  deemed  a 
right  against  everybody  else.  His  aptitude 
in  his  trade  is  his  property,  and  if  by  a 
mark  he  can  have  it  identified  as  his  in 
the  market,  he  may  enhance  its  salable 
value,  and  thus  secure  the  same  sort  of 
advantage  as  his  employer  by  similar 
means.  No  reason  exists  why  this  advan- 
tage should  not  be  protected  by  the  courts 
in  the  same  manner  and  to  the  same  extent 
as  is  the  like  advantage  of  the  employer. 
The  mere  fact  that  one  rather  than  the 
other  of  these  persons  has  placed  the  prod- 
uct upon  the  market  has  no  rational  bear- 
ing upon  the  matter,  for  both  alike  have 
had  the  market  in  view  in  the  efforts  they 
have  made,  and  through  those  efforts  the 
market  is  supplied." 

And  in  opposition  to  the  doctrine  that  a 
union  label  does  not  constitute  a  valid 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


trademark,  it  has  been  asserted  that  iden- 
tity of  proprietorship  in  a  trademark  and 
the  article  to  which  it  is  affixed  is  not  nec- 
essary to  sustain  a  trademark.  It  is  suffi- 
cient if  the  mark  -is  designed  as  a  symbol  to 
distinguish  an  article  produced  by  the  labor 
of  the  members  of  the  union,  and  as  indica- 
tive of  the  quality  of  the  article  only  so  far 
as  it  is  incident  to  or  dependent  upon  work- 
manship. In  this  respect  such  a  trademark 
represents  a  valuable  property  right  in  the 
workman,  and  is  entitled  to  protection  as 
such.    People  v.  Fisher,  supra. 

This  view  is  well  stated  in  Hetterman 
Bros.  V,  Powers,  102  Kv.  133,  39  L  RA. 
211,  80  Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  43  S.  W.  180, 
wherein  the  court  says:  "The  known  repu- 
tation of  a  particular  kind  of  skilled  labor 
employed  in  the  development  of  a  partic- 
ular product  or  class  of  products  deter- 
mines, to  a  large  degree,  the  value  or  price 
of  such  products  when  put  on  the  markets. 
To  stamp  or  label  a  commodity  as  the  prod- 
uct of  a  particular  kind  or  class  of  skilled 
labor  determines  the  demand  for  and  the 
price  of  such  product  or  commodity.  The 
marketable  price  of  a  commodity  influences 
the  scale  of  wages  paid  for  its  m*anufacture. 
The  higher  the  price,  the  higher  the  wages 
paid;  hence  it  is  indisputable  that  the  em- 
ployee whose  skilled  labor  in  the  produc- 
tion of  a  particular  commodity  creates 
a  demand  for  the  same,  that  secures  for  him 
higher  remunerative  wages,  has  as  definite  a 
property  right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  a 
particular  label,  sign,  symbol,  brand,  or 
device  adopted  by  him  to  distinguish  and 
characterize  said  commodity  as  tfle  prod- 
uct of  his  skilled  labor,  as  the  merchant 
or  owner  has  to  the  exclusive  use  of  his 
adopted  trademark  on  his  goods." 

Although  refusing  to  commit  itself  on 
this  question,  in  State  v.  Hagen,  6  Ind.  App. 
167,  33  N.  E.  223,  the  court  said  that  it 
may  be  urged  with  considerable  force  that 
where  a  label  indicates  the  origin  of  the 
goods  so  far  as  the  workmanship  is  con- 
cerned, guarantying  that  they  have  been 
made  by  one  of  a  large  association  which 
has  acquired  a  high  reputation  for  the  skill 
of  all  its  members,  this  is  a  sufficient  indi- 
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iine  of  not  less  than  $100  nor  more  than 
$200,  or  both.  In  all  cases  where  such  as- 
fiociation  or  union  is  not  incorporated,  suits 
under  this  act  may  be  commenced  and 
prosecuted  by  any  officer  or  member  of  such 
association  or  uuion,  on  behalf  of  and  for 
the  use  of  such  association  or  union." 

The  facts,  in  brief,  are  as  follows:  In 
June,  1911,  Clark  called  up  Dantuma  on  the 
phone  at  .the  place  of  business  of  the  Gal- 
braith  Press,  and  said  to  him  he  wanted  to 
have  120,000  cards  printed  for  "field  day," 
for  the  benefit  of  St.  Vincent's  Infant  Aay- 
lum,  and  that  he  wanted  the  union  label 
thereon.  Dantuma  replied  he  could  print 
the  cards,  but  he  did  not  have  the  right  to 
use  the  union  label.  Clark  then  asked  him 
if  he  could  not  have  the  printing  done  with 


cation  of  origin,  withoub  its  pointing  out 
the  particular  individual  from  whom  it  em- 
anated, and  hence  the  association  may  ac- 
quire such  a  general  reputation  for  the 
high  character  of  ite  workmanship  that 
ite  mark  will  be  such  assurance'  of  the 
worth  of  the  goods  as  to  make  it  a  prop- 
*  erty  right  in  the  association  or  member- 
ship in  general. 

Since  the  employment  and  wages  of  a 
workman  depend  somewhat  upon  his  repu- 
tation as  such,  he  has  a  valuable  interest 
in  the  good  will  of  his  workmanship,  and 
hence  he  may  have  a  proprietary  right  in 
the  result  of  his  labor.  People  ▼.  Fisher, 
supra. 

//.  Protection    on    ground    of    tmfair 

competition, 

a.  In  general. 

The  weight  of  authority  sustains  the  jur- 
isdiction of  equity  to  protect  union  labels 
against  unfair  competition  by  the  unau- 
thorized use  of  labels  imitative  of  the  union 
label,  with  the  evident  purpose  of  thereby 
deceiving  the  public  as  1x>  the  origin  of  the 
goods  to  which  the  imitation  label  is  af- 
fixed, at  least  as  regards  workmanship,  and 
thus  unfairly  gain  whatever  advantage  there 
may  be  in  inducing  the  public  to  believe 
that  the  article  is  the  product  of  union 
labor.  In  some  jurisdictions,  however,  no- 
tably Connecticut  and  Massachusetts,  the 
po^er  of  equity  to  protect  a  union  label 
against  counterfeiting  or  simulating  by  per- 
sons nM  authorized  to  use  the  genuine 
label  is  denied. 

Thus,  in  Lawlor  v.  Merritt,  78  Conn.  630, 
63  Atl.  639,  a  complaint  alleging  the  adop- 
tion by  an  association  of  workingmen  of  a 
label  to  designate  the  product  of  the  labor 
of  the  memi^rs  thereof,  and  that  the  de- 
fendants, for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  ad- 
vantage of  the  market  for  articles  bearing 
said  label,  and  of  palming  off  their  product 
as  the  product  manufactured  by  the  mem- 
bers of  said  association,  and  of  defrauding 
and  deceiving  the  public  and  of  injuring  the 
association,  have  adopted  and  used,  with- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  union  label  on,  and  he  replied  he  oould. 
Dantuma  thereupon  caused  a  proof  of  the 
card  to  be  set  up  in  the  Galbraith  Press 
office,  with  the  exception  of  the  union  label« 
and  arranged  with  one  F.  W.  Colwell,  who 
had  the  right  to  use  the  union  label,  te 
place  thereon  the  union  label,  and  to  have 
the  plate  as  then  completed  electrotyped; 
and  the  cards  were  then  printed  and  de- 
livered to  Clark,  or  to  the  St.  Vincent *s  In- 
fant Asylum.  The  evidence  was  conflict- 
ing as  to  whether  the  printing  was  done  at 
the  office  of  the  Galbraith  Press,  or  at  the 
office  of  Colwell. 

The  information  charged  the  defendants 
with  wrongfully  using  the  union  label  of 
the  Allied  Printing  Trades  Council  of  Chi- 
cago, and,  to  prove  the  charge,  introduced 


out  authority  or  right,  labels  made  in  imi- 
tation and  counterfeit  of  the  association's 
label,  was  held  not  to  state  a  case  for 
equitable  interposition,  since,  said  the  covirt, 
"neither  at  common  law  nor  by  the  general 

{)rinciples  of  equity,  is  a  man  entitled,  at 
east  in  the  absence  of  actual  fraud,  to  pro- 
tection in  the  exclusive  use  of  a  label  for 
goods,  unless  it  is  one  he  is  using  to  dis- 
tinguish some  visible  commodity  owned  or 
traded  in  by  him."  On  the  question  wheth- 
er intent  to  defraud  is  a  necessary  element 
in  granting  relief  against  unfair  competi- 
tion, see  note  in  4  L.R.A.(N.S.)  960.  The 
cases  in  that  note  fully  support  the  doctrine 
that  actual  fraud  is  shown  under  such  cir- 
cumstances as  i9  alleged  in  the  complaint 
which  the  court  in  the  Lawlor  Case  found 
to  be  insufficient.  This  case  was  subse- 
quently before  the  court  in  79  Conn.  39D. 
65  Atl.  295,  and  it  is  there  held  that  the 
failure  of  the  label  itself  to  show  that  the 
article  to  which  it  is  attached  was  the  prod- 
uct of  the  labor  of  members  of  the  associa- 
tion cannot  be  remedied  by  parol  proof  of 
this  fact,  and  that,  since  the  label  does  not 
announce  that  the  hate  to  which  it  was  at- 
tached were  manufactured  by  members  of 
the  association,  but  rather  imports  that  the 
hate  were  owned,  manufactured,  or  sold  h\ 
the  association  itself,  which  is  not  true,  it 
is  radically  defective,  and  entitled  to  no  pro- 
tection against  fraudulent  use  or  simula- 
tion by  others. 

In  Weener  v.  Brayton,  152  Mass.  10^ 
S  L.RA.  640,  25  N.  E.  46,  it  was  alleged 
that  articles  made  by  members  of  a  trsue 
union,  upon  which  was  affixed  a  label  adopt- 
ed by  the  union,  had  acquired  a  valuable 
reputation,  and  that,  in  consequence,  the 
right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  such  label 
was  of  great  value,  and  it  was  charged 
that  the  defendant  had  used  imitations  of 
such  label  on  boxes  containing  inferior  ar- 
ticles of  the  same  character,  and  not  made 
by  members  of  the  union,  the  counterfeit 
label  so  closely  resembling  the  union  label 
as  te  deceive  purchasers,  and  that,  for 
the  purpose  of  deceiving  purchasers  and 
of  obtaining  higher  prices,  he  had  sold 
boxes  on  which  were  pasted  such  counterfeit 
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in  evidence  a  certificate  of  the  Becretarj 
of  state,  showing  a  union  label  registered 
by  the  International  Typographical  Union 
of  North  America,  of  Indianapolis,  Indiana. 
When  the  proof  was  in,  leave  was  granted 
the  state  to  amend  the  information  by  strik- 
ing out  the  words  ''Allied  Printing  Trades 
Council  of  Chicago,"  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  the  words  ''International  Typo> 
graphical  Union  of  North  America,  of  In- 
dianapolis, Indiana,"  but  the  information 
was  not  amended. 

It  is  urged  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
the  union  label  involved  in  this  case,  or 
any  union  label,  for  that  matter,  is  not  a 
trademark,  in  this:  That  it  does  not  show 
origin  or  ownership,  within  the  meaning  of 
those  terms  as  the  same  are  used  in  the 


.law    pertaining   to   trademarks    (Kidd   v. 

I  Johnson,  100  U.  S.  617,  25  L.  ed.  760; 
Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Trainer,  101  U.  S. 
51,  25  L.  ed.  093;  Columbia  Mill  Co.  v. 
Alcorn,  150  U.  S.  460,  37  L.  ed.  1144,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  151),  and  that,  a  registered 
union  label  not  being  a  trademark,  it  can- 
not be  protected,  and  its  use  by  others 
prohibited  by  law.  We  think  it  may  be 
conceded  that  a  union  label  like  the  one 
here  sought  to  be  protected  does  not  fall 
within  the  meaning  of  a  trademark,  in  the 
broad  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used  at 
common  law.  Cigar  Makers'  Protective 
Union  No.  98  v.  Conhaim,  40  Minn.  243,  3 
L.R.A.  125,  12  Am.  St.  Rep.  726,  41  N.  W. 
943.  Still,  we  think  the  legislature  may 
lawfully  provide  for  the  registration  of  a 


labels,  well  knowing  the  articles  contained 
therein  were  not  made  by  members  of  the 
union,  and  were  inferior  in  workmanship 
and  quality  to  those  rightfully  sold  under 
the  union  label.  Nevertheless,  the  court  held 
that  no  relief  in  equity  could  be  grant- 
ed, since  the  cmnplainant  was  not  a  manu- 
facturer, dealer  in,  or  owner  of  the  articles 
which  were  fraudulently  represented  by  the 
counterfeit  label  or  advertisement  to  be 
his.  And  it  is  said  that,  "however  dis- 
reputable and  dishonest  it  may  be  falsely  to 
represent  goods  made  by  other  persons  to 
have  been  made  by  members  of  the  union, 
upon  which  subject  there  can  be  but  one 
opinion,  those  who  do  not  carry  on  any 
business  to  which  the  use  of  the  label  is 
incident,  who  have  not  applied  it  to  any. 
vendible  commodity  which  nas  been  placed 
upon  the  market,  in  which  they  deal,  or  of 
which  they  are  the  owners  or  manufac- 
turers, cannot  maintain  a  bill  to  restrain 
the  use  by  the  defendant  of  the  label  as 
a  trademark." 

In  the  foregoing  case  the  court  cites  as 
authority  Schneider  v.  Williams,  44  N.  J. 
Eq.  391,  which  will  be  hereafter  referred  to, 
and  which,  as  will  also  hereafter  be  shown, 
was  in  part  at  least  disapproved  in  a  later 
New  Jersey  decision,  which  also  disapproves 
in  part  of  Weener  v.  Brayton. 

In  the  New  Jersey  case  referred  to 
(Schneider  v.  Williams,  44  N.  J.  Eq.  39, 
14  Atl.  812)  it  is  asserted  that  a  trade 
union  is  not  entitled  to  equitable  relief  to 
restrain  the  imitation  or  counterfeit  of  a 
label  adopted  by  it,  although  it  is  alleged 
that  the  label  is  a  guaranty  that  cigars 
contained  in  the  boxes  to  which  it  is  at- 
tached   have   been    manufactured    by   skil- 

A. 

ful  workmen,  and  are  not  coolie,  prison,  or 
tenement  housf  work,  and  that  the  sale  of 
cigars  thus  marked  has,  since  the  adoption 
of  the  label,  largely  increased,  and  they 
now  command  a  higher  price  in  the  market 
than  cigars  not  thus  distinguished;  and 
hence  the  exclusive  right  to  use  the  label 
is  a  valuable  one;  and  it  is  also  alleged 
that  the  defendant  has  obtained  possession 
of  counterfeit  labels  and  placed  the  same  on 
cigars  not  made  by  members  of  the  associa- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tion,  and  is  putting  them  on  the  market  in 
violation  of  the  rights  of  the  complainants 
and  to  the  great  injury  of  the  public.  The 
court,  while  conceding  that  the  defendfgit 
was  conducting  his  business  in  such  a  man- 
ner as  to  deceive  and  cheat  all  who  deal 
with  him,  by  representing  that  to  be  true 
which  he  knew  to  be  false,  and  that  he 
was  seeking  to  get  gain  by  the  use  of 
counterfeit  tokens,  nevertheless  held  that  it 
was  powerless  to  correct  such  delinquen- 
cies, and  that  the  complainants  could  have 
no  relief  because  they  had  not  shown  a  clear 
property  right  and  the  invasion  of  that 
right  by  the  defendant,  for  they  had 
no  property  in  the  label  or  mark  imi- 
tated, since  there  can  be  no  such  thing  as 
a  trademark  distinguished  from  or  uncon- 
nected with  a  vendible  commodity;  it  can 
have  no  existence  as  property  or  a  thing 
distinct  from  and  wholly  unconnected  with 
the  article  of  traffic.  And  it  is  asserted 
that  no  person  can  acquire  a  right  to  a 
trademark  except  he  put  merchandise  or  a 
vendible  commodity  on  the  market,  marked 
and  distinguished  by  his  particular  mark. 
Compare  with  the  language  of  the  court 
in  Schmalz  v.  Wooley,  57  N.  J.  Eq.  303,  43 
L.R.A.  86,  73  Am.  St.  Rep.  637,  41  Atl.  939, 
wherein  it  is  said  that  the  language  used 
in  the  foregoing  case  is  unwarranted,  since 
the  purpose  of  such  an  association  is  the 
profit  to  be  derived  from  their  skill  in  the 
trade  and  their  mutual  assistance  in  profit- 
ing by  its  practice;  that  "this  connection 
is  as  clearly  one  for  business  purposes  as  is 
that  of  members  in  a  partnership  or  of 
stockholders  in  a  corporation.  Although  it 
is  a  comparatively  novel  species  of  relation- 
ship, it  has  become  an  established  one,  and 
therefore  calls  for  the  application  of  those 
general  principles  of  law  and  equity  which 
are  applied  to  other  species  of  business  as- 
sociations. Accordinng  to  these  principles, 
we  think  a  workman  or  a  number  of  work- 
men engaged  in  the  same  branch  of  industry, 
'and  banded  together  for  their  mutual  profit 
in  the  pursuit  of  their  common  vocation, 
may  acquire  a  right  of  property  in  a  trade- 
mark designed  to  distinguish  their  work- 
*  manship  from  that  of  other  persons,  and 
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unioQ  label  similar  to  the  one  herein  in- 
volTed,  and  protect  its  use,  and  such  is 
the  holding  of  the  courts  of  last  resort  in 
Massachusetts  and  Kentucky.  Tracy  ▼. 
Banker,  170  Mass.  266,  39  L.R.A.  508,  49 
N.  £.  308;  Hetterman  Bros.  v.  Powers,  102 
Ky.  133,  39  L.R.A.  211,  80  Am.  St.  Rep. 
348,  43  S.  W.  180.  See  also  State  v.  Bish- 
op, 128  Mo.  373,  29  L.R.A.  200,  49  Am. 
St.  Rep.  569,  31  S.  W.  9;  Schmalz  v. 
Wooley,  67  N.  J.  Eq,  303,  43  L.R.A.  86, 
73  Adl  St.  Rep.  637,  41  Atl.  939;  People 
V.  Luhrs,  195  N.  Y.  377,  25  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
473,  89  N.  E.  171.  And  this  court  is,  we 
think,  committed  to  that  view  in  Cohn  v. 
People,  149  111.  486,  23  L.RJSl.  821,  41  Am. 
St.  Rep.  304,  37  N.  £.  60. 
We  see  no  valid  reason,  and  none  has 


been  suggested  by  oounsel,  whj  those  en- 
gaged in  skilled  employment  may  not  so 
designate  the  result  of  their  labor  by  s 
union  label  as  to  enable  them  to  secure  tc 
themselves  the  fruit  of  their  skill.  The 
skilled  workman  by  his  labor  cresitea  wealth, 
and,  if  the  employer  of  labor  can,  by  a 
registered  trademark,  secure  to  himself  the 
wealth  which  he  has  created  by  his  in- 
dustry, there  can  in  law  or  justice  be  no 
reason  why  the  man  who  labors,  and  who 
by  his  skill  and  industry  has  created  a  de- 
mand for  a  particular  commoditj  that  se- 
cures for  him  more  remuneration,  may  not 
be  equally  protected  by  a  registered  label 
which  notifies  the  public  that  the  com- 
modity offered  for  sale,  and  upon  whieb 
skilled  labor  has  been  expended,  was  manu- 


that  a  trademark  so  owned  is  entitled  to 
the  same  protection  as  other  trademarks." 

On  this  point,  in  Carsons  v.  Ury,  5  L  R.A. 
61^,  39  Fed.  777,  it  is  said  no  valid  reason 
can  be  pointed  out  why  the  principle  which 
underlies  the  decisions  protecting  a  user  of 
labels  against  unfair  competition,  even 
though  the  label  does  not  constitute  a  tech- 
nical trademark,  does  not  entitle  a  union 
label  to  protection,  since  the  right  of  the 
court  to  grant  relief  on  the  ground  of  un- 
fair competition  is  predicated  on  the  ground 
that  the  conduct  of  the  parties  proceeded 
against,  in  intentionally  marking,  labeling, 
wrapping,  or  advertising  their  wares  so  that 
they  would  be  mistaken  for  the  goods  of 
some  other  manufacturer,  is  fraudulent. 
"That  and  the  fact  that  the  fraud  com- 
plained of  had  a  natural  tendency  to  injure 
the  business  of  a  person  whose  marks,  la- 
.  bels,  etc.,  had  been  simulated,  by  lessening 
his  sales  or  injuring  the  reputation  of  his 
goods." 

In  Strasser  v.  Moonelis,  23  Jones  k  S. 
197,  11  N.  Y.  S.  R.  270,  the  court  Ukes  the 
view  that  the  right  to  such  a  label  is  a 
valuable  one,  since  it  appears  that  boxes  of 
cigars  to  which  the  label  is  affixed  sell  in 
the  market  for  a  higher  price  than  do  the 
same  cigars  when  in  boxes  upon  which  the 
label  does  not  appear.  Hence,  it  is  said 
that  the  natural  result  of  the  use  of  a 
fraudulent  simulation  of  a  label  is  such  an 
injury  as  entitles  the  members  of  the  union 
to  protection  by  the  court. 

On  this  point,  in  Hetterman  Bros.  v. 
Powers,  102  Ky.  133,  39  L.R.A.  211,  80 
Am.  St.  Rep.  348,  43  S.  W.  ISO,  the  court, 
while  conceding  that  a  union  label  did  not 
constitute  a  trademark  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  word,  in  that  it  was  not  a 
brand  put  on  the  goods  of  the  owner  to 
separate  or  distinguish  them  from  the  goods 
of  others,  said  that  they  could  not  agree  on 
that  account  that  the  label  does  not  repre- 
sent a  valuable  right  which  may  be  the  sub- 
ject of  legal  protection,  and  the  court  rea-* 
sons  thus:  "Why  may  not  those  engaged 
in  skilful  employment  so  designate  the  re- 
sult of  their  labor  as  to  entitle  them  to  the 
fruits  of  their  skill,  when  it  is  admittedly 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


a  source  of  pecuniary  profit  to  them?  And 
this,  though  they  may  not  own  the  property 
itself?  They  are  not,  it  is  true,  'in  busi- 
ness' for  themselves  in  the  ordinary  sense, 
but  they  have  property  rights  nevertheless. 
They  may  not  select  a  label  and  be  pro- 
tected in  its  use  apart  from  its  connection 
with  some  commodity;  but  they  not  only 
select  it  in  this  instance;  they  apply  it  to 
property,  and  it  does  not  at  all  matter  that 
the  tangible  property  is  that  of  another. 
In  order  to  get  the  benefit  of  the  superior 
reputation  of  cigars  made  by  them,  the  ap- 
pellees select  and  apply  this  label  as  a  dis- 
tinguishing brand  or  mark.  And  it  would 
be  strange  if  this  thing  of  value,  this  cer- 
tificate of  good  workmanship,  and  which 
makes  the  goods  made  by  them  sell,  and 
thus  increases  demand  for  their  woik.  b^ 
entitled  to  no  protection,  because  those 
making  the  selection  and  application  are 
not  business  men  engaged  in  selling  cigars 
of  their  own.  The  man  who  is  employed 
for  wages  is  as  much  a  business  man  as 
his  employer,  in  that  larger  sense  in  which 
the  word  'business'  has  come  to  be  used  br 
statement  and  legislators." 

And  it  has  been  asserted  that  a  laborer 
has  the  same  valuable  interests  in  the  good 
will  of  his  labor  as  a  manufacturer  hu  in 
the  good  will  of  his  trade.  Every  man  has 
a  property  right  to  the  result  of  hiv  labor, 
and  that  he  has  sold  his  right  by  a  contract 
for  wages  is  no  reason  why  he  should  be 
deprived  of  the  right  to  designate  the  ori^n 
of  the  result  of  his  work.  That  it  is  im- 
possible to  attach  to  this  result  any  bad^ee 
or  label  indicative  of  origin  or  interest,  un- 
less with  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the 
physical  property  itself,  does  not  affect  the 
principle  applicable.  If  certain  laborers, 
through  a  union,  have  increased  a  demand 
for  their  labor,  and  the  union  designates 
the  labor  of  the  members  by  a  particular 
symbol,  label,  or  sign  descriptive  of  the 
origin  or  ownership  of  the  labor,  such  a 
device  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  a 
court  of  equity  from  fraudulent  simulation. 
Strasser  v.  Moonelis,  supra. 

In  McVey  v.  Brendel,  114  Pa.  235,  IS 
LJLA.  377.  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  22  Ati. 
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factured  or  created  by  skilled  labor.  We 
are  therefore  of  the  opinion  the  act  provid- 
ing for  the  r^istration  and  the  protection 
from  uBe  by  others  of  a  union  label  is  a 
valid,  constitutional  enactment. 

The  information  alleged  that  the  label 
infringed  was  the  registered  union  label  of 
the  Allied  Printing  Trades  Council  of  Chi- 
cago, while  the  evidence  showed  the  label 
used  in  printing  the  cards  deliverd  to 
Clark  or  the  St.  Vincent's  Infant  Asylum 
by  the  defendants  was  the  registered  label 
of  the  International  Typographical  Union 
of  North  America,  of  Indianapolis,  Indiana. 
There  was  here,  therefore,  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  information  and  the  proof. 
This  variance  was  sought  to  be  obviated  by 
an  amendment  to  the  information,  but  no 


amendment  was  made.  The  variance  was 
therefore  not  cured.  It  is  said,  however,  in 
the  brief  filed  by  the  people,  that  there  was 
no  variance,  as  the  Allied  Printing  Trades 
Council  of  Chicago  was  a  subordinate 
branch  of  the  International  Typographical 
Union  of  North  America,  of  Indianapolis, 
Indiana,  and  had  the  right  to  use  and 
control  said  label.  This  may  be  true,  but 
the  evidence  does  not  show  that  fact,  and 
upon  the  face  of  the  record  the  variance  is 
fatal  to  a  conviction. 

It  also  appears  from  the  testimony  of 
Colwell  that  the  contract  for  the  printing 
of  the  120,000  cards,  which  is  the  basis  of 
this  prosecution,  was  sublet  to  him,  and 
that  he  did  the  printing  of  said  cards  at 
*  his  office,  and  used  the  union  label  in  so 


))12,  it  is  apparently  assumed  that  a  proper 
label  would  be  given  equitable  protection  if 
the  complainant  came  into  court  for  such 
protection  with  clean  hands^ut  if  the  label 
contains  improper  language,  then  complain- 
ant does  not  come  into  court  with  clean 
hands,  and  equitable  relief  will  be  denied. 
This  doctrine  is  well  settled.  It  may  be 
doubted,  however,  whether  it  was  properly 
applied  in  this  case>  since  the  bad  conduct 
charged  to  the  complainant  was  the  use 
in  the  label  of  language  similar  to  that 
used  in  Carsons  v.  Ury,  5  L.R.A.  614,  39 
Fed.  777;  Cohi#  v.  People,  149  111.  486, 
23  L.R.A.  821,  41  Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  37 
N.  E.  60;  State  v.  Hagen,  6  Ind.  App. 
169,  33  N.  E.  223;  Hetterman  Bros.  v.  Pow- 
ers, 102  Ky.  133,  39  L.R.A.  211,  80  Am. 
St.  Rep.  348,  43  S  W.  180;  Cigar  Makers' 
Protective  Union  No.  4  v.  Lindner,  2  Ohio 
N.  P.  114,  3  Ohio  S.  k  C.  P.  Dec.  244.  As 
will  be  hereafter  seen,  in  these  cases  a  dif- 
ferent construction  is  placed  upon  this  lan- 
guage.   See  infra,  d. 

In  asserting  the  right  to  have  a  union 
label  protected  in  equity  against  unfair  and 
dishonest  competition,  in  State  v.  Bisbop, 
128  Mo.  373,  29  L.R.A.  200,  49  Am.  St. 
Rep.  569,  31  S.  W.  9,  the  court  reasoned 
that  the  law  not  only  protects  the  owner 
in  the  use  of  a  technical  trademark,  but 
it  protects  him  in  the  use  of  other  insignia 
by  label,  symbol,  or  otherwise,  which  he 
may  attach*  to  merchandise  to  distinguish 
it  from  all  other  articles  of  merchandise 
in  the  market.  This  protection  may  be  had 
by  injunctive  proceedings  on  the  theory  of 
unfair  competition  in  the  unauthorized  use 
of  an  imitative  label  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
ception. 

Hence,  where  it  is  alleged  and  admitted 
by  demurrer  that  the  defendant,  with  intent 
to  defraud  the  plaintiff  and  impose  on  the 
public,  has  sold  and  continues  to  sell  cigars 
not  made  by  the  members  of  the  plaintiff's 
union,  packed  in  boxes  bearing  a  label  false- 
ly purporting  to  be  issued  by  such  union, 
and  imitating  the  said  label  so  closely  as  to 
be  calculated  to  deceive  the  public  and  lead 
them  to  believe  that  such  cigars  were  man- 
ufactured by  this  union,  to  the  irreparable 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


damage  of  the  plaintiff,  a  good  cause  of 
action  is  stated.  Bloete  v.  Simon,  19  Abb. 
N.  C.  88. 

For  other  cases  supporting  the  doctrine 
that  on  the  ground  of  unfair  competition, 
equity  will  protect  a  union  label  against 
counterfeiting  or  imitation  for  the  purpose 
of  deceiving  the  public  as  to  the  workman- 
ship of  the  article  to  which  the  label  is 
affixed,  see  cases  immediately  following. 

h.  Who  entitled  to  uae. 

Anyone  having  a  lawful  right  to  use  a 
union  label,  who  is  especially  damaged  by 
a  third  person  using  it  fraudulently  and 
without  right,  is  entitled  to  the  equitable 

Srotection  of  the  law  against  such  wrong- 
oer.  State  v.  Hagen,  6  Ind.  App.  167,  33 
N.  E.  223. 

Hence,  members  .of  a  trade  union  have  in 
a  label  adopted  by  them,  indicative  of  the 
fact  that  the  article  to  which  it  is  attached 
is  produced  by  the  labor  of  members  of 
their  association,  a  right  which  in  equity 
the  law  will  protect  against  frauds  and 
counterfeits.    Ibid. 

Members  of  an  association  of  employees, 
who  adopt  a  label  to  distinguish  the  product 
of  their  labor,  have  an  interest  in  the 
proper  use  of  the  label  which  may  be  suf- 
ficient grounds  to  entitle  them  to  invoke 
equitable  aid  to  protect,  by  injunction,  such 
laoel  against  inequitable  use  by  another. 
Strasser  v.  Moonelis,  23  Jones  &  S.  197,  11 
N.  Y.  S.  R.  270,  affirmed  without  opfnion 
in  108  N.  Y.  611,  16  N.  E.  730. 

Although  a  label  authorized  by  a  trade 
union  or  association  may  not  be  entitled  to 
protection  as  a  trademark,  it  will  be  pro- 
tected in  a  court  of  equity  by  the  issuance 
in  that  court  of  an  injunction  against  the 
unauthorized  use  of  such  label,  or  a  coun- 
terfeit thereof,  with  the  evident  design  to 
deceive  the  public  by  concealing  the  true 
origin  of  the  goods,  as  well  as  injuring  a 
complainant  who  has  a  clear  right  to  use 
the  label.  Carsons  v.  Ury,  5  ]Ir.A.  614, 
39  Fed.  777  (action  by  manufacturer). 

On  the  theory  of  unfair  competition,  an 
unlawful  use  of  a  union  label  may  be  re- 
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doing,  as  he  had  the  right  to  do.  While 
his  testimony  was  contradicted  by  that  of 
A.  Bartels,  we  do  not  think  the  uncorrob- 
orated testimony  of  Bartels  upon  that 
subject  suflScient  to  sustain  a  conviction. 
He  was  a  discharged  employee  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  his  testimony  in  many  par- 
ticulars was  very  uncertain  and  unsatis- 
factory. There  was  nothing  in  the  contract 
between  the  defendants  and  Clark  which 
prevented   the   defendants   from   subletting 


their  contract  with  Clark  to  Colwell,  and  if 
they  had  sublet  such  contract  in  good  faith, 
and  without  the  intention,  by  subterfuge 
or  otherwise,  of  using  or  displaying  unlaw- 
fully the  union  label  upon  said  cards, 
they,  or  either  of  them,  would  not  be  liable 
to  a  prosecution  under  the  statute. 

The  judgment  of  the  Municipal  Court  of 
Chicago  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
manded. 


strained  by  injunctive  proceedings  institut- 
ed by  a  member  of  a  union  against  a  com- 
petitor in  business  using  the  label  without 
authority.  State  v.  Bishop,  128  Mo  373, 
29  L.R.A.  200,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  569,  31  S. 
W.  9. 

By  an  equally  divided  court  in  Allen  ▼. 
McCarthy,  37  Minn.  349,  34  N.  W.  416,  a 
judgment  was  affirmed,  holding  that  indi- 
viduals, as  officers  and  members  of  a  desig- 
nated trade  union,  were  entitled  to  main- 
tain suit  to  restrain  a  third  person  from 
putting  up,  selling,  labeling,  or  offering  for 
sale  any  boxes  containing  a  particular  ar- 
ticle having  thereon  a  label  or  trademark 
in  imitation  of  plaintifTs  label. 

Under  a  statute  providing  in  part  that 
those  who  are  united  in  interest  must  be 
joined  as  plaintifTs  or  defendants,  except  as 
otherwise  prescribed,  and  where  the  ques- 
tion is  one  of  common  or  general  interest 
to  many,  and  it  is  impracticable  to  bring 
them  all  before  the  court,  one  or  more  may 
sue  or  defend  for  the  benefit  of  all, — the 
members  of  a  union,,  may  invoke  the  aid  of 
equity,  to  protect  a  label  of  the  union. 
Bloete  V.  Simon,  19  Abb.  N.  C.  88. 

But  it  has  been  asserted  that  "it  is  nec- 
essary for  those  who  claim  that  their  right 
of  property  in  a  trademark  has  been  in- 
vaded, to  show  that  they  are  in  some  way 
by  themselves,  or  with  others,  the  owners 
thereof,  by  reason  of  some  business  which 
they  are  transacting  together,  and  to  which 
its  use  is  incident,  and  that  it  is  not  merely 
a  personal  privilege  which  they  possess  as 
members  of  a  particular  association  of  wide 
extent  and  embracing  many  persons  of 
varied  interest,  to  advertise,  or  have  adver- 
tised by  those  by  whom  they  are  employed, 
the  articles  made  by  them  as  being  made  by 
members  of  such  association."  Weener  v. 
Brayton,  152  Mass.  101,  8  L.R.A.  640,  25 
N.  E.  46. 

o.  Right  to  relief  against  manufacture 
era  of  imitative  label. 

The  conduct  of  a  person  in  manufactur- 
ing and  selling  labels  imitative  of  those 
used  by  a  trade  union  is  equally  ba  culpa- 
ble as  that  of  the  manufacturer  of  articles 
who  buys  and  uses  the  spurious  labels,  and 
the  loss  which  the  manufacturer  of  similar 
articles,  authorized  to  use  the  genuine  la- 
bels, sustains  by  the  use  of  the  spurious 
labels  on  a  competing  article,  is  as  directly 
attributable  to  persons  who  make  and  sell 
counterfeit  labels  as  to  the  dealer  who  buys 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  uses  them.  Hence,  to  be  entitled  to 
relief  on  the  ground  of  unfair  competition, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  that  the  de- 
fendants have  affixed  any  of  the  spurious 
labels  to  articles  of  their  own  manufacture, 
or  that  they  have  sold  any  articles  bearing 
the  counterfeit  certificates  or  labels,  but  it 
is  sufficient  if  it  appears  that  they  have 
made  and  sold  spurious  labels  and  adver- 
tised them  for  sale,  since  from  these  facts 
the  court  will  presume  that  the  defendants 
intended  that  they  should  be  used  by  the 
persons  who  purchased  them,  and  that  they 
manufacture  and  sell  them  for  that  pur- 
pose. Carsons  v.  Ury,  6  L.R.A.  614,  39  Fed. 
777. 

d.  Right  to  relief  as  affected  by  t/Dord- 

ing  of  label, 

A  label  reciting,  among  other  things,  that 
the  article  to  which  it  is%ittached  is  pro- 
duced by  a  designated  trade  union,  "an  or- 
ganization opposed  to  inferior,  rat  shop,, 
coolie,  prison,  or  filthy  tenement  house 
workmanship,"  is  not  an  open  attack  on  the 
products  of  all  other  laborers,  nor  does  it 
characterize  their  products  as  unfit  for  use. 
State  V.  Hagen,  6  Ind.  App.  167,  33  N.  £. 
223. 

Referring  to  the  same  language  in  Cohn 
V.  People,  149  111.  486,  23  L.R.A.  821,  41 
Am.  St.  Rep.  304,  37  N.  E.  60,  the  court 
reasoned:  This  language  "says,  simply,  in 
effect,  these  cigars  are  not  the  product  of 
inferior,  rat  shop,  coolie,  prison,  or  filthy 
tenement  house  workmanship.  Can  it  be 
said  that  one  may  not,  without  condemning 
or  aspersing  the  product  of  other  manufac- 
turers, commend  the  article  he  baa  for  sale? 
If  he  may  do  so  himself,  may  he  not  pro- 
cure the  certificate  of  others  as  to  the  quali- 
ty of  the  article  he  puts  upon  the  market? 
If  one  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture  of 
wine,  is  it  an  aspersion  upon  the  product 
of  other  manufacturers  that  a  wine  growers* 
association  certifies  that  his  wine  is  the 
pure  juice  of  the  grape,  free  from  adultera- 
tion? Certainly  not.  This  label  does  not 
say,  or  purport  to  say,  that  cigars  made 
by  nonunion  men  are  of  the  inferior  class 
mentioned,  or  that  cigars  made  by  nonunion 
men  are  not  free  from  the  impurity  or 
taint  to  which  they  might  be  subjecteid  by 
such  workmanship.  It  does,  in  effect,  say 
that  cigars  are  upon  the  market  which  are 
the  product  of  rat  shops,  filthy  basements, 
of  Chinese  establishments,  of  prisons  and 
tenement  houses,   and   proposes   to   aasurt 
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custoRiers  that  cigarB  sold  under  this  label 
are  not  the  product  of  such  establishments. 
This  and  nothing  more.  And  can  it  be 
doubted  that  public  policy  would  be  best 
served  if  all  manufacturers  of  cigars  would 
truthfully  make  the  like  assurance  to  the 
public?"  Similar  language  is  used  as  to 
the  same  label  in  State  v.  Hagen,  6  Ind. 
App.  169,  33  N.  E.  223;  Carsons  t.  Ury, 
6  L.R.A,  614,  39  Fed.  777;  Hetterman  Bros. 
▼.  Powers,  102  Ky.  133,  39  L.R.A.  211,  80 
Am.  St.  ^ep  348,  43  S.  W.  180;  Cigar 
Makers'  Protective  Union  No.  4  v.  Lindner, 
2  Ohio  N.  J».  114,  3  Ohio  S.  k  C.  P.  Dec. 
244. 

This  label  received  entirely  different  con- 
struction in  McVey  v.  Brendel,  144  Pa.  235, 
13  L.R.A.  377,  27  Am.  St.  Rep.  626,  22  Atl. 
912,  wherein  the  court  says:  ''It  says  to 
the  public  in  spirit  and  in  effect:  'Buy  the 
cigars  that  bear  this  label,  because  they 
were  made  by  a  member  of  this  union  Do 
not  buy  those  not  bearing  it,  because  they 
were  made  by  workmen  who  do  not  belong 
to  us.  Such  cigars  are  the  product  of  "in- 
ferior, rat  shop,  coolie,  prison,  or  filthy 
tenement  house  workmanship." '  It  is  the 
request  of  a  powerful  labor  organization  to 
•all  smokers  throughout  the  world'  to  take 
sides  with  it  in  its  contest  with  those  who 
are  outside  of  its  membership,  by  refusing 
to  bny  the  work  of  such  persons.  It  is  an 
attempt  to  use  the  public  as  a  means  of 
coercion  upon  them,  compelling  them  to 
unite  with  the  union  in  order  to  find  a 
market  for  their  goods  or  their  labor. 
.  .  .  The  real  question  now  before  us  is 
whether  the  international  organization  of 
workmen  shall  have  the  help  of  a  court  of 
equity  in  making  war  upon  all  cigar  makers 
who  do  not  belong  to  it,  and  in  driving 
their  work  out  of  the  market  by  represent- 
ing it  as  coming  from  inferior  rat  shops, 
from  coolies,  prisons,  or  filthy  tenement 
houses.  A  'first  class  workman'  is  one  who 
does  first  class  work,  whether  his  name  is 
on  the  rolls  of  any  given  society  or  not. 
Filthiness  and  criminality  of  character  de- 
pend on  conduct,' not  on  membership  of  the 
union.  Legitimate  competition  rests  on  su- 
periority of  workmanship  and  business 
methods,  not  in  the  use  of  vulgar  epithets 
and  personal  denunciation.  When  the  Cigar 
Makers'  International  Union  of  America 
stigmatizes  those  who  do  not  belonpr  to  it, 
and  seeks  to  induce  the  piiblic  to  discrim- 
inate against  them  and  their  work  by  cov- 
ering them  with  opprobrious  epithets,  it  is 
not  engaged  in  'promoting  the  mental, 
moral,  and  physical  welfare  of  its*  mem- 
bers,' but  in  trying  to  .hurt  and  destroy 
those  who  do  not  choose  to  become  mem- 
bers. While  the  courts  would  aid  the 
former  purpose  in  all  ways  within  their 
power,  they  cannot  help  the  latter." 

III.  Rights  and  remedy  of  person  as- 
serting right  to  use  label  where  de- 
nied  by  union. 

Although  an  employer  of  union  labor  is 
permitted  to  use  a  stamp  adopted  by  the 
.39  L.R.A.(N.S.^ 


union,  such  stamp  nevertheless  belongs  to 
the  union,  since  it  is  the  sign  by  which  the 
business  world  is  advised  that  the  goods 
manufactured  were  union  made,  and  the 
employer  so  using  it  has  no  right  to  its  use 
except  when  his  goods  are  made  by  union 
labor.  It  cannot  lawfully  be  used  by  him 
except  on  goods  made  by  him  by  union 
labor,  and  he  has  no  cause  for  action  if,  at 
the  termination  of  their  contract,  the  mem- 
bers of  the  union  quit  his  employ  and  re- 
fuse longer  to  permit  his  use  of  the  stamp. 
Saulsberry  y.  Coopers'  International  Union, 
post,  1203. 

Before  a  person  claiming  to  have  been 
unlawfully  deprived  of  the  right  to  use  a 
union  label,  by  the  action  of  the  organiza- 
tion controlling  the  same,  can  appeal  to  the 
courts  for  redress,  he  must  exhaust  all  the 
remedies  provided  for  him  by  the  organiza- 
tion. Raych  v.  Hadida,  72 'Misc.  469,  130 
N.  Y.  Supn.  346. 

Where  tne  final  right  and  authority  to 
close  a  shop  to  the  use  of  a  union  label 
rests  with  an  executive  board  of  the  main 
organization,  and  all  the  preliminary  pro- 
ceedings before  a  branch  union  or  its  mem- 
bers are  simply  for  the  purpose  of  placing 
the  facts  before  the  executive  committee  of 
the  main  organization  for  final  action,  in 
an  action  against  a  local  union,  the  court 
cannot  restore  to  a  person  his  right  to  the 
use  of  the  union  label  if  he  has  been  wrong- 
fully deprived  thereof  "by  the  executive  com- 
mittee of  the  main  organization.    Ibid. 

An  action  for  breach  by  a  trade  imion  of 
an  agreement  to  furnish  union  labels  to  a 
manufacturer  cannot  be  brought  against  a 
few  members  of  a  particular  union  making 
the  contract,  "individually  and  for  them- 
selves and  others,  officers  and  members,"  of 
the  designated  union.  Ehrlich  v.  Willenski, 
138  Fed.  425. 

rr.  Constitutionality     of    statutes  -for 
protection  of  union  labels. 

The  state  by  appropriate  legislation  may 
protect  the  use  of  a  union  label,  and  may 
prohibit  its  use  by  persons  other  than  mem- 
bers of  the  union  or  persons  who  employ 
members  thereof  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  articles  to  which  the  label  is  affixed. 
No  personal  rights  or  principles  of  public 
policy  are  violated  by  such  legislation,  and 
this  is  true  even  though  the  legislature  has 
used  the  term  "trademark"  in  a  sense  that 
is  ordinarily  understood  and  used  by  text 
writers  and  defined  by  judicial  decisions. 
State  V.  Bishop,  128  Mo.  373,  29  L.R.A. 
200,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  669,  31  S.  W.  9. 

The  law  for  the  protection  of  union  labels 
is  not  invalid  as  violative  of  the  provision 
of  the  Constitution  against  granting  exclu- 
sive privileges  to  private  associations  or  in- 
dividuals by  any  special  laws,  since  such 
act,  including  as  it  does  every  locality  in  the 
entire  state  and  embracing  every  associa- 
tion of  union  workmen  or  women  existing 
or  that  may  thereafter  organize,  is  in  no 
sense  local  or  private,  but  is  in  every  sense 
a  general  law.    Perkins  v.  Heert,  168  N.  Y. 
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306,  43  L.R.A.  858,  70  Am.  St.  Rep.  483,  63 
N.  E.  18. 

A  statute  the  purpose  of  which  is  to  pro- 
tect trademarks  when  adopted  by  associa- 
tions or  unions  of  workmen  to  designate  or 
distinguish  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise 
manufactured  or  prepared  by  them,  is  not 
class  legislation  within  the  inhibition  of  the 
Constitution  against  granting  to  any  corpo- 
ration, association,  or  individual  any  special 
or  exclusive  right,  privilege,  or  immunity, 
since  the  law  does  not  relate  to  particular 
persons  or  things  of  a  class,  but  embraces 
within  its  provisions  all  associations  or 
unions  of  workingmen.  State  v.  Bishop, 
128  Mo.  373,  20  L.R.A.  200,  49  Am.  St.  Rep. 
669,  31  S.  W.  9,  disapproving  State  v.  Ber- 
linsheimer,  62  Mo.  App.  168,  and  followed 
in  State  v.  St.  Clair,  137  Mo.  App.  188,  117 
S.  W.  648. 

A  statute  for  the  purpose  of  permitting 
the  adoption  of  labels  by  any  person,  as- 
sociation, or  union  of  workingmen  is  not 
void  as  being  obnoxious  to  the  constitution- 
al inhibition  against  any  local  or  special 
laws  granting  any  incorporation,  aesocia- 
tion,  or  individual  any  special  privilege,  im- 
munity, or  franchise.  Cohn  v.  People,  149 
111.  486,  23  L.RA.  821,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
304,  37  N.  E.  60. 

An  act  protecting  labels  adopted  by  asso- 
ciations of  workingmen  to  designate  the 
articles  produced  through  their  labor  is  not 
unconstitutional  as  class  or  special  legisla- 
tion; neither  does  such  a  law  violate  the 
Hth  Amendment  of  the  Federal  Constitu- 
tion by  depriving,  without  process  of  law, 
persons  of  their  property,  or  by  denying  to 
them  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws,  since 
the  Federal  Constitution  cannot  be  invoked 
against  any  consequences  arising  from  the 
use  of  spurious  and  untruthful  labels.  -Com. 
V.  Morton,  23  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  386. 

Neither  is  a  law  providing  for  the  pro- 
tection of  labels  or  trademarks  adopted  by 
unions  of  laboring  men  unconstitutional 
and  void  as  being  violative  of  public  policy 
in  that  it  unjustly  authorizes  discrimina- 
tion in  favor  of  the  members  of  associations 
or  unions  as  against  that  of  nonunion  work- 
men.   Perkins  v.  Heert,  supra. 

A  statute  for  the  protection  of  union 
labels  is  unconstitutional  where  it  provides 
for  the  recovery  of  a  penalty  in  addition 
to  full  compensation  for  the  injury  done, 
in  an  amount  not  designated  except  bv  a 
maximum  and  minimum  sum,  since  such  a 
law  confers  on  the  plaintiff  the  power  of 
fixing,  within  the  limits  prescribed,  the 
amount  of  penalty  to  be  recovered  by  him, 
thus  taking  the  property  of  another  without 
due  process  of  law.  Cigarmakers'  Interna- 
tional Union  v.  Goldburg,  72  N.  J.  L.  214, 
70  LR.A.  166,  111  Am.  St.  Rep.  662,  61 
Atl.  467. 

The  title  of  an  act  in  reality  an  act  to 
protect  associations,  unions  of  workingmen, 
and  persons  in  their  labels,  trademarks,  and 
forms  of  advertising,  does  not  violate  the 
constitutional  provision  that  no  act  shall 
embrace  more  than  one  subject,  which  shall 
be  expressed  in  the  title,  because  it  con- 
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taisB  provisions  relative  to  the  punishment 
of  imitators  or  counterfeitors  and  tbow 
using  such  imitation  and  counterfeits,  since 
such  provisions  are  merely  means  for  the 
accomplishment  of  the  general  purpose  of 
the  act.  Cohn  v.  People  and  Perkins  v. 
Heert,  supra;  Com.  v.  Meads,  29  Pa.  Saper. 
Ct.  321. 

F.  Oh)il  suit  haaed  upon  aiaini^, 

a.  In  general. 

The  effect  of  the  law  in  New  York  for  the 
protection  of  labels  adopted  by  labor  or- 
ganizations is  to  give  to  such  labels  a 
greater  privilege  than  could  have  been  ob- 
tained under  the  common-law  trademark 
decisions.  Under  the  latter  the  use  of  a 
similar  design  or  device  will  be  enjoined 
only  when  tne  public  are  likely  to  be  de- 
ceived thereby,  and  the  resemblance  is  snch 
as  to  deceive  a  purchaser  of  ordinary  cau- 
tion. But  by  the  law  as  to  union  labels, 
the  Tise  of  a  colorable  imitation  of  the  label 
is  prohibited^  even  though  by  the  use  of 
other  words  or  names  the  public  would  not 
be  deceived  in  believing  that  the  products 
are  union  made.  Myrup  v.  Friedman.  58 
Misc.  323,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  1106,  affirmed 
without  opinion  in  128  App.  Div.  888,  112 
N.  Y.  Supp.  1138. 

A  statute  in  part  providing  that  every 
person,  association,  or  union  adopting  a 
label,  trademark,  or  form  of  advertisement, 
may  proceed  by  action  to  enjoin  the  manu- 
facture, use,  display,  or  sale  of  any  counter- 
feit or  imitations  thereof,  confers  a  right  of 
action,  without  reference  to  the  good  faith 
of  the  defendant  or  whether,  in  the  use  of 
an  imitation  label,  he  acted  knowingly. 
Beebe  v.  Tolerton  &  S.  Co.  117  Iowa,  593. 
91  N.  W.  905. 

Where  a  statute  does  not  make  knowl- 
edge or  intent  an  ingredient  of  the  offense 
of  selling  or  offering  for  sale  goods  with 
the  label  simulating  that  adopted  and  used 
by  an  association  of  workmen  to  designate 
articles  made  through  the  labor  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  association,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  allege  or  prove  knowledge  or  intent  oif 
the  accused  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  a  eon> 
viction.  And  this  is  true  although  in  the 
pleadings  knowledge  and  intent  of  the  ac- 
cused are  alleged,  since  such  allegations 
may  be  treated  as  surplusage.  Bulena  v. 
Newman,  10  Misc.  460,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  449. 

In  an  action  by  a  member  of  a  trade 
union  against  a  third  person  to  recover  the 
statutory  penalty  for  keeping,  selling,  or 
offering  for  sale  goods  with  a  label  i^xed 
thereto  simulative 'of  a  union  label,  or  for 
the  unauthorized  use  of  such  a  label,  the 
plaintiff  must  establish  that  the  defendant 
himself  has  clearly  violated  the  statute, 
where  the  latter  did  not  deliver  the  goods, 
although  he  made  the  contract  for  their 
sale;'  and  where  the  purchaser  knew  that 
he  was  not  purchasing  of  the  defendant,  the 
mere  fact  that  the  goods  when  delivered 
had  affixed  to  them  a  label  imitative  of  a 
union  label,   is  not  sufficient  to  authorise 
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conviction.  Hig<?inB  v.  Dakin,  86  Hun,  461, 
33  N.  Y.  Supp.  890. 

Under  a  statute  for  the  protection  of 
union  labels,  such  labels  are  entitled  to 
protection  against  one  form  of  swindling  as 
well  as  another,  and  against  the  use  of  real 
labels  in  a  fraudulent  way  as  well  as 
against  the  use  of  counterfeits.  Tracy  v. 
Banker,  170  Mass.  266,  39  L.R.A.  508,  49 
N.  E.  308. 

In  Connecticut  there  is  a  statute  provid- 
ing that  whenever  any  person,  association, 
or  union  of  workingmen  have  adopted  for 
his  or  its  protection  any  label,  trademark, 
or  form  of  advertisement  announcing  that 
the  goods  to  which  such  label,  trademark, 
or  form  of  advertisement  shall  be  attached 
were  manufactured  by  such  a  person,  or 
by  a  member  or  members  of  such  associa- 
tion or  union,  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  coun- 
terfeit such  label,  trademark,  or  form  of 
advertisement.  There  is  also  a  provision 
against  the  use  of  any  counterfeit  or  imita- 
tion of  such  label,  etc.,  and  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  for  such  use,  etc.  In  an  action 
by  the  secretary  of  an  unincorporated  asso- 
ciation of  workingmen,  named  the  United 
Hatters  of  North  America,  for  the  use  of 
such  association,  the  court  refused  to  pro- 
tect a  label  reading  "The  United  Hatters  of 
North  America,  Union  Made,  Registered," 
even  as  against  the  action  of  a  third  person 
who,  without  authority  or  right,  was  using 
labels  in  imitation  or  counterfeit  of  this 
label,  and  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the 
advantage  of  the  market  for  hats  bearing 
the  genuine  label,  and  of  palming  off  their 
hats  as  hats  manufactured  under  tiie  rules 
of  such  association,  and  thereby  defrauding 
and  deceiving  the  public.  This  conclusion 
was  reached  on  the  theory  that  this  label 
did  not  show  that  the  hats  to  which  it  was 
attached  were  made  by  the  members  of  the 
United  Hatters  Association,  although  it  was 
conceded  that  the  label  sufficiently  an- 
nounced that  the  hat  to  which  it  was  at- 
tached was  union  made,  and  that  it  was  a 
union  label.  This  the  court  said  naturally 
imported  'that  it  was  made  by  a  union, 
whereas  in  fact,  according  to  the  complaint, 
it  is  not  the  United  Hatters  of  North  Amer- 
ica that  makes  hats  bearing  the  label,  but 
some  manufacturer  for  whom  its  members 
work.  And  the  rule  is  asserted  that  under 
this  statute  a  label  may  become  the  proper 
subject  of  equitable  protection,  and  -any 
member  of  the  association  owning  it,  ai-' 
though  neither  he  nor  the  association  may 
be  a  manufacturer  or  owner  of,  nor  dealer 
in,  the  goods  to  which  it  is  attached,  may 
be  invested  with  a  right  of  action  for  the 
protection  of  the  label;  but  it  is  said  that 
the  label  on  which  the  plaintiff  relies  is 
one  of  very  different  character;  that  in- 
stead of  announcing  that  the  hat  to  which 
it  is  affixed  has  been  manufactured  bv  a 
member  or  members  of  the  United  Hatters 
of  North  America,  if  it  announces  anything 
as  to  its  origin,  it  is  that  it  was  manu- 
factured by  the  association  itself.  Tn  this 
connection  reference  is  made  to  the  com- 
plaint, which  states  that  the  plaintiff  is  an 
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unincorporated  association  of  workingmen 
formed  to  promote  the  welfare  of  its  mem- 
bers, to  assist  them  in  obtaining  remunera- 
tive wages  and  permanent  employment,  and 
to  maintain  a  nigh  standard  of  workman- 
ship in  the  making  and  finishing  of  hats; 
that  it  has  adopted  for  its  protection  cer- 
tain labels  to  be  applied  to  hats  made  by 
its  members,  for  the  purpose  of  announcing 
to  the  public  that  hats  bearing  said  label 
were  made  by  them  Lawlor  v.  Merritt,  78 
Conn.  630,  63  Atl.  639. 

h.  Relief  as  affected  hy  extent  of  use. 

Although  but  one  violation  of  the  right 
of  a  union  to  their  label  is  shown,  never- 
theless, at  the  suit  of  the  union,  the  court 
will  enjoin  against  further  violations. 
United  Garment  Workers  v.  Davis.  —  N.  J. 
Eq.  — ,  74  Atl.  306. 

o.  Miscellaneotis, 

Where  the  statute  expressly  creates  or 
recognizes  the  right  of  trade  unions  to  be 
protected  in  the  use  of  labels  for  trade 
union  purposes,  the  defense  cannot  be  made 
that  such  a  union  or  association  is  unlaw- 
ful. Tracy  v.  Banker,  170  Mass.  266,  39 
L.R.A.  608,  49  N.  E.  308. 

Where  the  application  is  verified  by  the 
officer  of  the  main  organization,  and  the 
trademark  is  registered  for  the  use  of  a 
branch  organization  connected  therewith, 
this  is  a  sufficient  interest  in  common  to 
entitle  the  mark  to  be  registered.  State  v. 
Montgomery,  57  Wash.  192,  106  Pac.  771. 

A  statute  entitled,  "An  Act  to  Protect 
Manufacturers  from  the  Use  of  Counterfeit 
Labels  and  Stamps,"  includes  unincorpo- 
rated associations  or  unions  of  workingmen 
where,  by  express  provision,  reference  is 
made  to  any  person,  association,  or  union, 
and  it  applies  to  them  as  they  ordinarily 
are,  that  is  as  associations  of  workmen,  not 
as  manufacturers  or  vendors  of  goods.  It 
contemplates  that  the  labels  will  be  applied 
to  merchandise,'  as,  of  course,  they  must  be, 
and  as  these  labels  are.  Tracv  v.  Banker, 
170  Mass.  266,  39  L.R.A.  508,  49  N.  E.  308. 

A  label  of  a  trade  union  which  may  be 
used  by  any  manufacturer  of  certain  arti- 
cles who  employs  union  labor,  and  who  is 
authorized  by  the  union  in  that  regard,  is 
not  within  the  provisions  of  a  state  statute 
providing  that  any  person,  etc.,  who  is  a 
citizen  of  the  state  and  entitled  to  the  ex- 
clusive use  of  any  lawful  trademark,  label, 
brand,  etc.,  may  obtain  protection  therefor 
bv  complving  with  certain  requirements. 
State  V.  Hagen,  6  Ind.  App.  167,  33  N.  E. 
223. 

Under  a  statute  permitting  a  union  or 
association  of  employees  to  adopt  n  device 
in  the  form  of  a  label  for  the  purpose  of 
designating  the  products  of  the  labor  of  the 
members,  the  right  to  use  a  label  adopted 
by  an  international  union  may  be  assigned 
to  different  branches  thereof,  and  their  use 
limited  to  certain  territory;  and  under  such 
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circumstances  both  the  international  union 
and  the  branch  union  may  join  in  an  action 
ajjainst  a  third  person  to  restrain  the  imi- 
tation of  such  label  or  its  unauthorized  use. 
Lvnch  V.  John  Single  Paper  Co.  116  App. 
J)iv.  91],  101  N.  Y.  Supp.  824. 

Althou<;h  a  statute  ior  the  protection  of 
j>erson8,  associations,  unions  of  working- 
men,  and  others  in  their  labels,  trademarks, 
and  forms  of  advertising,  authorizes  the 
court  to  require  a  defendant  to  pay  to  a 
person  bringing  an  action  under  the  statute 
tbe  profits  derived  from  the  wrongful,  use 
of  tlie  forged  label,  no  allowance  may  be 
marie  in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  the 
amount  of  the  profits.  There  must  also  be 
proof  that  the  defendant  acted  in  bad  faith. 
Bccle  V.  Tolerton  &  S.  Co.  117  Iowa,  603, 
91  N.  W.  905. 

VI.  Criminal  prosecutions, 

a.  In  general. 

Under  a  statute  making  it  an  offense  for 
any  person  to  manufacture,  use,  or  display, 
or  keep  for  sale,  any  counterfeit  or  color- 
able imitation  of  a  label  adopted  by  a  trade 
union,  a  wholesale  dealer  is  guilty  of  vip- 
lating  the  statute  when  he  purchased  the 
goods  to  which  the  false  label  was  af- 
fixed in  good  faith,  believing  it  to  be  genu- 
ine, and  offered  the  same  for  sale  under 
such  belief.  Bulena  v.  Kewman,  10  Miac. 
400,  31  N.  Y.  Supp.  449. 

Whore  the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to 
protect  associations  or  unions  of  workmen 
in  any  label,  advertisement,  or  symbol  they 
may  adopt  as  their  trademark,  the  act  not 
only  embraces  technical  trademarks,  but  it 
includes  any  label,  symbol,  or  advertise- 
ment which  may  be  or  has  been  adopted  by 
any  association  or  union  of  workmen  as  a 
trademark,  in  accordance  with  its  provi- 
sions; and  a  person  is  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor under  this  statute  if  he  knowingly 
places  a  counterfeit  of  a  label  adopted  by 
such  an  association  on  articles  sold  by  him. 
State  V.  Bishop,  128  Mo.  373,  29  L.R.A. 
200,  49  Am.  St.  Rep.  569,  31  S.  W.  9. 

A  statute  against  counterfeiting  or  imi- 
tating any  trademark,  label,  or  device 
adopted  or  used  by  any  person  or  any  asso- 
ciation or  union  of  workingmen,  or  against 
knowingly  selling  or  disposing  of  or  keep- 
ing in  his  possession  with  intent  to  sell, 
etc.,  any  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  or  other 
product  of  labor,  covers  labels  or  trade- 
marks on  bottles.  Vincendeau  v.  People, 
219  111.  474,  76  N.  E.  675. 

Where  it  is  not  alleged  in  an  indictment, 
and  it  does  not  appear,  that  the  labels  the 
accused  is  charged  with  imitating  or  coun- 
terfeiting are  those  of  any  association  or 
union  of  workingmen,  or  that  any  person 
connected  with  the  latter  has  any  coanec- 
tion  with  a  company  whose  union  labels 
were  counterfeited  or  imitated,  it  is  insuffi- 
cient to  support  a  convftftion.  Comer  v. 
State,  103  Ga.  69,  20  S.  E.  501,  approved 
in  Butler  v.  State,  127  Ga.  700,  66  S.  E. 
1000. 
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b.  Form  of  indictment. 

In  a  prosecution  for  unlawfully  imitating 
or  counterreiting  a  duly  registered  union 
label,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  charging  part 
of  the  complaint  is  in  substantially  tie 
words  of  the  statute  relating  thereto.  State 
V.  Montgomery,  57  Wash.  192,  106  Pac.  771. 

An  indictment  for  counterfeiting  a  la't*-] 
in  violation  of  a  statute  protecting  the 
same  is  not  defective  because  the  label  it- 
self is  pasted  therein  as  the  means  of 
informing  the  defendant  of  the  instrument 
an  imitation  or  counterfeit  of  which  he  i^ 
charged  with  using.  State  v.  Nieaman,  l'"'] 
Mo.  App.  507,  74  S.  W.  638. 

An  indictment  is  not  defective  liecautr- 
failing  specifically  to  aver  the  filing  of  an 
affidavit  with  the  label  as  required  by  stat- 
ute, where  the  indictment  contains  the  alle- 
gation that  the  labels  so  adopted  and  usee 
were  duly  filed  for  record,  etc.,  as  by  law 
provided,  since  the  averment  that  the  labeU 
were  duly  filed  for  record  as  by  law  pro- 
vided means  that  the  copies,  counterparts, 
or  facsimilies  were  left  with  the  secretary, 
and  that  they  were  accompanied  by  the  nec- 
essary sworn  statement,  and  that  both  were 
by  the  secretary  filed  for  record.  Vincen- 
deau V.  People,  219  111   474,  76  X.  E.  fCo. 

Where  a  statute  to  protect  union  labels 
creates  three  distinct  offenses,  and  the  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  prosecution  or  main- 
tain a  defense  differs  yfidcly  as  to  each,  the 
defendant  cannot  be  informed  again<«t  as  t<> 
one  offense  and  arrested  and  held  ft>r  trial 
as  to  another.  People  v.  Streep,  126  N.  Y. 
Supp.  172. 

-    o.  Matters  of  evidence. 

Where  it  is  shown  that  the  labels  coun- 
terfeited were  issued  by  an  association  of 
workingmen,  and  proof  of  the  adoption  of 
the  label  by  such  Association  is  made  by 
introducing  in  evidence  the  certificate  of 
the  secretary  of  state  of  the  filing  of  the 
label,  as  required  by  law  to  entitle  the  cer- 
tificate to  be  received  as  sufficient  proof  of 
the  adoption  of  the  label  and  the  right  to 
adopt  the  same,  and  it  is  shown  that  such 
association  is  an  association  of  working- 
men,  and  that  the  labels  upon  the  articles 
purchased  from  the  accused  were  counter- 
feit labels,  the  evidence  is  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  verdict  of  guilty.  Cohn  v.  People, 
149  111.  486,  23  L.R.A.  821,  41  Am.  St.  Rep. 
304,  37  N.  E.  60. 

A  conviction  cannot  be  sustained  unless 
it  is  proved  that  the  label  was  recorded  as 
required  by  the  statute  under  which  the 
prosecution  is  had,  although  it  is  shown 
that  the  label  had  been  adopted  or  used  by 
its  owner  prior  to  the  time  of  the  alleged 
offense.  The  prosecution  cannot  be  success- 
fully maintained  under  auch  a  statute,  ex- 
cept for  action  done  after  the  copies  of  the ' 
label  or  other  mark  or  device,  with  the 
accompanying  affidavit,  has  been  filed  with 
the  secretary  of  state  for  record,  since  the 
only  method  provided  for  establishing  the 
fact  that  the  label  has  been  adopted  or  used 
'  by  any  person,  association,  or  union,  is  by 


1911. 


PEOPLE  ▼.  DANTUMA. 


1203 


the  certificate  of  the  secretary  of  state. 
Vincendeau  v.  People,  219  111.  474,  76  N.  E. 
676. 

A  certified  copy  made  by  the  secretary 
of  state  of  the  application  for  registration 
of  a  union  label  is  competent  evidence  to 
prove  the  adoption  of  the  label  and  its 
•  tllin«T,  etc.,  and  the  fact  that  the  secretary 
received  and  filed  the  application  is  suffi- 
cient prima  facie  proof  that  all  necessary 
acts,  including  the  filing  of  the  necessary 
copies  of  the  label,  were  performed  to  en- 
title the  label  to  regiatration.  State  t. 
Montgomery,  57  Wash.  192,  lOG  Pac.  771. 

The  fact  that  the  label  offered  in  evi- 
dence in  the  trial  of  a  prosecution  for 
imitating  or  counterfeiting  it  had  the  auto- 
graph signature  of  the  president  of  the 
trade  union,  while  in  the  copy  of  the  label 
presented  to  the  secretary  of  state  as  a 
•  trademark  of  the  union,  the  autograph  sig- 
nature of  the  president  of  the  association 
was  erased,  and  the  space  was  marked  at 
the  end  of  the  label  in  brackets,  **For  auto- 
graj)h  signature  of  the  president,"  does  not 
constitute  a  fatal  variance.  State  v.  Nies- 
man,  101  Mo.  App.  607,  74  S.  W.  638. 

Where  the  defendant  merely  contracted 
as  agent  for  the  sale  of  goods  to  which  a 
counterfeit  label  was  affixed,  and  he  did  not 
personally  deliver  the  goods,  evidence  of 
the  purchaser  that  at  the  time  he  made  the 
purchase  he  understood  he  was  buying  goods 
with  a  union  label  attlxed  thereto  is  incom- 
petent. Hiirgins  v.  Dak  in,  80  llun*.  401,  33 
N.  Y.  Supp.  890.  A.  G,  S. 
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V. 

COOPERS'  INTERNATIONAL  UNION 

et  ai. 

(147  Ky.  170,  143  S.  W.  1018.) 

Conspiracy  —  labor  union  ^  refusal  to 
renew  contract  —  mining  business. 

1,  A  manufacturer  is  entitled  to  no  equi- 
table relief  to  compel  a  labor  union  to  re- 
new a  contract  for  the  continued  services  of 
its  members  in  his  business  on  the  same 
terms  accorded  his  competitors,  although 
its  refusal  to  do  so  is  the  result  of  a  con- 
spiracy between  the  union  and  his  competi- 
tors to  ruin  his  business,  and  his  employees 
are  willing  to  continue  work  on  the  basis 
of  the  old  contract. 


Injunction  —  against  remoyal  of  union 
stamp. 

2.  A  manufacturer  cannot  enjoin  a  labor 
union  from  removing  its  stamp  from  his 
shop  on  failure  to  renew  a  contract  for 
labor,  although  the  result  of  the  removal 
will  be  to  prevent  a  sale  of  his  product,  and 
the  failure  to  renew  the  contract  is  the  re- 
sult of  a  conspiracy  between  the  union  and 
his  competitors  to  ruin  his  business. 

(February  27,  1912.) 

A  PPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
j.jL  the  Circuit  Court  for  Kenton  County 
in  defendants'  favor  in  an  action  brought 
to  compel  defendants  to  renew  a  contract 
with  plaintiff,  or  to  return  to  him  its  union 
stamp.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Myers  &  Howard,  for  appel- 
lant: 

A  conspiracy  or  combination  to  cause  a 
strike  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  and  de- 
stroying the  business  and  property  of  an- 
other, or  of  depriving  another  of  his  liberty 
or  property  witliout  just  cause,  is  unlaw- 
ful and  criminal. 

State  V.  Stockford,  77  Conn.  227,  107  Am. 
St.  Rep.  28,  58  Atl.  769;  Reynolds  v.  Davis, 
198  Mass.  294,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  162,  84  N. 
E.  457;  Owens  v.  State,  16  Lea,  1;  Spies  v. 
People,  122  111.  1,  3  Am.  St.  Rep.  320,  12 
N.  E.  865,  17  N.  E.  898,  6  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
570;  United  States  v.  Wootten,  29  Fed. 
702;  United  States  v.  Lancaster,  10  L.R.A. 
333,  44  Fed.  896;  People  v.Petheram,  64 
Mich.  252,  31  N.  VV.  188;  McKee  v.  State, 
111  Ind.  378,  12  N.  E.  510;  Arcuer  v.  State, 
106  Ind.  426,  7  N.  E.  225;  2  Wharton, 
Crim,  Law,  1398. 

A  combination  is  a  conspiracy  in  law 
whenever  the  act  to  be  done  has  a  neces- 
se.ry  tendency  to  prejudice  the  public  or  op- 
press individuals,  by  unjustly  subjecting 
them  to  the  power  of  the  confederates,  giv- 
ing effect  to  the  purpose  of  the  latter, 
whether  of  extortion  or  mischief. 

1  Ilawk.  P.  C.  chap.  27,  §  2;  2  Russell. 
Crim.  Law,  674;  2  Wharton,  Crim.  Law,  § 
2322;  2  Bishop,  Crim.  Law,  §  172;  Desty, 
Crim.  Law,  1138;  Archbold,  Crim.  Pr.  & 
PI.  1830. 

Conspiracy  to  do  an  illegal  thing  is 
actionable  if  injury  proceeds  from  it;   and 


Note.  ^  As  to  the  law  of  union  labels,  see 
note  appended  to  People  v,  Dantuma,  ante, 

lino. 

As  to  civil  liability  for  inducing  servant 
to  quit  his  employment,  see  note  in  5 
L.R.A.(N.S.)   1091. 

As  to  lawfulness  of  strike  or  of  threat  to 
cause  or  so  to  act  as  to  induce  strike,  when 
there  is  no  dispute  between  the  strikers  and 
their  own  employers,  see  note  in  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1067. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


As  to  controversy  over  open  or  closed 
shop  as  justification  for  means  employed  to 
aid  strike,  see  note  in  17  L.R.A. (N.S.)  162. 

As  to  system  of  work  as  justification  for 
strike,  see  note  in  37  L.R.A. (N.S.)   179. 

As  to  the  right  of  a  labor  union  to  im- 
pose a  fine  on  members  as  a  means  of  in- 
ducing them  to  join  strike,  see  note  in  23 
L.R.A.(N.S.)    1236. 
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where  the  illegal  purpose  has  been  exe- 
cuted, it  is  false  and  malicious  wherever  the 
motive  for  the  conspiracy  to  execute  it  was 
false  and  malicious. 

Smith  V.  Nippert,  76  Wis.  86,  20  Am. 
St.  Rep.  26,  44  N.  W.  846;  Haldeman  v. 
Martin,  10  Pa.  370. 

Everyone  who  enters  into  a  common 
purpose  or  design  is  generally,  in  law,  a 
party  to  every  act  which  had  before  been 
done  by  the  others,  and  a  party  to  every  act 
which  may  afterwards  be  done  by  any  of 
the  others  in  furtherance  of  such  common 
designs. 

Card  V.  State,  109  Ind.  415,  9  N.  E.  591 ; 
McKee  v.  State,  111  Ind.  378,  12  N.  E;  510; 
Williams  v.  State,  47  Ind.  568;  Jones  v. 
State,  64  Ind.  473 ;  Walton  v.  State,  88  Ind. 
9;  Archer  v.  State,  106  Ind.  426,  7  N.  E. 
225;  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  111;  Newman  v.  Com. 
8  Sadler  (Pa.)   127,  7  Atl.  132. 

It  is  sufficient  that  the  means  used  wa^j 
threatening,  and  intended  to  overcome  the 
will  of  others, — to  prevent  customers  from 
dealiilg  with  and  laborers  from  working  for 
the  complainant. 

Arthur  v.  Oakes,  25  L.R.A.  414,  4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  744,  11  C.  C.  A.  209,  24  U.  S 
App.  239,  63  Fed.  321,  9  Am.  Crim.  Rep. 
169;  Beck  v.  Railway  Teamsters*  Protective 
Union,  118  Mich.  497,  42  L.R.A.  417,  74 
Am.  St.  Rep.  421,  77  N.  W.  13;  Casey  v. 
Cincinnati  Typographical  Union  No.  3,  12 
L.R.A.  193,  45  Fed.  135;  Thomas  v.  Cin- 
cinnati, N.  0.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  788,  62  Fed.  803;  Oxley  Stave  Co.  v. 
Coopers'  International  Union,  72  Fed.  695; 
Martin,  Modern  Law  Labor  Unions,  94; 
Pickett  V.  Walsh,  192  Mass.  572,  6  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  1067,  116  Am.  St.  Rep.  272,  78  N. 
E.  753,  7  Ann.  Cas.  638;  Old  Dominion  S. 
S.  Co.  V.  McKenna,  30  Fed.  48;  Plant  v. 
Wood,  176  Mass.  492,  51  L.R.A.  339,  79  Am. 
St.  Rep.  330,  57  N.  E.  1011;  Coons  v. 
Chrystie,  24  Misc.  296,  63  N.  Y.  Supp.  668; 
Erdman  v.  Mitchell,  207  Pa.  79,  63  L.R.A. 
543,  99  Am.  St.  Rep.  783,  56  Atl.  327: 
Purvis  V.  Local  No.  500,  U.  B.  C.  &  J.  214 
Pa.  348,  12  L.R.A.(N.S.)  642,  112  Am.  St 
Rep.  757,  63  Atl.  585,  6  Ann.  Cas.  275; 
Underbill  v.  Murphy,  117  Ky.  640,  111  Am. 
St.  Rep.  262,  78  S.  W.  482,  4  Ann.  Cas.  780. 

Messrs.  Gogan  &  Williams  and  Howard 
X.  Ragland  for  appellees. 

Iiasslng,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

E.  G.  Saulsberry  is  a  manufacturer  of 
beer  cooperage  in  Covington,  Kentucky. 
Tn  March,  1910,  he  entered  into  a  contract 
w-ith  the  Coopers'  International  Union  No. 
159,  Cincinnati,  Ohio,  by  the  terms  of  which 
said  union  was  to  furnish  him  union  labor 
to  run  his  business  for  one  year  at  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


stipulated  price  of  35  cents  per  hour  for  a 
day's  work  consisting  of  nine  hours.    The 
union    supplied,   his    shop    w^ith    a    stamp 
marked  **C.   I.   U.  No.   52,"  which  was  to 
be  used  on  all  the  cooperage  manufactured 
at  his  factory.     This  stamp  Vas  under  the 
control  of  a  member  of  said  union  in  his 
employ,  known  as  a  "monitor."    Under  this 
agreement,  the  business  was  conducted  dar- 
ing the  life  of  the  contract.    About  the  time 
it  terminated, — ^just  before  or  just  after, — 
representatives   of   the   union    notified  him 
that  they  would  not  work  longer  under  the 
terms  of  the  old  agreement,  and  that,  if  he 
wanted  to  continue  his  business  as  a  union 
shop,  he  would  have  to  pay  an  advance  in 
wages,  and  accept  shorter  hours  for  a  day's 
work.      The  new  agreement  sought   by  the 
representatives   of   the   union   provided  for 
an  eight-hour  day  at  40  cents  .  per    hour. 
Saulsberry   refused    to   accede    to    this  de- 
mand, on  the  ground  that  other  coopera^ 
plants  in  that  locality  had  made  contracts 
with  the  union  under  more  favorable  terms, 
and  so  notified  the  representatives    of   the 
union.     They  thereupon  took  possession  of 
the  stamp,  and  notified  the  employees  that 
they  were  "out  of  a  job."     It  is  a  rule  of 
the  union  that  none  of  its    members    can 
work  in  a  shop  not  supplied  with  a  stamp, 
and   hence    the    removal   of    the    stamp  ef- 
fectually closed  this  shop  to    union    labor. 
Conceiving  that  he  was  being  unjustly  dis- 
criminated  against   to   his   damage,  Sauls- 
berry instituted  a  suit,  in  which  be  sought 
either  to  compel  the  union  to  return  to  him 
the  stamp  for  use  in  his  business,  or  else  to 
compel  it  to  make  a  contract  with  him  on 
the  same  terms  upon  which  it  was  furnish- 
ing labor  to  his  competitors  in  that  vicinitv. 
Two  of  the  representatives    of    the    union, 
termed     "walking    delegates"    were    made 
parties  to  the  suit.     No  defense  was  made 
for    the    union;    but    the    two    defendante, 
Lineback  and  McManus,  answered,  and,  in 
addition  to  specifically  denying  the  charge 
tnat  they  had  conspired  with  any  of  plain- 
tifl''s  competitors  to  injure  him  in  his  busi- 
ness,   pleaded    affirmatively    that,    as    the 
representatives  of  the  union,  they  had  sim- 
ply demanded  better  pay  and  shorter  hours 
for  the  men  before  tiiey  yvould  enter  into 
any  further  contractual  relation  with  plain- 
tiff, and,  that  this  demand  having  been  re- 
fused, they  took  the  stamp  from  the  shop, 
and  notified  all  of  the  employees  who  were 
members  of  the  union  that  they  could  no 
longer  work,  as  the  factory  was  not  entitled 
to  the   use  of   the    stamp.     They    further 
pleaded  that  the  stamp  was  the  individual 
property  of  the  union.    The  affirmative  mat- 
ter in  the  answer  was  traversed  in  the  re- 
ply.    Upon   the   issues    joined    and    proof 
taken  the  case  was  submitted  for  judgment 
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The  chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  plain- 
tiff had  failed  to  make  out  a  case,  and  dis- 
missed the  petition.     Plaintiff  appeals. 

The  evidence  shows  that  at  the  time  the 
dispute  arose  the  contract  between  plain- 
tiff and  the  union  had  expired;  and,  while 
some  of  the  men  in  plaintiff's  employ  were 
willing  to  continue  to  work  under  the  old 
contract,  the  union  withheld  its  consent  for 
them  to  do  so;  and  because  of  plaintiff's 
inability  to  make  a  new  contract  with  the 
union  he  was  compelled  to  close  his  shop, 
and  it  had,  up  to  the  date  of  the  submis- 
sion of  the  case,  remained  closed.  He  has 
a  large  amount  of  money  invested  in  his 
business,  and,  as  it  appears  he  cannot  dis- 
pose of  his  output  unless  it  bears  the  stamp 
of  the  union,  he  has  and  must  necessarih 
sustain  a  serious  loss.  It  likewise  appears 
that  others  of  his  competitors  have  con- 
tracts more  favorable  than  that  which  the 
union  was  exacting  of  him.  On  this  state 
of  facts,  what  are  the  rights  of  the  parties! 

A  man's  labor  is  his  own,  and  he  has  the 
right  to  dispose  of  it  upon  the  best  terms 
he  can  secure.  If  one  to  whom  it  is  of- 
fered or  by  whom  it  is  desired  is  unable  or 
unwilling  to  pay  the  price  demanded  for 
it,  we  have  presented  simply  a  case  where 
the  parties  to  a  proposed  contract  cannot 
agree  as  to  terms.  So,  too,  when  one  has 
been  in  the  employ  of  another  under  a 
contract,  and  that  contract  has  expired, 
neither  party  is  under  any  obligation  to 
continue  in  the  employment  except  upon 
terms  satisfactory  to  him,  and  no  ground 
of  complaint  is  afforded  either  employer 
or  employee  for  refusing  to  continue  longer 
the  contractual  obligations.  This  princi- 
ple is  universally  recognized.  The  in- 
fluences which  actuate  the  employer  in  dis- 
charging the  servant,  or  the  servant  in 
quitting  the  employ  of  the  master,  are 
not  a  proper  subject  of  inquiry.  If  they 
possess  the  right  to  terminate  the  employ- 
ment, they  may  exercise  it,  although  the 
one  so  doing  may  know  it  works  incon- 
venience, if  not  a  positive  injury,  to  the 
other.  The  exercise  of  a  legal  right  by  one 
in  a  proper  manner  will  not  be  denied,  al- 
though damage  or  loss  may  result  to  an- 
other as  a  necessary  consequence  thereof. 
If,  instead  of  a  labor  union,  this  was  a 
controversy  between  plaintiff  and  an  indi- 
vidual employee,  and  there  was  no  con- 
tractual relation  requiring  him  to  continue 
in  plaintiff's  employ,  he  could  refuse  to 
work  longer  except  upon  such  terms  as  were 
acceptable  to  him,  and  plaintiff  would  be 
powerless  to  compel  him  to  work,  and  would 
have  no  just  cause  of  complaint  because  he 
quit.  If  the  same  principle  applies  to  a 
union,  which  is  but  an  organization  of  men 
for  mutual  benefit  and  protection,  the  plain- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


tiff  is  remediless,  even  though  his  business 
is  ruined. 

The  right  of  laborers  to  organize  for  pro- 
tection, in  the  way  of  securing  better  wages, 
shorter  hours,  and  improved  facilities 
whereby  their  condition  is  bettered,  has 
been  many  times  before  the  courts  of  this 
country,  and  such  right  has  been  uniformly 
upheld.  In  the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Oxley 
Stave  Co.  28  C.  C.  A.  99,  49  U.  S.  App. 
709,  83  Fed.  912,  this  right  is  thus  stated 
for  the  court  by  Judge  Thayer:  "The  courts 
have  invariably  upheld  the  right  of  individ- 
uals to  form  labor  organizations  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  interests  of  the  laboring 
classes,  and  haVe  denied  the  power  to  en- 
join the  members  of  such  associations  from 
withdrawing  peaceably  from  any  service, 
either  singly  or  in  a  body,  even  where  such 
withdrawal  involves  a  breach  of  contract.'* 

Such  right  is  not  disputed  by  counsel  for 
appellant,  but  it.  is  argued  that  the  men  did 
not  want  to  cease  working.  They  were  sat- 
isfied with  the  old  contract,  and  wanted  to 
continue  under  it.  Undoubtedly  some  were, 
but,  being  members  of  the  union,  they  were 
bound  by  it  and  its  rulings  and  judgment 
so  long  as  they  remained  members  thereof. 
The  old  contract  had  been  made  by  the 
union.  The  union  alone  was  clothed  with 
power  to  contract  for  its  members,  and  the 
contract,  if  made  at  all,  had  to  be  made  by 
the  union.  Hence  the  wish  or  will  of  in- 
dividual members  cannot  be  considered  in 
determining  the  rights  of  the  parties  to 
this  controverrsy.  If  the  union  had  a  right, 
through  its  representatives,  to  contract, 
which  is  not  denied,  then  the  desire  of  in- 
dividual members  cannot  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration at  all;  and  it  is  immaterial 
whether  '  they  were  satisfied  or  dissatisfied 
with  the  proposed  arrangement.  The  union 
was  willing  to  make  a  contract,  but  it  de- 
manded o:ie  more  favorable  in  terms  for  the 
men  than  the  old  contract.  Should  it  be 
enjoined  from  doing  so  because  some  of 
the  members  of  the  union  were  satisfied 
with  the  old  contract?  Undoubtedly,  if  the 
officers  of  the  union  are  clothed  with  power 
to  represent  and  speak  for  it,  this  right 
cannot  be  taken  from  them  or  abridged,  ex- 
cept by  the  union  itself.  It  is  not  a  mat- 
ter for  judicial  determination  at  the  in- 
stance of  anyone  save  the  union.  It  is  not 
denied  that  Lineback  and  McManus  spoke 
for  and  represented  the  union,  and,  as  said 
by  Judge  Taft  in  Thomas  v.  Cincinnati,  N. 
O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.  (C.  C.)  4  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  788,  62  Fed.  803,  in  dealing  with  the 
rights  and  powers  of  officers  and  represen- 
tatives of  unions  to  advise  and  direct  the 
men:  "They  have  the  right  to  appoint  of- 
ficers who  shall  advise  them  as  to  the 
course  to  be  taken  by  them  in  their  rela- 
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tions  with  their  employer.  They  may  unite 
with  other  unions.  The  officers  they  ap- 
point, or  any  other  persons  to  whom  they 
choose  to  listen,  may  advise  them  as  to  thi 
proper  course  to  be  taken  by  ttiem  in  regard 
to  their  employment,  or,  if  they  choose  to 
repose  such  authority  in  anyone,"  may  order 
them,  on  pain  of  expulsion,  from  their 
union,  peaceably  to  leave  the  employ  of  their 
employer,  because  any  of  the  terms  of  their 
employment  are  unsatisfactory.**  We  take 
it  that  Lineback  and  McManus  were  act- 
ing clearly  within  their  right  in  attempting 
to  procure  for  the  union  a  better  contract 
than  it  theretofore  had,  and  in  refusing  to 
permit  or  sanction  the  men  to  continue 
longer  in  plaintiff's  employ  under  the  old 
contract.  They  were  guilty  of  no  act  of 
violence,  but  simply,  in  effect,  declared  a 
strike  because  they  could  not  secure  for  th: 
union  such  a  desirable  contract.  The  result 
of  tlicir  action  was  that  all  of  the  union 
men  in  plaintiff's  employ  quit  work.  It  was 
a  concerted  action.  Had  they  the  right  to 
do  so? 

This  precise  question  was  raised  in  the 
suit  of  Tnion  V.  K.  Co.  v.  Ruef  (C.  C.) 
320  Fed.  114,  the  court  there  saying:  "The 
defendants  acted  within  their  right  when 
thev  went  out  on  a  strike.  Whether  with 
good  cause,  or  without  any  cause  or  reason, 
they  had  the  right  to  quit  work  for  the 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and  their 
reasons  for  quitting  work  were  reasons  thcj 
need  not  give  to  anyone.  And  that  they 
all  went  out  in  a  body  by  agreement  or  pre- 
concerted arrangement  does  not  militate 
against  them  or  affect  this  case  in  any  way. 
Such  rights  are  reciprocal,  and  the  company 
had  the  right  to  discharge  any  or  all  of  the 
defendants,  with  or  without  cause,  and  it 
cannot  be  inquired  into  as  to  what  the 
cause  was."  As  the  union  at  that  time  had 
no  contract  with  the  plaintiff,  he  had  the 
undoubted  right  to  discharge  all  the  men 
in  his  employ  at  once,  without  notice  or 
warning;  and  so  the  men  had  the  right  to 
quit;  and,  when  they  did  so,  they  were  uQt 
required  or  called  upon  to  give  or  assign 
anv  reason  therefor. 

The  stamp  belonged  to  the  union,  and 
they  took  it  away  when  they  quit  plaintiff's 
employ.  It  was  the  sign  by  which  the  busi- 
ness world  was  advised  that  the  goods  man 
ufactured  were  union  made,  and  plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  its  use  except  when  his 
goods  were  made  by  union  labor.  The  stamp 
could  •  not  lawfully  be  used  by  him  except 
upon  goods  made  by  union  labor.  So  his 
real  complaint  is  not  that  the  stamp 
was  removed,  but  that  the  union  refused  to 
contract  with  him  upon  terms  which  he  was 
willing  to  m«ike.  To  grant  the  relief  sought 
would  be  to  compel  the  union  to  contract 
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with  him  upon  the  same  terms  it  had  with 
other  manufacturing  concerns  engaged  in 
like  business  in  that  locality.  We  have 
been  unable  to  find  any  authority  support- 
ing such  contention.  In  effect,  it  would  be 
the  substitution  of  the  judgment  of  iha 
court,  exercised  through  its  mandat.ory  pro* 
cesses,  for  the  will  of  the  union.  It  wouM 
take  away  from  the  union  the  right  to  con- 
tract for  itself,  and  open  the  door  for  neini- 
less  litigation  between  employer  and  u:. 
ployee,  and  make  of  the  court  an  arbiie;  ia 
advance' of  all  questions  of  wages  or  com- 
pensation for  labor.  If  the  employer  cuuM 
compel  the  employee  to  contract  with  liir.. 
upon  terms  acceptable  to  him,  tae  employ. < 
could,  with  equal  propriety,  compel  the  pro- 
spective employer  to  hire  him  upon  lernu 
agreeable  to  him,  and  as  favorable  anu  a« 
high  as  other  employers  were  payin^;  f«  r 
like  services.  The  proposition  falls  ln>::i 
its  ov/n  weight.  The  relief  sought  cannU 
be  granted. 

No  ground  for  injunctive  relief  is  present 
ed.  'I  he  sum  and  substance  of  appelloiV 
offense  is  that  Lineback  and  McManus.  Iv 
ing  unable  to  agree  with  plaintiff  on  a  sval- 
of  wages  for  the  members  of  the  union, 
ordered  a  strike,  and  took  from  plainti^H 
shop  the  stamp, — the  property  of  the  union. 
They  offered  no  violence  whatever.  They 
threatened  the  destruction  of  no  property. 
They  did  not  do  anything  in  any  way, 
shape,  or  form  calculated  to  interfere  with 
plaintiff  in  procuring  other  labor;  but  sim- 
ply stood  upon  their  rights  and  refused  to 
labor  upon  terms  not  acceptable  to  them. 
The  inability  of  plaintiff  to  make  a  con- 
tract for  this  union  labor  has  undoubtedly 
worked  a  hardship  upon  him;  but  this  is 
his  misfortune  rather  than  appellees*  fault 
When  he  first  built  and  occupied  his  plant, 
if  he  had  been  unable  to  make  a  contract 
with  the  union  at  that  time,  he  would  like- 
wise have  sustained  a  loss,  but  such  loss 
<2ould  not  justly  be  charged  to  the  union. 
And  appellant  has  no  better  right  now  to 
complain  of  the  union  than  he  would  have 
if  he  had  been  unable  to  affect  an  agree- 
ment with  them  as  to  the  scale  of  wages 
the  year  before. 

There  is  an  intimation  in  the  pleading,  if 
not  a  positive  charge,  that  the  failure  of  ap- 
pellees to  contract  with  appellant  was  the 
result  of  a  conspiracy  entered  into  between 
the  walking  delegates,  Lineback  and  Mc- 
Manus, and  appellant's  competitors,  for  th* 
purpose  of  destroying  his  business.  We  find 
no  substantial  evidence  in  the  record  to  jus- 
tify or  support  this  charge.  But,  even  if  it 
were  true,  it  would  be  of  no  avail;  ioi, 
since  appellees  had  the  right  to  cease  labor- 
ing for  appellant,  it  is  immaterial  what 
moved  them  to  exercise  this  right.    Appel- 
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I  ant  ia  furnished  no  ground  of  complaint 
because  the  members  of  the  union  ceased 
to  work  for  him.  If  appellant  was  seeking 
to  recover  damages  from  his  competitors,  a 
diHTerent  question  would  be  presented.  If 
it  was  shown  that  they  had  conspired  to 
destroy  his  business,  and,  as  a  result  of  such 
conspiracy,  deprived  him  of  the  bcnetit  of 
the  labor  of  his  employees,  they  might  be 
answerable  in  damages  for  such  injury. 
But  that  question  is  not  here.  Ihe  simple 
question  presented  by  this  record  is,  Can 
a  labor  organization  be  required  to  enter 
into  a  contract  with  one  desiring  the  serv- 
ices of  its  men  upon  terms  not  acceptable 
to  it?  The  lower  court  held  that  it  could 
not:.  In  that  conclusion  we  concur. 
Judgment   affirmed. 


INBIANA  SUPR£2^fS  COURT. 

WILLIAM  G.  JOHNSON  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

WILLIAM  H.  HARRISON. 

(—  Ind.  — ,  97  N.  E.  030.) 

Pleading:  —  complaint  — -  anticipating 
defense. 

1.  A  complaint  in  an  action  to  recover  on 
a  negotiable  instrument  may  set  out  facts 
tending  to  show  plaintiff  to  be  a  bona  tide 
holder,  for  the  purpose  of  anticipating  a 
defense  of  fraudulent  inception  of  the  in- 
strument. 

Cliecks  —  diversion  —  bona  Ade  pur- 
chaser —  risk  of  loss. 

2.  One  who  draws  a  check  and  places  it 
in  possession  of  another  assumes,  as  against 
a  bona  fide  purchaser,  the  risk  of  its  being 
diverted  from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
executed. 

Same  —  absence  of  funds  —  effect  of 
knowledge. 

3.  The  bona  fides  of  one  purchasing  a 
clieck  is  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  he 
knows  there  are  no  funds  on  deposit  to  meet 
it. 

Same  —  staleness  —  effect. 

4.  That  one  takes  an  overdue  check  from 
the  payee  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  other 
suspicious  circumstances,  subject  him  to 
equitable  defenses  in  an  action  against  the 
drawer. 


Pleading  —  bona  fldes  of  purchase  ^ 
check  —  note  —  payment. 

5.  Failure  to  allege  that  a  note  given  for 
a  check  was  negotiable  does  not  sliow  ab- 
sence of  value,  so  as  to  destroy  the  bona 
fides  of  the  purchase,  if  it  is  alleged  that  the 
note  was  paid. 

Check  —  indorsee  —  first  holder. 

6.  One  who  takes  from  a  payee,  who  in- 
dorses the  instrument,  a  check  with  the  un- 
derstanding that  he  is  to  lend  money  tq  the 
drawer,  with  the  check  as  security,  is  a 
first  holder,  and  not  entitled  to  the  rights  of 
a  bona  fide  indorsee,  and  cannot  use  any 
part  of  the  proceeds  in  tiatisf action  of  his 
claim  against  the  indorse r. 

Same  —  duty  of  inquiry  —  representa- 
tions of  agents. 

7.  That  the  one  attempting  to  raise  a 
loan  on  a  check  for  the  benefit  of  its  mak- 
er is  Willing  to  have  a  material  portion  of 
the  proceeds  applied  on  his  own  debt  to  the 
one  to  whom  the  paper  is  offered  charges  the 
latter  with  the  duty  of  inquiring  from  the 
maker  as  to  the  facts  of  the  transaction, 
and  he  can  gain  no  rights  in  excess  of  the 
authority  actually  conferred  on  the  agent. 

(March    12,    1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Howard 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  au  ucciou 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  due  on  a 
check.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  B.  F.  Harness^  B.  C.  Moon,  and 
W.  R.  Voorhis  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  James  L.  Overson,  Arthur  6. 
Manning,  James  F.  Morrison,  and  Jo- 
seph G.  Herron  for  appellee. 

Cox,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action' brought  by  the  appellee 
against  the  appellants  as  parties  doing  busi- 
ness under  the  firm  name  of  Kokomo  Trunk 
Company.  The  complaint  is  based  on  two 
checks,  one  of  which  was  given  in  renewal 
of  the  other.  It  was  answered  by  five  para- 
graphs, one  of  which  was  the  general  denial. 
Appellants,  in  this  appeal,  claim  that  the. 
judgment  against  them  resulted  from  al- 
leged errors  of  the  trial  court  in  sustaining 
appellee's  demurrer  to  their  fifth  paragraph 


Note,  ^  Bona  fides  of  purchaser  of 
checTc  as  affected  by  his  Tcnowledge 
that  there  are  no  funds  to  meet  it. 

Besides  Johnson  v.  Harrison,  and  Mat- 
lock V.  Scheuerman,  61  Or.  49,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  747,  93  Pac.  823,  which  is  sufficient- 
ly set  out  in  the  former  case,  there  appears 
to  be  but  one  additional  case  on  the  point 
here  annotated. 

In  Spero  v.  Holoschutz,  36  Misc.  764,  74 
N.  Y.  Supp.  852,  it  was  held  that  parties 
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who  accept  a  check  bearing  indorsements 
showing  that  it  has  passed  through  a  bank 
and  been  marked  "N.  G."  on  its  face,  in  pay- 
ment of  merchandise  purchased  some  two 
months  prior  thereto,  Will  not,  from  all 
the  facts  and  circumstances  disclosed,  be 
considered  bona  fide  •  purchasers  in  good 
faith  and  for  value,  and  thus  permitted  to 
recover  thereon,  where  the  drawer  has  paid 
the  check,  but  they  will  be  held  to  have 
taken  the  check  subject  to  the  equities  exist- 
ing between  the  drawer  and  the  payee- 
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of  answer,  and  in  overruling  their  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

The  fifth  paragraph  of  appellee's  com- 
plaint makes  the  following  allegations: 
"That  defendants  were,  on  or  about  the  10th 
or  r2th  day  of  January,  1907,  and  still  are, 
doing  busines  as  partners  in  the  city  of 
Kokomo,  under  the  name  of  the  Kokomo 
Trunk  Company.  That  on  or  about  said 
10th  or  12th  day  of  January,  1907,  the  de- 
fendants by  their  check,  a  copy  of  which 
this  plaintiff  is  unable  at  this  time  to  file 
and  make  a  part  of  this  paragraph,  for  rea- 
sons hereinafter  set  out,  requested  the  How- 
ard National  Bank  of  Kokomo,-  Indiana,  to 
pay  W.  B.  Hendricks  or  order  (.$200)  two 
hundred  dollars,  and  delivered  the  same  to 
VV.  B.  Hendricks.  That  on  the  16th  day 
of  January,  plaintiff,  William  H.  Harrison, 
for  good  and  valuable  consideration,  pur- 
chased and  obtained  said  check  from  said 
Hendricks,  and  said  check  was  properly  in- 
dorsed to  plaintiff,  and  that  said  check  was 
purchased  and  received  by  the  plaintiff  in 
good  faith  before  the  same  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  Howard  National  Bank  or  any 
other  bank  for  payment,  and  before  the  ma- 
turity of  said  check.  That  said  plaintiff  ob- 
tained said  check  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, in  due  course  of  business,  and  with- 
out any  knowledge  or  notice  of  any  defense 
or  equities  on  the  part  of  the  makers  at  the 
time  said  valuable  consideration  was  paid 
by  plaintiff,  and  gave  possession  of  same 
to  him.  That  on  several  occasions  previous 
to  said  16th  day  of  January,  1907,  plaintiff 
had  cashed  for  said  VV.  B.  Hendricks  checks 
in  various  amounts  drawn  on  the  Howard 
National  Bank  of  Kokomo,  Indiana.  The 
exact  amount  or  face  of  these  checks  is  to 
this  plaintiff  at  this  time  unknown,  also  the 
dates  of  their  issue.  That  they  were  regu- 
larly signed  by  the  said  Kokomo  Trunk 
Company,  per  Almira  Reed.  That  at  the 
time  said  checks  were  indorsed  to  plaintiff 
and  a  valuable  consideration  paid  for  them, 
plaintiff  was  requested  by  said  W.  B.  Hen- 
dricks, at  the  instance  of  said  -Kokomo 
Trunk  Company,  to  defer  cashing  the  same 
at  the  Howard  National  Bank  until  a  peri- 
od of  time  had  elapsed  after  receiving  the 
same  (the  exact  length  of  time  is  to  this 
plaintiff  unknown  at  this  time ) .  That  plain- 
tiff was  notified  at  the  time  of  receiving 
said  checks,  and  at  the  time  of  the  request 
to  delay  before  the  presentment  of  same  to 
said  Howard  National  Bank,  that  said  Ko- 
komo Trunk  Company  had  no  money  in 
sand  bank  belonging  to  said  Kokomo  Trunk 
Company,  but  would  have  at  the  time  indi- 
cated by  said  Hendricks,  when  said  checks 
were  to  be  presented  at  the  various  times 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


chosen  and  payments  were  proipptly  nlai^ 
by  said  bank.  That  afterwards,  to  wit,  on 
the  10th  or  12th  day  of  January,  1907.  bai.i 
VV.  B.  Hendricks  personally  appeared  before 
plaintiff  and  requested  that  he  buy  a  check 
drawn  on  the  Howard  National  Bank  for 
the  sum  of  $200,  payable  to  W.  B.  Hendri^-k^ 
or  order,  and  regularly  signed  by  said  Kokc»- 
mo  Trunk  Company,  per  Almira  Reed,  \t  ith 
the  request  of  said  Kokomo  Trunk  Com- 
pany, through  its  lawfully  authorized  agent. 
W.  B.  Hendricks,  that  the  said  check  be  not 
presented  to  said  bank  for  a  period  of  sixtT 
days,  as  said  Kokomo  Trunk  Company  ka*i 
no  funds  in  said  bank  at  that  tune,  bu: 
would  have  at  the  time  stipulated.  That 
plaintiff  gave  for  said  check  his  personal 
promissory  note,  at  the  Citizens'  National 
Bank,  Kokomo,  Indiana,  due  sixty  day^ 
after  date  in  the  sum  of  $150.     Further. 

that  upon  the  day  of  ,  llK)7. 

plaintiff  paid  off  said  note,  $150  In  amount, 
to  said  Citizens'  National  Bank.  PlaintiiT 
further  released,  and  as  additional  consid- 
eration of  having  said  chedc  assigned  to 
him,  a  claim  and  acount  he  then  belJ 
against  said  Hendricks  for  medical  senrice^ 
rendered  said  Hendricks,  in  amount,  to  wit 
$50.  That  all  of  said  acta  were  done  in 
the  city  of  Kokomo,  where  said  check  wa> 
issued.  That  said  plaintiff,  on  or  about  the 
10th  day  of  March,  1907,  indorsed  and  pre 
sented  said  check  to  said  bank  and  demand- 
ed payment,  which  was  refused.  That  on 
many  occasions  after  the  10th  day  of  Mairb 
said  check  was  presented  to  said  bank  and 
to  defendants  and  payment  demanded,  and 
plaintiff  all  times  was  met  with  a  refuat! 
from  said  parties.  That  on  or  about  tbe 
6th  day  of  August,  1907,  a  new  check,  i 
copy  of  which  is  filed  herewith,  marked 
'Exhibit  A,'  and  made  a  part  of  this  com 
plaint,  was  made  out  by  the  defendants  and 
substituted  for  the  check  heretofore  d^ 
scribed  (check  drawn  on  or  about  the  l^tb 
to  16th  day  of  January,  1907).  That  said 
check  drawn  on  or  about  said  date  was 
destroyed  when  'Exhibit  A'  v^^as  received  in 
its  place.  That  plaintiff,  on  or  about  said 
6th  day  of  August,  1907,  accepted  and  ob- 
tained possession  of  said  check  from  de> 
fendants,  marked  'Exhibit  A'  in  this  para- 
graph, presented  at  once  the  same  to  tbe 
Howard  National  Bank,  of  Kokomo.  In- 
diana, and  also  to  defendants,  and  demand- 
ed payment,  which  was  refused.  That  said 
check  marked  'Exhibit  A*  is  now  due  and 
unpaid.  Wherefore  plaintiff  demands  judg- 
ment in  the  sum  of  $200,  together  vith  in- 
terest to  date,  and  all  other  just  and  proper 
relief." 
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Copy  of  check    (Exhibit  A) : 

Howard   National   Bank   of  Kokomo,   Ind. 
Kokomo,  Ind.,  Aug.  6,  1907. 
Pay  to  W.  B.  Hendricks  or  order  $200.00 
two  hundred  <^ioo  dollars. 

Kokomo  Trunk  Co. 
Per  Almirii  Reod. 

Indorsed  on  back:  "W.  B.  Hendricks." 
The  fifth  paragraph  of  answer  contained 
the  following  allegations:  "For  answer  to 
all  the  paragraphs  of  complaint  based  upon 
the  check  dated  August  6,  1907,  the  defend- 
ants say:  The  check  sued  iipon  in  this  ac- 
tion was  executed  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances and  conditions,  to  wit:  on  the 
10th  day  of  January,  1907,  the  defendants 
Johnson  and  Cain  were  and  still  are  part- 
ners doing  business  in  the  city  of  Kokomo 
under  the  name  of  the  Kokomo  Trunk  Com- 
pany, and  on  said  day  said  Johnson  and 
Cain  and  William  B.  Hendricks,  the  payee 
of  the  check  in  suit,  executed  to  the  Kokomo 
National  Bank  of  the  city  of  Kokomo  their 
promissory  note  dated  January  10,  1907,  for 
the  sum  of  $200,  due  in  ninety  days  after 
date.  That  said  note  was  executed  for  the 
purpose  of  borrowing  money  to  pay  a  part- 
nership debt  of  said  Johnson  and  Cain,  as 
the  Kokomo  Trunk  Company,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds of  said  note,  to  wit,  $196,  was  used  in 
the  payment  of  a  debt  then  and  theretofore 
owing  by  said  Kokomo  Trunk  Company,  to 
the  Boston  Artificial  Leather  Company. 
That  William'  B.  Hendricks  signed  said  note 
upon  the  first  line  and  was  in  form  the 
principal  in  said  note,  but  was  in  fact  sure- 
ty thereon  for  the  reason  that  the  whole  of 
the  proceeds  of  said  note  were  used  in  the 
payment  of  said  debt  of  said  Kokomo  Trunk 
Company.  That  on  or  about  the  10th  or 
12th  day  of  January,  1907,  the  said  William 
B.  Hendricks  procured  the  defendants  John- 
son and  Cain,  as  the  Kokomo  Trunk  Com- 
pany, through  Almira  Reed,  their  bookkeep- 
er, in  the  name  of  the  Kokomo  Trunk  Com- 
pany, to  execute  to  William  B.  Hendricks 
at  said  city  of  Kokomo,  a  check  dated 
on  or  about  the  10th  or  12th  day  of 
January,  1907,  for  the  sum  of  $200.  That 
he  represented  to  defendants  that  it  was 
proper  and  necesary  for  said  check  to  be 
issued  to  him  to  indemnify  him  against  the 
payment  of  the  note  for  $200  which  he  had 
Bo  executed  to  said  Kokomo  National  Bank 
with  said  Johnson  and  Cain  as  aforesaid. 
That  said  William  B.  Hendricks  represented 
to  said  defendants,  and  agreed  with  them, 
that  said  check  was  not  to  be  paid  and  would 
not  be  cashed  or  used  by  said  Hendricks  in 
any  way  until  the  maturity  of  said  note  to 
the  Kokomo  National  Bank,  and  would  then 
be  cashed  and  used  by  him  only  in  the 
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event  that  he  (the  said  Hendricks)  should 
be  compelled  to  pay  said  note  for  $200  to 
the  Kokomo  National  Bank.  That  said  Al- 
mira Reed,  as  the  bookkeeper  of  the  defend- 
ants, in  the  name  of  the  Kokomo  Trunk 
Company,  executed  to  said  William  B.  Hen- 
dricks said  check  under  said  circumstances 
and  under  said  representations  and  said 
promises,  and  for  no  other  or  different  con- 
sideration than  for  the  purpose  of  indemni- 
fying said  Hendricks  against  the  payment 
of  the  $200  note  to  said  Kokomo  National 
Bank.  That  said  defendants  Johnson  and 
Cain  have  paid  said  note,  as  they  were  in 
duty  bound  to  do,  to  the  Kokomo  National 
Bank,  and  said  William  B.  Hendricks  had 
not  paid  any  part  thereof,  and  has  been 
fully  relieved  from  such  payment  of  said 
note  by  the  defendants  Johnson  and  Cain. 
That  said  William  B.  Hendricks,  on  or  about 
the  16th  day  of  January,  1907,  and  four 
days  or  more  after  the  date  of  said  check, 
sold  said  check  to  the  plaintiff,  William 
Harrison,  at  said  city  of  Kokomo,  where 
said  check  was  Issued,  and  said  plaintiff, 
W^illiam  Harrison,  at  the  time  he  so  pur- 
chased the  same,  knew  that  said  check  was 
four  days  old,  and  knew  that  there  was  no 
money  in  the  bank  at  the  time  to.  pay  the 
same,  but  that  he  purchased  said  check  at  a 
large  discount  with  full  knowledge  that  the 
same  was  not  issued  and  in  circulation  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business.  That  the 
plaintiff,  William  Harrison,  held  said  check, 
issued  as  aforesaid  and  indorsed  to  him  as 
aforesaid,  until  on  or  about  the  6th  day  of 
August,  1907,  when  he  surrendered  said 
check  to  said  William  B.  Hendricks  and  re- 
ceived from  said  Hendricks  in  lieu  thereof 
the  check  in  suit  in  this  action,  which  was 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  as  a 
renewal  of  said  check  of  January  10  or  12, 
1907,  and  without  any  new  or  other  addi- 
tional consideration  whatever,  except  the 
surrender  to  William  B.  Hendricks  of  the 
said  first  check  issued  in  January,  1907. 
Wherefore  the  defendants  say  that  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  in  this  action." 

The  contention  that  the  court  erred  in 
sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the  fifth  para- 
graph of  answer  is  involved  with  objections 
to  the  unusual  character  of  the  allegations 
of  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  complaint,  and 
the  question  presented  is  whether  the  an- 
swer was  good  as  to  it. 

It  is  true,  as  contended  by  counsel  for  ap- 
pellants, that  it  is  not  commendable  plead- 
ing for  a  plaintiff,  in  his  complaint  as  the 
indorsee  or  holder  of  a  check  or  other  nego- 
tiable instrument,  to  recover  on  it  against 
the  drawer  or  maker,  to  anticipate  and  avoid 
a  defense  of  fraud  between  the  drawer  or 
maker  and  the  payee.  The  formal  and  prop- 
er practice  in  such  case  is  for  the  plaintiff 
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to  state  his  cause  of  action  on  the  instru- 
ment. If  to  the  complaint  the  defendant 
gets  up  by  answer  fraud  which  would  be  a 
defense  between  Iiim  and  tiie  payee,  the 
plaintiff  may  then  reply  the  facts  constitut- 
ing him  a  bona  fide  purchaser  and  thereby 
avoid  the  answer.  Uhl  v.  Harvey,  78  Ind. 
26,  30;  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  lluhl,  122  Ind. 
270,  23  N.  E.  766;  Shirk  v.  Neible,  156  Ind. 
66,  72,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  150,  69  N.  E.  281 ; 
Rav  V.  Bakp/r,  165  Ind.  74,  90,  74  N.  E.  619; 
Ziiik  V.  Dick,  1  Ind.  App.  269,  27  N.  E. 
622. 

And  where  a  plaintiff  states  in  his  com- 
plaint, together  with  facts  constituting  a 
cause  of  action,  other  material  and  relevant 
facts  which  are  a  defense  to  the  cause  of 
action,  and  does  not  allege  facts  avoiding 
such  defense,  his  complaint  will  not  with- 
stand a  demurrer.  Ik'hrley  v.  Relirley,  93 
Ind.  255;  Knopf  v.  Morel/lll  Ind.  570,  13 
N.  E.  51;  Latta  v.  Miller,  109  Ind.  302,  10 
N.  E.  100;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Yopst, 
118  Ind.  248,  3  L.R.A.  224,  20  N.  E.  222; 
Morgan  v.  Lake  Shore  ^  M.  S.  R.  Co.  130 
Ind.  101,  28  N.  E.  548;  Bowlus  v.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  133  Ind.  106,  20  L.R.A.  400,  32  N. 
E.  319;  Karr  v.  Putnam  County,  170  Ind. 
571,  85  JN.  E.  1;  Jessup  v.  Jessup,  7  Ind. 
App.  573,  34  N.  E.  1017 ;  Andrews  v.  Sellers, 
11  Ind.  App.  301,  38  N.  E.  1101. 

But  the  mere  fact  that  a  complaint,  oth- 
erwise good,  sets  up  also  a  defense  to  the 
cause  of  action,  pleaded,  does  not  make  the 
pleading  bad  where  matter  avoiding  the  de- 
fense is  also  pleaded.  Latta  v.  Miller,  109 
Ind.  302,  10  N.  E.  100;  Bawlus  v.  Phenix 
Ins.  Co.  133  Ind.  106,  20  L.R.A.  400,  32  N. 
E.  319;  Chicago,  C.  &  L.  R.  Co.  v.  West, 
37  Ind.  211;  Hunt  v.  State,  93  Ind.  311, 
316;  Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Holland, 
162  Ind.  406.  63  L.R.A.  948,  69  N.  E.  138; 
Bunting  v.  Mick,  5  Ind.  App.  289,  31  N.  E. 
378,  1055;  Bradley,  H.  &  Co.  v.  Whicker, 
23  Ind.  App.  380,  56  N.  E.  490. 

It  has  also  been  decided  that  it  is  not 
anticipating  a  defense,  and  that  it  is  not  im- 
proper to  allege  facts  not  ordinarily  neces- 
sary, but  which  in  the  particular  instance 
strengthen  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  bring  it 
within  an  exception  to  a  general  rule,  or 
merely  incidentally  disclose  a  possible  de- 
fense. Hunt  V.  State,  93  Ind.  311,  316; 
Lake  Erie  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Holland,  162 
Ind.  406,  63  L.R.A.  948,  69  N.  E.  138; 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore, 
170  Ind.  328,  354,  82  N.  E.  52,  84  N.  E. 
640. 

That  the  indorsee  and  holder  suing  on 
a  check  or  other  negotiable  instrument  ob- 
tained or  put  into  circulation  fraudulently 
has  the  burden  of  proving  that  he  became  a 
holder  before  maturity,  without  notice  of 
the  fraud,  and  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
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is  firmly  settled.  Giberson  ▼.  Jolley,  120 
Ind.  301,  22  N.  E.  306 ;  First  Nat  Bank  ▼. 
Ruhl,  122  Ind.  279,  23  N.  E.  766;  Shirk  t. 
Neible,  156  Ind.  66,  72,  83  Am.  St.  Rep.  150, 
59  N.  E.  281;  Ray  v.  Baker,  165  Ind.  74, 
90,  74  N.  E.  619. 

We  know  of  no  reason  or  rule  of  pleading 
which  would  prevent  a  plaintiff  in  sucb  ea»« 
assuming  such  burden  in  the  first  instance 
by  making  proper  allegations  in  his  com- 
plaint of  facts  showing  him  to  be  a  bona 
fide  holder.  It  could  deprive  the  defendant 
of  no  right  that  would  otherwise  be  Itis,  and 
the  practice  has  been  recognized  and  per- 
mitted. Bunting  v.  Mick,  5  Ind.  App.  '2>iiK 
31  N.  E.  378,  1055;  Bradley,  H.  &  Co.  v. 
Whicker,  23  Ind.  App.  380,  65  N.  E.  4r'0; 
Kimble  v.  Christie,  65  Ind.  140;  Cooper  v. 
Merchants'  &  M.  Nat.  Bank,  25  Ind.  App. 
341,  57  N.  E.  669. 

The  question  then  arises  whether  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  com 
])laint  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  ar^ 
pellce  was  a  bona  fide  holder  were  sufficient 
for  that  purpose,  and  therefore  sufficient  to 
avoid  the  defense  of  fraud  pleaded  in  the 
fifth  paragraph  of  answer.  Or  whetl.er.  if 
these  facts  had  not  been  first  pleaded  in  the 
complaint,  but  had  been  pleaded  as  a  reply 
to  the  answer  of  fraud,  they  would  have 
been  sufficient  as  such. 

The  charge  of  fraud  injected  into  the  is- 
sue by  the  fifth  paragraph  of  answer,  as  will 
be  seen  by  a  look  at  his  allegations,  is  that 
Hendricks  fraudulently  put  into  circulation, 
by  indorsement  to  appellee,  a  check  wMri 
appellants'  firm  had  drawn  in  his  favor  to 
indemnify  him  as  a  surety  on  their  note. 
which  note  was  afterwards  paid  by  them; 
that  he  had  sold  and  indorsed  the  check  to 
appellee  four  days  after  it  was  drawn  and 
delivered  to  him,  in  violation  of  his  collat- 
eral agreement  with  appellants  not  to  ca*h 
or  use  it  until  the  maturity  of  the  note,  and 
then  only  in  the  event  that  he  should  lie 
compelled  to  pay  the  note.  The  allegations 
relating  to  this  fraud  are  supplemented  with 
others  that  appellee  took  it  knowing  it  wa*^ 
four  days  old,  that  there  was  no  money  to 
appellants*  credit  at  the  time  with  which  to 
pay  it,  and  that  the  second  check  was  mere- 
\y  executed  and  delivered  to  appellee  as  a 
renewal  of  the  first,  without  new  considera- 
tion therefor,  except  the  surrender  of  the 
fi  rst. 

That  negotiable  paper  was  diverted  from 
the  purpose  for  which  it  was  drawn,  inad«. 
accepted,  or  indorsed,  or  that  the  perso:' 
intrusted  with  it  for  a  specific  purpag« 
misapplied  or  misappropriated  it.  or  its  pro- 
ceeds, in  fraud  of  the  maker  or  indorser,  is 
not  available  as  a  defense  in  an  action  upon 
the  instrument  by  a  bona  fide  holder  fbr 
value  without  notice.    Stoner  v.  Brown.  IS 
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Ind.  464;  Wells  v.  Sutton,  85  Ind.  70;  Gal- 
vin  V.  Syfers,  22  Ind.  App.  43,  52  N.  E.  96; 
S  Cyc.  44;  Joyce,  Defenses  to  Cora.  Paper, 
§§  380  et  seq. 

The  holder  of  a  negotiable  instrument  is 
not  bound  by  a  private  agreement  between 
the  maker  and  indorser  unless  he  had  notice 
of  the  agreement,  and  took  the  bill  subject 
to  the  condition.  Hence  it  is  no  defense 
against  an  innocent  holder  that  by  such  an 
agreement  the  maker  was  not  to  be  held  lia- 
ble on  the  instrument  except  upon  a  condi- 
tion or  contingency.  Deardorff  v.  Fores- 
man,  24  Ind.  481; 'Whitcomb  v.  Miller,  90 
Ind.  384;  Galvin  v.  Syfers,  22  Ind.  App. 
43.  52  N.  E.  96;  8  Cyc.  66,  67. 

This  is  in  accordance  with  the  well-set- 
tled rule  of  law  that  when  two  innocent 
persons  are  harmed  by  the  act  of  another, 
one  of  the  two  must  bear  the  loss  wlio  has 
put  it  into  the  power  of  the  wrongdoer  to 
liarm  the  other.  So,  if  appellee  lyas  a  bona 
fide  purchaser,  appellants,  according  to  the 
allegations  of  their  pleadings,  having  drawn 
the  check  to  Hendricks  as  the  payee,  and  put 
him  in  possession  of  it,  must  suffer  the  loss, 
and  not  appellee. 

It  is,  however,  insisted  that  appellee  is 
not  an  innocent  holder,  for  the  reason  that, 
as  he  knew  there  was  no  money  in  the  bank 
to  meet  the  check  at  the  time  he  took  it, 
knowledge  is  to  be  imputed  to  him  that 
tliere  was  siich  irregularity  about  it  as  to 
destroy  the  bona  fides  of  his  purchase.  The 
position  is  not  tenable.  We  are  not  un- 
aware of  the  fact  that  checks  are  not  infre- 
quently drawn  and  delivered  to  the  payee, 
not  to  be  immediately  presented  for  pay- 
ment, when  the  drawer  has  not  funds,  but 
intends  to  have  at  tlie  time  the  check  is 
presented. 

It  is  true,  as  stated  by  counsel  in  their 
brief,  that  the  issuance  of  a  check  implies, 
ordinarily,  that  there  is  money  in  the  hands 
of  the  drawee  belonging  to  the  drawer  to 
pay  it,  and  that  it  is  a  fraud  to  put  a  check 
into  circulation  when  there  is  not  money  to 
pay  it.  But  this,  obviously,  is  not  fraud  on 
the  drawer,  but  on  the  payee,  or  one  to 
whom  it  is  indorsed  who  has  no  knowledge 
of  the  lack  of  funds.  W^here  such  knowledge 
is  imparted  to  the  payee  and  by  him  to  the 
indorsee,  and  the  check  nevertheless  is  tak- 
en, to  be  presented  at  the  time  when  it  is 
represented  funds  will  be  available,  there 
can  be  no  fraud  involved.  The  taking  of  the 
chofk,  under  such  circumstances,  imparts 
notice  that  it  cannot  be  cashed  at  once,  but 
it  is  not  calculated  to  carry  notice  of  any 
fraudulent  infirmity  in  the  contract.  Mat- 
lobk  V.  Scheuerman,  51  Or.  49,  17  L.R.A. 
(N.S.)  747,  03  Pac.  823.  And  this  is  par- 
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ticularly  true  where,  as  alleged  In  the  com- 
plaint in  this  case,  the  drawers  had,  at  the 
hands  of  Hendricks,  previously  procured 
appellee  to  cash  similar  checks  drawn  by 
them  when  they  were  out  of  funds,  with  a 
similar  request  that  they  be  not  presented 
until  a  time  designated,  when  appellants 
would  have  the  money  to  meet  them,  which 
checks  were  afterwards  paid  as  agreed. 

We  cannot  see  that  the  transaction  car- 
ries a  more  distinct  warning  of  fraud  to  a 
possible  purchaser  than  would  a  postdated 
check;  or  a  memorandum  check  which  is, 
between  the  drawer  and  payee,  an  evidence 
of  indebtedness,  and  may  carry  an  agreement 
between  them  that  it  shall  not  be  presented 
for  payment  at  the  bank  on  which  it  is 
drawn.  Neither  a  postdated  check  or  mem- 
orandum check  in  themselves  are  notice  of 
fraud  in  putting  them  in  circulation  suffi- 
cient to  destroy  the  bona  fides  of  a  pur- 
chaser for  value.  Symonds  v.  Riley,  188 
Mass.  470,  74  N.  E.  926 ;  Dykers  v.  Leather 
Mfrs.  Bank,  11  Paige,  612;  Morse,  Banks 
and  Bkg.  4th  ed.  §§  388,  389;  Dan.  Xeg. 
Inst.  4th  ed.  §§  1578,  1583;  7  Cyc.  954. 

Nor  can  the  contention  of  appellants  be 
sustained  that  the  check, .having  been  tak- 
en by  appellee  four  days  after  its  date,  was 
overdue  and  stale,  and  was  therefore  sub- 
ject to  defenses  which  might  exist  between 
the  original  parties.  Such  is  not  the  law. 
It  is  true  that  where  one  takes  a  check  from 
the  payee  after  a  reasonable  time  for  de- 
manding payment  for  the  drawee  has 
elapsed,  and  during  the  delay  loss  occurs 
to  the  drawer  by  the  failure  of  the  bank,  he 
may  defend  against  the  holder.  The  holder 
of  a  check,  who  gets  it  after  a  reasonable 
time  has  passed  for  demanding  payment, 
takes  it  with  the  risk  of  the  failure  of  the 
bank,  so  far  as  the  drawer  is  concerned. 
But  it  is  no  defense  that  the  check  was  not 
presented  at  once,  or  in  a  reasonable  time, 
where  no  contingency  such  as  the  failure  of 
the  bank  has  intervened  and  caused  loss  to 
the  drawer  by  the  delay.  Morse,  Banks  & 
Bkg.  4th  ed.  §  421;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  5th  ed. 
§§  1586  et  seq.;  Van  Schaack,  Checks,  chap. 
4. 

But  aside  from  this,  the  rule  is  that  the 
fact  that  the  holder  has  taken  a  check  from 
the  payee  four  days  or  even  more  after  its 
date,  unconnected  with  other  suspicious  cir- 
cumstances, does  not  subject  him  to  equita- 
ble defenses  in  an  action  by  him  against  the 
drawer.  Dan.  Xcg.  Inst.  5th  ed.  §  1634; 
Morse,  Banks  A  Bkg.  4th  ed.  §  442;  Tiede- 
man,  Com.  Paper,  §  446;  Estes  v.  Lovering 
Shoe  Co.  59  Minn.  504,  50  Am.  St  Rep.  424, 
61  N.  W.  674;  Fealey  v.  Bull,  163  N.  Y. 
397,  57  N.  E.  631;  Citizens'  State  Bank  v. 
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Cowles,  89  App.  Div.  281,  86  N.  Y.  Siipp. 
38;  Ames  v.  Meriam,  98  Mass.  294;  First 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Harris,  108  Mass.  614;  Re 
Brown,  2  Story,  502;  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1.985; 
Bull  V.  First  Nat.  Bank,  123  U.  S.  105.  31  L. 
ed.  97,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  62;  Matlock  v. 
Scheuerman,  51  Or.  49,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)  747, 
93  Pac.  823. 

Again,  it  is  contended  that  it  does  not 
appear  from  the  complaint  that  appellee  was 
a  bona  tide  indorsee,  in  that  it  is  not  alleged 
that  the  note  he  gave  in  exchange  for  the 
check  was  payable  to  order  or  bearer  at  a 
bank  in  this  state,  so  as  to  make  it  negoti- 
able under  our  statute  as  an  inland  bill  of 
exchange,  and  that  therefore  no  payment  of 
the  consideration  for  the  assignment  of  the 
check  was  shown.  It* is,  however,  alleged 
that  appellee  subsequently,  at  the  bank  at 
which  it  was  given,  paid  the  note,  and  this 
sufficiently  makes  it  appear  that  he  paid  the 
consideration  for  the  assignment.  It  also 
appears  that,  as  additional  consideration,  he 
released  a  debt  he  held  against  the  payee, 
and  a  check  as  well  as  any  other  negotiable 
instrument  may  be  transferred  in  payment 
of  an  antecedent  debt.  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  5th 
ed.  §§  184,  780;  Walker  v.  Geisse,  33  Am. 
Dec.  60,  note.  See  also  note  to  Matlock  v. 
Scheuerman,  17  L.R.A.(N.S.)   747. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer to  the  fifth  paragraph  of  answer  to 
the  fifth  paragraph  of  complaint.  As  to  its 
sufficiency  as  an  answer  to  the  other  para- 
graphs of  complaint  on  which  appellee  had 
judgment  we  express  no  opinion,  as  the 
question  is  not  presented. 

By  the  fifth  paragraph  of  the  complaint 
and  the  other  paragraphs  on  w^lrich  the 
appellee  had  his  verdict  and  judgment,  he 
sued  as  a  bona  fide  indorsee  of  the  check, 
for  value.  The  court  gave  a  series  of  in- 
structions applicable  to  this  theory.  It  is 
contended  that  the  evidence  does  not  sustain 
the  verdict  on  the  issue  presented.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  testimony  of  the  appellee 
and  Hendricks  that  the  latter  presented  the 
check  to  appellee,  not  as  his  own,  to  be  sold 
for  his  own  benefit,  but,  as  Hendricks 
claimed  in  behalf  of  appellants,  to  secure 
a  loan  of  money  for  sixty  days,  to  use  in 
their  business;  that  appellee  understood 
that  he  was  making  a  loan  to  the  appel- 
lants, and  that  he  was  taking  the  check  as 
the  evidence  of  it.  This  evidence  fixes  his 
relation  to  the  check,  and  it  is  not  that  of 
an  indorsee.  He  became  the  first  holder, — 
in  effect,  the  payee, — and  manifestly  cannot 
protect  himself  with  the  shield  of  a  bona 
fide  indorsee,  but  must  meet  such  defenses 
as  mity  be  open  to  a  drawer  or  maker 
against  a  payee.  As  the  owner  of  the  check, 
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Hendricks  could  have  sold  it  to  appellee  for 
cash,  could  have  exchanged  it  for  anything' 
else  he  pleased  of  whatever  value,  or  could 
have  paid  with  it  an  antecedent  debt  be 
owed  appellee.  Appellee  would  become  a 
bona  fide  holder  for  value.  On  the  oil  er 
hand,  if  he  took  it  to  appellee  merely  as  xhe 
agent  of  appellants,  as  the  evidence  of  & 
loan  which  he  was  to  secure  for  appellant* 
from  appellee,  he  could  not  use  it  or  any 
part  of  the  proceeds  for  his  own  profit  ir 
paying  his  debt  to  appellee,  and  make  ap- 
pellants liable  to  appellee  therefor,  for  ap- 
pellee would  take  it  as  payee,  direct  frc-ia 
appellants.  Stainback  v.  Bank  of  Virginia. 
11  Gratt.  269;  Dowden  v.  Cryder.  55  X,  J. 
L.  330,  26  Atl.  941;  Merchants'  &  M.  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Ohio  Valley  Furniture  Co.  57  W. 
Va.  626,  70  L.R.A.  312,  50  S.  E.  880: 
Stainer  v.  Tysen,  3  Hill,  279. 

But  the  reason  for  disallowing  defense* 
in  such  case  is  that  there  is  privity  of  eon- 
tract,  and  it  mav  be  said  that  there  was  not 
actual  privity  between  appellee  and  appel- 
lants, so  as  to  give  him  knowledge  of  the 
fraud  involved.  It  may.  justly  be  answerel 
that  the  circumstances  were  such  as  to 
charge  him  with  constructive  notice  of  it. — 
to  require  him  to  inquire  into  the  transact 
tion.  That  Hendricks  was  so  anxious  to 
raise  money  on  the  check  for  the  appeHant^ 
that  he  was  willing  to  take  a  release  an«i 
discharge  of  his  own  debt  to  appellee  in  & 
sum  equal  to  one  fourth  of  the  amount  Wf 
the  check,  without  apparent  authority  from 
the  drawers,  was  sufficient  to  require  him  to 
ascertain  from  them  the  facts.  Their  plac* 
of  business  was  in  the  same  city,  where  )te 
could  have  readily  reached  them.  If  t'l.: 
agency  of  Hendricks  existed,  it  was  only  to 
raise  money  on  the  check  for  his  principal-. 
'It  carried  no  implication  of  authority  to 
deal  with  the  check  for  his  own  profit.  Anc 
the  rule  is  that,  if  the  agency  of  the  party 
is  made  to  appear,  the  principal  will  not  be 
bound  beyond  the  authority  given.  And 
where,  as  in  this  case,  the  party  dealt  wit^ 
has  notice  that  the  other  party  is  acting  as 
agent  in  the  transaction,  he  is  bound  to  in- 
quire into  his  authority.  1  Randolph,  Com. 
Paper,  388.  Having  sued  as  an  indorsee  of 
the  check,  appellee  cannot  recover  on  evi- 
dence showing  him  to  be  the  payee.  BitcI 
V.  BLxel,  107  Ind.  534,  8  N.  E.  614 ;  Smelse^ 
V.  Wayne  &  U.  Straight  Line  Twp.  Co.  Si 
Ind.  417. 

Questipns  are  raised  on  instructions  g\\'en 
and  refused  and  on  rulings  on  evidence 
which  may  not  arise  again,  and  they  are 
not,  therefore,  considered. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instructions 'to 
grant  appellants  a  new  trial. 
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LENOIR  COUNTY,  Appt., 

V. 

C.  W.   CRABTREE. 

(158  N.  C.  367,  74  S.  E.  105.) 

Estoppel  *-  county  commissioners  ^ 
tolerating  buildinfc. 

1.  Permitting  a  building  to  stand  below 
high-water  mark  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  a  drawbridge  for  a  period  of 
fourteen  months  does  not  estop  the  county 
commissioners  from  requiring  its  removal. 

Riparian  rights  —  building  below  high- 
water  mark  ^  interference  with 
bridge. 

2.  A  riparian  owner  having  a  qualified 
title  to  the  land  between  high  and  low 
water  mark  of  a  navigable  river  cannot 
place  a  building  thereon  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  interfere  with  the  free  operation  of  a 
public  drawbridge  over  the  stream. 

Bridge  —  action  to  prevent  Interference 
with  —  private  Instigation  —  effect. 

3.  That  a  rival  merchant  instigated  the 
action  of  county  commissioners  to  require 
the  removal  of  a  building  which  interferes 
with  the  free  operation  of  a  public  draw- 
bridge is  no  ground  for  interfering  with 
buch  removal. 

Action  —  party  —  county  *-  removal  of 
obstruction  to  bridge. 

4.  An  action  to  compel  removal  of  an  ob- 
struction to  the  operation  of  a  county  draw- 
bridge is  within  a  statute  permitting  ac- 
tions to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  coun- 
ty. 

(March  20,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Lenoir  County 
in  defendant's  favor  in  a  proceeding  for  a 
mandatory    injunction    to   restrain    defend- 
ant from  maintaining  a  certain  building  al- 
leged to   interfere  with  the  free  operation 
of  a  public  drawbridge.     Reversed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Cr.  V.  Cowper,  for  appellant : 
The  state  has  delegated  to  the  commis- 
sioners  the  power  and  authority  to  build 
and  maintain  bridges,  provided  they  comply 
with  certain  United  States  regulations,  and 
this  delegation  of  authority  must  necessari- 


ly carry  the  easements  and  rights  vested  in 
the  state  in  lands  between  high  and  low  wa- 
ter mark  for  the  benefit  of  the  public. 

Gibson  v.  United  States,  166  U.  S.  271,  41 
L.  ed.  998,  17  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  678;  Sands,  v. 
Manistee  River  Improv.  Co.  123  U.  S.  288, 
31  L.  ed.  162,  8  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  117;  Hutton 
V.  Webb.  124  N.  C.  765,  59  L.R.A.  33,  33  S. 
E.  169;  Hilger  v.  Chrisp,  98  Ark.  490,  136 
S.  W.  660;  Champlain  Stone  &  Sand  Co.  v. 
State,  66  Misc.  434,  123  N.  V.  Supp.  546; 
Burke  County  v.  Catawba  Lumber  Co.  115 
N.  C.  697,  20  S.  E.  707,  847;  Greenleaf  v. 
Pasquotank  County,  123  N.  C.  34,  31  S.  E. 
264;  Chilton  v.  Metcalf,  234  Mo.  27,  136  S, 
W.  701 ;  Shreveport  Cottonwood  Co.  v.  Mis- 
souri Valley  Bridge  A  I.  Co.  90  Ark.  608, 
117  S.  W.  750;  Gulf,  C.  k  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
v.  Meadows,  66  Tex.  Civ.  App.  131,  120 
S.  W.  621;  Ward  v.  Willis,  51  N.  C.  (6 
Jones,  L.)  183,  72  Am.  Dec.  570;  Shep- 
ard's  Point  Land  Co.  v.  Atlantic  Hotel, 
132  N.  C.  522,  61  L.R.A.  937,  44  S. 
E.  39;  State  v.  Twiford,  136  N.  C.  603,  48 
S.  E.  586;  Escanbia  Land  &  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Fetry  Pass.  Inspectors  &,  Shippers  Asso. 
59  Fla.  239,  138  Am.  St.  Rep.  121,  52  So. 
715. 

The  maintenance  and  operation  of  the 
bridge  is  a  matter  within  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  board  of  commissioners,  provided 
they  do  not  oppress  anyone,  and  they  act  in 
good  faith. 

Greenleaf  v.  Pasquotank  County,  123  N. 
C.  34,  31  S.  E.  264;  Brodnax  v.  Groom,  64 
N.  C.  244;  Harrington  v.  King.  117  N.  C. 
117,  23  S.  E.  92;  Mathis  v.  Duplin  County, 
122  N.  C.  416,  30  S.  E.  23;  Burke  County 
V.  Catawba  Lumber  Co.  116  N.  C.  507,  20 
S.  E.  707,  847;  11  Cyc.  388,  404;  Atlantic 
Coast  Line  R.  Co.  v.  Goldsboro,  155  N.  C. 
356,  71  S.  E.  514;  State  v.  Parrott,  71  N.  C. 
311,  17  Am.  Rep.  5;  Gathman  v.  Chicago,  15 
A.  k  E.  Ann.  Cas.  842,  note. 

Mr.  E.  R.  Wooten,  for  appellee: 

Defendant  owns  the  land  to  the  low-water 
mark  at  the  place  where  his  building  is  situ- 
ated, and,  until  there  is  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings instituted,  and  the  proper  proce* 
dure  had  under  the  law,  his  property  cannot 
be  taken  for  public  purposes. 

State  v.  Eason,  114  N.  C.  787,  23  L.RA. 
520,   41    Am.   St.    Rep.   811,    19   S.    E.   88; 


Note. ^Interference  "by  riparian  oumer 

with  bridge. 

No  other  case  directly  in  point  has  been 
found.  But  in  East  Montpelier  v.  Whee- 
lock,  70  Vt.  391,  41  Atl.  432,  it  is  declared 
that  when  the  lowering  of  the  water  in  a 
dam  is  necessary  to  enable  a  town  to  per- 
form its  duty  to  repair  a  bridge,  the  town 
may,  during  proper  operations,  require  the 
owner  of  the  dam  to  cease  obstructing  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


flow,  and  to  allow  the  water  to  flow  sub- 
stantially as  it  was  accustomed  to  flow  at 
the  time  the  owner's  grantors  obtained  their 
grant  from  the  state  and  acquired  riparian 
rights.  And  from  this  it  was  held  to  fol- 
low that  the  owner  was  not  entitled  to»  re- 
cover for  the  consequent  damage  which  he 
suffered. 

As  to  the  liability  for  damming  back  wa- 
ter of  stream  by  bridge,  see  the  note  in  28 
L.RJ^.(N.S.)   156.  L.  A.  W. 
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Broadnajc  v.  Baker,  94  N.  C.  675,  55  Am. 
Rep.  633;  Phillips  v.  Postal  Teleg.  Cable 
Co.  330  N.  C.  513,  89  Am.  St.  Rep.  868,  41 
S.  E.  1022;  State  V.  Wolf,  112  N.  C.  894,  17 
S.  E.  528;  Stewart  v.  Friiik,  94  N.  C.  487, 
55  Am.  Rep.  618. 

Clark,   Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion   of 
the  court: 

This  is  a  proceeding  for  mandatory  in- 
junction to  prohibit  the  defendant  from 
further  maintaining  or  adding  to  a  build- 
ing which  is  built  so  near  to  a  public  bridge 
over  the  Neuse  river  as  to  prevent  the  draw 
therein  from  being  operated  except  in  one 
direction.  For  something  over  100  years  the 
county  of  Lenoir  maintained  a  bridge  across 
Neuse  river,  a  navigable  stream  at  that 
point.  In  1884  the  present  bridge  was  built 
by  the  county  about  15  feet  from  where  the 
old  bridge  stood,  and  it  was  furnished  with 
a  modern  drawbridge,  which  was  construct- 
ed for  the  purpose  of  turning  up  or  down 
stream  as  necessity  might  arise.  There  was 
a  draw  in  the  former  bridge,  but  it  does 
not  appear  whether  or  not  it  could  be  oper- 
ated in  both  directions,  nor  is  it  material. 

Revisal,  §  1318(8),  among  other  duties, 
imposed  upon  the  county  commissioners 
that  of  "providing  draws  in  bridges  where 
same  may  be  necessary  for  the  convenient 
passage  of  vessels,"  etc.,  and  Revisal,  §  2098, 
provides  that  the  counties  may  erect  bridges, 
and  "shall  by  their  board  of  commissioners 
provide  and  keep  draws  in  all  such  bridges." 

It  is  a  matter  which  rests  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  county  commissioners  should 
they  establish  draws  that  turn  both  ways, 
certainly  unless  it  were  a  clear  abuse  of 
their  powers.  Brodnax  v.  Groom,  64  N.  C. 
244.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  common  knowl- 
edge  that  a  draw  should  open  both  up  and 
down  stream,  as  on  high  water  an  emer- 
gency may  require  such  to  be  done  in  safe- 
ty to  the  navigation.  The  bridge  or  vessels 
might  at  times  be  endangered,  or  navigation 
seriously  interfered  with,  if  the  draw  could 
not  be  freely  turned  in  either  direction,  es- 
pecially in  high  water. 

Though  it  is  not  expressly  found  by  the 
judge,  it  appears  from  the  admission  in  the  I 
defendant's  brief,  and  is  not  denied  in  the 
evidence,  that  the  building  is  partly  at  least, 
if  not  altogether,  built  on  land  between  high 
and  low  water  mark.  The  judge  finds  that 
it  was  put  there  within  fourteen  months  be- 
fore this  action  begun,  and  is  so  close  to  the 
bridge  that  the  draw  cannot  be  opened 
dox^nstream.  Indeed,  the  evidence  shows, 
without  contradiction,  that  the  building 
extends  within  2  feet  of  the  bridge  on  the 
down  side  thereof. 

By  act  of  Congress  the  state  can  au- 
thoriise  bridges  to  be  built  over  navigable 
89  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


streams  wholly  within  the  state,  provi..* ; 

the  plans  are  submitted  tx>  and  approved  I-. 

the  War  Department.    As  the  planof  lii- 

bridge,  built  in  1884,  provided  a  draw  vh\^: 

opened   both  ways,    it  must  have  been  *<. 

approved,    and    an    obstruction    making  it 

less  convenient  for  navigation  without  tbt 

approval  of  the  War  Department  is  imk 

less  indictable  in  the  Federal  court.  Xcrc;: 

its   usefulness  be   impaired  by  obstni:!:ri. 

its  operation  in  any  way  without  the  oon 

sent  also  of  the  board  of  county  comrai!.>ior- 

era.     It  might  be  inferred  from  his  Hnnr-r- 

judgment  that  he  was  of  opinion  that  tii 

fact   that   the  building    has   stood  at  t'a: 

point  for  fourteen  months  without  obicct:  -t 

from  the  county  commissioners  was  an  t- 

toppel  upon  the  county.     If  so,  this  view  i- 

erroneous.     In  the  recent  case  of  SbcUy  t 

Cleveland  Mill  &  Power  Co.  155  N.  C  Ik 

35  L.R.A.(N.S.)   488,  71  S.  E.  218.  Bron-!. 

J.,  says:    "It  is  well  settled  that,  unles?  i>) 

legislative   enactment,   no  title   can  be  a- 

quired  against  the  public  by  use  alone,  n -r 

loss    to   the    public    by    nonuser.     Com.  t. 

Moorehead,  118  Pa.  34*4,  4  Am.  St.  Rep.O- 

12  Atl.  424,  and  cases  cited;  22  Am.  &  Kr.iv 

Enc.  Law,  p.  1190.     Public  rights  are  ne^'r 

destroyed  by  long-continued  encroacluru  1 1> 

or  permissive  trespasses." 

The  county  commissioners,  in  many  can> 
might  not  have  their  attention  called  t 
an  encroachment  of  this  kind  upoo  'J-~ 
public  rights,  or  they  might  not  be  prop  rly 
advised  as  to  the  injurious  effect.  Certain]) 
the  public  cannot  lose  their  rights  by  tli- 
want  of  vigilance  in  the  temporary  o€c\i 
pants  of  their  office.  There  is  no  statute  ct 
limitations  against  the  public  from  whr:< 
a  right  can  be  presumed  to  have  been  grant- 
ed by  the  county  commissioners  to  the  ^ 
fendant  to  interfere  with  the  use  of  the  pub 
lie  property  for  his  own  use,  which  is  tlie 
basis  of  a  statiite  of  limitations.  Indoni. 
the  statute  expressly  prohibits  the  applica- 
tion of  the  statute  of  limitations  against 
the  public  by  reason  of  such  encroacliment. 
Revisal,  §  389. 

The  land  between  high  and  low  w*tfr 
mark  belongs  to  an  individual  only  tuh  mod'. 
and  subject  to  the  superior  right  of  the  pul- 
lie  to  use  it  for  all  purposes  incident  ti? 
navigation.  The  erection  of  a  bridge  ac::-: 
a  navigable  stream  with  a  draw  of  the  la;^- 
modern  construction,  opening  both  ways,  i'^ 
an  incident  of  navigation  which  cannot  I" 
defeated  by  the  erection  of  a  building  o: 
other  obstruction  on  such  strip  of  land  b^ 
tween  high  and  low  water  mark,  or  so  n»r 
to  the  bridge  jas  to  interfere  with  the  i^ 
operation  of  the  draw.  Gould,  Waters,  §  r>^- 
and  cases  there  cited.  Land  lying  between 
low  and  high  water  mark  is  not  subjeft 
to  entry.    Ward  v.  Willis,  51  N.  C.  (6  .Tone*. 
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L.)  183,  72  Am.  Dec.  570;  Shcpards*  Point 
Land  C  o.  V.  Atlantic  Hotel,  132  N.  C.  622, 
01  L.U.A.  937,  44  S.  E.  39;  State  v.  Twiford, 
13($  N.  C.  009,  48  S.  E.  680.  At  most,  the 
occupant  can  have  only  an  easement  therein 
subject  to  the  superior  right  of  the  .public 
to  the  use  of  the  stream  for  navigation,  and, 
as  here,  for  the  incidental  purpose  of  a 
bridge  so  constructed  as  to  interfere  the 
leust  with   navigation. 

The  judge  below  dismissed  the  action  up- 
on the  ground,  as  we  understand  it.  that 
he  knew  of  no  law  which  required  that  a 
draw  over  a  navigable  stream  should  open 
both  ways,  that  the  building  had  been  there 
for  fourteen  months  without  objection  by 
the  county  commissioners,  and  because  he 
was  "firmly  of  the  opinion  that  the  owner  of 
an  opposition  store  inspired  this  action." 
Ihe  first  two  propositions  we  have  discussed. 
As  to  'the  last,  the  action  is  brought  in  be- 
half of  the  county  by  jts  county  commis- 
sioners, and  it  is  immaterial  whether  an 
opposition  storekeeper  influenced  the  cora- 
missioners  or  not.  They  were  discharging 
their  duty  in  objecting  to  a  longer  interfer- 
ence with  the  free  use  of  the  bridge,  which 
was  provided  with  a  double  draw  by  their 
authority  when  the  bridirc  was  erected,  and 
which  had  been  approved,  and  was  probably 
required,  by  the  War  Department.  Nor  is 
it  a  matter  for  consideration  that  to  re- 
quire the  defendant  to  remove  his  house  so 
as  to  allow  the  draw  to  be  operated  freely 
would  be  an  expense  to  him.  He  placed  his 
building  there  without  authority  of  law  and 
in  derogation  of  the  public  right,  and  must 
suffer  the  consequences  of  an  order  to  re- 
move it. 

This  action  is  brought  by  "Lenoir  county, 
who  sues  through  the  commissi  oners  for 
the  county  of  *l^noir."  His  Honor  seems 
to  have  been  of  opinion  chat  this  was  de- 
fective in  that  tlie  action  should  have  been 
brought  by  the  board  of  commissioners, 
and  expresses  a  doubt  whether  the  defect 
was  cured  because  no  objection  was  taken 
by  demurrer.  Kevisal,  §  1309,  constitutes 
every  county  a  "body  politic  and  corporate," 
and  Revisal,  §  1310,  authorizes  a  county  *'to 
sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  tlie  county." 
We  see  no  reason,  therefore,  why  the  action 
might  not  be  brought  simply  in  the  name  of 
"Lenoir  county,"  as  other  actions  have  been 
brought  to  this  court  without  objection.  It 
is  true  that  there  are  decisions  that  a  coun- 
ty should  be  sued  through  its  commissioners, 
but  Judge  Pell,  in  his  notes  to  Revisal, 
§  1310,  justly  calls  attention  to  the  fact 
that  the  statute  had  since  been  amended. 
Kven  if  it  had  not  been,  the  designation  of 
the  plaintiff  would  have  been  sufficient  in 
the  absence  of  a  demurrer  raising  objection 
thereto.  The  action  was  properly  brought 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


f  on  behulf  of  the  county.  Burke  County  v. 
Catawba  Lumber  Co.  115  N.  C.  590,  20  S,  E. 
707,  847. 

The  order  dismissing  the  action  is  set 
aside,  and  upon  the  facts  found  judgment 
should  be  entered  requiring  the  defendant  to 
remove  the  building  within  such  reasonable 
time,  and  to  such  reasonable  distance,  as 
may  be  found  just,  upon  investigation  by 
the  court  below. 

Reversed. 


NOUTH  CAROIilXA   SUPREMB 
COURT. 

CECIL  C.  WILKERSON 

V. 

0.  F.  WILKERSON,  Appt. 

{—  N.  C.  — ,  74  S.  E.  740.) 

Malicious  prosecution  —  nolle  prosequi 
u'itli  leave  —  effect. 

1.  A  nolle  prosrfjui,  with  leave,  after 
which  the  prosecution  is  never  renewed,  is 
suflicient  termination  of  the  proceeding  .to 
support  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution. 

Trial  •—  malicious  prosecution  —  proba- 
ble cause  —  question  for  the  court. 

2.  The  question  of  what  is  probable  cause 

Note.  —  When  is  an  action  sufficiently 
at  an  eiid  to  support  a  suit  for  tnal<- 
cious  prosecution. 

The  earlier  cases  upon  this  question  are 
collected  in  a  note  to  Graves  v.  Scott,  2 
L.R.A.(X.S.)    927. 

It  has  bceA  held  that  a  termination  of 
the  prosecution  so  as  to  support  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution  was  effected: 

— by  dismis.sal  by  the  prosecuting  officer 
on  the  ground  that  defendant  was  a  minor, 
acting  under  directions  of  her  mother  in 
committing  the  trespass  charged.  Ruther- 
ford V.  Dyer,  146  Ala.  605,  40  So.  974; 

— by  a  discharge  of  plaintiff  upon  the  so- 
licitor's motion  to  noHc  prosequi  the  case. 
Snead  v.  Jones,  169  Ala.  143,  53  So.  188; 

— by  a  discharge  by  the  committing  mag- 
istrate, it  being  unnecessary  to  show  further 
an  investigation  and  failure  to  indict  by  the 
grand  jurv.  Stewart  v.  Blair,  171  Ala.  147, 
54  So.  506; 

— by  a  discharge  of  plaintiff  by  the  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  on  the  ground  that  he  had 
been  arrested  and  paid  a  fine  for  the  same 
offense  before  another  justice.  Donati  v. 
Righetti,  9  Cal.  App.  45,  97  Pac.  1128; 

— bv  dismissal  of  the  warrant  bv  the 
court  having  jurisdiction  on  motion  of  the 
solicitor,  in  the  absence  of  any  showing  that 
defendant  had  attempted  to  renew  the  prose- 
cution. Josey  V.  Cochran,  9  Ga.  App.  656, 
72  S.  E.  42 ; 

— by  dismissal  of  the  prosecution  on  the 
same  day  that  the  suit  for  malicious  prose- 
cution was  commenced,  there  being  no  pre- 
6umption  from  this  fact  that  the  suit  was 


1216 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Apb., 


in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  be- 
ing one  of  law,  the  court  must,  in  instruct- 
ing tlie  jury,  point  out  what  facts  which  the 
evidence  tends  to  support  would,  if  found 
to  exist,  constitute  probable  cause. 

(April  24,  1912.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Durham 
County  in  plaintiff's  favor  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  malicious 
prosecution.     Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  Crawford  Biggs  and  Bram- 
hani  &  Brauicy,  for  appellant: 

A  nol.  pros,  may  be  a  sufficient  determi- 
nation. 

Hatch  V.  Cohen,  84  N.  C.  602,  37  Am. 
Rep.  630. 

What  is  probable  cause  is  a  question  of 
law  for  the  court,  and  it  was  error  for  the 
court  to  leave  the  question  to  the  jury 
under  a  general  charge. 

Jones  v.  Wilmington  &  W.  R.  Co.  125  N. 
C.  230,  34  S.  E.  398;  Vickers  v.  Logan,  44 
N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.)  394;  Moore  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank,  140  N.  C.  303,  52  S.  E.  944. 

Messrs.  Manning  &  £verett  and  Bry- 
ant &  Brogden,  for  appellee: 

The  criminal  action  had  been  terminated, 
Marcus  v.  Bernstein,  117  N.  C.  33,  23  S. 
E.  38. 


There  was  not  probable  cause  for  the 
prosecution.  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  2ded. 
6or;  Moore  v.  First  Nat  Bank,  140  X.  C. 
303,  52  S.  £.  944;  Cabiness  v.  Martin,  14 
N.  C.  (3  Dev.  L.)  455;  Beale  v.  Roberson, 
29  N.  C.  (7  Ired.  L.)  284;  Smith  v.  Beaver, 
49  N.'C.    (4  Jones,  L.)    513. 

Walicer,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion. The  defendant  had  caused  the  'arrest 
and  prosecution  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
not  related  to  him,  upon  the  cuarge  of  hav- 
ing feloniously  stolen  certain  admission 
tickets  belonging  to  him  as  proprietor  of 
the  Arcade  1  heater  in  Durham. 

The  criminaal  proceeedings  were  brought 
before  the  recorder,  and  when  the  solicitor 
stated  that  he  had  not  been  able  to  examine 
the  case,  and  the  defendant  insisted  u'pon&n 
immediate  trial,  a  nol,  pros,,  with  leave,  was 
entered  at  the  suggestion  of  the  recorder,  in 
order  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  state,  but 
the  prosecution  of  the  case  was  never  re- 
newed. It  is  now  contended  that  this  was 
not  a  sufficient  determination  of  the  pro- 
ceeding to  authorize  the  bringing  of  thi£ 
suit.  It  was  held,  though,  in  Hatch  y. 
Cohen,  84  N.  C.  602,  37  Am.  Bep.  630,  and 
Marcus  v.    Bernstein,  117  N.  C.  31,  23  S.  j. 


commenced  before  the  prosecution  was 
terminated.  Enright  v.  Gibson,  119  111. 
App.  411; 

— by  the  discharge  upon  habeas  corpus 
proceedings  of  one  bound  over  to  the  grand 
jury  by  a  magistrate.  Millar  v.  SoUitt,  131 
111.  App.  196; 

— by  dismissal  of  the  prosecution  by  the 
prosecuting  attorney  without  any  trial. 
Sasse  V.  Rogers,  40  Ind.  App.  197,  81  N.  E. 
590; 

— by  a  dismissal  of  the  case  and  taxation 
of  costs  against' the  county.  White  v.  In- 
ternational Text-Book  Co.  —  Iowa,  — ,  136 
N.  W.  121; 

— by  discharge  by  the  magistrate  upon 
the  merits,  though  the  costs  were  paid  by 
plaintiff  upon  being  told  that  unless  he  did 
so  he  would  have  to  go  back  to  jail.  Cas- 
carella  v.  National  Grocer  Co.  151  Mich. 
15,  114  N.  W.  857; 

— when  the  prosecution  is  terminated  by 
procurement  of  defendant  or  agreement  of 
the  parties.  Wickstrom  v.  Swanson,  107 
Minn.  482,   120  N.  W.  1090; 

— by  dismissal  by  the  county  attorney 
after  an  appeal  to  the  district  court,  though 
no  enforceable  jud^pnent  was  ever  pro- 
nounced in  the  justice  court,  so  that  the 
statute  of  limitations  ran  from  the  date  of 
such  dismissal.  Hackler  v.  Miller,  79  Neb. 
209,   112  N.  W.  303,  114  N.  W.  274; 

— by    tlie   charge   against  plaintiff  being 
presented  to  the  grand  jury  and  being  ig- 
nored bv  it.    Weisner  v.  Hansen,  81  N.  J. 
L.  601,  80  Atl.  455; 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


— ^where  plaintiff  was  arrested  and  ar- 
raigned and  held  in  bail  before  a  magi^ 
trate,  and  then  discharged  after  one  or  two 
adjournments.  McDonald  v.  National  Art 
Co.  69  Misc.  325,  125  N.  Y.  Supij.  708; 

— ^by  refusal  of  the  grand  jury  to  in- 
dict plaintiff.  Equitable  Life  Assur.  Sof. 
v.  Lester,  —  Tex.  Civ.  App.  — ,  110  S.  W, 
499; 

— by  dismissal,  after  several  continua- 
tions, of  an  appeal  to  the  coynty  court  from 
a  conviction  before  a  justice  of  the  peare. 
Evans  v.  Atlantic  Coast  Line  R.  Co.  105  Va. 
72,  53  S.  E.  3; 

— by  a  discontinuance  by  defendants  of 
the  injunction  suit  alleged  to  have  been 
commenced  by  them  maliciously.  Powell  v. 
Woodbury,  —  Vt.  — ,  83  Atl.  541 ; 

— ^by  withdrawal  of  the  charge  in  opoii 
court  by  the  Crown  attorney.  Fancourt  v. 
Heaven,  18  Ont.  L.  Rep.  492,  15  Ann.  Cas. 
153; 

— where  neither  the  witnesses,  accused, 
nor  constable  appeared  'at  place  of  hearing, 
in  consequence  of  prosecutrix  hearing  of 
facts  tending  to  exonerate  the  plaintiff:  the 
costs  being  paid  by  the  prosecutrix.  Beem- 
er  V.  Beemer,  9  Ont.  L.  Rep.  69,  4  Ont. 
Week.  Rep.  540; 

— by  an  abandonment  of  one  chaiige  and 
acquittal  upon  the  other,  of  one  charge*! 
with  breaking  and  entering  a  house,  and 
therein  committing  an  indictable  offense. 
Seary  v.  Saxton,  28  N.  S.  278. 

In  McSwain  v.  Edge,  6  Ga.  App.  9.  64 
S.  E.  116,  the  petition  showed  that  a  land- 
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38,  that  a  noCle  prosequi  is  a  legal  deter- 
mination  of  the  original  suit  "within  the 
meaning  of  the  law  concerning  malicious 
prosecution.  But  defendant  contends  that 
this  rule  does  not  apply  to  a  nol.  proa,  with 
leave,  as  in  the  latter  case  the  prosecution 
is  kept  on  foot,  or,  in  other  words,  is  not 
ended.  This,  we  think,  is  a  misapprehen- 
sion of  the  true  reason  upon  which  those 
cases  were  decided. 

A  nol.  pros,  in  criminal  proceedings  is 
nothing  but  a  declaration  on  the  part  of  the 
solicitor  that  he  will  not  at  that  time  pros- 
ecute the  suit  farther.  Its  effect  is  to  put 
the  defendant  without  day;  that  is,  he  is 
discharged  and  permitted  to  go  whitherso- 
ever he  will,  without  entering  into  a  recog- 
nizance to  appear  at  any  other  time.  It  is 
not  an  acquittal,  it  is  true,  for  he  may  after- 
wards be  again  indicted  for  the  same  of- 
fense, or  fresh  process  may  be  issued  against 
him  upon  the  same  indictment,  and  he  be 
tried  upon  it.  To  prevent  abuse  the  power 
of  the  solicitor  to  issue  -new  process  upon 
tlie  same  bill  is  checked  and  restrained  b> 
the  fact  that  a  capias,  after  a  noL  pros,, 
does  not  issue  as  a  matter  of  course  upon 
the  mere  will  and  pleasure  of  the  officer,  but 
only  upon  permission  of. the  court,  which 
will  always  see  that  its  process  is  not  abused 
to  the  oppression  of  the  citizen.     This  was 


laid  down  as  fully  as  we  have  stated  it  in 
State  V.  Thornton,  35  N.  C.  (13  Ired.  L.) 
256,  and  ever  since  has  been  considered  to 
be  the  settled  practice.  The  only  difference 
between  a  general  or  unqualified  nol.  pros, 
and  one  "with  leave"  is  that  in  the  latter 
case  the  leave  to  issue  a  capias  upon  the 
same  bill  is  given  by  the  court  in  advance, 
instead  of  upon  a  special  application  made 
afterwards.  State  v.  Smith,  12y  N.  C.  540," 
40  S.  £.  1.  Referring  to  this  kind  of  nol, 
pros.,  the  court  in  State  v.  Smith,  supra, 
said:  '* While  we  recognize  the  fact  that 
the  courts  should  control  its  process  and 
see  that  it  is  not  used  to  the  oppres- 
sion of  the  citizens  of  the  state,  it  is  also 
necessary  to  so  use  it  as  to  bring  offenders 
to  trial  and  justice.  If  the  court  thinks 
proper  to  grant  such  leave  at  the  time  the 
nol,  pros,  is  entered  we  do  not  see  why  it 
may  not  do  so;  and  we  do  not  feel  like 
reversing  a  practice  so  universally  adopted 
in  the  state."  The  suit  is  terminated  as 
much  by  one  form  of  entry  as  by  the 
other,  because  in  both  the  prisoner  is  dis- 
charged without  day,  and  that  seems  to 
be  the  true  test.  In  both  he  can  be  taken 
upon  a  fresh  capias,  in  one  by  special  order, 
and  in  the  other  under  the  general  leave 
to  issue.  Our  opinion  is  therefore  against 
the  defendant  on  this  point. 


lord  maliciously  took  out  a  dispossessory 
warrant  and  evicted  his  tenant,  whose 
term  liad  not  expired,  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
juring and  damaging  the  tenant;  and  it 
was  held  that  upon  tne  eviction  being  com- 
pleted the  dispossessory  action  was  ended 
so  that  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
thereof  could  be  commenced. 

And  in  Smith  v.  Clark,  37  Utah,  116,  26 
L.R.A.(N.S.)  953,  106  Pac.  653,  Ann.  Cas. 
1912  B,  1366,  it  is  held  that  evidence  of 
the  discharge  and  dismissal  of  plaintiff  by 
a  magistrate  without  hearing  is  competent 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  an  unsuccessful 
termination  of  the  prosecution. 

However,  in  Halberstadt  v.  New  York  L. 
Ins.  Co.  194  N.  Y.  1,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.)  293, 
86  N.  E.  801,  16  Ann.  Cas.  1102,  affirming 
125  App.  Div.  830,  110  N.  Y.  Supp.  188,  it 
was  held  there  was  no  such  termination  of 
the  prosecution  as  would  support  the  action, 
where  the  prosecution  was  dismissed  because 
accused  fled  from  the  jurisdiction  before 
process  could  be  served  upon  him,  and  re- 
mained away  so  that  the  prosecution  could 
not  be  carried  on. 

In  Gaiser  v.  Hurleman,  74  Ohio  St.  271, 
113  Am.  St.  Rep.  953,  78  N.  E.  372,  where, 
on  affidavit  of  defendant  charging  black- 
mailing, plaintiff  was  brought  before  a  jus- 
tice and  held  to  answer  the  charge,  and 
upon  the  evidence  presented  the  grand  jury 
returned  an  indictment  for  that  offense 
and  also  returned  an  indictment  for  assault 
with  intent  to  rob,  based  on  the  same  trans- 
action, it  was  held  that  quashing  of  the  in- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


dictment  for  blackmailing  did  not  amount 
to  such  a  termination  of  the  proceeding 
as  would  support  an  action-  for  malicious 
prosecution,  the  indictment  for  assault  with 
intent  to  rob  being  deemed  a  continuation 
of  the  proceeding  commenced  before  the 
justice. 

In  Hales  v.  Raines,  162  Mo.  App.  46,  141 
S.  W.  917,  where  an  involuntary  nonsuit 
was  taken  in  a  civil  action  and  another  ac- 
tion subsequently  commenced  for  the  same 
cause,  it  was  held  that  the  second  was  such 
a  continuation  of  the  first  as  would  pre- 
vent an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  for 
the  first  suit. 

In  Baxter  v.  Gordon,  I.  k  F.  Co.  9  Ont. 
Week.  Rep.  194,  it  is  held  that  a  mere  re- 
lease as  a  result  of  a  compromise  or  agree- 
ment is  not  such  a  favorable  termination 
of  a  prosecution  as  will  support  an  action 
for  malicious  prosecution. 

And  a  termination  which  will  support  an 
action  for  malicious  prosecution  is  not 
shown  by  dismissal  of  the  prosecution  before 
a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  the  purpose  of 
recommencing  it  in  the  district  court,  and 
commencing  it  there  the  same  day.  Schip- 
pel  ▼.  Norton,  38  Kan.  667,  16  Pac.  804. 

Nor  is  a  release  on  habeas  corpus  a  suf- 
ficient termination.  McKinnon  v.  McLaugh- 
lin Carriage  Co.  37  N.  B.  3. 

And  a  civil  action  will  not  be  considered 
as  determined  so  as  to  allow  an  action  to  be 
brought  for  its  malicious  prosecution  while 
an  appeal  is  pending.  Griffith  v.  Ward,  20 
U.  C.  Q.  B.  31.  R.  L.  S. 

77 
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But  we  think  there  is  error  in  the  charge 
of  the  court  upon  the  question  of  probable 
cause.  The  court  charged  the  jury  as  fol- 
lows: "If  you  find  from  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  and  by  the  greater  weight  thereof,  that 
the  defendant  procured  the  arrest  of  the 
plaintiff  on  a  charge  of  stealing  tickets,  and 
at  the  time  the  facta  and  circumstances 
were  not  such  as  would  lead  a  man  of  or- 
dinary caution  and  prudence  reasonably  to 
believe  that  such  offense  had  been  conun it- 
ted,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of 
committing  the  offense,  then  there  was  not 
probable  cause  for  the  prosecution."  Ihe 
decisions  of  this  and  many  other  courts  arc 
to  the  effect  that  the  judge  must  instruct 
the  jury  as  to  what  facts,  if  found  by  them, 
will  show  that  there  was  or  was  not  proba- 
ble cause.  We  have  followed  the  ruling  in 
the  celebrated  case  of  Johnstone  v.  Sutton, 
1  T.  R.  510,  545,  1  Bro.  P.  C.  76,  1  Revised 
Rep.  269,  1  Eng.  Rul.  Cas.  766,  where  it  was 
held  that  the  question  of  probable  cause  is 
a  mixed  proposition  of  law  and  faet. 
Whether  the  circumstances  alleged  to  show 
the  cause  to  be  probable  or  not  probable  are 
true  and  existed  is  a  matter  of  fact;  but 
whether,  supposing  them  to  'be  true,  the> 
amount  to  a  probable  cause,  is  a  question 
of  law,  and  upon  this  distinction,  Lord 
Mansfield  said,  proceeded  the  case  of  Rey- 
nolds V.  Kennedy,  1  Wils.  K.  B.  232.  This 
case  was  approved  in  Stewart  ▼.  Sonneborn.. 
98  U.  S.  187,  25  L.  ed.  116. 

Following  the  rule  of  Johnstone  ▼.  Sutton, 
supra,  this  court  decided,  in  Plummer  v 
Gheen,  10  N.  C.  (3  Hawks)  66,  14  Am.  Dec. 
572,  that  the  parties  are  entitled  to  the 
opinion  of  the  court  upon  the  facts  as  they 
may  be  found  by  the  jury,  as  to  whether 
there  was  probable  cause  or  not;  and  Chief 
Justice  Taylor  said:  "As  the  question  o^ 
probable  cause  is  compounded  of  law  and 
fact,  the  defendant  had  a  right  to  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  distinctly  on  the  law,  on 
the  supposition  that  he  had  established,  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  certain  facts. 
Whether  the  circumstances  were  true  wa» 
a  question  for  the  jury.  Whether,  being 
true,  they  amounted  to  probable  cause,  ir 
a  question  of  law."  In  the  later  case  of 
Beale  v.  Roberson,  29  N.  C.  (7  Ired.  L.) 
280,  the  court  said:  "This  case  brings  up 
again  the  question  whether  probable  cause  U 
matter  of  law,  so  as  to  make  it  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  direct  the  jury  that  if  they 
find  certain  facts  upon  the  evidence,  or  draw 
from  them  certain  other  inferences  of  fact, 
there  is  or  is  not  probable  cause;  thus  leav- 
ing the  questions  of  fact  to  the  jury,  and 
keeping  their  effect,  in  point  of  reason,  for 
the  decision  of  the  court,  as  a  matter  of  law. 
Upon  that  question,  the  opinion  of  the  court 
is  in  the  affirmative,  and  therefore  this  judg- 
.30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ment  must  be  reversed."  The  court  then  re- 
viewed the  authorities,  and  tnua  comiDentfHi 
upon  them,  and  established  the  rule  as  we 
have  stated  it:     "Such  a  series  of  deeisions 
in  our  own  courts  the  saire  way  would  pro- 
tect the  doctrine  laid  down  in  them  from  be- 
ing drawn  into  debate  now,  even  if  we  en- 
tertained doubts  of  its  correctness  origin- 
ally.    But,   independent  of  authority,   oar 
reflections  satisfy  us  that  the  principle  i» 
perfectly  sound.   It  is  a  question  of  reason 
wbether  certain  ascertained  facts   and  cir- 
cumstances  constitute   a  probable   and   ra 
tional  ground  for  charging  a  particular  per- 
son with  crime."    And  after  remarking  that 
it  is  not  the  prosecutor's  belief  of  the  other V 
guilt  which  will  excuse  him,  for  he  must 
take  care  that  he  acts  only  on  a  reasonable 
belief,  a  just  suspicion,  the  court  further 
said:    "Now  our  inquiry  is  whether  for  the 
determination  of  the  question  as  to  the  sufii 
eiency  or  the   insufiiciency   of  the  ground < 
of   suspicion,   supposing  them    to   exist   in 
fact,  the  court  or  the  jury  be  the  more  com- 
petent; and  we  think,   very  clearly,  that  the 
court  is,  because  it  is  a  question  of  gen 
eral  and  legal  reasoning,  and  can  beat  be 
performed  by  those  whose  professional  prov- 
ince and  habit  it  is  to  discuss,  weigh,  and 
decide   on   legal    presumptions.      The    onl} 
argument  against  that  is  the  difficulty  in 
cases  of  many  and  complicated  facta,  and 
contradictory  evidence,  as   in  Plummer  v. 
Gheen,  of  properly  separating,  to  the  com- 
prehension of  the  jury  and   to   the  satis- 
faction of  the  judge,  the  matters  of  law  and 
fact.    But  that  only  proves  the  difficulty  oi 
deciding  such  cases,  whether  by  the  court  or 
jury,  and  does  not  at  all  help  us  in  saying 
whether  this  or  that  point  should  be  decided 
by  the  one  or  the  other."   The  court,  there- 
fore, held  upon  the  added  authority  of  Pan- 
ton  ▼.  Williams,  2  Q.  B.  169,  that  *'in  an 
action  of  this  sort    .    .    .    the  judge  mu&t 
determine  whether  the  facts,  if  proved,  or 
any  of  them,  constitute  such  cause,  leaving 
it  to  the  jury  to  decide  only  whether  tlie 
facts  or  those   inferred  from   them  exist, 
and  as  that  is  so  when  the  facts  are  few  and 
the  case  simple,  it  cannot  be  otherwise  when 
the  facts     are  numerous  and  complicated. 
It  would     seem,  then,  that  making  a  que» 
tion  on  this  subject  must  be  regarded  as  an 
attempt  to  move  fixed  things,  and  cannot 
be   successful   either   in  England   or   here. 
As  the  case  goes  back  to  another  trial,  on 
which  the  facts  may  appear  differently,  wp 
think  it  unnecessary  to  consider  those  that 
came  out  on  the.  former  trial,  in  referene 
to  the  question  of  probable  cause,  further 
than    to    remark   that    few   cases    perhapE^ 
could  better  illustrate  the  danger  of  leaving 
that  question  to  the  discretion  of  a  jur>'. 
whose  decision  of  it  is  not  susceptible  of  jf- 
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▼iew  in  another  couri."  This  has  heen  con- 
sidered as  the  leading  ease  upon  the  subject, 
and  has  been  followed  in  all  subsequent 
cases,  as  stating  the  law  correctly.  Thf 
instruction  in  Beale  t.  Robertson  was  sub- 
stantially like  that  given  in  this  case,  and 
was   held  to  be  erroneous. 

The  following  more  recent  cases  assert  thr 
same  doctrine,  and  approve  Beale  ▼.  Rober- 
son;  Swain  v.  Stafford,  26  N.  G.  (4  Ired. 
L.)  302;  Vickers  v.  Logan,  44  N.  C.  (Bus- 
bee,  L.)  393;  Bradley  v.  Morris,  44  N.  C. 
(Busbee,  L.)  395,  and  Jones  y.  Wilming- 
ton ft  W.  R.  Co.  126  N.  C.  227,  34  S.  E.  398, 
which  is  directly  in  point.  In  Smith  v. 
Deaver,  49  N.  C.  (4  Jones,  L.)  514,  Judge 
Battle  thus  sums  up  the  matter:  "What  it 
probable  cause  is  a  question  of  law,  to  be 
decided  by  the  court  upon  the  facts,  as  they 
may  be  found  by  the  jury.  Beale  v.  Rober- 
son,  29  N.  G.  (7  Ired.  L.)  280;  Vickers  v. 
Logan,  44  N.  G.  {Busbee,  L.)  393.  As  a 
guide  to  the  court,  it  is  defined  to  be  'the 
existence  of  circumstances  and  facts  suffi- 
ciently strong  to  excite,  in  a  reasonable 
mind,  suspicion  that  the  person  charged 
with  having  been  guilty  was  guilty.*  It 
is  a  case  of  apparent  guilt  as  contradistin- 
guished from  real  guilt.  It  is  not  essential 
that  there  should  be  positive  evidence  at 
the  time  the  action  is  commenced,  but  the 
guilt  should  be  so  apparent  at  the  time  as 
would  be  sufficient  ground  to  induce  a  ra- 
tional and  prudent  man  who  duly  regards 
the  rights  of  others  as  well  as  his  own  tc 
institute  a  prosecution;  not  that  he  knows 
the  facts  necessary  to  insure  a  conviction, 
but  that  there  are  known  to  him  sufficient 
grounds  to  suspect  that  the  person  he  charg- 
es was  guilty  of  the  offense."  The  cases  of 
Brooks  V.  Jones,  33  N.  G.  (11  tred.  L.) 
261;  Kelly  v.  Durnham,  Traction  Co.  132 
N.  G.  372,  43  S.  E.  923,  and  Downing  v. 
Stone,  152  N.  C.  627,  136  Am.  St.  Rep.  841, 
6S  S.  £.  9,  21  Anil.  Gas.  763,  cited  by  plain- 
tiff's counsel,  do  not  sustain  the  instruction. 
The  court  in  those  cases  was  dealing  with  a 
question  of  malice.  In  Downing  v.  Stone, 
supra,  Justice  Hoke  applies  the  rule  as 
we  have  stated  it  when  he  says:  "Where 
it  is  proven  that  legal  advice  was  taken  by 
a  prosecutor,  this,  too,  is  a  relevant  circum- 
stance in  connection  with  other  facts,  ad- 
mitted or  established,  to  be  considered  by 
the  court  in  determining  the  question  of 
probable  cause.  Morgan  v.  Stewart,  144 
N.  C.  424,  67  S.  E.  149;  Pittsburg,  J.  E.  & 
E.  R.  Co.  V.  Wakefield  Hardware. Co.  343 
N.  C.  58,  66  S.  E.  422.''  He  expressly 
adopts  the  rule  in  Morgan  v.  Stewart,  sup- 
ra, in  the  following  words,  citing  the  cases: 
"It  is  accepted  doctrine  with  us  that  on 
facts  admitted  or  established  the  question 
of  probable  cause  is  one  of  law  for  the 
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court.  Jones  v.  Wilmington  ft  W.  R.  Co. 
125  N.  G.  229,  34  S.  B.  398;  Bmdley  v. 
Morris,  44  N.  C.  (Busbee,  L.)  395;  Swain 
V.  Stafford,  26  N.  C.  (4  Ired.  L.)  392. 
See  also  Newell  Malicious  Prosecution,  %% 
276,  277;  16  Am.  ft  Eng.  Ene.  Law  2d  ed. 
p.  669.  Unless  we  overrule  the  many  cases 
which  have  been  decided  by  us  and  have 
settled  the  rule,  we  must  hold  that  the 
judge's  instruction  was  insufficient,  and 
left  to  the  jury  to  decide  what  he  should 
have  decided  for  them;  that  is,  whether  up- 
on any  given  state  of  facta,  which  may 
have  heen  found  by  the  jury,  there  was  or 
was  not  probable  cause.  As  it  is,  the  jury 
were  only  required  to  apply  a  definition  of 
probable  cause  to  the  facts,  without  any 
opinion  of  the  court  to  guide  them,  as  to 
how  the  law  considered  the  different  phases 
of  the  evidence.  This  was  a  clear  violation 
of  the  rule,  'if  we  are  to  adhere  to  it.  We 
think  there  was  evidence  for  the  jury  to 
consider  as  to  whether  there  was  probable 
cause  or  not.  The  facts  are  not  compli- 
cated, but  simple,  and  it  should  not  be  dif- 
ficult to  arrange  them  so  as  to  inform  the 
jury  clearly  upon  the  law.  This  error  of 
the  court  requires  us  to  remand  the  case 
for  a  new  trial.  We  will  add  that,  in  our 
opinion,  there  was  no  positive  error  in  the 
charge  upon  the  question  of  damages,  al- 
though it  was  not  as  full  and  explicit  as 
it  might  have  been.  We  do  not  understand 
the  charge  to  mean  that  plaintiff  can  re- 
cover punitive  damages  upon  proof  of  gen- 
eral malice,  such  as  would  be  sufficient  to 
establish  liability,  but  only  upon  proof  of 
particular  or  actual  malice,  as  defined  in 
the  cases.  See  Stanford  v.  A.  F.  Messick 
Grocery  Go.  143  N.  G.  419,  66  S.  E.  816, 
where  this  question  is  discussed. 
New  trial. 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 

CLEVELAND  TERMINAL  ft  VALLEY 
RAILROAD  COMPANY  et  al.,  Plffs.  in 
Err., 

▼. 

STATE  OF  OHIO  EX  REL.  WADE  H.  EL- 
LIS,  Attorney  General. 

(86  Ohio  St.  261,  97  N.  E.  967. 

State  —  grant  —  revocation. 

1.  In  conducting  transactions  with  respect 
to  its  lands,  the  state  acts  in  a  proprietary, 
and  not  in  a  sovereign,  capacity,  and,  being 

Headnotes  by  Shauck,  J. 

Note. —  No  other  cases  have  been  found 
passing  upon  the  right  of  the  state  to  re- 
voke a  grant  of  land  made  for  a  considera- 
tion, in  the  absence  of  mistake  or  fraud  or 


1220 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Ja5^ 


amenable  to  all  the  rules  of  justice  which  it 
prescribes  for  the  conduct  of  its  citizens,  it 
will  not  be  permitted  to  revoke  a  prant  of 
lands  made  upon  a  valuable  consideration 
whicli  it  retains. 

Vendor  and  purchaser  —  municipality 

—  use  —  revocation. 

2.  When  land  is  granted  to  a  city  upon  a 
valuable  consideration,  to  be  used  for  streets 
and  other  purposes,  the  title  will  not,  in  the 
absence  of  an  express  stipulation  to  that 
end,  revest  in  the  grantor  because  the  land 
is  subsequently  used  for  street  and  railroad 
purposes. 

Municipal  corporation  —  lease  of  lands 

—  railroad  purposes. 

3.  When  the  governor,  in  the  exercise  of 
authority  expressly  conferred  upon  him  by 
statute,  grants  to  a  municipality  "all  the 
interest  of  the  state"  in  lands  which  it  owns 
in  fee  to  be  used  for  streets  and  other  pur- 
poses, the  municipality,  reservijig  the  right 
to  use  the  same  for  street  purposes  without 
compensation,  may  execute  a  valid  lease  of 
such  lands  to  a  railroad  company  for  its 
general  purposes. 

(Spear,  J.,  dissents.) 

(January  16,  1912.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Franklin 
County  to  review  a  judgment  ousting 
defendants  from  the  further  exercise  of  their 
alleged  right  of  occupation  for  railroad  pur- 
poses of  certain  lands  which  had  formerly 
been  a  part  of  the  canal  system  of  the  state. 
Reversed. 

Statement  by  Shauck,  J.: 

The  state,  on  relation  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral, filed  its  petition  in  quo  warranto  on 
September  12,  1908,  in  the  circuit  court  of 
Franklin  county,  to  oust  the  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror from  the  further  exercise  of  the  alleged 
right  to  maintain  their  tracks,  etc.,  on 
certain  lands  in  the  city  of  Cleveland,  which 
had  formerly  been  a  part  of  the  canal  sys- 
tem of  the  state. 

The  petition  alleged  the  corporate  char- 
acter of  the  two  railway  companies.  That 
on  and  prior  to  the  29th  day  of  April,  1872, 
the  state  was  the  owner  in  fee  and  in  pos- 
session of  the  premises  described,  being  a 
strip  of  land  averaging  about  100  feet  in 
width,  and  being  about  2}  miles  in  length 
in  the  city  of  Cleveland.  That  on  that  day 
the  general  assembly  passed  an  act  (69  Ohio 
Laws,  p.  182)  entitled,  "An  Act  to  Author- 
ize the  City  of  Cleveland  to  Enter  upon  and 
Occupy  a  Part  of  the  Ohio  Canal."    In  sub- 


stance the  1st  section  enacts  that  the  citv 
shall  be  authorized  "to  take,  enter  upon,  im- 
prove, and  occupy  as  a  public  highway,  or 
for  other  purposes,  and  for  laying  therein 
gas  and  water  pipes,  and  for  sewerage  pur- 
poses, as  the  city  council  of  said  city  naj 
determine,"  the  strip  described,  "but  said 
grant  shall  be  made  subject  to  all  out- 
standing rights  or  claims,  if  any,  vith 
which  it  may  be  in  conflict," 

The  2d  section  provides:  "Sec  2.  That 
said  city  of  Cleveland  shall  be  liable  for  all 
damages  that  may  accrue  from  the  vacatioo 
and  abandonment  of  so  much  of  said  c&nal 
as  shall  be  taken  by  said  city;  but  noth- 
ing herein  shall  relieve  the  lessees  of  said 
canal,  or  their  assigns,  from  any  responsi- 
bilities imposed  upon  them  by  law,  or  in  any 
way  arising  from  the  instrument  or  instru- 
ments of  lease  held  bv  them  and  executed 
pursuant  to  any  law  of.  the  state  of  Ohio, 
except  as  and  to  the  extent  of  so  much  of 
said  canal  as  shall  be  by  said  city  taken 
and  occupied  under  the  grant  herein  author- 
ized. Any  person,  persons,  or  corporation, 
including  the  lessees  of  said  canal,  who  may 
claim  damages  by  reason  of  the  vacation  or 
abandonment  of  any  part  of  said  canal,  shall 
file  their  claim  therefor  in  writing  with 
the  clerk  of  said  city  of  Cleveland,  within 
one  year  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
required  for  the  publication  of  the  notice 
hereinafter  required,  and  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  whether  any  of  the  claims  so 
filed  are  valid  against  the  state,  and  if  so, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  amount 
thereof;  the  lessees  of  said  canal,  or  any 
other  person  or  party  filing  such  claim,  are 
hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  bring 
an  action  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  of 
Cuyahoga.  Portage,  or  Franklin  county. 
Ohio,  against  said  city  of  Cleveland,  and 
said  action  shall  be  conducted  in  all  re- 
spects to  final  judgment,  as  other  civil  a^ 
tions  in  cases  between  private  individuals, 
and  either  party  shall  have  the  right  to 
second  trial,  and  appeal  from  the  jud^ent 
and  order  of  the  said  court  of  common  pleas, 
and  prosecute  writs  of  error  as  provided 
for  in  suits  between  individuals  under  the 
act  to  establish  a  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
passed  March  11,  1853,  or  any  act  supple 
mentary  thereto. 

"Whenever  the  city  council  of  said  city, 
by  a  vote  of  not  less  than  two  thirds  of  the 
whole  number  of  members  thereof,  shall  de- 
cide to  take  and  use  so  much  of  said  caoal 
as   is   herein  authorized,  the   said  council 


failure  to  take  some  step  necessary  to  com- 
plete title  to  the  land. 

The  rule  concerning  suits  by  states,  how- 
ever, is  that  when  a  state  voluntarily  comes 
into  court  and  invokes  its  aid  in  a  matter 
not  touching  its  sovereignty,  it  is  bound  by 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


the  same  rules  concerning  the  administra' 
tion  of  justice  as. a  private  person,  with  the 
exception  t^t  it  cannot  be  made  defendant 
to  a  cross  action  concerning  a  matter  not 
connected  with  that  involved  in  the  princi- 
pal suit.    36  Cyc.  907,  910.  R.  L.  S, 
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shall  publish  notice  thereof,  as  required  by 
§  563  of  the  act  to  provide  for  the  organiza- 
tion and  government  of  municipal  corporo- 
tions,  passed  May  7,  1869,  and  shall  also 
make  known  their  said  decision  to  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  state,  and  shall  deposit  with 
the  governor  a  written  release  executed  by 
the  lessees  of  the  public  works,  relinquish- 
ing any  rights  they  may  have  in  that  part 
of  said  canal  proposed  to  be  taken  and  occu- 
pied by  said  city,  or  a  bond  duly  executed 
and  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  governor,  in- 
demnifying the  state  from  all  liabilities  and 
damages  which  may  result  from  said  vaca- 
tion, and  shall  in  like  manner  deposit  a 
bond  securing  the  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  said  city,  to  be  also 
filed  with  the  governor;  that  before  said 
city  shall  take  possession  of  said  part  of 
said  canal,  or  disturb  the  use  thereof,  for 
canal  purposes,  the  said  city  shall,  at  its  ex- 
pense and  under  the  direction  of  the  board 
of  public  works,  connect  said  canal  with  the 
Cuyahoga  river  at  or  near  the  southerly 
terminus  of  that  portion  to  be  occupied  by 
said  city,  procure  the  right  of  way,  unless 
the  same  shall  be  owned  by  the  state,  at 
the  desired  locality,  make  the  necessary  ex- 
cavations, embankments,  walls,  gates,  and 
locks,  needed  to  connect  said  canal  with 
said  river  at  the  point  aforesaid,  and  re- 
move the  present  weightlock  to  such  place 
as  shall  be  determined  by  the  board  of 
public  works;  said  city  shall  have  the  pow- 
er, and  shall  provide  by  ordinance,  to  regu- 
late and  prescribe  the  rate  to  be  charged 
by  tugboats  for  towing  boats  and  floats 
navigating  the  Ohio  canal,  to  and  from  the 
locks  at  the  intersection  with  the  Cuyahoga 
river,  to  the  wharves,  docks,  or  any  point 
on  said  river,  where  said  boats  or  floats  may 
desire  to  discharge  or  receive  freight,  which 
rate  shall  be  graduated  according  to  dis- 
tance, and  shall  in  no  case  exceed  $2.50  for 
each  trip;  said  city  having  the  right  to  ap- 
propriate to  its  own  use  the  gates,  locks, 
and  material  taken  from  that  portion  of  the 
crinal  taken  by  said  city;  provided,  the  said 
city  of  Cleveland  shall  forever,  or  so  long 
as  the  Ohio  canal  shall  be  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  navigation,  keep  the  channel  of  the 
Cuyahoga  river,  by  dredging  or  otherwise, 
in  good  navigable  order,  for  any  boats  that 
may  now  or  hereafter  be  employed  in  navi- 
gating said  canal,  from  the  point  of  inter- 
section  to  Lake  Erie,  and  thereupon  the 
governor,  on  behalf  of  the  state,  being  sat- 
isfied that  said  connection  has  so  been 
made  and  approved  and  accepted  by  the 
board  of  public  works,  shall  execute  and  de- 
liver to  the  city  of  Cleveland  a  grant  of  all 
the  interest  of  the  state  in  that  part  of  said 
Ohio  canal  herein  described,  to  be  forever 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


used  and  occupied  by  said  city,  as  its 
counsel  shall  determine,  for  any  or  all  of 
the  purposes  before  mentioned.  The  attor- 
ney general  shall  prepare  the  foi*m  of  said 
grant,  also  the  form  of  the  release,  bonds,' 
and  agreement  herein  named. 

"Sec.  4.  This  act  shall  take  effect  on  its 
passage." 

That  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  said 
act,  the  governor  of  the  state  did,  on  the 
31st  of  October,  1879,  execute  and  deliver  to 
the  city  of  Cleveland  a  deed  granting  to  it 
the  right  to  use  and  occupy  said  lands,  as 
its  council  should  determine,  for  any  and  all 
of  the  purposes  mentioned,  upon  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  said  act.  The  petition 
exhibits  the  deed,  in  which  the  governor 
recites  that,  by  virtue  of  authority  vested  in 
him  by  the  act  of  April  29,  1872,  to  author- 
ize the  city  of  Cleveland  to  enter  upon  and 
occupy  a  part  of  the  Ohio  canal,  he  did,  for 
"divers  good  and  sufficient  causes  and  con- 
siderations hereinafter  named,  give,  grant, 
and  forever  quitclaim  unto  the  city  of 
Cleveland,  and  its  assigns,  all  the  right, 
title,  and  interest  in  the  state  of  Ohio,  in 
all  that  part  of  the  Ohio  canal,"  etc,  de- 
scribing the  strip  in  controversy.  This  re- 
lease upon  the  part  of  the  state  is  made  for 
and  in  consideration  of  the  faithful  and  en- 
tire performance  on  the  part  of  said  city  of 
all  and  singular  the  conditions  and  stipu- 
lations of  said  act  of  the  general  assembly, 
and  of  the  directions  and  requirements  of 
the  board  of  public  works  and  of  the  state 
of  Ohio  as  set  forth  in  the  minutes  of  said 
board,  accepting  and  approving  of  said  work 
agreeably  to  the  provisions  of  said  act;  said 
property  as  herein  transferred  to  be  held 
and  forever  used  and  occupied  or  disposed 
of  by  said  city  in  whatever  way  the  council 
of  said  city  have  determined  or  may  here- 
after determine. 

The  petition  further  alleges  the  accept- 
ance of  said  grant  by  the  city  of  Cleveland, 
and  that  on  the  26th  of  October,  1875,  the 
city  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Valley 
Railway  Company,  a  corporation  organi7ed 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  for  the 
purpose  of  constructing  and  operating  a 
railroad  with  its  northern  terminus  in  the 
citv  of  Cleveland  and  its  other  terminus  at 
Bowerstown,  Harrison  county,  Ohio,  by 
which  contract  said  city  agreed  that  it 
would  execute  to  said  company  a  lease  of  all 
the  lands  granted  to  it  by  the  said  act  of 
April  29,  1872,  as  soon  as  title  to  said 
lands  should  by  conveyed  to  the  city  by  the 
state;  that  on  the  24th  of  March,  1870,  the 
city  authorized  its  mayor  and  city  solicitor 
to  obtain  title  to  said  lands  and  to  arran.<rre 
for  the  lease  thereof  to  the  Valley  Railway 
Company,  stipulating  that,  upon  the  ac- 
quirement of  said  title  and  the  preparation 
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of  said  lease,  the  mayor  should  notify  the 
railway  company  that  the  city  is  ready  to 
execute  the  lease  upon  the  deliyery  hy  said 
company  to  the  city  of  $265,000  gold-bearing 
bonds  in  accordance  with  the  original  con- 
tract, provided  further  that  said  Valley 
Railway  Company  should  agree,  subject  to 
forfeiture  of  said  lease  if  not.  complied 
with,  that  said  railroad  shall  be  completed 
from  the  city  of  Cleveland  to  the  city  of 
Canton  not  later  than  September  1,  1879. 
It  further  alleged  the  actual  execution  of 
said  lease  pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the 
city,  and  upon  compliance  with  the  general 
terms  of  the  preceding  arrangement,  upon 
the  condition  that  the  said  lessee  should 
perform  all  the  stipulations  incumbent  up- 
on the  city;  the  city  also  reserving  the  right 
to  construct  a  bridge  across  the  canal  bed 
to  Canal  street  and  the  ground  necessary 
therefor. 

It  was  further  stipulated  that  the  lessee 
should  use  said  lands  for  its  railway  pur- 
poses, and  upon  failure  to  so  continue,  the 
lease  should  become  void  at  the  option  of 
the  city.  By  the  terms  of  said  lease  the 
city  also  reserves  to  itself  the  right  to  lay  in 
or  under  said  land  all  gas,  water,  or  other 
pipes  used  in  any  city  improvement,  con- 
struct sewers  upon  said  land  or  across  the 
same  whenever  in  its  judgment  it  should  be 
necessary,  and  the  right  to  open  or  extend 
streets  across  said  lands  and  tracks  thereon 
of  such  width  as  it  might  determine  with- 
out making  any  compensation  therefor, 
and  it  was  further  stipulated  that  the  lessee 
should  pay  all  state,  county,  and  city  taxes, 
and  all  special  assessments  levied  upon 
said  land,  and  that  a  failure  to  do  so  should 
operate  as  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  It  also 
contained  the  following  stipulation:  "And 
it  is  hereby  expressly  understood  and  agreed 
that  in  case  there  is  hereafter  any  failure 
in  said  title  to  the  lands  hereby  leased,  or 
in  the  authority  of  said  city  to  lease  the 
same  for  the  purposes  herein  stated,  the  said 
city  shall  not  be  liable  to  said  company  for 
any  damages  caused  by  said  failure." 
Through  said  lease  the  Valley  Railway  Com- 
pany took  possession  of  said  lands  and  oc- 
cupied the  same  throughout  its  entire  length 
by  means  of  tracks,  side  tracks,  switches, 
depots,  etc.,  in  the  operation  of  its  road. 

The  petition  further  alleges  that  by  a  ju- 
dicial sale  the  property  of  said  Valley  Rail- 
way Company,  including  the  premises  afore- 
said, was  conveyed  to  trustees  by  whojn  it 
was  subsequently  conveyed  to  the  plaintiff 
in  error  the  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley 
Railway  Company,  by  which  latter  company 
the  aforesaid  occupation  of  said  premises 
continues  until  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion. The  petition  also  allepjes  that  the  Bal- 
timore &  Ohio  Railroad  Company,  plaintiff 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


in  error,  owns  a  majority  of  the  eommoa 
and  preferred  stock  in  the  Terminal  Vaiky 
Railway  Company;  that  the  city  of  Cleve- 
land has  never  occupied  as  public  highways 
any  portion  of  said  premises,  except  two 
strips  20  feet  in  width;  that  the  city 
of  Cleveland  by  reason  of  its  failure  to  use 
said  lands,  and  by  reason  of  said  pretended 
lease  to  the  Valley  Railway  Company,  has 
forfeited  all  rights  under  said  act  and  the 
governor's  deed  in  pursuance  thereto.  It 
further  allies  that  the  city  waa  without  au- 
thority to  grant  any  of  said  rights  or  privi- 
leges to  the  Valley  Railway  Company,  and 
that  the  said  railway  company,  by  reasoa 
of  its  exercise  of  the  same,  is  now,  and  has 
been  since  1895,  usurping  and  unlawfully 
exercising  and  using  rights,  privil^ea,  and 
franchises  in  violation  of  tl.e  rights  of  the 
state  of  Ohio,  and  in  contravention  of  law, 
and  that  the  said  Baltimore  ft  Ohio  Rail- 
road Company,  by  reason  of  the  facts  afore- 
said, is  guilty  of  a  like  usurpation. 

To  this  petition  plaintiffs  in  error  de- 
murred specially  because  of  want  of  juri&- 
diction  of  the  subject-matter  by  the  court; 
because  of  the  defect  of  parties  defendant, 
it  appearing  from  the  petition  that  the  city 
of  Cleveland  should  be  made  a  party;  he^ 
cause  the  franchises  challenged  have  been 
exercised  for  more  than  twenty  years  before 
the  action  was  brought,  and  generally  be- 
cause the  petition  did  not  state  a  cause  of 
action.  The  circuit  court  overruled  the  de- 
murrer. Thereupon  the  defendants  filed 
separate  answers  containing  subetantiallv 
like  averments.  They  admitted  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  April  29,  1872,  the  execution 
of  the  deed  by  the  governor,  the  contract 
between  the  city  of  Cleveland  and  the  Valley 
Railway  Company,  the  passage  of  the  var- 
ious resolutions  by  the  city,  and  the  alleged 
action  of  the  mayor  with  respect  to  the 
execution  of  the  lease  to  the  Valley  Railway 
Company;  that  the  lease  was  in  terms  as 
set  out  in  the  petition,  the  erection  of  its 
railroad  tracks,  etc.,  upon  the  premises 
described,  the  succession  of  the  defendant 
railways  to  the  rights  of  the  Valley  Railway 
Company  as  alleged  in  the  petition,  and 
their  continued  occupancy  of  the  premises^ 
and  denying  all  other  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion. 

The  answers  then  allege  numerous  acti 
out  of  which  it  is  allied  estoppels  arise 
against  the  prosecution  of  this  suit  by  the 
state.  The  first  of  these  is  contained  in  the 
second  defense,  and  it  is  a  legal  estoppel 
arising  out  of  the  passage  by  the  general  as- 
sembly of  the  act  of  April  29,  1872,  and  the 
governor's  deed  execut^  in  pursuance  there- 
of, whereby  it  is  alleged  the  fee  simple  title 
in  the  land  described  was  conveyed  to  the 
city  of  Cleveland  and  its  assigns,  and  thence 
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by  it  to  the  railway  company,  wliereof  the 
state  is  estopped  to  maintain  the  action. 
In  the  remaining  defense  are  alleged  nu- 
merous acts  out  of  which  equitable  estoppels 
are  alleged  to  arise  against  the  prosecution 
of  this  action  by. the  state.  Stated  in  a 
somewhat  condensed  form,  they  are:  Tlie 
contemporaneous  interpretation  of  the  said 
act  of  April  20,  1872,  by  all  of  the  parties, 
whereby  the  state,  with  knowledge,  acqui- 
esced in  the  interpretation  thereof  put  upon 
the  lict  by  the  city  of  Cleveland  and  the 
railway  companies;  the  city  at  its  own  ex- 
pense, upon  that  construction,  expended  large 
sums  of  money  under  the  direction  of  the 
board  of  public  works,  and  paying  all  claims 
presented  for  damages  by  reasonn^f  the  vaca- 
tion and  abandonment  of  that  portion  of  the 
canal  land  described  in  the  petition  con- 
necting the  Ohio  canal  with  the  Cuyahoga 
river,  and  in  making  necessary  excavations, 
embankments,  walls,  gates,  and  locks  in  con- 
necting  said  canal  with  the  river  at  the  des- 
ignated point  further  south;  the  removing 
of  the  weighlocks  then  standing  to  the 
place  determined  by  the  board  of  public 
works,  and  performing  all  and  singular  the 
conditions  imposed  upon  the  city  by  said 
act;  and  that  the  state  by  its  acquiescence 
therein,  with  knowledge  thereof,  and  its  ac- 
ceptance of,,  and  its  constant  use  from  that 
date  to  this  of,  the  substituted  connection 
with  the  Cuyahoga  river,  being  the  benefits 
resulting  to  the  state  from  said  act  so 
performed,  is  also  estopped.  Further  that 
the  state,  with  full  knowledge,  acquiesced 
in  the  expenditure  of  large  sums  of  money 
by  the  railway  company,  and  that  the  city 
of  Cleveland  and  the  railway  companies  were 
in  all  respects  act^g  upon  the  assumption 
and  understanding  that  said  deed  conveyed 
to  the  city  a  title  in  fee  to  said  premises; 
that  possession  was  taken  under  said  instru- 
ments, large  sums  of  money  were  expended 
in  construction,  the  Valley  Railway  Com- 
pany executing  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  its 
mortgage  gold  bonds  in  the  sum  of  $265,- 
000,  which  bonds  were  afterward  paid  by 
the  railway  company.  Further,  by  way  of 
equitable  estoppel,  it  is  alleged  that  dis- 
putes having  arisen  as  to  the  precise  boun- 
daries of  the  said  premises,  the  general  as- 
sembly, with  full  knowledge  thereof,  and 
with  full  knowledge  that  all  of  the  adver- 
sary parties  were  in  good  faith  acting  upon 
the  belief  that  a  title  in  fee  had  been  con- 
veyed to  the  city,  passed  an  act  entitled, 
''An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Boundaries  of 
the  Bed  of  the  Part  of  the  Ohio  Canal  which 
has  been  Abandoned  and  Conveyed  to  the 
City  of  Cleveland;"  the  act  being  as  fol- 
lows : 

"Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general 
assembly  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  that  the  court 
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of  conunon  pleas  of  the  county  of  Cuyahoga 
shall,  upon  application  of  the  city  solicitor 
of  Cleveland,  appoint  a  commission  consist- 
ing of  not  less  than  three  nor  more  than  five 
suitable  persons,  who  shall  at  once  proceed 
to  survey  and  determine  the  boundaries  of 
the  land  formerly  owned  by  the  state  for 
tlie  purpose  of  said  canal  before  its  aban- 
donment, and  to  mark  the  same  by  proper 
monuments,  and  to  make  maps  and  plats  of 
the  said  land,  with  necessary  descriptions, 
to  be  preserved  as  hereinafter  provided. 

"Sec.  2.  Said  commissioners,  in  the  per- 
formance of  their  duties  as  such,  shall  be 
governed  in  all  respects  in  accordance  with 
law  describing  the  duties  of  country  survey- 
ors, as  laid  down  in  §§  1187-1180  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  Ohio,  and  upon  the  com- 
pletion of  their  work  they  shall  deliver 
their*  report,  with  all  the  evidence  taken,  to 
the  country  surveyor,  who  shall  forthwith 
dispose  thereof  as  directed  in  cases  of  sur- 
veys made  and  evidence  taken  by  law  under 
the  requirements  of  1100  of  said  statutes,  as 
amended  April  20,  1881,  and  the  legal  effect 
and  use  of  such  plat,  survey,  and  deposition 
shall  be  governed  as  the  effect  and  use  of 
the  plat,  survey,  and  depositions  are  gov- 
erned by  the  provisions  of  §  1191  of  said 
statutes,  as  amended  April  20,  1881. 

"Sec.  3.  All  costs  and  expenses  of  these 
proceedings,  including  the  compensation  of 
said  commissioners,  shall,  after  allowance 
by  said  court  of  common  pleas,  be  paid  by 
the  person  or  persons  or  corporation  at 
whose  instance  or  request  said  proceedings 
were  instituted  by  the  said  city  solicitor, 
and  the  pa3rment  of  the  same  shall  be  se- 
cured by  a  good  and  sufficient  bond  to  said 
city  by  such  person,  persons,  or  corporation, 
to  the  acceptance  of  the  city  council  of  said 
city;  provided,  however,  that  all  costs  made 
by  the  taking  of  said  case  or  proceedings, 
or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  district  or  su- 
preme courts,  shall  be  taxed  and  paid  as  the 
court  may  direct. 

"See.  4.  This  act  shall  take  effect  and  be 
in  force  from  and  after  its  passage."  79 
Ohio  Laws,  p.  105. 

This  act  was  passed  with  full  knowledge 
on  the  part  of  the  state  of  the  execution  of 
the  lease  aforesaid,  and  that  possession  had 
been  taken  by  the  railway  company  thereun- 
der, and  it  had  constructed  thereon  its  rail- 
road tracks,  switches,  and  depots,  and  in  the 
belief  that  the  city  had  full  authority  to  ex- 
ecute the  lease  therefor;  that  pursuant  to 
the  passage  of  the  last-mentioned  act,  and 
for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  boundaries  of 
said  strip,  the  city  solicitor  of  the  city  of 
Cleveland,  the  railroad  company  having  in- 
demnified it  as  the  act  required,  applied  to 
the  court  of  common  pleas  for  the  exercise 
of  power  conferred  by  said  act,  and  expended 
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large  sums  of  money ;  and.  that  that  act  was 
an  assurance  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  and  the 
railway  company  that  the  state  claimed  no 
title  to,  or  interest  in,  said  land,  but  admit- 
ted that  they  were  adversely  held  by  title  in 
fee ;  that  thereafter  general  taxes  and  excise 
were  paid  by  the  original  defendants  to  the 
state,  county,  townsliip,  and  city,  upon  the 
basis  of  the  ownership  thereof  in  fee;  and 
that  the  state,  witli  like  knowledge,  acqui- 
esce in  the  payment  of  large  sums  of  money 
by  the  railway  companies  in  the  improve- 
ment of  their  said  properties,  in  the  pur- 
chase, transfer  of  title  by  judicial  decree 
through  trustees  aforesaid,  under  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state,  to  the  Terminal  Valley 
Railway  Company;  that  upon  the  execution 
of  said  deed  in  conformity  with  the  under- 
standing between  said  state  and  the  city 
and  the  plaintiff  in  error,  the  state  im- 
mediately abandoned  that  portion  of  its 
canal.  The  answer  further  alleges  that  dn 
the  dOth  of  March,  1896|  the  general  as- 
sembly passed  the  following  joint  resolu- 
tion: "Joint  resolution.  Concerning  the 
appointment  of  a  joint  committee  to  in- 
vestigate the  ownership  of  certain  property. 
Whereas,  the  Ohio  Canal  Commission,  in 
their  last  annual  report,  make  the  claim 
that  the  Valley  Railway  Company  is  ille- 
gally in  possession  of  valuable  state  prop- 
erty in  the  city  of  Cleveland,  Ohio,  there- 
fore, be  it  resolved  by  the  general  assembly 
of  the  state  of  Ohio,  that  a  select  committee 
of  three  members  on  the  part  of  the  house, 
and  three  on  the  part  of  the  senate,  be  ap- 
pointed, to  thoroughly  investigate  the 
claims  of  the  state,  and  report  at  their 
earliest  convenience  all  the  facts  pertain- 
ing thereto,  together  with  such  recommen- 
dation as  will  in  their  judgment  enable  the 
state  to  secure  said  property,  should  it  be 
found  that  the  state  has  any  interest  there- 


in." 

That,  pursuant  to  said  joint  resolution,  a 
select  committee  was  appointed,  which  upon 
investigation  reported  that  the  railway 
company  was  not  occupying  any  land  in 
the  city  of  Cleveland  which  belongs  to  the 
state;  that  it  occupied  that  portion  of  the 
Ohio  canal  which  was  granted  to  the  city 
of  Cleveland  under  an  act  passed  April  20, 
1872,  entitled,  "An  Act  to  Authorize  the 
City  of  Cleveland  to  Enter  upon,"  etc.; 
that  the  Cleveland  Terminal  &  Valley  Rail- 
way Company  since  that  date  had  occupied, 
and  is  now  in  the  possession  of,  said  land; 
that  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  said  act, 
it  was  understood  and  contemplated  by  the 
city  that  said  lands  were  to  be  leased  by 
said  city  to  the  Valley  Railway  Company, 
and  that  said  act  was  designed  and  intended 
to,  and  in  fact  did,  authorize  the  convev- 
ance  to  said  city  of  the  entire  interest  of 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.)' 


the  state  of  Ohio  therein,  upon  the  perform- 
ance by  said  city  of  certain  conditions 
named  in  said  c^ct,  which  said  city  fulW 
performed  prior  to  October  31,  1879,  ex- 
pending in  so  doing  upwards  of  the  snm 
of  $280,000.  The  committee  further  re^ 
ported  that  the  governor  had  executed  i 
deed  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  in  pursuance 
of  the  authority  conferred  upon  him  br 
said  act  That  the  city  had  leased  the  lands 
to  the  Valley  Railway  Company  for  a 
period  of  ninety-nine  years,  receiving  as  s 
consideration  therefor  $265,000,  first  mort- 
gage bonds,  principal  and  interest  of  which 
have  been  fully  paid,  and  concluding: 
"Your  committee  therefore  finds  that  the 
state  of  QJiio  has  no  interest  isvhatsoever 
in  said  lands;  that  the  absolute  fee  therp 
fore  is  vested  in  the  city  of  Cleveland,  and 
that  the  occupation  of  the  same  by  thf 
Valley  Railway  Company,  as  tenants  of  said 
city,  was  and  is  lawful,  and  not  in  con- 
travention of  any  right  or  interest  of  the 
state  of  Ohio.  Your  committee  therefore 
respectively  recommends  the  adoption  of  s 
joint  resolution  for  the  purpose  of  forever 
quieting  the  title  of  the  city  of  Cleveland 
in  and  to  said  lands."  Thereupon,  on  the 
23d  day  of  April,  1896,  the  general  assembly 
passed  the  following  joint  resolution: 
"Joint  Resolution.  Ratifying  deed  given  bj 
Ex-Governor  Bishop  to  the  city  of  Clevelani 
for  certain  canal  land.  Be  it  resolved  by 
the  general  assembly  of  the  state  of  Ohio, 
that  the  deed  from  Richard  M.  Bishop, 
governor  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  to  the  city 
of  Cleveland,  dated  October  31,  1879,  exe- 
cuted in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  the  general 
assembly  of  the  state  of  Ohio,  passed  April 
29,  1872,  entitled,  'An  Act  to  Authorizp 
the  City  of  Cleveland  to  Enter  upon  ani 
Occupy  a  Part  of  the  Ohio  Canal,'  be  ani 
the  same  is  hereby  ratified,  confirmed,  and 
approved  as  a  deed  in  fee  simple  convey  ins 
all  the  interests  of  the  state  of  Ohio  ic 
and  to  said  lands.  And  the  state  of  Ohio 
hereby  disclaims  any  interests  whatsoe\er 
in  said  lands.*' 

The  answer  further  alleges  that,  after  t> 
passage  of  said  joint  resolution,  the  Baiti 
more  &  Ohio  Railroad  'Company  purchase) 
a  large  amount  of  the  stock  of  the  Cleve- 
land Terminal  &  Valley  Railway  Company, 
and  advanced  large  sums  of  money  to  th&t 
company  byway  of  loans,  which  was  usei 
in  the  construction  of  tracks,  etc.,  adaptin: 
said  premises  more  fully  to  railroad  pur- 
poses; and  in  like  reliance  citizens  of  Cleve- 
land and  corporations  operating  in  the  citr 
had  made  improvements  on  land  adjacent  to 
said  real  estate,  as  aforesaid,  in  contem- 
plation of  its  use  for  railroad  purposes, 
and  upon  reliance  of  the  acquiescence  of 
said  state  therein;  that  by  the  passage  of 
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said  joint  resolution,  the  state  of  Ohio 
elected  to  waive,  and  did  wi^ive,  irrevocably 
any  and  all  right  which  it  might  tliereto- 
fore  have  had  to  object  to  the  execution  by 
the  governor  of  his  deed  of  October  31, 
1879,  as  well  as  to  the  execution  by  the 
city  of  Cleveland  of  the  lease,  and  to  the 
exercise  of  the  railway  companies  of  the 
things  .  of  which  complaint  is  made  in 
the  petition.  The  answer  further  pleads 
that  the  action  is  barred  by  §  6789,  Revised 
Statutes,  and  that  the  construction  of  the 
act  of  the  legislature  prayed  for  in  the  peti- 
tion would  result  in  the  impairment  of 
contracts  and  in  taking  of  property  of  the 
defendant  companies  without  due  process 
of  law. 

To  these  answers  demurrers  were  inter- 
posed in  the  circuit  court.  The  demurrers 
were  sustained,  and  a  judgment  of  ouster 
entered  in  conformity  with  the  prayer  of 
the  original  petition.  The  railway  com- 
panies prosecute  the  petition  in  error  here 
for  the  reversal  of  said  judgment. 

Messrs^  Kline,  Tolles,  &  Morley,  F.  A. 
Durban,  and  Robert  J.  King  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error. 

Messrs.  John  A.  Alburn,  Frank  Davis, 
Jr.,  and  David  K.  Watson,  with  Mr.  Tim- 
otliy  S.  Hogan,  Attorney  General,  for  de- 
fendant in  error: 

Since  it  is  admitted  that  the  state  was 
the  owner  in  fee  of  those  lands  on  April  29, 
1872,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  state 
continues  as  owner  in  fee,  unless  the  state 
has  clearly  and  unequivocally  parted  with 
all  its  title  to  such  lands. 

1  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  7th  ed.  565;  Blair 
V.  Chicago,  201  U.  S.  400,  60  L.  ed.  801,  26 
Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  427  J  Cleveland  Electric  R. 
Co.  V.  Cleveland,  204. U.  S.  116,  61  L.  ed. 
399,  27  Sup.  Ct.  Rep.  202;  Perrine  v. 
Chesapeake  &  D.  Canal  Co.  9  How.  172,  13 
L.  ed.  92;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Canal 
Comrs.  21  Pa.  22;  New  Orleans  &  C.  R. 
Co.  V.  New  Orleans,  34  La.  Ann.  429. 

The  act  of  1872  granted  only  a  privilege, 
permit,  or  license  to  the  city  of  Cleveland, 
giving  the  city  authority  to  use  these  lands, 
but  not  a  title  in  the  lands. 

State  ex  rel.  Richards  v.  Pittsburgh,  C. 
C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  63  Ohio  St.  189,  41  N.  E. 
205;  Morrill  v.  Mackman,  24  Mich.  282,  9 
Am.  Rep.  124;  Stewart  v.  Cincinnati,  W. 
&  M.  R.  Co.  89  Mich.  315,  17  L.R.A.  539, 
50  N.  W.  852;  Smith  v.  Cheyenne,  3  Wyo. 
513,  31  Am.  St.  Rep.  122,  27  Pac.  807; 
Cook  V.  Stearns,  11  Mass.  533;  Wolfe  v. 
Frost,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  72;  Clark  v.  Gliddon. 
60  Vt.  702,  15  Atl.  358;  1  Waslib.  Real 
Prop.  398;  Rodefer  v.  Pittsburg,  0.  V.  & 
C.  R.  Co.  72  Ohio  St.  281,  70  L.R.A.  844,  74 
N.  E.  183;  Yeager  v.  Tuning,  79  Ohio  St.  ' 
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124,  19  L.R.A.(N.S.)  700,  128  Am.  St.  Rep. 
679,  86  N.  E.  657;  26  Cyc.  640;  Fowler  v. 
Delaplain,  79  Ohio  St.  286,  21  L.R.A.(N.S.) 
100,  87  N.  E.  260;  Malone  v.  Toledo,  28 
Ohio  St.  656,  34  Ohio  St.  541;  State  v. 
Snook,  63  Ohio  St.  521,  42  N.  E.  544 ;  State 
V.  Griftner,  61  Ohio  St.  201,  55  N.  E.  612; 
Miller  v.  Wisenberger,  61  Ohio  St.  683,  66 
N.  E.  454. 

When  the  city  of  Cleveland  transferred 
the  land  to  the  railroad  company  to  be 
used  for  the  purpose  of  a  railroad,  it  per- 
mitted the  use  of  the  land  for  a  purpose 
which  thwarted  and  defeated  the  purpose 
for  which  the  land  was  conveyed  to  the 
city  of  Cleveland. 

Amos  v.  State,  73  Ala.  601 ;  Spier  v.  Bak- 
er, 120  Cal.  370,  41  L.R.A.  196,  52  Pac. 
659;  Shepherd  v.  Helmers,  23  Kan.  608; 
llyerson  v.  Utley,  16  Mich.  277. 

Shauck,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Notwithstanding  obvious  and  important 
differences  between  the  case  here  presented, 
and  that  which  was  presented  in  State  ex 
rel.  Richards  v.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  53  Ohio  St.  189,  41  N.  E.  205,  some 
propositions  wliich  are  material  here,  and 
which  miglit  otherwise  be  regarded  as 
doubtful,  are  determined  in  that  case. 
Conclusions  material  to  this  case  which  are 
settled  in  that  and  in  other  cases,  and 
statutory  provisions  cited  in  the  briefs  of 
counsel,  may  be  stated  without  argi!iment 
as  being  no  longer  open  for  discussion. 
Their  statement  will  conduct  us  to  the 
points  in  the  present  case  entitled  to 
further  consideration.  The  propositions  to 
be  taken  as  established  are:  The  state  be- 
came the  owner  in  fee  of  all  the  lands, 
which  it  originally  used  in  the  construc- 
tion of  its  canal  system,  including  the  lands 
in  controversy.  Quo  warranto  will  lie  to 
protect  the  interest  of  the  stale  in  lands 
so  acquired.  The  circuit  court  of  Franklin 
county  had  jurisdiction  of  the  subject  of 
the  action.  No  limitation  bars  the  ac- 
tion, since  it  does  not  seek  the  forfeiture 
of  a  charter,  or  to  prevent  the  exercise  of 
a  power  or  franchise  under  its  cliartcr. 
The  statutes  of  tlje  state  empower  the  attor- 
ney general  to  make  this  relation  without 
further  authorization.  To  test  the  rights 
asserted  by  the  railway  companies  under 
the  lease  from  the  city  of  Cleveland,  it  is 
not  necessary  that  the  city  be  joined  as  a 
party,  and  the  deed  of  the  governor  to  the 
t'itv  of  Cleveland  is  valid  and  effective  onlv 
so  far  as  it  is  authorized  by  the  act  of 
April  29,  1872  (09  Ohio  Laws,  p.  182), 
or  ratified  by  subsequent  acts  of  the  state. 
The  cape  cited  (State  ex  rel.  Richards 
V.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.)    pre- 
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sents  not  only  points  of  resemblance,  but 
points  of  difference,  which  are  of  not  less 
legal  importance.  That  case  affirmed  the 
authority  of  the  state  by  a  proceeding  in 
quo  warranto  to  preserve  and  protect  an 
interest  which  it  retained  in  lands,  notwith- 
standing its  previous  grant  of  a  mere  ease- 
ment. It  is  no  authority  whatever  for  the 
statement  that  such  an  action  may  be  maii^ 
tained  in  a  case  where  the  state  has  no 
interest  whatever  to  protect;  and  it  leaves 
the  question  of  the  state's  interest  in  the 
present  case  wholly  unaffected.  In  the 
present  case  the  grant  in  controversy  was 
upon  a  valuable  consideration;  in  the  for- 
m'er  case  it  was  upon  no  consideration  what- 
ever. In  that  case  notliing  was  granted 
but  an  easement.  In  the  present  case  the 
act  of  the  general  assembly  provided  that 
"the  governor  on  behalf  of  the  state,  being 
satisfied  that  said  connection  has  been  so 
made  and  approved  and  accepted  by  the 
board  of  public  works,  shall  execute  and 
deliver  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  a  grant  of 
all  the  interest  of  the  state  in  that  part 
of  said  Ohio  canal  herein  described,  to  be 
forever  used  and  occupied  by  said  city,  as 
its  council  shall  determine,  for  any  and  all 
the  purposes  before  mentioned."  And  the 
governor,  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  so 
conferred  upon  him,  did  "give,  grant,  and 
forever  quitclaim  unto  the  city  of  Cleveland 
and  its  assigns,  all  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  the  state  of  Ohio"  in  that  part 
of  the  canal.  In  the  case  cited  the  city  of 
Cincinnati  vacated  and  abandoned  Pearl 
street,  which  was  a  prominent  portion  of 
the  grant;  whereas,  here  the  city  has  re- 
served the  right  to  cross  the  premises 
leased  to  the  railway  company  for  such 
streets  as  it  may  desire  to  establish,  with- 
out the  payment  of  compensation  therefor, 
and  it  is  continuing  in  the  exercise  of 
that  right.  In  that  case  nothing  occurred 
after  the  making  of  the  grant  wliereby  the 
state  could  be  said  to  be  estopped  from  the 
assertion  of  the  rights  wliich  it  claimed, 
except  the  legal  estoppel  arising  from  its 
deed  and  the  enactment  by  which  it  was 
supposed  to  be  authorized;  whereas,  here 
are  numerous  acts  out  of  which,  by  familiar 
doctrines  of  equity,  estoppels  arise  against 
the  prosecution  of  this  action  by  the  state, 
if  equitable  estoppels  may  be  pleaded 
against  the  sovereign. 

Moreover,  the  obvious  attempt  of  the 
general  assembly  by  a  joint  resolution  to 
determine  the  present  controversy  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  presents  an  aspect  of  the  case  that 
was  not  there  present.  It  should  not  need 
the  citation  of  authorities  to  establish  the 
proposition  that  a  joint  resolution  is  not  an  I 
act  of  legislation,  and  that  it  cannot  be  ' 
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effective  for  any  purpose  for  which  an  exer- 
cise of  legislative  power  is  neoess&ry,  and 
if  a  revesting  of  the  title  to  these  lands 
in  the  state  had  occurred  by  reason  of  the 
transactions  between  the  city  and  the  rail- 
way companies,  it  should  be  conceded  that 
the  exercise  of  legislative  power  would  be 
necessary  to  waive  the  right  so  revesting. 
But  the  action  of  the  legislature  in  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  committee  to  consider  and 
report  on  the  subject  of  the  present  con- 
troversy, the  consideration  given  to  the 
subject  and  the  report  of  that  committee, 
followed  by  the  joint  resolution,  served 
very  conclusively,  to  show  the  knowledge  of 
the  state  during  all  the  period  of  its  ac- 
quiescence in  the  assertion  by  the  city  of 
Cleveland  and  the  plaintiffs  in  error  of  the 
rights  that  are  now  challenged. 

In  support  of  the  judgment  below,  it  is 
urged  that  an  estoppel  cannot  be   pleaded 
against  the   state,   and  very  much    of  the 
brief  of  the  defendant  in  error  is  devoted  to 
supporting  that .  proposition.     This  portion 
of    the    brief   shows    conclusively    that    bj 
established  law  the  statute  of  limitations 
does  not  bar  an  action  of  this  character: 
that  mere  laches  cannot  be  pleaded  against 
its  prosecution,  and  that  all  persons  deal- 
ing with  public  officials  must  take  notice 
of  the  extent  of  their  authority;   but  none 
of  these  propositions,  nor  all  of  them  com- 
bined, are  equivalent  to  the  proposition  that 
when   the   general   assembly   of  the   state, 
which  is  vested  with  all  l^islative  power, 
and  which  is  the  source  of  power  in  eases 
of  this  character,  actively  participates   in 
the  encouragement  of  a  course  of  dealing 
resting  upon  an  assumed  state  of  facts,  the 
state  does  not  thereby  become  bound.     Un- 
questionably  the   general    assembly    repre- 
sented the  state  in  this  matter,  and  in  both 
the  original  act  and  in  the  subsequent  act 
under  which  the  plaijntiffs  in  error  expended 
money  for  establishing  the  boundaries  of 
the  premises  conveyed,  its  concurrence  and 
acquiescence    with   the    knowledge    clearly 
imputed  to  it  serves  to  bind  the  state,  for 
in  this  respect  the  state  was  acting,  not  in 
its    capacity    as    a   sovereign,    but    in    its 
proprietary  capacity  as  the  owner  of  lands, 
and  when   it  acts   in  that   capacity    it  is 
bound  by  the  same  rules  as  those  which 
it  applies  to  its  citizens.    Nothing  presented 
casts  doubt  upon  the  correctness  of  the  Tiev 
thus  comprehensively  stated  by  Ranney.  J- 
in  State  v.  Buttles,  3  Ohio  St  309:   ^We 
agree    .    .    .    when   she    [the    state]    ap- 
pears as  a  suitor  in  her  courts  to  enforce 
Jier  rights  of  property,  she  comes  shorn  of 
her  attributes  of  sovereignty,  and  as  a  bodv 
politic,  capable  of  contracting,  suing,  and 
iiolding  property,  is  subject  to  those  rul» 
of  justice  and  right  which  in  her  sovereign 
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character  she  has  prcBcribed  for  the  goTern- 
ment  of  her  people."  In  State  ex  rel. 
Richarda  v.  Pittahurgh,  C.  G.  k  St.  L.  R. 
Co.  supra,  it  was  said:  'This  question 
of  jurisdiction  does  not  so  much  concern 
the  ultimate  rights  of  the  parties  as  it 
does  methods  of  procedure.  The  right  of 
suitors  respecting  the  subject-matter  in 
dispute  will  be  determined  by  applying  to 
the  facts,  when  ascertained,  the  same  princi- 
ples and  rules  of  law,  whether  the  action 
was  commenced  in  this  court  in  quo  war- 
ranto or  in  the  court  of  common  pleas  by  a 
real  action."  A  consequence  which  follows 
the  application  of  this  doctrine  to  the  pres- 
ent case  is  that  the  state  must  fail  in 
its  action  for  want  of  a  provision  in  the 
act  and  a  stipulation  in  the  deed  for  the 
revesting  of  title  in  the  state,  if  the  prop- 
erty should  be  used  for  a  forbidden  purpose. 

The  theory  upon  which  the  suit  is  pros- 
ecuted is  that  the  designation  of  purposes 
for  streets,  etc.,  in  the  act  providing  for 
the  grant  to  the  city  of  Cleveland  and  car- 
ried into  the  terms  of  the  governor's  deed, 
operated  as  limitation  upon  the  rights  of 
the  city  and  its  assigns,  to  use  the  prem- 
ises for  other  purposes,  and  that  the  devo- 
tion of  the  property  to  the  uses  contem- 
plated by  the  lease  of  the  city  to  the  rail- 
way company  operated  as  a  perversion. 
But  the  state  in  its  proprietary  capacity 
is  amenable — if  we  assume  that  there  was 
a  departure  from  the  designated  use — to 
the  rule  well  established  in  this  state  that, 
however  it  may  be  with  respect  to  deeds 
of  gift,  where  deeds  rest  upon  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  a  statement  of  induce- 
ments or  purpose  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
property  granted  is  disregarded,  title  will 
not  revest  in  the  grantor  unless  it  be  in 
pursuance  of  a  stipulation  in  the  grant  that 
it  shall  revest. 

In  the  case  of  Ashland  v.  Greiner,  58 
Ohio  St.  67,  50  N.  E.  99,  where  in  the  opin- 
ion deeds  of  gift  were  expressly  excluded 
from  consideration,  the  case  being  one  of 
grant  upon  consideration,  it  was  said  in  the 
second  proposition  of  the  syllabus:  "As 
said  deed  had  no  words  of  forfeiture  or  re- 
entry, the  diverting  of  said  lands  to  uses 
and  purposes  other  than  those  expressed  in 
the  deed  did  not  in  legal  effect  revest  title 
to  said  lands  in  the  grantor  or  his  heirs." 
Why  should  it  have  such  effect  in  the  pres- 
ent case?  If  by  the  terms  of  the  grant  to 
the  city  of  Cleveland  the  state  has  devested 
itself  of  all  interest  in  the  lands  conveyed, 
in  what  respect  would  it  be  benefited  by 
an  observance  of  the  uses  that  were  in 
mind  at  the  time  of  tlie  execution  of  the 
grant?  But  here  is  no  perversion  of  a 
trust,  or  departure  from  the  purposes  in 
contemplation.  For  this  conclusion,  Malone 
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V.  Toledo,  28  Ohio  St.  643,  is  ample  au- 
thority. That  case  arose  out  of  the  dis- 
position of  lands  which  the  state  bad  ac- 
quired for  canal  purposes,  and  which  it 
originally  held  by  a  title  differing  in  no 
sense  from  that  by  which  it  held  those  here 
in  controversy.  That  title,  as  is  there  held, 
was  a  title  in  fee  simple.  As  the  basis  of 
the  decision  in  that  ease,  notice  was  taken 
of  the  familiar  use  of  premises  by  streets 
and  railroads  in  common,  and  it  was  said 
railroads'  cross  highways,  and  no  one  has 
ever  supposed  that  this  was  such  an  aban- 
donment of  the  highway  as  that  the  soil 
reverted  to  the  original  owner.  All  the 
uses  to  which  'it  was  expected  at  the  time 
of  the  grant  that  these  lands  would  be  de- 
voted, and  all  the  uses  to  which  they  are 
now  devoted,  are  uses  of  like  character. 
This  conclusion  is  supported  by  other  cases 
cited,  as  well  as  by  the  reasons  involved. 

The  original  petition  in  the  case  and  the 
brief  of  the  defendant  in  error  wholly  ig- 
nore the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  be- 
tween the  state  and  the  city  of  Cleveland. 
Very  obviously  the  general  assembly  was 
of  the  opinion  that  the  substituted  connec- 
tion of  the  canal  with  the  Cuyahoga  river, 
which  the  city  was  required  to  construct  at 
its  own  expense,  acquiring  the  right  of 
way  therefore,  was  the  equivalent  to  the 
state  of  the  connection  over  the  lands 
granted  to  the  city.  The  making  of  that 
substituted  connection  was  a  valuable  con- 
sideration for  the  grant.  It  is  not  inti- 
mated that  the  state  was  in  any  way 
defrauded,  or  even  that  the  legislature  exer- 
cised an  erroneous  judgment  upon  that  sub- 
ject, and  yet  it  is  insisted  that  the  state,  re- 
taining all  that  it  received  in  tbe  way  of 
consideration  for  the  grant,  may  revoke 
the  grant.  Of  course,  there  is  assigned  no 
reason  equal  to  such  a  conclusion.  In 
Charles  River  Bridge  v.  Warren  Bridge,  11 
Pet.  4^,  9  L.  ed.  773,  Mr.  Justice  Story 
said :  "But  what,  I  repeat,  is  most  material 
to  be  stated  is  that  all  this  doctrine  in 
relation  to  the  King's  prerogative  of  hav- 
ing a  construction  in  his  own  favor  is  ex- 
clusively confined  to  cases  of  mere  donation,  * 
flowing  from  the  bounty  of  the  Crown. 
Whenever  the  grant  is  upon  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, the  rule  of  construction  ceases; 
and  the  grant  is  expounded  exactly  as  it 
would  be  in  the  case  of  a  private  grant, 
favorably  in  the  grantee.  Why  is  this  rule 
adopted?  Plainly,  because  the  grant  is  a 
contract,  and  is  to  be  interpreted  accord- 
ing to  its  fair  meaning.  It  would  be  to 
the  dishonor  of  tlie  government  tliat  it 
should  pocket  a  fair  consideration,  and  then 
quibble  as  to  the  obscurities  and  implica- 
tions of  its  own  contract." 

All  agree,  and   this  court  has  repeated 
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ly  decided  in  the  cases  cited  in  the  briefs, 
that  the  state  became  the  owner  in  fee 
simple  of  all  canal  lands  upon  their  con- 
struction. By  the  act  of  April  29,  1872,  the 
general  assembly  authorized  the  governor 
to  execute  and  deliver  to  the  city  of  Cleve- 
land a  grant  of  all  the  interest  of  the  state 
in  the  described  portion  of  the  canal,  and 
thereupon  the  governor,  being  satisfied,  ac- 
cording to  the  requirements  of  the  act,  that 
the  city  had  done  all  things  by  it  to  be 
done,  including  the  establishing  of  the  sub- 
stituted connection,  executed  to  the  city 
a  deed  whereby  he  did  for  divers  consider- 
ations convey  all  the  interest  of  the  state 
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to  the  city.  There  remains  in  the  state  no 
interest  in  the  lands  to  be  protected  bj  quo 
warranto,  the  title  of  the  city  is  an  nn- 
qualified  fee,  and  its  lease  to  the  railway 
company  is  valid.  It  cannot  be  necessary 
to  point  out  other  infirmities  in  the  case  ctf 
the  state. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed,  the  de- 
murrer to  the  petition  will  be  snatained. 
and  the  petition  dismissed. 

Davis,  Ch.  J.,  and  Price,  Johnson^  and 
Donahue,  J  J.,  concur. 

Spear,  J.,  dissents. 
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sumption of  another's  debt 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


704 


S50 


100 


ISl 


266 


271 
155 


454 


148 


671 


487 


116 


938 


752 


891 


874 


Banks. 

Liability  of  bank  directors  in  case  of 
•     bad  loans  or  investments  173 

When  Is  a  bank  deposit  special  847 

Right  to  preference  for  money  paid  to 
insolvent  ban^  for  draft  568 


Bills  and  notes. 

Set  off,  see  Set-Off  and  Counter- 
claim. 

Right  to  refuse  payment  of  draft  the 
proceeds  of  which  are  used  In  an 
illegal  transaction 

Failure  of  consideration  as  a  defense  to 
action  on  a  purchase  price  note 


1005 


988 


Bona  llde  pnrcl&aser. 

Of  check,  see  Checks. 

Bonds. 

Of  guardian,  see  Guardian  and  Ward. 

Liability  of.  oflicer's  bond  for  failure  to 
return  money  deposited  to  avoid  exe- 
cution of  writ 

Liability  of  government  or  other  public 
body  for  Its  own  obligations,  stolen 
from  it 

Payment  of  commissions  for  sale 
of  bonds  as  violating  requirement 
that  bonds  shall  not  be  sold  for  less 
than  par 

Bonndarles. 

Change  of  channel  as  change  of  state 
boundary 

Bribery. 

Who  Is  accomplice  in  bribery  case  with- 
in rule  requiring  corroboration  of 
testimony 


577 


444 


248 


200 


704 


Bridges. 

Interference    by    riparian   owner   with 
bridge  1218 

Bnlldinv   contracts. 

Measure    of    damages    for    defects    or 
omissions  In  performance  of  691 

Bnlldinva. 

Measure  of  damages  for  wrongful  in- 
junction restraining  erection  of  180 

Liability   for   injuries   caused   by   lack 
or  insufliciency  of  fire  escapes.  744 

1229 


1230 
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Bulk   sales. 

Remedy  of  creditors  where  sale  Is  made 
in  violation  of  bulk  sales  law  874 

Carriers. 

Liability  for  failure  to  notify  passenger 
when  and  where  to  change  cars  668 

Carrier's  liability  for  injury  to  passen- 
ger  from   door   of   yehlcle.  878 

Duty  o^  carrier  of  passengers  to  keep 
steps  of  car  free  from  slippery  sub- 
stances other  than  snow  and  ice         419 

Liability  of  carrier  for  Injury  to  preg- 
nant woman  by  seeing  lunatic  on 
train  647 

Duty  to  stop  train  or  car  for  article 
dropped  by  passenger  818 

Duty  of  carrier  as  to  condition  of  place         , 
used  as  flag  station  558 

Household  goods  or  supplies  as  baggage    684 

Bight  of  one  who  is  to  be  notified  of 
arrival  of  goods  consigned  to  an- 
other, to  maintain  action  against  car- 
rier 809 

Duty  of  carrier  to  hasten  shipment  or 
take  other  precaution  to  prevent  loss 
threatened  without  any  antecedent 
fault  on  Its  part  640 

Bight  to  exclude  undesirable  hackmen, 
draymen,  etc.,  from  depot  126 

Chattel   mortvave. 

Foreclosure  of  chattel  mortgage  when 
property  Is  out  of  state  627 

Clteeks. 

Action  by  drawee  essential  to  terminate 
drawer's  right  to  stop  payipent  of 
check  655 

Bona  fides  of  purchaser  of  check  as 
alfected  by  his  knowledge  that  there 
are  no  funds  to  meet  it  1207 

Churches. 

Sale  of  liquors  near,  see  IirroziCATiHO 

Liquors. 
In  general,  see  Rblxgioub  Socistxbb. 

Commeree. 

What  constitutes  an  original  or  un- 
broken package  1061 

Commercial  traveler. 

See  Pbincipal  and  Aosnt. 

Commissions. 

Payment  of,  for  sale  of  bonds,  as 
violating  requirement  that  bonds 
shall  not  be  sold  for  less  than  par    248 


Commvnity    property. 

Liability  to  succession  tax 

Comparative  Injnrjr* 

See  Injunction. 

Compensation. 

Of  officers,  see  OrricuBS. 

Confidence  vame. 

See  Falsb  Pbbtsnsks. 
no  L."R.A.(N.S.) 


1107 


Consideration. 

Failure  of,  as  defense  to  action  od  a 
purchase  price  note 


938 


Constitntional   law. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  making 
owner  personally  liable  to  laboreri 
or  materialmen  because  of  noncom- 
pliance with  provisions  for  their  pro- 
tection 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  in  rela- 
tion to  vital  sUtistlcs  1015 

Contenapt. 

Refusal  to  restore  money  or  property 
secured  under  Judgment  sabsequently 
reversed  or  set  aside,  as  contempt     1100 


Contractoi 

Constitutionality  of  statute  making 
owner  personally  liable  to  laborers  or 
materialmen  because  of  noncom* 
pliance  with  provisions  for  their  pro- 
tection. 

Contracts. 

As  to  damages,  see  Damagss. 

Who  may  maintain  action  on,  see 
Partivs. 

Liability  of  municipality  or  other  pub- 
lic corporation  on  implied  contract 

Liability  of  municipality  upon  Implied 
contract  for  labor  performed  or  serr* 
ices  accepted  by  it 

Necessity  of  consideration  to  sustain 
ratification  of  unauthorlaed  alter- 
ation 

Validity  of  •  agreement  by  which  com- 
pensation is  dependent  on  success  in 
procuring  contract  with  public  ofllcer 
or  board 

Effect  of  landlord's  knowledge  that 
tenant  intends  to  use  premises  in  vio- 
lation of  law 

Right  to  refuse  payment  of  draft  the 
proceeds  of  which  are  used  la  an 
illegal  transaction 

Salesmen's  right  to  recover  compensa- 
tion as  affected  by  employment  of 
improper  methods  to  make  sales 

Termination  of  contract  of  employ- 
ment by  death 

Corporations. 

Liability  for  acts  of  special  police 
ofilcer  appointed  by  public  authority 

Personal  liability  of  officer  or  director 
of  corporation  for  personal  injuries 
form  torts  in  connection  with  its 
business 

Priority  as  between  lien  of  corporation 
and  pledgee  or  bona  fide  purchaser 
of  corporate  stock 

Right  of  preferred  stock  to  preference 
as  to  capital 

Inherent  Jurisdiction  of  equity,  inde- 
pendently of  statute,  at  the  instance 
of  stockholder,  to  appoint  receiver  or 
wind  up  a  corporation  because  of 
mismanagement  or  fraud  in  Its  offi- 
cers 


« 


4S 


ISl 


747 


1104 


1005 


1149 


118: 


122 


901 
1007 


1032 


Counties. 

Division  of,  as  affecting  its  assets  and 
liabilities  ^ 
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Courts. 

Power  of  court  to  review  action  of  gov- 
ernor in  remoTlng  officer  783 

Jurisdiction  of  estate  of  inmate  of  Fed- 
eral home  or  institution  5S6 

Jurisdiction  of  homicide  where  mortal 
wound  is  inflicted  in  one  state  or 
country  and  death  occurs  in  another    822 


Covenaata. 

Liability  of  covenantor  in  conveyance  of 
real  property  for  expenses  of  success- 
ful defense 


67 


Criminal  law. 

Bail  in  capital  cases  752 

Presumption  of  guilt  from  flight  68 

Who  Is  accomplice  In  bribery  case  with- 
in rule  requiring  corroboration  of 
testimony  704 

Criminal  responsibility  of  municipality 
for  maintaining  or  permitting  a  nui- 
sance 411 

Permitting  hostile  crowd  In  court  room 
as  denial  of  fair  trial  667 

Acquittal  of  crime  as  a  bar  to  a  subse- 
quent prosecution  of  defendant  for 
perjury  committed  on  the  former  trial     385 

Power  of  court  to  suspend  sentence  or 
stay  execution  of  sentence  242 

Danaires. 

Remittitur,  see  Tsuh, 

Measure  of  damages  for  removal  of 
telephone  651 

Measure  of  damages  for  defects  or 
omissions  in  the  performance  of  a 
building  contract  591 

Measure  of  damages  for  wrongful  in- 
junction restraining  erection  of  build- 
ing 180 

When  verdict  in  action  for  assault  set 
aside  for  inadequacy  of  487 

Is  minor's  right  to  damage  for  the 
negligent  killing  of  parent  limited  to 
the  period  of  minority  1156 

Deatli. 

Is  minor's  right  to  damage  for  negli- 
gent killing  of  parent  limited  to 
period  of  minority  1156 

Termination  of  contract  of  employment 
by  1187 

Descent  and  diatrl|»vtlon. 

Effect  of  conveyance  and  reconveyance 
of  estate  acquired  by  Inheritance 
upon  its  course  of  descent  055 

Upon  whom  does  the  liability  of  an 
heir  or  devisee  for  his  decedent's 
debts  devolve  at  his  own  death  689 

Homicide  as  affecting  devolution  of 
property  1088 

Desertion.    . 

As  ground  for  divorce,  see  Dxvoxca. 

District  and   proseentlitflr  attorneys. 

Right  of  prosecuting  attorney  to  com- 
pensation from  Individual  81 
39  L.R^.(N.S.) 


DiTorce   and   separation. 

Effect  of,  on  rights  of  benefldary  In 
Insurance  policy  870 

Effort  by  one  spouse  to  induce  the 
other  to  return  home  as  a  condition 
of  desertion  by  the  latter  1118 

Condonation  of  desertion  1181 

Desertion  or  cruelty  as  a  recriminatory 
defense  to  subsequent  adultery  1185 

Applicability  of  statutory  provision  for 
restoration  of  property  In  case  of 
divorce,  to  voluntary  gifts  or  convey- 
ances 198 


Doirs. 

Character  of  dog  tax 


Dower  In  conditional  estates 


155 


807 


Exclusion  of,  from  depot 


Draft. 

Right  to  preference  for  money  paid  to 
insolvent  bank  for  568 


126 


Dmirs  and  drngrvists. 

Does  the  fact  that  a  drug  clerk  Is  a 
licensed  pharmacist  relieve  his  em- 
ployer from  liability  for  his  )iegll- 
gence  or  lack  of  skill  275 

Bleetions. 

Power  to  determine  eligibility  to  oflice 
of  one  nominated  at  primary  election    826 

BlectrieitT. 

Liability  of  electric  company  for  In- 
Jury  by  wire  strung  by  a  third  person 
to  connect  with  its  system  1046 

Bminent  domain. 

Right  to  take  private  property  for  pub- 
lic use  without  compensation  on  the 
theory  that  it  has  been  abandoned      1029 

Eqnitable   conversion. 

See  Wills. 

Bstoppel. 

Knowledge  by  vendor  of  falsity  of  his 
misstatements  as  to  title  as  a  con- 
dition of  equitable  estoppel  against 
him  500 

Evidence. 

May  negligence  be  inferred  from  mere 
fact  that  a  horse  runs  away  574 

Inference  of  intent  to  sell  intoxicating 
liquor  from  possession  534 

Presumption  as  to  time  of  alteration  in 
written  instrument  and  its  effect  on 
burden  of. proof  100 

Production  of  bill  of  sale  as  repelling 
inference  or  presumption  of  guilt 
from  possession  of  recently  stolen 
property  820 

Flight  as  creating  presumption  of 
guilt  68 

Who  is  accomplice  in  bribery  case  with- 
in the  rule  requiring  corroboration  of 
testimony  704 
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Execvtors  and  administrator*. 

Jurisdiction  of  estate  of  Inmate  of 
Federal  home  or  institution  586 

Right  of  domiciliary  administrator  to 
sue  on  judgment  In  another  state  430 

Bxemptlons. 

From  taxes,  see  Taxes. 

False  Imprisonment. 

Detention  of  one  as  .witness  as  false 
Imprisonment  503 

False  pretenses. 

Illegal  intent  of  prosecutor  as  affecting 
guilt  in  obtaining  property  by  false 
pretense  or  confidence  game  423 

Fire   department. 

Firemen  as.  servants  or  agents  of  owner 
of  burning  property  237 

■ 

Fire  escapes. 

See  Buildings. 

Firemen. 

As  servants  or  agents  of  owner  of 
burning  property  237 

Fires. 

Duty  of  railroad  or  street  railway  com- 
pany to  avoid  Interference  with  ex- 
tinguishment of  flre  20 

Firemen  as  servants  or  agents  of  owner 
of  burning  property  287 


Flav  station. 

Duty  of  carrier  as  to 

Fllvl&t. 

Presumption  of  guilt  from 


658 


58 


Food. 

Right  to  regulate  time  of  payment 
therefor  as  incident  to  authority  to 
make  rules  and  regulations  as  to  test- 
ing foods  686 

Frand    and    deceit. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppu*. 
May  fraud  be  predicated  of  misstate- 
ment as  to  title  to  real  property         1140 

Fraudulent    conveyances. 

Remedy  of  creditors  where  sale  Is  made 
In  violation  of  bulk  sales  law  874 

FrlflTlit. 

Of  passenger,  see  Cabbiers. 

Gift. 

Restoration  of,  on  divorce  198 

Governor. 

Roview  by  court  of  action  in  removing 
officer  788 


Gnnrnnty. 

When  is  a  ^nranty  a  continuing  one 
:Jt»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


724 


Guardian  and  'ward. 

Liability  of  sureties  on  guardian's  bond 
for  defalcation  prior  to  the  executiOD 
thereof  961 

Onllt. 

Presumption  of,  see  Evidbkcb. 


Hackmen. 

Exclusion  of,  from  depot 


126 


Hlfflivrays. 

Injury  on  otherwise  than  by  defect,  see 
Negliqknce. 

Will  breach  of  contract  with  monic- 
ipality  to  keep  a  street  or  highway 
in  repair  sustain  an  action  by  a  per- 
son injured  directly  against  the  con- 
tractor 1112 

Duty  to  remove  snow  or  ice  from 
cross  walks  1167 

Liabllty  of  municipality  for  personaj 
injuries  by  trees  405 

Care  required  from  one  of  defective 
sight,  in  using  streets  1055 


Homicide. 

As  affecting  devolution  of  property 
Jurisdiction  of  homicide  where  mortal 
wound  is  inflicted  in  one  state  or 
country  and  death  occurs  in  another 
Is  one  assisting  relative  in  peril  bound 
by  latter's  act  in  bringing  on  diffi- 
culty 

Horses. 

Presumption  of  negligence  from  run- 
away 

Husband  and  wife.  ^ 

As  to  divorce,  see  Divobce  and  Sbfa- 

BATION. 

As  witnesses,  see  Witnesses. 

Lease  as  encumbrance  or  conveyance 
within  statute  requiring  Joinder  or 
consent  of  spouse 

Liability  of  community  property  to  suc- 
cession tax 

Ice. 

Duty  to  remove  from  cross  walks 

Incompetent  persons. 

Power  of  court  or  guardian  of  incompe- 
tent or  habitual  drunkard  to  consent 
to  conveyance  by  trustee  under  a 
trust  requiring  consent  by  cestni  que 
trust 


108S 


822 


671 


574 


t>io 


1101 


llCl 


39 


Infants. 

Authority  to  bind  parent  by  contracts 
other  than  those  for  necessaries  SSi 

Enlistment  in  army,  navy,  or  militia 
without  parent's  consent  4^4 

Is  minor's  right  to  damage  for  negli- 
gent killing  of  parent  limited  to 
period  of  minority  H^ 

Duty  to  guard  against  injury  to  tresp 
passing  children  by  fire  10^ 


Inheritance  t 

See  Taxes. 
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Injnnetios. 

Doctrine  of  comparative  Injury  In  suit 
to  enjoin  nuisance 

Doctrine  of  comparative  injury  in  suit 
to  enjoin  infringement  of  patent 

Right  to  preliminary  injunction  which 
would  have  effect  of  transferring  pos- 
session of  property  from  defendant 
to  plaintiff 

Measure  of  damages  for  wrongful  in- 
junction restraining  erection  of  build- 
ing 


580 


81 


180 


What  acts  with  respect  to  baggage  of 
an  intending  guest  will  initiate  the 
relation  of  innkeeper  and  guest  so  as 
to  create  liability  for  its  loss  or 
injury  1085 

InsolT-ency. 

Of  bank,  see  Banks. 


Inauratiee. 

Duty  to  notify  Insurer  of  facts  which 
develop  after  submission  of  appli- 
cation, but  before  delivery  of  policy 
or  certificate 

From  what  time  does  notice  of  cancel- 
ation of  fire  insurance  become  effect- 
ive 

Constructive  tot&l  loss  of  insured  build- 
ing 

Effect  of  divorce  on  rights  of  benefi- 
ciary under  Insurance  policy  or  bene- 
fit certificate 


951 


820 


1182 


870 


584 


Intoxicating  Manors. 

Presumption  of  Intent  to  sell,  from 
possession 

Sale  by  others  than  retail  saloon  keep- 
ers as  violation  of  statute  forbidding 
sale  within  given  distance  of  school 
or  church  815 

Inverse  order  of  allenatlOB. 

Bee  MosTOAOi. 

Jeopardy. 

See  CBimxrAL  LAW. 

Jndves. 

Membership  In  bar  association  as  dis- 
qualification of  Judge  to  preside  at 
disbarment  proceedings  instituted  by 
association  H^ 


Jvdflrment. 

Refusal  to  restore  money  «r  property 
secured  under  Judgment  subsequently 
reversed  or  set  aside,  as  contempt 

Extraterritorial  effect  of  Judgment 
awarding  custody  of  children  upon 
divorce  of  parents 

CoiK^lusiveness  of  Judgment  as  affected 
by  subsequent  events  disproving  the 
ground  on  which  it  rested 


Labels. 

Law  as  to  union  labels 

Labor  orgranlaatlon*. 

Law  as  to  union  labels 


1100 


1190 


1100 


088 


972 


Jnry. 

Denial    of   Jury    trial    simply   because 
matters  In  issue  are  complicated 

Waiver    of    property    qualification     of 
Juror 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


45 


967 


Landlord  and  tenant. 

Effect  of  landlord's  knowledge  that 
tenant  intends  to  use  premises  in  vio- 
lation of  law  1104 

Bight  to  shut  off  water  from  whole 
building  because  of  one  tenant's 
delinquency  814 

Bight  of  tenants  to  use  walls  for  adver- 
tising purposes  850 

Liability  for  rent  as  affected  by  fact 
that  property  cannot  be  devoted  to 
use  intended  without  alteration  to 
conform  to  police  regulations  804 

Larceny. 

Production  of  bill  of  sale  as  repelling 
Inference  or  presumption  of  guilt 
from  possession  of  recently  stolen 
property  820 

Leaae. 

In  general,  see  Lindlobd  and  Tihaht. 

As  encumbrance  or  conveyance  within 
statute  requiring  Joinder  or  consent 
of  spouse  876 

Lleenae. 

Warehouse  used  exdnsively  for  owner's 
goods  or  products  as  subject  of  li- 
cense tax  808 

Lfeenseea. 

Negligence  toward,  see  Naouonrca 

Liens. 

Mechanics'  liens,  see  MacHJiincs'  Libhs. 

Right  of  one  not  in  the  storage  busi- 
ness to  a  common-law  lien  for  storage 
charge  HW 

Limitation  of  aetlona. 

Effect  of  statutory  bar  of  action  for 
purchase  money  upon  right  to  enforce 
vendor's  lien  1171 

Concealment  of  Identity  by  change  of 
name  as  Interrupting  statute  of  limi- 
tations 741 

Live  atock. 

Liability  for  killing  or  Injuring  on  rail- 
road track  271 

Power  of  municipality  to  prohibit  keep- 
ing of  266 

Mallclona  proaeentlon. 

For  wrongful  search  of  premises  205 

When  is  an  action  sufficiently  at  an 
end  to  support  a  suit  for  malicious 
prosecution  1215 

Mandamns. 

Mandamus  to  compel  performance  of 
continuous  acts  or  control  general 
course  of  ofllcial  conduct  810 

78 


1234 
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Maraballnir  assets  and  securities. 

Order  of  sale  of  parcels  on  foreclosure 
of  mortgage,  see  Mobtgagb. 

Right  of  junior  creditor  to  compel 
paramount  creditor  to  resort  pri- 
marily to  property  of  third  person 
which  may  be  subjected  to  payment 
of  his  claim 

Master  and  servant. 

Termination  of  contract  of  employ- 
ment by  death  of  one  of  the  parties 

Constitutionality  of  statute  making 
owner  personally  liable  to  laborers 
or  materialmen  because  of  noncom- 
pliance with  provisions  for  their 
protection 

Liability  of  municipality  for  injury  by 
employee  engaged  In  removing  ref- 
use 

Liability  of  private  person  or  corpora- 
tion for  acts  of  special  police  officer 
appointed  by  public  authority 

Liability  of  automobile  owner  for  negli- 
gence of  chauffeur  furnished  by  third 
person 

Mecbanies'  liens. 

Mortgagee  as  owner  within  mechanics* 
lien  laws 


1000 


1187 


Of  mortgage,  see  Mortgagb. 

Militia. 

Enlistment  of  minor  without  parent's 
consent  in  army,  navy,  or  militia 

Mortvave. 

Reformation  of  mortgage  after  fore- 
closure 

Mortgagee  as  owner  within  mechanics* 
lien  laws 

Merger  of  mortgage  by  conveyance  from 
mortgagor  to  mortgagee  or  revival 
thereof  after  such  conveyance,  whdre 
there  are  intermediate  encumbrances 
upon   the   property 

Right  of  mortgagee  to  enforce  pur- 
chaser*s  promise  to  pay  the  mortgage 
where  the  grantee  or  promisee  was 
not  himself  liable 

Rule  as  to  Inverse  order  of  alienation 
as  afiTectod  by  assumption  of  mort- 
gage debt 

Effect  of  foreclosure  of  one  of  several 
simultaneous  mortgages  upon  the 
others 


868 


649 


122 


933 


84 


454 


90 
84 


834 


151 


359 


524 


Municipal    corporations. 

Liability  for  injury  on  highway,  see 
Highways. 

Division  of  territory  of  municipality, 
town,  or  county  as  affecting  its  assets 
and  liabilities,  In  absence  of  statute 
on  the  point  285 

Power  of,  to  remove  officer  in  absence 
of  statute  519 

Power  of  municipality  to  prohibit  keep- 
ing of  live  stock  206 

Liability  of.  upon  implied  contract       43,  72 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Liability  of  municipality  f6r  injury  li| 
employee  engaged  in  removing  ref- 
use 

Liability  for  its  own  obligations  stolen 
from  it 

Criminal  responsibility  for  malntaia- 
ing  or  permitting  a  nuisance 


649 


444 


411 


Change  of,  as  interruptlnj;  statnte  of 
limitations  741 

Neirlivenee. 

Personal  liability  of  corporate  olBcen 

for,  see  Corpobations. 
In  sale  of  drugs,  see  Dbuos  ahd  Dkdo- 

gists. 
Presumption  of,  see  Etidencel 
Of  person  injured  on  defective  street, 

see  Highways. 
Duty  to  guard  against  injury  to  tret- 

passing  children  by  fire  lOSS 

Duty  of  owner  of  land  which  licensees 

are    accustomed    to   cross,    to   guard 

against    injuries    in    consequence   of 

changes  In  the  conditions 
Forgetfulness  of  obstacle  or  defect  as 

contributory   negligence 
Duty   of   pedestrian   when   crossing  or 

traveling  public  street  to  avoid  pass- 
ing teams 


217 


m 


481 


Ne^r  trial. 

When  verdict  in  action  for  assault  set 
aside  for  Inadequacy  of  damages 

Nuisance. 

Doctrine  of  comparative  injury  In  salt 
to  enjoin 

Criminal  responsibility  of  municipalltr 
for  maintaining  or  permitting  a  nui- 
sance 

Ofllcers. 

Bonds  of,  see  Bonos. 

Mandamus  to,  see  Mandamus. 

Validity  ot  agreement  by  which  coifr 
pensatlon  is  dependent  on  success  in 
procuring  contract  with  public  officer 
or  board 

Right  of  prosecuting  attorney  to  coin- 
pensation  from  individual 

Review  by  court  of  governor's  action  in 
removing  officer 

Power  of  town  or  municipality  to  re- 
move officer  In  absence  of  statutoiy 
authority 

Origrinal  packaires. 

See    COMMBBCB. 

Parent   and   cliild. 

Authority  of  child  to  bind  parent  bj 
contracts  other  than  those  for  neces- 
saries 

Enlistment  of  Infant  in  army,  navy,  or 
militia  without  parent's  consent 

Is  minor's  right  to  damage  for  negli- 
gent killing  of  parent  limited  to 
period  of  minority 


4S7 


411 


747 


81 


7g<i 


519 


S81 


45( 


115« 
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Parol    trvst. 

See  Tbusts. 

Parties. 

Will  breach  of  contract  with  municipal- 
Itj  to  keep  a  street  or  highway  In 
repair  sustain  an  action  by  a  person 
Injured  directly  against  the  contract- 
or 

Character  of  contract  as  affecting  right 
of  undisclosed  principal  to  sue  there- 
on 

Right  of  one  who  Is  to  be  notified  of  ar- 
rlyal  of  goods  consigned  to  another, 
to  maintain  action  against  carrier 

Partition. 

Partition  of  railroad  right  of  way 

Partnership. 

Bankruptcy  of,  see  Bankbuftct. 

Patents. 

Doctrine  of  comparatlre  injury  In  suit 
to  enjoin  Infringement  of 


False  swearing  where  no  oath,  or  the 
particular  one  administered,  was  not 
required,  as  perjury 


Of  corporate  stock,  see  Cobporatioks. 
Effect  of  surrender  of  pledged   prop- 
erty upon  rights  of  pledgee 

Poliee. 

Liability  of  prlTate  i>erson  or  corpora- 
tion for  acts  of  special  police  officer 
appointed  by  public  authority 

Poor   and   poor   la^vrs.^ 

Bight  to  compensation  from  public  for 
relief  furnished  poor  person.  In  cases 
not  provided  for  by  law,  or  where 
there  has  been  no  compliance  with 
statutory  prerequisites 

Liability  to  poor  person  for  failure  to 
furnish,  or  negligence  in  furnishing, 
relief 

Preference. 

In  assets  of  insolyent  bank,  see  Bakks. 
Of  preferred  stock,  see  Cobpobatxons. 


aptions. 

See  Etidbncb. 

Principal  and   avent. 

Extent  of  a  commercial  traveler's  im- 
plied or  ostensible  authority  to  war 
rant  goods 

Character  of  contract  as  affecting 
right  of  undisclosed  principal  to  sue 
thereon 

Salesmen's  right  to  recover  compensa- 
tion as  affected  by  employment  of 
Improper  methods  to  make  sales 

Principal  and  sarety. 

As  to  bonds  generally,  see  Bonds. 
Extension  of  time  by  attorney  ns  dis- 
charging surety 
r>y  L.R.A,(N.S.) 
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824 


809 


688 


96 


886 


122 


161 


168 


1151 


824 


1149 


Priority. 

Between  Hen  of  corporation  and  pledgee 
or  bona  fide  purchaser  of  corporate 
stock 


292 


Public  improTei 

Assessment  for  Improvements  made  be- 
fore property  was  included  within 
the  Improvement  district  048 

Railroads. 

Partition  of  right  of  way  688 

Duty  to  avoid  interference  with  extin- 
guishment of  fire  20 

Rate  of  speed  preventing  stoppage  of 
trains  within  distance  disclosed  by 
headlight  978 

Liability  for  killing  or  Injuring  live 
stock  on  track  because  of  lack  of 
proper  headlight  271 

Ratiflcation. 

Of  unauthorized  alteration,  aee  kuam^ 

▲TION    or    iNSTBUMKHTa. 


Inherent  jurisdiction  of  equity,  inde- 
pendently of  statute,  at  the  instance 
of  stockholder,  to  appoint  a  receiver 
or  wind  up  a  corporation  because  of 
mismanagement  or  fraud  of  its  offi- 
cers 


62 


1082 


Reformation  of  instrnments. 

Reformation  of  mortgage  after  for^ 
closure  00 

Religions   societies. 

Exemption  of  parsonage  from  tax- 
ation 437 

Remittitnr. 

See  Trial. 

Replevin. 

Right  of  one  who  intends  to  make  an 
illegal  use  of  property  to  invoke  aid 
of  court  for  recovery  from  one  who 
has  wrongfully  taken  the  same  1098 


Rnnavray. 

Presumption  of  negligence  from 


674 


Sale. 

In  bulk,  see  Bulk  Sales. 

When  does  title  pass  under  consignment 
of  goods  for  sale  with  provision  in 
effect  that  consignee  purchase  bal- 
ance of  consignment  620 

Salesman. 

Authority  of,  see  Pbincxpal  ahd 
Agent. 

Schools. 

Sale   of   liquors   near,   see   iNTOXiCATXNa 

LlQUOBS. 


Search. 

Malicious 
scarch 


prosecution     for     wrongful 


205 
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Set-olf  And  connterclaim. 

Right  to  set  off  against  transferee  of 
negotiable  paper  after  maturity,  claim 
against  original  payee 


658 


Sno^T. 

Duty  to  remove  snow  or  ice  from  cross- 
WAlks  1167 

Soldiers'  borne. 

Jurisdiction   of  estate   of  inmate   of       586 

State. 

Change  of  channel  as  change  of  state 
boundary  200 

Statlstles. 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  in  re- 
lation to  Tital  statistics  1015 

Stopplmgr   payment. 

Of  check,  see  Checks. 

Storage. 

Right  of  one  not  in  the  storage  busi- 
ness to  a  common-law  lien  for  stor- 
age charge  1164 

Street  rallvrays. 

Duty  to  avoid  interference  with  ex- 
tinguishment of  Are  20 

Sveee»Mon  tax. 

See  Taxss. 

fvuday. 

Receiving  verdict  on  Sunday  844 

Suspension. 

Of  sentence,  see  Cbiuxnal  Law. 

Taxes. 

Character  of  dog  tax  166 

Right  to  extend  tax  over  territory  add- 
ed to  taxing  district  after  tax  voted     601 
Exemption  of  parsonage  from  taxation     487 
Liability  of  community  property  to  suc- 
cession tax  1107 
Must  property  out  of  state  be  included 
in   fixing  exemptions  under  inherit- 
ance tax  1024 

Telephones. 

Measure  of  damages  for  removal  of         651 
Liability    of    telephone    company    for 
\         failure  to  make  connections  for  sub- 
>         scrlber  402 


Termination. 

Of  action  to  support  suit  for  malicious 
prosecution  1216 

Theft. 

Liability  of  government  or  other  public 
body  for  its  own  obligations  stolen 
from  it  444 

Threats. 

Forcing  one  to  do  an  act  under  threat 
to  kill  as  an  assault  with  intent  to 
kill  143 

Vj  L.K.A.(N.S.) 


Torts.' 

Pergonal   liability  of  corporate  oflloen 

for,  see  Cobporations. 
In  general,  see  Nkgligkncb. 

Towns. 

Division  of  territory  of,  as  affecting  its 
assets  and  liabilities  2» 

Power  of,  to  remove  officer  in  absence 
of  statute  S19 


Law  as  to  union  labels  1190 

Trees. 

Injury  by,  in  highway,  see  HianwAis. 

Trial. 

Receiving  yerdict  on  Sunday  844 

Power  of  trial  court  to  cure  an  exces- 
sive verdict  by  requiring  or  permits 
ting  a  reduction  where  true  meti- 
ure  of  damages  not  ascertainable  bj 
mere  computation  10^ 

Tmsts. 

Right  to  preference  for  money  paid  to 
insolvent  bank  for  draft  M3 

Grantee's  oral  promise  to  grantor  to 
hold  in  trust  as  giving  rise  to  con- 
structive trust  906 

Union  labels. 

Law  as  to  1190 

Vendor  and  purchaser. 

Personal  liability  of  purchaser  of  land 
on  contract  under  which  it  is  sap- 
plied  with  water  79S 

May  fraud  be  predicated  of  misstate- 
ments as  to  title  to  real  property      1140 

Knowledge  by  venij^or  of  falsity  of  hU 
misstatements  as  to  title  as  a  condi- 
tion of  equitable  estoppel  against  bim    500 

Grantee's  oral  promise  to  grantor  to 
hold  in  trust  as  giving  rise  to  cod- 
structive  trust  906 

May  vendor  be  required  to  make  good 
deficiency  in  tract  sold  out  of  other 
lands  785 

Effect  of  statutory  bar  of  action  for 
purchase  money  upon  right  to  en- 
force vendor's  lien 


Verdict. 

Receiving  on  Sunday 


1171 


844 


Vital  statistics. 

Constitutionality  of  statutes  in  rela- 
tion to  lOlS 

Warehonse. 

License  for,  see  Licbnsb. 

IVaters. 

Change  of  channel  as  change  of  state 
boundary  200 

Interference  by  riparian  owner  with 
bridge  1213 

Personal  liability  of  purchaser  of  land 
on  contract  under  which  It  is  sup- 
plied with  water  79S 
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Bigbt  to  abut  off  water  from  whole 
buUding  becaose  of  one  tenant'a  de- 
linqaency  814 

WiUs. 

What  amounts  to  a  contest  within  for- 
feiture clause  in  will  1160 
Power  to  create   remainder   after  life 
estate  with   absolute  power  of  dla- 
poaal  806 
39  LJLA.(NJ3.) 


Conversion  by  directing  sale  after  de- 
vising land  817 

Witnesses. 

Detention  of  one  as,  as  false  Imprison- 
ment 608 

Competency  of  one  spouse  to  testify  as 
to  misconduct  of  other  spouse  In  ac- 
tion against  a  third  person  815 


GENERAL  INDEX 

NOTB8  A.BB  ZNDBXBD  BT  THB  VOBD   "ANNOTA.TSD"   APTBB  THB  PABAGBAPHt  TO 

WHICH  THET  APPLY. 

[(Separate  Index  to  Notes  Precedes  this.)] 


ABAKDONMEST. 

Ab  ground  for  divorce,  see  Divorce  and ' 

Separation,  3-^. 
Of  easement,  see  Easements,  3. 

ABATEMENT. 

Of  nuisance,  see  Nuisances,  2-9. 

ABUTTING  OWNERS. 

Right  to  have  highway  kept  open,  see 
Highways,  8. 

AOCEPTANOB. 

Of  check,  see  Banks,  6. 

• 

AOCOMPIilCE. 

Corroboration  of  testimony  of,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  18;  Evidence,  33- 
36. 

Question  for  court  or  jury  as  to  whether 
witness  is  an  accomplice,  see  Trial, 
2. 

ACTION  OR  SUIT. 

Due  process  as  to  right  of  action,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  8. 

Federal  court  following  state  decision 
as  to  right  to  waive  tort  and  sue 
on  contract,  see  Courts,  3. 

By  wife  for  alienation  of  husband's  af- 
fections, see  Husband  and  Wife,  4, 
5. 

Parties  to  action,  see  Parties. 

1.  That  a  passenger  on  a  street  car  rode 
on  the  platform  when  he  might  have  ridden 
inside  the  car  will  not  preclude  his  hold- 
ing the  company  liable  for  an  injury  in- 
flicted upon  him  while  he  was  attempting 
to  alight  from  the  car  at  his  destination. 
Elliott  V.  Seattle,  K.  &  S.  R.  Co.  39:  608, 
122  Pac.  614,  —  Wash.  — . 

2.  The  right  to  waive  the  tort,  and  sue 
in  contract  for  conversion  of  property,  does 
not  fail  because  the  property  is  consumed 
rather  than  converted  into  money.  Rey- 
nolds V.  New  York  Trust  Co.  39:  391,  188 
Fed.  611,  110  C.  C.  A.  409. 

ADMINISTRATION. 

Of  decedents'  estates,  see  Executors  and 
Administrators. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ADULTERY. 

As  ground  for  divorce,  see  Divorce  and 
Separation,  5. 

ADVERTISING. 

Right  of  lessee  to  use  walls  of  building 
for,  see  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  3. 

AFFECTIONS. 

Alienation  of,  see  Husband  and  Wife, 
4,6. 

AGENCY. 

See  Principal  and  Agent. 

ALIBI. 

Sufficiency  of  proof  of,  see  Evidence,  82. 

ALIENATION  OF  AFFECTIONS. 

Presumptions  and  burden  of  proof  in 

actions  for,  see  Evidence,  3. 
In  general,  see  Husband  and  Wife,  4,  S. 

ALIMONY. 

See  Divorce  and  Separation,  7. 

ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 

Necessity  of  new  consideration  to  vali- 
date ratification  of  alteration,  see 
Contracts,  3. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as 
to,  see  Evidence,  8. 

Evidence  to  show  that  erasure  was  made 
before  delivery,  see  Evidence,  30. 

A  material  alteration  in  a  promis- 
sory note  may  be  ratified  by  any  person 
affected  by  it  so  as  to  bind  him  as  fully  as 
though  he  had  authorized  it  in  the  first  in- 
stance. Holy  field  v.  Harrington,  39:  131, 
115  Pac.  546,  84  Kan.  760. 

AMENDMENT. 

Suggested  amendment  as  necessary  part 
of  record  on  appeal,  see.  Appeal  and 
Error,  2. 

Of  indictment,  see  Criminal  Law,  I; 
Indictment^  etc. 

Of  pleading,  see  Pleading. 

ANCILLARY  ADMINISTRATOR. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  2,  3. 
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ANIMALS— APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 


ANIMALS. 

Transportation  of,  see  Carriers,  17. 

Presumption  of  negligence  from  running 
away  of  horse,  see  Evidence,  6. 

Presumption  as  to  ownership  of  run- 
away horse,  see  Evidence,  7. 

Rtable  for,  see  Livery  Stable;  Nui- 
sances, 2,  3. 

Ordinances  regulating  keeping  of  hogs, 
see  Municipal   Corporations,  1,  2. 

Injury  to,  by  railroad  train,  see  New 
Trial,  1;  Railroads,  2. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of 
driver  of  horse,  see  Trial,  8. 

A  dog  tax  need  not  be  uniform  ac- 
cordingj  to  the  value,  when  assessed  by  a  mu- 
nicipality under  charter  authority  to  regu- 
late dogs  and  impose  a  tax  on  them,  since  it 
it  not  a  property  tax,  but  is  assessed  under 
the  police  power  for  purposes  of  regulation., 
Paxion  v.  Fitzsimmons,  39:  155,  95  N.  £. 
675,  253  111.  355.  (Annotated) 

ANNULMENT. 

Of  marriage,  see  Marriage. 

APPEAL  AND  ERROR. 

Effect  of  dteath  pending,  of  one  of  sev- 
eral attorneys  who  have  agreed  to 
share  contingent  fee,  see  Attorneys. 

Effect  of  reversal  on  former  jeopardy, 
see  Criminal  Law,  3. 

Parties. 

1.  Although  one  holding  a  mortgage  on 
property  sought  to  be  subjected  to  an  im- 
provement lien  defaulted  at  the  trial,  which 
resulted  in  defeating  the  lien,  he  is  a  nec- 
essary party  to  an  appetJ  from  the  judg- 
ment, since  a  reversal  of  the  judgment 
would  re-establish  the  lien,  to  his  detriment. 
Trippeer  ▼.  Clifton,  39:  522,  97  N.  E.  791, 
—  Ind.  — . 

Record. 

2.  A  suggested  amendment  to  a  plead- 
ing not  made  part  of  the  record  by  order  of 
court  or  bill  of  exceptions  cannot  be  con- 
sidered on  appeal.  Lewis  v.  Bowling  Green 
R.  Co.  39:  939,  144  S.  W.  377,  147  Ky.  460. 

3.  Where  a  vacation  order  of  a  judge 
certifies  the  presentation  to  him  of  bills  of 
exception  and  a  transcript  of  all  the  evi- 
dence, and  certifies  that,  for  identification, 
the  bills  were  numbered  and  that  the  cer- 
tificate of  evidence  was  marked  "certificate 
of  evidence,"  and  certifies  that  the  bills  were 
signed  and  that  the  certificate  of  evidence 
was  also  signed  and  ordered  to  be  made  a 
part  of  the  record,  the  certificate  of  evi- 
dence which  is  found  so  marked  in  the  rec- 
ord and  referred  to  as  such  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  about  which  there  is  no  question, 
is  a  part  of  the  record  and  properly  brings 
the  evidence  before  the  court.  Gross  v. 
Gross,  39:  a6i,  73  S.  E.  961,.—  W.  Va.  — . 
Objections      and     exceptions;     raising 

questions  in  lower  court. 

4.  An  objection  to  the  admission  of  any 
evidence  which  is  based  upon  and  calls  at- 
tention to  substantial  defects  in  a  count  of 
a  complaint  merely,  will  not  reach  a  mis- 
joinder of  actions  or  formal  defects  in  plcad- 
nu  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ing.     Sleeper  v.  Baker,  39:  864,  134  N.  W. 
716,  —  N.  D.  — . 

6.  An  objection  to  the  introduction  of 
any  evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  the  com- 
plaint does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  must  speciallj 
point  out  wherein  the  complaint  is  defective. 
Sleeper  v.  Baker,  39:  864,  134  N.  W.  716,— 
N.  D.  — . 

6.  An  exception  to  an  instruction  is 
sufficient  to  raise  the  question  of  its  cor- 
rectness, although  no  objection  is  made  to 
it.  Campbell  v.  Chillicotbe,  39:  451,  144  S. 
W.  408,  239  Mo.  455. 

7.  An  objection  to  the  participation,  on 
behalf  of  the  prosecution,  in  a  trial  for  hom- 
icide, of  an  attorney  employed  by  private 
parties,  made  after  an  amendment  to  tbe 
information  and  resumption  of  the  trial,  is 
timely,  and  it  is  error  to  overrule  the  san^ 
McKay  v.  State,  39:  714,  132  N.  W.  741,  90 
Neb.  63. 

8.  Objections  to  a  pleading  for  duplic- 
ity can  be  raised  only  by  motions  to  strike 
out  or  to  compel  the  pleader  to  elect.  Gate- 
ly  V.  Taylor,  39:  47a,  97  N.  E.  619,  211  Mae. 
60. 

Presamptions. 

9.  Absence  of  a  certificate  that  the 
printed  case  contains  all  the  evidence  in  in 
attempt  to  review  exoeptions  taken  at  the 
trial  does  not  entitle  the  appellate  court  to 
assume  that  there  was  evidence  at  the  trial 
sufl^cient  to  sustain  the  verdict,  when  the 
record  does  not  disclose  it,  since  snch  cer- 
tificate is  not  necessary  to  raise  such  ques- 
tion. Dupont  V.  Port  Chester,  39:  1167,  97 
N.  E.  735,  204  N.  Y.  361. 

10.  A  statutory  provision  that  facta 
necessary  to  support  a  judgment  founded  os 
a  special  verdict  shall  be  deemed  to  have 
been  determined  in  conformity  with  the 
judgment,  although  omitted  from  the  ver- 
dict, does  not  apply  where  there  was  a  sat- 
cial  request  to  submit  the  question  to  Uie 
jury.  Habhegger  y.  King,  39:  881.  135  K. 
W.  166,  —  Wis.  — . 

Discretionary  matters. 

11.  Permitting  an  amendment  of  a  pies 
of  the  statute  of  limitations  so  as  to  set  out 
the  subdivision  of  the  section  relied  on  is 
not  an  abuse  of  discretion  where  there  is 
only  one  subdivision  that  is  applicable  eo 
that  the  plea  is  sufficient  without  amend- 
ment. St.  Paul  Title  &  T.  Go.  y.  Steos- 
gaard,  39:  741,  121  Pac.  731,  —  Cal.  — . 

12.  The  granting  of  a  preliminary  in- 
junction resto  in  the  discretion  of  the  triil 
court,  not  in  its  arbitrary,  whimsical  will 
but  in  its  sound  judicial  discretion,  in- 
formed and  guided  by  the  established  prin- 
ciples, rules,  and  practice  of  equity  juris- 
prudence;  and  where  the  court  has  not  de- 
parted from  them,  its  injunctional  orders 
may  not  be  reversed  without  clear  proof  of 
an  abuse  of  its  discretion.  KryptoK  Ca  t. 
Stead  Lens  Co.  39:  x,  190  Fed.  767,  111  C 
C.  A.  495. 

13.  It  is  error  to  deny  a  new  trial  where 
nominal  damages  only  have  been  granted, 
to  a  woman  against  one  who,  after  notice 
to  refrain  from  doing  so,  sold  intoxicating 
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liquors  to  her  husband,  which  resulted  in 
his  assaultine  her,  destroying  her  property, 
and  materially  damaging  her  means  oi  sup- 
port, and  humiliating  and  disgracing  her. 
Fleming  v.  Gemein,  39:  315,  134  N.  W.  960, 
168  Mich.  641. 
Questions  not  raised  below. 

14.  Failure  to  join  a  woman  in  an  action 
to  hold  her  husband  liable  for  injury  in- 
flicted by  her  in  driving  an  automobile  can- 
not be  questioned  for  the  first  time  on  ap- 
peal. Minor  y.  Mapes,  39:  21^  144  S.  W. 
210,  —  Ark.  --. 

15.  Failure  to  raise  the  question  of  the 
effect  of  failure  to  prove  payment  of  pre- 
mium in  an  action  on  an  insurance  policy 
is  within  a  statute  providing  that  in  no 
case  shall  the  appellate  court  decide  any 
question  which  does  not  plainly  appear  to 
have  been  raised  and  decided  below.  Qer- 
man  Union  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fred  Q.  Clarke 
Co.  39:  839,  82  Atl.  074,  116  Md.  622. 

16.  Where  an  action  upon  a  municipal 
contract  void  because  in  excess  of  the  chart- 
er autliority  of  the  municipal!^  was  tried 
on  the  theory  that  the  want  of  power  to 
make  the  contract  was  properly  raised,  a 
reversal  cannot  be  secured  on  appeal  on  the 
theory  that  it  was  not  so  raised,  if  no  con- 
tention is  made  that  the  contract  had  been 
validated.  Perry  Water,  L.  &  I.  Co.  v. 
Perry,  39:  72,  120  Pac.  682,  20  Okla.  503. 
Errors  waived  or  cured  below. 

17.  The  refusal  of  a  nonsuit  for  failure 
of  proofs  is  not  ground  for  reversal  if  said 
proofs  are  afterwardift  supplied  by  either 
party  in  the  progress  of  the  trial.  Dennery 
V.  Great  Atlantic  Sl  Pacific  Tea  Co.  (N.  J. 
Err.  k  App.)  39:  574,  81  Atl.  861,  —  N.  J. 

Review  of  facta. 

18.  An  appellate  court  must  consider 
whether  or  not  a  witness  was  an  accom- 
plice of  accused,  when  an  appeal  from  a  con- 
viction is  upon  the  ground  that  the  con- 
viction was  based  upon  the  uncorroborated 
testimony  of  an  accomplice.  People  v.  Cof- 
fey, 39:  704,  110  Pac.  001,  161  Cal.  433. 

10.  Tile  production  by  one  found  in  pos- 
session of  property  recently  stolen,  ol  a 
signed  and  witnessed  bill  of  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty from  a  stranger,  supported  by  unim- 
pcached  testimony  of  himself  and  the  wit- 
nesses that  he  purchased  and  paid  for  it, 
is  not  sufficient  to  overcome  the  statutory 
presumption  of  larceny  arising  from  sucn 
possession,  so  as  to  authorize  the  setting 
aside  of  a  conviction  for  lack  of  evidence  to 
support  It.  State  v.  Gurr,  39:  330,  120  Pac. 
209,  —  Utah,  — .  (Annotated) 

Grounds  for  reversal. 

20.  The  admission  in  evidence  upon  a 
trial  for  homicide,  where  the  only  question 
before  the  jury  is  whether  or  not  the  de- 
fendant committed  the  murder,  of  the 
clothing  of  the  deceased,  which  in  no  way 
tends  to  identify  the  murderer,  but  tends 
merely  to  excite  the  passions  and  inflame 
the  minds  of  the  jurors,  is  error.  McKay  v. 
State,  39:  714,  132  N.  W.  741,  00  Neb.  63. 

21.  It  is  error  to  take  the  right  to  re- 
cover against  a  municipal  corporation  for 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


injury  caused  by  a  defect  in  a  sidewalk  de- 
pend upon  actual  notice  of  the  defect,  if 
there  is  evidence  tending  to  show  that  it 
was  chargeable  with  constructive  notice. 
Campbell  v.  Chillicothe,  39:  451,  144  S.  W. 
408,  230  Mo.  456. 

22.  Instructing  a  jury  to  allow  damages 
for  pain  suffered  by  one  killed  by  another's 
negligence,  if  any  is  shown  by  the  record, 
is  not  reversible  error,  although  the  evi- 
dence shows  instant  death,  since  evidence 
of  pain  being  absent,  it  must  be  presumed 
that  the  jury  did  not  allow  anything  for  it. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  39:  978, 
58  So.  471,  —  Miss.  — . 

23.  Where  after  an  arraignment  and 
plea  of  not  guilty  to  an  information  for 
homicide,  an  amendment  is  allowed  to  cor- 
rect a  defect  in  the  date  of  the  crime,  which 
was  alleged  therein  as  subsequent  to  the 
filing  of  the  information,  it  is  error  for  the 
trial  court  to  require  the  accused,  over  his 
objection,  immediately  to  proceed  with  the 
trial  without  arraignment  under,  and  plea 
to,  such  amended  information,  and  without 
giving  him  the  statutory  time  in  which  to 
plead  thereto.  McKay  v.  State,  39: 7x4, 
132  N.  W.  741,  00  Neb.  63. 
Judgment. 

24.  A  conviction  of  murder  will  be  set 
aside  on  appeal  for  unfairness,  where  the 
court  room  was  filled  with  a  hostile  crowd 
who  threatened  lynching,  so  that  the  coun- 
sel called  upon  to  defend  accused  did  not 
dare  ask  the  customary  time  for  prepara- 
tion, and  the  space  about  the  judge,  coun- 
sel, and  witnesses  was  so  filled  with  people 
that  counsel  for  accused  could  not  see  the 
witnesses,  and  failed  to  see  the  jury  until 
he  arose  to  address  them.  State  v.  Weldon, 
39:  667,  74  S.  E.  43,  —  8.  C.  — . 

(Annotated) 

25.  A  ruling  by  an  appellate  court  that 
in  assessing  benefits  for  a  change  in  a  high- 
way, the  court  should  have  considered  the 
history  of  the  change,  the  fact  that  the  mu- 
nicipality contemplated  the  change  made, 
and  its  effect  upon  abutting  property,  is 
the  law  of  the  case  upon  a  secona  appeal. 
Park  City  Yacht  Club  v.  Bridgeport  39: 
478,  82  Atl.  1035,  85  Conn.  366. 

APPRAISAIi. 

Of  insurance  loss,  see  Insurance,  12. 

APPURTENANCES. 

Easements  as,  see  Easements,  1,  & 

ARREST. 

Release   from,   on   bail,  see   Bail   and 

Recognizance. 
Of  passenger,  see  Carriers,  2,  3. 

ASSAlTIiT  AND   BATTERY. 

On  passenger,  see  Carriers,  1. 

Eyioence  in  prosecution  for,  see  Evi- 
dence, 22. 

Homicide  in  defending  third  person 
against,  see  Homicide. 

New  trial  for  inadequacy  of  damages, 
see  New  Trial,  2. 
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One  is  guilty  of  assault  with  intent 
to  kill  who  points  a  loaded  revolver  at  an- 
other to  compel  him  to  do  a  specified  act 
which  the  assailant  has  no  right  to  demand, 
under  threat  to  kill  him  if  he  does  not  com- 
ply with  the  demand,  although  death  may 
be  avoided  by  such  compliance.  People  v. 
Connors,  39:  248,  97  N.  £.  643,  253  111.  266. 

(Annotated) 

ASSBXT. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppel,  2. 

ASSESSMENT. 

For  insurance,  see  Insurance,  8,  9. 
For   public   improvements,   see   Public 
Improvements. 

ASSIGNMENT. 

Draft  as,  see  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

Of  mortgage,  see  Mortgage,  3. 

Right  of  set-off  as  against  assignee,  see 
Set-Off  and  Counterclaim,  2. 

Bet-off  in  action  on  corporation's  note 
of  debt  due  president  personally, 
see  Set-Off  and  Counterclaim,  3. 

ASSUMPTION  OF  DEBT. 

By  grantee  of  land,  see  Mortgage,  1. 

ATTACHBfENT. 

Liability  of  bond  of  constable  for  fail- 
ure to  return  to  defendant  money 
Said  to  secure  release  of  goods,  see 
tonds,  1. 
Of    mortgaged     chattel,     see     Chattel 
Mortgage. 

ATTORNEY  GENERAL. 

Right  of  governor  to  require  attorney 
general  to  examine  witnesses,  see 
Governor,  1. 

Construction  of  statute  as  to  duty  of 
attorney  general  to  prosecute  at 
request  of  governor,  see  Statutes, 
5. 

A  proceeding  for  the  examination  of 
witnesses  under  the  provisions  of  a  pro- 
hibitory liquor  law  (Gen.  Stat.  1909,  § 
4366)  is  a  matter  before  an  officer,  in  which 
the  state  is  interested;  and  when  required 
by  the  governor  the  attorney  general  has 
no  discretion  to  refuse  to  prosecute  in  such 
a  proceeding.  State  ex  rel.  Stubbs  v.  Daw- 
son, 39:  993,  119  Pac.  360,  86  Kan.  180. 

ATTORNEYS. 

Objection  to  participation  of  special 
attorney  in  prosecution  for  homi- 
cide, see  Appeal  and  Error,  7. 

As  to  attorney  general,  see  Attorney 
General. 

Disqualification  of  judge  to  sit  at  dis- 
barment proceedings,  see  Judges. 

Right  of  attorney  to  whom  client  has 
assigned  interest  in  action  to  at- 
tack judgment  because  of  perjured 
testimony,   see   Judgment,  2. 

Effect  pf   slight   indulgence   to   maker 
by  attorney  charged  with  collection 
of  note,   on   surety's  liability,   see 
Principal  and  Surety,  3. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Liability  of  church  for  attorneys'  fees, 
see  Religious  Societies. 

The  death  pending  appeal,  of  one  of 
several  attorneys  who  have  agreed  to  share 
a  contingent  fee  to  be  earned  by  the  succeis- 
ful  prosecution  of  a  suit,  will  not  deprire 
his  estate  of  his  share  of  the  fee  in  cue 
the  judgment  in  favor  of  their  client  13  af- 
firmed, without  allowance  to  the  succeaEoin 
for  their  labor  in  the  appellate  court.  Sen* 
neff  V.  Healy,  39:  2x9,  135  N.  W.  27,  - 
Iowa,  — , 

AUTHORITY. 

Of  agent,  see  Principal  and  Agent,  L 

AUTOMOBIIiES. 

Objecting  for  first  time  on  appeal  to 

lack  of  parties  in  action  for  injury 

by,  see  Appeal   and  Error,  14. 
Husband's    liability    for    negligence  of 

wife  in  driving,  see  Husband  and 

Wife,  1. 
Who  is  master  of  negligent  clMaffear, 

see  Master  and  l&rvant,  1. 
Liability   of   father   for   negligence  of 

son  in  operating,   see  Parent  aad 

Child,  2. 
Authority    of  *  boy    operating   parent's 

machine    to    engage    physician  to 

attend  person  whom  he  injures,  see 

Parent  and  Child,  1. 

1.  To  sustain  a  recovery  for  injuriei 
caused  by  being  run  down  by  an  automoblk 
owned  by  the  defendant,  while  being  oper- 
ated by  another,  the  plaintiff  must  show 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that  tbe 
person  in  charge  of  the  machine  was  the 
defendant's  servant,  and  was  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  enga^d  in  the  master's  busi- 
ness or  pleasure,  with  the  master's  knovl- 
edge  and  direction.  Neff  ▼.  Brandeis,  39: 
933,  136  N.  W.  232,  —  Neb.  — . 

2.  The  driver  of  an  automobile  may  le 
found  to  be  negligent  in  running  his'ms- 
chine  at  a  speed  of  10  or  12  miles  an  honr. 
on  the  parallel  track  past  a  street  car 
which  he  has  overtaken  after  it  has  stopped 
to  discharge  passengers  from  the  front  aoor, 
without  taking  precautions  to  ascertain  if 
passengers  will  attempt  to  cross  in  front  of 
the  car,  where  there  is  a  space  of  GO  feet  be- 
tween the  car  and  the  curb  which  the  driwr 
might  have  used.  Minor  v.  Mapes,  59:  ha, 
144  S.  W.  219,  —  Ark.  — . 

BAGGAGB. 

In  general,  see  Carriers,  14-16. 
Innkeepers'  liability  for,  see  Innkeep- 
ers. 

baiij  and  recognizance. 

Burden  of  proof  in  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding for  discharge  on  bail,  k« 
Habeas  Corpus. 

1.  The  fact  that  there  is  a  conflict  ic 
the  testimony  at  a  hearing  on  the  dorp 
of  a  capital  offense,  before  an  esaminiB- 
magistrate,  does  not  necessarily  show  tbal 
the  proof  of  guilt  is  not  evident  or  the  pr^ 


BAILMENT— BANKS. 


1243 


sumption  thereof  not  great,  bo  that  such 
magistrate  may  not  refuse  bail,  but,  if  from 
the  entire  evidence  a  reasonable  doubt  of 
the  guilt  of  the  accused  is  not  generated, 
the  proof  is  evident  and  bail  should  be  de- 
nied. Re  Thomas,  39:  752,  93  Pac  980,  20 
Okla.  167. 

2.  The  burden  of  proof  being  on  one 
committed  for  a  capital  offense  by  an  exam- 
ining magistrate,  to  show  that  he  is  illegal- 
ly deprived  of  his  liberty,  upon  an  applica- 
tion to  the  supreme  court  for  bail  by  writ 
of  habeas  corpus,  if,  after  hearing  the  whole 
evidence  introduced  on  the  application  for 
bail,  it  is  insufficient  to  generate  in  the 
mind  of  the  court  a  reasonable  doubt 
whether  the  accused  committed  the  act 
charged  and  in  so  doing  was  guilty  of  a 
capital  offense,  such  court  will,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  exceptional  circumstance,  re- 
fuse bail.  Re  Thomas,  39:  75S9  93  Pac.  980, 
20  Okla.  167.  (Annotated) 

BAIIiMENT. 

Liability  of  innkeeper  as  gratuitous 
bailee,  see  Innkeepers,  2. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence,  see 
Trial,  10. 

BANTUIUPTCY. 

Federal    bankruptcy    court    following 

state  decisions,  see  Ck)urts,  3. 
Appointment  of  receiver  in  bankruptcy 

for  insured  as  effecting  change  in 

title,  see  Insurance,  3. 
"When  title  passes  so  as  to  give  trustee 

in  bankfuptcy,  right  to  property, 

see  Sale,  1. 

1.  One  whose  bonds  have  been  converted 
and  consumed  by  a  brokerage  firm  cannot, 
upon  the  theory  that  the  tort  is  both  joint 
and  several,  so  as  to  permit  him  to  proceed 
in  contract,  prove  his  claim  in  bankruptcy 
proceedings  both  against  the  estate  of  the 
nrm  and  that  of  an  individual  partner  who 
is  not  shown  to  have  participated  in  the 
conversion  or  benefited  thereby.  Reynolds 
V.  New  York  Trust  Co.  39:  391,  188  Fed. 
611,   110  C.  C.  A.  400.  (Annotated) 

2.  A  contract,  express  or  implied,  for 
which  claims  may  be  filed  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy act,  includes  quasi  contracts  to  pay 
for  property  converted  and  consumed  by 
the  debtor.  Reynolds  v.  New  York  Trust 
Co.     39:  391,  188  Fed.  611,  110  C.  0.  A.  409. 

3.  A  bank  cannot  assent  to  the  ratifica- 
tion by  a  partnership  of  the  individual  debt 
of  a  partner  to  it  after  the  partnership  has 
become  insolvent,  so  as  to  be  entitled  to 
apply  collateral  held  to  secure  firm  obliga- 
tions in  satisfaction  of  such  indebtedness. 
Blake  v.  Atlantic  Nat.  Bank,  39:  874,  82  Atl. 
225,  33  R.  I.  464.  (Annotated) 

BANKS. 

Application  of  collateral  held  to  secure 
firm  obligations  in '  satisfaction  of 
individual  debt  of  partner,  see 
Bankruptcy,  3. 
Negligence  in  acceptance  of  pledge,  see 
Pledge  and  Collateral  Security,  2. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Proximate  cause  of  loss  to  bank  ac- 
cepting stolen  paving  tax  certifi- 
cates, see  Proximate  Cause. 

Stockholders. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  bank  stock  may  com- 
pel, by  bill  in  equity,  the  transfer  of  the 
same  on  the  books  of  the  corporation/  or 
he  may  sue  in  conversion  and  damages  for 
the  failure  to  so  transfer.  Ardmore  State 
Bank  v.  Mason,  39:  292,  120  Pac.  1080,  — 
Okla.  — . 

2.  By-laws  of  a  bank  prohibiting  the 
'sale  of  stock  while  the  holder  is  indebted 

to  jthe  bank  do  not  apply  to  a  sale  by  a 
pledgee  who  took  the  pledge  to  secure  a 
debt  at  a  time  when  no  indebtedness  to  the 
bank  existed,  although,  with  knowledge  of 
the  pledge,  the  bank  subsequently  made  a 
loan  to  the  stockholder.  Ardmore  State 
Bank  v.  Mason,  39:  292,  120  Pac.  1080,  — 
Okla.  — . 

3.  The  statutory  lien  of  a  bank  an  its 
stock  for  indebtedness  of  its  holder  is  sub- 
ordinate to  that  of  the  pledgee  of  the  stock, 
who  takes  it  to  secure  a  loan  at  a  time 
when  the  holder  is  not  indebted  to  the  bank, 
where,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  bank,  the 
pledge  was  in  existence  when  it  made  the 
loan  for  which  the  lien  is  claimed.  Ard- 
more State  Bank  v.  Mason,  39: 299,  120 
Pac.  1080,  —  Okla.  — .  (Annotated) 
Payment  of  checks;  forgeries. 

As  to  rights  and  liabilities  on  checks  of 
persons  other  than  banks,  see 
Checks. 

4.  A  bank  is  liable  for  paying  a  check 
which  is  countermanded  by  the  drawer  be- 
fore accepted  by  the  bank,  although  it  has 
been  presented  to  the  bank  prior  to  counter- 
mand, in  the  absence  of  funds  and  a  prom- 
ise secured  that  it  would  be  credited  to  the 
account  of  the  payee.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  4,  39:  655,  120  Pac.  614,  — 
Okla.  — .  •  (Annotated) 

5.  C!hecks  are  but  inland  bills  of  ex- 
change and  subject  to  all  the  rules  appli- 
cable to  instruments  of  that  character,  and 
impose  no  obligation  upon  the  drawees  un- 
til accepted;  and,  until  presented  and  paid, 
are  revocable  by  the  drawer,  who  has  the 
legal  control  of  the  money  to  his  credit 
until  actual  acceptance  or  payment  of  the 
checks.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  School  Dist.  No. 
*,  392  655,  120  Pac.  614,  —  Okla.  — . 

6.  The  indorsement  of  a  draft  in  his 
own  name  by  one  into  whose  hands  it  falls 
by  mistake,  being  payable  to  another  per- 
son bearing  the  same  name,  is  a  forgery, 
and  will  not  protect  a  bank  which  innocent- 
ly cashes  it  upon  such  indorsement  against 
the  claim  of  the  true  owner.  Thomas  ▼. 
First  Nat.  Bank,  39:  355,  58  So.  478,  — 
Miss.  — . 

Certificate  of  deposit. 

7.  A  bank  is  not  bound  to  pay  over  to 
an  administrator  money  deposited  by  a  per- 
son since  deceased,  until  the  certificate  of 
deposit  executed  by  it  is  surrendered  or 
impossibility  of  surrender  is  shown.  Divine 
V.  Unaka  Nat.  Bank,  39:  586,  140  8.  W.  747, 
—  Tenn.  — . 
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Insolvency;  trusts. 

8.  A  bank  which,  while  hopelessly  in- 
Rolvent,  sells  a  draft  when  the  statute  pro- 
hibits it  from  receiving  money,  takes  the 
money  so  paid  if  the  draft  is  dishonored  as 
a  trustee  ew  maleficio,  Widman  v.  Kellogg, 
39:  563,  133  N.  W.  1020,  —  N.  D.  — . 

(Annotated) 

0.  Where  an  agent  each  day  secures  a 
bank  draft  to  forward  the  receipts  of  the 
-business)  a  finding  that  he  deposited  the  re- 
ceipts and  secured  drafts  therefor  means 
that  he  purchased  drafts  with  the  receipts'. 
Widman  v.  Kellogg,  39:  563,  133  N.  W.  ;020, 

—  N.  D.  — . 

10.  A  receiver  appointed  for  an  insol- 
vent bank  which  has  sold  a  worthless  draft 
takes  the  funds  paid  for  it  as  a  trustee. 
Widman  v.  Kellogg,  39:  563,  133  N.  W.  1020, 

—  N.  D.  — . 

11.  When  funds  received  by  an  insolvent 
bank  which  goes  into  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver as  a  trust  are  not  commingled  with 
any  of  the  assets  of  the  bank  except  cash 
assets,  the  preference  of  the  beneficiary  is 
limited  to  the  cash  funds  of  which  the  re- 
ceiver took  possession,  when  distinguishable 
from  the  other  assets  of  the  estate  going 
into  his  hands.  Widman  v.  Kellogg,  39: 
563,  133  N.  W.  1020,  —  N.  D.  — . 

12.  A  package  of  bills  marked  with  the 
owner's  initials,  and  delivered  to  a  bank 
for  safe-keeping,  and  for  which  a  receipt 
stating  that  fact  is  executed  by  the  cash- 
ier, is  a  special  deposit,  which  the  owner  is 
entitled  to  have  returned  to  him  in  case 
the  assets  of  the  bank  pass  into  the  hands 
of  a  receiver.  Fogg  v.  Tyler,  39:  847,  82 
Atl.  1008,  —  Me.  — .  (Annotated) 

13.  That  a  package  of  bills  delivered  to  a 
bank  for  safe-keeping  as  a  special  deposit 
cannot  be  identified  when  the  assets  pass 
into  the  hands  of  a  receiver  does  not  de- 
stroy the  prior  right  of  the  owner  to  pay- 
ment'out  of  such  assets,  if  the  cash  on  hand 
never  fell  below  the  amount  of  the  deposit 
after  it  was  made.  Fogg  v.  Tyler,  39:847, 
82  Atl.  1008,  —  Me.  — . 

Savings  banks. 

When  limitations  begin  to  run  against 
liability,  see  Limitation  of  Actions, 
2. 

Pleading  in  action  to  hold  trustees  per- 
sonally liable,  see  Pleading,  3. 

14.  Trustees  of  a .  savings  bank  are  per- 
sonally liable  for  money  lost  through  loans 
made  without  observing  the  limitations  im- 
posed by  the  rules  and  by-laws  of  the  in- 
stitution. Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Aber- 
crombie,  39:  173,  97  N.  £.  897,  211  Mass. 
252.  (Annotated) 

16.  Salaried  trustees  of  a  savings  bank 
are  personally  liable  for  loss  of  its  funds 
which  they  lend  in  excess  of  the  statutory 
limit  for  the  security  furnished  if,  by  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  care  and  prudence, 
they  ought  to  have  known  that  they  were 
exceeding  the  limit.  Greenfield  Sav.  Bank 
v.  Abercrombie,  39:  i73f  97  N.  E.  897,  211 
Mass.  252. 

16.  Statutory  requirements  that,  in 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


lending  money  by  a  savings  bank,  only  fint 
mortgages  shall  be  taken,  after  report  on 
the  value  of  the  property,  and  that  aQ  ap- 
plications for  loans  shall  be  in  writing,  are 
mandatory,  and  trustees  will  be  persoiullT 
responsible  for  money  lost  through  loans 
made  without  observing  these  reqairenient&. 
Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Abercrombie,  39: 
173,  97  N.  E.  897,  211  Mass.  252. 

BAB  ASSOCIATION. 

Dibqualification  of  judge  who  is  mem- 
ber of,  to  sit  in  disbarment  pro- 
ceedings, see  Judges. 

BARRIERS. 

Failure  to  erect  barriers  in  hlghwaj, 
see  Trial,  6. 

BASTARDT. 

Requiring  physician  or  midwife  to  cer- 
tify as  to  legitimacy  or  illegiti- 
macy, see  Gonstitutional  Law,  9. 

BATTERY. 

See  Assault  and  Batterj. 

BAWDY  HOUSE. 

See  Disorderly  Houses. 

BENEFITS. 

Estoppel  by  receiving,  see  Estoppel,  1 

BEST  AND  SECONDARY  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  9. 

Bllili  OF  SALE. 

Production  of,  by  one  accused  of  steal- 
ing property,  see  Appeal  and  Er- 
ror, 19. 

BILLS  AND  NOTES. 

Alteration  of,  see  Alteration  of  Instni- 
ments. 

Payment  of  forged  draft  by  bank,  see 
'  Banks,  6. 

As  to  certificate  of  deposit,  see  Banks, 
7. 

Taking  money  for  draft  by  bank  wheo 
insolvent,   see   Banks,    8-10. 

As  to  checks,  see  Checks. 

Necessity  of  new  consideration  for  rat- 
ification altered  note,  see  Con' 
tracts,  3. 

Right  to  refuse  payment  of  draft  the 
proceeds  of  which  are  to  be  used 
in  an  illegal  transaction,  see  Cos- 
tracts,  7. 

Right  of  one  paying  draft  against  biD 
of  lading  for  goods  shipped  to  an- 
other to  maintain  action  againit 
carrier,  see  Parties,  2. 

Pleading  as  to,  see  Pleading;  7. 

Surety  on,  see  Principal  and  Snretj. 

Set-off  in  action  on,  see  Set-Off  and 
Counterclaim,  1,  2. 

Subrogation  of  indorsers  of  note  givai 
to  pay  judgment,  to  judgniwn^  mb 
Subrogation,  2. 

Usury  in,  see  Usury. 
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1.  A  draft  drawn  in  the  ordinary  form 
does  not  constitute  an  equitable  assign- 
ment pro  tanto  of  funds  in  the  hands  of 
the  drawee  to  the  credit  of  the  drawer, 
before  such  draft  has  been  accepted  or  pre- 
sented for  payment.  First  Nat.  Bank  v. 
School  Dist.  No.  4,  39:  655,  120  Vac.  614, 
—  Okla.  — .. 

ActlonB;  defenses. 

2.  Payment  of  a  promissory  note  can- 
not be  avoided  on  the  ground  of  failure  of 
consideration,  where  the  answer  and  proofs 
admit  that  there  was  not  a  total  failure  of 
consideration  and  that  the.  maker  in  fact 
received  and  retains  a  part  of  the  agreed 
consideration.  Daniels  v.  Englehart,  39: 
938,  111  Pac  3,  18  Idaho,  548. 

(Annotfited) 
.3.  The'  maker  of  a  note  as  to  which 
there  has  been  a  partial  failure  of  consid- 
eration, in  order  to  obtain  relief,  must 
either  rescind  the  contract  and  return  the 
consideration  received,  or  claim  damages 
for  breach  of  the  contract,  or  pursue  some 
remedy  whereby  the  holder  of  the  note  may 
be  enabled  to  receive  just  compensation  for 
the  part  of  the  consideration  which  actu- 
ally passed.  Daniels  v.  Englehart,  39:  938, 
111  Pac.  3,  18  Idaho,  548. 

BlliliS  OF  LADING. 

Right  of  one  who  is  to  be  notified  of 
arrival  of  goods  consigned  to  an- 
other to  maintain  action  against 
carrier,  see  Parties,  2. 

BIRTHS. 

Validity  of  statute  as  to  registration 
of,  see  Constitutional  Law>  0. 

BLASTING. 

Liability  for  negligence  of  independent 
contractor  in,  see  Master  and  Serv- 
ant, 8,  9. 

BOARDS. 

Validity  of  contract  to  pay  for  services 
in  selling  goods  to  public, board, 
see  Contracts,  0. 

BONA   FIDE    PURCHASERS. 

Of  checks,  see  Checks. 

BONDS. 

Bail  bonds,  see  Bail  and  Recognizance. 

Conversion  of,  by  bankrupt  brokerage 
firm,  see  Bankruptcy,  1. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  as  to  con- 
tractor's bond  see  Constitutional 
Law,  5,  6;  Statutes,  3. 

Failure  of  town  board  to  require  bond 
upon  making  contract,  see  Con- 
tracts, 1. 

Of  guardian,  see  Guardian  and  Ward. 

Liability  and  release  of  surety  on,  gen- 
erally,  see   Principal  and  Surety. 

1.  The  bond  of  a  constable  is  not  sub- 
ject to  forfeiture,  thereby  subjecting  the 
Rureties  to  liability  thereon,  for  failure  to 
return  to  the  defendant,  upon  the  success- 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ful  termination  of  an  attachment  suit,  the 
amount  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  which  the 
defendant  paid  to  the  officer  at  the  time 
of  the  levy,  to  secure  the  release  of  the 
goods  attached,  and  which  the  ofilcer  paid 
to  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  as  this  act  was 
not  performed  in  furtherance  of  the  duty 
of  such  officer.  Jersey  City  Use  of  Elliott 
V.  Schoppe  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  577,  82 
Atl.  913,  —  N.  J.  — .  (Annotated) 

State  bonds. 

2.  The  burning  of  the  state  capitol 
building  creates  an  emergency  for  the  se- 
curing of  money  with  which  to  replace  it, 
within  the  provision  of  a  Constitution  au- 
thorizing the  submission  to  the  voters  of 
a  proposition  to  issue  bonds  in  case  of  un- 
foreseen emergencies.  Church  v.  Hadley, 
39:  248,  145  S.  W.  8,  —  Mo.  — . 

3.  The  fund  commissioners  may,  after 
they  have  failed  to  sell  the  bonds  by  their 
own  efforts,  pay  a  commission  to  brokers 
to  dispose  of  them,  under  a  statute  provid- 
ing for  the  issuance  of  a  certain  amount  of 
bonds  to  build  a  state  .capitol,  which  shall 
be  sold  for  not  less  than  par,  and  the  pro-  . 
ceeds,  which  are  estimated  by  the  statute  to 
equal  the  aggregate  amount  of  bonds  au- 
thorized to  hd  issued,  ''more  or  less,"  ap- 
propriated to  the  construction  of  the  build- 
ing. Church  y.  Hadley,  39: '248,  145  S.  W. 
8,  —  Mo.  — ,  (Annotated) 

BONUS. 

To  purchasing  agent  to  secure  his 
business,  see  Contracts,  8;  Evi- 
dence, 17  a. 

BOUNDARIES. 

The  boundary  and  jurisdiction  of  a 
state  which  has  been  along  the  main  chan- 
nel of  a  stream  is  not  changed  by  the  con- 
struction by  a  railroad  company,  of  a  dam 
which  throws  the  main  channel  to  the  other 
side  of  an  island  for  the  purpose  of  conven- 
ience in  the  construction  of  a  bridge.  State 
V.  Bowen,  39:  aoo,  136  N.  W.  494,  —  Wis. 
— .  (Annotated) 

BRIBERY. 

CJorroboration  of  testimony  of  accom- 
plice, see  Evidence,  33-36. 

Acceptance  of  a  gift  for  prior  official 
action  without  corrupt  private  understand- 
ing is  not  bribery.  State  v.  Coffey,  39:  704, 
119  Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433. 

BRIDGES. 

Change  of  channel  of  boundary  stream 
by  construction  of,  see  Bounda- 
ries. 

Require  removal  of  building  interfering 
with  operation  of  drawbridge,  see 
Estoppel,'  1;  Parties,  5;  Waters, 
1,2. 

BROKERS. 

Proving  claim  in  bankruptcy  both 
against  estate  of  brokerage  firm 
and  that  of  individual  partner,  see 
Bankruptcy,  1. 
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BUILDING    CONTRACTS— CARRIERS. 


Right  to  pay  commission  to  brokers  for  (  CANDIDATES. 

disposing     of     state     bonds^     see  j  Power  of  political  committee   to  pass 


iSonds,  3. 

Parol  evidence  to  show  agency,  see 
Evidence,  14. 

Parol  evidence  in  action  to  recover  se- 
cret profits,  see  Evidence,  14. 

BUILDING  CONTRACTS. 

Measure  of  damages  on,  see  Damages, 
6. 


BUIIiDINGS. 

Building  contracts,  see  Building  Con- 
tracts. 

Measure  of  damages  for  wrongfully 
enjoining  erection  of,  see  Damages, 
12. 

Removal  of  building  interfering  with 
drawbridge,  see  Estoppel,  1;  Par- 
ties, 6;  Waters,  1,  2. 

Right  of  one  wrongfully  enjoined  from 
erecting  to  damages,  see  Injunc- 
tion, 6. 

Demurrer  to  allegation  that  owner  of 
building  had  failed  to  provide 
means  for  extinguishment  of  fire, 
see  Pleading,   13. 

Effect  of  landlord's  failure  to  equip 
buildings  with  fire  escapes  on  right 
to  recover  rent,  see  Landlord  and 
Tenant,  6,  0. 

1.  A  property  owner  who  has  provided 
statutory  fire  escapes  and  rented  certain 
stores  above  the  second  story  in  the  build- 
ing to  firms  engaged  in  a  legitimate  manu- 
facturing business  is  not  bound  to  exercise 
supervision  over  the  portions  of  the  build- 
ing rented,  so  as  to  insure  that  the  passages 
or  entrances  to  the  fire  escapes  are  at  all 
times  kept  open.  West  v.  Inman,  39:  744, 
74  S.  E.  627,  137  Ga.  822.  (Annotated) 

2.  A  property  owner  who  has  provided 
statutory  fire  escapes  and  rented  stores 
above  the  second  story  in  the  building  to 
firms  engaged  in  legitimate  manufacturing 
business  is  not  liable  in  damages  to  an  em- 
ployee in  the  uuilding  working  on  a  fioor 
above  the  second,  who  suffers  injuries  from 
fire  in  consequence  of  obstructions  placed 
in  the  passj^geway  to  the  fire  escape  by  a 
tenant  who  had  rented  that  portion  of  the 
building  around  and  about  the  escape.  West 
V.  Inman,  39:  744,  74  S.  E.  527,  137  Ga.  822. 

BULK   SALES. 

Regulation  of,  see  Fraudulent  Convey- 
ances. 

BURDEN  OP  PROOF. 

See  Evidence,  1-8. 

BUSINESS. 

Unfair  competition,  see  Unfair  Compe- 
tition. 

CANCELATION    OF    INSTRUMENTS. 

Of  insurance  policy,  see  Insurance,  2. 
39  L.K.A.(N.S.) 


on  eligibility  of,  see  Elections. 

CAPITOL. 

Burning  of  state  capitol  as  an  emer- 
gency justifying  issuance  of  state 
bonds,  see  Bonds,  2. 

CARRIERS. 

Injury  by  automobile  to  passenger 
alighting  from  street  car,  see  Au- 
tomobile, 2. 

Damages  in  action  against,  see  Dam- 
ages, 4. 

Liability  for  false  imprisonment  by 
special  ofificer,  see  False  Imprison- 
ment. 

Liability  for  act  of  station  agent  io 
instituting  wrongful  search,  see 
Master  and  Servant,  6a. 

Right  of  one  who  is  to  be  notified  of 
arrival  of  goods  consigned  t-o  an- 
other to  maintain  action  against 
carrier,  see  Parties,  2. 

Instructions  as  to  duty  to  protect  pas- 
senger from  insult,  see   Trial,  I2L 

Assault;  arrest. 

Evidence  on  question  of  damages  for. 
see  Evidence,  23. 

Evidence  as  to  authority  of  «>nductor 
to  cause  arrest,  see  Evidence,  26. 

Instructions  in  action  for  false  impris- 
onment, see  Trial,  12,  16. 

1.  A  street  railway  company  is  liable 
for  the  death  of  a  boy  whom  the  motorman 
in  charge  of  the  c^r  has  received  for  trans- 
portation to  the  police  station,  where  he 
refuses  to  permit  him  to  leave  the  car,  and 
in  attempting  to  restrain  him  from  doing 
so  the  boy  falls  under  the  wheels  and  is 
killed,  since  the  boy,  being  a  passenger,  is 
entitled  to  treatment  as  such,  and  to  have 
the  car  stopped  at  his  request  to  gire  him 
an  opportunity  safely  to  alight.  Lewis  v. 
Bowling  Green  R.  Co.  39:  929,  144  S.  W.  377, 
147   Ky.  460. 

2.  Express  authority  to  a  conductor  to 
cause  the  arrest  and  detention  of  a  witness 
to  disorderly  conduct  on  the  train  is  not 
necessary  to  render  a  railroad  company  lia- 
ble for  such  arrest  and  detention  of  a  pas- 
senger, as  a  witness  against  a  passenger 
whom  the  conductor,  while  acting  within 
the  line  of  his  duty,  caused  to  be  arrested. 
New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Waldron,  39: 
503,  82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441. 

3.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for 
false  imprisonment,  if  its  conductor,  when 
directing  officers  to  arrest  a  disorderly  pas- 
senger, causes  him  to  lock  up  another  pas- 
senger who  merely  witnessed  the  disorder, 
as  a  witness  against  the  guilty  party.  Xev 
York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Waldron,  '39:  502, 
82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441.  (Annotated! 
Measure  of  care   required;    negl licence 

generally. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to 
negligence,  see  Evidence,  5, 

4.  The  conductor  is  not  bound  to  stop 
a  car  between  stations  in  a  subway  to  per- 
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mit  a  passenger  to  alight  to  recover  prop- 
erty accidentally  dropped  from  the  car, 
where  to  do  so  would  involve  risk  of  col- 
lision and  place  the  passengers  in  peril. 
Bursteen  v.  Boston  Elevated  R.  Co.  39:  313, 
98  N.  E.  27,  211  Mass.  450.  (Annotated) 

5.  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for 
injury  to  a  pregnant  woman  from  sight  of 
a  lunatic  in  the  car  who  was  acting  strange- 
ly, where  its  employees  had  no  knowledge 
of  her  condition,  and  there  was  nothing  in 
the  conduct  of  the  lunatic  to  apprise  a 
person  of  ordinary  prudence  that  danger  to 
other  passengers  was  to  be  anticipated. 
Ijouisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Brewer,  39:  647, 
143  S.  W..1014,  147  Ky.  166.     (Annotated) 

6.  A  carrier  is  liable  to  a  passenger 
who  holds  a  through  ticket  over  its  road 
but  who  must  make  a  change  of  trains  to 
reach  her  destination,  for  the  failure  and 
refusal  of  its  employees  to  inform  such  pas- 
senger, upon  her  repeated  requests  for  in- 
formation, of  the  place  where  such  change 
is  to  be  made,  by  reason  of  which  failure 
the  passenger  is  carried  past  her  destina- 
tion, and  is  required  to  take  passage  upon 
another  railroad  and  to  expend  an  addition- 
al sum  for  fare,  and  is  caused  to  suffer  a 
loss  of  time  and  certain  inconveniences. 
Lilly  V.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  39:  663,  122 
Pac.  502,  —  Okla.  -r-.  (Annotated) 

7.  A  street  railway  company  which 
runs  a  car  at  high  and  dangerous  speed 
without  warning,  paR^  another  which  is  so 
overcrowded  that  the  passengers  in  moving 
about  crowd  one  of  their  number,  who  is 
standing  on  the  platform,  over  the  line  of 
safety  between  the  two  tracks,  may  be  lia- 
ble for  injury  to  him  through  collision  with 
the  car  so  operated.  Elliott  v.  Seattle,  R. 
&  S.  R.  Co.  39:  608,  122  Pac.  614,  —  Wash. 

• 

Duty  as  to  Tehlcle  or  place  of  riding. 

8.  A  street  car  company  which  by  ordi- 
nance is  bound  to  maintain  gates  upon  the 
slides  of  car  platforms  next  to  parallel 
tracks  is  liable  for  injury  to  a  passenger 
crowded  off  the  platform  and  injured  by 
a  passing  car,  although  the  gate  was  opened 
by  a  fellow  passenger.  Elliott  v.  Seattle, 
R.  &  S.  R.  Co.  39:  608,  122  Pac.  614,  — 
Wash.  — . 

9.  A  street  car  company  is  not  liable 
for  injury  to  a  passenger  who  falls  from 
the  step  of  a  car  which  is  slippery  because 
of  tobacco  juice  which  has  been  expecto- 
rated there,  if  there  is  nothing  to  show, that 
it  had  been  there  any  length  of  time,  and 
the  conductor  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
negligent  in  failing  to  discover  it  before 
the  accident  happened.  Hotenbrink  v.  Bos- 
ton Elevated  R.  Co.  39:  419,  97  N.  E.  624, 
211  Mass.  77.  (Annotated) 
Ejection  of  passenger. 

10.  One  holding  a  return  trip  railroad 
ticket  which  must  be  validated  at  the  in- 
termediate terminal  to  be  good  for  return, 
who  applies  to  the  proper  officer  for  valida- 
tion, and  is  referred  to  another  ofTicial  in 
another  city,  who  refuses  to  validate  the. 
ticket  because  of  alleged  want  of  authority. 
3P  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


informing  the  ticket  holder  that  the  ticket 
will  not  be  honored,  is  not  deprived  of  the 
right  to  hold  the  railroad  company  liable 
for  his  ejection  from  the  train  by  present- 
ing a  local  ticket  to  pass  the  gate  keeper, 
who  refuses  to  pass  him  on  his  invalidated 
ticket;  and  it  is  immaterial  that  the  gate- 
keeper's refusal  to  honor  the  ticket  was  a 
breach  of  the  carriage  contract  giving  a 
right  of  action.  Atchison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Lucas,  39:  51a,  144  S.  W.  1126,  — 
Tex.  — . 
Injnrles  in  getting  on  or  off. 

Fact  that  passenger  rode  on  platform 
as    defense    in    action    for    injury 
while  alighting  from  car,  see  Ac- 
tion or  Suit,  2. 
Presumption  of  negligence  of  carrier, 

see  Evidence,  5. 
Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence,  see 
Trial,  6. 

11.  One  is  negligent  as  matter  of  law  in 
attempting  to  board  a  street  car  when  the 
vestibule  doors  are  closed  and  it  is  in  mo- 
tion, so  that  all  that  he  can  do  is  to  stand 
on  the  step  and  maintain  his  position  by 
clinging  to  the  hand-holds.  Sigl  v.  Green 
Bay  Traction  Co.  39:  65,  136  N.  W.  506, 
—  Wis.  — . 

Stations;  approaches;  platforms. 

12.  A  railroad  company  is  not  negligent 
in  placing,  in  the  daytime,  a  few  ties  neces- 
sary for  repairing  its  tracks  along  the  path 
between  the  car  exit  and  the  highway  at 
a  flag  station.  Fulghum  v.  Atlantic  C.  L. 
R.  Co.  39:  558,  74  S.  E.  684,  158  N.  C.  555. 

(Annotated) 

13.  A  passenger,  in  attempting  to  reach 
the  highway  from  a  car  exit  along  a  path 
upon  which  ties  have  been  placed  for  re- 
pair purpose,  is  negligent  in  stepping  u^n 
one  which  is  wet  and  slippery,  and  is  lying 
in  an  inclined  position,  when  he  might  have 
stepped  over  it,  or  gone  around  it  in  safety, 
and  cannot  therefore  hold  the  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  a  resulting  injury.  Fulghum. 
V.  Atlantic  C.  L.  R.  Co.  39:  558,  74  S.  E. 
584,   158  N.  C.  655. 

Baggage. 

14.  The  mere  fact  that  articles  tendered 
by  a  passenger  for  transportation  as  bag- 
gage are  packed  in  a  basket  does  not  charge 
the  carrier  with  notice  of  their  character, 
so  as  to  charge  it  with  liability  for  their 
loss  as  baggage  in  case  they  are  not  prop- 
erly checked.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Miller,  39:  634,  145  S.  W.  889,  —  Ark. 

15.  Bed  linen  and  other  articles  designed 
for  use  in  his  business  by  one  moving  from 
one  locality  to  another  to  engage  in  the 
hotel  business  cannot  be  carried  by  him  as 
baggage  at  the  risk  of  the  carrier.  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  39:  634, 
145  S.  W.  889,  —  Ark.  — .         (-Annotated) 

16.  A  carrier  which  accepts  for  transpor- 
tation as  baggage,  articles  known  by  it  to 
be  freight,  assumes  the  liability  of  a  freight 
carrier,  and  may  collect  the  regular  trans- 
portation charge  wliere  the  statute  pro- 
hibits all  discrimination  in  rates.    St.  Louis, 
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I.  &  M.  &  S.  R.  C.  ▼.  Miller.  39:  634,  145 
S.  W.  889,  —  Ark.  — . 
Carrying  live  stock. 

17.  A  railroad  company  which  haB  taken 
an  animal  for  transpiirtation  on  a  regular 
freight  schedule  is  not  liable  for  its  loss  be- 
cause it  refuses  to  attach  the  car  to  a 
passenger  train  or  otherwise  hasten  the 
shipment,  upon  receiving  notice  that  the 
animal  is  ill,  where  the  train  carrying  it  is 
substantially  on  schedule  time,  and  there 
is  no  faster  freight  train  to  which  it  could 
be  attached.  Pine  Bros.  v.  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.  39:  639,  133  N.  W.  128,  —  Iowa, 
— .  (Annotated) 
Discrimination;  exclusion  from  prem- 
ises. 

18.  A  railway  company  has  the  right  to 
exclude  from  its  depots  and  warerooms 
persons  who  come  there  in  an  intoxicated 
condition,  and  who  are  turbulent  and 
troublesome  and  disturb  and  interfere  with 
the  agents  and  employees  of  the  oompany 
in  the  discharge  of  their  work,  and  may 
also  exclude  therefrom  those  who  are  re- 
ported to  be  dishonest,  and  on  account  of 
whose  past  presence  in  and  about  its  depots 
and  warerooms  freight  had  been  removed 
without  the  company's  consent,  and  for 
which  it  was  compelled  to  pay  the  con- 
signee the  value  thereof.  Chicago,  R.  I.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  A^rmstrong,  39:  1261  120  Pac. 
952,  —  Okla.  ■— . 

19.  A  railroad  company  may  justify  the 
exclusion  of  a  particular  drayman  from  its 
premises,  to  the  injury  of  his  business,  by 
showing  that,  if  he  was  permitted  upon  the 
premises  he  would  go  about  unattended, 
and  that  merchandise  had  disappeared  for 
which  the  railroad  was  compelled  to  pay; 
while  he  was  about  the  premises  that  he 
was  frequently  intoxicated;  was  quarrel- 
some and  interfered  with  employees  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties,  and  had  been 
arrested  for  intoxication  and  theft.  Chi- 
cago, R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Armstrong,  39: 

26,  120  Pac.  952,  —  Okla.  — .      (Annotated) 

OARS. 

Insurance  of  private  railroad  cars,  see 
Insurance,  12,  13. 

OARTMEN. 

Discrimination  between,  by  carrier,  see 
Carriers,  19. 

CASE. 

Conspiracy  to  induce  breach  of  con- 
tract, see  Conspiracy,  2. 

CATTIiE. 

Transportation  of,  see  Carriers,  17. 

CERTIFICATE. 

Of  judge  to  record  on  appeal,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  3. 

Effect  of  absence  of  certificate  that 
printed  case  contains  on  the  evi- 
dence, see  Appeal  and  Error,  9. 

Of  deposit,  see  Banks,  7. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Negligence  of  city  officers  in  issuing 
duplicate  paving  tax  certificates, 
see  Evidence,  38. 

Proximate  cause  of  loss  to  bank  ac- 
cepting stolen  paving  tax  certifl- 
cates,  see  Proximate  Cause. 

CERTIORARI. 

Certiorari  is  the  proper  remedy  to 
review  the  decision  of  the  goTemor  in  re- 
moving a  county  official  from  office.  State 
ex  rel.  Kinsella  v.  Eberhart,  39:  788,  133  N. 
W.  857,  116  Minn.  313. 

CHARITIES. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  public  charitable 
hospital  receives  pay  from  a  patient  for 
lodging  and  care  does  not  affect  lu  char<^ 
acter  as  a  "charitable  institution,**  nor  its 
rights  or  liabilities  as  such  in  relation  to 
such  a  patient.  Taylor  v.  Protestant  Hos- 
pital Asso.  39:  427,  96  N.  E.  1089,  85  Ohio 
St.  90. 

2.  A  public  charitable  hospital,  organ* 
ized  as  such  and  open  to  all  persons,  al- 
though conducted  under  private  manage- 
ment, is  not  liable  for  injuries  to  a  patient 
of  the  hospital,  resulting  from  the  negli- 
gence of  a  nurse  employed  by  it.  Taylor  v. 
Protestant  Hospital  Asso.  39:  427,  86  N.  E. 
1089,  86  Ohio  St.  90. 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE. 

Evidence  in  replevin  suit  to  gain  pos- 
session of  mortgaged  chattels,  see 
Evidence,  10. 

Right  to  jury  trial  in  trover  to  recover 
possession  of  mortgage  chattel,  see 
Jury,  3. 

1.  The  attach  >nent  of  a  mortgaged 
chattel  as  the  property  of  the  mortgagor 
pending  a  suit  for  strict  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage  is  subject  to  the  determination 
of  the  foreclosure  suit,  even  though  the 
attachment  was  levied  and  the  foreclosure 
suit  begun  when  the  property  was  tem- 
porarily in  another  state.  North  Carolina 
Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v.  Boyer,  39:  6*7,  191 
Fed.  652,  112  C.  C.  A.  162. 

2.  The  declaration  of  a  forfeiture  and 
institution  of  a  proceeding  strictly  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage  on  chattels  vest  title  in 
the  mortgagee  which,  when  judicially  estab- 
lished by  judgment,  takes  precedence  of  an 
attachment  levied  against  the  t>roperty  as 
that  of  the  mortgagor  after  the  foreclosure 
suit  was  begun.  North  Carolina  Land  & 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Boyer,  39:627,  191  Fed.  552, 
112  C.  C.  A.  162. 

3.  The  fact  that  a  mortgaged  chattel 
is  temporarily  out  of  the  state  when  a  for- 
feiture is  declared  and  proceedings  for 
strict  foreclosure  instituted  does  not  pre- 
vent the  title  from  passing  to  the  mort- 
gagee, which  he  can  assert  against  subse- 
quent attachments  of  the  property  in  the 
state  where  the  property  is  found  as  that 
of  the  mortgagor.  North  Carolina  Land  k 
Lumber  Co.  v.  Boyer,  39:  627,  191  Fed.  552, 
112  C.  C.  A.   162.  (Annotated) 
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CHATTKL8. 

Mortgage  on^  Bee  Chattel  Mortgage.. 

CHAUFFEUR. 

Negligence  of,  see  Automobiles. 

CHECKS. 

As  to  duties  and  liability  of  bank  with 
respect  to,  see  Banks,  4,  5. 

Sufficiency  of  pleading  to  show  bona 
fides  of  purchase,  see  Pleading,  6. 

1.  The  bona  fides  of  one  purchasing  a 
check  is  not  destroyed  by  the  fact  that  he 
knows  there  are  no  funds  on  deposit  to 
meet  it.  Johnson  v.  Harrison,  39:  xaoy,  97 
N.  E.  030,  —  Ind.  — .  (Annotated) 

2.  That  one  takes  an  overdue  check 
from  the  payee  does  not,  in  the  absence  of 
other  suspicious  circumstances,  subject  him 
to  eiijuitable  defense  in  an  action  against 
the  drawer.  Johnson  v.  Harrison,  39:  1207, 
97  N.  E.  930,  —  Ind.  — . 

3.  One  who  takes  from  a  payee,  who 
indorses  the  instrument,  a  check  with  the 
understanding  that  he  is  to  lend  money  to 
the  drawer,  with  the  check  as  security,  is  a 
first  holder,  and  not  entitled  to  the  rights 
of  a  bona  fide  indorsee,  and  cannot  use  any 
part  of  the  proceeds  in  satisfaction  of  hia 
claim  against  the  indorser.  Johnson  v. 
Harrison,  39:  iao7,  97  N.  E.  930,  —  Ind.  — . 

4.  That  the  one  attempting  to  raise  a 
loan  on  a  check  for  the  benefit  of  its  mak- 
er is  willing  to  have  a  niaterial  portion  of 
the  proceeds  applied  on  his  own  debt  to  the 
one  to  whom  the  paper  is  offered  charges 
the  latter  with  the  duty  of  inquiring  from 
the  maker  as  to  the  facts  of  the  transac- 
tion, and  he  can  gain  no  rights  in  excess  of 
the  authority  actually  conferred  on  the 
agent.  Johxison  v.  Harrison,  39:  xaoy,  97 
N.  E.  930,  —  Ind.  — . 

5.  One  who  draws  a  check  and  places  it 
in  possession  of  another  assumes,  as  against 
a  bona  fide  purchaser, .  the  risk  of  its  being 
diverted  from  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 
executed.  Johnson  v.  Harrison,  39:  1207,  97 
N.  E.  930,  —  Ind.  — . 

CHURCHES. 

See  Religious  Societies. 

CIVITj  DAMAGES. 

Befusal  of  new  trial  because  of  in- 
adequacy of  damages  in  action  for, 
see  Appeal  and  Error,  13. 

Competency  of  witness  in  action  under 
civil  damage  act,  see  Witnesses,  1. 

CLAIMS. 

Against  estates,  see  Bankruptcy. 

CliASSIFICATION. 

By  statute,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
2,  8. 

CLOTHING. 

Admission  of,  in  evidence,  see  Appeal 
and  Error,  20. 
39  L.K.A.(N.S.) 


I  COLLATERAL  SECURITY. 

See  Pledge  and  Collateral  Seenrity. 

COBfBINATIONS. 

Illegal  Combinations,  see  Monopoly  and 
Combinations. 

COMITY. 

See  Confliot  of  Lawi. 

COMMERCE. 

A  package,  to  be  unbroken  within 
the  meaning  of  a  law  permitting  liquor  to 
be  delivered  in  unbroken  packages  in  dry 
territory,  need  not  necessarily  be  the  one 
received  by  the  wholesaler,  but  he  may  fill 
a  smaller  receptacle,  as  a  demijohn,  from  a 
larger  one,  and  deliver  it  in  the  unbroken 
form  in  which  he  prepares  it.  State  t. 
Maire,  39:  1051,  120  Pac.  87,  66  Wash.  691. 

(Annotated) 

COMMERCIAL  TRAVELERS. 

Authority  of,  see  Principal  and  Agent. 

COMMISSIONERS. 

Validity  of  regulations  by  food  oom* 
missioner,  see  Food. 

COMMISSION  GOVERNMENT. 

See  Municipal  Corporations,  L 

COMMITTEE. 

Of  political  party,  see  ElectioBi. 

COMMON  CARRIERS. 

See  Carriers. 

COMMUNITY  PROPERTY.  "- 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  8a;  Tazae,  8. 

COMPARATIVE  INJURY. 

Doctrine  of,  in  suit  to  enjoin  infringe- 
ment of  patents,  see  Injunction,  2. 

COMPENSATION. 

Compensation  of  attorneys,  see  Attor- 
neys. 

Of  attorney  acting  as  special  prose- 
cutor for  the  state  at  request  of 
private  parties,  see  District  and 
Prosecuting  Attorneys,  3. 

Bequiring  physician  or  midwife  to  sup- 
ply information  without  compensa- 
tion, see  Constitutional  Law,  9. 

For  taking  of  property,  see  Eminent 
Domain. 

Of  officer  generally,  see  Officers,  8. 

COMPLAINT. 

Of  plaintiff,  see  Pleading,  2-10. 


CONCEALMENT. 

Effect  of,  on  running  of  limitationa, 
Limitations  of  Actions,  8. 

CONCLUSIONS. 

In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  18. 

CONDEMNATION. 

Of  property,  sec  Eminent  Domain 
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CONDITION. 

Of  stockholder's  right  to  maintain  ac- 
tion, Bee  Corporations,  4. 

Relating  .to  real  property,  see  Cove- 
nants and  Conditions. 

In  insurance  contract,  see  Insurance. 

Of  revocation  of  grant  of  land  by  state. 
State. 


CONDONATION. 

In  divorce  case,  see  Divorce  and  Sep- 
aration, 6. 

CONFIDENTIAL  RKLATIONS. 

What  constitutes  confidential  relation 
which  will  sustain  parol  promise 
to  hold  property  conveyed  in  tnist, 
tee  Trusts,  1. 

CONFLICT   OF  LAWS. 

Admissibility    of.  judgment    of    other 

state,  see  Evidence,  10. 
Action    by    foreign   administrator,   see 

Executors  and  Administrators,  2, 

8. 

The  courts  of  a  state  where  gam- 
bling transactions  are  illegal  will  not  en- 
force a  contract  growing  out  of  such  trans- 
action made  in  another  state,  even  though 
the  transaction  is  valid  there.  Burrus  v. 
Witcover,  39:  1005,  74  S.  E.  11,  158  N.  C. 
384. 

CONSENT. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppel,  2. 
Of  parent  to  enlistment  of  son  in  mi- 
litia, see  Militia. 

CONSIDERATION. 

Failure   of,    as    defense   in   action   on 

note,  see  Bills  and  Notes,  2,  3. 
Of  contract,  see  Contracts,  3. 
Illegality  of  consideration  for  contract, 

see  Contracts,  5-7. 
Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evidence,  12. 
Necessity   of  return  of,  on   revocation 

of   grant   of    lands   by   state,    see 

State. 

CONSPIRACY. 

Jurisdiction  of  equity  in  case  of,  see 

Equity,  I. 
Injunction  against,  see   Injunction,   3. 
Giving  perjured  testimony  in  pursuance 

of,  see  Judgment,  2;  Perjury,  1. 

1.  In  order  to  sustain  a  civil  action 
for  conspiracy  it  is  generally  necessary 
that  there  shall  be  an  averment  and  proof 
of  the  commission  of  an  act  which,  if  done 
by  one  alone,  would  at  the  common  law  con- 
stitute a  ground  for  action  on  the  case. 
Sleeper  v.  Baker,  39:  864,  134  N.  W.  716, 
—  N.  D.  — . 

2.  The  civil  action  of  conspiracy  is  a 
tort  action,  and  cannot  ii^  general  be  main- 
tained for  inducing  a  third  person  to  break 
his  contract  with  the  plaintifT,  except  where 
direct  fraud  or  force  or  coercion  has  been 
used;  the  consequence  at  law  being  only  a 
broken  contract,  for  which  the  party  to  the 
contract  mav  have  his  remedy  bv  suing 
at*  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


upon  it.  Sleeper  v.  Baker,  39:  864,  134  K. 
W.  716,  —  N.  D.  — . 

CONSTABLE. 

Bond  of,  see  Bonds,  1. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 

Former  jeopardy,  see  .Constitutional 
Law,  1-3. 

As  to  taking  property  for  public  use, 
see  Eminent  Domain. 

As  to  enactment  of  statute,  see  Stat- 
utes. 

Ex  post  facto  laws. 

1.  A  statute  providing  that  a  person 
acquitted  of  a  criminal  charge  on  the 
ffround  that  he  was  insane  when  the  of- 
fense was  committed,  shall  be  committed  to 
the  asylum  for  the  dangerous  insane,  and 
shall  not  be  liberated  therefrom  except  s?< 
prescribed  in  the  act,  is  not  cob  post  facto 
as  to  a  person  tried  and  acquitted  on  that 
ground  after  the  statute  was  enacted  for 
an  offense  committed  before  its  passage. 
Re  Clark,  39:  680,  121  Pac.  492,  86  Esn. 
539. 

Equal  protection  and  prlTileges. 
See  also  infra,  5. 

2.  An  employees'  insurance  act  whicli 
applies    to    employers    employing    five   or 

4nore  workmen  or  operatives  does  not  make 
an  unjust  or  arbitrary  classification.  State 
ex  rel.  Yaple  v.  Creamer,  39:  694,  97  N.  E. 
602,  85  Ohio  St.  349. 

3.  A  statute  making  it  a  misdemeanor 
to  take  usury  on  loans  secured  by  house- 
hold or  kitchen  furniture  is  not  invalid  as 
tending  to  deprive  persons  lending  on  sach 
security  of  the  equal  protection  of  the  laws, 
since  such  articles  furnish  a  proper  basis 
for  classification  in  dealing  with  usurions 
loans.  State  v.  Davis,  39:  136,  73  S.  £. 
130,  157  N.  C.  648. 

Due  process  of  law. 

4.  No  public  policy  of  the*  state  can  be 
allowed  to  override  the  positive  guaraDties 
of  the  Constitution,  or  devest  persons  of 
their  title  and  property  except  in  the  war 
the  law  provides.  Hill  v.  Woodward,  39: 
533,  57  So.  294,  —  Miss.  -— . 

5.  The  attempt  to  make  an  owner  who 
fails  to  take  from  one  contracting  to  con- 
struct for  him  a  ditch  or  reservoir  a  bond 
conditioned  to  pay  all  claims  for  material^, 
farm  produce,  provisions,  or  goods  of  any 
kind  furnished  the  contractor  or  subcon- 
tractor, personally  liable  for  such  claims, 
is  invalid,  as  taking  property  without  due 
process  of  law,  and  denying  him  the  equal 
protection  of  the  laws,  so  far  as  it  attempts 
to  include  claims  for  materials  which  do 
not  go  to  enhance  the  value  of  his  prop- 
erty. George  Bolln  Co.  v.  North  Platte 
Valley  Irrig.  Co.  39:  868,  121  Pac.  22,  — 
Wyo.  — .  (Annotated) 

6.  Limiting  the  surety  which  a  proper- 
ty owner  may  take  from  one  contracting  to 
do  work  for  him  to  secure  payment  of  la- 
borers and  materialmen  to  incorporated 
companies  deprives  him  of  his  liberty  to 
contract,  and  denies  him  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  laws.    George  Bolln  Co.  v.  North 
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Platte  Valley  Irrig.  Co.  39:  868,  121  Pac. 
22,  —  Wyo.  — . 

7.  A  statute  providing  that  when  a 
person  is  acquitted  of  a  criminal  charge  on 
the  ground  01  insanity  when  the  offense  was 
committed,  the  jury  shall  so  state  in  their 
verdict  and  shall  pass  specifically  on  the 
question  of  sanity,  and  thereupon  such 
person  shall  be  committed  to  asylum  for  the 
dangerous  insane,  and  shall  not  be  liberated 
except  upon  an  order  of  the  court  commit- 
ting him  thereto,  and  until  the  superintend- 
ent of  such  asyliun  shall  certify  in  writing 
to  such  committing  court  that  in  his  opin- 
ion such  person  is  wholly  recovered,  and 
tl:at  no  person  will  be  in  danger  by  his  dis- 
ciiarge,  is  not  unconstitutional  as  being  a 
denial  of  due  process  of  law  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Federal  or  state  Constitution 
relating  thereto.  Re  Clark,  39: 680,  121 
Pac.  492,  86  Kan.  639. 

8.  An  employee  is  not  .deprived  of  his 
recourse  to  the  courts  by  an  employees'  in- 
surance act  which  provides  that  an  em- 
ployer of  five  or  more  workmen  who  pays  a 
certain  premium  into  the  state  insurance 
fund,  and  posts  certain  notices  to  this  effect 
in  his  place  of  business,  shall  be  relieved  of 
liability  to  respond  in  damages  to  an  em- 
ployee for  injury,  except  in  case  of  wilful 
or  statutory  negligence,  and  which  provides 
further  for  a  board  of  awards  to  hear  and 
determine  questions  concerning  the  payment 
of  claims,  and  for  an  appeal  from  their  de- 
termination in  cases  where  the  right  of  the 
claimant  is  denied  upon  any  ground  affect- 
ing the  basis  of  the  claim.  State  ex  rel. 
Vaple  V.  Creamer,  39:  694,  97  N.  £.  602,  85 
Ohio  St.  349. 

Police  power. 

9.  The  provisions  of  an  act  to  establish 
a  bureau  of  vital  statistics,  and  to  provide 
for  a  prompt  and  permanent  registration  of 
all  births  and  deaths  occurring  within  the 
state,  which  require  a  physician  or  midwife 
in  attendance  upon  the  birth  of  a  child  to 
certify,  without  compensation,  as  to  legiti- 
macy or  illegitimacy,  and,  if  legitimate,  to 
supply  information  in  regard  to  the  parents 
of  the  child,  are  an  unreasonable  and  arbi- 
trary exercise  of  the  police  power,  and 
tlierefore  unconstitutional  and  void.  State 
V.  Boone,  39:  10x5,  96  N.  E.  924,  84  Ohio  St. 
346.  (Annotated) 

10.  A  statute  which  provides  that  an  em- 
ployer of  five  or  more  workmen  may  pay  a 
certain  premium  into  a  state  insurance  fund 
and,  upon  posting  notices  to  this  effect  in 
his  place  of  business,  thereby  be  relieved 
from  liability  for  injuries  to  his  employees 
except  in  cases  of  wilful  or  statutory  negli- 
gence, and  provides  further  that  in  case  of 
his  failure  to  accept  the  benefit  of  such  act 
he  shall  be  liable  to  his  employees  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  negligence,  and  in 
such  action  the  defenses  of  assumption  of 
risk,  contributory  negligence,  and  fellow- 
Horvant  rule  shall  not  be  available  to  him, 
is  a  valid  and  constitutional  enactment 
authorized  under  the  police  power  of  a 
Htate.  State  ex  rel.  Yaple  v.  Creamer, 
39:  694,  97  N.  E.  602,  85  Ohio  St.  349. 
a9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


CONSTRUCTION. 

Of  contract  of  employment,    lee    Con- 
tracts, 4. 
Of  statute,  see  Statutes,  4,  6. 
Of  wiU,  see  WiUs. 

constbuotivb:  trusts. 

See  Trusts,  8. 

CONTEMPT. 

Contempt  proceedings  will  not  lie  to 
enforce  an  order  of  restitution  of  money  se- 
cured in  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  which 
is  subsequently  reversed,  if,  when  the  order 
is  passed,  the  money  is  no  longer  in  pos- 
session of  the  judgment  creditor.  Dodson 
V.  Butler,  39:  zzoo^  142  S.  W.  503,  —  Ark. 
— ^.  (Annotated) 

CONTEST. 

Of  will,  see  Wills,  2. 

CONTINUING  GUARANTY. 

See  Guaranty. 

CONTRACTORS. 

Validity  of  statute  as  to  nature  of 
bonds  to  be  taken  from,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  5,  6;  Statutes,  3. 

Liability  of  contractor  not  entitled  to 
use  union  label  for  use  of  label 
on  work,  see  Trademarks,  2. 

CONTRAOT8. 

Whether  action  one  on  contract  or  in 
tort,  see  Action  or  Suit,  2. 

Conflict  of  laws  as  to,  see  Conflict  of 
Laws. 

Action  of  conspiracy  for  inducing 
breach  of  contract,  see  Conspiracy, 
2. 

Restrictions  on  right  of,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  6. 

As  to  covenants,  see  Covenants  and 
Conditions. 

Punitive  damages  for  breach  of,  see 
Damages,  3. 

Measure  of  damages  as  to,  see  Dam- 
ages, 5,  6. 

Mental  anguish  as  element  of  damages 
for,  see  Damages,  13,  14. 

Duress,  see  Duress. 

Power  of  equity  to  compel  renewal  of, 
see  Equity,  1. 

Requiring  transfer  of  chattels  between 
husband  and  wife  to  be  in  writing, 
tee  Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

Of  incompetent  person,  see  Incompetent 
Persons. 

As  to  insurance  contracts,  see  Insur- 
ance. 

Contract  of  employment,  see  Master 
and  Servant,  2,  3. 

As  to  mortgages,  see  Mortgages. 

Third  party's  .right  to  sue  for  breach, 
see  Parties,  3,  4. 

Power  of  partners  respecting,  see  Part- 
nership. 

Pleading  as  to,  see  Pleading,  6,  7. 

Liability  of  agent  on,  see  Principal  and 
Agent,  2. 
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CONTRADICTION— CORPORATIONS. 


Ref 01  mation  of,  see  Reformation  of 
Instruments. 

Of  religious  society,  see  Religious  So- 
cieties. 

Specific  performance  of,  see  Specific 
Performance. 

Contracts  as  to  real  property  general- 
ly, see  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Implied  agreements. 

1.  A  town  board  may  audit  and  allow 
claims  for  services  rendered  under  a  con- 
tract for  work  and  labor,  which  has  been 
fully  performed  and  the  work  approved  and 
accepted,  although  the  contract  was  invalid 
because  no  bond  for  the  protection  of  the 
town  and  persons  furnishing  labor  and  ma- 
terial was  given,  as  required  by  statute. 
State  ex  r/el.  Morris  v.  Clark,  39:  43,  134  N. 
W.  129,  116  Minn.  600.  (Annotated) 

2.  A  contract  for  the  ^purchase  of  items 
of  .personalty  by  a  citv  in  excess  of  the 
charter  limitation  of  the  amount  to  be  in- 
cluded in  one  contract  is  void,  and  no  lia- 
bility as  upon  an  implied  contract  is  cre- 
ated against  the  municipality.  Perry 
Water,  L.  &  I.  Co.  v.  Perry,  39:  72,  120  Pac. 
682,  29  Okla.  693.  (Annotated) 
Consideration . 

3.  No  new  consideration  is  necessary  to 
validate  the  ratification  of  an  alteration  in 
a  promissory  note,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  negotiable  instrumente  act  that,  where 
a  negotiable  instrument  is  materially 
altered  without  the  assent  of  all  parties 
liable  thereon,  it  is  avoided,  except  as 
against  the  party  who  has  himself  made, 
authorized,  or  assented  to  the  alteration  and 
subsequent  indorsemente.  Holyfield  v.  Har- 
rington, 39:  131,  116  Pac.  646,  84  Kan.  760. 

(Annotated) 
Construction. 

4.  A  promoter  of  a  corporation  who 
undertakes,  as  part  of  the  inducement  to 
the  undertaking,  to  devote  his  whole  time 
and  attention  to  the  corporate  business, 
without  specifying  the  period  over  which 
the  services  are  to  extend,  is  not  bound  te 
continue  such  services  for  a  reasonable  time, 
but  may  cease  to  render  them  at  pleasure, 
without  liability  to  persons  who  invested 
their  money  on  the  faith  of  the  promise,  al- 
though the  withdrawal  of  the  service  wrecka 
the  corporation.  Watson  v.  Gugino,  39: 
1090,  98  N,  E.  18,  204  N.  Y.  636. 
Validity;  public  policy. 

Implied  contract  to  pay    for    services 
rendered  or  goods  obtained  under 
invalid  contract,  see  supra,  1,  2. 
Efifect  of  public  policy-  on  enforcement 
of  contract  of  other  state,  see  Con- 
flict of  Laws. 
Validity  of  contracte  between  husband 
and  wife,  see  Husband  and  Wife,  2. 
Replevin  to  recover  property  intended 

for  illegal  use,  see  Replevin. 
6.  A  lease  is  not  rendered  void  by  mere 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  of  in- 
tention to  subject  the  premises  for  the  pur- 
pose of  running  a  bawdyhouse.  Ashford  v. 
Mace,  39:  1 104,  146  S.  W.  474,  —  Ark.  — . 

(Annotated) 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


6.  An  agreement  to  pay  for  services  in 
selling  goods  to  a  public  board  which  does 
not  contemplate  the  exercise  of  personal  or 
political  influence,  and  in  the  carrying  oat 
of  which  no  such  influence  is  in  fact  exerted, 
and  which  is  otherwise  unobjectionable,  b 
not  rendered  void  because  tne  salesmani 
compensation  is  made  to  depend  upon  the 
success  of  his  efforte,  or  because  he  mMka 
a  legitimate  argument  to  one  of  the  man- 
bers  of  the  board  while  the  otners  are  not 
present.  Kansas  City  Paper  House  v.  Foler 
R.  Printing  Co.  39:  747,  118  Pac  1066,  85 
Kan.  678.  (AnnoUted) 

7.  That  the  acceptor  of  a  draft  the  pro- 
ceeds bf  which  are  to  furnish  margins  in  an 
illegal  transaction  in  futures  was  not  i 
party  to  the  illegal  transaction  does  not 
prevent  his  setting  up  the  illegality  of  snch 
transaction  out  of  which  the  consideration 
for  the  acceptance  grew,  to  defeat  liability 
thereon.  Burrus  v.  Witeover,  39: 1005,  74 
S.  £.  11,  168  N.  C.  384.  (Annotated) 

8.  No  compensation  can  be  recovered 
by  a  salesman  for  services  rendered  under 
a  contract  which  contained  a  provision  for 
reimbursing  him  a  certain  sum  to  be  al- 
lowed purchasing  agente  for  turning  busi- 
ness his  way.  Smith  v.  David  B.  Orockett 
Co.    39:  ZZ48,   82    Atl.    669,  86   Conn.  282. 

(Annotated) 

CONTRADICTION. 

Of  witness,  see  Witnesses,  2. 

CONTRIBUTORT  NEGLIGENCE. 

In  general,  see  Negligence,  7-8. 

CONVERSION. 

By  guardian,  see  Guardian  and  Ward. 
Complaint  in  action  to  hold  guardian 

liable  for,  see  Pleading,  %. 
In  general,  see  Trover. 

CONVICTS. 

Eao  post  facto  laws  aa  to,  see  Constitu- 
tional Law,  1. 

CORPORATIONS. 

Interpretation  of  contract  by  promoter 
to  devote  his  whole  time  and  at* 
tention  to  corporate  business,  see 
Contracts,  4, 

Setting  aside  transfer  of  stock  because 
of  duress,  see  Duress. 

Oral  evidence  to  show  incumbency  of 
office  in  private  corporation  by  wit- 
ness, see  Evidence,  9. 

Including  railroad  property  in  le«e 
district  as  violation  of  charter 
rights,  see  Levees. 

Venue  of  action  against,  see  Venue,  2. 

Liabilities. 

1.  A  private  corporation,  like  an  indi- 
vidual, is  liable  for  the  acts  of  its  agent,  in 
instituting  a  malicious  prosecution,  if  the 
same  were  done  while  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  authority.  Chicago,  R.  I.  A  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Holliday,  39^  aos,  120  Pac  »27, 
—  Okla.  — . 

2.  A  corporation  cannot  avoid  liabilitr 
upon  a  contract  signed  by  its  superintend- 
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tnt,  who  had  authority  to  employ  men,  en- 1 
gaging  a  person  to  do  a  particular  part  of 
the  work  required  by  the  corporation  for  a 
term  of  one  year,  because '  his  authority 
was  limited  to  employing  help  orally  from 
day  to  day,  since  the  other  contracting 
party  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  his  apparent 
possession  of  the  authority  which  he  as- 
sumed to  exercise.  Slocum  v.  Seattle  Taxi- 
cab  Co.  39:  435,  121  Pac.  67,  67  Wash.  220. 
OfllcerB;  liabilities. 

Officers  of  savings    bank,    see    Banks, 
14-16. 

3.  A  managing  officer  of  a  corporation 
which  is  engaged  in  the  manufacture  for 
general  consumption  of  an  article  dangerous 
to  use  is  personally  liable  for  injury  to  a 
consumer  oy  its  use,  if  he  knows  of  its 
dangerous  character  and  actively  promotes 
its  manufacture  and  sale.  Wines  v.  Crosby 
&  Co.  39:  90X,  135  K.  W.  96,  —  Mich.  -^. 

(Annotated) 
Rights  of  shareholders;  actions. 

Stockholders  in  bank,  see  Banks,  1-3. 

4.  Where  the  officers,  of  whose  mis- 
management and  misconduct  a  plaintiff 
stockholder  complains,  are  in  control  of  the 
corporation,  both  by  being  the  officers  there- 
of and  the  holders  of  a  majority  of  the 
stock,  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  complaining 
stockholder  to  show  as  a  condition  neces- 
sary to  maintain  his  suit  that  he  first  made 
demand  on  said  officers  to  proceed  on  behalf 
of  the  corporation  to  remedy  the  wrongs 
complained  of.  Exchange  Bank  v.  Bailey, 
39:  103a,  116  Pac.  812,  29  Okla.  246. 
InsolTency;  rights  of  creditors. 

Insolvency  of  banks,  see  Banks,  8-13. 
Receivers  of  insolvent  corporation,  see 
Receivers. 

6.  A  holder  of  preferred  stock  in  a 
corporation  cannot  enforce  its  redemption 
at  par,  as  provided  in  his  contract,  if  the 
assets  of  the  company  are  not  sufficient  to 
pay  its  debts.  Rider  v.  John  G.  Delker  & 
Song  Co.  39:  1007,  140  S.  W.  1011^  145  Ky. 
634.  (Annotated) 

0.  The  claims  of  directors  and  holders 
of  common  stock -of  a  corporation  for  money 
advanced  to  keep  it  a  going  concern  will  not 
be  postponed  in  the  winding  up  of  the  corpo- 
ration to  the  retirement  of  preferred  stock, 
because  at  the  time  they  assumed  the 
management,  the  assets  were  sufficient  to 
pay  preferred  stockholders  in  full,  had  the 
concern  been  wound  up  at  that  time.  Fryer 
V.  Wiedemann,  39:  xoxx,  146  S.  W.  752,  148 
Ky.  379.      • 

7.  Directors  and  holders  of  conmion 
stock  in  a  corporation,  although  occupying 
a  position  of  trust  towards  preferred  stock- 
holders, do  not,  by  lending  money  to  the 
corporation  to  enable  it  to  carry  on  its 
business,  even  as  to  such  an  amount  as  to 
render  the  preferred  stock  worthless,  post- 
pone their  claims  to  repayment  to  the  re- 
tirement of  the  preferred  stock,  which  was 
issued  under  an  agreement  that  no  lien 
should  be  placed  on  the  property  of  the 
corporation  without  consent  of  the  pre- 
ferred stockholders.  Frver  v.  Wiedemann, 
39:  loii,  146  S.  W.  752,  148  Ky.  379. 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


8.  A  holder  of  preferred  stock  in  a 
corporation,  whose  certificate  provides  that 
no  lien  shall  be  placed  upon  the  corporate 
property  without  nis  consent,  is  not  entitled 
to  priority  over  corporate  creditors  in  the 
distribution  of  its  assets.  .  Fryer  v.  Wiede- 
mann, 39:  loix,  146  S.  W.  762,  148  Ky.  379. 

CORROBORATION. 

Of  accomplice,  see  Evidence,  83-^6. 

COSTS  AND  FEES. 

Liability   of  grantor  for  costs  of  de- 
.fending    title    against    action    by 
stranger,  see  Covenants  and  Con- 
ditions, 1. 

COTENANCY. 

Evidence  to  establish  ownership  of  co- 
tenant,  see  Evidence,  19. 

Notice  to  mortgagee  of  interest  of  eo- 
tenant,  see  Notice. 

Partition  between  cotenants,  see  Par- 
tition. 

Conveyance  of  land  to  one  in  trust  for 
himself  and  another,  see  Trusts,  2. 

OOUNSEIi. 

See  Attorneys. 

OOUNSEIi  FEES. 

See  Attorneys. 

COUNTERCIjAIM. 

See  Set-Off  and  Counterclaim. 

COUNTERFEIT  MONEY. 

Pretended  sale  of,  see  False  Pretenses. 

COUNTIES.    . 

Estoppel  of,  see  Estoppel,  1. 

Action  to  compel  removal  of  obstme- 
tion  to  operation  of  drawbridge, 
see  Parties,  6;  Waters,  1. 

Liability     for     expense     of     relieving 

?auper,  see  Poor  and  Poor  Laws, 
-3. 
Liability  for  injury  to  pauper  by  fail- 
ure to  give  aid  to  him,  see  Poor 
and  Poor  Laws,  4. 

COUNTS. 

In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  4. 

COUNTY  ATTORNEY. 

See  District  and  Prosecuting  Attomeyi. 

COURTS. 

Depriving  employee  of  recourse  to,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  8. 

Contempt  of,  see  Contempt. 

Aiding  in  enforcement  of  illegal  con- 
tract,  see   Contracts,  7. 

Power  to  suspend  sentence,  see  Crimi- 
nal Law,  4. 

Power  to  authorize  guardian  of  in- 
competent to  consent  to  convey- 
ance of  real  estate  in  another  state, 
see  Incompetent  Persons. 

Judicial    proceedings    on    Sunday, 
Sunday. 

As  to  venue  of  action,  see  Venue, 
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COVENANTS  AND  CONDITIONS— CRIMINAL  LAW. 


1.  Proceedings  for  the  removal  of  a 
public  officer  from  his  office  are  of  a  ju- 
dicial character,  so  that,  although  the 
power  of  removal  is  conferred  by  statute 
upon  the  governor,  his  action  is  subject  to 
review  by  the  courts.  State  ex  rel.  Kin- 
sella  ▼.  Eberhart,'  39:  788,  133  N.  W.  857, 
116  Minn.  313.  (Annotated) 

2.  The  proper  court  of  the  county  in 
which  is  located  land  ceded  by  a  state  to 
the  Federal  government  for  a  soldiers'  home 
has  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  administra- 
tion on  the  estate  of  a  soldier  dying  in  the 
home.  Divine  v.  Unaka  Nat.  Bank,  39:  586, 
140  S.  W.  747,  —  Tenn.  — .        (Annotated) 

2a.  The  courts  of  one  state  have  no 
jurisdiction  to  try  one  for  the  murder  of  a 
person  who  dies  there  as  the  result  of  an 
act  done  in  another  state  after  the  perform- 
ance of  which  the  deceased  removes  from 
one  state  to  the  other.  Com.  v.  Apkins,  39: 
8aa,  146  S.  W.  431,  148  Ky.  207. 

(Annotated) 

3.  A  Federal  bankruptcy  court  is  not 
bound  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of  the 
state  in  which  it  is  sitting,  as  to  the  right 
of  one  whose  property  has  been  converted 
and  consumed,  to  waive  the  tort  and  sue 
in  contract  for  its  value.  Reynolds  v.  New 
York  Trust  Co.  39:  391,  188  Fed.  611,  110 
C.  C.  A.  409. 

COVENANTS  AND  CONDITIONS. 

Mitigation  of  damages  for  breach  of 
covenant,  see  Damages,  15. 

1.  A  grantor  is  not,  under  his  covenant 
to  warrant  and  defend  title  against  all 
lawful  claims,  liable  for  costs  of  a  success- 
ful defense  against  an  attempt  by  a  stran- 
ger to  establish  a  lien  on  the  property. 
Hoffman  v.  Dickson,  39:  67,  118  Pac.  737, 
65  Wash.  656.  (Annotated) 

2.  When  the  governor,  in  the  exercise 
of  authority  expressly  conferred  upon  him 
by  statute,  erants  to  a  municipality  ''all  the 
interest  of  the  state"  in  lands  which  it  owns 
in  fee,  to  be  used  for  streets  and  other  pur- 
poses, the  municipality,  reserving  the  right 
to  use  the  same  for  street  purposes  with- 
out compensation,  may  execute  a  valid  lease 
of  such  lands  to  a  railroad  company  for  its 
general  purposes.  Cleveland  Terminal  A  V. 
R.  Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Ellis,  39:  1219,  97  N. 
E.  967,  85  Ohio  St.  251. 

3.  A  covenant  of  general  warranty  of 
title  is  not  broken  by  the  existence  of  a 
visible  easement  upon  the  portion  of  land 
granted,  consisting  of  a  right  to  maintain 
a  mill  pond  upon  it.  Bennett  t.  Booth,  39: 
618,  73  S.  E.  909,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

4.  The  prima  facie  presumption  estab- 
lished by  a  Code  provision  that  separation 
walls  betwixt  buildings,  or  yard  and  garden 
in  cities  and  town,  are  owned  in  common, 
does  not  apply  to  the  division  wall  between 
a  building  and  vacant  lot;  and  therefore, 
where  by  law  such  a  wall  erected  by  the 
owner  of  the  building  remains  his  exclusive 
property  until  the  owner  of  the  adjoining 
lot  makes  it  a  wall  in  common  by  paying 
one  half  the  cost  of  the  construction  there- 
of, the  owner  of  such  a  vacant  lot,  who 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


conveys  the  same  "with  the  buildings  and 
improvements  thereon"  by  a  deed  of  war- 
ranty, is  not  liable  for  the  amount  of  money 
his  vendee  is  -forced  to  pay,  to  give  him  the 
right  to  use  such  wall  in  common.  Cordill 
V.  Israel,  39:  931,  67  So.  778,  —  La.  — . 

5.  When  land  is  granted  to  a  city  upon 
a  valuable  consideration,  to  be  used  for 
streets  and  other  purposes,  the  title  will 
not,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  stipula- 
tion to  that  end,  revest  in  the  grantor  be- 
cause the  land  is  subsequently  used  for 
street  and  railroad  purposes.  Cleveland 
Terminal  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel.  Ellis, 
39:   Z3I9,  97  N.  £.  967,  85  Ohio  St.  251. 


dCSiABm* 
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OKIMINAL  LAW. 

Right  of  accused  to  statutory  time  ui 

which  to   plead  as   amendment  of 

indictment,  see  Appeal  and  Error, 

23. 
Employment  of  private  counsel  to  u- 

sist   prosecution,   see    Appeal  and 

Error,  7;  District  and  Prosecuting 

Attorneys. 
Review  of  facts  on  appeal,  see  Appeal 

and  Error,  18;  19. 
Prejudicial   evidence,   see   Appeal  and 

Error,  20. 
Reversal  of  conviction  on  appeal,  lee 

Appeal  and  Error,  24. 
Duty  of  attorney  general  to  prosecute 

liquor  case  at  request  of  governor. 

see  Attorney  General. 
Bail   and    recognizance,    see   Bail  and 

Recognizance. 
Ew  post  facto  laws,  see  Constitational 

Law,  1. 
Constitutionality  of  statute  providin<r 

for  confinement  of  person  acquitt^^d 

of   crime   on   ground   of  inaanitT, 
.see  Constitutional  Law,  1,  7. 
Jurisdiction     in     criminal     case,    see 

Courts,  2a. 
Presumption  and  burden  of  proof,  see 

Evidence,  4. 
Evidence  of  threats,  see  Evidence,  22. 
Corroboration   of  testimony  of  accom- 
plice, see  Evidence,  33-36. 
Sufficiency  of  proof,  see  Evidence,  31, 

32. 
Habeas  corpus,  see  Habeas  Corpus. 
Right  to  trial  by  jury,  see  Jury,  6. 
Waiver  of  disqualification  x>i  juror,  kc 

Jury,  6. 
Ab  to  requisites,  sufficiency  of  indict- 
ment, information,  and  complaint, 

see  Indictment,  etc. 
Injunction  to  abate  nuisance  which  is 

also  a  public  offense,  see  NniBane«i 

7. 
Criminal  liability  for  nuisance,  see  Xni* 

sances,  7,  10. 
Reception  of  verdict  in  criminal  case  00 

Sunday,  see  Sunday. 
Questions  for  court  or  jury,  see  Trial.  1 
Necessity  or  propriety  of  instructioM 

in  criminal  case,  see  Trial,  U. 
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Former  Jeopardy. 

1.  Where  one  accused  of  a  felony  is  put 
upon  trial  under  an  information  defective 
upon  its  face,  and,  after  trial  begun,  the 
information  is  amended  and  the  trial  pro- 
ceeded with,  there  being  no  change  in  the 
offense  charged,  the  accused  is  not  thereby 
placed  in  jeopardy  a  second  time.  McKay 
T.  State,  39:  714,  132  N.  W.  741,  90  Neb.  63. 

2.  Placing  one  on  trial  for  perjurr 
which  secured  his  acquittal  of  another  of- 
fense is  not  placing  him  twice  in  jeopardy 
for  the  same  offense.  Allen  v.  United 
States,  39:  385,  194  Fed.  664,  —  C.  C.  A.  — . 

(Annotated) 

3.  The  reversal  for  a  new  trial  upon  de- 
fendant's appeal  of  a  conviction  of  man- 
slaughter upon  a  charge  of  murder,  sub- 
jects him  to  a  retrial  upon  the  original  ac- 
cusation. State  V.  Ash,  39:  611,  122  Pac. 
995,  —  Wash.  — -. 

Suspension  or  stay  of  sentence. 

Estoppel  of  convict  to  assert  invalidity 
of  suspension  of  sentence,  see  Es- 
toppel, 2. 

4.  A  court  has  no  inherent  power  to 
suspend  the  execution  of  a  sentence  pro- 
nounced upon  one  convicted  of  crime  for 
the  purpose  of  inducing  good  behavior  on 
his  part.  Fuller  t.  State,  39:  343,  57  So. 
6,  —  Miss.  — .  (Annotated) 

CROSSINGS. 

Duty  of  railroad  company  to  keep  safe, 
see  Trial,  9. 

CROSSWALK. 

Accumulation  of  snow  on,  see  High- 
ways, 6,  7. 

CUIj  DE  SAO. 

Change  in  highway  causing,  see  High- 
ways, 8. 

CURE. 

Of  error  in  trial  court,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  17. 

DAMAGES. 

Review  of  discretion  as  to  refusal  of 
new  trial  for  inadequacy  of,  see 
Appeal   and  Error,   13. 

Prejudicial  error  in  instructions  as  to, 
see  Appeal  and  Error,  22. 

For  failure  to  transfer  on  books  bank 
stock  purchased,  see  Banks,  1. 

Betaining  suit  for  injunction  in  order 
to  assess  damages,  see  Equity,  2. 

Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to,  see  Evi- 
dence, 23,  24. 

Interest  as,  see  Interest. 

Remittitur  on  motion  for  new  trial,  see 
New  Trial,  8. 

Remittitur  by  trial  court,  see  Trial,  19. 

Exemplary  or  pnnltiye. 

Duty  of  court  to  define  punitive  dam- 
ages, see  Trial,  13. 

1.  A  wrongful  act  done  under  a  bona 
fide  claim  of  right,  and  without  malice  in 
any  form,  constitutes  no  basis  for  punitive 
damages.  Jopling  v.  Bluefield  Waterworks 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


&  Improv.  Co.  39:  8x4,  74  S.  E.  043,  —  W. 
Va.  — . 

2.  Punitive  damages  cannot  be  assessed 
against  a  telephone  company  for  mere  neg- 
lect to  answer  the  call  of  the  subscriber, 
in  the  absence  of  anything  to  show  inten- 
tional wrong  or  wilfulness,  or  conscious  in- 
difference to  consequences,  from  which 
malice  may  be  inferred.  Southern  Teleph. 
Co.  V.  King,  39:  402,  146  S.  W.  489,  — 
Ark.  — . 

3.  The  malicious  or  wilful  removal  of  a 
subscriber's  telephone  in  wanton  or  reck- 
less disregard  of  his  rights  mi^  carry  puni- 
tive damages.  Carmichael  t.  Southern  Bell 
Teleph.  &,  Teleg.  Co.  39:  651,  72  S.  E.  610, 
157  N.  G.  21.  (Annotated) 

4.  Where  the  employees  of  a  carrier 
wilfully  neglect  and  refuse  to  give  a  pas- 
senger infornuntion  requested  as  to  a  change 
of  trains  necessary  to  reach  her  destination, 
such  passenger  may  recover  exemplary 
damages.  Lilly  v.  St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
39:  663f  122  Pac.  602,  —  Okla.  — . 

On  contracts  generally. 

Mental  anguish  for,  see  infra,  13,  14. 
Evidence  on  question  of  damages,  see 
Evidence,  24. 

5.  The  damages  recoverable  by  a  sub- 
scriber whose  telephone  is  wrongfully  re- 
moved after  he  has  paid  the  rental  are  not 
limited,  even  in  an  action  for  breach  of  con- 
tract, to  the  amount  of  rent  wrongfully  ex- 
acted, but  may  include  compensation  for 
the  inconvenience  to  which  he  is  put  by 
breach  of  the  contract.  Carmichael  y. 
Southern  Bell  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.  39:  651, 
72  S.  E.  610, 157  N.  C.  21.  (Annotated) 

6.  The  measure  of  damages  for  defects 
in  the  construction  work  of  buildings  sub- 
stantially completed  according  to  the  plans 
and  specifications  is  the  cost  of  repairing 
the  defects,  and  not  the  difference  in  value 
of  the  building  as  constructed  and  what  it 
would  have  been  if  constructed  strictly  ac- 
cording to  the  plans  and  specifications. 
Graves  v.  Allert  ft  Fuess,  39:  591,  142  S. 
W.  860,  —  Tex.  — .  (Annotated) 
Personal  injuries. 

Right  to  interest  on,  see  Interest. 
Instructions  as  to,  see  Trial,  13,  16. 
Remittitur  by  trial  court,  see  Trial,  10. 

7.  The  amount  to  be  awarded  plaintiff 
in  an  action  for  damages  for  personal  in- 
jury cannot  be  affected  by  the  suggestion 
or  consideration  that  the  defendant  com- 
pany has  been  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  re- 
ceiver, and  that  the  plaintiff  will  realize 
only  a  small  per  cent  of  his  claim.  Rogers 
V.  Hiram  J.  Allen  Lumber  Co.  39:  2oa»  67 
So.  166,  120  La.  800. 

8.  The  damages  to  be  recovered  by  a 
child  for  the  wrongful  death  of  its  father 
are  not  limited  to  those  suffered  before  at- 
taining majority,  under  a  statute  giving 
heirs  a  right  of  action  for  death,  and  pro- 
viding that  if  deceased  leave  no  widow  or 
issue,  then  his  parents,  sisters,  or  minor 
brothers  who  may  be  dependent  upon  him 
for  support,  may  maintain  the  action,  the 
jury  to  allow  such  damages  as,  under  all 
the' circumstances,  may  seem  just.    Roches- 
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ter  V.  Seattle,  R.  &  S.  R.  Co.  39:  1x56,  122 
Pac.  23,  67  Wash.  545.  .  (Annotated) 

9.  The  damages  to  be  awarded  the 
widow  and  children  of  one  killed  by  an- 
other's negligence  may  include  compensa- 
tion for  the  injury  due  to  loss  of  bis  com- 
panionship, under  a  statute  providing  that 
the  person  suing  shall  recover  such  dam- 
ages as  the  jurr  may  allow,  taking' into  con- 
sideration all  damages  of  every  kind  to  any 
and  all  parties  interested  in  the  suit.  St. 
Louis  ft  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  39:  9781  58 
So.  471,  —  Miss.  — . 

10.  Where  a  young  man  nineteen  years 
of  age  who  is  dependent  upon  his  physical 
labor  for  his  livelihood  loses  his  rignt  hand 
through  the  negligence  of  his  employer,  a 
court  is  justified  in  allowing  him  $7,500  as 
damages  and  reducing  the  verdict  of  $10,000 
to  this  amount.  Rogers  v.  Hiram  J.  Allen 
Lumber  Co.  39:  202,  57  So.  166,  129  La.  899. 

11.  The  court  will  declare  that  the  al- 
lowance of  $38,750,  for  injury  to  a  miner 
capable  of  earning  $1,200  per  year,  which 
consists  of  the  fracture  of  his  collar  bone, 
which  shortened  in  knitting,  and  of  three 
ribs,  which  failed  to- unite,  so  that  normal 
protection  is  not  given  to  certain  vital 
parts,  and  he  has  to  wear  a  belt  to  protect 
them,  and  the  shortening  of  one  leg  a  half 
inch,  BO  that  he  is  left  slightly  lame,  is, 
because  of  its  amount,  the  result  of  passion 
or  prejudice,  or  of  a  total  misconception 
by  the  jury  of  its  duties  and  obligations. 
Tunnel  Mining  ft  Leasing  Co.  v.  Cooper, 
39:  1064,  115  Pac.  901,  50  Colo.  390. 
Injunction  cases. 

Right  to  damages  in  injunction  suit, 
see  Injunction,  5. 

12.  The  damages  for  wrongfully  enjoin- 
ing the  erection  of  a  dwelling  on  a  parcel  of 
real  estate  are  the  reasonable  rental  value 
of  the  property  with  the  building  upon  it, 
during  the  time  its  enjoyment  was  prevent- 
ed by.  the  injunction,  where  the  building 
would  have  been  erected  but  for  the  injunc- 
tion, and  was  actually  built  as  soon  as  the 
injunction  was  dissolved.  Stone  y.  Hunter 
Tract  Improv.  Co.  39:  180,  122  Pac.  370, 
—  Wash.  — .  (Annotated) 
Mental  anguish. 

13.  The  damages  to  be  awarded  for 
wrongful  removal  by  a  telephone  company 
of  a  subscriber's  phone  may  include  com- 
pensation for  the  necessary  inconvenience 
and  humiliation  fairly  attributable  to  the 
wrong  done,  and  an  allowance  may  be  made 
for  anxiety  increased  by  loss  of  telephone 
communication  with  a  relative  sick  in  the 
hospital,  of  which  fact  the  telephone  com- 
pany has  notice.  Carmichael  v.  Southern 
Bell  Teleph.  ft  Teleg.  Co.  39:  551,  72  S.  E. 
619,  157  N.  C.  21, 

14.  A  statute  rendering  telegraph  com- 
panies liable  for  mental  suffering  due  to 
negligence  in  receiving,  transmitting,  and 
delivering  messages  does  not  apply  in  case 
of  the  negligence  of  telephone  companies. 
Southern  Teleph.  Co.  v.  King,  39:  402,  146 
S.  W.  489,  —  Ark.  — . 

Mitigation;  reduction. 

15.  A  grantor  is  not,  in  a  suit  for  breach 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


of  covenant  against  encumbrances,  becsjise 
of  the  enforcement  against  the  property  of 
a  lien  for  a  share  of  the  cost  of  a  party 
wall  between  the  property  conveyed  and 
that  adjoining  it,  entitled  to  set  off  the 
value  to  the  property  of  the  easement  rights 
acquired  by  the  grantee  in  the  adjoining 
property  because  of  the  party-wall  agree- 
ment. Hoffman  v.  Dickson,  39:  67,  118  Pac 
737,  65  Wash.  556. 

DAMS. 

Change  of  channel  of  boundaiy  stream 
by  construction  of,  aee  Boondaries. 

DANGCaiOUS  PREMISES. 

Liability  for  injury  on,  see  Negligence, 
'  4,  5. 

DATE. 

Mistake  in  indictment  as  to  date  of 
commission  of  offense,  see  Indid- 
ment,  1. 

DEATH. 

£ffect  of  death  pending  appeal  of  oae 
of  several  attorneys  who  have 
agreed  to  share  contingent  fee,  see 
Attorneys. 

Validity  of  statute  as  to  r^istratioB 
of,  see  Constitutional  Law,  0. 

Measure  of  damages  for,  see  Damagi^ 
8,  9. 

Resulting  from  obstruction  of  highway 
by  uncharged  electric  wire,  see 
Electricity. 

Effect  to  terminate  contract  for  serv- 
ices, see  Master  and  Servant,  2,  3. 

Instruction  as  to  damages  in  action  for 
death,  see  Trial,  13,  15. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 

Insolvency  of  debtor,  see  Bankjruptey; 

Banks,  8-13;  Corporations,  5-8. 
Liability  of  heir  or  devisee  for  debts  of 

ancestor,   see   Executors   and   Ad- 
'  ministrators,  4. 
Conveyances  fraudulent  as  to  creditors, 

see  fraudulent  Conveyances. 


DECEDENTS. 

Administration  of  estates  of, 
tors  and  Administrators. 

DECEIT. 

See  Fraud  and  Deceit. 


DECLARATIONS. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  18,  20,  21. 
In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  2-10. 

DEEDS. 

Effect  of  conveyance  and  reconveyanee 
of  estate  acquired  by  inberitanee 
upon  its  course  of  descent,  tee 
Descent  and  Distribution,  1. 

Alteration  of,  see  Evidenoe,  8. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evidence,  12, 
13. 

Confirmation  of  title  in  grantee  from 
religious  society,  see  Religions  So- 
cieties, 2. 
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Rights  of  purchasers  generally,  see 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

DEFAULT. 

Notice  of,  to  guarantor,  see  Quaranty, 
2. 

DEFENSE. 

In  general,  see  Action  or  Suit,  1. 

In  action  against  drawer  of  check,  see 
Checks,  2. 

Illegality  of  contract  as,  see  Contracts, 
7. 

To  action  for  divorce,  see  Divorce  and 
{Separation,  6,  6. 

Burden  of  proving,  see  Evidence,  1. 

To  indictment  for  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretenses,  see  False  Pretenses. 

To  liability  for  interfering  with  extin- 
guishment of  fires,  see  Fires,  2. 

To  application  for  injunction,  see  In- 
junction, 2. 

To  action  for  rent  under  oil  and  gas 
lease,  see  Mines. 

Negation  of,  see  Pleading,  6. 

Duty  of  court  to  give,  see  Trial,  13. 

DEIilVERT. 

Of  personalty  sold,  see  Sale,  I,  2. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Pleading,  11-14. 

DEPENDENT. 

Who  is  a  dependent  within  meaning  of 
insurance  policy,  see  Insurance,  16. 

DESCENT  AND  DISTRIBUTION. 

Survivor's  rights  in  community  prop- 
erty, see  Husband  and  Wife,  3a. 

Liability  of  personal  representative 
who  is  also  a  devisee  for  debts  of 
testator,  see  Executors  and  Admin- 
istrators, 4. 

1.  The  joining  by  one  of  several  chil- 
dren in  a  deed  of  property  inherited  from 
their  father,  to  a  stranger,  for  the  purpose 
of  securing  a  title  to  himself  in  the  whole 
property,  which  was  done  under  the  errone- 
ous belief  that  he  could  not  take  title  di- 
rectly ftom  the  coheirs,  does  not  change  the 
character  of  the  title  held  by  him  as  heir 
from  inheritance  to  purchase,  and  therefore 
it  will  descend  under  the  statute  providing 
for  inherited  land  descending  to  heirs  of 
the  half  blood  as  well  as  of  the  whole 
blood,  and  not  under  the  provision  for  the 
descent  of  land  secured  by  purchase;  at 
least  where  the  intention  of  the  parties  was 
that  he  should  not  alienate  the  property, 
but  permit  it  to  return  to  the  cograntors 
at  his  death.  Dudrow  v.  King,  39:  955,  83 
Atl.  34,  —  Md.  — .  (Annotated) 

2.  A  conviction  of  manslaughter  does 
not'  come  within  a  statute  forbidding  an 
heir  to  inherit  any  portion  of  the  estate  of 
an  ancestor  for  whose  murder  he  has  been 
convicted,  where  by  statute  technical  words 
are  to  receive  their  technical  meaning  in 
Htatutorv  construction.  Re  Kirby,  39:  1088, 
121  Pac^  370,  —  Cal.  — -.  (Annotated) 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


DESERTION. 

•As  ground  for  divorce,  see  Divorce  and 
Separation,  3-6. 

DESTINATION. 

Failure  of  passenger  to  reach,  because 
of  refusal  of  information  by  car- 
rier's employees,  see  Carriers,  6; 
Damages,  4. 

DETINUE. 

See  Replevin. 

DISBARMENT. 

Of  attorney,  see  Attomeya. 

DISCHARGE. 

Of  one  joint  tort  feasor  by  release  of 
other,  see  Joint  Debtors  and  Cred- 
itors. 

Of  surety,  see  Principal  and  Surety, 
2,  3. 

DISCONTINUANCE. 

Of  action,  see  Dismissal  or  Discontinu- 
ance. 

DISCRETION. 

Review  of,  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  and 

Error,  11-13. 
Of  attorney  general  when  requested  by 

governor  to  prosecute  proceeding, 

see  Attorney  General. 

DISCRIBtUNATION. 

By  carrier,  see  Carriers,  10,  18,  19. 
Unconstitutionality    of,    see    Constitu- 
tional Law,  2,  3. 

DISHONEST  PERSONS. 

Exclusion  of,  from  railway  depots  and 
warerooms,  see  Carriers,  18,  19. 

DISMISSAL  OR  DISCONTINUANCE. 

The  discontinuance  as  to  some  of  the 
defendants  of  an  action  against  several  joint 
tort  feasors  has  no  effect  upon  the  liabilily 
of  the  others.  Matheson  v.  CKane,  39: 
475>  97  N.  E.  638,  211  Mass.  91. 

DISOBEDIENCE. 

As  a  contempt,  see  Contempt. 

DISORDERLY  HOUSES. 

Validity  of  lease  of  premises  for  pur- 
poses of,  see  Contracts,  5. 

DISTRICT    AND    PROSECUTING    AT- 
TORNEYS. 

Employment  of  private  counsel  to  as- 
sist prosecution,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  7. 

As  to  attorney  general,  see  Attorney 
General. 

Removal  of  county  attorney  by  gover- 
nor, see  Officers,  2. 

1.  An  order  made  by  a  court  at  the 
opening  of  a  trial  for  homicide,  that  an  at- 
torney employed  by  private  parties  be  "per- 
mitted"  to   assist  the   county   attorney,   is 
*  not  a  compliance  with  a  statutory  provision 
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that  in  the  trial  of  a  felony  the  county  at- 
torney may,  under  the  direction  of  the  dis- 
trict court,  appoint  such  assistants  as  he 
may  deem  necessary.  McKay  v.  State,  39: 
714,  132  N.  W.  741,  90  Neb.  63. 

2.  Under  a  statute  making  it  the  duty 
of  a  county  attorney  to  prosecute  and  de- 
fend on  behalf  of  the  state  and  county  all 
actions  ciyil  or  criminal,  and  containing 
the  further  provision  that  in  the  trial  of  a 
person  charged  with  felony  the  county  at- 
torney may,  under  the  direction  of  the  dis- 
trict court,  appoint  such  assistants  as  he 
may  deem  necessary,  it  is  error  to  allow 
an  attorney  employed  by  private  parties  to 
participate  in  the  trial  of  a  person  charged 
with  felony,  without  any  appointment  from 
the  county  attorney  under  direction  of  the 
district  court.  I^Kay  v.  State,  39: 714, 
132  N.  W.  741,  90  Neb.  63. 

3.  An  attorney  acting  as  special  prose- 
cutor for  the  state  by  appointment  of  court, 
in  the  absence  of  the  public  prosecutor,  can- 
not recover  compensation  from  individuals 
for  his  services,  although  he  acted  at  their 
request  and  they  expressly  promised  to  pay 
him.  Coggeshall  t.  Conner,  39:  8Xy  120  Pac. 
559,  —  Okla.  — .  (Annotated) 

DIVORCE  AND  SEPARATION. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  on  action  for, 
see  Evidence,  29. 

Binding  effect  in  other  state  of  judg- 
ment giving  father  right  to  receive 
visits  from  child,  see  Judgment,  4. 

Annulment  of  marriage,  see  Marriage. 

The  salt  and  Jurisdiction  thereof. 

1.  A  wife  who  has  separated  from  her 
husband  and  gone  to  the  home  of  a  relative 
to  live,  with  the  intention  of  making  it  her 
home,  establishes  there  a  residence  so  as  to 
give  the  courts  of  the  county  jurisdiction 
of  a  suit  by  her  for  divorce.  McClintock  v. 
McClintock,  39:  1147,  144  S.  W.  68,  147  Ky. 
409. 

Grounds. 

2.  Under  a  statute  permitting  the  court 
to  grant  a  separation  for  such  cause  as,  in 
its  discretion,  it  may  deem  sufficient,  one 
may  be  granted,  with  separate  maintenance, 
to  a  wife  whose  husband  has  treated  her 
with  indifference  and  neglect,  and  said  and 
done  things  in  the  presence  of  strangers  to 
annoy  and  humiliate  her,  has  exhibited  rage 
towards  her  without  cause,  and  told  her 
they  must  separate,  the  effect  of  which  has 
l)een  to  make  her  ill.  McClintock  v.  Mc- 
Clintock, 39:  1127,  144  S.  W.  68,  147  Ky. 
409. 

3.  The  essence  of  a  wilful,  obstinate  de- 
sertion by  a  wife  consists  in  her  refusing  to 
live  with  her  husband  when  he  does  his 
marital  duty,  and  wants  her  to  live  witli 
him.  Hill  v.  Hill,  39:  1x17,  66  So.  941,  — 
Fla.  — . 

4.  Where  a  very  young  wife,  without 
lier  husband's  consent,  goes  to  her  parents' 
home,  and  soon  thereafter  the  first  child  of 
the  couple  is  born  at  her  parents'  liome,  and 
the  husband  makes  no  proper  effort  in  the 
discharsre  of  his  dutv  to  the  wife  and  child, 
3»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


and  the  wife  and  child  remain  with  her 
parents,  he  is  not  entitled  to  a  divorce  on 
the  statutory  ground  of  a  wilful,  ob&tlnate 
desertion  by  his  wife.  Hill  v.  Hill,  39: 1117, 
66  So.  941,  —  Fla.  — .  (AnnoUUd) 

Defenses, 

6.  That  a  man  maliciously  turned  his 
wife  out  of  doors  is  no  defense  to  a  suit  hj 
him  for  divorce  on  the  ground  of  her  sub- 
sequent adultery,  where  she  could  have 
maintained  an  action  for  separate  mainte- 
nance. Ellett  V.  Ellett,  39:  1135,  72  S.  E. 
861,  157  N.  C.  161.  (Annotated) 

6.  Under  a  statute  permitting  divorce 
for  desertion  for  three  years  next  preced- 
ing the  filing  of  the  libel,  renewal  of  co- 
habitation as  man  and  wife,  even  for  four 
days  after  the  three  years  have  expired,  re- 
moves the  cause  of  divorce,  which  is  not  re- 
vived by  renewed  desertion  at  the  expira- 
tion of  the  four  days.  Lafiamme  v.  La- 
flamme,  39:  1133,  96  "^N.  E.  62,  210  Mass. 
156.  (Annotated) 
Alimony;   maintenance. 

7.  $100  per  month  may  be  awarded  to 
a  wife  as  support,  upon  granting  her  a 
separation  from  her  husband,  with  the  cus- 
tody and  care  of  her  infant  child,  where  he 
is  worth  from  $20,000  to  $40,000.  and  h^?> 
an  income  from  his  business  of  from  $2.00)D 
to  $3,000.  McClintock  v.  McClintock,  39: 
1127,  144  S.  W.  68,  147  Ky.  409. 

Other  property  rights. 

Effect  of,  on  interest  in  proceeds  of  in- 
surance policy,  see  Insurance.  14, 
16. 

8.  Property  transferred  bv  a  man  to 
his  wife  to  defraud  his  creditors  is  not 
within  the  operation  of  a  statute  providing 
that  in  case  of  divorce  any  property  which 
either  party  may  have  obtained  from  the 
other  durinsT  marriage,  in  consideration  or 
by  reason  thereof,  shall  be  restored  to  the 
party  from  whom  it  was  obtained.  Coleman 
V.  Coleman;  39:  193,  144  S.  W.  1,  147  Kv. 
383.  (AnnoUted) 

DOCUMENTARY  EVIDENCE:. 

See  Evidence,  10, 

DOGS. 

Tax  on,  see  Animals. 

DOMICHi. 

For  purposes  of  divorce  snit,  see  Di- 
vorce and  Separation,  1. 

DOUBLE  COUNTS. 

In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  4. 

DOWER. 

1.  A  widow  is  dowable  to  the  extent  of 
one  third  of  the  real  estate  whereof  the 
husband,  or  anyone  to  his  use,  at  any  time 
during  the  coverture,  was  seised  of  an  in- 
heritance such  as  that  issue  of  the  nar- 
riatre  might  inherit  the  same  as  heir  to  the 
husband,  unless  her  right  to  dower  therein 
has  been  lawfully  barred  or  Telinquished. 
Couch  v.  Eastham,'39:  307,  73  S.  E.  314,  © 
\V.  Va.  710. 


DRAFTS— ELECTRICITY. 
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2.  Where  one  is  seised  of  an  estate  in 
land  that  is  limited  only  on  his  dying  with- 
out lawful  children,  the  estate,  being  one 
that  can  pass  to  heirs  if  lawful  children 
are  born,  is  an  "estate  of  inheritance"  in 
which  the  widow  is  dowable  though  it  ex- 
pire by  failure  of  issue.  Couch  v.  Eastham, 
39:  307,  73  S.  E.  314,  69  W.  Va.  710. 

(Annotated) 

DRAFTS, 

Payment  of  draft  by  bank  on  forged 
indorsement,  see  Banks,  6. 

Taking  money  for,  by  bank  when  in- 
solvent, see  Banks,  8-10. 

Right  to  refuse  payment  of  draft  the 
proceeds  of  which  are  to  be  used 
m  an  illegal  transaction,  see  Con- 
tracts, 7. 

In  general,  see  Bills  and  Notes;  Checks. 

DRAINS  AND  SEWKRS. 

Liability  of  municipality  to  employee 
of  one  employed  to  construct,  see 
Master  and   Servant,  6. 

Liability  for  negligence  of  independent 
contractors  in  constructing,  see 
Master  and  Servant,  9«  10  . 

drawbridge:. 

See  Bridges. 

DRAYMEN. 

Discrimination  by  carrier  between,  see 
Carriers,  19. 

DRUGS  AND  DRUGGISTS. 

Unlawful  sale  of  liquors  by  druggist, 
see  Intoxicating  Liquors. 

1.  A  druggist  is  not  relieved  from  lia- 
bility for  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  his  clerk  in  compounding  a  prescription 
by  the  fact  that  the  clerk  is  a  licensed  phar- 
macist. Tombari  v.  Connors,  39:  274,  82 
Atl.  640,  85  Conn.  231.  (Annotated) 

2.  A  druggist,  in  the  filling  of  prescrip- 
tions, must  exercise  the  highest  practicable 
degree  of  prudence,  thoughtfulness,  and  vigi- 
lance, and  the  most  exact  and  reliable  safe- 
guards, consistent  with  the  reasonable  con- 
duct of  the  business.  Tombari  v.  Connors, 
39:  274,  82  Atl.  640,  85  Conn.  231. 

3.  A  druggist  who  reads  the  name  of  a 
drug  called  for  by  an  illegible  Latin  pre- 
scription, as  one  which  he  knows  in  the 
quantity  specified  is  likely  to  do  great  harm, 
is  bound  to  take  reasonable  precautions  to 
ascertain  that  his  reading  is  right.  Tom- 
bari V.  Connors,  39:  374,  82  Atl.  640,  85 
Conn.  231. 

DRUNKENNESS. 

Exclusion  of  intoxicated  person  from 
railway  depot,  and  warerooms,  see 
Carriers,  18,  19. 

Guardianship  of  habitual  drunkard,  see 
Incompetent  Persons. 

DUE  PROCESS  OF  LAW. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  4-8. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


DUES. 

For  member  of  benefit  association,  see 
Insurance,  8.  ' 

DUPLICITY. 

In  pleading,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  8. 

DURESS. 

A  transfer  of  stock  cannot  be  set 
aside  for  duress,  because  of  a  threat  to 
imprison  the  son  of  the  transferrer,  who 
made  the  contract  for  the  transfer,  if  it 
was  not  carried  out.  Sulzner  v.  Cappeau- 
Lemley  &  Miller  Co.  39:  431,  83  Atl.  103, 
234  Pa.  162. 

EASEBfENTS. 

Existence  of  visible  easement  as  breach 
of  warranty,  see  Covenants  and 
Conditions,  3. 

1.  If  an  owner  of  land  erect  a  milldam 
upon  it  for  the  purpose  of  operating  a 
gristmill,  and  thereafter  convey  a  portion 
of  the  land,  including  a  part  of  the  mill 
pond,  there  is  an  implied  reservation  of  an 
easement  upon  the  land  granted,  as  ap- 
purtenant to  the  gristmill.  Bennett  v. 
Booth,  39:  6x8,  73  S.  E.  909,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

2.  A  conveyance  by  metes  and  bounds  of 
a  lot  with  buildings  thereon  does  not  carry 
with  it  by  implication  the  right  to  the  use 
of  a  hallway  on  adjoining  property  of  the 
grantor,  to  reach  the  rear  and  upper  stories 
of  the  building  conveyed,  if  the  building  is 
located  upon  a  street  with  an  alley  in  the 
rear,  so  that  the  use  of  the  hallway  is  not 
reasonably  necessary  to  the  full  enjoyment 
of  the  property  conveyed,  although  it  had 
been  used  for  the  purpose  claimed  by  the 
common  owners  of  the  property  for  more 
than  thirty  years.  Bussmeyer  v.  Jablonsky, 
39:  549,  146  S.  W.  772,  —  Mo.  — . 

3.  An  easement  appurtenant  to  land  is 
not  lost  by  failure  of  the  owner  to  use  it 
for  a  period  less  than  ten  years.  Bennett 
V.  Booth,  39:618,  73  S.  E.  909,   — -W.  Va.  — . 

EJECTION. 

Of  passenger,  see  Carriers,  10. 

ELECTION. 

Between  counts  in  pleading,  see  Appeal 
and  Error,  8. 

ELECTIONS. 

Mandamus  to  parish  committee,  see 
Mandamus,  2. 

Who  may  maintain  action  to  test  eligi- 
bility of  candidate  at  primary  elec- 
tion, see  Parties,  6. 

A  Democratic  parish  committee  has 
no  power  to  pass  upon  the  eligibility  of  can- 
didates for  public  office,  as  they  are  not 
charged  with  judicial  functions  or  clothed 
with  juridical  power.  Roussel  v.  Dornier, 
39:  826,  67  So.  1007,  —  La.  — . 

(Annotated) 

ELECTRICITY. 

An  electrical  company  is  not  liable 
for  the  death  of  one  driving  in  a  highway. 
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ELECTRIC    WIRES— EVIDENCE. 


by  his  vehicle  coming  in  contact  with  a  wire 
negligently  permitted  to  sag  after  being 
strung  across  the  street  by  one  to  whom  it 
has  agreed,  if  such  person  will  place  the 
wires  for  reception  of  the  current,  and  con- 
nect them  with  the  poles  of  the  electrical 
company,  to  furnish  current  free  of  charge 
for  a  celebration  in  a  park,  and  the  over- 
turning of  the  seat  thereby,  if  the  company 
has  no  notice  of  the  defective  condition  of 
the  wire.  San  Antonio  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
v.  Ocon,  39:  1046,  146  S.  W.  162,  —  Tex.  — . 

(Annotated) 

EliEGTRIC  WIRES. 

See  Electricity. 


EMERGENCY. 

Issue  of  bonds  by  state  in 
Bonds,  2,  8. 


of, 


EMINENT  DOMAIN. 

An  amendment  to  a  statute  provid- 
ing for  removal  of  milldams  in  the  course 
of  improving  a  living  stream  of  water,  that, 
if  the  mill  has  become  useless  or  has  been 
uestroyed  and  has  so  remained  for  a  period 
of  five  years  without  attempt  to  repair  or 
rebuild  it,  it  shall  be  deemed  abandoned, 
and  the  commissioners  may,  without  bar- 
gain or  compensation,  cause  such  milldam 
to  be  removed, — is  an  attempt  to  authorize 
the  taking  of  private  property  for  public 
benefit  without  compensation  and  therefore 
void.  Kiser  v.  Board  of  County  Comrs. 
39:  1029,  97  N.  E.  62,  85  Ohio  St.  1*29. 

EBIPIiOYEES. 

Statute  as  to  bond  to  be  taken  from 
contractor  to   secure   payment  of, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  6,  6. 
'  Rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  generally, 
see  Master  and  Servant. 

EMPIiOYEES'  INST7RANCE  ACT. 

See  Jury,  4. 

EMPIiO^TER'S  LIABILITY. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  as  to,  see 
Constitutional  Law,  2. 

ENACTMENT. 

Of  statutes,  see  Statutes,  1,  2. 

ENTIRETY.      • 

Of  insurance  contract,  see  Insurance,  7. 

EQUAL    PROTECTION    AND    PRIVI- 
LEGES. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  2,  3. 

EQUITABLE  CONVERSION. 

By  will,  see  Wills,  7. 

EQUITY. 

Compelling  transfer  of  stock  on  books 
by  bill  in  equity,  see  Banks,  1., 

Injunction   against  nuisance,  see  Nui- 
sances, 2-9. 

Enforcement   in,   of   vendor's   lien,   see 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  5. 

See  also  Injunction. 
31)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


1.  A  manufacturer  is  entitled  to  no 
equitable  relief  to  compel  a  labor  union  to 
renew  a  contract  for  the  continued  services 
of  its  members  in  his  business  on  the  saute 
terms  accorded  his  competitors,  although 
its  refusal  to  do  so  is  the  result  of  a  con- 
spiracy between  the  union  and  his  competi- 
tors to  ruin  his  business,  and  his  employeei 
are  willing  to  continue  work  on  the  basis 
of  the  old  contract.  Saulsberry  y.  CoopeiV 
International  Union,  39:1203,  143  S.  W. 
1018,  147  Ky.  170. 

2.  Where  equity  is  by  statate  denied 
jurisdiction  of  claims  for  injury  to  prop- 
erty involving  unliquidated  damages,  it  can- 
not retain  a  suit  for  injunction  and  dam- 
ages for  the  maintenance  of  a  naisance,  in 
order  to  assess  the  damages,  if  the  right  to 
the  injunction  fails.  Union  Planters'  Bank 
k  T.  Co.  V.  Memphis  Hotel  Co.  39:580^  139 
S.  W.  716,  124  Tenn.  849. 

ERROR. 

As  to  appellate  review  in  general,  aai 
Appeal  and  Error. 

ESTOPPBL. 

Of  insurer,  see  Insurance,  10,  11. 

Of  oonnty. 

1.  Permitting  a  building  to  stand  belov 
high-water  mark  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  a  drawbridge  for  a  period  of 
fourteen  months  does  not  estop  the  coan^ 
commissioners  from  requiring  its  remoTsL 
Lenoir  County  v.  Crabtree,  39:  xai3^  74  S. 
E.  105,  168  N.  C.  357. 

By  assent. 

2.  A  convict  who  assents  to  a  void  pro- 
vision in  his  sentence,  that  it  shall  not  be 
executed  during  good  behavior,  cannot  take 
advantage  of  its  invalidity  when  the  sen- 
tence is  sought  to  be  enforced  against  him, 
nor  of  the  fact  that  the  original  term  of 
sentence  has  elapsed.  Fuller  v. 'State,  39: 
24a,  57  So.  6,  —  Miss.  — . 

By  negligence  or  frand. 

3.  Where  false  representations  are 
made  by  a  vendor  in  the  sale  of  property, 
the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
estoppel  does  not  necessarily  depend  upon 
the  Imowledge  of  the  vendor  of  the  falsitj 
of  the  representations,  but  may  rest  upoo 
the  principle  that  one  who,  by  representing 
that  a  certain  state  of  facts  exists,  has 
misled  another,  is  precluded  from  denying 
the  truth  of  such  representations  and  from 
setting  up  a  claim  inconsistent  with  the 
facts  as  represented,  where  such  claim  would 
result  in  loss  to  the  other  and  operate  as 
a  fraud  upon  him.  Westerman  v.  Corder, 
39:  500,  119  Pac.  868,  86  Kan.  239. 

(Annotated) 

EVIDENCE. 

As  part  of  record  on  appeal,  see  Appeal 

and  Error,  3. 
Objection  to  admission  of,  because  of 

defects  in  pleading,  see  Appeal  and 

Error,  4,  5. 
Prejudicial  error  in  admission  of, 

Appeal  and  Error,  20. 


EVIDENCE. 
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AdmiBsibilitjr  to  impeach  witncBS,  see 
Witnesses,  2. 

Preaumptions  and  burden  of  proof. 

Presumption  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  9,  10. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  overcome  pre- 
sumption of  larceny  arising  from 
possession  of  stolen  property,  see 
Appeal  and  Error,  10. 

Presumption  that  separation  walls  be- 
tween buildings  or  yards  are  used 
in  common,  see  Covenants  and  Con- 
ditions, 4. 

Presumption  that  money  of  wife  in- 
vested in  land  in  husband's  name 
is  a  gift,  see  Trusts,  4. 

Burden  of  proof  in  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding, see  Habeas  Corpus. 

Presumption  where  trustee  mingles 
trust  funds  with  his  own,  that  sub- 
sequent payments  are  made  from 
his  own  portion  of  fund,  see  Trusts, 
6. 

1.  In  an  action  in  replevin  to  recover 
possession  of  intoxicttting  liquors  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  affirmatively .  to 
show  that  they  were  not  seized  under  a 
statute  which  contains  the  provision  that 
no  liquors  seized  by  virtue  of  any  warrant 
issued  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  shall 
be  taken  from  the  possession  of  the  officer 
seizing  the  same,  under  any  replevin  or 
other  process,  where  there  is  nothmg  in  the 
record  to  show  that  the  defendants  in  the 
replevin  suit  are  officers,  or  that  they  had 
seized  or  had  a  right  to  seize  the  liquor  by 
virtue  of  any  authority.  Blunk  v.  Waugh, 
39:  1093,  122  Pac.  717,  —  Okla.  — . 

2.  Malice  may  be  inferred  from  want 
of  probable  cause,  in  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  malicious  prosecution.  Chica- 
go, R.  I.  ft  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Holliday,  39:205, 
120  Pac.  927,  —  Okla.  — . 

3.  The  presumption  is  that  a  father 
who  is  charged  by  his  son's  wife  with  aliena- 
tion of  her  nusband's  affections,  acted  with- 
out malice,  and  with  good  faith,  and  the 
burden  is  on  the  wife  to  show  malice  and 
absence  of  such  motive.  Gross  v.  Gross, 
39:  afix,  73  S.  E.  961,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

4.  No  presumption  of  guilt  arises  from 
flight  after  the  commission  of  a  crime.  Ter- 
ritory V.  Lucero,  39:  58,  120  Pac.  304,  16 
N.  M.  652.  •    (Annotated) 

6.  The  closing  of  the  door  of  a  street 
car  upon  a  passenger  as  he  is  attempting 
to  enter  the  car,  to  his  injury,  shows  prima 
facie  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  street 
car  company,  although  a  passenger  may 
have  intentionally  started  the  mechanism 
which  caused  the  door  to  close.  Craft  v, 
Boston  Elevated  R.  Co.  39:  878,  97  N.  £. 
610,  211  Mass.  3*74.  (Annotated) 

6.  The  unexplained  presence  upon  a 
public  highway  of  a  runaway  horse  har- 
nessed to  a  wagon,  unattended  by  the  owner 
or  other  person,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  owner.  Den- 
nery  v.  Great  Atlantic  &  Pacific  Tea  Com- 
pany (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  574,  81  Atl. 
861,  —  N.  J.  —  (Annotated) 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


7.  Evidence  that  the  wagon  which  ran 
over  the  plaintiff  was  specifically  marked 
with  the  defendant's  name  is  sufficient  to 
justify  the  inference  that  the  defendant  was 
the  owner.  Dennery  v.  Great  Atlantic  & 
Pacific  Tea  Co.  (N.  J.  Err.  ft  App.)  39:  574, 
81  Atl.  861,  —  N.  J.  — . 

8.  One  seeking  to  avoid  the  effect  of  a 
deed  because  of  an  alleged  alteration  has 
the  burden  of  showing  that  it  was  made 
after  delivery.  Tharp  v.  Jamison,  39:  loo, 
134  N.  W.  683,  —  Iowa,  — .  (Annotated) 
Best  and  secondary. 

9.  Relation  of  a  witness  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  his  testimony,  such  as  his  incum- 
bency of  an  office  in  a  private  corporation 
on  whose  behalf,  as  a  party  to  the  suit,  he 
is  to  testify,  may  be  shown  by  his  oral  evi- 
dence. Star  Grocer  Co.  v.  Bradford,  39:  1849 
74  S.  E.  509,  —  W.  Va.  — . 
Doonmentary  evidence. 

10.  In  a  replevin  suit  to  gain  possession 
of  mortgaged  property  attached  in  a  suit 
against  the  mortgagor  in  one  state,  a  rec- 
ord of  a  judgment  of  a  court  in  another 
state  where  the  property  was  located  when 
mortgaged  and  from  which  it  had  been  tem- 
porarily removed,  strictly  foreclosing  the 
mortgage  in  a  proceeding  instituted  before 
the  attochment  was  levied,  is  admissible. 
North  Carolina  Land  &  Lumber  Co.  v. 
Boyer,  39:  627,  191  Fed.  662,  112  C.  C.  A. 
162. 

Parol  evidence  as  to  writings. 

11.  Evidence  of  a  conversation  between 
one  who  guaranteed  another's  account  and 
the  latter,  in  the  absence  of  the  one  to 
whom  the  guaranty  is  addressed,  is  not  ad- 
missible against  the  latter,  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  the  meaning  in  which  the  guar- 
antor intended  the  instrument  to  be  under- 
stood. Newcomb  v.  Kloeblen,  39:  724,  74 
Atl.  611,  77  N.  J.  L.  791. 

12.  In  a  contest  between  heirs  of  the 
whole  blood  and  heirs  of  the  half  blood  of 
an  intestate,  oral  evidence  is  admissible  to 
prove  that  the  sole  consideration  for  a  deed 
to  the  ancestor  from  his  mother,  whereby 
he  was  vested  with  title  to  the  tract  of  land 
in  controversy,  was  love  and  affection,  not- 
withstanding the  sole  recitati&n  in  the  deed 
of  a  consideration  is  a  substantial,  valuable 
consideration.  Harm&n  v.  Fisher,  39:  157, 
134  N.  W.  246,  90  Neb.  688. 

13.  The  effect  of  an  absolute  deed  of 
church  property  by  its  trustees  to  a  stranger 
cannot  be  controlled  by  parol  evidence  that 
the  transfer  was  made  upon  the  understand- 
ing that  the  grantee  should  take  the  prop- 
erty in  trust  in  order  to  secure  a  revenue 
from  it  by  leasing  it  for  a  purpose  which 
the  members  of  the  church  would  not  sanc- 
tion. Lafayette  Street  Church  Soc.  v.  Nor- 
ton, 39:  906,  95  N.  E.  819,  202  N.  Y.  379. 

14.  In  an  action  to  recover  from  an 
agent  to  purchase  real  estate,  the  secret 
profit  which  he  made  by  falsely  represent- 
ing that  he  was  compelled  to  pay  for  the 
property  the  price  paid  him,  parol  evidence 
is  admissible  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  to 
show  that  he  had,  in  fact,  been  acting  as 
agent,  and  promised  to  purchase  as  cheaply 
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as  possible,  although  the  positive  written 
contract  to  pay  him  a  certain  sum  for  the 
property  as  vendor  is  thereby  contradicted. 
Lavalleur  v.  Hahn,  39:  24,  132  N.  W.  877, 
162  Iowa,  649. 

15.  The  rule  excluding  parol  evidence  to 
contradict  or  vary  a  written  contract  does 
not  exclude  parol  evidence  to  show  that  a 
person  named  in  a  written  contract,  or 
signing  the  same,  was  the  agent  of  an  undis- 
closed principal.  Davidson  v.  Hurty,  39: 
324,  133  N.  W.  862,  116  Minn.  280. 

16.  Evidence  as  to  the  true  ownership 
of  real  estate,  a  contract  for  the  sale  of 
which  was  entered  into  by  a  real  estate 
company  as  agent  for  the  owner,  and  ap- 
proved by  the  owner's  husband,  the  wife  s 
name  not  appearing  therein,  does  not  neces- 
sarily vary  or  contradict  the  terms  of  tlie 
contract,  since  the  husband's  approval  wan 
consistent  with  his  wife's  ownership.  Da- 
vidson V.  Hurty,  39:  324,  133  N.  W.  862,  116 
Minn.  280. 

17.  A  statute  which  prohibits  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  between  husband 
and  wife  does  not  prevent  the  introduction 
of  parol  evidence  in  an  action  by  a  wife  to 
enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  her  property,  which  was 
negotiated  by  a  realty  company  and  ap- 
proved by  the  husband  in  his  own  name, 
to  prove  that  the  wife  was  the  owner  and 
that  her  husband  acted  with  her  authority. 
Davidson  v.  Hurty,  39:  324,  133  N.  W.  862, 
116  Minn.  280. 

17a.  In  an  action  by  a  sales  agent  to 
recover  compensation  under  a  contract 
which  contains  a  provision  for  reimburs- 
ing him  for  money  paid  unknown  persons 
as  bonuses,  evidence  is  admissible  that  the 
bonuses  were  used  to  influence  purchasing 
agents  in  order  to  secure  their  business. 
Smith  V.  David  B.  Crockett  Co.  39:  1148, 
82  Atl.  569,  86  Conn.  282. 
Hearsay;  declarations;  res  gestae. 

18.  Preliminary  proof  of  relationship  is 
necessary  to  support  declarations  tending  to 
establish  pedigree.  Van  tine  v.  Butler,  39: 
1 1 77,  144  S.  W.  807,  —  Mo.  — . 

19.  Where  the  possession  of  land  by  two 
of  three  tenants  in  common,  who  are  not 
the  holders  of  the  legal  title,  is  shown,  it 
is  competent  to  prove' the  neighborhood  no- 
toriety of  their  claim  of  ownership.  Inter- 
national Harvester  Co.  v.  Myers,  39:  528, 
121  Pac.  500,  86  Kan.  497. 

20.  Sufficient  extrinsic  proof  of  relation- 
ship to  support  declarations  of  a  woman 
since  deceased,  that  a  child  was  the  daugh- 
ter of  a  man  to  whose  estate  she  was  at- 
tempting to  establish  heirship,  exists  where 
it  is  shown  that  the  woman,  who  was  the 
wife  of  the  man,  was  driven  from  home 
pregnant,  and  shortly  after  bore  a  daughter, 
and  that,  after  staying  in  the  neighborhood 
of  her  former  home  for  several  years,  dis- 
appeared with  the  announced  intention  of 
going  to  a  certain  place,  and  was  never 
again  seen  in  that  community;  that  shortly 
afterwards  a  woman  with  her  physical  char- 
acteristics, habits,  and  beliefs  appeared  with 
n«  L.R.A.(N,S.) 


a  child  corresponding  to  the  one  which  hid 
disappeared,  arrived  at  a  town  near  where 
the  woman  announced  she  waa  going,  and 
made  the  declarations  in  controveisr,  wbik 
the  father  and  members  of  his  family  recog- 
nized that  the  missing  child  was  living  in 
the  locality  to  which  the  woman  went.  Van- 
tine  V.  Butler,  39:  1177,  144  S.  W.  807,  — 
Mo.  — . 

21.  Evidence  is  not  admissible  in  an  ac- 
tion to  hold  one  liable  in  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  due  to  his  negligence,  to  tbe 
effect  that  two  months  after  the  accideEt 
the  injured  person  complained  to  his  phy- 
sician that  he  was  suffering  from  dizzia€«s 
and  sleeplessness.  John  J.  Radel  Co.  v. 
Borches,  39:  227,  146  S.  W.  155,  147  Kt. 
606. 

22.  Upon  a  prosecution  for  assault  with 
intent  to  kill  evidence  is  admissible  that 
some  days  before  the  assault,  threats  had 
been  made  to  the  victim,  if  there  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  persons 
making  the  threats  were  in  the  party  which 
committed  the  assault.  People  v.  Connon, 
39:  143,  97  N.  E.  643,  253  111.  266. 
Relevancy  and  materiality. 

23.  Upon  the  question  of  damages  for 
causing  the  arrest  and  detention  of  a  pas- 
senger as  a  witness,  evidence  is  admissible 
that  he  was  taken  to  the  jail  and  com- 
pelled to  leave  a  cash  deposit  as  bail.  Nev 
York,  P.  k  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Waldron,  39:  50a, 
82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441. 

24.  Upon  the  question  of  wilfulness  io 
removing  a  telephone  for  nonpayment  of 
rent,  although  the  subscriber  claimed  that 
he  had  paid  it  and  had  a  receipt,  evidence  is 
to  be  considered  both  that  the  phone  wae  re- 
moved notwithstanding  this  claim,  ainl  that 
he  had  been  in  arrears  before,  and  that  tlte 
collecting  agent  had  informed  the  companv 
that  only  part  of  the  amount  due  had  been 
paid.  Carmichael  v.  Southern  Bell  Teleg.  & 
Teleph.  Co.  39:  651,  72  S.  E.  619,  157  N.  C 
21. 

25.  Although  the  fact  that  an  electric 
light  ItKated  near  the  place  where  an  acci- 
dent occurred  on  a  public  street,  was  not 
burning  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  i^:  not 
evidence  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
municipality,  it  may  be  considered  by  th» 
jury  as  tending  to  show  why  the  injured 
person  did  not  avoid  the  obstruction. 
Campbell  v.  Chillicothe,  39:  451,  144  S.  W. 
408,  239  Mo.  455. 

26.  Evidence  that  the  conductor  had  no 
authority  to  cause  the  detention  of  a  pas- 
senger as  a  witness  to  a  misdemeanor  on 
the  train  is  not  admissible  in  an  action  to 
hold  the  railroad  company  liable  for  fal^e 
imprisonment  because  of  such  detention. 
New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Waldron.  39: 
502,  82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441. 

27.  Receipts,  statements,  and  otI*er  evi- 
dences of  liaoility  in  the  handwriting  of  Vm 
principal  are  admissible  evidence  apiinft 
the  sureties,  and  prove  prima  facie  liabilitT 
on  their  part.  Star  Grocer  Co.  v.  Bradford, 
3q:  184,  74  S.  E.  509,  —  W.  Va.  — . 


EXCAVATIONS ;   EXCEPTIONS. 
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Weight,  effect,  and  sufflclency. 

Presumption  on  appeal  as  to  sufticiency 

of  evidence,  see  Appeal  and  Error, 

9. 
Sufficienc/  of  evidence  to  overcome  pre- 

suifiption  of  larceny  arising  from 

possession  of  stolen   property,  see 

Appeal  and  Error,  19. 
New  trial  for  insufficiency  of,  see  New 

Trial,  1. 
Jury  as  judge  of  weight  of  evidence, 

see  Trial,  1. 

28.  Where  a  railway  track  is  laid  across 
a  traveled  public  street  in  a  city,  a  duty 
arises  on  the  part  of  the  railway  company 
using  it  to  exercise  ordinary  care  to  dis- 
cover and  avoid  injury  to  persons  or  prop- 
erty rightfully  on  such  crossing,  so  that, 
where  a  fire  hose  laid  by  the  fire  department 
of  such  city  across  the  crossing  to  extin- 
guish a  fire  is  cut  by  the  railway  running 
its  locomotive  over  it,  thereby  interrupting 
the  effort  to  extinguish  the  fire  and  causing 
destruction  to  the  property,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  owner  thereof,  in  order  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  loss,  to  plead  and 
prove  wanton  negligence  of  the  railway 
company  in  cutting  the  hose,  or  prove  that 
the  ]ier8on  operating  the  locomotive  had 
actual  knowledge  of  its  presence  on  the 
crossing.  It  is  sufficient  to  prove  that  the 
failure  of  the  railway  company  to  use  ordi- 
nary care  caused  the  cutting  of  the  hose  and 
resulted  in  the  destruction  of  the  property. 
Erickson  v.  Great  Nortliern  R.  Co.  39:  237, 
135  N.  W.  1129,  117  Minn.  348. 

29.  To  justify  a  divorce  for  adultery,  a 
preponderance  of  evidence  of  the  fact  is  suf- 
ficient; it  need  not  be  clear,  cogent,  and 
convincing.  Ellett  v.  Ellett,  39:  1135,  72  S. 
E.  801,  157  N.  C.  161. 

30.  That  an  impression  of  the  name  of 
the  grantee  indorsed  on  the  back  of  a  deed, 
from  which  an  initial  had  been  erased, 
which  was  accidentally  made  upon  a  blank 
space  on  the  paper,  by  exposure  to  the 
weather  soon  after  the  deed  was  delivered, 
shows  the  initial  to  be  missing,  is  strong 
corroborative  evidence  that  the  erasure  was 
made  before  delivery.  Tharp  v.  Jamison, 
39:  100,  134  N.  W.  583,  —  Iowa,  — . 

31.  That  one  is  found  on  the  street  early 
in  the  morning  with  a  suit  case  in  which  is 
found  57  half -pint  bottles  of  whisky,  with 
a  corkscrew  attached  to  each  one,  and  ap- 
pears frightened  and  attempts  to  get  away 
when  approached  by  an  officer,  does  not 
warrant  a  conviction  of  having  in  posses- 
sion intoxicating  liquor  with  intent  to  sell 
or  give  it  away  in  violation  of  law.  Mc- 
Comb  City  v.  Hill,  39:  534,  66  So.  346,  — 
Miss.  — .  (Annotated) 

32.  An  alibi  sought  to  be  established  by 
one  accused  of  crime  on  April  20,  by  show- 
ing that  he  had  been  taken  ill  about  the 
middle  of  March  and  could  not  leave  the 
house  until  after  April  20,  may  be  rejected 
whore  he  is  shown  to  have  voted  at  elec- 
tions on  April  4  and  11,  and  Hubsequently, 
on  cross-examination,  fixed  the  time  of  his 
illness  as  beginning  in  December.  People  v. 
(  onnors,  39:143,  97  N.  E.  643,  253  111.  266. 
:J0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


33.  Liability  to  indictment  for  the  same 
offense  is  not  necessary  to  render  one  an 
accomplice  with  a  person  on  trial  for  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe,  under 
a  statute  defining  accomplices  as  all  per- 
sons concerned  in  the  commission  of  crime, 
whether  they  directly  commit  the  act  con- 
stituting the  offense,  or  aid  and  abet  in  its 
comihission.  People  v.  Coffey,  39:  704,  119 
Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433. 

34.  An  intermediary  representing  one 
who  desires  to  influence  the  action  of  a  pub- 
lic board  by  bribery,  who  makes  the  bargain 
with  the  members  and  delivers  their  com- 
pensation, is  an  accomplice  with  one  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  the  bribe,  un- 
der a  statute  defining  accomplices  as  all 
persons  concerned  in  the  commission  of 
crime,  whether  they  directly  commit  the  act 
constituting  the  offense,  or  aid  and  abet 
in  its  commission,  so  that  his  uncorrobo- 
rated testimony  is  not  sufficient  to  convict 
the  latter.  People  v.  Coffey,  39:  704,  119 
Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433.  (Annotated) 

35.  Establishing  the  existence  of  a  fund 
for  bribery,  and  showing  a  general  im- 
munity contract  with  one  accused  of  agree- 
ing to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe,  are  not 
sufficient  to  corroborate  testimony  of  an 
accomplice  who  secured  the  bargain  to  re- 
ceive the  bribe,  so  as  to  support  a  convic- 
tion; nor  is  the  fact  that  the  accomplice 
sought  to  secure  an  abandonment  of  the 
prosecution  against  accused.  People  v. 
Coffey,  39:  704,  119  Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433. 

36.  That  an  official  voted  for  a  proposi- 
tion to  support  which  be  is  accused  of 
agreeing  to  receive  and  receiving  a  bribe 
does  not  corroborate  the  testimony  of  the 
accomplice  that  he  entered  into  the  agree- 
ment, so  as  to  support  a  conviction.  State 
V.  Coffey,  39:  704,  119  Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433. 

37.  To  sustain  a  conviction  of  perjury 
for  giving  evidence  which  secured  the  ac- 
quittal of  accused  upon  another  charge,  the 
falsity  of  the  oath  must  be  proved  by  posi- 
tive and  direct  testimony,  circumstantial 
evidence  alone  not  being  sufficient.  Allen 
V.  United  States,  39:  385,  194  Fed.  664,  — 
C.  C.  A.  — - 

Variance. 

38.  An  allegation  that  by  gross  negli- 
gence of  city  officers  duplicate  paving  tax 
certificates  were  issued  and  placed  on  the 
market  is  not  sustained  by  proof  that  they 
were  never  delivered  by  anyone  having  au- 
thority to  deliver  them,  but  that  they  were 
taken  without  right  by  one  having  no  au- 
thority to  deliver  them.  National  Bank  of 
Commerce  v.  Oklahoma  City,  39:  444,  122 
Pac.  644,  —  Okla.  — . 

39.  An  allegation  of  infringement  of  a 
label  of  a  local  trades  council  is  not  sup* 
ported  by  proof  of  infringement  of  a  label 
of  an  international  union.  People  v.  Dan- 
tuma,  39:  1 190,  96  N.  E.  1087,  252  111.  561 

EXCAVATIONS. 

Negligence  as  to,  see  Negligence,  9. 

EXCEPTIONS. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  4-8. 
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EXECUTIVE  DEPARTMENTS. 

Relation  of,  to  court,  see  Courts,  1. 

EXECUTORS  AND  ADMINISTRA- 
TORS. 

Jurisdiction  of  suits  affecting,  see 
Courts,  2. 

Duty  of  bank  to  pay  to  adminiittratora 
money  deposited,  see  Banks,  7. 

Insurance  as  assets  in  hands  of  admin- 
istrators, see  Insurance,  16. 

Effect  of  appointment  to  terminate 
prior  contract  for  care  of  property, 
see  Master  and  Servant,  3. 

Disregarding  official  title  in  action 
which  administrator  has  right  to 
maintain  in  his  own  name,  see 
Pleading,  1. 

Description  of,  as  parties,  see  Pleading, 

Fraud  in  use  of  name  of  decedent  by 
executor  in  carrying  on  business, 
see  Tradenames. 

1.  One  appointed  by  a  state  court  to 
administer  the  estate  of  one  who  died  in  a 
soldiers'  home,  land  for  which  had  been 
ceded  by  the  state  to  the  Federal  govern- 
ment, may  maintain  an  action  against  the 
officers  of  the  home  to  recover  possession  of 
securities  left  by  decedent.  Divine  v.  Unaka 
Nat.  Bank,  39:  586,  140  S.  W.  747,  —  Tenn. 

2.  A  judgment  obtained  by  a  domicil- 
iary executor,  at  the  place  of  his  residence, 
is  an  asset  located  within  that  state;  and 
he,  in  his  individual  capacity,  and  not  an 
ancillary  administrator  appointed  at  the 
debtor's  residence,  in  another  state,  has  the 
right  to  sue  in  the  courts  of  the  latter  state, 
to  enforce  the  judgment.  Hare  v.  O'Brien, 
39:  430,  82  Atl.  475,  233  Pa.  330. 

3.  A  statute  declaring  that  foreign  let- 
ters of  administration  shall  not  confer  any 
of  the  powers  or  authority  conferred  by 
domestic  letters  does  not  prevent  a  domi- 
ciliary administrator  who  has  obtained  a 
judgment  in  the  state  of  his  residence  from 
maintaining  an  action  on  it  in  the  local 
courts.  Hare  v.  O'Brien,  39:  430,  82  Atl. 
475,  233  Pa.  330.  (Annotated) 

4.  Under  the  New  Jersey  "act  for  the 
relief  of  creditors  against  heirs  and  de- 
visees," which  gives  a  right  of  action  against 
the  heirs  or  devisees  of  a  deceased  debtor, 
the  personal  representative  of  a  deceased 
devisee,  who  is  also  a  devisee  of  such  de- 
visee, is  n6t  liable,  in  her  representative 
capacity,  for  the  debts  of  the  ancestor, 
where  her  decedent  dies  without  selling  or 
aliening  the  lands  devised;  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  that  lands  originally 
belonging  to  the  debtor  were  devised  to  her, 
she  is  not  liable  as  devisee.  McCarthy  v. 
Mullen  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  688,  82  Atl. 
61,  —  N.  J.  — .  (Annotated) 

EXEMPIiARY  DAMAGES. 

See  Damages,  1-4. 

EXEMPTIONS. 

From  taxation,  see  Taxes,  !• 
39  L.IUL(N.S.) 


EXPLOSIONS  AND  EXPLOSIVES. 

Liability  of  seller  for  injuries  by,  see 
Neglisence,  1-3. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  nature  of  ex- 
plosive substance,  see  Trial,  11. 

Venue  of  action  for  damages  from  ex- 
plosion of  paint  drier,  see  Venni;  2. 

EX  POST  FACTO  LAW. 

See  Constitutional  Law,  L 

FACTS. 

Review  of,  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  tad 
Error,  18,  19. 

FALLING  OBJECTS. 

Injury  to  person  in  highway  by,  see 
Highways,  4,  5. 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

Liability  of  carrier  for  arrest  of  pas- 
senger, see  Carriers,  2,  3. 

Evidence  in  action  for  false  imprison- 
ment of  passenger,  see  Evidence,  2S. 

Instruction  in  action  for,  see  Trial,  12, 
16. 

A  railroad  company  is  liable  for  tbe 
act  of  a  policeman  in  its  employ  who,  under 
the  state  statutes,  has  the  power  of  a  public 
officer  in  criminal  matters,  in  arresting  a 
citizen  in  excess  of  authority  conferred  \tj 
an  execution  which  had  been  issued  in  favor 
of  the  corporation  in  a  civil  action,  and 
compelled  to  answer  in  damages  for  false 
imprisonment.  Taylor  v.  New  York  k  L 
B.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  laa,  7S 
Atl.  169,  80  N.  J.  L.  282.  (Annotated) 

FALSE  PRETENSES. 

Fraudulent  representations  in  dvil  se- 

tion,  see  Fraud  and  Deceit. 
Indictment  for,  see  Indictment,  etc,  2. 

It  is  no  defense  to  an  indictment  for 
obtaining  money  by  false  pretenses  that  the 
transaction  in  which  the  money  was  ob- 
tained was  a  pretended  sale  of  counterfeit 
money.  Horton  v.  State,  39:  433,  96  K.  £. 
797,  85  Ohio. St.  13.  (Annotated) 

FEDERAL  COURTS. 

Following  state  court's  decisions,  see 
Courts,  3. 

FELLOW    SERVANTS. 

See  Master  and  Servant. 

FERTILIZERS. 

Imposing  license  on  business  of  desl- 
ing  in,  see  License,  3. 

FIRE  DEPARTMENT. 

Members  of,  as  servants  of  peisos 
whose  property  they  attempt  to 
save  from  nre,  see  Fires,  2,. 

FIRE  ESCAPES. 

On  buildings,  see  Buildings. 

FIRE  INSURANCE, 

See  Insiiraacet 
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FIRES. 

Sufficiency  of  proof  of  negligence  in 
interfering  with  extinguishment  of, 
see  Evidence,  28. 

Liability  for  injury  to  infant  by,  see 
Negligence,  5. 

Negation  of  contributory  negligence  in 
action  for  interference  with  ex- 
tinguishment of,  see  Pleading,  8. 

Demurrer  to  complaint  in  action  for 
interfering  with  extinguishment  of, 
see  Pleading,  12. 

Demurrer  to  allegation  that  owner  of 
building  had  failed  to  provide 
means  for  extinguishing,  see  Plead- 
ing, 13. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  permits 
a  train  to  stand  on  a  street  crossing  in 
violation  of  statute  is  liable  fpr  injury  done 
to  private  property  through  the  inability 
of  the  city  fire  apparatus  to  reach  it  because 
of  such  obstruction.  Cleveland,  0.  C.  k  St. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Tauer,  39:  ao,  96  N.  E.  758,  — 
Ind.  — ^.  (Annotated) 

2.  The  firemen  of  a  fire  department  in 
a  city  are  not  the  servants  or  agents  of  the 
person  whose  property  they  attempt  to  save 
from  fire,  so  that  their  negligence  in  failing 
to  take  the  proper  course  in  the  extinguish- 
ment of  the  fire  avails  one  who,  by  a  negli- 
gent act,  cut  off  the  water  supply  by  which 
the  fire  was  being  successfully  subdued,  and 
thereby  proximately  caused  the  destruction 
of  the  property.  Lrickson  v.  Great  North- 
ern R,  Co.  39:  237,  135  N.  W.  1129,  117 
Minn.  348.  (Annotated) 

FliAG  STATION. 

Carrier's  duty  as  to,  see  Carriers,  12, 
13. 

FLIGHT. 

Presumption  of  guilt  from,  see  Evi- 
dence, 4. 

FOLLOWING  TRUST  PROPERTY. 

See  Trusts,  5. 

FOOD. 

Where  a  pure  food  statute  provides 
that  in  testing  milk  or  cream  for  com- 
mercial purposes  the  same  shall  be  done  in 
accordance  with  the  rules  and  regulations 
prescribed  by  the  pure  food  commission,  a 
criminal  prosecution  cannot  be  sustained 
atrainst  one  for  violation  of  a  rule  pre- 
scribed by  the  pure  food  commissioner  in 
accordance  with  said  statute,  that  payment 
for  cream  purchased  for  commercial  pur- 
poses shoula  be  suspended  until  the  day  fol- 
lowing the  testing  or  the  time  of  the  next 
delivery.  State  v.  Elam,  39:  686,  136  N.  W. 
69,  —  Neb.  — .  ( Annotated ) 

FOREIGN  EXECtJTORS  AND  ADMIN- 
ISTRATORS. 

See  Executors  and  Administrators,  2, 3. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

As  evidence,  see  Evidence,  10. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


FORFEITURlfi. 

For  breach  of  condition,  see  CoTenants 

and  Conditions,  5. 
Of  insurance  policy,  see  Insurance. 
Of  provision  m  will  because  of  contest, 

see  Wills,  2. 

FORGERY. 

Payment  by  bank  of  forged  paper,  see 
Banks,  6. 

Of  indorsement  on  paving  tax  certifi- 
cates pledged  as  collateral,  see 
Pledge  and  Collateral  Security,  2. 

Of  will,  see  Wills,  2. 

FORGETFULNES8. 

As  negligence,  see  Negligence,  9L 

FORMER  JEOPARDY. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1-3. 

FRAUD  AND  DECF4IT. 

By  bank  in  taking  money  for  draft 
when  insolvent,  see  Banks,  8-10. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppel,  3. 

As  to  false  pretense,  see  False  Pre- 
tenses. 

Transfers  in  fraud  of  creditors,  aee 
Fraudulent  Conveyances. 

Annulment  of  marriage  for  fraud  in 
procuring,  see  Marriage. 

Loss  of  right  to  use  of  tradename  by, 
see  Tradenames! 

Rescission  of  land  contract  for,  see 
Vendor  and  Purchaser,  3. 

When  a  false  representation  is  of  a 
matter  presumably  within  the  knowledge  of 
the  person  making  it,  not  made  in  the  way 
of  commendation  or  as  an  opinion  merely, 
but  as  a  positive  assertion  of  an  existing 
fact,  to  inauce  the  other  party  to  enter  into 
the  contract,  such  party,  having  no  knowl- 
edge to  the  contrary,  may,  if  he  act  in  good 
faith,  accept  the  representation  as  true,  and 
is  not  bound  to  make  inquiries  or  examina- 
tion for  himself.  Westerman  v.  CJorder, 
39:  500,  119  Pac.  868,  86  Kan.  239. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 

Applicability  of  statutory  provision  for 
restoration  of  property  in  case  of 
divorce,  to  property  transferred  to 
defraud  creditors,  see  Divorce  and 
Separation,  8. 

Creditors  of  oiie  who  sells  a  stock  of 
merchandise  in  bulk  for  an  adequate  con- 
sideration, without  complying  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  bulk  sales  law,  cannot  hold 
the  vendee  liable  for  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, as  trustee,  although  the  statute  pro- 
vides that  such  sale  shall  be  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  creditors.  McGreenery  v. 
Murphy,  39:  374,  82  Atl.  720,  76  N.  H.  338. 

(Annotated) 

FREIGHT  CARRIERS. 

See  Carriers. 


FRIGHT. 

Liability  of  carrier  for  injury  to  pas- 
senger by,  see  Carriers,  6. 
80 
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FUIili  FAITH  AND  CREDIT. 

To  judgment  of  other  state,  see  Judg- 
ment, 4. 

FUNERAIi. 

Liability  of  undertaker  furnishing  car- 
riages for  funeral  to  occupants  of 
carriages,  see  Master  and  Servant, 
7;  Parties,  3. 

FUTURES. 

Draft  given  to  furnish  margins  on 
illegal  transaction  in  futures^  see 
Contracts,  7. 

GAMING. 

Enforcement  of  gaming    contract,    see 

Contracts,  7. 
Enforcement  in  other  state  of  gaming 

contract,  see  Conflict  of  Laws. 

GAS. 

As  to  gas  in  mines  generally,  see  Mines. 

GATBS. 

Obstruction  of  highway  by,  see  High- 
ways,  2. 

Duty  of  carrier  to  keep  gates  on  plat- 
form closedi  see  Carriers,  8. 

gbneraij  report. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  19. 

GIFT. 

Acceptance  of,  by  officer  as  bribery,  see 
bribery. 

Validity  of  gift  by  husband  to  wife,  see 
Husband  and  Wife,  2. 

Presumjption  that  money  of  wife  invest- 
ed in  land  in  husband's  name  is  a 
gift,  see  Trusts,  4. 

GOOD  FAITH. 

Setting  out  facts  in  pleading  to  show, 
see  Pleading,  6,  7. 

GOVERNOR. 

Duty  of  attorney  general  to  prosecute 

liquor   case   at  request  of,  see  At- 

tornev  General. 
Review  of  action  of,  by  certiorari,  see 

Certiorari. 
Interference      of      court      with,      see 

Courts,  1. 
Power  of,  to  remove  officer,  see  Officers, 

2. 

1.  Where  it  appears  that  a  newspaper 
correspondent  has  openly  charged  in  his 
paper  a  violation  of  the  liquor  laws  of  a 
state,  the  governor,  in  the  exercise  of  tlie 
power  of  his  office,  may  require  the  attorney 
general  to  proceed  to  examine  such  corre- 
spondent as  a  witness,  under  a  statute 
making  the  examination  of  witnesses  a  dis- 
tinct proceeding.  State  ex  rel.  Stubbs,  v. 
Dawson,  39:  993,  119  Pac.  360,  86  Kan.  480. 

2.  A  constitutional  provision  vesting 
the  supreme  executive  power  of  a  state  in 
the  governor  implies  that  the  governor  is 
the  highest  in  authority  in  the  executive 
department,  with  such  power  as  will  secure 
a  faithful  execution  of  tlie  laws  in  the 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


manner  and  by  the  methods  prescribed  by 
the  Constitution  and  statutes.  State  ex  reL 
Stubbs  V.  Dawson,  39:  993,  119  Pae.  960,  88 
Kan.  160. 

GRAXT. 

Conditions  in  grant  by  state,  see  Gov^ 
nants  and  Conditions,  2,  5. 

GUARANTY. 

Oral  evidence  to  show  intention  of 
guarantor,  see  Evidence,  U. 

1.  The  promise  to  be  responsible  for 
any  bill  that  a  certain  person  may  make  \i 
a  continuing  guaranty,  and  not  fimited  to 
the  purchase  made  at  the  time  it  is  first 
presented,  where  the  person  named  has  a 
running  account  with  the  one  to  whom  the 
paper  is  addressed,  who  refuses  further 
credit  unless  the  account  is  guaranteed. 
Xewcomb  v.  Kloeblen  (N.  J.  Err.  t  App.) 
39:  7a4»  74  Atl.  611,  77  N.  J.  L.  791. 

(Annotated) 

2.  One  who  guarantees  another's  a^ 
count  is  not  entitled  to  notice  of  the  latters 
default,  before  steps  are  taken  to  hold  him 
liable  on  his  guaranty.  Newcomb  v.  Kloeb- 
len (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  724,  74  AU. 
611,  77  N.  J.  L.  791. 

GUARDIAN  AND  WARD. 

For  incompetent  person,  see  Lacompe- 
tent  Persons. 

Complaint  in  action  on  bond  of  guardi- 
an, see  Pleading,  2. 

1.  Sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  guardian, 
executed  after  he  has  converted  property  of 
his  ward  to  his  own  use,  are  liable  for  the 
defalcation  if,  after  the  bond  is  executed,  be 
continues  solvent,  so  that  he  could  have  re- 
stored the  funds  to  the  trust,  which  he 
failed  to  do.  iBtna  Indemnity  Co.  v.  State 
use  of  Gallaspy,  39:  961,  57  So.  980,  —  Miss. 
— ,  { Annotated  ] 

2.  Sureties  on  a  guardian's  bond  are 
not  relieved  from  liability  for  an  existiog 
defalcation  by  an  order,  upon  their  petitioa 
for  the  execution  of  a  new  bond  by  the 
guardian,  that  a  new  bond  be  recorded,  and 
that  the  petitioning  sureties  be  relieve<i 
from  further  liability  on  the  bond.  jEtna 
Indemnity  Co.  v.  State  use  of  Gallaspy, 
39:  961,  57  So.  980,  —  Miss.  — , 

GUARDS. 

On  dangerous  machinery,  aee  Master 
and  Servant,  4. 

GUESTS. 

At  hotels,  see  Innkeepers. 

GUILT. 

Presumption  of,  see  Evidence,  4. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

Under  a  constitutional  .proTisi<» 
that  all  persons  accused  of  crime  shall  be 
bailable  except  in  case  of  one  accused  of  a 
capital  offense  when  the  proof  of  guilt  ii 
evident  or  the  presumption  thereof  grett 
UDon  an  application  to  the  supreme  couri 
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for  bail  by  writ  of  habeas  corpus  after  com- 
mitment for  a  capital  offense  by  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  bail  not  being  demandable  as  a 
matter  of  right,  the  burden  is  on  the  peti- 
tioner to  show  that  he  is  illegally  deprived 
of  his  liberty.  Re  Thomas,  39: 75a,  93 
Pac.  980,  20  Okla.  167. 

HALF  BLOOD. 

Inheritance  by,  see  Descent  and  Distri- 
bution^  1. 

HALLWAYS. 

Easement  in,  see  Easements,  2. 

HARMLESS  ERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  20-23. 

HAY. 

Lien  for  storage  of,  see  Liens. 

HEADLIGHT. 

Negligence  in  running  engine  without 
proper  headlight,  see  Railroads,  2. 

HEARSAY. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  1&-22. 


As  to  descent  and  distribution  to,  see 
Descent  and  Distribution. 

HIGHWAYS. 

Decision  on  former  appeal  as  law  of 
the  case  in  action  for  injury  of 
change  of  grade,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  26. 

Lease  to  railroad  of  lands  granted  to 
municipality  for  street  purposes, 
see  Covenants  and  Conditions,  2, 5. 

Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to  contribu- 
tory  evidence,    see    Evidence,   25. 

Interference  with  extinguishment  of 
£re  by  obstruction  of  street  cross- 
ing, see  Fires,  1;  Pleading,  8;   12. 

Who  may  maintain  action  on  railroad's 
agreement  to  keep  street  in  repair, 
see  Parties,  4. 

Allegations  in  petition  for  injunction 
against  nuisance  in,  see  Pleading, 
10. 

Rescission  of  land  contract  for  breach 
of  agreement  to  construct  highway 
to  property,  see  Vendor  and  Pur- 
chaser, 3. 

Rights  as  to  trees  in  street. 

1.  Forbidding  the  removal  of  trees 
standing  in  the  street  without  a  permit  does 
not  prevent  the  owner  of  the  tree  from 
removing  branches  therefrom  which  have 
become  dangerous  to  persons  using  the 
street.  Dyer  v.  Danbury,  39:  405,  81  Atl. 
058,  85  Conn.  128. 
Liability  for  Injuries  on. 

Prejudicial    error    in    instructions    in 
action  for  injury,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  21. 
Liability  for  injury  by  electric  wires 

in  highway,  see  Electricity. 
Absence  of  light  as  evidence  of  negli- 
gence, see  Evidence,  25. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Liability  for  injury  due  to  negligent 
driving,  see  Negligence,  6. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence,  see 
Trial,  6. 

Correctness  of  instructions  as  to  negli- 
gence, see  Trial,  18. 

2.  A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  for 
injury  to  a  pedestrian  on  a  sidewalk  by* 
collision,  in  tne  night,  with  a  gate  which  is 
so  constructed  that  it  will  stand  open 
across  the  walk  so  as  to  obstruct  it,  if  tbe 
municipality  had  notice  of,  or,  by  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  care,  could  have  discovered, 
the  defect  in  time  to  remedy  it  prior  to  the 
injury.  Campbell  v.  Chillicothe,  39: 451, 
144  S.  W.  408,  230  Mo.  465. 

3.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not 
liable  for  injury  to  a  traveler  by  its  failure 
to  remove  a  nuisance  consisting  of  a  danger- 
ous limb  on  a  tree  in  the  street,  since  the 
duty  to  remove  it  is  a  governmental  one. 
Dyer  v.  Danbury,  39:  405,  81  Atl.  958,  86 
Conn.  128. 

4.  Statutes  making  a  municipality  lia- 
ble for  injuries  caused  by  defective  high- 
ways do  not  apply  to  those  caused  by  th» 
fall  of  limbs' from  trees  in  the  street.  Dyer 
V.  Danbury,  39:  405,  81  Atl.  058,  86  Conn. 
128.  (Annotated) 

6.  Charter  authority  to  regulate  the 
planting  and  removal  of  trees,  and  an  ordi- 
nance providing  that  no  person  shall  remove 
or  plant  a  tree  in  the  street  without  a  per- 
mit, do  not  impose  upon  the  municipality 
the  duty  of  removing  dead  limbs  from  trees, 
so  as  to  render  it  liable  for  injury  caused 
by  its  failure  to  do  so,  if  under  statutory 
authority  a  tree  warden  has  been  elected 
who  is  given  the  care  and  control  of  the 
public  shade  trees  in  the  town.  Dyer  v. 
Danbury,  39:  405,  81  Atl.  958,  85  Conn.  128. 

6.  Under  a  charter  duty  to  remove  ob- 
structions and  encroachments  from  cross 
walks,  a  village  is  not  bound  to  keep  its 
cross  walks  free  from  accumulations  of 
snow  and  ice,  unless  dangerous  formations 
or  obstacles  have  been  created.  Dupont  v. 
Port  Chester,  39:  1167,  97  N.  E.  736,  204  N. 
Y.  351.  (Annotated) 

7.  A  village  which  is  not  required  to 
remove  the  snow  from  its  streete  is  not 
negligent  in  leaving  the  snow  as  it  falls 
upon  cross  walks  to  facilitate  driving  in  the 
street,  unless  there  is  something  in  the  way 
in  which  it  falls  or  the  form  which  it  subse- 
quently takes  which  creates  an  encum- 
brance, obstruction,  or  special  danger. 
Dupont  V.  Port  Chester,  39:  1167,  97  N.  E. 
735*,  204  N.  Y.  361. 

Vacation. 

8.  The  owner  of  abutting  property  is 
entitled  to  damages  for  a  change  in  a  high- 
way which  results  in  raising  a  portion  of 
its  width  to  carry  it  over  a  bridge,  leaving 
only  a  narrow  strip  terminating  at  the 
water  in  front  of  his  property,  the  effect  of 
which  is  to  cut  off  travel  past  his  property, 
and  leave  access  to  it  only  by  a  cul-de-sac 
which  can  be  used  by  vehicles  only  when 
they  back  in  one  direction.  Park  City 
Yacht  Club  v.  Bridgeport,  39:  478,  82  Atl. 
1035,  85  Conn.  366. 
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HIRING. 

Interpretation  of  contract  of  hiring,  see 
Contracts,  4. 

HOGS. 

Ordinances   regulating  keeping  of,  see 

Municipal  Corporations,  1,  2. 

■ 

HOIiOGRAPHIC  WILLS. 

See  WUls,  1. 

HOMICIDE. 

Employment  of  private  counsel  to  as- 
sist prosecution,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  7. 

Prejudicial  error  in  admission  of  evi- 
dence, see  Appeal  and  Error,  20. 

Reversal  of  conviction  on  appeal,  see 
Appeal  and  Error,  24. 

Release  on  bail,  see  Bail  and  Recog- 
nizance. 

Jurisdiction  of  court,  see  Courts,  2a. 

Retrial  on  charge  of  murder  after  re- 
versal of  conviction  for  man- 
slaughter, see  Criminal  Law,  3. 

As  affecting  right  to  inherit,  see  De- 
scent and  Distribution,  2. 

Private  counsel  to  aid  prosecution,  see 
District  and  Prosecuting  At- 
torneys, 1. 

Habeas  corpus,  see  Habeas  Corpus. 

Indictment  for,  see  Indictment,  etc.,  1. 

Propriety  of  instruction  as  to  man- 
slaughter, see  Trial,  14. 

1.  The  use  of  more  force  than  is  neces- 
sary, which  results  in  killing  the  assailant, 
will  not  render  one  guilty  of  murder,  who 
goes  to  the  defense  of  his  child  against  an 
assault  which  threatens  death  or  serious 
bodily  injury.  Mayhew  v.  State,  39:  671, 
144  S.  W.  229,  —  Tex.  — . 

2.  The  culpability  of  one  who  kills  an 
assailant  in  defense  of  his  son  is  not  meas- 
ured by  the  rights  which  the  son  might  have 
had  to  defend  himself,  but  upon  the  appear- 
ance of  conditions  when  the  father  appeared 
upon  the  scene,  unless  he  knew,  or  might 
reasonably  have  known,  the  actual  rights 
possessed *^  by  the  son  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  conflict.  State  v.  Mayhew, 
39:  671,  144  S.  W.  229,  —  Tex.  — . 

(Annotated) 

3.  That  one  who  kills  another  in  de- 
fense of  his  son  was  informed  and  believed 
that  deceased  had  made  threats  of  bodily 
harm  or  death  against  the  son  will  justify 
his  acting,  although  the  threats  were  not  in 
fact  made.  State  v.  Mnvhew,  39:  671,  144 
S.  W.  229,  —  Tex.  — . 

4.  A  concert  of  action  between  two  per- 
sons assailing  another  with  intent  to  kill 
him  or  do  him  great  bodily  harm  is  not 
necessary  to  justify  the  father  of  the  latter 
in  defending  the  son  against  the  attacks  of 
both  or  either,  to  tlie  extent  of  taking  life, 
if  necessary.  Mayhew  v.  State,  39:  671,  144 
S.  W.  229,*—  Tex.  — . 

6.  That  one  had,  l^ecause  of  provocation, 
threatened  to  kill  another,  will  not  render 
him  guilty  of  murder  if,  upon  the  latter's 
attacking  his  son,  he  goes  to  the  aid  of  the 
39  L.B.A.(N.S.) 


son  and  kills  the  assailant,  for  the  sole 
purpose  of  protecting  the  son  from  death 
or  great  bodily  injury.  Mayhew  v.  State, 
39:  671,  144  S.  W.  229,  —  Tex.  — . 

HORSES. 

Presumption  of  negligence    from  nm- 

ning  away  of,  see  Eyidenoe,  6. 
.Presumption  as  to  ownership  of  roG- 

away  horse,  see  Evidence,  7. 
Injury  to  occupant  of  hired  carriage  by 

running     away     of,     see     Liver? 

Stable. 
Negligent  driving,  see  Negligence,  6. 
New  trial  in  action  for  killing  of,  <m 

railroad  track,  see  New  Trial,  1. 
Stable  for,  as  nuisance,  see  Nuisances, 

2,  3. 
Question  for  jury  as  to  negligenoe  of 

driver,  see  Trial,  8. 

HOSE. 

Cutting  of  fire  hose  by  railroad  train, 
see  Evidence,  28. 

HOSPITAIi. 

Liability  to  action  for  damigeB,  see 
Charities. 

HOTFXS. 

See  Innkeepers. 

HOUSEHOLD  GOODS. 

As  baggage,  see  Carriers,  Iff. 

HOUSE   OF   Ilili  FAME. 

See  Disorderly  Houses. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 

Objecting  for  first  time  on  appeal  for 
failure  to  join  wife  in  action 
against  husband,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  14. 

Damages  recoverable  by  widow  for 
wrongful  death  of  husband,  see 
Damages,  9. 

Right  to  inhcfrit,  see  Descent  and  Bis^ 
tr ibution,  3. 

As  to  divorce  and  separation,  see 
Divorce  and  Separation. 

Wife's  right  of  dower,  see  Dower. 

As  to  marriage,  see  Marriage. 

Subrogation  of  children  of  wife  who 
mortgages  real  estate  as  surety  for 
husband,  to  rights  of  mortga;:" 
against  property  of  husband.  sex- 
Subrogation,  1. 

Liability  of  community  property  to 
succession   tax,  see  Taxes,  3. 

Husband  purchasing  land  in  his  ovi) 
name  with  wife's  money  as  trustee, 
see  Trusts.  4. 

Competency  of,  as  witnesses,  see  Wit- 
nesses, 1. 

1.  A  man  riding  with  his  wife  in  bei 
automobile,  which  she  is  driving,  is  m- 
swcrable  for  injuries  negligently  inflictf«i 
bv  her  upon  pedestrians.  Minor  v.  Mape?. 
39:  214,  144  S.  W.  219,  —  Ark.  — . 

2.  A  gift  of  a  ring  by  a  solvent  man  to 
his  wife  does  not  come  within   the  open- 
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tion  of  a  statute  providing  that  a  transfer 
or  conveyance  of  goods,  or  chattels  between 
husband  and  wife  shall  not  be  valid  as 
against  any  third  person  unless  the  trans- 
fer or  conveyance  be  in  writing,  properly 
acknowledged  and  recorded.  Kennington  v. 
Hemingway,  39:  541,  57  80.  809,  —  Miss. 

3.  An  option  to  explore  land  for  oil  and 
gas  for  a  period  of  five  years,  with  right  of 
renewal,  is  not  an  encumbrance  so  as  to  re- 
quire a  man  to  join,  his  wife  in  the  granting 
thereof  upon  her  land,  under  a  statute  giv- 
ing her  control  of  her  separate  estate  with 
a  right  to  its  rents  and  profits,  but  provid- 
ing that  no  conveyance  or  encumbrance  of 
the  property  shall  be  made  unless  he  joins 
in  the  conveyance.  Kokomo  Natural  Gas  & 
Oil  Co.  V.  Matlock,  39:  675,  97  N.  E.  787,  — 
Ind.  — .  (Annotated) 

3a.  Under  a  statutory  provision  that 
upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife 
one  half  of  the  community  property  shall 
go  to  the  survivor,  subject  to  the  com- 
munity debts,  such  survivor  takes  his  or 
her  half  of  the  community  property,  not  by 
succession,  descent,  or  inheritance,  but  as 
survivor  of  the  marital  community  or  part- 
nership. Kohny  v.  Dunbar,  39:  xzoy,  121 
Pac.  544,  21  Idaho,  258. 
Alienation  of  affections. 

Burden  of  proof  as  to  malice,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3. 

4.  A  wife,  though  the  husband  be  liv- 
ing, has  the  right  of  action  in  her  sole  name 
for  wrongful  alienation  of  her  husband's 
afTectiori,  causing  his  separation  from  her. 
Cross  V.  Gross,  39:  361,  73  S.  E.  961,  —  W. 
Va.  — . 

5.  A  father  who,  moved  by  malice 
toward  the  wife  of  his  son  and  without 
good  -faith  and  honest  purpose  and  good 
motive  for  his  son's  welfare,  alienates  the 
affections  of  his  son,  is  liable  to  the  wife, 
but  if  his  action  is  without  malice,  and 
springs  only  from  what  he  honestly  be- 
lieves to  be  necessary  for  his  son's  welfare, 
he  is  not  liable.  Gross  v.  Gross,  39:  a6Zy 
73  S.  E.  961,  —  W.  Va.  . 

ICE.  • 

Interference  by  ice  company  with  busi- 
ness of  rival,  see  unfair  Competi- 
tion. 

IDENTIFICATION. 

Of  bills  of  exception  and  transcript  of 
eyidence,  see  Appeal  and  Evidence, 
3. 

ILIiEOITIMATES. 

Requiring  physician  or  midwife  to  cer- 
tify as  to  legitimacy  or  illegiti- 
macy, see  Constitutional  Law,  9. 

ILIi  TREATMENT. 

As  ground  for  divorce,  see  Divorce 
and  Separation,  2. 

IMPEACHME.VT. 

Of  witness,  see  Witnesses,  2. 
^0  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


IMPLIED  AGREEMENTS. 

See  Contract,  1,  2. 

IMPRISONMENT. 

Threat  of,  as  duress,  see  Duress. 

INCOMPETENT  PERSONS. 

Fright  of  passenger  by  lunatic  on  train, 
see  Carriers,  6. 

Sentence  and  imprisonment  of  insane 
criminals,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
1,7. 

Propriety  of  instruction  as  to  man- 
slaughter in  prosecution  of  alleged 
incompetent  for  murder,  see  Trial, 
14. 

1.  One  under  guardianship  as  an  ha- 
bitual drunkard  is  not  capable  of  giving  his 
valid  consent  to  the  conveyance  of  proper- 
ty which  has  been  placed  in  trust  for  him, 
and  which  may  be  conveyed  by  the  trus- 
tees with  his  consent.  Philadelphia  Trust, 
S.  D.  &  Ins.  Co.  y.  Allison,  39:  39,  80  Atl. 
833,  108  Me.  326. 

2.  A  court  having  jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point a  guardian  for  an  habitual  drunkard 
may,  if  it  also  has  full  equity  powers,  au- 
thorize the  guardian  to  consent  to  the  con- 
veyance of  real  estate  situated  in  another 
state,  and  which  has  been  placed  in  trust 
for  the  ward  prior  to  his  becoming  incom- 
petent, with  authority  in  the  trustee  to 
convey  it  with  the  consent  of  the  bene- 
ficiary. Philadelphia  Trust,  S.  I>.  A  Ins. 
Co.  y.  Allison,  39:  39,  80  Atl.  833,  108  Me. 
326.  (Annotated) 

INDEBTEDNESS. 

Of  township,  division  of,  as  affecting, 
see  Towns. 

INDEPENDENT  CONTRACTORS. 

Liability  for  acts  of,  see  Master  and 
Servant,  6-10. 

INDICTMENT,    INFOR»fATION,    AND 
.COMPLAINT. 

Right  of  accused  to  statutory  time  in 
which  to  plead  after  amendment  of 
indictment,  see  Appeal  and  Error, 
23. 

Amendment  to  indictment  after  trial 
begun  as  second  jeopardy,  see 
Criminal  LaWi  1. 

1.  An  information  for  homicide,  which 
charges  the  commission  of  the  offense  on  a 
date  subsequent  to  that  upon  which  the 
information  is  filed,  is  defective.  McKay 
y.  State,  39:  714,  132  N.  W.  741,  90  Neb.  63. 

2.  An  indictment  for  obtaining  money 
by  false  pretenses  in  that  defendant  repre- 
sented that  he  was  selling  counterfeit 
money,  which  contains  no  averment  that 
there  was  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  induce  the  prosecuting  witness 
to  purchase  such  money,  or  that  he  did 
purchase  such  money,  nor  any  averment 
that  the  defendant  sold  or  agreed  to  sell 
or  deliver  any  counterfeit  money  or  any 
other    thing    to    the    prosecuting    witness 
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which  induced  him  to  pay  money  to  the 
defendant,  docs  not  aver  a  crime  with  rea- 
sonable certainty  so  as  to  apprise  the  de- 
fendant of  what  he  may  expect  to  meet, 
and  so  that  the  court  and  jury  may  know 
what  they  are  to  try,  and  the  court  may 
determine  without  unreasonable  difficulty 
what  evidence  is  admissible.  Horton  v. 
State,  39:  423,  96  N.  £.  797,  85  Ohio  St.  13. 

INFANTS. 

Damages  recoverable  by  child  for 
wrongful  death  of  father,  see  Dam- 
ages, 8,  9. 

Measure  of  damages  for  injury  to,  see 
Damages,  11. 

Guardianship,  see  Guardian  and  Ward. 

Enlistment  of  in  militia  without  con- 
sent of  parent,  see  Militia. 

Negligence  toward,  see  Negligence,  6. 

Negligence  of,  see  Negligence,  7. 

Rebition  of,  to  parent  generally,  see 
Parent  and  Child. 

INFORMATION. 

Refusal  of,  by  employees  to  passenger, 
see  Carriers,  6;  Damages,  4. 

In  general,  see  Indictment,  Informa- 
tion, and  Complaint. 

INFBINOEMBNT. 

Of  trademarks,  see  Trademarks. 
Of  tradenames,  see  Tradenames. 

INHERITANOE. 

See  Descent  and  Distribution. 

INHERITANCE  TAX. 

See  Taxes,  2,  3. 

INJUNCTION. 

Review  of  discretion  as  to,  see  Appeal 

and  Error,  12. 
Measure  of  damages  in  injunction  case, 

see  Damages,  12. 
Retaining  suit  for,  in  order  to  assess 

damages,  see  Equity,  2. 
Right  to  jury  in  injunction  case,  see 

Jury,  2. 
Against  nuisance,  see  Nuisances,  3-9. 

1.  One  may  not  be  enjoined  from  pro- 
tecting and  enforcing  his  rights  by  lawful 
means,  unless  his  acts '  to  that  effect  are 
done  or  threatened  unnecessarily,  not  real- 
ly for  the  purpose  of  protecting  his  rights, 
but  maliciously  to  vex,  annoy,  and  injure 
another.  Kryptok  Co.  v.  Stead  Lens  Co. 
39:  I,  190  Fed.  767,  111  C.  C.  A.  496. 
Injnry  or  Inconvenience  to  defendant. 

2.  It  is  a  good  defense  to  an  applica- 
tion for  an  injunction  against  infringement 
of  a  patent,  that  the  wrong  and  injury 
likely  to  be  Inflicted  upon  the  opponent 
of  the  application  by  its  issue  will  probably 
be  greater  than  that  which  the  applicant  is 
likely  to  suffer  from  its  denial.  Kryptok 
Co.  V.  Stead  Lens  Co.  39:  i,  190  Fed.  767,  111 
C.  C.  A.  495.  (Annotated) 
Illegal  or  tortious  acts;  crimes. 

3.  A  manufacturer  cannot  enjoin  a  la- 
bor union  from  removing  its  stamp  from  his 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


shop  on  failure  to  renew  a  contract  for 
labor,  although  the  result  of  the  removal 
will  be  to  prevent  a  sale  of  his  product, 
and  the  failure  to  renew  the  contract  13  the 
result  of  a  'conspiracy  between  the  union 
and  his  competitors  to  ruin  his  businesi. 
Saulsberry  v.  Coopers'  International  Union, 
39:  1203,  143  S.  W.  1018,  147  Ky.  170 
As  to  patents. 

4.  A  patentee  will  not  be  enjoined  from 
prosecuting  a  suit  for  infringement  against 
a  retailer,  and  commencing  other  suits 
against  other  retailers,  by  the  fact  that  he 
has  sued  the  manufacturing  infringer  for 
infringement,  taken  his  testimony,  and  then 
threatened  the  manufacturer's  customers 
with  infringement  suits.  Kryptok  Co.  t. 
Stead  Lens  Co.  39:  z,  190  Fed.  767,  111  (X 
C.  A.  495. 

Bond;  damages. 

5.  One  wrongfully  enjoined  from  erect- 
ing a  dwelling  is  not  precluded  from  recor- 
ering  damages  therefor  because  he  fails  to 
move  to  discharge  the  injunction,  where  the 
whole  controversy  is  over  the  right  to  erect 
the  building  because  defendant  is  of  negro 
blood,  and  the  injunction  is  not  merely 
ancillary  to  or  in  aid  of  the  main  issue. 
Stone  V.  Hunter  Tract  Improv.  Co.  39: 180, 
122  Pac.  370,  —  Wash.  — . 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence,  see 
Trial,  10. 

1.  One  who  goes  into  a  hotel  merely  to 
pass  the  time  and  write  letters,  without 
registering  or  purchasing  any  accommoda- 
tions, is  not  a  guest  so  as  to  render  the 
keeper  responsible  for  the  safe-keeping  of 
his  baggage.  Baker  v.  Bailey,  39:  Z085, 
145  S.  W.  532,  —  Ark,  — . 

2.  The  acceptance  by  a  hotel  porter  of 
baggage  from  one  who  intends  to  become  a 
guest  at  the  hotel,  but  does  not  do  so,  es- 
tablishes merely  a  gratuitous  bailment,  and 
the  innkeeper  is  bound  to  use  only  slight 
care  in  protecting  it.  Baker  v.  Bailey,  39: 
1085,  146  S.  W.  532,  —  Ark.  — . 

,  (Annotated) 

INSANE  PERSONS. 

See  Incompetent  Persons. 

INSOLVENCY. 

As  to  bankruptcy,  see  Bankruptcy. 

Of  banks,  see  Banks,  8-13. 

Of  corporation,  see  Corporations,  5-8. 

Right  to  consider  insolvency  of  defend- 
ant in  awarding  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries,  see  Damages,  7. 

Of  independent  contractors,  effect  on 
master's  liability,  see  Master  asd 
Servant,  6. 

As  to  receivers,  see  Receivers. 

INSTRUCTIONS. 

For  instructions  generally,  and  cross- 
references  to  same,  see  Trial,  IS- 
IS. 


INSURANCE. 
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INSURAXGC: 

Raising  question  for  first  time  on  ap- 
peal, see  Appeal  and  Error,  15. 

Employees'  insurance  act,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  2,  8,  10. 

1.  A  notification  from  an  insurance 
company  that  it  would  protect  until  the 
application  is  acted  upon  does  not  place  the 
insurance  in  force  from  that  date,  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  truthfulness  of 

'  statements   in   the  application  at   the  in- 
ception of  the  contract.     Carleton  v.  Pat- 
rons'  Androscoggin   Mut.   F.   Ins.   Go.  39: 
951,  82  Atl.  649,  —  Me.  — . 
Cancelation. 

See  also  infra,  9. 

2.  The  mailing  of  a  notice  of  an  inten- 
tion to  cancel  an  insurance  policy  five  days 
later,  which  is  not  received  tmtil  two  days 
after  the  mailing,  is  not,  in  case  no  notice 
of  cancelation  is  given,  sufficient  to  render 
valid  the  cancelation  on  the  day  named,  un- 
der a  provision  in  the  policy  permitting 
cancelation  upon  giving  five  days'  notice 
thereof.  German  Union  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fred 
G.  Clarke  Go.  39:  829,  82  Atl.  974,  116  Md. 
622.  (Annotated) 
Title  and  encumbrance. 

3.  No  change  in  the  interest,  title,  or 
possession  of  insured  property  is  effected 
within  the  meaning  of  a  provision  on  the 
policy  avoiding  it  in  case  of  such  chanse, 
hy  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  hank- 
ruptcy  proceedings,  who,  without  dispos- 
sessing the  owner,  places  a  watchman  upon 
the  property,  effects  insurance  thereon,  and 
advertises  the  personal  property  for  sale. 
Marcello  use  of  South  Side  Trust  Go.  v. 
Concordia  F.  Ins.  Go.  39:  366,  82  Atl.  1090, 
234  Pa.  31. 

Other  Insurance. 

Waiver  of  provision  as  to,  see  infra,  10, 
11. 

4.  The  insertion  hy  an  insurance  agent 
who  has  failed  to  secure  all  the  insurance 
to  he  placed  on  a  huilding,  of  a  clause  in 
the  policy  issued  hy  him  making  it  void  if 
additional  insurance  is  taken,  will  not  pre- 
vent recovery  on  the  policy  in  case  of  loss, 
although  the  intended  amount  was  placed 
with  other  companies.  Norfolk  F.  Ins. 
Corp.  V.  Wood,  39:  1020,  74  S.  E.  186,  — 
Va.  — . 

5.  A  representation  in  an  application 
for  insurance  as  to  the  existence  of  other 
insurance  on  the  property  must  he  true 
when  the  application  is  accepted,  to  comply 
with  a  requirement  that  all  facts  stated  in 
the  application  must  be  true  under  penalty 
of  avoiding  the  contract,  and  if  untrue  at 
that  time,  its  truthfulness  when  made  is 
immaterial.  Carleton  v.  Patrons'  Andros- 
coggin Mut.  F.  Ins.  Go.  39:  951,  82  Atl.  649, 
—  Me.  — .  (Annotated) 

6.  Existing  additional  insurance  upon 
property  unknown  to  the  one  issuing  a 
policy  thereon  avoids  the  latter  policy, 
which  provides  that  if  assured  now  has  or 
shall  hereafter  make  any  other  insurance 
on  the  property  without  assent  of  the  in- 
surer,  the  policy  shall  be  void.  Carleton  v. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Patrons'  Androscoggin  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  39: 
951,  82  Atl.  649,  —  Me.  — . 
Severability. 

7.  A  policy  of  insurance  upon  a  huild- 
ing and  contents,  which  is  void  as  to  build- 
ing because  of  the  existence  of  additional 
insurance  contrary  to  its  provisions,  is  void 
also  as  to  the  contents.  Carleton  v.  Pa- 
trons' Androscoggin  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Go.  39: 
951,  82  Atl.  649,  —  Me.  — . 
Premiums  and  assessments;   rates. 

8.  Consent  by  a  member  of  a  mutual 
benefit  society,  to  be  bound  by  all  present 
and  future  rules  of  the  order,  does  not  em- 
power the  society  to  make  an  increase  in 
the  rate  of  his  assessment  date  from  the 
inception  of  his  policy,  and  deduct  the 
amount  owing  by  him  under  such  arrange- 
ment from  the  face  of  his  policy.  Jaeger  v. 
Grand  Lodge  of  Order  of  Hermann's  Sons, 
39:  494,  135  N.  W.  869,  —  Wis.  — . 

9.  A  tender  or  return  of  the  unearned 
premium  is  necessary  to  effect  the  cancela- 
tion of  an  insurance  policy,  under  a  provi- 
sion in  a  policy  providing  that  when  the 
policy  is  canceled  by  the  company  it  shall 
retain  only  the  pro  rata  premium.  German 
Union  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fred  G.  Clarke  Go. 
39:  829,  82  Atl.  974,  116  Md.  622. 
Waiver  or  estoppel  of  Insurer. 

10.  The  mere  suggestion  to  an  insurance 
agent  that  other  insurance  may  be  secured 
upon  the  property  will  not  estop  the  in- 
surer from  contesting  the  validity  of  the 
policy  issued  by  it  if  other  insurance  is 
obtained  contrary  to  the  terms  of  its  policy, 
if  neither  it  nor  its  agent  had  notice  that 
additional  insurance  was  in  fact  obtained. 
Carleton  v.  Patrons'  Androscoggin  Mut.  F. 
Ins.  Go.  39:951,  82  Atl.  649,  —  Me.  — . 

11.  An  inadvertent  assessment  against 
the  premium  note  of  a  mutual  insurance 
policy  will  not  waive  an  objection  to  the 
validily  of  the  policy  on  the  ground  that 
other  insurance  existed  upon  the  property 
contrary  to  its  terms,  nor  amount  to  a 
ratification  of  the  contract.  Carleton  ▼. 
Patrons'  Androscoggin  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
39:  951,  82  Atl.  649,  —  Me.  — . 
Appraisal  of  loss. 

12.  Under  a  statute  requirinff  an  in- 
surance company  to  pay  the  full  amount 
of  the  policy  in  case  of  a  total  loss,  and  in 
case  of  a  partial  loss  tne  amount  of  loss 
so  sustained,  and  another  statutory  pro- 
vision that,  if  there  is  no  valuation  in  the 
policy,  the  measure  of  indemnity  in  an 
insurance  against  fire  is  the  full  amount 
stated  in  the  policy,  although  a  policy  cov- 
ering a  private  car  stipulates  that,  in  ease 
of  a  loss  and  disagreement  in  regard  there- 
to, an  appraisal  shall  be  had  to  determine 
the  loss,  no  appraisal  is  necessary  to  en- 
title the  owner  of  the  car,  which  was 
destroyed  by  fire  so  that  there  was  noth- 
ing left  but  the  iron  and  steel  work,  and 
this  was  so  injured  as  to  be  incapable  of 
use  in  another  car,  to  recover  the  full 
amount  of  the  policy.  Springfield  F.  ft  M. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Home  wood,  39:  zzSa,  122  Pae. 
196,  —  Okla.  — . 
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Extent  of  injnry. 

See  also  supra,  12. 

13.  When  all  combustible  material  in  an 
insured  railroad  car  is  destroyed  by  fire, 
leaving  only  the  trucks  and  steel  used  in 
its  construction,  and  that  is  so  injured  as 
not  to  be  of  use  in  rebuilding  the  car,  there 
is  a  total  loss,  although  the  trucks  and 
steel  may  be  worth  a  small  per  cent  of  the 
original  value  of  the  car  as  old  iron  or 
scraps.  Springfield  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  ▼. 
Homewood,  39:1x83,  122  Pac.  196,  —  Okla. 
— ^.  (Annotated) 
Interest  in  proceeds. 

14.  A  woman  who  divorces  her  husband, 
who  has  named  her  as  beneficiary  in  a  mu- 
tual benefit  certificate,  forfeits  her  rights 
thereunder  where  the  statute  provides  that 
payment  of  such  certificate  shall  be  only  to 
families,  heirs,  blood  relatives,  aflianced 
husband,  or  affianced  wife,  or  to  persons 
dependent  on  the  member.  Green  v.  Green, 
39:  370,  144  S.  W.  1073,  147  Ky.  608. 

(Annotated) 
16.  Designation  of  a  divorced  wife  who 
has  promised  to  remarry  a  holder  of  a 
mutual  benefit  certificate,  As  beneficiary,  is 
necessary  to  give  her  the  right  to  the 
proceeds  as  an  affianced  wife,  where  the 
designation  in  her  favor  as  wife  was  an- 
nulled by  the  divorce.  Green  ▼.  Green, 
39:  370,  144  S.  W.  1073,  147  Ky.  608. 

16.  Brothers  and  sisters  and  nephews 
and  nieces  not  living  with  or  supported  by 
assured  are  not  legal  dependents  within 
the  meaning  of  a  provision  making  the 
proceeds  of  a  benefit  insurance  policy  pay- 
able to  such  persons,  and  the  proceeds  are 
therefore  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  ad- 
ministrator. Caldwell  ▼.  Little.  39:  450,  74 
S.  £.  10,  166  N.  C.  361. 


INTENT. 

As  element  of  assault,  see  Assault  and 
Battery. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Evidence,  11. 

Illegal  intent  of  prosecutor  as  affect- 
ing guilt  in  obtaining  money  by 
false  pretenses,  see  False  Pre- 
tenses. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  3. 

Of  testator,  see  Wills,  3. 


inte:rest. 

Illegal  interest,  see  Usury. 

'  Interest  cannot  be  allowed  as  dam- 
ages for  a  personal  injury,  even  as  com- 
pensation for  delay  in  settlement.  Cochran 
V.  Boston,  39:  Z30,  97  N.  E.  1100,  211  Mass. 
171. 


interpretation. 

Of  contracts,  see  Contracts,  4. 


INTERSTATE  COMMERCE. 

See  Commerce. 
;i9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


INTOXICATING   MQUOR. 

Refusal  of  new  trial  because  of  in- 
adequacy of  damages  in  action  for 
civil  damages,  see  Appeal  and  Er- 
ror, 13. 

Duty  of  attorney  general  to  proseeute 
at  request  of  governor,  see  At- 
torney General. 

Interstate  commerce  in,  see  Commerce. 

Burden  of  proof  in  action  in  replevin 
to  recover  possession  of,  see  Evi- 
dence,' 1. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  in  prosecution, 
see  Evidence,  31. 

Right  of  governor  to  require  attorney 
general  to  examine  person  charged 
with  violation  of  liquor  laws,  see 
Governor,  1. 

Injunction  against  liquor  nuisance,  see 
Nuisances,  7-9. 

Removal  of  county  attorney  for  failure 
to  prosecute  liquor  cases,  see  Of- 
ficers, 2. 

All^ations  as  to  liquor  nuisance,  see 
Pleading,  10. 

Perjury  in  making  false  oath  to  se- 
cure saloon  license,  see  Perjurr,  2. 

Replevin  to  recover  possession  of  li- 
quors intended  for  illegal  purpose, 
see  Replevin. 

Wife  as  competent  witness  in  action 
under  civil  damage  act  for  selling 
liquor  to  husband,  see  Witnesses, 
1. 

A  statute  making  it  unlawful  to 
sell  intoxicating  liquor,  with  or  without  t 
license,  within  a  prescribed  distance  of  a 
school,  applies  to  a  physician,  who  is  a 
pharmacist,  prescribing  liquor  for  a  patient, 
and  filling  the  prescription  from  his  stock, 
which  is  located  within  the  prescribed  dis- 
tance of  a  school.  State  ▼.  Pomeroy,  39: 
615,  123  Pac.  514,  —  Wash.  — . 

(Annotated) 

INVBRSB   ORDER   OF  AlilENATIOir. 

See  Marshaling  Assets  and  Securities; 
Mortgage,  4. 

IRRIGATION. 

Personal  liability  of  purchaser  of  land 
on  contract  with  irrigation  com- 
pany under  which  it  is  supplied 
with  water,  see  Vendor  and  Par- 
chaser,  1. 

ISIiANB. 

Effect  of  change  of  channel  of  boundary 
stream  on  jurisidction  over,  see 
Boundaries. 


JEOPARDT. 

See  Criminal  Law,  1-3. 

JOINT  CREDITORS  AND  DEBTORS. 

Effect  of  discontinuance  as  to  some  de- 
fendants in  action  against  joint 
tort  feasors,  see  Dismissal  or  Dis- 
continuance. 


JOINT  TORT  FEASORS-nJURY. 
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Right  of  one  joint  maker  of  note  to 
set  off  against  it  indebtedness  from 
payee  due  him  individually,  see 
Set-Off  and  Counterclaim,  1. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  whether  money 
was  received  in  satisfaction  of 
claim,  see  Trial,  3. 

1.  A  covenant  not  to  sue  one  of  several 
Joint  tort  feasors,  upon  receiving  from  him 
a  consideration  therefor,  does  not  operate 
to  discharge  the  others,  who  contribute  no 
part  of  the  consideration,  from  liability  to 
suit.  Matheson  v.  O'Kane,  39:  475,  07  N.  £. 
G38,  211  Mass.  91. 

2.  A  release  of,  and  covenant  for  a  val- 
uable consideration  not  to  sue,  one  of  sev- 
eral joint  tort  feasors,  which  expressly 
states  that  the  sum  received  is  merely  a 
part  satisfaction  of  the  claim,  will  not  pre- 
vent a  suit  against  the  other  wrongdoer. 
Kropidlowski  v.  Pflster  &  Vogel  Leather  Co. 
39:  509,  136  N.  W.  839,  —  Wis.  — . 

JOINT  TORT  FEASORS. 

See  Debtors  and  Creditors. 

JUDGES. 

That  a  judge  is  an  honorary  member 
of  a  bar  association  does  not  disqualify  him 
to  sit  in  proceedings  instituted  by  the  as- 
sociation for  the  disbarment  of  an  attor- 
nev.  Bar  Asso.  v.  Casey,  39:  zi6,  97  N.  £. 
751,  211   Mass.    187.  (Annotated) 

JUDGMENT. 

Presumption  on  appeal  as  to  finding  of 
facts  necessary  to  support,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  10. 

On  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  24,  25. 

Contempt  proceedings  to  enforce  order 
of  restitution  of  money  secured  in 
satisfaction  of,  see  Contempt. 

Former  judgment  of  acquittal  as  bar 
to  criminal  prosecution,  see  Crimi- 
nal Law,  2,  3. 

Record  of,  as  evidence,  see  Evidence,  10. 

Action  on,  by  executor  or  administra- 
tor, see  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 2,  3. 

Official  title  of  administrator  as  sur- 
plusage in  proceeding  to  enforce, 
see  Pleading,  1. 

Subrogation  to,  see  Subrogation,  2. 

Lien  of  judgment  oa  property  devised 
with  direction  for  subsequent  con- 
version into  personalty,  see  Wills, 
7. 

Effect  and  conoluslvcnesfl. 

1.  A  judgment  denying  relief  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  contract  price  and  en- 
force a  mechanics'  lien  for  laying  a  tile 
floor,  because  the  contract  had  not  been 
substantially  performed,  is  conclusive 
against  another  action  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract price,  based  upon  evidence  that  since 
the  former  action  the  owner  had  completed 
the  work  at  a  nominal  cost.  Thompson  v. 
Washington  Nat.  Bank,  39:972,  122  Pac« 
606,  —  Wash.  — .  (Annotated) 

2.  An  attorney  to  whom  his  client  hns 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


assigned  an  interest  in  the  property  for 
which  the  suit  is  brought  cannot  maintain 
an  action  against  defendants  and  the  wit- 
ness, for  conspiring  to  defeat  the  claim  by 
perjured  testimony,  which  is  successful,  al- 
though he  is  thereby  deprived  of  the  inter- 
est assigned  to  him  since  he  is  concluded 
by  the  former  judgment  in  their  favor. 
Schaub  V.  OTerrall,  39:  4x6,  81  AtL  789, 
116  Md.  131. 

3.  The  owner  of  a  patent  cannot  re- 
cover in  a  suit  against  a  manufacturer  of 
an  infringing  article  which  the  latter  sells 
to  retailers,  all  the  relief  to  which  he  is  en- 
titled in  suits  against  the  latter;  and  a  suit 
or  a  decree  for  an  injunction,  gains,  profits, 
and  damages  against  the  manufacturer  is 
no  bar  to  suits  for  infringment  against 
those  who  purchase  from  him  and  use  or 
sell  the  infringing  article.  Kryptok  Co.  v. 
Stead  Lens  Co.  39:  i,  100  Fed.  767,  111  C.  C. 
A.  405. 

Foreign  Judgments. 

4.  A  judgment  in  a  divorce  proceeding 
giving  the  father  the  right  to  receive  visits - 
from  a  child  of  the  marriage,  which  is 
awarded  to  the  mother,  is  not,  under  the 
full  faith  and  credit  clause  of  the  Federal 
Constitution,  binding  upon  the  courts  of  an- 
other state  to  which  the  child  and  mother 
remove  and  where  they  take  up  their  domi- 
cil.  Re  Alderman,  39:  988,  73  S.  E.  126,  157 
N.  C.  507.  .   (Annotated) 

JUDICIAL  SALE. 

A  purchaser  of  land  at  a  judicial 
sale  is  privy  in  estate  with  him  who  owned 
it  at  the  time  of  sale,  and  takes  the  land 
subject  to  its  burdens.  Bennett  v.  Booth, 
39:  618,  73  S.  E.  009,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

JURISDICTION. 

'  Of  appellate  court,  see  Appeal  and  Er- 
ror. 

Of  courts  generally,  see  Courts. 

In  divorce  suit,  see  Divorce  and  Separa- 
tion. 

Retention  of,  in  equity  case,  see 
Equity,  2. 

JURY. 

Functions  of,  on  trial,  see  Trial,  1-11. 

1.  In  an  action  to  settle  disputed  ques- 
tions of  title  to  real  estate  and  to  recover 
possession  thereof,  either  party  is  entitled 
to  a  jury  as  a  matter  of  right,  regardless  of 
tlie  form  in  which  the  action  may  be 
brought.  Atkinson  v.  J.  R.  Crowe  Coal  A 
Min.  Co.  39:  31,  102  Pac.  50,  80  Kan.  161. 

2.  In  an  action  permanently  to  restrain 
a  person  in  the  actual,  exclusive,  and  peace- 
able possession  of  real  estate  under  claim 
of  ownership,  who  has  forcibly  prevented 
another  person,  wlio  claims  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  coal  and  mineral  in  such  land  and 
to  have  a  right  to  use  the  surface  for  min- 
ing purposes. — which  claim  is  denied  by  the 
person  in  possession, — from  entering  there- 
on, from  interfering  with  the  mining  and 
removing  of  the  coal, — the  defendant  is.  as 
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a  matter  of  right,  entitled  to  a  trial  by 
jury.  Atkinson  v.  J.  R.  Crowe  Coal  &  Min. 
So.  39:  31,  102  Pac.  50,  80  Kan.  161. 

3.  In  trover  by  the  holder  of  a  chattel 
mortgage  to  recover  possession  of  the  chat- 
tels from  one  denying  his  title  because  of 
subsequent  conveyances,  the  court  cannot 
deny  defendant  a  jury  trial  because  the 
matters  are  so  complicated  and  involved 
that  they  cannot  be  clearly  understood  by 
a  jury,  where  no  accounting,  marshaling,  or 
other  equitable  relief  is  necessary.  Daley 
V.  Kennett,  39:  45,  78  Atl.  123,  75  N.  H. 
536.  (Annotated) 

4.  An  employee  is  not  deprived  of  his 
right  to  trial  by  jury  by  an  employees'  in- 
surance act  which  provides  that  an  employ- 
er of  five  or  more  workmen  who  pays  a  cer- 
tain premium  into  the  state  insurance  fund, 
and  posts  certain  notices  to  this  effect  in 
his  place  of  business,  shall  be  relieved  o( 
liability  to  respond  in  damages  to  an  em- 
ployee for  injury,  except  in  case  of  wilful 
or  statutory  negligence,  and  which  provides 
further  for  a  board  of  awards  to  hear  and 
determine  questions  concerning  the  pay- 
ment of  claims,  and  for  an  appeal  from 
their  determination  in  cases  where  the  right 
of  the  claimant  is  denied  upon  any  ground 
affecting  the  basis  of  the  daim.  State  ex 
rel.  Yaple  v.  Creamer,  39:694,  97  N.  E.  602, 
85  Ohio  St.  349. 

5.  The  constitutional  right  to  trial  by 
jury  is  not  afforded  where  a  hostile  crowd 
are  permitted  to  pass  within  the  bar  to 
such  an  extent  as  to  overawe  the  jury  and 
destroy  its  impartiality.  State  v.  Weldon, 
39:  667,  74  S.  E.  43,  —  S.  C.  — . 

6.  The  statutory  property  qualification 
for  a  trial  juror  may  be  waived  in  a  crim- 
inal case,  and  is  waived  by  failing  to  ob- 
ject to  his  serving  until  after  verdict.  Peo- 
ple V.  Cosmo,  39:  967>  ^  N.  E.  408,  205*N. 
Y.  91.  (Annotated) 

KNOWIiEDGE. 

Of  vendor  of  falsity  of  representations, 
see  Estoppel,  3. 

Necessity  of  showing  actual  knowledge 
of  presence  of  fire  hose  on  railroad 
track  in  action  for  damages  result- 
ing from  cutting  of,  see  Evidence, 
28. 

Of  retailer  selling  stove  polish  which  is 
really  naphtha,  see  Negligence,  2. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  4. 

LABEIiS. 

Of  labor  organizations,  see  Evidence, 
39 ;    Trademarks. 

LABOR  ORGANIZATIONS. 

Conspiracy  by,  see  Equity,  1. 

Compelling  labor  union  to  renew  con- 
tract with  manufacturer  for  serv- 
ices   pf    members,    see    Equity,    1. 

Proof  of  allegation  of  infringement  of 
label,    see    Evidence,    39. 

Injunction  against,  see  Injunction,  3. 
:V.«  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Injunction  against  removal  of  unioi 
stamps  from  shop,  aee  Injnactioii, 
3. 

Trademark  of,  see  Trademarks. 

LAOHES. 

Estoppel  by,  see  Estoppel,  L 

LAND  CONTRACT. 

See  Vendor  and  Purchaaer. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Landlord's  liability  for  obstruction  of 
fire  escape,  see  Buildings. 

Lease  for  immoral  purpose,  see  Coo- 
tracts,  5. 

Revocation  by  lessee  of  license,  see 
License,  1,  2. 

Injury  to  tenant  falling  into  exeaia- 
tion  made  by  licensee,  see  Neg- 
ligence, 9. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  landlord's 
knowledge  of  dangerous  oonditioD, 
see  Trial,  4. 

Shutting  off  water  from  ehtire  build- 
ing because  one  tenant  faila  to 
pay,  see  Waters,  4. 

1.  As  a  general  rule  all  preoediog 
negotiations  relating  to  a  lease  of  land  are 
merged  in  the  written  lease  and,  in  tbe 
absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  the  writing 
is  the  controlling  evidence  of  tbe  terms 
and  conditions  upon  which  the  properir 
was  demised.  Salinger  v.  North  AmericaB 
Woolen  Mills,  39:  350,  73  S.  E.  312,  -  W 
Va.  — . 

2.  The  lessee  of  a  storeroom,  unleu 
restrained  by  the  terms  of  his  lease,  haa 
the  exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  oot- 
side  walls  of  that  portion  of  the  buildinf 
covered  by  his  lease,  for  advertising  signs, 
to  the  exclusion  of  a  lessee  of  another  part 
of  the  same  building,  but  he  has  no  rigbt 
to  occupy  with  such  signs,  or  for  any  pur- 
pose, the  outside  wall  not  inclosing  bis 
part  of  the  leased  premises.  Salinger  t. 
North  American  Woolen  Mills,  39:  350^  73 
S.  E.  312,  —  W.  Va.  — .  (Annotated 

3.  The  knowledge  of  a  landlord,  or  of 
one  of  his  tenants,  and  his  or  their  acqui- 
escence in  the  use  by  another  tenant,  with- 
out consideration,  of  the  outside  walls  of 
a  portion  of  the  building  not  inclosing  t » 
part  occupied  b^  or  leased  to  him,  bo: 
leased  to  and  occupied  by  another  tenant, 
amounts  simply  to  a  lioenae,  revocable  at 
pleasure  by  the  licensor,  whether  sneh  li- 
censor be  the  landlord  or  a  tenant.  Sal 
inger  v.  North  American  Woolen  Mills,  59-" 
30,  73  S.  E.  312,  —  W.  Va.  — . 
Liability  of  landlord. 

4.  Where  a  nuisance  dangerous  to  life 
is  created  by  the  owner  on  his  premises,  or 
through  his  gross  negligence  is  suffered  tp 
remain  there,  he  cannot,  by  leasing  tk 
property  to  another,  avoid  bis  own  liabn- 
ity  to  any  person  who  is  rightfully  tt|»" 
the  premises,  and  who,  without  fault  i^ 
injured  by  reason  of  such  nuisance:  a9<i 
this  liability  extends  to  a  servant  of  tlie 
tenant,     notwithstanding     the    tenant,  ^ 
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reason  of  bis  own  fault  or  neglect  or  knowl- 
edge of  the  danger,  could  not  have  main- 
tained an  action  against  the  owner  for  any 
injury  suffered  by  himself.  Bailey  v.  Kelly, 
39:  378,  122  Pac.  1027,  86  Kan.  911. 
Kent. 

Oil  and  gas  lease,  see  Mines. 

Negation  of  defense  in  action  to  re- 
cover rent,  see  Pleading,  6. 

&.  The  owner  of  a  building  who,  during 
the  term  of  a  lease  thereof,  unlawfully  fails 
to  equip  such  building  with  fire  escapes, 
cannot  maintain  an  action  upon  such  lease 
tor  rent.  Leuthold  v.  Stickney,  39:  23X1 
133  N.  W.  856,  116  Minn.  299. 

6.  One  leasing  a  portion  of  a  building 
for  a  moving  picture  show  cannot,,  upon 
surrendering  the  lease,  recover  from  the 
lessor  rent  paid  in  advance,  and  for  time 
when  he  had  no  use  of  the  premises,  and 
the  cost  of  necessary  alterations,  upon  the 
refusal  of  the  police  department  to  permit 
him  to  operate  the  establishment  for  the 
intended  purpose  because  it  lacked  the  fire 
escapes  prescribed  by  the  municipal  ordi- 
nances, on  the  theory  that  the  lessor  knew 
that  the  building  could  not  be  used  for  the 
purpose  intended,  and  neglected  to  inform 
him  of  the  fact.  Rockwell  v.  Eiler's  Music 
House,  39:  8949  122  Pac  12,  67  Wash.  478. 

(Annotated) 

IjARCENY. 

Sufficiency  of  evidence  to  warrant  set- 
ting aside  of  conviction  on  appeal, 
see  Appeal  and  Error,  19. 

Review  of  facts  on  appeal  from  con- 
viction, see  Appeal  and  Error,  19. 

LAW  OF  OASE. 

Decision  on  former  appeal  aB,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  25. 

LEASE. 

For  immoral  purposes,  see  Contracts, 
5. 

As  encumbrance  or  conveyance  within 
statute  requiring  joinder  or  con- 
sent of  spouse,  see  Husband  and 
Wife,  3. 

Lease  in  general,  see  Landlord  and 
Tenant  1. 

LEGISLATURE. 

Power  of,  to  provide  for  registration 
of  union  label,  see  Trademarks. 

LEVEES. 

Entitling  proceeding  to  include  prop- 
erty in  levee  district  in  name  of 
district,  see  Parties,  1. 

Assessment  on  property  in  district,  see 
Public  Improvements. 

Including  railroad  property  in  a 
levee  district  does  not  violate  its  charter 
rights,  on  the  theory  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany was  not  organized  to  reclaim  over- 
flowed lands.  Des  Moines  k  M.  Levee  Dist. 
No.  1  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  39:  543, 
146  S.  W.  35,  —  Mo.  — . 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


LIBERTY. 

Guaranty  of  right  to,  see  Constitution- 
al Law,  6,  7. 

LICENSE. 

Negligence  as  to  licensee,  see  Negli- 
gence, 4. 

Negligence  of  licensee,  see  Negligence, 
9. 

Revocation. 

Revocation  of  license  to  use  walls  of 
leased  building  for  advertising,  see 
Landlord   and   Tenant,  3. 

1.  The  rule  giving  the  right  to  the 
owner  of  a  fee  to  revoke  at  pleasure  a 
mere  license  to  another  to  occupy  his  land,, 
or  any  portion  thereof,  is  equally  applicable 
to  his  lessee  where  -such  lessee  is  the 
licensor,  unless  the  latter  be  restrained  bv 
the  terms  of  his  lease  from  granting  such 
license.  Salinger  v.  North  American 
Woolen  Mills,  39:  350,  78  S.  E.  312,  —  W. 
Va.  — . 

2.  An  agreement  in  writing  by  the 
tenant  of  a  building,  granting  to  another 
the  right  to  use  the  outside  walls  of  the 
part  leased  by  him,  is  a  revocation  of  a 
license,  without  consideration,  to  another 
tenant  of  tHe  same  building  to  use  such 
walls.  Salinger  v.  North  American  Woolen 
Mills,  39:  350^  73  S.  E.  312,  —  W.  Va.  — . 
From  public. 

3.  A  statute  imposing  a  tonna^  tax 
for  purposes  of  inspection  on  fertilizers, 
and  forbidding  ''any  other  tax  to  be  levied 
by  county,  city,  or  town,"  does  not  forbid 
a  municipality  from  imposing  a  license 
tax  on  tne  business  of  dealing  in  such 
products.  Pocomoke  Guano  Co.  ▼.  New 
Bern,  39:  803,  74  S.  E.  2,  158  N.  C.  354. 

4.  Charter  authority  to  impose  a  tax 
on  trades  permits  the  imposition  of  a  tax 
on  the  maintenance  by  a  foreign  manufac- 
turer of  a  warehouse  for  the  storage,  within 
the  municipality,  of  its  products  pending 
deliveries  by  agents,  to  whom  the  orders 
are  forwarded  from  the  home  office  in  an- 
other state.  Pocomoke  Guano  Co.  ▼.  New 
Bern,  39:  803,  74  S.  E.  2,  158  N.  C.  854. 

(Annotated) 

LIENS. 

Parties  on  appeal  in  action  to  subject 
property  to,  see  Appeal  and  Error, 

On  bank  stock,  see  Banks,  3. 

Of  chattel  mortgage,  see  Chattel  Mort- 
gage. 

Liability  of  grantor  warranting  title 
for  costs  of  defending  attempt  to 
establish  lien  on  property,  see 
.   Covenants  and  Conditions,  1. 

Of  mechanic  or  materialman,  see  Me- 
chanic's Liens. 

Of  pledge,  see  Pledge  and  Collateral 
Security. 

Of  vendor,  see  Vendor  and  Purchaser, 
4,  5. 

The  owner  of  a  farm  who  permits 
hay  to  be  stored  on  it  under  an  agreement 
for    the    payment   of   storage   charges    has 
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not,  unless  the  contract  provides  therefor, 
any  lien  upon  the  property  to  secure  pay- 
ment of  the  charges.  Lewis  y.  Gray,  39: 
1 164,   83   Atl.    1,    —   Me.   — . 

(Annotated) 

lilFE  ESTATE.* 

Creation  of,  by  will,  see  Wills,  4-G. 

LIFE  INSURANCE. 

See  Insurance. 

LIFE  TENANTS. 

Venue  of  action  by  remainderman  for 
waste,  see  Venue,  1. 

LIGHTS. 

Absence  of,  in  highway,  see  Evidence, 
25. 

LIMITATION    OF  ACTIONS. 

Review  of  discretion  in  permitting 
amendment  of  plea  of,  see  Appeal 
and  Error,  II. 

Bar  of  prior  or  other  claim  or  portion 
of  claim  or  defense. 

Demurrer  to  complaint  to  enforce  ven- 
dor's lien  where  debt  is  barred  by 
limitations,  see  Pleading,  14. 

1.  A  vendor's  lien  is  a  right  created 
by  law  as  an  incident  to  the  debt,  and 
ceases  to  be  available  in  equity  when  the 
debt  is  not  enforceable  at  law.  Shaylor 
V.  Cloud,  39:  1171,  67  So.  666,  —  Fla.  — . 

(Annotated) 
When  statute  runs. 

2.  The  statute  of  limitations  does  not 
begin  to  run  against  liability  of  trustees 
of  a  savings  bank  for  money  lost  through 
loans  made  by  them  in  contravention  of 
statute  and  the  rules  of  the  institution, 
until  the  facts  are  learned  by  the  institu- 
tion. Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  v.  Abercrombie, 
39:  173.  97  N.  E.  897,  211  Mass.  252. 

3.  A  mere  change  of  name  without 
fraudulent  intent,  after  one  against  whom 
a  judgment  has  been  entered  in  one  state 
takes  up  his  residence  in  another  state, 
will  not  prevent  the  statute  of  limitations 
running  in  his  favor  in  the  latter  state. 
St.  Paul  Title  &  T.  Co.  v.  Stcnsgaard,  39: 
741,    121    Pac.    731,   —    Cal.   — . 

(Annotated) 

LIVERY  STABLES. 

Scope  of  employment  of  driver  of  hired 
vehicle,   see   Master   and   Servant. 

An  occupant  of  a  hired  carriage 
cannot  hold  the  owner  liable  for  injury 
due  to  the  running  away  of  the  team  during 
the  absence  of  the  driver,  leaving  the  team 
unattended,  if  the  driver  acted  at  the  re- 
quest, or  with  the  consent,  of  the  occupant. 
John  J.  Radel  Co.  v.  Borches,  39:  227,  145 
R.  W.  165,  147  Ky.  606. 

LIVE  STOCK. 

Transportation  of,  see  Carriers,  17. 

LOAN. 

Usury   in  loans  by   agent   or  broker, 
see  Usury. 
?J9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


LOSS. 

Of    insured    property,    extent  of,  m 
Insurance,  12,  13. 

LUBIBER. 

Sufficiency  of  delivery  of  Inmber  nld, 
see  Sale,  2. 

LUNATICS. 

See  Incompetent  Persons. 

MACHINERT. 

injury  to  employee  by^  see  Blaster  sad 
Servant,  4. 

MALICE. 

Presumption   and  burden  of  proof  u 

to,  see  Evidence,  2,  3. 
In  interfering  with  business  of  rhral, 

see   Unfair   Competition. 
In.  instigating   action   for   removal  of 

building     obstructing    navigation, 

see  Waters,  1. 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 

Liability  of  corporation  for  act  of 
agent  in  instituting,  see  Corpora- 
tions, 1. 

Presumption  of  malice,  see  Evidence. 
2. 

As  to  false  imprisonment,  see  False 
Imprisonment. 

Allegations  as  to,  see  Pleading,  9. 

Instructions  in  action  for,  see  Trial, 
17. 

Probable  cause  as  question  for  court, 
see  Trial,  17. 

1.  It  is  no  defense,  in  an  action  for 
malicious  prosecution  for  a  wrongful  search 
of  a  dwelling  house,  that  the  ^davit  of 
the  party  by  whom  the  search  warrant  wm 
secured  did  not,  in  law,  authorize  its  is- 
suance. Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoi* 
Hday,  39:  205,  120  Pac.  927,  —  Okla.  — . 

2.  A  nolle  prosequi,  with  leave,  after 
which  the  prosecution  is  never  renewed,  is 
sufficient  termination  of  the  proceeding  to 
support  an  action  for  malicious  proaecntioB. 
Wilkerson  v.  Wilkerson,  39:  1215,  74  S. 
E.  740,  —  N.  C.  — .  (Annotated) 

MANDAMUS. 

1.  The  proper  function  of  a  writ  of 
mandamus  i&  to  compel  the  doing  of  a 
specific  thing,  something  which  can  be 
neither  diminished  nor  subdivided,  and 
is  not  an  appropriate  remedy  to  compel  a 
general  course  of  official  conduct  or  a  lous 
series  of  continuous  acts,  as  it  is  impossible 
for  the  court  to  oversee  the  performance 
of  such  duties.  McAlester-Edwards  Coal 
Co.  V.  State  ex  rel.  Marshall,  39:  810,  I^ 
Pac.  194,  —  Okla.  — .  (Annotated 

2.  Mandanius  will  not  lie  to  compel 
a  parish  committee,  which  has  no  legislatite 
authority,  to  decide  questions  of  eligibilitr 
of  candidates  at  primary  elections,  to  mal^? 
such  a  decision.  Roussel  t.  Domier,  39' 
826,  57  So.  1007,  —  La.  — . 

3.  Mandamus  is  a  proper  remedy  to 
compel  the  treasurer  of  a  town  to  pay  valid 
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orders  issued  by  the  board  of  supervisors, 
and  the  validity  of  such  orders  may  be 
determined  in  such  proceeding.  State  ex 
rel.  Morris  y.  Clark,  39:  43,  134  N.  W.  129, 
116  Minn.  600. 

MANDATORY    PROVISIONS. 

In  Constitution,  see   Statutes,  L 
In  statute,  see  Statutes,  6« 

MANSIiAUGHTER. 

See  Homicide. 

BIANUFACrrVKERS. 

Liability  for  injury  due  to  defects  In 
articles  manufactured,  see  Negli- 
gence, 1. 

MARGINS. 

Draft  giyen  te  furnish  margins  in 
illegal  transaction,  see  Contracte, 
7. 

MARRIAGB. 

Divorce  or  separation,  see  Divorce  and 
Separation. 

A  marriage  cannot  be  annulled  for 
fraud  because  the  man  entered  into  it  to 
preyent  the  woman  from  appearing  against 
him  in  a  prosecution  for  seduction,  with 
the  intention  of  abandoning  her  afterwards. 
Johnson  y.  Johnson,  39:  518,  58  So.  418, 
—  Ala.  — . 

MARRIED  WOMEN. 

See  Husband  and  Wife. 

MARSHALING  ASSETS. 

One  having  a  second  mortgage  lien 
on  property  of  a  man  alone  cannot,  under 
the  doctrine  of  marshaling,  compel  a  prior 
mortgagee  having  a  lien  on  that  property 
and  also  on  property  of  the  debtor's  wife 
as  security  for  the  husband's  debt,  to 
resort  primarily  to  the  wife's  property,  so 
as  to  permit  him  to  make  his  claim  out  of 
that  of  the  husband.  Gaines  y.  Hill,  39: 
999,  144  S.  W.  02,  147  Ky.  445. 

(Annoteted) 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

Landlord's  liability  for  injury  to  em- 
ployee in  building  because  of  ob- 
struction of  fire  escape,  see  Build- 
ings,  2. 

Equal  protection  and  privileges  as  to, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  2. 

Employees'  insurance  act  as  depriving 
employee  of  recourse  to  courte, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  8. 

Employees'  insurance  act  as  exercise 
of  police  power,  see  Constitutional 
Law,  10. 

Statute  abolishing  fellow  servant  rule, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  10. 

Constitutionality  of  statute  making 
owner  personally  liable  to  laborers 
of  contractors  because  of  noncom- 
pliance with  provisions  for  their 
protection,  see  Constitutional  Law, 
5,  6. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Authority  of  agent  or  officer  of  cor- 
poration to  employ  help,  see  Cor- 
porations, 2. 

Liability  of  corporation  for  act  of 
agent,  see  Corporations,  1. 

Measure  of  damages  for  injury  to  serv- 
ant, see  Damages,  10. 

Firemen  as  servants  of  person  whose 
property  they  attempt  to  save,  see 
Fires,   2. 

Employees'  insurance  act  as  depriving 
employee  as  to  right  of  jury  trial, 
see  Jury,  4. 

Authority  of  boy  to  engage  physician 
at  parent's  expense,  see  Parent 
and   Child,   1. 

When  relation  exists. 

1.  The  owner  of  an  automobile  who 
lends  it  for  a  trip  is  not  liable  for  the 
negligent  act  of  the  chauffeur,  who  was 
sent  to  run  the  car  by  the  keeper  of  the 
garage  where  the  machine  was  kept  and 
cared  for,  for  hire  which  was  to  include 
services  of  chauffeurs,  in  colliding  with  a 
vehicle  on  the  highway,  while  returning  to 
the  garage  after  termination  of  the  trip, 
since  the  chauffeur  was  not  at  the  time  in 
his  service. .  Neff  v.  Brandeis,  39:  933,  135 
N.  W.  232,  —  Neb.  — .  (Annotated) 
Termination  of  relation. 

2.  The  death  of  the  employer  within 
the  year  will  not  terminate  a  contract  for 
the  services,  for  a  year  of  one  to  do  the 
annual  assessment  work  on  mining  claims 
and  take  care  of  the  camp  and  other  prop- 
erty of  the  employer,  the  services  not  to 
be  rendered  under  the  direction  of  the  em- 
ployer. Dumont  y.  Heigh  ton,  39:  1187,  123 
Pac.  306,  —  Ariz.  — .  (Annotated) 

3.  A  statute  requiring  the  personal 
representative  to  take  into  possession  all 
the  property  of  the  decedent  does  not  ter- 
minate a  contract  for  the  care,  for  a  year, 
of  the  decedent's  mining  camp  and  other 
property,  and  the  doing  of  the  assessment 
work  on  the  mining  claims.  Dumont  v. 
Heighton,  39:  1x87,   123  Pac.  306,  —  Ariz. 

• 

Duty  as  to  place  and  appliances. 

4.  A  mill  owner  who  has  allowed  a 
lever  operating  a  saw,  and  a  casing  for 
such  saw,  to  become  out  of  repair,  and  who 
has  employed  a  careless  workman  on  an 
edger  near  by,  is  liable  to  the  operator  of 
such  saw,  who  was  not  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence  and  had  not  assumed  the 
risk  either  of  the  defendant's  or  the  edger 
operator's  negligence,  for  injuries  result- 
ing from  his  arm  being  struck  and  forced 
upon  the  saw  by  a  piece  of  timber  carelessly 
thrown  by  the  edger  operator,  who  was 
not  a  fellow  servant.  Rogers  v.  Hiram 
J.  Allen  Lumber  Co.  39:  202,  57  So.  166, 
129  La.  899. 

Master's   liability   for   acts   of   servant 
or  Independent  contractor. 
Carrier's    liability    for    arrest   of    pas- 
senger, see  Carriers,  2,  3. 
Liability  of  charitable  institution,  see 
Charities. 
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Liability  of  druggist  for  negligence  of 
clerk,  sec  Drugs  and  Druggists,  I. 

Liability  for  false  arrest  of  employee, 
see   False   Imprisonment. 

Negligence  of  driver  of  hired  carriage 
in  leaving  team  with  consent  of 
occupant,   see   Livery    Stable. 

Liability  of  city  for  negligence  of  its 
officers  or  agents,  see  Municipal 
Corporations,  4. 

6.  The  owner  of  a  hired  vehicle  is  not 
relieved  from  liability  for  injury  to  an 
occupant  due  to  the  running  away  of  the 
horses,  by  the  fact  that  the  driver  had  left 
the  team  to  visit  a  saloon,  on  the  theory 
that  by  so  doing  he  was  acting  outside  the 
Bcope  of  his  employment.  John  J.  Radel 
Co.  v.  Borches,  39:  227,  146  S.  W.  155,  147 
Ky.  606. 

6a.  A  railroad  company  is  liable  for 
the  acts  of  its  station  agent  in  securing  a 
warrant  by  which  the  dwelling  of  an  inno- 
cent person  was  wrongfully  searched  with- 
out probable  cause,  in  furtherance  of  an 
attempt  to  recover  property  of  the  com- 
pany which  had  been  feloniously  taken  from 
the  possession  of  the  agent,  whose  duty  was 
to  care  for  it.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  HoUiday,  39:  205,  120  Pac.  927,  —  Okla. 
— .  (Annotated) 

6.  The  employee  of  one  who  has  under- 
taken to  construct  a  sewer  for  a  munici- 
pality cannot  hold  it  liable  for  injuries 
inflicted  upon  him  because  of  the  incom- 
petence of  the  contractor,  even  though  the 
incompetence  consists  of  inability  to  re- 
spond in  damages  for  injuries  negligently 
inflicted  upon  him.  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City, 
39:  328,  146  S.  W.  16,  — -  Mo.  — . 

7.  An  undertaker  who  contracts  to  fur- 
nish carriages  for  a  funeral  cannot  escape 
liability  to  an  occupant  of  a  carriage  in- 
jured by  negligence  of  the  driver,  on  the 
ground  that  he  sublet  the  contract  to  an 
independent  contractor,  if  the  employers 
did  not  consent  to  the  subcontract.  John 
J.  Radel  Co.  v.  Borches,  39:  227,  146  S.  W. 
155,  147  Ky.  506. 

8.  The  rule  that  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion cannot  avoid  liability  for  injuries 
caused  by  blasting  which  it  permits  in  its 
streets,  by  letting  the  work  to  an  independ- 
ent contractor,"  does  not  apply  in  favor 
of  the  latter's  employees;  at  least  not  in 
case  the  injury  is  to  one  drilling  the  holes, 
from  negligence  of  the  foreman  in  failing 
to  discover  an  unexploded  charge.  Salmon 
v.  Kansas  City,  39:  328,  145  S.  W.  16,  — 
Mo.  — . 

9.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not 
liable  for  injury  to  the  employee  of  an 
independent  contractor  for  sewer  construc- 
tion which  requires  blasting  in  a  public 
street,  because  it  did  not  require  the  con- 
tractor to  secure  a  license  which  its  ordi- 
nances make  a  requisite  to .  the  doing  of 
that  kind  of  work.  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City, 
39:  328,  145  S.  W.  16,  —  Mo.  — . 

10.  A  contract  for  the  construction  of 
a  sewer  for  a  lump  sum  is  not  prevented 
from  beinp  independent,  so  as  to  relieve 
the  municipal itv  from  liabilitv  for  injuries 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


to  the  contractor's  employees,  by  the  fact 
that  the  city  engineer  is  given  general  super- 
vision over  the  work,  with  power  to  require 
the  discharge  of  incompetent  emploTee«, 
since  such  provisions  are  inserted  in  the 
contract  merely  for  the  protection  of  tb? 
city.  Salmon  v.  Kansas  City,  39:  328, 145 
S.  W.  16,  —  Mo.  — . 


MATEBIALITT. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidence,  23-27. 

M[ATERIAIiB£EN. 

Statute  making  owner  personally  liable 
to,  because  of  noncompliance  witb 

Provisions  for  their  protection,  sk 
k>nstitutional  Law,  6,  6. 

MAXIMS. 

1.  Consensus  tollit  errorum.  Fuller 
V.  State,  39:  242,  57  So.  6,  —  Miss.  — . 

2.  Salus  populi  suprema  lex.  State  t. 
Boone,  39:  1015,  95  N.  E.  924,  84  Ohio  SL 
346. 

3.  Verba  intentioni  debent  inscrvire. 
Kennington  v.  Hemingway,  39:  541,  57  So. 
809,  —  Miss.  — . 

4.  Violenti  non  fit  injuria.  Salmon  t. 
Kansas  City.  39:  328,  145  S.  W.  16,  - 
Mo.  — . 

MEANING. 

Parol  evidence  as  to,  see  Eridence,  11. 

MECHANICS'  LIENS. 

Conclusiveness  of  judgment  denying  re- 
lease as  affected  by  subsequent 
events  disproving  the  ground  on 
which  it  rested,  see  Judgment,  1. 

1.  A  mortgagee  out  of  possession  is 
not  an  "owner"  within  the  meaning  of  s 
statute  permitting  a  mechanics'  lien  for 
lumber  and  materials  furnished  by  consent 
of  the  owner,  so  as  to  charge  his  intei^t 
with  a  lien  in  case  he  knowingly,  permits 
materials  to  be  furnished  without  protect. 
AUis-Chalmers  Co.  v.  Central  Trust  Co.  39: 
84,  HI  C.  C.  A.  428,  190  Fed.  700. 

(Annotated) 

Priorities. 

2.  That  the  money  had  not  actually 
been  paid  on  bonds  secured  by  mortgage 
on  real  estate  before  work  was  done  on  tl* 
property  which  would  support  a  mechanics' 
lien  does  not  postpone  the  mortgage  to  tac 
lien  claimants,  if,  prior  to  the  origin  of 
the  alleged  lien,  binding  agreements  hau 
been  made  to  improve  the  property  in  coa- 
sideration  of  a  transfer  of  the  bonds,  and 
to  pay  the  contractor  cash  for  his  interest 
in  them.  Allis-Chalmers  Co.  v.  Central 
Trust  Co.  39:  84,  111  C.  C.  A.  428,  190  Fed. 
700. 

3.  One  who  furnishes  material  or  per- 
forms labor  for  improving  property  which 
he  knows  to  be  subject  to  a  recorded  mort- 
gage has  no  equity  to  have  his  claims 
made  superior  to  that  of  the  mortgage'? 
which  will  justify  a  court  of  equity  in  dis- 
placing vested  liens  or  broadening  the  lan- 
guage of  mechanics'  lien  statutes  by  coo- 
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struction,  so  as  to  afford  a  priority.  Allis- 
Chalmers  Co.  ▼.  Central  Trust  Co.  39:  84, 
111  C.  C.  A,  428,  190  Fed.  700. 

4.  That  funds  for  the  improvement  of 
property  were  raised  by  mortgage  thereon 
does  not  estop  the  mortgagees  from  assert- 
ing a  priority  of  lien  over  persons  claiming 
liens  for  lumber  and  materials  supplied 
for  the  improvement.  AUis-Chalmers  Co. 
V.  Central  trust  Co.  39:  84,  111  C.  C.  A. 
428,  190  Fed.  700. 

6.  The  lien  rights  of  a  subcontractor  do 
not  relate  back  to  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  principal  contract,  so  as  to  give 
him  a  priority  over  a  mortgage  upon  the 
property,  executed  to  secure  bonds  delivered 
to  the  principal  contractor  to  pay  for  work 
to  be  done  by  him  after  the  date  of  the 
principal  contract,  where  no  work  was 
done  under  the  subcontract  until  after  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee  had  become  per- 
fected. Allis-Chalmers  Co.  v.  Central  Trust 
Co.  39:  84,  111  C.  C.  A.  428,  190  Fed.  700. 

MENTAIi  ANGUISH. 

Damages  for,  see  Damages,  13,  14. 

MERGCR. 

Of  prior  negotiations  in  lease,  see  Land- 
lord and  Tenant,  1. 
Of  mortgage,  see  Mortgage,  2. 


MIDWIFB. 

Requiring  certificate  from, 
macy  or  illegitimacy, 
tional  Law,  9. 


to  legiti- 
Constitu- 


MHilTIA. 

The  consent  of  parents  is  not  neces- 
sary to  render  valid  the  enlistment  into 
state  militia  of  an  eighteen-year-old  boy, 
where  the  Constitution  and  statutes  provide 
that  a  militia  shall  consist  of  able-bodied 
men  between  the  ages  of  eighteen  and  forty- 
iive  years.  Acker  v.  Bell,  39:  454,  57  So. 
356,  —  Fla.  — .  (Annotated) 

MILK. 

See  Food.  « 


BflLLDAMS. 

Right  to  compensation  for  milldams  re- 
moved in  improving  navigation,  see 
Eminent  Domain. 


MILL  POND. 

Existence  of  easement  of,  as  breach  of 
warranty,  see  Covenants  and  Con- 
ditions, 3. 

Implied  reservation  of  easement  of,  see 
Easements,  1. 

:^IINKS. 

Right  to  jury  in  action  to  restrain 
interference  with  mining  and  re- 
moval of  coal,  see  Jury,  2. 
Effect  of  death  to  terminate  contract 
for  doing  assessment  work,  see 
Master  and  Servant,  2,  3. 
3n  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Option  to  explore  wife's  separate  prop- 
erty for  oil  and  gaa  as  an  encum- 
brance or  conveyance  requirins 
husband's  joinder,  see  Husband 
and  Wife,  3. 

Negation  of  defense  in  action  to  ro- 
cover  rent,  see  Pleading,  6. 

That  the  lessee  never  took  possea- 
sion  of  land  under  an  oil  and  gas  lease  does 
not  defeat  an  action  for  the  compensation 
provided  by  the  lease  to  be  paia  for  the 
right  to  explore  the  property  for  these 
substances.  Kokomo  Natural  Gas  &  Oil 
Co.  V.  Matlock,  39:  675,  07  N.  £.  787,  — 
L[id.  — . 

MINORITT. 

Rights  of  minority  members  of  reli- 
gious society,  see  Religious  Socie- 
ties, 1. 

MISJOINDBR. 

Of  counts  in  pleading,  see  Pleading,  4. 

MISTAKB. 

Aa  to  date  in  indictment,  see  Indict- 
ment,  etc.,  1. 

Reformation  of  instrument  for,  tee 
Reformation   of  Instruments. 

In  designating  number  of  bill,  see  Stat- 
utes, 2. 

MITIGATION. 

Of  damages,  see  Damages,  16^ 


MONET. 

Contempt  in  refusing  to  pay  over. 
Contempt. 


MONOPOLY  AND  COMBINATIONS. 

A  contract  by  a  telephone  company 
doing  only  long-distance  business,  with  a 
local  company  doing  no  long-distance  busi- 
ness, by  which  the  former  undertakes  to 
furnish  apparatus  to  the  latter,  and  re- 
quires it  not  to  extend  its  lines  so  as  to 
transact  long-distance  business  or  make 
long-distance  connections  with  other  com- 
panies  without  the  consent  of  the  contract- 
ing party,  does  not  violate  a  statute  making 
unlawful  any  combination  or  contract  in 
restraint  of  trade,  or  which  shall  monopolize 
or  attempt  to  monopolize  the  production, 
management,  or  control  of  any  kind  of 
business.  Cumberland  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  State  ex  rel.  Hudson,  39:  277,  54  So.  670, 
—  Miss.  — . 

MORTGAGE. 

Mortgagee  as  necessary  party  to  appeal 
in  action  to  enforce  improvement 
lien,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  1. 

As  to  chattel  mortgage,  see  Chattel 
Mortgage. 

Mprtgagee  as  owner  within  meaning  of 
mechanics'  liens  law,  see  Mechan- 
ics' Liens,  1. 

Priority  as  to  mechanics'  liens,  see  Me- 
chanics' Liens,  2-5. 

Notice  to  mortgagee  from  possession 
of  land,  see  Notice. 
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Reformation    of,    see    Reformation    of    chased    other   parts   subject    to  such  debt 


Instruments. 
.    Subrogation  to  rights  of  mortgagee,  see 
Subrogation. 

Grantee's   liability   to   mortgagee. 

See  also  infra,  4-6. 

1.  An  assumption  of  an  agreement  to 
pay  a  mortgage,  in  a  deed  from  a  grantor 
who  was  not  personally  liable  on  the  in- 
strument, imposes  no  liability  on  the  gran- 
tee in  favor  of  the  mortgagee,  where  there 
is  nothing  to  show  an  intention  to  benefit 
him  by  the  contract,  which  is  necessary 
under  the  statute  to  enable  him  to  sue 
upon  it.  Fry  v.  Ausman,  39:  150,  135  N. 
W.  708,  —  S.  D.  — .  (Annotated) 
Merger. 

2.  Although  one  cannot  be,  at  the  same 
time,  owner  and  mortgagee  of  the  same 
property,  if  the  title  which  apparently  con- 
veys perfect  ownership  and  which  is  sup- 
posed to  destroy  the  mortgage,  by  confusion 
turns  out  to  be  no  title,  the  mortgage  thus 
apparently  destroyed,  revives,  as  the  cause 
of  its  suspension  and  supposed  destruction 
no  longer  exists.  Pugh  v.  Sample,  39:  834, 
49  So.  626,  123  La.  791.  (Annotated) 
Parties  to  foreclosure. 

3.  The  foreclosure  of  one  of  two  simul- 
taneous mortgages  by  the  same  person,  to 
the  same  mortgagee,  to  secure  different 
debts,  which  were  recorded  at  the  same  in- 
stant, and  one  of  which  has  been  assigned 
to  a  stranger,  without  making  the  latter 
a  party,  has  no  effect  upon  the  lien  of  the 
assigned  mortgage.  Dahlstrom  v.  Unknown 
Claimants,  39:  524,  135  N.  W.  567,  —  Iowa, 
— .  ( Annotated ) 
Order  of  sale  of  parcels. 

See  also  Marshaling  Assets  and  Secu- 
rity. 

4.  Where  the  purchaser  of  parts  of 
mortgaged'  premises  has  on  the  first  pur- 
chase assumed  the  entire  mortgage  debt 
and  purchased  the  other  parcels  subject 
to  said  debt,  the  land  so  purchased  is  liable 
for  the  mortgage  debt  before  the  portion 
thereof  remaining  unconveyed  by  the  mort- 
gagor or  his  estate  can  be  sold  in  satis- 
faction thereof.  Chancellor  of  New  Jersey 
V.  Towell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  359,  82 
Atl.  861,  —  N.  J.  — . 

6.  Where  the  purchaser  of  parts  of 
mortgaged  premises  has  on  the  first  pur- 
chase assumed  the  entire  mortgage  debt 
and  purchased  the  otlier  parcels  subject 
to  such  debt,  and  the  balance  remains  in 
the  estate  of  the  ori'jrinal  owner,  the  'rule 
in  equity  that  the  aliened  portions  shall 
be  sold  in  the  inverse  order  of  their  aliena- 
tion does  not  apply.  Chancellor  of  New 
Jersey  v.  Towell  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39: 
359,   82   Atl.    861,   —   N.   J.   — . 

(Annotated) 

6.  In  order  to  avoid  circuity  of  action, 
equity  will  not  apply  the  rule  that  aliened 
portions  of  property  shall  be  sold  in  the 
inverse  order  of  alienation  to  pay  a  mort- 
gage debt,  where  the  first  alienee  has  as- 
sumed the  payment  of  the  entire  debt  on 
Ins  first  purchase  and  subsequently  pur- 
nn  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Chancellor  of  New  Jersey  v.  Towell  \X.  J. 
Err.  &.  App.)  39:  359,  82  AtL  Ml,  -  X. 
J.  — . 

MOTIONS  AND  ORDERS. 

Raising  question  for  consideration  on 
appeal  by  motion,  see  Appeal  asd 
Error,  8. 

MOTIVE. 

Of  one  instigating  removal  of  buildlDg 
obstructing  navigation,  see  Waten, 
1. 

ft 

MOVING   PICTURE   SHOW. 

Liability  for  rent  of  building  let3«d 
for,  where  property  cannot  be  de- 
voted to  intended  use  because  of 
lack  of  fire  escapes,  see  Landlord 
and  Tenant,  6. 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS. 

First  raising  objection  on  appeal  in 
action  on  municipal  contract,  see 
Appeal  and  Error,   16. 

Implied  contract  to  pay  for  servifei 
rendered  or  articles  purchased,  see 
Contracts,  1^  2. 

Restrictions  in  grant  to,  by  state  a« 
to  use  of  pronerty,  see  CoveDanb 
and  Conditions,  2,  5. 

i:*roof  of  allegation  of  negligence  in 
issuing  duplicate  paving  tax  cer- 
tificates, see  Evidence,  ^. 

For  defects  or  obstructions  in  streets, 
see  Highways,  2-7. 

Power  as  to  license,  see  License. 

Liability  for  negligence  of  independent 
contractor,  see  Master  and  Serr- 
ant,  6,  8-10. 

Criminal  liability  for  nuisance,  see  Nui- 
sances, 10. 

Power  to  remove  elective  officers,  see 
Oflicers,  1. 

Forgery  of  indorsement  on  paving  tit 
certificates  pledged  as  collateral. 
see  Pledge  and  Collateral  Security. 
2.     . 

Proximate  cause  of  loss  to  bank  a^ 
cepting  stolen  pavinjr  tax  certiS- 
cates,  see  Proximate  Cause. 

1.  Statutory  authority  to  exercise 
police  power  over  territory  outside  their 
cor.porate  limits  is  applicable  to  municip^' 
corporations  which  are  under  eomiiii^^'J" 
form  of  government  with  initiative,  referen- 
dum, and  recall.  State  v.  Rice,  39:  a66,  U 
S.  E.  582,  158  N.  C.  635. 

2.  Statutory  authority  to  make  rulrt 
for  the  preservation  of  health  includes  po»- 
er  to  forbid  the  keeping  of  hogs  within  i^ 
territory  over  which  the  municipal  *c- 
thority    has   jurisdiction.      State   v.  Ri<>?. 

39:  aeis,  74  S.  E.  582,  158  N.  C.  635. 

(Annotated' 

3.  The  acceptance  by  a  municipal itr 
of  a  charter  imposing  upon  it  the  duty  oi 
removing  nuisances  does  not 'create  a  ces- 
tract  between  it  and  the  state  that  it  «'.'^ 
do  so,  isi  breach  of  which  gives  a  riffht  of 


MURDER— NEGLIGENCE. 
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action  to  one  injured  by  its  failure.  Dyer 
V.  Danbury,  39:  405,  81  Atl.  958,  85  Conn. 
128. 

4.  The  driver  of  a  city  cart  enga^d  in 
removing  trash  or  dirt  for  the  city  is  not 
engaged  in  a  governmental  duty  which  will 
relieve  the  municipality  from  liability  for 
injuries  inflicted  by  his  negligence  in  man- 
aging the  outfit.  Pass  Christian  v.  Fer- 
nandez, 39:  649,  56  So.  329,  —  Miss.  — . 

(Annotated) 

MURDER. 

See  Homicide. 

MUTUAIi  INSURANCE  COMPANY. 

See  Insurance. 

MUTUAIilTir. 

As  aifecting  set-off,  see  Set-Off  and 
Counterclaim,  1. 

NAME. 

Effect  of  charge  of,  on  running  of 
limitations,  see  Limitation  of  Ac- 
tions, 3. 

As  to  tradename,  see  Tradenames. 

NAPHTHA. 

Injury  to  purchaser  by  explosion  of 
naphtha  sold  as  stove  polish,  see 
Negligence,  2,  3. 

NAVIGATION. 

Taking  of  private  property  for  im- 
provement of,  see  Eminent  Do- 
main. 

NEAR  SIGHTEDNESS. 

Am  defense  to  charge  of  contributory 
negligence,  see  Street  Railways,  4. 

NECESSITY. 

Easement  by,  see  Easements,  2. 

NEGATIVE. 

In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  5. 

NEGIilGENCE. 

Prejudicial  error  in  instructions  as  to 
damages,  see  Appeal  and  Error, 
22. 

In  payment  of  check  or  draft,  see 
Banks,  4-6. 

Of,  or  toward,  passengers,  see  Car- 
riers. 

Liability  of  charitable  institution  for, 
see  Charities. 

Measure  of  damages  for  neglifjfence 
causing  personal  injury  or  death, 
see  Damages,  7-11. 

Of  druggists,  see  Drugs  and  Druggists. 

As  to  electricity,  see  Electricity. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to, 
see  Evidence,  5,  6. 

Necessity  of  proof  of  wanton  negli- 
gence of  railroad  company  in  cut- 
ting fire  hose,  see  Evidence,  28. 

Evidence  of  complaints  by  person  in- 
jured, see  Evidence,  21. 

Sufficiency  of  proof  of,  see  Evidence,  28. 

As  to  fires,  see  Fires, 
ay  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Of  innkeepers,  see  Innkeepers. 

Interest  on  amount  allowed  as  dam- 
ages for  personal  injury,  see  In- 
terest. 

Of  mas'ter  or  servant,  see  Master  and 
Servant. 

Of  independent  contractor,  see  Master 
and  Servant,  6-10. 

Parent's  liability  for  child's  negligence, 
see  Parent  and  Child,  2. 

Liability  of  undertaker  furnishing  car- 
riages for  funeral  to  occupants  of 
carriages,  see  Parties,  3. 

Of  pledgee  in  accepting  forged  collat- 
eral, see  Fledge  and  Collateral 
Security,  2. 

Of  municipal  officers  in  signing  dupli- 
cate paving  tax  certificates,  see 
Proximate  Cause. 

Of  railroad,  see  Railroads. 

Of  street  railways,  see  Street  Railways. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  6-1O. 

Remittitur  of  damages   in   action   for  « 
personal  injury,  see  Trial,  19. 

Impeachment  of  witness  in  action  for 
personal  injury,  see  Witnesses,  2. 

Liability  of  seller  or  mannfactarer. 

Personal  liability  of  officer  of  corpora- 
tion manufacturing  dangerous  arti*^. 
<     cle,  see  Corporations,  3. 

In  sale  of  drugs,  see  Drugs  and  Drug- 
gists. 

Venue  of  action  for  damages  from  ex- 
plosion of  paint  drier,  see  Venue,  2. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  whether  stove 
polish  was  naphtha,  see  Trial,  11. 

1.  A  wholesale  dealer  who  buys  a 
standard  paint  dryer  in  the  open  market 
without  knowledge  that  it  is  explosive  or 
infiammable  if  used  with  ordinary  care  is 
not  bound  to  ascertain  its  qualities  or  warn 
consumers  of  possible  danger  in  its  use, 
or  liable  to  one  for  injury  by  an  explosion 
when  he  attempts  to  transfer  it  from  one 
receptacle  to  another  by  artificial  light. 
Peaslee-Gaulbert  Co.  v.  McMath,  39: 465, 
146  S.  W.  770,  148  Ky.  266. 

2.  A  retailer  who  sells  a  stove  polish 
which  is  merely  naphtha  under  an  assumed 
name,  the  sale  of  which  is  prohibited  by  a 
statute,  is  liable  for  injury  caused  by  its 
attempted  use,  although  he  had  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  constituent  parts  of  the  article. 
Gately  v.  Taylor,  39:  472,  97  N.  E.  619,  211 
Mass.  60. 

3.  A  merchant  cannot  escape  liability 
for  injuries  caused  by  his  selling  naphtha 
as.  stove  polish  contrary  to  statute,  by  the 
fact  that  other  dealers  did  the  same  thing. 
Gately  v.  Taylor,  39:  472,  97  N.  E.  619,  211 
Mass.  60. 

Dangerous  premises;   injuries  to  chil- 
dren. 

4.  A  railroad  company  in  cutting,  for 
drainage  purposes,  a  ditch  across  a  path  on 
its  right  of  way,  which  has  been  used  by 
the  public  for  many  years,  is  under  no 
obligation  to  leave  it  safe  for  licensees,  so 
as  to  render  it  liable  for  injury  to  one  who, 

I  in  attempting  to  use  the  path  in  the  dark, 
falls  to  his  injury  from  a  pile  of  dirt  left 
81 
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in  the  path.    Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Payne,  39:  2x7,  146  S.  W.  487,  —  Ark.  — . 

(Annotated) 

5.  A  railroad  company  which  doeB  not 
know  of  the  presence  of  children  on  ita 
track,  and  is  not  charged  with  knowledge 
that  they  are  likely  to  be  there  because  of 
their  habit  of  using  it  as  a  playground,  is 
not|  when  burning  the  grass  off  the  right 
of  way,  bound  to  anticipate  the  presence  of 
children,  and  warn  them  away,  under  pen- 
alty of  being  liable  for  injury  to  one  who 
trespasses  upon  the  track  and  is  burned. 
Madden  ▼.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  39:  Z058,  83 
AtL  129,  76  N.  H.  379.  (Annotated) 
On  highway. 

In  use  of  automobiles,  see  Automobiles. 

Presumption  of  negligence  from  running 
away  of  horse,  see  Evidence,  6. 

As  to  defects  in  highways,  see  High- 
ways, 2-7. 

Liability  of  city  for  negligence  of  agent 
in  driving,  see  Municipal  Corpora- 
tions, 4. 

6.  One  who  drives  a  vehicle  rapidly  and 
negligently  upon  the  street  is  liable  for  the 
injuries  proximately  resulting  from  strik- 
ing a  person  who  is  properly  walking  aloag 
or  across  the  street  and  is  in  the  exercise 
of  ordinary  care.  Mugge  v.  Bracken,  39: 
481,  68  So.  128,  —  Fla.— .  (Annotated) 
Oontrihutorj. 

Of  passenger,  see  Carriers,  11,  13. 

Relevancy  of  evidence  as  to,  see  Evi- 
dence, 25. 

Of  occupant  of  hired  carriage,  see  Liv- 
ery Stable. 

Allegation  of  freedom  from,  see  Plead- 
ing, 8. 

At  railroad  crossing,  see  Railroads,  3. 

Of  person  crossing  street  car  track,  see 
Street  Railways. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  5,  7. 

7.  A  four-year-old  child  is  incapable  of 
contributory  negligence  which  will  prevent 
its  recovery  for  injury  to  it  by  a  vehicle 
while  it  is  playing  in  the  street.  Pass 
Christian  v.  Fernandez,  39:  649,  56  So.  329, 
—  Mich.  — . 

8.  One  who  attempts  to  cross  a  street 
diagonally  at  a  point  other  than  a  cross 
walk,  having  his  ears  covered  and  looking 
straight  ahead,  without  heed  to  traffic  on 
the  street,  is  negligent,  and  cannot  recover 
for  injuries  receive  by  being  run  down  by 
a  passing  team.  Peterson  v.  P.  Ballantine 
k  Sons,  39:  <i47»  ^  N.  E.  202,  205  N.  Y. 
29.  (Annotated) 

U.  Forgetfulness  by  an  aged  tenant 
whose  faculties  were  unimpaired,  of  a 
trench  which  had  been  made  upon  the  prop- 
erty by  a  licensee  during  the  day,  when  re- 
turning to  the  house  after  doing  an  errand 
in  the  evening,  which  results  in  her  falling 
into  the  excavation,  is  negligence  as  matter 
of  law,  which  will  prevent  her  holding  the 
licensee  liable  for  the  resulting  injury. 
Reynolds  v.  Los  Angeles  Gas  &  Electric  Co. 
39:  896,  122  Pac.  962,  —  Cal.  — . 

(Annotated) 
.39  L,RJL(N.8.) 


NEGOTIABLE  INSTRUMENTS. 

See  Bills  and  Notes;  Qiecks. 

NEW  TRIAL. 

Review  of  discretion  as  to,  on  appeal, 
see  Appeal  and  Error,  13w 

Grounds  for,  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  uui 
Error,  24. 

1.  Where  in  an  action  against  a  rail- 
road company  for  running  over  and  killing 
a  horse  astray  upon  its  tracks,  in  the  night- 
time, the  evidence  is  such  that  the  jury  m&v 
reasonably  infer  that,  had  there  been  a 
proper  headlight  on  the  tender  in  front  of 
the  moving  train,  the  enginemen,  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  due  and  reasonable  care,  would 
probably  have  discovered  the  horse  in  time 
to  avoid  injuring  him,  the  question  of  negli- 
gence is  one  of  mixed  law  and  fact  for  the 
jury;  and  the  court  should  not,  for  want 
of  sufficient  evidence,  set  aside  a  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  owner  of  the  horse  and  award 
defendant  a  new  trial.  Hanger  ▼.  Chesa- 
peake &  0.  K  Co.  39:  271,  73  S.  E.  713, 
—  W.  Va.  — . 

2.  Where,  in  an  action  for  damages  for 
assault  and  battery,  the  testimony  showed 
that  the  defendant,  without  legal  justifica- 
tion, struck  the  plaintiff,  causing  injurv 
to  his  nose,  foUowed  for  over  two  months 
by  pain  and  clogging  up  of  the  nose,  and 
the  defendant  admitted  the  assault  and  in- 
troduced no  evidence,  and  the  jury  were 
instructed  that,  if  they  found  the  plaintif 
had  been  unlawfully  assaulted,  they  should 
allow  reasonable  compensation,  &  verdict  of 
$1  is  inadequate  and  should  be  set  aside. 
Sundgren  v.HStevens,  39:  487,  119  Pac  3S, 
86  Kan.  154.  (AnnoUted) 

3.  The  court  cannot  enter  judgment 
upon  a  verdict  after  remittitur,  which  was 
excessive  as  a  result  of  passion  or  prejudice, 
where  the  statute  provides  for  &  new  trial 
in  such  cases.  Tunnel  Mining  &  L.  Co.  t. 
Cooper,  39:  1064,  115  Pac.  901,  50  Colo.  390. 

(Annotated! 

NONSUIT, 

Prejudicial  error  as  to,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  17. 

NONUSER. 

Loss  of  easement  by,  see  Easements,  3. 

NOTICE. 

To  municipality  of  defect  in  street,  see 

Appeal  and  Error,  21. 
Of  default  to  guarantor,  see  Guarantr, 

2. 
For  cancelation  of  insurance  policy,  see 

Insurance,  2. 
Of  sale  of  pledged  property,  see  Pledge 

and  Ck)llateral  Security,  3. 

One  who  has  accepted  a  mortgage 
from  the  holder  of  the  legsl  title,  relying  on 
the  record  title  of  such  mortgagor,  and  upon 
Ills  statement  that  he  is  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  and  that  those  in  possession  of 
the  land  are  in  possession  as  his  tenants^ 
is  not  entitled  to  enforce  his  mortgage  as 
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against  those  in  possession  of  the  land,  who 
are  in  fact  tenants  in  common  with  the 
mortgagor,  when  a  very  slight  investigation 
and  inquiry  in  the  neighborhood  would  have 
disclosed  the  interest  of  those  in  posses- 
sion. International  Harvester  Co.  v.  Myers, 
39:  528,  121  Pac  500,  86  Kan.  497. 

NUISANCES. 

Municipal  liability  for  injury  due  to 
nuisance  in  highway,  see  High- 
ways, 3. 

Landlord's  liability  for  injury  by,  see 
Landlord  and  Tenant,  4. 

Municipal  regulation  as  to,  see  Munici- 
pal Corporations,  2. 

Municipal  liability  for,  see  Municipal 
Corporations,  3. 

Allegations  as  to,  see  Pleading,  10. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  knowledge  of 
existence  of,  see  Trial,  4. 

\lliat  are. 

1.  At  the  common  law  acts  done  in 
violation  of  law,  or  which  are  against  good 
morals,  constitute  public  nuisances.  State 
V.  Rabinowitz,  39:  187,  118  Pac.  1040,  85 
Kan.  841. 

2.  A  bam  located  in  a  thickly  settled 
residence  part  of  a  city,  in  -vhich  a  large 
number  of  horses  are  stabled,  t}iou;^]i  not 
per  86  a  nuisance,  may  become  such  by 
reason  of  the  manner  in  which  the  same  is 
managed  and  conducted.  Lead  v.  Inch,  39: 
234,   134  N.  W.  218,   116  Minn.   467. 

3.  If  the  owner  of  a  barn  in  a  thickly 
settled  residence  part  of  a  city  so  manages 
the  same  that  noxious  and  offensive  odors 
escape  therefrom,  to  the  detsiment,  an- 
noyance, and  discomfort  of  adjoining  prop- 
erty owners,  it  is  a  nuisance,  and  may  be 
restrained  in  equity.  Lead  v.  Inch,  39: 
234,  134  N.  W.  218,  116  Minn.  467. 
Abatement. 

Retaining  suit  for  assessment  of  dam- 
ages where  right  to  injunction 
fails,  see   Equity,  2. 

4.  Injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  a 
property  owner  in  a  densely  populated  por- 
tion of  the  city,  from  causing  smoke  to  is- 
sue from  the  chimneys  of  his  building  at 
an  elevation  lower  than  the  roofs  of  neigh- 
boring buildings,  although  permitting  it  to 
issue  at  a  lower  level  constitutes  a  nui- 
sance to  the  occupants  of  such  buildings. 
Union  Planters'  Bank  &  T.  Co.  v.  Memphis 
Hotel  Co.  39:  580,  139  S.  W.  715,  124  Tenn. 
649. 

6.  Equity  will  interfere  to  protect  of- 
fended third  persons  against  a  continuing 
nuisance,  although  the  person  responsible 
for  the  nuisance  be  solvent  and  able  to 
respond  in  damages.  Lead  v.  Inch,  39:  234, 
134  N.  W.  218,  116  Minn.  467. 

6.  The  injury  resulting  from  a  nuisance 
continuing  in  character,  the  annoyance  and 
discomfort  of  which  is  incapable  of  even 
approximately  accurate  measurement  in 
money,  is  irreparable  whether  the  damage 
be  great  or  small,  and  equity  will  interfere 
to  prevent  its  continuance.  Lead  v.  Inch, 
39:  234,  134  N.  W.  218,  116  Minn.  467. 
31)  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


7.  The  fact  that  the  selling  and  de- 
livery of  intoxicating  liquors  on  the  streets 
and  alleys  of  a  city  may  constitute  a  pub- 
lic offense  is  no  bar  to  the  maintenance  of 
an  equitable  action  to  enjoin  it  as  a  nui- 
sance. State  V.  Rabinowitz,  39:  187,  118 
Pac.  1040,  85  Kan.  841. 

8.  The  selling  and  delivery  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  on  the  streets  and  alleys  of  a 
city  publicly,  repeatedly,  and  persistently 
is  a  common  nuisance,  and  may  be  en- 
joined by  a  court  of  equity  under  a  statu- 
tory provision  authorizing  the  granting  of 
an  injunction  in  the  name  of  the  state  to 
enjoin  and  suppress  the  keeping  and  main- 
taining of  a  common  nuisance.  State  v. 
Rabinowits,  39:187,  118  Pac  1040,  85  Kan. 
841. 

0.  Under  the  provisions  of  a  prohibi- 
tory law  that  all  places  where  intoxicating 
liquors  are  sold,  or  given  away,  or  kept  for 
sale  or  delivery  in  violation  of  law,  or 
where  persons  are  permitted  to  resort  for 
the  purposes  of  drinking  intoxicating  li- 
quors as  a  beverage,  are  common  nuis- 
ances which  may  be  enjoined  and  abated 
at  the  instance  of  the  state,  the  occupation 
and  use  of  a  street  or  alley  or  other  public 
ground  by  the  defendant  for  such  purpose 
may  be  enjoined.  State  v.  Rabinowitz,  39: 
187,  118  Pac.  1040,  86  Kan.  841. 
Criminal  liability. 

See  ako  supra,  7. 

10.  A  city  is  criminally  liable  if  its  of- 
ficers permit  one  of  its  streets,  which  it  is 
required  by  statute  to  maintain,  to  become 
so  out  of  repair  that  it  constitutes  a  public 
nuisance.  Ludlow  ▼.  Com.  39:  4x1,  146  S. 
W.  406,  147  Ky.  706.  (Annotated) 

NUMBKR. 

Mistake  in  numbering  bill,  see  Statutes, 
2. 

NURSE. 

Liability  of  hospital  for  negligence  of, 
see  Charities,  2. 

OATH. 

Perjury  in  making  fake  oath  when 
oath  is  not  required,  see  Perjury, 
2. 

OBJECTIONS. 

To  raise  question  on  appeal,  see  Appeal 
and  rlrror,  4-8. 

OBSTRUCTION. 

Of  highways,  see  Highways,  2,  8. 

OFFICERS. 

Attorney  general,  see  Attorney  Gen- 
eral. 

Bonds  of,  see  Bonds,  1. 

Right  to  pay  commission  to  brokers 
for  sale  of  state  bonds,  see  Bonds, 
3. 

Bribery  of,  see  Bribery. 

Certiorari  to  review  action  of,  see  Cer- 
tiorari. 
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OIL— PARTIES. 


Certiorari  to  review  discretion  in  re- 
moving, see  Certiorari. 

Validity,  of  contract  affecting  official 
action,  see  Contracts,  6. 

Of  private  corporation,  see  Corpora- 
tions. 

Review  by  court  of  action  of  governor 
in  removing,  see  Courts,  1. 

District  and  prosecuting  attorneys,  see 
District  and  Prosecuting  Attorney. 

Power  of  political  committee  to  pass  on 
eligibility  of  candidates  for  office, 
see  Elections. 

Mandamus  to,  see  Mandamus. 

Liability  for  injury  to  pauper  through 
failure  to  furnish  him  aid,  see 
Poor  and  Poor  Laws,  4. 

Of  church,  see  Religious  Societies. 

1.  A  municipal  corporation  has  no  in- 
herent power  to  remove  its  elective  officers, 
where  the  legislature  has  made  provision  for 
the  removal  of  such  officers  by  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, and  it  has  been  given  authority 
to  remove  nonelective  ones.  Legault  v. 
Board  of  Trustees,  39:  5x9,  118  Pac  706,  161 
CaL   197.  (Annotated) 

2.  Evidence  tending  to  support  the 
charges  that  a  county  attorney  neglected 
to  give  proper  legal  advice  to  the  county 
commissioners,  that  he  neglected  and  re- 
fused to  prosecute  liquor  cases,  and  that 
indictments  had  been  returned  against  him 
for  libel  and  circulating  obscene  literature, 
is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action  of  the 
governor  in  removing  such  officer  from  of- 
fice. State  ex  rel.  Kinsella  v.  Eberhart, 
39:788,  133  N.  W.  857,  116  Minn.  313. 

3.  A  public  officer  cannot  recover  com- 
pensation from  third  persons  for  the  per- 
formance of  acts  within  the  scope  of  his 
official  duty,  even  though  the  acts  were  per- 
formed at  their  requests,  or  though  they 
may  have  expressly  promised  to  pay  him. 
Coggeshall  v.  Conner,  39:  8z,  120  Pac.  659, 
—  Okla.  — . 

OIL. 

As  to  mines  generally,  see  Mines. 

OPTION. 

To  explore  wife's  separate  estate  for 
oil  and  gas,  see  Husband  and  Wife, 
3. 

ORAL  EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  9,  11-17. 

ORDINANCES. 

In  general,  see  Municipal  Corporations, 
1,2. 

ORIGINAL  PACKAGES. 

Interstate  commerce  in,  see  Commerce. 

OWNERSHIP. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof  as  to, 

see  Evidence,  7. 
Evidence  on  question  of,  see  Evidence, 

19. 
Of  insured  property,  see  Insurance,  3. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


PAINT  DRTER. 

Injury  to  purchaser  by  explosion  of^ 
see  Negligence,  1. 

Venue  of  action  for  damages  from  ex- 
plosion of,  see  Venue,  2. 

PARENT  AND  GHIIiD. 

Damages  recoverable  by  ehfld  for 
wrongful  death  of  father,  see  Dam- 
ages, 8,  0. 

Liability  of  parent  for  alienating  affec- 
tions of  child  from  spouse,  see  Evi- 
dence, 3 ;  Husband  and  Wife,  6. 

Homicide  in  defending  child  against  as> 
sault,  see  Homicide. 

Right  of  divorced  father  to  receive 
visits  from  child  awarded  to  moth- 
er, see  Judgment,  4. 

Enlistment  of,  in  militia  without  con- 
sent of  parent,  see  Militia. 

Instructions  as  to  damages  in  action  bj 
minor  child  for  death  of  parent, 
see  Trial,  15. 

1.  A  boy  operating  his  father's  auto- 
mobile for  his  own  pleasure  or  convenience 
has  no  implied  authority  to  engage  a  physi- 
cian at  his  father's  expense,  to  attend  & 
person  whom  he  accidentally  injured  by  the 
vehicle.  Habhegger  v.  King,  39: 881,  135 
N.  W.  166,  —  Wis.  — .  (Annotated I 

2.  A  son  who  has  the  right  to  use  an 
automobile  which  his  father  provided  for 
the  comfort  and  pleasure  of  the  family  is 
acting  as  the  servant  of  the  father,  so  as 
to  make  him  liable  for  injuries  caused  by 
his  negligent  act  when  he  takes  the  car 
without  special  permission  for  the  enter- 
tainment of  his  sister  and  her  friends. 
Stowe  V.  Morris,  39:  224,  144  S.  W.  62,  147 
Ky.  386. 

PARKS. 

Liability  of  electric  company  furnish- 
ing electricity  free  of  charge  for 
celebration  in,  see  Blectricity. 

PAROL   EVIDENCE. 

See  Evidence,  11-17. 

PAROL  TRUSTS. 

See  TrusU,  1,  2. 

PARSONAGE. 

Exemption  of,  from  taxation,  see  Tax- 
es, 1. 

PARTIES. 

On  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  1. 

Objecting  to  lack  of,  for  first  time  on 
appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  14. 

Effect  of  discontinuance  as  to  some  de- 
fendants, see  Dismissal  or  Discon- 
tinuance. 

Who  are  affected  by  judgment  s«s 
Judgment,  3. 

On   foreclosure,  see  Mortgage,  3. 

Description  of,  in  pleading,  see  Plead- 
ing, i,  2. 
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Plaintiffs. 

Action  by  stockholder  of  corporation, 

see  Corporations,  4. 
Action  on  behalf  ot  estate  generally, 

see  Executors  and  Administrators, 

Action  by  wife  for  alienation  of  hus- 
band's affections,  see  Husband  and 
Wife,  4. 

1.  Entitling  a  proceeding  to  include 
property  in  a  levee  district,  in  the  name  of 
the  district,  which  is  a  public  corporation, 
is  not  prevented  by  a  statutory  provision 
that  it  shall  be  filed  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  the  county.  Des  Moines  &  M. 
Levee  Dist.  No.  1  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R. 
Co.  39:  543,  146  8.  W.  36,  —  Mo.  — . 

2.  The  drawee  who  pays  a  draft 
against  bUl  of  lading  of  a  carload  of  coal 
shipped  to  consignor's  order,  with  directions 
to  notify  the  drawee,  has  no  right  of  action 
against  the  railroad  company  for  shortage 
in  tonnage,  where  the  draft  was  not  paid 
until  arrival  of  the  shipment,  so  that  the 
shortage  occurred  before  his  interest  ac- 
crued. St.  Louis  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Allen, 
39:  309,  120  Pac.  1090,  —  Okla.  — . 

(Annotated) 

3.  Although  a  contract  for  carriages 
for  a  funeral  is  made  by  a  member  or  friend 
of  the  family,  and  the  undertaker  knows 
only  in  a  general  way  the  number  and 
names  of  those  who  are  to  be  transported, 
his  contract  duty  of  care  exists  in  favor 
of  each  passenger.  John  J.  Radel  Co.  v. 
Borches,  39:  227,  146  8.  W.  165,  147  Ky. 
506. 

4.  A  railway  company  that  has  ac- 
cepted the  terms  of  a  city  ordinance  grant- 
ing it  the  right  to  construct,  maintain,  and 
operate  its  railway  upon  the  streets  and 
upon  and  over  certain  viaducts  and  bridges, 
which  ordinance  contains  a  provision  that 
the  company  should  repair  and  keep  in  re- 
pair all  parts  of  such  bridges,  viaducts,  and 
approaches  thereto  so  as  to  be  safe  for 
public  travel,  is  directly  liable  to  one  who 
is  injured  through  the  negligence  of  such 
company  in  permitting  a  sidewalk,  not  in 
any  way  used  by  the  railway  company,  but 
forming  part  of  one  such  viaduct,  to  4)ccome 
out  of  repair,  notwithstanding  another  sec- 
tion of  such  ordinance  providing  that  such 
railway  company  shall  respond  to  the  city 
and  save  it  harmless-  from  damages  result- 
ing from  the  acts  and  negligence  of  the 
railway  company.;  Jenree  v.  Metropolitan 
Street  R.  Co.  39:  xiia,  121  Pac.  610,  80  Kan. 
479.  (Annotated) 

5.  An  action  to  compel  removal  of  an 
obstruction  to  the  operation  of  a  county 
drawbridge  is  within  a  statute  permitting 
actions  to  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
county.  Lenoir  County  v.  Crabtree,  39: 
1213,  74  8.  E.  106,  168  N.  C.  357. 

6.  If  one  who  is  ineligible  has  received 
the  majority  of  votes  in  a  primary  election, 
his  right  to  hold  office  cannot  be  tested  in 
a  suit  brought  by  an  unsuccessful  candi- 
date, seeking  to  be  declared  entitled  to  the 
office,  but  the  question  of  his  eli«^ibility 
:j«  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


must  be  tested  in  a  suit  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  state.  Roussel  v.  Domier,  39: 
826,  67  80.  1007,  —  La.  — . 

7.  A  resident  taxpayer  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  to  annul  an  independent 
school  district  for  irregularity  in  organiza- 
tion, if  the  proceedings  purported  to  be  un- 
der color  of  law.  Crabb  v.  Celeste  Inde- 
pendent School  Dist.  39:  60Z,  146  8.  W.  628, 
—  Tex.  -— . 

PARTITION. 

A  railroad  company  which  has  se- 
cured a  deed  for  its  right  of  way  from  one 
only  of  two  tenants  in  common  cannot  re- 
sist partition  of  the  property  at  the  suit  of 
the  other  tenant,  on  the .  theory  that  it 
would  be  contrary  to  public  policy  to  per- 
mit it.  Hill  ▼.  Woodward,  39:  538,  67  So. 
294,  —  Miss.  — .  (Annotated) 

PARTNERSHIP. 

Proving  claim  in  bankruptcy  both 
against  estate  of  firm  and  that  of 
individual  partner,  see  Bankrupt- 
cy. 

Assent  to  ratification  to  individual  debt 
of  partner  after  partnership  has  be- 
come insolvent,  see  Bankruptcy,  3. 

That  a  contract  signed  by  one  part- 
ner was  in  fact  a  partnership  matter  is 
established  by  testimony  of  the  one  who 
signed  it  that  it  was  intended  as  such,  and 
a  letter  signed  by  the  other  partner  agree- 
ing that  such  partner's  signature  shall  be 
assumed  as  that  of  the  firm.  Blake  v.  At- 
lantic Nat.  Bank,  39:  874,  82  AtL  226,  33 
R.  L  464. 

PARTY  WAIili. 

Liability  of  vendor  for  amount  vendee 
is  forced  to  pay  to  give  him  right 
to  use,  see  Covenants  and  Condi- 
tions, 4. 

8et-off  against*  damages  for  breach  of 
covenant  because  of  enforcement 
against  property  of  lien  for  share 
of  cost  of,  see  Damages,  16. 

PASSENGER  CARRIERS. 

See  Carriers. 

PATENTS. 

Injunction  against  infringement,  see 
Injunction,  2. 

Injunction  against  suit  for  infringe- 
ment, see  Injunction,  4. 

Decrees  in  suit  against  manufacturer 
of  infringing  article  as  bar  to  suits 
against  purchaser  from  him, 
Judgment,  3. 

PAUPERS. 

See  Poor  and  Poor  Laws. 


PAYMENT. 

Of    checks    or    drafts    by    banks. 
Banks,  4-6. 
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Regulating  payment  for  cream  pur- 
chased for  commercial  purposes, 
see  Food. 

Guaranty  of,  see  Guaranty. 

Presumption  where  trustee  mingles 
trust  funds  with  hi»  own,  that  sub- 
sequent payments  are  made  from 
his  own  portion  of  fund,  see 
Tmats,  6. 

PEDIGRESS. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  18,  20. 

PBNAIiTIES. 

Failure  of  statute  as  to  contractor's 
bond  to  fix  method  for  ascertain- 
ing penalty  of  bond,  see  Statutes, 
8. 

For  use  of  union  label,  see  Trademarks. 

PERJURY. 

Trial  for  perjury  which  secured  acquit- 
tal of  another  offense,  as  second 
jeopardy,   see  Criminal   Law,  2. 

Sufficiency  of  proof  of,  see  Evidence,  37. 

As  ground  for  lateral  attack  on  judg- 
ment, see  Judgment,  2. 

1.  A  witness  is  not  liable  in  a  civil 
action  for  giving  perjured  testimony  in  pur- 
suance of  a  conspiracy  which  deprives  one 
of  property  and  injures  him  in  his  business. 
Schaub  V.  O'Ferrall,  39:  416,  81  Atl.  789, 
116  Md.  131. 

2.  Falsely  to  make  oath  before  a  no- 
tary public  in  order  to  obtain  a  saloon  li- 
cense is  not  perjury,  when  the  law  govern- 
ing the  issuance  of  such  licenses  does  not 
require  such  an  oath.  State  v.  Parrish,  39: 
96,  66  So.  503,  129  La.  547.         (Annotated) 

PERSONAIi  INJURIES. 

Measure  of  damages  for,  see  Damages, 
7-11. 

Evidence  of  complaints  by  person  in- 
jured, see  Evidence,  21. 

In  highways,  see  Highways,  2-7. 

Interest  on  amount  allowed  as  damages 
for,  see  Interest. 

Remittitur  of  damages  in  action  for, 
see  Trial,  19. 

Impeachment  of  witness  in  action  for, 
see  Witnesses,  2. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

Mortgage  on,  see  Chattel  Mortgage. 

PETITION. 

Of  plaintiff,  see  Pleading,  2-10. 

PHARMACISTS. 

See  Drugs  and  Druggists. 

PHYSICIANS  AND  SURGEONS. 

Requiring   certifying   of,   as   to   legiti- 
macy  or  illegitimacy,  see  Consti- 
tutional Law,  9. 
Evidence    of    complaints    to,    see    Evi- 
dence, 21. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Right  of  physician  who  is  also  a  pliar- 
macist  to  prescribe  liquor  for  pa- 
tient and  fill  prescription  from  his 
stock,  see  Intoxicating  Liquors. 

Authority  of  boy  to  engage  physidao 
at  father's  expense,  see  Parent  and 
Child,  1. 

PLATFORM. 

Duty  of  carrier  to  passenger  riding  on, 
see  Carriers,  8. 

PLEADING. 

Motion  to  compel  pleader  to  elect  in 
case  of  duplicity,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  8. 

Suggested  amendment  as  necessary  part 
of  record  on  appeal,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  2. 

Review  of  discretion  as  to,  see  Appeal 
and  Error,  11. 

Raising  objection  to  pleading  for  du- 
plicity by  motion  to  strike  oat,  see 
Appeal  and  Error,  8. 

Variance  between  pleading  and  proof, 
see  Evidence,  38,  39. 

Surplusage. 

1.  That  a  domiciliary  administrator 
having  a  right  to  enforce  in  his  own  name, 
in  the  courts  of  another  state,  a  judgment 
obtained  in  the  courts  of  his  appointment 
institutes  the  suit  in  his  representative  ca- 
pacity, is  immaterial,  since  the  official  title 
is  surplusage  and  may  be  disregarded.  Hare 
V.  O'Brien,  39:  430,  82  Atl.  476,  233  Pa.  330. 
Declaration  or  complaint. 

Sufficiency  of  objection  to,  see  Appe&l 
and  Error,  4,  5. 

Necessity  of  pleading  wanton  negli- 
gence of  railroad  company  in  cut- 
ting fire  hoee,  see  Evidence,  28. 

2.  That  one  seeking  to  hold  the  bond 
of  a  guardian  liable  to  restore  to  the  ward 
money  converted  by  the  guardian  to  hh 
own  use  designates  himself  as  guardian  ad 
litem,  rather  than  as  next  friend,  will  not 
defeat  the  action.  ^Etna  Indemnity  Co.  t. 
State  use  of  Gallaspy,  39:  961,  57  So.  930, 
—  Miss.  — .    • 

3.  Allegations  that  loans  were  made  to 
assist  4ran8actions  in  which  defendants  were 
interested,  and  that  they  received  considera- 
tions for  making  them,  are  proper  in  a  bill 
seeking  to  hold  savings-bank  trustees  per- 
sonally liable  for  losses  of  funds  tbrougli 
loans  made  by  them.  Greenfield  Sav.  Ban^ 
V.  Abercrombie,  39:  173,  97  N.  E.  897,  211 
Mass.  252. 

4.  As  against  a  motion  to  exclude  all 
evidence  because  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  one  count,  although  miajoined,  if 
otherwise  stating  a  cause  of  action,  will  be 
allowed  to  stand.  Sleeper  v.  Baker,  39:864, 
134  N.  W.  716,  —  N.  D.  — . 

5.  One  suing  for  the  rental  to  be  paid 
for  an  option  to  explore  land  for  oil  and 
gas  need  not  allege  that  no  well  had  been 
completed  which  would  change  the  measure 
of  compensation,  since  such  fact  would  be 
matter  of  defense.    Kokomo  Natural  Gas  i 
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Oil  Co.  V.  Matlock,  39:  675,  97  N-  E.  787,  — 
Ind.  — , 

6.  Failure  to  allege  that  a  note  given 
for  a  check  was  negotiable  does  not  show 
absence  of  value,  so  as  to  destroy  the  bona 
fides  of  the  purchase,  if  it  is  alleged  that 
the  note  was  paid.  Johnson  ▼.  Harrison, 
39:  1207.  97  N.  E.  930,  —  Ind.  — . 

7.  A  eomplaint  in  an  action  to  recover 
on  a  negotiable  instmment  may  set  out 
facts  tending  to  show  plaintiff  to  be  a  bona 
fide  holder,  for  the  purpose  of  anticipating 
a  defense  of  fraudulent  inception  of  the  in- 
strument. Johnson  y.  Harrison,  39:  1207, 
97  N.  E,  930,  —  Ind.  —. 

8.  A  complaint,  to  hold  a  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  injury  to  property  by  fire 
because  of  its  wrongful  obstruction  of  a 
highway  crossing  so  as  to  delay  the  fire 
apparatus,  is  insufficient  if  it  does  not 
show  freedom  from  negligence  on  the  part 
of  complainant,  bringing  about  the  fire, 
contributing  to  its  spread,  or  in  removing 
goods,  for  which  purposes  a  general  alle- 
gation that  the  loss  was  the  proximate  re- 
sult of  defendant's  acts  is  not  sufficient. 
Cleveland,  C.  C.  A  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tauer, 
39:  ao,  96  N.  E.  758,  —  Ind.  — . 

9.  A  petition,  in  order  to  state  a  cause 
of  action  for  malicious  prosecution,  must 
charge:  First,  that  a  prosecution  was  com- 
menced against  plaintiff;  second,  that  it 
was  instituted  or  instigated  by  defendant; 
third,  that  it  was  malicious;  fourth,  that 
it  has  been  legally  and  finally  terminated 
in  plaintiff's  favor;  fifth,  that  it  was  with- 
out probable  cause.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Holliday,  39:  aos,  120  Pac.  927,  — 
Okla.  — . 

10.  An  averment  in  a  petition  for  in- 
junction that  the  defendant  had  been  using 

.and  was  still  continuing  to  use  the  streets 
and  alleys  of  a  certain  city  for  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  violation 
of  the  law  is  a  sufficient  description  of  the 
place  within  the  provision  of  a  statute  that 
all  places  where  intoxicating  liquors  are 
sold,  or  given  away,  or  kept  for  sale  or 
delivery  in  violation  of  law,  or  where  per- 
sons are  permitted  to  resort  for  the  purpose 
of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors  as  a  bev- 
erage, may  be  enjoined.  State  v.  Rabino- 
witz,  39:  187,  118  Pac.  1040,  85  Kan.  841. 
Demurrer. 

11.  Where  a  general  demurrer  is  filed  to 
a  petition,  if  any  paragraph  states  a  cause 
of  action,  the  demurrer  should  be  overruled. 
Ardmore  State  Bank  v.  Mason,  39:  292,  120 
Pac.  1080,  —  Okla.  —. 

12.  A  complaint,  to  hold  a  railroad  com- 
pany liable  for  injury  to  private  property 
Dy  fire  because  of  its  unlawful  obstruction 
of  a  highway  crossing  to  the  delay  of  the 
fire  apparatus,  is  not  demurrable  for  fail- 
ure to  show  that  the  wrong  was  the  prox- 
imate cause  of  the  loss,  if  the  facts  alleged 
do  not  show  as  a  necessary  inference  that 
such  was  not  the  fact.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  & 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Tauer,  39:  20,  96  N.  E.  758, 
—  Ind.  — . 

13.  An  allegation  that  the  owner  of  a 
building  had  negligently  failed  to  provide 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ample  means  of  extinguishing  fire  is  de- 
murrable as  a  mere  conclusion  of.  the  plead- 
er, and  may  be  required  to  be  more  specific 
as  to  what  means  of  extinguishing  fires  are 
actually  provided.  West  v.  Inman,  39:  744, 
74  S.  E.  527,  137  Ga.  822. 

14.  Where,  in  a  suit  to  enforce  a  vend- 
or's implied  lien,  it  clearly  appears  by  the 
specific  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint, 
admitted  by  the  demurrer,  that  the  remedy 
for  recovery  of  the  debt  for  the  purchase 
price  of  land  conveyed  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  the  vendor's  implied 
lien  will  not  be  enforced;  and,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  other  equities  to  sustain  the  hill 
of  complaint,  it  is  subject  to  appropriate 
demurrer.  Shaylor  v.  Cloud,  39:  1172,  67 
So.  666,  —  Fla.  — v 

PliBDOB   AND    COIiliATERAIi    SEOU* 
RITY. 

Application  of  collateral  held  to  secure 
firm  obligations  in  satisfaction  of 
individual  debt  of  partner,  see 
Bankruptcy,  3. 

Of  bank  stodc,  see  Banks,  2,  3. 

Sale  'by  pledgee  of  bsjik  stock,  lee 
Pledge,  2. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  a  special 
bailment,  a  pledge  will  be  deemed  to  be 
waived  or  lost  by  the  surrender  of  the 
pledged  property  by  the  pledgee.  First  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Bradshaw,  39:  886,  135  N.  W.  830, 
■^  Neb.  — .  (Annotated) 

2.  A  bank  is  negligent  in  accepting 
pavinff  tax  certificates  which  had  been  is- 
sued m  duplicate  and  on  which  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  payee  had  been  forged,  from 
a  city  employee,  as  collateral  for  a  loan, 
without  investigation  as  to  the  delivery  or 
genuineness.  National  Bank  of  Commerce 
V.  Oklahoma  City,  39:  444,  122  Pac.  644,  — 
Okla.  — .  (Annotated) 

3.  The  statute  requiring  the  pledgee, 
before  the  sale  of  pledged  property,  to  give 
notice  and  sell  same  at  public  auction,  was 
enacted  for  the  benefit  of  the  pledgeor;  and 
he  may  waive,  by  stipulation,  both  the  no- 
tice and  the  public  sale,  and  in  that  event 
a  private  sale  is  valid.  Ardmore  State 
Bank  y.  Mason,  39:  292,  120  Pao.  1080,  — 
Okla.  — . 

POLICE. 

Liability  for  false  imprisonment  by 
special  police  officer,  see  False  Im- 
prisonment. 

POLICB  POWBR. 

In  general,  see  Constitutional  Law,  9, 
10. 

Exercise  of,  by  municipality,  see  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations,  1,  2. 

POLITICAIi   COMMITTEES. 

In  general,  see  Elections. 
Mandamus  to,  see  Mandamus,  2. 

POOR  AND  POOR  liAWS. 

1.  A  county  is  under  no  implied  duty  to 
reimburse  another  county  for  expense  in- 
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curred  in  relieving  paupers  who  first  be- 
come in  need  of  aid  within  its  borders. 
Cerro  Gordo  Countv  v.  Boone  County,  39: 
161,  133  N.  W.  132/162  Iowa,  692. 

2.  To  render  a  county  liable  for  aid 
furnished  to  a  pauper  it  must  be  supplied 
at  the  instance  of  the  officers  desi^ated  by 
statute  to  have  charge  of  the  relief  of  the 
poor.  Cerro  Gordo  Countv  v.  Boone  Coun- 
ty, 39:  z6i,  133  N.  W.  132,  152  Iowa,  692. 

(Annotated) 

3.  That  a  county  in  which  a  nonresi- 
dent pauper  was  found  in  need  of  sid  did 
not  perform  its  statutory  duty  to  furnish  it, 
but  furnished  him  with  transportation  into 
another  county,  does  not  amount  to  a  re- 
quest to  the  latter  to  furnish  the  aid  at 
its  expense,  so  as  to  render  it  liable  to  re- 
imburse such  other  county  for  expense  in- 
curred in  furnishing  the  relief.  Cerro 
Gordo  County  v.  Boone  County,  39:  x6i,  133 
N.  W.  132,  162  Iowa,  692. 

4.  Neither  a  county  nor  its  oVerseer  of 
poor  is  liable  for  the  loss  by  a  transient 

{)auper  of  his  feet  because  it  failed  to  give 
lim  proper  attention  when  he  came  into  its 
borders  with  frozen  feet,  although  the  stat- 
ute requires  relief  to  be  furnished  under 
such  circumstances,  at  least  if  the  overseer 
did  not  know  that  it  was  dangerous  to  send 
a  pauper  on  his  way,  as  he  was  empowered 
by  statute  to  do,  without  relief.  Wood  v. 
Boone  County,  39:  168,  133  N.  W.  377,  — 
Iowa,  —  (Annotated) 

POSSESSION. 

Notice  from,  see  Notice. 

POIVERS. 

Of  disposal  in  will,  see  Wills,  4. 

PRACTICAIi  CONSTRUCTION. 

Of  statute,  see  Statutes,  4. 

PREFERENCES. 

By  insolvent  corporation,  see  Corpora- 
tions, 5-8. 

PREFERRED    STOCK. 

Rights  of  holder  of,  see  Corporations, 
5-8;  Receivers,  2. 

PREJUDICIAIi  ERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  20-23. 

PREMIUMS. 

For  insurance,  see  Insurance,  8,  0. 

PRESUMPTIONS. 

On  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  9,  10. 

Presumption  that  money  of  wife  in- 
vested in  land  in  husband's  name 
is  a  gift,  see  Trusts,  4. 

Presumption  where  trustee  mingles 
trust  funds  with  his  own,  that  sub- 
sequent payments  are  made  from 
his  own  portion  of  fund,  see  Trusts, 
5. 

In  general,  see  Evidence,  1-8. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


PRINCIPAIi  AND  AGENT. 

Officer  of  savings  bank,  see  Baaka,  14- 
16. 

Validity  of  contract  as  to  compenia- 
tion,  see  Contracts,  8;  Evideutt, 
17  a. 

Agents  of  corporation,  see  Corpora- 
tions. 

Parol  evidence  of  agency,  see  Evidenee, 
14-17. 

Liability  for  false  imprisonment  bf 
agent,  see  False  Imprisonment 

Firemen  as  agents  of  person  whose 
property  they  attempt  to  save,  lee 
Fires,  2. 

As  to  insurance  agent,  see  Insurance. 

Authority  of  attorney  to  extend  time 
of  payment  of  note,  see  Principal 
and  Surety,  3. 

Guaranty  by  agent  to  effect  sale  of 
product,  see  Sale,  3. 

When  does  title  pass  under  consignment 
of  goods  to  agent  for  sale  with 
provision  in  effect  that  agent  shall 
purchase  balan^  of  consignment 
at  termination  of  certain  period, 
see  Sale,  1. 

Right  of  principal  to  maintain  action 
for  specific  performance,  see  Spe- 
cific Performance. 

1.  A  traveling  agent  for  the  sal^  of 
talking  machines,  who  carries  printed  order 
blanks,  has  no  implied  authority  to  war- 
rant that  one  buying  a  large  number  of 
machines  to  be  given  away  for  advertising 
purposes  will  sell  a  certain  number  of  rec- 
ords for  each  machine  within  a  given  time 
after  it  is  given  out,  and  the  purchaser 
therefore  has  no  right  of  action  for  breach 
of  such  warranty,  if  authority  to  make  it 
had  not  been  actually  conferred  upon  the 
agent.  Johns  v.  Jaycox,  39:1x51,  121  Pac 
854,  67  Wash.  403.  (AnnoUted' 

2.  One  contracting  as  agent  without 
authority,  but  making  no  representations 
as  to  his  authority  that  were  untrue  or 
that  he  had  reason  to  believe  were  untrue, 
and  none  that  deceived  the  other  contract- 
ing party,  is  not  liable  in  an  action  against 
him  personally  upon  the  contract,  which 
contains  no  apt  words  to  bind  him  pereon* 
ally.  American  Surety  Co.  y.  Morton,  39: 
70a,  122  Pac.  1103,  —  Okla.  — . 

PRINCIPAIi  AND  SURETY. 

On  bond  of  public  officer,  see  Bonds,  I. 
■  Surety   on   bail   bonds,    see    Bail  and 

Recognizance. 
Relevancy  of  evidence  against  surely, 

see  Evidence,  27. 
As  to  guaranty,  see  Guaranty. 
Liability    on    bond    of    guardian,  see 

Guardian  and  Ward. 
Subrogation  of  surety,  see  Subrogation, 

2. 

1.  Failure  of  the  principal  to  execute 
a  bond  when  he  is  bound  by  law  or  a  col- 
lateral contract  recited  in  the  bond,  for  the 
performance  of  the  obligation,  imposes  upon 
the  obligee  no  duty  to  inquire  as  to  wbetcer 
it  was  delivered  by  the  sureties  on  condition 
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that  the  principal  should  execute  it,  nor  to 
require  him  to  do  so,  since  the  sureties 
suffered  no  substantial  prejudice  from  such 
omission.  Star  Grocer  Co.  v.  Bradford,  39: 
184,  74  S.  E.  509,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

2.  Sureties  in  a  bond  are  not  released 
by  omission  of  the  principal  to  execute  it, 
if  he  is  bound  by  law  or  a  collateral  con* 
tract  recited  in  the  bond,  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  duty  recited  in  the  condition 
thereof.  Star  Grocer  Co.  v.  Bradford,  39: 
184,  74  S.  E.  609,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

3.  A  slight  indulgence  by  an  uttorney 
charged  with  the  collection  01  a  note  to  the 
maker,  not  authorized  or  ratified  by  the 
holder,  will  not  release  the  sureties  on  the 
instrument,  if  no  security  for  the  payment 
of  the  note  is  thereby  lost  or  impaired. 
Hall  V.  Presnell,  39:  62,  72  S.  E.  986,  167 
N.  C.  290.  (Annotated) 

« 

PRIOniTY. 

Between  lien  of  bank  on  its  stock  and 
that  of  pledgee,  see  Banks,  3. 

Of  chattel  mortgage,  see  Chattel  Mort- 
gage. 

In  payment  of  obligations  by  insolvent 
corporation,  see  Corporations,  6-8. 

Between  mechanics'  liens  and  other 
liens,  see  Mechanics'  Liens,  2-5. 

Between  mortgages,  see  Mortgage,  3. 

PROBABIiE   CAUSE. 

Question  for  jury  as  to,  see  Trial,  17. 

PROMOTERS. 

Interpretation  of  contract  of  promoter 
with  corporation,  see  Contracts,  4. 

PROPERTY. 

Guaranty  of  right  to,  see  Constitutional 

Law,  4-8. 
Condemnation  of,  see  Eminent  Domain. 


PROSECUTING  ATTORNEY. 

See  District  and  Prosecuting  Attorneys. 

PROSTITUTION. 

Lease  of  premises  for,  see  Contracts,  5. 

PROXIMATE  CAUSE. 

The  proximate  cause  of  loss  to  a 
bank  from  accepting  paving  tax  certificates 
which  had  been  signed  in  duplicate  and  on 
which  the  indorsement  of  the  payee  had 
been  forged,  from  a  city  employee  who  had 
no  authority  to  deliver  such  certificates,  is 
the  fraudulent  act  of  the  city  employee,  and 
not  the  fact  that  duplicate  certificates  were 
signed  by  the  city  officers.  National  Bank 
of  Commerce  v.  Oklahoma  City,  89:  444,  122 
Pac.  644,  —  9*^la.  —  (Annotated) 

PUBLIC  CHARITIES. 

See  Charities. 

PUBLIC  CONTRACT. 

See  Contracts,  1. 
.'il»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


J  PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS. 

I  Decision  on  former  appeal  as  to  method 

of    assisting   benefits,    see   Appeal 
and  Error,  25. 

Property  taken  into  a  levee  district 
cannot  be  assessed  for  work  done  and  paid 
for  by  the  assessment  of  property  within 
the  district  prior  to  the  taking  in  of  the 
new  property.  Des  Moines  &  M.  Levee  Dist. 
No.  1  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  39:  543, 
145  S.  W.  35,  —  Mo.  — .  (Annotated) 

PUBLIC  NUISANCE. 

See  Nuisances. 

PUBLIC  POLICY. 

Effect  of,  on  enforcement  of  foreign 
law,  see  Conflict  of  Laws. 

Overriding  positive  guaranties  of  Con- 
stitution, see  Constitutional  Law, 
4. 

As  affecting  contracts,  see  Contracts, 
5-7. 

PUBLIC  SCHOOLS. 

See  Schools. 

PUBLIC  WATER  SUPPLY. 

See  Waters,  3,  4. 

PUNITIVE  DAMAGES. 

See  Damages,  1-4. 

PURE  FOOD  LAW. 

See  Food. 

QUANTITY. 

Of  land  sold,  see  Vendor  and  Purchaser, 
2. 

QUASI  CONTRACT. 

Proof  of  claim  for,  against  bankrupt 
estate,  see  Bankruptcy,  2. 

QUESTION  FOR  JURY. 

See  Trial,  1-11. 

RAILROADS. 

Change  of  channel  of  boundary  stream 
by  construction  of  dam  by,  see 
Boundaries. 

As  carriers,  see  Carriers. 

Lease  to  railroad  of  lands  granted  to 
municipality  for  street  purposes, 
see  dovennnts  and  Conditions,  2, 
5. 

Interference  by,  with  extinguishment 
of,  see  Evidence,  28;  Fires,  1; 
Pleading,  8,  12. 

Liability  for  false  inoprisonment  by 
special  officer,  see  False  Imprison- 
ment. 

Including  railroad  property  in  levee 
district,   see   Levees. 

Liability  for  wrongful  search  by  agent, 
see   Master   and   Servant,   6a. 

New  trial  in  action  for  killing  horse, 
see  New  Trial,  1. 

Duty  to  keep  promises  safe  for  licen- 
see, see  Negligence,  4. 


1290 


ftj^TES— REFORMATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 


Liability  to  trespassing  children,  see 
Negligence,  5. 

Liability  of  railroad  company  agreeing 
to  keep  street  in  repair  to  third 
person  injured  by  lack  of  repair, 
see  Parties,  4. 

Partition  of  railroad  right  of  way,  see 
Partition. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of 
railroad  as  to  condition  of  cross- 
ing, see  Trial,  9. 

1.  A  railroad  company  is  reckless  in 
running  a  train  so  rapidly  through  a  town 
on  a  foggy  night  that  it  could  not  be 
stopped  by  the  use  of  the  ordinary  means 
and  appliances  within  the  distance  m  which 
an  object  could  be  discovered  on  the  track 
by  the  glare  of  the  headlight.  St.  Louis  & 
S.  F.  K  Co.  Y.  Moore,  39:  978,  68  So.  471, 
—  Miss. '  — .  ( Annotated ) 

2.  It  is  negligence  per  ae  for  a  rail- 
road company  to  run  an  engine  backwards 
over  its  main  track  in  the  nighttime,  with- 
out the  proper  headlight  on  the  tender 
sufficient  to  enable  the  enginemen,  in  the 
exercise  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  care, 
to  see  ahead  a  reasonable  distance,  so  as 
to  avoid  doing  injury  to  animals  astray 
upon  the  track.  Hanger  ▼.  Chesapeake  & 
O.  R.  Co.  39:  ayx,  73  S.  E.  713,  —  W.  Va. 
— ,  (Annotated) 

3.  The  mere  attempt  of  one  on  foot  to 
cross  over  a  railroad  track  at  a  highway 
crossing  when  the  gates  are  down,  in  doing 
which  he  is  injured,  does  not  raise  a  con- 
clusive presumption  that  "he  took  all 
chances  of  the  injury  and  cannot  recover;" 
but  the  fact  that  the  gates  were  closed 
is  a  circumstance  to  be  taken  into  account 
in  determining  whether,  under  all  the  facts, 
he  was  negligent  in  not  observing  the  warn- 
ing thereoy  conveyed.  Samkiwicz  v.  At- 
lantic City  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.) 
39:  571,  81  Atl.  833,  —  N.  J.  — . 

RATES. 

Of  carrier,  see  Carriers,  16. 
For  water,  see  Waters,  4. 

RATIFICATION. 

Of  alteration  in  instrument,  see  Altera- 
tion of  Instrument;   Contracts,  3. 

Of  contract  of  partner,  see  Partner- 
ship. 

By  religious  society  of  conveyance  of 
property,  see  Religious  Societies, 
2. 

REAL  PROPERTY. 

Covenants  and  conditions  as  to,  see 
Covenants   and   Conditions. 

Easement  in,  see  Easements. 

Mortgage  on,  see  Mortgage. 

Partition  of,  see  Partition. 

Rights,  duties,  and  liabilities  on  trans- 
fer of,  see  Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

Estates  or  interest  created  by  will,  see 
Wills,  4-6. 

Lien  of  judsrment  on,  see  Wills,  7. 

Conversion  into  personalty,  see  Wills, 
7. 
30  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


RECEIVERS. 

Following  trust   funds   into  haads  of 
bank  receiver,  see  Banks,  8-13. 

1.  Where  the  property  of  a  corpon- 
tion  is  being  mismanaged,  or  is  in  danger 
of  being  lost  to  the  stockholders  and  credit- 
ors through  mismanagement,  collusion,  or 
fraud  of  its  officers  and  directors,  a  court 
of  equity  has  inherent  power  to  appoint 
a  receiver  for  the  properly  of  such  corpora- 
tion, and  to  require  the  officers  to  make  an 
accounting,  upon  petition  of  a  minoritj 
stockholder  therefor.  Elxchange  Bank  t. 
Bailey,  39:  1032,  116  Pac.  812,  24  Okla.  246. 

(Annotated) 

2.  A  holder  of  preferred  stock  in  a 
corporation,  whose  contract  entitles  him 
to  have  his  stock  redeemed  at  par,  is  not 
entitled  to  have  the  concern  placed  in  the 
hands  of  a  receiver,  in  a  proceeding  to 
enforce  his  contract  right  of  redemptioit 
by  showing  that  it  is  a  losing  venture,  and 
that  its  assets  are  not  sufficient  to  pay  its 
debts,  where  his  right  to  redemption  fails 
because  of  insufficieny  of  assets.  Rider  t. 
John  G.  Delker  k  Sons  Co.  39:  X007,  140 
S.  W.  1011,  145  Ky.  634. 

RECOGNIZANCE. 

See  Bail  and  Recognizance. 

RECORDS  AND  RECORDING  LAWS. 

On  appeal,  see  Appeal  and  Error,  *, 

3. 
Validity  of  statute  as  to  registration 

of  births  and  deaths,  see  Constito- 

tional  Law,  9. 
Records  as  evidence  generally,  see  Ys'v 

dence,  10. 
Necessity  of  recording  gift  of  ring  by 

man  to  his  wife,  see  Husband  and 

Wife,  2. 

REDEMPTION. 

Of   preferred   stock,  see   Corporationi, 
6-7;  Receivers,  2. 

REDUCTION. 

Of  damages,  see  Damages,  1& 

REFERENCE. 

Where  a  referee  sustains  a  motioa 
to  strike  out  certain  testimony  that  his 
been  introduced  at  the  trial,  and  no  ord«r 
is  made  reinstating  it,  such  testimony  can- 
not be  considered  by  the  court  in  determin- 
ing whether  there  was  any  evidence  to 
sustain  the  finding  of  the  referee.  Kansas 
City  Paper  House  v.  Foley  R.  Printing  Co. 
39:  747»  nS  Pac  1056,  85  Kan.  678. 

REFORMATION  OF  INSTRUMENTS. 

1.  Where  the  owner  of  two  lots  of  land 
intended  to  execute  a  mortgage  upon  a  oer 
tain  lot,  but  described  therein  a  diifeivnt 
lot,  after  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and 
a  sale  of  the  property  described  thereia^ 
a  court  of  equity  may  cancel  the  master's 
deed  to  the  property  actually  mortga|;ed. 
sold,  and  conveyed,  and  reform  the  mort- 
gage,   upon    sufficient    showing,    so   as  to 
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embrace  the  land  intended  to  be  mortgaged. 
Fisher  v.  Villamil,  39:  90,  56  So.  659,  — 
Fla.  — .  (Annotated) 

2.  When  a  mortgage  misdescribes  the 
property  intended  to  oe  mortgaged,  the 
mistake  may  be  corrected  by  a  proper  pro- 
ceeding before  judicial  foreclosure;  but, 
if  the  mistake  has  been  carried  into  a  bill 
filed  for  the  purpose  of  foreclosure  of  such 
mortgage,  into  the  decree  ordering  fore- 
closure, into  the  advertisement,  and  into 
the  deed,  the  purchaser  at  such  fareclosure 
sale  cannot  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to 
correct  the  description  of  the  land  aa  con- 
tained in  the  mortgage,  in  the  decree,  and 
in  the  deed.  Fisher  v.  Villamil,  39:  9O9  66 
So,  659,  —  Fla.  — . 

RELATIONSHIP. 

Necessity  of  proof  of,  to  support  dec- 
larations tending  to  establish 
pedigree,  see  Evidence,  18,  20. 

RELEASE. 

Of    one   joint    tort   feasor,    see    Joint 

Debtors  and  Creditors. 
Of  surety,  see  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

3. 
Of  joint  tort  feasor,  question  for  jury 

as  to,  see  Trial,  8. 

RELEVANCY. 

Of  evidence,  see  Evidence,  23-27. 

REIjIANGE. 

On  false  representations,  see  Fraud 
and  Deceit. 

REIilGIOUS  SOCIETIES. 

Parol  evidence  that  transfer  of  prop- 
erty was  made  in  trusty  see  Evi- 
dence,  13. 

Exemption  from  taxation,  see  Taxes, 
1. 

Grantee  of  property  of,  as  trustee,  see 
Trusts,  1,  3. 

1.  The  trustees  and  majority  mem- 
bers of  a  religious  corporation  who  in  good 
faith  have  attempted  to  make  a  use  of  the 
property  which  the  minority  allege  to  be 
a  diversion  from  the  trust  for  which  it  was 
acquired  may  bind  the  corporation  for  coun- 
sel fees  in  defending  their  position  against 
the  attack  of  the  minority,  although  the 
minority  are  successful  and  the  contem- 
plated diversion  is  enjoined.  Kanneberg 
v.  Evangelical  Creed  Congrepfation,  39: 
138,  l;jl  N.  W.  353,  146  Wis.  610. 

2.  Confirmation  in  the  grantee  of  title 
to  property  conveyed  by  the  trustees  of  a 
religious  society,  which  conveyance  was 
made  in  consideration  of  the  execution  of 
mortgages  for  the  full  value,  and  is  claimed 
to  have  been  in  trust,  is  effected  by  the 
acceptance  at  the  expiration  ot  the  mort- 
gage of  a  partial  payment  thereon,  and  the 
extension  of  the  time  for  paying  the  balance, 
with  promise  to  make  payments  in  instal- 
ments. Lafayette  Street  Church  Soc.  v. 
Norton,  39:  906,  95  N.  E.  819,  202  N.  Y. 
379. 
30  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


REMEDIES. 

In  case  of  illegality  of  contract,  see 
Contracts,  7. 

REMITTITUR. 

On   motion    for    new    trial,    see   New 

Trial,  3. 
By  trial  court,  see  Trial,  19. 

REMOVAL. 

Of  officers,  see  Officen. 

RENT. 

Liability  for  generally,  aee  Landlord 

and'  Tenant,  6,  6. 
As  to  water  rents,  see  Waters,  4. 

REPLEVIN. 

Presumption  and  burden  of  proof,  see 

Evidence,  1. 
Admissibility  of  evidence,  see  Evidence, 

10. 

m 

An  action  in  replevin  cannot  be 
maintained  to  recover  possession  of  an 
interstate  shipment  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
by  the  consignee,  who  claimed  not  to  be 
the  owner  but  merely  the  distributing 
agent  for  certain  people  whose  names  were 
marked  on  the  various  parcels  and  to  whom 
he  was  to  deliver  same,  where  such  trans- 
action would  constitute  a  violation  of  the 
laws  of  the  state.  Blunk  v.  Waugh,  39: 
1093,  122  Pac.  717,  --  Okla.  — . 

•    (Annotated) 

REPUTATION. 

Evidence  of  general  repute,  see  Evi- 
dence, 19. 

RESCISSION. 

Of  grant  of  land  by  state,  see  State. 
Of  land  contract,  see  Vendor  and  Pur- 
chaser, 3. 

RES    JUDICATA. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  26;  Judgment, 
1-3. 

RESULTING  TRUSTS.  ' 

See  Trusta,  4. 

RETAINING  JURISDICTION. 

See  Equity,  2. 

RETIREMENT. 

Of  preferred  stock,  see  Corporatiom^ 
6-7;  Receivers,  2, 

REVERSIBLE  ERROR. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  20-23. 

REVERSION. 

Of  title  for  breach  of  condition  as  to 
use  of  land  granted,  see  Covenants 
and  Conditions,  6. 

REVIVAL. 

Of  mortgage  which  has  merged  by  con- 
veyance, see  Mortgage,  2. 
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REVOCATION. 

Of  license  generally,  see  License,  1,  2. 

RING. 

Validity  of  gift  of,  by  husband  to 
wife,   see   Husband   and   Wife,   2. 

RULES. 

Of  water  company,  see  Waters,  3,  4. 

RUNAWAY. 

Presumption  of  negligence  from,  see 
Evidence,  6. 

Presumption  as  to  ownership  of  run- 
•    away   horse,   see   Evidence,.  7. 

Running  away  of  hired  horses,  see 
Livery  Stable;  Master  and  Serv- 
ant, 5. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of 
driver,  see  Trial,  8. 

SALARY. 

Of  public  officers,  see*  Officers,  3. 

SALE. 

Validity  of  contract  to  pay  for  services 
in  selling  goods  to  public  board, 
see  Contracts,  6. 

Sale  in  bulk,  see  Fraudulent  Convey- 
ances. 

Of  pledged  property,  see  Pledge  and 
Collateral  Security,  3. 

Of  land  generally,  see  Vendor  and  Pur- 
chaser. 

Passing  of  title;  delivery. 

1.  In  a  contract  by  which  one  under- 
takes to  act  as  sales  agent  for  another, 
for  a  definite  period  of  time,  and  to  buy 
and  pay  for  at  certain  prices  all  stock  on 
hand  at  the  expiration  of  such  period,  title 
to  the  property  passes  at  such  expiration, 
and  a  bankruptcy  trustee  of  the  agent  will 
be  entitled  to  it  as  against  the  claims  of 
the  principal.  Parlett  v.  Blake,  39:  620, 
188  Fed.  200,  110  C.  C.  A.  72. 

(Annotated) 

2.  Sufficient  delivery  of  lumber  stacked 
in  the  mill  yard  to  pass  the  title  as  against 
subsequent  purchasers  is  effected  by  the 
agent  of  the  buyer,  upon  paying  a  por- 
tion of  the  purchase  price,  estimating  the 
quantity  and  marking  the  stacks  with  the 
name  of  the  purchaser,  the  intention  of 
both  parties  being  thereby^ to  transfer  the 
title,  and  that  the  balance  of  the  purchase 
money  shall  I)e  paid  when  the  lumber  is 
smoothed  and  barked.  McDermott  v.  Kim- 
ball Lumber  Mfg.  Co.  39:  461,  144  S.  W. 
524,  —  Ark.  — . 

Rights    and   remedies   of   parties   gen- 
erally. 

3.  That  when  a  customer  learns  that 
the  seller  repudiates  a  guaranty  made  by 
his  agent  to  effect  the  sale  of  his  product, 
he  has  placed  himself  in  a  position  where 
he  must  have  the  goods,  does  not  affect 
the  effect  of  his  ordering  them  to  be  shipped 
with  knowled<re  of  the  repudiation,  as  a 
waiver  of  the  warranty.  Johns  v.  Jaycox, 
39:1151,  121  Pac.  8.34,  67  Wash.  403. 

39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


SALESMAN. 

Authority  as  to  warranty,  we  Prin- 
cipal and  Agent,  1. 

SAVINGS  BANKS. 

See  Banks,  14. 

SCHOOLS. 

Sale  of  liquors  near,  see  Intoziestiiig 

Liquors. 
Private   action    to    annul    district  for 

irregularity    in    oi^nization,  att 

Parties,  7. 

A  tax  voted  by  the  taxpayers  of  tin 
school  district  in  the  manner  provided  br 
the  Constitution  cannot  be  extended  over 
territory  added  to  the  district  after  the 
vote  was  taken,  without  giving  the  tax- 
payers of  such  addition  an  opportunity  to. 
adopt  or  reject  it  in  the  manner  provided 
by  the  Constitution,  if  the  proceedings  for 
the  addition  of  the  territory  did  not  meet 
the  constitutional  requirements  for  the 
adoption  of  the  tax.  Crabb  v.  Celeste  Id* 
dependent  School  Dist.  39:  60X9  146  S.  W. 
528,  -—  Tex.  — .  (Annotated) 

SEARCH  AND  SEIZURE. 

Action   for   malicious   prosecution  for 

wrongful     search,     see     Malieiom 

Prosecution,  1. 
Master's  liability  for  wrongful  search 

by  servant,  see  Master  and  Senr- 

anty  6a. 

SECOND  APPEAL. 

See  Appeal  and  Error,  26. 

SECRET  PROFITS. 

Parol  evidence  in  action  to  reeorer, 
from  agent,  see  Evidence,  14. 

SEDUCTION. 

Annulment  of  marriage  entered  into 
by  man  to  prevent  woman  from 
appearing  against  him  in  prosecu- 
tion for  seduction,   see  3&rrisge. 

SEPARATE  PROPERTY. 

What  constitutes  encumbranoe  of,  tee 
Husband  and  Wife,  3. 

SEPARATION. 

See  Divorce  and  Separation. 

SERVICES. 

Interpretation  of  contract  for,  see  Con- 
tracts,- 4. 

Validity  of  contract  to  pay  for  serr- 
ices  in  selling  goods  to  pablie 
board,  see  Contracts,  6. 

SET-OFF   AND    COUNTERCLAIM. 

Setting  off  benefits  from  easement 
against  damages  for  breach  of 
fsovenant  against  encumbrances,  see 
Damages,  15. 

1.  One  joint  maker  of  a  note  can  eet 
off  against  it  an  indebtedness  from  the 
payee  due  him  individuallv.  McKav  v. 
Hall,  39:  658,  120  Pac.  1108,  —  Okls.'  -. 
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2,  A  defendant  may  set  off  a  debt 
arising  upon  a  contract  due  him  from  the 
payee  of  a  negotiable  note,  against  the 
note  in  the  hands  of  a  person  to  whom 
the  payee  transfers  it  after  maturity.  Mc- 
Kay V.  Hall,  39: 658,  120  Pac.  1108,  — 
Okla.   — .  (Annotated) 

3.  The  request  by  the  president  of  a 
corporation,  that  an  account  owing  him 
personally  by  the  holder  of  the  corpora- 
tion's note  be  credited  on  such  note, 
amounts  to  a  transfer  of  the  account  by 
the  president  to  the  corporation,  and  in  an 
action  upon  the  note  the  plaintiff  cannot 
object  to'  the  account  being  used  as  an 
offset  on  the  ground  that  no  formal  as- 
signment had  been  made.  Kansas  City 
Paper  House  v.  Foley  R.  Printing  Co.  39: 
747,  118  Pac.  1056,  86  Kan.  678. 

SKVEBABHilTT. 

Of  insurance  contract,  see  Insurance, 
7. 

SHADB  TBiJEES. 

In  highways,  see  Highways,  1. 

SHBIiliEY'S  CASE. 

Rule  in,  see  Wills,  5,  6. 

SIGNATURE. 

Of   presiding  officer  of  each  house  to 

statute,  see  Statutes,  1. 
Of  testator,  see  Wills,  1. 

SIGNS. 

Use   of  walls   of   leased  building  for, 
see  Landlord  and  Tenant,  2,  8. 

SIMTTIiTANEOUS  MORTGAGES. 

Effect  of  foreclosure  of  one  upon  the 
other,  see  Mortgage,  3. 

SMOKE. 

As  nuisance,  see  Nuisances,  4. 

SNOW. 

On    street   or    sidewalk,    liability   for 
injury  by,  see  Highways,  6,  7. 

SOIiDIERS'  HOME. 

.  Jurisdiction  to  grant  administration 
on  estate  of  soldier  dying  in,  see 
Courts,  2. 
Action  by  administrator  of  estate  of 
one  dying  in,  to  recover  assets 
from,  see  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators, 1. 

SPEOIAIi  DEPOSIT. 

As  trust  fund,  see  Banks,  12,  13. 

SPECIFIO  PERFORMANCE. 

An  undisclosed  principal  who  has 
carried  out  all  provisions  01  a  contra  at 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate  and  tendered  a 
properly  executed  deed  may  maintain  an 
action  for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract. Davidson  v.  Hurtv,  39:  324,  133  N. 
W.  862,  116  Minn.  280.  (Annotated) 

3\f  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


SPEED. 

Injury    to    passenger    because    of   ex- 
cessive speed,  see  Carriers,  7. 
Of  railroad  train,  see  Railroads,  1« 

STABIiES. 

As  nuisance,  see  Nuisances,  2,  8* 
As  to  livery  stables,  see  Livery  Stables. 

STAMPS. 

Injunction  against  removal  of  union 
stamp  from  shop,  see  Injunction, 
8. 

STATE. 

Bonds  of,  see  Bonds,  2,  3. 

Boundaries  of,  see  Boundaries. 

Restrictions  in  grant  by,  to  municipal- 
ity as  to  use  of  property,  see  Cove- 
nants and  Conditions,  2,  5. 

Necessity  of  suit  in  name  of,  to  test 
eligibility  of  candidate  in  primary 
election,  see  Parties,  6. 

In  conducting  transactions  with  re- 
spect to  its  lands,  the  state  acts  in  a  i>ro- 
prietary,  and  not  in  a  sovereign,  capacity, 
and,  being  amenable  to  all  the  rules  of  jus- 
tice which  it  prescribes  for  the  conduct^  of 
its  citizens,  it  will  not  be  permitted  to  re- 
voke a  grant  of  lands  made  upon  a  valua- 
ble consideration  which  it  retains.  Cleve- 
land Terminal  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  State  ex  rel. 
Ellis,  39:  iai9,  97  N.  E.  067,  85  Ohio  St. 
251. 

STATE  COURTS. 

Federal  courts  following  decisions  of, 
see  Courts,  3. 

STATIONS. 

Carrier's  duty  as  to  station,  see  Car- 
riers, 12,  13. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 

As  to  parol  trust,  see  Trusts,  1,  2. 

STATUTES. 
Enactment. 

1.  A  constitutional  provision  requiring 
the  presiding  officer  of  each  house,  in  the 
presence  of  the  house  over  which  he  pre- 
sides, to  sign  all  bills  passed  immediately 
after  their  titles  have  been  publicly  read, 
and  the  fact  of  the  signing  to  be  at  once 
entered  upon  the  journal,  is  mandatory. 
George  Bolln  Co.  v.  North  Platte  Valley 
Irrig.  Co.  39:  868,  121  Pac.  22,  —  Wyo.  — . 

2.  An  erroneous  number  of  original  bill, 
employed  by  mistake  of  tlio  clerk  in  at- 
tempting to  give  a  double  description  to  a 
bill  signed  by  the  presiding  officer  of  a  leg- 
islative body,  while  giving  its  correct  num- 
ber as  enrolled  bill,  will  be  rejected  as  sur- 
plusage if  the  records  show  that  the  speci- 
fied number  of  original  bill  was  not  passed, 
but  that  the  enrolled  hill  mentioned  was 
passed,  duly  signed,  and  filed  in  the  proper 
archives.  Georize  Holln  Co.  v.  North  Platte 
Valley  Irrig.  Co.  39:  868,  121  Pac.  22,  — 
Wyo.  — , 
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Validity. 

3.  A  statute  requiring  a  property  own- 
er to  taJce  a  good  and  eulficient  bond  from 
one  contracting  to  do  work  for  him,  to  pay 
claims  of  laborers  and  materialmen,  is  in- 
sufficient which  does  not  fix  any  method  for 
ascertaning  the  penalty  of  the  bond.  George 
BoUn  Co.  V.  North  Platte  Valley  Irrig.  Co. 
39:  868,  121  Pac.  22,  —  Wyo.  — . 
Construction;  operation;  effect. 

4.  In  the  absence  of  ambiguity  in  a 
statute,  the  practice  of  the  taxing  officers 
with  respect  to  the  levying  of  inheritance 
taxes  cannot  be  taken  into  consideration  in 
ascertaining  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
Swift  ex  rel.  State  Treasurer  v.  Barney,  39: 
1024,  97  N.  E.  750,  211  Mass.  134. 

6.  A  statute  making  it  the  duty  of  the 
attorney  general,  when  required  by  the  gov- 
ernor, to  appear  for  the  state  and  prosecute 
in  any  court  or  before  any  officer,  in  ajiv* 
cause  or  matter,  civil  or  criminal,  in  which 
the  state  may  be  a  party  or  interested,  is 
mandatory.  State  ex  rel.  Stubbs  v.  Daw- 
son, 39:  993,  119  Pac  360,  86  Ejin.  180. 

STOCKHOIiDERS. 

In  banks,  see  Banks,  1-8. 

STORAGE. 

Imposing  license  tax  on  storage  ware- 
house, see  License,  4. 
Liens  for  storage  of  hay,  see  Liens. 

STOTB  POLISH. 

Injury  to  purchaser  of,  see  Negligence, 
2,  3;  Trial,  11. 

STREAMS. 

As  state  boundary,  see  Boundaries. 

STREET  RAILWAYS. 

Injury    by    automobile    to    passenger 
alighting  from  street  car,  see  Au- 
tomobile, 2. 
'    As  carriers,  see  Carriers. 

Question  for  jury  as  to  negligence  of 
person  when  crossing  track,  see 
Trial,  7. 

Bescission  of  land  contract  for  breach 
of  promise  to  build  electric  rail- 
way to  property,  see  Vendor  and 
Purchaser,  3. 

Nearsightedness  will  not  relieve  one 
from  the  charge  of  contributory  negligence, 
who  steps  upon  a  street  car  track  imme- 
diately in  front  of  a  moving  car,  where  the 
view  of  the  track  is  unobstructed.  Flynn 
V.  Pittsburgh  R.  Co.  39:  1055,  83  Atl.  207, 
234  Pa.  336.  (Annotated) 

SUBROGATION. 

1.  Children  of  a  wife  who  mortgaged 
her  real  estate  as  surety  for  her  husband's 
debt  may,  in  case  the  mortgagee  resorts  to 
her  property,  be  subrogated  to  the  right  of 
the  mortgdgee  against  property  of  the  hus- 
band on  which  he  also  had  a  lien,  as  against 
the  claim  of  a  second  mortgagee  of  the  hus- 
band's property  alone.  Gaines  v.  Hill,  39: 
999,  144  S.  W.'  02,  147  Ky.  445. 
:J9  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


2.  When   a  principal  against  whom  a 
judgment   has   been   obtain^  executes  his 
note,   indorsed  by   other   parties,   who  are 
condemned   by   the   same  judgment  as  his 
sureties,  for  the  purpose  of  borrowing  money 
with  which  to  pay  the  judgment,  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  discount  are  as  if   loaned  to 
the  maker,  and  the  payment  of  such  pro- 
ceeds  in   satisfaction   of   the   judgment  as 
payment  by  the  maker,  so  that  the  indoraers 
are  not  subrogated  to  the  judgment.    Pugh 
V.  Sample,  39:  834,  49  So.  526,  123  La.  791. 

SUBWAY. 

Duty  to  stop  car  in,  to  permit  reeov- 
ery  of  property  dropped  from  car^ 
see  Carriers,  4. 

SUCCESSION  TAX. 

See  Taxes,  2,  3. 

SUFFRAGE. 

Right  of,  see  Elections. 

SUNDAY. 

A  verdict  in  a  criminal  case,  irhich  was 
found  by  the  jury  on  a  secular  day,  is  not 
rendered  invalid  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
it  was  returned  into  and  received  by  the 
court  on  Sunday,  notwithstanding  a  statute 
which  authorizes  the  impaneling  of  a  jury 
or  the  taking  of  evidence  on  a  trial,  to  he 
continued  by  order  of  the  court,  upon  a 
legal  holiday,  if  not  a  Sunday  or  Christniai> 
Day,  since  such  statute  adds  nothing  to 
the  pre-existing  prohibitiona  against  the 
performance  of  judicial  acts  on  Sunday, 
and  has  no  application  to  mere  ministerial 
acts.  State  v.  Keatine,  39:  844,  58  So.  139, 
—  La.  — .  (Annotated) 

SURETYSHIP. 

See  Principal  and  Surety. 

SURPLUSAGE. 

In  pleading,  see  Pleading,  1. 

SURVIVOR. 

Rights  of  survivor  in  community  prop 
erty,  see  Husband  and  Wife,  3a. 

SUSPENSION. 

Of  sentence,  see  Criminal  Law,  4;  Yb- 
toppel,  2. 

TALKING  MACHINES. 

Authority  of  agent  to  warrant  that 
one  buying  talking  machines  to  be 
given  away  as  advertisement  will 
sell  certain  number  of  records,  see 
Principal  and  Agent,  1. 

TAXES. 

On  dogs,  see  Animals. 

Negligence  of  city  officers  in  issuing 
duplicate  paving  tax  certificates, 
sec  Evidence,  38. 

Accepting  forged  paving  tax  certifi- 
cates as  collateral  for  loan,  see 
Pledge  and  Collateral   »SccuritT,  2. 
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Proximate  cause  of  loss  to.  bank  accept- 
ing stolen  paving  tax  certificates, 
see  Proximate  Cause. 

Matters  peculiar  to  school  taxes,  see 
Schools. 

ICxemptions. 

^1.  An  exemption  from  taxation  of  prop- 
erty used  exclusively  for  religious  work  does 
not  include  a  parsonage  used  as  a  residence 
for  the  pastor  of  a  cnurch  and  his  family, 
and  such  religious  work  as  naturally  would 
center  around  the  pastor's  residence.  First 
Congregational  Church  v.  Board  of  Re- 
view, 39:  437,  98  N.  E.  275,  254  111.  220. 

(Annotated) 
Succession  tax. 

Construction  of  inheritance  tax  statute, 
see  Statutes,  4. 

2.  Under  a  statute  imposing  an  inherit- 
ance tax  upon  all  property  within  the  juris- 
diction of  the  conunonwealth,  and  provid- 
ing that  no  bequest,  devise,  or  distributive 
share  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  act  unless  its  value  exceeds  a  certain 
amount,  only  property  within  the  common- 
wealth is  to  be  considered  in  determining 
whether  or  not  the  specified  amount  is  ex- 
ceeded, and  if  such  property  does  not  ex- 
ceed the  amount  np  tax  can  be  imposed,  al- 
though the  sum  received  by  the  beneficiary 
from  portions  of  the  estate  located  in  other 
jurisdiction  exceeds  the  specified  limit. 
Swift  ex  rel.  State  Treasurer  v.  Barney, 
39:  1024,  97  N.  E.  750,  211  Mass.  134. 

(Annotated) 

3.  Under  the  provisions  of  an  inherit- 
ance tax  law  that  all  property  which  shall 
pass  by  will  or  by  the  intestate  laws  of 
the  state  from  any.  person  who  may  die 
seised  or  possessed  of  the  same  while  a 
resident  of  the  state  shall  be  subject  to  an 
inheritance  tax,  the  one  half  >f  the  com- 
munity property  which  vests  in  the  survivor 
of  a  community,  subject  to  the  community 
debts,  is  not  subject  to  such  tax.  Kohny  v. 
Dunbar,  39:  1x07,  I^I  Pac.  544,  21  Idaho, 
258.  (Annotated) 

TAXPAYER'S  SUIT. 

Right  to  maintain,  see  Parties,  7. 

TELEGRAPHS. 

Recovery  for  mental  anguish  from  de- 
lay, see  Damages,  14. 

TEIiEPHONES. 

Punitive  damages  for  failure  to  answer 
call  of  subscriber,  see  Damages,  2. 

Punitive  damages  for  removal  of  sub- 
scriber's telephone,  see  Damages,  3. 

Measure  of  damages  for  wrongfully  dis- 
continuing services,  see  Damages, 
5. 

Mental  suffering  as  element  of  dam- 
ages for  wrongful  removal  of  tele- 
phone, see  Damages,  13. 

Mental  suffering  as  element  of  dam- 
ages from  delay  in  transmitting 
telephone  message,  see  Damages,  14. 

Evidence  on  question  of  wilfulness  in 
rpmoving  telephone,  see   Evidence, 
24. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


Combinations  between  telephone  com- 
panies, see  Monopoly  and  (Combi- 
nations. 

A  telephone  subscriber  cannot  hold 
the  company,  which  fails  to  answer  his  call, 
liable  for  injury  caused  by  going  to  the  cen- 
tral office  in  a  sick  and  weakened  condition 
to  obtain  medical  aid  for  a  member  of  his 
family,  where  it  had  no  notice  thai  such 
injury  was  likely  to  result  from  its  negli- 
gence. Southern  Teleph.  Co.  ▼.  King,  39: 
40a,  146  S.  W.,489,  —  Ark.  — . 

(Annotated) 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON. 
See  Cotenancy. 

THEFT. 

Exclusion  from  railroad  premises  of 
person  arrested  for,  see  Carriers, 
19. 

Of  duplicate  paving  tax  certificates  is- 
sued by  city  officers,  see  Evidence, 
88;  Proximate  Cause. 

Pledge  of  stolen  property,  see  Pledge 
and  Collateral  Security,  2. 

THREATS. 

As  duress,  see  Duress. 

Evidence  of,  see  Evidence,  22. 

Effect  on  liability  of  parent  for  killing 

person   making   assault   on  child, 

see  Homicide,  3,  5 

TICKETS. 

Ejection  of  passenger  because  of  defect- 
ive ticket,  see  Carriers,  10. 

TIME. 

For  taking  exception,  see  Appeal  and 
Error,  7. 

Denial  of  statutory  time  in  which  to 
plead  to  amended  information,  see 
Appeal  and  Error,  23. 

Mistake  in  indictment  as  to  time  of 
commission  of  offense,  see  Indict- 
ment, 1. 

TITLE. 

Covenant  as  to,  see  Covenants  and  Con- 
ditions, 1,  3. 

Of  insured,  see  Insurance,  3. 

Right  to  jury  in  action  to  settle  ques- 

«        tion  of,  see  Jury,  1,  2. 

Of  personal  property,  passing  of,  see 
Sale,  1,  2. 

TOBACCO  JUICE. 

On  street  car  step,  see  Carriers,  9. 

TORTS. 

Whether  action  on  contract  or  in  tort, 

see  Action  or  Suit,  2. 
Liability  of  corporation  for,  see  CoT' 

porations,  1. 
Husband's  liability  for  torts  of  wife, 

see  Husband  and  Wife,  1. 
Master's  liability  for,  see  Master  and 

Servant,  5-11. 
Matters  as  to  negligence  generally,  see 

Negligence. 
Parent's  liability  for  torts  of  child,  see 

Parent  and  Child,  2. 
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TOWNS. 

Implied  contract  of,  to  pay  for  services 
rendered,  see  Contracts,  1. 

Mandamus  to  compel  treasurer  to  pay 
town  orders,  see  Mandamus,  3. 

1.  Where  a  new  township  is  created 
out  of  a  part  of  the  territory  of  an  old  one, 
unless  some  provision  is  made  in  the  act 
creating  the  new,  or  exists  under  the  stat- 
ute, respecting  the  property  and  existing 
liabilities  of  the  old  township,  the  old  town- 
ship retains  the  title  to  all  the  public  prop- 
erty, except  such  as  may  be  located  in  the 
detached  territory,  and  is  responsible  for 
the  debts  contracted  before  the  division. 
Union  Twp.  v.  Oakdale  Twp.  39:  284,  120 
Pac.  068,  —  Okla.  — . 

2.  A  portion  of  an  existing  township 
cut  off  from  it  and  organized  into  a  new 
township  is  not,  in  the  absence  of  statute 
or  order  of  the  commissioners  making  the 
division,  entitled  to  share  in  the  cash  in 
the  treasury  or  in  taxes  collected  from 
levies  made  prior  to  the  division.  Union 
Twp.  V.  Oakdale  Twp.  39:  284,  120  Pac  968, 
—  Okla.  — .  (Annotated) 

TRADEMARK. 

As  to  tradename,  see  Tradenames. 
Proof   of   allegation    of    infringement, 
see  Evidence,  39. 

1.  The  legislature  may  provide  for  the 
registration  of  a  union  label,  and  make  the 
unauthorized  use  thereof  a  misdemeanor. 
People  V.  Dantuma,  39:  1190,  96  N.  £.  1087, 
252  III.  661. 

2.  One  not  entitled  to  use  a  union  label, 
who  contracts  to  do  a  job  of  printing,  is  not 
subject  to  a  penalty  for  use  of  the  label  on 
the  work  if  it  is  placed  there  by  a  sub- 
contractor who  has  a  right  to  use  it,  and 
to  whom  the  job  was  sublet,  in  good  faith 
with  nothing  in  the  contract  to  prevent  it. 
People  V.  Dantuma,  39:  1190,  96  N.  E.  1087, 
252  111.  561.  (Annotated) 

TRADENAMES. 

The  personal  representative  of  one 
who  has  established  a  trade  right  in  the 
use  of  his  own  name  in  connection  with  a 
manufactured  product  may  lose  the  right  of 
protection  in  the  use  of  such  name  in  the 
business  continued  by  him,  if  he  leads  the 

gublic  to  believe  that  the  originator  of  the 
usiness  is  still  alive,  and  his  personality 
was  a  factor  in  the  creation  and  retention 
of  the  good  will  which  the  product  enjoyed. 
Hazlett  Y.  Pollack  Stogie  Co.  39:  632,  105 
Fed.  28,  —  C.  C.  A.  — . 

TRADE  UNIONS. 

See  Labor  Organizations. 

TREES. 

In  street,  rights  as  to,  see  Highways.  1. 

Obstniotion  of  highway  by  limb  on.  see 
Ilijjhways.  3. 

Injury   l)y   fall   of  limb  from,  in  high- 
way, see  Tli^i^hwavs,  4.  5. 
39  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


TRESPASS. 

Negligence  as  to,  see  Negligence,  5. 


TRIAIi. 

Prejudicial  error  in  conduct  of, 
peal  and  Error,  23. 


see  Ap- 


Questions  of  law  and  fact. 

1.  While  the  jury  are  conclusive  judges 
of  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  they  are  not 
authorized  arbitrarily,  or  from  partiality 
or  caprice,  to  disregard  uncontradicted  and 
unimpeached  testimony,  or  facts  shown  be- 
yond question  both  by  testimony  and  by 
admission.  Sundgren  v.  Stevens,  39: 487, 
110  Pac.  322,  86  Kan.  154. 

2.  Whether  or  not  a  witness  is  an  ac- 
complice of  accused  is  for  the  determina- 
tion of  the  jury  on  conilicting  evidence,  but 
for  the  court  where  bis  acts  and  conduct  are 
admitted.  People  v.  Coffey,  39:  704,  119 
Pac.  901,  161  Cal.  433. 

3.  The  jury  must  determine  the  effect 
of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  money  re- 
ceived from  one  of  several  joint  tort  feasors 
was  not  intended  as  a  satisfaction  of  the 
claim.  Matheson  v.  O'Kane,  39:  475,  97  N. 
£.  638,  211  Mass.  9i. 

4.  When  a  landlord  is  sought  to  be 
held  liable  to  the  tenant's  servant  because 
of  injury  due  to  a  nuisance  on  the  property, 
it  is  for  the  jury  to  determine  whether  or 
not  the  owner  knew  of  the  dangerous  con- 
dition of  the  premises  at  the  time  of  tbe 
letting,  or  in  time  to  have  abated  the  nui- 
sance before  the  injury  occurred,  or  should 
have  known  it  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care.  Bailey  v.  Kelly,  39;  378,  122  Pac, 
1027,  86  Kan.  911. 

6.  Whether  or  not  a  street  car  pas- 
senger is  negligent  in  attempting  to  alight 
on  the  left  side  of  the  car  is  for  the  jury, 
under  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the  car 
was  so  crowded  that  he  could  not  reach  the 
right-hand  exit  Elliott  v.  Seattle,  R.  &  S. 
R.  Co.  39:  608,  122  Pac.  614,  —  Wash.  — . 

6.  Delay  for  four  hours  by  a  munici- 
pality in  placing  barriers  at  a  small  ditdi 
or  gully  washed  by  an  unprecedented  6tx>rm 
in  a  park  road,  which  is  not  extraordinarilr 
dangerous,  to  prevent  injury  to  travelers,  is 
as  matter  of  law  not  negligence  where  the 
locality  is  neither  central  nor  much  trav- 
eled. Cohen  v.  New  York,  39:  985,  97  N.  E. 
866,  204  N.  Y.  424. 

7.  The  jury  must  determine  whether 
or  not  a  passenger  who  alights  from  a  street 
car  is  negligent  in  attempting  to  cross  tbe 
street  in  front  of  a  standing  car  without 
looking  to  see  if  vehicles  are  coming  on  the 
parallel  track  which  may  render  the  cross- 
ing dangerous.  Minor  v.  Mapes,  39: 2x4, 
144  S.  W.  219,  —  Ark.  — . 

8.  Where  there  is  proof  that  the  driver 
of  a  young  horse  which  he  was  driving  for 
the  first  time  drove  it  up  to  a  railroa*! 
crosBing  where  the  gates  were  down  and 
upon  which  a  freight  train  was  drilling  at 
the  time,  and  left  it  a  short  time  with  it? 
head  toward  the  gates  and  with  the  hitch- 
ing weiglit  attached,  and  then  returned  ano 
took  the  hitching  weight  off,  and,  in  order 


TROVER. 


1297 


to  see  that  all  was  right  with  the  goods  in 
the  wagon,  went  to  the  rear  thereof,  so  that 
he  did  not  reach  the  reins  when  the  horse 
took  fright  at  the  noise  of  the  train  and 
ran  away,  it  is  a  question  for  the  jury 
^  as  to  whether  or  not  the  driver  was  negli- 
gent. Dennery  y.  Great  Atlantic  &  Pacific 
Tea  Co.  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  39:  574,  81 
Atl.  861,  —  N.  J.  — . 

9.  Under  a  statute  making  it  the  duty 
of  a  railroad  company  controlling  a  right  of 
way  to  provide  and  keep  in  repair  a  safe 
and  sufficient  passageway  over  it  where  any 
public  highway  shall  cross  the  same,  where 
it  appears  that  the  edge  of  a  plank  used  to 
provide  a  crossing  is  so  worn  as  to  permit 
the  foot  of  a  person  crossing  the  same  to 
slip  between  the  worn  plank  and  the  rail  so 
that  release  could  not  be  obtained  by  any 
reasonable  effort  in  time  to  avoid  injury  by 
a  train  passing  along  the  rail,  an  inference 
may  be  drawn  that  the  crossing  was  not  in 
good  order,  and  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  company  negligently  omitted  to  main- 
tain a  safe  crossing  was  for  the  jury.  Sam- 
kiwicz  V.  Atlantic  City  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Err. 
&  App.)   39:  571,  81  Atl.  833,  —  N.  J.  — . 

10.  Whether  or  not  an  innkeeper  who 
has  assumed  the  obligation  of  a  gratuitous 
bailee  for  the  care  of  baggage  has  performed 
his  duty  is,  in  case  of  an  attempt  to  hold 
him  liable  for  its  loss,  a  question  for  the 
jury.  Baker  v.  Bailey,  39:  1085,  145  8.  W. 
532,  —  Ark.  — , 

11.  The  jury  must  determine  whether  or 
not  stove  polish  composed  of  naphtha,  col- 
ored and  slightly  thickened  so  as  to  make 
the  mixture  adhesive  when  applied,  is  mere- 
ly naphtha  under  an  assumed  name,  the  sale 
of  which  is  prohibited  by  statute.  Gately 
V.  Taylor,  39:  47a,  97  N.  E.  619,  211  Mass. 
60. 

Instrnctlons. 

Suflicieiicy  of  objection  and  exception, 

see  Appeal  and  Error,  6. 
Prejudicial  error  as  to,  see  Appeal  and 

Error,  21,  22. 

12.  An  instruction  that  it  is  the  carrier's 
duty  to  use  reasonable  care  to  protect  its 
passenger  from  personal  injury  and  insult, 
in  an  action  to  hold  it  liable  for  causing 
his  false  imprisonment,  is  not  abstract,  be- 
cause not  based  on  any  state  of  facts  in 
the  case.  New  York,  P.  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Wald- 
ron,  39:  50a,  82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441. 

13.  The  court  need  not  define  punitive 
damages  in  authorizing  the  jury  to  allow 
such  damai?es  for  wrongfully  causing  death. 
St.  Louis  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Moore,  39:  978, 
.58  So.  471,  —  Miss.  — . 

14.  If  one  accused  of  murder  is,  on  the 
facts,  guilty  of  that  offense  unless,  by  rea- 
son of  his  mental  condition,  he  was  not 
responsible  for  his  acts,  an  instruction  of 
manslaughter  is  erroneous.  -  State  v.  Ash, 
'39:  611,  122  Pac.  995,  —  Wash.  — . 

16.  Whether  or  not  the  jury  should  be 
instructed  to  allow  a  minor  such  damages 
as  they  find  he  would  suffer  after' major- 
ity, because  of  the  wrongful  killing  of  his 
father,  will  depend  upon  the  character  of 
the  evidence,  indicating  the  probability  of 
Oy  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


such  loss  because  of  the  character  of  the 
father.  Rochester  v.  Seattle,  R.  &  S.  R.  Co. 
39:  XI 56,  122  Pac.  23,  67  Wash.  645. 

16.  The  assumption  in  an  instruction  in 
an  action  to  hold  a  railroad  company  liable 
for  false  imprisonment  of  a  passenger,  that 
the  conductor  telegraphed  for  '"officers,"  is 
not  error,  although  the  evidence  tends  to 
show  that  he  telegraphed  for  an  officer,  if 
more  than  one  met  the  train  in  response  to 
the  message.  New  York,  P.  &  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Waldron,  39:  50a,  82  Atl.  709,  116  Md.  441. 

17.  The  question  of  what  is  probable 
cause  in  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution 
being  one  of  law,  the  court  must,  m  instruct- 
ing the  jury,  point  out  what  facts  which  the 
evidence  tends  to  support  would,  if  found 
to 'exist,  constitute  probable  cause.  Wil- 
kerson  v.  Wilkerson,  39:  lais,  74  S.  E.  740, 
—  N.  C.  -*. 

18.  The  court  need  not  make  iise  of  the 
word  ''nuisance"  in  instructing  the  jury  as 
to  what  will  render  a  city  liable  for  permit- 
ting one  of  its  streets  to  become  so  out  of 
repair  as  to  constitute  a  public  nuisance, 
but  it  is  sufficient  if  it  tells  the  jury  that 
the  city  may  be  found  guilty  if  it  finds  cer- 
tain facts  with  respect  to  the  condition  .of 
the  street.  Ludlow  v.  Com.  39:411,  145  8. 
W.  406,  147  Ky.  706. 

Verdict. 

Presumption  as  to  finding  the  facts 
necessary  to  support  judgment 
founded  on  special  verdict,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  10. 
New  trial  for  errors  in  verdict,  see  New 
Trial,  1,  2. 

Remittitur  on  motion  for  new  trial,  see 

New  Trial,  3. 
Findings  by  referee,  see  Reference. 

19.  A  finding  by  a  court  that  the  verdict 
in  a  personal- injury  action  was  cxrussive, 
and  its  direction  of  a  remittitur,  amounts, 
as  matter  of  law,  to  a  finding  that  it  was 
the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice,  where, 
under  the  statute,  the  court  has  no  author- 
ity to  interfere  with  the  verdict  except  for 
such  cause,  although  the  court  may  express- 
ly declare  that  it  is  not  able  to  see  that  the 
verdict  is  the  result  of  passion  or  prejudice. 
Tunnel  Mining  &  L.  Co.  v.  Cooper,  39:  Z064, 
116f>ac.  901,  6OC0I0.  390. 


TROVER. 

Right  to  waive  tort  and  'sue  in  contract 
for  conversion,  see  Action  or  Suit, 
2. 

Conversion  of  bonds  by  brokerage  firm, 
see  Bankruptcy,  1. 

Proof  against  bankrupt  estate  of  claim 
of  property  converted,  see  Bank- 
ruptcy, 2. 

Suinff  in  conversion  for  failure  to  trans- 
fer bank  stock  on  books,-  set  Banks, 
1. 

Federal  court  following  state  decision 
as  to  right  to  waive  tort  and  sue  on 
contract,  see  Courts,  3. 

Denial  of  jury  trial  in  action  of  trover, 
see  Jury,  3. 
82 
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TRUSTEES— VACATION. 


TRUSTEES. 

Personal  liability  of  trustees  of  savings 
banks,  see  ^anks,   14-16. 

Of  religious  society,  see  Religious  So- 
cieties. 


TRUSTS. 

Property  left  in  trust  for  incompetent 
perwon,  see  Incompetent  Persons. 

Limitations  of  actions  as  to,  see  Limita- 
tion of  Actions,  2. 

Conveyance  in  trust  by  religious  society, 
see   Religious   Societies,  2. 

Parol  trusts. 

Parol  proof  of  trust,  see  Evidence,  13. 

1.  The  fact  that  one  taking  a  convey- 
ance of  proi>erty  from  a  religious  asso- 
ciation is  a  brother  and  partner  of  one  of 
the  trustees  does  not  prevent  his  becoming 
a  purchaser  of  the  property,  or  establish  a 
relation  of  confidence  between  the  parties 
which  would  uphold  a  parol  promise  to 
hold  the  property  in  trust  for  the  asso- 
ciation, against  the  terms  of  the  absolute 
convevance.  Lafayette  Street  Church  Soc. 
V.  Norton,  39:  906,  95  N.  E.  819,  202  N.  Y. 
379. 

2.  An  express  trust  with  respect  to  real 
estate  may  not  be  created  or  declared  by 
parol,  but,  if  a  parent  conveys  a  tract  of 
land  to  her  son  for  his  benefit  and  also  the 
benefit  of  his  brother,  and  for  more  than  ten 
years  subsequently  they  occupy  the  land  as 
tenants  in  common,  tlie  brother  tilling  the 
farm  and  making  lasting  and  valuable  im- 
provements thereon  under  a  claim  of  owner- 
ship, the  grantee  conceding  during  that 
period  that  his  brother  owns  one-half  the 
land,  the  heirs  of  the  grantee  will  not  be 
permitted  to  disturb  the  brother  in  his  pos- 
session and  title  to  an  undivided  one-half 
of  the  real  estate,  notwithstanding  there  is 
no  written  evidence  of  a  trust  or  of  the 
brother's  title,  and  none  was  ever  executed. 
Tlarman  v.  Fisher,  39:  157,  134  N.  W.  246. 
90  Neb.  n««. 

Constructive  trusts. 

Bank  taking  money  for  draft  when  in- 
solvent as  trustee  ex  malelicio,  see 
Banks,  8. 

3.  A  trani^action  by  which  a  religious 
society,  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of  un- 
used and  unproductive  property,  which  it 
has  been  unable  to  do  otherwise,  conveys  it 
to  a  stranger,  taking  mortgages  for  its  full 
value,  upon  conditi;>n  that  he  shall  care  for 
and  rent  the  property,  pay  the  rent  to  the 
society,  and  rcoonvey  it  in  case  he  cannot 
efTcut  a  leai^e,  is  not  so  unconscionable  as  to 
require  him  to  account  as  trustee  for  the 
profits  in  case,  after  caring  for  the  prop- 
ortv  for  a  number  of  vears,  he  sells  it  at  a 
lar;»e  advance  in  price  Lafavette  Street 
(  binv'li  S  o.  V.  Norton,  39:  906,  1)5  N.  E.  SV.) 
202  N.  Y.  379.  (Annotated 
llesult  =  nri  trusts. 

4.  Monev  of  a  wife  invested  in  land  in 
the  husband's  name  is  presumptively  a  gift; 
and,  in  t!;e  absence  of  facts  and  circumstan- 
ces rebutting  the  presumption,  such  as  vio- 
lation of  a  prior  or  contemporaneous  agree- 
:VJ  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


ment  to  take  the  title  in  the  wife's  name, 
ignorance  of  its  having  been  taken  in  the 
husband's  name,  subsequent  expenditure  of 
the  wife's  money  in  improvements  thereon, 
an  effort  on  her  part  to  obtain  the  title  after 
discovery  of  its  condition,  control  of  the 
property  as  her  own  against  the  husband, 
or  the  like,  there  is  no  resulting  trust  in  bar 
favor.  Whitten  v.  Whitten,  39: 1026,  74 
S.  E.  237,  —  W.  Va.  — . 
Follow! ngr  trust  property. 

Money  for  draft  taken  by  bank  while 
insolvent,  see  Bank»,  7-10. 

Trust  funds  in  insolvent  bank  general- 
ly, see  Banks,  11-13. 

5.  When  a  trustee  mingles  trust  funds 
with  his  own  and  subsequently  pays  out  a 
portion  of  the  commingled  funds,  it  ixtU 
he  prcsimied  that  he  made  his  payments 
from  that  portion  of  the  fund  belonging 
to  himself  and  retained  the  funds  which  did 
not  belong  to  him;  and,  except  in  so  far  as 
he  may  distinguish  what  is  His  own.  the 
whole  fund  will  be  treated  as  the  truftt 
propertv.  Widnian  v.  Kellogg,  39:  563,  133 
N.  VV.  1020,  --  N.  D.  — . 

UNDERTAKERS. 

Liability  of  undertaker  contracting  to 
furnish  carriages  for  injury,  see 
Master  and  Servant,  7;  Parties,  3. 

UNFAIR  COMPETITION. 

1.  An  ice  company  and  its  general  man- 
ager are  liable  in  damages  to  another  deal- 
er in  ice  for  malicious  interference  with  his 
customers  by  representations  that  he  was 
not  a  member  of  the  ioe  dealers'  association, 
and  would  be  unable  to  secure  ice  after  his 
supply  was  exhausted,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants and  the  ice  dealers'  association  would 
refuse  to  furnish  those  who  remained  bis 
customers  with  ice,  and  they  would  there- 
fore be  unable  to  obtain  it.  SchonwaM  v. 
Ragains,  39:  854,  122  Pac.  203,  —  Okla.  — . 

2.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  ren- 
der the*  action  of  an  ice  company  and  its 
general  manager  malicious,  that  they  be  ac- 
tuated by  motives  of  ill-will  toward  a  dealer 
with  whose  business  they  interfered;  it  is 
suflicient  that  the  acts  complained  of  were 
done  intentionally  and  without  just  cause 
or  excuse.  Schonwald  y.  Ragains,  39:  854, 
122  Pac.  203,  —  Okla.  — . 

UNIFORMITY. 

Of  dog  tax,  see  Animals. 

USURY. 

Denial  of  equal  protection  by  statute 
as  to,  see  Constitutional  Law%  3. 

That  the  security  did  not  in  fact  sell 
for  the  amount  of  the  loan  does  not  purge 
the  usury  in  a  transaction  by  which  for  a 
loan  of  $10  only  $8.25  of  which  was  ad-, 
vanced,  a  note  is  executed  for  $16.75  pay- 
able in  thirty  days,  and  secured  on  prop- 
erty worth  $25.  State  v.  Davis,  39:  136,  73 
S.  E.  130,  157  N.  C.  648. 

,  VACATION. 

Of  highways,  see  Highways,  8. 


VALIDATION— WARD. 
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VAIilDATIOX. 

Of  passenger's  ticket,  see  Carriers,  10. 

VALIDITY. 

Of  contract,  see  Contracts,  5-7. 
Of  statute,  see  Statutes,  3. 

VARIANCE. 

Between  pleading  and  proof,  see  Evi- 
dence, 38,  30. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Covenants  between,  see  Covenants  and 
Conditions. 

Estoppel  of  vendor  by  false  representa- 
tions, see  Estoppel,  3. 

Sale  under  execution  or  attachment,  see 
Judicial  Sale. 

Sale  of  incompetent's  property,  see  In- 
competent Persons. 

Rights  and  liabilities  of  purchaser  of 
land  subject  to  mortgage^  see  Mort- 
gage, 4-6. 

Confirmation  of  title  in  srantee  from 
religious  society,  see  Religious  So- 
cieties, 2. 

Specific  performance  of  contract,  see 
Specitic  Performance. 

Grant  of  lund^  by  state,  see  State. 

Grantee  as  trustee,  see  Trusts,  1,  3. 

1.  A  purchaser  of  land  from  one  who 
holds  a  water-right  contract  thereon  with 
an  irrigation  company,  and  who  takes  title 
thereto  by  a  deed  containing  the  ordinary 
(covenants  of  warrantv,  with  no  reference 
to  the  question  of  water  rights,  and  who 
refuses  to  accept  water  from  the  company, 
is  not  personally  liable  for  the  maintenance 
fee  mentioned  in  the  water-right  contract 
l>etween  his  grantor  and  the  irrigation  com- 
pany; and  an  action  cannot  be  maintained 
against  him  to  recover  a  personal  judgment 
tiiorefor.  Farmers'  &.  M.  Irrig.  Co.  v.  Hill, 
39:  798,  134  N.  W.  020,  00  Neb.  847. 

(Annotated) 
Deficiency  In  quantity. 

2.  When  there  is  a  deficiency  of  land 
in  a  sale  f>er  avcraionem,  the  court  cannot 
order  the  vendor  to  supply  the  deficiency 
out  of  land  not  included  in  the  tract  intend- 
ed to  be  sold.  Adams  v.  Porter,  39:  785,  57 
So.  526,  120  La.  1085.  (Annotated) 
Rescission  of  contract. 

3.  That  a  purchaser  might  have  ascer- 
tained the  untruthfulness  of  the  represen- 
tation does  not  prevent  his  rescinding  a  con- 
tract for  purchase  of  real  estate  because  tin- 
vendor  falsely  represented  that  he  had  a 
^oo<l  title,  that  the  land  was  in  a  recorded 
plat  to  which  the  deed  referred,  and  that 
he  would  build  an  electric  railway  line  and 
a  highway  to  the  property.  Fischer  v.  Hill- 
man,  39:  1x40,  122  Pac.  1016,  —  Wash.  — . 

(Annotated) 
Vendor's  Hen. 

Bar  of  debt  as  bar  to  enforcement  of 
vendor's  lien,  see  Limitation  of  Ac- 
tions, 1. 
Demurrer  to  complaint  in  suit  to  en- 
force vendor's  lien,  see  Pleading, 
14. 
no  L.R.A.(N.8.) 


4.  A  vendor's  lien  upon  land  conve3'ctl 
by  him  does  not  result  from  agreement,  but 
it  is  a  right  given  by  implication  of  law 
and  enforceable  in  equity  where  the  vendor 
is  entitled  to  it.  Shay  lor  v.  Cloud,  39: 
1171,  57  So.  066,  —  Fla.  — . 

5.  Where  land  is  conveyed  and  a  note  is 
taken  for  the  purchase  price  without  any 
collateral  security  or  contract  mortgage 
upon  the  property  to  secure  the  payment 
of  the  purchase  price,  the  law  by  implica- 
tion gives  to  the  vendors  a  right  in  the 
nature  of  a  lien  upon  the  property  for  the 
purchase  price,  which  right,  if  not  waived 
or  abandoned,  may  be  enforced  in  equity  at 
any  time  before  tlie  remedy  by  action  on 
the  note  is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions. Shaylor  v.  Cloud,  39:  1171,  57  So. 
666,  —  Fla.  -— . 

VENUE. 

1.  A  statutory  action  brought  by  a  re- 
mainderman against  a  life  tenant,  to  declare 
a  forfeiture  for  waste,  is  a  suit  "resi>ecting 
titles  to  land''  the  venue  of  which  is  in  the 
county  in  which  the  land  involved  is  lo- 
cated. Brown  v.  Martin,  39:  16,  73  S.  E. 
405,  137  Ga.  338. 

2.  An  action  to  recover  damages  for  in> 
jury  caused  by  the  explosion  of  a  paint  dry- 
er because  of  failure  to  put  a  caution  signal 
on  the  package  may  be  brought  in  the  coun- 
ty where  the  injury  occurred,  under  a  stat- 
ute permitting  actions  in  tort  against  cor- 
porations to  l£  brought  in  the  county  where 
the  tort  was  committed,  although  the  pack- 
age was  sold  at  defendant's  place  of  business 
in  another  county.  Prn«<lee-Gaulbert  Co.  v. 
McMath,  39:  465,  146  S,  W.  770,  148  Ky. 
265. 

VERDICT. 

Presumption  as  to,  on  appeal,  see  Ap- 
peal and  Error,  10. 

New  trial  for  errors  in,  see  New  Trial, 
1,2. 

Remittitur  from,  on  motion  for  new  tri- 
al, see  New  Trial,  3. 

In  general,  see  Trial,  10. 

VITAL  STATISTICS. 

Validity  of  act  to  establish  bureau  of, 
see  Constitutional  Law,  0. 

VOTERS  AXD  ELECTIONS. 

See  Elections. 

WAIVER. 

Of  pledge  by  surrender  of  pledged 
property,  see  Pledge  and  Collater- 
al Security,  1. 

Of  notice  of  sale  of  pledged  property, 
see  Pledge  and  Collateral  SecuritV, 
3. 

By  insurer,  see  Insurance,  10,  11. 

Of  disqualification  of  juror,  see  Jury,  6. 

Of  warranty  on  sale  of  personalty,  see 
Sale,  3. 

WARD. 

See  Guardian  and  Ward. 
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WAREHOUSE— WILLS. 


WAREHOUSE. 

imposing  tax  on  maintenance  of  ware- 
house by  foreign  manufacturer  for 
storage  of  its  own  products  within 
municipality,  see  License,  4. 

WARNING. 

Duty  to  warn  purchaser  of  possible 
danger  in  use  of  article,  see  Negli- 
gence, L 

WARRANTY. 

Covenant  of,  see  Covenants  and  Condi- 
tions, 1,  3. 

Agent's  authority  as  to,  see  Principal 
and  Agent,  1. 

On  sale  of  personalty,  see  Sale,  3. 

WASTE. 

Venue  of  action  for,  see  Venue,  1. 

WATERS. 

Compensation  for  property  taken  in  im- 
proving navigation,  see  Eminent 
Domain. 

Estoppel  to  require  removal  of  buildine 
interfering  with  operations  of 
drawbridge,  see  Estoppel,  L 

As  to  levees,  see  Levees. 

Who  may  maintain  action  to  compel  re- 
moval of  obstruction,  see  Parties, 
6. 

Personal  liability  of  purchaser  of  land 
on  contract  with  irrigation  com- 
pany under  which  it  is  supplied 
with  water,  see  Vendor  and  Pur- 
chaser, 1. 

1.  That  a  rival  merchant  instigated  the 
action  of  county  commissioners  to  require 
the  removal  of  a  building  which  interferes 
with  the  free  operation  of  a  public  draw- 
bridge is  no  ground  for  interfering  with 
such  removal.  Lenoir  County  v.  Crabtree, 
39:  12X3,  74  S.  E.  105,  158  N.  C.  367. 

2.  A  riparian  owner  having  a  qualified 
title  to  the  land  between  high  and  low 
water  mark  of  a  navigable  river  cajinot 
place  a  building  thereon  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  interfere  with  the  free  operation  of  a 
public  drawbridge  over  the  stream.  Lenoir 
County  v.  Crabtree,  39:  12x3,  74  S.  E.  105, 
158  N.  C.  367.  (Annotated) 
Public  water  snpply. 

3.  The  rules  of  a  waterworks  company, 
adopted  for  the  government  of  its  rela- 
tions with  its  patrons,  do  not  become  parts 
of  a  contract  between  it  and  a  patron,  made 
in  terms  and  upon  conditions  not  contem- 
plated by  such  rules  and  regulations,  and 
radically  different  therefrom.  Jopling  v. 
Bluefleld  Waterworks  ft  Improv.  Co.  39: 
814,  74  S.  E.  943,  —  W.  Va.  — . 

4.  A  rule  of  a  water  company  making 
the  property  owner  liable  for  water  sup- 
plied to  tenants  through  a  common  service 
pipe  and  autliorizing  it  to  cut  off  the  water 
from  the  building  upon  failure  to  pay  for 
water  furnished  any  tenant,  does  not  apply 
in  case  of  a  contract  to  furnish  water  to 
one  tenant,  so  as  to  permit  the  cutting  or 
of  the  water  upon  failure  of  another  to 
pay  his  rental.  Jopling  v.  Bluefield  Water- 
:iv»  L.R.A.(N.S.) 


works  &  Improv.  Co.  39:  814,  74  S.  £.  943,  — 
W.  Va.  — .  (Annotated) 


WATER  StJPPIiY. 

See  Waters,  3,  4. 


WILFVIiNESS. 

Evidence  on  question  of, 
24. 


Evidence, 


WILLS. 

Matters  concerning  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators, see  Executors  and  Ad- 
ministrators. 

Signature  of  testator. 

1.  A  holographic  will  executed  on  a 
printed  blank  is  properly  subscribed  by  the 
testator  at  the  end  of  it,  if  the  signature  ap- 
pears in  the  proper  place  in  the  blank,  al- 
though in  the  blank  left  for  the  disposini* 
clause  testator  states  that  he  disposes  of 
his  property  as  per  the  provisions  of  the 
pages  attached  and  consecutively  numbered 
to  a  number  specified,  which  sheets  are  then 
pinned  in  the  blank,  one  on  top  of  the  other, 
with  writing  on  one  side  only,  and  when 
read  as  though  inserted  where  pinned,  the' 
will  reads  logically  and  consecutively.  Re 
Field,  39:  1060,  97  N.  E.  881,  204  N.  Y.  448. 
Contest. 

2.  Contesting  a  will  upon  probable  canae 
for  alleged  forgery  does  not  work  a  for- 
feiture under  a  provision  therein  that  if 
anyone  mentioned  in  the  will  shall  attempt 
to  break  it,  he  shall  have  only  a  nomiiud 
sum,  and  his  share  shall  be  divided  amongst 
other  persons  mentioned.  Rouse  ▼.  Branch, 
39:  1160,  74  S.  E.  133,  —  8.  C.  — -. 

(Annotated^ 
Construction  generally. 

3.  A  will  that  is  clear  and  unambigo- 
ous  in  its  terms  must  be  interpreted  b? 
those  terms.  The  true  inquiry  is  not  what 
the  testator  meant,  but  what  the  terms  uaed 
by  him  express.  Couch  v.  Eaatham,  39:  307, 
73  S.  E.  314,  69  W.  Va.  710. 

Nature  of  estate  or  lYiterest  created. 

4.  A  devise  of  property  to  one  for  life, 
and  then  **to  dispose  of  as  she  sees  proper,'' 
does  not  convey  a  fee.  Chewning  v.  Eason, 
39:  805,  74  S.  E.  357,  168  N.  C.  578. 

(Annotated) 

5.  Where  there  is  a  devise  in  trust  to 
pay  the  net  income  to  -A  for  life,  with  a 
discretionary  power  in  trustees  to  use  part 
of  such  income  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  en- 
cumbrance upon  the  land,  and  after  the 
death  of  A  a  devise  in  fee  simple  to  her 
heirs  at  law,  the  words  "heirs  at  law"  are 
used  to  designate  the  persons  who  at  the 
time  of  A's  death  would  be  her  heirs  at  law, 
and  consequently  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case 
does  not  apply.  Shugrue  v.  Long  (N.  J. 
Err.  &  App.)  39:  257,  82  Atl.  905,  —  N,  J. 

• 

6.  Where  the  particular  estate. for  life 
devised  is  equitable  and  the  remainder  in 
fee  is  the  legal  estate,  the  rule  in  Shelley's 
Case  cannot  operate  to  increase  the  equi- 
table   life    estate    into    a    legal    estate   in 
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fee  simple.     Shugme  v.  Long  (N.  J.  Err. 
A  App.)  39:  257,  82  Atl.  906,  —  N.  J.  — . 
Bqnitable  conversion. 

7.  Where  a  will  contains  a  provision 
purporting  to  devise  real  estate  to  several 
persons,  followed  by  a  direction  that  it  be 
sold  by  the  executor  and  that  the  proceeds 
be  divided  equally  among  them,  the  right 
with  respect  to  such  propertv  acquired  by 
one  of  them  is  subject  to  the  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment existing  against  him  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death.  Penalosa  State  Bank  v. 
Murray,  39:  8x7,  121  Pac.  1117,  86  Kan.  766. 

(Annotated) 

WITNESSES. 

Duty  of  attorney  general  to  examine  at 
request  of  governor,  see  Attorney 
General. 

Arrest  by  conductor  of  passenger  as 
witness  against  other  passenger  ar- 
rested, see  Carriers,  2. 

Secondary  evidence  to  show  relation  of, 
to  subject-matter  of  his  testimony, 
see  Evidence,  9. 

Corroboration  of  testimony  of  accom- 
plice, see  Evidence,  33-36. 
39  LJLA.(N^.) 

He  . 


Detention  of  passenger  as  witness  to 
misdemeanor  on  train,  see  Evi- 
dence, 26. 

Right  of  governor  to  require  attorney 
to  examine,  see  Governor. 

Perjury  by,  see  Perjury. 

Question  whether  witness  is  an  accom- 
plice, see  Trial,  2. 

Jury  as  judges  of  credibility  of  wit- 
nesses, see  Trial,  1. 

1.  A  woman  is  a  competent  witness  in 
aa  action  under  the  civil  damage  act  against 
one  who  sold  intoxicating  liquor  to  her 
husband  after  notice  not  to  do  so,  to  show 
his  acts  and  conduct  towards  her  during 
times  of  intoxication  through  liquor  sold 
him  by  defendant.  Fleming  v.  Gemein,  39: 
315,  134  N.  W.  9tf9,  168  Mich.  641. 

( Annotated ) 

2.  In  an.  action  to  hold  the  owner  of  a 
vehicle  liable  for  injury  to .  an  occupant 
through  the  driver's  negligence,  .a  state- 
ment bv  the  driver  after  the  accident  is 
admissible  in  evidence  to  contradict  state- 
ments made  by  him  as  a  witness.  John  J. 
Radel  Co.  v.  Borches,  39:  227,  146  S.  W.  165, 
147  E:y.  600. 


